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Abstract

In this paper, we consider the streaming memory-limitedrix@ompletion problem when the
observed entries are noisy versions of a small random éraaif the original entries. We are
interested in scenarios where the matrix size is very laogdes matrix is very hard to store and
manipulate. Here, columns of the observed matrix are ptedesequentially and the goal is to
complete the missing entries after one pass on the data wittetl memory space and limited
computational complexity. We propose a streaming algoritthich produces an estimate of the
original matrix with a vanishing mean square error, uses argrapace scaling linearly with the
ambient dimension of the matrix, i.e. the memory requiredttwe the output alone, and spends
computations as much as the number of non-zero entries afgloématrix.
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1. Introduction

Reconstructing a structured (e.g. low rank) matrix fromsgabservations of a subset of its en-
tries constitutes a fundamental problem in collaboratilterfing Rennie and Srebr{005), and
has recently attracted much interest, see €gndeées and Recti2009, Candés and Ta(2010,
Keshavan et a2010, Recht(2011). The recent development of matrix completion algorithras h
been largely motivated by the design of efficient recommeodaystems. These systems (amazon,
netflix, google) aim at proposing items or products froméacgtalogues to targeted users based on
the ratings provided by users of a small subset of items. Jted naturally translates to a matrix
completion problem where the rows (resp. the columns) ofrth&ix correspond to items (resp. to
users). And often, the (item, user) rating matrix is beliet@exhibit a low rank structure due to the
inherent similarities among users and among items.

In this paper, we address the problem of matrix completioscenarios where the matrix can
be extremely large, so that (i) it might become difficult tompalate or even store, and (ii) the
complexity of the proposed algorithms should not rapidisréase with the matrix dimensions. In
other words, we aim at designing matrix completion algonghunder memory and computational
constraints. Memory-limited algorithms are particulaidyevant in the streaming data model, where
observations (e.g. ratings in recommendation system)diected sequentially. We assume here
that the columns of the matrix are revealed one by one to tfmitim. More specifically, a sub-
set of noisy entries of an arriving column is observed, angl bestored, but the algorithm can-
not request these entries later if they were not stored. Tiearsing model seems particularly
appropriate to model recommendation systems, where ustrallg seek for recommendations
sequentially. Recently, motivated by the need to undedstagh-dimensional data, several ma-
chine learning techniques, such as PRAliagkas et al.(2013 or low-rank matrix approximation
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Clarkson and Woodruff2009, have been revisited considering memory and computdtiooma
straints. To our knowledge, this paper provides the firslyaigof the matrix completion problem
under these constraints (refer to the related work sectipa fletailed description of the connection
of our problem to existing work).

Throughout the paper, we use the following notations. Fgrax n matrix A, we denote byif
its transpose. We also denote by A) > - -- > s,am(A) > 0, the singular values of. The SVD
of matrix A is A = ULV whereU andV are unitary matrices and = diag(s1(A), . . . spam(4)).
A~1 denotes the Pseudo-inverse matrixfi.e. A~! = VX ~1UT. Finally, for any vectow, ||v||
denotes its Euclidean norm, whereas for any matriX A|| » denotes its Frobenius norhd||, its
operator norm, anflA|| its £o-norm, i.e.,||Al|oc = max; ; |A;j].

Contributions. Let M € [0,1]™*" denote then x n ground-truth matrix we wish to recover
from noisy observations of some of its entriéd. is assumed to exhibit sparse structurdrefer to
Assumption 1 (ii) for a formal definition)mn andn are typically very large, and can be thought as
tending toco. We assume that each entry &f is observed (but corrupted by noise) with proba-
bility ¢ (independently over entries). The random set of observatesns denoted by, and we
introduce the following operator fro™*" to itself: for allY” € R™*",

Yi;, it (i,j) €
Pal¥ s = {0, otherwise
Then, we wish to reconstrudt/ from the observed matrid = Pq(M + X), whereX is a noise
matrix with independent and zero-mean entries, and sudhMha+ X;; € [0,1]. Note thatd
typically depends ofi andm, and tends to zero asandm tend to infinity. Finally, we analyze the
matrix completion problem under the streaming model: wearassthat in each round, a column of
A is observed. This column is uniformly distributed amongdbéeof columns that have not been
observed so far.

We present SMC (Streaming Matrix Completion), a memoryitéichand low-complexity algo-
rithm which, based on the observed matdixconstructs an estimatdd of M. We prove, under
mild assumptions of/ and the proportiord of observed entries, that/ is asymptotically accu-
rate, in the sense that its average mean-square error conver@east bothn andm grows large,
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Assumption 1(i) || M|% = ©(mn).

(ii) (Structural sparsity of\/) there exists < min(n, m) such that% =w(1) andzg’ml’jrl J( )=
o(mn). We denote byt the smallest satisfying this condition.

(ii)) 6 = w(kmax(k, e m ,Blogm ) ands = o —h—).

m og2m

The main result of this paper is a direct consequence of Enes, 6, and7. It states that under
Assumption 1, with high probability, the SMC algorithm pides an asymptotically accurate esti-
mateM of M using one pass on the observed mattpand require®) (km + kn) memory space
andO(dmnk) operations.

Note that Assumption 1 (ii) is satisfied as soonMshas low rank. More precisely, when
rankK M) = K, then (ii) is satisfied wheik = K. In such a case, there is a non-empty set of
sampling rateg for which SMC yields an asymptotically accurate estimatd/fas soon as( =

0(%) (if for examplem andn grows at the same pace to infinity).

ie., o(1). More precisely, we make the following assumption.
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Note also thaO(km + kn) is the dimension of the ambient space fidr, i.e. M can be well-
approximated by a rarik) matrix and hencékm + kn) is the minimum memory size required to
output a good estimate dff. Our algorithm SMC is optimal in the sense that it only regsiithe
amount of memory required to store the output.

The SMC algorithm consists in three main steps.

e Step 1. We first treat thé = 510 — first arriving columns. These columns do not contain
enough information to learn the right singular vectord\#fsince there are many rows with
no observed entries. Instead, we can extract thé taght singular vectors for the submatrix
of M corresponding to théarriving columns. Letd(®) be thel arriving columns and) be
the topk right singular vectors extracted from th5). After finding , we compute and
keepW = A(B)Q for the next steplV will be used to recover the tdpright singular vectors
of M.

e Step 2. We extract the tapright singular vectors of\/ usingWW. We show that the linear
span of the columns of = AT - W is similar to the linear span of the tdpright singular
vectors ofM (Theoremd). AlthoughTV is noisy, the matrix product amplifies the linear span
of the topk right singular vectors oi\/.

e Step 3. Once we know't, it is easy to find column vectois such thatM = o(1).
First, using the Gram-Schmidt process, we finduch thaf’ & is an orthonormal matrix and
computeUl = LAVRR!. Then,UVT = LAV R(V R)" whereV R(V R)' is the projection
matrix onto the linear span of the téright singular vectors of/. Therefore[/V becomes
very close to the best rarkapproximation.

We show that these three steps can be realized in a memarigeffimanner, and using low
complexity algorithms.

Additional Notations. When matricesA and B have the same number of roWd, B] to denote the
matrix whose first columns are those Affollowed by those ofB. For any matrixA, A, denotes
an orthonormal basis of the subspace perpendicular tortearlspan of the columns df. A;, A7,
and A;; denote the-th column ofA, the j-th row of A, and the(i, j) entry of A, respectively. For
b > a, A*® and A,., are submatrices oft respectlvely defined ag®® = (A7), pandA., =
(Ai)i=a,...p- Also, we will abbreviateA!* 1. t0 Apy. Finally, we define the followmg thresholding
operator for matrices. The operator is deflned by two redtigesiumbers: andb, with b > a, and
if applied to 4, it returns the matrixA|% such that

b if Ay >0,
ALl =< Ay i a< A <b,
a if Aij <a.

2. Related Work

This section surveys existing work on the design of matrimpletion algorithms. We also provide a
description of recent work on rankapproximation and PCA algorithms, as these algorithmsdcoul
be seen as building blocks of matrix completion methods. S&wtion is organised as follows. We
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first review algorithms for matrix completion. We then foaus streaming algorithms for rank-
approximation, and PCA. Finally we discuss algorithms giesil to be computationally efficient.

Matrix completion algorithms. Candes and Recl{009 first showed that in absence of noise
(i.e., X = 0), the matrix)/, with low rankk, can be recovered exactly using convex relaxation under
some conditions on the sampling ratand the singular vectors. These conditions were improved
in Candes and Ta(2010 and Recht(2011), and the approach was also extended to the case of
noisy observed entrigSandes and Plaf2010. The proposed algorithms involves solving a convex
program, which can be computationally expensive. If thé ranf the matrix is known)M can be
recovered using simpler spectral methods. For exampl&sshavan et a(2010, the authors show
that in absence of nois@/ can be reconstructed asymptotically accurately ughi@kmn logn)
operations under the conditions that the rankoes not depend on andm, ém = w(1) and

on = w(1). Again these results can be adapted to the presence of lesd®&van et al(2009.

In this paper, we improve the spectral method useléshavan et al(2010 and Keshavan et al.
(2009, so that it becomes memory-efficient, and so that it haopadnce guarantees even if the
rankk of M scales withm andn.

Streaming algorithms. Clarkson and Woodruff2009 proposes an algorithm to provide a rakk-
approximation of a fully observed matrit, using 1-pass on the columns df The algorithm
uses a random x £ Rademacher matrig, with an appropriate choice &f and outputs a rank-
matrix A*) constructed fromi’S and AATS. When setting = O(ke—" log(1/7)) which requires
O(ke~Y(m + n)log(1/n)) memory space, it is shown that with probability at least 7,

1A= A®||p < (1 + )| A = AV, @

where A is the optimal ranks approximation ofA. We could think of applying this algorithm to
our problem. If the observed matrit is A = Pq(M + X), it would make sense to estimaté
by +A*) where A®) is the output of the algorithm ilarkson and Woodruf2009) applied toA.
Indeed, it is easy to check thi/ — $ A®)||2, = o(mn) (i.e., the optimal rank: approximation
of 1 A estimates\/ asymptotically accurately). However, in generafi(®) is not asymptotically
accurate:

1M — FAW|E (A = A®) g — ||A = AW p — |AK) — 50| )>
mn - ~ ~0%2mn
(A= AW p — A — 5M || p)?
N 2mn '

Now, one can also easily check that — A®)||p = ©(v/dmn) and||6M — A®)||p = o(5/mn),

. - HM_lA(k)H2 B )
so that if we choose = /5, we get——=——F = O(1). As a consequence, using the algo-

rithm in Clarkson and Woodruff2009, we cannot reconstrudy/ asymptotically accurately using
O(k+/1/6(m + n)log(1/n)) memory space. Recall that our algorithm reconstraétaccurately
with O(k(m + n)) memory space.

We could also think of using sketching and streaming PCAré#lyos to reconstrucd/. When
the columns arrive sequentially, these algorithms idenki€ left singular vectors in 1-pass on the
matrix. We would then need a second pass on the data to estthetight singular vectors, and
complete the matrix. For exampleiperty (2013 proposes a sketching algorithm that updates the
¢ most frequent directions when a new columnAbfs (fully) observed. This algorithm outputs a
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Algorithm 1 Spectral PCA (SPCA)
Input: A € [0,1]™, k
04 g Lgiyy 1(AP; > 0) )
(Trimming) A «+ erase rows ofi with more thanmax{10, 106¢} non-zero entries
® « AT A — diag(ATA)
Vik < QR(®, k)
Output: Vi

Algorithm 2 QR Algorithm
Input: & (of sizel x ¢), k
Initialization: Q(®) +— Randomly choosé orthonormal vectors
for r=1to[10log(¢)] do
QR + QR decomposition obQ(™1)
end for
Output: Q(7)

sketchA of A and has the following performance guarantéetAT — AAt||, < w. It also

usesO(mf) memory space. Again if we apply the algorithm to our matrirnptetion problem,
i.e., to the observed matriA = Pq(M + X), whereM is of rankk, then| A||% = ©(dmn) and

o (AAT) = ©(8202(M)) = ©(£mn). Hence to efficiently extract the tdpleft singular vectors,

we would need tha”A%”% = o(op(AA")), which implies¢ = w(k/§). Therefore, the required
memory space would l:(é(’“Tm + kn). Our algorithm is more efficient, and uses only 1-pass on the
matrix. Note that the streaming PCA algorithm proposeMitiagkas et al.(2013 does not apply

to our problem (irMitliagkas et al.(2013), the authors consider the spiked covariance model where
a column is randomly generated in an i.i.d. every time).

Low complexity algorithms. There have been recently an intense research effort to gedpw-
complexity algorithms for various linear algebra problefRandomization has appeared as an effi-
cient way to reduce the complexity of algorithms, st#ko et al.(2011) for a survey. For example,
Sarlos(2006 andClarkson and Woodruff2009 devise algorithms for rank-approximation with
guaranteesl) and that us® (émn(k/e + klog k) + npoly(k /<)) operations. When the input ma-

trix is sparse Clarkson and Woodruff2013 leverages sparse embedding techniques, and reduces
the required complexity t@)(dmn) + O((nk?c~* + k3¢~°) - polylog(m + n)) operations. But
once again, as explained above, these results do not apply toamework (1) is not enough to
guarantee an asymptotically accurate matrix completion).

3. Extracting Right-Singular Vectors

As mentioned in the introduction, the SMC algorithm dealghwatches of arriving columns. Infor-
mation from each batch will be extracted and aggregated a&s cotumns arrive. In this section, we
present an algorithm that will be used as a building bloclefdaracting information from a batch of
columns. For concreteness, let assume that the size offaisdtdn the SMC algorithm{ will be
chosen much smaller than, so as to guarantee that the algorithm does not require maegeory
space.
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The algorithm presented in this section addresses thenokpproblem. Letd < [0, 1]7*¢
with singular value decompositioh/ = UXVT. Given0 < k < fandA = Po(M + X), we
wish to estimate thé dominant right-singular vectors @ff, V;.,. At first, this might appear as a
standard PCA task, but we are only interested in cases wh&eery sparse. Indeed only has
a vanishing proportio of non-zero entries. Note that on average, we kevabserved entries per
row of M + X. Moreover, as this will become clear in the design of the SN¢©r@thm, we need
to consider the case wheéé = o(1). In particular, there are many rows df with no observed
entry. As a consequence, we do not get any information abeutdrresponding rows @f in the
singular value decomposition af. Hence, we are here only interested in providing an estimfiate
the right-singular vector¥'.

The algorithm to extract the dominant right-singular vestaeferred to as SPCA (Spectral
Principal Component Analysis), is simple and its desigresebn the following observation. If we
had access to the matriX/, then estimating the right-singular vectors af would be obvious.
IndeedM M = VX2V, so that a standard QR algorithm would output Now A constitutes a
subsampled noisy version 8f and we could try to apply this algorithm directly #th From basic
random matrix theory, we expect that the eigenvalues assakcto the signal (i.e., the subsampled
version of MTM) to be of the order 062s2 (). On the other hand, the eigenvalues associated
with the noise (i.e., the subsampled versioXoX) should be of the ordei/ml. Thus, one could
believe that the eigenvectors obtained by applying the @Brithm to A provide a good estimate
of V1., as soon as the rati‘;e”\z}—ﬁ[) is large enough. However, this is not quite true, becausheof t

sparsity of the matrixd. To ovénrcome this issue, we needégularizethe matrixA before applying
the QR algorithm. This is done in two steps:

(a) Trimming The rows of the subsampled matrk with too many non-zero entries are first
removed. This trimming step is standard and avoids rowstwtimany entries to perturb the
spectral decomposition.

(b) Removing diagonal entried:et A denote the trimmed matrix. The diagonal entries of the
covariance matrixAtA are then removed® = AfA — diag AT A). This step is needed
because the diagonal entries 4fA scale asy, whereas its off-diagonal entries scalesas
Hence, wherd — 0, if the diagonal entries are not removed, they would be lelominant
in the spectral decomposition.

In summary, the SPCA algorithm consists in applying the QRrthm to the regularized ver-
sion of 4, i.e., to®. Its pseudo-code is presented in AlgoritimThe following theorem provides
a performance analysis of SPCA, and is of independent #ttere

Theorem 1 Let/ < m, £ = o(1/5), and M € [0,1]™*¢ with singular value decompositioh/ =
UXVT, whereX = diag(s1 (M), ..., sp(M)) with sy (M) > --- > s,(M) > 0. Let A = Po(M +

X). Assume that there exists< ¢ such thatsy (M) = w(y/m), % = w(1), and jffz(l—]fg)z
w(1). LetV;.;, be the output of SPCA with inpdtandk > 0. Then we havé(Vy.;)T - (Vi) 1|2 =

o(1) with high probability.

2
Note that the condition% = w(1) in Theoreml is similar to that suggested by the random

matrix theory argument presented above. However we lodsefactor here because we use, in the
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Algorithm 3 Streaming Matrix Completion (SMC)
Input: {Aq,..., A} k¢
1LAB  [Ay,... A
2.0 ﬁ Z(m») 1([14(3)]1']' > 0)
3. ABY) AB2) ABs) A(B1)  Split(ADB) 4, 4, 5)
4. (PCA for the first block) < SPCA@A®BY k)
5. (Trimming rows and columns)
AB2) « make the rows having more than two observed entries to zer® ro
A(B2) + make the columns having more th&®md non-zero entries to zero columns

6. (Reference Columng)y «+ AB2)Q
7. (Principle row vectorsy 1 « (A(Bs)) iy
8. (Principle column vectors) « A(B)y1:4
RemovedB) | A(B1) | A(B2) A(B1) and( from the memory space
fort=¢+1tondo

9. AW AP  split(4,,2, 4, 6)

10. (Principle row vectors)* « (AE”)TW

11. (Principle column vectors) « I + APV

Removed,; and A} from the memory space
end for
12. R «+ find R using the Gram-Schmidt process such tfdt is an orthonormal matrix.
13.U « 2IRRT
Matrix completion: |UVT|}

proof, the Matrix Bernstein inequality (Theorem 6. Ilobpp(2012). The conditio% — 00
ensures a good separation in the spectrum/odnd is needed to ensure that the space spanned by
Vi+1.¢ 1S nearly orthogonal to the space spanned’by by Davis-Kaharsin © Theorem (Theorem
VI1.3.2 in Bhatia(1997). We conclude this section by analyzing the memory reginethe SPCA

algorithm, and its computational complexity.

Required memory. SPCA needs to stord, ® = AfA — diagATA), andV. The number of
non-zero entries afl is O(dm/), and for each entry we need to store its id and its value. Hice
A, O(dmllog(m)) memory is required. Similarly, the required memory dois O(52mf? log(¢)).
Finally, storingV;., requiresO(¢k) memory. Overall the required memory(§dm/ log(m) + k).
Computational complexity. To run SPCA, we have to compudeand apply the QR algorithm to
®. The computation of requires to perforn@ inner products of columns of. Each inner
product require®) (52m) floating-point operations, and thus the computational derify to com-
puted is O(5?ml?). Now in the QR algorithm, we compute and run the QR decomposition
log(¥) times. The matrix produckQ.. requiresO(52m#2k) floating-point operations, while the QR
decomposition require8(¢k?) operations. Hence, the QR algorithm ne€dgk (62ml+k) log(£))
operations. Overall, the computational complexity of SRE®(Lk(5?ml + k) log(¥)).

4. Matrix completion with Streaming I nput
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Algorithm 4 Split

Input: A,a,b, 6

Initial: A®), ..., A + zero matrices having the same sizedas

for every[A],, do
v+ s C {1,...,b} which is randomly selected over all subsetq bf. .., b} with probability
L ()l (1= 2)"" i 5 is not the empty set and with probability— 1(1 — (1 — 2)?) if s is
the empty set
for i € vdo

[A(i)]uv < [Aluw

end for

end for

Output: AD ... A@

In this section, we present our main algorithm, SMC, thabnetructs a matrix/ € [0, 1]™*"
from a few noisy observations on its entries, i.e., frdm= Pq(M + X). The pseudo-code of
SMC is presented in Algorith8. SMC consists in three main stepStep 1)Generate reference
columns denoted by, Step 2)Find principle row vector§” using W, andStep 3)Find U such
that - VT ~ M. In what follows, we explain each of these steps in detaitssirow for each step
which conditions of Assumption 1 are needed. All proofs aesented in Appendix. The singular
value decomposition af/ is M = UXVT,

4.1. Step 1. Finding reference columns W

We now explain the first step of the algorithm leading tavax k& matrix W containingreference
columns. This step corresponds to lines 1 to 6 in the pseade-c

Let A®) = A;., be the batch of thé first arriving columns ofd. Note in particular that we
have:

A® —po(M®B + x1,)  with, M® =M, =US (v”).

In line 2, we compute?, an estimate of the sampling rateln line 3, we constructt undersampled
copies ofAP). Fori € {1,2,3,4}, the differentA(%)’s are independent givel + X and have
the same distribution a4(®), except that the parametéis now replaced by /4.

The first non-trivial operation is presented in line 4 wherme apply the algorithm SPCA de-
scribed in previous section to the matrix®!). In order to apply our Theoreth we need to have:

si(M(B)) B 53%(]\4(3)) B
m =w(l) and miosl w(1). (2

Note that there is a slight abuse of notation as the distdbutf A(P1) is the same as the one of
AB) if we changed to /4 but a constant factot is clearly irrelevant here. Our first task is to
translate the condition2) on the original matrix)/. To this aim, we state the following lemma:
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Lemma?2 LetM = UXVT be am x n matrix and¢ < n. Denote byM (%) = My.,. If s2(M) =

and SZ%) = w(1), then with high probability,

1
mn ;gm)

w(

U UL M(B)
sk(Ulkuf,kM(B))z\/isk(M) and — SOl M) = w(1).
’ 2n 81((I — Ul:kUI:k)M(B))

Its proof is given in AppendiA.2 and follows from the matrix Chernoff bound (Theorem 2.2 of
Tropp (2011)).

Note thatUlku;':k is the orthogonal projection on the spanf... As a result, we have
sp(MP)) > s, (U,US, M(P)) by a simple application of the Courant-Fischer variatiofost

. . ) M -
mulas for singular values. In particular, as soonn%%ﬂl(o? — 00, we see that the second condition

in (2) is satisfied. To get the first condition ig)( we write:
MB) = Uy UL MB) (1 = U0 ) M P,

note that the first matrix is of rankand we can use Lidskii’s inequality, (A + B) < sx(A) +
s1(B) to get:

sk (MP)) < 51 (T = UrUL ) MP)),
Hence we have

se(MP) si(UreUf MD)

3k+1(M(B)) n 81((] — Ulkuisz)]W(B))7

and the first condition in2) follows from the second statement in Lem@&as soon as its conditions

are satisfied. Combined with Lemm@aTheoreml allows us to get the properties ¢f computed
in line 4 of the Algorithm SMC:

Corollary 3 Assume that there existsand ¢ such that% = w(l), Zfﬁggz = w(1), and

s2(M) = w(™loem) | etV pe an orthonormal basis of the linear spanigf’. Then we have
(VEOT. Q|| = o(1) with high probability, where is the/ x k matrix obtained in line 4 of the
Algorithm SMC.

Once we haveé), we compute what we call the reference columns as follows:
W= AP . Q.

Note thatl¥” will be kept in memory during the whole algorithm. It is relaly easy to see that
the linear span of the columns @f is a noisy version of the linear span©f.;.. Indeed, note that
E[AB2] = 20 (B), moreover we hava!(B) = US(VEOT ~ Uy, S (VED)T thanks to Lemma
2. Hence we have

) .
W = AP)Q ~ ZUlzkE[k}(Vf:if)TQ'

By Corollary3, the span of the columns ¢f is approximately the span of the columntq]f'é so that
the singular values associated to the linear spdﬁmfareQ(ésk(M(B 5\/6/—nsk

Lemma2. This value has to be compared to the noise level. For the szmsen as in Sectlon 3 we
first trim the matrix4(Z2) (note that the first trimming phase in line 5 is made to easésitinical
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proof). After the trimming process, the singular valueg.4f52) — E[A(P2)]) . Q are bounded by
O(v/dmf). Unfortunately, in our setting this can be much larger thaf¢/ns;.(M). However, the
hidden signal ini¥ is in the span of the columns &f;., and all the columns that arrive belong
(approximately) to this span. In the sequel, we use thisifacrder to amplify the signal i/’
when estimating” and thenlJ.

4.2. Step 2: Finding principle row vectors V

In this section, we explain how we recoviér,, or at least: vectors having the same linear span as
‘/I:k-

Let AN = [A(B3), Agfr)l, ..., AV]. Note that thanks to the splitting procedure in line 9, the
columns ofA) are i.i.d. with sampling raté/4. In the SMC algorlthm we simply get an estimate
of V as follows: V = (AWM)W, The linear span of the columns &f becomes very close to the
linear span of the columns &f., when

sk (ViaVil, V)

— =w(1).
s1(( = ViV V) W

This can be seen as in Sectiérl sinceVl;leT:k is simply the orthogonal projection dn..
The above condition holds for the following reasons:

e The signal is amplified (Lemm&2in Appendix). SincéZ[A1)] = 201, we see that

2
V=(AD)w ~ iVEUTUl:kE[k}(‘GI:}f)TQ

52
16

Q

—W. kE[k}(Vf:}f)TQ-
Roughly, the signal which we8(5+/¢/ns(M)) is now multiplied byds; (M) and we get:

ss(ViVil V) = Qi Vi BIAD)TE[AP)]Q) = (6%} (M) é)-

n

e The noise is cancelled (Lemnis in Appendix). Since the two noise matrice?2) —
E[AB2)] and A — E[AM] are independent, the noise directions are not amplified a®mu
as the signals. We can bound the noise as follows:

(= ViaV)V) = oS30/ 5.

Putting things togetehr, we obtain the following result:

Theorem 4 Assume that there exisksand ¢ such thats? (M) = w(Z2em), s:ig]gv)[) = w(l),
5205t (M)

and T2 os D) — w(1). Then we havﬁVlT:k(Vlzk)LH = o(1) with high probability.

10
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4.3. Step 3: Finding principle column vectors U

In the previous step, we identifiedrax k matrix V estimating the principle row vectors af.
From this estimate, we now extract the mafrisuch that| UV — M|z = o(mn).

Let A® = [A(B‘*),Aﬁ)l, ..., AP]. For simplicity, suppose that the linear span of the rows
of V1 is exactly the same as the linear span of the rowa/ofFromV, we can generate /ax k

matrix &2 using the Gram-Schmidt process so that becomes an orthogonal matrix. Sinice? is
an orthonormal basis of the linear span of the rowsffwe have

M = %E[A@)]VJ%(VJ%)T = (%E[A(Q)]VRR ) Vi=0vVT,
whereU = $E[A®|VRRT.
From the above observation, we propose to compuées follows:

0 - %f}?}?* _ %A@)VRRT
- %E[A(Z)]VRRT %(A E[A]) )RR

Then, we need to prove that the row spacedé? — E[A(?)] is almost orthogonal td/, to get
U = U+ (A—E[A)VRR" = (1 +0(1))U. This is true only ifn is large enough, indeed
n =w(k/J) (see Appendix).

We are now ready to analyze the performance of the SMC dfgoritWe first need to check
that Assumption 1 implies the technical conditions reglireour previous results. Whel has
k dominant singular values such theif% =w(1) and}",_, s?(M) = o(mn), then,s (M) =
Q(™2). To see this, assume this is not the case so that there gkists: such thats;, = Q(Z2

)
ands?, (M) = o(™*). But then Sk’(l](vjjv)j) = w( )andy",., s? = o(mn) which contradicts the

minimality of k. Therefore, the conditions} (M) = w(™e™) and mifé‘gflog)g)
52me

Phtogd) — w(1), which are satisfied by Assumption 1 whérs- O(m) and
). Hence we obtain the following result:

= w(1) become
¢ = w(klogm) and

t= Q((Hogm

Theorem 5 Assume that Assumption 1 is satisfied Witk Q(MO —)and/ = O(m). Then with
high probability, the SMC algorithm provides an asympmit)caccurate estimate aof/:

1M — [OVT]llr

mn

= o(1).

4.4, Required Memory

Next we analyze the memory required by the SMC algorithm.

From line 1 to 8 in the pseudo-codaNe need to stored®), A(B)  A(B2)  A(Bs) and AB4),

Since these matrices are sparse with samplingdrate) /4, we need to store onl@ (dm/) of their

elements and (dm/log m)bits to store the id of the non-zero entries. From the pres/gection,
we know that thesSPCAalgorithm require®) (6m/flog m + k¢) memory to findQ. Finally we need

11
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to storeV andI. Thus, wher? = %, this first part of the algorithm requiré3(km + kn).
From line 9 to 11.Here we treat the remaining columns. Note that before ddiag #(5), A(B1),
AB2) - ABs) and Q are removed from the memory. Using this memory, for tka arriving
column, we can store it, compuf@ andf, and remove the column to save memory. Therefore, we
do not need additional memory to treat the remaining columns
Lines 12 and 13From/ andV/, we computd’. To this aim, the memory required @(km + kn).

In summary, we have:

Theorem 6 When!/ = % the memory required to run the SMC algorithmOgkm + kn).
& log(m)

4.5, Computational Complexity

The computational complexity of tHeMC (Algorithm 3) depends on the number of non-zero ele-
ments ofA and/. More precisely:

From line 1 to 8.From the previous section, ti&PCAalgorithms require® (¢k(62ml + k) log(¥))
floating-point operations to compuég. The computations ofi’, V, and are just inner products,
and requireD (¢k(5°ml + k) log(¢)) operations.

From line 9 to 11.To computeV’* and] when thet-th column arrives, we need(kmd) operations.
Since there are — ¢ remaining columns, the total number of operation® {&mnJ).

Lines 12 and 13 is computed fromi/ using the Gram-Schmidt process which requitéé2m)
operations. We then compuifd& 2t usingO(k*m) operations .

When/! = 510§(m) andk? = O(én), the number of operations to treat the fifgolumns is

O(Lk(8*ml + k) log(£)) = O(k§*me? log(€)) + O(Lk? log(¢))
- O(k?’ml:;% i@) + O(6mn) = O(kmnd).

Since the remaining part of the algorithm requié®®kmn) operations as well, we conclude: The-
orem7.

Theorem 7 Assume that Assumption 1 is satisfied with- W’f(m). Then, the computational

complexity of the SMC algorithm 3(5kmn).

5. Conclusion

This paper investigated the streaming memory-limited maompletion problem when the ob-
served entries are noisy versions of a small random fracfdhe original entries. We proposed
a streaming algorithm which produces an estimate of thanalignatrix with a vanishing mean
square error, uses memory space scaling linearly with tHBearndimension of the matrix, i.e. the
memory required to store the output alone, and spends catigmg as much as the number of
non-zero entries of the input matrix. Our algorithm is ekl simple, and in particular, it does ex-
ploit elaborated techniques (such as sparse embeddingqeels) recently developed to reduce the
memory requirement and complexity of algorithms addregssarious problems in linear algebra.

12
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Appendix A. Appendix
A.l. Proof of Theorem 1
We can splitd as follows:
& =82V Vi MIM + @ — 6%V, v Mt

8255, (Mt M) B (1)

. A.I, o
The power method can find such that|V7(Vi.x) 1 |l2 = o(1) when BV MM w

which is shown in Lemma 11 ofun et al.(2014). Since

1 — 2V Vi MMy < E[@] - 82Vig Vi, MTM o + @ — E[®]||5
|62 diag( M M) 2 + [|62(1 — ViV )MTM | + [|@ — E[®]
O + 62571 (M) + | @ — E[@]||2, ®)

IANIA A

in the remaining part, we transforfimn — E[®] as a sum of random matrices, and then using Matrix
Bernstein inequality we get an upper bound [fér — E[®]||2 to conclude this proof.

Recall thatA® is thei-th low of A and

O -E[®] =) ((AZ’)TAZ' — diag((A)TAY) — E[(AH)TAL — diag((Ai)TAi)]) .
i=1

Let X() = (A)T A — diag((AY)TA?) — E[(AY)TA? — diag((4")TA%)]. Then X is a self-adjoint
¢ x ¢ matrix andE[X )] = 0.

The Matrix Bernstein inequality (Theorem 6ltopp (2012) is a matrix concentration inequal-
ity for the sum of zero mean random matrices.

Proposition 8 (Matrix Bernstein) Consider a finite independent random matrixﬁ&ﬁi)}lgigm,
where everyX ) is self-adjoint with dimension, E[X®)] = 0, and || X ¥, < R almost surely.
Letp? = || 7 E[X® X @]|5. Then,

POIS X0 > 2} < nexp (22
vt == 0% + Ra/3

In order to use the Matrix Bernstein inequality, we have td fipper bounds fof X ||, and p2.
Since A’ are independently sampled with probabil&,y[X(i)]uv has a some constant value if both
u andv are sampled iM; andO(6?) otherwise. Using these, the following lemmas boyad? ||
andp?.

Lemma9 Whenn = w(1), for 1 < i < m, there exists a constadt; such that

| X @]y < €} max{1,8¢}.

Proof: Since the number of non-zero entries 4 is bounded bymax{10,105¢}, we can easily
computery, = 37, |[[XP]uy| < max{10,105¢} + 6¢forall 1 <i < mandl <u < ¢. By the
Gershgorin circle theorem, therefore, forall

X @ ||y < max{10,105¢} + 6¢.

15
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Lemma 10 There exists a constant, such that

[ ZE (XD XD]|ly < Cymmax{52¢, 630%}.

Proof: Since the number of non-zero entriestfis bounded bynax{10, 105¢}, every|E[X ) X 0], | =
O(52(1 + 6¢)) whenu # v and even|E[X @) X )], | = O(6%¢(1 + §¢)). By the Gershgorin circle
theorem, therefore

HZE DX®|ly = O(8*>me(1 + 6¢)).

LetC = 16 max{C}, C2}. From Lemma and10 and Propositior8,

[ED{H<I> —E[®]||l2 > /Clog(n) max{1,§2m/, 53m€2}} %2 4)

Proof of Theorem 1: This proof starts with
® = 32V, V] MM + & — 62V, Vi MTM = 62V, Vv MTM + Y,
whereY = & — 62V, V| M M. From @) and @)
1Y ]2 < 8%m + 52sk+1 ) + +/Clog(f) max{1, 62m¢, $3me?}

= 0(6%s3(M)) + \/C’log Ymax{1, §2m/},
where the last equality stems frosil (M) = w(m) and Szi%v)[) = w(1) the conditions of this theo-
rem. Since the conditlonnﬁjgvy = w(1) implies§*ml = w(k?log ¢) and e f:;i(M;l i
og(¢) max{1,0¢m
282 s (62 T N
\/% — w(1), we can deducé:! Vlu’g;/'b MIM) _ (1). Therefore,||(Vi) (V)1 =

o(1) from Lemma 11 ofYun et al.(2014).

A.2. Proof of Lemma 2
Let F = U}, M®) andG = (I — U, U], )M ). We find a lower bound fos;,(F) and an upper
bounds; (G) using the matrix Chernoff bound (Theorem 2.2Topp (2011)).

Proposition 11 (Matrix Chernoff) Let X be a finite set of positive-semidefinite matrices with di-
mensiond and satisfymaxXeX 51(X) < a. Let

XGX XGX
When{x® . X(’f)} are sampled uniformly at random froi without replacement,

£

6max/a
(&

—€ Bmin/a
P {Sd(z X0y <(1- s)ﬁmm} <d (ﬁ) for e € [0, 1).
i=1
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) si(F): FF'is the sum of¢ matrices which are sampled uniformly at random from =
i, v @l ). Ul M, (U, M,)T} without replacement where the matrix dimension is
k. We can obtain the other parameters to compute the matrimnGfieas follows: « = m since
[M;]|2 < mforall 1 <i < nandBum = £s2(M). From Propositiori 1,

e~ ¢ msk(M)
P {sk(FFT) <(1- s)ési(M)} <k <m> fore € [0,1).

Therefore, whes? (M) = w(™2loam)
P{s2(F) < isz(M) <L
— 2n —m
i) s1(G): GGT is the sum of matrices sampled uniformly at random withoptagement from
X = {(I = UaU )My (I = Urg U )M (T = UngU ) M (I = UngU ) My, T}

Here, the dimension isi, @ = m and Sy, = gszH(M). From Propositiorl1,

.'. E 9 eg %824»1(1\/[)
When we set* = max{2, Z%ii%b} P{s1(GGT) > (1 +e*)Ls? (M)} < L and(1+e*)s?, (M) <

max{3s7 (M), 2 °%8™ ) Therefore,

Sk(Ulkuf;kM(B))
s1((I — UpxUT ) MB))

= w(1),

sinces (M) = w(™PE™) and “E00- = w(1).

A.3. Proof of Theorem 4

We can rewrit A(D) TV as follows:

(AW = E[AMTW + (AD)F - E[(AD)hw
= ViVLEAD)W + (I = Vig Vi E[(AD) W + (AM)T — E[(AM))w.

In the above equation, the columns(®f.,.V,, E[(A("){]W) have the same space what we want to
recover and the remaining part is noise. Thus, we can easityery’ satisfyingHVlT:leH =o(1)
when
st (Vi Vi E[(AD) )W) _
I = Vi VL) E[(AD)TW ||z + [[((AD)T = E[(AD) )W,

Before giving the proof of §) to conclude the proof of Theoredy we introduce key lemmas.
Lemmal2finds a lower bound fos;, (V1. V', E[(A1))T]W) and an upper bound fdi( — V3.V, JE[(AMD)W ||
and Lemmal3induces an upper bound fi¢(AM)T — E[(AM))W||,.

w(1). (5)

17
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Lemma 12 Whens} (M) = w(7nlam) kD — (1), and 2L w(1), with high

- " sk1(M) mnZ2(k-+logf)
probability,
sk(ViaViLE[(AD) W) = Q| 6”53 (M) é) e
l
(7 = Vi Vi DE[(AM) W]l = o<62sz<M> ;>.
Proof: The proof is given in SectioA.4. |

Lemma 13 For given@ and AB2), E[|| (AT — E[(ADYMW 2] = O(62kmn).

Proof: Since every entry oA()) is randomly sampled with probability/4 and W and AV are
independent, forall <i <nandl < j <k,

(Y 14D — E[AD]];[W]y)?

u=1
1)
< SIW;IP = 0(%m),

E[([(A4" ~ BV W),)Y] = E

where the last equality stems from the trimming processi@ft). Thus,
E[| (A" —E[AN])) W] = O(8*kmn).

g “k(M) = w(1), from Lemmal2, Lemmal3, and the Markov in-

Proof of Theorem 4. When
sk (Vi kVT V)

II=Via Vi)V

decomposition oV. Since

equality, 1), with high probability. Letl = e the singular value
I h high bability. LetV = V'>/(U’)! be th I I

(= VigVE V2 > 1T = ViV )V ok (V) = [|(Vi) LV [l25 (V)

andsk(f/2 — Q(s,(Vi Vi V) from the Lidskii ineualitysy,1(A + B) > s,(A) — Sgr1(A),
ViV V) 1y implies||(Via)| V/|l2 = o(1). Therefore, with high probability,

[I(I— V1.kV1'k)VH
IV (V) Ll = /1 = s2(ViE V") = |(Vir) L V7 ll2 = o(D).

A.4. Proof of Lemma 12

SinceW = AB2)Q = E[A(B2)]Q+(AB2) - E[A(B2)])Q,wefindalowerboundfofk(VlszszkE[(A(l))T]W)
and an upper bound fdi{1 — V1.V, JE[(AM)T]W |5 from

s (Vi VREI(AD) W) > sk<v1kv* E[(A")TE[A (BQ] Q)-
IEADDT (AP —E[AP))Q)|l  and

18
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(7 = ViV E[(AD) W2 < [[(T = ViV )E[(AD)TE[AP] Q)5+
I(E[AD]D (AP — E[APD)Q)]l2. (6)

Keylemmas. The following lemmas bound each element of the above inémsalTo show the lem-
mas, we use Corollarg: ||(V,5)1Q || = o(1) with high probability whers? (M) = w(22am),

s 82esi (M
ski(lj(vll\zl) = w(l)’ and mn2kl(0gl2 = (1)

Lemma 14 Whens? (M) = w(2loam), S:ﬁ%}” = w(1), and iiﬂiﬁgz = w(1), with high prob-
ability,

su(Vi VL E[(AD)E[AP]Q) = Q <5232<M> 5) :

n

Proof: Since every entry ofd(52) and A() is randomly sampled with probability/4, we know
that E[(AM)T] = SVSUt andE[AB?)] = SUS(VEY)T. Under the conditions of this lemma,
from Corollary3 [|(V14)TQ || = o(1) and from Lemme s (U], M(B)) >, /L 5, (M) with high
probability. LetR(P) be thek x k matrix satisfyingV;'i‘ = V1*R(5). Then,

(Vi VL EIAD)E[APD]Q) = —sp(ViaV MM P)Q))

2

= a(VisHSEvY1Q)
2

> O (M) (S V) Q)

= s (M)s (S (RP)T(VEH1Q))

where the last equality stems from the fact the® 18 (R(P))1) = s (M B)) ands;, (V)1Q))
1—o0(1).

Lemma 15 Whens? (1) = w(™leem) sl 1) and 240 — (1), with high prob-
ability,

(7 = ViV EIAD)EIAEIQ] = o (52si<M>\/%> .

Proof: SinceE[(AM)1] = SVSUT andE[A(P2)] = SUs (V4T
(I = VirVIDEADIEAPIQ = Vigrmam Vil 1nam E[AY)E[AE]Q
- EVk-l—l:n/\mzl]zii;anUli_’_lm/\mM(B)Q.
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Under the conditions of this lemmasy, (U}, | M(B)) = 0(\/%0k(M)) with high probability
from Lemma2. Therefore,

52 nAm mAm
81((I - VlleTk)E[(A(l))T]E[A(Bz)]Q) :Esl(vlj—l—ln/\ngi%rﬁmzziianVlfT—l-ln/\mQ)
52 AT
Sﬁsk“‘l(M)Sl(ziii;nxmvlj-i—l:n/\mQ)
2

) )
Sﬁsk‘f‘l (M)Sl (Elziizxzvg—%ln/\m)

o <523g<M> §> ,

where the last equality stems from the fact tlg% = w(1) ands; (SEHEmAmyl ) =

sl(U]IHmAmM(B)) = o(sk(M)+/£/n). |
Lemma 16 With probabilityl — 1/6, ||(E[AM])T((AB2) — E[ABD])Q1.1) |2 = O(V52kmn).

Proof: Since entries ofA(%2) are randomly sampled with probabilify4 and independent witt,
foralll <i<nandl <j <k,

u=1v=1
Pk 2 (]2 B B 2
=15 2 > IMI[QEE([AP) — E[AP)]],,)?
u=1v=1
2N, 5 (5}
<— . ¢
<75 LM 1@k < (§) m
From the above inequalitf[|| (E[AM])f((A(P2) — E[ABD))Q)|2] = (%)Sk:mn. Therefore, by
the Markov inequality, we conclude this proof. |
) 52054 (M) s (Ve VI E[(AD)Y ) .
Proof of Lemma 12: When_"kos = w(1), L Lh = w(1). Inserting Lemmd. 4,

Lemmalb, and Lemmadl.6 into (6), therefore, we conclude this proof:

sk(Via Vi E(AD) W) = Q<528k(MTM)

s

) and
é) |

-

I~ VaaVE[AD) W, = o<azsk<M*M>
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A.5. Proof of Theorem 5

Let P, = VRRVT which is an orthogonal projection matrix onto the linearrsp& V. Then,
UV =44 P, We can bound|UV|§ — M|/ using the projectiorP;, as follows:

0
1M + S(A®) - Sam) Py 1§ = M

4 5
g(A( ) — ZM))PV — M|[%
4 1)
2| M Py — M][f +2/|5(A® — 22 Py |

4
II5A® Py b - M3

IN

I(M +

IN

4

—
S
=

2|MPy, — M|% + o(mn)
AU UL (M Py — M)|[% + 4|[(I — Uy U ) (M Py — M)|[3 + o(mn)

VANRIVAN

—
INS

AU UL (M Py — M)||% + o(mn)
= 4| UxSpVi L (Py — D3 + o(mn)

—

= o(mn),

~

where(a) stems from Lemmay7, (b) uses the fact thdt(/ — Ulz,fUlT:k)MH%7 = o(mn), and(c)
holds since|V 1V, ||Z = o(1) from Theoremd.

Lemma 17 Whenn = w(K/d), with high probability, || (A® — $M) P, |2 = o(mn).

Proof: Since entries ofA(?) are randomly sampled with probability'4 and independent withy,
foralll <i<mandl <j<n,

v=1
- 2 @2 0 2 _ 0 2
= [PV]UjE[([A - ZM]ZU) ] < Z [PV]U]
v=1 v=1
Since} "\, _, >0, [Py]2, = k, from the above inequality,
4 5 1) 9 4km
12~ Sanpi = (2) S S E[a® - Sanpyy] < B
=1 j=1
Therefore, by the Markov inequality, we conclude this proof |
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