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Abstract

We consider statistical and algorithmic aspects of
solving large-scale least-squares (LS) problems
using randomized sketching algorithms. Prior re-
sults show that, from aalgorithmic perspective
when using sketching matrices constructed from
random projections and leverage-score sampling,
if the number of samples much smaller than
the original sample size, then the worst-case
(WC) error is the same as solving the original
problem, up to a very small relative error. From
a statistical perspectiveone typically considers
the mean-squared error performance of random-
ized sketching algorithms, when data are gener-
ated according to a statistical linear model. In
this paper, we provide a rigorous comparison of
both perspectives leading to insights on how they
differ. To do this, we first develop a framework
for assessing, in a unified manner, algorithmic
and statistical aspects of randomized sketching
methods. We then consider the statistical predic-
tion efficiency (PE) and the statistical residual ef-
ficiency (RE) of the sketched LS estimator; and
we use our framework to provide upper bounds
for several types of random projection and ran-
dom sampling algorithms. Among other results,
we show that the RE can be upper bounded when
r is much smaller than, while the PE typically
requires the number of sampleso be substan-
tially larger. Lower bounds developed in subse-
guent work show that our upper bounds on PE
can not be improved.

1. Introduction

Recent work in large-scale data analysis and Randomized
Linear Algebra (RLA) has focused on developing so-called
sketching algorithms: given a data set and an objective
function of interest, construct a small “sketch” of the full
data set, e.g., by using random sampling or random projec-
tion methods, and use that sketch as a surrogate to perform
computations of interest for the full data set (dlafioney

2011 for a review). Most effort in this area has adopted an
algorithmic perspectivevhereby one shows that, when the
sketches are constructed appropriately, one can obtain an-
swers that are approximately as good as the exact answer
for the input data at hand, in less time than would be re-
quired to compute an exact answer for the data at hand.
From astatistical perspectivehowever, one is often more
interested in how well a procedure performs relative to an
hypothesized model than how well it performs on the par-
ticular data set at hand. Thus an important question to con
sider is whether the insights from the algorithmic perspec-
tive of sketching carry over to the statistical setting. To
address this, in this paper, we develop a unified approach
that considers both thetatistical perspectivandalgorith-

mic perspectiven recently-developed randomized sketch-
ing algorithms in RLA, and we provide bounds on two sta-
tistical objectives for several types of random projection
and random sampling sketching algorithms.

1.1. Overview of the problem

The problem we consider in this paper is the ordinary least-
squares (LS or OLS) problem: given as input a makfix
R™*P of observed features or covariates and a vettar

R™ of observed responses, return as output a vetiors

that solves the following optimization problem:
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We will assume that andp are both very large, with > Drineas et al. Drineas et al. 2011 developed a random
p, and for simplicity we will assume rak’) = p, e.g.,to  projection algorithm that runs on arbitrary or worst-case
ensure a unique full-dimensional solution. The LS solutioninput in o(np?) time. (See Drineas et al. 2011 for a
Bors = (XTX)~1XTY, has a number of well-known de- precise statement of the running time.) As for random
sirable statistical propertie€hatterjee & Hadi1988; and  sampling, Drineas et alDfineas et al.2006 2012 have
it is also well-known that the running time or computational shown that if the random sampling is performed with re-
complexity for this problem isO(np?) (Golub & Loan spect to nonuniform importance sampling probabilitie$ tha
1996.1 For many modern applications, howevermay  depend on thempirical statistical leverage scores the
be on the order 0f0% — 10° andp may be on the order of input matrixX, i.e., the diagonal entries of thet matrix
10% — 10%, and thus computing the exact LS solution with H = X (X7 X)~!X7, then one obtains a random sam-
traditional O(np?) methods can be computationally chal- pling algorithm that achieves much better results for arbi-
lenging. This, coupled with the observation that approx-trary or worst-case input.
imate answers often suffice for downstream applications . . -

. Leverage scores have a long history in robust statistics
has led to a large body of work on developing fast approx-

L . and experimental design. In the robust statistics com-
imation algorithms to the LS problerviahoney 2011). munity, samples with high leverage scores are typically

One very popular approach to reducing computation is tdlagged as potential outliers (see, e.@hétterjee & Hadi
perform LS on a carefully-constructed “sketch” of the full 2006 1988 Hample et al.1986 Hoaglin & Welsch 1978
data set. Thatis, rather than computing a LS estimator fronHuber & Ronchetti 1981). In the experimental design
Problem () from the full data( X, Y'), generate “sketched community, samples with high leverage have been shown
data” (SX,SY) whereS € R"™*", with r < n, isa to improve overall efficiency, provided that the underly-
“sketching matrix,” and then compute a LS estimator froming statistical model is accurate (see, e.goyall, 197Q

the following sketched problem: Zavlavsky et al. 2008). This should be contrasted with
their use in theoretical computer science. From the al-
gorithmic perspective of worst-case analysis, that was
adopted by Drineas et aD(ineas et al.2011) and Drineas

et al. Orineas et al. 2012, samples with high leverage

Once the sketching operation has been performed, the addfnd to contain the most important information for subsam-
tional computational complexity ofs is O(rp?), i.e., sim- pling/sketching. Thus it is beneficial for worst-case analy

ply call a traditional LS solver on the sketched problem.SiS to bias the random sample to include samples with large
Thus, when using a sketching algorithm, two criteria ardleverage scores or to rotate with a random projection to a

important; first, ensure the accuracy of the sketched LS ed@ndom basis where the leverage scores are approximately
timator is comparable to, e.g., not much worse than, thainiformized.

performance of the original LS estimator; and second, enThe running-time bottleneck for this leverage-based ran-
sure that computing and applying the sketching marix dom sampling algorithm is the computation of the lever-
is not too computationally intensive, e.g., that it is muchage scores of the input data; and the obvious well-known

- in ||[SY — SX8|2. 2
Bs argérelﬁgl\ Bll2 3

faster than solving the original problem exactly. algorithm for this involvesO(np?) time to perform a
_ QR decomposition to compute an orthogonal basis for
1.2. Prior results X (Golub & Loan 1996. By using fast Hadamard-based

Random sampling and random projections provide tWOrandom projections, however, Drineas et Birifieas et a|.

approaches to construct sketching matriSethat satisfy 2019 showed that one can compute approximate QR

both of these criteria and that have received attention regecomp_osmons and thus appro?qmate leverage scores in
time; and (based on previous wolRrfneas et a|.

2
cently in the computer science community. In terms ofolnp”) time : N |
running time guarantees, the running time bottleneck fo@ooe) this immediately implies a leverage-based random

random projection algorithms for the LS problem is thesa;n.pllng al290tr.|thm th‘?‘t runs ?nlazrgl:frarysr V\(/jorst—_catse n-
application of the projection to the input data, i.e., ac-Pul In o(np”) time (Drineas etal.2012. Readers inter-

. . . T , ested in the practical performance of these randomized al-
tually performing the matrix-matrix multiplication to im- .
yp 9 b gorithms should consult ®N\DENPIK (Avron et al, 2010

plement the projection and compute the sketch. By us*

ing fast Hadamard-based random projections, howeveﬁr LSRN (Meng etal, 2014.

T hat s O O(np?) time suffices to compute the LS solu In terms of accuracy guarantees, both Drineas et
,» O(np - . . .
tion from Problem {) for arbitrary or worst-case input, with, al. (Drineas et al.201]) and Drineas et al [rineas et al.

e.g., the Cholesky Decomposition on the normal equatioits, w 2012 prove that their respective random projection and
a QR decomposition, or with the Singular Value Decomposi-leverage-based random sampling LS sketching algorithms

tion (Golub & Loan 1996).
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each achieve the following worst-case (WC) error guaranin Eqn. @) below); and it will allow us to provide sufficient
tee: for any arbitrary X, Y"), conditions that any sketching mati$must satisfy in order

to achieve performance guarantees for these two statistica
1Y — XBs(13 < 1+ 5)|IY — XBorsl3, (3)  objectives.

with high probability for some pre-specified error param-n Section3, we will present our main theoretical results,

eterx € (0,1). This1 + « relative-error guarant@es which consist of bounds for these two statistical quan-
extremely strong, and it is applicable to arbitrary or werst lities for variants of random sampling and random pro-
case input. That is, whereas in statistics one typically asiéction sketching algorithms. In particular, we provide

sumes a model, e.g., a standard linear modéfpn upper bounds on the PE and RE (as well as the worst-
case WC) for four sketching schemes: (1) an approxi-
Y = XB+e, (4)  mate leverage-based random sampling algorithm, as is an-

alyzed by Drineas et alDfineas et al.2012; (2) a vari-
where 3 € RP is the true parameter and ¢ R" is a  ant of leverage-based random sampling, where the random
standardized noise vector, wite] = 0 andElee’] = samples argiot re-scaled prior to their inclusion in the
I,«n, in Drineas et al. Prineas et a.2011) and Drineas sketch, as is considered by Ma et g et al, 2019; (3) a
et al. Orineas et a].2012 no statistical model is assumed vanilla random projection algorithm, whefgis a random
on X andY, and thus the running time and quality-of- matrix containing i.i.d. Gaussian or Rademacher random
approximation bounds apply to any arbitrdry, Y) input ~ variables, as is popular in statistics and scientific comput

data. ing; and (4) a random projection algorithm, whefés a
random Hadamard-based random projection, as analyzed
1.3. Our approach and main results in (Boutsidis & Gittens2013. For sketching schemes (1),

_ ) (3), and (4), our upper bounds for each of the two measures
In this paper, we address the following fundamental quespy statistical efficiency are identical up to constants; and
tions. First, under a standard linear model, e.g., as given ithey show that the RE scales Bs- 2, while the PE scales

) . . ot
Eqn. @), what properties of a sketching matskare suffi- a5 |n particular, this means that it is possible to obtain
cient to ensure low statistical error, e.g., mean-squared €good bounds for the RE when < r < n (in a manner
ror? Second, how do existing random projectipn algorithms;imilar to the sampling complexity of the WC bounds); but
and leverage-based random sampling algorithms performy order to obtain even near-constant bounds forRBEyst
by this statistical measure? Third, how does this relate tqe ¢ east of constant order compared tdor the sketch-
the properties of a sketching matiskthat are sufficient to ing scheme (2), we show, on the other hand, that under the
ensure low worst-case error, e.g., of the form of EQh.dS  (strong) assumption that there drélarge” leverage scores
has been established previoudlyifieas et a].2011 2012 g1 the remaining — k are “small,” then the WC scales
Mahoney 201)? We address these related questions in 51 + 2 the RE scales as+ 2% and the PE scales as
r’ rn’

number of steps. é That is, sharper bounds are possible for leverage-score

In Sectior2, we will present a framework for evaluating the sampling without re-scaling in the statistical settingt bu
algorithmic and statistical properties of randomizedsket much stronger assumptions are needed on the input data.
ing methods in a unified manner; and we will show thatWe also present a lower bound developed in subsequent
providing WC error bounds of the form of Eqr8)(and ~ Work by Pilanci and WaniwrightRilanci & Wainwright
providing bounds on two related statistical objectived boi 2014 which shows that under general conditions$rthe
down to controlling different structural properties of how upper bound of? for PE can not be improved. Hence our
the sketching matrix interacts with the left singular sub- upper bounds in Sectidghon PE can not be improved.

space of the design matrix. Ir[}particular,Twe will conTsiderln Section4, we will provide a brief discussion and con-
the oblique projection matridly = U(SU)'S, where(.) clusion. For space reasons, we do not include in this

de_notes the M_oore-Penros_e pseudo-l_nverse ofa mat_rlx anference version the proofs of our main results or our
U is the left singular matrix ofX. This framework will g 5iica results that support our theoretical findings: bu

allow us to draw a comparison between the WC error anGpey, are included in the technical report version of this pa-
two related statistical efficiency criteria, the statiatipre- per Raskutti & Mahoney2014.

diction efficigncy (PE) (which is based on the prediction

errorE[|| X (3 — 8)|3] and which is given in Eqn.7j be- 1.4. Additional related work

low) and the statistical residual efficiency (RE) (which is

based on residual err@l{||Y — X 3|3] and which is given  Very recently, Ma et al.Nla et al, 2015 considered statis-
- tical aspects of leverage-based sampling algorithmse@all

’The r!onst.andard parameteris used herg for the error pa- algorithmic leveragingin (Ma et al, 2015). Assuming
rameter since is used below to refer to the noise or error process.
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a standard linear model ori of the form of Eqgn. 4), dom sampling or random projection operations, for now
the authors developed first-order Taylor approximations tave let S beanyr x n matrix. Then, we are interested in
the statistical RE of different estimators computed withanalyzing the performance of objectives characterizieg th
leverage-based sampling algorithms, and they verified thquality of a “sketched” LS objective, as given in E),(
quality of those approximations with computations on realwhere again we are interested in solutions of the form

and synthetic data. Taken as a whole, their results sug-

gest that, if one is interested in the statistical perforoean Bs = (SX)'SY. (6)

of these randomized sketching algorithms, then there are ) ) )

nontrivial trade-offs that are not taken into accountbysta (We emphasize that this doesot in general equal
dard WC analysis. Their approach, however, does not im.((SX)TSX)__l(SX)TSY* since the inverse wilhot exist
mediately apply to random projections or other more gen-'f the _sketchlng process does not preserve rank.) Our goal
eral sketching matrices. Further, the realm of applicabil-"€re is to compare the performancef to Sors. We
ity of the first-order Taylor approximation was not pre- vy|II do so by co_ns_|der|ng three related performance_ cntg—
cisely quantified, and they left open the question of structid: two of a statistical flavor, and one of a more algorithmic
tural characterizations of random sketching matrices thaP" Worst-case flavor.

were sufficient to ensure good statistical properties on thegrom a statistical perspective, it is common to assume a
sketched data. We address these issues in this paper.  standard linear model oy,

Subsequent  work by Pilanci and Wain-
wright (Pilanci & Wainwright 2014 also considers a

statistical perspective of sketching. Amongst other tesul where we remind the reader thae RP is the true parame-
they develop a lower bound which confirms that usingter ande € R” is a standardized noise vector, with] = 0

a single randomized sketching matttkcan not achieve andE[ec”] = I,..,. From this statistical perspective, we
a better PE tharf:. This lower bound complements the will consider the following two criteria.

upper bounds developed in this paper. Their main focus is
to use this insight to develop an iterative sketching scheme
which yields bounds on the SPE whensax n sketch is
applied repeatedly.

Y = XB+e,

e The first statistical criterion we consider is thedic-
tion efficiency(PE), defined as follows:

_ E[IX(8 - Bs)ll3]
Cpr(S) = E[| X (8 — Bors)|3]’

In this section, we develop a framework that allows us  \here the expectatioRi[] is taken over the random
to view the algorithmic and statistical perspectives on LS ppisec.

problems from a common perspective. We then use this

framework to show that existing worst-case bounds as well e The second statistical criterion we consider is the
as our novel statistical bounds for the mean-squared er-  residual efficiencyRE), defined as follows:

rors can be expressed in terms of different structural condi

2
tions on how the sketching matrixinteracts with the data onr(g) = _ElY — XBs]l3] 8
(X.1), ) = B —XBouslg

where, again, the expectatid]-] is taken over the
random noise.

2. General framework and structural results (7)

2.1. A statistical-algorithmic framework

Recall that we are given as input a data 4éf,Y) <

R™*P x R", and the objective function of interest is the Recall that the standard relative statistical efficiencyvi®

standard LS obijective, as given in Eqf).( Since we are estimatorss: and 3. is defined as e _ Varg)
assuming, without loss of generality, that raik = p, we i P 1. 52) Var(s,)’

have that where Vat-) denotes the variance of the estimator (see,
e.g., Lehmann1999). For the PE, we have replaced the
Bors = Xy = (XTX)"'x7y, (5) variance of each estimator by the mean-squared prediction
error. For the RE, we use the term residual since for any
where(-)T denotes the Moore-Penrose pseudo-inverse of astimatorﬁ, Y — XB are the residuals for estimating

matrix. . . . . .
From an algorithmic perspective, there is no noise process

To present our framework and objectives, fete R"™*" e. Instead X andY” are arbitrary, and is simply computed
denote ararbitrary sketching matrix. That is, although we from Eqn 6). To draw a parallel with the usual statistical
will be most interested in sketches constructed from rangenerative process, however, and to understand better the
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relationship between various objectives, consider “defin- e Crg(S) is a statistical analogue of the worst-case al-

ing” Y in terms of X by the following “linear model”:
Y = XB+e,

whereg € R? ande € R™. Importantly,5 ande here repre-
sent different quantities than in the usual statisticairsgt
Rather thare representing a noise process ghiepresent-
ing a “true parameter” that is observed through a naisy

here in the algorithmic setting, we will take advantage of

the rank-nullity theorem in linear algebra to relateand
Y3 To define a “worst case modeV = Xj + ¢ for

the algorithmic setting, one can view the “noise” process

e to consist of any vector that lies in the null-spaceXof.
Then, since the choice ¢f € R? is arbitrary, one can con-
struct any arbitrary or worst-case input data From this
algorithmic case, we will consider the following criterion

e The algorithmic criterion we consider is theorst-
case(WC) error, defined as follows:

Y- X 2
CWC(S) = sup || ﬂS”Q

— e 9
P XbowslpT O

This criterion is worst-case since we take a supremum
Y, and it is the performance criterion that is analyzed

in Drineas et al. Drineas etal. 2011 and Drineas et
al. (Drineas et aJ.2012), as bounded in Eqn3.

Writing Y asX 3+¢, whereX ”'e = 0, the worst-case error
can be re-expressed as:

|Y — XBs|l3
Cwec(S) = sup B
(5) Y=xp+te, xTe=o ||IY — XBors|l3

Hence, in the worst-case algorithmic setup, we take a

supremum ovet, whereX ”'e = 0, whereas in the statisti-
cal setup, we take an expectation ovevhereE[e] = 0.

Before proceeding, several other comments about this
algorithmic-statistical framework and our objectives are

worth mentioning.

e From the perspective of our two linear models, we

have that3ors =  + (XTX) ' XTe. In the sta-
tistical setting, sinc&[ee’] = I,,«,, it follows that
Bors is a random variable witfE[Sors] = S and
E[(ﬁ — ﬁOLS)(B — ﬁOLs)T] = (XTX)_I. In the al-
gorithmic setting, on the other hand, sink€ e = 0,
it follows that 55,5 = .

3The rank-nullity theorem asserts that given any mafix

R™*? and vectorY € R", there exists a unique decomposition

Y = XB+¢, whereg is the projection o™ on to the range space
of XT ande = Y — X3 lies in the null-space ok T (Meyer,
2000.

gorithmic objectiveCyy (S), since both consider the

; e IY=XBs]l3 i i
ratio of the metric W —XBors" The difference is

that asup overY in the algorithmic setting is replaced
by an expectation over noisein the statistical set-
ting. A natural question is whether there is an algorith-
mic analogue o€'p(.S). Such a performance metric
would be:

X B =893
Sgp X (8 —Bors)3’

(10)

whereg is the projection oft” on to the range space
of XT'. However, sincéors = 8+ (XTX) 1 X7e

and sinceX”e = 0, Bors = B in the algorithmic
setting, the denominator of EqrL@) equals zero, and
thus the objective in Eqn1() is not well-defined. The
“difficulty” of computing or approximating this objec-
tive parallels our results below that show that approx-
imating Cpg(S) is much more challenging (in terms
of the number of samples needed) than approximating
Crr(9).

In the algorithmic setting, the sketching matfxand

the objectiveCyy ¢ (S) can depend oX andY” in any
arbitrary way, but in the following we consider only
sketching matrices that are either independent of both
X andY or depend only orX (e.g., via the statisti-
cal leverage scores df). In the statistical settings

is allowed to depend oX, but not onY’, as any de-
pendence ofS on Y might introduce correlation be-
tween the sketching matrix and the noise variable
Removing this restriction is of interest, especially in
light of the recent results that show that one can ob-
tain WC bounds of the form Eqn3) by constructing

S by randomly sampling according to an importance
sampling distribution that depends on timéluence
scores—essentially the leverage scores of the matrix
X augmented with-Y as an additional column—of
the(X,Y) pair.

e Both Cpp(S) and Crg(S) are qualitatively re-

lated to quantities analyzed by Ma et alig et al,
2015. In addition,Cy ¢ (.S) is qualitatively similar to
Cov(3]Y) in Ma et al., since in the algorithmic set-
ting Y is treated as fixed; andrz(.5) is qualitatively
similar to CO\(E) in Ma et al., since in the statistical
settingY is treated as random and coming from a lin-
ear model. That being said, the metrics and results
we present in this paper are not directly comparable
to those of Ma et al. since, e.g., they had a slightly
different setup than we have here, and since they used
a first-order Taylor approximation while we do not.
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2.2. Structural results on sketching matrices

We are now ready to develop structural conditions char-

acterizing how the sketching matriX interacts with the
dataX; this will allow us to provide upper bounds for the
quantitiesCy ¢ (S), Cpe(S), andCre(S). To do this, re-
call that given the data matriX', we can express the sin-
gular value decomposition oX asX = UZV7”, where
U € R™ 7 is an orthogonal matrix, i.elJ7U = I,«,. In
addition, we can define thablique projectiormatrix

ny .= U(su)'s. (11)
Note that if rankSX) = p, thenIIZ can be expressed
aslly = U(UTSTsU)~'UuTs”s, sinceU” ST SU is in-
vertible. Importantly however, depending on the propsrtie
of X and howsS is constructed, it can easily happen that
rank(SX) < p, even if rankX) = p.

Given this setup, we can now state the following lemma
which characterizes ho@y ¢ (5), Cpr(S), andCrg(S)
depend on different structural propertied8f andSU.

Lemma 1. For the algorithmic setting,

ch(S) = 1+
1 | (Ipxp — (SU)T(SU))SIZ | [ITTgell3
P 2 2 |-
SERP,UTe=0 llell3 llell3

For the statistical setting,

N T T 312 U2
Cr(s) = 1Uoxe = (SUISUISVTBIE | G
p p
and
Cspr(S)—1

n/p—1

Several points are worth making about Lemina

CRE(S) =1+

e For all 3 criteria, the term which involve&SU )T SU
is a “bias” term that is non-zero in the case that
rankSU) < p. For Cpgr(S) and Crg(S), the

Cpgr(S). In general, it is significantly more diffi-
cult to boundCrg(S), since|| X (8 — Bors)||3 is p,
whereas)Y — X Bors||3 isn—p, and so there is much
less margin for error in approximatige g (.S).

e In the worst-case

algorithmic setting,
IS ell3

SUPceRrn/{0},1Ve=0 ez~ 1S the relevant quan-

tity, whereas in the statistical settifgI%|% is the
relevant quantity. The Frobenius norm enters in the
statistical setting because we are taking an average
over homoscedastic noise, and so theorm of the
eigenvalues ofl¥ need to be controlled. On the other
hand, in the algorithmic or worst-case setting, the
worst direction in the null-space &f” needs to be
controlled, and thus the spectral norm enters.

or

3. Main theoretical results

In this section, we provide upper bounds 0y« (.5),
Cpr(S), andCre(S), where S correspond to random
sampling and random projection matrices. In particu-
lar, we provide upper bounds far sketching matrices:

(1) a vanilla leverage-based random sampling algorithm
from Drineas et al.QPrineas et al.2012); (2) a variant of
leverage-based random sampling, where the random sam-
ples arenotre-scaled prior to their inclusion in the sketch;
(3) a vanilla random projection algorithm, whefeis a
random matrix containing i.i.d. sub-Gaussian random vari-
ables; and (4) a random projection algorithm, whéres

a random Hadamard-based random projection, as analyzed
in (Boutsidis & Gittens2013.

3.1. Random sampling methods

Here, we consider random sampling algorithms. To do so,
first define a random sampling matifke R™ as follows:

Si; € {0,1} for all (4, j) and>>"_, Si; = 1, where each
row has an independent multinomial distribution with prob-
abilities (p;)!_,. The matrix of cross-leverage scores is de-
fined asL = UUT € R™*", and¥; = L;; denotes the

term corresponds exactly to the statistical bias; andeverage score corresponding to tie sample. Note that

if rank(SU) = p, meaning thab is arank-preserving
sketching matrix, then the bias term equ@Jssince
(SU)'SU = I,x,. In practice, ifr is chosen smaller
thanp or larger than but very close {9 it may happen
thatranKSU) < p, in which case this bias is incurred.

The final equalityCrs(S) = 1 + % shows
that in general it is much more difficult (in terms
of the number of samples needed) to obtain bound
on Cpp(S) than Cre(S)—sinceCrp(S) re-scales
Cpg(S) by p/n, which is much less thah This will

be reflected in the main results below, where the scal

ing of Cre(S) will be a factor ofp/n smaller than

the leverage scores satis}y- , /; = tracgL) = p and
0</4; <1

The sampling probability distribution we consider)_,
is of the formp; = (1 — 9)% + 0¢;, where{q; }"_, satisfies
0<¢qg <1 andZ?:1 q¢; = 1 is an arbitrary probability
distribution, and) < 6 < 1. In other wordsp; is a convex
combination of a leverage-based distribution and another
g\rbitrary distribution. Note that fat = 0, the probabilities

are proportional to the leverage scores, wherea8 forl,

the probabilities follow the distribution defined By, } ;.

We consider two sampling matrices, one where the ran-
dom sampling matrix is re-scaled, as in Drineas et
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al. (Drineas et al.2011), and one in~which no re-scaling thatforl <i <k, 2 </; < % and for the remaining
takes place. In particular, I&y g = S denote the random n — k leverage scoregfg’:wrl l; < %.

sampling matrix (where the subscriptR denotes the fact

that no re-scaling takes place). The re-scaled sampling md-n€ interpretation of &-heavy hitter leverage distribution
trix is S € R = SW, wherel € R"*" is a diagonal 1S one in which onlyk samples inX' contain the major-

. . ity of the leverage score mass. The paramgtacts as a
re-scaling matrix, wher i = /= andW,; = 0 for . N
g s &V \/-ij It measure of non-uniformity, in that the smaller thethe
j # i. The quantity_- is the re-scaling factor. more non-uniform are the leverage scores. FHeeavy
hitter leverage distribution allows us to model highly non-

In this case, we have the following result. . .
g uniform leverage scores which allows us to state the fol-

Theorem 1. For S = Sg, withr > %log((%;)), lowing result.
then with probability at least0.7, it holds that Theorem 2. For § = Syr, With & = 0 and as-
rank(SrU) = p and that: suming ak-heavy hitter leverage distribution and >
D c1plog (@p), then with probability at leas0.6, it holds
Cwe(Sk) = 1+ 127 that rank Sy r) = p and that:
n
CPE(SR) S 44— 4402
r » Cwc(Svr) < 1+ 2 g
Cre(Sr) < 1+44;- 44C* k

. . . . Cpr(S <
Several things are worth noting about this result. Firsteno rE(SNR) < 2 r

that bothCyy ¢ (Sr) — 1 andCrs(Sr) — 1 scale ag; thus, Or(S - 440 pk

itis possible to obtain high-quality performance guaraste re(Snr) < + cz nr

for ordinary least squares, as longfas— 0, e.g., ifris  Notice that whenk < n, bounds in Theoren? on
only slightly larger tharp. On the other handi’pr(Sr)  Cpr(Snr) andCre(Snr) are significantly sharper than
scales as:, meaningr needs to be close to to provide  bounds in Theorer on Cpr(Sr) andCgrg(Sgr). Hence
similar performance guarantees. Next, note that all of the\ot re-scaling has the potential to provide sharper bound in
upper bounds apply to any data matix without assum-  the statistical setting. However a much stronger assumptio
ing any additional structure okl . on X is needed for this result.

Also note that the distributiotig; }7; does not enter the 3.2. Random projection methods

results which means our bounds hold for any choice ofH der tw d acti lqorith
{¢;}?_, and don’'t depend oA. This allows to consider ere, we consider two random projection aigorithms, one

different distributions. A standard choice is uniform, ,i.e Easeg ona i’b&Gausj'an projection m.atrlean((jj the o(tjher
g = % (see e.g. Ma et alMa et al, 2015). The other ased on a Hadamard projection matrix. o do so, de-

important example is that aipproximateleverage-score fme[SSGP]i_j - %Xij’ Wh?re(Xi-j)lgiﬁrvlﬁjﬁn are Li.d.

sampling developed inDfineas et al.2019 that reduces SUP-Gaussian random variables WIDY';;] = 0, variance
computation. Let/;)"_, denote the approximate leverage E[X7j] = o and sub-Gaussian parameterin this case,
scores developed by the procedureDmifieas et a].2013.  We have the following result.

Based on Theorem 2 irDfineas et a].2012, |¢; — ;| <#  Theorem 3. For any matrix X, there exists a constant

where0 < 6 < 1 for r sufficiently large. Now, using such thatifr > ¢’ log n, then with probability greater than

pi = %, p; can be re-expressed ps= (1 — 9)% + 0g; 0.7, it holds that rankSscp) = p and that:
where (¢;)!"_, is a distribution (unknown since we only
have a bound on the approximate leverage scores). Hence,

OWC(SSGP) < 1+ 11%

the performance bounds achieved by approximate leverag- Cpe(Ssap) < 44(1+ E)

ing are equivalent to those achieved by addimgultiplied - r

by a uniform or other arbitrary distribution. Cre(Ssap) < 1+ 442
T

Next, we consider the leverage-score estimator without rexjgtice that the bounds in Theoredfor Ssep are equiv-
scaling Syg. In order to develop nontrivial bounds on gient to the bounds in Theorefnfor Sg, except thatr
Cwo(Svr), Cre(Snr), and Cre(Snr), we need to s required only to be larger tha@(logn) rather than
make a (strong) assumption on the leverage-score distri)(;,1og p). Hence for smaller values of, random sub-
bution onX'. To do so, we define the following. Gaussian projections are more stable than leverage-score
Definition 1 (k-heavy hitter leverage distributionA se-  sampling based approaches. This reflects the fact that to
quence of leverage scorgg)?_, is ak-heavy hittedever-  a first-order approximation, leverage-score sampling per-
age score distribution if there exist constant§' > 0 such  forms as well as performing a smooth projection.
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Next, we consider the randomized Hadamard projecproves thatC'pg(S) is a quantity that is more challeng-
tion matrix. In particular,Sgea = SunigHD, where ingto control tharCrg(S) andCy ¢ (S) when only a sin-

H € R™™ is the standard Hadamard matrix (seegle sketch is used. Using this insight, Pilanci and Wain-
e.g. Hedayat & Wallis 1978), Sy, € R™*™isanr x . wright (Pilanci & Wainwright 2014 show that by using a
uniform sampling matrix, and> € R™*" is a diagonal particular iterative Hessian sketctip(S) can be con-
matrix with random equiprobabtel entries. trolled up to constant. In addition to providing a lower
bound on the PE using a sketching matrix just once, Pi-
lanci and Wainwright also develop a new iterative sketc-
thing scheme where sketching matrices are used repeatedly
can reduce the PE significantly.

Theorem 4. For any matrix X, there exists a constait
such thatifr > ¢plogn(log p+ loglogn), then with prob-
ability greater than0.8, it holds that rankSx.q) = p and

that:

p 4. Discussion and conclusion
Cwc(SHaa) < 14 40log(np)=

Tn In this paper, we developed a framework for analyzing al-
Cre(SHaa) < 40log(np)(1 + ;) gorithmic and statistical criteria for general sketching-m

tricesS € R"*™ applied to the LS objective. Our frame-
Cpe(SHaa) < 1+ 40log(np)(1 +2) e ve. LU ral
PE(QHad) = g\np o work reveals that the algorithmic and statistical criteléa

. ) ) pend on different properties of the oblique projection ma-
Notice that the bounds in Theorefrfor Sp.q are equiv- iy ny = U(SU)TU, whereU is the left singular ma-

alent to the bounds in Theorefnfor S, up t0 @ CON- iy for X, In particular, the algorithmic WC criteria de-
stant andlog(np) factor. As discussed in Drineas et 1Y el

al. (Drineas et al. 2011), the Hadamard transformation phengs on the guamt')@PUTe:g o, 2 since IE that cahse
makes the leverage scoresXfapproximately uniform (up t € qta Ima_y € ar |trar()j/ an (\j/vorst—((j:ase, whereas t_ e two
to log(np) factor), which is why the performance is similar statistical criteria (RE and PE) dependsdtt || -, since in

to the sub-Gaussian projection (which also tends to maki'at case the data follow a linear model with homogenous

the leverage scores of approximately uniform). We sus- noise variance.
pect that the additiondbg(np) factor is an artifact of the Using our framework we develop upper bounds for three
analysis since we use an entry-wise concentration boungserformance criterion applied tosketching schemes. Our
using more sophisticated techniques, we believe that thgpper bounds reveal that in the regime where r < n,
log(np) can be improved. our sketching schemes achieve optimal performance up to
3.3. Lower Bounds constant in terms of WC and RE. On the other hand, the
PE scales ag& meaningr needs to be close te for good
In concurrent  work, Pilanci ~and  Wain- performance; and subsequent lower bounds in Pilanci and
wright  (Pilanci & Wainwright 2014 amongst other wainwright Pilanci & Wainwright 2014 show that this
results develop lower bounds on the numeratar'in: (S) upper bound can not be improved.
which prove that our upper bounds 6 (.S) can not be
improved. We re-state Theorem 1 (Example 1) in Pilanci
and Wainwright Pilanci & Wainwright 2014 in a way
that makes it most comparable to our results. Avron, H., Maymounkov, P., and Toledo, S. Blendenpik:
Supercharging LAPACK’s least-squares solve3lAM
Journal on Scientific Computing2:1217-1236, 2010.
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