arXiv:2306.08873v1 [math.OC] 15 Jun 2023

manuscript No.
(will be inserted by the editor)

Optimization on product manifolds under a preconditioned
metric

Bin Gao - Renfeng Peng - Ya-xiang Yuan

Received: date / Accepted: date
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metric is constructed by an operator that aims to approximate the diagonal blocks
of the Riemannian Hessian of the cost function, which has a preconditioning ef-
fect. We explain the relationship between the proposed methods and the variable
metric methods, and show that various existing methods, e.g., the Riemannian
Gauss—Newton method, can be interpreted by the proposed framework with spe-
cific metrics. In addition, we tailor new preconditioned metrics and adapt the
proposed Riemannian methods to the canonical correlation analysis and the trun-
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method to solve the tensor ring completion problem. Numerical results among
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1 Introduction

We consider the optimization problems on product manifolds:

min f(z), (L1)

where f is a smooth cost function and the search space M is a product manifold,
ie.,

M2:M1XM2><~~~><MK,

My is a manifold for £ = 1,2,..., K and K is a positive integer. Optimization
on product manifolds has a wide variety of applications, including singular value
decomposition [23], joint approximate tensor diagonalization problem [27], dimen-
sionality reduction of EEG covariance matrices [29], and canonical correlation
analysis [24]. In addition, instead of working with full-size matrices or tensors,
matrix and tensor decompositions—which decompose a matrix and tensor into
smaller blocks—allow us to implement optimization methods on a product mani-
fold in low-rank matrix and tensor completion [5,15,11,7,12].

Related works and motivation Recently, Riemannian optimization, designing algo-
rithms based on the geometry of the Riemannian manifold M, appears to be
prosperous in many areas. Specifically, one can propose Riemannian optimization
methods to solve problem (1.1), e.g., Riemannian gradient descent and Rieman-
nian conjugate gradient methods. We refer to [2,4] for a comprehensive overview.

Since different metrics result in different Riemannian gradients and thus dis-
tinct Riemannian methods, one is inquisitive about how the performance of a
Riemannian method relies on the choice of a metric g. Moreover, the condition
number of the Riemannian Hessian of the cost function at a local minimizer z*,
denoted by x := kg(Hessg f(z")), affects the local convergence of first-order meth-
ods in Riemannian optimization. For instance, in the Euclidean case, i.e., M = R",
the asymptotic local linear convergence rates of the steepest gradient descent and
the conjugate gradient methods for solving the symmetric positive-definite lin-
ear systems are (k —1)/(k+ 1) and (/& — 1)/(/k + 1) respectively [28, Theorem
3.3, Theorem 5.5]. In general, the asymptotic local linear convergence rate of the
Riemannian gradient descent method was proved to be 1 — 1/0(k), see, e.g., [26,
Chapter 7, Theorem 4.2], [2, Theorem 4.5.6], and [4, Theorem 4.20]. Notice that
an appropriate metric g can lead to a smaller condition number. In view of these
observations, it is natural to ask:

Can Riemannian optimization methods be accelerated
by choosing a metric “exquisitely”?

The following example presents a positive answer.
Example 1 Consider the following problem

min f(x) :=—b'x

s.t. xe M:={xeR": x'Bx =1},
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where B € R™*" is symmetric positive definite and b € R™. The search space M
is an ellipsoid. The problem has a closed-form solution x* = B~ !b/||B™b||g with
[x||% := x"Bx. We explore the effect of a family of metrics,

Iax = (&, (MIn + (1 = X)B)n) for tangent vectors £ and »,

to the Riemannian gradient descent (RGD) method and the condition number of
Hessg, . f(x*) in Fig. 1, where A € R such that AI, + (1 — A)B is positive definite.
The left figure depicts the sequences generated by RGD under the Euclidean metric
g1,x(&,m) = (¢,m) and the scaled metric gox(&,n) = (£, Bn), and it shows that RGD
under the metric go,x converges faster than the one under the Euclidean metric.
Furthermore, the right figure confirms that the condition number varies with the
metrics and go,x leads to the smallest condition number. The detailed computation
can be found in Appendix A.

-0.2 0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1
A

Fig. 1 Left: sequences generated by the Riemannian gradient descent method under two
metrics for B = diag(22,3%,1) and b = (1,1,1). Blue marker: the Euclidean metric; green
marker: the scaled metric. Right: the condition number of Hessg, , f(x*) for A € (-1/8,1]

Developing an appropriate metric to enhance the performance of Riemannian
optimization methods was discussed in the existing works. For instance, the Rie-
mannian preconditioning was proposed by Mishra and Sepulchre [19] for solving
equality-constrained optimization problems where the feasible set is a manifold.
The non-Euclidean metrics were derived from the FEuclidean Hessian of the La-
grangian function, while the explicit construction of the Hessian can be expensive
in practice. As a remedy, the block-diagonal approrimation was considered to con-
struct metrics in the tensor completion problems [15,11,7,12]. Specifically, in view
of the block structure in tensor decompositions, the metric was developed by tak-
ing advantage of the diagonal blocks of the Hessian of the cost function, and the
Riemannian optimization methods under those metrics were proved to be efficient.
More recently, Shustin and Aeron [24] proposed a preconditioned metric for gener-
alized Stiefel manifolds by exploiting the Riemannian Hessian of the cost function
at the local minimizer and computed its condition number under the proposed
metric in the ellipsoid case.
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In addition, there are other approaches that incorporate preconditioning tech-
niques in Riemannian optimization. Mishra et al. [18] constructed a new metric
and proposed Riemannian conjugate gradient (RCG) and Riemannian trust-region
(RTR) methods for the matrix completion problem. Boumal and Absil [5] devel-
oped a preconditioner to approximate the Riemannian Hessian in matrix comple-
tion. Kressner et al. [16] proposed preconditioned Richardson iteration and approx-
imate Newton method to solve the tensor equations by constructing a Laplacian-
like operator. More recently, Tong et al. [25] introduced the scaled gradient descent
method for low-rank matrix estimation. Bian et al. [3] presented a preconditioned
Riemannian gradient descent algorithm for low-rank matrix recovery.

Contributions In this paper, we propose a general framework to construct a pre-
conditioned metric on the product manifold M = Mj; x Mg x --- X M, which
improves the performance of Riemannian optimization methods. Specifically, we
consider a metric by designing a self-adjoint and positive-definite linear operator
H on the tangent bundle T & such that

996(5777) = <£77:[(x)[77]> ~ ({,Hessef(at)[nb for 6777 € TIMv

where € := &1 X €2 x -+ X Ek is the ambient space of M and Hesse f(z) refers to
the Riemannian Hessian of f at © € M under the Euclidean metric (£, 7). Since
the operator H(x) approximates the second-order information, we refer to the
metric as a preconditioned metric. Instead of approximating the full Riemannian
Hessian, which can be computationally unfavorable in practice, we benefit from
the block structure of Hessef(x) and construct a new metric by exploiting the
diagonal blocks; see an illustration in Fig. 2.

v
v
3

51 52 gK
9(&m) = gn,Em)  +  gi(Eme) o+ -+ gf (Ex,mK)
= (& Hi@)[m]) 4+ (o, He(@)ne]) + 0+ €k, Hi(@)nk])

Fig. 2 A new metric on the product manifold M

Specifically, given z = (z1,z2,...,7x) € M, we construct operators Hy(z) :
Tay E — Ty & for K =1,2,..., K that aim to approximate the diagonal blocks
of Hesse f(z), and each manifold My, is endowed with a metric

gh (Eromi) o= (€ Hp (@) [r])  for &, mp € T M.

Therefore, the Riemannian metric on M is defined by the sum of the Rieman-
nian metric on each component, i.e., gz (&, 7n) := Zszl g’gjk (&k, Mk ). By virtue of the
new metric, we propose the Riemannian gradient descent and Riemannian conju-
gate gradient methods, and the condition number-related convergence results are
presented.
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Moreover, we investigate the connection between developing a preconditioned
metric and others existing methods. In particular, variable metric methods con-
sider an operator to approximate the second-order information of the cost function
by using the previous iterations. In contrast, the proposed preconditioned metric
is pre-defined without former iterative information, which is able to save mem-
ory. Additionally, we show that the Riemannian Gauss—Newton method can be
interpreted by a Riemannian gradient descent method employing a specific met-
ric. The preconditioned metric expands the scope of Riemannian preconditioning
in [19] since it facilitates flexible choices of the operator #(z). It is worth noting
that exploiting more second-order information can improve the performance of
Riemannian methods, but there is a trade-off between the increased cost brought
by preconditioned metrics and the efficiency of preconditioned methods. In sum-
mary, the existing methods that can be interpreted by our framework are listed in
Table 1.

Table 1 Existing and our works interpreted by preconditioned metrics. MC: matrix comple-
tion; TC: tensor completion; CP: canonical polyadic; TT: Tensor train; TR: Tensor ring

Problem and methods Search space M and variable Metric g (€, 1), &,n € T M

MC [18]
RGD, RCG, RTR

mXr nxr
RY x RY

(L7 R)

(€1, m (RTR)) + (€2, n2(LTL))

Matrix sensing [25]

ScaledGD

mxXnr nxr
R X RY

(L,R)

(€1, m (RTR)) + (€2, n2(LTL))

Tucker TC [19] x3_, St(ry, ngp) x RT1XT2%73 3 .
RCG (U,,U,, Uz, G) k§1<§k’nk(G(k)G(k))> + (€g,ng)
CP TC [11 Xd, Rner d

- o, > (& i (UO3#k)TUi#k 4 51,.))
RGD, RCG (U1,Ug,...,Uq) k=1
TT TC [7] Xile:k—1Xnerk 4

RGD, RCG, RGN

(X1, Xa, ..., Xyg)

1<§k7 nk (HLH,))

E
Il

TR T D] Xl RIEHTETE - (e (WL, W_, + I N
ks Mk g
RGD, RCG (W1, Wa,...,Wa) oy o TR e T ke Th=17k
CCA [30,24 St m,dy;) X St m,d
[ ] Sz ( ) Syy (M, dy) (€1, Saam) + (€2, Syytiz)
RCG (U, V)

CCA (this work)
RGD, RCG

Stgww (m, dz) X Stz;yy (m, dy)
(U,V)

(€1, ZpemiMi,2) + (€2, Zyyn2Ma2 2)

SVD (this work)
RGD, RCG

St(p, m) x St(p, n)
(U,V)

(€1, m1 (sym(UTAVN)? + 61,) 2 )
1
+(€2, n2(sym(VTATUN)? 4 61,)2)

TR TC (this work)

Gauss—Newton

d M XTp_1T
Xz RF 7 TR=1TR

(W1, Wa3,...,Wy)

(& OF (W) IDF(W)[m])

Furthermore, we construct novel preconditioned metrics and apply RGD and
RCG to canonical correlation analysis and truncated singular value decomposition.
We compute the condition numbers of the Riemannian Hessian of the cost function
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at a local minimizer for these problems. In addition, we propose the Gauss—Newton
method for tensor ring completion. Numerical results among three applications
validate the effectiveness of the proposed preconditioning framework, and these
methods remain a comparable computational cost with the existing Riemannian
methods.

Organization We introduce the concepts in Riemannian optimization on product
manifolds and present the convergence properties of RGD in section 2. A precon-
ditioned metric for product manifolds is developed in section 3, and we explore
the connection between developing a Riemannian metric and existing approaches.
We apply the proposed framework to solve the canonical correlation analysis and
truncated singular value decomposition in section 4 and 5. The Gauss—Newton
method for tensor ring completion is proposed in section 6. Finally, we draw the
conclusion in section 7.

2 Optimization on product manifolds

In this section, we provide basic tools in Riemannian geometry on product man-
ifolds and develop the Riemannian gradient descent and Riemannian conjugate
gradient methods for optimization on product manifolds. Metric-based and condi-
tion number-related convergence properties are presented.

2.1 Riemannian optimization on product manifolds

A product manifold M is defined by the Cartesian product of manifolds, i.e.,
MZMl XM2 ><~~~><./\/l[(.

Assume that M is embedded in a Euclidean space £ = &1 X 9 X - - - X Ek, which is

called the ambient space. The tangent space of M at x = (z1,x2,...,zx) is denoted
by Ty M =Ty My x Ty, Max---x Ty, Mg, and a tangent vector is denoted by
n=(m,n2,...,nk). Let each manifold Mj, be endowed with a Riemannian metric

g”, and hence the Riemannian metric on the product manifold M can be defined
by
92(&m) = gz, (€1,m) + g2, (E2,m2) + -+ + g (Exc, )

for £&,m € Ty M, which induces a norm ||7|lz := \/gz(n,n). Given a vector 7 =
(M,72,...,7K) € Te & ~ £, the orthogonal projection operator onto Ty M with
respect to the metric g is defined by

1g,0(7) = (Mg o, (), g2 0, () Ty ) )

where each IIjx refers to orthogonal projection operator with respect to the
metric g* onto Ty My for k=1,2,..., K. Let T M := Ugcp Te M be the tangent
bundle. A smooth mapping R : T M — M satisfying Rz (0z) = z and DRz (0z) = I
is called a retraction [4], where 0 € Ty M is the zero element and I, : Tp M —
T M is the identity operator on T, M. A retraction on a product manifold M is
defined by

R (1) = (Rg, (m), R, (n2) ... Re'y (nc)),
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where R* is a retraction on M,.. The wector transport operator is denoted by
Tyez : To M — Ty M for z,y € M.

Consider a smooth function f : M — R. The Riemannian gradient [2] under the
metric g is denoted by grad, f(z), which is the unique tangent vector satisfying

gz (grady f(z),n) = Df(z)[n]

for all n € Tz M, where D f(z)[n] refers to the differential of f at = along . The Rie-
mannian Hessian operator of f at x with respect to g is defined by Hessg f(x)[n] :=
Vygrad, f, where the symbol V refers to Levi-Civita connection on M. In particu-
lar, if M is a Riemannian submanifold of the Euclidean space &, it follows from [4,
Corollary 5.1.6] that

Hesse f(2)[n] = e« (DG(x)[n), (2.1)

where G is a smooth extension of grad, f(x) on a neighborhood of M, grad, f ()
and Hesse f(z) are the Riemannian gradient and Riemannian Hessian of f under
the Euclidean metric.

By assembling the required ingredients, we present the Riemannian gradient
descent and Riemannian conjugate gradient methods in Algorithms 1 and 2. We
refer to [2,21] for the global convergence of RGD and RCG.

Algorithm 1 Riemannian gradient descent method (RGD)

Input: Manifold M endowed with a metric g, initial guess z(®) € M, t = 0.
1: while the stopping criteria are not satisfied do
2:  Compute n{t) = —gradgf(z(t)).

3:  Compute a stepsize s(*).
4: Update z(t+1) = R () (sMn®) = (R}, ("), R? ,, (n$), ... ,RE, (n$P)); t =t + 1.
5: end while

Output: z(H) € M.

Algorithm 2 Riemannian conjugate gradient method (RCG)

Input: Manifold M endowed with a metric g, initial guess z(®) € M, t =0, 3(=1) = 0.
1: while the stopping criteria are not satisfied do

2:  Compute n() = fgradgf(:r(t)) + 5“)7;@)%1@—1)77“_1), where 8(Y) is a conjugate
gradient parameter.
3:  Compute a stepsize s®).

4: Update z(+1) = R ) (s(0n®) = R}, ("), B2,y (08"), ... . RE, (D)) t =t + 1.
Ty Lo Tr

5: end while
Output: z(H) € M.

Observe that the Riemannian gradients in RGD and RCG depend on the chosen
metric g. In other words, the Riemannian methods are metric-dependent. More-
over, the computational cost in the updates of RGD and RCG varies with different
metrics. Therefore, choosing an appropriate metric is apt to improve the perfor-
mance of Riemannian methods.
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Definition 1 (critical points) Given a smooth function f defined on a manifold
M endowed with a metric g, a point z* € M is called a critical point of f if
grad, f(z*) = 0.

Note that the definition of Riemannian gradient relies on the metric g, whereas
the set of critical points of f is invariant to the choice of metrics; see the following
proposition.

Proposition 1 Given a smooth function f defined on a manifold M. Consider two
Riemannian manifolds (M, g) and (M, g), it holds that

gz (grad, f(z),grad; f(z)) >0 and g.(grad,f(z),grad;f(z)) >0

forx € M. The equality holds if and only if x is a critical point. Moreover, gradgf(m) =
0 if and only if grad; f(x) = 0.

Proof Tt suffices to prove the first inequality, and the other can be proved in the
same fashion. Let (U, ¢) be a chart of the manifold M, E; be the i-th coordinate
vector field. For vector fields ¢ = >, a; E; and x = >, B Ej, it follows the definition
of the Riemannian metric g that

9z (Cxr Xz) = Zgz‘jaiﬁj = (1 Gaka,
()
where & = p(), & = Dl (#)[G), % = Dple™ () [xa, and the (i, j)-th
element of Gy is g;; 1= g(F;, E;). Denote (5 := grad, f(z) and xz := grad; f(z). It
follows from the coordinate expression [2, §3.6] that

G =G;'Vi@) and % =G;'Vf(),

where f(2) := fop (2) and Vf refers to the Euclidean gradient of f. We obtain
that

gx(grad, f(z), grad; f(z)) = & Gaxs = (VF(2)) G5 'VF(2) > 0.

The equality holds if and only if V(&) = 0, i.e., grad, f(z) = grad;f(z) = 0.
Moreover, if grad, f(z) = 0, it follows that {s =0, and hence

Xe = G;'Vf(2) = G;'G3G;'Vf(3) = G 'G( =0,
ie., grad;f(z) = 0. o
The second-order critical point of f is defined as follows.

Definition 2 (second-order critical points) Given a smooth function f defined
on a manifold M endowed with a metric g, a critical point z* € M of f is called a
second-order critical point of f if Hessg f(z") is positive semidefinite. Furthermore,
if Hessg f(z™*) is positive definite, then z* is a local minimizer for (1.1).

Note that the set of second-order critical points is also invariant in terms of
metrics; see [4, Proposition 6.3]. Specifically, if z* is a second-order critical point
of f, it holds that Hessy f(x*) is positive semidefinite if and only if Hessg f(z™) is
positive semidefinite for different metrics g and g.
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2.2 Local convergence properties

We present the local convergence properties of the Riemannian gradient descent
method in terms of condition numbers. Specifically, the Armijo backtracking line
search is applied to computing the stepsize in Algorithm 1.

Definition 3 (Armijo backtracking line search) Given a smooth function f
defined on a manifold M endowed with a metric g, a point x € M, a vector
n € Tz M, an initial stepsize so > 0, and constants p,a € (0,1). The Armijo
backtracking line search aims to find the smallest non-negative integer ¢, such
that for s = p’sg, the inequality

f(z) = f(Ra(sn)) > —saga(grad, f(z),n) (2.2)

holds.

In Riemannian optimization, the condition number of the Riemannian Hessian
at the local minimizer z* is crucial to the local converge rate of Riemannian
methods; see, e.g., [2, Theorem 4.5.6] and [4, Theorem 4.20]. The condition number
of the Riemannian Hessian Hessgy f(z*) is defined by

_ Amax(Hessg f(2)) _ SUPyet,. e (1) 23)

. )
K/g(HeSng(-T )) = )xmin(HeSng(f*)) infnGTz* M Gz (7])

where Apin(Hessgf(z")) and Amax(Hessgf(z*)) denote the smallest and largest
eigenvalue of Hessy f(z*), and

g . Hessy () )

refers to the Rayleigh quotient. Then, the local convergence rate of RGD with
Armijo backtracking line search (2.2) for optimization on product manifolds can
be proved by using [2, Theorem 4.5.6].

Theorem 1 Let {x(t)}?io be an infinite sequence generated by Algorithm 1 with back-
tracking line search (2.2) converging to a local minimizer x*. There exists T > 0, such
that for all t > T, it holds that

M) = fa") —mind 2as0x,. Al —a)p
F@E )~ fr) =1 {2 —— ffg(HeSng(rc*))}’

where Amin = Amin (Hessg f(z")).

Note that different metrics can lead to different Amin and kg(Hessq f(2*)) by
definition (2.3), which affect the local convergence rate. More precisely, a lower
condition number indicates a faster convergence of RGD.
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3 A preconditioned metric on product manifolds

We first develop a preconditioned metric on a product manifold M by constructing
an operator H(z) that aims to approximate the diagonal blocks of Riemannian
Hessian. Next, we explain the relationship between the proposed framework and
other existing methods, e.g., the variable metric methods and the Riemannian
Gauss—Newton method.

Specifically, we propose to endow M with a metric g by designing a self-adjoint
and positive-definite linear operator H on the tangent bundle T &€ such that

g$(€7 7]) = <§,7-_£(m)[7)]> ~ <§,Hessef(1:)[n}) fOI‘ 577] € TZDM7 (31)

where (-, -) denotes the Euclidean inner product and Hesse f(z) is the Riemannian
Hessian of f under the Euclidean metric. Since M = M1 x Mg X --- X M is a
product manifold, it follows from [4, Example 5.19] that the Riemannian Hessian
of fat z = (z1,22,...,2x) along n = (m,n2,...,mK) enjoys a block structure, i.e.,

Hesse f(2)[n] = (H11(x)[m] + Hiz2(x)[n2] + - + Hix (2)[nk],
Ha1(x)[m] + Hzz(x)[n2] + - + Haor (%) k],

(3.2)
Hyc1(x)[m] + Hro(2)[n2] + - + Hx g () [nxc]),
where
Hesse f(x1,. .., Ti—1, " Tix1,--- Tx ) (xi)[ms], if i =7,
H'L](x)[n]] — D ef( 1 i—1 i+1 K)( Z)[nl} .]
Gi(x1,...,xj—1,Tjt1,- .., %K) (x;)[n;], otherwise
and
f(wl,...,xi,17-7$€i+1,...,$K) : Ml - R
denotes the function that f is restricted on M;. The operator G; : M — Ty, M;,
Gi(z) := grad, f(x1,...,%i—1, Tit1,--.,Tx)(z;), gives the Riemannian gradient

of the above function. The restriction of G; on M; is
Gi(xl, BRI o B PR 7 B PR ,:CK) : Mj — Txl M,’.

Then, the Riemannian gradient of f at x with respect to g can be computed by
following [2, (3.37)].

Proposition 2 Let (M, g) be a Riemannian submanifold of the ambient space (€, g).
Given a function f : M — R and its smooth extension f : £ — R, the Riemannian
gradient of f at x € M can be computed by

grady f(z) = Mo (A(2) ' [VF(@),

where Ilg oz : Ty & ~ & = Ty M is the orthogonal projection operator with respect to
the metric g onto To M, and V f(x) denotes the Euclidean gradient of f.

In view of (3.1) and Proposition 2, the operator H(z) has a preconditioning
effect. Hence, we refer to the metric g as a preconditioned metric, and H is the
preconditioner. The methodology of using a preconditioned metric can be deemed
a general framework to accelerate the Riemannian methods.
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3.1 Approximation by diagonal blocks of Riemannian Hessian

Next, we consider how to construct a preconditioner 7 on a product manifold.
Instead of acquiring the full Riemannian Hessian Hessc f(z), which involves the
computation of all blocks Hj;(z) in (3.2), we develop a metric in a more economical
manner by using the diagonal blocks Hii, Haa,..., Hxk, as a trade-off between
the efficiency and the computational cost.

Recall that a Riemannian metric on the product manifold M is defined by the
sum of the metrics on each component, i.e.,

92(6,0) = g0, (E1,m) + 92, (E2,m2) + -+ + g5 (€xc k)

for € = (&1,&2,...,¢k),n=(m,n2,...,nK) € Tz M. In view of (3.2), we construct
an operator Hy () : Tq, E — Ta, & such that

gh e (€)== (o Hio (@) [me]) = (€ny Hip(z)[nk]) for &g, mp € Tay My,

Subsequently, the operator H is defined by

H(z)[n] := (Ha(2)[m], Ha(@)[n2], .., Hic (2)Inxc])  for n € Ta M,

and a preconditioned metric on T, M reads

g (&,m) = (&1, Ha(x)[m]) + (&2, Ha(2)[n2]) + - + €k, Hi () [nk]). (3.3)

Under the metric (3.3), the Riemannian gradient of a smooth function f: M — R
at © € M is given by using Proposition 2.

Proposition 3 Let M = M1 X Ma x -+ X Mg be a product manifold endowed with
the metric (3.3). Given a function f : M — R and its smooth extension f : & — R,
the Riemannian gradient of f at x is

grad, f(z) = (g1 4, (Ha(z) " [01f(2)]),
My o, (Ha(x) " [02f(2)]),

Hyxc 4 (i (2) 7 0K f(2)])),

where Hgk}zk is the orthogonal projection operator with respect to the metric gk onto
Tz, My fork =1,2,..., K and 8y f(z) is the partial derivative of f with respect to xy,.

It is worth noting that developing an appropriate metric by exploiting the di-
agonal blocks is closely related to the block-Jacobi preconditioning [10] in numerical
linear algebra. Specifically, given a symmetric positive definite matrix A € R™*",
the goal of block-Jacobi preconditioning is to construct an invertible block-diagonal
matrix

D1

= . & R

Dgk
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such that ko(DAD') := Amax(DAD")/Amin(DADT) is reduced, where Dy, €
R"™ %™ for k=1,2,...,K and n1 +ns +--- +nx = n. Alternatively, consider the
minimization problem of a quadratic function mingegn f(x) := %XTAX. We can
construct a preconditioned metric on the product manifold R” = R™ x R™? x ... x
R"X by
K
T - Ty —
gx(&m) ==Y (& (DjxDyr) ') = (€, (D'D) '),
k=1
Given x € R", it follows from Proposition 3 and the definition of Riemannian
Hessian that
grad, f(x) = (D' D)Ax,
Hessy f(x) = (D D)A.
Therefore, the Rayleigh quotient is given by

gx(n,Hessg f(x)[n]) _  (n,An)  #=D"Ty (7, (DADT)7)
gx (1) (n,(DTD)~"n) (1, 7)
for n € Tx R™. It follows from (2.3) holds that

ax(n) =

SUPper, M x(M)  Amax(DADT)

_ T
o (Flessyf(x)) = infper, max(n)  Amin(DADT) =2(DAD")

As a result, the block-Jacobi preconditioning that aims to reduce x2(DADT) is
equivalent to selecting a specific preconditioned metric on R” to reduce the con-
dition number of the Riemannian Hessian of f, i.e., rg(Hessy f(x)).

3.2 Relationship to variable metric methods

We investigate the relationship between the proposed preconditioning framework
and the wvariable metric methods—a pioneering work of quasi-Newton methods—
which were proposed to minimize a differentiable function f : R®™ — R by Davi-
don [9] in 1959. The motivation behind the variable metric methods was to achieve
faster convergence and avoid the failures in early computers. To this end, given a
point x(¥) € R™, a positive-definite matrix B(x(*)) is constructed from the previous
information [9] to approximate the Euclidean Hessian V2 f(x®)). Then, the search
direction d® is determined by

d® .= arg minf(x(t)) + (Vf(x(t)), d) + %<da B(X(t))d>-
deRrn
It follows that
d® = —B(x)tvrx®).

Consider the proposed framework, the search space R" is endowed with the
metric
gx(6,m) = (&, H(x)n) for £,n € TxR" ~R",

where 7{(x) is a positive-definite matrix that relies on the current information.
Based on this metric, the search direction of the Riemannian gradient descent
method is given by

0" = —grad, f(x") = —HED) V),
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Note that d*) is different from n*) since B(x(t)) contains the previous information,
e.g., the information from x(o),x(l), - 7x(t_l)7 whereas ?jl(x(t)) only relies on x®),

Furthermore, we explore the variable metric methods [20] proposed by Powell
for the following constrained optimization problem

fnin - f(x)
sit.oci(x)=0,i=1,2,...,m, (3.5)
ci(x) >0, i=m' +1,m +2,...,m,
where m, m’ are integers and ¢; are differentiable functions for i = 1,2,...,m. The

search direction d(® is the solution of

min  f(x®) + (VF(x®),d) + L (d, Bx®)a)
deRrn 2

s. t. ci(x(t)) + dTVci(x(t)) =0,i=1,2,...,m, (3-6)
ci(x<t)) + dTVci(x(t)) >0, i=m' +1,m +2,...,m,

where B(x(®) is positive definite that serves to provide second-order information
of f from previous iterations [20].

We illustrate the connection between the proposed framework and the variable
metric methods [20] in a special case that (3.5) contains only equality constraints,
i.e., m = m’. Assume that the feasible set M = {x € R™ : h(x) = 0} of (3.5) is a
Riemannian manifold endowed with the metric

gx(&,n) = (&, H(x)[n]) for &,n € Tx M,

where h(x) := [c1(x), ca(x),...,cm(x)]". Given a point x(*) € M, i.e., ¢;(x®) =0,
it follows from [19] that the Riemannian gradient of f at x®) under the metric g
can be computed by the minimization problem

- ( (t) L e ®
ne%fiif}Mf(X D) = () ) + 5 A D) (3.7)

In fact, Ty M = {n € R™ : Dh(x)[n] = 0} = {n € R" : " Ve;(xP) = 0 for i =
1,2,...,m}. Therefore, the only difference between problem (3.6) and (3.7) is the
quadratic term.

Note that the matrix B(x) in (unconstrained and constrained) variable metric
methods is updated based on the previous iterative information. On the contrary,
the operator H(x) in a preconditioned metric is pre-defined before the imple-
mentation of Riemannian methods, which is apt to avoid the storage of previous

information. Therefore, the proposed preconditioning framework is essentially not
a variable metric method.

Remark 1 In particular, let £(x,Ax) := f(x) — (Ax, h(x)) be the Lagrangian func-
tion of the problem (3.5) with the equality constraint h(x) = 0, and the Lagrange
multiplier is given by Ax = ((VA(x))TVh(x)) " (Vh(x)) "V f(x). If the operator
H(x) satisfies that 7(x®)[n] = D2L(x", A\ ) )[n] for all n € T, ) M as proposed
n [19], it holds that the solution of (3.7), i.e., fgradgf(x(t)), is indeed the Rie-
mannian Newton direction under the Euclidean metric; see [1, Proposition 4.1]
and [19, Proposition 2.1].
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3.3 Connection to Riemannian Gauss—Newton methods

The Riemannian Gauss—Newton method was proposed to minimize the cost func-
tion f(z) := 1| F(z)||§, where F : M — R" is smooth and DF(z) is assumed to be
injective. Specifically, the search direction ¥ ¢ T, M at +® € M is computed
by the following Gauss—Newton equation [2, §8.4.1]

(DF@@")[¢], DF () [n®]) + (DF ()], F(z)) =0 for & € T, M,

((DF(x(t)))* o DF(m(t))) D] = —(DF(c®))*[F(=®)],

where (DF(z"))* is the adjoint operator of DF(z(*)). Since DF(z) has full rank,
it follows that

1@ = — (DFG)" o DFE®)) ™ [(DFE) [FE®)]),

which is also the solution of the following least-squares problem

pein D), DF D)) + (DF (D)), ). (3.8)

Notice that
(DFE) D], Fa®)) = Df)n®) = Df(™) ] = (vF(z®),nM),

where f : £ — R is any smooth extension of f. Therefore, problem (3.8) is equiva-
lent to

N e TNO) 7 ()
776'%‘1:?2/\450-[(33 ¢ )[U]ﬂ)) + <Vf(.’£ i )777>7 (39)

where #H(z®) := (DF(z"))* o DF(2)). Consider the preconditioned metric

92 (&) = (& @) n)) = (&, (DF(2))* o DF(2))[]),

it follows from [19] that the solution of (3.9) is n*) = —gradgf(x(t)). In other words,
the Riemannian Gauss—Newton method can be interpreted by the Riemannian
gradient descent method with the metric g.

4 Application to canonical correlation analysis

In this section, we apply the proposed framework to solve the canonical correlation
analysis (CCA) problem. A new left and right preconditioned metric is proposed.
Then, numerical experiments verify that the proposed metric accelerates the Rie-
mannian methods.

Let X € R™*% and Y € R™*% be two data matrices with n samples and dg,
dy variables respectively. The goal of CCA is to choose weights ui,...,um € R
and vi,...,v;m € R% such that the data matrices XU and YV has the highest
correlation, where U := [u1,...,um] and V := [vi,...,vp]. CCA can be written
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as an optimization problem on the product manifold of two generalized Stiefel
manifolds, i.e,

. o T
UcRde xfnr,l,lgeﬂgdme f(U, V) = tI"(U EacyVN) (4.1)
s.t. (U, V) e M = My x Mg,

where X = XTX + Aelg,, Zyy = Y'Y + Ayla,, Az, Ay > 0 are regularization
parameters, Ygy = X'Y, M; = Sty (m,d;) = {U € R=*™ . U'%2,,U =
Ln} and My := Sty (m,dy) refer to the generalized Stiefel manifold, and N :=
diag(u1, po, ..., wm) satisfies p1 > p2 > -+ > pm > 0. The problem (4.1) has a
closed-form solution
(U*, V) = (52770, 5,,)/*V),

where U := [ii1,...,1m] and V := [v1,...,Vm] are the m leading left and right
singular vectors of the matrix E;:,;l/ Qﬂwyﬂgyl/ 2 respectively. We refer to the m

largest singular values o1 > 02 > -+ > o > 0 of E;;/QEIyEJyI/Q as the canonical

correlations.
The tangent space T (s v) M is characterized by

T(U,V) M~ TU M1 X TV MQ, (42)
where
Ty M1 ={U2 —l—UszKl 821 € Rmxmy .QT =-02,K; € R(dmim)xm}

is the tangent space of the generalized Stiefel manifold M1, the matrix Uy | €
R > (de=m) gatisfies that (UZ‘WEL)TEIIUZ‘E‘ZJ_ =1, _,n and UTZMUEMJ_ =0.
The T+ M2 is defined in the same fashion.

Next, we intend to propose preconditioned metrics on M and adapt the Rie-
mannian methods to solve (4.1).

4.1 Left preconditioner

Shustin and Avron [24, §4.2] proposed to endow M with the following metric

gu,v)(&n) = (&1, Zeam) + (§2, Zyym2)  for £,n € Ty, vy M. (4.3)

In our framework, it is equivalent that the operators in (3.3) are defined by
Hi(U, V)] = Zzam and Ho(U,V)[ne] := Zyyne, which have left precondi-
tioning effect. The orthogonal projection of a vector 77 € Ty v) € =~ £ onto the
tangent space Ty v, is given by

I, uvy(7) = (771 — Usym(U" Zooff1), 72 — Vsym(Vszy@)) ,

where € := R%X™ x R%X™ ig the ambient space of M. Therefore, the Riemannian
gradient reads

grad, f(U, V) = (- 23,/ D2y VN + Usym(U " £,y VN),

(4.4)
~ 2y} $1,UN + Vsym(V' ¥, UN)).
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Since the local converge rate of Riemannian optimization methods is closely
related to the condition number xg(Hessyf(U*, V*)) (see section 2.2), we first
compute the Riemannian Hessian of f at (U, V) along n = (n1,72) € Ty vy M by
using (2.1)

Hessy f(U, V) [n] = I, (v v) (m sym(U" Zpy VN) + Usym(1{ Szy VN)
+ Usym(U" ZpynoN) — S50 SrymoN,
nesym(V' 21, UN) 4 V sym(n3 X1, UN)
+ Vsym(VTZf,mN) - £y 51,mN),

(4.5)

Then, we compute the condition number as follows.

Proposition 4 Let 01 > 02 > -+ > 0m41 2 - 2 Onin{d, d,} be singular values of
the matriz Spy!? Suy Xy /2. It holds that

max {%(Nl + MQ)(Ul + 0'2), 251 (0'1 + Um+1)}
min{mini,je[m},i;éj %(Hz — pj)(oi — 05), pm(om — omi1))’

where [m] :={1,2,...,m}.

kg(Hessg f(U*,V*)) =

Proof See Appendix B. ad

Note that Proposition 4 boils down to kg(Hessy f(U*, V*)) = (o1+02)/(01—02)
for m = 1, which coincides with the result in [24, Lemma 4.1].

4.2 New left and right preconditioner

Observing from the second-order information in (4.5), we aim to approximate the
diagonal blocks of (4.5) and propose a new metric where the operators in (3.3)
have both left and right preconditioning effect:

Inew,(U,v)(&,1) = (€1, VoamMai 2) + (§2, Zyyn2Ma 2), (4.6)

where

=

Mo = (sym(UTExyVN)2 + 517,1) ,

2

Ma .o = (sym(VngIyUN)2 + 6Im) ,

sym(A) := (A + AT)/2 and § > 0. Since Mj > and Ma o are positive-definite,
the metric (4.6) is a Riemannian metric. Subsequently, the projection operator
Iew,(u,v) s given by the following proposition.

Proposition 5 Given the new metric (4.6), the orthogonal projection operator on
T(u,v) M is given by
Hnew,(U,V) (ﬁ) = (Hnew,U(ﬁl)u Hnew,V(ﬁ2)) = (ﬁl_UslMiéaﬁQ_VSZMg,%) (47)

forij € Ty vy & = &, where S1, Sa are the unique solutions of the following Lyapunov
equations
Mi1,281 +S1 M2 = QSym(M1,2(UT2mﬁ1)M1,2),

Ms3 2S2 + SoMa 2 = QSym(MQ,Q(VTEyyﬁQ)MQ’Q).
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Proof It suffices to prove Il ew u(71) = 71 — USlMié, and the others can be
obtained in the same fashion. The orthogonal complement with regard to the
metric (4.6) of the tangent space Ty M; is

(Ty M1)" ={USM;}:S1 € RP?, 8 =87}

Moreover, since Ty M1 & (Ty Mj)t = TyR%X™ ~ R=X™m it yields a unique
orthogonal decomposition

M = Myew,u (M) + Miew,u(i) = (UR1 + Uy, 1 K1) + USIMy 5, (4.8)
ie.,
_ _ 1 _ _ _
HneW,U(nl) =n — HneW,U(nl) =m - USlMl,é'

To characterize the symmetric matrix Si, we multiply (4.8) from the left by
U" Y.z, and it follows that

U' Souit = 21+ S1 My 3.
Summing up U £y, 71 and (UT X,471)7, we obtain that
S1M1 3 + M 381 = U Suwi + 1] Tua U
By multiplying M o from the left and right, the symmetric matrix S; satisfies
M 2S1 +S1Mi2 = stm(M1,2(UT21xﬁ1>Ml,2)7
which has a unique solution according to [14, Theorem 2.4.4.1]. O

It follows from Propositions 3 and 5 that the Riemannian gradient of f at
(U,V) is

grad, ., f(U, V) = (£ 91 f(U, V)M 5 — US; My 3, 19)
Sy 02 (U, V)My5 — VS;M53),

where S; and Sy are the solutions of the following Lyapunov equations
M, 281 +S1 M2 = 2sym (Ml,QUTalf(U,V)) :
M3 2S2 + S2Mz2 2 = 2sym (Mz,zVTﬁ'gf(U7 V)) .

Note that Mi 2, M2 2 € R™*™ and m <« min{dz,dy}. Therefore, the computa-
tional cost of the Riemannian gradient under the new metric (4.6) is comparable
to one under (4.3).

Then, we illustrate the effect of the metric (4.6) by computing the condition
number of f at (U*,V*). To this end, the Riemannian Hessian of f at (U*,V*)
along 7 is given by

Hessnew f(U", V) [1] = Hyew,(u=,v+)(DG(U*, VF)[n])
= e, (U v+) (= Zaa SayeNM7 5 + Yy S0y VINM; 5M1 oM 5
—mS1Mj 3 — U*S; M7 5 + U*S;M; 3M; o.My 3,
— Xy ZaymNMy 5 + Sy $1, U'NM; ;M2 2 M; }
—7282M3 5 — V*$oMy 5 + V*SoM; M2 oM )
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where G : £ — R is a smooth extension of grad, ., f, Mi 2 = DM 2(U", V*)[n],
Ms o := DM32(U*, V*)[n], and the symmetric matrices S; and Sz satisfy the
Lyapunov equations

Sym (M1,251 + M1,2S1 + M1,22N + Ml,Z(UIZ:vyV* + (U*)TZ:vyWQ)) =0,
sym (M2,232 + Ma,282 + M2 2 YN + Mz 2(ng £3,,U* + (V*)TE;WI)) =0.

Finally, we can prove the result in the same fashion as in Proposition 4.

Proposition 6 Let o1 > 02 > -+ > 0m41 2+ 2 Omin{d,,d,} be the singular values

of the matriz E;;/Qﬂxyﬂgyl/Q. Then, the condition number at the local minimizer
(U*,V*) is computed by

max{ max (Hitp;)(oito;) 1 (014+0m41) }

i,je[m],iqéj\/01.2#?+5+\/a]2.l¢?+5’ Voi+s

finew (Hessnew £ (U™, V7)) = :
min { min (i=py)(oi=0;) Pm (Tm—0m+1) }

i,jE€[m) i#j /oTuI S+ JoRud+s’ N oh+S

4.3 RGD and RCG for canonical correlation analysis

By using the Riemannian metric (4.6) and required ingredients, we adapt the
Riemannian gradient descent (Algorithm 1) and Riemannian conjugate gradient
(Algorithm 2) methods to solve the CCA problem in Algorithm 3 and 4.

Algorithm 3 RGD for CCA

Input: M endowed with a metric (4.6), initial guess (U@, V(©®) e M, t = 0.
1: while the stopping criteria are not satisfied do
2:  Compute n{t) = —gradgf(U(t),V(t>) by (4.9).

3:  Compute the stepsize s(*) by Armijo backtracking (2.2).
1 1

4:  Update UtHD = 5712 gf (22 (U® 4+ p{)) and VD = 5.1/ qf (/2 (v(©) 4
nét))); t=t+1.

5: end while

Output: (UD V®) e M.

Algorithm 4 RCG for CCA

Input: M endowed with a metric (4.6), initial guess (U, V() e M, t =0, g1 =0.
1: while the stopping criteria are not satisfied do
2:  Compute () = —gradgf(U(t>7U(t>) + Hg’(U(t)’V(t))(n(t’D) by (4.7) and (4.9).

3: Compute the stepsize s(t) by Armijo backtracking (2.2).

4:  Update UMD = 512 gf (212 (UO 4 p{)) and VD = 5712 g (00 /2(VO 4
ns ) t=t+1.

5: end while

Output: (U® V®)) e M.
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Note that 1) the retraction mapping is the generalized QR decomposition [22]
with respect to Xz and Yyy, i.e.,

_1 1 _1 1
Ruv)(n) = (Ex;vz af (X2 (U +m1)), 2y af (23, (V + 772))) for n € T(u,vy M,

where qf (X) refers to the Q factor in the QR decomposition QR = X. In practice,
the retraction can be efficiently computed by Ry, v)(n) = ((U + )R, (V +
no)Ry 1) instead, where RIR; = (U 4 ;)" %,,(U + n;) and RIR, = (V +
nQ)TZ‘yy (V + n,) are Cholesky decompositions; 2) the vector transport in Algo-
rithm 4 is defined by the projection operator in (4.7), i.e.,

Tit—1(n) == Hg7(U(t)7V(t))(77) for n € T(U(t—1)7v(t71}) M.

4.4 Numerical validation

Algorithms 3 and 4 are implemented in Manopt [6], a Matlab library for Rieman-
nian methods. The stopping criteria are the same as default settings in Manopt.
All experiments are performed on a MacBook Pro 2019 with MacOS Ventura 13.3,
2.4 GHz 8 core Intel Core 19 processor, 32GB memory, and Matlab R2020b. The
codes are available at https://github.com/JimmyPeng1998.

We test the performance of RGD and RCG under different metrics, i.e., five
different choice of the operators 1, #z in

9o,y (&n) = (€, Hi(U, V) [m]) + (&2, H2(U, V) [n2]);

see Table 2. The Euclidean metric is denoted by “(E)”. “(L1)” and “(L2)” are the
metrics that only one component of M = M; x My is endowed with a precondi-
tioned metric. The metric (4.3) proposed by [24] is called “(L12)”. The metric (4.6)
have both the left and right preconditioning effect and is denoted by “(LR12)”.
We set dy = 800, dy = 400, n = 30000, m =5, 6 = 1071° Ay = Ay = 107, and
N = diag(m,m — 1,...,1). Elements of the data matrices X and Y are generated
by the unit distribution in [0,1]. The performance of a method is evaluated by
the residual f(U, V) — fmin, gradient norm “gnorm”, and the subspace distances
D(U,U*) := |[UUT — U*(U")T||r and D(V,V*) := [|[VVT — V*(V*)T||p, where
fmin = f(U*, VF).

Table 2 Compared metrics in CCA

(E) (L1  (L2) (L12) (LR12)
H1(U, V)[m] nm Xeam m Yeam  ZeemMip2
H2(U, V)[n2] 72 n2 Xyym2 Zyyn2 DyynaMa 2

Numerical results are reported in Fig. 3, Fig. 4 and Table 3. We have follow-
ing observations: 1) the proposed metric (4.6) improves the performance of RGD
and RCG since it benefits more from the second-order information; 2) Figure 4
shows that the computation time per iteration of Algorithms 3 and 4 is compa-
rable to RGD(L12) and RCG(L12); 3) Table 3 illustrates that RGD(LR12) and
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RCG(LR12) require fewer iterations and less time to reach the stopping criteria
than the others. The subspace distances are smaller than 10™%, and hence the
sequences generated by proposed methods converge to the correct subspace.

RGD RCG

10° | 10°

| — I

> >

o 10° 5 108

= =
= RGD(E) e RCG(E)
=== RGD(L1) === RCG(L1)

RGD(L2) RCG(L2)
=== RGD(L12) =——=RCG(L12) |
=== RGD(LR12) ===RCG(LR12)
10710 . . 10710 . n
0 2000 4000 6000 8000 10000 0 500 1000 1500 2000 2500
#iter #iter

Fig. 3 Numerical results for CCA problem for d; = 800, d, = 400, and m = 5. Left: RGD.
Right: RCG. Each method is tested for 10 runs

200 400 600 800 1000 200 400 600 800 1000
RGD RCG

Fig. 4 Computation time per iteration for RGD (left) and RCG (right) under different metrics
for CCA problem for d, = 800, m =5, and dy = 200, 400, . ..,1000

Table 3 Convergence results of the CCA problem for d, = 800, dy = 400, and m =5

metric method  #iter time (s) gnorm D(U,U*) D(V,V*) Kg
) ReG  its 303 17oess  aolel  assesp  210H04
L) ROG 200 13 a0l  28e0r  2peod  L43eHOT
€2 RCG 200 016 6ovem 29501 200e0i  LO2HOT
A
B S

Moreover, the condition number of the Riemannian Hessian is numerically
computed by the Manopt function hessianspectrum: rg(Hessyf(U*, V*)) of five
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metrics are 2.10 x 10* (E), 1.43 x 107 (L1), 1.52 x 107 (L2), 1.12 x 10* (L12),
and 2.38 x 10® (LR12). It is direct to verify that these numbers coincide with
the theoretical results in Propositions 4 and 6. We observe that the Riemannian
Hessian under the proposed metric (LR12) has the smallest condition number
among all choices, which confirms that RGD(LR12) and RCG(LR12) outperform
the others.

5 Appplication to truncated singular value decomposition

In this section, the truncated singular value decomposition (SVD) problem is con-
sidered. Given a matrix A € R"™*"  the p < min{m,n} largest singular vectors
(U*,V*) is the global minimizer of the following problem,

min f(U, V) := —tr(UTAVN)
UER™MXP,VERPXP (5.1)
s. t. (U, V) e M := M1 x M2 = St(p,m) x St(p, n),

where St(p,m) := {U € R™*P : U'U = I,} is the Stiefel manifold and N :=
diag{p1,...,pp} with g1 > -+ > pp > 0. Sato and Iwai [23] proposed RGD and
RCG methods to solve problem (5.1), where the search space is endowed with the
Euclidean metric. We apply the proposed framework to solve (5.1) by endowing M
with a non-Euclidean metric to accelerate the Riemannian optimization methods.

5.1 A new preconditioned metric

Observe that the Riemannian Hessian of f at (U, V) along = (n1,72) € T(u,v)y M
is given by
Hesse f(U, V)[n] = (mM1 — AN — Usym(U(mM; — AnaN)),
772M2 — AT171N — VSym(V(ngMg — ATnlN)))

in [23, Proposition 3.5], where M; := sym(UT AVN) and Ms := sym(VTATUN).
We take advantage of the diagonal blocks of the Riemannian Hessian and define
a new preconditioned metric on M:

Inew,(U,V) (57 77) = <£17771M172> + <£27772M2,2>7 (52)

for £, € Ty vy M, where

1
2

1
M2 = (sym(UTAVN)2 +51p) P My = (sym(VTATUN)2 + 5Ip) :

and 6 > 0. Since M2 and My o are smooth and positive-definite matrices, the
metric (5.2) is a Riemannian metric. The projection operator with respect to (5.2)
is given by

My, 0, vy () = (i1 — US1My 3,72 — VS2My 5 (5.3)
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for 7 € Ty vy R™*PxR™*P ~ R™*P xR"*P, where S1, Sy are the unique solutions
of the following Lyapunov equations

Mi12S81 +S1 M2 = 2sym(M1,2(UTﬁ1)M172),
M2 2S2 + SoMo o = QSym(M2,2(VTﬁ2)M2,2)~

Then, it follows from Proposition 3 and (5.3) that

F(U,V) = (81£(U, V)M 5 — US;Mj 3,
82f(U,V)M3 5 — VS;M53),

grad

new

where S; and Sy are the solution of the following Lyapunov equations:

Mji,2S1 +S1 M 2 = 2sym (M172UT61f(U,V)) ,

MQ’QSQ + SQMQ’Q = 2sym <M2,2VT82f(U,V)) .

These results can be obtained in the same fashion as in Proposition 5 for CCA.
Note that the computational cost of the Riemannian gradient (5.4) is comparable
to one under the Euclidean metric since M1 2, Mg 2 € RP*P and p < min{m,n}.

The effect of the new metric (5.2) is illustrated by the following proposition,
which can be proved analogously to Propositions 4 and 6.

Proposition 7 Let 61 > 02 > -+ > 0p > Opq1 2 *++ 2 Onpin{m,n} be the singular
values of A, U* and V* be the p largest left and right singular vectors of A respectively.
It holds that

max { max (pitpj)(oito,) p1(o1+opi1) }

i,j€lpli#) VOIuTFo+ \[oiu+s’ V0T +o

min min (hi—pj)(oi—0;) 7Hzo(ffzo—UpH)
i,€[pl,i#] 0?u§+5+\/0§,¢§+5 N

Knew (HeSSnve(U*, V*)) =

5.2 RGD and RCG for truncated singular value decomposition
Let M be endowed with the Riemannian metric (5.2). We apply the Riemannian
gradient descent (Algorithm 1) and Riemannian conjugate gradient (Algorithm 2)

methods to solve the SVD problem (5.1) in Algorithms 5 and 6. Note that the
retraction mapping is based on the QR decomposition, i.e.,

Reuvy(m) := (af (U +m),af (V +n2))  for n € Ty vy M.

The vector transport in Algorithm 6 is defined by the projection operator (5.3).
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Algorithm 5 RGD for SVD

Input: M endowed with a metric (5.2), initial guess (U(O),V(O)) eM,t=0.

1: while the stopping criteria are not satisfied do

2:  Compute n*) = —gradgf(U(t>,U(t>) by (5.4).

3: Compute the stepsize s(t) by Armijo backtracking line search (2.2).

4:  Update Ut = ¢f (U(t) + s(t)ngt)) and V(I+D) = of (V(t) + s(t)nét)>; t=t+1.
5: end while

Output: (U® Vv®)) e M.

Algorithm 6 RCG for SVD

Input: M endowed with a metric (5.2), initial guess (U(0>,V(O)) eM,t=0,5-D =o.
1: while the stopping criteria are not satisfied do

2:  Compute n*) = —gradgf(U(t>,U(t>) + 1, g V(t))(n(t’D) by (5.3) and (5.4).
3: Compute the stepsize s(t) by Armijo backtracking line search (2.2).

4:  Update UG+ = of (U(t) + s(t)n§t)) and V+1) = of (V(t) + s(t)n;t)>; t=t+1.
5: end while

Output: (U® V®) e M.

5.3 Numerical validation

We compare the performance of Algorithms 5 and 6 with RGD and RCG under the
Euclidean metric in [23]. The proposed preconditioned metric (5.2), which has a
right preconditioning effect, is denoted by “(R12)”. We set m = 1000, n = 500, p =
10, and N = diag(p,p—1,...,1). The matrix A is constructed by A = U*32(V*)T
where U* € R™*P and V* € R"*P are firstly generated by the unit distribution
and then orthogonalized by QR decomposition, ¥ := diag(1,7,7%,...,7*~!) and
~v =1/1.5. The implementation of RGD and RCG is the same as section 4.

Numerical results are shown in Fig. 5, Fig. 6 and Table 4. We have similar ob-
servations as the previous experiments in section 4. First, the proposed methods
outperform RGD(E) and RCG(E) with fewer iterations since the proposed met-
ric benefits from the second-order information. Second, computational cost per
iteration of Algorithms 5 and 6 is comparable to RGD(E) and RCG(E) respec-
tively. Third, Table 4 shows that the subspace distances are smaller than 10~°
in RGD(R12) and RCG(R12), which indicates that the sequences generated by
proposed methods converge to the correct subspace.

Table 4 Convergence results of the SVD problem for m = 1000, n = 500, and p = 10

metric  method  #iter time (s) gnorm  D(U,U*) D(V,V*) Kg
RGD 7781 117.29  9.64e-07 4.53e-05 4.53e-05

(E) RCG 478 5.44  8.54e-07 2.00e-05 2.00e-05 2.43e+03

(R12) RGD 387 3.41  8.72e-07 2.38e-15 1.38e-15 9.50e--01

RCG 105 1.45 7.88e-07 3.26e-07 3.83e-07
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RGD RCG
——RGD(E) ——RCGE) |
= RGD(R12) 10° ——RCG(R12) |-
10° |
| |
> > 108
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10-10 L i L L
0 2000 4000 6000 8000 0 100 200 300 400 500
#iter #iter

Fig. 5 Numerical results for the SVD problem for m = 1000, n = 500, and p = 10. Left:
RGD. Right: RCG. Each method is tested for 10 runs

%107

8 T
I (E)

200 400 600 800 1000 200 400 600 800 1000
RGD RCG

Fig. 6 Average computation time per iteration for RGD (left) and RCG (right) under the
Euclidean and proposed metric for m = 1000, p = 10, and n = 200, 400, . .., 1000

In addition, we compute the condition numbers of Hessf(U*, V*) under two
metrics. It follows from the construction of A and Proposition 7 that

(1 + p2)(v +1) 153389
(p—1—pp)(P=2 —P=1) 63
(u1 4+ p2)(L+7) _ o
(n1 = p2)(1 =) ’

k(Hessc f(U*, V")) = A 2.43 x 10%,

k(Hessnew f(U*, V*)) =

which exactly coincide with the numerical results in Table 4. Therefore, the lower
condition number suggests faster convergence of the proposed methods.

6 Application to matrix and tensor completion

In this section, we investigate the matrix and tensor completion problem. Given a
partially observed tensor A € R™* %™ on an index set 2 C [n1] X - -+ x [ng]. The
goal of tensor completion is to recover the tensor A from its entries on 2. Note
that it boils down to matrix completion for d = 2.

There are several different formulations in tensor completion. One type is based
on the nuclear norm minimization, e.g., [8,17]. These methods require working
with full-size tensors. Instead, tensor decompositions—which decomposes a tensor
into smaller blocks—reduce the number of parameters in search space. Therefore,
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it is economical to formulate the tensor completion problem based on a tensor
decomposition, which leads to an optimization problem on a product manifold

. . . 2
min f(z):= % HPI‘OJQ(T(JS]_,ZL‘Q,...,ZBK)) — PrOJQ(A)HF 6.1)
s. t. m:(xl,xg,...,xK)EM:Ml><M2><~~~><MK,

where p := |2]/(nin2---ng) is the sampling rate, Proj, refers to the projection
operator onto £, i.e, Proj,(X)(i1,...,1q) = X(41,...,4q) if (i1,...,iq) € 2, other-
wise Proj,(X)(i1,...,iq) = 0 for X € R™*""*" and 7(z1,...,zx) denotes the
tensor decomposition with components z € My, for k € [K].

Since computing V2 f(x) can be complicated, Kasai and Mishra [15] introduced
a preconditioned metric based on the block-diagonal approximation of V2 f(=z)
for tensor completion in Tucker decomposition. More recently, the idea became
prosperous in tensor completion for other tensor formats, e.g., [11,7,12], see Table 1
for details. In summary, the metric was developed by constructing an operator
#(z) based on the diagonal blocks of the Hessian of the cost function ¢(z) :=
I7(x) — All%/2, ie.,

A@)n] = (9t16@) ). .0k o@)lx])  for n= (.72, nc) € Ta M,

where 92, 6(x) [ng] = limy, 0 (Opd(x1, . .. Tp—1, T+ Mgy, Tpg 1, - -, Tic) — Opd(x)) /1
for k € [K]. Consequently, the metric on M is defined by

K

gx(§777) = <£77:[(x)[77]> = Z<€kvaik¢(m)[ﬁk]> for §me Ty M.

k=1

Alternatively, we can consider the Riemannian Gauss—Newton method to solve
problem (6.1), which is included in the general preconditioning framework; see
discussion in section 3.3.

6.1 Gauss—Newton method for tensor ring completion

Since tensor ring decomposition has been shown effective for the tensor comple-
tion problem, e.g., [12], we propose the Gauss—Newton method for tensor ring
completion, which is formulated as

min FU, ... Ug) = % |Projo ([t ..., Ua]) — PrOjQ(A)Hi\, (6.2)

Uy, ER"k—1 Xnp Xrg

where [U1,...,Uy] denotes the tensor ring decomposition [31] that decomposes an
d-th order tensor into d blocks with My, := R"+=1*" X"k for k € [d] and 7o = 74.
Specifically, given X = [U1,...,Uy], the (i1,i2,...,iq)-th element of X is defined
by

X(i1,12,...,1q) = tr(U1(i1)Uz2(i2) - -- Uy(ig)),

where Uy (ig) := Uy (3, iy, :) € R™=1%"* refers the ig-th lateral slice of the tensor U
for iy, € [ny]. Since the k-th unfolding matrix of X’ satisfies X(x) = (Uy) (2) Uzr) (2)>
problem (6.2) can be reformulated by introducing [12]

Wii=Ui)z) and W, = Usi) @),
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where (Uy)(2y and (Uxy)(2) are the 2-nd unfolding matrix of the tensor U, and Uy,

respectively, and Uy, € R7#=1 %1k 75X, §g defined by its lateral slice matrices,

l
e U (1 S g o (e = Do) 1= (T Us (i) TZ1 U5(6y) ) with J =

an_:ll otk Tom- Consequently, a reformulation of (6.2) is given by

_ min F(W) = — HPrOJQ ( (W) — )H
W=(W,.., Wa) (6.3)
s.t. W eM= R™ XToT1 % anxrlrz N Rndxrd_lrd
where the mapping 7 : M — R X72X"X%d j5 defined by
(W) := [ten(o)(W1),..., tenz) (Wa)], (6.4)

and ten(y)(-) is the second tensorization operator.
Noticing that the cost function f in (6.3) enjoys a least-squares structure:

f(W) = |[F(W)|2/2, where F(W) = Proj, (T( ) — .A) /+/P is a smooth func-

tion, we propose the Gauss—Newton method to solve (6.3) in Algorithm 7; see
Appendix C for implementation details.

Algorithm 7 Gauss—Newton method for tensor ring completion (TR-GN)

Input: M endowed with a metric g, initial guess WO e M, t=0.
1: while the stopping criteria are not satisfied do
2: Compute 77<t) by solving the following least-squares problem

argmin [[DF(W®)[n] + F(W )3
n€T g (1) M

3: Update WD = W®) 4 77<t); t=t+1.
4: end while
Output: W) € M.

6.2 Numerical validation

We compare Algorithm 7 with the Riemannian gradient descent (TR-RGD) and
the Riemannian conjugate gradient (TR-RCG) methods in [12] under the metric

d

gy (&) = Z(fkvnk(wlkwyék +0Lr,_yr)) for&me Ty M,
k=1

where § > 0 is a constant. Specifically, a tensor A € R™1*"2X""X"d ig constructed
by A = 7(W*), where 7 is defined in (6.4), and each entry of W* € M is uniformly
sampled from [0, 1]. The initial guess W(®) € M is generated in the same fashion.
Given the sampling rate p, we randomly select pnins ---ng samples from [ni] x
[n2] X - - - X [ng] to formulate the sampling set 2. We set d = 3, n1 = na = ng = 100,
p=0.05, TR rank r* = (1,1,1),(2,2,2),...,(8,8,8), and § = 10715,
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We specify the default settings of all methods. The stepsize rule for TR-RGD
method and the TR-RCG method is the Armijo backtracking line search (2.2).
The conjugate gradient parameter is set to be the Riemannian version [6] of the
modified Hestenes—Stiefel rule. The parameters in (2.2) is p = 0.3, a = 2713 and
so = 1. The performance of each method is evaluated by the training error

_ [Projp(r(W ™)) — Projg(A) e

xr(t)y .
eo(W): [Projg(A)|lr

and the test error e (W®), where I' is a test set different from 2 and we set
|’ = 100. A method is terminated if one of the following stopping criteria is
achieved: 1) training error eo(W®) < 107!4; 2) the maximum iteration 1000;
3() )the relative change |(e(W®) — (WD) /e (WD) < &; 4) the stepsize
st <1071

10°] ; 10°] ; T
——TR-RGD|.
——TR-RCG |
TR-GN

5 10° 10°

8 .

® <

2 2

€

£ é

= 10710 10710

0 50 100 150 200 0 50 100 150 200
#iter #iter

Fig. 7 Training and test errors for TR rank r* = (5,5,5). Each method is tested for 10 runs

I

(1,1,1) (2,2,2) (3,3,3) (4,4,4) (5,5,5) (6,6,6) (7,7,7)
TR ranks

Fig. 8 Computation time required for each method to reach the stopping criteria for TR rank
r*=(1,1,1),(2,2,2),...,(8,8,8)

Numerical results are illustrated in Fig. 7 and Fig. 8. On the one hand, we
observe that the TR-GN method has faster convergence than TR-RGD and TR-
RCG since TR-GN exploits more second-order information of V2 f (V_V), while the
preconditioned metric in TR-RGD and TR-RCG only takes advantage of its diag-
onal blocks. On the other hand, Figure 8 suggests that the computation time for
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TR-GN to reach the stopping criteria grows faster than TR-RGD and TR-RCG
as TR rank r* increases. In other words, there is a trade-off between exploiting
second-order information and the computational efficiency.

7 Conclusions and future works

The performance of the Riemannian methods varies with different metrics. We
have shown that an exquisitely constructed metric is indeed helpful to acceler-
ate the Riemannian methods. Specifically, we have proposed a general framework
for optimization on product manifolds endowed with a preconditioned metric. The
metric is developed by designing an operator that aims to approximate the diagonal
blocks of the Riemannian Hessian. In particular, the block-Jacobi preconditioning
in numerical linear algebra can be viewed as an instance in our framework. More-
over, we explain that the proposed framework is essentially not a variable metric
method since a preconditioned metric is pre-defined without previous iterates.
Conceptually, various existing methods including the Riemannian Gauss—Newton
method can be interpreted by the proposed framework with specific metrics. We
have tailored novel preconditioned metrics for canonical correlation analysis and
truncated singular value decomposition and have shown the effect of the proposed
metric by computing the condition number of the Riemannian Hessian at the lo-
cal minimizer. Numerical results verify that a delicate metric does improve the
performance of the Riemannian optimization methods.

In the future, we intend to specify the proposed framework to other problems,
e.g., the distributed PCA. Moreover, taking into account the block structure of
product manifolds, parallel computing is capable of further accelerating the Rie-
mannian optimization methods.

A Computational details in Example 1

In Example 1, we investigate a class of preconditioned metrics defined by
Irx = (& (M + (1= A)B)n) for §,n € Tx M,

where A € R such that the matrix AL, + (1 — \)B is positive definite. Specifically, we compare
the Riemannian gradient descent method under two metric selections 1) the Euclidean metric
91,x(&,m) := (§,m); 2) the scaled metric go x(§,n) := (£, Bn) for £, n € Tx M. The Riemannian
gradients at z € M under these metrics can be computed by

grad,, f(z)=—In — (x"B?%x)"'Bxx"B)b,

grad,, f(z) = —(In — xx'B)B"!b.
The update rule for RGD under any metric gy x is based on the polar retraction [24, eq. (3.3)]

z(®) — x(®) _ s(”grad% xf(x(t))7
%(t)

(t+1) - X7
1x®|

X

In fact, given an initial point x(9) € M such that bTx(?) #£ 0, if we carefully choose the initial
stepsize s(9) = 1/(x(9)Tb for the RGD method under the metric go », RGD can even converge
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in one iteration
x(0) _ S(O)gradgo,xf(xm)) B-1b

<« — - —x
%O — s©@grad,, [z [|B~b|m

*

Moreover, the Riemannian Hessian of f at x* along n € Tx* M can be computed by
Hessgy . f(x*)[1) = Iy, , v (Dgrady, f(<*)In))
=, | (HB_leB()\In +(1- A)B)’an> .
It follows from (2.4) that the Rayleigh quotient reads

(n, Bn)
(n, MIn + (1 = N)B)n)

Note that if A = 0, the Rayleigh quotient boils down to a constant |B~1b||g, which indicates
that g, , (Hessg, . f(x*)) =1 due to (2.3).

q(n) = “B71b||B : for n € Txx M.

B Proof of Proposition 4
Proposition 4 gives the condition number of the Riemannian Hessian of f at (U*, V*) under
the metric (4.3). A concrete proof of Proposition 4 is given as follows.
Proof Since (U*,V*) is a critical point of f, it follows from grad, f(U*, V*) = 0 that
2035, V' =U*Y and X 'X] U*=V*y,
where X := diag(o1,02,...,0m). Note that
U* (sym(n{ £,, V*N) + sym((U*)" £,,n,N)) € (Tu+ Stz,, (m,ds)) ",
V*(sym(n3 X3, U*N) + sym((V*)T 2], m N)) € (Ty~ Stx,, (m,dy)) "
Therefore, it follows that
g(u= v+ (n, Hessg f(U*, V) [1]) =(n1, Szam EN) + (1, ZozU* sym(n{ oy VFN))
+ (M, Taz U sym((U*) T SuymaN)) — (1, Saym2N)
+ (n2, Eyyn22N> + <7727 Eny* Sym(UJEIyU*ND
+ (n2, Zyy VFsym((V*) ] mN)) — (n2, 27, mN)
=(M, Tzzm IN) = 2(n1, Tzym2N) + (2, Zyyn2 LN).
Then, we calculate the Rayleigh quotient of Hessqy f(U*, V*) by (2.4), i.e.,
9w v (1, Hessg (U, V) )
g(U*,v*)(% n)

<771» Yrzm 2N> - 2<771» 2wy’72N> + (7]2: Z]?;3/7722N>
(s Zaan) + (N2, Zyyn2)
(i1, L EN) = 201, T > Say Sy 12N) + (72, 72 EN)
(L, 1) + (712, 772)

_ i SN®l;, -NoM
[VeC(WI)T Vec(nQ)T] -N® MT IN® Id
Y

a(n)

[vecti]

(M1, 71) + (72, Tl2)

m - . N . UiI - 7M n Z,i
_ El Hi [(m(hﬂ)T (WQ(ZVZ))T] {_I\ZT O'ildy:| {Z;Elﬂ B.1
= () + (72> 72) ’ o
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where n = (n1,712) € T+ v+) M, M := 2;;/22”2;3, /2, 7 = 2;3/62771 and 7jg 1= 2;427]2_
It follows from [13] that the eigenvalues of [I\/LI)T l\(f] are +o1,...,+0,,0 and the eigenvectors
[@],£9]]T correspond to the eigenvalues +o; for i = 1,...,r, where r := rank(M). Next,

taking (4.2) into (B.1), we obtain that

. de & CN= \T dy & . N= T UzIdz M Z]:l 1(7, 1)y
i r L 021(7, i YV 22(7, i L
2 m [(Zrl 10, 085) " (52, 220, 9)9;) } {—MT oila, | | 5L, 220,0)v;

=1
q(n) = —— —
(M, M) + (72, 72)
m r _ _ dy _ dy _
Sowi | = X 205021(5,0)022(5,4) + > 0i821(5, )2 + 3 0:822(4,1)2
i=1 j=1 j=1 j=1
- m dy d ’
> 215,02 + 30 £22(4,4)2
i=1 \ j=1 j=

(B.2)
where 2, := {I((zﬂ for ¢ =1, 2. Since rkgy(Hessy f(U*, V*)) is computed by the lower and upper
bound of the Rayleigh quotient (B.2), we calculate its upper bound as follows.

m

T _ _ dg _ dy _
Soui | X 0(21(5,0) + 22(4,0)%) + 3 0i21(5,9)% + 3 0:822(5,9)2
i=1 j j=1

Jj=1 j=1
q(n) <
m dy dy
Z Z nl(j)i)2 + Z 92(]‘77:)2
i=1 \ j=1 j=1
m i — . . = . . d‘r = . . dy = . .
Yo X F(210G,0)2 4+ 226,02+ X wioif1(5,0)% + X pioif22(4,1)?
i=1 \ j=1 j=r+1 j=r41
B m dy  _ dy
S X 215,92 4 X 22(4,4)2
i=1 \ j=1 j=1

< max {(u1 + p2)(01 +02)/2, p1 (01 + omy1) }
(B.3)
where 5;; = {(Mz + p5) (0 ‘i"o',j)/27 F=12 . my 1,2,....m. Noticing that 21
H‘i(g’i+o-j)7 j=m+1lm+2,...,r
and §22 are skew-symmetric matrices, we compute the lower bound of Rayleigh quotient in
the same fashion as (B.3).

m T _ _ dz _ dy —
S| = X 0(£21(5,9)2 + £22(5,9)2) + 3 0:821(5,9)2 + 3 0:822(5,1)?
1=1 j=1 Jj=1 Jj=1
q(n) >
m de dy
> 105,02 4 3 22(5,4)?
i=1 \ j=1 j=1
m ™ _ _ dg — dy —
S| D s (210,024 226,02+ > o215, + > pioif22(5,1)?
i=1 \ j=1 j=r+1 j=r+1
N m de dy
S 2 215,92 + X 22(4,4)2
i=1 \ j=1 j=1

>min{  min  (ui — )05 — 03)/2 tm(om — oms1)}-
1,5€[m],i#]
(B.4)
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Mi(O'i*O’j), j=m+1lm+2,...,r
Note that the inequalities in (B.3) and (B.4) are tight and the proof is completed. O

i — g i —04)/2, 3=1,2,... ;
Where§ij = {(/‘L’L /"J)(U'L UJ)/ y J PR) ,m; fori=1,2,...,m

C Implementation details of TR-GN

Recall that the search direction n(*) in Algorithm 7 is determined by the following Gauss—
Newton equation [2, §8.4.1]:

(DF(W)[e), DF(W)[n®]) + (DF(W)[¢], F(W)) =0 for all € € Ty M. (C.1)
Since the operator DF(W) is full-rank, equation (C.1) reads
- - -1 - -
n® = ((DF(W))"DF(W))  [(DF(W)*[F(W)]],
which is also the solution of the following least-squares problem

argmin |[DF(W)[y] + F(W)]|z. (C.2)
7]€T = M

Specifically, the directional derivative DF(W)[&] in (C.2) can be computed by

Projg, (T(V_V + h¢) — .A) — Projg (T(W) - A)

DF(W)[¢] = lim

h—0 v/Ph
d
. 1 . 2
= Jim — k§:1j (Projq (r(W1, ..., Wi_1, héx, Wisa, .., Wa) + O(h2))

d
1
= 7]) E PI‘OjQ (T(Wl,...,Wk_17£k,wk+1,...,wd)) .
k=1

Then, it follows that

Z

IDE(W)[n] + F(

| min2ng
i

_ 1 ning--ng
P = k

1

2

.
d _

== Z Z’I]k(ik,:)TveC (H U, (i) H ) + 81, ,1q) |

E

2
d
I‘O.]_Q Z le"wwkl’nkzwk+lz"'7wd)+7(w)-’4>)

MQ_/\

2
(Projg ., ((Bi) ey W k), e ) + ( Biy 7(W) = A>)
1

Py, ipen | k=1 J=k+1

where {B;}172""4 is an orthonormal basis of R"1X72X"X"4 defined by (B;)(i1, 2, .. .,iq) =
1ifi= Z?:l(lj -1) H%;ll ng, otherwise (B;)(i1,42, . ..,iq) = 0, and S := Proj o (r(W) — A)
refers to the residual tensor. Consequently, the problem (C.2) is a least-squares problem of
Zi:l nyTi_17k variables.

Declaration

The authors have no competing interests to declare that are relevant to the content of this
article.



32

Bin Gao et al.

References

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

. Absil, P., Trumpf, J., Mahony, R., Andrews, B.: All roads lead to Newton: Feasible second-

order methods for equality-constrained optimization (2009)

. Absil, P.A., Mahony, R., Sepulchre, R.: Optimization algorithms on matrix manifolds. In:

Optimization Algorithms on Matrix Manifolds. Princeton University Press (2009). DOI
10.1515/9781400830244

. Bian, F., Cai, J.F., Zhang, R.: A preconditioned Riemannian gradient descent algorithm

for low-rank matrix recovery. arXiv preprint arXiv:2305.02543 (2023)

. Boumal, N.: An introduction to optimization on smooth manifolds. Cambridge University

Press (2023). DOI 10.1017/9781009166164. URL https://www.nicolasboumal.net/book

. Boumal, N., Absil, P.A.: Low-rank matrix completion via preconditioned optimization

on the Grassmann manifold. Linear Algebra and its Applications 475, 200-239 (2015).
DOI 10.1016/j.1aa.2015.02.027

. Boumal, N., Mishra, B., Absil, P.A., Sepulchre, R.: Manopt, a Matlab toolbox for op-

timization on manifolds. The Journal of Machine Learning Research 15(1), 1455-1459
(2014). URL http://jmlr.org/papers/vi5/boumall4a.html

. Cai, J.F., Huang, W., Wang, H., Wei, K.: Tensor completion via tensor train based low-

rank quotient geometry under a preconditioned metric. arXiv preprint arXiv:2209.04786
(2022). URL https://arxiv.org/abs/2209.04786

. Candes, E., Recht, B.: Exact matrix completion via convex optimization. Communications

of the ACM 55(6), 111-119 (2012). DOI 10.1145/2184319.2184343

. Davidon, W.C.: Variable metric method for minimization. STAM Journal on Optimization

1(1), 1-17 (1991). DOI 10.1137,/0801001

Demmel, J.: Nearly optimal block-Jacobi preconditioning. STAM Journal on Matrix Anal-
ysis and Applications 44(1), 408-413 (2023). DOI 10.1137/22M1504901

Dong, S., Gao, B., Guan, Y., Glineur, F.: New Riemannian preconditioned algorithms for
tensor completion via polyadic decomposition. SIAM Journal on Matrix Analysis and
Applications 43(2), 840-866 (2022). DOI 10.1137/21M1394734

Gao, B., Peng, R., Yuan, Y.x.: Riemannian preconditioned algorithms for tensor comple-
tion via tensor ring decomposition. arXiv preprint arXiv:2302.14456 (2023)

Golub, G.H., Zha, H.: The canonical correlations of matrix pairs and their numerical
computation. Springer (1995). URL https://link.springer.com/content/pdf/10.1007/
978-1-4612-4228-4. pdf#page=41

Horn, R.A., Johnson, C.R.: Matrix analysis. Cambridge university press (2012)

Kasai, H., Mishra, B.: Low-rank tensor completion: a Riemannian manifold precondi-
tioning approach. In: M.F. Balcan, K.Q. Weinberger (eds.) Proceedings of The 33rd
International Conference on Machine Learning, Proceedings of Machine Learning Re-
search, vol. 48, pp. 1012-1021. PMLR, New York, New York, USA (2016). URL
https://proceedings.mlr.press/v48/kasail6.html

Kressner, D., Steinlechner, M., Vandereycken, B.: Preconditioned low-rank Riemannian
optimization for linear systems with tensor product structure. STAM Journal on Scientific
Computing 38(4), A2018-A2044 (2016). DOI 10.1137/15M1032909

Liu, J., Musialski, P., Wonka, P., Ye, J.: Tensor completion for estimating missing values
in visual data. IEEE transactions on pattern analysis and machine intelligence 35(1),
208—-220 (2012). DOI 10.1109/TPAMI.2012.39

Mishra, B., Apuroop, K.A., Sepulchre, R.: A Riemannian geometry for low-rank matrix
completion. arXiv preprint arXiv:1211.1550 (2012). URL https://arxiv.org/abs/1211.
1550

Mishra, B., Sepulchre, R.: Riemannian preconditioning. SIAM Journal on Optimization
26(1), 635-660 (2016). DOI 10.1137/140970860

Powell, M.J.D.: Variable Metric Methods for Constrained Optimization, pp. 288-311.
Springer Berlin Heidelberg, Berlin, Heidelberg (1983). DOI 10.1007/978-3-642-68874-4_12.
URL https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-68874-4_12

Sato, H.: Riemannian conjugate gradient methods: General framework and specific al-
gorithms with convergence analyses. SIAM Journal on Optimization 32(4), 26902717
(2022). DOI 10.1137/21M 1464178

Sato, H., Aihara, K.: Cholesky QR-based retraction on the generalized Stiefel mani-
fold. Computational Optimization and Applications 72, 293-308 (2019). DOI 10.1007/
$10589-018-0046-7


http://arxiv.org/abs/2305.02543
https://www.nicolasboumal.net/book
http://jmlr.org/papers/v15/boumal14a.html
http://arxiv.org/abs/2209.04786
https://arxiv.org/abs/2209.04786
http://arxiv.org/abs/2302.14456
https://link.springer.com/content/pdf/10.1007/978-1-4612-4228-4.pdf#page=41
https://link.springer.com/content/pdf/10.1007/978-1-4612-4228-4.pdf#page=41
https://proceedings.mlr.press/v48/kasai16.html
http://arxiv.org/abs/1211.1550
https://arxiv.org/abs/1211.1550
https://arxiv.org/abs/1211.1550
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-68874-4_12

Optimization on product manifolds 33

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.
29.

30.

31.

Sato, H., Iwai, T.: A Riemannian optimization approach to the matrix singular value
decomposition. SIAM Journal on Optimization 23(1), 188-212 (2013). DOI 10.1137/
120872887

Shustin, B., Avron, H.: Riemannian optimization with a preconditioning scheme on the
generalized Stiefel manifold. Journal of Computational and Applied Mathematics 423,
114953 (2023). DOI https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cam.2022.114953

Tong, T., Ma, C., Chi, Y.: Accelerating ill-conditioned low-rank matrix estimation via
scaled gradient descent. The Journal of Machine Learning Research 22(1), 66396701
(2021). DOI 10.5555/3546258.3546408

Udriste, C.: Convex functions and optimization methods on Riemannian manifolds, vol.
297. Springer Science & Business Media (1994). DOI 10.1007/978-94-015-8390-9
Usevich, K., Li, J., Comon, P.: Approximate matrix and tensor diagonalization by unitary
transformations: convergence of Jacobi-type algorithms. SIAM Journal on Optimization
30(4), 2998-3028 (2020). DOI 10.1137/19M125950X

Wright, J.N.S.J.: Numerical optimization (2006)

Yamamoto, M.S., Yger, F., Chevallier, S.: Subspace oddity-optimization on product of
Stiefel manifolds for EEG data. In: ICASSP 2021-2021 IEEE International Conference on
Acoustics, Speech and Signal Processing (ICASSP), pp. 1080-1084. IEEE (2021). DOI
10.1109/ICASSP39728.2021.9413730

Yger, F., Berar, M., Gasso, G., Rakotomamonjy, A.: Adaptive canonical correlation anal-
ysis based on matrix manifolds. arXiv preprint arXiv:1206.6453 (2012)

Zhao, Q., Zhou, G., Xie, S., Zhang, L., Cichocki, A.: Tensor ring decomposition. arXiv
preprint arXiv:1606.05535 (2016). URL https://arxiv.org/abs/1606.05535


http://arxiv.org/abs/1206.6453
http://arxiv.org/abs/1606.05535
https://arxiv.org/abs/1606.05535

	Introduction
	Optimization on product manifolds
	A preconditioned metric on product manifolds
	Application to canonical correlation analysis
	Appplication to truncated singular value decomposition
	Application to matrix and tensor completion
	Conclusions and future works
	Computational details in Example 1
	Proof of Proposition 4
	Implementation details of TR-GN

