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Cross-validation is a widely used technique for assessing the
performance of predictive models on unseen data. Many pre-
dictive models, such as Kernel-Based Partial Least-Squares
(PLS) models, require the computation of XTX and XTY us-
ing only training set samples from the input and output ma-
trices, X and Y, respectively. In this work, we present three
algorithms that efficiently compute these matrices. The first
one allows no column-wise preprocessing. The second one
allows column-wise centering around the training set means.
The third one allows column-wise centering and column-wise
scaling around the training set means and standard devia-
tions. Demonstrating correctness and superior computational
complexity, they offer significant cross-validation speedup
compared with straight-forward cross-validation and previ-
ous work on fast cross-validation - all without data leakage.
Their suitability for parallelization is highlighted with an open-
source Python implementation combining our algorithms with
Improved Kernel PLS.
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1 | INTRODUCTION

In predictive modeling, the task is often to find a relation from X to Y, where both are matrices with N rows, each
representing a sample. Each sample is associated with K predictors, making up the columns of X, and M observations
making up the columns of Y. Instead of directly using X and Y, some models use one or both of the matrix products,
XTX and XTY.

We present three novel algorithms for substantially speeding up cross-validation requiring the computation of
XTX and XTY per dataset partition. X and Y are matrices with N rows, each representing a sample. X has K columns
representing predictors of the samples, and Y has M columns representing observations of the samples. Our algo-
rithms include the possibility of using the variants of XTX and XTY where X and Y have been mean-centered and
standard deviation-scaled on a per training set basis, avoiding data leakage from the corresponding validation sets.
Our algorithms do not require recomputing the full XTX and XTY for each training set in the cross-validation scheme,
nor do they require recomputation of the statistical moments.

Our algorithms can rapidly compute partition-wise, potentially mean-centered, and optionally sample standard
deviation-scaled XTX and XTY. These algorithms find valuable applications across various PLS-R [18, 19] and PLS-DA
[3] algorithms. Particularly noteworthy is their seamless integration with the IKPLS algorithms [6], known for their
speed [1] and numerical stability [2]. Leveraging our cross-validation algorithms with IKPLS facilitates swift testing
of diverse preprocessing methods within a condensed timeframe. Selecting the optimal preprocessing technique
requires model validation [14, 16] and is imperative for achieving peak performance [7].

Our algorithms have the same asymptotic runtime of ©( NK (K + M)) as the cross-validation algorithm proposed
in [13] in the simple case with no column-wise preprocessing and column-wise mean-centering case. In the case of
column-wise standard deviation-scaling, our algorithm retains this runtime while the one proposed in [13] increases in
runtime. Additionally, we use the training sets’ statistical moments to avoid data leakage from the validation sets where
[13] uses statistical moments computed on the entire dataset. Additionally, the space complexity of our algorithms
is asymptotically lower than [13] by a factor P where P is the number of cross-validation partitions. Our algorithms’
runtime and space complexity are entirely independent of the number of cross-validation partitions. Furthermore, we
show how to derive the sample mean and standard deviation of the training sets from the sample mean and standard
deviation of the entire dataset without requiring full recomputation.

We begin with a comparison between our own and related work in Section 2 followed by incremental introduc-
tions and analyses of our algorithms and the naive alternatives in Section 3, Section 4, and Section 5, a reference to
an open-source parallel implementation of all our algorithms in Section 6, and a conclusion of our contributions in
Section 7.

2 | RELATED WORK

Several related works in efficient cross-validation exist. The most relevant, perhaps, is the open source implementation
[8] of all combinations of all our algorithms and both IKPLS Algorithm 1 and IKPLS Algorithm 2 [6]. The open-source
implementation also handles multiprocessing for parallelization of the cross-validation. It is elaborated upon in Sec-
tion 6.

The primary, recurring idea behind all our algorithms is that matrix products XTX and XTY can be computed once
using all samples. Then, for each cross-validation partition, we remove the contribution of the validation set. The

same idea goes behind the computation of statistical moments. The idea behind computing XTX and XTY for the
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validation part only can be traced back to [12] with improvements by [13]. Here, however, [13] uses the dataset-wide
standard deviation for scaling. Thus, if one wishes to use the approach presented by [13] to scale by only the training
set standard deviation, then recomputing the standard deviation for each training set is required. However, this has
devastating effects on the time complexity, as evidenced by Proposition 5.10. Furthermore, although the approach in
[13] has many similarities with ours, the scaling by the standard deviation is done on a per cross-validation partition
basis by matrix multiplication requiring an additional ©(PK3) operations to scale XTX and ©(PK M?) operations to
scale XTY. The interested reader is referred to equation (33) in [13] to see why this is true.

Like our algorithms, the algorithm in [17] computes XTX and XTY for the entire dataset, and then, for each cross-
validation partition, they subtract the contribution of the validation set, leaving them with the training set. The dif-
ference is that they remove features (columns) of X while we remove samples (rows) of X and Y. Although we drew
inspiration from [17], our algorithm is vastly different.

In the same spirit as ours, [11] shows how to compute training set-wise XXT from the dataset-wise XXT. They
also show how to derive it based on the centered X. Their cross-validation algorithm is helpful for PLS algorithms
that use XXT. However, as datasets grow ever larger, XXT will be much larger than XTX, the size of the first being
quadratic in the dataset size and the size of the latter being completely independent of the dataset size. Additionally,
[11] states that if scaling by the standard deviation is required, then the dataset-wise standard deviation must be used,
or full recomputation must be performed. As previously stated, our algorithms handle scaling by the training set-wise
standard deviation without fully recomputing matrix products or statistical moments.

In Table 1, we show a comparison of time and space complexities for algorithms computing cross-validation par-
titions of XTX and XTY where the partitioning is based on sample selection. The comparison includes our algorithms,
the algorithms proposed in [13], and straight-forward, naive approaches for cross-validation as described in [5, 9].

No column-wise . X . .
Work . Column-wise centering Column-wise scaling
preprocessing

[5, 9] (naive Time: ©(PNK (K + M)) Time: ©(PNK (K + M)) Time: ©(PNK (K + M))
cross-validation) Space: ©((K + N)(K + M)) Space: ©((K + N)(K + M)) Space: ©((K + N)(K + M))

. . Time: ©(NK(K + M) +

Time: ©(NK(K + M)) Time: ©(NK(K + M))
13 S (O((PK+N)(K+M S :O((PK+N)(K+M PK3+PKM2)

pace: ©((PK+N)(K+M))  Space: O((PK+N)(K+M)) Space: ©((PK +N) (K + M)

Time: 6(NK(K + M)) Time: 6(NK(K + M)) Time: 6(NK(K + M))
Space: ©((K+N) (K +M)) Space: ©((K+N)(K+M)) Space: ©((K+ N)(K+ M))

Ours

TABLE 1 Comparison of time and space complexities as functions of the input sizes for algorithms computing XTX
and XTY for each training set across all cross-validation partitions. [5] is the straight-forward cross-validation
algorithm where the explicit computation of all training set matrices and statistical moments must occur. *[13] use
the dataset statistics when centering around the mean and scaling around the standard deviation. Using dataset
statistics introduces data leakage between training and validation sets. Our algorithms use the statistical moments
from the training sets only, preventing data leakage.

As a final note in this section, we wish to state that other preprocessing methods operating independently on
each sample can trivially be applied directly to any of the algorithms computing XTX and XTY for each cross-validation
training set, including our algorithms, without changing their correctness. Such preprocessing, however, would have
to be applied prior to the potential column-wise centering and scaling. Common examples of preprocessing methods
that operate on each sample independently include SNV [4], Detrend [4], and SG filters [15].
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3 | CROSS-VALIDATION ALGORITHM WITHOUT COLUMN-WISE PREPROCESSING

In all our analyses, we assume for simplicity that the matrix multiplication operation is the naive one that computes
the dot product of each row vector of the left matrix with each column vector of the right matrix - i.e., the iterative
algorithm that requires ABC multiplications to multiply two matrices with dimensions Ax B and Bx C. We know faster
algorithms exist [10] - especially for symmetric matrices such as XTX, where only the upper or lower triangular matrix
needs to be computed. While the matrix product involves both multiplication and addition, the former dominates
the latter in terms of amount and the practical constant required for multiplication. Moreover, hardware supporting
efficient fused multiply-add (such as GPUs) collapse multiplication and addition into a single operation. Therefore, we
distinguish between the types of operations in our analyses.

An entry (7, /) ina matrix M is denoted M;;. Let R = {1,..., N} be the set of indices (rows) and R” C R then we
denote by Xz (Yg+) the submatrix of X (Y) containing each index (row) in R’. We write X);, to mean (XR/)T and omit

parentheses for brevity.

Definition 3.1 (partition, training set, validation set, cross-validation). Let2 < P < N be the number of cross-validation
partitions. Each index n € R is associated with a (cross-validation) partition p € {1,..., P}, indicating which partition
n belongs to. The validation set v, C R denotes the set of indices of partition p, and 7, = R\ V,, the training set of
partition p. Observe that T, NV, = @ and T, UV, = R. A cross-vadlidation is the fitting of models using er and er

and evaluating their performance using va and va, for each partition p € {1,...,P}.

Observe that this definition gives us the property that ZZ=1 [Vp| = N since all V,, are pairwise disjoint. Commonly,

cross-validation is identified by the number of partitions P and named P-fold cross-validation, with P = N being
leave-one-out cross-validation. Note that we do not assume the partitions are balanced (containing roughly the same
amount of samples). We consider Algorithm 1 the immediate method for computing cross-validation as given in
Definition 3.1, and present Algorithm 2 as the more efficient alternative. Efficiency is achieved by computing matrix
products only for the validation set rather than the larger training set for each partition.

Algorithm 1 Naive Cross-Validation Algorithm

1: Determine T, and V,, for each partition p € {1,..., P} as per Definition 3.1.
2: for each partition p € {1,...,P} do

3: Compute X;'.pXTp and X.{.per.

4: end for

Algorithm 2 Cross-Validation Algorithm

1: Determine T, and V), for each partition p € {1,..., P} as per Definition 3.1.

2: Compute XTX and XTY.

3: for each partition p € {1,...,P} do

4: Compute XEPXVP and X.\Ep va.

5 Compute XTX - x;vap to obtain x}pxrp, and XTY - x;pvvp to obtain x}pvrp.
6

: end for
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3.1 | Correctness

A useful relationship between dataset-wise XTX (XTY) and submatrices formed by training and validation sets X1T'pXTp
and X};vap (X}pYTp and XEPYVP) is given by Lemma 3.1 (Lemma 3.2).

Lemma 3.1. Let p be a partition, T, a training set and V), a validation set, then X';'.pXTP =XTX - XEPXVP.

Proof. We show the equivalent statement X.{.pXTp + XEPXVP = XTX. Recall that each of XTX, X;'.pXTp and XEPXVP are

K x K matrices, and consider any entry (i,j) in XTX fori € {1,...,K}andj € {1,...,K} given by,

(X™) = > XXy (1)
Y ner
Similarly, we have
(XExr) = 3 XXy and (X, Xy,) = 3 XT X @
y neTp Y neVp

for X.7r.pX7-p respectively X.\EPXVP. By assumption T, NV, = @ and T, U V,, = R so with commutativity of addition we
have

(x;pxrp)l_j + (xyvap)u = X X+ Y XXy = S XXy = XTI X, = (xTx)U (3)

neTp neVp neTpUVp ner

Lemma 3.2. Let p be a partition, T, a training set and V,, a validation set, then X1T'pYTp -XTy _ XEPYVP.
Proof. As proof of Lemma 3.1 withj € {1,...,M}. u}

Proposition 3.3 (Correctness of Algorithm 2). XEPXVP and X.\EPYVP computed in step 5 of Algorithm 2 are identical to
those computed in step 3 of Algorithm 1.

Proof. Due to the selection in step 1, it follows from Lemma 3.1 and Lemma 3.2 that X.7r.pX7-p and X.7r.pY7-p obtained in

step 5 of Algorithm 2 is identical to those in step 3 of Algorithm 1. o

3.2 | Computational Complexity
We analyze the computational complexity of the algorithms using O-notation and ©-notation.

Proposition 3.4. Algorithm 1 requires a total of ©(PNK (K + M)) multiplication operations.

Proof. For some p, step 3 requires ©(|T,|K(K + M)) operations to compute XT,vap and XEPYVP. Iterating over
partitions in step 2 implies all matrix products require © (25:1 [Tp|K(K + M)) =0 (K(K +M) - 25:1 |Tp|) operations.
By definition |T,| = N - |V, | and
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so we have,

P P P P
DUTol =D N = Vol =Y N=D"|Vp|=PN=N=N(P-1) (5)
p=1 p=1 p=1 p=1

showing a total of ©(PNK (K + M)) operations are required. u}

Proposition 3.5. Algorithm 2 requires a total of ©(NK (K + M)) multiplication operations.

Proof. Step 2 computes XTX with iterative matrix multiplication requiring ©( K NK) = ©(NK?) operations and XTY
requiring ©(K N M) operations, for a total of ©(NK (K+M)) operations. For some p, step 4 requires © (|V, |K (K + M))
operations to compute XEPXVP and XEPYVP. Iterating over partitions in step 3 implies all matrix products require
© (Zg=1 [Vp|K(K + M)) =0 (K(K +M) - Z§=1 |Vp|) operations. Since all V, are pairwise disjoint we have Z£=1 Vol =
N and so steps 2 and 4 require a total of ©( NK(K + M)) multiplication operations. [u]

Proposition 3.6. Algorithm 2 requires ©(P) fewer multiplication operations than Algorithm 1.

Proof. By Proposition 3.4 and Proposition 3.5 the ratio of multiplication operations is

PNK(K+M) =0(P) o

NK(K+M)

However, we must consider that there is an additional cost to Algorithm 2 from the required matrix subtractions.

Proposition 3.7. Algorithm 2 requires a total of ©(PK (K + M)) = O(NK(K + M)) subtraction operations.

Proof. Matrix subtraction operations are determined by the dimensions of the matrices involved, which are indepen-
dent of the validation set sizes of a particular partition. Due to step 3 we perform P such subtractions in step 5, which
requires a total of ©(P (K2 + KM)) = ©(PK (K + M)) operations which, due to P < N, is O(NK (K + M)). u}

Thus, Algorithm 1 requires ©(PNK (K+M)) total operations, and Algorithm 2 requires ©(NK (K+M))+O (NK (K+
M)) = ©(NK(K + M)) total operations. Therefore, Algorithm 2 is faster than Algorithm 1, even when it comes to
total operations.

The space complexities of Algorithm 1 and Algorithm 2 are analyzed in Proposition 3.9 and Proposition 3.8, re-
spectively. A comparison between the two follows.

Proposition 3.8. Algorithm 1 requires storing NK + NM + N + K2 + KM = ©((K + N)(K + M)) matrix entries.

Proof. Storing X and Y requires NK and NM entries, respectively. Both must be stored to compute er and er in
step 3. T, and V,, can be stored in a single vector of length N, identifying the partition for which any given sample is
part of the validation set. Additionally, storing X1T'pXTp and X';p er in step 3 require K2 and K M entries each. Summing

all these requirements yields a total space complexity of

NK+NM+N+K2+KM=0((K+N)(K+M)) (6)

Proposition 3.9. Algorithm 2 requires storage of ©((K + N) (K + M)) matrix entries.
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Proof. In addition to storing the same matrices as Algorithm 1, Algorithm 2 stores XTX, XTY, X}pXTp, and XEPYVP.
The latter two can share memory with X1T'pXTp, and X1T'pYTp. Thus, the additional storage requirements are K2 + KM,
yielding a total space complexity of

OK+N)(K+M))+KZ+KM =0((K +N)(K +M)) (7)

Thus, Algorithm 1 and Algorithm 2 have identical space complexities.

As a final note in this section, we wish to address the algorithm proposed in [12] and its successor [13]. They
propose to, instead of precomputing XTX and XTY, independently compute XEPXVP and XEPYVP forallpe {1,...,P}
requiring a total of NK(K + M) multiplications. Then we can add these matrix products together for each partition,
pe{l,...,P}, toform X1T'pXTp and X1T'pYTp. This modification would speed up Algorithm 2 by a constant factor of 2
- meaning asymptotically no change. However, it would require us to explicitly store each X};vap and XEPYVP. This
additional storage requirement increases the storage complexity to NK + NM + PKZ + PKM = (PK + N)(K + M) =
O((PK + N)(K + M)). Therefore, we opted not to pursue this modification of Algorithm 2.

4 | CROSS-VALIDATION ALGORITHM WITH COLUMN-WISE CENTERING

Algorithm 2 can be extended to account for training set-wise, column-wise mean-centering of XTp and er directly
in X-;,,XTp and X}per. We show how to compute the mean-centering only once for the entire dataset and then, for
each partition, p, remove the contribution of any sample n € V.

Let Xz be the mean row of X/, defined by

— 1
Xer = D Xo. (®)
RT 2

n

Equivalently, let yg/ be the mean row of Y-, defined by

Vo= oo 3 Yo (9)

’
IR &4,

Stacking these row vectors to obtain matrices with similar dimensions as Xz and Y/, we get

X7
Xe = | (10)

XR’

and
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Yer=| |, (11)

\73

where the dimensions of Xz and Ygs are |IR"| x K and |R’| x M, respectively. We take X_',';, and x_"/;, to mean
T
(XR:) and (X_R/)T, respectively, and omit parentheses for brevity.

Then, the mean centering of Xz and Yz, can be defined by Xg/c and Yg/¢ as

Xgre = Xpr = Xpr (12)

and

Yrie =Yr - Ygr, (13)

respectively.
Now, we present Algorithm 3, which we consider the immediate extension of the naive Algorithm 1 to account
for column-wise mean-centering. Additionally, we present Algorithm 4, which extends Algorithm 2 to include mean-

centering of XTP and er without requiring full recomputation of training set matrix products or mean vectors.

Algorithm 3 Naive Cross-Validation Algorithm with Mean-Centering

1: Determine T, and V), for each partition p € {1, ..., P} as per Definition 3.1.
2: for each partition p € {1,...,P} do

3 Compute Xr, and Yr,.

4; Compute XTp - er to obtain erc and er - YTp to obtain erc.

5. Compute x;pcxrpc and X;chTpc.
6: end for
4.1 | Correctness

Proposition 4.1, Proposition 4.2, Proposition 4.3, and Proposition 4.4 yield equalities that show us how to compute
the mean-centered XE,CXRIC and X};,CYRIC given X};,XR: and XT,Y g with the only multiplication requirement being

an outer vector product. Proposition 4.5 and Proposition 4.6 show how to efficiently compute the training set means

x;'.p and E from the dataset means xT and Y. We use these propositions to prove the correctness of Algorithm 4 in

Proposition 4.7.
Proposition 4.1. The matrix products XT, Yz, X_;';,YR/ and X_"/;,Y_Rr are allequal to |R’ |x_'/';,W. That s, X};,Y_Rr = TYR' =
XL Y = |R'IXE YR
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Algorithm 4 Cross-Validation Algorithm with Mean-Centering

1: Determine T, and V,, for each partition p € {1, ..., P} as per Definition 3.1.
2: Compute XX, XTY, X, and y.
3: for each partitionp € {1,..., P} do
4:  Compute X};vap and XEP Yy,
5. Compute XTX - XJ Xy, to obtain XT er, and XTY - XT Yy, to obtain X Y7,.
P p P
\Vpl

. Vol
6: Compute |7-p|va w1 Yer 11, ‘x and 1P ‘y
7: Compute 1A ‘_ ‘lT"‘lep to obtain X7, X7, and Tl - %y_ 0 obtain E.

8: Compute |T,| ( xrp) and |Tp| (XTPYTP)' o
9: Compute X;'.pXTp — | Tpl (prpr) to obtain X;'.chTpc and X;'.pYTp — | Tpl (X-;,,E) to obtain X;'.chrpc.
10: end for

Proof. We start by deriving XT,YR/ = IR’IXR,YR/ for this proof. Then, we build upon this equality to derive the other
two equalities.
Consider any entry (/,/) into X Yr'. Itis defined by

(XEVe), = 2 Xk, Ve (14)

neRr’

By definitions in Equation (10) and Equation (11), any column, n, in XT, is x , and any row, n, in Yg/ is Yz With these
definitions and using the distributivity of multiplication over addition, the right-hand side simplifies to

i it g
D Xk VR, =Xp YRy ), 1= IR, V&7 (15)
ner’ ner’

This is the definition of |R’| ( R/VR’) which concludes the proof of X_T,Y_R/ = |R’|x_1/;,W.
if

Next, consider expanding the right-hand side of Equation (15) by using the definition of x_T, in Equation (8) and
commutativity of scalar multiplication to get

_ — 1

T — IR T _

IR Xk, V&7, = IR VR, Ty §Rx;n- 0 % (16)
neRr’

neR’

We can put y_R/j inside the sum using the distributivity of multiplication over addition and then, using Equation (11)
to see that Vg7 = Yg/, for any row, n, in Yg/, we get

2 X VR = D X Yoy (17)
ner’ ner’

This is the definition of (XT YR/) proving that XT, Yz = XR,yR/

Now, we only need to prove equality to XT ,Y . To this end, go back to Equation (15) and expand the right-hand
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side by using the definition of y_R/J. in Equation (9) to get

S - 1
T _ 71T
|R"|x /;YR,I = |R|x ’; [R'] zR,YR;j § YR (18)
n

ne/

From the definition in Equation (10) that Xz: = X/, for any row, n, in XR/ we have have the equivalent statement
that any column, n, in X R is equal to xT, Using this and the distributivity of multiplication over addition, we can get

Z Xk, Yo, = > XT, L Yer (19)
ner’ ner’ d

which is the definition of (XT YR/) , proving that X Yrr =|R’ |x ,Yr” Which was the only remaining equality to
prove. O

Note that |R’ IXR,YR/ |R| (X_L,y_,g/). When executed using floating point precision on computers, the latter is

more numerically stable. The more stable approach comes at the price of scaling each entry in the K x M matrix x_;r?,ﬁ
instead of just the vector with the fewest entries of x%, or Yg/. We opt for the numerically stable approach, and, as
we will see later, this does not affect the asymptotic runtime of Equation (4) in terms of number of multiplications
required.

Proposition 4.2. The matrix products XT, X, X Xgr and XT, Xgr are all equal to | R’ XL, Xz7. That is, X, X/ = X X =
X Xgr = |R'|XE, Xpr

Proof. As of proof of Proposition 4.1 with Yz, = Xg-. o

Proposition 4.3. Let Xg/c and Y g:¢ be defined by Equation (12) and Equation (13), respectively. Then X[, Ygrc = XE, Ygr —
|R"IXL, Y&

Proof. Using the definitions in Equation (12) and Equation (13), we have

XL Yere = (Xe - Xe)' (Yo - V). (20)

Expanding the right-hand side and using Proposition 4.1, this simplifies to

XL, Yr - XE Yo = XT, Yoo + XL, Yer = XL, Y — [R'IXL Vi (21)

Proposition 4.4. Let Xg:c be defined by Equation (12). Then X}, Xgrc = X, Xgr — R’ XL Xor

Proof. As of proof of Proposition 4.3 with Yz, = Xz, and using proof of Proposition 4.2 instead of proof of Proposi-
tion 4.1. ul
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oy . — _ — Vo| — — .
Proposition 4.5. Given X, we can compute the mean row of er as Xg, = %x Mxvp where Xy, is the mean row of

A
Xv,-

Proof. Using the definitions of X and m from Equation (8), the right-hand side can be written as

N _ |Vp|— |VP
< el X (22)
Tl 1% = |T|NZ 1Tl |vp| Z |T|Z |T| 2, %

neVp

By Definition 3.1 and distribution of multiplication over addition, we can expand the right-hand side to get

1 1
Wn;px” 7 2% ST 2 X 2 X 23

neVp

which is the definition of E

Proposition 4.6. Giveny, we can compute the mean row of YTP as E = %7 ‘|¥Z|‘ W

Proof. As of proof of Proposition 4.5 with XTP = er. o

Proposition 4.7 (Correctness of Algorithm 4). X-IT-chTpC and X1T'p cY7,c computed in step 9 of Algorithm 4 are identical to
those computed in step 5 of Algorithm 3.

Proof. Due to the selection in step 1, correctness of X1T'pXTp and X1T'pYTp obtained from step 5 of Algorithm 4 has
already been proven in Proposition 3.3. Correctness of E and E computed in step 7 of Algorithm 4 follows from
Proposition 4.5 and Proposition 4.6, respectively. Finally, Proposition 4.4 and Proposition 4.3 ensure that x;pcxrpc
and X;'.chTpc computed in step 9 of Algorithm 4 are identical to those obtained in step 5 of Algorithm 3. u]

4.2 | Computational Complexity

Here, we analyze the runtime and space complexities of Algorithm 3 and Algorithm 4. As noted previously, we ig-
nore the additions required for matrix multiplication as the multiplication operations dominate in terms of quantity
and practical constant required for computation. However, we account for additions, which are not part of matrix

multiplication operations.
Proposition 4.8. Algorithm 3 requires a total of ©(PN (K + M)) additions.

Proof. For some p, step 3 requires © (|7, |(K + M)) additions to compute X7, and y7, and thus construct Xr, and Y7,.
Iterating over partitions in step 2, we use Equation (5) to derive a total of (PN (K + M)) additions required. u}

Proposition 4.9. Algorithm 3 requires a total of ©(PN (K + M)) subtractions.

Proof. For some p, step 4 requires © (| T,|(K + M)) subtractions to compute erc and erc. Iterating over partitions

in step 2, we use Equation (5) to derive a total of (PN (K + M)) subtractions required. u]

Proposition 4.10. Algorithm 3 requires a total of ©(PNK (K + M)) multiplication operations.
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Proof. For any partition, p, the matrix multiplications in step 5 of Algorithm 3 require the same amount of mul-
tiplications as those in step 3 of Algorithm 1. Thus, the derivation in Proposition 3.4 also applies here yielding
O(PNK(K + M)). For any partition, p, step 3 of Algorithm 3 requires K + M multiplications. Thus, the total num-
ber of multiplications is

O(PNK(K +M)) +O(P(K + M)) = O(PNK (K + M)). (24)

Proposition 4.11. Algorithm 3 requires a total of ©(P) division operations.

Proof. For any partition, p, the computation of X7, and Y7, require 2 divisions. Iterating over all partitions, we get
total of 2P = ©(P) division operations. u}

Proposition 4.12. Algorithm 4 requires a total of ©(N (K + M)) additions.

Proof. Step 2 requires 2N (K + M) = ©(N(K + M)) additions to compute x and y.

Step 6 requires © (|V,|(K + M)) additions for each partition. So, with Equation (4), step 6 requires a total of
O(N(K + M)) additions over all partitions.

Thus, the total amount of addition operations are @(N(K + M)) + O(N(K + M)) =©(N(K + M)) u]

Proposition 4.13. Algorithm 4 requires a total of ©(PK(K + M)) = O(NK(K + M)) subtractions.

Proof. It follows from Proposition 3.7 that, iterating over all partitions, step 5 requires @(PK(K + M)) = O(NK(K +
M)) subtractions.

Step 7 requires K + M subtractions for each partition for a total of ©(P(K + M)) = O(N(K + M)) subtractions
over all partitions.

Step 9 requires K2+K M subtractions for each partition for a total of ©(PK (K+M)) = O(NK (K+M)) subtractions
over all partitions.

Thus, the total amount of subtraction operations are

O(PK(K+M))+O(P(K+M))+O(PK(K+M)) =0(PK(K+M)) =0(NK(K+M)) (25)

Proposition 4.14. Algorithm 4 requires a total of ®( NK (K + M)) multiplication operations.

Proof. Step 2 requires ©(NK(K + M)) multiplications to compute XTX and XTY. It requires an additional K + M
multiplications to compute x and y for a total of ©( NK (K + M)) multiplications in step 2.

It follows from Proposition 3.5 that, iterating over all partitions, step 4 requires ©(NK(K + M)) multiplication
operations.

Step 6 requires 2K + 2M multiplications for each partition for ©(PKM) = O(NKM) multiplications over all
partitions.

Step 8 requires 2K2 + 2K M multiplications for each partition for a total of ©(PK (K + M)) = O(NK(K + M))

multiplications over all partitions.
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The total number of multiplications is then

O(NK(K + M)) + O(NK(K + M)) + O(NKM) + O(NK(K + M)) = O(NK (K + M)), (26)

showing a total of ©( NK (K + M)) multiplications over all partitions. o

Proposition 4.15. Algorithm 4 requires a total of ©(P) = O(N) division operations.

Proof. Step 2 requires 2 division operations to compute X and y.

For any partition, p, step 6 requires 6 divisions. Iterating over all partitions, we get a total of 6P division operations.
So we have 2+ 6P = ©(P) = O(N) division operations. o

It follows that Algorithm 3 requires

O(PN(K + M)) +O(PK (K + M)) +O(PNK (K + M)) +O(P) = O(PNK (K + M)) (27)

total operations. It also follows that Algorithm 4 requires

O(N(K +M)) + O(NK(K + M)) +O(NK (K + M)) + O(N) = O(NK (K + M)) (28)

total operations. Therefore, Algorithm 4 is faster than Algorithm 3.

Proposition 4.16. Algorithm 3 requires storing ©((K + N) (K + M)) matrix entries.

Proof. Storing X and Y requires N(K + M) entries. Storing all V,, and T, requires N entries. In step 3, storing E
and er can be accomplished by only storing H and E, requiring K + M entries.. In step 4, storing XTPc and erc
requires |T,|(K + M) = O(N(K + M)) entries. In step 5, storing X;'.chTpc requires K (K + M) entries. Thus, the total
storage requirement is

NK+M)+N+K+M+ONK+M))+K(K+M)=0((K+N)(K+M)). (29)

Proposition 4.17. Algorithm 4 requires storing ©((K + N) (K + M)) matrix entries.

Proof. Storing X and Y requires N (K + M) entries. Storing all V, and T, requires N entries. In step 2, storing of XTX,
XTY, x, and y requires K (K + M) + K + M entries. In step 4, storing XEPXVP and XEPYVP requires K (K + M) entries. In
step 5, XT X7, and XJ ,Yv, can overwrite the location of X[, X, and X[, YV, for no additional storage cost. In step 6,

storing ‘lr"‘lxvp l‘g‘lyvp M ‘x and ‘}V‘y require 2K +2M entries. In step 7, pr and yr, y7, can overwrite the locations of

:; ‘lxvp and ‘T—p‘yvp for no additional storage requirements. In step 8 storing |7, | (prpr) and |Tp| (pryTp) require
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K (K+M) entries. Instep 9, x}pcxrpc and X;chTpc can overwrite the locations of X1T'pXTp and X1T'pYTp for no additional
storage requirements. Thus, the total storage requirement is

N(K+M)+N+3K(K+M)+3K+3M =0((K+N)(K+M)) (30)

Thus, Algorithm 3 and Algorithm 4 have identical asymptotic space complexities.

5 | CROSS-VALIDATION ALGORITHM WITH COLUMN-WISE CENTERING AND SCAL-
ING

Algorithm 4 can be extended to account for a subsequent training set-wise, column-wise sample standard deviation-
scaling of erc and YTPc directly in X;'.chTpc and X'{.chTp c. We show how to compute the standard deviation-scaling
only once for the entire dataset and then for each partition, p, remove the contribution of any sample n € V,.

Let Xz be the row vector of sample standard deviations of Xz, defined using Hadamard exponentiation (°) by

[NE

% - (|R+1 5 (%, -x—R,>°2)) . @1

neRr’

Likewise, let Let ¥ be the row vector of sample standard deviations of Y-, defined by

Nl—=

Ve = (% (¥ —yR/>°2))O : (32)

IR"[ -1 ner’

Note that when using Xz and Yz~ for scaling, replacing any 0-entries with 1-entries is standard practice to avoid
division by zero. Also, note that the sample standard deviation is only defined when |R’| > 1.When scaling, the sample
standard deviation must be computed on the training set to avoid data leakage. So, the training set sample standard

deviation is only undefined when |7, | = 1, which is rarely the case.

Stacking these row vectors to obtain matrices with similar dimensions as Xz and Y/, we get

Xo
Xer=|: (33)

=

and
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Ve
Yer =] : (34)

173

where the dimensions of )’(; and \7; are |R’| x K and |R’| x M, respectively. We take X);, and x;, to mean

—\T
(XR:) and (X/R\/)T, respectively, and omit parentheses for brevity.

Then, the mean-centering and standard deviation-scaling of Xz and Yg+ can be defined using Hadamard division
(@) by Xgres and Ygrcs

as
Xrres = Xrrc @ X (35)

and

Yeres = Yrre @ Yrr, (36)
respectively.

Now, we present Algorithm 5, which we consider the immediate extension of the naive Algorithm 3 to account for
column-wise standard deviation-scaling. Additionally, we present Algorithm 6, which extends Algorithm 4 to include
standard deviation scaling of erc and erc without requiring full recomputation of training set matrix products or

standard deviation vectors. Note that in some steps, Algorithm 6 uses Hadamard multiplication (o).

Algorithm 5 Naive Cross-Validation Algorithm with Mean-Centering and Sample Standard Deviation-Scaling

1: Determine T, and V,, for each partition p € {1,..., P} as per Definition 3.1.
2: for each partition p € {1,...,P} do

3: Compute E and E.

Compute XTp - er to obtain erc and er - YTp to obtain erc.
Compute XTp and er.

Replace with 1 any entry in XTp and YTp thatis 0.

Compute XTPc %) XTp to obtain XTPCS and YTPc %) YTp to obtain ercs.
Compute X1T'p

X7pcs and X7 Y,cs.

4
5
6:
7.
8 cs
9

: end for
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Algorithm 6 Cross-Validation Algorithm with Mean-Centering and Sample Standard Deviation-Scaling

1: determine training indices T, and validation indices V,, as per Definition 3.1.

2. Compute XTX, XTY, X, 9, S neg X ner Yo Tncr (X32), and Tpeg (Y32).

3: for each partition p € {1,...,P} do

4: Compute XEPXVP and X.\Ep va.

5. Compute XTX — xT Xy, to obtain XT X7, and XTY - x;pvvp to obtain x}pvrp.

. Vpl—o \Vpl
6: Compute |T Ve |Tp‘yvp 1A ‘x and 1A ‘y

. = Vple— No | p\— J—
7: Compute & 7 X~ m =% to obtalzrp and |T—p‘y ﬁy to obtain Y7,
8. Compute |T,| (x}pxrp) and |T,| (x}'pﬁ).
9:  Compute X1T'pXTp — T, (x}pﬁ) to obtain X.7r'chTpC and X1T'pYTp — T, (x}pﬁ) to obtain X;pCYTpc.

10: Compute Yinev, Xn and Yinev, Yn

11:  Compute 3,cy, (XZZ) and 3,evy, (Yj’,z).

12: Compute Y ,cr X, — Yinev, Xn to obtain YineT, Xn and Y,cr Yn — Ynev, Yn to obtain Yinet, Y

13:  Compute ¥ ,cr ( ) Shev, (X°2) to obtain Y7, ( )and S ner ( ) Snev, (Y°2) to obtain Z,,Erp (Y 2)

o Comoute, = i (557 (Ber, ) 7+ 2o, (7))

[NE

15.  Compute y7, = (‘Tpﬁ (—Zﬁe (Znerp Y,,) T V5,24 Sper, (Y;Z))) .
16: Replace with 1 any entry in X’FP that is 0.
17: Replace with 1 any entry in y’Fp that is 0.
. T = and T v
18: Compute pr X7, and pr Y7,

19:  Compute x;pcxrpc %) (x}p)(?) to obtain XT.

esT, Xcsr,, and XT cerc %) (x yrp) to obtain Xcsr chTp

20: end for
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5.1 | Correctness

Proposition 5.1 and Proposition 5.2 prove equalities that show us how to efficiently compute mean-centered and
standard deviation-scaled X}, Xgrcs and XL, . Yrrcs given XL, Ygrc and XT, Y grc. Proposition 5.3 and Proposition 5.4
show how to efficiently derive the training set standard deviations x1T'p and yTFP. Proposition 5.5 and Proposition 5.6

show additional equalities that are relevant to the derivations of x;.p and yTFP.

Proposition 5.1. Let Xgrcs and Ygs¢s be defined by Equation (35) and Equation (36), respectively. Then X};,CSYR/CS =
T T o
(XR/CYR’C) ° (XR/YR’)
Proof. Consider an entry (/,/) into X};,CSYR/CS, itis given by
T —\T —
(KoeYioes), = (Xec X)) (YocoVe)) - (37)
ij
Writing out the sums yields
T T
Xere, Yerc, X Y,
— — = % (38)
ner’ X;I;,' YR/,U- ner’ X;I;,' Yg nj

By Equation (10) and Equation (11), we have that every column, n, in XTR, is x,T?, and every row, n, in Yg' is Ya.
Using these definitions and the distributivity of division over summation, we get

XY, Y XY, Y
R'c;, chj B Yiner’ R'c;, chj

— — . (39)
dw Xk VR, XL,
By the definitions of matrix products, outer vector product, and Hadamard division, we get
(xT Yer )
R'c cl.. —
TU = ((X./I;’CYR/C) © (X./I;/YR/))/, . (40)
(X-/I;/ YR’) .. J
ij
O
Proposition 5.2. Let X5 be defined by Equation (35). Then X};,CSXR/CS = (XE,CXR/C) %) (X’T;,X’E/)
Proof. As of proof of Proposition 5.2 with Yz = Xg. [u]

Proposition 5.3. Given the definition of Xz’ in Equation (31), an equivalent definition is

Nl—

Y (x;Z)))O (41)

neRr’

— 1 — ,
Xgr = (|R'|——1 (—ZXR/ o] ( Z Xn) + |R'|Xg

neRr’
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Proof. Consider expanding the Hadamard square in the definition of Xz from Equation (31) to get

[NE
[NE

(X372 + X2 —2Woxn))o : (42)

((Xn _ XR/)Oz))O

By commutativity of addition, the distributivity of Hadamard multiplication over addition, computing the middle

Ep

neRr’

:(lR’|1—1 2

neRr’

sum, and rearranging terms, we get

[N

- (IRI;% (_zx—,?/@(z xn)+ RKe2+ > (x;;z)))o

neRr’ neRr’
(43)

(= (33 600+ 33 ) - 3, o

neRr’ neRr’ neRr’

Proposition 5.4. Given the definition of Yz’ in Equation (32), an equivalent definition is

Nl—=

_ 1 _ ,
Yr' = (IR,I—_1 (—ZYR’ @(Z Yn) +|R|Yr

neRr’

Y (v;;Z)))o (44)

neRr’
Proof. As proof of Proposition 5.3 with Xz = yg. u]

Proposition 5.5. Given Definition 3.1, we have

an:an— an. (45)

neTp nerR neVp

Proof. We show the equivalent statement 3,7, Xp + Xpev, = Xneg Xn. By Definition 3.1, we have that T, NV, = @

and T, UV, = R. Therefore, we can write

an+2xn: Z xn:an. (46)

neTp neVp neTpUVp ner

Proposition 5.6. Given Definition 3.1, we have

D= Y= Y, (47)

neTp nerR neVp

> (x2) =3 (xa) - 3 (%) (48)

neTp nerR neVp

[N
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and

O ()= 2 (v) - 3 (vR). (49)

neTp ner neVp

Proof. As of proof of Proposition 5.5 but with X = Y, X = X°2, and X = Y°2, respectively.
u}

Proposition 5.7 (Correctness of Algorithm 6). XTp Xr,¢s and XTP

.cs T.¢s Y Tocs computed in step 19 of Algorithm 6 are identical

to those computed in step 8 of Algorithm 5.

Proof. Except for some additional computations in step 1, steps 1-9 of Algorithm 6 are identical to steps 1-9 of
Algorithm 4 and so correctness of these steps follows from Proposition 4.7. Correctness of 2ineT, Xn» Zner, Yo,
Z,,Erp (Xf,z), and Z,,Erp (Yj;z) computed in steps 12-13 follows from Proposition 5.5 and Proposition 5.6. Correctness
of x’Fp and y’T; computed in steps 14-17 follows from Proposition 5.3, Proposition 5.4 and the standard practice of
replacing with 1 any 0-entries in these vectors, which is also done in step 6 of Algorithm 5. Finally, correctness of
X7 csXT,cs and X7,

YTPcs computed in step 19 follows from Proposition 5.2 and Proposition 5.1, respectively. [u]

Tpcs cs

5.2 | Computational Complexity

Here, we analyze the runtime and space complexities of Algorithm 5 and Algorithm 6. Again, we disregard any addi-

tions part of a matrix multiplication operation.
Proposition 5.8. Algorithm 5 requires a total of ©(PN (K + M)) additions.

Proof. It follows from Proposition 4.8 that steps 2-4 require ©(PN (K + M)) additions.

For some p, step 5 requires |T,|(K + M) additions to compute )’(T\p and \77; as H and E have already been
computed in step 3. Iterating over all partitions in step 2, we use Equation (5) to derive a total of (PN (K + M))
additions in step 5.

Thus, the total number of additions is

20(PN(K + M)) = O(PN(K + M)). (50)

Proposition 5.9. Algorithm 5 requires a total of ©(PN (K + M)) subtractions.

Proof. It follows from Proposition 4.9 that steps 2-4 require ©(PN (K + M)) subtractions.

For some p, step 5 requires | T,| (K + M) + 2 subtractions to compute )’(T\p and \77;. Iterating over all partitions in
step 2, we use Equation (5) to derive a total of ©(PN (K + M)) + 2P subtractions in step 5.

Thus, the total number of subtractions is

20(PN(K + M)) +2P = O(PN(K + M)). (51)
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m]

Proposition 5.10. Algorithm 5 requires a total of ©(PNK (K + M)) multiplications.

Proof. Algorithm 5 computes the ©(PNK(K + M)) also required by Algorithm 3 given by Proposition 4.10. The
multiplications covered are those for all iterations of steps 3 and 8 in Algorithm 5.

Additionally, for some p, step 5 of Algorithm 5 requires |7, |(K + M) + K + M multiplications to compute )77; and
er as E and E have already been computed in step 3. These multiplications arise from the need to compute the
Hadamard squares in Equation (31) and Equation (32). Iterating over all partitions in step 2, we use Equation (5) to
derive a total of ©(PN (K + M)) multiplications in step 5.

Thus, the total number of multiplications is

O(PNK(K +M)) +O(PN(K + M)) = O(PNK (K + M)). (52)

Proposition 5.11. Algorithm 5 requires a total of ©(PK (K + M)) divisions.

Proof. It follows from Proposition 4.11 that iterating over all partitions, step 3 requires ©(P) divisions.

Iterating over all partitions, step 5 requires 2P = ©(P) divisions.

Step 7 requires |T,|(K + M) divisions. Iterating over all partitions in step 2, we use Equation (5) to derive a total
of ©(PN(K + M)) divisions in step 7.

Thus, the total number of divisions is

20(P) + PN(K+ M) =0O(PN(K + M)). (53)

Proposition 5.12. Algorithm 5 requires a total of (P (K + M)) square roots.

Proof. The square roots arise from the need to compute the Hadamard exponents of % in Equation (31) and Equa-
tion (32). These are required for step 5. For any partition, p, there are a total of K + M square roots to compute.
Iterating over all partitions, we get ©(P(K + M)) square roots. u}

Proposition 5.13. Algorithm 5 requires a total of O(P(K + M)) replacements.

Proof. Replacements arise from the need to replace zero-entries in )77; and \77; with ones. )77; and \77; are uniquely
defined by x/ﬁ, and y’ﬁ, respectively. Thus, any efficient implementation need only replacements in X’FP and y’ﬂ, to
have them take effect in )77; and \77;. At most, K + M entries are to be replaced in each iteration. Iterating over all

partitions gives an upper bound of O(P(K + M)) replacements. u]

Proposition 5.14. Algorithm é requires a total of ©(N (K + M)) additions.
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Proof. Except for some additional computationsin step 2, steps 1-9 of Algorithm 6 are identical to those of Algorithm 4
where a total of ©( N (K + M)) additions follows from Proposition 4.12. The additional addition operations in step 2 of
Algorithm 6 are due to the computations of 3 ,cr Xn, X per Ynr Zner (Xf,z), and Y ,cr (Yj;z). These require 2N (K +M)
additions.

For any partition, p, steps 10-11 require 2|V, |(K + M) additions. lterating over all partitions in step 3, we use
Equation (4) to derive a total of ©(N(K + M)) additions in steps 10-11.

The additions in steps 12-13 have already been computed in previous steps.

The additions required to compute the terms in steps 14-15 have already been computed in previous steps. Thus,
we only need to sum the terms, requiring 2K +2M additions per iteration. Iterating over all partitions, this gives a total
of ©(P(K + M)) = O(N(K + M)) additions for steps 14-15.

Thus, the total number of additions is

20(N(K +M)) +2N(K + M) + O(N(K + M)) = (N (K + M)). (54)

Proposition 5.15. Algorithm é requires a total of ©(N (K + M)) subtractions.

Proof. Except for some additional computationsin step 2, steps 1-9 of Algorithm 6 are identical to those of Algorithm 4
where a total of ©(N(K + M)) subtractions follows from Proposition 4.13. The additional operations in step 2 of
Algorithm 6 require no subtraction operations.

For any partition, p, steps 12-13 require K + M subtractions. Iterating over all partitions in step 3 gives us a total
of P(K+ M) = O(N(K + M)) subtractions in steps 12-13.

Steps 14-15 each have only one subtraction operation. Iterating over all partitions in step 3 gives us a total of
2P = O(N) subtractions in steps 14-15.

Thus, the total number of subtractions is

O(N(K +M)) +20(N(K + M)) + O(N) = O(N(K + M)) (55)

Proposition 5.16. Algorithm é requires a total of ©(NK (K + M)) multiplications.

Proof. Except for some additional computationsin step 2, steps 1-9 of Algorithm 6 are identical to those of Algorithm 4
where a total of ©( NK (K + M)) multiplications follows from Proposition 4.14. The additional operations that require
multiplications in step 2 of Algorithm 6 are }},cr (Xf,z), and Y ,cr (Yf,z). These require N(K + M) multiplications.

For any partition, p, step 11 requires |V, |(K + M) multiplications. Iterating over all partitions in step 3, we use
Equation (4) to derive a total of N(K + M) multiplications for step 11.

All the multiplications in step 13 have been computed in previous steps.

Most expressions in steps 14-15 have been computed in previous steps. The only remaining multiplication opera-

tions are the scaling with the scaling with —2 in the first summand, the Hadamard product in the first summand,

1
Tpl-17
the scaling by |T,| in the second summand, and the Hadamard square in the second summand. Each of these requires



22 Engstrgm

K multiplications in step 14 and M multiplications in step 15 for a total of 5(K + M) multiplications. Iterating over all
partitions, we get a total of 5P(K + M) = O(N(K + M)) multiplications in steps 14-15.

For any partition, p, step 18 requires K(K + M) multiplications. Iterating over all partitions in step 3, we get a
total of PK(K + M) = O(NK (K + M)) multiplications in step 18.

O(NK(K+M))+2N(K+M)+O(N(K+M))+O(NK(K+M)) =0(NK(K+M)) (56)

Proposition 5.17. Algorithm 6 requires a total of O(NK (K + M)) divisions.

Proof. Except for some additional computationsin step 2, steps 1-9 of Algorithm 6 are identical to those of Algorithm 4
where a total of O (N) multiplications follows from Proposition 4.15. The additional operations in step 2 of Algorithm 6
require no division operations.

For any partition, p, steps 14-15 require 2 division operations. Iterating over all partitions, we get a total of
2P = O(N) divisions in steps 14-15.

For any partition, p, step 19 requires K(K + M) division operations. Iterating over all partitions, we get a total of
PK(K+ M) =0O(NK(K + M)) divisions in step 19.

20(N) + O(NK(K +M)) = O(NK(K + M)) (57)

Proposition 5.18. Algorithm 6 requires a total of ©(P(K + M) = O(N (K + M)) square roots.

Proof. The square roots arise from the need to compute the Hadamard exponents of % in Equation (31) and Equa-
tion (32). These are required for steps 14-15. For any partition, p, there are a total of K + M square roots to compute.
Iterating over all partitions, we get a total of ©(P(K + M)) = O(N(K + M)) square roots. u}

Proposition 5.19. Algorithm 6 requires a total of O(P(K + M)) = O(N(K + M)) replacements.

Proof. Replacements arise from the need to replace zero-entries in x’Fp and y’TTD with ones. At most, K+M entries are to
be replaced in each iteration. Iterating over all partitions, this gives an upper bound of O(P(K+M)) = O(N(K +M))
replacements. [u]

It follows that Algorithm 5 requires

30(PN(K +M)) + O(PNK(K +M)) +O(P(K + M)) + O(P(K + M)) = O(PNK (K + M)) (58)

total operations. It also follows that Algorithm 6 requires

20(N(K +M)) +O(NK(K + M)) + O(NK(K + M)) +20(N(K + M)) = O(NK (K + M)) (59)
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total operations. Therefore Algorithm 6 is faster than Algorithm 5.

Proposition 5.20. Algorithm 5 requires storing ©((K + N) (K + M)) matrix entries.

Proof. Storing X and Y requires N(K + M) entries. Storing all V,, and 7, requires N entries. In step 3, storing E
and er can be accomplished by only storing E and E, requiring K + M entries. In step 4, er and erc can share
the same memory, as can YTp and erc. Thus, the storage requirement for step 4 is N(K + M). In step 5, storing
XTp and YTp can be accomplished by only storing x’r; and yTFP, requiring K + M entries. In step 7, XTPCS and YTPcs
can overwrite the memory locations of erc and erc, respectively, for no additional storage requirement. In step 8,

XTPCS and X}:p ercs requires K(K + M) entries. Thus, the total storage requirement is

cs

: T
storing XTp s

2N(K+M)+ N +2K +2M + K(K + M) =0((K + N)(K + M)). (60)

Proposition 5.21. Algorithm 6 requires storing ©((K + N) (K + M)) matrix entries.

Proof. Except for some computation of some additional terms in step 2, steps 1-9 of Algorithm 6 are identical to those
of Algorithm 4 where a total storage requirement of ©((K + N) (K + M)) matrix entries follows from Proposition 4.17.
The additional terms that must be stored in step 2 are Y ,cp Xn, Yner Yo, 2ner (X;’,Z), and Y cr (Yﬁz). They require
storage of 2(K + M) matrix entries. Steps 10-11 require storage of 2(K + M) matrix entries for Znevp Xn, Znevp Yo,
Snev, (ng), and ey, (Yf,z). In steps 12-13, 3 per, Xn, Zner, Yo, e, (ng), and Yer, (Yf,z) can overwrite the
memory locations of 3,cy, Xn, Xnev, Yn: Znev, (Xﬁz), and X ey, (Yﬁz), respectively, for no additional storage re-
quirement. Steps 14-17 require storing K + M matrix entries for X’T; and y/ﬁ,. Step 18 requires storing K(K + M)

matrix entries for XTPX’T; and x;'.py/ﬁ,. Step 19 requires no additional storage as X1T'p ercs and X';p

T s ercs can over-

cs
. . . T~ T — . T T .
write the memory locations of either prpr and pryTp, respectively, or XTPCXTPC and XTPCYTPC’ respectively. Thus,
the total storage requirement is

O((K+N)(K+M))+5(K+M)+K(K+M)=0((K+N)(K+M)). (61)

Thus, Algorithm 5 and Algorithm 6 have identical asymptotic space complexities.

6 | PARALLEL ALGORITHMS

Algorithm 2, Algorithm 4, and Algorithm 6 can all have their loops parallelized for speeding up computation in a
multi-processor setting. Let C be the number of parallel processes used; then the storage requirement increases from
O((K+N)(K+M)) to®((CK+N)(K+M)) while reducing the runtime of the loop from@(NK (K+M)) to w.
Regarding the number of operations required, the total runtime, including step 1, will still be @(NK(K + M)). In
practice, multiprocessing can greatly speed up cross-validation, although the asymptotic runtime is unchanged from
the sequential alternative. With the possibility of parallelizing the loops, all three algorithms are implemented in [8].

The implementations are available for installation on the Python Package Index (PyPl) under the name ikp1ls.
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7 | CONCLUSION

In this work, we derive three algorithms that can efficiently, in both space and time, compute training set-wise XTX
and XTY as required in a cross-validation setting. Applying any preprocessing that only depends on the sample on
which it is applied can be performed before initializing our algorithms and does not change the correctness of our
algorithms. However, when centering and scaling the columns of X and Y, the centering and scaling depend on dataset
statistics. These dataset statistics must only be computed on the training set during cross-validation. Our algorithms
provide elegant solutions for computing training set-wise XTX and XTY where X and Y have possibly been centered
around the training set-wise means and scaled around the training set-wise sample standard deviations - without fully
recomputing any training set matrices or statistical moments. The algorithms work on the principle of computing XTX,
XTY, means, and standard deviations only once for the entire dataset in the beginning, and then, during each cross-
validation partition, remove the contribution of the validation set. We prove this is equivalent to but much faster than
directly computing each partition’s training set-wise matrices and statistical moments. Additionally, we prove that
our algorithms require the same amount of storage as the standard cross-validation algorithms. Finally, we note that
our algorithms are well-suited for parallelization and provide a reference to a working Python implementation for all
algorithms using the extremely fast Improved Kernel PLS Algorithms.

While we have shown how to efficiently compute possibly mean-centered and possibly standard deviation-scaled
partition-wise XTX and XTY, subsequent training of the PLS model to derive the PLS regression matrix is still required
for each cross-validation partition. We wonder if our approach can be extended to derive the partition-wise PLS
regression coefficient matrices directly to provide an algorithm for cross-validation PLS calibrations completely inde-

pendent of the number of cross-validation partitions.
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