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Abstract

Solving high-dimensional dynamical systems in multi-query or real-time ap-
plications requires efficient surrogate modelling techniques, as e.g., achieved via
model order reduction (MOR). If these systems are Hamiltonian systems their
physical structure should be preserved during the reduction, which can be en-
sured by applying symplectic basis generation techniques such as the complex
SVD (cSVD). Recently, randomized symplectic methods such as the randomized
complex singular value decomposition (rcSVD) have been developed for a more
efficient computation of symplectic bases that preserve the Hamiltonian struc-
ture during MOR. In the current paper, we present two error bounds for the
rcSVD basis depending on the choice of hyperparameters and show that with
a proper choice of hyperparameters, the projection error of rcSVD is at most a
constant factor worse than the projection error of cSVD. We provide numeri-
cal experiments that demonstrate the efficiency of randomized symplectic basis
generation and compare the bounds numerically.

Keywords: Symplectic Model Order Reduction, Hamiltonian Systems, Randomized
Algorithm, Error Analysis
MSC codes: 15A52, 65G99, 65P10, 68W20, 93A15

1 Introduction

On the one hand, classical simulation methods rely on simulation models based on
physical principles. On the other hand, data-based modelling techniques using ma-
chine learning are becoming increasingly popular. Current trends tend to merge those
principles by enriching the physics-based models with data and to include physical
prior knowledge in data-based models. In the context of model order reduction (MOR)
such a fusion of physics and data-based modelling can be realized by snapshot-based
(physical) structure-preserving MOR. One way to model physical systems while guar-
anteeing conservation principles, is using the framework of Hamiltonian systems which
are for example often used in mechanics, optics, quantum mechanics or theoretical
chemistry. The mathematical structure of this kind of systems ensures conservation
of the Hamiltonian (which can be understood as the energy contained in the system)
and under certain assumptions stability properties [1]. These simulation models may
be of large scale especially in real-world applications as they may arise from spa-
tially discretized PDEs. Therefore, in multi-query or real-time applications efficient
surrogate modelling techniques, e.g., achieved via MOR are required. However, clas-
sical data-based MOR via the Proper Orthogonal Decomposition (POD) [2] does not
necessarily preserve the Hamiltonian structure in the reduced order model (ROM)
which could lead to unphysical models that may violate conservation properties and
could become unstable. Therefore, it is necessary to ensure the preservation of the
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Hamiltonian structure by the applied MOR technique. This can be accomplished
by symplectic MOR where the system is projected to a low-dimensional, symplec-
tic subspace [3, 4, 5]. For low-dimensional problems, a symplectic matrix can be
computed by numerically solving the proper symplectic decomposition (PSD) opti-
mization problem [5]. For high-dimensional problems numerically solving the opti-
mization problem is not feasible and other techniques have to be used to construct
a reduced basis. A popular method to compute a symplectic basis is the complex
singular value decomposition (cSVD) [5]. This technique involves computing a low-
rank matrix approximation, which can also result in high computational costs in the
offline-phase. Randomized approaches for computing low-rank matrix factorization
[6, 7, 8, 9] are a promising way to lower this computational effort while preserving a
high approximation quality compared to classical methods. Randomized techniques
can be used to solve various numerical linear algebra problems more efficiently, such
as the computation of a determinant [10], Gram–Schmidt orthonormalization [11], the
computation of an eigenvalue decomposition or an SVD [6], rank estimation [12], the
computation of a LU decomposition [13], or the computation of a generalized LU de-
composition [14]. In the context of MOR the capability of randomized algorithms has
been shown by applying randomization for more efficient basis generation [15, 16, 17].
In [18] the concept of randomized basis generation is merged with ideas from domain
decomposition. Random sketching techniques have further been used for computing
parameter-dependent preconditioners [19] or for approximating a ROM by its random
sketch [20, 21]. In [22] time-dependent problems are treated by constructing random-
ized local approximation spaces in time. While none of these approaches guarantees
to preserve a Hamiltonian structure, in [23] we presented randomized techniques for
symplectic basis generation and reported initial encouraging numerical experiments.
The scope of the current work is to improve the methods presented there and give a
theoretical foundation by mathematical error analysis. Our key contributions are:

1. We prove that the randomized complex SVD (rcSVD) [23] is quasi-optimal in
the set of symplectic matrices with orthonormal columns.

2. We present an error bound depending on the hyperparameters which yields a
better understanding of the method and better intuition on how to choose the
hyperparameters depending on the problem.

3. We show how the rcSVD algorithm can be reformulated into a version that
works only with real matrices.

Our paper is structured as follows: An introduction to structure-preserving MOR is
given in Section 2. In Section 3, we prove quasi-optimality for the rcSVD in the set of
symplectic bases with orthonormal columns. Section 4 analyzes the influence of power
iterations and present an error bound depending on the hyperparameters. We present
a formulation of the cSVD algorithm based on real numbers in Section 5. In Section 6,
we show numerical experiments that demonstrate the computational efficiency of ran-
domized symplectic basis generation and compare the bounds numerically. The work
is concluded in Section 7.

2 Structure-Preserving MOR

In this section, we give an introduction to both, classical structure-preserving, sym-
plectic MOR and randomized structure-preserving, symplectic MOR using the ran-
domized complex SVD.
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2.1 Hamiltonian Systems and Symplectic MOR

We start with an overview on Hamiltonian systems and structure-preserving, symplec-
tic MOR for parametric high-dimensional Hamiltonian systems. For a more detailed
introduction, we refer to [24, 25, 26] (MOR), [27] (symplectic geometry and Hamilto-
nian systems) and [5] (symplectic MOR of Hamiltonian systems).

We assume to be given a parametric Hamiltonian (function) H(·;µ) ∈ C1(R2N ,R),
depending on a parameter vector µ ∈ P with parameter set P ⊂ Rp and a parameter-
dependent initial value x0(µ). Then, the parametric Hamiltonian system reads: For
a given time interval It = [t0, tend] and fixed (but arbitrary) parameter vector µ ∈ P ,
find the solution x(·;µ) ∈ C1(It,R

2N ) of

d

dt
x(t;µ) = J2N∇xH(x(t;µ);µ) for all t ∈ It,

x(t0;µ) = x0(µ).
(1)

with canonical Poisson matrix

J2N :=

[
0N IN
−IN 0N

]
∈ R

2N×2N ,

where IN ,0N ∈ RN×N denote the identity and zero matrix. In some cases it is
convenient to split the solution x(t;µ) = [q(t;µ);p(t;µ)] in separate coordinates
q(t;µ), p(t;µ) ∈ RN which are referred to as the generalized position q and general-
ized momentum p. Note that here and in the following we use MATLAB-style nota-
tion for matrix indexing and stacking. One important property of a Hamiltonian sys-
tem is that the solution preserves the Hamiltonian over time, i.e., d

dtH(x(t;µ);µ) = 0
for all t ∈ It.

Symplectic MOR [4, 5] is a projection-based MOR technique to reduce paramet-
ric high-dimensional Hamiltonian systems. It essentially consists of constructing a
suitable symplectic reduced basis matrix V ∈ R2N×2k which is then used for pro-
jecting the full-order system to a reduced surrogate. It results in a ROM that is a
low-dimensional Hamiltonian system with a reduced Hamiltonian Hr(xr) := H(V xr).
This is obtained by (i) the ROB matrix V ∈ R2N×2k being a symplectic matrix i.e.,

V T
J2NV = J2k

and (ii) setting the projection matrix W ∈ R2N×2k as the transpose of the so-called
symplectic inverse V + ∈ R2k×2N of the ROB matrix V , i.e.,

W T := V + := J2kV
T
J
T

2N .

Then, the reduced parametric Hamiltonian system reads: For a fixed (but arbitrary)
parameter vector µ ∈ P , find the solution xr(·;µ) ∈ C1(It,R

2k) of

d

dt
xr(t;µ) = J2k∇xrHr(xr(t;µ);µ) for all t ∈ It,

xr(t0;µ) = V +x0(µ).
(2)

2.2 Symplectic basis generation using the complex SVD (cSVD)

In this section, we present the symplectic basis generation technique complex SVD
(cSVD). Consider the snapshot matrix Xs := [xs

1, ..,x
s
ns
] ∈ R2N×ns with xs

i ∈ M, i =
1, ..., ns where M denotes the set of all solutions

M := {x(t;µ) | (t,µ) ∈ It × P} ⊂ R
2N .
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Next, Xs is split into Xs = [Qs;Ps], with Qs,Ps ∈ RN×ns . The main idea of the
cSVD algorithm is to compute a truncated SVD of the complex snapshot matrix
UcΣcV

H

c ≈ Xc := Qs + iPs ∈ CN×ns . Then, the matrix Uc ∈ CN×k is split into real
and imaginary part Uc = VQ + iVP, with VQ,VP ∈ RN×k and mapped to

VcSVD := A(Uc) :=

(
VQ −VP

VP VQ

)
∈ R

2N×2k.

With this mapping A, a complex matrix with orthonormal columns is mapped from
the complex Stiefel manifold Vk(C

N ) to a real symplectic matrix in R2N×2k, i.e., A :
Vk(C

N ) → R2N×2k [5]. The symplectic cSVD basis matrix VcSVD and its symplectic
inverse V +

cSVD are then used to construct the ROM. In [3] it has been shown that the
cSVD procedure yields the optimal symplectic basis in the set of ortho-symplectic
matrices (i.e., symplectic with orthonormal columns). Furthermore, every ortho-
symplectic matrix VE ∈ R2N×2k has the block structure VE = [E, J2NE] where
E ∈ Vk(R

N ). Therefore, general ortho-symplectic matrices will in the following be
denoted with VE. The procedure is summarized as Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1 Complex SVD (cSVD)

Input: Snapshot matrix Xs ∈ R2N×ns , target size 2k ∈ N of the ROB,
Output: Symplectic ROB matrix VcSVD ∈ R2N×2k

1: Xc = Xs(1 : N, :) + iXs((N + 1) : (2N), :) ⊲ complex snapshot matrix
2: [Uc,Σc,Vc] = SVD(Xc) ⊲ basis for approximation of Xc

3: Uc(k) = Uc(:, 1 : k) ⊲ truncate to rank-k basis
4: VQ = Re(Uc(k)),VP = Im(Uc(k)) ⊲ split in real and imaginary part
5: VcSVD = [VQ,−VP ;VP ,VQ] ⊲ map to symplectic matrix

2.3 Symplectic basis generation using the randomized com-
plex SVD

In this section, we present a brief summary on randomized matrix factorizations and a
refined version of the randomized complex SVD (rcSVD) algorithm from [23]. In the
following we focus on the randomized SVD. Similar techniques can be applied to other
types of factorizations. We refer to [6] for a more detailed presentation on randomized
matrix factorization. In this section, we use general notation for the matrix sizes m,n
as the results are more general than only covering our case from the previous section.
In the context of Hamiltonian systems, we later will use m = N and n = ns. The
computation of a randomized SVD of a matrix A ∈ Cm×n proceeds in two stages.
First, using random sampling methods [6], a matrixQ ∈ Cm×k, with k ≤ m and k ≤ n
with orthonormal columns is computed that approximates A ≈ QQHA. To obtain
this, a so-called random sketch Y = AΩ ∈ Cm×k is computed where the sketching
matrix Ω ∈ Cn×k is drawn from some random distribution (e.g. an elementwise
normal distribution). Then, the columns of Y are orthonormalized to form the matrix
Q. Based on the approximation of A by QQHA, a randomized version of the SVD
can be formulated: With the definition B := QHA, its SVD is B = UBΣBV H

B
and

by setting U := QUB we get the randomized SVD A ≈ UΣBV H

B
. The fact that

U has orthonormal columns follows by its definition as a product of two of such
matrices. Instead of using a sketching matrix of target rank k, it is known that the
approximation quality can be improved by introducing an oversampling parameter
povs and aiming for l := k + povs columns for Ω [6] (see step 2 in Algorithm 2),
and truncate to a rank-k basis (see steps 5, 6, 7 in Algorithm 2). The method can
be further improved by applying power iterations. This means that for qpow ∈ N0,
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the random sketch is computed as Y = A(AHA)qpowΩ. Especially for matrices
whose singular values decay slowly this can be useful. A computational advantage in
comparison with a direct factorization of B will be achievable if l ≪ n and l ≪ m.
This procedure is particularly efficient when using a special random sketching matrix
such as the subsampled randomized Fourier transform (SRFT) [6] that allows the
multiplication BΩ to be performed in O(mn log(l)) flops.

Definition 1. An SRFT is an n× l matrix of the form

Ω =

√
n

l
DFR,

with

1. D ∈ Cn×n diagonal, with diagonal entries that are independent random vari-
ables uniformly distributed on the complex unit circle,

2. F ∈ Cn×n a unitary discrete Fourier transform (DFT) and

3. R ∈ Rn×l selection matrix where its columns are drawn randomly without re-
placement from the columns of the identity matrix In.

In order to apply randomization to symplectic basis generation, the idea of the
rcSVD algorithm is to replace the computation of the truncated SVD of Xc with a
randomized rank-k approximation of the complex snapshot matrixXc. The procedure
is summarized as Algorithm 2. In comparison with the original algorithm in [23], the
truncation step is refined via the computation of an additional SVD of a small matrix
(see Algorithm 2 steps 5, 6, 7). This improves the approximation quality and is also
necessary for the mathematical analysis presented in the next section which does not
work for the original version of the method.

Algorithm 2 Randomized Complex SVD (rcSVD)

Input: Snapshot matrix Xs ∈ R2N×ns , target rank 2k ∈ N of the ROB,
oversampling parameter povs ∈ N0, power iteration number qpow ∈ N0

Output: Symplectic ROB matrix VrcSVD ∈ R2N×2k

1: Xc = Xs(1 : N, :) + iXs((N + 1) : (2N), :) ⊲ complex snapshot matrix
2: Ω = SRFT(ns, l), with l := k + povs ⊲ draw a random sketching matrix
3: Y = Xc(Xc

HXc)
qpowΩ

4: [UY ,ΣY ,VY ] = SVD(Y ) ⊲ basis for approximation of Y
5: B = UH

Y
Xc

6: [UB ,ΣB,VB] = SVD(B) ⊲ basis for approximation of B
7: U r

c = UY UB(:, 1 : k) ⊲ truncate to rank-k basis
8: VQ = Re(U r

c ),VP = Im(U r
c ) ⊲ split in real and imaginary part

9: VrcSVD = [VQ,−VP ;VP ,VQ] ⊲ map to symplectic matrix

3 Quasi-optimality for the rcSVD in the set of ortho-
symplectic matrices

In [3] it has been shown that the cSVD algorithm [5] yields an optimal solution of the
PSD in the set of ortho-symplectic bases. I.e., for Xs = [P ;Q] ∈ R2N×ns ,VcSVD ∈
R2N×2k it holds that

min
VE∈R2N×2k ortho-symplectic

||Xs − VEV
T

E Xs||2F = ||Xs − VcSVDV
T

cSVDXs||2F (3)
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with projection error

||Xs − VcSVDV
T

cSVDXs||2F =
∑

j≥k+1

σ2
j , (4)

where σj , j = 1, .., ns denote the singular values of the complex snapshot matrix
Xc = Q+ iP . In the following, we show that the rcSVD procedure (see Algorithm 2)
is quasi-optimal in the set of ortho-symplectic matrices. Before doing so, we recall
some results from [28] on structured random matrices. The first one states a bound
on the smallest singular value of a matrix resulting from randomly sampling rows
from a matrix with orthonormal columns. It is a slight reformulation of [28, Lemma
3.2] and therefore, we omit the proof.

Lemma 1 (Row sampling [28]). Consider a matrix W ∈ Cn×k with orthonormal
columns, and define the quantity M := n max

j=1,...,n
||eTj W ||22 where ej denotes the j-th

unit vector. For a positive parameter α, select the sample size l with αM log(k) ≤ l ≤
n. Draw a random subset T of size l from {1, 2, ..., n} and define the matrix R ∈ Rn×l

by stacking the corresponding unit vectors as column vectors (see Definition 1). Then,
for δ ∈ [0, 1) it holds that √

(1− δ)l

n
≤ σk(R

TW ) (5)

with failure probability at most

Pf = k

[
e−δ

(1− δ)1−δ

]α log(k)

,

i.e., Equation (5) holds with probability at least 1− Pf.

Compared to Lemma 3.2 from [28], we removed the bound on the largest singular
value (which will not be needed for proving the error bounds/quasi-optimality) to
improve the bound for the failure probability. The next lemma is a variation of [28,
Lemma 3.4].

Lemma 2 (Row norms [28]). Consider V ∈ Cn×k with orthonormal columns, D ∈
Cn×n diagonal, with diagonal entries that are independent random variables uniformly
distributed on the complex unit circle, and F ∈ Cn×n a unitary discrete Fourier
transform (DFT). Then, FDV ∈ Rn×k has orthonormal columns, and for β ≥ 1 it
holds that the probability

P
{

max
j=1,...,n

||eTj (FDV )||2 ≥
√

k

n
+

√
8 log(βn)

n

}
≤ 1

β
.

Proof. The proof follows identically to the proof of Lemma 3.3 provided in [28] because
F is unitary and D is diagonal with diagonal elements which have absolute value
1.

By an identical argument as in the proof of [28, Theorem 3.1], one can show the
following probabilistic bounds on the singular values of a matrix with orthonormal
columns multiplied by an SRFT.

Proposition 1 (The SRFT preserves geometry [28]). Consider V ∈ Cn×k with or-
thonormal columns. Select a parameter l that satisfies

4[
√
k +

√
8 log(kn)]2 log(k) ≤ l ≤ n.

Draw an SRFT matrix Ω ∈ Rn×l. Then, with probability 1− 2/k it holds that

1√
6
≤ σk(Ω

HV ).
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Proof. The proof follows similar to the proof of Theorem 3.2 in [28] (by setting β = k
in Lemma 2 and α = 4, δ = 5/6 in Lemma 1). However the bound on the failure
probability there can be sharpened because the bound on the largest singular value
will not be needed to prove the error bounds from Theorems 1 and 2.

Lastly, we recall a deterministic error bound [6, Theorem 9.2] on the projection
error of a randomized rank-l approximation.

Proposition 2 (Deterministic error bound [6]). Consider A ∈ Cm×n with singular
value decomposition A = UΣV H, and fix k ≥ 0. Choose a matrix Ω ∈ Cn×l, and
construct the sample matrix Y = AΩ ∈ Cm×l. Partition Σ = blkdiag(Σ1,Σ2)
with Σ1 ∈ Rk×k,Σ2 ∈ R(m−k)×(n−k),m ≥ k, n ≥ k and V = [V1,V2] with V1 ∈
Cn×k,V2 ∈ Cn×(n−k) and define Ω1 = V H

1 Ω and Ω2 = V H

2 Ω. Assuming that Ω1

has full row rank, the approximation error satisfies

||(Im − PY )A||2F ≤ ||Σ2||2F + ||Σ2Ω2Ω
†
1||2F ≤ ||Σ2||2F + ||Σ2||2F||Ω2||22||Ω†

1||22,

where (·)† indicates the pseudo-inverse and PY denotes the orthogonal projector on
range(Y ) i.e., PY = UY UH

Y
with UY the matrix of left singular vectors of Y corre-

sponding to nonzero singular values.

Using these lemmas and propositions, we now prove that the rcSVD procedure
yields a basis that is at most a constant factor worse than the optimal cSVD procedure
with a constant that is monotonically decreasing in l.

Theorem 1. If 4(
√
k +

√
8 log(kns))

2 log(k) ≤ l ≤ ns, then the rcSVD basis matrix
VrcSVD ∈ R2N×2k satisfies with failure probability 2/k

||Xs − VrcSVDV
T

rcSVDXs||2F ≤ C
∑

j≥k+1

σ2
j = C||Xs − VcSVDV

T

cSVDXs||2F (6)

with σj , j = 1, .., ns the non-increasing sequence of singular values of the complex

snapshot matrix Xc = Q+ iP , Xs ∈ R2N×ns and C = (
√

1 + 6ns/l + 1)2.

Proof. First, we recall from Section 2.2 or [3] that each ortho-symplectic matrix VE

has the structure VE = [E, JT2NE] with ETE = Ik and ETJ2NE = 0k. Thus, it can

be represented as VE =

(
VQ −VP

VP VQ

)
with V T

Q VQ + V T

P VP = Ik, V
T

P VQ = V T

Q VP.

The first step of the proof is to show, that for VE ortho-symplectic

||Xs − VEV
T

E Xs||2F = ||Xc −UcU
H

c Xc||2F (7)

with Uc = VQ + iVP and Xc = Q+ iP ∈ CN×ns . This can be seen as follows

||Xs − VEV
T

E Xs||2F =

∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣Xs − VE

(
V T

QQ+ V T

P P

−V T

P Q+ V T

QP

)∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣
2

F

=

∣∣∣∣

∣∣∣∣Xs −
(
VQ −VP

VP VQ

)(
V T

QQ+ V T

P P

−V T

P Q+ V T

QP

)∣∣∣∣

∣∣∣∣
2

F

=

∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣
(
Q

P

)
−
(
VQV

T

QQ+ VQV
T

P P + VPV
T

P Q− VPV
T

QP

VPV
T

QQ+ VPV
T

P P − VQV
T

P Q+ VQV
T

QP

)∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣
2

F

= ||Q− (VQV
T

QQ+ VQV
T

P P + VPV
T

P Q− VPV
T

QP )||2F
+ ||P − (VPV

T

QQ+ VPV
T

P P − VQV
T

P Q+ VQV
T

QP )||2F

7



= ||Q− (VQV
T

QQ+ VQV
T

P P + VPV
T

P Q− VPV
T

QP )

+ i(P − (VPV
T

QQ+ VPV
T

P P − VQV
T

P Q+ VQV
T

QP ))||2F
= ||Xc − (VQ + iVP)(V

T

QQ+ V T

P P + i(−V T

P Q+ V T

QP ))||2F
= ||Xc − (VQ + iVP)(V

T

Q − iV T

P )(Q + iP )||2F
= ||Xc −UcU

H

c Xc||2F .

If we insert the randomized basis matrix UY ∈ CN×l from Algorithm 2 for Uc, in
order to bound ||Xc−UY UH

Y
Xc||2F we can make use of the second bound from Propo-

sition 2.

The next step is to bound the increase in the projection error if we truncate to a
basis of size k (see [6, Section 9.4]). Note that this part of the proof works only with
the refined method presented in Algorithm 2 and not with the initial version in [23].
Let U r

c be the randomized rank-k basis matrix from Algorithm 2. First, we split the
error using the triangle inequality:

||Xc −U r
c (U

r
c )

HXc||F = ||Xc −UY UH

Y Xc +UY UH

Y Xc −U r
c (U

r
c )

HXc||F (8)

≤ ||Xc −UY UH

Y
Xc||F + ||UY UH

Y
Xc −U r

c (U
r
c )

HXc||F . (9)

For ||Xc−UY UH

Y
Xc||F the bounds from Proposition 2 which depend on the random

sketching approach can be applied.

Next, we define B := UH

Y
Xc according to Algorithm 2 with the singular value

decomposition
B = UBΣBV H

B
,

and
UB(k)ΣB(k)VB

H

(k) ≈ B

the rank-k truncated SVD of B, where

UB ∈ C
N×N ,ΣB ∈ R

N×l,VB ∈ C
l×l

and
UB(k) ∈ C

N×k,ΣB(k) ∈ R
k×k,VB(k) ∈ C

l×k.

Using these quantities, we set

C := UY B = UY UBΣBV H

B .

Then, UY UB ∈ RN×l has orthonormal columns. Thus, a singular value decompo-
sition C = UCΣCV H

C
can be formed by constructing UC ∈ CN×N from extend-

ing UY UB by orthogonal columns, ΣC ∈ RN×l from zero padding of ΣB and V H

C

equals V H

B
. As U r

c = UY UB(k) consists of the first k columns of UC , it follows that

U r
c (U

r
c )

HC = U r
cΣB(k)VB

H

(k) ≈ C is the rank-k truncated SVD of C. Furthermore,
we have

U r
c (U

r
c )

HC = U r
c (U

r
c )

HUY B = U r
c (U

r
c )

HUY UH

Y Xc

= UY UB(k)︸ ︷︷ ︸
=U r

c

UH

B(k)
UH

Y
UY UH

Y︸ ︷︷ ︸
=UH

B(k)
UH

Y
=(U r

c )
H

Xc = U r
c (U

r
c )

HXc.
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Let Xc(k) = UXc(k)ΣXc(k)V
H

Xc(k)
denote the rank-k truncated SVD of Xc. Since the

matrix UY UH

Y
UXc(k)ΣXc(k)V

H

Xc(k)
has at most rank k

||UY UH

Y
Xc︸ ︷︷ ︸

=C

−U r
c (U

r
c )

HXc︸ ︷︷ ︸
U r

c(U
r
c)

HC

||F = ||C −U r
c (U

r
c )

HC||F (10)

≤ ||C −UY UH

Y UXc(k)ΣXc(k)V
H

Xc(k)
||F (11)

= ||UY UH

Y Xc −UY UH

Y UXc(k)ΣXc(k)V
H

Xc(k)
||F (12)

= ||UY UH

Y (Xc −UXc(k)ΣXc(k)V
H

Xc(k)
)||F (13)

≤ ||Xc −UXc(k)ΣXc(k)V
H

Xc(k)
||F (14)

=

√ ∑

j≥k+1

σ2
j , (15)

where we used the best-approximation property for obtaining (11), factoring out for
(13), non-expansiveness of the orthogonal projection UY UH

Y
for obtaining (14) and

the definition of the singular values to reach (15).
Together with Equation (9), Equation (15), Proposition 2 and Proposition 1 the

above implies that with failure probability 2/k

||Xs − VrcSVDV
T

rcSVDXs||F = ||Xc −U r
c (U

r
c )

HXc||F
(9)
≤ ||Xc −UY UH

Y Xc||F + ||UY UH

Y Xc −U r
c (U

r
c )

HXc||F
(15)
≤ ||Xc −UY UH

Y
Xc||F +

√ ∑

j≥k+1

σ2
j

Prop. 2
≤

√
||Σ2||2F + ||Σ2||2F ||Ω2||22||Ω†

1||22 +
√ ∑

j≥k+1

σ2
j

Prop. 1
≤

√
||Σ2||2F + 6ns/l||Σ2||2F +

√ ∑

j≥k+1

σ2
j

= (
√

1 + 6ns/l+ 1)

√ ∑

j≥k+1

σ2
j

if 4(
√
k +

√
8 log(kns))

2 log(k) ≤ l ≤ ns. Here, in the second last inequality we
bound

||Ω2||22 = ||V H

2 Ω||22 ≤ ||V H

2 ||22||Ω||22 = ||Ω||22 ≤ ns/l

as, up to the scaling factor
√
ns/l, the SFRT matrix Ω =

√
ns/lDFR (Definition 1)

has orthonormal columns, i.e., ||DFR||2 = 1. Moreover, we bound ||Ω†
1||2 via

||Ω†
1||2 = σ1(Ω

†
1) = σk(Ω1)

−1 = σk(Ω
H

1 )
−1 = σk(Ω

HV1)
−1

Prop. 1
≤

√
6.

From this bound we obtain a better understanding of the method: We know that
we are at most a factor (

√
1 + 6ns/l+ 1) worse than the optimal solution (in the set

of ortho-symplectic matrices) which gives the method a stronger theoretical founda-
tion. Furthermore, it tells us how to choose hyperparameters to obtain theoretical
guarantees: Given number of snapshots ns and a target rank k choose povs such that

4(
√
k +

√
8 log(kns))

2 log(k)− k ≤ povs ≤ ns − k.

9



4 Influence of Power Iterations on the Error (Bound)

In this section, we analyze how the choice of the number of power iterations qpow
influences the error (bound) in interplay with the oversampling parameter povs. First,
we reformulate Theorem 4.4 from [29] for complex matrices:

Proposition 3 ([29]). Consider A ∈ Cm×n, rank(A) = min(m,n) and Q a matrix
with orthonormal columns spanning the range of Y = A(AHA)qpowΩ ∈ Cm×l, l =
k + povs ≤ n with a sketching matrix Ω ∈ Cn×l. Let rank(Y ) = l. Then, for any s
with 0 ≤ s ≤ l − k holds 1

||(Im −QQH)A||F ≤ ||A−QB(k)||F (16)

≤

√√√√ α2||Ω2||22||Ω†
1||22

1 + γ2||Ω2||22||Ω†
1||22

+
∑

j≥k+1

σ2
j (17)

≤
√
α2||Ω2||22||Ω†

1||22 +
∑

j≥k+1

σ2
j (18)

with B(k) the rank-k truncated SVD of QHA and α =
√
kσl−s+1(

σl−s+1

σk
)2qpow , γ =

σl−s+1

σ1
(σl−s+1

σk
)2qpow where σj , j = 1, .., ns denote the non-increasing sequence of sin-

gular values of A. The matrices Ω1,Ω2 are defined as follows: Let Ω̂ := V TΩ and

split Ω̂ =

(
Ω1

Ω2

)
with Ω1 ∈ C(l−s)×l, Ω2 ∈ C(n−l+s)×l where we assume that Ω1 has

full row rank.

In [29] only real matrices with m ≥ n have been assumed. However, the proof
works in a similar way also in a more general setting for complex matrices of arbitrary
size as we will explain in the following. The additional assumption rank(Y ) = l is
very likely to be fulfilled in practice because the orthogonal complement (AH)⊥ of
AH is a null set in Rn and it is very unlikely (zero probability in exact arithmetics)
that for a random vector ω ∈ Rn it holds that ω ∈ (AH)⊥. Furthermore, a family of
random vectors ωi ∈ Rn, i = 1, .., l ≤ n is linearly dependent with zero probability in
exact arithmetics.
In order to prove Proposition 3, the following inequality is proven first:

Lemma 3. Consider A ∈ Cm×n,Q ∈ Cm×k with orthonormal columns. Then,

||(Im −QQH)A||F
(a)

≤ ||A−QB(k)||F
(b)

≤ ||A−QQHA(k)||F
(c)

≤
√
||(Im −QQH)A(k)||2F +

∑

j≥k+1

σ2
j .

with A(k) the rank-k truncated SVD of A.

Proof. We start with the inequality (a):

||A−QB(k)||2F = ||A−QQHA+QQHA−QB(k)||2F
= ||(Im −QQH)A||2F + 2Re(tr(AH (Im −QQH)Q︸ ︷︷ ︸

=0

(QHA−B(k)))) (19)

+ ||Q(QHA−B(k))||2F
= ||(Im −QQH)A||2F + ||QHA−B(k)||2F (20)

1Note that due to preventing a notation clash we renamed the parameter p from [29] to s.
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which implies

||(Im −QQH)A||2F = ||A−QB(k)||2F − ||QHA−B(k)||2F ≤ ||A−QB(k)||2F .

Next, inequality (b) is shown: By the identical argument as in Equation (20) for every
B ∈ Ck×n it holds that

||A−QB||2F = ||(Im −QQH)A||2F + ||QHA−B||2F .

A rank-k-minimizer of ||QHA − B||F is known to be the rank-k truncated SVD of
QHA ≈ B(k). Since ||(Im −QQH)A||2F does not depend on B, a rank-k minimizer B

of ||A −QB||F is a rank-k-minimizer of ||QHA −B||F . Since QQHA(k) is at most
of rank k, we obtain (b)

||A−QB(k)||F ≤ ||A−QQHA(k)||F .

Lastly, inequality (c) is shown:

||A−QQHA(k)||2F = ||A−A(k) +A(k) −QQHA(k)||2F
= ||A−A(k)||2F + 2Re(tr((A−A(k))

H(A(k) −QQHA(k))))

+ ||A(k) −QQHA(k)||2F
= ||A−A(k)||2F + ||A(k) −QQHA(k)||2F
=
∑

j≥k+1

σ2
j + ||A(k) −QQHA(k)||2F .

where the middle term vanishes as

2Re(tr((A−A(k))
H(A(k) −QQHA(k))))

= 2Re(tr((A−AH

(k)(Im −QQH)A(k))))

= 2Re(tr((Im −QQH)A(k)(A−A(k))
H

︸ ︷︷ ︸
=0

)) = 0.

Next, another auxiliary statement is proven:

Lemma 4. Consider the matrix A ∈ Cm×n, with rank(A) = min(n,m), X ∈
Cl×l, l < min(n,m) to be non-singular, Ω ∈ Cn×l such that rank(Y ) = l with
Y = (AAH)qpowAΩ. Let QR = Y be the QR-factorization of Y with Q ∈ Cm×l,R ∈
Cl×l, with Q̂R̂ = YX := Y X be the QR-factorization of YX with Q̂ ∈ Cm×l, R̂ ∈
Cl×l. Then,

QQH = Q̂Q̂H. (21)

Proof. The proof follows from elementary calculations:

QQH = QRR−1(RH)−1RHQH = QR(RHR)−1RHQH

= QR(RHQHQR)−1RHQH = Y (Y HY )−1Y H

= Y XX−1(Y HY )−1(XH)−1XHY H

= Y X(XHY HY X)−1XHY H = YX(Y H

XYX)−1Y H

X

= Q̂Q̂H

where the last equality follows from the equivalent reverse arguments of the first two
lines.

11



The next step is proving a further upper bound:

Lemma 5. Consider A ∈ Cm×n, rank(A) = min(n,m) with A(k) the rank-k-best

approximation of A. Let QR = Y = (AAH)qpowAΩ be the QR-factorization of Y
and rank(Y ) = l. Then,

||(Im −QQH)A(k)||2F ≤ α2||Ω2||22||Ω†
1||22

1 + γ2||Ω2||22||Ω†
1||22

, (22)

with α, γ,Ω1,Ω2 defined as in Proposition 3.

Proof. Let A = UΣV H,U ∈ Rm×min(m,n),Σ ∈ Rmin(m,n)×n,V ∈ Rn×n be the sin-

gular value decomposition of A. Define Ω̂ = V HΩ and split Ω̂ =

(
Ω1

Ω2

)
, with

Ω1 ∈ C(l−s)×l, Ω2 ∈ C(n−l+s)×l. Split Σ = blkdiag(Σ1,Σ2,Σ3), with Σ1 ∈
Rk×k,Σ2 ∈ R(l−s−k)×(l−s−k),Σ3 ∈ R(min(m,n)−l+s)×(n−l+s)). Let Ω

†
1 denote the

pseudo-inverse of Ω1. Since Ω1 has full row rank it holds that

Ω1Ω
†
1 = Il−s.

Choose

X =

[
Ω

†
1

(
Σ1 0k,l−s−k

0l−s−k,k Σ2

)−(2qpow+1)

, X̂

]
,

where the matrix X̂ ∈ Cl×s is chosen such that X is non-singular and Ω̂1X̂ = 0.

Since the matrix Ω
†
1

(
Σ1 0k,l−s−k

0l−s−k,k Σ2

)−(2qpow+1)

has full column rank (as Ω1 has

full row rank and σi > 0, i = i...min(m,n)) and for s ≥ 1 such a matrix X must

always exist because of the rank–nullity theorem as Ω̂1 ∈ Cl−s×l is assumed to have
full row rank, i.e., rank(Ω̂1) = l − s. Therefore

dim(ker(Ω̂1)) = l− (l − s) = s

must hold. Hence, s linearly independent vectors from ker(Ω̂1) can be chosen and

stacked to form X̂. The column vectors ofΩ†
1

(
Σ1 0k,l−s−k

0l−s−k,k Σ2

)−(2qpow+1)

do not

lie in the null-space of Ω̂1 by construction and therefore must be linearly independent
from X̂. With the choice

X =

[
Ω

†
1

(
Σ1 0k,l−s−k

0l−s−k,k Σ2

)−(2qpow+1)

, X̂

]

we have the following structure for Y X:

Y X = U




Ik 0k,l−s−k 0k,n−l+s

0l−s−k,k Il−s−k 0l−s−k,n−l+s

H1 H2 H3





with

H1 = Σ3(Σ
T

3Σ3)
2qpowΩ2Ω

†
1

(
Σ

−2qpow+1
1

0l−s−k,k

)
∈ R

(min(m,n)−l+s)×k

H2 = Σ3(Σ
T

3Σ3)
2qpowΩ2Ω

†
1

(
0k,l−s−k

Σ
−2qpow+1
2

)
∈ R

(min(m,n)−l+s)×(l−s−k)

12



H3 = Σ3(Σ
T

3Σ3)
2qpowΩ2X̂ ∈ R

(min(m,n)−l+s)×(n−l+s).

Next, we similarly split the QR-factorization of Y X into blocks:

Y X = Q̂R̂ = (Q̂1 Q̂2 Q̂3)



R̂11 R̂12 R̂13

0 R̂22 R̂23

0 0 R̂33


 .

This also results in the QR factorization

U




Ik

0l−s−k,k

H1



 = Q̂1R̂11. (23)

With (21) and by restricting the number of columns of Q̂ we have

||(Im −QQH)A(k)|| = ||(Im − Q̂Q̂H)A(k)|| ≤ ||(Im − Q̂1Q̂
H

1 )A(k)|| (24)

with A(k) = Ublkdiag(Σ1,0l−s−k,0n−l+s)V
H. The last step of the proof is to derive

a bound for ||(Im − Q̂1Q̂
H

1 )A(k)||. First, we use the QR factorization from (23) to

reformulate ||(Im − Q̂1Q̂
H
1 )A(k)|| :

||(Im − Q̂1Q̂
H

1 )A(k)||F =
∣∣∣∣∣∣∣

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣


Imin(m,n) −




Ik

0l−s−k,k

H1



 R̂−1
11 (R̂

H

11)
−1




Ik

0l−s−k,k

H1




H






Σ1

0l−s−l,k

0min(m,n)−l+s,k





∣∣∣∣∣∣∣

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
F

.

(25)

Next, we reformulate R̂−1
11 (R̂

H
11)

−1:

R̂−1
11 (R̂

H

11)
−1 = (R̂H

11R̂11)
−1 =







Ik
0l−s−k,k

H1




H

Q̂H

1 Q̂1




Ik
0l−s−k,k

H1







−1

(26)

= (Ik +HH

1 H1)
−1. (27)

Inserting that into Equation (25) results in

||(Im − Q̂1Q̂
H

1 )A(k)||F (28)

=

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣


Imin(m,n) −




Ik

0l−s−k,k

H1



 R̂−1
11 (R̂

H

11)
−1




Ik

0l−s−k,k

H1




H






Σ1

0l−s−k,k

0min(m,n)−l+s,k





∣∣∣∣∣∣∣

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
F

27
=

∣∣∣∣∣∣

∣∣∣∣∣∣




Σ1

0l−s−k,k

0min(m,n)−l+s,k



−




Ik

0l−s−k,k

H1



 (Ik +HH

1 H1)
−1Σ1

∣∣∣∣∣∣

∣∣∣∣∣∣
F

=

∣∣∣∣

∣∣∣∣
(
Ik − (Ik +HH

1 H1)
−1

H1(Ik +HH

1 H1)
−1

)
Σ1

∣∣∣∣

∣∣∣∣
F

. (29)

Next, we reformulate the second component H1(Ik +HH
1 H1)

−1 of the right side
of (29):

H1(Ik +HH

1 H1)
−1 = (H−1

1 )−1(Ik +HH

1 H1)
−1 = ((Ik +HH

1 H1)H
−1
1 )−1

= (H−1
1 +HH

1 )
−1 = (H−1

1 (In−l+s +H1H
H

1 ))
−1

= (Imin(m,n)−l+s +H1H
H

1 )
−1H1 (30)
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and then the first component of the right hand side of (29)

(Ik − (Ik +HH

1 H1)
−1) = (Ik +HH

1 H1)(Ik +HH

1 H1)
−1 − (Ik +HH

1 H1)
−1

= (HH

1 H1)(Ik +HH

1 H1)
−1

(30)
= HH

1 (Imin(m,n)−l+s +H1H
H

1 )
−1H1.

Inserting this into (29) and factorizing yields

||(Im − Q̂1Q̂
H

1 )A(k)||F

=

∣∣∣∣

∣∣∣∣
(

HH

1

Imin(m,n)−(l−s)

)
(Imin(m,n)−(l−s) +H1H

H

1 )
−1H1Σ1

∣∣∣∣

∣∣∣∣
F

= tr((H1Σ1)
H(Imin(m,n)−(l−s) +H1H

H

1 )
−HH1Σ1)

= tr((H1Σ1)
H(Imin(m,n)−(l−s) +H1H

H

1 )
−1H1Σ1)

= tr(((H1Σ1)
−H)−1(Imin(m,n)−(l−s) +H1H

H

1 )
−1((H1Σ1)

−1)−1)

= tr(((H1Σ1)
−1(Imin(m,n)−(l−s) +H1H

H

1 )(H1Σ1)
−H)−1)

= tr((Σ−1
1 H−1

1 (Imin(m,n)−(l−s) +H1H
H

1 )H
−H

1 Σ−1
1 )−1)

= tr((Σ−1
1 H−1

1 H−H

1 Σ−1
1 +Σ−1

1 Σ−1
1 )−1)

= tr(((Σ1H
H

1 H1Σ1)
−1 +Σ−2

1 )−1).

Now, we further analyze tr(((Σ1H
H

1 H1Σ1)
−1 + Σ−2

1 )−1). First, we recall that for
Hermitian matrices E,F ∈ Ck×k it follows from Courant-Fischer that

λj(E + F ) ≥ λmin(E) + λj(F ), with 1 ≤ j ≤ k.

This implies, that

λj((Σ1H
H

1 H1Σ1)
−1 +Σ−2

1 ) ≥ λmin((Σ1H
H

1 H1Σ1)
−1) + λj(Σ

−2
1 )

= ||(Σ1H
H

1 H1Σ1||−1
2 + λj(Σ

−2
1 )

= ||H1Σ1||−2
2 + λj(Σ

−2
1 )

= λj(||H1Σ1||−2
2 Ik +Σ−2

1 )

where we use at the first equality that

λmin(M
−1) =

1

λmax(M)
=

1

||M ||2
= ||M ||−1

2

for every invertible matrix M ∈ Rn×n, n ∈ N and at the last equality that the j-th
eigenvalue of the diagonal matrix ||H1Σ1||−2

2 Ik+Σ−2
1 is its j-th diagonal value which

is ||H1Σ1||−2
2 +λj(Σ

−2
1 ). Therefore, the eigenvalues of the matrix (Σ1H

H

1 H1Σ1)
−1+

Σ−2
1 ) are larger than the eigenvalues of the matrix (||H1Σ1||−2Ik +Σ−2

1 ). Therefore,
the eigenvalues of ((Σ1H

H

1 H1Σ1)
−1 + Σ−2

1 )−1 are smaller than the eigenvalues of

14



(||H1Σ1||−2Ik +Σ−2
1 )−1 and consequently also the trace. Therefore

tr((Σ1H
H

1 H1Σ1)
−1 +Σ−2

1 )−1) ≤ tr((||H1Σ1||−2
2 Ik +Σ−2

1 )−1)

= tr((Σ−1
1 (||H1Σ1||−2

2 Σ2
1 + Ik)Σ

−1
1 )−1)

= tr(Σ1(||H1Σ1||−2
2 Σ2

1 + Ik)
−1Σ1)

= ||H1Σ1||22tr(Σ1(Σ
2
1 + ||H1Σ1||22Ik)−1Σ1)

= ||H1Σ1||22
k∑

j=1

σ2
j

||H1Σ1||22 + σ2
j

≤ ||H1Σ1||22k
σ2
1

||H1Σ1||22 + σ2
1

=
k||H1Σ1||22

||H1Σ1||22σ−2
1 + 1

.

Lastly, one has to estimate the norm ||H1Σ1||2. It holds, that

||H1Σ1||2 =

∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣Σ3(Σ

T

3Σ3)
qpowΩ2Ω

†
1

(
Σ

−2qpow+1
1

0l−s−k,k

)
Σ1

∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣
2

ß

≤ ||Σ3(Σ
T

3Σ3)
qpow ||2||Ω2||2||Ω†

1||2||Σ−2q
1 ||2

≤ σl−s+1

(
σl−s+1

σk

)2qpow

||Ω2||2||Ω†
1||2,

which concludes the proof.

Remark. By a density argument this result also holds for general matrices A ∈ Cm×n

with rank(A) < min(m,n) .

Now, combining Lemmas 3 to 5 with Proposition 1 we prove the following:

Theorem 2. If 4(
√
k +

√
8 log(kns))

2 log(k) ≤ l ≤ ns, then the rcSVD basis matrix
VrcSVD ∈ R2N×2k satisfies with failure probability 2/k

||Xs − VrcSVDV
T

rcSVDXs||F ≤

√√√√√



∑

j≥k+1

σ2
j


+

α2||Ω2||22||Ω†
1||22

1 + γ2||Ω2||22||Ω†
1||22

(31)

≤

√√√√√√



∑

j≥k+1

σ2
j


+

6σ2
l+1

(
σl+1

σk

)4qpow

kns/l

1 + 6
σ2
l+1

σ2
1

(
σl+1

σk

)4qpow

ns/l
(32)

≤

√√√√√




∑

j≥k+1

σ2
j



+ 6σ2
l+1

(
σl+1

σk

)4qpow

kns/l. (33)

with σj , j = 1, .., ns the non-increasing sequence of singular values of the complex
snapshot matrix Xc = Q+ iP , Xs ∈ R2N×ns .

Proof. The first inequality follows directly from the Lemmas 3 to 5, the second one
by bounding ||Ω2||22 ≤ ns/l and ||Ω†

1||2 ≤ 6. The third one follows because 1 +

6
σl+1

σ1

(
σl+1

σk

)4qpow

ns/l ≥ 1.
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Remark. These results also hold (by setting Q = UY ) for the truncated projection

||(Im −U r
c (U

r
c )

H)A||2F = ||(Im −UY UB(k)UB
H

(k)U
H

Y )A||F = ||A−QB(k)||F .

Remark. The parameter s is not a methodical parameter but can be used to optimize
the bound as the norms of the random matrices depend on s. For Gaussian matrices
s ≥ 2 leads to lower norms of ||Ω2||2, ||Ω†

1||2. For the SRFT we only have a bound
for s = 0 (Proposition 1 or [6, Theorem 11.2]).

To understand the influence of power iterations, we compare this bound to the
bound from Equation (16) which states

||Xs − VrcSVDV
T

rcSVDXs||F ≤ (
√
1 + 6ns/l + 1)

√ ∑

j≥k+1

σ2
j

=

√√√√√



∑

j≥k+1

σ2
j


+ 6ns/l

∑

j≥k+1

σ2
j +

√ ∑

j≥k+1

σ2
j

whereas with the Theorem from [29] we get

||Xs − VrcSVDV
T

rcSVDXs||F ≤

√√√√√




∑

j≥k+1

σ2
j



+ (6ns/l)kσ2
l+1

(
σl+1

σk

)4qpow

. (34)

Here, we do not have the additional term
√ ∑

j≥k+1

σ2
j that resulted from the truncation

step (15). Furthermore, the second term under the square root in Equation (34) has
the squared (l+1)-th singular value instead of the sum of all σ2

j , j ≥ k+1. Moreover,

we have the additional factor k
(

σl+1

σk

)4qpow

. Thus, if this factor is smaller than one,

the bound is sharper than the bound from Equation (16). We can further simplify
the bound from Equation (34) to

||Xs − VrcSVDV
T

rcSVDXs||F ≤

√√√√√




∑

j≥k+1

σ2
j



+ (6ns/l)kσ2
l+1

(
σl+1

σk

)4qpow

(35)

≤

√

1 + 6ns

(
σl+1

σk

)4qpow
√ ∑

j≥k+1

σ2
j . (36)

where the last estimate makes use of

σ2
l+1 ≤

∑

j≥k+1

σ2
j ,

as σ2
l+1 is appearing in that sum, and we use k/l ≤ 1.

Here, we see that the factor

√
1 + 6ns

(
σl+1

σk

)4qpow

in Equation (36) converges to 1

for q → ∞ if we assume there is a gap between the k-th and (l+1)-th singular value.
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5 Formulation of rcSVD based on real numbers

For the cSVD algorithm we know that there is an equivalent algorithm that works
only with real matrices [3] (the cSVD via POD of Ys). In this section, we show that
also the rcSVD algorithm can be reformulated into a version that works only with
real matrices:

Proposition 4. Given the snapshot matrix Xs ∈ R2N×ns , basis size 2k, oversampling
parameter povs and power iteration number qpow define the sketched extended snapshot

matrix Z = Ys(Y
T

s Ys)
qpowΩ̃ with Ys the extended snapshot matrix Ys = [Xs, J2NXs]

and Ω̃ the block-structured random matrix

Ω̃ :=

[(
Re(Ω)
Im(Ω)

)
, JT2N

(
Re(Ω)
Im(Ω)

)]

with Ω ∈ Cns×(k+povs). We assume that 2k is such that there is a gap in the sin-
gular values of Z, i.e., σ2k(Z) > σ2k+1(Z). Then, rcSVD(Xs, 2k, povs, qpow) can be
computed as POD(Z, 2k)

Proof. The main step of the rcSVD procedure is to compute an SVD of the complex
matrix Y := Xc(Xc

HXc)
qpowΩ. According to [3] this is equivalent to computing an

SVD of
Z := [[Re(Y ); Im(Y )], JT2N [Re(Y ); Im(Y )]]

if there is a gap in the singular values of Z.
With the definition M := Xc(Xc

HXc)
qpow we get

Re(Y ) = Re(M)Re(Ω)− Im(M)Im(Ω)

and
Im(Y ) = Re(M)Im(Ω) + Im(M)Re(Ω)

we can reformulate
(
Re(Y )
Im(Y )

)
=

(
Re(M) −Im(M)
Im(M) Re(M)

)(
Re(Ω)
Im(Ω)

)

and

J
T

2N

(
Re(Y )
Im(Y )

)
=

(
−Im(Y )
Re(Y )

)
=

(
Re(M) −Im(M)
Im(M) Re(M)

)(
−Im(Ω)
Re(Ω)

)
.

From this, it follows that

Z = [[Re(Y ); Im(Y )], JT2N [Re(Y ); Im(Y )]] (37)

=

(
Re(M) −Im(M)
Im(M) Re(M)

)(
Re(Ω) −Im(Ω)
Im(Ω) Re(Ω)

)
(38)

=

[(
Re(M)
Im(M)

)
, JT2N

(
Re(M)
Im(M)

)]
Ω̃, (39)

where Ω̃ is defined as

Ω̃ :=

[(
Re(Ω)
Im(Ω)

)
, JT2N

(
Re(Ω)
Im(Ω)

)]
.

Further it holds that
[(

Re(M)
Im(M)

)
, JT2N

(
Re(M)
Im(M)

)]
= Ys(Y

T

s Ys)
qpow
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with

Ys :=

(
Q −P

P Q

)
.

This can be seen by induction: Clearly this equation holds for qpow = 0 by definition
of Xc and Ys. We now assume that the equation holds for some qpow ∈ N0. Then

Ys(Y
T

s Ys)
qpow+1 = Ys(Y

T

s Ys)
qpowY T

s Ys

=

[(
Re(M)
Im(M)

)
, JT2N

(
Re(M)
Im(M)

)]
Y T

s Ys

=

(
Re(M) −Im(M)
Im(M) Re(M)

)
Y T

s Ys.

Furthermore, we have

Y T

s Ys =

(
QT P T

−P T QT

)(
Q −P

P Q

)
=

(
QTQ+ P TP −QTP + P TQ

QTP − P TQ QTQ+ P TP

)

=

(
Re(Xc

HXc) −Im(Xc
HXc)

Im(Xc
HXc) Re(Xc

HXc)

)
.

Therefore, it holds that

Ys(Y
T

s Ys)
qpow+1 =

(
Re(M) −Im(M)
Im(M) Re(M)

)(
Re(Xc

HXc) −Im(Xc
HXc)

Im(Xc
HXc) Re(Xc

HXc)

)

=

(
M1 M2

M3 M4

)

=

(
Re(MXc

HXc) −Im(MXc
HXc)

Im(MXc
HXc) Re(MXc

HXc)

)

=

[(
Re(Xc(Xc

HXc)
qpow+1)

Im(Xc(Xc
HXc)

qpow+1)

)
, JT2N

(
Re(Xc(Xc

HXc)
qpow+1)

Im(Xc(Xc
HXc)

qpow+1)

)]
,

where

M1 = Re(M)Re(Xc
HXc)− Im(M)Im(Xc

HXc)

M2 = −Im(M)Re(Xc
HXc)− Re(M)Im(Xc

HXc)

M3 = Im(M)Re(Xc
HXc) + Re(M)Im(Xc

HXc)

M4 = Re(M)Re(Xc
HXc)− Im(M)Im(Xc

HXc).

Thus by the induction principle it follows that
[(

Re(M)
Im(M)

)
, JT2N

(
Re(M)
Im(M)

)]
= Ys(Y

T

s Ys)
qpow

for all qpow ∈ N0. Plugging this result into (39) yields

Z = Ys(Y
T

s Ys)
qpowΩ̃.

Therefore, the rcSVD can also be understood as rcSVD via POD of Ys(Y
T

s Ys)
qpowΩ̃

or rcSVD via rPOD of Ys using a special block-structured random matrix Ω̃ for the
random sketching. This can be a useful equivalent characterization that allows re-
sults for real matrices to be applied when they are not available for complex matrices.
Additionally, a numerical advantage may be a more easy implementation as only real
instead of complex arithmetics is required.
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6 Numerical Experiments

To analyze what are practical choices for the oversampling parameter povs and the
number of power iterations qpow, we perform numerical experiments on a 2D wave
equation problem. This example has originally been used in [5] as a non-parametric
one-dimensional problem and has been extended to the parametric two-dimensional
case in [30]. The problem reads: Find the solution u(t, ξ) with spatial variable

ξ := (ξ1, ξ2) ∈ Ω := (0, 0.5)× (0, 3)

and temporal variable t ∈ It(µ) := [t0, tend(µ)], with t0 = 0, tend(µ) = 2/µ of

utt(t, ξ) = c2∆u(t, ξ) in It(µ)×Ω

u(t0, ξ) = u0(ξ) := h(s(ξ)), in Ω,

ut(t0, ξ) = v0(ξ) in Ω,

u(t, ξ) = 0 in It(µ)× ∂Ω,

where

s(ξ) := 4

∣∣∣∣∣

(
ξ2 +

l

2
−

u0
sup

2

)/
u0
sup

∣∣∣∣∣ , h(s) :=






1− 3
2s

2 + 3
4s

3, 0 ≤ s ≤ 1,
1
4 (2− s)3, 1 < s ≤ 2,

0, s > 2,

and

v0(ξ) :=




− 4c

u0
sup

dh(s(ξ)), ξ2 +
l
2 − u0

sup

2 ≥ 0

4c
u0
sup

dh(s(ξ)), ξ2 +
l
2 − u0

sup

2 < 0
,

dh(s) :=





(−3s+ 9
4

2
), 0 ≤ s ≤ 1,

3
4 (2− s)2, 1 < s ≤ 2,

0, s > 2.

We fix u0
sup = 2 and choose µ = c ∈ P := [1, 2] as parameter (vector). Central finite

differences are used for the spatial discretization and the system is transformed into
a first order ODE. This leads to the Hamiltonian system

d

dt
x(t;µ) = J2N∇xH(x(t;µ);µ) = J2NH(µ)x(t;µ), x(0;µ) = x0(µ), (40)

where

H(µ) =

(
µ2(Dξ1ξ1 +Dξ2ξ2) 0N

0N IN

)

and
x0(µ) = [u0(ξ1), ..., u

0(ξN ), v0(ξ1), ..., v
0(ξN )]

with {ξi}Ni=1 ⊂ Ω being the grid points. We denote the three-point central difference
approximations in ξ1-direction and in ξ2-direction with the positive definite matrices
Dξ1ξ1 ∈ RN×N and Dξ2ξ2 ∈ RN×N . Here, the generalized position and generalized
momentum are the displacement at each grid point and the velocity at each grid point.
The number of grid points including boundary points in ξ1 is chosen as Nξ1 = 50 and
the number of grid points in ξ2-direction is chosen as Nξ2 = 300. The grid points
are distributed equidistantly along each axis. This results in a Hamiltonian system
of dimension of 2N = 15000 with Hamiltonian

H(x,µ) =
1

2
xTH(µ)x.
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The implicit midpoint rule is a symplectic integrator [31] that preserves quadratic
Hamiltonians. Moreover, we choose it with nt = 1500 equidistant time steps for
temporal discretization. Since tend(µ) is parameter dependent this leads to different
time step sizes for different parameters. The parameters µj = 1 + 0.1j, j = 0, ...10
are used for the computation of the snapshot matrix Xs ∈ R15000×16500. For the first
experiment we compare the projection errors

eproj(V ) = ||Xs − V V TXs||2F

of the rcSVD bases V ∈ R2N×k for k = 10, 20, 40, 80, 160, qpow = 0, 2, 5, and povs =

5, 20, l − k with l = 4(
√
k +

√
8 log(kns))

2 log(k). We further include the projection
error of the cSVD basis for comparison of the approximation quality and present the
results in Figure 1.
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Figure 1: Projection error for different values for povs and qpow

We observe that the rcSVD yields a very good approximation for all tested values
of qpow and povs. Especially when choosing qpow > 0 the projection errors are almost
equal to the projection error of cSVD. For qpow = 0 we observe that increasing povs
slightly improves the projection error eproj(V ). For higher values of qpow no influence
of povs on the error can be observed since it equals the best approximation error of
cSVD already for povs = 5. Therefore, we conclude that in practice much smaller
values for povs than povs = l − k with l = 4(

√
k +

√
8 log(kns))

2 log(k) can be used.
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In order to highlight the computational advantages of the randomized algorithms,
we present the average runtimes (averaged over 5 runs each) in Figure 2. They are
measured on a computer with 64 GB RAM and a 13th Gen Intel i7-13700K processor.
The experiments are implemented in Python 3.8.10 using numpy 1.24.3 and scipy
1.10.1.
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Figure 2: Runtimes for different values for povs and qpow

We observe that the rcSVD is highly efficient if povs is chosen as a small value that
is independent from k. Choosing povs as suggested by Theorems 1 and 2 to obtain
theoretical guarantees also yields an advantage regarding the use of computational
resources but only for small basis sizes and small values of qpow as this k-dependent
choice of povs drastically increases the runtime especially for larger values of k com-
pared to the runtimes for povs = 5, 20. In practice these small values for povs also
result in very good approximations as we saw in Figure 1 compared to cSVD while
requiring less than 5% of the computational costs.

For the next experiment we compute the effectivities

effdet =
eproj(V )

ηdet(Xs,Ω, k)
, eff adv

det =
eproj(V )

ηadvdet (Xs,Ω, k, qpow)
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for the deterministic error bounds

ηdet(Xs,Ω, k) =

(
1 +

√
1 + ||Ω2||22||Ω†

1||22
)√ ∑

j≥k+1

σ2
j

ηadvdet (Xs,Ω, k, qpow) =

√√√√√




∑

j≥k+1

σ2
j



+ α2||Ω2||22||Ω†
1||22

where with the superscript adv, we denote the advanced error bound that also takes
the number of power iterations into account. The effectivity measures the extent of
overestimation of the error bounds. Ideally, the effectivity is close to or even equal to
one. An effectivity larger than one corresponds to overestimation and an effectivity
lower than one means, that the error is underestimated, i.e., it is not bounded. Note,
that these error bounds are expensive to evaluate since the singular values and singular
vectors of the snapshot matrix are required. For efficient error estimation for example
in combination with adaptive basis generation, error estimation techniques like in [32]
or [33] have to be applied. We present average results over 5 runs (i.e., 5 draws of Ω)
in Figure 3.
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Figure 3: Effectivity of deterministic error bound for different values of povs and qpow

We observe that eff adv
det is very close to one for small values of k with an increasing

factor of overestimation the higher k is chosen. Further, ηadvdet gets sharper the higher
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qpow and povs are chosen. Also effdet becomes closer to one the higher povs is chosen.
However the value of qpow does not influence effdet. For qpow = 0 and povs = 5 both
bounds roughly have the same extent of overestimation i.e., the blue curves are close
together. For increasing values of qpow and povs the advances bound gets sharper, i.e.,
the dotted lines are closer to one than the solid lines.

For the next experiment we compute the effectivities

effprob =
eproj(V )

ηprob(Xs, k, povs)
, eff adv

prob =
eproj(V )

ηadvprob(Xs, k, povs, qpow)

for the probabilistic error bounds

ηprob(Xs, k, povs) :=
(
1 +

√
1 + 6ns/(k + povs)

)√ ∑

j≥k+1

σ2
j

ηadvprob(Xs, k, povs, qpow) :=

√√√√√




∑

j≥k+1

σ2
j



 + α26ns/(k + povs).
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Figure 4: Effectivity of probabilistic error bound for different values of povs and qpow
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By Theorems 1 and 2, the failure probability of the two bounds is 2/k for povs =
l−k, which is for the values of k considered here between 20% for k = 10 and 1.25% for
k = 160. However, we observe in Figure 4 where we present average results over 5 runs
(i.e., 5 draws of Ω) that in practice the effectivities are not lower than one. Note, that
we compute the effectivities also for povs = 5, 20 where the assumption povs ≥ l − k
does not hold. Nevertheless, we observe that also in this case the effectivities are
greater or equal than one. Moreover, we realize that the assumption povs ≥ k − l is
needed in Proposition 1 as we observe that the effectivities of the probabilistic bounds
are sometimes lower than the effectivities of the deterministic bounds for povs = 5, 20.
We further observe that eff adv

prob gets closer to one the higher qpow and povs are chosen
and similarly effprob becomes close to one the higher povs is chosen.

7 Conclusion and Outlook

In this work, we presented two probabilistic error bounds for the rcSVD basis gener-
ation procedure that depend on the choice of two hyperparameters. With a certain
probability which depends on the basis size a suitable choice leads to the projection
error of the rcSVD being at most a constant factor worse than the projection er-
ror of the cSVD, i.e., the rcSVD being quasi-optimal in the set of ortho-symplectic
matrices. However, the numerical experiments showed that the resulting choice for
the oversampling parameter povs required for having these guarantees is only useful if
k+povs ≪ ns. In practice, smaller values for povs also work very well where we do not
have probabilistic bounds. Moreover, we learn from Theorem 2 that the performance
of the rcSVD algorithm depends on the quotient (σk/σk+povs+1)

qpow . One option for
future work is applying (randomized) error estimates for the projection error and
combining them with adaptive randomized basis generation. Future work will also
deal with error analysis of the rSVD-like-algorithm [23], a randomized version of the
SVD-like decomposition [34, 3]. Another option for future work is the analysis of
different complex sketching matrices, i.e., bounding the norms of Ω1,Ω2 for other
random distributions. Furthermore, our implementation could be adapted and tested
on different hardware (e.g. multicore architectures), as random sketching techniques
are easily parallelizable and therefore well suited to modern computing architectures.
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