arXiv:2404.08171v1 [math.OC] 12 Apr 2024

THE RANK-1 COMPLETION PROBLEM FOR CUBIC TENSORS

JINLING ZHOU, JIAWANG NIE, ZHENG PENG, AND GUANGMING ZHOU

Abstract. This paper studies the rank-1 tensor completion problem for cubic order tensors. First of all, we show that this problem is equivalent to a special rank-1 matrix recovery problem. We propose both nuclear norm relaxation and moment relaxation methods for solving the resulting rank-1 matrix recovery problem. The nuclear norm relaxation sometimes get a rank-1 tensor completion, while sometimes it does not. When it fails, we apply the moment hierarchy of semidefinite programming relaxations to solve the rank-1 matrix recovery problem. The moment hierarchy can always get a rank-1 tensor completion, or detect its nonexistence. In particular, when the tensor is strongly rank-1 completable, we show that the problem is equivalent to a rank-1 matrix completion problem and it can be solved by an iterative formula. Therefore, much larger size problems can be solved efficiently for strongly rank-1 completable tensors. Numerical experiments are shown to demonstrate the efficiency of these proposed methods.

1. Introduction

Let F be the real filed R or complex filed C . A tensor A ∈ F^{n1 ×···×nm} can be viewed as a multi-array labelled such that A = (A_{i1 ···im} )_{1≤i1 ≤n1,...,1≤im≤nm.} The integer m is called the order of A. When m = 3 (resp., 4), the A is called a cubic (resp., quartic) tensor. For vectors u_k ∈ F^{nk} , k = 1, · · · , m, the notation u_1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ u_m denotes the tensor product in F^{n1 ×···×nm} such that (u_1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ u_m)_{i1 ···im} = (u_1)_{i1} · · · (u_m)_{im} , for all labels i_1, · · · , i_m in the range. Tensors of the form u_1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ u_m are called rank-1 tensors. When n_1 = · · · = n_m = n, tensors in F^{n1 ×···×nm} are said to be hypercubical. We denote the hypercubical tensor space

T^m(F^n ) := F^n ⊗ · · · ⊗ F^n (F^n appears m times).

When it is hypercubical, the tensor A is said to be symmetric if A_{i1 ···im} = A_{j1 ···jm} for every permutation (i_1 · · · i_m) of (j_1 · · · j_m). The subspace of symmetric tensors in T^m(F^n ) is denoted as S^m(F^n ). The dimension of F^{n1 ×···×nm} is n_1 · · · n_m, while the dimension of S^m(F^n ) is (_{n+m−1} m ) . An important concept for tensors is rank. For A ∈ F^{n1 ×···×nm} , its rank is the smallest r such that A = A_1 + · · · + A_r, where each A_i ∈ F^{n1 ×···×nm} is rank-1. The rank of A is denoted as rank A. It is interesting to remark that rank A depends on the ground field F. The above

2020 Mathematics Subject Classification. 15A69, 90C23, 65F99. Key words and phrases. tensor, completion, rank, matrix, moment, relaxation. 1

rank is also referenced as Candecomp/Parafac (CP) rank. There also exist other types of tensor ranks, such as border rank and multi-linear rank. We refer to the work [7, 19, 22] for various types of ranks for tensors. Determining tensor ranks is a difficult computational task [14]. We refer to [8, 29, 31, 36, 39] for the work of computing tensor decompositions.

The tensor completion problem (TCP) is to find values for missing entries of a partially given tensor so that it has certain property, e.g., it has low rank. TCP has broad applications, such as computer vision [24, 32, 33], recommendation systems [11, 16], imaging and signal processing [23, 42]. We refer to [17] for more introductions to applications of tensors.

Tensor completion is an extension of matrix completion. The nuclear norm relaxation is frequently used to get matrix completions [3, 4, 35]. Nuclear norms are also defined for tensors [10, 28]. Tensor nuclear norm relaxations can be extended to solve tensor completion or recovery problems [25, 38, 40, 41]. Optimization methods based on CP decompositions can be used to get low rank tensor completions or recovery [2, 33, 42]. Tucker decomposition based techniques are also applicable to get tensor completions via minimizing ranks of unfolded matrices [1, 24, 34]. Recently, there are Riemannian-manifold optimization methods for getting tensor completions [9, 12, 18].

Many tensor optimization problems can be formulated as moment or polynomial optimization (see [27, Chapter 11]). Tensor nuclear norms can be computed by solving moment relaxations [28, 38]. Real eigenvalues of tensors can be obtained by solving certain polynomial optimization problems [6, 30]. Stable rank-one matrix completion can be solved by the level-2 Moment-SOS relaxation [5].

Contributions. This paper focuses on rank-1 completions for cubic order tensors. It looks for a rank-1 tensor that has given values for some of its entries. Consider a partially given tensor A ∈ R^{n1 ×n2×n3} , i.e., there is a subset

Ω ⊆ [n_1] × [n_2] × [n_3]

such that the entry A_{ijk} is given for all (i, j, k) ∈ Ω. The rank-1 tensor completion problem is to look for the rank-1 tensor a ⊗ b ⊗ c such that a_ib_j c_k = A_{ijk} for all (i, j, k) ∈ Ω. So, the problem can formulated as

(1.1) { find (a, b, c) ∈ R^{n1} × R^{n2} × R^{n3} s.t. A_{ijk} = a_ib_j c_k, (i, j, k) ∈ Ω. For the above a, b, c, the equation A = a ⊗ b ⊗ c is called a rank-1 tensor completion for A. The geometric properties of the rank-1 tensor completion problem are well studied by Kahle et al. [15]. We remark that finding a rank-1 tensor completion is equivalent to solving the polynomial optimization problem: min_{a,b,c} ∑ (i,j,k)∈Ω (A_{ijk} − a_ib_j c_k)^2.

However, solving the above optimization directly is not computationally attractive. This is shown by numerical experiments in Section 6.

In this paper, we show that the rank-1 tensor completion problem is equivalent to a special rank-1 matrix recovery problem. To be precise, we show that (1.1) is equivalent to

(1.2) find X = ab^T ∈ R^{n1 ×n2} s.t. A_{i1 j1k}X_{i2 j2} − A_{i2 j2 k}X_{i1 j1} = 0, (i_1, j_1, k), (i_2, j_2, k) ∈ Ω, k = 1, . . . , n_3.

This is a special class of rank-1 matrix recovery problems. The relationship between (1.1) and (1.2) is studied in Subsection 3.1. A natural approach for solving (1.2) is to apply the nuclear norm relaxation, shown in Subsection 3.2.

A specially interesting case is that the values of X_{ij} with (i, j, k) ∈ Ω are uniquely determined (up to scaling) by equality constraints in (1.2). For this case, the problem can be reduced to the rank-1 matrix completion problem and the tensor A is said to be strongly rank-1 completable (see Definition 3.4), if a rank-1 tensor completion exists. Furthermore, if the corresponding bipartite graph is connected, the rank-1 matrix completion problem can be solved by an iterative formula. These results are shown in Subsection 3.3.

The nuclear norm relaxation may fail to find a rank-1 tensor completion. However, we can always get a rank-1 tensor completion by solving moment relaxations, or detect its nonexistence. This is shown in Section 4. When the tensor A is symmetric, there are more attractive properties for finding rank-1 tensor completions. This is shown in Section 5. Numerical experiments are provided in Section 6.

2. Preliminaries

2.1. Notation. The symbol N (resp., R, C ) denotes the set of nonnegative integers (resp., real, complex numbers). For integer k > 0, [k] denotes the set {1, . . . , k}. For a finite set T , its cardinality is denoted as |T |. The R[x] denotes the ring of polynomials in x = (x_1, · · · , x_n) and with real coefficients. The subset of polynomials of degree d in R[x] is denoted as R[x]_d . The superscript^T denotes the transpose of a matrix or vector. For a symmetric matrix X, the inequality X ⪰ 0 (resp., X ≻ 0) means that X is positive semidefinite (resp., positive definite). The cone of all N-by-N real symmetric positive semidefinite matrices is denoted as S^N_+ . A subset I ⊆ R [x] is called an ideal if pq ∈ I for all p ∈ I and for all q ∈ R [x], and a + b ∈ I for all a, b ∈ I. For a tuple h = (h_1, · · · , h_m) of polynomials in R [x], we denote the ideal Ideal[h] := h_1 · R[x] + · · · + h_m · R[x].

For a polynomial set P ⊆ R[x], its real variety is the set V_R(P ) := {x ∈ R^n : p(x) = 0 ∀p ∈ P } . A polynomial p is said to vanish on a set T if p(u) = 0 for all u ∈ T . If so, we write p ≡ 0 on T or p|_T ≡ 0.

For α = (α_1, · · · α_n) ∈ N^n , define |α| := α_1 + · · · + α_n. We denote the power set N^n_d := {α ∈ N^n : |α| ≤ d} . For x = (x_1 · · · , x_n), we denote the monomial power x^α := x^{α1}_1 · · · x^{αn}_n . The column vector of all monomials in x and of degrees up to d is denoted

[x]_d := [ 1 x_1 · · · x_n x^2_1 x_1x_2 · · · x^d_n ]_T . The length of the vector [x]_d is (^{n+d}_d ).

A polynomial f ∈ R [x] is said to be a sum of squares (SOS) if there exist polynomials p_1, · · · , p_k ∈ R [x] such that f = p^2_1 + · · · + p^2_k. The set of all SOS polynomial in R[x] is denoted as Σ[x]. For a degree d, we denote the truncation Σ [x]_d := Σ [x] ∩ R[x]_d .

It is well known that (e.g., see [27]) a polynomial f ∈ R[x]_{2d} is SOS if and only if there exists X ∈ S^N_+ , with N = (_{n+d} d ) , such that

(2.1) f = [x]^T_d · X · [x]_d . For a tuple g = (g_1, · · · , g_m), its quadratic module is the set QM [g] := Σ [x] + g_1 · Σ [x] + · · · + g_mΣ [x] .

For the case that g is empty, QM [∅] = Σ[x]. For a degree m, we denote the truncation (let g_0 = 1)

QM [g]_m := {^m∑ i=0 σ_ig_i : σ_i ∈ Σ[x], deg(σ_ig_i) ≤ m } . 2.2. Moment and localizing matrices. The notation R^{Nnd} stands for the space of real vectors y that are labeled by α ∈ N^n_d , i.e., y = (y_α)_{α∈N}n_d . Such a vector y is called a truncated multi-sequence (tms) of degree d. The tms y is said to be admit a Borel measure μ on R^n if

y_α = ∫ x^αdμ for all α ∈ N^n_d .

If it exists, such μ is called a representing measure for y. The support of μ is the smallest closest set T such that μ(R^N \ T ) = 0, and we denote it as supp(u). The measure u is said to be supported in a set K if supp(μ) ⊆ K.

For f = ∑ α∈N^n_d fαx α ∈ R[x]_d and y ∈ R^{Nnd} , we define the bilinear operation ⟨f, y⟩ := ∑ α∈N^n_d f_αy_α. For an integer ℓ ∈ [0, d/2], the ℓth order moment matrix of y is the symmetric matrix M_ℓ[y] such that (2.2) ⟨p^2, y⟩ := vec(p)^T · M_k[y] · vec(p) for all p ∈ R[x]_ℓ . Here vec(p) denotes the coefficient vector of p, listed in the graded lexicographical order. Indeed, one can see that M_ℓ[y] = (y_{α+β} )_{α∈N}n_{ℓ , β∈N}n_ℓ . For instance, when n = 2 and ℓ = 2, we have

M_2[y] = y_{00} y_{10} y_{01} y_{20} y_{11} y_{02} y_{10} y_{20} y_{11} y_{30} y_{21} y_{12} y_{01} y_{11} y_{02} y_{21} y_{12} y_{03} y_{20} y_{30} y_{21} y_{40} y_{31} y_{22} y_{11} y_{21} y_{12} y_{31} y_{22} y_{13} y_{02} y_{12} y_{03} y_{22} y_{13} y_{04} .

For a polynomial h ∈ R[x]_d , denote by V^{(d)}_h [y] the vector such that ⟨ h · v^T [x]_s, y ⟩ = v^T V^{(d)}_h [y],

for every vector v of length (_{n+s} s ) , where s = d − deg(h). The V^{(d)}_h [y] is called the localizing vector of h, generated by y. For instance, when h = 1 − x_1x_2 and n = 2, d = 4, we have

V^{(4)}_h [y] = y_{00} − y_{11} y_{10} − y_{21} y_{01} − y_{12} y_{20} − y_{31} y_{11} − y_{22} y_{02} − y_{13} .

We refer to [20, 21, 27] for more detailed introductions to moment and polynomial optimization.

3. Rank-1 tensor completion and matrix recovery

For a partially given tensor A ∈ R^{n1 ×n2 ×n3} , let Ω be the set of labels (i, j, k) such that the tensor entry A_{ijk} is given. It is a subset of [n_1] × [n_2] × [n_3]. We write Ω as the union

(3.1) Ω =

n_3⋃

k=1 Ω_k := {(i_1, j_1, k), (i_2, j_2, k), · · · (i_{mk} , j_{mk} , k)} ,

where m_k = |Ω_k|. If A = a ⊗ b ⊗ c, then for each k = 1, . . . , n_3,

(3.2) A_{i1 j1 k} A_{i2 j2 k} . . A_{imk jmk k} = a_{i1} b_{j1} a_{i2} b_{j2} . . a_{imk} b_{jmk} c_k.

The above implies rank B_k = 1, for the matrix

B_k :=

A_{i1 j1 k} a_{i1} b_{j1} A_{i2 j2 k} a_{i2} b_{j2} . . . . A_{imk jmk k} a_{imk} b_{jmk} .

Clearly, rank B_k = 1 if and only if all 2-by-2 minors of B_k are zeros, i.e., (3.3) A_{isjs k}a_{it} b_{jt} − A_{it jt k}a_{is} b_{js} = 0, for all 1 ≤ s < t ≤ m_k. This gives (_{mk} 2 ) quadratic equations. There are totally ∑_{n3} k=1 (_{mk} 2 ) such equations.

Let (î, ĵ, k̂) be the label for the largest absolute value of tensor entries: (3.4) |A_{îĵk̂}| = max_{(i, j, k)∈Ω} |A_{ijk} | .

For a rank-1 completion A = a ⊗ b ⊗ c, we can scale vectors a, b, c such that a_î = b_ĵ = 1. So, the rank-1 tensor completion is equivalent to

(3.5) find (a, b, c) ∈ R^{n1} × R^{n2} × R^{n3} s.t. A_{is jsk}a_{it} b_{jt} − A_{it jt k}a_{is} b_{js} = 0, (i_s, j_s, k), (i_t, j_t, k) ∈ Ω_k, k = 1, . . . , n_3, A_{ijk} = a_ib_j c_k, (i, j, k) ∈ Ω, a_î = b_ĵ = 1.

3.1. Reduction to matrix recovery. Let X = ab^T be the matrix variable, then (3.3) is equivalent to (3.6) A_{is jsk}X_{it jt} − A_{it jt k}X_{isjs} = 0 for all s, t, k in the range. If A has a rank-1 completion, we can get equations like (3.6). Therefore, we consider the matrix recovery problem

(3.7) find X = ab^T ∈ R^{n1 ×n2} s.t. A_{is js k}X_{it jt} − A_{it jt k}X_{isjs} = 0, (i_s, j_s, k), (i_t, j_t, k) ∈ Ω_k, k = 1, . . . , n_3, X_{îĵ} = 1,

where î, ĵ are as in (3.4). The relationship between the tensor completion problem (3.5) and the matrix recovery problem (3.7) is given as follows.

Theorem 3.1. Suppose A is the partially given matrix as above. If X = ab^T is feasible for (3.7) and for each k = 1, . . . , n_3, the following equation

(3.8) A_{i1 j1 k} A_{i2 j2 k} . . A_{imk jmk k} = a_{i1} b_{j1} a_{i2} b_{j2} . . a_{imk} b_{jmk} c_k

has a nonzero coefficient vector for c_k, then A has the rank-1 completion A = a⊗b⊗c with c = (c_1, . . . , c_{n3} ). Conversely, if A is rank-1 completable and A_{îĵk̂} ≠ 0, then (3.7) has a rank-1 feasible matrix X = ab^T .

Proof. If X = ab^T is feasible for (3.7), then X_{îĵ} = a_îb_ĵ = 1. Up to a scaling, we can further assume a_î = b_ĵ = 1. Moreover, a and b also satisfy the equation A_{is jsk}a_{it} b_{jt} − A_{it jt k}a_{is} b_{js} = 0 for all (i_s, j_s, k), (i_t, j_t, k) ∈ Ω_k and k = 1, . . . , n_3, so rank B_k = 1. This means that the equation (3.8) has a solution c_k for all k, since it has a nonzero coefficient vector. Let c = (c_1, · · · c_{n3} ), then a_ib_j c_k = A_{ijk} for all (i, j, k) ∈ Ω. So, a ⊗ b ⊗ c is a rank-1 tensor completion for A.

Conversely, if A is rank-1 completable, say, A = a⊗b⊗c, then for all (i, j, k) ∈ Ω, A_{ijk} = a_ib_j c_k. Each c_k is a solution for (3.8), so rank B_k = 1 and (3.3) holds. Let X = ab^T , then (3.6) holds. Since A_{îĵk̂} ≠ 0, a, b are non-zero vectors, so we scale them such that a_î = b_ĵ = 1. Then, X_{îĵ} = 1 and hence X is a rank-1 feasible solution for (3.7). □

Remark 3.2. (i) If the coefficient vector in the right-hand of (3.8) is zero and the left-hand side one is also zero, then we can select arbitrary value for c_k. For this case, the rank-1 tensor completion is not unique. (ii) If the coefficient vector in the right-hand of (3.8) is zero but the left-hand side one is nonzero, then (3.8) has no feasible solution and a rank-1 completion does not exist.

3.2. Nuclear norm relaxation. To find a feasible rank-1 matrix X for (3.7), a frequently used approach is to solve the nuclear norm relaxation (‖X‖_∗ denotes the nuclear norm of X, i.e., the sum of all its singular values):

(3.9) min ‖X‖_∗ s.t. A_{is js k}X_{it jt} − A_{it jt k}X_{isjs} = 0, (i_s, j_s, k), (i_t, j_t, k) ∈ Ω_k, k = 1, . . . , n_3, X_{îĵ} = 1.

The problem (3.9) can be equivalently reformulated as the following semidefinite program

(3.10) min Trace(W_1) + Trace(W_2) s.t. A_{is js k}X_{it jt} − A_{it jt k}X_{isjs} = 0, (i_s, j_s, k), (i_t, j_t, k) ∈ Ω_k, k = 1, . . . , n_3, [ W_1 X X^T W_2 ] ⪰ 0, X_{îĵ} = 1.

We would like to remark that the nuclear norm relaxation (3.9) sometimes return a rank-1 matrix X for (3.7), while sometimes it does not. This is shown in the following.

Example 3.3. (i) Consider the tensor A ∈ R^{4×4×4} with given entries:

A_{121} = 2 A_{131} = 4 A_{441} = 1 A_{112} = 4, A_{232} = 4 A_{322} = 2 A_{412} = 2 A_{343} = 1, A_{413} = 1 A_{423} = 1 A_{443} = 1 A_{114} = 2.

Solving the nuclear norm relaxation (3.9), we get the optimal matrix

X^∗ =

1.0000 1.0000 2.0000 1.0000 0.5000 0.5000 1.0000 0.5000 0.5000 0.5000 1.0000 0.5000 0.5000 0.5000 1.0000 0.5000 .

It is rank-1 and X^∗ = a^∗b^{∗T} , with

a^∗ = (1.0000, 0.5000, 0.5000, 0.5000), b^∗ = (1.0000, 1.0000, 2.0000, 1.0000).

Then, we get the vector c^∗ = (2.0000, 4.0000, 2.0000, 2.0000) by solving (3.8), and get the rank-1 tensor completion A = a^∗ ⊗ b^∗ ⊗ c^∗. (ii) Consider the tensor A ∈ R^{3×3×3} with given entries:

A_{131} = 4, A_{222} = 2, A_{133} = 4, A_{213} = 1, A_{323} = 1.

Solving the nuclear norm relaxation (3.9), we get the optimal matrix

X^∗ =

0.0000 0.0000 1.0000 0.2500 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.2500 0.0000 . However, rank X^∗ = 3 > 1, so the nuclear norm minimization does not give a rank-1 tensor completion. On the other hand, this tensor A is rank-1 completable, since A = (1, 1 2 , 1 2 ) ⊗ (1, 1, 2) ⊗ (2, 4, 2).

3.3. Strongly rank-1 completable tensors. We consider a special class of rank- 1 tensor completion problems that can be reduced to rank-1 matrix completion. Denote the label set (3.11) ~Ω := {(i, j) : (i, j, k) ∈ Ω} . It is the projection of Ω about first two labels. The equations of (3.6) are homogenous in the vector of partial matrix entries X_{~Ω} := (X_{ij} )_{(i,j)∈~Ω}.

Note that X_{~Ω} can be viewed as a vector in R^{~Ω} . The set of solutions to the linear system (3.6) is a subspace of R^{~Ω} . We are interested in the case that (3.6) has a unique solution (up to scaling), i.e., the subspace of its solutions is one dimensional. This leads to the following definition.

Definition 3.4. The partially given tensor A is strongly rank-1 completable if it has a rank-1 completion and the subspace of solutions X_{~Ω} to (3.6) is one dimensional.

Let (î, ĵ) be the label as in (3.4). If X_{~Ω} is a nonzero solution to (3.6), we can scale it such that X_{îĵ} = 1. When the subspace of solutions X_{~Ω} to (3.6) is one dimensional, there exist scalars w_{ij} such that (3.12) X_{îĵ} = 1, X_{ij} = w_{ij} for (i, j) ∈ ~Ω.

When A is strongly rank-1 completable, the problem (3.7) is equivalent to the rank-1 matrix completion problem

(3.13) find X = ab^T ∈ R^{n1 ×n2} s.t. X_{ij} = w_{ij} , (i, j) ∈ ~Ω, X_{îĵ} = 1.

The rank-1 matrix completion problem (3.13) can be solved explicitly when the bipartite graph determined by Ω is connected. Let V_1,V_2 be the label sets: V_1 = {i ∈ [n_1] : (i, j) ∈ ~Ω}, V_2 = {j ∈ [n_2] : (i, j) ∈ ~Ω}.

Consider the bipartite graph G(V_1, V_2, Γ) with vertex sets V_1, V_2 and whose edge set Γ consists of all pairs (i, j) such that (i, j) ∈ ~Ω. When G(V_1, V_2, Γ) is connected, the rank-1 matrix satisfying (3.13) is unique and can be determined iteratively. This can be seen as follows. For X_{îĵ} = 1, we can let a_î = 1, b_ĵ = 1.

Since G(V_1, V_2, Γ) is connected, there exist i_1, j_1 such that (i_1, ĵ) ∈ ~Ω and (î, j_1) ∈ ~Ω, so we can get a_{i1} = w_{i1ĵ} , b_{j1} = w_{îj1} .

Similarly, there exist new i_2, j_2 such that (i_1, j_2) ∈ ~Ω and (i_2, j_1) ∈ ~Ω, so a_{i2} = w_{i2 j1} /b_{j1} , b_{j2} = w_{i1 j2} /a_{i1} .

When the bipartite graph G(V_1, V_2, Γ) is connected, repeating the above can produce edge connections: a_{i1} → b_{j2} → a_{i3} → b_{j4} → · · · , b_{j1} → a_{i2} → b_{j3} → a_{i4} → · · · .

Then, the entries of a, b can be given by the iterative formula (3.14) a_{il+1} = w_{il+1 jl} /b_{jl} , b_{jl+1} = w_{il jl+1} /a_{il} , l = 1, 2, . . . . When the graph G(V_1, V_2, Γ) is not connected, it is a union of connected subgraphs. We can do similar things for each of them. For such a case, the rank one completion for X is not unique. We refer to [5] for these facts.

The following is an example of applying the iterative formula (3.14) to get rank-1 tensor completions.

Example 3.5. Consider the tensor A ∈ R^{3×3×3} with given entries:

A_{111} = −1, A_{221} = −1, A_{311} = −1, A_{132} = 1, A_{312} = −1, A_{233} = 1, A_{313} = 1, A_{323} = −1.

We have ~Ω = { (1, 1), (1, 3), (2, 2), (2, 3), (3, 1), (3, 2) } . The equation (3.6) gives

(3.15)

A_{111}X_{22} − A_{221}X_{11} = 0, A_{111}X_{31} − A_{311}X_{11} = 0, A_{221}X_{31} − A_{311}X_{22} = 0, A_{132}X_{31} − A_{312}X_{13} = 0, A_{233}X_{31} − A_{313}X_{23} = 0, A_{233}X_{32} − A_{323}X_{23} = 0, A_{313}X_{32} − A_{323}X_{31} = 0.

Then, (3.15) can be given as

(3.16)

1 0 −1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 −1 0 0 0 1 0 −1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 −1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1

X_{11} X_{13} X_{22} X_{23} X_{31} X_{32}

= 0.

The subspace of solutions to (3.16) is one dimensional, spanned by the vector (1, −1, 1, 1, 1, −1). Let (î, ĵ, k̂) = (1, 1, 1), since |A_{ijk} | = 1 for all (i, j, k) ∈ Ω. So, we can let X_{11} = 1 and a_1 = b_1 = 1. The values of X_{ij} and w_{ij} in (3.12) are:

X_{11} = w_{11} = 1, X_{13} = w_{13} = −1, X_{22} = w_{22} = 1, X_{23} = w_{23} = 1, X_{31} = w_{31} = 1, X_{32} = w_{32} = −1.

Then, we can get a, b by the formula (3.14) as:

a_1 = 1^{w13=−1} −−−−−→ b_3 = −1^{w23 =1}−−−−→ a_2 = −1^{w22=1}−−−−→ b_2 = −1, b_1 = 1^{w31=1} −−−−→ a_3 = 1. Hence, we get a = (1, −1, 1), b = (1, −1, −1). Finally, we get c = (−1, −1, 1) from (3.8), which gives the rank-1 tensor completion A = a ⊗ b ⊗ c.

4. The Moment-SOS Relaxations

The nuclear norm relaxation may not find a rank-1 tensor completion. When this happens, we propose a moment hierarchy of semidefinite programming relaxations to solve the problem. As shown in Section 3, the rank-1 tensor completion problem (3.5) is equivalent to the feasibility problem:

(4.1) find (a, b) ∈ R^{n1} × R^{n2} s.t. A_{is js k}a_{it} b_{jt} − A_{it jt k}a_{is} b_{js} = 0, (i_s, j_s, k), (i_t, j_t, k) ∈ Ω_k, k = 1, . . . , n_3, a_î = b_ĵ = 1.

The above (î, ĵ) is as in (3.4). To solve (4.1), we select a coercive quadratic objective f(a, b) = [ a b ]_T F [ a b ] , where F is a symmetric positive definite matrix of length (n_1 + n_2). Then, we consider the polynomial optimization problem:

(4.2) min f(a, b) s.t. A_{is js k}a_{it} b_{jt} − A_{it jt k}a_{is} b_{js} = 0, (i_s, j_s, k), (i_t, j_t, k) ∈ Ω_k, k = 1, . . . , n_3, a_î = b_ĵ = 1.

Since F is positive definite, the problem (4.2) has a minimizer if it is feasible.

Assume (a^∗, b^∗) is an optimizer for (4.2). If for each k ∈ [n_3], the equation

(4.3) A_{i1 j1 k} A_{i2 j2 k} . . A_{imk jmk k} = a^∗_{i1} b^∗_{j1} a^∗_{i2} b^∗_{j2} . . a^∗_{imk} b^∗_{jmk} c^∗_k

has a nonzero coefficient vector for c^∗_k, then we get the rank-1 completion A = a^∗ ⊗ b^∗ ⊗ c^∗, with c^∗ = (c^∗_1, · · · , c^∗_{n3} ). This follows from Theorem 3.1.

For convenience of notation, denote the vector variable x = (a_1, . . . , a_{î−1}, a_{î+1}, . . . , a_{n1} , b_1, . . . , b_{ĵ−1}, b_{ĵ+1}, . . . , b_{n1} ) ∈ R^{n̄} , where n̄ = n_1 + n_2 − 2. The objective f(a, b) is a quadratic polynomial in x and we write it as f(x). Denote the set of quadratic polynomials in x:

(4.4) Φ = { A_{is jsk}a_{it} b_{jt} − A_{it jt k}a_{is} b_{js} | | | (i^s, j^s, k), (i^t, j^t, k) ∈ Ω^k, k = 1, . . . , n_3 } . There are totally ∑_{n3} k=1 (_{mk} 2 ) polynomials in Φ, where m_k = |Ω_k|. Then the optimization problem (4.2) can be rewritten as

(4.5) { min f(x) s.t. ϕ(x) = 0 (ϕ ∈ Φ).

For ℓ = 1, 2, · · · , the ℓth order moment relaxation for solving (4.2) is

(4.6) min ⟨f, y⟩ s.t. V^{(2ℓ)}_ϕ [y] = 0 (ϕ ∈ Φ), M_ℓ[y] ⪰ 0, y_0 = 1, y ∈ R^{Nn̄2ℓ} .

We refer to Subsection 2.2 for the notation V^{2k}_p [y] and M_k[y]. Note that the vector y is labelled by monomial powers α ∈ N^{n̄}_{2ℓ} and V^{2k}_p [y], M_k[y] are linear in y. The moment relaxation (4.6) can be implemented in the software GloptiPoly 3 [13].

Suppose y^∗ is an optimizer of (4.6). To extract a minimizer for (4.2), one could consider the rank-1 condition: there exists an integer t ∈ [1, ℓ] such that (4.7) rank M_t[y^∗] = 1.

Note that the entries of y^∗ are labelled by α ∈ N^{n̄}_{2ℓ} . When (4.7) holds, the vector x^∗ = (y^∗_{e1} , . . . , y^∗_{en̄} )

is a minimizer of (4.5). We refer to [27, Sec. 4.2] for this fact.

Theorem 4.1. For the moment relaxation (4.6), we have:

(i) The partially given tensor A has no rank-1 completion if and only if the moment relaxation (4.6) is infeasible for some order ℓ.

(ii) Suppose V_R(Φ) is a nonempty finite set or a nonempty compact smooth variety. If the objective f is generic, then the moment relaxation (4.6) has minimizers and each minimizer y^∗ must satisfy the rank condition (4.7), when ℓ is big enough.

Proof. (i) If the moment relaxation (4.6) is infeasible for some order ℓ, then the feasible set of (4.2) must be empty. This is because (4.6) is a relaxation of (4.2). If the problem (4.2) is infeasible, then we have −1 ∈ Ideal[Φ] + Σ[x], by Real Nullstellensatz (e.g., see [27, Theorem 2.6.3]). So, it must hold (4.8) −1 ∈ Ideal [Φ]_{2ℓ} + Σ[x]_{2ℓ}, when ℓ is big enough. The dual optimization of (4.6) is the SOS relaxation

(4.9) { max γ s.t. f − γ ∈ Ideal[Φ]_{2ℓ} + Σ[x]_{2ℓ}.

The condition (4.8) implies that the maximization problem (4.9) is unbounded above. By the weak duality, the moment relaxation (4.6) must be infeasible.

(ii) First, consider the case that V_R(Φ) = 0 is a nonempty finite set. The moment relaxation (4.6) has minimizers and each minimizer y^∗ must satisfy the rank condition (4.10) rank M_{t−1}[y^∗] = rank M_t[y^∗] for all ℓ big enough. Moreover, there are rank M_t[y^∗] minimizers for (4.5), which are contained in the support of the representing measure for y^∗|_{2t}. These can be implied by [27, Theorem 5.6.1] (also see [26] or [21]). Since the objective f is generically chosen, the optimization problem (4.2) has a unique minimizer, so the rank condition (4.7) holds.

Second, consider the case that V_R(Φ) is a nonempty smooth variety. When f is generic, (4.5) has a unique minimizer u. Since V_R(Φ) is smooth, the classical linear independence qualification condition holds at u. Since f is generic, the second order sufficiency condition also holds at u. Since V_R(Φ) is compact, Ideal[Φ] + Σ[x] is archimedean. Therefore, the moment hierarchy of semidefinite programming relaxations (4.6) has finite convergence. More specifically, when ℓ is big enough, the moment relaxation (4.6) has minimizers and each minimizer y^∗ must satisfy the rank condition (4.10). These facts can be implied by [27, Theorem 5.4.2]. Moreover, there are rank M_t[y^∗] minimizers for (4.5), which are contained in the support of the representing measure for y^∗|_{2t}. Since u is the unique minimizer, the rank condition (4.7) holds. □

5. Symmetric rank-1 tensor completions

This section discusses rank-1 tensor completions for symmetric tensors. Assume the dimension n_1 = n_2 = n_3 = n.

For a partially given symmetric tensor A ∈ S^3(R^n ), we still let Ω denote the set of (i, j, k) such that the value of A_{ijk} is given. Since A is symmetric, we can assume Ω is invariant about permutations, i.e., for each (i, j, k) ∈ Ω, every permutation of (i, j, k) also belongs to Ω. The label set Ω can still be decomposed as in (3.1).

The cubic order symmetric tensor A is rank-1 if and only if A = a^{⊗3}, for some vector a ∈ R^n . Then, for each k ∈ [n], we get

(5.1) A_{i1 j1 k} A_{i2 j2 k} . . A_{imk jmk k} = a_{i1} a_{j1} a_{i2} a_{j2} . . a_{imk} a_{jmk} a_k.

The above implies rank C_k = 1, for the matrix

C_k :=

A_{i1 j1 k} a_{i1} a_{j1} A_{i2 j2 k} a_{i2} a_{j2} . . . . A_{imk jmk k} a_{imk} a_{jmk} .

Note that rank C_k = 1 is equivalent to that all 2-by-2 minors of C_k are zeros, i.e., (5.2) A_{is jsk}a_{it} a_{jt} − A_{it jt k}a_{is} a_{js} = 0 for all 1 ≤ s < t ≤ m_k. This gives (_{mk} 2 ) quadratic equations and there are totally ∑_{n3} k=1 (_{mk} 2 ) such ones.

Note that (5.2) is homogeneous in the vector variable a. If a satisfies (5.2), then so is λa, for every scalar λ. Let (î, ĵ) be the label as in (3.4). Then, we can write a as

(5.3) a =^3 √ τ v, v_îv_ĵ = 1, τ ∈ R, v ∈ R^n . Therefore, we can look for v and τ by solving the following problem:

(5.4) find v ∈ R^n s.t. A_{is js k}v_{it} v_{jt} − A_{it jt k}v_{is} v_{js} = 0, (i_s, j_s, k), (i_t, j_t, k) ∈ Ω_k, k = 1, . . . , n, A_{ijk} = τv_iv_j v_k, (i, j, k) ∈ Ω, v_îv_ĵ = 1, τ ∈ R. 5.1. Nuclear norm relaxation. Let V = vv^T be the symmetric matrix variable, then (5.4) can be equivalently formulated as

(5.5) find V = vv^T ∈ R^{n×n} s.t. A_{isjs k}V_{it jt} − A_{it jt k}V_{is js} = 0, (i_s, j_s, k), (i_t, j_t, k) ∈ Ω_k, k = 1, . . . , n, V_{îĵ} = 1, V ∈ S^n_+.

In the above, (î, ĵ) is as in (3.4) and S^n_+ denotes the cone of all n-by-n real symmetric positive semidefinite matrices.

Theorem 5.1. Suppose A is a partially given symmetric tensor as above. If V = vv^T is a feasible solution for (5.5), then A = τv^{⊗3} with τ as in (5.3) is a rank-1 tensor completion for A. Conversely, if A has a rank-1 tensor completion, then (5.5) has a feasible solution.

Proof. First, suppose V = vv^T is a feasible solution for (5.5). The conditions like (5.2) imply that A = v ⊗ v ⊗ c for some vector c. Since A is a symmetric tensor, c must be a multiple of v. So A = λv ⊗ v ⊗ v for some real scalar λ. Then, for a, τ as in (5.3), A = τv ⊗ v ⊗ v = a^{⊗3} is a rank-1 tensor completion.

Second, suppose A = a^{⊗3} is a rank-1 tensor completion. Let v, τ be as in (5.3), then V = vv^T is a feasible solution for (5.5). □

We can look for a rank-1 solution of (5.5) by solving the nuclear norm relaxation. Since V is symmetric positive semidefinite, the nuclear norm ‖V ‖_∗ = Trace(V ), which denote the trace of V . So, the nuclear norm relaxation of (5.5) is

(5.6) min Trace(V ) s.t. A_{is jsk}V_{it jt} − A_{it jt k}V_{is js} = 0, (i_s, j_s, k), (i_t, j_t, k) ∈ Ω_k, k = 1, . . . , n, V_{îĵ} = 1, V ∈ S^n_+.

The nuclear norm relaxation (5.6) may or may not produce rank-1 completions for symmetric tensors. This can be seen in the following.

Example 5.2. (i) Consider the symmetric tensor A ∈ S^3(R^5 ) with given entries:

A_{221} = 4, A_{341} = 6, A_{451} = 2, A_{512} = 2, A_{532} = 6, A_{123} = 6, A_{543} = 6, A_{225} = 4, A_{535} = 3, A_{555} = 1.

Solving the nuclear norm minimization (5.6), we get the optimal matrix

V^∗ =

0.2500 0.5000 0.7500 0.5000 0.2500 0.5000 1.0000 1.5000 1.0000 0.5000 0.7500 1.5000 2.2500 1.5000 0.7500 0.5000 1.0000 1.5000 1.0000 0.5000 0.2500 0.5000 0.7500 0.5000 0.2500 .

It is rank-1 and V^∗ = v^∗v^{∗T} , with

v^∗ = (0.5000, 1.0000, 1.5000, 1.0000, 0.5000).

This produces the rank-1 tensor completions A = 8v^{⊗3}. (ii) Consider the symmetric tensor A ∈ S^3(R^3 ) with given entries:

A_{111} = 27, A_{321} = 6, A_{212} = 3, A_{322} = 2, A_{233} = 4.

Solving the nuclear norm relaxation (5.6), we get the optimal matrix

V^∗ =

1.0000 0.3333 0.3333 0.3333 0.2222 0.2222 0.3333 0.2222 0.2222 . Since rank V^∗ = 2 > 1, the nuclear norm relaxation (5.6) does not produce a rank-1 tensor completion. On the other hand, the tensor A has a rank-1 completion, since A = (3, 1, 2)^{⊗3}.

5.2. Reduction to matrix completion. For the special case that A is strongly rank-1 completable, (5.5) can be reduced to the rank-1 matrix completion problem:

(5.7) find V ∈ R^{n×n} s.t. rank V = 1, V_{ij} = w_{ij} , (i, j) ∈ ~Ω, V ∈ S^n_+, where the values w_{ij} are given in (3.12).

When the bipartite graph G(V_1, V_2, Γ) is connected, the rank-1 matrix V = vv^T can be similarly found by the iterative formula (3.14).

Example 5.3. Consider the symmetric tensor A ∈ S^3(R^3 ) with given entries: A_{111} = 27, A_{331} = 3, A_{232} = 4, A_{332} = 2, A_{223} = 4, A_{233} = 2, A_{313} = 3, A_{323} = 2.

We have ~Ω = {(1, 1), (3, 1), (2, 2), (3, 2), (2, 3), (3, 3)}. The subspace of solutions to (3.6) is one dimensional, spanned by the vector (1, 1 3 , 4 9 , 2 9 , 2 9 , 1 9 ). Let (î, ĵ, k̂) = (1, 1, 1), since |A_{111}| = max_{(i, j, k)∈Ω} |A_{ijk} |. We can set V_{11} = 1 and v_1 = 1. The values of X_{ij} and w_{ij} in (3.12) are: V_{11} = w_{11} = 1, V_{31} = w_{31} =^1_3 , V_{22} = w_{22} =^4_9 , V_{32} = w_{32} =^2_9 , V_{23} = w_{23} =^2_9 , V_{33} = w_{33} =^1_9 .

The iterative formula (3.14) gives

v_1 = 1^{w31= 13} −−−−→ v_3 = 1 3 w_{32} =^2_9 −−−−→ v_2 = 2 3 . So, we get v = (1,^2_3 ,^1_3 ). This gives the rank-1 tensor completion A = 27v^{⊗3}. 5.3. Moment-SOS relaxations. To find a symmetric tensor completion A = τv^{⊗3}, the problem (5.4) is equivalent to

(5.8) find v ∈ R^n s.t. A_{isjs k}v_{it} v_{jt} − A_{it jt k}v_{is} v_{js} = 0, (i_s, j_s, k), (i_t, j_t, k) ∈ Ω_k, k = 1, . . . , n, v_î = 1.

If there is a feasible point v for (5.8), then A has a rank-1 tensor completion. This is because the conditions like (5.2) imply that A = v ⊗ v ⊗ c for some vector c. Since A is a symmetric tensor, c must be a multiple of v. So, A = λv ⊗ v ⊗ v for some scalar λ. This means that A has a rank-1 tensor completion.

We generically select a coercive objective f(v) = v^T Rv, where R ∈ R^{n×n} is a randomly generated symmetric positive definite matrix. A feasible solution for (5.8) can be found by solving the optimization problem:

(5.9) min f(v) s.t. A_{is jsk}v_{it} v_{jt} − A_{it jt k}v_{is} v_{js} = 0, (i_s, j_s, k), (i_t, j_t, k) ∈ Ω_k, k = 1, . . . , n. v_î = 1.

Since v_î = 1, let x denote the vector variable x = (v_1, . . . , v_{î−1}, v_{î+1}, . . . , v_n). The length of x is n̄ = n − 1. For convenience, we still write f(v) as f(x). Denote the set of quadratic polynomials in x:

(5.10) Ψ = { A_{is jsk}v_{it} v_{jt} − A_{it jt k}v_{is} v_{js} | | | (i^s, j^s, k), (i^t, j^t, k) ∈ Ω^k, k = 1, . . . , n } . There are totally ∑_n k=1 (_{mk} 2 ) polynomials in the set Ψ, where m_k = |Ω_k|. Then (5.9) can be equivalently expressed as

(5.11) { min f(x) s.t. ψ(x) = 0 (ψ ∈ Ψ).

For ℓ = 1, 2, · · · , the ℓth order moment relaxation for solving (5.11) is

(5.12) min ⟨f, y⟩ s.t. V^{(2ℓ)}_ψ [y] = 0 (ψ ∈ Ψ), M_ℓ[y] ⪰ 0, y_0 = 1, y ∈ R^{Nn̄2ℓ} .

The entries of the vector y are labelled by monomial powers α ∈ N^{n̄}_{2ℓ} .

Suppose y^∗ is a minimizer of (5.12). If there exists t ∈ [1, ℓ] such that

(5.13) rank M_t[y^∗] = 1,

then the point x^∗ = (y^∗_{e1} , . . . , y^∗_{en̄} ), is the minimizer of (5.11). We refer to [27, Sec. 4.2] for this fact. The following are the properties of the moment relaxation (5.12).

Theorem 5.4. For the moment relaxation (5.12), we have:

(i) The partially given tensor A has no rank-1 completion if and only if the moment relaxation (5.12) is infeasible for some relaxation order ℓ.

(ii) Suppose V_R(Ψ) is a nonempty finite set or a nonempty smooth compact variety. If f(x) is generically selected as above, then the moment relaxation (5.12) has minimizers and each minimizer y^∗ must satisfy the rank condition (5.13).

Proof. (i) For every x that is feasible for (5.11), the tms y = [x]_{2ℓ} is feasible for the moment relaxation (5.12), for every relaxation order ℓ ≥ 1. Therefore, if (5.12) is infeasible for some ℓ, then (5.11) must be infeasible, i.e., A has no rank-1 completions.

Next, suppose A has no rank-1 completions, i.e., (5.11) is infeasible and V_R(Φ) is empty. By RealNullstellensatz (e.g., see [27, Theorem 2.6.3]), we have −1 ∈ Ideal[Ψ] + Σ[x], so −1 ∈ Ideal [Ψ]_{2ℓ} + Σ[x]_{2ℓ}, when ℓ is big enough. The dual optimization problem of (5.12) is

(5.14) { max γ s.t. f − γ ∈ Ideal [Ψ]_{2ℓ} + Σ[x]_{2ℓ}.

This implies the maximization problem (5.14) is unbounded above. By the weak duality, the moment relaxation (5.12) must be infeasible for all such ℓ.

(ii) First, suppose V_R(Ψ) is a nonempty finite set. When ℓ is large enough, the moment relaxation (5.12) has minimizers and each minimizer y^∗ must satisfy: there exists t ∈ [1, ℓ] such that

(5.15) rank M_{t−1}[y^∗] = rank M_t[y^∗].

Moreover, there are rank M_t[y^∗] minimizers for (5.11), which are contained in the support of the representing measure for y^∗|_{2t}. This can be implied by Theorem 5.6.1 of [27]. When f(x) is generic, the minimizer of (5.11) is unique, so the rank condition (5.13) holds.

Second, suppose V_R(Ψ) is a nonempty compact variety. When f is generic, (5.11) has a unique minimizer x^∗. Since V_R(Ψ) is smooth, the linear independence qualification condition holds at x^∗. Since f is generic, the second order sufficiency condition also holds at x^∗. Since V_R(Ψ) is compact, the sum Ideal[Φ] + Σ[x] is archimedean. Therefore, the moment hierarchy of semidefinite programming relaxations (5.12) has finite convergence. More specifically, when ℓ is big enough, the moment relaxation (5.12) has minimizers and each minimizer y^∗ must satisfy the rank condition (5.15). These facts can be implied by [27, Theorem 5.4.2]. Moreover, in the support of the representing measure for y^∗|_{2t}, there are rank M_t[y^∗] minimizers for (5.11). Since x^∗ is the unique minimizer, the condition (5.13) holds. □

6. Numerical experiments

In this section, we present numerical experiments for computing rank-1 tensor completions. The computations are implemented in MATLAB R2022b, on a desktop PC with CPU @2.10GHz and RAM 16G. The numerical examples are solved with software Gloptipoly 3 [13] and SeDuMi [37]. All computational results are displayed in four decimal digits.

First, we remark that a rank-1 tensor completion A = a ⊗ b ⊗ c can be obtained by solving the unconstrained polynomial optimization:

(6.1) min_{a,b,c} ∑ (i,j,k)∈Ω (A_{ijk} − a_ib_j c_k)^2.

However, solving (6.1) is much more expensive than solving (4.2) by using Moment- SOS relaxations.

Example 6.1. We compare the numerical performance of solving (6.1) and (4.2) by Moment-SOS relaxations, to get rank-1 tensor completions. We randomly generate partially given rank-1 tensors A, for which 20% of its entries are given. The com-

Table 1. Computational performance of (6.1) and (4.2).

n_1 = n_2 = n_3 2 3 4 time for (6.1) 0.42 23.89 2945.13 time for (4.2) 0.03 0.27 0.48

putational time (in seconds) for solving them by the Moment-SOS relaxation (4.6) are shown in Table 1. It is clear that solving (4.2) is much more efficient.

6.1. Performance of nuclear norm relaxations. In this subsection, we explore the performance of nuclear norm relaxations for getting rank-1 tensor completions, for both nonsymmetric and symmetric tensors.

Example 6.2. Let n_1 = n_2 = n_3 = n. We randomly generate rank-1 tensors A ∈ R^{n×n×n} and randomly select the label set Ω of known entries. The density of known tensor entries is measured as den = |Ω|/n^3. For each dimension n, we generate 20 random instances. The success rate is measured as the percentage of successful instances, for which a rank-1 tensor completion is obtained by solving the nuclear norm relaxation (3.9). We report the minimum density, for which the success rate is higher than or equal to 90%. The computational results are shown in Table 2. The computational time (in seconds) is reported as the average time for solving (3.9) by using the software SeDuMi.

Table 2. The minimum density for the success rate of the nuclear norm relaxation (3.9) to be at least 90%.

n den time(s) n den time(s) 3 62% 0.01 12 15% 4.48 4 41% 0.01 13 14% 8.79 5 37% 0.03 14 11% 9.84 6 30% 0.04 15 10% 15.85 7 25% 0.07 16 9% 27.16 8 24% 0.25 17 9% 48.52 9 19% 0.43 18 8% 45.54 10 18% 1.02 19 8% 75.76 11 16% 1.79 20 8% 164.62

Example 6.3. Let n = n_1 = n_2 = n_3. We randomly generate rank-1 symmetric tensors A ∈ R^{n×n×n} . The label set Ω of known tensor entries is generated randomly such that it is invariant for permutations, since A is symmetric. The density of known tensor entries is still measured as den = |Ω|/n^3. For each dimension n, we also generate 20 random instances. The success rate is still measured as the percentage of successful instances, for which a rank-1 tensor completion is obtained by solving the symmetric nuclear norm minimization (5.6). We report the minimum density for which the success rate is at least 90%. The computational results are shown in Table 3.

6.2. Performance for strongly rank-1 completable tensors. In this subsection, we give numerical experiments for strongly rank-1 completable tensors. For such cases, the problem can be reduced to matrix completion. When the bipartite graph G(V_1, V_2, Γ) is connected, the matrix completion problem (3.13) can be solved by the iterative formula (3.14). Doing this is much faster than solving the nuclear norm (3.9) or moment relaxation (4.6).

Example 6.4. Let n_1 = n_2 = n_3 = n. We randomly generate partially given rank-1 tensors A ∈ R^{n×n×n} and randomly select the label set Ω such that A is strongly rank-1 completable, in the following way. First, select i_1 ∈ [n], j_1 ∈ [n]

Table 3. The minimum density for the success rate of the symmetric nuclear norm minimization (5.6) to be at least 90%.

n den time(s) n den time(s) 5 42% 0.01 30 5% 0.26 10 19% 0.02 35 3% 1.69 15 13% 0.07 40 2% 2.01 20 7% 0.13 45 2% 6.53 25 5% 0.25 50 2% 8.06

randomly and initialize ~Ω := {(i_1, j_1)}. Second, we randomly select i_2 ∈ [n] \ {i_1} and j_2 ∈ [n] \ {j_1}, then update ~Ω := ~Ω ∪ {(i_2, j_1), (i_1, j_2)}. We repeat doing this, until {i_1, . . . , i_n} = {j_1, . . . , j_n} = [n]. This gives two paths of connecting edges: a_{i1} → b_{j2} → a_{i3} → b_{j4} → · · · → a_{in−1} → b_{jn} , b_{j1} → a_{i2} → b_{j3} → a_{i4} → · · · → b_{jn−1} → a_{in} . The bipartite graph G(V_1, V_2, Γ) given by ~Ω is connected. After this is done, we generate Ω as follows. For each (i, j) ∈ ~Ω, we randomly select k ∈ [n] and let (i, j, k) ∈ Ω. Then, check the dimension of the solution subspace of (3.6). If it is bigger than one, we randomly select a new triple (i, j, k) ∉ Ω with (i, j) ∈ ~Ω, and let Ω := Ω ∪ {(i, j, k)}. Repeat doing this, until the solution subspace of (3.6) has dimension one. For the label set Ω generated this way, the partially given tensor A is strongly rank-1 completable. For all random instances, we successfully obtained a rank-1 tensor completion by applying the iterative formula (3.14). The computational time (in seconds) is shown in Table 4.

Table 4. Computational time for strongly rank-1 completable tensors with the iterative formula (3.14).

n 10 20 30 40 50 time 0.02 0.03 0.06 0.06 0.08 n 60 70 80 90 100 time 0.12 0.15 0.19 0.25 0.31

6.3. Performance of moment relaxations. For some partially given tensors, the nuclear norm relaxation may fail to give a rank-1 tensor completion. However, by solving moment relaxations, we can always get one, if it exists. This is shown in the following examples.

Example 6.5. Consider the tensor A ∈ R^{5×5×5} with given entries: A_{111} = 3, A_{151} = 1, A_{241} = 4, A_{421} = 1, A_{451} = 1, A_{521} = 1, A_{522} = 1, A_{542} = 2, A_{234} = 4, A_{414} = 6.

For the nuclear norm relaxation (3.9), the optimal matrix is

X^∗ =

1.0000 0.2648 0.0625 0.5296 0.3333 0.4724 0.6667 0.1575 1.3333 0.6667 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.2362 0.3333 0.0787 0.6667 0.3333 0.2362 0.3333 0.0787 0.6667 0.3333 .

Since rank X^∗ = 2 > 1, it does not produce a rank-1 tensor completion. However, by solving the moment relaxation (4.6), we can get the rank-1 tensor completion A = a^∗ ⊗ b^∗ ⊗ c^∗, with

a^∗ = (1.0000, 2.0000, 3.0000, 1.0000, 1.0000), b^∗ = (1.0000, 0.3333, 0.3333, 0.6667, 0.3333), c^∗ = (3.0000, 3.0000, 0, 6.0000, 0).

There are no equations for c_3 and c_5, so we give zero values for them. The computation took around 4.82 seconds.

Example 6.6. Consider the symmetric tensor A ∈ S^3(R^5 ) with given entries:

A_{151} = 2, A_{221} = 9, A_{541} = 10, A_{222} = 27, A_{333} = 64, A_{353} = 32, A_{513} = 8, A_{543} = 40, A_{454} = 50, A_{115} = 2, A_{235} = 24.

For the nuclear norm relaxation (5.6), the optimal matrix is

V^∗ =

0.1961 0.2547 0.7845 0.9806 1.0000 0.2547 4.5000 2.3534 1.2739 1.2991 0.7845 2.3534 8.0000 3.9222 4.0000 0.9806 1.2739 3.9222 4.9028 5.0000 1.0000 1.2991 4.0000 5.0000 5.0991 .

Since rank V^∗ = 3 > 1, it does not produce a rank-1 completion. However, by solving the moment relaxation (5.12), we can get the symmetric rank-1 tensor completion A = (v^∗)^{⊗3}, with

v^∗ = (1.0000, 3.0000, 4.0000, 5.0000, 2.0000).

The computation took around 0.14 seconds.

6.4. An application. We show an application of the rank-1 tensor completion problem in recommendation systems. For instance, movies have categories like adventure, action, comedy, etc. Different audience may watch different movies and give them rating scores in different categories. Since audiences usually do not rate all movies in all categories, the existing rating scores give a partially given cubic order tensor. We can predict missing rating scores by solving a tensor completion problem.

Example 6.7. [11] Consider the case that 8 audience watch 8 movies in 5 categories. Some audience view some movies and gave them rating scores. This produces a partial rating tensor A ∈ R^{8×8×5} . The rating tensor can be labelled as audience − movie − category. In this example, we consider the case that the partially rating tensor A with given rating scores:

A_{181} = 1, A_{561} = 4, A_{631} = 5, A_{841} = 5, A_{252} = 5, A_{312} = 2, A_{562} = 4, A_{612} = 5, A_{622} = 5, A_{732} = 4, A_{742} = 4, A_{123} = 1, A_{513} = 4, A_{773} = 4, A_{164} = 1, A_{174} = 1, A_{314} = 2, A_{384} = 2, A_{424} = 3, A_{474} = 3, A_{614} = 5, A_{624} = 5, A_{784} = 4, A_{355} = 2, A_{565} = 4.

By solving the moment relaxation (4.6), we get the rank-1 tensor completion A = a^∗ ⊗ b^∗ ⊗ c^∗, with a^∗ = (1, 5, 2, 3, 4, 5, 4, 5), b^∗ = (1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1), c^∗ = (1, 1, 1, 1, 1).

We can get missing scores from the equation A = a^∗ ⊗ b^∗ ⊗ c^∗. 6.5. Extension to higher order tensors. This paper focuses on rank-1 completions for cubic order tensors. However, the proposed methods can be naturally extended to higher order tensors. A tensor A ∈ R^{n1 ×···×nd} can be reshaped as a tensor of order 3. For instance, when d = 4, one can reshape A as the new tensor B ∈ R^{n1 ×n2×(n3n4 )} in the way that A_{ijkl} = B_{ijℓ}, for ℓ = (k − 1)n_4 + l. The resulting B is also a partially given tensor. We can apply the proposed methods to get a rank-1 completion B = a ⊗ b ⊗ ĉ ∈ R^{n1 ×n2×(n3n4 )}. If ĉ can also be reshaped as a rank-1 matrix cd^T ∈ R^{n3 ×n4} , then the above produces a rank-1 tensor completion A = a ⊗ b ⊗ c ⊗ d. However, if ĉ cannot be reshaped as a rank-1 matrix, then this does not give a rank-1 completion for A. Example 6.8. (i) Consider the tensor A ∈ R^{2×2×2×2} with given entries: A_{2211} = 12, A_{1121} = 4, A_{2121} = 8, A_{2221} = 4, A_{1112} = 6, A_{2222} = 2.

It can be reshaped as the cubic tensor B ∈ R^{2×2×4} with B_{221} = 12, B_{112} = 4, B_{212} = 8, B_{222} = 4, B_{113} = 6, B_{224} = 2.

By solving the moment relaxation (4.6), we get B = a^∗ ⊗ b^∗ ⊗ ĉ, with a^∗ = (0.5000, 1.0000), b^∗ = (2.0000, 1.0000), ĉ = (12.0000, 4.0000, 6.0000, 2.0000).

The vector ĉ can be reshaped to the rank-1 matrix c^∗d^{∗T} with c^∗ = (12.0000, 4.0000), d^∗ = (1.0000, 0.5000).

Therefore, we get the rank-1 completion A = a^∗ ⊗ b^∗ ⊗ c^∗ ⊗ d^∗. (ii) Consider the tensor A ∈ R^{3×3×3×3} with given entries:

A_{1311} = 6, A_{3111} = 24, A_{3211} = 12, A_{3311} = 12, A_{2321} = 4, A_{2231} = 8, A_{3231} = 8, A_{3331} = 8, A_{2122} = 4, A_{2322} = 2, A_{3122} = 4, A_{2313} = 18, A_{1223} = 3, A_{2233} = 12, A_{2333} = 12.

It can be reshaped to the cubic tensor B ∈ R^{3×3×9} with

B_{131} = 6, B_{311} = 24, B_{321} = 12, B_{331} = 12, B_{232} = 4, B_{223} = 8, B_{323} = 8, B_{333} = 8, B_{215} = 4, B_{235} = 2, B_{315} = 4, B_{237} = 18, B_{128} = 3, B_{229} = 12, B_{239} = 12.

By solving the moment relaxation (4.6), we get B = a^∗ ⊗ b^∗ ⊗ ĉ, with a^∗ = (1.0000, 2.0000, 2.0000), b^∗ = (2.0000, 1.0000, 1.0000), ĉ = (6.0000, 2.0000, 4.0000, 0, 1.0000, 0, 9.0000, 3.0000, 6.0000).

There are no equations for c_4 and c_6, so we give zero values for them. The vector ĉ cannot be reshaped to a rank-1 matrix, so the above does not produce a rank-1 tensor completion. However, we remark that this tensor A has a rank-1 completion, e.g., A = a ⊗ b ⊗ c ⊗ d with a = (1, 2, 2), b = (2, 1, 1), c = (3, 1, 2), d = (2, 1, 3).

7. Conclusions

This paper studies the rank-1 tensor completion problem for cubic order tensors. It aims at finding missing values of a partially given tensor so that it is rank-1. We reformulate this problem equivalently as a special rank-1 matrix recovery problem, which looks for a rank-1 matrix satisfying a set of linear equations. We propose both nuclear norm relaxation and moment relaxation methods for solving the resulting rank-1 matrix recovery problem. The nuclear norm relaxation sometimes get a rank- 1 tensor completion, but sometimes it does not. The moment relaxation always get a rank-1 tensor completion or detect its nonexistence. For computational comparison, the nuclear norm relaxation approach solves relatively larger problems, while the moment relaxation approach solves relatively smaller ones. For the special class of strongly rank-1 completable tensors, the problem can be reduced to a rank-1 matrix completion problem. When the corresponding bipartite graph is connected, a rank-1 tensor completion can be obtained by applying an iterative formula. For strongly rank-1 completable tensors, much larger problems can be solved efficiently. Numerical experiments are provided to demonstrate the efficiency of these proposed methods.

References

[1] M. Ashraphijuo, V. Aggarwal, and X. Wang, A characterization of sampling patterns for low-Tucker-rank tensor completion problem, in 2017 IEEE International Symposium on Information Theory, Aachen, 2017, pp. 531–535.

[2] M. Bai, X. Zhang, G. Ni, and C. Cui, An adaptive correction approach for tensor completion, SIAM J. Imaging Sci., 9(3), pp. 1298–1323, 2016.

[3] J.-F. Cai, E. J. Candès, and Z. Shen, A singular value thresholding algorithm for matrix completion, SIAM. J. Optim., 20 (2010), pp. 1956–1982.

[4] E. Candes and B. Recht, Exact matrix completion via convex optimization, Commun.

ACM., 55 (2012), pp. 111–119.

[5] A. Cosse and L. Demanet, Stable rank-one matrix completion is solved by the level 2 lasserre relaxation, Found. Comput. Math., 21 (2021), pp. 891–940.

[6] C.-F. Cui, Y.-H. Dai, and J. Nie, All real eigenvalues of symmetric tensors, SIAM. J.

Matrix Anal. Appl., 35 (2014), pp. 1582–1601.

[7] L. De Lathauwer, B. De Moor, and J. Vandewalle, A multilinear singular value decomposition, SIAM. J. Matrix Anal. Appl., 21 (2000), pp. 1253–1278.

[8] L. De Lathauwer, B. De Moor, and J. Vandewalle, Computation of the canonical decomposition by means of a simultaneous generalized Schur decomposition, SIAM. J. Matrix Anal. Appl., 26 (2004), pp. 295–327.

[9] S. Dong, B. Gao, Y. Guan, and F. Glineur, New Riemannian preconditioned algorithms for tensor completion via polyadic decomposition, SIAM. J. Matrix Anal. Appl., 43 (2022), pp. 840–866.

[10] S. Friedland and L.-H. Lim, Nuclear norm of higher-order tensors, Math. Comput., 87 (2018), pp. 1255–1281.

[11] E. Frolov and I. Oseledets, Tensor methods and recommender systems, WIRES. DATA.

MIN. KNOWL., 7(2017), p. e1201.

[12] B. Gao, R. Peng, and Y.-x. Yuan, Riemannian preconditioned algorithms for tensor completion via tensor ring decomposition, Comput. Optim. Appl., (2024), pp. 1–26.

[13] D. Henrion, J. B. Lasserre, and J. Loefberg, GloptiPoly 3: moments, optimization and semidefinite programming, Optim. Mrthod. Softw., 24 (2009), pp. 761–779.

[14] C. Hillar and L.-H. Lim, Most tensor problems are NP-hard, J. ACM., 60 (2013), pp. 1–39. [15] T. Kahle, K. Kubjas, M. Kummer, and Z. Rosen, The geometry of rank-one tensor completion, SIAM. J. Appl. Algebra. Geom., 1 (2017), pp. 200–221.

[16] A. Karatzoglou, X. Amatriain, L. Baltrunas, and N. Oliver, Multiverse recommendation: n-dimensional tensor factorization for context-aware collaborative filtering, Proceedings of the Fourth ACM Conference on Recommender Systems, New York, NY, 2010, pp. 79–86.

[17] T. Kolda and B. W. Bader, Tensor decompositions and applications, SIAM. Rev., 51 (2009), pp. 455–500.

[18] D. Kressner, M. Steinlechner, and B. Vandereycken, Low-rank tensor completion by Riemannian optimization, BIT. Numer. Math., 54 (2014), pp. 447–468.

[19] J.M. Landsberg, Tensors: Geometry and Applications. Graduate Studies in Mathematics, 128, American Mathematical Society, Providence, RI, 2012.

[20] J. B. Lasserre, An introduction to polynomial and semi-algebraic optimization, Cambridge University Press, 2015.

[21] M. Laurent, Sums of squares, moment matrices and optimization over polynomials, in Emerging Applications of Algebraic Geometry, M. Putinar and S. Sullivant, eds., The IMA volumes in mathematics and its applications, Springer, New York, 2009, pp. 157–270.

[22] L.-H. Lim. Tensors and hypermatrices, in: L. Hogben (Ed.), Handbook of linear algebra, 2nd Ed., CRC Press, Boca Raton, FL, 2013.

[23] L.-H. Lim and P. Comon, Blind multilinear identification, IEEE. Trans. Inf. Theory., 60 (2013), pp. 1260–1280.

[24] J. Liu, P. Musialski, P. Wonka, and J. Ye, Tensor completion for estimating missing values in visual data, IEEE. Trans. Pattern. Anal. Mach. Intell., 35 (2012), pp. 208–220.

[25] C. Mu, B. Huang, J. Wright, and D. Goldfarb, Square deal: lower bounds and improved relaxations for tensor recovery, Proceeding of the International Conference on Machine Learning (PMLR), 32 (2014), pp. 73-81.

[26] J. Nie, Polynomial optimization with real varieties, SIAM. J. Optim., 23 (2013), pp. 1634– 1646.

[27] J. Nie, Moment and Polynomial Optimization, SIAM, 2023.

[28] J. Nie, Symmetric tensor nuclear norms, SIAM. J. Appl. Algebra. Geom., 1(1), 599–625, 2017.

[29] J. Nie, Generating polynomials and symmetric tensor decompositions, Found. Comput.

Math., 17(2), 423–465, 2017.

[30] J. Nie and X. Zhang, Real eigenvalues of nonsymmetric tensors, Comp. Opt. and Appl., 70(1), 1–32, 2018.

[31] J. Nie, L. Wang and Z. Zheng, Low rank tensor decompositions and approximations, Journal of the Operations Research Society of China, to appear, 2023.

[32] W. Qin, H. Wang, F. Zhang, J. Wang, X. Luo, and T. Huang, Low-rank high-order tensor completion with applications in visual data, IEEE. Trans. Image. Process., 31 (2022), pp. 2433–2448.

[33] D. Qiu, M. Bai, M. K. Ng, and X. Zhang, Robust low transformed multi-rank tensor methods for image alignment, J. SCI. Comput., 87 (2021), Article No. 24.

[34] H. Rauhut, R. Schneider, and Ž. Stojanac, Low rank tensor recovery via iterative hard thresholding, Linear. Algebra. Appl., 523 (2017), pp. 220–262.

[35] B. Recht, M. Fazel, and P. A. Parrilo, Guaranteed minimum-rank solutions of linear matrix equations via nuclear norm minimization, SIAM. Rev., 52 (2010), pp. 471–501.

[36] L. Sorber, M. Van Barel, and L. De Lathauwer, Optimization-based algorithms for tensor decompositions: canonical polyadic decomposition, decomposition in rank-(L_r , L_r, 1) terms, and a new generalization, SIAM. J. Optim. 23 (2013), 695–720.

[37] J. F. Sturm, Using sedumi 1.02, a MATLAB toolbox for optimization over symmetric cones, Optim. Methods Softw., 11 (1999), pp. 625–653.

[38] G. Tang and P. Shah, Guaranteed tensor decomposition: A moment approach, in International Conference on Machine Learning, Lille, FR, 37 (2015), pp. 1491–1500.

[39] S. Telen and N. Vannieuwenhoven, A normal form algorithm for tensor rank decomposition, ACM. T. Math. Software., 48 (2022), pp. 1-35.

[40] F. Tian, M. Pasha, M. E. Kilmer, E. Miller, and A. Patra, Tensor completion with BMD factor nuclear norm minimization, Preprint, 2024. arxiv.org/abs/2402.13068.

[41] M. Yuan and C.-H. Zhang, On tensor completion via nuclear norm minimization, Found.

Comput. Math. 16 (2016), pp. 1031–1068.

[42] X. Zhao, M. Bai, and M. K. Ng, Nonconvex optimization for robust tensor completion from grossly sparse observations, J. SCI. Comput., 85 (2020), Article No. 46.

Jinling Zhou, Zheng Peng, Guangming Zhou, School of Mathematics and Computational Science, Xiangtan University, Xiangtan, Hunan, 411105, China.

Email address: jinlingzhou@smail.xtu.edu.cn, pzheng@xtu.edu.cn, zhougm@xtu.edu.cn

Jiawang Nie, Department of Mathematics, University of California San Diego, 9500 Gilman Drive, La Jolla, CA, USA, 92093.

Email address: njw@math.ucsd.edu