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Abstract

Several quantum algorithms for linear algebra problems, and in particular quantum
machine learning problems, have been “dequantized” in the past few years. These de-
quantization results typically hold when classical algorithms can access the data via length-
squared sampling. This assumption, which is standard in the field of randomized linear
algebra, means that for a unit-norm vector u ∈ Cn, we can sample from the distribution
pu : {1, . . . , n} → [0, 1] defined as pu(i) = |u(i)|2 for each i ∈ {1, . . . , n}. Since this distri-
bution corresponds to the distribution obtained by measuring the quantum state |u〉 in the
computational basis, length-squared sampling access gives a reasonable classical analogue
to the kind of quantum access considered in many quantum algorithms for linear algebra
problems.

In this work we investigate how robust these dequantization results are. We introduce
the notion of approximate length-squared sampling, where classical algorithms are only able to
sample from a distribution close to the ideal distribution in total variation distance. While
quantum algorithms are natively robust against small perturbations, current techniques in
dequantization are not. Our main technical contribution is showing how many techniques
from randomized linear algebra can be adapted to work under this weaker assumption
as well. We then use these techniques to show that the recent low-rank dequantization
framework by Chia, Gilyén, Li, Lin, Tang and Wang (JACM 2022) and the dequantization
framework for sparse matrices by Gharibian and Le Gall (STOC 2022), which are both based
on the Quantum Singular Value Transformation, can be generalized to the case of approx-
imate length-squared sampling access to the input. We also apply these results to obtain
a robust dequantization of many quantum machine learning algorithms, including quan-
tum algorithms for recommendation systems, supervised clustering and low-rank matrix
inversion.

http://arxiv.org/abs/2304.04932v1


1 Introduction

1.1 Background

The quantum algorithm for matrix inversion by Harrow, Hassidim and Lloyd [22], often called
simply the HHL algorithm, is a milestone in quantum algorithms for linear algebra. Given a
well-conditioned invertible matrix A ∈ Cn×n and a vector u ∈ Cn, the algorithm prepares in
time poly(log n) a quantum state proportional to a vector x̂ ∈ Cn close to the solution of the
system of equations Ax = u. This quantum state can then be used to compute some partial
information about x̂. The HHL algorithm has been very influential for the development of
quantum algorithms solving problems related to linear algebra, and has in particular lead to
several quantum machine learning algorithms ([6, 28, 29, 31, 33, 34, 35, 38] for instance).

An important assumption in the HHL algorithm, and in most of these extensions as well, is
that the input vector should be accessible as a quantum state: the quantum computer has access
to a few copies of the quantum state |v〉 = ∑

n
i=1 v(i)|i〉 on O(log n) qubits, for v = u/ ‖u‖. In

order for the HHL algorithm to be useful, it is thus crucial to be able to prepare this quantum
state efficiently. One concrete proposal is having the vector u stored in Quantum Random
Access Memory (QRAM), in which case (when using the definition of QRAM in [28]) one copy
of |v〉 can be created in time poly(log n). Similar assumptions are needed on how the quantum
algorithm can access the matrix A. As discussed in [1], all these assumptions make difficult to
directly compare the performance of these quantum algorithms to the performance of classical
methods.

A series of works initiated by Tang [36] has been investigating the importance of such as-
sumptions for quantum machine learning. These results have shown that for most quantum
machine learning algorithms in the QRAM model, if classical algorithms are allowed to ac-
cess the input via length-squared1 sampling-and-query access (which we abbreviate as sampling-
and-query access in this paper) then the quantum advantage vanishes: classical algorithms can
achieve performance similar (i.e., polynomially related) to the performance of quantum algo-
rithms. The concept of (length-squared) sampling-and-query access is a central concept in the
literature on linear algebra algorithms based on random sampling [10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 16, 26, 27].
For a nonzero vector u ∈ Cn, sampling-and-query access to u means that the following two
operations can be implemented in poly(log n) time: on input i ∈ {1, . . . , n} we can query
the entry u(i); we can get one sample from the distribution pu : {1, . . . , n} → [0, 1] defined as

pu(i) = |u(i)|2/ ‖u‖2 for each i ∈ {1, . . . , n}. The first operation is standard and similar to
the assumption (made in most classical algorithms) that the input is stored in Random Access
Memory (RAM). This is the second operation that makes linear algebra algorithms based on
random sampling extremely powerful. In the perspective of dequantization, this second oper-
ation can be seen as a natural classical analogue of the assumption that the quantum state |v〉
(with v = u/ ‖u‖) can be created at cost poly(log n), since measuring |v〉 in the computational
basis gives precisely a sample from the distribution pu.

The main thesis of the line of research on dequantization initiated in [36] is that the perfor-
mance of quantum machine learning algorithms in the QRAM model should be compared to
the performance of classical algorithms with sampling-and-query access to the input. More
precisely, the main objective of this approach is to investigate if some quantum advantage
persists even when compared to such classical algorithms. The answers obtained so far are

1Length-squared sampling is also called ℓ2-norm importance sampling in the literature.
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unfortunately negative. After Tang’s celebrated dequantization [36] of the quantum algorithm
for recommendation systems by Kerenidis and Prakash [28], which was one of the main can-
didates for quantum advantage in machine learning, several works have successively dequan-
tized most known quantum machine learning algorithms in the QRAM model [2, 4, 3, 5, 9, 15,
17, 19, 25, 36]. The coup de grâce was recently given by Chia, Gilyén, Li, Lin, Tang and Wang
[4], who developed a general framework for dequantization applying to almost all known
quantum machine learning algorithms, and gave strong evidence for the lack of exponential
speedup for quantum machine learning algorithms in the QRAM model.

1.2 Motivation: Approximate sampling-and-query access

In this work, we explore the possibility of dequantizing quantum algorithms in the QRAM
model by classical algorithms using a weaker version of sampling-and-query access, which we
call ε-approximate (length-squared) sampling-and-query access, where ε ∈ [0, 1] is a parameter.
In ε-approximate sampling-and-query access we weaken the definition as follows: While the
query operation is unchanged (on input i ∈ {1, . . . , n} we can query the entry u(i)), for the
sampling operation we can only get one sample from a distribution p̃u : {1, . . . , n} → [0, 1] that
is close to pu. More precisely, the only guarantee is that the total variation distance between p̃u

and pu is at most ε. (Note that standard sampling-and-query access corresponds to the case ε =
0.) This variant corresponds to the setting where query access to u can be easily implemented
(e.g., when the input is stored in RAM) but perfect sampling access is not available or simply
too costly to be implemented.

It happens that this seemingly minor change is problematic for known dequantization tech-
niques. Consider for instance the inner product estimation from [36], a technique also used in
several other “quantum-inspired” algorithms, which dequantizes the SWAP test (a basic quan-
tum algorithm that can be used to estimate the inner product between two pure states). Given
two unit-norm vectors u, v ∈ Rn, where u is given via sampling-and-query access, the approach
typically works as follows: sample an index i ∈ {1, . . . , n} according to the distribution pu and

output the value v(i)
u(i)

. Note that the expectation of this value is

n

∑
i=1

pu(i)
v(i)

u(i)
=

n

∑
i=1

|u(i)|2 v(i)

u(i)
=

n

∑
i=1

u(i)v(i) = (u, v). (1)

It is easy to show that the variance of this estimator is small, and thus taking the mean for a few
samples gives a good approximation of the inner product (u, v). Note that this test, however,
is not “robust” due to the division by u(i). In particular, when only able to sample from p̃u

instead of pu, the same strategy does not work since the ratio p̃u(i)
1

u(i) can become arbitrarily

large, which significantly compromises the quality of the approximation.
Quantum algorithms in the QRAM model, on the other hand, are natively robust: since

quantum evolutions are trace-preserving, for any quantum algorithm Q and any two quantum
states |φ〉 and |ψ〉 such that the (trace) distance of |φ〉 and |ψ〉 is at most ε (which implies that
the total variation distance between the distributions p|φ〉 and p|ψ〉 is at most ε), the distance
between the output of Q on input |φ〉 and the output of Q on input |ψ〉 is at most ε. The central
motivation of the present work is to understand whether this property of quantum algorithms
can be exploited to show a quantum advantage in machine learning.

To our knowledge, this notion of approximate sampling-and-query access has never been
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considered in the literature on linear algebra via random sampling.2 The main reason is that in
those works, sampling access to the vectors and matrices is usually not given as input. Instead,
the algorithm makes one pass over the whole data as a preliminary step in order to collect
enough information to be able to implement efficient sampling access in the second phase of
the algorithm. The time required by the preliminary step is typically linear in the input size (i.e.,
the number of nonzero entries of the vectors or matrices), which is enough to get an implemen-
tation of perfect sampling-and-query access to the input. In dequantization algorithms, on the
other hand, the main goal is typically to construct algorithms with running time exponential
faster than the input size, and thus making a pass on the whole data is not possible. In this
setting, the implementation of sampling access becomes extremely challenging, and it makes
sense to consider the scenario where only approximate sampling access can be implemented.

1.3 Our results

In this work we show that for essentially all known quantum algorithms that have been de-
quantized in the past few years, robust dequantization is also possible: there exist classical
algorithms matching the performance of these quantum algorithms (up to polynomial factors)
even when having only approximate sampling-and-query access to the input. In particular, this
gives evidence for the lack of exponential speedup for quantum machine learning algorithms in
the QRAM model even when classical algorithms have only approximate sampling-and-query
access to the input.

Approximate oversampling and closeness properties. Our first contribution is to develop a
framework for working with vectors and matrices given by approximate sampling-and-query
access. Following the approach developed in [4] (which used the concept of oversampling-
and-query access), we develop our framework by introducing the concept of approximate over-
sampling-and-query access. In this setting, instead of being able to generate samples from a dis-
tribution p̃u close to pu, we can only generate samples from a distribution q̃u : {1, . . . , n} → [0, 1]
such that q̃u(i) ≥ 1

φ p̃u(i) holds for all i ∈ {1, . . . , n}, for some φ ≥ 1 called the oversampling

parameter. (Note that taking φ = 1 gives the usual approximate sampling-and-query access.)
We prove the following two properties for approximate oversampling-and-query access.

• Closeness property: given approximate oversampling-and-query access to a small num-
ber of vectors, we can implement efficiently approximate oversampling-and-query access
to a linear combination of these vectors (with a slightly worse oversampling parameter).

• Conversion property: given approximate oversampling-and-query access to a vector, we
can implement efficiently approximate sampling-and-query access with an overhead in
the complexity corresponding to the oversampling parameter.

These two properties generalize the two properties shown (for the setting of perfect sampling-
and-query access) in [4]. The closeness property, which usually does not hold for approximate
sampling-and-query access, is the reason why the notion of approximate oversampling-and-
query access is very convenient to deal with. In addition, the conversion property shows that

2The slightly relation notion of oversampling access has been considered in [12], and in [4] in the context of
dequantization. This notion is conceptually different from ours (our notion only guarantees that the distribution is
close to the ideal distribution in total variation distance).
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working with oversampling-and-query access is meaningful, since at the end of the computa-
tion it is possible to recover sampling-and-query access from the output (with an overhead in
the complexity corresponding to the oversampling parameter).

Matrix multiplication. Our second contribution is to develop a robust version of one of the
central techniques in the area of randomized numerical linear algebra: matrix multiplication
based on importance matrix sketches. Given two matrices X ∈ Cm×n and Y ∈ Cm×n′

, the
approach by Drineas, Kannan and Mahoney [12], on which the dequantization framework by
Chia, Gilyén, Li, Lin, Tang and Wang [4] is also based, creates a matrix Σ ∈ Rr×m with only one
nonzero entry per row, and estimates the matrix product X†Y by the matrix product X†Σ†ΣY.
Note that X†Σ† is an n × r matrix obtained by selecting r columns of X† (i.e., r rows of X)
and renormalizing them, while ΣY is an r × n′ matrix obtained by selecting r rows of Y and
renormalizing them. The matrix product X†Σ†ΣY can thus be considered as a “sketch” of the
matrix product X†Y. The quality of the approximation, i.e., the Frobenius norm

∥∥∥X†Σ†ΣY − X†Y
∥∥∥

F

depends naturally on the choice of Σ. Drineas, Kannan and Mahoney [12] analyzed the optimal
choice for Σ, and showed that this Σ can be constructed using (length-squared) sampling-and-
query access to the matrices X and Y.3 In the dequantization setting, this result has been used
in particular to obtain a sketch of the singular value transformation of a matrix [4, Theorem 5.1].

In our setting, where we only have approximate (over)sampling-and-query access to the
matrices X and Y, several challenges appear when trying to adapt this technique. First, con-
structing efficiently unbiased estimators for matrix multiplication seems hopeless since the
probability distribution from which we can sample is biased. Second, and more importantly,
it is even unclear whether the approach from [4, 12] can be adapted, for the same reasons as
mentioned in Section 1.2 for the inner product (observe that inner product is a special case of
matrix product).

Our main technical contribution is to show that a robust version of matrix multiplication
is possible, with a small bias depending on the parameter ε. Here are informal versions of
our two results related to matrix multiplication (we refer to Sections 4.1 and 4.2 for the formal
statements):

Theorem 1 (Informal version). Given two matrices X ∈ Cm×n and Y ∈ Cm×n′
, assume that we have

ε-approximate sampling-and-query access to X, for any ε ∈ [0, 1]. For any ξ > 0 and any δ ∈ (0, 1],

we can construct efficiently a matrix sketch Σ ∈ Rr×m with r = Θ
(

1
δξ2

)
such that

Pr
[∥∥∥X†Σ†ΣY − X†Y

∥∥∥
F
≤
(

2
√

2ε + ξ
)
‖X‖F ‖Y‖F

]
≥ 1 − δ.

Theorem 2 (Informal version). Given two matrices X ∈ Cm×n and Y ∈ Cm×n′
, assume that we have

ε-approximate sampling-and-query access to both X and Y, for any ε ∈ [0, 1]. For any ξ > 0 and any

3Sampling-and-query access to a matrix is defined using the concept of sampling-and-query access to a vector:
we say that we have sampling-and-query access to a matrix A ∈ Cm×n if we have sampling-and-query access to
each row of A and we have sampling-and-query access to the vector of row norms of the matrices A, i.e., the vector
(‖A(1, ·)‖ , . . . , ‖A(m, ·)‖). This notion has been extended to oversampling-and-query access to a matrix in the
literature [4, 12]. In this work we further extend it to ε-approximate (over)sampling-and-query access to a matrix
(see Definitions 7 and 8 in Section 2.3).

5



δ ∈ (0, 1], we can construct efficiently a matrix sketch Σ ∈ Rr×m with r = Θ
(

log(1/δ)
ξ2

)
such that

Pr
[∥∥∥X†Σ†ΣY − X†Y

∥∥∥
F
≤ (2ε + ξ) ‖X‖F ‖Y‖F

]
≥ 1 − δ.

Theorem 2 gives a smaller bias and an exponentially better dependence on δ than The-
orem 1. On the other hand, it requires ε-approximate sampling-and-query access to both X
and Y. We note that the dependence in δ in Theorem 1 is likely to be inevitable since even with
perfect sampling-and-quantum access, it is not known how to achieve a better dependence on δ

when given access to only one matrix [12].
We then use these techniques to show how to compute a sketch of the singular value trans-

formation of a matrix, similarly to what [4] has done in the perfect sampling-and-query access
setting. Here is the informal version of our result (see Section 4.3 for the formal version):

Theorem 3. Let X ∈ Cm×n be a matrix and f : R → C be a smooth function. Assume that we have
ε-approximate sampling-and-query access to X. For any parameters δ ∈ (0, 1] and γ > 0, we can
efficiently construct two matrices Σ ∈ Cr×m and C = Cr×c with r, c = poly(log(1/δ), 1/γ, ‖X‖F)
such that if ε is small enough then the inequality

∥∥∥X†Σ† f̄ (CC†)ΣX − f (X†X)
∥∥∥

F
≤ γ

holds with probability at least 1 − δ, where f̄ (x) := f (x)/x.

Theorem 3 shows that in order to get a good “sketch” of a singular value transformation
f (X†X) of the matrix X†X it is enough to compute f̄ (CC†) for the much smaller matrix CC† ∈
Cr×r. This technique is the basis for most of our advanced applications.

Applications. By applying all the above techniques, we are able to robustly dequantize (i.e.,
dequantize even when the input is given via ε-approximate sampling-and-query access for
ε > 0) most4 of the quantum algorithms that have been dequantized in the literature. Below
we briefly discuss all our applications and refer to Section 6 for details. Simplified statements of
the complexities of our results and their comparison with prior works can be found in Table 1.5

• Inner product (Section 3 and Section 6.1). In the quantum setting, the SWAP test can
be used to estimate the absolute value of the inner product between two pure states with
additive error ξ using O(1/ξ2) copies of the states.6 The dequantization technique from
[4, 36] estimates the inner product of two vectors u and v with error ξ ‖u‖ ‖v‖ in time
O(1/ξ2) given sampling-and-query access to one of the vectors and query access to the
other, which matches the complexity of the SWAP test for unit-norm vectors. By applying
Theorem 1, we immediately obtain a classical algorithm that estimates the inner product
with error (2

√
2ε + ξ) ‖u‖ ‖v‖ in time O(1/ξ2) when given ε-approximate sampling-and-

query access to one of the vectors and query access to the other (Proposition 1 in Section 3
and Proposition 6 in Section 6.1). The term 2

√
2ε here is a bias (coming from the bias in

Theorem 1) due to the fact that we are sampling from a biased distribution.7 This result

4Due to space constraints, in this paper we only present our robust dequantization results for a few important
quantum algorithms. Our framework does apply to more quantum algorithms. Actually, we have not been able to
find a single example of quantum algorithm that can be dequantized but not robustly dequantized.

5In this paper, the notation Õ(·) removes factors polylogarithmic in the dimension of the matrices and vectors.
6If quantum circuits constructing the two quantum states are available, then the complexity can be further re-

duced to O(1/ξ) using amplitude estimation.
7Note that a similar bias would appear for quantum algorithms based on the SWAP test in the analogue setting

where the input states are at (trace) distance ε from the ideal states.

6



Quantum
Classical (perfect
sampling)

Classical (approximate
sampling)

Inner product Õ(1/ξ2) Õ(1/ξ2) [36] Õ(1/ξ2) Props. 1, 6

Low-rank
QSVT

Õ
(

d

‖p(
√

A† A)b‖

)
[20] Õ

(
d16

‖p(
√

A† A)b‖6

)
[4] Õ

(
d16

‖p(
√

A† A)b‖6

)
Th. 4

Sparse
QSVT

poly(s, d) [20] Õ(sd) [17] Õ(sd) Th. 5

Supervised
clustering

Õ(1/η) [30] Õ(1/η2) [4, 37] Õ(1/η2) Th. 6

Recommendation
systems

Õ(
√

K) [28]
Õ(K12) [36]

Õ(K8) Th. 7
Õ(K8) [4]

Low-rank matrix
inversion

Õ(
√

K) [20, 21] Õ(K14) [4] Õ(K14) Th. 8

Table 1: Overview of our applications and comparison with prior works.

shows that when ε is small enough, i.e., when we are sampling from a distribution close
enough to the ideal distribution in the total variation distance, we can obtain a perfor-
mance close to the performance of algorithms having access to the ideal distribution.

• “Low-rank” Quantum Singular Value transformation (Section 6.2). Chia, Gilyén, Li,
Lin, Tang and Wang [4] have shown how to dequantize in the low-rank regime the Quan-
tum Singular Value Transformation (QSVT), which is a recent powerful paradigm devel-
oped by Gilyén, Su, Low and Wiebe [20] that can be used to recover most known quantum
algorithms and construct new ones (we refer to [32] for a good survey). Given an even
polynomial p of degree d, a matrix A ∈ Cm×n and a vector b with ‖b‖ = 1, the QSVT is a
technique to construct a good approximation of a quantum state proportional to the vec-

tor p(
√

A†A)b. In the low-rank regime, which corresponds to the assumption ‖A‖F = 1

(or more generally ‖A‖F ≤ 1), the complexity of the approach is Õ(d/‖p(
√

A† A)b‖).
Chia, Gilyén, Li, Lin, Tang and Wang [4] showed how to dequantize this technique by
proving that given sampling-and-query access to A and b, it is possible to implement

with high probability sampling-and-query access to a vector close to p(
√

A†A)b in time

Õ(d16/‖p(
√

A†A)b‖6). By adapting the methodology from [4], we show how to achieve
the same running time when given only ε-approximate sampling-and-query access to A
and b for ε > 0, when ε is small enough.

• Sparse Quantum Singular Value transformation (Section 6.3). Gharibian and Le Gall [17]

have considered the problem of estimating the value v†p(
√

A† A)u for a matrix A ∈ Cm×n

such that ‖A‖ = 1 (or more generally ‖A‖ ≤ 1) and two vectors u, v ∈ Cn. Note that the
condition ‖A‖ ≤ is significantly weaker than the condition ‖A‖F ≤ 1 since the inequality
‖A‖ ≤ ‖A‖F always holds but ‖A‖F can be as large as

√
n ‖A‖. On the other hand, with

this weaker assumption the problem can only be solved efficiently in the classical setting
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for special types of matrices, such as s-sparse matrices (i.e., matrices containing at most s
nonzero entries per row and column). The main result from [17] indeed shows that when
given sampling-and-query access to an s-sparse matrix A, a good estimate of the value

v†p(
√

A†A)u can be computed in Õ(sd) time, which matches (up to polynomial factors)
the complexity of quantum algorithms based on the QSVT for constant s and constant d
(Ref. [17] also shows that the problem becomes BQP-hard for d = poly(n) and s con-
stant). By combining our techniques for robust estimation of the inner product with the
main technical result from [17], we show that this dequantization result even holds when
considering SQε(v) for ε > 0, when ε is small enough.

Using this result, we can generalize the other dequantization results in [17, Section 4], and
in particular obtain an efficient classical algorithm computing a constant-precision esti-
mation of the ground energy of a local Hamiltonians when given ε-approximate sampling-
and-query access to a guiding vector u that has constant overlap with the ground state
(Theorem 1 in [17] showed this result only for the case ε = 0). Similarly, the implications
to the Quantum PCP conjecture and the No Low-Energy Samplable States (NLSS) conjec-
ture discussed in [17, Section 5] also generalize to the case of approximate sampling-and-
query access to the witness states.

• Supervised clustering (Section 6.4). Lloyd, Mohseni, and Rebentrost [30] developed a
quantum algorithm for the supervised clustering problem, an important problem in ma-
chine learning. From a computational perspective, this quantum algorithm simply com-
putes the inner product between two vectors representing appropriately the data, which
can be done in Õ (1/η) time using the SWAP test, where η represents the precision pa-
rameter. Prior dequantization works [4, 37] showed how to construct classical algorithms
solving this problem in time O

(
1/η2

)
given sampling-and-query access to the input. By

applying our algorithm for robust estimation of the inner product, we immediately ob-
tain the same complexity when given only ε-approximate sampling-and-query access for
ε > 0.

• Recommendation systems (Section 6.5). In recommendation systems, the main com-
putational task reduces to sampling from a row of a low-rank matrix close to the input
matrix A (which corresponds to the users’ preference matrix). A key parameter for ex-
pressing the complexity of quantum algorithms for recommendation systems [28] and

their dequantization [4, 36] is the ratio K = ‖A‖2
F /σ2, where σ is a threshold value used

for the specification of the problem. Kerenidis and Prakash [28] have shown how to
solve the problem in time Õ(

√
K) on a quantum computer when A is given in QRAM.

Ref. [4] gave a classical algorithm solving the problem in time Õ(K16) when A is given
via sampling-and-query access, which matches the complexity of the quantum algorithm
up to a (large) polynomial factor and improved the complexity of Tang’s original algo-
rithm [36]. By applying our framework, we show how to obtain the same complexity
when given only ε-approximate sampling-and-query access to the input for ε > 0, when ε
is small enough.

• “Low-rank” matrix inversion (Section 6.6). While the matrix inversion problem solved
by the HHL quantum algorithm is BQP-hard [22] and thus unlikely to be dequantized,
several low-rank versions of matrix inversion (or, more precisely, solving a system of lin-
ear equations) have been studied in recent works on dequantization [3, 4, 21]. Ref. [4],
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in particular, showed that classical algorithms can solve linear equations in time Õ(K14)
given sampling-and-query access to the matrix and the vector specifying the system of
linear equations. Since quantum algorithms solve this problem in time Õ(

√
K) when A

is given in QRAM [20, 21], the classical algorithms match this complexity up to a (large)
polynomial factor. By applying our framework, we show how to obtain the same com-
plexity when given only ε-approximate sampling-and-query access for ε > 0, when ε is
small enough.

All these results give strong evidence for the lack of exponential speedup for quantum ma-
chine learning algorithms in the QRAM model (and additionally for the framework from [17])
even when the classical algorithms only have approximate sampling-and-query access to the
input. The main conceptual message of this paper is thus that no quantum advantage seems to
arise in machine learning (at least for the problems we consider) from the ability of quantum
algorithms to natively robustly manipulate classical information encoded as quantum states.

1.4 Overview of our techniques

Our work adapts the frameworks developed by Chia, Gilyén, Li, Lin, Tang and Wang [4] and
Gharibian and Le Gall [17] to the case of approximate sampling-and-query access to the input.
In particular, we need to adapt essentially all the definitions and technical lemmas from [4], as
well as their proofs. From a technical perspective, the three main contributions are the three
techniques described below.

Robust estimation of the inner product. We describe the main idea behind our robust es-
timation of the inner product. Consider two unit-norm vectors u, v ∈ Rn, where u is given
via ε-approximate sampling-and-query access and v is given by query access (i.e., on an input
i ∈ {1, . . . , n} we can query v(i)). A straightforward adaptation of the method described in Sec-
tion 1.2 would be: sample an index i ∈ {1, . . . , n} according to the distribution p̃u and output
the value v(i)/u(i). Comparing with Equation (1), we see that indices i such that u(i) is very
small but p̃u(i) is large lead to large bias. This suggests the followings strategy: use instead an
estimator of the type {

0 if i ∈ Γ,
v(i)
u(i) if i /∈ Γ,

for a set Γ = {i ∈ {1, . . . , n} | |u(i)| ≤ θ(i)}, where θ(i) is a well chosen threshold function.
Ideally, we would like to choose θ(i) based on the value of p̃u(i). This is unfortunately not
possible since we do not have access to the value p̃u(i). Our key discovery is that choosing θ(i)
based on the value of v(i) does work. Taking such as estimate leads to a biased estimator where
the bias comes from two parts: the first part coming from the fact that we are sampling from p̃u

instead of pu and the second part coming from the fact that we disregarding the contribution
of the indices in the set Γ. When setting θ(i) = γ |v(i)| for some constant γ, we discover that
it is possible to derive “complementary” upper bounds on these two biases: the upper bound
on the first bias is proportional to γ while the upper bound on the second bias is inverse-
proportional to γ. We then take the optimal value for γ and set θ(i) accordingly. Concretely,
we take θ(i) =

√
2ε |v(i)| (with additional normalization factors when u and v are not unit-

norm), which gives a bias of
√

2ε+
√

2ε = 2
√

2ε. We refer to Section 3 for a fairly self-contained
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presentation of the details of our technique for robust estimation of the inner product.8

Extension to robust estimation of matrix multiplication. Our second main technical contri-
bution is extending this strategy to compute a general matrix product XY. We adapt the notion
of matrix sketch, which is one of the central concepts in linear algebra algorithms based on
random sampling [10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 16, 26, 27], to the setting of approximate sampling (see
Definition 9 in Section 4.1). This is the key step that enables us to adapt the matrix multipli-
cation sketching technique by Drineas, Kannan and Mahoney [12] to the setting where only
ε-approximate sampling-and-query access to one matrix is given, for ε > 0. When given ap-
proximate sampling access only to one of the matrices (X or Y), we apply a technique similar to
our robust evaluation of the inner product (indeed, we obtain the 2

√
2ε term in the bias of the

sketch in Theorem 1). When given approximate sampling access to both matrices X and Y, we
adapt the technique based on joint-matrix sampling from [12], which was also used in [4]. The
first step is again to adapt the definition to the setting of approximate sampling (Definition 12 in
Section 4.2). Using the inequality of arithmetic and geometric means and a finer analysis of the
success probability based on MacDiarmid’s bounded difference inequality, this technique leads
to an algorithm (Theorem 2) with exponentially better dependence in the error parameter δ.

Robust rejection sampling. Our third main technical contribution, crucial to dequantize quan-
tum algorithms for the low-rank quantum singular value transformation and recommendation
systems, is the conversion technique mentioned in Section 1.3, which converts approximate
oversampling-and-query access into approximate sampling-and-query. A similar conversion
has been used in the perfect setting in [4, 36], based on the standard technique in probabilistic
algorithms called rejection sampling (see, e.g., [8] for a detailed description of this technique).
Our main technical contribution is to develop a robust version of rejection sampling.

Standard rejection sampling is a method to generate samples from a (hard) distribution
p1 : {1, . . . , n} → [0, 1] given the ability to generate samples from another (easier) distribution
p2 : {1, . . . , n} → [0, 1]. The method works as follows: sample j ∈ {1, . . . , n} from p2; output

it with probability
p1(j)

mp2(j)
for a large value m (large enough such that p1(j) ≤ mp2(j) holds

for all j ∈ {1, . . . , m}) and otherwise report “failure”. It is easy to see that the probability of
outputting j is p1(j)/m and the probability that the process does not fail is 1/m. In consequence,
conditioned on the event that the process does not fail, the probability that sample j is output
is precisely p1(j). Repeating the process Θ(m) times will then output a sample drawn from
the distribution p1 with high probability. In Section 5.1, we show how to to generalize this
technique to the case where we can only generate samples from a probability distribution p̃2

that is close to p2 in total variation distance. At first glance, it seems that the same difficulty
as when trying to extend Equation (1) to the approximate sampling setting arises. We show
that the condition p1(j) ≤ mp2(j) is actually strong enough to control the bias, which enables
us to sample with high probability from a probability distribution close to p1 in total variation
distance (see Proposition 3 in Section 5.1).

8The inner product estimation algorithm of Section 3 is actually a special case of Theorem 1 in Section 4.1. We
present it in Section 3 as a “warm-up” since for this special case the presentation is significantly lighter (in particular,
we do not need the notion of matrix sketch introduced in in Section 4.1).
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2 Preliminaries

In this section we present the definitions needed for this work. In Section 2.1 we give general
definitions and notations. In Section 2.2 we define several notions of access to a vector and in
particular introduce the concept of approximate sampling-and-query access, which is one of
the main conceptual contributions of this work. In Section 2.3, we extend these definitions to
matrices.

2.1 Notations and general definitions

General notations. In this paper we assume that arithmetic operations in C (i.e., addition,
subtraction, multiplication and division of two scalars) can be done at unit cost.9 For any
complex number x, we write x∗ its complex conjugate. We denote by R≥0 the set of non-
negative real numbers. We say that a polynomial p ∈ C[x] is even if p(x) = p(−x) for all x ∈ C.
Given a function f : R → C, some set Λ ⊆ R and a positive real number L, we say that f is
L-Lipschitz on Λ if the inequality | f (x)− f (y)| ≤ L |x − y| holds for any x, y ∈ Λ.

Matrices and vectors. For a matrix A ∈ Cm×n, we write its entries as A(i, j) for (i, j) ∈
{1, . . . , m} × {1, . . . , n}. For each i ∈ {1, . . . , m}, we denote the i-th row of A as A(i, ·) . For any
j ∈ {1, . . . , n}, we denote the j-th column of A as A(·, j). We write A∗ for its conjugate and A†

for its transpose-conjugate, i.e., the matrices such that A∗(i, j) = A(i, j)∗ and A†(i, j) = A(j, i)∗

for all (i, j) ∈ {1, . . . , m} × {1, . . . , n}. We use similar notations for vectors.
For a vector u ∈ Cn, we denote its ℓ2 norm as ‖u‖. For a matrix A ∈ Cm×n, we denote its

spectral norm as ‖A‖, and denote its Frobenius norm as ‖A‖F, i.e.,

‖A‖F =

√√√√
m

∑
i=1

n

∑
j=1

|A(i, j)|2.

We have ‖A‖ ≤ ‖A‖F ≤
√

min(m, n) ‖A‖.10

Given a Hermitian matrix H ∈ Cn×n, we order its eigenvalues in non-increasing order and
denote them λ1(H) ≥ λ2(H) ≥ · · · ≥ λn(H). We write

Spec(H) = {λ1(H), λ2(H), . . . , λn(H)}

for the spectrum of H.
In Section 4.3 we will need the following two lemmas.

Lemma 1 (Hoffman-Wielandt theorem [23]). For Hermitian matrices X, Y ∈ Cm×m, we have

m

∑
i=1

|λi(X)− λi(Y)|2 ≤ ‖X − Y‖2
F .

9All our upper bounds can easily be converted into upper bounds for the bit-complexity of the problem as well
if the notions of query access and sampling access to the input are redefined appropriately to take in consideration
the bit-complexity of the input vectors and matrices.

10In this paper we systematically use the upper bound ‖A‖ ≤ ‖A‖F to state the bounds on the complexity of
our algorithms only in term of ‖A‖F. It is possible (and done in prior works [4]) to give a finer analysis of the
statements of upper bounds using both ‖A‖ and ‖A‖F but for clarity we abstain from doing this since this gives
more complicated bounds.
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Lemma 2 (Corollary 2.3 in [18]). For two Hermitian matrices X, Y ∈ Cm×m and a function f : R →
C that is L-Lipschitz on Spec(X) ∪ Spec(Y), we have

‖ f (X)− f (Y)‖F ≤ L ‖X −Y‖F .

For a positive semidefinite Hermitian matrix H ∈ Cn×n, consider its spectral decomposition

H =
n

∑
i=1

λi(H)viv
†
i .

where the {vi}i are orthonormal vectors in Cn. For any function f : R≥0 → C, the matrix

f (H) =
n

∑
i=1

f (λi(H))viv
†
i

is called the singular value transformation of H associated to f (which in this case coincides
with the eigenvalue transformation of H associated to f ). We use this definition to define the
concept, which we will consider in Sections 6.2 and 6.3, of (even) polynomial transformation
of an arbitrary (i.e., non-Hermitian) matrix. For an even polynomial p ∈ C[x] and a matrix

A ∈ Cm×n, the (even) polynomial transformation of A associated to p is defined as p(
√

A† A). Let
us write

p(x) = a0 + a2x2 + a4x4 + · · ·+ adxd,

where d is the (even) degree of p and a0, . . . , ad are coefficients. It is easy to check that the
following relation holds:

p(
√

A†A) = a0 In + a2 A†A + a4(A† A)2 + · · ·+ ad(A† A)d,

where In denotes the identity matrix of dimension n.
We now define the singular value transformation of an arbitrary matrix. This concept will

be used in Sections 6.5 and 6.6. For any matrix A ∈ Cm×n, consider its spectral singular value
transformation

A =
min(m,n)

∑
i=1

σiuiv
†
i ,

where the σi’s are nonnegative real numbers, {ui}i are orthonormal vectors in Cm and {vi}i are
orthonormal vectors in Cn. For any function f : R≥0 → C such that f (0) = 0, the matrix

f (A) =
min(m,n)

∑
i=1

f (σi)uiv
†
i

is called the singular value transformation of A associated to f . Note that when A is a positive
semidefinite Hermitian matrix we recover the above definition.11

11For arbitrary matrices, the condition f (0) = 0 guarantees that the singular value transformation is well defined.
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Probability distributions and matrix-valued random variables. Given a probability distri-
bution p : {1, . . . , n} → [0, 1], we denote its support as supp(p), i.e.,

supp(p) = {i ∈ {1, . . . , n} | p(i) > 0}.

Given two probability distributions p, q : {1, . . . , n} → [0, 1] we write their total variation
distance as

|p − q|tv =
1

2

n

∑
i=1

|p(i)− q(i)| .

As already mentioned in the introduction, for any nonzero vector u ∈ Cn we define the
probability distribution pu : {1, . . . , n} → [0, 1] as

pu(i) =
|u(i)|2
‖u‖2

for each i ∈ {1, . . . , n}.
We will often work with matrix-valued random variables. We recall the definition of the

expectation and variance of such variables. A matrix-valued random variable Z ∈ Cm×n is a
matrix where each entry Z(i, j) is a complex-valued random variable, i.e., Z(i, j) = X(i, j) +
i Y(i, j) for two real-valued random variables X(i, j) and Y(i, j). The expectation of Z is the
matrix C ∈ Cm×n such that the C(i, j) = E[X(i, j)] + i E[Y(i, j)]. The variance of Z is

Var [Z] = E

[
‖Z − E[Z]‖2

F

]
= E

[
‖Z‖2

F

]
− ‖E[Z]‖2

F .

With these definitions, Chebyshev’s inequality (which is just Markov’s inequality applied to

the real-valued random variable ‖Z − E[Z]‖2
F) holds for matrix-valued random variables.

Powering lemma. In order to amplify the success probability of probabilistic estimators, we
will often use the following version of the “powering lemma” from [24]. Since our version is
slightly more general than the original version (our version applies to complex-valued random
variables as well), we include a proof for completeness.

Lemma 3. Consider a randomized algorithm that produces an estimate µ̃ of a complex-valued quan-
tity µ such that |µ̃ − µ| ≤ ε holds with probability at least 3/4. Then, for any δ > 0, it suffices to
repeat O(log(1/δ)) times the algorithm to obtain an estimate µ̂ such that |µ̂ − µ| ≤

√
2ε holds with

probability at least 1 − δ.

Proof. Let us write µ = µ1 + iµ2 with µ1, µ2 ∈ R. Each application of the algorithm returns a
complex number µ̃ = µ̃1 + iµ̃2 with µ̃1, µ̃2 ∈ R such that both |µ̃1 − µ1| ≤ ε and |µ̃2 − µ2| ≤ ε

hold with probability at least 3/4. We repeat the algorithm m times. We compute the median
of the real parts of the m estimates and write it µ̂1. Similarly, we compute the median of the
imaginary parts of the m estimates and write it µ̂2. Finally, we output µ̂ = µ̂1 + iµ̂2.

By taking m = O(log(1/δ)), Chernoff’s bound guarantees that the inequality |µ̂1 − µ1| ≤ ε

holds with probability at least 1 − δ/2, and the inequality |µ̂2 − µ2| ≤ ε holds with probability
at least 1 − δ/2. The inequality |µ̂ − µ| ≤

√
2ε then holds with probability at least 1 − δ.

2.2 Sampling-and-query access to vectors

In this subsection we define several versions of sampling access to vectors. The relations be-
tween these notions is summarized in Figure 1.
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Q(u)
(query access)

Sε(u)
(sampling access)

SQε(u)

RSQε,δ,η(u)

(randomized sampling-and-query access)

OSQε,φ(u)

(oversampling-and-query access)

Prop. 3

Figure 1: Relation between the notions of sampling access to a vector defined in Section 2.2.
A plain arrow shows a trivial generalization. The dotted arrow refers to the implementation
proved in Proposition 3 (which modifies the parameter ε).

Basic definitions. We first define query access and (approximate) sampling access to a vector.

Definition 1. For a nonzero vector u ∈ Cn, we say that we have query access to u, which we write
Q(u), if on input i ∈ {1, . . . , n} we can query the entry u(i). We denote q(u) the cost of implementing
one such query.

Definition 2. For a nonzero vector u ∈ Cn, we say that we have ε-approximate sampling access to
u, which we write Sε(u), if we can sample from a distribution p̃ : {1, . . . , n} → [0, 1] such that |pu −
p̃|tv ≤ ε. We denote s(u) the cost of generating one sample.

We now define the concept of (approximate) sampling-and-query access, which is the main
definition of this paper.

Definition 3. For a nonzero vector u ∈ Cn and a parameter ε ≥ 0, we say that we have ε-approximate
sampling-and-query access to u, which we write SQε(u), if we have Q(u) and Sε(u) and additionally
can get the value ‖u‖. We write sq(u) the maximum among q(u), s(u) and the cost of obtaining ‖u‖.
When ε = 0, we simply write SQ(u).

Knowledge of ‖u‖ is required since this norm cannot be easily computed from Q(u) and
Sε(u). The literature on sampling methods for linear algebra, as well as recent works on de-
quantization [4, 36], have used SQ(u) (i.e., Definition 3 with ε = 0).12 We are not aware of any
prior work that introduces a similar definition with ε > 0.

More technical definitions. We define two generalizations of our central definition (Defini-
tion 3) that will be useful to state our results.

The first one is a slight generalization of Definition 3, which only requires to get an approx-
imation of ‖u‖ and only requires randomized procedures for sampling and norm estimation.
This generalization is needed since in some applications we will not be able to implement sam-
pling with probability one or compute exactly the norm of the vector.

12We also mention the work by Cotler, Huang and McClean [7], which compares SQ(u) with quantum access to a
quantum state proportional to u and shows that SQ(u) can in some cases be more powerful due to the query access
allowed in the classical setting (this advantage naturally disappears if we allow quantum algorithms to use Q(u)).
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Definition 4. For a nonzero vector u ∈ Cn and parameters ǫ, δ, η ≥ 0, we say that we have (ε, δ, η)-
approximate randomized sampling-and-query access to u, which we write RSQε,δ,η(u), if the following
three conditions are satisfied:

(i) we have Q(u);

(ii) we can get an estimate ‖̃u‖ such that
∣∣∣‖̃u‖ − ‖u‖

∣∣∣ ≤ η ‖u‖ holds with probability at least 1 − δ;

(iii) we can generate with probability at least 1− δ a sample from a distribution p̃ : {1, . . . , n} → [0, 1]
such that |pu − p̃|tv ≤ ε.13

We write rsq(u) the maximum among q(u), the cost of getting ‖̃u‖ and the cost of sampling from p̃.

The second one is a more significant generalization based on the concept of oversampling
from [12]. This is a generalization of the definition from [4], which corresponds to the case
ε = 0. This generalization is convenient since (as we will show later) it has several useful
closure properties.

Definition 5. For a nonzero vector u ∈ Cn and parameters ε ≥ 0 and φ ≥ 1, we say that we have
(ε, φ)-approximate oversampling-and-query access to u, which we write OSQε,φ(u), if the following two
conditions are satisfied:

(i) we have Q(u);

(ii) we have SQε(ū) for a vector ū ∈ Cn such that ‖ū‖2 = φ ‖u‖2 and |ū(i)| ≥ |u(i)| for all
i ∈ {1, . . . , n}.

We denote osq(u) = max{q(u), sq(ū)}.

2.3 Sampling-and-query access to matrices

We now define sampling access to matrices. We first state the definition of query access to a
matrix, which is a direct generalization of the concept of query access to a vector (Definition 1).

Definition 6. For a nonzero matrix A ∈ Cm×n, we say that we have query access to A, which we write
Q(A), if on input (i, j) ∈ {1, . . . , m} × {1, . . . , n} we can query the entry A(i, j). We denote q(A) the
cost of implementing such a query.

For a matrix A ∈ Cm×n, we denote rA the vector in Cm such that the i-th coordinate
is ‖A(i, ·)‖, for each i ∈ {1, . . . , m}. We now introduce our central definition of approxi-
mate sampling-and-query access to a matrix, which corresponds to approximate sampling-and-
query access to all rows of A and also to rA. This is a generalization of the standard definition
from the literature, which corresponds to the case ε = 0.

Definition 7. For a nonzero matrix A ∈ Cm×n and a parameter ε ≥ 0, we say that we have ε-
approximate sampling-and-query access to A, which we write SQε(A), if the following two conditions
are satisfied:

13This means that we have a Las-Vegas algorithm that samples from p̃ with probability at least 1− δ: the algorithm
outputs an error message with probability at most δ, but when it does not output an error message then it returns a
sample from the distribution p̃.
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(i) for each i ∈ {1, . . . , m} such that ‖A(i, ·)‖ 6= 0, we have SQε(A(i, ·));

(ii) we have SQε(rA).

We denote sq(A) = max{sq(rA), sq(A(1, ·)), . . . , sq(A(m, ·))}. When ε = 0, we simply write
SQ(A).

Note that from Condition (i) in Definition 7 we automatically get Q(A), and from Condi-
tion (ii) we automatically get the norm ‖A‖F.

We finally define oversampling access to a matrix, in a way similar to how oversampling
access to a vector is defined. The case ε = 0 corresponds to the model considered in [4].

Definition 8. For a nonzero matrix A ∈ Cm×n and parameters ε ≥ 0 and φ ≥ 1, we say that we have
(ε, φ)-approximate oversampling-and-query access to A, which we write OSQε,φ(A), if the following
two conditions are satisfied:

(i) we have Q(A);

(ii) we have SQε(Ā) for a nonzero matrix Ā ∈ Cm×n such that
∣∣Ā(i, j)

∣∣ ≥ |A(i, j)| for all (i, j) ∈
{1, . . . , m} × {1, . . . , n} and

∥∥Ā
∥∥

F
= φ ‖A‖F.

We denote osq(A) = max{q(A), sq(Ā)}.

3 Warming-Up: Robust Estimation of the Inner Product

As a warming-up, in this section we describe a special case illustrating one of the main ideas
of this paper: how to estimate the inner product when given approximate sampling-and-query
access to one vector and query access to the other. Here is the statement of the result:

Proposition 1. For any ε ∈ [0, 1], assume that

• we have SQε(u) for a nonzero vector u ∈ Cn;

• we have Q(v) for a nonzero vector v ∈ Cn and know a value ‖̃v‖ such that ‖̃v‖ ≥ ‖v‖.

For any δ ∈ (0, 1) and any ξ > 0, we can output an estimator α such that

|α − (u, v)| ≤ (2
√

2ε + ξ) ‖u‖ ‖̃v‖

holds with probability at least 1 − δ at cost O
(

log(1/δ)
ξ2 (sq(u) + q(v))

)
.

Proposition 1 already generalizes the inner product estimation algorithm from [36, Propo-
sition 4.2], which worked only for the case of perfect sampling-and-query access (i.e., ε = 0).
The key idea to prove Proposition 1 is to partition the coordinates into two carefully-chosen
sets (the sets Γ and {1, . . . , n} \ Γ in our proof) and define the estimator differently on these
two sets. This idea will also be used to show the matrix multiplication algorithm of Theorem 1.
Note that by applying Theorem 1, we will give in Section 6.1 another inner product estimation
algorithm (see Proposition 6), which is more general than Proposition 1 since it applies even to
the case of approximate oversampling-and-query access.
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Proof of Proposition 1. Let us define the set

Γ =

{
i ∈ {1, . . . , n} | |v(i)| ≥ ‖̃v‖√

2ε ‖u‖
|u(i)|

}
.

Note that u(i) 6= 0 and

|v(i)|
|u(i)| ≤

‖̃v‖√
2ε ‖u‖

hold for all i /∈ Γ. Let X be the random variable representing the output of the following
process: sample an index i ∈ {1, . . . , n} from the probability distribution p̃u and output

{
0 if i ∈ Γ,
v(i)∗‖u‖2

u(i)∗ if i /∈ Γ.

We have

|E[X]− (u, v)| =
∣∣∣∣∣∑
i/∈Γ

v(i)∗ ‖u‖2

u(i)∗
p̃u(i)−

n

∑
i=1

u(i)v(i)∗
∣∣∣∣∣

≤
∣∣∣∣∣∑
i/∈Γ

v(i)∗ ‖u‖2

u(i)∗
p̃u(i)− ∑

i/∈Γ

v(i)∗ ‖u‖2

u(i)∗
pu(i)

∣∣∣∣∣+
∣∣∣∣∣∑
i/∈Γ

v(i)∗ ‖u‖2

u(i)∗
pu(i)−

n

∑
i=1

u(i)v(i)∗
∣∣∣∣∣

≤ ‖u‖2 ‖̃v‖√
2ε ‖u‖ ∑

i/∈Γ

| p̃u(i)− pu(i)|+
∣∣∣∣∣∑
i∈Γ

u(i)v(i)∗
∣∣∣∣∣

≤ ‖u‖ ‖̃v‖√
2ε

2ε +

√√√√
(

∑
i∈Γ

|u(i)|2
)(

∑
i∈Γ

|v(i)|2
)

≤ ‖u‖ ‖̃v‖√
2ε

2ε +

√√√√√


∑

i∈Γ

2ε ‖u‖2

‖̃v‖2
|v(i)|2



(

∑
i∈Γ

|v(i)|2
)

≤
√

2ε ‖u‖ ‖̃v‖+
√

2ε ‖u‖ ‖v‖
= 2

√
2ε ‖u‖ ‖v‖ .
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We now compute the variance:

Var [X] = E

[
|X|2

]
− |E[X]|2

≤ E

[
|X|2

]

= ∑
i/∈Γ

|v(i)|2 ‖u‖4

|u(i)|2
p̃u(i)

= ∑
i/∈Γ

|v(i)|2 ‖u‖4

|u(i)|2
( p̃u(i)− pu(i)) + ∑

i/∈Γ

|v(i)|2 ‖u‖4

|u(i)|2
pu(i)

= ∑
i/∈Γ

|v(i)|2 ‖u‖4

|u(i)|2
( p̃u(i)− pu(i)) + ∑

i/∈Γ

|v(i)|2 ‖u‖4

‖u‖2

≤ ‖u‖2 ‖̃v‖2

2ε
2|p̃u − pu|tv + ‖u‖2 ‖v‖2

≤ 2 ‖u‖2 ‖v‖2 .

Finally, we explain how to compute our estimate of the inner product (u, v). Take r =⌈
16/ξ2

⌉
independent samples from X and denote the corresponding random variables as X1, . . . , Xr.

Consider the random variable Z = X1+···Xr
r . By Chebyshev’s inequality we have

Pr

[
|Z − E[Z]| > ξ√

2
‖u‖ ‖v‖

]
≤ 2Var [Z]

ξ2 ‖u‖2 ‖v‖2
=

2Var [X]

rξ2 ‖u‖2 ‖v‖2
≤ 1

4
.

We then use Lemma 3 to compute an estimate α such that

Pr [|α − E[Z]| ≤ ξ ‖u‖ ‖v‖] ≥ 1 − δ.

By the triangle inequality we conclude that

Pr
[
|α − (u, v)| ≤

(
2
√

2ε + ξ
)
‖u‖ ‖v‖

]
≤ 1 − δ.

The overall complexity is

O (r log(1/δ)(sq(u) + q(v))) = O

(
log(1/δ)

ξ2
(sq(u) + q(v))

)
,

as claimed.

4 Matrix Multiplication using Importance Matrix Sketches

In this section we introduce several notions of approximate matrix sketching and show how to
use them to approximate matrix products and singular value transformations.

4.1 Approximate importance matrix sketches and matrix multiplication

In this subsection we define the basic notion of approximate matrix sketch needed for this work
and show how to use it to approximate the matrix product.

Here is the first key definition.
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Definition 9. Let r, m be two positive integers such that r ≤ m, and p, p̃ be two probability distributions
over {1, . . . , m}. The r × m matrix sampled according to (p, p̃) is the matrix S ∈ Rr×m obtained by
the following process: for each i ∈ {1, . . . , r}, choose an index si ∈ {1, . . . , m} by sampling from the
distribution p̃, and set the i-th row of S as

S(i, ·) =





esi√
rp(si)

if p(si) > 0,

0 if p(si) = 0,

where esi
∈ C1×n is the row-vector that has coordinate 1 in the si-th position and 0 elsewhere, and

0 denotes the all-zero row-vector.14 We call the list ((s1, α1), . . . , (sr, αr)), where αi = 1/
√

rp(si) if
p(si) > 0 and αi = 0 otherwise, the standard description of S.

We now define approximate importance matrix sketches.

Definition 10. Given a nonzero matrix A ∈ Cm×n, a positive integer r ≤ m and two parameters
ε ∈ [0, 1] and φ ≥ 1, an (r, ε, φ)-approximate importance matrix sketch of A is a matrix S ∈ Rr×m

that is sampled according to (p, p̃) for some probability distributions p, p̃ satisfying the following two
conditions:

• p(i) ≥ 1
φ prA

(i) for all i ∈ {1, . . . , m};

• |p̃ − p|tv ≤ ε.

This notion of approximate importance matrix sketch is motivated by the following defini-
tion.

Definition 11. Consider a nonzero matrix A ∈ Cm×n with OSQε,φ(A), and an integer r ≤ m. Let
Ā denote the matrix from Definition 8 and p̃rĀ

denote the distribution such that |p̃rĀ
− prĀ

|tv ≤ ε

corresponding to SQε,φ(Ā). The r × m matrix sampled according to (prĀ
, p̃rĀ

) is called the (r, ε, φ)-
approximate importance matrix sketch of A associated with OSQε,φ(A).

It is straightforward to check that the matrix sketch of Definition 11 is an (r, ε, φ)-approximate
importance matrix sketch of A according to Definition 10.15 Definition 11 is the special case of
Definition 10 that is relevant for algorithmic applications when we can access a matrix via ap-
proximate oversampling-and-query access. Since all the results of this subsection work for
Definition 10, we nevertheless present our results using this more general (and mathematically
more elegant) definition.

The following lemma, which extends Lemma 4.2 in [4] to the setting of approximate impor-
tance matrix sketches, shows that if S is an (r, ε, φ)-approximate importance matrix sketch of A
with r large enough and φ small enough, then ‖SA‖F is a good approximation of ‖A‖F.

14For our purpose, the definition of S(i, ·) for the case p(si) = 0 is actually arbitrary. Indeed, this case will never
occur in our calculations since we will work on the support of the distribution p.

15We have

prĀ
(i) =

∥∥Ā(i, ·)
∥∥2

∥∥Ā
∥∥2

F

≥ ‖A(i, ·)‖2

φ ‖A‖2
F

=
1

φ
prA (i)

for all i ∈ {1, . . . , m}.

19



Lemma 4. Given a matrix A ∈ Cm×n, a positive integer r ≤ m and two parameters ε ∈ [0, 1] and
φ ≥ 1, consider an (r, ε, φ)-approximate importance matrix sketch S of A. We have

‖[SA](i, ·)‖2 ≤ φ ‖A‖2
F

r
(2)

for all i ∈ {1, . . . , r}. Moreover, for any δ ∈ (0, 1] we have

Pr

[∣∣∣‖SA‖2
F − ‖A‖2

F

∣∣∣ ≤
(

2ε +

√
ln (2/δ)

2r

)
φ ‖A‖2

F

]
≥ 1 − δ.

Proof. For any i ∈ {1, . . . , r}, we have

‖[SA](i, ·)‖2 =
‖A(si, ·)‖2

rp(si)
≤ φ ‖A(si, ·)‖2

rprA
(si)

=
φ ‖A‖2

F

r

if p(si) > 0. If p(si) = 0 we have ‖[SA](i, ·)‖ = 0, which trivially satisfies the inequality.
Let us now prove the second part. We have

∣∣∣∣∣E
[
‖[SA](i, ·)‖2

]
− ‖A‖2

F

r

∣∣∣∣∣ =

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ∑
s∈supp(p)

p̃(s)
‖A(s, ·)‖2

rp(s)
− ∑s∈supp(p) ‖A(s, ·)‖2

r

∣∣∣∣∣∣

=

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ∑
s∈supp(p)

( p̃(s)− p(s))
‖A(s, ·)‖2

rp(s)

∣∣∣∣∣∣

≤ ∑
s∈supp(p)

| p̃(s)− p(s)| ‖A(s, ·)‖2

rp(s)

≤ ∑
s∈supp(p)

| p̃(s)− p(s)| φ ‖A‖2
F

r

≤ 2εφ ‖A‖2
F

r
,

where we used again p(s) ≥ 1
φ prA

(s) to derive the second inequality. We thus have

∣∣∣E
[
‖SA‖2

]
− ‖A‖2

F

∣∣∣ ≤ 2εφ ‖A‖2
F .

Observe that the quantity ‖SA‖2 is a sum of r independent random variables, each in the inter-

val [0, φ ‖A‖2
F /r] (the upper bound follows from Equation (2)). From Hoeffding’s inequality,

we conclude that

Pr

[∣∣∣‖SA‖2
F − E

[
‖SA‖2

F

]∣∣∣ ≥
√

ln (2/δ)

2r
φ ‖A‖2

F

]
≤ δ.

From the triangle inequality we get

Pr

[∣∣∣‖SA‖2
F − ‖A‖2

F

∣∣∣ ≤
(

2ε +

√
ln (2/δ)

2r

)
φ ‖A‖2

F

]
≥ 1 − δ,

as claimed.
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Here is the main result of this subsection, which shows how to approximate a matrix prod-
uct X†Y by using an approximate matrix sketch of X.

Theorem 1 (formal statement). Given two nonzero matrices X ∈ Cm×n and Y ∈ Cm×n′
, a positive

integer r ≤ m and two parameters ε ∈ [0, 1] and φ ≥ 1, define the set

Γ =

{
j ∈ {1, . . . , m} | ‖Y(j, ·)‖ ≥ ‖Y‖F√

2φε ‖X‖F

‖X(j, ·)‖
}

.

Consider an (r, ε, φ)-approximate importance matrix sketch Σ of X. Let Σ̄ ∈ Rr×m be the matrix
obtained from Σ by the following process: for each i ∈ {1, . . . , r}, if i ∈ Γ then replace the i-th row of Σ

by an all-zero row. Then for any δ > 0,

Pr

[∥∥∥X†Σ̄†Σ̄Y − X†Y
∥∥∥

F
≤
(

2
√

2ε +

√
2

rδ

)
√

φ ‖X‖F ‖Y‖F

]
≥ 1 − δ.

The informal version of Theorem 1 given in the introduction corresponds to the case φ = 1
(the claim that Σ̄ can be efficiently constructed follows from Lemma 5 in Section 5.3).

Proof of Theorem 1. At a high level, our proof applies a strategy similar to the strategy used in
Lemma 4 in [12] (and also used in [4]). In particular, we compute the expectation of the sketch,
its variance and conclude using Chebyshev’s inequality. Significant additional care is needed
in the analysis since our we are not working with Σ but with Σ̄, and those sketches are not
obtained by sampling from the perfect distribution but only from a distribution close to it,
which leads to a biased estimator instead of an unbiased estimator in those prior works.

Let p and p̃ denote the probability distributions from Definition 10. Observe that for any
j /∈ Γ we necessarily have ‖X(j, ·)‖ > 0, and thus p(j) > 0 since p(j) ≥ 1

φ prX
(j).

We first show that the expectation of X†Σ̄†Σ̄Y is close to X†Y:

∥∥∥E

[
X†Σ̄†Σ̄Y

]
− X†Y

∥∥∥
F
=

∥∥∥∥∥E

[
r

∑
i=1

[(Σ̄X)†](·, i)[Σ̄Y](i, ·)
]
−

m

∑
j=1

X†(·, j)Y(j, ·)
∥∥∥∥∥

F

=

∥∥∥∥∥E

[
r

∑
i=1

([Σ̄X](i, ·))†[Σ̄Y](i, ·)
]
−

m

∑
j=1

X(j, ·)†Y(j, ·)
∥∥∥∥∥

F

=

∥∥∥∥∥rE

[
([Σ̄X](1, ·))†[Σ̄Y](1, ·)

]
−

m

∑
j=1

X(j, ·)†Y(j, ·)
∥∥∥∥∥

F

=

∥∥∥∥∥r ∑
j/∈Γ

p̃(j)
X(j, ·)†Y(j, ·)

rp(j)
−

m

∑
j=1

X(j, ·)†Y(j, ·)
∥∥∥∥∥

F

=

∥∥∥∥∥∑
j/∈Γ

( p̃(j)− p(j))
X(j, ·)†Y(j, ·)

p(j)
− ∑

j∈Γ

X(j, ·)†Y(j, ·)
∥∥∥∥∥

F

≤ ∑
j/∈Γ

|p̃(j)− p(j)| φ ‖X‖2
F ‖Y(j, ·)‖

‖X(j, ·)‖ + ∑
j∈Γ

‖X(j, ·)‖ ‖Y(j, ·)‖

≤ φ ‖X‖F ‖Y‖F√
2φε

2ε + ∑
j∈Γ

√
2φε ‖X‖F

‖Y‖F

‖Y(j, ·)‖2

≤ 2
√

2φε ‖X‖F ‖Y‖F .
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Let us now compute the variance:

Var
[

X†Σ̄†Σ̄Y
]
≤ E

[∥∥∥X†Σ̄†Σ̄Y
∥∥∥

2

F

]

= E

[
n

∑
i=1

n′

∑
j=1

∣∣∣[X†Σ̄†Σ̄Y](i, j)
∣∣∣
2
]

= E

[
n

∑
i=1

n′

∑
j=1

r

∑
k=1

∣∣∣[X†Σ̄†](i, k)[Σ̄Y](k, j)
∣∣∣

2
]

= rE

[
n

∑
i=1

n′

∑
j=1

|[Σ̄X](1, i)[Σ̄Y](1, j)|2
]

= rE

[
‖[Σ̄X](1, ·)‖2 ‖[Σ̄Y](1, ·)‖2

]

= r ∑
j/∈Γ

p̃(j)
‖X(j, ·)‖2 ‖Y(j, ·)‖2

(rp(j))2

= r ∑
j/∈Γ

( p̃(j)− p(j))
‖X(j, ·)‖2 ‖Y(j, ·)‖2

(rp(j))2
+ r ∑

j/∈Γ

p(j)
‖X(j, ·)‖2 ‖Y(j, ·)‖2

(rp(j))2

≤ r ∑
j/∈Γ

( p̃(j)− p(j))
‖X(j, ·)‖4 ‖Y‖2

F

2φε(rp(j))2 ‖X‖2
F

+
φ ‖X‖2

F ‖Y‖2
F

r
.

Using the inequality p(j) ≥ 1
φ prX

(j) and prX
(j) = ‖X(j,·)‖2

‖X‖2
F

, we get

Var
[

X†Σ̄†Σ̄Y
]
≤ ∑

j/∈Γ

( p̃(j)− p(j))
φ ‖X‖2

F ‖Y‖2
F

2εr
+

φ ‖X‖2
F ‖Y‖2

F

r
≤ 2φ ‖X‖2

F ‖Y‖2
F

r
.

Using Chebyshev’s inequality we obtain

Pr

[∥∥∥X†Σ̄†Σ̄Y − E

[
X†Σ̄†Σ̄Y

]∥∥∥
F
≥
√

2φ

rδ
‖X‖F ‖Y‖F

]
≤ Var

[
X†Σ̄†Σ̄Y

]

2φ
rδ ‖X‖2

F ‖Y‖2
F

= δ.

We conclude the proof by using the triangle inequality:

Pr

[∥∥∥X†Σ̄†Σ̄Y − X†Y
∥∥∥

F
≤
(

2
√

2ε +

√
2

rδ

)
√

φ ‖X‖F ‖Y‖F

]
≥ 1 − δ,

as claimed.

4.2 Approximate joint importance matrix sketches and matrix multiplication

In order to compute an approximation of the product of two matrices A and B with dependence
on the error parameter δ better than in Theorem 1, we will need a slightly different notion of
sketch that we call approximate joint importance matrix sketch and define as follows.
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Definition 12. Given two nonzero matrices A ∈ Cm×n and B ∈ Cm×n′
, a positive integer r ≤ m and

three parameters ε ∈ (0, 1) and φ, φ′ ≥ 1, an (r, ε, φ, φ′)-approximate joint importance matrix sketch
of A and B is a matrix S ∈ Rr×m that is sampled according to (p, p̃) for some probability distributions
p, p̃ satisfying the following conditions:

(i) p(i) ≥ 1
2(

1
φ prA

(i) + 1
φ′ prB

(i)) for all i ∈ {1, . . . , m};

(ii) |p̃ − p|tv ≤ ε.

This notion of approximate joint importance matrix sketch is motivated by the following
definition.

Definition 13. Consider two nonzero matrices A ∈ Cm×n, B ∈ Cm×n′
with OSQε,φ(A), OSQε,φ′(B)

and an integer r ≤ m. Let Ā, B̄ denote the matrices from Definition 8 and p̃rĀ
, p̃rB̄

denote the distri-
butions such that |p̃rĀ

− prĀ
|tv ≤ ε and |p̃rB̄

− prB̄
|tv ≤ ε corresponding to SQε,φ(Ā) and SQε,φ′(B̄), re-

spectively. The r×m matrix sampled according to ( 1
2(prĀ

+ prB̄
), 1

2( p̃rĀ
+ p̃rB̄

)) is called the (r, ε, φ, φ′)-
approximate joint importance matrix sketch of A and B associated with OSQε,φ(A) and OSQε,φ′(B).

It is again straightforward to check that the matrix sketch of Definition 13 is an (r, ε, φ, φ′)-
approximate joint importance matrix sketch of A and B according to Definition 12.16 Defini-
tion 13 is the special case of Definition 12 that is relevant for algorithmic applications when we
can access the two matrices via approximate oversampling-and-query access. Since all the re-
sults of this subsection work for Definition 12, we nevertheless again present our results using
this more general (and mathematically more elegant) definition.

The following easy proposition, similar to the statement used in the proof of Lemma 4.6
in [4] for perfect oversampling-and-query access, shows that a joint importance matrix sketch
of A and B is an importance matrix sketch of both A and B (with a slightly worse oversam-
pling parameter), and shows Inequality (3), which will be crucial for the matrix multiplication
algorithm of Theorem 2.

Proposition 2. An (r, ε, φ, φ′)-approximate joint importance matrix sketch of A ∈ Cm×n and B ∈
Cm×n′

is an (r, ε, 2φ)-approximate importance matrix sketch of A and an (r, ε, 2φ′)-approximate im-
portance matrix sketch of B. Moreover, for any probability distribution p satisfying Condition (i) of
Definition 12 we have

p(i) ≥ ‖A(i, ·)‖ ‖B(i, ·)‖√
φφ′ ‖A‖F ‖B‖F

(3)

for all i ∈ {1, . . . , m}.

Proof. The first part is trivial since we have p(i) ≥ 1
2φ prA

(i) and p(i) ≥ 1
2φ′ prB

(i) for all i ∈
{1, . . . , m}. The second part follows from the inequality of arithmetic and geometric means: for
each i ∈ {1, . . . , m} we get

p(i) ≥ 1

2

(
1

φ
prA

(i) +
1

φ′ prB
(i)

)
≥
√

prA
(i)prB

(i)

φφ′ =
‖A(i, ·)‖ ‖B(i, ·)‖√

φφ′ ‖A‖F ‖B‖F

,

16We have

1

2

(
prĀ

(i) + prB̄
(i)
)
=

1

2

(∥∥Ā(i, ·)
∥∥2

∥∥Ā
∥∥2

F

+
‖B̄(i, ·)‖2

‖B̄‖2
F

)
≥ 1

2

(
‖A(i, ·)‖2

φ ‖A‖2
F

+
‖B(i, ·)‖2

φ′ ‖B‖2
F

)
=

1

2

(
1

φ
prA (i) +

1

φ′ prB (i)

)

for all i ∈ {1, . . . , m}.
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as claimed.

We can now state the main theorem of this subsection: the product of two matrices can be
approximated well using a joint importance matrix sketch.

Theorem 2 (formal statement). Given two matrices X ∈ Cm×n and Y ∈ Cm×n′
, a positive integer

r ≤ m and three parameters ε ∈ (0, 1) and φ, φ′ ≥ 1, consider an (r, ε, φ, φ′)-approximate joint
importance matrix sketch Σ of X and Y. Then for any δ ∈ (0, 1],

Pr

[∥∥∥X†Σ†ΣY − X†Y
∥∥∥

F
≤
√

φφ′
(

2ε +

√
7 ln(2/δ)

r

)
‖X‖F ‖Y‖F

]
≥ 1 − δ.

Note that the dependence on δ in Theorem 2 is exponentially better than in Theorem 1. The
informal version of Theorem 2 given in the introduction corresponds to the case φ = φ′ = 1
(the claim that Σ can be efficiently constructed follows from Lemma 5 in Section 5.3).

Proof of Theorem 2. At a high level, our proof follows the strategy from [12] (and also used in [4])
for the case of perfect importance matrix sketches. In particular, we use MacDiarmid’s bounded
difference inequality. Significant additional care is needed in the analysis to control the impact
of not being able to sample from the perfect distribution.

Let p and p̃ denote the probability distributions from Definition 12. Observe that p(j) = 0
implies that prX

(j) = prY
(j) = 0, which implies ‖X(j, ·)‖ = ‖Y(j, ·)‖ = 0.

We first show that the expectation of X†Σ†ΣY is close to X†Y:

∥∥∥E

[
X†Σ†ΣY

]
− X†Y

∥∥∥
F
=

∥∥∥∥∥E

[
r

∑
i=1

[(ΣX)†](·, i)[ΣY](i, ·)
]
−

m

∑
j=1

X†(·, j)Y(j, ·)
∥∥∥∥∥

F

=

∥∥∥∥∥∥
E

[
r

∑
i=1

([ΣX](i, ·))†[ΣY](i, ·)
]
− ∑

j∈supp(p)

X(j, ·)†Y(j, ·)

∥∥∥∥∥∥
F

=

∥∥∥∥∥∥
rE

[
([ΣX](1, ·))†[ΣY](1, ·)

]
− ∑

j∈supp(p)

X(j, ·)†Y(j, ·)

∥∥∥∥∥∥
F

=

∥∥∥∥∥∥
r ∑

j∈supp(p)

p̃(j)
X(j, ·)†Y(j, ·)

rp(j)
− ∑

j∈supp(p)

X(j, ·)†Y(j, ·)

∥∥∥∥∥∥
F

=

∥∥∥∥∥∥ ∑
j∈supp(p)

( p̃(j)− p(j))
X(j, ·)†Y(j, ·)

p(j)

∥∥∥∥∥∥
F

≤ ∑
j∈supp(p)

| p̃(j)− p(j)|
√

φφ′ ‖X‖F ‖Y‖F

≤ 2ε
√

φφ′ ‖X‖F ‖Y‖F ,

where we used Inequality (3) to derive the first inequality.
Consider the indices s1, . . . , sr ∈ {1, . . . , m} chosen when constructing the matrix sketch Σ

(see Definition 9). Define the function

f (s1, . . . , sr) =
∥∥∥X†Σ†ΣY − E

[
X†Σ†ΣY

]∥∥∥
F

.
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We have

E[ f ] = E

[∥∥∥X†Σ†ΣY − E

[
X†Σ†ΣY

]∥∥∥
F

]

≤
√

E

[
‖X†Σ†ΣY − E[X†Σ†ΣY]‖2

F

]

≤

√√√√
n

∑
i=1

n′

∑
j=1

E

[
|[X†Σ†ΣY](i, j)|2

]
,

where we used Jensen’s inequality, and then properties of the variance for the second equality.
We thus have:

E[ f ] ≤

√√√√E

[
n

∑
i=1

n′

∑
j=1

r

∑
k=1

|[X†Σ†](i, k)[ΣY](k, j)|2
]

=

√√√√rE

[
n

∑
i=1

n′

∑
j=1

|[ΣX](1, i)[ΣY](1, j)|2
]

=

√
rE

[
‖ΣX(1, ·)‖2 ‖ΣY(1, ·)‖2

]

=

√√√√r ∑
j∈supp(p)

p̃(j)
‖X(j, ·)‖2

rp(j)

‖Y(j, ·)‖2

rp(j)

≤
√

1

r ∑
j∈supp(p)

p̃(j)φφ′ ‖X‖2
F ‖Y‖2

F

≤
√

φφ′ ‖X‖F ‖Y‖F√
r

.

Let~i = (i1, . . . , ir) and ~i′ = (i′1, . . . , i′r) be two vectors of variables that differ in only one
coordinate. Using the reverse triangle inequality and Inequality (3), we obtain

∣∣∣ f (~i)− f (~i′)
∣∣∣ ≤ 2 max

j∈supp(p)

∥∥∥∥
X(j, ·)†Y(j, ·)†

rp(j)

∥∥∥∥
F

≤ 2
√

φφ′ ‖X‖F ‖Y‖F

r
.

By using MacDiarmid’s bounded difference inequality, we conclude that

Pr

[
| f − E[ f ]| ≥

√
2 ln(2/δ)φφ′

r
‖X‖F ‖Y‖F

]
≤ δ.

In consequence the following inequalities hold with probability at least 1 − δ:

∥∥∥X†Σ†ΣY − E

[
X†Σ†ΣY

]∥∥∥
F
≤ E[ f ] +

√
2 ln(2/δ)φφ′

r
‖X‖F ‖Y‖F

≤
√

φφ′
(

1√
r
+

√
2 ln(2/δ)

r

)
‖X‖F ‖Y‖F ,
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and thus

∥∥∥X†Σ†ΣY − X†Y
∥∥∥

F
≤
√

φφ′

(
2ε +

1√
r
+

√
2 ln(2/δ)

r

)
‖X‖F ‖Y‖F

≤
√

φφ′

(
2ε +

√
7 ln(2/δ)

r

)
‖X‖F ‖Y‖F ,

as claimed, where we used the inequality 1 +
√

2 log(2/δ) ≤
√

7 log(2/δ).

4.3 Singular value transformation

In this subsection we show how matrix multiplication via importance matrix sketches can be
used to approximate the singular value transformation of a positive semidefinite Hermitian
matrix of the form A†A.

We start with two definitions.

Definition 14. Given a positive semidefinite Hermitian matrix H ∈ Cn×n, for any χ ≥ 0 we write

Specχ(H) = {x ∈ R≥0 | |x − z| ≤ χ for some z ∈ Spec(H)} .

Definition 15. Given two parameters L, L̄ ≥ 0 and a set Λ ⊆ R≥0, a function f : R≥0 → C is
(L, L̄)-smooth on Λ if it satisfies the following conditions:

• f (0) = 0 and the limit of the function
f (x)

x at x = 0 exists (we write this limit c);

• f is L-Lipschitz over Λ ;

• the function f̄ : R≥0 → C defined as f̄ (x) = f (x)
x for x > 0 and f̄ (0) = c is L̄-Lipschitz over Λ.

We can now state the main result of this subsection.

Theorem 3 (formal statement). Let A ∈ Cm×n be a matrix and f : R≥0 → C be an (L, L̄)-smooth
function on Specχ(A†A), for some L, L̄, χ > 0. For any parameters δ ∈ (0, 1] and γ > 0 and any

φ, φ′ ≥ 1, consider any ε ≥ 0 and any integers r ∈ {1, . . . , m} and c ∈ {1, . . . , n} satisfying the
following conditions:

ε ≤ min

(
1

8φ
,

χ

24(φ + φ′) ‖A‖2
F

,
γ

24Lφ ‖A‖2
F

,
γ

48L̄φ′ ‖A‖4
F

)
, (4)

r ≥ max

(
2φ2 ln(6/δ), 112φ2 ‖A‖4

F

(
ln(6/δ)

χ2
+

ln(6/δ)L2

γ2

))
, (5)

c ≥ 112φ′2 ‖A‖4
F

(
ln(6/δ)

χ2
+

4 ln(6/δ)L̄2 ‖A‖4
F

γ2

)
. (6)

Let S ∈ Rr×m be an (r, ε, φ)-approximate importance matrix sketch of A, and T ∈ Rc×n be a (c, ε, φ′)-
approximate importance matrix sketch of (SA)†. Then for R = SA and C = SAT†, the inequality

∥∥∥R† f̄ (CC†)R − f (A† A)
∥∥∥

F
≤ γ

holds with probability at least 1 − δ.
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The informal version of Theorem 3 given in the introduction corresponds to the case φ, L, L̄ =
O(1) and χ = ∞. The claim that R and C can be efficiently (implicitly) constructed follows from
Lemmas 5 and 7 in Section 5.3.

Theorem 3 is a generalization of Theorem 5.1 in [4], which focused on perfect sampling-
and-query (i.e., ε = 0). As the proof in [4] combined several techniques for perfect importance
matrix sketches, our proof combines essentially all the tools we developed so far for approxi-
mate importance matrix sketches.

Proof of Theorem 3. First observe that from Lemma 4, with probability at least 1 − δ/3 we have

‖R‖2
F ≤ 2 ‖A‖2

F .

We assume below that this inequality holds.
From Theorem 2 with X = Y = A and Σ = S (note that S is obviously also an (r, ε, φ, φ)-

approximate joint importance sketch of A and A), we know that the inequality

∥∥∥R†R − A† A
∥∥∥

F
≤ min

((χ

4
+

χ

12

) φ ‖A‖2
F

φ ‖A‖2
F

,
(γ

4
+

γ

12

) φ ‖A‖2
F

φL ‖A‖2
F

)
≤ min

(χ

3
,

γ

3L

)

holds with probability at least 1 − δ/3. By applying again Theorem 2 with X = Y = R† and
Σ = T, we know that the inequality

∥∥∥CC† − RR†
∥∥∥

F
≤ min

((χ

4
+

χ

12

) φ′ ∥∥R†
∥∥2

F

φ′ ‖A‖2
F

,
(γ

8
+

γ

24

) φ′ ‖R‖2
F

φ′ L̄ ‖A‖4
F

)
≤ min

(
2χ

3
,

γ

3L̄ ‖A‖2
F

)

holds with probability at least 1 − δ/3 as well. We assume below that these inequalities hold.
Applying Lemma 1 twice we thus obtain

√
n

∑
i=1

|λi(R†R)− λi(A† A)|2 ≤
∥∥∥R†R − A†A

∥∥∥
F
≤ χ

3
, (7)

√
r

∑
i=1

|λi(CC†)− λi(RR†)|2 ≤
∥∥∥CC† − RR†

∥∥∥
F
≤ 2χ

3
. (8)

These inequalities imply the inclusions17

Spec(R†R) ⊆ Specχ/3(A† A),

Spec(CC†) ⊆ Spec2χ/3(RR†) ⊆ Spec2χ/3(R†R) ⊆ Specχ(A†A).

From Lemma 2, we thus obtain

∥∥∥ f (R†R)− f (A† A)
∥∥∥

F
≤ L

∥∥∥R†R − A† A
∥∥∥

F
≤ γ

3
,

∥∥∥ f̄ (CC†)− f̄ (RR†)
∥∥∥

F
≤ L̄

∥∥∥CC† − RR†
∥∥∥

F
≤ γ

3 ‖A‖2
F

.

17Observe that Inequalities (7) and (8) are actually significantly stronger bounds than these inclusions since they
bound the sum of the difference of eigenvalues. These inclusions will nevertheless be enough for our purpose.
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Putting all these inequalities together, we conclude that with probability at least 1 − δ:

∥∥∥R† f̄ (CC†)R − f (A† A)
∥∥∥

F
≤
∥∥∥R† f̄ (RR†)R − f (A† A)

∥∥∥
F
+
∥∥∥R†( f̄ (CC†)− f̄ (RR†))R

∥∥∥
F

=
∥∥∥ f (R†R)− f (A† A)

∥∥∥
F
+
∥∥∥R†( f̄ (CC†)− f̄ (RR†))R

∥∥∥
F

≤
∥∥∥ f (R†R)− f (A† A)

∥∥∥
F
+ ‖R‖2

∥∥∥ f̄ (CC†)− f̄ (RR†)
∥∥∥

F

≤ γ

3
+

γ ‖R‖2

3 ‖A‖2
F

≤ γ,

where the identity R† f̄ (RR†)R = f (R†R) can be easily shown by considering the singular
value decomposition of R.

5 Technical Tools

In this section we present three important technical techniques that will be used in the applica-
tions we discuss in Section 6. In Section 5.1 we show how to implement randomized sampling
from oversampling. In Section 5.2 we show how the concept of oversampling-and-query ac-
cess is closed under taking linear combination of rows. Finally, in Section 5.3 we show how to
concretely construct importance matrix sketches, and prove several technical lemmas that will
be used in Section 6.

5.1 From oversampling to sampling

The goal of this subsection is to prove the following proposition that shows how to imple-
ment approximate (randomized) sampling-and-query access to a vector given approximate
oversampling-and-query access to the same vector.

Proposition 3. For a vector u ∈ Cn, assume that we have OSQε,φ(u) with parameters φ ≥ 1 and

ε ∈ [0, 1
2φ ) and assume that we know an upper bound φmax ≥ φ. Then for any parameters δ ∈ (0, 1]

and η > 0, we can implement RSQε′,δ,η(u) with ε′ ≤ 3εφ at cost

O

(
φmax log(1/δ)

η2
osq(u)

)
.

This proposition is a generalization of Lemma 3.5 in [4] and Proposition 4.3 in [36], which
focused on perfect sampling (i.e., ε = 0) and used rejection sampling. To prove Proposition 3,
we first develop a theory of robust rejection sampling in Section 5.1.1. We then prove Proposi-
tion 3 in Section 5.1.2.

5.1.1 Robust rejection sampling

Standard rejection sampling. Rejection sampling is a method to generate samples from a
(hard) distribution p1 : {1, . . . , n} → [0, 1] given the ability to generate samples from an (easier)
distribution p2 : {1, . . . , n} → [0, 1]. In its standard statement, the following three conditions
should be satisfied:
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(i) we can generate samples from p2;

(ii) we know a value m such that
p1(j)

mp2(j)
≤ 1 holds for all j;

(iii) given j ∈ {1, . . . , n}, we can compute p1(j) and p2(j).

The method works as follows: sample j ∈ {1, . . . , n} from p2; output it with probability
p1(j)

mp2(j)

and otherwise report “failure”. It is not difficult to show that conditioned on the event that
the process does not fail, which happens with probability 1/m, the probability that sample j is
output is precisely p1(j). Repeating the process Θ(m) times will then output a sample drawn
from the distribution p1 with high probability.

Robust rejection sampling. We consider the setting where we have two probability distribu-
tions p1, p2 : {1, . . . , n} → [0, 1] satisfying the following conditions:

(i’) we can generate samples from a probability distribution p̃2 : {1, . . . , n} → [0, 1] such that
|p̃2 − p2|tv ≤ ε;

(ii’) there exists a value m such that
p1(j)

mp2(j) ≤ 1 holds for all j;

(iii’) for each j ∈ {1, . . . , n} we can compute the value
p1(j)

mp2(j)
.

In particular, we do not assume that we can compute p̃2(j) efficiently. Condition (i’) is a clear
relaxation of Condition (i). Conditions (ii’) and (iii’) are slight relaxations of Conditions (ii)
and (iii) that will be crucial to derive our results (since in our setting we are not able to easily
compute p1(j) and p2(j)).

The goal is to output a sample drawn from a distribution close to p1. The basic sampling
procedure we use is described in Figure 2. Note that Step 1 can be implemented due to Condi-
tion (i’), while Step 3 can be implemented due to Condition (iii’).

Here is our main result.

Procedure Sample

1. Take a sample j ∈ {1, . . . , n} from the probability distribution p̃2.

2. Take t uniformly at random in the interval [0, 1].

3. If t ≤ p1(j)
mp2(j) then output j, else output “failure”.

Figure 2: Procedure Sample.

The following proposition analyzes the behavior of the procedure Sample.

Proposition 4. For any ε ∈ [0, 1
2m ], the success probability of the procedure Sample is Θ(1/m) and

conditioned on success, the total variation distance between the distribution of its output j and p1 is at
most 3εm.
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Proof. Let pacc denote the probability that Procedure Sample does not fail. We have

pacc =
n

∑
j=1

p̃2(j)
p1(j)

mp2(j)
=

n

∑
j=1

p2(j)
p1(j)

mp2(j)
+

n

∑
j=1

(p2(j)− p̃2(j))
p1(j)

mp2(j)

=
1

m
+

n

∑
j=1

(p2(j)− p̃2(j))
p1(j)

mp2(j)

and then
∣∣∣∣pacc −

1

m

∣∣∣∣ ≤
n

∑
j=1

|p2(j)− p̃2(j)| p1(j)

mp2(j)
≤ |p2(j)− p̃2(j)|tv ≤ ε,

where we used the condition
p1(j)

mp2(j)
≤ 1 for the second inequality. Note that we thus have

1

pacc
∈
[

m

(1 + εm)
,

m

(1 − εm)

]
⊆ [(1 − εm)m, (1 + 2εm)m] ,

since we are assuming ε ∈ [0, 1
2m ]. In particular we have pacc = Θ(1/m).

Let p̂ : {1, . . . , n} → [0, 1] be the probability distribution corresponding to the output of
Procedure Sample conditioned on the event that Procedure Sample stops. By definition we have

p̂(j) =
p̃2(j)p1(j)

mpacc p2(j)

for all j ∈ {1, . . . , n}.
We now show that the distribution p̂ is close to the distribution p1. We have

|p̂ − p1|tv =
1

2

n

∑
j=1

∣∣∣∣
p̃2(j)p1(j)

mpacc p2(j)
− p1(j)

∣∣∣∣

≤ 1

2

n

∑
j=1

∣∣∣∣
p2(j)p1(j)

mpacc p2(j)
− p1(j)

∣∣∣∣+
1

2

n

∑
j=1

∣∣∣∣
(p2(j)− p̃2(j))p1(j)

mpacc p2(j)

∣∣∣∣

=
1

2

n

∑
j=1

∣∣∣∣
(

1

mpacc
− 1

)
p1(j)

∣∣∣∣+
1

2

n

∑
j=1

∣∣∣∣
(p2(j)− p̃2(j))p1(j)

mpacc p2(j)

∣∣∣∣

≤ 1

2

∣∣∣∣
1

mpacc
− 1

∣∣∣∣+
1

pacc
|p2(j)− p̃2(j)|tv

≤ εm + (1 + 2εm)m · ε

≤ 3εm,

where we used again the condition
p1(j)

mp2(j)
≤ 1 for the second inequality and εm ≤ 1/2 for the

last inequality.

5.1.2 Proof of proposition 3

Proof of Proposition 3. We take p1 = pu, p2 = pū, p̃2 = p̃ū and m = φ. Note that

p1(j)

mp2(j)
=

|u(j)|2 ‖ū‖2

φ |ū(j)|2 ‖u‖2
=

|u(j)|2

|ū(j)|2
≤ 1 (9)
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holds for all j ∈ {1, . . . , n}, as required.
Consider repeating the procedure Sample until it outputs a sample. Proposition 4 guaran-

tees that the expected number of repetitions is O(φ) and conditioned on success, the total vari-
ation distance between the output distribution and pu is at most 3εφ. Repeating the procedure
O(φmax log(1/δ)) times guarantees that with probability at least 1 − δ the procedure success-
fully outputs a sample. For each execution of the procedure Sample, Step 1 only requires taking
one sample from p̃ū, which has cost sq(ū), and Step 3 can be implemented via Equation (9) by
querying |u(j)| and |ū(j)|, which has cost q(u) + q(ū). To get a sample, the overall complexity
is thus O(φmax log(1/γ) · osq(u)).

To compute an approximation of ‖u‖, observe that ‖u‖ = ‖ū‖ /φ. Since we can get ‖ū‖, we
only need to approximate φ−1. We run r =

⌈
3φmax log(2/δ)/η2

⌉
times the procedure Sample.

Let X be the fraction of these r executions that are successful and observe that E[X] = φ−1.
From Chernoff’s bound we have

Pr
[∣∣∣X − φ−1

∣∣∣ ≥ ηφ−1
]
≤ 2 exp

(
−η2r

3φ

)
≤ δ.

We take X as our estimator of φ−1 and output X ‖ū‖. Then with probability at least 1 − δ we
have

|‖u‖ − X ‖ū‖| ≤ η ‖u‖ ,

as claimed. The overall cost of computing an approximation of ‖u‖ is thus

O(r · osq(u)) = O

(
φmax log(1/δ)

η2
osq(u)

)
,

which gives the claimed cost for RSQε′,δ,η(u).

5.2 Sampling from linear combinations of rows

In this subsection we show that our notion of approximate oversampling-and-query access is
robust under taking linear combinations of a small number of vectors. Here is our main result.

Proposition 5. For a matrix R ∈ Cr×n, assume that we have OSQε,φi
(R(i, ·)) for each i ∈ {1, . . . , r}

with parameters ε ≥ 0 and φ1, . . . , φr ≥ 1. Let v† = (λ1, . . . , λr) be a known row-vector, and assume
that the row-vector v†R is nonzero. We can then implement OSQε,φ(v

†R) with

φ = r
∑

r
i=1 φi ‖λiR(i, ·)‖2

‖v†R‖2
(10)

at cost O(r + osq(R(1, ·)) + · · ·+ osq(R(r, ·))).

This proposition is a generalization of Lemma 3.6 in [4] and Proposition 4.3 in [36]. The
proof strategy is similar, but additional care is needed in the analysis to ensure that the total
variation distance between the distribution we construct and the ideal distribution is preserved.

Proof of Proposition 5. Note that v†R = ∑
r
i=1 λiR(i, ·). For any j ∈ {1, . . . , n} we can compute

[v†R](j) by querying R(1, j), . . . , R(r, j) and then performing arithmetic operations, which means
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that we can implement one query access to the vector v†R at cost O(r + q(R(1, ·)) + · · · +
q(R(r, ·))).

The remaining of the proof explains how to implement approximate sampling-and-query
access to a vector w such that ‖w‖ = φ

∥∥v†R
∥∥ for φ satisfying Equation (10), and |w(j)| ≥∣∣[v†R](j)

∣∣ for all j ∈ {1, . . . , n}.

Notations. We first introduce notations related to the vectors we can query and sample. From
the assumptions, for each i ∈ {1, . . . , r} we have query access to R(i, ·) and approximate
sampling-and-query access to a vector, which we denote ui ∈ Cn, such that ‖ui‖ = φi ‖R(i, ·)‖
and |ui(j)| ≥ |R(i, j)| for all j ∈ {1, . . . , n}. This means that for each i ∈ {1, . . . , r}, each of the
following operations can be implemented at cost osq(R(i, ·)):

• query access to R(i, ·) and ui;

• getting ‖ui‖;

• getting one sample from a distribution p̃ui
: {1, . . . , n} → [0, 1] such that |p̃ui

− pui
|tv ≤ ε.

Definition of the vector w. Define the row-vector w ∈ R1×n as follows:

w(j) =

√
r

r

∑
i=1

|λiui(j)|2

for all j ∈ {1, . . . , n}. For all j ∈ {1, . . . , n}, we have

w(j) ≥
√

r
r

∑
i=1

|λiR(i, j)|2 ≥
∣∣∣∣∣

r

∑
i=1

λiR(i, j)

∣∣∣∣∣ =
∣∣∣[v†R](j)

∣∣∣ ,

as claimed, by Cauchy-Schwarz inequality. We also have ‖w‖2 = φ
∥∥v†R

∥∥2
for

φ =
r ∑

r
i=1 |λi|2 ‖ui‖2

‖∑
r
i=1 λiR(i, ·)‖2

=
r ∑

r
i=1 φi |λi|2 ‖R(i, ·)‖2

‖∑
r
i=1 λiR(i, ·)‖2

,

as claimed.

Query access to w. For any j ∈ {1, . . . , n} we can compute w(j) by querying u1(j), . . . , ur(j)
and then performing arithmetic operations, which means that we can implement one query
access to the vector w with cost O(r + osq(R(1, ·)) + · · ·+ osq(R(r, ·))).

Estimating the norm of w. Observe that

‖w‖ =

√
r

r

∑
i=1

|λi|2 ‖ui‖2.

This quantity can be computed using O(r) arithmetic operations once we know ‖u1‖ , . . . , ‖ur‖.
The cost is O(r + osq(R(1, ·)) + · · ·+ osq(R(r, ·))).
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Sampling from w. Let q : {1, . . . , r} → [0, 1] be the probability distribution such that

q(i) =
|λi|2 ‖ui‖2

∑
r
ℓ=1 |λℓ|2 ‖uℓ‖2

.

Observe that the distribution q can be explicitly constructed by getting the norms ‖u1‖ , . . . , ‖ur‖.
In order to sample from w, we execute the following process.

1. Take a sample i ∈ {1, . . . , r} from the probability distribution q.

2. Take a sample j ∈ {1, . . . , n} from the probability distribution p̃ui
.

The cost of the whole process (including the construction of q) is

O(r + osq(R(1, ·)) + · · ·+ osq(R(r, ·))).

Let P : {1, . . . , n} → [0, 1] be the probability distribution of the sample obtained at Step 2, i.e.,

P(j) =
r

∑
i=1

q(i) p̃ui
(j)

for all j ∈ {1, . . . , n}. We have

|P − pw|tv =
1

2

n

∑
j=1

∣∣∣∣∣
r

∑
i=1

q(i) p̃ui
(j)− |w(j)|2

‖w‖2

∣∣∣∣∣

=
1

2

n

∑
j=1

∣∣∣∣∣
r

∑
i=1

q(i) p̃ui
(j)− r ∑

r
i=1 |λiui(j)|2

r ∑
r
i=ℓ |λℓ|2 ‖uℓ‖2

∣∣∣∣∣

=
1

2

n

∑
j=1

∣∣∣∣∣
r

∑
i=1

q(i) p̃ui
(j)−

r

∑
i=1

q(i)
|ui(j)|2

‖ui‖2

∣∣∣∣∣

≤
r

∑
i=1

q(i)|p̃ui
− pui

|tv

≤ ε,

which concludes the proof.

5.3 Importance matrix sketches associated with sampling access

We now discuss how to construct and use importance matrix sketches when given oversampling-
and-query access to matrices.

Remember how we defined a special case of approximate importance matrix sketches in
Definition 11 and a special case of approximate joint importance matrix sketches in Defini-
tion 13. We first observe that the standard representation (as defined in Definition 9) of such
matrix sketches can be computed efficiently:
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Lemma 5. The standard description of the (r, ε, φ)-approximate importance matrix sketch of A as-
sociated with OSQε,φ(A) can be computed at cost O(r · osq(A)). The standard description of the
(r, ε, φ, φ′)-approximate joint importance matrix sketch of A and B associated with OSQε,φ(A) and
OSQε,φ′(B) can be computed at cost O(r · (osq(A) + osq(B))).

Proof. The first part follows from the properties of the distributions p̃rĀ
and prĀ

. Observe in
particular that since we have SQε(rĀ), we can sample from prĀ

at cost osq(A) and compute

prĀ
(i) = ‖rĀ(i)‖2

/ ‖rĀ‖2 at cost O(osq(A)) for any i ∈ {1, . . . , n}. We can thus compute the
standard description of the (r, ε, φ)-approximate importance matrix sketch of A associated with
OSQε,φ(A) at cost O(r · osq(A)).

The proof of the second part is similar. For sampling from the distribution 1
2(prĀ

+ prB̄
), we

simply take a random bit b, and sample from prĀ
if b = 0 and from prB̄

if b = 1.

We now show how to get oversampling-and-query access to the matrices SA and (SA)†

when given an approximate importance matrix sketches of A associated with OSQε,φ(A). The
two following lemmas generalize similar results for the case of perfect oversampling-and-
query access proved in [4, 16].

Lemma 6. For a nonzero matrix A ∈ Cm×n, any parameters ε ∈ [0, 1], φ ≥ 1 and any integer r ≥
1, assume that we have OSQε,φ(A) and know the standard representation of the (r, ε, φ)-approximate

importance matrix sketch of A associated with OSQε,φ(A). Assume that the inequality ‖SA‖2
F ≥

1
2 ‖A‖2

F holds. We can then implement OSQε,φ′(SA) with φ′ ≤ 2φ at cost O(osq(A)).

Proof. Write ((s1, α1), . . . , (sr, αr)) the standard representation of S, where

αi =
1√

rprĀ
(si)

=

∥∥Ā
∥∥

F√
r
∥∥Ā(si, ·)

∥∥ ≤
√

φ ‖A‖F√
r ‖A(si, ·)‖

if
∥∥Ā(si, ·)

∥∥ 6= 0, and αi = 0 if
∥∥Ā(si, ·)

∥∥ = 0. Define

∆ =
{

i ∈ {1, . . . , r} |
∥∥Ā(si, ·)

∥∥ 6= 0
}

.

For any (i, j) ∈ {1, . . . , r}×{1, . . . , n}, we can compute [SA](i, j) using the identity [SA](i, j) =
αi A(si, j), which requires only one query access to A and an arithmetic operation.

We define the matrix SA = SĀ. We have

∥∥SA
∥∥2

F
=

r

∑
i=1

|αi|2
∥∥Ā(si, ·)

∥∥2
=

|∆|
r

∥∥Ā
∥∥2

F
≤ φ ‖A‖2

F ≤ 2φ ‖SA‖2
F

and
∣∣[SA](i, j)

∣∣ = |αi|
∣∣Ā(si, j)

∣∣ ≥ |αi| |A(si, j)| = |[SA](i, j)| for all (i, j) ∈ {1, . . . , r}×{1, . . . , n}.

We now explain how to implement SQε(SA).

Approximate sampling-and-query access to the rows of SA. For each i ∈ {1, . . . , r}, we ex-
plain how to implement SQε([SA](i, ·)). We can implement query access from the identity
[SA](i, j) = αi Ā(si, j) using only one query access to Ā and one arithmetic operation. Similarly,
we can compute

∥∥[SA](i, ·)
∥∥ = |αi| ‖A(si, ·)‖ by getting the norm

∥∥Ā(si, ·)
∥∥. To sample from a

nonzero vector SA(i, ·), we simply sample from the distribution p̃Ā(si,·). Since pSA(i,·) = pĀ(si,·),
we have

|p̃Ā(si,·) − pSA(i,·)|tv = |p̃Ā(si,·) − pĀ(si,·)|tv ≤ ε.
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The cost of each of these operations is O(osq(A)).

Approximate sampling-and-query access to the row norm vector of SA. We now explain how
to implement SQε(rSA) for the vector rSA = (

∥∥[SA](1, ·)
∥∥ , . . . ,

∥∥[SA](r, ·)
∥∥). We have rSA(i) =

|αi|
∥∥Ā(si, ·)

∥∥ =
√

1/r
∥∥Ā
∥∥

F
for all i ∈ ∆, and rSA(i) = 0 for all i /∈ ∆. We can implement query

access to rSA using one query to the norm
∥∥Ā(si, ·)

∥∥ (or to the norm ‖rĀ‖ =
∥∥Ā
∥∥

F
) and one

arithmetic operation. Since
∥∥rSA

∥∥ =
√
|∆| /r

∥∥Ā
∥∥

F
=
√
|∆| /r ‖rĀ‖, we can compute

∥∥rSA

∥∥ by
getting ‖rĀ‖, which can be done at cost osq(A). Implementing (perfect) sampling access to rSA

is trivial since prSA
is the uniform distribution over ∆.

Lemma 7. For a nonzero matrix A ∈ Cm×n, any parameters ε ∈ [0, 1], φ ≥ 1 and any integer r ≥
1, assume that we have OSQε,φ(A) and know the standard representation of the (r, ε, φ)-approximate

importance matrix sketch of A associated with OSQε,φ(A). Assume that the inequality ‖SA‖2
F ≥

1
2 ‖A‖2

F holds. We can then implement OSQε,φ′((SA)†) with φ′ ≤ 2φ at cost O(r · osq(A)).

Proof. For conciseness, let us write M = (SA)†. Write ((s1, α1), . . . , (sr , αr)) the standard repre-
sentation of S and define the set ∆ as in the proof of Lemma 6.

For any (i, j) ∈ {1, . . . , r} × {1, . . . , n}, we can compute M(j, i) using the identity M(j, i) =
[SA](i, j) = αi A(si, j), which requires only one query access to A and an arithmetic operation.

We define the matrix M = (SĀ)†. We have

∥∥M
∥∥2

F
=

r

∑
i=1

|αi|2
∥∥Ā(si, ·)

∥∥2
=

|∆|
r

∥∥Ā
∥∥2

F
≤ φ ‖A‖2

F ≤ 2φ ‖SA‖2
F = 2φ ‖M‖2

F

and
∣∣M(j, i)

∣∣ = |αi|
∣∣Ā(si, j)

∣∣ ≥ |αi| |A(si, j)| = |M(j, i)| for any (i, j) ∈ {1, . . . , r} × {1, . . . , n}.
We now explain how to implement SQε(M).

Approximate sampling-and-query access to the rows of M. For each j ∈ {1, . . . , n}, we explain
how to implement SQε(M(j, ·)). For any i ∈ {1, . . . , r}, we can implement query access to
this vector from the identity M(j, i) = αi Ā(si, j) using only one query access to Ā and one
arithmetic operation. We can compute its norm

∥∥M(j, ·)
∥∥ by querying Ā(s1, j), . . . , Ā(sr , j) and

then performing O(r) arithmetic operations, which has cost O(r · osq(A)). Similarly, we can
(exactly) sample from the distribution pM(j,·) by first querying Ā(s1, j), . . . , Ā(sr, j) and then

explicitely computing this distribution. The cost is again O(r · osq(A)).

Approximate sampling-and-query access to the row norm vector of M. We now explain how
to implement SQε(rM) for the vector rM = (

∥∥M(1, ·)
∥∥ , . . . ,

∥∥M(n, ·)
∥∥). Query access can be

done at cost O(r · osq(A)) by computing
∥∥M(j, ·)

∥∥ as described above. Since ‖rM‖ =
∥∥M

∥∥
F
=√

|∆| /r
∥∥Ā
∥∥

F
, we can compute ‖rM‖ at cost osq(A) by getting ‖rĀ‖ =

∥∥Ā
∥∥

F
. Sampling from

rM is more delicate. Here is our strategy: we take an index i ∈ ∆ uniformly at random, and
then return the index j ∈ {1, . . . , n} sampled from the distribution p̃Ā(si,·). Using the fact that∥∥Ā(si, ·)

∥∥ = 0 for i /∈ ∆, the total variation distance between the resulting distribution and the
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distribution prM
can be evaluated as follows:

1

2

n

∑
j=1

∣∣∣∣∣
1

|∆| ∑
i∈∆

p̃Ā(si,·)(j)− prM
(j)

∣∣∣∣∣ =
1

2

n

∑
j=1

∣∣∣∣∣
1

|∆| ∑
i∈∆

p̃Ā(si,·)(j)−
∥∥M(j, ·)

∥∥2

‖rM‖2

∣∣∣∣∣

=
1

2

n

∑
j=1

∣∣∣∣∣
1

|∆| ∑
i∈∆

p̃Ā(si,·)(j)− r

|∆| ∑
i∈∆

∥∥[SĀ](i, j)
∥∥2

∥∥Ā
∥∥2

F

∣∣∣∣∣

≤1

2

n

∑
j=1

∑
i∈∆

∣∣∣∣∣
p̃Ā(si,·)(j)

|∆| − r
∥∥[SĀ](i, j)

∥∥2

|∆|
∥∥Ā
∥∥2

F

∣∣∣∣∣

=
1

2 ∑
i∈∆

n

∑
j=1

∣∣∣∣∣
p̃Ā(si,·)(j)

|∆| − rα2
i

∥∥Ā(si, j)
∥∥2

|∆|
∥∥Ā
∥∥2

F

∣∣∣∣∣

=
1

2 ∑
i∈∆

n

∑
j=1

∣∣∣∣∣
p̃Ā(si,·)(j)

|∆| −
∥∥Ā
∥∥2

F

|∆|
∥∥Ā(si, ·)

∥∥2

∥∥Ā(si, j)
∥∥2

∥∥Ā
∥∥2

F

∣∣∣∣∣

=
1

|∆| ∑
i∈∆

|p̃Ā(si,·) − pĀ(si,·)|tv

≤ε.

The cost to output one sample is O(osq(A)).

6 Applications

In this section we discuss applications of the framework and techniques developed in the previ-
ous sections. In Section 6.1 we first show how to apply Theorem 1 to estimate the inner product
of two vectors. In Sections 6.2 and 6.3, we apply our machinery to obtain a robust dequanti-
zation of the Quantum Singular Value Transformation in the low-rank setting (Section 6.2) and
the sparse setting (Section 6.3). In Sections 6.4, 6.5 and 6.6 we then show how to obtain a ro-
bust dequantization of known quantum algorithms for supervised clustering, recommendation
systems and low-rank matrix inversion.

When we consider in this section oversampling-and-query access to the input, for simplicity
we always assume that we know the oversampling parameter φ (if we know instead only an
upper bound φmax ≥ φ, all the statements still hold by replacing φ by φmax).

6.1 Estimation of the inner product with oversampling access

In this subsection we describe how to estimate the inner product with oversampling access.
Here is our main result, which essentially generalizes Proposition 1 to approximate oversampling-
and-query access.

Proposition 6. For any ε ∈ [0, 1], any δ ∈ (0, 1], any ξ > 0 and any φ ≥ 1, assume that

• we have OSQε,φ(u) for a nonzero vector u ∈ Cm,

• we have Q(v) for a nonzero vector v ∈ Cm and know ‖v‖.
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We can then output an estimator α such that |α − (u, v)| ≤
(
2
√

2φε + ξ
)
‖u‖ ‖v‖ holds with proba-

bility at least 1 − δ at cost O
(

φ log(1/δ)
ξ2 (osq(u) + q(v))

)
.

Proof. Take

r =

⌈
16φ

ξ2

⌉
.

and consider the (r, ε, φ)-approximate importance matrix sketch Σ of u associated with OSQε,φ(u).
The standard description of this sketch can be computed at cost O(r · osq(u)) via Lemma 5. We
apply Theorem 1 with n = n′ = 1 and X = u∗ and Y = v∗ (remember that u∗ and v∗ denote
the complex conjugate of u and v). Consider the complex number β = X†Σ̄†Σ̄Y, which can be
computed at cost O(r · (osq(u) + q(v))). The first part of the proof of Theorem 1 shows that
the inequality

|E[β]− (u, v)| ≤ 2
√

2φε ‖u‖ ‖v‖
holds. The second part of the proof of Theorem 1 shows that the inequality

|β − E[β]| ≤ ξ√
2
‖u‖ ‖v‖ .

holds with probability at least 3/4. By using Lemma 3, we can get an estimate α such that
|α − E[β]| ≤ ξ ‖u‖ ‖v‖ holds with probability at least 1 − δ. From the triangle inequality we
thus get

Pr
[
|α − (u, v)| ≤

(
2
√

2φε + ξ
)
‖u‖ ‖v‖

]
≥ 1 − δ,

as claimed.

As a corollary, we can estimate values of the form u† Av as well:

Corollary 1. For any ε ∈ [0, 1], any δ ∈ (0, 1], any ξ > 0 and any φ ≥ 1, assume that

• we have OSQε,φ(A) for a nonzero matrix A ∈ Cm×m,

• we have Q(u) and Q(v) for two nonzero vectors u, v ∈ Cm and know ‖u‖ and ‖v‖.

We can then output an estimator α such that
∣∣α − u† Av

∣∣ ≤
(
4
√

ε + ξ
)
‖u‖ ‖A‖F ‖v‖ holds with

probability at least 1 − δ at cost O
(

φ log(1/δ)
ξ2 (osq(A) + q(u) + q(v))

)
.

Proof. Observe that u† Av = Tr(u†Av) = Tr(Avu†) = (x, y), where x is the vector of length m2

obtained by concatenating the entries of matrix A row by row, and y is the vector of length m2

obtained by concatenating the entries of the matrix vu† column by column.
We show how to implement OSQ2ε,φ(x) at cost O(osq(A)). We define x̄ as the vector of

length m2 obtained by concatenating the entries of matrix Ā row by row, where Ā represents
the matrix in Definition 8. We index the entries of x and x̄ by (i, j) ∈ {1, . . . , m} × {1, . . . , m}, so
that x(i, j) = A(i, j) and x̄(i, j) = Ā(i, j). Query access to x and x̄, as well as the norms ‖x‖ and
‖x̄‖, can trivially be obtained from OSQε,φ(A). Let us write ∆ = {i ∈ {1, . . . , m} |

∥∥Ā(i, ·)
∥∥ 6= 0}

To sample from x̄, we sample an index i ∈ {1, . . . , m} from p̃rĀ
. If i ∈ ∆, then we sample an

index j ∈ {1, . . . , m} from p̃Ā(i,·) and output the index (i, j). If i /∈ ∆, then we output the index
(i, 1). Let P : {1, . . . , m} × {1, . . . , m} → [0, 1] denote the resulting probability distribution. For
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conciseness, let us write p = prĀ
, p̃ = p̃rĀ

and pi = pĀ(i,·), p̃i = p̃Ā(i,·) for all i ∈ {1, . . . , m}. We
have

|P − px̄|tv =
1

2 ∑
i∈∆

m

∑
j=1

∣∣∣∣∣p̃(i) p̃i(j)−
∣∣Ā(i, j)

∣∣2
∥∥Ā
∥∥2

F

∣∣∣∣∣+
1

2 ∑
i/∈∆

| p̃(i)− 0|

=
1

2 ∑
i∈∆

m

∑
j=1

|p̃(i) p̃i(j)− p(i)pi(j)|+ 1

2 ∑
i/∈∆

| p̃(i)− p(i)|

=
1

2 ∑
i∈∆

m

∑
j=1

|p̃(i) p̃i(j)− p̃(i)pi(j)|+ 1

2 ∑
i∈∆

m

∑
j=1

|p̃(i)pi(j)− p(i)pi(j)|+ 1

2 ∑
i/∈∆

| p̃(i)− p(i)|

= ∑
i∈∆

p̃(i)|p̃i − pi|tv +
1

2 ∑
i∈∆

| p̃(i)− p(i)|+ 1

2 ∑
i/∈∆

| p̃(i)− p(i)|

≤ 2ε.

We can implement Q(y) at cost q(u) + q(v). We have ‖x‖ = ‖A‖F and ‖y‖ = ‖u‖ ‖v‖. We
then use Proposition 6 to estimate the inner product, which gives the claimed approximation
factor and complexity.

6.2 Dequantizing the Quantum Singular Value Transformation

In this subsection we consider the following problem.

Quantum Singular Value Transformation

Input: a matrix A ∈ Cm×n with ‖A‖F = 1, a vector b ∈ Cn with ‖b‖ = 1, an even
polynomial p of degree d ≥ 2 such that |p(x)| ≤ 1 for all x ∈ [−1, 1], and two
parameters δ ∈ (0, 1] and η ∈ (0, 1/2].

Goal: find with probability at least 1 − δ a vector v ∈ Cn such that

∥∥∥v − p(
√

A†A)b
∥∥∥ ≤ η

∥∥∥p(
√

A† A)b
∥∥∥ . (11)

Quantum algorithms for the Quantum Singular Value Transformation [20] output with

probability at least 1 − δ a quantum state proportional to the vector p(
√

A† A)b in time

Õ


 d log(1/δ)∥∥∥p(

√
A†A)b

∥∥∥




when A and b are given in QRAM. The dequantization framework from [4] assumes that we
have perfect sampling-and-query access to A and b (i.e., SQ(A) and SQ(b)), and gives a classi-
cal algorithm that after a preprocessing stage running in time

Õ




d16 log3(1/δ)

η6
∥∥∥p(

√
A†A)b

∥∥∥
6


 ,
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implements RSQ0,δ′,η ′(v) for a vector v satisfying Condition (11) with probability at least 1 − δ

at cost

Õ




d12 log2(1/δ) log(1/δ′)

η4η′2
∥∥∥p(

√
A† A)b

∥∥∥
6


 ,

for any δ′ ∈ (0, 1] and any η′ > 0. We show how to achieve a similar running time when given
only SQε(A) and SQε(b) for ε > 0, when ε is small enough. More generally, we also consider
the case where we have OSQε,φ(A) and OSQε,φ(b) with φ > 1.

Theorem 4. There exists an absolute constant τ ∈ (0, 1) such that the following holds. Assume that
we have OSQε,φ(A) and OSQε,φ(b) at cost osq(A) = osq(b) = Õ(1) for some φ ≥ 1 and ε ≥ 0. For
any ε′, δ′ ∈ (0, 1] and any η′ > 0, if

ε ≤ ε′ ·
τη2

∥∥∥p(
√

A† A)b
∥∥∥

4

φ3d8 log(1/δ)
(12)

then there is a classical algorithm that after a preprocessing stage running in time

Õ




φ6d16 log3(1/δ)

η6
∥∥∥p(

√
A†A)b

∥∥∥
6




implements RSQε′,δ′,η ′(v) for a vector v satisfying Condition (11) with probability at least 1 − δ at cost

Õ




φ5d12 log2(1/δ) log(1/δ′)

η4η′2
∥∥∥p(

√
A† A)b

∥∥∥
6


 .

Proof. Our proof follows the same strategy as in [4]. Let us consider the polynomial q such that
p(x)− p(0) = q(x2) and define the function f : R → C as follows:

f (x) =





q(−1) if x ≤ −1,

q(x) if x ∈ [−1, 1],

q(1) if x ≥ 1.

As shown in Lemma 6.3 of [4], the function f is L-Lipschitz on R with L = O(d2), the
function f̄ is L̄-Lipschitz on R with L̄ = O(d4), and we have

Lmax := max
x∈R

∣∣ f̄ (x)
∣∣ = O(d2).

Let us set

r =




max




9

2
φ2 ln (6/δ) ,

112φ2 ln(6/δ)L2

(
η
2

∥∥∥p(
√

A†A)b
∥∥∥
)2






= O




φ2d4 log(1/δ)

η2
∥∥∥p(

√
A†A)b

∥∥∥
2


 ,

c =




448φ2 ln(6/δ)L̄2

(
η
2

∥∥∥p(
√

A† A)b
∥∥∥
)2



= O




φ2d8 log(1/δ)

η2
∥∥∥p(

√
A† A)b

∥∥∥
2


 .
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We first consider the (r, ε, φ)-approximate importance sketch S ∈ Rr×m of A associated with
OSQε,φ(A), and construct its standard representation via Lemma 5 at cost Õ(r). Let us write
R = SA. Observe that by taking the constant τ small enough, any ε satisfying Condition (12)
also satisfies the condition ε ≤ φ/6. From Lemma 4, with probability at least 1 − δ/3 we thus
have

‖R‖2
F ∈

[
1

2
‖A‖2

F ,
3

2
‖A‖2

F

]
. (13)

We assume below that this inequality holds. From Lemma 7, we can then implement OSQε,φ′(R†)

with φ′ ≤ 2φ at cost Õ(r).
We now consider the (c, ε, φ′)-approximate importance sketch T ∈ Rc×n of R† associated

with OSQε,φ′(R†), and construct its standard representation via Lemma 5 at cost O(c ·osq(R†)) =

Õ(cr). Let us write C = SAT†. We now apply Theorem 3 (with χ = ∞ since our bounds on the
Lipschitz constants L and L̄ hold over R). Observe that by taking the constant τ small enough,

any ε satisfying Condition (12) also satisfies Condition (4) with γ = η
2

∥∥∥p(
√

A†A)b
∥∥∥. Theorem 3

thus shows that ∥∥∥R† f̄ (CC†)R − f (A† A)
∥∥∥

F
≤ η

2

∥∥∥p(
√

A†A)b
∥∥∥

holds with probability at least 1 − δ/3. Note that we then have
∥∥∥R† f̄ (CC†)Rb + p(0)b − p(

√
A†A)b

∥∥∥ ≤
∥∥∥R† f̄ (CC†)R − f (A† A)

∥∥∥
F
‖b‖ ≤ η

2

∥∥∥p(
√

A†A)b
∥∥∥ .

We now explain how to implement access to a good approximation v of the vector R† f̄ (CC†)Rb+
p(0)b.

We first explain how to explicitly compute a vector u ∈ Cr close to Rb. First, we take

r′ =




7 ln(6/δ)φ2

(
η
∥∥∥p(

√
A†A)b

∥∥∥ /(16Lmax)
)2



= O




φ2d4 log(1/δ)

η2
∥∥∥p(

√
A† A)b

∥∥∥
2




and consider the (r′, ε, φ′, φ)-approximate joint importance sketch Σ ∈ Rr′×n of R† and b asso-
ciated with OSQε,φ′(R†) and OSQε,φ(b), and construct its standard representation, which can be

done at cost O(r′ · (osq(R†) + osq(b))) = Õ(rr′) via Lemma 5. We set u = RΣ†Σb. Note
that u can be computed explicitly at cost O(rr′) by computing explicitly RΣ† ∈ Cr×r′ and
Σb ∈ Cr′ , and then performing explicitly the matrix-vector product. By taking the constant
τ small enough, we can ensure that any ε satisfying Condition (12) also satisfies the inequality

ε ≤ η‖p(
√

A† A)b‖
32Lmax

√
2φ

. Theorem 2 thus guarantees that

‖u − Rb‖ ≤
(

1

16Lmax
+

1

16Lmax

)
η
∥∥∥p(

√
A† A)b

∥∥∥ ‖R‖F ‖b‖ ≤ η

4Lmax

∥∥∥p(
√

A† A)b
∥∥∥ (14)

with probability at least 1 − δ/3. We assume below that this is the case. Note that

‖u‖ ≤ ‖Rb‖+ η

4Lmax

∥∥∥p(
√

A† A)b
∥∥∥ ≤ 2 +

η

4Lmax
= O(1). (15)

Since u ∈ Cr and C ∈ Cr×c, we can compute explicitly the vector w = f̄ (CC†)u using O(r2c +
dr + r2) arithmetic operations by first computing explicitly f̄ (CC†) and then performing the
matrix-vector product.
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All the steps we have described so far corresponds to the preprocessing stage. The overall
complexity of this stage is

Õ
(
rr′ + r2c + dr

)
= Õ

(
r2c
)
= Õ




φ6d16 log3(1/δ)

η6
∥∥∥p(

√
A† A)b

∥∥∥
6


 .

Let us write v = R† f̄ (CC†)u + p(0)b. Putting everything together, the following upper
bound holds with probability at least 1 − δ:

∥∥∥v − p(
√

A† A)b
∥∥∥ =

∥∥∥R† f̄ (CC†)u − f (A† A)b
∥∥∥

≤
∥∥∥R† f̄ (CC†)(u − Rb)

∥∥∥+
∥∥∥R† f̄ (CC†)Rb − f (A† A)b

∥∥∥

≤
∥∥∥R†

∥∥∥
∥∥∥ f̄ (CC†)

∥∥∥ ‖u − Rb‖+
∥∥∥R† f̄ (CC†)Rb − f (A† A)b

∥∥∥

≤ 2Lmax ‖u − Rb‖+
∥∥∥R† f̄ (CC†)R − f (A† A)

∥∥∥
F

≤ η
∥∥∥p(

√
A† A)b

∥∥∥ .

Finally, we explain how to implement approximate randomized sampling-and-query ac-
cess from v. Observe that v is a linear combination of r + 1 vectors: a linear combination of
the r columns of R† (i.e., rows of R) and b, where the coefficients of the linear combination are
given by w and p(0). Via Lemma 6, we can implement OSQε,φ′′(R) with φ′′ ≤ 2φ at cost Õ(1).

Proposition 5 guarantees that we can implement OSQε,ϕ(v) at cost Õ(r), with

ϕ = O

(
(r + 1)

φ′′ ∑
r
i=1 |w(i)|2 ‖R(i, ·)‖2 + φ |p(0)|2 ‖b‖2

‖v‖2

)
.

Using ‖w‖ ≤ Lmax ‖u‖, Inequalities (13) and (15), the assumption ‖b‖ = 1 and the fact ‖v‖ =

Θ(‖p(
√

A† A)b‖), which holds since we are assuming η ≤ 1/2, we get

ϕ = O

(
r

φL2
max ‖R‖2

F + φ

‖v‖2

)
= O




φ3d8 log(1/δ)

η2
∥∥∥p(

√
A†A)b

∥∥∥
4


 .

By taking the constant τ small enough, any ε satisfying Condition (12) also satisfies the inequal-
ity 3εϕ ≤ ε′. We then use Proposition 3 to get RSQε′,δ′,η ′(v) at cost

O

(
ϕ log(1/δ′)

η′2 osq(v)

)
= Õ

(
ϕ log(1/δ′)

η′2 r

)
= Õ




d12φ5 log2(1/δ) log(1/δ′)

η4η′2
∥∥∥p(

√
A† A)b

∥∥∥
6


 ,

as claimed.

6.3 Dequantizing the sparse Quantum Singular Value Transformation

In this subsection, we discuss the main problem considered by Gharibian and Le Gall [17].
For any integer s ≥ 1, we say that a matrix is s-sparse if it contains at most s nonzero entries

per row and column. The problem considered in [17, Section 4] is as follows.
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Sparse Quantum Singular Value Transformation (SparseQSVT)

Input: an s-sparse matrix A ∈ Cm×n for s ≥ 2 such that ‖A‖ ≤ 1, two vectors u, v ∈ Cn

such that ‖u‖ ≤ 1 and ‖v‖ ≤ 1, an even polynomial p ∈ R[x] of degree d with
|p(x)| ≤ 1 for all x ∈ [−1, 1], a parameter η ∈ (0, 1].

Goal: compute an estimate ẑ ∈ C such that |ẑ − v†p(
√

A†A)u| ≤ η.

The main difference with the problem considered in Section 6.2 is that the normalization
on A is now ‖A‖ ≤ 1 instead of ‖A‖F = 1. Note that this is a significantly weaker assump-
tion since the inequality ‖A‖ ≤ ‖A‖F always holds and ‖A‖F can be as large as

√
n ‖A‖.

On the other hand, with this weaker assumption the problem can only be solved efficiently
in the classical setting for special types of matrices, such as s-sparse matrices. The main de-
quantization result from [17] indeed shows that when given Q(A), Q(u) and SQ(v) with costs
q(A) = q(u) = sq(v) = Õ(1), the problem SparseQSVT can be solved classically with prob-
ability at least 1 − 1/poly(n) in Õ(sd/η2) time.18 This result is obtained by showing how to

implement efficiently query access to the vector p(
√

A† A)u when A is s-sparse, and then using
the inner product estimation technique from [36]. By using instead our technique for robust
estimation of the inner product, we show that this dequantization result even holds when con-
sidering SQε(v) for ε > 0, when ε is small enough.

Theorem 5. Given Q(A), Q(u) and SQε(v) with ε ≤ η/9 and costs q(A) = q(u) = sq(v) = Õ(1),
the problem SparseQSVT can be solved classically with probability at least 1− 1/poly(n) in Õ(sd/η2)
time.

Proof. Lemma 8 in [17] shows that given Q(A) and Q(u) at cost q(A) = q(u) = Õ(1), we can

implement query access to p(
√

A†A)u at cost Õ(sd). Let w ∈ Cn denote the complex conjugate

of the vector p(
√

A† A)u. We immediately get Q(w) from Q(p(
√

A†A)u).

Observe that ‖w‖ = ‖p(
√

A†A)u‖ ≤ ‖u‖ ≤ 1 from our assumptions on p and ‖u‖. We
have

(v, w) = v†
p(
√

A†A)u.

We can then use Proposition 1 and output at cost

O

(
log(n)

η2
(sq(v) + q(w))

)
= O

(
sd log(n)

η2

)
,

an estimator ẑ such that
∣∣∣ẑ − v†

p(
√

A†A)u
∣∣∣ ≤ (2

√
2ε +

η

100
) ‖v‖ ≤ η

holds with probability at least 1 − 1/poly(n).

18The result from [17] is actually slightly more general: it also works when v can be accessed by a slight general-
ization of sampling-and-query access (called “ζ-sampling-access” in [17]), where the sampling is done with small
multiplicative error (see Definition 2.4 in [17]).
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As mentioned in the introduction, using Theorem 5 we can generalize the other dequanti-
zation results in [17, Section 4], and in particular obtain an efficient classical algorithm com-
puting a constant-precision estimation of the ground state of a local Hamiltonians when given
SQε(u) for a guiding vector u that has constant overlap with the ground state (Theorem 1 in [17]
showed this result only for the case ε = 0). Similarly, the implications to the Quantum PCP con-
jecture and the No Low-Energy Samplable States (NLSS) conjecture discussed in [17, Section 5]
also generalize to the case of approximate sampling-and-query access to the witness states (i.e.,
SQε(|ϕ〉) for a witness |ϕ〉 instead of SQ(|ϕ〉)).

6.4 Dequantizing quantum algorithms for supervised clustering

In the supervised clustering problem considered by Lloyd, Mohseni, and Rebentrost [30], the
main computational task reduces to the following problem.

Supervised Clustering

Input: a matrix M ∈ Rn×d with no all-zero row, a row-vector w ∈ R1×n and pa-
rameters η, δ ∈ (0, 1).

Goal: output an estimation α of ‖wM‖2 such that

∣∣∣α − ‖wM‖2
∣∣∣ ≤ η ‖M‖2

F ‖w‖2

holds with probability at least 1 − δ.

Ref. [30] proposed a quantum algorithm for supervised clustering by solving the above

problem using the SWAP test in time Õ
(

log(1/δ)
η

)
, assuming that the data is stored in QRAM.

Prior dequantization works [4, 37] showed how to construct classical algorithms solving this

problem in time O
(

log(1/δ)
η2 (sq(M) + q(w))

)
when given SQ(M) and Q(w). Here we show

how that dequantization is possible even when given only SQε(M) for ε small enough.

Theorem 6. Given SQε(M) and Q(w) for ε ≤ η2

25 , there is a classical algorithm that solves the problem

Supervised Clustering at cost O
(

log(1/δ)
η2 (sq(M) + q(w))

)
.

Proof. We first observe that ‖wM‖2 = (u, v) for the vectors u, v ∈ Rdn2
defined as follows. The

coordinates of u and v are indexed by triples (i, j, k) ∈ {1, . . . , n} × {1, . . . , d} × {1, . . . , n}. We
set

ui,j,k = M(i, j) ‖M(k, ·)‖ ,

vi,j,k =
wiwkM(k, j)

‖M(k, ·)‖
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for each (i, j, k) ∈ {1, . . . , n} × {1, . . . , d} × {1, . . . , n}. We have

(u, v) =
d

∑
j=1

(
n

∑
i=1

wiM(i, j)

)(
n

∑
k=1

wkM(k, j)

)
= ‖wM‖2 = (u, v),

‖u‖ =

√√√√
n

∑
i=1

d

∑
j=1

n

∑
k=1

|M(i, j)|2 ‖M(k, ·)‖2 = ‖M‖2
F

‖v‖ =

√√√√
n

∑
i=1

d

∑
j=1

n

∑
k=1

|wi|2 |wk|2 |M(k, j)|2

‖M(k, ·)‖2
= ‖w‖2 .

Note that from SQε(M) and Q(w) we can implement Q(u) and Q(v) at cost O(sq(M) +
q(w)). In order to implement sample access to u, we sample i and k from p̃rM

, then sample j
from p̃M(i,·). Let P(i, j, k) denote the resulting probability distribution. For conciseness, let us
write p = prM

, p̃ = p̃rM
and pi = pM(i,·), p̃i = p̃M(i,·) for each i ∈ {1, . . . , n}. We have

|P − pu|tv =
1

2

n

∑
i=1

d

∑
j=1

n

∑
k=1

|P(i, j, k)− pu(i, j, k)| ,

=
1

2

n

∑
i=1

d

∑
j=1

n

∑
k=1

∣∣∣∣∣ p̃(i) p̃i(j) p̃(k)− ‖M(i, ·)‖2

‖M‖2
F

|M(i, j)|2

‖M(i, ·)‖2

‖M(k, ·)‖2

‖M‖2
F

∣∣∣∣∣

=
1

2

n

∑
i=1

d

∑
j=1

n

∑
k=1

| p̃(i) p̃i(j) p̃(k)− p(i)pi(j)p(k)|

≤ 1

2

n

∑
i=1

d

∑
j=1

n

∑
k=1

| p̃(i) p̃i(j) p̃(k)− p(i) p̃i(j) p̃(k)|+ |p(i) p̃i(j) p̃(k)− p(i)pi(j) p̃(k)|

+ |p(i)pi(j) p̃(k)− p(i)pi(j)p(k)|

=
1

2

n

∑
i=1

|p̃(i)− p(i)|
d

∑
j=1

p̃i(j)
n

∑
k=1

p̃(k) +
1

2

n

∑
i=1

p(i)
d

∑
j=1

| p̃i(j)− pi(j)|
n

∑
k=1

p̃(k)

+
1

2

n

∑
i=1

p(i)
d

∑
j=1

pi(j)
n

∑
k=1

| p̃(k)− p(k)|

= |p̃ − p|tv +
n

∑
i=1

p(i)|p̃i − pi|tv + |p̃ − p|tv

≤ 3ε.

This means that we can implement SQ3ε(u) at cost Õ(sq(M)).
We can now use Proposition 6: we can output an estimator α such that

|α − (u, v)| ≤
(

2
√

6ε +
η

100

)
‖u‖ ‖v‖ =

(
2
√

6ε +
η

100

)
‖M‖2

F ‖w‖2 ≤ η ‖M‖2
F ‖w‖2

holds with probability at least 1 − δ at cost Õ
(

log(1/δ)
η2 (sq(M) + q(w))

)
.
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6.5 Dequantizing quantum algorithms for recommendation systems

In recommendation systems, the main computational task reduces to sampling from a row of a
low-rank matrix close to the input matrix (which corresponds to the users’ preference matrix).
In particular, quantum algorithms [28] and their dequantization [36, 20] consider and solve the
following version.

Recommendation Systems

Input: a matrix A ∈ Rm×n, an index i ∈ {1, . . . , m}, and four parameters σ, ν ∈ (0, 1] and
ξ, τ ∈ (0, 1/2].

Goal: sample from the probability distribution pÂ(i,·) up to δ error in total variation dis-

tance, for a matrix Â ∈ Rm×n such that
∥∥Â − Aσ,ξ

∥∥
F
≤ ν ‖A‖F, where Aσ,ξ = f (A)

for some arbitrary function f such that





f (x) = x if x ≥ σ(1 + ξ)

f (x) = 0 if x < σ(1 − ξ)

f (x) ∈ [0, x] if x ∈ [σ(1 − ξ), σ(1 + ξ))

(16)

holds.

In applications to recommendation systems, the parameter ξ is taken as a constant (e.g., ξ =
1/6). The matrix Aσ,ξ represents some kind of low-rank approximation of A. The intuition is
that if the singular values of the matrix A “concentrate” on a few high values, then by choosing
σ large enough the matrix Aσ,ξ will have low rank (since Aσ,ξ has only a few nonzero singular
values) and will also be a good approximation of A (since the spectrum concentrates on these
high singular values). This typically corresponds to the case where the ratio ‖A‖F /σ is small.

This parameter K =
‖A‖2

F

σ2 is indeed crucial for analyzing the performance of quantum al-
gorithms for recommendation systems and their dequantization (these algorithms are efficient
only when K is small). We assume that K ≥ 1, since this is the interesting regime. Kerenidis
and Prakash [28] have shown how to solve Recommendation Systems in time Õ(

√
K) when A is

given in QRAM. Chia, Gilyén, Li, Lin, Tang and Wang [4] gave a classical algorithm solving the

problem in time Õ

(
K8 log3(1/δ)

ξ6ν6 + K3 log2(1/δ)
ξ2ν2

‖A(i,·)‖2

‖Â(i,·)‖2

)
given SQ(A) with sq(A) = Õ(1), which

improved the complexity of the first dequantization algorithm by Tang [36]. We show how to
obtain the same complexity when given only SQε(A) for ε small enough, or more generally
even OSQε,φ(A) with φ > 1.

Theorem 7. Assume that we have OSQε,φ(A) with sq(A) = Õ(1), for any φ ≥ 1 and any

ε ≤ min

(
νξ

48K2φ
,

δ
∥∥Â(i, ·)

∥∥2

45Kφ2 ‖A(i, ·)‖2

)
.

There is a classical algorithm that solves the problem Recommendation Systems in time

Õ

(
K8φ6 log3(1/δ)

ξ6ν6
+

K3φ6 log2(1/δ)

ξ2ν2

‖A(i, ·)‖2

∥∥Â(i, ·)
∥∥2

)
.
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Proof. Our proof follows the same approach as in [4]. Let us define the function





t(x) = 1 if x ≥ (1 + ξ)2σ2,

t(x) = 0 if x < (1 − ξ)2σ2,

t(x) = x−(1−ξ)2σ2

4ξσ2 if x ∈ [(1 − ξ)2σ2, (1 + ξ)2σ2),

and set Aσ,ξ = A t(A† A). Note that this matrix satisfies the conditions of Equations (16). We
have 




t̄(x) = 1/x if x ≥ (1 + ξ)2σ2,

t̄(x) = 0 if x < (1 − ξ)2σ2,

t̄(x) = 1
4ξσ2 − (1−ξ)2σ2

4ξσ2x
if x ∈ [(1 − ξ)2σ2, (1 + ξ)2σ2).

Observe that t(x) is 1
4ξσ2 -Lipschitz over R and t̄(x) is 1

4ξ(1−ξ)2σ4 -Lipschitz over R. Also observe

that

max
x∈R

{t̄(x)} =
1

(1 + ξ)2σ2
≤ 1

σ2
. (17)

We choose appropriate integers r ∈ {1, . . . , m} and c ∈ {1, . . . , n} such that

r = Θ

(
φ2 log(1/δ)

(
1 +

‖A‖4
F

ξ2σ4ν2

))
= Θ

(
K2φ2 log(1/δ)

ξ2ν2

)
,

c = Θ

(
φ2 log(1/δ) ‖A‖8

F

ξ2(1 − ξ2)2σ8ν2

)
= Θ

(
K4φ2 log(1/δ)

ξ2ν2

)
.

Consider the (r, ε, φ)-approximate importance sketch S ∈ Rr×m of A associated with OSQε,φ(A).
From Lemma 4, with probability at least 1 − δ/5 we have19

‖R‖2
F ∈

[
1

2
‖A‖2

F ,
3

2
‖A‖2

F

]
.

We assume below that this inequality holds. Let us write R = SA. From Lemma 7, we can
implement OSQε,φ′(R†) with φ′ = 2φ at cost Õ(r). We now consider the (c, ε, φ′)-approximate

importance sketch T ∈ Rc×n of R† associated with OSQε,φ′(R†). Let us write C = SAT†. Theo-
rem 3 (with χ = ∞ since our Lipschitz constants for t(x) and t̄(x) hold over R) guarantees that
the inequality ∥∥∥R† t̄(CC†)R − t(At A)

∥∥∥
F
≤ ν

2
(18)

holds with probability at least 1 − δ/5.20 Assume below that this is the case. Additionally, we
have ∥∥∥∥

√
t̄(CC†)R

∥∥∥∥ =
√
‖R† t̄(CC†)R‖ ≤

√
‖t(A† A)‖+ ν/2 ≤

√
1 + ν/2. (19)

We set Â = A′R† t̄(CC†)R, where A′ ∈ Rm×n is defined below. First, observe that since we
have OSQε,φ(A), for each j ∈ {1, . . . , m} we have OSQε,φ(A(j, ·)) and thus OSQε,φ(A(j, ·)†) as

19Note that the inequality ε ≤ νξ
48φK2 implies that 2εφ ≤ 1/3, which is enough to get the bounds on ‖R‖2

F.

20Note that the inequality ε ≤ νξ
48φK2 implies that ε satisfies Condition (4) of the statement of Theorem 3 with

γ = ν/2.
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well. For some integer r′ ∈ {1, . . . , m}, we consider the (r′, ε, φ, φ′)-approximate joint matrix
sketch Σj ∈ Rr′×n of A(j, ·)† and R† associated with OSQε,φ(A(j, ·)†) and OSQε,φ′(R†). We then

set the j-th row of the matrix A′ as A′(j, ·) = A(j, ·)Σ†
j Σj. By taking

r′ = Θ

(
Kφ2 log(m/δ)

ν2

)
,

Theorem 2 guarantees that for each j ∈ {1, . . . , m}, the inequality
∥∥∥A′(j, ·)R† − A(j, ·)R†

∥∥∥ ≤
(

2ε
√

φφ′ +
σν

16 ‖A‖F

)∥∥∥A(j, ·)†
∥∥∥
∥∥∥R†

∥∥∥
F
≤ σν ‖A(j, ·)‖

4
(20)

holds with probability at least 1 − δ/(5m), since 2ε
√

φφ′ ≤
√

2φνξ

24φK2 ≤ σν
16‖A‖F

. The inequality

∥∥∥A′R† − AR†
∥∥∥

F
=

√√√√
m

∑
j=1

‖A′(j, ·)R† − A(j, ·)R†‖2 ≤ σν ‖A‖F

4
. (21)

thus holds with probability at least 1 − δ/5.
Putting everything together, the following holds with probability at least 1 − 3δ/5:
∥∥Â − Aσ,η

∥∥
F
=
∥∥∥(A′R† − AR†)t̄(CC†)R + AR† t̄(CC†)R − A t(A† A)

∥∥∥
F

≤
∥∥∥(A′R† − AR†)t̄(CC†)R

∥∥∥
F
+
∥∥∥AR† t̄(CC†)R − A t(A† A)

∥∥∥
F

≤
∥∥∥A′R† − AR

∥∥∥
F

∥∥∥∥
√

t̄(CC†)

∥∥∥∥
∥∥∥∥
√

t̄(CC†)R

∥∥∥∥+ ‖A‖
∥∥∥R† t̄(CC†)R − t(A† A)

∥∥∥
F

≤ σν ‖A‖F

4

1

σ

√
1 + ν/2 + ‖A‖ ν

2
≤ ν ‖A‖F ,

where we used Inequalities (17), (18), (19) and (21) to derive the third inequality. We assume
below that this upper bound holds.

Finally, we explain how to sample from the row-vector Â(i, ·). We first compute explicitly
the row-vector x = A′(i, ·)R† t̄(CC†) = A(i, ·)Σ†

i ΣiR
† t̄(CC†) ∈ R1×r as follows. We compute

the matrix C explicitly, then compute the singular value decomposition of CC†, and then the
matrix t̄(CC†). This can be done in O(r2c) time. Then, we compute the vector A(i, ·)Σ†

i ΣiR
†

explicitely in O(r′ + rr′) time by computing the row-vector A(i, ·)Σ†
i ∈ R1×r′ and the matrix

ΣiR
† ∈ Rr′×r, and then computing their product. We compute x by computing the product of

this vector with the matrix t̄(CC†), which can be done in O(r2) time. Finally, in order to sample
from Â(i, ·) = xR, we use Proposition 5. We can get OSQε,ϕ(xR) with

ϕ = r
∑

r
i=1 φ |xi|2 ‖R(i, ·)‖2

∥∥Â(i, ·)
∥∥2

≤ ∑
r
i=1 φ2 |xi|2 ‖A‖2

F∥∥Â(i, ·)
∥∥2

=
φ2 ‖x‖2 ‖A‖2

F∥∥Â(i, ·)
∥∥2

(22)

at cost O(r), where we used Inequality (2). We can upper bound ϕ as follows:

ϕ ≤
(∥∥∥A(i, ·)R† t̄(CC†)

∥∥∥+
∥∥∥(A′(i, ·)− A(i, ·))R† t̄(CC†)

∥∥∥
)2 φ2 ‖A‖2

F∥∥Â(i, ·)
∥∥2

≤
(
‖A(i, ·)‖

∥∥∥∥R†
√

t̄(CC†)

∥∥∥∥
∥∥∥∥
√

t̄(CC†)

∥∥∥∥+
∥∥∥(A′(i, ·)− A(i, ·))R†

∥∥∥
F

∥∥∥t̄(CC†)
∥∥∥
)2 φ2 ‖A‖2

F∥∥Â(i, ·)
∥∥2

.
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Using (17), (19) and (20), we obtain

ϕ ≤
(
‖A(i, ·)‖

√
1 + ν/2

σ
+

σν ‖A(i, ·)‖
4

1

σ2

)2
φ2 ‖A‖2

F∥∥Â(i, ·)
∥∥2

≤
(√

1 + ν/2 +
ν

4

)2 φ2 ‖A(i, ·)‖2 ‖A‖2
F

σ2
∥∥Â(i, ·)

∥∥2

≤ 3φ2 ‖A(i, ·)‖2 ‖A‖2
F

σ2
∥∥Â(i, ·)

∥∥2

= 3Kφ2 ‖A(i, ·)‖2

∥∥Â(i, ·)
∥∥2

.

Finally, we use Proposition 3 to implement RSQε′, δ
5 ,1(xR) with ε′ ≤ 3εϕ at cost O(φr log(1/δ)).

In particular, we can sample with probability at least 1− δ/5 (which gives overall success prob-
ability at least 1 − 4δ/5) from a distribution p such that

|p − pxR|tv ≤ 3εϕ ≤ δ/5.

Putting the failure probability into the total variation distance, we get overall total variation
distance at most δ, as desired (remember that xR = Â(i, ·)). The overall complexity is

O
(
r2c + rr′ + r2 + ϕr log(1/δ)

)
= O

(
K8φ6 log3(1/δ)

ξ6ν6
+

K3φ6 log2(1/δ)

ξ2ν2

‖A(i, ·)‖2

∥∥Â(i, ·)
∥∥2

)
,

as claimed.

6.6 Dequantizing quantum algorithms for low-rank matrix inversion

In this subsection we consider the following problem. We again write K = ‖A‖2
F /σ2 and

assume that K ≥ 1.
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Matrix Inversion

Input: a nonzero matrix A ∈ Rm×n, a vector b ∈ Cm, and four parameters σ, δ ∈ (0, 1]
and η, ξ ∈ (0, 1/2].

Assumption: b ∈ Wσ(A), where Wσ(A) denotes the subspace of Cm corresponding to
the right singular vectors of A associated with singular values at least σ.

Goal: find a vector x̂ such that
‖x̂ − x∗‖ ≤ η ‖x∗‖ (23)

holds for x∗ = A+
σ,ξb with probability at least 1 − δ, where A+

σ,ξ = f (A) for some
arbitrary function f such that





f (x) = 1/x if x ≥ σ

f (x) = 0 if x < σ(1 − ξ)

f (x) ∈ [0, 1/σ] if x ∈ [σ(1 − ξ), σ)

(24)

holds.

Note that the assumption b ∈ Wσ(A) is only needed to ensure that the inequality

‖b‖
‖A‖ ≤ ‖x∗‖ (25)

holds. This inequality makes easier to state the complexity of our algorithm and has been used
(implicitly) in [4] as well.

The problem Matrix Inversion can be considered as a low-rank version of the matrix inver-
sion problem solved by the HHL quantum algorithm [22], which has been studied in several
dequantization works [3, 4, 21]. Ref. [4], in particular, showed that given perfect oversampling-
and-query access to A (i.e., OSQ0,φ(A)) and Q(b) at cost osq(A) = q(b) = Õ(1), after a pre-

processing step running in Õ
(

K14φ6 log3(1/δ)
ξ6η6

)
time it is possible to implement RSQ0,δ′,η ′(x̂) for a

vector x̂ satisfying Condition (23) with probability at least 1 − δ at cost

Õ

(
K7φ4 log(1/δ) log(1/δ′)

ξ2η2η′2
‖x∗‖2

‖x̂‖2

)
,

for any δ′, η′ ∈ (0, 1). We show how to obtain the same complexity when given only OSQε,φ(A)
for ε > 0, when ε is small enough.

Theorem 8. There exists an absolute constant τ ∈ (0, 1] such that the following holds. Assume that
we have OSQε,φ(A) and Q(b) at cost osq(A) = q(b) = Õ(1), for some φ ≥ 1 and ε ≥ 0. For any
ε′, δ′, η′ ∈ (0, 1), if

ε ≤ τη2

K3
and ε ≤ ε′ · τ

φ2K3
(26)

then there is a classical algorithm that after a preprocessing stage running in time

O

(
K14φ6 log3(1/δ)

ξ6η6

)
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implements RSQε′,δ′,η ′(x̂) for a vector x̂ satisfying Condition (23) with probability at least 1 − δ at cost

O

(
K7φ4 log(1/δ) log(1/δ′)

ξ2η2η′2
‖x∗‖2

‖x̂‖2

)
.

Proof. Our proof follows the same approach as in [4]. We define the function




t(x) = 1/x if x ≥ σ2,

t(x) = x−(1−ξ)2σ2

ξ(2−ξ)σ4 if x ∈ [(1 − ξ)2σ2, σ2),

t(x) = 0 if x < (1 − ξ)2σ2,

and set A+
σ,ξ = t(A† A) A†b. Note that this matrix satisfies the conditions of Equation (24).

Observe that t(x) is L-Lipschitz over R and t̄(x) is L̄-Lipschitz over R with

L =
1

ξ(2 − ξ)σ4
and L̄ =

1

ξ(2 − ξ)(1 − ξ)2σ6
.

Also observe that

max
x∈R

{t(x)} =
1

σ2
and max

x∈R

{t̄(x)} =
1

σ4
(27)

We will set

r = Θ

(
φ2 ‖A‖8

F L2 log(1/δ)

η2

)
= Θ

(
φ2K4 log(1/δ)

ξ2η2

)
,

c = Θ

(
φ2 ‖A‖12

F L̄2 log(1/δ)

η2

)
= Θ

(
φ2K6 log(1/δ)

ξ2η2

)
.

Consider the (r, ε, φ)-approximate importance sketch S ∈ Rr×m of A associated with SQε(A)
and write R = SA. Observe that by taking the constant τ small enough, any ε satisfying
Condition (26) also satisfies the condition ε ≤ φ/3. From Lemma 4, we can then guarantee that
with probability at least 1 − δ/3

‖R‖2
F ∈

[
1

2
‖A‖2

F ,
3

2
‖A‖2

F

]
(28)

holds. We assume below that this is the case. From Lemma 7, we can implement OSQε,φ′(R†)

with φ′ ≤ 2φ at cost Õ(r). We now consider the (c, ε, φ′)-approximate importance sketch
T ∈ Rc×n of R† associated with OSQε,φ′(R†) and write C = SAT†. Observe that by taking
the constant τ small enough, any ε satisfying Condition (26) also satisfies Condition (4) of The-
orem 3 with γ = η

2‖A‖2
F

and χ = ∞. Theorem 3 thus guarantees that the inequality

∥∥∥R† t̄(CC†)R − t(At A)
∥∥∥

F
≤ η

2 ‖A‖2
F

(29)

holds with probability at least 1 − δ/3. Assume below that this is the case.
Observe that

∥∥∥R† t̄(CC†)
∥∥∥ ≤

∥∥∥∥R†
√

t̄(CC†)

∥∥∥∥
∥∥∥∥
√

t̄(CC†)

∥∥∥∥ ≤
√
‖t(AA†)‖+ η

2 ‖A‖2
F

· 1

σ2
≤ 2

σ3
, (30)
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where we used the assumption η ≤ 1/2 (which implies η ≤ K/2 since K ≥ 1).
We now explain how to get an approximation u of the vector RA†b ∈ Cr. For each i ∈

{1, . . . , r}, observe that b† AR(i, ·)† = R(i, ·)A†b. Observe that by taking the constant τ small
enough, we can guarantee that any ε satisfying Condition (26) also satisfies the inequality

√
ε ≤

η

64K3/2 . Since we have OSQε,φ(A) and both Q(R(i, ·)†) and Q(b), we use Corollary 1 to compute

at cost O
(

φK3 log(r/δ)
η2

)
an estimate αi such that

∣∣∣αi − R(i, ·)A†b
∣∣∣ ≤

(
4
√

ε +
η

16K3/2

)
‖R(i, ·)‖ ‖A‖F ‖b‖ ≤ η

8K3/2
‖R(i, ·)‖ ‖A‖F ‖b‖

holds with probability at least 1 − δ/(3r). We set u(i) = αi. The total time complexity of
computing the whole vector u is

O

(
r

φK3 log(r/δ)

η2

)
= Õ

(
φ3K7 log2(1/δ)

ξ2η4

)
. (31)

Then with probability at least 1 − δ/3 we have

∥∥∥RA†b − u
∥∥∥ =

√
r

∑
i=1

|αi − R(i, ·)A†b|2 ≤ ησ3

8 ‖A‖3
F

‖R‖F ‖A‖F ‖b‖ ≤ ησ3

4
‖x∗‖ , (32)

where the last inequality uses (25) and (28).
We set x̂ = R† t̄(CC†)u. Putting everything together, the following inequalities hold with

probability at least 1 − δ:

‖x̂ − x∗‖ ≤
∥∥∥R† t̄(CC†)(RA†b − u)

∥∥∥+
∥∥∥R† t̄(CC†)RA†b − x∗

∥∥∥

≤
∥∥∥R† t̄(CC†)

∥∥∥
∥∥∥RA†b − u

∥∥∥+
∥∥∥R† t̄(CC†)R − t(At A)

∥∥∥
∥∥∥A†b

∥∥∥

≤ η

2
‖x∗‖+ η

2 ‖A‖2
F

‖A‖ ‖b‖

≤ η ‖x∗‖ ,

where we used (29), (30) and (32) for the third inequality, and (25) for the last inequality.
Finally, we explain how to implement sampling-and-query access to x̂. We can compute

explicitly the matrix t̄(CC†) in O(r2c) time, and then compute the vector t̄(CC†)u ∈ Cr in O(r2)
time. The overall complexity of this step is

O

(
φ6K14 log3(1/δ)

ξ6η6

)
,

which dominates the complexity of the preprocessing stage (compare with Equation (31)).
Since x̂ is a linear combination of the columns of R† (i.e., the rows of R), we can then use

Proposition 5 to implement OSQε,ϕ(x̂) at cost O(r) with

ϕ = r
∑

r
i=1 2φ|[t̄(CC†)u](i)|2

∥∥R(i, ·)†
∥∥2

‖x̂‖2
≤ 4φ2

∥∥t̄(CC†)u
∥∥2 ‖A‖2

F

‖x̂‖2
,
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where we used Equation (2). Using (27), (30) and (32) we further have:

ϕ = O

(
φ2(
∥∥t̄(CC†)RA†b

∥∥+
∥∥t̄(CC†)(RA†b − u)

∥∥)2 ‖A‖2
F

‖x̂‖2

)

= O

(
φ2(
∥∥t̄(CC†)R

∥∥ ∥∥A†
∥∥ ‖b‖+

∥∥t̄(CC†)
∥∥ ∥∥RA†b − u

∥∥)2 ‖A‖2
F

‖x̂‖2

)

= O




φ2
(

2
σ3 ‖A‖ ‖b‖+ 1

σ4

ησ3

4 ‖x∗‖
)2

‖A‖2
F

‖x̂‖2




= O




φ2
(

2
σ3 ‖A‖2

F ‖x∗‖+ 1
σ4

ησ3

4 ‖x∗‖
)2

‖A‖2
F

‖x̂‖2




Using the assumption η ≤ 1/2 (which again implies η ≤ K/2 since K ≥ 1), we obtain

ϕ = O

(
φ2K3 ‖x∗‖2

‖x̂‖2

)
.

When the inequality ‖x̂ − x∗‖ ≤ η ‖x∗‖ holds (which happens with probability at least 1 − δ),
we get the upper bound ϕ = O(φ2K3) since by assumption we have η ≤ 1/2. By taking the
constant τ small enough, any ε satisfying Condition (26) also satisfies the inequality 3εϕ ≤ ε′.
We then use Proposition 3 to implement RSQε′,δ′,η ′(x̂) at cost

O

(
ϕ log(1/δ′)

η′2 r

)
= O

(
φ4K7 log(1/δ) log(1/δ′)

ξ2η2η′2
‖x∗‖2

‖x̂‖2

)
,

as claimed.
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