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Abstract

Randomized algorithms can be used to speed up the analysis of large datasets. In this paper, we de-
velop a unified methodology for statistical inference via randomized sketching or projections in two of the
most fundamental problems in multivariate statistical analysis: least squares and PCA. The methodology
applies to fixed datasets—i.e., is data-conditional—and the only randomness is due to the randomized
algorithm. We propose statistical inference methods for a broad range of sketching distributions, such as
the subsampled randomized Hadamard transform (SRHT), Sparse Sign Embeddings (SSE) and CountS-
ketch, sketching matrices with i.i.d. entries, and uniform subsampling. To our knowledge, no comparable
methods are available for SSE and for SRHT in PCA. Our novel theoretical approach rests on showing
the asymptotic normality of certain quadratic forms. As a contribution of broader interest, we show
central limit theorems for quadratic forms of the SRHT, relying on a novel proof via a dyadic expansion
that leverages the recursive structure of the Hadamard transform. Numerical experiments using both
synthetic and empirical datasets support the efficacy of our methods, and in particular suggest that
sketching methods can have better computation-estimation tradeoffs than recently proposed optimal
subsampling methods.
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1 Introduction

Randomized algorithms, including Monte Carlo methods, stochastic optimization, as well as randomized
sketching and random projections, can be used to speed up the analysis of large datasets, and have a broad
range of applications (Spall, 2005; Owen, 2019; Vempala, 2005; Halko et al., 2011a; Mahoney, 2011; Woodruft,
2014; Lee and Ng, 2020; Cannings, 2021). At the same time, randomization leads to additional variability,
which must be controlled. By viewing the numerical quantity of interest as an unknown parameter, recent
works have developed methods for statistical inference based on randomized sketching algorithms in both
least squares regression, see e.g., Lopes et al. (2018, 2019b, 2020); Wang et al. (2018a); Wang and Ma (2021);
Yu et al. (2022); Ahfock et al. (2021); Bartan and Pilanci (2023); Lee and Ng (2022); Zhang et al. (2023);
Ma et al. (2022), etc, and in principal component analysis (PCA), see e.g., Lopes et al. (2020); as discussed
more in Section 1.2.

At the moment, developing methods for statistical inference via randomized sketching algorithms requires
a case-by-case analysis for each specific problem and sketching distribution. In particular, the above works



study two of the possibly most fundamental problems in multivariate statistics—linear regression and PCA—
separately and with different methods. Moreover, various works study different specific distributions of the
sketching or projection matrices, such as Gaussian sketching (e.g., Lopes et al., 2020; Ahfock et al., 2021;
Bartan and Pilanci, 2023, etc), projections with i.i.d. entries (e.g., Lopes et al., 2018, etc), subsampling (e.g.,
Wang et al., 2018a; Wang and Ma, 2021; Yu et al., 2022; Lopes et al., 2020; Ma et al., 2022, etc), CountSketch
(e.g., Ahfock et al., 2021, etc), and Hadamard sketching (e.g., Lopes et al., 2019a; Ahfock et al., 2021, etc).
It is unclear whether each problem requires a completely different approach and methods, or a unifying
approach exists.

In this work, we develop a unifying approach for statistical inference for randomized sketching methods in
those two fundamental multivariate statistical problems, least squares and PCA. Our key insight is that both
problems can be reduced to proving the asymptotic normality of certain quadratic forms of the sketching
matrices. We develop a theoretical framework (see Figure 1 for an illustration) that makes only a few
assumptions on the data, and develops methods for statistical inference in randomized least-squares and PCA
if appropriate quadratic forms are normal. Then we apply our general theory to develop methods for a broad
set of sketching distributions (matrices with i.i.d. entries, subsampled randomized Hadamard transforms,
sparse sign embeddings and CountSketch, uniform orthogonal sketching and uniform subsampling). We also
study the computational cost of our methods in detail, and show empirically that our sketching methods
have a favorable speed-accuracy tradeoff compared to optimal subsampling methods.

In more detail, we consider a sequence of deterministic datasets (D,,)n>1, following the framework of
Zhang et al. (2023). We are interested in a parameter ,, = 6,,(D,) € R?, for some fixed positive integer
d, which is a deterministic function of the data. We consider the setting where the data is so large that
we cannot access it directly to perform least squares or PCA computations. We instead observe the output
Ay (D, Sinn) of a known randomized algorithm A,,, based on an auxiliary source of randomness Sy, , whose
distribution @, is chosen by the user. However, the random variable S,, , may have a large size and is
not assumed to be observed. Having observed Z,, ,,, we are interested in statistical inference for 0,,.
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Figure 1: An illustration of the geometry of the sketched least squares estimator, highlighting our inferential
objective.

In the least squares problem—see Figure 1 for an illustration—the unobserved dataset is a deterministic
n X p matrix X,,—where often n is the sample size and p is the number of features—and a deterministic
n x 1 vector y,. We are interested in the deterministic least squares parameter 3, = (X, X,,)7' X, y,.
For an m x n random sketching matrix Sy, ,, the sketched data is ()N(m,n,gm,n) = (Sm.nXn, Sm.nin). We
consider two possible estimators of 3, the sketch-and-solve (or, complete sketching) least squares and partial
sketching estimators (e.g., Sarlos, 2006; Drineas et al., 2006, etc), defined, respectively as:

B = (X7 Kons) Kl and B0, = (X1, %00) X 1)

The observed data for sketch-and-solve regression is ()A(;myn,gjm,n) = (SmnXn;Smnyn), and for partial
sketching, it is S, , X, and X,T4,,. In some cases, X, y, can be computed relatively efficiently, and using it
may improve accuracy.

In the principal component analysis problem, the unobserved dataset is the n X p matrix X,,, while the
observed dataset is X, n, = Sm.nXn. Our targets of inference are the singular values of X,,—or equivalently
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Figure 2: A flowchart illustrating our theoretical framework. This graph shows the connections between
the various conditions and results to develop methods for statistical inference in least squares (LS, also
referred to as ordinary least squares or OLS) and PCA using SRHT (Subsampled Randomized Hadamard
Transform) sketching. In particular, note that all components of Condition 2.1 are used directly in our key
general inference results.

the eigenvalues of X,! X,,—and the right singular vectors of X,,. We consider the corresponding singular
values and vectors of X, , as estimators.

1.1 Contributions

1. Unifying approach to statistical inference in randomized least squares (LS) and PCA. We
propose a unifying approach for statistical inference in randomized least squares and PCA (Section
2). Our approach reduces this to showing the asymptotic normality of certain sequences of quadratic
forms. See Figure 2 for the logical flow of ideas and the connections between the various results
in our framework. The methodology applies to fixed datasets—i.e., is data-conditional-—under mild
conditions such as a bounded condition number. In particular, we do not impose any statistical model
(such as i.i.d.-ness or a linear model) on the data.

Specifically, we propose methods for inference in sketched least squares (Theorem 2.3), under the
asymptotic normality of quadratic forms from Condition 2.1. We also develop methods for inference in
sketched PCA (Theorem 2.5), when certain matrix-valued quadratic forms converge to a multivariate
Gaussian distribution. See Table 2 for a summary. For completeness, we also show how our results
can be used for inference for population parameters when given an i.i.d. sample from a population.

2. Inference methods for a broad range of sketching distributions. We then propose statistical
inference methods for a broad range of sketching distributions, such as the subsampled randomized
Hadamard transform (SRHT, Section 3.1), Sparse Sign Embeddings (SSE) and CountSketch (Section
3.2), sketching matrices with i.i.d. entries (Section 3.4), uniform partial orthogonal or Haar sketches
(Section 3.5), and uniform subsampling (Section 3.3). For several of these, either no comparable
methods have been available before (e.g., for SSE, and for SRHT in PCA), or our results allow for
broader conditions on the data (e.g., for i.i.d. sketches, and for SRHT in LS).

3. Technical contributions: CLTs for quadratic forms. As a technical contribution of broader
interest, we show novel central limit theorems for quadratic forms of sketching matrices. This includes
the SRHT (Lemmas 3.4 and 3.5), which relies on a novel proof via a dyadic expansion, leveraging the
Hadamard transform. It also includes SSE and CountSketch (Lemmas 3.8 and 3.9), which relies on
the analysis of a weighted degenerate U-statistic of order two via delicate moment calculations. CLTs
for random quadratic forms are an important tool in random matrix theory, see e.g. (Bai and Yao,
2008); and thus we think our results are of broader interest.



4. Computational analysis and empirical experiments. We analyze and compare the computational
cost of various sketching methods (Section 4). Additionally, we conduct numerical experiments using
both synthetic and empirical data (Section 5), which support the efficacy of our methods. A comparison
of our methods with certain optimal subsampling approaches (Section 5.2) supports that sketching
methods achieve a better empirical time-accuracy tradeoff. Our experiments are reproducible with
code provided at github.com/Futwangalerda/normality-QF-sketching-apps.

1.2 Related Work

Sketching and random projection methods have been studied extensively in multiple domains (Vempala,
2005; Li et al., 2006; Halko et al., 2011b; Mahoney, 2011; Woodruff, 2014; Drineas and Mahoney, 2016;
Martinsson and Tropp, 2020; Cannings, 2021, etc). They have been applied to various problems, including
PCA and SVD (e.g., Frieze et al., 2004; Halko et al., 2011b; Yang et al., 2021; Zhang and Tang, 2022, etc),
linear and ridge regression (Lu et al., 2013; Chen et al., 2015; Wang et al., 2018b; Dobriban and Liu, 2019;
Liu and Dobriban, 2019; Lacotte et al., 2020; Derezinski et al., 2021), two sample testing (Lopes et al., 2011;
Srivastava et al., 2016), testing point null hypotheses in non-parametric regression (Liu et al., 2019), testing
in single-index models (Liu et al., 2022), nonparametric testing (Liu et al., 2019), and convex optimization
(Pilanci and Wainwright, 2015, 2016, 2017), etc.

Works such as Lopes et al. (2018); Ahfock et al. (2021); Lee and Ng (2022); Bartan and Pilanci (2023)
have developed methods for statistical inference in least squares regression. Ahfock et al. (2021) study
the statistical properties of complete, partial, and certain one-step corrected sketching estimators in least
squares. They develop methods for finite-sample exact inference for Gaussian sketching. For Hadamard
sketching and the CountSketch, they show the asymptotic normality of the sketched estimators, using a
technical approach that is different from ours. Compared to Ahfock et al. (2021), we develop a unifying
framework that includes both PCA and least squares, study the setting where the sketch dimension diverges,
and consider a broader range of sketching distributions.

Bootstrap methods for inference using sketching have been studied separately for least squares (Lopes
et al., 2018) and PCA (Lopes et al., 2020), while we develop a unified approach. Moreover, they require
certain convergence conditions for the unobserved data, while we only need some regularity conditions (such
as a bounded condition number), by using subsequence arguments. Lopes et al. (2020) considers Gaussian
sketching methods and subsampling in PCA, again under certain convergence conditions.

Zhang et al. (2023) propose a framework for statistical inference via randomized algorithms. They
consider arbitrary algorithms, only assuming that their output has a limiting error distribution around
the true quantity /parameter of interest, without knowing what the distribution is. They develop a range
of methods for statistical inference in this context, including sub-randomization—generalizing subsampling
(Politis et al., 1999)—multi-run plug-in and multi-run aggregation. When the limiting distribution belongs
to a known parametric family with unknown parameters, they consider inference based on estimating those
parameters. Our setting belongs to this latter case, and our main contribution is to show how to derive the
limiting distributions in a unifying way in sketching for linear regression and PCA.

Wang et al. (2018a); Wang and Ma (2021); Yu et al. (2022) investigate optimal subsampling for logistic
regression, quantile regression models as well as for more general maximum quasi-likelihood estimators. They
establish consistency and asymptotic normality of weighted subsampling estimators, and derive optimal
subsampling probabilities that minimize the asymptotic mean squared error, as well as methods to estimate
these probabilities. These approaches impose a regression model on the data, while we consider the data as
fixed. Ma et al. (2022) study weighted sampling estimators in a fixed-data setting, where the sample size is
fixed. In contrast, we consider a growing sample size.

1.3 A Concrete Result

To give the reader a concrete example of the type of results that we can obtain, we state here a method for
inference in PCA using the Subsampled Randomized Hadamard Transform (SRHT) (Ailon and Chazelle,
2006), see Section 3.1. In Theorem 3.1, we consider an m x n, m < n, SHRT sketching matrix S, ,, data
matrices (X,)n>1 satisfying an eigengap condition, with vanishing leverage scores (i.e., row norms of their
left singular matrices). We show that for any i € [p], as m,n — oo such that m/log?n — oo with p
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fixed, we have for the unobserved data eigenvalues A, ; = )\i(X,—L'— X,) and the observed sketched eigenvalues
Apni = Ni(X, S 0 Sm.nXn) that with 4, = m/n,

m A—1

Ty A (Amoni = Ani) = N(0,1). 2)

Letting 2;_q /2 be the normal 1 —a/2 quantile for some a € (0, 1), this result can be used to form confidence

intervals [/&mm,i(l—zl,a/gy/iﬁ(l — Yn)/m), /A\m,nyi(1+z1,a/2\/3(1 — 7, )/m)] with 1 —« asymptotic coverage

for the data eigenvalues A,, ; based on the sketched eigenvalues A, , ;.

1.4 Notation and Definitions

We present a self-contained summary of notations needed in our work. The reader may skip to Section 2
and refer back to this section as needed.

Basics. For a positive integer p > 1, we let [p] = {1,...,p}. For a vector a = (a1,...,a,)’ € R", we
write [|all, = (35, |ai|?)1/? for its £, norm, where 1 < ¢ < co. For ¢ = oo, we denote ||al|oo = maxi<i<n |ai.
For any n > 1, we define S*™! to be the unit sphere in Euclidean space R™. For any real numbers z and v,
we define [x] as the smallest integer greater than or equal to x, and x A y = min{x, y}. We use the symbol
“d” to denote the differential of a function. For an event A, I{A} denotes its indicator function, which
equals to unity if A happens and to zero otherwise.

Convergence. For two positive sequences {an}n>1,{bn}n>1, we write a,, = O(b,) if there exists a
positive constant C' such that a, /b, < C and we write a,, = o(b,) if a,/b, — 0. Moreover, Op(-) and
op(+) have similar meanings to O(-) and o(+) respectively, but hold asymptotically with probability tending
to one. For two positive sequences {an }n>1, {bn}n>1, we write a,, = ©(b,,) if a,, = O(b,,) and b, = O(ay,).
We also denote weak convergence of a sequence of probability measures {Q,},>1 to a probability measure
Q by Qu = Q.

Matrices. Let STP be the set of p x p positive definite matrices. For a vector (vy,...,v,)", we define
diag(vy, ..., v,) as the diagonal matrix with diagonal entries v; for i € [n]. For positive integers m, n, and for
a matrix A € R™*" we denote the operator norm of A as ||Al|. If further m < n, the Stiefel manifold W,, ,,
is the set of ordered orthonormal m-tuples of vectors in R™. Recall that for square matrices A, B, A < B
denotes that B — A is positive semi-definite. For two matrices A, B of the same size kx, A® B is Hadamard
product where (A ® B);; = A;;B;; for all (i, 5) € [k] x [l]. For two matrices A, B, A® B denotes the tensor
product. For a sequence of matrices {4, },>1 with fixed dimensions, we write A, = O(1) if [|4,| = O(1).

For i € [p], we let E;; be a p X p matrix with the (4,4)-th entry equal to unity, and other entries equal
to zero. For positive integers k,l, we often denote the columns of a k x [ matrix A by (a;);ep. To study
limiting distributions of matrices, it will be convenient to work with their vectorizations:

Definition 1.1 (Vectorization). We define vec: R¥*! — R s the vectorization operator listing the columns

of a matriz placing the leftmost one on top, i.e., for a k x | matriz A, vec(A) = (af , ... 7a;)—'—.

Vectorization provides an identification of [kl] and [k] X [I]—whose elements we denote by either (i, 5),
(i7), or ij—so that vec(A)(; ;) = As;. Given indices (i, j) € [k] x [I] of a matrix, we refer to the corresponding
indices in the vectorization of the matrix as follows:

Definition 1.2 (Vectorized Indexing of a Matrix). For (i,5) € [k] x [I], ok.(i,5) € [Kl] is defined as the
index of Aij in the vectorization vec(A), so that vec(A)q, ;) = vec(A) 5) = Aij-

Similarly, we can represent the indices in [p(p + 1)/2] as {(11),(12),...,(1p),(22),...,(2p),..., (pp)},
which are the indices in the upper triangular part of a p X p matrix. When dealing with matrices that have
one or both dimensions of size kl or p(p+1)/2, we may use the above forms of indexing for those dimensions.

When working with symmetric matrices, we will often need to extract their diagonals and above-diagonal
components. To apply this operation to a vectorized p x p matrix, we define the following upper triangulation
operator. Recall that for ¢,j € R, d;; is the Kronecker delta which equals unity of ¢ = j and zero otherwise.

Definition 1.3 (Upper Triangulation Operator). For every p € Nsq, we consider the upper triangulation
operator Dy, : RP® — RP®PHD/2 which in a matriz form takes values (Dyp)ij),kt) = Oardj1, 1,5, k, 1 € [p], and
k<l



We will require the following definition to describe covariance matrices of vectorized p x p matrices.

Definition 1.4 (Absolutely Symmetric Matrix). For a positive integer p, we say that a p? x p? positive semi-
definite matriz G is absolutely symmetric if G5y, ey = Gij),ar) = Giiay,ty = G iy, ary for all i, 5,k 1 € [p],
and with the the upper triangulation operator D, from Definition 1.3, D;GDP 18 positive definite.

For an absolutely symmetric matrix G, there is a one-to-one correspondence between D; GD, and G.
Indeed, although D;— GD,, is a principal submatrix of G, it contains all distinct elements of G.
We will also need the following two special matrices.

Definition 1.5 (Special Matrices Q, and P,). For a positive integer p, we denote Q, = vec(I,)vec(I,)T.
Moreover, we denote the p? x p? matriz representing matriz transposition in the vectorized matriz space by

P,, such that (P,)ij i = 0i10,i for all i,j,k,1 € [p].

2 Unifying Approach via Normality of Quadratic Forms

In this section, we present the core results of our unifying approach for inference in randomized PCA and
LS via normality of quadratic forms.

2.1 Unifying Conditions

Notice that the sketch-and-solve least squares solution from (1) can be written as

Bm,n = (X;S;L,nsm,an)_1X;S;,n5m,nyn
Therefore, we expect that quadratic forms a, S;)n5m7nbn for appropriate vectors a,, b, play a crucial role in
determining the distribution of this estimator. Similar observations can be made about the partial sketching
estimator as well as about the singular values and vectors of the sketched data. Our analysis confirms this
intuition.

In addition, if we let the SVD! of X,, be X,, = UnLnVnT, then

Bm,n = VnL;1(UJS;,nSm,nUn)_1Ur—err—rrL,nSm,nyn~ (3)

Hence, due to the form of U," S;,nSmmyn, U, is expected to play a special role. We introduce an n X (n—p)
orthogonal complement U,, | of Uy, so that the matrix [U,,U,, ] forms an n x n orthogonal matrix. We
let €, = yn — X,0n be the true residuals. We also let &, = &,/||en|| be the normalized residuals, and
XnBn = XuBn/l| XnBnll, be the normalized fitted values. It will be assumed that &, # 0 and X,,3, # 0,
respectively, whenever these are used. We also let A, = L2.

The normality conditions of quadratic forms are required to hold only for sequences of vectors (an, n)n>1
such that a,,a, € S*~! for all n and (a,, Gn)n>1 satisfy certain conditions—such as certain forms of delo-
calization, as seen informally in Table 1-—that depend on the sketching matrix Sy, . Typically, the more
“randomness” S, , has, the weaker these conditions. For instance, Gaussian sketches require weak con-
ditions (but are computationally impractical), while uniform subsampling requires stronger conditions. To
handle this in a general way, we introduce abstract conditions called Condition p, 93, and B’. These will
depend on the specific distributions of sketching matrices used, and will be specified in each case in Sec-
tion 3. Since we are aiming to develop a theory with near-optimal yet unified conditions, our next condition
lists several types of properties that we may require of quadratic forms. While this condition may seem
complicated, each component is used crucially in our framework; see Figure 2 for an illustration.

Condition 2.1 (Asymptotic Normality of Quadratic Forms). Consider the asymptotic regime where n — oo,
m = my, — 00 with m < n, while p is fived. Let (Sm.n)m.n>1 be a sequence of m x n sketching matrices,
and U, be the n x p left singular matriz of X,,. Let &, = en/|lenll, XnbBn = XnBn/l| XnBnll, assuming they

1Here, U,, denotes a n x p partial orthogonal matrix satisfying UJ Un = Ip, Ly = diag(ln,1,...,4n,p), where £, 1 > ... >
£n,p > 0 are the singular values of X, in non-decreasing order, and V,, is a p X p orthogonal matrix containing the right singular
vectors of X,,.



are well-defined when used. We consider a sequence of positive scalars (Tpmn)m.n>1, such that Ty, n/m — 0.
Consider Conditions p, B, which refer to sequences of vectors (an, Gn)n>1 Such that a,,a, € S*=1 for alln
and (an, Gn)n>1, and Condition P’ for the sequence of matrices (Uy,)n>1. Consider the following boundedness
condition:
e Bounded: Bounded Quadratic Form Under Condition p. For any sequence (an, @n)n>1 of vector-
pairs such that ap,a, € S"~1 for alln and (a,,d,)n>1 satisfy Condition p, we have

Vmr 2 (a) Sy S — ay @) = Op(1).

Moreover, consider the following asymptotic normality conditions for quadratic forms:
e 1-dim: One-dimensional Quadratic Form Under Condition B. For any sequences of vectors
(@n,Gn)n>1 such that a,,a, € S for all n, and (an,dn)n>1 satisfy Condition B, there exists a

sequence (U%((Ln, c~zn))”>1 uniformly bounded away from zero and infinity, such that

f 7n17{2 On (am&n) (arTLS;z,nSm,n&n a an) éN(O 1)

Moreover, for alln > 1, there is M,, = M, (&) and MP = pP (XnPBrn) € RP*P also possibly depend-
ing on U,, such that for any by, € SP71 with (Unbn, En)n>1, (Unbn, XnBn)n>1, satisfying Condition 3,
o2 has the form

02 (Upbn,&n) = b} M, (,)by; 02 (Upbp, X Bn) = b MP) (X, B,)by,. (4)

As a special case, for a € {0,1}, consider Condition 1-dim’ — the special case of Condition 1-dim—
where 02 (an,an) = 1+ (a+1)(a,) @,)? for alln > 1 and (an, an)n>1 satisfying Condition B.

e Sym: Symmetric Matrix Quadratic Form Under Condition P’'. For (U,),>1 satisfying Con-
dition ', there exists a sequence of p? x p? absolutely symmetric matrices (Gp)n>1 as per Definition
1.4, such that there is 0 < ¢ < C < oo for which the upper triangulation operator D, from Definition
1.3 satisfies clppy1y/2 = D;GnDp = Clyp+1y/2, and vectorizing as per Definition 1.1,

V(T Dy GuDy) 2D vec(U,L S, 1 SmnUn — Ip) = N(O, Iypi1)/2)- (5)

As a special case, consider Condition Sym-1, under which there exists a p> x p? absolutely symmetric
matriz G as per Definition 1.4, such that
VY 2vec(U ST S nUy, — L) = N(0,G). (6)

m,n m,n

As an even more special case, we consider Condition Sym-1’ for o € {0,1}, such that for P, and Q,

from Definition 1.5, G = I 2 + P, + aQ).

It is not hard to see that under Condition 2.1 1-dim’, we can take M,, = I,. Moreover, in most cases—
but not always—we take p = and use the results in Condition 2.1 1-dim to derive Condition 2.1 Bounded.
However, Condition 2.1 Bounded is more general than Condition 2.1 1-dim.

Moreover, we will work under some mild conditions on the singular values of the data matrix. In
particular, our theory and methods do not require that the sequence of data matrices converge in any way.

Condition 2.2 (Condition Number and Eigengap). For a sequence (X,)>1 of n x p data matrices, where
o1 = ... 2Ly >0 are the singular values of X,,, consider the following conditions:

e A: Bounded Condition Number. We have limsup,, . ¥n,1/lnp < 00.

¢ B: Global Relative Eigengap. Condition 2.2 A holds, and further

n,:

lim inf min > 1.

n—oo ig[p—1] {p iy1
Condition 2.2 A ensures that the condition number of the data matrix is bounded, which is required to
use tightness arguments in the proofs. Conditions B ensures that the eigengaps are sufficiently large, and in
particular that the singular values are distinct, which is helpful for performing inference on the individual
eigenvalues?. In our work, we will impose either one of A or B, as specified below.

20ne could relax this assumption and aim to conduct inference for singular values associated with arbitrary singular spaces;
we leave this to future work.



2.2 Asymptotic Distributions under Unifying Conditions
2.2.1 Sketched Least Squares

Recall that we are interested in the deterministic least squares parameter 3, = (X,] X,,)"' X,/ y,. Under
Conditions 2.1 and 2.2, we can derive the asymptotic distributions of the sketched LS solutions, as well as
methods for statistical inference. See Section 7.2 for the proof of this result.

Theorem 2.3 (Limiting Distribution and Inference for Sketched LS Estimators). Let (X,,)n>1 be a sequence
of data matrices satisfying Condition 2.2 A, and (Sm.n)mmn>1 be a sequence of sketching matrices. Let
En = en/llenll; Xnbn = XnBn/l| Xnbnll, assuming they are well-defined when used. Suppose that for any
(bn)n>1 satisfying b, € SP™Y for all n, (Unbn,Upbyp)n>1 and (Unbn,&n)n>1 satisfy Condition B.  Then
under Conditions 2.1 Bounded and 1-dim, the sketch-and-solve LS estimator Bm,n from (1) has the limiting
distribution

m! el (VL MG L VD)™ el ™ B = B) = N0, 1), (7)
with M, from (4). Moreover, under Condition 2.1 Bounded and 1-dim with MP from (4), the partial
sketching LS estimator Br(}f,)n from (1) has the limiting distribution

w2 (VL M B L V) Xl B8 = ) = MO, y) ®)

In the special case that Condition 2.1 1-dim’ holds for a € {0,1}, we further have the following inferential
results for the unobserved least squares parameter 3, based on the observed X, n,Umn, NA Empn = Ym,n —
Xm,nﬁm,n-'

m'/?r 1/2||5m nll” ! Xv—vrz7n)~(m,n)l/2(3m7n —Bn) = N(Oalp) 9)
and
U /2 .
b2 (1R B2 - (R K)o DARAET) T (AR, — 6 = NOLL). (10)

The results (9) and (10) can be used in the standard way to form confidence regions for the unknown
least squares parameter 3, based on the observed X, », Jm,n. To form some intuition for (7), if Condition
1-dim’ holds, then we can take M,, = I,,, and so (7) reduces to

_ —1/2 1,4
ml/sz,lv{Z (X;LFX”) ”yn - Xnﬂn” 1(Bm,n - ﬂn) = N(O’ Ip)a (11)

showing that the effective covariance matrix is a multiple of (X,] X,)~!. This form is familiar from classical
multivariate statistics based on i.i.d. data, and shows that our results can be viewed as a generalization.
However, our theorem applies to arbitrary fixed data X,,,y,, and imposes no distributional assumptions
such as i.i.d.-ness.

In the above result, statistical inference requires a stronger condition (Condition 2.1 1-dim’) than the
existence of the asymptotic distribution. It turns out that guarantees for statistical inference more generally
can be better handled case-by-case for various sketching distributions. In the remainder of the paper, we will
use this result to derive limiting distributions and inferential methods for various distributions of sketching
matrices. Table 1 summarizes some of these results.

While our results are data-conditional and do not assume that the data was generated by a statistical
model, they can also be used for inference on population regression parameters when the data follows a
population linear regression model. The following corollary illustrates this. See Section 7.3 for the proof.

Corollary 2.4 (Inference for regression parameters in a linear model). Assume the data follows a standard
linear model with true parameter 5*, that is, y, = X,8" +¢&,, where the error vector €, has i.i.d. components
with mean zero and variance o2, and X,, can be either random or deterministic. Under the conditions of
Theorem 2.3, let Condition 2.1 1-dim’ and the Lindeberg-Feller condition as stated in Ezxample 2.28 of

Van der Vaart (1998) hold. If in addition m/(nTm.n) — 0, we have

m 21 P E | (K Xinn) 2 B = B7) = N0, L). (12)



If instead m/(Ty n|| XnB*]|?) = p 0, then
~ . ~ ~ . . -1/2 .
mH 22 (1K B2 (X Kom) ™+ (a+ DBWLADT) (B, = 8) = N(0, ). (13)

For various types of sketching methods discussed in this paper, m/(n7y, ) — 0 reduces to m/n — 0.
Further, m/(7im.n||XnB%]|?) —p 0 has a similar interpretation if || X,,5*[|> = ©(n), which is a genericity
condition that holds if e.g., the matrix X,, has i.i.d. entries with zero mean and unit variance, and if
I1B3*]1> = ©(1). Therefore, given data sampled i.i.d. from a population, if the sketched sample size grows
slower than the original sample size, we can directly use the sketched solution for inference about the
population regression coefficient. However, we emphasize that our general theory is data-conditional and is
thus stronger and more broadly applicable, as it does not assume any specific statistical model generating
the data.

Table 1: Summary of some of our results for sketching in LS. For various distributions of sketching matrices,
we summarize the choices of 7, 5, o%(an,an), Gy, and Condition 8 used in Condition 2.1 for which we show
Theorem 2.3. Here ,, = m/n, and as defined in Definition 1.5, Q,, = vec(I,)vec(I,) ", while P, is the p? x p?
matrix representing matrix transposition in the vectorized matrix space. Also, uy, ;, i € [n] are the rows of
the n x p left singular matrix U, of X,,. See Section 3 for the details.

Sketching Distribution ‘ Trm.n ‘ o2 (an, an) ‘ G, ‘ Condition P ‘
Hadamard 1=, | 142(a)a@,)? L2+ P, + Q) {~.-delocalization
CountSketch/SSE 1 1+ (a)a,)? I»+P, £4-delocalization
iid., kpa—3=o0(1) 1 1+ (a,) a,)? L2+ P,
Haar 11—, (alan) I»>+ P,
Uniform Subsampling | 1 —~, nZZ vazaz ;| ndl ) ((unu, ;) © (upu,) ;) | See Section 3.3

2.2.2 Sketched PCA

We now turn to sketch-and-solve principal component analysis. For a p X p symmetric matrix Z and each
i € [p], we denote by A;(E) the i-th largest eigenvalue of =, and by v;(Z) an associated eigenvector such that
the first non-zero coordinate of each vector is positive. We can define A; and v; as continuous functions on
p X p symmetric matrices, and if = has distinct eigenvalues, we can also define them differentiably in a small
neighborhood of Z, see e.g., Magnus and Neudecker (2019). In this context, we also define A, ; = X\i(X,] X,,)
and /A\m,m- = )\i(X,—'L—S;nSm,an) for i € [p]. Additionally, v, ; is an eigenvector of X, X,, associated with
the eigenvalue A,, ;, while 9, 5 ; is an eigenvector of XJS;7nSm,an associated with the eigenvalue /A\mni

For each i € [p], we define the function A; below, used to characterize the asymptotic covariance structure
of the i-th eigenvector, defined for = € Sﬂxl’ with distinct eigenvalues and an absolutely symmetric G as per
Definition 1.4 as

2

P Ai(E)VAk(E)
AYE,G) - kg;# NG - (@) O

For E with repeated eigenvalues, we formally define A;(Z,G) = oo - I, so that for all nonzero ¢ € RP,
(cTAy(Z,G)e)"Y2 = 0. Moreover, we define A, = A(X, X,,,Gy) and the plug-in estimator Am,m =
A; (XTS,IL 2Om.nXn, Grn). Our main result for the sketched PCA is the following. See Section 7.4 for the
proof.

Theorem 2.5 (Inference in Sketched PCA). Let (X,,)n>1 satisfy Condition 2.2 B, (Uy,)n>1 satisfy Condition
B, and (Smn)mans1 satisfy Condition 2.1 Sym for some (Gp)n>1. Then for any i € [p], we have the
following inferential result for the unobserved data eigenvalues A, ; = /\i(XnTXn) based on the observed
sketched eigenvalues ]\m,n,i = )\i(X,;'—S,—',;’nSm,an):

(E)(E—))\Z(E)) Gary,iyve(E)u(E) . (14)

S

m A—1

— A [\m,n,i — Ay ) = N(0,1). (15)
T (Gn) iy, i) ( )

10



Moreover, for A; from (14) and A, ; == ANi(X, X, Gr), for any vector ¢ € SP~1 with liminf,, cTAnﬂ»c >
0, we have the following inferential result for the unobserved linear combinations ¢ v, ; of the eigenvector vy, ;
of XnTXn associated with the eigenvalue A, ;, based on the observed eigenvector Op, . ; of XJS;nSm,an

associated with the eigenvalue f\m,” and the plug-in estimator Amnl = Ai(XJS;’nSman, Gp):
VT 2T Ay i) 2T (B — i) = N(0,1). (16)
In particular, under Condition 2.1 Sym-1’, we have

m A1

24+ a)Tmn ™t

(Am,n,i - An,z) = N(Oa 1)7 (17)
and for any vector ¢ € SP™1 satisfying lim supn_wo(c—'—vn,i)2 <1,

~1/2

T | Y et (T ) | T (B — vna) = N0, 1), (18)
Tm,n ki (Am,n,i - Am,n,k)2

For inference on k-dimensional functionals C’Tvm, where C' € RP** satisfies lim inf,, )\min(CTAmC’) > 0,
we have an almost identical argument that

\/%Tn_,b)ln/Q(CTAm)nﬂ‘C)_l/QCT (@mm,i — 'Un,i) = N(O, Ik).

By leveraging a subsequence argument, we avoid assuming convergence of the data, expanding the ap-
plicability of our approach compared to e.g., Lopes et al. (2020). Further, Table 2 summarizes some of the
results we obtain in Section 3 for the limiting distributions for sketching in PCA by applying Theorem 2.5.

Table 2: Summary of some of our results for sketching in PCA. For various distributions of sketching matrices,

and for any i € [p], the table shows the asymptotic variances o2(Ty) of Ty := \/ﬁA:n}n,i(Am’m — A, ) and
. R . . —1/2

o*(T,7y) of Tyry i= /m (Zk;&i A i/ (Amni — Am,n,k)z(CT@m,n,kV) " (Om,n,i = vn,i)- We also

show Condition B used in Condition 2.1 for which we prove Theorem 2.5. We recall that v, = m/n. See

Section 3 for the details.

’ Sketching Distribution ‘ a%(Ty) ‘ o%(T.r,) ‘ Condition ‘
Hadamard 3(1 —7,) 11—y, £ o-delocalization
CountSketch/SSE 2 1 £4-delocalization
iid., ks —3=o0(1) 2 1
Haar 21 —yn) 11—,
Uniform subsampling | (n —m) > o, (Un)%, | (1— )¢ Apnic | See Section 3.3

For completeness, we also provide a result for inference when the data is assumed to be an i.i.d. sample
from a statistical model; see Section 7.5 for the proof.

Corollary 2.6 (Inference for eigenvalues of the covariance matrix given an i.i.d. sample). Let the rows
of X, be sampled i.i.d. from a p-dimensional distribution having finite fourth cumulant with a covariance
matriz © € SEP. Denote X} := X\;(X) for i € [p]. Under the conditions of Theorem 2.5, if in addition

m- (nTm7n(Gn)(ii))(ii))71 — 0, we have for any i € [p] that

m ~ ~
T (Gn) Gy, i) 0 ( Y ) (0,1) (19)

Similar to the inference in a linear model as in Corollary 2.4, m - (nTm,n(Gn)(ii)y(ii))_l — 0 usually

reduces to m/n — 0. Thus, we can use sketching for inference about the population eigenvalues if m < n.
Results for eigenvectors are similar and thus omitted.

11



3 Inference for Specific Sketching Distributions

We now derive inference results in sketched LS and PCA for a variety of sketching distributions. We start
with the Subsampled Randomized Hadamard Transform or SRHT (Ailon and Chazelle, 2006), which is
computationally efficient and applies under broad conditions on the data, while being nontrivial to analyze
(Section 3.1). We also provide results for the CountSketch (Charikar et al., 2002) and Sparse Sign Embeddings
(Achlioptas, 2001), which have similar advantages (Section 3.2). We further analyze sketching matrices
with i.i.d. entries (Section 3.4), uniform orthogonal (Haar) sketching (Section 3.5), and uniform sampling
(Section 3.3). In these sections, we present the results for PCA first, as they are simpler to state.
We let 7, = m/n and for i € [p], we denote the i-th row of U,, by Us..

3.1 Subsampled Randomized Hadamard Transform

Hadamard matrices H; are defined for non-negative integers t inductively, starting with Hy = 1 and letting

for all ¢ > 0,
1 (H, H,
=75 (i h):

When n = 2! is a power of two, for some non-negative integer I, an m x n, m < n, subsampled randomized
Hadamard transform (SRHT) sketching matrix (Ailon and Chazelle, 2006) is defined as S, , = \/n/mBH,D,
where B is an n x n diagonal matrix with i.i.d. Bernoulli random variables with a success probability of m/n.
Furthermore, D is an n x n diagonal matrix with i.i.d. £1 Rademacher random variables on the diagonal.
For other n, one can use the SRHT for the smallest power of two greater than n, and by padding the data
with zeroes, see Section 7.1. Thus, we can assume without loss of generality that n is a power of two because
this does not affect the validity of the conditions specified below. Matrix-vector multiplication via the SRHT
can be efficiently performed in O(nlogn) floating-point operations, leveraging the Fast Fourier Transform
(Ailon and Chazelle, 2006).

Our results rely on the following conditions, where a,,, @, € S*~! and U, is the n x p left singular matrix
of X, for all n > 1:

Condition B : ||an||cc — 0, or |[Gn e — 0; (20)
Condition P’ : lim _max |U:.|| = 0. (21)
n—ooi=1,...,n

Condition 3’ requires that all leverage scores tend to zero; which can be interpreted as there being no
X,-outliers. Condition B is used implicitly in our inference results, and explicitly in the supporting results
(Lemmas 3.3 and 3.4). Moreover, Condition 9B’ is used explicitly in our inference results.

PCA. We have the following inferential result for the unobserved data eigenvalues as well as eigen-
vectors using the observed sketched eigenvalues /A\mnl = )\Z-(X;S;Lnsmyan) and eigenvectors ¥, ni =
0 (X1 Sy SmnXn), @ € [p].

m,n

Theorem 3.1 (Inference for Eigenvalues and Eigenvectors with SRHT Sketching). For all (X,,)n>1 with SVD
U,L,V,| satisfying Condition 2.2 B, suppose (U, )n>1 satisfies Condition 3" from (21). Then as m,n — oo
with p fized, such that m/ log?n — oo and limsupy, < 1, for any i € [p], we have for the unobserved
data eigenvalues A, ; = (X, X)) and the observed sketched eigenvalues Amnz = )\i(X;S;,E’nSm’an) that
(2) holds. Further, we have for the unobserved linear combinations chn_,i of the eigenvector v, ; of X;—Xn
associated with the eigenvalue A, ;, and the observed eigenvector Up, n,; of X;S;Z,nSm’an associated with

the eigenvalue /A\mnﬂ that for any vector ¢ € SP~% with limsup,, .. (¢ v,)? < 1:

. . —1/2
m Am n,i{Im,n,k T~ 2 T/~
— (¢ Omomn.k) ¢ (Dmni — vni) = N(0,1). (22)
T \ & G = A ™

LS. The following result shows how to make inferences on least squares parameters based on sketched
LS estimators when using SRHT.

12



Theorem 3.2 (Inference in Least Squares with SRHT Sketching). Let (Spmn)m.n>1 be a sequence of sub-
sampled randomized Hadamard sketching matrices, and let X, satisfy Condition 2.2 A. Denoting for i € [p]
the i-th row of U, by U;., if either

n)n>1 satisfies Condition Tom or im max Enil =
U tisfies Condit " f 21 1 |
z n—oo 1=1,..., n ||€n||

0, (23)

then, as m — oo, m/ logn — oo, and for v, = m/n, limsupy, < 1, we have for the sketch-and-solve LS
estimator B, from (1) that

(m/(1— 'Vn))l/Q Hém,n‘rl(X’;m,n)?m,n)l/z(ﬁm,n — Bn) = N(O, Ip)~
If either

e
(Uy)n>1 satisfies Condition ' from (21) or lim max M =
Z n—oo i=1,...,n Hyn — En”

0, (24)
then, in the same asymptotic regime, we have for the partial sketching estimator Bfff}n from (1) that

~ . ~ ~ . . —1/2 .
(m/(1 - 'Yn))l/2 (HXm,nﬁv(yIz),)nHQ : (Xr—rrz,nXmm)_l + Qﬁg,)nﬁﬁr?,)’r;r) (ﬁg,)n = Bn) = N(0, Ip).

The second condition in (23) ensures that the normalized residuals are small, which can be viewed as
there being no outliers in the outcome vector y,.

Our result for the sketch-and-solve estimator Bm’n is related to Theorem 3 (i) of Ahfock et al. (2021).
They obtain the asymptotic distribution of the sketched data S, ,X,, for a finite m. In contrast, we focus
on the case where the sketch size m tends to infinity, which leads to the additional 1 — ~,, factor in the
variance. In contrast to the work by Ahfock et al. (2021), our approach allows for X,-outliers, as long as
there are no y,-outliers. Moreover, we only require a bounded condition number for X,,, while their results
require certain convergence conditions on X,, and y,,.

CLT. The following lemmas play a fundamental role in the proofs of the above theorems by specifying
the boundedness and asymptotic normality of quadratic forms in Condition 2.1 for SRHT sketching. We
show that normality holds if Condition B is satisfied, but does not need to hold otherwise.

Lemma 3.3 (Bounded Quadratic Forms for SRHT Sketching). For any sequences of vectors (an,Gn)n>1,
such that a,,a, € S*! for alln > 1, we have

m
1_771

() Sy Smnn — ay dn) = Op(1).

The next lemmas establish the normality of quadratic forms arising in SRHT. In the proof, finding
the asymptotic variances requires intricate and novel calculations, using a dyadic representation for the
Hadamard matrix elements.

Lemma 3.4 (Limiting Distributions of One-dimensional Quadratic Forms for SRHT Sketching). For any
sequences of vectors (an)n>1, (@n)n>1 satisfying Condition P defined in (20) such that a,,a, € S*~! for all
n>1, if m/log’n — oo and limsupm/n < 1, as m,n — oo, we have

m 1 - -
\/ T\ T3 2T a)? (aIS;nSm,nan — azan) = N(0,1). (25)

Moreover, if Condition B fails, \/maZS;';mSm,ndn does not need to be asymptotically normal even if m/n
converges.

Lemma 3.5 (Asymptotic Normality of Symmetric Quadratic Form for SRHT Sketching). If (U, ),>1 satisfies
Condition B, and m/ log2 n — oo with limsupm/n < 1 as m,n — oo, then for the p* x p? rank-one-positive
definite matriz G = Ip2 + Py, + Q,,

- T vec(U ST SpmnlUn — I,) = N (0,G).
iz, ,
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3.2 Sparse Sign Embeddings and CountSketch

Sparse Sign Embeddings are a type of sparse dimension reduction maps (e.g., Achlioptas, 2001; Meng and
Mahoney, 2013, etc). For a given sparsity ¢, > 0, a sparse sign embedding is a random matrix of the form
Smn = (Rm,1,..., Rmn), where for all i € [n], R, ; are i.i.d. uniformly distributed on the set of n-vectors
with (,, nonzero elements equal to £1/v/Cp, ie., {f/VCmn € R™ ¢ f1,..., fm € {£1,0} and |le]|®> = ¢}
Due to their tunable sparsity, sparse sign embeddings allow the user to control the computational cost
of sketching, see Section 4. Recently, they have been suggested as a “sensible default” sketching method
(Epperly, 2023). For (,, = 1, sparse sign embeddings are also known as CountSketch (Charikar et al., 2002),
or Clarkson-Woodruff sketches (Clarkson and Woodruff, 2017).

Our results rely on the following conditions, where a,,, a, € S*~! and U, is the n x p left singular matrix
of X, for all n > 1:

Condition P : (vm/Gn) - Y _ap; = 0, and (Vin/Gn) - Y iy, = 0; (26)
i=1 i=1
Condition ' : (v/m/Cm) - ||[vec(Un)|[3 — 0. (27)

As before, these will be used explicitly or implicitly in our results. Further, in this section, we use ), 25 to
abbreviate the summation over (,7) € [n] x [n] subject to i # j.

PCA. We have the following result on inference for eigenvalues and eigenvectors with sparse sign em-
beddings. This result allows the per-column sparsity (,, to be o(y/m); which in particular includes the
CountSketch.

Theorem 3.6 (Inference for Eigenvalues and Eigenvectors with Sparse Sign Embeddings). For (X,)n>1
satisfying Condition 2.2 B, suppose (Up)n>1 satisfies Condition ', let m,n — oo, and suppose the sparsity
satisfies ¢2,/m — 0. Then we have for the unobserved data eigenvalues A, ; = \i(X,] X,,) and the observed
sketched eigenvalues /&mm,i = /\i(XJS,EmSm,an) that

\/>A;1 ni ([\m,nz - An,i) = N(0,1).

Further, we have for the unobserved linear combinations chn,i of the eigenvector vy ; of XIXH associ-
ated with the eigenvalue A, ;, and the observed eigenvector Um, i of XTSmnSm nXn associated with the

eigenvalue /A\m’n,i that for any vector ¢ € SP~1 satisfying limsup,,_, . (c"v, ;)% < 1,
—1/2

5 (CT@m7n7k)2 el (ﬁm,n,i - vn,i) = N(Oa 1)'

Am n zAm n.k
NG Amnibmn,
kz;éi (Amﬁn,i - Am,n,k)

LS. We also have the following result for inference about the least squares parameters based on sketch-
and-solve with sparse sign embeddings.

Theorem 3.7 (Inference in Least Squares with Sparse Sign Embeddings). Suppose X, satisfies Condition
2.2 A, m,n — oo, and C%,/m — 0. If

4
(Upn)n>1 satisfies Condition P’ from (27)  and (vm/Cm) - Hinj — 0, (28)
then for the sketch-and-solve LS estimator By, from (1), we have with Spp = ||Emmll? - ()?;,n)?mm)_l

that /mEm' b2 (B — Bn) = N(0, 1), Similarly, if

4
(Un)n>1 satisfies Condition P’ from (27)  and (vVm/Cm) - M — 0, (29)
Yn — En

then for the sketch- and—solve LS estimator Bm n from (1) we have with 25},’% = ASE,)J)?T )?m n 5,?)”(XT )Z'm’n)_l—l—

BB that /m(SEh) 72BN = Ba) = N0, 1)
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CLT. The inference results mentioned above are based on the following central limit theorems for
quadratic forms from Condition 2.1 for Sparse Sign Embeddings. First, we have a result on one-dimensional
quadratic forms.

Lemma 3.8 (Limiting Distributions of One-dimensional Quadratic Forms for Sparse Sign Embeddings).
For a fized n, and any sequences (an)n>1, (an)n>1 such that an,a, € S*' for all n > 1, if Condition P
from (26) holds as m — oo and (%, /m — 0, then we have

m

This lemma represents a novel result about CountSketch and Sparse Sign Embeddings. Our proof treats
the quadratic forms as degenerate U-statistics and uses the martingale central limit theorem. We next have
a result on vectorized symmetric quadratic forms.

Lemma 3.9 (Asymptotic Normality of Symmetric Quadratic Form for Sparse Signed Embeddings). If as
m,n — 00, (Up)n>1 satisfies Condition B from (27) while (2, /m — 0, then

Vmvec(U, S\, SmnUn — Ip) = N (0,12 + P,) . (31)

3.3 Uniform Random Sampling

We assume Sy, , = ./%Bn, where B,, = diag(By, ..., B,) with i.i.d. B; ~ Bernoulli(7y,), v, = m/n for all
i € [n]. Thus, B, represents a uniform random subsampling procedure. Our results rely on the following

conditions, where a,,a, € S*~! for all n > 1, u, 4, i € [n] are the rows of the n x p left singular matrix U,
of X,,, and G, :== nzzlzl(unzu:”) ® (unluj”)

= N2

Condition p : for some 0 < ¢ < C, ¢ < nZan i, ; < C; Condition P : m[ : XW — 0; (32)
i=1 n i=1"n,1"n,i

Condition P’ : for some 0 < ¢ < C, clppt1y2 =2 D;GnDp 2 Clypt1)/2; (33)

max; e, (u—r Pu,, ;)2
Zzn 1( u,) (I)un 2)

Again, these results appear explicitly in our asymptotic normality results, and sometimes only implicitly in
our inference results.

PCA. If the data X, has very heterogeneous rows, then subsampling can introduce a great deal of
variability in the resulting estimates. Therefore, obtaining inference and asymptotic normality requires
stronger delocalization conditions on U,,, and leads to an asymptotic variance of a delicate form.

for all upper triangular ® € RP*?,

Theorem 3.10 (Asymptotic Normality and Inference for Eigenvalues and Eigenvectors with Subsampling).
Suppose (X, )n>1 satisfies Condition 2.2 B, (Uy,)n>1 satisfies Condition P, and (Smn)m.n>1 satisfies Con-
dition 2.1 Sym. Then we have for any i € [p] that

\/(1 —Yn) - nzk (U, ) A;l ot (Am’"’i B A’”) = N(0,1). (34)

Let an = ﬁm7n1im7n17£,n be the SVD of )}m,n. If liminf ~,, > 0, we have
1
VA= 7) - m L O

At (i = M) = N(0,1). (35)

m,n,i

For A; defined in (14), and any vector ¢ € SP~1 satisfying liminf, o ¢c' A, ;¢ > 0,

m/(1— 'yn)(cTAm,n,ic) 1/2.T (Omm,i — Uni) = N(0,1).
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LS. Additionally, we have the following theorem for inference about the least squares parameters based
on uniform subsampling.

Theorem 3.11 (Inference in Least Squares with Uniform Random Sampling). Let p be fized and m,n — oo
with 0 < liminfm/n < limsupm/n < 1. Suppose that X,, satisfies Condition 2.2 A, and ||vec(U,)|loo =
O(1/+/n). Also, suppose there exist some constants 0 < ¢ < C such that

cl, < nU] diag (I:in: ® HE”') U, < CI, (36)
For R o _ _ o
2m n = m(XT Xm,n)ier—wl;,n diag(ém,n © ém,n)Xm,n(Xr—wl;,nvan)il'
we have m'/?(1 — ~,)~ 1/22_1/2(5m n — Bn) = N(0,1,). Furthermore, assume there exist 0 < ¢ < C' such
that | | | |
: Yn — En Yn — En
cl, < nU,;r diag ( ) U, <CI,. (37)
: 19n = €nll " llyn — enll :
Then with

S0, = (X Knn) XL diag (K B0 © (K B0 ) Ko (K Kon) ™

we have m'/?(1 — %)—1/2(25,‘2?n)—1/2(8£5,>n — Bn) = N(0,1,).

In fact, (36) holds if there are constants 0 < ¢ < C such that c/\/n < minep,) |ensl/|len|l and
max; ey \e,”\/Han < C/y/n, and similarly (37) holds if ¢/v/n < minep, |ynl en,il/llyn — €nll and
maxicpu) [ i — Enil/19m — 2all < C/V.

CLT. The following lemmas play a significant role in the proofs of the above theorems by establishing
the limiting behavior from Condition 2.1 for uniform subsampling.

Lemma 3.12 (Boundedness and Asymptotic Normality of Quadratic Forms for Uniform Random Sampling).
For any sequences of vectors (ay,an)n>1 such that a,,a, € S*~1 for all n > 1 satisfying Condition p from
(32), we have

m

1- Tn
Further, if Condition B3 from (32) holds, then

m 1 _
\/: nzn a2 a2 (G"IS;L,nSM,nan —a an) = N(O 1) (39)
n i=1"n,i""n,i

Moreover, there exist sequences (an)n>1, (Gn)n>1 of unit norm vectors with a,,a, € R™ that do not satisfy
Condition B, such that /m aTS Sm .nGn 15 not asymptotically normal.

(ay, S Smnn — @y @n) = Op(1). (38)

Lemma 3.13 (Asymptotic Normality of Symmetric Quadratic Form for Uniform Random Sampling). If U,
satisfies Condition B’ from (33), then we have

1/1_7 (D) GuDy) 2D vee (U, S, ,SmnUn — Ip) = N(0, Iypi1)/2)-

3.4 Sketching Matrices with i.i.d. Entries

We now let Sy, ,, be an m x n random sketching matrix with i.i.d. entries for all n > 1. Moreover, we denote
the entries of the scaled sketching matrix as \/mSpy, , = ( Tij)ieim),je[n]» Where ET;; = 0 and ETfj =1, so
that E [Sy,n] = 0 and E [S;’nSm,n] = I,,. Additionally, for some positive §’, we assume IET;; = Kna > 1+0,
which excludes distributions whose kurtosis is very close to the theoretical minimum of unity, such as the
uniform distribution over {—1,1}. See the discussion after Theorem 3.15 for more details. Moreover, for
0 > 0, we denote the moments rp 445 := ]EY;-‘;M < +o0.
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Our results rely on the following conditions, where a,,a, € S"™!, and u, ;, i € [n] are the rows of the
n X p left singular matrix U,, of X,:

Condition P : sup £y 445 < +00; Or Ky 4 — 00, Ki/4i§6 Jboma = o(m®/4+0)Y,
n>1
n
~ 2 .
and for some 0 < ¢ < C,c < Z(an’ian’i) < C; (40)
i=1
Condition ' : sup rpa45 < +00; Or Kin g — 00, Ki/iigﬁ)/ﬁnA = o(m?/(4+9)),
n>1 s

n
and there exists ¢ > 0 with ¢, 41)/2 = DpT Z ((unluzl) ® (unluzl)) D,. (41)
i=1

Both conditions can be satisfied either if the 4+ J-th moments £, 445 are uniformly bounded, or if they grow
sufficiently slowly, but the data satisfies certain additional regularity conditions. As before, these conditions
are used implicitly or explicitly in our results.

PCA. We have the following result for inference in PCA for sketching matrices with i.i.d. entries.

Theorem 3.14 (Inference for Eigenvalues and Eigenvectors with i.i.d. Sketching). Consider the SVD of X,,
gwen by U, Ly, VT Let the entries of the scaled i.i.d. sketching matriz \/mSy, , = (T;;):; satisfy ET;; =
0, IET2 =1, ]ET = fina > 140" for some d’ >0, and IET4+5 < 400 for some 6 > 0. Suppose that (Xpn)n>1

satzsﬁes C’ondztzon 2.2 B and (Uy,)n>1 satisfies Condition ‘B’ For all n > 1, define the p? x p* matriz T,
where (T') (ky k), (kaks) = (Kn,a — 3) thl(U Yok (Un) bk (Un) ks (Un ) nky for every ki, ko, ks, ka € [p]. Then

m ~

AL (A — A ) = N(0,1); 12
24 (Tn) (is), (ai) ( ) (0.1) (42)

and letting

Am,n,i Am,n,kAm,n,l

Aﬂ’L,n,i = Z

k#i,0#1 (Am,n,i - [\m,n,k)(]\m,n,i - Am,n,l)

(0kt + (D) (i), (k1)) O,k D5

for any vector ¢ € SP~! satisfying lim inf,, _, oo CTAW;C >0, with A, = Ai(X,] X, Gy,) from Section 2.2.2,
V(e Apni) Y2 (Vi — vni) = N(0,1).

In (42), the excess kurtosis term I',, vanishes if x,, 4 = 3, which holds for Gaussian distributions. In
that case (42) depends only on the empirical data. For k,4 # 3, (42) only leads to inference if (I';) (i), i)
vanishes, which can be viewed as a delocalization condition on the data. Theorem 3.14 is related to the
results of Anderson (1963) for Gaussian sketching matrices and to those of Waternaux (1976). Those results
obtain the joint limiting distribution of all eigenvalues, while our results focus on individual eigenvalues but
(1) establish inference methods, and (2) broaden the conditions, not requiring the convergence of the data,
see Section 7.27 for more discussion.

LS. We consider the problem of inference for g, based on sketching matrices with i.i.d. entries. The
result here is consistent with the special case of Theorem 3.2 in Zhang et al. (2023) for fixed p, but our
conclusion holds for a broader class of sketching distributions, only assuming that a 4 + d-th moment (for
any small 6 > 0) grows sufficiently slowly, whereas they assume all moments are bounded. In particular, our
work allows sparse i.i.d. sketches, which requires the 4 + §-th moment to grow, whereas Zhang et al. (2023)
does not allow this.

Theorem 3.15 (Inference in Least Squares with i.i.d. Sketching). Let X, satisfy Condition 2.2 A, let p be
fized and m,n — oco. Also, let the entries of Sy, n be i.i.d. copies of Sl,l/ml/Q, where S11 has zero mean,
unit variance and kurtosis Ky 4 = ES’fl > 1+ 06 for some & > 0. Suppose either that

(i) for some fized § > 0, Ky ars = E[S11|*+° satisfies sup,,>, kinats < +00; or
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(11) we have fy 4 — 00, /@i/ifgé)/ﬁw = o(m®/4+0)) and also there exist some constants 0 < ¢ < C such

that
cl, < U] diag ( Enl o lenl ) U, < CI,. (43)
llenll — llenll
With A L B -
S = m(X,), 0 X)X diag(Emm © Emn) X (X, 0 X)L (44)

we have for the sketch-and-solve LS estimator Bm,n from (1) that m'/?%,, 1/2(6m n— Bn) = N(0,1,). Fur-
thermore, with

531(75,)71 = m(f(;,n)?m,n)_l)?l,n diag (()?m,nér(ra)n) © ()}m;NBSL),)n)) )?mm()}n—l;,n)?m,n)_la

if assuming either (i); or assuming (i) with

CIp‘<UJdlag< |yn_5n| |y’ﬂ_€’ﬂ|

U, <CI
||yn_5n|| ”yn_€n> ?

instead of (43), then we have for the partial sketching LS estimator Bﬁf’n from (1) that ml/Q(XA)gS?n)*l/Q(B,(ﬁ,)nf
Bn) = N(0,1,).

We know that k,, 4 > 1, and the minimum value is achieved for a Radamacher variable. This minimum is
excluded from our analysis, because if £, 4 = 1, some projections of /Bm,n — By in certain directions may be
deterministically zero, allowing us to exactly recover some linear functionals of 3,,. Thus, one will need a more
complex result to describe the behavior of 5,,, , — 3,. This can be inferred from equation (90) in the proofs
by choosing specific a,, and d,,. For example, when a,, = @, = (1,0,...,0)" or a,, = (1/v/2,1/+/2,0,...,0)T
and @, = (1/v/2,-1/+/2,0,...,0)T, the right-hand side of (90) is zero. Since sketches whose entries are
i.i.d. Rademacher variables are somewhat rarely used, we leave investigating this phenomenon to future work.

For Gaussian sketching, where Sy, , = =m~Y2Z, m,n and Z,, , contains 1ndependent standard Gaussian
entries, Theorem 1 of Ahfock et al. (2021) shows that the distribution of Bm n given Xm n is normal, with a

known mean and covariance matrix. Hence, exact finite-sample statistical inference—conditional on Xmm
can be performed. Our result corresponds to taking the limit as m — oo in Theorem 1, part (ii) of Ahfock

et al. (2021), for the marginal distribution of Bm,n, where our m is their k and our >, si,i = ||y — X0nBnll?
is their RSSp. An equivalent result for Gaussian sketching also appears in equation (5) of Bartan and Pilanci
(2023).

CLT. The previous results are based on the following central limit theorems for quadratic forms from
Condition 2.1 for i.i.d. sketching.

Lemma 3.16 (Limiting Distributions of One-dimensional Quadratic Forms for i.i.d. Sketching). Suppose
that the entries of Sy, are i.i.d. copies of Slﬁl/ml/g, where S1,1 has zero mean, unit variance, kurtosis
Fina = EST | > 146 for some &' > 0, and that for some fized § > 0, Condition B from (40) holds. Then
we have

L+ (a}an)? + (Fpa — 3) ZZ 1(n,i@n i) (

Lemma 3.17 (Asymptotic Normality of Symmetric Quadratic Form for i.i.d. Sketching). Suppose that the
entries of Sy are i.i.d. copies of 51,1/m1/2, where S11 has zero mean, unit variance, kurtosis kn a4 =
IESj{1 > 146" for some &' > 0. Let (Up)n>1 satisfy Condition B'. Then for G,, = L2 + P, +T',, with T,
from Theorem 3.14, we have

Vm(D, G,Dp) V2D vec (U, S}, 1 SimnUn — L) = N (0, Lypi1y/2)-

TS"mS nGn —a an) = N(0,1).

3.5 Uniform Orthogonal Sketching

Now, we let 7, = m/n and introduce a sketching matrix Sy, , = 7;1/250, where Sy is an m X n matrix drawn
from the uniform measure over m x n partial orthogonal matrices; so that ES,, , = 0 and ES,—,FL’nSm’n =1I,.
Here, Condition B and 93’ do not impose any restriction.

PCA. We have the following result for inference in PCA when using sketching matrices uniformly dis-
tributed on the space of all m x n partial orthogonal matrices.
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Theorem 3.18 (Inference for Eigenvalues and Eigenvectors with Uniform Orthogonal Sketching). If (X, )n>1
satisfies Condition 2.2 B and m/n — v € (0,1), then

m A—1

STy S (R = A) = V0,1,

and for any vector ¢ € SP~1 satisfying limsup,, (¢ v,)? < 1,

—1/2

m Amn'LA

T/~
(vm,n,i — vn,i) = N(O, ].)
(1 =) ki (Anyi — Ay

(cTﬁm’n,k;)2 c

LS. Theorem 3.19 provides a method to construct confidence regions for f,, for uniform orthogonal
sketching. This result is a special case of Theorem 3.8 in Zhang et al. (2023) for fixed p, and is presented
only for completeness. Moreover, we also present a shorter proof following our unified framework.

Theorem 3.19 (Inference in Least Squares with Haar Sketching, Zhang et al. (2023)). Let p be fized and
m,n—m — 0o. Suppose that 771/25,,,,” 1s uniformly distributed over the space of all partial m x n orthogonal
matrices. Additionally, we assume that X, satisfies Condition 2.2 A. For the estimator im,n defined as
Sonm = |Emmll? - ()?;7")}m,n)717 we have (m/(1 —~,))/* & _1/2(ﬂm n — Bn) = N(0,1,). Furthermore, for

the estimator 2%’?” defined as
2515,)71 = Br(vg),)JX;,n)?m,nt,)n ! ()?r—wrm,n‘}?m,n)il + B(p) ﬂ(p)—rv
we have (m/(1 = 5,))"/ (S00) V(B8 = B) = N (0, 1,).

CLT. The results of the inference mentioned earlier are based on the following central limit theorems for
quadratic forms arising from Haar sketching matrices.

Lemma 3.20 (Limiting Distributions of One-dimensional Quadratic Forms for Haar Sketching). For any
sequences (an)n>1, (@n)n>1 such that a,,a, € S*™' for alln > 1, as my,n —m — oo we have

m 1 TaoT .
1
\/: 1+ (a)an)? (an S Smonlin = @, Gn) = N(0,1).

Lemma 3.21 (Asymptotic Normality of Symmetric Quadratic Form for Haar Sketching). With the same
notation as above and G = I,2 + P,, v, — v € (0,1), we have

V(1 =)~ 2vee(U,] Sy, o SmnUn — Ip) = N(0,G).

4 Computational Considerations

We now examine the computational complexity of performing statistical inference using various sketching
methods for both least squares and PCA. We are considering computation over a single machine, in which
case communication cost is not a bottleneck. We perform floating-point operation (flop) count calculations
based on standard matrix computation algorithms. For least squares, the original dataset (X,,,y,) is of size
n X (p+ 1), while the sketched dataset ()Z'myn, Um,n) has size m x (p + 1); for PCA, we only have the n x p
matrix X,, and the m X p matrix )?m n-

The computational cost consists of two primary components. The first part involves obtaining the
sketched data (Xm nsUm,n) for least squares, or only X, , for PCA. The second part involves solving the
normal equations for the least squares problem, or the computation of eigenvalues and eigenvectors for
X;’nXmm. The cost of the second part is O(mp?), using standard matrix computation methods (Golub
and Van Loan, 1989) irrespective of the chosen sketching method. Therefore, we focus on the cost incurred
in the initial step of obtaining the sketched data.
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Computing )N(m,n using i.i.d. sketching in general consists of multiplying two dense matrices of size m X n
and n x p, and in the worst case takes O(mnp) flops. For uniform orthogonal sketching, a significant part
of the computational cost arises from generating the sketching matrix. This is achieved by applying SVD
to an m X n matrix with Gaussian entries and extracting the matrix of its right singular vectors. Since
m < n, the cost is approximately O(m?n), which is an upper bound on the cost of obtaining Xm,n, resulting
in an overall complexity of O(m?n). Hadamard sketching, implemented using the Fast Fourier Transform,
incurs a cost of approximately O(nplog, m). On the other hand, the cost of the Sparse Sign Embeddings
for obtaining )?m’n is O(Gnnnz(X,,)), where nnz(X,,) denotes the number of nonzero elements in X, see
e.g., Clarkson and Woodruff (2017). These theoretical bounds on the computational cost are summarized in
Table 3.

Table 3: Computational cost of performing sketched LS and PCA using various types of sketching matrices.
Here, the sample size is n, the dimension of the data is p < n, and the sketched sample size is p < m < n;
while nnz(X,,) denotes the number of nonzeros of the matrix X,,.

iid. Haar Hadamard Sparse Sign Embeddings
LS | O(mnp) | O(m?n) | O(nplogym +mp?) | O((mnnz(X,,) + mp?)
PCA | O(mnp) | O(m?n) | O(nplogy m +mp?) | O((mnnz(X,) + mp?)

The conclusions of this analysis in general align with the existing common beliefs that Hadamard sketching
and Sparse Sign Embeddings are two of the best sketching methods among the ones considered. Their
computational complexity is lower than that of the other approaches considered such as i.i.d. and Haar
sketching. Moreover, we show in experiments (see Figure 7) that Hadamard sketching can have a better
time accuracy trade-off than subsampling methods. However we emphasize that to achieve their full potential,
each of these methods requires optimized numerical implementations.

5 Numerical Experiments

We conduct simulations to evaluate and compare various methods on both simulated and empirical data,
in terms of both statistical performance and running time (Section 5.1.3). We compare various forms of
sketching in Section 5.2. We consider the following three cases for the simulated data:

e Case 1: For both LS and PCA, we generate X,, = U,,L,,V,|, where U, is sampled uniformly from the
set of n x p partial orthogonal matrices, V, is sampled uniformly from the set of p x p orthogonal
matrices, and L,, = diag(1,1/2,...,1/p). Additionally, for LS we generate y,, € R™ with i.i.d. Uniform
(0,1) entries.

e Case 2: As Lopes et al. (2018) in a slightly different setting, we let A,, be an n x p matrix with i.i.d. rows
distributed according to the multivariate t-distribution ¢5(0, C') where C' = (c;;) = (2-0.5/"771). Let U,
be the left singular matrix of A,. We construct L,, with entries equally spaced in the interval [0.1, 1]
and generate V,| as the right singular matrix of a matrix with i.i.d. A'(0,1) entries. Finally, we set
X, = U,L,V,’ for both LS and PCA. To generate y,, in LS, we set b = (1¢.2p,t1o.6p, lo.2p) | Wwith
t = 0.1, ensuring that 0.2p is an integer. Moreover, we generate &, € R™ with i.i.d. normal entries
having a standard deviation of 0.01, and then let y, = X,,b + &,.

e Case 3: For both LS and PCA, we let X, be an n x p Gaussian random matrix such that for all j € [p],
(Xn)i; ~ N(0,1) when i < n/2, and (X,);; ~ N(5,1) otherwise. After that, we standardize each
column to have zero mean and unit variance. For linear regression, we also generate y,, € R™ with
i.i.d. Uniform(0,1) entries.

In Case 1, the left singular matrix meets all delocalization conditions required by our results, due to
the isotropy of the normal distribution. The design in Case 2 may not satisfy the delocalization conditions
required for Hadamard sketching and CountSketch. This case illustrates that those conditions are in fact
needed for asymptotic normality. The delocalization is governed by the distribution from which the rows are
drawn. If we sample each row from a heavy-tailed distribution, we expect that more outliers—observations
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Figure 3: Coverage of nominal 95% intervals, along with 95% Clopper-Pearson intervals for the coverage, for
Ak, ¢ vy, and the first coordinates of two least squares solutions in Case 1, with p = 15, = 2048, and 500
Monte Carlo trials for each setting.

with a large norm—may be present in the matrix. Consequently, the singular vectors are more likely to be
localized. Simulations with several degrees of freedom for the t-distributions and with several covariance
matrices show that our formulas are more accurate for larger degrees of freedom. For a given degree of
freedom, our formulas have roughly the same level of accuracy for various covariance matrices.

In Case 3, before normalization, X,, has one spiked singular value of order y/n and p — 1 singular values
of order /n. The relative eigengap condition holds for the first singular value.

5.1 Inference from Sketch-and-Solve Estimators

We perform experiments to compare several sketching methods discussed in the paper.

5.1.1 Simulated Data

In this section, we compare the performance of various sketching methods for statistical inference in least
squares and PCA. We generate simulated data with n = 2,048 and p = 15 for each of the cases. To evaluate
the methods, we generate 500 independent sketches for each value of m ranging from 200 to 1600 with gaps
of 200. We use three sketching methods: i.i.d. sketching, Hadamard sketching, and CountSketch. We note
that SSE is very similar to CountSketch, both in theory and in our experiments, therefore we focus on
CountSketch in the experiments.

For Case 1, Figure 3 presents the coverage of 95% intervals for the first coordinate of 3,,, the largest
eigenvalue and the first coordinate of the corresponding eigenvector of X, X,,, while Figure 8 shows the
results for the second largest eigenvalue and the corresponding eigenvector. These figures also show a 95%
Clopper-Pearson interval for the coverage. All methods under consideration exhibit coverage probabilities
close to the nominal level of 0.95. For other cases, we show the corresponding simulation results in Figure 8;
we sometimes observe some undercoverage for small m.

5.1.2 Empirical Data Example

An empirical illustration of sketched least squares, we consider the New York flights (nycflights13) dataset
(Wickham, 2018). This has 60,448 observations and 21 features, with the response being the arrival delay.
We show coverage results for the least squares solution in Figure 9. We observe that all methods have
coverage close to the nominal level.

To illustrate sketch-and-solve PCA, we use the Human Genome Diversity Project (HGDP) dataset,
previously analyzed in studies such as Cann et al. (2002); Li et al. (2008). We use the Centre d’Etude
du Polymorphisme Humain panel, which contains Single Nucleotide Polymorphism (SNP) data for 1,043
observations, representing 51 populations from Africa, Europe, Asia, Oceania, and the Americas. Focusing
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Figure 4: Variances of \/ﬁ[&mnk and \/mc ' Oy, .k, and logarithm of variances of /mc' an and /mc" B,SE},L
for Case 1, using p = 15,n = 2048,k = 1, and ¢ = (1,0,...,0)". Here “iid_theory” is obtained from The-
orem 7.8 and Theorem 3.15, “hadamard_theory” from Theorem 3.1 and Section 3.1, “CountSketch_theory”
from Theorem 3.6 and Theorem 3.7, corresponding to least squares and PCA, respectively.

on the SNPs located on chromosome 22, we create the data matrix X,, by selecting the first 20 features. In
this n x p matrix, X;; represents the count of the minor allele of SNP j in the genome of individual ¢ and takes
values in {0,1,2}. To preprocess the data, we perform SNP-wise standardization by centering each SNP
using its mean and scaling by its standard error. Subsequently, we impute the missing values as zeros, as in
Dobriban and Owen (2019). Figures 8 and 10 shows the coverage results as well as the asymptotic variances
for different sketching methods based on the HGDP dataset. We observe that the coverage probability of
the considered methods is close to the nominal level.

We also perform sketch-and-solve PCA using the Million Song Dataset (MSD, Bertin-Mahieux et al.
(2011)), as an example of a larger dataset, with n = 515,344 and p = 90. The analysis takes about two days
on a personal computer. We present coverage results for the first singular value and its corresponding right
singular vector in Figure 9, showing that the Clopper-Pearson intervals for the coverage of all approaches
are centered near the nominal level.

5.1.3 Running Time

To empirically analyze the running time of our methods, we conduct experiments with various types of
sketching methods for PCA in Cases 1 and 3. We choose m ranging from 200 to 1600 in increments of 200.
For a fixed value of m, we repeat the experiment process 500 times.

From the results in Figure 6, Table 4 and 5, CountSketch is the fastest method, while sparse sign
embeddings with (,,, > 1 are slower but still perform very well. In terms of computational cost, SRHT is
slower than CountSketch and sparse sign embeddings. Sketching matrices with i.i.d. entries are slower, and
Haar sketching matrices are the slowest. The results from Figure 6 qualitatively align with our theoretical
analysis of computational complexity from Section 4. We emphasize that specific wall clock times depend
on the numerical implementation used, and our experiments should be viewed as giving only a rough idea
of the relative performance of the various methods.

We also analyze a larger data set in Case 1, with n = 22!, p = 100, and k£ = 1. This leads to a dataset that
is large enough to be somewhat challenging to be analyzed on a PC, but still realistic to occur in applications.
We use SRHT as the primary sketching method for PCA. We vary the value of the sketch size m from 5,000
to 75,000 with increments of 10,000. The coverage and computation time results are presented in Figure 5.
Our solution achieves the target coverage even when the sketch dimension is small. Additionally, as the
sketch size increases, the computational time required for SRHT sketched PCA grows slowly, but remains
significantly lower than that of PCA on the full data. At the same time, as the sketching dimension increases,
the length of the confidence intervals for the SRHT sketched solution decreases, as expected. Here the values
of the target parameters of interest are \; = 1 and ¢ v; = 0.087; hence the confidence intervals are short and
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Figure 5: The first two subfigures show the coverage of nominal 95% intervals, along with 95% Clopper-
Pearson intervals for the coverage, for A; and ¢'v; as a function of the sketch size m; see Section 5.1.3. The
results cover Case 1, with p = 100,n = 22!, and 500 Monte Carlo trials. The third subfigure displays the
computational time for the SRHT sketched PCA (red dashed line) and the original PCA solution (black
solid line). The fourth subfigure shows the length of the confidence intervals of SRHT sketched eigenvalues
(blue solid line) and eigenvectors (green dashed line).

informative. These experiments show the trade-off between statistical accuracy and computational costs.
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Figure 6: Computational cost experiment in Case 1 with p = 15, n = 2048, where m ranges from 200 to
1600 in increments of 200. For each sketching method, 500 simulations are conducted, and the mean time of
a single step is calculated and plotted. Standard errors over 500 simulations are shown. Here we use Sparse
Sign Embeddings with ¢, = 8.

Table 4: Computational cost (in seconds) of the experiments for Case 1 with 500 simulations, p = 15,
n = 2048.

m 200 | 400 | 600 800 1000 | 1200 | 1400 | 1600

ii.d. Gaussian Sketching | 4.54 | 8.13 | 11.96 | 15.73 | 19.52 | 23.28 | 27.27 | 31.31
SRHT Sketching 2.18 | 2.08 | 2.06 | 226 | 2.52 | 2.256 | 2.14 | 2.19
CountSketch 0321030 | 033 | 038 | 0.39 | 046 | 0.48 | 0.51

SSE, ¢ =38 0.67 | 071 | 0.72 | 0.83 | 0.85 | 0.84 | 0.90 | 0.96

5.2 Comparison of Various Forms of Sketching

We proceed to compare the asymptotic variances across various sketching methods. Figures 4 and 10 compare
various sketching methods in principal component analysis with respect to the ratio m/n of the sketch size
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Table 5: Computational costs (in seconds) of the experiments for Case 3, using the same protocol as in
Section 5.1.3.

m 200 | 400 | 600 800 1000 | 1200 | 1400 | 1600

ii.d. Gaussian Sketching | 4.48 | 8.22 | 12.13 | 16.31 | 19.93 | 24.78 | 29.98 | 33.26
SRHT Sketching 223 | 2.08 | 223 | 2.22 | 3.07 | 241 | 2.74 | 2.43
CountSketch 039 | 037 | 037 | 049 | 0.51 | 0.55 | 0.59 | 0.67

SSE, (=8 085076 | 1.04 | 1.14 | 1.23 | 1.19 | 1.24 | 1.25

to the sample size. These figures display the variance of \/MCTAm,nyk for simulated data in Cases 1, 2, and
3, respectively, where n = 2048, p = 10, and 500 replications are considered for each m.

The asymptotic variances of i.i.d. sketching estimators for least squares are provided in equations (83)
and (84) for the sketch-and-solve and partial sketching cases, respectively. Similarly, for PCA, the theoretical
results can be derived from Table 2. Notably, the asymptotic properties of CountSketch closely resemble
those of i.i.d. Gaussian sketching, denoted as “iid_cs_theory”. Furthermore, we use “hadamard_theory” to
denote the asymptotic results for SRHT sketching.

For sketch-and-solve least squares in Case 1, when the signal-to-noise ratio R2 approaches zero, partial
sketching estimators have smaller variances than sketch-and-solve estimators, see Figure 4. This finding
aligns with the comparison of the relative efficiency of complete and partial sketching from Ahfock et al.
(2021). The empirical variances closely approximate the theoretical asymptotic variances.

In Case 1 for PCA, the eigengap is large for all k& € [p], ensuring that the variances are close to the
predicted values, see Figure 4. We also observe good performance in other cases, see Figure 10. Furthermore,
when employing Hadamard sketching, the variances of both \/ﬁf&mnk and \/ﬁc—r@mm,k show a linear
decrease in m, and tend to zero when m approaches n. In contrast, there is no significant decreasing
trend in the asymptotic variance of i.i.d. sketching and CountSketch when p remains fixed. Instead, these
variances remain relatively stable as m increases. These observations are consistent with the theoretical
results summarized in Table 2.

5.2.1 Comparison with Optimal Subsampling

We also compare our sketched least squares methods with the optimal subsampling algorithm from Yu et al.
(2022). Their Algorithm 2 involves three steps. First, a pilot subsample of ¢ datapoints is chosen uniformly,
and is used to form a rough estimate of the parameter. Then, this estimate is used to further estimate the
optimal subsample weights, and the new datapoints are added by weighted subsampling. The final subset is
used to solve the maximum likelihood equation and obtain the final estimate.

We compare the asymptotic MSE of the least squares solutions in Figure 7. We focus on Hadamard
sketching due to the availability of an efficient implementation in the same language—R—for which the
implementation of the methods from Yu et al. (2022) are available.

For Case 2, all subsampling methods are less accurate than Hadamard sketching. This shows the benefits
of using sketching-type methods beyond subsampling. In Case 2, where the data matrices differ significantly
from i.i.d. models, subsampling methods tend to be less stable. On the other hand, sketching methods like
Hadamard sketching mix the data before subsampling, which helps mitigate the impact of “outlier” data
points. Figure 7 shows that Hadamard sketching achieves the “empirical Pareto frontier”, which means
that among the methods compared, empirically Hadamard sketching has the best tradeoff in balancing
computational cost and statistical accuracy.

6 Summary

In this work, we propose a unified methodology for statistical inference in sketched PCA and LS built on the
asymptotic normality of quadratic forms. This relies on finding the limiting distribution of quadratic forms
of the output of several sketching algorithms. We find novel asymptotic distributions of quadratic forms
for Sparse Sign Embeddings and SRHT sketching. For i.i.d. sketching matrices, we significantly expand the
conditions on the data under which the results apply compared to prior works such as Zhang et al. (2023).
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Figure 7: Comparison of subsampling methods for Case 2, using p = 25,n = 4096 with 2000 Monte Carlo
trials for each setting. Here “optsubsamp_800” is the optimal subsampling method from Algorithm 2 in Yu
et al. (2022) with pilot subsample size rq = 800, while “optsubsamp_1200” and “optsubsamp_1400” refer to
the same algorithm using rg = 1200 and r¢ = 1400.

We also perform simulations to evaluate and compare our methods on both simulated and empirical data.
Our simulations show that in certain scenarios, SRHT sketching achieves a better computation-accuracy
tradeoff compared to subsampling-type methods.
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7 Appendix

7.1 Technical Reminders

Additional notation. We use >, . and }_,,; to abbreviate the summation over (i, ) € [n] x [n] subject
toi < j and i # j, respectively. Also, we define 1,, = (1,...,1)T € R™, and {e;}>, be the canonical
orthonormal basis of R™. We will sometimes denote the Euclidean inner product by (-,-). Denote by
A =4 B that two random vectors A, B have the same distribution.

For any positive integer p > 1, we denote the probability distribution of a random vector X € RP by
L(X). Since the space of probability measures on R? is metrizable, there is a metric d,, on this space, such
that for a sequence of random vectors (X,,)n>1 and a random vector X, the weak convergence X,, = X is
equivalent to dp(L(X,), L(X)) = 0.

Tensor Operations. Next, recall that for any matrices A, B and C of conformable sizes, we have that
vec(ABC) = (CT ® A)vec(B); see for example Theorem 2.4.2 in Magnus and Neudecker (2019). Additionally,
for two vectors a,b € RP, we have that

b®a=(b®I,)a, (45)

as well as b®a = vec(ab'). Further, for the matrix P, from Definition 1.5, representing matrix transposition
in the vectorized matrix space,

(@@b) Pced =@ab)T(dec)=(a"d)b ). (46)

In particular, for any a € RP, ((a ® I,) " P,(a ® Ip))ij =(a®e) Pla®e;) = (a"e;)(aTe;) =elaa'e; =
(aaT);;, for all i, 5 € [p], so
(a®1,) P(a®I,)=aa". (47)
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Moreover, for the matrix @, = vec(I,)vec(I,) from Definition 1.5, we have (Qp)ij k1 = 6i;6r. Thus, for
all p X p matrices ®, ¢, we have

vec(®) " Qpvec(W) = > By b = Y Pyl = (Z %-) <Z m) (tr®)(tr¥).  (48)
ik i=1

(i5), (k1)

Thus, for any a € R?, ((a ® Ip) ' Qp(an ® 1)), = (a®e;) " Qpla®e;) = (aei)(a’ej) = el aa’e; = (aa’ )y,
for all ¢, € [p], so
(a®I,) Qa®I,)=aa". (49)

Subsampled randomized Hadamard transform (SRHT). For a positive integer n, we let [ =
[logon] and n’ := 2! > n. An SRHT sketching matrix (Ailon and Chazelle, 2006) can be expressed as
Smn = \/n'/mBH;DII,, where B is an n’ X n/ diagonal matrix with i.i.d. Bernoulli random variables with
a success probability of m/n’.

Furthermore, D is an n’ xn’ diagonal matrix with i.i.d. £1 Rademacher random variables on the diagonal.
Finally, II,, is an n’ x n with IT,] = [I,,, 0,/ _.n] ", where 0,y , is a (n’ —n) x n zero matrix.

7.2 Proof of Theorem 2.3
Sketch-and-solve

We first present the proof for /S’m n- Condition 2.1 Bounded implies that for any sequence of nonzero vectors
(an, Gn)n>1 of unit norm satisfying Condition B, |a,} S}, ,, Sm nin — a,), Gn| = Op(ﬂln/,i/\/rin). By assumption,
for any (bn)n>1 satisfying b, € SP~! for all n, (U, bn,Unbn)n>1 and (U,by,, &p)n>1 satisfy Condition .
Therefore, taking a, = U,b, and @, = &,, and noticing that ||U,b,||> = b U U,b, = b}b, = 1 and
|En]l = 1, we find that

1/2 1/2
bT T T o Tm,n d bT T TG sl= Tmn )

Therefore, since p is fixed, for any small € > 0, we can take a union bound over b, in a fixed e-cover of Sﬁxl’
to conclude that

1/2 1/2
ToT Tm,n TaT - Tm,n
m,n n*I = ) n PmnPmmnén|l = .

Using that 7, /m — 0, it follows that [|(U,] S, ,SmnUn) ™t — L] = Op(ral2//m). From equation (3), we
have that X
Bm,n = ﬂn + HEnH : VnL (UTST Sm nU'r) 1UTST S’m,ngn- (51)

m,n m,n

Therefore, from (50), for any ¢ € R™ such that X, "¢ # 0, using also that U,/ U, | = 0 so that U,/ &, = 0,
and that XT—r U,L;'V,T we have that if &, # 0,

lenl| =M 1X 5 el ™ e T (B — Bn)
= | X1l e TV L (U, S SmnUn) ™" = LU, Sy Smnén + 1 X1 el 7 e "V L YU, S, 1 S
= 0p (Z22) X el N VA L U (ST S — Tn)Ew + X0 el e VoL 0 e
= X Tell T VoL U (S S — Tn)en + Op (T"L "), (52)
’ m
We will use this approximation to study the distribution of Bmm. The distribution of the first term of the

last line of (52) can be studied via Condition 2.1 1-dim. In that condition, taking a,, = U,b, and a, = &,
for every n > 1, where b, € SP71, we find that with M, defined in (4),

M2 2 (6T ML b,) BT UT (ST S — 1) En = N(0,1).

TYL n m,n
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Since X7 = U, L'V," by taking b, = L'V, ¢/|| X[ Tc|| € SP~! and cancelling out || X, "¢/, we can rewrite
this as

m 22 TV, LM, L’lvTc)_lchV L UL (ST S — In)En = N(0,1). (53)
Noting that L, ' = diag(¢,},...,6;}5), with 0 < £} <... < 6,1 let

Vo Lo P M, LAV, T

Tn = — ”LZ”" e and W, o= m! e VAT e |7 L (B — Ba)-
n
where recall that || - || is the operator norm. Then, recalling the metric d, metrizing weak convergence from

Section 7.1, by simple algebra our desired claim (7) amounts to d,(L(W,),N(0,1,)) — 0

We will prove this by a subsequence argument. First, we argue that we can find a compact set B C S% P
such that for all n > 1, T,, € B. To see this, first, we have ||T5,| < || M,]|; also, )\mm( n) = /\mm( n1)2-
Amin (M) /|| L2 = €3 p/éi 1Amin (M,,). Since by Condition 2.1 1-dim, for all n > 1, a' M,a = 02 (U,a, &)
are bounded umforrnly bounded away from zero and infinity for any a € SP~!, the spectra of all (M,,),>1
are uniformly bounded away from zero and infinity, and thus using that (Xn)n>1 satisfies Condition 2.2 A,
so are the the spectra of all (T,),>1. This shows that there is a compact set B C SﬁXP such that for all
n>1,T, €B.

Next, we continue with the subsequence argument. Consider any subsequence (nj)r>1 of N. Since
T,, € Bforall k > 1 and B is bounded, there exists a further sub-subsequence (n},)x>1 of (ng)r>1 such that
T — T, for some T' € SE*P. We denote by (m},)r>1 the sequence of sketch sizes associated with (n},)x>1.

Using that (¢"V, LM, L; V. ¢)'/? = HTi/QcH |L,; LI, it follows from (53) that

()2 2L e TV LU (ST ) St = Iy )En, = N(0,c" To).
my ,ny ny kTN k ko k> k

Then, by (52), since HXJr cl/IL;, 1|| = O(1) and 7y,.,/m — 0, it follows that
(mi) 27t e I I 2T (B Ly = Bay ) = N (0,¢TTe).
Using the Cramer-Wold device, we conclude that
~1/2
(mi) 27t N I I (BS) oy — B ) = N(O,T).

Consequently, using again that T, — T', d, (L(Wn;c),N(O, Ip)) — 0 holds along the subsequence (n})r>1.
Thus, for any subsequence (nx)r>1, there exists a further sub-subsequence (n},)g>1 of (ng)k>1, such that the
distance d,, (L(Wn;ﬂ),N(O,Ip)) — 0. Thus, dp, (L(W,,),N(0,I,)) tends to zero, finishing the proof of (7).

Partial sketching
Continuing with partial sketching, if X,,5, # 0,
By(y}i)n = VnLrgl(Uy;rs;yrhnsm,nUn)ilUJyn

54
= Bu + | XnBull - Vo L' (U, Sy SmnUn) ™ = Iy] X B 5

Thus, using (50), we have for any ¢ € R™ such that X! Tc # 0 that
1Bl XL el T (B — B) = XLl e VL U (S, S — 1) KB+ O (722 (55)
Due to Condition 2.1 1-dim, for a,, = U,b, and @, = X,f,, for every n > 1, where b, € SP~!, we have
m' 27 2 () MP)b,) T 20 UL (S Smin — In) XnBa = N(0,1),

where M is defined in (4). Choosing b, = L,;'V,T¢c/|| X[ Tel|, it follows that

/2
mM 22 (T L M LT ) VAL UL (S), S — L) XuBa = N(0,1).
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Similar to the proof for sketch-and-solve least squares above, we define T/, := V, L 1My(lp)L; WL,
W), o= m" 2 2 (T 72| X B || L |72 (B — Ba), and need to show that d,,(L(W}),N'(0, ) — 0.
This is followed by a subsequence argument essentially identical to the one used above in the proof for
sketch-and-solve least squares, and we omit the proof to avoid repetition.

Inference

In particular, if Condition 2.1 1-dim’ holds, then M, = I,, and so (7) reduces to (11). Further, we can
verify that Condition 2.1 1-dim’ with a € {0,1} implies that M (X,,8,) = Ip + (& + 1)U, X BnXnBn U
for MY from (4). Hence, with X = [y — e |2(X,] X)) 7" + (0 + 1)8,5], we have

—1/2 .
mM A2 (20) (B, — Ba) = N0, ). (56)

Without loss of generality, we can consider y,, € S*! and X, of unit spectral radius. Indeed, for general
yn and X,,, we let ¥, = yn/||lyn|| and X, = X,,/|| X, ||, and we consider the observed data Sy, (X}, v.,). By
applying a similar argument and corresponding rescaled estimators, || X, || and |ly,| cancel out, leading to
the desired result for general X,, and y,,.

Next, since [|U,] S}, ,Sm.nUn — L|| = Op(ﬂln/,i/\/ﬁ) and || X,|| =1, we have

X o X = X0 Xl = Op(mil/v/m). (57)
Moreover, we can write

||~€7n,n||2 = ||Sm,n(yn - Xnﬂm,n)|‘2

. . (58)
= HSm,n(yn - XTLﬂTL)||2 + ||Sm,an(Bn - Bm,n)”2 + 2<Sm,n(yn - Xn/Bn)7 Sm,an(ﬂn - /Bm,n»

By using Condition 2.1 Bounded, we have ||Sy,.n(yn — XnBn)|I?/llenll®* — 1 = Op(n%%/\/ﬁ) = op(1). From
(57),

1Simn Xn (B = B ) I = 1X0 (B = Bun) I2 + Op(1Bn = B I* - 7 2 /v/m) < 180 = B> (1 + 0p(1)).

Also, from (11), since || X,|| = 1 and the condition number of X,, is bounded above from Condition 2.2 A,
I(X; Xn) =l = O(1) and

1/2 Ty \=1(1/2 1/2
3 i En i Xan T En
||6m,n—5n||=op<m"“ I X)) >:op<mnllll>.

vm vm

Therefore, the second term on the second line of (58) is Op (m ™7y, nlex]|?). Further, the third term is
Op (m_l/QT}n/%HenHZ) by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality. Therefore, we can conclude that ||€, . [|/[lenl|? =P

1. This verifies (9).
Continuing with partial sketching, we have from (56) that

1/2 12 (p) (1/2 1/2
A m,n Y Tm,n Bn
1B%), ~ Ball = Op (”m | ) —0p ( re el ') (59)

Thus, ||B25880 = B.B8T || = op(||Ba]|?). Further, since we can write ||y — en |2 = | X8, ]|, using (57) and
(59), we have

1R BE I = 19 = 202 = (1K BERIE = 1K Ball?) + (1K Ball® =l = 2l
=t (XW? BRLPEN - 5u5T)) + 57 (KK — X X

< ”X m, nﬁ(p)T Bn/BT” + HBVLH HX ~mn - XTXnH = OP(HBnH )

m, n
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Therefore, |2 — S®) 5 = op(|Ball?). Now, mingego 1 a” (| X,Bl12(X] X0) ™ + (0 +1)BaB] ) a =
)\min(Z%p)), and we have for any a € SP~! that

HXnﬂnHzaT(XJXn)71a z /\min(XrTXn)”ﬂnHZ)‘min ((XnTXn)il) = )‘min(XJXn)HBnW-
Combined with Condition 2.2 A, it follows that |\(E$Lp))_1|| = )\min(E%p))_l = Op(||Bn]|72). Combined with
=) — S8 g = op(||B,]|?), this leads to ||(EF)~18E), — 1| = op(1), and (10) follows.

7.3 Proof of Corollary 2.4

Recall from Theorem 2.3 that conditional on (X, yn)n>1, (9) holds. This implies that we also have the
unconditional result
m1/27'n_1,7{2”5m,n”_1()?;,n)zm,n)l/2(3m,n — Bn) = N(Ovlp)- (60)

Moreover, we have o, ' (X,] X,,)'/%(8, — B*) = N(0,1), see Example 2.28 in Van der Vaart (1998). From
(57) and (58), we have (X,] X,) Y (X} ,Xnn) —p I, and [|Epnll""ea]l —p 1. Due to the law of large
numbers, we have ||¢,,||?/n —p o2. From Slutsky’s theorem, since m/(n7y, ) — 0, we conclude (12).

For partial sketching we have from (56) in Section 7.2 that unconditionally,

B -1/2
ml 242 (S0) (B, — Ba) = N0, 1), (61)

Now, o, Y(X,] X,)Y/2(8, — B*) = N(0,1) is equivalent to

o 1/2 —1/2 N
Ve X (2) [ (2) T - 5 = WO,

1/2
=k (T (50) )
A (Ign — el + (@ + )X, X,8,87)
—1/2 _
< (Hyn - En||2 + (a+ 1))‘min(XqIXn))‘min(ﬂnﬁ;)) < lyn — enll L

Observe that

‘(E(P))_l/2 (XJXH)71/2

1/2

—1/2
From our assumptions, m'/2 /(7 || X8*||) —p 0. Therefore, ml/znﬁ}f (Z,(zp)) (X,] X,,)"2| =po0.

~1/2 .
Combining with Slutsky’s theorem, we have ml/QT,;},{Q (Z%p)) ( 55% — B*) = N(0,1,). Finally, as in

the proof of (10), we can replace 2P to its consistent estimator 25,2’)“ This completes the proof of (13).

7.4 Proof of Theorem 2.5

The proof relies on the following result about asymptotic distributions for the sketched PCA solutions,
obtained leveraging the delta method.

Proposition 7.1 (Asymptotic Normality of Eigenvectors and Eigenvalues). Suppose that the sequence
(X, X,))n>1 of matrices converges to ¥ € SE*P, and (Gp)n>1 converges to a positive semi-definite matriz G.
Assume X has the spectral decomposition V' L2V, where V = (v1,va,...,1,) and L = diag(A1,0,---,A\po)-
Under Condition 2.1 Sym, we have for all i € [p] that

mT;}T{Q)\Z& (Am,n,i — An,i) = ./\/ (0, G(ii),(ii)) (62)

and with A; from (14),
VT 2 (b — vi) = N (0,A4(%,G)). (63)
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Proof. From (5) in Condition 2.1 Sym and G,, — G, we conclude that (6) holds. Also, we can con-
sider A; and v;, i € [p], as functions on RP’; and since all eigenvalues of & are distinct, \;, v;, i € [p],
can be viewed as smooth functions in a neighborhood N C RP” of vec(X). Given the assumption that
X,J X, — ¥, it follows that for some ng € N, vec(X,] X,,) € N for all n > ng. Further, (6) implies that
vec (X,) S nSmanXn — X, X;1) —p 0, so the events Q, = {vec(X,] S, ,SmnXn) € N} have P(Q,) — 1.
Now fix ¢ € [p]. By the mean value theorem, for some 6,, ,, € [0,1],

M (XS] S n X)) = M(XTX0) = VA (X Xy 4 O (X7 ST S X — X7 X))
vee(X, S, SmnXn — X X)) () + (Ni(X,) Sy SmnXn) — M(X,) X)) 1(5).

Since P(02¢) — 0, by Slutsky’s theorem, the limiting distribution of A\;(X,] S}, ,,Sm.nXn) — Mi( X, X,,) is

m,n

determined by the first term on the event ,. Applying the continuous mapping theorem on §2,,, we have

VA (X X A+ O (X,T S 0 Smn X — X X)) —p V(D).

Now, defining X,, = X,,(X,] X,,)"/2%/2 we can write
V(X S, S X — X X)) = Vm(X,] X)) 2R Y2(X] S S Xy — D)8 Y2(X,] X, )2

By Slutsky’s theorem, it is sufficient to characterize the limiting distribution of /m(X," S;;)nSmmX'n -X).

Using the SVD X, = UnLnVnT and that ¥ = VTL?V, we can write X,, = UnVnTVLVT. Denoting
U, = UnVnTV, the SVD of X, is therefore X,, = U, LV ". Thus, X,Tslﬁnsm,n)‘(n - = VL(U,—'L—S;nSm,nUn
—Ip)LVT, and consequently, recalling the discussion from Section 7.1,

vee(X, Sy nSmanXn — X) = (VL) ® (VL)) vec(U, Sy, SmnUn — Ip). (64)

Additionally, since X,] X,, — ¥ and the eigenvalues of ¥ are distinct, and as our conventions resolve the
sign-ambiguity of eigenvectors, we have that V,, — V. Since (Uy)n>1 satisfies Condition ', by Condition
2.1 Sym and applying Slutsky’s theorem to U, S,), ,,Sm.nUn—I, = V] V(U S, ,SmnUn —I,)V TV, we have
\/THT%}%QVGC(UJS;,nSmynUn —1I,) = N(0,G). Consequently, by (64), with p:= ((VL)® (VL))G((LV")®
(LV'T)), we have

Vmr Y vee( X, S, Sma Xy — ) = N(0, p).

Next, we recall the gradient V;(X) and the Jacobian Jv;(X), in a form appropriate for our use. Based
on Theorem 8.9 in Magnus and Neudecker (2019), we know that d)\; = v, d(X)v;. This implies that d\; =
(v; ®v;) Td(vec(X)). Therefore, we can conclude that V\;(X) = v; ®v;. Similarly, dv; = (A o1, — ) Td(X)v;,
and thus dv; = (v; ® (Aol — Z)T)T d(vec(X)). Consequently, we have Jv;(X) = v; ® (Aiolp — Z)T.

Applying Slutsky’s theorem and combining terms, we find that

VT 2 (X S SmanXn) — N(X,] X)) = N(o, (vi @) ply; @ yz-)>,
as well as
MT;L},{? (vi( Xy Sy S Xn) — vi(X,) X)) = N<0, (vi ® (Niolp, — E)T)Tp(l/i ® (Niol, — 2)*)).

Since V. = (v1,va,...,1), we have LV v; = Le; = \;ge; for each i € [p]. Therefore, ((LV") ®
LVT Vv; QU;) = LVTVi ® LVTVi =>\2 € e;. Thus,
7,0
(vi @vi) T p(vi @ i) = A glei @ e;) T Gler @ e3) = AF oG i (io)-

This shows (62). Moreover, (A ol,—X)" = VT diag((Ai,0—Ak,0) "  (1—0ki))5_, V', where we interpret 0/0 := 0.
AlSO, LVT(AL()IP — E)T = diag(\/Ak’o()\i,o — )\k,o)il(l — 5ki))£:1VT. Denote o = \/)‘k,O/()‘i,O — )\k,O) fOI‘
all k # i and o; = 0. Also let V= diag(y/Ak.0(Nio — Ako) H(1 — 5ki))Z=1VT = (g1, ... ,apyp)T. Then,

(vi @ (Nijolp — Z)T)TP(W ® Niolp —2)) = Xio(e; @ V)T Gle; @ V).
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We denote by G’ the p X p principal submatrix of G, for which CNT'}CZ = Gk, for all k,1 € [p]. Then

(i@ V) Ge; @ V) =VTIGV = (v, ..., 000G arrn, .., apy) | = Z aror (G,

Hence,

- - A0y koA
)\i,O(ei ® V)TG(GZ ® V) — Z ( ,0 k,0N\,0

G oo T
0—M.0)(Nio — Aio) (ik),(il)VkV)

s,

ki I
Due to the definition of A; from (14), this proves (63).
O

We first show Theorem 2.5 for a sequence of data matrices (X,,),>1 and covariance matrices (G, )n>1
satisfying the conditions of Proposition 7.1. In that case, by using that (62) holds due to Proposition 7.1,
and from Slutsky’s theorem, we conclude (15). Next, recall that from the continuous mapping theorem, since
XIXn — X, G, — G, and X,;'—ST Sm.nXn X X —p 0, we have A, — A 0, Am,n,k —p Ak0, Uk — Vg,
and Op, nkx —p Vi for all k € [p]. This shows that Amy,m is well-defined with probability tending to unity,
and Amm’i —p A2, G), Ani — Ay(X,G). Since liminf, o, ¢ A, ;e > 0, there exists ¢ > 0 such that
cT A, ;¢ > ¢ for all sufficiently large n € N, and as a result, ¢' A;(2,G)e > € > 0. Thus, the left-hand side
in (16) is well-defined for sufficiently large n € N. Moreover, using (63) and Slutsky’s theorem, (16) holds
under the conditions of Proposition 7.1.

Finally, we use a subsequence argument to show Theorem 2.5 under the conditions from its statement.
Without loss of generality we can assume that | X, || = 1 by working with X,,/||X,|. Indeed, note that
A; from (14) is a homogeneous function with respect to Z, i.e., for any ¢ > 0, any G € RP*xP , and
all feasible choices of = € SE*7, A;(E,G) = A;(cE,G). We observe that the left-hand side of (15) and

(16) remains invariant when we scale thAe data X, to X/, n/gn for some nonzero sAcaling sequence
(gn)n>1- In this case, we have A’mni = Amoni/g% and A;l = An /92, leading to Am iAo — Ang) =
(A;n i)~ LA moni—A5,.1), and due to the homogeneity of the function A;, we have (c TAmn,zc) V26T (B —
Uni) = (¢ TA;n i€ 1/2 (Opni — Vr.;)- Hence, from now on, we assume without loss of generality that
[ Xnll = 1.

Let

Xn = ml/ZT;Lln/Q( TA 7,C) 1/2 T(Umnz Un,i)a >~Cn 1/27-77117{2(6 Am,n,ic) 12 T(Umnl Un,i)'

We have that ||T,,|| = 1, and the singular values of T, are (£} /€2 |)icip) = (€2 ;)iefp- Thus, due to
Condition 2.2 B, there is a compact set K C SE*P such that for all n > 1, T, € K. Since there exists
0 < ¢ < C, such that cl,,q1)/2 = D GnDp =X Clyp41y/2, there is a compact set K ¢ Rr(p+1)/2xp(p+1)/2
such that for all n > 1, DTG D, e K

Moreover, (15) is equlvalent to di(L(W,),N(0,1)) — 0. Now, consider any subsequence (ny)g>1 of
N. Since T;,, € K, D Gn.D, € K for all k > 1 and K, K are compact, there exists a further sub-
subsequence (n})r>1 of (nk)k>1 such that T, — ¥ and Dp GnkDp — Dp GD,, for some ¥ € Spo and
absolutely symmetric p? x p? matrix G. Since all eigenvalues of 7T}, are uniformly separated by Condition
2.2 B, all eigenvalues of X are distinct. Then dy(L(W,, ), N'(0,1)) — 0 holds along the subsequence (nj)x>1-
Thus, for any subsequence (ny)r>1, there exists a further sub-subsequence (n})k>1 of (ng)r>1 such that
di(L(W, ), N(0,1)) — 0. Therefore, di(L(W,),N(0,1)) — 0, proving (15).

The proof of (16) is similar, with a few differences. We prove the result for y, first. By ¢ A, ;c > ¢
for all n > 1, for every possible sub-subsequence limit ¥, ¢" A;(¥,G)c > ¢ > 0. This shows that y,, and
Xn are well defined for all sufficiently large n € N. As in the previous proof, di(L(xx), N'(0,1)) — 0. Since
(c"Appic) teT Ay se —p 1, we have di (L(Xn), N(0,1)) — 0 by Slutsky’s theorem. This finishes the proof.

If Condition 2.1 Sym-1’ hOldb then Gy, i) =2+ aand A, ; = Zk# A i i/ (A — An,k)vakvlk.
Since Ay i/ (Ani — Apg)? = A%yp/A%’l > 2, for some ¢y > 0, we can conclude cTAn,ic > cde if
X:IW%(CTUWJ2 > ¢, which is equivalent to (¢ v,,;)? < 1 —e. Based on the proof above, (17) and (18) hold.
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7.5 Proof of Corollary 2.6

Recall from Theorem 2.5 that conditional on (X,)n>1, (15) holds. This implies that we also have the

unconditional result
m A—1

L (Amn - An) = N(0,1). (66)

Tm,n(Gn)(ii),(ii)

Moreover, from Waternaux (1976) on inference for one eigenvalue, if we define s’ as the kurtosis of the
marginal distribution of the i-th dimension, we have

n *—1 *
—_— )\ A=\ => 1).
2 + KJZ/)\:Q )\z ( n,? )"L) N<07 ) (67)

From (66) and (67), we have A, ; —p A} and /A\r_nlnz —p Al Ifm- (nrmm(Gn)(ii),(ii))fl — 0, from Slutsky’s
theorem, we can conclude (19).

7.6 Proof of Theorem 3.1

By Lemma 3.5, if (Uy,)n>1 satisfies Condition %', Condition 2.1 Sym-1 holds with G = I,» + P, + @, and
Tmn = 1 — 7. Therefore, Condition 2.1 Sym-1’ holds with o = 1. Then since Condition 2.2 B is satisfied,
we conclude that (2) and (22) hold due to (17) and (18) from Theorem 2.5, respectively.

7.7 Proof of Theorem 3.2

From Lemma 3.3, we conclude that for any (b,),>1 such that b, € SP7! for all n > 1, (Unbn, Upbp)n>1
satisfies Condition 2.1 Bounded. If (23) holds, (U,by,&n)n>1 satisfies Condition 3. Thus, from Lemma 3.4
applied to (an, @n)n>1 = (Unbn,&n)n>1, Condition 2.1 1-dim’ holds for (Upby, €n)n>1 with a = 1. Then by
Theorem 2.3, we conclude the first result.

Similarly, if (24) holds, then from Lemma 3.4, it follows that (U,bn, X,8,)n>1 satisfies Condition B.
Then the second claim is established similarly to the first one above.

7.8 Proof of Lemma 3.3

Recall that the sketching matrix is defined as Sy, , = /n/mBHD, where H = H; is the Hadamard matrix.
Denote R; := (HDa,,), and R; := (HDa,), for i € [n]. Recall v, = m/n and B = diag(By,..., B,), where
B; are i.i.d. Bernoulli random variables with a success probability of v, 1. Let hg, k,1 € [n] be the entries
of H, and D = diag(D1,...,Dy). Then, letting a, = (an,1,.- -, an’n)—r and G, = (An1,---, CNLn’n)T, we have
R; = Zje[n] hijDjay, ;. Moreover, we can write aISl7nSm7ndn = >, RiR;v, ' B; and thus find that with

s2 = Var [aIS;;ynSmyndn | D] = 1;7% ZR?R?, (68)
"=l

we have

n n
1 -
2] _ n ) A A
E [Sn] = ~ EE : E : hijy hij, hijshij, Dj, D, Dy D, Gy G iy G i G
" 1=1 j1,j2,j3,ja=1

n

1-— Tn

_ - In_ -1 2 =2 2 ~2 s o=

- ~ n Za”vjanvj + Z Qg1 On,ja +2 Z Qn,j1 An,jy An,ja An, o
" j=1 J1#J2 J1#352

1- N2 = -
= T%Trl 142 (aIan) — 2261317]»@%7]- ,
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where the first step uses that B; are i.i.d. Bernoulli(+y,,) variables, the third step uses that D; are i.i.d. variables
equal to +1 with probability 1/2, and the last step uses that a,, and a,, are of unit norm. We also have

> RiR;

i=1

Var [E [4] 87, nSmntin | D]] = Var = Var [a]n] =0

Combining the above two equations, we have Var [a,] S}, ,Smnin] = O ((1—~,)/m), and Condition 2.1
Bounded follows.

7.9 Proof of Lemma 3.4

Proof. For all i € [n], recall the notations R; = (HDay,); and R, = (HDa,,); from the proof of Lemma
3.3 in Section 7.8. Recall that a ST Smonln = Z?:l R;R;v,; ' B;, is a weighted sum of the n independent

n m,n

Bernoulli variables B;, i € [n], given D. With s2 from (68), we will show that for a small § > 0,

Z’;l: |RiRi|2+6’Y;2_6E|Bi _ EBZ'|2+6
' 210 = op(1), (69)

and then, by the Lyapunov central limit theorem and Lemma 7.2 below, the result will follow. To verify
(69), we will show the following bound:

~ logn 8
, <t/ >1- 2.
P{IE%HRA\/RZ}\ - } =1 - (70)

By writing R; = Z?Zl hijDjay ;, we can apply Hoeffding’s inequality to obtain P(|R;| > t) < 2exp (—2nt?)

for any ¢ > 0. Then (70) holds by taking ¢t = n=1/2 logl/2 n and further taking a union bound over i € [n].
Define the event

(1]

=1

— v IR -1 1/2 2 32
: {12%Xn{|Rl|v|Rz|}<(n logn) }ﬂ{1/2<nZRsz<4}-

By (70) and Lemma 7.2 below, the event = holds with probability tending to one. On Z, we have
S (RiR)* < 4(n~tlogn)®/n and 2t > [2n7,/(1 — 4,)] 7102, We also find E|B; — EB;[**0 =
V(1 = 70) %0 + 42H9(1 — v,,) < Yn(1 — 75). Combining these bounds, the left side of (69) is bounded by
C(m=2logn)® /(1 —~,)%/? for some constant C' > 0. Therefore, since m/log? n — oo and limsupm/n < 1,
we conclude (69).

Lemma 7.2. We have
nZR2R2 [1+2(a)a,)? = op(1). (71)

Proof. Below, all sums over indices such as ji, jo, - will range over the index set [n], and we recall H =
(hij)i,jein)- We start by considering

2 2
TLZR2R2 —TLZ Zth-D Qn,j Zhiija’”J
=1 Jj=1 j=1

n

:nz th] apj + Z hij higy Djy Dy, G g, G i thg ap 5+ Z hiji hij, Dj, Dy, i, jy G,

i=1 \j=1 J1#72 J1#J2
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We can thus decompose n'y ., R2R? into the sum of the following terms:

n n
2 72 a2 . — B DD, ) ) G2 .
I = "Z Z hthm n,j1%n, g2’ Iy =n E : E : hij, hijy Dj, Dy, gy G, § Anj |5

i=1 j1,j2 =1 \j1#£j2 j=1
n n
_ ~ ~ 2 .
Isy=nY | > hijhij,Dj,Dj,dn j, anj, an ;|
i=1 \j1#j2 =1

and

n
= Z Z Z hij, hijy hijshij, Dj, Dj, Djy Dy, am gy gy O,y O,y
1=1 \j17#j2 j3#ja

n
= Z Z * +2 Z * + 2 Z * | = Iy A Iy + Iys,

(J1,d2,93,74) J1=33,J2=Jja,J17J2 J1=J3,J2#j4

where * stands for the term inside the sum on the first line, and (j1, j2, j3,J4) shows that these four indices
must take different values.

To calculate I, we observe that h;; = £1//n for all ¢, j, so that I; = Zjl,ﬁ a%’jlai’h = 1. To calculate
I, and I3, we change the order of summation and use that Z?Zl hij hij, = 0 when j1 # j2, to find that
I, = I3 = 0. Similarly, we find that 143 = 0.

Next, Iy = 22]1#2 a,L7J1an32&n7J1d,L]2, since hf; = 1/n and D7 = 1 for any 4,5 € [n]. If a, # £an,
define a/, = (I —ana, )a,/||(I —ana, )a,||, otherwise, deﬁne al, as an arbltrary unit length vector orthogonal
to a,, so that we have

in = ana,, - an + (I — ana,)) - an = (a,) dn)an + (1 — (a, dn)*)"?al,. (72)
Moreover, denote t; = a, @n,to = (1 — (a, @,)?)'/?. Then, we can express I;5 as

Lo =2 anjan gy (tran j, +t2a, ;) (tran j, + taal, ;)

J1#72
2
=2 Z t n]1 Qn.ja +2 Z t1t2an7]1an732 (an,han J2 + a;’b,jlan,jz) +2 Z t2an7j1an,j2a;7j1a{n,jz
J1#J2 J1#J2 J1#j2
_. 7(1) (2) (3)
= Ayl + 1y + 15

Due to Condition 3 defined in (20), without loss of generality, we can assume that maxig;<n |ani| — 0.
Hence, we have

1Y) =22 (Zam) Zam =22 (14 0(1));

and since a!, is orthogonal to a,,

2 n
3)
1 =2 | (S onsths) ~ Yol | = ot
j=1
Moreover, we find
’Ig)’ — —4Zt1t2an] ap, ;| < 4ty max an,jay, ;| - Zanj o(t1ta),
Jj=1 j=1

Therefore, I42 = 2(a, @,)? + o(1).
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. n . . . . . .
To analyze 41, we further introduce t;, j, js ju = 2 i Pijy Rij, Rijs hij, for any indices ji, ja, js, ja € [n],
and express
In=n Yt jaisssDinDjsDja Dyt s G jalinjoin, -
(J1,J2,33,Ja)

Then, we consider

2 _ 2 E ) e D. ) ) T . A A
IEI‘I41 =n"E t]ly---yutjs,»---,JsDJl e DjsanJlan7J2an,]sand4and5an,]samWaan'
(J1se-,54)5(d55---:78)

Now, only terms such that {j1, jo, j3,74} = {Js5,J6, J7, js} have a non-zero expectation. Thus after decom-
posing a,, into two orthogonal vectors as in handling 145 above, using Lemma 7.3 and the assumption that
mMax;cy] |an ;| — 0, we conclude that the above expectation is o(1). Thus I4; = op(1) and we conclude (71)
by summing up the above bounds.

O

Lemma 7.3. For any ji, j2, js € [n| there is a unique jy such that tj, j, i, i, # 0, and then t;, j, j, i, = 1/n.
Proof. With [ = logyn € N, we define the binary representation of j;—1 by j; ;—12' "1 +. . .44i 222 +5; 12+Ji 01,
and define the binary representation (¢;_1,...,%) of £ — 1 similarly. Then hj, o = n‘l/z(—l)ZL;lo ikl and

it follows that )
L Wb iy Gkl
tjlquyjs,j4 = ﬁ Z(—l)zlmo Dic1Jik k|

(=1

We claim the following two facts: First, if Z?:l Jik is even for any k € [0 : ] := {0,1,...,1}, then
i1 2.js.ja = 1/m. Second, if Z?zl Ji ko 1s odd for some ko € [0 : I], then ¢;
imply Lemma 7.3.

Next, we prove the two claims. The first claim holds by noting that ZL;IO ;1:1 Ji.klr is even for any
¢ € [n]. To conclude the second claim, we write

1 n -1 4 1 n
_ £ por o 2vim1 ikl .
v jasdasda = ﬁ Z(_l) ho (_1) FEO kRO ' _' ﬁ Zgé'
=1 =1

1.ja2.gs,ja = 0. These two claims

For any {1 € [n], we can find a unique ¢2 € [n] such that {1y, + €25, = 1 and the other coeflicients of their
binary representations match. For such a pair of /1 and /5, we have

-1

9o, + 9o, = (71)51,1% - (—1)Zr=0kko Sl diktk + (71)52,% . (71)22;10,1«;&;@0 i1 diklak
= [(~ 1)k o (—1)f2k0] - (—1) Bimoikino Tisa Frtin — ),
Moreover, we can find n/2 such pairs that run through [n], thus t;, j, js.7, =1 2> p_; g¢ = 0. O

Finally we provide an example to show that (25) is generally not true if Condition 93 define(20) is not satis-
fied. Let n > 4 and consider a,, = (1/2,1/2,-1/2,-1/2,0,...,0)" and &, = (-1/2,1/2,-1/2,1/2,0...0)T.
For all ¢ € [n], denote the i-th column of H by h;. By the structure of the Hadamard matrix, for any diag-
onal matrix B, we have h{ Bhy = hj Bhy, h{ Bhs = hy Bhy, and h{ Bhy = hy Bhs. Additionally, we have
h] Bh; =Y, Bi/n. Then, we can calculate:

4
ay DHBHDiip = _ ap idin ih] Bhi
i=1
4 [(@n1Gn.2 + an28n1)D1Da + (an 3004 + an adn 3)D3Dy)h| Bhy
4 [(@n1Gn3 + an38n1)D1D3 + (an2Gn.4 + an adn2)DaDy)h{ Bhs

B B B _ 1
+ [(@n1@n.a + ana@n1)D1Dy + (an 28n 3 + an 3dn2)DaD3)h] Bhy = 5 (D1Ds — DyD3)h{ Bhy.

Since D; are uniformly distributed over +1 for all ¢ € [4], the above random variable places a non-vanishing
point mass at zero, and is thus not asymptotically normal. O
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7.10 Proof of Lemma 3.5

With the Cramer-Wold device, since U,] S,), ,, SmnUpn — I, is a symmetric matrix, it suffices to show that for
any symmetric ® € RP*P,

Vmtr (®(U, S SmanUn — 1)) = N (0,vec(®) "G vec(®)) . (73)

By the spectral decomposition ® = Zle piw;w, of ®, where (w;)icpp) forms an orthonormal basis of R?,
we have

p
tr (U, Sy, SmnlUn — 1)) =D pi(w] U S, S Unwi — 1).
=1

Now U, w;, i € [p] constitutes an orthogonal basis of the p-dimensional linear subspace of R™ given by the span
of the columns of U,,. Since (U,),>1 satisfies Condition ', we have ||U,w;|lco < max;=1,.. n ||Ui|||lw:| — O
for every i € [p], due to Condition " from (21). We now denote RY := (HDU,wy); for i € [n],k € [p], so

that ) ,
i=1

j=1 \i=1
As in the proof of Lemma 3.4, conditional on D, this is a weighted sum of n independent Bernoulli variables,
. 2 ) 2
with D-conditional variance s, = Y7, % ( i (R;)Q) . We write ny~7_, ( T (R;)2> =
MY i Dor—y iy Miy - (Rj-l)2 (R§2)2. Since (w;);e[p) are orthonormal, we have according to (71) that for i, #
is € [pl, it holds that 37, (R%)” (R2)* —p 1, and for iy = i € [p], it holds that 37, (R™)” (Ri2)* —p 3.

Therefore, 2
"En: (iu - (R§)2> - (2llul2 + (Ep:u)z) =op(1),

j=1 =1 i=1

Now, since j; are the eigenvalues of ®, 2||u[? = 2||®||% = vec(®) " (I, + P,)vec(®). Also,

P 2
VGC(@)TQI,VGC(Q) = Z @ij@kléijékl = Z(Diiq)kk = (tI‘ (I))Q = (Z ,LL7;> .

(i5),(kl) ik i=1

Thus, ms?2 /(1 — v,) tends to vec(®) " (1,2 + P, + Qp)vec(®).
Moreover, we can verify similarly to the proof of (69) that for a small § > 0

" P 248
> (Z i (R§)> Y2 °EIB; — EBi[**s; 3+ = op(1),

assuming that m/ log? n — co. This can be verified by Hoeffding’s inequality similar to how it is used above
in the proof for (69). Thus, we conclude (73).

7.11 Proof of Theorem 3.6

From Lemma 3.9, if (Up)n>1 satisfies Condition %', Condition 2.1 Sym-1 holds with G = I, + P, and
Tmmn = 1. Therefore, Condition 2.1 Sym-1’ holds with & = 0. Then, since Condition 2.2 B holds by
assumption, we conclude the desired results based on Theorem 2.5.

7.12 Proof of Theorem 3.7

Due to (28), we conclude that for any b, € SP~1, (Unbn,&n)n>1 and (Unby, Unby)n>1 satisfy Condition 5.
Thus, from Lemma 3.8 Condition 2.1 1-dim’ holds for (U,by,&n)n>1 with @ = 0. Then by Theorem 2.3, we
conclude the first result. Similarly, if (29) holds, (U,b,, X;,8,)n>1 satisfies Condition 8. Then the second
claim follows similarly from Lemma 3.8.

36



7.13 Proof of Lemma 3.8

For all i € [n], we denote the i-th column of S,,, as R, ;. Then, we have R,,; =4 D;Gp.:, where
D, = diag(D1 4, ...,Dm i), D, are i.i.d. Rademacher random variables, and G, ; are uniformly distributed
on the set {f/vCm € R™ : f1,..., fm € {0,1} and || f||*> = ()}, independently across i. We can express
a;L'—S’;'—n’nSm,ndn = Z?:l an,idn,i + Zi;ﬁj an,ién,jR;,iRm,j.

Defining h,,(z,y) = 2Ty for 2,y € R", we have

Z an,i&n,jR;r«LyiRm,j = Z(an,ian,j + an,jan,i)hn(Rm,iv Rm,j)~

i i<j

The variables T; := R,,,; are i.i.d. across ¢ € [n], making the sum a weighted U-statistic of order two.
Moreover, for i # j, E[hn(T;, Tj)|Ti] = (Rm.i) "E[Rm ;] = 0 and E[h,(T;,T;)|T;] = 0. This shows that the
U-statistic is degenerate.

We use the martingale central limit theorem, see e.g., Corollary 3.1 from Hall and Heyde (2014), to derive
our result. In particular, we focus on analyzing the sum > wijhn(Ti7 Tj)7 where wi; = ap ;G j + Gn j0n,;
for all 7, j. To analyze this sum, we construct the sequence

1<J

k-1
e =Y winhn(Tj,Tx), k € [n]. (74)
j=1

Due to the independence between T and T} for all j # k, we have E[Yy|T1,...,Tk—1] = 0 for all k£ € [n].
Consequently, the sequence {S; = 2222 T;,2 < i < n} forms a martingale with respect to the o-field
generated by T1,...,T;, ¢ € [n]. Moreover, we can write S,, = ZKj wijhn (T3, Tj).

To show that S, /+/Var [S,] tends to a standard normal distribution, it is enough to show the Lya-

punov condition s;4>° " ,EYT} — 0. Additionally, we need to show that s,2%¢2 —p 1, where ¢ :=
S L E[Y3 T, ... Ti].

Proof of the Lyapunov condition

First we show the Lyapunov condition s, 4 Z?:z EY# — 0. Using the properties of square-integrable martin-
gales, we have s2 = S EY?, and

2
k—1 k—1k-1
EY; =E [ > wixha (T, Te) | =D wiswxElhn(Tj, Ti)hn (T;, Ti)]
j=1 j=1i=1
k—1k—1 k—1
= > > wiawpElRy, R g Ry, iRl = Y wiEl(R], i Rin,ie))-
j=11i=1 i=1

Here, for i # j, we use the independence of Ry, ;, Ry, ; and Ry, . Also, since D,, ; are i.i.d. Rademacher
random variables, and in particular D,%,i =1 for all k,1

]E[(RT 'Rm,k)Q] = ]E[(GT 'DkaGm,k)Q] = ]E[GT 'DkaGm,kGT Dz’Dka,i]

™m,i m,i m,i m,k
=E[G,), ; diag(Gmk © Gmk)Gm,i)-
Since Gy i, Gm,; are independently and uniformly distributed on the set {f/v/(mn € R™ @ f1,...,fm €
{0,1} and || f||* = (n}, every component of Gy, ; equals to zero or 1/4/(,, and hence G, ® Gy =
Gum.i/V/Cm for all i. Further, E[Gy, k] = v/(nlm/m, and we have for ¢ # k that

]E[G;z,i diag(GM,k © Gm,k)Gm,i] - ]E[(Gm,i © Gm,i)T(Gm,k © Gm,k)] = E[G;,i]E[Gm,k]/Cm = 1/m~
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Therefore,

n n 1 k—1 1 1
Z 2 Z Z 2 Z 2 2 : ~ = \2
= EY; = — Wi = — Wi = — (an,ian,k + an,kan,i)
m < m m
k=2 k=2 =1

i<k i<k
1 2 -2 2 2 Y G ~ _ 1 2 ~2 ~ ~
- E (an,ian,k + Ay kO s + an,ian,ian,kan,k> = E (an,i@n,k + an7ian7ian7kan7k)
i<k i%k
1 n n n n n
_ 2: 2 2 : ~2 Z 2 -2 Z . Z 2
- % a’n,i a’n,i - an,ian,i + QniGn,i an zan K
=1 =1 =1 =1

—_

n
= E (1 + (a;bran)Q - ZZGEL 1~i z) (75)
i=1

Additionally, EY% equals

4
—1 k—1
ijkhn(TjaTk) = Z wilkwi2kwi3kwi4kE [h (Tll?Tk) h (Tlgka) h (T137Tk) h (TM?T/C”
j 11,12,13,84=1
k—1
= Z wilkwigkwigkwuk]}z [Rm i1 Ry, kRm ZQRm kRm Z3R7n kRm Jia R, k]

11,%2,13,14=1

Due to independence and as E[R,, ;] = 0 for all ¢ € [k — 1], if an index occurs only once in (i1, 92, 3,4), the
corresponding term is zero. Therefore, the sum becomes

k—1 k—1k-—1
S whE {(R;iRm,k)ﬂ +33° 5 (1 6 whwiE {(RLRM)Z (R;,ij,k)Z} .
i=1 i=1 j=1

Define M¢,, € R™*™, with (Mc,,)i; = 1 for i € [m] and (M, )ij = (G —1)/(m — 1) for i # j,i,j € [m].
Then one can verify that for all k, E[G,,, ka w] = M, /m. Therefore, since D,ii = 1 for all k,7, and
Gumi © Gmi = Gii// G for all i we have for all distinct 4, j, k that

E[(Ry, B k)* (R, iR i)?] = B [(G, ;Di Dk G 1)* (G, ;D5 DiGion )]
1
T T
CTE [G Gm7ka,ka7lj] - g
In addition, for all ¢ # k, again since Gy, ; @ Gm,i = G i/V/(m for all 4

2
(m> 1;M<m1m: 1

1
E [Gmﬂ‘]T E [vakG;,k] E [Gm,j] = CT ( m m2

m m2’

E[(R)Bni)'| = E [(GFDiDiGnr)'| = E (ZD“DM )(Gmk)l>

Z (Gmﬂ')? (Gm,k);l

=F + 6 Z (Gm,i)i (Gm,k)i (Gm,i)122 (Gm,k)li]
=1 i <lo
1 " 3
= B> (Cni)y (Gop)y | + 5E | D (Gmi)y, (Grn)y, (Goni)y, (G,
m =1 m 111y
1 m 2 m
= TE [GIL,ZGW k <Z m, z m k?)l) - Z (Gm7l)l2 (Gm,k)?
m =1 =1
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m
E mz mkl

=1

This further equals
2
)1) - 7]E

L E[G] G +C%E (Z(G
m =1

3
- _i + iE []E [GT 'Gm kGT k;G77L 1|Gm 1]]
mes, G G S EinCon
2 3 - 9 Cm—1
=——3 + K (Gm,i) + (Gm’i) (Gm,i)
2 3 (m G Gl mm—1) GuGn = DY _m—143(G — 1)?
omeE mEE \Gn om o om—1 Cm m(m—1) ) m(m-1)¢
Hence, we can express EY} as
k—1 k—1k—1
g m—=1+3(Gn 1) 4 3 22
B = m(m — 1), ;wm ! m? i=1 j:l(l ™ S
Therefore,
m—143(Cm—1)2
Sy EYE PO S w3 Y S (1 by,
n (1+ (afa.)? — 230, a2 a2 )" |
Thus, we only need to show that
n k—lk—1
—143((m —1
mm =143 = DD~ s o and SN w0, (76)
k=2 i=1 j=1

( - 1 Cm i<k
where recall that w;j = an,iGn; + an,jan,; for all 4,j. Using the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we find w;;

(Qn,ilin,j + Gn,jan i)? < (a?z.,i + d%,i)(a%,j + a’n,j) Consequently,
n n 2
(Z(ai,i—i_dan) (22 nz+a’nz> .
=1
" a* . —0and

1)2) JCE >0 i
)Cm) Zi<k wz’k — 0.

Z Wiy < Z(ai,i + &i,i>2(ai,k + di,k)
ik
Based on Condition %3 from (26) and since (2, /m — 0, we find v/(m — 1 + 3(Gn,
Vm—=1+3(Cr —1)2) /-0 at , — 0, and thus m (m — 14 3(¢n — 1)2) / ((
Similarly, since ¢2,/m — 0, 3, (ap ; + @y ;) = o(1). Thus
2 ))

2

n k—1k-1 n n k—
Z Z wzkwﬂc = Z <Zw ) S Z (Z(G’?Lz + an,i)(ai,k +ap,
j k=2 ;

2
n n
S (zmi,i b ) di,@) i
k=1
=1.

In the last equation, we have used that for all 4, Y37 a2 ; = > a2 ;
oy ap iz < Z;;l(afl ;+at ) — 0. In summary, we have shown that >,_, EY} /st —

Additionally, 2 57"
0, which verifies the Lyapunov condition
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Proof of ratio-consistency of variance

Next, recalling ¢2 = > _, E[Y%|Ty,...,Tx_1), and s2 from (75), we aim to prove that s, ?¢2 —p 1. For this,
we calculate, for any k € {2,...,n}

k—1k—1
E[YRIT, . Thoa] = Y Y wikwnBlh (T, T hn (T3, Ti)|Th, -, T
Jj=1 =1
k—1k—1 k—1k—1
= Z Z wikwij;L’jE[Rm,kR:n’k]Rm,i = Z Z wikwij;’chm Rm’i/m.
j=1i=1 j=1i=1
Therefore, we have
n k—1k—1 n k—1k—1
595 ) SITTITAVIES o ) St 5) wIRER IO
k 175=114i=1 k 1 \i=1 =1 j=1
and thus
1 n k—1k-—1
2 2 T
dn — Sp = E Z , _ (1 - 5ij)wikwijm7jM(mRm,i-
k=11i=1 j=1
As a result,
2
1 n k—1k—1
El(q; — 55)°] = e (1= 6ij)wikwjr Ry, ;Mc,, R (77)
k=11i=1 j=1
1
= m2 Z Z Wiy ky Wyyky wizkzwj2k2 [Rm nMCm R, ]1Rm zzMCm Rm,jz} )
11751 <k io#ja<ks
where 37, _; ;. x is an abbreviation for 37 _, Zfll: Zkl_ (1 —6;,4,) * . From the computation of

the fourth moment of YT, we know that the terms above are nonzero only when either iy = i1, j5 = j; or
ia = j1,j2 = i1. Due to the symmetry of the inner product, R;mQMngm,jg = R;ilMngmyjl in both
cases. Moreover, based on our previous results, for iy # ji,

E [(RT MCmE[Rm ]1Rm J1

=1/m? -tr(Mgm) =1/m-(1+ (Gn—1)%/(m—1)).

This yields that (77) equals

—1)2 n kirks
L+ (Gm 77112’)/( Z:z; Z

Now, recalling that w;; = @y iGn,j +an, jan ; for all 4, j, and applying the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we have

m,i1 m,i1

McmRmJl)Q} E[R], |My, Ryni,] = 1/m-E [te(M2, Ry R], )]

1

—1 kiAka—
E - 11]1 w71k1wjlk1wl1k2w11k2 (78)

|wi1k1wj1k’1wi1k2wj1k2| < (a%,il + ai,il) ( QAn 5, + an J1) (ai,kl + di,/ﬁ) (ai,kz + EL?LJ@) :
Thus, using that for all i, > | a2 ; = >, a2 ; = 1, (78) can be bounded by

1+ (Cm*l) n n  kiAka—1kiAka—1

Z Z Z Z TL ,i1 + aﬂ 11) (afl,jl + &fl,jl) (aghkl + a’i,kl) (a?%kz + d?%kz)

k1=2ko=2 11=1 Ji=1
1+ (CM;P 16 (1 + (C ) )
— 2 ~2 2 ~2 2 ~2 2 ~2
< m’; Z (amh + an,il) (an;jl + an,jl) (am’ﬁ + am’ﬁ) (amkz + amkz) m :
i1,51,k1,k2
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Therefore, since (2, /m — 0, we have established that

16/m? - (1+ (Gm — 1)2/( - 1))
(1+(a;1ran) _227 1 nL nz) /m2

sn El(gn — 57)°] <

n

— 0.

This shows that s, 2q2 i 1, and thus s, 2¢2 —p 1. Since 5,15, = N(0,1) and ms2 /(1 + (a, an)?) —p 1,
(30) follows.

7.14 Proof of Lemma 3.9

We will use a martingale central limit theorem argument, as in the proof of Lemma 3.8. By the Cramer-Wold
device as shown in (73), we can focus on

P
tr (U] S, SmnlUn = 1)) =D pi(w] U S, S Unwi — 1).
=1

We denote t¥ := (U, w;)y for i € [p],i € [n]. Then, we can rewrite the above as
p . .
S (St ) - X (S utts) AL om
i=1 k#j k<j =1
Asin (74), this is a weighted degenerate U-statistic, where wy; = 2 (ZZ L pith t’) for all k, j. Using notations
from Lemma 3.8, as well as t* = (t¥),c(,,) for k € [p], we find
2
“ S A (St ) =43 s, i
i<j i<j \k=1 ki1,k2 1<j
_ ki, T ka2 - k)2 (k2
—2 3 g (e -3 () ().
k1 ,ks i=1

By the orthogonality of U,, tk1:T¢k2 = w,;'—l W, = Ok, ky, and so this equals

2 5 (B (0" ()) -2k -2 o T () ()

k1,k2 i=1 k1,k2 i=1

Since (Up)n>1 satisfies Condition P’ from (27), we have > i (Upn)t; = 0 (Cm/+/m) for every k € [p], and
so recalling that t¥ = (U,wy); for k € [p],i € [n], by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we can derive that

2
Dy (tfl) <tf"’) = 0(¢m/v/m) for every ki, ko € [p]. Thus, ms2 — 23 7_, u? — 0. By applying the
Cauchy-Schwarz inequality once more, we find that

whes(Ftt) <o () (Sor) <o (E) (Ber) (Ber)

Denoting C := 4 ( el uk) we arrive at

e (S0 )(z ) z(z<tf>2)2(i<t§>z>2

i<j i<j \k=1 k=1 i \k=1 k=1
2\ 2 2
-(eE(Ee) ) -z ) @)
i=1 \k=1 k1 ks i=1



2 2 (143G 1)
Since Y, (tfl) (ti-”) = 0(¢m/y/m), we conclude that ( ((;:31()2&) ) . dic wy; — 0, which verifies

the first part of (76). Additionally, since for all k € [p], >0, (tF)? = >0 | (Upwy)? = ||wk||2 =1,

(% ng)g oy S () (L) ces[s(Se) (5 W)r

2

Jj=1 = j=1 L:=1 k=1 k=1 Jj=1
n P 9 2 n 2
czz<pz<t;>> et Y3 () () o
j=1 k=1 ki ko i=1

which verifies the second part of (76). Finally, we have

n n  kiAko—1kiAko—1

1 — -1
+(C Z Z Z Z Wiy kq Wiy ky Wiy ke Wiy ko

k1=2ko=2 i1=1 Gj1=1

<02<1+<<m;1>2/<m‘1’> > (L) (L) (S er) (L)

i1,71,k1,k2 =1 =1 =1

(14 (G =1 (m 1)) (ZZ (rl_y)“ Oy (Lt (on 1P/ m=1)

m
i=1 [=1

Thus, the conditions needed for the martingale central limit theorem, as used previously in the proof of
Lemma 3.8, are satisfied. Since 2> °7_, u? = vec(®) " (I,2 + P,)vec(®), we conclude that

Vmtr (2(U,] Sy SmnUn — 1)) = N (0, vec(®) " (12 + Pp)vec(®)),

and (31) follows.

7.15 Proof of Theorem 3.10

The proofs of all claims other than (35) can be directly obtained from Theorem 2.5 by letting G,
nZ?:l ((unluzz) ® (unlulz)), (Gn) iy, i) = ”Zk (U )iz Now, to conclude (35) from (34), let u, ;
be the i-th column of U,,. By calculating variances, we argue that

mS " (sTu, )?
2321(] 41) —p 1. (79)
nY i (Un)y

Since 370 (5] un i)t = n?/m? - 30, (bi(Un)ia)* = n?/m? - 3212 (Un)fibi, by Condition ', the variance of
the left hand side of (79) is

1= ? 1(U )i < 1= maxle[n](U")?i
Tn (Zl 1( ) ) Tn Z?:l(Un)?i

Now, recall that )?m "= ﬁm nﬁm nVT is the SVD of )?m n. By Condition P’ defined in (33), n >, _, (Uy,)1;/m =
(Gn) i, (”)/m — 0; combining this with Theorem 3.10, we have L, Lm n —p I, and V- Vm_’n —p Ip. Not-

ing that Uppn = XpnnVinnLite = SmnUnLaVi Vinn Lk, and LoV, Vi nLil, —p I,. Expanding the
summation in the numerator according to the rules of matrix element multiplication, we conclude that

—p 0.

m 5 m
nilmZUﬁ-/ rflmz:(s;-'—un,i)4 —p 1.
j=1 j=1

Hence, (35) follows from (34).
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7.16 Proof of Theorem 3.11

The proof is based on the following asymptotic distribution and consistency properties.

Lemma 7.4 (Asymptotic Normality in Least Squares with Uniform Random Sampling). Under the condi-
tions of Theorem 8.11, with

¥, =n(X,] X,) <Z €2 iTniT,, ) (X)X, ! (80)

we have m'/?(1 — 'yn)’l/QEﬁl/Q(ﬁAmyn — Bn) = N(0,1,). Similarly, defining
2P = (X X,)7? (Z(ym — i) T, ) (X7 x,)! (81)
i=1
we have m'/?(1 — fyn)’l/Q(Z%p))*l/Q(B,(E,)n — Bn) = N(0,1).

The asymptotic result (80) coincides with Theorem 2 of Yu et al. (2022) by taking ¥(z) = z and p; = r/n
therein. Their result is assumes that X,, has i.i.d. rows and y, has i.i.d. entries, and then conditions on X,
and y,. In contrast, we do not make this assumption on X,, and y,.

Proof. For any b, € SP~1, n > 1, since |[vec(U,)|lec = O(1/4/n), we have |Uyb,|lcec = O(1/y/n). Then
(Unbn, Unbp)n>1 satisfies Condition p, and due to Lemma 3.12, Condition 2.1 Bounded holds for the sequences
(Unbn7 Unbn)n>1~

From Lemma 3.12, 02 (ay, @n) = nY_ i (an idn,i)* By (36), (Unbn,&n)n>1 satisfies Condition P and the
sequence of variances 02 (Upby,&n) =1y iy (Upnby)?(€,)7 is uniformly bounded away from zero and infinity.
Therefore, Condition 2.1 1-dim holds for the sequences (U,by,&n)n>1, and M, = nU, diag (én ® s_n)Un.
Similarly to the proof in Theorem 7.6, combining this with Lemma 3.12, we conclude the desired claim for
ﬁmmu

Similarly, Condition 2.1 1-dim holds for (U,b,, X,Bn)n>1, and using Lemma 3.12, we have MP =
n||Xnﬁn||’2UT diag((XnfBs) © (XnBs))Uy, € SE*P. Therefore, if we take b, = L, 'V, ¢/|| X c||, the claim

for B n follows as in Theorem 7.6. O

Proposition 7.5 (Consistency of the Uniform Random Sampling Estimator of the Covariance Matrices).
Under the conditions of Theorem 3.11, we have

”Er_zlim,n - IpHFr =op(1) and H(E%p))_lig’,)n - IpHF‘r =op(1).

Proof. We consider y,, € S"~! and X,, of a unit spectral radius first. From (50), ||)~(;m)~(mn - X)X, =
op(1). Thus, it suffices to show that

m ~ - n
*XT di Nmn Nmnan* 2. n,i T'
n mn l&g(é ) ©e ) ) ) ;E:n,ix s xn,l
Since Smn = diag(+/n/m Bl,... v/n/mBy), we have

dlag<5m n® Em n m =V ’I’L/ X Sm n dla’g Bl( - Xan,n)%v LR} Bz(yn - Xan,n)i)Sm,an

= Op(].).

= (n/m) - Z n/m)B;(en + Xn(Bn — Bmm)) 2, ZxT

Here, we can check that Y . [(n/m)B; — 1]5%714(33;140)2 = op(1), while ||8, — anH = Op(y/1—"7n)/m).

Therefore,

Z(”/m)Bz ’ 25n,i517;,i(6n - Bm,n)(xlm)z = OP( V (1 - ’Yn)/m : n/m)

i=1
and 321, (n/m)Bi - (2, ;(Bp = Bm,n))? (2,002 = Op((1 = yn) /m - n/m).
Thus, the first claim of Proposition 7.5 holds when ||y,| = 1 and || X,,|| = 1. For general y,, and X,,, the
proof is similar to that of Proposition 7.7. For the second conclusion, the proof is almost identical to the
above argument. O
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7.17 Proof of Lemma 3.12

To show (38), notice that Var [a,} S,), ,,Smndn] =n> 1 a2 ;a2 ;-(1—v,)/m. Then (38) follows by Condition
p from (32).

To see (39), we know that aTST nSmnln = 7= Z? 1 Qn,iGn i B; and EB; = m/n. Denoting J; = (1/v, —
1)~1/2(2B; — 1), we have that J; are i.i.d. with EJ; = 0 and EJ? = 1. As a consequence, a, S}, nSmonln —
alan, = (1/v, — 1)1/2 S| GnidniJ;. We check the Lindeberg condition

> El(an,itin)? JH{(n idn i) 2 J7 > €53} /st — 0 (82)
i=1

for all € > 0, where s2 = Var [} | an ianiJi] = Y1y a2 ;a2 ; Var [J;] = 31 a2 ;a2 ;. We have

i=1"n,i%n,i"

a2
E[J2I{(an iin.:)2T? > es2}] <E {Jf[ {max (Onini)” 5o sH :

i€[n) s2

so the left hand side of (82) is upper bounded by
n et A )2 A )2
3 @nitnil g [ oy g @ni@nd)” o ] _ g [ pop L (@na@nd” o
P s2 1€[n] s2 i€[n] s2

where the convergence to zero holds due to Condition 3. Then (39) follows.
A counterexample that does not satisfy Condition B, such that /ma, S| nSm,nln is Ot asymptotically
normal is a, = @, = (1,0,...,0). Then,

m
wll_'Yn”nZ ) 3”~$”Zanzanz']z—ﬂ _mJ1~

This random variable takes two values, so it is not asymptotically normal.

7.18 Proof of Lemma 3.13

By the subsequence argument and Cramer-Wold device as in the beginning of the proof of Lemma 3.17, it
suffices to show that for any upper triangular & € RP*P,

m
1_,Yn

(VeC(CI))TGnvec(@))71/2 vee(®) "vec(U,, Sy, nSmaln — Ip) = N (0,1).

. is the i-th row of U,,. Then

n,t

i n i n
tr (U S SmnlUn — I)) = tr <<1> ;unul— (EBZ- - 1)) - ;u;iqmm (EBZ- - 1) .

Denote J; = (1/7, — 1)"/3(£B; — 1) for all i € [n], so that EJ; = 0,EJ? = 1. Then from Lemma 3.12, if
maxie["](u;fﬁunﬂ;)z
2y (uy ; Pun,i)?

Denote U, = (un1,---,Unn) , where u,

U,, satisfies

— 0 in Condition B’ from (33), the above term is asymptotically normal.

7.19 Proof of Theorem 3.14

By Lemma 3.17, since (U,),>1 satisfies Condition 9p’, Condition 2.1 Sym holds with 7,,, = 1 and G,, =
I + P, +T',. Moreover, for all i € [p], (Gn)(is),@is) = 2 + (T'n) (i), (i), and thus from (14),

Ai=AiE Gy = > AE)VAEME) (61 + (

wiirz: PiE) = A(E) (Mi(E) = Mu(E))

Since (X,,)n>1 satisfies Condition 2.2 B, the conclusion holds due to Theorem 2.5.

L) iy keny) ok (E)oi(E) T
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7.20 Proof of Theorem 3.15

We first show the following result, which establishes the asymptotic normality of sketched least squares
estimators. The result can be regarded as a special case of Theorem 3.2 in Zhang et al. (2023) for a fixed
dimension p, but with the weaker condition that the moments of the sketching matrices have a (4 + §)-th
moment, as opposed to having all moments finite. Also, it turns out that for i.i.d. sketching, using our
general framework would require assuming that (U,,),>1 satisfies the conditions of Lemma 3.17. However,
by a more direct analysis, we can avoid this condition; and so the proof we present deviates from our general
framework.
In the remainder, we denote X, = (337117 cey ,Tlp) ER™P yy = (Yn1s---Ynyp) € RP.

Lemma 7.6 (Asymptotic Normality in Least Squares with i.i.d. Sketching). Under the conditions of Theo-
rem 3.15, with

n

Yy = (X;Lan)71 {Z E?L,i [XJXn + (K/n,4 - 3)1'n ily z] } (XTXH) ) (83)

=1

we have ml/QEﬁl/z(ﬁAmm — Bn) = N(0, I,). Similarly, defining

Zgzp) = (X X0) " Hlym — enll® + (X, Xa) ™ |( [ Fn,a = Z (Yn,i = €ni) *Tniy ] (X Xn) ™"+ BaBy, (84)

i=1

we have ml/z(E%p))_l/z(B,(ﬁ,)n — Bn) = N(0,1,).

Proof. Consider a sequence of vectors (an, Gn)n>1 such that a,,d, € S*~! for all n. From Lemma 3.16, we
have Condition 2.1 Bounded.

For the first claim, (93) in the proof of Lemma 3.16 in Section 7.21 shows that the sequence of variances
02(an,an) = 1+ (a) @n)? + (Kna — 3) X i (@n,iGn,;)? is uniformly bounded away from zero and infinity.
Therefore, Condition 2.1 1-dim holds for the sequence (U,bn,&n)n>1, and we have M, = I, + (knp 4 —
3)U, diag (£, ® &,)Uy. Thus,

VoL, "M, L'V, = VoL 2V, + (k4 — 3)V,, Ly, 'U, diag (8, © &)U, L'V,
= (X X))+ (Kna — 3)(X,) X)X, diag (20 © €5) X (X, X0) /|l

= (XX (s — B)(X] X, (Zemxmxm)wm leal?

=1

Therefore, the claim for Bm,n follows from (7) in Theorem 2.3; where we remark that all necessary conditions
hold due to the stated assumptions.

For the second claim, we define 7, ,, = Kkpn4, so that by the Holder inequality, 7., = o(m). Also,
o2(an,an) = (1+ (a, an)2 + (Fna — 3) > (AniGni)?) g = Yoy (An,iGni)? + 0(1). From the proof of
Lemma 3.16, 02 (ay,, G,), are uniformly bounded away from zero and infinity for n > 1. Similarly, Condition

2.1 1-dim holds for (Upby, Xy Bp)n>1, and using Lemma 3.16, we have M = I+ X,, 8o || ~2Ln Vi Bn B VT L+
[ XnBall =2 (Kn,a — 3)U, diag((XnBn) ® (XnBn))Un € ST*P. Therefore, we can calculate
(P) = || X, 80|V, L, 1M(p) L;vr
= [| X761 (X';Lan) + ﬂnﬂl + (K — S)VnLglUnT diag ((XnfBn) © (XnfBn)) UnL;LanT

n
= (XnTXn)_luyn - 6n||2 + (XnTXn)_l (Kna—3) Z(yn,z - €n,i)2$n 137 (XTX ) + Bn n >
i=1
the claim for By(f;,)n follows from Theorem 2.3. O
We will also use the following proposition, which shows that f)mn and 2$,% are ratio-consistent estimators

of £, and =, respectively.
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Proposition 7.7 (Consistency of the i.i.d. Sketching Estimator of the Covariance Matrices). Under the
conditions of Theorem 3.15, we have

125 S = Lpllee = 0p(1) and [[(EP) 'SP, — I [lr = op(1).

Proof. We consider yn € S"~! and X,, of a unit spectral radius first. For each i € [m], we denote the i-th
row of \/mS,, » by s/ . To prove the first claim, due to (44) and (83), it suffices to show that

X 0 X — X0 Xonllge = 0p(1) (85)
and
Hm)?;,rm diag(€mn © ém’n))?m,n - Z 5,2” [XJXn + (Kna — 3)xnle—z} =op(1). (86)
i=1 Fr

We can conclude (85) from (50). Also, s1nce \/>5n i =S; ( — X, Bm.m), to establish (86) it is sufficient

to show that for any fixed ¢ € RP, ¢ # 0, for o2 :=c" {ZZ 1 n i [XTX + (Kna — 3)Tn, Zw ]}c we have

s IS Tyt T 5 2

On — m ; (C X, 8i8; (yn - Xnﬂm,n)) = OP(I)- (87)

From (90) with a,, = X,,c and a,, = &, = y,, — X,,5n, and using the law of large numbers for triangular
arrays (see, for instance, Theorem 2.2.6 in Durrett (2019)), we deduce that

1 m
Ezan ("X 5557 (yn — XnBn))” —p 1. (88)
=1
We claim that
LS~ o Tyt T _ A 2
a;an ("X 85! Xu(Bu = Bru)) =1 0. (89)

This claim follows from the following three facts:

180 = Bl = Olm™"2,). ma 5] X, = op(m!/2), and <" XS], 1Sy Xe = Op(1).
The first claim follows from Lemma 7.6; the second is a consequence of Markov’s inequality and a union
bound, and the third one follows from HaTST WSmndn — a) @yl = Op(m=1/2).

Then, from (88), (89), we can conclude (87) Thus, the first claim of Proposition 7.7 holds when ||y, || =1
and ||Xn|| =1.

For general y, and X,, we let y/, = y./|lyn|| and X = X, /||X,|, and we consider the observed
data Smn(X’ ,yn) By applying the above argument with 02 = ¢" {31 (en.i/lynl])? [X,] X0 + (Kna —
3)@n,i,, 5]/ || Xnl?}e rescaled by || X, || and ||y, and corresponding rescaled estimators, as well as all other
appropriate quantities rescaled, the X, || and ||y, || terms cancel out, leading to the desired result for general
X, and y,.

Next, we consider the second conclusion from Proposition 7.7. Similarly to the analysis of the first
conclusion, it suffices to consider y, € S"~!. By choosing a, = X,c and @, = X,,3, in (90), we can apply
the law of large numbers for triangular arrays (see, for instance, Theorem 2.2.6 in Durrett (2019)) to obtain
that with

(ePH2 = ("X, Xe) (BT X, X0B) + (¢" X X080)? + (Fna — 3)c' X,| diag(X,, 8 @ X)X e
=c’ (Hyn - 5n||2 [XJXn + (’<°'m4 - S)xn,ixz,i] + lenyran) ¢,

we have - 3" 1(0’£Lp)) ("X Ts»s-TXan)2 —p 1. The conclusion follows similarly as for sketch-and-solve

above, using that ||3, — (p) |l = Op(m —1/207(11))). .

Combining the above two results, the conclusion follows.
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7.21 Proof of Lemma 3.16

m

We start by observing that a, S, Spmndn — a)dn = = el 1(s and,) s; — a)a,). By applying equation

(9.8.6) in Bai and Silverstein (2010) each of the above i1.d. centered random vamables has variance

n
op = E(s] an,) s; — a,} in)* = (a,) an)(@,) an) + (a5 @n)> + (kna —3) D> (an,ilini)>. (90)
i=1
To establish the asymptotic normality, we use the Lindeberg-Feller central limit theorem for triangular
arrays for &, ; := (sf ana, s;—a, @,)/on, so that €y &nm are iid. random variables with unit variance,
whose distribution may depend on n. To check the Lindeberg condition, we denote r =1+ 6/4 > 1 and use
the Holder inequality to obtain

E [€2,T{|én1| > ev/m}] <E[EZ]Y7 P (|| > ev/m]' " (91)

Applying Chebyshev’s inequality, we have

P

Furthermore, by Lemma B.26 in Bai and Silverstein (2010) for the centered quadratic form &, 1 in s, we
find E[¢2)] < C(k], 4 + Knar)/0on", where C is an absolute constant. Therefore, E [¢2 1 I{|€,1] > ey/m}] <
[C(kp4 + K )]V7 [02 - (€2m) 7L,

Now consider the first condition from Condition P defined in (40). We observe that if k, 4 > 3, then

1<o2 <2+ Kna—3 < Hi{igé) 1 < 400. Otherwise, if 1 +¢" < k4 < 3, we have

m] < [2]—L. (92)

2m e2m

2
2_5n,4_1 /fn4 _/fn4
o, = 2 an zan i Cln il _7 + Qn, zan ,iln,j an,j

i#] i#£]

2
- Rn,4 — 1 Hn 4 — 3— Kn,4 - ~ 2 6,
- 2 <Z Gn, lan z) T Z(a‘n,ian,j + an,jan,i) 2 5 (93)

i

Thus o2 are bounded uniformly away from zero. Hence, E [572171I{|§n,1| > e/m}] = 0.

Next, consider the second condition from Condition 3 defined in (40), In this case, since xp 4 — 00,
02 /kna =11 (anidn,i)* + o(1) from the expression in (90), so 02 /kn 4 are uniformly bounded away from
zero and infinity. Therefore, we can choose a §” > 0 in this case such that 02 /k, 4 > §”. Consequently, using
Holder’s inequality again, and as /ii{iff)/nn,zl o(m?/ 4+ & [€2 | I{|¢n,1| > £y/m}] is bounded above by

C(KT , + Hn,4r)1/r _ C,’ii/:r C/(mlfl/r) 0
) < J = — U.
(€2m)171/r,{n74(5/ A 5//)2 (52m)171/rﬂn,4(5/ A 5//)2 0 (EQm)lfl/r((;/ A 5//)2

By the Lindeberg-Feller central limit theorem, the conclusion follows.

7.22 Proof of Lemma 3.17

By the subsequence argument as in the proof of (7) from Theorem 2.3, it suffices to show that for any
b € RP*P,
Vi (vee(®) T D] G Dyvec(®)) 2 vee(®) T DI vee(U)] ST, Smnln — I,) = N (0,1). (94)

m,n

Since Dpvec(®) = vec (é), where ® is an upper triangular matrix, we only need to show that for any upper

triangular ® € RP*P,

vm (VGC(@)TG7,VGC((I>))71/2 vec(®) "vec(U, Sy, pSmnUn — Ip) = N (0,1).
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For each i € [m], we denote by s the i-th row of \/mSp, », where S, = (s1,...,8m). Since S,), ,, Smn =
LN s8], we can write

Vmvec(®) Tvec(U,) S, 1, SmnUn — Ip) = Vmtr (® (U, Sy, SmnUn — 1)) = % Z (s{ U,@U, s; — tx(®)) .

Denoting &, ; = 5] U, ®U, T s; — tr(®) for all i € [n], €n1s- -+, &nm are i.1.d. random variables. According to
(9.8.6) in Bai and Silverstein (2010),

n

Var [§n1] = (kna — 3) Y _(Un®@U,) )2 + 2tr (U, U, (U,®U,) ") .

=1

Now
tr (U, U, (U,@U,))") = tx(@U, U, @' U, Uy,) = tr(22 ") = vec(®) ' vec(®) = vec(®) " Pyvec(®),

and thus 2tr(U,®U, (U, ®U, )T) = vec(®) " (I,2 + P,)vec(®).
On the other hand, (k4 — 3) Y i, (Un®U, )% = vec(®) TT,,vec(®), where for every ki, ko, k3, k4 € [p],

n

() (k1 ko), (ksks) = (Fna — 3) Z(Un)hkl(Un)hkg(Un)hk3(Un)hk4~
h—1

Therefore, Var &, 1] = vec(®) " G, vec(®).
In order to apply the central limit theorem for triangular arrays (1/y/m)->_;" o (fn i/ Var &, ) we need

m Var K"’l]H —

0. With r =1+ §/4 > 1, by an argument identical to the one in the proof of Lemma 3.16, we can conclude
(91) and the first inequality in (92). Then E[¢2 ;] and E[£2",] can be bounded as in that argument via Lemma
B.26 in Bai and Silverstein (2010), and using that ® does not depend on m and n.

Now consider the first condition from Condition 8 defined in (40). One can check as in the proof of
Lemma 3.16, calculating similarly as in (93) that (6'/2) - ||®[|Z, < vec(®) TG, vec(®) < (ni/iﬁgé 1)]|®]3,.

Next, consider the second condition from Condition B defined in (40), so that k, 4 — 00, and /@i/ ﬁ;é [Kna =

o(m?®/ (49, Moreover, vec(®) " G, vec(®)/kna = > i (Un®U,T )2 +0(1), so vec(®) T G, vec(®) /Ky, 4 are uni-

n
formly bounded away from zero and infinity, as in the previous proof for Lemma 3.16. Therefore,

2
to verify the Lindeberg-Feller condition that for every fixed ¢ > 0, E [W {|

2

1 el
& I n n < n . b
T {lenal > eyfmVar € 1}] EE Rl

verifying the Lindeberg-Feller condition.

7.23 Proof of Theorem 3.18

By Lemma 3.21, if (Up)n>1 satisfies Condition P’, Condition 2.1 Sym-1 holds with G = I» + P, and
Tmmn = 1 — Yn. Therefore, Condition 2.1 Sym-1’ holds with & = 0. Then under Condition 2.2 B, we finish
the proof based on Theorem 2.5.

7.24 Proof of Theorem 3.19

From Lemma 3.20, we know that Condition 2.1 1-dim’ holds for (U,bn,&,)n>1 with o = 0. Then by
Theorem 2.3, we conclude the first result, and the second one follows similarly.
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7.25 Proof of Lemma 3.20

If a,, # +a,, define a/, = (I — aya,)a,/||(I — ana, )an|, otherwise, define a/, as an arbitrary unit length
vector orthogonal to a,, so that we have (72). Thus we can write

;erm nSmnln = (a;{dn) IS;L nSmnan + (1 — (a an) )1/2 IST—rrL nSm,na;r (95)
Now, let Z = (Zy,...,2,) 7, Z = (21, e 7271) be two independent vectors, each containing independent
standard normal entries. For a vector v € R™ and some integers m,m’ with 1 < m < m/ < n, we denote
Vmem' = (U, - -+, v0,) 7. We then claim that we have the following representation:
Z1~ Zl:m - ||ZH2 Zlm
Sppntn =g 72 V2EE g al =gy 96
m,ntn d ’}/n HZH m,nty d ’Yn ||Z||2 ZTZ)2 ( )

1zl

This follows because %11/ Sim.n(@n,ar,) has the same distribution as an m x 2 submatrix of a Haar distributed
matrix. By generating the Haar matrix using the Gram-Schmidt process starting from (Z, Z ), we obtain the
representation from (96). Specifically, the first column is given by wy = Z/||Z||, and the second is obtained as

[Z — (w] Z)u1]/||Z — (w] Z)w:||. Taking the first m coordinates of these columns gives us the representation
in (96).
We define the following quantities:

Xn,l - ||Z1 mH n 2 = (n - m)71||Z(m+1):n||2a Cn,l — -1 ZZ Zz7 Cn 2 = Tl - Z Z; Zu
=1 i=m-+1
and /'E'n,l, .)E‘n’g are defined by replacing the coordinates of Z in the definitions of A}, 1, X}, » with the corre-

sponding ones of Z. According to the central limit theorem, the asymptotic distribution as m,n — m — oo
of the vector

(Vi = 1), V= (X2 = 1), VinCo, Vi = mCa 2, V(&g = 1), V= m(&az = 1)) (97)
follows a multivariate normal distribution with mean zero and a diagonal covariance matrix with the vector
(2,2,1,1,2,2) on the diagonal. Finally, we have

n | Z1. mH2 X1

1Sim naal|* = ,
M [ Z1mlP + [ Zan syl Yadna + (1= 70) X2

and

X’Vl
Cn’l Yn Xn,1+(1 l’Yn)Xn 2 ('Yncn 1+ <1 - ’Yn)cnﬁz)

T /
Sm nSm nlnp
ncn —In Cn 2

\/’yan’l + (1 - ’Yn)XnQ ’YnX'n”l + (1 o ryn)XTL’Q - (Z/nxnv,ll—":'l‘((ll_’i/n))X;LZ,g

Combining (95) with the above two equations, we define the function g : (0,00)% — R such that for all values
of X p.is Cp.is Xnpi, for ¢ = 1,2, we have
TST Sm,nan = g(Xn,la Xn,Za Cn,l; Cn,27 XNn,h -X~n,2)-

nmn

By direct calculation, we find that

Vg(1,1,0,0,1,1) = (a, @n(l —vn), —ap @n(1 — ), /1 — (@] @n)2(1 — 1), —1/1 — (a,} @n)%(1 — 7,),0,0).
Using the delta method, we have

m
1_771

(91, X2, Cot, Coz Bt Xa2) = 9(1,1,0,0,1,1))
=a, an /1 — Y v/m(Xn1 — 1) — a,) an/Anvn —m(X, 2 — 1)
1—(a}an)?y/1 = yuvmCn1 — /1 — (a) an)?/nvn —mCp 2 + op(1).

Dividing both sides by /1 + (a,} d,)? and using the limiting distribution in (97), we can conclude the desired
result.
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7.26 Proof of Lemma 3.21
We denote U, = (Un,Un, 1), s0 SpunUpn = S,,WUH(IP,O)T. Since the distribution of S, ,, is rotationally

invariant, i.e., Sp.n =d Sm,nUn, we have
Ut Sy wSmanUn = (Ip, 00U, S 1 SmnUn (I, 0) T =4 (I, 0)S,), 1,Smn(Ip,0) .

We can represent Sy = (ZZ7)"'/2Z, where Z is an m x n matrix with i.i.d. A'(0,1) entries, see for
example, Theorem 8.2.5 in Gupta and Nagar (1999). Thus, we can write Sy = (2, 2] + Z2Zy )~Y/?(Z1, Z),

where Z; € R™*P and Z, € R™*("=P) Since Smon = 7;1/250, we have

(I, 0)S S (I, 0) T =4 2 (20 2] + 29,27 ) 71 Z,.

m,n

Applying the Sherman-Morrison-Woodbury formula, we obtain
Pri= 20 (20 2] + 222 2 = 2] (2223 ) 20 (T + 2] (Z025) " 20) .

Now, to show that Z,' (Z2Z, )~'Z; is asymptotically normal, we have that if the following almost sure limits
exist:

m

lim e Z ((ZQZQT/(TL —p));1)2 =w; lim 1 tr ((ZQZQT/(TL —p))_Q) =0, (98)

m—oco0 M, 4 < m—o0 M
1=

then by Theorem 11.8 in Yao et al. (2015) with A, = (Z2Z5 /(n—p))” " and W = Z],

1 -1 _1
B = o (2 (2220 [0=0) " 21— (2] /0 =9)) ) 1) = R 99
where R follows a Gaussian distribution described below. By the Skorokhod representation theorem, instead
of the almost sure limits in (98), it is enough to assume convergence in probability, i.e.,

% i (2223 )0~ p));l)2 —p w; % tr (221 /(=) ") >po. (100)

Let z;, © € [p], represent i.i.d. random variables with a standard normal distribution. Then, recalling
Wick’s formula E(z;x;x:2,:) = 8;;0: j» + 0507045+ + 0;5:0,1, according to Lemma 11.7 of Yao et al. (2015), the
covariance matrix of R is given by

Cov([Rij, Rirj] = w{E(zzjmix)) — 8350450} + (0 — w) {6ij6irj + 0iardjjr } = 0 {04jrirj + 0iardjjr } .

Now, ZoZy ~ Wy, (n—p, I,) follows a Wishart distribution. Hence, (Z2Z4 )~! ~ IW,,(n—p+m+1,1,,,)
follows an inverted Wishart distribution, see e.g., Theorem 3.4.1 in Gupta and Nagar (1999). Furthermore,
Corollary 3.4.2.1 in Gupta and Nagar (1999) allows us to deduce that each diagonal element of (Z5Z, )~*
follows an inverted Gamma distribution Q; := (Z2Z, );;* ~ InvGamma(2=2-"*L 1) Using the properties

1
2 12
of this distribution,

(n—p)* 1
(n—p—-m-1)(n—p—m-—3) - (1—1¢)?’

E(n —p)?Q; =

as well as

8(n—p—m—4)

Var [Q?] = EQ} — (EQ?)? = ;

m—p—m-=12n—-p—m-=32n—p—m-5)(n—p—m-—71)
Applying the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we obtain

E l(n —p)? (7711 i(@? - EQ?))] < %Ei(@? —EQ?)? = (n— p)* Var [Q?]

S(n —p—m —)(n—p)’
m—p-m-12n—-p-m-32n—-p-m-5)(n—p—m-—7)"
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which tends to zero as n,m — oo with m/n — ¢ > 0. Therefore, by using Chebyshev’s inequality, we

conclude that
m

: 1 T —1)2 22
mlgnoo m ; (2225 /(n—=p))ii')” —E(n—p)°Qt —p 0.
Consequently, we have w = 1/(1 — ¢).
Furthermore, ZoZ, /(n—p) ~ W, (n—p, n—iplm), and by equation (9.3.9.g) in Section 9.3.9 of Holgersson

and Pielaszkiewicz (2020) it follows that § = 1/(1—¢)3, and the proof of (100) is complete. As a result, (99)
follows.
Moreover, based on Theorem 4.2 in Pielaszkiewicz and Holgersson (2020), we conclude that

i (tr (Z:2])) - _mﬂjp_l) L.

Thus /m (ZIT(Z2Z2T)*1Z1 — #—;;—1113) = c¢R. By the delta method, we can deduce that

Jm (ZlT(ZgZQT)_lZl(I 20 (Zo2] ) 2y) " - 71’2@1,,) = (1-¢)%R.
Hence, v/m (P1 - n—Lp—llp> = (1 —¢)?cR, and thus
NG (mUnTS,TL SmnUn — m1p> = (1 - ¢)%R.
n ’ n—p—1

Equivalently, v/m (U,] S}, ,,SmnUn — 1) = (1
that of vec ((1 —¢)?R) is (1 —¢)*0(I2 + P,) =
2.1 Sym holds for G = I > + P,.

¢)?R. Since the covariance matrix of vec(R) is 0(I2 + P,),

(1—c¢)(Ip2 + Pp,). Therefore, by Slutsky’s theorem, Condition

7.27 PCA after Sketching with i.i.d. Gaussian Matrices

Here we present how our result from Section 3.4 simplifies for a Gaussian sketch, recovering results of
Anderson (1963) for individual eigenvalues.

Corollary 7.8 (Inference for Eigenvalues and Eigenvectors with i.i.d. Gaussian Sketching). Let (X,)n>1

satisfy Condition 2.2 B, and the sketching matrices ml/QSm,n have i.i.d. standard normal entries. Then,

mas_q

mA (Amn _ An) = N(0,1), (101)

2 m,n,t

and for any vector ¢ € SP~! satisfying lim supn_mo(chnﬂ-)2 <1,
. —-1/2

Am n zAm n ~ ~
S T | i~ ) = NO,D). (102)
m,n,k

vin [ -

ki (Am,n,i -

This result is implied by Theorem 3.14.

7.28 Additional Experimental Results

In this section, we present some additional experimental results. For each setting, we use 500 Monte Carlo
trials. For the simulated datasets given in Section 5, we use p = 15,n = 2048,c¢ = (1,0,...,0)T as in the
figures in the main text, and vary m from 200 to 1600.

In Figures 8 and 9, we show coverage results of 95% intervals using sketched PCA and LS, for various
sketching methods and datasets; along with 95% Clopper-Pearson intervals for the coverage. We provide
details in the figure caption.

In Figure 10, we show the empirical variances of sketched PCA solutions over 500 Monte Carlo trials
using various sketching methods and datasets.
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Figure 8: Coverage rates of A, and ¢' vy in a variety of cases, using the same protocol as in Figure 3: (a)
k=2, Case 1. (b) k=1, Case 2. (c) k=1, Case 3. (d) k=1, HGDP dataset.
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