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Abstract

Motivated by the problem of compressing point sets into as few bits as possible while main-
taining information about approximate distances between points, we construct random non-
linear maps ϕℓ that compress point sets in the following way. For a point set S, the map
ϕℓ : Rd → N−1/2{−1, 1}N has the property that storing ϕℓ(S) (a sketch of S) allows one to
report pairwise squared distances between points in S up to some multiplicative (1 ± ǫ) error
with high probability as long as the minimum distance is not too small compared to ǫ. The
maps ϕℓ are the ℓ-fold composition of a certain type of random feature mapping. Moreover, we
determine how large N needs to be as a function of ǫ and other parameters of the point set.

Compared to existing techniques, our maps offer several advantages. The standard method
for compressing point sets by random mappings relies on the Johnson-Lindenstrauss lemma
which implies that if a set of n points is mapped by a Gaussian random matrix to R

k with
k = Θ(ǫ−2 logn), then pairwise distances between points are preserved up to a multiplicative
(1 ± ǫ) error with high probability. The main advantage of our maps ϕℓ over random linear
maps is that ours map point sets directly into the discrete cube N−1/2{−1, 1}N and so there
is no additional step needed to convert the sketch to bits. For some range of parameters, our
maps ϕℓ produce sketches which require fewer bits of storage space.

1 Introduction

Random projection is a commonly used method to lower the dimension of a set of points while
maintaining important properties of the data [16]. The random projection method involves mapping
a high-dimensional set of points in R

d to a lower dimensional subspace by some random projection
matrix in such a way that the pairwise distances and inner products between the projected points
are approximately equal to the pairwise distances and inner products between the original points.
The random projection method has many applications to data analysis and prominent algorithms
such as nearest neighbor search [6].

The theoretical foundation of random projection is the Johnson-Lindenstrauss lemma which
states that a random orthogonal projection to a lower dimensional subspace has the property of
preserving pairwise distances and inner products [9]. Later it was observed [5, 6] that one can
alternatively take the projection matrix to be a matrix with i.i.d. Gaussian N(0, 1) entries.

Lemma 1 ([5, 6, 16]). Let each entry of an d× k matrix R be chosen independently from N(0, 1).
Let v = 1√

k
RTu for u ∈ R

d. Then for any ǫ > 0, P
(
∣

∣‖v‖2 − ‖u‖2
∣

∣ ≥ ǫ‖u‖2
)

< 2e−(ǫ2−ǫ3)k/4.

A corollary of the above lemma is that if an arbitrary set of n points in R
d is mapped by the

random projection matrix R to R
k where k = Θ(ǫ−2 log n), then the squared distances between
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pairs of points are distorted by a factor of at most (1 ± ǫ) with high probability. The projected
points are thus a lower dimensional representation of the original point set and this lowering of the
dimension offers two main advantages. The first is that algorithms that were originally intended
to be performed on the original point set can now instead be performed on the lower dimensional
points, in many cases offering significant run-time speed ups while at the same time guaranteeing
that the output of the algorithm on the low dimensional points is a good approximation to the
output for the original points. This approximation guarantee is usually the result of the fact that
the random projection preserves pairwise squared distances.

The second main advantage of the lower dimensional representation is a reduction in the cost of
data storage. Let S be a set of n points in the unit ball in R

d. The Johnson-Lindenstrauss lemma
shows that random projection produces a data structure (called a sketch) that can be used to report
the squared distances between pairs of points in S up to a multiplicative (1± ǫ) error. The size of
the sketch of course depends on both |S| and ǫ. From this viewpoint, it is natural to ask what is
the minimum number of bits of such a sketch? The Johnson-Lindenstrauss lemma gives an upper
bound on the size of such a sketch as follows: Any set of n points S can be projected to R

k where
k = Θ(ǫ−2 log n) while distorting pairwise squared distances by a factor of at most (1 ± ǫ). The
projected data points are real-valued, and thus the number of bits required to store the projected
data is not determined solely by the dimension of the random projection. Each coordinate of the
projected data points needs to be encoded into bits in such a way that guarantees squared distances
are preserved. One way to convert to bits is to use an epsilon-net for the unit ball in R

k: In order
to preserve squared distances up to a multiplicative (1 ± ǫ) error, it suffices to preserve squared
distances up to an additive m2ǫ error where m is the minimum distance between pairs of points
in S. By identifying each projected point with the closest point in an m2ǫ-net, we can produce a
sketch with Θ

(

nǫ−2 log n log(1/m2ǫ)
)

bits.1

While the Johnson-Lindenstrauss lemma shows that efficient sketches can be obtained by map-
ping the points to a lower dimensional space with a random linear mapping (the projection), it is
natural to ask if there are other types of random maps (in particular, possibly nonlinear maps)
which are able to produce sketches with a smaller number of bits. Our main result shows that this
is possible in certain cases. We state our main result first for sets of points contained in the unit
sphere Sd−1 and at the end of this section we include the extension to subsets of the unit ball.

Theorem 2. Let S ⊂ Sd−1 with |S| = n ≥ 2. Let m = minx,y∈S,x 6=y ‖x−y‖ and ℓ = ⌈log2 log2 4
m⌉ ≥

1. Let ǫ > 0 and assume that ǫ < minx,y∈S,x 6=y 1 − |〈x, y〉|. Then the random map ϕℓ : Sd−1 →
1√
N
{−1, 1}N with N = Θ

( logn
ǫ2

(log 1
m)2 log2(π/

√
2)
)

(defined in the proof of Theorem 5 and indepen-

dent of S except through parameters n, d,m and minx,y∈S,x 6=y 1−|〈x, y〉|) satisfies the following with
probability at least (1− 2

n)
ℓ: ϕℓ(S) is a sketch of S that allows one to recover all squared distances

between pairs of points in S up to a multiplicative (1 ± ǫ) error. The number of bits of the sketch

is Θ
(n logn

ǫ2 (log 1
m)2 log2(π/

√
2)
)

.

The proof of Theorem 2 is in Section 3. We explain how the map ϕℓ is constructed in the next
subsection and the role of the parameter ℓ is discussed in Section 1.2. The main advantage of the
map ϕℓ is that it maps the point set S directly into the discrete cube and thus there is no need to

1Since the points are in the unit ball, for any δ > 0, approximating distances to within additive error δ/6 gives
approximation of squared distances to within additive error δ. So the size of the epsilon net is, up to a constant,

(1/m2ǫ)ǫ
−2 log n. This gives Θ

(

log(1/m2ǫ)ǫ−2 log n
)

bits per point

2



convert the sketch to bits after performing the random mapping. Furthermore, the map ϕℓ pro-
duces sketches with asymptotically fewer bits than those obtained using the Johnson-Lindenstrauss
lemma as long as (log( 1

m ))2 log2(π/
√
2) = o

(

log( 1
m2ǫ

)
)

. This is equivalent to the condition that

(log( 1
m))2 log2(π/

√
2) = o

(

log(1ǫ )
)

.
Furthermore, the sketch ϕℓ(S) has the desired properties “with high probability”. The proba-

bility that the sketch succeeds is (1− 2/n)ℓ and we claim that this quantity approaches one for all
useful choices of the parameters: First of all, we recall that in all applications of Theorem 2, we
should take n > d. We also take ǫ = Ω(d−1/2) (ignoring logarithmic factors) because otherwise the
target dimension N is larger than the original dimension d and then a sketch based on an ǫ-net
(as above, but without random projection) for S would be better, by having bitlength nd (up to
logarithmic factors). The assumption that ǫ < 1 − |〈x, y〉| for all x, y, x 6= y means that ǫ < m2

and so 1/m < ǫ−1/2 = O(d1/4). This means that ℓ = O(log2 log2 d) and so (1− 2/n)ℓ > (1− 2/d)ℓ

approaches one.
We remark that it might be possible to replace the assumption in Theorem 2 that ǫ < 1−|〈x, y〉|

for all x, y ∈ S, x 6= y by the weaker assumption that ǫ < 1− 〈x, y〉 = 1
2‖x− y‖2. The reason that

an assumption of this sort is necessary is that, because we are trying to produce sketches which
allow recovery of squared distances, pairs of points with very small distance are difficult to deal
with. As a result, we need to assume for technical reasons that the accuracy parameter ǫ is smaller
then (half) the minimum squared distance, i.e. ǫ < 1−〈x, y〉. There is an inherent symmetry in the
maps ϕℓ that we use which makes it convenient to use the stronger assumption that ǫ < 1−|〈x, y〉|.

We are able to extend our main result to deal with not only sets of points contained in the unit
sphere, but also any set of points in the unit ball. For a point x in the unit ball Bd we use x̂ to
denote x/‖x‖.

Theorem 3. Let S ⊂ Bd with |S| = n ≥ 2 and set ρ = minx∈S ‖x‖2. Let m = minx,y∈S,x 6=y ‖x̂− ŷ‖
and ℓ = ⌈log2 log2 4

m⌉ ≥ 1. Let ǫ > 0 and assume that ǫ < minx̂,ŷ∈S,x 6=y 1 − |〈x̂, ŷ〉|. Then the

random map ϕℓ : Sd−1 → 1√
N
{−1, 1}N with N = Θ

( logn
ǫ2

(log 1
m)2 log2(π/

√
2)
)

(defined in the proof

of Theorem 5 and independent of S except through parameters n, d,m and minx,y∈S,x 6=y 1−|〈x̂, ŷ〉|)
satisfies the following with probability at least (1 − 2

n)
ℓ: ϕℓ(Ŝ) and the norm of each point in S

up to an additive ±ρm2ǫ/48 error is a sketch of S that allows one to recover all squared distances
between pairs of points in S up to a multiplicative (1± ǫ) error. Moreover the number of bits of the

sketch is Θ
(

n logn
ǫ2

(

log 1
m

)2 log2(π/
√
2)
+ n log 1

ρm2ǫ

)

.

The proof of Theorem 3 is in Section 3. The number of bits of the sketches in the above theorem
depend on the parameter m which is the minimum distance between pairs of points after all points
have been normalized to have unit norm. Thus, it is more complicated to compare the number of
bits of our sketches to the sketches obtained using the Johnson-Lindenstrauss lemma because the
Johnson-Lindenstrauss sketches do not rely on any normalization step. However, as in the case of
point sets on Sd−1, there is a large family of point sets in Bd for which our sketching technique
produces sketches with a fewer number of bits.

1.1 The maps ϕℓ and the recovery of ‖x− y‖2 by ϕℓ(x) and ϕℓ(y)

In this section we summarize the construction of the maps ϕℓ which are used in Theorem 2 and
formally analyzed in Theorem 5 and how they can be used to recover squared distances between
points. Let f(t) = 2

π arcsin(t) and g(t) = sin(πt2 ). So f : [−1, 1] → [−1, 1] is the inverse of

3



g : [−1, 1] → [−1, 1]. For ℓ ∈ N
+, let fℓ be the function f composed with itself ℓ times and similar

for gℓ. Notice that for any ℓ ∈ N
+, fℓ : [−1, 1] → [−1, 1] is the inverse of gℓ : [−1, 1] → [−1, 1].

For simplicity in the rest of the introduction we assume all points are normalized to be on the
unit sphere Sd−1. We define the sign function as

sign(t) =

{

1 if t ≥ 0

−1 if t < 0.

The maps ϕℓ will be defined as the composition of ℓ maps of the following form. Set D ∈ N
+. Let

Zi, 1 ≤ i ≤ D be i.i.d. standard Gaussian random vectors in R
d. Let ϕD : Rd → R

D be defined by

ϕD(x)i := D−1/2 sign(〈x,Zi〉)

where ϕD(x)i is the ith coordinate of ϕD(x).2

The maps ϕℓ are now defined as the ℓ-fold composition of maps of the type ϕD. That is, for

some integers D1,D2, . . . ,Dℓ, we let ϕ1 : Sd−1 → D
−1/2
1 {−1, 1}D1 be defined by ϕ1(x) = ϕD(x).

For j ∈ {1, . . . , ℓ − 1}, we let ϕj+1(x) = ϕDj+1(ϕj(x)). Therefore, the map ϕℓ maps Sd−1 to

D
−1/2
ℓ {−1, 1}Dℓ . To avoid writing the double subscript we write the final dimension of the map as

Dℓ = N .
It was shown in [13] that for x, y ∈ Sd−1, E sign(〈x,Z1〉) sign(〈y, Z1〉) = f(〈x, y〉). Since

〈ϕD(x), ϕD(y)〉 is a sum of D independent copies of D−1 sign(〈x,Z〉) sign(〈y, Z〉) we get that
E〈ϕD(x), ϕD(y)〉 = f(〈x, y〉).

Now we can explain how one recovers pairwise distances between points in S from ϕℓ(S). Let
S be a set of n points in Sd−1 ⊂ R

d. As in Theorem 2, we map S by ϕℓ : S
d−1 → N−1/2{−1, 1}N .

Here ℓ is some parameter which is chosen based on S that is explained below and N is chosen based
on the desired ǫ error of the sketch. If the remaining integers D1, . . . ,Dℓ−1 are chosen properly,
then we show that 〈ϕℓ(x), ϕℓ(y)〉 is a good approximation of fℓ(〈x, y〉) (Corollary 4). Since gℓ is the
inverse of fℓ this implies that gℓ(〈ϕℓ(x), ϕℓ(y)〉) should be a good approximation of 〈x, y〉. By the
polarization identity, this implies that 2 − 2gℓ(〈ϕℓ(x), ϕℓ(y)〉) should be a good approximation of
‖x− y‖2. So recovering ‖x− y‖2 from ϕℓ(S) simply involves calculating 2− 2gℓ(〈ϕℓ(x), ϕℓ(y)〉). In
the next section we explain why this mapping and recovery scheme leads to good error guarantees.

1.2 Intuition behind the construction

Now that we have defined the maps ϕℓ we can explain the idea behind using maps of this form.
The reason why this type of map is useful has to do with the behavior of the derivative of the
function gℓ near t = 1. As previously mentioned, the map ϕℓ has the property that for all x, y ∈ S,

|〈ϕℓ(x), ϕℓ(y)〉 − fℓ(〈x, y〉)| < δ (1)

for some δ depending on N . Now when we want to recover ‖x − y‖2 based on ϕℓ(x) and ϕℓ(y)
we compute 2 − 2gℓ(〈ϕℓ(x), ϕℓ(y)〉). The additive error of the approximation of ‖x − y‖2 by 2 −
2gℓ(〈ϕℓ(x), ϕℓ(y)〉) depends on the error in Eq. (1) as well as the derivative of gℓ near the point
fℓ(〈x, y〉). The function gℓ has the property that its derivative approaches zero as t approaches one
and so the additive error of the approximation of ‖x− y‖2 by 2 − 2gℓ(〈ϕℓ(x), ϕℓ(y)〉) gets smaller

2We remark that the map ϕD could be referred to as a random feature map, see [4, 13].
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the closer fℓ(〈x, y〉) (and thus 〈x, y〉) is to one, i.e., the closer ‖x−y‖2 is to zero. (This is quantified
in Theorem 6, specifically the exponent approaching 2 in the additive error) The effect that this
has is that we actually approximate ‖x− y‖2 up to a multiplicative error.

The role of the parameter ℓ in this construction is in controlling the rate at which g′ℓ(t) ap-
proaches zero as t approaches one. If there are pairs x, y such that ‖x− y‖2 is very small then we
need the derivative to approach zero very quickly. This can be done by increasing the parameter ℓ;
the rate at which g′ℓ approaches zero is faster for larger values of ℓ (see Theorem 7). So if the point
set S has pairs of points at a very small distance, we map S by ϕℓ for a larger value of ℓ in order
to decrease the approximation error for these very close pairs. It turns out that the correct choice
of ℓ is ⌈log2 log2 r⌉ where r is approximately the reciprocal of the minimum distance between pairs
of points in S (see Theorem 2).

We remark that the function gℓ(t) has the property that its derivative can be as large as ≈ π
2
ℓ

when t is near zero (see Lemma 8). The effect that this has is that our algorithm leads to worse
approximation of ‖x − y‖2 when 〈x, y〉 is close to zero if ℓ is large. However, this loss in accuracy
is made up for by increasing N by only a relatively small amount and the gain in accuracy when
〈x, y〉 is close to one outweighs the loss in accuracy when 〈x, y〉 is close to zero.

1.3 Previous variations on random projection

Our compression method is similar to random projection in that they both involve compressing
a set of points by randomly mapping it to a lower dimensional space. A number of other papers
have also suggested variations on random projection where a different random mapping is used. In
some of these variations mentioned below, the random mapping is still linear. In others, they use a
linear mapping followed by some quantization step. The main difference in our method is that it is
more fundamentally non-linear due to the fact that it is a “deep” composition of non-linear maps.

One of the standard versions of random projection involves mapping points by a random Gaus-
sian matrix. It was later shown that other types of randommatrices work equally well. In particular,
it was shown in [1] and [2] that the random matrix R in Lemma 1 can be replaced by a matrix whose
entries are i.i.d. random variables taking value +1 with probability 1/2 and −1 with probability
1/2 while maintaining a similar guarantee on the projected points. This result has been generalized
to other types of random matrices, see [16, Theorem 5.3].

The above mentioned “binary” version of the Johnson-Lindenstrauss lemma due to [1] (where
the entries of the matrix are all either +1 or −1) is particularly important for the following reason.
As discussed in [8], an alternate way to convert sketches obtained by the Johnson-Lindenstrauss
lemma to bits is possible if the points have bounded integer coordinates and one uses the binary
variant of Johnson-Lindenstrauss lemma. This approach is somewhat incomparable to our setting
because of the integrality assumption.

Another variation on the random projection technique is to apply an additional compression
step after the random projection. The projected data points are real vectors which in general require
an infinite number of bits to store. Therefore, a number of works have proposed a quantization
step after the projection which further reduces the cost of storing the data points [3, 11, 12, 15].

1.4 Distance compression beyond random mappings

Random mappings are of course not the only way to compress a data set. Here we compare our
method to compression techniques that use methods other than random mappings. These methods

5



tend to be more complicated algorithmically but as we explain below, can produce sketches with
fewer bits.

Given a set of n points in the unit ball in R
d, what is the minimum number of bits of a

sketch which allows one to recover all pairwise distances up to a multiplicative (1 ± ǫ) error? As
explained above, the Johnson-Lindenstrauss lemma shows that O

(

ǫ−2n log n log(1/m2ǫ)
)

bits suf-
fice. However, this is not the optimal number of bits. It was recently shown in [7, 8] that if
the points are contained in the unit ball and m is the minimum distance between points, then
O
(

ǫ−2n log n+ n log log(1/m)
)

bits suffice. Previous to this result, the best known result was that
O
(

ǫ−2n log n log(1/m)
)

bits suffice [10]. These two results, however, use sketching techniques that
go beyond random mappings. In fact, they use sketches which differ from the sketches obtained by
the random projection technique in a fundamental way. Random projection compresses the data
set “point by point” in the sense that the compression process is applied to each point indepen-
dently from the others. In contrast, the sketches in [8] and [10] must compress the entire data set
simultaneously.

Another way of stating this distinction is that “point by point” methods (such as random
projection) satisfy the requirements of the one-way communication version of this sketching problem
while the methods used in [8] and [10] do not. In the one-way communication version of the
sketching problem, Alice holds half of the data points and Bob holds the other half. Alice sends
a message to Bob using as few bits as possible. Bob then must report distances between pairs
of points where one point in the pair is known by Alice and the other by Bob. The one-way
communication version of the sketching problem asks one to determine the minimum number of
bits of Alice’s message. It was shown in [14] that if the points are in the unit ball and the minimum
distance is m, then Ω

(

ǫ−2n log(n/δ) log(1/m)
)

bits are required for the one-way communication
version of the problem if the sketch is required to be successful with probability at least 1− δ.

Any sketching algorithm which compresses the data set point by point satisfies the requirements
of the one-way communication variant of the sketching problem. We therefore know that sketching
algorithms which compress the data set point by point cannot produce sketches with the optimal
number of bits. However, there are several advantages to sketching algorithms of this sort. One
advantage is that they are generally simpler and easier to implement. Another is that if one wants
to add additional points to the data set, the entire sketching algorithm does not need to be re-run,
one can simply compress the additional points independently from the rest.

Our sketching algorithm from Theorem 2 also has the property that it compresses the data set
point by point. Furthermore, the number of bits of our sketch almost matches the lower bound
from [14]. The dominant term in the bound from Theorem 2 is Θ(ǫ−2n log n(log(1/m))2 log2(π/

√
2)).

Thus our number of bits matches the lower bound from [14] up to the power on the log(1/m) term.
This motivates the question of whether some variation on our sketching technique can reduce this
power.

1.5 Outline of the paper

Section 2 contains the construction of the maps ϕℓ and quantifies the error in the approximation of
fℓ(〈x, y〉) by 〈ϕℓ(x), ϕℓ(y)〉. Then in Section 3 we prove Theorems 2 and 3. This amounts to showing
how 〈ϕℓ(x), ϕℓ(y)〉 allows one to estimate ‖x− y‖2 and quantifying the error of the estimation.
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1.6 Notation and preliminaries

For x ∈ R
d \{0} we use x̂ to denote x/‖x‖. For x, y ∈ Sd−1, the polarization identity states that

2− 2〈x, y〉 = ‖x− y‖2; for arbitrary x, y ∈ R
d, it states that ‖x‖2 + ‖y‖2 − 2〈x, y〉 = ‖x− y‖2.

2 The construction of the maps ϕℓ

The purpose of this section is to prove the following result, Corollary 4, which shows a bound on the
error of the approximation of fℓ(〈x, y〉) by 〈ϕℓ(x), ϕℓ(y)〉 for all pairs x, y in a set of n points. The
error in this approximation depends on the dimension Dℓ of the image space of ϕℓ. In particular,
we show how large Dℓ needs to be in order to guarantee with high probability that 〈ϕℓ(x), ϕℓ(y)〉
is equal to fℓ(〈x, y〉) up to some additive error δ for all pairs x, y.

We recall the definitions of the functions fℓ and gℓ: Let f(t) = 2
π arcsin(t) and g(t) = sin(πt2 ).

For ℓ ∈ N
+, let fℓ be the function f composed with itself ℓ times and similar for gℓ. Notice that

for any ℓ ∈ N
+, fℓ : [−1, 1] → [−1, 1] is the inverse of gℓ : [−1, 1] → [−1, 1].

Corollary 4. Let S ⊂ Sd−1 with |S| = n ≥ 2. Let r := maxx,y∈S,x 6=y
2√

1−|〈x,y〉|
. Let ℓ ∈ N

+. Let

δ > 0 be such that δ < 2
r2
. Then there exists a random map ϕℓ : R

d → D
−1/2
ℓ {−1, 1}Dℓ (independent

of S except through parameters n, d, r) such that with probability (1− 1
n)

ℓ it satisfies
∣

∣〈ϕℓ(x), ϕℓ(y)〉 − fℓ(〈x, y〉)
∣

∣ < δ

for all x, y ∈ S, where Dℓ ≤ ⌈24 logn
δ2

⌉.

The above corollary follows immediately from the following theorem which also determines a
bound on the error of the approximation accuracy not only of fℓ(〈x, y〉) by 〈ϕℓ(x), ϕℓ(y)〉, but also
the approximation accuracy of fj(〈x, y〉) by 〈ϕj(x), ϕj(y)〉 for all j ∈ {1, . . . , ℓ}.

We will make use of the fact that for all j, fj and gj are both increasing on [−1, 1] and that
fj(0) = gj(0) = 0, fj(1) = gj(1) = 1 and fj(−1) = gj(−1) = −1. We will also make use of the fact
that for any j ∈ N

+, fj and gj are odd functions.

Theorem 5. Let S ⊂ Sd−1 with |S| = n ≥ 2. Let r := maxx,y∈S,x 6=y
2√

1−|〈x,y〉|
. Let ℓ ∈ N

+. Let

δ > 0 be such that δ < 2
r2
. Then there exist random maps ϕj : R

d → D
−1/2
j {−1, 1}Dj , j ∈ {1, . . . , ℓ}

(independent of S except through parameters n, d, r) such that for all j ∈ {1, . . . , ℓ}, with probability
at least (1− 2

n)
j, ϕj satisfies

∣

∣〈ϕj(x), ϕj(y)〉 − fj(〈x, y〉)
∣

∣ <
δ

2ℓ−jr3((2/3)j−(2/3)ℓ)
(2)

for all x, y ∈ S, where Dj ≤
⌈

24·22(ℓ−j)r6((2/3)
j
−(2/3)ℓ) logn

δ2

⌉

.

Proof. The maps ϕj will be compositions of maps of the following form. Set D ∈ N
+. Let Zi,

1 ≤ i ≤ D be i.i.d. standard Gaussian random vectors in R
d. Let ϕD : Rd → R

D be defined by

ϕD(x)i := D−1/2 sign(〈x,Zi〉),

where ϕD(x)i is the ith coordinate of ϕD(x). A direct calculation, see [13], shows that E〈ϕD(x), ϕD(y)〉 =
f(〈x, y〉). Furthermore, ‖ϕD(x)‖ = 1 for all x ∈ R

d.
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First we use this construction to define ϕ1. We let ϕ1 = ϕD1 where D1 is chosen below. Using
Hoeffding’s inequality, for all x, y ∈ S,

P

(

∣

∣

∣
〈ϕ(x), ϕ(y)〉 − f(〈x, y〉)

∣

∣

∣
>

δ

2ℓ−1r3((2/3)−(2/3)ℓ)

)

= P

(

∣

∣

∣
D1〈ϕ(x), ϕ(y)〉 −D1f(〈x, y〉)

∣

∣

∣
>

D1δ

2ℓ−1r3((2/3)−(2/3)ℓ)

)

≤ 2 exp

(

− D1δ
2

2 · 22(ℓ−1)r6((2/3)−(2/3)ℓ)

)

.

We setD1 =
⌈

6·22(ℓ−1)r6((2/3)−(2/3)ℓ) logn
δ2

⌉

. This means that the above probability is less than 2/n3 and

that ϕ1 satisfies the conditions of the theorem with probability at least 1−
(n
2

)

2
n3 ≥ 1−1/n ≥ 1−2/n.

Now assume that the required map exists for some j ≥ 1. We will show that it exists for j +1.

So there exists a map ϕj : Rd → D
−1/2
j {−1, 1}Dj which satisfies Eq. (2) with probability at least

(1− 2
n)

j . Let ϕj+1 be defined by ϕj+1(x) = ϕDj+1
(

ϕj(x)
)

where Dj+1 will be chosen at the end of
the proof. We will show that, conditioned on the event that ϕj does satisfy Eq. (2), the probability
that ϕj+1 satisfies Eq. (2) is at least 1− 2

n . So assume that ϕj does satisfy Eq. (2). Recall that we
want to show that 〈ϕj+1(x), ϕj+1(y)〉 is a good estimate of fj+1(〈x, y〉). We have by [13] that

E〈ϕj+1(x), ϕj+1(y)〉 = f(〈ϕj(x), ϕj(y)〉),

i.e., 〈ϕj+1(x), ϕj+1(y)〉 is an unbiased estimator of f(〈ϕj(x), ϕj(y)〉). By the triangle inequality,

∣

∣〈ϕj+1(x), ϕj+1(y)〉 − fj+1(〈x, y〉)
∣

∣

≤
∣

∣〈ϕj+1(x), ϕj+1(y)〉 − f(〈ϕj(x), ϕj(y)〉)
∣

∣ +
∣

∣f(〈ϕj(x), ϕj(y)〉) − f(fj(〈x, y〉))
∣

∣. (3)

First we give a bound on the second term in Eq. (3). We are assuming that ϕj satisfies Eq. (2),
i.e., that for all x, y ∈ S,

∣

∣〈ϕj(x), ϕj(y)〉 − fj(〈x, y〉)
∣

∣ ≤ δ

2ℓ−jr3((2/3)j−(2/3)ℓ)
.

So to get a bound on the second term in Eq. (3) we need to get an upper bound on the derivative
of f in the interval between 〈ϕj(x), ϕj(y)〉 and fj(〈x, y〉). We claim for all pairs x, y ∈ S, x 6= y,

the derivative of f in the interval between 〈ϕj(x), ϕj(y)〉 and fj(〈x, y〉) is upper bounded by r(2/3)
j
.

Let t be in the closed interval between 〈ϕj(x), ϕj(y)〉 and fj(〈x, y〉). By definition of ϕj and

fj this implies |t| ≤ 1. We also have |t| ≤ |fj(〈x, y〉)| + δ/2ℓ−jr3((2/3)
j−(2/3)ℓ) ≤ |fj(〈x, y〉)| + δ by

Eq. (2) and the fact that r ≥ 2 by definition. Thus,

1− |t| ≥ 1− |fj(〈x, y〉)| − δ

≥ (1− |〈x, y〉|)(2/3)j − δ by Lemma 10

≥ (1− |〈x, y〉|)(2/3)j

2
by δ <

2

r2
≤ (1− |〈x, y〉|)

2
≤ (1− |〈x, y〉|)(2/3)j

2
.
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Using this and |t| ≤ 1, we get

f ′(t) =
2

π
√
1− t2

≤ 2

π
√

1− |t|

≤ 2
√
2

π
(
√

1− |〈x, y〉|
)(2/3)j

≤ 2
√
2r(2/3)

j

π
< r(2/3)

j
.

We have shown that the derivative of f in the interval between 〈ϕj(x), ϕj(y)〉 and fj(〈x, y〉)
is upper bounded by r(2/3)

j
. This combined with Eq. (2) and the fact that the derivative of f is

positive implies that

∣

∣

∣
f(〈ϕj(x), ϕj(y)〉)− f(fj(〈x, y〉))

∣

∣

∣
≤ r(2/3)

j δ

2ℓ−jr3((2/3)
j−(2/3)ℓ)

=
δ

2 · 2ℓ−(j+1)r3((2/3)j+1−(2/3)ℓ)
,

where the equality above uses that 3
(

(2/3)j − (2/3)ℓ
)

=
∑ℓ−1

i=j (2/3)
j .

Now we deal with the first term in Eq. (3). Using Hoeffding’s inequality,

P

(

∣

∣〈ϕj+1(x), ϕj+1(y)〉 − fj+1(〈x, y〉)
∣

∣ >
δ

2 · 2ℓ−(j+1)r3((2/3)
j+1−(2/3)ℓ)

)

= P

(

∣

∣Dj+1〈ϕj+1(x), ϕj+1(y)〉 −Dj+1fj+1(〈x, y〉)
∣

∣ >
Dj+1δ

2 · 2ℓ−(j+1)r3((2/3)j+1−(2/3)ℓ)

)

≤ 2 exp
(

− δ2Dj+1

8 · 22(ℓ−(j+1))r6((2/3)j+1−(2/3)ℓ)

)

.

We set Dj+1 = ⌈24·22(ℓ−(j+1))r6((2/3)
j+1

−(2/3)ℓ) logn
δ2 ⌉. This means that the above probability is less

than 2/n3. So, using Eq. (3) and the previously established bound on the second term in Eq. (3),
we have shown that for any pair x, y ∈ S,

∣

∣

∣
〈ϕj+1(x), ϕj+1(y)〉 − fj+1(〈x, y〉)

∣

∣

∣
<

δ

2ℓ−(j+1)r3((2/3)j+1−(2/3)ℓ)

with probability at least 1 − 2
n3 . So, conditioned on the event that ϕj satisfies Eq. (2), ϕj+1

satisfies Eq. (2) with probability at least 1− 2
n . Since the probability that ϕj+1 satisfies Eq. (2) is

greater than or equal to the probability that both ϕj+1 and ϕj satisfy Eq. (2), this means that the
probability that ϕj+1 satisfies Eq. (2) is at least (1− 2

n)
j+1.

3 The recovery of ‖x− y‖2 by ϕℓ(x) and ϕℓ(y)

Here we complete the proofs of the main theorems, Theorems 2 and 3. This is done in two steps.
Recall that we showed in Corollary 4 that 〈ϕℓ(x), ϕℓ(y)〉 is a good approximation of fℓ(〈x, y〉)
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for all pairs x, y ∈ S. The first step is Theorem 6 which shows that gℓ(〈ϕℓ(x), ϕℓ(y)〉) is a good
approximation of 〈x, y〉. The reason this is true is because gℓ is the inverse of fℓ. So the proof of
Theorem 6 uses facts about the derivative of gℓ (in particular Theorem 7) to show that the bound
on the error of the approximation of fℓ(〈x, y〉) by 〈ϕℓ(x), ϕℓ(y)〉 implies a bound on the error of the
approximation of 〈x, y〉 by gℓ(〈ϕℓ(x), ϕℓ(y)〉) (Theorem 6).

The second step is to set ℓ = ⌈log2 log2 4
m⌉ where m is the minimum distance between pairs of

distinct points in S and then show using the polarization identity that the error bound established
in Theorem 6 implies the error bounds in Theorems 2 and 3.

Theorem 6. Let S ⊂ Sd−1 with |S| = n. Let ℓ ∈ N
+ and ǫ > 0 and assume that ǫ satisfies

ǫ < 1−|〈x, y〉| for all x, y ∈ S with x 6= y. Then the random map ϕℓ : S
d−1 → N−1/2{−1, 1}N from

Theorem 5 satisfies that, with probability at least (1 − 2/n)ℓ, for all x, y ∈ S, gℓ(〈ϕℓ(x), ϕℓ(y)〉) is

equal to 〈x, y〉 up to an additive ±ǫ‖x− y‖2−2−ℓ+1
error where N =

⌈

48(π/
√
2)2ℓ logn
ǫ2

⌉

. Equivalently,

for all x, y ∈ S, 2 − 2gℓ(〈ϕℓ(x), ϕℓ(y)〉) is equal to ‖x − y‖2 up to an additive ±ǫ‖x − y‖2−2−ℓ+1

error.

Proof. We will actually prove the stronger result that with probability at least (1 − 2/n)ℓ, for all

x, y ∈ S, gℓ(〈ϕℓ(x), ϕℓ(y)〉) is equal to 〈x, y〉 up to an additive ±ǫ(2 − 2|〈x, y〉|)1−2−ℓ
error. This

statement implies the theorem statement by the polarization identity.
Set δ = (ǫ/

√
2)(

√
2/π)ℓ in Theorem 5. One can check that the assumption that ǫ < 1− |〈x, y〉|

for all x, y ∈ S with x 6= y implies that δ < 2/r2 for all x, y ∈ S with x 6= y as required by
Theorem 5. From Theorem 5, the map ϕℓ : R

d → 1√
N
{−1, 1}N satisfies, with probability at least

(1− 2/n)ℓ, that
∣

∣〈ϕℓ(x), ϕℓ(y)〉 − fℓ(〈x, y〉)
∣

∣ < (ǫ/
√
2)(

√
2/π)ℓ (4)

for all x, y ∈ S where N =
⌈

48(π/
√
2)2ℓ logn
ǫ2

⌉

. Now assume that ϕℓ does satisfy Eq. (4) for all

x, y ∈ S. Since gℓ
(

fℓ(t)
)

= t for all t ∈ [−1, 1], Eq. (4) implies that gℓ(〈ϕℓ(x), ϕℓ(y)〉) should be
a good approximation of 〈x, y〉. In particular, we claim that for all x, y ∈ S, gℓ(〈ϕℓ(x), ϕℓ(y)〉) is

equal to 〈x, y〉 up to an additive error of ±ǫ(2− 2|〈x, y〉|)1−2−ℓ
. In order to show this we first need

to get a bound on the derivative of gℓ in the interval between 〈ϕℓ(x), ϕℓ(y)〉 and fℓ(〈x, y〉).
Let t be in the interval between 〈ϕℓ(x), ϕℓ(y)〉 and fℓ(〈x, y〉). By Theorem 7,

g′ℓ(t) ≤
πℓ

2
ℓ+1
2

(

2− 2gℓ(|t|)
)1−2−ℓ

.

By Eq. (4), we have that
∣

∣|fℓ(〈x, y〉)|−|t|
∣

∣ ≤
√
2ǫ(

√
2
π )ℓ. By Lemma 8 this means that gℓ

(

|fℓ(〈x, y〉)|
)

−
gℓ(|t|) ≤

√
2ǫ(

√
2/π)ℓ(π/2)ℓ ≤ ǫ, i.e. that gℓ(|t|) ≥ gℓ

(

|fℓ(〈x, y〉)|
)

− ǫ. Since f is an odd function,
fℓ(t) is also an odd function and so gℓ

(

|fℓ(〈x, y〉)|
)

= gℓ
(

fℓ(|〈x, y〉|)
)

= |〈x, y〉|. So we have shown
that gℓ(|t|) ≥ |〈x, y〉| − ǫ. Since ǫ < 1 − |〈x, y〉|, we have that 2 − 2gℓ(|t|) ≤ 2 − 2|〈x, y〉| + 2ǫ <

2(2− 2|〈x, y〉|). Using that 21−2−ℓ ≤ 2, this means that

g′ℓ(t) ≤
πℓ

2
ℓ+1
2

(

2− 2gℓ(|t|)
)1−2−ℓ

≤
√
2

(

π√
2

)ℓ

(2− 2|〈x, y〉|)1−2−ℓ
.

This bound on the derivative along with the fact that g′ℓ(t) > 0 and Eq. (4) means that
∣

∣

∣
gℓ
(

〈ϕℓ(x), ϕℓ(y)〉
)

− gℓ
(

fℓ(〈x, y〉)
)

∣

∣

∣
< ǫ

(

2− 2|〈x, y〉|
)1−2−ℓ

.
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Since gℓ
(

fℓ(〈x, y〉)
)

= 〈x, y〉, the theorem follows.

Now that we have established the above result, we can prove Theorems 2 and 3. We restate the
theorems from the intro for the sake of readability.

Theorem 2. Let S ⊂ Sd−1 with |S| = n ≥ 2. Let m = minx,y∈S,x 6=y ‖x−y‖ and ℓ = ⌈log2 log2 4
m⌉ ≥

1. Let ǫ > 0 and assume that ǫ < minx,y∈S,x 6=y 1 − |〈x, y〉|. Then the random map ϕℓ : Sd−1 →
1√
N
{−1, 1}N with N = Θ

( logn
ǫ2

(log 1
m)2 log2(π/

√
2)
)

(defined in the proof of Theorem 5 and indepen-

dent of S except through parameters n, d,m and minx,y∈S,x 6=y 1−|〈x, y〉|) satisfies the following with
probability at least (1− 2

n)
ℓ: ϕℓ(S) is a sketch of S that allows one to recover all squared distances

between pairs of points in S up to a multiplicative (1 ± ǫ) error. The number of bits of the sketch

is Θ
(n logn

ǫ2
(log 1

m)2 log2(π/
√
2)
)

.

Proof. Let ϕℓ : S
d−1 → N−1/2{−1, 1}N be the map from Theorem 5 that by Theorem 6 satisfies,

with probability at least (1−2/n)ℓ, that 2−2gℓ(〈ϕℓ(x), ϕℓ(y)〉) is equal to ‖x−y‖2 up to an additive

±(ǫ/4)‖x − y‖2−2−ℓ+1
error for all x, y ∈ S with N =

⌈

384(π/
√
2)2ℓ logn
ǫ2

⌉

. Now assume that ϕℓ does

satisfy this condition for all x, y ∈ S. We have

‖x− y‖−2−ℓ+1 ≤ (1/m)2
−ℓ+1

=
(

(1/m)2
−ℓ)2 ≤

(

(1/m)
1

log2(4/m)
)2

< 4.

This means that we actually estimate ‖x − y‖2 up to an additive ±ǫ‖x − y‖2 error, i.e., a multi-
plicative (1± ǫ) error. We have

(π/
√
2)2ℓ ≤ (π/

√
2)2(1+log2 log2(4/m)) = (π2/2)22 log2(π/

√
2) log2 log2(4/m) = (π2/2)(log2(4/m))2 log2(π/

√
2)

so the result follows.

The above theorem shows that given a set of points S ⊂ R
d, there exists an appropriate choice

of ℓ and N so that the random map ϕℓ : S
d−1 → N−1/2{−1, 1}N satisfies, with high probability,

that ϕℓ(S) is a sketch of S that allows one to recover all squared distances between points in S up
to a multiplicative (1± ǫ) error. The next theorem shows that this same sketching algorithm also
works for point sets that do not necessarily consist of unit norm points provided that the sketch
also stores the approximate norms of points in S.

Theorem 3. Let S ⊂ Bd with |S| = n ≥ 2 and set ρ = minx∈S ‖x‖2. Let m = minx,y∈S,x 6=y ‖x̂− ŷ‖
and ℓ = ⌈log2 log2 4

m⌉ ≥ 1. Let ǫ > 0 and assume that ǫ < minx̂,ŷ∈S,x 6=y 1 − |〈x̂, ŷ〉|. Then the

random map ϕℓ : Sd−1 → 1√
N
{−1, 1}N with N = Θ

( logn
ǫ2

(log 1
m)2 log2(π/

√
2)
)

(defined in the proof

of Theorem 5 and independent of S except through parameters n, d,m and minx,y∈S,x 6=y 1−|〈x̂, ŷ〉|)
satisfies the following with probability at least (1 − 2

n)
ℓ: ϕℓ(Ŝ) and the norm of each point in S

up to an additive ±ρm2ǫ/48 error is a sketch of S that allows one to recover all squared distances
between pairs of points in S up to a multiplicative (1± ǫ) error. Moreover the number of bits of the

sketch is Θ
(

n logn
ǫ2

(

log 1
m

)2 log2(π/
√
2)
+ n log 1

ρm2ǫ

)

.

Proof. For each x ∈ S, let nx be an approximation of ‖x‖ up to an additive ±ρm2ǫ/48 error.
First we claim that in order to recover squared distances up to a multiplicative (1 ± ǫ) error,

it suffices to recover squared distances to an additive ±ǫ‖x‖‖y‖‖x̂ − ŷ‖2 error. The reason is that
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for any x, y ∈ R
d, we can prove the inequality ǫ‖x‖‖y‖‖x̂ − ŷ‖2 ≤ ǫ‖x − y‖2 by observing that

‖x‖‖y‖‖x̂ − ŷ‖2 = ‖x‖‖y‖(2 − 2〈x̂, ŷ〉) = 2‖x‖‖y‖ − 2〈x, y〉 ≤ ‖x‖2 + ‖y‖2 − 2〈x, y〉 = ‖x− y‖2.
Now let Ŝ = {x̂ : x ∈ S}. Let ϕℓ : Sd−1 → N−1/2{−1, 1}N with N = Θ

(

(π/
√
2)2ℓ logn
ǫ2

)

be the map from Theorem 5 that by Theorem 6 satisfies, with probability at least (1 − 2/n)ℓ,

that gℓ(〈ϕℓ(x̂), ϕℓ(ŷ)〉) is equal to 〈x̂, ŷ〉 up to an additive ±(ǫ/32)(2 − 2|〈x̂, ŷ〉|)1−2−ℓ
error for all

x̂, ŷ ∈ Ŝ. Assume that ϕℓ does satisfy this condition for all x̂, ŷ ∈ Ŝ. Notice that this implies that
gℓ(〈ϕℓ(x̂), ϕℓ(ŷ)〉) is equal to 〈x̂, ŷ〉 up to an additive ±(ǫ/32)(2−2〈x̂, ŷ〉)1−2−ℓ

error for all x̂, ŷ ∈ Ŝ.
We have

(2− 2〈x̂, ŷ〉)−2−ℓ ≤ (1/m)2
−ℓ+1

=
(

(1/m)2
−ℓ)2 ≤

(

(1/m)
1

log2(4/m)
)2

< 4.

This means that gℓ(〈ϕℓ(x̂), ϕℓ(ŷ)〉) is equal to 〈x̂, ŷ〉 up to an additive ±(ǫ/8)(2− 2〈x̂, ŷ〉) error for
all x̂, ŷ ∈ Ŝ, i.e., an additive ±(ǫ/8)‖x̂− ŷ‖2 error. For any x, y ∈ S,

nxnygℓ(〈ϕℓ(x̂), ϕℓ(ŷ)〉) ≤
(

‖x‖+ ρm2ǫ/48
)(

‖y‖+ ρm2ǫ/48
)(

〈x̂, ŷ〉+ (ǫ/8)‖x̂ − ŷ‖2
)

≤ 〈x, y〉+ (ǫ/4)‖x‖‖y‖‖x̂ − ŷ‖2

where the second inequality uses the definition of ρ and m. We can also show that

nxnygℓ(〈ϕℓ(x̂), ϕℓ(ŷ)〉) ≥ 〈x, y〉 − (ǫ/4)‖x‖‖y‖‖x̂ − ŷ‖2.
This means that nxnygℓ(〈ϕℓ(x̂), ϕℓ(ŷ)〉) approximates 〈x, y〉 up to an additive ±(ǫ/4)‖x‖‖y‖‖x̂−ŷ‖2
error. Since nx approximates ‖x‖ up to an additive ±(ǫ/24)minx,y∈S ‖x‖‖y‖‖x̂ − ŷ‖2 error this
means that n2

x approximates ‖x‖2 up to at least an additive ±(ǫ/4)‖x‖‖y‖‖x̂− ŷ‖2 error. Now this
means that

n2
x + n2

y − 2nxnygℓ(〈ϕℓ(x̂), ϕℓ(ŷ)〉)
approximates

‖x‖2 + ‖y‖2 − 2〈x, y〉 = ‖x− y‖2

up to an additive ±ǫ‖x‖‖y‖‖x̂ − ŷ‖2 error.
Storing all the norms of the points up to an additive ±ρ error requires log(1/ρ) bits per point.
We have

(π/
√
2)2ℓ ≤ (π/

√
2)2(1+log2 log2 r) = (π2/2)22 log2(π/

√
2) log2 log2 r = (π2/2)(log2 r)

2 log2(π/
√
2)

so the result follows.

A Technical lemmas

Theorem 7. For all t ∈ [0, 1],

g′ℓ
(

fℓ(t)
)

≤ πℓ

2
ℓ+1
2

(2− 2t)1−2−ℓ
.

This implies that for all t ∈ [0, 1],

g′ℓ(t) ≤
πℓ

2
ℓ+1
2

(

2− 2gℓ(t)
)1−2−ℓ

.

and that for all t ∈ [−1, 1],

g′ℓ(t) ≤
πℓ

2
ℓ+1
2

(

2− 2gℓ(|t|)
)1−2−ℓ

.
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Proof. We start by proving the first claim.
We will use the inequality

1− f(t) =
2

π
arccos(t) ≤

√
1− t for t ∈ [0, 1], (5)

which follows by finding critical points of
√
1− t − 2

π arccos(t). Now this enables us to prove by
induction that

1− fℓ(t) ≤ (2− 2t)2
−ℓ

for t ∈ [0, 1]

for all ℓ ∈ N
+. The base case ℓ = 1 is (using Eq. (5))

1− f(t) =
2

π
arccos(t) ≤

√
1− t ≤

√
2− 2t.

The induction step again uses Eq. (5) and also uses that fℓ−1(t) ∈ [0, 1] if t ∈ [0, 1]. For all t ∈ [0, 1],
we have

1− fℓ(t) = 1− f(fℓ−1(t))

≤
√

1− fℓ−1(t)

≤
√

(2− 2t)2−ℓ+1

= (2− 2t)2
−ℓ
.

So 1− fℓ(t) ≤ (2− 2t)2
−ℓ

for t ∈ [0, 1] follows.
Now we will prove the first theorem claim by induction. The base case is

g′
(

f(t)
)

=
π

2
cos

(

arcsin(t)
)

=
π

2

√

1− t2 ≤ π

2

√
2− 2t.

Now for the induction step, assume that the first theorem claim holds for fℓ−1. We first need to
establish that for all t ∈ [−1, 1],

g′
(

fℓ(t)
)

=
π

2
cos

(

(π/2)fℓ(t)
)

=
π

2
cos

(

arcsin(fℓ−1(t))
)

=
π

2

√

1− (fℓ−1(t))2

≤ π√
2

√

1− fℓ−1(t) by fℓ−1(t) ≤ 1

≤ π√
2
(2− 2t)2

−ℓ
.

Using the chain rule, g′ℓ(t) = g′(t)g′ℓ−1

(

g(t)
)

. So for all t ∈ [0, 1],

g′ℓ
(

fℓ(t)
)

= g′
(

fℓ(t)
)

g′ℓ−1

(

g(fℓ(t))
)

= g′
(

fℓ(t)
)

g′ℓ−1

(

fℓ−1(t)
)

≤ π√
2
(2− 2t)2

−ℓ πℓ−1

2
ℓ
2

(2− 2t)1−2−ℓ+1

=
πℓ

2
ℓ+1
2

(2− 2t)1−2−ℓ
.
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The second claim follows by plugging in gℓ(t) into the first claim. The third claim follows by
observing that if t ∈ [−1, 0], then g′ℓ(t) = g′ℓ(|t|) since g′ℓ is an even function (by the fact that gℓ is
odd.)

Lemma 8. For all t ∈ [−1, 1], 0 ≤ g′ℓ(t) ≤ (π/2)ℓ.

Proof. By induction. When ℓ = 1, g′(t) = π
2 cos(

πt
2 ) ∈ [0, π/2] when t ∈ [−1, 1]. For the induction

step, we need to use the fact that gℓ−1(t) ∈ [−1, 1] when t ∈ [−1, 1]. Using this,

g′ℓ(t) = g′
(

gℓ−1(t)
)

g′ℓ−1(t) =
π

2
cos

(π

2
gℓ−1(t)

)

g′ℓ−1(t) ∈ [0, (π/2)ℓ].

Lemma 9. |fℓ(t)| ≤ |t| for all t ∈ [−1, 1] and all ℓ ∈ N
+.

Proof. Since fℓ(−t) = −fℓ(t) for all t ∈ [−1, 1], it suffices to prove that fℓ(t) ≤ t for all t ∈ [0, 1].
The claim follows by induction in ℓ.

Lemma 10. For all ℓ ∈ N and t ∈ [−1, 1], 1− |fℓ(t)| ≥ (1− |t|)(2/3)ℓ .

Proof. Since fℓ(−t) = −fℓ(t), it suffices to show that 1− fℓ(t) ≥ (1− t)(2/3)
ℓ
for all t ∈ [0, 1].

To prove that 1 − f(t) ≥ (1 − t)2/3 we will use that arccos(t) ≥ π(1−t)1/2

2(1+t)1/6
for all t ∈ [0, 1] as

shown in [17, Remark 2.1]. Now we have 1− f(t) = 2
π arccos(t) ≥ (1−t)1/2

(1+t)1/6
. The result now follows

since 1
(1+t)1/6

≥ (1− t)1/6 for all t ∈ (−1, 1]. This is the base case. The induction step uses the fact

that for all t ∈ [0, 1], fℓ(t) ∈ [0, 1]. Using this and the base case proven above,

1− fℓ+1(t) ≥
(

1− fℓ(t)
)2/3 ≥

(

(1− t)(2/3)
ℓ)2/3

= (1− t)(2/3)
ℓ+1

.
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