arXiv:1504.05477v4 [cs.DS] 30 Oct 2015

Randomized Block Krylov Methods for Stronger and
Faster Approximate Singular Value Decomposition

Cameron Musco Christopher Musco
Massachusetts Institute of Technology, EECSViassachusetts Institute of Technology, EECS
Cambridge, MA 02139, USA Cambridge, MA 02139, USA
cnmusco@mit.edu cpmusco@mit.edu
Abstract

Since being analyzed by Rokhlin, Szlam, and Tygert [1] anduperized by
Halko, Martinsson, and Troppl[2], randomized Simultane®ower Iteration has
become the method of choice for approximate singular vadwehposition. It is
more accurate than simpler sketching algorithms, yetatifiverges quickly for
any matrix, independently of singular value gaps. Aft¥fl /¢) iterations, it gives
a low-rank approximation withiil + ¢) of optimal for spectral norm error.

We give the first provable runtime improvement on Simultarsdteration: a sim-
ple randomized block Krylov method, closely related to tlassic Block Lanczos
algorithm, gives the same guarantees in {ugt//€) iterations and performs sub-
stantially better experimentally. Despite their long bigt our analysis is the first
of a Krylov subspace method that does not depend on singallae gaps, which
are unreliable in practice.

Furthermore, while it is a simple accuracy benchmark, gvene) error for spec-
tral norm low-rank approximation does not imply that an aidyon returns high
quality principal components, a major issue for data apfibms. We address this
problem for the first time by showing that both Block Kryloedation and a minor
modification of Simultaneous Iteration give nearly optirR&@A for any matrix.
This result further justifies their strength over non-iterasketching methods.

Finally, we give insight beyond the worst case, justifyingywboth algorithms can
run much faster in practice than predicted. We clarify hawmse techniques can
take advantage of common matrix properties to significamjyrove runtime.

1 Introduction

Any matrix A € R™*< with rankr can be written using a singular value decomposition (SVD) as
A =UXVT, U e R™*" andV € R¥*" have orthonormal columng\(s left and right singular
vectors) an® € R"*" is a positive diagonal matrix containigy's singular valuessy > ... > o,.

A rank k partial SVD algorithm returns just the top left or right singular vectors oA.. These are
the firstk columns ofU or V, denotedU;, andV, respectively.

Among countless applications, the SVD is used for optimattank approximation and principal
component analysis (POA)Specifically, fork < r, a partial SVD can be used to construct a rank
approximationA;, such that botff A — A || and||A — Aj||» are as small as possible. We simply
setA, = U,UF A. Thatis,Ay is A projected onto the space spanned by itsit@ngular vectors.

For principal component analysid,’s top singular vecton; provides a top principal component,
which describes the direction of greatest variance witirThe:" singular vectom;, provides the

Typically after mean centering’s columns or rows, depending on which principal componergsvant.
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i principal component, which is the direction of greatestarare orthogonal to all higher principal
components. Formally, denotiry's " singular value as;,
u/ AATw, = o7 = max xTAATx.
x:||x]|2=1, xLu;Vj<i
Traditional SVD algorithms are expensive, typically rumpin O(nd?) timéd. Hence, there has
been substantial research on randomized techniques #iahearly optimal low-rank approxima-
tion and PCAI[4[ 5, 11,1Z,16]. These methods are quickly becgretandard tools in practice and

implementations are widely available [7] 8] 9] 10], inchglin popular learning libraries like scikit-
learn [11].

Recent work focuses on algorithms whose runtigdesor depend on properties of A. In contrast,
classical literature typically gives runtime bounds thapend on the gaps betwedds singular
values and become useless when these gaps are small (whifteristhe case in practice — see
Sectior8). This limitation is due to a focus on how quicklpagximate singular vectors converge
to the actual singular vectors &f. When two singular vectors have nearly identical valueyg tre
difficult to distinguish, so convergence inherently depeod singular value gaps.

Only recently has a shift in approximation goal, along withimproved understanding of random-
ization, allowed for algorithms that avoid gap dependemckthus run provably fast famy matrix.
For low-rank approximation and PCA, we only need to find a pabs that captures nearly as much
variance asA's top singular vectors — distinguishing between two clasgdar values is overkill.

1.1 Prior Work

The fastest randomized SVD algorithrhs[[4, 6] rurCitunz(A)) timed, are based on non-iterative
sketching methods, and return a raninatrix Z with orthonormal columng,, . . . , z;, satisfying

Frobenius Norm Error: |A —ZZTA|r < (1+€)||A— Axllr. 1)

Unfortunately, as emphasized in prior work[[1] 2 [12, 13henius norm error is often hopelessly
insufficient, especially for data analysis and learning applications. Wherhas a “heavy-tail” of
singular values, which is common for noisy ddta, — A.[|7. = >".. , o7 can be huge, potentially
much larger thamA’s top singular value. This rendefs (1) meaningless sil@oes not need to
align with any large singular vectors to obtain good muiltigtive error.

To address this shortcoming, a number of papers [4, 12, 13sugbest targeting spectral norm
low-rank approximation error,

Spectral Norm Error: |A —ZZTAlls < (14 €)||A — Agll2, 2

which is intuitively stronger. When looking for a rakapproximation A’s top & singular vectors
are often considered data and the remaining tail is cormideoise. A spectral norm guarantee
roughly ensures th&Z” A recoversA up to this noise threshold.

A series of workl[[1, 2, 15, 16, 14] shows that decades old Sanebus Power Iteration (also called
subspace iteration or orthogonal iteration) implementi kmndom start vectors, achieves (2) after
O(1/e) iterations. Hence, this method, which was popularized bikéjavartinsson, and Tropp in
[2], has become the randomized SVD algorithm of choice facptioners|[11, 17].

2  Our Results

2.1 Faster Algorithm

We show that Algorithni2, a randomized relative of the Blo@ntzos algorithni 18, 19], which
we call Block Krylov lteration, gives the same guaranteeSiasultaneous lteration (Algorithfd 1)

2This is somewhat of an oversimplicifcation. By the Abel-fifTheorem, arexact SVD is incomputable
even with exact arithmeti¢ [3]. Accordingly, all SVD algtmn are inherently iteratively. Nevertheless, tra-
ditional methods including the ubiquitous QR algorithmaibtsuperlinear convergence rates for the low-rank
approximation problem. In any reasonable computing envirent, they can be taken to rund(nd?) time.

*Herennz(A) is the number of non-zero entriesand this runtime hides lower order terms.



in just O(1/,/e) iterations. This not only gives the fastest known theoagtiantime for achieving
(2), but also yields substantially better performance acpice (see Sectidd 8).

Even though the algorithm has been discussed and testedtintjal improvement over Simulta-
neous Iteration [1, 20, 21], theoretical bounds for Krylobspace and Lanczos methods are much
more limited. As highlighted ir [12],

“Despite decades of research on Lanczos methods, the tf@ofsandomized
power iteration] is more complete and provides strong guaes of excellent
accuracy, whether or not there exist any gaps between thalainvalues.”

Our work addresses this issue, giving the first gap indepdreind for a Krylov subspace method.

Algorithm 1 SIMULTANEOUS | TERATION Algorithm 2 BLOCK KRYLOV I TERATION
input: A € R"*4, errore € (0,1), rankk < n,d input: A € R"*?, errore € (0,1), rankk < n,d
output: Z € R"** output: Z ¢ R"**
L g = O(84) I ~ N(0,1)4xF 1 q:=O(*E1), IL ~ N (0, 1)<
2. K:= (AAT)" ALl 2. K := [ATL, (AAT)ATL, ..., (AAT)9ATI]
3: Orthonormalize the columns d&€ to obtain 3: Orthonormalize the columns & to obtain
QERnXk. QeRank'

N
D

: ComputeM := QTAATQ € RF*F, . ComputeM := QTAATQ € Rikxdk,
: SetUy, to the topk singular vectors oM. 5: SetUy, to the topk singular vectors oM.
return Z = QUy,. return Z = QUy.

(&)

o
o

2.2 Stronger Guarantees

In addition to runtime improvements, we target a much steomgtion of approximate SVD that is
needed for many applications, but for which no gap-indepahdnalysis was known.

Specifically, as noted in_[22], while intuitively strongérain Frobenius norm errofl + ¢) spec-
tral norm low-rank approximation error does not guarantgeaccuracy irZ for many matriced
ConsiderA with its top & + 1 squared singular values all equallio followed by a tail of smaller
singular values (e.gl000k at1). ||[A — Ag||3 = 10 butin fact|A — ZZ* A |2 = 10 for any rank
k Z, leaving the spectral norm bound useless. At the same fithe; A, ||% is large, so Frobenius
error is meaningless as well. For examptey Z obtains||A — ZZT A||Z < (1.01)]|A — Ax||%.

With this scenario in mind, it is unsurprising that low-raagproximation guarantees fail as an
accuracy measure in practice. We ran a standard sketchedwel-approximate SVD algorithm
(see Sectioh 3l1) on SNARMAzZON0302, an Amazon product co-purchasing datase{[23, 24], and
achieved very good low-rank approximation error in bothmefork = 30:

|A —ZZTA|r < 1.001|A — Ail|r and ||A —ZZTA|y < 1.038]|A — Ay

However, the approximate principal components giverZbgre of significantly lower quality than
A’s true singular vectors (see Figlfe 1). We saw a similar pireamon for the popular 20 BNvs-
GRoOuUPsdataset([25] and several others. Additionally, the posrfagilure of low rank approxima-
tion measures was recently raised.in/[22].

We address this issue by introducing a per vector guaraméedquires each approximate singular
vectorzy, .. .,z to capture nearly as much variance as the correspondingitrgelar vector:

Per Vector Error: Vi, |uf AATw; — 2] AATz;| < eo . (3)

The error bound{3) is very strong in that it depends@@rl, meaning that it is better then relative
error, i.e.[ul AATu; —z AATz;| < eo?, for A’s large singular vectors. While it is reminiscent
of the bounds sought in classical numerical analysis [26]stress that it does not require eagho
converge tau; in the presence of small singular value gaps. In fact, we gshatboth randomized

“In fact, it does not even implgl + €) Frobenius norm error.



T T
450 4
. o?= uT(AAT)u,
400 ! ! 1 B
T apT
@ s B 7 aahy ]
=
g 300 E
© 250 E
=
E’ 200 -
0 150 i
100 4
50| —
5 10 15 ) 20 25 30
Index i

Figure 1: Poor per vector errdr](3) for SNARMAzON0302 returned by a sketch-and-solve ap-
proximate SVD that gives very good low-rank approximatiototh spectral and Frobenius norm.

Block Krylov Iteration and our slightly modified Simultane Iteration algorithfhachieve[(B) in
gap-independent runtimes.

2.3 Main Result

Our contributions are summarized in Theofém 1, whose propéars in parts as Theorefs 6 &hd 7
in Sectior® (runtime) and Theorefns [0 11, 12 in Sekli@ecéuracy).

Theorem 1 (Main Theorem) With high probability, Algorithms[ll and 2l find approximate singular
vectors Z = |z, . .., zg] satisfying guarantees (Ml) and @) for low-rank approximation and (3) for
PCA. For error ¢, Algorithm (Il requires ¢ = O(log d/¢) iterations while Algorithm 2| requires q =
O(log d/+/€) iterations. Excluding lower order terms, both algorithms run in time O(nnz(A)kq).

We note that, while Simultaneous Iteration was known to@ah[[2) [14], surprisingly we are first
to prove that it gived (1), a qualitatively weaker goal.

In Sectior¥ we use our results to give an alternative arabyfsboth algorithms thafoes depend
on singular value gaps and can offer significantly fasteveayence wherA has decaying singular
values. Itis possible to take further advantage of thisltésurunning Algorithm$ 1l andl2 with B
that has> k columns, a simple modification for accelerating either radth

Finally, Sectior B contains a number of experiments on la@a problems. We justify the im-
portance of gap independent bounds for predicting algoritbnvergence and we show that Block
Krylov Iteration in fact significantly outperforms the mguepular Simultaneous Iteration.

2.4 Comparison to Classical Bounds

Decades of work has produced a variety of gapendent bounds for power iteration and Krylov
subspace methods. We refer the reader to Saad’s standardned[[2[7]. Most relevant to our
work are bounds for block Krylov methods with block size ddaa: [28]. Roughly speaking, with
randomized initialization, these results offer guarasiguivalent to our strong equati@n (3) for the
top k£ singular directions after:

o [ togld/e)

iterations

This bound is recovered by our Sect[dn 7 results and, whetathet accuracy is smaller than the
relative singular value gawi /or+1 — 1), it is tighter than our gap independent results. However,
as discussed in Sectign 8, for high dimensional data prableherec is set far above machine
precision, gap independent bounds more accurately predjatred iteration count.

SFor guaranted [3) it is important that Algorittith 1 includesstgprocessing steps 4 and 5 rather than just
returning a basis faK, which is sufficient for the low-rank approximation guares.



Less comparable to our results are attempts to analyzeithlgsrwith block sizesmaller thank
[26]. While “small block” or single vector algorithms offeuntime advantages, it is well understood
that withb duplicate singular values, it is impossible to recover tigekt singular directions with a
block of size< b [29]. More generally, large singular value clusters slomergence, so any small
block algorithm must have runtime dependence on the gapgekatach adjacent pair of top k
singular values [30]. We believe that obtaining simpler theoretical boufaissmall block methods
is an interesting direction for future work.

3 Background and Intuition

We will start by 1) providing background on algorithms forpapximate singular value decom-
position and 2) giving intuition for Simultaneous Powerrdtiion and Block Krylov methods and
justifying why they can give strong gap-independent ert@rgntees.

3.1 Frobenius Norm Error

Progress on algorithms for Frobenius norm error low-rangc@ximation{1) has been considerable.
Work in this direction dates back to the strong rank-revep®R factorizations of Gu and Eisenstat
[31]. They give deterministic algorithms that run in approately O(ndk) time, vs.O(nd?) for a
full SVD, but only guarantee polynomial factor Frobeniusmeerror.

Recently, randomization has been applied to achieve ewerfalgorithms withi(1 + ¢) error. The
paradigm is to compute laear sketch of A into very few dimensions using either a column sam-
pling matrix or Johnson-Lindenstrauss random projectiairix II. Typically AII has at most
poly(k/e) columns and can be used to quickly filid Specifically,Z is typically taken to be the top

k left singular vectors oATI or of A projected ontcATI [32,[4].

Apxa X depoly(k/e) = (AH)nXpoly(k/e)
This approach was developed and refined in several pioneersults, including[[33, 34, 35, 36]
for column sampling,[[37.]5] for random projection, and diifie work by Sarlés([4]. Recent
work on sparse Johnson-Lindenstrauss type matfi¢ces|[8938as significantly reduced the cost of
multiplying ATI, bringing the cost of Frobenius error low-rank approximatiown toO (nnz(A)+
npoly(k/e€)) time, where the first term is considered to dominate sincedjly & < n, d.

The sketch-and-solve method is very efficient — the commurtatf AII is easily parallelized and,
regardless, pass-efficient in a single processor settimgh&more, once a small compressionof
is obtained, it can be manipulated in fast memory to fhdThis is not typically true ofA itself,
making it difficult to directly process the original matrikall.

3.2 Spectral Norm Error via Simultaneous Iteration

Unfortunately, as discussed, Frobenius norm error is afteufficient whenA has a heavy singular
value tail. Moreover, it seems an inherent limitation oftskeand-solve methods. The noise from
A’s lowerr — k singular values corruptAIl, making it impossible to extract a good partial SVD
if the sum of these singular values (equallth — A|/%) is too large. In other words, any error
inherently depends on the size of this tail.

In order to achieve spectral norm err} (2), Simultaneosimtion must reduce this noise down to
the scale ob, 1 = ||[A — Ay|2. It does this by working with the powered matrA¢ [40,41]8

By the spectral theoren®\? has exactly the samengular vectors as A, but itssingular values are
equal to the singular values & raised to the;" power. Powering spreads the values apart and
accordingly,A?’s lower singular values are relatively much smaller tharap singular values (see
Figure[2h for an example).

Specifically,q = O(@) is sufficient to increase any singular valie(1l + €)oy41 to be signifi-
cantly (i.e. poly(d) times) larger than any valu€ o41. This effectively denoises our problem —
if we use a sketching method to find a gdédior approximatingA? up to Frobenius norm errdz,
will have to align very well with every singular vector witlale> (1 + €)og41. It thus provides
an accurate basis for approximatiAgup to small spectral norm error.

®For nonsymmetric matrices we work witAA™)? A, but present the symmetric case here for simplicity.
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Figure 2: Replacing\ with a matrix polynomial facilitates higher accuracy appnoation.

ComputingA¢? directly is costly, scAIT is computed iteratively. We start with a randdiand
repeatedly multiply byA on the left. Since even a rough Frobenius norm approximdtom.
suffices,II is often chosen to have justcolumns. Each iteration thus takégnnz(A)k) time.
After AT is computedZ can simply be set to a basis for its column span.

To the best of our knowledge, this approach to analyzing $amaous Iteration without dependence
on singular value gaps began with [1]. The technique was lpogead in [2] and its analysis im-
proved in [15] and([16].[T14] gives the first bound that diteetchieves[(R) withO(log d/¢) power
iterations. All of these papers rely on an improved undediteg of the benefits of starting with a
randomizedT, which has developed from work on the sketch-and-solvedigna

3.3 Beating Simultaneous Iteration with Krylov Methods

As mentioned, numerous papers hint at the possibility ofibg&imultaneous Iteration with block
Krylov methods[[18, 19, 28]. In particularJ[1], [20] and [[Xuggest and experimentally confirm the
potential of a randomized variant of the Block Lanczos atgar, which we refer to as Block Krylov
Iteration (Algorithm2). However, none of these papers dgheapretical bounds on the algorithm’s
performance.

The intuition behind Block Krylov Iteration matches that mfiny accelerated iterative methods.
Simply put, there are better polynomials thAr for denoising tail singular values. In particular,
we can use &wer degree polynomial, allowing us to compute fewer powersffand thus leading

to an algorithm with fewer iterations. For example, an appiadely shiftedg = O(%) degree

Chebyshev polynomial can push the tail&early as close to zero #°(°s4/<) even if the long
run growth of the polynomial is much lower (see Figuré 2b).

Block Krylov Iteration takes advantage of such polynomiatsvorking with the Krylov subspace,
K=[II AIl Al ASII ... AYI],

from which we can construgt, (A)II for any polynomialp,(-) of degreeq[l Since an effective
polynomial for denoising\ must be scaled and shifted based on the value. of, we cannot easily
compute it directly. Instead, we argue that the very kasink approximation ta\ lying in the span
of K at least matches the approximation achieved by projecting the span op,(A)IIL. Finding
this best approximation will therefore give a nearly opfitoa/-rank approximation ta\.

Unfortunately, there’s a catch. Perhaps surprisinglys idt clear how to efficiently compute the
best spectral norm error low-rank approximatiomddying in a specific subspace (e.K’s span)
[16,[42]. This challenge precludes an analysis of Krylovhmes parallel to the recent work on

" Algorithm[2 in fact only constructs odd powered termdinwhich is sufficient for our choice of, (z).



Simultaneous lteration. Nevertheless, we show that coimgpthe best Frobenius error low-rank
approximation in the span &, exactly the post-processing step taken by classic Blocictas
and our method, will give a good enough spectral norm appration for achievind1 + ¢) error.

3.4 Stronger Per Vector Error Guarantees

Achieving the per vector guarantee[df (3) requires a moreceunderstanding of how Simultane-
ous lteration and Block Krylov Iteration denoise the spattiof A. The analysis for spectral norm
low-rank approximation relies on the fact thaf (or p,(A) for Block Krylov Iteration) blows up
any singular value> (1 + €)ox+1 to much larger than any singular valgeo .. This ensures that
theZ outputted by both algorithms aligns very well with the sitagwectors corresponding to these
large singular values.

If o, > (1 + €)ory1, thenZ aligns well with all topk singular vectors ofA and we get good
Frobenius norm error and the per vector guaranike (3). tinfately, when there is a small gap
betweery;, andoy 1, Z could miss intermediate singular vectors whose valuesdieréenoy, 1
and(1 + €)ok1. This is the case where gap dependent guarantees of classatgsis break down.

However,A 7 or, for Block Krylov Iteration, somg-degree polynomial in our Krylov subspace, also
significantly separates singular valuesr; ., from those< (1 — ¢)og+1. Thus, each column &

at least aligns withA nearly as well asi; 1. So, even if we miss singular values betwegn; and
(1+ €)ok+1, they will be replaced with approximate singular value$l — €)oy+1, enough for[(B).

For Frobenius norm low-rank approximation, we prove thatdkgree to whiclZ falls outside of
the span ofA’s top & singular vectors depends on the number of singular valuggleas ., and
(1—€)or+1. These are the values that could be ‘swapped in’ for the i singular values. Since
their weight counts toward4’s tail, our total loss compared to optimal is at wor$fA — Ay | %.

4 Preliminaries

Before proceeding to the full technical analysis, we owemiequired results from linear algebra,
polynomial approximation, and randomized low-rank appration.

4.1 Singular Value Decomposition and Low-Rank Approximation

Using the SVD, we compute the pseudoinvers@of R"*¢ asA+T = VE~1U7T. Additionally,
for any polynomiap(x), we definep(A) = Up(X)VT. Note that, since singular values are always
take to be non-negativg(A)’s singular values are given By(X)|.

Let 3, beX with all but its largesk singular values zeroed out. LEl, andV;, beU andV with
all but their firstk columns zeroed out. For aky A}, = UX, VT = UkaV}f is the closest rank
k approximation toA for any unitarily invariant norm, including the Frobeniusrm and spectral
norm [43]. The squared Frobenius norm is given|ay||7. = 3=, . A7, = tr(AAT) = )~ o7.
The spectral norm is given BjA |2 = o1.

|A—Agllr=_min ||JA-B|r and |[|[A—-Agle=_ min ||JA—-B]|s.
Bj|rank(B)=Fk Blrank(B)=Fk

We often work with the remainder matrk— A and label itA,,.\ ;.. Its singular value decomposition
is given byA,,.\;, = UT\,CZ)T\,CVTT\,C whereU,.\ ., X\ 1, andVTT\,C have their firs& columns zeroed.

While the SVD gives a globally optimal rarkapproximation forA, both Simultaneous Iteration
and Block Krylov Iteration return the bektrank approximation falling within some fixed subspace
spanned by a bas@ (with rank> k). For the Frobenius norm, this simply requires projecthatp

Q and taking the best rarkapproximation of the resulting matrix using an SVD.

Lemma 2 (Lemma 4.1 of[[14]) Given A € R™"*?¢ and Q € R™*™ with orthonormal columns,
lA-(QQ"ANlr=lIA-Q(Q"A) llr = min [A-QC|r.

rank(C)=k
This low-rank approximation can be obtained using an SVD (equivalently, eigendecomposition) of
the m x m matrix M = QT (AAT)Q. Specifically, letting M = US2U7, then:

(QUL) (QUK)" A=Q(Q"A),.



If the SVD of QT A is given byQ”A = TUEVT thenM = QT(AAT)Q = UZ?U”. So
Q(QTA), = QUL V] = Q(U,U]) UEVT = QU, U Q" A, giving the lower matrix
equality. Note thaQUy, has orthonormal columns sin&&! Q7 QU = U TU,, = I,.

In general, this rank approximationdoes not give the best spectral norm approximationAo
falling within Q [16]. A closed form solution can be obtained using the resofif42], which are
related to Parrott’s theorem, but we do not know how to comphis solution without essentially

performing an SVD ofA. It is at least simple to show that the optimal spectral noppraximation
for A spanned by a rank basis is obtained by projecting to the basis:

Lemma 3 (Lemma 4.14 ofi[14]) For A € R"*? and Q € R"** with orthonormal columns,
|A - QQ"AJl; = min||A - QT2

4.2 Other Linear Algebra Tools

Throughout this paper we usgan(M) to denote the column span of the mathk. We say that
a matrixQ is an orthonormal basis for the column spai\fif Q has orthonormal columns and

QQTM = M. That is, projecting the columns ®f to Q fully recovers those columnQQ” is
the orthogonal projection matrix onto the spar@f(QQ")(QQ") = QIQ” = QQ”.

If M andN have the same dimension aMINT = 0 then|M + N||%2 = |[M|% + |N||%. This
matrix Pythagorean theorem follows from writiiyI + N||% = tr((M + N)(M + N)T). As an
example, for any orthogonal projecti@@Q” A, AT (I-QQ")QQ A = 0,s0[|A-QQ"A|%2 =

|A]Z - |QQ" A||%. This implies that, sincé;, = U, U7 A minimizes||A — A% over all rank
k matricesQQ” = U, U, maximizes| QQTA||§7 over all rankk orthogonal projections.

4.3 Randomized Low-Rank Approximation

Our proofs build on well known sketch-based algorithmsder-rank approximation with Frobenius
norm error. A short proof of the following Lemma is in Apperfil

Lemma 4 (Frobenius Norm Low-Rank Approximatianjake any A € R"*?% and I1 € R*** where
the entries of I1 are independent Gaussians drawn from N'(0, 1). If we let Z be an orthonormal basis
for span (AIL), then with probability at least 99/100, for some fixed constant c,

|A - ZZTA|% < c-dk|A — A%

For analyzing block methods, results like Lenimha 4 can effelstserve as a replacement for earlier
random initialization analysis that applies to single wegower and Krylov method5s [44].

4.4 Chebyshev Polynomials

As outlined in Sectioh 313, our proof also requires polyraisiio more effectively denoise the tail of
A. As is standard for Krylov subspace methods, we use a vamiati the Chebyshev polynomials.
The proof of the following Lemma is relegated to Apperdix A.

Lemma 5 (Chebyshev Minimizing Polynomial)Given a specified value o > 0, gap v € (0, 1],
and q > 1, there exists a degree q polynomial p(x) such that:

Lop((L+7)a) = (1 +7)a
2. p(x) >z forallz > (14 v)a
3. Ip(@)] < ge&= forallz € [0, q]

Furthermore, when q is odd, the polynomial only contains odd powered monomials.

5 Implementation and Runtimes

We first briefly discuss runtime and implementation consitlens for Algorithmdl anfll2, our
randomized implementations of Simultaneous Power l@maind Block Krylov Iteration.



5.1 Simultaneous Iteration

Algorithm[1 can be modified in a number of wayd can be replaced by a random sign matrix, or
any matrix achieving the guarantee of Lenimhd®may also be chosen with > k columns. We
will discuss in detail how this approach can give improveclaacy in Sectiof]7.

In our implementation we sé& = QUy. This ensures that, for all < k, Z; gives the best rank

I Frobenius norm approximation tA within the span ofK (See Lemm&]2). This is necessary
for achieving per vector guarantees for approximate PCAvéver, if we are only interested in
computing a near optimal low-rank approximation, we canphjnsetZ = Q. ProjectingA to
QUy, is equivalent to projecting t@ as these two matrices have the same column spans.

Additionally, since poweringA spreads its singular valuek = (AA”)?ATI could be poorly
conditioned. As suggested [n [45], to improve stability vae orthonormaliz& after every iteration
(or every few iterations). This does not chafdgs column span, so it gives an equivalent algorithm
in exact arithmetic, but improves conditioning signifidgnt

Theorem 6 (Simultaneous lteration Runtimepigorithm[ll runs in time
klogd nk?logd
gd g )

€ €

0 (nnz(A)

Proof. ComputingK requires first multiplyingA by IT, which takesO(nnz(A)k) time. Comput-
ing (AAT)" ATI given (AAT)"™" ATI then takes)(nnz(A)k) time to first multiply our(n x k)
matrix by AT and then byA. Reorthogonalizing after each iteration take@k?) time via Gram-

Schmidt or Householder reflections. This gives a total matof O(nnz(A)kq + nk?q) for com-
putingK.

Finding Q takes O(nk?) time. ComputingM by multiplying from left to right requires
O(nnz(A)k + nk?) time. M's SVD then require®)(k*) time using classical techniques. Finally,
multiplying Uy, by Q takes timeO(nk?). Settingg = ©(log d/¢) gives the claimed runtime. O

5.2 Block Krylov Iteration

As with Simultaneous Iteration, we can replaBewith any matrix achieving the guarantee of
Lemmal4 and can use > & columns to improve accuracyQ can also be computed in a num-
ber of ways. In the traditional Block Lanczos algorithm, @tarts by computing an orthonormal
basis forAIl, the first block in the Krylov subspace. Bases for subseqbieicks are computed
from previous blocks using a three term recurrence thatres€)” AAT Q is block tridiagonal,
with k& x k sized blocks[[19]. This technique can be usefylifis large, since it is faster to compute
the top singular vectors of a block tridiagonal matrix. Heee computingQ using a recurrence
can introduce a number of stability issues, and additiolegdssmay be required to ensure that the
matrix remains orthogonal [29].

An alternative is to comput& explicitly and then comput€ using a QR decomposition. This
method is used if [1] an@[20]. It does not guarantee@AA A” Q is block tridiagonal, but helps
avoid a number of stability issues. Furthermoreyifis small, taking the SVD 0Q”AAT Q will
still be fast and typically dominated by the cost of compgiif.

As with Simultaneous Iteration, we can also orthonormadiaeh block ofK after it is computed,
avoiding poorly conditioned blocks and giving an equivakdgorithm in exact arithmetic.

Theorem 7 (Block Krylov Iteration Runtime) Algorithm[2| runs in time

klogd nk*log*d k3log®d
og " nk- log " og
NG € €3/2

9, (nnz(A)

Proof. ComputingK, including block reorthogonalization, requir€§nnz(A)kq + nk?q) time.
The remaining steps are analogous to those in Simultanégrasion except somewhat more costly
as we work ark - ¢ dimensional rather thak dimensional subspace. Findigy takesO(n(kq)?)
time. Computing\l takeO(nnz(A)(kq) + n(kq)?) time and its SVD then require3((kq)?) time.



Finally, multiplying U}, by Q takes timeO(nk(kq)). Settingg = ©(logd/+/¢) gives the claimed
runtime. O

6 Error Bounds

We next prove that both Algorithni$ 1 aht 2 return a b&sthat gives relative error Frobeniud (1)
and spectral norni{2) low-rank approximation error as welthe per vector guarante€s (3).

6.1 Main Approximation Lemma

We start with a general approximation lemma, which givesdlyuarantees formalizing the intuition
given in Sectiof 3. All other proofs follow nearly immedigtérom this lemma.

For simplicity we assume that< r» = rank(A) < n,d. However, ift > r it can be seen that both
algorithms still return a basis satisfying the proven goteas. We start with a definition:

Definition 8. For a given matrix Z. € R™** with orthonormal columns, letting Z; € R™*! be the
first I columns of Z, we define the error function:

E(Zi, A) = A7 — | ZZ] All%
= A - ZZ[ All7 — |A - A%

Recall thatA, is the best rankapproximation taA. This error function measures how wgiZ! A
approximates\ in comparison to the optimal.

Lemma 9 (Main Approximation Lemma) Let m be the number of singular values o; of A with

o; > (14 €/2)ok41. Let w be the number of singular values with —oy, < 0; < oy. With

probability 99/100 Algorithms [l andRl return Z satisfying: e
1 VI < m, E(Zi,A) < (¢/2)- 024,
2. VI <k E(Zy,A) < E(Zyi_1,A) + 3¢ 02,
3V <k E(Zy,A) < (w+1)-3¢-02,,.

Property 1 captures the intuition given in Secfiod 3.2. Bagorithms returrZ with Z; equal to the
best Frobenius norm low-rank approximatiorspun(K). Sinces; > ... > o > (1 4 €/2)0k 41
and our polynomials separate any values above this thé$tarh anything belows 1, Z must
align very well withA’s top m singular vectors. Thu§(Z;, A) is very small for alll < m.

Property[2 captures the intuition of Section]3.4 — outsidéheflargestn singular valuesZ still

performs well. We may fail to distinguish between vectorthwialues betwee@+1€—/2crk and(1 +

€/2)ok+1. However, aligning with the smaller vectors in this rangbeathan the larger vectors can
incur a cost of at mosP(e)o; . Since every column dZ outside of the firsin may incur such a
cost, there is a linear accumulation as characterized bysPnd2.

Finally, Property{B captures the intuition that the totabeiin Z is bounded by the number of
singular values falling in the ran%ak < 0; < oi. This is the total number of singular vectors
that aren’t necessarily separated from and can thus be fsem’ for any of the(k — m) true
top vectors with singular value (1 + ¢/2)ox41. PropertyB is critical in achieving near optimal
Frobenius norm low-rank approximation.

Proof. Proof of Property[l

Assumemn > 1. If m = 0 then Property/1 trivially holds. We will prove the statemfatAlgorithm
[2, since this is the more complex case, and then explain hewnbof extends to Algorithii 1.

Let p; be the polynomial from Lemmd 5 with = o111, v = €/2, andq > clog(d/e)/+/€ for
some fixed constart We can assumg/e = O(poly d) and thus; = O(log d/+/€). Otherwise our
Krylov subspace would have as many columnfAaand we may as well use a classical algorithm
to computeA’s partial SVD directly. LetY; € R"** be an orthonormal basis for the span of

10



p1(A)IL. Recall that we defineg;(A) = Up;(X)VT. As long as we choosg to be odd, by

the recursive definition of the Chebyshev polynomiaig,A) only contains odd powers &k (see
(i-1)/2

Lemmdb). Any odd powercan be evaluated a(sAAT) A. Accordingly,p; (A)II and thus

Y; have columns falling within the span of the Krylov subspacef Algorithm[2 (and hence its
column basi€).

By Lemmd4 we have with probabili§§9/100:
Ip1(A) = Y1 YT pi(A)||% < cdkl|pi(A) — pi (Al (4)
Furthermore, one possible rahlapproximation op; (A) is p1(Ay). By the optimality ofp; (A)x,
d

Ip1(A) = pr(A)k[F < p1(A) = pr(AR)lIE < D pifoi)’

=kt 1
2
N 0 W :O(LU2 )
920y//2-2 242 k1)

The last inequalities follow from setting= ©(log(d/¢)/+/€) and from the fact that; < 0,11 = «
foralli > k + 1 and thus by property 3 of Lemmia [p; (0;)| < —2%£L—. Noting thatk < d, we

N
can plug this bound int¢{4) to get
€
Ip1(A) = Y1 YT pi(A)|7 < SOkt (5)

Applying the Pythagorean theorem and the invariance of tbbéhius norm under rotation gives

<

QU

2
€0
oL ()17 — % < Y1 Y] Upi(2)]3

Y falls within A’s column span, and therefok&’s column span. So we can writé; = UC for
someC € R"**. SinceY; andU have orthonormal columns, so m@t We can now write

2
€0
Ip1 ()l — —5 < [UCCTUTUp, (B) |7 = [UCCTpi(B)[IF: = |CTp1(S)] -

Letting c; be thei™ row of C, expanding out these norms gives

Zpl 7 = T < S e (o) (6)

=1

SinceC'’s columns are orthonormal, its rows all have norms uppented byl. So||c;||3p1(0;)? <
p1(0;)? for all i. So for alll < r, (6) gives us

l

T 2
€0

> (1= lesll3)pi(o:)® < D (1 = llesl3)pr(o:)* < ;H-
=1 =1

Recall thatn is the number of singular values with > (1 + €/2)o41. By Property 2 of Lemma
B, for all: < m we haver; < pl(ai). This gives, for all < m:

2
€0
Z (1—|lcil|?) % and so
1=1
l

T
60'
S0t L <3 il
=1

=1
2
Converting these sums back to norms yig|&||% — <% < ||CT%;||% and thereforé A, ||2. —
2
el < 1Y, YT A% and

2
€T
[AF = [Y1YT A% < ;H. @

11



NowY;Y{ A, is arankl approximation toA falling within the column span oY and hence within
the column span df). By Lemmd 2, the best rarilFrobenius approximation tA within Q is given
by QU;(QU;)" A. So we have

2

T e €0
| A%~ 1QTIQU)T AR = £(Zi, A) < —,

giving Property1L.
. . - 2q+1
For Algorithm[d, we instead choose (z) = (1 + €/2)ok41 - (m) Forgq =
O(logd/e), this polynomial satisfies the necessary properties: for ab k + 1, pi(0;) <
O (2d2 ak_H) and for alli < m, o; < pl(O'l) Further, up to a rescalingy (A)II = K soY;
spans the same spacelés Therefore since Algorithin 1 returiswith Z; equal to the best rank
Frobenius norm approximation th within the span oK, for all [ we have:

2

U (] €0
1QUUQU) AR = Y1 YT A3 = A3 - 5,

giving the proof.

Proof of Property2]

Property 1 and the fact th&(Z,;, A) is always positive immediately gives Propdrty 2 fat m. So
We need to show that it holds far < | < k. Note that ifw, the number of singular values with
1+e/20k < 0; < oy is equal td), thenoy1 < 1+5/20k’ som = k and we are done. So we assume

w > 1 henceforth. Again, we first prove the statement for Algariffl and then explain how the
proof extends to the simpler case of Algorithin 1.

Intuitively, Property 1 follows from the guarantee thatréhés a rankm subspace ofpan(K) that
aligns with A nearly as well as the space spanned\iytop m singular vectors. To prove Property
we must show that there is also some randubspace ispan(K) whose components all align
nearly as well withA asuy, thek™ singular vector ofA.. The existence of such a subspace ensures
thatZ performs well, even on singular vectors in the intermediatgye[oy, (1 + €/2)ok+1]-

Let po be the polynomial from Lemnid 5 with = Tlg/gok. v = ¢/2, andgq > clog(d/e€)/+/€ for

some fixed constant Let Y, € R"** be an orthonormal basis for the spanpefA)II. Again,
as long as we chooggto be oddp,(A) only contains odd powers & and soY, falls within the
span of the Krylov subspace from Algoritiith 2. We wish to shbat for every unit vectox in the
column span ol ,, ||xTAl, > Tlg/gok

Let Ainner = Apvi — A\ (k4w) - Ainner = USinner VI whereX;, .., contains only the singular
valuesoyi1,...,0k+w. These are the intermediate singular values & falling in the range

[—1+1€/2 Uk,crk). Let Aputer = A — Ajnner = USuier VT Eouter contains all large singular

values ofA with o; > o} and all small singular values with < 1+€/2
Let Yinner € R*min{kw}l he an orthonormal basis for the columnspetA ;e ) II. Similarly
let Youier € R™** be an orthonormal basis for the columneefA ., ) I1.

Every column ofY ;... falls in the column span oA ;... and hence the column span@6f,,...,- €
R™ % which contains only the singular vectors Af corresponding to the inner singular values.
Similarly, the columns ol ., fall within the span ofU ;. € R™*"~%, which contains the re-
maining left singular vectors cA. So the columns oY ;,,...,- are orthogonal to those &f, ;.- and
[Yinners Youter] fOrms an orthogonal basis. For any unit vectog span(p2(A)II) = span(Ya2)
we can Writex = X;pner + Xouter WNEreX; e aNdx,, .- are orthogonal vectors in the spans of
Y inner andY o0 respectively. We have:

Ix" A3 = A3+ lIxduer Al (8)

H Xinner outer

We will lower bound||x” A3 by considering each contribution separately. First, ariywactor
x’ € R™ in the column span oY ;. can be written ax’ = U, .-z Wherez € R™ is a unit

12



vector.

1 2
”x/TA”g = ZTUz;LnerAA UWWIETZ - szgnner Z (1 + 6/20k) 2 (1 - E)U]%' (9)

Note that we're abusing notation slightly, usiBY,ner € R to represent the diagonal matrix
containing all singular values &£ with or < 0; < o} without diagonal entries df.

1+ T+e/2

We next apply the argument used to prove Progértysik (& ,,:. ) II. The(k + 1)1 singular value

of A uter isequal torgy i1 < Tk = O So applying[(l7) we have for dll< £,

EU
HAl”% - ” (Youter)l (Youter) AlHF 2k
Note thatA,,... has the same topsingular vectors aA so (A uer); = A;. Letx’ € R™ be any

unit vector within the column space & ., and letY e, = (I — x’x’T)Youter, i.e the matrix
with x’ projected off each column. We can u§el(10) and the optimafithe SVD for low-rank
approximation to obtain:

(10)

TN

HAk ||2F - ”YouterYT

outer

Al <

TN

1 1T

Akllfv <

€0

2

— €0
”AkH%' - HYOUtET outerAkHF HX P

2

€0
| AklE — I AxalF 7 < [x'x" A
(1-¢/2)0} < |x"Al3. (11)
Plugging [9) and.(11) intd8) yields that, for aryin span(Ys), i.e. span(p2(A)II),
||XTA||2 ||innerAH2 + ||X AH%

el (”XinnerHQ + ||XouteTH2) (1 - E)Uk (1 - E)Uk (12)

So, we have identified a rarkksubspacéy s within our Krylov subspace such that every vector in
its span aligns at least as well with asuy.

outer

Now, foranym < < k, conside€(Z;, A). We know that giverZ;_;, we can form a rankmatrix

Z; in our Krylov subspace simply by appending a colusnorthogonal to thé — 1 columns ofZ; _;

but falling in the span ol». SinceY has rankk, finding such a column is always possible. Since
Z, is the optimal rank Frobenius norm approximation # falling within our Krylov subspace,

E(Zi,A) < E(Zu, A) = | A%~ 1ZZ) All}
=0 + [|Al[F = 121 ZE, AlF — [xxT AR
=E(Z_1,A) +0? — ||xxTA|%
<E(Zi1, A) + (1 +€¢/2)%07 1 — (1 — €)aiiy
< E(Zi-1, A) + 3¢ 0y,
which gives Property]2.

2q+1
Again, a nearly identical proof applies for Algoritimh 1. Wes§ choosens(z) = o (%) ! .
Forq = O(logd/e) this polynomial satisfies the necessary properties: foi all &, p1(0;) <

O (35 07) and for alli < k, o; < p2(0;).
Proof of Property[3]

By Propertie§1l and 2 we already have, forlaft k, £(Z;, A) < o7y + (I —m) - 3eo}, | <
(1+k—m)-3e-0},,. Soifk —m < w then we immediately have Propefdy 3.

Otherwiseaw < k —m sow < k and thusps(Aner ) II € R?** only has ranke. It has a null
space of dimensioh — w. Choose any in this null space. Theps(A)IIz = po(Apnner) 1z +
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p2(Aouter ) TIZ = p2(Aouter ) I1z. In other wordsp, (A)I1z falls entirely within the span oY ,,zc.--
So, there is & — w dimensional subspace efan(Y?) that is entirely contained ispan(Y uter)-

Forl < m + w, then PropertiéS] 1 ard 2 already givel&;, A) < eo},, + (I —m) - 3eop ; <
(w+1)-3e- o—,%ﬂ. So considern +w < I < k. GivenZ,,, to form a rank matrix Z; in our Krylov
subspace we need to appénd m orthonormal columns. We can choasén{k — w — m,l — m}
columns X, from thek — w dimensional subspace withipan(Y?2) that is entirely contained in

span(Y outer)- If necessary (i.ek —w —m < I —m), We can then choose the remaining(k — w)
columnsXs from the span olYs.

Similar to our argument when considering a single vectoh@gpan ofY ,use., 1€tting Y guter =
(I-X1XT) Youter, we have by[(TI0):

2
€0

2

2
€0y

2

HAk ||2F - ||YouterYT

outer

A7 <

T
outer

IARIE = 1YV outer Y purer Akllh — 1K1 XT Al <

2
€T
”AkH%‘ - HAk—min{k—w—m,l—m}HQF - Tk < HXlX{AkH%‘

k 2
€g
Z o} — Tk < [IXoXT A7

i=k—min{k—w—m,l—m}+1
By applying [12) directly to each column &, we also have:
(I +w = kK)o — (1 +w — k)eaj; < [ XoX5 All%
(I +w—k)oj = (I +w—k)eop, < [|XoXF A%

Assume thatin{k —w —m, ! —m} = k —w —m. Similar calculations show the same result when
min{k — w —m,l — m} = | — m. We can use the above two bounds to obtain:

E(ZZ,A) < E(Z,A)
= =T
= [|Al} — 1Z:Z, A%
l
= Y o+ AnlE - 1ZnZh Al - X XT AR — XX A7
1=m-+1
l

k 2
<E(Zm,A)+ Z o? — Z U?—i—%—(l—i—w—k)cr,%Jrl—i-(l—i-w—k)ecr,%Jrl
i=w+m+1

i=m-+1
m-+w
< Z ol —wopq + (1 +w—k+3/2)eot 4
1=m-+1

< (I+3w—k+3/2)eot 4
< (w+1)-3€- 0744,

giving Property B for all < k. O

6.2 Error Bounds for Simultaneous Iteration and Block Krylov Iteration

With Lemmd® in place, we can easily prove that Simultanetaration and Block Krylov Iteration
both achieve the low-rank approximation and PCA guarar{i$e$2), and[(B).

Theorem 10 (Near Optimal Spectral Norm Error Approximationyith probability 99/100, Algo-
rithms[llandQ return Z satisfying ([@):

1A —ZZT Al < (1+€)l|A — A2
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Proof. Letm be the number of singular values with > (1+¢/2)o1. If m = 0 then we are done
since anyZ will satisfy [|A — ZZTA|ls < |All2 = 01 < (1 +¢/2)ok11 < (1+€)[|A — Agl2.
Otherwise, by Properfy 1 of Lemrh& 9,

2

EO'k+1

< e
E(Zm,A) < 5

2
€O
|A = ZnZy, Allf < A - A7 + %

Additive error in Frobenius norm directly translates to iéidd spectral norm error. Specifically,
applying Theorem 3.4 of[22], which we also prove as LerhmanlAdpendixXA,

2
k €0
|A—Z,Z  AlZ < ||A— A5+ 2+1 <0m+1+TH
2 60’%+1 9
< (L+€/2)ai + —5= < (1+ ]| A — Akl (13)

Finally, Z,,ZT A = ZZ! A and so by LemmB]3 we hayeA — ZZT A2 < |A - Z ZTAHQ,
which combmes WItH:@3) to give the result.

Theorem 11 (Near Optimal Frobenius Norm Error Approximationyith probability 99/100, Al-
gorithms[lland2 return Z satisfying (1):

|A—ZZ"A|lr < (1+€)||A — Ag| r.

Proof. By Property 8 of Lemmg]9 we have:
E(Zi,A) < (w+1) 3¢ 0744

IA = ZZTA|% < A = Aglf + (w+1) - 3¢ 0. (14)

w is defined as the number of singular values vvﬁﬁeﬁcrk < 0; < ox. SO|A — Ak||2F >
2
w- (Tle/zok) . Plugging into[[T#) we have:
1A = ZZT Al[7 < [|A = Agllf + (w+ 1) - 3¢ o4y < (1+106)[|A — AlfF

Adjusting constants on thegives us the result. O

Theorem 12 (Per Vector Quality Guaranteelith probability 99/100, Algorithms[1l and 2l return
Z satisfying (3):

Vi,

u; — ziTAATzi’ < eopyq-

Proof. First note thatzAATz, < ulAATy This is becausez! AATz;, =
z' QQTAATQQTz; = 0;,(QQTA)? by our ch0|ce ole 7 (QQTA)? < 0;(A)? since ap-
plying a projection toA will decrease each of its singular values (which followsdrample from
the Courant-Fischer min-max principle). Then by Propeltf Remmd® we have, for all < k,

1AE — 1Z:ZT |5 < [ AiallF — 1Zi2 28 |7 + Beoiy
0f < ||ziz] A|% + 3eor i, = zf AATz; + 3eop ;.

0? =ul AATu;, so simply adjusting constants emgives the result. O

7 Improved Convergence With Spectral Decay

In addition to the implementations of Simultaneous Itemand Block Krylov Iteration given in
Algorithms[d and P, our analysis applies to the common maatifio of running the algorithms
with IT € R™*? for p > k [1,[20,[2]. This technique can significantly accelerate bo#thods for

matrices with decaying singular values. For simplicity,faeus on Block Krylov Iteration, although
as usual all arguments immediately extend to the simpleuBameous Iteration algorithm.
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In order to avoid inverse dependence on the potentiallylsimgular value ga@,‘;—i] — 1, the num-

ber of Block Krylov iterations inherently depends bfy/e. This ensures that our matrix polynomial
sufficiently separates small singular values from largesolowever, whesy, > (1 + €)op41 we

can actually usg = © (log(d/e)/\/min{l Ik — 1}) iterations, which is sufficient for separat-

? Ok+1

ing the topk singular values significantly from the lower values. Spealfy, if we seta = oj.41
andy = - — 1, we know that withy = © (log(d/e) /\/min{l o 1}), @) still holds. We

Okt1 7 Ok+1
can then just follow the proof of Lemnid 9 and show that ProgiBholds forall I < k (not just for
I < m as originally proven). This gives Propeltly 2 and Propelrtsnaaly.

Further, forp > k, the exact same analysis shows that © (10g(d/e)/\/min{1 Th — 1})

7 opt1
suffices. WherA'’s spectrum decays rapidly, 8611 < c - oj, for some constant < 1 and some
p not much larger thak, we can obtain significantly faster runtimes. Quiependence becomes
logarithmic, rather than polynomial:

Theorem 13 (Gap Dependent Convergencéyith probability 99/100, for any p > k, Algorithml[ll
orQlinitialized with TI ~ N (0, 1)%*? returns Z satisfying guarantees (1), (2), and [3) as long as we

setq =0 (1og(d/e)/ (min{l, U‘Zi] - 1})) or© <1og(d/e)/\/min{1, U‘Zi] - 1}>, respectively.

This theorem may prove especially useful in practice besams many architectures, multiplying
a largeA by 2k or evenl10k vectors is not much more expensive than multiplyingkbyectors.
Additionally, it should still be possible to perform all ptefor post-processing in memory, again
limiting additional runtime costs due to its larger size.

Finally, we note that while Theoreim113 is more reminiscentlagsical gap-dependent bounds, it
still takes substantial advantage of the fact that we'rd&ilog for nearly optimal low-rank approxi-
mations and principal components instead of attempting@twerge precisely td’s true singular
vectors. This allows the result to avoid dependence on tpebgtweerudjacent singular values,
instead varying only WithUZ%, which should be much larger.

8 Experiments

We close with several experimental results. A variety of givgl papers, not to mention widespread
adoption, already justify the use of randomized SVD al¢pons. Prior work focuses in particular on

benchmarking Simultaneous Iteration [20] 12] and, duesténitproved accuracy over sketch-and-
solve approaches, this algorithm is popular in practiceI¥]. As such, we focus on demonstrating
that for many data problems Block Krylov Iteration can offggnificantly better convergence.

We implement both algorithms in MATLAB using Gaussian ramdstarting matrices with exactly

k columns. We explicitly comput& for both algorithms, as described in Sectidn 5, and use re-
orthonormalization at each iteration to improve stabil#$]. We test the algorithms with varying
iteration count; on three common datasets, SNARAzON 0302 [23]24], SNAPZMAIL -ENRON
[23,/4€], and 20 MwsGRouUPH25], computing column principal components in all cases. pét
error vs. iteration count for metrids|(1]}] (2), afdl (3) in &ig[3. For per vector errdrl(3), we plot the
maximum deviation amongst all tdpapproximate principal components (relativesto. ).

Unsurprisingly, both algorithms obtain very accurate fmibs norm errof] A — ZZ7 A ||z /|| A —
Al r, with very few iterations. This is our intuitively weakesigrantee and, in the presence of a
heavy singular value tail, both iterative algorithms wilitperform the worst case analysis.

On the other hand, for spectral norm low-rank approximadiod per vector error, we confirm that
Block Krylov Iteration converges much more rapidly than Slitaneous Iteration, as predicted by
our theoretical analysis. It it often possible to achievarhyeoptimal error with< 8 iterations where
as getting to within say% error with Simultaneous Iteration can take much longer.

The final plot in Figur&l3 shows error verses runtime forith269 x 15088 dimensional 20 Bws-
GROUPSdataset. We averaged over 7 trials and ran the experimerascommodity laptop with
16GB of memory. As predicted, because its additional meroweyhead and post-processing costs
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Figure 3: Low-rank approximation and per vector error cogeace rates for Algorithnig 1 ahdl 2.

are small compared to the cost of the large matrix multipicarequired for each iteration, Block
Krylov Iteration outperforms Simultaneous Iteration fona| e.

More generally, these results justify the importance ofvengence bounds that are independent of
singular value gaps. Our analysis in Secfibn 7 predicts tmatec is small in comparison to the gap
2t — 1, we should see much more rapid convergence sjng#l depend onlog(1/¢) instead of

Ok+1

1/e. However, for Simultaneous Iteration, we do not see thisbiehn with SNAPAMAZON0302
and it only just begins to emerge for 2EENWSGROUPS

While all three datasets have rapid singular value decaaresfm:l look confirms that their singular
value gaps are actually quite small! For exampl@— 1 is .004 for SNAPAMAZON0302 and

.011 for 20 NEWSGROUPS in comparison to 042 for SNABWMAIL -ENRON. Accordingly, the
frequent claim that singular value gaps can be taken asamtristinsufficient, even for smadl
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Appendix

Frobenius Norm Low-Rank Approximation

We first give a deterministic Lemma, from which the main agpr@tion result follows.

Lemma 14 (Special case of Lemma 4.4 6f [14], originally proven[inl[l6L.er A € R™*? have SVD A =
UZVT let S € RY¥F pe any matrix such that rank (VkTS) =k, and let C € R™** be an orthonormal basis
for the column span of AS. Then:

+
|A —CCTAI} < A = A} + || (A - A0S (VES) 3
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Lemmal] (Frobenius Norm Low-Rank Approximatianfor any A € R™*¢ and IT € R¥** where the entries
of 1 are independent Gaussians drawn from N (0,1). If we let Z be an orthonormal basis for span (AII),
then with probability at least 99/100, for some fixed constant c,

|A —ZZ"A|% < c- dk||A — Ayl

Proof. We follow [14]. Apply Lemmd I} with8 = II. With probability 1, V7 S has full rank. So, to show

the result we need to show thatA — A;) S (VES)" |3 < ¢/|[A — A|3 for some fixedc. For any two
matricesM andN, |[MN||r < |[M]||7||N||2. This property is known agectral submultiplicativiry. Noting
that | U\ x|+ = [|A — Ax||% and applying submultiplicativity,

+ +
(A~ A0S (VIS) Il < U Sl FIVASIEI (VES) I3

By the rotational invariance of the Gaussian distributisinge the rows oV are orthonormal, the entries
of VIS and Vf\ks are independent Gaussians. By standard Gaussian matmertoation results (Fact

6 of [14], also in [47]), with probability at leas19/100, |[V],S[3 < 1 - max{k,r — k} < c1d and
| (VES)™ |3 < cok for some fixed constants, 2. So,

+
1UAkSn il HIVERSIBI (VES) 113 < o dkllA — A}

for some fixed, yielding the result. Note that we choose probabilify' 100 for simplicity — we can obtain a
result with higher probability by simply allowing for a highconstant, which in our applications of Lemma
[ will only factor into logarithmic terms. a

Chebyshev Polynomials

Lemma [8] (Chebyshev Minimizing Polynomial)Given a specified value o > 0, gap v € (0,1], and q > 1,
there exists a degree q polynomial p(z) such that:

Lop((1+7)e) = (1+7)a

2. p(z) > xforallz > (14+v)a

3. p(z)| < szA= forallz € [0, o]
Furthermore, when q is odd, the polynomial only contains odd powered monomials.

Proof. The required polynomial can be constructed using a starClaetdyshev polynomial of degreeT, (x),
which is defined by the three term recurrence:

To(z) =1
Ti(z) ==z
To(w) = 20Tg-1(z) — Ty—2(x)

Each Chebyshev polynomial satisfies the well known proptwy7,(z) < 1 for all z € [—1,1] and, for
x > 1, we can write the polynomials in closed form [48]:

r+vV22 - 1)+ (2 — Va2 —1)4

Ty () = ¢

5 (15)
For Lemmadb, we simply set:
Ty(z/0)
z) = (1+~)a=L , 16
p(@) = (1+7ag =i (16)
which is clearly of degree and well defined since, referring {0 {15),(z) > 0 for all z > 1. Now,
_ T,(1+7) _

sop(x) satisfies property 1. With property 1 in place, to prove fiat) satisfies property 2, it suffices to show
thatp’(z) > 1forall z > (1 + v)a. By chain rule,

V@) = s Ti(o/a).
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Thus, it suffices to prove that, for at > (1 + ),

(L+y)Ty(x) > Ty(1 +7). 17)
We do this by showing thafl + )T} (1 +~) > T4(1+ ) and then claim thaf,'(z) > O forall z > (1+47),
so [I7) holds forr > (1 + ~y) as well. A standard form for the derivative of the Chebyshelymomial is

(18)

q =

rJ2q(Tqr +Tg3+...+T1) if ¢ is even,
2q(Tqg-1+Tq-3+...+T2) +q if gisodd.

@) can be verified via induction once noting that the Chkbysecurrence gives, = 22T, | + 2Tq_1 —

w_o. SinceT;(z) > 0 whenz > 1, we can conclude thaf,(z) > 2¢T,—1(x). So proving [(IF) for
x = (1 + =) reduces to proving that

(L +7)2¢T4-1 (1 +7) = Ty(1 + 7). (19)
Noting that, forz > 1, (z + vz? — 1) > 0 and(z — v/z2 — 1) > 0, it follows from (I13) that
Tia(@) (2 + Va2 = 1) + (@ = Va? = 1)) 2 Ty(a),

and thus

So, to prove[(1P), it suffices to show thHtl + ) < (1 + v)2q, which is true whenevey > 1. So [1T) holds
forallz = (14 ).

Finally, referring to [(IB), we know thdf;’ must be some positive combination of lower degree Chebyshev
polynomials. Again, sinc&;(z) > 0 whenz > 1, we conclude thaf’(z) > 0 for all z > 1. It follows
that T} (z) does not decrease abave= (1 + ~), so [IT) also holds for alt > (1 + ~) and we have proved
property 2.

To prove property 3, we first note that, by the well known propthatT;(z) < 1forz € [-1,1], Ty(z/a) <

Lforz € [0, a]. So, to provep(z) < S, we just need to show that

1 1
< .
TQ(l -+ 7) — 2a/7-1 (20)

Equation[(I5) give§, (1+7) > 1 (1+y++/(1+7)2 — 1) > 1(14,/7)%. Wheny < 1, (1477 > 2.
Thus, (1 + /) > 29V7. Dividing by 2 givesT, (1 +v) > 27V7 !, which gives[[2D) and thus property 3.

Finally, we remark that it is well known that odd degree Chedtey polynomials of the first kind only contain
monomials of odd degree (and this is easy to verify indulgtjvéAccordingly, sincep,(x) is simply a scaling
of Ty(x), if we choose; to be oddp,(x) only contains odd degree terms. |

Additive Frobenius Norm Error Implies Additive Spectral Norm Error

Lemma 15 (Theorem 3.4 of[[22]) For any A € R™*%, let B € R™*? be any rank k matrix satisfying
|A = Blf% < [[A = Akl[% + 7. Then

A = B3 < A= Axl5 +7.
Proof. We follow the proof given in[22] nearly exactly, includingfor completeness. By Weyl's monotonicity
theorem (Theorem 3.2 il [22]), for any two matricésY € R™*? withn > d, foralli, jwithi+j —1 < n

we haver;;—1(X+Y) < 0:(X) 4 0;(X). If we write A = (A — B) + B and apply this theorem, then for
alll >4i>n—k,

0i+1(A) < 0i(A — B) + 041 (B).
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Note that ifn < d, we can just work withA” andB”. Now, ox+1(B) = 0 sinceB is rankk. Using the

resulting inequality and recalling thaA — A ||% = B oZ(A), we see that:

|A =B|E < |A - Awlli +1

n

D ci(A-B)< 3 ol(A)+n

i=k+1
n—k n
S oHA-B)< Y o¥(A)+7n
i=1 i=k+1
n—k n
ol (A-B)+ > oi(A)< Y oi(A)+7n
=2 i=k+1
n n—k
o (A-B)< Y o(A) - oX(A)+7
i=k+1 i=2

oi(A—B) <071 (A)+1.

or.1(A) is equal to the squared top singular valuedof- A, (i.e. |A — A3, so the lemma follows. O
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