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Abstract

We propose a method for rakapproximation to a given input matriX € R%*™ which runs in time

O (d - min {n + sr(X) G;i,“ , n®* 3~7'(X)1/4 G;;/i} : poly(p)) )

wherep > k, $r(X) is related to stable rank of, andGy, »+1 = Z2=22 is the multiplicative gap between

o

thek-th and the(p + 1)-th singular values oKX . In particular, this yields a linear time algorithm if thepga
is at leastl/4/n andk, p, sr(X) are constants.

1 Introduction

We consider the fundamentalw-rank approximatiomproblem: givenX € R?*", a target dimensioh < d
and an accuracy parametewe would like to find a rank: orthogonal projection matrikl which approxi-
mately minimizes the errdcX — ILX | ¢, where| - | ¢ is either the Frobenius norfn || » or the spectral norm
| - |l This problem has many important applicationsriachine learning The most prominent example is
Principal Component Analysi@®CA); when the columns ok, denotedr, ..., z, € R?, are data points,
the Frobenius norm error coincides with the objective of PCA

Denote the SVD ofX by X = Y o;u;v,, where the singular values are sorted in a descending order.
It is well known that the projection matrix minimizingX — ILX |, for both Frobenius and spectral norm,
isIT* = Zle u;u; , and we haval* X = X, := Zle o;uv; . Therefore, the best rarikapproximation
can be found by SVD computation. However, computing the S¥Bfien prohibitively expensive, and we
therefore seek for efficient approximation algorithms.

Naturally, this problem has received much attention in itegdture. For the case = 1, a well known
approach is Power iteratiori ([16]), which starts with somredom vector irR¢, and keep multiplying it by
X T X, while normalizing the vector after each such multiplioati A generalization t& > 1 is obtained by
starting with a random matrix of sizéx p, keep multiplying it byX " X, while ortho-normalizing the matrix
after each such multiplication. The analysis of the Poweration depends on the multiplicative spectral gap

— for everyj > i we denote
0; — 0y

Gij =

(1)

In particular, [10] have shown that the Power iteration fiadmultiplicative)(1 + ¢)-approximate minimizer
after df mostO(Gy, ;) iterations. We view the quantit; . , as thecondition numbenof the problem.
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The runtime at each iteration @(dn), hence the total runtime i9(dn G,;}Hl)ﬁ If the multiplicative gap
value is a constant then the runtime of Power iteration be&sdinear in the size ok. However, when the
gap is small, the runtime becomes too large. Several retgotithmic ideas and new analyzes of existing
algorithms have lead to significant improvements over Pdteeation.

1. Oversampling: The Power iteration starts with an initial random mat$ix A/(0, 1)?** and keep
multiplying it by X X T. Even though we are interested in the topigenvectors, we can apply the
Power iteration with a matris ~ A(0, 1)4*?, where we refer tp > k as the oversampling parameter.
After approximately finding the top eigenvectors of{ X T, we project the columns aX onto the
subspace spanned by theseigenvectors, and find the tdpeigenvectors in the reduced subspace.
The runtime of the latter stage is negligible (as longpas of the same order ds). Several recent
papers analyzed the effect of oversampling on the conveggete (e.g.[[5, 10, 17]), showing that
now the required number of iterations is order(b;f_;)+1 rather than order OG;_}HI. A common
empirical observation is that while the gap between theeauts/e singular values,, andoy 1 might
be tiny, we often can fing of the same order of magnitudefasuch that the gap betweep ando, 11
is substantially larger.

2. Matrix-free shift-and-invert preconditioning:  The shift-and-invertmethod is a well established
preconditioningtechnique in numerical linear algebra ([16]). Roughly ieg, for some appropri-
ately chosemshift parameter\, this preconditioning process reduces the task of appratig several
eigenvectors oft = X X T to the task of approximating several eigenvector®cf (A — A)~!. For
example, note that if < A — Ay, then the top eigenvector @ coincides withu,, the top eigenvector
of A. Furthermore, it is seen thatdf— A\; = a(\; — \2) for some positive constant then the multi-
plicative gap between the first and the second eigenvaliiz lmécomes a constant. Consequently, for
such a choice, by applying the Power iteratiomtaather than to4, we converge tai; rapidly. The
catch is thatinverting\I — A) is as costly as an exact SVD computation. On the other hamek the
Power iteration only requires multiplications with/ — A)~!, it makes sense to avoid the inversion
and approximate each such multiplication to an high aceurghis is exactly the approach taken by
[4] and [8]. In particular, by slightly modifying the Stocétic Reduced Variance Gradient (SVRG)
algorithm due to[[9], they were able to approximately solaelelinear system to an extremely high
accuracy in time)(d(n + sr(X)G13)), where

sr(X) = | X[%/0f )

is the stable rank oK. Since the Power iteration applied f#drequires only polylogarithmic number
of iterations in order to converge o, the overall complexity is dominated by the complexity of a
single application of SVRG.

Comparing the obtained runtime to the Power iteration, weeoke that this method has a worse depen-
dence on the gap};g VS. Gf_é, and an additional dependence on the stable rar{l¥’). However, the
advantage is thatr(X)Gl_é is beingaddedto n rather tharmultiplied by n. As a result, this method

is much faster than Power iteration Wheneve(rX)GQ L n.

3. Acceleration: The Lanczos method, which has been recently analyzedinié®lices the number of
iterations of Power iteration to order Gf,;}g/fl, and yields a runtime of orde&nG;}ﬁl. There is a
close relationship between this improvement to Nesteraetelerated gradient descent. In fact, for
the case ok = 1, by using an acceleration version of SVRG ([3]), the comityext the “Matrix-free

shift-and-invert preconditioning” method described poesly become® (d n®/* (sr(X))"/* Gl_é/Q).

2We note that ifX is sparse, the runtime at each iteration is controlled byntimaber of nonzero elements X, denotednnz(X).
Hence, the termin can be replaced bynz(X). In the formal statement of our results we use the more tightll ofnnz(X), but for
the simplicity of the representation, throughout the idtrction we stick to the dense case.



The goal of this paper is to develop a method that enjoys aii@tbove three improvements and that is
not restricted to the cage= 1.

The first step is to inject oversampling into the “Matrix-drghift-and-invert preconditioning” method, so
that its runtime will depend o6&, ;11 rather than oz, ». As will be apparent soon, this is obtained by using
Power iteration (see Sectién P.2) instead of the vanillagtanethod, while using SVRG to approximately
computep matrix-vector products rather thanon each round. While this step is technically easy, it is
important from practical perspective, as in many casesgd#pebetween the first and second eigenvalues is
small, but there is a constapsuch that the gap between the first and(ihe- 1)-th eigenvalues is large.

The second step is to generalize the resulté for1. A naive approach is to rely ondeflationtechnique,
namely, to approximate one eigenvector at a time using therighm for the casé& = 1 while removing
components that we have already computed. As mentioneddjytfe problem with this approach is that
both the convergence rate and the success of the deflatioadare heavily depend on the existence of large
enough gaps betweetl of the top leading eigenvalues, which will usually lead t@agd runtime. Instead,
we suggest an adaptive algorithm which estimates the gapsée the leading singular values and based
in this information, it divides the low-rank approximatitask into several smaller subproblems. Depending
on the condition number of each subproblem, our algorithaosbs between direct application of the Power
iteration and an extension of the “Matrix-free shift-amgert preconditioning”.

To summarize, we strengthen the resultd of [4] and [8] in tupartant ways: a) while their results are
limited to the task of approximating the top leading eigenog our results apply to any target dimension.
b) we allow the incorporation of oversampling techniques thad to further improvements in terms of gap
dependence. This makes the method more practical andlsuitelarge-scale eigenvalue problems.

1.1 Our Results

The next theorem formally states our contribution. We deigtthe number of non-zero elementsofoy
nnz(X). The definition ofG; ; is given in Equatiorn[{1) and ofr(X) is given in Equatior (2).

Theorem1 Let X € R™*? and letl < k < p < d be such that;, — op+1 > 0. Denote bysr(X) =
maxeqq,.. x—13 St(X — X;). Foranyd, e € (0,1), with high probability, our algorithm finds an orthogonal
rank-k projection matrixII which satisfies

| —TLX e < (1+ €)X = Xl s

(WhNereH | ¢ is either the Frobenius or the spectral norm) in tif¢(nnz(X) + d SNT(X)G27P+1) poly(p))
or O ((nnz(X)**(d sr(X))Y*\ /G p+1) poly(p)) if acceleration is used.

Few comments are in order. Whén= p = 1, our bounds are identical to the boundsl[df [8]. The computa-
tional price of extending the result to akyandp is polynomial inp, as one could expect. As we mentioned
above, by using oversampling we may substantially imprbeegap dependency. Finally, while in general
§r(X) and sr(X) are not comparable, they have the same roles in the ¢ases andk > 1, respectively.
Namely, both are upper bounded by the rankXof Furthermore, as we are interested in reducing the di-
mensionality tok, we implicitly presume thatr(X) and sr(X) are much smaller than the rank in the cases
k = 1andk > 1, respectively.

1.2 Related work

The low-rank approximation problem has also been studieal gap-independent setting. As was shown
in recent papers[([10],_[17]), although one can not hope tover the leading eigenvectors in this setting,
the Power iteration and the Lanczos methods yield the sanma bounds in timeO (¢~ 'nnz(X)p) and
O(e~?nnz(X)p), respectively.

Recently there has been an emerging interest in randomie#iubeis for low-rank approximatiori ([18,
12,[14]) both in offline, stochastic and streaming settif@s(@]). Furthermore, some of these methods



share the important advantage of decoupling the dependenae:( X ) from the other dependencies. In the
gap independent setting, the sketch-and-solve appraa8hi8,) 2]) yields the fastest methods which run in
timennz(X) + poly(sr(X), €). Unfortunately, no linearly convergent algorithms can b&amed using this
approach in the gap-dependent setting.

Another approach is to use randomization in order to perfdreaper updates relative to Power iteration.
The simplest algorithm which uses one random columX aft a time is called Oja’s algorithm ([11]). The
basic idea is that for a random colum, the ranki matrix z;z; forms an unbiased estimate df —
XXT. Due to the noise arising from the estimation process, Qjeshod is not a linearly convergent
algorithm. Recently[]14] used variance reduction techegto remedy this situation. In some sense, the
method proposed by [14] is to Oja’s method as Stochasti@wad Reduced Gradient (SVRG) is to Stochastic
Gradient Descent (SGD). It should be remarked that the Envk-minimization problem is substantially non-
convex. Nevertheless, [14] was able to obtain a linearlyweayent algorithm while decoupling the size of
the data from the condition number. While this method isadlé to anyk > 1, as explained in detail in
[8], the bounds of[[14] have suboptimal dependence on thaalgtarameters. Furthermore, no accelerated
bounds are known for this algorithm. Last, while the reduttpproach taken here andlin[[4, 8] allows us
to easily incorporate any further improvements to Poweatten (e.g., the oversampling idea), it is not clear
how to integrate these results into the analysis of [14].

Organization In Sectior2 we introduce the notation used throughout tipepand discuss some prelimi-
naries. Sectiop]3 is devoted to the description of our algri Missing proofs can be found in the Appendix.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Notation

We denote byt the time it takes to multiply a matrix’ by a vector. Fop < d, we denote byO%*?

the set ofd x p matrices with orthonormal columns. Given € R"*? whose SVD isX = ULV =
ymintnd} 5,07, the best ranks approximation toX (w.r.t. both| - |, and| - |£) is X = UpSiVi =
Zf;l ou;v; . We denote the remindéf — X, by X_. Letk < p < d and suppose thaf e R?*? has a full
column rank. We often need to compute the best ramlpproximation taX in the column space df. For
the Frobenius norm error, a closed-form solution is givei§ " M), whereQ e R?*? is an orthonormal

matrix whose span coincides with the rang&of[18][Lemma 4.1]).

2.2 Power iteration: A two-stage framework for low-rank approximation

In this section we describe a basic two-stage framework-fi@ank approximation (5,16, 1]) which we simply
call Power iteration. Recall that we aim at finding an apprated low-rank approximation to the matrix
X = UXVT e R¥™P, The matrixX can be thought of as the data matrix presented at the beginmin
alternatively, a deflated data matrix resulted from a rerhofvine top components (which have already been
approximately computed).

2.2.1 Firststage

The input in the first stage consists of a semidefinite matrixk R*¢ whose eigenvectors are equal to the
left singular vectors of, and an oversampling parameger While the natural choice i€ = XX T, we

sometimes prefer to work with a different matrix mainly doecbnditioning issues. The method iteratively
multiplies a randomly drawn matri§ € A(0,1)%*? from left by C' and ortho-normalizes the result (see
Algorithm [])E The runtime of each iteration is - p + dp?, where the latter term is the cost of the QR

8Usually,C has some factored form (e.g:,= X X T). In such a case we do not form the matfiswhen performing multiplications
with C.



factorization. An elegant notion that captures the pragesing this stage is the principal angles between

Algorithm 1 First stage of power iteration: subspace iteration

Input: A positive semidefinite matrix’' e R4*¢ p, L (1 < p < d)
Draw S(® e N(0,1)4xP
for ¢=1to L do

Yy — ost-1)

Y® = 5 R®) (QR decomposition)
end for
Output: S(F)

subspaces (we provide the definition and some basic prepéntthe Appendix).

Theorem 2 ([17][Theorem 6.1]) LetC = UAU T > 0, k be a target dimension and> & be the oversam-
pling parameter. Suppose that we run Algorithim 1 with thautr{@, p). Then with high probability, after
L = O(G,; .1 log(d/e) iterations, we have

tan(0x(Ur, ST)) < e.

2.2.2 Second stage

The first stage yields a matri%(X) e ©4*? whose range is approximately aligned with the leading eigen
vectors ofC, as reflected by Theorefm 2. In the second stage weStfseto compute the Frobenius best
rank+ approximation toX = UXV" in the column space of (") (see Sectiofi 211). The complexity is
O(pdn). There are standard techniques for translating principgllesbounds into matrix norm bounds (e.g.

Algorithm 2 Second stage of Power iteration: low-rank approximatistrieted to a subspace

Input: A positive semidefinite matriK’ € R4*¢, S e 0“7 k (k < p < d)
Compute the eigenvalue decomposittohC'S = USU T € RP*" o
Output: Return the matriceS, U, which form the projection matrisU Ul ST

[17][Section 6.2]). We will employ such a technique in thegfrof our main theorem.

2.3 SVRG/SDCA based solvers for linear systems

As mentioned above, [8] suggested a variant of SVRG for miiziitg convex quadratic sum of non-convex
functions. They also derived an accelerated variant. Welwalcorresponding methods SVRGLVE and
AccSVRGsoLVE. We next state the complexity bounds for these methods.

Theorem 3 ([8][Theorems 12,15]) Let X e R¥*™ and A be a shift parameter such that < \ — )y,
where\; = A\ (XXT). Denote byD = (M — XX ). For any vectom ande,§ € (0,1), with proba-
bility at least1 — §, SVRGSOLVE(X, \, b) returns a vectorr with |z — (A — XX T)71b|p < ein time

o} (nnz(X) +d sr(X)%). The AccSVRGsoOLVE method satisfies the same accuracy conditions in

. - 1/2
tme (na(X)? (51 (00)) 2 )

As we explain in Section 2.5, throughout this paper we inihficise these results whenever we consider
matrix-vector products with shifted-inverse matrices.



2.4 Gap-independent approximation of eigenvalues

We use the following gap-independent bounds due tb [10]dtimation of eigenvalues using Power iteration.

Algorithm 3 Gap-independent eigenvalues approximation
Input: C > 0,k,e (k <d) )
Run Algorithm1 with the inputC, k, L = O(e ™" log(d/¢))) to obtainU
Run Algorithm2 with the inputC, U, k) to obtainZ = SUj
For alli € [k] compute\; = 2 Cz;
Output: ;\1, R N

Theorem 4 ([10][Theorem 1] Let C' € R%*? be a positive semidefinite matrik,< d ande € (0, 1) be the
input to Algorithni 8. Then, with high probability, the outmi the algorithm satisfies

(1—N(C) <A < (1—e)N(0)

forallie {1,...,k}. The runtime ig(e ' t¢).

2.5 Precision and high probability bounds

In order to simplify the presentation we make the followimgptassumptions: a) The deflation procedure
is accurate, i.e., whenever we approximately compute thengectorsuy, ..., us_1 and proceed to han-
dle the remaining: — s + 1 components, the projection df’s columns onto the orthogonal complement
to {u1,...,us—1} is accurate. b) Whenever we use SV VE or ACCSVRGSOLVE to approximately
compute matrix-vector products with shifted-inverse ricas, the returned solution is accurate. Since both
our method for approximating the eigenvectors and SMRG/E are linearly convergent methods, these two
assumptions hold in any reasonable computing environfhEatthermore, the (theoretical) challenge of tak-
ing into account the noise arising from both procedures @oaried out using the established framework
of noisy Power iteration[([6,/1]) while incurring only pobdarithmic computational overhed.

There is only one source of randomization in our algorithemely the initialization of Algorithni]1.
Since we use this algorith@(poly(p)) times and since the probability of failure scales lise)(—d), our
statements hold with high probability.

3 Gap-based Approach for Low-Rank Approximation

In this section we describe our algorithm in detail and prtineemain result. We assume that we are given as
an input a parametek > 0 which satisfies

AgAkap+1<2A

X . We view
P

the paramete\ as a “Gap Budget”. Indeed, as will become apparent soon, aneadjustA and the
oversampling parameterin accordance.

Note that we can find suchA with negligible incurred runtime overhead 0f<log (/\k+

40Our assumption is analogous to the usual assumption thet methods such as the QR algorithin {[16]) can find the SVIXof
in time O(nd?) (this assumption is used in the analysis of both Power iteraind Lanczos). As mentioned [n]10], the Abel-Ruffini
Theorem implies that an exact SVD is incomputable. Nevétise such assumptions are reasonable once we establishdtigracy
methods that converge rapidly to the exact solution.

5This is essentially the approach taken[in [8].



3.1 The Partitioning strategy

Assume that we already computed the first 1 leading eigenvectorsof = XX T, uy,...,u,_;. Denote
by
In={1,...,k}, Iojev=1{1,...,s =1} , T = Io\Iprev= {5, ..., k} .

Assume that the deflation is accurate, i.e., we alreadyegbfhie projectioi/ — Zf;ll u;u; ) to the columns

of the input matrixX. We would like to extract a subinterval of the forfs,...,q} < I such that the
gap between\, and the proceeding eigenvalues would allow us to computeitienspace corresponding
{s,...,q} reasonably fast. We distinguish between several gap scales

1. We first seek for a (multiplicative) dﬁ;mf orderpoly(1/p). If we find such a gap then we use the
Power iteration (without neither preconditioning or owaTpling) to approximates, . .., u, in time

O(ndpoly(p)).

2. Otherwise, we seek for an additive gap of ordeif we find such a gap, then we use the shifted inverse
Power iteration (without oversampling) to extragt . . ., u,. As we shall see, by requiring thatis
the minimal index in/ with this property and choosing a shiftwith A\ — A\, = aA for some constant
a € (0,1), we ensure that the multiplicative gap between the cormedipg eigenvalues oX7 — A is
O(poly(p)). Also, the fact that we have not found a multiplicative gapuder1/p implies that\g
and)\; are of the same order, hence the runtime of SVRG scales véthitiht” gap (see Corollary]2).

3. Otherwise, we simply return= k. We will then use the shifted-inverse Power iteration witkrsam-
pling in order to utilize the gap of ordex betweem, and\, ;1.

Obviously, one difficulty is that we do not know the eigenwesuHence, we will derive estimates both of the
multiplicative and the additive gaps.

3.1.1 Searching for multiplicative gaps of orderpoly(1/p)

By applying Algorithn{3 to the deflated matrik (1) = (I — 302} wiu)] )A(I — 357} usu] ) with target

dimensionk — s + 1 and accuracy’ = 1/(9p?), we obtain\,, . .., A\, which satisfy
(I—eM<hi<(1—€)ty foralliel.

(note that we refer to the indices of the matdxbefore deflation). Based on these estimates, we can detect

gaps of ordepoly(1/p).

Lemma 1 Suppose thaX;;1 < A;(1—p~2). Then i1 < \i(1—p~*). Conversely, if\; 1 < \i(1—p~ 1),

then)\; ;1 < /\i(l — p_2).

Lemmal suggests the following simple partitioning ruleesxists, return any with 5\q+1 < 5\q(1 —p72)

(see Algorithni#). We deduce the following implication.

Algorithm 4 Detection of multiplicative gaps of ordeply(1/p)

Input: T = {s,...,k}, Ae, ..., \g
If exists, return any; € I\{k} which satisfies\, 1 < A,(1 —p~2)
Otherwise, return-1

Corollary 1 Suppose that the partitioning procedure retuing I with 5\q+1 < ;\q(l — p~2). Then the
condition number when applying the Power iteration4o ,_,) with target dimensiot — s + 1 (and no
oversampling) ipoly(p). Conversely, if the procedure does not find sgcthen\;, > As/10.

6We interchangeably refer both to the (multiplicative) ghpsween ther;’s and to the gaps between thg's. It is easily seen that
the corresponding expressions are of the same order of tadgni



3.1.2 Searching for additive gaps

In the absence of a multiplicative gap of ordery(1/p), we turn to search for additive gaps of ord&r
Since we prefer to avoid applying the Power iteration withagouracy parameter of ordét, we need to
employ a more sophisticated estimating strategy. To thik @ develop an iterative scheme that updates
a shift parameteh in order to obtain better approximations to the gaps betwiereigenvalues. LeX €

[As + A, 2] bél an initial shift parameter. Such & can be easily found by applying Algorithim 3 to
A_(s—1) (see Section B in the appendix). Consider the deflated ghifietrix

D_—1y = Z wiu; )( A — A)~ 2 ugu, 3)

By applying AIgorlthrTB toD_(S N a with a target dimensioh — s + 1 and a reasonably large accuracy
parametet’ = %, we flnd)\s, ey \x which satisfy

A—HA= )P <A —-)ytA=N) ! forall iel.

By inverting, we obtain the following approximation do— A;:

(I—NP<A =N <(1—€) '\t forallie . (4)

Since foranyy € I\{k}, Ay = Ags1 = A= Ags1) — (A= Ag) = )\qjl f\;l, we can derive upper and lower
bounds on the gaps between consecutive eigenvalues. Baskdse bounds, in Algorithid 5 we suggest a
simple partitioning rule. The success of this method depemdhe distance betwearand)\,. Specifically,

Algorithm 5 Detection of additive gaps of ordéx

Input: I ={s,...,k}, A, X\ foralliel

it J={q e \{k}: 4 -\ > 32A} # then
Returng = min J

else
Returng = k&

end if

our analysis requires that

A <3 l<
27 <A

cn|l>
©
>

A 0 A 2A
——30 10 27 95 9 ()
€<1/10

Inspired by [4[ 8], in SectiohlB we describe a an efficient rodttvhich enforced(5) by iteratively deriving
constant approximations to — A, and updating the shift accordingly. Assuming that (5) holds turn to
prove the correctness of the partitioning rule. The nextnhemmplies that gaps of desired magnitude are
identified by our method.

Lemma 2 Letﬂ > 0. Suppose that for somes I\{k}, \; — A1 = B andq is the minimal index with this
property. Then)\q+1 q > 9[3

The following lemma shows that gaps detected by our methethdeed sufficiently large.

Lemma 3 Suppose that our method returqsvith ¢ < k. Then\; — A1 = A/9.

"Recall that we assume that > A, » A (otherwise conditioning is not needed).



As mentioned above, in the case that k, we will be interested in the gap between thth and thg(qg + 1)-
th eigenvalues oD ~!. Otherwise, we will be interested in the gap betweenktth and the(p + 1)-th
eigenvalues. Thus, we define

G- (/\q(D_l) - )‘q+1(D_l))//\q(D_1) q<k
A(D71) = Aprr (D™NA(DTY) g=k

Corollary 2 Assume thah satisfies[(b) and let be the output of Algorithinl5. The condition number when
applying the Power iteration to the shifted inverse matldg(lsil) @ isG' = O(k) = O(p). Fur-
thermore, the complexities @VRGsoLVE and ACCSVRGSOLVE when applied to approximately com-

pute matrix-vector multiplications with the matix”, ,, are O((nnz(X) +d sr(X_(s—1))G} 24 1)k) and

O((nnz(X)¥*(d st(X_(s—1))) /2 Gy /1 k), respectively.

Tuning the shift parameter:  In Algorithm[7 we suggest a simple method that yields a shifameter
and a corresponding estimatg! that satisfy[(#). We defer the description and the analyfsisi®s method to
the appendix.

3.2 The Algorithm

All the pieces are in place. Our algorithm (see Algorifimtéyatively combines the partitioning procedure
with the corresponding application of Power iteration. VWetto prove the main result. We start by stating a
slightly weaker result.

Theorem 5 Let X € R™*¢ be the input matrix and It andp be the target dimension and the oversampling
parameter, respectiveljk < p < d). Suppose that, — 0, > 0 and defineGy, ,+1 as in (1). For any
d,e € (0,1), with probability at leastl — §, Algorithm[® finds an orthogonal rank-projection matrixI1
which satisfies A

|X —1IX[r < [X — Xi|r + €| X]F,

in time O((nnz(X) + d sr(X)G5 ,41) poly(p)) or O((nnz(X))¥*(d sr(X))/*\/Gr.pi1) poly(p)) if ac-
celeration is used.

One usually expect to see error bounds that scale &fith — X || rather than withe| X||. Since the
dependence of the runtime @y is logarithmic, this is not an issue in our case. From the saason, it is
easy to establish also spectral norm bounds. Indeed, raitattthe beginning of Algorithil 6, the accuracy
parametee is rescaled according to some rough upper bounf6f /| X || The reason for this scaling
operation is now apparent.

Corollary 3 Under the same conditions as in Theofém 1, suppose that thkhew a rough upper bound
on||X|r/||X — X«|r. By modifying the given accuracy parameter, we ensure titatprobability at least
1-4,

| X = TX e < (1 + €)X — Xile
where|| - |¢ is either the Frobenius or the spectral norm. The runtimeriogad relative to the complexity
bound in Theoremml1 is logarithmic jimd.

Proof (of Theorem[8)
Correctness: Each iteratiory e [¢] corresponds to an interval of the form = {s,,...,q;}. For each
j € [t], denote byk; = |I;| and letU") e R4*k: the matrix consisting of the columas, ... ., ¢; of U. Using

8Such an estimate can be easily obtained using Algofithm 3.



Theoreni 2 along with the bounds on the condition number Esitetol in Corollary L and Corollaty 2, we see
that each time we invoke Algorithii) 1, we obtdif?) with

tan(@kj(U(j), U9 < ek,

LetU = [UM,...,U®] e R¥?. Our strategy is to show the existence of a ran&pproximation taX
in the column space df which satisfies the accuracy requirements. Since we reheroptimal rankk
approximation taX in the column space df, this will imply the desired bound.

Recall that we denote ;. the set of alp x p rank+ projection matrices. Note that fgr=1,...,t—1,
U andU ) have the same number of columns, wheriéés hasp — k more columns thatv(*). Let

P = argmin tan(0y, (U®,U® P))
PePy,

Let P = ZZ", whereZ has orthonormal columns. Fgr< t, denotell; = U (UW)T and letll, =
(UM Z) (UM Z)T. We now consider the rank-orthogonal projection

Using the triangle inequality we obtain that

o~

t
|X — X | p < (I = D)X ip + Y I Z I UOsOVO |,

t

t
<X = Xl + 3510 = Y, AU OsOVO |5

i=1 j=1

where the last inequality follows from the fact that for angtnx Y and any projection matrikl, |[Y|r >
|IIY| 7. We turn to bound each of the summands on the right-hand $Meuse the following fact: il
andII’ are twod x d projection matrix such that the rangeléf contains the range df, then for anyd x n
matrix M, |M — II'M||r < |M — IIM | . For each € [¢] this fact implies that

t
2 OO n®y( l)HF < |- I l))U(i)E(i)V(i)HF .

Using the unitary invariance and the submultiplicativifyttoe Frobenius norm, we further bound this term
by

(1 = EOWOLOVO | p = (1 = AOTOLO| p < |SOY(7 ~ HO O
< X psin(8e, (U, 00) < X p tan(0r, (09, 0D)) < | X] p(e/b)

Combining the bounds above we obtain the claimed bound

|X —IX|r < | X = Xe|r <X = Xilp+ €| X P

| el Xlr
k
Runtime: We analyze the unaccelerated case. The analysis for théeeateel case is analogous. The
main algorithm runs fot iterations, each of which corresponds to a single subiate@learly,t < k. For
each subinterval we call Power iteration polylogarithmionber of times. According to Corollafy 1 and
Corollary2, for each of this calls, the condition numbemassted with Power iteration i@(poly(p)). This
implies the same bound on the number of iterations. Wheriexpfa matrices of the form _,_; the com-
plexity per iteration iSO (nnz(X )poly(p)). When applied to shifted inverse matrices of the fdﬂm(S 1)’
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the complexity is controlled by the complexity of SVRGLVE. By Corollary(2, this complexity scales with
O(mnz(X) +d sr(X)Gp2 ). [
Proof (of Corollary B) By replacinge with ex/(3d), we obtain
|X =X |r < (1 +¢/(3d))| X — X r
This already gives the desired Frobenius bound. Squaritigdides yields
|X — X |H < (1+¢/(3d)°) X — X7 < (L + ¢/d)| X — X7 < |X — Xp|F + e X — X3,

Since additive (squared) Frobenius norm bound impliestsgpleadditive norm bound[([10][Lemma 15]), we
obtain
| X —IX 3 < [ X = X553 + e X — X5 = (1+ €)X — X3

Taking the square root of both sides yields the desired bound |

Algorithm 6 low-rank Approximation using Adaptive Gap-based Prectowling
Input: X eR>*P 1<k<p<d A<o? fop < 2A¢
s=1,t=0,e=¢/(ukd) whereu = | X| /| X_k|
while ¢ < k do

I=Tlem={s,.... k5t =t+1

X—(s—l) = (I - Zf 11&'1~ )X A—s+1 X—s+1XIs+1 R

Apply Algorithm[3 with input(A_,_q),k — s + 1,1/(9p?)) to obtain{); : i € I}
Run Algorithm(3 with the inputZ, {)\; : i € I'}) to obtaing

if ¢ # —1then 3
Run Algorithm1 with(A_(;_1), ¢, L = O(p*log(kd/e))) to obtainU®) = [a, ..., @]
else

Run AlgorithmT (from SectionhB) with the inpyf, A) to obtain\
DefineD_,; as in (Equation{3))
Apply Algorithm[3 with the inpu{D_,_),k — s +1,1/(9p)) to obtain{); : i € I}
Run Algorithmi with the inpufl, A, {\ : i € I}) to obtaing
If ¢ = k setp’ = p. Otherwise, sep’ = p
Run Algorithm( with(D_ s, p’, L = O(k log(kd/e))) to obtainU'®) = [, ..., ]
end if
s=q+1
end while
Form thed x p matrixU = [U(M), ..., U®)]
Run Algorithm2 with the inputX X T, U, k) to obtain the final projectdil = UU,U,] U "
Output: II
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A Proofs
A.1 Proofs from Section 3.1.11

Proof (of Lemmal[dl) Suppose that that;,; < \;(1 — p—2). Then
At < (1 =) M < (=) A -p DN < (=) 21 —p DA
Sincee’ < 1/3, (1 —€¢)"2 <1+ 9€¢ <1+ p~2. Itfollows that
At S (L +p A —p A= (1—p HNi.

Conversely, suppose that thgt.; < \;(1 —p~1). Then

Aipr (1= N <(1=)1—p Hu < (1=€)1—p HA;.

We already know thatl — €')2 <1+ 9¢ <1+ p~2 <1+ p~L. Therefore,

At <@ +p HA—p HA =1 —p N

Proof (of Corollary L) The first part follows immediately from the first part of Lemfalf such a gap is
not found then it follows from the second part of Lemioha 1 that > \;(1 —p~1!) forall i € I\{k}. Hence,
using the equality — 2 > exp(—2a) which holds for allz € (0,1/2), we obtain

M=0—p D= 20 —p ) A =1 —p H)PA = e 2N = )\,/10.

A.2 Proofs from Section 3.1.P

We start by deriving upper and lower boundsXan- )\, for all i € I\{k}. Using [4) together with the fact
thatAZ — Ai+1 = ()\ — )\1‘+1) — ()\ — )\1), we obtain

/\i - )\1‘+1 < (1 - 6,)_1:\;_11 - (1 - 6,)5\- 1

= (1= OGN (=) == A (6)
Similarly, we obtain the following lower bound:
/\i - )\1‘+1 = (1 - 6’):\;11 - (1 - 6’)715\1-_1
= (1= =D - (=) ==t (7)

We turn to prove the lemmas.

Proof (of Lemmal[Z) Denote byu = (1 —¢/)~! — (1 — €¢’) and note that sinc€ < 1/9, 1 < 3¢/. Next we
note that by the minimality of, A — A\, < k8. Hence, usind{4) we deduce the bound

Mi<A =)k, (8)

A rearrangement of {6) yields

OIS W () (()\q — A1) — ,A;l) > (1 )8 - phsh).

>
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Together with[(B), we obtain

B,

O] ot

A=A (L= ) (Bl — ) RB) = B(L— € — k) = B(L— € —3c'k) =

where we substituted = 5 < 1/9. [ |

Proof (of Lemmal[3) We follow the notation from the previous proof. The partiiiag rule (Algorithnb)
implies that

< N 5
-1 -1
Agp1 — Ay = §A .
According to the lower boundl7), we have

A= Agr1 = (=)A= A7) —uA; ' = o

A—/L;\q_l ,

©| oo
O] Ut

where we substituteed = L < 1. We proceed to bound-! from above. Recalling the assumption
9p 9 p a g p

5\;1 < % and using the minimaliﬁlof q, we obtain

- - - - - 1 5k 2k
-1 _ y-1 -1 _ 3-1 -1 _X"l)g — 4+ <A
Ay Ay Mg = A ) o+ (g A1) A<100+ 9> 3A

Combining the bounds yields

8 5 2k 40 2
A—dp1==-=A-3 - —A=2A(—=—-=])=A/9,
1Tt =97y <3 (81 9) /
where we used again the fact thak 3¢’ and substituted . |

Proof (of Corollary B) We first establish the claimed upper bound@n'. Consider first the case where
g < k. Note that

1

a1 =X A A AN As — Ag +Aqfxq+1

1 1 )\q — Aq+1 )\q - Aq+1 Aq - )\q+1 Aq — Aq+1
—

A=Ay AAgt1
=1

According to LemmaB)\, — A\;+1 = A/9. Also, by assumptiol — Ay < 2A/9. Finally, using the
minimality of ¢ together with LemmB]2, we obtain that — A\, < (¢ — s)A < kA. Combining the bounds,
we see that

G1=0(k)=0(p).

The same bound applies for the case wheee k; the bound\, — A\,4+1 > A/9 is replaced by the bound
Ak — Ap+1 = A (by assumption) and the same upper bounds hold (by exaetlsatime arguments).

We proceed to bound the complexity of SVRGLVE. Note that the leading eigenvalue in our case is
As. Also, multiplication withX_,_1y can be done in timenz(X )k (first multiply by X and then project).
Using Theorerfil3 we obtain that each matrix multiplicatiostso

o<(nnz<x>+dsr<x>(kj7§w) t).

By assumption\ — A, = aA for some constant. Next, we recall that we resort to shifted-inverse precondi
tioning only if we did not find a multiplicative gap of ordéfp. It follows from Corollary[1 that\; < 10\.

9Note that by the minimality of, each of the summands below are smaller tgam.
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Multiplying the right term in the above bound by the constahit\?, we see that the complexity of SVRG-
SOLVE is at most

O <<nnz( )+ dsr(X )222) k> = O((mnz(X) + d st(X_(,-1))Gj 2 )k)

where we substituted, /A = G(Gk »+1)- The analysis for the accelerated solver is analogous. [ |

B Tuning the shift parameter

Recall that the initial shift parameter satisfies- A\, € [A, A;]. Applying the Power iteration t&)___ ; with
target dimensiont ande’ = 1/10 yields \;* which satisfies[{4). Hence, initiallp; ! € [5A, 10 /\ s i

A; ! does not lie in the desired rangd /27, A/5]. As we formally prove below, by iterat|vely performmg
an update of the form, = X — (1;26/);\;1 and re-estimating, — \,, we ensure that both, — A\, and its

corresponding estima(é\;l)+ decrease by a constant factor. Furthermore, the constanth@se ensure
that \;! will eventually fall into the desired range\/27, A/5]. The procedure is detailed in AlgoritHoh 7
and its correctness follows from the following lemma.

Lemma 4 Algorithm[7 terminates after at most(log(\,/A)) iterations. Upon termination) — A, and the
corresponding estimatg; ! satisfy Equation(5).

Algorithm 7 Shift tuning
Input: I ={s,...,k}, A
Apply Algorithm[3 with the inpu{A_,,,1,1/4) to obtain)\,
Seth = (1 +1/2)\,,
A= 40
while \;1 ¢ [A/27,A/25] do
DefineD_,.; asin[3)
Run AIgorithnB with the input paramete(rﬁ)_ _1) 1,€¢ = 1/9) to obtain\; !

A=— D5
end while
Return\

Proof (of Lemmal4) As mentioned above, the assumption on the initial shift &edaipproximation guar-
antees imply that the initial estimates! > 9A/10 > A/5, i.e, A=t ¢ [A/27,A/5]. Denote), =
A— %5\;1. The following inequalities indicate that we preserve tbsifivity of the gap while decreas-
ing it by a multiplicative constant factor:

A—As
2 )

1—é)- 1
A A=A 26))\;12/\7/\575()\7)\5)=

— / -
A+—AS=A—AS—(126)A5‘1<(A—As)(1—(1—6)/2) < (A= A)(1 = 81/200) < Z(A—As),
where we substituted = 1/9.

Itis left to verify that;\;1 also decreases by a constant factor at each iteration anitl ¢hantually falls
into the desired range (the bound on the number of iteratioih$ollow from the first two claims). Indeed,
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in the next step the algorithm updates the deflated inversexa_ ., ; with the new shift parametev, and
invokes Algorithn8 taD~! . ; to obtain a new estimate\;*). which satisfies

A+ € [E(M — ), 1—90()\+ - /\S)] c [% . A;& 190 , w]

[81 A1 100 3?\;1] li\;l 25?\;1]

100 2 7 81 4 47 27

This completes our proof. |

C Principal Angles

Definition 1 Let X and) be two subspaces & of dimension at least. The principal angle$ < 6; <
... 0x < 5 betweent’ and) and the corresponding principal paifg;, yi)k_, are defined by

0; = arccos(x] y;) := min{arccos(z"y) :x e X, ye W, ||lz| =1, |yl =1, 2 L {z1,...,2i 1}, o L {y1,...,yi_1}}.

The principal angles between matrices (whose columns atBeo§ame size) are defined as the principal
angles between their ranges.

Following [6], we use the following non-recursive expressi

Lemma5 Letk < p < d. Suppose that € R?*? is a matrix of a full column rank and 1éf = [Uy,U_;] €
04%d Then,

- Uy Sl
tan(ek(Uka S)) - II[IC}%}C wIII[lg):(w m ’
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