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Abstract

We consider moment matching techniques for estimationténtaDirichlet allo-
cation (LDA). By drawing explicit links between LDA and diste versions of
independent component analysis (ICA), we first derive a netwos cumulant-
based tensors, with an improved sample complexity. Mone@xeereuse standard
ICA techniques such as joint diagonalization of tensorsriprbve over existing
methods based on the tensor power method. In an extensivbesgieriments on
both synthetic and real datasets, we show that our new catidairof tensors and
orthogonal joint diagonalization techniques outperfoaxisting moment match-
ing methods.

1 Introduction

Topic models have emerged as flexible and important toolshi®modelisation of text corpora.
While early work has focused on graphical-model approxénmafierence techniques such as varia-
tional inference [] or Gibbs sampling7], tensor-based moment matching techniques have recently
emerged as strong competitors due to their computatiomsdspnd theoretical guarante8s4].

In this paper, we draw explicit links with the independentgmnent analysis (ICA) literature
(e.g., b] and references therein) by showing a strong relationshiywéen latent Dirichlet allocation
(LDA) [1] and ICA[6, 7, 8]. We can then reuse standard ICA techniques and resultslexivid new
tensors with better sample complexity and new algorithnsed®n joint diagonalization.

2 |Is LDA discrete PCA or discrete ICA?

Notation. Following the text modeling terminology, we define a corpis= {z1,...,zy} as a
collection of N documents. Each document is a collection,1, ..., w,r, } of L, tokens. Itis
convenient to represent thieh token of then-th document as &-of-M encoding with an indicator
vectorw,, € {0,1}* with only one non-zero, wher&/ is the vocabulary size, and each document

as the count vector,, = >, wns € RM. In such representation, the length of the n-th
documentisL,, = >, x,n,. We will always use the indek € {1,..., K'} to refer to topics,the
indexn € {1,..., N} to refer to documents, the index € {1,..., M} to refer to words from

the vocabulary, and the indéxe {1,..., L, } to refer to tokens of the-th document. The plate
diagrams of the models from this section are presented ire A A.

Latent Dirichlet allocation [1] is a generative probabilistic model for discrete data sashext
corpora. In accordance to this model, tixth document is modeled as admixtureover the vo-
cabulary of M words with K latent topics. Specifically, the latent varialslg, which is sampled
from the Dirichlet distribution, represents the topic mid proportion ovelx topics for then-th
document. Gived,,, the topic choice,,,|0,, for the/-th token is sampled from the multinomial dis-
tribution with the probability vectof,,. The tokenw,,¢|z,¢, 6, is then sampled from the multinomial
distribution with the probability vectat, ,, or di if k is the index of the non-zero element:p,.
This vectordy, is thek-th topic, that is a vector of probabilities over the wordsnfirthe vocabulary
subject to the simplex constraint, i.6;, € Ay, whereAy :={deRM : d>=0, > d, =1}
This generative process of a document (the indéxomitted for simplicity) can be summarized as
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6 ~ Dirichlet(c),
20|60 ~ Multinomial(1, §), (1)
we|ze, 6 ~ Multinomial(1,d, ).

One can think of the latent variablesas auxiliary variables which were introduced for convenén
of inference, but can in fact be marginalized dijt vhich leads to the following model

6 ~ Dirichlet(c), LDA model (2)
x|6 ~ Multinomial(L, D),

whereD € RM*X s the topic matrix with thé-th column equal to thé-th topicdy,, andc € RE

is the vector of parameters for the Dirichlet distributiaithile a document is represented as a set
of tokensw; in the formulation {), the formulation 2) instead compactly represents a document as
the count vector. Although the two representations are equivalent, we focuthe second one in
this paper and therefore refer to it as the LDA model.

Importantly, the LDA model does not model the length of doeuts. Indeed, although the original
paper [L] proposes to model the document lengtiL.és ~ Poisson()), this is never used in practice
and, in particular, the parametaris not learned. Therefore, in the way that the LDA model is
typically used, it does not provide a complete generatieeg@ss of a document as there is no rule to
sampleL|\. In this paper, this fact is important, as we need to modetiteiment length in order
to make the link with discrete ICA.

Discrete PCA. The LDA model @) can be seen as a discretization of principal component anal
ysis (PCA) via replacement of the normal likelihood with tin@ltinomial one and adjusting the
prior [9] in the following probabilistic PCA model1, 11): § ~ Normal(0,Ix) and z|6 ~
Normal(D#, 0%1,;), whereD € RM*K s a transformation matrix andis a parameter.

Discrete ICA (DICA). Interestingly, a small extension of the LDA model allows iit¢erpreta-
tion as a discrete independent component analysis modeleXtension naturally arises when the
document length for the LDA model is modeled as a random lritom the gamma-Poisson
mixture (which is equivalent to a negative binomial randcamable), i.e.,.L.|A ~ Poisson(\) and

X ~ Gammal(co, b), wherecy := Y, ¢, is the shape parameter ald> 0 is the rate parameter. The
LDA model (2) with such document length is equivalent (see Appefdiy to

ay ~ Gammal(cy, b),
Zm|a ~ Poisson([Dalm), GP model (3)
where allag, as, . . ., ax are mutually independent, the parametgrsoincide with the ones of the
LDA model in (2), and the free parametiican be seen (see Appendix?) as a scaling parameter
for the document length whem is already prescribed.

This model was introduced by Canni/] and later named as a discrete ICA modé][ It is more
natural, however, to name modé) @s the gamma-Poisson (GP) model and the model

ay, ..., ag ~ mutually independent
X | ~ Poisson([Daly, )

as the discrete ICA (DICA) model. The only difference betw&® and the standard ICA moded,[

7, 8] (without additive noise) is the presence of the Poissosauaihich enforces discrete, instead of
continuous, values af,,,. Note also that (a) the discrete ICA model isaai-parametrienodel that
can adapt to any distribution on the topic intensitigsand that (b) the GP mode$)is a particular
case of both the LDA modeP} and the DICA model4).

Thanks to this close connection between LDA and ICA, we caseaestandard ICA techniques to
derive new efficient algorithms for topic modeling.

DICA model (4)

3 Moment matching for topic modeling

The method of moments estimates latent parameters of alilisba model by matching theoretical
expressions of its moments with their sample estimatesemBrc([3, 4], the method of moments
was applied to different latent variable models includidgA, resulting in computationally fast



learning algorithms with theoretical guarantees. For Ly (a) construct DA momentsvith a
particular diagonal structure and (b) develop algoritharektimating the parameters of the model
by exploiting this diagonal structure. In this paper, weadtice the noveEP/DICA cumulantsvith

a similar to the LDA moments structure. This structure aidw reapply the algorithms o8] 4]

for the estimation of the model parameters, with the samerdiieal guarantees. We also consider
another algorithm applicable to both the LDA moments and3RéDICA cumulants.

3.1 Cumulants of the GP and DICA models

In this section, we derive and analyze the novel cumulantse@DICA model. As the GP model is
a particular case of the DICA model, all results of this setextend to the GP model.

The first threecumulant tensorfor the random vectar can be defined as follows

cum(z) := E(z), (5)
cum(z,z) == cov(z,z) = E [(z — E(z))(z — E(z)) "], (6)
cum(z,z,z) = E[(z — E(z)) ® (z — E(2)) ® (z — E(z))], (7)

where® denotes the tensor product (see some properties of curautadtppendixC.1). The
essential property of the cumulants (which does not holdhfemoments) that we use in this paper
is that the cumulant tensor for a random vector viritlependentomponents isliagonal

Let y = Da; then for the Poisson random variahlg, |y,, ~ Poisson(y.,), the expectation is
E(zm|ym) = ym. Hence, by the law of total expectation and the linearity xgpextation, the
expectation in%) has the following form

E(z) = E(E(z[y)) = E(y) = DE(a). 8)
Further, the variance of the Poisson random variablgis var(x.,|ym) = ym. and, asx,
x2, ..., xp are conditionally independent given then their covariance matrix is diagonal, i.e.,

cov(z, z|y) = diag(y). Therefore, by the law of total covariance, the covariand€) has the form

cov(z,z) = E[cov(z, z|y)] + cov [E(z|y), E(z|y)] ©)
= diag [E(y)] + cov(y,y) = diag [E(z)] + Dcov(a,a)D ",

where the last equality follows by the multilinearity profeof cumulants (see Appendix.1).
Moving the first term from the RHS o8] to the LHS, we define

S := cov(z,x) — diag [E(x)]. DICA S-cum. (10)

From Q) and by the independenceaef, ..., ax (see AppendixX.3), S has the following diagonal
structure
S = Z kvaur(a;g)al;gal;r = Ddiag [var(a)] D . (11)

By analogy with the second order case, using the law of totaldance, the multilinearity property
of cumulants, and the independencewf. . ., ax, we derive in AppendiXC.2the expressiond),
similar to ), for the third cumulant{). Moving the terms in this expression, we define a teffsor
with the following element

[T] = cum (T, , Ty Ty ) + 20(my, ma, m3)E(zp, ) DICA T-cum. (12)

mimams

— 6(ma2, m3)cov(Zm, , Tmy) — (M1, M3)COV(Tpny , Tmy ) — (M1, M2)COV(Zimy , Timg ),

whered is the Kronecker delta. By analogy with) (AppendixC.3), the diagonal structure of the
tensorT"
T = chum(ak,ak,ak)dk ® d, ® dy,. (13)

In AppendixE.1, we recall (in our notation) the matri& (39) and the tensof” (40) for the LDA
model [3], which are analogues of the matrik(10) and the tensof” (12) for the GP/DICA mod-
els. Slightly abusing terminology, we refer to the matsiX39) and the tensof” (40) as theLDA
momentsand to the matrixS (10) and the tensdf’ (12) as theGP/DICA cumulantsThe diagonal
structure {1) & (42) of the LDA moments is similar to the diagonal structuté)(& (13) of the
GP/DICA cumulants, though arising through a slightly diéfiet argument, as discussed at the end of



AppendixE.L Importantly, due to this similarity, the algorithmic framorks for both the GP/DICA
cumulants and the LDA moments coincide.

The following sample complexity results apply to the sangsiéimates of the GP cumularits:

Proposition 3.1. Under the GP model, the expected error for the sample esmim@(29) for the
GP cumulants (10) is:

E [|\§ - S||F} <\/E [||§ - sug} <0 (\/LN max [AL?, COE}) , (14)

whereA := maxy, ||dx||3, ¢ := min(1,c) and L := E(L).

A high probability bound could be derived using concentratinequalities for Poisson random
variables [4]; but the expectation already gives the right order of magfa for the error (for

example via Markov's inequality). The expressi@d)for an unbiased finite sample estimatef 5

and the expressio() for an unbiased finite sample estimdtef T are definedin AppendixC.4.
A sketch of a proof for Propositiod.1 can be found in Appendi.

By following a similar analysis as inlp], we can rephrase the topic recovery error in term of the
error on the GP cumulant. Importantly, the whitening transfation (introduced in Sectiof) redi-
vides the error o1 (14) by L2, which is the scale aof (see AppendiD.5 for details). This means
that the contribution fronb to the recovery error will scale a8(1/v/N max{A, ¢/L}), where
both A andc, /L are smaller thart and can be very small. We do not present the exact expression
for the expected squared error for the estimatdf dbut due to a similar structure in the derivation,

we expect the analogous bound&if| T — T'|| ] < 1/v/N max{A3/2L3 3/ [3/2}.

Current sample complexity results of the LDA momeriiscan be summarized @(1/v/N). How-
ever, the proof (which can be found in the supplementary rizfé 5]) analyzes only the case when
finite sample estimates of the LDA moments are construciat tinetriple per document, i.e.,
w1 ® w2 ® wz only, and not from the U-statistics that average multipkp@hdent) triples per doc-
ument as in the practical expressions)(and ¢4) (AppendixF.4). Moreover, one has to be careful
when comparing upper bounds. Nevertheless, comparingotinec(l 4) with the current theoretical
results for the LDA moments, we see that the GP/DICA cumslaample complexity contains the
¢5-norm of the columns of the topic matri? in the numerator, as opposed to thél) coefficient
for the LDA moments. This norm can be significantly smallearth for vectors in the simplex
(e.9.,A = O(1/||dk|lo) for sparse topics). This suggests that the GP/DICA cumsilardty have
better finite sample convergence properties than the LDA emdsnand our experimental results in
Section5.2 are indeed consistent with this statement.

The GP/DICA cumulants have a somewhat more intuitive dédmathan the LDA moments as
they are expressed via the count vectergvhich are the sufficient statistics for the model) and
not the tokensv,’'s. Note also that the construction of the LDA moments depamthe unknown
parametery. Given that we are in an unsupervised setting and that mereabe evaluation of
LDA is a difficult task [L6], setting this parameter is non-trivial. In Appendi4, we observe
experimentally that the LDA moments are somewhat sengititiee choice of.

4 Diagonalization algorithms

How is the diagonal structuré.{) of S and (L3) of 7" going to be helpful for the estimation of the
model parameters? This question has already been thosoinghktigated in the signal processing
(see, e.g.,17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 5] and references therein) and machine learning (3e4 and refer-
ences therein) literature. We review the approach in this@e Due to similar diagonal structure,
the algorithms of this section apply to both the LDA momemi3 the GP/DICA cumulants.

For simplicity, let us rewrite the expressiorisl) and (L3) for S andT" as follows

S:stkdkd,—!, T:Zktkdk@)dk@dk, (15)

INote that the expected squared error for the DICA cumularssiilar, but the expressions are less compact
and, in general, depend on the prior@pn

2For completeness, we also present the finite sample essifidte3) andT (44) of S (39) andT" (40) for
the LDA moments (which are consistent with the ones sugdéstg!]) in Appendix F.4.



wheresy, := var(ay) andty := cum(ag, o, o). Introducing the rescaled topid% = /SidL,
we can also rewrit = DD . Following the same assumption froi] fhat the topic vectors are

linearly independen@ is full rank), we can compute a whitening matiiX €¢ RX*M of S, i.e.,
a matrix such thatV SW T = I wherely is the K-by-K identity matrix (see Appendix-.1 for

more details). As a result, the vectass: = Wc?k form an orthonormal set of vectors.

Further, let us define a projectigi(v) € RE*K of a tensor]” € RE*E>K onto a vecton € R :

T(U’)klkz = Zk nlkzksuks' (16)

Applying the multilinear transformation (see, e.gl {or the definition) withI¥' T to the tensofl’
from (15) and projecting the resulting tensr:= T(W T, W T W) onto some vector, € R¥,

we obtain N
T(u) = Z . tr (2, w)zrzy (17)

wheret;, := tk/sz/2 is due to the rescaling of topics afid-) stands for the inner product. As the

vectorszy, are orthonormal, the pairs, and )\, := fk<zk, u) are the eigenpairs of the matfix(u),
which are uniquely defined if the eigenvalugsare all different. If they are unique, we can recover

the GP/DICA (as well as LDA) model parameters Ji@: W'z, andty, = A/ {2z, u).

This procedure was referred to as the spectral algorithnBwk [ 3] and the fourth-orderblind
identification algorithm for ICA 17, 18]. Indeed, one can expect that the finite sample estimates

S (29 and? (30) possess approximately the diagonal structlif¢ 4nd (L3) and, therefore, the rea-
soning from above can be applied, assuming that the effélsecfampling error is controlled.

This spectral algorithm, however, is known to be quite uvistan practice (see, e.g27]). To over-
come this problem, other algorithms were proposed. For @& most notable ones are probably
the FastICA algorithmZ(] and the JADE algorithm{1]. The FastICA algorithm, with appropriate
choice of a contrast function, estimates iteratively th@ds, making use of the orthonormal struc-
ture (17), and performs the deflation procedure at every step. Thantlyantroduced tensor power
method (TPM) for the LDA model]] is close to the FastICA algorithm. Alternatively, the JARE
gorithm modifies the spectral algorithm by performimgltiple projections for {7) and then jointly
diagonalizing the resulting matrices with an orthogonalrmaThe spectral algorithm is a special
case of this orthogonal joint diagonalization algorithmentonly one projection is chosen. Impor-
tantly, a fast implementatior2f] of the orthogonal joint diagonalization algorithm fror®4] was
proposed, which is based on closed-form iterative Jacalaigs (see, e.g2f] for the later).

In practice, the orthogonal joint diagonalization (JD)aithm is more robust than FastICA (see,
e.g., 6, p. 30]) or the spectral algorithm. Moreover, although thplation of the JD algorithm
for the learning of topic models was mentioned in the literaf4, 27], it was never implemented in
practice. In this paper, we apply the JD algorithm for thedizalization of the GP/DICA cumulants
as well as the LDA moments, which is described in AlgorithnNote that the choice of a projection

vectorv, € RM obtained ag, = I//V\Tup for some vector,, € R¥ is important and corresponds to

the multilinear transformation &f with W T along the third mode. Importantly, in Algorithfin the
joint diagonalization routine is performed o\g? + 1) matrices of sizek' x K, where the number of
topics K is usually not too big. This makes the algorithm computatityrfast (see Appendi%.1).
The same is true for the spectral algorithm, but not for TPM.

In Section5.1, we compare experimentally the performance of the spedaland TPM algorithms
for the estimation of the parameters of the GP/DICA as well& models. We are not aware of
any experimental comparison of these algorithms in the LbAtext. While already working on
this manuscript, the JD algorithm was also independentiyyaed by P7] in the context of tensor
factorization for general latent variable models. Howej2r] focused mostly on the comparison
of approaches for tensor factorization and their stabgityperties, with brief experiments using a
latent variable model related but not equivalent to LDA fonamunity detection. In contrast, we
provide a detailed experimental comparison in the contekDa\ in this paper, as well as propose
a novel cumulant-based estimator. Due to the space réstritte estimation of the topic matrii
and the (gamma/Dirichlet) parametesire moved to Appendik.6.

3See AppendixC.5for a discussion on the orders.



Algorithm 1 Joint diagonalization (JD) algorithm for GP/DICA cumulsifor LDA moments)

1: Input: X € RM*N K, P (number of random projections); (anglfor LDA moments)
2: Compute sample estimafee RM*M ((29) for GP/DICA / (43) for LDA in AppendixF)
3: Estimate whitening matri¥’ € RX*M of S (see Appendix.1)

option (a): Choose vector§u;, us,...,up} C RX uniformly at random from the unit,-
sphere and set, = W 'u, e RM forallp=1,..., P (P = 1 yields the spectral algorithm)
option (b): Choose vector§uy,us, ..., up} C RX as the canonical basig, ez, . .., ex of

RX and set, = WTu, e RM forallp=1,..., K
4: ForVp, computeB, = WT'(v,)W T € RE*K ((52) for GP/DICA / (54) for LDA; AppendixF)
5: Perform orthogonal joint diagonalization of matricBd’ SW '™ = Ix, B,, p = 1,..., P}

(see p4] and [23)) to find an orthogonal matrikx’ € RX*X and vector§as, az, . ..,ap} C RE
such that o
VWSW'VT = Ig, andVB,V " ~ diag(a,), p=1,..., P
6: Estimate joint diagonalization matrix = VW and values,,,p=1,...,P

7: Output: Estimate ofD andc as described in Appendix6

5 Experiments

In this section, (a) we compare experimentally the GP/DIQAalants with the LDA moments and
(b) the spectral algorithm3], the tensor power method] (TPM), the joint diagonalization (JD)
algorithm from Algorithml, and variational inference for LDAI].

Real data: the associated press (AP) dataset, from D. Blei's web pagthy N = 2, 243 documents
andM = 10,473 vocabulary words and the average document Ieﬁgth 194; the NIPS papers
dataset[28] of 2,483 NIPS papers anti, 036 words, and = 1, 321; the KOS datasétfrom the
UCI Repository, with3, 430 documents and, 906 words, and. = 136.

Semi-synthetic dataare constructed by analogy witBq]: (1) the LDA parameterd andc are
learned from the real datasets with variational inferemzk(@) toy data are sampled from a model
of interest with the given parametefsandc. This provides the ground truth parametérandc.
For each setting, data are sampled 5 times and the resubsen@ged. We plot error bars that are
the minimum and maximum values. For the AP data,c {10, 50} topics are learned and, for
the NIPS dataX < {10,90} topics are learned. For largéf, the obtained topic matrix is ill-
conditioned, which violates the identifiability conditifor topic recovery using moment matching
techniquesd]. All the documents with less thathtokens are resampled.

Sampling techniques All the sampling models have the parameterhich is set ta: = coc/ |||,
wherec is the learned from the real dataset with variational LDA, anglis a parameter that we
can vary. TheGP data are sampled from the gamma-Poisson magjelith b = ¢y/L so that
the expected document lengthligsee AppendiB.2). TheLDA-fix(L) data are sampled from the
LDA model (2) with the document length being fixed to a givén The LDA-fix2¢y,L1,L2) data
are sampled as followg1 — ~)-portion of the documents are sampled from ItA-fix(L1) model
with a given document length; and~-portion of the documents are sampled from tBEA-fix(Ls)
model with a given document lengfly.

Evaluation. The evaluation of topic recovery for semi-synthetic datpasformed with the/;-
error between the recoverdd and trueD topic matrices with the best permutation of columns:
err, (ﬁ, D) := min;cprrM ﬁ Sk HEM —dg|l1 € [0,1]. The minimization is over the possible
permutationsr € PERM of the columns ofD and can be efficiently obtained with the Hungarian
algorithm for bipartite matching. For the evaluation ofitopecovery in the real data case, we use

an approximation of the log-likelihood for held out docurtseas the metricl6]. See AppendixG.6
for more details.

*http://www.cs.columbia.edu/~blei/lda-c
Shttp://ai.stanford.edu/~gal/data
®https://archive.ics.uci.edu/ml/datasets/Bag+of+Words
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Figure 1. Comparison of the diagonalization algorithms.e Topic matrixD and Dirichlet parameter are
learned forK' = 50 from AP; ¢ is scaled to sum up t6.5 andb is set to fit the expected document length
L = 200. The semi-synthetic dataset is sampled frGf; number of document®V varies from1, 000 to
50, 000. Left: GP/DICA momentsRight: LDA moments.Note a smaller value of thé; -error is better.

We use our Matlab implementation of the GP/DICA cumularits, DA moments, and the diag-
onalization algorithms. The datasets and the code for defmiog our experiments are available
online/ In AppendixG.1, we discuss the complexity and implementation of the atgors. We
explain how we initialize the parametey for the LDA moments in Appendi.3.

5.1 Comparison of the diagonalization algorithms

In Figurel, we compare the diagonalization algorithms on the semikgfit AP dataset foK' = 50
using the GP sampling. We compare the tensor power method)T#, the spectral algorithm
(Spec), the orthogonal joint diagonalization algorithi@)dlescribed in Algorithni with different
options to choose the random projections: JD(k) taRes K vectorsu, sampled uniformly from
the unité-sphere irRX and selects, = W "u,, (option (a) in Algorithmi); JD selects the full basis
e1,...,ex inRX and sety, = W e, (as JADE P1]) (option (b) in Algorithm1); JD(f) chooses
the full canonical basis & as the projection vectors (computationally expensive).

Both the GP/DICA cumulants and LDA moments are well-spettifiethis setup. However, the
LDA moments have a slower finite sample convergence andgherlarger estimation error for the
same valueV. As expected, the spectral algorithm is always slightlgiidr to the joint diagonal-
ization algorithms. With the GP/DICA cumulants, where te&raation error is low, all algorithms
demonstrate good performance, which also fulfills our etqiems. However, although TPM shows
almost perfect performance in the case of the GP/DICA cuntsii@eft), it significantly deteriorates
for the LDA moments (right), which can be explained by theéarestimation error of the LDA
moments and lack of robustness of TPM. The running timesiaceissed in Appendis.2. Over-
all, the orthogonal joint diagonalization algorithm withitialization of random projections % "
multiplied with the canonical basis iR” (JD) is both computationally efficient and fast.

5.2 Comparison of the GP/DICA cumulants and the LDA moments

In Figure2, when sampling from th&P model (top, left), both the GP/DICA cumulants and LDA
moments are well specified, which implies that the approkioneerror (i.e., the error w.r.t. the
model (mis)fit) is low for both. The GP/DICA cumulants achedaw values of the estimation error
already forV = 10, 000 documents independently of the number of topics, while tirerergence
is slower for the LDA moments. When sampling from thBA-fix(200)model (top, right), the
GP/DICA cumulants are mis-specified and their approxinmegiwor is high, although the estimation
error is low due to the faster finite sample convergence. @asan of poor performance of the
GP/DICA cumulants, in this case, is the absence of variamdha document length. Indeed, if
documents with two different lengths are mixed by sampliogrftheLDA-fix2(0.5,20,200model
(bottom, left), the GP/DICA cumulants performance impmvoreover, the experiment with a
changing fractiony of documents (bottom, right) shows that a non-zero variacehe length
improves the performance of the GP/DICA cumulants. As irctica real corpora usually have a
non-zero variance for the document length, this bad sceriarithe GP/DICA cumulants is not
likely to happen.

"https://github.com/anastasia-podosinnikova/dica
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Figure 2: Comparison of the GP/DICA cumulants and LDA morseifivo topic matrices and parameters
andc; are learned from the NIPS dataset fér = 10 and90; ¢ andc; are scaled to sum up t@ = 1.
Four corpora of different size¥ from 1, 000 to 50, 000: top, left: b is set to fit the expected document length
L = 1300; sampling from theSP model; top, right: sampling from thd.DA-fix(200)model; bottom, left:
sampling from theLDA-fix2(0.5,20,200model. Bottom, right: the number of documents here is fixed to
N = 20,000; sampling from the_.DA-fix2¢y,20,200)model varying the values of the fractionfrom 0 to 1
with the stef.1. Note a smaller value of thé; -error is better.

N
=
a
N
o
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Figure 3: Experiments with real datheft: the AP datasetRight: the KOS datasetNote a higher value of
the log-likelihood is better.

5.3 Real data experiments

In Figure3, JD-GP, Spec-GP, JD-LDA, and Spec-LDA are compared witlatianal inference (VI)
and with variational inference initialized with the outmftJD-GP (VI-JD). We measure the held
out log-likelihood per token (see Appendix7 for details on the experimental setup). The orthogo-
nal joint diagonalization algorithm with the GP/DICA curauts (JD-GP) demonstrates promising
performance. In particular, the GP/DICA cumulants sigaifity outperform the LDA moments.
Moreover, although variational inference performs bdttan the JD-GP algorithm, restarting varia-
tional inference with the output of the JD-GP algorithm eysatically leads to better results. Similar
behavior has already been observed (see, €d), [

6 Conclusion

In this paper, we have proposed a new set of tensors for atkd€A model related to LDA, where
word counts are directly modelled. These moments make fasgmptions regarding distributions,
and are theoretically and empirically more robust than ipresly proposed tensors for LDA, both
on synthetic and real data. Following the ICA literature, shewed that our joint diagonalization
procedure is also more robust. Once the topic matrix has ésténated in a semi-parametric way
where topic intensities are left unspecified, it would beiiesting to learn the unknown distributions
of the independent topic intensities.

Aknowledgements.This work was partially supported by the MSR-Inria Joint @enThe authors
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A Appendix. Plate diagrams for the models from Sectior?

& & &
° ° °
N N N N
ONEEORREC (=)
Lﬂ,
D D D D
NEGON BR N "\
M ‘ M
@ T Tnm @
(a) LDA (18) (b) LDA (19) (c) GP @0) (d) DICA (21)

Figure 4: Plate diagrams for the models from Secfion
In Section2, the indexn, which stands for the-th document, was omitted. For convenience, we
recall the models. The LDA model in the tokens represemtatio

6,, ~ Dirichlet(c),
Zne|0n ~ Multinomial(1, 6,,), (18)
Wne|2zne, On ~ Multinomial(1,d,. ,);

the LDA model with the marginalized out latent variable

6,, ~ Dirichlet(c),

Zp|0n ~ Multinomial(L,,, D8,,); (19)
the GP model:
xan;: : S:i::jj(([cglybj]’m); (20)
and the DICA model:
Qni, - .-, apk ~ Mutually independent (21)

Ty |an, ~ Poisson([Day ).

B Appendix. The GP model
B.1 The connection between the LDA and GP models

To show that the LDA model]) with the additional assumption that the document lengthadeled
as a gamma-Poisson random variable is equivalent to the GleIr(®), we show that:

- when modeling the document lengthas a Poisson random variable with a paramgter
the count vectorsy, zs, . . ., £ are mutually independent Poisson random variables;

- the Gamma prior on\ reveals the connectiom;, = \j; between the Dirichlet random
variablef and the mutually independent gamma random variabjess, .. ., ax.

For completeness, we repeat the known result thatlif ~ Poisson(\) and z|L ~
Multinomial(L, D¢) (which thus means that = )  ,, with probability one), then;, z,
..., ¢y are mutually independent Poisson random variables witarpaters\ [D6],, A [D6),, ...,

10



X[D6],,. Indeed, we consider the following joint probability massiétion wherer and L are
assumed to be non-negative integers:

p(x, L|0,\) =p(L|\)p(z|L,0)
“A) A 1 N
:]l{L:Zm T} =P (JJ) HE;m! H[DHL,{”

Do
=1(1=x, 0.} eP(=A Y [DO], )A=m"m [ | Do,

T !

exp(—A[D6 ADE], )*m
o o TSRO,

=lir=5 2n} H Poisson(x,; A [D0)],,),

where in the third equation we used the fact that

Z (D6, = ZDmk9k = ZGk ZDmk =1
m,k k m

m

We thus have(z, L|0, \) = p(L|z) [],, p(xm|A[D6],,) wherep(L|z) is simply the deterministic
distributionl(;—y~ .y andp(z.,|A\[D0],,) form = 1,..., M are independemtoisson(A[D0)],, )
distributions (and thus do not depend 6 Note that in the notation introduced in the paper,
D1 = dgm. Hence, by using the construction of the Dirichlet disttibn from the normalization
of independent gamma random variables, we can show thatDAenhodel with a gamma-Poisson
prior over the length is equivalent to the following modeldall, thaico = >, cx):

A ~ Gamma(cg, b),
6 ~ Dirichlet(c), (22)
Zm|A, 0 ~ Poisson([D(N\)],).

More specifically, we complete the second part of the argumith the following properties. When
a1, g, ..., ax are mutually independent gamma random variables, each Gamma(cy, b),
their sum is also a gamma random variaple o, ~ Gamma(), ¢, b). The former is equivalent
to A. Itis known (e.g., 2]) that a Dirichlet random variable can be sampled by first garg
independent gamma random variableg)(and then dividing each of them by their sun):(6; =
ai/ > ax, and, in other direction, the variablegs = A6, are mutually independent, giving back
the GP modelJ).

B.2 The expectation and the variance of the document lengttof the GP model

From the drivations in Appendik.1, it follows that the document length of the GP mod#l i a
gamma-Poisson random variable, iB}A ~ Poisson(A) and\ ~ Gamma(cg,b). Therefore, the
following follows from the law of total expectation and theen of total variance

E(L) = E[E(LIN)] = E(A) = co/b
var(L) = var [E(L|\)] + E [var(L|\)] = var(A) + E()\) = co/b + co /b

The first expression shows that the paraméteontrols the expected document leng@ify.) for a
given parameter,: the smallem, the largerfE(L). On the other hand, if we allow, to vary as
well, only the ratioc /b is important for the document length. We can then intergretrole ofcg
as actually controlling the concentration of the distribntfor the lengthL (through the variance).
More specifically, we have that:
var(L) 1 1
-4 23
E(L)? (D) 23)
For a fixed target document lendgil{L), we can increase the variance (and thus decrease the con-
centration) by using a smalleg.

11



C Appendix. The cumulants of the GP and DICA models

C.1 Cumulants

For a random vectar € R, the first three cumulant tensémre

) = E(xm)v
Cum(a:ml ) Im2) =E [(Iml - ]E(Iml ))(Iﬂw - E(Iﬂw)] = COV(Iml ) xmz)a
) =E [(‘Tml - ]E(‘Tml ))($m2 - E(‘Tmz))(xms - E(‘Tma)))] :

Note that the 2nd and 3rd cumulants coincide with the 2nd add:8ntral moments (but not for
higher orders). In the followingum(z, z, 2) € RM*MxM denotes the third order tensor with ele-
mentscum (z,, , Tm,, Tms ). SO0me of the properties of cumulants are listed below (Seghgp. 5]).
The mostimportant property that motivate us to use cumsiiarthis paper (and the ICA literature)
is theindependenceproperty, which says that the cumulant tensor for a randortovevith inde-
pendent components is diagonal (this propeiigs nothold for the (non-central) moment tensors
of any order, and neither for the central moments of orderiane).

cum(z,

UM Ly s Ty s Limg

- Independence. If the elements ofc € R are independent, then their cross-cumulants
are zero as soon as two indices are different, e (., , Tm,) = 0(my, ma)E[(zp, —
Eom,))?] andeum (2, , Ty s Tims ) = 6(ma, ma, m3)E[(2m, — E(xm,))?], wheres is the
Kronecker delta.

- Multilinearity. If two random vectorg € RM anda € RX are linearly dependent, i.e.,
y = Da for someD € RM*K 'then

cum(ym,) = Z cum(ag) Dok,
k

Cum(ynn ) me) = Z Cum(o‘/ﬂ ) ak2)Dm1 k1 szkza
k1,k2

Cum(yml ’ ymg Y ymg) = Z Cum(akll b ak}g bl ak}g)Dml k}l Dmgk}g Dmgk}g bl
k1,k2,ks
which can also be denotety
E(y) = DE(«),
cov(y,y) = Dcov(a,a)D T,
cum(y, y,y) = cum(a, &, a)(D", DT, D).

- The law of total cumulance. For two random vectors € RM andy € R, it holds

cum(zm ) = E [E(znly)],
UM(Zony, T, ) = E[COV(Tiny, Ty [Y)] + €OV [E(Tm, [y), E(zm, [y)]
UM Ly s Trng s Ting ) = B [eUum (T, s Ting s Timg [Y)] + cum [E(@om, 1), B(@my 1)y B(Xmg [y)]
+ cov [E(@m, |y), coV(Timy s Tmg |Y)]
+ cov [E(@m, |y), cov(Tim,  Tmg |Y)]
+ cov [E(Zmg |y), cOV(Timy s Tms |Y)] -

Note that the first expression is also well known as the lawafl expectation or the tower
property, while the second one is known as the law of totahdance.

8Strictly speaking, the (scalan-th cumulants, of a random variableX is defined via the cumulant-
generating functiory(t), which is the natural logarithm of the moment-generatingcfion, i.eg(t) :=

logE [etx}. The cumulants,, is then obtained from a power series expansion of the curigkmerating
function, thatisg(t) = >°°7 , knt"/n! [Wikipedia].

°In [4], given a tensofl” € RE*5>K 1(DT DT D7) is referred to as the multilinear map. 184, the
same entity is denoted i x; DT x2 D' x3 DT, wherex,, denotes the:-mode tensor-matrix product.
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C.2 The third cumulant of the GP/DICA models

In this section, by analogy with Sectiénl, we derive the third GP/DICA cumulant.

As the third cumulant of a Poisson random variablg with parametery,, is E((z,, —
E(xm))3|ym) = ym, then by the independence property of cumulants from Sectia, the cu-
mulant ofz|y is diagonal:

Cum(xﬂh y Tmay Tmsg |1j) = 6(m1a ma, m3) Ymy -

Substituting the cumulant af|y into the law of total cumulance, we obtain

UM (T, Ty s Timg ) = E [cum (T, Ty s Timg |Y)]
+ cum [E(zm, [4), E(@m, [y), E(Zm, [y)] + cov [E(zm, [y), cOV(Zmsy ; Tm, [y)]
+ cov [E(Xm, |y), cov(Tim, s Timg |y)] + €OV [E(Xmg|y), cOV(Tmy s Ty |Y)]
= d(m1, ma, m3)E(Ym, ) + cum(Ym, , Yy Yms)
+ 0(ma2, m3)coV(Ymy ;s Yms, ) + (M1, m3)COV (Y, s Ym,) + (M1, m2)cov(Ymy , Yy )
= §(my, ma, m3)E(xm, ) + cum(Ym, , Yma, Yms)
+ 0(ma, m3)cov(Tm, , Tmy ) — (M, ma, ms)E(xy,, )
+ 0(m1,m3)cov(Tm, , Tmy ) — (M, ma, ms)E(xy,, )
+ d(m1, m2)cov(Tm, , Tmg ) — 0(m1, ma, ms)E(xm, )
= cum(ym] s Ymas Ymg) — 20(ma, ma, m3)E($m1 )
+ 0(ma, m3)cov(Tm, , Ty ) + 0(m1,m3)cov(Tim, , Timy) + 0(m1, M2)cov(Tm, , Timg )
= [cum(a,a,a)(DT,DT,DT)]
+ 0(ma, m3)cov(Tm, , Tmy) + (M1, m3)cOV(Tim, , Tmy) + (M1, M2)COV(Tiny , Ting ),  (24)

where, in the third equality, we used the previous resultnfi®) that cov(y,y) = cov(z,z) —
diag(E(x)).

C.3 The diagonal structure of the GP/DICA cumulants

mimams 25(m1’ ma, mS)E(Inu)

In this section, we provide detailed derivation of the diagjcstructure {1) of the matrix$S (10) and
the diagonal structurel @) of the tensofl” (12).

From the independence afy,as,...,ax and by the independence property of cumulants
from Section C.1, it follows that cov(a,«) is a diagonal matrix andum(c, o, @) is a
diagonal tensor, i.e.cov(ak,,ar,) = 0(ki,k)cov(ag,,ar,) and cum(ak, , ok, , k) =

§(k1, k2, ks)cum(ay, , ax, , g, ). Therefore, the following holds

COV(yml ) ymz) = Z COV(aku ak)Dm1kDm2k7
k

UM (Y s Y Ymg) = Y cum(ag, @, @) Dyns k Dok D
k
which we can rewrite in a matrix/tensor form as

cov(y,y) = Zcov(ak, o) didy
k
cum(y, y,y) = Y _ cum(a, o, a)di ® di ® di.
k

Movingcov(y, y) / cum(y, y, y) in the expression farov(x, x) (9) / cum(x, x, ) (24) on one side of
equality and all other terms on the other side, we define métg R *M [tensorl’ € RM*M*M
as follows

S := cov(z,z) — diag (E(z)), (25)
Tonymams 2= CUM( T, s Ting s Tms ) + 26(m1, ma, m3)E(Tm,, )

— 6(ma, m3)cov (T, , Tmy)

— 6(m1, m3)cov (T, , Tmy)

— 6(m1, m2)cov (T, , Tmg )- (26)

13



By constructionS = cov(y, y) andT = cum(y, y,y) and, therefore, it holds that
S =Zcov(ak,ak)dkd,1—, (27)
k
TZZCum(ak,ak,ak)dk ® dp, ® dy,. (28)
k
This means that both the matt#kand the tensdf” are sums of rank-1 matrices and tensors, respec-
tively'C. This structure of the matrig and the tensdF is the basis for the algorithms considered in

this paper.

C.4 Unbiased finite sample estimators for the GP/DICA cumulats

Given a sampldxy,zo, ..., 2N}, we obtain a finite sample estima$eof S a0/ TofT (12) for
the GP/DICA cumulants:
S :=cov(z, ) — diag (E(x)) , (29)

fmlmzmg = CUM( Ty s Trngs Tmg ) + 20(ma, ma, m3)IE(xm1)
- 6(m27 m3)ﬁ(xm1 ) «ng)
- 6(m17 m3)60\v(xm1 ) xmz)
— 8(my, m2)Cov(Tm, , Ting ), (30)
where unbiased estimators of the first three cumulants are

~ 1
E('rml ) :N Z Tnmy,

. 1
COV(Zimy s Timy) “N_1 Z Znmy#nma; (31)
. N
UM (T, s Ting s Timg ) :m Z Znmifnmafnms s
where the word vocabulary indexes arg, ms,ms = 1,2,..., M and the centered documents

Znm = Tpm — IE(xm). (The latter is introduced only for compact representatb31) and is
different fromz in the LDA model.)

C.5 On the orders of cumulants

Note that the factorization f = DDT does not uniquely determin@ as one can equivalently use

S = (DU)(DU) T with any orthogonaKK x K matrix U. Therefore, one has to consider higher
than the second order information. Moreover, in ICA the fotorder tensors are used, because the
third cumulant of the Gaussian distribution is zero, whighot the case in the DICA/LDA models,
where the third order information is sufficient.

D Appendix. The sketch of the proof for Proposition3.1
D.1 Expected squared error for the sample expectation

The sample expectationﬁﬁ(:v) = & >, T, isan unbiased estimator of the expectation and:

E (IB(2) - E@)3) = Y E [(ﬁw - Wm)ﬂ

- % 2 |E (Z (@nm = E($m>>2> +E (DD (nm = E(wm) (@nrm — Elam))

n netn/
= % ;E [(:zrm — E(xm))ﬂ = % ;V&I‘(:Cm).

10For tensors, such decomposition is also known under the @ABDECOMP/PARAFAC or, simply, the
CP decomposition (see, e.g34]).
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Further, by the law of total variance:
£ (IB() - E@)I3) = 3 3 [Ear(znly) + varEnly)] = = 3 [Elym) + var(yn)
Z E(ax) + Z(dk, dg)var(ag) | ,
k k

using the facttha} = D, = 1 foranyk.

D.2 Expected squared error for the sample covariance

The following finite sample estimator of the covarianoe(z, r) = E(zz ") — E(x)E(z) "

cov(z, ) N1 Z:cn:c (x)T = ﬁ ; <xnxz - % ; ;xn/xz/)

1
= D) TR
n /7£n
(32)
is unbiased, i.eE(cov(z, z)) = cov(z, z). Its squared error is
E (|[cov(z, z) — cov(z,2)||F) = Z E [ COV (T, Ty ) — IE[C/OV(:Cm,:Em/)])Z} :
m,m/’
Them, m’-th element of the sum above is equal to
pY > SRS
-5 cov | © €T /= ==X Tn''m! Tn'mTn'm’ — =7 = Ln’ Tn''m!
N2 nyn/ nmnm N _ 1 nm nllin n’m ) n'mnim N _ 1 n-m n///in/ notm
1
= m Z cov (xnmxnm’axn’mxn’m’) - — 1 Z COV | Tnm Z Tn''m/y Tn'mIn'm/
n,n’ n,n’ n''#n
+ B ZCOV Tnm, Z Tn/'m’ s Tn/m Z T/
n, n/ //#n ///#n

= m E cov (xnmxnm’ ) xnmxnm’)

- § § cov xnmxn“m’ Inmxnm’ + § § cov xnmxn m’ s Tn/mIn’ m’)

n n'’#n n n'#n
1
=+ N2 (N 1)2 Z E E cov xnmxn”m 3 xnmxn’”m/) + g E E Ccov (ZCanCn//m/, xn/mxnm/)
n n'’"#nn'"#n n’ n#En’ n''#n
1
+ NQ(N — 1)2 Z Z Z cov (Inmxn/mH xn/mxn/”m/) + E E E cov (Inmxn”m/, xn/mxn//m/) ,
n' n#n/ n''#n’ n’ n#n’ n''#n

where we used mutual independence of the observatigis a sample{acn}fj:1 to conclude that
the covariance between the two expressions involving ardgpendent variables is zero.
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Further:

E (|667(r, 2) — cov(z, )1}) = 17 Z/N( ) — [E@mazm)]’)
N ZN — 1) (E(@2,2m ) E(@mr) — E(@m @ )E(Zm)E(2m))

e Z NN = (N = 2) (B B Ban) = Bl Elen)2) +0 (177).
which after S|mp;?lllf7|7c1:at|on gives
E (|[cov(z, z) — cov(z,2)||F) = % Z/ [Var(acmxm/) + 2 [E(zm)]’ Var(wm/)}
+ % > 2E(@m ) E(@m )eov(Tm, Tms) — 4E(2m)cOV(Zm T, Tms)] + O ( ;2>

where in the last equality, by symmetry, the summation iedex andm’ can be exchanged. As
zm ~ Poisson(y,,), by the law of total expectation and law of total covarianitéollows, for
m # m' (and using the auxiliary expressions from Secfibn):

Var (T ) = E(22,22,) — Ezmzm ) = E [E@2,ak, y)] — [B [E@mn s [y))
=E (Y2 v + Yotim + YmYans + YmYmr| — [E(ymym')] :
[E(zm)]” var(@m) = [EYm)]* E@m) + [E@m))* Ey2,) = E@m)]* Eym)],
E(2m )E (T )coV (T ) = E(YmYm )EGm )EGm:) = [EWm )] [Eym )]

E(2)cov(ZmTm:, Tmr) = E(ym) [E(ymym,) + E(ymy2,) — (ymym,)E(ym,)} )
Now, considering then = m’ case, we have:

var(22,) = E[E(a2, |y)] — [E[E(22,]y)]]”
= E [y, + 632, + 702 + ym] — [E [12 + )],
E(@m)E(@m)0ov(@m, Bm) = E@Wm)* [E(2,) +E(ym) — En))’]

E(zm)cov(ah,, Tm) = E(ym) [E(ys,) + 3E(Y2,) + E(ym) — E(ym) [E(y2,) + E(ym)]] -
Substitution ofy,, = >, Dmrouy gives the following
1

E (Hﬁ(:l?, I) — COV(x7 x)||%) = N Z <dk, dk/><dk// s dk'“>Akk’k“k“'
k, k! k! k!
1 -
¥ kkz/;” [(dk, dyr ){dyrr, 1) Brgr g + (dy. 0 dk’,dk”>5kk/k”}

1 s
+ 5 ;} [(di, T (e, DE (k) + () Fio |

1
+Z e, DE(ove +O(N2>

wherel is the vector with all the elements equalltand
Akk/k”k/” = E(akak/ak//akm) — E(akak//)E(ak/akm) + QE(ak)]E(ozk/)E(aknozkm)
— 2E(a;€)IE(ak/)IE(ak~)E(akm) + 2E(akak~)E(ak/)E(akm) - 2E(ak)E(ak/)E(aku)E(akm)
— AE (o) E( o augerr g ) + 4B (g ) B g ) E (e )
Brrir = QE(akak/aku) + 2E(O¢/€)E(ak/)E(O¢kn) — 4E(O¢1€)E(ak/akn),
5kk/k” = 4E(o¢kak/ak//) + 6E(o¢k)E(ak/)E(o¢k~) - IOE(ozkozk/)E(akn),
]:kk/ = GE(akak/) - 5E(Ozk)E(Ozk/),
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where we used the expressions from Secfiofi

D.3 Expected squared error of the estimatoiS for the GP/DICA cumulants

As the estimatos (29 of S (10) is unbiased, its expected squared error is
~ ~ 2
E [||s - suﬂ —E [H(cov(x, ) — cov(z,z)) + (diag[E(:c)] — diag [E(:c)]) HF]
~E[IE@) - E@)|}] +E [|6v(z, 2) - cov(z, 2)|}] (33)

+2% E [(ﬁ(xm) - E(zm)) (T (L, Tm) — cov(xm,xm))} :

As I@(:cm) andcov(z,,, ) are unbiased, the:-th element of the last sum is equal to

cov {]E(a:m), COV (T, xm)}

1 1
= m Z cov [:En’mn l'i/m] - m Z cov [.I'nm, *Tn’mxn”m]

n,n’ n,n’,n'' #n’

= % Zn: oV [Tnm, 0y, ] — W—l) n%n COV [Zrum > Tn/mTnm] + O <$)
= B — = (BB @) ~ [E)]) +0 (%)
< FEh) + 2 Ben) +0 (53 ) = 5 [BO) +3502) + Blm) + 2801 +0 (7).

where we neglected the negative terii(z2, )E(z,, ) for the inequality, and the last equality follows
from the expressions in Sectian4. Further, the fact thag,, = >, Doy gives

=~ _ 1
Z cov {E(mm), cov(Tm, xm)} =N k;ﬁ/(% ody, di )Crr i
S s i) Eakans) + = 3 d DE(s) + 0 (=
- / Ot -— (0% -
N 2 ks i e Ol N2 ks k N2 )

whereo denotes the elementwise Hadamard product and
Crirr = E(agag apr) + 2E(ag ) E(ar )E(ak).

Plugging this and the expressions B(i|E(z) — E(z)||2) andE(|[cov(z, z) — cov(z, z)||2) from
SectionsD.1 andD.2, respectively, into%3) gives

—~ 1 1
E |:HS - S”%{l = N ;<dka dk>V&I‘(OLk) =+ ;E(ak) + Z <dk7 dk/><dk”7dk”’>Akk’k”k“’ + O (m)

k7k’7k//7kl(l
1
+ N k;w [(dk, dr ) Bir i + 2{dy o dpr, drr)Cropr i ] + ; (146 (di,dw)) E(agar) +2 ;E(ak) ’

where we used that, by the simplex constraint on the top&hg,ﬂ = 1 for all k. To analyze this
expression in more details, let us now consider the GP modgky, ~ Gammal(cy, b):

30cd + 23¢3 + 14c% + 8¢ 6cg + 10c3 + 4co

Aprr kg < X , and Z Brrgr < b3 ;
kK k" K kK k"
708 + 60(2J + 2¢g 1208 + lch + 8¢y
Z Chivkr <~ and Z o < 0 ,
kK k" kK k"
2c¢¢ + ¢o 2¢¢ + ¢o
%J_—kk’ < 12 and %E(Ozkak/) < o
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where we used the expressions from Secfiofy which gives

4
€ Co

b bt bt b3’ b3

+ 2 (dy, o dps , dyr) % ol (14 (dp, dpr) % ol Lo L
—_— o ’ " . T ’

N |\t (O © Qhrs i) JINAX 1535 35 oo \Gho @) | TRAX 75 73 N?
whererv < 30 is a universal constant. As, by the Cauchy-Schwarz inetyyalbx i, - (di, dir) <

max g ||dk||§ =: Al andman7k/7k//<dk o dk’udk”> < maxg ”dkHoo Hdng < maxg ”dng = A2
(note that for the topics in the simplef, < A; as well asA? < A;), it follows that

o JRE 2 L* 12 L? 1
E[||S—S|%]§%[Al(—+ >+L+A23 +A22}+O( )

2 3
£ (15 - suF}sN[maxmkuz 504 (e di ) mox | ]+rge,g<<dk,dk,>max[c—° —H

C0 Co 3 Co N2
2v1 274 3, =272 1
“va [AILY + oA L + GL* + G L] + O |+

wherecy = min(1,¢p) < 1 and, from SectiorB.2, ¢ = bL whereL is the expected document

length. The second terigA; L2 cannot be dominant as the systeg\; L3 > ¢2L? andcyAq L3 >

A2L4 is infeasible. Also, with the reasonable assumption that 1, we also have that the 4th term
L < ¢3L2. Therefore,

~ 3v 1
E [||S— sn%} < S max [AIL4, L7 40 <N2>

D.4 Auxiliary expressions

As {:cm}n]\f:1 are conditionally independent giverin the DICA model 8), we have the following
expressions by using the law of total expectationfos: m’ and using the moments of the Poisson
distribution with parametey,,, :

E(zm) = E[E@m|ym)] = E(Yym),

E(z7,) = E[E(2,[ym)] = E(y2,) + E(ym),

E(z},) = E[E(z), lym)] = E(y;,) + 3E(y2,) + E(ym),

E(xzy,) = E[E(zy, [ym)] = E(yn,) + 6E(y3,) + TE(y7,) + E(ym),
E(zmzm:) = E[E(@mzm |y)] = E[E(@m|ym)E(@m [Yym: )] = E(ymYm),
E(zmal,) = EE(znzi |y)] = EE(@m Ym)E(@ 5 [ym )] = E(mym) + EYmym:),
E(z5,27,) = BB, [ym) B [ym)] = E(YmYm:) + EWmym) + EYmYam:) + EYmYm)-

Moreover, the moments af;, ~ Gamma(cy, b) are

c A+ ¢ +3c2 +2¢ 463 +11¢2 + 6¢
E(ar) = 7, Elof) = F5=, E(a}) = £, E(o}) = *——toptr ete.

D.5 Analysis of the whitening and recovery error

We can follow a similar analysis as in Appendix C @8] to derive the topic recovery error given the
sample estimate error. In particular, if we define the follapysampling error€’s and Er:

IS -S| < Es,
1T (w) — T(u)|| < |[ull, Er,

then the following form of their Lemma C.2 holds for both thBA moments and the GP/DICA
cumulants:

o~ o~ —~ E E
IR T — W W) < p | Zesw)Es o P (34)

ox(D)*  ox(D)’
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whereoy(-) denotes thé-th singular value of a matrix; is some universal constant, and in both

casesD was defined such tha& = DDT. For the LDA momentsy;, = 2 % whereas for

the GP/DICA cumulantsy, takes the simpler formy, := cum(ay,)/[var(ay)]3/? = 2/./c.

We note that the scaling fat is O(L?) for the GP/DICA cumulants, in contrast€(1) for the LDA
moments. Thus, to compare the upper bowrd for the two types of moments, we need to put it in
guantities which are common. In the first section of the Aglde® of [15], it was mentioned that

oK (5) > /%aK(D) for the LDA moments, where,,;, := minj c;. In contrast, for the

GP/DICA cumulants, we can show that (f)) > L—Vi‘(:‘“‘ch(D), whereL := ¢y/b is the average

length of a document in the GP model. Using this lower boumdHe singular vector, we thus get
the following bound in the case of the GP cumulant:

o~~~ o~ 2 3

WA TW T — wrwTwwT|| < -4 | Es__ 2% Er_ & (35)
3/2 2 2 3 3
Coin LL7 [ox(D)]” L7 [0k (D)]

The ciﬁ factor is common for both the LDA moment and GP cumulant, sutva mentioned
after Propositior8.1, the sample erroEs term gets divided by.? for the GP cumulant, as ex-
pected.

The recovery error bound inLf] is based on the bound¥), and thus by showing that the error
Es/L? for the GP cumulant is lower than thes term for the LDA moment, we expect to also
gain a similar gain for the recovery error, as the rest of tigei@ent is the same for both types of
moments (see Appendix C.2, C.3 and C.4lif] [for the completion).

E Appendix. The LDA moments
E.1 Our notation

The LDA moments were derived i3], Note that the full version of the paper with proofs appéare
in [15] and a later version of the paper also appearedih [In this section, we recall the form of the

LDA moments using our notation. This section does not coraay novel results and is included
for the reader’s convenience. We also refer to this sectiobenaderiving the practical expressions
for computation of the sample estimates of the LDA momenfsipendixF.4.

For deriving the LDA moments, a document is assumed to be osatpof at least three tokens:
L > 3. As the LDA generative modellj is only definedconditionalon the lengthZ, this is not
too problematic. But given that we present models in thisspayhich also model, we mention
for clarity that we can suppose that all expectations antyagiidities defined below are implicitly
conditioning onL > 3.*! The theoretical LDA moments are derived only using the fivsté words
w1, we andws of a document. But note that since the wougs are conditionally i.i.d. giveld (for

1 <¢< L), wehaveMs := E(w; ® wy ® ws) = E(wy, ® wy, @ wy,) for any three distinct tokens
{1, £ and/3. The tensorM3 is thus symmetric, and could have been defined using anyclisti
{1, 5 and/5 that are less thah. To highlight this arbitrary choice and to make the linkshwithe
U-statistics estimator presented later, we thus use gedistinct/y, > and/s in the definition of
the LDA moments below, instead 6f = 1, ¢, = 2 and/s = 1 as in [3].

Note that another advantage of the DICA cumulants from 8edil is that they do not require such a
somewhat artificial condition: they are well-defined for a@mgument length (even a document of length zero!).
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Using this notation, then by the law of total expectation tredproperties of the Dirichlet distribu-
tion, the non-central momentsof the LDA model () take the form §]:

C
My = E(wp, ) = Da, (36)
Co T . T
My, =E 1) = MM, + ———Dd D 37
2 (we, wy, ) o 1M, + ol F 1) iag (c) D, (37)
M3 = E(wgl ® wy, ’wgS)
= COC—?— 2 []E(wgl ® u}gz ® Ml) —|—E(wg1 ® Ml ® ’U}gS) +E(M1 ® wzz ® 'UJZS)] 5

2c3 2
— My @ My @ My +
co(co+1)(co+2) ' " Coeo + 1) (co + 2

K
Z crdr @dp @di. (38)
)i

where® denotes the tensor product.

Similarly to the GP/DICA cumulants (as discussed in Appeiii3), moving the terms in the non-
central moments3p), (37), (38), the following quantities are defined

(Pairs) = S := My — —2 MM, LDA S-moment
Co + 1
(39)
(Triples) =T := Mz — COCJOF 5 [E(we, @ we, @ M) + E(we, ® My ® wey) + E(M; @ wy, @ we, )]
20(2J

M, ® My ® M. LDA T-moment
(40)

Slightly abusing terminology, we refer to the entiti€and7 as the “LDA moments”. They have
the following diagonal structure

N (co+1)(co+2)

K
1
§=— did], 41
00(004'1);% kQg ( )
9 K
T = dy, @ di, @ dy. 42
Co(Co+1)(Co+2);Ck k k k (42)

Note however that this form of the LDA moments has a slighiffedent nature than the similar
form (11) and (L3) of the GP/DICA cumulants. Indeed, the former is the resufiroperties of the
Dirichlet distribution, while the latter is the result ofalindependence af's. However, one can
think of the elements of a Dirichlet random vector as beimgagt independent (as, e.g., a Dirichlet
random vector can be obtained from independent gamma lesittirough dividing each by their
sum). Also, this closeness of the structures of the LDA mdseand the GP cumulants can be
explained by the closeness of the respective models assdstdun Sectiof.

E.2 Asymptotically unbiased finite sample estimators for tie LDA moments

Given realizationsv,,y, n = 1,...,N, ¢ = 1,..., L, of the token random variable,, we now
give the expressions for the finite sample estimateS (89) and7" (40) for the LDA model (and

we rewrite them as a function of the sample counts'® We use the notatioR below to express

a U-statistics empirical expectation over the token withitocuments, uniformly averaged over the

= AT 1 N 1 Ly Ly
whole corpus. For exampl&(w,, @ we, @ M1) := >, ToT=D D01 et Wiy @We, ®

LoF#Ly

2Note, the difference in the notation for the LDA moments ipgs B] and [4]. In [3], M1 = E(wy,),
My = E(we, @ we, ), andMs = E(we, ®@ we, ® we, ). However, in fi], Ma is equivalent taS in our notation
and toPairs in the notation of ]; similarly, M3 is T in our notation of'riples in the notation of §].

BNote that because non-linear functions\df appear in the expression f8r(43) andT (44), the estimator
is biased, i.eE(S) # S. The bias is small thoughlE(S) — S|| = O(1/N) and the estimator is asymptotically
unbiased. This is in contrast with the estimator for the GEMAmoments which is easily made unbiased.
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M;.

~ —~ co T 5T
S = My — MM 43
2 co+1 1% ( )
T = Ms — : CJOr 5 [fg(wgl ® we, ® My) + E(we, ® My @ we,) + E(M;, @ wy, ®wg3):|
0
28—
My ® My ® My, (44)

+ . A —
(co +1)(co +2)
where, as suggested ifi][ unbiased U-statistics estimatesidf, M, andM; are:

N

— =~ 1 1 & 1 1
M, =E — — nt = — 1)nxn = =X01, 45
1 (we) = T 2. Wne NZ[l]x X1 (45)
n=1 =1 n=1
My = E(wp,w),) = ¥ Z Z Z Wiy Wy,
n:l él 1 52 1
lotly
1 N Ly,
=5 2[52 <xn:c angwM)
n=1
1 N
=5 Z[ég]n (znz, — diag(zy))
n=1
1
= [Xdiag(5:) X T — diag(X45)] , (46)
(47)
N L, Ln Ln
M3 = E(wgl X we, ® wg,g = N Z Z Z Z Wne, @ Wnpy @ Whey
n=1 1=1 42=1 ¢
e ieggﬂlg
Lotly
1 N L,
= N 2[53]71 (xn X Tp @ Ty — ané & Wne & Wne
n=1 =1
L, L,
- (wnh oy Wne, ® Wty + Wne, ® Wney ® Wne, + Wne, ® Wty & wnEg)
o=t ;22:f11
1 & M
= N 2[53]71 (xn @ Tp @ Ty +2 Z xnm(em ®em X em)
n=1 m=1

M M
- Z Z Ty Trma (€my ® €my ® €my + €my @ €y @ €y + €my @ €y ® em2)> .
o (48)
Here, the vectors;, d, andds € RY are defined a1}, := L, '; [02],, := (Ln(Ln — 1)) 71, iLe,,
[02],, = {(LQ“)T} o is the number of times to choose an ordered pair of tokensfolif, dokens;

-1
[03]n = (Ln(Ln — 1)(Ly, — 2))71, 0., 03] = {(%)3'} is the number of times to choose an

ordered triple of tokens out df,, tokens. Note that the vectods, J», andds have nothing to do
with the Kronecker delta.

For a vectorn € R, we sometimes use notatida,, to denote its:-th element. Similarly, for a
matrix A € RM*~ we use notatiofi4], ,,, to denote it{m,n)-th element.
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There is a slight abuse of notation in the expressions alb®ug & sometimes treated as a random

variable (i.e., in@(wg), I/E\(wglw;;), etc.) and sometimes as its realization. However, thereiffee
is clear from the context.

F Appendix. Practical aspects and implementation details
F.1 Whitening of S and dimensionality reduction

The algorithms from Sectiod require the computation of a whitening matfik of S. Due to
the similar diagonal structure4() and (L1)) of the matrix S for both the LDA moment8%) and
the GP/DICA cumulants1()), the computation of a whitening matrix is exactly the saméadth
cases.

By a whitening matrix, we mean a matri¥ € R¥*M (in practice,M > K) that does not only
whitenS € RM*M put also reduces its dimensionality such thay SW T = I.

LetS = USXU " be an orthogonal eigendecomposition of the symmetric m&trLetY;. x denotes
the diagonal matrix that contains the larg&Seigenvalue® of S on its diagonal and Iel;. x be a
matrix with the respective eigenvalues in its columns. Tlaenhitening matrix is

W =120, (49)

whereELﬂ{(2 is a diagonal matrix constructed froBy.x by taking the inverse and the square root

of its non-zero diagonal values ¢tands for the pseudo-inverse).

In practice, when only a finite sample estimafoof S is available, the following finite sample
estimatori?” of W can be introduced

W= 3120 (50)

whereS = USUT.

F.2 Computation of the finite sample estimators of the GP/DI@ cumulants

In this section, we present efficient formulas for compotatof the finite sample estimate (see
AppendixC.4 for the definition ofT") of WT'(v)W T for the GP/DICA models. The construction

of the finite sample estimatd¥’ is discussed in Appendix 1, while the computation of (29 is
straightforward.

Note that such a whitening matrix € R¥>* is not uniquely defined as left multiplication by any orthog-
onal matrixV € R¥*¥ does not change anything. Indeed,ligt= VW, thenWSW ' T = VWSW ' V' =
Ik.

5We mean the largest non-negative eigenvalues. In thSdmgyve to be PSD. In practice, when we deal with
finite number of samples, respective estimat& @an have negative eigenvalues. However,Kosufficiently
small, S should have enough positive eigenvalues. Moreover, itisdgtrd practice to use eigenvaluesSdbr
estimation of a good value df, e.g., by thresholding all negative and close to zero eigjers.

22



By plugging the definition of the tens@t (30) in the formula (L6) for the projection of a tensor onto
a vector, we obtain for a giveme R:

{f(v)} = Z C/uI\n(Iﬂn y Lma s ImS)va +2 Z 5(m1a ma, m3)f[i(xm3 )vma
mimsa

ms ms3
— Z 8(ma, m3)cov(Tmy » Tmy ) Vs
m3
— Z d(ma, m3)Cov(Zim, » Ty )V
ms
- Z 6(m1a mQ)ﬁ(xnh » Ty )vms
ms
= Z C/uI\n(Iﬂh » Tma s ImS)va + 26(m17 mQ)IE(xml )vml
m3
— COV(Tmy > Ty )Vmy — COV(Tiny s Ting )Umy — 0(m1, m2) Z COV(Timy > Timg )V -

m3
This gives the following for the expressid)/ﬁf(v)WT:

{W?(U)WT} = Wlef(v)/Vsz
kiko
= Z ﬁl(xﬂh y Lma s Im3)vm3 Wiyma Wiams
mi,mz2,ms
+2 Z 5(m17 mg)E(,Tm] )Uml Wkl mq szmz

mi,m2

- A A
— E COV(Zmy » Trms ) Vimy Whyms Whama

mi,ma

— E COV(Trmy » Trng ) Vmy Wiy ma Whomo

mi,m2

- A A
— E COV(Zmy » g ) Vms Whyms Whamy s

mi,ms3

Whereﬁ/\k denotes thé-th row of W as a column vector. By further plugging in the expressiéa} (
for the unbiased finite sample estimates@f andcum, we further get

[WTwT], | = WN(N_Q) S (Wi n = B@) ) (W — B@) ) (0,20~ Bla))

+2 Z @(mm)vkalkazm

-~ <Wk1,xn —E(:v)> <UoWk2,$n —E($)>
e S (W 0 Wiy~ Bl)) (0.2 — E(@)).

whereo denotes the elementwise Hadamard product. Introducingdbats matrixX € RM*N
where each elemet,,,,, is the count of then-th word in then-th document (note, the matriX
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contain the vector,, in then-th column), we further simplify the above expression

WITWT = m@mdi%[xw@)ﬁ
S 1])V( =3 (v.B(@)) [2N(WE@)(WE(2)" = (WX)(WX)]
e 1])V(N —; [WX(XTo)(WE@) T + WE@)WX (XT0)7]
+ 2Wdiag[v o B(z)]W T
- ﬁ [(/WX)(/Wdiag(v)X)T + (Wdiag(v) X)(WX)T + ﬁv\diag[X(XTv)]/WT]
b [(WR () (W dingholB(e)) T + (Wding o] () (WE()) ]
+ % <v, E(x)> W diag[E(z)]W T
(51)
A more compact way to write down expressidri)is as follows
e~ o~ N ~
VIOV = 5wy (71 + (0, (@) (T2 = Ts) = (Ta + 7)) o
+ ﬁ [Tg, + Ty —Te— T4 + Wdiag(a)wq ,

where

= (WX)diag[X To)(WX)T,
Ty = 2N (WE(z))(WE(z)) ",
Ts=WX)(WX)T,
T4:WX<XT )(WE(z))
= (WX)(Wdiag(v)X) ",
Ts = (Wdiag(v)E(x))(WE(z)) T,
a=2(N—1)voE(z)] + (v, E@)E(z) — X(X v).

T

)

F.3 Computational complexity of the GP/DICA T-cumulant esimator (52)

When computing the T-cumulafttimes with the formula above, the following terms are domina
O(RNK)+O(NK?)+O(MK), whereR is the largest number of unique words (non-zero counts)
in a document over the corpus. In practice, almost alwdys M < N, which gives the overall
complexity of P computations of the estimatdiZ) to be equal t¥)(PRNK)+O(PN K?).

F.4 Computation of the finite sample estimators of the LDA monents

In this section, we present efficient formulas for compotatf the finite sample estimate (see Ap-
pendixE.2for the definition ofl") of WT (v)W T for the LDA model. Note that the construction of
the sample estimatd#” of a whitening matriX¥’ is discussed in Appendix 1). The computation of

S (43) is straightforward. This approach to efficient impleméiotawas discussed ini], however,
to the best of our knowledge, the final expressions were ricitky stated before. All derivations
are straightforward, but quite tedious.
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By analogy with the GP/DICA case, a projectidrf) of the tensofl’ € RM*MxM (44) onto some
vectorv € RM inthe LDA is

. Mo 22 —
[T(v)}mlm2 = Z |:M3:|m1m2m3 Umy + m Z[Ml]ml [Mi ]y [M1 ] Vm,

TTL3:1 ms3
Co

_CQ+2

Z FE\,(U)EI ® wp, ® Ml) +f[’i(wgl ® M, ®’LU23) +IE(M1 X wp, ® wga):| Ums -

mimams3
m3:1

Plugging in the expressiod) for an unbiased sample estima@ of M3, we get

N
[T\(’U)}m = %Z[ég]n (mnmlonQ (xpn,v) + QZé(ml,mg,m3)xnmsvm3>

n=1 ms3
1 N M M
_ N 2[53]71 Z Z TniTnj (€i®ei®6]‘ +eRe; Qe +e; ey ®€j) U
n=1 maz=1 |i,5=1

mimams
L2
(co+1)(co+2)

M
Co — — — — — —
- o+ 2 <[M2]m1m2 <M1,’U> + Z ([MQ]m1m3 [Ml]mzvm3 + [M2]m2m3 [Ml]mlvm3)> )

[]\//—71]17@1 [1\71]7712 <J/\4\1,’U>

ma3=

whereey, es, ..., exr denote the canonical vectorsRf (i.e., the columns of the identity matrix
I,y). Further, this gives the following for the expressidi’ (v)IW ':

TR, -3, <<xn,v> (om0} () 423 xnmvmmlmmm>
n=1 m=1

N M
- % Z d3n Z Tnilng (Wkliszi’U‘j + Wkﬂ-szjvi + Wkﬂ-szjv‘j)
n=1  ij=1
_ COC_?_ 5 (<Wk17 [J/\Z2] /Wk2> + <Wk17]/\4\2’l)> <]/\4\1Wk2> + <Wk2,ﬂg’v> <J/\Zl, Wk1>)

2 P P _—
* T e ) (B i) (Fo0).

Whereﬁ/\k denotes thé-th row of W as a column-vector. This further simplifies to
WTWT = %(WX)diag [(XTv)ods] (WX)T
+ %Wdiag [2((X85) 0 0] — X[(X Tv) 03] WT
- %(Wdiag[v]X)diag[&](WX)T

_ %(/WX)diag[%](/Wdiag[v]X )T

C —~ o~~~ ~ o~ o~ e~~~ o~
- i 5 [<M1,v> (WMWY + (W (Ma)) (WM, + (W) (W (Maw)) ™
2C% — o~ o~~~ T
% Mo WMYWM,)T.
* (co+1)(co+2) < 1,v>( 1)( 1) 53)
A more compact representation gives:
o~~~ 1 IS — o~~~
WI@WT = < [T+ T - T~ T ] - ﬁ [(Ml, WMWY + Ty + T
(54)

2
2¢§

M, WMNWMAT
t o D Mo (WM (WAML)
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where
T, = (WX)diag [(X Tv) 0 65] (WX)T,
—/Wdiag[ [(X83) 0v] — X[(XTv) 0 &3] WT,
= [Wdiag(v) X]diag(ds) (W X) ",
T4—[ (Mav)|(WMy) T

F.5 Computational complexity of the LDA T-moment estimator (54)

By analogy with AppendiX=.3, the computational complexity of the T-moment@(§ RNK) +
O(N K?). However, in practice we noticed that the computatiorsdj (s slightly faster for larger
datasets than the computation &) (although the code for both was equally well optimized)isTh
means that the constants@( RN K) + O(N K?) for the LDA T-moment are, probably, slightly
larger than for the GP/DICA T-cumulant.

F.6 Estimation of the model parameters for GP/DICA model

Below we briefly discuss the recovery of the model paramédterthe GP/DICA and LDA mod-
els from a joint diagonalization matrix € RX*M estimated in Algorithml. This matrix has
the property thatd D should be approximately diagonal up to a permutation of tlerans ofD.
The standard approach][of taking the pseudo-inverse of to get an estimate of the topic ma-
trix D has a problem that it does not preserve the simplex constrathe topics (in particular,
the non-negativity ofD). Due to the space constraints, we do not discuss this issuge but we
observed experimentally that this can potentially sigaifity deteriorate performance of all mo-
ment matching algorithms for topic models considered ia ffaper. We made an attempt to solve
this problem by integrating the non-negativity constramo the Jacobi-updates procedure of the
orthogonal joint diagonalization algorithm, but the ohtad results did not lead to any significant
improvement. Therefore, in our experiments for both GP®EDmulants and LDA moments, we
estimate the topic matrix by thresholding the negativeeslof the pseudo-inverse df

d := 7 max(0, [AT].0) /|| max(0, [AT].) 1,

where[AT].; is thek-th column of the pseudo-inverse of A, andr, = +1 setto—1 if [A].;, has
more negative than positive values. This might not be thedy@sn, and we leave this issue for the
future research.

To estimate the parameters for the prior distribution ober topic intensitiesy, for the DICA
model @), we use the diagonalized form of the projected tensor frofdnd relate it to the output
diagonal elements, for thep-th projection:

~ t cum(ay, ak, ) ~ T
laplk = ti(zk, up) = siT<Zk7up> = W <dek7W up>, (55)

Whereélvk = 7, max(0, [AT].). This formulais valid for any prior on;, in the DICA model. For the
GP model §) whereay, ~ Gammal(cg, b), we have thatar(ay) = $5 andcum (o, ag, o) = %,
and thus;, = \/Lc_k which enables us to estimatg. Plugging this value of}, in (55), and solving
for ¢, gives the following expression:

4 <Jk,WTup>2
[ap]i

By replacing the quantities on the RHS with their estimatadsy we get one estimate foy per
projection. We use as our final estimate the average estionatehe projections:

Cr =

=R 1 P 4<Jk,WTup>2
Ch ;:F;W. (56)
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Reusing the properties of the length of documents for the @Beaias described in Appendik 2,
we finally use the following estimates for rate parameétefthe gamma distribution:
~
b= =, 57
= (57)

wherecy := >, Cr andZ is the average document length in the corpus.

By analogy, similar formulas for the estimation of the Dirfiet parametet of the LDA model can
be derived and are a straightforward extension of the esfme [3].

G Appendix. Complexity of algorithms and details on the expgements

G.1 Code and complexity

Our (mostly Matlab) implementations of the diagonalizataigorithms (JD, Spec, and TPM) for
both the GP/DICA cumulants and LDA moments are availablénerf Moreover, all datasets and
the code for reproducing our experiments are availabla our knowledge, no efficient implemen-
tation of these algorithms was available for LDA. Each ekxpentwas run in a single thread.

The bottleneck for the spectral, JD, and TPM algorithms is gdomputation of the cumu-
lants/moments. However, the expressiong) @nd 64) provide efficient formulas for fast com-
putation of the GP/DICA cumulants and LDA momenty RN K + N K?), whereR is the largest
number of non-zeros in the count vectoover all documents, see Appendix3 andF.5), which
makes even the Matlab implementation fast for large data&aéhce all diagonalization algorithms
(spectral, JD, TPM) perform the whitening step once, it igent to compare their complexities
by the number of times the cumulants/moments are computed.

Spectral. The spectral algorithm estimates the cumulants/momentg once leading to
O(NK (R + K)) complexity and, therefore, is the fastest.

JD. For JD, rather than estimatinfg cumulants/moments separately, one can jointly estimatgeth
values by precomputing and reusing some terms (&lgX). However, the complexity is still
O(PNK (R + K)), although in practice it is sufficient to have= K or even smaller.

TPM. For TPM some parts of the cumulants/moments can also be pmded, but as TPM nor-
mally does many more iterations thah it can be significantly slower. In general, the complexity
of TPM can be significantly influenced by the initializatioh the parameters of the algorithm.
There are two main parameterk;,,, is the number of random restarts within one deflation step
and Ny, is the maximum number of iterations for eachlaf,,, random restarts (different from
N andL). Some restarts converge very fast (in much less thgyy, iterations), while others are
slow. Moreover, as follows from theoretical resuli$ §nd, as we observed in practice, the restarts
which converge to a good solution converge fast, while skestarts, normally, converge to a worse
solution. Nevertheless, in the worst case, the complei®(iVypm Lipm NK (R + K)).

Note that for the experiment in Figufie Ly, = 10 and Ny,,, = 100 and the run with the best
objective is chosen. We believe that these values are rabkoim a sense that they provide a good
accuracy solutions(= 10~? for the norm of the difference of the vectors from the pregiand the
current iteration) in a little number of iterations, howevhey may not be the best ones.

JD implementation. For the orthogonal joint diagonalization algorithm, we Ierpented a faster
C++ version of the previous Matlab implementatidby J.-F. Cardoso. Moreover, the orthogonal
joint diagonalization routine can be initialized in diféat ways: (a) with thé{ x K identity matrix

or (b) with a random orthogond{ x K matrix. We tried different options and in nearly all cases
the algorithm converged to the same solution, implying ihigitilization with the identity matrix is
sufficient.

Whitening matrix. For the large vocabulary siz&l, computation of a whitening matrix can be
expensive (in terms of both memory and time). One possililgisa would be to reduce the vo-
cabulary size with, e.g., TF-IDF score, which is a standaeagttice in the topic modeling context.

®https://github.com/anastasia-podosinnikova/dica-1light
"https://github.com/anastasia-podosinnikova/dica
18http ://perso.telecom-paristech.fr/~cardoso/Algo/Joint_Diag/joint_diag_r.m
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min mean max
JD-GP 148 192 247
JD-LDA 252 284 366
JD(k)-GP 157 190 247
JD(k)-LDA | 264 290 318
JD()-GP 1628 1846 2058
JD(f)-LDA | 2545 2649 2806
Spec-GP 101 107 111
Spec-LDA | 107 140 193
TPM-GP 1734 2393 2726
TPM-LDA | 12723 16460 19356

Table 1: The running times in seconds of the algorithms frogure 1, corresponds to the case whah=
50,000. Each algorithm was rufi times, so the times in the table display the minimum (min)ameand
maximum (max) time.

Another option is using a stochastic eigendecompositiea, (8.9.,33]) to approximate the whiten-
ing matrix.

Variational inference. For variational inference, we used the code of D. Blei andifietiit for the
estimation of a non-symmetric Dirichlet prioy which is known to be importan8p]. The default
values of the tolerance/maximum number of iterations patars are used for variational inference.
The computational complexity of one iteration for one doemtrof the variational inference algo-
rithm is O(RK), whereR is the number of non-zeros in the count vector for this doauttnehich

is then performed a significant number of times for each dantm

G.2 Runtimes of the algorithms

In Table 1, we present the running times of the algorithms from Secfidn JD and JD(k) are
significantly faster than JD(f) as expected, although thdop@mance in terms of thé;-error is
nearly the same for all of them. This indicates that prefeeeshould be given to the JD or JD(k)
algorithms.

The running time of all LDA-algorithms is higher than the arfehe GP/DICA-algorithms. This
indicates that the computational complexity of the LDA-nemts is slightly higher than the one
of the GP/DICA-cumulants (compare, e.g., the times for frectal algorithm which almost com-
pletely consist of the computation of the moments/cumslamforeover, the runtime of TPM-LDA
is significantly higher (half an hour vs. several hours) tti@mone of TPM-GP/DICA. This can be
explained by the fact that the LDA-moments have more noiaa the GP/DICA-cumulants and,
hence, the algorithm is slower. Interestingly, all versiaf JD algorithm are not that sensitive to
noise.

Computation of a whitening matrix is roughly 30 sec (thisdiia the same for all algorithms and is
included in the numbers above).

G.3 Initialization of the parameter cq for the LDA moments

The construction of the LDA moments requires the paramgtewhich is not trivial to set in the
unsupervised setting of topic modeling, especially takirig account the complexity of the evalu-
ation for topic models16]. For the semi-synthetic experiments, the true value,dé provided to
the algorithms. It means that the LDA moments, in this caaeelaccess to some oracle informa-
tion, which in practice is never available. For real datasgipentsc is set to the value obtained
with variational inference. The experiments in Appen@ix show that this choice was somewhat
important. However, this requires more thorough invesiiga

G.4 The LDA moments vs parameter ¢

In this section, we experimentally investigate dependentge LDA moments on the parametgt

In Figure5, the joint diagonalization algorithm with the LDA momentdempared for different
values ofcy provided to the algorithm. The data is generated similarligigure2. The experiment
indicates that the LDA moments are somewhat sensitive tachioéice ofcy. For example, the
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Figure 5: Performance of the LDA moments depending on thameterc,. D andc are learned from the
AP dataset fo’ = 10 and K = 50 and truec, = 1. JD-GP(10) forK = 10 and JD-GP(50) fo# = 50.
Number of sampled documenté = 20, 000. For the error bars, each dataset is resampled 5 times.(Bfja
GP sampling;(right) : LDA(ix(200) sampling.Note a smaller value of thé; -error is better.
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Figure 6: Comparison of thé& - and /- errors on the NIPS semi-synthetic dataset as in Figutep, left).
The /2 norms of the topics were normalized to [0,1] for the compatabf thel» error.

recovery/;-error doubles when moving from the correct chaige= 1 to the plausible alternative
co = 0.1 for K = 10 on theLDAfix(200) dataset (JD-LDA(10) line on the right of Figusg

G.5 Comparison of the/; - and ¢5-errors

The sample complexity result8][for the spectral algorithm for the LDA moments allow stiatipr-
ward extension to the GP/DICA cumulants, if the results fRnopositior3.1are taken into account.
The analysis is, however, in terms of thenorm. Therefore, in Figuré, we provide experimental
comparison of thé; - and/s-errors to verify that they are indeed behaving similarly.

G.6 Evaluation of the real data experiments

For the evaluation of topic recovery in the real data caseuse an approximation of the log-
likelihood for held out documents as the metric. The appration is computed using a Chib-style
method as described b¥{] using the implementation by the authdfdmportantly, this evaluation
methods is applicable for both the LDA model as well as the Gideh Indeed, as it follows from
Section2 and AppendixB.1, the GP model is equivalent to the LDA model when conditigrom
the length of a documerit (with the same:;, hyper parameters), while the LDA model does not
make any assumption on the document length. For the tedikieliood comparison, we thus treat
the GP model as a LDA model (we do not include the likelihoothefdocument length).

G.7 More on the real data experiments

The detailed experimental setup is as follows. Each datasetparated into 5 training/evaluation
pairs, where the documents for evaluation are chosen ragdamd non-repetitively among the
folds (600 documents are held out for KOS; 400 documents el ¢ut for AP; 450 documents
are held out for NIPS). Then, the model parameters are lddorea different number of topics.
The evaluation of the held-out documents is performed withvaging over 5 folds. In Figurgéand
Figure7, on the y-axis, the predictive log-likelihood in bits avgea per token is presented.

Bhttp://homepages.inf.ed.ac.uk/imurray2/pub/09%etm
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In addition to the experiments with AP and KOS in FigGreve demonstrate one more experiment
with the NIPS dataset in Figuré(right).

Note that, as the LDA moments require at least 3 tokens in dacbment,l document from the
NIPS dataset and 3 documents from the AP dataset, which di€utidl this requirement, were
removed.
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Figure 7: Experiments with real dateeft: the KOS dataseRight: the NIPS datasetNote a higher value of
the log-likelihood is better.

Importantly, we observed that VI when initialized with thatput of the JD-GP is consistently better
in terms of the predictive log-likelihood. Therefore, thmwnalgorithm can be used for more clever
initialization of other LDA/GP inference methods.

We also observe that the joint diagonalization algorithmtfe LDA moments is worse than the
spectral algorithm. This indicates that the diagonal stmec4 1) and ¢2) might not be presentin the
sample estimates!g) and @4) due to either model misspecification or to finite sample dexity
issues.
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