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Abstract

This paper addresses how well we can recover a data matrix erig given a few of its elements. We
present a randomized algorithm that element-wise sparfiifeedata, retaining only a few its elements.
Our new algorithm independently samples the data using lsagmrobabilities that depend on both
the squares?f sampling) and absolute valueg Gampling) of the entries. We prove that the hybrid
algorithm recovers a near-PCA reconstruction of the data i sublinear sample-size: hybriél-(¢2)
inherits thel,-ability to sample the important elements as well as theleegpation properties of;
sampling, and gives strictly better performance than eitheor /5 on their own. We also give a
one-pass version of our algorithm and show experimentsrtoloorate the theory.

1 Introduction

We address the problem of recovering a near-PCA reconistinuat the data from just a few of its entries
— element-wise matrix sparsification_(Achlioptas and Ma8h¢2001, 2007)). Read: you have a small
sample of data points and those data points have missingésafThis is a situation that one is confronted
with all too often in machine learning. For example, withmisscommendation data, one does not have
all the ratings of any given user. Or in a privacy preservietiisg, a client may not want to give you all
entries in the data matrix. In such a setting, our goal is tmstinat if the samples that you do get are
chosen carefully, the top-PCA features of the data can be recovered within some prexatbr bounds.
More formally, the data matrix i\ € R™*" (m data points inn dimensions). Often, real data
matrices have low effective rank, so |&}, be the best rank-approximation toA with ||A — A||2 being
small. Ay is obtained by projecting\ onto the subspace spanned by its koprincipal components. In
order to approximate this topprincipal subspace, we adopt the following strategy. $@emall number,
s, of elements fromA and produce a sparse sketah use the sparse sketch to approximate the top-
singular subspace. In Section 4, we give the details of theridhm and the theoretical guarantees on how
well we recover the top- principal subspace. The key quantity that one must controbtover a close
approximation to PCA is how well the sparse sketch approt@mthe datan the operator normThat is,
if | A — A||» is small then you can recover PCA effectively.

Problem: sparse sampling of data elements

GivenA € R™*" ande > 0, sample a small number of elementt obtain a sparse sketdh for which

JA—Alz<e and [Ao<s. (1)
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Our main result addresses the problem above. In a nutshiéhl,only partially observed data that have
been carefully selected, one can recover an approximatitimettop% principal subspace. An additional
benefit is that computing our approximation to the topubspace using iterated multiplication can benefit
computationally from sparsity. To construdt, we use a general randomized approach which indepen-
dently samples (and rescalesglements fromA using probabilityp;; to sample elemem;;. We analyze

in detail the casp;; o a|A;;|+ (1—a)|A|? to get a bound ol A — A [|5. We now make our discussion
precise, starting with our notation.

1.1 Notation

We use bold uppercase (e.&) for matrices and bold lowercase (e.g), for column vectors. The-
th row of X is X(;), and thei-th column of X is X, Let [n] denote the sef1,2,...,n}. E(X) is
the expectation of a random variablg for a matrix, E(X) denotes the element-wise expectation. For
a matrixX € R™*", the Frobenius norm|X|| . is || X|% = Z:’;"IX%, and the spectral (operator)
norm [[X||y is [|X[l, = maxy,—1 [ Xyll,. We also have thé, and¢y norms: [ X[, = >"%, [X;]
and || X||, (the number of non-zero entries ’). The k-th largest singular value &X is o4 (X). For
symmetric matriceX, Y, Y = X ifand only if Y — X is positive semi-definitel,, is then x n identity
andln x is the natural logarithm af. We usee; to denote standard basis vectors whose dimensions will
be clear from the context.

Two popular sampllng schemes didp;; = |A;;|/ ||All, Achlioptas and McSherry (2001); Achlioptas et al.
(2013)) andty (p;; = A? /HAHF Achlioptas and McSherry (2001); Drineas and Zouzias (201%e

constructA as follows: A, i = 0if the (i, j)-th entry is not sampled; sampled elemeAts are rescaled

to A;; = A;;/p;; which makes the sketcA an unbiased estimator &, SOE[A] = A. The sketch

is sparseif the number of sampled elements is sublineas- o(mn). Sampling according to element
magnitudes is natural in many applications, for examplerneacammendation system users tend to rate a
product they either like (high positive) or dislike (highgadive).

Our main sparsification algorithm (Algorithid 1) receivesigsut a matrixA and an accuracy pa-
rametere > 0, and samples elements fromA in s independent, identically distributed trials with re-
placement, according to a hybrid;, ¢5) probability distribution specified in equatidnl (2). The@ighm
returnsA € R™*", a sparse and unbiased estimatoAgfas a solution td{1).

1.2 Prior work

Achlioptas and McSherry (2001, 2007) pioneered the idea sampling for element-wise sparsification.
However,/, sampling on its own is not enough for provably accurate bedod|A — A|,. As a matter
of fact|Achlioptas and McSheiry (2001, 2007) observed tisadll” entries need to be sampled with
probabilities that depend on their absolute values onlys tiso introducing the notion ¢f sampling.
The underlying reason for the need &4f sampling is the fact that if a small element is sampled and
rescaled using, sampling, this would result in a huge entryAn(because of the rescaling). As a result,
the variance o, sampling is quite high, resulting in poor theoretical angpeginental behavior./;
sampling of small entries rectifies this issue by reducirgviiiriance of the overall approach.

Arora et al. [(2006) proposed a sparsification algorithm teaerministically keeps large entries, i.e.,
entries ofA such thatA;;| > ¢/y/n and randomly rounds the remaining entries ugingampling. For-
mally, entries ofA that are smaller than,/n are set to sigiiA ;) €/+/n with probabilityp;; = /n |A;;| /e
and to zero otherwise. They usedanet argument to show thfiA — A—”Q was bounded with high prob-
ability. [Drineas and Zouzias (2011) bypassed the neef, feampling by zeroing-out the small entries of
A (e.g., all entries such thid ;| < e¢/2n for a matrixA € R™*") and then usé, sampling on the remain-
ing entries in order to sparsify the matrix. This simple nfiodiion improves Achlioptas and McSherry
(2007) and_Arora et all (2006), and comes with an elegantfprsiog the matrix-Bernstein inequality



ofRecht|(2011). Note that all these approaches need tionaatsmall entries. Recently, Achlioptas et al.
(2013) showed that; sampling in isolation could be done without any truncatiamg argued that (under
certain assumptiong) sampling would be better thas sampling, even using the truncation. Their proof
is also based on the matrix-valued Bernstein inequalityexftiR (2011).

1.3 Our Contributions

We introduce an intuitive hybrid approach to element-wisdrir sparsification, by combining, and/,

sampling. We propose to use sampling probabilities of the fo
Ayl AY

A (U= a)
1AL IAJI7

pij=a a € (0,1] (2)

for all 4, 5 [, we essentially retain the good propertieptampling that bias us towards data elements
in the presence of small noise, whilegularizing smaller entries using; sampling. The proof of the
guality-of-approximation result of Algorithm 1 (i.e. Them[1) uses the matrix-Bernstein Lemhia 1. We
summarize the main contributions below:

e We give a parameterized sampling distribution in the vadeiabe (0, 1] that controls the balance
between?s sampling and’; regularization. This greater flexibility allows us to acl@egreater accuracy.

e We derive the optimal hybridé¢, , ¢5) distribution, using Lemmal 1 for arbitrank, by computing
the optimal parameter™ which produces the desired accuracy with smallest samgaeasicording to our
theoretical bound.

Our result generalizes the existing results because gettia 1 in our bounds reproduces the result of
Achlioptas et al.l[(2013) who claim théf sampling is almost always better thdnsampling. Our results
show thain* < 1 which means that the hybrid approach is best.

¢ We give a provable algorithm (Algorithm 2) to implement hight/; , /) sampling without knowing
« a priori, i.e., we need not ‘fix’ the distribution using some predati@ed value ofx at the beginning
of the sampling process. We can seét a later stage, yet we can realize hyhfig:¢) sampling. We
use Algorithm[2 to propose a pass-efficient element-wisgpagimodel using only one pass over the
elements of the datA, usingO(s) memory. Moreover, Algorithrl3 gives us a heuristic to estend in
one-pass over the data usi@gs) memory.

e Finally, we propose the Algorithid 4 which provably recovB3A by constructing a sparse unbiased
estimator of (centered) data using our optimal hyljfid-¢>) sampling.

Experimental results suggest that our optimal hybrid ithstion (usinga*) requires strictly smaller
sample size thafy and/; sampling (with or without truncation) to solVe (1). Also, wehieve significant
speed up of PCA on sparsified synthetic and real data whilataining high quality approximation.

131 A Motivating Examplefor Hybrid-(¢;, ¢2) Sampling

The main motivation for introducing the idea of hybiié, /2) sampling on elements ok comes from
achieving a tighter bound o using a simple and intuitive probability distribution oremlents ofA.
For this, we observe certain good properties of Wethnd/, sampling for sparsification of noisy data (in
practice, we experience data that are noisy, and it is psrihgpossible to separate “true” data from noise).
We illustrate the behavior df and/, sampling on noisy data using the following synthetic examjle
construct &00 x 500 binary dataD (Figure[1), and then perturb it by a random Gaussian mbtihose
elementsN;; follow Gaussian distribution with mean zero and standandatien 0.1. We denote this
perturbed data matrix by ;. First, we note that; and/, sampling workidentically on binary dataD.

Lcombining¢; and¢, probabilities to avoid zeroing out step&fsampling has recently been observed by Kundu and Drineas
(2014).
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Figure 1: (eft) Synthetic noiseless00 x 500 binary dataD; (right) mesh view of noisy datA ;.

However, Figuré 2 depicts the change in behaviof,adnd/, sampling sparsifying\ ;. Data elements
and noise iMA( ; are the elements with non-zero and zero valudd inespectively. We samplke= 5000
indices in i.i.d. trials according té, and/, probabilities separately to produce sparse skatclFigure2
shows that elements @, produced by; sampling, have controlled variance but most of them areenois
On the other handz sampling is biased towards data elements, although smalbauof sampled noisy
elements create large variance due to rescaling. Our hybrid,) sampling benefits from this bias 6f
towards data elements, as well as, regularization preseofi’; .
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Figure 2: Elements of sparse sketdhproduced fromA via (a) /1 sampling, (b)/> sampling, and

(c) hybrid{¢;, ¢5) sampling withaw = 0.7. The y-axis plots the rescaled absolute valuesl{irscale)

of A corresponding to the sampled indicés.sampling produces elements with controlled variance but
it mostly samples noise, wheregssamples a lot of data although producing large variance safated
elements. Hybrid4;, ¢2) sampling use$; as a regularizer while sampling a fairly large number of data
that helps to preserve the structure of original data.

We parameterize our distribution using the variables (0, 1] that controls the balance betweén
sampling and/; regularization. We derive an expression to computethe optimalx, corresponding to
the smallest sample size that we need in order to achieveea giecuracy in (1). Settinga = 1, we
reproduce the result of Achlioptas et al. (2013). Howewérmay be smaller than 1, and the bound on
sample size, usinga*, is guaranteed to be tighter than that of Achlioptas et 8i182.

2 Main Result

We present the quality-of-approximation result of our malgorithm (Algorithm 1). We define the sam-
pling operatorSg, : R™*™ — R™*™ in (3) that extracts elements from a given matAixc R™*". Let()
be a multi-set of sampled indicés, j;), fort = 1,..., s. Then,
1~ Ay o
Sa(A) = 5 Z ﬁeiteﬁa (it, J) € Q 3)
t=1 1t



Algorithm 1 randomly samples (in i.i.d. trials)elements of a given matriA, according to a probability
distribution {p;;};";", over the elements oA. Let thep;;'s be as in eqn[{2). Then, we can prove the
following theorem.

Theorem 1 Let A € R™*™ and lete > 0 be an accuracy parameter. L& be the sampling operator
defined in[(B), and assume that the multi-Qds generated using sampling probabiliti@eij}?";721 asin
(2). Then, with probability at least — §,

[Sa(A) — Ally < c[All, (4)

2
Z 3
e |3

(P (@) + (e |l /3 m (") ®)

where,

a- AL
&i= Al | o dE—+ (1 —a) |, for Ay # 0,
! FE\ 1A - [|AL !

n m
p2(Oé) = max miax Z gij» mj%%X Z gij - Jrznzn(A)v
=1 i=1

A
(o) = max H ”||1A|1~|A“-
adzo (ot -a) =0

+ ”A”27

omin(A) is the smallest singular value &. Moreover, we can find* (optimal o corresponding to the
smallests) and s* (the smalless), by solving the following optimization problem [d (6):

a* = min f(a). J(0) = ) + () Al 3 6)
3—62”A”g<f’<“>”<“> 32)1n( : ) @)

The functional form in[(5) comes from the Matrix-Bernstemeguality in Lemmall, with? and~ being
functions of A and . This gives us a flexibility to optimize the sample size wielspect tax in (5),
which is how we get the optimai*. For a given matrixA, we can easily computg?(«) and~(«) for
various values of.. Given an accuracy and failure probabilityy, we can compute* corresponding to
the tightest bound or. Note that, fora. = 1 we reproduce the results lof Achlioptas et al. (2013) (which
was expressed using various matrix metrics). Howevénmnay be smaller than 1, and is guaranteed to
produce tightes comparing to extreme choices ef(e.g. o = 1 for ¢, sampling). We illustrate this by
the plot in Figuré B. We give a proof of Theorém 1 in Seclion 2.1

2.1 Proof of Theorem[1

In this section we provide a proof of Theoréin 1 following teqf outline of Drineas and Zouzjas (2011);
Achlioptas et al.[(2013). We use the following non-commugainatrix-valued Bernstein bound |of Recht
(2011) as our main tool to prove Theoreim 1. Using our notatiemephrase the matrix Bernstein bound.



Algorithm 1 Element-wise Matrix Sparsification

1: Input: A € R™*" accuracy parameter> 0.

2. Set sasineq.[().

3 Fort =1...s(i.i.d. trials with replacementjandomly sample pairs of indiceqi;, j;) € [m] x [n]
with ]P’[(zt,]t) (t,7)] = pij, Wherep” are as in[(R), using as in [6).

4: Output(sparse)Sqg (A) =137 Risit g, T |

Diyjy ©itCj,

6.2
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a

Figure 3: Plot off («) in eqn [6) for dataA( ;. We uses = 0.05 ando = 0.1. z-axis plotsa andy-axis is
in log;g scale. For this datay* ~ 0.6.

Lemmal [Theorem 3.2 of Recht (2011)] LB, M, ..., M, be independent, zero-mean random matri-
ces inR™*"™, Suppose

maoc { [EQM ), BT} < 7

and |[My||, <~ forall t € [s]. Then, for any > 0,

1 S
;M

s t=1 2
holds, subject to a failure probability at most

(m+n) exp<p2_j_;i/53> :

For allt € [s] we define the matridI; € R™*" as follows:

<e

A,
tJt T
M; = €€, — A.

Divjy
It now follows that
A;
- ZMt Z { e el — } = Sa(A) — A.
Disjy
We can bound|M,||, for aII t € [s]. We defme the following quantity:
Al -]A
)\:7” 1 1A for A;; # 0 8
PN

Lemma 2 Using our notation, and using probabilities of the foflm @y, all ¢ € [s],

AL

M|, <
IVl T ot (I —a)X

Lﬂé

+ [[Al;-



Proof: Using probabilities of the forni{2), and becausg = 0 is never sampled,

-1
1—a)-|A;;
< max ( a (o) ”) + J|lA]l,

Altjt T A
g N Al 1A
A;#0 F

e,teﬁ

ML, = '

1t ]t
Using (8), we obtain the bound.

Next we bound the spectral norm of the expectatiolvhiM? .
Lemma 3 Using our notation, and using probabilities of the folmh @@y, all ¢ € [s],

[EMMT)|, < [AE B — omin(A),

mzn

where,

-1
1A y
pr = maxz <]A”\ 1Al +(1-«w , for A;; # 0.

Proof: Recall thatA = Ew lA”eZe andM; = ”“e,t S, — A to derive
T Aij T T
E[M,;M; ] E Dij ee; — A eje; — A
Dij Pij
2,7=1

A2
- Z Teel | — AAT.
ij=1 pzy

Sampling according to probabilities of eqhl (2), and beeads; = 0 is never sampled, we get, for
A #0,

-1
2 = Al e t(l—a)|
2 Dij >3 | Al - Al

iy=1 4 i,j=1

-1
A
< |A\|F2maxz<‘A”‘ HAHI—I—(l—a) .
Thus,

BV < A% 5 S el — AAT = A2 AT, - AAT.
=1

Note that, HAH?7 p11,, is a diagonal matrix with all entries non-negative, akd” is a postive semi-
definite matrix. Therefore,

[EMMT], < (AR B — omin (A).

mzn

Similarly, we can obtain

|EMIM,]||, < |Al7 B2 — A),

mzn(



where,

-1
Al ’
ﬁQ maXZ (m + (1 - OZ) 5 for AZ] # 0.

We can now apply Theorehh 1 Wlth

p ( ) HAHFmaX{517ﬁ2} mzn(A)

and
Al

vie) = a+(1—a)X
to conclude that|Sq(A) — AJ|, < ¢ holds subject to a failure probability at most
(m +n) exp((—se?/2)/(p*(a) +v(a)e/3)) .
Bounding the failure probability by, and setting = ¢ - ||A||, , we complete the proof.

+ 1A,

3 One-passHybrid-(¢;, ¢5) Sampling

Here we discuss the implementation(6f, ¢2)-hybrid sampling in one pass over the input ma#iusing
O(s) memory, that is, a streaming model. We know that bgtend¢, sampling can be done in one pass
using O(s) memory (see Algorithm SELECT p. 137 lof Drineas etlal. (20068n)our hybrid sampling,
we want parameter to depend on data elements, i.e., we do not want to ‘fix’ itqiacthe arrival of data
stream. Here we give an algorithm (Algorittitn 2) to implemaine-pass version of the hybrid sampling
without knowingx a priori.

We note that steps 2-5 of Algorithih 2 access the elementfs ofily once, in parallel, to form inde-
pendent multisets;, Sy, S3, andSy. Step 6 computeg A |7 and ||A ||, in parallel in one pass oveX.
Subsequent steps do not need to acdessiymore. Interestingly, we satin step 7 when the data stream
is gone. Steps 10-16 sampieelements fromS; and .S, based on they in step 7, and produce sparse
matrix X based on the sampled entries in random multisetheorem R shows that Algorithi 2 indeed
samples elements frof according to the hybrid#4, , ¢5) probabilities in eqnl(2).

Theorem 2 Using the notations in Algorithm 2, fer € (0,1], ¢t =1, ..., s,
P [S(t) = (Z.>j7 AZ])] =a-p;+ (1 - OZ) * P2,
_ A A
=maf, and p2= Az
Proof: Here we use the notations in Theoréin 2. Note thtt elements ofS; and S; are sampled
independently witl{; and/, probabilities, respectively. We consider the followingjdint events:

Evt S1(t) = (i, 4, Aug) N Sa(t) # (i, j, Aij)
Si(t) # (1,7, Aij) A Sa(t) = (4, 4, Aij)
Si(t) = (1,7, Aj) A Sa(t) = (4,4, Aij)
Si(t) # (1,7, Aqj) A Sa(t) # (4,4, Aij)

Let us denote the evenis : = > aandzy : * < «. Clearly, P [z1] = a, P [z3] = 1 — a.. Since the
elementsS (¢) and Sa(t) are sampled independently, we have

where p;

Pl&] = PSi(t) = (4,5, Ay)]P [S2(t) # (4,5, Aij)] = p1(1 — p2)
P& = (1—p1)p2
Pl&] = pip2
P& = (1-p)(1—p2)



Algorithm 2 One-pass hybrid¢;, ¢5) sampling

1: Input: A;; forall (4, j) € [m] x [n], arbitrarily ordered, and sample size

2: Apply SELECT algorithm in parallel wittO(s) memory using/; probabilities to sample inde-
pendent indicegi:, , j;, ) and corresponding elemenss;, ;, to form random multiseb; of triples
(’itl,jtl , Aitljtl)’ forty=1,...,s

3: Run step 2 in parallel to form another independent multigeof triples (i, , ji, A, j., ), for t3 =
1,...,s. (This step is only for AlgorithrI3)

4: Apply SELECT algorithm in parallel withO(s) memory usingls probabilities to sample inde-
pendent indicesiy,, j.,) and corresponding elemenss;, ;,, to form random multiseb; of triples
(itgajtgaAit2jt2)v forto =1,....s

5. Run step 4 in parallel to form another independent multi&eof triples (it,, ji,, Ai,,j,, ), for t4 =

1,...,s. (This step is only for Algorithrhl3)

Compute and stord A||% and || A||, in parallel.

Set the value ofv € (0, 1] (using Algorithn3).

Create empty multiset of tripleS.

X < 0,,xn-

10 Fort=1...s

11:  Generate a uniform random numbeke [0, 1].

12:  if x > o, S(t) < Si(t); otherwise,S(t) < Sa(t).

13: (itajt) < S(t 1: 2)

14: p+ - ‘ﬁgﬁ” +(1—-a)-

15: X« X+ ;s)e,teJTt

16: End

17: Output: random multiseS, and sparse matriX.

1S@3)17 3)\2
Al

We note thatx may be dependent on the elementsSgfand S, (in Algorithm[3), but is independent of
elements of5; andS,. Therefore, events; andz, are independent of the eveidts j = 1, 2,3, 4. Thus,

PS(t) = (i,4, Aij)]

[(E1 A1)V (E3 N o) V Es]

[E1 A x1] + P[E N x| + P [E5)

[E1] P [21] + P [E] P [22] + P [E3]

= pi(1 —=p2)a+ (1 —p1)p2(l — @) + pip2
= ap+(1-—a) p

I
e !

<o

Note that, Theorerh] 2 holds for any arbitraryc (0, 1] in line 7 of Algorithm[2, i.e., AlgorithniBB
is not essential for correctness of Theofedm 2. We only re&albe independent of elements &f and
S>. However, we use Algorithinl 3 to get an iterative estimate ofSectior 3.11) in one pass ovar. In
this case, we need additional independent multiSetand S, to ‘learn’ the parametet*. Algorithm[2
(without Algorithm[3) requires a memory twice as large regdiby/; or /> sampling. Using Algorithm
[3 this requirement is four times as large. However, in bothddises the asymptotic memory requirement
remains the sam@(s).



Algorithm 3 Iterative estimate of*

1: Input: Multiset of triplesSs and.S, with s elements each, number of iteratiopaccuracy, %
and [[Al|,.

2: Create empty multiset of tripleS.

3 ag=0.5

4: Fork=1...71

5. X <+ Opmxn-

Al

6 Fort=1...s
7 Generate a uniform random numbeke [0, 1].
8: If z > ap_1, S(t) < S3(t); else,S(t) < Sa(t).
9 (it7jt) — S(t, 1: 2)
: . 1s@3)| _ ECE)]s
10: P4 Qp—1 TAT, + (1 Oélc—l) ||AH2F
: St3) . T
11: XX+ b5 CirC,-
12:  End
13:  ay < ain (@) usingX.
14: End

15: Output: a .

3.1 Iterative Estimate of o*

We obtain independent random multiset of tripkesand.S,, each containing elements fromA in one
pass, in Algorithni.2. We can create a sparse random mxtrixs shown in step 11 in Algorithid 3, that
is an unbiased estimator &f. We use thisX as a proxy forA to estimate the quantities we need in order
to solve the optimization problem inl(9).

a: min {(7*(@) +(a)el|Xll/3)} 9

where, for all(, j) € S(:,1 : 2)

£y — Xy (2K g,
Xl X,

n m
-9 c ¢
p*(a) = max mgxz&pmj‘dxz&j ;
=1 i=1

11X,
X155
X%

() = max

2 + Xz
Yo la+ (1 —-a)

We note that|| X||, < s. We can compute the quantitigéy) and¥(«), for a fixeda, usingO(s) memory.
We considee = € - || X]|, to be the given accuracy.

4 Fast Approximation of PCA
Here, we discuss a provable algorithm (Algorithim 4) to spgedomputation of PCA applying element-

wise sampling. We sparsify a given centered dat® produce a sparse unbiased estimatdry sampling
s elements ini.i.d. trials according to our hybriér, ¢5) distribution in [2). Computation of rank-truncated

10



Algorithm 4 Fast Approximation of PCA

: Input: Centered datd& € R™*", sparsity parameter> 0, and rank parametér.
. Produce sparse unbiased estimaloirom A, in s i.i.d. trials using Algorlthnﬂl
. Perform rank truncated SVD on sparse mathixi.e. [Uk, Dy, Vk] SVD(A, k).
. Output: V, (columns ofV, are the ordered PCAS).

B wN e

SVD on sparse data is fast, and we consider the right singetzprs ofA as the approximate principal
components oAA. Naturally, more samples produce better approximationweéder, this reduces sparsity,
and consequently we lose the speed advantage. Thebrem 8 steoguality of approximation of principal
components produced by AlgoritHm 4.

Theorem 3 LetA € R™*" be a given matrix, and\ be a sparse sketch produced by Algorifiim 1. Let
V. be the PCA’s oA computed in step 3 of Algorithimh 4. Then

T2 4|A
A A N ]
[ax—Ac|, = vEE- (1A - Aul,+ A -A])
|a-Ad < 14— A+ vEE-(I1a- A+ [a-Af )

The first inequality of Theorem 3 bounds the approximatioprofected data onto the space spanned by
top k approximate PCA’s. The second and third inequalities nreathe quality ofA;, as a surrogate for
A and the quality of projection of sparsified data onto apprate PCA's, respectively.

Proofs of first two inequalities of Theorérh 3 follow from Them 5 and Theorem 8 of Achlioptas and McSherry
(2001), respectively. The last inequality follows from tiiangle inequality. The last two inequalities
above are particularly useful in cases whdrés inherently low-rank and we choose an appropriafer
approximation, for whichlA — Ag||2 is small.

5 Experiments

In this section we perform various element-wise samplingeexnents on synthetic and real data to show
how well the sparse sketches preserve the structure of iffi@ardata, in spectral norm. Also, we show
results on the quality of the PCA's derived from sparse s$legc

5.1 Algorithmsfor Sparse Sketches

We use Algorithni Il as a prototypical algorithm to producespaketches from a given matrix via various
sampling methods. Note that, we can plug-in any elemerng-piisbability distribution in Algorithnh]1 to
produce (unbiased) sparse matrices. We construct spatedek via our optimal hybrid4, £5) sampling,
along with other sampling methods related to extreme ckaite, such as¢; sampling fora = 1. Also,
we useelement-wise leverage scor@Shen et al.|(2014)) for sparsification liw-rank data. Element-
wise leverage scores are used in the contexdwfrank matrix completiooy (Chen et al.|(2014). LeA
be am x n matrix of rankp, and its SVD if given byA = UXV7. Then, we define;; (row leverage
scores)y; (column leverage scores), and element-wise leveragessgoreas follows:
itV . .

pi= Ul v= Vel e = &Jrin;pv i € [m],j € [n]
Note thatp,., is a probability distribution on the elements Af Leverage scores become uniform if the
matrix A is full rank. We usep;., in Algorithm[d to produce sparse sketahof a low-rank dataA..
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5.1.1 Experimental Design for Sparse Sketches

We compute the theoretical optimal mixing parametérby solving egn[(b) for various datasets. We
compare thiso* with the theoretical condition derived by Achlioptas et @013) (for cases wher,
sampling outperformg, sampling). We verify the accuracy of by measuring the quality of the sparse
sketchesA, £ = ||A — A|»/||A||» for various sampling distributions. L&}, £, and&;,,, denote the
quality of sparse sketches produced via optimal hybrid sag@; sampling, and element-wise leverage
scoresp;.,, respectively. We compar&,, £, and &, for various sample sizes for real and synthetic
datasets.

5.2 Algorithmsfor Fast PCA

We compare three algorithms for computing PCA of the cedtdeda. Let the actual PCA of the original
data beA. We use Algorithni 4 to compute approximate PCA via our optihyérid-(¢;, ¢5) sampling.

Let us denote this approximate PCA B Also, we compute PCA of a Gaussian random projection of
the original data to compare the quality®f Let A = GA € R™*", whereA € R™*™ is the original
data, ands is ar x m standard Gaussian matrix. Let the PCA of this random priojedi begG. Also,

let T, T}, andT¢ be the computation time (in milliseconds) fdr %, andg, respectively.

5.2.1 Experimental Design for Fast PCA

We compare the visual quality of, 7, andg for image datasets. Also, we compare the computation time
T., Ty, andT for these datasets.

5.3 Description of Data

In this section we describe the synthetic and real datasetsse in our experiments.

5.3.1 Synthetic Data

We construct a binarnp00 x 500 image dataD (see Figuré]l). We add random noise to perturb the
elements of the ‘pure’ daf®. Specifically, we construct 30 x 500 noise matrixN whose elementl;;

are drawn i.i.d from Gaussian with mean zero and standardtimvo. We use two different values for

in our experimentss = 0.05 ando = 0.10. For eachr, we note the following ratios:

Noise-to-signal energy ratie: ||N|| ./ || D]z,

Spectral ratio= ||N||, /0, (D),

whereoy, (D) is thek-th largest singular value d@. Foro = 0.05 ando = 0.10, average Noise-to-signal
energy ratio ar®.44 and0.88, average Spectral ratio abed9 and0.17, and average maximum absolute
values of noise turn out to @25 and0.50, respectively. We denote noisy data Ay o5 (respectively
Ay.1) whenD is perturbed byN whose elementsl;; are drawn i.i.d from a Gaussian distribution with
mean zero and = 0.05 (respectivelys = 0.1).

5.3.2 TechTC Datasets

These datasets (Gabrilovich and Markovitch (2004)) aredfagords features for document-term data
describing two topics (ids). We choose four such datasetshTC1 with ids 10567 and 11346, TechTC2
with ids 10567 and 12121, TechTC3 with ids 11498 and 14516hT€4 with ids 11346 and 22294. Rows
represent documents and columns are the words. We prepedct®e data by removing all the words of
length four or smaller, and then normalized the rows by digdeach row by its Frobenius norm. The
following table lists the dimension of the TechTC datasets.
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| Dimensionfnxn) | m | n |

TechTC1 139 | 15170
TechTC2 138 | 11859
TechTC3 125 | 15485
TechTC4 125 | 14392

Table 1: Dimension of TechTC datasets

5.3.3 Handwritten Digit Data

A dataset|(Hull[(1994)) of three handwritten digits: six4&&mples), nine (644 samples), and one (1005
samples). Pixels are treated as features, and pixel vateesoamalized in [-1,1]. Each6 x 16 digit
image is first represented by a column vector by appendingitteds column-wise. Then, we use the
transpose of this column vector to form a row in the data maffihe number of rowsn = 2313, and
columnsn = 256.

5.3.4 Stock Data

We use a stock market dataset (S&P) containing prices of &&i&s collected between 1983 and 2011.
This temporal dataset has 7056 snapshots of stock prices, WMe haven = 1218 andn = 7056.

We provide summary statistics for all the datasets in Tablén2order to compare our results with
Achlioptas et al.[(2013) we review the matrix metrics thaytluise. Let the numeric density of matX
be ndX) = || X||? /||X||% . Clearly, ndX) < |X]|,, with equality holding for zero-one matrices. The
row density skew oKX is defined as

max; || X ||,

") = R Tm

i.e., the ratio between number of non-zeros in the densesangl the average number of non-zeros per
row. The numeric row density skew,

max; || Xyl

) = X m

is a smooth analog of §6X). |Achlioptas et al.| (2013) assumed that< n without loss of generality,
and for simplicity,max; || X ;|| > max; [|X 7|, forall € € {0, 1, 2}. We notice that, although the Digit
dataset does not satisfy the above conditions, its trapsposs. We can work on the transposed dataset
without loss of generality, and hence we take note gtrsld rg of the transposed Digit data.

54 Results

We report all the results based on an average of five indepetriids. We observe a small variance of the
results.

5.4.1 Quality of Sparse Sketch

We first note that three sampling methdgs/s, and hybrid¢/;, ¢2), perform identically on noiseless data
D. We report the total probability of sampling noisy elemdant&x = D + N (elements which are zeros
in D). ¢; sampling shows the highest susceptibility to noise, wieremall-valued noisy elements are
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| [ Xl [ nd [rs [rs |
Ao o5 2.5e+5| 4.4e+4| 1 2.66
Ao 10 2.5e+5| 9.2e+4| 1 1.95
TechTC1| 37831 | 12204 | 5.14| 2.18
TechTC2| 29334 | 9299 | 3.60| 2.10
TechTC3| 47304 | 14201 | 7.23| 2.31
TechTC4| 35018 | 10252 | 4.99| 2.25
Digit 5.9e+5| 5.1le+5| 1 1.3
Stock 5.5e+6| 6.5e+3| 1.56 | 1.1e+03

Table 2: Summary statistics for the data sets

suppressed ity,. Hybrid-(¢1, ¢2) sampling, witha: < 1, samples mostly from true data elements, and thus
captures the low-rank structure of the data better thaithe optimal mixing parameter* maintains the
right balance betweefy sampling and’; regularization and gives the smallest sample size to agldev
desired accuracy. Tablé 3 summarizesfor various data sets. Achlioptas et al. (2013) argued tat,
long as rg(X) > rs; (X), ¢; sampling is better thaé, (even with truncation). Our results eif in Table
confirm this condition. Moreover, our method can deriverilgat blend of¢; and/, sampling even
when the above condition fails. In this sense, we genergiizeesults of Achlioptas et al. (2013).

\ [ €=0.05[e=0.75][rsg >r5 |

Ao 0.62 0.69 no
Ao 0.63 0.70 no
TechTC1 1 1 yes
TechTC2 1 1 yes
TechTC3 1 1 yes
TechTC4 1 1 yes
Digit 0.20 0.74 no
Stock 0.74 0.75 no

Table 3:«* for various data sets {s the desired relative-error accuracy). The last colummparesa*
with the condition established by Achlioptas et al. (2018)henever rg > rs, |Achlioptas et al.[(201.3)
show that?/; sampling is always better thala sampling, and we find* = 1 (¢; sampling). However,
when rg < rs;, o* < 1 and our hybrid sampling is strictly better.

Figure[3 plots€ = ||A — A||2/||A || for various values ofr and sample size for various datasets. It
clearly shows our optimal hybrid sampling is superiofi@r ¢, sampling.

We also compare the quality of sparse sketches produceduviaybrid sampling with that ofs
sampling with truncation. We use two predetermined truongbarameters; = 0.1 ande = 0.01, for ¢
sampling. First{s sampling without truncation turns out to be the worst fodaflasets/s with ¢ = 0.01
appears to produce sparse skefchhat is as bad a&, without truncation forA, ; and A os. However,
£5 with e = 0.1 shows better performance than hybrid sampling,Agr, and A o5, because this choice
of e turns out to be an appropriate threshold to zero-out mosteohbisy elements. We must point out
that, in this example, we control the noise, and we know whgia threshold may look like. However,
in reality we have no control over the noise. Therefore, shrapthe right threshold fof,, without any
prior knowledge, is an improbable task. For real datasgtisiris out that hybrid+4;, ¢5)-hybrid sampling
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Figure 4: Approximation quality of sparse sketah hybrid-(¢; , ¢2) sampling, for variousx and different
sample sizes, are shown.z-axis isa, andy-axis plots||A — A||2/||A]|2 (in logy scale such that larger
negative values indicate better quality). Each figure mwads to a dataset: (A) o5, (b) Ag.1, (C) Digit,
and (d) Stock. We sét = 5 for synthetic datak = 3 for Digit data, andk = 1 for Stock data. Choice of
k is close to the stable rank of the data.

usinga* outperforms/, sampling with the predefined thresholds for various sanipéess

We compare the quality of Algorithid 3 producing an iteratastimate ofx* in a very restricted set
up, i.e., one pass over the elements of data uSiftg memory. TabléX list&, the estimated.*, for some
of the datasets, for two choices ©tising 10 iterations. We compare these values with the pidEsgure
where the results are generated without any restrictiogizef of memory or number of pass over the
elements of the datasets.

Flntn) = 2 | Blmin) = 9
Avos. k=5 0.54 0.48
Ao, k=5 0.55 05
Digit, k =3 0.69 0.89
Stock,k =1 1 1

Table 4: Values ofy (estimateda* using Algorithm[3) for various data sets using one pass dwer t
elements of data an@(s) memory. We use = 0.05, § = 0.1.

Finally, we compare our hybri¢;, ¢5) sampling withelement-wise leverage scaampling (similar
tolChen et al.[(2014)) to produce quality sparse sketches lioav-rank matrices. For this, we construct
a 500 x 500 low-rank power-lawmatrix, similar to_ Chen et al. (2014), as follow&,,,, = DXYTD,
where, matriceX andY are500 x 5 i.i.d. GaussianV (0, 1) andD is a diagonal matrix with power-law
decay,D;; = i7", 1 <4 < 500. The parametety controls the ‘incoherence’ of the matrix, i.e., larger

15



values ofy makes the data more ‘spiky’. Taljle 5 lists the quality of spaketches produced via the two
sampling methods.

| ey | ybrid-(4, &) | prey |

s 3 42% 58%
T=0 5 31% 43%
o8 3 15% 43%
v=0 5 12% 40%
0 3 8% 42%
=4 5 6% 39%

Table 5: Sparsification qualityA .., — ApowHQ /| Apow||2 for low-rank ‘power-law’ matrixA .., (k =

5). We compare the quality of hybrigh , /) sampling and leverage score sampling for two sample
sizes. We note (average) of hybrid-(¢;, ¢2) distribution for dataA ., usinge = 0.05,6 = 0.1. For

v =0.5,0.8,1.0, we haver* = 0.11,0.72, 0.8, respectively.

We note that, with increasing leverage scores get more aligned with the structure of the de-
sulting in gradually improving approximation quality, fiitve same sample size. Largeproduces more
variance in data elementg, component of our hybrid distribution bias us towards thgdardata ele-
ments, while/; works as a regularizer to maintain the variance of the sainfaled rescaled) elements.
With increasingy we need more regularization to counter the problem of raggallnterestingly, our
optimal parameten* adapts itself with this changing structure of data, e.g. ~foe 0.5,0.8,1.0, we
havea™ = 0.11,0.72, 0.8, respectively. This shows the benefit of our parameteriztdidh distribution to
achieve a superior approximation quality. Figure 5 showssthucture of the data,,,, for v = 1.0 along
with the optimal hybrid¢/;, ¢5) distribution and leverage score distributipn,. The figure suggests our
optimal hybrid distribution is better aligned with the stiure of the data, requiring smaller sample size to
achieve a desired sparsification accuracy.

We also compare the performance of the two sampling metlogdisnal hybrid and leverage scores,
on rank-truncated Digit data. It turns out that projectida@it data onto top three principal components
preserve the separation of digit categories. Thereforerank-truncate Digit data via SVD using rank
three. Tabl€l6 shows the superior quality of sparse skefmoesiced via optimal hybridé; , ¢5) sampling
for this rank-truncated digit data.

| [ Hybrid-(¢1,02) | prev |

) = 3 44% 61%
m+n)

Table 6: Sparsification qualityA — A||/||A||- for rank-truncated Digit matrixi( = 3). We compare the
optimal hybrid{¢;, ¢2) sampling and leverage score sampling for two sample sizes.

Finally, Tabld¥ shows the superiority of optimal hybfid- /) sampling for rank-truncated (rank 5)
A1 matrix for matrix sparsification.

5.4.2 Quality of Fast PCA

We investigate the quality of fast PCA approximation (Aigam [4) for Digit data andA, ;. We set
r = 30 - k for the random projection matriA ; to achieve a comparable runtime®fwvith H. Figure 6a
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‘ ‘ Hybrid'(€1>£2) ‘ Plev ‘
=3 25% 80%
=3 21% 62%

S5
k(m-+n)
S

k(m-+n)

Table 7: Sparsification qualityA — A ||»/||A | for rank-truncatedA o ; matrix ( = 5). We compare the
optimal hybrid{¢;, ¢5) sampling and leverage score sampling using two sample sizes

5
0 |
-5 g e
500 — 500
00
(a) Low-rank dataA ., (b) Element-wise leverage scores #yp,,,
0.2

0.1

00
(c) Optimal hybrid distribution foRA .,

Figure 5: Comparing optimal hybri@# , ¢3) distribution with leverage scores,, for data A, for

v = 1.0. (a) Structure ofA,,,,, (b) distributionp.,,, (C) optimal hybrid¢/;, ¢,) distribution. Our optimal
hybrid distribution is more aligned with the structure oé ttlata, requiring much smaller sample size to
achieve a given accuracy of sparsification. This is supddrteTableb.

shows the PCA (exact and approximate) for Digit data. Alse,cansider visualization of the projected
data onto top three principal components (exact and appair) in Figuré 8b. In Figuife 6b, we form an
average digit for each digit category by taking the averdgax@!| intensities in the projected data over
all the digit samples in each category. Similarly, Figureh@ves the visual results for dath, ; (we set

k = 5). Finally, Tabld 8 lists the gain in computation time for Alghm[4 due to sparsification.

\ | Sparsified Digit| SparsifiedA, ; |
Sparsity 93% 94%
Th/To/Tc 30/151/36 18/73/36

Table 8: Computational gain of Algorithad 4 comparing to ex@a€A. We report the computation time
of MATLAB function ‘svds(A k)’ for actual data (), sparsified datal(,), and random projection data
Aqs (Tg). We use only 7% and 6% of all the elements of Digit data And, respectively, to construct
respective sparse sketches.
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Figure 6: Approximation quality of fast PCA (Algorithid 4) dpigit data. (a) Visualization of principal
components a$6 x 16 image. Principal components are ordered from the top rowadbttom. First
column of PCA's are exactl. Second column of PCA's afg computed on sparsified data using’% of

all the elements via optimal hybrid sampling. Third coluniP@€A's areG computed orA ;. Visually,

‘H is closer taA. (b) Visualization of projected data onto top three PCAlsstcolumn shows the average
digits of projected actual data onto the exact PCA'sSecond column is the average digits of projected
actual data onto approximate PCA's (of sampled data)Ve observe a similar quality of average digits
of projected actual data onto approximate PGAsf As. Third column shows the average digits for
projected sparsified data onto approximate PGA's
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Figure 7: Approximation quality of fast PCA (Algorithii 4)rfdataA ;. Visualization of projected data
onto top five PCAss. Left image shows the projected actua dato the exact PCA4. Middle image is
the projection of actual data onto approximate PCA's (of gach data)+. We observe a similar quality
of PCAs G for Ag. Right image shows the projected sparsified data onto appabe PCASH. We use
only 6% of all the elements to produce the sparse sketchesptimal hybrid sampling.

5.5 Conclusion

Overall, the experimental results demonstrate the quafithe algorithms presented here, indicating the
superiority of our approach to other extreme choices of elgawvise sampling methods, such ésand

¢5 sampling. Also, we demonstrate the theoretical and pi@ctisefulness of hybrid¢, ¢2) sampling
for fundamental data analysis tasks such as fast computati® CA. Finally, our method outperforms
element-wise leverage scores for the sparsification obuatdow-rank synthetic and real data matrices.
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