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A SINGLE-LOOP STOCHASTIC RIEMANNIAN ADMM FOR NONSMOOTH
OPTIMIZATION

JIACHEN JIN*, KANGKANG DENG*, AND HONGXIA WANG*t

Abstract. We study a class of nonsmooth stochastic optimization problems on Riemannian manifolds. In this work,
we propose MARS-ADMM, the first stochastic Riemannian alternating direction method of multipliers with provable
near-optimal complexity guarantees. Our algorithm incorporates a momentum-based variance-reduced gradient estimator
applied exclusively to the smooth component of the objective, together with carefully designed penalty parameter and
dual stepsize updates. Unlike existing approaches that rely on computationally expensive double-loop frameworks,
MARS-ADMM operates in a single-loop fashion and requires only a constant number of stochastic gradient evaluations per
iteration. Under mild assumptions, we establish that MARS-ADMM achieves an iteration complexity of @(5*3)7 which
improves upon the previously best-known bound of @(e~3%) for stochastic Riemannian operator-splitting methods. As a
result, our analysis closes the theoretical complexity gap between stochastic Riemannian operator-splitting algorithms and
stochastic methods for nonsmooth optimization with nonlinear constraints. Notably, the obtained complexity also matches
the best-known bounds in deterministic nonsmooth Riemannian optimization, demonstrating that deterministic-level
accuracy can be achieved using only constant-size stochastic samples.
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1. Introduction. We consider the nonsmooth stochastic optimization problem on manifolds:

(1.1) min {F(z) := E¢[f(z,£)]} + g(Ax),
reEM

where M is a Riemannian submanifold of R", £ is a random variable in the probability space =, E¢ is
the expectation with respect to the random variable £, f(-,€) : R® — R is a smooth function for each
£, g:R™ — R is a convex and possibly nonsmooth function, and A € R™*". In practice, calculating
the expectation may be computationally expensive, or the distribution of £ may be unknown. Such
problems arise in numerous machine learning and signal processing applications, including online sparse
principal component analysis [42], dictionary recovery [40] and tensor factorization [23], where the data
are inherently stochastic and the parameter space exhibits nonlinear geometric constraints.

Owing to the separable structure of the objective function, operator-splitting methods have become
a standard and powerful tool for solving problem (1.1). For the general composite case, a standard
reformulation introduces an auxiliary variable y = Az, resulting in a block-separable problem:

(1.2) min F(z)+g(y), s.t. Az =y.
zeEM,y

In the deterministic setting, a broad class of operator-splitting algorithms has been extensively investi-
gated; see, for example, [27, 26, 13, 15, 14, 43, 44, 46, 29, 18]. Among them, Riemannian alternating
direction method of multipliers (ADMM) has attracted particular attention due to its intrinsic decou-
pling property and strong empirical performance. However, extending Euclidean ADMM to Riemannian
manifolds is highly nontrivial. Due to the inherent nonconvexity induced by manifold constraints,
several early attempts fail to guarantee convergence; see, e.g., [27, 26]. To address these challenges,
several variants of Riemannian ADMM have been proposed recently [46, 29, 14], together with rigorous
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convergence analyses. Nevertheless, all existing Riemannian ADMM algorithms are restricted to
deterministic setting.

In contrast, the development of stochastic operator-splitting methods [50, 13] for solving (1.2)
remains rather limited. In particular, [50] proposed a stochastic primal-dual algorithm on manifolds;
however, the resulting subproblems are computationally challenging and the analysis relies on a strong
structural assumption, namely, that the last block variable does not appear in the nonsmooth term
of the objective. When applied to problem (1.2), it attains an iteration complexity of O(e~%). [13]
developed a stochastic manifold augmented Lagrangian method with an iteration complexity of O(e=3?);
however, this algorithm adopts a double-loop framework, which significantly increases computational
cost, thereby limiting its practical scalability. On the other hand, when manifold constraints are treated
as general nonlinear constraints, [39, 22] achieve an iteration complexity of O(¢~3). This contrast
reveals a distinct theoretical complexity gap between existing stochastic Riemannian operator-splitting
methods and state-of-the-art stochastic algorithms. This observation naturally leads to the following
fundamental question:

Can we design a stochastic Riemannian operator-splitting algorithm that closes this
complezity gap?

In this paper, we provide an affirmative answer to this question by proposing a stochastic Riemannian
ADMM that achieves an iteration complexity of (7)(5_3), thereby matching the best-known complexity
bound with a dependence of a log factor for stochastic nonsmooth nonlinear constrained optimization.
The main contributions of this work are summarized as follows:

o We propose MARS-ADMM, the first stochastic Riemannian ADMM algorithm with provable
complexity guarantees for solving problem (1.2). The algorithm adopts a momentum-based
variance-reduced gradient estimator applied exclusively to the smooth objective component,
together with carefully designed updates of the penalty parameter and dual stepsizes. This
design is critical in preventing the variance bound from depending on the penalty parameter,
which enables better complexity guarantees in the stochastic Riemannian setting. In contrast
to existing stochastic Riemannian augmented Lagrangian methods [13], which rely on a double-
loop framework, MARS-ADMM operates in a single-loop fashion and requires only O(1)
stochastic gradient samples per iteration, leading to substantially improved computational and
sampling efficiency.

e Under mild assumptions, our algorithm achieves an iteration complexity of O(e~3), which
improves upon the best-known complexity bounds of O(e73?) for stochastic Riemannian
operator-splitting algorithms [13]. Owing to its single-loop structure and constant per-iteration
sampling cost, the oracle complexity and sample complexity match the same order as the
iteration complexity. As a consequence, our results close the theoretical complexity gap between
stochastic Riemannian operator-splitting methods and the best-known stochastic algorithms
for nonsmooth optimization under general nonlinear constraints [39, 38]. Moreover, the
obtained complexity matches the best-known bounds for deterministic nonsmooth Riemannian
optimization [14, 3], demonstrating that deterministic-level accuracy can be attained using
only constant-size stochastic samples.

Table 1 summarizes our algorithm and several stochastic methods to obtain an e-stationary point,
where O denotes the asymptotic upper bound that ignores log factors. We do not list the R-ProxSPB
in [41] since each of its oracle calls involves a semismooth Newton subroutine whose overall complexity
is unclear.

1.1. Literature Review. Riemannian ADMM. Due to the separable block structure of
problem (1.2), the ADMM is a widely used operator-splitting algorithm for obtaining stationary points.
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Table 1: Comparison of the oracle complexity of several methods to solve stochastic composite problems
min, {F(z) := E¢[f(z,£)]} + g(Az), where F and ¢ are smooth but possibly nonconvex functions, g
and h are convex but possibly nonsmooth functions, and d is smooth and convex function. Note that
the result of MLALM requires an initial near-feasibility; otherwise, it is O(e™%).

Algorithms Constraints Online Single-loop Complexity
finite-sum ADMM [50] compact submanifold No No O(e™?)
subgradient [31] Stiefel manifold Yes Yes O(e™?)
smoothing [36] compact submanifold  Yes Yes O(e®)
StoManIAL [13] compact submanifold  Yes No O(e=39)
LCSPG [6] c(z)+ h(z) <0 Yes No O(e™)
CoSTA [22] c(z) <0,d(z) <0 Yes Yes O(e~?)
MLALM [39] c(z) <0 Yes Yes O(e™3)
MARS-ADMM (this paper) compact submanifold  Yes Yes O(e™3)

However, it has primarily been studied in deterministic settings. One of the earliest attempts to decouple
the manifold constraints and the nonsmooth term is the splitting orthogonality constraints (SOC)
in [27], which involves solving an unconstrained subproblem and a manifold projection subproblem.
Manifold ADMM (MADMM) in [26] builds on this by treating the subproblem as smooth Riemannian
optimization and applying a proximal operator to the nonsmooth term g in the subproblem. Despite
promising empirical results, both SOC and MADMM lack theoretical guarantees. Later work in [29]
applied Moreau smoothing to the nonsmooth term g to provide theoretical guarantees, a strategy that
was subsequently refined with adaptive smoothing [46]. However, such smoothing techniques essentially
convert the original nonsmooth problem into a smooth one. This alters the nature of the ADMM
algorithm, as the smoothed approximation no longer contains difficult coupling and can be addressed
directly using gradient-based methods [3]. An adaptive Riemannian ADMM in [14] was subsequently
proposed to solve the original nonsmooth problem directly, proving convergence without smoothing.
While certain non-convex Riemannian ADMM methods with convergence guarantees exist for specific
smooth applications, they are not suitable for nonsmooth problems [33, 10]. In addition to the above
deterministic methods, a finite-sum variant in [50] with complexity O(e~?2) is proposed for a specific
stochastic problem that excludes the last block variable from nonsmooth terms and manifold constraints.
This contrasts sharply with problem (1.2). Relaxing this condition results in a higher complexity of
O(e™%) for solving (1.2).

Stochastic Riemannian optimization. There exist several methods for solving Riemannian
optimization with nonsmooth expectation objectives in problem (1.1) directly. If the nonsmooth term g
vanishes in (1.1), Riemannian stochastic gradient descent (R-SGD) is an efficient algorithm for solving
smooth stochastic problems [5]. Furthermore, R-SVRG [49], R-SRG [25], R-SPIDER [51] and R-SRM
[19] utilize the variance reduction technique to improve the convergence rate of R-SGD and achieve
the optimal oracle complexity of O(e~3). On the other hand, the nonsmooth term g makes developing
stochastic algorithms for problem (1.1) challenging. [31] designed a Riemannian stochastic subgradient
method for weakly convex problems on the Stiefel manifold with a certain complexity O(e~%). [41]
proposed Riemannian stochastic proximal gradient methods for solving the nonsmooth optimization
over the Stiefel manifold. While these methods achieve the best-known result of O(e~3), each oracle
calls involves a subroutine whose overall complexity is unspecified. By leveraging Moreau smoothing,
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[36] presented a Riemannian stochastic smoothing algorithm with O(e~?) complexity. Recent work by
[13] developed a stochastic ALM incorporating Riemannian momentum with improved complexity of
O(e35).

Nonlinear constrained stochastic optimization. If the manifold constraints are expressed
as equality constraints ¢(z) = 0, problem (1.1) can be viewed as a general constrained optimization
problem with a nonconvex nonsmooth objective function. When the nonsmooth term g is absent,
recent single-loop momentum-based algorithms in [2] achieve a certain complexity bound @(6_4).
Another method in [34] uses truncated recursive momentum and increasing penalty parameters to
attain better complexity O(e~3). Recently, [11] studied an exact penalty method within a double-loop
algorithm framework that establish an oracle complexity O(e~3). For stochastic composite problems
with general constraints c(x) + h(z) < 0, a level constrained stochastic proximal gradient method
with an increasing constraint level scheme that guarantees an O(e~*) oracle complexity under certain
constraints qualifications [6]. An accelerated successive convex approximation algorithm with recursive
momentum achieves improved complexity O(e~3) under a parameterized constraint qualification [22].
Additionally, using a linearized augmented Lagrangian function with recursive momentum yields a
stochastic algorithm in [39] with a complexity of O(e~*), which can be improved to O(e~3) if the initial
point is nearly feasible.

1.2. Notation. The n-dimensional Euclidean space is denoted by R™ and the inner product is
denoted by (-,-). || - || denotes the Euclidean norm of a vector or ||Alls = max| = [|Az| of a matrix A.
| - ][+ denotes the ¢ norm of a vector or [|All1 = 3_,, |A4;;| for a matrix A. The distance from z to set C
is denoted by dist(z,C) = minyec ||z — y||. VF(z) and gradF'(z) denote the Euclidean gradient and
Riemannian gradient of a function F', respectively. grad,L,(z,y, A) denotes the Riemannian gradient
of L,(x,y, \) with respect to z.

1.3. Organization. The outline of this paper is as follows: In Section 2, we introduce the
preliminaries concerning notation and terminology. In Sections 3 and 4, we present a momentum-based
adaptive Riemannian stochastic ADMM algorithm and analyze its convergence. Section 5 illustrates
the efficiency of our proposed method through several numerical experiments. Section 6 provides a
brief conclusion.

2. Preliminaries. This section begins by presenting the basic setup and mathematical tools of
Riemannian optimisation. Further details can be found in [1, 7]. Next, we state the proximal operator
and define the optimality measure.

2.1. Riemannian Optimization. An n-dimensional smooth manifold M is a topological space
equipped with a smooth structure, where each point has a neighborhood that is a diffeomorphism of
R™.

DEFINITION 2.1 (Tangent Space). Consider a manifold M embedded in Euclidean space R™. For
any r € M, the tangent space T, M at x is a linear subspace that consists of the derivatives of all
differentiable curves on M passing through x:

(2.1) T, M = {7'(0) : v(0) = z,v([-9,6]) C M for some § > 0,~ is differentiable}.

If M is a Riemannian submanifold of Euclidean space R™, the inner product is defined as the Euclidean
inner product. The Riemannian gradient gradF(z) € T, M is a tangent vector satisfying

d(F(v(t)))

(v, gradF(z)) = pm

Nv e T, M,
t=0
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where 7(t) is a curve as described in (2.1). If M is a embedded compact Riemannian submanifold, the
Riemannian gradient is given by gradF(z) = P, m(VF(z)), where Py, is the projection onto T M.
The retraction turns an element of T, M into a point in M.

DEFINITION 2.2 (Retraction). A retraction on a manifold M is a smooth mapping R : TM — M
with the following properties. Let R, : T, M — M be the restriction of R at x. It satisfies R.(0,) = x

and dR;(0,) = idr, m, where 0, is the zero element of TyM and idr, am is the identity mapping on
T, M.

We have the Lipschitz-type inequalities on the retraction on compact submanifold.

LEMMA 2.3. [8] Let R be a retraction operator on a compact submanifold M. Then, there exist
two constants p,q > 0 such that for all x € M,u € T, M, we have

IR () — @l < pllull, [|Re(u) — 2 —ull < ql|ul]*.

LEMMA 2.4. [8] Let M is a compact Riemannian submanifold of R™ and R be a retraction on
M. If the function f(z) has Lipschitz continuous gradient in the convexr hull of M. Then there exists
constant Ly > 0 independent of x such that, for all x), among xo,x1,... generated by a specified

algorithm, the composition fk = fo Ry, satisfies for alln € TyM,

IFen) — FGex) + o grad fea)l < 2Ll

The vector transport 7.Y is an operator that transports a tangent vector v € T, M to the tangent space
TyM, ie., TY(v) € TyM.

DEFINITION 2.5 (Vector Transport). The vector transport T is a smooth mapping TM & TM —

TM : Ny, &) — T, (&) € TM satisfying the following properties for all x € M: (1) for any
§x € TeM, To o = o (2) Tm(agm + bwz) = a7;771: (Em) + sz(wx)'
When there exists R such that y = R, (1), we write TY(&z) = Tp,(£:). This paper considers the
isometric vector transport 7Y, which satisfies (u,v) = (TYu, TYv) for all u,v € T, M. The following
lemma shows that the Lipschitz continuity of Riemannian gradient can be deduced by the Lipschitz
continuity of Euclidean gradient.

LEMMA 2.6. [13] Suppose that M is a compact submanifold embedded in the Euclidean space, given
z,y € M and u € T, M, the vector transport T is defined as TY(u) = dRy[w]|(u), where y = Ry(w).
Denote ¢ = maXye conum) [|[d*Ra ()| and G = maxzepm |V f(2)||. Let Ly, be the Lipschitz constant of
Pr,m over x € M in sense that for any z,y € M,w € R",

[P, m(w) = Pr,m(w)| < Lyllwll[lz = yll
For a function F with Lipschitz gradient with constant Lp, i.e., |VF(x) — VF(y)|| < Lr|lxz — y||, then
we have
lgradF'(z) — T, grad F(y)[| < ((pLyp + Q)G + pLp)|wl,
where p is defined in Lemma 2.3.
Next we give the definition of retraction smoothness.

DEFINITION 2.7. [8] A function F is said to retraction Lg-smooth with respect to retraction R on
M, if there exists a positive constant Lg such that for all x,y = Ry(w) € M and w € T, M, it holds
that

(2:2) Fly) < F(a) + {gradF(z), ) + o ]
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2.2. Proximal Operator and Optimality Measure. The following lemma defines the proximal
operator for a convex function and its related properties.

LEMMA 2.8. [}] Let g be a convex function. The proximal operator of g with u > 0 is given by

. 1 9
Prox,,,(y) = arg min {g(z) + ﬂllz —ylI*}

If g is Lg-Lipschitz continuous, it holds that

ly — prox,,,(y)|| < pLg.

We give the optimality measure for problem (1.2). Define the Lagrangian function of (1.2):

where A is the Lagrange multiplier. Based on the Karush-Kuhn-Tucker (KKT) condition, we define the
e-stationary point for problem (1.2).

DEFINITION 2.9 (e-Stationary). Given an € > 0, we say that ©* € M is an e-stationary point of
problem (1.2) if there exist y* and A* such that

E [Pz, a(~ATX) + grad F(a")]] < e,
E [dist(—)*, dg(y"))] < e,
B[ Az -y < e

In other words, (x*,y*, \*) is an e-KKT point of problem (1.2).

In this work, the algorithm complexity is measured by the total number of stochastic first-order oracles
(SFO) to achieve e-approximate solution, defined as follows.

DEFINITION 2.10. For the problem (1.2), a stochastic first-order oracle can be defined as follows:
compute the Euclidean gradient V f(x,&) given an input = and a sample £ from Z, the prozimal operator
prox,(y) and the retraction operator R.

3. Momentum-based Adaptive Riemannian Stochastic ADMM. In this section, we propose
a novel Riemannian stochastic ADMM algorithm for solving problem (1.2). This method builds upon
the general framework of Riemannian ADMM [46, 29, 14] but introduces a fundamentally different
gradient estimation strategy to that used in Euclidean stochastic ADMM methods [47, 16].

We begin with the augmented Lagrangian function for problem (1.2):

L,(w,y.\) = F(2) +9(y) = A Az — ) + £l Az — g,

where p > 0 is a penalty parameter. As a powerful operator-splitting algorithm, ADMM solves the
augmented Lagrangian function by optimizing blocks of variables alternately, thereby decoupling the
subproblems. Directly applying deterministic ADMM to solve problem (1.2) can be nontrivial and is
updated as follows:

Yk+1 = arg Inyin{[’pk (J?k’ Y, Ak)}?
(3.1) Tp+1 = arg min { L, (T, Yrt1, k) }
reM

Akt = M — pr(AZp 1 — Yrs1)-
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In the stochastic setting, the updates for y and A\ remain similar, but the z-subproblem must be
modified due to the presence of stochastic variables. A common strategy in Euclidean optimization is
to linearize F at xj using a stochastic gradient estimator Gj:

2an = arg min { F(ex) + G (2 = 21) = (A Az = giop) + 5 1Az — g |}

However, due to the nonlinearity of M, this subproblem is still computationally challenging. Instead,
we update z in (3.1) via a single Riemannian stochastic gradient step:

Tk+1 = Rmk (_nkgra‘da:‘cpk (xkta Yk+1, )‘k))

The Riemannian gradient grad, L,, (k, Yk+1, Ax) can be decomposed as:

grad, Lo, (Tr, yrr1, A) = gradF(zx) + Pr, sm(ppA (Az — Y1 — M/ pr))-

To efficiently approximate this, we construct a variance-reduced estimator Gy:
(3.2) Gr = vk + Pr, m(pe AT (Azy, — yeg1 — A/ pr),

where vy, is a stochastic estimator for gradF'(xy), computed recursively as follows:

vp =aggradfs, (z) + (1 — ag)(gradfs, (zx) — T,3F | (gradfs, (vk—1) — vk-1))
(3.3) =gradfs, (z) + (1 — ag) T,k | (vk—1 — gradfs, (vk—1))-

Here S = {&1,...,&s, } is a sampling set with cardinality |S| and the Riemannian stochastic gradient
gradfs, (z) := ‘Silkl > ces, gradf(z, €). Motivated by [12, 19], the parameter ay € (0, 1] controls the
blending of the current stochastic gradient and past estimators information. Setting ay = 1, vi recovers
the standard Riemannian SGD estimator. This recursive design reduces variance adaptively without
requiring large-batch restarts. The complete algorithm is summarized in Algorithm 3.1.

REMARK 3.1. We conclude this section with several remarks on Algorithm 3.1.
(i) The update for yi11 in (3.4) corresponds to a proximal operator:

Ak
Yk+1 = PrOX g (Axk — ) .
Pk Ok

(ii) Unlike the estimator Gy for the Riemannian stochastic gradient step (3.5) in [13], where a
recursive momentum scheme is applied directly to the entire augmented Lagrangian function L,, which
is also adopted to update the linearized primal subproblem in [39], and is obtained by

Gk = gradyps, (zx) + (1 — ar) Tk (Ge—1 — gradyps, (zx-1)),

where s, (xk) is a stochastic gradient estimate of grad, L,, (Tk, Yk+1, M), our method treats the stochas-
tic part F(z) and the deterministic part g(y)— (A, Az —y) +§|\Ax—y||2 of L, separately. Specifically, we
approzimate gradF (zy) using the recursive momentum estimator vy, from (3.3), while the deterministic
term g(k+1)— (Aks Axp—py1) + 5| A — 141 |? is computed exactly as PT,%M(pkAT(Aa:k—ka —Ak/pr)).
Combining these two components yields the gradient estimator Gy in (3.2). This separation allows for
more efficient variance reduction, which is tailored to the stochastic part of the problem.
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Algorithm 3.1 Momentum-based Adaptive Riemannian Stochastic ADMM (MARS-ADMM)

Require: initialization (1,41, A1) and parameters c,, ¢, ¢s, ca, B1 > 0.

1: Sample S; from = and compute v; = gradfs, (z1).
2: fork=1,--- ,K do
3:  Update auxiliary variable yx1 via py = cpk1/3 and

(3.4) Yka1 = argmyin{ﬁpk (Tk, Yy Ag) -

4:  Compute stochastic gradient estimater Gy by (3.2) and update primal variable z11 via g, =
cyk™1/3 and

(3.5) Tr+1 = Ray (—mGk)-

5. Update dual stepsize [i41 via

(3.6) Brs1 = min ( BillAzy — ]| cs )

[Azk+1 = Yrrall(k +2)? In(k +3)" k1/3 In®(k + 2)
6:  Update dual variable Ag41 via

(3.7) A1 = Ak = Br1 (ATpi1 — Yrs1)-

7. Sample Sy;1 from = and compute vy, 1 by (3.3) with a1 = cak™2/5.

8: end for

(i1i) Convergence analysis of nonconvex ADMM typically relies on bounding the dual variable using
the smoothness of at least one of the objective components. If VF(x) is accessible, the optimality
condition of the x-subproblem in (3.1) yields

Pr.

T4l

M(VF(zpi1) — A" Ne + pr AT (Azgi1 — yis1)) = Pr

Th+1

M(VF(zp41) — AT A1) = 0.

In the Buclidean case, this expression yields AT Ay, = VF(zkt1), meaning that |[Ag+1 — Ag|| can be
bounded by || x+1—xk|| via the Lipschitz continuity of VF(x) and the full-rank assumption on the matriz
A. However, in the manifold case, the varying tangent space T, M invalidates this argument. Algorithm
3.1 shares a similar bounding technique with [13, 14] that carefully tunes the penalty parameter py and
dual stepsize By to overcome this issue. The update rule in (3.6), where the first term is designed to
bound the dual variable and the second term is designed to guarantee the convergence, balances dual
update stabilization with convergence guarantees, enabling a near-optimal complexity result.

4. Convergence Analysis. This section analyses the convergence properties of Algorithm 3.1.
First, the necessary assumptions are introduced below.

ASSUMPTION 4.1. (i) The manifold M is compact and complete, embedded in Euclidean space R™
with diameter D.

(it) The gradient function VF is Lyp-Lipschitz continuous. The function g is convex and Lg-
Lipschitz continuous.

(iii) F(x) and g(y) are both lower bounded, and let F* = inf, F(x) > —oc0 and g* = inf, g(y) > —o0.
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Assumption 4.1 (i) implies that M is a bounded and closed set, i.e., there exists a finite constant D such
that D = max, yem ||z — y||. It covers common manifolds such as the sphere, Stiefel, and Grassmann
manifold. Assumption 4.1 (ii) implies that for any x,y € M, it holds that

IVF(z) = VE@)| < Lyrllz -yl

The following is a standard assumption regarding the stochastic gradient in stochastic optimization.

ASSUMPTION 4.2. The stochastic gradient gradf(x, &) is unbiased and has bounded variance. That
is, for all x € M and some o > 0, it satisfies that

E¢[grad f(z, €)] = gradF(z), E¢llgradf(z,€) —gradF(z)|* < 0.

To achieve faster convergence, generalizing from the Euclidean case, we assume the mean-squared
retraction is Lipschitz continuous, which is the minimal additional requirement to achieve the optimal
complexity. [19, 20, 13].

ASSUMPTION 4.3. The objective function f is mean-squared retraction L Lipschitz. That is, there
exists a positive constant L such that for all x,y = Ry(w) € M,

E¢|lgradf(z, &) — T grad f(y, ©)|* < L*|w]?

holds with vector transport T,0 along the retraction curve c(t) := Ry (tw).

Using Lemma 2.8 and updating the dual stepsizes fj adaptively, the following lemma provides an
effective bound on the dual difference. In contrast to previous Riemannian ADMM methods [46, 29],
this approach helps our method avoid the use of any smoothing techniques to address the nonsmooth
nature of the term g.

LEMMA 4.4. Suppose that Assumption 4.1 holds and consider Algorithm 3.1. Then we can bound
dual by primal as
Br+1

kg1 = Akl < (Lg + Amax) + Brral|Alllzxs1 — 2],

where Amax = || A1 + %QﬂlﬂAxl —y1]| and B1 > 0.
Proof. We first show that A is bounded. By (3.7), we have

[Nkl < A&l + Brt1ll AZrt1 — Y1
< k=1l + BellAzk — vkl + Br+1llATk+1 — Yrt1ll

k+1

< Al + ZﬁiHAwi =il
i=1

< Al + Z&IIA%— =i
i=1

(3.6) \ " = 1 A
< —_ —< maxs
< Ml + Bl Az ylllgml)unmg)— a

where the last inequality holds by In(i+2) > 1fori > 1and ) o, ﬁ = %2. Then the dual difference
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can be bounded by the primal difference,

A1 = Akl = Bera[|ATr 1 — Yrta |

A 8

< Burs || Azk — yoss — H Bl Allzees — il + 2 )
Pk Pk

(3.4) A AL B

2 B [ Ak — 2~ prox., (Axk - ) H Bl Alllzesn — 2ol + P g
Pk Pl Pk Pk
B
< ’;j (Lg + Amax) + Betr | Al zn1 — i),
where the last inequality holds by Lemma 2.8. The proof is completed. O

Then we demonstrate that V,L,, (2, yx+1, Ax) is retraction smooth.

LEMMA 4.5. Suppose that Assumption 4.1 holds and let c, > 1. Then the augmented Lagrangian
function L, (x,yr+1, \i) is retraction smooth with respect to x € M, i.e., for all n € Ty M,

M
L (R (0): Y1, M) < L (2, Y, ) + (1, grad, L, (2,1, M) + = ],

where M = (Lv,. + ||A|*)p? +2¢0, © = B+ ||A||*D + ||A|(Ly + Amax + 2[|A]| D) + || Al Amax, p and q
are defined in Lemma 2.3, and B is constant.

Proof. The Euclidean gradient of £, with respect to x has the following form:

Vol (@, yks1, Ak) = VF(2) + pp AT (Az — Y1 — Ar/pr)-

One can easily shows that VL, (z,yk+1, \) is Lipschitz continuous with constant Ly, + px| A
Since VF(x) is continuous on the compact manifold M, there exists B > 0 such that [|[VF(z)| < B for
all z € M. By Lemma 4.4, we have

3.7)

: L, + Apax
(4.1) | Azy — yr || U Ak — Ap—q|| < —25

1
— + | All[|ex — zg—1l,
B . Al |

and ||yg+1|| can be bounded by

el < llypsr — Azpga |l + Az |l

L + )\max
< QT [ AMzre1 = 2kl + A2k

< Ly + Amax + 2[| 4] D,

where the last inequality holds by Assumption 4.1 (i) and ¢, > 1, p, = cpk1/3 > 1 for k > 1. Thus we
have
IV Lo (@, g1 M) | S AIVE@)]+ prllAIP 2]l + prl | Allllys ]+ AT A&
< B+ o AIPD + prl All(Lg + Amas + 21 AID) + [ Al Amax < 91O,

where ||\g|| is bounded by Lemma 4.4 and ||z|| is bounded by Assumption 4.1 (i). Then the proof is
completed by Lemmas 2.3 and 2.4. a
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Next, we give the following lemma regarding the decrease of the augmented Lagrangian function
L,.

LEMMA 4.6. Suppose that Assumption /.1 holds. Consider the sequence {wy = (T, Yk, \x)}
generated by Algorithm 3.1. Define e, = v, — gradF(xy) and let ¢, > 1, v, = k3, 0<e, < cp and
0<e, < m, where M is defined in Lemma 4.5. Then we have

3
Mk 2, 1 2 ¢ 1 2
42 Loy (wnes) =~ L) < = 2Gel + 5 flen] + (65]3:1/)% g ﬂkH) Vet = Ml
Proof. By (3.4), we have

(4.3) Lo (Trs Y1, M) < Loy (Thr Yrr M)

It follows from Lemma 4.5 that

‘Cpk: ('Ik-‘rlv yk+17 )\k) - ‘Cpk (xlﬁ yk+l7 Ak)

M 2
<(grad, L, (@, Yr1: An), ~mGi) + —2 G
M 2
—(gradF (wx) = vk + v+ Pr,, ot (e AT (Awe = yiss = Me/pr)) s =) + —25 G

3.2 M 2
2 (grad F(ax) — ve, —meGr) — el G2 + %H%HQ

1 v + Mpy, 2
<ol — mellGel? + LA g o
QVk 2
1 Mk
4.4 < 2 2
@4) <l = G
where the last inequality holds by v = ¢, k'3, 0 < ¢, < cp and ¢, < m By the definition of £,
and (3.7), we have
(4.5) Lo (Trrt, Yrr1, Mev1) — Lo (Thp1, Ynr1, Ak) = a kg1 — Ael?,
+1
and
Loy (@ra1, Yrr1, Aer1) — Lop (Tha1, Yrt1, Arr1)
3
Pk+1 — Pk 2 (3.7) Pk+1 — Pk 2 ¢, 9
(4.6) =———lAzp1 — vl =" Ak = Ml < s A = Al
2 28411 65%1/%
where the last inequality holds by px = cpkl/ 3, and
3
L 1/3 _ ,1/3y < Sep—2/3 — o
Pr+1 — pr = Cp((x + 1) x 7)< =z
3 3p3

Combining (4.3)-(4.6), we get the inequality (4.2). The proof is completed. |
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Define an increasing sigma-algebra Fj, = {S1,...,Sk—1}. Hence by updates in Algorithm 3.1, x4,
and vi_1 are measurable in Fj. Then we bound the estimation error ||ex|| in (4.2).

LEMMA 4.7. Suppose that Assumptions 4.2 and 4.3 hold, and consider Algorithm 3.1. Then we
can bound the expected estimation error as

Elllerl®] < (1 = ) Elllex-1ll] + 205%0? + 2(1 — ax)*ni_; L*E[||Gr—1|?]-
Proof. From the definition of Fj and vy in (3.3), we have E|lex||? = E[E[||ex||*|Fx]]. Then

Elllex|?|Fx]
=E[||gradfs, (zx) + (1 — a) T25  (vp—1 — gradfs, (zx—1)) — gradF (zy)||*| Fi]

Trk—1

=E[||(1 — o) T2*  (vi—1 — gradF (z_1)) + ag(gradfs, (zx) — grad F(zy))

Tk—1

+ (1 — ax)(gradfs, (zx) — T2k gradfs, (zp—1) + T,2¢ gradF(zx_1) — gradF ()| F]

Th—1 Th-1

?

<(1 — ag)?|lex-1]* + 203 E[||grad fs, () — gradF (zy)||*| Fi]
+2(1 — o) *E[llgrad fs, (z1) — Tk grad fs, (zx-1) + Tk gradF(zy—1) — grad F(a)||*|F]

Th—1 Tr—1
()

< (1 — ow)?llen—1l1* + 207 E[||grad fs, (x1) — gradF (zy)||*| F]
+2(1 — o) Ell|grad fs, (x) — T, gradfs, (zx—1)]|*|Fx]

Tr—1
(4d1) 202 02 2(1 — ak)zni, I~/2
< (1 —ap)?|en—1]* + |;k| S !

—~
N2

||gk—1||27

where (i) holds by isometry property of vector transport 7.7 ~and the fact that it is measurable in Fy;
(ii) follows from Assumption 4.2 and E|jz — E[x]||? < E||z||?; (#44) holds by Assumptions 4.2 and 4.3.
By taking full expectation and |S;| > 1, we get the desired result. ]

Define a merit function ¢y, = E[L,, (wx) + &exl|?] with 411 = ¢, kY3 ¢, > 0. The following
lemma shows that v is lower bounded.

LEMMA 4.8. Suppose that Assumption 4.1 holds. Consider the sequence {wy} generated by Algo-
rithm 3.1 and let * = F* 4+ ¢* — Anax(Lg + Amax + [|A||D). Then the sequence {1y} is uniformly
lower bounded by *.

Proof. From the definition of ¢, we have

Ui = Flae) + 9(um) — s Azk — ui) + B[ Az = gl + el
> Flax) + g(Awe) = | Al Az — o

(4.1) . . L +)\max .
> F " +g" — Amax ( gp — + HAHHI‘k —lik_1||) > ",

where the last inequality holds by Assumption 4.1. 0
The following lemma gives an upper bound for 0L,.

LEMMA 4.9. Suppose that Assumption 4.1 holds. Consider the sequence {wy} generated by Algo-

rithm 3.1 and denote A\ = A\,—1 — pr—1(Azy — yi). Let cp>1land0<c, < min{ﬁ, %}i where

7
Cp
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M is a constant defined in Lemma 4.5, N = (pL, + ()G + p(Lv, + ||A||?) and p, L,,,¢,G are constants
defined in Lemma 2.6. Then we have

1Pr, m(=ATA) + grad F ()| < 2(|Gr-1ll + ller-1),

dist(—Ae, 99(yi)) < pllAllllGr-11,

Lg + )\max
p

|Azy, — yrll < + o1 [ Al Gr—1 |-

Proof. Tt follows from the formulas of A\; and £, that

,PT.%M(VF(xk) - ATj\k)

Ak—
=Pr, M (VF(J?k) + o1 AT (A — yp — p: i))

Aj—
—gradF (z;) + PTsz (pklAT(Awk — Yk — p: I))

— T Tk (gradF(mkl) + Pr

Tg—1 Tp—1

A
(e 1 AT (Azpy — o — 2 1)))
PE—1

A
TR (radF(an) o) + T2, (04 P, el AT (A = - 251))

=grad, L, ., (Tk, Yk, Ae—1) — Took grad, L. (@1, Yk, A1) + Tk ep—1 + T % Gr_1.

Tr—1 Tr—1 Tr—1

Since VL, (%, Yk, Ak—1) is Lipschitz continuous with the constant Ly . +pr—1]|A||?, it follows Lemma
2.6 that grad,L,, ,(z,yr, Ak—1) is Lipschitz continuous with the constant

Ui = (pLp + )G + p(Lv . + pr-1l|Al*) < Npi-1,
where N := (pL, + ()G + p(Lv, + ||A]|?). Then, we have
1P, m(VF(2i) = ATA)]|

S||gradg:£pk71 (xka yk7 )\k,l) - Eﬁk_lgradw/:pk71 (:Ck:fl? wa )\k,l) H
T8 enall + 1758, Gkl
@)
SNpr—allme—1Gr—ll + ller—all + 1Gk—1 |
(id)
<2([|Gk—ll + llex-11),

where (¢) follows from Lemma 2.6 and the fact that 7 is isometric; (i7) holds by ¢, < %CP It follows
from the optimality condition of (3.4) that

0 € 0g9(yx) + Mo—1 — pr—1(Azp—1 — yi).

By the definition of \j, we have that

o (i) (i)
dist(—Ax, 99(yx)) = pr—1llAlllzx — zr—1ll < pok—1me—1 | AlGk-1ll < PIANNGr-1ll,
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where (i) holds by Lemma 2.3; (iz) holds by follows ¢, < W < Ci Similarly, we have

L + Amax Ly + Amax
HAxk—ykll 2 4 Aoy, — zp-a || < 4 pi—a AN Gr—a |-
Pk—1 Pk—1

The proof is completed. ]
Now we prove the convergence of Algorithm 3.1.

THEOREM 4.10. Suppose that Assumptions 4.1-/.3 hold. Denote Ay = A1 — pr—1(Azr — yp) and
consider the sequence {wk}le generated by Algorithm 5.1. Let c, > 2v/2, 0. 8 <o <1,0<cg< 2
0<ec <cp, 0<cy <cp, ey =28 andc,; < min{m7 HIM,%,E;# o where M and N are
constants defined in Lemmas 4.5 and 4.9, respectively. Then we have

K K
CaCr o _ Cp, _
> 5k YIE[lex]?] + <k VRE[IGKIP < €

k=1 k=1

where C = ¢ — ™ + 2070302 In(K) + ( Cl + QCBCz

)(Lg + Amax)? and Cy1,Co are constants.
Proof. By Lemmas 2.3 and 4.4-4.7, takmg full expectation on (4.2), we have

Y1 — Ui

=E[Lp, 11 (41, Yrr1, Mos1)] = BIL, (@, i, A)] + Vo1 Elllersl”] — vElllex |
3

C 1 1 Nk
<(—L— 4+ —)E - 4+ —F - LE 2 E 21— R 2
_(65i+1pi + Bkﬂ) (A1 — Aell] + S [lewll™) = 5 ElGR 7T + s 1 Elller+ 117 = ywElllex]l]
c 2 1 Mk
<(6 2 + Br+1) (2p2W§||A||2]E[|Qk||2] + = (Lg + /\max)2> +(g,-— ) Elllexl|*] — 5 E[l|Gk|1*]
Pk Vi

+ ’Vk+1(1 — 1) Elllerl’] + 2904107110 + 2741 (1 — iy1)*ng L°E[)|Gr ||

3
=2V 41044107 — (T;k - 2(6 : + Brr)P’ il Al = 2vp41 (1 — Oék+1)2771%£2>]E[|gk||2]
Iy
(4.7)
" (1 + Y1 (1 — apq1)? - 'Yk>E[||5k|2] (=% % + Br+1)—5 2 (Lg + Amax)”-
o 6,2 57 (Lo & Amax
Ty s

Next we bound the terms T'y, T's and T3 in (4.7), respectively. For T'y, since ny, = ¢, k=3, yp41 = ¢, k'/3
and fry1 < cak’l/?’, we have

Q -
Dy 2 Sk = 2k sk )2 AR — 20,k P L2k

@ ~ _ Cc
=(5 = 20, L2RTH? = (F + 2c0)k™ P02 | AP

2
(ii) nk C
L
(zu) u

- 8’
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3 c co oy ..
where (i) holds by o = fk_z/‘r‘ < 2k 1/3; (i) holds by 0 < ¢, < ¢, and ¢, < T liz < ﬁ;
k Cp C'Y

(443) holds by 0 < ¢g < %” and 0 < ¢, < m. For Ty, since v, = ¢,k'/? and a1 = cok™2/3,
0 < co <1, we have

(i) 1 (15) 1 c _ _
(4.8) Ty < — 4+ Ykt1 — T — Up1Tht1 < (=— + %)(k —1)73 — e kY3,

2u, 2¢y
where (i) holds by (1—avk41)? < 1—ay4q and (i7) holds by Y11 —vk < 5 (k—1)"2/3 (the concavity of the
function 2'/3). Here we consider two cases for (4.8). When k # 2, one has (k—1)"2/3 <E=2/3 < |~1/3,

From (4.8), we have

1 o
F2 < (f + C;)k_l/g - COLC»Y]C_I/3 < —%k_l/g,

where last inequality holds by setting ~ # —|— 2 <cq <landcycy > 3. If k=2, we can choose ¢, = 1

and ¢, ¢, > (%\/5 — 2)7! ~ 7.87 such that 1 + o< ;27 then

1 Cy  Caly _  Caly

2w T3 TR S 292"

In conclusion, we can choose c,c, > 8 and % + % < 0.8 < ¢, <1 such that
Oy

Iy < _%k—l/f{
- 2

For T's, since Bry1 < we have

k173 1n (k+2)

1 - 2cgk ™!
Ty < [ —k43 4+ —Z8% ) (L, + Amax)?
= <3cp c%an(k+2) (L =)

Plugging these bounds into (4.7) yields

_ Caly,
Vi = Y 26,¢0%k " = TE[|Ge|) — 52k PE] )

1 2c5k~!
4.9 Sl B B V(L 4 A )2
(4.9) <3cp 2 In*(k + 2) (Lg )

By Lemma 4.8, telescoping (4.9) from k =1,..., K gives

K K
Caly g —1/3 2 Cn,—1/3 2
Z 5 k=Rl lle |l ]+Z 3 k= PE[||Gr[I7]

k=1 k=1

K K 1 205]6_1
< Lt 20,202 K+ KP4 g | (Lg o+ Anax)”.
<t — 9 ~C I; kZ:l <3cp 2 In?(k +2) = )

Since Zszl k=4/3 is convergence, there exists a constant C; such that Z,If:l k=4/3 < ;. Following [37],
there exists a constant Co such that

K
k_l
E —— < (Cs.
2
i—In (k+2)
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Let C := 1 — ¥ + 2¢,c20% In(K) + (3601 + 20‘362) (Ly + Amax)?. Thus, we have

K K
CaCr , _ Cp, _
> R enl) + Y ARG < C

k=1 k=1

The proof is completed. 0

THEOREM 4.11 (Complexity of MARS-ADMM). Under the setting of Theorem 4.10. Then for
any given positive integer K > 2, there exists k € [[K/2], K| such that

E[|[Pr,, m(—ATAe) + gradF(z,)[|] < 4VQ(K +1)71/3,
E[dist(— s, 99(yx))] < 20| A|VO(K + 1)~1/3,

L +>\maX —_
Bll4o, - unl] 2 (2plAle, G+ EE 2 ) (1 - )1,
o

where Q@ = ——3¢ —_ C = ¢y —p* + 20703502 In(K) + (?)Cc1 + 2%62)(119 + Amax)? and C1,Co are

min{4cqcy,cpn}’
constants.

Proof. 1t follows from Theorem 4.10 that

g (@l P EIGA) Y KPS S K (el + ElGel?) < O,
[R/RIsks K=TK/2] k=TK/2]
where Q = WS%%}. Then we bound Z?:[K/Q] k=13 as follows,
K () K k+1
Z Kl S Z / 213 da
k=[K/2] k=[FK/2] "%
X3
- > 3 [(k +1)%3 - k2/3}
k=[K/2]
= g (B + 1) — (K /21)2]
g { (K +1)%3 — (K/2 + 1)2/3]

I\/S
oo

{3(1{ + 1)K +1) - (K/2+ 1))}

1 1
= SK (K +1)7 13 > 4(K+1)2/3

where (i) holds because the function z~1/3 is monotonically decreasing and (1) uses the concavity of
the function #2/3. Thus there exists x € [[K/2], K] such that

E[IGu—11°] < Elllen—1l*] + E[IGr1[l] < 4Q(K +1)7%/%,
This together with Lemma 4.9, we have
E[|Pr,, m(=ATA:) + gradF(z,0)[%] < 4(E[|Ga—1 %] + Ellen—1%]) < 16Q(K +1)7%/%,
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and
E[dist®(—Ax, 09(yx))] < P*[|AIPE[|Gr-1ll?] < 4p°||AIPQ(K + 1)/,

Since n,—1 = ¢y(k—1)713 < ¢, (552)71/3 < 2¢,(K —2)7/2 and pr—1 = c,(k — 1)Y/3 > ¢, (£52)1/3 >
(K —2)'/3, it is easily shown that

Ly + )\Hl X
Ell| Az, — yell] <pie—1 | AIE[IGe-1ll] + —=——=

r—1

2(L max _
<t Alley VUK — 2 4 1)~ 4 2 A g
P
L Amax _
S [LEE
7
The proof is completed. 0

Theorem 4.11 establishes that, given € > 0, MARS-ADMM algorithm achieves an oracle complexity
of O(¢73). Specifically, in the noiseless case where o2 = 0, this result can be improved to O(e™3).
Although StoManIAL [13] applies the same strategies to the augmented Lagrangian method, it achieves
only O(e=3%) in the stochastic setting, falling short of the result O(¢~?) attained by its deterministic
counterpart. In contrast, our stochastic method achieves the same order of complexity, matching
the deterministic counterpart from [14]. This improvement is due to the single-loop structure of
MARS-ADMM, in which the stepsize 7y, is explicitly coupled to the penalty parameter pg as ni o< 1/ px.
This coupling in (3.5) stabilizes the update magnitude ||zx+1 — x| = |Gkl = (¢n/px)O(pr) = O(1),
thereby neutralizing the adverse effect of an increasing py. Conversely, StoManIAL uses an inner solver
whose condition number worsens as pj, increases, resulting in a poorer complexity for the double-loop
framework.

The penalty parameter py = cpk‘l/ 3 is designed to increase monotonically, a strategy that is well
supported in theory [21, 32, 17]. Its growth is moderate in practice; for example, after K = 1000
iterations, px = 10p1, thus avoiding the numerical instability of more aggressive schedules. As some
algorithmic conditions depend on c,, we recommend determining this value via grid searches prior to
tuning other parameters.

Finally, our complexity bounds are independent of the batch size |Si| and remain valid even for a
minimal batch size of O(1). This provides considerable flexibility in implementation, particularly in
settings with limited resources. In practice, however, extremely small batch sizes can lead to erratic
convergence and heightened parameter sensitivity despite the asymptotic guarantees. We therefore
recommend choosing a batch size that balances computational cost with practical stability, rather than
the minimum size.

5. Experiments. This section demonstrates the performance of our MARS-ADMM algorithm.
All experiments are performed in MATLAB R2023b on a 64-bit laptop equipped with Intel i9-13900HX
CPU and 32.0 GB RAM. In each numerical experiment, the results are averaged across 10 repeated
experiments with random initializations. We compare MARS-ADMM with three existing Riemannian
stochastic algorithms: Riemannian stochastic subgradient method (R-Subgrad) in [31], Riemannian
stochastic proximal gradient descent method (R-ProxSGD) and Riemannian proximal SpiderBoost
method (R-ProxSPB) in [41].

5.1. Sparse Principal Component Analysis. Sparse principal component analysis (SPCA)
[24, 45] is a key technique for high-dimensional data analysis, identifying principal components with
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sparse loadings. Given a dataset {z1,...,2,} € R"*™ a formulation of SPCA problem on the Stiefel
manifold St(n,p) := {X € R"*?: X T X = [,} is as follows:

5.1 i i — XX 2112 4 pl| X1,

CBY el 3= XXl X

where p > 0 is a regularization parameter. The tangent space of St(n,p) is defined as T,St(n,p) =
{§ ¢ R™*P : XT9+60"X = 0}. Given any U € R"*P, the projection of U onto T,St(n,p) is
Pr,sinp(U)=U—-3(UTX +XTU)X [1].

In this experiment, we first run the MARS-ADMM and terminate it when either the objective
function value satisfies ||F(Xy) — F(Xx_1)|| < 107% or the maximum of 1500 iterations is reached.
Denote the obtained function value of MARS-ADMM as Fapara- We terminate the other algorithms
when either the objective function value satisfies F/(Xy) < Fapara or the iteration limit is reached.
All algorithms use the same random initializations in each test. For R-Subgrad, we use the diminishing
stepsize n, = \/Z‘Jﬁ with 7y = 0.001. For R-ProxSGD and R-ProxSPB, we use the same settings as
in the original paper. For MARS-ADMM, we set 31 = ¢, = 50, ¢, = 0.01, ¢, = 0.8, cg = 0.75 and
|Sk| = 50.

—R-Subgrad —R-Subgrad —R-Subgrad
——R-ProxSGD ——R-ProxSGD ——R-ProxSGD
—_ 2 ——R-ProxSPB — —R-ProxSPB Py —R-ProxSPB
10 ——MARS-ADMM B ——MARS-ADMM B ——MARS-ADMM
© T 102 G
> > >
) o o
2 2 =
kst S 5 10
@ @ Q
sy Q sy
o o o
{2 {2 D
° o o
10’ 10’
0 10 20 30 40 0 10 20 30 40 50 60 0 20 40 60 80 100 120
CPU Time (s) CPU Time (s) CPU Time (s)
10°
—R-Subgrad —R-Subgrad —R-Subgrad
——R-ProxSGD ——R-ProxSGD ——R-ProxSGD
— —R-ProxSPB — ——R-ProxSPB — —R-ProxSPB
< 2 ——MARS-ADMM < ——MARS-ADMM < ——MARS-ADMM
s 10 ] 5]
> > >
o o o
2 2z 5 =
kst 510 S
(7] D D
o o o
o o 94
> =3 >
° o o

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 0 10 20 30 40 50 0 20 40 60 80 100 120
CPU Time (s) CPU Time (s) CPU Time (s)
(a) p=20 (b) p=30 (c) p=140

Fig. 1: Comparison of R-Subgrad, R-ProxSGD, R-ProxSPB and MARS-ADMM for solving problem
(5.1) with synthetic data. The first row: p = 0.4 and the second row: = 0.8.

Synthetic dataset: We set m = 5000 and n = 500 to randomly generate the data matrix, in
which all entries follow a standard Gaussian distribution. The columns are then shifted to have a zero
mean, after which the column vectors are normalized. Figure 1 clearly shows that MARS-ADMM
outperforms all the other methods.
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Fig. 2: Comparison of R-Subgrad, R-ProxSGD, R-ProxSPB and MARS-ADMM for solving SPCA
problem (5.1) with real data. The first row is coil100 and the second row is MNIST.

Real dataset: We conduct experiments on two real datasets: coil100 [35] and MNIST [28].
The coil100 dataset contains m = 7200 RGB images of 100 objects taken from different angles with
n = 1024. The MNIST dataset contains m = 60000 grayscale digit images, each measuring n = 784
pixels. As Figure 2 shows, both MARS-ADMM and R-ProxSPB achieve better performance. Moreover,
MARS-ADMM converges faster with a single-loop structure than R-ProxSPB, which uses periodic
full-gradient evaluations.

5.2. Regularized Linear Classification Over Sphere. Optimization over sphere manifolds
arises in empirical risk minimization when the model parameters represent probability distributions,
proportions, or normalized weights [30]. Consider a classification problem with N training examples
{a;,b;}Y ;, where a; € R™*! and b; € {—1,1} for all i € [N]. The goal is to estimate a linear classifier
parameter in the sphere manifold, x € S™~! := {x € R™ : 2"z = 1}, that minimizes a smooth

nonconvex loss function [48] with ¢;-regularization as

N 2
1
5.2 i 1-— .
(52) _nin g( Hexp(_bmi)) +

Synthetic dataset: To simulate the data, the true parameter x is sampled from N(0, I,,,) and
normalized to S™~1. The features {a;}}¥; are drawn uniformly at random, and the corresponding
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labels b; to a; are assigned as
b'—{l if JITai+€i>O,
! —1 otherwise,

where the noise €; ~ N(0,02). The batch sizes for R-ProxSGD, R-ProxSPB and MARS-ADMM are all
set to 100. The stepsizes for R-Subgrad, R-ProxSGD and R-ProxSPB are set to %, % and %\/%5,
respectively. R-ProxSPB uses a snapshot frequency of 50. For MARS-ADMM, we use the same settings
as in the SPCA experiments. Figure 3 shows that MARS-ADMM achieves lower objective values at a
faster rate than the existing methods, demonstrating its efficiency and solution quality.

7 10
—— R-Subgrad —— R-Subgrad
6 ——R-ProxSGD | | —— R-ProxSGD
——R-ProxSPB 8 —— R-ProxSPB
® ——MARS-ADMM ® ——MARS-ADMM
=5 1 =
s Se
24 2
3 8 4
o3 o
] ]
> 2
1 0
0 2 4 6 8 10 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
CPU Time (s) CPU Time (s)
(a) m = 250, N = 20000 (b) m = 500, N = 10000
12 14
——R-Subgrad —— R-Subgrad
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® ——MARS-ADMM o 10 ——MARS-ADMM |
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< <
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(¢) m =750, N = 7500 (d) m = 1000, N = 5000

Fig. 3: Comparison of R-Subgrad, R-ProxSGD, R-ProxSPB and MARS-ADMM for solving problem
(5.2) with synthetic data and p = o2 = 0.5.

Table 2 reports the performance for different levels of noise added to the simulated data. Here, we
only compare MARS-ADMM with R-ProxSPB since the former uses variance reduction technology and
outperformed both R-Subgrad and R-ProxSGD in Figure 3. The batch size was adjusted to 500 for
both R-ProxSPB and MARS-ADMM. As can be seen, both MARS-ADMM and R-ProxSPB achieve
a comparable decrease in the objective function, but MARS-ADMM is faster. This suggests that
the recursive momentum and adaptive dual parameters effectively enable the proposed algorithm to
converge in all scenarios.
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Table 2: Effect of the added noise on the performance of R-ProxSPB and MARS-ADMM for solving
problem (5.2) with m = 10 and N =5 x 10°.

Setting R-ProxSPB MARS-ADMM
(u,0?) Obj  Time (s) Obj  Time (s)

(0.01,0.01) 0.2872  40.17  0.2735 3848
(0.25,1)  0.7590  41.26  0.7144  39.32
(0.5,5)  1.0924 4201  0.9897  40.22
(0.75,10)  1.3505  43.61  1.2288  42.59

Real dataset: We conduct experiments on three real datasets: phishing, a9a and w8a. The test
instances are sourced from the LIBSVM datasets [9]. The phishing dataset has m = 68 and N = 11055.
The a9a dataset has m = 123 and N = 32561. The w8a dataset has m = 300 and N = 49749. From the
Figure 4, it can be observed that R-ProxSGD and R-ProxSPB address this problem very well, albeit
still needing multiple inner iterations to converge. In contrast, MARS-ADMM achieves convergence in
a single loop, outperforming all compared algorithms. Furthermore, when applied to different datasets
with same parameter settings, MARS-ADMM exhibits robust performance, indicating its general
applicability.
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Fig. 4: Comparison of R-Subgrad, R-ProxSGD, R-ProxSPB and MARS-ADMM for solving problem
(5.2) with real data. The first row: u = 0.4 and the second row: u = 0.6.
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6. Conclusions. This paper investigated the design of a stochastic ADMM algorithm for non-

smooth composite optimization over Riemannian manifolds. We proposed the MARS-ADMM method,
which integrates a momentum-based stochastic gradient estimator with an adaptive penalty update
tailored for the manifold constraint. Our analysis shows that the algorithm finds an e-stationary point
with a near-optimal oracle complexity of @(6*3). This establishes the first stochastic Riemannian
ADMM with theoretical guarantees and improves upon the best-known bounds for stochastic Rie-
mannian operator-splitting methods. It also demonstrates that deterministic-level convergence can
be attained using only a constant number of stochastic gradient samples per iteration. Extensive
experiments on sparse PCA and regularized classification over the sphere manifold demonstrate the
algorithm’s superior performance.
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