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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
anymatrix, independently of singular value gaps. Aff&rl /¢) iterations, it gives
a low-rank approximation withiil + ¢) of optimal for spectral norm error.

We give the first provable runtime improvement on Simultarsetteration — a
simple randomized variant of the classic Block Lanczos meihives the same
guarantees in jusD(1/,/e) iterations and performs substantially better experi-
mentally. Despite their long history, our analysis is thstfaf a Krylov subspace
method like Block Lanczos that does not depend on singulaevgaps, which
are unreliable in practice.

Furthermore, while it is a simple accuracy benchmark, eilen €) error for
spectral norm low rank approximation does not imply that lod@thm returns
high quality principal components, a major issue for dafaieptions. We address
this problem for the first time by showing that both Block Laos 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 hawme 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 =TUXV'T 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 SVDalgorithm 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, a partial SVD can be used to construct a faalprox-
imation A, such that both|A — A ||r and||A — A2 are as small as possible. We simply set
A, = U,U; A. Thatis,A, is A projected onto the space spanned by itsit@gingular vectors.

For principal component analysid,’s top singular vecton; provides a top principal component,
which describes the direction of greatest variance witirThe:" singular vectou;, 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 =o? = 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 #ilahearly optimal low-rank approxima-
tion and PCAI[4[ 5, 11 12,16]. These methods are quickly becgmetandard 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 runtic@sot depend on properties &f. 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 depgeod 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 fanymatrix.
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] rurditunz(A)) time], are based on non-iterative
sketching methods, and return a raninatrix Z with orthonormal columngg, . . . , z;, satisfying

Frobenius Norm Error: |A—ZZ"Allr < (1+6)||A — Agllp. 1)

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

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

Spectral Norm Error: |A—ZZ Allz < (1+€)||A — Ay, 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) implementitd kndom 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 Algorithni 2, a randomized implementation of ¢hessic Block Lanczos method
[18,[19,[20], gives the same approximation guarantees asl@ineous Iteration (Algorithial 1) in

2This is somewhat of an oversimplicifcation. By the Abel-fifTheorem, arexactSVD 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.



justO(1/+/€) iterations. This not only gives the fastest known theoattientime for achievind{2),
but also yields substantially better performance in pcacgspecially for smal (see Sectiohl8).

Even though the algorithm has been discussed and testedtintjal improvement over Simulta-
neous Iteratior [1, 21, 22], theoretical bounds for Krylobspace methods like Block Lanczos are
much more limited. As highlighted in [12],

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

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

Algorithm 1 SIMULTANEOUS ITERATION Algorithm 2 BLOCK LANCZOS
input: A € R™*4, errore € (0, 1), rankk < n,d input: A € R™*?, errore € (0,1), rankk < n,d
output: Z € R"<F output: Z € R™<*
L g = O(1%%), IT ~ N(0,1)2%F 1 qi=O(1%L), I~ N(0, 1)
22 K:=(AAT)" Al 2. K := [ATIL, (AAT)ATI, ..., (AAT )7ATI]
3: Orthonormalize the columns & to obtain 3: Orthonormalize the columns &€ to obtain
QGR"Xk. QERank_

i

4: ComputeM := QTAA ' Q € RF*F, . ComputeM := QTAAT Q € Rekxak,
SetUj, to the topk singular vectors oM. 5. SetUy, to the topk singular vectors oM.
6: return Z = QUy. return Z = QUy,.

a
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, while intuitively stronger than Frobeniusrmoerror, (1 + €) spectral norm low-rank
approximation error does not guarantee any accuraéyfor many matrices ConsiderA with its

top k£ + 1 squared singular values all equalito followed by a tail of smaller singular values (e.g.
1000k at1). |A—A4||3 = 10 butin fact| A —ZZ " A||2 = 10 for anyrankk Z, leaving the spectral
norm bound useless. At the same tiMid, — A, ||% is large, so Frobenius error is meaningless as
well. For exampleanyZ obtains| A — ZZ T A||% < (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 sketckedwel-approximate SVD algorithm
(see Section 3l1) on SNARMAzON0302, an Amazon product co-purchasing datase{[23, 24], and
achieved very good low-rank approximation error in bothmefork = 30:

|A—-ZZ Al <1.001|A — Al and ||[A—ZZ" Ay < 1.038)|A — Ay
However, the approximate principal components giverZbgre of significantly lower quality than

A’s true singular vectors (see Figlie 1). We saw a similar pireamon for the popular 20 BNvs-
GRouPsdataset [25] and several others.

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

Per Vector Error: Vi, [uf AATw; — 2] AATz;| < eof ;. (3)
The error bound[{3) is very strong in that it dependsm@+1 instead of multiplicatively like
Ju/ AATw; — 2] AATz;| < eo?, which would be weaker foA's large singular vectors. While
it is reminiscent of the bounds sought in classical numeainalysis[[26], we stress that it does not
require eactr; to converge tau; in the presence of small singular value gaps. In fact, we show

that both randomized Block Lanczos and our slightly modif&aultaneous Iteration algoritifim
achievel[(B) in gap-independent runtimes.

4In fact, it does not even impl§l + ¢) Frobenius norm error.

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.
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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.

2.3 Main Result

Our contributions are summarized in Theofdm 1. Its prootappin parts as Theorems 6 &fnd 7 in
Sectior[b (runtime) and Theorefnd 0] 11, 12 in Selclionduitacy).

Theorem 1(Main Theorem) With high probability, AlgorithmE]1 arld 2 find approximateggilar
vectorsZ = [z, ...,z satisfying guaranteefl) and (2) for low-rank approximation ang3) for
PCA. For errore, Algorithm[d requires; = O(log d/¢) iterations while Algorithni2 requireg =
O(log d/+/€) iterations. Excluding lower order terms, both algorithmmiin timeO (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 armbyfsboth algorithms thadoesdepend
on singular value gaps and can offer significantly fasteveoyence whe 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 laaa problems. We justify the im-
portance of gap independent bounds for predicting algoritbnvergence and we show that Block
Lanczos in fact significantly outperforms the more populanstaneous lteration.

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 the Block Lanczos method,
justifying why they can give strong gap-independent ert@argntees.

3.1 Frobenius Norm Error

Progress on algorithms for Frobenius norm error low-rankaximation{1) has been considerable.
Work in this direction dates back to the strong rank-revep®R factorizations of Gu and Eisenstat
[27]. They give deterministic algorithms that run in approately O(ndk) time, vs.O(nd?) for a
full SVD, and roughly achieve constant factor Frobeniugmerror.

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

k left singular vectors oA Il or of A projected ontA Tl [28,4].

Apxa X depoly(k/e) = (AH)nXpoly(k/e)
This approach was developed and refined in several piompesults, including[29, 30, 3L, B2]
for column sampling,[[33,15] for random projection, and digfie work by Sarlos[[4]. Recent



work on sparse Johnson-Lindenstrauss type matfi¢ces|[8534has 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 Simultaneious 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 errdl (2), Simultanecgismtion must reduce this noise down to
the scale ob, 1 = ||[A — Ay|2. It does this by working with the powered mati¢ [36,37]8

By the spectral theoren®\ ? has exactly the sanmngular vectoraas A, but itssingular valuesare
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[2& for an example).

Specifically,q = O(@) is sufficient to increase any singular valie(1 + €)oy41 to be signifi-
cantly (i.e. poly(d) times) larger than any valu€ o4. 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 witlake> (1 + €)og41. It thus provides
an accurate basis for approximatiAgup to small spectral norm error.
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(a) A’s singular values compared to thosef, (b) An O(1/+/¢)-degree Chebyshev polynomial,
rescaled to match om;. Notice the significantly To(1/ye (), pushes low values nearly as close to
reduced tail aftess. zero ase® (/) while spreading higher values less

significantly.

Figure 2: Replacing\ with a matrix polynomial faciliates higher accuracy appnoation.

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

To the best of our knowledge, this approach to analyzing 8&neous Iteration without dependence
on singular value gaps began with [1]. The technique was lpoged in [2] and its analysis im-
proved in [15] and([16].[[14] gives the first bound that ditgechieves[(R) withO(log d/¢) power

®For nonsymmetric matrices we work witA(A. " )2 A, but present the symmetric case here for simplicity.



iterations. All of these papers rely on an improved undediteg of the benefits of starting with a
randomizedI, which has developed from work on the sketch-and-solvedigina

3.3 Beating Simultaneous lteration with Lanczos

As mentioned, numerous papers hint at the possibility ofibg&imultaneous Iteration with the
Block Lanczos method [18. 109, 38], a well studied variant ahtzos iteration [20], which is the
canonical Krylov subspace method for large singular vakldblems. In particular/]1],121] and
[22] suggest and experimentally confirm the potential ofianized variant given in Algorithiil 2.
However, none of these papers give theoretical bounds caidloeithm’s performance.

The intuition behind Block Lanczos matches that of many ecated iterative methods. Simply
put, there are better polynomials thaArf for denoising tail singular values. In particular, we can
use alower degreepolynomial, allowing us to compute fewer powers Afand thus leading to

an algorithm with fewer iterations. For example, an appaiply shiftedq = O(%) degree

Chebyshev polynomial can push the tail&vearly as close to zero #°(°24/<) even if the long
run growth of the polynomial is much lower (see Figuré 2b).

Block Lanczos takes advantage of such polynomials by wgnkiith the block Krylov subspace,
K=[II AIl Al ASII ... AYI],

from which we can construgi,(A)II for any polynomialp,(-) of degreeg. 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 Besink approximation ta\ lying in the span
of K at least matches the approximation achieved by projectingthe span op,(A)IL. Finding
this best approximation will therefore give a nearly opfitoa/-rank approximation ta\.

Unfortunately, there’s a catch. Perhaps surprisinglys iat clear how to efficiently compute the
best spectral norm error low-rank approximatiorddying in a specific subspace (e.K'’s span)
[16,[39]. This challenge precludes an analysis of Krylovhmes parallel to the recent work on
Simultaneous lteration. Nevertheless, we show that coimptie best Frobenius error low-rank
approximation in the span &, exactly the post-processing step taken by classic Blocictes,
will give a good enough spectral norm approximation for eehig (1 + ¢) error.

3.4 Stronger Per Vector Error Guarantees

Achieving the per vector guarantee[df (3) requires a moraeceunderstanding of how Simultane-
ous lteration and Block Lanczos denoise the spectruf.dfhe analysis for spectral norm low-rank
approximation relies on the fact thAt? (or p,(A ) for Block Lanczos) blows up any singular value
> (1 + €)ok+1 to much larger than any singular valgeoy.1. This ensures that thé outputted
by both algorithms aligns very well with the singular vesteprresponding to these large singular
values.

If o, > (1 + €)okry1, thenZ aligns well with all topk singular vectors ofA and we get good
Frobenius norm error and the per vector guarariike (3). tinfately, when there is a small gap
betweers;, andoy.1, Z could miss intermediate singular vectors whose valuesdterdenoy, 1
and(1 + €)ok1. This is the case where gap dependent guarantees of classatgsis break down.

However,A? or, for Block Lanczos, some-degree polynomial in our Krylov subspace, also sig-
nificantly separates singular valuesoy1 from those< (1 — €)oy11. Thus, each column & at
least aligns withA nearly as well as; 1. So, even if we miss singular values betwegn; and
(1+ €)ok+t1, 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 valugsleas; ., 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 worSA — Ay | %.



4  Preliminaries

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

4.1 Singular Value Decomposition and Low-Rank Approximaton

Using the SVD, we compute the pseudoinverséof R"*? asAt = VE~1UT. Additionally,
for any polynomiap(z), we definep(A) = Up(X)V . Note that, since singular values are always
take to be non-negativg(A)’s singular values are given By(X)|.

Let X5 beX with all but its largesk singular values zeroed out. LEBl, andV;, beU andV with
all but their firstk columns zeroed out. Foraiy A, = UX, V' = UkEkV,I is the closest rank
k approximation toA for any unitarily invariant norm, including the Frobeniusrm and spectral
norm [40]. The squared Frobenius norm is given|lay||7. = 3=, ; A7, = tr(AAT) = 3, o7,
The spectral norm is given ByA |2 = o1.

||A—Ak||F: min ||A—BHF and HA_A]C”Q: min HA_B||2
B|rank(B)=k Blrank(B)=k

We often work with the remainder matrix— A and label itA.,.\ ;.. Its singular value decomposition
is given byA,,.\;, = Ur\kzr\kVI\k whereU,.\ ., X\ 1, andVI\k have their firs& columns zeroed.

While the SVD gives a globally optimal rarkapproximation forA, both Simultaneous Iteration
and Block Lanczos will return the bektrank approximation falling within some fixed subspace
spanned by a bas3 (with rank> k). For the Frobenius norm, this simply requires projecttp

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

Lemma 2 (Lemma 4.1 of[[14]) GivenA € R"*? andQ € R™*" with orthonormal columns,

IA-(QQA)lr = |A-Q(QTA), s = min A -QC].

This low-rank approximation can be obtained using an SVifedently, eigendecomposition) of
them x m matrix M = Q" (AA")Q. Specifically, lettingVl = US2U ", then:

(QUx) (QUx) ' A=Q(Q"A),

If the SVD of QT A is given byQTA = UV thenM = QT (AAT)Q = UZ2U". So
Q(Q'A), = QU V) = Q(U,U[ ) UEVT = QU,U; QT A, giving the lower matrix
equality. Note thaQUy, has orthonormal columns sin&&! Q' QU = U] IU;, = I;.

In general, this rank approximationdoes notgive the best spectral norm approximationAo
falling within Q [16]. A closed form solution can be obtained using the resof39], 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 of[[14]) For A € R"*¢ andQ € R™** with orthonormal columns,
IA - QQ"Allz = min||A — QC]..

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 spar\Mfif Q has orthonormal columns and
QQ ™M = M. That s, projecting the columns ®f to Q fully recovers those columnQ’ is
the orthogonal projection matrix onto the spar@f(QQ ' )(QQ") = QIQ" = QQ".

If M andN have the same dimension aMIN " = 0 then|M + N||%2 = |[M|% + |N||%. This
matrix Pythagorean theorem follows from writiiyI + N||2. = tr(M + N)(M +N) 7). As an
example, for any orthogonal projecti@dQ ' A, AT (I-QQ " )QQ'A = 0,s0|A-QQ"A|%2 =

|Al|% - |QQ" A|%. This implies that, sincé\;, = U, U, A minimizes||A — A||% over all rank
k matricesQQ" = U, U, maximizes|QQ " A||2 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 Apperiil

Lemma 4 (Frobenius Norm Low-Rank Approximationjake anyA € R™*¢ andIT € R*** where
the entries oI I are independent Gaussians drawn frdff0, 1). If we letZ be an orthonormal basis
for span (AII), then with probability at leas9,/100, for some fixed constant

|A—-ZZ"A|% < c-dk|A — Ag%.

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 > 0, gap~y € (0, 1],
andq > 1, there exists a degragpolynomialp(x) such that:

Lp((1+7)e) = (1 +7)a
2. p(x) > xforallz > (14+v)a

3. p(z) < g&= forall z € 0, q]

5 Implementation and Runtimes

We first briefly discuss runtime and implementation consitiens for Algorithmd1l an]2, our
randomized variants of Simultaneous Power Iteration aedBtbck Lanczos methods.

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 = (AAT)‘!AH could be poorly
conditioned. As suggested [n[41], to improve stability vaa orthonormaliz& after every iteration
(or every few iterations). This does not chafgs column span, so it gives an equivalent algorithm
in exact arithmetic, but improves conditioning signifidgnt

Theorem 6 (Simultaneous lteration Runtimeplgorithm[d runs in time

0 (nnz(A)klOgd + nkQ) .
€

Proof. ComputingK requires first multiplyingA by IT, which takesD (nnz(A ) k) time. Computing
(AAT)" ATI given (AAT)"~" ATI then takesD(nnz(A)k) time to first multiply our(n x k)
matrix by AT and then byA. This gives a total runtime aP(nnz(A)kq) for computingK.

Finding Q via Gram-Schmidt orthogonalization or Householder reitest takesO(nk?) time.
ComputingM by multiplying from left to right require® (nnz(A)k + nk?) time. M’s SVD then
requiresO(k?) time using classical techniques. Finally, multiplyibl, by Q takes timeO(nk?).
Settingg = ©(log d/¢) gives the claimed runtime. O



5.2 Block Lanczos

As with Simultaneous Iteration, we can replaBewith any matrix achieving the guarantee of
Lemmal4 and can use > k columns to improve accuracy) can also be computed in a num-
ber of ways. In the traditional Block Lanczos algorithm, @tarts by computing an orthonormal
basis forAlIl, the first block in the Krylov subspace. Bases for subsegblecks are computed
from previous blocks using a three term recurrence thatress)" AA " 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 [42].

An alternative is to comput& explicitly and then comput€ using a QR decomposition. This
method is used in [1] and[21]. It does not guarantee@aA A ' Q is block tridiagonal, but helps

avoid a number of stability issues. Furthermoreifis small, taking the SVD oQTAATQ wil
still be fast and typically dominated by the cost of compgii€.

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

Theorem 7 (Block Lanczos Runtime)Algorithm[2 runs in time

klogd k2log?d  k3log®d
ogd  Klog'd  k’log )

0 <nnz(A) 7 : >

Proof. ComputingK requiresO(nnz(A)kq) time. The remaining steps are analogous to those in
Simultaneous Iteration except somewhat more costly as wk amk - ¢ dimensional rather than

k dimensional subspace. FindiaytakesO(n(kq)?) time. ComputingM take O (nnz(A)(kq) +
n(kq)?) time and its SVD then require8((kq)?) time. Finally, multiplyingU;, by Q takes time
O(nk(kq)). Settingg = ©(log d/+/€) gives the claimed runtime. O

6 Error Bounds

We next prove that both Algorithni$ 1 aht 2 return a basthat gives relative error Frobeniud (1)
and spectral norni{2) low-rank approximation error as wethe per vector guaranteés (3).

6.1 Main Approximation Lemma

We start with a general approximation lemma, which givesdlguarantees formalizing the intuition
given in Sectio B. All other proofs follow nearly immedigtérom this lemma.

For simplicity we assume that< » = 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 matrixZ € R™** with orthonormal columns, letting; € R"*! be the
first/ columns ofZ, we define the error function:

E(Zi,A) = AT — | ZZ] A7
=|A-ZZ A|% - |A— A7

Recall thatA; is the best rankapproximation taA. This error function measures how WZMZITA
approximates\ in comparison to the optimal.

Lemma 9 (Main Approximation Lemma) Let m be the number of singular values of A with
o; > (1 + €/2)ogs+1- Letw be the number of singular values Wi%ak < 0; < 0. With

probability 99/100 Algorithmdl and returtZ satisfying:
1. VI <m, E(Zy,A) < (¢/2) - 0744,

2. V1 < k,E(Zy,A) < E(Zi—1,A) + 3¢ - 02,
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3.V <k E(Zi,A) < (w+1)-3¢-07,,.

Property 1 captures the intuition given in Secfiod 3.2. Bagorithms returr 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 below 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 Sectlonl3.4 — outsidéheflargestn singular valuesZ still
performs well. We may fail to distinguish between vectorthwialues betweeqje—mcrk and(1 +
€/2)o+1. However, aligning with the smaller vectors in this rangbeathan the larger vectors can
incur a cost of at mogD(¢)o7_ ;. Since every column dZ outside of the firstn may incur such a

cost, there is a linear accumulation as characterized byePnd2.
Finally, Property(B captures the intuition that the totabefin Z is bounded by the number of
singular values falling in the ran%ak < 0; < 0. This is the total number of singular vectors

that aren’t necessarily separated from and can thus be fsdam’ for any of the(k — m) true
top vectors with singular value (1 + ¢/2)ox1. PropertyB is critical in achieving near optimal
Frobenius norm low-rank approximation.

Proof. Proof of Property[I]

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

Let p; be the polynomial from Lemmd 5 with = o111, v = €/2, andq > clog(d/e)/+/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
p1(A)II. Recall that we defineg; (A) = Up;(X)V . As long as we choosgto be odd, by the
recursive definition of the Chebyshev polynomigalg,A) only contains odd powers &. Any odd

poweri can be evaluted a(aAAT)(FD/2 A. Accordingly,p; (A)II and thusY; have columns
falling within the span of the Krylov subspace from Algoritf@ (and hence its column ba<iy.

By Lemmd4 we have with probabili§§9/100:
lp1(A) = Y1Y | pi(A)|[F < cdk||pi(A) — pr(A)l[- 4
Furthermore, one possible rahlapproximation op; (A) is p1 (Ay). By the optimality ofp; (A)x,

d

Ip1(A) = pr(A)k[IF < Ip1(A) = pr(AR)lIE < D pifoi)’
i=kt1

2
Ok41

€
J—EL ) <0 (—0c2.,).
d (22(1\/6/2—2) <0 (2d20k+1)

The last inequalities follow from setting= ©(log(d/¢)/+/€) and from the fact that; < 011 = «
forall i > k + 1 and thus by property 3 of Lemrha, (0;) < —&L—. Noting thatk < d, we can

av/e/2-1
plug this bound intd[{4) to get ’

IN

€

Ip1(A) = Y1 Y pi(A)|[F < 202+1- (5)
Applying the Pythagorean theorem and the invariance of tbbénius norm under rotation gives
s T T 2
o1 (E)F = —5= < YY1 Upi(E)][7-

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

2
€0
I (E)|IF — —5 < [UCCTUTUp (3)][7 = [UCCTpi(B)|I7 = [CTpm (D)3

10



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(c;)? foralli. So for alll < r, (@) gives us

l

r 2
€0
Dol (o < 2201~ el (en)” < <5

i=1

Recall thatn is the number of singular values with > (1 + ¢/2)o+1. By Property 2 of Lemma
[, for alli < m we haves; < p;(o;). This gives, for all < m:

2
€0
Z 1—|cil?)e ’;’Ll and so
i=1

l

T
60'
DL P
i=1

i=1
2
Converting these sums back to norms yie|d % — <5 < ||CTX;[|3, and thereford{A, || —
2
T <Y1 Y] A% and

2
€0
A7 — Y1 Y] A7 < % @)

NowY ;Y A, is arank approximation toA falling within the column span of and hence within
the column span aR. By Lemmad 2, the best rariFrobenius approximation tA within Q is given
by QU;(QU;) " A. So we have

2
— — €0
A7 - 1QUUQU) A7 = E(Zi, A) < %7
giving Property1L.
. . 2g+1
For Algorithm[d, we instead choose (z) = (1 + €/2)ok41 - (m) Forgq =
(log d/e), this polynomial satisfies the necessary properties: fbri ab &k + 1, p1(0;) <
O (5507,,) and foralli < m, o; < pi(o). Further, up to a rescaling, (A)IT = K soY;
spans the same spacelés Therefore since Algorithinl 1 returiswith Z; equal to the best rank
Frobenius norm approximation th within the span oK, for all [ we have:

2
§ (] €0
1QUL(QU) "A|Z > Y Y] A% > ||A]|% — /;'5‘17

giving the proof.

Proof of Property

Property 1 and the fact tha(Z;, A) is always positive immediately gives Propérty 2 fat m. So
we need to show that it holds far < [ < k. Note that ifw, the number of singular values with
Tle/zak < 0; < o is equal ta), thenoy1 < 1+e/20'k* som = k and we are done. So we assume
w > 1 henceforth. Again, we first prove the statement for Alganif and then explain how the
proof extends to the simpler case of Algorithin 1.

Intuitively, Property ] follows from the guarantee thatrthés a rankmn 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 rardubspace inpan(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 intermediatgjeoy, (1 + €/2)ox11]-

11



Let po be the polynomial from Lemmid 5 with = ﬁo—k, v = €/2,andq > 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 Algoritit 2. We wish to shbat for every unit vectox in the
column span oy, ||[x " Al > 1+e/2°'k-

Let Ainner = Ak — A\ (kw)- Ainner = UXiner VT WhereX;,,.., contains only the singular
valuesoyi1,...,0k+w. These are thev intermediate singular values e falling in the range

[ﬁok,ak). Let Aputer = A — Ajpner = UXouter V1. Eoum contains all large singular

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

Every column ofY ;... falls in the column span A\ ;.- and hence the column spanf,,..., €
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 e respectively. We have:

1" AllS = 1xner AllS + 1%gurer Al (8)

mnner
We will lower bound||x" A||2 by considering each contribution separately. First, ariywector
x’ € R™ in the column span oY ;,,,,., can be written ax’ = Uj,,,,.-z Wherez € R is a unit
vector.

2
1
HXITAug TU;l;LnerAA UWWWTZ - szgnner Z (1 + 6/20k) Z (1 - E)U]%' (9)

Note that we're abusing notation slightly, usiB,ner € RV to represent the diagonal matrix
containing all singular values &£ with 1+ T30k < 0; < oy, without diagonal entries df.

We next apply the argument used to prove Progértysik (& ,,:. ) II. The(k + 1) singular value
of A uter IS €qual toog 11 < or = a. So applying[(FV) we have for all< k,

T+e/2
2 501%
HAl”F - ” (Youter)l (Youter) AlHF 2 (10)
Note thatA,,.. has the same topsingular vectors aA so (A uer); = A;. Letx’ € R™ be any

unit vector within the column space 8, and 1etY oy, = (I — x’x’T)Youter, i.e the matrix

with x’ projected off each column. We can ugel(10) and the optimafithe SVD for low-rank
approximation to obtain:

2
€0

HAkHQF - ||Y0Ut€TY;ruterAk||QF < Tk

2
— T €0

AR5~ [ Foter Vo AslF — x5 A < T

60'2 T
[ALIF = [Ak-1ll7 — 2’“ < [Ix'x" AglE
T
(1—e¢/2)o; < [Ix" Al]3. (11)

Plugging [9) and.(11) intd{8) yields that, for aryin span(Ys), i.e. span(p2(A)II),
||XTA”2 = HxlnnerAHQ + ||X AH%
= (HxinnerHQ + onuterHQ) (1 - E)Ul% (1 - E)Ul% (12)

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

outer

12



Now, foranym <1 < 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(Z1,A) < E(Z1, A) = | AL} — | ZZ, All}
=0l + A7 — 12012 A7 — [Ixx"All%
=&(Z1—1,A) + 012 — HXXTAH%‘
<E(Zi—1, A) + (1 +€/2)%070 1 — (1 — €)oriq
< E(Zi—1,A) + 360744,

which gives Property]2.

Ok
Forq = O©(logd/e) this polynomial satisfies the necessary properties: fof &l k, p1(o;) <
O (35 07) and for alli < k, o; < p2(0;).

2q+1
Again, a nearly identical proof applies for Algoritimh 1. Wes§ choosens(z) = o (i) !

Proof of Property

By Propertie§!l and 2 we already have, forlalt k, £(Z;, A) < eoj,, + (I —m) - 3eop,, <
(1+k—m)-3e-0,,. Soifk —m < w then we immediately have Propefdy 3.

Otherwiseaw < k —m sow < k and thusps(A,ner ) II € R™?** only has ranke. It has a null
space of dimensiok — w. Choose any: in this null space. Theps(A)IIz = po(Aipner )z +
p2(Aouter ) 11z = pa(Auter ) IIZ. In other wordsps (A)IIz falls entirely within the span oY , e
So, there is & — w dimensional subspace efan(Y?) that is entirely contained ispan(Y puter)-

Forl < m + w, then PropertiéS] 1 arid 2 already givel(&;, A) < eo7,, + (I —m) - 3eop , <
(w+1)-3e- 0,€+1. So considern +w < | < k. GivenZ,,, to form a rank matrix Z; in our Krylov
subspace we need to append 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)
columnsX, from the span olYs.

Similar to our argument when considering a single vectoh@gpan ofY ,use., 1€tting Y guter =
(I-—X1X]) Youter, We have by((T0):

€0
HAk”% - ||YouterY;ruterAk”%“ < Tk
2
— —T €0
”AkH%’ - HYOUtETYouter‘AkH% - HXlXIAk”%’ < Tk
2
€0
”AkH% - HAkfmin{kfwfm.,lfm}”%‘ - Tk S HXlXIAkH%
k 60'2
> ot - T < XX Al

i=k—min{k—w—m,l—-m}+1
By applying [12) directly to each column &, we also have:

(l+w—k)op — (I+w—k)eop < || XaXg All%
(L+w=k)ofy, = (L+w = k)eoty, <[ XoX] A}

13



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:

5(Z1,A) < 8(21,A)
—_T
1AE - 1Z:Z, All%
1

Y ol HIAlE — 1Z0ZnAllE — XX AR - [1XeX5 A7

1=m-+1

! k 9
<EZm A+ > 2 Y 0?4—% — (4 w—k)o, + (I +w— kot
1=w+m+1

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

< (I+3w—Fk+3/2)eot 4
§(w—|—1)~3e~cr,%+1,

giving Property B for all < k. O

6.2 Error Bounds for Simultaneous Iteration and Block Lanczos

With Lemma[® in place, we can easily prove that Simultanetaration and Block Lanczos both
achieve the low-rank approximation and PCA guaranfde€Z),)and [3).

Theorem 10(Near Optimal Spectral Norm Error ApproximationjVith probability99/100, Algo-
rithms[d and® returrZ satisfying(2):

IA —ZZTAll2 < (1+€)||A — Agll2.

Proof. Letm be the number of singular values with > (1+4¢€/2)oy41. If m = 0then we are done
since anyZ will satisfy [|[A — ZZT Az < ||Al2 = 01 < (1 4+ ¢/2)0k11 < (14 €)[|A — Agl2.
Otherwise, by Properfy 1 of Lemrh& 9,

2
€T
E(Z,,, A) < —F£L
(Zm, A) < 5

2
€O
1A = ZnZy AL < A~ Anlf + %

Additive error in Frobenius norm directly translates to iéidd spectral norm error. Specifically,
applying Theorem 3.4 of[43], which we also prove as LerhmianlAgpendiXA,

2 2
A 2 o
|A - ZpZ,All5 < ||A—Am|\§+% <02, 1;+1

2

€0
< (1+€¢/2)0f + —5 < (1+ )| A - Al (13)
Finally, Z,,Z) A = ZZ} A and so by Lemm@al3 we hayeA — ZZ" A2 < |A - Z,,Z, A|3,
which combines with[(13) to give the result. O

Theorem 11(Near Optimal Frobenius Norm Error Approximatior)Vith probability99/100, Al-
gorithmd1 andR returiz: satisfying(d):

|A = ZZAllr < (1+¢€)||A - Ax||r.

Proof. By Property 8 of Lemm@]9 we have:
E(Zy,A) < (w+1)3e 07y,
1A = ZZT A% < [|A = Ag[lT + (w+1) -3¢ 0y (14)
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w is defined as the number of singular values V\qigﬁéﬁak < 0; < op. SO|A — Ail|% >
2
wr (—1+1€/20’k) . Plugging into[(14) we have:

1A = ZZ A% < A — Aplf + (w+1) 3¢ 074y < (1+10€)[|A — Akl
Adjusting constants on thegives us the result. O

Theorem 12(Per Vector Quality GuaranteeyVith probability99,/100, Algorithmd1 andI2 return
Z satisfying(3):

Vi, ‘u;rAATui — z;rAATzi‘ <eopiq

Proof. First note thatz] AATz, < u/AATu;. This is becausez, AATz;, =
z, QQTAATQQz; = 5;(QQTA)? by our choice ofz;. 0,(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 9 we have, for all < k,

A7 = 1Z:Z] 17 < |Ai-1llF = 1Zia 20|17 + Beoiyy
0? < HZszAH% + 360’2+1 = ziTAATzZ- + 3€U,€+1.
02 =u] AA T u;, so simply adjusting constants emives the result. O

7 Improved Convergence With Spectral Decay

In addition to the traditional Simultaneous Iteration arldd& Lanczos methods (Algorithrh$ 1 and
[2), our analysis applies to the common modification of rugrtive algorithms witHT € R"*? for

p > k [1,[21,[2]. This technique can significantly accelerate bo#thods for matrices with de-
caying singular values. For simplicity, we focus on Blockitaos, although as usual all arguments
immediately extend to the simpler Simultaneous Iteratigo@thm.

In order to avoid inverse dependence on the potentially Issivadular value gap{% — 1, the

number of iterations of Block Lanczos inherently dependslpgfe. This ensures that our ma-
trix polynomial sufficiently separates small singular edufrom larger ones. However, when

or > (14 €)ory1 We can actually use = © (log(d/e)/\/min{l Ik — 1}) iterations, which

? Ok+1

is sufficient for separating the tap singular values significantly from the lower values. Specif

ically, in the Block Lanczos case, if we set= o1 andy = a‘;i] — 1, we know that with
g=06 (log(d/e)/\/min{l, a‘;j] — 1}), (®) still holds. We can then just follow the proof of Lemma

and show that Properfty 1 holds falt I < % (not just forl < m as originally proven). This gives
Property 2 and Properfy 3 trivially.

7 Opt1
suffices. WherA'’s spectrum decays rapidly, 8911 < c - o), 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 Convergenc#&)ith probability99,/100, for anyp > &, Algorithm(d
orinitialized withIT ~ A/(0, 1)4*? returnsZ satisfying guarantee)), (2), and(3) as long as we

setq = © (1og(d/e)/ (min{l, e — 1})) oro (1og(d/e)/\/min{1 Th 1}), respectively.

P+ ? Opt1

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

This theorem may prove especially useful in practice besams many architectures, multiplying
a largeA by 2k or evenl0k 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 Theorem113 is more reminiscentlagsical gap-dependent bounds, it
still takes substantial advantage of the fact that we'r&ilog for nearly optimal low-rank approxi-
mations and principal components instead of attemptingtwerge precisely td’s true singular
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vectors. This allows the result to avoid dependence on tpebgaweeradjacentsingular values,
instead varying only with%, 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¢poni. Prior work focuses in particular on

benchmarking Simultaneous Iteration[21] 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 Lanczos can offer signifigebetter convergence.

We implement both algorithms in MATLAB using Gaussian ramdgtarting matrices with exactly
columns. We explicitly computK for both algorithms, as described in Secfidon 5, using reomin-
malization at each iteration to improve stability. We tést &lgorithms with varying iteration count
¢ on three common datasets, SNARAzZON0302 [23/24], SNAPEMAIL -ENRON [23,(44], and
20 NEwsGRouUPd25], computing column principal components in all cases.plét error for met-
rics (1), [2), and[(B) in Figurigl 3. For per vector erfdr (3), plet the maximum deviation amongst
all top k& approximate principal components (relativesto, ).

Block Lanczos - Frobenius Err
Block Lanczos - Spectral Error||
Block Lanczos - Per Vector Erg
—+ Simult. Iter. — Frobenius Error ||

—e-Simult. Iter. — Spectral Error
—4-Simult. Iter. - Per Vector Error |1

fs_ 20
Iterations g

(@) SNAPAMAZON0302,k = 30

Errore

Block Lanczos - Frobenius Err
Block Lanczos — Spectral Error|

Block Lanczos - Per Vector Errd

——Simult. Iter. - Frobenius Error ||
—e-Simult. Iter. — Spectral Error
—4-Simult. Iter. - Per Vector Error |1

i % %
Iterations q

(b) SNAPEMAIL -ENRON, k = 10

Block Lanczos - Spectral Error|

Block Lanczos - Per Vector Er
—+— Simult. Iter. - Frobenius Error
—e-Simult. Iter. — Spectral Error

Block Lanczos — Frobenius Errof

—A-Simult. Iter. — Per Vector Error

Of

fs_ 20
Iterations g

(c) 20 NEWSGROUPSK = 20

Figure 3: Low-rank approximation and per vector error cogeace rates for Algorithnig 1 ahdl 2.

Unsurprisingly, both algorithms obtain very accurate fertibis norm errofj A — ZZ " A||¢/||A —
Al r, with very few iterations. This is our intuitively weakesi@rantee 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 approxima#od per vector error, we confirm
that Block Lanczos converges much more rapidly than Simattas Iteration, as predicted by our
theoretical analysis. It it often possible to achieve neaptimal error with< 8 iterations where as
getting to within sayl % error with Simultaneous Iteration can take much longer.

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

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

While all three datasets have rapid singular value decaaresfm:l look confirms that their singular

value gaps are actually quite small! For exampl@— — 1is .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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A 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[in][l6let A € R"*¢ have SVDA =
UXV', letS € R*** be any matrix such thatank (V{ S) = k, and letC € R™** be an orthonormal
basis for the column span &S. Then:

+
|A—CCTAJ} < |IA - Al + (A - AnS (ViS) I3

Lemmal[d (Frobenius Norm Low-Rank Approximationfor any A € R™*? andII € R?** where the entries
of IT are independent Gaussians drawn frévf(0, 1). If we letZ be an orthonormal basis faspan (AII),
then with probability at leas?9,/100, for some fixed constant

|A - ZZ A% < c-dk[|A — Al

Proof. We follow [14]. Apply Lemmd T} wittS = II. With probability 1, V'S has full rank. So, to show

the result we need to show thatA — A;) S (V{S) " |4 < ¢||A — Ax|% for some fixede. For any two
matricesM andN, |[MN]||r < ||[M||r||N||2. This property is known aspectral submultiplicativityNoting
that | U\ x|+ = [|A — Ax||% and applying submultiplicativity,

+ +
I (A —-A0S (VIS) I} < IUZaslFIVASIEI(VES) I3

By the rotational invariance of the Gaussian distributisince the rows oV T are orthonormal, the entries
of V/'S and VI\kS are independent Gaussians. By standard Gaussian matmergoation results (Fact

6 of [14], also in [45]), with probability at leas19/100, ||V, ,S[3 < ¢1 - max{k,r — k} < c1d and
I (V,IS)+ |3 < cok for some fixed constants, c2. So,

+
U S elFIVSIE (VES) I3 < - dkl|A — Axllh

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
[4 will only factor into logarithmic terms. |

Chebyshev Polynomials

Lemmal3 (Chebyshev Minimizing Polynomial)Given a specified value > 0, gap~y € (0, 1], andg > 1,
there exists a degregpolynomialp(z) such that:

L p((1+7)a) =1 +7)a

2. p(x) >zforallz > (1+v)a

3. p(z) < grA= forallz € [0, ]

Proof. The required polynomial can be constructed using a starClaetdyshev polynomial of degree7; (),
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 propiy7, (z) < 1 for all z € [—1, 1] and we can
write the polynomials in closed forrm [46]:

(z+vV22 - 1)+ (z — :c2—1)q‘

Ty(x) = 5 (15)
For Lemmadb, we simply set:
_ Ty(z/)
p(z)=(1 +7)04m7 (16)
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which is clearly of degree and well defined since, referring {0 {15),(z) > 0 for all z > 1. Now,

p((1+ 7)) = (1 +aFi D = (1490,

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,
’ (1 + 7) /
= —T .
V(@) = gy Tale/a)
Thus, it suffices to prove that, for atl > (1 + ),
(L +NTg(x) > Ty(1 +7). 17)

We do this by showing thdtl +~)T,(1+~) > T,(1++) and then claim thaf,’ () > 0forallz > (1+7),
so [I7) holds forr > (1 + ~y) as well. A standard form for the derivative of the Chebyshelymomial is

= (18)

;) 2q(Ty—1 +Ty—3+ ...+ T1) if ¢ is even,
a4 2q(Tq-1+Tq-3+...+T2)+q ifgisodd.

(I8) can be verified via induction once noting that the Chebysecurrence gives, = 22T, _; + 27,1 —
7—2. SinceTi(xz) > 0 whenz > 1, we can conclude thaf,(z) > 2¢T,—1(z). So proving [(1FV) for
x = (1 + ~) reduces to proving that

(L +7)2gT4—1(1 + ) > Ty(1 + 7). (19)

Noting that, forz > 1, (z + v/z2 — 1) > 0 and(xz — V=2 — 1) > 0, it follows from (I3) that
Tia(@) (@ + Va2 =D+ (@ = Va? = 1)) = T, (),

and thus
Ty(x)
Ty—1(x)

So, to prove[(10), it suffices to show thHftl + ) < (1 + v)2q, which is true whenevey > 1. So [1T) holds
forallz = (14 ).

< 2.

Finally, referring to[(IB), we know th&f;’ must be some positive combination of lower degree Chebyshev
polynomials. Again, sincd;(z) > 0 whenz > 1, we conclude thaf,'(x) > 0 for all z > 1. It follows
that T} (z) does not decrease abave= (1 + ~), so [I7) 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) <
1forz € [0, a]. So, to provep(z) < S—%—, we just need to show that

1 < 1
T(1+7) = 2

Equation[[I5) gived; (1+7) > 5(1+y+/(1 +7)? - 1)°
Thus, (1 + /) > 29v7, Dividing by 2 givesT, (1 + v)
3.

(20)

1(14,7)% Wheny < 1, (1+,7) V7 > 2,

>
> 29v7~1 ‘which gives [[2D) and thus property
O

Additive Frobenius Norm Error Implies Additive Spectral No rm Error

Lemma 15 (Theorem 3.4 of[[43]) For any A € R"*%, let B € R"*¢ be any rankk matrix satisfying
|A = BJl% < [[A = Ak[[% + 7. Then

|A = B3 < [|A — Au]3 +n.
Proof. We follow the proof given in[43] nearly exactly, includingfor completeness. By Weyl's monotonicity
theorem (Theorem 3.2 i [43]), 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, o111 (B) = 0 sinceB is rankk, so:

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

n

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

i=k+1
n—k n
S A-B) < Y oF(A) 4+
i=1 i=k+1
n—k n
ol (A-B)+ > oi(A)< Y oi(A)+7n
i=2 i=k+1
n n—k
HA-B)< 3 oXA)- 3 oX(A) 41
i=k+1 i=2
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