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Abstract

Random Projections have been widely used to generate embeddings for various
graph tasks due to their computational efficiency. The majority of applications
have been justified through the Johnson-Lindenstrauss Lemma. In this paper, we
take a step further and investigate how well dot product and cosine similarity are
preserved by Random Projections. Our analysis provides new theoretical results,
identifies pathological cases, and tests them with numerical experiments. We
find that, for nodes of lower or higher degrees, the method produces especially
unreliable embeddings for the dot product, regardless of whether the adjacency
or the (normalized version) transition is used. With respect to the statistical
noise introduced by Random Projections, we show that cosine similarity produces
remarkably more precise approximations.

1 Introduction

Random projections (RP) provide a simple and elegant approach to dimensionality reduction [36].
Leveraging concentration of measure phenomena in high-dimensional statistics [37], RP’s rely on
the well-known Johnson-Lindenstrauss (JL) Lemma [21, 12] to provide data-independent guarantees
for approximation quality. As originally developed, the JL showed that Euclidean distances between
any two points in a dataset are preserved with high probability if their vectors are projected using
appropriately constructed random matrices. Remarkably, the JL Lemma shows that the required
projection dimension of the random matrix needs to grow only logarithmically with the ambient
dimension of the dataset. As such, the JL Lemma has found wide application in diverse fields such
as information retrieval [24, 19], machine learning [14, 8, 6, 9, 27], privacy [26, 38], and numerical
linear algebra [17, 28].

In the context of graphs, the JL Lemma can be applied to generate low-dimensional encodings of a
node’s connectivity to other nodes in the graph. In that case, nodes are usually represented as vectors
extracted as the rows of a connectivity matrix [18], which is obtained from the adjacency matrix (or
some function of it). For example, it is known that the entries of the power of an adjacency matrix
encode the number of walks of length of that prescribed power between any two nodes [29]. Likewise,
the transition matrix can be used to compute the corresponding random-walk probability between
any pair of nodes [4]. This notion is key to algorithms such as PageRank [30], which computes the
steady-state random walk probability as the limit of a weighted sum over all possible lengths. In these
cases, although the adjacency matrix is typically sparse –in that it registers only first-order immediate
neighbors– higher-order connectivity matrices will often become dense and pose representation
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challenges in term of the storage space required. We recall that the inherent dimensionality of
such representations based on connectivity matrices would otherwise grow quadratically with the
number of nodes in the graph, which in practical data applications is often of the order of millions
or higher [34]. To that end, random projections consists of a promising dimensionality reduction
approach. In the context of representation learning, the use of random projections to generate node
embeddings for graphs was introduced in [39] and further developed in [10], becoming a popular and
fast way to produce embeddings.

Previous work on random projections has focused predominantly on proposing alternative random
projection matrix constructions and seeking sparser configurations (e.g., based on Rademacher
random variables) [15, 20, 1]. Other works have been dedicated to obtaining tighter bounds for the
preservation of Euclidean distance [32, 25]. In the case of the dot product as a similarity metric, a
relevant study has obtained general guarantees with depending on the angle between the vectors [22].
Other similar studies have focused on the preservation of margin for as a quantity of interest in the
formulation of support vector machines [31]. Additional contributions have been achieved in the
analysis of clustering [3, 11, 7].

In this paper, we provide an in-depth analysis of the behavior of three types of similarities used
in Random Projections for graphs: (i) inner product with adjacency matrices, (ii) inner product
with transition matrices, and (iii) cosine similarity. We propose a rotation argument based on the
Gram-Schmidt orthogonalization procedure to achieve novel asymptotic and finite-sample results
for Gaussian random projection matrices. We show that, in case of inner-product similarity, the JL
Lemma becomes data dependent. Specifically, it yields weaker guarantees in the important case
of similarities between nodes of low and high degrees. Contrary to intuition, such guarantees fail
not only for the inner product with adjacency matrix, but also for the transition matrix (i.e., where
the input data is row-normalized). Although occurring particularly between nodes of high and low
degrees, such fail modes can be crucial in practical applications due to the influential roles high-degree
nodes exert in their graphs.

The structure of this paper is as follows. In Section 2, we introduce three versions of the JL Lemma
used in our analysis. In Section 3, we translate our results in terms of graphs and identify key issues
in dot product similarity for nodes having low or high degrees. In Section 4, we develop results for
the specific use of random projection in ranking, and illustrate its consequences with a real graph
dataset from Wikipedia. Finally, we provide an extensive appendix with detailed proofs of our results.

2 Three versions of Johnson-Lindenstrauss Lemma

In this section, we will recall the original version of the JL Lemma for the norm (and Euclidean
distance), to then expand it and state new results for the dot product and the cosine similarity.

In general, a random matrix R = [Rij ] ∈ Rq×n is used, where (Rij : i = 1, . . . , n, j = 1, . . . , d) are
i.i.d. normal random variables with mean zero and variance 1/q. The sequence of vectors p1, . . . , pk
in Rn is then mapped to vectors Rp1, . . . , Rpk in Rq .

We will also include an asymptotic result which will give us a better understanding of the limita-
tions Johnson-Lindenstrauss type results provide. To clarify the notation Yq

a∼ N (µ, σ
2

q ) means
Yq−µ

σ

√
q

d→ N (0, 1) as q → ∞. The " a∼" is interpreted as meaning an approximate distribution for
large q.

2.1 Preserving the norm

Proposition 2.1. (a) For every i, j we have ∥Rpj − Rpi∥2
a∼ N

(
∥pj − pi∥2, 2q∥pj − pi∥4

)
. (b)

Let ε, δ ∈ (0, 1), and p1, . . . , pk be non-zero vectors in Rn. For

q ≥ 4

ε2
log

[
k2

δ

]
(1)

the inequality
(1− ε)∥pi − pj∥2 ≤ ∥R(pi − pj)∥2 ≤ (1 + ε)∥pi − pj∥2 (2)

holds for all i < j with probability at least 1− δ.
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Proof. (a) follows from Corollary C.4. if we set u = v = p1 − p2. (b) is the statement of the original
Johnson-Lindestrauss Lemma. (See statement of Theorem D.16 and discussion before.)

If P = p(A) or P = p(T ), the differences of rows are preserved with an ε-relative error with high
probability:

−ε ≤ ∥Xv∗ −Xu∗∥2

∥Pv∗ − Pu∗∥2
− 1 =

∥RP t
v∗ −RP t

u∗∥2

∥Pv∗ − Pu∗∥2
− 1 ≤ ε.

This result has been used to justify (Xv∗ : v ∈ V ) as the embedding for the graph. Note that, we
only have a relative error guarantees here and it is difficult to control and interpret the value of
∥Pv∗ − Pu∗∥.

2.2 Preserving the dot product

In many cases, as in the case of large graphs the dot product is a better and a more interpretable
quantity. Many papers (see [22]) calculate bounds of the dot product using formulas of the type:
(Ry,Rz) = 1

4 (∥Ry +Rz∥2 − ∥Rz −Ry∥2) and Johnson-Lindenstrauss Lemma bounds for
∥R(y + z)∥, ∥R(y − z)∥. (3)

Using the rotation argument as described in §B we improve these results (for more on improvement
see §C.5). Similar as in Proposition 2.1 we are also providing an asymptotic result.
Proposition 2.2. (a) For every i, j we have

(Rpi, Rpj)
a∼ N

(
(pi, pj),

1

q
[∥pj∥2∥pi∥2 + (pj , pi)

2]

)
. (4)

(b) Let ε ∈ (0, 1) and δ ∈ (0, 1), then for q ≥ 4 · 1+ε
ε2 log k(k−1)

δ we have that
|(Rpj , Rpi)− (pj , pi)| < ε∥pj∥∥pi∥ for i < j with probability at least 1− δ.

Proof. (a) is the statement of Corollary C.4. (b) the statement of Theorem C.11.

We can notice, for example if pi and pj are orthogonal or (pi, pj) is small the ∥pi∥∥pj∥ can be a large
real number. Hence by just knowing the dot product we have very little control on the size of the
error in both parts (a) and (b) of Proposition 2.2. In case of large networks it is difficult to control the
norm of the rows in the matrix P = p(A), so practitioners often use P = p(T ). We will discuss in
§3.1 and §3.2 how this can lead to problems, precisely because of the inability to control the variance
in (4).

2.3 Preserving the cosine similarity

Cosine similarity of two x and y vectors given by cos(x, y) = (x,y)
∥x∥∥y∥ , is also a popular quantity

to measure similarity. Although random projections have been studied extensively, there are not
many papers that include consideration of the cosine similarity. Furthermore, the mathematical
and theoretical statistics literature on cosine similarity alone is extremely rare. For example, the
MathSciNet one of the leading indexing services for mathematical sciences found only 34 papers
related to cosine similarity.

The following is again a consequence of the rotation argument presented in §B.
Proposition 2.3. (a) For all i, j such that pi ̸= 0 and pj ̸= 0 we have:

cos(Rpi, Rpi)
a∼ N

(
cos(pi, pj),

1

q
(1− cos2(pi, pj))

2

)
. (5)

(b) Let ε ∈ (0, 0.05], δ ∈ (0, 1) and p1, . . . , pk be non-zero vectors in Rn. For

q ≥
2 ln

[
2k(k−1)

(
1+ ε2

4

)
δ

]
ln
[
1 + ε2

2(1+ε
√
2)

] (6)

the inequality |cos(Rpj , Rpi)− cos(pj , pi)| ≤ ε(1−cos(pj , pi)
2) holds for all i < j with probability

at least 1− δ.

3



Proof. (a) is the statement of Theorem D.5. (b) is a modified statement of Theorem D.13.

Note that Proposition 2.3 give us guarantees that error between the projected value and original value
is absolute. Additionally the closer | cos(pj , pi)| is to 1 the error is smaller.

Regarding the dimension value in (6) and other comparisons with known results the reader can find
more in §D.5.

3 Random projections for graphs

In this section, we will translate our results to graph terminology and show their implication on the
quality of the embeddings produced by random projections. In the case of large graphs G = (V,E),
Random Projections have been applied to polynomials of the adjacency matrix A and transition
matrix T . If R is a random matrix generated in a specific way, then X = p(A)Rt or X = p(T )Rt

preserve many of the properties p(A) and p(T ), for a matrix polynomial p(X) =
∑l

j=1 αjX
j .

An additional benefit is that p(A)Rt and p(T )Rt can be calculated faster than p(A) and p(T ). Things
get even more useful in the case of heterogeneous graphs, where we have polynomials of several
variables associated with the so-called metapaths [33].

For P = p(A) or P = p(T ), the interpretation is that for u, v ∈ V reluv := Pv∗P
t
u∗ is the relevance

between u and v, then
relRuv := Xv∗X

t
u∗ ≈ Pv∗P

t
u∗. (7)

In this case, a vertex v in the graph is represented by the embedding Xv∗. We refer to this method
as RP DotProduct. Due to the noise in the system we will show that for the large sparse graph the
assumption (7) will fail in two important cases:

• In case of P = A for a low degree node v, Xv∗Xu∗ will overvalue Pv∗P
t
u∗ for many high

degree nodes u.
• In case of P = T for a high degree node u, Xv∗Xu∗ will overvalue Pu∗P

t
v∗ for many low

degree nodes v.

In contrast to the above, we will show that
Xv∗X

t
u∗

∥Xv∗∥∥Xu∗∥
≈ Pv∗P

t
u∗

∥Pv∗∥∥Pu∗∥
. (8)

holds more consistently. This is why we propose to use Xv∗
∥Xv∗∥ as the embedding for a vertex v. We

will call this method RP CosSimilarity.

To develop our specific results, we begin by denoting, for all u, v ∈ V :

• du :=
∑

w∈V Auw, the degree of the vertex u,

• nuv := Au∗A
t
v∗, the 2-hop connectivity between u and v, corresponding to the number of

paths of length two between those vertices.

The following lemma provides basic information about nuv .
Lemma 3.1. The following statements hold:

(a) For all u ∈ V we have
du ≤ nuu ≤ d2u. (9)

(b) For all u, v ∈ V we have
nuv
dudv

= Tu∗T
t
v∗. (10)

Proof. Since all entries of the matrix A are nonnegative integers: nuu =
∑

w∈V A
2
uw ≥∑

w∈V Auw = du. On the other hand,

d2u =

(∑
w∈V

Auw

)2

≥
∑
w∈V

A2
uw = Au∗A

t
u∗ = nuu.

4



Note, Tu∗ = 1
du
Au∗ for all u ∈ V . Hence, Tu∗T t

v∗ =
Au∗A

t
v∗

dudv
= nuv

dudv
. This shows (a) and (b).

Further, we note that du has a linear dependence on the entries of A, while nu,v has a quadratic one.
Thus, in order to relate du to nuv , we define the following graph-wide property:

M := max
u,v∈V

nuv
dv

. (11)

This property will enable our results to generalize to weighted adjacency matrices A ∈ (Z+
0 )

n×n. In
particular, we observe that if A ∈ {0, 1}n×n, then M = 1. Further, M ≤ maxu,v∈V Au,v.

Next, we will define what does it mean for the node to be of high or low degree in the context of this
paper. Let

Lc := {v ∈ V : dv ≤ c}. (12)

These will be called the nodes of low degree. In particular, for a graph following a power law
distribution, Lc will contain the majority of the nodes. Conversely, let

HM
c := {u ∈ V : du ≥M2cq}. (13)

We will call this set nodes of the high degree. We are interested analysing graphs where n = |V | is
large using Johnson-Lindenstrauss type of results. For that, we consider q = O(log n). Under the
assumption of the power law distribution, we have |HM

c |
n ∼ C[log n]−α for some α > 0. Hence, for

large n, the set HM
c should have a number of nodes on the order of O(n[log n]−α).

3.1 RP Dot Product when P = A

We will now apply results discussed in §2.2 to show that inner-product similarity for P = A will
produce especially poor approximations for vertices u ∈ HM

c and v ∈ Lc.
Theorem 3.2. Let X = ARt. Then, the following claims hold:
(a) Asymptotic result. For u, v ∈ V

Xu∗X
t
v∗

a∼ N
(
nuv,

nuunvv + n2uv
q

)
, (14)

(b) Finite-sample result. For ε ∈ (0, 1) and δ ∈ (0, 1) if q ≥ 1+ε
ε log

[
n(n−1)

δ

]
then

max
u,v∈V

|Xu∗X
t
v∗ − nuv|√
nuunvv

< ε (15)

holds with probability at least 1− δ.

Proof. Since Xu∗ = Au∗R
t and Xv∗ = Av∗R

t, the claim (a) follows from (4) and parts (a) and (b)
of Lemma 3.1. Since n = k = ∥V ∥, claim (b) follows from part (b) of Proposition 2.2.

Let us fix v ∈ Lc and look at the set {Xu∗X
t
v∗ : u ∈ Hc}. We will show that these calculations can

severely overvalue (or undervalue) the relevance values {Au∗A
t
v∗ : u ∈ Hc} they approximate. This

will be a consequence of the two following lemmas.
Lemma 3.3. If v ∈ Lc and u ∈ HM

c , then the standard deviation in (14) is greater than Mdv , i.e.:

Mdv ≤

√
nuunvv + n2uv

q
(16)

Proof. We have

nuunvv + n2uv
q

(9)
≥ dudv + n2uv

q

u∈Hc

≥ M2cqdv + n2uv
q

≥M2cdv
v∈Lc

≥ (Mdv)
2.

5



Lemma 3.4. If v ∈ Lc such and u ∈ Hc, the standard deviation in (14) is greater than its expectation,
i.e.:

nuv ≤

√
nuunvv + n2uv

q
. (17)

Proof. We have √
nuunvv + n2uv

q

(16)
≥ Mdv

(11)
≥ nuv.

Using Lemmas 3.3 and 3.4, we can produce the one-sigma confidence interval

[nuv −Mdv, nuv +Mdv]

in which we can expect Xu∗X
t
v∗ to take values with less than 69% probability. This means that

getting a value outside that interval is not unlikely. In that case, from (11), we know such values will
more than double nuv or be less than 0, a poor approximation. On the other hand, if we look at the
values (Xw∗X

t
v∗ : w ∈ Lc), we can see that the variance in (14) is bounded as

nwwnvv + n2wv

q

(9)
≤ d2wd

2
v + d2wd

2
v

q

w,v∈Lc

≤ c4
2

q
.

Hence, in this case we can produce the three-sigma interval[
nwv − 3c2

√
2

q
, nwv + 3c2

√
2

q

]
,

where Xw∗X
t
v∗ will take values with more than 99% probability, which is a small deviation.

Further, setting the random projection dimension q according to (2.2), i.e.,

q =

⌈
1 + ε

ε
log

[
n(n− 1)

δ

]⌉
,

we fulfill the finite-sample result in part (b) of Theorem 3.2. However, for large values of
√
nuunvv

(c.f., the denominator of 15), we note that the bounds in (15) become looser, thus larger approximation
errors ensue. This will happen for vertices u ∈ HM

c , since nuu ≥ du. As a simple numerical
illustration, assume A ∈ {0, 1}n×n such that nuu = du and nvv = dv. Let ε = 10−2 , du = 107,
dv = 10 and nuv = 1. Then, (15) yields Xu∗X

t
v∗ ∈ (1− 100, 1 + 100).

3.2 RP Dot Product when P = T

To avoid problems arising from higher degree nodes or higher powers of A, practitioners often
consider the transition matrix T , since it consists of a normalized version of A. We will show that
even in this case (and similarly to the previous section), random projections may yield especially
poor approximations for vertices u ∈ HM

c and v ∈ Lc.

Theorem 3.5. Let X = TRt. The following statements hold:
(a) Asymptotic result. For u, v ∈ V

Xu∗X
t
v∗

a∼ N

(
nuv
dudv

,
1

q

[
nuunvv
d2ud

2
v

+

(
nuv
dudv

)2
])

, (18)

(b) Finite sample result. For ε ∈ (0, 1) and δ ∈ (0, 1), if q ≥ 1+ε
ε log

[
n(n−1)

δ

]
, then

max
u,v∈V

|Xu∗X
t
v∗ − nuv

dudv
|

√
nuunvv

dudv

< ε (19)

holds with probability at least 1− δ.

6



Proof. Since Xu∗ = Tu∗R
t and Xv∗ = Tv∗R

t, claim (a) follows from (4) and parts (a) and (b) of
Lemma 3.1. Since n = k = |V |, claim (b) follows from part (b) of Proposition 2.2.

Similarly to §3.1, we will fix u ∈ Hc and look at the values {Xu∗X
t
v∗ : v ∈ Lc} that may

misapproximate { nuv

dudv
: v ∈ Lc}.

Lemma 3.6. (a) For u, v ∈ V and v satisfying (11) we have

nuv
dudv

≤ M

du
, (20)

and √
nvv
dv

1√
du

≤
√
nuunvv
dudv

≤
√
M

dv

1√
du
. (21)

(b) For u ∈ HM
c and v ∈ Lc we have

M

du
≤

√√√√1

q

[
nuunvv
d2ud

2
v

+

(
nu,v
dudv

)2
]
.

Proof. For (20), we multiply the inequality (11) with (du)
−1. Similarly, (b) follows from (16) by

multiplying this inequality with (dudv)
−1. We have dv

(9)
≤ nvv

(11)
≤ Mdv. Multiplying the last

inequality by nuu

dudv
and taking square roots the claim (21) follows.

Corollary 3.7. If v ∈ Lc such that v satisfies (11) and u ∈ HM
c , then the standard deviation in (18)

is greater than its expectation, i.e.,

nuv
dudv

≤

√√√√1

q

[
nuunvv
d2ud

2
v

+

(
nu,v
dudv

)2
]
. (22)

Proof. From Lemma (3.6) we have (22) and the claim follows.

Hence, if (11) is satisfied for all v ∈ V , when can generate the one-sigma interval[
nuv
dudv

− M

du
,
nuv
dudv

+
M

du

]
,

in which (Xu∗X
t
v∗ : v ∈ Lc) will take values with probability of less than 69%. This means that

getting a value outside that interval is not unlikely. In that case, similarly to §3.1, we know from (11)
that such values will either double nuv

dudv
or be less than 0, a poor approximation.

As in §3.1, we set q =
⌈
1+ε
ε log

[
n(n−1)

δ

]⌉
such that part (b) of Theorem 3.5 holds. We note

that nuv

dudv
in the numerator of (19) depends on du with order (du)−1, as can be seen from (20).

Conversely, its denominator has a lower-order dependence (du)
− 1

2 , as can be seen from (21). Thus,
higher values of du lead to an unfavorable regime in which the guarantees from Theorem 3.5
become increasingly weaker. As a simple numerical illustration, we assume A ∈ {0, 1}n×n so that
nuu = du and nvv = dv, and let ε = 10−2 , du = 107, dv = 10 and nuv = 1. Then, (19) yields
Xu∗X

t
v∗ ∈ 10−8(1− 100, 1 + 100).

3.3 RP Cosine Similarity

In this section, we build on our analysis of cosine similarity under random projections introduced in
§2.3 and §B. We show how its asymptotic and finite-sample behaviors yield, for vertices u ∈ HM

c
and v ∈ Lc, significantly better approximations than those of RP Dot Product when P = A and when
P = T . We begin by showing that it will not matter for RP Cosine Similarity if we take P = A or
P = T .

7



Lemma 3.8. For all u, v ∈ V we have

cos(Tu∗R
t, Tv∗R

t) = cos(Au∗R
t, Av∗R

t) and cos(Tu∗, Tv∗) = cos(Au∗, Av∗) =
nuv√
nuunvv

.

Proof. First equality follows from

Tu∗RR
tT t

v∗
∥Tu∗Rt∥∥Tv∗Rt∥

=
(d−1

u Au∗)R
tR(d−1

v At
v∗)

∥d−1
u Au∗Rt∥∥d−1

v Av∗Rt∥
=

Au∗R
tRAt

v∗
∥Au∗R∥∥Av∗R∥

Using parts (a) and (b) of Lemma 3.1 we can calculate that cos(Au∗, Av∗) = nuv√
nuunvv

and
cos(Tu∗, Tv∗) =

nuv√
nuunvv

.

We will state our main result for this method now.
Theorem 3.9. For X = PRt the following claims hold:
(a) Asymptotic result. For u, v ∈ V

cos(Xu∗, Xv∗) ∼ N

(
nuv√
nuunvv

,
1

q

(
1− n2uv

nuunvv

)2
)

(23)

(b) Finite-sample result. Let ε ∈ (0, 0.05] and δ ∈ (0, 1). If

q ≥
2 ln

[
2n(n−1)

(
1+ ε2

4

)
δ

]
ln
[
1 + ε2

2(1+ε
√
2)

] .

then ∣∣∣∣cos(Xu∗, Xv∗)−
nuv√
nuunvv

∣∣∣∣ ≤ ε

(
1− n2uv

nuunvv

)
holds for all u, v ∈ V with probability at least 1− δ.

Proof. Claim (a) follows from Lemma 3.8 and part (a) of Proposition 2.3. Claim (b) follows from
Lemma 3.8 and setting k = n = |V | in part (b) of Proposition 2.3.

Let us compare the asymptotic result for cosine similarity with the previous cases. From (23), we can
produce a three-sigma interval[

cos(Pu∗, Pv∗)−
3
√
q
(1− cos2(Pu∗, Pv∗)), cos(Pu∗, Pv∗) +

3
√
q
(1− cos2(Pu∗, Pv∗))

]
where cos(Xu∗, Xv∗) is expected to take values with 99% probability. Differently from the previous
cases, we see that the interval endpoints do not depend on the node degrees. Thus, for a reasonably
large q, the value of cos(Pu∗, Pv∗) will be well approximated. Further, the closer cos(Pu∗, Pv∗) is
to 1, the smaller the standard deviation, and the narrower the confidence interval. The confidence
interval is the widest when cos(Pu∗, Pv∗) = 0 and in that case it can happen that it takes negative
values under random projections, but this is likely not to be lower than − 3√

q .

With Theorem 3.9, we can state the following additional properties.
Proposition 3.10. (a) cos(Xu∗, Xv∗) ∈ [−1, 1] for all u, v ∈ V .

(b) Almost surely cos(Xu∗, Xv∗) = ±1 if and only if cos(Pu∗, Pv∗) = ±1.

(c) For ε ∈ (0, 0.05] and δ ∈ (0, 1), if

q ≥
2 ln

[
2n(n−1)

(
1+ ε2

4

)
δ

]
ln
[
1 + ε2

2(1+ε
√
2)

] ,

then
cos(Xu∗, Xv∗) ∈ [cos(Pu∗, Pv∗)− ε, cos(Pu∗, Pv∗) + ε]

for all u, v ∈ V with probability 1− δ.

8



Proof. Part (a) follows by definition of cosine similarity. Part (b) is the statement of Corollary D.2.
Part (c) follows from Theorem 3.9 part (b) since

0 ≤ 1− n2uv
nuunvv

= 1− cos2(Pu∗, Pv∗) ≤ 1.

Part (b) of Proposition 3.10 tells us that random projection will preserve values of exactly 1. Part (c)
Proposition 3.10 provides the desired property of uniformity for the absolute error on the difference
between the estimate and the true value with respect to node degrees.

4 Application to ranking

Here, we specialize the results presented in the Section 3 to a ranking application. We will see that
the three aforementioned forms of approximating relevance with random projections can lead to
unexpected outcomes.

Recall that, for polynomials P = p(A) or P = p(T ), the interpretation is that for u, v ∈ V

reluv := Pv∗P
t
u∗.

For computational reasons, we apply the random projection X = PRt and work with

relRuv := Xv∗X
t
u∗, (24)

under the assumption that relRuv ≈ reluv .

We will next examine what happens if we fix w ∈ V and use the approximate (relRwh : h ∈ V ) for
ranking. For this, we will use the well-known NDCG metric:NDCGw@l :=

DCGR
w@l

DCGw@l where

DCGR
w@l :=

∑
h:rankR

w(h)≤l

relwh

log(rankRw(h) + 1)
and DCGw@l :=

∑
h:rankw(h)≤l

relwh

log(rankw(h) + 1)
.

The following Theorem will help us quantify how often can the approximation (relRwh flip the order
of relevance between nodes u and v with respect to w.

Theorem 4.1. Let u, v ∈ V be such that relwu > relwv . Then,

P(relRwu < relRwv) = P

(
Tq >

cos(Pw∗, Pu∗ − Pv∗)
√
q√

1− cos2(Pw∗, Pu∗ − Pv∗)

)
(25)

where Tq is the t-distribution with parameter q.

Proof. From the assumption, we have that (Pw∗, Pu∗ − Pv∗) > 0. Hence, using Proposition C.1 the
claim follows.

The following lemma will help us in our considerations.

Lemma 4.2. If x and y are orthogonal vectors in Rn, we have

cos(x, x− y)√
1− cos2(x, x− y)

=
∥x∥
∥y∥

. (26)

Proof. Using (x, y) = 0, we have

cos(x, x− y) =
(x, x− y)

∥x∥∥x− y∥
=

∥x∥2

∥x∥
√

∥x∥2 + ∥y∥2
=

∥x∥√
∥x∥2 + ∥y∥2

.

Now, it is not difficult to show
√
1− cos2(x, x− y) = ∥y∥√

∥x∥2+∥y∥2
. Hence, (26) follows.
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4.1 Instability of Ranking for DotProduct with P = A

Let w = v ∈ Lc. The relevance value will have a bound.

Proposition 4.3. For all u ∈ V :
relvu = nvu ≤Mdv. (27)

Proof. The result follows from definition of nuv and (11).

For a node of low degree, the relevance has to be low. However, this might not be the case for their
approximation.

Corollary 4.4. For v ∈ Lc and u ∈ HM
c , we have relRvv

a∼ N
(
nvv,

2n2
vv

q

)
and relRvu will have a

nonnegative expectation with the standard deviation greater than Mdv .

Proof. Follows from Theorem 3.2 and Lemma 3.3

The last result tells us that relRvv will have values in[
nvv

(
1− 3

√
2

q

)
, nvv

(
1 + 3

√
2

q

)]
with more than 99%. This means, for example if q ≥ 100, rRvu ∈ [1.5Mdv,∞) ⊂[
nvv

(
1 + 3

√
2
q

)
,∞
)

can happen with probability P(N (0, 1) > 1.5) ≈ 6.7%. For higher q,

this probability will be higher. Roughly, we can anticipate that relvvR < relRvu when relvv > relvu
happens more frequently.

The following result will show that this can happen more often than we want.

Corollary 4.5. Let v ∈ Lc and u ∈ HM
c be two vertices with no common neighbors, i.e. such that

relvv > 0 and relvu = 0. Then

P(relRvv < relRvu) > P(Tq > 1) ≈ 15.8%.

Remark 4.6. The previous estimate is based on the fact that for q ≥ 30, in practice, N (0, 1) is taken
as an approximation for Tq .

Proof. Since Pv∗P
t
u∗ = 0, we have, by (26),

cos(Pw∗, Pu∗ − Pv∗)√
1− cos2(Pw∗, Pu∗ − Pv∗)

=
∥Pv∗∥
∥Pu∗∥

.

Hence, Theorem 4.1 gives us

P(relRvv < relRvu) = P
(
Tq >

∥Pv∗∥
∥Pu∗∥

√
q

)
. (28)

Further,
∥Pv∗∥
∥Pu∗∥

√
q =

√
nvvq

nuu

(11)
≤
√
Mdvq

nuu

v∈Lc

≤
√
Mcq

nuu

(9)
≤
√
Mcq

du

u∈HM
c

≤ 1.

From the last estimate we have P
(
Tq > ∥Pv∗∥

∥Pu∗∥
√
q
)

≥ P (Tq > 1) and the claim follows from
(28).

Similar results would follow if we took two vertices w, v of low degree with many common neighbors
and a high degree vertex u that has no common neighbors with w and v. For simpler calculations, we
took w = v.
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4.2 Instability of Ranking for DotProduct with For P = T

Let w = u ∈ HM
c . The relevance value will have a bound.

Proposition 4.7. For all v ∈ V :

reluv =
nuv
dudv

≤ M

du
(29)

Proof. The result follows from (10) and Lemma 3.6 (a).

Note that the value on the right in (29) can be particularly small for a high degree du. However, the
estimate might be larger than that.

Corollary 4.8. For u ∈ HM
c and v ∈ Lc we have relRuu

a∼ N
(

nuu

d2
u
,
2n2

uu

d4
uq

)
and relRuv will have a

nonnegative expectation with the standard deviation greater than M
du

.

Proof. Follows from Theorem 3.5 and Lemma 3.6 (b).

The last result tells us that relRuu will have values in[
nuu
d2u

(
1− 3

√
2

q

)
,
nuu
d2u

(
1 + 3

√
2

q

)]
with more than 99%. This means, for example if q ≥ 100, rRuu ∈ [1.5M

du
,∞) ⊂[

nuu

d2
u

(
1 + 3

√
2
q

)
,∞
)

can happen with probability P(N (0, 1) > 1.5) ≈ 6.7%.

For higher q, this probability will be higher. Roughly, we can anticipate that relRuu < relRuv happens
when reluu > reluv frequently. The following result will show that this can happen more often than
we want.

Corollary 4.9. Let u ∈ HM
c and v ∈ Lc be two vertices with no common neighbors, i.e. such that

reluu > 0 and reluv = 0. Then

P(relRuu < relRuv) > P(Tq > 1) ≈ 15.8%.

Proof. Since Pu∗P
t
v∗ = 0, using the same arguments as in (28) we get

P(relRuu < relRuv) = P
(
Tq >

∥Pu∗∥
∥Pv∗∥

√
q

)
. (30)

Further,

∥Pu∗∥
∥Pv∗∥

√
q =

√
nuu/d2u√
nvv/d2v

√
p =

dv
√
nuu

du
√
nvv

√
q

(9)
≤
dv
√
nuu

du
√
dv

√
q =

√
dvnuuq

du

(11)
≤

√
dvMduq

du

=

√
dvMq

du

v∈Lc

≤
√
Mcq

du

u∈HM
c

≤ 1.

From the last estimate we have P
(
Tq > ∥Pv∗∥

∥Pu∗∥
√
q
)
≥ P (Tq > 1) and the claim follows from (30)

and Remark 4.6.

Similar results would follow if we took two verticesw, u of high degree with many common neighbors
and a low degree vertex v that has no common neighbors with w and u. For simpler calculations, we
took w = u.
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4.3 Stability of Ranking for Cosine similarity when P = A or P = T

In both cases for the dot product, with respect to a given node, when using random projection for
relevance estimation, a node of low relevance can be estimated with higher relevance than the node
of low relevance. We will show that with cosine similarity this is less likely to happen.

In the case of cosine similarity, for relevance we use reluv = cos(Pu∗, Pv∗) and relRuv =
cos(Xu∗, Xv∗). From Proposition 3.10, the next result follows.

Proposition 4.10. For all u ∈ V reluu = relRuu = 1. Further, both the relevance (reluv : u, v ∈ V )

and the approximation (relRuv : u, v ∈ V ) can be at most 1.

This gives us a clear interpretation of the relevance: a value of 1 implies a strong connection between
node, and one that is is preserved; a value of 0 implies no neighbor overlap.

Corollary 4.11. For u, v, w, h ∈ V , the following holds.

(a) If ruv = 0, then reluu = 1 > 0 = ruv and relRuu > relRuv almost surely.

(b) Under the conditions of Proposition 3.10, if reluv − relwh > 2ε, then P(relRuv > relRwh) ≥ 1− δ.

Proof. (a) From Proposition 4.10 we have reluu = relRuu = 1. Since relRuv is a continuous random
variable, P(relRuv = 1) = 0. Hence,

1 = P(relRuv ≤ 1) = P(relRuv < 1) + P(relRuv = 1) = P(relRuv < 1) + 0 = P(relRuv < 1).

(b) With probability 1− δ, we have relRuv > reluv − ε and relwh + ε > relRwh. Therefore, relRuv >
reluv − ε > (relwh + 2ε)− εrelwh + ε > relRwh.

Part (a) of Corollary 4.11 shows that the phenomenon from Corollaries 4.5 and 4.9 does not happen
in the case of cosine similarity. Part (b) of Corollary 4.11 shows stability, i.e., if two relevance values
are not close, their estimate will highly likely keep their order. Part (a) of Theorem 3.9 provides
similar asymptotic guarantees for stability.

The computational experiments in the next section will show, using real graphs, that the standard
measure for ranking NDCG will depend on node degrees in the case of the dot product for both
P = A and P = T , while it will be stable in case of the cosine similarity.

4.4 Computational Experiments

We illustrate the results developed in the previous section for a ranking application over a real graph.
We consider the Gleich/wikipedia-20060925 dataset1 from the University of Florida Sparse Matrix
Collection [13]. It consists of a web crawling extraction of Wikipedia with 2, 983, 494 vertices (web
pages) and 37, 269, 096 edges (web links), wherein A(i, j) = 1 if page i links to page j, and 0
otherwise.

We wish to evaluate the effect of R on the ranking of nodes induced by their connectivity through
common neighbors. The original relevance between nodes u and v, denoted relu,v, is computed as
a function of vectors Pu, Pv ∈ Rn obtained from their respective rows of A (or T ). We denote the
approximated relevance obtained through R as relRu,v, and consider the three variants of similarity
discussed in this paper: (i) RP Dot Product when P = A, (ii) RP Dot Product when P = T , and (iii)
RP Cosine Similarity.

To compare the rankings induced the original and approximated relevances, we proceed as follows.
For a node i, we define a ranking vector rKi :=

[
reli,(ℓ) : ℓ = 1, . . . ,K

]
, where the parenthesized

index ℓ denotes the ℓ-th largest element according to the relative order induced by the relevances.
Likewise, we set r̂Ki :=

[
relRi,(ℓ) : ℓ = 1, . . . ,K

]
to consider the ranking from the approximated

relevances. Then, we compare rKi with r̂Ki by computing their normalized discounted cumulative
gain at K = 10, which we define as ηi := NDCG(rKi , r̂

K
i ).

1https://www.cise.ufl.edu/research/sparse/ matrices/Gleich/wikipedia-20060925.html
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Figure 1: Distribution of ηi := NDCG(rKi , r̂
K
i ),K = 10, versus node degree di. We consider

RP Dot Product when P = A, denoted ηAi , and RP Cosine Similarity, denoted ηCi , both with
random projection dimension p = 256. The dotted line marks the lowest value observed for ηCi , of
approximately 0.7. It can be seen that ηAi often takes low values for lower degrees (region below
dotted line), especially when log2(di) ≤ 6.
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Figure 2: Distribution of ηi := NDCG(rKi , r̂
K
i ),K = 10, versus node degree di. We consider

RP Dot Product when P = T , denoted ηTi , and RP Cosine Similarity, denoted ηCi , both with
random projection dimension p = 256. The dotted line marks the lowest value observed for ηCi ,
of approximately 0.7. In contrast, it can be seen that ηTi often takes low values for higher degrees
(region below dotted line), especially when log2(di) ≥ 4.
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Because the number of possible pairwise node combinations is large, we evaluate a representative
sample of the nodes using a stratified sampling strategy. To assure a meaningful mixture of node
degrees, we split the set of nodes into three segments of size L = 1× 106 (low, medium, and high)
based on their ordered degrees. Then, we select nodes into three subsets by sampling m = 300 out of
L nodes without replacement from each of these segments, and take S = Slow ∪ Smed ∪ Shigh as our
evaluation sample. Finally, for each node i in S (and with respect to every other node j in S), we
compute ηAi , ηTi , and ηCi considering the three types of similarity defined previously.

With the previous definitions, we can compute the empirical distributions of ηi over the node degrees
di for the three variants of similarity considered, with p = 256 for the random projection dimension.

In Figure 1, we compare RP Dot Product when P = A with RP Cosine Similarity. As expected (c.f.,
§4.1), we can see a strong disruption of NDCG for RP Dot Product when P = A when the degrees
are low.

In Figure 2, we compare RP Dot Product when P = T with RP Cosine Similarity. As expected (c.f.,
§4.2), we can see a strong disruption of NDCG for RP Dot Product when P = A when the degrees
are high.

RP Cosine Similarity is observed to be largely immune to both of the aforementioned effects, and is
able to preserve the quality of the rankings, as anticipated in §4.3.

5 Conclusion

Based on the discussion in §3.3 this paper and the numerical results, we propose that practitioners of
random projection methods first use the embeddings u 7→ Xu∗

∥Xu∗∥ , in which case cosine similarity will
be well preserved under the random projection both when X = ARt and when X = TRt.

If the practitioners do not have a need for embeddings of high degree nodes (or those might not exist)
they can use the embeddings u 7→ Xu∗ where X = TRt. The dot product for the lower degree nodes
will be well preserved as shown in §3.2.

Use of u 7→ Xu∗ where X = ARt is discouraged since it very difficult to control the possible error
as we shown in §3.1.
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A General Results and Remarks

A.1 Vector Representation

For any vector x in Rn we will denote x̃ := x/∥x∥.
Note that for non-zero vectors x and y in Rn, cosine similarity has the property

(x, y)

∥x∥∥y∥
= (x/∥x∥, y/∥y∥) = (x̃, ỹ). (31)

Also, for any matrix Q ∈ Rq×n

(Qx,Qy)

∥Qx∥∥Qy∥
=

(Q(x/∥x∥), Q(y/∥y∥))
∥Q(x/∥x∥)∥∥Q(y/∥y∥)∥

=
(Qx̃,Qỹ)

∥Qx̃∥∥Qỹ∥
(32)

For unit vectors x̃ and ỹ, we know from the Gram-Schmidt process that there exists a unique vector
rx̃,ỹ such that

x̃− (x̃, ỹ)ỹ =: rx̃,ỹ.

Recall that rx̃,ỹ is perpendicular to ỹ. Hence, we have ∥rx̃,ỹ∥ =
√

1− (x̃, ỹ)2. Hence, we can set
r̃x̃,ỹ = rx̃,ỹ/∥rx̃,ỹ∥ and we have

x̃ = (x̃, ỹ)ỹ +
√
1− (x̃, ỹ)2r̃x̃,ỹ. (33)

Note that ỹ and r̃x̃,ỹ are unit and orthogonal vectors.

We will often use ρ = ρxy = (x,y)
∥x∥∥y∥ to denote the cosine similarity of x and y.

We can now summarize our findings.

Proposition A.1. For any two non-zero vectors x and y in Rn there exists a unique unit vector rx̃,ỹ
orthogonal to ỹ such that

x̃ = ρỹ +
√
1− ρ2rx̃,ỹ,

where ρ is the cosine similarity between x and y.
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A.2 Random Projection Properties

In this paper, Q will denote a random q × n matrix whose entries Qij ∼ N (0, 1) are i.i.d. Random
vectors consisting of i.i.d. N (0, 1) random variables we will call standard normal random vectors.

Lemma A.2. Let x and y be two orthogonal unit vectors in Rn, i.e. (x, y) = 0 and ∥x∥ = ∥y∥ = 1.
Then Qx and Qy are two independent identically distributed standard normal random vectors of
dimension q .

Proof. We can show that (Qx)1, . . . , (Qx)q , (Qy)1, . . . , (Qy)q are i.i.d and N (0, 1).

Note that

(Qx)k =

n∑
j=1

Qkjxj ∼ N (0, ∥x∥2), (34)

and

(Qy)k =

n∑
j=1

Qkjyj ∼ N (0, ∥y∥2). (35)

Therefore, all of these random variables have the distribution N (0, 1). From the defini-
tion of Q, (34) and (35) we can conclude that the sequences (Qx)1, (Qx)2, . . . , (Qx)q and
(Qy)1, (Qy)2, . . . , (Qy)q are i.i.d.

Finally, let us look at the covariance between (Qx)k and (Qy)l.

E[(Qx)k(Qy)l]

= E

 n∑
j=1

Qkjxj

 n∑
j=1

Qljyj

 (36)

If l ̸= k then two sums under the expectation are independent and hence

(36) = E

 n∑
j=1

Qkjxj

E

 n∑
j=1

Qljyj


= 0 · 0.

Else, if l = k then:

(36) = E

 n∑
j=1

Q2
kjxjyj + 2

∑
i ̸=j

QkjQkixjyi


=

n∑
j=1

E[Q2
kj ]︸ ︷︷ ︸

1

xjyj + 2
∑
i ̸=j

E[QkjQki]︸ ︷︷ ︸
0

xjyi

=

n∑
j=1

xjyj = (x̃, ỹ) = 0.

The claim now follows.

Recall from §2, that R := q−1/2Q is a random q× n matrix whose entries Rij ∼ N (0, 1/q) are i.i.d.
Note that, due to the scaling properties,

(Qx,Qy)

∥Qx∥∥Qy∥
=

(Rx,Ry)

∥Rx∥∥Ry∥
. (37)

We will state all the main results in the term of the matrix R, however Q will let us simplify some
proofs.
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B Rotation argument and representation

Let x and y be vectors in Rn and ρ = (x,y)
∥x∥∥y∥ . We will show the following result.

Theorem B.1. There exist M,N independent standard normal random vectors of length q such that,
(a) For the dot product we have

(Qx,Qy) = ∥x∥∥y∥(ρ∥N∥2 +M1∥N∥
√
1− ρ2). (38)

(b) For the cosine similarity

(Qx,Qy)

∥Qx∥∥Qy∥
=

(Rx,Ry)

∥Rx∥∥Ry∥
=

ρ∥N∥+M1

√
1− ρ2√

(ρ∥N∥+M1

√
1− ρ2)2 + (1− ρ2)∥M2...q∥2

, (39)

where Mj is the j-th component of the vector M and M2...q = (M2, . . . ,Mq).

The rotation argument is powered by the the following well-known lemma that describes relationship
between normal and spherical distributions:
Lemma B.2. For the standard normal random vectorN of dimension q the following are independent
∥N∥ and x̃ = x/∥N∥. Where ∥N∥2 ∼ χ2(q) and ỹ is uniformly distributed on the unit sphere.

For the proof see [37, §3.3.3].

Proof of Theorem B.1. Note that Qx = ρQy+
√

1− ρ2Qr̃x̃,ỹ . Since, (y, r̃x̃,ỹ) = 0, by Lemma A.2
we know that H = Rr̃x̃,ỹ and N = Ry are independent standard normal random variables. Hence,
we have

(Qx,Qy)

∥Qx∥∥Qy∥

=
(ρN +

√
1− ρ2H,N)

∥ρN +
√

1− ρ2H∥∥N∥
(40)

=
(ρN +

√
1− ρ2H, ỹ)

∥ρN +
√

1− ρ2H∥
(41)

We now pick the orthogonal q×q matrix UÑ for which UÑ Ñ = e1. Applying the UÑ -transformation
to all arguments in (41) we get

(Qx,Qy)

∥Qx∥∥Qy∥

=
(UÑ (ρ∥N∥Ñ +

√
1− ρ2H), UÑ (Ñ))

∥UÑ (ρ∥N∥Ñ +
√

1− ρ2H)∥

=
(ρ∥N∥e1 +

√
1− ρ2UÑH, e1)

∥ρ∥N∥e1 +
√
1− ρ2UÑH∥

Setting M := UÑH . Since UÑ is orthogonal and independent of H , M remains independent of N .

We have can apply the same arguments to the dot product:

(Qx,Qy)

= (ρN +
√
1− ρ2H,N)

= ∥N∥(ρN +
√

1− ρ2H, ỹ)

= ∥N∥(UÑ (ρ∥N∥Ñ +
√

1− ρ2H), UÑ (Ñ))

= ∥N∥(ρ∥N∥e1 +
√

1− ρ2UÑH, e1)

= ρ∥N∥2 +
√
1− ρ2(UÑH, e1)∥N∥

= ρ∥N∥2 +
√

1− ρ2M1∥N∥.
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C Results on the dot product

In this section we analyze how the dot product changes under random projection. Some of the results
here are well known, but for completeness and to demonstrate the power of the representation in
Theorem B.1, we will prove them.

C.1 Probability of sign change

One of the practical questions when doing the random projections is will the dot product or cosine
similarity change the sign. In some practical settings vectors u and v can have all non-negative
components and as such their dot product is also non-negative. Can the projection change that? The
representation for the dot product gives us an exact answer to that question.
Proposition C.1. (a) If (u, v) = 0 and ∥u∥∥v∥ ̸= 0 then P((Ru,Rv) < 0) = P((Ru,Rv) > 0) =
1
2 .

(b) If (u, v) ̸= 0 and |ρ| ≠ 1 then

P
(
(Ru,Rv)

(u, v)
< 0

)
= P

(
Tq >

|ρ|√q√
1− ρ2

)
,

where Tq is the t-distribution with the parameter q.

Proof. In the case (a) ρ = 0 and the claim follows from the (38), since the sign depends on the sign
of M1 which can be positive or negative with probability 1

2 . In (b) we can assume (u, v) > 0 and
hence ρ > 0. Hence

P
(
(Ru,Rv)

(u, v)
< 0

)
= P ((Ru,Rv) < 0)

= P
(
(q−1/2Qu, q−1/2Qv) < 0

)
= P ((Qu,Qv) < 0)

= P
(
ρ∥N∥2 +M1∥N∥

√
1− ρ2 < 0

)
= P

(
M1

∥N∥
< − ρ√

1− ρ2

)

= P

(
M1√
∥N∥2/q

< −
ρ
√
q√

1− ρ2

)
.

Since M1√
∥N∥2/p

∼ t(q) the claim follows from the fact that t(q) is symmetric random variable for the

last expression we have

= P

(
Tq < −

ρ
√
q√

1− ρ2

)

= P

(
Tq >

ρ
√
q√

1− ρ2

)
.

As we can see from the graph on Figure 3 the probability of changing a sign is the highest - 1
2 for

ρ = 0 and and quickly becomes really low. In [22, Corollary 3.2.2.] that the P
(

(Ru,Rv)
(u,v) < 0

)
≤

exp(−qρ2/8) and this result gives the exact value of the probability.

This results tells us that the probability of the dot product sign change under random projection is a
function of ρ, which in practice we don’t know. If we wanted to calculate a probability of a cosine
similarity or dot product changing signs in case of a large number of vectors it would be hard to do
so. However we can still conclude that if ρ is close to zero we can expect the sign to change, while if
it is reasonably far from 0 it is unlikely that the sign will change.
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Figure 3: Graphs of functions ρ 7→ P
(
Tq >

|ρ|√q√
1−ρ2

)
and ρ 7→ logP

(
Tq >

|ρ|√q√
1−ρ2

)
for q = 100

on the interval [−0.5, 0.5].

C.2 Central Limit Theorem

The representation given in (38) has many consequences. For example, we can simply calculate the
expectation and the variance of the dot product.

Proposition C.2. We have E
[
(Rx,Ry)
∥x∥∥y∥

]
= ρ and Var

[
(Rx,Ry)
∥x∥∥y∥

]
= 1+ρ2

q .

Proof. Recall that E[M1] = 1 and E[M2
1 ] = 1; E[∥N∥2] = q and E[∥N∥4] = q(q + 2). Using (38)

we have

E
[
(Rx,Ry)

∥x∥∥y∥

]
= q−1(ρE[∥N∥2] + E[∥N∥]E[M1]

√
1− ρ2)

= q−1ρq + E[∥N∥] · 0 ·
√
1− ρ2 = ρ,

and

E

[(
(Rx,Ry)

∥x∥∥y∥

)2
]

= q−2ρ2E[∥N∥4] + 2q−2E[∥N∥3]E[M1]ρ
√
1− ρ2 + q−2E[∥N∥2]E[M2

1 ](1− ρ2)]

= q−2ρ2q(q + 2) + 0 + q−2 · q · 1 · (1− ρ2)

= ρ2 +
1 + ρ2

q
.

Now, since Var
[
(Rx,Ry)
∥x∥∥y∥

]
= E

[(
(Rx,Ry)
∥x∥∥y∥

)2]
−
(
E
[
(Rx,Ry)
∥x∥∥y∥

])2
, the claim follows.

We can also get the following asymptotic result relatively easy.
Theorem C.3. We have

√
q

[
(Rx,Ry)

∥x∥∥y∥
− ρ

]
d→ N (0, 1 + ρ2),

as q → ∞.

Proof. Form the Central Limit Theorem we have ∥N∥2−q√
q = q−1/2

∑q
j=1(N

2
1 − 1)

d→ N (0, 2) and

by the Law of Large Numbers we have 1√
q∥N∥ =

√
N2

1+...+N2
q

q → 1 almost surely. Since M1 is
independent, we have

√
q

[
(Rx,Ry)

∥x∥∥y∥
− ρ

]
=

[
ρ · ∥N∥2 − q

√
q

+M1
∥N∥
√
q

√
1− ρ2

]
d→ N̂ (0, 2ρ2) +N (0, 1− ρ2)

d
= N (0, 1 + ρ2).
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We can write the last result in the following form, which we stated in part (a) of Proposition 2.2.
Corollary C.4. We have

√
q[(Rx,Ry)− (x, y)]

d→ N(0, ∥x∥2∥y∥2 + (x, y)2),

as q → ∞.
Remark C.5. Although, (Rx,Ry) is an unbiased and asymptotically normal estimator for (x, y),
the control of the standard deviation can be a problem. (x, y) could be small compared to the value

of σ =
√

∥x∥2∥y∥2+(x,y)2

q . Let x = (1, 0, 1, 0, . . .) and y = (0, 1, 0, 1, . . .), then (x, y) = 0 and
σ = n

2
√
q . However, since q << n the random projection might be nowhere near the value of (x, y).

Simulation in Figure 4 illustrates this issue.

Figure 4: Simulated dot product (Rx̃,Rỹ) for x = (1, 0, 1, 0, . . .) and y = (0, 1, 0, 1, . . .) for
n = 2000 and q = 100.

C.3 Concentration results

So far we have shown that (Rx,Ry)
∥x∥∥y∥ is an unbiased and asymptotically normal estimator for ρ. However

when we have many vectors and we want to be sure that all of their similarities get randomly projected
to approximate values we will need to use concentration results.

First, using (38) we calculate the Laplace transform.
Proposition C.6. We have

E[exp(λ(Qx̃,Qỹ))] = [(1− λ(1 + ρ))(1− λ(ρ− 1))]−q/2 (42)
for λ ∈ (−(1− ρ)−1, (1 + ρ)−1)

Proof. Recall that E(eλM1) = eλ
2/2 for all λ ∈ R and E(eλ∥N∥2

) = (1− 2λ)−q/2 for λ < 1/2. By
applying the Laplace transform first to M1 and then to ∥N∥2 we get

E[exp(λ(Qx̃,Qỹ))]

= E
[
eλρ∥N∥2

E
[
eλ∥N∥

√
1−ρ2M1 |∥N∥

]]
= E

[
eλρ∥N∥2

eλ
2∥N∥2(1−ρ2)/2

]
= E

[
e(λρ+λ2(1−ρ2)/2)∥N∥2

]
= (1− (2λρ− λ2(1− ρ2)))−q/2

= [(1− λ(1 + ρ))(1− λ(ρ− 1))]−q/2
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We will now use the the Laplace Transform to obtain Chernhov bounds. The following Lemma will
be a useful estimate.
Lemma C.7. For λ ∈ (0, (1 + ρ)−1) we have

logE[exp(λ[(Qx̃,Qỹ)− qρ])] ≤ λ2q(1 + ρ2)

2(1− λ(1 + ρ))
, (43)

and λ ∈ (0, (1− ρ)−1)

logE[exp(−λ[(Qx̃,Qỹ)− qρ)]] ≤ λ2q(1 + ρ2)

2(1− λ(1− ρ))
. (44)

Proof. In case ρ = 1 or ρ = −1 expression in (42) will simplify and we will be able to use
Proposition E.3 on X and −X respectively.

One can show that for s ∈ (0, 1) we have (see Lemma E.6 (a)):

(− log(1− s)− s) ≤ s2

2(1− s)
, (45)

and for s < 0 (see Lemma E.6 (a)):

(− log(1− s)− s) ≤ s2

2
. (46)

We will prove (43), (44) is shown in the same way.

logE[exp(λ(Qx̃,Qỹ)− qρ)]

= −λqρ− q

2
log(1− λ(1 + ρ))

− q

2
log(1− λ(ρ− 1))

=
q

2
[− log(1− λ(1 + ρ))− λ(1 + ρ)]

+
q

2
[− log(1− λ(ρ− 1))− λ(ρ− 1)]

(45),(46)
≤ q

2

[
(λ(1 + ρ))

2

2(1− λ(1 + ρ))
+

(λ(ρ− 1))
2

2

]

≤ q

2

[
(λ(1 + ρ))2

2(1− λ(1 + ρ))
+

(λ(ρ− 1))
2

2(1− λ(1 + ρ))

]

=
q

2

[
(λ(1 + ρ))

2
+ (λ(ρ− 1))

2

2(1− λ(1 + ρ))

]

=
λ2q(1 + ρ2)

2(1− λ(1 + ρ))

This proves (43), the equation (44) can be proved in the same way.

Theorem C.8. For t ≥ 0 we have

P((Qx̃,Qỹ)− qρ > t) ≤ exp

(
−t2

2q(1 + ρ2) + 2(1 + ρ)t

)
, (47)

and

P((Qx̃,Qỹ)− qρ < −t) ≤ exp

(
−t2

2q(1 + ρ2) + 2(1− ρ)t

)
. (48)

Proof. Note that E[(Qx̃,Qỹ)] = qρ.

Since (43) holds we can use Theorem E.1 by setting X = (Qx̃,Qỹ) to obtain (47).

Since (44) holds we can use Theorem E.1 by setting by setting X = −(Qx̃,Qỹ) to obtain (48).
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Proposition C.9. For any function f : [−1, 1] → [0,∞) we have:

P((Qx̃,Qỹ)− qρ > qεf(ρ)) ≤ exp

(
−qf(ρ)2

2(1 + ρ2)

[
ε2 − ε3

1 + ρ

1 + ρ2
f(ρ)

])
(49)

P((Qx̃,Qỹ)− qρ < −qεf(ρ)) ≤ exp

(
−qf(ρ)2

2(1 + ρ2)

[
ε2 − ε3

1− ρ

1 + ρ2
f(ρ)

])
(50)

Remark C.10. Note that for ρ = 1 and f(ρ) = ε we get the usual bounds for χ2(q) used to prove
Johnson -Lindenstrauss Lemma as given, for example in, in [36, Lemma 1.3.] and [16].

C.4 Johnson-Lindenstrauss-type result

Theorem C.11. Let x1, . . . xk be a finite set of vectors in Rn and let ε ∈ (0, 1) and δ ∈ (0, 1), then
for q ≥ 4 · 1+ε

ε2 log k(k−1)
δ ∣∣∣∣ (Rxj , Rxi)∥xj∥∥xi∥

− (xj , xi)

∥xj∥∥xi∥

∣∣∣∣ < ε

for i < j with probability at least 1− δ.

We have
(
k
2

)
cosine similarities in the statement above and in practice we will have no way of

estimating2 them. To prove this result we need a probablity estimate that doesn’t depend on the value
of the cosine similarity. The following Proposition will help us in that by simplifying the statement
of Theorem C.8.

Proposition C.12. For ε > 0 we have

P
(
(Rx,Ry)

∥x∥∥y∥
− ρ > ε

)
≤ exp

(
−qε2

4(1 + ε)

)
, (51)

and

P
(
(Rx,Ry)

∥x∥∥y∥
− ρ < −ε

)
≤ exp

(
−qε2

4(1 + ε)

)
. (52)

Proof. By setting t = qε in (47) we get

P
(
(Rx,Ry)

∥x∥∥y∥
− ρ > ε

)
≤ exp

(
−qε2

2(1 + ρ2) + 2(1 + ρ)ε

)
,

Using the fact that |ρ| ≤ 1 we get

−qε2

2(1 + ρ2) + 2(1 + ρ)ε
≤ −qε2

4(1 + ε)
.

This proves (51). Bound in (52) can be shown in a same way.

Proof of Theorem C.11. Define sets

Aij =

(∣∣∣∣ (Ryj , Rxi)∥xj∥∥yi∥
− (yj , xi)

∥xj∥∥yi∥

∣∣∣∣ < ε

)
Ac+

ij =

(
(Ryj , Rxi)

∥xj∥∥yi∥
− (yj , xi)

∥xj∥∥yi∥
> ε

)
Ac−

ij =

(
(Ryj , Rxi)

∥xj∥∥yi∥
− (yj , xi)

∥xj∥∥yi∥
< −ε

)
2One exception is the case when x1, . . . , xk are all in [0,∞)n, i.e. have nonnegative coordinates. In that

case we know cosine similarities will be in interval [0, 1].
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Note that Ac
ij = Ac+

ij ∪Ac−
ij . Using the union bound tehnicque we get

P

⋂
i<j

Aij


= 1− P

⋃
i<j

Ac
ij


= 1− P

⋃
i<j

Ac+
ij ∪Ac−

ij


≥ 1−

∑
i<j

[P(Ac+
ij ) + P(Ac−

ij )].

From Proposition C.12 and bound on q we have that∑
i<j

[P(Ac+
ij ) + P(Ac−

ij )]

≤ k(k − 1) exp

(
−q ε2

4(1 + ε)

)
≤ k(k − 1) exp

(
−4 · 1 + ε

ε2
log

k(k − 1)

δ
· ε2

4(1 + ε)

)
= δ.

C.5 Comparison with known results

Regarding known estimates for the dot product, Theorem 2.1. from [22] provides the following
bounds for ε ∈ (0, 1):

P
(
(Rx,Ry)

∥x∥∥y∥
− ρ > ε

)
≤ e−

qε2

8 ,

and

P
(
(Rx,Ry)

∥x∥∥y∥
− ρ < −ε

)
≤ e−

qε2

8 .

This a simple consequence of Proposition C.12.

Equation (4) in [23] provides the following estimate:

P
(∣∣∣∣ (Rx,Ry)∥x∥∥y∥

− ρ

∣∣∣∣ ≤ ε

)
≥ 1− 4e−

q(ε2−ε3)
4 .

Since ε2 − ε3 ≤ ε2

1+ε , again, from Propostion C.12 we can get a better estimate

P
(∣∣∣∣ (Rx,Ry)∥x∥∥y∥

− ρ

∣∣∣∣ ≤ ε

)
≥ 1− 2e−

qε2

4(1+ε) .

D Cosine similarity

In this section, we will examine the behavior of cosine similarity under random projection. We will
begin by examining some special cases and then develop a general approach.
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D.1 Some special cases

Recall that in the case of ρ = ±1, i.e.

(x, y)

∥x∥∥y∥
= ±1

there exists α > 0 such that x = ±αy. This is a known consequence of the Cauchy-Schwarz
inequality.

In this case we have

(Rx,Ry)

∥Rx∥∥Ry∥
=

(R(±αy), Qy)
∥R(±αy)∥∥Ry∥

= =
±α(Ry,Ry)
α∥Ry∥∥Ry∥

= ±∥Ry∥2

∥Ry∥2
= ±1 = ρ. (53)

It turns out the that this is preserved under random projections.

Proposition D.1. If (Rx,Ry)
∥Rx∥∥Ry∥ = ±1 then there exists α > 0 such that x = ±αy (almost surely).

Proof. Since the cosine similarity ofRx andRy is ±1, then there is an α > 0 such thatRx = ±αRy.
Hence, w = R(x∓ αy) = 0. Let us assume x∓ αy ̸= 0 then Q(x∓ αy) is q-dimensional vector
with entries distributed as N(0, ∥x ∓ αy∥2/q). The probability of which being a zero vector is 0.
Hence, we have x = ±αy almost surely.

Hence, the in the cosine similarity of ±1 will be preserved under random projection Q.

Corollary D.2. If (Rx,Ry)
∥Rx∥∥Ry∥ = ±1 almost surely if and only if (x,y)

∥x∥∥y∥ = ±1.

Proof. (Rx,Ry)
∥Rx∥∥Ry∥ = ±1, by Proposition D.1, holds if and only if x = ±αy for some α > 0, and,

Cauchy-Shcwarz inequality, this holds if and only if (x,y)
∥x∥∥y∥ = ±1.

Another interesting case is ρ = 0. The probability of cosine similarity of two orthogonal vectors to
be 0 under random projections is equal to zero. In practice, the case of orthogonal vectors might be
frequent and we might want to be able to identify if this was the case before the random projection.

We can provide an exact distribution for this case.
Theorem D.3. If ρ = 0, then

(Rx,Ry)

∥Rx∥∥Ry∥
d
=

Tq−1√
q + T 2

q−1

where Tq−1 is the Student’s t-distribution with q − 1 degrees of freedom.

Proof. Using the representation given in Theorem B.1 in equation (39) for ρ = 0, we get

(Rx,Ry)

∥Rx∥∥Ry∥
=

M1√
M2

1 +M2
2 + . . .+M2

q

.

Let ϕ(s) = s√
1−s2

and note that

ϕ

(
(Rx,Ry)

∥Rx∥∥Ry∥

)
√
q =

M1√
(M2

2 + . . .+M2
q )/q

= Tq.

Since ϕ−1(h) = h√
1+h2

, we have

(Rx,Ry)

∥Rx∥∥Ry∥
= ϕ−1

(
Tq√
q

)
.
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Corollary D.4. If ρ = 0, the random variable

(Rx,Ry)

∥Rx∥∥Ry∥

has a (100%)(1− α)-confidence interval given by

 tα/2(q)√
q + t2α/2(q)

,
t1−α/2(q)√
q + t21−α/2(q)

 .

Proof. Let qα/2 and q1−α/2 be the α/2-quantile and the 1− α/2-quantile of (Rx,Ry)
∥Rx∥∥Ry∥ , respectively.

We have

1− α = P
(
qα/2 ≤ (Rx,Ry)

∥Rx∥∥Ry∥
≤ q1−α/2

)
= P

(
ϕ(qα/2)

√
q − 1 ≤ ϕ

(
(Rx,Ry)

∥Rx∥∥Ry∥

)√
q − 1 ≤ ϕ(q1−α/2)

√
q

)
= P

(
tα/2(q − 1) < Tq−1 < t1−α/2(q − 1)

)
.

By setting ϕ(qα/2)
√
q − 1 = tα/2(q − 1) and ϕ(q1−α/2)

√
q − 1 = t1−α/2(q − 1), the claim of the

corollary follows.

D.2 Central Limit Theorem

In this section we will show that the value of (Rx,Ry)
∥Rx∥∥Ry∥ is approximately normally distributed around

ρ with a variance (1−ρ2)2

q .

Theorem D.5. For non-zero vectors x and y in Rn we have

√
q

[
(Rx,Ry)

∥Rx∥∥Ry∥
− (x, y)

∥x∥∥y∥

]
d→ N

0,

[
1−

(
(x, y)

∥x∥∥y∥

)2
]2 , (54)

as q → ∞.

Theorem D.5 can be proven using the delta-method technique, but we will use the representation
given in Theorem B.1 to prove it and the following central limit result.

Lemma D.6. Define Tq = ρ∥N∥+M1

√
1− ρ2 and Bq = ∥M2...q∥, then from (39) we have:

(Rx,Ry)

∥Rx∥∥Ry∥
− ρ = (1− ρ2) ·

(Tq)
2 − ρ2B2

q√
(Tq)2 + (1− ρ2)B2

q

· 1

Tq + ρ
√
(Tq)2 + (1− ρ2)B2

q

(55)
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Proof. We have:

(Rx,Ry)

∥Rx∥∥Ry∥
− ρ

=
Tq√

(Tq)2 + (1− ρ2)B2
q

− ρ

=
Tq − ρ

√
(Tq)2 + (1− ρ2)B2

q√
(Tq)2 + (1− ρ2)B2

q

=
Tq − ρ

√
(Tq)2 + (1− ρ2)B2

q√
(Tq)2 + (1− ρ2)B2

q

·
Tq + ρ

√
(Tq)2 + (1− ρ2)B2

q

Tq + ρ
√
(Tq)2 + (1− ρ2)B2

q

=
(1− ρ2)(Tq)

2 − ρ2(1− ρ2)B2
q√

(Tq)2 + (1− ρ2)B2
q

· 1

Tq + ρ
√
(Tq)2 + (1− ρ2)B2

q

.

Proof of Theorem D.5. We will use notation and results from Lemma D.6. From the Law of Large
Numbers, we have

Tq√
q
= ρ

√√√√1

q

q∑
j=1

N2
j + q−1/2M1

√
1− ρ2

→ ρ · 1 + 0 ·
√
1− ρ2 = ρ (56)

almost surely, as q → ∞. Using the same arguments, we have Bq√
q → 1 almost surely. Hence,

q−1/2
√

(Tq)2 + (1− ρ2)B2
q (57)

=

√(
Tq√
q

)2

+ (1− ρ2)

(
Bq√
q

)2

(58)

→
√
ρ2 + (1− ρ2) · 12 = 1 (59)

almost surely as q → ∞. (56) and (59) now imply

q−1/2(Tq + ρ
√
(Tq)2 + (1− ρ2)B2

q ) → ρ+ ρ = 2ρ. (60)

Using the Central Limit Theorem, we get

B2
q − q
√
q

=
1
√
q

q∑
j=2

(M2
j − 1)− 1

√
q

d→ N(0, 2),
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T 2
q − qρ2
√
q

= ρ2
∥N∥2 − q

√
q

+ 2ρ
√

1− ρ2
∥N∥
√
q
M1

+ (1− ρ2)
M2

1√
q

d→ ρ2N(0, 2) + 2ρ
√

1− ρ2N (0, 1) + 0

= N(0, 4ρ2 − 2ρ4).

Now, we have

√
q

[
(Rx,Ry)

∥Rx∥∥Ry∥
− ρ

]

=

T 2
q −qρ2

√
q − ρ2

B2
q−q
√
q

q−1/2
√
(Tq)2 + (1− ρ2)B2

q

· (1− ρ2)

q−1/2(Tq + ρ
√

(Tq)2 + (1− ρ2)B2
q )

=
N (0, 4ρ2 − 2ρ4)− ρ2N (0, 2)

1
· 1− ρ2

2ρ

= (1− ρ2)
N (0, 4ρ2 − 2ρ4) +N (0, 2ρ4)

2ρ

= (1− ρ2)
N (0, 4ρ2)

2ρ
= (1− ρ2)N (0, 1)

= N (0, (1− ρ2)2).

Remark D.7. For practical purposes, we interpret the result as given in (5) - that for large q we have
the normal distribution with small variance. Hence, it is likely that the cosine similarity of randomly
projected vectors will be close to the one we would get without the random projection.

Figure 5: Simulated random projection for n = q = 100, where (x, y)/∥x∥/∥y∥ = ρ = 0.154

From simulations, see Figure 5, even for q = 100 we have approximately normal behavior, but the
variance is large and the value might not be close to the original similarity. The result of Theorem
D.5 will be more useful for larger values of q.

The same result holds for the empirical correlation coefficient in linear regression and in this case it
is known that this is not a practical result (see [35, Example 3.6.]). However, we are in a different
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setting here and the numerical simulations suggest that this result is stable and can be used in practice
even for moderately large values of q. For example, for values of q ≥ 6400 the error will be ±0.05
with the estimated probability of at least 0.95. Concentration results to follow will further confirm
this.

D.3 Concentration result

Theorem D.5 guarantees that for large q the cosine similarity random projection will be almost
preserved with high probability for any pair of vectors in Rn. However, this approach is not feasible
to analyze the behavior of all pairs of vectors in a given set y1, . . . , yk, as the computation becomes
intractable and hard even for small values of k. If we want to get some guarantees that the similarity
of all pairs of vectors is preserved within a small error with high probability under random projection,
we need to use concentration inequalities.

The following theorem is the main result of this subsection.

Theorem D.8. Let x and y be non-zero vectors in Rn and ε ∈ (0, 0.055), then

P
(∣∣∣∣ (Rx,Ry)

∥Rx∥∥Ry∥
− ρ

∣∣∣∣ ≥ ε(1− ρ2)

)
≤ (4 + ε2)

[
1 +

ε2

2(1 + ε
√
2)

]− q
2

Recall the representation from Theorem B.1: For a given random R, for any vectors x and y in Rn

there exist standard q-dimensional Gaussian vectors N = Nx,y and M =Mx,y such that

(Rx,Ry)

∥Rx∥∥Ry∥
=

ρ∥N∥+M1

√
1− ρ2√

(ρ∥N∥+M1

√
1− ρ2)2 + (1− ρ2)∥M2...q∥2

.

D.3.1 Bounds on tails

We will first determine some tail bounds. We start with the following lemma.

Lemma D.9. We have

P
(

M1

∥M2...q∥
> ε

)
= P

(
M1

∥M2...q∥
< −ε

)
≤ 1

(1 + ε2)
q−1
2

Proof. Note that M1 ∼ N (0, 1) and ∥M2...q∥2 ∼ χ2(q − 1) are independent. The equality

P
(

M1

∥M2...q∥ > ε
)

= P
(

M1

∥M2...q∥ < −ε
)

follows from the fact that both M1 and −M1 have the
same distribution. Further, by Markov’s inequality we get

P
(

M1

∥M2...q∥
> ε

)
= E[P (M1 > ε∥M2...q∥|∥M2...q∥)]
≤ E[exp

(
−ε2∥M2...q∥2/2

)
]

=
1

(1 + ε2)
q−1
2

.

The last equality follows from the fact that ∥M2...q∥2 has the χ2(q − 1) distribution and the Laplace
transform for this distribution.

Lemma D.10. For ε > 0 we have:

P
(

∥N∥
∥M2...q∥

>
√
1 + ε

)
≤
√

1 +
ε

2

[
1 +

ε2

4(1 + ε)

]− q
2

(61)

P
(

∥N∥
∥M2...q∥

<
√
1− ε

)
≤
√
1− ε

2

[
1 +

ε2

4(1− ε)

]− q
2

(62)

29



Proof. Using Markov inequality, we have for all λ ∈ (0, 1/2):

P
(

∥N∥2

∥M2...q∥2
> 1 + ε

)
= P(λ∥N∥2 > λ(1 + ε)∥M2...q∥2)
= P(λ∥N∥2 − λ(1 + ε)∥M2...q∥2 > 0)

= P(exp[λ∥N∥2 − λ(1 + ε)∥M2...q∥2] > 1)

≤ E[eλ∥N∥2−λ(1+ε)∥M2...q∥2

]

≤ 1

(1− 2λ)
q
2

· 1

(1 + 2(1 + ε)λ)
q−1
2

.

Note that,
(1− 2λ)(1 + 2(1 + ε)λ)

= 1 + 2ελ− 4(1 + ε)λ2

= 1 +
ε2

4(1 + ε)
−
(

ε

2
√
1 + ε

− 2
√
1 + ελ

)2

By setting λ = ε
4(1+ε) we get

1

(1− 2λ)
q
2

· 1

(1 + 2(1 + ε)λ)
q−1
2

= (1 + 2(1 + ε)λ)
1
2 [(1− 2λ)(1 + 2(1 + ε)λ)]−

q
2

=

√
1 +

ε

2

[
1 +

ε2

4(1 + ε)

]− q
2

This proves (61). In the similar way we prove (62):

P
(

∥N∥2

∥M2...q∥2
< 1− ε

)
= P(λ∥N∥2 < λ(1− ε)∥M2...q∥2)
= P(λ(1− ε)∥M2...q∥2 − λ∥N∥2 > 0)

= P(exp[λ(1− ε)∥M2...q∥2 − λ∥N∥2] > 1)

≤ E[eλ(1−ε)∥M2...q∥2−λ∥N∥2

]

≤ 1

(1 + 2λ)
q
2

· 1

(1− 2(1− ε)λ)
q−1
2

.

Note that,
(1 + 2λ)(1− 2(1− ε)λ)

= 1 + 2ελ− 4(1− ε)λ2

= 1 +
ε2

4(1− ε)
−
(

ε

2
√
1− ε

− 2
√
1− ελ

)2

By setting λ = ε
4(1−ε) we get

1

(1 + 2λ)
p
2

· 1

(1− 2(1− ε)λ)
q−1
2

= (1− 2(1− ε)λ)
1
2 [(1 + 2λ)(1− 2(1− ε)λ)]−

q
2

=

√
1− ε

2

[
1 +

ε2

4(1− ε)

]− q
2

This completes the proof.

30



Corollary D.11. We have

P
(

∥N∥
∥M2...q∥

>
√
1 + ε

)
+ P

(
∥N∥

∥M2...q∥
<

√
1− ε

)
≤ 2

[
1 +

ε2

4(1 + ε)

]− q
2

(63)

Proof. Using (61), (62) and the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality we have

P
(

∥N∥
∥M2...q∥

>
√
1 + ε

)
+ P

(
∥N∥

∥M2...q∥
<

√
1− ε

)
≤
√
1 +

ε

2

[
1 +

ε2

4(1 + ε)

]− q
2

+

√
1− ε

2

[
1 +

ε2

4(1− ε)

]− q
2

≤
√

1 +
ε

2
+ 1− ε

2

·

√[
1 +

ε2

4(1 + ε)

]−q

+

[
1 +

ε2

4(1− ε)

]−q

≤
√
2 ·

√
2

[
1 +

ε2

4(1 + ε)

]−q

= 2

[
1 +

ε2

4(1 + ε)

]− q
2

D.3.2 Proof of concentration result

We need one more lemma to have everything for the proof.

Lemma D.12. Given ε ∈ (0, 0.08],
∣∣∣ M1

∥M2...q∥

∣∣∣ < ε/2 and
√
1− ε < ∥N∥

∥M2...q∥ <
√
1 + ε, then∣∣∣∣ (Rx,Ry)

∥Rx∥∥Ry∥
− ρ

∣∣∣∣ ≤ ε√
2
(1− ρ2).

Proof. Recall, we used ϕ(s) = s√
1−s2

and let us define ψ(h) := ϕ−1(h) = h√
1+h2

. Note that
ψ′(h) = 1

(1+h2)3/2
> 0, hence ψ is an increasing function. We have

(Rx,Ry)

∥Rx∥∥Ry∥

= ψ

(
ρ∥N∥+M1

√
1− ρ2

∥M2...q∥
√

1− ρ2

)

= ψ

(
ρ√

1− ρ2
∥N∥

∥M2...q∥
+

M1

∥M2...q∥

)
.

and

ρ = ψ

(
ρ√

1− ρ2

)
.
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We will prove the claim for the case when ρ ≥ 0; the other case is proven in a similar way. Using
non-negativity of ρ and the fact that ψ is increasing, we have

ψ

(
ρ√

1− ρ2

√
1− ε− ε

2

)
− ψ

(
ρ√

1− ρ2

)

≤ (Rx,Ry)

∥Rx∥∥Ry∥
− ρ ≤

ψ

(
ρ√

1− ρ2

√
1 + ε+

ε

2

)
− ψ

(
ρ√

1− ρ2

)
. (64)

Using Lemma E.10 (a) we can estimate the upper bound:

ψ

(
ρ√

1− ρ2

√
1 + ε+

ε

2

)
− ψ

(
ρ√

1− ρ2

)

≤
(
1 +

ρ2

1− ρ2

)−3/2

·

[
ρ√

1− ρ2
(
√
1 + ε− 1) +

ε

2

]

≤ (1− ρ2)3/2

[
ρ√

1− ρ2
ε

2
+
ε

2

]

≤ (1− ρ2)
ε(ρ+

√
1− ρ2)

2
. (65)

Since ρ+
√
1− ρ2 ≤

√
2, we have

(65) ≤ (1− ρ2)
ε√
2
. (66)

To prove the lower bound in (64), we first need to note that ρ√
1−ρ2

√
1− ε− ε

2 can be negative or

very close to 0. For that reason, we will have to consider two cases: ρ2 ≤ ε or ρ2 > ε.

If ρ2 > ε,
ρ√

1− ρ2

√
1− ε ≥

√
ε > ε. (67)

we have
ρ√

1− ρ2

√
1− ε− ε

2
≥ ε

2
> 0, (68)

and in particular

ρ
√
1− ε− ε

2

√
1− ρ2 > 0. (69)

Let

A := ψ

(
ρ√

1− ρ2

)
= ρ > 0,

and

B := ψ

(
ρ√

1− ρ2

√
1− ε− ε

2

)
> 0.

From (68) we have B ≥ 0, and hence since ψ is an increasing function we have A > B > 0.

32



We obtain

A−B = ρ

− ρ
√
1− ε− ε/2

√
1− ρ2√

(ρ
√
1− ε− ε/2

√
1− ρ2)2 + (1− ρ2)

Lemma E.8.
≤ ρ− ρ

√
1− ε− ε/2

√
1− ρ2√

1− ερ2

= ρ

(
1−

√
1− ε√
1− ερ2

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

≤0

+
ε
√
1− ρ2

2
√

1− ερ2

≤ ε
√
1− ρ2

2
√
1− ερ2

≤ ε
√
1− ρ2

2
√
1− ερ2

·
√

1− ρ2√
1− ερ2

≤ ε(1− ρ2)

2(1− ερ2)
≤ ε(1− ρ2)

2(1− ε)
(70)

Since ε ∈ (0, 14 ], we have 1
2(1−ε) ≤

2
3 <

√
2
2 = 1√

2
and hence

(70) ≤ ε(1− ρ2)√
2

(71)

On the other hand, if ρ2 ≤ ε, Lemma E.10 (b) implies:

ψ

(
ρ√

1− ρ2

)
− ψ

(
ρ√

1− ρ2

√
1− ε− ε

2

)

≤

[
ρ√

1− ρ2
(1−

√
1− ε) +

ε

2

]

≤

[
ρ√

1− ρ2
· ε

1 +
√
1− ε

+
ε

2

]

≤ ε

[
ρ√

1− ρ2
1

1 +
√
1− ε

+
1

2
+

ρ2√
2

]
− ε√

2
ρ2. (72)

Since ρ2 ≤ ε, we have ρ ∈ [0, ε] and

ρ√
1− ρ2

1

1 +
√
1− ε

+
1

2
+

ρ2√
2

≤
√
ε√

1− ε+ 1− ε
+

1

2
+

ε√
2
.

This expression is increasing for ε ∈ (0, 1), so

≤
√
ε√

1− ε+ 1− ε
+

1

2
+

ε√
2

∣∣∣∣
ε=0.08

≈ 0.70708 <
1√
2
.

Therefore,

(72) ≤ ε(1− ρ2)√
2

(73)

Finally, the inequalities (66), (71) and (73) prove the claim.
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Proof of Theorem D.8. Since ε ∈ (0, 0.055], we have ε
√
2 ∈ (0, 0.08], then by Lemma D.12 we

have

P
(∣∣∣∣ (Rx,Ry)

∥Rx∥∥Ry∥
− ρ

∣∣∣∣ ≥ ε(1− ρ2)

)
= P

(∣∣∣∣ (Rx,Ry)

∥Rx∥∥Ry∥
− ρ

∣∣∣∣ ≥ ε
√
2√
2
(1− ρ2)

)

≤ P

(
M1

∥M2...q∥
>
ε
√
2

2

)

+ P

(
M1

∥M2...q∥
< −ε

√
2

2

)

+ P
(

∥N∥
∥M2...q∥

>

√
1 + ε

√
2

)
+ P

(
∥N∥

∥M2...q∥
<

√
1− ε

√
2

)
.

Using Lemma D.9 and Corollary 63 we have

≤ 2

[
1 +

ε2

2

]− q−1
2

+ 2

[
1 +

ε2

4(1 + ε
√
2)

]− q
2

= (2 + ε2)

[
1 +

ε2

2

]− q
2

+ 2

[
1 +

ε2

4(1 + ε
√
2)

]− q
2

≤ (2 + ε2)

[
1 +

ε2

4(1 + ε
√
2)

]− q
2

+ 2

[
1 +

ε2

4(1 + ε
√
2)

]− q
2

= (4 + ε2)

[
1 +

ε2

4(1 + ε
√
2)

]− q
2

.

D.4 Johnson-Lindenstrauss-type Result

Theorem D.13. Let ε ∈ (0, 0.05], δ ∈ (0, 1) and y1, . . . , yk be non-zero vectors in Rn. If

q ≥
2 ln

[
2k(k−1)

(
1+ ε2

4

)
δ

]
ln
[
1 + ε2

2(1+ε
√
2)

] (74)

then, with probability 1− δ, the inequality∣∣∣∣ (Ryj , Ryi)

∥Ryj∥∥Ryi∥
− (yj , yi)

∥yj∥∥yi∥

∣∣∣∣ ≤ ε(1− ρ2)

holds for all i < j.

Proof. Define

Wij :=

(∣∣∣∣ (Ryj , Ryi)

∥Ryj∥∥Ryi∥
− (yj , yi)

∥yj∥∥yi∥

∣∣∣∣ ≤ ε(1− ρ2)

)
.
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To prove the theorem, it suffices to show that P
(⋃

i<j W
c
ij

)
< δ.

By Theorem D.8, we have

P

⋃
i<j

W c
ij

 =
∑
i<j

P
(
W c

ij

)
=
k(k − 1)

2
· 4
(
1 +

ε2

4

)
·
[
1 +

ε2

2(1 + ε
√
2)

]− q
2

.

This expression is less than δ by the choice of q in (76).

D.5 Result comparison analysis

In this section, we state Lemma 5 from [2], which gives a similar result to Theorem D.8, and compare
the two results.
Lemma D.14. For x and y non-zero vectors in Rn and for every η ∈ (0, 1/2), we have

− η

1− η
(1− ρ) ≤ (Rx,Ry)

∥Rx∥∥Ry∥
− ρ ≤ η

1 + η
(1− ρ)

if ρ ≤ −ε,

− η

1− η
(1− ρ) ≤ (Rx,Ry)

∥Rx∥∥Ry∥
− ρ ≤ η

1− η
(1 + ρ)

if −ε ≤ ρ ≤ ε,

− η

1 + η
(1 + ρ) ≤ (Rx,Ry)

∥Rx∥∥Ry∥
− ρ ≤ η

1− η
(1 + ρ)

if ρ ≥ ε. Moreover, the inequality holds true with probability at least 1− 8e−
q
4 (η

2−η2).

Remark D.15. We observe that Lemma D.14 does not capture the fact that when ρ = ±1, the random
projection preserves the cosine similarity, as discussed in §D.1.

Also, the role of η is unclear. If we set ε = max{ η
1−η ,

η
1+η} = η

1−η , the result can be rewritten as

−ε(1 + |ρ|) ≤ (Rx,Ry)

∥Rx∥∥Ry∥
− ρ ≤ ε(1 + |ρ|), (75)

with probability at least 1− 8e
− q

4 ·
ε2

(1+ε)2 .

We note that the inequality (75) is less precise than the one provided by Theorem D.8.

Moreover, by Lemma E.9, we have
[
1 + ε2

2(1+ε
√
2)

]− q
2 ≤ e

− q
4 ·

ε2

(1+ε)2 . Therefore, the inequality in
Theorem D.8 also holds with higher probability.

We remark that Theorem D.8 requires ε ∈ (0, 0.05], but this is a reasonable absolute error for cosine
similarity, which ranges from 0 to 1.

We will see how the dimension selection in Theorem D.13 for cosine similarity compares with the
similar result in original Johnson-Lindenstrauss Lemma. The following version is based on Theorem
2.13 and Remark 2.11 from [5] and we present it without proof.
Theorem D.16. Let ε, δ ∈ (0, 1), and x1, . . . , xk be non-zero vectors in Rn. If

q ≥ 4

ε2
log

[
k2

δ

]
(76)

then, with probability at least 1− δ, the inequality

(1− ε)∥xi − xj∥2 ≤ ∥R(xi − xj)∥2 ≤ (1 + ε)∥xi − xj∥2 (77)

holds for all i < j.
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In the following we will use the notation f ∼ g that will denote

lim
ε→0+

f(ε)

g(ε)
= 1.

This is a standard tool to analyze asymptotic behavior.
Proposition D.17. For a fixed, δ and k we have

2 ln

[
2k(k−1)

(
1+ ε2

4

)
δ

]
ln
[
1 + ε2

2(1+ε
√
2)

] ∼ 4

ε2
ln

[
2k(k − 1)

δ

]
.

Proof. Using L’Hospital’s rule one can show limx→0+
log(1+x)

x = 1, hence

lim
ε→0+

ln
[
1 + ε2

2(1+ε
√
2)

]
ε2

2(1+ε
√
2)

= 1. (78)

Simple limit calculus gives us

lim
ε→0+

ε2

2(1+ε
√
2)

ε2

2

= lim
ε→0+

1

1 + ε
√
2
= 1. (79)

Hence, multiplying expressions in (78) and (79) we get:

lim
ε→0+

ln
[
1 + ε2

2(1+ε
√
2)

]
ε2

2

= 1. (80)

Furthermore, by continuity of the function ln we have

lim
ε→0+

ln

2k(k − 1)
(
1 + ε2

4

)
δ

 = ln

[
2k(k − 1)

δ

]
. (81)

The claim now follows from (80) and (81).

The comparison in Proposition D.17 tells us that the dimension q will be of the same order but slightly
higher. This is illustrated on Figure 6.

E Technical inequalities and concentration results

In this appendix we placed some technical inequalities we used in other parts of the text, so the reader
can verify the that they hold.

E.1 Useful concentration inequalities

In this paper we will depend on the results from concentration inequality theory. The approach in this
paper is adapted based on the book [5]. In this subsection we adpated results from Chapter 2 of the
book.
Theorem E.1. Let X be a random variable such that v > 0, c > 0 we have

logE[eλ(X−EX)] ≤ vλ2

2(1− cλ)
(82)

for every λ ∈ (0, c−1). Then for t ≥ 0 we have

P(X − EX > t) ≤ exp

(
−t2

2(v + ct)

)

36



Figure 6: Simulated random projection for k = 10000000, δ = 0.05 the upper (Qed) curve represents

the graph of ε 7→
2 ln

 2k(k−1)

(
1+ ε2

4

)
δ


ln
[
1+ ε2

2(1+ε
√

2)

] (minimum value of q for cosine similarity) and the lower (blue)

curve ε 7→ 4
ε2 ln

[
k2

δ

]
(minimum value of q for Johnson-Lindenstrauss Lemma). We can see that the

two curves are very close.

Proof. Using Markov inequality, for λ ∈ (0, c−1) we have

P(X − EX > t)

≤ E[eλ(X−EX)]

eλt

≤ exp

(
vλ2

2(1− cλ)
− λt

)
= exp

[
− sup

λ∈(0,c−1)

(
λt− vλ2

2(1− cλ)

)]

Using usual calculus techniques we get (see Lemma E.7 for details)

sup
λ∈(0,c−1)

(
λt− vλ2

2(1− cλ)

)
=

v

c2
h

(
ct

v

)
,

where h(s) = 1 + s −
√
1 + 2s. By Lemma E.5 we have h(s) ≥ s2

2(1+s) for s > 0 and the claim
follows.

The following Corollary explains what happens when c = 0 in (82).

Theorem E.2. Let X be a random variable such that v > 0 we have

logE[eλ(X−EX)] ≤ vλ2

2
(83)

for every λ ≥ 0. Then for t ≥ 0 we have

P(X − EX > t) ≤ exp

(
−t2

2v

)
.
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Proof. Using Markov inequality, for λ ≥ 0 we have

P(X − EX > t)

≤ E[eλ(X−EX)]

eλt

≤ exp

(
vλ2

2
− λt

)
= exp

(
vλ2

2
− λt+

t2

2v
− t2

2v

)
= exp

(
1

2

(
λv1/2 − tv−1/2

)2
− t2

2v

)
.

Setting λ = t/v the claim follows.

Proposition E.3. If for a given p > 0 and c > 0 the inequality

E[eλ(X−EX)] ≤ e−λp

(1− cλ)p/c
(84)

holds for all λ < c−1, then the following claims hold:

(a) For all λ ∈ (0, c−1)

logE[eλ(X−EX)] ≤ pcλ2

2(1− cλ)
. (85)

(b) For all λ ≤ 0

logE[eλ(X−EX)] ≤ pcλ2

2
. (86)

Proof. (a) Using the inequality − log(1 − s) − s ≤ s2

2(1−s) for s ∈ (0, 1) (see Lemma E.6 (a)) we
have:

logE[eλ(X−EX)]

≤ −λp− p

c
log(1− cλ)

=
p

c
(− log(1− cλ)− cλ)

≤ p

c
· (cλ)2

2(1− cλ)

=
pcλ2

2(1− cλ)
.

(b) Using inequality − log(1− s)− s ≤ s2

2 for s < 0 (see Lemma E.6 (b)) we have:

logE[eλ(X−EX)]

≤ −λp− p

c
log(1− cλ)

=
p

c
(− log(1− cλ)− cλ)

≤ p

c
· (cλ)

2

2

=
pcλ2

2
.
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Corollary E.4. If for a given p > 0 and c > 0 we have

logE[eλ(X−EX)] ≤ e−λp

(1− cλ)p/c
(87)

for all λ < c−1, then for all t ≥ 0

P(X − EX > t) ≤ exp

(
−t2

2(pc+ ct)

)
, (88)

and

P(X − EX < −t) ≤ exp

(
−t2

2pc

)
. (89)

Proof. From Proposition E.3 we know that (85) holds. Now, by Theorem E.1, inequality (88) holds.

From Proposition E.3 we know that (86) holds. If we substitute λ 7→ −λ and X 7→ −X in (86) we
have

logE[eλ(−X+EX)] ≤ pcλ2

2
for λ ≥ 0. Hence, using Theorem E.3 we get (89).

E.2 Technical inequalities

Lemma E.5. For s ≥ 0 we have

1 + s−
√
1 + 2s ≥ s2

2(1 + s)
.

Proof. For s > 0 we have:

1 + s−
√
1 + 2s

= (1 + s−
√
1 + 2s) · 1 + s+

√
1 + 2s

1 + s+
√
1 + 2s

=
(1 + s)2 − 1 + 2s

1 + s+
√
1 + 2s

=
s2

1 + s+
√
1 + 2s

≥ s2

2(1 + s)
.

Tha last inequality follows from the fact that 1 + s =
√
1 + 2s+ s2 >

√
1 + 2s.

Lemma E.6. (a) For s ∈ (0, 1) we have − log(1− s)− s ≤ s2

2(1−s) .

(b) For s < 0 we have − log(1− s)− s ≤ s2

2 .

Proof. Not that for f(s) = − log(1− s)− s we have f ′(s) = 1
1−s − 1 = s

1−s . Hence, in the case
of (a), it follows for s ∈ (0, 1)

− log(1− s)− s

= f(s)− f(0) =

∫ s

0

f ′(t) dt

=

∫ s

0

t

1− t
dt ≤

∫ s

0

t

1− s
dt

=
1

1− s

∫ s

0

t dt =
s2

2(1− s)
.
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In the case of (b), for s < 0 we can apply a similar argument:

− log(1− s)− s

= f(s)− f(0) =

∫ s

0

f ′(t) dt

=

∫ s

0

t

1− t
dt ≤

∫ 0

s

−t
1− t

dt

≤
∫ 0

s

−t dt = s2

2
.

Lemma E.7. For a given t > 0, v > 0 and c > 0 the function

f(λ) = λt− vλ2

2(1− cλ)

has a maximum on interval (0, c−1) at point λmax =
√
v+2tc−

√
v

c
√
v+2tc

. and it equals

v

c2

(
1 +

tc

v
−
√
1 + 2 · tc

v

)
.

Proof. When we take the first derivative we get

f ′(λ) = t− vλ

(1− cλ)
− vcλ2

2(1− cλ)2
.

Setting f ′(λ) = 0 and using the substitution x = λ
(1−cλ) , we get

−vc
2

· x2 − vx+ t = 0.

Solving thi quadratic equation by x we get

x1,2 = −1

c
±
√

1

c2
+

2t

vc
.

Since the solution needs to be non-negative,

x = −1

c
+

√
1

c2
+

2t

vc

= −1

c
+

√
v

vc2
+

2tc

vc2

=
−
√
v +

√
v + 2tc

c
√
v

=

√
v + 2tc−

√
v

c
√
v

.

Now, when we calcualte λ from x, we get

λmax =

√
v + 2tc−

√
v

c
√
v + 2tc

.
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Note that, λmax is the minimum since f ′ is a strictly decreasing function on (0, c−1). The value of
the minimum is

f ′(λmax)

= λmax

(
t− v

2
· λmax

1− cλmax

)
= λmax

(
t− v

2
· x
)

=

√
v + 2tc−

√
v

c
√
v + 2tc

(
t− v

2
·
√
v + 2tc−

√
v

c
√
v

)
=

√
v + 2tc−

√
v

c
√
v + 2tc

(
t−

√
v
√
v + 2tc− v

2c

)
=

√
v + 2tc−

√
v

c
√
v + 2tc

· 2tc+ v −
√
v
√
v + 2tc

2c

=
(
√
v + 2tc−

√
v)

c
·
√
v + 2tc−

√
v

2c

=
(
√
v + 2tc−

√
v)2

2c2

=
2v + 2tc− 2

√
v2 + 2vtc

2c2

=
v

c2

(
1 +

tc

v
−
√
1 + 2 · tc

v

)

Lemma E.8. For ε ∈ (0, 1) and ρ2 ∈ [ε, 1] we have

(ρ
√
1− ε− ε

2

√
1− ρ2)2 + 1− ρ2 ≤ 1− ερ2.

Proof. It is easy to show that ρ ≥ ε and 1− ε ≥ 1− ρ2, hence

0 ≤ ρ
√
1− ε− ε

2

√
1− ρ2 ≤ ρ

√
1− ε. (90)

Now, we have:

(ρ
√
1− ε− ε

2

√
1− ρ2)2 + 1− ρ2

(90)
≤ (ρ

√
1− ε)2 + 1− ρ2

= 1− ερ2

Lemma E.9. For ε ∈ (0, 1) we have[
1 +

ε2

2(1 + ε
√
2)

]− p
2

≤ e
− p

4 ·
ε2

(1+ε)2

Proof. Using Lemma E.6(b) we have

log

([
1 +

ε2

2(1 + ε
√
2)

]− p
2

)

= −p
2
· log

[
1 +

ε2

2(1 + ε
√
2)

]
≤ p

2

[
− ε2

2(1 + ε
√
2)

+
1

2

(
ε2

2(1 + ε
√
2)

)2
]

(91)
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Looking at the difference:

ε2

2(1 + ε
√
2)

− ε2

2(1 + ε)2

=
ε2[(1 + ε)2 − (1 + ε

√
2)]

2(1 + ε)2(1 + ε
√
2)

=
ε2[ε(2−

√
2) + ε2]

2(1 + ε)2(1 + ε
√
2)

≥ ε2[ε(2−
√
2) + ε2]

2(1 + ε)2(1 + ε
√
2)

≥
ε3(2−

√
2)[1 + ε

2−
√
2
]

2(1 + ε)2(1 + ε
√
2)

≥ ε3(2−
√
2)[1 + ε

√
2]

2(1 + ε)2(1 + ε
√
2)

≥
ε3 · 1

2

2(1 + ε)2
=

ε3

4(1 + ε)2

≥ 1

2

(
ε2

2(1 + ε
√
2)

)2

Hence, we have

(91) ≤ −p
4
· ε2

(1 + ε)2
.

E.3 Special Case of Mean Value Theorem

Lemma E.10. Let ψ(h) = h√
1+h2

, then ψ′(h) = 1
(1+h2)3/2

. Furthermore, we have the following
inequalities:

(a) For 0 ≤ a < b we have

ψ(b)− ψ(a) ≤ ψ′(a)(b− a).

(b) For a < 0 < b we have

ψ(b)− ψ(a) ≤ b− a.

Proof. Using product rule for derivatives

ψ′(h) =
(h)′

√
1 + h2 − h(

√
1 + h2)′

1 + h2

=

√
1 + h2 − h · h√

1+h2

1 + h2

=
1 + h2 − h2

(1 + h2)3/2
=

1

(1 + h2)3/2
.
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For a < b we have

ψ(b)− ψ(a)

=

∫ b

a

ψ′(h) dh

≤ max
s∈[a,b]

ψ′(s)

∫ b

a

du

= max
s∈[a,b]

ψ′(s)(b− a).

It is not hard to see

max
h∈[a,b]

ψ′(h) =

{
ψ′(a) 0 ≤ a < b

ψ′(0) = 1 a < 0 < b
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