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Abstract

We investigate the solution of low-rank matrix approxi-
mation problems using the truncated SVD. For this pur-
pose, we develop and optimize GPU implementations
for the randomized SVD and a blocked variant of the
Lanczos approach. Our work takes advantage of the fact
that the two methods are composed of very similar lin-
ear algebra building blocks, which can be assembled us-
ing numerical kernels from existing high-performance
linear algebra libraries. Furthermore, the experiments
with several sparse matrices arising in representative
real-world applications and synthetic dense test matri-
ces reveal a performance advantage of the block Lanc-
zos algorithm when targeting the same approximation
accuracy.

1 Introduction

In data science, dimensionality reduction via low-rank
matrix approximation is gaining increasing relevance,
for example, in order to pre-process large volumes of
information prior to the application of machine learning
techniques for data synthesis. In this line, the singular
value decomposition (SVD) is an important low-rank
matrix approximation technique, well-known in numer-
ical linear algebra and scientific computing [8].

The conventional methods for computing the SVD
are quite expensive in terms of floating point arithmetic
operations (flops). For this reason, a number of alter-
native algorithms have been proposed over the past few
years to obtain a low-rank matrix approximation with a
more reduced cost [11, 13, 12, 15]. Some of these meth-
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ods present the additional property that the accuracy of
the approximation can be adjusted by the user.

In this paper, we address the efficient computation
of low-rank matrix approximations via the computation
of a truncated SVD, with a special focus on numerical
reliability and high performance, making the following
specific contributions:

e We develop an implementation of the randomized
SVD method introduced in [11], casting its ma-
jor operations in terms of linear algebra build-
ing blocks that are especially appropriate for data-
parallel hardware accelerators such as graphics
processing units (GPUs).

e In addition, we investigate and implement an al-
ternative for the truncated SVD based on the block
Lanczos method [9]. In doing so, we demonstrate
that this approach can be decomposed into a col-
lection of linear algebra building blocks very sim-
ilar to those in our implementation of the random-
ized SVD algorithm and, therefore, also appropri-
ate for GPUs.

e We provide a complete numerical evaluation of

the two types of methods, using a collection of
sparse matrices from the Suite Sparse Matrix Col-
lection [4].
At this point, we note that the methods targeted in
this work are appropriate for both sparse and dense
matrices yet the former type of problem is espe-
cially interesting. This is possible because, in both
types of methods, the problem matrix remains un-
modified, participating only as an input operand to
matrix multiplications.

o Finally, we complete the experimental analysis of
the methods with a detailed performance evalua-
tion on an NVIDIA Ampere A100 graphics pro-
CESSOr.



The rest of the paper is structured as follows. First,
we briefly review the SVD, its use as a tool for obtain-
ing low-rank approximations, and the two algorithms
we consider for this operation. We then describe in de-
tail the building blocks in these algorithms, and how to
customize them for GPUs. We then evaluate the result-
ing data-parallel realizations of the algorithms, from the
viewpoints of both numerical accuracy and high perfor-
mance. We finally close the paper with some conclud-
ing remarks and a discussion of future work.

2 Truncated SVD

Consider the matrix A € R™" where, without loss of
generality, hereafter we assume that m > n. (Otherwise,
we simply target the transpose of A.) The SVD of the
matrix is then given by

A=UzVT, )]

where X = diag(oy,05,...,0,) € R™" is a diagonal
matrix containing the singular values of A, while U €
R™™ and V € R™" are orthogonal matrices with their
columns respectively corresponding to the left and right
singular vectors of the matrix [8].

In many applications, we are interested in obtaining
a truncated SVD, of a certain order r, so that

UTETVT ~ A, 2)
X1 = diag(oy,02,...,0,) € R™, and UT, VT contain
the first  columns of U, V, respectively. The practical
problem then becomes how to obtain this approxima-
tion of A without “paying the price” of computing the
full decomposition in (1), which can be considerably
higher. This is especially the case when the objective
is to obtain a low-rank matrix approximation, for which
r<n.

We close this short review of the truncated SVD by
noting that, in some cases, the parameter r is not known
in advance, but instead has to be determined based on a
user-defined threshold on the difference

3)

where || - ||, denotes the matrix 2-norm. This leads to
the interesting problem of constructing an incremental
truncated SVD using, for example, an incremental ver-
sion of the QR factorization [10].

In the remainder of this section, we review two ef-
ficient algorithms to compute a truncated SVD: The

IA = UTETVlh = 0,

Algorithm 1. RandSVD: Truncated SVD via randomized
subspace iteration.

Input: A € R™"; parameters r € [1,n] and p,b > 1
Output: Ut € R™, X1 = diag(oy,02,...,0,),
VT IS Rﬂxr

Generate a random matrix Qg € R™"
for j=1,2,...,p

S1. Y;=AQ;

S2.  Factorize ¥; = Q;R; (Alg.3)

S3. Y; =ATQ;

S4.  Factorize Y; = Q;R; (Alg. 3)
endfor

S5. Factorize R, = UXTV’ (SVD)

S6. Ut =0,V

S7. V1= Q,,l_]

randomized SVD and the block Lanczos-based SVD.
These two types can be decomposed into a common
collection of basic building blocks for matrix factor-
izations (Cholesky, QR, SVD), orthogonalization pro-
cedures, and matrix multiplications as described in the
next section.

2.1 Randomized SVD

Overview. The randomized method for the truncated
SVD was originally presented by [13] and can be de-
rived from Algorithm 1 by setting p = 1. The idea was
subsequently refined in [11] by adding the subspace it-
eration to the procedure (loop indexed by p), yielding
the RandSVD algorithm shown there.

In order to hint why RandSVD delivers a truncated
decomposition, consider the last iteration of the loop,
where j = p. Combining steps S3 and S4, we have that

ATQ, = O,R,. 4)

Therefore, transposing both sides of the expression and
multiplying them on the left by Q,,

A~ Q,RI Q7. ©)

Finally, taking into account the SVD in step S5, we ob-

tain that
A

Q

0,(UZTVH 0]
(Q,V)ZT(UT Q)
UTtZT V-{-
offers the sought-after low-rank matrix approximation.

(6)



Building blocks. From a practical point of view,
RandSVD comprises a number of matrix multiplica-
tions, two QR factorizations, and an SVD. We make the
following observations with respect to these operations:

e For low-rank matrix approximation problems, r <«
m,n. When A is a dense matrix, most of the arith-
metic corresponds to the matrix multiplications in-
volving A (steps S1 and S3). The method is suit-
able for sparse problems because during the itera-
tion A is not modified and, therefore, maintains its
sparse structure.

e Both QR factorizations involve “tall-and-skinny”
matrices, respectively of dimensions mXr (step S2)
and n X r (step S4). Our realization of these factor-
izations, to be presented in the next section, con-
structs the Q; and Q; explicitly.

o After the loop, the SVD (step S5) operates with a
very small ( X r) matrix. The computational cost
of this operation is hence negligible.

e Finally, with the matrices in the sequences Q; and
Q; explicitly built, the iteration requires two addi-
tional matrix multiplications after the loop (steps
S6 and S7).

Role of the parameters p and r. The original
RandSVD is formulated in our case as a direct method
where p = 1. However, this approach may compute
very poor approximations of the singular values unless
they are well separated. By setting p > 1, the method
performs p — 1 subspace iterations, gradually improv-
ing the accuracy of the computed singular values. In
general, a larger value for p delivers more accurate ap-
proximations. However, as the algorithm exposes, the
computational cost increases linearly with p.

The parameter r controls the number of vectors in the
subspace iteration and should at least equal the number
of singular values that are required. Typically, p is set
to a handful vectors more than the number of singular
values to compute.

2.2 Block Lanczos SVD

Overview. Algorithm 2 presents the LancSVD proce-
dure for the truncated SVD based on the block Golub-
Kahan-Lanczos method [9], with the block size param-
eterized by b. (For simplicity, we assume that r is an
integer multiple of b.) The LancSVD algorithm there is

formulated with a fixed number of iterations, in order to
expose the similarities and differences with RandSVD.

Starting with a random orthonormal matrix P; €
R at jteration k LancSVD builds two matrices, P €
R™" and P, € R™", such that

ATP, =
AP, =

PyBy,
PyBy + Qi1 RiE,

and

)

where P, and P; have orthonormal columns, (that is,
P! Py = P[Py = I, where I denotes the identity matrix
of the appropriate order), and P! O, = I. Further-
more, E; denotes the last 7 columns of an identity ma-
trix of the appropriate order; and B,y € R™" is a lower
triangular matrix with b non-zero diagonals below the
main diagonal and the following structure:

Ly
R L,

B = Ry ; ®)

Ly
Ry Ly

where R; and L; are respectively upper and lower trian-
gular matrices of order b X b.

If the norm of Ry is small, the singular values of By
approximate the largest k singular values of A. Replac-
ing By by its SVD decomposition

B, = UV’ ©)
we thus obtain
APy = PyBi + Qv ReEr, (10)
so that
A = PBPl + Qi1 ReELP], an

PBP] = PLUSTV'P].

Q

The previous equations show also that the left and right
singular vectors of A can be obtained from the Lanczos
vectors and singular vectors of By as follows:

U = PU, V=PV (12)

It is well known that the original Lanczos algo-
rithm implemented in floating point arithmetic fails to
compute fully orthogonal matrices. From the multi-
ple solutions proposed in the literature, we choose the
full orthogonalization against all previous Lanczos vec-

tors. This approach is computationally expensive, but it



Algorithm 2. LancSVD: Truncated SVD via block Lanczos
method with one-side full orthogonalization and basic restart.

Input: A € R™"; parameters r € [1,n]; p,b > 1
Output: Ut € R™, E1 = diag(o,05,...,0,),
VT E RVLXV

S1. Generate a random orthonormal matrix
0, e R™ (Alg. 4)

k=r/b
for j=1,2,...,p
fori=1,2,...,k
S2. 0 =ATQ;
ifi==1
S3a. Orthogonalize Q; obtaining LT (Alg. 4)
else
S3b. Orthogonalize Q; against
Py =1010>...0i-1]
obtaining H; and L] (Alg. 5)
endif
S4. Qi+1 =AQ; B
S5. Orthogonalize Q;,; against
P,=[00....0]
obtaining H; and R; (Alg. 5)
endfor
S6.  Factorize B, = ULV’ (SVD)
ifj<p

Split U — 0105 Uy
S7. Q_1=[Q1Q_2---Q_k]l71
endif
endfor

S8. V1 =1[010,...0 V"
9. Ur=[0:10x...0:| U

presents the advantage of being composed of large ma-
trix operations, which are very efficient to compute in
GPUs.

The main drawback of the full orthogonalization ap-
proach is that the computational cost of the Lanczos
method rapidly increases with the number of iterations,
as each iteration adds new columns to the basis that
has to be employed in the orthogonalization. Also, the
amount of memory to store all the previous Lanczos
vectors grows linearly. In order to avoid these issues,
a restating technique is frequently used in combination
with the Lanczos method. There are several restart-
ing techniques in the literature, see for example [2], but
for simplicity we choose the original one from [9]. In

this approach, the Lanczos iteration is also run several
times, but instead of using random vectors as the initial
vectors after each restart, these are set to the approxi-
mations of the left singular vectors associated with the
b largest singular values. As a result, the new Lanczos
iteration maintains the most relevant part of the search
directions computed in the previous iteration.

Building blocks. We identify the following compo-
nents in LancSVD, with a significant intersection with
those present in RandSVD as well as a few differences:

o The algorithm comprises matrix multiplications
with AT and A (steps S2, S4, respectively). When
A is dense, for low-approximation problems, the
arithmetic cost is dominated by these matrix mul-
tiplications. The algorithm is also appropriate for
sparse problems, since A is not modified during the
computations.

o The algorithm performs three orthogonalizations
(steps S1, S3a/S3b, S4). In the next section we
will show that the methods for these are akin in
our case to that employed for the QR factorization
present in RandSVD.

e In the loop there is a small SVD, of size r X r,
(step S5) with a negligible computational cost.

e Assuming the matrices Q1,Q,,...,0; and Oy,
0,,...,0¢ are explicitly built, there are two
additional matrix multiplications after the loop
(steps S8, S9).

Role of the parameter b. Choosing a moderate
blocking size b makes the matrix multiplications in
steps S2, S4 and the orthogonalization in steps S1, S3,
S5 more efficient. Typically, the optimal value for this
parameter depends on the hardware architecture, with
the performance initially increasing as it grows, but
with a point from which the operations do not become
any faster.

Furthermore, b should be chosen as large as the num-
ber of desired singular values/vectors for maximum ef-
fectiveness of the restarting procedure. In this way, a
Lanczos vector is preserved for each wanted singular
triplet and it is improved at each restart.

Role of the parameter . This parameter controls the
size of the Krylov subspace generated by LancSVD. A



large value of r improves the convergence, but the cost
of the orthogonalization grows at a faster-than-linear
pace with it. Also, a large amount of memory is re-
quired to store all the generated Lanczos vectors. The
convergence rate of the Lanczos procedure mostly de-
pends on the number of matrix applications, which is
determined by the ratio k = r/b. When b = 1, LancSVD
becomes the single vector Lanczos iteration with the
best convergence rate, but the implementation may be
less efficient on a current architecture.

Role of the paramater p. This parameter allows to
continue the Lanczos iteration without incurring in the
extra costs of a large r. In a practical implementation
of the algorithm, b is set depending on the hardware, r
is set taking into account the computation and memory
costs, and p is increased till the approximations to the
singular triplets satisfy the desired accuracy.

3 Building Blocks on GPUs

In this section we provide a high level algorithmic de-
scription of our realizations of the main building blocks
identified during the presentation of the RandSVD and
LancSVD algorithms. In addition, we motivate the se-
lection of the particular realizations chosen for these
building blocks, and we connect (most of) them with
high performance implementations of these operations
in current linear algebra libraries for massively data-
parallel graphics processors.

3.1 QR factorization via block Gram-
Schmidt

The loop indexed by j in RandSVD (see Algorithm 1)
comprises the QR factorizations of two tall-and-skinny
matrices per iteration. These decompositions can be
computed, for example, using the conventional, block
column-oriented formulation based on Householder
transforms.  Alternatively, due to the dimension of
the matrices, it may be more efficient to employ a
communication-avoiding algorithm for the QR factor-
ization (CAQR) that increases the degree of paral-
lelism [8, 5, 1].

In our case, given that the target architecture is a GPU
and, the triangular factors resulting from the QR factor-
izations in the sequences for Y; and ¥; are not needed
(except for the last one), we decided to compute the fac-
torizations in RandSVD using a blocked variant of the

Algorithm 3. CGS-QR: QR factorization via block Gram-
Schmidt.

Input: Y € R?; parameter b > 1
Output: Q € R R e R™"

k=r/b
Q =Y, partitioned by column blocks as
0 —-[010>...0]
S1. Orthogonalize Q) obtaining R; (Alg. 4)
for j=2,3,...,k

S2. Orthogonalize Q; against P;_; = [Q1Q2 ... Qj,l]
obtaining H; and R; (Alg. 5)
Assemble R; « H;
R;
endfor
Assemble R by column blocks, R < [R|R; ... Ry]
classical Gram-Schmidt (CGS) method; see [3]. This

algorithm is simple to implement on GPUs; it is com-
posed of highly efficient building blocks for this type
of data-parallel hardware accelerators; and it provides
a numerical accuracy similar to that of conventional
methods for the QR factorization for about the same
arithmetic cost.

Algorithm 3 sketches the CGS-QR algorithm for the
QR factorization. When called from Algorithm 1 to fac-
torize the sequence Y;, the dimension g = m. For the
sequence Y;, ¢ = n. The algorithm basically invokes
an orthogonalization procedure (steps S1, S2), using a
method to be discussed in the final part of this section.
The remaining operations in the algorithm involve parti-
tioning and data movements but no relevant arithmetic.

3.2 Orthogonalization via CholeskyQR2

For the orthogonalization procedures required in
LancSVD and CGS-QR (see Algorithms 2 and 3, re-
spectively), we decided to implement a GPU version of
the CholeskyQR2 algorithm [6]. In this approach, the
procedure is repeated twice to ensure the orthogonality
of the resulting factor Q. In case of a breakdown in the
Cholesky decomposition the implementation reverts to
a classical Gram-Schmidt with re-orthogonalization.
Algorithm 4 shows the CholeskyQR?2 orthogonaliza-
tion procedure. There, ¢ = m or g = n, depending
on the operation of the algorithm that utilizes it. The
procedure consists of a few basic linear algebra build-
ing blocks such as matrix multiplications (steps S1, S4,



Algorithm 4. CholeskyQR2: Orthogonalization.

Input: Q € R

Output: Q € R’ R € Rb*P

SI. wW=0TQ

S2. Factorize W = LLT  (Cholesky factorization)
S3. g=0LT

S4. W=0TQ

S5. Factorize W = LLT  (Cholesky factorization)
S6. Q=0LT

S7. R=L"L"

S7); triangular system solves (steps S3, S6); and two
Cholesky factorizations (steps S2, S5); see [8].

3.3 Orthogonalization via CGS and

CholeskyQR2

The complementary orthogonalization procedure, re-
quired by LancSVD and CGS-QR, is implemented us-
ing a combination of block classical Gram-Schmidt and
CholeskyQR2. As in the case of the latter, the orthog-
onalization procedure performs a second pass, in order
to improve the numerical stability of the solution [7].

Algorithm 5 shows the details of this orthogonaliza-
tion procedure. When this procedure is called from
CGS-QR, the dimension ¢ = m or ¢ = n. In both
cases, when invoked at iteration j of the correspond-
ing algorithm, the dimension s = (j — 1)b. The main
building blocks in the procedure are the same as those
already identified for CholeskyQR2: Matrix multipli-
cations (steps S1, S2, S3, S6, S7, S8, S11); triangular
system solves (steps S5, S10); and two Cholesky factor-
izations (steps S4, S9). There is only one different op-
eration, matrix addition (step S12), but this contributes
a negligible computational cost.

3.4 Building blocks, high performance li-
braries, and computational cost

Our realizations of RandSVD and LancSVD are com-
posed of several basic linear algebra operations such as
matrix multiplications in various forms (sparse, general,
triangular) and triangular system solves, plus two elabo-
rate matrix factorizations (SVD and Cholesky). To per-
form the basic operations, we rely on routines from high
performance linear algebra libraries for GPUs: cuS-
PARSE (for sparse matrix multiplications) and cuBLAS

Algorithm 5. CGS-CQR2: Orthogonalization via CGS and
CholeskyQR2.

Input: Q € R™*P, P ¢ R?
Output: Q € R™? H e R R € Rb*®
S1. H=P'Q
S2. Q=Q-PH
S3. wW=0T0
S4. Factorize W = LLT  (Cholesky factorization)
S5. Q=0LT
S6. H=P'Q
S7. Q=Q0-PH
S8. W=0TQ
S9. Factorize W = LLT  (Cholesky factorization)
S10. Q=0LT
S11. R=LTLT
S12. H=H+H

(for dense and triangular operations). In the case of the
matrix factorizations, due to their complexity and the
small dimension of their input operands, we instead rely
on LAPACK to compute them on the CPU.

Table 1 specifies 1) the routines employed for the
operation at each step of the algorithms and building
blocks; 2) the libraries they belong to; 3) the target
architecture (GPU, CPU or hybrid); 4) their theoreti-
cal costs (in floating point operations, or flops); and
5) the matrix transfers between CPU and GPU. The
total costs, also reported there, can be derived from
the expressions in the table. For example, the cost of
RandSVD is obtained by adding the cost of steps S1-S4
multiplied by the number of iterations of the algorithm
loop (p), and next adding also the cost of steps S5-S7.
In this case, CA3 (acronym for cost of Alg. 3) is a func-
tion that returns the cost of CholeskyQR2 when invoked
with 7 = b and either ¢ = m (for step S2) or g = m (for
step S4). Similarly, the cost of CGS-QR is given by

r/b
CA4(b,q) + ) CAS(D,q, ),
=2

(13)

where CA4, CAS (for cost of Algs. 4, 5) are functions
that respectively return the cost of CholeskyQR2 and
the cost of CGS-CQR2 when invoked at iteration j with
s=(—Db.

Table 1 exposes that the computational cost of the
truncated SVD algorithm depends on the problem di-
mensions (m, n and, for sparse problems, the number of



Table 1. Algorithms and building blocks considering A is a sparse matrix with n, nonzero entries. In case the matrix is
dense, the operations with the “**” superscript are performed on the GPU using routine GEMM from cuBLAS, and their cost
becomes 2mnr. In the cost expressions, CA3, CA4, CAS return the cost of algorithms 3 (CGS-QR), 4 (CholeskyQR?2) and 5
(CGS-CQR?2) as a function of their input parameters. CS1, CS2, CS3,...refer to the costs of the individual steps.

Algorithm Step Algorithm/ Library Target  Cost Matrix
routine transfers
Alg. 1 S1 SpMM* cuSPARSE GPU 2n.r
RandSVD S2 Alg. 3 - Hybrid CA3(b,m,r)
S3 SpMM* cuSPARSE GPU 2n,r
S4 Alg. 3 - Hybrid CA3(b,n,r)
S5 GESVD LAPACK CPU o) Transfer R, GPU—CPU
S6 GEMM cuBLAS GPU 2mr? Transfer V. CPU—GPU
S7 GEMM cuBLAS GPU 2nr? Transfer U CPU—GPU

Total cost  p|CS1 + CA3(b,m,r) + CS3 + CA3(b,n,r)|+CS5 + CS6 + CS7

Alg. 2 S1 Alg. 4 - Hybrid CA4(b, m)

LancSVD S2 SpMM* cuSPARSE GPU 2n.b
S3a Alg. 4 - Hybrid CA4(b,n)
S3b Alg. 5 - Hybrid CA5(b,n,s = (i — 1)b)
S4 SpMM* cuSPARSE GPU 2n.b
S5 Alg. 5 - Hybrid CA5(b,m, s = ib)
S6 GESVD LAPACK CPU o) Transfer B GPU—CPU
S7 GEMM cuBLAS GPU 2bmr Transfer U; CPU—GPU
S8 GEMM cuBLAS GPU 2nr? Transfer V CPU—GPU
S9 GEMM cuBLAS GPU 2mr? Transfer U CPU—GPU

Total cost  CS1+ 37, [zgﬁ [CSZ +CS3 + CS4 + CAS5(b, m, ib)| + CS6 + CS7| + CS8 + CS9

Ifi == 1, CS3 = CA4(b,n) else CS3 = CAS(b,n, (i — 1)b)
Ifj<p, CS7=2bmr  else CST=0

Alg. 3 S1 Alg. 4 - Hybrid CA4(b, q)
CGS-QR S2 Alg. 5 - Hybrid CAS5(b,q,s = (j — 1)b)

Total cost  CA4(b, ) + X'/, CAS(b, g, (j - 1)b)

Alg. 4 S1/54 GEMM cuBLAS GPU  bq

CholeskyQR2  S2/S5 POTRF LAPACK CPU b33 Transfer W GPU—-CPU
S3/S6 TRSM cuBLAS GPU b’q Transfer L CPU—GPU
S7 TRMM BLAS CPU b’

Total cost CS1+CS2+---+ CS7

Alg. 5 S1/S6 GEMM cuBLAS GPU 2bgs

CGS-CQR2 S2/S7 GEMM cuBLAS GPU 2bgs
S3/S8 GEMM cuBLAS GPU 2b%g
S4/S9 POTRF LAPACK  GPU b33 Transfer W GPU—CPU
S5/S10 TRSM cuBLAS GPU b%q Transfer L CPU—GPU
S11 TRMM BLAS CPU b3
S12 ADD Custom CPU bs

Total cost CS1+CS2+---+ CS12



Table 2. Matrices used in the experiments.

Matrix Rows  Columns n, Matrix Rows  Columns n;
12monthl 12471 872622 22624727 ch7-9-b4 317520 105840 1587600
ch8-8-b4 376320 117600 1881600 connectus 512 394792 1127525
dbicl 43200 226317 1081843 degme 185501 659415 8127528
Delor295K 295734 1823928 2401323 Delor338K 343236 887058 4211599
Delor64K 64719 1785345 652140 ESOC 327062 37830 6019939
Eternityll_.E 11077 262144 1503732 Eternityll_Etilde 10054 204304 1170516
fome21 67748 216350 465294 GL7d15 460261 171375 6080381
GL7d16 955128 460261 14488881 GL7d22 349443 822922 8251000
GL7d23 105054 349443 2695430 Hardesty2 929901 303645 4020731
IMDB 428440 896308 3782463 LargeRegFile 2111154 801374 4944201
Ip_nug30 52260 379350 1567800 lp_osa_60 10280 243246 1408073
mesh_deform 234023 9393 853829 NotreDame_actors 392400 127823 1470404
pds-100 156243 514577 1096002 pds-40 66 844 217531 466 800
pds-50 83060 275814 590833  pds-60 99431 336421 719557
pds-70 114944 390005 833465 pds-80 129 181 434580 927 826
pds-90 142823 475448 1014136 rail2586 2586 923269 8011362
rail4284 4284 1096894 11284032 rel8 345 688 12347 821839
rel9 9888048 274669 23667183 relat8 345688 12347 1334038
relat9 12360060 549336 38955420 Ruccil 1977885 109900 7791168
shar_te2-b2 200200 17160 600600 sls 1748122 62729 6804304
spal_004 10203 321696 46168124  specular 477976 1600 7647040
stat96v2 29089 057432 2852184 stat96v3 33841 1113780 3317736
stormG2_1000 528185 1377306 3459881 tp-6 142752 1014301 11537419




non-zero elements n;) as well as on the algorithmic pa-
rameters p, r and b. The expression for the total costs
indicate that the relation between p and the cost is lin-
ear. However, the impact of 7 on the cost is more subtle,
as discussed next:

e For RandSVD, increasing r will produce linear in-
crements in the cost for steps S1, S3; quadratic for
S2, S4, S6, S7; and cubic for S5.

o For the LancSVD, the cost for step S7 grows lin-
early with r; quadratically for steps S8, S9; and
cubically for step S6. Increasing r has no impact
on an individual sparse-general matrix multiplica-
tions (SpMM, steps S2 and S4), but the number
of them grows linearly with it because we per-
form r/b operations of this type. Similar reasoning
concludes that the costs of (S3a+S3b) and S4 are
quadratic on r.

Globally, the impact of r on the total cost is determined
by which of these steps dominate, yet this is problem-
dependent. Finally, the impact of b on the cost of the
two algorithms only affects a few of their steps to a mi-
nor extent, and plays no role in the cost of the remaining
ones.

4 Experimental results

The experiments in this section were carried out, us-
ing IEEE double precision (i.e., 64-bit) arithmetic, on
a server equipped with an AMD EPYC 7282 16-core
processor (2.8 GHz) and 504 GB of DDR4 memory. In
addition, the system is connected via a PCle bus to
an NVIDIA A100 graphics accelerator with 40 GB of
DDRS5 memory. The platform runs Ubuntu 10.04.6 dis-
tribution (Linux Kernel 4.15.0) and the following soft-
ware: gcc v8.4.0, CUDA Toolkit 11.2 (including the
cuBLAS, cuSPARSE, and cuRAND libraries), and In-
tel MKL 2021.2.0.

As suggested in [13], the initial vectors for RandSVD
are generated on the GPU using the cuRAND library
with a random Poisson distribution with zero mean and
deviation of 1. The initial vectors for LancSVD are gen-
erated in the same manner, yet with an orthonormal-
ization afterwards (step S1). All results we report next
are averaged over several executions following warm-
up runs.

In the experiments, we assume that the objective is
to obtain the 10 largest singular values/vectors of the

problem. The accuracy of the computed values will be
evaluated using the relative residual

R; =llAuj — o pwjll/oj, (14)
where o, u; and v; respectively denote the computed j-
th singular value, left singular vector and right singular
vector; and || - ||, stands for the vector 2-norm. This
metric has the advantage of combining the reliability of

the singular value and both singular vectors in a single
number.

4.1 Sparse problems

For the evaluation of the methods with sparse matrices,
we selected several real cases from the Suite Sparse
Matrix Collection. In particular, we chose rectangu-
lar and large matrices with more than 200 000 rows or
columns, and the large dimension being more than two
times larger than the short one. Matrices are stored in
CSR format, using the default cuSPARSE algorithm, as
we experimentally found that this combination is opti-
mal or sufficiently close to the optimal one for all cases.

4.1.1 Accuracy

The discussion at the end of the previous section high-
lighted the impact of the algorithmic parameters p, r, b
on the theoretical cost of RandSVD and LancSVD. We
next expose that these parameters exert a key effect on
the convergence rate of the algorithms and the accuracy
of the computed singular values and vectors.

In order to compute the 10 largest singular val-
ues/vectors with LancSVD, we set b = 16, r = 256, and
p = 2. That is, we perform r/b = 256/16 = 16 Lanczos
iterations with p = 2 restarts. These parameters were
determined experimentally by inspecting the computed
relative residuals for different configurations. This is
done to compare LancSVD with RandSVD which, in
contrast with the former, is presented in the literature
as a direct algorithm. In a practical implementation,
LancSVD would be formulated as an iterative algo-
rithm where p is increased till the desired accuracy is
achieved (within an iteration count limit).

Figure 1 reveals that the residual R; for the solu-
tion computed with LancSVD is in the range between
10~ and 10°%; and between 10~'* and 10~ for R,
except for five cases where the latter lies in the range
[1074,1072]. In the following, we will consider these
accuracy levels as the baseline for the evaluation of the
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to RandSVD (bottom).
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RandSVD counterpart. For an easy comparison, the re-
sults for the sparse problems are ordered according to
decreasing values of the metric R; for the solution com-
puted with LancSVD.

Figure 1 also shows the accuracy of the solutions
computed with RandSVD for three cases:

1. r = 256, p = 2, for which the theoretical cost of
RandSVD is similar to that of LancSVD;

r = 16, p = 32, as this case reduces considerably
the theoretical cost of RandSVD compared to that
of LancSVD, while maintaining the same number
of sparse matrix multiplications;

. r =16, p = 96, because these tuple offers a resid-
ual R; that is close to that attained with LancSVD
for about half of the cases.

For all these three configurations, we set b = 16.

The quick conclusion from this study is that
RandSVD requires a large value of p in order to attain
a relative residual that is close to that of the solutions
computed with LancSVD. For that reason, we will only
consider RandSVD with » = 16, p = 96 in the follow-
ing experiments (and LancSVD with r = 256, p = 2).
We emphasize that, even with this large value for p, the
relative residual of the singular values and vectors com-
puted with RandSVD still lags behind that of LancSVD,
with the difference being larger for the smaller singu-
lar values/vectors. This difference is due to the con-
vergence properties of RandSVD, which are the same
as those of the classic subspace iteration method. In
comparison, LancSVD could exhibit super-linear con-
vergence as is common for other Krylov methods [14].
The lesson to take away is that obtaining an accuracy
that is close to the baseline set by LancSVD may be
prohibitively expensive for RandSVD.

4.1.2 Performance

Figure 2 compares the execution time of the two al-
gorithms for the truncated SVD. For clarity, the fig-
ure also includes a plot showing the speed-up attained
by LancSVD (with r = 256, p = 2) with respect to
RandSVD (with r = 16, p = 96). The results show that
LancSVD is the clear winner, with speed-up factors in
the range 2X to 2.5% in two cases; superior to 1.2x for
many other problems; and below 1x for 7 out of 46 ma-
trices only.

The two top plots in Figure 2 also report the distri-
bution of the execution time across the major building
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blocks in the respective algorithms. These graphs ex-
pose that both algorithms for the truncated SVD spend
a significant portion of the runtime in the SpMM routine
with AT (step S4 in LancSVD and step S3 in RandSVD)
and the orthogonalization in the m-dimension (step S5
for LancSVD and step S2 for RandSVD). To put these
time costs in perspective, we note that the algorithms
perform exactly the same number of floating point op-
erations (flops) in the SpMM with A and A7, showing a
clear inefficiency of this kernel in cuSPARSE when the
the sparse matrix is to be implicitly transposed as part of
the operation and/or has more columns than rows. How-
ever, explicitly storing a transposed copy of the sparse
matrix did not yield significant changes in most cases,
and a few ones even exhibited much lower performance
due because they present a non-zero pattern with some
close-to-dense rows.

Figure 3 leverages the analytical cost models in Ta-
ble 1 to further investigate the actual performance of the
building blocks, showing the distribution of the theoret-
ical flops. The plots in that figure unveil two interesting
issues:

1. A significant part of flops is necessary for the or-
thogonalization in the m-dimension. This is in
contrast with the actual execution time of this com-
ponent which, as shown in Figure 2, is less domi-
nant for many cases. Again the clear cause is the
slow execution of the SpMM kernel when operat-
ing with AT,

Another striking point is that RandSVD requires
fewer flops than LancSVD, yet in Figure 2 the ex-
ecution time of the former was reported to be con-
siderably larger. This is due to the costly SpMM
with AT, Concretely, LancSVD with p = 2 per-
forms two products of this type. In comparison,
RandSVD with r = 16, p = 96, b = 16 involves 96
products of the same type. As a result, although
RandSVD requires less flops than LancSVD, in
practice the low performance of that type of kernel
determines the higher execution time of the former
in most cases.

The results reveal that an improved SpMM algo-
rithm is the key to augment the performance of both
RandSVD and LancSVD. This is true in particular
for the case where the matrix is transposed as the
cuSPARSE realization of this building block achieves
only low performance. The results also reveal that,
in the case of sparse problems, LancSVD is supe-



rior to RandSVD. Acknowledging the aforementioned
significance of the SpMM kernel performance for the
RandSVD and LancSVD implementations, a question
that naturally arises is whether the LancSVD is algo-
rithmically superior to RandSVD, or whether the su-
periority is only an artifact of the implementation of
SpMM in cuSPARSE. To answer this question, we next
investigate the performance of the algorithms for dense
test matrices.

4.2 Dense problems

To compare the reliability and performance of
RandSVD and LancSVD for dense matrices, we de-
signed a synthetic benchmark similar to those leveraged
in the literature. We set the number of columns #n to
10000 and the number of rows m to either 100 000,
250000, 750000 or 1000000. This allows us to ex-
plore the effect of a varying number of rows on perfor-
mance.

The dense problems were generated using two ran-
dom orthogonal matrices X € R™" Y € R™", and set-
ting

A=X3YT, (15)

where ¥ = diag(o,02,...,0,) € R™" is a diagonal
matrix with the desired singular values for the problem.
In the experiments, we used

o

This generates a problem where more than half of its
singular values are close to zero. In addition, the singu-
lar values decay asymptotically to the rounding error €
in double precision.

As in our previous experiments with sparse matrices,
we aim to compute 10 singular values, and set b = 16 as
the block size. We found that, for these dense problems,
a smaller size of the subspace, with r = 64, is enough
for LancSVD to compute reasonably accurate approxi-
mations. We use two settings where we perform either
one (p = 1) or four (p = 4) iterations of LancSVD. Us-
ing one LancSVD iteration, the approximation accuracy
for the singular values ranges between 1076 and 107*.
The top plot in Figure 4 reveals that we need to perform
p = 6 iterations of RandSVD with r = 16 to match this
approximation accuracy If we perform four LancSVD
iterations, the approximation accuracy reaches 10714,
We need to perform p = 24 iterations of RandSVD to

1014
10—14

if 1 <i<n/2,
otherwise.

or (16)
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match this approximation accuracy. Thus, in both sce-
narios, the RandSVD needs roughly a 6x higher itera-
tion count to match the accuracy of the LancSVD. The
bottom plot of Figure 4 reveals that when aiming for the
same approximation quality, RandSVD is slower than
LancSVD, but the speed difference between the two is
smaller when the requested accuracy is low.

5 Conclusions

This work illustrates that the randomized algorithm and
the block Golub-Kahan-Lanczos method for the trun-
cated SVD can be both decomposed into a number of
common basic building blocks. In addition, when the
target architecture is a massively data-parallel accelera-
tor, such as a GPU, these building blocks can be directly
assembled using some orthogonalization procedures
based on the Classical Gram-Schmidt and CholeskyQR
algorithms. The remaining operations in the SVD al-
gorithms comprise a few types of matrix multiplica-
tions and a couple of matrix factorizations with negli-
gible cost. In summary, current high-performance li-
braries for GPUs provide the necessary numerical tools
for solving low-rank approximation problems.

A second conclusion of this work is that the compu-
tational cost for the truncated algorithms is dominated,
in practice, by that of matrix multiplications when op-
erating with both dense and sparse problems. This is
particularly painful for the RandSVD algorithm since,
in order to obtain accurate approximations, this method
requires a larger number of iterations than LancSVD
and, in consequence, a larger number of matrix multi-
plications.

Though there may exist scenarios where the
RandSVD is superior to LancSVD (in particular, when
the memory capacity of system is limited), our exper-
iments indicate that, when targeting the same approxi-
mation accuracy, LancSVD is faster than RandSVD for
both dense and sparse problems.

A final remark is that the implementation of the
sparse matrix multiplication in cuSPARSE, when oper-
ating with the transpose of the sparse matrix, is very
slow compared with its non-transposed counterpart.
This has a negative effect on LancSVD and RandSVD,
but given the higher number of matrix products in the
latter, its effect is more profound for that algorithm.

As part of future work, we plan to design a more so-
phisticated restart strategy to improve the convergence
rate of the Lanczos method and, thus, reduce the num-



ber of matrix multiplications.
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