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Abstract

With the growing interest and applications in machine learning and data science,

finding an efficient method to sparse analysis the high-dimensional data and optimiz-

ing a dimension reduction model to extract lower dimensional features has becoming

more and more important. Orthogonal constraints (Stiefel manifold) is a commonly

met constraint in these applications, and the sparsity is usually enforced through the

element-wise L1 norm. Many applications can be found on optimization over Stiefel

manifold within the area of physics and machine learning. In this paper, we propose

a novel idea by tackling the Stiefel manifold through an nonlinear eigen-approach by

first using ADMM to split the problem into smooth optimization over manifold and

convex non-smooth optimization, and then transforming the former into the form of

nonlinear eigenvalue problem with eigenvector dependency (NEPv) which is solved by

self-consistent field (SCF) iteration, and the latter can be found to have an closed-form

solution through proximal gradient. Compared with existing methods, our proposed

algorithm takes the advantage of specific structure of the objective function, and has

efficient convergence results under mild assumptions.

Keywords: Stiefel manifold, Nonlinear eigenvalue problem with eigenvector depen-

dency (NEPv), self-consistent field (SCF) iteration, ADMM, proximal algorithm, or-

thogonal constraints

1

ar
X

iv
:2

40
6.

01
88

5v
1 

 [
m

at
h.

O
C

] 
 4

 J
un

 2
02

4



1 Introduction

1.1 Problem Description

In this paper, we are concerned with the following non-smooth composite minimization

problem

min
X

f(X) + r(X)

s.t. X ∈ Sn,p

(1.1)

where Sn,p stands for the Stiefel manifold Sn,p = {X ∈ Rn×p | X⊤X = Ip}, f : Rn×p 7→ R
needs to satisfy the following Assumption 1.1, and r : Rn×p 7→ R represents the convex but

possibly non-smooth function whose proximal operator can be easily evaluated.

Assumption 1.1. f(X) is differentiable and possibly non-convex, and ∇f(X) is Lipschitz

continuous with Lipschitz constant Lf .

In many applications, r(·) is usually being taken as the ℓ1-related regularization term to

enforce sparsity, and the frequently encountered ones include for example the element-wise

matrix ℓ1-norm and the ℓm,1-norm

r(X) :=

µ∥X∥1 =
∑

ij µ|Xij |

∥ΓX∥m,1 =
∑n

i=1 γi∥Xi·∥m
(1.2)

where µ > 0, γi ≥ 0 are weighting parameters and ∥ · ∥m denotes the ℓm vector norm for

Xi·, the ith row of matrix X.

1.2 Existing Methods

Optimization on Stiefel manifold has been a hot research topic in the past few years. [1]

gives a very comprehensive and structured study on optimization method over smooth

manifold. However, most of the existing methods [2][3][4][5][6] are designed for smooth

objective function by using the derivative of objective function and thus cannot be applied

to the non-smooth objective function such as problem (1.1).

Due to the non-convexity, non-smoothness as well as the manifold constraint, algorithms

that can be applied here is limited, and the existing ones can be basically divided into two

categories. The first type focuses on using Riemannian algorithm to handle the manifold

constraint [7][8][9][10]. Riemannian subgradient (1.3) is used in [7][8] to deal with non-

smoothness,

Xk = RetrXk−1
(−αk−1νk−1) (1.3)

where αk−1 is the stepsize, νk−1 denotes the Riemannian subgradient, and Retr is the

retraction mapping. However, the efficiency of these proposed algorithm is not ideal as the
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subgradient method has relatively slow convergence rate, and the method is too general

where it does not utilize the unique properties from the problem. The idea of MADMM [9]

is relatively close to our algorithm where the variable splitting and ADMM is applied first

to divide the original minimization into two sub-problems, but then an inner algorithm of

Riemannian gradient is used to solve the smooth manifold constraint sub-problem. This

splitting technique is not new and it is first proposed in [11] by Lai and Osher where it is

called splitting orthogonal constraints (SOC). However, there are no convergence guarantees

for both SOC based method in [11] as well as MADMM. Chen et al. [10] proposed an

retraction-based proximal gradient called manifold proximal gradient method (ManPG),

where the proximal method is extended from the Euclidean setting to manifold setting.

In ManPG, after computing the proximal algorithm on tangent space by an inner semi-

smooth Newton algorithm, a retraction is then adopted to map the iteration points back

to the smooth manifold. Here, the computational cost for solving the proximal mapping

sub-problem is high, which may not be efficient in certain problems.

The methods within the second category apply the Lagrangian based approach (e.g. aug-

mented Lagrangian multiplier method) or indicator function on the orthogonal constraint

to transform the minimization (1.1) unconditional. In [12], Chen et al. proposed an proxi-

mal alternating minimized augmented Lagrangian (PAMAL) method to solve some specific

ℓ1-regularized optimization problem such as the compressed modes [13][14] in physics or

the feature selection problem [15][16] with minor modifications. The PAMAL is based on

an proximal regularized three-block Gauss-Seidel method applied to the augmented La-

grangian function 1.4 after denoting the orthogonal constraint using an indicator function

and splitting the variable twice.

L(X,Y, Z,Λ1,Λ2;β) =trace(XTHX) +
1

µ
∥Y ∥1 + δS(Z) + ⟨Λ1, Y −X⟩

+
β

2
∥Y −X∥2F + ⟨Λ2, Z −X⟩+ β

2
∥Z −X∥2F

(1.4)

where X,Y, Z,Λi ∈ Rn×p for i = 1, 2, µ, β > 0 and H is the (discrete) Hamiltonian.

The update of the primal variable Xk, Yk, Zk is up to some predefined tolerance level

∥Θk∥∞ ≤ ϵk,Θk ∈ ∂L(Xk, Yk, Zk,Λ
1
k,Λ

2
k;βk). Apart from the relatively complicated algo-

rithm structure, the result of PAMAL is subjected and sensitive to its parameters settings

like the three proximal parameters. When r(·) within (1.1) is the ℓm,1 norm (m > 1) , [17]

proposes an proximal gradient method for penalty models with a compact and convex con-

straints (PenCPG) based on using augmented Lagrangian method on orthogonal constraint

and instead of dual ascent, the authors in [17] express the Lagrange multiplier through an

close-form expression of the primal variable:

min
X∈M

g(X) := f(X) + r(X)− 1

2
⟨Λ(X), XTX − Ip⟩+

β

4
∥XTX − Ip∥2F (1.5)
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where M ⊆ Rn×p denotes a compact convex set includes the Stiefel manifold. Although

this method gets rid of the dual variable and utilize the fast convergence rate of proximal

algorithm, the limitation is that the closed-form expression for Λ only exist for r(·) being

ℓm,1 norm (m > 1).

1.3 Motivation and Contribution

Inspired by the novel idea of nonlinear eigenvalue problem with eigenvector dependency

proposed by the authors in [18], algorithms based on the NEPv formulation and then SCF

iteration are designed to solve the problems like θ-trace ratio [6] and orthogonal canonical

correlation analysis (OCCA) [19] which are defined on Stiefel manifold arise. However, the

partial derivative of the objective function and its corresponding gradient on manifold are

required during the process of transforming the first-order optimality condition (KKT) into

the NEPv structure, which means the problem considered needs to be smooth. Therefore,

ADMM is considered on problem (1.1) to split the difficulty of the original minimization

for which the smoothness condition for the construction of NEPv can then be satisfied.

Many of the optimization problems in machine learning defined over Stiefel manifold

(e.g. principal component analysis (PCA), orthogonal linear discriminant analysis (OLDA),

canonical correlations analysis (CCA) etc.) are aim at (linear) dimensionality reduction,

which is the cornerstone when studying the high dimensional data, and the related function

can be expressed through the matrix trace function. The p in problem (1.1) is usually

referred to as the number of selected features and is a very small number compared to

n (p ≪ n), the original dimensionality from data points. The NEPv approach from our

NEPvADMM can be designed to better take advantage of these circumstances as well as

the structure of each specific objective function to further lower the computational cost

than the Riemannian gradient descent method from MADMM.

1.4 Notation and Organization

In this paper, Rn×p is the set of n× p real matrices, Sn×n denotes all n× n real symmetric

matrices. In is the identity matrix and XT is the transpose of a matrix. The Euclidean

inner product of X,Y ∈ Rn×p is defined through the trace function ⟨X,Y ⟩ = tr(XTY ),

where tr(H) =
∑

iHii for H ∈ Rn×n. Here we will use λi(A) to denote the i-th largest

eigenvalue of matrix A ∈ Rn×n and σi(A) being its i-th largest singular value.

∥A∥F = (
∑
i,j

A2
i,j)

1
2 = (

∑
j

σ2
j )

1
2 ,

∥A∥2 = max
j

σj ,

∥A∥trace =
∑
j

σj ,

4



denote the Frobenius norm, matrix spectral norm, and matrix trace norm respectively.

Finally, A ∈ Sn×n ⪰ (≻)0 means the matrix is positive semi-definite (positive definite).

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we will explain the method-

ology of the NEPv ADMM method in detail and provide its algorithm. And in Section 3,

real-life applications will be introduced and relative numerical experiments are implemented.

Finally, we draw the conclusion in Section 4.

2 NEPv ADMM

The objective function 1.1 is a combination of a smooth (possibly non-convex) function and

a convex non-smooth function, it is natural to think of using alternating direction method

of multipliers (ADMM) to split the difficulty of the original problem and handle each sub-

problem separately, where one is smooth optimization on manifold and the other is simply

convex optimization.

First, we split the variables and transform the original problem 1.1 into an equivalent

one

min
X,Y

− ϕ(X) + r(Y )

s.t. X ∈ Sn,p, Y ∈ Rn×p, X = Y
(2.1)

where ϕ(X) = −f(X).

The augmented Lagrangian function is of 2.1 is then

Lβ(X,Y ; Λ) = −ϕ(X) + r(Y ) + ⟨Λ, X − Y ⟩+ β

2
∥X − Y ∥2F , (2.2)

Applying ADMM on the augmented Lagrangian function and update each variable it-

eratively

Xk+1 := argmax
X∈M

−Lβ(X,Yk; Λk)

Yk+1 := argmin
Y

Lβ(Xk+1, Y ; Λk)

Λk+1 := Λk + β(Xk+1 − Yk+1).

(2.3)

From 2.3, due to the existence of the Stiefel manifold constraints, the X sub-problem

is an optimization on smooth manifold. Instead of using the commonly applied methods

such as Riemannian gradient descent, we apply a more customized nonlinear eigenvalue

problem with eigenvector dependency (NEPv) approach to tackle it which is more efficient

as f(X) within 1.1 is usually about dimensionality reduction. The general idea of the NEPv

approach is to get the first order optimality condition by taking the gradient of the objection

function first, and then transform the equality into the form of nonlinear eigenvalue problem

with eigenvector dependency and followed by using the self-consistent field (SCF) iteration.
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Denoting gk(X) = −Lβ(X,Yk; Λk) for simplicity, the gradient of gk(X) on Stiefel man-

ifold is

grad gk(X) =
∂gk(X)

∂X
−Xsym(XT ∂gk(X)

∂X
) (2.4)

where sym(A) = A+AT

2 .

Therefore, the KKT condition of the X sub-problem can be transformed into

∂gk(X)

∂X
= XΩ̂ (2.5)

where X ∈ On×p and Ω̂T = Ω̂ ∈ Rp×p.

The partial derivative ∂gk(X)
∂X is computed by treating each entries within X independent

from each other:
∂gk(X)

∂X
=

∂ϕ(X)

∂X
− Λk − β(X − Yk) (2.6)

Here we do not have the specific form of ϕ(X), thus we take the general method to

transform the left hand side of 2.5 into the form of NEPv H(X)X where H(X) ∈ R⋉×⋉ is

a symmetric matrix

H(X) =
∂(gk(X) + βX)

∂X
XT +X(

∂(gk(X) + βX)

∂X
)T − βIn

=
∂ϕ(X)

∂X
XT +X(

∂ϕ(X)

∂X
)T +DkX

T +XDT
k − βIn

(2.7)

where Dk = βYk − Λk.

But special and simpler formulations are often available if the specific form of ϕ(X) is

known. For example, in sparse PCA, ϕ(X) = 1
2trace(X

TAX) where A ⪰ 0, we can take

H(X) = A− βIn +DkX
T +XDk.

The NEPv of the X sub-problem takes the form

H(X)X = XΩ, X ∈ Sn,p, Ω
T = Ω ∈ Rp×p (2.8)

Theorem 1. X ∈ Sn,p satisfies the first order optimality condition of max
X∈Sn,p

gk(X) if and

only if it is a solution of NEPv (2.8) and XT (Dk +
∂ϕ(X)
∂X ) is symmetric.

To make sure the monotonic increase of each iteration step with the X sub-problem, we

assume the NEPv Ansatz holds, meaning for X̂ ∈ Sn,p, X ∈ X ⊆ Sn,p, if

trace(X̂TH(X)X̂) ≥ trace(XTH(X)X) + η for some η ∈ R (2.9)

Then there exist Q ∈ Sp,p with X̃ = X̂Q ∈ X such that gk(X̃) ≥ gk(X) + ωη.

Next, the SCF iteration described in Algorithm 1 can be used

Since the exact optimizer of X sub-problem is hard to solve, we proposed to replace it

by only one SCF iteration in the X sub-problem.

The Y sub-problem is a convex optimization, and it has a closed-form solution through

proximal gradient method.
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Algorithm 1 Self-Consistent Field Iteration

Require: X0 ∈ X, set k = 0

while certain stopping criterion is not reached do

Construct Hk = H(Xk);

Compute orthonormal eigenbasis matrix X̂k+1 associated with the p largest eigen-

values of Hk;

Compute Qk+1 ∈ X and set Xk+1 = X̂k+1Qk+1 ∈ X;
Set k := k + 1.

end while

Return the last Xk as a maximizer of gk(X).

Lemma 1. The Y sub-problem has closed-form solution Yk+1 = Prox r(·)
β

(Xk+1 +
Λk
β ), and

we have Λk+1 ∈ ∂r(Yk+1). For r(·) being the element-wise L1-norm, the proximal operator

can be solved by soft-thresholding function.

Proof. The Y sub-problem:

Yk+1 := argmin
Y ∈Rn×p

r(Y ) + ⟨Λk, Xk+1 − Y ⟩+ β

2
∥Xk+1 − Y ∥2F (2.10)

It has optimality condition:

0 ∈ ∂r(Yk+1)− Λk + β(Yk+1 −Xk+1)

0 ∈ ∂
1

β
r(Yk+1) + Yk+1 − (Xk+1 +

1

β
Λk)

(2.11)

which can be expressed through a one-step proximal gradient: Yk+1 = Prox r(·)
β

(Xk+1 +

Λk
β ).

Rearranging the terms of the first equation within (2.11):

Λk + β(Xk+1 − Yk+1) ∈ ∂r(Yk+1)

Λk+1 ∈ ∂r(Yk+1)
(2.12)

Our NEPv based ADMM can then be summarized by the following Algorithm 2, where

we can see the purcedure is straightforward and no inner loops are included.

For standard two-block ADMM algorithm which has already been proven to converge

to the first-order optimality point, the two functions f(X) and r(X) from the composite

objective function both need to be proper, closed convex functions, as well as each of the

two sub-problems are optimized exactly. In our ADMM structure from Algorithm 2, the

X sub-problem is non-convex and is an inexact optimization. Although several works have

expanded the convergence condition of ADMM to some mild assumption on the objective

function, none of them cover the type of the problem considered here.
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Algorithm 2 NEPv based ADMM Algorithm

Require: X0 ∈ X ⊆ Sn,p, Y0, β, set k = 0

while certain stopping criterion is not reached do

Construct Hk = H(Xk);

Compute orthonormal eigenbasis matrix X̂k+1 associated with the p largest eigen-

values of Hk;

Compute Qk+1 ∈ X and update Xk+1 = X̂k+1Qk+1 ∈ X;
Update Yk+1 := Prox r(·)

β

(Xk+1 +
Λk
β );

Update Λk+1 := Λk + β(Xk+1 − Yk+1);

Set k := k + 1.

end while

3 Numerical Experiments

3.1 Applications

Many applications can be found suited to the problem formulation (1.1) within the area of

machine learning, data science, and physics. We list some of them in the following.

Example 4.1 (sparse principle component analysis (sPCA)) Principal compo-

nent analysis is one of the most widely used unsupervised learning method in machine

learning for dimension reduction. It was first proposed by Pearson in 1901 [20] as a method

to minimize the projection residuals, but nowadays it is often treated as finding a projec-

tion that can maximize the variance, and the two perspectives are equivalent. However,

in traditional PCA, it is difficult to interpret the corresponding principal components as

the each of them is a dense linear combination of all the original features [21]. Nowadays,

massive amounts of data needs to be processed and these data are of high-dimensional

(usually the number of features is larger than the number of data observations) in general,

and the lack of feature selection has restricted the performance of traditional PCA in many

applications such as the sparse coding of image processing [22][23] as well as the natural

language processing [24].

To address these issues by improving the interpretability as well as reducing the storage

required [25], sparse PCA was proposed using the idea that most of the variation in the

data can be explained using only a small number of significant original features and thus the

principal components are formed by sparse combinations instead. There are different ways

to enforce sparsity, here we consider adding the ℓ1-regularization term to the original PCA

objective function as it is generally easy to solve and can be useful in many applications

[26]. The problem formulation is as follows (3.1).
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min
X

− 1

2
tr(X⊤AA⊤X) + µ∥X∥1

s.t. X ∈ Sn,p

(3.1)

where A is Rn×m data matrix and AAT ⪰ 0. n denote the dimension of a single data,

meaning the types of features, m is the amount of data observations, and µ > 0 here is a

weighting parameter for the problem and (3.1) reduces back to PCA if µ = 0 (the leading

p eigenvalues of AAT ).

Example 4.2 (orthogonal dictionary learning (ODL)) Given the data matrix

A ∈ ⋉× p with the column vectors represent the data points ai, i = 1, ..., p and p >> n,

the purpose of ODL is to find an orthogonal matrix X ∈ Rn×n so that A can be compactly

represented [27][28][29]. The problem has the following generalized mathematical format:

min
X

∥ATX∥1

s.t. X ∈ Sn,n

(3.2)

The ATX from the objective function of (3.2) can be seen as the correlation matrix, which

we want it to be sparse by controlling the orthogonal basis matrix X, and the element-wise

ℓ1 norm here is used to enforce the sparsity. Based on (3.2), [30] introduces an application

called robust subspace recovery (RSR), and the corresponding dual principal component

pursuit (DPCP) approach for solving RSR can be found in [31][32][33], where they transform

the problem into:

min
X

∥ATX∥1

s.t. X ∈ Sn,p

(3.3)

where p = n − d and d is the dimensionality of the subspace spanned by the inlier point

from the data matrix A.

Example 4.3 (compressed modes in physics) For the independent-particle Schrödinger

equation about a finite system of electrons, the compressed modes problem is to compute a

spatially localized solutions to its eigenvalue problem, where the sparsity is enforced through

adding the ℓ1 regularization term after the wave function. According to [34], the problem

has the following formulation:

min
X∈Rn×p

trace(XTHX) +
1

µ
∥X∥1

s.t. XTX = Ip

(3.4)

where H ∈ Rn×n represents the (discrete) Hamiltonian, parameter µ > 0 is predefined for

balancing the weight of sparsity.
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Example 4.4 (sparse spectral clustering) Spectral clustering (SC) is one of the most

commonly used data clustering technique, and it requires to find out a lower dimensional

embedding X of the original data through calculating the eigenvalues of the normalized

Laplacian matrix first, then the final results can be derived through applying the K-means

algorithm on XT . The sparse SC is an extension of SC by implementing the idea of sparse

regularization into SC, and according to the authors from [35], the mathematical expression

of the problem can be formulated as following:

min
Y ∈Rn×n,X∈Rn×p

⟨L,XXT ⟩+ g(Y )

s.t. Y = XXT , XTX = I.
(3.5)

where L denotes the normalized Laplacian matrix and g : Rn×n → R is the sparse regularizer

which may be selected differently depending on problem settings.

Example 4.5 (unsupervised feature selection) Feature selection (FS) is about get-

ting rid of the noisy features and selecting a feature subset with much smaller dimensionality

from some high-dimensional feature set, so that the researcher may have a better data rep-

resentation. In contrast to supervised FS such as trace ratio and Fisher score, unsupervised

FS is much more difficult to handle because of its lack of label information. By adopting

the assumption that a linear classifier can be used to predict the class label of input data,

[16] incorporates the ℓ2,1 norm and discriminative analysis to model the unsupervised FS

as a manifold optimization problem in the form of problem (1.1):

min
W

trace(W TMW ) + γ∥W∥2,1

s.t. W ∈ Sn,p

(3.6)

where M ∈ Sn×n is calculated from the input data.

3.2 Numerical Experiments on sparse PCA

In this section, the efficiency of our NEPvADMM will be illustrated and presented through

conducting numerical experiments on the problem of sparse PCA. Firstly, the test problem

and the basic setting such as the stopping criterion and default parameter values will be

explained. Next, we will compare the numerical performances between our algorithm with

the existing ones and draw some conclusions. All the algorithms are performed in MATLAB

R2022b, and the experiments are conducted on a laptop with Intel Core i5-1035G1 CPU @

1.00GHz and 8G of RAM.
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3.2.1 Experimental Settings

To implement the NEPvADMM, the variables within the original sparse PCA (3.1) are

splitted and transformed to

min
X,Y

− 1

2
trace(XTMX) + µ∥Y ∥1

s.t. X = Y,X ∈ Sn,p

(3.7)

where M = ATA ∈ Rn×n. The augmented Lagrangian function of (3.7) is

Lβ(X,Y ; Λ) = −1

2
trace(XTMX) + µ∥Y ∥1 + ⟨Λ, X − Y ⟩+ β

2
∥X − Y ∥2F , (3.8)

After applying the ADMM (2.3) to (3.8), we need to check the assumption that the function

value (3.9) from X-subproblem is monotonic increasing under the SCF iteration

gk(X) =
1

2
trace(XTMX)− ⟨Λk, X − Yk⟩ −

β

2
∥X − Yk∥2F (3.9)

The following Lemma tells us whether the NEPv ansatz holds for sparse PCA:

Lemma 2. Given X ∈ Sn,p, the NEPv ansatz holds for the objective function (3.9) of

X-subproblem from sparse PCA.

Proof. First, we need to transform the gradient of (3.9) into the form of NEPv to contract

the matrix H(X). In Section 2, for the sparse PCA, a simpler form of H(X) can be derived

instead of directly applying (2.7)

H(X) = M − βIn +DkX
T +XDk (3.10)

where Dk = βYk − Λk. Next, for X, X̂ ∈ Sn,p, if

trace(X̂TH(X)X̂) ≥ trace(XTH(X)X), (3.11)

Inserting (3.10) into (3.11), through simple derivation, the left-hand side of (3.11) is

trace(X̂TH(X)X̂) = trace(X̂TMX̂)− βtrace(X̂T X̂) + 2trace(X̂TDkX
T X̂)

≤ trace(X̂TMX̂)− βtrace(X̂T X̂) + ∥X̂TDk∥trace
= trace(X̃TMX̃)− βtrace(X̃T X̃) + trace(X̃TDk)

(3.12)

where the inequality within (3.12) is done by von Neumann’s trace inequality and X̃ =

X̂(UV T ) in the last equality is defined through singular value decomposition (SVD) X̂TDk =

UΣV T . Similarly, the right-hand side of (3.11) has the form of

trace(XTH(X)X) = trace(XTMX)− βtrace(XTX) + 2trace(XTDk) (3.13)
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Table 1: Results comparison between NEPvADMM, Riemannian subgradient method and

MADMM from the aspects of objection value and sparsity

Setting NEPvADMM RSG MADMM

µ (n,p) Obj. Spa. Obj. Spa. Obj. Spa.

0.5 (300,5) 1.1580 0.9967 3.0364 0 1.1786 0.9967

0.5 (300,50) 12.5907 0.9967 30.7831 0 12.5042 0.9960

0.5 (500,5) 1.2330 0.9980 4.3290 0 1.2330 0.9980

0.5 (500,50) 12.6830 0.9980 43.6577 0 12.6816 0.9980

1 (300,5) 3.7739 0.9967 10.7888 0 3.7739 0.9967

1 (300,50) 36.9932 0.9967 110.0859 0 37.1584 0.9967

1 (500,5) 3.7146 0.9980 11.5442 0 3.7146 0.9980

1 (500,50) 38.0765 0.9980 157.2606 0 38.1054 0.9980

Adding the term trace(Y T
k Λk) − βtrace(Y T

k Yk) on both side of (3.12) and (3.13), the in-

equality (3.11) can be transformed into the form of (3.9)

gk(X̃) ≥ gk(X) (3.14)

which shows that the ansatz is satisfied.

The data matrix A ∈ Rn×p := randn(n, p) is randomly generated, where n is chosen

from {500, 1000}, p from {5, 10}. We set β = 20 and µ from {0.5, 1}. The stopping criterion

is defined as
|F (Yk+1)− F (Yk)|

|F (Yk)|
< 10−8

where F (·) := f(·) + r(·).

3.2.2 Numerical Results

We compare the performance of our NEPvADMM with the Riemannian subgradient de-

scent method and the MADMM approach. The following Table 1 presents the results from

three aspects: the objection value and the sparisty, where the sparsity formula is calcu-

lated by the percentage of the zero element within the matrix. From the table, we can

see that the Riemannian subgradient method is unable to iteration a sparse result while

the NEPvADMM and MADMM can, and the sparisty are very high both the latter two

methods. Besides, the objective value generated by our approach and MADMM are very

close, however, the ones derived by RSG is high compared to the others.

To have a better presentation of the efficiency of these three methods, Figure 1 shows

how the objective value changes along with iteration counts as well as the CPU times. From
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(a) n = 500, p = 5 (b) n = 500, p = 50

(c) n = 500, p = 5 (d) n = 500, p = 50

Figure 1: Comparison of the iteration counts required and the CPU time (in seconds) con-

sumed among the NEPvADMM, Riemannian gradient method, and the MADMM approach

for µ = 1

Figure 1, the objective value of NEPvADMM and MADMM are similar while the RSG (blue

line) performs badly, and it is clear that our approach requires much lower iteration counts

as well as CPU time to converge in both four cases.

4 Conclusion

In this paper, we introduced an innovative method to address the non-smooth composite

optimization on Stiefel manifold by employing a nonlinear eigen-approach (NEPv) together

with alternating direction method of multipliers, which fully utilize the unique properties

from the problem such as dimension reduction as well as sparsity, has great advantages

compared to the limited existing algorithms, and can be applied to many applications

from machine learning and data science. The steps from our algorithm in straightforward

and easy to implement. It can be customized to specific problems to further improve the

13



efficiency, and requires much smaller iteration counts to converge compared to other existing

approaches. We have strong belief in our method for solving the non-smooth problems with

orthogonal constraint. In future work, we will not only conducted detailed mathematical

analysis on the convergence property of the algorithm, but also study and generalize the

conditions for objective functions where the NEPv ansatz is guaranteed to hold.
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