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MIXED PRECISION SKETCHING FOR LEAST-SQUARES

PROBLEMS AND ITS APPLICATION IN GMRES-BASED

ITERATIVE REFINEMENT

ERIN CARSON∗
AND IEVA DAUŽICKAITĖ†

Abstract. Sketching-based preconditioners have been shown to accelerate the solution of dense
least-squares problems with coefficient matrices having substantially more rows than columns. The
cost of generating these preconditioners can be reduced by employing low precision floating-point
formats for all or part of the computations. We perform finite precision analysis of a mixed precision
algorithm that computes the R-factor of a QR factorization of the sketched coefficient matrix. Two
precisions can be chosen and the analysis allows understanding how to set these precisions to exploit
the potential benefits of low precision formats and still guarantee an effective preconditioner. If
the nature of the least-squares problem requires a solution with a small forward error, then mixed
precision iterative refinement (IR) may be needed. For ill-conditioned problems the GMRES-based
IR approach can be used, but good preconditioner is crucial to ensure convergence. We theoretically
show when the sketching-based preconditioner can guarantee that the GMRES-based IR reduces
the relative forward error of the least-squares solution and the residual to the level of the working
precision unit roundoff. Small numerical examples illustrate the analysis.
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1. Introduction. Let A be an m×n matrix with full-rank and m≫ n, let b be
a length-m vector, and suppose we want to solve the least squares problem

min
x

‖b−Ax‖2. (1.1)

A variety of methods, such as Least Squares QR (LSQR) can be used to find x that
minimizes the residual [25]. Rokhlin and Tygert showed that preconditioning a dense
A with the R factor of the QR decomposition of a sketched A can greatly reduce the
condition number [26]. An efficient implementation of these ideas in a BLENDENPIK
solver has been shown to reduce the LSQR iteration count and the wall-clock time
[4]. The authors in [16] employ mixed precision to generate this preconditioner and
thus improve performance.

The available finite precision analysis for generating the randomized precondi-
tioner assumes that all operations are performed in a uniform precision, and A is
well-conditioned with respect to this precision. In this work, we provide a more gen-
eral analysis of a mixed precision setting where the sketching operation and the QR
decomposition are computed in two possibly different precisions. Our main result
assumes that A is not too ill-conditioned with respect to the sketching precision, but
we provide some comments on cases that do not satisfy this assumption.

In recent work, randomized preconditioning has been combined with fixed preci-
sion iterative refinement (IR) to ensure a backward stable solution to (1.1) [15]. We
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consider combining the mixed precision randomized preconditioning with IR with a
different objective: we aim to refine both the computed solution and residual of (1.1)
so that their relative forward error reaches the level of unit roundoff of the working
precision. This may be particularly relevant when a low precision format is used as the
working precision. A popular way to achieve this goal is through the use of a mixed
precision GMRES-based iterative refinement scheme for least-squares (LSIR). Here,
we first solve the least-squares problem via LSQR with randomized preconditioning
and then use iterative refinement on the augmented system

[
I A
AT 0

] [
r
x

]
=

[
b
0

]
.

The augmented system LSIR approach was introduced and analysed (when solved
via a QR decomposition of A) by Björck [5] and is the only approach where the
residual is refined explicitly. The scheme was extended to a more general setting in
previous work [11], where a linear system with the augmented coefficient matrix in
each refinement step is solved via left-preconditioned GMRES. The left preconditioner
was constructed of QR factors of A, assumed to be computed via Householder QR
in some precision uf . Despite that the QR factorization is computed in a potentially
lower precision, its cost may still be significant (i.e., reducing the precision does not
reduce the latency cost). Here we seek to use the already computed randomized R
factor in the preconditioner. We define the preconditioned augmented system to be

[
I 0
0 R−T

]

︸ ︷︷ ︸
M−1

L

[
I A
AT 0

]

︸ ︷︷ ︸
Ã

[
I 0
0 R−1

]

︸ ︷︷ ︸
M−1

R

[
r̂
x̂

]
=

[
I 0
0 R−T

] [
b
0

]
, (1.2)

with
[
I 0
0 R−1

] [
r̂
x̂

]
=

[
r
x

]
.

IR convergence can be guaranteed if the augmented systems are solved via a
backward stable solver and the relative forward error is reduced in each iteration [11].
GMRES with right preconditioning may be unstable [3] and we thus use its flexible
variant FGMRES to solve (1.2). We note that other approaches to mixed precision
least-squares iterative refinement have been proposed, however only the augmented
system approach has convergence guarantees for both x and r; see, e.g., [5, 7].

The goal of this work is twofold: to analyze the randomized sketching in two
precisions and to determine when this approach to LSIR is guaranteed to converge,
and give performance benefits. The theoretical analysis uses results for FGMRES
backward stability and requires bounds for the condition number of the preconditioned
augmented matrix.

The paper is structured as follows. We review theoretical results on sketching in
Section 2 and analyze the two precision version of the sketched QR decomposition
algorithm in Section 3. The LSIR method with a randomized preconditioner is an-
alyzed in Section 4, followed by numerical examples in Section 5. We conclude in
Section 6.

2. Background on sketching. The sketching matrix is often chosen so that
the sketch preserves some qualities of A. Preserving the norm of a matrix-vector
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product is important in many applications. This may be achieved using a subspace
embedding, which we define in the following.

Definition 2.1. Consider a subspace F ⊆ R
m, a linear operator Ω : Rm → R

s,

and a distortion parameter ǫ ∈ (0, 1). Ω is called an l2 ǫ-subspace embedding if for

every x ∈ F we have

√
1− ǫ ‖x‖2 ≤ ‖Ωx‖2 ≤

√
1 + ǫ ‖x‖2.

Note that constructing such an Ω requires some knowledge of F. To relax this
requirement, the following subset of subspace embeddings is often considered.

Definition 2.2. A linear operator Ω : Rm → R
s is called an oblivious (ǫ, δ, n)-

subspace embedding if it is a subspace embedding for any n-dimensional F ⊆ R
m with

probability at least 1− δ.
We can set F = range(A) and then for every y ∈ R

n we have

√
1− ǫ ‖Ay‖2 ≤ ‖ΩAy‖2 ≤

√
1 + ǫ ‖Ay‖2.

Using this with the definition of largest and smallest singular values, we can easily
obtain the bounds

√
1− ǫ σmin(A) ≤ σmin(ΩA) ≤ σmax(ΩA) ≤

√
1 + ǫ σmax(A),

σmin(ΩA)√
1 + ǫ

≤ σmin(A) ≤ σmax(A) ≤
σmax(ΩA)√

1− ǫ
,

which give

√
1− ǫ

1 + ǫ
κ(A) ≤ κ(ΩA) ≤

√
1 + ǫ

1− ǫ
κ(A).

Thus sketching with an ǫ-subspace embedding approximately preserves the extreme
singular values and we can expect κ(ΩA) to be close to κ(A).

An embedding that has been theoretically analyzed and widely used is a Gaussian
matrix, namely, Ω ∈ R

s×m with independent entries drawn at random from N (0, 1/s)
with an appropriately set s. Note that Ω is dense and thus for large problems storage
and computing matrix-vector products can be expensive. It is known that Ω is an
oblivious (ǫ, δ, n)-subspace embedding if s = Ω(ǫ−2log(n)log(1/δ)), however in some
applications good results can be obtained by setting s = n + 5; see, for example,
[23, 27].

CountSketch is a sparse subspace embedding constructed by randomly and uni-
formly choosing one entry in each column of Ω and setting it to 1 or −1 with probabil-
ity 1/2; all other entries in Ω are set to zero [12]. Such Ω thus randomly samples and
adds/subtracts some rows of A. To ensure that Ω is an oblivious (ǫ, δ, n)-subspace
embedding, Ω needs to have at least (n2 + n)/δ(2ǫ − ǫ2)2 rows. CountSketch thus
requires more samples than a Gaussian embedding, although the latter is more ex-
pensive to apply. Sparse and dense embeddings can be combined to leverage this in
what is called multisketching by applying two sketches in sequence; see, for example,
[21, 28, 17] .

It is known that if Ω is an s×m matrix such that ΩA is full rank and ΩA = QP
is a decomposition where columns of the s × n matrix Q are orthonormal and P is
any n× n matrix, then in infinite precision

κ(AP−1) = κ(ΩU) = κ(ΩQA),
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where A = UΣV T is the economic SVD and A = QARA is the economic QR factor-
ization; see [26, Theorem 1] and [24, Lemma 2.1]. Setting P to be the R-factor of the
economic QR decomposition ΩA = QR and using the economic QR decomposition
A = QARA we can also show that

‖AR−1‖2 = ‖RAR
−1‖2 = ‖(ΩQA)

†ΩQARAR
−1‖2 = ‖(ΩQA)

†QRR−1‖2 ≤ ‖(ΩQA)
†‖2,

where (ΩQA)
† is the Moore-Penrose pseudoinverse of ΩQA. The reduction of the

norm and the condition number is thus determined by how well the sketching operator
approximates the basis for the range of A. These quantities can be expressed via the
subspace embedding distortion parameter ǫ as [22, Proposition 5.4]

‖AR−1‖2 ≤ 1√
1− ǫ

and ‖(AR−1)†‖2 ≤
√
1 + ǫ.

3. Sketching in two precisions. We perform a finite precision analysis of
Algorithm 3.1, where the sketching and QR steps can use possibly different precisions
with unit roundoffs us and uQR. We consider a general sketching operator Ω, and
assume that A is full rank. R denotes the R-factor of the economic QR decomposition
of the sketched matrix ΩA, that is, ΩA = QR. A standard model of floating point
arithmetic is used, where in the bounds we will make use of the quantities

γ(p)n =
nup

1− nup
and γ̃(p)n =

cnup
1− cnup

,

where c is a small constant that does not depend on n [18, Section 2.2]. We make
the standard assumption that no overflow or underflow occurs. In the following, hats
denote computed quantities, that is, R̂ is the computed version of R. The notation
. is used when dropping terms that are negligible compared to other terms in the
expression.

Algorithm 3.1 Randomized sketching based approximation of the R factor of the
QR factorization of matrix A in precisions us and uQR

Input: A ∈ R
m×n of full rank stored in precision us, sketching matrix/operator Ω

such that ΩA ∈ R
s×n

Output: R factor of the QR decomposition of sketched A

1: Compute the sketch Y = ΩA // us
2: Compute an economic Householder QR: Y = QR // uQR

3.1. Computing R. We obtain bounds in relation to the exact sketched matrix
ΩA and the exact preconditioned matrix AR−1. This allows us to use results that are
available in the literature for the exact arithmetic case. We comment on the results
in the following subsection.

Theorem 3.1. Consider Ŷ = ΩA + ∆s computed in step 1 of Algorithm 3.1,

where ∆s accounts for the errors in casting A to us and computing the sketch. If Ω,

us, and uQR are set so that

(2log2n+ 4)n1/2γ̃(QR)
sn κ2(Ŷ ) < 1 and (3.1)

(2log2n+ 4)n1/2‖(ΩA)†‖2‖∆s‖2 < 1 (3.2)

4



and we denote

β =
(
1 + (2log2n+ 4)n1/2γ̃

(QR)
sn κ2(ΩA) + (2log2n+ 4)2nγ̃

(QR)
sn ‖∆s‖2‖(ΩA)†‖2κ2(ΩA)

)

×
(
1 + (2log2n+ 4)n1/2‖(ΩA)†‖2‖∆s‖2

)
,

then R̂ satisfies the following:

‖R̂‖2 . β‖ΩA‖2, (3.3)

‖R̂−1‖2 . β‖(ΩA)†‖2, (3.4)

κ2(R̂) . β2κ2(ΩA), (3.5)

‖AR̂−1‖2 . β‖AR−1‖2, (3.6)

‖(AR̂−1)†‖2 . β‖(AR−1)†‖2, (3.7)

κ2(AR̂
−1) . β2κ2(AR

−1). (3.8)

Proof. We perform the analysis in two steps. First, we express R̂ via the R factor
of the exact economic QR decomposition

Ŷ = QYRY .

Then, we express RY via the R factor of the exact sketched matrix

ΩA = QR.

We can do this by writing

R̂ = (I + Γ1)RY and (3.9)

RY = (I + Γ2)R, (3.10)

where I is an n×n identity matrix, and Γ1 and Γ2 are upper triangular, and bounding
‖Γ1‖2 and ‖Γ2‖2.

We start with ‖Γ1‖2, which requires considering the finite precision error in com-
puting the QR decomposition. Standard results [18, Theorem 19.4] show that the

Householder QR decomposition of Ŷ returns R̂ such that

Ŷ +∆H = Q̄R̂, where

‖(∆H)j‖2 ≤ γ̃(QR)
sn ‖(Ŷ )j‖2, j = 1 : n,

and Q̄ ∈ R
s×n has orthonormal columns. Using ‖B‖2F =

∑
j ‖Bj‖22 we obtain

‖∆H‖F ≤ γ̃(QR)
sn ‖Ŷ ‖F . (3.11)

We proceed by considering the Cholesky decompositions of Ŷ T Ŷ and (Ŷ +∆H)T (Ŷ +
∆H), namely,

Ŷ T Ŷ = RT
Y RY

and

(Ŷ +∆H)T (Ŷ +∆H) = Ŷ T Ŷ + Ŷ T∆H +∆T
H Ŷ +∆T

H∆H︸ ︷︷ ︸
Ec

=RT
Y RY + Ec

=R̂T R̂.

5



Then using (3.9) we have

RT
Y RY + Ec = R̂T R̂ = RT

Y (I + Γ1)
T (I + Γ1)RY

and by multiplying R−T
Y on the left and R−1

Y on the right we obtain

I +R−T
Y EcR

−1
Y = (I + Γ1)

T (I + Γ1).

In [14, Theorem 3.1], it is shown that

‖Γ1‖2 ≤ (2log2n+ 4)‖R−T
Y EcR

−1
Y ‖2.

We proceed bounding ‖R−T
Y EcR

−1
Y ‖2 as

‖R−T
Y EcR

−1
Y ‖2 = ‖QT

Y∆HR
−1
Y +R−T

Y ∆T
HQY +R−T

Y ∆T
H∆HR

−1
Y ‖2

≤ 2‖∆HR
−1
Y ‖2 + ‖∆HR

−1
Y ‖22

≤ γ̃(QR)
sn ‖Ŷ ‖F ‖R−1

Y ‖2 + (γ̃(QR)
sn )2‖Ŷ ‖2F ‖R−1

Y ‖22
≤n1/2γ̃(QR)

sn κ2(Ŷ ) + n(γ̃(QR)
sn )2κ2(Ŷ )2

and thus

‖Γ1‖2 ≤ (2log2n+ 4)
(
n1/2γ̃(QR)

sn κ2(Ŷ ) + n(γ̃(QR)
sn )2κ2(Ŷ )2

)
. (3.12)

By considering the Cholesky decompositions of (ΩA)TΩA and (ΩA+∆s)
T (ΩA+∆s)

and using the same argument as above, we obtain

‖Γ2‖2 ≤ (2log2n+ 4)
(
n1/2‖R−1‖2‖∆s‖2 + n‖R−1‖22‖∆s‖22

)

=(2log2n+ 4)
(
n1/2‖(ΩA)†‖2‖∆s‖2 + n‖(ΩA)†‖22‖∆s‖22

)
. (3.13)

To obtain the bounds (3.4)-(3.8), we have to consider R̂−1 and R−1
Y . We do this using

the first order approximations

R̂−1 = ((I + Γ1)RY )
−1 ≈ R−1

Y (I − Γ1)

R−1
Y = ((I + Γ2)R)

−1 ≈ R−1(I − Γ2),

that are valid under assumptions (3.1) and (3.2). From the above approximations,
(3.9), and (3.10), we have

R̂ = (I + Γ1)(I + Γ2)R and

R̂−1 ≈ R−1(I − Γ2)(I − Γ1).

Taking the norms, using

‖(I + Γ1)(I + Γ2)‖2 ≤ (1 + ‖Γ1‖2)(1 + ‖Γ2‖2),
‖(I − Γ2)(I − Γ1)‖2 ≤ (1 + ‖Γ1‖2)(1 + ‖Γ2‖2),

ignoring the second order terms in (3.12) and (3.13), substituting

κ2(Ŷ ) = κ2(RY ) ≤ κ2(R)(1 + ‖Γ2‖2)2

in (3.12), and

‖R‖2 = ‖ΩA‖2 and ‖R−1‖2 = ‖(ΩA)†‖2
gives the required results.
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3.2. Comments. We now comment on the assumptions and results of Theo-
rem 3.1. In (3.1), we assume that the computed sketched matrix is not severely
ill-conditioned in the precision which is used to compute its QR decomposition; this
is a standard assumption, which also guides against using uQR ≫ us. In (3.2) we
assume that the sketching error is small enough to neutralise ‖(ΩA)†‖2. Note that
both quantities here depend on the type of sketching used. The results show that
when the sketching matrix and precisions are chosen carefully, the norms and con-
dition numbers of R̂ and AR̂−1 are close to the norms and condition numbers when
using the exact R factor of ΩA.

We can specify the results when the sketch is computed as a matrix-matrix prod-
uct and thus

‖∆s‖2 ≤ us‖A‖2‖Ω‖2 +m1/2γ(s)m ‖A‖2‖Ω‖2,

where the first term is due to casting A into us and the second term comes from the
matrix-matrix multiplication. Combining this with (3.2) gives condition

(2log2n+ 4)n1/2m1/2γ
(s)
m+1

‖A‖2‖Ω‖2
‖ΩA‖2

κ2(ΩA) < 1.

We thus require the exact sketched matrix ΩA to be not too ill-conditioned in the
sketching precision us. The bound for β is then

β . 1 + (2log2n+ 4)n1/2

(
γ̃(QR)
sn +m1/2γ

(s)
m+1

‖A‖2‖Ω‖2
‖ΩA‖2

)
κ2(ΩA),

where we ignore the O(uQRus) terms. A mixed precision implementation of Algo-
rithm 3.1 in [16] uses uQR ≤ us, that is, the QR decomposition is computed in
precision higher than in the sketching step. Note that our results do not suggest a
higher quality approximation in this setting.

We note that the term β can be seen as an “amplification” factor which determines
the ratio between the computed and exact quantities. In the case that us = uQR = 0
(i.e., we compute in exact arithmetic), then β = 1 and thus the computed quantities
are the same as the exact quantities.

If us or uQR is set to a low precision with narrow range, for example, IEEE half
precision, then scaling may be needed to avoid underflow and overflow; see [20] for a
deeper discussion. A one-sided diagonal scaling strategy is presented in [9, lines 1-3 of
Algorithm 3.1]. Here one constructs a diagonal matrix S that contains the reciprocals
of the modulus largest elements of each column of A with a positive sign and AS is
computed, that is each column of A is divided by its modulus largest value to avoid
overflow. Then AS is multiplied by a positive parameter to increase the values within
the range of the low precision and avoid underflow. AS can be used instead of A in
Algorithm 3.1 and the preconditioner is then set to RS−1.

3.3. Previous work. The errors in uniform precision versions of Algorithm 3.1
have been analysed in [24, 15], and [17]. The first manuscript provides determin-

istic bounds for κ2(R̂) and κ2(AR̂
−1) in terms of, respectively, κ2(ΩQA)κ2(A) and

κ2(ΩQA), where A = QARA is a truncated QR factorization. The second one pro-
vides bounds in terms of κ2(A) and the distortion of the subspace embedding. The

final listed work gives probabilistic bounds for ‖R̂−1‖2 and ‖AR̂−1‖2 when using
multisketching.
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3.4. Sketching ill-conditioned matrices in low precision. If we choose Ω
to be a subspace embedding, then κ2(ΩA) is close to κ2(A) and assumption (3.2)
essentially limits the applicability of the analysis to cases where κ2(A) < u−1

s . Thus,
us can be set to half precision only if κ2(A) < 211 = 2048. We can alternatively use
Theorem 3.1 with A replaced by its full-rank low precision version As and obtain the
result in the following corollary.

Corollary 3.2. Let A ∈ R
m×n be full rank and As denote A cast to a precision

us, such that

As = A+ E, where ‖E‖2 ≤ √
nus‖A‖2, and

ΩAs = QsRs

is the economic QR decomposition. We assume that As is full-rank and assume that

the assumptions of Theorem 3.1 hold with A replaced by As, and denote the resulting

β as βs. Then (3.3) - (3.8) can be written as

‖R̂‖2 . βs‖ΩAs‖2,
‖R̂−1‖2 . βs‖(ΩAs)

†‖2,
κ2(R̂) . β2

sκ2(ΩAs),

‖AR̂−1‖2 . βs‖AR−1
s ‖2,

‖(AR̂−1)†‖2 . βs‖(AR−1
s )†‖2,

κ2(AR̂
−1) . β2

sκ2(AR
−1
s ).

R̂ is thus close to Rs. The relative perturbation to the largest singular values
of A coming from casting it to the lower precision us is expected to be small and
we thus expect ‖ΩAs‖2 ≈ ‖ΩA‖2. The small singular values of a tall and skinny
As can, however, be significantly larger than the small singular values of A when
κ2(A) > u−1

s , that is, the low precision has a regularizing effect on A; see, e.g., [6] for
deterministic results and [13] for the stochastic rounding case. A large increase in the
smallest singular values would give ‖A†

s‖2 ≪ ‖A†‖2 and thus κ2(As) ≪ κ2(A). This
would allow the analysis to be applied to a wider range of problems, namely, when
κ2(As) < u−1

s and casting to lower precision preserves the rank.
In order to use the bounds involving As in the analysis of IR, we need to upper

bound them by terms involving A. We can bound ‖ΩAs‖2 as

‖ΩAs‖2 = ‖Ω(A+ E)‖2 ≤ ‖ΩA‖2 +
√
nus‖Ω‖2‖A‖2,

and ‖(AR−1
s )†‖2 as

‖(AR−1
s )†‖2 = ‖RsA

†‖2
= ‖QT

s Ω(A+ E)A†‖2
≤‖QT

s ΩAA
†‖2 + ‖QT

s ΩEA
†‖2

≤‖Ω‖2 + ‖ΩEA†‖2
≤

(
1 +

√
nus‖A‖2‖A†‖2

)
‖Ω‖2

=
(
1 +

√
nusκ2(A)

)
‖Ω‖2,

which we observe to be descriptive in our numerical experiments. Obtaining useful
bounds for ‖(ΩAs)

†‖2 and ‖AR−1
s ‖2 however proves challenging and our numerical

8
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†‖2 and ‖(AR−1
half )

†‖2, when A is generated in double precision
as gallery(′randsvd′, [400, 10], κ(A), 3), and factors Rsing and Rhalf are obtained by
casting A to single and half precisions, respectively, and computing economic QR
decompositions of the lower precision matrices.

experiments not reported here suggest that it depends on the ratio n/m. We illustrate
the behavior of ‖(AR−1

s )†‖2 in Figure 3.1 with a small MATLAB example. In order
to focus on the effect of casting to lower precision, no sketching is used, that is, Ω
is set to an identity matrix. We cast A to single and half precisions, compute the R
factors of the cast matrices in double precision and use these to precondition A.

4. Sketch-and-precondition FGMRES-LSIR. We now consider how the
randomized preconditioner can be used in the LSIR setting and provide theoretical
convergence guarantees. Recall that in previous work [11] it was shown that using
preconditioned GMRES in LSIR allows solving more ill-conditioned problems than
when using Björck’s approach that employs the QR factorization of A [5]. However the
theoretical convergence guarantees in [11] hold only for a particular left-preconditioner
using the full QR factors, which can be expensive to compute and apply in practice.
We extend this work to account for a preconditioner that employs the randomized
R-factor only (i.e., the Q factor is not needed) and is applied as a split-preconditioner
in FGMRES instead of a left-preconditioner in GMRES.

We describe this LSIR procedure in Algorithm 4.1. LSQR is initialized with the
so-called sketch-and-solve solution x = R−1(QTΩb), where ΩA = QR; such an ini-
tialization for a least-squares solver was originally proposed in [26] and it has been
observed that it can significantly improve the accuracy of the final solution [24, 15].
LSQR is run in the working precision with unit roundoff u, which is also used as the
working precision in IR. In the IR loop, the residuals of the augmented system are
computed in precision with unit roundoff ur and we use this precision for a triangular
solve with R to obtain the preconditioned right-hand side. We employ a mixed pre-
cision FGMRES variant, where the applications of M−1

L , M−1
R , and Ã to a vector are

computed in precisions with unit roundoffs uL, uR, and uA, respectively, and other
computations are performed in the working precision u [8]; M−1

L , M−1
R , and Ã are as

defined in (1.2).

We further explore theoretical convergence guarantees for this LSIR approach.
This requires bounds for the condition number of the preconditioned system, which

9



Algorithm 4.1 Augmented system LSIR with randomized preconditioning

Input: A ∈ R
m×n, b ∈ R

m, R computed via Algorithm 3.1, xs = R−1(QTΩb), IR
precisions ur and u where ur ≤ u, FGMRES precisions uA, uL, uR
Output: approximate solution x

1: Solve x0 = argminx ‖b − Ax‖2 via LSQR initialised with xs and right-
preconditioned with R // u

2: Compute r0 = b−Ax0 // u
3: i = 0
4: while not converged do

5: Compute

[
fi
gi

]
=

[
b
0

]
−
[
I A
AT 0

] [
ri
xi

]
// ur

6: Compute hi = R−T gi via triangular solve // ur
7: Solve via split-preconditioned FGMRES

[
I 0
0 R−T

] [
I A
AT 0

] [
I 0
0 R−1

] [
δri
δzi

]
=

[
fi
hi

]
,

where
[
I 0
0 R

] [
δri
δxi

]
=

[
δri
δzi

]

// u, uA, uL, uR

8: Update

[
ri+1

xi+1

]
=

[
ri
xi

]
+

[
δri
δxi

]
// u

9: i = i+ 1
10: end while

we obtain in the next subsection. The following notation is used.

b̃ =

[
b
0

]
, d =

[
r
x

]
, di =

[
ri
xi

]
, δdi =

[
δri
δxi

]
, yi =

[
δri
δzi

]
, wi =

[
fi
gi

]
, si =

[
fi
hi

]
.

(4.1)

4.1. Condition number of the preconditioned augmented matrix. We
consider the preconditioned coefficient matrix in (1.2) and obtain two bounds for it:

one in terms of ‖AR̂−1‖2 and ‖(AR̂−1)†‖2, and another in terms of κ(AR̂−1).

We use Björck’s approach [5] for bounding κ2(Ã) to bound

κ2(M
−1
L ÃM−1

R ). Consider the following scaled coefficient matrix

M−1
L ÃαM

−1
R :=

[
αI AR̂−1

R̂−TAT 0

]
,

where α > 0. The condition number of the preconditioned matrix is

κ(M−1
L ÃαM

−1
R ) =

α+

√
α2 + 4σmax(AR̂−1)2

min{2,
√
α2 + 4σmin(AR̂−1)2 − α}

.

10



If no scaling is used, that is, α = 1, then we have

κ(M−1
L ÃαM

−1
R ) =

1 +

√
1 + 4σmax(AR̂−1)2

min{2,
√
1 + 4σmin(AR̂−1)2 − 1}

≤ 2 + 2‖AR̂−1‖2
min{2,

√
1 + 4/‖(AR̂−1)†‖2 − 1}

,

where we use
√
a2 + b2 ≤ a+ b when a, b > 0. Thus

κ(M−1
L ÃαM

−1
R ) ≤




1 + ‖AR̂−1‖2, if ‖(AR̂−1)†‖2 ≤ 1/

√
2,

2+2‖AR̂−1‖2√
1+4/‖(AR̂−1)†‖2

2
−1

otherwise.
(4.2)

The optimal scaling by α = 2−1/2σmin(AR̂
−1) gives

κ(M−1
L ÃαM

−1
R ) ≤ 2κ(AR̂−1). (4.3)

This scaling is, however, expensive to compute. If there is no scaling and
‖(AR̂−1)†‖2 ≫ 1, then κ(M−1

L ÃαM
−1
R ) can be close to κ(AR̂−1)2. Note that when R̂

is computed via Algorithm 3.1 and assumptions of Theorem 3.1 hold with Ω chosen
as a subspace embedding, we do not expect ‖(AR̂−1)†‖2 ≫ 1 to hold. In this case we

also expect κ(AR̂−1) to be small. If however κ2(A) > us, then ‖(AR̂−1)†‖2 and as a

result κ(AR̂−1) can grow substantially as we have discussed in Section 3.4. Then our

bounds above show that κ(M−1
L ÃαM

−1
R ) can be ill-conditioned.

We thus have two bounds, where one depends on the norm of the precondi-
tioned least-squares coefficient matrix and its pseudoinverse (Ã is not scaled), and

the other on its condition number (Ã is scaled). We consider a simple numerical

example and show κ(M−1
L ÃM−1

R ) and bounds (4.2) and (4.3) in Figure 4.1. Note

that if κ2(A) < u−1
s then κ(M−1

L ÃM−1
R ) stays close to (4.3) even without scaling

and (4.2) is a tight bound; if the condition is violated, the perturbation due to
sketching in low precision results in a poor preconditioner and thus scaling becomes
important and κ(M−1

L ÃM−1
R ) grows large. Note that in this example with us set

to single and κ2(A) = 1016 we cannot compute (4.2) in double precision, because√
1 + 4/‖(AR̂−1)†‖22 is evaluated as 1.

4.2. IR convergence guarantees. The aim of the preconditioner is to ensure
the convergence of FGMRES-IR. We provide the analysis first and summarize it in a
theorem at the end of the section. Carson and Higham [10] proved that IR for solving
linear systems of equations converges under some conditions on the computed solution

in the refinement steps. Namely, the forward error ‖d−d̂i‖
‖d‖ is guaranteed to converge

to the limiting accuracy 4purcond(Ã, d) + u, where p is the maximum number of

nonzeros per row of
(
Ã d

)
and cond(Ã, d) = ‖|Ã−1||Ã||d|‖

‖d‖ , if the computed updates

δd̂i =
[
δr̂Ti δx̂Ti

]T
satisfy a bound on the relative normwise forward error

‖δdi − δd̂i‖
‖δdi‖

= ug‖Ei‖ < 1. (4.4)
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Fig. 4.1: Condition number of the preconditioned augmented system without scaling
and bounds (4.2) (gen. bounds) and (4.3) when us is set to double (left panel)
and single (right panel); uQR is set to double. A is generated as in Figure 3.1 and
Ω = 1√

4n
G, where G is a 4n×m random matrix with Gaussian entries.

The normwise relative backward error ‖b̃−Ãd̂‖2

‖b̃‖2+‖Ã‖2‖d̂‖2

is guaranteed to converge to pu

if (
c1κ(Ã) + c2

)
ug < 1, (4.5)

is satisfied, where

‖ŵi − Ãδd̂i‖
c1‖Ã‖‖δd̂i‖+ c2‖ŵi‖

≤ ug,

and Ei, c1, and c2 are functions of Ã, m + n, ug, and ŵi with nonnegative entries.
We thus need to determine values of ug, ‖Ei‖, c1, and c2 to determine for what κ(A)
we can expect FGMRES-IR (Algorithm 4.1) to converge.

We tackle this using bounds on the forward and backward error of the mixed-
precision FGMRES variant. As shown in [8, eq. (2.12)], the relative normwise forward
error is bounded by

‖δdi − δd̂i‖2
‖δdi‖2

≤ 1.3c(n, k)

1− ρ
ζκ2(M

−1
L ÃM−1

R )κ2(MR)

and the relative normwise backward error of the augmented system (note that this is
not the backward error of the least-squares problem) is bounded by [8, Corollary 2.2]

‖ŵi − Ãδd̂i‖2
‖Ã‖2‖δd̂i‖2 + ‖ŵi‖2

.
1.3c(n, k)

1− ρ
ζκ2(ML),

where c(n, k) is a constant depending on n and k, ρ < 1 depends on n, the number of

FGMRES iterations k, u, uR, MR, and Ẑk (the preconditioned basis matrix arising

in FGMRES), and ζ depends on u, uA, uL, ML, MR, Ã, Ẑk, δd̂i, and ŝi; see [8] for
further details.

Since in our case κ2(ML) = κ2(MR), we can set

ug =
1.3c(n, k)

1− ρ
ζκ2(ML),

‖Ei‖ ≤ κ2(M
−1
L ÃM−1

R ) and

c1 = c2 = 1.

12



Then (4.4) holds if

1.3c(n, k)

1− ρ
ζκ2(ML)κ2(M

−1
L ÃM−1

R ) < 1 (4.6)

and (4.5) requires

1.3c(n, k)

1− ρ
ζκ2(ML)κ(Ã) < 1. (4.7)

We assume in the following that the precisions for matrix-vector products with Ã and
applying the preconditioners ML and MR in FGMRES are set so that

1.3c(n, k)

1− ρ
ζ = O(u). (4.8)

Then ignoring the constants, (4.6) gives the following condition for the forward error
to converge:

κ2(ML)κ2(M
−1
L ÃM−1

R ) < O(u−1). (4.9)

Note that in our case

κ2(ML) = κ2(MR) = max{1, ‖R̂‖2}max{1, ‖R̂−1‖2} = max{‖R̂‖2, ‖R̂−1‖2, κ(R̂)}

and combining this with (3.3) - (3.5) gives

κ2(ML) . βmax{‖ΩA‖2, ‖(ΩA)†‖2, βκ2(ΩA)} =: ψ(β,ΩA). (4.10)

Recall that we have have two options for bounding κ2(M
−1
L ÃM−1

R ). Using (4.2), (3.6),
and (3.7) we obtain

κ(M−1
L ÃαM

−1
R ) ≤




1 + β‖AR−1‖2, if ‖(AR̂−1)†‖2 ≤ 1/

√
2,

2+2β‖AR−1‖2√
1+4/β‖(AR−1)†‖2

2
−1

otherwise
(4.11)

and then ignoring the constants and combining this with (4.9) and (4.10) gives the
following condition for the forward error to converge:

βmax

{
1,

(√
1 + 4β−1‖(AR−1)†‖−2

2 − 1

)−1
}
‖AR−1‖2ψ(β,ΩA) < u−1.

If we apply the optimal scaling α, then (4.3), (3.8),(4.9), and (4.10) give

β2κ2(AR
−1)ψ(β,ΩA) < u−1.

Regarding the backward error, the convergence criteria is

ψ(β,ΩA)κ(Ã) < u−1.

We summarize these results in a theorem below and then comment on them.
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Theorem 4.1. Assume that the least-squares problem (1.1) is solved via Algo-

rithm 4.1, the assumptions of Theorem 3.1 are satisfied, and the precisions in FGM-

RES are set so that (4.8) holds and ψ(β,ΩA) is as in (4.10). Then the relative forward

error of the augmented system reaches the limiting value of 4purcond(Ã, d) + u if

βmax

{
1,

(√
1 + 4β−1‖(AR−1)†‖−2

2 − 1

)−1
}
‖AR−1‖2ψ(β,ΩA) < u−1. (4.12)

If the optimal scaling α = 2−1/2σmin(AR̂
−1) is applied in step 7 of Algorithm 4.1,

then the forward error convergence condition can be replaced by

β2κ2(AR
−1)ψ(β,ΩA) < u−1. (4.13)

The normwise relative backward error of the augmented system reaches the limiting

value pu if

ψ(β,ΩA)κ(Ã) < u−1. (4.14)

Note that even if optimal scaling for Ã is applied and κ(Ã) ≈ κ(A), the bound for
the backward error is more restrictive than the forward error bounds. Note however
that the backward error is bounded by the forward error and thus it is enough to
satisfy (4.12) or (4.13).

We can now comment more on the conditions (4.12) and (4.13). We assume that
Ω is chosen to be a subspace embedding. We make the following observations:

• The term ψ(β,ΩA) is expected to dominate in all the conditions.
• If the conditions in Theorem 3.1 are satisfied, that is, κ(A) < u−1

s and κ(A) <
u−1
QR, then β grows moderately with the problem dimension, the values ‖ΩA‖2,

‖(ΩA)†‖2, and κ2(ΩA) stay close to ‖A‖2, ‖A†‖2, and κ2(A), respectively, and
both ‖(AR−1)†‖2 and ‖AR−1‖2 are close to 1, and thus we can expect LSIR
to converge when κ(A) is safely less than u−1. This is in contrast to the
convergence theory for iterative refinement for linear systems of equations
where we require κ(Ã) to be safely less than u−1.

• Note that setting us > u is thus allowed by the theory, but we can guarantee
LSIR convergence only when the low precision does not regularize the problem
too much, that is, we need to choose us according to κ2(A).

• Assume that κ(A) > u−1
s . Then we can replace A with its lower preci-

sion version As in the results of Theorem 3.1 as discussed in Section 3.4.
If the optimal scaling for the preconditioned augmented system is used,
then κ2(M

−1
L ÃM−1

R ) ≤ 2κ2(AR
−1
s ) holds and κ2(ML) depends on the con-

ditioning of Rs. The regularization by casting to a lower precision can
give κ2(Rs) ≤ κ2(R), however κ2(AR

−1
s ) can be significantly larger than

κ2(AR
−1). Some information useful for preconditioning can be obtained

from the regularized As, but caution should be exercised when considering
κ2(A) ≫ u−1

s .

5. Numerics for dense problems. We illustrate the analysis with simple nu-
merical experiments performed in MATLAB R2023b1. The aim of the experiments is
to show that, as predicted by the theory, the mixed precision sketched preconditioner
reduces the condition number of coefficient matrices and enables LSIR to converge.

1The code is available at https://github.com/dauzickaite/LSIRrndprec/
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Providing detailed recommendations for efficient implementation is out of scope of
this paper.

The least-squares problem (1.1) is constructed with a synthetic dense A generated
as a ’randsvd’ matrix from the MATLAB test matrices gallery with m = 103 and
n = 102, geometrically distributed singular values, and various choices of κ2(A). The
right-hand side b is a random vector with entries drawn from a uniform distribution
in the interval (0, 1) and normalized to have a unit norm. Such a right-hand side gives
‖r‖2 = ‖b − Ax‖2 ≈ 1 and thus the sensitivity of the least-squares problem depends
on κ2(A)

2; we note that when ‖r‖2 is small the sensitivity depends on κ2(A) instead;
see, e.g., [18, Section 20.1]. We only test this large residual setting since it is the case
where the augmented system approach to LSIR is expected to be most advantageous
over other LSIR approaches in terms of refining the solution x; see, e.g., [7]. We
generate the sketching matrix as Ω = (4n)−1/2G, where G is a random 4n×m matrix
with entries drawn from a standard normal distribution. There is no scaling for the
augmented system, that is, α = 1.

The precisions in Algorithms 3.1 and 4.1 are set so that us ≤ u, uQR = u, ur = u2.
FGMRES is run with uA = uL = uR = u. If LSIR does not converge in 30 iterations
and κ2(A) < u−1

s , then we set uA = uL = uR = u2 and rerun the refinement loop,
that is, steps 4-10 of Algorithm 4.1. We test the following settings: (us, u, ur) = (half,
single, double), (single, single, double), (half, double, quad), (single, double, quad),
(double, double, quad); note that the unit roundoff is 2−11 for half, 2−24 for single,
2−53 for double, and 2−113 for quad. MATLAB native single and double precisions
are used, half precision is simulated via the chop library [19], and quadruple (quad)
precision is simulated via the Advanpix Multiprecision Computing Toolbox [1]. When
u is set to single, we store A and b in single precision.

In Algorithm 4.1, the MATLAB implementation of LSQR is run for 2n iterations
or until the tolerance reaches 10−6 if u is set to single and 10−12 if u is set to double.
We compute the ‘true’ solution x∗ to (1.1) using MATLAB backslash in arithmetic
that is simulated to be accurate to 64 digits using the Advanpix toolbox. The same
accuracy is used to compute the ‘true’ residual r∗ = b − Ax∗. LSIR is run for 30
iterations or until the relative errors in both x and r satisfy

‖r∗ − r̂i‖2
‖r∗‖2

≤ 4u and
‖x∗ − x̂i‖2

‖x∗‖2
≤ 4u.

FGMRES is terminated after 50 iterations or when the tolerance reaches the same
values as for LSQR.

We compute the condition numbers and norms of the preconditioned matrices.
The results when QR in Algorithm 3.1 is computed in single precision (Tables 5.1
and 5.2) and in double precision (Tables 5.3, 5.4, and 5.5) show that as long as

κ2(A) < u−1
s , preconditioning with R̂ keeps the condition numbers of bothM−1

L ÃM−1
R

and AR̂−1 at O(1). If, however, κ2(A) > u−1
s , then κ2(M

−1
L ÃM−1

R ) grows significantly

due to the size of ‖(AR̂−1)†‖2; the value of ‖AR̂−1‖2 always stays close to 2. These

results agree with our theoretical observations. In the case when κ2(A) > u−1
s , R̂ is

still effective in reducing κ2(AR̂
−1) compared to κ2(A) by approximately a factor of

u−1
s . Note that as predicted by our analysis, we obtain R̂ of the same quality when

we use both uQR = us and uQR < us.
The initial solves with LSQR give solutions and residuals of similar quality in

the same or very similar number of iterations if κ2(A) is sufficiently smaller than
u−1
s ; see Tables 5.6 and 5.7. If, however, this is not the case, we clearly obtain a
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κ2(A) κ2(Ã) κ2(M
−1
L ÃM−1

R ) ‖AR̂−1‖2 ‖(AR̂−1)†‖2 κ2(AR̂
−1)

1e+00 2.62e+00 7.44e+00 2.03e+00 1.46e+00 2.97e+00
1e+01 1.63e+02 7.44e+00 2.03e+00 1.46e+00 2.96e+00
1e+02 1.62e+04 7.45e+00 2.03e+00 1.46e+00 2.96e+00
1e+03 1.69e+06 9.29e+00 1.86e+00 1.74e+00 3.24e+00
1e+04 1.34e+08 3.40e+02 1.79e+00 1.19e+01 2.15e+01
1e+05 4.49e+08 2.48e+04 1.67e+00 1.05e+02 1.76e+02
1e+06 9.59e+08 1.80e+06 1.67e+00 8.97e+02 1.50e+03
1e+07 3.10e+08 1.57e+08 1.60e+00 8.48e+03 1.36e+04

Table 5.1: Condition numbers and norms when precisions us and uQR in Algorithm 3.1
are set to half and single, respectively.

κ2(A) κ2(M
−1
L ÃM−1

R ) ‖AR̂−1‖2 ‖(AR̂−1)†‖2 κ2(AR̂
−1)

1e+00 to 1e+06 7.45e+00 2.03e+00 1.46e+00 2.97e+00
1e+07 7.65e+00 2.03e+00 1.49e+00 3.01e+00

Table 5.2: As in Table 5.1, but both us and uQR are set to single. κ2(Ã) is as in
Table 5.1.

worse preconditioner and LSQR needs significantly more iterations to converge or
convergence is not reached in the preset number of iterations. Note that although
an impractical number of iterations are required for us set to a precision such that
κ2(A) > u−1

s , the method is still able to reach the same accuracy as with us set to a
higher precision.

LSIR convergence results with u set to single and double are presented in Ta-
bles 5.8 and 5.9, respectively. Note that the iterative refinement process converges in
the cases where our theoretical analysis holds, that is, when κ2(A) < u−1

s . In order to
achieve convergence when κ2(A) is close to u−1, we have to increase the precisions in
FGMRES for computing the matrix-vector products and applying the preconditioner,
and possibly allow more FGMRES iterations in every LSIR iteration; this is needed
for FGMRES to reach the required backward error, see, e.g., [2] and [8]. We note that
it is also possible to achieve LSIR convergence when κ2(A) > u−1

s by significantly
increasing the maximum number of FGMRES iterations, setting lower tolerance for
FGMRES and/or increasing uA, uL and uR in FGMRES. These combinations of us
and κ2(A) are however not covered by our analysis and the FGMRES parameters are
highly problem dependent and require tuning in practice.

6. Conclusions. In this paper, we provide theoretical analysis of a mixed pre-
cision approach to generating a sketched preconditioner for least-squares problems.
We show that the computed R-factor R̂ of the sketched problem is close to the exact
R-factor when the sketching precision us is chosen such that usκ2(A) < 1 is satisfied,
that is, us is a precision which does not regularize the smallest singular values of
A. Then R̂ is an effective preconditioner for iterative least-squares solvers. If we set
us such that usκ2(A) > 1 and thus the regularization because of sketching in lower

precision is significant, then R̂ may still be effective in reducing κ2(AR̂
−1) compared

to κ2(A), however it does not appear to be effective in ensuring the convergence of an
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κ2(A) κ2(Ã) κ2(M
−1
L ÃM−1

R ) ‖AR̂−1‖2 ‖(AR̂−1)†‖2 κ2(AR̂
−1)

1e+02 1.62e+04 7.45e+00 2.02e+00 1.46e+00 2.96e+00
1e+04 1.62e+08 3.40e+02 1.80e+00 1.19e+01 2.15e+01
1e+06 1.62e+12 1.81e+06 1.67e+00 8.98e+02 1.50e+03
1e+08 1.39e+16 1.58e+10 1.65e+00 8.43e+04 1.39e+05
1e+10 7.00e+17 1.31e+14 1.55e+00 7.82e+06 1.22e+07
1e+12 1.11e+17 4.81e+17 1.56e+00 6.98e+08 1.09e+09
1e+14 1.44e+17 1.03e+17 1.47e+00 6.32e+10 9.30e+10
1e+15 1.75e+17 1.30e+17 1.49e+00 6.72e+11 1.00e+12

Table 5.3: As in Table 5.1, but us is set to half and uQR is set to double.

κ2(A) κ2(M
−1
L ÃM−1

R ) ‖AR̂−1‖2 ‖(AR̂−1)†‖2 κ2(AR̂
−1)

1e+02 to 1e+06 7.45e+00 2.03e+00 1.46e+00 2.97e+00
1e+08 5.64e+01 1.90e+00 4.67e+00 8.92e+00
1e+10 3.98e+05 1.81e+00 4.09e+02 7.41e+02
1e+12 3.37e+09 1.80e+00 3.77e+04 6.80e+04
1e+14 2.71e+13 1.69e+00 3.46e+06 5.86e+06
1e+15 2.71e+15 1.67e+00 3.51e+07 5.86e+07

Table 5.4: As in Table 5.1, but us is set to single and uQR is set to double. κ2(Ã) is
as in Table 5.3.

κ2(A) κ2(M
−1
L ÃM−1

R ) ‖AR̂−1‖2 ‖(AR̂−1)†‖2 κ2(AR̂
−1)

1e+02 to 1e+14 7.45e+00 2.03e+00 1.46e+00 2.97e+00
1e+15 7.43e+00 2.03e+00 1.46e+00 2.96e+00

Table 5.5: As in Table 5.1, but both us and uQR are set to double. κ2(Ã) is as in
Table 5.3.

κ2(A) LSQR it. ‖x∗ − x̂‖2/‖x∗‖2 ‖r∗ − r̂‖2/‖r∗‖2
half single half single half single

1e+00 16 16 9.42e-06 9.46e-06 3.11e-06 3.13e-06
1e+01 16 16 1.04e-05 9.99e-06 3.20e-06 3.13e-06
1e+02 16 16 1.24e-05 1.04e-05 3.24e-06 3.15e-06
1e+03 17 16 7.37e-05 3.40e-05 8.62e-06 6.81e-06
1e+04 85 16 6.69e-04 4.24e-04 7.12e-05 4.83e-05
1e+05 200 16 5.20e-02 4.72e-03 5.22e-03 4.40e-04
1e+06 200 16 8.66e-01 3.52e-02 7.48e-02 3.75e-03
1e+07 200 17 9.96e-01 2.93e-01 1.37e-01 3.11e-02

Table 5.6: LSQR iteration counts and relative errors in the solution and residual when
us is set to half and single; uQR and u are set to single.
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κ2(A) LSQR it. ‖x∗ − x̂‖2/‖x∗‖2 ‖r∗ − r̂‖2/‖r∗‖2
half single double half single double half single double

1e+02 31 31 31 2.41e-11 2.40e-11 2.40e-11 7.35e-12 6.57e-12 6.57e-12
1e+04 110 32 32 2.19e-12 1.31e-11 1.28e-11 3.79e-12 4.46e-12 4.50e-12
1e+06 200 32 32 7.45e-01 5.91e-11 5.14e-11 5.21e-02 9.02e-12 8.38e-12
1e+08 200 54 32 1e00 6.01e-09 3.43e-09 1.44e-01 8.40e-10 4.89e-10
1e+10 200 200 32 1e00 1.59e-01 4.10e-07 1.75e-01 1.25e-02 3.76e-08
1e+12 200 200 33 1e00 9.99e-01 3.61e-05 2.21e-01 1.10e-01 4.27e-06
1e+14 200 200 34 1e00 1e00 2.94e-03 2.34e-01 1.44e-01 3.58e-04
1e+15 200 200 34 1e00 1e00 8.35e-02 2.36e-01 1.53e-01 5.17e-03

Table 5.7: As in Table 5.6, but both uQR and u are set to double, and us is set to
half, single, and double.

κ2(A) LSIR it. FGMRES it.
half single half single

1e+00 1 1 39 39
1e+01 1 1 39 39
1e+02 1 1 39 39
1e+03 1 1 45 40
1e+04 9 1 450 41
1e+05 - 2 - 78
1e+06 - 2* - 77*
1e+07 - 2* - 78*

Table 5.8: LSIR iterations and the total count of FGMRES iterations within LSIR
(Algorithm 4.1). Here u is set to single. - denotes that LSIR did not converge in 30
iterations. * denotes when uA, uL and uR in FGMRES are set to double.

iterative least-squares solver in a small number of iterations. In such a setting, the
practitioner should thus carefully evaluate if for their particular application the sav-
ings because of sketching in lower precision are enough to offset the cost of additional
solver iterations.

If the computed solution and the residual are required to be of high quality and
thus an iterative refinement approach is necessary, our theoretical analysis shows
that if we set us such that usκ2(A) < 1, the computed preconditioner can be used
to ensure the convergence of an FGMRES-based LSIR scheme without the need to
scale the augmented system. Note that the sketching precision can be lower than the
working precision u or equal to it, so if usκ2(A) < 1, Algorithm 4.1 is guaranteed
to converge to its limiting accuracy, which depends on u and ur. If usκ2(A) < 1 is
not satisfied, then FGMRES-based LSIR can still converge as observed in numerical
experiments, but the cost of iterative refinement grows significantly and no theoretical
guarantees are provided.

Previous work used a full QR factorization computed in some low precision uf to
precondition a GMRES-based LSIR scheme, and in this case convergence can be guar-
anteed even when ufκ2(A) > 1 [11]. This approach, however, requires an expensive-
to-compute optimal scaling for the augmented system. We note that computing the
full QR factorization even in low precision is expensive and may not be feasible in
some applications. Our work thus shows that one can instead use modern alternatives,
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κ2(A) LSIR it. FGMRES it.
half single double half single double

1e+02 1 1 1 50 50 50
1e+04 7 1 1 350 50 50
1e+06 - 1 1 - 50 50
1e+08 - - 1 - - 50
1e+10 - - 2 - - 100
1e+12 - - 2* - - 138*
1e+14 - - 2* - - 137*
1e+15 - - 6* - - 409*

Table 5.9: As in Table 5.8, but u is set to double. - denotes that LSIR did not converge
in 30 iterations. * denotes when uA, uL and uR in FGMRES are set to quad and the
maximum number of FGMRES iterations is increased to 80.

such as randomized QR factorizations, to construct preconditioners for GMRES-based
iterative refinement for least-squares problems that have significantly more rows than
columns.
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