arXiv:2302.12761v4 [math.NA] 17 Apr 2024

Randomized low-rank approximation

of parameter-dependent matrices

Daniel Kressner^∗ Hei Yin Lam^∗

April 24, 2024

Abstract

This work considers the low-rank approximation of a matrix A(t) depending on a parameter t in a compact set D ⊂ R^d . Application areas that give rise to such problems include computational statistics and dynamical systems. Randomized algorithms are an increasingly popular approach for performing low-rank approximation and they usually proceed by multiplying the matrix with random dimension reduction matrices (DRMs). Applying such algorithms directly to A(t) would involve different, independent DRMs for every t, which is not only expensive but also leads to inherently non-smooth approximations. In this work, we propose to use constant DRMs, that is, A(t) is multiplied with the same DRM for every t. The resulting parameterdependent extensions of two popular randomized algorithms, the randomized singular value decomposition and the generalized Nyström method, are computationally attractive, especially when A(t) admits an affine linear decomposition with respect to t. We perform a probabilistic analysis for both algorithms, deriving bounds on the expected value as well as failure probabilities for the approximation error when using Gaussian random DRMs. Both, the theoretical results and numerical experiments, show that the use of constant DRMs does not impair their effectiveness; our methods reliably return quasi-best low-rank approximations.

1 Introduction

This work is concerned with performing the low-rank approximation of a parameterdependent matrix A(t) ∈ R^{m×n} , m ≥ n for many values of the parameter t ∈ D ⊂ R^d . This task arises in a variety of application areas, including Gaussian process regression [19] and time-dependent data from dynamical systems, image processing tasks or natural language processing [24]; see Section 4 for more concrete examples.

∗Institute of Mathematics, EPF Lausanne, 1015 Lausanne, Switzerland. E-mails:

daniel.kressner@epfl.ch, # hysan.lam@epfl.ch. The work of both authors was supported by the

SNSF research project Fast algorithms from low-rank updates, grant number: 200020 178806.

When D is an interval, say D = [0, T ], a low-rank approximation of A(t) can be obtained by considering t as time and solving suitable differential equations. For example, under certain smoothness assumptions on A(t), a smooth variant of the singular value decomposition (SVD) of A(t) satisfies a system of differential equations [5, 6, 11]. For the purpose of low-rank approximation, a cheaper and simpler approach follows from the fact that the set of fixed-rank matrices forms a smooth manifold. In turn, differential equations for the low-rank factors can be obtained from projecting Ȧ(t) on the tangent space of this manifold, leading to the so-called dynamical low-rank approximation [18, 24]. Due to the stiffness introduced by the curvature of the manifold, the numerical implementation of this approach comes with a number of challenges that have been addressed during the last years [9, 21]. Reduced basis methods [15, 25] provide a general framework for solving large-scale parameter-dependent problems. In [19], this framework has been adapted to yield a parametric variant of adaptive cross approximation for symmetric positive definite A(t), which constructs a low-rank approximation by sampling entries of A(t).

When A(t) ≡ B for a constant matrix B ∈ R^{m×n} , m ≥ n, it is well known that the truncated SVD achieves the best approximation of fixed rank r [17]. However, the computational cost [13, section 8.6.3] of the SVD renders it infeasible for large matrices. The randomized SVD, referred as the Halko-Martinson-Tropp (HMT) method [14] in the following, is an increasingly popular alternative that attains near-optimal approximation quality at significantly lower cost. HMT first creates a sketch of the matrix B by multiplying it with a random dimension reduction matrix (DRM) Ω ∈ R^{n×(r+p)} , with some small integer p, and then obtains a low-rank approximation by orthogonally projecting B onto the range of BΩ. While the HMT method is easy to implement and effective, it requires two passes over B and it is thus not streamable in the sense of [10]. Alternatively, the generalized Nyström method [10, 31] utilizes two sketches: BΩ and Ψ^T B with random DRMs Ω ∈ R^{n×(r+p)} , Ψ ∈ R^{m×(r+p+ℓ)} for some additional small integer ℓ > 0. A low-rank approximation is obtained by oblique projection, which makes the generalized Nyström method less accurate compared to the HMT method but it still achieves near-optimal approximation quality [23, 31]. Notably, the generalized Nyström method is streamable and requires only one pass over the matrix B.

In this work, we aim at extending randomized low-rank approximation to a parameterdependent matrix A(t) ∈ R^{m×n} . The most straightforward extension certainly consists of applying HMT or generalized Nyström from scratch for every t. In the case of HMT, this corresponds to using a DRM Ω(t) that is different and, in fact, independent for every t. Clearly, this does not allow one to exploit structure, such as smoothness properties of A(t). For example, when the range of A(t) changes very little when moving from one parameter value to the next, it appears to be wasteful to recompute the full sketch. Moreover, the resulting approximation does not inherit any smoothness from A due to the non-smooth of the DRM. We avoid these drawbacks by using constant DRMs, that is DRMs which do not depend on t. This not only avoids most of the cost for generating DRMs but it can also reduce significantly the cost of constructing the sketches and, in turn, the low-rank approximation itself. For example, consider an affine linear dependence commonly found in the literature [19, 26, 28]: A(t) = ∑_k i=1 φ_i(t)A_i for scalar functions φ_i : D → R and constant matrices A_i ∈ R^{m×n} . The sketches A_iΩ are computed a priori, in an offline phase. In the subsequent online phase, the evaluation of a sketch A(t)Ω = ∑_k i=1 φ_i(t)A_iΩ only requires evaluating scalar functions and adding matrices together. Perhaps surprisingly, our analysis and numerical experiments reveal that using constant instead of independent Gaussian random DRMs for HMT and generalized Nyström only has a minor impact on the L^2(D) approximation error, provided that A(t) is continuous with respect to t. While it may be more natural to consider the worst-case error with respect to t in applications, the analysis is significantly more complicated. As a first step in this direction, we provide such an analysis for the HMT method when A(t) is Lipschitz continuous and D = [0, T ].

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, after recalling existing results for HMT, we present our HMT method for parameter-dependent matrices and provide bounds on the expected error as well as the failure probability that the error is significantly larger than the best L^2 approximation error. To further quantify the error, we also provide a first failure probability bound in the uniform norm. In Section 3, after recalling the generalized Nyström method, we extend it to parameter-dependent matrices and provide a bound on the expected error that generalizes results from [23, 31]. We also provide a bound on the failure probability, which even in the constant case is new. In Section 4, we report numerical experiments to illustrate our theoretical findings.

2 The HMT method for parameter-dependent matrices

Before we describe and analyze its extension to parameter-dependent matrices, we briefly review the theory of the HMT method from [14] for a constant matrix B ∈ R^{m×n} .

2.1 HMT for a constant matrix

Given a random DRM Ω ∈ R^{n×(r+p)} , the HMT method constructs a low-rank approximation by orthogonally projecting B ∈ R^{m×n} onto the column space of BΩ, i.e., B ≈ P_{BΩ}B, where P_{BΩ} := (BΩ)(BΩ)^† and † denotes the Moore-Penrose pseudoinverse. To compare the approximation error of HMT with the best rank-r approximation error of B, let us consider the SVD of B = UΣV^T , partitioned as follows: B = U [ Σ_1 0 0 Σ_2 ] V^T = U [ Σ_1 0 0 Σ_2 ] [ V^T_1 V^T_2 ] , (1)

where Σ_1 ∈ R^{r×r} , Σ_2 ∈ R^{(m−r)×(n−r)} , V_1 ∈ R^{n×r} , and V_2 ∈ R^{n×(n−r)} . The probabilistic error analysis of HMT relies on the following structural bound.

Theorem 1 ([14, Theorem 9.1]). With the notation introduced above, assume that V^T_1 Ω has full row rank. Then ‖(I − P_{BΩ})B‖^2_F ≤ ‖Σ_2‖^2_F + ‖Σ_2(V^T_2 Ω)(V^T_1 Ω)^†‖^2_F .

For specific random DRMs, the result of Theorem 1 can be turned into bounds on the expected error and failure probability. In particular, this is the case when Ω is a Gaussian random matrix, i.e., the entries are i.i.d. standard normal random variables.

Theorem 2 ([14, Theorem 10.5]). Let σ_1(B) ≥ σ_2(B) ≥ · · · denote the singular values of B ∈ R^{m×n} . Suppose that Ω is an n × (r + p) Gaussian random matrix, where r ≥ 2, p ≥ 2, and r + p ≤ min{m, n}. Then E ‖(I − P_{BΩ})B‖^2_F ≤ ( 1 + r p − 1 )( ∑ j>r σ_j (B)^2 ) . Theorem 3 ([14, Theorem 10.7]). Suppose that the assumptions of Theorem 2 and, additionally, p ≥ 4 hold. Then for all u, γ ≥ 1, the probability that the inequality ‖(I − P_{BΩ})B‖_F ≤ ( 1 + γ · √ 3r p + 1 )( ∑ j>r σ_j (B)^2

) 1_2 + uγ · e √ r + p p + 1

· σ_{r+1}(B), (2)

fails is at most 2γ^{−p} + e^{−u2/2}.

When implementing HMT, one usually computes the economy-size QR factorization BΩ = QR, that is, Q has orthonormal columns and R is a square upper triangular matrix. One then obtains P_{BΩ}B from Q(Q^T B). The computation of the sketch BΩ typically dominates the overall computational effort. For example, when B, Ω are dense unstructured matrices then the sketch requires O(mn(r + p)) operations while the overall cost of HMT is O(mn(r + p) + m(r + p)^2).

2.2 HMT for a parameter-dependent matrix

We now extend HMT to a parameter-dependent matrix A ∈ C(D, R^{m×n} ), that is, the entries of A(t) depend continuously on a parameter t ∈ D ⊂ R^d . We suggest to compute an approximation of the form A(t) ≈ P_{A(t)Ω}A(t) = ( A(t)Ω )( A(t)Ω )_† A(t) for all t ∈ D, (3)

for a constant (in t) DRM Ω ∈ R^{n×(r+p)} . For general A(t), to form the approximation (3), we need to obtain A(t)Ω, which appears to offer no advantage in terms of computational cost. However, the use of a constant DRM comes with the potential advantage of saving computations when the approximation is performed repeatedly for different t in some cases. This becomes particularly evident when A(t) ∈ R^{m×n} admits an affine linear decomposition of the form A(t) = k∑ i=1 φ_i(t)A_i, (4) for continuous φ_i : D → R and constant A_i ∈ R^{m×n} .

When k remains modest and the approximation (3) is evaluated for many different t, the overall cost can be reduced significantly by first computing and storing the sketches X_i = A_iΩ for i = 1, . . . , k during an offline phase. Subsequently, during an online phase, the sketch A(t)Ω = ∑_k i=1 φ_i(t)X_i is cheaply obtained by a linear combination of the matrices X_i. To reduce the cost of the next step of HMT, which requires a QR decomposition of A(t)Ω, we precompute an economy-size QR decomposition [ X_1 X_2 · · · X_k ] = QR (5)

as well as the sketches Y_i = Q^T X_i and Z_i = A^T_i Q for i = 1, . . . , k. As the range of A(t)Ω is contained in the range of Q, we have

A(t)Ω = QQ^T A(t)Ω = Q (^k∑ i=1 φ_i(t)Q^T A_iΩ ) = Q (^k∑ i=1 φ_i(t)Y_i ) .

We compute Q̃_tR_t = ∑_k i=1 φ_i(t)Y_i the economy-size QR decomposition of a k(r+p)×(r+p) matrix and let Q_t = QQ̃_t. After that, we obtained an economy-size QR decomposition

Q_tR_t = QQ̃_tR_t = A(t)Ω.

This yields the low-rank approximation A(t) ≈ Q_tQ^T_t A(t) = Q_t [ Q̃^T_t (^k∑ i=1 φ_i(t)Q^T A_i )] = Q_t [(^k∑ i=1 φ_i(t)Z_i ) Q̃_t ]_T . Algorithms 1 and 2 summarize the described procedure.

Algorithm 1 HMT for A(t) = ∑_k i=1 φ_i(t)A_i (offline phase) Input: Matrices A_i ∈ R^{m×n} for i = 1, . . . , k and integer r + p.

Output: Matrices Q ∈ R^{m×k(r+p)} , Y_i ∈ R^{k(r+p)×(r+p)} and Z_i ∈ R^{n×k(r+p)} for i = 1, . . . , k. 1: Generate DRM Ω ∈ R^{n×(r+p)} . 2: Compute X_1 = A_1Ω, . . . , X_k = A_kΩ. 3: Compute economy-size QR factorization [ X_1 X_2 · · · X_k ] = QR. 4: Compute Y_1 = Q^T X_1, . . . , Y_k = Q^T X_k. 5: Compute Z_1 = A^T_1 Q, . . . , Z_k = A^T_k Q.

We now discuss the computational cost of Algorithm 1 and Algorithm 2. We assume that p = O(r) and we let c_A denote an upper bound on the cost of multiplying A(t) or any of the matrices A_i (or their transposes) with a vector. For example, when A(t) is dense

Algorithm 2 HMT for A(t) = ∑_k i=1 φ_i(t)A_i (online phase) Input: Matrices Q, Y_i, Z_i, functions φ_i ∈ C(D, R), for i = 1, . . . , k, evaluation points t_1, . . . , t_q ∈ D. Output: Matrices Q_{tj} , W_{tj} defining low-rank approximations A(t_j ) ≈ Q_{tj} W^T_{tj} for j = 1, . . . , q. 1: for j = 1, . . . , q do 2: Compute economy-size QR factorization ∑_k i=1 φ_i(t_j )Y_i = Q̃_{tj} R_{tj} .

3: Compute W_{tj} = ( ∑_k i=1 φ_i(t_j )Z_i )~ Q_{tj} . 4: Compute Q_{tj} = QQ̃_{tj} . 5: end for

and unstructured matrix, then c_A = 2mn. Using that the economy-size QR factorization in Algorithm 1 requires O(mk^2r^2) operations, the total cost of the offline phase is

O(k^2rc_A + k^2r^2m). (6)

On the other hand, the online phase requires O ( q ( k^2rn + kr^2(n + m) )) (7) operations. In contrast, applying the standard HMT method q times to each matrix A(t_j ) requires O ( q(rc_A +r^2m) ) operations. Comparing with (6) and (7), the cost of Algorithms 1 and 2 compares favorably when k^2 ≪ q and max{k, r} · k ≪ c_A/m or, in other words, when k remains small and it is not cheap to apply matrix-vector product with A(t) or A(t)^T . This discussion implicitly assumes that the same value of r + p leads to a comparable approximation error in both approaches, which is indeed confirmed by the numerical experiments (see Section 4) as well as the theoretical results in the next section.

2.3 Error analysis

2.3.1 L^2 error

Throughout this section, we will assume that D ⊂ R^d is compact. To perform a probabilistic error analysis of the approximation (3) for a Gaussian random matrix Ω, we first show that the approximation error is measurable.

Lemma 4. Let Ω be an n × (r + p) Gaussian random matrix. Consider the measure space (D, B(D), λ) and the probability space (R^{n×(r+p)} , B(R^{n×(r+p)} ), μ_Ω), where B(·) denotes the Borel σ-algebra of a set, λ is the Lebesgue measure and μ_Ω is the distribution of Ω. If A ∈ C(D, R^{m×n} ) then the function f : D × R^{n×(r+p)} → R defined by f(t, Y ) := ‖(I − P_{A(t)Y} )A(t)‖^2_F , is measurable on the product measure.

Proof. For k ≥ 1, let us define the function

f_k(t, Y ) := ‖ ‖[I − (A(t)Y )(Y_T A(t)_T A(t)Y + 1 k I )_{−1}( A(t)Y )_T ] A(t) ‖ ‖^2 F , which is continuous with respect to t and Y . In turn, each f_k : D × R^{n×(r+p)} → R is a Carathéodory function [2, Definition 4.50]. Additionally using that R^d , D are metrizable and separable, this allows us to apply [2, Lemma 4.51] and conclude that f_k is measurable on the product measure. By [4, Theorem 4.3], ( Y^T A(t)^T A(t)Y + 1 k I )_{−1}( A(t)Y )_{T k→∞} → ( A(t)Y )_†

and thus f_k(t, Y )^{k→∞}→ f(t, Y ) pointwise. By [27, Corollary 8.9], the pointwise limit of a sequence of measurable real-valued functions is measurable; therefore f(t, Y ) is also measurable on the product measure.

Remark 1. Note that the function f defined in Lemma 4 can be discontinuous. For example, let t ∈ [−1, 1] and

A(t) = 1 0 0 0 t 1 0 0 0 , Y = 1 0 0 1 0 0 .

While f(t, Y ) = ‖(I − P_{A(t)Y} )A(t)‖^2_F = 0 for every t ≠ 0, we have

f(0, Y ) = ‖(I − P_{A(0)Y} )A(t)‖^2_F = ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 − 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ 2

F = 1.

Lemma 4 allows us to apply Tonelli’s theorem in order to bound the expected error of our approximation (3).

Theorem 5. Consider A ∈ C(D, R^{m×n} ) and an n × (r + p) Gaussian random matrix Ω with r ≥ 2, p ≥ 2. Then E [ ∫ D ‖(I − P_{A(t)Ω})A(t)‖^2_F dt ] ≤ ( 1 + r p − 1 )( ∫ D ∑ j>r σ_j ( A(t) )_2 dt ) . (8)

Proof. Consider the measure spaces (D, B(D), λ) and (R^{n×(r+p)} , B(R^{n×(r+p)} ), μ_Ω) from Lemma 4. Since λ(D) < ∞ (because D is compact) and μ_Ω(R^{n×(r+p)} ) = 1, both spaces are σ-finite. By Lemma 4, ‖(I − P_{A(t)Ω})A(t)‖^2_F is a non-negative measurable function and thus, by Tonelli’s theorem, we conclude that E [ ∫ D ‖(I − P_{A(t)Ω})A(t)‖^2_F dt ] = ∫ D E [‖(I − P_{A(t)Ω})A(t)‖^2_F ] dt ≤ ∫ D ( 1 + r p − 1 ) ∑ j>r σ_j ( A(t) )_2 dt, where the last inequality follows from Theorem 2.

The second factor in the right-hand side of (8) is the (squared) L^2 approximation error obtained when computing the best rank-r approximation for each t with the SVD. In comparison, the expected error of the much simpler approximation (3) is only moderately larger. When A(t) ≡ B for a constant matrix B ∈ R^{m×n} , then Theorem 5 coincides with Theorem 2.

Our tail bound will be derived from bounds on the higher-order moments of the approximation error. For this purpose, we need to control higher-order moments of the Frobenius norm of the pseudo-inverse of a Gaussian random matrix. For a random variable Z, we let E^q (Z) := (E |Z|^q )^{1/q} for q ∈ R with q ≥ 1.

Lemma 6. Let Ω be an r × (r + p) Gaussian random matrix with p ≥ 4 and set q = p/2. Then

E^q [‖Ω^†‖^2_F ] ≤ r ( Γ(^1_2 ) 2^qΓ(q +^1_2 ) ) 1_q

Proof. The proof follows closely the proof of [14, Therorem A.7]. First, note that

‖Ω^†‖^2_F = trace [ (Ω^†)^T Ω^† ] = trace [ (ΩΩ^T )^{−1} ] = r∑ j=1 [(ΩΩ^T )^{−1}]_{jj},

where the second equality holds almost surely since the Wishart matrix ΩΩ^T is invertible with probability 1. Then by [14, Proposition A.5], [(ΩΩ^T )^{−1}]_{jj} = X^{−1}_j with X_j ∼ χ^2_{p+1} for j = 1, . . . , r. Taking the qth moment and using the triangle inequality, we get

E^q [‖Ω^†‖^2_F ] = E^q [^r∑ j=1 X^{−1}_j ] ≤ r∑ j=1 E^q [X^{−1}_j ].

By [14, Proposition A.8],

E^q [X^{−1}_j ] =

( Γ((p + 1)/2 − q)

2^qΓ((p + 1)/2) ) 1_q = ( Γ(1/2)

2^qΓ(q + 1/2) ) 1_q , j = 1, . . . , r, which completes the proof.

We also need to control higher-order moments of the Frobenius norm of products involving Gaussian random matrices. For q = 1, the following Lemma coincides with [14, Proposition 10.1].

Lemma 7. Let Ω be a Gaussian random matrix. For any q ≥ 1 and any (fixed) real matrices S, T of compatible size, it holds that

E^q [‖SΩT ‖^2_F ] ≤ ( 2^qΓ(^1_2 + q) Γ(^1_2 ) ) 1_q ‖S‖^2_F ‖T ‖^2_F . Proof. Because of the invariance of Gaussian random matrices under orthogonal transformations, we may assume that S and T are diagonal matrices and, hence,

E^q [‖SΩT ‖^2_F ] = E^q [ ∑ jk |s_{jj}Ω_{jk}t_{kk}|^2 ] .

Using the triangle inequality, E^q [ ∑ jk |s_{jj}Ω_{jk}t_{kk}|^2 ] ≤ ∑ jk E^q [ |s_{jj}Ω_{jk}t_{kk}|^2 ] = ∑ jk |s_{jj}|^2|t_{kk}|^2E^q [ |Ω_{jk}|^2 ] .

Note that |Ω_{jk}|^2 is a χ^2 random variable with 1 degree of freedom. Therefore, by [16, Theorem 3.3.2], E^q [ |Ω_{jk}|^2 ] = ( 2^qΓ(^1_2 + q) Γ(^1_2 ) ) 1_q , which completes the proof.

We are now ready to establish bounds on the higher-order moments of the approximation error. Using the Markov inequality, we can then derive a tail bound for the approximation error.

Lemma 8. Consider A ∈ C(D, R^{m×n} ) and an n × (r + p) Gaussian random matrix Ω with r ≥ 2, p ≥ 4. Then E^q [ ∫ D ‖(I − P_{A(t)Ω})A(t)‖^2_F dt ] ≤ (1 + r) ( ∫ D ∑ j>r σ_j ( A(t) )_2 dt ) ,

where q = p/2.

Proof. As in Lemma 4, consider the measure space (D, B(D), λ) and the probability space (R^{n×(r+p)} , B(R^{n×(r+p)} ), μ_Ω), which are σ-finite measure spaces. By Lemma 4, ‖(I−P_{A(t)Ω})A(t)‖^2_F is measurable on the product measure. This allows us to apply Minkowski’s integral inequality [12, p.194] and obtain E^q ( ∫ D ‖(I − P_{A(t)Ω})A(t)‖^2_F dt ) = ( E ( ∫ D ‖(I − P_{A(t)Ω})A(t)‖^2_F dt )_q) 1_q

≤ ∫ D E^q (‖(I − P_{A(t)Ω})A(t)‖^2_F ) dt.

For each fixed t ∈ D, we partition the (pointwise) SVD as in (1): A(t) = U(t) [ Σ_1(t) Σ_2(t) ] V (t)^T = U(t) [ Σ_1(t) Σ_2(t) ] [ V_1(t)^T V_2(t)^T ] , where Σ_1(t) ∈ R^{r×r} , Σ_2(t) ∈ R^{(m−r)×(n−r)} , V_1(t)^T ∈ R^{r×n} and V_2(t)^T ∈ R^{(n−r)×n} . Let Ω_1(t) := V_1(t)^T Ω ∈ R^{r×(r+p)} and Ω_2(t) := V_2(t)^T Ω ∈ R^{(n−r)×(r+p)} . By Theorem 1,

‖(I − P_{A(t)Ω})A(t)‖^2_F ≤ ‖Σ_2(t)‖^2_F + ‖Σ_2(t)Ω_2(t)Ω_1(t)^†‖^2_F . (9)

For fixed t, we have that Ω_1(t) and Ω_2(t) are independent Gaussian random matrices and Ω_1(t) has almost surely full row rank. To bound the higher moments of the second term in (9), we use the law of total expectation as well as Lemma 7 and Lemma 6 to obtain

E^q (‖Σ_2(t)Ω_2(t)Ω_1(t)^†‖^2_F ) ≤ E^q (‖Σ_2(t)Ω_2(t)Ω_1(t)^†‖^2_F ) = [ E (‖Σ_2 (t)Ω_2(t)Ω_1(t)^†‖^{2q}_F ) ] 1_q

= [ E [ E ( ‖Σ_2(t)Ω_2(t)Ω_1(t)^†‖^{2q}_F | |Ω_1(t))] ] 1_q

≤ ( 2^qΓ(^1_2 + q)

Γ(^1_2 ) ) 1_q · [ E [ ‖Σ_2(t)‖^{2q}_F ‖Ω_1(t)^†‖^{2q}_F ]]^1_q

= ( 2^qΓ(^1_2 + q)

Γ(^1_2 ) ) 1_q · ‖Σ_2(t)‖^2_F [ E [ ‖Ω_1(t)^†‖^{2q}_F ]]^1_q

≤ r ( 2^qΓ(^1_2 + q)

Γ(^1_2 )

) 1_q (

Γ(^1_2 ) 2^qΓ(q +^1_2 ) ) 1_q · ‖Σ_2(t)‖^2_F

= r · ‖Σ_2(t)‖^2_F .

In summary, we get E^q ( ∫ D ‖(I − P_{A(t)Ω})A(t)‖^2_F dt ) ≤ ∫ D E^q (‖(I − P_{A(t)Ω})A(t)‖^2_F ) dt ≤ ∫ D E^q (‖Σ_2(t)‖^2_F + ‖Σ_2(t)Ω_2(t)Ω_1(t)^†‖^2_F ) dt

≤ (1 + r) ∫ D ‖Σ_2(t)‖^2_F dt. (10)

Theorem 9. Consider A ∈ C(D, R^{m×n} ) and an n × (r + p) Gaussian random matrix Ω with r ≥ 2, p ≥ 4. Then for all γ ≥ 1, the probability that the inequality ( ∫ D ‖(I − P_{A(t)Ω})A(t)‖^2_F dt ) 1_2 < γ · √ 1 + r ( ∫ D ∑ j>r σ_j ( A(t) )_2 dt ) 1_2 ,

fails is at most γ^{−p}.

Proof. Let q = p/2. By the Markov inequality and Lemma 8, for any γ ≥ 1, 1 γ^p ≥ Pr { ∫ D ‖(I − P_{A(t)Ω})A(t)‖^2_F dt ≥ γ^2 · E^q [ ∫ D ‖(I − P_{A(t)Ω})A(t)‖^2_F dt ]}

≥ Pr { ∫ D ‖(I − P_{A(t)Ω})A(t)‖^2_F dt ≥ γ^2 · (1 + r) ∫ D ‖Σ_2(t)‖^2_F dt }

= Pr {( ∫ D ‖(I − P_{A(t)Ω})A(t)‖^2_F dt ) 1_2 ≥ γ · √ 1 + r ( ∫ D ‖Σ_2(t)‖^2_F dt

) 1_2 } .

Theorem 9 shows that the L^2 approximation error deviates, with high probability, by not much more than a factor √ 1 + r from the best rank-r approximation error. Compared to Theorem 3 when A(t) is a constant matrix, the bound of Theorem 9 is simpler (because it does not feature the second term in (2)) and slightly worse (because the factor √ 1 + r cannot be mitigated by choosing p sufficiently large). A lot of the simplicity comes from the fact that the L^2 norm is used on D.

2.3.2 Uniform norm error

Throughout this section, we will assume that D = [0, T ] ⊂ R. To derive a tail bound for the error in the uniform norm, we will discretize the interval [0, T ] and control the error on each sub-interval. To achieve this, we first provide a structural bound for the (standard) HMT approximation error when the projection is perturbed. The bound was derived in [22].

Lemma 10. Consider B ∈ R^{m×n} and with the notation introduced in (1). Suppose that V^T_1 Ω ∈ R^{r×(r+p)} has full row rank. Then for any E ∈ R^{m×n} , ‖(I − P_{(B+E)Ω})B‖_F ≤ √ ‖Σ_2‖^2_F + ‖Σ_2V^T_2 Ω(V^T_1 Ω)^†‖^2_F + ‖EV_2(V^T_2 Ω)(V^T_1 Ω)^†‖_F + ‖E‖_F .

To proceed, we control the Frobenius norm of a parameter-dependent matrix multiplied by a Gaussian matrix.

Theorem 11. Let Ω ∈ R^{n×(r+p)} be a Gaussian random matrix and B be a fixed matrix of compatible size. Suppose E(t) ∈ C([t_0, t_0 + T ], R^{m×n} ) such that E(t_0) = 0 and E(t) is Lipschitz continuous with a Lipschitz constant L ≥ 0 in the Frobenius norm. Then for any u ≥ 3, Pr { sup t∈[t_0 ,t_0+T ] ‖E(t)ΩB‖_F > 2LT ‖B‖_F (1 + 4u) } ≤ e^{−u2/2}. Proof. The following proof is based on chaining [1, 29]. We first let X(t) = E(t)ΩB.

1. Increment probability. For any fixed s, t ∈ [t_0, t_0 + T ], We first control the norm of X(t) − X(s). Since Ω is a Gaussian matrix, by the concentration for functions of a Gaussian matrix [14, Proposition 10.3], we have Pr{‖X(t) − X(s)‖_F ≥ E[‖(E(t) − E(s))ΩB‖_F ] + u · ‖(E(t) − E(s))‖_F ‖B‖_F } ≤ e^{−u2/2}. Note that E [‖(E(t) − E(s))ΩB‖_F ] ≤ ( E [‖(E(t) − E(s))ΩB‖^2_F ] ) 1_2 = ‖(E(t) − E(s))‖_F ‖B‖_F ≤ L‖B‖_F |t − s|. Hence, Pr { ‖X(t) − X(s)‖_F ≥ L‖B‖_F |t − s|(1 + u) } ≤ e^{−u2/2}. 2. Partition. For n ≥ 0, we consider a subset T_n ⊂ [t_0, t_0 + T ] as a uniform partition of [t_0, t_0 + T ] with 1 point for n = 1 (T_0 = {t_0}) and with 2^{2n} points for n ≥ 1, and we consider π_n(t) ∈ T_n be the point that is the closest point to t among T_n. Note that

X(t) − X(t_0) = ∑ n≥1 ( X(π_n(t)) − X(π_{n−1}(t)) ) .

The infinite sum is well-defined and converges with probability one, see [1, p.16]. By triangle inequality, ‖X(t) − X(t_0)‖_F ≤ ∑ n≥1 ‖X(π_n(t)) − X(π_{n−1}(t))‖_F .

We then control each term of the sum.

3. Controlling each interval. We define the event I_u by ∀n ≥ 1, ∀t, ‖X(π_n(t)) − X(π_{n−1}(t))‖_F ≤ L|π_n(t) − π_{n−1}(t)|‖B‖_F (1 + 2^{n/2}u).

Since the number of possible pairs (π_n(t), π_{n−1}(t)) is at most card(T_{n−1}) · card(T_n) = 2^{2n} · 2^{2n−1} ≤ 2^{2n+1} , it follows from the union bound that Pr(I^c_u) ≤ ∑ n≥1 2^{2n+1} e^{−(2n−1u2)}.

For n ≥ 1 and u ≥ 3, we obtain

u^22^{n−1} ≥ u^2 2 + u^22^{n−2} ≥ u^2 2 + 2^{n+1}.

Hence Pr(I^c_u) ≤ e^{−u2/2} ∑ n≥1 2^{2n+1} e^{2n+1} ≤ e^{−u2/2} ∑ n≥1 1 2^n ≤ e^{−u2/2}. Under the event I_u sup t∈[t_0,t_0+T ] ‖X(t) − X(t_0)‖_F ≤ sup_{t∈[t} 0,t_0+T ] ∑ n≥1 ‖X(π_n(t)) − X(π_{n−1}(t))‖_F ≤ sup

t∈[t_0,t_0+T ] ∑ n≥1 L|π_n(t) − π_{n−1}(t)|‖B‖_F (1 + 2^{n/2}u) ≤ sup

t∈[t_0,t_0+T ] ∑ n≥1 L(|π_n(t) − t| + |t − π_{n−1}(t)|)‖B‖_F (1 + 2^{n/2}u) ≤ sup

t∈[t_0,t_0+T ] L‖B‖_F ∑ n≥1 (2|t − π_{n−1}(t)|)(1 + 2^{n/2}u) ≤ 2L‖B‖_F ∑ n≥1 T 2^{2n−1}

(1 + 2^{n/2}u)

≤ 2LT ‖B‖_F (1 + ∑ n≥1 2^{n/2} 2^{2n−1} u). Finally, we have Pr { sup t∈[t_0 ,t_0+T ] ‖X(t) − X(t_0)‖_F > 2LT ‖B‖_F (1 + 4u) } ≤ e^{−u2/2}.

Instead of using the submultiplicative of Frobenius norm and directly obtain bound by controlling ‖E(t)‖_F ‖ΩB‖_2, the technique we used in Theorem 11 provides a result that is independent of the dimension of Ω.

Now, we are ready to establish bounds on the uniform norm approximation error.

Theorem 12. Consider A ∈ C([0, T ], R^{m×n} ) and an n × (r + p) Gaussian random matrix Ω with r ≥ 2, p ≥ 4. Suppose A(t) is Lipschitz continuous with a Lipschitz constant L ≥ 0 in the Frobenius norm. Then for all γ, k ≥ 1 and u ≥ 3, the probability that the inequality sup t∈[0,T ] ‖(I − P_{A(t)Ω})A(t)‖_F ≤ ( 1 + γ √ 3r p + 1 ) sup t∈[0,T ] ( ∑ j>r σ_j ( A(t) )_2)^1_2 + uγ e √ r + p p + 1 sup t∈[0,T ] σ_{r+1} ( A(t) )

+ 2T L k [( 1 + γ √ 3r p + 1 ) (1 + 4u) + 1 ] (11)

fails is at most 2k(γ^{−p} + e^{−u2/2}).

Proof. We first create a uniform partition of the time interval [0, T ]:

0 = t_0 ≤ t_1 ≤ ... ≤ t_k = T.

For u, γ ≥ 1, we define the event E_{γ,u} as follows: The error bound of Theorem 3 holds for every A(t_i) and the bound

‖(V_1(t_i)^T Ω)^†‖_F ≤ ( 1 + γ · √ 3r p + 1 ) . holds for i = 0, . . . , k − 1. As the latter bound is actually established and used in the proof of Theorem 3 from [14], we directly obtain the following result for the failure probability from combining Theorem 3 with the union bound: Pr(E^c_{γ,u}) ≤ k(2γ^{−p} + e^{−u2/2}). To proceed, we define an event Π_u for which the error in each subinterval is controlled: For every i = 0, . . . k − 1, sup t∈[t_i,t_i+^T_k ] ‖( A(t) − A(t_i) ) V_2(t_i) ( V_2(t_i)^T Ω )( V_1(t_i)^T Ω )_†‖ F ≤ 2LT k ( 1 + γ · √ 3r p + 1 ) (1 + 4u).

As V_1(t_i)Ω and V_2(t_i)Ω are independent, to bound Pr(Π^c_u), we can use Theorem 11 with E(t) = ( A(t) − A(t_i) ) V_2(t_i), B = ( V_1(t_i)^T Ω )_† and the union bound. We conclude

Pr(Π^c_u) ≤ ke^{−u2/2}.

For any t, if we take the closest point t_i and by Lemma 10, ‖(I − P_{A(t)Ω})A(t)‖_F ≤ ‖(I − P_{A(t)Ω})A(t_i)‖_F + ‖(I − P_{A(t)Ω}) ( A(t) − A(t_i) ) ‖_F ≤ √ ‖Σ_2(t_i)‖^2_F + ‖Σ_2(t_i)(V_2(t_i)^T Ω)(V_1(t_i)^T Ω)^†‖^2_F + ‖ ( A(t) − A(t_i) ) V_2(t_i)(V_2(t_i)^T Ω)(V_1(t_i)^T Ω)^†‖_F + 2‖A(t) − A(t_i)‖_F . ≤ √ ‖Σ_2(t_i)‖^2_F + ‖Σ_2(t_i)(V_2(t_i)^T Ω)(V_1(t_i)^T Ω)^†‖^2_F

+ sup

t∈[t_i,t_i+^T_k ] ‖ ( A(t) − A(t_i) ) V_2(t_i)(V_2(t_i)^T Ω)(V_1(t_i)^T Ω)^†‖_F + 2 LT k .

Under the event Π_u, E_{γ,u}, we obtain, ‖(I − P_{A(t)Ω})A(t)‖_F ≤ ( 1 + γ · √ 3r p + 1 )( ∑ j>r σ_j ( A(t_i) )_2)^1_2 + uγ · e √ r + p p + 1 · σ_{r+1} ( A(t_i) )

+ 2LT k [( 1 + γ · √ 3r p + 1 ) (1 + 4u) + 1 ]

≤ ( 1 + γ · √ 3r p + 1 ) sup t∈[0,T ] ( ∑ j>r σ_j ( A(t) )_2)^1_2 + uγ e √ r + p p + 1 sup t∈[0,T ] σ_{r+1} ( A(t) )

+ 2LT k [( 1 + γ √ 3r p + 1 ) (1 + 4u) + 1 ]

and by union bound the event fails with probability at most 2k(γ^{−p} + e^{−u2/2}).

Theorem 12 shows that the uniform norm approximation error deviates by not much more than some factors from the best rank-r approximation error plus an extra term

with high probability. Denote τ = sup_{t∈[0,T ]} ( ∑ j>r σ_j ( A(t) )_2)^1_2

. When p = O(r), we can expect that the first and the third terms in (11) dominate the bound. By choosing k = O(^1_τ ) and γ =^s_{τ 1/p} for some s > τ^{1/p}, those terms are O(sτ^{1− 1p} ) with probability O(s^{−p}). This shows that when p is well-chosen, the method is also robust in uniform norm.

3 The generalized Nyström method for parameter-dependent matrices

Before we describe and analyze the generalized Nyström method for parameter-dependent matrices, we recall basic results of the generalized Nyström method from [31] for a constant matrix B ∈ R^{m×n} .

3.1 Generalized Nyström method for a constant matrix

Given random DRMs Ω ∈ R^{n×(r+p)} and Ψ ∈ R^{m×(r+p+ℓ)} , the generalized Nyström method constructs a low-rank approximation by performing an oblique projection of the columns of B onto span(BΩ):

B ≈ P_{BΩ,Ψ}B, P_{BΩ,Ψ} := BΩ(Ψ^T BΩ)^†Ψ^T .

When Ψ^T BΩ has full column rank, one gets the equivalent expression

P_{BΩ,Ψ}B = Q(Ψ^T Q)^†Ψ^T B, (12)

where Q is an orthonormal basis of span(BΩ) computed, e.g., via an economy-size QR factorization QR = BΩ. The analysis of this approximation relies on the following structural bound.

Theorem 13 ([31, Lemmas A3 and A4]). With the notation introduced above, assume that Ψ^T BΩ has full column rank. Then

‖(I − P_{BΩ,Ψ})B‖^2_F = ‖(I − QQ^T )B‖^2_F + ‖(Ψ^T Q)^†(Ψ^T Q_⊥)(Q^T_⊥B) ‖_2 F . The first term of the sum above is just the HMT error analyzed in Theorem 2. The second term can also be expected to stay close to the HMT error provided that Ψ^T Q is not too ill-conditioned. These considerations lead to the following bound on the expected error.

Theorem 14 ([31, Theorem 4.3]). Let σ_1(B) ≥ σ_2(B) ≥ · · · denote the singular values of B ∈ R^{m×n} . Suppose that Ω ∈ R^{n×(r+p)} and Ψ ∈ R^{m×(r+p+ℓ)} are independent Gaussian random matrices, where r ≥ 2, p ≥ 2 and ℓ ≥ 2. Then E ‖(I−P_{BΩ,Ψ} )B‖^2_F = ( 1 + r + p ℓ − 1 ) E ‖(I−P_{BΩ} )B‖^2_F ≤ ( 1 + r + p ℓ − 1 )( 1+ r p − 1 )( ∑ j>r σ_j(B)^2 ) . The use of the pseudoinverse in (12) potentially introduces instabilities when the matrix Ψ^T BΩ is ill-conditioned; see [23] for a discussion and numerically stable implementation. The computation of the sketches BΩ and Ψ^T B typically dominates the overall computational effort, especially when B, Ω and Ψ are dense unstructured matrices.

3.2 Generalized Nyström method for a parameter-dependent matrix

Our extension of the generalized Nyström method to a parameter-dependent matrix A ∈ C(D, R^{m×n} ) takes the form A(t) ≈ P_{A(t)Ω,Ψ}A(t) = ( A(t)Ω )( Ψ^T A(t)Ω )_†( Ψ^T A(t) ) for all t ∈ D, (13)

where Ψ ∈ R^{n×(r+p+ℓ)} and Ω ∈ R^{n×(r+p)} are constant DRMs.

Algorithm 3 Generalized Nyström method for A(t) Input: A ∈ C(D, R^{m×n} ) , integers r + p, ℓ > 0 and evaluation points t_1, . . . , t_q ∈ D. Output: Matrices Q_{tj} , W_{tj} defining low-rank approximations A(t_j ) ≈ Q_{tj} W^T_{tj} for j = 1, . . . , q. 1: Generate DRMs Ω ∈ R^{n×(r+p)} and Ψ ∈ R^{m×(r+p+ℓ)} . 2: for j = 1, . . . , q do 3: Compute X_{tj} = A(t_j)Ω and Y_{tj} = Ψ^T A(t_j ). 4: Compute economy-size QR factorization Q̃_{tj} R̃_{tj} = Ψ^T X_{tj} . 5: Compute Q_{tj} = X_{tj} (R̃_{tj} )^†_ϵ and W_{tj} = Y^T_{tj} Q̃_{tj} . 6: end for

As in the constant matrix case, some care is needed in the implementation of the generalized Nyström method to avoid numerical instability. Algorithm 3 follows the implementation of the generalized Nyström method proposed in [23]. In Algorithm 3, R^†_ϵ denotes the ϵ-pseudoinverse of a matrix R: Consider an SVD R = [ U_1 U_2 ] [ Σ_1 Σ_2 ] [ V_1 V_2 ]_T , where Σ_2 contains all singular values less than ϵ. Then R^†_ϵ := U_1Σ^{−1}_1 V^T_1 .

The streaming property of generalized Nyström extends to the parameter-dependent case. In particular, when the matrix undergoes update A(t) ← A(t) + B(t), one can update the sketch via A(t)Ω ← A(t)Ω + B(t)Ω, Ψ^T A(t) ← Ψ^T A(t) + Ψ^T B(t) and cheaply recompute the low-rank approximation.

Our method significantly benefits when A(t) admits an affine linear decomposition (4). Similar to Algorithms 1 and 2 for HMT, Algorithm 4 and 5 realize an offline/online approach to cheaply compute low-rank approximations for many parameter values.

Algorithm 4 Generalized Nyström method for A(t) = ∑_k i=1 φ_i(t)A_i (offline phase) Input: Matrices A_1, . . . , A_k ∈ R^{m×n} and integers r + p, ℓ > 0.

Output: Sketches X_i ∈ R^{m×(r+p)} , Y_i ∈ R^{(r+p+ℓ)×n} and Z_i ∈ R^{(r+p+ℓ)×(r+p)} for i = 1, . . . , k. 1: Generate DRMs Ω ∈ R^{n×(r+p)} and Ψ ∈ R^{m×(r+p+ℓ)} . 2: Compute X_1 = A_1Ω, . . . , X_k = A_kΩ. 3: Compute Y_1 = Ψ^T A_1, . . . , Y_k = Ψ^T A_k. 4: Compute Z_1 = Y_1Ω, . . . , Z_k = Y_kΩ.

Algorithm 5 Generalized Nyström method for A(t) = ∑_k i=1 φ_i(t)A_i (online phase) Input: Matrices X_i Y_i, Z_i, functions φ_i ∈ C(D, R), for i = 1, · · · , k, evaluation points t_1, . . . , t_q ∈ D. Output: Matrices Q_{tj} , W_{tj} defining low-rank approximations A(t_j ) ≈ Q_{tj} W^T_{tj} for j = 1, . . . , q. 1: for j = 1, . . . , q do 2: Compute economy-size QR factorization ∑_k i=1 φ_i(t_j )Z_i = Q̃_{tj} R̃_{tj} .

3: Compute W_{tj} = ( ∑_k i=1 φ_i(t_j )Y_i

)_T~ Q_{tj} . 4: Compute Q_{tj} = ( ∑_k i=1 φ_i(t_j )X_i ) (R̃_{tj} )^†_ϵ.

5: end for

To estimate the computational cost of Algorithms 4 and 5, we again assume that p = O(r), ℓ = O(r), and let c_A denotes an upper bound on the cost of multiplying A(t) or any of the matrices A_i (or their transposes) with a vector. The total cost of the offline phase is O(krc_A + knr^2). On the other hand, the online phase costs O ( q ( kr(n + m) + r^2(n + m) )) . Compared to applying q times the (standard) generalized Nyström method to each matrix A(t_j ) which requires O(qr(c_a + nr + r^2)), we can expect there is a cost reduction when k ≪ q and max{k, r} ≪ c_a/m. When compared to the costs (6) and (7) of HMT for an affine linear parameter matrix, the cost of Algorithms 4 and 5 has a much more favorable dependence on k because it avoids the large QR decomposition (5).

3.3 Error analysis

We again assume that D ⊂ R^d is compact. Assuming that Ω and Ψ are Gaussian, we first provide a bound on the expected error for the approximation (13). Following the structure of the proof of Theorem 5, we first show that the approximation error is measurable.

Lemma 15. Let Ω ∈ R^{n×(r+p)} and Ψ ∈ R^{n×(r+p+ℓ)} be independent Gaussian random matrices. Consider the measure space ( D, B(D), λ ) and the probability spaces ( R^{n×(r+p)} × R^{n×(r+p+ℓ)} , B(R^{n×(r+p)} ) ⊗ B(R^{n×(r+p+ℓ)} ), μ_{Ω,Ψ} ) , where B(·) denotes the Borel σ-algebra of a set, λ is the Lebesgue measure and μ_{Ω,Ψ} is the joint distribution of (Ω, Ψ). If A ∈ C(D, R^{m×n} ) then the function f : D × ( R^{n×(r+p)} × R^{n×(r+p+ℓ)} ) → R defined by f(t, Y, X) := ‖(I − P_{A(t)Y,X} )A(t)‖^2_F , is measurable on the product measure.

Proof. For k ≥ 1, we define f_k(t, Y, X) := ‖ ‖[I − A(t)Y (Y_T A(t)_T XX_T A(t)Y + 1 k I )_{−1} Y^T A(t)^T XX^T ] A(t) ‖ ‖^2 F , which is continuous with respect to t, X and Y . As in the proof of Lemma 4, each f_k : D× ( R^{n×(r+p)} ×R^{n×(r+p+ℓ)} ) → R is a Carathéodory function and f_k(t, Y, X)^{k→∞}→ f(t, Y, X) pointwise. Hence, f(t, Y, X) is measurable on the product measure.

Theorem 16. Suppose that A ∈ C(D, R^{m×n} ). For a target rank r ≥ 2 and oversampling parameters p, ℓ ≥ 2, choose independent Gaussian random matrices Ω ∈ R^{n×(r+p)} , Ψ ∈ R^{n×(r+p+ℓ)} . Then E [ ∫ D ‖(I − P_{A(t)Ω,Ψ})A(t)‖^2_F dt ] ≤ ( 1 + r + p ℓ − 1 )( 1 + r p − 1 ) ∫ D ∑ j>r σ_j(A(t))^2 dt.

Proof. By Lemma 15, f is a non-negative measurable function and thus, as in the proof of Theorem 5, Tonelli’s theorem and Theorem 14 imply that E [ ∫ D ‖(I − P_{A(t)Ω,Ψ})A(t)‖^2_F dt ] = ∫ D E [‖(I − P_{A(t)Ω,Ψ})A(t)‖^2_F ] dt ≤ ∫ D ( 1 + r + p ℓ − 1 )( 1 + r p − 1 ) ∑ j>r σ_j(A(t))^2 dt.

Theorem 16 shows that the expected (squared) L^2 approximation error of Algorithm 3 stays within a factor (1 +^{r+p}_{ℓ−1} )(1 +^r_{p−1} ) of the one obtained when applying the truncated SVD pointwise. Compared to the bound obtained in Theorem 5 for HMT, only the additional factor (1 +^{r+p}_{ℓ−1} ) is needed. In the constant case A(t) ≡ B ∈ R^{m×n} , the result of Theorem 16 coincides with Theorem 14.

Following the proof of Theorem 9, we obtain a tail bound by establishing bounds on the higher-order moments of the approximation error.

Theorem 17. In addition to the assumptions of Theorem 16, suppose that p ≥ 4 and ℓ ≥ 4 hold. Then for all γ ≥ 1, the probability that the inequality ( ∫ D ‖(I − P_{A(t)Ω,Ψ})A(t)‖^2_F dt ) 1_2 < γ · √ (1 + r + p)(1 + r) ( ∫ D ∑ j>r σ_j ( A(t) )_2 dt ) 1_2 ,

fails is at most γ^{− min{p,ℓ}}.

Proof. Letting q = min{p/2, ℓ/2}, Minkowski’s integral inequality [12, p.194] implies that E^q ( ∫ D ‖(I − P_{A(t)Ω,Ψ})A(t)‖^2_F dt ) ≤ ∫ D E^q (‖(I − P_{A(t)Ω,Ψ})A(t)‖^2_F ) dt.

We proceed by bounding the integrand on the right-hand side for fixed t. Note that we may assume rank(A(t)) > r + p without loss of generality, because otherwise generalized Nyström recovers the exact matrix almost surely and the error as well as all its moments are zero. This implies that Ψ^T A(t)Ω has full column rank almost surely. Considering the QR factorization A(t)Ω = QR, we denote Ψ_1 = Ψ^T Q ∈ R^{(r+p+ℓ)×(r+p)} and Ψ_2 = Ψ^T Q_⊥ ∈ R^{(r+p+ℓ)×(n−r−p)} . Note that we have omitted the dependence on the (fixed) parameter t to simplify the notation. By Theorem 13,

E^q (‖(I − P_{A(t)Ω,Ψ})A(t)‖^2_F ) ≤ E^q ( ‖(I − QQ^T )A(t)‖^2_F ) + E^q ( ‖Ψ^†_1Ψ_2Q^T_⊥A(t)‖^2_F ) . (14)

We first bound the second term in (14). Conditioned on Ω, Ψ_1 and Ψ_2 are independent Gaussian random matrices. Thus, using the law of total expectation and Lemma 7, we obtain E^q ( ‖Ψ^†_1Ψ_2Q^T_⊥A(t)‖^2_F ) = ( E_Ω [ E_{Ψ1} E_{Ψ2} ( ‖Ψ^†_1Ψ_2Q^T_⊥A(t)‖^{2q}_F )])^1_q

≤ ( 2^qΓ(^1_2 + q)

Γ(^1_2 ) ) 1_q ( E_Ω [ E_{Ψ1} ( ‖Ψ^†_1‖^{2q}_F ‖Q^T_⊥A(t)‖^{2q}_F )])^1_q

= ( 2^qΓ(^1_2 + q)

Γ(^1_2 )

) 1_q (

E_Ω [ ‖Q^T_⊥A(t)‖^{2q}_F E_{Ψ1} ( ‖Ψ^†_1‖^{2q}_F )])^1_q . (15)

Jensen’s inequality (using q ≤ ℓ/2) and Lemma 6 give

E_{Ψ1} ( ‖Ψ^†_1‖^{2q}_F ) = [ E^q_{Ψ1} ( ‖Ψ^†_1‖^2_F ) ]_q ≤ [ E^{ℓ2}_{Ψ1} ( ‖Ψ^†_1‖^2_F )]_q = [ E^{ℓ2}_{Ψ1} ( ‖(Ψ^T_1 )^†‖^2_F )]_q

≤ (r + p)^q ( Γ(^1_2 )

2^{ℓ/2}Γ(ℓ/2 +^1_2 ) ) 2q_ℓ . Inserting this inequality into (15) yields E^q ( ‖Ψ^†_1Ψ_2Q^T_⊥A(t)‖^2_F ) ≤ ( 2^qΓ(^1_2 + q)

Γ(^1_2 )

) 1_q (

Γ(^1_2 )

2^ℓ2 Γ(^{ℓ+1}_2 ) ) 2_ℓ (r + p) ( E_Ω [ ‖Q^T_⊥A(t)‖^{2q}_F ])^1_q

≤ ( 2^ℓ2 Γ(^1_2 +^ℓ_2 )

Γ(^1_2 )

) 2_ℓ ( Γ(^1_2 )

2^ℓ2 Γ(^{ℓ+1}_2 ) ) 2_ℓ (r + p) ( E_Ω [ ‖Q^T_⊥A(t)‖^{2q}_F ])^1_q

≤ (r + p) ( E_Ω [ ‖Q^T_⊥A(t)‖^{2q}_F ])^1_q , where the second inequality follows from ( 2^qΓ(^1_2 + q) Γ(^1_2 ) ) 1_q = E^q (X) ≤ E^{ℓ2} (X) = ( 2^ℓ2 Γ(^1_2 +^ℓ_2 )

Γ(^1_2 ) ) 2_ℓ , letting X denote a χ^2 random variable with 1 degree of freedom. Combining with (14) and using, once more, Jensen’s inequality shows

E^q (‖(I − P_{A(t)Ω,Ψ})A(t)‖^2_F ) ≤ (1 + r + p)E^q ( ‖(I − QQ^T )A(t)‖^2_F ) ≤ (1 + r + p)E^{p2} ( ‖(I − P_{A(t)Ω})A(t)‖^2_F ) . In summary, we obtain E^q ( ∫ D ‖(I − P_{A(t)Ω,Ψ})A(t)‖^2_F dt ) ≤ ∫ D E^q (‖(I − P_{A(t)Ω,Ψ})A(t)‖^2_F ) dt

≤ (1 + r + p) ∫ D E^{p2} ( ‖(I − P_{A(t)Ω})A(t)‖^2_F ) dt ≤ (1 + r + p)(1 + r) ∫ D ∑ j>r σ_j ( A(t) )_2 dt,

where the last inequality follows from (10). The proof is concluded by applying the Markov inequality as in the proof of Theorem 9.

Comparing the results of Theorems 9 and 17, we see that there is an extra factor √ 1 + r + p in the quasi-optimality factor of Theorem 17 and the failure probability also depends on the oversampling parameter ℓ.

4 Numerical experiments

In this section, we verify the performance of randomized low-rank approximation methods for parameter-dependent matrices numerically. If Â(t) denotes the approximation to A(t) returned by a method, we estimate the L^2 error on an interval [α, β], ( ∫ β α ‖Â(t) − A(t)‖^2_F dt )_{1/2} . (16)

Unless mentioned otherwise, we approximate the integral with the composite trapezoidal rule using 300 uniform quadrature points. Since all methods involve random quantities, we report the mean L^2 approximation error as well as the spread between the largest and smallest errors for 20 independent random trials (indicated by lower/upper horizontal lines in the graphs).

All experiments have been performed in Matlab (version 2023a) on a Macbook Pro with an Apple M1 Pro processor. The code used to produce the figures can be found at

https://github.com/hysanlam/Parameter_RLR. In the following, parameter-dependent

HMT refers to our Matlab implementation of the approximation (3), using the QR decomposition of A(t)Ω for realizing the orthogonal projection P_{A(t)Ω}. Parameter-dependent Nyström refers to our Matlab implementation of Algorithm 3, using ℓ = 0.2(r + p) and ϵ = 2.22 × 10^{−15}; see also [23].

4.1 Synthetic example

We first consider a synthetic example from [9, section 6.1]:

A(t) = e^{tW1} e^tDe^{tW2} , t ∈ [0, 1], (17)

where D ∈ R^{n×n} is diagonal with entries d_{jj} = 2^{−j} and W_1 ∈ R^{n×n} , W_2 ∈ R^{n×n} are randomly generated, skew-symmetric matrices. We compute the matrix exponential using Matlab’s expm. The singular values of A(t) are e^t2^{−j} , j = 1, . . . , n. Figure 1 displays the results obtained from applying our methods to A(t) for n = 100. It turns out that the accuracy of our methods is within 1–2 orders of magnitude relative to the optimal method, truncating the SVD to rank r + p for each A(t).

Figure 1: Synthetic example (17) with n = 100. L^2 approximation error of parameterdependent HMT / Nyström compared to the pointwise truncated SVD for different approximation ranks.

Figure 2 also compares the error of our methods with the one obtained from applying HMT / Nyström with different, independent DRMs for each parameter value t used in the approximation of the integral in (16). We have additionally plotted boxes; which the lower and upper end of each box denotes the 25th and 75th percentiles, respectively. Our methods exhibit a somewhat larger variance in the error but still give similar accuracy. Similar observations have been made for all other examples considered in this section; using constant instead of independent Gaussian random DRMs only has a minor impact on accuracy. We will therefore not report them in detail for the other examples.

Figure 2: Synthetic example (17) with n = 100. L^2 approximation error of parameterdependent HMT / Nyström (green) compared to pointwise HMT / Nyström with different, independent DRMs (blue) for approximation ranks 10, 20, 30, and 40.

4.2 Parametric cookie problem

We perform low-rank approximation to the solution of a time- and parameter-dependent discretized PDE from [8, 20], sometimes called the parametric cookie problem. In matrix form, the problem was given by

Ȧ(t) = −B_0A(t) − B_1A(t)C + b1^T , A(t_0) = A_0, (18)

where B_0, B_1 ∈ R^{1580×1580} are the mass and stiffness matrices, respectively, b ∈ R^{1580} is the discretized inhomogeneity, and C = diag(0, 1, 2, . . . , 100) contains the parameter samples on the diagonal; see [20]. We set t_0 = −0.01 and A_0 as the zero matrix. After computing the exact solution of (18) at t = 0, we estimate the low-rank approximation methods error for A(t) on [0, 0.9] numerically. We first discretize the interval [0, 0.9] with 300 uniform points, then we obtain an evaluation of A on these points by using Matlab’s ode45 with tolerance parameters {’RelTol’, 1e − 12, ’AbsTol’, 1e − 12} on each subinterval. Finally, we apply our methods and approximate (16) by trapezoidal rule on every subinterval.

Figure 3 confirms that A(t) has rapidly decaying singular values for different t and thus admits good low-rank approximations. Figure 4 displays the resulting errors. Again, our methods perform only insignificantly worse than the truncated SVD.

Figure 3: Singular values of the reference solution to (18) at t = 0, 0.45 and 0.9.

Figure 4: Parametric cookie example (18). L^2 approximation error of parameter-dependent HMT / Nyström compared to the pointwise truncated SVD for different approximation ranks.

4.3 Discrete Schrödinger equation in imaginary time

In this example, we perform low-rank approximation to the solution of the discrete Schrödinger equation in imaginary time from [9]:

Ȧ(t) = −H[A(t)], A(0) = A_0, (19)

where H[A(t)] = − 1 2 (DA(t) + A(t)D) + V_{cos}A(t)V_{cos} ∈ R^{n×n} ,

D = tridiag(−1, 2, −1) is the discrete 1D Laplace, and V_{cos} is the diagonal matrix with diagonal entries 1−cos(2jπ/n) for j = −n/2, . . . , n/2−1. We choose n = 2048 and an initial value A_0 that is randomly generated with prescribed singular values 10^{−i}, i = 1, . . . , 2048. Similar to the previous example, to estimate the low-rank approximation error to A(t) on [0, 0.1] numerically, we first discretize the interval with 300 uniform points. Then, obtain the evaluation of A(t) on these points by using Matlab’s ode45 with tolerance parameters {’RelTol’, 1e−12, ’AbsTol’, 1e−12} on each subinterval and approximate (16) by trapezoidal rule on every subinterval. Comparing Figures 3 and 5, we see that the singular value decay is now somewhat less favorable. In turn, a higher rank is needed to attain the same approximation error. Figure 6 once again confirms the good performance of our methods relative to the truncated SVD.

Figure 5: The singular values of the reference solution to the discrete Schrödinger equation at t = 0, 0.05 and 0.1.

4.4 Parameterized Gaussian covariance kernel

Test 1. Data from regular grid

We first consider an example from [19, section 5.1] concerned with the low-rank approximation of Gaussian covariance matrices. Consider the Gaussian covariance kernel on the

Figure 6: Discrete Schrödinger example (19). L^2 approximation error of parameterdependent HMT / Nyström compared to the pointwise truncated SVD for different approximation ranks.

domain D = [0, 1] × [0, 1] given by

c(x, y; t) = exp ( − ‖x − y‖^2 2t^2 ) , ∀x, y ∈ D , where t ∈ Θ := [0.1, √ 2] is a parameterized correlation length. We proceed as in [19, section 5.1], we discretize the domain D by a regular grid with n = 4900 grid points and denote each grid point as x_i ∈ R^2 for i = 1, . . . , n. This leading to the n × n covariance matrix C(t) with entries C(t)_{i,j} := 1 n c(x_i, x_j , t), i, j = 1, . . . , n. We now approximate the kernel by an expansion that separates the spatial variables from the parameter t: c(x, y; t) ≈ s∑ j=1 ϕ_j(t)a_j (‖x − y‖_2), where ϕ_j : [0.1, √ 2] → R and a_j : R → R. As described in [19], we use a polynomial expansion computed by the Chebfun 2 command cdr, see [30]. In figure 7, we show the error associated with the approximate covariance kernel for different values of s. In the

Figure 7: Error associated with the approximate covariance kernel ∑_s j=1 ϕ_j (t)a_j (‖x − y‖_2) vs. expansion length s. Each curve represents the L^∞ norm of c(x, y; t)− ∑_s j=1 ϕ_j (t)a_j (‖x− y‖_2) on D for fixed t.

following, we choose s = 18, leading to a negligible error. By defining A_k to be the matrix associated with a_k(‖x_i − x_j ‖_2), we obtain the affine linear decomposition C(t) ≈ A(t) := 1 n s∑ k=1 ϕ_k(t)A_k, (20)

which allows us to use Algorithms 1 and 2 for HMT and Algorithms 4 and 5 for generalized Nyström for approximating C(t) via A(t). The parameter-dependent ACA (adaptive cross approximation) from [19] is also applicable in this example. The parameter-dependent ACA does not require the whole matrix to be computed, and to obtain the low-rank factors, it has a cost that scales linearly with respect to n, see [19, section 3.5]. The parameter-dependent ACA returns a subset of indices I by controlling the diagonal part of the “updated” A(t) on a finite surrogate set Θ_A ⊂ Θ. With the indices I, the error of the low-rank approximation to C(t) by C(t)(: I)[C(t)(I, I)]^{−1}C(t)(: I)^T are regulated for all t ∈ Θ_A. See [19, Section 3] for details. In this example, we choose Θ_A to be 300 uniform points in Θ.

We first compare the computational time of our methods and parameter-dependent ACA for different approximation ranks. We count the computational time needed for computing the low-rank approximation of C(t) at every t ∈ Θ_A in factored form. In this comparison, we consider the setting that A(t) is explicitly available for all the methods. To obtain a more accurate computational time, we repeat the whole computation 10 times (with the same DRMs realization) and report the average time in Table 1. We observe that when the rank is not high, ACA performs significantly faster than both of our methods. However, when the rank increases, the computational time of the ACA method increases more significantly. This behaviour can be explained by the complexity bound, by [19], the parameter-dependent ACA costs O(nr^2s^2 + |Θ_A|(r^4s + r^3s^2)) to obtain the indices set I.

Table 1: Parameterized covariance matrix (20) with x_j ∈ D and t ∈ Θ = [0.1, √ 2]. Computational time (in seconds).

Average computational time in seconds

rank parameter-dependent HMT parameter-dependent generalized Nyström parameter-dependent ACA

10 5.3258 3.1637 0.8305 20 7.8558 3.7768 1.7703 30 10.4207 4.3503 3.5445 40 13.1245 4.8606 6.3856 50 16.3159 5.7355 10.6710 60 20.6456 6.3244 17.2224

To compare the accuracy, we estimate the L^2 error with respect to approximate C(t) by composite trapezoidal rule on Θ_A and report it in Figure 8. The error of all methods is within 1–2 orders of magnitude of the best approximation error. HMT and ACA perform comparably well, while the error returned by generalized Nyström is up to a factor 10 higher.

Figure 8: Parameterized covariance matrix (20) with x_j ∈ D and t ∈ Θ = [0.1, √ 2]. L^2 approximation error of parameter-dependent HMT / Nyström / ACA compared to the pointwise truncated SVD for different approximation ranks.

Test 2. High-dimensional data

To test the robustness of the method for high-dimensional data, motivated by [7, Test 4], we follow the same setting as in Test 1 except this time we construct C(t) and A(t) with x_j ∈ R^{128} for j = 1, . . . , 4900 and t ∈ Θ = [10, 120]. The data x_j were randomly chosen with replacement from the Gas Sensor Array Drift dataset obtained from the UCI Machine Learning repository [3], which was standardized to have a mean of zero and a variance of one along each dimension. We report the error in Figure 9. We observe that our method still gives accurate results while the parameter-dependent ACA deviates from the optimal approximation error the most. The non-robustness of ACA to high-dimensional data has also been observed in [7, Test 4].

Figure 9: Parameterized covariance matrix (20) with x_j ∈ R^{128} randomly sampled from Gas Sensor Array Drift dataset and t ∈ Θ = [10, 120]. L^2 approximation error of parameterdependent HMT / Nyström / ACA compared to the pointwise truncated SVD for different approximation ranks.

Test 3. Data with cluster structure

The randomized nature of our proposed method makes it less sensitive to the geometric structure of the data compared to the parameter-dependent ACA, we illustrate it with the following example, which closely follows [7, Test 5]. We first take the same setting as in Test 1, but we randomly generate 900 vectors x_j ∈ R^2 , split into three clusters (from left to right) with 100, 700, and 100 points respectively. See Figure 10. Also, we set t ∈ Θ = [0.2, 0.4]. The cluster structure of the data is not favorable for ACA; it may fail to enhance the accuracy of the approximation regardless of the increase in rank, see [7, Test 5] for more details. We report the error in Figure 11. We observe that the parameter-dependent ACA stagnate from r = 20 to r = 28. Similar stagnate behaviour is also observed in [7, Test 5] for the case of a fixed θ. On the other hand, the parameter-dependent HMT and Nyström still perform well and achieve sub-optimal results.

Figure 10: Data x ∈ R^2 , split into three clusters (left to right) with 100, 700, and 100 points respectively.

Figure 11: Parameterized covariance matrix (20) with clustered data x_j ∈ R^2 and t ∈ Θ = [0.2, 0.4]. L^2 approximation error of parameter-dependent HMT / Nyström / ACA compared to the pointwise truncated SVD for different approximation ranks.

5 Conclusion

In this work, we extended two popular randomized low-rank approximation methods to a parameter-dependent matrix. The use of constant DRMs in our methods avoids the cost of generating DRMs and also reduces the computational cost of constructing the sketches. The theoretical and numerical results of this work show that our methods can be expected to achieve comparable accuracy compared to the truncated SVD and using independent DRMs for each parameter value.

Acknowledgments. The authors sincerely thank Gianluca Ceruti for helpful discussions related to numerical experiments presented in this work and Stefano Massei for providing the implementation of parameter-dependent adaptive cross approximation. We also thank the referees for their constructive remarks.

References

[1] R. J. Adler and J. E. Taylor, Random Fields and Geometry, Springer Monographs in Mathematics, Springer, New York, 2007.

[2] C. D. Aliprantis and K. C. Border, Infinite Dimensional Analysis: A Hitchhiker’s Guide, Springer, Berlin, third ed., 2006.

[3] A. Asuncion and D. Newman, UCI Machine Learning Repository.

https://archive.ics.uci.edu, 2007.

[4] J. C. A. Barata and M. S. Hussein, The Moore–Penrose pseudoinverse: a tutorial review of the theory, Braz. J. Phys., 42 (2012), pp. 146–165.

[5] M. Baumann and U. Helmke, Singular value decomposition of time-varying matrices, Future Generation Computer Systems, 19 (2003), pp. 353–361.

[6] A. Bunse-Gerstner, R. Byers, V. Mehrmann, and N. K. Nichols, Numerical computation of an analytic singular value decomposition of a matrix valued function, Numer. Math., 60 (1991), pp. 1–39.

[7] D. Cai, E. Chow, and Y. Xi, Data-driven linear complexity low-rank approximation of general kernel matrices: a geometric approach, Numer. Linear Algebra Appl., 30 (2023), pp. Paper No. e2519, 26.

[8] B. Carrel, M. J. Gander, and B. Vandereycken, Low-rank Parareal: a lowrank parallel-in-time integrator, BIT, 63 (2023), p. 13.

[9] G. Ceruti and C. Lubich, An unconventional robust integrator for dynamical lowrank approximation, BIT, 62 (2022), pp. 23–44.

[10] K. L. Clarkson and D. P. Woodruff, Numerical linear algebra in the streaming model, in Proceedings of the 41st Annual ACM Symposium on Theory of Computing (STOC ’09), 2009, p. 205–214.

[11] L. Dieci and T. Eirola, On smooth decompositions of matrices, SIAM J. Matrix Anal. Appl., 20 (1999), pp. 800–819.

[12] G. B. Folland, Real Analysis: Modern Techniques and Their Applications, John Wiley & Sons, New York, second ed., 1999.

[13] G. H. Golub and C. F. Van Loan, Matrix Computations, Johns Hopkins University Press, Baltimore, MD, fourth ed., 2013.

[14] N. Halko, P. G. Martinsson, and J. A. Tropp, Finding structure with randomness: probabilistic algorithms for constructing approximate matrix decompositions, SIAM Rev., 53 (2011), pp. 217–288.

[15] J. S. Hesthaven, G. Rozza, and B. Stamm, Certified Reduced Basis Methods for Parametrized Partial Differential Equations, Springer, Cham, 2016.

[16] R. V. Hogg and A. T. Craig, Introduction to Mathematical Statistics, Pearson, Boston, eighth ed., 2021.

[17] R. A. Horn and C. R. Johnson, Matrix Analysis, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, second ed., 2013.

[18] O. Koch and C. Lubich, Dynamical low-rank approximation, SIAM J. Matrix Anal.

Appl., 29 (2007), pp. 434–454.

[19] D. Kressner, J. Latz, S. Massei, and E. Ullmann, Certified and fast computations with shallow covariance kernels, Foundations of Data Science, 2 (2020), pp. 487–512.

[20] D. Kressner and C. Tobler, Low-rank tensor Krylov subspace methods for parametrized linear systems, SIAM J. Matrix Anal. Appl., 32 (2011), pp. 1288–1316.

[21] C. Lubich and I. V. Oseledets, A projector-splitting integrator for dynamical lowrank approximation, BIT, 54 (2014), pp. 171–188.

[22] C. Michael, Probabilistic rounding error analysis for numerical linear algebra, PhD thesis, University of Manchester, 2023.

[23] Y. Nakatsukasa, Fast and stable randomized low-rank matrix approximation, arXiv preprint arXiv:2009.11392, (2020).

[24] A. Nonnenmacher and C. Lubich, Dynamical low-rank approximation: applications and numerical experiments, Mathematics and Computers in Simulation, 79 (2008), pp. 1346–1357.

[25] A. Quarteroni, A. Manzoni, and F. Negri, Reduced Basis Methods for Partial Differential Equations: An Introduction, vol. 92 of Unitext, Springer, Cham, 2016.

[26] G. Rozza, D. B. P. Huynh, and A. T. Patera, Reduced basis approximation and a posteriori error estimation for affinely parametrized elliptic coercive partial differential equations: application to transport and continuum mechanics, Arch. Comput. Methods Eng., 15 (2008), pp. 229–275.

[27] R. L. Schilling, Measures, Integrals and Martingales, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, second ed., 2017.

[28] P. Sirković and D. Kressner, Subspace acceleration for large-scale parameterdependent Hermitian eigenproblems, SIAM J. Matrix Anal. Appl., 37 (2016), pp. 695– 718.

[29] M. Talagrand, Upper and Lower Bounds for Stochastic Processes, Springer, Cham, second ed., 2021.

[30] A. Townsend, Computing with Functions in Two dimensions, D.Phil. thesis, University of Oxford, Oxford, UK, 2014.

[31] J. A. Tropp, A. Yurtsever, M. Udell, and V. Cevher, Practical sketching algorithms for low-rank matrix approximation, SIAM J. Matrix Anal. Appl., 38 (2017), pp. 1454–1485.