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Abstract

Multiview representation learning is very popular for latent factor analysis. It naturally
arises in many data analysis, machine learning, and information retrieval applications to model
dependent structures between a pair of data matrices. For computational convenience, exist-
ing approaches usually formulate the multiview representation learning as convex optimization
problems, where global optima can be obtained by certain algorithms in polynomial time. How-
ever, many evidences have corroborated that heuristic nonconvex approaches also have good
empirical computational performance and convergence to the global optima, although there
is a lack of theoretical justification. Such a gap between theory and practice motivates us to
study a nonconvex formulation for multiview representation learning, which can be efficiently
solved by two stochastic gradient descent (SGD) methods. Theoretically, by analyzing the dy-
namics of the algorithms based on diffusion processes, we establish global rates of convergence
to the global optima with high probability. Numerical experiments are provided to support our
theory.

1 Introduction

Multiview data have become increasingly available in many popular real-world data analysis and
machine learning problems. The “views” can be considered as multiple measurement modalities,
obtained from multiple data sources. For instance, existing literature has demonstrated different
scenarios, especially for image data in computer vision, text and linguistic data in natural language
processing, and speech data in acoustic recognition. Typical applications usually involve two or
more data sets simultaneously, and more details can be found in (Hardoon et al., 2004; Socher
and Fei-Fei, 2010; Kidron et al., 2005; Chaudhuri et al., 2009; Arora and Livescu, 2012; Bharadwaj
et al., 2012; Vinokourov et al., 2002; Dhillon et al., 2011). Although these data are usually unla-
beled, there exist underlying association and dependency between different views, which allow
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us to learn useful representations in a unsupervised manner. Here we are interested in finding
a representation that reveals intrinsic low-dimensional structures and dis-entangles underlying
factors of variation. One ubiquitous approach is partial least square (PLS) for multiview represen-
tation learning. Specifically, given a data set of n samples of two sets of random variables (views),
X e R" and Y € R?, PLS aims to find an r-dimensional subspace (r < min(m, d)) that preserves
most of the covariance between two views. Existing literature Gu et al. (2016) has shown that such
a subspace is spanned by the leading r components of the singular value decomposition (SVD) of
Yxy = Ex,y)~p [XY ], where we sample (X, Y) from some unknown distribution D. Throughout
the rest of the paper, if not clear specified, we denote [Ex y).p by E for notational simplicity.

A straightforward approach for PLS is “Sample Average Approximation” (SAA, Abdi (2003);
Ando and Zhang (2005)), where we run an offline (batch) SVD algorithm on the empirical covari-
ance matrix after seeing sufficient data samples. However, in the “big data” regime, this approach
requires unfeasible amount of storage and computation time. Therefore, it is much more practical
to consider the multiview learning problem in a “data laden” setting, where we draw independent
samples from an underlying distribution D over R” x R?, one at a time. This further enables us to
formulate PLS as a stochastic (online) optimization problem:

(U, V)= argmax IEtr(VTYXTU) st U'U=L,V'V =1, (1.1)
UeR™ ",V eRdx"
Here we only consider the rank-1 case (r = 1) for simplicity, where we rewrite U as a vector u € R
and v € R?. We will explain more details on the rank-r case in the later section.

Several nonconvex stochastic approximation (SA) algorithms have been proposed in Arora et al.
(2012). These algorithms work great in practice, but are lack of theoretic justifications, since the
nonconvex nature of (1.1) makes the theoretical analysis very challenging. To overcome this ob-
stacle, Arora et al. (2016) propose a convex relaxation of (1.1). Specifically, by a reparametrization
M = uvT (Recall that we are interested in the rank-1 PLS), they rewrite (1.1) as!

M = argmax (M,YXxy) s.t|M|.<1and|M]|,<1. (1.2)
M

where 2xy = EXYT, and ||[M||, and |[M]||, are the spectral (i.e., the largest singular value of M) and
nuclear (i.e., the sum of all singular values of M) norms of M respectively. By examining the KKT
conditions of (1.2), one can verify that M = 77 is the optimal solution, where 7, 7 are the leading
left and right singular vectors of Xxy, i.e., a pair of global optimal solutions to (1.1) for r = 1.
Accordingly, they propose a projected stochastic gradient-type algorithm to solve (1.2), which is
often referred to the Matrix Stochastic Gradient (MSG) algorithm. Particularly, at the (k + 1)-th
iteration, MSG takes

M(k+1) = 1_[P‘21ntop€3(]\/1(k) + 17Xk YkT):

where X; and Y are independently sampled from D, and ITaniope(-) is @ projection operator to
the feasible set of (1.2). They further prove that given a pre-specified accuracy €, MSG requires
T = O(e~%log(1/e€)) iterations such that (M, ExyT) — (My, ExyT) < € with high probability.

LFor r > 1 case, we replace [|[M||, < 1 with [|M]|, < r



Despite of the attractive theoretic guarantee, MSG does not present superior performance to
other heuristic nonconvex stochastic optimization algorithms for solving (1.1). Although there
is a lack of theoretical justification, many evidences have corroborated that heuristic nonconvex
approaches not only converge to the global optima in practice, but also enjoy better empirical com-
putational performance than the convex approaches (Zhao et al., 2015; Candes et al., 2015; Ge et al.,
2015; Cai et al., 2016). Another drawback of MSG is the complicated projection step at each itera-
tion. Although Arora et al. (2016) further propose an algorithm to compute the projection with a
computational cost cubically depending on the rank of the iterates (the worst case: O(d?)), such a
sophisticated implementation significantly decreases the practicability of MSG. Furthermore, MSG
is also unfavored in a memory-restricted scenario, since storing the update M, requires O(md) real
number storage. In contrast, the heuristic algorithms analyzed in this paper require only O(m + d)
real number storage, or O(rm + rd) in the rank-r case.

We aims to bridge the gap between theory and practice for solving multiview representation
learning problems by nonconvex approaches. Specifically, we analyze the convergence properties
of two heuristic stochastic optimization algorithms for solving (1.1) based on diffusion processes.
Our analysis takes advantage of the strong Markov properties of the stochastic optimization al-
gorithm updates and casts the trajectories of the algorithms as a diffusion processes (Ethier and
Kurtz, 2009; Li et al., 2016b). By leveraging the weak convergence from discrete Markov chains
to their continuous time limits, we demonstrate that the trajectories are essentially the solutions
to stochastic differential equations (SDE). Such SDE-type analysis automatically incorporates the
geometry of the objective and the randomness of the algorithm, and eventually demonstrate three
phases of convergence.

1. Starting from an unstable equilibrium with negative curvature, the dynamics of the algo-
rithm can be described by an Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process with a steady driven force pointing
away from the initial.

2. When the algorithm is sufficiently distant from initial unstable equilibrium, the dynamics
can be characterized by a deterministic ordinary differential equation (ODE). The trajectory
of this phase is evolving directly toward the desired global maximum until it reaches a small
basin around the global maximum.

3. In this phase, the trajectory can be also described by an Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process oscillat-
ing around the global maximum. The process has a drifting term that gradually dies out and
eventually becomes a biased random walk in which it is more likely to move in directions to
the maximum.

The sharp characterization in these three phases eventually allows us to establish strong conver-
gence guarantees. Particularly, we show that the nonconvex stochastic gradient algorithm guaran-
tees an e-optimal solution in O(e~!log(1/€)) iterations with high probability, which is a significant
improvement over convex MSG by a factor of e!. Our theoretical analysis reveals the power of the
nonconvex optimization in PLS. The simple heuristic algorithms drop the convexity, but achieve
much better efficiency.



Our convergence analysis also has important implications on stochastic optimization algorithm
for Canonical Correlation Analysis (CCA). Specifically, CCA considers a similar setting to PLS, and
solves

(1,7) =argmax u EXY v st.EX u)®=1, E(YTv)>=1. (1.3)
u,v

From an optimization perspective, CCA is equivalent to PLS with linear transformations, but more
challenging. We will explain more details on CCA in our later discussions.
Notations: Given a vector v = (v1),...,v¥)T e IR?, we define vector norms: ||v||; = Zj lvil, ||v||§ =
Z]- vjz, and v/l = max;[v;|. Given a matrix A € R4 we use Aj = (Aqj, ...,Adj)T to denote the j-th
column of A and define the matrix norms ||A||12: =) i ||A]~||% and ||A|, as the largest singular value of
A.

2 Stochastic Nonconvex Optimization
Recall that we solve (1.1) for r =1, i.e.,

(,7) =argmax u EXYTv st |ulli=1,|v|5=1, (2.1)
u,v
where (X, Y) follows some unknown distribution D. Due to the symmetrical structure of (2.1),
(—u,—v) is also a pair of global optimum. All our analysis holds for both optima. Throughout the
rest of the paper, if not clearly specified, we consider (i,v) as the global optimum for simplicity.
We apply a straightforward projected stochastic gradient method (PSG). Specifically, at the k-th
iteration, we have the iterates u; and v;. We then independently sample X; and Yj from D, and
take

uper = (e + X Y v) and vy = (v + 7V X[ ug), (2.2)

where 71 > 0 is the step size parameter, and I1(:) is the projection operator on the unit sphere. As
can be seen from (2.2), we have X Y," v, as a unbiased estimator of the gradient of the objective
function. The projected stochastic gradient method has been extensively studied for convex opti-
mization, and their rates of convergence have been characterized in Ben-Tal and Nemirovski (2001);
Nemirovski et al. (2009). The problem (2.1), however, is nonconvex, existing literature in optimiza-
tion only shows that the stochastic gradient methods converge to a stationary solution.

Besides the projected stochastic gradient method, we can apply other stochastic optimization al-
gorithms to solve (2.1) such as stochastic gradient method over the Riemannian manifolds. Specif-
ically, we consider the Lagrangian function of (2.1) as

Lu,v,u0)=u ' EXY v—p(u'u-1)-oc(@'v-1), (2.3)
where y and o are Lagrangian multipliers. We then check the optimal KKT conditions,

EXY"™0-2uu=0, EYX'u-20v=0, u'u=1 and v'v=1,



which further imply
u EXYTv-2pu"u=u"EXY v-2u=0 and v 'EYX'u-20v'v=v'EYX u-20=0.
Solving the above equations, we obtain the optimal Lagrangian multipliers as

1
p=0= EuTIEXYTv. (2.4)

Plugging (2.4) into (2.3), we can convert the original optimization problem to
1 1
max 2u' EXY v — EuTIEXYTv culu— EuTIEXYTv v, (2.5)
u,v

We then apply the stochastic gradient method to solve (2.5). Specifically, at the k-th iteration, we
take

1 1

U1 = uk+17[(2 - Eu;uk - Evavk) : XkYkTvk - u,;erYkTvk : I/lk], (26)
1 1

Vil = vk+17[(2 -~ Evavk - Eu;uk)- Vi X ug —v] Vi X, uy - vk]. (2.7)

Different from projected stochastic gradient method, (2.6) and (2.7) do not need a projection op-
eration. Although these two methods look very different from each other, our theory shows that
they share the same algorithmic dynamics and trajectory.

3 Global Convergence by ODE

Before we proceed with our analysis, we first impose some mild assumptions on the problem.

Assumption 1. X, Yy, k = 1,2,...T are data samples identically independently distributed as X € R?, Y €
RY respectively satisfying the following conditions:

1. EX=IEY =0;
2. ||X||§ <B, ||Y||% < B for a constant B;
3. Ay > Ay > A3 > .. = Ay >0, where A;’s are the singular values of Xxy = EXY T.

Note that we assume X and Y are of the same dimensions (i.e., m = d) and Xy is full rank for
convenience of analysis. The extension to m = d in a rank deficient setting is straightforward, but
more involved. Moreover, for a multiview learning problem, it is also natural to impose additional
assumptions.

Assumption 2. Given the observed random variables X and Y, there exist two orthogonal matrices Oy €

R4, Oy € R such that X = Ox X, Y = Oy Y, where X = (X(l),...,y(d))T eRYandY = (7(1),...,?(d))T

RY are the latent variables satisfying:

S



1. X" and Y are independent if i # j, so that Ox and Oy are the left and right singular matrices of
Y xy respectively;

5 Var(y(i)) = s, Var(?(i)) = wp E(y(i)?(i)y(j)?(j)) = o).

The next proposition characterizes the strong Markov property of our algorithm.

Proposition 3.1. Using (2.2), we get a sequence of (ug, vx), k = 1,2,..., T. They form a discrete-time Markov
process. Moreover, for (2.2), each uy and vy are on the S -1

With Proposition 3.1, we can construct a continuous time process to derive an ordinary differ-
ential equation to analyze the algorithmic convergence. Before that, we first compute uy, —uy and
Vks1 — Vi to see how much they change in each iteration. We denote the i-th coordinate of u; and
vy by u](:) and v,((l).

Proposition 3.2. Suppose Assumption 1 holds. Given By < , the following results hold:
(1) There exists a random variable R, with |R;{| < 208212 and Qi with |Q;<| < 20B%4?, such that the
increments “1(31 —u ]((l) and v,(i:l - v,il) are
(i) ' (i) ' j
ule - u,((l) =1 (YkTkakz - ukTXkYkTvku,((l)) +R;,

. ) . . ,
o ol =y (X,jukyk(” —v,;rYkaTukv,((l))+ Qi

(2) Furthermore, there are two deterministic functions fi.(u,v) and g (u,v) satisfying
max{|fi(u,v)|,Ige(u,v)l} < 20B%4? for Yu, v e ¥,
such that conditioning on uy and vy, the expectation of the increments in (1) can be represented as
Bty — e | i v = 17 (Sxy i — ] Sxyvense) + ficlue, ), G.1)
E[vge1 — vk | i vi] = 1Sy e — v Sk ticve) + Qe vi)- (3.2)

Proposition 3.2 is obtained by Taylor expansion. Its proof is presented in Appendix A.1. Result
(2) enables us to compute the infinitesimal mean and variance for the projected stochastic gradient
algorithm. Specifically, as the fixed step size 1 — 07, two processes U, (t) = w14}, V;(t) = v-14
based on the sequence generated by (2.2), weakly converge to the solution of the following ODE
system in probability (see more details in Ethier and Kurtz (2009)),

dU
—r = (ExyV-UTExyVU), (3.3)
‘Z—‘: = (SR U-VTEL,UV), (3.4)

where U(0) = ug and V(0) = vy. To highlight the sequence generated by (2.2) depending on 77, we
redefine u, x = ug, v,k = Vg



Theorem 3.3. As 1 — 07, the processes u, x, v, weakly converge to the solution of the ODE system in
(8.3) and (3.4) with initial U(0) = ug, V(0) = v,.

The proof of Theorem 3.3 is presented in Appendix A.2. Under Assumption 1, the above ODE
system admits a closed form solution. Specifically, we solve U and V simultaneously, since they
are coupled together in (3.3) and (3.4). To simplify (3.3) and (3.4), we define W = L (UT V)" and

V2
wy = = (u,;r va)T. We then rewrite (3.3) and (3.4) as

k= V2
aw T
— =QW-WTQwWw, (3.5)
where Q = ( }Z(T) ESY ) By Assumption 2, Ox and Oy are the left and right singular matrices
XY

of Yy respectively, i.e,, Xxy = EXYT = OXIEWTOT, where EXY ' is diagonal. For notational
simplicity, we define D = diag(Ay, A5, ..., A4) such that £xy = OxDOy. One can verify Q = PAPT,
where

1 {0y Oy D 0
P=— A= .
\/5( Oy -Oy ) and ( 0 -D )

By left multiplying PT both sides of (3.5), we obtain
T o dH T
H(t)=P"'W(t) w1thﬁ =AH-H'AHH, (3.6)

)

which is a coordinate separable ODE system. Accordingly, we define h;{i ’s as:

he=PTw, and ' =PTwy (3.7)
Thus, we can obtain a closed form solution to (3.6) based on the following theorem.

Theorem 3.4. Given (3.6), we write the ODE in each component H (i)

2d
g = g Z(/\i _ )\j)(H(j))2, (3.8)
=1

4
dt

where A\; = —A;_4 when i > d. This ODE System has a closed form solution as follows:

1

HU(t)=(C(t)) “HD(0)exp(A;t), (3.9)

fori=1,2,..,2d, where
2d

C(t) = Z((H(j)(O))zexp(Z/\jt))

=1

is a normalization function such that ||[H(t)||, = 1.



The proof of Theorem 3.4 is presented in Appendix A.3. Without loss of generalization, we
assume H(0) > 0. As can be seen, H; (t) — 1, as t — co. We have successfully characterized the
global convergence performance of our algorithm with an approximate error o(1). The solution to
the ODE system in (3.9), however, does not fully reveals the algorithmic behavior (more precisely,
the rate of convergence) near the equilibria of the ODE system. This further motivates us to exploit
the stochastic differential equation approach to characterize the dynamics of the algorithm.

Remark 3.5. If we start from ug, vq € S41 then two algorithms, i.e. (2.6)+(2.7) and (2.2), share the same
trajectory. The proof is straightforward.

4 Global Dynamics by SDE

We analyze the dynamics of the algorithm near the equilibria based on stochastic differential equa-
tion by rescaling analysis. Specifically, we characterize three stages for the trajectories of solutions:
[a] Neighborhood around unstable equilibria — minimizers and saddle points of (2.1), [b] Neigh-
borhood around stable equilibria — maximizers of (2.1), and [c] deterministic traverses between
equilibria. Moreover, we provide the approximate the number of iterations in each phase until
convergence.

4.1 Phase I: Escaping from unstable equilibria

Suppose that the algorithm starts to iterate around a unstable equilibrium, (e.g. saddle point).
Different from our previous analysis, we rescale two aforementioned processes U, (t) and V, (t)
rescaled by a factor of 171/2. This eventually allows us to capture the uncertainty of the algorithm
updates by stochastic differential equations. Roughly speaking, the ODE approximation is essen-
tially a variant of law of large number for Markov process, while the SDE approximation serves as

a variant of central limit theorem accordingly.

Recall that P is an orthonormal matrix for diagonalizing Q, and H is defined in (3.6). Let Z,(;)

;i,)k denote the i-th coordinates of Z, = nY ZH,] and z, = nV zh,]’k respectively. The following

theorem characterizes the dynamics of the algorithm around the unstable equilibrium.

and z

Theorem 4.1. Suppose z, ¢ is initialized around some saddle point or minimizer (j-th column of P with
j=1)ie, Z0(0)~n'and ZD(0)~ 0 for i # j. Thenas n — 0%, forall i # j, zf;,)k
diffusion process Z)(t) satisfying the following SDE,

dZV(t) = —(A; = A)Z(t)dt + B; ;dB(1), (4.1)

weakly converges to a

where B(t) is a brownian motion, and

1 ) ..
E\/yia)j+yja)i+2ai,j lfl Sl,]Sd
/31"]': Oi’d+1§i,j§2d,

1
5\/7/1' wj+yjw;—2a;; otherwise.

where y; = yi_q fori>d, w; = wj_q for j > d, similar definition of a; ; fori>d or j > d.

8



The proof of Theorem 4.1 is provided in Appendix B.1. Note that (4.1) is a Fokker-Planck equa-
tion, which admits a closed form solution as follows,

Z(i)(t) _ Z(i)(O)eXp[—(/\j _ /\i)t] +Pij J: exp [(A]' - Ai)(s— t)]dB(S)

= exp [(/\i - /\j)t] fori = j. (4.2)
—,————
T,

) t
Z20(0)+ B; ; L exp[(A; - A;)s|dB(s)

T,

Such a solution is well known as the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process (Jksendal, 2003), and also im-

plies that the distribution of zf;)k can be well approximated by the normal distribution of Z/)(t) for a
sufficiently small step size. This continuous approximation further has the following implications:

1. ForA; > A, Ty = Bi fot exp [()\j—)\i)s]dB(s)+Z(i)(0) is essentially a random variable with mean
2

Z(M(0) and variance smaller than % The larger t is, the closer its variance gets to this
i~

upper bound. While T, = exp [( Ai — /\j)t] essentially amplifies T; by a factor exponentially
increasing in t. This tremendous amplification forces Z()(t) to quickly get away from 0, as ¢
increases.

2. For A; < A, we have

ﬁ?.

+/\i)[l —exp [—Z(Aj - /\i)t”.

IE[Z(i)(t)] _ Z(i)(o)exp [_(/\j — /\i)t] and Var[Z(i)(t)] = 207
]

As has been shown in 1 that t does not need to be large for Z(/)(t) to get away from 0. Here
we only consider relatively small t. Since the initial drift for Z())(0) = 0 is very small, Z(?)
tends to stay at 0. As t increases, the exponential decay term makes the drift quickly become
negligible. Moreover, by mean value theorem, we know that the variance is bounded, and
increases far slower than the variance in 1. Thus, roughly speaking, Z'/)(t) oscillates near 0.

3. For A; = A;, we have E[ZD(t)] = ZD(0) and Var[ZD)(1)] = /)ji%j. This implies that Z()(t) also
tends to oscillate around 0, as ¢ increases.

Overall speaking, 1 is dominative so that it is the major driving force for the algorithm to es-
cape from this unstable equilibrium. More precisely, let us consider the worst case for Phase

I, i.e,, we start from the second maximum singular value, with hilzl)((O) = 1. We then approx-

imately calculate the number of iterations to escape Phase I using the algorithmic behavior of

hf;,)( =nV Zzill’,)( ~nl/ 2Zf,l)(t) with t = kn by the following proposition.

Proposition 4.2. Given pre-specified v > 0 and 6 > 0, the number of iterations is at most

-1 27162 (A - A
n log n (A 2)

N; = +1],
R T




where @ (x) is the CDF of standard normal distribution, such that (hff’;\,] )2 < 1-62 with probability approx-
imately at least 1 —v.

The proof of Proposition 4.2 is provided in Appendix B.2. Proposition 4.2 suggests that SGD
can escape from unstable equilibria within a few iterations. After escaping from the saddle, SGD
gets into the next phase, which is a deterministic traverse between equilibria.

4.2 Phase II: Traverse between equilibria

When the algorithm is close to neither the saddle points nor the optima, the algorithm’s perfor-
mance is nearly deterministic. Since Z(t) is a rescale version of H(t), their trajectories are similar.
Like before, we have the following proposition to calculate the approximate iterations, N, follow-
ing our results in Section 3. We restart the counter of iteration by Proposition 3.1.

Proposition 4.3. After restarting counter of iteration, given a pre-specified 6 > 0, the number of iterations
is at most

M
such that ()}, | > (1-52)

The proof of Proposition 4.3 is provided in Appendix B.3. Combining Propositions 4.2 and 4.3,
we know that after N; + N, iteration numbers, SGD is close to the optimum with high probability,
and gets into its third phase, i.e., convergence to stable equilibria.

4.3 Phase III: Convergence to stable equilibria

Again, we restart the counter of iteration by the strong Markov property. The trajectory and analy-
sis are similar to Phase I, since we also characterize the convergence using an Ornstein-Uhlenbeck
process. The following theorem characterizes the dynamics of the algorithm around the stable
equilibrium.

Theorem 4.4. Suppose z,  is initialized around some maximizer (the first column of P), i.e., Z M)~ n!

and ZD(0) ~ 0 for i # 1. Thenas y — 0%, forall i # 1, 2"

nk weakly converges to a diffusion process Z(t)
satisfying the following SDE fori =1,

dZD(t) = —(A; = A)ZD(t)dt + ;1 dB(1), (4.3)
where B(t) is a brownian motion, and

1
Bi1 = %

sVyioL+ yiw;—2ai, otherwise.

\/7’1'“)1 +ywi+2a;, if1<i<d,
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The proof of Theorem 4.4 is provided in Appendix B.4. Similar to (4.2), the closed form solution
to (4.3) for i = 1 is as follow:

Zz0(t) = 20(0)exp[—(A; — Ai)t] + Bi s fotexp[ul — Ai)(s—t)]dB(s). (4.4)

By the property of the O-U process, we characterize the expectation and variance of Z()(t) fori = 1.

EZW(t) = Z(0)exp[-(A; - A))t],
2 2
()2 - Pin oy - Pi oo o
E(200) = 5 +|(200) 2(/\1—/\1-)]6 p[-2( = 4.},

Recall that the distribution of zf;)k can be well approximated by the normal distribution of Z()(t)
for a sufficiently small step size. This further implies that after sufficiently many iterations, SGD
enforces zf;)k — 0 except i = 1. Meanwhile, SGD behaves like a biased random walk towards the
optimum, when it iterates within a small neighborhood the optimum. But unlike Phase I, the
variance gradually becomes a constant.

Based on theorem 4.4, we further establishes an iteration complexity bound for SGD in follow-
ing proposition.

Proposition 4.5. After restarting counter of iteration, given pre-specified error € > 0 and sufficiently small
1, the number of iterations is at most

! 4(A; — Ay)0?
N3 = o =) 8 e - 2
1= A2 (A = Ay)en 4d1n<1a<xd/5i,1
<1<

L2
such that Zizfz (hf;)NS) < € with probability approximately at least 3/4.

The proof of Proposition 4.5 is provided in Appendix B.5. Combining Propositions 4.2, 4.3, and
4.5, we obtain a more refined result in the following corollary.

Corollary 4.6. Given a sufficiently large sample size n for solving (2.1), we choose

Clogn
(A1 = Az)n

for a generic constant C. Then we have

dlogn
2 2 _ &
”uq,n —ﬁHz + ”vq,n _ﬂlz - O( (/\1 _ /\2)2”)’

with probability approximately at least 3/4.

The proof of Corollary 4.6 is provided in Appendix B.6. We can further improve the probability
to 1 — v for some v > 0 by repeating O(log 1/v) replicates of SGD. We then compute the geometric
median of all output solutions. See more details in Cohen et al. (2016).
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5 Numerical Experiments

We first provide a simple example to illustrate our theoretical analysis. Specifically, we choose
m = d = 3. We first generate the joint covariance matrix for the latent factors X and Y as

6 2 1 4 0 O
Cov(X) = Yyx=2 6 2|, Cov(X,Y) = Y%v=10 2 0 |,
1 2 6 0 0 0.5

and Y33 = Txx. We then generate two matrices U and V with each entry independently sampled
from N (0,1). Then we convert U and V to orthonormal matrices U and V by Grand-Schmidt trans-
formation. At last, we generate the joint covariance matrix for the observational random vectors X
and Y using the following covariance matrix

Cov(X)=UTExxU, Cov(X,Y)=U'ExyV and Cov(Y)=V'Z3pV.

We consider the total sample size as n = 2 x 10> and choose n=>5x 107> ~ nlogn/(A; — A,). The
initialization solution (1, v¢) is a pair of singular vectors associated with the second largest singular
value of Yxy, i.e., saddle point. We repeat the simulation for 100 times, and plot the obtained
results.

Figure 1(a) illustrates the three phases of the SGD algorithm. Specifically, the horizontal axis
is the number of iterations, and the vertical axis is h;(l) defined in (3.7). As h;{l) — +1, we have
uy — +u and vy — +v, e.g., global optima. This is due to the symmetric structure of the problem
as mentioned in Section 1. Figure 1(a) is consistent with our theory: In Phase I, the algorithm
gradually escapes from the saddle point; In Phase II, the algorithm quickly moves towards the
optimum; In Phase III, the algorithm gradually converges to the optimum.

Figure 1(b) further zooms in Phase I of Figure 1(a). We see that the trajectories of all 100 sim-
ulations behave very similar to an O-U process. Figure 1(c) illustrates the three phases by h;{z). As

our analysis suggests, when hg{l) — +1, we have h;{z) — 0. We see that the trajectories of all 100
simulations also behave very similar to an O-U process in Phase III. These experimental results are
consistent with our theory.

Also, we illustrate h1) in Phase I and h® in Phase III are O-U process by showing that 100
simulations of h(!) follow a gaussian distribution in 10, 100 and 1000 iteration and those of h(!)
follow a gaussian distribution in 10, 1.5 x 10° and 2 x 10° iteration. This is consistent with the
Theorems 4.4 and 4.1 in Section 4. Also as we can see that in the Phase I, the variance of h(!) becomes
larger and larger when iteration number increases. Similarly, in the Phase III, the variance of h(?)
becomes closer to a fixed number.

We then provide a real data experiment for comparing the computational performance our non-
convex stochastic gradient algorithm for solving (2.1) with the convex stochastic gradient algorithm
for solving (1.2). We choose a subset of the MNIST dataset, whose labels are 3,4, 5, or 9. The total
sample size is n = 23343, and m = d = 392. As Arora et al. (2016) suggest, we choose 1 = 0.05/Vk
or 2.15 x 107>, for the convex stochastic gradient algorithm. For our nonconvex stochastic gradi-
ent algorithm, we choose either #; = 0.05/k or 1074, 2x 107, 3x 107>, Figure 3 illustrates the
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Figure 1: An illustrative examples of the stochastic gradient algorithm. The three phases of the algorithm
are consistent with our theory: In Phase I, the algorithm gradually escapes from the saddle point; In Phase
11, the algorithm quickly iterates towards the optimum; In Phase II1, the algorithm gradually converges to the
optimum.
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Figure 2: The estimated density based on 100 simulations (obtained by kernel density estimation using 10-
fold cross validation) at different iterations in Phase I and Phase 111 shows that h;{l)’s in Phase I and hf)’s
in Phase III behave very similar to O-U processes. how their their variance change, which is consistent our
theory.

computational performance in terms of iterations and wall clock time. As can be seen, our non-
convex stochastic gradient algorithm outperforms the convex counterpart in iteration complexity,
and significantly outperforms in wall clock time, since the nonconvex algorithm does not need the
computationally expensive projection in each iteration. This suggests that dropping convexity for
PLS can boost both computational scalability and efficiency.
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Figure 3: Comparison between nonconvex SGD and convex MSG with different step sizes. We see that SGD

not only has a better iteration complexity, but also is more computationally efficient in wall clock time than
convex MSG.

6 Discussions

We establish the convergence rate of stochastic gradient descent (SGD) algorithms for solving on-
line partial least square (PLS) problems based on diffusion process approximation. Our analysis
indicates that for PLS, dropping convexity actually improves efficiency and scalability. Our con-
vergence results are tighter than existing convex relaxation based method by a factor of O(1/¢),
where € is a pre-specified error. We believe the following directions should be of wide interests:

1. Our current results hold only for the top pair of left and right singular vectors, i.e., r = 1. For
r > 1, our approximations using ODE and SDE do not admit unique solution due to rotation

or permutation. Thus, extension of our analysis to r > 1 is a challenging, but also important
future direction.

2. Our current results are only applicable to a fixed step size 1 < n=1(1; — A;)"!logn. Our ex-

periments suggest that 7 < k™1(1; — 1,)"!log n achieves better empirical performance. One
possible probability tool is Stein’s method.

3. Our current results rely on the classical central limit theorem-type analysis by taking 17 — 0.
Connecting our analysis to discrete algorithmic proofs such as Jain et al. (2016); Shamir (2015);
Li et al. (2016a) is an important direction (Barbour and Chen, 2005).

Moreover, our proposed SGD algorithm for PLS is also closely related to Canonical Correlation
Analysis. Specifically, CCA solves a similar problem

(,7) =argmax u EXY v s.t E(X u)®=1, E(YTv)?=1. (6.1)

u,v

For notational simplicity, we denote Xxy = EXY T, Xxx = EXXT,and Xyy = EYY . Since com-
puting EXXT and EYYT is not affordable, the projected stochastic gradient algorithms are not
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applicable. Thus we consider an alternative approach to avoid the projection operation. We con-
sider the Lagrangian function of (6.1) as

Lu,v,p0)=u'Sxyv—pu Zxxu—1)-c(v Zyyv-1), (6.2)
where y and o are Lagrangian multipliers. We then check the optimal KKT conditions,
Yxyv—2Xxxpu =0, Xxyu—-2Yyyov=0, u'Xyxxu=1 and v'Zyyv=1,
which further imply
u'Sxyv—2pu' Syxu=u'Yxyv—-2u=0 and v'Exyu-20v Xyyv=v EYX u-20=0.

Solving the above equations, we obtain the optimal Lagrangian multipliers as

p=0= %uTIEXYTv. (6.3)

Plugging (6.3) into (6.2), we can convert the original optimization problem to

1 1
max 2MTZXy”l) - EuTEva . uTEXXu - EuTExyv . vTZyyv. (64)
u,v

We then apply the stochastic gradient method to solve (6.4). Specifically, at the k-th iteration, we
independently sample (X, Yj) and (Xy, Yy) from D, and take

1 1 ST 5>

Upy1 =Up + 17[(2 - EukTXkX;uk - Eva YkYkT‘l/k)XkYkTvk - u];erYkT‘l)k . XkaTuk], (65)
1 1 = = ~ ~

Vk+1 =Vk + 11[(2 - Ev;—YkYk—rvk - Eu;XkX;uk)YkX;uk - v;— YkX];ruk . YkYkTvk]. (66)

Here we sample two pairs of X and Y, because we need to ensure the stochastic gradient is a
unbiased estimator of the gradient.

Then we can convert (6.5) and (6.6) to ordinary differential equations by taking 1 — 0%, we
obtain

dUu 1 1
E :(2 - EUTZXXU - 5V2ny)2xyV - UTZXYV . ZXX U,
av 1 1
i :(2 - SUTSxxU - EVEYYV)E;YU ~VTEL U Sy V.

Different from PLS, the above ordinary differential equations do not admit a closed form solution,
which makes our ODE /SDE-type convergence analysis not applicable in a straightforward manner.
An possible alternative approach is to establish the lower bounds for [#T U(t)| and [v7 V ()|, and
further prove that as t — oo, we have U(t) — u and V(t) — v. We will leave this option for further
investigation.

Taking our result for PLS as an initial start, we expect more sophisticated and stronger follow-up
work that applies to CCA and other online optimization problems with similar structures, which
eventually benefits the learning community in both practice and theory.
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A Proof Detailed Proofs in Section 3

A.1 Proof of Proposition 3.2
Proof. Before we proceed, we first introduce the following lemma.

Lemma A.1. For |x| < 3, we have

—_
~

'(1+x)%—1+§ < 3x2. (A.

Proof of Lemma A.1. Using the Taylor Expansion with Lagrange remainder, we have that (1+x, )‘% =

”

1- %xo + %\/11? x:@xoxS’ where 6 € (0, 1). Therefore, for |x| < g
1 31 3 1 6
‘(1+x)_§—1+—x =’ <= —x? = —x? <3x%
271 8(1+ox): 8(1-33 2

O

We then proceed with the proof of Proposition 3.2, first claim because of the symmetric of u
and v, we just prove for u. To do that, we first compute u,,.; — u,,. Before that let’s get u,,, ;.
With the update (2.2), we get

u, +nX Y, v
KTk Tk Uk (A2)

Uyl = .
e + XY vl

Since 1B < 1, then with the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we have
x| = |20 T X Y v + 0] VX XY v
< 20 lluellz Xkl 0Yellz 1ol + 721wkl 1l 115 1Yl okl
5

=2nB+ 17232 < %
which satisfies the condition of Lemma A.1. Under the assumption that || X ||§ <B, ||Y||§ < B, if we
denote that

_1 1 1
Q1 = (L+2nu " X Y vt o] Vi X X Y, vp) 2—1+17ukTXkYkTvk+§172vaYkaTXkYkTvk—quvaYkaTXkYkTvk,
2
then |Q,| < 3(|2;7ukTXkYkTvk + qzvaYkX,;erYkTka + 31> B%. Therefore, we can compute 11 — i
using the Taylor Expansion, we get the following equation.
g1 — g = g+ XV vill5! (g + X0 Y vg) — g

_1
= [(uge + X Y, vi) T (g + n Xe Y 0i) 172 (g + 1 X Y, vg) — e

(1 + ZryukTXkYkTvk + qzv;YkaTXkYkTvk)_%(uk + ﬂXkYkT'Uk) — U

(1 —nu) X Y, o) (uge + n X Y, vie) — g + Q1 (g + 1 X Y, vg)

(1 - qukTXkYkTvk)(uk + ﬂXkYkTvk) — Ui + Rk
N(Xk Y vk —uf Xp Y veug) + Ry, (A.3)
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-
where Rj, = (R;(l), R;{z)... R;{d)) with

‘ 1 i
)Rg)' < ‘(3(277ukTXkYkTvk + WZV;YkX]:—XkYkTvk)Z + Eﬁsz)(ul((l) + nXkYkTvk)

< (32822 + nB)? + %;7232)(1 +1B)
2
< (3;72322 + %;7232)%

<201°B>

A.2 Proof of Theorem 3.3

Proof. By Section 4 of Chapter 7 in Ethier and Kurtz (2009), we can prove by bounding the infinites-
imal variance calculated from (3.1) and (3.2). Using the symmetric property we just show for u.

d () () |
B o-v)o) |,

=y 'E (U;”(q)_uf,ﬂ(m) U, (0) = uy, Vr,(0)=Vk]
:q-lm:(u,‘/)(q)-U,gf’(O))(U,gf’(q)—U,‘,”(O))|U,7(o):uk, V,,(O):vk]
<o (] (Uy ) = U3(0)) (U (00 = U3(0)) ) |U130) = ., V300 = 4]

=y 'B :(Uq(q) ~U,(0)) (U, () - U,,(O))|U,7(0) = up, V,(0) = vk]

_ T
=1""E|(n (XY - wl XVl vgue) + filw,vi)) - (7 (XY - uf XYl vy +fk(”k:”k))]
= qIE(ukT YX X Y, g = 2u] Y X wpu)] Xp Y, vp + u;uk(u;XkYkTvk)z) +0(1?)
< nE(B*+ 2B + B%) + O(1%), Using Cauchy-Schwarz Inequality
<n4B* + 0(n?)
=0(1).

As n — 0%, U, (1), V;(f) weakly converge to the solution of (3.3) and (3.4) with the same initial.
Then considering the definition of the U, (), V,,(t), we know that the conclusion holds. O
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A.3 Proof of Theorem 3.4

Proof. Notice that P is an orthonormal matrix, which leads to ||H||, = ||W||, = 1, then

d .
—H = AHD - ZA

=] Z(H(j))2H(i) - Z/\j(H(]) 2
= =1
2d

- g Z(Ai _ /\j)(H(]'))Z_ (A4)

=1

To prove the conclusion, we verify the solution (3.9) satisfies (3.8). With the knowledge of ODE,
we know that in the C'(RR) class, this solution is unique.

(2 o, /\j(H<f)( )) exp(21; t)) 0(0)exp(A;1)

(AHD(©0)exp(A;1) 24, (HU(0)) exp(24;1) - :
_H(i)(t) _ 2\/ exp (24;t)

at Y24, (H0(0))” exp(2A;1
H<>( )exp(A ) _i (HO(0)) exp(24;1) HD exp(A;)
\/z D)) exp(2d;t) ST X2 (HU(O)) exp(2A;1) [T 24, (H0(0)) exp(24;1)
= ;HY Z/\ HO(). (A.5)
This is exactly is the (3.8). O

B Proof Detailed Proofs in Section 4

B.1 Proof of Theorem 4.1

Proof. We calculate the infinitesimal conditional expectation and variance for z\

77 7
i1132”( )| *HE[Z”( — 7% 0)|H,(0)=h
B2 0], =1 ) - 24 (0)|H,(0) = |
=7 o2 (5 ) - 1f70)) 1, (0) = )
2d
7 2H0 Y (A= ) (W)
I=1
=7y (A= A7) +o(1). (B.1)
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The reason of last equation is that we assume the algorithm is starting near j*" column of P, j # 1,
meaning h ~ ¢;, i # j. To compute variance, we first compute A. Recall that we define Q in (3.5).

v v vvT o7
Then we consider the results of e;r?\\e]- case by case:
%(Y(i)Y(j) LXOF), max(i,j) < d
e 1 (_X(j)?(i,_d) +Y(i—d)?(j)), j<d<i .
17 %(X(]*d)v(l) X(Z)Y(]*d) ) i<d<j
! (_Xu—d)Y(j—d)  ORAL )), mini, j) > d
Tz~ _,, = 17 ELZ )~ 28 )|, (0) = B
= 2E[n*(Ah—hT Ahh)(Ah—hTARR) ;i + O(%)
= IE(eiT;\\eje]-T;\\Tei) +o(1)
= i(yiw]- +yjw;+2sgn(i—d—1/2)xsgn(j —1/2 - d)ai,j). (B.4)
With B.1 and B.4 we get the limit stochastic differential equation.
dzZV(t) = —(A; - A)ZO(t)dt + B; ;d B(t). (B.5)
O
B.2 Proof of Proposition 4.2
Proof. We use the approximate normal property of 2511 ,)( to prove this. First we have
nv((hﬁi)Nl P<1- 52) - IP((szjvl 2 < l(1- 52))
> P2}, | 2 7720). (B.6)

Then, we consider that P ('2571])\,1 ' > 17’% 5) > 1-v. As we know that at time t, 2V approximates to a

1,k
2
normal distribution with mean 0 and Variance 5 /ﬁ 1'_2/\2) [exp(2(A; — A;)nNy) — 1]. Therefore

M
z 1
P | ch—l( +V) —1-. (B.7)

2
\/% *[exp(2(Ay = A)yNy) - 1]
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2
This means if ;7‘%6 <Pl (1%)* \/% +[exp (2(A; — A7) N7p) — 1], the conclusion holds. We get

12 {1+ 2 ﬁ12,2
9 < (07 (S5 ) < g e 20~ Az <1, (B3)

After we simplify this inequality, we get Ny, that is

-1 2n716%(A = A
Ny = —1 o = 2) g ,  where ®(x) is the CDF of N(0,1). (B.9)
2(A1=4y) q)—l(H_V) p2
2 1,2
O
B.3 Proof of Proposition 4.3
(1 (1)

Proof. Using the result of (3.9) and the first phase, we restart our counter, i.e. h 2) = 0, since thZ

1,
approximates to process H)(11N3), we obtain

-1

2 2d .
(hﬁllsz(t)) = (HO(Ny)) = Z((H(])(O))zexp(ZAmNz)) (H(0)) exp (24175
j=1
> (62 exp(2A;1N,) + (1 - 52)exp(2/\217N2))_1 52 exp(2111N,). (B.10)

If (62 exp(2A11N,) + (1 — 6%)exp(2A,1N,) B 6% exp(2A11N,) > (1 — 6%) holds, then the result is
P n p n p n n

-1 -
right. Solving the condition, the number of iterations is as follow: N, = m log 13—5’2. O

B.4 Proof of Theorem 4.4
Proof. Using (3.9), we get T such that HV > 1 -6

gy < O] exp(210)

X (HUN0))? exp(2A4 1)

(H(l)(O))2 exp(2A;t)
(H1(0))2exp(2A11) + (1 - (H)(0))2)exp(2|Aglt)

2

(1—6)2(1—(H‘”(0)) )
(26-6%)(HW(0))
For k = 2,..,2d, ty > T,, compute infinitesimal conditional expectation and variance like in

Then we if we set T, = /A\—;l 0g , then when t > T,, we have H)(t) is near the optimal
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proof of Theorem 4.1

d . B . .
B2, =0 B[2 0+ ) - 24 o)1) = ]
2d
=72 ) (Ai=Aj)H2+O(n)
j=1
=ZD (A= A1) +0(1). (B.11)

A g(29)— 20 t,) 2| = E| (29t + 1) - 2 (1) i |H(t) =
dt n n \*0 t=t, n n \*0 n 7 \*0 0) —

= ?E[n*(Ah—hT Ahh)(Ah - hTKhh)T]i +0(n)

= IE(eiTKeleIKTei) +0(1)

1 )

=1 (yiwy +y1w;—2sgn(i—d—1/2)a; 1) +o(1). (B.12)
Similarly with proof of theorem 4.1, by Section 4 of Chapter 7 in Ethier and Kurtz (2009), we have for
each k = 2,...,2d, if Z(1)(0) = 17—1/2;1(1)0 as 7 — 0 then the stochastic process q‘l/zh(k)

0 Lt converges
weakly to the solution of the stochastic differential equation (4.3). O

B.5 Proof of Proposition 4.5

Proof of Proposition 4.5. Since we restart our counter, we have Zizfz(zg’)o)z = 117162, By the fact that
zf;,)k approximates to Z(!)(11k) and its following property:
2

2 _ .
IE(Z(i)(t))2 - %—IA) + ((z(’>(o))2 - %]exp [-2(A; — A;)t], fori=l. (B.13)

Using the Markov inequality and zi;;)Ns approximates to the Z()(1N3) like in B.2, we get

E (leiiz (hfj,)Ng )2) E (leiiz (Zili,)l\k )2)

€ nle

2d

3 (0 ?
(’7:N3 >e|<

i=2

P

2d 2
1 Bix (i) \?
S L0 (1 exp (=200 )+ (=) exp =200 - 20Ns)

(Jlrnax(/&2 )
1 2<i<d ' V1
< <i< 1— -2(A = A,4)nN )
’716( 2(/\1—%)( exp( S 3)
d 2
+M(l—exp(—4/\117N3))+526Xp[_2(/\1_/\2)17N3])
2(A +Ay)
2
1 (4 max(Bry)

e +6%exp[-2(A; = A2)nNs] |- (B.14)
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dmax(ﬁfl)

Then we consider that ﬁ (Lﬂ’) +0%exp[-2(A; — /\2)17N3]) < 1, by solving this, we get:

(A=A,
-1 4 2
N; > 2(A’7_A jlog (4 = 45)0 (B.15)
1~ A2 (A= Ap)en~1—4d 1n<1a<>§ﬁ
1
O

B.6 Proof of Corollary 4.6

2
Proof of Corollary 4.6. First, we prove that ||u, ,, — |5 + |[v,,,, — 7| can be bounded by Y (hf;)k) ,

when it is near the optima. Recall that h, ; = TPT( nk Vn, 1 )T and e = W= TP(AT v1)T. From
the above analysis, we know that when k is large enough, the SGD is near the optima, then the
following holds,

2 2
||u;1,k - 17”2 + ”vq,k _ﬂlz =4- 2<u11,k11/’[> - 2<v11,k17;>

=4 —4(h, 1, )

=4-4h

—4- 4\/1—21’12(11 %

) 16y %, ( k)2

_ 4+4\/1 - z;’-jz(hf;fk)

<3 lejz (hf;)k)2 (B.16)

) \2
The last inequality is because k is so large that ¥ %, (hf;’)k) is small enough to hold the inequality.
And from the Propositions 4.2, 4.3 and 4.5, we know the total iteration number:
T =N; +Nj,+Ns. (817)

Moreover, we bound T in (B.17) with sample size n by adding the following constraints:

-1 2n716%(A - A
: (/\’7_/\) n- o L 2)+1]<§
SR EaTE
-1 2
] 1-0 n
N, = 1 <-=
27000y BT T3
-1 4(A = 1,)0?
Nj = n (11 2) ~ <M
2(A - A) (A= Ap)en™ —4d111<1ax[31 3
i<d
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Clogn
A

With a sufficiently large enough sample size n, after we plug n = T into the above equations,

n 2n(Ay — A,)%62 n
Ni = 5ap——log (1+1 . 22 +ll<3 (B.18)
8 o (Tv) Bi,logn
n 1-6%2 n
N, = 1 < — B.19
27 2Clogn 8752 =3 (8.19)
_ n 4:(/\1 — /\2)52 n
N3 B 2C10g11 lOg (/\ Y )6 n(A—A,) — 44 max [jrz = g (BZO)
1 2 Clogn 1<i<d i1

For (B.18) and (B.19), we choose suitable C to make these two equations hold. We need choose
4dlog nmaxi<i<y /3121
C(A1-1,)%n
enough, then with results of Propsition 4.5 and (B.16), we have that with probability larger than 3,

a suitable e such that (B.20) holds. In this case, we choose € =

. Since n is large

—~ dlogn
i T+ =13 < 3l G =0 28 ) 21

O
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