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Abstract

The separate tasks of denoising, least squares expectation, and manifold learning can often be
posed in a common setting of finding the conditional expectations arising from a product of two random
variables. This paper focuses on this more general problem and describes an operator theoretic approach
to estimating the conditional expectation. Kernel integral operators are used as a compactification tool,
to set up the estimation problem as a linear inverse problem in a reproducing kernel Hilbert space.
This equation is shown to have solutions that allow numerical approximation, thus guaranteeing the
convergence of data-driven implementations. The overall technique is easy to implement, and their
successful application to some real-world problems are also shown.
MSC 2020 classification : 46E27, 46E22, 62G07, 62G05
Keywords : Markov kernel, statistical denoising, compact operators, RKHS

1 Introduction.

In many experiments, due to the uncertainty in the parameters of the setup, the outcome has to be
interpreted as a conditional expectation. This is owing to the fact that the measured outcome which
is ideally the “typical” or “true” outcome, is in fact conditional on the prevailing parameters. This notion
of conditional expectation has different interpretations in various contexts, such as mean-curves, least square
fitting, and denoising. We present an operator theoretic approach to the problem of finding conditional
expectation, which also provides a robust technique for denoising. The technique uses ideas from both
kernel mean embedding as well as kernel-based operator compactification. It has an easy adaptation to be
data-driven, which we also prove is convergent in the limit of large data.

To give our discussion a more firm mathematical footing we make the following assumption :

Assumption 1. There is a compact metric space X and a topological space Y , each equipped with their Borel
σ-algebras ΣX and ΣY respectively. There is a probability measure µ on the product space (X × Y,ΣX×Y ).

We interpret X as the space being directly observed, and Y to be the space from which a random input
or parameter is drawn. The observation or measurement being performed is via the following function :

Assumption 2. There is an unknown function f ∈ X × Y → R which lies in the space C(X × Y ), and is
integrable with respect to µ.

Our focus is on the conditional expectation of such functions :

f̄ ∶= Eµ
∶X(f) ∈ L1(µX), f̄(x) ∶= ∫

y∈Y
f(x, y)dµ(y∣x). (1)

In spite of the simplicity of (1), f̄ has a problem of not being well defined at every point on X. In general,
f̄ is only an L1 equivalence class and has no guarantee of having a continuous representative, without
further assumptions. We later introduce some technical but broad assumptions which would enable these
conditional expectations to be continuous functions. At the moment we look at some examples.
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Examples. The situation described in Assumptions 1 and 2 occurs commonly in many situations.

1. Additive noise : Consider the situation where f̄ is a random variable (r.v.) on X, the space Y is Rp

endowed with a zero mean distribution µY , and f(x, y) = f̄(x) + y is a contamination of f̄ with noise
y [e.g. 1, 2]. Let the product space X × Y be endowed with the product measure µ = µX × µY . Then
the task of denoising is about recovering f̄ , which is related to f and µ via (1).

2. Pull-backs : Suppose (Ω, µ̃) is a probability measure, and X ∶ Ω→ X and Y ∶ Ω→ Y are two random
variables. Let HX be the subspace of L2(µ) consisting of functions of the form {ϕ ○ X ∶ ϕ ∈ L2 (X∗µ)}.
Thus these are the square integrable functions which factorized through X . Alternatively, these are
the pullbacks of square integrable functions on X, under X . A space HX×Y can be defined similarly.

Now set µ = (X × Y)∗µ̃, the push forward of µ̃ onto X × Y . Then for any function f ∈ L2(µ;R), the
pullback f ○ (X × Y) lies in HX×Y . Then

(Eµ
∶Xf) ○ X = E (f ○ (X × Y)∣X ) = projHX (f ○ (X × Y)) .

Thus the conditional expectation from (1) pulls back to an equality of random variables. This situation
is the focus of the input model uncertainty -problem in statistics. The two r.v.-s A,B represent sub-
systems of the larger system Ω, and f is a statistic depending on the outcomes of A and B. Then
E (f ○ (A ×B)∣A) can be interpreted to be the mean value of the statistic f , as the input parameter
B is varied. The second equality in the equation above also implies that the conditional expectation
may be derived as a least squares estimate, with a proper choice of norm.

3. Manifold learning : The notion of principal curves and manifolds are used to describe formulate
manifold learning within a statistical context [e.g. 3, 4, 5]. Principal curves capture the notion of
a curve passing through the center of a distribution. While there is no unique definition, it mostly
relies on an expectation minimizing function from a manifold M . In Section 5, we convert this
expectation minimization problem into a conditional expectation problem, by assuming an unknown
prior distribution from which the data-points are generated.

In Section 5 we investigate a few real world manifestations of these above scenarios, using the theoret-
ical and numerical tools that we build. Despite its importance in several applications, robust estimation
techniques are yet to be fully explored. We next try to understand the challenges associated to this task.

Challenges. There are multiple objectives one needs to be careful about in any such technique :

(i) Smoothness : the estimated conditional expectation function preferably has some degree of regularity.

(ii) Consistency : the outcome of the estimation technique should converge to the truth with more data.

(iii) Data-driven : ideally the technique should not assume any prior distribution.

(iv) Robustness : The problem with trying to approximate the integral in (1) is that there may not be
sufficient number of samples along each leaf. The techniques should have some robustness to this
undersampling problem.

We now take a brief look at a few important paradigms developed to address this estimation problem.
Most of them lack in addressing one or more out of the above four objectives.
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Related work. While Assumptions 1 and 2 describe a basic scenario in many theoretical and real-world
situations, they do not provide a recipe for estimating f̄ from (1). There has been several ideas proposed,
which we organize into five classes. Nearest-neighbor based techniques [e.g. 6, 7, 8] are data-driven and
easily scalable with large data, but lack a framework to guarantee consistency. The idea is to denoise a local
pirece of the data cloud by taking an average of nearest neighbors, via a technique known as Non-Local-
Means (NLM) [7, 8]. In spite of different weighting schemes being proposed, these techniques also suffer
from the presence of bias. A second class of techniques use principal component analysis and its statistical
properties [e.g. 9]. However, these techniques are framed in a set of Assumptions more restrictive than
our general case. A third important class of techniques are based on the notion of principal curves [e.g.
10]. Here, the target function is set to be a curve passing through the middle of a distribution. One then
uses any of the vast number of gradient-descent-based techniques to minimize the squared divergence from
the mean curve. Principal curve estimation techniques come with all the advantages and disadvantages of
gradient-descent learning, and also lack a firm footing in probabilistic assumption. Also as shown in [11],
principal curves often turn out to be saddle points of the mean-squared projection distance. This means
they are not local minima and local minima only along some selected directions of descent. A fourth class
of techniques rely on concepts from traditional Harmonic analysis. The most notable is a technique named
conditional mean embedding [12], which sets up the estimation as a linear-algebraic concept. Another idea
is to assume a hypothesis space, and a noise prior on the coefficients with respect to a basis or frame [e.g.
13, 14].

A subclass of this fourth class of techniques are kernel based methods. These utilize the theory of kernel
integral operators and RKHS to the extent that they form a class on their own. We make special note of
the idea in [15] of using kernel ridge regression to estimate the conditional mean embedding. Some other
notable examples are the use of kernels for non-isotropic mixing spatial data [16], using local linear kernel
estimators [17], or adaptation of ideas from kernel density estimation [18].

Our proposed technique falls under this fifth class. We use a combination of compactification and
reproducing kernel Hilbert space theory to perform our estimation.

Outline. We describe the technical details next in Section 2. We setup the problem in a hypothesis
space called reproducing kernel Hilbert space. The target function is to be determined via a linear inverse
problem. To make the problem robust to finite rank approximations, we use compact operators on both
sides of the equation. Readers looking for the algorithmic implementation and convergence guarantees are
directed to the next Section 4. We demonstrate some applications in Section 5 and provide some discussions
in Section 5.3. Finally, we provide the proofs of our theorems and lemmas in Section 3.

2 The technique.

We begin by being more specific about the measure µ. Let Prob(X) and Prob(Y ) respectively denote the
space of probability measures on the measurable spaces (X,ΣX) and (Y,ΣY ). Given metric spaces Z,Z ′,
C(Z;Z ′) denote the space of continuous maps from Z to Z ′, endowed with the compact-open topology.
This space is also a metric space with respect to the supremum norm. When Z ′ = R, we denote C(Z;R) as
simply C(Z). Taking Z = X and Z ′ = C(Y ) gives the metric space C (X;C(Y )). This is the space of all
R-valued functions on X × Y which are continuous with respect to the X-variable in the C(Y )-norm.

For a general measure µ ∈ Prob(X ×Y ), the conditional measures {µ∣x ∶ x ∈X} are guaranteed to exist
only up to a set of µX measure zero. Under additional assumptions on µ and f we get the following very
important regularity result on conditional expectations :

Lemma 2.1. Suppose Assumptions 1 holds, and f be a function in C(X;C(Y )). Further suppose that
there is a probability measure µX ∈ Prob(X), and a continuous map m ∶ supp(µX) → Prob(Y ). This leads
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to a probability measure µ on (X × Y,ΣX×Y ), defined as

µ(A) ∶= ∫
x∈X

m{y ∈ Y ∶ (x, y) ∈ A}dµX(x), ∀A ∈ ΣX×Y .

Then the conditional expectation (1) can be realized as a function in C (supp(µX)).

Lemma 2.1 is proved in Section 6.1. We next introduce our main tool : kernel functions.

Kernel. A kernel on the space X is a bivariate function k ∶X ×X → R, which is supposed to be a measure
of similarity between points on X. Bivariate functions such as distance and inner-products are examples
of kernels. Kernel based methods offer a non-parametric approach to learning, and have been used with
success in many diverse fields such as spectral analysis [19, 20], discovery of spatial patterns [e.g. 21, 22],
and the discovery of periodic and chaotic components of various real world systems [e.g. 23, 24], and even
abstract operator valued measures [25]. We shall use the widely used Gaussian kernels, defined as

kGauss,δ(x, y) ∶= exp(−
1

δ
dist(x, y)2) , ∀x, y ∈X. (2)

Gaussian kernels have been shown to have deep connections with the geometry or topology of the underlying
space [e.g. 26, 27, 28, 29, 30]. Gaussian kernels have the important property of being strictly positive
definite, which means that given any distinct points x1, . . . , xN in X, numbers a1, . . . , aN in R, the sum

∑N
i=1∑N

i=1 aiajk(xi, xj) is non-negative, and zero iff all the ai-s are zero.

Closely associated to kernels are kernel integral operators (k.i.o.). Given a probability measure ν on X,
one has an integral operator associated to a continuous kernel k, defined as

Kν ∶ L2(ν) → Cr(X), (Kνϕ)(x) ∶= ∫
X
k(x, y)ϕ(y)dν(y).

If the kernel k is Cr, then its image set will also be Cr functions. For this reason, k.i.o.-s are also known as
smoothing operators. In fact, under mild assumptions, k.i.o.-s embed functions in L2(ν) into function spaces
of higher regularity, called RKHS. Recall that a kernel k is symmetric if for every x,x′ ∈X, k(x,x′) = k(x′, x).
Symmetric kernels allow the use of tools from RKHS theory, which we review shortly.

Localized kernels . A parameterized family of kernels kδ is said to be uniformly localizable [29, 28]
with respect to a reference measure β if there are constants γ > 2 + dim(β) such that∈M

∣kδ(x,x′)∣ = O ((
dist(x,x′)

δ
)
−γ

) as δ → 0+, ∀x,x′ ∈X. (3)

Guassian kernels such as (2), (4) have an exponential decay and are uniformly localizable with respect to
any reference measure. Let Kβ

δ be the associated reference measure. Then

sup
x∈X
∣(Kβ

δ f) (x) − ∫
{x′ ∶ dist(x,x′)<R}

kδ(x,x′)f(x′)dβ(x′)∣ = ∥f∥L∞ O ((δ/R)β) , ∀f ∈ L∞ (mu(X)) .

This indicates that at any point of continuity of f̄ , the Markov operator-smoothed function GµX

δ f̄ will
be a close approximation of f̄ . The comparison of GµX

δ f̄ with f̄ is a separate and vast topic of its own,
and there are myriad set of conditions [26, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35, e.g.] under which the former approximates
the latter in various choices of metric. The techniques that we develop (Theorems 1, 2 and Algorithm
1) aim to approximate GµX

δ f̄ and not the true conditional expectation f̄ . The motivation behind this is
that GµX

δ f̄ being a continuous function allows pointwise comparisons, which f̄ does not. For choice of a
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smoothing kernel, any kernel satisfying (3) for β = µX would be sufficient. If the kernel decays faster than
any polynomial, it wold work for every µ.

Convolution of kernels. Suppose β is a fixed measure, and k1, k2 are two kernels on X. Then these two
kernels can be combined in a procedure called convolution to get a kernel

(k1 ⋆β k2) ∈ C (X ×X;R) , (k1 ⋆β k2) (x, z) ∶= ∫ k1(x, y)k2(y, z)dβ(y).

Let Kβ
1 ,K

β
2 be the integral operators corresponding to these kernels. Then note that

(Kβ
1K

β
2 ϕ) (x) = ∫ ∫ k1(x, y)k2(y, z)ϕ(z)dβ(z)dβ(y) = ∫ ∫ k1(x, y)k2(y, z)ϕ(z)dβ(y)dβ(z)

= ∫ (k1 ⋆β k2) (x, z)ϕ(z)dβ(z)

Thus the operator that we get by composing two kernel integral operators is also a kernel integral operator,
whose kernel is the convolution of the kernels of the two operators being composed.

RKHS. A reproducing kernel Hilbert space or RKHS is a Hilbert space of continuous functions, in which
pointwise evaluations are bounded linear functionals. Any continuous symmetric, strictly positive definite
kernel k (such as (23)) induces an RKHS which contains linear sums of the form ∑N

n=1 ank(⋅, xn), in which
the inner product is given by

⟨
N

∑
n=1

ank(⋅, xn),
M

∑
m=1

bmk(⋅, ym)⟩ =
N

∑
n=1

M

∑
m=1

a∗nbmk(xn, ym).

The full details of the construction of this space H can be found in any standard literature [e.g. 36]. The
functions k(⋅, xn) are called the sections of the kernel k. The kernel sections are members of the RKHS and
span the RKHS. One of the defining properties of RKHS is the reproducing property :

⟨k(⋅, x), f⟩ = f(x), ∀x ∈X, ∀f ∈ H.

When an RKHS is used as the hypothesis space in a learning problem, the target function is assumed to be
a finite sum ∑N

n=1 ank(⋅, xn) of the kernel sections. Let ν be any probability measure on X, and Kν be the
kernel integration operator associated to k and ν. Then it is well known that the image of Kν lies in H.
We denote this image as Hν . For example, let ν be a discrete measure ν = ∑n=1,2,...wnδxn , i.e., an aggregate
of Dirac-delta measures supported on discrete points xn along with weights wn > 0 which sum to 1. Then
Hν is precisely the span of the kernel sections {k(⋅, xn) ∶ n = 1, . . . ,N}. The theory of RKHS remains in
the background of our work. Our key idea is more a simple application of the theory of the decomposition
of a measure into its conditional measures. We describe this next.

Kernel smoothing. Suppose α is a probability measure on X, absolutely continuous with respect to µX .
Then :

∫
X
f̄(x)dα(x) = ∫

X
∫
Y
f(x, y)dµ(y∣x)dα(x) = ∫

X
∫
Y
f(x, y)dµ(y∣x) dα

dµX

(x)dµX(x)

= ∫
X
∫
Y
f(x, y) dα

dµX

(x)dµ(y∣x)dµX(x)

= ∫
X×Y
[f(x, y) dα

dµX

(x)]dµ(x, y).
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By this trivial manipulation, an integral of f̄ which we consider to be unknown, against the measure α
which we also assume to be unknown, is converted into an integral over the joint domain X × Y . We
now repeat this idea not for a single such absolutely continuous probability measure α, but for an entire
parameterized family. Such a family of absolutely continuous probability measures is realized by a Markov
integral operator, built from a Markov transition kernel as defined below :

p ∶X ×X → R+0 , ∀x ∈X, ∫ p(x,x′)dµX(x′) = 1.

Note that for every x ∈ X, the kernel section p(x, ⋅) is a non-negative function with integral equal to
one. Thus it can be interpreted as a probability density. Then we have an associated integral operator
P µX ∶ L2(µX) → C(X), whose action on any ψ ∈ L2(µX) is given by

(P µXψ) (z) ∶= ∫
X
p(z, x)ψ(x)dµ(x) = ⟨p∗(z), ψ⟩ , ∀z ∈X.

An important kernel for us will be a Markov normalized version of the Gaussian kernel (2). Given a measure
β on X and a bandwith parameter δ > 0, define

ksymm,β
Gauss,δ ∶X ×X → R, ksymm,β

Gauss,δ (x,x
′) ∶= kGauss,δ(x,x′)/∫

X
kGauss,δ(x,x′′)dβ(x′′). (4)

We denote the associated integral operator by Gβδ . Thus

(Gβδ ϕ) (x) ∶= [∫
X
kGauss,δ(x,x′′)dβ(x′′)]

−1

∫ kGauss,δ(x,x′)ϕ(x′)dβ(x).

Given any Markov kernel p, the composite operator P µXGµX

δ has as its kernel the convolved kernel

p̃δ ∶= p ⋆µX
kGauss,δ.

This kernel p̃δ on X has the following trivial extension to a transition kernel

qδ ∶X × (X × Y ) → R+0 , qδ(x,x′.y) ∶= p̃δ(x,x′) = ∫ p(x,x′′) exp(−1
δ
dist2(x′′, x′))dµX(x′′).

Although qδ is declared a function of three variables, we keep it independent of the third variable y. While
qδ is not a kernel in a true sense, it still generates integral operator-like action

Qµ
δ ∶ L

2(µ) → C(X), (Qµ
δϕ) (x) ∶= ∫

X×Y
qδ(x,x′, y)dµ(x′, y).

This trivial extension allows us to write

P µXGµX

δ f̄ = P µXGµX

δ Eµ
∶Xf = Q

µ
δ f. (5)

The simple identity in (5) underlines our main idea. It is based on the compactness of integral operators.

Approximations of measures. From a practical point of view, neither of the measures µ or µX are
known explicitly. Instead they would be approximated by measures α and ν respectively, which we assume
satisfies the following :

Assumption 3. There are two probability measures α and ν supported on X × Y and X respectively, such
that ν is absolutely continuous with respect to αX ∶= (projX)∗α, the projection of α to X. Moreover, dν/dα
is a function bounded away from zero.
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The measure α is meant to be an approximator of µ. Similar to (5), we have

PαXGαX

δ f̄ = PαXGαX

δ Eα
∶Xf = Qα

δ f. (6)

Note that instead of trying to determine the actual conditional expectation f̄ , we approximate a smoothed
version of it. This converts the L1 function f̄ into a function which is well-defined pointwise and is con-
tinuous. Thus C(X) becomes the common space in which both GµX

δ Eα
∶Xf and GαX

δ Eα
∶Xf can be compared.

This avoids the theoretical challenge of comparing conditional measures, which not only may not converge
pointwise, but may not converge in distribution too[e.g. 37, Cor 4.1]. Furthermore, the bandwidth param-
eter δ also controls the L2 distance of GµX

δ Eα
∶Xf from Eα

∶Xf . These two kernels k and p that we use in our
theory and algorithm are stated formally below :

Assumption 4. k is a continuous, symmetric, strictly positive definite kernel on X, and p is a continuous
Markov kernel on X.

Null hypothesis. A kernel is said to be cc-universal [see 38] if HµX
is dense in C(supp(ν)), the space

of continuous functions on the support of ν.. Kernels such as a kGauss are of the form k(x, y) = ψ(x − y),
with ψ being a bounded, continuous, integrable function and a Fourier transform of some Borel measure.
It has been shown in [38] that such kernels are cc-universal. With this in mind, we assume :

Assumption 5. The smoothed conditional expectation Gµδ f̄ lies in HµX
.

Assumption 5 might seem artificial as the choice of the kernel is independent of the unknown function f .
Thus the function f̄ need not lie in HµX

. Our first statement in Theorem 1 does not require Assumption 5,
but uses it to provide a stronger statement. In addition Assumption 5 is not restrictive due to the density
of the RKHS in C(X). Given any RKHS H and an f ∈ C(X), the sequence of norms

an ∶= inf {∥h∥H ∶ h ∈ HµX
, ∥f − h∥C(X) <

1

n
} , n = 1,2, . . .

is called the rate of approximation of f . Each of the RKHS approximations can be used as a candidate
for f that satisfies Assumption 5. Its oscillatory nature, captured by ∥f∥

H
, determines the tuning of the

experiment parameters.

Thus, an RKHS supported on the observed data-space X will be our choice of hypothesis space in the
estimation of the conditional expectation. An RKHS provides several advantages, it has a Hilbert space
structure, pointwise evaluation is a bounded operation, and under mild conditions, they are dense in the
space of continuous functions. More importantly, the conditional expectation operator has been shown to be
well approximated in operator norm by Hilbert Schmidt operators [39]. This gives kernel-based techniques a
clear edge over other techniques. Finally, RKHS in many situations can be endowed with a Banach algebra
structure [40], thus enriching them further for Harmonic analysis.

Our main result below is in terms of an ϵ-regularized least squares solution to a linear inverse problem
Ma = b. This is the solution a = (MTM + ϵ)−1MT b.

Theorem 1. Suppose Assumptions 1, 2, 3 and 4 hold. Then if ϕα,ν,ϵ ∈ L2(ν) is the least-squares solution
in ϕ to the equation

PαXKνϕ = Qα
δ f (7)

then
lim
α→µ

lim
ϵ→0+
∥Kνϕα,ν,ϵ − GαX

δ f̄∥
L2(ν)

= 0. (8)

Furthermore, if Assumption 5 holds, then

lim
ν→µX

lim
α→µ, ϵ→0+

lim ∥Kνϕα,ν,ϵ − GµX

δ f̄∥
H
= 0. (9)
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Theorem 1 is proved in Section 3.

Remark. Since an RKHS is continuously embedded in C(X), (9) implies

lim
ν→µX

lim
α→µ, ϵ→0+

∥Kνϕα,ν,ϵ − GαX

δ f̄∥
C(X)

= 0, (10)

a guarantee of uniform convergence to the δ-smoothed version of the expectation operator.

Remark. A major difference of Claim (9) from Claim (8) is that the former involves a joint limit α → µ
and ϵ→ 0+. The measure α is to be interpreted as the approximation of µ provided by data. The parameter
ϵ is to be interpreted as the degree of regularization imposed by the learning process. The joint limit in (9)
indicates that these can be treated independent of the other. This sets Theorem 1 apart from most existing
techniques in the field.

Remark. Theorem 1 and our subsequent techniques aim to approximate GµX

δ f̄ instead of f̄ . As explained
in the context of localized kernels, f̄ may not be a proper function and does not allow pointwise comparisons.
GµX

δ f̄ can be interpreted as a smoothed or smudged version of f̄ . The parameter δ controls the degree of
smudging, as quantified in (3).

Commutations. The following diagram in (11) illustrates the operator theoretic commutations used in
our scheme.

L2(ν) C(X × Y ) L1(αX)

L2(ν) C(X) L2(αX)

L2(αX) C(X)

Tα,ν,ϵ

T̄α,ν,ϵ
Q̄α

δ

Eα
∶X

⊂

K̃ν

Kν

ιν

G
αX
δ

Bα,ν,ϵ

P̄αX

(11)

The blue loop expresses the identity in (6). The smoothing operator QαX is shown as the composite of the
conditional expectation operator, and the smoothing operator PαX . The map Bα,ν,ϵ shown in red is the
linear map that provides the ϵ-regularized least squares solution to (7). It is explicitly constructed later
in (14), and explored in more detail in Section 3. The commutation shown in brown is the action of the
smoothing operator on the result of the linear inverse problem. As a result, Tα,ν,ϵ, T̄α,ν,ϵ are respectively the
L2(αX) and continuous versions of the estimation technique.

The various colored paths represent not only the mathematical aspect of commutation loops, but also
the practical aspects of the technique. In a data-driven application, both α, ν are sampling measures built
from data. The Markov operator Q̄α

δ then behaves similarly as a moving average, and helps overcome the
scarcity of samples along individual leaves of the partition {{x} × Y ∶ x ∈X}. The commutation ensures
that although Q̄α

δ is easily constructible from samples of the function f ∈ C(X × Y ), it bears a meaningful
relation with the conditional expectation. The green loop represents the difference between in-sample and
out-of sample extensions. Although K̃ν and Kν are related by the simple inclusion map ιν , they have
different implementations. Although K̃ν is expressed as the composition of Kν with ιν , it has a more direct
and immediate evaluation.

We next prove Theorem 1, by taking a closer look at the operators and spaces in the background.
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3 A closer look at Theorem 1.

We prove Theorem 1 in this section, and begin by being more particular with our notation. In the various
diagrams below, we use dashed, green arrows to indicate that a new operator is being defined via construc-
tion. Given any continuous kernel k and a finite measure ν supported on X, one has the following diagram
of spaces and operators :

C(X) L2(ν)

C(X) L2(ν)

ιν

K̄ν

ιν

Kν

K̃ν

Here ιν ∶ C(X) → L2(ν) is the inclusion of continuous maps into the space of square integrable maps. The
operators K̄ν and K̃ν are respectively pre and post compositions of Kν with ιν . We use the analogous
notation for P, P̃ and P̄ too. With this notation in mind, (11) will be rewritten as

L1(αX) L2(αX)

L2(ν) C(X × Y ) C(X)

L2(ν) C(X) L2(αX)

L2(αX)

⊂

G
αX
δ

Eα,δ
∶X

Eα
∶X

Tα,ν,ϵ

T̄α,ν,ϵ
Q̄α

δ

ια

K̃ν

Kν

ιν

P̃αX

Bα,ν,ϵ

(12)

We have named the composite operator GαX

δ Eα
∶X as Eα,δ

∶X . Our idea of proving Theorem 1 depends on
factoring the various kernel integral operators on both sides of (7) into a composition of simpler operators,
We also intend to cast the entire procedure of finding the ϵ-regularized least squares solution into an operator
too. The diagram in (12) will be the first of a sequence of expansions of the commutative diagram in (11),
which will reveal these decomposition.

First we examine the left hand side (LHS) of (11). Let PαX and Kν respectively be the kernel integral
operators corresponding to the Markov kernel p and symmetric s.p.d. kernel k, and probability measures α
and ν. This leads to

L2(αX) C(X)

L2(ν) C(X) L2(αX)

ια

Kν

Aα,ν

ια

P̃αX
PαX (13)

The operator Aα,ν so constructed is effectively the LHS of (7). Next we determine the operator form of
Bα,ν,ϵ , the ϵ-regularized pseudo-inverse of Aα,ν :

L2(ν)

L2(αX) L2(ν)
A∗ν

Bα,ν,ϵ
(A∗α,νAα,ν+ϵ)

−1 (14)

The operators Aα,ν and Bα,ν,ϵ are the building blocks to constructing the solution to (7), as shown in (11).
The third and final operator theoretic realization is that of Assumption 3. The condition of absolutely

9



continuity implies the following commuting diagram

C(X) L2(ν)

L2(αX)

ια

ιν

jν→α

(15)

The map jν→α is a simple inclusion map, and is built on the fact that any function which is L2(ν) integrable
is also L2(αX) integrable. The simple commutation in (15) has several important consequences throughout
our proof. The first is

Lemma 3.1. The operator Aα,ν is a compact and injective operator.

Lemma 3.1 is proved in Section 6.2. To get more out of (15), we expand it to

C(X) L2(ν) L2(ν)

L2(αX)

ια

ιν

jν→α

(K̃ν)
−1

K̃ν

and then

C(X) L2(ν) L2(ν)

L2(αX) C(X)

ια

ιν

jν→α

(K̃ν)
−1

K̃ν Kν

ια

This commutations added to (12) gives :

L1(αX) L2(αX)

L2(ν) C(X × Y ) C (X) L2(ν)

C(X) L2(αX)

L2(ν) L2(αX) C(X) L2(ν)

⊂

G
αX
δ

Eα,δ
∶XTα,ν,ϵ

T̄α,ν,ϵ

Q̃α

Eα
∶X

ια

ιν

(K̃ν)
−1

jν→α

ιν

P̃αX

K̃ν

Kν

Bα,ν,ϵ

ια

Kν

K̃ν

Aα,ν

(16)

This allows us to write
Q̃αX = P̃αX ιαK

ν (K̃ν)−1 ινEα,δ
∶X = Aα,ν (K̃ν)−1 ινEα,δ

∶X ,

where the last equality follows from (13). Applying K̃νBα,ν,ϵ on both sides gives :

K̃νBα,ν,ϵQ̄
α
δ = K̃νBα,ν,ϵAα,ν (K̃ν)−1 ινEα,δ

∶X . (17)

10



Lemma 3.2. The operator Bα,ν,ϵ is compact. Moreover, the following limit holds pointwise :

lim
ϵ→0+

Bα,ν,ϵAα,ν = IdL2(ν) .

Lemma 3.2 is proved in Section 6.3. Using Lemma 3.2 one can establish the limits of (17) :

lim
ϵ→0+

K̃νBα,ν,ϵQ̄
α
δ f = K̃ν (K̃ν)−1 ινEα,δ

∶X f = ινE
α,δ
∶X f. (18)

To study the limit of (16), we use the following lemma.

Lemma 3.3. For every f ∈ C(X;C(Y )), Eα,δ
∶X f converges uniformly to Eµ,δ

∶X f as α converges weakly to µ.

Lemma 3.3 is proved in Section 6.4. This completes the preparatory phase of the proof.

Proof of (8). Lemma 3.3 applied to (16) gives :

lim
α→µ

lim
ϵ→0+

K̃νBα,ν,ϵQ̄
α
δ f = limα→µ

ινEα,δ
∶X f, by (16)

= ιν lim
α→µ

Eα,δ
∶X f

= ινEµ,δ
∶X f, by Lemma 3.3.

(19)

Equation (19) states that if the least squares solution

ϕα,ν,ϵ ∶= Bα,ν,ϵQ̄
α
δ f,

is smoothed using Kν , then the resulting function converges in L2(ν) norm to the conditional expectation.

Proof of (9). To proceed with the next part of the theorem, we reuse the notation Kν to also denote the
map of L2(ν) into Hν . Thus we have the following commutation of maps

L2(ν) C(X)

Hν

Kν

Kν

⊂

Since supp(ν) ⊆ supp(1µX), the space Hν is a subspace of HµX
. Thus there is a projection between these

spaces. The following commutation provides an alternate interpretation of this projection.

HµX
C(X) L2(ν)

Hν L2(ν)
proj

⊂ ιν

(K̃ν)
−1

Kν

(20)

Next we state another important consequence of the hypothesis in Assumption 5.

Lemma 3.4. Suppose Assumptions 1, 2, 3 and 5 holds. Then

lim
α→µ,ϵ→0+

∥(Bα,ν,ϵAα,ν − Id) (K̃ν)−1 ινEµ,δ
∶X f∥L2(ν)

< ∞.

11



Lemma 3.4 is proved in Section 6.5. This leads to

KνBα,ν,ϵQ̄
α
δ f =KνBα,ν,ϵAα,ν (K̃ν)−1 ινEα,δ

∶X f, by (17)

ϵ→0+, α→µÐÐÐÐÐ→Kν (K̃ν)−1 ινEα,δ
∶X f, by Lemma 3.4

ϵ→0+, α→µÐÐÐÐÐ→Kν (K̃ν)−1 ινEα,δ
∶X f, by Lemma 3.3

= projHν
Eµ
∶Xf, by (20)

ν→µXÐÐÐ→ Eµ
∶Xf.

Thus Kνϕα,ν,ϵ converges to g in RKHS norm. This completes the proof of Theorem 1.

In the next section we look at a practical implementation of this scheme, and the accompanying guarantee
of convergence.

4 Numerical implementation.

In a data-driven implementation, the inputs to any numerical recipe is a dataset, along with some algorithmic
parameters. We assume that the data originates as follows :

Assumption 6. There is a sequence of points (xn, yn) ∈X×Y for n = 1,2,3, . . ., equidistributed with respect
to the probability measure µ from Assumption 1.

The concept of equidistribution is a major relaxation of the assumption of being i.i.d.. Such an as-
sumption has been utilized with great success in the theoretical understanding of numerical methods for
timeseries which have strong correlations, such as those arising from dynamical systems [e.g. 19, 25, 20].
Algorithm 1 below presents our main procedure.

Algorithm 1. RKHS representation of conditional expectation.

• Input. A sequence of pairs {(xn, yn) ∶ n = 1, . . . ,N} with xn ∈ Rd and yn ∈ R.

• Parameters.

1. Choice of RKHS kernel k ∶ Rd ×Rd → R+.
2. Smoothing parameter δ > 0.
3. Sub-sampling parameter M ∈ N with M < N .

4. Regularization parameter ϵ.

• Output. A vector a⃗ = (a1, . . . , aM) ∈ RM such that

(Eα
∶Xf)(x) ≈

N

∑
m=1

amk(x,xm), ∀x ∈ Rd.

• Steps.

1. Compute a Gaussian Markov kernel matrix using (4) :

[Gδ] ∈ RN×N , [Gδ]i,j = k
symm,β
Gauss,δ(xi, xj). (21)

2. Compute a Markov kernel [P ] ∈ RN×N as [P ]i,j ∶= p(xi, xj)
3. Compute the kernel matrix [K] ∈ RN×M as [K]i,j = k(xi, xj).

12



4. Find a vector a⃗ ∈ RM as the ϵ-regularized least-squares solution to the equation

[P ] [K] a⃗ = [P ] [Gδ] y⃗.

Algorithm 1 has two components, the choice of an RKHS kernel, and the creation of a Markov kernel
which approximates the smoothing operator. We usually choose p to be the Markov normalized Gaussian
kernel from (4) ,

p(z, x) ∶= exp (−dist (z − x)2 /δ) /∫
X
exp (−dist (z − y)2 /δ)dµX(y).

Theorem 2 below provides an interpretation of the output vector a⃗ from Algorithm 1, and the nature of the
convergence of the results.

Theorem 2. Suppose Assumptions 1, 2, 4, 5 and 6 hold. Let a⃗ be the output of Algorithm 1 is applied to
the data (xn, yn)Nn=1. Then

lim
M→∞

lim
N→∞,ϵ→0+

∥
N

∑
n=1

ank(⋅, xn) − Gµδ f̄∥
H

= 0. (22)

Note that Theorem 2 is independent of the choice of the kernel k in Algorithm 1. Algorithm 1 itself
can be carried out on any dataset (xn, yn), irrespective of whether any of Assumptions 1, 2, 5 and 6 hold.
Assumptions 1 and 6 are needed to place the dataset in context, and Assumptions 2 and 5 are required to
guarantee their convergence. Theorem 2 is proved in Section 6.6, and is a direct consequence of Theorem 1.

We next apply Algorithm 1 to a few practical problems.

5 Examples.

Our choice of kernel in all the experiments is the diffusion kernel [e.g. 41, 42]. Among its various construc-
tions, we choose the following :

kµdiff,ϵ(x, y) =
kGauss,ϵ(x, y)

degl(x)degr(y)
,

degr(x) ∶= ∫
X
kGauss,ϵ(x, y)dµ(y), degl(x) ∶= ∫

X
kGauss,ϵ(x, y)

1

degr(x)
dµ(y).

(23)

Diffusion kernels have been shown to be good approximants of the local geometry in various different
situations [e.g. 28, 26, 31, 35], and are a natural choice for non-parametric learning. It has the added
advantage of being symmetrizable :

ρ(x)kµdiff,ϵ(x, y)ρ(y)
−1 = k̃µdiff,ϵ(x, y) =

kGauss,ϵ(x, y)
[degr(x)degr(y)degl(x)degl(y)]

1/2
, (24)

where
ρ(z) = degl(z)1/2/degr(z)1/2.

The kernel k̃µdiff,ϵ from (24) is clearly symmetric. Since it is built from the s.p.d. kernel kGauss,ϵ, k̃
µ
diff,ϵ is

s.p.d. too and thus generates an RKHS of its own. Moreover, the kernel kµdiff,ϵ can be symmetrized by a
degree function ρ, which is both bounded and bounded above 0. Such a kernel will be called RKHS-like.
Let Mρ be the multiplication operator with ρ. Then

ranKµ
diff,ϵ = ranMρ ○ K̃µ

diff,ϵ.
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Again, because of the properties of ρ, both Mρ and its inverse are bounded operators. Thus there is a
bijection between the RKHS generated by k̃µdiff,ϵ, and the range of the integral operator Kµ

diff,ϵ.

5.1 Denoising. As explained in Section 1, denoising is a particular instance of Assumptions 1 and
2. We illustrate an application of Algorithm 1 to continuous images in Figures 1. The task of imaging
discontinuous images involves many other considerations such as edge detection, and is postponed to a later
study. Each of the RGB components of a continuous image may be considered to be points on the graph
of a continuous map f̄ ∶ [0,1]2 → R. The points correspond to the image under f̄ of points on a rectangular
lattice within [0,1]2. The noise can be considered as an addition from a Gaussian random variable drawn
from R. We chose for f̄ the function

f̄ ∶ [0,1]2 → R, f̄(x1, x2) ∶= cos (κ2πx) + esin(κ2πy). (25)

where κ ∈ N is an index for the C1 norm of the image. Theorem 2 states that the convergence or accuracy
of the results are dependent on increasing the number of data samples. This presents as a problem in
image denoising, as the number of data samples is exactly the number of pixels, and is usually fixed and
limited. As a result, the outcome of the numerical procedure becomes sensitive to the smoothing parameter
parameter δ and the C1 norm of the true image.

5.2 Principal curves - electrostatic charge. Given any C2 curve λ ∶ [0,1] → R+, one can
define the function

f ∶ [0,1] ×R→ R, (x, y) ↦ λ(x) + y/ρ(x), ρ(x) ∶= 3

2 +C ∣λ′′(x)∣
, C ∶= 4/ ∥λ′′∥sup . (26)

Equation (26) is a simplified model of electrostatic charged distribution on curved surfaces. The function ρ
controls the spread or variance of ponits around the mean value. By design, ρ has a range in [0.5,1.5]. For
our test case, we choose for λ the function

λ(x) = exp (sin(2πx)2) , ∀x ∈ [0,1]. (27)

The two derivatives of λ are :

λ′(x) = 2πλ(x) sin(4πx)
λ′′(x) = 8π2λ(x) cos(4πx) + 4π2λ(x) sin(4πx)2

= 4π2λ(x) [2 cos(4πx) + sin(4πx)2]
= 4π2λ(x) [2 − [cos(4πx) − 1]2] .

Let us assign spaces and measures

X = [0,1], µX = Leb[0,1], Y = R, µY ∼ N(0,1), µ = µX × µY .

Then Algorithm 1 applied to data points distributed according to the push-forward of µ under f should yield
an approximation of f̄ = Eµ

∶Xf , which according to (26) coincides with f̄ = λ. Also note that ρ(x), which
is the standard deviation of the conditional measure µ(∶ ∣x), is itself a conditional expectation, namely,

Eµ
∶X ∣f − f̄ ∣

2 = ρ. See Figure 2 for the results of our algorithm applied to data.

5.3 Conclusions. These two relatively simple problems from the fields of image denoising and man-
ifold learning were a test for Algorithm 1, and the convergence guarantees of Theorems 1 and 2. This also
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Figure 1: Denoising a monochromatic image. Such an image can be expressed as a continuous function of
x–y coordinates. The mathematical formulation is the problem is described in Section 5.1. The test-image
shown here is described by (25). The parameter κ is an index of the C1 norm of the function. The first row
shows that Algorithm 1 performs reasonably well for κ = 2 on a 50 × 50 pixel image, but the performance
deteriorates when κ = 2. The third row shows a much improved result when the image gets more detailed
with an increased size of 75 × 75.

leads to several future directions of work, for a finer performance of numerical methods.

1. Tuning parameter δ : The main challenge in the scheme based on (5) is to average out the effect of
the Y -variable, within the integrals

(Qµf) (z) = ∫
X×Y

p(z, x)f(x, y)dµ(x, y) ≈ ∫
B(z′)

p(z, x)∫
Y
f(x, y)dµ(y∣x)dµX(x).

Here is δ′ is the effective radius of integration, which goes to zero as δ goes to zero. The smaller δ is,
the more number of total samples are needed so that sufficiently many of them fall with this sphere
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Figure 2: Principal curve estimation. Section 5.2 presents an example of a principal curve problem, from
data-points scattered around a ”true” or ”principal” curev. Equation (26) is a realization of Assumptions
1 and 2, and presents a simplified view of electrostatic charge distribution along a wire. We assume that
the function λ takes the form in (27). The left panels above show the results of applying Algorithm 1 to
data equidistributed with respect to this distribution, to recover the conditional expectation as a function
over X = [0,1]. The results show a close match with the true mean, which is simply the curve λ. The
results also visibly improve as the number of samples are increased. The right panel shows a repeated use
of Algorithm 1 to reconstruct the variance as a function over X = [0,1]. Again, the results show a strong
match with the true function, which is ρ.

B(z′). Thus a larger smoothing radius δ leads to a faster convergence with N . On the other hand, a
larger δ and N also increases the condition number of the matrix [P ], which could adversely affect
the accuracy of the solution to the linear least squares problem (11). There is no recipe for tuning
these parameters that would work uniformly well in all applications.

2. Images with limited resolution : Given a fixed resolution for an image, say m×n pixels, one would be
limited to N =mn data samples, as each pixel would correspond to a data point xn drawn uniformly
from the unit square. As seen in Figure 1, this could lead to a deterioration in performance as the
image function becomes more oscillatory. A remedy is to first increase the resolution of the image
using the capability of RKHS for accurate out-of-sample evaluations. This would be the subject of a
more thorough and focused study in a subsequent work.

3. Subsampling : While it is desirable to use all available data samples when approximating Q, one has
the flexibility of choosing a subset of the data-points for approximating Kµ, as this is an integral
operator on the lower dimensional space X. As long as the condition that the subsampling measure
ν converges weakly to µ, any subsampling strategy would suffice.
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4. Choice of kernel : The question of which kernel would be optimal in a learning problem has been a
long standing question, with no clear and unique answer [e.g. 43, 44, 45]. While we have explained
the reason behind our choice of using diffusion kernels, various other adaptive kernels could be good
candidates, such as variable bandwidth kernels [e.g. 46, 47] and dynamics adapted kernels [e.g. 48, 19].
Algorithm 1 does not specify the kernel, and any RKHS-like kernel such as the diffusion kernel would
be sufficient.

5. Finally, our results depend on the function f having a continuous conditional expectation f̄ . This
condition is violated images with background and foreground objects, as well as in audio streams
involving human speech or ambient sounds. Adapting these situations to fit Assumptions 1–3 is an
interesting and promising direction of research.

6 Appendix.

6.1 Proof of Lemma 2.1. Fix an ϵ > 0 and an x ∈ supp(X). We prove the lemma by finding a

neighborhood of x in supp(µX) such that for every x′ drawn from this neighborhood, ∣∫Y f(x′, ⋅)dµx′ − ∫Y f(x, ⋅)dµ∣x∣ <
2ϵ. By Assumption 2 there is a neighborhood U of x in X such that

∥f(x, ⋅) − f(x′, ⋅)∥C(Y ) < ϵ, ∀x′ ∈ U.

Next since f ∈ C(X × Y ) there is a neighborhood V of x in X such that

∣∫ f(x, ⋅)dm(x) − ∫ f(x, ⋅)dm(x′)∣ < ϵ, ∀x′ ∈ V ∩ supp(µX).

Fix an x′ ∈ U ∩ V ∩ supp(µX). Then

∣∫
Y
f(x′, ⋅)dµx′ − ∫

Y
f(x, ⋅)dµ∣x∣ = ∣∫

Y
f(x′, ⋅)dm(x′) − ∫

Y
f(x, ⋅)dm(x)∣

= ∣∫
Y
[f(x′, ⋅) − f(x, ⋅)]dm(x′) − ∫

Y
f(x, ⋅)d [m(x′) −m(x)]∣

≤ ∫
Y
∣f(x′, ⋅) − f(x, ⋅)∣dm(x′) − ∣∫

Y
f(x, ⋅)d [m(x′) −m(x)]∣

< 2ϵ.

This completes the proof of Lemma 2.1.

6.2 Proof of Lemma 3.1. Equations (13) and (15) together give :

L2(αX) C(X)

L2(ν) C(X) L2(αX)

L2(ν)

ια

K̃ν

Kν

Aα,ν

ια

ιν

P̃αX
PαX

jν→α

Since the kernel is s.p.d., K̃ν is an invertible operator. Since ν << α, the map jν→α is injective. By its
Markovian property, PαX is also injective. Finally, the restriction ια ∶ C(X) → L2(αX) is also injective
Thus their composition ιαPαX jν→αk̃ν is also surjective. This equals Aα,ν , which also must be surjective.
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According to (13), Aα,ν is the composition of the integral operator P̃αX along with the bounded operators
ια and Kν . This makes Aα,ν a compact operator.

6.3 Proof of Lemma 3.2. Since by Lemma 3.1 Aα,ν is compact, by Shauder’s theorem, its
adjoint A∗α,ν is compact too. By (14), Bα,ν,ϵ is the composition of A∗α,ν with the inverse of A∗α,νAα,ν + ϵ. Now
A∗α,νAα,ν + ϵ is a symmetric positive definite, bounded operator, whose spectrum lies in [ϵ,∞). This makes
its inverse bounded. Thus Bα,ν,ϵ is compact too.

Next, by Lemma 3.1, Aα,ν has the SVD

Aα,ν = ∑
n=1,2,...

σn ∣un⟩ ⟨vn∣ ,

where {un}n=1,2,... is an orthonormal basis for L2(αX), {vn}n=1,2,... is an orthonormal basis for (kerAα,ν)�,
and σ1 ≥ σ2 ≥ . . . are the singular values of Aα,ν . By Lemma 3.1, the space (kerAα,ν)� is trivial. Thus
{vn}n=1,2,... is an orthonormal basis for the entire L2(ν). In that case

A∗α,ν = ∑
n=1,2,...

σn ∣vn⟩ ⟨un∣ , A∗α,νAα,ν = ∑
n=1,2,...

σ2
n ∣vn⟩ ⟨vn∣ .

Continuing to utilize this expansion, we get compact diagonal operators

A∗α,νAα,ν + ϵ = ∑
n=1,2,...

(σ2
n + ϵ) ∣vn⟩ ⟨vn∣ , [A∗α,νAα,ν + ϵ]

−1 = ∑
n=1,2,...

1

σ2
n + ϵ

∣vn⟩ ⟨vn∣ .

As a result,

Bα,ν,ϵ = [A∗α,νAα,ν + ϵ]
−1
A∗α,ν = ∑

n=1,2,...

σn
σ2
n + ϵ

∣vn⟩ ⟨un∣ ,

and

Bα,ν,ϵAα,ν = ∑
n=1,2,...

σ2
n

σ2
n + ϵ

∣vn⟩ ⟨vn∣ , Bα,ν,ϵAα,ν − IdL2(ν) = − ∑
n=1,2,...

ϵ

σ2
n + ϵ

∣vn⟩ ⟨vn∣ . (28)

This completes the proof of the lemma.

6.4 Proof of Lemma 3.3. Let {αN}∞N=1 be a sequence of measures in M converging weakly

to µ. It has to be shown that the continuous functions gN ∶= EαN ,δ
∶X f converge uniformly to g = Eµ,δ

∶X f .
By Assumption 1, supp(µX) = X and is a compact metric space. At this point we recall the following
elementary result from Real Analysis :

Lemma 6.1. Let X be a compact metric space, and gn be a sequence of Lipschitz functions converging to
another Lipschitz function g pointwise on a dense subset of X. Then the gn converge uniformly to g.

In our case, our functions are uniformly Lipschitz by the following lemma

Lemma 6.2. Let κ be a kernel lying in the space Lip(X;C(X)). Fix a Borel measure β on X, and denote
the corresponding integral operator by Kβ. Then any ϕ ∈ L2(β),

∣(Kβ
δ ϕ) (x) − (K

β
δ ϕ) (x

′)∣ ≤ ∥κ∥Lip dist(x,x′) ∥ϕ∥L2(β) ,

This completes the proof of Lemma 3.3.

6.5 Proof of Lemma 3.4 . Denote h denote the function (K̃ν)−1 ινEµ,δ
∶X f . Let {αN}∞N=1 be a

sequence of probability measures on X × Y , converging weakly to µ. The claim of the lemma can be
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restated as

∀θ > 0, ∃N0 ∈ N, ϵ0 > 0 s.t. ∀N > N0, ∀ϵ ∈ (0, ϵ0), ∥(BαN ,ν,ϵAαN ,ν − Id)h∥L2(ν) < θ. (29)

In the proof of Lemma 3.2, the variables σn, vn that appear in (28) depend on the measure α. To indicate
this dependency, we change the notation to σn,N , vn,N . By the spectral convergence of PαX,N to P µX ( [e.g.
19, Prop 25] [e.g. 30, Prop 13] ), the singular vectors and singular values of the operator Aα,ν converges to
Aµ,ν . Thus the vN,n are right singular vectors of AαN ,ν . Similarly, we have right singular vectors Vn of Aµ,ν .
The function h can be expanded expanded along both these bases as

h = ∑
n=1,2,...

an,Nvn,N , h = ∑
n=1,2,...

anvn.

Since Eµ,δ
∶X f is assumed to be in the RKHS, by [20, Thm 2.1], for each index n, limN→∞ an,N = an. At this

point, we take note of the fact that BαN ,ν,ϵAαN ,ν is bounded in norm by some constant Γ, for every N ∈ N.
Since h has a bounded L2(ν) norm, there are M0,N0 ∈ N such that

∑
n≥M0

∣an,N ∣2 <
1

2(Γ + 1)
θ, ∀N > N0.

Then by (28) we have

(BαN ,ν,ϵAαN ,ν − Id)h = ϵ ∑
n<M0

an
σ2
n + ϵ

vn,N + (BαN ,ν,ϵAαN ,ν − Id) ∑
n≥M0

an,Nvn,N .

Note that the first sum on the RHS converges to zero. Thus there is an ϵ0 such that the first sum is less
than θ/2 in norm, for all ϵ ∈ (0, ϵ0). The norm of the second term is less than γ/2 by design. Thus the
condition (29) holds, and completes the proof of the lemma.

6.6 Proof of Theorem 2. The timeseries (xn, yn)Nn=1 leads to the following sampling measures :

µM ∶=
1

M

N

∑
m=1

δxm , µN ∶=
1

N

N

∑
n=1

δxn , µ̄N ∶=
1

N

N

∑
n=1

δ(xn,yn).

These three measures respectively play the role of ν, αX and α from Assumption 3. Since ν is built from
a subsample of the support for αX , Assumption 3 is fulfilled. Thus all the criterion for Theorem 1 (ii) are
fulfilled, and (9) applies. The equidistribution assumed in Assumption 6 implies that µ,MµN , µ̄N converges
weakly to µX , µX and µ respectively. With these choices of ν,α, L2(ν) and L2(αX) are isomorphic to CN .
The integral operators P and Kν take the form of the N ×N matrices [P ] and [K]. Equation (9) thus
takes the form of (22).
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