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Abstract

Subset selection for the rank k approximation of an n X d matrix A offers improvements in the
interpretability of matrices, as well as a variety of computational savings. This problem is well-understood
when the error measure is the Frobenius norm, with various tight algorithms known even in challenging
models such as the online model, where an algorithm must select the column subset irrevocably when
the columns arrive one by one. In sharp contrast, when the error measure is replaced by other matrix
losses, optimal trade-offs between the subset size and approximation quality have not been settled, even
in the standard offline setting. We give a number of results towards closing these gaps.

In the offline setting, we achieve nearly optimal bicriteria algorithms in two settings. First, we
remove a Vk factor from a result of [SWZ19b] when the loss function is any entrywise loss with an
approximate triangle inequality and at least linear growth, which includes, e.g., the Huber loss. Our
result is tight when applied to the ¢; loss. We give a similar improvement for the entrywise ¢, loss for
p > 2, improving a previous distortion of O(klfl/”) to O(kl/zfl/”). We show this is tight for p = oo,
while for 2 < p < oo, we give the first bicriteria algorithms for (14 ¢)-approximate entrywise ¢, low rank
approximation. Our results come from a general technique which improves distortions by replacing the
use of a well-conditioned basis with a slightly larger spanning set for which any vector can be expressed
as a linear combination with small Euclidean norm. This idea may be of independent interest and we
show, for example, that it also gives the first oblivious £, subspace embeddings for 1 < p < 2 with O(dl/p)
distortion, which is nearly optimal and improves the previously best known O(d) [WW22] and closes a
long line of work.

In the online setting, we give the first online subset selection algorithm for ¢, subspace approximation
and entrywise £, low rank approximation by showing how to implement the classical sensitivity sampling
algorithm online, which is challenging due to the sequential nature of sensitivity sampling. Our main
technique is an online algorithm for detecting when an approximately optimal subspace changes substan-
tially. We also give new related results for the online setting, including online coresets for Euclidean
(k,p) clustering as well as an online active regression algorithm making C:)(dp/Q/Ep*l) queries, answering
open questions of [MMWY22, CLS22].
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1 Introduction

When one needs to efficiently represent an n x d matrix A, it is possible to store A using just O((n + d)k)
real numbers if A is rank k, which leads to significant computational savings when k is small. While A may
not always have rank &, it is often useful to approrimate A by a surrogate rank k& matrix A. The problem of
finding such a matrix is known as low rank approximation. Depending on the cost function used to measure
the “quality” of the approximation, this leads to a variety of problems which have been studied extensively
in computer science, and has applications both in theory and in practice to efficient data analysis, machine
learning, and computational geometry. In this work, we study two versions of this problem:

Definition 1.1 (Low Rank Approximation Problems). Let A € R"*% p > 1 a constant, and k > 1.

o Entrywise {;, Low Rank Approximation. We seek a rank k matriz A € R™*? which approzimately
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where a; = e] A and a; = e] A. For p = 2, we write Il 7 == ||llo.o for the Frobenius norm. For

p = 00, we write H~||OO7OO for the norm defined by ||AHOO7OO = max(i)j)e[n]x[d”Ai,ﬂ.

o /, Subspace Approximation. Let Fj denote the set of subspaces F' C R? of rank at most k. We
seek a rank k subspace F € Fy which approximately minimizes

1/p

n 1/p n
|A — APp|,.2 = [z]ai - PFai||12;| = lz min||a; — XIQ] :
=1

i=1

where a; = e] A and P is the orthogonal projection matriz onto F. For p = oo, we write ||-||_ , for
the norm defined by ||A||0072 = maX;e[n]|a; |,

One can also consider generalizations of these problems which replace the £, loss function by an arbitrary
function g, which gives the g-norm subspace approximation problem [CW15a] and entrywise g-norm low
rank approximation problem [SWZ19b], respectively. These generalizations allow for a more flexible choice
of loss function, for example the popular Huber loss from the robust statistics literature [CW15D)].

For p = 2, both the entrywise £, low rank approximation problem and the ¢, subspace approximation
problem are exactly equivalent to the classical principle component analysis (PCA) problem, and can be
solved exactly in polynomial time via the singular value decomposition (SVD). However, it is also desirable
to solve the problem for other values of p, with p < 2 generally allowing for a more robust cost function which
is less sensitive to outliers, while p > 2 is useful for capturing the extent of datasets. While the p = 2 case
is well-understood in a variety of settings, the p # 2 is much more difficult, and we center our discussion of
results and previous work around this case. In particular, the subspace approximation problem is NP-hard
to approximate for any p # 2 [DTV11, GRSW12, CW15a], and for entrywise £, low rank approximation, a
variety of hardness of approximation results are known [Mie09, GV18, DHJ 18, BBB"19, MW21].

Subset Selection and Coresets for Low Rank Approximation. In this work, we continue a long line
of work which studies low rank approximation based on subset selection and coresets'. In such approaches,
we take the low rank factorization A € R"*? of the original matrix A € R"*4 to be factorized as A = UV,
where U is formed from a subset of the columns of A, or V is formed from a subset of the rows of A. Such an
approach has numerous advantages over other alternatives: by using the original columns or rows of A, one
preserves structural properties of A such as sparsity, and also gives better interpretability of the resulting
factorization. When the columns of A correspond to features of a training dataset, then such a result can
also be thought of as an unsupervised feature selection result [ABF"16], which is of interest in machine
learning. Furthermore, in some cases, subset selection algorithms are in fact the best known algorithms for
low rank approximation.

I Note that various notions of subset selection and coreset guarantees have been considered in the literature, with subtle
differences and somewhat inconsistent use of terminology. We will generally use the terms “subset selection” and “coreset”
interchangably, and precisely state our approximation guarantee whenever necessary.



1.1 Offline Subset Selection for Entrywise Low Rank Approximation

We first present our results for the entrywise low rank approximation problem, for both the entrywise g-norm
and entrywise £, norm. In this setting, we study bicriteria approximation guarantees of the following form:

Definition 1.2 (Bicriteria Coreset for Low Rank Approximation). Let A € R"*?  let k be a rank parameter,
and let ||| be any loss function. Let S C [d] be a subset of columns, and write A|° for the n x S matriz?®
formed by the columns of A indexed by S. Then, S is a bicriteria coreset with distortion k > 1 if

min [[A—-A]°X|| <k min |A—-A]|.
XeRSxd rank(A)<k

1.1.1 Entrywise g-Norm Low Rank Approximation

We begin by presenting our result on entrywise g-norm low rank approximation, which is low rank approxi-
mation with the following loss function, first considered by [SWZ19b]:

Definition 1.3 ([SWZ19b]). Let g : R — R>q be a nonnegative scalar cost function. Then for a matriz
A € R4 we define the entrywise g-norm I, as

n d
1AL, =" g(Aiy)
i=1 j=1
While we denote this loss as a norm in a standard abuse of notation [CW15a, CW15b, SWZ19b, MMWY22],
it may not necessarily satisfy the properties of a norm. This definition extends naturally to vectors.

We recall several natural properties of g, which have been considered in previous work [CW15a, CW15b,
SWZ19b, MMWY22] for obtaining provable guarantees for a broad class of loss functions:

Definition 1.4. Let g : R = R>q. Then:
o g satisfies the atig ;~approximate triangle inequality if for any x1,z2, ...z, g(3 ;) < atigy-> -, ().
e g is mong-monotone if for any 0 < |z| < |y|, g(z) < mong - g(y).
o g has at least ling-linear growth if for any 0 < |z| < |y|, g(y)/g(z) > ling - [y|/|z].

For example, popular functions that satisfy these bounds include the Huber loss, Fair loss, Cauchy loss,
¢1-€5 loss, and the quantile loss [SWZ19b]. While the ling-linear growth bound excludes the Tukey loss, which
grows quadratically near the origin and stays constant away from the origin, it allows for a modification of
the Tukey loss where the constant away from the origin is replaced by an arbitrarily slow linear growth
[CW15b].

[SWZ19b] showed that, given an algorithm for solving linear regression in the g-norm with relative error
reggg, it is possible to compute a set of O(klogd) columns achieving an approximation ratio of

O(klogk) - reg, - mony - atig ok 1.

for g satisfying the mong-monotone and ati, ;~approximate triangle inequality properties. We show that for
the slightly restricted family of g of at least ling-linear growth, which for example includes all convex g
[CW15b], we obtain an improved approximation ratio of

O(/Floglogk) - %
g
Our guarantee matches, and in fact improves a log factor, of the ¢; column subset selection guarantee of
[MW21], despite being a more general result. Furthermore, our bound is tight, in the sense that the VEk
cannot be improved to a smaller polynomial due to a matching lower bound for ¢; column subset selection
[SWZ17]. Our technique for removing the log k factor in the distortion is general, and can be used to improve
prior results for £, column subset selection as well [CGIKT17, DWZT19, MW21].

2 We allow for indexing matrices and vectors by arbitrary sets. For example, RS is the set of vectors with entries indexed by
elements s of S, and RS*? is the set of matrices with rows indexed by elements of S and columns indexed by [d].

3 This parameter can depend on the input matrix, but we take it to be a parameter depending only on g for now, for
simplicity.



Theorem 1.5 (Improved Guarantees for [SWZ19b]). Let A € R™*% and let k > 1. Let s = O(kloglogk).
Let g : R = R>q be a loss function satisfying the atiy+-approzimate triangle inequality for t = s +1 and the
ling-linear growth property. Furthermore, suppose that there is an algorithm outputting X such that

[Bx — b]|, < reg, , - min|[BX b,

for any B € R"** and b € R™. Then, there is an algorithm, Algorithm 1, which outputs a subset S C [d] of
|S| = O(k(loglog k)(log d)?) columns and X € R such that

€8y 0(slogd) * atlg,2s+1

|A - AFX]|, < O(V5) min [[A - Al,.

Iing rank(A)<k

Our proof is given in Section 5. For the important case of the Huber loss, given by

Hix) |z|?/2 if || <1
xr) =
|| —1/2 if 2| > 1’

we specialize our technique to give the following optimized result, proven in Section 6:

Theorem 1.6 (Entrywise Huber Low Rank Approximation). Let A € R"*? and let k > 1. There is an
algorithm which outputs a subset S C [d] of |S| = O(k(loglogk)logd) columns and X € R¥*? such that

|A—ASX]||, <O(k) min ||A—Alpg,
rank(A)<k

where ||-||; denotes the entrywise Huber loss.

The previous best known bound [SWZ19Db] gave a distortion of O(k2) for the same number of columns.

Well-Conditioned Spanning Sets. Our improvements stem from a new technique which replaces the
use of a well-conditioned linear basis by a slightly larger spanning set which satisfies a much stronger well-
conditioning guarantee. Consider a set of n > d vectors {a;}?"; C R9, where the associated n x d matrix A
has rank d. It is well-known that a subset S C [n] of d vectors chosen to maximize the determinant of the
associated matrix A|s € R%*? has an £, well-conditioning property, in the sense that for any i € [n],

[(Als) Taifl , <1, (1)

where we let M~ T denote the pseudoinverse (or inverse) transpose of a matrix M. One can also take
the original set of vectors to be a subspace rather than a finite set, in which case this is known as an
Auerbach basis from the functional analysis literature [Aue30, JLO1]. This property has been used crucially
in several works in theoretical computer science to obtain various matrix approximation guarantees [SW11,
MM13, WZ13, WW19, WW22], including works on low rank approximation with entrywise losses [CGIK 17,
SWZ19b, BRW21]. The property in (1) is rather weak, in the sense that . is the smallest £, norm, and one
could ask whether a similar property holds for other £, norms. Unfortunately, a simple construction shows
that there exist d + 1 vectors such that for any d vectors selected, the remaining vector is always written by
a linear combination where the coefficients all have absolute value 1 (see Theorem 3.7).

To improve upon this, we make the following crucial observation: if we relax our notion of a well-
conditioned basis to be a spanning set which is allowed to consist of more than d vectors, then we can in
fact replace the £, norm in (1) by the much stronger ¢ norm, with only a small increase in the size of the
set. This result is formalized in the following theorem:

Theorem 1.7 (Informal Restatement of Corollary 3.5). Let A € R"*<. There exists a subset S C [n] of size
at most |S| < O(dloglogd) such that for every i € [n], there exists a vector x € RS such that a; = A|Lx and

xll, < O(1).



In fact, the construction of S is nothing more than a coreset for a Léwner—John ellipsoid around the set
{#a;}"_;, which has been studied extensively in prior work [KY05, Tod16]*. However, to our knowledge, our
work is the first to explicitly connect coresets for Lowner—John ellipsoids to well-conditioned spanning sets
in this way. We also provide a faster algorithm for constructing such a coreset for Lowner—John ellipsoids
by using leverage score sampling, at a cost of a coreset that is larger by a factor of logd (Theorem 3.9).
We discuss our results for {s-well-conditioned spanning sets in Section 3. Other applications of our well-
conditioned spanning sets technique can be found in Section 3.3, including subspace embeddings for the
average top k norm and cascaded matrix norms.

Entrywise g-Norm Low Rank Approximation. Next, we discuss how we apply our well-conditioned
spanning sets to obtain sharper bounds for entrywise g-norm low rank approximation. Our main improvement
comes from an improved structural result on uniform sampling. Let A = A, + A, where A, is an optimal
rank k solution and A is the error matrix. The overall idea of the [SWZ19Db] algorithm follows [CGK™17],
and is based on noting that a random subset H C [d] of 2k columns fits each column ¢ € [d]\ H with constant
probability. This suffices for the final algorithmic guarantee, since we will then fit a constant fraction of
columns by averaging, and repeating for O(log d) rounds fits all d columns and selects only O(k log d) columns.

By using a well-conditioned basis given by maximum determinant subsets, [SWZ19b] show that for a
random subset H C [d] of 2k columns, a random column i € [d] \ H outside of H can be written as
al = A,|Px, where ||X.||oo <1, with constant probability. It then follows that

min [Ax — ', < [[Ax. — al]|, = |A]"x. - 8], < atiyzn1-mon, - 3 8],
JEHU{i}

with constant probability, using approximate monotonicity and approximate triangle inequality. The latter
sum is O(k/d)||A[|, on average, which translates to a final error bound of atig 241 - mong - O(K)[| A,
To improve this argument, we now instead take H to be a random subset of 2s = O(k loglog k) columns,
and use our well-conditioned spanning set to argue that with constant probability, we can write a random
€[d]\ H as a’ = A, |¥x, with ||x.]2 < O(1). Then, we can replace the earlier argument by

i [[A]x — a|[2 < [|AVx, — a2 = A, - 8|2 < 20t o (6], + 3 10)507)],)
jeEH

Now, using at least linear growth and then Cauchy—Schwarz, we can bound the latter sum by

(Dx* N1, < QHX*HQZHNH 19,

||n
JjeEH

Then if the §° all have similar g-norms, then this means that the cost of a’ when fit on A" is only
O(v/s) = O(Vkloglogk) times the average cost, rather than k. To formalize the assumption about the
columns having similar g-norms, we conduct our analysis by splitting the columns into roughly O(logd)
groups of columns, such that columns j within each group have costs ||5j Hq which are within a constant
factor of each other. Then, applying the previous argument on each group of columns only increases the
number of columns by a factor of O(logd), and we are able to obtain the cost improvement from O(k) to
O(+/s), as claimed.

1.1.2 Nearly Optimal Oblivious Subspace Embeddings

We take a brief detour from our low rank approximation results to note that our result on well-conditioned
spanning sets resolves a long-standing problem on oblivious ¢, subspace embeddings, or £, OSEs:

Definition 1.8 (Oblivious ¢, Subspace Embedding). Let p > 1 and x > 1 be parameters. Let D be a
distribution over matrices S € R™?. Then, D is an oblivious ¢, subspace embedding if for any A € R"*4,

99
= 100°

4 While a coreset of size O(dloglogd) is the best result we are aware of, we note that improvements to constructions of
coresets for Lowner—John ellipsoids immediately imply improvements to Theorem 1.7.

Pr{for all x € RY, |Ax], < [|[SAx|, < x[|Ax]| }




In the above definition, the distribution D does not depend on A, hence the name “oblivious”. For p = 2,
OSEs can be obtained with £ = 14&, and have found many applications [Woo14]. For p € [1,2), a line of work
has studied the problem of obtaining ¢, OSEs with x = poly(d) distortion, as 1+ ¢ approximations require r
to be exponential in d [WW19, LWY21]. The first such result was given by [SW11], who gave a construction
with 7,k = O(dlogd) for p = 1, using Auerbach bases as a crucial ingredient. Analogous results were later
obtained for p € (1,2) [MM13, WZ13, WW19, WW22] using the existence of an («, 3, p)-well-conditioned
basts:

Definition 1.9 ((a, 8, p)-Well-Conditioned Basis, Definition 3, [DDH09]). Let A € R"*? be a rank d
matriz, let p > 1, and let q be the Hélder dual of p. Then, U € R"*? is an (a, 3, p)-well-conditioned basis
if (1) U], < a and (2) for any z € R?, ||z, < B[ Uz ,.

It was claimed in [MM13] and used by [MM13, WZ13, WW19] that (d'/?,1, p)-well-conditioned bases
exist for any p € [1,2), which in turn gave £, OSEs with k = O(dlog d)'/? and r = O(dlog d), which is nearly
optimal [WW19]. However, an error in the claim of existence of well-conditioned bases with these parameters
was later found [WW22]. Thus, the best known result is to use Auerbach bases instead, which only gives an
O(d) approximation; obtaining tight bounds for ¢, OSEs thus became an important open problem again:

Question 1.10 ([WW22]). Do there exist oblivious £, subspace embeddings with k = O(d/?) distortion?

To address Question 1.10, we apply our well-conditioned spanning sets to circumvent the construction
of well-conditioned bases. More specifically, we note that the proofs of [MM13, WZ13, WW19] only require
that for any Ax, there exists z with Ax = Uz and |[[z[|, < O(1). As we show in Section 4, by applying
Theorem 1.7 to the set of £, unit vectors in the column space of A, we can in fact prove a stronger result
which bounds the ¢ norm of the coefficient vector z, rather than the ¢, norm (note that ¢ > 2 for p < 2).

Theorem 1.11 (¢, Well-Conditioned Spanning Sets). Let A € R"*? et p > 1, and let q be the Hélder dual
of p. Then, there exists U € R"** for s = O(dloglogd) such that (1) |U[[, , < s'/P and (2) for any x € R,
there exists z € R® such that Ax = Uz and ||z||, < O(1)||Uz||,.

Combining Theorem 1.11 with [MM13, WZ13, WW19] affirmatively answers Question 1.10:

Corollary 1.12 (Nearly Optimal Oblivious ¢, Subspace Embeddings). There ezists an oblivious £, subspace
embedding distribution D with a distortion of k = O(d(log d)(loglogd))'/? = O(d'/?) and r = O(dlogd).

We give a simple proof of Corollary 1.12 in Section 4.1, based on the idea of [SW11] of taking the sketching
matrix S to be an appropriate scaling of a dense r X n matrix of i.i.d. p-stable random variables [Nol20], which
are random variables drawn from a distribution D with the property that for s ~ D™ and any vector y € R",
(s,y) is a random variable distributed as ||y||,Y for some Y ~ D. While more sophisticated constructions of
S are known which admit faster running time for applying S to A [WZ13, MM 13, CDM 16, WW19, WW22],
the same ideas immediately apply, and thus we opt for a simpler proof for sake of a cleaner presentation.

To prove Corollary 1.12, we need to prove that (1) [SAx]|, is never smaller than ||Ax||,,, and (2) [[SAx]|,

never grows larger than || Ax||, by more than a factor of O(d'/?). The first item (1) follows straightforwardly
from a standard combination of a concentration inequality and a net argument. However, such an argument
does not work for the second item (2), due to the fact that p-stable random variables are heavy-tailed. This
is where we crucially use our construction of well-conditioned spanning sets U for A. We first show that
[sull,, = O(||U||p)p) = O(d"/?) with high probability, which does not need a net argument. Then, we write
any Ax as Ax = Uz for z € R®, and bound

ISAx], = |ISUzl|, < [[SUJ,, 1z, < O(

|Ullp.p)IUzll, = O(d?)|| Ax]l,

using Holder’s inequality and the guarantee of our well-conditioned spanning sets. This shows (2) and thus
Corollary 1.12.

A related result we obtain is the following low rank decomposition result, which improves [BRW21,
Lemma 9] and may be of independent interest. We prove this result in Section 4 as well.

Theorem 1.13 (¢, Well-Conditioned Matrix Decomposition). Let L € R"*¢ be a rank k matriz and let
p > 1. Then, there is s = O(kloglogk) and a decomposition L = UV into n x s and s x d matrices such
that (1) [|Ue|,, <1 for each i € [s] and (2) ||Ve,||, < O(1)[|Le;l|, for each j € [d].



We use this result to improve the additive error £, low rank approximation result of [BRW21] in Theorem
7.10 and apply it to give the first (1 + ¢) relative error result in Theorem 1.16.

Various notions of well-conditioned bases are central to many results in theoretical computer science and
mathematics, especially in the study of embeddings, and we hope that our techniques, and in particular the
idea of relaxing well-conditioned bases to well-conditioned spanning sets, finds further applications.

1.1.3 Entrywise {, Low Rank Approximation

We return to studying the entrywise ¢, low rank approximation problem. For p = 2, the problem of column
subset selection for the Frobenius norm has been studied extensively [FKV04, DV06, DKMO06, DMMOS,
BW17, CMMI17]. For p # 2, efficient bicriteria approximations were obtained in a line of work initiated by
[SWZ17], who studied the case of p = 1. For other p # 2, [CGK 17, DWZ'19] gave algorithms selecting
O(klog d) columns achieving a distortion of O(k'/?) for p < 2 and O(k'~/?) for p > 2, and a hardness result
showing that any approximation spanned by k columns must have distortion at least

(k' -1/7) (2)

Perhaps surprisingly, [MW21] then showed that the lower bound of (2) could be circumvented when p < 2,
by giving an algorithm which selected O(klogd) columns and achieved a distortion of O(k/?~1/2). Note
that this does not contradict the lower bound, since the hardness result of (2) applies only when ezactly k
columns are selected. It was also shown that this result was optimal for such bicriteria algorithms, with a
lower bound ruling out &'/?~1/2=°(1) approximations for any algorithm selecting O(k) columns, based on a
result of [SWZ17] which ruled out k'/2=°(1) approximations for any set of poly(k) columns for p = 1.

Unfortunately, the algorithmic result of [MW21] uses p-stable random variables [Nol20] which only exist
for p < 2, and similar improvements were not given for p > 2. Similarly, the hardness results also rely on
specific properties of p < 2, and do not apply to p > 2. This motivates the following question:

Question 1.14. What distortions are possible for entrywise £, low rank approzimation, if O(klogd) columns
can be selected?

Our main result for entrywise £, low rank approximation is an algorithm which achieves the natural
analogue of the algorithmic result of [MW21], which circumvents (2):

Theorem 1.15 (Informal Restatement of Theorems 7.2 and 7.3). Let p € [2,00], let A € R"*?, and let
k > 1. There is an algorithm which outputs a subset S C [d] of O(klogd) columns and X € RS*? such that

A~ AKX, <O win_ A - Al

rank(A)<k

For this result, our well-conditioned spanning sets are not tight enough, as they do not use the special
structure of ¢, norms. However, our well-conditioned spanning sets are based on a novel use of Lowner—John
ellipsoids, which suggests the use of ellipsoids which approximate ¢, norms of vectors in a subspace in a
better way. One such tool is given by Lewis ellipsoids [Lew78], and we use these to prove Theorem 1.15.
In particular, if we knew the optimal rank k factorization UV of A, then we can approximate the £, norm
of all vectors y € R? in the row span of V € R¥*? by the f5 norm of the vector W/2-1/Py where W
is the diagonal matrix consisting of the so-called Lewis weights [Lew78], up to a factor of k'/2~1/P. This
essentially allows us to translate a problem dealing with £, norms to one dealing with ¢ norms, which can
be handled by prior work [CW15a], up to a factor of k1/2-1/P While this argument requires the knowledge
of the optimal factorization and thus only gives an ezistential result, it has been shown in prior work how
to turn such a statement into an algorithmic result [SWZ17, CGK 17, SWZ19b, MW21].

For p = oo, we show that Theorem 1.15 is tight by showing in Theorem 7.7 that any set of at most
poly(k) columns cannot achieve a distortion better than k1/2=°(1),

While we do not have lower bounds for p < oo, we use recent additive error low rank approximation
results of [BRW21] along with our relative error algorithms to obtain the first (1+4¢) bicriteria approximation:



Table 1: Results for £, column subset selection. The distortion and number of columns hides constant
factors.

P Distortion Number of Columns Work
Upper Bound (2, o] klogk klogd [CGKT17] 4+ [SWZ19D]
(2,00]  (klogk)'—1/P klogd [DWZ*19] + [SWZ19D]
[1,2) (klogk)t/P=1/2 k(log k)logd [MW21]
(2, 00] k1/2-1/p klogd Our work, Theorems 7.2, 7.3
Lower Bound  [1, o0] Ei=1/p exactly k [DWZT19]
1 k/2=oth) kO [SWZ17]
(1,2)  kM/p=1/2—o(1) k(log k)M [MW21]
00 k1/2—o(1) ke Our work, Theorem 7.7

Theorem 1.16 (Relative Error (1 4 ¢) Approximation). Let A € R"*? et 2 < p < oo, and let k > 1.
There exists an efficient algorithm that outputs a matriz L' of rank at most

0 P/2=D+2/P)+ (1og log k + logloglog d)(log d) \ o kP/2=2/P+1 og d
c1+2/p AU
such that

A-L? <(1+¢e) min |A—-A|P
I Iy < ( )mwang [

1.2 Online Subset Selection for /, Low Rank Approximation

Next, we discuss our results on online subset selection algorithms for ¢, subspace approximation and entrywise
¢, low rank approximation. We will initially focus on the ¢, subspace approximation problem, which admits
a (1 + ¢) approximation in this setting, and then later show that this algorithm can be used to obtain
entrywise ¢, low rank approximation results as well, based on [JLL"21]. We also switch our convention from
selecting columns to selecting rows in this section, in order to conform to previous work on this problem.

1.2.1 {, Subspace Approximation

Coresets for Subspace Approximation. In the literature of subset selection for ¢, subspace approxi-
mation, many works have studied guarantees which are slightly stronger than the bicriteria guarantees of
Definition 1.2. In particular, the work of [DV07] showed that one can select a subset S C [n] of |S| = poly(k/¢)
rows which contains a (1 + ¢)-approximately optimal rank k subspace in its span. Thus, using this subset,
it is possible to further reduce the rank of the approximate solution by computing the best rank & solution
spanned by this subset, rather than using the subset itself as a bicriteria rank solution®. Similar guarantees
for more general loss functions, based on similar techniques, were obtained in [CW15a, MRWZ20, MMWY22].
In fact, even stronger guarantees are possible for the ¢, subspace approximation problem. In particular,
rather than spanning an approximately optimal rank k subspace, one could ask for a subset of rows which
approzimates the cost of every rank k subspace. This is possible if we associate weights w; with the rows such
that the weighted cost of the subset of rows approximates the cost of all rows, known as a strong coreset:

Definition 1.17 (Strong Coreset). Let A € R"*? et p > 1, and let k > 1 be a rank parameter. Then, a
subset S C [n] together with weights w € RS is a strong coreset if

foral F e Fr, Y lla;—Praily =(1+e)) willa; — Ppajlf}. (3)
i=1 i€S

5For p < 2, it is possible to translate such guarantees for £, subspace approximation into guarantees for the entrywise £
low rank approximation problem [JLL™21].



A slightly weaker guarantee is a weak coreset, which only approximates the cost of the optimal solution:

Definition 1.18 (Weak Coreset). Let A € R"*?, let p > 1, and let k > 1 be a rank parameter. Then, a
subset S C [n] together with weights w € RS is a weak coreset if

n
iz Yl = Praff = (1£2) pig 3 wila; ~ Praf @)
1= 2

A weak coreset not only restricts a (14 ¢)-approximate solution to be in the span of a few points, but also
states that this solution can be found by optimizing the approximated objective function using the weights
w.

It is known that a strong coreset can be computed efficiently [FMSW10, FL11, VX12, SW18, HV20,
FKW21]. This stronger guarantee is useful, for example, when one wishes to solve a constrained version of
the subspace approximation problem. For example, in applications to algorithms for clustering or projective
clustering, preserving the minimum cost over all F' € F}, is not sufficient to solve the original problem.

Streaming Algorithms for Subspace Approximation. In practical large data applications, one does
not have the luxury of storing the entire dataset in memory, or even having random access to points in a
dataset. In these scenarios, the streaming model of computation is a more appropriate theoretical model, in
which the rows of our dataset {a;}?_; arrive one at a time in adversarial order in one pass, and one seeks to
minimize the space complexity of the algorithm. However, computing coresets for subspace approximation
in the streaming model is difficult. This is because most (perhaps all) known coreset algorithms proceed
by either an adaptive sampling [DV07] or a sensitivity sampling [VX12, HV20] approach, both of which
are naturally sequential procedures. In the former, one first computes a subspace F achieving a crude
approximation, and samples additional rows proportional to the residual cost of the points. In the latter,
one first computes sensitivity scores by again computing a crude approximation F, and then sampling rows
proportional to a sensitivity score formed from combining the residual cost and the projection cost onto F'.
[MRWZ20] considered circumventing this problem by using oblivious sketching techniques to form a
coreset. However, their techniques are limited to p < 2, and only output noisy rows, rather than actual rows
of the dataset. [DP22] obtained a streaming coreset algorithm for all p > 1, but their error guarantee is a
weaker additive error guarantee. The authors of [DP22] pose the following as their main open question:

Question 1.19 ([DP22)). Is there a one-pass streaming coreset algorithm for £, subspace approximation
with multiplicative error for every p > 1%

Online Coresets. In fact, one answer to Question 1.19 is already known; one can use offline constructions
of strong coresets for ¢, subspace approximation [SW18, HV20] and “compose” them using a merge-and-
reduce strategy [BDM 20, CL.S22]. This yields a coreset algorithm, even in the one pass streaming model,
with the same size as the offline construction, up to a polylogarithmic loss in the size of the coreset [JLL"21].
However, this does not address the question of whether adaptive sampling or sensitivity sampling can be
“directly” implemented in the streaming setting or not. To formalize and address this question, we initiate
the study of £, subspace approximation in the online coreset model.

The online model is a challenging variation on the streaming model, which refers to settings which require
decisions to be made on the spot and irrevocably. When instantiated for the problem of computing coresets,
the online coreset model studies the setting where the rows of a dataset arrive one by one, and for each row,
one must irrevocably decide whether to include the row in the coreset or not. We allow for storing “side
information”, which is a small amount of memory typically comparable to the size of the coreset.

The online coreset setting has been studied extensively for problems arising in data analysis, for example
for spectral approximation [CMP20], principal component analysis [BLVZ19, BDM™20], £, linear regression
[BDM 20, CLS22, WY23], and computational geometry [WY22]. Note that any online coreset algorithm
gives a one-pass streaming algorithm. Thus, we ask whether there exist coreset algorithms for ¢, subspace
approximation in this stronger model:

6 Note that the work of [DP22] studies guarantees which only require the subset of rows to contain a nearly optimal solution,
without a guarantee on how this can be found. Similar questions can be asked for coresets with stronger guarantees, such as
our definition of weak/strong coresets in Definitions 1.18 and 1.17.



Question 1.20. Is there an online coreset algorithm for £, subspace approximation with multiplicative error
for everyp > 17

We answer both Questions 1.19 and 1.20 by designing the first relative error online coreset algorithm for
¢, subspace approximation for all p € [1,00) \ {2}.

Theorem 1.21 (Strong Online Coreset for Real-Valued Inputs, Informal Restatement of Theorem 8.2). Let
A € R4 have online condition number kO :== ||Al2 max?_,||A; |27, € € (0,1), p > 1 a constant, and let
k be a rank. There is an online coreset algorithm, Algorithm 2, which, with probability at least 0.99, stores
a weighted subset of rows S with weights w € RS satisfying (3) such that, for &' = e®+3)0VE/P) ye haved

O(k?(e'7% + 2/ 'k?)) log(nk®+) M) ifp<2
|S| = O(kp (kp/2+1 +e?+ 5_25'_1k2>) log(nk®H)OW  if2 < p<4
O(KP (k> + 2 + 7%/ 1k?)) log(nkOH) 0P ifp>4

The condition number dependence is typical for results in online coresets for matrix approximation
[BLVZ19, CMP20, BDM ™20, WY22, CLS22, WY23], and is necessary [CMP20, WY22].

Our theorem for real-valued matrices is a corollary of our result for integer matrices which we apply by
rounding the input, as it turns out that we are able to prove much stronger guarantees for integer matrices,
in the spirit of [BDM 20, WY22]. This is due to refined control over condition numbers that we can achieve
over integer matrices. This is in contrast to much of the previous work on online coresets, which places an
emphasis on real-valued inputs first [BLVZ19, CMP20, CLS22, WY23].

Theorem 1.22 (Strong Online Coreset for Integer-Valued Inputs, Informal Restatement of Theorem 8.1).
Let A € Z™*? have entries bounded by poly(n,A) for a parameter A, e € (0,1), p > 1 a constant, and let k
be a rank. There is an online coreset algorithm, Algorithm 2, which, with probability at least 0.99, stores a
weighted subset of rows S with weights w € RS satisfying (3) such that, for e’ = e@+3)-(1V(2/p)

Ok (7% + 72/ 'k?)) log(nA) M) ifp<2
|S| = O(kp (kp/2+1 +e72+ 5725’71k2)) log(nA)°W  if2 <p<4
O(kP (K* + €72 + e 72/ 71%?) ) log(nA) O ifp>4

Table 2: Coreset sizes for ¢, subspace approximation. We suppress log(mio")o(l) factors. We have slightly
weakened our dependence on k here for simplicity; the 3 can be replaced by (1V (p/2)) + 1 for p < 4.

Coreset size Model
[SW18] E1V(®/2)g=0®)  Offline, Exponential Time
[[TV20]  EWV®/243:-0®)  Offline, Polynomial Time
[DP22] kPe™P Streaming, Additive Error
This work k2Vpt3g—0(p) Online, Relative Error

Remark 1.23. As is standard for online coreset results, our algorithms assume the knowledge of a good
upper bound on k°% and the length n of the stream. While this is not without loss of generality, it is not a
limiting assumption in practice, since our bounds depend only logarithmically on these quantities.

1.2.2 Our Techniques for ¢, Subspace Approximation

We now discuss failed attempts and challenges in obtaining the results of Theorems 1.21 and 1.22, and how
we overcome them. For the rest of this paper, we will write A € R™*? for the matrix which contains the n
input points {a;}; C R? in its n rows. We write A; € R**9 for the first i rows of A.

7 Here, A is the pseudoinverse of the first i rows of A.
8 For a,b, € R, we denote max(a, b) by a V b and min(a, b) by a A b.



Sensitivity Sampling for ¢, Subspace Approximation. We start with a discussion of the offline
sensitivity sampling technique [[.S10, FL.11], which is a general technique for designing coreset algorithms.
The main idea is to use non-uniform sampling to obtain coresets, by sampling rows proportional to their
sensitivities, which upper bound the fraction of the total cost that a given row can occupy. More concretely,
when specialized to the ¢, subspace approximation problem, the sensitivity of a row i € [n] is given by
lal (TP r)|;
oi(A) = sup (5)
FeF Y5 ||a) (T—Pr) ||

It can be shown that sampling proportionally to these scores approximates the cost of any fixed subspace F' €
Fi, and a union bound over a net of k-dimensional subspaces shows that the sampling process approximates
the cost of all subspaces F' € Fy, simultaneously. While it is not clear that o;(A) can be computed efficiently,
upper bounds to o;(A) suffice, and these can often be computed efficiently.

One of the main challenges in applying sensitivity sampling is in bounding the total sensitivity G(A) =
>, oi(A), which is the sum of the sensitivities of the individual rows. Indeed, if we sample each row
proportionally to its sensitivity score, then the expected number of rows sampled is proportional to the total
sensitivity. For ¢, subspace approximation, it can be shown that the total sensitivity is at most poly(k),
with sensitivity upper bounds which can be computed as follows [VX12]:

1. Compute a constant factor approximation ' € Fi (which can be done efficiently [DTV11]).

2. Project the input points {a;}?_, onto F' to get points {a}?_,

3. Compute the sensitivity of a; within F, i.e., the sensitivity of the projected points {al}™,

4. Output the sensitivity of row i by combining the cost of a; for F and the sensitivity of a; within F.

In particular, the projection onto a k-dimensional subspace is crucial for removing a dependence on d from
the total sensitivity to get a bound of poly(k). However, this poses a problem for an online algorithm, since
this algorithm requires a sequential procedure; we must first compute a constant factor approximation for
all the rows, and then project the rows onto this subspace, which naturally requires two passes through the
input stream. Furthermore, note that our algorithm must work for all prefix subsets {a;}’_, for each i € [n].

Thus, it is not clear that the same subspace F works for all of these prefix subsets.

If one is willing to accept an inefficient algorithm, then one possibility is the following”. First, note
that the optimal cost on the prefix subset {a; }3':1 is increasing in 4, and can only double a small number
of times as ¢ ranges over [n]. Indeed, we can relate the optimal cost OPT, x(A;) to the optimal cost
OPT2,1(A;) up to a factor of poly( ) by the equivalence of ¢, norms. This quantity in turn is at most
HA||2 and at least minj_ 1HA_H2 ,
poly(n, kO1). Thus, the optimal cost can only double at most O(log(nk°")) times. We can then partition the
set [n] into O(log(nkO")) consecutive groups, such that for every pair of indices i1, 4y in the group, we have
OPT, k(A;,) = ©(OPT, k(A;,)). Let this group istart, istart + 1, istart +2, - - - , fend- Lhen, note that a constant
factor approximation F for lend 18 also a constant factor approximation for any ¢ with igpary < 7 < feng, since

which means we can bound the relative change in the optimal cost by

lend lend

ZHa;(I - PF)HS < ZHa;(I - PF)H; <0(1) }ren}_lk ZHa (I-Pp Hz F is a constant factor solution

<0(1) }Iellj{_lk ZHa (I-Pp H2 1 is in the same group as teng

Now, we can apply the same subspace F to each of the O(log(nk®")) groups, and then multiply the resulting
bound by O(log(nkO")). As for the sensitivities within the subspace, it is not hard to show that the online
Lewis weights [WY23] give an online algorithm for computing good sensitivities.

The above argument proves that one can efficiently bound the sum of sensitivities in a way that works
for all prefixes A; of the stream. Thus, by estimating the sensitivity (5) up to relative error, we can get an
algorithm which samples a small number of rows. The challenge, however, is to design an efficient algorithm
which achieves a similar guarantee. In particular, the argument above uses the knowledge of a subspace F
which is a good approximation for future rows and thus we cannot algorithmically make use of this subspace.

9 See also Remark 8.17 for a simpler and sharper argument in random order streams.
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Online Coreset Algorithms for p = 2: Ridge Leverage Scores. Next, we discuss the existing online
algorithms for p = 2. Given the above challenges, how do existing algorithms for p = 2 proceed? We
will discuss the online ridge leverage score sampling algorithm, which gives a nearly optimal bound of
O(e2k(logn)(log? k)) for the £3 subspace approximation problem [BDM*20].

The key ingredient for getting online coresets for p = 2 are the ridge leverage scores. The offline ridge
leverage scores were first introduced by [AM15], defined as 7} (A) = a] (AT A + A;)"!a;. Subsequently,
[CMM17] applied these scores to give an extremely efficient offline algorithm for sampling a coreset for ¢5
subspace approximation by using these ridge leverage scores with A = ||A — AkH2F /k. Tt can be shown that
these scores upper bound the ¢35 subspace approximation sensitivities, and that they sum to O(k).

Notably, the ridge leverage scores do not depend on a fixed constant factor approximation F as discussed
in the previous section. Thus, the ridge leverage scores circumvent the problem of having to compute ap-
proximate solutions, and instead depend directly on the optimal value, which does not change too frequently
as described earlier. These characteristics of the ridge leverage scores allow them to be effectively adapted
to the online model, as [BDM"20] show. However, for p # 2, there is no known analogue of ridge leverage
scores. In particular, the proof that the ridge leverage scores sum to at most O(k) crucially makes use of the
singular value decomposition, which gives #5 a very special algebraic structure that is not available to p # 2.

Our Solution. Our approach is to tackle the online implementation of the sensitivity sampling algorithm.
The full discussion is in Section 8.

As discussed earlier, the biggest challenge is to compute a constant factor approximate subspace F online.
The problem was that we wanted to use a good subspace for future rows as a good subspace for a current row,
but we could not obtain such a subspace algorithmically. A natural idea is to try to argue that a constant
factor solution at time i is also a constant factor solution for many future rows as well. Intuitively, one could
expect a subspace to stay a good solution as long as no significantly different directions are added to the
optimal solution, which should only occur about k£ times, since the optimal solution is only k-dimensional.

We formalize this intuition as follows. We first recall an algorithm of [CW15a, FKW21] for comput-
ing a constant factor solution for ¢, subspace approximation. This algorithm first projects the a; onto a
random O(k)-dimensional subspace, and then computes an ¢, subspace embedding coreset of the randomly
projected points of size O(klv(p/ 2)). This is shown to be sufficient for a constant factor approximation
[FKW21, Lemma B.4]. Furthermore, [WY23] show that the ¢, subspace embedding coreset can be imple-
mented in the online coreset model, where for an O(k)-dimensional subspace, the online coreset has size at
most roughly O(k log(nfio"))lv(p/ 2). In particular, this means that the online coreset can change at most
O(klog(nkCL))V(®/2) times, so the constant approximation subspace also changes only this many times.
Now, we can algorithmically partition the stream into only O(klog(nk®%))!V(¥/2) groups, and then compute
online sensitivities within the groups by projecting onto the constant factor approximation and proceed as
before.

In addition to computing the constant factor approximation, a number of other obstructions remain.
One is that the [FKW21] algorithm requires solving a regression problem, whose solution may not have a
good condition number bound, even if the input matrices do. This is a problem, as online coresets have a
condition number dependence in their size guarantees. We address this by rounding the input to an integer
matrix, and then using sharper condition number bounds for integer matrices. We also show that sensitivity
sampling works without replacement, to support an online sampling algorithm. This may be of interest more
broadly, for example for implementing the streaming coresets for logistic and p-probit regression in [WY23]
online.

1.2.3 Entrywise {, Low Rank Approximation

As a corollary of our strong omnline coresets for £, subspace approximation, we obtain the first weak online
coresets for entrywise ¢, low rank approzimation problem for p € [1,2), via a reduction shown by [JLL"21].

Corollary 1.24 (Weak Online Coreset for Entrywise Low Rank Approximation). Let A € R"*¢ have online
condition number kO, p € [1,2) be a constant, and let k be a rank parameter. There is an online coreset
algorithm which, with probability at least 0.99, stores a weighted subset of rows S with weights w € R® such
that

15| = O(k*) log(nkOH)°D)
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and

min ||[VSA — A O(E*G=2)) 1og(nk®)°®)  min A—-A
rankV)<k|| || ( ) g( ) rank(A)SkH ||p,p

where S € RS*™ is the sampling matriz associated with S and w.

Our proof in fact improves [JLLT21] in the offline setting by removing a factor of kY/P=1/2 which is
nearly optimal [MW21], by giving an analysis which bounds the error of the approximation with respect
to the optimal rank k approximation, rather than to the optimal rank k£ approximation given by a column
subset selection algorithm. We give our full discussion of this result in Section 9.

1.2.4 Euclidean (k,p)-Clustering
Another important problem that is often considered together with subspace approximation is the Fuclidean
(k, p)-clustering problem, in which one wishes to find a set C* C R? of size at most k such that

n

Zd(ai,c*)p <(l4+¢&) min Zd a;,C

5 OCR,|C|<k

=1
Here, d(x,C) = minycc||x — y||,. This includes the special cases of p = 2 and p = 1, which correspond to
k-means and k-median, respectively. We provide the first results for clustering in the online coreset model:

Theorem 1.25 (Informal Restatement of Theorem 10.1). Let wO" be a lower bound on all nonzero costs
for (k,p)-clustering A; fori € [n], and let WO similarly be an upper bound. Then, there is a strong online
coreset algorithm which, with probability at least 0.99, samples at most

' _ B WOL B o WOL
mln{O(s k2 (logn)* log W)’O<E P=3k(logn)3 log 0L )}

points S C [n] with weights w € R, and satisfies

IC C R with |C) < k d(a;,C 1+ id(a;, ¢
fral SR win(Cl<k Y ) ol 2 el

Remark 1.26. In the literature of coresets for clustering, a lot of work goes into removing even a logarithmic
dependence on d or n from the coreset size (see, e.g., [SW18, HV20, CS521b, CLSS522]). However, the online
setting already introduces logn factors, and we do not optimize logn factors in favor of a simpler argument.
Note that one can compose these coreset constructions, even in an online fashion, to weaken the dependence
on n.

Our results are based on an online implementation of [FL11]. While more recent algorithms have a
better dependence on ¢ [CSS21b, CLSS22], we adopt [FL.11] due to the simpler proofs which make it easier
to make the adjustments we need. Note that we improve the guarantee of [FL11], by giving an analysis with
a dependence on k and € of e 7?73k rather than e=2P~2k. This is off by only a single ¢ factor from the best
result we are aware of, which is e P72k of [('.SS22]. We prove our results in this setting in Section 10.

While the online coreset model for Euclidean clustering is new to the best of our knowledge, a couple
of other works have studied other variants of “online clustering”. [Mey01] studied the related online facility
location problem, in which incoming points must be irrevocably assigned to a facility location, while [LSS16]
studied a similar version of the k-means algorithm, in which points are irrevocably assigned to clusters. We
will adapt the algorithm of [LSS16] to general (k, p)-clustering for the purposes of our algorithms. A slightly
different approximation guarantee is considered for k-means clustering in [CGKR21].

1.2.5 Online Active ¢, Linear Regression

As our final contribution to online algorithms for data analysis, we provide the first online and offline
algorithms for active €, linear regression with nearly optimal query complexity. In this problem, we are
given a design matrix A € R"*? and query access to a target vector b € R”, and we seek X € R? such that

|[Ax —b||? < (1+¢) InlIlHAX—pr (6)
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while reading as few entries of b as possible. We note that active regression is intimately related to the
subset selection problem for low rank approximation. Indeed, a common approach for active regression is to
select a subset of rows of A such that these rows are sufficient to solve regression for any target vector b.
This implies an algorithm for the multiple response regression problem which aims to minimize ||AX — B]|
over X, where X € R¥*™ and B € R™*™ are now matrices. In turn, this is useful for subset selection for low
rank approximation: if we know one of the factors of the low rank approximation, then computing the other
factor is simply a multiple response regression problem. Indeed, this connection is used in prior work on ¢,
subspace approximation [FIXW21] as well as our work on entrywise £, low rank approximation in Section
1.1.3.

Prior work (see Table 3) resolved the query complexity up to polylogarithmic factors for all 0 < p < 2.
However, for p > 2, the best known result due to [MMWY22] is an upper bound of O(d?/2/eP) and a lower
bound of Q(dP/? + 1/eP~1), leaving a gap in the query complexity of active £, regression for p > 2. Our
main result of this section is a resolution to this problem, showing an algorithm which makes O(dp/ 2/ep—1)
queries and a matching lower bound of Q(dP/?/eP~1):

Theorem 1.27 (Informal version of Theorems 11.4 and 13.2). Let p > 2. There is an algorithm which, with
probability at least 1 — 9§, outputs X satisfying (6), while reading at most

dr/?

gp—1

' p01y 1Og(da 1/55 1/6)

entries of b. Furthermore, this bound is tight, up to polylogarithmic factors.

Table 3: Prior results for active ¢, regression

P Distortion Query Bound Work

2 (1+¢) O(d/e) [CP19]

1 (1+¢) O(d/e?) [CD21, PPP21]
(1,2) (1+¢) O(d/e) [MMWY22]
(0,1) (1+¢) O(d/e?) [MMWY22]
(2,00)  (14e)  O(d/2/er), Q(dP/? + 1/eP—1) [MMWY?22, CSS214]
(2,00) (I+¢) O(dr/? [er—1) Our work, Theorems 11.4, 13.2

00 O(Vd) O(d) Our work, Theorem 14.2
(2,00) O(d%(l_%)) O(d?/?) Our work, Theorem 14.3

00 o(\/d) dv) Our work, Theorem 14.4
(2, 00) O(d%(l_%)) Q(d9/?) Our work, Theorem 14.5

In [MMWY22], the optimized dependence on ¢ for 1 < p < 2 is achieved through an iterative size
reduction argument based on the strong convexity of the £, norm in this range—a near optimal solution
must be close to the true optimum, which means we only need to approximate the objective function in a
restricted domain, which then allows for an even more accurate solution. The main obstacle for applying
this argument for p > 2 is the lack of strong convexity for £, norms in this range. We get around this by
using a bound on the Bregman divergence of the ¢, norm shown in [AKPS19].

Our algorithm only uses independent sampling with an a-one-sided Lewis weight distribution. Thus,
by using the online Lewis weights due to [WY23], we also obtain the first nearly optimal online active £,
regression algorithm for p > 2. This answers the main question of [CLS22].

Theorem 1.28 (Informal version of Corollary 11.5). Let p > 2. There is an algorithm which, with probability
at least 1 — 6, outputs X satisfying (6), while reading at most

dqr/2

gp-1

' p01y log(na 1/55 1/67 ’%OL)

entries of b, in an online manner.
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Our results are given in Section 11. As presented in Table 3, we also present some of the first results for
nearly optimal active regression with large distortion for p > 2. While these results are of independent interest
on their own to show what can be done when O(dp/ 2) queries is too expensive, they are also applied in our
result for obtaining tighter bounds for bicriteria subset selection for the entrywise £, low rank approximation
problem, as discussed in Section 1.1.3. Our full discussion of these results can be found in Section 14.

1.3 Open Directions
We highlight several directions left open by our work.

Subset Selection for Entrywise Loss Low Rank Approximation. While we have substantially sharp-
ened various upper bounds for entrywise low rank approximation, both for general loss functions and for ¢,
norms, we still leave a few important gaps in our understanding of the possibilities and limitations in this
area. The most obvious gap is showing a matching lower bound for entrywise £, low rank approximation for
2 < p < 0o. We showed an upper bound of O(kl/ 2-1/ P) distortion by selecting O(klog d) columns and used
this to obtain the first (14 ¢)-approximate bicriteria low rank approximations, but is our O(k'/2~1/?) bound
tight for column subset selection? Our tight lower bound for p = oo does not seem to extend to p < oo.
Another natural question is obtaining optimal bounds for the entrywise Huber loss: here, we have shown an
upper bound of O(k) distortion by selecting O(k(loglog k) log d) columns, but is it possible to obtain O(v/k)
distortion with the same number of columns? If so, this would be optimal by a reduction to entrywise ¢,
low rank approximation [SWZ17].

Online Coresets for /, Subspace Approximation. The most important question left open by our work
is improving our dependence on k with an efficient algorithm for online coresets. For p > 2, a coreset of
size kP/2+O() / poly(e) can be achieved efficiently in the offline setting [[TV20], while we get a result of size
kPtOM) and it is an interesting question to match the offline result up to k() factors, where the O(1) does
not depend on p.

More generally, settling the size of coresets for £, subspace approximation is an interesting direction. The
dependence on k for strong coresets is already resolved, if we are allowed an inefficient algorithm. Recall that
EV(®/2) can be achieved using an inefficient algorithm, by the result of [SW18]. Furthermore, one can show
that this is optimal for strong coresets by a reduction to a subspace embedding; for d = k£ + 1, note that for
any {9 unit vector x, we can query for the k-dimensional projection given by the orthogonal complement of
x, which must approximate

1/p

n 1/p n
s = (Sl ) = (Solal ) = s,
=1 i=1

Thus, strong coresets for £,, subspace approximation imply strong coresets for £, subspace embeddings, which
have a lower bound of Q(k/e?) for p < 2 and Q(kP/? + 1/2?) [LWW21]. However, matching this with an
efficient algorithm, even in the offline setting, is open. Settling the ¢ dependence is also an interesting
direction, as well as related questions for weak coresets, or the size of any subset which spans a (1 + £)-
approximately optimal solution.

1.4 Roadmap

We give preliminaries in Section 2.

Sections 3 through 7 are devoted to our results on offline low rank approximation. We first develop
our theory of well-conditioned spanning sets in Section 3. This is first applied to oblivious ¢, subspace
embeddings in Section 4. In Section 5, we then apply our well-conditioned spanning sets to g-norm low rank
approximation. For the special case of the Huber loss, we specialize our technique in Section 6. Finally, we
discuss our results on entrywise ¢, low rank approximation in Section 7.

Sections 8 through 10 are devoted to our online coreset results. Section 8 develops our main online
coreset algorithm for ¢, subspace approximation. Section 9 then shows how to apply this to online coresets
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for entrywise ¢, low rank approximation. Finally, Section 10 shows our online coresets for Euclidean (k, p)-
clustering.

Sections 11 through 14 are devoted to our active regression results. Section 11 proves the main active
regression algorithm, except for the main technical lemma on the quality of approximation given by Lewis
weight sampling, which is given in Section 12. Section 13 gives our nearly optimal lower bound for the query
complexity. Finally, Section 14 collects our results on active regression with large distortion.

2 Preliminaries

For a matrix A € R™*? we denote its ith row by a; and its jth column by a’. If S is a subset of row or
column indices, then we denote the restriction of A to these rows by A|s and the restriction of A to these
columns by A|®.

2.1 Lewis Weights

We need a relaxed notion of ¢, Lewis weights, known as one-sided ¢, Lewis weights, given in [WY22] (see
also [JLS22]):

Definition 2.1 (One-sided ¢, Lewis weights and bases [WY22]). Let A € R"*4 and p € (0,00). Let
a € (0,1]). Then, weights w € R™ are c-one-sided ¢, Lewis weights if

wi > o (WY2YPAY,
where W = diag(w), or equivalently,

w; > aP/? [aZT (ATW172/ZDA)ai}p/2-

If a =1, we just say that w are one-sided ¢, Lewis weights Let R € RY*? be a change of basis matriz such
that W1/2=1/? AR, has orthonormal columns. Then, AR is a one-sided ¢, Lewis basis.
The following lemma collects basic properties of Lewis weights.

Lemma 2.2 (Lemmas 2.8 and 2.10 of [WY22]). Let A € R"™? and p € (0,00). Let w be a-one-sided (,
Lewis weights for A and let R be a one-sided ¢, Lewis basis. Then,

o for every i € [n],

> [le/ AR,

ap/? -

e for all x € RY,

1/2—-1 .
[ W ieas|, < Wiy >~ 7| Ax], ifp =2
27 |2 AX|,  ifp<2

o for every i € [n],

sup

(a2 _ [Iwlt* i ifp>2
lax|,>o [[Ax[; ~

P2y, ifp<?2

The main utility of Lewis weights is that they provide ¢, subspace embeddings, given by the following
theorem:

Theorem 2.3 (Theorem 1.3 of [WY23], see also [('P15]). Let p > 2 and let A € R"*?, Let 6 € (0,1) be a
failure rate parameter and let € € (0,1) be an accuracy parameter. Let w € R™ be one-sided £, Lewis weights
with ||w|, < O(d), which can be computed in

O(nnz(A) +d*)
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time [Leelt, Theorem 5.3.1], [JL522, Lemma 2.5]. Let
o L2 ogaya log +
0 =0 L (togd(ogn) +10s ) )
1/p

be an oversampling parameter. Suppose that weights s € R™ are sampled by independently setting s; = 1/p,

with probability p; = min{aw;,1} and s; = 0 otherwise. Let S = diag(s). Then, with probability at least
1-9,

for all x € RY, [SA[, = (1£e)|Ax],

and the sample complexity of S is at most

r= O(d:—f ((1ogd)2(1ogn) + log %))

By a standard argument, the logn dependence can be replaced by alog(d/e) dependence (see, e.g., [MMWY22]).

We will also frequently use the following result of [WY22], which shows that Lewis weights allow one to
convert between £, and ¢, norms for vectors in a d-dimensional subspace with a small distortion.

Theorem 2.4 (Theorem 1.23 of [WY22]). Let A € R Let w be one-sided ¢, Lewis weights for A
summing to T. Then, for an appropriate scaling factor c, 4 > 0,

”AXHp < CP,qHWI/qil/pAXHq < Hp1q||AX||p

for all x € R?, where

PA

B T3 ifpANqg<2
PO 0E) rpag e

For p > 2, their proof in fact shows that any vector does not expand by more than a &, 4 factor, which
we state below and provide a self-contained proof:

Lemma 2.5. Let p > q > 2. Let w be any nonnegative weights. Then, for anyy € R",

le/q—l/py

1/q—1
|, S Iy,

If g =2 and p = oo, then
1/2
(w2y|| < w2y

Proof. We have that

le/q—l/py

n
q _
oWy
7 =1

no e\ TUP a/p
< (Z wf‘”) (Z|y(z)|p> Hélder’s inequality
i=1 i=1
1—
< Iwl ™"yl

which rearranges to the desired inequality. For ¢ = 2 and p = oo, we have that

2 n

(2 2

le/QyHQZ E wily(@)]" < [[wll, llyll%
i=1
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3 Well-Conditioned Spanning Sets

When designing algorithms for matrix and subspace approximations, it is often desirable to select subsets with
vectors with a “well-conditioning” property, which are roughly properties which are analogous to orthonormal
bases, in norms other than the /5 norm. We describe several such results in this section.

3.1 Semi-Optimal Linear Bases

We first recall optimal and semi-optimal linear bases, as introduced by [Knu&5]:

Definition 3.1 (Optimal and Semi-Optimal Linear Bases). Let {a;}?; C R? and ¢ > 0. Then, {a;}ics for
a subset S C [n] of size |S| =d is a (1 + €)-semi-optimal linear basis if for each i € [n],

A5 Tl <1+e. (7)

That is, if x is the unique solution to A|§TX = a;, then each entry of x is at most 1 + € in absolute value.
If e = 0, we say that {a;};cs is an optimal linear basis. Note that by Cramer’s rule, a subset S which
mazximizes the determinant is an optimal linear basis.

While an optimal linear basis naively requires an exponential time algorithm to compute, [Knu85] showed
that a semi-optimal linear basis can be computed efficiently via an iterative algorithm:

Theorem 3.2 (Semi-Optimal Linear Bases [Knu85]). Let A € R"*? and ¢ > 0. There is an algorithm
which runs in poly(n,d,e =) time and outputs S C [n] satisfying (7).

3.2 John Ellipsoids and /,-Well-Conditioned Spanning Sets

Note that Definition 3.1 can be thought of as an £..-well-conditioning, in the sense that the coefficients vector
A|§Tal- for writing a; as a linear combination of A|g is bounded in the ¢, norm. This is a rather weak
property since £, is a very “small” norm, since {« is bounded above by all £, norms. We will show that by
selecting slightly more than d vectors, we can in fact get a subset of vectors such that the coefficient vector
satisfies the much stronger guarantee of being bounded in ¢>. We also show that without this relaxation of
choosing more than d vectors, such a result is not possible. Our result are based on the theory of coresets
for John ellipsoids.
We give the following definition:

Definition 3.3 ({,-Well-Conditioned Spanning Set). Let p > 0. Let {a;}"; C R? and ¢ > 0. Then,
{a;}ics for a subset S C [n] is a (1 + €)-approximate ¢,-well-conditioned coreset if for each i € [n], there
exists x € RS such that a; = A|lx and

]I, <1+e. (8)

3.2.1 Coresets via Coordinate Ascent

Our first result uses results on coresets for Lowner—John ellipsoids [Tod16], and gives a deterministic al-
gorithm based on coordinate ascent which selects O(dloglogd) unweighted rows of A that is sufficient to
approximate a John ellipsoid for all the rows.

Theorem 3.4 (Coresets for Lowner—John Ellipsoids, Proposition 3.17, [Tod16]). Let A € R™*? gnd ¢ > 0.
There exists S C [n] with |S| = O(dloglogd + d/e) and nonnegative weights u € R™ supported on S such
that ||lul|, <1, |Jull, =d, and

(1+e){xeR?:x" (AT diag(u)A) 'x < 1} D conv({£a;}]_,)
Furthermore, S and u can be computed in O((d/e)(nnz(A) + d?)) time.

That is, there exists a set S of O(dloglogd) rows of A and an O(1)-approximate John ellipsoid for A|s
containing all rows of A. This gives the following corollary:
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Corollary 3.5 ({3-Well-Conditioned Spanning Set via Coordinate Ascent). Let A € R"*? gnd ¢ > 0. Let
S C [n] be the subset given by the algorithm in in Theorem 3.4. Then, {a;}ics is a (1 + €)-approzimate
La-well-conditioned spanning set.

Proof. We take the coefficients to be x = (A|)"a;. Then,

(A5 ails = a] (AlSAls) a;

< ] (Al] ding(uls)Als) o, ull <1
= a;-r (AT diag(u)A)'a;
<l+e¢ Theorem 3.4
as claimed. O

We also note here that Theorem 3.4 also yields unweighted coresets for /o, subspace embeddings.

Corollary 3.6 (¢, Subspace Embedding). Let A € R"*?. There exists S C [n] with |S| = O(dloglogd)
such that for all x € R?,
1Alsx] o < [|AX] < O(Va)|Alsx]|-

Furthermore, S can be computed in O(dnnz(A) + d*) time.

Proof. Let S C [n] and u € R™ be given by Theorem 3.4 with e = 1/2. By scaling, it suffices to prove that
{xe R%: |Ax| < 1} c{xe R%: ||Alsx]|,, < 1} C O(\/E){X eR:|Ax|, < 1}

The first inclusion is immediate, so it suffices to prove the second inclusion.
Note that by taking polars in the inclusion in the result of Theorem 3.4, we have that

%ﬂ{x eR?:xTAT diag(u)Ax <1} = (1 +¢){x e R": x" (AT diag(u)A) " 'x < 1})°
C (conv({£a;}i_,))° = {x e R*: || Ax| < 1}

Now suppose that x € R? satisfies |A|sx||_, < 1. Then, |(a;,x)| <1 for every i € [n], so we have that

x' AT diag(u)Ax < Z u;(a;, x)* < Z w; <d
i=1 i=1

and thus
{xeR": [[Asx| <1} C{xeR’:x AT diag(u)Ax < d}
= \/E{x eR?:x"AT diag(u)Ax < 1}
C (1+e)Va{|Ax|, <1}
which was the desired result. O

We note that if only d rows are selected, as opposed to O(d), then a result like Theorem 3.5 is not
possible:

Theorem 3.7. There exists a matriv A € R"*? for n = d + 1 such that for any subset S of d rows of A,
we have that

A5 aill, = vd
for ]\ § = {i}.
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Proof. Let A € R™"*? be the identity matrix concatenated with the all ones vector. If the all ones vector is
not selected as a part of S, then we have that

A5 "aill, = llasll, = v

On the other hand, if one of the standard basis vectors e; for i € [d] is not selected as a part of S, then
A|§Tal- is —1 on the entry corresponding to a standard basis vector, and 1 on the entry corresponding to
the all ones vector. Thus, we again have

1Afs Taill, = V.

3.2.2 Spanning Sets via Leverage Score Sampling

Our second result uses leverage score sampling to obtain a significantly faster algorithm, at the expense of
randomization and a slightly larger coreset. For this result, we use a much faster John ellipsoid algorithm
due to [CCLY19] which does not a priori yield coresets. We show how to use sampling to turn this result
into a coreset.

Theorem 3.8 (Theorem 3.6, [CCLY19]). Let A € R"*¢ and ¢ > 0. There is an algorithm which computes
nonnegative weights u € R™ such that ||ul| , <1, ||ull, =d, and

a;] (AT diag(u)A)'a; <1+¢
Furthermore, the algorithm runs in O(e~2(nnz(A) + d¥)) time.
We now give our result for obtaining coresets via sampling:

Theorem 3.9. Let u € R" be weights computed in Theorem 3.8. Let 3 = O(e~%(logd)(log 4)) and suppose
we sample independently sample each i € [n] with probability p; = min{l, (1+¢)Bu;} to form S C [n]. Then,
with probability at least 1 — §, {a;}ies is a (1 4+ O(g))-approzimate L2-well-conditioned coreset, and
1
|S| < O(1)e~2d(log d) log 5

Furthermore, with probability at least 1 — &, simultaneously for all x € R?, we have that

14+¢
1A]sxlloe < |AX]| oo < 7= V/I5] - [ Alsx]l,

that is, S is a coreset for an lo subspace embedding.

Proof. Note that u satisfies
7i(diag(u)'/2A) = ui/za;-r (AT diag(u)A)_lugﬂai < (1+e)u,. (9)

Thus, (1+ ¢)u; are leverage score upper bounds for diag(u)'/2A. Thus, if we sample rows S C [n] as in the
theorem statement and scale each sampled row by s; = 1/,/p;, then we have that

Hdiag(s) diag(u)l/2A)cH2 =(1+ 5)Hdiag(u)1/2AxH2 (10)

for every x € R? (see, e.g., [CLM 15, Lemma 4]). Also note that for each i € [n], s?u; < 1 for every i € [n].
Thus,

_ 2 _
|Al5 Taill, = a/ (AlgAls) "a
< aiT (A|g diag(s)2 diag(u)A|5)*1ai
< (1+4¢)a/ (AT diag(u)A)a; (10)
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<(1+4¢)? Theorem 3.8

so S is a (1 + O(e))-approximate f2-well-conditioned coreset.
To see that A|g is an £, subspace embedding, first note that

[Alsx]| [Alsx]5

x/ﬁ
. 4]

1—¢)

diag(s) diag(u 1/2A><:H

v

diag(u)l/zAxH2 (10)

- ‘
VIS
Now note that for any i € [n],

2
u,(a;, x)% < Ti(diag(u)l/QA)} diag(u)l/QAxH properties of leverage scores
2

<(1+e)u; diag(u)l/QAxHZ (9)

so [|Ax|| < (1+ E)Hdiag(u)l/QAtz. Furthermore, for every x € R? we have that
[Alsx]l < [Ax]l

Combining these bounds yields that

1+e¢
IAlsx]. < 1A% < 7= /IST- [ Alsx].
for every x € R9, O

3.3 Applications: Subspace Embeddings with Large Distortion

We now obtain several new results on coresets for subspace embeddings using our new notion of well-
conditioned coresets.

3.3.1 Average Top k Subspace Embeddings

We start with a generalization of the o, loss known as the average top k loss. The various benefits of
considering this loss function is studied in depth by [FLYH17].

Definition 3.10 (Average Top k Loss [FLYH17]). Let k € [n]. Fory € R", the average top k loss is defined
as

1t
HYHATk = 7 Z|Y[z‘]‘7
i=1

where y[; denotes the ith largest entry in'y, with ties broken arbitrarily.
We obtain the following subspace embedding results:

Theorem 3.11 (Average Top k Subspace Embedding, Small k). Let S C [n] be an O(1)-approzimate
{o-well-conditioned coreset. Let k < |S|. Then for all x € R%, we have that

[Alsx|ar, < [|AX[|lar, < O(VELS]) - [|AlsX ] ar, -

For instance, we can use the result of Corollary 3.5 and set |S| = O(dloglogd), so that we obtain an
algorithm which samples O(dloglogd) rows and achieves a distortion of O(v/kdloglogd).
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Proof. We assume without loss of generality that |S| is a multiple of k, by reading more entries if needed.
By the guarantee of S, for each i € [n], we have that a; = A|sc for some ¢ € RS with ||c||5 = O(1). Then
for any x € R? and any i € [n], we have that

(@i, x)* = | cjfa;,x)| < e3> (a;,x)* =0(1)> (a;,x)*.

JES jES jES

Now consider partitioning S into |S|/k subsets of size k, say S = Ugl/k S;. Then,

IS1/k IS1/k

S|
> (ay,x)? Z||A|slx||2_ Z||A|slx|\1_ K2 Alsx]%,

JjES

so by combining these two bounds, we have that

1
(2, x| < O()VISI/kl|Alsx]|ar,

Summing over the k indices witnessing || Ax||,r, yields

[AX([ar, < O(WVKIS]) - [[AlsX]ar, - O

Theorem 3.12 (Average Top k Subspace Embedding, Large k). Let k > ko for some kg = O(d + log }).
Let N1,Na,..., Ny be a random partition of [n] into k/t parts for some t = O(d + log3). Let S; be
O(1)-approzimate £2-well-conditioned coresets for Aln, for each 1 € [k/t], each of size at most s, and let
S = Uk/t S;. Then, with probability at least 1 — &, simultaneously for all x € RY,

1Alsx]lar, < [AX]ar, < O(WVis) - [|Alsx] ar,

For instance, we can use the result of Corollary 3.5 and set s = O(dloglogd), so that we obtain an algorithm
which samples O(kloglogd) rows and achieves a distortion of O(dv/loglogd) with constant probability.

Proof. We first fix a vector x € R? with ||Ax|| at, = 1. By Chernoff bounds, with probability at least
1 —§/exp(10d), each of the partitions N; contains at most O(t) elements of the top k entries of Ax. Then
conditioned on this event, by the guarantee of Theorem 3.11, we have that

L M

”AX”ATk = o(t ||A‘|NLX||ATO .
k ®
=1

k/t
1
S5 Z ViSO Als x| ar,,,,,
< OVl Alsxlr, .
< O(1)Vis| Alsx||ar,

A standard net argument over the ||| aT,,-unit ball in the column space of A then completes the argument. [J

3.3.2 Cascaded Norm Subspace Embeddings

Next, we show several results for embedding a subspace of matrices under various cascaded norms, which
are matrix norms formed by taking norms of rows using one norm, and then taking another norm of the
vector formed by the row norms [JW09].

Our first result is an embedding for the cascaded (oo, ||-||)-norm, which takes an arbitrary norm ||-|| and
outputs the maximum value over the n rows.
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Theorem 3.13 ((00, ||-||)-Subspace Embedding). Let A € R"*¢ and let ||| be any norm on R™. Define the
cascaded (oo, ||-]|)-norm of an n x m matriz B as

R ST
||BHOO,|\V|\ = I?jf(Hei B

Let S C [n] be an O(1)-bo-well-conditioned coreset. Then, for every X € R4*™
A5 X0 1y < [AX o i1 < OWVISDIALs X[ -

Proof. For any i € [n], we write a; = A|lx for x € RY with Hx||§ = O(1), as given by the definition of an
O(1)-£5-well-conditioned coreset. Then for any X € R4X™,

a7 X|| = || %7 x|
jeS

< Z|Xj| la) X triangle inequality and homogeneity
jes
1/2 1/2
< Z|xj|2 ZHajTXH2 Cauchy—Schwarz
Jjes Jjes
< OWISD - IA[sX | -
Taking the max over i € [n] yields the claim. O

This result is perhaps surprising, in that it directly sparsifies the structure of the norm. This is in contrast
to what we can prove for the cascaded (p, ||-||)-norm, for which we need to embed the ||-|| norm into the ¢5
norm first, which causes an O(d) factor loss:

Theorem 3.14. Letp > 1. Let A € R™*? and let ||-|| be any norm on R™. Define the cascaded (p, |-||)-norm
of an n x m matriz B as

n 1/p
IBlloo, i = (lee?B|p>
i=1

Suppose that S satisfies
[Ax], < [[SAx|, < x[|Ax]],

for every x € R%. Then, for every X € R¥*™,

ISAIXI], ;. < [AX]|,, < O(xd)[SAX]|

-l = ol

Proof. We first obtain a result for m = d and ||-|| = ||-||2. In this case, Dvoretzky’s theorem [Dvo61] (see also
[SW18]) states that for a d°(P) x d Gaussian matrix G, with constant probability, we have for all x € R?
that

%[l = ©(1)[[Gx]|,.

Then, by the guarantee of S,
IAXG ||, < [SAXG ||, < K[|SAXG |,
Note that Dvoretzky’s theorem ensures that
”SAXGTHpm = 9(1)||SAX”17,2

and
[AXG ||, = O(1)|AX ]2
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for every X € R?*¢, so we have that
Q)[AX], » < [SAX]|, , < O(k)[[AX]],

Next, we use Lowner—John ellipsoids to show that the previous result in fact implies a result for general
cascading (p, ||-H)—norms as well, and in m dimensions. Fix an X € R¥™. We then consider the symmetric
convex body given by K = {a € R?: ||a"X|| < 1}. Then, there exists a H € R%*? such that the ellipsoid
E:={acR¢: HaTHHg § 1} satisfies E C K C VdE. Note then that by the above guarantee for S, we
have that

[SAX], . < [[SAH],, ECK
O(x)|[AH]|,,
< O(m/_)||AX||p " K CVdE
< O(xVd)|AH],, ECK
(F»\/E)IISAHIIP,z
O(rkd)|ISAX], | K CVdE O

4 Nearly Optimal Oblivious ¢, Subspace Embeddings

We first show the following lemma, which shows how to apply Corollary 3.5, even when the set of vectors is
a whole subspace of points, rather than a finite set.

Lemma 4.1 (Well-Conditioned Spanning Sets for Subspaces of £,). Let p € (0,00) and let A € R™"*¢. There
ezists R € R¥* for s = O(dloglogd) such that |ARe;l|, = 1, for every i € [s], and for any x € R¢ with
|Ax|, =1, there exists y € R® such that Ax = ARy and [ly|, < O(1).

Proof. Our proof proceeds by handling a net over the £, ball in the column space of A using Corollary 3.5,
and the difference from the net using Lewis bases.

Let € > 0 be to be determined. By a standard volume argument, there exists a set A" C R? such that for
every x € R? with |Ax|[,, = 1, there exists x' € A such that |Ax — Ax'[|, < ¢, with |NV] < (1/)°@. We
may then apply Corollary 3.5 to identify a set S C N of size at most s; = |Sl| < O(dloglogd) such that
for any x’ € N, there exists y € R such that Ax’ = ARy and [ly||, < O(1), where Ry € R¥**! is the
matrix which enumerates the vectors of S; in its columns. Note that this proves the result for every x € N.

We now let Ry € R4 be a ¢, Lewis change of basis matrix for A. We then let R € R&*(5144d) he the
horizontal concatenation of R4 and Rs. Now let x € R? be any vector with [Ax|, = 1. Then, we can
find x' € N that satisfies ||Ax — Ax'||, < e. By the prior paragraph, we may write Ax’ — = AR;y; for
some y € R*! with [|yi||, = O(1). On the other hand, if we write x — x’ uniquely as a linear combination
x — X' = Rays of the columns of Ro, then letting W be the diagonal matrix for ¢, Lewis weights, we have
that

lyzll, = [[WY2/? ARy ys |2 Definition 2.1
< dov/2- 1/p)|\AR2YQHp Lemma 2.5

< VDA - X)),

< dOVO/2-1/D)

Then by taking e = 1/V/d, we obtain |lyz||, = O(1). Thus, we can write
Ax = AX' + (Ax — AX') = AR1y; + ARyys = ARy

for some y € R%1t¢ with
I¥ll2 < lIyillz + lly2ll, = O(1)

as claimed. O
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Given the above lemma, the proof of Theorem 1.11 is immediate:

Proof of Theorem 1.11. We simply translate the guarantees of Lemma 4.1 into that of Theorem 1.11. First,
we take U = AR, where R is given by Lemma 4.1. Then, the entrywise £, norm of U is bounded since

1T, ZIIUeJIIP > |ARe;|h =
j=1

Next, let x € R? satisfy [Ax|[, = 1. Then, by Lemma 4.1, we may identify a z € R® such that Ax = Uz
and
zll, < O(1) <0(1) - [[Ax]|, = O(1)[|Uz]| .

The result for general x € R? follows by scaling. O

A related result we can obtain is a well-conditioned factorization of a matrix. This result sharpens
[BRW21, Lemma 9], who obtained a similar result using Auerbach bases.

Theorem 1.13 (¢, Well-Conditioned Matrix Decomposition). Let L € R"*¢ be a rank k matriz and let
p > 1. Then, there is s = O(kloglogk) and a decomposition L = UV into n x s and s x d matrices such
that (1) [|Ue|,, <1 for each i € [s] and (2) ||Ve,||, < O(1)[|Le;l|, for each j € [d].

Proof. We first write L = L'D where D € R%*4 is the diagonal matrix with |Lej|, as its jth diagonal

entry, end L’ has columns with unit ¢, norm. Next, we apply Corollary 3.5 to obtain a set S C [d] with
s = O(kloglogk) columns such that for each j € [d], there exists z € R® with ||z|, < O(1) such that
L'e; = L'|9z. We may then set U=1L' and V' = ZD, where Z € R**? is the matrix with z in its columns.
This clearly satisfies the conditions of the theorem. O

4.1 A Proof of Corollary 1.12

We provide a proof of Corollary 1.12. For simplicity, we present a simple proof based on the ¢; embeddings
of [SW11], which has suboptimal running time. By using techniques shown in [MM13, WW19], it is possible
to use a more sophisticated algorithm running in input sparsity time with similar guarantees, by using our
Theorem 1.11 in a similar way.

Proof of Corollary 1.12. We take S € R"*? to be drawn with i.i.d. p-stable random variables [Nol20],
scaled by C/r/P for some large enough constant C. For every (i,j) € [r] x [d], e/ SUe; is distributed
as C||Ue)]|,/ /P times a p-stable variable X; ;, by definition of p-stable variables. With probability at least

1 —1/poly(rd), |X; ;| is at most poly(rd), so by a union bound over all rd choices of (7, j), this is true for
every (i,7) € [r] x [d]. Call this event £. Conditioned on this event, the expectation of |X; ;| is O(log(rd)),
so by linearity of expectation, we have

E[|SU?,l¢] = ZZEUeTSUe]] g] <o) ZZ” il _ O(|[U]1%, log(rd)).

=1 j=1 =1 j=1

By Markov’s inequality, this bound holds up to constant factors with probability at least 199/200. We
condition on this event. Then, for any x € R"*¢, we write Ax = Uz for z promised by Theorem 1.11, so
that

ISUz||h = Z]eTSUz}

<zll} Z‘e;—SU‘Z Hoélder’s inequality

< |l2lI21S Il ,
< [|Uz[,lISUI[;,
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< | Uz|[,O0(||U][;, , log(rd))
< O(dlog(rd) loglog d)|| Uz}

Taking pth roots gives the upper inequality.
For the lower inequality, we use [WW19, Lemma 2.12]:

Lemma 4.2 (Lemma 2.12 of [WW19]). Let {X;}!, be independent p-stable random variables. Then for

sufficiently large n and T,
- n 1
Pr{ZIXAP > Lynlog bgT} >1-

i=1

for some constant L.

For every x € RY with |Ax|, =1, ||SAXHZ is the sum of r independent p-stable random variables, raised
to the p and scaled by r. We then apply the above lemma with n = r and T = exp(r) to conclude that
for every x € R? with |Ax|, = 1, [SAx|[; > 1 with probability at least 1 — exp(—r), by choosing our

constant C' large enough. By a standard net argument (see, e.g., [SW11]), this is true for every x € R? with
[Ax||, = 1. This in turn implies the lower tail inequality for every x € R? by scaling. O

5 Sharp Column Subset Selection for g-Norm Low Rank Approx-
imation

In this section, we show our new results on column subset selection for the g-norm, also known as M-
estimators.

Algorithm 1 Column Subset Selection for M-Estimators

input: Input matrix A € R"*?, rank k, loss function g.
output: Subset T C [d] of O(klog? d) columns.
1: Ty [d]
2: s+ O(kloglogk) > Given by Corollary 3.5
3: while |T;| > 1000s do
t; 160s 10g2 dl
fort=1,2,...,0(loglogd) do
Sample H ~ (f;)
Let x/ minimize miny | A[¥x —a’||, up to a reg, , factor for each j € T
Let Fy; be the d;/960 = |T;|/960 columns with smallest regression cost ||A|#x7 — a7,
Ci ZjeFl,t [A[Tx) — all|,

10: Let t* be the t with smallest C ;
11 T < T\ Bl

5.1 An Improved Structural Result on Uniform Sampling
We first give a slight more useful form of Corollary 3.5 to our setting.

Lemma 5.1. Let A, € R"*4 be a rank k matriz. Then, there exists a set S C [d] of size s = O(kloglogk)
such that for every j € [d], .
I(AL%)~alll3 < O(1).

Proof. Since A, has rank k, we can write A, = QR for some orthonormal Q € R"** and R € RF*¢,
Then by Corollary 3.5, there exists a set S C [d] of size s such that for every j7 € H U {i}, we have that
|[(R]®)~r’||2 < O(1). The result then follows since

I(A%)"alll3 = (al) " (AL[*)~ " (AL]%)al
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=@)"'Q'QRI® ) "(RF)"Q'Qr/
= @) RI*)" TR
= [|(R]%)"r|3. O

Using Lemma 5.1, we now obtain the following lemma, which gives an improved version of Lemmas 2.1
and 2.2 of [SWZ19b].

Lemma 5.2. Let A € R"*?, Let A, € R™*? be any rank k matriz and let D = A—A.,.. Let s > O(kloglogk)
and let H ~ ([stl) and leti ~ [d)\H. Let R = R(HU{i}) be the set of size s given by Lemma 5.1 for A, |71},
The following hold:

o With probability at least 1/2, i ¢ R
o Ifi ¢ R, then there is x € RY such that
P12 ati§2],s+1 j 2
min [|A|x — [ <OM)=23= 37 [la7] (1)

xERH - i
ling o)

o With probability at least 1/4 over H ~ ([d})7

2s

H{icld\H:i¢ R(HU{i})}H >

ARSY

Proof. By symmetry, i is a uniformly random index of HU {i}, so Pr{i ¢ R} > 1—s/(2s+ 1) > 1/2, which
gives the first conclusion.
Let a; denote the jth entry of (A,|)~a’ for each j € R and a; =0 for j € H \ R. We then have that

J_
E ajal — a

JjeEH
> ajal +d) - (al +d)

jeH

=D ad - '

JER

IN

min HA|HX —a’

xeRH g

IN

g

since A,|®(AL|F)"al = a’

IN

atig s41 (ZHajdj Ilg + ||di|\g) approximate triangle inequality
JER

tig,s .
Fg,st1 (Z ajl|ld?|, + [|d"]l, ) at least linear growth

ling

< at:?T,ng ((j;%a?) (ZdeHE)l/Q + ||di||g) Cauchy—Schwarz
< o(1) et ((anﬂn ) a,).

Squaring both sides yields the second conclusion.
The third conclusion follows from the same proof as Lemma 2.2 of [SWZ19Db]. (|

| /\

5.2 Sharper Guarantees for the [SWZ19b] Algorithm

We now use the result of Lemma 5.2 to improve the analysis of the [SWZ19b] algorithm.
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5.2.1 Level Sets

Let A = A, + A, where A, is the best rank k approximation in the g-norm. Let the columns of A be
6b,6%,...,8% To gain fine-grained control over the costs of the columns, we will need to consider a partition
of the columns into O(log d) level sets based on ||87,.

Definition 5.3. Letl € N. Then:

o Let s = O(kloglogk) denote the mazimum size of an La-well-conditioned subset given by Corollary 3.5
i k dimensions.

e Let T; C [d] denote the subset of columns surviving after the lth round of the algorithm. We assume
without loss of generality that T; = [d;] for some d; < d. Furthermore, we assume without loss of
generality that |8 > [[6%lg = -~ = (|67

o Let Res; := Z;ll:dlMHéng denote the residual cost, after restricting to the surviving columns and after
removing the columns with cost in the top quarter.

o Let
1=

[l a0 180, < BRes} if i =00
{jeld]\[di/4]:27" Res; < [|¢7]|; < 277! -Res;} if 0 < i < 2log,d,

Recall that our goal is to show that with constant probability, the d;/80 columns with the smallest
regression cost when fit on A|¥ each have a cost of at most O(y/kloglogk)Res;/d;. We first show that we
may assume with out loss of generality that R;® is small in cardinality.

Lemma 5.4. If |R°| > d;/4, then with probability at least 1/6 over the randomness of H,

; 1 1
{5t min A7 -, < 2Res | >
Proof. Note that E|Rf° N H| > 20s. By Chernoff bounds, with probability at least 99/100, we have that
|[R° N H| > 4s > 2k. Then by conditioning on the size of R° N H, we can apply the same proof from
Lemma 2.5 of [SWZ19b] restricted to R{® to show that with probability at least 1/5—1/100 > 1/6 over the
randomness of H,

e _IH Lo 1
Note that |H| < d;, which gives the claimed result. O

By Lemma 5.4, we may assume that |Rp°| < d;/4. In this case, we show that we must have many columns
which belong to a large level set.

Lemma 5.5. Suppose that |R°| < d;/4. Then, at least d;/4 columns belong to a level set Rj such that
IR}| > di/S1ogy dr.

Proof. Note that the number of columns which can belong in a level set of size less than d;/8log, d; is less
than

d, d,

2(log, dy) - =—

(o) - g1y, ~ 4
since there are only 2log, d; level sets. Since there are at most d;/4 columns in R{® and at most d;/4 that
are excluded for being in the top quarter, we conclude as desired. O
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5.2.2 Fitting a Constant Fraction of Columns

We will now show that we can fit a constant fraction of columns in a large level set with small cost. We first
show the following lemma for a single level set:

Lemma 5.6. Let i € [2log, d;] be such that |R}| > d;/8log, d;. Then, with probability at least 1/6, there are
at least |R}|/20 indices j € R} such that there exists x satisfying

ati, s1+1 Res;
< O(y/s) =22 2
g (\/g) Iing 2t

min HA|HX —al
x€RH
Proof. The proof is based on adapting Lemmas 2.3, 2.4, and 2.5 of [SWZ19b].

Note that E|R{NH| > 20s. By Chernoff bounds, with probability at least 99/100, we have that |R°NH| >
4s. We condition on this event. Then, let H' C R! N H be a uniformly random subset of R! N H of size 2s.
Then by Markov’s inequality,

22
B[ el 25l

18], = 405 S8, < < %
Ry

jeH’ JER: 40”5}‘ Z;eRl 5J|| 40”5}‘ Z;eRl 5J||

Furthermore, by an averaging argument, we have that
{ 6‘Rl LRW ZE:HéJH } :S

Now note that H’ is a uniformly random subset of R} of size 2s. Then, by Lemma 5.2, we have that
with probability at least 1/4, there are at least |R{|/4 indices j' € R} for which (11) holds. Thus, for at least
|Ri|/4 — |Ri|/5 = |R{|/20 indices j' € R}, we have that

>

1 .
—|R?
IR

/ |2 ati2 | .
min [[A|7 x — af H <0(1) ?";1 Z ||63H2 Lemma 5.2
xeRH' g ling JerToN g
20s +5
<01 q st &’ Lemma 5.6
<00 T 3w
2
ati
< O(l)%;l 2; es; Definition 5.3
in
9
By padding x with zeros on H \ H’ and taking square roots, we get the desired result. O

Next, we apply an averaging argument to show that if we sum across all large level sets, we fit a constant
fraction of columns all d; with constant probability.

Lemma 5.7. Suppose that |R{°| < d;/4. Then with probability at least 1/960, there is a set of size F' C [dy]
such that |F| > d;/960 and

tig,s
Z min [[A|x — o/ |, < O(V3) 52 - Res

Proof. By Lemma 5.6, for a fixed level set ¢ with |R}| > d;/8log, d;, with probability at least 1/6, we fit at
least |R!|/20 columns with cost at most

atig,s+1 Res;
: i
ling 2

O(Vs)

each. Then, let X; be the random variable that represents the number of such columns in Rf, and define

X = Z X;

l‘R“Zdl/S log2 dl
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Note then that
1 1

1
2_| l|_6 5047~ 180

E[X] > >

i:| Ri|>d; /8 10g, di

dy

@I)—'

where the last inequality is by Lemma 5.5. Then by a standard averaging argument,

d;
@dl < d;-Pr{X > d;/960} + 5o Pr{X < d;/960}
dl

960

so X is at least d;/960 with probability at least 1/960. Furthermore, the total cost of all of the columns
which are fit well is at most

- Pr{X > d;/960} + —

tlg s R tigs
Zo a"?v = esl |Ri| < O(v/5) Tastt Il‘;’r’lJ“l-Resl. O
g

5.2.3 Proof of Theorem 1.5
We now give proofs for the various guarantees of our algorithm.

Proof of Theorem 1.5. Note first that the algorithm decreases the size of T; by a (1 — 1/960) factor at each
iteration. Thus, the algorithm makes at most L = O(logd) iterations of the outer loop. By Lemma 5.7, we
have a constant probability of success of choosing d; /960 columns such that the total cost is at most

Since we repeat O(log L) = O(loglogd) times and use an reg, , -approximate regression algorithm, we with
probability at least 1 — 1/100L, we find d;/960 columns F; C T} and corresponding coefficients X such that

regy ¢, - atlgs4+1

Al - A|Slxuq < 0(Vs) ; Res;.
¢ ing
Thus, our total cost is
O(logd) .
re - ati
Z O(Vs —gg’tl - sy Res;.

ling

Finally, as argued in [SWZ19b, M\\‘Zl], we show that ), Res; = O(||Ally). Note that if a column j
contributes to Res;, then it must be in the bottom 3/4 fraction of the [|6”|, in round I. Then since the

bottom 1/960 fraction of [|87||, is fitted and removed in each round, ||’||, can only contribute to Res; in
O(1) rounds. Thus, the sum is bounded by O(1) 3, [|67 [, = O(||All).

The total number of columns selected is O(slog d) in each of the O(log d) rounds, for a total of O(slog® d).
O

6 Huber Column Subset Selection

For the important case of the Huber loss, the result of Theorem 1.5 only yields a distortion of O(k?’/ 2), due to
a k factor loss from the approximate triangle inequality term. We further optimize our argument specifically
for the Huber loss and obtain a distortion of O(k) instead.

Theorem 1.6 (Entrywise Huber Low Rank Approximation). Let A € R"*? and let k > 1. There is an
algorithm which outputs a subset S C [d] of |S| = O(k(loglog k) logd) columns and X € R5*? such that

|A—ASX]||, <O(k) min ||A—Alpg,
rank(A)<k

where ||-||; denotes the entrywise Huber loss.
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Our improvement comes from the following structural result, which yields Theorem 1.6 when combined
with Theorem A.3:

Lemma 6.1. Let A € R™*? and let A, denote the optimal rank k approzimation to A in the entrywise
Huber norm. Then, there exists a set S C [d] of O(kloglogk) columns of A and X € RS*? such that

|~ AISX]|,; < O A - Al

Proof. Let S C [d] be an f3-well-conditioned coreset for the columns of A, given by Corollary 3.5. For each
j ¢S, we let the jth column of X be the coefficient vector for fitting al by A.|°.
Following [('W15a, Lemma 37], we have that for any x € R?,

SH

2

d
H(lx],) < |”X|'2H<| o) = 3= T H < 0) = xla

7j=1

Then,
|A - APX|, = [[(A*+A) — (A" + A)°X]|,,
= & - arx],
oAl +[|APX]l,)

so it suffices to bound HA|SX||H. We have

d

[ENRS[EDS

J

H(e] A[°x7)

M-

Il
-

=1

d n
SZZH HeTA| H HXJH Cauchy—Schwarz
=1 i=1
d n
<om > H(lelAl],)
j=11i=1
d n
<0 > llef AP,
j=1i=1
d
ZHAI "
o(d )HAHH
as claimed. O

7 (, Column Subset Selection, p > 2

We improve the analysis of column subset selection algorithms which select more than £ columns, by showing
a randomized polynomial time algorithm for selecting O(klogd) columns with a distortion of O(k/2=1/7),
This improves the algorithms of [CGK 17, DWZ"19] in this regime and circumvents the lower bound of
Q(k'~1/P) distortion for selecting exactly k columns.

7.1 Improved Existential Result for Bicriteria Column Subset Selection

Our main improvement comes from the following lemma, which is inspired by the techniques of [MW21] and
our active ¢, regression techniques with large distortion. Note that the proof techniques of [SWZ17] and
[MW21, Theorem 2.4] do not apply for this result, since they use p-stable random variables, which do not
exist for p > 2.
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Lemma 7.1. Let 2 < p < oo. Let A € R"™? and let A, denote the optimal rank k approzimation to A in
the entrywise £, norm. Then, there exists a set S C [d] of O(k) columns of A and R € R**? such that

|A —APR[|, , < O(KZ1P)|A — AL, (12)

Proof. Let A, = UV for some U € R"™* and V' € R**?. Now let w be the £, Lewis weights of V and
let X minimize

min ||(A - XVT)wW/2-1/p
XcRnxk p,2
up to a factor of 2. We have
[A=XVT |, <|A-UVT|,,+|UVT —XVT|,, Theorem 2.4

< ”A - UVTHp,p + ”(UVT - XVT)Wl/Q_l/p”pQ
<A =TV Ty + [[(UVT — A)W/EVP||,
+I(A =XV WP,
<||A-UVT|,,+3|(UV" - A)W1/271/p||p,2 near optimality
<A =UVT |, + 367277 UVT — A, Lemma 2.5
=O(K'>1P) | A = UVT|,,.
Thus, we have reduced the problem to an £, problem, at a cost of O(k'/?71/P) distortion. Lemma 27

of [CW15a] then shows that if ST is an £y sparsifier for VI W1/2=1/P which samples O(k) columns (see
[SWZ19a, Lemma C.25], based on [BSS12, Theorem 3.1]), then a minimizer U of

min ||(A — XV )W1/2-1/rgT
XERnxk P2
satisfies .
H(A _OVHWY2r| <9 min [(A - xvT)ywl2z-1/
p,2 XeRnxk D2

It follows that R
HA - UVTHp,p < O(kl/zil/p)HA - UVT”p,p-

Finally, note that U can be written as
"[j _ Awl/Qfl/psT(VTwl/Qfl/psT)f.
Thus, there exists an O(k'/2~1/P)-approximate solution with a left factor formed by O(k) columns of A. [
With Lemma 7.1 in hand, we can now apply Theorem A.3 to obtain the following:

Theorem 7.2. Let 2 < p < 0co. Let A € R™*? and let k > 1. There is an algorithm which outputs a subset
S C [d] of |S| = O(klogd) columns and X € RS*? such that

|A = APX|| < OG/*7/7) min A=Ay,
pp rank(A)<k

We note that by setting p = O(logn), we also obtain a result for p = co.

Theorem 7.3. Let A € R"¥? and let k > 1. There is an algorithm which outputs a subset S C [d] of
|S| = O(klogd) columns and X € RS*4 such that

|A-AIFX|| < O(KY?) min A - Al
? rank(A)<k
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7.2 Lower Bound

We give an impossibility result for ¢, column subset selection, showing that our new result for ¢, subset
selection is approximately tight.
Our result is based on a variation on the ideas of Theorem 1.4 of [SWZ17].

Definition 7.4 (Hard distribution). Let ¢ > 1 be any constant and let v = k°. We then define a distribution
D over (k+2") X r matriz as follows. We let the first k rows have entries drawn independently from N(0,1,)
and scaled by k, and we let the last 2" rows be the 2" vectors in {£1}".

We will argue that with high probability, no matrix in the column span of /2 columns of A ~ D can
approximate A by better than a v/k factor. The optimal rank k approximation of any matrix drawn from
the distribution in Definition 7.4 has £, has cost at most 1, by setting the rank k& approximation to be the
first k rows:

Lemma 7.5. Let A ~ D for D defined in Definition 7.4. Then, with probability 1,

min A — Alle0o < 1.
rank(A)<k

Furthermore, the addition of the 2" hypercube vectors to the matrix gives the following property:
Lemma 7.6. Let S C [r]. Then, for any X € RSX",

JA - APX| > mix|Xe, s — 1
00,00 le

Proof. Let j € [r]. Then, there exists a row i of A|¥ such that for each j’ € S, A; j; = sign(X, ;), since A
contains all sign vectors. Thus,

el Al"Xe; = > A, X =Y sign(Xy )X = [ Xe ;-
j’es j'es
On the other hand, A has absolute value at most 1 on this coordinate, thus yielding the claim. o

With these insights in hand, the proof now essentially follows that of [SWZ17, Theorem G.28]; it is shown
in [SWZ17] that if x € RS fits the first k& rows well in ¢, norm, then it must satisfy ||x||; = Q(k%5—°M).
Since we scale the first k rows by k, this means that we either have a high /., cost in the first k rows, or a
high £, cost in the bottom 2" rows.

Theorem 7.7. Let a € (0,0.5), k € N, and r = poly(k). Then, there exists a (k+ 1) X r matriz A such that

min [|A - AHOO,oo <1
rank(A)<k

and for any S C [r] with |S| <r/2,

min [|A — A|9X||s.00 > Q(K"579).
XeRer

Proof. The proof closely follows [SWZ17, Theorem G.28]. For B ~ N(0,1)*** and scalars 3, > 0, we say
the event £(B, 3, ) holds if

* [Bll; <O(V5)

e Bx has at most O(k/ log k) coordinates with absolute value at least (1/log k), whenever |x[|; < O(k")
and [lx].. < O(k~)

(see [SWZ17, Definition G.19]). It is shown in [SWZ17, Lemma G.20] that if £ < s < poly(k), 8 > v > 0,
and § +v < 1, then Pr{&(B,3,7)} > 1 — exp(—0O(k)). We will apply this to the first k rows Ay of A
scaled down by k, as well as to restrictions A|[Sk] of these rows to columns S C [r].
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It is shown in [SWZ17, Claim G.29] that for any S C [r],
1. g 1
Pri&( ZAlf),05+0a/2,05—a ‘5 ZAlp,05+0/2,05—a) f =1

We thus condition on &(3A], 0.5 + «/2,0.5 — ), which implies 5(%A|[S;€],0.5 + «/2,0.5 — a) for every
S C [r]. Then by [SWZ17, Lemma G.22], for any S C [r] of size at most /2, with probability at least
1 — exp(—O(rk)), a constant fraction of the r/2 remaining rows [ € [r] \ S satisfies that
o EIN |x — Ae
min || — X —
<crS || & (k] 1

+ ]l = Q)
1

By relating the ¢; and £, norms up to a factor of k for the first term and by using Lemma 7.6 for the second
term, this gives a lower bound of Q(k°°~%) on some entry of A — A|¥X for any X, for this fixed S. The
failure rate of exp(—©(rk)) is small enough for us to union bound over all choices of S C [r] of size at most
r/2, thus giving the theorem. O

7.3 (1 +¢)-Approximate Bicriteria Algorithms

In a recent work of [BRW21], additive approximations for low rank approximation in the entrywise £, norm.
In this section, we sharpen their argument using our well-conditioned spanning set result from Section 3 and
combine it with our results from earlier in this section to obtain relative error (1 +¢) approximations for this
problem. While the main focus of the work of [BRW21] is on weighted low rank approximation, we specialize
our discussion to standard low rank approximation. Our improvements apply to the weighted case as well.

While we show the overall idea and a complete proof of the key lemma for our improvement, we refer
several lemmas which can be stated verbatim to [BRW21].

7.3.1 Improved Algorithm for Additive Error

The algorithm of [BRW21] is based on an iterative process which updates approximations th) for each

column a’ € R™ of A. At each iteration ¢, the approximations th) for j € [d] are updated along a single
direction z € R", which is obtained by approximately solving for a vector witnessing the p + 2 singular
vector of a matrix. Then to update the approximation th) for each column, the algorithm proceeds as
follows:

e solve for the minimizer of n — ||a/ — (x{t) +nz)|,
J

e set X' Xy + 02

e solve for the minimizer of ' — ||a/ — n'x'||,

— ,rllxl

J
e set X(t+1)

Let X(;) denote the matrix with th) in its columns. The main argument of [BRW21] is based on a lemma
stating that if the cost of the current approximation X ;) is larger than the cost of the optimal rank & solution
L, then there exists a good direction z € R™ for updating each of the columns of X ;). We will show that
we can improve this lemma by using our Theorem 1.13 instead of [BRW21, Lemma 9].

Following [BRW21], we first restrict our attention to a set of good columns G C [d], where

. Ly e
G = {j €[d]: ||Lej||z < g||aJ||p}.
By combining with the fact that L[|, , < ||A[|, . it can easily be shown that the total mass on [d] \ G is at

most || AP, and thus we do not need to fit these columns well (see [BRW21, Lemma 6]).
To analyze the algorithm, we follow [BRW21] and define the following functions:

Fip(x) = [|a? —x]|?
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(V5(0). )2

) ()
Q" (z) = 2y oy )27
5 — Zjeg fip(Lej)
HAlgHZ,g
50— ngg fj,p(xzt))
A9,

The quantity Q(t)(z) is the crucial quantity which represents the improvement that is possible, due to
[BRW21, Lemma 11]. The quantities §* and 8@ represent the costs of the optimal and current approxima-
tions, respectively.

[BRW21, Lemma 13] states the following;:

Lemma 7.8 (Lemma 13, [BRW21]). If §®) > §*, then there exists z € R™ with |zll, = 1 such that

/P| A9 (80 — 6%)?
k2

QW(z) >
We improve this to the following:
Lemma 7.9 (Improved Lemma 13, [BRW21]). If §®) > 6%, then there exists z € R™ with lzl|, = 1 such that

27 A 5, (60 — 57)?

®(z) > 001
@7(z) 2 Q1) kloglogk

Proof. We write L = UV " using the decomposition given by Theorem 1.13. Then for each j € [d], we can
write Le; = Uv/ with ||v7||2 < O(1)||Le;||,. Furthermore, since j € G, ||Le,||, < ||a’|,/e. We then have,
for s = O(kloglogk) and each j € [d],

: o (D) — £ (Lej))?
SV p(xy),ul)? > Uil “)ﬂ jﬁcjp( ) Lemma 5, [BRW?21]
V-
=1 2
(fip(xlyy) = fip(Les))? Theorem 113
- O(1)||Ley]|2 '
> 2/p (Fip(x(ey) — fip(Lej))? €6
- o[l ’

Dividing both sides by ijp(x{t))l’z/p < [|a’||[5=2 and summing over j € G gives

(Vi ui>2 (f5 p(xg )) — fip(Lej))

2 P\ X
ZZ; 1l )1 2N 2 [l

(Ez/p)HA|gH§p . Z (ijp(xgt)) — J;i,p(Lej))? . Haj”Ig)

7 Jj€g ”a]”P HA|Q||P7P
, 2
io(x2) — fin(Le; i||p
(£2/7) HA|9||p7p ]Ezg il (t)|)aj”f£]’p( 1)) . ||¢|Ajg||||%p Jensen’s inequality

(52/1))“A|9H2,p(5(t) _ 5*)2.

We conclude by averaging over i € [s]. O

Given this improvement to the key lemma [BRW21, Lemma 13], we obtain the following improvement to
[BRW21, Theorem 3], using the exact same proof:
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Theorem 7.10. Let A € R™*?, let 2 < p < 00, and let k > 1. Then, there exists an efficient algorithm that
outputs a matriz L' of rank at most O(k(loglogk)/e'+t2/P) such that

1P : A p
1A=L, < min A=Al +]AIL

7.3.2 Relative Error Approximation

We now compose the above additive error algorithm of Theorem 7.10 with our relative error algorithm of
Theorem 7.2 to give the first relative error algorithm:

Theorem 1.16 (Relative Error (1 + ¢) Approximation). Let A € R™*? let 2 < p < oo, and let k > 1.
There exists an efficient algorithm that outputs a matriz L' of rank at most

O ( k(p/2=1)(+2/P)+1 (1og log k + log log log d)(log d)) 5 (kp/2—2/p+1 log d)

el+2/p cl+2/p

such that
A-L|° <(14+e) min ||A—A|?
1AL, <(+) min A=Al

Proof. We first apply Theorem 7.2 to find a matrix B consisting of » = O(klog d) columns such that

IA = Bll,, < OK271/?) min_||A—A|
’ rank(A)<k

p,p

Now let B = A —B. Then we apply Theorem 7.10 with rank parameter set to 7+ k and accuracy parameter
set to £/kP/2~1. This produces an approximation C such that

€

I P . A =117 1P
HB C”pm = rankzgl)gr-l-k”B B”p,p + kp/2—1 ||B ||p,p
< min [|JA-A[f,+0() min [|A-AJP,
rank(A)<k ’ rank(A)<k '
<(1+0()) min [A-AJp,
rank(A)<k
as desired. O

8 Online Coresets for ¢, Subspace Approximation

For this section, we define the optimal value of the £, subspace approximation problem as

. : rp 3 p
OPT, 4(A) = min [AQ-Pp)},= min_[AC-X)[},

We show the following theorem in this section:
Theorem 8.1. Let A € Z"*? have entries bounded by A, let ¢,8 € (0,1), let p > 1 a constant, and let k be
a rank. Suppose that any submatriz of A formed by consecutive rows has online condition number at most
k. There is an online coreset algorithm, Algorithm 2, which stores at most

1
s=0 (8 (k -min{k?log k, kY P/} 1og S + ¢'~2log 3 4212 logS))
rows, where ¢’ = eP3)-(V(2/P) ¢ng
S=0((klogk+ log? n)? logz(nA)) V(e/2) (log? k + log? log n)(log n) log % (13)
= k2P . (log(nA/8))°®)

If S € R™ ™ is the resulting sampling matriz, then with probability at least 1— 4, simultaneously for all i € [n]
and F € Fy, we have that
1SiAX—Pp)l;,=(1+e)|AiT-Pp);,

p

35



As we show in Section 8.1, this immediately gives the following for real valued matrices:

Theorem 8.2. Let A € R"™? et £,6 € (0,1), let p > 1 a constant, and let k be a rank. Suppose that
any submatriz of A formed by consecutive rows has online condition number at most k. There is an online
coreset algorithm, Algorithm 2, which stores at most

1
°T O<S (k -min{k?log k, k' */?} log S + &' % log 3 oy 1og5))
rows, where ¢’ = ¢®+3)-(V(2/P) gpg

S = O ((klogk + log® n)? log*(nk®")) @) (log? k + log® log n)(log n) log g
= k2VP. (log(nmo"/é))o( )

If S € R™*"™ is the resulting sampling matriz, then with probability at least 1— 0, simultaneously for all i € [n)
and F € Fy, we have that
[SiA;(I—-Pp)l[,, =1 L£e)A;XI-Pr)|,

Proof Sketch of Theorem 8.1. The overall approach is based on showing that sensitivity sampling can be
made to work online. We show in Section 8.2 that a constant factor bicriteria solution can be found in an
online manner. In Section 8.3, we show how to use this online bicriteria solution to estimate sensitivities.
Finally, we show in Section 8.4 that sampling by using these weights yields a strong coreset.

By Lemma 8.16, Algorithm 3 returns a sensitivity upper bound with constant probability for each i € [n].
We may then repeat O(log(n/d)) times so that the sum of the repetitions as taken in Line 2 yields a valid
sensitivity overestimate simultaneously for every i € [n] with probability at least 1 — §, by a union bound.
Furthermore, again by Lemma 8.16, the total sensitivity is as claimed in Equation (13).

Lemma 8.21 shows the number of samples required to reduce the problem of finding strong coresets for A
to finding strong coresets for a projection of A onto a lower dimensional space of dimension O(k/e’). Lemma
8.22 shows the number of samples required to obtain a strong coreset in the lower dimensional space. O

Algorithm 2 Online Sensitivity Approximation

input: Stream A, rank k, total online sensitivity upper bound S.

output: Online coreset for ¢,, subspace approximation.
1: Obtain online rank 2k sensitivity overestimates from O(log(n/¢d)) independent copies of Algorithm 3
2: For i € [n], let 69" be the sum of the overestimates across the O(log(n/8)) copies
3: Use O'OL and S to sample rows as done in Theorem B.9

8.1 Reduction to Integer Matrices

We first reduce the case of real-valued matrices to the case of integer matrices by rounding the input matrix.
This allows us to control the conditioning of the solution in a simple way, since integer matrices have bounded
condition number [C'W09]. Let A?"°' be a lower bound on

VO i i AP,
i€[n]:irank(A;) >k FEFy

That is, AP°L is the smallest nonzero cost of A; for any i € [n]. Note that by the equivalence of ¢, norms,
this quantity is related up to a factor of poly(n) with AOL .= A2.OL_ Then, we may round each entry of A to
the nearest integer multiple of en=/Pd=1/2(\POL)1/P to obtain a matrix A’, so that

p/2
n

p/2 -
A~ A}, < Z Z|A i, J] [i, 41 Z{sQn’Q/p (APOLY2/P |7 < P POL

i=1|7=1 i=1
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Then, for all F' € Fy,

[A@=Pp)ll, o = [[A'T=Pr)l,, tel|A - Al , C A T=Pr)l,, +|AT-Pr)|,,

Ip, I,

which implies that
|A (T =Pp)l,, = (1)’ |[AT-Pr)},

for all F' € Fy, so it suffices to solve our problem on A’, which, up to a scaling, is an integer matrix with
entries bounded by

Al

A= o < pol All /2P0 < pol oLy,
En_l/pd_l/wpm)l/p_poy(n,ll lloo/AP5) < poly(n, x~F)

8.2 Constant Factor Approximation

We first obtain a constant factor bicriteria approximation. For this, our approach is to adapt Theorem 4.1 of
[FKKW21], which shows that a Lewis weight sample from AGT for a Gaussian matrix G with O(k) columns
yields rows whose span contains an O(1)-approximate solution. Although [FIKXW21] only states the result for
p = 1, we show that the same proof and conclusion holds for all p > 1. For our online implementation, we
will replace Lewis weights with online Lewis weights [WY23]. Furthermore, we replace the use of a Gaussian
matrix G with an /5 subspace embedding with integer entries, so that the sketch also has integer entries.

8.2.1 Dimension Reduction

We first replace the use of a dense Gaussian matrix in [FKW21] with an integer subspace embedding, so
that the resulting matrix is integer. One possibility!'? is the subsampled randomized Hadamard transform
(SRHT), which has the following guarantees:

Definition 8.3 (Subsampled Randomized Hadamard Transform (SRHT), Definition 1.2, [BG13]). Fiz r
an integer and n a power of 2 with r < n. An SRHT matriz is an r X n matric S = y/n/r - RHD,
where D € R™*™ is a random Rademacher diagonal matriz, H € R™"*"™ is a Walsh—-Hadamard matriz, and
R € R"™*" is a sampling matriz which selects r rows uniformly at random without replacement.

Theorem 8.4 (SRHT is a subspace embedding, Lemma 4.1 of [BG13], [Troll]). Let S be anr x d SRHT
matriz. Let A € R>*F. [fr = O(s72(k + log(d/5))log(k/§)), then with probability at least 1 — &, for all
x € R¥,

[SAx|l, = (1 +e)[|Ax],

Using these properties of the SRHT, we show the following main lemma of this section, Lemma 8.5,
which allows us to reduce the dimension of the points a; from d to t = O(klogk + log? n). This reduced
dimensionality will be useful for removing a d dependence from our subsequent discussion. For the rest of
Section 8.2.1, we focus on proving Lemma 8.5.

Lemma 8.5 (Dimension Reduction for ¢, Subspace Approximation). Let G be a t x d SRHT matriz (Defi-
nition 8.3). Then, there is t = O(klog k + log® n) such that, with probability at least 9/10,

. T p _3
ran%gSkHAG X — All,, < 5OPTy.

To prove this, we need the notion of lopsided embeddings.

Definition 8.6 (Lopsided Embedding (Definition 26, [CW15a])). Consider a constraint set C and norm ||-||,
and matrices A € R**? and B € R"*4. Suppose S € R¥*" satisfies:

o [(YA-B)ST| > (1—¢)|[YA —B| for all Y € R"*k

o |[(Y*A-B)ST|| < (1+¢)|[Y*A —B|, where Y* = argminy.|[YA — B|

10 There are many possible alternatives here, for example a dense sign matrix, but we choose SRHT since the results we need
are stated and proven in the existing literature.
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Then, S is a e-lopsided embedding for (A, B) with respect to C and |||

The next lemma from prior work shows the utility of lopsided embeddings for subspace approximation,
showing that if we can maintain a sketch AST where S is a lopsided embedding, then solving for the best
rank k approximation in the column space of AST is sufficient for obtaining a good subspace approximation
solution.

Lemma 8.7 (Lemma B.1, [FKW21], [CW15a]). Let U € R™** and V € R¥*? be matrices such that

[UV — Al = min_[AT=X)],,

If S € R js a lopsided c-embedding for (V, A) with respect to ||-|| ,, then

p,2’

. :
.. |ASTX — Al ,<(1+0( ))ran%gngA(I—X)Hp,z

The work of [FIXW21] shows that a random Gaussian matrix G with O(k) columns gives O(1)-lopsided
embeddings for the [|-[|; , norm, based on results from [CW15a]. We show an analogous result for the |||, ,
norm and for the SRHT. As done in [FKW21], we use the sufficient conditions for a lopsided embedding
provided by [CW15a, Lemma 27].

Lemma 8.8 (Lemma 27, [CW15a]). Let A € R¥*4 and B € R™*?, Suppose S € R**? satisfies the following:

o With probability at least 1 — &/3, S is a subspace e-contraction for AT, that is, simultaneously for all
x € R,
ISATx], = (1 = &)[|SAx],

o For all i € [n], with probability at least 1 — 6ePT1/3, S is a subspace eP*1-contraction for [AT BTe],
that is, simultaneously for all x € RF1,

[SIAT BTeilx|, > (1—¢)|[S[AT BTe]x|,
o With probability at least 1 — §/3,
B*STl,, < @+ DB,

where B* = Y*A — B for Y* = argminy [[YA — BJ|,,,
Then, S is a lopsided e-embedding for (A,B) with respect to ||,
With the above results in hand, we can prove Lemma 8.5.

Proof of Lemma 8.5. We check the conditions for Lemma 8.8 to show that G is a lopsided embedding. In
turn, we will apply Lemma 8.7 to conclude. The first two follow from the subspace embedding guarantees
for SRHT in Theorem 8.4 with constant ¢ and €. For the last, we apply Theorem 8.4 with 6 = 1/ poly(n)
and k = 1 to show that the norm of each of the n rows of B* is preserved up to a factor of (14 eP*1), which
implies the required condition. O

8.2.2 Online Point Reduction

Next, we use the previous dimension reduction result in combination with online Lewis weights [WY23] to
obtain a small online coreset for a O(1) approximation. The following is Lemma B.4 of [FKW21], whose
argument applies directly to all p > 1, and states that any subspace embedding L for the matrix AG T which
preserves the ||| p2-horm of an arbitrary matrix in expectation preserves the subspace approximation cost
of AGT, up to a constant factor. We will apply this lemma with L chosen to be sampled according to the
online Lewis weights of [WY23], which indeed satisfy the hypotheses.
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Lemma 8.9 (Lemma B.4 [FKW21]). Let G € R*™*? be an SRHT matriz. Let L be a random matriz such
that with probability at least 9/10, simultaneously for all y € RY,

o AGTy], < [LAG Y|, < B|AG Ty,

and
E[[LMI[; 5] = [MI[} 5

for any matrix M. Then, there ist = O(klogk + log? n) such that with probability at least 3/5, all matrices
X with
|[LAG"X —LA|’, < 10-OPT,

satisfy
[AGTX — A|]”, < (24 40/a)?OPT.

We may now show our online point reduction lemma. While the result only holds for a fixed i € [n]
with constant probability, we may boost the success probability by taking O(log(n/d)) independent copies,
so that we have at least one good bicriteria approximation for all ¢ € [n] with probability at least 1 — 4. This
will be enough for our uses.

We use the following online Lewis weight sampling theorem, which provides the subspace embedding L
we need in Lemma 8.9.

Theorem 8.10 (Online Lewis Weight Sampling [WY22, WY23]). Let A € Z"*¢ with entries bounded by
A and let p € (0,00). Let § € (0,1) be a failure rate parameter and let € € (0,1) be an accuracy parameter.
Then there is an online coreset algorithm A such that, with probability at least 1 — 6, A outputs a weighted
subset of m rows with sampling matriz S such that

18i Aix|ly = (14 &) ]| Aix|l} (14)

for all x € R?, for every i € [n], and

dr/? 1

O( = ) log(nA)P/2+1 [(log d)*(logn) + log S} p € (2,00)
d , 1

0 log(nA) |(logd)” logn + log 5 p € (1,2)

m= Ed

O(;) log(nA) logg p=1
d , 1

(0] = log(nA) | (logd)” + log 5 p e (0,1)

Proof. Theorem 3.9 of [WY22] shows that one can construct weights w; < O(1) for ¢ € [n] in an online
fashion such that there is a fixed s = O(n) such that s - W1/2 VP e Zforalli e [n], and satisfies

w; < O(1) - TOH(WL/271/PA)
for every i € [n], where W = diag(w). Since W/2-1/P A is an n x d integer matrix with entries bounded by
A, the proof of [WY22, Theorem 1.5] shows that the sum of the weights is at most
D owi <O(1) Y TPHWETVPA) < O(dlog(nd)).
' i=1

Furthermore, the weights w constructed in [WY22, Theorem 3.9] satisfy the one-sided Lewis weight property
(see [WY23, Definition 2.2]), which means that sampling proportionally to these weights gives the guarantee
of (14) by [WY23, Theorem 5.2] for p > 2 or [WY23, Theorem A.2], with the sample complexity as stated. O
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We then obtain the following lemma, which reduces our original problem of finding a constant factor
solution for the matrix A;, to solving a regression problem on a small subsample given by L;A;G' and

Lemma 8.11 (Online Point Reduction). Let G € R**? be an SRHT matriz with t = O(klogk + log®n).
Let L be an £, online Lewis weight sample generated by applying Theorem 8.10 to AGT with e = 1/2 and
6 =9/10. Let L; denote the online coreset L at time i € [n]. Let Y; satisfy

GTY;

<% min |LiAGTY — LA,
p,2 D YeRtxd p,

Note that such a Y; can be found in polynomial time by converting to an instance of £, regression using
Dvoretzky’s theorem [SW18, FKW21]. Then for each fized i € [n], with probability at least 3/10,

TV P P
|aGTyi- A <om) min_IA@-X)I;,

p,2 rank (X

Proof. Fix i € [n] and let OPT}, denote the optimal rank k ¢, subspace approximation cost for A;. Note that
the column space of AG " contains a 3/2-approximate solution by Lemma 8.5. Then by Markov’s inequality
over the draws of L;, with probability at least 1 — 1/5 — 1/10 = 7/10, there is a rank k projection X such
that

15
| < . OPT,.
p2 2
We may then lower bound this by minimizing over all ¢ x d matrices Y instead of rank k matrices, so
<% min |LiAGTY - LA <0 5-OPTk<1O-OPTk,
2 7 5 YeRrtxd 2= 5

where Y is the minimizer over all matrices without the rank constraint. By a union bound with the event
from Lemma 8.9, we have that with probability at least 3/10,

HAiGT? Al

D2

< O(1)OPTyg. (]

Note that A;GTY; found from Lemma 8.11 may not necessarily be an integer matrix, even if AGT is
We thus need to round Y;. If rank(A;) > 2¢, then we use the next lemma, Lemma 8.12, to carry this out.
Otherwise, we just directly store a basis for rowspan(A;).

Lemma 8.12. Let A € Z™*t and B € Z"*? be integer matrices with entries bounded by A, and let Y € Rt*4,
Suppose that rank(B) > 2t. Then, rounding each entry of Y to the nearest integer multiple of 1/ poly(nA)
produces a matrix Y such that

HAY BH (1+ poly(nA) )| AY — BJ| ,
Proof. Note that
AX-B —_— AX -B
o | lp.2 > poly(n )Xg}égdll -
By Lemma 4.1 of [CW09], since the rank of B is at least 2¢, we have that
1
AX -B _—
Xrenkggdﬂ Ir= poly(nA)

Then

3

< IAY =B, +|A(Y - Y)

D2

< |AY - BJ|,, + poly(n)HA(Y - Y)HF

)

< ||AY = B, , + poly(m) | Al | ¥ = Y|
< |AY - Bl|, , + poly(nA)™~!
< (14 poly(nA)~[|AY - B, , O
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8.3 Online Sensitivity Approximation

In Section 8.2, we have shown how to find a constant factor bicriteria solution in an online fashion. Using
our online constant factor bicriteria solution, we now show that we can estimate sensitivities in an online
manner, and that they have a small sum.

Definition 8.13 (Online Sensitivity). Let A € R"*4. Then, the ith online sensitivity for the rank k €,
subspace approximation problem is

ra-Po
OL(AY :— H‘%(—F?
or A= s TP,

where Fy, is the set of rank k subspaces, and Pp is the orthogonal projection matriz onto the subspace F'.
Equivalently, ®“(A) = o;(A;), where a; is the usual sensitivity [V X12, Definition 2]

P
ol @ —Pp)l|;

oi(A) = sup —————=.
()= s Aa— P,

We first adapt an argument from [VX12, Theorem 7], which shows that it suffices to bound sensitivities
over an approximately optimal bicriteria subspace.

Lemma 8.14 (Theorem 7, [VX12]). Let F be a rank r subspace such that

|[AD-Pg) <a-OPTgy=a min ||ATI- X)Hg2

1.2
’ rank(X)<k

for some a > 1. Then,

lal (1= Pp)f;

J(A) <2277 lo . g (AP ) + 2P 1
A =2 AR Ry

2.
[

Proof. If |A(I—-P3)|”, = 0, then F contains rowspan(A) so the bound holds, so assume otherwise. For
F/lp2

any rank k subspace F' € F and ¢ € [n], we have that
Ha;r(I - PF)HS < ||a;-r - a;-rPFPFHg optimality of a; Pp
< or—1 {Ha;'—(l - PF)HZ; + HaZTPF(I - PF)H;)} triangle inequality

<27 [l (1= P + oi(AP ) [AP (L~ Pr)7,

Note that
IAPA(I-Pp)| ,<||AP; — APz, optimality of AP - P
<|APz-A|, ,+[A—-APg|,, triangle inequality
< (a'?P +1)||A - APpl, near optimality of F

<2a'7|A - APg|,,

Thus, we continue to bound

a] (I-Pp)|; <2v! M—i—?aa»(APﬁ |A—APg|?
C TR =T A AP, e tre
a] (I-Pg)}
< or-t a—” L £ +2Pa0;(AP;)||A — APR|?
l AT P, g
by near optimality of F. Taking a supremum over F' € F}, yields the desired result. O
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Consider instantiating the bicriteria solution F from the above by the row span of GTY; € R**? which
is a rank ¢ integer matrix after scaling by poly(nA)f, and is a good solution by Lemma 8.11. Note that
G Y, only changes when we draw a new row when sampling from the online Lewis weights of AG T, since
Y, only depends on the rows sampled by the online Lewis weights by the construction in Lemma 8.11. This
occurs only m times, where m is the sample complexity of the online Lewis weights (see Theorem 8.10).
Then, we can partition the stream into m segments, and separately bound the online sensitivities of each of
these m substreams. The advantage of this is that within each of the substreams, we only need to bound the
distances to the fixed subspace F' = rowspan(G'Y) and then online sensitivities within AP 7+ To bound
the sensitivities within APz, we show that the online Lewis weights of AP give a good bound:

Lemma 8.15 (Lewis Weights Bound (p,2)-Sensitivities). Let B € R™*", and let wP°-(B) be one-sided

online Lewis weights for B. Then, for every l € [n],
HbTYHp 0v(p/2—1)__p0oL
R o L
yeraon B[,

Proof. Let R € R"*" be a change of basis matrix so that WPVOL(B)ll/%l/pBlR is orthonormal. By the
one-sided Lewis property of online Lewis weights (Lemma 3.6 of [WY23]), we have that

b/ RY|S < b/ R|LIY[5 < Wl (B)| Y.
We then bound
IY|5 = sup |[Yx|?

lIx[l;=1

— sup "WP*OL(B)}/%l/’)BlRYxHZ

lxll,=1

< sup [wroLm) | Y IBRY x| Lemma 2.3 of [WY23]
Ixll,=1

_ ||Wp’ ||0\/(ZD/2 1) Sup Z|eTB RYX‘

HX”2:1 i=1

S ||WP7OL ||?\/(;D/2 1) Z sup |eTB RYX‘

i=1 Ixll,=1

= [[wP O (B), ||, zne: B/RY|[,
=1

ov(p/2—1)
= [|wPo @), T IBIRYY,
Chaining these bounds together yields the claimed result. O

We can now apply Lemma 8.15 with B = AP = A(YTG)(YTG)". In fact, we can apply Lemma 8.15
with B = AY TG, since the online Lewis weights only depend on the column span of the matrix. By Lemma
8.12, this is an n X t integer matrix with entries bounded by poly(nA) up to scaling, unless rank(A) < 2t,
in which case we can just use the online Lewis weights of A directly, as we will show. This gives us the
following algorithm, Algorithm 3, for approximating online sensitivities:

Lemma 8.16 (Sum of Online Sensitivities). Let A € Z"*¢ have entries bounded by A. Fiz i € [n]. Then,
with probability at least 3/10, Algorithm 3 returns an upper bound &?L on the online sensitivity such that

o%(A) <&

2

Furthermore,

zn: GPH(A) < O(t*log? (nA)) M #/?) (log? t) (log n)

where t = O(klog k + log® n).
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Algorithm 3 Online Sensitivity Approximation

input: A € Z"*? with entries bounded by A, rank k.
output: Online sensitivity approximations &?L.

1: Draw a t x d SRHT matrix G for t = O(klogk + log® n)
2: for i € [n] do
3: L, = ONLINELEWIS(A,;G ")

4: if L; sampled a new row then

5: S~olve for Y; as in Lenyna 8.11 and rounded as in Lemma 8.12
6: F; < rowspan(A;G"Y;)

7 vt flay T—P )"

8: else ~ ~ ~

9: Fi,+«F_1,Y, <Y, 1

10: U“—Ui—i—HaT I-P Hp

11: oL ONLINELEWIS(A YTG)

s 5o () la] @~ P |12/ + Ot log(n) 0¥ r/2- Dt

Proof. Fix i € [n]. Then, by Lemma 8.11, there is a 3/10 probability that L; A; spans an O(1)-approximately
optimal solution. Condition on this event and let F; = rowspan(A;G'Y;). Then by Lemma 8.14, we may
bound the ith online sensitivity by

o (A) =i (A;) < O(1)

K2

[l T=Pz)|;
(AP )+ T Rl
AP TP,

Now let A} denote the last I rows of A,;, where I is the number of rows that have streamed in since the last
time a row was sampled from A;GT in Line 3. That is, it is the set of rows which used the same subspace
F; as row 7. Note then that

aft(A) <0(1)

[AG(T

A I _ PP
xR

By Lemma 8.15 and the bit complexity bound from Lemma 8.12, the first term can be bounded by the online
Lewis weight, i.e.,
oi(AJP ) < O(tlog(nA))*V®/2=Dwl O (AP ).

We now bound the sum. First fix a segment of the stream which has the same F;. Note that there are at
most m = O(tlog(nA))*Y®/?) (log? t)(logn) such segments by Theorem 8.10. Similarly, the sum of online
Lewis weights in this segment is bounded by O(tlog(nA))'V(®/2) by Lemma 3.7 of [WY23]. This gives a
total contribution of

O(tlog(nA))V®/2 . O(tlog(nA)) Y P/ (log? k) (log n) = O(t2 log* (nA))*V®/?) (log? t) (log n)
To bound the second term, we bound the number of times which ||A}(I — PF)HZ , can double as i ranges
over [n]. Note that

AT -P min _ [|A{ (I - X)), >

Al > rann )<t H (I =X)|[5 = g1 (AP > poly(nA)~*

pOly( ) rank

We also have

|A{X = Pg)l, , < poly(nd)[Af]5.
Thus, [|ALI - Pp)||§)2 can double at most O(tlog(nA)) times. Then in each of these windows in which
the the mass |AL(I — PF)H;2 does not double, the ||a;" (I — P ¥ must sum to O(]| AT — PF‘)H§,2) so the

Az
second term adds up to at most O(tlog(nA)) in each segment, which is dominated by the sum of online

Lewis weights. O
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Remark 8.17. If we do not need to algorithmically approzimate the online sensitivities, then we can get
better existential bounds. Indeed, the argument in Section 1.2.2 shows a bound of

O(k log(nA))1+(1V(p/2)),
for integer inputs, or
O(klog(nk°H))V P/ 1og(nkOL),

for real inputs. For random order streams, an even simpler argument of [CMP20] yields a bound of
Ok @/ 1ogn).

Indeed, we can view the online sensitivity of row i as the sensitivity of a random row among a subset of @
random rows, which is at most s/i in expectation, where s = O(klv(p/z)) is an upper bound on the offline
total sensitivity, using Lemma 8.15. By linearity of expectation, this is at most O(slogn) in expectation.

8.4 Sensitivity Sampling
With sensitivity estimates in hand, we now use sensitivity sampling results for subspace approximation from
[HV20].

To show sensitivity sampling bounds that are independent of d, [[IV20] use the result of [SW18] which
states that there exists a O(k/e?)-dimensional subspace I" which preserves subspace approximation objectives,

which then implies that it is sufficient to prove coreset guarantees over the low dimensional subspace I instead.
We will need the following results of [SW18], with the theorem numbering from arXiv version 2.

Lemma 8.18 (Lemma 6, [SW18]). Let ¢ > 0 and let 7 = V2/P). Let W be a subspace of dimension at
most k. If V is a subspace of any dimension such that

[AT—Py)[?, < (1+¢)OPTy

and

AT =Py)[7 . — [AT=Pyow)ly, < TOPT,,

then
||APV - APVUWHZQ < O(E)OPTk

Such a subspace V' can be constructed by Algorithm 1 of [STW18].

Lemma 8.19 (Theorem 10, [SW18]). Let V C RY be a subspace such that for all rank k subspaces W C R?,
[|APy — APVUWHZQ < ePT3 . OPTy.

Let B € R™4HY) be the matriz with APy in its first d columns and {Hal.T(I - PV)HQ}?:l as its (d + 1)st
column. Then for all rank k subspaces W C R?,
IA(L: = Pw)lpo = (1 £ 0(€)BTat1 — Py )0,

where P, € R+D* (A1) 45 the projection matriz which applies Py on the first d coordinates and zeros out
the (d + 1)st coordinate.

We will adapt Lemma 5.7 of [HV20] to the ¢, subspace approximation problem. We will need their
Theorem 5.10, with a couple of adjustments: their use of results from [FL11] are replaced by the corre-
sponding “independent sampling” version of Theorem B.9, and their use of the existence of a set of 0(k2 /€)
points [SV07, SV12] spanning a (1 + £)-optimal solution is replaced by the strong coresets of [SW18] of size
O(k*V(®/2) /£(p+3)AV(2/P)) wwhich has a better dependence on k for p < 4.
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Lemma 8.20 (Weak Coreset for Subspace Approximation, Theorem 5.10, [HHV20]). Suppose 6;(A) satisfies

) a7 (1—Pp)|?
i(A) > sup o 2
ilA) = S AT P,

Let & = S, 6i(A) denote the total sensitivity and let S > S be an upper bound on the total sensitivity.
Suppose a sampling matrix S € R%*™ 4s constructed as done in Theorem B.9, with VC-dimension upper
bound

d=0(k) - min{g—lkz log(k/¢), 5—<p+3><1v<2/p>>k1v<p/2>}
Then with probability at least 1 — §, we have that

: r  _ s p
Join [SAI - Pr)ll;, = (1 +¢) min |AT-Pr)[},

O(§2 <dklog8 + log l))
€ 1)

The above results can be used to show a version of Lemmas 8.18 and 8.19 for the sampled matrix SA.
This simplifies and sharpens Lemma 5.7 of [HV20] for ¢, subspace approximation.

and S samples at most

rows.

Lemma 8.21. Let ¢’ = ¢®t3)(VE/P) - Let S be sampled as in Lemma 8.20, using rank 2k sensitivities,
where the expected number of rows sampled is

T O(S (’“ -min{k log k, k'Y */*} log S + &'~ * log §>>

Suppose T' C R is a subspace such that for any subspace W C R? of dimension at most k,
[AT—=Pr)ll;, — [AX—Prow)ll,, < & - OPT(A). (15)

and also contains V*, where
* . , P
V* = arg VrpelnkHA(I — Pyl .

Let B € R™@+Y) be the matriz with APy in its first d columns and {||a) (T— Pr)||2}?:1 as its (d +1)st
column. Then, with probability at least 1 — §, for any rank k subspace W,

ISATy = Pw)|7 5 = (14 O())[SBIass — Py

p p,2’

where Py, € RHDXAHD) s the projection matriz which applies Py on the first d coordinates and zeros out
the (d + 1)st coordinate.

Proof. We will show that (15) implies a similar condition for SA, which yields the result by Lemma 8.19.
Thus, we will bound

ISAT=Pr)[f, ~ [SAT-Prow)ll, < [SAT-Po), — min [SA®T - Prow)],
= ISAT =P, — ISAT— Prow-) 5,

where
W* = arg min [|SAT—Prow)lly..

Recall that V* is the optimal rank & solution for A achieving the value OPT;(A). Note that

1
ai(A)

||aiT(I —Pruw~)

|§ < ||aiT(I—PV*UW*)

5 < AT @=Pyeuw)

]pa < OPTL(A)

p

Gi(A)
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since &;(A) upper bound the rank 2k sensitivities. Then by Bernstein’s inequality, we have that

s (<OPT4(A))?
TS+ 5’/3)OPTk(A)2> <0

Pr{|ISA( - Prow-)

v~ AT —Prow-)

|§)2‘ > E’OPTk(A)} < 2exp<

since s > CSe’~2log(1/d) for a large enough constant C. Similarly,

s g 2
oA WP o) <2 O )

Thus, conditioned on the success of these events, we have that

[SAX—Pr)|;, — [SAT —Pruw-)|; . < [[AT—Pr)[[; , — AT - Prow-)
< 3¢'OPT4(A).

bo+2/OPTL(A)

Since S preserves the optimal cost up to O(1) factors by Lemma 8.20, this is bounded by O(e’)OPT,(SA).
Finally, we have by Lemma 8.18 that

ISAPr — SAPruw |y, <e’*? - OPT,(SA)
for all rank k subspaces W, and by Lemma 8.19 that
ISATs —Pw)llp o = (14 0())[SB(Las1 — Py )|l
for all rank k subspaces W. o

By Lemma 8.21, it now suffices to show coreset guarantees for the low dimensional subspace spanned by
the rows of APy, rather than A. Indeed, if we show that

ISB(Lat1 — Pyl o = (1 £ 0())B(Tas1 — Py )|l » (16)
for all W € Fj, then this implies that
[SA(Ls — Pw)l; o = (L £0()[|A(Ta — Pw)|l} 5

by the chain of approximations from Lemmas 8.21 and 8.19, using the subspace I' as constructed in Algo-
rithm 1 of [SW18]. To show (16), it suffices to use the independent sampling version [FL.11] again (Theo-
rem B.9), this time using the ambient dimension as an upper bound on the VC-dimension, which is just
O(k/eP*3)-(IV(2/P)) 5 k. This is analogous to Lemma 5.5 of [[TV20)].

Lemma 8.22. Let B € R"*? q rank r matriz. Let S be sampled as in Theorem B.9 with d = rk. Then,
with probability at least 1 — §, simultaneously for all rank k subspaces W,

ISB(Is — Pw)l,, = (14€)[B(Ia = Pwll;».

9 Online Coresets for Entrywise /, Low Rank Approximation

We discuss how an argument of [JL.I.721], together with our Theorem 1.21, gives the following result on
online coresets for entrywise ¢, low rank approximation.

Corollary 1.24 (Weak Online Coreset for Entrywise Low Rank Approximation). Let A € R™*? have online
condition number k°%, p € [1,2) be a constant, and let k be a rank parameter. There is an online coreset
algorithm which, with probability at least 0.99, stores a weighted subset of rows S with weights w € R® such
that

S| = O(k*) log(nk®) )

and

min  [|[VSA — Al < O(E*G =2 10g(nk®H)°D)  min  [|A — A
wnk(V)SkH ”p’p_ ( )log( ) rank(A)Sk” lps

where S € RS*™ is the sampling matriz associated with S and w.
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The streaming entrywise low rank approximation algorithm of [JLL " 21] roughly proceeds as follows. First,
an oblivious sketch using p-stable random variables is used to approximate the low rank approximation cost
by the cost of an n x t matrix for t = k(logn)®™). With only ¢ columns, we can afford to approximate the
¢, norm of the rows by the 5 norm of the rows, up to a ¢t'/?=1/2 factor, using the equivalence of ¢, norms.
This is now just the subspace approximation problem, for which coreset constructions apply.

The following two lemmas show that sketching with p-stable variables preserves the objective function
value. The first shows that the sketch does not contract objective function values for any column subset,
while the second shows that the sketch does not expand objective function values by too much with fixed
probability. The asymmetry in the sketching guarantees can be attributed to the heavy-tailedness of p-stable
variables.

Lemma 9.1 (No Contraction, Lemma 2, [JLL721]). Let A € R"™? and let s € N. Let § € (0,0). Let
t = s(log YO | and let G € R™? be a matriz whose entries are i.i.d. standard p-stable random variables
(see [‘///+ 21, Definition 2.4]), rescaled by ©(1/tY/P). Then with probability at least 1 — &, for all subsets
T C [n] with |T| < s and all V € R"*T,

[VSrA - A, , < HVSTAGT - AGTHp,p

where St is the sampling matriz associated with T'.

Lemma 9.2 (No Expansion, Lemma E.17, [SWZ17]). Let A € R™*?. Let § € (0,6). Lett € N, and let
G € R be a matriz whose entries are i.i.d. standard p-stable random variables, rescaled by ©(1/t'/P).
Then with probability at least 1 — 6,

o(1)
-
||AG pr - 6 (log 6) ||A||p7p
We now return to the proof of Corollary 1.24.

Proof of Corollary 1.24. Our online coreset algorithm is to first sketch with a p-stable matrix G € R!*9,
and then apply our Theorem 1.21 on AG . The ¢ here is chosen as in Lemma 9.1, with s being the sample
complexity of our Theorem 1.21.

Note that sketching with G preserves the optimal rank k approximation cost in the |-, , norm by
Lemmas 9.1 and 9.2, which in turn preserves the optimal rank k& approximation cost in ||- || pp DOTIN, both up
to a poly(n) factor. Then, the rounding reduction to integer matrices as in Section 8.1 still works the same
way, with sample complexity depending on the online condition number of A rather than AGT.

Let S be the online coreset sampling matrix given by Theorem 1.21 with constant € and §. Then, we
have that

[SAGTX-X)|| ,=0D)[AGTT-X)] ,

for all rank k projections X. Now let X* denote the optimal rank k projection for SAG . Note that X*
can be written as Y*(SAGT), as it is a rank k projection in the row span of SAGT. Then,

[AGT —AGTY*'SAGT|| , < @(1)mg%<k”AGT I-xX),,= @(1)ran{(r(1]i%§k”AGT - B,

SO
min_ |[AG" —VSAG'|| ,<©(1) min |[AG" -B| ..
rank(V)<k P, rank(B)<k p,

Let V* witness the minimum on the left hand side, and let Aj, = argmin,, A< |A — Ay, Then,

min_[VSA - A|,  <|V'SA— Al

rank(V) <k
< HV*SAGT - AGTHp)p No contraction (Lemma 9.1)
<t/PTI2VFSAGT — AGT]| Equivalence of £, norms in R’
< O(tl/P—1/2) Mning;QHB AGTH 5
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< O@tYP=1/2)  min HB — AGTH Monotonicity of £, norms
rank(B)<k p;p

< O(tl/Pfl/Q)‘

AGT —AGTH

P.p
< O(tY/P=1/2)(log n) 0™ HAk - AH No expansion (Lemma 9.2) O
P.p

10 Online Coresets for Euclidean (k, p)-Clustering

Our main result of this section is the following:

Theorem 10.1. Let w® be a lower bound on all nonzero costs for (k,p)-clustering A; for i € [n], and let
WOL similarly be an upper bound. Then, there is a strong online coreset algorithm which, with probability at
least 1 — 0, samples at most

Al - n WO\ /- na2 oL
mm{O(a 4k2(1ogn)3(log g) log W),O(s P 3k(1ogn)(log 3) 1ogm)}

points.

Proof. The bulk of the work is in showing that we can get online sensitivity estimates &?L which upper
bound the true sensitivities and sum to at most

n ~ n WOL
;ai(A) < O<k(logn)2(log 3) log W)

with probability at least 1 — §. We show this in Section 10.1. The result then follows from a standard
terminal embedding [NN19] and sensitivity sampling [FL11] argument (see Section 3 of [[HV20]), done in an
online manner (Theorem B.9). We defer the standard details to similar arguments in [FTV20].

We also adapt and improve another argument of [F1.11], which gives the latter sample complexity. The
analysis is similar and is described in Section 10.2. O

10.1 Online Sensitivity Approximation

The sensitivity approximation approach we take is to first compute a bicriteria solution, move the points to
the bicriteria solution, and then compute the sensitivities of the resulting points, which is just the reciprocal
of the cluster size.

We use the following result on online & clustering due to [LSS16] in order to obtain a bicriteria solution
in an online manner. While [L.SS16] only state their result for k-means clustering corresponding to p = 2,
we show that their algorithm generalizes straightforwardly to any p > 1 in Appendix C.

Theorem 10.2 ([LSS16]). Let A € R"*? and p > 1. There is an online algorithm for Euclidean (k,p)-
clustering, Algorithm 8, which takes as input a cost lower bound w* and immediately assigns each incoming
point to alt most

0 <k(log n)log W* )
w

clusters C and has cost at most

where
n

W* = min Zd(ai, C)P.
CCR%,|CI<k < 1
=

The next lemma follows [[1V20, Lemma 5.5]. While our result only works with constant probability for
a fixed prefix stream A;, this can be boosted to poly(d/n) probability by repetition and summing over the
sensitivities, with only a log % factor loss in the total sensitivity.
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Algorithm 4 Ounline Sensitivity Approximation for Euclidean (k, p)-Clustering

input: A € R™*? number of clusters k, cost lower bound w*.
output: Online sensitivity estimates O'OL(A).

1: C+ o > Bicriteria clustering using Algorithm 8
2. v+ 0

3: for i € [n] do

Update clustering C' with a; using Algorithm 8

c; + argmingco|ja; — |/}

v vt o -}

Si—{jeli]:c;=c;} > The set of points in the same cluster as 4

GOH(A) « O(1) (4202 4 1)

Lemma 10.3. Let ;(A) be output by Algorithm 4 (specifically Line 8). Then, for each i € [n], with constant
probability,

d(a;, C)?
Gi(A) > o;(A) = sup (a—O)p
CCR4,|C|<k ZJ 1 (ag, C)

Proof. We condition on the success of the bicriteria solution at time i, which occurs with constant probability.
Let C be a set of k points. Then,

d(a;, C)F < 2p_1(d(a“ ci)’ + d(C17 c)r
= 2P 1d(ay, ;)P + 2P~ 1

)
Z
€S;

d(cj, C)P
J€[n]

S 2p71d(ai, Ci)p + 2p*

|:S4]

< 2P d(a;,c;)P 4+ 2° 1. 2Pt

5 |chj,aj) +d(a;, C)?

<O(1) [ d(a;, c;)? |S | Z (a;,C

Factoring out Y €] d(a;, C)? yields the desired conclusion. O

Next, we bound the total sensitivity that is output by Algorithm 4. Note that we can pass this guarantee
to having good total sensitivity with probability 1, but failing to upper bound the true sensitivities, by
outputting zeros after the total sensitivity exceeds the desired threshold total.

Lemma 10.4. Let wO be a lower bound on all nonzero costs for (k,p)-clustering A; for i € [n], and let
WO similarly be an upper bound. Then for each i € [n], with constant probability,

n oL
Z&? <O< (logn)? 1ogW >

Proof. We condition on the success of the bicriteria solution at time 7, which occurs with constant probability.
Note that the quantity v in Line 6 can double at most O(log(vg—&)) times. While v has not doubled,
the quantity d(a;, C)?/v sums to at most O(1). Thus, the total sensitivity contribution from this term is at

most O| log Vu‘j—ff)) To analyze the second term 1/|S;|, note that for a given one of the bicriteria clusters,

these terms sum to at most 1+1/24+1/3+---4+1/n = O(logn). Then across all O(k(logn)log %OOTL) clusters
WOL) l:‘
oL /-

formed by the bicriteria solution, the total sensitivity contribution is O(k(logn)
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10.2 Improved Feldman—Langberg Algorithm

Next, we show how to adapt an improved importance sampling algorithm of Feldman-Langberg [FL11,
Theorem 15.5]. We show how to implement this algorithm in the online setting by using independent
sampling without replacement in Theorem B.17, and along the way, streamline their argument, improve
their dependence on € by a eP~! factor, and generalize to the case when the initial bicriteria clustering
algorithm outputs more than k centers.

Given Theorem B.17, our argument proceeds similarly to our first sensitivity sampling algorithm. For a
constant probability of success of estimating the sampling score, we use the bicriteria algorithm of Theorem
10.2, which outputs O(k(log n) log YL/—SLL) centers. Then, the scores contributed by the reciprocal of the cluster

size contributes O(E%(logg)(log n)?log VI‘;(?LL) On the other hand, the scores contributed by the residual

cost term can be analyzed by a similar cost doubling argument as before, which shows that they sum to

O(log VwV—;)LL), so the sample complexity contribution from this term is O((dk logn + log ) 4 log VU'J/—(?LL) We
can further use a terminal embedding to reduce d to O(¢~2logn). Finally, we repeat the bicriteria algorithm
log % times to union bound over all n times ¢ € [n], so that our final sample complexity is

k k 9 1 n n wot
O<5_2 (log 5) (logn)® + o k(logn) (1og E)> (log 5) log or

11 Lewis Weight Sampling for Active /, Regression

We present our results for active ¢, regression in the following sections.
We denote the optimal value of the £, regression problem as

— : _ P
OPT(A.b) := min | Ax — b}

and the optimal solution as
x*(A,b) = arg min||[Ax — b||?
x€ER4 p

We will often drop the dependence on A and b and simply write OPT and x* in many cases, if the design
matrix and target vector are A and b. However, when we need to consider different design matrices and
target vectors, we will explicitly write the dependence on these objects.

11.1 Overview

Our algorithm will be to sample a Lewis weight sampling matrix S (Definition 11.1), sample the corresponding
rows of b, and the solve an ¢, regression problem with design matrix SA and target vector Sb. More formally,
consider the following:

Definition 11.1 (Active ¢, Regression Lewis Weight Sampling Matrix). Let A € R"*? and let w € R"
be a-one-sided Lewis weights for A. Let € € (0,1), v > 0, and 6 € (0,1). Then, we define the active £,
regression Lewis weight sampling matrix S € R™*™ to be a diagonal matriz with S;; equal to 1/p; with
probability p; and 0 otherwise, for

(/2757
. p/2)' 7P Wy
pi = mlD{@(l)Wwa 1}

- aeP
Y[wll?? [(log (dl|wll,))2(log n) + log 1]

Definition 11.2. Let S € R™*"™ be a sampling matriz. Then, let

B

xg§ = x"(SA,Sb) = arg min ||[SAx — Sb||”.
x€R4 P

Our main result is the following theorem, which shows that solving the Lewis weight-sampled system
yields (1 + ¢)-approximate solutions, whenever solving SA and Sb gives a constant factor solution.
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Theorem 11.3. Let S be a sampling matriz as defined in Definition 11.1 with v = O(e/ polylog(1/e)).
Then, with probability at least 1 — O(loglog(1/¢)) - §, the following implication is true:

OPT(SA, Sb) = O(OPT(A,b)) = |[Axj — b’ < (1+¢)OPT.

We will first use Theorem 11.3 to design a high-probability algorithm for solving active £, linear regression
in Section 11.2, and then prove Theorem 11.3 in the rest of the section.

11.2 Algorithm for Active /, Regression

Given Theorem 11.3, all we need to do is to identify a constant factor solution, and this will be a (1 + ¢)-
approximate solution with high probability. [MMWY22, Algorithm 5] provides such an algorithm, in which
a “median”-like procedure is used to find a good candidate among O(log %) constant-probability candidates,
reproduced in Algorithm 5 below. Our approach is to combine this algorithm with the analysis of Theorem
11.3.

Algorithm 5 Probability Boosting for Constant Factor Active £, Regression

input: ¢ candidate solutions x1,...,x; with at least 9/10 - ¢ satisfying ||Ax; — b/, < aming||Ax — b||,.
output: Approximate solution X € R? to miny|[Ax — b||,.

1: Let d € RY contain all pairwise distances |Ax; — Ax;||, (over ordered pairs (i, 7)) sorted in increasing
order. Let 7 = d([¢?-8/10]) be the 80" percentile distance.
2: Return any x; such that ||Ax; — Ax;l||, < 7 for at least 1/2 - £ vectors x;.

Algorithm 6 High Probability Active £, Regression
input: Ac R becR”, e>0,§<c(0,1),p>2.
output: Approximate solution X € R? to miny||Ax — b||,.
1: Compute one-sided lewis weights w € R™ such that ||w||; = O(d) (see, e.g., [JL522])
2: For each i € [{] for £ = O(log 1), let S* be a Lewis weight sample generated as in Definition 11.1
3: For each i € [{], let x; = arg miny||S"Ax — Sinp
4: Run Algorithm 5 on the ¢ candidates and output the solution

Theorem 11.4 (Active ¢, Regression). Let X be the output of Algorithm 6 with failure rate in the sampling
process of Definition 11.1 set to 6/¢loglog 2 and ~ set to e polylog(1/e). Then, with probability at least 1 -4,
X satisfies

|A% — b], < (1+¢)OPT.

Furthermore, Algorithm 6 reads at most

p/2
O< d — {(log d)*(logn) + log %] poly log 1 log %)
€

gp—1
entries of b.

Proof. We first apply Theorem 11.3 with failure probability §/¢log 1og% and union bound over all ¢ trials
in Line 2, so that with probability at least 1 — §, the conclusion of Theorem 11.3 holds for all ¢ trials
simultaneously.

By [MMWY22, Theorem 3.2], Line 3 of Algorithm 6 yields a constant factor solution with probability at
least 0.99. Then with probability at least 1 — §, at least a 0.9 fraction of the ¢ solutions obtained in Line
3 are constant factor solutions. Then by the proof of [MMWY22, Theorem 3.3], Line 4 returns a constant
factor solution, and thus a (1 + €)-approximate solution. (]

By using online Lewis weights [WY23] rather than the usual Lewis weights in Theorem 11.4, we obtain
the first £, online active regression algorithm for p > 2:
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Corollary 11.5 (Online Active £, Regression). Let X be the output of Algorithm 6 with failure rate in the
sampling process of Definition 11.1 set to §/{log log% and 7y set to e polylog(1/e), and Lewis weights in Line
1 replaced by online Lewis weights. Then, with probability at least 1 — §, X satisfies

|A% — b], < (1+¢)OPT.

Furthermore, Algorithm 6 reads at most

v/ OLy\p/2+1 2 1 L1
o g (log(nk>"))P (log d)*(logn) + log 5 poly log R log 5

o

entries of b, in an online manner, where kO is the online condition number of A.

11.3 Closeness of Near-Optimal Solutions

We start by showing that a (14 +)-approximate solution must be O(y*/?)OPT-close to the optimal solution,
similar to Theorem 3.19 of [MMWY22]. In [MMWY22], a similar result is shown for 1 < p < 2 using the
strong convexity of ||||12) For p > 2, strong convexity unfortunately does not hold. Nonetheless, we still
obtain a similar statement by using a bound on the Bregman divergence of ¢, norms shown by [AKPS19].

Lemma 11.6 (Bregman Divergence of ¢, Norms [AKPS19]). Let p > 2. Then, fory,y € R™, we have

_ p—1
Iy'lI2 > lylle = p(y" "y —y') + STILAN 'l
where yP~1 denotes the signed entrywise (p — 1)th power, i.e., yf_l = sign(yi)|yi|p_1.

Proof. We set A =y —y’ and x =y and apply [AKPS19, Lemma 4.6] to bound the Bregman divergence
by the =, function, which is turn lower bounded by the £, norm by [AKPS19, Lemma 3.2] for p > 2. O

The following is an immediate consequence:
Lemma 11.7. Let p > 2. Let A € R"*? and b € R™. Then, for any x € R? such that
|Ax —bl|, < (1+~)OPT

with v € (0,1/p), we have that
|Ax — Ax*|, < O(+'/?)OPT,

where X* := argminycgal|Ax — b .
Proof. The KKT conditions require that
((Ax* —b)P"! Ax) =0

for all x € RY. We then apply Lemma 11.6 with y’ = Ax — b and y = Ax* — b to conclude that
* * - * p_l *
|[Ax —b|? > |[Ax* — b||) — ((Ax* —b)""!, Ax — Ax*) + W”AX — Ax*[|;
= A~ bl + Pt Ax - Axl
p p2p p’

Then,
p * p
|[Ax —b|, — [[Ax" — b,
(p—1)/p2»
Lemma 11.7 implies that a (1 4+ 7)-approximate solution can never output a solution that is more than

O(y'/P)OPT from the optimum, in the column space of A equipped with £,. In turn, this means that it
suffices to bound the distortion of the Lewis weight sampling process over a ball of radius O(y'/?)OPT.

1/p
|Ax — Ax*||, < ( ) < O(y'/7)OPT. O
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11.4 Lewis Weight Sampling for Near-Optimal Solutions

As done in [MMWY22], we seek to bound the distortion in the difference between the cost of x and x*, since
this suffices to find a near-optimal x. That is, we first define the cost difference

Ai(x) = |[Ax = b](0)|” — [[Ax" = b](i)|”

for each i € [n] and x € R?. We then seek a bound on

|[IsAx — Sb|l? — [SAx" — Sb|l?] — [ Ax - b} — |Ax" — b|?]

for x = x§. The following lemma shows why:

Lemma 11.8. Suppose that

‘ [||SAxg — Sb|” — |[SAx" - Sb||g] - [||Axg — bl — [ Ax" — ng} < cOPT?.

Then,
|AxE — bHZ < ||Ax* — ng + eOPT?.

Proof. We have that
| Axg — bl = |SAxg — Sb|l? + (|| Ax§ — b||? - [SAxg — Sb||?)
< |SAxg - Sb|? + (|l Axg — b|L — [SAxs — Sb|2) - (|Ax" — b|}? — [|SAx" — Sb]?)
+ (Ilax" — b — |SAx" — Sb]?)

< [ISAxg - Sb|l} + | (Axs — bJs — | Ax" — b|}7) ~ (ISAx5 — Sb|} — |SAx" — Sb]?)

+ (||Ax* —b|f” - [SAX" — Sbng)
< [SAxg — Sb]” + <OPT? + (HAX* — bl - |SAX" — Sb||g)
< |Ax* —b|[} +-cOPT?
as claimed. O

In Section 12, we show the following moment bound on the quality of uniform sampling on a matrix with
uniformly bounded Lewis weights.

Theorem 11.9. Let A € R"*? gnd let w € R be a-one-sided Lewis weights for A such that w; < Wd/n
for each i € [n]. Let S € R™*™ be a diagonal matriz with S; ; = 1+ o, for independent Rademacher variables
o; € {£1}. Let v > 0. Then, for alll > 1,

l

E sup oiAi(x)] < (O(E)OPTP)Z (17)
||Ax—Ax*||p§'yl/POPT i—1
where Y
W W P/2 P
e = o)y I [ rog(aw], )2 10g m)) 1/ + 1]

Following a symmetrization argument of [WY23, Theorem 5.2], this gives the following guarantee on
Lewis weight sampling:
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Theorem 11.10. Let S be a sampling matriz as defined in Definition 11.1, where v < o for a sufficiently
small constant vyg. Then, with probability at least 1 — §, the following implication is true:

|Ax5 — b, < (1+7)OPT(A,b) —
(Sii — DA,

i=1

sup
||Ax—Ax* ||p§’yl/POPT

< O()(OPT(A,b) + OPT(SA, Sb)).

Proof. The proof closely follows [WY23, Theorem 5.2], and we defer many of the details to their proof. In
order to apply the result of Theorem 11.9 to this setting, we will bound

n l

‘ (Sii — DA(x)

E sup

(18)
S || Ax—Ax*||,<y1/POPT

for I = O(log % +loglogn). To bound this moment, [WY23, Theorem 5.2] shows a symmetrization argument
which allows one to bound (18) by
l

2. E sup
7 ||Ax—Ax*|,<y'/POPT

Y adix)|,

=1

where A/ is the analogue of A; defined with the matrix A and label vector b replaced by a different matrix
and vector A’ and b’, and weights w replaced by a different set of O(«)-one-sided weights w’. Here, A’ is
obtained by concatenating a “flattened” version of A together with SA, and the weights w’ are obtained
as a “batch online” extension of w to SA. The label vector b can similarly be flattened and sampled to
obtain b’. Note then that OPT(A’,b’) < O(OPT(A,b) + OPT(SA,Sb)). Furthermore, SA is an O(1) ¢,
subspace embedding for A with probability at least 1 — § by [WY23, Theorem 5.2], so the new matrix and
weights have the property that [|Ax|[, = ©(1)[|A’x]|, for all x € R?. Tt also follows from the proof of [WY23,
Theorem 5.2] that |w'||_ < dp.

Furthermore, suppose that |Axg — bl|, < (1+7)OPT(A,b). First note that OPT(A’,b’) > OPT(A,b)+
OPT(SA, Sb) since separately optimizing the two parts of the concatenation can only decrease the cost. Then,
x§ is a (1 + y)-approximate solution for (A’, b’), since the cost on (A, b) is at most (1 +~v)OPT(A,b) and
the cost on (SA,Sb) is OPT(SA,Sb). Then if x%,, ... is the optimal solution for (A’,b’), then by Lemma
11.7 and using that v < 7 for a small enough 7o, we have that ||A'x§ — A'x} < O(yP)OPT(A’, ).
Similarly, [[Axg — Ax*[|, < O(y*P)OPT(A,b). Then for any x such that ||Ax — Ax[|, < ~yY/POPT,

concat ”p

|Ax — Ax

concat ”p

< [[Ax — Ax*[|, + [|Ax" — Axg|l, + [Axg — AxZopcaill, triangle inequality
<7POPT + O(+/?)OPT + O(v"/7)OPT(A’, b')
=O0(y'/?)OPT(A',b')

and similarly |[SAx — SAx}

concatllp < O(7'/?)OPT by using that S is a subspace embedding. We may thus
bound

l l

i (%)

i=1

3 oiAl(x)

=1

<E sup
T NA XA call, SO(Y/P)OPT (A’ b')

E sup
7 |Ax—Ax* l,<~'/?OPT

Theorem 11.9 now applies on this new matrix and weights, and we bound (18) by (O(¢)OPT(A’,b’))!. An
application of Markov’s inequality and taking Ith roots yields our claim. O

11.5 Proof of Theorem 11.3

We are now in a position to prove Theorem 11.3.
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Proof of Theorem 11.3. Let C be a sufficiently large constant to be chosen later.
Define 8; recursively by 81 = (p — 1)/p and B;+1 = (B; + p — 1)/p, which has the closed form solution

Bi=1-p".

Then for i € [I] for I = O(loglog 1), we apply Theorem 11.10 with £ and 7 in the theorem set to &’ = e+
and + in the theorem set to 4/ = C”. Note that for every i, we have

,}/ b . . 1 1

— =0(C") = 0(CHP === = O(C") —..

g/P gﬁi+lp &-p—l

Then, with probability at least 1 — d, we have

|Ax5 — b|> < (1+ C'e?)OPT(A,b)? =
Z(Si’i — 1)AZ
=1

sup < O(eP+1)(OPT(A,b)? + OPT(SA, Sb)?).

[|Ax—Ax* ||p§Ci/P55i/pOPT

By a union bound, all I of these events occurs with probability 1 — Id. Now assume that OPT(SA, Sb) =
O(OPT(A,b)). Then, we have that

(Sm‘ — 1)Al
=1

|Axg —b|2 < (14 C'e”)OPT? = sup < O(e%+1)OPT?

[|Ax—Ax* HPSCi/Psﬂi/POPT

Furthermore, by Lemma 11.7, we have that
|Axg — b|l < (14 C*")OPT? = ||Axg — Ax*||, < O(C*/7e”/P)OPT
so by Lemma 11.8, we then have that
|[Axg — b||§ < (1+CPHOPT? — ||AxE — bHZ < (14 CHFLPn)OPT?
for large enough C'. We may now follow the chain of implications to conclude that
IAxS — b|2 < (1+ Ce?)OPTP = (1 + Celr~D/P)OPTP
= Axg — b2 < (1+C7e?)OPT? = (1 + & poly log(1/¢))OPT?.

The hypothesis of the implication is shown by [MMWY22 Theorem 3.4]. O

12 Improved Distortion Bounds for Close Points

In this section, we prove Theorem 11.9 (restated below), which gives an improved bound on the distortion
of points Ax that are near the optimal regression solution Ax*.

Theorem 11.9. Let A € R"™*? and let w € R™ be a-one-sided Lewis weights for A such that w; < Wd/n
for each i € [n]. Let S € R™*™ be a diagonal matriz with S; ; = 1+ o, for independent Rademacher variables
o; € {£1}. Let v > 0. Then, for alll > 1,

l

E sup oiAi(x)] < (O(E)OPTp)l (17)
lAx—Ax*||,<~y'/POPT|; =7
where y
p
W wlf2?
= O(1) |[7— 1 [ ((tog(d]jwll, ) (tog m)) /" + 1]
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12.1 Set Up

We split the sum in (17) into two parts: the part that is bounded by the Lewis weights of A, and the part
that is not. To this end, define a threshold

p/2—1
T = yminPTp
ep
and define the set of “good” entries G C [n] as
G={i€n]:|[Ax* —Db]()| <7}

We then bound

l l

n
sup oA (x)| < ol—1 sup oA (%)
HAfox*HPS'yl/POPT =1 ||Ax7Ax*||p§’yl/POPT ieqG
l
+ 271 sup Z oA (%)

[|Ax—Ax* Hpg'yl/POPT i€[n\G

using the relaxed triangle inequality, and separately estimate each term. We can think of the first term as
the “sensitivity” term, where each term in the sum is bounded by the Lewis weights of A, and the latter
term as the “outlier” term, where each term in the sum is much larger than the corresponding Lewis weights.

12.2 Estimates on the Outlier Term

We first bound the outlier terms, which is much easier.

Lemma 12.1. With probability 1, we have that

sup > |Ai(x)] < O()OPT?.
||Ax—Ax* Hpg'yl/POPT i€[n]\G

Proof. For each ¢ € [n] \ G, we have that

[[Ax —b](i)| € [[Ax" —b](i)| £ [[Ax" — Ax](i)]
€ [[Ax" = b](i)] + [w]}/*"Pw /P | Ax" — Ax|
€ [[AX* —b](i)| £7/7||w| /> Pw!/POPT Lemma 2.2
€ |[Ax* — b](i)| + ¢|[Ax* — b](i)| ien\G
Thus,
[A(x)| < O(e)|[Ax" — b](i)[”
SO
> 1Aix Z )|[Ax* = b](i)[" = O(e)OPT?. O
i€[n\G i=1

12.3 Estimates on the Sensitivity Term

Next, we estimate the sensitivity term,

l

E sup oA (X)] .

||Ax—Ax* Hpg'yl/POPT

i€G

To estimate this moment, we obtain a subgaussian tail bound via the tail form of Dudley’s entropy integral,
and then integrate it.
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12.3.1 Change of Density

We follow the Lewis weight chaining argument of [MMWY22] and [LT91]. We start with a change of density
using the Lewis weights so that

O'Z'Ai (X)
i€G

Wlo'ZAl (X)
i€G

sup
||Ax—Ax* Hpg'yl/POPT

= sup
[|[Ax—Ax* Hpg’yl/POPT

where we define A; as the corresponding versions of A; reweighted by wy, i.e.,

p

)= WP (Ax - b)) -

W1/ (Ax" ~ b)) ()

Note that |A;(x)| is bounded over all [Ax — Ax*[|, < ~+'/POPT, since
[Aio)] < [W 7 (ax = b))+ W7 (Ax — b)) ()]

21 (|wW1r(ax — b)](0)

T W (ax - ax)) )]

<
<@+ D)7 +4)wlf* oPT?
< 2P 414”1 =0(7)
using Lemma 2.2, where
[wip!

e LAd R L—oPT”.

12.3.2 Bounding Low-Sensitivity Entries

We now separately handle entries ¢ € G with small Lewis weight. To do this end, define

p+1
yn|[wly

We then bound the mass on the complement of J:
Lemma 12.2. For all [Ax — Ax*||, < AP . OPT, we have that
> wilAi(x)| < O(c)OPT?
i€[n]\J
Proof. Note that for each i € [n] \ G,
w; < —OPT?
™

For each i € G'\ J, we use (19) to bound A;(x) by O(7). Summing the bounds yields the result. O

12.3.3 Bounding High-Sensitivity Entries: Gaussian Processes

In order to obtain tail bounds, we first use Panchenko’s lemma to bound a Gaussian process instead of a
Rademacher process.

Lemma 12.3 (Lemma 1, [Pan03]). Let X,Y be random variables such that
E[2(X)] < E[®(Y)]
for every increasing convex function ®. If
Pr{Y >t} < c¢1 exp(—cat®) for allt >0,
for some c1,a > 1 and co > 0, then

Pr{X >t} < c1exp(l — cat®) for allt > 0.
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Let ® be any increasing convex function. Since w; < Wd/n, we bound

)SO(I) EE sup <I><

n |Ax—Ax*||,<~y!/POPT

O;W; Az (X)

Z g;\/ dWZAl(X)

icJ

)

by the Rademacher contraction theorem [[LT91, Theorem 4.12]. Then by a Gaussian comparison theorem
[LT91, Equation 4.8], we may bound the above by

O(1)4/ w. E sup )
n |Ax—Ax*|,<~y/POPT

where the Rademacher variables ¢; have been replaced by Gaussian variables g;. Thus by Lemma 12.3, it
suffices to obtain tail bounds for

E sup d Z
||Ax7Ax*||p§’yl/POPT icJ

Z gV dWl Az (X)

ieJ

O/ —- sup
T ||Ax—Ax*|,<~'/POPT

Z giVv dWZAl (X)

icJ

; (20)

We can now appeal to the theory of Gaussian processes to bound this quantity.

Let
A1/2 .

be a normalizing quantity and define a Gaussian process by

1 _
Gy = 7 Zgi\/dwiAi(x)
icJ
with pseudo-metric
1/2 ) 1/2
da(x,x') = (E|Gx - G;|2) =0(1)- <Z dwi(D(x) — Ai(xl))2>
g z icJ

As we will see later, Z is chosen to scale the Gaussian process to the scale of the ball { |Ax — Ax*|, < yl/POPT}.

12.3.4 Estimates on the Gaussian Process Geometry

Using the sensitivity bound of (19), we obtain a bound on the pseudo-metric dg, which improves over the
bound of [MMWY22] by introducing a dependence on .

Lemma 12.4. For x,x’ € {||Ax —Ax*|, < ”yl/pOPT} , we have that

’ 1 p/2—1\1/2—1/p
da(x,x') < WO(\/@(HWM )

W A=) ||

Proof. For a,b € R, we have by convexity for p > 1 that
jal” = [bf" < p(lal”™" + B[P~ a] = Bl < p(lal”™" + [BI"~)]a —b|
Then by applying the above to a = [W~1/?(Ax — b)](i) and b = [W~V/P(Ax’ — b)](i), we have

Z2dg(x,x)> <O(Vd) Y wilAi(x) — Ai(x))?

icJ

< OWa) Y wi(IW/P(Ax ~ b)) ~ W/ (Ax — B)()F)’

icJ
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< OVa) WAl =) ||| 3wl IV (s = B v W (A = b))
iceJ

Now using (19), we have

p/2-1
- X — )PV - x — i < WLOPTP
W YP(Ax — b)|(i)|P vV |[W~YP(AX' — b)](5)]?) < O I w7
SO
> wi (W2 (Ax = b))% + [[W1/7(Ax — b)](0)*2)
1€J
Iw W U 2/”
< 0(1)< 0PT”> [ ‘”p(Ax—b)](i)I’”rI[W_l/”(AX’—b)](i)lp)
1€J
Iw W : e
— om)(+™Mh___opre (JAx — b|l” + | AX' = b][)
ol e
< 0(1)<7 0PT”> (lAx —x*||P + [[Ax" — x*[|7 + || Ax* — b||)
Jw W : e
< o(1) [y —opTP OPT?.
Altogether,
p/2—1\ 1/2-1/p
de(x,x H WPA(x —x)] |, H < ”WH ) oPT?!
1/2—1/p 1
—1/p _ p/2—1 .
H Alx—x) |JH (” Iy ) ~1/POPT
as claimed. O

Similarly, we obtain bounds on the dg-diameter of the ball {HAx - Ax*[|, < Wl/pOPT}.
Lemma 12.5. Let T = {x eR’: Ax — Ax*|, < vl/pOPT}. Then,

diam(T) = sup_de(x,x') < OVa)(|wl/>H)2-1/r

x,x'€T

Proof. This follows from applying Lemma 12.4 and then a sensitivity bound (Lemma 2.2) to bound

H[W*l/PA(x —x)] |JH < 4/POPT. O

12.3.5 Dudley’s Entropy Integral
We will obtain tail bounds on (20) via the following tail bound version of Dudley’s inequality:

Theorem 12.6 (Theorem 8.1.6, [Verl8]). Let (X;)ier be a Gaussian process with pseudo-metric dx (s, t) ==
| Xs — X¢|ly. Let E(T,dx,u) denote the minimal number of dx-balls of radius u required to cover T'. Then,
for every z > 0, we have that

Pr{sup X, >C [/ Vieg E(T,dx,u) du+ z - diam(T)} } < 2exp(—2?)
0

teT
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We now calculate Dudley’s entropy integral, using metric entropy bounds from [WY23].

Lemma 12.7. Let T = {x eR?: |Ax — Ax*|, < ”yl/pOPT}. Then,

| VIR BT o) du < 000 [l Gog(alw )P togm)]

Proof. Let B,(A) = colspan(A) N B, and note that the supremum we wish to bound is over the set
T = O(yY/?)OPT - B,(A).
Let w = w/||w||; be the normalized one-sided Lewis weights and define the norm

n 1/q
¥l = (zwim@ - Hl/qH w/s

1=

’ q

As reasoned in [WY23], we have that for ¢ = O(logn),

w,q

H[Wfl/pA(X — X/)]JH < O(l)HWfl/PA(X ~ %)

o0

since w; > 1/ poly(n) for i € J. Then, we can bound the metric entropy of T with respect to dg-balls of
radius ¢ using the above by

log E(O(v'/P)OPT - B,(A), dg, t)
< log B(O(y"/P)OPT - B,(A), [[W Y7 (-)||5.q, (v//POPT)t/O(Va) ([[wl}/*~")/>71/7)  Lemma 12.4
< log B(By(A), [WVP()||g.q.t/OVa)(||w|[}/*~H)1/21/p) scaling
< log B(|[wlly/"By(A), [[W Y7 () [[s.q, Wy Pt/ O(Va)([[wl[s/>~ 1)1 /2=1/P) scaling

Now since |y|l g, = HWl/ppr/HWH}/p, we have that B,(A)|w|/” = By ,(W-PA), where

By p(WPA) = { Yl < } N colspan(W™1/PA)
so the above metric entropy is equal to
- - 2\1/2—
log E(Bg »,(W 1/pA), W 1/p(.)|‘qu,t/0(\/g/ /||w||1)(||w||f/ )1/2 1/p)

Then, the net bounds in Corollary B.9 of [WY23] show that this is at most

w]?/? lw]]?/?
O(Wq =0 W]ogn .

Dudley’s entropy integral then gives a bound of

/Oo \/log E(O(+1/)OPT - B,(A), dc. 1)

diam(7T")
/ \/log E(O(1/7)OPT - B, (A). d. 1)

! diam(T) \/leogn
1)/ \/@dwomw)/ # o
0 1

}1/2

IN

IN

Oa™/2) | w[2/* (log diam(T'))?(log n)

IN

B 1/2
O(a™"?) Iwl1?"* og(dl|wl[,))*(log )| Lemma 125 O
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As a result of the above calculations, we have the following tail bound:
Corollary 12.8. There is C = ©(1) such that for every z > 0, we have that

Z %gi\/ dwlﬁz(x)

> Ca™2)jw|{"* ([(log(d|lwil,))*(log m)] * + z)} < 2exp(~2")
icJ

Pr sup
[|[Ax—Ax* Hpg'yl/POPT

Proof. This follows from Dudley’s tail bound in Theorem 12.6, the entropy calculation in Lemma 12.7, and
the diameter calculations in Lemma 12.5. O

12.3.6 Moment Bounds

With tail bounds in place, we estimate the moments of (20).

Lemma 12.9.
l

E sup
lAx—Ax*|,<y'/POPT

> %gi VdwiAi(x)

icJ

< O(lwlt*a=/2)" - [((tog(dllwl],))(log n)/2)"** + O(1)!/2]

Proof. Let
1

- o up/4 sup
C”W”?M |Ax—Ax*||,<y/POPT

Z %gi\/ dWZAl (X)

ieJ

and zo = (log(d||w]|,))(log n)'/2. We have that
E[A] = / 1-2'Pr(A > 2) dz
0

2z0 [e%s)
:/ l-zlPr(AZz)dz—i-/ 1-2'Pr(A > 2) dz
0 2

Z0

< (229)!1! +/ 1-2'Pr(A > 2/2 + 2) dz

220
o0

< (220)! T + 2l/ Zlexp(—22/4) dz Corollary 12.8

2Z0

< (2z0)Tt+1-0(1)V2. O
We are now ready to prove Theorem 11.9.

Proof of Theorem 11.9. We split the sum into the sensitivity term and outlier term, as discussed in Section
12.1. To bound the outlier term, we use the triangle inequality and Lemma 12.1 to bound by (O(E)OPT)l.
To bound the sensitivity term, we split the sum into the the indices in J and those outside of J. For those
outside of J, we use Lemma 12.2 to get a bound of (O()OPT)". For those in .J, we have

1 l
W

0] — | Z'E sup
n [Ax—Ax*||,<y1/POPT

Z %gi\/ dwlﬁz(x)

icJ

!

w
- O<V 7) 200w a2 [(Qog(dlwl,)og )1+ + O] Lemma 129

w Y 2 1/2
< [O(l)gasp_g ||W|\f/ ([(1Og(d||w||1))2(1ogn)]1+1/l + l)] (OPTP)L.

Now note that
W_ 7 w2 2 1+41/1 1z
c = [O(l); e w3 ((log(dHWHl)) (logn)] + [)}
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since this rearranges to

o7 = 0(1) -2 wit/? ([(og(dlw],))*Oog m)) /1 + ).

This shows the desired result. O

13 Nearly Optimal Lower Bound for Active ¢, Regression

In this section, we obtain a tight lower bound for active £, regression for p > 2, up to polylogarithmic factors.
We will need the following coding theory theorem, which was also used in [LWY21, MMWY22] to con-
struct hard instances for linear algebraic problems.

Theorem 13.1 ([PTB13]). For any q > 1 and d = 2¥ — 1 for some integer k, there exists a set S C {£1}4
and a constant Cy depending on q such that |S| = d9 and for every x,y € S with x # 'y, we have that

|(x,¥)] < CqVd.

We present our main lower bound, which generalizes a lower bound of [CSS21a] to d dimensions for linear
regression.

Theorem 13.2. Let p > 2. Suppose that a randomized algorithm solves the £, regression up to a relative
error of (1 +¢/3) and queries m entries in expectation and is correct with probability at least 0.99. Then,
m = Q(dP/? JeP~1).

Proof. By Yao’s minimax principle, we may assume that the algorithm is deterministic with correctness
probability at least 0.99 over a distributional hard instance. Let S be the set given by Theorem 13.1 with
q=p/2. Set n =s-dP/? for s = ¢/eP~! with ¢ a sufficiently small constant to be determined. Then, we take
our matrix to be the n x d matrix formed by taking s copies of each of the d?/2 vectors in S. Furthermore,
we take our target vector b to be the zero vector with probability 1/2 and d- e; with probability 1/2, where
I ~ [n] is a uniformly random index and e; is the ith standard basis vector for i € [n].

Call the deterministic algorithm 4. Suppose for contradiction that m < n/100. Consider the sequence
of entries of b read by A when b = 0. Note that this sequence is of length at most 2m, since otherwise A
already reads more than m entries in expectation. Furthermore, A must output x = 0 as the solution if it
reads a sequence of 2m entries of zeros, since otherwise A cannot achieve any relative error. Then since A
is deterministic, A will always output x = 0 if it reads 2m entries of zeros.

On the other hand, suppose that b = d - ey for I ~ [n]. We first upper bound the optimal cost. If we
choose x = ¢ - aj, then for the nonzero row of b, we pay a cost of

(d—e-(ar,an)? = (1 —¢e)Pd? < (1 —e)d”.

For the other rows of A corresponding to copies of ay, we pay a cost of

s-(e-(ar,ar))’ = 1 el - dP = cedP.

For all other rows of A for a; # aj, we pay a cost of

c

s dP? (e (ay,a)P = —— &P - dP/? - CPdP/? = cCPedP.

erP—
Thus, if we choose ¢ < min{C?, 1}/3, then the total cost is at most
(1 —¢e)d’ + ced’ + cCled” < (1 —¢/3)d".

Now note that if b = d - ey, then the probability that I lands on one of the 2m entries read by A when
b = 0 is at most 2m/n < 1/50. Thus, with probability at least 1 — 1/50, A outputs x = 0 on this instance,
which has a cost of dP. By the above calculation, this fails to be a (1 4+ £/3)-approximate solution, which
contradicts the guarantee of A. We thus conclude that m > n/100 = Q(d?P/2/eP~1). O

62



14 Active Regression with Large Distortion

Our results for active £, regression have assumed that p is a fixed constant to obtain algorithms reading only
poly(d) entries. However, for p very large, an exponential dependence on p is intractable, and our argument
gives nothing for the important case of p = co. In this section, we show how to handle ¢, norms even for
large p by reading only poly(d) entries, where the degree of the polynomial does not depend on p, by trading
off for a poly(d) factor distortion. Our techniques yield many other results on dimension reduction in the
large distortion regime.

14.1 Reduction to Subspace Embeddings

Our algorithms for this section are a generalization of the observation that subspace embeddings which satisfy
a “no expansion” condition in expectation for any vector yields an active regression algorithm. This is used
in [MMWY22] to obtain an initial constant factor approximation for active £, regression. We generalize this
to the following:

Lemma 14.1. Let A € R™*? and b € R™. Let |||y and ||-||y be two norms. Suppose that S € R**™ random
sampling matriz such that
Pr{vx € R |Ax[|y < a||SAx|y} >1-6

and for any fired y € R™,
Pr{[|Sylly <Blylx} =102

Let x satisfy
ISAx — Sb|l,, <~ m%}iHSAx — Sby.
x€E

Then, with probability at least 1 — (01 + 02),

lIA% —bllx < ((y +1)ef + 1) min[|Ax — bl|

Proof. We condition on the two guarantees of S. Let

|[Ax* —b||y = OPT = min|[Ax — b|| .
x€R4

We then have that

[Ax —b|| < ||[AXx — AX™||y + [|[AX" — D]y triangle inequality
= |A% — Ax*| + OPT
< af|SA% — SAxX*||, + OPT

< a(|[SAx — Sb||y + [|[SAx™ — Sb||,,) + OPT triangle inequality
< (y+1)a||[SAx* — Sb|y- + OPT optimality

< (7+ 1)aB|Ax" — by + OPT

< ((y+1)aB +1)OPT. O

Note that this can easily be boosted to a 1 — § probability at a loss of a log(1/§) factor in the query
complexity by using a boosting procedure described in [MMWY22].

14.2 Upper Bounds

By combining Lemma 14.1 with subspace embedding results, we immediately obtain many results for active
regression. The first is a nearly optimal deterministic algorithm for ¢, active regression, using Theorem 3.6:

Theorem 14.2. There is a deterministic algorithm which, given A € R™*?, reads O(dloglogd) entries of

b and outputs X such that
|A% — bl < O(Vd)OPT.
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A faster algorithm based running in input sparsity by sampling is also available, via Theorem 3.9. This
loses a logd factor in the sample complexity. We can also generalize this result to the average top k loss,
using our results in Section 3.3.1.

For finite p, inspired by [WY22], we obtain a whole set of trade-offs by using Theorem 2.4 to switch to
the {4 norm and then using ¢, Lewis weight sampling as in Theorem 2.3 to sample rows.

Theorem 14.3. Let 2 < q < p < oo. There is an algorithm which, given A € R™ 9, reads O(d?/? log® d)
entries of b and outputs X such that

99
Pr{HAi “b|| < O(d%(l’%))OPT} > 22
o 100
Proof. We take S to be the composition of the reweighting matrix W/4=1/? where w are the £, Lewis weights

of A with an appropriate scaling, and the ¢, Lewis weight sampling matrix which samples O(dq/ 2 1og3 d) rows
of W1/a=1/P A By Theorems 2.4 and 2.3, S satisfies

IAX]|, < [SAx], < 0@ (~#))|Ax],

with probability at least 1/200. Furthermore, by Lemma 2.5 and Markov’s inequality, we have that ||Sy]|| g <
O(d%(k%))Hpr with probability at least 1/200. Lemma 14.1 then gives the claimed result. O

14.3 Lower Bounds
We give two lower bounds, one for active regression in /o, and one for £, with large distortion.

Theorem 14.4 (¢, Active Regression Lower Bound). Let C' > 1 be a constant. There is a constant ¢ such
that any randomized algorithm solves the lso regression up to a relative error of ¢v/d for some sufficiently
small constant ¢ and queries m entries in expectation and is correct with probability at least 0.99. Then,

m = Q(d°).

Proof. We use Theorem 13.1 to construct a set of m = Q(d%) vectors S C {1} such that for every distinct
X,y € S, we have |(x,y)| < ¢~ 'V/d for some ¢ < 1. Now let A be the m x d matrix with the vectors of S in
its rows, and let b be a zero vector with probability 1/2 and a uniformly random standard basis vector scaled
by d with probability 1/2. As reasoned in Theorem 13.2, we may assume that our algorithm is deterministic
and has success probability at least 0.99 over our hard random instance. Since b is the zero vector with
probability 1/2, the algorithm must output x = 0 if it reads 2m zeros. However, for any b = d - e; for i € [n],
the cost is d, whereas a cost of ¢~'v/d can be obtained if we choose x to be the row of A corresponding
to this i. Thus, in order to obtain a distortion smaller than c¢v/d, the algorithm must read at least Q(m)
entries. o

Theorem 14.5 (¢, Active Regression Lower Bound). Let 2 < g < p. There is a constant ¢ such that

any randomized algorithm solves the ), regression up to a relative error of cd?(1=3) for some sufficiently
small constant ¢ and queries m entries in expectation and is correct with probability at least 0.99. Then,
m = Q(d?/?).

Proof. We use Theorem 13.1 to construct a set of m = Q(d¥/2) vectors S C {+1}¢ such that for every
distinct x,y € S, we have |(x,y)| < ¢™*V/d for some ¢ < 1. Now let A be the m x d matrix with the vectors
of S in its rows, and let b be a zero vector with probability 1/2 and a uniformly random standard basis
vector scaled by d with probability 1/2. As reasoned in Theorem 13.2, we may assume that our algorithm
is deterministic and has success probability at least 0.99 over our hard random instance. Since b is the zero
vector with probability 1/2, the algorithm must output x = 0 if it reads 2m zeros. However, for any b = d-e;
for i € [n], the cost is d, whereas a cost of

mi/P . e d = cfld%(%"_l)

can be obtained if we choose x to be the row of A corresponding to this . Thus, in order to obtain a
distortion smaller than cv/d, the algorithm must read at least Q(m) entries. O
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A Reduction from Existential to Algorithmic Column Subset Se-
lection

We show an improvement and generalization of the argument of [MW21], which shows that an existential
result showing the existence of s = s(k) columns with a distortion of k(d) on any n x d instance for
rank &k approximation implies an algorithmic version which selects O(slogd) columns with a distortion of
O(k(2s 4+ 1)). Note that the number of columns can only depend on k, whereas the distortion can depend
on d.

Definition A.1. Let A = A, + A, where A, is the best rank k approzimation in the entrywise g norm,
that 1is,

g9

IA], = min HA—A
: rank(A)<k

Let the columns of A be 8*,8%, ... .64,
Definition A.2. Let !l € N. Then:

o Let s(k) denote the maximum size of a set of columns S for any n x d instance B for rank k approzima-
tion in the entrywise g-norm that can achieve a k(d) approzimation, that is, there exists a set S C [d]
such that

. s
Juin [B-BIX], < (@) Al, (21)

o Let T; C [d] denote the subset of columns surviving after the lth round of the algorithm. We assume
without loss of generality that T; = [d;] for some d; < d. Furthermore, we assume without loss of
generality that |6y > 6%]lg > - = |6 -
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o Let Res; := Z;ll:dlMHéng denote the residual cost, after restricting to the surviving columns and after
removing the columns with cost in the top quarter.

Algorithm 7 Column Subset Selection for M-Estimators

input: Input matrix A € R"*?, rank k, loss function g, parameter s.
output: Subset 7' C [d] of O(slogd) columns.
1: Ty [d]
2: while |T;| > 1000s do
3: t; + 30s
4 fort=1,2,...,0(loglogd) do
5 Sample H ~ (f;)
6: Let x/ minimize miny | A[¥x —a’||, up to a reg, , factor for each j € T}
7 Let Fy; be the d;/20 = |T;|/20 columns with smallest regression cost ||A|#x7 — al||,
8 Cip ZjeFm AT xT — aj”g

9: Let t* be the t with smallest C ;
10: Tip1 < T\ Frp»

Theorem A.3 (Generalization and Improvement of [MW21]). Consider the definitions in Definition A.2.
Suppose that there is an algorithm outputting X such that

|Bx — b, < reg, - min [Bx — b],

for any B € R"** and b € R™. Then, Algorithm 7 outputs a subset S C [d] of |S| = O(slogd) columns and
X € RS> such that

HA — A|SXHg < O(m)regg)o(s) min [|A — A||q
rank(A)<k

We present the following main lemma, which follows [MW21, Claim 2.6] but also makes some additional
improvements to remove a log factor:

Lemma A.4. Let A € R"*4. Let s = s(k) and k = k(25 +1). Let H ~ ([;g) and let i ~ [d]\ H. Then,

600k 1
H
Pr{ nelﬁr}{Ha —A] x|| a Resl} > 0
Proof. Let G := [di] \ [d;/4]. Note that E|G N H| > 20s. By Chernoff bounds, with probability at least
99/100, we have that |G N H| > 4s. We conditioned on this event.
Let H' be a uniformly random subset of GN H of size 2s. Let R = R(H'U{i}) be the set of s(k) columns
satisfying (21). Then by Markov’s inequality,

: En aleal 1
S o, =205 S, ¢ < el 1

JjEH’ JjEG a 20|G| Z]EGHé H

and similarly,
RPTRD P L B
= 5l S
Now note that conditioned on the choice of H' U {i}, 4 is a uniformly random element of H' U {i}, so

Pr{i ¢ R} > 1/2. Furthermore,

min
XERR X (2s+1)

A|H/U{i} - A|RXH <k min HA|H/U{i} — AH <kK- ’
g rank(A)<k g

g
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so by Markov’s inequality,

min Hai — A|RXH <

10k
x€RRE S

HA|H’U{1'}

’ g

with probability at least 9/10. By a union bound, we have that with probability at least

YTI0 101010710
we have
. i 10k | 10 - s ; 400k ;
min ' = A, < 28 (0 S o), + 205 S0, ) < T S o,
JjeG jeG JjeEG

To conclude, note that |G| = d; —d;/4 = 3d;/4 and that we can pad x with zeros on coordinates in H\ R. O
We then just mimic the proof of Theorem 1.5 to complete the proof.

Proof of Theorem A.3. Note first that the algorithm decreases the size of T; by a (1 — 1/20) factor at each
iteration. Thus, the algorithm makes at most L = O(log d) iterations of the outer loop. By averaging Lemma
A4 over the 3d;/4 bottom columns, we have a probability of at least 1/20 of choosing d;/20 columns such
that the total cost is at most

O(k) - Res;.

Since we repeat O(log L) = O(loglogd) times and use an reg, , -approximate regression algorithm, we with
probability at least 1 — 1/100L, we find d;/20 columns F; C T} and corresponding coefficients X such that

A - A|SZXH9 < O(k)reg, 4, Res;.

Thus, our total cost is
O(logd

)
Z O(rk)reg, ;, Res;.
=1

Finally, as argued in [SWZ19b, MW?21], we show that ), Res; = O(||Ally). Note that if a column j
contributes to Res;, then it must be in the bottom 3/4 fraction of the ||67||, in round {. Then since the
bottom 1/20 fraction of |47 |, is fitted and removed in each round, ||¢”||; can only contribute to Res; in O(1)
rounds. Thus, the sum is bounded by O(1) Zj”éng =0(]|A]lg)-

The total number of columns selected is O(s) in each of the O(log d) rounds, for a total of O(slogd). O

B Feldman—Langberg Framework with Independent Sampling

We adapt arguments in [FL11, BFL16, FSS20]. Recall the following definitions from the preliminaries section
of [FS520].

Definition B.1 (Range space). A range space is a pair R = (F,ranges) where F is a set called a ground
set and ranges is a family of subsets of F.

Definition B.2 (VC-dimension). The VC-dimension of a range space R = (F,ranges) is the size |G| of the
largest subset G C F such that

|{G Nrange} : range € ranges| = 2/
Definition B.3 ((n, ¢)-approximation). Letn,e > 0 and R = (F,ranges) be a range space with finite F # &.
An (n,€)-approximation of R is a set S C F such that for all range € ranges, we have

[range NF|

E- _—
||

e if [rangeNF| < n|F|

rangeNF|  [rangeNS]| if [range NE| > n| F|

|| 5]
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Definition B.4. Let F be a finite set of functions from a set Q to [0,00). For every Q € Q and r >0, let

range(F,Q,r) ={f € F: f(Q) > r}
ranges(F) = {range(F, Q,7) : Q € Q,r > 0}

Then, Ro. p = (F,ranges(F)) is the range space induced by Q and F'.
We extract the following lemma from [F'SS20, Theorem 31], which is based on works of [FL11, BFL16]:s

Theorem B.5 (Range Space Approximation to Coresets, Theorem 31, [FSS20]). Let F be a finite set of
n = |F| functions from a set Q to [0,00), and let € € (0,1/2). Let
f(Q)

Of> SUp =————, S = o.
d QeQ X ner MQ) J; d

Furthermore, assume that for each f € F, & > 1/n and that & is an integer power of 2, so that for some
n* €N, n*- a7 €N forall f € F. Let F’ be obtained by replacing each f € F by ny :== n* - & copies of
f/ng. Suppose S C F' is an (n,e/2)-approzimation for n = 1/& to the range space Mo pr. Then, for all
QeQ

'f;" S Q- Y @] <e 3 @

fes fer heF
The proof of [F'SS20, Theorem 31] uses the following result to obtain an (7, €)-approximation of Rg p:

Theorem B.6 (Theorem 5, [LLSO1]). Let R = (F,ranges) with finite F # @ be a range space with VC-
dimension d, n >0, and ,6 € (0,1). There is a universal constant ¢ > 0 such that a sample of

1 1
5> L. dlog — +log —

ne? n 6
elements drawn independently and uniformly at random from F is an (n,e)-approzimation for (F,ranges)
with probability at least 1 — 9.

We first note that the uniform sampling with replacement can be replaced by uniform sampling without
replacement, at a sacrifice of s?/n in the success probability.

Corollary B.7 ([LLS01] by Sampling without Replacement). Let R = (F,ranges) with finite F' # @& be a
range space with VC-dimension d, n > 0, and ,6 € (0,1). There is a universal constant ¢ > 0 such that a
sample of
c 1 1
5> W <dlog5+log5>
distinct elements drawn uniformly at random from F is an (n,e)-approzimation for (F,ranges) with proba-
bility at least 1 — & — s2/n.

Proof. The probability that a uniform sample with replacement selects an item twice is less than s /n by the
union bound. Then with probability at least 1 — s /n, the uniform sample with replacement selects s unique
elements. Conditioned on this event, by symmetry, the sample is drawn as a uniformly random subset of
size s. Now suppose that the conclusion is false. Let good denote the event that uniform sampling with
replacement is successful, and let unique denote the event that uniform sampling with replacement selects a
unique set of s elements. Then,

—~

Pr(good) = Pr(good | unique) Pr(unique) + Pr(good | —unique) Pr(—unique)

2
< Pr(good | unique) + il
n
2 2
<1-6-2 4%
n n
=1-9,
which contradicts the conclusion of Theorem B.6. O
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We now switch to sampling each of the n* .S items independently with probability (1+¢)s/n. Note then
that with probability at least 1 — 4§, we sample at least s and at most (1+¢)?s elements by Chernoff bounds,
since s > ce2log %. Furthermore, conditioned on the number |S| of elements sampled, the sample S is a
uniformly random subset of size |S| by symmetry. Furthermore, conditioned on each of these, we obtain a
good approximation with probability at least 1 — & — |S|*/n by Corollary B.7. This yields the following:

Corollary B.8 ([LL.S01] by Independent Sampling). Let R = (F,ranges) with finite F' # & be a range space
with VC-dimension d, n > 0, and €,6 € (0,1). There is a universal constant ¢ > 0 such that if

1 1
s> L. dlog — +log - |,
ne? n §
then a sample S obtained by independently sampling each f € F with probability s/n is an (n, €)-approzimation
for R with probability at least 1 — & — 45 /n.

Now by combining Corollary B.8 with Theorem B.5 yields the following:

Theorem B.9 ([FL11, BFL16, FSS20] by Independent Sampling). Let F be a finite set of n = |F| functions
from a set Q to [0,00), and let 6, € (0,1/2). Let

~ 1(©Q R
oz @ ST

Let S > S be an upper bound on the total sensitivity S. Furthermore, assume that for each f € F, 6y > 1/n
and that 65 is an integer power of 2, so that for some n* € N, n* -6y € N for all f € F'. Choose this n* so
that n* > ¢’ -n2/3 for a sufficiently large constant c'.

Let F' be obtained by replacing each f € F by ny :=n*- & copies of f/ny. Let d be the VC-dimension
Of ERQVF/ . Let

s>c- %(dlogS-i—logl)
€ 0

for a sufficiently large constant c. Let S be a random sample obtained by sampling each f € F' with probability
s/(n*-8). Then, with probability at least 1 — &, simultaneously for all Q € Q

s 10 - @) <00 Y ne)

fes fer heF

Proof. Note first that we can handle the fact that we only have an upper bound S instead of & by adding
an empty function at the end of F' with a sensitivity overestimate S — S, so the previous results assuming
the knowledge of an exact sum & apply. Second, note that by Chernoff bounds, |S| = (1 & ¢)s. Thus,
|[EF'1/|S| = (1 £ ¢)|F’|/s which yields the conclusion. Finally, the success probability is 1 — O(d) since we
either select n elements, in which case we deterministically get an exact approximation, or s2/n* < §, in
which case the failure probability is as claimed by Corollary B.8. O

Remark B.10. Note that splitting f into ny = n* - &5 copies of f/ny and sampling each with probability
pr=s/(n*-8) can be combined into just sampling a weight wy ~ Binomial(ns,py).

B.1 Improved Feldman—-Langberg Framework for Clustering

Next, we adapt the improved [FL11] argument for clustering which achieves a linear dependence on k, from
Theorem 15.5. We first set up some notation:

Definition B.11. Let A € R"*4 letp > 1, and lete € (0,1). Let B C R? be a set of centers (not necessarily
of size k) such that

n
d(a;, B)Y <+- min d(a;,C
; (a;, B < CCRY, |C\<kZ !
for some v > 0. Let a] := argminy . g||a; — b||, be the center in B closest to a;, and let P; C [n]| denote the
set of indices belonging to the set cluster as i € [n].
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We sample each row with probability

. 1 lla; — al|[b 11
i > 1, , B2 — = 22
pi > mm{ max{ﬂl 1 2371 d(ay, B)P B2 Y2y (22)

and set the weight to be w; = 1/p; if we sample the row and 0 otherwise, for oversampling parameters

B1, 52 > 1.

First, we show that the above sampling algorithm preserves the sizes of the clusters.

Lemma B.12 (Preserving Size of Clusters). Let P C [n] be all the rows clustered to a given center in B.

Then,
sz = (1+¢)|P]
i€P

with probability at least 1 — 2 exp(—B2/3).
Proof. Note that w; < &2|P|/Bz for all i € P, so fow;/(2|P|) € [0, 1], and

icP

=|Pl.

Then by Chernoff bounds,

{ Sw- P

i€EP
By taking 2 > 3log(|B]|/d), the above holds for all centers B with probability at least 1 — 25. We
condition on this event for the rest of this section.
We will need the following relaxed triangle inequality:

1P|
1P|

> 5|P|} < 26Xp<——52ﬁ2 ) < 2exp(—p2/3). O

Lemma B.13 (Relaxed Triangle Inequality, Corollary A.2, [MMR19]). For vectors u,v,w and £ > 0 and
p > 1, we have

1+e\*!
uwlp < (@t olu =i+ (FE5) - wig
Next, we give a net argument to show that it suffices to preserve the cost of centers C' in a set of size at
most poly(n)®

Lemma B.14 (Net argument). Let A € R"*4. Let e € (0,1/4) with ¢ > 1/poly(n). Let w; be sampled as
in (22) with B2 > 3log(|B|/J). With probability at least 1 —§, here is a set N' C (R?)* with [N| < poly(n)®*
such that if

for all C € N, Z d(a;,,C)’ =(1+¢) Zwid(ai, C)P (23)
then we have that

for all C C R |C| <k, Zd a;,C)? = (1+10¢) Zwl (a;, C)P.
=1

Proof. Note that all the a; are within a distance of Wl/pOPTl/p of B, and a distance of 271/pOPT1/p of
every point in the same cluster P;. Now suppose that a; is assigned to some center in a cluster C with
d(a;, C)P > 3PyOPT /eP. Then, for any j € P,

d(a;, 0) = d(a;, O) — |lai — ayl|, = 29" /POPT*/7 /e
SO

d(a;,C) = d(a;, C)+ ||a; - aiH2

7



so d(a);,C) =

(a;-, C) + 27//PQPTY/P

d
d(a},C) £ ed(a;,C)

1+¢)d(a;,C). Then by Lemma B.12,
( ) j Yy

> wid(a;,C) = (1+e) ¥ w;d(a;,C)P = (1£¢e)* Y d(@},C)P = (1+e)* > d(a;,C)".

JEP;

JEP;

Thus, it suffices to consider centers with d(a;, C)? < aOPT := 3PyOPT /eP.

Let C* be an optimal solution achieving OPT, and consider a ball B; of radius (37y'/?/e + 1)OPTY/?
centered at each of the k centers [ € [k]. Note that every point a; is within a distance of OPTY? of one of
the centers, so if a k-tuple of centers C' has any point outside of these k balls, then by the triangle inequality,
that point alone already has a cost of at least «OPT and thus we need not consider it.

We now consider an &'-net N; for each By, for ¢/ = OPT?/ poly(n). Note that each net has size at most
4, We then set A to be the k tuples of the union of these k nets.

Now let C' be any set of k centers satisfying within a cost of «OPT. Then, as argued previously, each
point lies in one of the B;, so we can choose a C' € A such that for each point in C, there is a point in C”

poly(an)

at a distance of at most OPT/? /poly(n). Then by the relaxed triangle inequality,

d(a;,C)? = (1 +¢e)d(a;, C")P + (

so summing over 4 € [n] gives

and

n

= (14e¢)d(a;, C")P +

1+e\”" OPT
€ poly(n)

n

> d(ai,C)P = (1+¢)> d(a;,C')" £ cOPT

=1

i=1

Zwl a;,C"’=(1=+¢) ZwZ a;, C"P £ OPT

since w; is bounded by poly(n). Note also that

SO

Then,

i wid(ai, C )
i=1

i w;d(a;,C
i=1

=(1+2)(1+xe)

n

>(1—¢)) d(a;,C")* > (1—¢)OPT

i=1

Z d(a;, C")? — cOPT > (1 — 2¢)OPT

[M]=

=(14¢)) d(a;,C")? +0PT

2

-

=(14+2¢)) d(a;,C")P

i=1

n

=(1+2)(1x¢) ZWid(auC b

Z w;d(a;,C)? £ OPT
i=1

:(1125)(115)( 1_2 )Zw a;, C
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= (1£106) > wid(a;,C)"
i=1

for ¢ sufficiently small. O

With the net argument in hand, we seek to prove (23). We will need the following lemma of [FTV20],
which fixes a claim in [FL11, Theorem 15.5].

Lemma B.15 (Lemma 8.1, [HIV20]). If

pllai — aj[l3

d(a, O — d(a, €] = P

then
|d(a;, C)P — d(a}, C)P| < pe - max{d(a;, C)?, d(a}, C)P}
so d(a;,C) = (1 te)d(al,C).
Now, the idea of [FL11, Theorem 15.5] is that since it is easy to preserve the costs d(a}, C') using, for
example, Lemma B.12, it now suffices to preserve the difference between d(a;, C)P and d(a},C). This will

either be bounded by ||a; — a}||5/eP~! or be larger than it; in the former case, we have a good bound for use
in a Bernstein bound, while in the latter, d(a;, C)? must be close to d(a}, C)? by Lemma B.15.

Lemma B.16 (Bernstein Bounds). Fiz C C R? with |C| < k. Let w; be sampled as in (22). Then, with
probability at least 1 — 2 exp(—/31/2P+2) — 2| B| exp(—f2), we have that

n

> (wi — 1)d(a;, C)P

=1

n

< 0(e) Y d(a, C)P

=1

Proof. We partition the rows [n] into two parts, G and B = [n] \ G, where
AP
G = {z € [n] : |d(a;, O — d(a}, C)?| < w}

For indices in G, we use Bernstein bounds to bound

> (wi = 1)(d(ai, C) — d(aj, C)?)

i€G

For i € GG, we have that

n n

—alh 1 1
Jd(as, O — d(al, O)7| < w, 12— 2ill2 a’”2<—2§ d(aj, By’ < —~e? Y d(a;,C)”
wild(a;, C)F —d(a, O < wi— 7= < e (aj, B) < 5-7e (a;,C)

Jj=1

and thus the variance is bounded by

Zpi ’ (Wi|d(ai7 C)p - d(a/iv C)p|)2 < o€ (Z'd(aiv )P — d(a/iv C)p|> Zd(ajv B)”

i€G j=1

IN

1 n
—¢? <Z(2P—1 +1)d(a;, C)? + 2P~ 1|a; — a;.||§> > d(a;, B)
1€G j=1

2

IN

2P 2.2 S
—e d(a;, C)?P
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Then Bernstein bounds give that

Pr{ | (w; — 1)(d(a;, C)" — d(a}, C)")

iceG

> e Z d(a;, C)P
j=1

2
1 v?e? (Z}Ll d(a, C)”) 8
< 2exp| —= 5 5 b1 | <2exp —op7 |-
2e2 (L) dlay, O) +e39? (S, day, O)7) /3

Now condition on the complement of this event, as well as the event of Lemma B.12. Then,

g(wi—l)d(auc)” = é(wi—wd(am)p—(wi—1>d(a270)”+(wi—1>d(a270)”
< ;;(wi—1)d(ai70)”—(wz-—1)d(a270)” + ;;(Wi—l)d(aéac)p
- ;(wi—1)(d(ai,C)p—d(a’i,C)p) + ;;(wi—l)d(aiﬂ)”
< 752 d(a;,C)P +¢ ; d(a),C)yP

< 752 d(a;,C)P + 2p_152d(ai7 C)P + |la; — a;HZQ)
j=1 i€G

< (4 (y+1)2r e Z d(a;, C)?

j=1
< (2P + 1)752d(ai, CHP.
j=1
For indices in B, we have that
> wid(a;, C)P = (1+e) > wid(a], C)? Lemma B.15
‘€D i€B
=(1+¢e)*> d(aj,C)" Lemma B.12
icB
=(1+¢)? Z d(a;, C)? Lemma B.15.
icB
Altogether, we conclude that

n

> (wi — 1d(ay, C)P

i=1

n

< O(~e) Z d(a;, C)P.

=1

Finally, we are ready to put all the pieces together.

Theorem B.17. Let w; be drawn as in (22), with

b1 = O(dk logn + log %)

1
Bo = O<10g|B| + log 5)
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Then, for all C C RY with |C| < k, we have that

n

> (wi — 1d(ay, C)”

i=1

n

< O(re) Z d(a;, C)P.

=1

Proof. For the given choice of 3, by Lemma B.16 with, we can union bound over a net of size poly(n)® from
Lemma B.14, with probability 1 — §. The guarantee of the net argument then gives the lemma. O

In particular, we achieve a coreset of size

1 1\ |B|

by summing over i € [n] in (22). For constant §, |B| = O(k), and d = log(k/¢)/e? using a terminal embedding
after a first poly(k/e)-sized coreset, this is size

~( k

e

C Online Euclidean (k,p)-Clustering

We show that online k-means clustering algorithm of [[L.SS16] immediately generalizes to Euclidean (k,p)
clustering.

Theorem 10.2 ([LSS16]). Let A € R"*< and p > 1. There is an online algorithm for Euclidean (k,p)-
clustering, Algorithm 8, which takes as input a cost lower bound w* and immediately assigns each incoming
point to at most

0 (k(log n) log )

w*

clusters C and has cost at most

where

n
W* = min E d(a;, C)P.
OCR,(C|<k &

The algorithm and analysis of [LSS16] for the case of p = 2 generalizes with little obstructions. We work
out the details below.

Algorithm 8 Online Euclidean (k, p)-Clustering [L.SS16]

input: A € R"*¢ number of clusters k, cost lower bound w*.
output: Online clusters.

1: C«+— 9

214+ 1,1+ 0; f1 < w/klogn

3: for i € [n] do
p; < min(1, d(a;, C)?/ fr)
C + CU{a;} and ¢, < ¢, + 1 with probability p;
if ¢, > 3k(1+1log, n) then

T<—r+1;QT<_O; fr<_2'fr—1

Assign a; to the closest center in C'
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Let ST,...,S; C [n] be an optimal partition with centers ci,...,c;, and let

k
Wi = Z la; — cng, W= ZW:
jes: i=1

be the costs of the ith cluster and all the clusters, respectively. Let AY = W/ /|Sf| be the average cost of a
vector in the ith cluster. Also define rings

To=1{i €8]t llaj —cill5 < A7}
Sir={ieS; la;—cil € (27 A}, 27 A7)} 1<7<logyn

Lemma C.1 (Bound on Number of Clusters). The expected number of clusters formed by Algorithm 8 is at
most

B(C]| = 0 kllogn)log - )

Proof. The proof is nearly identical to Theorem 1 of [LSS16]. Let r’ be the first round r such that

W*
fr’ >
klogyn
There are at most log f;l/ rounds before 7', so the number of clusters opened before round r’ is at most
O(k:(log n)log Vu[f ) It suffices to bound the number of clusters opened after round r'.

Fix a ring 7, and define S, . to be the points in S/ encountered in round r. The first point ¢ from S}

1,T,T

chosen to be a center contributes 1 towards the number of clusters opened, while the rest open
2P . 2T A

PRSI

r>r! r

in expectation, since the probability p; of opening a new cluster in Line 4 is bounded by

dlay CF _ dag,a0)” _ 271 (Jay — ctlls +llo; —adllp) _ 27122747 2rra;
SR J: STq 7

Then, summing over 7 > 0 gives

Z 1+Z2p'f%f1r’3z_’_ﬂ_’ gO(logrz)%—Zz%:Ar‘S;r,r‘

720 r>r! T7>0r>1"

+1
<14logyn+ 2 327 Az S
Jr >0

2r+1
< l+logyn+——| A7S7|+ > 2 A7[S;, |
Jr r>1
9op+1
<1+logyn+ 7

r!

(Wi +W7)

*

W:
<14 logyn + 2P 2k(log, n) WZ

Then, summing over ¢ € [k] and using that Ele W = W* then gives a bound of (2P72+1)k(1+1logyn). O

the number of sequential unsuccessful experiments. Then,

Lemma C.2 (Lemma 1, [LSS16]). Let p; > min{A;/B, 1} be probabilities, for A; > 0 and B > 0. Lett be

<B.




Lemma C.3. Let R denote the random variable representing the total number of rounds. Then,

Blfel =0 e

Proof. We now estimate E[fr]. Let r” be the first phase r such that

Py

" > e .
for 2 k(1 +logy n)
Following the proof of Lemma C.1, at most

op+2
k(1 +logyn) + 7

)
< Zk(l + logy 1)

r!

clusters are opened after round ' in expectation. By Markov’s inequality, the probability of opening more
than 3k(1+log, n) clusters is at most 4/9. Then with probability at least 5/9, the algorithm concludes while
at round 7”/. Now let ¢ the probability that the algorithm terminates before round 7”/. We then have

Elfel <q-frra+(1—a) > fr- g. (%)

r>r!

o 132 (2) =0t

i>0
as claimed. O

Lemma C.4 (Bound on Expected Cost). The cost of the clustering in Algorithm 8 is at most O(W*) in
expectation.

Proof. The proof is nearly identical to Theorem 2 of [LSS16].

Fix a cluster S} and a ring 7. We first consider the cost of points in S} before the first point from S;
was chosen as a center. Note that each j € S} is chosen with probability at least p; > min{d(a;,C)?/fr, 1},
where C is the set of centers chosen by time j. Then by Lemma C.2, the sum of these costs is bounded by
fr, and summing over all ¢ and 7 gives a bound of O(frklogn). By Lemma C.3, this is O(W™*).

We next consider the cost of points in S/ after the first point from S;_ was chosen as a center. Then
as shown in the proof of Lemma C.1, the cost of these points is at most O(W™*). O
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