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1 Introduction

Given A € R"*? and b € R", the regression problem min,cga 3[|Az — b||3 is one of the most
fundamental problems in optimization and a prominent tool in machine learning. It is one of
the simplest empirical risk minimization (ERM) problems and a prominent proving ground for
developing efficient learning algorithms.

Regression is long known to be solve-able directly by matrix multiplication in O(nd“~!) time
where w < 2.373 [Will2] is the matrix multiplication constant and recent work has improved the
running time to O((nnz(A) 4 d*) log(e‘l)) i.e. linear time plus the time needed to solve a nearly
square linear system. [CWT3| [LMPT3, [NN13, ICLM™15, [Coh16] However, for sufficiently large A
even a super-quadratic running time of £(d“) can be prohibitively expensive. Consequently, over
the past decade improving this running time under mild regularity assumptions on A has been an
incredibly active area of research.

In this paper we improve the best known running time for solving regression under standard
regularity assumptions. Formally the problem we consider is as follows.

Definition 1 (The Regression Problem). Given A € R™*4 with rows ai,...,a, and b € R™, we
consider the regression problem min,cra fa () where

Fasle) ™ SIAz b3 =3 o (ol —bi)"

1€[n]
The central problem of this paper is to get faster regression algorithms defined as follows.

Definition 2 (Regression Algorithm). We call an algorithm a T (A)-time regression algorithm if
for any b € R™, g € R%, and ¢ € (0, %) w.h.p in n in time O(7T(A)loge™!) the algorithm outputs a
vector y such that

fap(y) —min fap(z) <e- (fA,b(xo) — min fA,b($)> : (1.1)
Note that if x, is a minimizer of fa y(x) then the guarantee (ILI)) is equivalent to the following

ly = o a < €llzo — zalara (1.2)

where ||z|3; for a PSD matrix M is defined as =" M.
The goal of this paper is to provide regression algorithms with improved running times depend-
ing on n, d, and the following regularity parameters.

Definition 3. (Regularity Parameters) We let Apin(ATA) and Apax(ATA) denote the smallest
and largest eigenvalues of ATA. We let K(ATA) = M\ax(ATA)/Amin(ATA) denote the condition
number of AT A and let rkgum(ATA) = tr (ATA) /Amin(ATA) denote the total condition number
of ATA. We let s(A) denote the maximum number of non-zero entries in a row of A. Occasionally,
we drop the terms in parenthesis when they are clear from context.

Through this paper, we use O to hide factors polylogarithmic in n,d,x def )\max(ATA)/)\min(ATA) and M (c.f.
Definition B and Definition [6]).



1.1 Previous Results

Standard classic iterative methods such as gradient descent and accelerated gradient descent [Nes83]
solve the regression problem with running times of O(n-s(A)-x(ATA)) and O(n-s(A)-1/k(ATA))
respectively. While these running times are super-linear whenever H(ATA) is super constant there
has been a flurry of recent papers showing that using sampling techniques faster running times
can be achieved. These often yield nearly linear running times when n is sufficiently larger than d.
[SSZ13| [TZ134a, [SZ16, [A1l16].

Using recent advances in accelerated coordinate descent [AQRY 16}, [NS17] coupled with proximal
point methods [FGKS15al, [LMHI5] the previous fastest iterative algorithm is as follows:

Theorem 4 (Previous Best Regression Running Times). Given A € R" 9, there is a T(A)-time
regression algorithm with

= Zie[n} [laill2 . = . '
T(A)=0 ((n—i— —)\min(ATA)) s(A)) =O0((n+1/n- Ksum(ATA)) - s(A)).

The inequality in this theorem follows directly from Cauchy Schwartz, as

S llaillz < y/n -t (ATA) = /0 Fauma(ATA) - Ain(ATA) .

i€[n]

For the rest of the proof, see Section B, where we provide a proof of Theorem [I3] a generalization
of Theorem [ which is more convenient for our analysis.

1.2 Our Results

The work in this paper is motivated by the natural question, can this running time of Theorem%]
be further improved? Despite the running time lower bound of /1 - kgym (A T A) shown in [WST6]
in this paper we give an affirmative answer improving the \/n - kgum(A T A) term in Theorem @ to

Vd - Kgum(ATA). The main result of this paper is the following:

Theorem 5 (Improved Regression Running Time). Given A € R™*?, Algorithm[d is a T (A)-time
regression algorithm that succeeds with high probability(w.h.p) in n where

= 2ieln) laillz - oi(A) }
TA)=0 <nnz(A) + <d + o (ATA) ) S(A))

and o;(A) = ||%H%ATA),1 for all i € [n].

Up to polylogarithmic factors Theorem [0l is an improvement over Theorem [ as 0;(A) € [0, 1].
This improvement can be substantial as 0;(A) can be as small as O(d/n), e.g. if A is an entry-wise
random Gaussian matrix. Compared to Theorem [] whose second term in running time grows as
n, our second term is independent of n due to the following:

S llaillaos(A) < [ lail3 D" allZr gys = y/tr (ATA) tr(A(ATA) = AT) < /g

i€[n] i€[n] i€[n]

(1.3)

2Their lower bound involves a function with d > n. However, d < n is more common as we explain.



Therefore in Theorem [5 we have T(A) = O((n + \/d - fsum(ATA)) - s(A)).

This improvement from n to d can be significant as n (the number of samples) is in some cases
orders of magnitude larger than d (the number of features). For example, in the LIBSVM dataset@,
in 87 out of 106 many non-text problems, we have n > d, 50 of them have n > d? and in the UCI
datasetE in 279 out of 301 many non-text problems, we have n > d, 195 out of them have n > d2.

Furthermore, in Section [7] we show how to extend our results to ERM problems more general
then regression. In particular we consider the following ERM problem

Definition 6 (ERM). Given A € R™*? with rows ay,...,a, and functions {¢;...¢,} € R = R
such that each v; : R — R is twice differentiable and satisfies

1

VzeR? T Y'(x) < M (1.4)

we wish to minimize F(z) : R? — R over 2 € R? where

F@) 2 Y fi@) = 3 wulala)

1€[n] i€[n]

While the form of ERM considered by us is not the most general form considered in literature,
we consider this problem, to provide a proof of concept that our techniques for regression are
more broadly applicable to the case of ERM and can if fact provide a non-trivial improvement over
existing methods. We leave it to future work to study the limitations of our techniques and possible
improvements for more general ERM problems. The following is our main theorem regarding the
ERM problem.

Theorem 7. Given an ERM problem(Definition[d) and an initial point xq, there exists an algorithm
that produces a point x' such that F(z') — F,, < e (F(xg) — F,) which succeeds w.h.p in n in total

time
5 g 5 N Maillayeid? | oo (1
0<< (A) + (dM +; Tin(ATA)) (A)>1g<6>>

def _ .
where o; = a;fF[ATA] La; are the leverage scores with respect to a;.

Note that Theorem [7]interpolates our regression results, i.e. it recovers our results for regression
in the special case of M = 1. To better understand the bound in Theorem [l note that following
the derivation in Equation (L3)) we have that the running time in Theorem [7l is bounded by

0, ((nnz(A) + ((LM5 + Zn:M?’\/dlisum(ATA)> S(A)> log <%>> .

i=1
The best known bound for the ERM problem as defined in Definition 6l given by [FGKS15al LMHI5|

AIITE] is
0 <<nnz(A) + Z M\/Tllﬁsum(ATA))> s(A)log <%>>

i=1

https://www.csie.ntu.edu.tw/ " cjlin/libsvmtools/datasets/
“http://archive.ics.uci.edu/ml/datasets.html



In this case Theorem [7 should be seen as implying that under Assumption (L) the effective
dependence on the number of examples on the running time for ERM can be reduced to at most
dM?.

Again, we remark that the running time bound of Theorem [7] should be viewed as a proof of
concept that our regression machinery can be used to improve the running time of ERM. We leave
it as future work to both improve Theorem ['s dependence on M and have it extend to a broader
set of problems. For example, we believe the the running time can be immediately improved to

? Nasllos /o M3
(e (o i) ) )
i=1 min

simply by using a proximal version of Theorem [I§, which is alluded to in the work of [AQRY16].
Note that this improvement leads to the effective number of examples being bounded by dM*.

1.3 Owur Approach

Our algorithm follows from careful combination and analysis of a recent suite of advances in nu-
merical linear algebra. First, we use the previous fastest regression algorithm, Theorem [, which is
the combination of recent advances in accelerated coordinate descent [AQRY16, INS17] and proxi-
mal point methods [FGKS15al, [LMHI5] (See Section [5l) Then, we show that if we have estimates
of the leverage scores of the rows of A, a natural recently popularized measure of importance,
[SS08, LMP13], ICLM™15] we can use concentration results on leverage score sampling and precon-
ditioning to obtain a faster regression algorithm. (See Section [3l)

Now, it is a powerful and somewhat well known fact that given an algorithm for regression
one can compute leverage score estimates in nearly linear time plus the time needed to solve O(1)
regression problems [SS08]. Consequently, to achieve the improved running time when we do not
have leverage scores we are left with a chicken and egg problem. Fortunately, recent work has
shown that such a problem can be solved in a several ways [LMPT3] |(CLM™15]. We show that the
technique in [LMP13] carefully applied and analyzed can be used to obtain our improved running
time for both estimating leverage scores and solving regression problems with little overhead. (See
Section [])

To generalize our results for a broader class of ERM problems we follow a similar procedure.
Most parts generalize naturally, however perhaps the most complex ingredient is how to generalize
preconditioning to the case when we are sampling non-quadratic functions. For this, we prove
concentration results on sampling from ERM inspired from [FGKS15b] to show that it suffices to
solve ERM on a sub-sampling of the components that may be of intrinsic interest. (See Section [7])

In summary our algorithms are essentially a careful blend of accelerated coordinate descent and
concentration results coupled with the iterative procedure in [LMPI13] and the Johnson Linden-
strauss machinery of [SSO§| to compute leverage scores. Ultimately the algorithms we provide are
fairly straightforward, but it provides a substantial running time improvement that we think is of
intrinsic interest. We hope this work may serve as a springboard for even faster iterative methods
for regression and minimizing finite sums more broadly.

Finally, we remark that there is another way to achieve the \/d - Ksum(A) improvement over
/1 Ksum (A). One could simply use subspace embeddings [CW13,[NN13, [Coh16] and precondition-
ing to reduce the regression problem to a regression problem on a 6(d) X d matrix and then apply
Theorem @ to solve the O(d) x d regression problem. While this works, it has three shortcomings



relevant to our approach. First, this procedure would possibly lose sparsity, the 5(d) X d matrix
may be dense and thus the final running time would have an additional O (d?) term our method does
not. Second, it is unclear if this approach yields our more fine-grained running time dependence on
leverage scores that appears in Theorem [Bl which we believe to be significant. Thirdly it is unclear
how to extend the approach to the ERM setting.

1.4 Paper Organization

After providing requisite notation in Section 2] we prove Theorem [l in Sections Bl and @l We first
provide the algorithm for regression given leverage score estimates in Section [8] and further provide
the algorithm to compute the estimates based in Section dl Note that the algorithm for computing
leverage scores makes use of the algorithm for regression given leverage scores as a sub-routine. In
Section [l we provide the proofs of deferred lemmas and theorems from Sections Bl [l In Section [1
we provide the proof of Theorem [l Further we collect some simple re-derivations and reductions
from known results required through the paper in the Appendix.

2 Notation

For symmetric matrix M € R¥? and z € R? we let ||z]|3; = 2 Muz. For symmetric matrix
N € R4 we use M < N to denote the condition that ' Mz < 2 Nz for all z € R? and we define
<, =, and > analogously. We use nnz(A) to denote the number of non-zero entries in A and for a
vector b € R™ we let nnz(b) denote the number of nonzero entries in b.

3 Regression Algorithm Given Leverage Score Estimates

The regression algorithm we provide in this paper involves two steps. First we find which rows of
A are important, where importance is measured in terms of leverage score. Second, we use these
leverage scores to sample the matrix and solve the regression problem on the sampled matrix using
Theorem [I3] In this section we introduce leverage scores and provide and analyze the second step
of our algorithm.

Definition 8 (Leverage Score). For A € R™*? with rows ay,...,a, € R? we denote the leverage
score of row i € [n] by 0y(A) = a, (ATA)+ a;.

Leverage score have numerous applications and are well studied. It is well known that o;(A) €
(0,1] for all i € [n] and };cp, 0i(A) = rank(A). The critical fact we used about leverage scores
is that sampling rows of A according to any overestimate of leverage scores yields a good approxi-
mation to A after appropriate re-scaling |[CLM™ 15} [SSO8]:

Lemma 9 (Leverage Score Sampling (Lemma 4 of [CLMT15]) ). Let A € R™%, let § € (0, 3),
and let u € R™ be overestimates of the leverage scores of A; i.e. u; > 0;(A) for all i € [n]. Define
Di < in {1,1{:5_21%- log n} for a sufficiently large absolute constant k > 0 and let H € R™ "™ be a
random diagonal matrix where independently H;; = p% with probability p; and Hy; = 0 otherwise.
With high probability in n, nnz(H) = O(d-672-logn) and (1—6)-ATA < ATHA < (1+6)-ATA.



Algorithm 1: SolveUsingLS, (7o, b, €)

Let p; = min {1,k - u; logn} where £’ is a sufficiently large absolute constant.
repeat
Let H € R™*"™ be a diagonal matrix where independently for all i € [n] we let H;; = p%
with probability p; and 0 otherwise.
Let B = VHA.
until 37,0 lIbillz <2 Y VA - uilogn - [laill2;
Invoke Theorem [[3lon A and B to find y such that

fanly) = min fas(z) < e (Fap(@o) = min fas(@)).

Output: y.

Theorem 10. If u € R” satisfies 0;(A) < u; < 4-0;(A) + [n-k(ATA)]™ for all i € [n] then
SolveUsingLS, , is a T (A)-time regression algorithm where

T(A) =0 <nnz(A) + <d+ 2uicin) VOilA) ||a2-||2> -s(A)) :

Amin(ATA)

Proof. Let k' =62 -k for § = %. Applying Lemma [ yields with high probability in n that
5 T T 6 T
8 A'A<A HA<= R A'A (3.1)

def

where ATHA = 2 ic(n] : Hiioto Ui - \/p_a, and p; < min {1,k - u;logn}. Note that

E|S " oillz| = Paille < 3 Viuilognllaillz -
€ n] ZG[TL] \/_ i€ TL]

Consequently, by Markov’s inequality

D lbilla <2 > VE - uilogn - laglla

i€[n] i€[n]

with probability at least 1/2 and the loop in the algorithm terminates with high probability in n in
O(logn) iterations. Consequently, the loop takes only O(nnz(A) 4 nlogn)-time and since we only
sampled O(logn) many independent copies of ATHA, the guarantee (3.I) again holds with high
probability in n.

Using the guarantee (3.I) and Theorem I3 on A and B £ VHA, we can produce a y we need
in time O(log(e™')) times

O | | mnz(A) + [ dlogn + —= Z 1bill2 | - s(A)

ze[n



where we used that B has at most O(dlogn) rows with high probability in n. Since we know

Z [[bi]]2 < 2 Z VE - uilogn - lag|z,

i€[n] i€[n]

all that remains is to bound ;1. v/uillail[2. However, ATA < Apax(ATA)T and therefore

I =< Amax(ATA)YATA)™ and [|aillz < v/ Amax(ATA) - 05(A) .

Consequently, Cauchy Schwartz and Apin(ATA) < tr(ATA) yields

\F D lailz <[> llail3 < W D llaill3 < \/w(ATA) Y Voi(A) - [lai]2.
i€(n] mln

i€[n] i€[n] 1€[n]

Since va + b < \/a + /b this yields

Z Vi - laillz < 2 Z Voi(A) - laillz + ﬁ Z laill2 <3 Z Voi(A) - a2
1€[n] i€[n] 1€[n] 1€[n]

which in turn yields the result as O hides factors poly-logarithmic in n and d. O

4 Regression Algorithm Without Leverage Score Estimates

In the previous section we showed that we can solve regression in our desired running time provided
we have constant factor approximation to leverage scores. Here we show how to apply this procedure
repeatedly to estimate leverage scores as well. We do this by first adding a large multiple of the
identity to our matrix and then gradually decreasing this multiple while maintaining estimates for
leverage scores along the way. This is a technique introduced in [LMP13] and we leverage it tailored
to our setting.

A key technical ingredient for this algorithm is the following well-known result on the reduction
from leverage score computation to regression with little overhead. Formally, Lemma [I1] states
that you can compute constant multiplicative approximations to all leverage scores of a matrix in
nearly linear time plus the time needed to solve 5(1) regression problems. Algorithm [2] details the
procedure for computing leverage scores.

Lemma 11 (Computing Leverage Scores). For A € R"™ 9 let A be a T (A)-time algorithm for
regression on A. For § € (£,3), in time O((nnz(A) + T(A)loge )5 2logn) where we set e =
62(18n - d-logn - k(AT A))~2, with high probability in n, the algorithm ComputeLS(A, 6, A) outputs

7 € R™ such that o;(A) <7, < (14 8)o;(A) +6-[n-x(ATA)]™L. for all i € [n)].

We defer the proof of Lemma [[1] to the Appendix (Section [A]). Combining the algorithm for
estimating leverage scores ComputeLS (Algorithm [2) with our regression algorithm given leverage
scores SolveUsingLS (Theorem [I0) yields our solver (Algorithm B]). We first provide a technical
lemma regarding invariants maintained by the algorithm, Lemma [I2] and then we prove that this
algorithm has the desired properties to prove Theorem



Algorithm 2: ComputeLS(A,d,.A)

Let k = clog(n) and € = (18ndlog7‘fi€(ATA))2 where c is some large enough constant.
for j=1,--- ,k do

Let v; € R™ be a random Gaussian vector, i.e. each entry follows N (0, I).
Use algorithm A to find a vector y; such that

Fan, () — min fa, (2) < e(fa, (0) — min fa, (2)) .

end

Let 7 = %Z?Zl(eIATij foralli=1,--- ,n.
. i 0

Output: =573 + Tnm(ATA)

Algorithm 3: Solvea (xg,b,¢€)

g2 if1<i<
Let A77 = A , = /\max(ATA) and u; = 77”6%”2 1 <1<n
Vit

1 ifn+1<i<n+d
repeat
u < 2 - ComputeLS(A,, %, A) for algorithm A given by SolveUsingLS, .
n< 3.

until n > Tl(]/\min(ATA);
Set 7+ 0. Let b = < g) € R,
Apply algorithm SolveUsinglS,  , to find y such that
Faopy) —min f 5(z) < e(fa,5(z0) — min fao5(®)) -

Output: y

Lemma 12. In the algorithm Solvep . (See Algorithm[3) the following invariant is satisfied
oi(Ay) <up<4-0i(Ay) +n- I{(A;—An)]_l. (4.1)

Proof. Note that A; A, = ATA + 9l Consequently, since initially 7 = Apax(ATA) we have that
initially nI < A; A, = 2nI. Consequently, we have that initially o;(A;) < u; < 20;(A,) and
therefore satisfies the invariant (4.1]).

Now, suppose at the start of the repeat loop, u satisfies the invariant (dI]). In this case the
the assumptions needed to invoke SolveUsingLS by Theorem [I0] are satisfied. Hence, after the line
u ¢ 2 - ComputeLS(A,, 1, A), by Lemma [Tl we have that for all i € [n]

2

1
oilAn) S u <+4>”( ”)+4n-m(A;An)

Now, letting ' = 21 we see that (3/4)0;(A,) < 0i(Ay) < (4/3)0;(A,) and direct calculation
shows that invariant ([I]) is still satisfied after changing 7 to 7.



All the remains is to consider the last step when we set » = 0. When this happens 7 <
l—lox\min(ATA). and therefore o;(A,)) is close enough to o;(A) and the invariant ([.1)) is satisfied. O

Using this we prove that our main algorithm works as desired.

Proof of Theorem [4. Lemma [I2]shows that u is always a good estimate enough of o;(A,) through-
out the algorithm to invoke SolveUsingLS with Theorem [I0l In particular, this holds at the last
step when 7 is set to 0 and thus the output of the algorithm is as desired by Theorem [I0l

During the whole algorithm, ComputeLS(A,, 1, A) is called ©(log(k(ATA))) times. Each time
ComputeLsS is called, SolveUsingLS is called ©(log(n)) many times. All that remains is to bound
the running time of SolveUsingLS. However, for A > 0 and i € [n] we have 0;(A)) < 0;(Ag) and
since AIAA > M we A < )\min(AIAA). Furthermore, since )\min(A)T\AA) > Amin(ATA) we have
that the running time follows from the following;:

i VTR il s a8 Jals 5 VA
/\mln(A A)\) i€[n] V mln(A A E[d]\/_

5 Previous Best Running Time for Regression

Here we state Theorem[I3] a generalization of Theorem [ that is useful for our analysis. Theorem [I3]
follows by applying recent results on accelerated coordinate descent [AQRY16) [NS17] to the dual of
regression through recent results on approximate proximal point / Catalyst [FGKS15al [LMH15].

Theorem 13 (Previous Best Regression Running Time). Let A and B be matrices with the same
number of columns. Suppose that B has n rows and ( )BTB <ATA < (g) BB, then there is a
T (A)-time regression algorithm with

L~ 2iepn) lIbill2 )
T(A)=0 (nnz(A) + <n + —)\min(BTB)> s(B)> .

5.1 Proof of Theorem [13

First we give the theorems encapsulating the results we use and then use them to prove Theorem (]
in the case when A = B. We then prove the case when A # B. Theorem [I4] describes the fastest
coordinate descent algorithm known by [AQRY16]. Theorem [I5 describes the reduction [FGKS15al

to from regression to coordinate decent via proximal point.

Theorem 14 (Corollary of Thm 5.1 of [AQRY16]). Let f : R™ — R be a twice differentiable o-
strongly convex function for p > 0. Further suppose that for all x € R™ and i € [n] it is the case
that a2f( ) < L; for i € [n] and the partial derivative a 35/ (x) can be computed in O(s) time.

Then there exists an algorithm which given any € > 0 ﬁnds ay € R™ such that
#(y) = min f(z) < e (f(zo) — min f(z).

in expected running time O(s Y . \/Li/1).



Theorem 15 (Corollary of Thm 4.3 of [FGKSI5al). Given A € R4 with rows a1, ...,a, and
c € R*. Consider the function p(x) = >.» ¢i(a] ) where ¢; are convex functions. Suppose
that \XI < V2p(x) < LI for all x € RY. Let k = L/X\. Let dual problem gs(y) = S0, ¢¥(yi) +
1 HAT H _ TAT
2X Yz — s

Suppose that for any s € R, any yo € R™ and any 0 < e < 1 , we can compute y in expected
running time Te such that

95(y) — mings(y) < e(gs(yo) — mings(y)). (5.1)
Then, for any xo and any € € (0, %) we can find x such that
p(x) = minp(z) < e (p(o) — minp(z))
in time O(Tslog(1/€)) w.h.p. in n where § = O(n"2k~%) and O includes logarithmic factors in

n, kK.

We note that although the guarantees of Thm 5.1 of [AQRY16] and Thm 4.3 of [FGKS15a] are
not stated in the form of Theorems [14] and They can be easily converted to the form above by
noticing that the expected running time of the procedure in Thm 4.3 of [FGKS15a] using Theorem
M is O(Tjlog(1/€)) which can then be boosted to high probability in n using Lemma 6. We now
give the proof of Theorem [I31

Proof of Theorem [13 when A = B. Let
. 1
x) = Z;<;5,~(aiTa;) where ¢;(z) = 5(3; —b;)? .
Then, we have that ¢} (y) = %y2 + b;y and hence
~ 1 1 1
=6 w) + 55 I ATYIE — s TATy = Syl + 6Ty + ATyl - sTATy.
i=1
Note that gs(y) is 1 strongly convex and
d? 2 def
——59s\Y 1+ <lla;
T2o(s) = 1+ 5l

Hence, Theorem [4] finds y satisfying (5.1)) in time

1 _ —
A L+ yllaill3log(e™) | =0 n+—ZHazH2 -5(A) - log(e ™)

i€[n] ZE[n

Hence, this shows that the primal can be solved in time

0 n+— Z Ibill2 | - s-log(n - k) - log(ke™t)

ze[n

where we used A = B at the end. O

10



Proof of Theorem [13 for the case A # B. The proof involves two steps. First, we show that given
any point xy, we can find a new point x that is closer to the minimizer. Then, we bound how many
steps it takes. To find x, we consider the function

fao(z) = %HB&: — B3 + (Azg — ¢, Az — Axy) .
Let z be the minimizer of f,, and z* be the minimizer of || Az — b||3. Note that
z=x9— (B'B)"'ATy with n = Azg— b, and z* = (ATA)"LATh.
Hence, we have that
SIAz — Ax3 = S|AATA) ATy~ ABTB) AT}
= SnAT(ATA) ATy - AT(BTB) ATy + JABTB) ATy}

Using that 2B'B < ATA < $B'B, we have

1 w12« A AT ATAV-1AT 4 |2

JIAz — s < nAT(ATA) ATy = Az - A3 (5.2)

However, it is difficult to reduce to the case when A = B to minimize the function f;, due to the
extra linear term. To address this issue, we assume B = [B; W)‘OI] by appending an extra identity

term. Note that this only adds a small matrix ﬁl and hence we still have %BTB <ATA < gBTB

but with a slightly different constant which will not affect the proof for (5:2)). Due to the extra
identity term, fy,(x) reduces to an expression of the form %||Bz — d||3 4+ C for some vector d and
constant C. We can now apply Theorem [[3] for the case A = B and get an x such that

Fao() = on(2) € 555 (Fan(50) = fro(2)). 53

in time
2 ien Ibill2

Note that the extra terms in B does not affect the minimum eigenvalue and it increases % > icln) I1bill2
by atmost n.
Now, using the formula of z, the guarantee (5.3]) can be written as

|Bx — BzH% < |Axzy — Aa;*H% .

Iy
200
Using that %BTB <ATA < gBTB , we have
1 *
||A£E — AZH2 < 1—0||A:E0 — Ax H2 .
Combining this with (5.2]), we have that
|Az — Az*|2 < 0.9||Azy — Az™ 2.
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Hence, we get closer to z* by constant factor. Therefore, to achieve (I2]), we only need to repeat
this process log(1/e) times. Hence, the total running time is

2 icln I1bill2 ) .
O ((n + m) - s(B) log“(nk) log(e )>

O

6 Reduction from High Probability Solvers to Expected Running
Times

In this section we provide an auxiliary lemma that reduce the problem of achieving e accuracy
with high probability to the problem of achieving an accuracy ¢ with probability at least ¢ for
some constants ¢,d up to logarithmic factor blowups. Note that a naive reduction suffers an
additional loglog(1/€) blowup which we avoid in the following reduction. The reduction although
straightforward helps us provide a concise description of the algorithm for the ERM problem in the
next section.

Lemma 16. Consider being given a function F : R® — R and define x* o argmin, F'(z). Let A
be an algorithm such that given any point xq the algorithm runs in time T and produces a point x’
such that

F(a') = F(2") < e(F(x0) — F(27))

with probability at least 1 — § for given universal constants ¢,§ € [0,1]. Further there exists a
procedure P which given a point x can produce an estimate m in time T’ such that

m/r < F(x) — F(z*) <rm

for some given r > 1. Then there exists a procedure that given a point xog outputs a point x’' such
that
F(z2') = F(z*) < € (F(zo) — F(27))

and the expected running time of the procedure is bounded by
O ((T +T')log(r)log(e™"))

where O hides constant factors in c¢,d. Moreover for any v we have a procedure that produces a
point x’ such that
F(a') = F(a*) < € (F(a0) — F(2"))

with probability at least 1 — v with a total running time of
O ((T + T')log(r) log(e™ ") log(v™ 1))

The proof of the lemma is straightforward and we defer it to the Appendix (Section [B).
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7 Extension for ERM Problems

In this section we consider the ERM problem defined in Definition [0l and prove our main result
(Theorem [7)) for such problems. We propose Algorithm M coupled with Lemma to solve the
ERM case. The algorithm takes as input estimates of leverage scores of the matrix ATA. The
algorithm then creates an estimator of the true function by sampling component functions according
to the probability distribution given by the leverage scores and appropriate re-scaling to ensure
unbiasedness. Further it reformulates the estimator as a sum of variance reduced components akin
to [JZ13b]. The algorithm then approximately minimizes the estimator using an off-the-shelf ERM
minimizer A(in particular we use accelerated coordinate descent scheme of [AQRY16]). This step
can be seen as analogous to the preconditioned iteration in the case of linear regression.

Algorithm 4: ERMSolve(zo, {7}, F(x) = >, fi(z)),m)

Tk

Define for k =1 — n, p; S s

J
Let D(j) be the distribution over [1,...n] such that V& Prj.p(j = k) = pi
Define for k =1 — n, fi(z) & L [fie(x) = Vfe(zo) 2] + VF () @

k
Sample m integers i; .. .4, € [n] independently from D.

if 7, 2 < 10m 7 Jlaxl2/Pr then

Set Frn(z) = 2571 fi,(2).
Use Theorem [I8 to find 2’ such that

end
Output: 2/

Theorem [I7 (given below) provides the decrease guarantee and bounds the running time of
Algorithm Hl

Theorem 17. Given an ERM problem (Definition[d) and numbers u; which are over estimates of
leverage scores i.e. u; > 0;, set parameters such that 7, = min{1, 20u; log(d)}, m = 80 ((ZJ ;) - M4>}
then we have that Algorithm [{] produces a point ' such that

1

F(2') — min F(z) < 5 (F(z9) — min F'(x))

with probability at least 1/2. Further Algorithm [ can be implemented in total time

- . uaiumw)
Ol mM + — | .
< ; \/)\min(ATA)

We now provide a quick proof sketch of Theorem [7 using Theorem [I71

Proof of Theorem[7. We make use of Lemma plugging in Algorithm Ml as the procedure A.
Note that c¢,0 are both 1/2 as guaranteed by Theorem [I7l Moreover since F(z) is such that

13



that V. 2 MApin(ATA) < V2F(2) 2 MM (ATA), we can use |VF(z)||2 as an estimator for
F(z) — F(z*). The corresponding r for it is bounded by M?k(ATA).

Note that the running time guaranteed in Theorem [I7] depends on the quality of the estimates of
the leverage scores input to it. We invoke Lemma [I1] for computing accurate estimates of leverage
scores. Putting together the above arguments finishes the proof for Theorem [71 O

The rest of the section is devoted to proving Theorem [[71 We first provide a generalization of
Theorem [41

Theorem 18 (Acc. Coordinate Descent for general ERM). Consider the ERM problem as defined
in Definition [B with ¢; such that ¥ z ¢!/ (z) € [, Li] and X\ such that ¥ x V2F(x) = M. Given a
point xg there exists an algorithm A which produces a point ' w.h.p in n such that

F(2') — min F(2*) < e(F(x) — min F(z*))

i total time proportional to

o((3 2+ Sty ) smrmnc)

The proof of Theorem [[8is a direct consequence of [AQRY16] and is deferred to the Appendix
(Section [C.1)). We will use Algorithm A as a subroutine in the Algorithm [

7.1 Proof of Theorem [I7

Proof of Theorem [17. For convenience we restate the definitions provided in Algorithm [l Given
parameters {7 ...7,} we define a probability distribution D over {1,...n} such that

Vkeln e Prip(j =k < ZTka (7.1)
We define approximations to fj for k € [n] as
fulw) ™ - [fu(e) = Viiai)Ta] + VF @)z (72)

As described in the algorithm we sample m integers {i1, ... %,,} independently from D and we define
an approximation to F'
1 m
)= — . 7.3
A (73)

Q.
Y

Further define
Ty = argmin, F'(x)

In order to prove the theorem we will prove two key properties. Firstly the choice of the sample
size m = Q(3°}_, 7=M?) is sufficient to ensure that approximately minimizing F,(z) is enough to
make constant multiplicative factor progress. Further we will bound the running time of the inner
coordinate descent procedure.

14



Consider the random matrix

-~ 1 m a; aT
ATAE — i (7.4)
Define the event & to be the following event.
& L {05ATA<ATA<2ATA} . (7.5)

Via a direct application of the concentration inequality Lemma [24] (proved in the appendix Section
[C2) we have that Pr(&) > 1 — 1/d. The following lemma shows that under the above event we
get a constant factor decrease in the error if we minimized F;, exactly.

Lemma 19. Consider an ERM problem F(x) =} fi(x) as defined in Definition[d. Let Fp, be a
sample of the ERM as defined in (T3)). Let A be as defined in (T4). Let

def .
Ty, = argming cpa Fr, ().

Let & < {0.5ATA < ATA <2ATA} and let Pr(&;) > p. Then if we set m > 80(>_, ) - M*, we
have that

Pr (Flam) = Fa) < 0 (3 (F@) = ) ) 20 g (7.6)

The above lemma bounds the number of samples required for sufficient decrease per outer
iteration. For the rest of the proof we will assume that the event & and the property (7.6])
holds. Note by Lemma [I9 that this happens with probability at least 7/10. Further note that the
probability that the condition in the if loop, i.e.

m CLZ
> 1l <1003 ol &
k=1

— VP

happens is at least 9/10. This is a direct implication of Markov’s inequality and the fact that
o [la | -
E 2 =m Y larllav/pr

Putting the above together via a simple union bound gives us that with probability at least 6/10
all three of the following happen &1, Condition (Z.6]) and the execution of the if loop (i.e. Condition
[T.7]is met).

We now show that under the above conditions we get sufficient decrease in z’. Firstly note that
by definition we have that

1
/ J— —
Fin (@) = Fa(am) < 51204 (Fm(wo) = Fon(2m)) - (7.8)
Note that if event £ happens then
1
Vo mATA < V2E,(z) <2MATA . (7.9)
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Now consider the RHS of (7.8])
Fin(20) = Fn(wm) < Mllz0 = 2|57
< 2M (||lzo — zilfar a + lom — 2ulfaTa)
< AMP(F(x0) — F(.) + F(zm) — F(x))
< 5M(F(w0) — F(z.)) (7.10)

The first inequality follows from Equation [7.9] second from triangle inequality, third by noting
that F is - strongly convex in the norm given by ATA (Assumption (L4)) and the fourth from
Lemma Further note that

M
F(m') — F(zy,) < VF(xm)T(x, — Ty + 7Hx’ - meiTA

M
< VF@m) lara- 1@ = 2m)lara + 5o’ = 2mla-a

M
< \/2M F(zm) — F(x*))H(x/ —Zm)laTA + ?Hx/ - me,zATA

< V2M(F(z) — F(2))VAM (Fp (') — Ep(m)) + 2M? (Fp () — Fop (7))
< V)~ F@ T (o) — Fnlam)) + gz (Fin(0) — ()
< 3 (Flwo) — F(z)) (7.11)

The first and third inequality follow by noting that F' is M smooth and 1/M strongly convex in
ATA norm. Fourth inequality follows by noting that if event & holds Fj, is 1/2M strongly convex
in ATA norm. Fifth inequality follows from (Z.8)) and sixth inequality follows from (ZI0).

(7II)) together with (7.6) implies that with probability at least 6/10, we have that

F(a') ~ Fe.) < 5 (Fao) ~ F(z.))

We will now bound the running time of the procedure via Theorem [I8 Define L;, and j;, to

respectively the smoothness and strong convexity parameters of the components % Note that

L;, < #ﬁt and p;, > Wpit’ Note that event & gives us that ¥V x V2E,,(z) = ﬁ)\mm(ATA). A
direct application of Theorem [I8 using the bounds on L;, and p;, gives us that the total running
time is bounded by

(& m [ 2 B . 2 @i/ T M3 )
O DM+ laillzy) — | s(A)log(e™) | <O [mM +)  — =
<<t:1 ! t=1 el mpit) (Ao )> - < ! — VAmin(ATA)

The inequality follows from Condition (Z.7]) and the definitions of py, m.

7.2 Proof of Lemma
Proof of Lemma[I9. Consider the definitions in (7.1I), (Z.2]), (73). Note the following easy obser-

vation. ~
F(l’) = [EkNka(a;)

Consider the following Lemma [20] which connects the optima of two convex functions F' and G.
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Lemma 20. Let F(x),G(y) : R* — R be twice differentiable and strictly convex. Define
T, = argmin, F'(z) and y. = argmin, G(y)

Then we have that
_ 2
where Hp < fol V2F (t.y, 4+ (1 — t)z,)dt and Hg & fol V2G (tay, + (1 — t)zy).

We wish to invoke Lemma 201 by setting F' = F(x), G = F,,,(z). In this setting we have that

def

1 1
He ™ [ VF(ta, + (1= o)dt and Ho 2 [ T2t + (1= 0)2.)
0 0

Firstly note that the definition of F' and Assumption (L4]) gives us that

Hr<M-ATA (7.12)
Using Definition [7.4l and Assumption (I4]) gives us that

Ho<M-ATA

Combining the above two and noting that the event £ happens with probability at least p we get
that
H'ATAHZ! < 2M*[ATA] ™ wp. p (7.13)

Also note that for any fixed matrix R, we have that

e
E[||V Er ()R] = EkND[HVn{k( )&

which implies via Markov’s inequality that with probability at least 9/10 we have that

10Esp ||V i () I3]

F(z:) IR <
9 Fon ) < =

(7.14)

Putting (ZI3]) and (CI4) together and using a union bound we get that

20M° B (|IV fi(:) [Py 7 ) 1]

m

||Fm($*)“%{&1ATAH81 < w.p. p—1/10

Using Lemma 20l and (7.12]) we get that with probability at least p — 1/10

20M3 B[V fi(2:) [Py 7 )]

F(xy) — F(x,) < —

(7.15)

We will now connect [EkND[Hka(x*)H%ATA],l] with the error at z;.
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Lemma 21. Consider an ERM function F(z) = Y.I* fi(x) where f;(x) = i(a] x) with ¢! €
[47. M]. Define a distribution D(j) over [n] such that Pr(j = k) = p o i’;k for numbers

7, < min(1, 20uy, log(d)) where uy, > JZ-(A)@ are overestimates of leverage scores. Given a point T
consider the variance reduced reformulation

F(z) = Egplfr(2)]

where ]
Jil@) = [ fi(@) = Vful@) o] + VF(@)Ta
Pk
Then we have that
Exn IV S IPar aps| <207 ) - M- (F(@) - F(.))
J

Putting together (T.I5]) and Lemma 21l we get that

7)) - M* 1
F(ap) — F(z:) <O M'(F(fco)—F(m*)) W.pp— —
m 10
Lemma now follows from the choice of m. |
We finish this section with proofs of Lemma 201 and 21
def def

Proof of Lemma(20. For all t € [0,1] let 2(t) = t -y« + (1 —t) - @, for t € [0,1] and Hp =
fol V2F(z(t))dt. By Taylor series expansion we have that
'

(@ — ) V2F(2()) (2 — x)dt

F(xp) = F(x,) + VF () (@, — ) + /0 5

1
= F(@) + 5o — .l

Here we used that VF(z,) = 0 and V2F(2(t)) = 0 by the convexity of F. We also have by
definition that

VG(y.) = 0
and therefore

1
VG(y) - VG(x.) = /0 V2G(2(8)) (g — ) - dt

and
(4. —2.) = —HG'VG(x.)

where Hg & fol V2G(z(t)). We now have that

1
Ply) = F(z) = 5 lve — 2l = IVG @I g, (7.16)

85, are leverage scores defined in Definition [§]
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Proof of Lemma (2]l For the purpose of this proof it will be convenient to perform a change of
basis. Define the function

Gla) = Ex-pgilz) where gi(a) = - fi((ATA) %)
Note that G(z) = F((ATA)~"/?)z). We will first note that
V() = = - [(ATA) V0ol (ATA) V2l (a] (ATA) )
and now by the cyclic property of trace and the fact that ¢/ < M we have

(Zj 75)

Ti

tr(V2gi(z)) = a; (ATA) Ya; - M

Note that a, (ATA)"'a; < 1. Now either 7; = 1 or 7; = 20a, (AT A)~!a;log(d). In both cases we
see that RHS above < 1. Therefore we get that g; is (3_, 7;) M smooth. We now have the following
lemma.

Lemma 22. Let D be any distribution over [n] and define g = E;up[gi(x)] for component convex
functions g; each of which is L smooth. Let x, S argmin g(z). We have that

Ei~p|[Vgi(z) — Vgi(z:)lI3 < 2L(g(z) — g(z"))

The proof of the above Lemma is identical to the proof of Equation 8 in [JZ13b] and is provided
in the appendix (Section [C.3)) for completeness. Now note that

237 T — f(2)) =237 ) M - (o((ATA)) — g(AT A)a)
> Eiop | Vai((ATA)E) — Vgi(AT Az,
_ [EZ-NDH<ATA>-1/2]%<Vfi<@> Vi)

= Einpl|V i) [ar ay-1 — 2Einp | —(Vfilas) = Vfi(2)) T [ATA]TIVE()

1
Pi

— [IVF(@)|1fa7 a1
> [EiND”vfi(x*)H%ATA)fl

The first line follows by definition. The second line by 22 and by noting that g is (> ; 7;)M smooth.
The third and fourth line follows by definition. The fifth line follows by noting that VF(z,) = 0. O
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A Computing Leverage Scores given a Regression Algorithm

In this section we give a proof of Lemma [I1] which bounds the running time of computing leverage
scores assuming access to a regression algorithm. The main algorithm is given as Algorithm 21

Proof of Lemmallll Let yj = (ATA)"'ATv; be the minimizer of fa ., (z). (L2) shows that

|Ay; — Ayll3 < e v] A(ATA) T ATy,

Using v; ~ N(0,I), we have that

v A(ATA)'ATv; < 2d - log(n)

with probability 1 — n~9W . Hence, we have that

e; Ay; — el Ayr| < |Ay; — Ay|l2 < /2ed - log(n).

21



Using this and

< \JeT A(ATA) AT e, [T A(ATA)TAT o, < \/2d - Tog(n) ,

e Ay

we have that

(cFaw)" (o Ay}‘)z' < 6y/ed - log(n).

Using the definition of €, we have that

=

0

k
1 1
_E: TAy)?2— =) (ef AyD)?| < 1 S
ke )" vj)7| = 6Ved-logln) = oo

k:

Also, we note that

Since v; ~ N(0,I) and k = clog(n)/§* where c is some large enough constant, Johnson-Lindenstrauss
lemma shows that, with high probability in n for all i € [n]

Combining this with (A.I]) gives the result.

Finally, to check the success probability of this algorithm, we note that we solved O(§~21logn)
many regression problems and each one has success probability 1 — n=®M).  Also, the John-
son-Lindenstrauss lemma succeed with probability 1 — n=®(). This gives the result. O

B Reductions between High Probability and Expected Running
Time
B.1 Proof of Lemma

Proof of Lemma 16l To show the lemma we will show the existence of a procedure (described in
Algorithm [Bl) which produces a point a’ such that

F(a') = F(a") < 1/2(F(xo) — F(a")) (B.1)

with expected running time bounded by O ((T + 7")log(r)). Applying this procedure O(log(e~1)
and using linearity of expectation gives us the Lemma Consider the following procedure to
prove Lemma

Note that since for every x;; we have that

F(zy) — F(a") < c(F(x;) — F(z7))
with probability at least J, therefore we have that

F(a1) - F(a®) < ¢ (F(a;) - F(a®))
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Algorithm 5: Reduction(zg, F(z),P,A,c,0,7)
Set T = log,-1(2r?)
repeat
fori=0— T do
for j = 0 — logs—1(2log,-1(2r?) do
| Set T = A(I’Z,F)
end

Set ;41 = min; x;;
end
Compute error estimates Ey = P(z9), B2 = P(xr)
Set F = g—f
until £ < 0.5;
Output: zp

Wlth probablhty at least 1 — 510g571(2 logc,1(7‘2) = 1 — W Taklng a union bound over the

outer loop gives us that with probability at least 1/2 we have that

Flar) ~ F&*) < 5o (F(a) — ("))

Moreover by the property of the estimates given by P we know that in this case we have that
E < 0.5. Therefore we have that with probability at least 1/2 the repeat loop computes an zp
that reduces error by at least a factor of 1/2 and we can verify it. Therefore in expectation the
loop runs a total of 2 times. The total runtime of the above procedure can easily seen to be
O (T + T')log(r) log(e™t).

Further suppose we are given a procedure with the guarantee that for any € in expected running
time 7, it produces a point z’ such that

F(2') — min F(x) < e(F(x9) — min F(z))

We now run this procedure for time 7, /,. By Markov’s inequality with probability at least 1/2 we
have a point that satisfies

F(2') — min F(x) < €(F(x9) — min F(z))

It is now easy to see that if we repeat the above procedure log(y~!) many times and take the
with the minimum value we have a point z’ such that

F(2') — min F(x) < €(F(x9) — min F(z))
with probability at least 1 — ~. O

C Proofs and Theorems from the Generalized ERM Section

C.1 Accelerated Coordinate Descent for ERM
Proof of Theorem[18 To remind the reader

f@) = wila] z) where ¢ (x) € [pi, Li] .
=1
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Following is a well known theorem. For a proof see [KSST09].
Theorem 23 (Strong / Smooth Duality). A closed and convex function f is [-strongly convex

with respect to a norm || - || if and only if f* is %—stmngly smooth w.r.t the dual norm of | - ||.

A direct application of the above theorem gives us that 1" (y) € [% i] Consider the function
g 1
= Zlﬁ(%) + ﬁHATyH% —sTATy
=1

Consider the following modified function gs(y) o gs(Dy) where D is a diagonal matrix with D;; =
L;. We will equivalently minimize the function gs(y;). We now immediately get that the function
Js(y) is 1 strongly convex. Moreover we have that

s(y) = — + <llail|"Li
Taan(0) = 2+ 3]

Hence, Theorem [4] finds y satisfying (5.1)) in time

L; 1
0 (sa)- 3 (/% 4 Ljaztoste) | - (( Syl Zl!me) Jlog(c 1>)
el A f

A direct application of Theorem [15] gives that the total running time is

(S ST Pres—

The above equation assumes that the inner iterations of accelerated coordinate descent can be
implemented in O(s(A)). This is easy to see because diagonal scaling is linear in sparsity. Therefore
the only bottleneck is computing the gradient of the dual function ¥*. We can assume that 1 is
explicit and therefore the gradient of ¥* is easily computed. O

C.2 A Matrix Concentration Inequality for Sampling with Replacement

Lemma 24. Given an error parameter 0 < e < 1, let u be a vector of leverage score overestimates,
i.e. oi(A) < uy; for all i. Let a = e 2 be a sampling rate parameter and c be a fived constant.
For each row we define a number v; = min{1, acu; log(d)} and a probability p; = ﬁ Let Y} be a

AT
random variable which is sampled by picking a vector a; with probability p; and setting Y; = i By

pi
Now consider the random variable Y = % Zj Y;. We have that as long as m > Y. ~; then
Pr(1-eATA <Y < (1+e)ATA)>1—d 3

Proof. The proof of the lemma follows the proof of Lemma 4 in [CLM™15]. We only state the
differences. We use the inequality given in [Har12].

Lemma 25. Let Y7...Y} be independent random positive semidefinite matrices of size d X d. Let
Y=Y and let Z=LE[Y]. If Y; = R.Z then

2

Pr [ZYZ =(1- e)Z] < de_zf_lz% and Pr [ZYZ (1 —I—e)Z] < de R |
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Note that the expectation of Yj/m = a;a, /m. Moreover note that each

T T
Y; < max a;a; > Yk < A'A
m i mey; clog de—2

The inequality follows from noting that m > > v; and Equation 10 in [CLM™15]. The calculations
now follow exactly in the same way as in the proof in [CLM™15]. O

C.3 Proof of Lemma
Proof of Lemma[Z2. Let z, & argmin g(z). Define auxiliary functions

def

hi(x) = gi() = gi(ws) = Vai(ao) (@ - 22)

We know that h;(z.) = min h;(x) since Vh;(x,) = 0. Using smoothness of h and that h;(x,) = 0,
we now have that
IVhi(2)|3 < 2Lhi(x)

A simple substitution gives us that for all ¢
196:(x) ~ Vo) I3 < 2L (0s(2) — gu() — Vor(ara) ( — )
Taking expectations and using the fact that g(x.) = 0 gives us that

Einp|Vgi(z) = Vgi(z:)lI3 < 2L(g(x) — g(z™))
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