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ABSTRACT

This manuscript addresses the problem of approximating an unknown function from point evaluations.
When obtaining these point evaluations is costly, minimising the required sample size becomes crucial,
and it is unreasonable to reserve a sufficiently large test sample for estimating the approximation
accuracy. Therefore, an approximation with a certified quasi-optimality factor is required. This article
shows that such an approximation can be obtained when the sought function lies in a reproducing
kernel Hilbert space (RKHS) and is to be approximated in a finite-dimensional linear subspace.
However, selecting the sample points to minimise the quasi-optimality factor requires optimising over
an infinite set of points and computing exact inner products in RKHS, which is often infeasible in
practice. Extending results from optimal sampling for L? approximation, the present manuscript
proves that random points, drawn independently from the Christoffel sampling distribution associated
with Vy, can yield a controllable quasi-optimality factor with high probability. Inspired by this result,
a novel sampling scheme, coined subspace-informed volume sampling, is introduced and evaluated
in numerical experiments, where it outperforms classical i.i.d. Christoffel sampling and continuous
volume sampling. To reduce the size of such a random sample, an additional greedy subsampling
scheme with provable suboptimality bounds is introduced. Our presentation is of independent interest
to the community researching the parametrised background data weak (PBDW) method, as it offers a
simpler interpretation of the method.
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1 Introduction

This manuscript considers the problem of approximating a function in a finite-dimensional subspace of a reproducing
kernel Hilbert space (RKHS). It presents a method for obtaining a set of points and computing a quasi-optimal
approximation using the function’s values at these points.

To make this concrete, we consider the problem of approximating a function # : X — R in a d-dimensional subspace
YV, of a RKHS V with norm || « || and reproducing kernel k : X X X — R. The best possible approximation is given
by the V-orthogonal projection
Py, u := argmin [|u — v|y,
veVy
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which is, in general, impossible to compute. This paper introduces the computable, kernel-based approximation
P2, u = argmin || Py, (1 = 0)|.

veVy
where P, denotes the V-orthogonal projection onto the space Vy := span{k(x;, ») : 1 <i < n}, and corresponds
to the kernel interpolation operator at points x = {x1,...,x,} € X". This approximation is proven to satisfy the

subsequent error bound.

Theorem 3. Let u € V and x € X". There exist (computable) constants 1 < u(x) and 0 < 7(x) < 1 such that
llu =P, ull?, < (14 u(x)>7(x)?)||lu = Pa,ull?,.

Moreover, it holds that T(x) < (1 +Vd)(1 — u(x)7?).

Theorem 3 guarantees that the error of P7, U is proportional to the best approximation error in the V-norm. In this
sense, the approximation Px U is quasi- optlmal in the V-norm. Moreover, since the quasi-optimality factor depends
mainly on the (computable) constant u(x), it is natural to minimise this constant.

1.1 Structure

After section 2 concisely introduces some required notations, section 3 defines the projection operator Pi‘vd and proves the
main Theorem 3. Section 4 starts by deriving basic properties of the quasi-optimality constants u and 7. Subsequently,
it discusses that optimising u is NP-hard and proposes to use a probabilistic approach to generate the point sets x € X".
This idea is justified by demonstrating that drawing x € X" by continuous volume sampling [BBC20] already yields a
small value of u(x) with non-zero probability. Section 5 introduces a novel sampling method that is better adapted to
the problem of minimising u, and section 6 discusses a greedy sample selection strategy that can be used to reduce
the sample size. Finally, section 7 extends the error bounds from Theorem 3 to perturbed observations and section 8
provides experimental evidence for the proposed methods. Section 9 concludes the paper by discussing some limitations
of the presented method.

1.2 Related work

Least squares approximation. Controlling the quasi-optimality constant through u(x) is not a new idea and has
already been considered in the context of least squares approximation. In this context, we require a probability measure
v on X and suppose that V; C L?(v) (Note that the existence of a measure v is not required for the kernel-based
regression!). Then the L?(v)-orthogonal projection onto V,; is well-defined and we can denote it by O« .- Moreover,
for a fixed weight function w : X — (0, o) satisfying / w~!dv = 1 and point set x € X", we can define the empirical

projection
n

1
(vd“ := arg min |u —v|2 with Iu—vli = —Zw(xi)lu(x,-) —o(x)]% (1)
veEVy n i=1
Drawing x ~ (w™'v)®", one can prove [CM17] that
X . oI,
”I/t— M”Lz(v) ”u_Q(VdM”LZ(V) +:uL2(x) |M_Q(Vdu|x with HLZ(x) = Sup ———
veEVy |U|x
The aim of many sampling methods (cf. [CM17; DWH22; HNP22; NM241]) is to bound the quasi-optimality factor
ty2(x) < py with high probability p,. Conditioned on this event, it then holds that

2
Bl - 0%, ull2a(,, | < (14 B2 = QoyullZs -
Even though both approximations solve different problems, this error bound is similar to the bound of Theorem 3.
However, compared to the least squares approximation vadu, our kernel-based approximation Pi‘Vdu has several
theoretical advantages.

* Quasi-best approximation guarantees of Theorem 3 hold almost surely and not just in expectation. This gives
confidence to practitioners who want their approximation to be correct in all cases and not just in expectation.

* Almost sure error bounds make it easy to reuse previously used sample points while error bounds that hold in
expectation must navigate the difficulties of statistical dependence.

* A critical difference is that the constant u(x) decreases when adding additional data points, while this is not
guaranteed for the constant pi;2(x).
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Kernel interpolation. When approximating the function u living in a RKHS V using point evaluations at x € X", it
is natural to consider the kernel interpolation P+, u. The advantage of the proposed method over kernel interpolation
lies in the fact that we can introduce further knowledge about the function u to reduce the error. Suppose that X € RP
is a bounded Lipschitz domain and that V = H*(X) for some s > %. Then classical convergence rates for kernel
interpolation (cf. [Kem?23, Corollary 2.3.11]) are given by

lu = Poyullgexy s n U=/, 0<t<s,

for all u € H*(X). This rate is always algebraic and suffers the curse of dimensionality. Moreover, we only obtain
meaningful rates when the error is measured in the weaker H' (X)-norm for ¢ < s. In contrast, the proposed kernel-based
least squares approximation provides quasi-optimal approximation errors in the H*(X)-norm.

To illustrate this point, suppose that # admits the convergence rate
llu = Py, ully <d™”

for some r > 0 and some sequence of linear spaces {V,;}4en. Theorem 3 ensures that every linear space V,; admits a
suboptimality constant u,(x) such that

lu = P, ull?y < (14 pa (o))l = Poyully.

If we can find for every d € N a point set x € X" satisfying uy(x) < u* with n < Cd (for some fixed u* and C), we
obtain the convergence rate
=P, cully < 07"

Although it is not clear if such point sets always exist, Corollary 9 provides several examples. Moreover, when the
original approximation rate is exponential, we still obtain an exponential rate of convergence even if the number of
points grows algebraically.

PBDW method. Combining the approximation P7, " with a kernel interpolation of the residual P, (I — P5, )u gives
rise to the parameterised background data weak (PBDW) method [CDMS22; MPPY 15], which defines the 1nterpolant

u® = PY, u+ Py, (I - P, Ju.
Theorem 3 and the “V-orthogonality of the kernel interpolation operator Py, trivially yield the PBDW error bound

¥y < llu = PY, ully + 1Py, (I = P3, Jully < 2llu = P3, ully < 241+ p(x)?7(x)?[lu = Py,ully.

[l —u

Note that this error bound is not optimal, since u®-* € (V,; +Vy) is compared to Pq;,u € V. However, using intricate
properties of the projectors, we can obtain the tighter bound
d,
llu = u®|ly < p)llu = Pyovenynullv. (2)

First presented in a more general setting in [Bin+15], we provide a simplified proof of this bound in Appendix A.

Optimal measurements selection. In the more general context of approximating a function from bounded linear
measurements, [BCMN 18] introduced a greedy optimisation strategy for selecting optimal measurements. This strategy,
however, requires optimising over an infinite set of measurements and computing exact dual pairings, which is often
infeasible in practice.

2 Notations

* V is a RKHS of functions on the set X.

* The inner product of V is denoted by («, )4 and the norm of V is denoted by || » ||

* The reproducing kernel of V is denoted by k : X x X — R.

* V, is a fixed, d-dimensional subspace of V.

e For any ‘W C V we let Py denote the V-orthogonal projection onto “‘W.

* We identify a finite sequence of functions by, ..., b,, : X — Y with the vector-valued function b : X — Y™.

* It will be convenient to assign an arbitrary ordering to the point sets and view them as elements of X"*. The
ordering has no influence on the theoretical arguments and is only used to simplify the notation.
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* Given two point sets x € X" and y € X™, we write x @ y € X"*"" as the concatenation of both vectors.
* We define for any function f : X — Y and x € X" the vector of evaluations f(x) € Y" by f(x)r := f(xx).

* One important instance of this notation is the partial evaluation of the kernel k. Interpreting the kernel as a
function k : X — R¥, we can write k(x,e): X — R" forany x € X".

* Another important instance is the matrix of evaluations of a vector-valued function f : X — R™ on points
x € X". Using the introduced notation we can interpret f(x) € (R")" ~ R™" as f(x);x = f(xx);. The

(T3]

indices are ordered mnemonically. “f”” comes before “x” in “f(x)” and the index j comes before k.
* span(b) = span{by, ..., by} denotes the linear space generated by b : X — R™.
e k(x, «) forms a generating system of the linear space

Vi = span(k(x, «)) = span{k(xy, ¢),...,k(x,, *)}.
* Due to its significance, we define the special notation
K(x) = k(x,x) e R"™",
which is not only the evaluation of k(x, ) at the point set x but also the Gramian matrix (or kernel matrix)
K(x)ji = (k(xj, *), k(xk, «))v.
s Let b : X — R be a V-orthonormal basis of V. Then the reproducing kernel for V,; is given by
ka(x,y) = (Py, ® Py, )k =b(x)Th(y).

We denote the corresponding kernel matrix by K;(x).

3 Noiseless observations

Given a point set x = (xy,...,x,) € X", we let P4, denote the V-orthogonal projection onto Vy = span(k(x, «)),
and we define the (semi-)inner product and its induced (semi-)norm by

(o ®)x = (Py, e, o)y and I llx == [Py, .

We let P% denote the orthogonal projection onto V,; C V with respect to the (semi-)inner-product (e, «),, defined for
u€Vby
Pﬁ,du = argmin |ju — v]|y.
veVy

The minimiser is uniquely defined when the constant

is finite.

Remark 1. Note that p(x) < oo ensures that the mapping Py, : Vg — Py Vg is invertible, and we can write
X o— 1
P3, u = arg min||Py, (u —v)||y

veEVy
—1 .

= Py, argmin ||Py,u — vlly

vEPy, Vy

_ p-1

= Pq/xPP’Vx (VdP(qu

_ p-1

= PfoPP(Vx(Vdu’

where the last equality follows from Py Vg C V.

The subsequent lemma tightens the error bound for this type of approximation that was first presented in Theorem 2.3
of [CDMS22]. The magic of this almost sure error bound comes from the definition of the discrete norm || « ||, which is
always dominated by the V-norm. This stands in contrast to standard least-squares projections, which do not exploit
any information about the sought function. The norm can also be seen as an instance of the measurement by random
projectors, which is studied in [ACD23; EST22; GNT24].
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Lemma 2. Let v,w € V and x € X". Then (v, w)y = v(x)TK(x) w(x).

Proof. Since Py v =v(x)TK(x)"k(x, +) = Z;?:] (K(x)*v(x)) jk(xj, «), it follows that
(v,w)x = (Py, v, Py w)y

Z (K (x)0(x)); (k(xjs +), k(xr, + )y (K(0) w(x))x

Jk=1
=0(x)TK(x)*K(x)K(x)*w(x)
=0(x)TK(x) w(x). m|

Theorem 3. Let u € V and x € X" and define the Gramian matrix G;fk = (bj,br)x = (b(X)K(x)"b(x)T) k.
Then p(x) = Amin(G*) ™2 and
(1 = P, ull, < (1+ p(e)* e @ = Py ull3s

with the constant T(x) := min{||l — G*||go + ||I — G*||2, 1}.

Proof. Since every v € V,; can be written as v(x) = ¢Th(x), Lemma 2 implies

—1 -1
loli3, e lemIR ) T @K () b () Te
cer? [[cTh]2, ceRd lel2

u(x)? = max

= Amin(G*) ™"
veVa |v]2 e

Moreover, since P}, is a projection, it holds that
Va

(1 = P, Jull3, = 11 = Py )ullz, + [|(Py,, — P, Jull3,
< 1T = Py ull3, + p(x)*[[(PY,, = P, )ull;
= (I = Py ull?y, + u(x)*| Py, P, (I = Py ull5,
< (T = Py ull?y + () [|1Py P, (1 = Py )1, L I = Py )ull?, .

Defining the operator A = Py, Pﬁ,t (I-P«,),itremains to bound ||A||y -« < T(x). Since qu,d isan (e, «),-orthogonal
projection and Py, is a V-orthogonal projection, it holds for every v € V that

P P, (I = Py )olly = 1P, (I = Py,)ollx < (1 = Py,)vllx < 17 = Pay,)olly < loflv.

This implies ||A||y—« < 1. Deriving the bound ||A||y— < |[I — G*||go + ||I — G*||, is more involved and therefore
deferred to the Lemma 34 in Appendix B. O

Remark 4. It was already noted in [Bin+15, Remark 2.13] that u(x) can be computed as the smallest singular
value of the cross-Gramian matrix ka = (bj, wk)y, where by, ..., bg is a ‘V-orthonormal basis of V4 and

Wi, ..., Wy is a V-orthonormal basis of Vy. When K(x) = UAUT is the rank-revealing spectral decomposition,
such a basis can be defined by w = A~ 2UTk(x, +). The smallest singular value of H* is given by the smallest
eigenvalue of H*(H*)T = G*, and the assertion follows from Theorem 3.

4 Controlling the error

Theorem 3 implies that to control the error of the projection Pi‘vlu, it is sufficient to control the constant u(x). It is,

therefore, natural to ask whether we can minimise this constant. Qualitative approximation guarantees can be derived
with the help of the subsequent lemma.

Lemma 5. I holds that A, (G*) < 1.

Proof. Lemma 2 implies that

cTh(x)K (x)*h(x)Tc o]l | Py, vll3,
) = max > = max —2 <
llell; veVa |[oll5,  veVa lvfl5,

/lmax(b(x)K(x)+b(x)T) = m?R)j
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The above lemma will be useful in multiple places and can be used directly to derive the subsequent bounds on 7(x).

Remark 6. Minimising the factor T(x) is equivalent to minimising u(x) in the sense that
min{2(1 — p(x)72), 1} < 7(x) < min{(1 + Vd)(1 - u(x)72), 1}.
To see this, we use that Lemma 5 implies 0 < Amin(G*) < Anax(G*) < 1 and, consequently,
17 = G¥ll2 = Amax(I = G¥) = 1 = Ayin(G¥) = 1 = (%)~

The claim follows due to the norm equivalence ||I — G*||2 < ||[I = G*|lfro < Vd||I = G*||a.
Another consequence of Lemma 5 is the subsequent qualitative approximation guarantees.

Proposition 7. For any x € X", the following properties are satisfied.
(i) p(x) > 1.
(i) pu(x) =cowhenn < d.
(iii) For every uy > 1 there exists an n € N and a sample x € X" such that pu(x) < .

Proof. Property (i) follows from Theorem 3 and Lemma 5, since p(x) = Amin(G*)™"/2 > Anax (G*)~'/2 > 1. The
claim (ii) follows from Theorem 3, since b(x) € R?*" and therefore G* is at most of rank n < d. To show (iii), let
S(Vy) :={v e Vy:|v|lyy =1} and recall that

_ lollv llollv _ 1
u(x) = max —————— = max = max

eV [Py vlly  ve, S(V, '
r<Va lPveolly o=V oz, — o= Pagoly, ST i o - Pyl

It hence suffices to show that for every & > 0 there exists a sample x such that ||v — P, v|| < & for every v € S(Vy).
Once this is proven, the claim follows by choosing & = (1 — u;?) 12 Since ‘V, is finite-dimensional, the unit sphere
S(Va) is compact, and there exists an §-covering with centres {c1, ..., c,}. This means that for every v € S(Vy) there
exists a centre c;(y) such that

lo—ciwll < 5.

By the Moore—Aronszajn theorem we know that V = span{k(x, +) : x € X} ) ”W. This implies that every ¢; can be
approximated by

mi
¢ = Zci,jk(xi,j» °)
=1
and observe that ¢; € V. foreveryi = 1,...,n. Therefore -
lo = Py, oll < lo=Ciw)ll < llo—ciwll +llciw) — Ciw)ll < €.

This concludes the proof. O

The preceding theorem guarantees that we can always find a sample such that the suboptimality factor u(x) deceeds a
prespecified threshold .. However, it does not tell us how large this sample needs to be, nor does it provide a strategy
to generate it. This question is addressed by the subsequent theorem.

To prove this result, we assume that V is compactly embedded in L?(v) for some probability measure v on X. Then,
the integral operator

Ziom [ K00 B0,
is compact from L?(v) to L?(v) and admits a spectral decomposition
X= Z /lm¢m(¢ma ’)L2’
meN

where {¢;};cn is an L?(v)-orthonormal and V-orthogonal system. This corresponds to a decomposition of the kernel
k(x,y) = X ment Am@m(X)dm (y), which converges pointwise. Moreover, we assume that X is a trace-class (or nuclear)
operator, i.e. that f K(x)dv(x) = X2,enw Am < o0. Then it can be shown [BBC20] that

det(K(x)) dv®(x)
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is a finite measure.

Theorem 8 (Proposition 5 and Theorem 6 in [BBC20]). Assume that V is compactly embedded in L*(v) for some
probability measure v on X and that / K(x) dv(x) < oo. Moreover, suppose that A = (A;;)men Satisfies either

* Ay = /lﬂg =m™2 for some s > 1/2 (e.g. Sobolev spaces of finite smoothness) or
o Ay =50 = o™ for some a € (0,1) (e.g. the Gaussian kernel),
and define B := B¥¢(s) := (1 + ﬁ)zs if 1= A%€ or B := B*P(q) := oo if A= AP,

Let x € X" be drawn from the (unnormalised) continuous volume sampling distribution

det(K (x)) dv® (x). (3)

Then for any v € 22V, it holds that

E[llv = Py, 0l3,] < 2+ B) A, lIZ720]3,.

Corollary 9. Assume that V is compactly embedded in L*>(v) for some probability measure v on X and that
f K(x)dv(x) < oo. Moreover, suppose that ‘V satisfies the regularity conditions from Theorem & and that

V,; € V2V, Let x € X" be drawn from the continuous volume sampling distribution (3). Then, using the same
notations as in Theorem 8, for any € € (0, 1), it holds

1 2+ B)C2A
Plu(x) > < 2+ B¢y =
V1 - g2 &
where Cy4 = maXyeqy, % Moreover, if Vy = span{¢y, ..., P4}, then Cfi = /16‘11.
Proof. Recall that
_ lollv llollv
#(x) = max —————— = max

Va ||P  ve®, '
Pty oS o, = o= Paol?,
Theorem 8 guarantees that for every v € Vy
E[llo = Py, oll3,] < 2+ B)CIA 0l
Markov’s inequality thus implies
(2+B)C%A,
Blllo = Pylly > ellollv] < ————.

To prove the final claim, recall that =~'/%0 = ¥, ¢ /ll_l/ 2(v, ¢1)12¢1 and therefore,

(v.00); (v, 01);
lolf = > = and =7Vl = Y

2
o a4
Defining the matrix A, := diag(4y, ..., A4) and expanding v € V; in terms of ¢y, it thus holds that
cTA7%c
Cg = max 4_ = /lmax(Agl) = /lmin(Ad)_1 = /151- a

ceRd cTAL;lc

Theorem 8§ guarantees that
2
Plu(x) < pa] 2 1= 2+ B)Cadn .
For any n for which this lower bound is positive, there exists a sample set x that satisfies u(x) < py. In particular, when
YV, =span{¢y, ..., dq} is spanned by the first d spectral basis functions of the RKHS V', we know that Cfl =13, and

therefore

2 1/2s
n>d ((2+Balg(s))l%) Ay =n2s

2
n>d+log, ((2+ BeXP(a))ﬂ’;il) A, = am.

This not only guarantees the existence of a sample x of size n oc d satisfying u(x) < u, but also provides a strategy for
generating such a sample. However, this bound only holds under strong assumptions on V; and counter-examples are
provided in sections 8.1 and 8.2.

2 2
2 +B)Cd/1n# <1

“4)
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Remark 10. The problem of minimising u has also been considered in the context of optimal sensor place-
ment [BCMNI18]. We can compare the sample size bound from equation (4) to the one provided in [BCMNI18§].
In the setting when V = H(; (0, 1) and when V, is the span of the first d Fourier basis elements, [BCMNIS,
Theorem 2.3] guarantees the existence of a sample x € X" with u(x) < px and n «< d. Theorem 8 extends this
bound to more general RKHS (such as H*(X) for X € R% and s > % ) under suitable regularity assumptions and
for any choice of subspace Vy satisfying assumptions of Corollary 9.

S Sampling the points

Minimising p(x) = Amin(G*)™'/? over x € X" for a fixed sample size n is a non-trivial, non-convex problem and
potentially NP-hard.? However, the Theorem 8 from the preceding section shows that exact optimisation is not necessary
and that good point sets x € X" can already be obtained by sampling.

Building on this insight, we propose to replace the minimisation of u with a related sampling problem. We suppose that
there exists some measure p for which the integral Z := / det(G*) dp®"(x) is finite. Then

Z7 1 det(G*) dp®" (x)
constitutes a probability measure and we can draw x according to this measure.
Compared to classical continuous volume sampling from det(K (x)) dv®"(x), sampling from det(G*) dp®" (x) has two
major advantages. Firstly, the theory of continuous volume sampling (see Corollary 9) requires a strong integrability
condition f K (x)dv(x) < oo. Secondly, the theory of continuous volume sampling depends on the embedding constant
C4, which is hard to compute and potentially very large.

To see why sampling from det(G*) dp®"(x) is a sensible idea, we first argue that x — det(G¥) is a good surrogate for
minimising z(x) = Amin(G*)~1/2. Recall that Lemma 5 ensures that 0 < Apin(G¥) < Amax (G¥) < 1 and therefore

det(G*) = det(G*) < Amin(G*) < det(G*)'/4.

Hence, the value of the determinant provides a bound on the smallest eigenvalue, which in turn bounds . Replacing
the maximisation of the surrogate x +— det(G*) with a sample from det(G*) dp®"(x) is a classical idea in global
optimisation and, in principle, justified by the Paley—Zygmund inequality, which provides lower bounds for the probability
that a sample lies in a certain superlevel set of the objective function. The reason for using the surrogate in the first
place, even though it does not reduce the complexity of the optimisation problem,? is that it simplifies the sampling.

It remains to find a measure p for which the normalisation constant Z = f det(G*) dp®"(x) is finite. This question is
addressed in the subsequent lemma.

Lemma 11. Let p be a finite measure on X. The function X" 3 x €— det(G*) with G* = det(b(x)K (x)*b(x)T),
is non-negative and p®"-integrable.

Proof. To show non-negativity, recall that K (x) is a kernel matrix, and thus positive semidefinite by definition. This

implies that K (x)* and therefore G* = b(x)K(x)*b(x)T are positive semidefinite matrices. This proves that det(G*)

is non-negative. To show integrability, recall that Lemma 5 ensures 0 < Ayin(G*) < Amax(G*) < 1 and therefore
det(G*) < 1.

This implies

/det(Gx) dp®"(x) < 0. ]

Remark 12. Note that the definition of the sampling density det(G*) dp®" (x) depends on the arbitrary measure p,
which does not appear in the definition of u(x). This introduces an artificial preference of some x over others,
which does not result from maximising det(G*). There are indeed uncountably many choices for p, and the optimal
choice would be as close as possible to a mixture of discrete measures 6 XFa s Ox* where x* = {xf, S XxYisa

maximiser of det(G*) or even a minimiser of u(x).

2[n case X has finite cardinality and K (x) = /, minimising p(x), i.e. maximising A;, (G*), is equivalent to an E-optimal design
problem, which is known to be NP-hard [CMO09].

3In case X has finite cardinality and K (x) = I, maximising det(G™*) is equivalent to a D-optimal design problem, which is known
to be NP-hard [Wel82].
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In the following, we consider a generalisation of the above sampling distribution of the form
det(G*)d(p1 ® -+~ ® pn)(x) )

where {pi }rew 1S a sequence of possibly distinct measures.

5.1 Drawing a sample of size d

Assuming det(K (x)) # 0, we can factorise the determinant as
det(b(x)Th(x))  det(K4(x))
det(K (x)) det(K(x))
The density is a ratio of densities of determinantal point processes, and the resulting distribution appears as a competition

between a repulsive point process associated with the kernel k4 and an attractive point process associated with the
kernel k. We now decompose x € Xbasx =x g ®Xxg=Xcg_1 ®xg_] ®xq =...and write

det(G*) = det(b(x)K(x)*b(x)T) =

O s |

Since K(xg4) > 0, it follows that ker(K (x<4)) = 0, and we can use Schur’s formula to compute

det(K (x)) = det(K (x<4)) (K (xq) — k(xa, X <a)K (X <q) " k(X <a, Xa)).

Recursive application of this relation to both kernels yields the factorisation

Ka(x) = ka(x,x)Ka(x) kg (x,x)

det(G¥) = Sttkatx) Hq(xqu) with  q(x|x) =

6
det(K(x)) K(x) — k(x,x)K(x) Vk(x,x) ©
Proposition 13. Suppose that py, . . ., pq are such that the functions

Zi X' SR Zi:xr—>/q(x|x)dpi(x)

are constant for alli = 1,. .., d. Then, the probability density

p(x) = %det(Gx) with Z = / det(G*)d(p1 ® -+ ® pa)(x)
can be written in terms of the conditional probabilities p(x) = p(x1)p(x2 | X<2) - - - p(xq | X<gq) and
p(xi | x<i) = ZLiCI(Xi [ x<i).

Moreover, ifp1 = pp = - -+ = pg = p, the marginal density of any component x; ofx ~ det(G*)d(p; ® - - - ® pp)(x)

is proportional to %

Proof. To compute the conditional probabilities, recall that

p(x<i) _ [ p(x)d(pix1 ® -+ ® pa)(x>7)
[px<)dpi(xi) [ px)d(pi® - ®pa)(x>i)

Now recall that det(G*) = det(b(x)K (x)*b(x)T). Since det(K (x)) = 0 implies det(K (x)*) = 0 and thus det(G*) =0
sampling from det(G*) guarantees that det(K(x)) # O almost surely. We can thus use the factorisation of the
determinantal density from equation (6) and write

p(xi | x<i) =

i-1 d
[r@ratre-opatn =5 [ Jat 1xop [ [ a3 dter e pa s
j=1 =i

Using the assumption that the Z;-functions are constant, we can compute the integral on the right-hand side as

d d
[T ats 15pa0 -0 pa=n =] | 25
J=i

J=i
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Figure 1: Distribution of Z; (x ;) for x € X< drawn according to x; ~ g(+ | x<;) K%Kv, with & and v as in Theorem 16.

The experiment was performed with V = H(l) ([-1,1], % dx), and with V; being the space of polynomials of degree
less than or equal to 9 satisfying the boundary conditions v(—1) = v(1) = 0 for all v € V. See Section § for further
information.

Inserting these expressions into the definition of the conditional probability yields

1 [ d
z o a1 )50 Z g 1 x2)
a1 x5, Z Zi

Now suppose that p := p; = ... = pg and observe that the factorisation of p into conditional probabilities yields

Xy~ % dp(x1). This proves that the marginal density of x; is % Since the probability det(G*) dp®?(x) is

invariant under permutation of the points, the marginal probability density functions must be the same for all x;. O

pxi | x<) =

Proposition |13 provides a way to draw x € X9 from det(G*)d(p; ® - - - ® pg)(x) by sequential conditional sampling,
first drawing x;, then x; given xj, then x3 given x| and x,, and so on. In order to apply this result, it is necessary
to find py, ..., pg such that the parametric integrals Z; remain constant. However, strict adherence to this condition
is not necessary because it is possible to choose py, . .., pg such that the Z; functions remain in a bounded interval
and use the resulting sample as a proposal for rejection sampling. Figure | shows that this is the case for the choice
Pl =...=pgx %Kv, where R and v are defined as in Theorem 16.

5.2 Drawing a sample of size n > d

For any x € X"~ ! and y € X, we can decompose

Pyo, 0 = Py v+ (v, wy)ywy, veEYV,
with wy, = IIGi))ilv and @y := (I = P, )k(y, +). The Gramian matrix can thus be written in terms of the rank-1 update
G = (Pagybjs Pag bi)v = Gy + (83)1(8y)ks (7)

10
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with (gy); = (wy, bj). Assuming det(G*) # 0, we can factorise the determinant as
det(G*®?) = det(G* + gy8y) = (1+r(y|x))det(G*) with r(ylx):=gj (G")_lgy )

via the matrix determinant lemma. To compute this explicitly, note that @, = k(y, «) — k(y,x)K (x) " 'k(x, +), and
therefore (@y. b))y = b(y) - b(X)K(x) " k(x,y) and 13,13, = K(¥) - k(3 )K (x) " k(x, y).

Proposition 14. Let n > d and py, . . ., pp be a sequence of probability measures. Suppose that x € X" is
distributed according to x ~ det(G*)d(p; ® - -- ® pu—1)(x) and y € X is distributed according toy ~ (1 +r(y |
x)) dpn(y). Then

x®y~det(G*®)d(p1 ® - ® pp)(x ®Y).

Proof. Since x ~ det(G¥), it holds that det(G*) # 0 almost surely. We can, therefore, factorise the determinant as
described in equation (8) and compute

/ det(G¥®) dpy(y) = / (14 r(y | ) dpa(y) det(G¥).

=Z(x)
Consequently, the conditional probability density of p(x @ y) o det(G*®Y) given x is given by

oy | x) = p(x®y) =1+r(ylx)_ o
[ p(x@y)dpa(y) Z(x)

Remark 15. Proposition 14 proves that the conditional density of det(G*), given x -, is a mixture of the uniform
density and r(x,, | X <»,). To examine the implications of this result on the sample x ~ det(G*) dp®" (x), recall
that V(Xn | x<n) = g;crn (Gx(n)_lgxn < /lmin(GJk")_1 ”gxn ”% and

1Py, ||
2 " vaxn iy
el = = “2 Z( by = = “2 HZ( Bu b)b [ = e

We can thus conclude from Theorem 3 that 0 < r(x,, | X<n) < p(x <n)>. This indicates that when p(x <) is small,
the conditional density of x, contains a non-negligible uniform part. lLe., for large sample sizes n, many of the
points x; will be i.i.d. with respect to p. This once again underscores the importance of the choice of p discussed
in Remark 12.

Algorithm 1 presents a heuristic sampling algorithm returning a sample x € X" which is approximately distributed
according to det(G*) d(p; ® - - - ® pn) (x) and with n such that u(x) < .

Algorithm 1: Heuristic determinantal sampling algorithm

Data: p, > 1 and sequence of probability measures {px }xen
Result: x € X" satisfying u(x) < ux

Setx :=0

fori:=1toddo
Draw x; ~ g( «|x)p; with g as in equation (6)
Update x :=x & {x;}

end

Seti:=d+1

while p(x) > u, do
Draw x; ~ (1 +r(+ | x))p; with r as in equation (8)
Update x :=x & {x;}
Seti:=i+1

end

Setx :=y

11
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5.3 Theoretical guarantees

The preceding sections establish that sampling from the (unnormalised) probability measure det(G*) dp®"(x) is
well-defined and provide a concrete strategy for sampling from this distribution. However, as discussed in Remark 12, the
introduction of p is artificial, and a proper choice of this measure is important to ensure u(x) < p* with high probability.
The subsequent theorem provides probability bounds for a specific choice of p, and the subsequent corollaries investigate
its implication to the proposed sampling scheme.

Theorem 16. Suppose that V; can be embedded into L*(v) for some probability measure v on X and let

2
K(x) = sup ———— I W)l 9)

veVy ”v“LZ(V)

be the classical inverse Christoffel function (or variation function) for the space V4. Then, if ¥ € X" are i.i.d.
with X; ~ éﬁvfor alli =1,...,n, it holds that

2n52)

Plu(®) > py] < 2dexp(-—; with 64 = [l

Hy+1

For the particular choice piy = 2 this yields P[u(X) > 2] < 2d exp(—55).

Proof. The idea of this proof is to find a norm || « ||,, satisfying ||v||,, = [P+, 0|, and the restricted isometry property
(RIP)

2 2 2
ol = lloll5 ] < ollvll,, Yo € Vy.
Under these conditions, we can bound
-1
2 2 lloll3 2
v v v
a? = max I ”2" = max I ”2" <146 and g2 := max (; = | min I ”2" <(1-6)7",
veV |lvfl5,  veVa |lv]l5, veVa ol \eeVa [lv]l5,

and Theorem 3.2 from [CDMS22] implies

w(¥) < ppap < \/]It_g‘

It now remains to find a norm ||« ||,, satisfying the required conditions. To do this, we let b be the simultaneously
V-orthonormal and L?(v)-orthogonal basis of V; and define the X-indexed family of linear operators

(0,bj)y

d
Lyv:=
X 1Bl 2,

=1

bj(x)ej.

Using these operators, we define the unbiased, sample-based estimate of the V-norm
RSP
ol = — > w@) Lol
i=1
with weight function w = 8 ~'d and i.i.d. sample points %; ~ w™!v. It is known [EST22; GN'T24] that this choice of
weight function ensures that || « ||2 concentrates quickly around its expectation || « ||3V and the RIP is satisfied with a high
probability. Indeed, the probability of the complementary event is bounded by

2n6>
P[Vo € Va : llvlly = lI0ll5, 1 > 6lll5,] < 2dexp(——) (10)
NlwRellLe(v)
where K is the generalised inverse Christoffel function (or variation function)
I Lxvll3 d Z bj(x) bj(x)?
— . ANT | = , — - T = —
8.0x) = sup — R ;(benuxb,) Amax 24Tl 1 | = N T
Note that, since Hm% form an L?(v)-orthonormal basis for V, the uniform upper bound
JUL=(v)
d 2
2
RL(X) b/(x) : j(x) = sup ——— |l)()€)| — R()C)
----- al ”LZ( ) = I ”L’(v) veVy ||U||L2(v)2

12
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is indeed the classical inverse Christoffel function for the space V. This bound is tight and is attained for piecewise
constant basis functions. Using the uniform bound &; < &, we can bound the L*(v)-norm in (10) by

lwK Ll < lwkllrso) = 1dR' K] o) = d.

This yields the bound
Pl u(e 1+6 P . 2 2 2 ) 2n6*
w(E) > 122 | < P[Vo € Vg : llvll; = loll5] > 6llvll3,] < 2d exp 7
and concludes the proof, since ¢ is defined such that llf‘;: = Uk O

Remark 17. The i.i.d. sampling strategy from Theorem 16 yields the well-known [CM17; HNP22] but slightly
suboptimal sample complexity of n 2 dlog(d), requiring no assumptions on V and only the weak regularity
assumption Vg C L*>(v). This stands in sharp contrast to the bound in Theorem 8, which uses a dependent sample
to guarantee the optimal linear complexity n = d but requires strong assumptions on both V and V.

Since the probability bound in Theorem 16 holds for any v satisfying V; C L*(v), we obtain an additional degree
of freedom, which may be helpful in removing the log factor.

Resuming the discussion of Remark 12, and building on the result of Theorem 16, there exist two natural choices for the
density p.

* For a small sample size of n = d, the choice p « K%K v is motivated by Proposition 13 and the discussion
thereafter. Since p almost satisfies the conditions of Proposition 13 (see Figure 1), we reason that the marginal
probability distributions of the individual sample points xy, . .., x4 are close to % p = Kv. This is the optimal
i.i.d. sampling distribution éﬁv from Theorem 16.

* For a larger sample, with u(x) close to one, the choice p o« Ky is motivated by Remark 15. This choice ensures

that a significant portion of the samples is distributed according to the optimal i.i.d. sampling distribution éRv
from Theorem 16.

Both measures are indeed finite if V is compactly embedded in L?(v) and / K(x)dv(x) < c0.* However, since our
goal is to obtain a sample of minimal size n ~ d, it makes sense to use the choice p = K%K V.

Under the assumptions of Proposition 13, the subsequent theorem implies that sampling from det(G*) dp®" (x) with
p= K%K v improves over the i.i.d. sampling with respect to éRv (in the sense that log det G* is larger in expectation).

Theorem 18. Let v be a probability measure on X and p = % det(G*) dv®"(x) with Z = f det(G*) dv®" (x).
Moreover, let p denote the marginal distribution of p with respect to any one variable x. Suppose that x € X" is
distributed according to p and ¥ € X" is distributed according to the product measure p®". Then,

E[log det G*] > E[log det G*].

Proof. Recall that the probability density of p with respect to v®" is given by P(x) := % det(G¥), let p denote the
density of g with respect to v and define Q = p®". The claim is then equivalent to

E[log det G*] > E[log det G¥]
& Ex.p [log(ZP(x))] 2 Ex~o [log(ZP(x))]
& Ex-p [log(P(x))] — Ex-g [log(P(x))] > 0. (11
Recall the definitions of the (cross-)entropy and Kullback-Leibler divergence
H(Q,P) := —Ex-g [log(P(x))], H(P):=H(P,P) and KL(Q|P):=H(Q.P)-H(Q)

4To see this, let by, ..., by  be an L2(v)-0rth0gonal and V-orthonormal basis of V. Then

| < (mje_lx||bj||£§<v))Kd and Ky <K,

which implies v < Kyv < Kv and ,%Kv < Kv.

13
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for two densities P and Q. Using these definitions, we can reformulate equation (11) as
Ex-p [log(P(x))] = Ex-g [log(P(x))] 20 & -H(P)+H(Q,P) 20
© H(Q,P)-H(Q)+H(Q)-H(P)=0
o KL(Q||P)+H(Q)—-H(P) =0. (12)
Now, recall that the entropy is subadditive in general and additive for product measures, i.e. that
H(P) < nH(p) = H(p®") = H(Q).
This implies H(Q) — H(P) > 0, and since also KL(Q || P) > 0, equation (12) holds true. O

6 Subsampling

The preceding section proposes drawing samples according to the (unnormalised) distribution det(G*)dp®" (x), with
the intuition that the samples will concentrate where the determinant is large. This section explores the option to reduce
the size of an already given sample. For this purpose, we suppose that a finite sample D := {xj,...,x,} C X is given,
satisfying p (D) < 4, and we seek a subset S* C D of minimal size satisfying the condition u(D) < u(S*) < p*.

Remark 19. Subsampling algorithms for the weighted least squares projection (1) have already been proposed
in [BSU23; HNP22]. These algorithms exploit the fact that the Gram matrix for weighted least squares is a sum of
n rank-one matrices 3.}, a(x;)a(x;)T, each matrix depending on a single sample point x;. These algorithms can
not be applied to the Gram matrix G* = b(x)K(x)*b(x)T associated with our kernel-based projection.

As a direct consequence of the definition, the quasi-optimality factor u(S) decreases monotonically with increasing
sample size |S|. This means that in contrast to classical least squares approximation, adding new sample points
is guaranteed to improve the quasi-optimality constant. This suggests using an incremental, greedy algorithm for
sample selection. Such greedy algorithms enjoy strong convergence guarantees, provided that the objective function is
non-negative, monotone and submodular. Since a lot of the theory on greedy optimisation is formulated in the setting of
maximisation, we will adopt this convention and replace the minimisation of u with the equivalent maximisation of
A(S) := u(S)~2. Monotonicity and submodularity of this function can then be defined as follows.

Definition 20 (Monotonicity). Let D be a set, and let £ : 22 — [0, o) be a non-negative set function. f is called
monotone if f(S) < f(T) whenever S C T.

Definition 21 (Submodularity). Let D be a set, and let f : 29 [0, c0) be a non-negative, monotone set function.
f is called submodular if (S U {v}) — f(S) = f(T U {v}) — f(T) forall S C T and for all v € D.

Now suppose that A were non-negative, monotone, and submodular, and consider the algorithm defining the set sequence
So:=0,  Sk+1 =Sk U{vks1},  vks1 € argmax A(Sk U {v}).
veD

By a classical result of [NWFE78], this algorithm achieves a quasi-optimal function value
A(Si) 2 (1= A(S}),
when S7 is an optimal set of cardinality k. A related theorem of [Wol82] ensures a similar bound for the “complementary”

problem of finding the smallest set S with A(S) > C. Defining k(C) := min{k : A(Sx) = C} and k*(C) := min{|S] :
A(S) = C} for C < A(D), it holds that

These bounds would justify approximating the sought set S* through efficient, greedy algorithms. Unfortunately,
however, the subsequent proposition shows that A is not submodular. The proof of this fact can be found in Appendix C.

Proposition 22. A is monotone but not submodular.

This result might seem quite surprising initially because one might intuitively assume that the marginal gains of
orthogonal projections become smaller with increasing sample size. One would intuitively assume that A is submodular,
and the construction in Appendix C indeed suggests that A is not “too far” from being submodular. Moreover, it
seems natural that the optimality guarantees of submodular functions extend to functions that are “close” to being
submodular. This intuition can be formalised by defining the submodularity ratio y as a measure of “approximate
submodularity” [DK18].

14
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Definition 23 (Submodularity Ratio). Let D be a set, and let f : 22 — [0, c0) be a non-negative, monotone set
function. The submodularity ratio of f with respect to a set U C D and a parameter k > 1 is

Zses[F(LU{s}) - f(L)]

Yuk(f) = LQU,S:IngSI}c,LﬂS:(D F(LUS) = f(L) ,

with the convention that 0/0 = 1.

The submodularity ratio captures how much more f can increase by adding any subset S of size k to L, compared to the
combined benefits of adding its individual elements to L. In particular, a function f is submodular precisely when
vu.x = 1 for all U and k [DK18, Proposition 3]. In this way, the submodularity ratio quantifies the submodularity of f.
Moreover, the classical results of [Wol82] on submodular functions extend to approximately submodular functions by
means of the subsequent result of [DK18].

Theorem 24 (Theorem 11 in [DK18]). For any € € (0,1) and C > 0, let k := k((1—¢&)C) and k* := k*(C). Then

k <

1 -
S Y@ log(e™")k*.

We want to use this result to obtain an algorithm with certified approximation guarantees. For this, first, observe that
Ax) = u(x)"2= min ||Py. |3 =1- max I—Py)ol|3 =1—-||(I- Py )P 2,
(¥) =)= min 1Pyolf =1 max 1= PyJolly = 1= (= Pa) Py Iy
where S(V,) denotes the unit sphere in V. Bounding the operator norm with the Hilbert—Schmidt norm yields

d d
Ax) = 1= (I = Py )Py, llfs = 1= Y I = Pay)bjlI3, = > 1Py byll3, —d + 1.
j=1 j=1
We hence propose to maximise the surrogate

d
n(x) = > IPa,bjl3 = r(G).

j=1
The subsequent proposition 25 proves that this function is approximately submodular. Replacing the spectral norm with
the Hilbert—Schmidt norm, however, comes at the cost of a slightly suboptimal bound since the Hilbert—Schmidt norm

can exceed the spectral norm by a factor of d 172 (¢f. [BCMN18, Remark 3.1]).

Since our sampling strategy in section 5 is motivated as a surrogate for maximising the function x +— logdet(G*), it
may seem more natural to use the function S — log det(G*s) for subsampling. Indeed, when H*®Y can be written as a
rank-one update H*®Y = H* + hyh;, it can be shown [CSL14] that the functions

S —tr((H*)™) and S logdet(H*S)

are submodular. However, since the gy-terms in the rank-one update (7) of G*®Y depend on x, the arguments
from [CSL14] do not transfer directly. Although it may be possible to show (approximate) submodularity for these
functions, we focus on the more straightforward case of . Moreover, for the purpose of finding a subsample x5 of
close-to-optimal size |S| ~ d, it is better to optimise the function n (at least for the first d iterations). The functions
S+ —tr((H*s)~") and S — log det(H*$) are both constant for |S| < d.

The greedy maximisation of 7 is a specialised version of the SDSoMmp algorithm for dictionary selection presented
in [DK 18, Section 4.2] and comes with the same guarantees on monotonicity and approximate submodularity, as is
shown in the subsequent proposition.

ege k(xi,xj) .. .. .
Proposition 25. Define C; ; .= ——==—= and denote by Cs s the restriction of C onto the indices contained
’ VK (xi)K (xj) ’

in S. Moreover, let Ayin(C, k) := min|s|<x Amin(Cs,s) denote the minimal k-sparse eigenvalue of C. Then, 1 is
monotone and approximately submodular with

7U,k(77) > /lmin(C, |U| + k) > /lmin(c)-

Proof. Letx € X" be given. To facilitate this proof, we introduce the notation x;, for the sub-vector of x with indices
in L € {1,...,n} and extend this notion to matrices as well. Since Vy, C Vy¢ forall L € S C {1,...,n}, it follows
that ||Pq/xL billv £ ||Pq/xS bjllq forevery j =1,...,d. This proves n(x1) < n(xs) and thereby monotonicity.

15
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To compute the submodularity ratio, we define the dictionary of normalised functions w : X — R" by w; :=
K (x;)"'?k(x;, +) and introduce for any L, S C {1, ...,n} the notation P, for the V-orthogonal projection onto
(wr) :=span{w; : [ € L} and write P(,,, yws for the component-wise application of the projection operator to ws.
With this, we can succinctly write

Plorss) = Plop)y + P(-Pu,, ) ws)-
It thus holds that
) 2ses(M(xpugsy) —n(xL)
min
LcU,|S|<k,Lns=0  n(xLus) —n(xL)
Zses(Zle||P<wLU{S}>bj||3V ~1P(wrybjlI3)

min
LCU,|S|<k,LnS=0 >4 ||P b2 = 1Piw, b il
j=11H (wrus)Pjlley (wr)Pjlley

Yu.k(n) =

d
2ses Zj:l ”P((I—P(wL))w{s))bj”gV

min i 2
LCU,|S|<k,LNS=0 Zj:l||P((1—P<wL>)ws>bj||q/

We now define a basis w’ for the spaces ((I — P (4w, y)w{sy) occurring in the numerator of the preceding expression.
Using the Gramian matrix C; ; := (w;, w )<, these basis elements and their corresponding Gramian can be expressed as

a)iL = = Plop))wi = w; — Ci,LCi’leL and ck

(L Ly _ -1
ij = (w; > W v =Cij— CitCpCL,j.

Similarly, we can express the inner products between w’ and b through the cross-Gramian matrix BiL = (a)l.L, bj)y

and define the diagonal scaling matrix D := diag(||a)1L llv, ..., lwk|lq). This allows us to write the submodularity
ratio as
d 2 d L -2(pL
. ijl ZSES”P((I—P((L)L))a)(s))bj||(v . Z:j=1(BS,j)TD (BS,j
o) = LeU,IS|£k.Lns=0 d 2 T L, sIehrns=0 34 L L y-1(BL Y’
CU.IS|<k, - Zj:]||P<(I—P<(UL>)ws)bj||q/ CU.IS|<k, - Zj:l(BS’j)T(CS’S) (BS’]')

Stacking d copies of CSL,S and D in the block-diagonal matrices C := diag(Cé’S, ey Cé,s) and D := diag(D, ..., D)
and concatenating all Bé ; into the vector by s|(j-1) := (Bg j)i the fraction can be estimated as
d - _
%5-1(Bs )TD(Bg ) _btD?% . bTh
j!:l(Bg’j)T(cg’s)—l(Bg’j) b1C~'b ~ berdisl bTDC-1Db

= /lmin(D__lC_D__l) = /lmin(D_]C;SD_l)~

To estimate this eigenvalue, we proceed in two steps. First, we note that
L
Di; = llwillv = [(I = Pyry)willy < llwilly =1,

which implies
/lmin(D_lcé,sD_l) 2 /lmax(D)_z/lmin(CsL‘,s) 2 /lmin(céis)'

Next, we note that C g“ s is precisely the Schur complement Csyr, sur/Cr.r, which implies

/lmin(cél,s) 2 /lmin(CSUL,SUL)~

A proof of this fact can be found in Appendix D. The submodularity ratio is, therefore, bounded by

> min Amin(C > Anin(C, |U| + k) = Amin(C). ]
')’U,k(’]) LCU.IS|Sh LAS=0 mm( SUL,SUL) mm( | | ) mm( )

Remark 26. The idea of using submodular optimisation to select subsamples is not new and was studied for the
maximisation of the determinant of a kernel matrix in [CZZ18].

Remark 27. For the set D = X, this algorithm was already proposed in [BCMN 18] under the name collective
OMP. A problem with the approach in [BCMNI8] is that the proofs require dense dictionaries D for which
Va4 C D. Hence, we cannot use their algorithms in the setting of section 6. Their algorithm was originally
designed to tackle the original sampling problem in section 5. However, its complexity is unknown, and it could
very well be NP-complete to find the exact minimum.

16
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Remark 28. It is illustrated in [BCMN 18] that the incremental selection of sample points (when the dimension
d of V4 increases) is of roughly the same quality as when the sample points are drawn anew for each d. This

observation is not surprising since, for a given set of basis functions 8 := {by, ..., ba}, the corresponding function
— 2
ns(x) = Y [IPvbl3,
beB

is modular in B, i.e. ngu(y) = N8 + Ny for all B and v ¢ B. When the function ny,) is not significantly larger
than ng (which seems reasonable), then a subset S C D that is selected to maximise ng will also produce a large
value for the function ngu(vy = N8 + N{vy. This encourages the idea that old sample points that have already been
used for the approximation in Vy; can be recycled for the approximation in V. without drawbacks.

We conclude this section by listing the proposed sampling strategy with greedy subsampling in pseudo-code.

Algorithm 2: Sampling algorithm with greedy subsampling

Data: u, > 1, 8 € [1, o) and sequence of probability measures {px }xen
Result: x € X" satisfying p(x) < px
Use Algorithm | to draw a sample set x € X" satisfying u(x) < 1+ ”*T_l
Sety :=0
while p(y) > p, do
Set y := argmax{n(y ® {y}) : y € x}
Updatey :=y @ {y}
end
Setx =y

7 Perturbed observations

Now assume that the observations are perturbed by deterministic noise, i.e. we only have access to y; := u(x;) + n(x;)
where 7 is a function in some normed vector space R 2 V. We let kg be a positive semi-definite kernel, which defines
for any x € X" a semi-norm

2 2
o125 = (0G0, (e = 0(0) TKR (x)0(x),
with Kg(x) being the positive semi-definite kernel matrix associated with kg. Furthermore, we assume that
olle.r < cnllollz, (13)

with a constant c,, that may depend on 7.

Example 29. Consider the case where R is a RKHS with kernel k. Then the semi-norm [|v||x,z = ||Pr, 0%,
where Pg_ is the R-orthogonal projection onto Ry = span(kg(x, «)). This yields property (13) with constant
cn = 1.

Example 30. Consider the case where R is the weighted Lebesgue space L;"f, ,, for some weight function

y 1 X — (0, ), equipped with the norm [Jvl|= | , := esssup,cx y(x)~2]u(x)|, and where kg (x, y) = ¥(x)Lr=y
-

is the weighted white noise kernel. Then K (x) = diag(y(x)) and [[v]12 = X v(x:)?y(x;)~" < n||v[|%. Thus
(13) holds with constant c,, = yn.

For x € X", we define the regularised matrix
Ks(x) := K(x) +c,Kgr(x)
and define the corresponding norm [|v]|x s = |[v(x) || kg (x)*-

The regularised projection ™S € V; is defined by

. . .S
w*S = arg min |y - 0(x) | kg (o = arg min ||+ 1) — vllx.s = P (u+n).
veVy veVy,
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Proposition 31. Let b be a V-orthonormal basis of V and define j1s(x) = Amin(b(x)Ks(x)*b(x)7)~/2. Then

ll =Sl < (1+ ps ()l = Poully + ps ()l z.

Proof. As in the proof of Theorem 3, we can estimate
lu — S|l < llu = Pyully + [|Pyu = u™S |y < |lu = Poully + ps () |Py,u — u™5|y s
Moreover, it holds that
,S _ .S
1Py u = u™ s = IPy,u— Py (u+n)le,s
,S ,S

< NIP%S (= Pyl + IP5 Sl

< |lu = Py ullx,s + Inllx,s-
Since Kg(x) > K(x) and Ks(x) > ¢,Kg(x), we can estimate

lu = Py, ullx,.s = |(u = Pau)(x)||ksx)r < (e = Payu) (X)||xx)+ = [l — Pyullx

and

7ll,s = I ks ey < cn 1) ke ey = ¢ 7llx.=-
Using the bounds |lu — Py, ullx < |lu — P, ully and ||nllx.g < cnllnllg concludes the proof. |

8 Experiments

We propose to generate x € X from the distribution (5) using Algorithm | with p; =...=pg = K%K v and p, = Ky
for all n > d, where the measure v depends on the test case. The choice of the reference measures p; is motivated by
the discussion in Section 5.3, where we argue that p; « K%K v is preferable for small sample sizes, while p; o« KV is

preferable for large sample sizes. We compare this method against the well-established

* continuous volume sampling [BBC20], where x € X" is drawn from (3) (sample size bounds are provided in
Corollary 9) and

* Christoffel sampling [CM17], where x € X" are n i.i.d. samples from v and & is defined as in (9) (sample
size bounds are provided in Theorem 16).

For the purpose of this discussion, we denote the proposed method as subspace-informed volume sampling (SIVS),
since the density is proportional to the volume of the Gramian matrix G*, which depends on the subspace V, as well as
the ambient RKHS V. This sets it apart from continuous volume sampling, which only takes into account the ambient
space V.

Remark 32. An alternative volume-rescaled sampling distribution has been proposed in [DWH?22] for least
squares approximation in a subspace Vy of L*>(v). It is equivalent to sampling d points from a projection
determinantal point process associated with V; and the reference measure v, and n — d additional i.i.d. points
from the Christoffel sampling distribution ]y. We do not consider this method in our experiments since it has
similar properties as i.i.d. Christoffel sampling.

We compare these methods for three prototypical cases.

* Section 8.1: ForV = H'([-1, 1], % dx) the kernel 1 < K(x) < 1 is uniformly bounded from above and below.
¢ Section 8.2: For V = H(l)([—l, 1], % dx) the kernel K(x) < 1 is uniformly bounded only from above.
+ Section 8.3: For V = H' (R, N(0, 1)) the kernel 1 < K(x) is uniformly bounded only from below.*

The kernels for H'([-1, 1], % dx) and Hé([—l, 1], %dx) are standard and can be found for example in [BCMN18;

PR16; Tut19]. The kernel for H' (R, N(0, 1)) can be found in the same manner as those of H!([-1, 1], % dx) and

H(l) ([-1,1], % dx), and a derivation is provided, for the sake of completeness, in Appendix E. For the convenience of the
reader, we restate the reproducing kernels for the corresponding spaces in the beginning of each section.

5Note that an unbounded domain is necessary in this case since K(x) has to be finite for every x € X by the definition of an
RKHS. This implies that & (x, x) must be bounded from above as soon as it is continuous and X is compact.

18
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8.1 A polynomial subspace of H!([-1,1], % dx)
Consider the Hilbert space V = H'([-1,1],v) with v := %dx and the (d = 10)-dimensional polynomial subspace
Vy =span{l,x, ...,x%"!}. The reproducing kernel of V is given by

_ 2cosh(1 —max{x, y}) cosh(1 + min{x, y})
B sinh(2) '

k(x,y):

Phase diagrams for the probability of u(x) < 2 are presented in Figure 2. Several interesting conclusions can be drawn
from these observations, which are in line with the theoretical guarantees presented in Theorem 16 and Corollary 9.

* Christoffel sampling follows the n > dlog(d) sample size bound from Theorem 16. Notably, however, the
factor for the rate in this plot is smaller than 1, which is significantly smaller than the factor predicted by
Theorem 16.

* Continuous volume sampling performs worse than Christoffel sampling, following a sample size bound of
n 2 d?. This can probably be attributed to the fact that V; is not spanned by the spectral basis of V.

* Subspace-informed volume sampling follows the optimal sample size bound n > d. The factor for the rate in
the plot is 1.5, which is close to the optimal factor 1.

Finally, we illustrate the convergence of the proposed greedy subsampling method (Algorithm 2) in Figure 3. It can be
seen that the proposed algorithm produces an acceptable quasi-optimality constant u(x) < 3 already for the minimal
possible sample size of n = d in all 100 repetitions of the experiment.

O(dlog(d)) ~ ===- O(d?)
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Volume sampling

SIVS (our method)
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Figure 2: Phase diagrams for the probability P[u(x) < 2] with V = H'([-1,1], % dx) and where V; is spanned by
polynomials. The probability is estimated using 200 independent samples x € X" for different dimensions d and sample
sizes n. Green marks a probability of 1, violet a probability of 0. Points having P[u(x) < 2] > % are marked with bold,
green borders. The factor for the linear rate in the phase diagram for subspace-informed volume sampling is 1.5.

8.2 A polynomial subspace of H& ([-1,1], % dx)

Consider the Hilbert space V = Hé ([-1,1],v) with v = % dx and the d-dimensional polynomial subspace V; that is
spanned by the monomials span{1, x, ..., x%*'} subject to the boundary conditions v(—1) = v(1) = 0 for all v € V.
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Figure 3: Violin plot of the submodular surrogate 1 and the suboptimality constant u for the first 20 steps of the greedy
optimisation procedure. The initial sample D is of size 100 and drawn using the Christoffel sampling method. The
experiment was repeated 100 times to compute the violins. V = H'([-1, 1], % dx) and d = 10 with ‘V,; being spanned
by polynomials.

The reproducing kernel of V is given by

k(x.y) = (min{x, y} + 1)(1 — max{x,y}).

4

Phase diagrams for the probability of p(x) < 2 are presented in Figure 4, and the convergence of the proposed greedy
subsampling method is illustrated in Figure 5. The qualitative observations remain similar to the H' ([-1, 1], % dx)-case,
and even the factor for linear rate in the subspace-informed volume sampling plot remains the same (1.5). The greedy
subsampling algorithm produces an acceptable quasi-optimality constant u(x) < 3 for the almost optimal sample size
n =d + 2 in all 100 repetitions of the experiment.

8.3 A polynomial subspace of H! (R, N'(0,1))

Consider the Hilbert space V = H'(R, #) with # := (0, 1) and choose v = #. Moreover, consider the d-dimensional
polynomial subspaces V; = span{l, x, ..., x%~'}. The reproducing kernel of V is given by

e = ool 22 - =)

Remark 33. As discussed after Remark 17, a sufficient condition for the finiteness of the measures I%K v is

/ K(x)dv < oo. This sufficient condition is satisfied for the choice v = N (0, 1 + €) for any € > 0, but it is not
satisfied for the choice € = 0. However, since this condition may not be necessary, we perform the experiments for
this test case with the choice v = v = N(0, 1). We observe that the resulting method indeed produces adequate
results.

Phase diagrams for the probability of u(x) < 2 are presented in Figure 6, and the convergence of the proposed greedy
subsampling method is illustrated in Figure 7. As in both preceding cases, the greedy subsampling algorithm performs
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Figure 4: Phase diagrams for the probability P[u(x) < 2] with V = H(l)([—l, 1], % dx) and where V, is spanned by
polynomials. The probability is estimated using 200 independent samples x € X™ for different dimensions d and sample
sizes n. Green marks a probability of 1, violet a probability of 0. Points having P[u(x) < 2] > % are marked with bold,
green borders. The factor for the linear rate in the phase diagram for subspace-informed volume sampling is 1.5.

quite well, producing an acceptable quasi-optimality constant u(x) < 3 for the almost optimal sample size n = d + 1 in
all 100 repetitions of the experiment. However, in contrast to the preceding test cases, the phase transition boundary
for continuous volume sampling is linear in this case. This is explained theoretically by the fact that the Hermite
polynomials form the spectral basis for V. (See the discussion following Corollary 9.)

9 Discussion

This manuscript focuses on finding sample points adapted to the approximation problem at hand. However, this
presupposes the ability to generate new data, which is not the case in many classical approximation tasks, where we
have to make the best of the data that is already given. An interesting direction of research would, therefore, be to
restrict the space V; to be adapted to the given data. Since u(x) depends on the smallest eigenvalue of G¥, it seems
natural to use a span of the eigenspaces of G* € R4*? as a suitable subspace of V. This projection introduces an
additional approximation error, but it is conceivable that the eigenvectors corresponding to the smallest eigenvalues
have a high V-norm. Projecting onto the complement of these vectors would, therefore, only result in a minor additive
approximation error if the sought function is sufficiently regular, and the overall error may indeed decrease.

Proposition 31 can be extended to general random noise (in contrast to the deterministic perturbations considered in
Section 7). A proof for this claim is given, in a general setting, in Theorem 2.3 in [CDMS22]. Note, however, that
the approximation from Section 7 depends on an appropriate choice of norm || « ||z for measuring the noise. Since
this norm also influences the approximation u*>°, acting as a regulariser, the optimal choice of this norm would be an
interesting research topic.

All results in this paper depend on the choice of an appropriate RKHS and require explicit knowledge of the corresponding
reproducing kernel. Finding such an explicit expression may be difficult when the domain X is nontrivial. For certain
RKHS of band-limited functions, however, arguments relating to “escaping the native space” (cf. section 2.3.3
in [Kem?23]) may yield error bounds even if the regularity of the sought function u is overestimated.
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Figure 5: Violin plot of the submodular surrogate 1 and the suboptimality constant u for the first 20 steps of the greedy
optimisation procedure. The initial sample D is of size 100 and drawn using the Christoffel sampling method. The
experiment was repeated 100 times to compute the violins. V = H(‘) ([-1,1], % dx) and d = 10 with ‘V,; being spanned
by polynomials.
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Figure 7: Violin plot of the submodular surrogate 1 and the suboptimality constant u for the first 20 steps of the greedy
optimisation procedure. The initial sample D is of size 100 and drawn using the Christoffel sampling method. The
experiment was repeated 100 times to compute the violins. V = H'(R, N'(0, 1)) and d = 10 with V; being spanned by
polynomials.
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A Proof of the error bound (2)

To prove this error bound, we start by noting that || (1 — Pq;x)v||zv = ||U||3V — ||Pqy,v||?,, and therefore

- . | Py 0113

/‘l(x) 2 = lnf Hlj‘z =

veVy v

| (I= Py )0ll3,
2

eV, el

| (I= Py )0ll3,

2
e, T0I3,

= —(su sup L@y )2
= P SUD O Twly

VeV we Vi

Py, wl3,
2
Twl?,

1 - sup
weVE
. | Py, wli3
= inf 1- d__V

2
w
weVE llwll

1(1-Py, wl?,

llwll?,

= inf
we Vg

This implies

4(x) = sup lwlly
wevs (I =Py )wlly

We can, therefore, conclude that
I = u g =l = (P, + Py, (1 = P, ully
= |11 = Py, (I = P%, Yully
< U@ = Py)(I = Pay,)(I = P, Yull.
Next, let W := Pq,_V; and recall from Remark 1 that Py, P’,’Vd = Pqy. Then
(I = Py,)(I = Pay)(I = P%, ) = (I = Py, )(I = P%, ) = (I = Pay,) Py, (I~ P%, )
= (I - Py,) = (I - Py,)(Pay, — Py, P%, )
= - Py,) — (U= Py,)(Py, — Py)
=(I = Py,)(I = Py, + Pyy)
= (I = Py,)(Pyy + Pyy)
= = Py,)Pyrew,
where the final equality follows because W C V, implies W L V.. Now, observe that
(Vi o W)t =VenWH
={veVy : (vw)y =0forall we W}
={veVy : (v,Py,w)y =0forallwe Vy}
={veVy : (vw)y =0forallw € V;}
=Ve NV
From this, we deduce that
(I = Py )(I = Py, )(I = P%,)) = (I = Pay,)(I = Poyoys)
=1_P(Vd _Perﬂ/j
=1=Py,ev.nvi)
which concludes the proof.

B Lemma 34
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Lemma 34. Let x € X" and define the operator
A= P(VfoVd(I — Pq,).
Then ||Ally—v < II = G*|lgro + I = G¥||2.

Proof. Observe that for every u € V

Pﬁ,du :=argmin ||u — v||y = argmin ||Py, (Py,u —v)||y = P’,‘Vqu/xu,
veVy vEVy

which allows us to write

A =Py, P%, (I - Py,) = Py, (P%, = Pq,) = Pa, (P%, = Pay,)Pay, + Py, Py, (Poy, — 1)

=1A; =Az

We can therefore use the triangle inequality ||A||y - < ||A1]||lv— + ||A2||v— to split the computation into two

steps. Both steps will rely heavily on the identities
Py k(x, ) =k(x, ), Py, b=b, Pq,b = b, "
Pacb = bEK() k(x, ), Py, k(x,+) = b®)T(Cb, Payk(e,s) =b(x)7b,

where the projectors are applied component-wise to the vectors of functions. The first line of the preceding identities
follows by the projection properties and the second by simple computation.
In the first step, we bound ||A|||y—<. Using the identities (14) and the linearity of the projection operator, we compute

Py Py, Py, k(x, «) = Py, Py, k(x, «) = Py, b(x)T(G*)"b = b(x)T(G*)"b(x)K(x)" k(x, *)

=ZD1

and
Py, P, Py k(x, «) = Py Py, k(x, «) = Py, b(x)Th = b(x)Tb(x)K (x)" k(x, *).
—_—
=:D2
Combining both equations yields Ajk(x, «) = (D — D3)k(x, +), which allows us to write

Aol ¢T(Dy = D2)K(x)(Dy — D2)Te
1A% = 1AL Py, 13 = sup ——F = su :
veVy ”U”(V ceR? LTK(x)C
= Amax (K (x)*12(D1 = D2)K (x) (D1 — D2) K (x)*'/?)
< tr(K(x)*(D = D2)K (x) (D1 — D2)TK (x)*'/),

where we use the notation K (x)*!/2 := (K (x)*)!/2. The final matrix-algebraic expression can be computed explicitly.
To do this, we will simplify the notation and write B := b(x), K := K(x) and G := G*. We will also make extensive
use of the symmetry of K and G and the identity G = BK*BT. Noting that D; — D, = BT(G* — I)BK*, we can now
use the invariance of the trace under cyclic permutations to obtain

tr(K*'2(Dy = D2)K (D — D2)TK*'/?) = w(K*'/?BT(G* = )BK*KK*B™(G* - I)BK*'/?)
=tr((G* = I)BK*BT(G* - [)BK*BT)
=r((G* - )G(G* - I)G)
=tr((I - G)?)
= I7 = G-
This bounds ||A} ||y < I = G¥||Fro-

In the second step, we bound ||A;||q—. For this, we define the space ‘W := V, + V, and note that ker(A;) 2
ker(Pv, — Pq;,) 2 ‘W*. Denoting the V-orthogonal complement of V; in ‘W by ‘W /V,; C V., we can thus write
lA2llv—a = [A2Pawll v
= [[A2 Py, + Ao Py, llv—v
= [[A2 Py, + AoPy, Py, lv—v
= [[A2Py, llv—w,
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where we have used Ay Py, = Py, Py, (Py, —I)Pq, =0. To compute the norm [|Ay P+, ||y, we utilise again the
identities (14) to write

P, Py, Py b =Py Py,b(x)K(x)"k(x,+) = Py, b(x)K(x)"b(x)Tb = b(x)K(x)*D(x)Tb(x)K(x)" k(x, *)

=:E1

and
P(VXP(de = P(be = b(x)K(x)+ k(x, 0).
————
=:E2

Combining both equations yields Ayb = (E; — E»)k(x, »), which allows us to write

1By g = AP By = sup DAY €T = K OIE = En)Te
veVy lll5,  cera cTe
= Amax ((E1 — E2)K(x)(Ey — E2)7).
Noting that E; — E, = BKY*(BTBK™ — I), we can write
Amax((E1 = E2))K(E1 = E2)T) = Adpmax (BKY(BTBK* — INK(K*BTB — I)K*BT)
= Amax((GBK* — BK*)K(K*B™G — K*BT))
= Amax((G — I)BK*KK*BT (G - I))
= Amax ((G = G(G - 1))
= (G -DHG(G - Dl
< IG 211G - 1113
<G - 113,
where the last inequality follows from Lemma 5. This bounds || Az ||y < |[I — G*||».

Combining both estimates yields the claimed bound ||A||y -4 < [|Ai|lvoav+||A2llvoa < [ T=G*||po+||I-G*|l2. O

C Proof of Proposition 22

Let x’ C x and y be fixed and observe that 1(x) = u(x)™2 = minyes () ||Pq;xv||%,. This ensures that A is monotone
because x” C x implies [P, v||y < ||[Py, vl for every v € Vy. To show that it is not submodular, we have to
construct a counter-example to the inequality

AAx®y)—Ax) < A(x" ®y) —A(x"). (15)
We do this by defining Vy; := Vs + (v) for some v € S(V), which is chosen later. This simplifies

lwl?, + 1Pl

min 5 5
weVerwso [wl?, + ol

Az) = = |Pay0ll3,

for any z with x” C z. Now, we decompose k(y, ¢) = w| + w + w3 with
w1 = P(vx,k(y, °), wy = (P(Vx - P(vx/)k(y, 0) and w3 = (I - Pq/x)k(y, 0).
This allows us to write
(w3,0)3
A(x ®Y) = [|Pav+ Piayypll3y = A(x) + ——
llwsll5,

(w2 +w3,0)3,
Ax" @), = [Py, v+ Planronvlsy = Ax") + ———,
lwz + wsll5,

and implies that equation (15) becomes
(w3,0)3, - (w2 +w3,0)3,
lwsll3, — llw2 +wsll3,
A counter-example is given by the choice v = w3.
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D The Schur complement

Consider a linearly independent set of vectors wy, . . . , w, with Gramian matrix C. Moreover, define for LUS = {1, ..., n}
the notations wg and P(,,, yws just as in Proposition 25. We can then ask ourselves what the Gramian of (I — P, ))ws

looks like. Some algebra reveals that this Gramian is given by the Schur complement C/Cy, 1, := Cs s — Cs, LCi’lLCL, s-
To prove Amin(C/Cr.1) = Amin(C), consider the quadratic function

C C
A |

for fixed vs and optimise it over vy. The minimiser of this problem is given by vy, = -C, ILCL,S vs and the minimum is
-1
v§(Cs,s = Cs,..Cy 1 Cr.s)vs = v (C/CL,1)vs.
This implies

T .
. vg(C/Cp L)vs . min,, vTCv . vTCo . vTCv

Amin(C/Cpr,1) = min —————— = min T = min — > min
s €RISI Vg Us vs€RISI UgUs veR™ DgUg  veR™ DTY

= Amin (C) .

E The kernel of H'(p)

In this section, we derive an explicit expression for the kernel k, := k(x, «) of the RKHS H!(p) with the Gaussian
measure p. By an abuse of notation, we also denote by p the density of the Gaussian measure with respect to the
Lebesgue measure. Performing integration by parts on the intervals (—co, x] and [x, co) for the Riesz representation
equation (¢, kx) g1,y = ¢(x) with smooth test functions ¢ yields the condition

(0. k) 2(p) + (B PK ) 1200y + (D k)2 (p) + [$Lp] 0 + (9K P]T = (), (16)

with the function p : R — R defined by p(y) := y. Now define kr x := kx|(—co,x] and kg x := kx|[x,o) and observe
that equation (16) provides the following six conditions on k.

1. By considering the L?-term in the variational equation for test functions ¢ that are compactly supported in
(=00, x), we see that
—k{’ () +yk{ ((y) +kLx(y) =0 on (—co,x). (17

2. By considering the L>-term in the variational equation for test functions ¢ that are compactly supported in
(x, ), we see that
—kg (V) + ykg () +krx(y) =0 on (x,00). (18)

3. By considering the boundary terms that contain x, we obtain (k{ | (x) — kg (x))p(x) = 1.

4. By considering the boundary term containing the limit y — —co, we conclude that
Jm ki x(Mp(y) =0, (19)

because ¢ can approach arbitrary values.

5. For the same reason, we obtain the condition
Jim kg (V)p(y) =0.
6. Since k, € H'(p) must be continuous, it must hold that kp_, (x) = kg_x(x).
The differential equations (17) and (18) are Sturm—Liouville equations and are solved by the functions

2
kLrx(y) = cLri exp(%)(erf(%) + CL/R,z)-

This means that k’L/R’x (y) = vk (y) + \/ch/R,l and the limit condition (19) is thus equivalent to

ygrymy(erf(%) + cL,z) =0 =3 ygrzloo erf(%) +cL2=0 = cL2=1.
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Analogously, we obtain
CR,Z = —1
and, since the continuity condition &y, ,(x) = kg x(x) has to be satisfied for all x € R, we find that
CL.1 exp(%z)(erf(\%) + 1) = (R, exp(%z)(erf(\%) - 1)
S CL,I(erf(\%) + 1) = cR,l(erf(\%) — 1).
We can thus write ¢ ; := c(erf (‘%) - 1) and cr | = c(erf (‘%) + 1) for some constant ¢ € R. This yields the equations
2
ki x(y) = cexp(%)(erf(\%) + 1)(erf(\/i§) - 1)
2
ki () = cexp(3) (erf(5) + 1) (erf(35) — 1.

The constant ¢ is determined by the boundary condition (k] | (x) — kg  (x))p(x) = 1 and evaluates to ¢ = —m. This

yields the final formula
1= fFoal 5 221 -2
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