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Abstract

We study the £p-Low Rank Approximation Problem, where the goal is, given an m X n matrix
A, to output a rank-k matrix A’ for which ||A" — A||o is minimized. Here, for a matrix B, ||B||o
denotes the number of its non-zero entries. This NP-hard variant of low rank approximation
is natural for problems with no underlying metric, and its goal is to minimize the number of
disagreeing data positions.

We provide approximation algorithms which significantly improve the running time and
approximation factor of previous work. For k& > 1, we show how to find, in poly(mn) time for
every k, a rank O(klog(n/k)) matrix A’ for which ||A" — Allo < O(k?log(n/k)) OPT. To the
best of our knowledge, this is the first algorithm with provable guarantees for the £y-Low Rank
Approximation Problem for k& > 1, even for bicriteria algorithms.

For the well-studied case when k = 1, we give a (2+¢€)-approximation in sublinear time, which
is impossible for other variants of low rank approximation such as for the Frobenius norm. We
strengthen this for the well-studied case of binary matrices to obtain a (14 O(%)))-approximation
in sublinear time, where ¢y = OPT /||Al|,. For small v, our approximation factor is 1 + o(1).
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Excellence Initiative of the German Federal Government.
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1 Introduction

Low rank approximation of an m X n matrix A is an extremely well-studied problem, where the
goal is to replace the matrix A with a rank-k matrix A" which well-approximates A, in the sense
that ||[A — A’|| is small under some measure || - ||. Since any rank-k matrix A’ can be written as
U -V, where U is m x k and V is k X n, this allows for a significant parameter reduction. Namely,
instead of storing A, which has mn entries, one can store U and V', which have only (m + n)k
entries in total. Moreover, when computing Az, one can first compute Vx and then U(Vz), which
takes (m + n)k instead of mn time. We refer the reader to several surveys [KV09, Mahll, Wool4]
for references to the many results on low rank approximation.

We focus on approximation algorithms for the low-rank approximation problem, i.e. we seek to
output a rank-k matrix A’ for which [|A — A'[| < a||A — Ag|, where Ay = argmin,, . p)=x[|4 — B|
is the best rank-k approximation to A, and the approximation ratio « is as small as possible. One
of the most widely studied error measures is the Frobenius norm [Allp = (3212 >0 Aaj)l/ 2
for which the optimal rank-k approximation can be obtained via the singular value decomposition
(SVD). Using randomization and approximation, one can compute an « = 1 + e-approximation,
for any € > 0, in time much faster than the min(mn?, mn?) time required for computing the SVD,
namely, in O(||A|, +n - poly(k/e)) time [CW13, MM13, NN13], where || A, denotes the number of
non-zero entries of A. For the Frobenius norm || Al|, time is also a lower bound, as any algorithm
that does not read nearly all entries of A might not read a very large entry, and therefore cannot
achieve a relative error approximation.

The rank-k matrix Ay obtained by computing the SVD is also optimal with respect to any
rotationally invariant norm, such as the operator and Schatten-p norms. Thus, such norms can
also be solved exactly in polynomial time. Recently, however, there has been considerable interest
[CW15, AGKM16, RSW16] in obtaining low rank approximations for NP-hard error measures such

as the entrywise £y-norm || A, = (32, ; [Ai;[P) l/p, where p > 1 is a real number. Note that for p < 1,
this is not a norm, though it is still a well-defined quantity. For p = oo, this corresponds to the
max-norm or Chebyshev norm. It is known that one can achieve a poly(k log(mn))-approximation
in poly(mn) time for the low-rank approximation problem with entrywise ¢,-norm for every p > 1
[SWZ16, CGK™17].

1.1 /y-Low Rank Approximation

A natural variant of low rank approximation which the results above do not cover is that of £y-low
rank approzimation, where the measure ||A| is the number of non-zero entries. In other words,
we seek a rank-k matrix A’ for which the number of entries (i,7) with Aj ; # A, ; is as small as
possible. Letting OPT = min )=k >; ;0 (Aij # Aj;), where 0(A;; # A} ;) = 1if A;; # A},
and 0 otherwise, we would like to output a rank-k matrix A’ for which there are at most a OPT
entries (4, j) with A; ; # Aij. Approximation algorithms for this problem are essential since solving
the problem exactly is NP-hard [DAJ 15, GV15], even when k = 1 and A is a binary matrix.

The £y-low rank approximation problem is quite natural for problems with no underlying metric,
and its goal is to minimize the number of disagreeing data positions with a low rank matrix. Indeed,
this error measure directly answers the following question: if we are allowed to ignore some data
- outliers or anomalies - what is the best low-rank model we can get? One well-studied case is
when A is binary, but A’ and its factors U and V need not necessarily be binary. This is called
unconstrained Binary Matrix Factorization in [JPHY14], which has applications to association rule



mining [KGO03], biclustering structure identification [ZLD 10, ZLDZ07], pattern discovery for gene
expression [SJY09], digits reconstruction [MGNRO6], mining high-dimensional discrete-attribute
data [KGR05, KGRO6], market based clustering [Li05], and document clustering [Z1.DZ07]. There
is also a body of work on Boolean Matrix Factorization which restricts the factors to also be binary,
which is referred to as constrained Binary Matrix Factorization in [JPHY14]. This is motivated in
applications such as classifying text documents and there is a large body of work on this, see, e.g.
[MV14, RPG15].

The £¢y-low rank approximation problem coincides with a number of problems in different areas.
It exactly coincides with the famous matrix rigidity problem over the reals, which asks for the
minimal number OPT of entries of A that need to be changed in order to obtain a matrix of rank
at most k. The matrix rigidity problem is well-studied in complexity theory [Gri76, Gri80, Val77]
and parameterized complexity [FLM"17]. These works are not directly relevant here as they do
not provide approximation algorithms. There are also other variants of fy-low rank approximation,
corresponding to cases such as when A is binary, A’ = UV is required to have binary factors U and
V', and multiplication is either performed over a binary field [Yerll, GGYT12, DAJ"15, PRF15],
or corresponds to an OR of ANDs. The latter is known as the Boolean model [BV10, DAJ"15,
MMGT08, SBM03, SHO6, VAGO7]. These different notions of inner products lead to very different
algorithms and results for the fg-low rank approximation problem. However, all these models
coincide in the special and important case in which A is binary and k& = 1. This case was studied in
[KGO03, STY09, JPHY14], as their algorithm for £ = 1 forms the basis for their successful heuristic
for general k, e.g. the PROXIMUS technique [KGO03].

Another related problem is robust PCA [CLMW11a], in which there is an underlying matrix
A that can be written as a low rank matrix L plus a sparse matrix S [CLMWI11b]. Candeés et
al. [CLMW11b] argue that both components are of arbitrary magnitude, and we do not know the
locations of the non-zeros in S nor how many there are. Moreover, grossly corrupted observations
are common in image processing, web data analysis, and bioinformatics where some measurements
are arbitrarily corrupted due to occlusions, malicious tampering, or sensor failures. Specific sce-
narios include video surveillance, face recognition, latent semantic indexing, and ranking of movies,
books, etc. [CLMW11b]. These problems have the common theme of being an arbitrary magnitude
sparse perturbation to a low rank matrix with no natural underlying metric, and so the fp-distance
measure (which is just the Hamming distance, or number of disagreements) is appropriate. In order
to solve robust PCA in practice, Candes et al. [CLMW11b] relaxed the fy-distance measure to the
f1-norm. Understanding theoretical guarantees for solving the original £yp-problem is of fundamental
importance, and we study this problem in this paper.

Finally, interpreting 0° as 0, the £y-low rank approximation problem coincides with the afore-
mentioned notion of entrywise ¢,-approximation when p = 0. It is not hard to see that previous
work [CGK™17] for general p > 1 fails to give any approximation factor for p = 0. Indeed, critical
to their analysis is the scale-invariance property of a norm, which does not hold for p = 0 since £y
is not a norm.

1.2 Owur Results

We provide approximation algorithms for the £p-low rank approximation problem which significantly
improve the running time or approximation factor of previous work. In some cases our algorithms
even run in sublinear time, i.e., faster than reading all non-zero entries of the matrix. This is
provably impossible for other measures such as the Frobenius norm and more generally, any ¢,-
norm for p > 0. For k > 1, our approximation algorithms are, to the best of our knowledge, the



first with provable guarantees for this problem.

First, for £ = 1, we significantly improve the polynomial running time of previous (2 + €)-
approximations for this problem. The best previous algorithm due to Jiang et al. [JPHY14] was
based on the observation that there exists a column u of A spanning a 2-approximation. Therefore,
solving the problem min, ||A — uv||p for each column u of A yields a 2-approximation, where for a
matrix B the measure ||B||p counts the number of non-zero entries. The problem min, ||A — uv||p
decomposes into Y_; min, ||A.; — v;ullo, where A.; is the i-th column of A, and v; the i-th entry
of vector v. The optimal v; is the mode of the ratios A;;/u;, where j ranges over indices in
{1,2,...,m} with u; # 0. As aresult, one can find a rank-1 matrix uv” providing a 2-approximation
in O(||A||yn) time, which was the best known running time. Somewhat surprisingly, we show that
one can achieve sublinear time for solving this problem. Namely, we obtain a (24 €)-approximation
in (m + n) poly(e 'y~ log(mn)) time, for any € > 0, where ¢» = OPT /||A||,. This significantly
improves upon the earlier O(||Al|,n) time for not too small € and ). Our result should be contrasted
to Frobenius norm low rank approximation, for which Q(||Al|,) time is required even for k = 1, as
otherwise one might miss a very large entry in A. Since fy-low rank approximation is insensitive
to the magnitude of entries of A, we bypass this general impossibility result.

Next, still considering the case of kK = 1, we show that if the matrix A is binary, a well-studied
case coinciding with the abovementioned GF(2) and Boolean models, we obtain an approximation
algorithm parameterized in terms of the ratio 1 = OPT /||Al|,, showing it is possible in time
(m+n)~! poly(log(mn)) to obtain a (1+ O(1)))-approximation. Note that our algorithm is again
sublinear, unlike all algorithms in previous work. Moreover, when A is itself very well approximated
by a low rank matrix, then ¢ may actually be sub-constant, and we obtain a significantly better
(14 o(1))-approximation than the previous best known 2-approximations. Thus, we simultaneously
improve the running time and approximation factor. We also show that the running time of our
algorithm is optimal up to poly(log(mn)) factors by proving that any (1 + O(%))-approximation
succeeding with constant probability must read Q((m + n)1~!) entries of A in the worst case.

Finally, for arbitrary k& > 1, we first give an impractical algorithm, running in n©®*) time
and achieving an o = poly(k)-approximation. To the best of our knowledge this is the first ap-
proximation algorithm for the £y-low rank approximation problem with any non-trivial approxi-
mation factor. To make our algorithm practical, we reduce the running time to poly(mn), with
an exponent independent of k, if we allow for a bicriteria solution. In particular, we allow the
algorithm to output a matrix A’ of somewhat larger rank O(klog(n/k)), for which ||[A — A’|jp <
O(k?log(n/k)) - Min i (B)=k |4 — Bllo- Although we do not obtain rank exactly k, many of the
motivations for finding a low rank approximation, such as reducing the number of parameters and
fast matrix-vector product, still hold if the output rank is O(klog(n/k)). We are not aware of any
alternative algorithms which achieve poly(mn) time and any provable approximation factor, even
for bicriteria solutions.

2 Preliminaries

For an matrix A € A™*" with entries A; j, we write A; . for its i-th row and A. ; for its j-th column.

Input Formats We always assume that we have random access to the entries of the given ma-
trix A, i.e. we can read any entry A; ; in constant time. For our sublinear time algorithms we need
more efficient access to the matrix, specifically the following two variants:

(1) We say that we are given A with column adjacency arrays if we are given arrays By, ..., By



and lengths ¢y,..., ¢, such that for any 1 < k < ¢; the pair Bj[k] = (i, A;;) stores the row i
containing the k-th nonzero entry in column j as well as that entry A;;. This is a standard
representation of matrices used in many applications. Note that given only these adjacency arrays
By, ..., B,, in order to access any entry A;; we can perform a binary search over Bj, and hence
random access to any matrix entry is in time O(logn). Moreover, we assume to have random access
to matrix entries in constant time, and note that this is optimistic by at most a factor O(logn).

(2) We say that we are given matrix A with row and column sums if we can access the numbers
> Aij fori € [m] and }°; A; j for j € [n] in constant time (and, as always, access any entry A; ;
in constant time). Notice that storing the row and column sums takes O(m + n) space, and thus
while this might not be standard information it is very cheap to store.

We show that the first access type even allows to sample from the set of nonzero entries uniformly
in constant time.

Lemma 1. Given a matriz A € R™*™ with column adjacency arrays, after O(n) time preprocessing
we can sample a uniformly random nonzero entry (i,j) from A in time O(1).

Proof. Note that we are in particular given the number of nonzero entries ¢; = ||A. j||o for each
column. We want to first sample a column X € [n] such that Pr[X = j] = {;/ > cp,) k. then sample
Y € [¢;] uniformly, read Bx[Y] = (4, Ai x), and return A; x. Observe that this process indeed
samples each nonzero entry of A with the same probability, since the probability of sampling a
particular nonzero entry (4, j) is (€;/ Xpepn) Ck) - (1/€5) = 1/ Fkepn) lk- Sampling Y € [(;] uniformly
can be done in constant time by assumption. For sampling X, we use the classic Alias Method by
Walker [Wal74], which is given the probabilities Pr[X = 1],...,Pr[X = n] as input and computes,
in O(n) time, a data structure that allows to sample from X in time O(1). This finishes the
construction. O

3 Algorithms for Reals /y;-Rank-£

Given a matrix A € R™*" the Reals fo-Rank-k problem asks to find a matrix A’ € R™*" with
rank & such that the difference between A and A’ measured in £y-distance is minimized. We denote
the optimum value by

OPT® &' min  A— 4, = min IA=UV|,. (1)
rank(A’)=k UeRmxk VeRkxn

In this section, we establish several new results on the Reals £y-Rank-k problem. In Subsec-
tion 3.1, we prove a structural lemma that shows the existence of k& columns which provide a
(k + 1)-approximation to OPT® | and we also give an Q(k)-approximation lower bound for any
algorithm that selects k columns from the input matrix A. In Subsection 3.2, we give an approxi-
mation algorithm that runs in poly(n*,m) time and achieves an O(k?)-approximation. To the best
of our knowledge, this is the first algorithm with provable non-trivial approximation guarantees.
In Subsection 3.3, we design a practical algorithm that runs in poly(n, m) time with an exponent

independent of k, if we allow for a bicriteria solution.

3.1 Structural Results

We give a new structural result for £y-distance showing that any matrix A contains k columns which
provide a (k 4 1)-approximation for the Reals ¢p-Rank-k problem.



Lemma 2. Let A € R™™ be a matriz and k € [n]. There is a subset J*) C [n] of size k and a
matriz Z € RF*™ such that ||A — A, w2l < (k+ 1HopT®),

Proof. Let Q) be the set of columns j with UV, ; = 0, and let R [ 1\ Q). Let SO = def [n],
7O <4 We split the value OPT® into OPT(S©, RO)) ot ||AS(0)’R(0) — UVs0) g llo and

def

OPT(S, Q) = || A50) g0 = UV g llo = [Ase g llo-

Suppose OPT(S©) RO > [SO|RO)|/(k + 1). Then, for any subset J*) it follows that

min||A — Ago s Zo = ISONRO | + ]| Ago g llo < (k+1)OPTH).,

Otherwise, there is a column (! such that
450 :00 = (UV) 50 10|, < OPT(S, R®)/|R| < OPT®W /|RO)|.

Let 7™ be the set of indices on which (UV) 5(0) Z(l) and Ag() ;0) disagree, and similarly S (1) def

SONTM on which they agree. Then we have |[TM| < OPT® /|R©)|. Hence, in the submatrix
T x RO the total error is at most |[TM|-|R©)| < OPT®). Let R, D) be a partitioning of R()
such that As(l)J is linearly dependent on AS(l)’i(l) iff j € DM, Then by selecting column A:’i(l) the
incurred cost on matrix S x DM is zero. For the remaining submatrix S x R®, we perform a
recursive call of the algorithm.

We make at most k recursive calls, on instances S x R® for ¢ ¢ {0,...,k —1}. In the ¢th
iteration, either OPT(S®, R®) > |SO||R®|/(k 4+ 1 — £) and we are done, or there is a column
i1 which partitions S® into SE*D, TE+D) and RO into R+, DUHD guch that

V4
1 k—7¢
D) > . _ - .
(ST = m 21;[0<1 k+1—z’) k1 "

and for every j € D the column AS(ZJFUJ belongs to the span of {AS(HDJ@) }fi%

Suppose we performed k recursive calls. We show now that the incurred cost in submatrix
S®) x RK®) is at most OPT(S®), R*)) < OPT®). By construction, |S®)| > m/(k+1) and the sub-
columns {Ag) ; };e 0 are linearly independent, where IR = i i)V s the set of the selected
columns, and Agw) ;00 = (UV) gy Since rank(Agau yay) = k, it follows that rank(Ugw) ) = k,
rank(V, ;) = k and the matrix V_ ;u) € RE*E is invertible. Hence, for matrix Z = (V:’I(k))_l‘/le
we have

OPT(S®, R®) = ||Age gr — Agr 1 Z]Jo-

The statement follows by noting that the recursive calls accumulate a total cost of at most
k-OPT® in the submatrices 7“1 x R® for ¢ € {0,1,...,k—1}, as well as cost at most opT®)
in submatrix S®*) x R O

We also show that any algorithm that selects k columns of a matrix A incurs at least an
Q(k)-approximation for the Reals ¢p-Rank-k problem.

Lemma 3. Let k < n/2. Suppose A = (Gixn; Inxn) € RMTR)X1 s o matriz composed of a
Gaussian random matriz G € RFX™ with Gij ~ N(0,1) and identity matriz I,xy,. Then for any
subset J¥) C [n] of size k, we have min cgrxn || A — A,y Zllo = Q(k) - oPT®),

7



Proof. Notice that the optimum cost is at most n, achieved by selecting U = (Ipxx; Onxx) and
V = Gigxn- It is well known that Gaussian matrices are invertible with probability 1, see e.g.
[SST06, Thm 3.3]. Hence, G ;&) is a nonsingular matrix for every subset J (k) < [n] of size k.

We will show next that for any subset J*) of k columns the incurred cost is at least (n — k)k >
nk/2. Without loss of generality, the chosen columns J*) = [k] are the first k& columns of A. Let
R = [2k] be the first 2k rows and C' = [n] \ J be the last n — k columns. We bound

min A — A, gy Zllo > min | Arc — Arw Zllo

=) m(i,nHARJ — Ap 29,
. z])
jeC

i.e. we ignore all rows and columns except R and C. Consider any column j € C. Since Ag; =
(G.;,0) and Ag 1 = (G. s Inxk), for any vector z € R¥ we have

[Ar; — Ag jmzllo = 1G.; — G.kzllo + I Hkxkzllo
=|G.; — G.jzllo + |2l -

Let ¢ % ||z|lp- By symmetry, without loss of generality we can assume that the first ¢ entries of z
are non-zero and the remaining entries are 0. Let 2 € R? be the vector containing the first £ entries
of z. Then we have

[Ar; — Ag jmzllo = 1G.; — G. jgzllo + ¢

We consider w.l.o.g. the first k£ columns of A, and we construct the optimum matrix Z that
minimizes ||A. 1.4Z — Allop. Observe that it is optimal to set the first & columns of Z to Ijxy, and
since Aoj41:m,1:x = 0 we can focus only on the submatrix Aj.ok k1 = (Giok k115 Obxn—k)-

Consider a column Aj.g ; for j € [k 4 1,n]. Our goal is to find a vector v € R* minimizing

the objective function ¥ = min,{|jv[lo + ||G*®v — g0}, where G(¥) dof {Gi 16} and g def G- It
holds with probability 1 that G*) and ¢ do not have an entry equal to zero. Moreover, since G*)

is invertible every row in [G*)]~! is non-zero, and thus with probability 1 a vector v = [G(¥)]~1g

has entry equal to zero.

Let v = (x; 0) be an arbitrary vector with ||z|; = £. Let G®) be a submatrix of G*) induced
()

by the first £ columns. For every subset S C [m] of ¢ rows the corresponding submatrix G s has a

(£)
S

full rank. Suppose there is a subset S such that for Gg’ and gg there is a vector x € R* satisfying

G(Sé):x = gg. Since G(Sg): is invertible, the existence of z implies its uniqueness. On the other hand,

()

and there are finitely many possible subsets S as above, i.e. (?) < m¢, by union bound it follows
that ||G®v — g|lg > k — £. Therefore, it holds that ¢ > k.

The statement follows by noting that the total cost incurred by A. 1., and any Z is lower bounded
by (n—k)k+(n—k)=(1-k/n)(k+ 1)n. O

for any row i € [m]\S the probability of the event G,z = g; is equals to 0. Since G®y = GOz

3.2 Basic Algorithm

We give an impractical algorithm that runs in poly(n¥, m) time and achieves an O(k?)-approximation.
To the best of our knowledge this is the first approximation algorithm for the Reals £p-Rank-k prob-
lem with non-trivial approximation guarantees.



Theorem 4. Given A € R™" and k € [n] we can compute in O(n*+H1m2k“+1) time a set of k
indices J*®) C [n] and a matriz Z € R¥*" such that |A — Ay Zllo < O(k2?) - OPT®),

We use as a subroutine the algorithm of Berman and Karpinski [BK02] (attributed also to
Kannan in that paper) which given a matrix U and a vector b approximates min, [|[Uz — bl|o
in polynomial time. Specifically, we invoke in our algorithm the following variant of this result
established by Alon, Panigrahy, and Yekhanin [APY09].

Theorem 5. [APY09] There is an algorithm that given a matriz A € R™<* and a vector b € R™,
outputs in time O(m2k“*1) a vector z € R¥ such that w.h.p. |Az — b||, < k - min, || Az — b]|,.

Proof of Theorem /. The existence of a subset J* of k columns of A and matrix Z* € RF*" with
A = A. ;- Z*|lo < (k +1)OPT® follows by Lemma 2. We enumerate all (7) subsets J®) of k
columns. For each J*), we split min|| A, JwZ—Alo =i min o || A, J(k:)Z(i) —A. illo, and we run
the algorithm from Theorem 5 for each column A, ;, obtaining approximate solutions 0 z0)
that form a matrix Z. Then, we return the best solution (A, J(k),Z ). To verify that thls ylelds a

k(k 4+ 1)-approximation, note that for .J (k) = J* we have

1A+ Z = Al = ZIIA 720 = Ao < kmenA 72 = Aillo
= k: -min|| 4, 5+ Z — Allo < k:(k +1)-0PT®,
The time bound O(n**'m?2k“+1) is immediate from Theorem 5. This proves the statement. [

3.3 Bicriteria Algorithm

Our main contribution in this section is to design a practical algorithm that runs in poly(n,m)
time with an exponent independent of k, if we allow for a bicriteria solution.

Theorem 6. Given A € R™™ with m > n and k € {1,...,n}, there is an algorithm that in
expected poly(m,n) time outputs a subset of indices J C [n] with |J| = O(klog(n/k)) and a matriz
Z € RVIX" such that |A — A, ;Z||, < O(k*log(n/k)) - OPT®).

The structure of the proof follows a recent approximation algorithm [CGK 17, Algorithm 3]
for the ¢,-low rank approximation problem, for any p > 1. We note that the analysis of [CGK ™17,
Theorem 7] is missing an O(log!/? n) approximation factor, and naively provides an O(klog!/? n)-
approximation rather than the stated O(k)-approximation. Further, it might be possible to obtain
an efficient algorithm yielding an O(k? log k)-approximation for Theorem 6 using unpublished tech-
niques in [SWZ18]; we leave the study of obtaining the optimal approximation factor to future
work.

There are two critical differences with the proof of [CGK 17, Theorem 7]. We cannot use the
earlier [CGK ™17, Theorem 3] which shows that any matrix A contains k columns which provide
an O(k)-approximation for the £,-low rank approximation problem, since that proof requires p > 1
and critically uses scale-invariance, which does not hold for p = 0. Our combinatorial argument
in Lemma 2 seems fundamentally different than the maximum volume submatrix argument in
[CGKT17] for p > 1.

Second, unlike for £,-regression for p > 1, the {y-regression problem min, ||[Uz — bl|o given a
matrix U and vector b is not efficiently solvable since it corresponds to a nearest codeword problem,



Algorithm 1 Bicriteria Algorithm: Selecting O(klog(n/k)) Columns

ApproximatelySelectColumns(A, k)
ensure A has at least klog(n/k)) columns

If the number of columns of matrix A is less than or equal to 2k
Return all the columns of A
Else
Repeat
Let R be a set of 2k uniformly random columns of A
Until at least 1/10 fraction of columns of A are nearly approximately covered

Let Az be the columns of A not nearly approximately covered by R
Return R U ApproximatelySelectColumns(Az, k)

0N oot W

which is NP-hard [Alel1]. Thus, we resort to an approximation algorithm for /y-regression, based
on ideas for solving the nearest codeword problem in [APY09, BK02].

Note that OPT®*) < ||A||,. Since there are only mn + 1 possibilities of OPT®) we can assume
we know OPT®) and we can run the Algorithm 1 below for each such possibility, obtaining a
rank-O(k log n) solution, and then outputting the solution found with the smallest cost.

This can be further optimized by forming instead O(log(mn)) guesses of OPT®). One of these
guesses is within a factor of 2 from the true value of OPT®*) and we note that the following
argument only needs to know OPT™ up to a factor of 2.

We start by defining the notion of approximate coverage, which is different than the corre-
sponding notion in [CGKT17] for p > 1, due to the fact that fy-regression cannot be efficiently
solved. Consequently, approximate coverage for p = 0 cannot be efficiently tested. Let Q C [n]
and M = A. g be an m X |@Q| submatrix of A. We say that a column M. ; is (S, Q)-approzimately
covered by a submatrix M. ¢ of M, if |S| = 2k and

100(k + 1)OPT®
Q|

Lemma 7. (Similar to [CGKT 17, Lemma 6], but using Lemma 2) Let Q C [n] and M = A. g
be a submatriz of A. Suppose we select a subset R of 2k uniformly random columns of M. Then
with probability at least 1/3, at least a 1/10 fraction of the columns of M are (R, Q)-approximately
covered.

min |M. s x— Mo < (2)

Proof. To Show this, as in [CGK17], consider a uniformly random column index ¢ not in the set

R. Let T RU{ b def Minui(B)=k | M. — Bl|,, and B* def arg mingan(g)=x [|M — Bl|y. Since
T is a uniformly random subset of 2/<: + 1 columns of M, we have

Ern < Er|Mgp- B = Z S| agi— Bz Priv)
\Q\ )ZET
S (75) HM e - (2k + 1)oPTS) _ (2k+1)oPT®
i (2 b @] - @]

10(2k+1)OPT ()

Then, by a Markov bound, we have Pr[n < 0]

| >9/10. Let & denotes this event.

10



Fix a configuration T'= RU {i} and let L(T') C T be the subset guaranteed by Lemma 2 such
that |L(T)| = k and

min HM:,L(T)X - M:,THO <(k+1) ain M.z — Bl

Notice that

1
2k +1

Ei {mﬂgn HM:’L(T)x - M:J'

7| = min M 1r) X = M.a]

0 0’

and thus by the law of total probability we have

ET {mﬂgn ||M:,L(T)x - MMZ'HO} < (];/j_i—i—l?ln
Let & denote the event that min, ||M. oz — M. ;|jo < %ﬂ)". By a Markov bound, Pr[&] > 9/10.
Further, as in [CGK " 17], let & be the event that i ¢ L. Observe that there are (kzl) ways to
choose a subset R C T such that |R/| = 2k and L C R’. Since there are (2%‘1) ways to choose
R', it follows that Pr[L C R | T] = ;k—fl > 1/2. Hence, by the law of total probability, we have
Pl”[gg] > 1/2.
As in [CGKT17], Pr[€1 A E A E3] > 2/5, and conditioned on &1 A €3 A Es,

10(k + 1)y _ 100(k + 1) OPT®)

in | M. — M. ;|lo < min || M. — M. ;o < = ’ 3
mmlnH R illo < mmlnH LLE illo 2k +1 Q| )

where the first inequality uses that L is a subset of R given &3, and so the regression cost cannot
decrease, while the second inequality uses the occurrence of & and the final inequality uses the
occurrence of &;.

As in [CGKT17], if Z; is an indicator random variable indicating whether i is approximately
covered by R, and Z = >ieq Zi, then Eg[Z] > @ and Eg[|Q| — Z] < @ By a Markov bound,
it follows that Pr[|Q| — Z > %] < 2. Thus, probability at least 1/3, at least a 1/10 fraction of
the columns of M are (R, Q)-approximately covered. O

Given Lemma 7, we are ready to prove Theorem 6. As noted above, a key difference with the
corresponding [CGK ™17, Algorithm 3] for £, and p > 1, is that we cannot efficiently test if the i-th
column is approximately covered by the set R. We will instead again make use of Theorem 5.

Proof of Theorem 6. The computation of matrix Z force us to relax the notion of (R, Q)-approximately
covered to the notion of (R, Q)-nearly-approximately covered as follows: we say that a column M. ;
is (R, Q)-nearly-approzimately covered if, the algorithm in Theorem 5 returns a vector z such that

100(k + 1)20PT®*)
Q|

By the guarantee of Theorem 5, if M. ; is (R, Q)-approximately covered then it is also with proba-
bility at least 1 — 1/ poly(mn) (R, Q)-nearly-approximately covered.

Suppose Algorithm 1 makes ¢ iterations and let A:7U§—1 g, and Z be the resulting solution. We
bound now its cost. Let By = [n], and consider the i-th iteration of Algorithm 1. We denote

1M rz = M.illo <

(4)
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by R; a set of 2k uniformly random columns of B;_j, by G; a set of columns that is (R;, Bi_1)-
nearly-approximately covered, and by B; = B;_1\{G; U R;} a set of the remaining columns. By
construction, |G;| > |B;—1|/10 and

9
B;| < —|B;- —|Bi—1].
Since Algorithm 1 terminates when Byy1 < 2k, we have

1\ 1\
2k < |B 1——) |Bol=(1——
<IBl < (1-55) Bl = (1-15) »

and thus the number of iterations ¢t < 10log(n/2k). By construction, |G;| = (1 — «;)|B;—1]| for some
a; <9/10, and hence

|Gil
<t<
E B t 1Olog2k (5)

Therefore, the solution cost is bounded by

[ 4057 = 4] ZE:WR A,
1=1j€eqG;
g g k- mln

Lem.7 ‘A e H Z Z 100 (k +1)>OpT®*)
i=1jeqG;

|Bi—1

t
= 100 (k+1)*OPT* Z

2 2.1 ﬁ)- pT®.
< <l<: og% 0]

By Lemma 7, the expected number of iterations of selecting a set R; such that |G;| > 1/10|B;_1]
is O(1). Since the number of recursive calls ¢ is bounded by O(log(n/k)), it follows by a Markov
bound that Algorithm 1 chooses O(klog(n/k)) columns in total. Since the approximation algorithm
of Theorem 5 runs in polynomial time, our entire algorithm has expected polynomial time. O

4 Algorithm for Reals /y-Rank-1

Given a matrix A € R™*"  the Reals fo-Rank-1 problem asks to find a matrix A’ € R™*" with
rank 1, i.e. A’ = ww” for some vectors © € R™ and v € R”, such that the difference between A and
A’ measured in fy-distance is minimized. We denote the optimum value by

oPT® € i HA Al = mln ||A—uv llo- (6)

rank(A’)= €R™

In the trivial case when OPT®) = 0, there is an optimal algorithm that runs in time O(||All,) and
finds the exact rank-1 decomposition uv? of a matrix A. In this work, we focus on the case when
OPT(M > 1. We show that Algorithm 2 yields a (2 + €)-approximation factor and runs in nearly

linear time in ||A|,, for any constant € > 0. Furthermore, a variant of our algorithm even runs in
sublinear time, if || A]|, is large and

o ¥ opPTW/||4), (7)

is not too small. In particular, we obtain time o(||A]|,) when OPT® > (¢~log(mn))* and ||A]|, >
n(e !log(mn))*.

12



Theorem 8. There is an algorithm that, given A € R™*™ with column adjacency arrays and
opT® > 1, and given € € (0,0.1], runs w.h.p. in time

0 ((L B ¢ min { [ Ay, 0+ v 8 lofj n)

and outputs a column A.; and a vector z € R™ such that w.h.p. |[A— A, ;- 2T |0 < (2 + €)OPTW,
The algorithm also computes an estimate Y satisfying w.h.p. (1 —e)OPTW <Y < (24 2¢)OPTW.

In fact, our analysis of Theorem 8 directly applies to the Boolean £3-Rank-1 problem, for the
definition see Section 5, and yields as a special case the following result (which we use to prove
Theorem 18 in Section 5).

Theorem 9. Let OPT = min,gg 13m vefo,13n |4 —u- v"|lo. Given a binary matriz A € {0,1}m™*"
with column adjacency arrays and OPT > 1, and given € € (0,0.1], we can compute w.h.p. in time

0 ((”l‘fm + min { |4, nw—”"g”})l"gj”)

€2 €

a column A.; and a binary vector z € {0,1}" such that w.h.p. |A — A.; - 2T|o < (2 + €)OPT.
Further, we can compute an estimate Y such that w.h.p. (1 —€)OPT <Y < (24 2¢)OPT.

The rest of this section is devoted to proving Theorem 8. We present the pseudocode of this
result in Algorithm 2.

Algorithm 2 Reals /3-Rank-1: Approximation Scheme
Input: A € R™*" and € € (0,0.1).

1. Partition the columns of A into weight-classes S = {S(©, ... §(0+%em)1 such that
i) SO contains all columns j with ||A. ;|0 = 0, and
ii) S contains all columns j with 201 < || A. ;|0 < 2°.
2. For each weight-class S do:
2.1 Sample a set C®) of O(¢~2logn) elements uniformly at random from S,
2.2 Find a (1 4 {3)-approximate solution 2\9) € R™ for each column A€ cW e,

. € i
HA — A [Z(J)]THO < (1 + 1—5) min HA —A - UT”O' (8)

3. Compute a (1 + 15 )-approximation Yj of [|[A — A, ;- [20)]T]|o for every j € Uieps o),
4. Return the pair (4. ;, 2 )) corresponding to the minimal value Y.

The only steps for which the implementation details are not immediate are Steps 2.2 and 3. We
will discuss them in Sections 4.2 and 4.3, respectively.

Note that the algorithm from Theorem 8 selects a column A. ; and then finds a good vector z
such that the product A;,jo approximates A. We show that the approximation guarantee 2 + € is
essentially tight for algorithms following this pattern.

Lemma 10. There exist a matriz A € R™*™ such that min,egn||A—A. j-2T|jo > 2(1—1/n)OPTM),
for every column A. ;.
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Proof of Lemma 10. Let A = I + J € R™", where I is an identity matrix and J = 117 is an
all-ones matrix. Note that OPT(!) < n is achieved by approximating A with the rank-1 matrix J.
On the other hand, when we choose u = A. ; for any ¢ € [n], the incurred cost on any column A. ;,
J # i, is ming||A. ; — zA. ;|0 = 2, since there are two entries where A.; and A.; disagree. Hence,
the total cost is at least 2n — 2 > (2 — 2/n)OPTW). O

4.1 Correctness

We first prove the following structural result, capturing Steps 1-2.2 of Algorithm 2.

Lemma 11. Let CO, ... CUo8ntD) pe the sets constructed in Step 2.1 of Algorithm 2, and let
C=0CcOuy...uclentl) Then, w.h.p. C contains an index j € [n] such that

nelliRI}L A=A 2T < (24 ¢€/2) - OPTW.

Proof. Let u,v be an optimum solution of (6). For the weight class SO containing all columns
without nonzero entries, setting z. = 0 for any ¢ € S(©) gives zero cost on these columns, no matter
W%lé)it column A.; we picked. Hence, without loss of generality in the following we assume that
SO =g,

For any i > 1, we partition the weight class S into N, Z() such that v; = 0 for every i € Z(0)
and v; # 0 for i € N, We denote by S* the set of weight-classes S with |[N®| > 1|SO|. Let
R = Ujes+ S and W = [n]\R. We partition R = N U Z such that v; = 0 for every i € Z and
v; # 0 for i € V. Further, using the three sets A/, Z and W we decompose OPT() into

OPT!) = OPTy + OPTz + OPTyy
= JAn —u-vilo+ A.zllo + 14w — u - vyyllo-

The proof proceeds by case distinction:

The set Z: For any column A. ; of A, we have

min|[A;z — As; - 2o < 14z — Ay - 0llo = |4 z]lo = OPTz. (9)

The set W: Note that W consists of all weight classes S® with [Z()] > 2|s @|. For any such
weight class S| the optimum cost satisfies

N B
14, 50 = wvgeollo > 14, 7w llo > 5182 = 21502

[SSRIN )

Further, for any column A. ; of A, we have
i L LT _ _ 1 (i) |oi
min |4, 50 — A2 lo < 14, g0 llo < 14 z@ llo + 3\5 12
<204, o llo < 204, g6 — wie o,
and thus the total cost in WV is bounded by
minf| A,y — Ao - 2pyflo = > minf|A, g = A - Z5wllo < 2014w — wviyllo =20PTy.  (10)

iew sV
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The set N: By an averaging argument there is a subset G C N of size |G| > §|N| such that for
every j € G we have

1 'OPT/\/<(1 e)OOPT/\/

2) W]

[A.; —vj-ullo 5

ST IV

Let j € G be arbitrary. Furthermore, let P) be the set of all rows ¢ with A;j = v; - u;, and let
QU) = [m] \ PY). By construction, we have Q)| < (1 + $)OPTx/IN|. Moreover, since j € N we
have v; # 0, and thus we may choose zn = vijv/\/. This yields

. 1
min[| A, v — A ;- 2iflo < [[ A — Ay - —virllo
N Uj

1
= |1 Apo v — upo - Ukrllo + 1 Agu ar — Asj - ;%(/Ho
J

< OPTy + (1 + %) OPTyy = (2 + g) OPTy. (11)

Hence, by combining (9), (10) and (11), it follows for any index j € G that
minflA - A - ="

= H;ViVnHA:,W — A zylo + min|[A;z — A ; - z%llo + IE/{[HHA:,N — Azl
< 20PTy + OPTz + (2 + %) OPTy < (2 + %) orPTW,

This yields the desired approximation guarantee, provided that we sampled a column A.; from
G. We show next that whenever A # (3, our algorithm samples with high probability at least one
column from G.

Before that let us consider the case when A/ = (). Then, since the bounds (9) and (10) hold for
any column A. ; of A, the set C' contains only good columns. Thus, we may assume that N # (.

We now analyze the probability of sampling a column A. ; from G. By construction, the set N is
the union of all N such that |[N®| > 1[S®)|. As shown above, we have |G| > £|N], and thus there
is an index 7 satisfying |G N S®)| > SN @) > 518 ()|, Hence, when sampling a uniformly random
element from S we hit G with probability at least <. Since we sample O (¢ ?log n) elements from
S(®)_ we hit G with high probability. This finishes the proof. U

Correctness Proof of Algorithm 2: It remains to show that the pair (A. ;,2?) with minimum
estimate Y yields a (2 + €)-approximation to orT®, By Step 3, for every column j we have

-1
(1+55) 1A= Ao <% < (14 55 14— 4,191 o (12)

Since Y; < Y for any other column j’, (12) and the approximation guarantee of Steps 2.2 yield

e\ ! ; € Y e\? .
(145) 1A= Ao < (14 5) 14— A2 o < (14 55 ) min 4 - 4,27])

By Lemma 11, w.h.p. there exists a column j' € C' with min, |4 — 4. j27 o < (2+ §)OPTW. We
obtain a total approximation ratio of (1 + 5)3(2+ §) < 2+ ¢ for any error 0 < € < 0.1, i.e. we
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have ||[A — A, j[29]T]jo < (24 €)OPTW. Therefore, it holds that

-1
(1—€)OPTM < (1 + 1—65) oPTM <Y, < (1 + 1—€5> (2 + €)OPTM < (2 + 2¢)OPTM.

This finishes the correctness proof.

4.2 Implementing Step 2.2

Step 2.2 of Algorithm 2 uses the following sublinear procedure.

Algorithm 3 Reals /p-Rank-1: Objective Value Estimation
Input: A € R™*" 4 € R™ and € € (0,1).
let ¢t & O(e 2logm), N & supp(u), and p aof t/|N|.

1. Select each index i € N with probability p and let S be the resulting set.
2. Compute a vector z € R" such that z; = argmin,er ||As; — 7 - usl|, for all j € [n].
3. Return the vector z.

We prove now the correctness of Algorithm 3 and we analyze its runtime.

Lemma 12. Given A € R™"™ with m > n, u € R™ and € € (0,1) we can compute in time
O (e_2n logm) a vector z € R™ such that w.h.p. for every index i € [n] it holds that

[A:i = zi - ullo < (14 €) min[[A. ; — v; - ulfo.
v; ER

Proof. Let N, Z be a partitioning of [m] such that u; = 0 for i € Z and u; # 0 for i € N. Since
|A—wu-2T)o = ||An. —un - 2T||o + || Az.|l0, it suffices to find a vector z such that for every j € [n]
we have

1ANG = 25 - unlly < (L +€) - min | Ay —vj - unlly.- (13)

Let j € [n] be arbitrary. For r € R let G(r) df {i € N : A;j/u; = r} be the set of entries of Ay ;

that we correctly recover by setting z; = r. Note that |An; — 2z - un|lo = |N| — |G(%;)| holds for

any z; € R. Hence, the optimal solution sets z; = r* e argmax,cr |G(r)|.

Let X¢() be a random variable indicating the number of elements selected from group G(r) in
Step 1 of Algorithm 3. Notice that E[X¢()] = t - |G(r)|/|N|, and by Chernoff bound w.h.p. we
have

X — ElXam]| < (¢/8) - . (14)

Let S C N be the set of selected indices. Further, since |S| = >3, X¢(,) and E[|S]] = ¢, by
Chernoff bound we have w.h.p. |S| < (1 + €)[t|]. Observe that Step 2 of Algorithm 3 selects
zj = argmax,er Xq(), since [[Ag; — 7 - ugllo = [S| = Xg(). We now relate z; to r*. The proof

proceeds by case distinction on 0* & |G(r*)|/|N|.

Case 1: Suppose 6* < €/4. Then ||An; —7-un|lo > (1 —€/4)|N| for every € R, and thus no
matter which z; is selected we obtain a (1 + €)-approximation, since

AN = 2 - unllo < [N < (1 4+ €) min |Ay; =7 uno-

16



Case 2: Suppose * > 1/2 + €. Then, by (14) w.h.p. we have
Koy > ElXam] — (¢/8)t = (5" — ¢/8)t > (1+ e)t/2 > |S]/2,

and thus X~ is maximal among all X,. Hence, we select the optimal z; = r*.

Case 3: Suppose €/4 < 0* < 1/2+e€. Let z; = r be the value chosen by Algorithm 3. By (14),
the event of making a mistake, given by Xy > Xg(+), happens when

E[Xem] + (¢/8)t = E[X )] — (¢/8)t. (15)

Let 6 & |G(7)|/|IN| and note that (15) implies § > 6* — €/4. Hence, for the selected r # r* we have

[An; =7 unllo =1 —=0)N| < (1 -6 +¢/4)|N]|
<1+ =0)N[=(1+e)llAn; —r" - unllo.

Therefore, in each of the preceding three cases, we obtain w.h.p. a (1+ €)-approximate solution.
The statement follows by the union bound. O

4.3 Implementing Step 3

In Step 3 of Algorithm 2, our goal is to compute a (1 + +5)-approximation Y; of |A — A, ;[T o,
for every j € U,¢qs] c®,
In this subsection, our main algorithmic result is the following.

Theorem 13. There is an algorithm that, given A € R™*"™ with column adjacency arrays and
oprT® > 1, and given j € [n], v € R™ and € € (0,1), outputs an estimator Y that satisfies w.h.p.

(—afa-a, 7| svsa+eofa-a,-o7 .

The algorithm runs w.h.p. in time O(min{||All,,n + e 2~ logn}), where ¢ = OPTM /|| A]|,.

We prove Theorem 13, by designing: i) an exact deterministic algorithm, see Lemma 14; and
ii) a randomized approximation algorithm running in sublinear-time, see Lemma 16.

Lemma 14. Suppose A, B € R™*" qre represented by column adjacency arrays. Then, we can
compute in O(||Allg + n) time the measure |A — B|o.

Proof. We partition the entries of A into five sets:

Ty ={(i,5) : Aij =0and Bj; # 0}, Ty ={(i,J) : 0# Aij = Bij # 0},
T2 = {(Z,]) : Aij 75 0 and Bij = 0}, T5 = {(Z,j) . Aij = Bij = 0},
Ty ={(i,j) : 0# Ay # By #0}.
Observe that ||A — Bllo = |Th| + |T2| + |T3| and ||Bllo = |T1| + |75] + |T4|. Since ||A — Bljp =
|IBllo + |T2] — |T4l, it suffices to compute the numbers ||B||o, |T2| and |Ty|. We compute |T5| and

|Ty| in O(||Alp) time, by enumerating all non-zero entries of A and performing O(1) checks for each.
For || B||o, we sum the column lengths of B in O(n) time. O
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For our second, sampling-based implementation of Step 3, we make use of an algorithm by
Dagum et al. [DKLRO00] for estimating the expected value of a random variable. We note that the
runtime of their algorithm is a random variable, the magnitude of which is bounded w.h.p. within
a certain range.

Theorem 15. [DKLR00] Let X be a random variable taking values in [0, 1] with p dzefIE[X] > 0.
Let 0 < €,0 < 1 and px = max{Var[X|,eu}. There is an algorithm with sample access to X that
computes an estimator i in time t such that for a universal constant ¢ we have

DPr[(1l—ep<p<(Q4+eu>1-6 and i) Pr[t >c-e2u2pxlog(1/6)] < 4.

We state now our key technical insight, on which we build upon our sublinear algorithm.

Lemma 16. There is an algorithm that, given A, B € R™*™ with column adjacency arrays and

|IA— Bllo > 1, and given € > 0, computes an estimator Z that satisfies w.h.p.
(I—el[A=Bllo<Z < (1+¢€)||A— Blo.

The algorithm runs w.h.p. in time O(n + 6_2% logn}).

Proof. By Lemma 1, after O(n) preprocessing time we can sample a uniformly random non-zero
entry from A or B in O(1) time.
We consider the following random process:
1. Sample C' € {4, B} such that Pr(C' = A] = rolfle-r and PriC = B] = 2l
2. Sample (7,7) uniformly at random from the non-zero entries of C
3. Return:
O, lf Aij = Bz’j;
X =41/2, if0# A;; # Bij #0;
1, if A;; # B;j and either A;; or B;; equals 0.

Observe that

[Allo 1 1Bl 1

E[X] = > : + > :
(i) Agey=o 1Al +1Bllo MlAllo ;o =% g 1Alo+1Bllo [Bllo
1 [[Allo 1 1 1Bllo 1 )
+ Z <_. . 4. .
i) 0ianzByzo N2 [Allo+11Bllo [[Allo 2 [lAllo+[IBllo [IBllo
_ _IA4-Bllo
[ Allo + [ Bllo

Straightforward checking shows that X € [0, 1] implies Var[X]| < E[X], and thus
px = max{Var[X],e- E[X]|} <E[X].

Setting § = 1/poly(n) in Theorem 15, we can compute w.h.p. in time O(¢ 2E[X] !logn) =

0(6_2%10g n) an estimator (1 — €)E[X] < i < (1 + ¢)E[X]. Then, w.h.p. the estimator
def

Z = (||A]lo + || Bl|o)/x satisfies the statement. O

We are now ready to prove Theorem 13.
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Proof of Theorem 13. Let B def A, jvT and observe that ||A — B, > OPTW > 1. Note that we

implicitly have column adjacency arrays for B, since for any column ¢ with v, = 0 there are no
non-zero entries in B. ., and for any column ¢ with v, = 1 the non-zero entries of B. . are the same
as for A. ;. Hence, Lemma 14 and Lemma 16 are applicable.

We analyze the running time of Lemma 16. Note that if || B|lo < (1+)||A|lo then % <
(24 1) /9, and otherwise, i.e. (1+)||A]o < ||Bllo, we have

1A= Bllg = 1Bl — 141l = 5 I Blly
and thus Lpletl2lo < o(1 4 y) /. Hence, LletlPle < 4/3, which yields with high probability
time O(n + ¢ 2y~ logn).
We execute in parallel the algorithms from Lemma 14 and Lemma 16. Once the faster algorithm
outputs a solution, we terminate the execution of the slower one. Note that this procedure runs
w.h.p in time O(min{||A||,,n + e 2y~ 'logn}), and returns w.h.p. the desired estimator Y. O

To implement Step 3 of Algorithm 2, we simply apply Theorem 13 with A, € and v = 2 to
each sampled column j € Up<;<iogn+1 c®,

4.4 Analyzing the Runtime of Algorithm 2

Consider again Algorithm 2. In Steps 1, 2 and 2.1, from each of the O(logn) weight classes we
sample O(e~2logn) columns. In Step 2.2, for each sampled column we use Lemma 12, which takes
time O(e~2nlogm) per column, or O(e~*nlogmlog?n) in total. Finally in Step 3, for each sampled
column we use Theorem 13, which w.h.p. takes time O(min{||A4]|,,n + ¢ 2y~ logn}) per column,
or O(min{||Aly,n + e 2y logn} - € 2log?n) in total. Then, the total runtime is bounded by
O(e~*nlogmlog? n + min{||Al|, € 2log? n, e ~Llog® n}).

5 Algorithms for Boolean /)-Rank-1

Given a matrix A € {0,1}"*"™, the Boolean /y-Rank-1 problem asks to find a matrix A" € {0, 1}™*"
with rank 1, i.e. A" = uv? for some vectors u € {0,1}™ and v € {0,1}", such that the difference
between A and A’ measured in fy-distance is minimized. We denote the optimum value by

OPT = OPTy4 def min
ue{0,1}™,ve{0,1}"

A—uvTHO. (16)
In practice, approximating a matrix A by a rank-1 matrix uv” makes most sense if A is close
to being rank-1. Hence, the above optimization problem is most relevant in the case OPT < || A[|,.
For this reason, in this section we focus on the case OPT/ | 4|, < ¢ for sufficiently small ¢ > 0.
We prove the following.

Theorem 17. Given A € {0,1}™ " with row and column sums, and given ¢ € (0, g5] with
OPT/||All, < ¢, we can compute in time O(min{||A|l, + m + n, ¢~ (m + n)log(mn)}) vectors
@€ {0,1}™ and v € {0,1}" such that w.h.p. |A—1u-07|o < (1 +5¢)OPT + 37¢% || A]|,.

Using Theorem 9, we can compute a (2 + €)-approximation of OPT, and thus a (2 + €)-
approximation of the ratio OPT/| A|,. Hence, combining Theorem 17 and Theorem 9, yields
an algorithm that does not need ¢ as an input and computes a (1 + 500¢)-approximate solution of
the Boolean £y-Rank-1 problem.
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Theorem 18. Given A € {0,1}™*™ with column adjacency arrays and with row and column sums,
for 1 = OPT/ || A|l, we can compute w.h.p. in time O(min{||Al|, +m +n,¥ "1 (m +n)} - log®(mn))
vectors @ € {0,1}™ and v € {0,1}" such that w.h.p. ||A —u-97||o < (14 500¢)OPT.

Proof of Theorem 18. We compute a 3-approximation of OPT by applying Theorem 9 with ¢ = 0.1.
This yields a value ¢ satisfying ¢ < ¢ < 31. If ¢ > 1/80, then the 3-approximation is already good
enough, since ¢ > 1/240 and 1+ 5001 > 3. Otherwise, we run Theorem 17 with ¢. Further, using
% |Allp < 99?2 ||All, = 99OPT, the total error is at most

(14 50)OPT + 376 | Ally < (1 + 15¢)OPT + 37 - 9OPT < (1 + 5004)OPT.
A rough upper bound on the running time is O(min{|| A, +m +n,9 " (m +n)} - log*(mn)). O

A variant of the algorithm from Theorem 17 can also be used to solve the Boolean £y-Rank-1
problem exactly. This yields the following theorem, which in particular shows that the problem is
in polynomial time whenever OPT < O(y/[|A[|o log(mn)).

Theorem 19. Given a matriz A € {0,1}™*", if OPT 4/ || A|l, < 1/240 then we can ezactly solve
the Boolean {y-Rank-1 problem in time 20OFT/VIl4llo) - poly(mn).

The remainder of this section is devoted to the proof of Theorem 17 (and Theorem 19).

5.1 Preparations

Let A € {0,1}™*" and fix an optimal solution u,v to the problem, realizing OPT = ||A — uvT||o.

Moreover, set o < |lull, and B & |lv]|,- We start with the following technical preparations.

Lemma 20. For any row i € [m] let x; be the number of 0’s in columns selected by v, i.e.,
x; . {7 €ln]| Ai; =0, v; =1}, and let y; be the number of 1’s in columns not selected by v, i.e.,

Yi X {7enl|A;=1uv; =0} Let R={i € [m]|u; =1} be the rows selected by u, and let
RY [m] \ R. Symmetrically, let C' be the columns selected by v. Then we have

1 ||Ai:|lg= B =z +y; for any i € [m],

2. OPT = Y icr(@i +ui) + 2 icp(B — 2 + i),

OPT = > icp @i — vil,

x; < B/2 for any i € R, and x; > /2 for any i € R,
OPT > 37i%  min{||As o, | |44 lo — I},

| Allp — aB] < OPT,

A N A

If OPT < ¢ [|All then (1 — o) [[Ally < af < (1 + @) [|Allo-

Proof. For (1), note that in the 8 columns C selected by v, row ¢ has f—x; 1’s, and in the remaining
n — |C| columns row i has y; 1’s. Hence, the total number of 1's in row i is || 4[|, = 8 — z; + yi.

(2) We split OPT = ||A — uvT ||y into a sum over all rows, so that OPT = > ||4;. — w07 |-
For i € R, the i-th term of this sum is simply [|4;.[|, = 8 — @; + y;. For i € R, the i-th term is
[4i; = o™l = @i + ;-
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(3) follows immediately from (2).
(4) follows from (2), since for x; > /2 and ¢ € R we can change u; from 1 to 0, reducing the
contribution of row i from z; + y; to 8 — z; + y;, which contradicts optimality of OPT.

For (5), we use that x; +y; > |z; — yi| = | || Ai:ll, — B] by (1), and
OPT:Za;,—l—yZ +Z —x; + ;) —Z(azi—i—yi)—FZHAi7z|]0.
i€R i€R i€R i€R

(6) is shown similarly to (5) by noting that

OPT =" (i + i) + D (B —zi+u) = > Al — 81+ D 1 4ill,

i€ER i€R i€ER i€R
>3 (Ailly = 8) + D 14l = I1Allg — aB,
i€ER i€R

and similarly

OPT >3 || Aiillo — Bl + D Aiilly = D (8 = I4iille) = Y 1Aisllg = aB — [|Allg -

i€ER i€ER i€ER i€R

Finally, (7) follows immediately from (6) by plugging in the upper bound OPT < ¢ [|A]|,. O

5.2 Approximating a and [

We now show how to approximate o = |lul|, and 8 = ||v||,, where u,v is an optimal solution.

Lemma 21. Given A € {0,1}"*" and ¢ € (0,1/30] with OPT/ ||A|, < ¢, we can compute in time
O(||Ally +m +n) an integer § € [m] with

1 3¢ 1+¢
B<B<——
-9 l—¢
Symmetrically, we can approximate o by &. If we are additionally given the number of 1’s in each
row and column, then the running time becomes O(m + n).

Proof. Let
m
def
A min 3 min { || Ai.[ly, | 4.1l — 81},

and let B be the value of 3’ realizing A.
We first verify the approximation guarantee. Consider the set of rows R selected by u. Let
x;,y; for i € R be as in Lemma 20. Then we have

A=Y min {Ail, [ 14l — B} = D min {8+ ys — i, 18— B +yi — wl},

1€ER i€ER

where we used Lemma 20.1. Assume for the sake of contradiction that |3 — B | > %6. Since
|z — y| > |z| — |y| for any numbers z, y, we obtain

- - 2
8= Bt i =il 2 18— Bl — s — l > 18— i~ i,
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Similarly, we have 3 + vy; — z; > =23 — |z; — yi|. Hence,

208
A> s
>3 (2 - b wl ) = T2 I - OPT,
i€ER
where we used Lemma 20.3. Since R is the set of rows selected by w, we have |R| = a. By

Lemma 20.7, we have OPT < ¢ /4], < %aﬁ. Together, this yields A > OPT, contradicting

A <Y min{[|Ai g, 1Al - 8]} < OPT

i=1

by Lemma 20.5. Hence, |8 — ﬁ\ < ¢,8
It remains to design a fast algorithm. We first compute all numbers || 4;.[, in time O(||A[|,)
(this step can be skipped if we are given these numbers as input). We sort these numbers, obtaining

a sorted order |[Arq):llo < ... < [[Azn),:llo- Using counting sort, this takes time O(m +n). We
precompute prefix sums P(k ) o Sk | Az (e),: llo, which allows us to evaluate in constant time any
sum

Z Az, llo = P(y) — P(z —1).

Finally, we precompute the inverse

0(8") € max{f | [ Ape.llo < 83,

or £(3') = 0 if there is no £ with |[A () .[lo < B'. By a simple sweep, all values £(3') can be computed
in total time O(m + n).

Note that for any fixed 8" and row 4, the term realizing min{|| A;.|,,|[|4s,|l, — 8|} is equal to:
(a) [l Ai:lly if |Aillg < B87/2; (b) B' = [|Aillg, if B'/2 < [|Aillg < B and  (c) [|Ailly — B, if
| Ai:ll, > B'. Hence, we obtain

Zmin{ ||Az,||0 s \ ||AZ7||O - 6,‘}

=1

(’/2 B’
(S k) (2 o) [ S lal,-o)
i=1 i=0(8'/2) =tp)+

= P(n) = 2[P(((8) — P(L(B'/2))] — [n+£(5'/2) — 20(8)] 5.

This shows that after the above precomputation the sum Y77 min{[|A;.|,, | [ A:5ll, — 8’|} can be

evaluated in time O(1) for any 4. Minimizing over all 8’ € [m] yields 3. This finishes our algorithm,
which runs in total time O(||A[|, +m + n), or O(m + n) if we are given the number of 1’s in each
row and column. O

5.3 The Algorithm

We now design an approximation algorithm for the Boolean ¢y-Rank-1 problem that will yield
Theorem 17. We present the pseudocode of this Algorithm 4 below.
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Algorithm 4 Boolean {3-Rank-1 With Small Optimal Value

Input: A € {0,1}"*" and ¢ € (0,1/80] such that OPT/ || Al|, < ¢.
Output: Vectors u € {0,1}™, v € {0,1}" such that ||A —u -2 ||o < (1 + €)OPT.

1. Compute approximations %a <a< Hia and = 3¢ﬁ < ﬁ < —iﬁ using Lemma 21.
Initialize RF & [m], CF & [n], RS Ly o5

2. For any row 1, if || A4;.[|, < % : g then set 4; = 0 and remove i from R¥.

For any column j, if ||A. ||, < % : % then set ©; = 0 and remove j from C%.

3. For any i € R compute an estimate X; with |X; — [|4; crllo| < %\CR\.
For any j € C* compute an estimate Y; with |Y; — [[Agr j[lo| < SIRE.

4. For any i € RE, if X; >
For any j € CF, if Y; >

6 then set @; = 1 and add i to RS,
Za then set v; = 1 and add j to CS.

3
5. For any i € R®\ R compute an estimate X! with | X/ — 14; esllol < B|C,
For any j € Cf\ C*, compute an estimate Y] with |Y] — ||Ags ;llo] < ¢|R7|.

6. For any i € R\ RY set u; = 1 if X! > |C®|/2 and 0 otherwise,
For any j € C®\ C®, set v; = 1if Yj’ > |R®|/2 and 0 otherwise.

7. Return (u,?).

Running Time By Lemma 21, Step 1 runs in time O(||A4||, +m+n), or in time O(m + n) if we
are given the number of 1’s in each row and column. Steps 2, 4, and 6 clearly run in time O(m+mn).
For steps 3 and 5, there are two ways to implement them.

Variant (1) is an exact algorithm. We enumerate all nonzero entries of A and count how many
contribute to the required numbers || 4; orllo, [|Agr ;|lo etc. This takes total time O(||All,), and
hence the total running time of the algorithm is O(||Al|, + m + n).

Variant (2) uses random sampling. In order to estimate ||A; orlo, consider a random variable
Z that draws a uniformly random column j € C* and returns 1 if A; j # 0 and 0 otherwise. Then
E[Z] = ||A; orllo/|C*|. Taking independent copies Z1, ..., Z; of Z, where £ = ©(log(mn)/§%) with
sufficiently large hidden constant, a standard Chernoff bound argument shows that w.h.p.

ledl

— | Aicrllo] < 8- |CF,
which yields the required approximation. For Step 3 we use this procedure with J = % and obtain
running time O(log(mn)) per row and column, or O((m + n)log(mn)) in total. For Step 5 we use
§ = ¢, resulting in time O(¢~2log(mn)) for computing one estimate X/ or Y/. By Claim 25 below
there are only O(¢(m+ n)) rows and columns in R\ R® and C®\ C®, and hence the total running
time for Step 5 is O(¢~!(m + n)log(mn)). This dominates the total running time.

Combining both variants, we obtain the claimed running time of

O(min{||Ally +m +n,¢~" (m + n) log(mn)}).
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Correctness In the following we analyze the correctness of the above algorithm.

Claim 22. For any row i deleted in Step 2 we have u; = u;. Symmetrically, for any column j
deleted in Step 2 we have v; = v;.

Proof. If row i is deleted, then by the approximation guarantee of B we have

1-¢ B _p
A il A A

il < 155 5 < 5

Note that for x; (the number of 0’s in row 4 in columns selected by v) we have x; > 8 — || A;.|,-

Together, we obtain x; > /2, and thus row ¢ cannot be selected by u, by Lemma 20.4. Hence, we

have u; = 0 = u;. The statement for the columns is symmetric. O

Claim 23. After Step 2, it holds for the remaining rows R and columns C® that
ETRLAN ETRETAY

1—-3¢ 1—9 1-3¢p 1—¢/)

Proof. By Claim 22 the o rows R selected by u remain. We split the rows RF remaining after Step
2 into RU R’, and bound |R'| from above. Since any i € R’ is not selected by u, it contributes
|Ai.[|, to OPT. Note that

IRE| < <1 + and  |CR| < (1+

1| A;.]| >ﬂ.§>l_¢.1_3¢.é_1_3¢.é
YI0T 149 27149 1—¢ 2 14¢ 2

and thus |R'| < OPT - % . % Since

OPT < ¢ [Afly < —2— - af

1-¢
by Lemma 20.7, we obtain |R'| < % . % - . Thus, we have in total

1+¢ 26 )a
1-3¢ 1—¢

The statement for the columns is symmetric. O

IR = |R| + |R| < <1+

Claim 24. The rows and columns selected in Step 4 are also selected by the optimal solution u,v,
i.e., for any i € RS we have u; = 1 and for any j € C° we have v; = 1.

Proof. If row 1 is selected in Step 4, then we have by the approximation guarantee of X;, definition
of Step 4, Claim 23, and Lemma 21

1 2. 1 1+¢ 20
A, > X; — ~|CB| > = ——<1 —>
14;,cnllo > 51C°1> 38 -3 T35 13"

2 1-3¢ 1 1+¢  2¢ )
> Z. — (1 ) 8.

— 3 1—¢5 9< +1—3<z> 1-¢ ’
It is easy to see that for sufficiently small ¢ > 0 this yields

g 1+0 29
14, crllo > 5 + 7 35 ﬂﬁ'
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One can check that 0 < ¢ < 1/80 is sufficient. Since there are |CF| < (1 + 11+3‘2 T(éb) B columns
remaining, in particular the 8 columns C' C C* which are selected by v, we obtain

14icllo > 14; orllo = (ICT] = 8) > B/2.

By Lemma 20.4, we thus obtain that row ¢ is selected by the optimal u. The statement for the
columns is symmetric. ]

Claim 25. After Step 4 there are |R®\ RS| < 6¢a remaining rows and |CT\ C¥| < 648 remaining
columns.

Proof. After Step 4, every remaining row 4, for any 0 < ¢ < 1/80, satisfies

B ~3¢ B
2 1—¢

1-—
1+

“S\

O“ll\?

[Ai:llo =

1-¢
Zm B,

<

Moreover, each such row satisfies
[4;,crllo < Xi + —ICRI < 6+ ICRI

which together with 5 < %ﬁ (Lemma 21) and |CT| < (1 + % . %)ﬂ (Claim 23) yields

2 14¢ 1 1 14¢ 2¢
Mionlo < (3 o5 +5+5 1055 129 &

It is easy to see that for sufficiently small ¢ > 0 we have ||[4; crllo < 28, and it can be checked
that 0 < ¢ < 1/80 is sufficient.

If i is not selected by u, then its contribution to OPT is [|A; .||, > %ﬁ. If i is selected by u, then
since C' C C® its contribution to OPT is at least

4 1
- ”Ai,C”o >0 - ”Ai,CR”O >3- 3,3 = g,@

Thus, the number of remaining rows is at most

OoPT 5¢as
< < 6o,
35 S T-o)8 =
where we used Lemma 20.7. The statement for the columns is symmetric. U

We are now ready to prove correctness of Algorithm 4.

Proof of Theorem 17. The rows and columns removed in Step 2 are also not picked by the optimal
solution, by Claim 22. Hence, in the region ([m]\ RF) x [n] and [m] x ([n] \ CF) we incur the
same error as the optimal solution. The rows and columns chosen in Step 4 are also picked by the
optimal solution, by Claim 24. Hence, in the region R® x C'® we incur the same error as the optimal
solution. We split the remaining matrix into three regions: (R®\ R%) x C°, RS x (C®\ C®), and
(RE\ R%) x (CF\ C%).

In the region (R™\ R%) x C*® we compute for any row i € R\ R an additive ¢|C|-approximation
X! of ||Aicllo, and we pick row i iff X! > |C|/2. In case ||Aicllo — |C|/2| > ¢|C|, we have
X! > |C|/2 if and only if ||A; cllo > |C|/2, and thus our choice for row 7 is optimal, restricted to

25



region (Rf'\ R%) x C. Otherwise, if |||A; c|lo — |C|/2| < ¢|C|, then no matter whether we choose
row ¢ or not, we obtain approximation ratio

ICl/2+¢|C]  1+2¢
Clz—ol0] 126~

restricted to region (R \ R®) x CS. The region R¥ x (C®\ C¥) is symmetric.
Finally, in region (R \ R¥) x (C®\ C%) we pessimistically assume that every entry is an error.
By Claim 25 and Lemma 20.7, this submatrix has size at most

Gpa - 66 < 36¢° (1 + ¢) || Ally < 3767 | Al -
In total, over all regions, we computed vectors u, v such that
|A — @ |lo < (1+ 5¢)OPT + 3764 || Al|, -

This completes the correctness prove of Algorithm 4. O

5.4 The Exact Algorithm

We now prove Theorem 19, i.e., given a matrix A € {0,1}™*" we exactly solve the Boolean ¢;-

Rank-1 problem in time 20OPT/VI4lo) . poly(mn) if we have ¢ e OPT/||All, < 1/240. This
algorithm builds upon the algorithmic results established in Theorem 18 and Theorem 8, and it
consists of the following three phases:

1. Run the algorithm in Theorem 8 to compute a 3-approximation of ¢» = OPT/||A|lo, i.e. a
number ¢ € [, 3¢].

2. Run Steps 1-4 of Algorithm 4, resulting in selected rows R® and columns C*°, and undecided
rows R’ = R\ R¥ and columns ¢’ = C®\ C°. As shown above, the choices made by these steps
are optimal.

3. For the remaining rows R’ and columns C’ we use brute force to find the optimum solution.
Specifically, assume without loss of generality that |R'| < |C’|. Enumerate all Boolean vectors
u' € {0,1}". For each u/, set %; = ) for all i € R’ to complete the specification of a vector
u € {0,1}™. We can now find the optimal choice of vector ¥ in polynomial time, since the optimal
choice is to set ¥; = 1 iff column A. ; has more 1’s than 0’s in the support of %. Since some u’ gives
rise to the optimal vector @ = u, we solve the Boolean fyp-Rank-1 problem exactly.

To analyze the running time, note that by Claim 25 we have

min{|R'[,|C’|} < 64pmin{a, 8} < 6¢+/af.

By Lemma 20.7 and ¢ < 3¢, we obtain min{|R'|,|C’|} = O(¢y/|4ll,)- Hence, we enumerate

20wV lI4llo) = 9O0OPT/V/lIAllo) vectors u/, and the total running time is 20T/ VI4llo) . poly(mn).
This completes the proof of Theorem 19.
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6 Sample Complexity Lower Bound for Boolean /;-Rank-1

We now give a lower bound of ©(n/¢) on the number of samples of any (1 + O(¢))-approximation
algorithm for the Boolean {o-Rank-1 problem, where ¢ > OPT/ ||A]|, as before.

Theorem 6.1. Let C > 1. Given an n Xn binary matriz A with column adjacency arrays and with
row and column sums, and given y/log(n)/n < ¢ < 1/100C" such that OPT/ ||A|, < ¢, computing
a (14 Co)-approzimation of the Boolean ly-Rank-1 problem requires to read Q(n/¢) entries of A
(in the worst case over A).

6.1 Core Probabilistic Result

The technical core of our argument is the following lemma.

Lemma 26. Let ¢ € (0,1/2). Let Xi,..., X be binary random variables with expectations
D1y, Pk, where p; € {1/2 — ¢,1/2 + ¢} for each i. Let A be an algorithm which can adap-
tively obtain any number of samples of each random variable, and which outputs bits b; for every

€ [1: k]. Suppose that with probability at least 0.95 over the joint probability space of A and the
random samples, A outputs for at least a 0.95 fraction of all i that b; =1 if p;=1/2+¢ and b; =0
otherwise. Then, with probability at least 0.05, A makes Q(k/¢?) samples in total, asymptotically
n k.

Proof. Consider the following problem P: let X be a binary random variable with expectation p
drawn uniformly in {1/2—¢,1/2+ ¢}. It is well-known that any algorithm which, with probability
at least 0.6, obtains samples from X and outputs 0 if p = 1/2 — ¢ and outputs 1 if p = 1/2 + ¢,
requires (1/¢?) samples; see, e.g., Theorem 4.32 of [BY02]. Let ¢ > 0 be such that c/¢? is a lower
bound on the number of samples for this problem P.

Let A be an algorithm solving the problem in the lemma statement. Since A succeeds with
probability at least 0.95 in obtaining the guarantees of the lemma for given sequence pq, ..., pg,
it also succeeds with this probability when (pi,...,pg) is drawn from the uniform distribution on
{1/2 — ¢,1/2 + ¢}*.

Suppose, towards a contradiction, that A takes less than 0.05 - ck/¢? samples with probability
at least 0.95. By stopping A before taking 0.05 - ck/¢? samples, we obtain an algorithm A’ that
always takes less than 0.05 - ck/¢? samples. By the union bound, A’ obtains the guarantees of the
lemma for the output bits b; with probability at least 0.9, over the joint probability space of A" and
the random samples.

Note that the expected number of samples A’ takes from a given X; is less than 0.05 - ¢/¢?. By
Markov’s inequality, for a 0.95 fraction of indices i, A’ takes less than ¢/¢? samples from X;. We
say that i is good if A’ takes less than ¢/¢? samples from X; and the output bit b; is correct. By
union bound, at least a 1 — (1 — 0.9) — (1 — 0.95) = 0.85 fraction of indices i is good.

Since (p1, ..., px) is drawn from the uniform distribution on {1/2—¢, 1/2+¢}*, with probability
at least 0.95 the number ky = |{i : p; = 1/2 + ¢}| satisfies 0.45k < ky < 0.55k (for sufficiently
large k). This implies that a 0.65 fraction of indices {i : p; = 1/2 4 ¢} is good, as otherwise
the number of bad i’s is at least (1 — 0.65) - 0.45k > 0.15k. Similarly, a 0.65 fraction of indices
{i : p; =1/2 — ¢} is good.

Given an instance of problem P with random variable X and expectation p, we choose a
uniformly random i € [k], and set X; = X. For j # i, we independently and uniformly at random
choose p; € {1/2 — ¢,1/2 + ¢}. We then run algorithm A’. Whenever A’ samples from X;, we
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sample a new value of X as in problem P. Whenever A’ samples from X for j # 4, we flip a coin
with probability p; and report the output to A’. If A’ takes ¢/ ¢? samples from X;, then we abort,
thus ensuring that A’ always takes less than c/¢? samples from X; = X. Observe that the input to
A’ is a sequence of random variables X1, ..., X}, with expectations p1, ..., p, which are independent
and uniformly distributed in {1/2 — ¢,1/2 + ¢}. In particular, except for their expectation these
random variables are indistinguishable.

We now condition on 0.45k < ki < 0.55k, which has success probability at least 0.95 for
sufficiently large k. Then no matter whether p; = 1/2 + ¢ or p; = 1/2 — ¢, at least a 0.65
fraction of indices j with p; = p; is good. Since i was chosen to be a uniformly random position
independently of the randomness of the sampling and the algorithm A’, and the X; with p; = p;
are indistinguishable, with probability at least 0.65 index 7 is good. In this case, A’ takes less than
c¢/¢? samples from X; = X and correctly determines the output bit b;, i.e., whether p; = 1/2 + 6.
As by union bound the total success probability is 1 — (1 —0.65) — (1 —0.95) = 0.6, this contradicts
the requirement of ¢/¢? samples mentioned above for solving P. Hence, the assumption was wrong,
and A takes Q(k/¢?) samples with probability at least 0.05. O

We start with a simplified version of our result, where we only have random access to the matrix
entries. Below we extend this lower bound to the situation where we even have random access to
the adjacency lists of all rows and columns.

Theorem 27. Let C' > 1. Given an n X n binary matrix A by random access to its entries, and
given /log(n)/n < ¢ < 1/100C such that OPT/||A||, < ¢, computing a (1 + Cp)-approximation
of OPT requires to read Q(n/¢) entries of A (in the worst case over A).

Proof. Set ¢’ def 25C¢ and k def ¢n/2. As in Lemma 26, consider binary random variables
Xi,..., X} with expectations p1,...,pg, where p; € {1/2 —¢',1/2+ ¢'} for each i. We (implicitly)

. . . def
construct an n X n matrix A as follows. For ever £ < i < n,1 < j < n we set 4 = 1. For

any 1 <7 < k,1 < j < n we sample a bit b; ; from X; and set A;; def b; ;. Note that we can

run any Boolean fy-Rank-1 algorithm implicitly on A: whenever the algorithm reads an entry A; ;
we sample a bit from X; to determine the entry (and we remember the entry for possible further
accesses).

Let us determine the optimal solution for A. Note that for each ¢ > k, since the row A;. is
all-ones, it is always better to pick this row than not to pick it, and thus without loss of generality
any solution u,v has u; = 1. Similarly, for any j, since the column A.; has n — k > n/2 1’s in
rows picked by u, it is always better to pick the column than not to pick it, and thus v; = 1, i.e.,
v is the all-ones vector. Hence, the only choice is for any 1 < ¢ < k to pick or not to pick row
i. Note that no matter whether we pick these rows or not, the total error is at most ¢n?/2, since
these rows in total have kn = ¢n?/2 entries, and all remaining entries of A are correctly recovered
by the product uv” by the already chosen entries of v and v. Hence, OPT < ¢n? /2, and since
|Ally > (n — k)n > n?/2, we obtain, as required, OPT/ || A|, < ¢.

Now consider the rows 1 < 4 < k more closely. Since v is the all-ones vector, not picking row
i incurs cost for each 1 in the row, which is cost ||A;.||o, while picking row ¢ incurs cost for each
0 in the row, which is cost n — ||4;.||o. Note that the expected number of 1’s in row 1 < ¢ < k is
pin. The Chernoff bound yields concentration: We have w.h.p. |||4;.]lo0 — pin| < 0.01 - ¢'n, where
we used ¢’ > y/log(n)/n. In the following we condition on this event and thus drop “w.h.p.” from
our statements. In particular, for any ¢ with p; = 1/2 4+ ¢/ we have || 4;.[lo > (1/2 + 0.99¢')n, and
for any ¢ with p; = 1/2 — ¢’ we have ||4;.[lo < (1/2 —0.99¢')n.
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By picking all rows ¢ < k with p; = 1/2 + ¢’ and not pick the rows with p; = 1/2 — ¢/, we
see that OPT < (1/2 — 0.99¢)kn. Now consider a solution u that among the rows 1 < i < k
with p; = 1/2 + ¢ picks g+ many and does not pick by many. Similarly, among the rows with
p;i =1/2 — ¢’ it picks g_ and does not pick b_. Note that each of the g4 “good” rows incurs cost

n—|Ailly >n—(1/24 1.01¢ )n = (1/2 — 1.01¢)n.

Each of the by “bad” rows incurs a cost of ||A;]lo > (1/2 4 0.99¢)n. Similar statements hold for
g— and b_, and thus for ¢ def g+ +g— and b def by +b_, with g + b = k, we obtain a total cost of

1A —wvllo>g-(1/2 —1.01¢"Yn+b- (1/2 +0.99¢")n
= k(1/2 — 0.99¢")n + 2b¢'n — 0.02k¢'n
> OPT + 2b¢'n — 0.02¢'kn.

If b > 0.02k, then
|A —uv|jg > OPT + 0.02¢/kn > (1 + 0.04¢')OPT.

By contraposition, if we compute a (14 0.04¢/ = 14 C¢)-approximation on A, then b < 0.02k, and
thus the vector u correctly identifies for at least a 0.98 fraction of the random variables X; whether
pi = 1/24+¢' or p; = 1/2—¢'. Since this holds w.h.p., by Lemma 26 we need Q(k/¢"?) = Q(n/(¢C?))
samples from the variables X;, and thus Q(n/(¢C?)) reads in A. Since C' > 1 is constant, we obtain
a lower bound of Q(n/¢). This lower bound holds in expectation over the constructed distribution
of A-matrices, and thus also in the worst case over A. O

6.2 Hard Instance

The construction in Theorem 27 does not work in the case when we have random access to the
adjacency lists of the rows, since this allows us to quickly determine the numbers of 1’s per row,
which is all we need to know in order to decide whether we pick a particular row in the matrix
constructed above. We overcome this issue, using the adapted construction in Theorem 6.1.

We now present the correctness of Theorem 6.1.

Proof of Theorem 6.1. We assume that n is even. Let ¢/, k, X1,..., Xy, p1,...,pr be as in the proof
of Theorem 27. We adapt the construction of the matrix A as follows. For any 2k < i < mn, 1 <

J < n/2 we set A;9; 4f 1 and Aj2i1 0. For any 1 <1i <k, 1<j<n/2wesample a bit b; ;

def def
= Agigj—1 = 1—1b;;.

from X; and set Ag@gj def Agi_ng_l def biJ’ and Agi_ng

As before, when running any Boolean fp-Rank-1 algorithm on A we can easily support random
accesses to entries A; j, by sampling from X7;/9) to determine the entry (and remembering the
sampled bit for possible further accesses). Furthermore, we can now allow random accesses to the
adjacency arrays of rows and columns. Specifically, if we want to determine the ¢-th 1 in row i <
2k, we know that among the entries A;1,...,A; 9, there are exactly ¢ 1’s, since by construction
Ajoj—1+ A;2; = 1. Hence, the /-th 1 in row ¢ is at position A; 2p—1 or A; o7, depending only on the
sample br; /97 ¢ from Xp;57. For rows i > 2k, the £-th 1 is simply at position A;9¢. Thus, accessing
the /-th 1 in any row takes at most one sample, so we can simulate any algorithm on A with random
access to the adjacency lists of rows. The situation for columns is essentially symmetric. Similarly,
we can allow constant time access to the row and column sums.

In the remainder we show that the constructed matrix A has essentially the same properties
as the construction in Theorem 27. We first argue that any 2-approximation u,v for the Boolean
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£o-Rank-1 problem on A picks all rows ¢ > 2k and picks all even columns and does not pick any odd
column. Thus, the only remaining choice is which rows ¢ < 2k to pick. To prove this claim, first
note that any solution following this pattern has error at most 2kn = ¢n?, since the 2k undecided
rows have 2kn entries, and all other entries are correctly recovered by the already chosen parts
of uv”. Hence, we have OPT < ¢n?. Now consider any 2-approximation w,v, which must have
cost at most 2¢n?. Note that u picks at least (1 — 5¢)n of the rows {2k + 1,...,n}, since each
such row contains n/2 1’s that can only be recovered if we pick the row, so we can afford to ignore
at most 8k = 4¢n of these n — 2k = (1 — ¢)n rows. Now, each even column contains at least
(1—=5¢)n > n/2 1’s in picked rows, and thus it is always better to pick the even columns. Similarly,
each odd column contains at least n/2 0’s in picked rows, and thus it is always better not to pick
the odd columns. Hence, we obtain without loss of generality vo; = 1 and vgj_1 = 0. Finally, each
row i > 2k contains n/2 1’s in columns picked by v and n/2 0’s in columns not picked by v, and
thus it is always better to pick row . Hence, we obtain without loss of generality u; = 1 for i > 2k.

Our goal now is to lower bound ||A —uv”|g in terms of OPT and the error term bg'n, similarly
to the proof in Theorem 27. Notice that we may ignore the odd columns, as they are not picked
by v. Restricted to the even columns, row 2: is exactly as row ¢ in the construction in Theorem 27,
while row 2i — 1 is row 2¢ negated. Thus, analogously as in the proof of Theorem 27, we obtain
w.h.p. OPT < (1/2 — 0.99¢)2kn and

|A —uvT|jg > OPT + 2b¢'n — 0.04k¢'n > (1 + 0.04¢/)OPT,

where b > 0.04k is the number of “bad” rows i < 2k. Again analogously, if we compute a (1 +
0.04¢’) = 1+ C¢)-approximation on A, then b < 0.04k, and thus w.h.p. we correctly identify for at
least a 0.96 fraction of the random variables X; whether p; = 1/2+ ¢’ or p; = 1/2 — ¢'. As before,
this yields a lower bound of Q(n/¢) samples. O
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