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Abstract. A sketch-and-select Arnoldi process to generate a well-conditioned basis of a Krylov
space at low cost is proposed. At each iteration the procedure utilizes randomized sketching to select
a limited number of previously computed basis vectors to project out of the current basis vector.
The computational cost grows linearly with the dimension of the Krylov space. The subset selection
problem for the projection step is approximately solved with a number of heuristic algorithms and
greedy methods used in statistical learning and compressive sensing.
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1. Introduction. The Arnoldi process [2] is a key component of many Krylov
subspace methods for large-scale numerical linear algebra computations, including
solving linear systems of equations and eigenvalue problems with nonsymmetric ma-
trices A ∈ RN×N ; see, e.g., [30,31]. The Arnoldi process is also used for solving least
squares problems, approximating matrix functions or matrix equations, and in model
order reduction, to name just a few other applications. Given a starting vector b ∈ RN

and an integer m� N , the Arnoldi process iteratively constructs an orthonormal ba-
sis {v1, v2, . . . , vm} of the Krylov space Km(A, b) := span{b, Ab, . . . , Am−1b}. More
precisely, given j orthonormal basis vectors v1 := b/‖b‖, v2, . . . , vj , the next basis
vector is obtained by orthogonalizing wj := Avj against all previous vectors,

(1.1) ŵj := wj −
j∑

i=1

hi,jvi, hi,j := vT
i wj ,

and then setting vj+1 := ŵj/hj+1,j with hj+1,j = ‖ŵj‖. Collecting the basis vectors
into Vm = [v1, v2, . . . , vm] ∈ RN×m and the orthogonalization coefficients into Hm =
[hi,j ] ∈ Rm×m, the Arnoldi process generates an Arnoldi decomposition

AVm = VmHm + hm+1,mvm+1e
T
m,

where em ∈ Rm denotes the m-th canonical unit vector. By construction, Hm is an
upper-Hessenberg matrix.

In terms of arithmetic cost, the Arnoldi process requires m matrix-vector prod-
ucts Awj , as well as m(m + 1)/2 inner products and vector operations (“axpy” in
BLAS-1 naming), for a total of

O(m · nnz(A) +Nm2)

arithmetic operations. For sufficiently sparse A, this cost will be dominated by the
Nm2-term for the orthogonalization. There are at least two possible ways to reduce
this cost. The first one is to restart the Arnoldi process after m iterations, using
v = vm+1 as the starting vector for the next cycle. Such a restarting approach is
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particularly natural in the context of solving linear systems of equations (as there
exists a linear error equation Ae = r where r is the residual), but it can also be used
for eigenvalue problems [23,34,35] or matrix function computations [1,17]. Of course,
the combined Krylov basis computed after ` > 1 restarts is no longer orthonormal
and this usually leads to a delayed convergence in restarted Krylov methods.

The second, more recently proposed approach to reduce the arithmetic cost of
the Arnoldi process is to employ randomized sketching; see, e.g., [3–6, 24]. The key
tool of sketching is an embedding matrix S ∈ Rs×N with m < s � N that distorts
the Euclidean norm ‖ · ‖ of vectors in a controlled manner [32, 38]. More precisely,
given a positive integer m and some ε ∈ [0, 1), we assume that S is such that for all
vectors v in the Krylov space Km+1(A, b),

(1.2) (1− ε)‖v‖2 ≤ ‖Sv‖2 ≤ (1 + ε)‖v‖2.

The matrix S is called an ε-subspace embedding for Km+1(A, b). Condition (1.2)
can equivalently be stated with the Euclidean inner product [32, Cor. 4]: for all
u , v ∈ Km+1(A, b),

〈u , v〉 − ε‖u‖ · ‖v‖ ≤ 〈Su , Sv〉 ≤ 〈u , v〉+ ε‖u‖ · ‖v‖.

In practice, such a matrix S is not explicitly available and we hence have to draw it
at random to achieve (1.2) with high probability. There are several ways to construct
a random matrix S with this property, see for instance the discussions in [24, Sec. 2.3]
or [4, Sec. 2.1].

There are two main ways sketching can be employed within the Arnoldi process.
The first one, proposed and applied in [3, 5, 6], is to replace the inner products com-
puted in (1.1) by inner products on sketched vectors

ŵj := wj −
j∑

i=1

h̃i,jvi, h̃i,j := (Svi)
T (Swj).

Effectively, the process then computes an orthonormal sketched basis SVm+1. Using
an efficient subspace embedding such as the subsampled random cosine or Fourier
transform [33,39] requiring O(N log s) operations when applied to a single vector, the
overall complexity is now

O(m · nnz(A) +mN log s+Nm2).

Even though the cost of computing all (m + 1)m/2 inner products is reduced from
N(m + 1)m/2 to s(m + 1)m/2, there is still a quadratic dependency on m. On the
other hand, it follows from [4, Cor. 2.2] that

(1.3)

(
1− ε
1 + ε

)1/2

cond(SVm+1) ≤ cond(Vm+1) ≤
(

1 + ε

1− ε

)1/2

cond(SVm+1),

so the computed Krylov basis Vm+1 will be close to orthonormal provided that ε
is sufficiently small (i.e., s is sufficiently large which, in practice, means choosing s
between 2m and 4m).

Alternatively, one may give up completely on the aim of computing a (near)
orthonormal Krylov basis and modify the target algorithm to deal with the non-
orthogonality gracefully. This has been proposed in [24] for sketched GMRES and
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Rayleigh–Ritz extraction of eigenvalues, and in [10, 19] for matrix function compu-
tations. One of the most straightforward approaches to generate the Krylov basis
with a reduced number of projection steps1 is the truncated Arnoldi procedure. Let a
truncation parameter k be given, then in place of (1.1) we use the iteration

ŵj := wj −
j∑

i=max{1,j+1−k}

hi,jvi, hi,j := vT
i wj .

Alternatively, this same truncated Arnoldi procedure can be combined with sketching
by replacing the coefficients hi,j by their sketched counterparts h̃i,j := (Svi)

T (Swj).
A key benefit of truncation is that theO(Nm2) cost of the orthogonalization is reduced
to O(Nmk), i.e., it grows linearly with the Krylov basis dimension m.

The truncated Arnoldi procedure is likely inspired by the Lanczos process for a
symmetric matrix A, which is mathematically equivalent to truncated Arnoldi with
k = 2. The Faber–Manteuffel theorem [15] gives a complete characterization of the
matrices A for which there is a short-term recursion that generates an orthogonal
set of Krylov basis vectors. The truncated Arnoldi procedure first appeared in the
context of eigenvalue problems [28, Sec. 3.2] and linear systems [29, Sec. 3.3]. For
computations involving matrix functions, truncated Arnoldi has been used for the
matrix exponential in [18, 20] and for more general matrix functions in [10, 19]. We
also refer the reader to [24, Sec. 4] and [27, Sec. 5].

Unfortunately, the Krylov bases generated by truncated Arnoldi (with and with-
out sketching) can become severely ill-conditioned even for moderate m. In this
paper we propose and test an alternative approach which we call the sketch-and-
select Arnoldi process. The key idea is simple: instead of projecting each new Krylov
basis vector against the k previous basis vectors, we use the sketched version of the
Krylov basis to identify k candidates for the projection. We show that this problem
is related to a sparse least squares approximation problem that has been studied in
statistical learning and compressive sensing. We then demonstrate with performance
profiles that the sketch-and-select Arnoldi process with a simple select strategy to
determine the candidate vectors often leads to much better conditioned Krylov bases,
outperforming truncated Arnoldi and many other tested methods.

2. The sketch-and-select Arnoldi process. At iteration j of the sketch-and-
select Arnoldi process we compute wj := Avj as in the standard Arnoldi process, but
then aim to determine coefficients hi,j (i = 1, . . . , j) of which at most k are nonzero.
We then compute

(2.1) ŵj := wj −
∑

hi,j 6=0

hi,jvi

and set vj+1 := ŵj/hj+1,j with a suitable scaling factor hj+1,j . To obtain the nonzero
coefficients hi,j we use the sketched Krylov basis SVj and the sketched vector Swj .
For any iteration j > k, we approximately solve the following sparse least squares
problem: select an index set I ⊆ {1, 2, . . . , j} with |I| = k as

arg min
I

min
h∈R|I|

‖Swj − SVj( : , I)h‖.

1Mathematically, the term “orthogonalization” is no longer adequate when the basis is non-
orthogonal, so we use the term projection step to refer to a vector operation in truncated Arnoldi.
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Here we have used MATLAB notation to denote column selection. Given the index
set I, the components of the best h are then used as the projection coefficients hi,j
in (2.1). Finally, the scaling factor hj+1,j is chosen so that ‖Svj+1‖ = 1.

The determination of an optimal index set I is also known as best subset selection
problem, a classic topic of model selection in statistical learning [22]. There are two
main variants of this problem; (i) the problem considered above where the sparsity
level k is prescribed, and (ii) for a given tolerance ε > 0, the problem of selecting an
index set I with fewest possible elements so that minh∈R|I| ‖Swj−SVj( : , I)h‖ ≤ ε. It
is known that the determination of a global minimizer for such problems is NP-hard;
see [25]. Nevertheless, a vast amount of literature has been devoted to developing
efficient optimization algorithms for this task. A review of these methods is beyond
the scope of this paper, so we refer to the excellent overview in [7].

A simple approach to selecting the index set I is to retain the k components
of h := (SVj)

†(Swj) which are largest in modulus, ignoring the remaining j − k
components. We found this to perform very well in the experiments reported in
section 3, and we present a basic MATLAB implementation in Figure 1. We refer to
this variant as sketch + select pinv (for “pseudoinverse”).

One could also try to justify a weighted version of sketch + select pinv by
noting that

(SVj)
T [Swj − SVj( : , I)h(I)− SVj( : , I)h(I)] = 0,

where I denotes the set of indices that have not been selected and h = (SVj)
†(Swj)

as before. Therefore

(SVj)
T [Swj − SVj( : , I)h(I)︸ ︷︷ ︸

=hj+1,jSvj+1

] = (SVj)
T [SVj( : , I)h(I)].

Our analysis in subsection 2.1 shows that cond([SVj , Svj+1]) crucially depends on the
norm ‖(SVj)T (Svj+1)‖, which should be kept as small as possible. Upon applying
norms we obtain

|hj+1,j | · ‖(SVj)T (Svj+1)‖ ≤
∑
i∈I

|hi,j | · ‖(SVj)T (Svi)‖,

which suggests to assign to I the indices of the k coefficients hi,j for which |hi,j | ·
‖(SVj)T (Svi)‖ is largest (i = 1, . . . , j). Unfortunately, the non-orthogonality of SVj
and the complicated dependence of hj+1,j on the index set I means that minimizing
the right-hand side of this inequality does not necessarily lead to a significant reduction
of ‖(SVj)T (Svj+1)‖, which is why we no longer consider this weighted variant of
sketch + select pinv here.

Another approach is to select I as above, but then to recompute the corresponding
coefficients as h = SVj( : , I)†(Swj). This ensures that the projected Sŵj is orthogo-
nal to span(SVj( : , I)). We refer to this variant as sketch + select pinv2 (as two
pseudoinverses are computed).

In the variant sketch + select corr (for “correlation”) we select I as the com-
ponents of (SVj)

T (Swj) which are largest in modulus, using the k inner products
as the projection coefficients hi,j .

2 Alternatively, we can recompute the projection

2The sketch + select corr variant has been hinted at in [24, version 1, Sec. 4.3]: “Indeed,
(Sqi)

∗(SAqj) ≈ q∗i Aqj for all i ≤ j, so we can choose to orthogonalize Aqj only against the basis
vectors qi where the inner product is nonnegligible.”
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coefficients as h = SVj( : , I)†(Swj), referred to as variant sketch + select corr

pinv.
Finally, we also test three popular methods for sparse approximation, namely

orthogonal matching pursuit (OMP) [26, 37], subspace pursuit (SP) [11], and the
“Algorithm Greedy” from [25]. We have chosen these methods due to their popularity
but also because they naturally allow for a fixed sparsity level k, as opposed to, e.g.,
LASSO [36].

function [V, H, SV, SAV] = ssa(A, b, m, k)

%% Sketch-and-select Arnoldi process

sw = sketch(b); nsw = norm(sw);

SV(:,1) = sw/nsw; V(:,1) = b/nsw; H = [];

for j = 1:m

w = A*V(:,j);

sw = sketch(w); SAV(:,j) = sw;

% the following two lines perform the select operation

coeffs = SV(:,1:j) \ sw;

[coeffs,ind] = maxk(abs(coeffs),k);

w = w - V(:,ind)*coeffs;

sw = sw - SV(:,ind)*coeffs;

nsw = norm(sw);

SV(:,j+1) = sw/nsw; V(:,j+1) = w/nsw;

H(ind,j) = coeffs; H(j+1,j) = nsw;

end

Fig. 1: Basic (non-optimized) MATLAB implementation of the sketch-and-select Arnoldi
process. The function uses a sketch function that takes as input a vector with N components
and returns a sketch with s � N components. In this variant, which we refer to as sketch

+ select pinv, the indices of Krylov basis vectors to project out are obtained by keeping
the k coefficients of the orthogonal projection which are largest in modulus. In an efficient
implementation, the least squares problems with the sketched basis SVj should be solved by
retaining and updating at each iteration a QR factorization of SVj .

2.1. Growth of the basis condition number. By (1.3) it is sufficient to only
control the condition number growth of the sketched Krylov basis [SVj , Svj+1]. For
notational convenience, we will write this as [V, v ]. Our aim is to bound the growth of
cond([V, v ]) in terms of the current cond(V ). Note that the Gram matrix [V, v ]T [V, v ]
has unit diagonal in the sketch-and-select Arnoldi process as we always normalize each
sketched Krylov basis vector, and so

cond(V )2 = cond

([
V TV 0

0T 1

])
.

Also,

cond([V, v ])2 = cond

([
V TV V Tv
vTV 1

])
.
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We can apply standard relative perturbation bounds known for symmetric positive
definite matrices. To this end, write[

V TV V Tv
vTV 1

]
=

[
V TV 0
0T 1

]
+

[
O V Tv

vTV 0

]
=: G+ ∆G.

Note that ‖∆G‖ = ‖V Tv‖. Then (see, e.g., [13] or [21, Thm. 2.3])

cond([V, v ])2 = cond(G+ ∆G) =
λmax(G+ ∆G)

λmin(G+ ∆G)

≤ (1 + η)λmax(G)

(1− η)λmin(G)
=

1 + η

1− η
cond(V )2,

where

η = ‖G−1/2(∆G)G−1/2‖ = ‖(V TV )−1/2V Tv‖ ≤ σmin(V )−1‖V Tv‖.

Clearly this bound is only useful as long as 1−η > 0, which is guaranteed if ‖V Tv‖ <
σmin(V ), and generally it cannot be expected to be sharp. However, it shows that it
is a good idea to try to keep ‖V Tv‖ as small as possible. Going back to the notation
used for the sketch-and-select Arnoldi process, this means that we should aim to keep
‖(SVj)T (Svj+1)‖ small.

An alternative approach to quantify the condition number growth is by bounding
the smallest and largest eigenvalue of the Gram matrix, taking into account the special
structure of that matrix. The following theorem provides such a result, giving a more
explicit bound on cond([V, v ]).

Theorem 2.1. Let V be a matrix with m linearly independent columns of unit
norm. Denote by σmin and σmax the smallest and largest singular value of V , respec-
tively. Further, let v be a unit norm vector such that ‖V Tv‖ < σmin. Then

(2.2) cond([V, v ])2 ≤
1 + σ2

max +
√

(σ2
max − 1)2 + 4‖V Tv‖2

1 + σ2
min −

√
(σ2

min − 1)2 + 4‖V Tv‖2
.

Proof. We begin by remarking that, as the columns of [V, v ] are normalized,
we have σmax([V, v ]) ≤

√
m+ 1 and hence any ill-conditioning of [V, v ] is mainly

attributable to a small value of

σmin([V, v ]) = λmin([V, v ]T [V, v ])1/2.

Define the Rayleigh quotient

R(x , v) =
[
xT ,

√
1− ‖x‖2

] [
V TV V Tv
vTV 1

] [
x√

1− ‖x‖2

]
, ‖x‖ ≤ 1.

Let us denote β = ‖x‖ and fix ‖V Tv‖ := α. Then

(2.3) R(x , v) = xT (V TV )x + 2xT (V Tv)
√

1− β2 + 1− β2.

The first term in this Rayleigh quotient is minimized by choosing x as an eigenvector
of V TV corresponding to λmin = λmin(V TV ). For any choice of x , ‖x‖ = β, the
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second term is minimal when v is such that V Tv = −αx/β. Hence, we can minimize
the overall Rayleigh quotient directly, leading to

Rmin(β) = β2λmin − 2αβ
√

1− β2 + 1− β2.

To find the optimal β ∈ [0, 1], we set γ := 1 − β2, upon which Rmin(β) = (1 −
γ)λmin − 2α

√
γ − γ2 + γ which is easy to differentiate for γ. The optimal value β∗

that minimizes Rmin is

β∗ =
√

1− γ∗, where γ∗ =
C2
∗ − C∗

√
C2
∗ + 4 + 4

2(C2
∗ + 4)

, C∗ =
1− λmin

α
.

We can now derive a rather simple expression for Rmin(β∗) in terms of C∗. We
have

γ∗ =
C2
∗ − C∗

√
C2
∗ + 4 + 4

2(C2
∗ + 4)

=
1

2
− 1

2

C∗√
C2
∗ + 4

,

and from this expression it easily follows that√
γ∗ − γ2∗ =

1√
C2
∗ + 4

.

By plugging this expression and γ∗ into the expression of Rmin(β∗), we have

Rmin(β∗) = λmin + (1− λmin)γ∗ − 2α
√
γ∗ − γ2∗

= λmin + αC∗

(1

2
− 1

2

C∗√
C2
∗ + 4

)
− 2α√

C2
∗ + 4

= λmin +
α

2
√
C2
∗ + 4

(
C∗
√
C2
∗ + 4− C2

∗ − 4
)

= λmin +
α

2

(
C∗ −

√
C2
∗ + 4

)
=

1

2
+

1

2
λmin −

α

2

√
C2
∗ + 4

=
1 + λmin −

√
(1− λmin)2 + 4α2

2
.

For this quantity to be positive, we require α2 < λmin or equivalently ‖V T v‖ <
σmin(V ).

Similarly, the first term in the Rayleigh quotient (2.3) is maximized by choosing x
as an eigenvector of V TV corresponding to λmax = λmax(V TV ). For any choice of x ,
‖x‖ = β, the second term in (2.3) is maximal when v is such that V Tv = αx/β.
Hence, we can maximize the overall Rayleigh quotient directly, leading to

Rmax(β) = β2λmax + 2αβ
√

1− β2 + 1− β2.

To find the optimal β ∈ [0, 1], we set γ := 1−β2, upon which Rmax(β) = (1−γ)λmax+

2α
√
γ − γ2 + γ. The optimal value β∗ that maximizes Rmax is

β∗ =
√

1− γ∗, where γ∗ =
C2 − C

√
C2 + 4 + 4

2(C2 + 4)
, C =

λmax − 1

α
.
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(Note that the only difference compared to the above is in C versus C∗.) Evaluating
Rmax(β∗) yields

Rmax(β∗) =
1 + λmax +

√
(λmax − 1)2 + 4α2

2
.

Combining the expressions for the (worst-case) Rayleigh quotients, we obtain

cond([V, v ])2 ≤ Rmax(β∗)

Rmin(β∗)
=

1 + λmax +
√

(λmax − 1)2 + 4α2

1 + λmin −
√

(λmin − 1)2 + 4α2
.

The result follows since λmax = σmax(V )2, λmin = σmin(V )2, and α = ‖V Tv‖.
Observe that it follows from the proof of Theorem 2.1 that if the vector v mini-

mizes the Rayleigh quotient in (2.3) (i.e., it satisfies V Tv = −αx/β∗ where x is the
eigenvector of V TV corresponding to λmin), we have

(2.4) σmin([V, v ])2 =
1 + σ2

min −
√

(1− σ2
min)2 + 4‖V Tv‖2

2
.

Since for any vector v of unit norm we have σmax([V, v ]) ≥ σmax ≥ 1, this implies
that there is a choice of v for which

(2.5) cond([V, v ])2 ≥ 2

1 + σ2
min −

√
(σ2

min − 1)2 + 4‖V Tv‖2
.

Recalling that σmax([V, v ]) ≤
√
m+ 1, we find that the right-hand side of (2.5) is

smaller than the right-hand side of (2.2) at most by a factor m+ 1. In principle, it is
possible to select a vector v that realizes (2.5) at every iteration, even though this is
unlikely to happen in practice.

Going back to the notation used for the sketch-and-select Arnoldi process, let
us now consider the behavior of σmin(SVm) as m increases, assuming that at each
iteration Svm+1 is selected as a vector v that satisfies (2.4). For convenience, define
xm := σmin(SVm) and αm := ‖Svm+1‖ < xm. Because of (2.4), these quantities
satisfy the recurrence relation

x2m+1 =
1

2

(
1 + x2m −

√
(1− x2m)2 + 4α2

m

)
, m ≥ 1,

with x1 = σmin(Sv1) = 1. Using the fact that
√

1 + z ≥ 1 + 1
2z −

1
8z

2 for all z ≥ 0,
we can show that

x2m+1 ≤ x2m −
α2
m

1− x2m

(
1− α2

m

(1− x2m)2

)
.

If for instance we take xm ≤ 1/
√

2 and 1
2xm ≤ αm < xm, we have

1− α2
m

(1− x2m)2
≤ 1

2
,

and so we obtain

x2m+1 ≤ x2m −
1

2
α2
m ≤

7

8
x2m, m ≥ 1.
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This implies that

(2.6) σmin(SVm) ≤
(

7

8

)m/2

, m ≥ 1,

showing that a geometric convergence to 0 of the smallest singular value of SVm is
possible. As a consequence, the condition number of SVm may diverge geometri-
cally (and hence also cond(Vm), because of (1.3)), even if we impose the condition
‖(SVm)TSvm+1‖ = 1

2σmin(SVm), which is quite stringent.

3. Numerical experiments. We now test variants of the proposed sketch-and-
select Arnoldi process on a range of matrices from the SuiteSparse Matrix Collection
(formerly the University of Florida Sparse Matrix Collection [12]), a widely used set
of sparse matrix benchmarks collected from a wide range of applications. We include
80 matrices A in our test, which correspond to all square numerically nonsymmetric
matrices in the collection (as of June 2023) with sizes between N = 104 and 106.
The starting vector b is chosen at random with unit normally distributed entries and
kept constant for all tests with the same matrix dimension. The MATLAB scripts
to reproduce the experiments in this section are available at https://github.com/
simunec/sketch-select-arnoldi.

In the tests below we compare the seven variants of the sketch-and-select Arnoldi
process introduced in section 2, each using a different method for the sparse least
squares problem, as well as the truncated Arnoldi process with and without sketching.

3.1. Illustration with a single matrix. For our first experiment we plot in
Figure 2 the condition number cond(Vm) as a function of m for the SuiteSparse
problem Norris/torso3, a matrix of size N = 259, 156 corresponding to a finite
difference electro-physiological 3D model of a torso. We use a truncation parameter
of k = 2 and k = 5 and perform m = 100 Arnoldi iterations. The sketching operator is
the subsampled random Hadamard transform (SRHT) [3, Sec. 1.3] with an embedding
dimension of s = 200.

We see from Figure 2 that most sketch-and-select Arnoldi variants exhibit a
much smaller condition number growth than truncated Arnoldi. The main excep-
tion is sketch + select corr which performs very badly in both cases, and sketch

+ select corr pinv which is only acceptable for k = 5. Surprisingly, the variant
sketch + select pinv2 breaks down after about m = 80 Arnoldi iterations in the
case k = 2, but it works very well for k = 5. The four most reliable variants are
sketch + select pinv, sketch + select OMP, sketch + select SP, and sketch

+ select greedy, all leading to a rather slow growth of the condition number.
In terms of computational cost, all sketch-and-select variants only perform opera-

tions on small sketched matrices and vectors to determine the projection coefficients.
Hence these computations are comparably cheap, but sketch + select pinv is the
cheapest method as it only requires the solution of a single s×j least squares problem
in the j-th Arnoldi iteration. OMP is a greedy method that, for each Arnoldi iter-
ation j, requires k iterations, with the i-th inner iteration involving a matrix-vector
product with the s× j matrix SVj and the solution of an s× i least squares problem
with the currently selected columns of SVj (i = 1, . . . , j). SP is also an iterative
method but we have fixed the number of iterations to 1. As a result, the operations
performed by SP in the j-th Arnoldi iteration are two matrix-vector products with
the s × j matrix SVj , a matrix-vector product with an s × k matrix, and the solu-
tion of two s × k least squares problems, as well as a least squares problem with a

https://github.com/simunec/sketch-select-arnoldi
https://github.com/simunec/sketch-select-arnoldi
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matrix of size at most s× 2k formed with selected columns of SVj . The “Algorithm
Greedy” from [25] is an iterative method that requires k iterations for each Arnoldi
iteration j, and each inner iteration involves the computation of 2j inner products
between sketched vectors, for a total cost of 2jk sketched inner products and the
solution of one s× k least squares problem in the j-th Arnoldi iteration.
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Fig. 2: Basis condition number growth of nine different methods for the matrix
Norris/torso3, using a truncation parameter of k = 2 (top) and k = 5 (bottom).

3.2. Performance profiles. Our next tests involve all 80 matrices of the SuiteS-
parse Matrix Collection and we use performance profiles [14] to visualize the results.
In a performance profile, each algorithm is represented by a non-decreasing curve in
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a θ–y graph. The θ-axis represents a tolerance θ ≥ 1 and the y-axis corresponds to a
fraction y ∈ [0, 1]. If a curve passes through a point (θ, y) this means that the corre-
sponding algorithm performed within a factor θ of the best observed performance on
100y% of the test problems. For θ = 1 one can read off on what fraction of all test
problems each algorithm was the best performer, while as θ →∞ all curves approach
the value y = 1, unless an algorithm has failed on a fraction of the test problems.

For each test problem, we run each algorithm until the condition number of the
constructed basis becomes larger than 1012, up to a maximum basis dimension. The
performance ratio is computed as the inverse of the basis dimension that is reached,
so that, e.g., θ = 2 would correspond to an algorithm that generates a Krylov basis
with half the size of the basis generated by the best algorithm.

The top panel in Figure 3 shows the performance profiles for a target basis con-
dition number of 1012 and a maximum basis dimension of m = 100, with a truncation
parameter of k = 2. The embedding dimension is s = 200. The four most reliable
variants are sketch + select pinv, sketch + select OMP, sketch + select SP,
and sketch + select greedy, and they are almost indistinguishable in performance.
Given that sketch + select pinv is the most straightforward to implement and the
most computationally efficient, it emerges as the method of choice from these exper-
iments. The bottom panel in Figure 3 displays the dimensions of the Krylov bases
constructed for each test matrix by the four best performing algorithms and by trun-
cated Arnoldi. The matrices are sorted so that the dimensions of the bases generated
by truncated Arnoldi are in non-decreasing order.

A similar picture emerges in Figures 4 and 5, where we have increased the trun-
cation parameter to k = 5 and k = 10, respectively; the maximum basis dimension
is increased to m = 150 and m = 200, respectively, and the embedding dimension
is chosen as s = 2m. With these parameters, the difference in performance between
truncated Arnoldi and the best sketch + select variants becomes more significant,
and the sketch + select pinv variant can be seen to perform slightly better than
sketch + select OMP, sketch + select SP and sketch + select greedy.

3.3. The effect of the starting vector. In the previous experiments, we have
used a starting vector b with random unit normally distributed entries. To investigate
the influence of the starting vector on the performance of the algorithms, we repeat
the experiment of Figure 4 using as vector b the first canonical unit vector e1, instead
of a random vector. The results are reported in Figure 6. Surprisingly, the sketch-
and-select Arnoldi variants perform significantly worse with this starting vector while,
on the other hand, the overall performance of truncated Arnoldi is almost the same
as before.

In Figure 7 we repeat the same experiment by slightly perturbing the starting
vector, i.e., we take b = e1 + 10−15e , where e denotes the vector of all ones. With
this change, the performance of the sketch-and-select Arnoldi variants improves sig-
nificantly relative to truncated Arnoldi, though not to the same level of what was
observed in the experiment in Figure 4 with a random starting vector. A very similar
improvement is obtained with a small random perturbation of the vector b.

While it currently appears to be impossible to make any general statements about
the dependence of relative performance of sketch-and-select Arnoldi on the starting
vector b, we observed that truncated Arnoldi can produce artificially well conditioned
bases for certain starting vectors. For example, it may happen that sparse basis
vectors constructed by truncated Arnoldi have disjoint supports, and so they are all
orthogonal to each other. (One example is the matrix Norris/lung2: when b = e1,
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Fig. 3: Basis sizes reached by the different methods, using a truncation parameter of k = 2,
with maximum basis size m = 100 and condition number bounded by 1012. Performance
profiles (top) and basis sizes for the best performing methods (bottom).

the first 452 Krylov basis vectors produced by truncated Arnoldi with truncation
parameter k ≥ 2 are given by ±e2j−1.) The sketching-based methods do not “see” the
sparsity of the basis vectors and hence cannot produce this exact orthogonality, losing
performance relative to truncated Arnoldi. Adding a small (random) perturbation to
the starting vector b removes the sparsity and hence reduces the appearance of such
artificial cases.
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Fig. 4: Basis sizes reached by the different methods, using a truncation parameter of k = 5,
with maximum basis size m = 150 and condition number bounded by 1012. Performance
profiles (top) and basis sizes for the best performing methods (bottom).

4. Further remarks on the subset selection problem. Selecting k columns
that give the smallest condition number of [V, v ] in the sketch-and-select Arnoldi
process is a combinatorial problem, and even selecting a near-best index set I is
nontrivial. We now give examples demonstrating that neither the largest coefficients
in V †w nor those in V Tw do necessarily indicate the best vectors to select for a
minimal condition number growth. Note that most greedy algorithms, including the
“Algorithm Greedy” in [25], OMP [26], and SP [11] use the entries of either V †w
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Fig. 5: Basis sizes reached by the different methods, using a truncation parameter of k = 10,
with maximum basis size m = 200 and condition number bounded by 1012. Performance
profiles (top) and basis sizes for the best performing methods (bottom).

or V Tw to select vectors, and so can be misled on examples like the ones below.
Consider

V =
1√
5


1 0 0
2 2 0
0 1 1
0 0 2

 , w =


8
8
9
7

 .
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Fig. 6: Basis sizes reached by the different methods, using a truncation parameter of k = 5,
with maximum basis size m = 150 and condition number bounded by 1012. The starting
vector is b = e1. Performance profiles (top) and basis sizes for the best performing methods
(bottom).

Note that all columns of V have unit norm. Say k = 1, then which of the three
columns of V should we project out of w to get the best possible conditioned basis of
four vectors? Let us compute

V †w =

9.39
1.68
9.95

 , V Tw =

10.7
11.2
10.3

 .
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Fig. 7: Basis sizes reached by the different methods, using a truncation parameter of k = 10,
with maximum basis size m = 150 and condition number bounded by 1012. The starting
vector is b = e1 + 10−15e. Performance profiles (top) and basis sizes for the best performing
methods (bottom).

According to these coefficients, we might be tempted to project w either against v3

or v2, respectively. However, among the vectors

v̂i := (I − viv
†
i )w , i = 1, 2, 3,

it is the choice i = 1 that strictly minimizes both cond([V, v̂i]) and cond([V, v̂i/‖v̂i‖]).
Instead of condition number growth, perhaps a better measure to look at is the
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growth of loss of orthogonality, e.g., by any of the metrics

∥∥I − [V,v]T [V,v]
∥∥ , ∥∥∥∥∥I −

[
V,

v

‖v‖

]T [
V,

v

‖v‖

]∥∥∥∥∥ ,
∥∥[V,v]T [V,v]

∥∥ , ∥∥∥∥∥
[
V,

v

‖v‖

]T [
V,

v

‖v‖

]∥∥∥∥∥
in the Euclidean or Frobenius norm. Can we get some guarantees for that? It turns out
that this is also not the case. The above matrix V and the vector w = [9, 9, 10, 10]T

give examples where, in all cases, the third component of V †w and V Tw is the largest
in modulus, but the smallest growth in loss of orthogonality with k = 1 projection
steps is obtained by projecting w against v2.

We conclude that there must be some condition on V (and possibly w) to guar-
antee that the “correct” (optimal) support of k coefficients is selected. This is a
well-known fact in compressive sensing [16], where conditions like the restricted isom-
etry property (RIP, [9]) are needed to guarantee exact or approximate recovery in
sparse least squares approximation (see, e.g., [8] or [37, Thm. C]). On the other hand,
the sensing problem Ax = b studied in this field is usually underdetermined and one
often has the freedom to choose the columns of A (the dictionary), whereas in our
case we would like to select k columns from a basis which is otherwise unstructured.
Moreover, in compressive sensing the vector x that one wants to recover is usually
sparse, or at least well approximated by a sparse vector, while in our case the co-
efficient vectors are generally dense. Nevertheless, we believe that results developed
in compressive sensing may be used to gain more insight into the sketch-and-select
Arnoldi process.

5. Conclusions and future work. We have introduced a sketch-and-select
Arnoldi process and demonstrated its potential to generate Krylov bases that are sig-
nificantly better conditioned than those computed with the truncated Arnoldi process,
at a computational cost that grows only linearly with the dimension of the Krylov
space. We have identified that the problem of generating a well-conditioned Krylov
basis in that way is related to the best subset selection problem in statistical learning
and the sparse approximation problem encountered in compressive sensing. While in
principle any of the many methods that have been proposed for these problems can
be employed, we have been surprised to find that the most basic variant of the sketch-
and-select Arnoldi process shown in Figure 1 is among the best. In this approach we
simply retain the k largest modulus coefficients of the least squares solution, setting
the remaining coefficients to zero.

Our implementation of the sketch-and-select Arnoldi process in Figure 1 is not
optimized for performance, with several straightforward improvements possible in-
cluding the use of QR updating strategies for the solution of the least squares prob-
lem or performing some of the operations in reduced precision. Also, for a practical
implementation to be used in production, the sketch-and-select Arnoldi process could
be modified to adapt the parameter k dynamically based on the measured growth
of the condition number. Bounds like the ones derived in subsection 2.1 might be
useful to control the condition number growth efficiently. Further possible extensions
include a sketch-and-select block Arnoldi process or restarting strategies.
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