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Abstract

In this note we compare the randomized extended Kaczmary gkgj¢rithm and
randomized coordinate descent (CD) for solving the fulikraverdetermined linear
least-squares problem and prove that CD needs less operédicsatisfying the same
residual-related termination criteria. For the generastesquares problems, we show
that running first CD to compute the residual and then stahHaczmarz on the re-
sulting consistent system is more efficient than EK.
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1 Introduction

Given matrixA € R™" and vectob € R™, the linear least-squares (LS) problem consists of
findingz € R" such that|b — Az||, is minimum. Unless explicitly stated, we consider the
full-rank overdetermined problem, i.en > n and rankA = n. Besides standard solutions
based on orthogonal triangularization or the normal equoati significant recent interest
was focused on randomized algorithms, showing clear berfefitcertain categories of
problems, especially for large dimensions and sparse caatri

There are two main classes of randomized algorithms for Bigiloblem, both based
on simple iterated projection operations. In coordinatecdat (CD)[[2], at iteratiotk, the
current residual is projected onto a random column of theirat, in order to obtain the
optimal LS update of a single element of the current apprasion of the solutionz®).

In the Kaczmarz algorithrmi [6], the solutiae® is projected onto the hyperplane defined
by a random row of the matrixd and the respective element &fthus obtaining the next
approximationz k1. Unlike CD, randomized Kaczmarz converges only when the sys
tem Ax = b is consistent. Otherwise, it hovers around the LS solutidgthin guaranteed
bounds|([8]. This behavior is natural, since at each itenati® approximated solution sat-
isfies exactly an equation of the systeter = b, which is not the case in general for the LS
solution. Convergence to the LS solution can be achievadbdaptimal steps are used, see
e.g. [1] and the references therein, and the step lengthtgaeso; however, convergence
speed may become very slow.

To fix this drawback, the extended Kaczmarz (EK) algorithmboth randomized_[7]
and original deterministic¢ [5] forms, simultaneously bisian approximation of the residual,
such that a consistent system is asymptotically obtaimetiapplies Kaczmarz iterations for
the current approximation of this system. Thus, the algoritonverges to the LS solution.

We show in this note that EK consists in fact of CD and Kaczmtamtions, thus
combining both classes of randomized algorithms. Since @bfmd on its own the LS
solution, we argue that EK can never be faster than CD, neithéerms of number of
iterations, nor in terms of number of operations. So, we kamte that randomized CD
should be preferred over EK in all situations, for overdaieed LS problems. We discuss
also the general LS problem (not full rank) and show that EKleasafely replaced by CD
followed by the usual Kaczmarz for better practical behaviother combinations of the
algorithms are possible for providing early estimates efdblution, like EK.

The notation resembles that from [7]. We denoteAY and A, the i-th row and
j-th column of matrixA, respectively, both seen as column vectors. The scalauptad
two vectors is denoted, -) and[m] = {1,...,m}. Thei-th unit vector ise;. To distinguish
between algorithms, we add the subscript EK, CD or K (theldtr standard Kaczmarz)
to variables having the same meaning, but different valoeshie three algorithms. We
denotex, the solution of the LS problem and@(A) the range ofA. The 2-norm is used
for vectors and matrices unless otherwise stated.

2 Extended Kaczmarz vs coor dinate descent

Algorithm [1 shows a slightly modified version of the randoetizEK from [7]. Besides
non-significant permutations of the steps and some diffezgplanations, only step 6 is
new here and does not affect the final outcome. Let us firsusksthe structure of the



Algorithm 1. Randomized Extended Kaczmarz

Data: Matrix A € R™" vectorb € R™, stopping tolerances:p, &
Result: Least-squares solution € R" minimizing ||b — Ax||

Initialize r((:%) =b, w((;o% =0, wl(zo& =0.

=

2 fork=0,1,2,... do
3 Pick jk € [n] with probability p; = || A3 [n]
K
4 Find optimal coordinate descent stgp= W
Jk) 12
5 | Update CD residualris ¥ =73 — pA
6 | Update CD solutlonm(k“) — a2+ u_ejk
7 Pickiy € [m] with probabilityq = || AV ||3/|| A2, i € [m]
(k+1) k) (i) X
& | Update EK solutionz(Y = o 4 -reo [\Zlkgk \<IszK A2 Al
9 Check every 8 mifm, n) iterations and terminate if both following conditions
hold "
|ATrcp |2
o= < D 1)
|AJE 202
[b—rcp — Az,
<§ (2)
lAlelz®]z — ~

algorithm and explain its relation with CD. For further nefiece, we denote
r® =p— Ax® (3)

the residual at iteratiok.

The EK algorithm, as presented in [7], has two intertwinedsdn the first, a residual
is built, converging to the optimal residulal- Ax, of the LS problem. At each iteration,
a columnjy is picked randomly as in step 3 of Algorithm 1, and the redidmarojected
onto the orthogonal complement of this column, thus olgira new residual (smaller in
size than the previous because of the projection). Howdhvisrjs exactly what CD does
and that is why we denote this residué'g. Indeed, in CD, the residual is projected onto
column jk in order to find the optimal update of thgth element of the solution, as in step
4 (this projection maximizes the decreaséd|bf- Az V|| if only the ji-th coordinate of
z® is modified). After updating the solution as in step 6, the mesidual from step 5 is
indeed

ro Y —b— AzSeY —b— Azl — A, =rS —pA,

and is orthogonal on columyjy, as one can easily check by plugging in the expression of
the optimal update:

k+1
(rog ™ Agy) = (18 — HA), Agy) =0.

So, steps 3-5 of EK compute the CD residual. Only one moréraétic operation per
iteration is necessary to update the CD solution, as in step 6



We conclude that Algorithril1 without steps 7 and 8 is actuilly randomized CD
algorithm, which converges to the LS solution, mg% — Lo, rékg, — b— Ax,, seell2], or
[4] for a more general treatment. (The probabilitmsare also taken like in the randomized
CD.) In step 9, CD needs only the stopping criterioh (1), Wtshows that the residual has
become nearly orthogonal o@(A). Note that the stopping criteriofill(2) is irrelevant for

CD, sinceb — rékg - Am(ckg, = 0 by definition [[3). In what follows, we understand by CD

the algorithm described in this paragraph, Wﬂfﬁ% used in[(1).
The second part of Algorithid 1, steps 7 and 8, implements aikacz iteration for the
LS problem
Ax=b— rgg. (4)

Since CD converges to the LS solution, the above system lescasymptotically consistent
and hence the Kaczmarz iterations converge also to thedtugomn, as shown ir_|7]. Both
stopping criteria from step 9 are now necessary; as abogegriterion [(1) shows that the
residual has converged; the criteridh (2) shows that theikacz iterations have converged
and hence a solution tbl(4) has been found[In [7], the tot&sstp andek are equal, but
we take them different for the sake of generality. Formdllg is Algorithm[1 with m(Ek&
used in the stopping criterigal(1) arid (2) of step 9.

Remark 1 The above presentation of the CD and EK algorithms allowsek@ssessment.
CD computes an approximation of the optimal residual of tBepkoblem and produces an
approximation of the LS solution which always satisflés @K computes an approxima-
tion of the LS solution by approximating the solution [of (@)ystem depending on the CD
residual. So, EK builds an approximation based on the CDoxpation; EK aims to a
target that is driven by CD. By its very principle, EK shoulgledl more iterations than CD
to meet the same stopping criterion. We give below a formadbfpof this fact. [ |

Proposition 1 In average (over the random draw of columns and rows), CDitextes in
less iterations than EK. Also, CD needs less arithmeticaijmrs than EK.

Proof. It is enough to prove the proposition for a literal implenaginn of Algorithm 1,
where the random columng are the same for EK and CD. Then, by averaging, the same
relations hold.

We can safely assume that the EK and CD solution approximatiave similar magni-
tudes, i.e. the valudsr(EkM andHa:((:k%H do not make the stopping criteridnl (1) significantly
different for EK and CD, especially near convergence, thest8tion being unique. The
stopping criterion[{ll) depends only on the CD residual, sccEihot stop earlier than CD.
As mentioned above, the stopping criteribh (2) is always fiore€D becausd {4) holds ex-
actly forx((:kg. So, again, EK cannot stop earlier than CD. Hence, CD neenwst the
same number of iterations as EK to terminate.

The number of arithmetic operations per iteration is aldawor of CD, since CD needs
only a subset of the operations of EK (step 6 is negligibldwéispect to the others). CD
needs aboutr operations per iteration (steps 4 and 5 dictate the contg)exihile EK
needs aboutm+ 4n (steps 4, 5 and 8). [ |

Of course, when the CD and EK algorithms are separately imghted, then the ran-
dom columns are different and it may happen that EK termintgtster than CD, due to a
more favorable draw of columns.



Propositior 1L describes the relation between CD and EK fratnietly computational
viewpoint, that of algorithm termination. However, theatgdn between their residuals can
be more precisely qualified.

Proposition 2 Asymptotically, the residuals of CD and EK satisfys || > [r&)|.

Proof. Define
(K K K B3 K K
i = b=~ A2l D A - ©
the residual of the systerl (4) that EK actually attempts beesat iterationk. It results that

k k ~(K
) = ol 44, ©

Since CD converges to the solution of the LS problem, itsdreditends to become orthog-
onal to the range oA, thus (%) implies that

K A
(rep.ex) = 0.
Hence one can infer from](6) that, asymptoticall\ly,(zk& | > Hré'%”. [ |

The above Propositions show that CD reaches its target fista EK. Of course, a
smaller residual does not necessarily mean that the solapiproximation is closer to the
LS optimum, although this is more likely. In this context,eomay wonder if the conver-
gence speed is indeed different for the two algorithms.

Remark 2 In[7, Th.2.3], the CD residual is shown to satisfy the relati

k
E{r — rol?} < (1— ) 16— roll?, @)

KZ(A)
wherer, = b— Ax, is the optimal residual ankk-(A) = || A||g||AT||, with AT the Moore-
Penrose pseudoinverse df The average irl{7) is taken over the random column indices
generated in step 3 of Algorithim 1. Since

it results from[(¥) that

1 k
)> LA b 7ol ®)

k
E (It~} < (120

On the other side| [7, Th.4.1] shows that the EK solutiorsfiat
Lk/2]
(K 2 1
E — <|1l-———— C 9
e~} < (1-r55) © ©

whereC is a constant of no interest here.
Although the boundd{8) andl(9) are not necessarily tighty uggest that CD con-
verges faster than EK, supporting the results of Propaositbband P. [ |



3 Thegeneral LS problem

Reminding that all the previous discussion was for fullkawerdetermined LS problems,
let us look at the other cases. Consider first underdetedrapstems, but still full-rank. In
this case, the systemdx = b is consistent and it is well known that the standard Kaczmarz
algorithm converges to the LS solution. There is no needtlual approximation, since
the residual is zero, hence the CD part of EK is useless.

We pass now to the general LS problem, in which the matrilkas arbitrary rank, and
for which the deterministic EK algorithm [5] was originaligtended. The LS solution is
that with minimum norml|x||,, among those minimizing the residug — Ax||,. In this
case, due to their specific projection operations, CD camnmige the residual, but not find
a solution with minimum norm, while Kaczmarz can minimize thorm of the solution (if
properly initialized withz(©) ¢ Z(AT)), but not that of the residual. EK combines their
strengths to find the LS solution.

We argue that, however, there are better ways to combinevbalgorithms than in-
tertwining them as in EK. We propose to run first CD for estin@the (nearly) optimal
residuakcp ~ ro and only then Kaczmarz for finding the least norm solutiorhefdonsis-
tent system

Ax=b— TCcD- (10)

We name CD+K this algorithm. We note that the general ideaimfing CD before Kacz-
marz is mentioned iri_[7] (where CD is named "orthogonal mtgm”); however, the au-
thors settle there for the specific form of EK and discuss CiDKanly separately.

Remark 3 In average, CD+K should need less Kaczmarz iterations th&arVe cannot
give a rigorous proof, but give below two heuristic argunsesuipporting the above asser-
tion.

Argument 1. Since the CD operations are independent of the other opesaiin EK,
it takes the same number of iterations for CD and EK to sattsfystopping criterion{1).
Running Kaczmarz after CD has the advantage that it worka fte start on the (nearly)
consistent system to be solved. In EK, the Kaczmarz iterataze made for the system (4),
which is only an approximation of the final consistent sys(@@).

More intuitively, while CD goes straightly to its targetettKaczmarz part of EK takes
a detour. Running first CD should be more efficient because &@®tke final target, then
K goes directly to it. Both CD and K use their full power. Soisitnatural to expect less
Kaczmarz iterations in CD+K than in EK.

Argument 2. Let us take a look at the convergence speed.lin [7, Th.3.d]Kdtzmarz
algorithm is shown to satisfy the relation

k
(K) 2 1 (0) 2
E - <(1- — . 11
(I ol < (1= s ) ek~ 1)
The constant bounding the convergence speed is the sameGi3,feeel(B). So, the discus-
sion from Remarkl2 applies also here, suggesting that CD-skbktter convergence speed
than EK. |

Remark 4 One may argue that EK still has an advantage over CD+K: ropghoima-
tions of the solution are earlier available. Indeed, in CD#& have to wait for the whole



CD part before approximations of the solution are compugegossible fix is to recognize
that between EK and CD+K there is a whole family of algoritharganized as follows.
First CD is run with a toleranc&p > &cp. Then EK is run, initialized with the residual
produced by CD, until one of the stopping critefia (1)[dr @}patisfied. If[(R) is satisfied
we stop, otherwise we run Kaczmarz on the now nearly comsistesstem, initializing with
the solution produced by EK, untfll(2) is met. We name CD+EKhl§ algorithm. Again,
we expect it to be faster than EK, the arguments being sirnléiose in Remark] 3. Ecp
is large, only few CD iterations are made, hence approxgnatof the solution are quickly
available. |

Remark 5 Running Kaczmarz after CD has a nice alternative interpiogtaln this context,
the Kaczmarz iteration has the form (see step 8 of Algorithm 1

K Al QL
26D _ K (b—rcp, €i,) — (m(K)aA(lk)> (i) — 9 4 (xcp — .’E(K),A('k)>
“ “ A3 “ Al 3

A(ik)’ (12)

where we have used the equalitly — rcp,ei,) = (Azcp, ei) = (xcp, AN). Denoting
a¥) = zcp — ), it results from[(IR) that

K Al
k1) _ k0 {ak AN g
aK =4k 7‘|A(ik)”% Alk (13)

This is a projection operation on the orthogonal complenoéribe ix-th row of A, dual
to the CD operation of projecting the residual on the ortmajaomplement of column

jk (step 5 of Algorithm 1). Henceq,&k) tends to the component qﬁo) that is orthogonal

on Z(AT). Initializing with q,(f) = xcp, Which corresponds to the natural initialization
a:(KO) = 0, the iteration[{II3) converges ¢ satisfyingzy + g« = xcp, with gx L. Z(AT)

and hencecx € Z(AT). SinceAqk = 0, the Kaczmarz solution satisfies the system (10).
This means thaty = x,, since the LS solution is the unique vector froafAT) satisfying
(19).

So, the iteration[(13) starts withcp, for which (10) already holds, and computes its
projection onto the orthogonal complement#fAT). Thus, it allows the computation of
the projection ofccp onto Z(AT), which is the LS solution.

Of course, usind (13) instead 6f {12) gives no computatiadabntage, but gives a dual
view to the convergence of the Kaczmarz iterations. [ |

4 Numerical results

We have implemented Algorithm 1 in Matlab and report the grenfince of CD and EK
only in terms of number of iterations, reminding howevett thiasimilar number of itera-
tions CD is still faster. The algorithm has been run for a sigfitly high number of itera-
tions, without any stopping criterion. For overdetermih&iproblems, we have considered
matrices belonging to two classes where EK was shownlin [fpte better performance
than other algorithms: (i) dense well-conditioned masjagenerated witlrandn, and (ii)
sparse random matrices with densit2® generated witBprandn.
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Figure 1: RMSE for dense matrices,= 2000,n = 500.
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Figure 2: RMSE for dense matrices,= 10000,n = 500.

We report the normalized RMSI#E (Jl2® — 2o|[2/||zo||?), obtained by averaging
over 100 matrices from the same class. Figltes 1I'and 2 shorMISE for dense matrices
with the same number of rows,= 500, but different number of columnga = 2000 and
m= 10000, respectively. Figuré 3 shows the RMSE for sparseeaain = 800,m = 2000.

In all cases, the faster convergence of CD is clear. Whenysters is very overdetermined,
CD has a jagged convergence, alternating many small advavite few large ones, but is
still faster. For other matrix sizes, the results are simila

Toillustrate the behavior of CD+K and CD+EK+K, we have geted random matrices
A € R™" computed their SVDA = UX VT, kept only ther largest singular values &
while setting the others to zero, and recomputedsing the same above relation. We have
implemented CD+EK+K in a simple manner that ensures a sieyaéuation: first CD is
run for N iterations, then EK for a number of iterations (that may wdepending on matrix
size and rank), then K is run fot iterations. Note that CD and K run the same number of

iterations, like in EK.

We give only one typical sample of result, for an underdebaech problem withm =
500, n = 2000,r = 400. Figurd ¥ shows the RMSE of the solution approximationsa a
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Figure 3: RMSE for sparse matricas,= 2000,n = 800.
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Figure 4: RMSE for dense matrices,= 500,n = 2000,N = 2000.

function of the number of Kaczmarz iterations; the numbe(C&f iteration is the same
for all methods, but their position in time is different. # visible that both CD+K and
CD+EK+K need less Kaczmarz iterations to converge. AltiaNg= 2000 for CD+EK+K,
which is a relatively small value, the performance is abbatdame as for CD+K; for larger
values, likeN = 5000, the curves for CD+K and CD+EK+K are nearly identicat;dmaller
values, the curve of CD+EK+K approaches that of EK.

All the presented curves show that the advantage of CD, CDrR+EK+K over
EK is built especially in the first iterations. This correags well with the fact that in those
iterations the approximation of the residual is still veoppin EK, and hence the Kaczmarz
iterations do not have a good target, as explained in Relmankiin argument 1 of Remark
3.

5 Conclusions

The computational conclusion of all the facts presentetiisitote is the recommendation
to replace EK with one of the following algorithms:



e CD, for full-rank overdetermined LS problems;
e CD+K or CD+EK+K, for rank-deficient or unknown rank problems

(As already known, Kaczmarz replaces EK for full-rank umnidg¢ermined problems.)
In particular, for the full-rank overdetermined problenD) 3 always preferable to EK,
due to the following reasons:

e In average, CD converges in less iterations than EK.
e CD needs less operations per iteration.

e CD uses only the columns of the matix while EK uses both columns and rows.

The conclusions apply equally to randomized EK [7] and tlss &dfficient deterministic
version [5].
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