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Abstract

Linear algebraic operations are ubiquitous in engineering applications, and arise often in a variety of fields including statistical
signal processing and machine learning. With contemporary large datasets, to perform linear algebraic methods and regression tasks,
it is necessary to resort to both distributed computations as well as data compression. In this paper, we study distributed ℓ2-subspace
embeddings, a common technique used to efficiently perform linear regression. In our setting, data is distributed across multiple
computing nodes and a goal is to minimize communication between the nodes and the coordinator in the distributed centralized
network, while maintaining the geometry of the dataset. Furthermore, there is also the concern of keeping the data private and secure
from potential adversaries. In this work, we address these issues through randomized sketching, where the key idea is to apply
distinct sketching matrices on the local datasets. A novelty of this work is that we also consider hybrid sketching, i.e. a second sketch
is applied on the aggregated locally sketched datasets, for enhanced embedding results. One of the main takeaways of this work is that
by hybrid sketching, we can interpolate between the trade-offs that arise in off-the-shelf sketching matrices. That is, we can obtain
gains in terms of embedding dimension or multiplication time. Our embedding arguments are also justified numerically.

I. INTRODUCTION

Randomization in numerical linear algebra and data science has been a key tool for dimensionality reduction of large matrices
and datasets over the past 25 years [2]–[5]. This is an interdisciplinary field which is abbreviated to “RandNLA”. One of the
main tools in the field is “sketching”, a term that refers to random linear dimension reduction maps. This method provides an
effective and computationally efficient randomized approach to addressing problems like matrix factorization [6], eigenvalue
computation [7], k-means [8], [9], or solving linear systems [10], [11], which are prohibitive in high dimensions and expensive
with deterministic methods. The core idea behind sketching is to leverage randomization to create structured and well-conditioned
matrices that preserve important properties of the original matrices after compressing them. By applying known algorithms to the
sketched matrices, one obtains an approximate solution that is statistically close to the true solution of the problem. A sufficient
condition which guarantees that through sketching we obtain a high quality solution to overdetermined systems is the ℓ2-subspace
embedding (ℓ2-s.e.) property, which says that with high probability the geometry of the system’s basis is preserved after performing
the sketching procedure. A widely used class of sketching matrices satisfying this property, are “oblivious subspace embeddings”
(OSEs); which are dense randomized linear maps that project vectors to a lower-dimensional space.

More recently, with the increase in daily data generation which is prevalent in many machine learning and statistical inference
models, resorting to distributed systems for storage and computations is a necessity [12], [13]. Furthermore, in many applications
the data is generated locally and should not be shared with anyone within the distributed network before encrypting it, as privacy
and security concerns may arise, e.g. hospitals in a health care network; each of which are comprised of local servers and are
collectively operated by a health organization. A prime example with such a framework which has been extensively studied is
that of federated learning (FL) [14]–[17]. To this end, distributed sketching has been studied in several settings [18]–[22], in
which a central aggregating server administers a centralized distributed computing network comprised of k servers with whom
the coordinator communicates part of the data, and each of them locally perform a sketch or computation that is sent back. The
coordinator then decides on a final sketch of the entire dataset or a solution to an optimization problem. We illustrate such a setting
in Figure 1, which is what we study in this paper.

Recently, hybrid sketching has been proposed in distributed sketching [20]. This refers to a compression method where a
sequential application of two different sketches takes place, which is useful in distributed computing. In particular, it might be
computationally feasible for server nodes to sample as much data as possible, though the central administrator wishes to further
compress the global sketch in order to further accelerate the final computation. In such a scenario the server nodes should send a
sketch that is not too small, in order to maintain as much geometric information of their data as possible, as the second sketch will
further distort the sketched local data.

In this article, we focus on the task of distributed ℓ2-subspace embedding through sketching, as well as its composition with
hybrid sketching for enhanced embedding results of distributed data matrices. The main contributions of our work are that we show
how we can obtain a global ℓ2-s.e. through decentralized sketching, and provide the first theoretical analysis of hybrid sketching.
We concretely show that in certain cases hybrid sketching is in fact the appropriate sketching technique to consider. Moreover, our
proposed framework ensures that no information about the data can be revealed when potential eavesdroppers are present, nor to
the central coordinator. That is, we ensure security of the local data, which is desirable in FL. We also discuss the implication our
sketching technique has in distributed gradient descent (GD), arguably the most common application of distributed sketching.

Part of this work was presented at the IEEE International Symposium on Information Theory, 2024 [1].
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A. Contributions

The contributions of this paper are the following. (i) First, we present a general framework for a global ℓ2-s.e. through local
sketching (Thm. 2), which is more general than related works [23]. (ii) We then conduct a rigorous analysis of hybrid sketching
(Thm. 3), which was only considered empirically in [20]. (iii) To this extent, we show that by sequentially applying two distinct
ℓ2-s.e. sketches; we obtain a composite sketching matrix, which applies beyond our distributive hybrid sketching framework.
(iv) Finally, what is arguably the most interesting contribution of this work in terms of theoretical results, is that by a judicious
choice of locally sketching through Subsampled Randomized Hadamard Transforms (SRHTs) and by then applying a Rademacher
sketching matrix on the aggregated sketch globally through, it is possible to benefit in terms of operation and/or reduced dimension
in comparison to other prevalent sketching matrices (Sec. V-B). This is a consequence of the fact that we use fast OSEs locally,
and an OSE with better embedding properties globally. This approach is also numerically superior in terms of the ℓ2-s.e. error.

The motivation of our proposed hybrid scheme, was to concurrently satisfy the following desiderata, to further accelerate
computations that rely on large distributed datasets: (a) security in distributed data aggregation, (b) local compression of data
aggregation; while maintaining the geometric properties of the global dataset, (c) perform the compression efficiently and dis-
tributively, (d) reduce the communication load required to deliver the local data, and (e) reduce the space complexity required by
the central server. Although for our theory we focus on least squares; a fundamental primitive tool used for solving a variety of
optimization and estimation problems, our approach is applicable in other downstream applications.

B. Related Work

The closest works to what we present, are distinct sketching techniques from [20], [21], [23]. In a recent monograph [24], the
work of [21] is the only one mentioned in which local sketching is performed. In [21], which coined the term “block-SRHT” 1, the
authors assume that a partition of the global dataset is sent to each of the nodes, who then apply a SRHT to their allocated partition;
along with an additional global permutation and a local signature matrix, before sending back the sketch to the coordinator who
sums the sketches.

The main technique used in the block-SRHT is that by applying the global permutation and an additional signature matrix, and
performing what they call the “sum-reduce” operation, there is resemblance with the standard SRHT [11], [25], [26]. Their overall
computational cost is a constant factor higher than sketching with a standard SRHT for the same embedding dimension. On the
contrary, the overall computational cost of our approach is a constant factor lower than standard sketches, as we perform multiple
smaller sketches and then aggregate them, instead of summing them. To this extent, our objective is also more general, as we
assume the data is already distributed across a network (such as in FL), and the global dataset is never itself aggregated. Another
drawback of the block-SRHT, is that its overall communication load is a factor of k higher than ours, for the same embedding
dimension.

The work of [23] develops a technique that the authors term “Sparse-SRHT” for linear regression, which resembles the
algorithm we present in Sec. IV. Our algorithm can be viewed as a generalization of theirs, as they only consider local sketching
performed through a regular SRHT, and do not consider the distributed setting depicted in Figure 1. Furthermore, they assume
that the data is centrally administered and do not leverage the fact that the computation, which is true also in their case, can be
divided and performed in parallel by k server nodes. We do however use a result of theirs to simplify our comparisons in hybrid
sketching, primarily to avoid the use of an oversampling parameter, which is an artifact of the techniques we are using for our
distributed algorithm. One difference between our approach and theirs, is that they also consider an additional permutation matrix
that is performed on the global dataset A, which requires either further communication between the servers or that the dataset is
aggregated before local sketching takes place. As they explain, this does not affect the theoretical analysis, though we observed
that experimentally such a permutation improves the flattening of the transformed leverage scores.

To the best of our knowledge, hybrid sketching has only previously been considered in the work of [20]. The work of [20]
considers distributive iterative Hessian sketching, and the hybrid sketch they propose is simply applying uniform sampling locally,
and then a Sparse Johnson-Lindenstrauss Transform (SJLT) [27]. The main objective in their case for performing hybrid sketching
is to reduce the overall complexity of the sketching procedure, and they are not concerned about the precise embedding guarantees.
Furthermore, this approach is purely empirical, as uniform sampling cannot provide spectral guarantees unless very stringent
assumptions are in place, which is the trade-off we pay by applying random projections. This seems to be why no theoretical
justification or reasoning is given for their proposed hybrid sketch.

Other related work include distributed sketching techniques in which different sketches are performed on the global dataset; to
solve varying sketched versions of the global system of linear equations, which are then averaged or aggregated to determine a
good approximate solution for linear regression [18], [20]. The main drawback here compared to our approach, is that each sketch
is performed on the global dataset; and therefore it is not suitable for systems in which local nodes may wish to not share their
information with other nodes.

Within the FL context, closely related works are [28], [29] which also make coherence assumptions we bypass through our
techniques. This is also the case for works in optimization [30], [31]. Moreover, in signal processing there have been works which

1We note that a technique in a different context was also called “block-SRHT” [19], which we do not explicitly discuss in this article.
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consider sketching structured matrices for specific applications, e.g. Kalman-filtering [32] and Toeplitz matrices [33]. In what we
present we do not assume any structure on the data matrices, and our proposals can be further utilized in other applications; such
as distributed covariance estimation [34].
Organization: The paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II, we recall the definition of an ℓ2-s.e., and give an outline of our
proposed scheme which implements such an embedding distributively without aggregating the data a priori. In Sec. III we setup
the necessary notation and review background from RandNLA which we will need for the main portion of the paper. We then
move to the main body, where in Sec. IV we formally present our algorithm for distributed local sketching; and how it obtains a
global ℓ2-s.e. The analyses of our results are presented in Sec. IV-A. In Sec. V we extend the work of Sec. IV to hybrid sketching.
Finally, we present numerical experiments in Sec. IV-D and Sec. VI; and concluding remarks in VII.

II. PROBLEM SETUP AND OUR DISTRIBUTED SCHEME

One of the most representative applications of RandNLA is the linear least squares approximation problem, in which we seek
to approximately solve the overdetermined linear system Ax = b by solving

x⋆ = arg min
x∈Rd

{
Lls(A,b;x) := ∥Ax− b∥22

}
(1)

for A ∈ RN×d and b ∈ RN , where N ≫ d. This is foundational method in data fitting and optimization, which has applications
in a variety of fields. A regularizer λT (x) can also be added to Lls(A,b;x) if desired. In our setting, we assume that A and b
partitioned across their rows are local datasets Ai with corresponding labels bi, i.e.

A =
[
A⊤

1 · · · A⊤
k

]⊤
and b =

[
b⊤
1 · · · b⊤

k

]⊤
(2)

where Ai ∈ Rn×d and bi ∈ Rn for all i, and n = N/k; for which n > d. We consider the reduced SVD of A = UΣV⊤,
where U ∈ RN×d and A is full rank. To simplify our presentation, we assume that k|N ; and {Aι}kι=1 are equipotent. A way to
approximate (1) in a faster manner, is to instead solve the modified least squares problem

x̂ = arg min
x∈Rd

{
LS(A,b;x) := ∥S(Ax− b)∥22

}
(3)

for S ∈ RR×N an ℓ2-s.e. sketching matrix, with R < N .

Definition 1 (Ch.2 [3]). A sketching matrix S ∈ RR×N is a ℓ2-subspace embedding (or satisfy the ℓ2-s.e. property) of A ∈ RN×d

with a left orthonormal basis U, and N ≫ d; N > R > d, if for any y ∈ im(U) we have with high probability:

(1− ϵ) · ∥y∥ ⩽ ∥Sy∥ ⩽ (1 + ϵ) · ∥y∥ (4)

for ϵ > 0. The ℓ2-s.e. property is equivalent to satisfying:

∥Id − (SU)⊤(SU)∥2 ⩽ ϵ . (5)

In turn, Definition 1 characterizes the approximation’s error of the solution x̂ of (3) as

∥Ax̂− b∥2 ⩽ (1 +O(ϵ))∥Ax⋆ − b∥2 (6)

and ∥A(x⋆− x̂)∥2 ⩽ ϵ∥(IN −UU⊤)b∥2 [35]. Furthermore, desired properties of sketching matrices are that they are zero-mean
and normalized, i.e. E[S] = 0R×N and E[S⊤S] = IN [36], which are met by normalized random matrices with i.i.d. standard
Gaussian entries.

In terms of ℓ2-s.e., we show that it is possible to aggregate sketches of local datasets from a distributed network, to obtain a
sketch of the collective dataset as a whole (referred to as the “global dataset”). We work with OSEs, a category of ℓ2-s.e. which
suit our objective. Specifically, by performing a random projection on the local datasets {Ai}ki=1, we show that in the resulting
global dataset A the transformation of each data point is of approximately equal importance; which is quantified by leverage
scores. Thereby, this implies that local uniform sampling suffices. Embeddings in such data-distributed settings are useful in a
variety of data pre-processing/training and unsupervised learning tasks such as clustering and PCA [37]–[41].

To obtain the sketch of the global dataset, the distributed nodes send their local sketches {SiAi}ki=1 to a coordinator who
aggregates them, to obtain a global sketch Â ∈ RR×d where R ≪ N . Depending on the choice of the random projection
performed by the nodes, there is a security guarantee on their local information; which prohibits potential eavesdroppers and the
coordinator from recovering the data points, which is of increasing importance in distributed machine learning. Ultimately, we
obtain a summary of the global dataset in a decentralized manner, without explicitly revealing or aggregating the local data. This
approach is depicted pictorially in Figure 1.

In our work, a second sketching matrix Φ is applied to the global sketch Â, to obtain further compression through hybrid
sketching. Depending on the combination of sketching matrices and projections considered for the pairs S{k} and Φ, hybrid
sketching may lead to better performance results than when applying a single sketching matrix of the same final target dimension.
Specifically, the ideal combination is to first apply a fast sketching matrix (which in our case is done distributively through local
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Fig. 1. Schematic of distributed aggregated sketching.

Summary of Main Sketching Techniques
Sketch Technique Embedding Dimension R Multiplication Time
Gaussian Sketch [46], [48] O

(
(d+ log(1/δ))/ϵ2

)
O(RNd)

ROS [49], [50] Θ
(
d log(d/δ)/ϵ2

)
O(RNd)

SRHT [11], [26] Θ
(
(d log(Nd/δ) log(d/δ)/ϵ2

)
O
(
Nd log(N)

)
Rademacher Sketch [51], [52] O

(
(d+ log(1/δ))/ϵ2

)
O(RNd)

Uniform Sampling [47] O
(
Nγ(A) log(1/δ)/ϵ2

)
O(Rd)

Leverage Scores [35], [53] Θ
(
(d log(d/δ)/(βϵ2)

)
O(Rd)

Hybrid (Radem. & SRHTs) O
(
(d+ log(1/δ))/ϵ2

)
O
(
Nd(log(n)+Nµ2ρ)

)
TABLE I

THE 1st COLUMN INDICATES THE SKETCHING TECHNIQUE. THE 2nd COLUMN SHOWS THE REDUCED EMBEDDING DIMENSION OF THE RESULTING
SKETCH, i.e. R FOR S ∈ RR×N ; REQUIRED FOR (5) TO BE SATISFIED. THE 3rd COLUMN INDICATES THE MULTIPLICATION TIME IT TAKES TO APPLY S
ON A, WITH NAIVE MATRIX-MATRIX MULTIPLICATION. ROS IN THE 3rd ROW STANDS FOR “RANDOMIZED ORTHONORMAL SYSTEMS”. PARAMETER
β ∈ (0, 1] IN THE 6th ROW, IS AN MISESTIMATION FACTOR THAT ACCOUNTS FOR SAMPLING ACCORDING TO AN APPROXIMATE DISTRIBUTION. THE

COMPRESSION FACTORS OF THE FIRST AND SECOND SKETCH RESPECTIVELY IN HYBRID SKETCHING, ARE RESPECTIVELY µ, ρ ∈ (0, 1).

sketching), and then a second one with better properties in terms of dimensionality reduction. This technique leads to further
benefits on distributed sketching, and is an improvement on the work of [20]; which only considered uniform sampling for
S{k} and did not provide any theoretical justification to their approach. Surprisingly, in numerical experiments there was a clear
distinction in terms of the empirical embedding guarantee of hybrid sketching versus standard sketching techniques.

In Table I we summarize the most relevant results regarding OSE sketches, which we will use in Sec. V for comparison to hybrid
sketching, and to show when there is an improvement through our proposal. We also include sketching through leverage score
sampling for completeness, which is the main tool we use for proving Theorem 2, though we do not consider sparse sketches. For
further details on these or other sketching techniques, refer to the monographs [2], [3], [5], [24], [42]–[47].

III. SKETCHING OVERVIEW

We denote Nm := {1, 2, . . . ,m}, and X{m} = {Xi}mi=1; where X can be replaced by any variable. We consider random square
projection matrices; which are represented by P. Sampling matrices are denoted by Ω, where each row has a single nonzero entry.
The uniform sampling distribution {1/N, . . . , 1/N} is denoted by UN , and by ŨN we represent UN ’s approximation through our
approach. The index set of A’s rows is denoted by I, i.e. I = NN . The index set of Ai is denoted by Ii for each i ∈ Nk, i.e.
Ii = {(i − 1)n + 1, . . . , in} and I =

⊔k
ι=1 Iι. Similarly, by S we denote the index multiset of A’s sampled rows, and Si the

index multiset of Ai’s sampled rows for each i. By ej we denote the jth standard basis vector. The restriction of a matrix M to
the entries of Iι is represented by M

∣∣
Iι

, e.g. In
∣∣
({1,2}) = (e1e

⊤
1 + e2e

⊤
2 ) ∈ Rn×n . The jth row of matrix M is represented by

M(j). We abbreviate (1− ϵ) · b ⩽ a ⩽ (1 + ϵ) · b to a ⩽ϵ b, and the complementary event of |a− b| > ϵ · b to a >ϵ b. We use “∧”
and “∼” (over-scripts) to denote corresponding quantities of A in the global Â and hybrid Ã sketches respectively.

A. Sketching through Leverage Scores

Many sampling algorithms select data points according to the data’s leverage scores [54], [55]. The leverage scores of A
measure the extent to which the vectors of its orthonormal basis U are correlated with the standard basis, and define the key
structural non-uniformity that must be dealt with when developing fast randomized matrix algorithms; as they characterize the
importance of the data points. Leverage scores are defined as ℓj := ∥U(j)∥22; and are agnostic to any particular basis, as they
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are equal to the diagonal entries of the projection matrix PA = AA† = UU⊤. The normalized leverage scores of A for each
j ∈ NN are

πj :=
∥∥U(j)

∥∥2
2

/
∥U∥2F =

∥∥U(j)

∥∥2
2

/
d ,

and π{N} form a sampling probability distribution; as
∑N

ι=1 πι = 1 and πj ⩾ 0 for all j. This induced distribution has been
proven useful in linear regression [3], [35], [43], [55], as well as a plethora of other applications [4], [8], [53], [56].

The coherence of A is defined as γ(A) := maxι∈NN

{
ℓι
}

. Similar to (2), we partition

U =
[
U⊤

1 · · · U⊤
k

]⊤
(7)

and define the “local coherence” of each data block as γi := maxj∈Ii

{
ℓj
}

. We denote the sum of each block’s corresponding
leverage scores by Li :=

∑
j∈Ii

ℓj . It is worth noting that in our setting, the closer Li and γi are to d/k and d/N respectively,
the more homogeneous the local data blocks are; when they considered as a global dataset. If γi = d/N , Ui is aligned with the
standard basis.

Next, we recall the leverage score sampling ℓ2-s.e. sketch; which is used to obtain À := S̀A. Given A, we sample R > d
rows with replacement (w.r.) from A according to π{N}. If at trial j the row ij was sampled; we rescale it 1/

√
Rπij , and set

À(j) = A(ij)

/√
Rπij . It is clear that here S̀ ∈ RR×N is simply a sampling and rescaling matrix, i.e. S̀j = e⊤ij

/√
Rπij .

In many cases, estimating the leverage scores is preferred, as computing them exactly requires O(Nd2) time which is excessive.
We can instead use accurate approximate scores ℓ̃{N} which can be computed in O(Nd logN) time [55]. The estimates are “close”
in the following sense: ℓ̃i ⩾ βℓi for all i, where β ∈ (0, 1] is a misestimation factor. The only difference in sampling according to
ℓ̃{N}, is that we need to oversample by a factor of 1/β to get the same theoretical guarantee. The ℓ2-s.e. result of S̀ is presented
next [3], [22], [35].

Theorem 1. The leverage score sketching matrix S̀ is a ℓ2-s.e of A. Specifically, for δ > 0 and R = Θ
(
d log (2d/δ)/(βϵ2)

)
, the

identity of (5) is satisfied with probability at least 1− δ.

B. Oblivious Subspace Embeddings

A drawback of directly applying leverage score sampling locally in hope of obtaining a global sketch by aggregating the local
sketches, is that the local datasets may be highly heterogeneous, and the sampling performed locally may not be representative
of the global leverage score sampling distribution. To alleviate this issue, we resort to OSEs, which exploit random projections
and/or uniform sampling. Two prime examples of OSEs, are the Gaussian sketch and the SRHT. It is also worth noting that
utilizing random Gaussian and Rademacher random matrices in data compression has close ties to the Johnson-Lindenstrauss
lemma [57]–[59], which predates the study of RandNLA. We note that Rademacher sketching matrices are also referred to as
“Sub-Gaussian sketches” in the literature, since the tail of Rademacher random variables follow a sub-Gaussian decay, i.e. its tail
probabilities decay at least as fast as those of a normal distribution.

The Gaussian sketch is defined through a random projection G ∈ RR×N where Gij ∼ N (0, 1), which is then rescaled to get
S = 1√

R
G. To unify our techniques, we note that directly applying 1√

R
G ∈ RR×N is equivalent to uniformly sampling (without

replacement) R rows from a N×N Gaussian matrix. This is also true for the Rademacher sketch, where Θij ∼ Unif(−1,+1) and
S = 1√

R
Θ. For further speedups with these unstructured projections, one could therefore directly apply R×N rescaled projections

and not consider uniform sampling. A benefit of considering the uniform sampling matrix Ω being generated separately to the
random projection, is that other sampling matrices may be utilized instead [27], [60].

The SRHT is comprised of three matrices: Ω ∈ RR×N a uniform sampling w.r. and rescaling matrix of R rows, H̄N the
normalized Hadamard matrix of order N :

HN =

(
1 1
1 −1

)⊗ log2(N)

H̄N =
1√
N

·HN

and D ∈ {0,±1}N×N with i.i.d. diagonal Rademacher random entries; i.e. it is a signature matrix. If N is not a power of 2, we can
pad A with zeros to meet this requirement. The SRHT sketching matrix is then S =

√
N
R ·ΩH̄ND, where H̄ND is a unitary matrix

that rotates U. Note that the scaling here is also consistent with the aforementioned sketching matrices, as S = 1√
R
·ΩHND. The

main intuition of the projection is that it expresses the original signal or feature-row in the Walsh-Hadamard basis. Furthermore,
H̄N can be applied in O(Nd logN) time, by using Fourier based methods.

In the new left orthonormal basis of A after the aforementioned projections are applied, the resulting leverage scores are close
to uniform. Hence, uniform sampling is applied through Ω to reduce the effective dimension N , whilst the information of A is
maintained. An appropriate rescaling according to the number of sampling trials also takes place, in order to reduce the variance
of the resulting estimator.

The idea behind our approach is that the local projections will “flatten” the leverage scores in A of their local blocks; i.e.
πj ≈ Li/(nd) for each j ∈ Ii and every i ∈ Nk. By then locally performing uniform row sampling on PiAi; we get a close to
uniform sampling across all the projected blocks.
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From Table I, it is clear that there is a trade-off between the choice of OSEs. On the one hand, this can be applied efficiently
but have a logarithmic dependence on N when it comes to R; e.g. SRHT. On the other hand, you have a slower multiplication
which does not utilize Fourier methods, but has no dependence on N when it comes to the number of rows needed to be sampled.
Through our hybrid sketching proposal, we benefit from both approaches, by first applying a faster sketch Π1; e.g. SRHT, and
then a sketching matrix Π2 which requires a lower R; e.g. Rademacher sketch. We also have the benefit of the first sketch being
applied distributively, without ever needing to aggregate all the data.

Since the resulting sketching matrix Ŝ = Π2Π1 is composed of two distinct linear transformations, we cannot hope to get an
improvement individually on one of the two characteristics discussed above over all sketching techniques, though we do get a
better balance on the two; when compared to the individual sketching approaches. By the aforementioned selection of Π1 and
Π2; presented in the last row of Table I, we therefore obtain an interpolation between the two extreme cases of OSEs. As we
elaborate on in Section V, a primary objective for applying a dense Π2 in our distributed setting, is to obtain linear combinations
of all data points in the final sketch, by a recombination of the local sketches. In this scenario, Π1 can be interpreted as a sparse
sketching matrix (8).
Comparison to Importance Sampling: From Table I, we note that in worst cases the log(d/δ) factor in the leverage score
sampling sketch which is non-oblivious, implies that leverage score sketches have a theoretically higher sample complexity R.
However, this is a worst case scenario, which occurs when γ(A) ≈ d/N ; i.e. A has low coherence and the leverage scores across
the rows are close to uniform. This is also the assumption that other works make to simplify their analyses, which we bypass
through local projections; as was mentioned in Sec. I. Moreover, the effect of leverage score sampling is beneficial when γ(A) is
high, meaning that a small subset of rows is of greater importance than the rest, and require a lower sample complexity in practice
to maintain the structure of A. High leverage rows are critical for preserving the span of the matrix’s principal components,
allowing leverage score sketches to capture essential information with fewer samples than a Gaussian sketch, especially when A
is incoherent. This point is captured in the case of uniform sampling for an ℓ2-s.e. in the 5th row of Table I, where the embedding
dimension is proportional to the coherence of the subspace. In such cases, leverage score sketches can provide accurate results
with fewer samples than the required R indicated above, due to the fact that they then perform non-uniform targeted sampling,
which often reduces the effective sample size required in practice. The Gaussian and Rademacher sketches which are OSEs, drop
this dependency on γ(A), thus uniform sampling suffices; and their analyses do not need to consider a worst case scenario.

IV. DISTRIBUTED LOCAL SKETCHING

In this section, we discuss the details of our distributed sketching scheme (Algorithm 1). In the setup of Figure 1, the ith node
applies a random projection matrix Pi ∈ Rn×n which is generated locally; to flatten the corresponding leverage scores. As we
will see, the flattening here is with respect to (w.r.t.) Ui; i.e. w.h.p. ℓj ≈ Li/(nd) for each j ∈ Ii. This is the cost we pay for
performing local sketching. Nonetheless, we show in Figures 2 that the flattening degrades gracefully as k increases; even for
global datasets with highly non-uniform leverage scores. To partially circumvent this concern if our approach is to be performed
by a single user or centrally administered by the coordinator, a random permutation can be applied on the rows of A before the
partitioning takes place.

After locally applying Pi, the nodes randomly sample r = R/k rows from PiAi which they rescale by
√
n/r =

√
N/R and

aggregate through Ωi; in order to obtain the local sketches

SiAi ∈ Rr×d, for Si =
√
n/r · (Ωi ·Pi) ∈ Rr×n.

Then, each node communicates the resulting sketch to the coordinator; who aggregates them.

Algorithm 1: Distributed Local Sketching
Input: Effective local dimension r ▷ R > d and R = rk
Output: Sketch Â ∈ RR×d, of the collective dataset A
for i = 1 to k do

ith node:
1) Generate a random Pi ∈ Rn×n ▷ E

[
P⊤

i Pi

]
= In

2) Uniformly sample r rows from PiAi, through Ωi

3) Deliver
√

n
r (ΩiPi)Ai =: SiAi to the coordinator

note: 1) and 2) can be performed simultaneously by generating Si ∈ Rr×n, to reduce the local computations
end

Coordinator: Aggregates Â =
[
(S1A1)

⊤ · · · (SkAk)
⊤
]⊤
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A. Analysis of our approach

For the analysis of our approach, we note that the final sketch Â of A can be summarized by the “global sketching” matrix
Ŝ ∈ RR×N , comprised of the “local sketching” matrices S{k} across its diagonal:

Ŝ∈RR×N︷ ︸︸ ︷S1

. . .
Sk

 =

√
N

R
·

Ω̂∈{0,1}R×N︷ ︸︸ ︷Ω1

. . .
Ωk

 ·

P̂∈RN×N︷ ︸︸ ︷P1

. . .
Pk

 (8)

where the sampled index multisets S{k} correspond to the sampling matrices Ω{k}, and
⋃k

i=1 Si to Ω̂.
It is noteworthy that Ŝ can also be interpreted as a sparse sketching matrix, when carried out locally by a single server. By the

block diagonal structure of Ŝ, the resulting global sketch recovered by the coordinator is:

Â := ŜA =
[
(S1A1)

⊤ · · · (SkAk)
⊤
]⊤

∈ RR×d. (9)

Note that
√

R/N and Ω̂ commute. Since
√

R/N · P̂ is a block diagonal matrix, the corresponding blocks of U are ro-
tated/transformed by their respective projections, i.e.:

Û :=
(√

N/R · P̂
)
·U =

[
Û⊤

1 · · · Û⊤
k

]⊤
where Ûi =

(√
n/r ·Pi

)
Ui for each i ∈ Nk. We denote the leverage scores of the projected matrix P̂A by ℓ̂j = ∥Û(j)∥22.

Next, we show that the leverage scores of each Ûi are flattened w.r.t. Li by the local projection. For our analysis, we assume
that Pi is a random unitary matrix, drawn from an arbitrary large finite subset Õn(R) of the set orthonormal matrices On(R)
of size n × n. Such sketching techniques; in which we first project with a unitary matrix and and then uniformly sample rows
from the transformed matrix, are referred to as “Randomized Orthonormal Systems” [49]. The SRHT is a special case and the
most popular, due to to the fact the the Hadamard matrix is well structured and can be applied efficiently. In practice, normalized
Gaussian and Rademacher matrices also widely used; as they satisfy E

[
G⊤G

]
= IN . Analogous results can also be derived for

these options of Pi.

Lemma 1. Consider a fixed i ∈ Nk. Assume that Pi is arbitrarily drawn from Õn(R). Then, for any j ∈ Ii, we have E[ℓ̂j ] =
Li/n.

Proposition 1. For a fixed i ∈ Nk and ξ > 0, the normalized (w.r.t. Û) leverage scores {ℓ̄j}j∈Ii corresponding to Ûi satisfy

Pr
[
|ℓ̄j − Li/(nd)| < ζ

]
⩾ 1− ξ

for any ζ ⩾ ζ ′ := Li

d

√
log(2/ξ)/2.

In Figures 2, we show numerically the flattening of the normalized leverage scores of a random A ∈ R2000×40 following
a t-distribution, which scores were highly non-uniform. In this experiments, P{k} were random Gaussian matrices. As noted
previously, random Gaussian matrices are good surrogates for unitary random matrices, and are widely used in practice as they
are approximately orthogonal. Furthermore, we observe that the flattening degrades gracefully as k increases, and if a random
permutation on A’s rows is applied before P̂, we have slightly better results for each k. Analogous simulation results were
observed when the Pi’s were randomized Hadamard transforms, random unitary, and Rademacher random matrices.

By Proposition 1, the quality of the flattening approximations of the local blocks depends on the sum of the local leverage
scores Li. To give better theoretical guarantees for our approach and analysis, we could make the assumption that Li ≈ d/k for
each i. Such an assumption is weaker to analogous assumptions in distributed sketching algorithms which assume that A has low
coherence, e.g. [28]–[31], [61]. This is akin to assuming that γi ≈ d/N for each i ∈ Nk. We believe that it is not possible to
improve on the local flattening algorithmically without exchanging information or aggregating the data a priori, as the objective
is to flatten the scores of the collective A. Further investigating this is worthwhile future work. We alleviate this concern by
oversampling according to an appropriate misestimation factor β̂.

Before we present our main result, we need to show that Ω is close to being a uniform sampling (w.r.) matrix of R out of N
rows. In Proposition 2, we show this by applying Chebyshev’s inequality to the balls into bins problem. Specifically, it shows that
w.h.p. the sampling of S in I is close to a sampling of

⋃k
i=1 Si, i.e. the cardinality of sampled indices of S that lie in any Ii is not

far from #Si = r. The important factors to note are that all sampling trials in both scenarios are uniform, identical, independent
and with replacement.

Proposition 2. Partition the sampled index set S into ordered partitions Si of I; according to I{k}, i.e. Si = S
⋂(⋃R

l=1 Ii
)
.

Then, for any i ∈ Nk: Pr
[
|#Si − r| ⩾ 10

]
⩽ 1/100.
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Fig. 2. Flattening of leverage scores distribution, for A ∼ t-distribution.

Remark 1. In order to get an exact global sampling index set for I, the coordinator could determine S locally and then request
the nodes to send their respective projected rows, or a subset of corresponding cardinality. In essence, this is similar to the “unique
sampling matrix R” of the block-SRHT [21].

Next, we provide our main result regarding the ℓ2-s.e. of the aggregated dataset A, through distributed local sketching.

Theorem 2. Let P{k} of Algorithm 1 be random unitary matrices, and β̂ = k
d · mini∈Nk

{Li}. Then, for δ > 0 and R =

Θ
(
d log (2d/δ)/(β̂ϵ2)

)
, the sketching matrix Ŝ of the global A, satisfies (5) with high probability.

Corollary 1. Consider 1√
r
G{k} rescaled random Gaussian matrices, and perform Gram-Schmidt to each projection to obtain

P̂{k}. Then, for δ > 0 and R = Θ
(
d log (2d/δ)/(β̂ϵ2)

)
, the sketching matrix Ŝ of the global A, w.h.p. satisfies (5).

We point out that the failure probability of Theorem 2 is higher than that of Theorem 1, as there is also a source of error
from Proposition 2 and the flattening of the leverage scores. Therefore, the higher k is, the greater the failure probability is.
Experimentally though, we observe that the increase in error is not drastic. Furthermore, if we were to assume that Li ≈ d/k, i.e.
the local datasets are homogeneous w.r.t. U, then the misestimation factor β̂ would be close to 1. For the general setting we are
considering, it is best to avoid such assumptions in practice.

An interesting question is whether one can estimate L{k}, without directly aggregating or sharing the data. If so, the flattening
of the scores through the local sketches could potentially be improved. Alternatively, each S{k} can have proportional size to the
corresponding Li, which would remove the oversampling factor of 1/β̂ from Theorem 2.

Furthermore, the approach of Corollary 1 suggests that each node performs a Gram-Schmidt process on its generated random
matrix. The benefits of this is for the analysis of our technique, and can be avoided in practice, as these matrices satisfy E[S⊤S] =
IN .

In the next proposition we further justify why we consider OSEs for our hybrid approach, other than the fact that they provide
privacy benefits. The caveat though is that we require oversampling according to β̂, which seems to be inevitable with sampling
based OSEs. We also note that even though Π1 in Theorem 3 cannot be a non-OSE ℓ2-s.e., Π2 can be.

Proposition 3. We cannot apply non-oblivious local sketching without further communication rounds, or information sharing
among the server nodes, in hope of getting a global sketch Â := ŜA of A (according to (9)), w.r.t. (5).

Consider for instance the leverage score sketching matrix, which is not an OSE. In this case, the global properties that would
need to be inferred is the orthonormal basis U of A. For any fixed ι ∈ Nk, it is not possible to locally determine Uι (7) without
any knowledge of A{k}\{Aι}, as the alignment of Uι with IN depends on the entire data matrix A. It is though possible
to obtain such a subspace embedding by obtaining a (global) sampling scheme according to {∥A(i)∥22}Ni=1, though we would
still require further rounds of communication. It is worthwhile investigating whether it is possible to devise a scheme which
obtains an approximate global leverage score sampling sketch through local sampling, with few rounds of communication and
restricted/limited information sharing.

B. Security in Distributed Local Sketching

Another major benefit of considering random Gaussian matrices is security they provide. In this work, security means that the
nodes’ raw data Ai cannot be shared with nor recovered by the coordinator, or potential eavesdroppers. Under the assumption that
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Ai is randomly sampled from a distribution with finite variance, then the mutual information per symbol between SiAi (sketch
of Ai observed by the coordinator) and Ai, has a logarithmic upper bound in terms of the variance; which approaches zero as n
increases or if r is selected appropriately [20], [62]–[64]. This implies information-theoretic security and privacy of the local data
blocks. Similar results were obtained in [19], [50] for P{k} random unitary matrices, which made different assumptions on Ai

and the distribution of Ui.

Proposition 4. Assume that Ai is drawn from a distribution with finite variance. Then, the rate at which information about Ai is
revealed by the compressed data SiAi for Si ∈ Rr×n a Gaussian sketch, satisfies sup I(Ai;SiAi)

nd = O(r/n) → 0. Specifically,
the original Ai and the observed SiAi are statistically independent, which means we obtain perfect secrecy for a small enough
sketch dimension r.

This is of particular interest to FL, which allows training models across multiple decentralized devices or servers holding local
data samples, without exchanging them. In standard FL, a common procedure is for the local servers to communicate the model
after a few iterations and then the central server aggregates or averages the models which are delivered back, and this procedure
is repeated. Here, the data is clearly not directly communicated, though communicating updated models may still be vulnerable
to various privacy attacks, e.g. membership inference attacks [65] and model inversion attacks [66]. This is where deploying a
procedure like ours both accelerates and enhances security of federated algorithms.

We note that in order to prove information-theoretic security guarantees for our approach, one needs to make some mild but
necessary assumptions regarding the random projection utilized for constructing Si, and the data matrix Ai [50]. For a fixed
i ∈ Nk, the message space Mi needs to be finite, which Mi in our case corresponds to the set of possible orthonormal bases
of the column-space of Ai. This is something we do not have control over, and depends on the application and distribution from
which we assume the data is gathered. Therefore, we assume that Mi is finite. For this reason, we consider a finite multiplicative
subgroup (ÕAi

, ·) of On(R), which contains all potential orthonormal bases of Ai.
Furthermore, this approach resembles the one-time pad, one of the few encryption schemes known to provide perfect secrecy.

The main difference between the two approaches, is that we work over the multiplicative group (ÕAi
, ·) whose identity is In,

while the one-time pad is defined over the additive group
(
(Z2)

m,+
)

whose identity is 0⃗m.

C. Implications to Distributed Gradient Descent

Our approach to locally sketching data matrices also has implications to distributed GD, which is arguably the most widely used
technique in contemporary machine learning. Since its introduction [67], there has been an extensive body of work on stochastic
GD (SGD), more recently in the distributed setting. Similar to our framework, random sampling and sketching algorithms have
been utilized to show attainability of the same guarantees as SGD [22], [50], [68] by performing GD in parallel with local
computations, where the servers compute gradients of subsets of the data.

An implication of [22, Thm. 3], is that as long as the ℓ2-s.e. property is satisfied by the iterative sketching2 (or sampling)
technique which takes place, we converge in expectation to the optimal solution (1) at a rate inversely proportional to the number
of iterations. To establish that our sketching technique (Figure 1) can be utilized to obtain the same convergence guarantee; it
suffices to show that if every server performs a different sampling Ω

[t]
i at each iteration t, i.e. a new global underlying sketching

matrix Ŝ[t] is applied at each iteration, the overall gradient is an unbiased estimate of the gradient ∇xLls(A,b;x[t]), which we
show this in Proposition 5.

Proposition 5. By applying a different local sampling matrix
{
Ω

[t]
i

}k
i=1

at each iteration t, we obtain an unbiased gradient
estimate of the least squares objective function (1).

Corollary 2 ( [22, Thm. 3]). Assume a bounded gradient on the least squares objective resulting from distributed GD with
iterative sketching; according to Algorithm 1 with step-size ηt = 1/(αt) for fixed α > 0. Then, after T iterations:

E
[
∥x[T ] − x⋆∥

]
⩽ O(1/T ).

It is worth mentioning that even though we directly invoke [22, Thm. 3] to give a convergence guarantee when the central server
aggregates the gradients and performs distributed gradient descent, the formulation here is vastly different to that of previous
works. In those works, the projections are performed on the aggregated data, which is the main contribution of this section, i.e.
we showed that you do not need to aggregate the data to get a global embedding. Furthermore, this application to distributed GD
can be viewed as an extension of the prior works, where now the data is meant to be kept private from the coordinator rather than
the servers, similar to the FL convention. Additionally, here we require less overall storage, as the coordinator only needs to keep
truck of the updated estimates g̃[t] and x̂[t+1] = x̂[t] − ηt · x̂[t]; for ηt an appropriate step-size.

2By iterative sketching, we mean that at each iteration of the algorithm, we apply a new sketching matrix.
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D. Experiments on Distributed Sketching

In the following experiments we considered the errors according to the ℓ2-s.e. error (5) and relative regression error (6), for
A ∈ R18000×40 following a t-distribution, similar to the experiment of Figure 2. We considered R varying from 30% to 90% of
N , for different values of k, and Pi rescaled Gaussian matrices. Through these experiments, we convey that the difference in error
is small, while we save on computing on the transformed blocks {PiAi}ki=1 by a factor of (k1/k2)2 on the overall computation
when we move from k = k1 to a smaller k = k2. By combining steps 1) and 2) of Algorithm 1, we require only O(rndk)
operations by each server. Additionally, more accurate approximations were observed with higher N .
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Fig. 3. Normalized ℓ2-s.e. error (5), for varying k and R.
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Fig. 4. Regression error (6), for varying k and R.

V. HYBRID SKETCHING

In [20], the authors proposed sequentially applying two distinct sketches; where the first is analogous to Figure 1, to form what
they call a “hybrid sketch”. An illustration od such a hybrid sketching procedure is portrayed in Figure 5. There are potential
scenarios where such sketches are useful, e.g. there may be communication bottlenecks between the computational nodes and
the central coordinator who wants to collect a description of the global dataset, though the coordinator wants to also compress it
locally in order to save on computations which will then be done on the final sketch. Communication-efficiency is a key concern
with all distributed algorithms, including federated ones [29]. As was also noted in [20], it might be computationally feasible for
server nodes to sample as many data points as possible; e.g. R/k, and then reduce the dimension of the globally sampled data to
the final sketch dimension R̃ using another sketch with better error properties.

By communicating larger local sketches (through Ŝ, with a higher R), the coordinator obtains a better approximation (Theorem
2), and can then apply a sketch Φ ∈ RρR×R to get a more succinct representation of A, for ρ ∈ (0, 1). The initial reduced
dimension is µN for µ ∈ (0, 1), i.e. the global sketch dimension through Ŝ is R = ⌈µN⌉. We denote the final target dimension of
the global sketch by R̃ = ⌈ρR⌉, i.e. R̃ = ⌈(ρµ)N⌉.

Algorithm 2: Distributed Hybrid Sketching

Output: Sketch Ã ∈ RR̃×d, of the collective dataset A
k Distributed Servers:

1) Locally sketch Ai ∈ Rn×d through Si ∈ Rr×n

2) Communicate Âi := Si ·Ai ∈ Rr×d to the coordinator
Coordinator:

1) Aggregates Â =
[
Â⊤

1 · · · Â⊤
k

]⊤
as in Algorithm 1

2) Performs sketching on Â through Φ ∈ RR̃×R: Ã := Φ · Â
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Fig. 5. Schematic of hybrid sketching, with global sketching matrix Φ.

Below, we illustrate the embeddings which take place in hybrid sketching.

A ∈ RN RR RR̃ ∋ ÃŜ

S̃=Φ◦Ŝ

Φ

A benefit of applying the second dense sketching matrix Φ (unlike the sparse SJLT in [20]), is that the resulting rows of the
final sketch will contain linear combinations of elements from the global dataset A, rather than just the local datasets A{k}.
That is, we get a recombination of all the data vectors in the global dataset. This idea was motivated by the work of [37], which
considers k-medians clustering. Specifically, the authors proposed an algorithm which achieves a constant factor approximation
for the aforementioned problem, in a single pass and using small space. The algorithm essentially partitions the data points X into
l groups X{l}, and determines k centers for each partition. Then, by only considering the lk centers with reweighting according to
the data points assigned to each center; say X ′, it performs k-medians clustering on the smaller set X ′ to obtain an approximate
solution on X .

In our setting; by applying a global sketch Φ with better global properties than Ŝ, the coordinator will thus have a better
sketch in hand, as it is now projecting the global dataset A into a random lower-dimensional subspace formed by all the local
datasets. This is also more beneficial, computationally and in terms of communication and privacy, to simply delivering A{k} to
the coordinator who will apply a global sketch to the aggregated A. The composite sketching matrix after applying

Φ =
[
Φ1 · · · Φk

]
∈ RR̃×R where Φi ∈ RR̃×r (10)

is then

S̃ := ΦŜ =
[ S̃1︷ ︸︸ ︷
Φ1S1 · · ·

S̃k︷ ︸︸ ︷
ΦkSk

]
∈ RR̃×N (11)

where S̃i ∈ RR̃×n, which S̃ is dense. Consequently, each row of the resulting sketched matrix Â := S̃A ∈ RR̃×N will be a linear
combination of all N elements of A, unlike the distributed sketch Â = ŜA of Algorithm 1. Intuitively, this should therefore lead
to a better global approximation, while also satisfying the desired property that E[S̃⊤S̃] = IN in general, and E[S̃] = 0R̃×N

when the local and global sketches are independent and each satisfy the respective property.
The work of [20] only considered the case where uniform sampling is performed locally, and then a SJLT is applied by the

coordinator. In terms of local computation uniformly sampling is the cheapest sketch one can consider, though it does not capture
the spectral information of the local (nor global) datasets. This is why they then apply a superior sketch, the SJLT. In this section,
we discuss how we can get better hybrid sketching results.

A. Embedding of Hybrid Sketching

Empirically, we observed that our approach is beneficial when Φ is a Rademacher sketch, and that in the case when Φ is
an SRHT, we do not outperform mainstream sketching approaches. Furthermore, if the local S{k} through Ŝ are SRHTs, the
performance is very close to when S{k} are Rademacher; and we have the benefit of accelerating the initial sketching procedure
which is also done distributively. In the case when N is relatively small, we also observed that selecting the local and the global
sketching matrices to be a random Rademacher projection, leads to superior results. In conclusion, the most beneficial combination
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for large N is when S{k} are SRHTs, and Φ is a Rademacher random matrix, which we also justify theoretically. All in all, the
ideal choice for sketching matrices in our setting of Figure 5 and Algorithm 2, is to first apply SRHTs locally through S{k}, and
then a Rademacher sketch on Â through Φ.

As a first step, we prove Proposition 6, which states that by sequentially applying two distinct sketching matrices, with modified
error probability δ̃ and distortion ϵ̃ parameters, the resulting sketch satisfies (5). For our purpose, it seems that we cannot avoid
considering the composition of two sketches separately in order to prove that S̃ = ΦŜ is a valid ℓ2-s.e., as the application of Φ
removes the assumption that the entries of S̃ are i.i.d., which is usually needed for showing such results. Specifically, since there
is a correlation between the entries of S̃, this prohibits us from giving a concentration guarantee on hybrid sketching based on
prevalent matrix concentration bound techniques.

Proposition 6. Fix the parameters (ϵ, δ) ∈ (0, 1) and U ∈ RN×d. Assume we are given sketching matrices Π1 ∈ RR×N and
Π2 ∈ RR̃×R, both satisfying (5) with parameters δ̃ := δ/2 and ϵ̃ :=

√
1 + ϵ− 1 for im(U) and im(Π1U) respectively. Then, the

hybrid sketching matrix Ŝ := Π2Π1 satisfies (5) for im(U) with parameters (ϵ, δ).

Remark 2. Note that depending on the choices of Π1 and Π2, one can further optimize the parameters (ϵ̃, δ̃) to get superior
results on either the sample or time complexity of the resulting sketch, though there will always be a trade-off between two.
Furthermore, one can also extend the above result to consider the composition of more than just two sketching matrices.

Theorem 3. Consider the hybrid sketching approach according to Algorithm 2, where we first perform local sketching distribu-
tively through S{k} according to (9), and then apply a global sketch Φ on the aggregated sketches according to (11). As long as
Φ and Ŝ both satisfy the ℓ2-s.e. property with parameters δ̃ = δ/2 and ϵ̃ =

√
1 + ϵ− 1, then the resulting hybrid sketch satisfies

the ℓ2-s.e. sketching matrix of the aggregated A, with error probability δ and distortion ϵ.

Experimentally (Sec. VI), we observed that the best performance in terms of the empirical ℓ2-s.e. error ϵ according to (5)
occurs when the outer sketch is a random Rademacher matrix. Theoretically this choice is also sound, as it corroborates the facts
conveyed in Table I. Specifically, Rademacher random projections require a smaller number of rows in comparison to the SRHT
to guaranteed the same distortion. It is beneficial though in terms of complexity for the distributed servers to apply locally apply
SRHTs. In summary, the outer sketching matrix Φ has a greater affect on the overall error ϵ. By reducing the complexity required
for the application of Φ, we further accelerate the sketching of the global dataset A, which was the main motivation for hybrid
sketching [20]. In practice, this also resulted in better empirical distortion error compared to Gaussian sketches.

There are also practical implications to applying two distinct binary random matrices, as by what we propose; the entries of
hybrid sketching matrix S̃ follow a shifted binomial distribution3 centered at 0. This is a consequence of the de Moivre–Laplace
theorem, which can implies that S̃ can be viewed as a discrete approximation to a Gaussian random matrix, which are not easily
realizable in practice. This gives further intuition and justification to our choices of S{k} and Φ.

B. Local SRHTs with a Global Rademacher

Next, we focus on the ideal combination where S{k} are SRHTs, and Φ is a Rademacher sketching matrix. For this analysis,
we make use of the sparse-SRHT [23]; a special case of our distributed sketching approach through Ŝ. The reason we do so, is to
avoid the dependence on the oversampling parameter 1/β in the sample complexity R of Theorem 2, which considers a variety
of random projection matrices; and not only the Randomized Hadamard Transform. It is also clear that unless we have a very
low misestimation parameter β, then our R is lower than that of [23]. Lastly, we note that in many algorithms; including the
SRHT, to remove the dependence on β an assumption on its value is made, e.g. β = (2 ln(40Nd))−1 [5], [11]. Parameter β is
chosen such that an exact uniform sampling distribution results from the approximation of the flattened leverage scores, though it
is significantly far from 1 for large N ; which implies that the oversampling which takes place is relatively large.

Note that in the description of ‘Approach I’ in [23]; for practical reasons an additional permutation matrix is applied to A, and
it is assumed that the same indexed samples are selected from each locally projected dataset, i.e. Ωi is the same for all i ∈ Nk.
As was aforementioned, the global permutation does not affect the theoretical result, though it could have practical benefits.
To alleviate the caveat that we allow each server to perform a distinct Ωi, we can assume that a corresponding permutation is
performed locally at each Ai.

Theorem 4 ( [23] Thm. 4). For any (ϵ, δ) ∈ (0, 1), k the number of blocks, and Ŝ ∈ RR×N the sparse-SRHT, the ℓ2-s.e. property
of (5) is satisfied with probability at least 1− δ when

R ⩾
3k

ϵ2

(√
d+

√
8 ln(3n/(kδ))

)2
ln(3d/δ) . (12)

For our comparisons, we will consider the overall complexity of performing the resulting sketch S̃ = ΦŜ on A. The other
measure we use to evaluate the sketching approaches is by the number of rows R that are required to attain the same embedding
guarantee in terms of (4) and (5). To invoke Proposition 6, for the remainder of this section we will assume that both sketching

3In the case where S{k} and Φ are Rademacher matrices. For S{k} SRHTs, this is also true empirically.
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matrices Ŝ and Φ have design parameters (ϵ̃ =
√
1 + ϵ − 1, δ̃ = δ/2), when compared to standard sketching techniques with

parameters (ϵ, δ).

Comparison to the SRHT: Recall that the main benefit of the SRHT, is that due to the structure of the random projection, it can
be performed in O(Nd logN) oprations through recursive Fourier methods. Its main drawback, is the fact that it requires a larger
embedding dimension R to attain the same subspace embedding guarantee compared to other OSEs. Compared to most other
randomized projections, R in the SRHT has an additional logarithmic dependence on N , which is a consequence of applying the
union bound in order to show that the leverage scores of the transformed basis are flattened.

The overall complexity of our application boils down to two matrix-matrix multiplications, by Ŝ by Φ, which are of complexity
O(nd log n) where n = N/k for k not too large, and O(R̃Rd) = O(N2dρµ2) respectively. The overall complexity of our
approach is then O

(
Nd(log(N/k)/k +Nρµ2)

)
which is asymptotically less than that of the SRHT when

Nρµ2 < log(N)− log(N/k)

k
= log(N)

(
k − 1

k

)
+

log(k)

k
≈ log(N)

hence ρµ2 < log(N)
N . By selecting the lowest possible µ in terms of (12), neglecting constant terms and setting δ = 6/k, we have

an overall improvement when ϵ and k satisfy

ϵ6 >
d log(kd)

(
d+ log(k)

)
(N/k)2

.

Even though this seems stringent and not satisfactory as this implies a relatively big ϵ, it is possible to attain a small ϵ for large N .
This is also where the main benefit of the SRHT arises, in the complexity of applying the projection. As we will see next though,
our proposed hybrid sketch is superior in terms of the sample complexity required for an ℓ2-s.e., for reasonable parameters.

To get an overall improvement on the sample complexity, we need R = kr for parameters (ϵ̃, δ/2) to meet the lower bound of
(12), i.e.

r ⩾
3

ϵ̃2

(√
d+

√
8 ln(3n/(kδ̃))

)2

ln(3d/δ̃) ⩾
6

ϵ2

(√
d+

√
8 ln(6n/(kδ))

)2
ln(6d/δ)

and then require R̃ to be small enough so that it is below the sample complexity required by the SRHT Q = Θ
(
d log(Nd/δ) log(d/δ)/ϵ2

)
.

Note that the sample complexity of the Rademacher sketch is independent of N , which is where our benefit comes from, compared
to Hadamard based approaches. Specifically, as long as we enforce

R̃ = O
(
(d+ log(2/δ))/ϵ̃2

)
< Θ

(
d log(Nd/δ) log(d/δ)/ϵ2

)
.

To simplify our expressions, assume δ is fixed; e.g. δ = 0.1, and note that ϵ̃/ϵ < 1/2 for any ϵ > 0; when ϵ̃ =
√
1 + ϵ− 1. Then,

the requirement on R̃ reduces to Ω(d) < Θ
(
d log(Nd) log(d)

)
, which holds true for large N . We note a minor caveat here though,

which needs to be ensured in order to not have vacuous statements. For the SRHT based sketches, one needs to select parameters
so that the reduced dimensions R and Q are respectively less than N . This is dependent on both N and d, and we therefore do not
further elaborate on this point.

Comparison to the Gaussian Sketch: The main benefits of the Gaussian sketch is its sample complexity, which matches that of
the Rademacher sketch, and the fact that it is an OSE. From this end, it will always be slightly superior to our proposed approach,
as our sketch Φ will require more samples, as ϵ̃ < ϵ and δ̃ < δ. Asymptotically though, if we consider fixed ϵ and δ, both
approaches have the same sample complexity.

In terms of overall time complexity, not considering the fact that our computations are also carried out distributively, of our
approach’s number of operations is O

(
Nd
(
log(N/k) +Nµ2ρ)

))
, while that of the Gaussian sketch is O(NR̃d) = O(N2dρµ).

By dropping the O-notation, our approach is then superior when ρµ(1 − µ) > log(N/k)
N which holds true in general, unless one

selects very small ρ and µ. In the case where ρ and µ are very small though, it is likely that the required number of samples by
the respective sketch (according to Table I) may not be satisfied. Furthermore, even for relative small compression factors of, e.g.
ρ = µ = 1/2; our method is superior when k > 8.

Note on space complexity: Lastly, it is worth noting that our distributed approach is superior to any standard sketching approach
in terms of space complexity. The largest matrix which is stored in one location at any given time throughout our procedure, is the
initial global sketch Â ∈ RR×d (9), which is evidently smaller than A. An artifact of this, is that our proposed approach is also
beneficial in terms communication when we want to compute a sketch of distributed data, in the case when we would need to first
aggregate the data in one server before applying the sketch.

VI. HYBRID SKETCHING EXPERIMENTS

In this section we consider several experiments to corroborate what we presented on hybrid sketching, for ℓ2-embeddings. All
experiments were carried out on a single server, though the implementation of the the local sketches through Ŝ (8) can be carried
out distributively and/or in parallel by utilizing k server nodes.
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A. Regression and ℓ2-s.e. Verification

Similar to the experiments of Sec. IV-D, for the following experiments we generated data matrices A ∈ RN×40 following a
t-distribution, where N and k is noted in the plots’ titles. We indicate the overall reduction factor by τ := ρµ, i.e. R̃ = τN . We
considered an initial reduction factor of µ varying between 0.5 and 0.85 in increments of 0.05, and the second reduction was by a
factor of ρ = 0.7. In all the experiments of this subsection, it is clear that our error degrades gracefully, as τ decreases.

In Figure 6, we observe a clear benefit in terms of the empirically observed ϵ of (5) when Φ is a Rademacher random sketch,
for k = 8. Furthermore, there seems to be a slight improvement when the local sketches are SRHTs, though when Φ is an SRHT;
the hybrid sketch is inferior to standard sketching approaches. This justifies our choice for Φ and S{k} from Sec. V-B.
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Fig. 6. ℓ2-s.e. error (5), for fixed ρ = 0.7 and µ ranging between 0.7 and 0.85.

For the same experiment, in Figure 7 we considered k = 32 and N = 3000. Here, due to the fact that N and n are both
significantly smaller, we observe a noticeable distinction when S{k} are Rademacher compared to SRHT. In this case though,
since n is quite small, we do not have a significant benefit in terms of time complexity when it comes to local sketching. Here also,
hybrid sketching outperforms standard sketching techniques. Similarly, we considered N = 8192 with k = 32, and analogous
observations and conclusions were deduced. In this case, since N was higher, we had better results. This is further justified by the
fact that for higher N , the entries of S̃ provide a better approximation to Gaussian random variables.
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Fig. 7. ℓ2-s.e. error (5), for fixed ρ = 0.7 and µ ranging between 0.7 and 0.85.
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Fig. 8. ℓ2-s.e. error (5), for fixed ρ = 0.7 and µ ranging between 0.7 and 0.85.
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VII. FUTURE DIRECTIONS AND CONCLUDING REMARKS

In the first portion of this work, we showed how we can obtain a global sketch of data distributed across a network in terms of a
spectral guarantee, by performing local sketches and not aggregating until after the sketched matrices have taken place, satisfying
desiderata (a) and (b) mentioned in the introduction. We also discussed the privacy aspect of this approach, as the local sketchings
can provide security guarantees, meeting desideratum (c). A potential future direction was mentioned in Sec. IV-A, in terms of
improving the flattening of the leverage scores distributively. Another interesting avenue is investigating the ideas presented in this
paper; when used for sparser/distributed Johnson-Lindenstrauss transforms, with partitions across the features of the data points.

Our distributive sketching approach was partly motivated by FL, where data is only available to local servers who may wish not
to reveal their information. Our proposed approach can be utilized in first order federated algorithms to further accelerate them.
It also permits exchange of local sketches for better approximations by correlating the sketches, while also providing a global
summary of the data if desired. Moreover, by obtaining a compressed summary of the global dataset, one can administer global
updates of mainstream federated approaches through distributed or centralized first and second order methods, while still meeting
the objective of keeping the local data secret. Specific applications include PCA and low-rank recovery [69], [70], and subspace
tracking [28]. To this extent, we also presented how our method can be utilized in distributed GD. Further investigation of these
connections is worthwhile future work.

In the second part, we focused on hybrid sketching. Through hybrid sketching, we were able to satisfy all desiderata (a)-(e).
Though a simple idea, it has not been considered in previous works, other than few experiments carried out in [20]; with heuristic
embeddings and reasoning, while lacking theoretical guarantees. As is evident, it is a powerful and beneficial technique; which
should garner more attention, specially in distributed environments. We extensively discussed the combination we believe is ideal
for hybrid sketching and the aforementioned desiderata, and provided numerical justification. This idea can be also be extended to
sequentially applying multiple sketching matrices, for instance in training a neural network comprised of multiple training layers,
which poses a bottleneck in contemporary machine learning. Motivated by a k-medians clustering algorithm [37], it would be
interesting to see where else these ideas could be leveraged.
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APPENDIX A
PROOFS OF THE MAIN BODY

In this Appendix, we include all the proofs missing from the main manuscript.

Proof. [Lemma 1] Recall that for any j ∈ Ii:

ℓ̂j = ∥Û(j)∥22 = ∥e⊤i Û∥22 = e⊤j ÛÛ⊤ej .

It then follows that

E[ℓ̂j ] = E
[
tr(e⊤j ÛÛ⊤ej)

]
= E

[
tr(eje

⊤
j · ÛÛ⊤)

]
♯
=
∑
l∈Ii

1

|Ii|
· tr
(
ele

⊤
l · ÛÛ⊤)

=
1

n
· tr

(∑
l∈Ii

ele
⊤
l · ÛÛ⊤

)
♭
=

1

n
· tr
(
IN
∣∣
Ii

· ÛÛ⊤
)

=
1

n
· tr
(
ÛiÛ

⊤
i

)
=

Li

n
.

In ♯ we invoked the definition of expectation, to express E[ℓ̂j ] in terms of the leverage scores of the transformed block Ûi. Further
note that in ♭, the matrix IN

∣∣
Ii

acts similar to a sampling matrix on the rows of ÛÛ⊤, as when we multiply with IN
∣∣
Ii

we only
retain the rows indexed by Ii of ÛÛ⊤; while the remaining rows are set to zero.

Proof. [Proposition 1] We know that ℓ̂j ∈ [0,Li], and the normalized scores are ℓ̄j = ℓ̂j/d for each j ∈ Ii. By Lemma 1, it
follows that

E[ℓ̄j ] = E[ℓ̂j/d] =
1

d
· E[ℓ̂i] =

Li

nd
.

By applying Hoeffding’s Inequality [43] for a fixed ζ ⩾ ζ ′:

Pr
[
|ℓ̄j − Li/(nd)| < ζ

]
> 1− 2e−2(ζd/Li)

2

⩾ 1− ξ .

Proof. [Proposition 2] We first note that
⋃R

l=1 Ii is the multiset union of R copies of the index set Ii, as we are considering
sampling with replacement. In our context, I{k} represent the bins, and the allocation of the R balls into the bins are represented
by S. The sub-multiset Si indicates which balls fell into the ith bin. Let Bji be the indicator random variable

Bji =

{
1 if ball j falls into bin i

0 otherwise

for which Pr[Bji] = 1/k and E[Bji] = 1/k, as Bji follows a Bernoulli distribution. Further define Y i :=
∑R

j=1 Bji; which
follows a Binomial distribution, hence

E
[
Y i
]
= R/k = r and Var

[
Y i
]
= (R− 1)/R .

It is clear that Y i = #Si, so by Chebyshev’s inequality the proof is complete.

Proof. [Theorem 2] For each i ∈ Nk and every j ∈ Ii, by Proposition 1 we can assume that ℓ̄j ≈ Li/(nd) (w.h.p.), where ℓ̄j is
the sampling probability π̃j that row j is sampled at each independent trial. Hence, Algorithm 1 is now performing approximate
leverage score sampling with distribution ŨN =

⋃k
ι=1

(⋃
j∈Iι

{
Lι/(nd)

})
. The misestimation factor for sampling according to

UN instead of ŨN , is

β̂ = min
ι∈Nk

{
Lι/(nd)

1/N

}
= min

ι∈Nk

{
Lι · (k/d)

}
.
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By Proposition 2, the resulting Ω̂ through the local sampling matrices Ω{k}, is close to a uniform sampling matrix (w.r.) of R
out of N elements. By applying the above conclusions to Theorem 1, the proof is complete.

Proof. [Corollary 1] Fix an i ∈ Nk. By the Gram-Schmidt procedure on 1√
r
Gi, the resulting P̂i is a random unitary matrix drawn

from On(R). This holds true for all i ∈ Nk. The claim then follows directly from Theorem 2.

Proof. [Proposition 3] Assume that this is possible. Recall that for non-oblivious embeddings rely on the dataset A, so in order
to account for the heterogeneity in the global dataset A, some statistics about the each Ai would need to be shared and compared
in order to determine the global properties. This though contradicts the assumption that no communication takes place in order to
determine the local sketching matrices S{k}.

Proof. [Proposition 4] This follows directly from Theorems 5.1 and 5.2 of [62] when applied to our setting, and the definition of
perfect secrecy [64].

Proof. [Proposition 5] Recall that the gradients of (1) and the modified sketched problem (3) at iteration t, are respectively

g[t] = 2A⊤(Ax[t] − b) and g̃[t] = 2A⊤(S⊤S)(Ax[t] − b) .

By applying different local sampling matrices
{
Ω

[t]
i

}k
i=1

, the only thing that changes in (8) is the global sampling matrix Ω̂ at
each t, which we denote by Ω̂[t], i.e.

Ω̂[t] :=


Ω

[t]
1

. . .
Ω

[t]
k

 ∈ {0, 1}R×N .

We denote the resulting sketching matrix by Ŝ[t]. Since in g̃[t] the only source of randomness comes from Ŝ[t], we have E
[
g̃[t]
]
=

2A⊤E
[
Ŝ⊤
[t]Ŝ[t]

]
(Ax[t] − b). By modifying the proof of [50, Lemma 1], we can show that E

[
Ŝ⊤
[t]Ŝ[t]

]
= IN . It suffices to show

that E
[
Ω̂⊤

[t]Ω̂[t]

]
= IN . Let Ji denote the index set of Ω̂[t]’s rows corresponding to Ω

[t]
i , i.e. Ji ⊂ NR;

⊔k
ι=1 Jι = NR; and

#Ji = r for each i ∈ Nk. Then, Ω̂[t]

∣∣
(Ji)

is Ω
[t]
i presented in the submatrix corresponding to rows indexed by Ji, and zeros

everywhere else. We then have

E
[
Ω̂⊤

[t]Ω̂[t]

]
= E

[
k∑

i=1

(
Ω̂[t]

∣∣
(Ji)

)⊤
Ω̂[t]

∣∣
(Ji)

]

=

k∑
i=1

E
[(

Ω̂[t]

∣∣
(Ji)

)⊤
Ω̂[t]

∣∣
(Ji)

]

=

k∑
i=1

IN
∣∣
(Ji)

= IN

and the proof is complete.

Proof. [Proposition 6] For ϵ ∈ (0, 1), the choice of ϵ̃ implies (1 + ϵ̃)2 = 1 + ϵ, and (1 − ϵ̃)2 = (5 + ϵ − 4
√
1 + ϵ) > 1 − ϵ, i.e.[

(1− ϵ̃)2, (1 + ϵ̃)2
]
⊂ [1− ϵ, 1 + ϵ]. Therefore, we have ϵ = (1+ ϵ̃)2− 1 > 1− (1− ϵ̃)2, which means that if an arbitrary matrix

S ∈ RR̃×N satisfies
(1− ϵ̃)2 · ∥x∥ ⩽ ∥Sx∥ ⩽ (1 + ϵ̃)2 · ∥x∥ (13)

for any x ∈ im(U) with a high probability, then it satisfies (4) with an even higher probability. For our case, we are considering
S = S2 · S1 with S1 : RN → RR and S2 : RR → RR̃ satisfying (4) for im(U) and im(Π1U) respectively, each with distortion
parameter ϵ̃. By submultiplicativity of the ℓ2-norm, the product S = S2 · S1 satisfies (13).

For simplicity and to maintain abbreviated notation, we consider the event of the hybrid sketch satisfying an ℓ2-s.e. with
distortion error ϵ, rather than the exact event of (13). This suffices for our purpose, since

Pr
[
(1− ϵ̃)2 · ∥x∥ ⩽ ∥Sx∥ ⩽(1 + ϵ̃)2 · ∥x∥

]
⩾ Pr

[
∥Sx∥ ⩽ϵ ∥x∥

]
⩾ 1− δ .

For now, let (ϵ1, δ1) = (ϵ2, δ2) = (ϵ̃, δ̃) denote the parameters of the corresponding sketching matrices. By the assumption on
Π1, for any x we have Pr [∥Π1x∥ >ϵ1 ∥x∥] < δ1. Further define the set of all ℓ2-s.e. of U with distortion parameter ϵ:

Eϵ
U := {Si : Si is an ϵ ℓ2-s.e. of U} .
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Let ϵ′ = max
{
(1 + ϵ1)(1 + ϵ2) − 1, 1 − (1 − ϵ1)(1 − ϵ2)

}
= (1 + ϵ1)(1 + ϵ2) − 1, with a corresponding δ′. The initial

embedding of x in the probability events is denoted by y = Sx. By the law of total probability, it follows that

Pr
[
∥Π2Π1x∥ >ϵ′ ∥x∥

]
=
∑

S∈Eϵ′
U

Pr
[
Π1 = S

]
· Pr

[
∥Π2Sx∥ >ϵ′ ∥x∥ : Π1 = S

]
+
∑

T /∈Eϵ′
U

Pr
[
Π1 = T

]
· Pr

[
∥Π2Tx∥ >ϵ′ ∥x∥ : Π1 = T

]
♮
<
∑

S∈Eϵ′
U

Pr
[
Π1 = S

]
· Pr

[
∥Π2y∥ >ϵ2 ∥y∥ : Π1 = S

]
+
∑

T /∈Eϵ′
U

Pr
[
Π1 = T

]
· 1

♭
<
∑

S∈Eϵ′
U

Pr
[
Π1 = S

]
· δ2 +

∑
T /∈Eϵ′

U

Pr
[
Π1 = T

]
♯
= δ2 · Pr

[
Eϵ1
U

]
+ Pr

[(
Eϵ′

U

)c]
♢
< δ2 · 1 + δ′

♡
< δ1 + δ2 .

In ♮, we used the fact that the conditional probability in the second summand is always less than 1, and the fact that for an
embedding with a smaller distortion; we have a higher error probability, i.e. δ′ < δ2 since ϵ′ > ϵ̃ = ϵ2. In ♭ we use the fact
that the conditional probability in the first summand corresponds to the failure event of Π2 not being an ϵ2 ℓ2-s.e., which occurs
with probability less than δ2. In ♯ we concisely represent the two summations, which are equal to the depicted events. In turn, we
substitute their upper bounds which are respectively 1 and δ′. Lastly, in ♡ we use the fact that δ1 > δ′. By our choice of δ̃, we
know that δ1 + δ2 = δ.

For our choice of δ̃, the complementary probable event of the above is: Pr
[
∥Π2Π1x∥ ⩽ϵ′ ∥x∥

]
⩾ 1 − δ. Finally, for our

choice of ϵ̃ have ϵ′ = ϵ, hence Pr
[
∥Ŝx∥ ⩽ϵ ∥x∥

]
⩾ 1− δ. This completes the proof.

Proof. [Theorem 3] By Theorem 2 and Corollary 1, we know that our distributed local sketching approach through Algorithm 1
can be used to obtain an (ϵ̃, δ̃) ℓ2-s.e. sketch Â = ŜA of A. Then, by applying another (ϵ̃, δ̃) ℓ2-s.e. sketching matrix Φ on Â,
according to Proposition 6, we obtain an (ϵ, δ) ℓ2-s.e. sketch Ã = Φ · Â = (ΦS̃) ·A of A. This completes the proof.

APPENDIX B
GRADIENT DESCENT THROUGH DISTRIBUTED LOCAL SKETCHING

Here we provide the details to how our proposed scheme on distributed local sketching can be utilized to solve a linear system
Ax = b in which the data is itself distributed through GD, which was discussed in Sec. IV-C.

First, recall that the gradient of Lls(A,b;x) := ∥Ax− b∥22 defined in (1) for a given x[t] at iteration t of GD, is

g[t] := ∇xLls

(
A,b;x[t]

)
= 2A⊤(Ax[t] − b

)
∈ Rd

and since Lls is additively and linearly separable, for the partial gradients

g
[t]
i := ∇xLls

(
Ai,bi;x

[t]
)
= 2A⊤

i

(
Aix

[t] − bi

)
∈ Rd

defined for each data block pair {(Ai,bi)}ki=1, it follows that

g[t] =

k∑
j=1

g
[t]
i .
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Considering our approach and the global sketching matrix Ŝ[t] defined through the global projection matrix P̂ (8) at iteration t,
we get

ǵ[t] := ∇xLls

(
P̂A, P̂b;x[t]

)
= 2(P̂A)⊤

(
P̂(Ax[t] − b)

)
= 2(Á)⊤

(
Áx[t] − b́

)
=

k∑
j=1

2(Ái)
⊤(Áix

[t] − b́i

)
=

k∑
j=1

∇xLls

(
PiA,Pib;x

[t]
)

=

k∑
j=1

ǵ
[t]
i

where Á := P̂A and Ái := PiAi for each i ∈ Nk. The vectors b́ and b́{k} are defined analogously. In the case where P{k} are
unitary, it follows that ǵ[t] = g[t] for each t, while when E

[
P⊤

i Pi

]
= In for each i, we have E

[
ǵ[t]
]
= g[t] for each t.

To carry out GD distributively, through iterative sketching, the local servers will perform a distinct
{
Ω

[t]
i

}k
i=1

at each iteration
t, to get a different local sketches

Â
[t]
i :=

(√
n/r ·Ω[t]

i Pi

)
·Ai = S

[t]
i ·Ai

of their local dataset. Note that at each iteration, the local label vectors b{k} are sketched accordingly, with the same corresponding
sketching matrices. The pseudocode of this approach is summarized in Algorithm 3.

It is worth noting that Algorithm 3 also has the following guarantee, in which the iterative sketching is through Algorithm 1;
our distributed local sketching approach.

Corollary 3 ( [22, Cor. 3]). The expected regret of the least squares objective resulting from distributed GD with iterative
sketching; according to Algorithm 3, with a diminishing step-size ηs, converges to zero at a rate of O(1/

√
s+R/s), i.e.

E
[
Lls(A,b;x[s])− Lls(A,b;x⋆)

]
⩽ O(1/

√
s+R/s).

Algorithm 3: Distributed Iteratively Sketched GD

Input: r, and a random initialization x̂[0] ∈ Rd

Output: Approximate solution x̂ ∈ Rd to (1)
for i = 1 to k do

1.0) The coordinator delivers r and x̂[0] to the k servers
ith node:
1.1) Generate a random Pi ∈ Rn×n

1.2) Locally transform the data4:
– Ái :=

(√
n/r ·Pi

)
·Ai

– b́i :=
(√

n/r ·Pi

)
· bi

end
for i = 1 to k do

for t = 0, 1, 2, . . . do
ith node:
2.1) Uniformly sample r rows from Ái, through Ω

[t]
i :

− Â
[t]
i = Ω

[t]
i · Ái and b̂

[t]
i = Ω

[t]
i · b́i

2.2) Determine the sketched partial gradient:
− ĝ

[t]
i = 2

(
Â

[t]
i

)⊤(
Â

[t]
i x[t] − b̂

[t]
i

)
2.3) Deliver ĝ[t]i to the coordinator

Coordinator:
3.1) Determines ηt and the global sketched gradient:
− ĝ[t] =

∑k
j=1 ĝ

[t]
j

3.2) GD Update: x̂[t+1] ← x̂[t] − ηt · ĝ[t]
3.3) Delivers x̂[t] to the k servers

end
end
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APPENDIX C
FLATTENING OF LEVERAGE SCORES

In this section, we provide further numerical experiments similar to Figure 2, which corroborate the fact that the local random
projections P{k} flatten the leverage scores of the global data matrix A. The difference here, is that in Figure 9 we considered a
sparse data matrix A which only had 10% of its entries being nonzero, and in Figure 10 the entries of A had varying magnitudes;
in such a way that its leverage scores had an exponential-like trend. In both cases, A were generated randomly.
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Fig. 9. Flattening of leverage scores distribution, for A sparse with uniformly random entries, and nnz(A) = Nd/10.
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Fig. 10. Flattening of leverage scores distribution, for random A with entries of varying magnitudes; by constant factors.
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