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Abstract

Despite its impressive theory & practical per-
formance, Frequent Directions (EDI) has not
been widely adopted for large-scale regres-
sion tasks. Prior work has shown random-
ized sketches (i) perform worse in estimat-
ing the covariance matrix of the data than
[EDE (ii) incur high error when estimating the
bias and/or variance on sketched ridge regres-
sion. We give the first constant factor rela-
tive error bounds on the bias & variance for
sketched ridge regression using We com-
plement these statistical results by showing
that can be used in the optimization set-
ting through an iterative scheme which yields
high-accuracy solutions. This improves on
randomized approaches which need to com-
promise the need for a new sketch every it-
eration with speed of convergence. In both
settings, we also show using Robust Frequent
Directions further enhances performance.

1 Introduction

Ridge regression (RR]) has become a key tool in data
analysis but it is resource intensive to solve at large
scale and in high dimensions. Recall that the[RRlprob-
lem is to return:

. 1 2, 7 2
min {760 = plAx - bl3 + JIxig} ()
Solving (@) when n > d by the SVD (or other re-
lated decompositions) requires O(nd?) time and O(d?)
space. These complexities are not acceptable given the
scale of modern data.

A crucial quantity in both solving and approximat-

* Work done while at DataSketches, Verizon Media.

ing [RR] is the Hessianl] matrix H, = ATA +11,.
Maintaining H, exactly by rank-one updates of the
samples costs O(nd*~!) time and O(d?) space so of-
fers little overall benefit. Speeding up this compu-
tation has been studied through randomized matrix
sketching techniques which estimate H., through I:IV =
ATSTSA + 41;. Provided that S € R™*™ is sam-
pled from a suitable distribution (details in (Woodruff,
2014; Drineas & Mahoney, 2016)), then I:I,Y is a good
proxy for H,. The computational savings come when
S can be applied to input A quickly or implicitly as
the data is read.

The exact solution to () is given in (@2). There
are two central “one-shot” methods to approximate
@): Classical @) (Avron et all,2017) and Hessian (@)
(Pilanci & Wainwright, [2015) Sketching:

x* = (ATA+41,) ATy (2)
xC = (ATSTSA +11,) 'ATS"Sy  (3)
x" = (ATSTSA +41,) ATy (4)

If sketching the data to obtain SA takes time Tgketch
then approximating (@) is O(Tsketch +md?) time. A
m = O(d poly log(d)) the space grows as O(d?).

When ridge regression is practical, one often finds re-
dundancy in the spectrum of high-dimensional input
data. Hence, it would be ideal to perform an online
or streaming variant of SVD keeping only the infor-
mative parts of the spectrum. Unfortunately, greedy
heuristics (Brand, [2002) can be shown to perform ar-
bitrarily badly (Huang, 2018). [Liberty (2013) intro-
duced [Frequent Directions] (FD]) for exactly this prob-
lem; to find a matrix summary B € R™*9 that well
approximates the information one would obtain from
performing an SVD of A. Therefore, is a natural
candidate sketch for approximating ridge regression.

Frequent Directions is an orthogonal approach to ran-

'Due to the fact it is the matrix of second derivatives
of f(x) in (@). It is composed of the data covariance AT A
and a regularization term vI4.

2The O notation suppresses lower order and failure
probability terms
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domized matrix sketching. deterministically up-
dates the top singular directions observed in the data
stream, keeping only the most important (or the most
frequently occurring). In |Ghashami et all (20161,
compelling evidence was given that showed more
accurately approximates AT A at a given projection
dimension m than randomized methods. is also
a mergeable summary (Agarwal et all, 12013), and can
be adapted to sparse data (Ghashami et all, 20164).
Given that H, = AT A + 41, is a fundamental oper-
ator in [RR] one would hope that can be used as
the sketch here, rather than random projection. In-
deed, this is shown in [Shi & Phillips (2020) who use
H=B"B+ v14 to approximate H,. If the inter-
play between the regularisation v and the approxi-
mation error from are correctly balanced, then
X* can be reasonably approximated. We refer to
this approach as|Frequent Directions Ridge Regression|

(FDRR) (Alg.[A2) App.[A) returning x = H !ATy.

However, it remains the case that despite being a
high-quality sketch, is under-exploited in regres-
sion tasks. Our motivation is to better understand
how can be used in regression and what proper-
ties it preserves. We are interested in the following
questions which prior work has failed to address:

1. Statistical model estimation. Ridge regres-
sion is often studied under a linear model with a
ground truth vector xg that describes the behav-
ior of the data. If is employed as the sketch,
then how does this distort the bias and variance of
the returned weights compared to the “optimal”
bias and variance in recovering x¢?

2. Solution estimation. Can the coarse approxi-
mation of x* from [Shi & Phillips (2020) be boot-
strapped to obtain a high accuracy estimate X?

These two questions underpin complementary perspec-
tives commonly found in the machine learning commu-
nity. The former is a statistical perspective while the
latter is an optimization perspective. It is argued in
Wang et all (2017) that both are of importance in the-
ory and practice depending on the application. The
statistical perspective is relevant in machine learning
when the approximate solution X is used as a proxy
for the optimal weights x* which are too expensive
to obtain. Meanwhile, the optimization perspective
is useful when one wishes to understand how sequen-
tially refining expensive iterations can lead to better
estimates of the solution vector.

1.1 Contributions

Our contributions are two-fold:

1. Statistical results: we give the first analysis for
[FDRR]under a linear model. We provide constant
factor relative error bounds on the bias, variance,

and mean-squared error (MSE]). For a 6 € (0, 1),
we find that (1 — 6) |[bias(x*)||3 < |bias(x)[> <
IIbias(x*)[15/1—9, likewise for trace of variance and
We show that using the more accurate Ro-
bust Frequent Directions (Huang, 2018) improves
this to a 1 — 6’ approximation for 6’ < 6.

2. Optimization results: we present the first anal-
ysis of in an iterative scheme to obtain high-
quality solution estimation. We show that ¢ iter-
ates x(M = x(t=1) — H-1V f(x®)) yields weights
% = x® satisfying ||% — x*|]2 < ¢*||x*||. This
can substantially improve the one-shot sketch es-
timate x = x(1) of |Shi & Phillips (2020) even if ¢
is small or moderate.

Although these results are simple, there are signifi-
cant practical implications. From the statistical side,
our results show that [FDRR] returns weights which
are much more faithful to the underlying model than
randomized sketching: this is highlighted in Table [l
If the bias-variance tradeoff is a key concern then
[FDRRI should be preferred to using random projec-
tions. Secondly, on the optimization side, we show the
existence of small-space deterministic preconditioners
which can be iteratively used to refine the estimates to
ridge regression. The significance of our results is that
[FEDRRIrequires space only O(md) for m < d by storing
B € R™*? and some extra information such as ATy.
Consequently, [FDRR] can operate in higher dimensions
than randomized methods which need SA € RO(d)xd,

1.2 Related Work

Although we are not the first to study [FD]in regression
tasks, prior work has different motivations, presents
complementary results to ours, and thus uses different
techniques. [Shi & Phillips (2020) introduced [FDRR]
returning X which satisfies a coarse bound ||x — x*|| <
Cllx*|| in O(d/¢) space. Let m = O(1/¢) < d be
the number of rows in (and the rank of) B. Since
H = BTB++1,[Shi & Phillips (2020) show that using
an eigendecomposition of H can be used to obtain H~!
in O(md) which results in the first o(d?) streaming
algorithm to estimate x*.

However, this results fails to provide any information
on the model estimation provided by X performs under
the linear model we study. Until this work nothing was
known about the statistical performance of sketched
ridge regression using We seek strong statistical
guarantees on the bias and variance of X when com-
pared to the same quantities had no sketching been
performed. Alternatively, [Huang (2018) propose using
[EDIfor adversarial online learning through an approx-
imate Newton method. Hence, their application and
bounds are much different from ours; no bounds on
the solution estimation ||%x — x*||, are provided.



Charlie Dickens

Method  ||bias(%)||3 trace(var(x)) Time Space (num. rows m)
LB UB LB UB

[EDRRI 1—6 1/1—¢ 1-0 1/i—g O(ndm) O(md)

REDRRl 1-6¢  1/1i-¢ 1-0¢ i—g' O(ndm,) O(md)

Classical  1/(1+p)>  1/(1—p)? e 7:((11;5))2 2 7:((1%5))2 O(nnz(A)) ~ O(nd?)  O(dp~2 poly log d)

Hessian  citf5  chp(l+p) Ya+p)? (1-p)? O(nnz(A)) ~ O(nd?)  O(dp~2 polylog d)

Table 1: Lower (LB) & upper (UB) bounds for bias & variance of competing sketching methods. Deterministic
methods require m = IA-Axll%/(1-vT=0)y + k < d rows. Bounds for Classical/Hessian sketch are slight modifi-
cations of (Wang et all, 2017) for (1 £ p)-¢2 subspace embeddings S. Extra parameters are constants ¢y, c2 = 1
and singular values 032- of the input data. The constants ¢}, ¢, are slightly more involved, (Wang et all, [2017)

should be consulted for the details.

Randomized approaches for sketched ridge regres-
sion from the statistical setting typically exploit ¢5-
subspace embeddings which asserts that SA has all di-
rections of A preserved up to some small relative error.
However, this requires sampling m = O(d poly log d)
projections: a stronger condition than retaining only
m < d directions as in A severe weakness of one-
shot randomized sketching in the statistical setting is
that only one of bias or variance can be well approx-
imated: Classical sketch estimates well the bias but
has significantly higher variance than the optimal so-
lution while Hessian sketch has the opposite behaviour
(Wang et all, 2017). It is also shown in [Wang et al.
(2017) that averaging the solutions to many sketched
ridge regression problems can improve the bias and
variance estimation. However, we are primarily in-
terested in the ‘standard’ usage of one-shot sketching
such as Classical and Hessian sketch which use only
one sketch of the data. Thus, a comparison to the
so-called model-averaging approach falls outside the
scope of our study.

The central benefit of using for ridge regres-
sion is that o(d?) space is required to obtain ap-
proximation guarantees [Shi & Phillipd (2020). At a
high level, this is due to the fact incurs less
distortion in approximating ATA by BTB com-
pared to a random projection ATSTSA when B
and SA are of the same size. Random projections
can still preserve much information when m < d
for problems such as approximate matrix product
(Cohen et all, 2016); convex constrained least squares
(Pilanci & Wainwright, 2015, 2016); underconstrained
ridge regression (Chowdhury et all; 12018). However,
we are not aware of any statistical guarantees on the
bias-variance tradeoff of ridge regression when m < d
dimensions are kept in the sketch. Results in the op-
timization setting can be hindered by the need for a
new sketch (even if it is of small-size) at every iteration
Pilanci & Wainwright (2016). Using a single random
sketch requires optimizing for the correct step size and

is only known to work for Gaussian random projections
(Lacotte & Pilanci, [2019) which needs O(nd?) time to
obtain SA so is not a viable scalable solution.

Our Approach. Gaps in the existing literature mark
our central departure from current work. Recall that
in the statistical setting the task is to understand the
model estimation (i.e., the mean-square error of %X, to
be defined formally in Section 2]) meanwhile in the op-
timization setting we wish to minimise the solution
estimation error ||%x — x*||.

In both statistical and optimization settings, random-
ized sketches have proven the most frequently studied
technique. This is in spite of the superior practical
performance[ED] provides in estimating A T A shown in
Ghashami et al! (20161). Where [FDl has been studied,
there has been no attempt to understand the statisti-
cal properties (bias, variance, [MSE]) which is crucial
when using approximate weights X in place of x*. Sec-
ondly, there has been no attempt to understand the
performance of as a small-space preconditioners
for high-accuracy solvers.

Paper Outline. Section [2] outlines the notation and
sketching results we build upon. In Section B we
present the statistical properties of (R)YFDRRI Section
@illustrates the iterative ridge sketching method. Both
sections contain experiments to highlight the perfor-
mance of our methods. The technical details & proofs
are deferred to the appendix.

2 Preliminaries and Notation

Matrices of size n X d are denoted by uppercase letters
e.g. A € R™? The p-dimensional identity matrix is
denoted by I,,. Lower case symbols represent vectors,
e.g. x € R% The norms we use are the Frobenius norm
lA]lF, the spectral or operator norm over matrices
|lA]l2 and Euclidean norm over vectors, ||x]|2.

Frequent Directions: Theoretical Properties
The property we exploit is that [FD]approximately pre-
serves the norm of matrix vector products after sketch-
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ing. Theorem [ outlines the guarantees obtained by
the returned summary B € R™*? of & Robust
Frequent Directions (RED)). [Huang (2018), show that
improves the accuracy of by a factor of 2.
Both implementations are in Alg. [ATl Appendix [Al

Notation for Frequent Directions: we use A, =
|A—Ag|% & o = I/m—k to write the bounds for both
& BFD ().

Theorem 1 (Ghashamiet all (2016h); Huang
(2018)). Let A € R"™ 4.  The (Robust) Frequent
Directions algorithm processes A one row at a time,
returns a matriv B € R™*¢ and a scalar 6 such that
for any unit vector u € R?:

|ATA - (B'B +61y) |, < /Ay (5)

IfB=FD(A), then 6 =0 & o/ = a. Else if [B,d] =
RFD(A), ¢ is adaptively chosen and o = a/2.

Modelling Assumptions. We assume that a dataset
A € R™? and targets y € R are given such that

y = Axg + €. (6)
For both statistical and optimization settings, we will

assume that n > d and the input data has rank (A) =
d so that x* is uniquely defined.

Statistical setting. The noise € is zero-mean, E(e) =
04, and the covariance is E(ee ") = 02I,,. For an esti-
mate of the weights X, we are interested in

e bias(%X) = E(X) — xo & squared norm ||bias(x)||3.

e Variance: var(X) = (X —E(x))(X —E(X)) " and its
trace: trace(var(x)).

e Mean-square error (MSE): MSE(x) =
E (][%x —x0/|3) which by the bias-variance decom-
position is MSE(X) = ||bias(%X)]||3 + trace(var(X)).

All expectations are taken over the randomness in €.

Optimization setting. No assumptions on € are
made and it is assumed to be fixed. The notion of
approximation we adopt is under the Euclidean norm:
for an estimate X how small can the solution error
%X — x*||2 be made.

Randomized Sketching typically require S € R™*"
to obtain a (1 + p)-¢5 subspace embedding for A
(Woodruff, 12014) which preserves all rank(A) = d di-
rections. There are many choices of S which satisfy
the necessary properties to compare to the bounds
we present (Woodruff, [2014; |Drineas & Mahoney,
2016). Prior work in both statistical & optimiza-
tion perspectives, does not typically show a strong
difference in accuracy based on how S is gener-
ated (Wang et all 2017; [Pilanci & Wainwrightl, 2016;
Cormode & Dickens, [2019). Thus, we focus only
on the Gaussian and Sparse Johnson-Lindenstrauss

Transforms (SILI) (Nelson & Nguyén, [2013). The
Gaussian is a high-quality sketch and is well-studied
due to favorable properties such as rotational invari-
ance (Lacotte & Pilanci, 2019; [Pilanci & Wainwright],
2016) yet is slow to apply. Hence, we also test the
[SICT] which has s nonzeros per column so is applied
in time O(snnz(A)) while also enjoying the same space
bound. Details on constructing the sketches are found
in Appendix [El

3 Statistical Properties of FDRRI

Recall the linear model from Equation (@) which gen-
erates the data & assume v > 0 is the regularisation
parameter. Recall that H, = AT A + 414, the exact
solution is x* = H,;lATy7 H = B"B++1, and[FDRR]
returns x = H-'ATy. Without sketching we have the
following result for the optimal weights:

Lemma 1. The optimal bias and variance terms are:
bias(x*) = —yH'x¢ and var(x*) = o?H;'ATAH;*

The proof is given in Appendix [Bl Now, the task
is to understand the extent to which approximating
the weights through [FDRR] distorts the behaviour ex-
pressed in Lemma[Il To that end, we have the follow-
ing lemma which expresses both the bias and variance
of the weights x found from solving [FDRRI

Lemma 2 (EDRRI] bias and variance). bias(x) =
(H'ATA —1,)xg and var(x) = c’H ' ATAH L.

With this understanding, the next task is to relate
these expressions to the corresponding terms achieved
by x* as expressed in Lemma [I1

Observe that we may write bias(X) as bias(x) =
(H'ATA —I;)H,H:'x. This manipulation is use-
ful as bias(x*) = —yH;'x¢. Hence, if we can con-
trol the smallest and largest eigenvalues of M =
(H'ATA — I,)H, then we should be able to re-
late ||bias(x)||3 to |bias(x*)||3. This is exactly how
our proof proceeds as we establish the following
Lemma 3. Let 7/ =
(ﬂ—lATA—Id) H,, then Amax(M) < ~2/y &
Amin(lv-[) Z 'Y/

Given that |[Mull2 € [Amin(M)]|ull2, Amax(M)|lul|2]
we can take u = HI'xy combined with
Lemma [B to establish: ||bias(x)]|3 €
7"?||bias(x*)||3, J—ZHbias(x*)H%} . Finally, provided
that the parameters of the sketch are appropri-
ately set compared to the regularization ~, ||bias(x)||3

can be shown to be within accurate relative-error
bounds of ||bias(x*)||3.

Theorem 2. Let B = FD(A) € R™*? and let 6 €
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||bias(x)|?, trace(var(x)), MSE(X) plotted against 7. The instance has effective dimension R; = [0.15d + 0.5].
The deterministic methods dominate the randomized methods in all 3 metrics. Hessian Sketch has high error

in estimating ||bias(x*)||3 so is omitted from the bottom left panel.

(0,1) be a parameter. If m = IA=Axl%/(1—yT=0)y + k,
then

o - L hiae(ac*
Ibias()|5 € | (1 - 6) || bias(x")|5 g lIbias(x )5

1
Dealing with the variance terms is slightly simpler
than the bias terms. This is thanks to the fact that,
H = B'B + 7I; is symmetric positive definite so
we can exploit the Lowner ordering over such ma-
trices. Expressing the variance of the weights X is
simple and follows the same approach as for the op-
timal weights x*. Subsequently, we need only invoke
standard properties of the Lowner ordering to estab-
lish bounds on var(x) compared to var(x*). One final
nice property of the Lowner ordering is that the trace
also respects the precedence. That is, if X <Y then
trace(X) < trace(Y). This is the final piece to obtain:

Theorem 3. Under the
tions as Theorem

same  assump-
trace(var(x)) €

2

(1 — 6)trace(var(x*)), 125 trace(var(x*))|.

Theorems[2 & [Blimmediately entail the same guarantee
on the [MSEl Therefore;

Theorem 4. Under the same assumptions as Theo-
rem[d, (1 — 0)MSE(x*) < MSE(x) < ﬁMSE(X*).
All proofs for this section are in Appendix [B.2] includ-
ing the extension to obtain a tighter approximation

guarantee with [RED] (App. [B.3)).

3.1 Experimental Evaluation

Competing Methods. We compare the determinis-
tic methods (Robust) Frequent Directions Ridge Re-
gression (RJEDRR] against the randomized Classical

and Hessian sketches (Equations @), )). The two
methods for generating S are Gaussian and [SJLTI
with a sparsity of s = 10. We refer to the compet-
ing methods by SketchModel:SketchType, e.g. Classi-
cal:Gaussian.

Data Generation. We test on synthetic data gener-
ated in a similar fashion to|Shi & Phillips (2020). The
data size is (n,d) = (21°,2%) and has effective rank
R = |rd +0.5] for r € (0,1). This ensures that most
of the energy is concentrated on roughly the top r-
fraction of the directions and is also used to fix the
sparsity of the underlying (and unobserved) ground
truth vector xo which generates the data. We take
y = Axg + € with every ¢; ~ N (O, 22). Further de-
tails for generating the data are in Appendix [El

Experimental Setup. We choose Ry = |0.15d+0.5]
and Ry = [0.25d 4 0.5] so that Ry is of higher effec-
tive rank. This parameter setting is used to generate
the linear model as described above. Then we plot the
analytical expressions for bias, variance and [MSE] for
(RYEDRRI (Sec. B) and the randomized methods. We
set m = 256 and vary v € {278,...,2°} for all meth-
ods. The random methods are tested 10 times with
the median results being reported. Only one trial is
necessary for the deterministic methods. For the three
metrics there is an optimal value v* which is a function
of x* estimated by 4, a function of x. We measure the
relative error |4 —u*|/u* and the absolute value of the
estimate 4. Results are reported in Figure[dl

Findings: R;. Across all 3 metrics, both deter-
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Figure 2: The three metrics vs v for Ry = |0.25d + 0.5]|. [FDRRI performs worse than [REDRR] at small values
of v but then begins to improve. Holistically, RFDRR] dominates; [FDRR] is next best for large enough ~; the
randomized methods each have their deficiencies in bias, variance, or scalability (Gaussian sketch).

ministic methods dominate the randomized meth-
ods. At this projection dimension m, [REDRR] is
marginally better than [FDRR] but the difference in
performance negligible. The relative error of all three
metrics is consistently many orders of magnitude bet-
ter than randomized methods. For the bias, both
Classical:Gaussian and Classical{SJCT]method are the
most competitive; in absolute terms they are not too
far from ||bias(x*)||? yet their relative error is much
weaker than the deterministic methods. The Clas-
sical:Gaussian sketch appears most consistently com-
petitive to (RYFDRR] however, this is not scalable for
large data streams. ClassicaliSJLT] appears competi-
tive for bias but has the worst variance. On the other
hand, both Hessian sketch methods substantially over-
estimate the bias yet their variance is sandwiched be-
tween the variance of Classical:Gaussian and Classi-
cal{SITT] In the Hessian sketch model, there is little
change observed between using Gaussian or

Findings: Rs. The sketch dimension has been main-
tained at m = 256. At this effective dimension we
see differences in the deterministic methods as shown
in Figure The relative errors are higher than in
Figure [[l due to the increased complexity of the ridge
regression problem (R2 > R;). [REDRRI] remains con-
sistently the best performing sketch across all 3 met-
rics. In relative error, FDRR] performs up to roughly 2
orders of magnitude worse than [REDRR] and roughly
1 order of magnitude worse than Classical:Gaussian in
bias and variance up to v < 274. However, for y > 274
[FDRRI begins to perform similarly to[REDRRlin both
bias and variance. For the randomized sketches, Clas-

sical:Gaussian again looks competitive for small v, yet
once roughly v > 274 there appears to be no im-
provement in relative error and its utility appears to
wane, in contrast to (RYEDRRI As in Figure [, we
observe the same deficiencies with Classical{SJLT] and
both Hessian sketch methods.

Summary. Across all 3 metrics and in both the low
(R1) and higher (Rg) effective rank regression prob-
lems, REDRRIis the standout sketch method. For less
complex problems (R;), [FDRR] is competitive with
[REDRR] however when the complexity of the prob-
lem is increased (R2), this behaviour becomes depen-
dent on the regularisation. For the randomized meth-
ods, Classical:Gaussian is the most competitive with
the deterministic methods, but this is fraught with
scalability issues as it takes O(nd?) time to generate
SA. When more scalable sketches are used instead of
the Gaussian, or the Hessian Sketch approach is used,
there is noticeable performance degradation.

4 Iterative Frequent Directions Ridge
Regression

Shi & Phillipd (2020) guarantee a ‘mid-precision’ ap-
proximation X to x*. By that we mean, maintaining
m >k + ||A — Ag||%/7¢ rows in the sketch ensures
error ||X — x*||2 < ¢||x*||2. Thus the sketch grows ac-
cording to O(1/(¢) for ¢ accuracy; this is fine if ¢ is not
too small, but if an application requires the error of
| —x*||2 to be very small (say 1078 or less), then this
behaviour is not ideal.

The estimate X can be refined to better approx-
imate x* through iterative gradient steps at the
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Algorithm 1: Iterative Frequent Directions
Ridge Regression [FDRR]

Input: Data A € R"¥¢, targets b € R,
regularisation v > 0, sketch size m,
num. iterations t > 1, Method
Sk € {FD,RFD}

Output: Weights x € R?

1 B,p=5k(A) > p =0 if Sk = FD else is
Tnonzero )

2 H=B"B+(y+pls) ,c=ATbx0 =
0y

s fori=1:¢do
4 | x(H) = x() _H-1AT (Ax® —b)
5 end

6

% =x®

cost of further passes over the data. Our pro-
posal (Alg. [I) is a Newton-type algorithm that ex-
ploits scalable approximation to the Hessian H,.
Our approach here is reminiscent of many other it-
erative sketching algorithms (Pilanci & Wainwright],
2016; IChowdhury et all, 2018). In common with both
of them is that our summary B has o(d) rows, a sub-
stantial saving over explicitly using the d x d size Hes-
sian matrix. The structure of H avoids the O(d3) time
cost for inversion due to the trick of [Shi & Phillips
(2020) or Woodbury’s Identity.

To prove correctness of Algorithm [I] we closely follow
typical proofs for gradient descent-type algorithms. A
key property we need is that the gradient of f(x) is
Vf(x) = Hy(x —x*) (Lemma [I6 Appendix[C]). Then
we are able to analyse the sequence of iterates relative
to their distance from x*. Crucially, we obtain:

xtD = x® _HIvf(x®) (7)

=x® - HH, (x® - x*).
Hence, x(ttD) — x* = (Id — I:I’lH,Y) (x® —x*).
Therefore, to show convergence it is enough for us to
establish the following lemma:

Lemma 4. If v > 2||A—A.|%/(m — k), then
|- <1
2

Remark 1. We claim that the assumption on v in
Lemma [4] is valid. Since m — k > 1 the assumption
asks that v is some fraction of the tail or residual of
the mass. As ridge regression is intended to apply in
the high-dimensional setting with much redundancy in
the feature space, it is typical to assume that the regu-
larization exceeds the tail in such a fashion.

The proof of Lemma M is presented in Appendix
It amounts to manipulating the guarantee of

Theorem [ alongside properties of the Lowner or-
dering. The starting point is to analyse the spec-
trum of I; — H-'H,. By matrix similarity we in-
stead analyse I — I:I_l/QHAYI:I_l/2 but specifically
need the extremal eigenvalues of the auxiliary matrix
E—H-1/2(ATA f~1,) H1/2.

Crucially, we show that all A\,(E) € [1,1%(1] where

q= %. This implies that the largest distortion

|1 — X\ (E)| occurs at |1 — qu |. Recall that for conver-

gence we required |[T; — H 'H]||; < 1 which is satisfied
provided |1 — 1%(1| < 1. Hence, we need ¢ < 1/2 which
is true by the assumption of Lemma [l Finally, we
have the convergence theorem which follows by com-
bining all of the above pieces. Details can be found in
Appendix

Theorem 5. Let b € (0,1/2), o = Ym—-k, Ay =
|A — Ax||% and suppose that aA, = by. The iter-
ative sketch algorithm for regression with Frequent Di-
rections satisfies ||X(t+1) - X*H2 < (b/1-p) [1x* |5

Theorem [Bl demonstrates that convergence is governed
by an interplay between the regularisation parame-
ter and the tail of mass. Let 8 = % so that
B = alAp/(y — alAg). When 3 is smaller, decay is
faster. Hence, we can understand the tradeoff between
regularisation and sketch accuracy necessary for con-
vergence. Decreasing 8 can be achieved by increas-
ing «v or by reducing aAy. The former regularises
the data more (less importance is placed on the ob-
served data) while the latter is equivalent to choosing
a greater sketch size. For example, taking b = 1/4,
Theorem [l yields v = 4aAy so 8 = 1/3 & the error
decreases by (at worst) a factor of 3 each iteration.

Remark 2. Although ||A — A.||% may not be known

(or cannot be estimated) in advance, setting k = 0
Al
my 7’
simistic in practice: ||Al|% can be maintained in small
space while observing the stream.

amounts to taking b = but this may be too pes-

4.1 Improving Performance with

One downside of Theorem [B] is the fairly stringent as-
sumption 2aA, < 7. While this is valid, it would
be preferable to weaken this constraint. Indeed, this
is possible due to the improved sketch quality of Ro-
bust Frequent Directions. Theorem [6] weakens the as-
sumption of 2aAg < v to ask for aA, < «y, while si-
multaneously improving the rate of convergence from
b/1-b to b/2—b. Recalling the previous example of tak-
ing b = 1/4, this is an improvement from 5 = 1/3 by
Theorem [B to 8 = 1/7.

Theorem 6. Let b € (0,1) and suppose that ey, =
by. The iterative sketch algorithm for regression with
Robust Frequent Directions satisfies ||X(t+1) — x*H2 <
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Figure 3: Algorithm [Il on W8A dataset for v = 10,100, 1000. Our approaches, and [REDI outperform the
randomized methods. The nearest competitor is [HSHSJLT] which requires a new sketch for every gradient step.

Our method requires only a single sketch.

t+1
(5/2=6)""" [Ix*l -

Due to the theory established for Theorem Bl we can
essentially repeat the proof, adjusting for the necessary
constants which arise due to using the sketch
BB + 61, instead of BTB.

4.2 Experimental Evaluation.

Setup. All methods were tested over 10 iterations
using m = 256 rows to generate the sketch. We
generate approximations to H, using the determin-
istic methods and We also test Algorithm
@ with randomized methods: the first is to generate
a new sketch S(®) for every iteration ¢ and set H®) =
ATSMTSM A 4~1,. This is exactly the Iterative Hes-
sian Sketch ([HS) technique of [Pilanci & Wainwright
(2016). The second generates a single approximation
H to H, and is a modification of requiring only
one sketch (Lacotte & Pilanci, 2019). Technically, us-
ing a single random sketch requires the tuning of a
step size parameter but for comparison to our method
we set the step size to 1. We choose S to be Gaussian
or an [SILT] and refer to the randomized approaches
as [HStGaussian, for methods or Sin-
gle:Gaussian & Single{SJLT] when only a single sketch
is used.

Datasets. We tested on the YearPredictionsMSD,
ForestCover (Asuncion & Newman, 2007) & WS8A
datasets (Chang & Lin, [2011). We take the first
n = 10° samples; these datasets are low dimension-
ality so we expand the feature space using Random
Fourier Features (Rahimi & Rechtl, 2008) into d =
1024 using the RBFSampler with default settings from
scikit-learn (Pedregosa et all, [2011).

Findings. We include the results for the WS8A
datasets in Figure Since the behaviour is con-
sistent across all three datasets, we defer the plots
for YearPredictions and ForestCover datasets to Ap-
pendix We found that in line with Theorems
and [6] convergence was easier for all methods when
was increased. When v = 10 (the smallest value), all
methods except for RFD] diverged. When v = 100, all

methods began to descend towards the optimum. At
any fixed number of iterations the [RED] sketch per-
formed best. After 10 iterations achieved er-
ror better than 10710, followed secondly by which
achieved error of approximately 10~7.

Next best was the [HSHSJLT] this is interesting for two
reasons, firstly, the deterministic methods performed
better than all randomized methods, and secondly,
because the deterministic methods use only a single
sketch, whereas the best randomized methods uses a
new sketch for every gradient step! It appears that
there is roughly a 1 — 2 order of magnitude difference
between and This relative difference is
slightly less than the difference between using
and The methods Single:Gaussian, Single{SILTI
and [[HStGaussian all perform poorly at this projection
dimension of m = 256. When we increase y to 1000, all
methods begin to approach the optimum more rapidly
than v = 10, 100, but again [RED]is the stand out win-
ner. The ordering between the sketch methods estab-
lished when v = 10, 100 is repeated at v = 1000 and
similarly, this behaviour is reflected on all the datasets
we tested.

In summary, if one requires a high-accuracy solution
to the ridge regression problem, Algorithm [l should be
employed with a single sketch. On the examples
we tried, this consistently outperformed using [FD] a
single sketch, or refreshed random projections.

5 Conclusion

We have shown that and can be analysed
from the statistical perspective for sketched regression.
Using properties of the sketch we have demonstrated
that [EDRRI] and [REDRRI preserves bias, variance and
[MSE over the weights up to constant factor relative er-
ror. Similarly, we have shown that both and
can be employed in the iterated regression model to
obtain a highly accurate solution. In both examples
we have shown that performs better than widely-
used random projections. However, from a practical
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perspective, [RED| performs the best in both the sta-
tistical and optimization settings.
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A Frequent Directions Properties

Algorithm A1: Frequent Directions (FD]) and Robust Frequent Directions (RED) (Ghashami et all,
20164; [Huang, 2018).

Input: Data A € R"*?, sketch size m, method Sk € {FD, RFD}
Output: B € Rm*¢
Initialise B < 09,,x4
p0 > Parameter for
fori=1:ndo
Insert row Al[i,:] into all zeros row of B
if B has no zero rows then
U, 2, V' =8SVD(B)
5+ o2,
p—p+9/2
B + y/max (X2 — 6L,,,0)
end

© 0 N o A W N

-
o

end
if Sk= FD then
| p<0 > p = 0 for standard [EDI
end
return B, p

[ S S
[ O T TN

Algorithm A2: Frequent Directions Ridge Regression [FDRRI (Shi & Phillips, 2020)
Input: Data A € R"*? targets b € R", hyperparameter v > 0, sketch size m, method: Sk € {FD, RFD}
Output: Weights x € R?
1c=A"b
2 B,p=Sk(A) > Call Alg. KT} p = 0 iff Sk = FD
s %= BB+ (y+p)l) 'c

We present the technical details for the results presented in the main body. Before proceeding to the proofs,
we set up some notation and consequences of the Frequent Directions algorithm. For k& > 0, let Ay denote the
optimal rank-k£ approximation to A.

Theorem 7 (Ghashami et al! (2016b)). Let A € R™*?. The Frequent Directions algorithm processes A one row
at a time and returns a matriz B € R™*¢ such that for any unit vector u € R9:

A — A3
0 < |Aul? - [Bu|? < IA—Aulr
< JlAu] - |Buj} < 1A A4
We will repeatedly use the notation Ay = ||A — Ay||%. An equivalent formulation of Theorem [7is that in the
Lowner ordering (see Section [Dl for full definitions):
T A T T
ATA - I,<B'B<ATA. 8)
m—k

Since each of the above matrices is symmetric positive semidefinite we can exploit the Lowner ordering over
such matrices (see Section[DI). This enables useful properties such as preservation of ordering under the following
addition of vI4. Let v/ = v — Ax/m—k:

ATA+71;2B'B++1; 2 ATA +41, 9)

‘Which we will denote

H, <H<H,. (10)
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We will chiefly manipulate H=B"B+ v14 being an approximation to H,, = ATA + ~I; which is bounded
below by H, = ATA +~'T;. The formulation of Equation (@) provides the foundation for us to analyse ridge
regression with sketching. For instance, a basic but key result that underpins our bounds is:

Lemma 5. Let B= FD(A) and let v > 0 and 7' = V/m—k > 0. Then YI; < BB +~I; — ATA <1,

Proof. Let o = 1/m—k. Theorem [7 establishes
ATA —aAI; BB ATA.
Subtracting AT A from (@) yields
—aA I BB —ATA < 04x4.
Adding vI; establishes the claim. O

A.1 Relating H, to H,

For o/ =~ — s> 0, we will prove Lemma [7] which relates H,, to H,. This allows us to express the lower bound
of (I0) as

/
%HV <H, <H, (11)

Note that by properties of the Lowner ordering over symmetric positive definite matrices, this also implies that
the ordering of the eigenvalues is preserved:

T (H8,) < (H,) =\ (). (12)

Before proving the claims which allow us to assert the above, we prove the following simple lemma:
Lemma 6. Ifx >0 and let t > s > 0, then

t—s
T(x—i—t) <z+t—s<z+t.
Proof. The upper bound follows trivially since t — s < ¢t. For the lower bound,

t—s t—s
(a+1) =

x4+ (t—)
<z+(t—2s)

sincet_TS<1andeO. O

Lemma 7. Let A € R"*% v >0 and H, = ATA +aly. If v =~ — 5> 0, then

,y/
SH, SHy < H,

Before proving Lemma [7] we focus on the diagonal part of the SVD. As we operate on a diagonal matrix, we can
directly apply Lemma [Bko make the following assertion over the singular values of A.

Lemma 8. Let 2 denote the diagonal matriz of singular values of an arbitrary input matriz X € R™*?, Let
v > 0 be a regularization parameter from ridge regression which ensures that 0 < (22 +71d). Suppose that
v =~—sand v > 0. Then:

% (32 +91,) < 22 + 4Ty < B2 41, (13)

Proof. Recall that 32 + al; = diag(c? + a) for arbitrary scalar a € R. Applying Lemma [Bl on every o? + ~/

ensures:
Y—S

(7 +7) <ol +y—s<ol+7 (14)

which proves the claim. o
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Proof of Lemma[7 This is immediate from introducing the orthogonal matrix V from the SVD of A, Lemmalg]
and the property of the Léwner ordering that CXCT < CYCT if and only if X <Y ensure that, with C = V:

/
L(VEVT 491,) = VSV 441, < VEPVT 441, (15)
v
that is;
/
T(ATA+9L) < ATA+7T, < ATA 411, (16)
v
O

Note that Lemma [ admits the following overall relations when B = FD (A) (or [C,d] = RFD(A) so that
B = CTC + 51(1):

/
% (ATA+71) <ATA+91,<B B 41, < ATA +11, (17)

(ATA+910) " 2 (ATA+9L) " 2 (BTB4+9L) = L (ATA+L) (18)

g
Y
B Statistical Perspectives
We present the technical results from Section Bl Recall from Equation (6) that we have the following model
y=Axo+e (19)
with E(g) = 04 and variance E(ee ") = 02I,,. A consequence of this linear model is that
E(y) = Axo, (20)

a fact we repeatedly use.

B.1 Proof of Lemma [T

Recall that x* = H_ LA Ty is the optimal ridge regression solution. We have the following relations which express
the bias, variance, and mean-square error (MSE]) of x* without sketching. These have been previously established
(see e.g. van Wieringen (2015)) yet we include them for completeness and consistency of notation.

Lemma 9. The squared bias of the optimal weights xX* is:

g2 _ 2
| bias(x*)II5 = +* || H7 ' xol|, (21)
Proof.
E(x") =E ((ATA +1) " ATy) (22)
= (ATA +41,) AT Ax (23)
= (ATA +714) - (ATA +71q — 714) xo (24)
~1
=xo—7(ATA+ 1) xo. (25)
Recalling that bias(x*) = E(x*) — xo and taking the squared norm recovers the stated result. O

For the variance we have the following:

Lemma 10. The variance of the optimal weights is: var(x*) = JzHglATAHgl.
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Proof. Recalling from Equation (20) that E(y) = Axg, we have

T

var(x") = (x* — E(x")) (x* — E(x")) (26)

— (B ATy - H 1ATE<y)) (H'ATy - H,'ATE(y)) (27)

=H'AT (y - E(y)) (v - E(y)) " AH;" (28)

= H;lATvar(y)AHgl. (29)

Finally, we recognise that var(y) = 01, which establishes the claim. O

Using these results for the bias and variance enables the following relationship for the mean-squared error. Recall
that when x is the vector from the data-generation model, (I9)) then the mean-squared error of an estimator x
is defined as MSE(x) = E|x — x¢/3.

Lemma 11. The mean-squared error of x* is MSE(x*) = trace(var(x*)) + | bias(x*)||3.

Proof. We begin from the definition of MSE(x*), adding and subtracting E(x*) in the norm term. Secondly,
recall that from Lemma [0 bias(x*) = E(x*) — x¢. Then;

MSE(x*) = E ||x* — E(x*) + E(x*) — x|
= E||x* — E(x*) + bias(x*)]|;
=E|x* — E(x*)|5 + [|bias(x*) |5

E(x,) — B(x")i)? + [[bias(x")||3

I
-

=~
I

a |l

var(x*);; + ||bias(x*)||3
1

= trace(var(x*)) + HbiaS(X*)”g

O

Now that we have the properties on the optimal weights in hand, we can relate these to the estimates found
from solving the sketched ridge problem.

B.2 Bias-Variance Tradeoff for Sketched Ridge Regression: Lemma [2] - Theorem 4

Recall that for sketched ridge regression the algorithm is roughly: (i) obtain an [EDI sketch B = FD (A); (ii)
return X = (BTB + WId)_l ATy. We will use the shorthand H=B"B+ 714 (Whlch is an approximation to

H,,, although we suppress the ~ notation for ﬂ) Our analysis to evaluate the bias and variance roughly follows

the same lines as in the preceding section. However, we need to understand the spectral properties of the sketch
B.

Lemma 12. bias(x) = (H'ATA — I)x
Proof. Observe that E(X) = (BTB + vld)_l AT Ax(. Adding and subtracting xo yields the result. O

The task is now to bound |bias(X)||3 in comparison to the optimal weights ||bias(x*)||3 found from solving
unsketched problem. We need the following lemma which relates the distortion of a matrix-vector product to
the extremal eigenvalues of the matrix.

Lemma 13 (Extremal distortion of vector norm). Let M € R¥*? be a symmetric positive definite matriz which
has largest and smallest eigenvalues Amax(M), Amin (M), respectively. Let u € R? be arbitrary. Then

Amin(M)[[uf]z < [[Mulls < Amax (M) [u]2
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Proof. Follows from eigendecomposition of M. O

In order to express bias(x) in terms of bias(x*) we multiply by H,H '. That is
bias(x) = (H™'ATA — I,)H, - H'x,. (30)

Now define the matrix M = (H-'ATA — I;)H,. Provided that we can control the spectrum of M, then it will
be possible to invoke Lemma this is demontstrated in the subsequent result.

Lemma 14. Let M = (H'ATA — I,)H,. Then Amax(M) < ~2/7 and Apin(M) >~

Proof. We will multiply M by —1 which has the effect of only changing the signs but not the magnitude of the
eigenvalues. Then apply the extremal value condition of the generalised Rayleigh quotient (see Section [D)):

Amax(M) = max [u’ (I - H'ATA)H, )y

u:|ull2=1
from which we can pass the inverse into the denominator (see e.g. Lemma 1 Shi & Phillips (2020)):

u’ (H-ATA)H,u
Amax(M) =  max - )
wif|ull2=1 u' Hu

Now apply the variable change z = H}/ 2u7 noting that since H,, is symmetric positive definite it has symmetric
positive definite square roots (Section [D]). Thus:

2 H; Y2 (H - ATA) H!/%;
Amax (M) = max )

z zTH; P HHY 2 (31)

To bound the numerator we combat the central term by applying Lemma [5l which shows H-ATA < ~vI4. Thus;

Tey—1/2771/2
z' H HY "z
Amax (M) < ymax _71/2 — 71/2 .
z |zTH, ""HHY =z
Reverting back to the original coordinates over u this is:
uTH.Yu

Amax(M) < max

T ui|ull2=1

: (32)

u’Hu
Now it remains to lower bound the spectrum of the denominator term in H. Again, due to[ED] we have H >~ H,
and Lemmal [Tl we know 7'/yH, < H,» < H. Thus, we have )\min(I:I)/\min(H,y/) > (7' /7)Amin(H,). Plugging this
into (B2)) yields Apmax (M) < ~42/4/, as required.

For the lower bound we follow essentially the same approach but need to lower bound the H-ATA in @),
again using Lemma [f] to show Ay, (ﬂ - ATA) > +'. For the denominator, we use Equation (I7) which reduces

the absolute value term to 1. Finally, the claim follows from Lemma I3 O

We are now in a position to provided constant factor approximation bounds for the bias of the estimate returned
by [EDI sketched ridge regression.

Theorem 8. Let B = FD(A) € R™*<. Let § € (0,1) be a parameter and set > =1—0. If
A — A3
N Y S

(1=v1-0)y

A — Ayll7
(1—+vV1=0)(m—k)

then

e - 1 I
| bias(®)l[5 € | (1 — ) |[bias(x")||3 , 7= || bias(x")II3

1
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Proof. Denote a = 1/m—k, ¢ =1—6 and Ay = ||A — Ag||%. The assumptions of the theorem equivalently state
that (1 — ¢)y = aAi. We apply Lemma [[4 with u = H;lxo and square all terms so that

4
v
7?ul3 < [[Mulf3 < WIIUH%-
Since 7' = v — aAy we have v/ = ¢y. Thus;
2,2 2 2 ol 2
¢y [lullz < [Mul)z < 7 [[uz.
Finally, recall that ¢ = 1 — § which obtains the stated bound. O

Variance. The variance term is simpler to analyse thanks to the Lowner ordering. First we illustrate the
sketched variance term:

Lemma 15. The variance of the weights found from the sketched problem is: var(x) = cPH'ATAH L.

Proof. We will use from Equation ([[9) that E(y) = Axg.

var(x) = (% — E(%)) (x — E(%)) (33)
. . . . T
- (H—lATy - H—lATE(y)) (H—lATy - H—lATE(y)) (34)
—H'AT (y-E(y)) (y - E(y)) " AH™' (35)
=H 'ATvar(y) AH L. (36)
Finally, we recognise that var(y) = 01, which establishes the claim. O
Theorem 9. Under the same assumptions as Theorem [8,
trace(var(x*)) < trace(var(x)) < 9 trace(var(x*))
Proof. Lemma [Bl and Equation ()
-1 r—1 -1 Y qgy—1
H ' =<H =<H) S?HV .
The Lowner ordering above ensures that the following is also true:
—1AT 1 o -1AT A1 —1AT -1
HI'A AH" <H A AH " =<H /A AH_ /. (37)
Multiplying through by the scalar o2 demonstrates that
2
var(x*) < var(x) < var(x,) < %var(x*)
Finally, setting 4" = ¢y as in Theorem [§ obtains:
N 1 N 1
var(x*) < var(x) < C—Qvar(x )= T ovar(x*).
Since the trace maintains the Lowner ordering, we have established the claim. O

We are finally in a position to bound the mean-squared error from using the ridge estimates rather
than the exact weights. The upper bound is immediate since both upper bounds for bias and variance terms
are 1/1—6 multiples of the corresponding term over the exact weights. In Theorem [0 we have shown a slightly
stronger bound for trace(var(x*)) than is necessary here, however, since 1 — § < 1, Theorem [@ implies a lower
bound of a (1 — #)trace(var(x*)) bound. Hence we obtain

(1 — O)MSE(x*) < MSE(%) < ﬁMSE(x*) (38)

This is enough to prove the following theorem:
Theorem 10. Under the same assumptions as Theorem [8,

(1 - 0)MSE(x*) < MSE(x) < ﬁMSE(x*)
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B.3 Improved Bounds with Robust Frequent Directions

The structure of our proof maps allows us to apply it directly to the case when the Robust Frequent Directions
algorithm is employed rather than vanilla[FDl In this case, we have the following analogue of Theorem [7]

Theorem 11 (Luo et al. (2019)). Let A € R"*?. The Robust Frequent Directions algorithm processes A one
row at a time and returns a matric B € R™*% and a scalar 6 € R such that
A — Agl%

ATA - (B'B+4I < I TRE
[ ( +014) [l2 < 2m—Fk)

or equivalently

A — A2
I k”FId <B "B+, <ATA.

ATA - — ' F
2(m — k)

With this guarantee in place we can easily prove the following theorem:
Theorem 12. Let B = RFD(A) € R™*<. Let ' € (0,1) be a parameter and set ¢/*> =1 —¢'. If

_ 2 _ 2
o IAZANE A A
21— V1-0)y 21— V1-0)(m—k)

then
P [ . 1 .
| bias(%)||5 € | (1 — ') ||bias(x*)]5 , =7 IblaS(X*)lg}
1
1-¢

trace(var(x)) € |trace(var(x™)) trace(var(x*))}

MSE(%) € | (1 — 0/ MSE(x), ﬁMSE(x*)}

Proof. Let Hs, = BTB + (§ + 7)I4. Let x = H'ATb be the estimated weights. Again let Ay = ||A — Ag|%
and o = 1/(m—k) We take o' =y — alx/.

Bias Term. The same approach as Lemma [[2] establishes that bias(x) = (I:I(;,lyATA —I4)x0. Again we use
the same trick of multiplying by the identity to obtain bias(x) = (I:Ig)iATA —I;)H,H 'xo. Thus it suffices to

bound the extremal eigenvalues of M = (I:IgiATA —1I;)H,. We can invoke exactly the same proof as in Lemma
[I4] but note that the bounds:

Amax(M) < % (39)
Amin (M) > 7. (40)
(41)

Let u = H;lxo and 1 — ¢’ = aAy/2. Hence, 7' = ¢’v. Following the proof of Theorem [§ we establish that:
2214112 < IMull2 < 7_2 2
¢y lluflz < [Mullz < Z5 2.

Recall that ¢’ =1 — #’ so that we obtain the stated result.

Variance and [MSEL Again repeat the argument of Theorem [ but recall that our altered values of /4" mean
that the upper bound is 1/1—¢’. The [MSE]result is then immediate, as before by combining the bias and variance
terms. O

Remark 3. To understand the relation between the bias-variance tradeoff using[ED compared to [BFD we need
to account for how 1 — 6 and 1 — 0’ interact. This is observed through some farily simple algebra: from the
definition of ¢ we can show that ¢ = /v. Similarly,
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1+c
2

which, by recalling that aA, = (1 — ¢)y we observe that ¢/ = . By squaring, we have

o 1+c 2
1 9—( 5
2—60+2v1—-10

4
>1-06 for6€|0,1].

Therefore, the 1 — 0’ relative error bounds are tighter than the 1 — 0 bounds.

C TIterative Frequent Directions Ridge Regression: Theory

We present the details for the results outlined in Section[d Before presenting the theory, we set up some notation
and some preliminary proofs to aid the presentation. Recall Equation (II)

1 gl
F(x) = Sl Ax = b3 + S lIx[3
2 2
and the task is to find, or estimate argmin, f(x). The optimal solution to the above problem is
x* = (ATA+71;)  ATb. (42)

The gradient of f(x) is

Vix)=(ATA+7I)x—Ab. (43)
Note that V f(x) € R? and can be applied in O(nd) time. That is, AT A +~I4 need not be explicitly computed as
the matrix-vector products can be evaluated from right to left to avoid the matrix-matrix multiplication. Recall

that H, = AT A ++1, is the Hessian matrix of second-derivatives of f(x). Computing H,, requires O(nd?) time
and O(d?) space.

Rather than computing H.,, we estimate it through the [FD] sketch. Recall that H=B'B+ 714 is our approx-
imation to H,. Although Algorithm [0 uses H™!, this need not be computed explicitly and we only need its
behaviour as an operator. This can be understood through the Woodbury inverse lemma which we defer for now
and present in Section [Dl The proof of Theorem ? roughly follows a standard gradient descent-type proof so we
need a few prelimiary results.

Lemma 16. Vf(x) = H(x — x*)

Proof.
Vf(x)=AT (Ax+b)+x
=(ATA+71)x+A'Db
= (ATA + ”yId) (x —x*)
=H(x —x*)
where the penultimate equation follows from the normal equations: (ATA + vld) x*=ATb. O

The following lemma represents the current iterate x(**) as a function of the previous iterate’s distance from
the optimal solution.

Lemma 17. The sequence of iterates {xD},>q follows:

x(H) _xr = (Id — Izlle) (x(t) - x*) . (44)

Proof. Applying Lemma [T6] to the iterates as defined in (f]) we obtain:
xHD _x* = x® _x* —_H'H (x(t) - x*)

which yields the claim after factorisation. o
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Taking the norm of both sides of Equation d4] and invoking submultiplicativity we have

Hx(t+1) X

e o
2 2

2

On the right hand side, the first 2-norm is the spectral norm over matrices, while the second 2-norm is the

Euclidean norm over vectors. Hence, to show Hx(t“) — x*H2 < Hx(t) — x*H2 it suffices to show HId — I:I_1HH <
2

1.

Lemma 18. If 2aA < v, then HId - I:I’lHH <1
2

Proof. Since H™'H is similar to E = H-Y/2HH /2| it has the same eigenvalues. Hence we can bound ITq — EJ],
instead. By definition, spectral norm asks for:

T —Ell, = max |u” (I, — E)ul
uifluf[=1

so we need to show that max, |l — u'Eu| < 1. To do so, we need a few properties of the sketch. Let
a=1/m-k and Ay = ||A — Ay||% so that Theorem [7] with the added regularisation ensures (see Equation ()):

ATA+ (v =oAL BB +1I; < ATA +41,. (45)

Provided that v > aAgly, all of the above terms are lower bounded by O0g4x4. This is equivalent to saying that
all eigenvalues are positive, hence the matrices are full rank and inverses are well-defined.

Denote 7/ = v — aA. Lemma []] shows that
/
% (ATA+71,) < ATA ', (46)
Let ¢ = aAy /v > 0 so that 77/ =1 — ¢. Invoking (@) we obtain the ordering:

(1—q) (ATA+1,) <BTB 411, < ATA +11,. (47)

Now use Point 2 Section [D.J] on all three terms in 1) with C = H~1/2. Again, since all of the matrices in
question are symmetric positive definite, they have unique symmetric positive definite square roots so we are
free to apply the Lowner multiplication order.

(1—gH Y2 (ATA+L) H 2 <1, <H V2 (ATA +41,) H V2 (48)

The above equation also implies that H—1/2 (ATA +11) H-1/2< %qu. Hence, we also have

. R 1
L <HY2(ATA+41,)H V2 < —Ta. (49)

The Lowner ordering also ensures that Apin (IM)I < M < A\pax(M)I. Hence, we have shown that

X . 1
N(HTV2(ATA+41)H V2 € {1, Tq] : (50)

Finally, it remains to ensure that max, |1 —u'Eu| < 1. Since all X\;(E) > 1, the largest displacement occurs at
Amax(E). Therefore, ¢ must be set so that
1
1-——|<1
' 1- q'
that is,

q
— <1 o1
< (51)

which occurs provided ¢ € (0,1/2) and is thus satisfied by the assumption 2aA; < 7. O
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The preceding result can be used iteratively. In summary, the following theorem establishes that choosing
v > 2a\}, ensures the distance from x(“t1) to x* is at most an aA}, /v factor smaller than that of x(*) to x*.

Theorem 13. Let b € (0,1/2) and suppose that al, = by. The iterative sketch algorithm for regression with

Frequent Directions satisfies
b\t
<(1%) Il (52)

Proof. Let 8 = ﬁ as in Equation (EI). Hence, 8 = aAg/v'. Assuming that aA; = by so v = (1 — b)y

means 8 = 1-¢/c. Since b < 1/2 we have aAp < /2 hence Lemma [I8 establishes that HId — I:I’lHH < g.
2

Hx(t+1) I

2

Thus; [|x*+) — x’*”2 < B|x® - x*||2. By induction, we can iterate this argument to obtain ||x(+1) — X*H2 <
B+ ||x* ||, which follows by recalling that x(*) = 0. O

C.1 TIterative Ridge Regression with Robust Frequent Directions

We can slot the robust variant of into the iterative framework. The proofs follow on as before with a mild
adjusting of the constants. Again, the key technical detail is, for Hs, = BB + (6 + 7)1, establishing that

IITg — I:I6,VHH2 < 1. The improvement over using [RFDI is that we can weaken the hypothesis necessary for the
result.

Lemma 19. If aA; <, then HId — I:Ig,lyHH2 <1

Proof. We follow the proof of Lemma [I8 almost exactly but with the following modifications. Equation ([@Z]) we
use the [RED| guarantee which tightens the bounds to

A
ATA + (7 - %) I, <B'B+1I; < ATA 41,

Then take v = v — @Ax/2 and ¢ = @Ar/2y. Hence, 7//y = 1 — ¢ as before. As in Equation (EI), we require
q/(1 —q) <1soq<1/2. By assumption aAj <y so ¢ < 1/2 is satisfied. O

Theorem 14. Let b € (0,1) and suppose that aA = by. The iterative sketch algorithm for regression with
Robust Frequent Directions satisfies
b\
<(5%5) . (53)

Hx(t+1) %

2

Proof. Same proof as Theorem [13] except noting that
q
B = T—¢
aly /2y
(27 — @A) /2y
OzAk
27 — alg
b
2-0

C.2 Further Experimental Results

In Figures @ and 5] we plot the results for the experiments as described in Section 4l The conclusions remain the
same as in Section Ml with Robust Frequent Directions providing the best small-space preconditioner, followed
by Frequent Directions and the iterative Hessian Sketch with [STCT] (THSHSILT]). Although appears
competitive, it requires a new sketch for every gradient step. While these can be computed in parallel on viewing
the data, it is still many more sketches than the single sketch required by the (Robust) Frequent Directions
methods. When one is restricted to a single sketch, the [STLT] does not perform at a similar level to the (Robust)
Frequent Directions methods.
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Figure 4: Performance of the iterative ridge regression algorithm (Algorithm [I]) on the ForestCover dataset.
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Figure 5: Performance of the iterative ridge regression algorithm (Algorithm [I)) on the YearPredictions dataset.

D Spectral Results and Lowner Ordering

D.1 Loéwner Ordering Properties

A matrix A € R¥? is symmetric positive definite (p.d.) if and only if it is symmetric and positive definite.
Positive definite means that A > 0, equivalently, x" Ax > 0. Applied to covariance matrices of full rank, for
example AT A this is equivalent to asking for ||Ax||2 > 0. The strictness of each of the above inequalities can be
relaxed to allow equality if we permit symmetric positive semi definite matrices (spsd) For any two spsd matrices
we write B < A if and only if A — B > 04xg4-

Some facts which can be found at (https://www.cs.ubc.ca/~-nickhar/Wi2/NotesMatrices.pdf) or in Ap-
pendiz A: Aspects of Semidefinite Programming (De_Klerk, |2006) are :

Fact 1. Let A, B, C be arbtitrary symmetric positive definite matrices.

1. If A <X B then it is not strictly true that A®> < B2. This is the case if the matrices commute, however.
2. If A < B then CACT < CBC'. In fact, this is an if and only if when C is of full rank.

8. Let Apin and Amax be the smallest and largest eigenvalues of A. Then Apinlg = A < ApnaxA.

4. If A < B then trace(A) < trace(B)

5. IfA<B then B! < A~!

D.2 Matrix Results

We need two further standard results:

Lemma 20. A positive definite matrixz has a unique positive definite square root which is symmetric.

This lemma allows us to take positive definite matrix Q = CCT (or its) inverse and invoke property 2 for
the Lowner ordering. This is because the square root is additionally symmetric so C = CT. We repeatedly
apply this result on matrices such as H,, HJ L. For square matrices X,Y, the generalized Rayleigh quotient is
R(X, Y, U.) = uTX“/uTYu.

Lemma 21. The largest (smallest) eigenvalue of a psd matriz X maximises (minimises) the Rayleight Quotient
over X:


https://www.cs.ubc.ca/~nickhar/W12/NotesMatrices.pdf
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Amax := max R(X;Y, u)

u:fjul|2=1

Amin := min R(X,Y,u)

wiflufla=1

E Miscellaneous

e Synthetic Data. We adapt the synthetic dataset found in Section 4 (Shi & Phillips, 2020). First we set
the effective dimension R = |0.1-d + 0.5]. This is then used to set the number of nonzero indices in the
ground truth vector x¢ and the number of standard deviations for the multivariate normal distribution used
in generating A. The first R components of xg are sampled from a standard normal distribution, xg is then
normalised to unit length. The samples (rows) A; are generated by a normal distribution with standard
deviation exp(—(i — 1)?/R?) for i = 1 : n. Finally, we rotate A by a discrete cosine transform. We sample
noise a noise vector € with ; ~ A (O, 22) and set y = Axg + €.

e Gaussian Random Projection. The sketch SA € R™*? is generated by choosing R;; ~ N (0,1) and
then taking S = R/\/m. If m = O(dp~2log(1/4)), then S is a (1 & p)- f5 subspace embedding for A
(Woodruff, 2014).

. We use the [SJLT] as it compromises a small sketch dimension m against the speed at which one can
apply the transform. The [SJT]is a concatenation of s CountSketch matrices which are defined as follows
Clarkson & Woodruff (2017). Let S = 0,,,x,. For every column ¢ € [n], choose a row r uniformly at random
from [m]. Randomly set S,. = £1 each with probability 1/2. It has been shown that such an S provides
a (1 %+ p)-subspace embedding with probability at least 1 — & if m = O(d?p~26~1). This is not favourable
if d is moderate-to-large and is only suitable for constant probability of success due to the 1/§ dependency.
However, the CountSketch can be applied to input A easily as it is observed. In order to retain the benefits
of CountSketch but to improve on its weaker space dependency, Nelson & Nguyén (2013) showed that by
stacking s > O(1/p) CountSketch matrices of size m/s and choosing m = O(dp~2 polylog(d/d)) then a
(1 £ p)- subspace embedding can be achieved. The time to apply the embedding is then s times the time
required to apply a CountSketch, so is still close to the time taken to read the data. We refer to this
construction as an [SJLI] which is a factor of d better in the projection dimension m and exponentially
better for the failure probability than CountSketch. Our experiments take s = 10.



