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Scalable Trace-norm Minimization
by Subspace Pursuit Proximal Riemannian Gradient
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Trace-norm regularization plays a vital role in various ar-
eas, such as machine learningl[4®, 4], data mining [37]
computer vision and image processingl[26,[34, 46]. Mos
trace-norm based problems can be formulated into the fol;
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Abstract

Trace-norm regularization plays a vital role in
many learning tasks, such as low-rank ma-
trix recovery (MR), and low-rank representa-
tion (LRR). Solving this problem directly can be
computationally expensive due to the unknown
rank of variables or large-rank singular value
decompositions (SVDs). To address this, we
propose a proximal Riemannian gradient (PRG)
scheme which can efficiently solve trace-norm
regularized problems defined on real-algebraic
variety M <, of real matrices of rank at most
r. Based on PRG, we further present a sim-
ple and novel subspace pursuit (SP) paradigm for
general trace-norm regularized problems without
the explicit rank constrainM <,.. The proposed
paradigm is very scalable by avoiding large-rank
SVDs. Empirical studies on several tasks, such
as matrix completion and LRR based subspace
clustering, demonstrate the superiority of the
proposed paradigms over existing methods.

I ntroduction

lowing general formulatiori[25]:

where\ is a regularization parametefX||. is the trace-

I)I(liél 1X|]« + AT(E), s.t. AX)+BE)=D, (1)

norm (also known as the nuclear-norm) of a maXixe
R™*" both .4 and B are linear operators depending on regularized problems [15, 2B, 118,124, 43] 50["7, [41, 39],
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specific application$ [25]D denotes data or observations,
E can be considered as an error term 8H&) is a regu-
larizer onE which is possibly non-smootfhe trace norm
IX]« is the tightest convex lower bound to the rank func-
tion rank X) [35], and the minimization of{1) encourages
the variableX to be low-rank[[14, 15.19]. Among various
trace-norm based problems, the low-rank matrix recovery
(MR) [8], and low-rank representation (LRR) |26jave
gained particular interest in the last decade.

MR [8] seeks to recover a low-rank mati from partial
observations that are recorded in a vealoe R!, where
< mn. Ifthere are no outliers in the observations, one can
recoverX with high probability by solving the following
problem [8[21]:

min|[X]., st A(X)=d, @)

whichcan be deemed as a simplified version of formulation
(@). MR has been successfully applied in many tasks such
as matrix completion filtering [37, 36]. However, the recov-
ery performance by solving problefd (2) might be seriously
degraded if the observations contain severe outllers [11,
[10]. To improve the robustness, we may introduce an ad-
ditional variableE into the constrainid(X) = d as in [2),

and regularize it using; -norm regularizationife., ||E||1)

or /2 1-norm regularizationie., || E||2,1) [11,[10].

LRR [26] seeks to find a low-rank representatih e
{R”X" of given dataD € R™*" by solving an optimiza-
ion problem of the following form:minx g A[|X||. +
[El21 st DX + E = D, whereD denotes theiven
data withn samplesand||E||21 encourages the represen-
tation errorE to be column-wise sparse. LRR has been
widely applied in many real-world tasks such as motion
segmentation and face clusterihgl[26}, 25, 45].

Many algorithms have been proposed to solve trace-norm

but most focus on solving probleni](2), such as the
singular value thresholding (SVTLI[7], augmented La-

versity; ++Computer Science in the School of Computing and 9rangian method (ALM) and alternating direction method
Mathematics, Charles Sturt University.

(ADM) [24] 41, [39].

Unlike these methods, some re-
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searchers proposed to solve an equivalent problemto prob-  framework which incorporates PRG as a slave solver.
lem (2) [43/19]:minx || X||. + %[A(X) — d||3, wherey This framework does not require the prior knowledge
is a regularization parameter. This problem is known asthe  of r and large-rank SVDs, and can even accelerate the
matrix lass@ and can be addressed by proximal gradient convergence speed of PRG.

(PG) or accelerated proximal gradient (APG)I[12,43, 19].

The optimization of probleni]1) is more challenging due2 Notationsand Preliminaries

to the additional variabl&. By minimizingX andE alter-

natively, the aforementioned methodsg, ADM and PG)  Let the superscript’ denote the transpose of a vec-
have been extended to solve this problem [24, 25]. tor/matrix, O be a vector/matrix with all zeros, diag)

be a diagonal matrix with diagonal elements equal/fo
%A,B> = tr(ABT) be the inner product oA and B,
and||v||, be thel,-norm of a vectorv. Let A be a lin-

The above methods have shown great success in pra
tice [43,[24]. However, the optimization usually involves

repe_titive SVDs due to the SVT operation, m?‘"ing them in'ear operator with4* being its adjoint operator. The op-
efficient on large-scale problenis]29] 44]. Using homOtOpyeratormax(a,v) operates on each dimension @f Let

strategies and applying rank prediction techniqgues may acg, _ Udi VT be the SVD ofX ¢ R™*". Th _
celerate the convergence speed with truncated SVDs [4 Ie;r norlr?qg(o?})( is dgfin:d a$|X(|)| :E el _ Z_e|:_9|

[24,[25]. However, the rank prediction could be non-trivial and the Frobenius norm o€ is defined a$ X || = [l .

in general, and large-rank SVDs is still inevitable if the op Lastly, for any convex functio®(X), let 9Q(X) denote
timal solution has a large rank. its subdifferential alX.

To develop more scalable algorithms, some researche
have tackled a version of the problem in which it is as-
sumed that the rank aX is known, e.g,rankX) = r,
and thus proposed to solve a variational form of problemGeometries of Fixed-rank Matrices. The fixed ranke
@) [35,[18]: ming u |G||% + |H|/%, st.AGH") =D, matrices lie on a smooth submanifold defined below
whereG € R™*" andH € R"*". Many methods have - mxn . -

been developed to address this problem, such as grad/i\—/lr = X e R .Trank(X) =7}

ent based methods [35.118] and stochastic gradient meth- = {Udiago)V' : U € StV € Sl |[o||o = 7},
ods [4736[ 5]. However, thse methods may siill suffer,here S = {U € R™" . UTU = I} denotes the
from slow convergence speeds|[30] 44]. Stiefel manifold ofm x r real and orthonormal matrices,

Recently, fixed-rank methods by exploiting the smooth ge-and the entries ir are in descending order [44]. Moreover,
ometry of matrices on fixed-rank manifolds have shownthe tangent spacEx M, atX is given by

great advantages in computation for solving matrix re-p M, — (UMV4+U, VI+UV! :M € R™*" U, € R™"
covery problems[[29,]6/11], such as the low-rank ge- g P P '
ometric conjugate gradient method (LRGeomCG)l [44],
the quotient geometric matrix completion method (qu-GivenX € M, andA, B € TxM,. by defining a metric
omMC) [30], and the method of scaled gradients on Grass- (A,B) — (A, B), M, is aRiemannian manifold b
mann manifolds for matrix completion (ScGrassMC)|[33]. ?éi‘triéting(A B)7 o ’thet;ngent bundié2] [ The norm gf
However, these methods can only d_eal with smooth objecé1 tangent veétoajx € Tyx M. evaluated aX is defined as
tives. Moreover, the rank parameteis usually unknown 1¢xl] = /(Cx. Cx0)-

in practice, and nontrivial to discover.

We now introduce some of the basic notions of the geome-
try of fixed-rank matrices and matrix varieties as follows.

U,U=0,V, cR"" V]V = 0}. €)

. . . . . nce the metric is fixed, the notion of the gradient of an
Motivated by the superiority of Riemannian gradlent-basedO - : . grac :
objective function can be introduced. For a Riemannian

m:tZ?ds:r;IO\?grtaCrllI;:;it;llx rri)cqr\:gly ﬂfdpgen[:ﬂég]stgﬁ énanifold, theRiemannian gradient of a smooth function
paper, we explol cal proxi gradi f: M, - RatX € M, is defined as the unique tangent
geometries of the real-algebraic varietyl <, to address

. ; L . vector grag'(X) in TxM,., such that(gradf(X), &) =
;hrz ggolelleor\r;\/:?m). The main contributions of this papeer(X)[& Ve € Ty M,. As M, is embedded iR™ ",

the Riemannian gradient gf is given as theorthogonal
e We propose a proximal Riemannian gradient (PRG)projection of the gradient off onto the tangent space.
scheme to address trace-norm regularized problemere, the orthogonal projection of aiy € R™*" onto
with explicit rank constraint rarf&) < r. By ex-  the tangent spacBx. M, atX = Udiaga)V' is defined
ploiting geometries om\<,, PRG avoids repetitive as
large-scale SVDs of classical proximal methods, mak- n n
ing it more scalable. PTxMT(Z) 72— PUZPV + PU ZPV + PUZPV . (4)

e To address general trace-norm regularized problems 1Thetangent bundlés defined as the disjoint union of all tan-
in (1), we present a simple and novel active subspaceent space$' M, = Ux o, {X} X Tx M,



whereP; = UUT andP# = I1-UUT. Moreover, define 3 Proximal Riemannian Gradient on M,
Prom-,(Z) = 0 whenX = 0 [42]. LettingG = Vf(X)
be the gradient of (X) on vector space, it follows that Directly solving the general trace-norm regularized prob-
lem in (@) can be computationally expensive due to the un-
gradf(X) = Prcam, (G). ) known rank of variables (regarding fixed-rank methods) or
. . . large-rank singular value decompositions (SVDs) (regard-
The Retractionmapping onM,. relates an an element in ing proximal gradient based method3p make the prob-

the tangent. Spacetoa C(_)rrespo_ndmg pointon Fhe manlf_olqem simpler, let us first consider the following problem with
One of the issues associated with such retraction mappm%(plicit rank constraint rar&) < r

is to find the best rank-approximation taX + £ in terms

of the Frobenius norm minx g ||X|[« + AT (E), (11)
Rx (&) =P, (X + &) s.t. AX)+B(E)=D, X € M,.
:aigeﬂinHY — (X+llF. ©6) Here, the parameter is supposed to be known. Never-

theless, based oh (|11), we will propose a subspace pursuit

In general, this problem can be addressed by performingaradigm to solvéhe general trace-norm regularized prob-
SVD onX + &, which may be computationally expensive. lem in ();see details in Section 4.

Remark 1. Since¢ =UMV'+U,VT+UV| e TxM,, The penalty method is adopted to deal with the equality
Rx (&) can be efficiently computeds in Algorithm 6  constraintAd(X) + B(E) = D in (L), and it minimizes a

in [44] with efficient QR decompositions on low rank ma- penalized function ovet <, in the following forn:
tricesU, andV,,. The corresponding time complexity is

14(m+n)r?+Cgsypr3, wherer < min(m,n) andCsyp U(X,E) = [|X]||« + AT(E) + %HA(X) + B(E) — D||7, (12)

is a moderate constafd4].

o ) _ where~ is a penalty parameter. Note that when there are
Varieties of Low-rank Matrices. Note that the submani- 4 oytiiers, we can leB(E) = 0 and Y (E) = 0, and the

fold M, is open, and the manifold properties break dOW”objective function¥ (X, E) is reduced to

at the boundary where rafX) < r, and the convergence

analysis onM,. will be difficult accordingly [38]. There- U(X) = ||IX|], + 1||A(X) -DJ||%, X Mc,.. (13)
fore, it would be more convenient to consider the closure 2 ’ ="

of M- U(X) is also the objective function of thmatrix lasso

Me, = {X e R™*" : rank X) < r}, (7)  problem[43[ 18], so one can adapt classical proximal meth-
o ) ) ods [43,[24] to address it. However, proximal gradient
which is a real-algebraic variety [38]. Letn(X) be  methods which directly operate on vector spaces could be

the column space oX. In the singular points where very expensive if large-rank SVDs are required.
rankX) = s < r, we will construct search directions in

the tangent coné [38] (instead of the tangent space) In this section, we extend classical proximal methods on
N N vector space [32, 48, 48], and propogeraximal Rieman-
TxM<p =TxM; {8, ;€U RV}, (8)  nian gradienischeme to minimiz€{12) and {13) by exploit-

wherel/ — ran(X) andV — ran(X 7). Essentially=, _, N9 geometries over the matrix varietyl <.

is a best rank+ — s) approximation ofG — Pry a1, (G), _
which can be cheaply computed with truncated SVD of3-1 PRG on M, for Non-outlier Cases
rank (r — s). Let gradf(X) € TxM<, be the projection

of G onTx M-,.. It can be computed by The objective functio’ (X) regarding non-outlier cases is

much simpler thanl (X, E). When thereare no outliers,
gradf(X) = Ppe . (G) + B, —s. (9)  we solve the following optimization problem:

Given a search directioff € Tx M., we need perform min [[X[[« + f(X), s.t.rankX) <, (14)
retraction which finds the best approximation by a matrix _ _ _
of rank at most- as measured in terms of the Frobeniuswhere f(X) is any smoothing function, for example

norm,i.e., f(X) = FIIAX) - D3
Rx(&) =arg_min |[Y — (X +&)||r. (10) To introduce proximal methods oM<, similarly as
YeMc, in [43,[24], we introduce a local model &@f(X) on M <,
SinceE, _ € u+ ® V+, Rx (€) wrt. M, can be effi- 2If D is a vector, the”-norm will be replaced by thé&-norm.
ciently computed with the same complexity as.bf). (see 3Recall thatM <. is a closure of the Riemannian submanifold

details in the supplementary file). M.,.. Here, we abuse “Riemannian” for simplicity.



aroundY € M, but keeping|X]||. intact: Optimality condition of (I4). A pointX* € M<, is a lo-
cal minimizer of [I%) if and only if there existse 9||X]|.
L
mi (Y3 X) 1= [|X|, + £(Y) + (gradf (), &) + 5 (€,¢),  Such thatl3l]

gradf(X) +¢ = 0. (18)
where¢ € Ty M<, andX =Y + £. Note the above local

model is different from that on vector spaces ($e¢[[32, 43])r ) )

in the sense thaX — Y = ¢ is restricted o’y M. he following lemma guarantees the existencé pf
Lemma2. LetX; € M<,, and¢, € TxM<, be a de-
scent direction. Then there exists ap that satisfies the
condition in [I7).

Similar to classical proximal gradient methods|[32, 43}, ou
proximal Rimannian gradient methadlvesproblem [1#)
by minimizing m(Y;X) on M<, iteratively. In other
words, givenY = X, in thekth iteration, we need to solve

the following optimization problem to obtaiK. 1 Proof. Since ¢, is a descent direction, it follows that

0 ¢ gradf(X) + 9|[X]|. and (gradf(Xx),Cx) < 0.

min mp(Y;X), st. X € M. (15)  SinceTL(X}) is continuous inL, there must exist ar
X N such that® (T, (Xy)) < ¥(Xy) + S(gradf (X), ¢,.) /L,
For convenience, let VL € [L,+00). 0
T.(Y) := arg Xm/\i/? mr(Y;X) (16)  Ingeneral, optimization methods on Riemannian manifolds
eEM<,

are guaranteed to be locally convergent, and it is nontrivia

L ; to check whether a limit poinK* is a global solution or
be a minimizer of{(I5). Then it can be computed as follows. L X
nimiz ) I pu W not. However, for PRG, the limit poir)X* will be a global

Lemma 1. Let £ = —gradf(Y)/L. Denoting the SVD  solution ifr > rank(X*).
of Ry(£) as Ry (&) = U,diag(o4)V], it follows that

T1(Y) = U, diagmax(oy — 1/L,0))V]. Theorem 1. Let {Xj} be an infinite sequence of iterates

generated by Algorithil 1. Then every accumulation point
of {X} is a critical point of f over M<,.. Furthermore,

o _ limy oo ||gradf (Xx) + ¢||r = 0. Let X* denote the
Remark 2. T;,(Y) can be efficiently computed in the sense|imit point. In particular, if rankX*) < r, then we have
that Ry (¢) = U..diag(o 1)V | can be cheaply computed  f(x*) 4 ¢ = 0, i.e, X* is a global optimum td{14).
without expensive SVDs.

Please find the proof in supplementary file.

Proof. Note that¥(X) is bounded below. The proof can
Algorithm 1 Proximal Riemannian Gradient for Solving be completed by adapting the proof of Theorem 3.9 in [38].

Problem[(T#). O
Require: Xy, penalty parametey, parameter, stopping
tolerance. Stopping conditions of PRG. For simplicity, we stop PRG

1. Fork=1,...K if the following condition is achieved:

2: Compute gradl(X;_1) according to[{(b) o {9).

3: Choosel,, to satisfy [I7), and s&€;, = 77, (Xi_1). V(Xe-1) —W(Xe) _ (19)

U(Xg-1) -

4: Terminate if stopping conditions are achieved.

5 End wheree denotes a tolerance value.

6: ReturnXy.

3.2 Robust PRG on M <, with Outliers

Now, we extend PRG to minimiz&(X, E) in(I2) regard-

PRG iteratively minimizes a local model on M.,., as . . . .
= ing the outlier cases. For convenience, define

shown in Algorithml. PRG consists of two major steps

1) compute a search direction in Step 3, and 2) update F(X,E) = 1||A(X) + B(E) - D2

X}, according toX, = T, (X;-1). Here,1/L; can be 2

deemed as the step size, and it can be determined usinge then need to solve the following problem:

Armijo line search. Specifically, given a descent direction

¢ € Tx,, M<,, Ly, is determined such that XGI/I\l/[in 5 X« + AT(E) + f(X,E). (20)
<rs

(T, (X)) <U(Xy) + Slgradf (X), Cx)/Lr,  (17)
Following [25], we optimize the two variablé§ andE us-
whereg € (0,1). ing an alternating approach. Let the p@X;, E;) denote



Table 1: Computation o\ (B).

T(E)
Sx(B)

MR: [[E[[, [RR: [[E[[2.1
max(|[bgll—=%,0)

s 1l

sgn(B) © max(|B| — 2,0)[[Sx(B)]: bi, Vi

the variables obtained from tlieiteration. At the(k+1)th
iteration, we updatX andE as below:

To updateX, we fix E = E; and minimize a local model
of ¥ (X, E) w.rt. X:

mp (X X, By) = || X][|« + f (X, Ex)
+ <gradf(Xk7 Ek)a £> + L/2<€7 £>7

whereX = X, + &, £ € Tx, M<,, andL is a pos-

itive number. LetT} (X, E;) denote the minimizer of
mr(X; Xy, Er). ThenT (X, Ex) can be computed ac-
cording to Lemmall, wherk is determined by Armijo line
search to make a sufficient decrease of the objective.

To updateE, we fix X = X}, ; and solve a problem:

min AY(E) + 2[|A(Xe11) + B(E) - D[} (21)

Solving this problem with generd would be very diffi-
cult. However, for MR and LRRB(E) = E andY(E) is
either||E||; or |E||2,;. As a result, the probleri(R1) has a
closed-form solution. Let us defif®;, = D — A(Xj.41).
ThenB,, is a vector for MR and a matrix in the form of
B, = [b},...,bk] for LRR. The closed-form solution,
denoted byS)(By), is shown in Tabl€ll. In cases where

We discuss the convergence as follows.

Proposition 1. Let U(Xy,Ex) = [|X][l« + M YT(E) +
f(X,E), and {(Xs,E;)} be an infinite sequence of
iterates generated by Algorithill 2. It follows that
U(Xjt1,Epp1) < U(Xi,Eg), and {(Xk,Ek)} con-
verges to a limit pointX*, E*).

Please find the proof in supplementary file. Thee stopping
condition in [I9) can be extended to RPRG by replacing
¥ (X) with ¥(X, E).

4 Subspace Pursuit for Solving Problem (1)

Both PRG and RPRG methods operate otc,., which

rely on the knowledge af. Unfortunately, the parameter

is usually unknown. Based on TheorEin 1, one should set
a sufficiently large- such that- > rankX*), whereX* is

an optimal solution of probleni{1). However, the compu-
tational cost will dramatically increaserifis too large.

Regarding the above issues, we propose a subspace pursuit
(SP) paradigm to address probldr (1). To introduce SP, we
bring in an additional integet which is assumed to be
several times smaller than rankX*). Taking the outlier
cases for example, instead of doing RPRG with a large
we gradually increase the rank & from rankKX) = 0

(e.g, X = 0) by a small value:, and perform RPRG to
the following subproblem with increased

1)1(11}131 U(X,E), s.t. rankX) < tx, (22)

the problem[(21) cannot be solved in closed-form, one may

adopt iterative procedures to solve it.

wheret denotes the iteration index. Essentially, the sub-
space pursuit addresses probl€in (1) by solving a series of

The detailed algorithm, which is referred to as robust PRGSubproblems in(32) using RPRG oWl -, (see Step 8 of

(RPRG), is shown in Algorithril2. Due to the possible

ill-conditioned issued,we apply a homotopy continuation

Algorithm[3), wheret = 1, ..., T andT denotes the maxi-
mum number of iterations.

technique to accelerate the convergence speed. Starting

from an initial guess\y, we set\;, = min(\op*~!, \) and
computeE;, = S, (X, Ex_1), wherep is chosen from
(0,1). Clearly, )y, is non-increasing w.r.t.

Algorithm 2 Robust PRG for Solving Problef (11).

Require: Initial (X, Eg), parameten and~, initial Ao,
parameter, p € (0, 1), stopping tolerance

cFork=1,..,.K

: Let A = max(AgpF~1, N).

: Compute gra@l(X,._1, Ex_1) by (8) or [3).

. Choose Ly, by Armijo line search. SetXy
Tr,(Xp—1,Ep_1).

: ComputeE,=S,, (Bx_1), whereB;,_; =D — A(X},).

. Terminate if stopping conditions are achieved.

End

: Return(Xy, Ex).

A WN P

0~ OO

*When ) is very small ory is very large,|E||; can be very
large at the beginning due to the thresholding in Table 1,ingak
X far from its optimum.

Algorithm 3 Subspace Pursuit for Solving (1).

Require: Parameters, A and-, initial Ao, x, p (where
x < p), and stopping toleraneeande.

- Initialize X° = 0, E® = 0, and\§ = \.

Fort=1,..,T

Letr =tk ands = (¢t — 1)k.

Let Al = A'=1 and\! = max(\ox?, ).

ComputeG = v A*(A(X'™!) + B(E'™!) — D).

: Compute gra@i(X*~! E*")=Pr_,_, pm,(G)+EL "

: ChooseL, to satisfy [17). SeX! = T;, (X!~ E!1)
andE} = Sy (B'!), whereB'~' =D — A(X").

8: Update(X?, E?) by calling RPRG to addreds (22) with

initial input (X, Ef), r, A, ', ande.

Terminate if stopping conditions are achieved.

End

Noahrwdhe

9:
10:

At the tth iteration, SP either stops or increaséom tx
to (t + 1)~ and the domain oX changes from a Rieman-
nian manifoldM,,; to M<1).. As a result, we need to



computeE,_, in Step 6 to calculate grgdX‘~!,E‘~!) 4.2 Complexity Analysis
according to equatioh}(9).

i The complexity of SP mainly includes two parig., the
To accelerate the convergence speed, two techniques aBmputation oL which can be done by truncated SVD of

critical, i.e. the warm start and homotopy continuation gni; and the subproblem optimization by PRG or RPRG.
techniques. To warm start, we prepare a good initial guess

of (X}, Ef) for RPRG in Steps 4-6 (Steps 4-6 are exactlyHere, we focus on the complexity of SP on MR. At the
Steps 4-5 in Algorithritl2). To apply the continuation tech- ¢th iteration of SP, the complexity of PRG or RPRG is
nigue in RPRG. To facilitate its usage in SP, in Step 8, weQ((m + n)(tk)* + ltx), wherets < r + . For suf-

adaptively set the initiak, and target\ for RPRG by\} ficiently sparse matrices like in MR, the truncated SVD

and \! (see Step 4), respectively. Note the paramegter Of rankx in SP can be completed i3((m + n)x) using
should be smaller thamin RPRG. PROPACK [22]; while the truncated SVD in existing prox-

) ) imal gradient based methods tak@$(m + n)r), where
Note that PRG can be also incorporated into the SP frame: 5 several times smaller than Note that in general SP

work. For convenience, we refer SP with RPRG and PRG,ee(s onlyr/x] times of truncated SVDs. Therefore, SP
to as SP-RPRG and SP-PRG, respectively. is cheaper than existing proximal gradient based methods

SP increase the rank byiteratively. Due to limited size 0N MR. The complexity comparison on LRR can be found
of X, SP will be stopped in limited steps. Moreover, the in supplementary file.
objective valuel (X, E) monotonically decrease w.ri.

Proposition 2. Let{X*, E} be the sequence generated by > Related Work
Algorithm[3. Then we have
The authors in[[31] exploited Riemannian structures and

U(XLE) <u(XTLESY) - gl|EC 2 /L,. (23)  presented a trust-region algorithm to address trace-norm
minimizations. The proposed method, denoted by MMBS,
alternates between fixed-rank optimization and rank-one
updates. However, this method shows slower speed than
Stopping conditions of SP. LetX: be the limit point of APG onlarge-scale problenis[31]. The author§in [28] pro-
RPRG at thefth iteration. According to Theorefd 1, if Pposed a Grassmannian manifold method to address trace-
rankX;) < tx, X; must be a global solution. As a result, horm minimizations on a fixed-rank manifold. In general,
SP will stop at theth iteration. According to Proposition this method has similar complexity to ScGrassMC that also
2, if ||=.1||2 is very small, then there is no need to pro- operates on Grassmannian manifold [33]

ceed: _The_n we may also stop the iterations if the fOIIOV"ingActive subspace methods or greedy methods, that increase
condition is achieved: the rank by one per iteration, have gained great attention
in recent years[[15, 18, 40, 123]. However, these meth-
€, (24)  ods usually involve expensive subproblems, and might be
very expensive when the true rank is high. For example,
Laue’s method[23] needs to solve nonlinear master prob-
lems usinghe BFGS methodvhich can be very expensive
for large-scale problems. More recently, [17] proposed a
4.1 Parameter settings novel active subspace selection method for solving trace-
norm regularized problems. However, this method may
For convenience of parameter setting, we suggest choosing,ffer from slow convergence speed due to the approx-
the penalty parameterin (22) according toy = 1/(v01),  imated SVDs and inefficient solvers for the subproblem
wherev is a scaling factor, ana denotes the 5|r_lgular VeC- gptimization. In [42], the authors proposed a Riemanian
tor of A*(D)E For robust cases, the parameten (@2) is pursuit (RP) algorithm which increases the rank more than

chosen by\ = §yd,,, whered,, denotes the mean ¢b|.  one. However, this algorithm cannot deal with trace-norm
The integers is chosen such that, > noy, Vi < &, and regularized problems.

ow+1 < nmoi. Without loss of generality, we suggest set-

ting v € (0.0001,0.01), 6 € (0.01,1], andn € (0.5,0.9). )

One may also apply cross-validations to choes@dd re- 6 Experimental Results
garding model parameters. Lastly, in SP, we do not need to

optimize each subproblem accurately. Therefore, in SP wiVe evaluatethe proposed methods dor two classical
suggest setting = 0.01 for PRG and RPRG. trace-norm based tasks, namely low-rank matrix comple-

tion and LRR based clustering. All the experiments are
5The setting ofy is consistent with the setting of in matrix ~ conducted in Matlab (R2012b) on a PC installed a 64-
lassoin [43], wherey = 1, andp = vo is suggested in general. bit operating system with an Intel(R) Core(TM) i7 CPU

Please find the proof in supplementary file.
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Figure 2: Performance of various methods d0Y 2, where5% of data are disturbed by severe outliers. While other
methods over-fit on this data, the proposed robust PRG (RRR&HP-RPRG still achieve promising testing RMSE.

(3.2GHz with single-thread mode) and 64GB memory.  the source codes are not available.

We adopt the root-mean-square error (RMSE) testing set
6.1 Experimentson Matrix Completion as a majorevaluation metric: RMSE = |Po(D —
X #/+/(1€2]), whereX* denotes the recovered matrix,
We study the performance of proposed methods, pamelxndﬂ denotes the index set of a testing set, ahdde-
PR(_B, RPRG, SP-PRG and SP-RPRG, on the matrix conjjptes the orthogonal projection orfto[44].
pletion task. Three state-of-the-art trace-norm basetimet
ods, e.g. APG[43], MMBS [31], and Active ALT[17], are
adopted as baselines. Moreover, to study the efficiency d6.1.1 Synthetic Experiments
proposed methods on matrix completion, we also compare
several efficient fixed-rank methods, including RP][42], Following [33[42], we generate ground-truth low-rank ma-
LMaFit [47], ScGrassMCI[[33], LRGeomCG [44], qGe- tricesD = Udiago)V' € R™*™ of rank r, where
omMC [30]8 We do not report the results of some meth-U € St*, V. € St', m = 5000, r = 50 ando is a
ods, such as IALM [24] and method if [28], since they are 50-dimensional vector with its entriesmsmpled frona uni-
either slower than the compared methods in this paper diorm distribution [0, 1000]. We samplel = wr(2m — )
entries fromD uniformly as the observations stored in
SAPG is available frorht tp: //www.math.nus . edu. sg/ -mdt Ec ¢ Min@IEehisan oversampling factor [24]. Here,
RPisavailable frorint tp: //www.tanmingkui.com/rp.htmlijye setw = 2.5. We study two toy data sets whose ob-

ﬁ‘gﬂ"e. - ALT - is o ,i"a_"agl/? from  servations are perturbed by two kind of noises: In the first
T TR T YT R T T T T qGeommc 10y data seTOY1, each entry ofl is perturbed by addi-
and LRGeomCG are available from: tive Gaussian noise of magnitu@eé1(|d||z/|n[]2, where

http://www.montefiore.ulg.ac.be/ mishra/fixedrankZfRkds@afdaussian vector with each entry being sam-
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Figure 3: Performance of various methods on Movie-10M deta s

pled fromN (0, 1); The second toy dafaOY 2 is obtained Table 2: Statistics of datasets.

based on TOY1, by further perturbisgs of the observa- Data set m > 18]
tions with outliers uniformly sampled frorp-10, 10]. In Movie-10M | 71,567 | 10,677 | 10,000,054

. . Netflix 48,089 | 17,770 | 100,480,507
these synthetic experimentse setv = 0.005 n = 0.65, Yahoo | 1,000,990 | 624.961 | 252.800.275
andd = 0.1.

Three trace-norm based methods APG, MMBS and Active
ALT, are adopted as the baselines. TRelative objective
differenceand Testing RMSEw.r.t. time onTOY1 and
TOY2 are reported in Figurés 1 aht 2, respectively.

According to Figur¢ I(&), our proposed PRG, RPRG, SPtrace-norm based methods, e.g. ARG] [43], MMBS] [31]
PRG and SP-RPRG converge much faster than the comand Active ALT [17] on Movie-10M. We report the change
parators,and SP-PRG and SP-RPRG improve upon theilof Relative objective differencand Testing RMSEW.r.t.
counterpartsife., PRG and RPRG) significantlifrom Fig-  time in Figure[B. Here, we randomly choo%@% of the
ure[I(D), the testing RMSE shows similar trends to the obratings as training set and the remainder as the testing set.
jective values. Note that, our methods thus achieve low From Figure$ 3(2) and 3(b), our proposed methods show
RMSE values in very short timedn general, the Active much faster convergence speed as well as faster decreasing
ALT method is slower than others, which maydoe tothe  of testing RMSE values.

approximated SVDs and inefficient solvers for the subprob- h d . he baseli hods i
lem optimization. In the second experiment, the baseline methods in-

clude APG [43], MMBS [[31], LRGeomCG [44], qGe-
From Figurg 2(a), o OY 2 which is disturbed by outliers, omMC [30], Lmafit [47], Active ALT [17], Sc-

our proposed method in general converges faster than th@rassMC [[38] and RP_[42]The ranks returned by SP-
baselines. However, from_ FigU_(b_), only _the proposedRG are used as the rank estimations for fixed-rank meth-
RPRG and SP-RPRG achieve promising testing RMSE valeds, such as ScGrassMC, gGeomMC and Lmafit. We set
ues. While other methods over-fihe data after several it- ,, = 0.001 = 0.65, ands = 0.7. Following [23/40[ 18],
erations due tahe outliers. Not also that SP-RPRG con- we report the testing RMSE of different methods over 10
verges faster than its counterpart RPR®@is observation random 80/20 training/testing partitions.

demonstrateshe effectiveness and efficiency ofir pro-

pose methods Comparison results are shown in Table 3. Note that we did

not obtain the results of some methods on two larger data
_ sets, i.e. Netflix and Yahoo, due to the very expensive com-
6.1.2  Experiments on Real-world Data putation cost. We thus leave the results blank. According
We study the performance of SP-PRG and SR-PRG ofp the table the proposed SP-PRG and SP-RPRG meth-
) — . . .. ods achieve better testing RMSE than RP with comparable
three collaborative filtering data sets: MovieLens with time. Note that RP relies on carefully desianed stoopin
10M ratings (denoted by Movie-10M) [16], Netflix Prize ; y 9 bpIng

) conditions to induce low-rank solutions, and cannot deal
dataset([20] and and Yahoo! Music Track 1 datalset [13]. . : . ’
The statistics of these data sets are recorded in Table 2. with outliers [42]. In particular, SP-PRG and SP-RPRG

achieve significantimprovemernitsterms of testing RMSE
In the first experiment, we only compare with the threeon the Yahoo data set.



Table 3: Experimental results on real-world datasets, esher

time is recorded in seconds.

Movie-10M Netflix Yahoo
Method |\ —pmsE T Time | RMSE | Time | RMSE | Time
APG 1.094 | 810.01 | 1.038 | 2883.80 = =
LRGeomCG | 0.823 | 57.67 | 0.860 | 2356.86| 25.228 | 18319
QgeomMC | 0.836 | 96.41 | 0.897 | 9794.75| 24.167 | 82419
Lmafit 0.838 | 133.86 | 0.876 | 2683.73 | 24.368 | 24349
ALT 0.855 | 917.17 - - - -
MMBS 0.821 | 441.10 - - - -
ScGrassMC | 0.845 | 216.07 | 0.892 | 4522.68 | 24.954 | 37705
RP 0.818 | 46.56 | 0.858 | 1143.02 | 23.451 | 12456
SP-PRG | 0.817 | 53.42 | 0855 | 1057.35| 22.644 | 15972
SP-RPRG | 0.815 | 67.73 | 0.857 | 1245.15| 22.537 | 17263
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Figure 4: Comparing the running times and clustering ac-

curacies of different LRR solvers on two datasets.

6.2 Experimentson LRR Based Subspace Clustering

SVDs w.rt. large matrices. Moreover, our algorithm
achieves comparable clustering performance with [25]. In
contrast, the LRR solver i [26] achieves lower clustering
accuracy on the HARUS dataset, possibly because that al-
gorithm is not guaranteed to obtain a globally optimal so-
lution.

7 Conclusion

Classical proximal methods may require many large-rank
SVDs when addressing the trace-norm regularized prob-
lems on vector spaces. To overcome this, we first pro-
pose a proximal Riemannian gradient (PRG) method to ad-
dress trace-norm regularized problems over a matrix vari-
ety M<,, wherer is supposed to be known. By perform-
ing optimization onM<,, PRG does not require SVDs,
thus can greatly reduce the computation cost. A robust
version of PRG method has also been proposethatalle

the outlier casesTo address general trace-norm regular-
ized problems, a subspace pursuit strategy is proposed by
iteratively activating a number of active subspaces. Exten
sive experiments on two classical trace-norm based tasks,
namely low-rank matrix completion and LRR based clus-
tering, demonstrate the superior efficiency of the proposed
methods over other methods.
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