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Abstract

The study of numerical rounding errors is often greatly simplified in the analytical treatment
of mathematical problems, or even entirely separated from it. In sampling theory, for instance,
it is standard to assume the availability of an orthonormal basis for computations, ensuring that
numerical errors are negligible. In reality, however, this assumption is often unmet. In this paper,
we discard it and demonstrate the advantages of integrating numerical insights more deeply into
sampling theory. To clearly pinpoint when the numerical phenomena play a significant role, we
introduce the concept of numerical redundancy. A set of functions is numerically redundant if it
spans a lower-dimensional space when analysed numerically rather than analytically. This property
makes it generally impossible to compute the best approximation of a function in its span using
finite precision. In contrast, ℓ2-regularized approximations are computable and, therefore, form
the foundation of many practical methods. Regularization generally reduces accuracy compared to
the best approximation, but our analysis shows that there is a benefit: it also significantly reduces
the amount of data needed for accurate approximation. In this paper, we develop the analytical
tools needed to fully understand this effect. Furthermore, we present a constructive method
for optimally selecting data points for L2-approximations, explicitly accounting for the effects
of regularization. The results are illustrated for two common scenarios that lead to numerical
redundancy: (1) approximations on irregular domains and (2) approximations that incorporate
specific features of the function to be approximated. In doing so, we obtain new results on random
sampling for Fourier extension frames. Finally, we establish that regularization is implicit in
numerical orthogonalization of a numerically redundant set, indicating that its analysis can not
be bypassed in a much broader range of methods.

1 Introduction

We are interested in the problem of computing an approximation to a function f in a Hilbert space H.
Due to the focus on computability, this problem will be referred to as numerical approximation. An
important aspect is that although the function f generally resides in an infinite-dimensional space, a
numerical method can process only a finite number of measurements of f . This naturally leads to the
introduction of a sequence of finite-dimensional spaces {Vn}n∈N of increasing dimension n, forming ap-
proximations to H. It is hereby assumed, based on prior knowledge, that f is well approximated in the
spaces Vn in the sense that fast convergence is attainable. Associated with a numerical approximation
is thus an operator Fn,m : Cm → Vn mapping m measurements of a function f to a function fn,m in
the approximation space Vn. Note that the number of measurements m can differ from the dimension
n. In particular, it is often required that m is sufficiently large compared to n, or equivalently n
sufficiently small, in order to obtain robust and accurate approximation methods [3, 18].

Another important aspect of numerical approximation is how to represent an approximation in
Vn. The computed approximations fn,m are continuous objects, which cannot be stored directly on

a computer. To this end, one needs a spanning set Φn = {ϕi,n}n
′

i=1 satisfying span(Φn) = Vn. This
allows the approximation fn,m to be characterized by a set of expansion coefficients x

fn,m =

n′∑
i=1

xiϕi,n. (1)
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Note that the spanning set Φn does not need to be linearly independent, implying that n′ can differ
from n, in which case multiple sets of expansion coefficients exist that describe the same function.
Associated with a numerical approximation is, therefore, also an operator Ln,m : Cm → Cn′

mapping
m measurements of a function f to a set of n′ expansion coefficients of an approximation fn,m ∈ Vn.

Sampling theory aims to determine the amount of information required from a function f to achieve
a (near-)optimal approximation in Vn, while ensuring robustness to noise. Standard results for linear
approximation methods are typically obtained by analysing Fn,m and, hence, are independent of the
spanning set Φn that is used. The underlying assumption is that the numerical computations are
performed using an orthonormal or Riesz basis as a spanning set for Vn, such that Ln,m and Fn,m have
similar properties. However, this assumption is often not satisfied in practice; many different types of
spanning sets show up in a wide variety of applications. Riesz bases for Vn are often unknown and
computing them can be numerically unstable. Furthermore, the choice of the spanning set may be
influenced by the potential to reduce the computational cost of the method; structured spanning sets
can permit the use of fast transforms such as the Fast Fourier Transform.

In particular, many applications make use of a numerically redundant spanning set. Such a set
might be linearly independent from an analytic point of view, but linearly dependent from a numerical
point of view. In this case, regularization is needed to obtain a bounded map Ln,m from measurements
to expansion coefficients. In [5, 6], this phenomenon is analysed for regularization by truncation of the
singular value decomposition (TSVD). It is shown that the approximation space after regularization is
effectively smaller than Vn and, therefore, regularization generally lowers the accuracy. On the other
hand, it is also demonstrated that the number of required measurements reduces due to regularization,
depending on the spanning set that is used. Hence, in these cases, the choice of the spanning set does
influence the sampling theoretical analysis. The primary focus of this paper is identifying when and
how the chosen spanning set impacts the required amount of data for accurate function approximation.

We describe the approximation problem in more detail and give known results about sampling for
least squares approximations to frame the main contribution and overview of the paper.

1.1 Approximation problem

Let f be a function in a separable Hilbert space H with associated inner product ⟨·, ·⟩H and induced
norm ∥ · ∥H . We aim at computing approximations to f in a sequence of finite-dimensional approxi-
mation spaces {Vn}n∈N of increasing dimension n, satisyfing Vn ⊂ H. We assume that we can process
measurements Mmf (m = 1, 2, . . . ), where Mm are linear sampling operators

Mm : G→ Cm, f 7→ {lj,m(f)}mj=1 (2)

consisting of m functionals lj,m, which may depend on m. The operators Mm may only be defined on
a dense subspace G ⊆ H with associated norm ∥ · ∥G, satisfying

∥g∥2H ≤ CG∥g∥2G, ∀g ∈ G. (3)

We assume that each Mm is bounded with respect to ∥ · ∥G, i.e.,

∥Mm∥G,2 := sup
g∈G,g ̸=0

∥Mmg∥2
∥g∥G

<∞,

and that Vn ⊂ G for all n ∈ N. In what follows, we will also assume that ∥Mm∥G,2 ≥ 1, which can
always be achieved via scaling. The operator Mm defines a semi-norm

∥ · ∥m := ∥Mm · ∥2. (4)

Remark 1. A typical example is the approximation of continuous functions in H = L2([−1, 1]) using
pointwise evaluations. In this case, G is the space of continuous functions C([−1, 1]) with associated
norm ∥g∥G = supx∈[−1,1]|g(x)| satisfying (3) for CG = 2. Furthermore, if

Mmf = {f(xj,m)/
√
m}mj=1

for some sample points xj,m ∈ [−1, 1], then ∥Mm∥G,2 = 1.
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In order to represent the approximations, we use spanning sets Φn = {ϕi,n}n
′

i=1 which satisfy
span(Φn) = Vn for all n ∈ N. The elements ϕi,n may depend on n and characterize the synthesis
operator

Tn : Cn′
→ Vn, x 7→

n′∑
i=1

xiϕi,n. (5)

Note that n′ depends on n yet it is not necessarily equal to n, since Φn can in general be linearly
dependent. For a certain operator Ln,m : Cm → Cn′

from measurements to expansion coefficients, one
can now define the approximation fn,m ∈ Vn as

fn,m := TnLn,m(Mmf + n) = Fn,m(Mmf + n), (6)

where
Fn,m : Cm → Vn, d 7→ TnLn,md (7)

and n ∈ Cm is measurement noise. The question arises if the approximation is accurate, i.e., if it lies
close to the best approximation in Vn and is robust to measurement noise. We will first discuss the
well-studied case of least squares approximation.

1.2 Least squares approximation

A typical choice for the map Ln,m is discrete least squares fitting,

LLS
n,m : Cm → Cn′

, d 7→ argmin
x∈Cn′

∥MmTnx− d∥22 (8)

with associated operator FLS
n,m defined by (7). The least squares operator LLS

n,m is linear. For simplicity,
we assume that the operator is also uniquely defined, implying that m ≥ n = n′. The accuracy of
a least squares approximation has been studied extensively, see for example [2, 4, 12, 18]. A key
ingredient to its analysis is the norm inequality

An,m∥v∥2H ≤ ∥v∥2m, ∀v ∈ Vn. (9)

Similar to [2, Theorem 5.3], the following theorem shows that if the sampling operator satisfies (9) for
some An,m > 0, then the error of the discrete least squares approximation is close to optimal and the
influence of measurement noise is bounded.

Theorem 1. If (9) holds for some An,m > 0, then the error of the discrete least squares approximation
to f ∈ H satisfies

∥∥f −FLS
n,mf

∥∥
H

≤

(√
CG +

∥Mm∥G,2√
An,m

)
en(f) +

1√
An,m

∥n∥2,

where f = Mmf + n ∈ Cm is noisy data and

en(f) := inf
v∈Vn

∥f − v∥G. (10)

Proof. If f ̸∈ G, then the right-hand side is infinite such that the bound trivially holds. Assuming
f ∈ G, one has for any v ∈ Vn∥∥f −FLS

n,mf
∥∥
H

≤ ∥f − v∥H +
∥∥v −FLS

n,mf
∥∥
H

≤ ∥f − v∥H +
1√
An,m

∥∥v −FLS
n,mf

∥∥
m

(using (9))

≤ ∥f − v∥H +
1√
An,m

∥Mmv − f∥2

≤ ∥f − v∥H +
1√
An,m

(∥v − f∥m + ∥n∥2)

≤

(√
CG +

∥Mm∥G,2√
An,m

)
∥f − v∥G +

1√
An,m

∥n∥2 (boundedness of Mm and (3))
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where in the third step we used that MmFLS
n,m is a projection onto {Mmv | v ∈ Vn} such that∥∥Mmv −MmFLS

n,mf
∥∥
2
=
∥∥MmFLS

n,mMmv −MmFLS
n,mf

∥∥
2
≤ ∥Mmv − f∥2 .

Remark 2. In this paper, we limit ourselves to error bounds that depend on the optimal error measured
in the G-norm. Deriving bounds in terms of the H-norm is typically more challenging. For instance,
probabilistic error bounds of this kind can be obtained when considering random pointwise samples for
H = L2 approximations, as demonstrated in [19, 23].

Assume that we can identify a function γ : N → N such that there exists a constant A satisfying
0 < A ≤ An,γ(n) for all n ∈ N. Then, the operators FLS

n,γ(n) have near-optimal accuracy and are
robust to noise as described by Theorem 1, for all n ∈ N. In this case, A is referred to as the lower
bound of a Marcinkiewicz-Zygmund inequality for the doubly-indexed set of sampling functionals
{lj,γ(n) : n ∈ N, j = 1 . . . γ(n)} [29].

It follows from Theorem 1 that the accuracy and robustness of least squares approximations depend
solely on An,m, CG and ∥Mm∥G,2, which in turn do not depend on the chosen spanning set Φn.
However, recall from (6) that one cannot directly compute FLS

n,m, yet computes expansion coefficients

via LLS
n,m. Hence, the numerical stability of the algorithm also depends on LLS

n,m, which can behave
wildly for certain choices of Φn. More specifically, it holds for any d ∈ Cm that

LLS
n,md = (MmTn)†d, (11)

where † denotes the Moore-Penrose pseudo-inverse. Therefore,

∥LLS
n,m∥2,2 =

1

σmin(MmTn)
≥ 1

K σmin(Tn)
,

where σmin(·) denotes the smallest nonzero singular value and K := maxv∈Vn,∥v∥H=1 ∥v∥m. As ex-
plained in section 2, σmin(Tn) is close to zero for numerically redundant spanning sets and, hence,
regularization is generally needed to obtain a bounded operator Ln,m mapping measurements to ex-
pansion coefficients. The goal of this paper is to deepen our understanding of sampling for numerically
redundant spanning sets Φn, taking into account the effects of regularization.

1.3 Main contribution

As mentioned in the introduction, the influence of ℓ2-regularization in the case of a numerically redun-
dant spanning set was first highlighted in [5, 6]. This led to an analysis of the truncated singular value
decomposition (TSVD) as a means for regularizing least squares approximations. The accuracy of a
TSVD approximation is described in [6, Theorem 1.3] and depends on a regularization parameter, as
well as on the existence of accurate approximations with small expansion coefficients. Furthermore, the
accuracy depends on two constants, κϵM,N and λϵM,N , which characterize the influence of discretization.
These constants are influenced by regularization, yet in a non-transparent way.

The primary goal of this paper is to deepen our understanding of sampling for ℓ2-regularized least
squares approximations. Our main contribution is the identification of a new norm inequality, analo-
gous to that of unregularized least squares approximation (9), which fully characterizes the accuracy
and conditioning of these methods. The following results are part of Theorem 7 and 8.

Theorem 2. Consider the ℓ2-regularized least squares operator

LRLS
n,m : Cm → Cn′

, d 7→ argmin
x∈Cn′

∥d−MmTnx∥22 + ϵ2∥x∥22, (12)

with associated operator FRLS
n,m defined by (7). If

Aϵ
n,m∥Tnx∥2H ≤ ∥Tnx∥2m + ϵ2∥x∥22, ∀x ∈ Cn′

, (13)

holds for some Aϵ
n,m > 0, then the error of the discrete regularized least squares approximation to

f ∈ H satisfies∥∥f −FRLS
n,m f

∥∥
H

≤

(√
CG +

(1 +
√
2)∥Mm∥G,2√
Aϵ

n,m

)
eϵn(f) +

1 +
√
2√

Aϵ
n,m

∥n∥2,

4



where f = Mmf + n ∈ Cm is noisy data and

eϵn(f) := inf
x∈Cn′

∥f − Tnx∥G + ϵ∥x∥2. (14)

Furthermore, the absolute condition number of FRLS
n,m can be bounded by

κRLS
n,m ≤ 1 +

√
2√

Aϵ
n,m

. (15)

Remark 3. Here, ϵ > 0 is a regularization parameter that is of the order of ϵmach, the working
precision associated with the numerical computations, as discussed in section 2.3. This unorthodox
choice of symbol for the regularization parameter emphasizes that it is small and that regularization is
purely due to a finite working precision.

A couple of important conclusions are in order. First and foremost, (13) is a relaxation of (9);
one can always find Aϵ

n,m ≥ An,m. In order to see why, observe that both norm inequalities are
equivalent for ϵ = 0, i.e., in the case of working with infinite precision. In other words: it is easier to
satisfy (13) than (9) and, hence, regularization can only reduce the required amount of data. After
formally introducing the concept of numerical redundancy, it will become clear that this relaxation is
significant only for numerically redundant spanning sets. Second, the accuracy is now governed by (14)
as opposed to (10). As discussed in section 2.2, this behaviour is expected when approximating with
finite precision. As a result, the size of the expansion coefficients ∥x∥2 is an important object of
study, which was also one of the main conclusions of [5, 6]. Third, whereas (9) solely depends on the
sampling operator Mm and the approximation space Vn, (13) also depends on the spanning set Φn

and the regularization parameter ϵ. These additional dependencies make its analysis significantly more
complicated.

These results offer a new perspective on the influence of finite precision. While finite precision
requires regularization, which generally reduces accuracy compared to the best approximation, there
is a benefit: regularization also decreases the amount of required information. Predicting the exact
interplay between these two effects is, however, challenging. The main difficulty lies in the dependency
of (13) and (14) on the specific spanning set Φn. Whereas earlier work has focused on the influence
of regularization on the convergence behaviour [5, 6], we develop the tools to understand its influence
on the associated sampling problem.

1.4 Paper Overview

In section 2, we formalize the notion of numerical redundancy using ideas from low rank matrix theory
and harmonic analysis. Our primary goal is to clearly identify when the effects discussed in this paper
are significant. Using this framework we prove that the achievable error of a numerical approximation
deviates from the analytical best approximation error, particularly if the spanning set is numerically
redundant. Furthermore, through a backward stability analysis we show that simple least squares
fitting generally fails to produce accurate results in the presence of numerical redundancy, while the
accuracy of ℓ2-regularized approximations is close to optimal from a numerical point of view. The
results in section 2 also hint at the idea that the effects of finite precision cannot be overcome through
straightforward numerical orthogonalization. This is investigated further in section 6, where it is
demonstrated that regularization is implicit in numerical orthogonalization of a numerically redundant
set. This implies that the results of this paper are relevant for a much broader class of methods.

Due to the necessity of ℓ2-regularization when computing with numerically redundant spanning
sets, it is worthwhile to take regularization into account during discretization. Section 3 formalizes
how regularization relaxes the discretization condition, resulting in a decrease of the amount of data
required for accurate function approximation. Our analysis is not limited to TSVD regularization,
or even ℓ2-regularization; instead, we present a unified framework for regularized least squares prob-
lems with a general penalty term as the underlying methodology seamlessly extends. In section 4, we
show an additional advantage of the formulation (13): it enables constructive methods for selecting
the sampling functionals lj,m. Specifically, we identify an efficient random sampling distribution for
L2-approximations that takes into account the influence of regularization. Section 5 applies the re-
sults to two settings of numerically redundant approximations: approximation that incorporates prior
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knowledge about the asymptotic behaviour of the function to be approximated and approximation
on irregular domains. In doing so, we obtain new results on sampling for Fourier extension frames.
Specifically, we show that only a log-linear amount of uniformly random samples is sufficient for con-
vergence down to machine precision in a Fourier extension frame. In contrast, an analysis that ignores
the effects of regularization would suggest a need for quadratic oversampling.

2 Approximating with finite precision

In this section, we discuss the influence of working with a finite relative precision, yet we do so before
introducing a discretization for the problem at hand. An advantage of this approach is that the results
do not depend on the properties of a sampling operator. However, this also means that whereas we
gain insight in numerical approximation, the results in this section are not yet numerically computable.

2.1 Numerical redundancy

Consider a spanning set Φn = {ϕi,n}n
′

i=1 for the approximation space Vn of dimension n, i.e., Φn

satisfies span(Φn) = Vn. Analytically, Φn is linearly dependent only when n′ > n. In this case, there
exists a nonzero coefficient vector x ∈ Cn′

that satisfies

n′∑
i=1

xiϕi,n = Tnx = 0,

i.e., x lies in the kernel of the synthesis operator Tn (5). When computing numerically, the notion of
linear dependency changes drastically since computations can only be performed with a finite working
precision ϵmach. On a machine with finite precision, a vector x is stored as x̄ where

x̄ = x+∆x with ∥∆x∥2 ≤ ϵmach ∥x∥2.

This error propagates through the calculations

∥Tnx̄− Tnx∥2 = ∥Tn∆x∥2 ≤ ϵmach ∥Tn∥2,H∥x∥2. (16)

It follows from this simple error analysis that a nonzero vector x might lie in the kernel of Tn if
calculations show that ∥Tnx̄∥2 ≤ ϵmach ∥Tn∥2,H∥x∥2.

To take into account the influence of finite precision, it is customary in low rank matrix theory to
introduce a numerical rank. Whereas the rank of Tn equals n, its ϵ-rank can be defined analogously
to [28] by

r = inf{rank(Xn) : ∥Tn −Xn∥2,H ≤ ϵ∥Tn∥2,H}, (17)

where the infimum is taken over all linear operators Xn mapping from Cn′
to H. The ϵ-rank takes into

account that, in the presence of rounding errors, the computed output Tnx̄ behaves similarly as the
exact output Xnx of some linear operator Xn that lies close to Tn. Indeed, similarly to (16) one has

∥Xnx− Tnx∥2 ≤ ϵ∥Tn∥2,H∥x∥2

for all Xn satisfying ∥Tn − Xn∥2,H ≤ ϵ∥Tn∥2,H . If r < n for ϵ = ϵmach, the operator Tn is numerically
rank-deficient, meaning that it is within the relative tolerance ϵmach of an operator with rank less than
n. In this case, we say that Φn is numerically redundant.

Definition 1. A spanning set Φn for the n-dimensional space Vn is called “numerically redundant” if
the ϵ-rank of its synthesis operator Tn is strictly less than n, where ϵ = ϵmach is the working precision
associated with the numerical computations.

An elegant characterization of numerically redundant spanning sets follows from the field of har-
monic analysis. To this end we introduce frames, which extend the concept of a Riesz basis to allow
for the inclusion of linearly dependent sets. As defined by [17, Definition 1.1.1], the set Φn is a frame
for Vn if there exist frame bounds 0 < An ≤ Bn such that

An∥f∥2H ≤
n′∑
i=1

|⟨f, ϕi,n⟩H |2 ≤ Bn∥f∥2H , ∀f ∈ Vn. (18)

6



If we refer to the frame bounds An and Bn of Φn we will always assume that they are optimal, meaning
that they are the largest and smallest constant that satisfy (18), respectively. An and Bn always exist,
since every finite set is a frame for its span [17, Corollary 1.1.3]. Furthermore, they satisfy

An = σmin(Tn)2 and Bn = σmax(Tn)2 [17, Theorem 1.3.1], (19)

where σmin and σmax denote the smallest and largest nonzero singular values.
From here, it follows that the lower frame bound is intrinsically linked to the size of the expansion

coefficients. Namely, for any function f ∈ Vn, there exist expansion coefficients x ∈ Cn′
that satisfy

f = Tnx and ∥x∥2 ≤ ∥f∥H/
√
An. (20)

If the frame is linearly dependent, an infinite number of other sets of expansion coefficients describing
the same function exist as well. If the lower frame bound lies close to zero no expansion can be found
with reasonably sized coefficients, at least for some functions in Vn. This is precisely what happens in
the case of a numerically redundant spanning set, as demonstrated by the following property.

Property 1. A spanning set Φn is numerically redundant if and only if its frame bounds defined
by (18) satisfy

An ≤ ϵmach
2Bn.

Proof. From the extremal properties of singular values [13, Lecture 23], it follows that

min
rank(Xn)<n

∥Tn −Xn∥2,H = σmin(Tn),

where the minimum is taken over all linear operators Xn mapping from Cn′
to H. Combining this

result with Definition 1, one can conclude the Φn is numerically redundant if and only if the smallest
nonzero singular value of Tn is less than or equal to ϵmach ∥Tn∥2,H . The final result follows (19).

In many applications, consecutive spanning sets Φn = {ϕi,n}n
′

i=1 for the approximation spaces

{Vn}n∈N are finite subsequences of an infinite set Ψ = {ψi}∞i=1, satisfying span(Ψ) = H. More
specifically, one chooses

ϕi,n = ψi, 1 ≤ i ≤ n′, ∀n ∈ N. (21)

Based on the properties of Ψ, one can determine whether Φn is numerically redundant for sufficiently
large n. In [5, section 4] this is analysed for a linearly independent infinite-dimensional frame Ψ. A
set Ψ is an infinite-dimensional frame for H if there exist constants A,B > 0 such that

A∥f∥2H ≤
∞∑
i=1

|⟨f, ψi⟩H |2 ≤ B∥f∥2H , ∀f ∈ H. (22)

Furthermore, Ψ is linearly independent if every finite subsequence is linearly independent [17, §3-4].
Note that in contrast to the finite-dimensional case, it does not hold that every infinite set is a frame
for its closed span. Again, if we refer to the frame bounds A and B of Ψ we assume that they are
optimal. If Ψ is a frame for H, analogously to (20) one has that for any f ∈ H there exist coefficients
x ∈ ℓ2(N) satisfying

f =

∞∑
i=1

ψixi and ∥x∥2 ≤ ∥f∥H/
√
A, [17, Lemma 5.5.5]. (23)

Assuming that Ψ is a linearly independent frame, numerical redundancy can now be identified from
analysing the upper and lower frame bound of Φn as n increases. Following [5, Lemma 5], the upper
frame bound Bn behaves nicely; it is shown that {Bn}n∈N is monotonically increasing and Bn → B,
as n → ∞. However, the lower frame bound An can behave wildly; it is shown that {An}n∈N is
monotonically decreasing and infnAn = 0 if Ψ is overcomplete, which means that there exist unit-
norm coefficients c ∈ ℓ2(N) for which

∞∑
i=1

ψici = 0.

We can conclude that if Ψ is an overcomplete frame, the lower frame bound An of the subsequence Φn

will inevitably drop below ϵmach
2 ∥Tn∥2,H = ϵmach

2B2
n for sufficiently large n, resulting in a numerically

redundant spanning set Φn according to Property 1. This is not the case for subsequences of Riesz
bases [17, Theorem 3.6.6 (ii)].
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2.2 Achievable accuracy of numerical approximations

As motivated in the previous section, when one computes the output of the operator Tn using a finite
working precision ϵmach, the result can be modeled as the output of some other linear operator Xn

that also maps from Cn′
to H and that lies close to Tn

∥Tn −Xn∥2,H ≤ ϵmach ∥Tn∥2,H . (24)

The range of Xn, denoted by R(Xn), is generally not equal to Vn. Hence, the approximation space
changes. To analyse this effect, we examine the error of the best approximation to a function f ∈ H,
i.e., its orthogonal projection onto R(Xn).

Theorem 3. For any f ∈ H, the error of the orthogonal projection onto the range of a linear operator
Xn : Cn′ → H that satisfies (24) is bounded by

∥f − P̂nf∥H ≤ ∥f − Tnx∥H + ϵmach ∥Tn∥2,H∥x∥2, ∀x ∈ Cn′
,

where P̂n denotes the orthogonal projector onto R(Xn). Furthermore, using the frame bounds of Φn

introduced in (18), this implies

∥f − P̂nf∥H ≤ ∥f − Pnf∥H + ϵmach

√
Bn

An
∥f∥H ,

where Pn denotes the orthogonal projector onto the approximation space Vn = R(Tn).

Proof. Using f = (f − Tnx) + Tnx, ∀x ∈ Cn′
, it follows that

∥f − P̂nf∥H = ∥(I − P̂n)f∥H
= ∥(I − P̂n)((f − Tnx) + Tnx)∥H
≤ ∥I − P̂n∥H,H∥f − Tnx∥H + ∥(I − P̂n)Tn∥2,H∥x∥2,

where I : H → H denotes the identity operator. The final result follows from the fact that I − P̂n is
a projector having unit operator norm, and

∥(I − P̂n)Tn∥2,H ≤ ∥(I − P̂n)Xn∥2,H + ∥I − P̂n∥H,H∥Tn −Xn∥2,H ≤ ϵmach ∥Tn∥2,H .

The second result follows from the fact that Pnf ∈ Vn and, therefore, there exist coefficients c ∈ Cn′

such that Pnf = Tnc with ∥c∥2 ≤ ∥Pnf∥H/
√
An (20). Hence, choosing x = c and using (19), it follows

that

∥f − P̂nf∥H ≤ ∥f − Tnc∥H + ϵmach

√
Bn∥c∥2 ≤ ∥f − Pnf∥H + ϵmach

√
Bn

An
∥Pnf∥H .

The final result follows from ∥Pnf∥H ≤ ∥f∥H .

Theorem 3 shows that one is guaranteed that accurate approximations are computable with fi-
nite precision, if an approximation in Vn exists that is both accurate and can be expanded in Φn

with reasonably sized coefficients x. Furthermore, it shows that the analytical best approximation is
computable up to an error of order ϵmach if the frame bounds of Φn satisfy An ≈ Bn. On the other
hand, for numerically redundant Φn, we have

√
Bn/An ≥ 1/ ϵmach implying that accuracy cannot be

guaranteed. In this case, the accuracy of the numerical approximation is generally significantly lower
than the analytical best approximation in Vn.

Analogous to section 2.1, one can analyse what happens as n → ∞ if the spanning sets Φn for
the approximation spaces {Vn}n∈N are subsequences of an infinite-dimensional set Ψ = {ψi}∞i=1 as
defined by (21). As previously discussed, if Ψ is an overcomplete frame, the finite spanning sets Φn

are numerically redundant as n → ∞. According to Theorem 3, this means that high accuracy is
not guaranteed for fixed n. However, the following theorem shows that convergence down to ϵmach is
guaranteed as n → ∞. This is related to the existence of accurate approximations with reasonably
sized expansion coefficients as n→ ∞.
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Theorem 4. Suppose {Φn}n∈N are defined by (21), Ψ satisfies (22) for some A,B > 0 and {Xn}n∈N
is a sequence of linear operators mapping from Cn′

to H while satisfying (24) for each n ∈ N. Then,
for any f ∈ H,

lim
n→∞

∥∥∥f − P̂nf
∥∥∥
H

≤ ϵmach

√
B

A
∥f∥H ,

where P̂n denotes the orthogonal projector onto R(Xn).

Proof. Using Theorem 3, (21) and limn→∞ ∥Tn∥2,H = limn→∞
√
Bn =

√
B [5, Lemma 5], we find that∥∥∥f − P̂nf

∥∥∥
H

≤ ∥f − Tnx∥H + ϵmach ∥Tn∥2,H∥x∥2, ∀x ∈ Cn′
,

lim
n→∞

∥∥∥f − P̂nf
∥∥∥
H

≤

∥∥∥∥∥f −
∞∑
i=1

ψixi

∥∥∥∥∥
H

+ ϵmach

√
B∥x∥2, ∀x ∈ ℓ2(N).

Note that the infinite sum
∑∞

i=1 ψixi converges for all x ∈ ℓ2(N) since Ψ is a Bessel sequence [17,
Theorem 3.2.3]. Furthermore, it follows from (23) that there exist coefficients c ∈ ℓ2(N) satisfying
f =

∑∞
i=1 ψici with ∥c∥2 ≤ ∥f∥H/

√
A. Hence, choosing x = c,

lim
n→∞

∥f − P̂nf∥ ≤

∥∥∥∥∥f −
∞∑
i=1

ψici

∥∥∥∥∥+ ϵmach

√
B∥c∥2 ≤ ϵmach

√
B

A
∥f∥H .

2.3 Backward stability and the need for ℓ2-regularization

In the previous sections, we introduced numerical redundancy and showed that rounding errors effec-
tively change the approximation space. In this section, we analyse how to actually retrieve approx-
imations, assuming we can make use of backward stable algorithms. In this setting, we will come
to a similar yet stronger conclusion: accuracy is only guaranteed if the algorithm outputs expansion
coefficients with reasonably sized coefficients. This naturally leads to an interest in ℓ2-regularized
approximations. As mentioned in the introduction of this section, in a more practical setting this
analysis would be performed after discretization.

The assumption of backward stability is common in the field of numerical analysis. It is mentioned
in [34, section 1.5] that a method for computing y = f(x) is called backward stable if, for any x, it
produces a computed ŷ with a small backward error, that is, ŷ = f(x+∆x) for some small ∆x. In what
follows, we assume that small means that the perturbations can be bounded by ∥∆xi∥ ≤ C ϵmach ∥xi∥
for all inputs xi, with C > 0 a modest constant which may depend on the dimensions of {xi}i. In
this case, we say that the algorithm is backward stable with stability constant C. Importantly, the
perturbation ∆x does not only stem from rounding of the input x, but it also models the effect of
rounding errors appearing throughout the calculation of f(x).

First, we analyse the problem of computing the expansion coefficients of the orthogonal projection
of a function f onto Vn, i.e.,

(f, Tn) 7→ c = T †
n f ∈ argmin

x∈Cn′
∥f − Tnx∥2H . (25)

Note that if Φn is linearly dependent, an infinite number of other sets of expansion coefficients exist
for the orthogonal projection, yet the coefficients returned by (25) have the smallest ℓ2-norm. The
following theorem shows that backward stability does not necessarily guarantee high accuracy for all
f ∈ H if Φn is numerically redundant. Its proof can be found in Appendix A.

Theorem 5. Given a function f ∈ H and coefficients ĉ computed by a backward stable algorithm
for (25) with stability constant C. Then,

∥f − Tnĉ∥H ≤ ∥f − Tnx∥H + C ϵmach (∥Tn∥2,H(∥ĉ∥2 + ∥x∥2) + 2∥f∥H) , ∀x ∈ Cn′
.

Furthermore, if Φn is linearly independent and satisfies (18) for some An > C2 ϵmach
2Bn, then this

implies

∥f − Tnĉ∥H ≤ ∥f − PVn
f∥H + C ϵmach

(
(1 + C ϵmach)

√
Bn√

An − C ϵmach

√
Bn

+

√
Bn

An
+ 2

)
∥f∥H .
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The previous theorem shows that backward stable algorithms for (25) give accurate results if Φ
has a sufficiently large lower frame bound An. However, for numerically redundant spanning sets, no
guarantees can be made. The error can be large, since ĉ can grow unacceptably as An goes to zero.
Therefore, it is natural to force the solution to have a bounded ℓ2-norm by computing a regularized
approximation instead

(f, Tn) 7→ c = argmin
x∈Cn′

∥f − Tnx∥2H + ϵ2∥x∥22, (26)

where ϵ > 0 is a regularization parameter. Note that this mapping is again linear and that c is uniquely
determined even if the spanning set Φn is linearly dependent. The following theorem shows that for
sufficiently large ϵ, backward stability does guarantee an error that is close to the achievable accuracy
for numerical approximations, as identified in Theorem 3. The proof of Theorem 6 can be found in
Appendix A.

Theorem 6. Given a function f ∈ H and coefficients ĉ computed by a backward stable algorithm
for (26) with stability constant C. If ϵ ≥ C ϵmach ∥Tn∥2,H , then

∥f − Tnĉ∥H ≤
√
2∥f − Tnx∥H + (1 +

√
2)ϵ∥x∥2 + (1 +

√
2)C ϵmach ∥f∥H , ∀x ∈ Cn′

.

3 Discrete regularized least squares approximations

The close relationship between numerically redundant spanning sets and ℓ2-regularization motivates
the study of discrete regularized least squares approximations, which is detailed in this section. We
begin by analysing regularized least squares approximations with a more general penalty term, as the
methodology we use naturally extends to such a setting. In section 3.2, we discuss ℓ2-regularization,
particularly for function approximation with a numerically redundant spanning set.

3.1 Regularized approximation with a general penalty term

Consider the following regularized least squares operator

LRLS
n,m : Cm → Cn′

, d 7→ argmin
x∈Cn′

∥d−MmTnx∥22 + pϵ(x), (27)

with associated operator FRLS
n,m defined by (7). We assume that LRLS

n,m is well defined, i.e., that the

minimizer is unique. The penalty function pϵ : Cn′ → R+ can depend on a regularization parameter ϵ.
Furthermore, we assume that pϵ is even and that

√
pϵ is subadditive, meaning that for all x,y ∈ Cn′

it holds that √
pϵ(x+ y) ≤

√
pϵ(x) +

√
pϵ(y). (28)

Note that for any subadditive penalty term pϵ (28) is automatically satisfied. Typical examples of
penalty functions are related to (semi-)norms.

Section 1.2 shows that the accuracy of discrete least squares approximations depends on the norm
inequality (9). The following theorem shows that the accuracy of regularized least squares approxima-
tions is dictated by a similar norm inequality

Aϵ
n,m∥Tnx∥2H ≤ ∥Tnx∥2m + pϵ(x), ∀x ∈ Cn′

. (29)

Observe that the two inequalities are identical if pϵ(x) = 0,∀x ∈ Cn′
. Furthermore, (29) can be

viewed as a relaxation of (9), because if (9) holds for some An,m > 0 then (29) automatically holds
for Aϵ

n,m = An,m (using the assumption that pϵ is nonnegative). Analogously to Theorem 1, if the
sampling operator satisfies (29) for some Aϵ

n,m > 0, then the error of the discrete regularized least
squares approximation is close to optimal and the influence of measurement noise is bounded.

Theorem 7. If (29) holds for some Aϵ
n,m > 0, then the error of the discrete regularized least squares

approximation (27) to f ∈ H satisfies

∥∥f −FRLS
n,m f

∥∥
H

≤

(√
CG +

(1 +
√
2)∥Mm∥G,2√
Aϵ

n,m

)
eϵn(f) +

1 +
√
2√

Aϵ
n,m

∥n∥2,
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where f = Mmf + n ∈ Cm is noisy data and

eϵn(f) := inf
x∈Cn′

∥f − Tnx∥G +
√
pϵ(x). (30)

Proof. If f ̸∈ G, then the right-hand side is infinite such that the bound trivially holds. Assuming
f ∈ G, one has for any Tnx ∈ Vn

∥f −FRLS
n,m f∥H ≤ ∥f − Tnx∥H + ∥Tnx−FRLS

n,m f∥H

≤ ∥f − Tnx∥H +
1√
Aϵ

n,m

√
∥Tnx−FRLS

n,m f∥2m + pϵ(x− LRLS
n,m f) (using (29))

≤ ∥f − Tnx∥H +
1√
Aϵ

n,m

(
∥Tnx−FRLS

n,m f∥m +
√
pϵ(x− LRLS

n,m f)
)
.

The second term can be bounded by

∥Tnx−FRLS
n,m f∥m ≤ ∥Tnx− f∥m + ∥f −FRLS

n,m f∥m ≤ ∥Tnx− f∥m + ∥f −MmFRLS
n,m f∥2 + ∥n∥2,

while the third term can be bounded by√
pϵ(x− LRLS

n,m f) ≤
√
pϵ(x) +

√
pϵ(LRLS

n,m f)

using the fact that
√
pϵ is subadditive and even. Combining these results we obtain

∥Tnx−FRLS
n,m f∥m +

√
pϵ(x− LRLS

n,m f)

≤∥Tnx− f∥m + ∥f −MmFRLS
n,m f∥2 + ∥n∥2 +

√
pϵ(x) +

√
pϵ(LRLS

n,m f),

≤(1 +
√
2)(∥Tnx− f∥m +

√
pϵ(x) + ∥n∥2),

where in the second step (27) was used, more specifically,

∥f −MmFRLS
n,m f∥22 + pϵ(LRLS

n,m f) ≤ ∥f −MmTnx∥22 + pϵ(x),

⇒ ∥f −MmFRLS
n,m f∥2 +

√
pϵ(LRLS

n,m f) ≤
√
2
(
∥f −MmTnx∥2 +

√
pϵ(x)

)
,

⇒ ∥f −MmFRLS
n,m f∥2 +

√
pϵ(LRLS

n,m f) ≤
√
2
(
∥f − Tnx∥m + ∥n∥2 +

√
pϵ(x)

)
.

The final result follows from 1 ≤ ∥Mm∥G,2 <∞.

3.2 Discretizing numerically redundant spanning sets

We are specifically interested in ℓ2-regularization in order to compute accurate approximations in a
numerically redundant spanning set. In this case, one has pϵ(x) = ϵ2∥x∥22, such that the discretization
condition becomes

Aϵ
n,m∥Tnx∥2H ≤ ∥Tnx∥2m + ϵ2∥x∥22, ∀x ∈ Cn′

. (31)

3.2.1 Absolute condition number

When using ℓ2-regularization, the operator FRLS
n,m is linear. We can easily characterize its absolute

condition number using Aϵ
n,m.

Theorem 8. If (31) holds for some Aϵ
n,m > 0, then the absolute condition number of the regularized

least squares operator FRLS
n,m defined by (7) and (27) with pϵ(x) = ϵ2∥x∥22 satisfies

κRLS
n,m ≤ 1 +

√
2√

Aϵ
n,m

.
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Proof. Since FRLS
n,m is a linear operator, one has

(
κRLS
n,m

)2
= sup

d∈Cm

∥FRLS
n,m d∥2H
∥d∥22

≤

(
sup

d∈Cm

∥FRLS
n,m d∥2H

∥FRLS
n,m d∥2m + ϵ2∥LRLS

n,md∥22

)(
sup

d∈Cm

∥FRLS
n,m d∥2m + ϵ2∥LRLS

n,md∥22
∥d∥22

)
,

where LRLS
n,m is defined by (27) with pϵ(x) = ϵ2∥x∥22. The first factor can be bounded by 1/Aϵ

n,m

using (31). To bound the second factor, note that following the definition of LRLS
n,m one has

∥d−MmFRLS
n,m d∥22 + ϵ2∥LRLS

n,md∥22 ≤ ∥d−MmTnx∥22 + ϵ2∥x∥22,

for all x ∈ Cn′
. If we consider x = 0, it follows that

∥d−MmFRLS
n,m d∥22 + ϵ2∥LRLS

n,md∥22 ≤ ∥d∥22
∥d−MmFRLS

n,m d∥2 + ϵ∥LRLS
n,md∥2 ≤

√
2∥d∥2 (via (a+ b)2 ≤ 2(a2 + b2), ∀a, b ∈ R+)

∥MmFRLS
n,m d∥2 − ∥d∥2 + ϵ∥LRLS

n,md∥2 ≤
√
2∥d∥2 (reverse triangle inequality)

∥FRLS
n,m d∥m + ϵ∥LRLS

n,md∥2
∥d∥2

≤ 1 +
√
2

∥FRLS
n,m d∥2m + ϵ2∥LRLS

n,md∥22
∥d∥22

≤ (1 +
√
2)2 (via a2 + b2 ≤ (a+ b)2, ∀a, b ∈ R+)

3.2.2 Interpretation of the discretization condition

One might wonder how big the influence of the penalty term is for small ϵ. To this end, consider a
numerically redundant spanning set Φn with frame bounds An and Bn, and choose ϵ = ϵmach ∥Tn∥2,H =
ϵmach

√
Bn for simplicity. Recall that the results of section 2.3 show that it should be taken slightly

larger in practice. As follows from (19), the smallest nonzero singular value of Tn is equal to
√
An.

Using Property 1, this means that there exist x ∈ Cn′
for which

∥Tnx∥2H = An∥x∥22 ≤ ϵmach
2Bn∥x∥22 = ϵ2∥x∥22

and, hence, for these sets of expansion coefficients (31) is automatically satisfied for Aϵ
n,m = 1. More

generally, (31) is automatically satisfied for any x ∈ Cn′
satisfying ∥Tnx∥H ≤ ϵ∥x∥2. This reflects the

idea that regularization makes the effective approximation space smaller. What happens in the case of
an orthonormal spanning set? Such a set satisfies Parseval’s identity: ∥Tnx∥H = ∥x∥2. Therefore, (31)
is equivalent to

(Aϵ
n,m − ϵ2)∥v∥2H ≤ ∥v∥2m, ∀v ∈ Vn, (32)

which is a negligible relaxation compared to (9) for small ϵ. Hence, the penalty term only has a big
influence on the discretization condition when Φn is numerically redundant.

In order to further illustrate the effect of the penalty term on the discretization condition, we
present a simple example. Suppose one has a basis Φn and an associated sampling operator Mm,
and the basis is augmented with one extra function ψ. Typically, to ensure a good discretization, you
would also need to enhance Mm. However, if ψ can be approximated to machine precision within the
span of Φn, it is intuitively clear that adding this extra function does not increase the approximation
space “numerically”. In other words, the increase in approximation space obtained by adding an
extra function to the spanning set is in such cases invisible on a computer with finite precision. This
phenomenon is also discussed by Boyd in [15, section 16.6]. Consequently, it is also reasonable to
expect that no additional samples are required. This intuition can be substantiated using (31), which
takes into account the effects of finite precision. In general, (9) is not satisfied for the augmented basis,
i.e., An,m = 0.
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Lemma 1 (Augmented basis). Given a basis Φn with Vn = span(Φn), and a sampling operator Mm

satisfying
∥v∥2H = ∥v∥2m, ∀v ∈ Vn. (33)

Suppose we augment this basis with one additional function ψ. If

inf
v∈Vn

∥ψ − v∥G ≤ ϵ/(∥Mm∥G,2 +
√
CG), (34)

then
1

2
∥T x∥2H ≤ ∥T x∥2m + ϵ2∥x∥22, ∀x ∈ Cn+1, (35)

where T is the synthesis operator associated with Φn ∪ {ψ}.

Proof. Define

T x =

n∑
i=1

xiϕi,n + xn+1ψ =: f + xn+1ψ.

For any g ∈ Vn, it holds that

∥T x∥H = ∥f + xn+1ψ∥H ≤ ∥f + g∥H + ∥xn+1ψ − g∥H .

Furthermore, using (33),

∥f + g∥H = ∥f + g∥m ≤ ∥f + xn+1ψ∥m + ∥g − xn+1ψ∥m = ∥T x∥m + ∥g − xn+1ψ∥m.

Hence,

∥T x∥H ≤ ∥T x∥m + ∥xn+1ψ − g∥m + ∥xn+1ψ − g∥H
∥T x∥H ≤ ∥T x∥m + (∥Mm∥G,2 +

√
CG) ∥xn+1ψ − g∥G.

Since the above holds for any g ∈ Vn, it follows from (34) that

∥T x∥H ≤ ∥T x∥m + ϵ|xn+1|.

Using (a+ b)2 ≤ 2(a2 + b2), this leads to

∥T x∥2H ≤ (∥T x∥m + ϵ|xn+1|)2 ≤ 2
(
∥T x∥2m + ϵ2|xn+1|2

)
≤ 2

(
∥T x∥2m + ϵ2∥x∥22

)
.

3.2.3 Common methods for ℓ2-regularization

The choice pϵ(x) = ϵ2∥x∥22 is also known as Tikhonov regularization. Another popular method for
ℓ2-regularization is the truncated singular value decomposition (TSVD). This type of regularization
slightly differs from Tikhonov regularization, yet a near-optimal solution is returned in the following
sense: for any input data d ∈ Cm the computed coefficients Ln,md satisfy

∥d−MmTnLn,md∥2 + ϵ∥Ln,md∥2 ≤ CL (∥d−MmTnx∥2 + ϵ∥x∥2) , ∀x ∈ Cn′
, (36)

for some CL ≥ 1. With only a minor adjustment to the proof of Theorem 7, it follows immediately
that the approximation error can be bounded by

∥f −Fn,mf∥H ≤

(√
CG +

(1 + CL)∥Mm∥G,2√
Aϵ

n,m

)
eϵn(f) +

1 + CL√
Aϵ

n,m

∥n∥2. (37)

For completeness, we show that TSVD regularization indeed satisfies (36). The same result follows
from combining [20, Lemma 3.3] and [6, Theorem 3.8].

Lemma 2 (TSVD regularization). The operator

LTSVD
n,m : Cm → Cn′

, d 7→ (MmTn)†ϵd,

where (·)†ϵ denotes the Moore-Penrose inverse after truncation of the singular values below a threshold
ϵ, satisfies (36) for CL = 2.
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Proof. Define T := MmTn. It holds that

T (T )†ϵ =
∑
i

uiσiv
∗
i

∑
σi≥ϵ

vi
1

σi
u∗
i =

∑
σi≥ϵ

uiu
∗
i ,

(T )†ϵT =
∑
σi≥ϵ

vi
1

σi
u∗
i

∑
i

uiσiv
∗
i =

∑
σi≥ϵ

viv
∗
i ,

where ui, σi and vi are the left singular vectors, singular values and right singular vectors of T ,
respectively. Hence, T (T )†ϵ and (T )†ϵT are orthogonal projections onto span({ui | σi ≥ ϵ}) and
span({vi | σi ≥ ϵ}), respectively. Using d = (d− Tx) + Tx, ∀x ∈ Cn′

, it follows from here that∥∥d− T (T )†ϵd
∥∥
2
=
∥∥(I − T (T )†ϵ

)
((d− Tx) + Tx)

∥∥
2

≤
∥∥I − T (T )†ϵ

∥∥
2,2

∥d− Tx∥2 +
∥∥(I − T (T )†ϵ)T

∥∥
2,2

∥x∥2,

≤ ∥d− Tx∥2 + ϵ∥x∥2,

where I : Cm → Cm is the identity operator. Similarly,

ϵ∥(T )†ϵd∥2 = ϵ∥(T )†ϵ((d− Tx) + Tx)∥2
≤ ϵ

∥∥(T )†ϵ∥∥2,2 ∥d− Tx∥2 + ϵ
∥∥(T )†ϵT∥∥2,2 ∥x∥2,

≤ ∥d− Tx∥2 + ϵ∥x∥2.

4 Random sampling for L2-approximations

The question naturally arises: how can one construct a sampling operator that satisfies the regularized
norm inequality (31)? To address this question, we draw inspiration from the unregularized case.
Recently, Cohen and Migliorati [19] introduced an elegant strategy to generate random pointwise
samples that satisfy (9) for least squares fitting. This approach, reviewed in section 4.1, is closely
related to the concept of leverage scores, which are used to subsample tall-and-skinny matrices in a fully
discrete setting. Leverage score sampling is a well-established technique in numerical linear algebra
and machine learning. Moreover, an extension of leverage scores, known as ridge leverage scores, has
been developed specifically for regularized settings. Using a continuous analogue of these scores, we
present a sampling strategy for ℓ2-regularized function approximation in section 4.2. In section 4.3, a
general framework is given for the analysis of the effects of regularization given a numerically redundant
spanning set. Throughout the whole section, we work under the mild assumption that for any x in
the domain of Vn, there exists a v ∈ Vn such that v(x) ̸= 0.

4.1 Results without regularization

In [18, 19] random sampling for discrete least squares approximation of unknown functions f : X → R
living in H = L2(X, dρ) is analysed, where X ⊂ Rd and ρ is a given probability measure on X. The
analysis is based on the observation that the norm inequality (9) is equivalent to a spectral bound

An,mGn ⪯ Gn,m, (38)

where ⪯ denotes the Loewner order. Here, Gn,m and Gn are the discrete and continuous Gram ma-
trices representing the operators (MmUn)

∗(MmUn) and U∗
nUn, respectively, where Un is the synthesis

operator associated with any set of functions Ψn satisfying span(Ψn) = Vn. We stress that this equiva-
lence holds for any such set Ψn, not only for the chosen spanning set Φn (1). However, if one considers
an orthonormal set Ψn = {ψi}ni=1, the analysis simplifies significantly. In this case, one has Gn = I
and An,m is simply related to the smallest eigenvalue of Gn,m.

As explained in [19, Proof of Theorem 2.1], suppose one uses a sampling operator Mm based on
random pointwise samples

lj,m : f 7→
√
w(xj)/mf(xj), xj

iid∼ µ, (39)

14



where the sampling measure dµ and weight function w satisfy wdµ = dρ. Then, Gn,m can be written
as
∑m

j=1Xj where Xj are i.i.d. copies of the random matrix X(x) with

(X(x))k,l :=
1

m
w(x)ψk(x)ψl(x), k, l = 1 . . . n,

where x is distributed according to µ. The smallest eigenvalue of Gn,m can now be bounded from
below with high probability using a matrix concentration bound that solely depends on the number of
samples m and the maximum of the quantity

∥X(x)∥2 =
1

m
w(x)

n∑
i=1

|ψi(x)|2 =
1

m
w(x)kn(x),

where we defined

kn(x) :=

n∑
i=1

|ψi(x)|2. (40)

This definition assumes that Ψn is orthonormal. However, it is independent of the specific choice of
the orthonormal set Ψn; the function kn only depends on Vn = span(Ψn) and the probability density
ρ. The function kn has been analysed in the field of classical analysis long before its introduction in
the analysis of discrete least squares problems. In classical analysis, it is known as the inverse of the
Christoffel function [42]. Furthermore, its discrete analogue is known as leverage scores, which are
widely used in randomized numerical linear algebra and machine learning, see e.g. [39, §2].

This reasoning led to the following sampling result, which is a restatement of [23, Lemma 2.1].

Theorem 9. [23, Lemma 2.1] Consider the sampling operator Mm defined by the sampling function-
als (39). Let γ > 0 and

m ≥ 9.25∥wkn∥L∞(X) log(2n/γ), (41)

then (9) is satisfied for An,m = 1/2 with probability at least 1− γ.

Can we optimize the sampling distribution µ such that the required number of samples in Theorem 9
is minimized? The following key observation was first highlighted in [19]. Observe that {

√
wψi}ni=1 is

an L2(X, dµ) orthonormal basis for
√
wVn and, therefore,

∫
X
w(x)kn(x)dµ = n. As a consequence, we

know that ∥wkn∥L∞(X) ≥ n. Consider now the sampling distribution

w(x) =
n

kn(x)
, such that dµ =

kn(x)

n
dρ. (42)

This sampling distribution satisfies ∥wkn∥L∞(X) = n and, hence, minimizes the right-hand side of (41).
One can easily check that (42) indeed describes a probability density since

∫
X
kn(x)dρ = n and

kn(x) > 0.

Corollary 1. Consider the sampling operator Mm defined by the sampling functionals (39) with dµ
as defined by (42). Let γ > 0 and

m ≥ 9.25n log(2n/γ),

then (9) is satisfied for An,m = 1/2 with probability at least 1− γ.

It follows that the sampling distribution (42) requires only O(n log(n)) samples for accurate least
squares fitting with high probability. As a result, the amount of required data is nearly optimal,
where “optimal” corresponds to the case of interpolation with m = n. For a summary of optimality
benchmarks and probabilistic error analyses, we refer to [23, section 1 and 2]. Also, we note that
considerable efforts have been made to obtain O(n) sampling strategies, see e.g. [1, section 8] and
references therein.

4.2 Introducing ℓ2-regularization

We now turn to random sampling for discrete ℓ2-regularized least squares approximations to unknown
functions f : X → R living in H = L2(X, dρ). Analogously to (38), observe that (31) is equivalent to

An,mGn ⪯ Gn,m + ϵ2I. (43)
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An important difference compared to section 4.1 is the dependence on the chosen spanning set Φn.
In this case, we are bound to the choice Ψn = Φn, i.e., Gn and Gn,m represent the operators
(MmTn)∗(MmTn) and T ∗

n Tn, respectively, where Tn is the synthesis operator associated with the
spanning set Φn.

Similar spectral bounds have been analysed before in the setting of randomized algorithms [9, 10,
11, 44] using analogous techniques as the ones described in section 4.1. In this case, a continuous
analogue of the ϵ-ridge leverage scores [9, Definition 1] is of interest

kϵn(x) :=

n∑
i=1

σ2
i

σ2
i + ϵ2

|ui(x)|2, (44)

where σi and ui(x) are the singular values and left singular vectors, evaluated at x, associated with
the synthesis operator Tn. We refer to (44) as the inverse of the effective Christoffel function. The
following properties are easily derived: k0n = kn and kϵn ≤ kn. Furthermore, whereas kn solely depends
on the subspace Vn and the L2(X, dρ)-norm, kϵn also depends on the chosen spanning set Φn and the
regularization parameter ϵ. Another important difference is that

∫
X
kn(x)dρ = n, but∫

X

kϵn(x) dρ =

n∑
i=1

σ2
i

σ2
i + ϵ2

=: nϵ. (45)

In the discrete context, the quantity nϵ is referred to as the effective dimension [9]. It satisfies nϵ ≤ n
and it is a decreasing function of the regularization parameter ϵ.

Using very similar techniques as [10, proof of Lemma 6], we can prove the following sampling result.
The reworked proof can be found in Appendix B.

Theorem 10. Consider the sampling operator Mm defined by the sampling functionals (39). Assum-
ing ϵ > 0 and ∥Gn∥2 ≥ ϵ2, let γ ∈ (0, 1) and

m ≥ 32

3
∥wkϵn∥L∞(X) log(16n

ϵ/γ),

then (31) is satisfied for Aϵ
n,m = 1/2 with probability at least 1− γ.

Following a similar reasoning as in section 4.1, we again consider the sampling distribution with

w(x) =
nϵ

kϵn(x)
, such that dµ =

kϵn(x)

nϵ
dρ. (46)

It follows from
∫
X
kϵn(x)dρ = nϵ that (46) is indeed a well-defined sampling distribution.

Corollary 2. Consider the sampling operator Mm defined by the sampling functionals (39) with dµ
as defined by (46). Assuming ϵ > 0 and ∥Gn∥2 ≥ ϵ2, let γ ∈ (0, 1) and

m ≥ 32

3
nϵ log(16nϵ/γ),

then (31) is satisfied for Aϵ
n,m = 1/2 with probability at least 1− γ.

It is worthwhile to interpret the differences between the results laid out in section 4.1 and those in
this section. Using Theorem 1, it follows that the sampling strategy proposed in Corollary 1 results in
a least squares approximation with

∥f −FLS
n,mf∥H ≤ C inf

v∈Vn

∥f − v∥G (47)

using
m ≥ Cn log(n) (48)

samples, with high probability and assuming the data f is noiseless. On the other hand, it follows from
Theorem 2 that the sampling strategy proposed in Corollary 2 results in a regularized least squares
approximation with

∥f −FRLS
n,m f∥H ≤ C inf

x∈Cn′
∥f − Tnx∥G + ϵ∥x∥2 (49)
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Figure 1: A typical singular value profile of the synthesis operator Tn associated with a subsequence (21)
of a linearly independent overcomplete frame with frame bounds A = B = 1. The singular value profile
can be analysed by splitting it in three regions, where σ2

i ≥ 1 − ϵ2 for i ≤ i1 and σ2
i ≤ ϵ2 for i > i2.

The region in between i1 and i2 is often referred to as the plunge region.

using
m ≥ Cnϵ log(nϵ) (50)

samples, again with high probability and assuming the data f is noiseless. In these statements the
constant C > 0 is generic and may change with each occurrence. These results demonstrate that
regularization generally decreases the achievable accuracy, yet also decreases the amount of data re-
quired to obtain a near-best approximation. Furthermore, the effective dimension nϵ in regularized
approximations serves a similar role as the dimension n in unregularized approximations.

Two important remarks are to be made. First, as discussed in section 2, optimality in the sense
of (47) is unattainable when computing with a numerically redundant spanning set on a machine with
finite precision. Additionally, section 6 demonstrates that straightforward numerical orthogonalization
of the spanning set does not mitigate the effects of finite precision. As a result, optimality in the
sense of (49) is the best one can aim for in this case. Second, in practice one typically has nϵ = O(n)
such that (48) and (50) are asymptotically equivalent as n → ∞. This suggests that the gain in
data efficiency achieved through regularization is generally limited to a constant factor when samples
are drawn from the optimal distributions proposed in Corollary 1 and 2. However, one cannot always
choose which distribution to sample from. Since kn can differ significantly from kϵn, the required number
of samples drawn from a specific distribution µ may vary considerably depending on whether or not
the effects of regularization are accounted for, as described in Theorems 9 and 10. This phenomenon
is illustrated further on in section 5.2.2 for a Fourier extension frame.

4.3 Behaviour of nϵ and kϵ
n

For approximation with numerically redundant spanning sets, we are specifically interested in the
setting where ϵ is of the order of a finite working precision ϵmach associated with the numerical compu-
tations. It is natural to wonder whether this has a big influence, i.e., whether the effective degrees of
freedom nϵ differ significantly from n and the behaviour of kϵn differs significantly from the behaviour
of kn, for small regularization parameters ϵ.

Following [5] and section 2, numerically redundant spanning sets Φn that form a subsequence of
a linearly independent overcomplete frame Ψ are of particular interest. For these sets, regularized
approximations are guaranteed to converge down to ϵmach accuracy, see e.g. Theorem 4. As discussed
in section 2.1, the singular values of the synthesis operator associated with such spanning sets lie within
[An, Bn], where An → 0 as n→ ∞ and Bn < B. Here, An and Bn denote the frame bounds of Φn, and
B denotes the upper frame bound of the infinite-dimensional frame Ψ. Figure 1 illustrates a typical
singular value profile of a synthesis operator Tn associated with a spanning set that is a subsequence
of a frame Ψ with A = B = 1. Notably, whereas the spectrum of the synthesis operator associated
with Ψ is contained within {0} ∪ [A,B], the finite synthesis operator Tn has spurious eigenvalues in
(0, A), which arise due to spectral pollution [22].
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One can split the singular value profile into different regimes, by identifying i1 and i2 such that

σ2
i ≥ 1− ϵ2 for i ≤ i1 (51)

and
σ2
i ≤ ϵ2 for i > i2. (52)

The region in between i1 and i2 is often referred to as the plunge region [21]. These regions have
a different influence on the effective degrees of freedom nϵ and the maximum of the inverse effective
Christoffel function kϵn, as quantified in the following theorem.

Theorem 11. Given i1 and i2 satisfying (51) and (52), then

nϵ ≤ i2 + Stail (53)

and
1

2
ktruncn (x) ≤ kϵn(x) ≤ ktruncn (x) + Stail max

i2<i≤n
|ui(x)|2, (54)

where Stail =
∑n

i=i2+1 (σi/ϵ)
2
and ktruncn (x) =

∑i2
i=1|ui(x)|2. Furthermore, if Φn is linearly indepen-

dent and uniformly bounded, ∥ϕi,n∥L∞(X) ≤ 1 (1 ≤ i ≤ n), then

∥kϵn∥L∞(X) ≤
n

1− ϵ2
+ ((i2 − i1) + Stail) max

i1<i≤n
∥ui∥2L∞(X). (55)

Proof. Equation (53) follows immediately from splitting the summation that defines nϵ as

nϵ =

n∑
i=1

σ2
i

σ2
i + ϵ2

=

i2∑
i=1

σ2
i

σ2
i + ϵ2

+

n∑
i=i2+1

σ2
i

σ2
i + ϵ2

≤
i2∑
i=1

1 +

n∑
i=i2+1

σ2
i

ϵ2
= i2 + Stail .

For (54), consider

ktruncn (x) =

i2∑
i=1

|ui(x)|2 ≤ 2

i2∑
i=1

σ2
i

σ2
i + ϵ2

|ui(x)|2 ≤ 2

n∑
i=1

σ2
i

σ2
i + ϵ2

|ui(x)|2 = 2kϵn(x)

and

kϵn(x) =

n∑
i=1

σ2
i

σ2
i + ϵ2

|ui(x)|2 ≤
i2∑
i=1

|ui(x)|2 +
n∑

i=i2+1

σ2
i

ϵ2
|ui(x)|2 ≤ ktruncn (x) + Stail max

i2<i≤n
|ui(x)|2.

In order to obtain (55), we split the above as

∥kϵn∥L∞(X) ≤ sup
x∈X

(
i1∑
i=1

|ui(x)|2 +
i2∑

i=i1+1

|ui(x)|2 + Stail max
i2<i≤n

|ui(x)|2
)

≤ sup
x∈X

i1∑
i=1

|ui(x)|2 + ((i2 − i1) + Stail) max
i1<i≤n

∥ui∥2L∞(X).

The first term can be bounded using the singular value decomposition of Tn
i1∑
i=1

|ui(x)|2 = ∥w(x)V D−1∥22 ≤ ∥w(x)∥22∥V ∥22∥D−1∥22 =
∥w(x)∥22
σ2
i1

≤ ∥w(x)∥22
1− ϵ2

,

where w(x) =
[
ϕ1,n(x) . . . ϕn,n(x)

]
, V ∈ Cn×i1 is a matrix with orthogonal columns and D ∈

Ci1×i1 is a diagonal matrix with (D)(i,i) = σi. The final result follows from

sup
x∈X

∥w(x)∥22
1− ϵ2

≤ 1

1− ϵ2
sup
x∈X

n∑
i=1

|ϕi,n(x)|2 ≤ 1

1− ϵ2

n∑
i=1

∥ϕi,n∥2L∞(X) ≤
n

1− ϵ2
.
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Foremost, it becomes clear that regularization decreases the importance of small singular values
and the associated basis functions ui. For the effective degrees of freedom, it follows from Theorem 11
that Stail =

∑n
i=i2+1 (σi/ϵ)

2
is an important quantity. This quantity heavily depends on the decay of

the singular values. For instance, if they are exponentially decaying with a rate that is independent
of n, one has Stail ≤ C for varying n. In this case, the effective degrees of freedom scale with i2. In
practice, the decay of the singular values typically has a minor dependence on n, see e.g. section 5.2.1,
such that Stail grows slowly with n. Furthermore, we find that the basis functions ui associated with
small singular values indeed have a smaller impact on (54) and (55) than those associated to large
singular values. This effect can be considerable, as illustrated in section 5.2.2 for the Fourier extension
frame, where kn = O(n2) while kϵn = O(n log(n)).

The reasoning above could give the impression that the behaviour of the basis functions ui associ-
ated to small singular values (i > i2) is insignificant. According to (54) this is not generally true; only
if these functions are sufficiently bounded, the inverse effective Christoffel function kϵn is guaranteed
to behave like the inverse Christoffel function ktruncn associated to the set {ui}i2i=1. In the discrete
setting, the latter is often referred to as the leverage scores associated to the best rank-i2 space [9].
This distinction is important for practical purposes, since ktruncn is computable to high accuracy using
ϵmach precision, while computing kϵn and kn requires extended precision.

5 Applications

5.1 Approximating with known asymptotic behaviour

An approximation problem typically stems from an underlying problem in science or engineering,
where expert knowledge on its solution is often available. It is, however, non-trivial to incorporate this
knowledge into an efficient numerical scheme. One way to do this is by adding extra basis functions to
the spanning set, which capture the known properties of the function to be approximated. This forces
us to compute with non-standard bases that are often numerically redundant. For instance, suppose
our goal is to approximate

f(x) = J1/2(x+ 1) +
1

x2 + 1
, x ∈ [−1, 1] (56)

where J1/2 denotes the Bessel function of the first kind of order 1/2. It is known from asymptotic

analysis that J1/2(x + 1) ∼
√
x+ 1 as x → −1, which can be taken into account by working with a

spanning set

Φn = {φi}n/2i=1 ∪ {ψi}n/2i=1, where ψi = wφi, (57)

assuming n is even. The functions φi are standard (smooth) basis functions, while the singular be-
haviour is represented by the weight function w. For w ∈ L∞(−1, 1), this spanning set is a subsequence
of an overcomplete linearly independent frame with frame bounds A = 1 + ess infx∈(−1,1)|w(x)|2 and
B = 1 + ess supx∈(−1,1)|w(x)|2 [5, Example 3]. Hence, following section 2.1, Φn is numerically redun-
dant for sufficiently large n. For further analysis and usecases of this type of spanning sets we refer
to [5] and references therein. For the approximation of f (56), we choose φi equal to the Legendre
polynomial of degree i− 1 and w(x) =

√
(x+ 1)/2. In this case, Φn is a subsequence of a frame with

frame bounds A = 1 and B = 2.

5.1.1 Properties of Φn

On Figure 2, the approximation of f (56) for three different spanning sets is shown: Legendre poly-
nomials, monomials, and the Legendre + Weighted Legendre spanning set defined by (57). Figures 2a
and 2b display the first eight elements of the spanning sets along with the singular value profile of
their associated synthesis operator for n = 100. The Legendre basis functions are orthonormal, such
that all singular values of the synthesis operator are equal to 1. In contrast, the monomials and the
Legendre + Weighted Legendre spanning set are both numerically redundant for sufficiently large n.
However, a clear qualitative difference exists between these two sets. As can be seen on Fig. 2a, the
monomials look increasingly more alike as their degree increases, such that high-degree monomials are
indistinguishable when using finite precision. As a result, all singular values of the synthesis operator
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are exponentially decaying. The Legendre + Weighted Legendre spanning set contains half of the Leg-
endre basis augmented with weighted Legendre functions. Hence, in contrast to the monomial basis, a
large portion of the set is well-distinguishable. As a result, the synthesis operator has many singular
values σi ≈ 1, combined with exponentially decaying singular values. This matches the singular value
profile described in section 4.3.

On Fig. 2c and 2d, the L2-norm of the approximation error and the L2-norm of the expansion
coefficients are displayed for the approximation of f using a truncated singular value decomposition
(TSVD) solver with ϵ = 10 ϵdpmach, where ϵ

dp
mach denotes the working precision associated with IEEE

double precison floating point numbers. The approximations are computed using 5000 Legendre points.
Both the Legendre basis and the monomials span the space of polynomials up to degree n − 1 and,
therefore, theoretically exhibit the same algebraic rate of convergence for the approximation of f .
However, the expansion coefficients of the monomial approximations blow up, such that the error of
the numerically computed approximation stagnates, following the results of section 2.2. On the other
hand, the approximation in the Legendre + weighted Legendre spanning set converges exponentially.
The norm of the expansion coefficients initially grows, yet expansions with modest coefficient exist
as n → ∞, guaranteeing accurate numerical approximations. This is to be expected, since Φn is a
subsequence of an infinite-dimensional linearly independent frame, see e.g. Theorem 4.

5.1.2 Deterministic sampling

Deterministic sample sets can be analysed by identifying the largest Aϵ
n,m for which the norm inequality

Aϵ
n,m∥Tnx∥2H ≤ ∥Tnx∥2m + ϵ2∥x∥22, ∀x ∈ Cn

holds. An error bound on the discrete regularized least squares approximation then follows from
Theorem 2. Observe that one can determine Aϵ

n,m by computing the smallest generalized eigenvalue
λ of

(Gn,m + ϵ2I)v = λGnv, (58)

where Gn,m and Gn represent the operators (MmTn)∗(MmTn) and T ∗
n Tn, respectively. We compare

this to the largest An,m for which the norm inequality

An,m∥v∥2H ≤ ∥v∥2m, ∀v ∈ Vn

holds, which corresponds to the smallest generalized eigenvalue λ of

Gn,mv = λGnv. (59)

The constant An,m results in an error bound on the discrete least squares approximation via Theorem 1.
How should one choose sample points for approximation in the spanning set defined by (57)?

Intuitively, it is clear that we need sample points related to the smooth behaviour of φi and sample
points related to the singular behaviour of w. For the first we use Legendre points, while for the latter
we use sample points that are exponentially clustered towards x = −1. Using a structured point set
such as Legendre points is advantageous as it creates structured subblocks within the discrete least
squares matrix. This structure can be exploited to increase the computational efficiency of solving
the least squares problem, as demonstrated by the AZ algorithm for frame approximations [20, 30].
Moreover, exponentially clustered points have been found effective for least squares approximation of
functions with branch point singularities [32].

The two-parameter plots on Figure 3 show 1/
√
Am,n, 1/

√
Aϵ

m,n, and the uniform approximation

error of the TSVD approximation to f = J1/2(x+1)+1/(x2+1) in Φn (57) with n = 80, for a varying
number of Legendre points and exponentially clustered sample points. The regularization parameter
equals ϵ = 10 ϵdpmach, where ϵ

dp
mach denotes the working precision associated with IEEE double precison

floating point numbers. From Figure 2c, we know that the best approximation to f in the Legendre
+ weighted Legendre spanning set is of the order of machine precision. Following Theorem 1 and
Theorem 2, both 1/

√
Am,n and 1/

√
Aϵ

m,n give an indication of the error of the discrete least squares
approximation. From the numerical results, we conclude that Aϵ

n,m accurately predicts the behaviour
of the uniform approximation error, while An,m overestimates the amount of samples that are needed
for accurate numerical approximation.
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Legendre Monomials Legendre + weighted Legendre

(a) first eight elements of the spanning set

(b) singular value profile of Tn for n = 100

(c) L2-error of the approximation

(d) L2-norm of the expansion coefficients

Figure 2: Comparison between approximating with Legendre polynomials up to degree n−1, monomials
up to degree n − 1 and the Legendre + weighted Legendre spanning set defined by (57) for the

approximation of f(x) = J1/2(x+ 1) + 1/(x2 + 1) using a TSVD solver with ϵ = 10 ϵdpmach.
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Figure 3: Analysis of the Legendre + weighted Legendre spanning set defined by (57) for n = 80.

Left: 1/
√
An,m, right: 1/

√
Aϵ

n,m for ϵ = 10 ϵdpmach ≈ 2 × 10−15, bottom: the uniform approximation

error of the TSVD approximation of f(x) = J1/2(x+1)+ 1/(x2 +1) with truncation threshold ϵ. The
black squares correspond to An,m = 0. The white lines mark when the total number of samples equals
n = 80 or nϵ ≈ 54.8, the effective degrees of freedom. We conclude that Aϵ

n,m accurately predicts
the behaviour of the approximation error, while An,m overestimates the amount of samples that are
needed for accurate numerical approximation.
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5.2 Approximating on irregular domains

Approximating a function on an irregular domainD ⊂ Rd is required for many computational problems,
yet an orthonormal or Riesz basis is generally unknown for such a domain. Therefore, numerical
methods often resort to working with an orthonormal basis defined on a bounding box surrounding
D. Crucially, this set of functions does not form an orthonormal basis for the underlying domain
D, but it does constitute an overcomplete frame, referred to as an extension frame. As discussed
in section 2.1, a subsequence of an overcomplete frame inevitably becomes numerically redundant as
its size increases and, hence, regularization is needed for numerical stability. Approximating on an
irregular domain is, therefore, a typical scenario in which numerical redundancy arises. An alternative
strategy is to compute with a numerically orthogonalized spanning set. However, section 6 shows
that straightforward techniques to orthogonalize do not succeed in circumventing the effects of finite
precision, and result in approximations that behave similarly as regularized approximations.

As a toy example for the behaviour of extension frames, we will analyse a one-dimensional Fourier
extension frame. More specifically, for approximation on [−W,W ] with W < 1/2 one can use the
Fourier basis on the extension [−1/2, 1/2], i.e.,

ϕk,n = exp(2πixk), −(n− 1)/2 ≤ k ≤ (n− 1)/2 (60)

for odd n. Smooth functions, not necessarily periodic on [−W,W ], can be approximated in Vn =
span(Φn) with exponential convergence [35]. As mentioned before, regularization is needed for numer-
ical stability, and lowers the accuracy of the approximation. The numerical convergence behaviour is
extensively analysed in [7].

In this section, we analyse how regularization affects the required amount of data for accurate
approximation using the results from section 4, which focus on random pointwise sampling. The
associated analysis outlined in section 4.3 depends heavily on a good understanding of the singular
values and the singular vectors associated to the synthesis operator Tn. For many spanning sets, little is
known about this; however, the singular vectors of the Fourier extension frame are related to discrete
prolate spheroidal wave functions (DPSWFs), which have been analysed extensively in the field of
signal processing. For a detailed explanation of this connection, see [38, section 3.1]. DPSWFs are an
indispensable tool for bandlimited extrapolation, introduced and thoroughly analysed by Slepian and
his collaborators during their time at Bell Labs [46]. In this setting, a notion of effective degrees of
freedom is not new, see e.g. [37] and [21, section 2.3]

5.2.1 Effective degrees of freedom

In the case of pointwise random sampling, the required number of samples for accurate regularized
least squares approximation scales with nϵ log(nϵ), as stated in Theorem 10. Here, nϵ denotes the
effective degrees of freedom. This theorem assumes that the samples are drawn randomly from a
(near-)optimal sampling distribution defined by (46). The effective degrees of freedom nϵ thus play a
similar role for regularized approximation as the dimension n for unregularized approximation. The
following theorem formalizes the dependence of nϵ on n, W and ϵ for the one-dimensional Fourier
extension frame.

Theorem 12. For the spanning set defined by (60),

i2 = ⌈2nW ⌉+ 2 +
2

π2
log

(
8

ϵ2

)
log(4n) (61)

satsifies (52). For this choice of i2, one has

Stail ≤
2

π2
log(4n) (62)

such that the effective degrees of freedom nϵ can be bounded by

nϵ ≤ ⌈2nW ⌉+ 2 +
2

π2

(
log

(
8

ϵ2

)
+ 1

)
log(4n). (63)
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(a) ϵ = 10 ϵspmach ≈ 10−6 (b) ϵ = 10 ϵdpmach ≈ 2× 10−15

Figure 4: The effective degrees of freedom nϵ for the one-dimensional Fourier extension frame (60) as
a function of the domain parameter W , for n = 141. The dashed lines illustrate nϵ ≤ n = 141 and the
theoretical bound nϵ ≤ ⌈2nW ⌉+ 2 + 2

π2

(
log(8/ϵ2) + 1

)
log(4n) stated in Theorem 12.

Proof. Note that σi(Tn)2 equals the i-th eigenvalue of the Gram matrix Gn, representing the operator
T ∗
n Tn. Furthermore, Gn is exactly the prolate matrix [36, eq. (1)]. Therefore, σi(Tn)2 = λi−1, for

all i = 1, . . . , n, where the latter is analysed in [36]. It follows from [36, Corollary 1] that (52) holds
for (61). Moreover, (62) can be deduced by [36, Corollary 2]. The final result is a consequence of
Theorem 11.

A numerical verification of Theorem 12 is shown on Figure 4 for n = 141 and ϵ = 10 ϵspmach ≈ 10−6

and ϵ = 10 ϵdpmach ≈ 2 × 10−15, where ϵspmach and ϵdpmach denote the working precision associated with
IEEE single and double precison floating point numbers, respectively. Note that the computation of
nϵ is done in extended precision, such that the singular values σi can be computed with a working
precision significantly smaller than ϵ. For implementational details, we refer to [31]. Both the theory
and the numerical verification show that the effective degrees of freedom essentially scale as 2nW .
This formalizes the intuition that increased redundancy, i.e., smaller W , results in a reduced amount
of required information. Observe that nϵ = O(n), such that asymptotically the amount of samples
needed for regularized and unregularized approximation is similar, namely O(n log(n)).

5.2.2 Uniformly random sampling

For many applications, one cannot freely choose the sample distribution. Another interesting question
to answer in this regard is how many uniformly random samples are needed for accurate approximation.
As follows from Theorems 9 and 10 for w = 1, this number is proportional to the maximum of the
inverse Christoffel function kn and the inverse effective Christoffel function kϵn for unregularized and
regularized least squares fitting, respectively. The following theorem shows that ∥kn∥L∞[−W,W ] =
O(n2).

Theorem 13. For the spanning set defined by (60), the maximum of the inverse Christoffel function
kn can be bounded by

C1

((
1 +

π

2

)
n2 − π/2

)
≤ ∥kn∥L∞[−W,W ] ≤ C2

((
1 +

π

2

)
n2 − π/2

)
,

where C1, C2 > 0 are independent of n.

Proof. An alternative characterization of the inverse Christoffel function [42, eq. (4.1.1)] is

kn(x) = max
v∈Vn

|v(x)|2

∥v∥2L2[−W,W ]

, such that ∥kn∥L∞[−W,W ] = max
v∈Vn

∥v∥2L∞[−W,W ]

∥v∥2L2[−W,W ]

.

From [26, Theorem 1] it immediately follows that there exist constants C1, C2 > 0 such that

C1

((
1 +

π

2

)
n2 − π/2

)
≤ max

v∈Vn

∥v∥2L∞[−W,W ]

∥v∥2L2[−W,W ]

≤ C2

((
1 +

π

2

)
n2 − π/2

)
.
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The effective inverse Christoffel function kϵn can be bounded using (55), which depends on the size
of the plunge region i2−i1 and Stail. The latter is shown to be O(log(n)) in Theorem 12. The following
theorem proves that the size of the plunge region is O(log(n)) as well.

Theorem 14. For the spanning set defined by (60),

i1 = ⌊2nW ⌋ − 1− 2

π2
log

(
8

ϵ2

)
log(4n) (64)

satisfies (51). Moreover, the maximum of kϵn can be bounded by

∥kϵn∥L∞[−W,W ] ≤
n

1− ϵ2
+

(
4 +

2

π2

(
2 log

(
8

ϵ2

)
+ 1

)
log(4n)

)
max

i1<i≤n
∥ui∥2L∞[−W,W ]. (65)

Proof. Similarly as for the proof of Theorem 12, observe that σi(Tn)2 = λi−1, for all i = 1, . . . , n,
where the latter is analysed in [36]. It follows from [36, Corollary 1] that (51) holds for (64). By
combining the results from Theorem 12 with (55) and (64), we arrive at (65).

It remains to examine how the basis functions ui behave. As mentioned before, these functions
are linked to the discrete prolate spheroidal wave functions. In Appendix C, we summarize known
asymptotic results due to Slepian, which indicate that ∥ui∥L∞[−W,W ] = O(

√
n) as n → ∞ for all i,

such that
∥kϵn∥L∞[−W,W ] = O(n log(n)).

This behaviour is verified numerically in Figure 5, which confirms that ∥kn∥L∞[−W,W ] = O(n2), while
∥kϵn∥L∞[−W,W ] appears to grow linearly in n. This difference translates in the need for log-linear or
quadratic oversampling when computing a least squares approximation with or without regularization,
respectively, using uniformly random samples.

As an example, we approximate f = 1/(1−0.32x) on [−W,W ] withW = 0.3 in the Fourier extension
frame defined by (60) using uniformly random samples. The approximation is computed using a

truncated singular value decomposition (TSVD) solver with threshold ϵ = 10 ϵdpmach ≈ 2×10−15, where

ϵdpmach denotes the working precision associated with IEEE double precison floating point numbers.
Figure 6 shows the L2-error and demonstrates that linear oversampling suffices for convergence down
to machine precision. In contrast, if we were to analyse this problem without taking regularization
into account, we would conclude from Theorem 13 that quadratic oversampling is needed.

The approximation seems to converge root-exponentially. For a more detailed analysis of the con-
vergence behaviour, we refer to [7]. Note that convergence is exponential without regularization, see e.g.
[35] and the example in section 6, but demands quadratic oversampling. Hence, we get root-exponential
convergence as a function of the number of sample points m with and without regularization. This
is an example of a setting where the negative effects of regularization, i.e., reduced accuracy, are bal-
anced by the positive effects, i.e., reduced need for data. What happens if we want to compute an
approximation that converges root-exponentially all the way down to zero? In this case, we would
need to vary the precision and the regularization parameter with n: ϵ ∼ ϵmach = exp(−C

√
n) for

some C > 0. Following Theorem 14, linear oversampling does not suffice in this case. Specifically, the
required linear oversampling factor scales with log(1/ϵ).

As discussed for the Legendre + weighted Legendre basis in section 5.1.2, it is often preferred to
use structured point sets, as they allow for the design of efficient least squares solvers such as the
AZ algorithm for frame approximations [20, 30]. However, the analysis of deterministic sample sets is
significantly more involved than that of random samples. An extensive analysis of equispaced sample
points for polynomial extension frames is presented in [8], which arrives at a very similar conclusion.

6 Implicit regularization in numerical orthogonalization

It might be tempting to avoid working with numerically redundant spanning sets by simply orthogo-
nalizing them. Indeed, several computational methods work with a numerically orthogonalized basis,
for example [40, 23]. How do these methods compare to the regularized least squares method analysed
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(a) W = 0.3 (b) W = 0.1

Figure 5: The maximum of the inverse (effective) Christoffel function for the one-dimensional Fourier
extension frame (60) as a function of n. Full line: ∥kn∥L∞[−W,W ], circles: ∥kϵn∥L∞[−W,W ] for single

precision ϵ = 10 ϵspmach ≈ 10−6, and squares: ∥kϵn∥L∞[−W,W ] for double precision ϵ = 10 ϵdpmach ≈
2×10−15. The linear behaviour of kϵn versus the quadratic behaviour of kn implies a difference between
log-linear and quadratic sampling rates for least squares fitting with uniformly random samples. The
dashed lines mark 5 log10(1/ϵ) + C, for varying constant C. They empirically match the behaviour of
kϵn.

Figure 6: Error of the TSVD approximation of f = 1/(1 − 0.32x) in the Fourier extension frame
defined by (60) for W = 0.3, using m uniformly random samples and a truncation threshold ϵ =

10 ϵdpmach ≈ 2 × 10−15. The figure illustrates that linear oversampling suffices for convergence down
to machine precision. In contrast, an analysis that ignores the effects of regularization would suggest
a need for quadratic oversampling. The approximation appears to converge root-exponentially, while
convergence without regularization is exponential but demands quadratic oversampling. Thus, root-
exponential convergence as a function of the number of sample points m occurs both with and without
regularization. This is an example of a setting where the negative effects of regularization, i.e., reduced
accuracy, are balanced by the positive effects, i.e., reduced need for data.
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in this paper? Are they substantially different? In this section, we show that regularization is implic-
itly present in straightforward numerical orthogonalization techniques. We aim to convey the main
ideas, though each pointer provided in this section deserves further exploration. Note that Theorem 3
also suggests that it is impossible to orthogonalize a set numerically without suffering from the effects
associated with finite precision.

6.1 Three orthogonalization strategies

For simplicity, we assume that a set of linearly independent functions {η1, . . . , ηn} is given, which spans
the approximation space Vn with dim(Vn) = n. One straightforward way of orthogonalizing consists
of discretizing these functions on a fine grid {tj}lj=1 and computing a factorizationη1(t1)/

√
l . . . ηn(t1)/

√
l

...
...

η1(tl)/
√
l . . . ηn(tl)/

√
l

 = A = QR, (66)

where Q ∈ Cl×n is orthonormal and R ∈ Cn×n is full rank, for example via QR decomposition or
singular value decomposition. A new basis {η̃1, . . . , η̃n} can then be obtained by solving[

η̃1 . . . η̃n
]
R =

[
η1 . . . ηn

]
. (67)

This basis is orthogonal with respect to the discrete inner product defined by ⟨f, g⟩l =

(1/l)
∑l

j=1 f(tj)g(tj). If the grid {tj}lj=1 is sufficiently dense, the functions are also (approximately)
orthonormal with respect to the inner product associated with the Hilbert space H. The basis {η̃j}nj=1

can then be used as a spanning set Φn = {ϕi,n}ni=1 (1) for least squares approximation.
Importantly, in the case of a numerically redundant set of functions {η1, . . . , ηn}, the matrices

A and R are heavily ill-conditioned. More specifically, their singular value profiles mimick that of
the synthesis operator associated with {η1, . . . , ηn}, having very small yet nonzero singular values.
Can (67) even be computed with high accuracy in such cases? As an example, we consider the QR
decomposition as a factorization method for (66), such that R is upper-triangular. The accuracy of
solving triangular systems of equations is analysed extensively in [33], which shows that the solution
can be surprisingly accurate despite ill-conditioning. The key insight is that the forward error depends
on the Skeel condition number [45]:

κs∞(R) = ∥ |R−1| |R| ∥∞ ≤ κ∞(R) = ∥R−1∥∞∥R∥∞, (68)

where |·| denotes the operation of replacing each element by its absolute value. We illustrate in the
next section that the Skeel condition number can also grow very large for numerically redundant sets.
Hence, accuracy is not guaranteed. It is often hidden in practice that (67) is solved with low accuracy,
since standard routines such as Matlab’s backslash succeed without any warning. However, due to
the severe ill-conditioning of R, some form of regularization is necessarily used when computing (67)
and, hence, the effects discussed in this paper come into play.

An alternative to computing {η1, . . . , ηn} explicitly using (67) consists of working with the sampled
basis

Q =

η̃1(t1)/
√
l . . . η̃n(t1)/

√
l

...
...

η̃1(tl)/
√
l . . . η̃n(tl)/

√
l

 .
In this case, we do not have to solve an ill-conditioned linear system; however, we can only access the
basis {η̃1, . . . , η̃n} on the grid {tj}lj=1. For an algorithm implemented in finite precision, it can only

be guaranteed that the computed matrices Q̂ and R̂ factor the matrix A with a small backward error.
As an example, we consider the Householder QR algorithm, which is analysed in [34, section 19.3].
Following [34, p.361], one has

A+∆A = Q̂R̂, with ∥∆aj∥2 ≤ C ϵmach ∥aj∥2, (69)

where C is a constant that depends on the dimensions of the problem and the working precision ϵmach.
Because of the small singular values of A, the range of A+∆A, and consequently the range of Q̂, can
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Figure 7: The Arnoldi basis associated with Stieltjes orthogonalization / the Vandermonde with
Arnoldi algorithm along with the singular value profile of the associated synthesis operator. This
set of functions has well behaved frame bounds, i.e., Bn/An is small, in contrast to the monomials
displayed in Figure 2a and 2b. Hence, the set is not numerically redundant and can be numerically
orthogonalized without suffering from the effects of finite precision.

differ significantly from that of A. A toy example confirming this statement is given in [47, p. 263],
and a study of the angle between the subspaces R(A) and R(A+∆A) is given in [25]. In conclusion,
there are no guarantees that the computed basis functions span the complete approximation space Vn.
Observe the similarity between (69) and, for example, TSVD regularization: the range of Q̂ contains
the singular vectors of A associated with large singular values σi ≫ ϵmach, yet the directions associated
to small singular values can be perturbed or even absent. This implies that the best approximation
still cannot be computed.

Finally, there exist algorithms that do succeed in computing an orthonormal basis for the whole
approximation space Vn, seemingly starting from a numerically redundant set. These methods typi-
cally use some additional analytic knowledge. One example is the Stieltjes procedure for generating
orthogonal polynomials [27], which recently gained popularity for numerical polynomial approxima-
tions in the form of the Vandermonde with Arnoldi (VwA) algorithm [16]. The algorithm is built on
the simple principle that multiplying a polynomial by x increases its degree. The orthogonalization
procedure can be summarized by the following Matlab code, using Chebfun [24]:

T v = chebfun ( ’ 1 ’ ) ; x = chebfun ( ’ x ’ ) ; T u = T v/norm(T v ) ;
f o r i = 2 : n

% new Arnoldi i t e r a t i o n = mu l t i p l i c a t i o n by x
v = x∗T u ( : , end ) ;
T v = [ T v v ] ;
% or thogona l i z e aga in s t prev ious f unc t i on s
v = v − T u∗pinv (T u )∗v ;
T u = [ T u v/norm(v ) ] ;

end

Most importantly, the algorithm does not actually orthogonalize monomials. Instead, new “Arnoldi”
basis functions, stored in T v, are iteratively created to be better suited for orthogonalization. Indeed,
the algorithm does not orthogonalize xi, but x times the previous orthonormal basis function. On
Figure 7, the first eight of these Arnoldi basis functions are plotted, along with the singular value
profile of the synthesis operator associated with this basis for n = 100. Compare this to Figure 2a
and 2b. The synthesis operator associated with the Arnoldi basis is much better conditioned than the
synthesis operator of the monomials. This phenomenon is analysed for a variety of domains in [48]. We
remark that the VwA algorithm performs discrete orthogonalization. Furthermore, the algorithm can
be extended to other sets of functions provided they have similar Vandermonde-like system matrices
A (66), as illustrated in the example below.
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6.2 A numerical example

As an illustration, the different methods mentioned above are compared numerically. To this end, we
reproduce [16, Example 3]. More specifically, we approximate the function f(x) = 1/(10 − 9x) on
[−1, 1] using a Fourier extension on [−2, 2], i.e.,

f(x) ≈
n∑

k=−n

ck exp(ikπx/2).

Since f is real, this can be simplified to

f(x) ≈ Re

(
n∑

k=0

xk exp(ikπx/2)

)
.

On [16, Fig. 5.1], a comparison is shown between the direct computation of a least squares fit using
Matlab’s backslash and the Vandermonde with Arnoldi (VwA) algorithm. The computations are
based on function evaluations in 1000 Chebyshev points. Note that VwA is applicable in this setting,
since the discrete least squares matrix has Vandermonde structure as described in [16, Example 3]. It
is also important to remark that Matlab’s backslash implicitly computes a regularized least squares
approximation due to the numerical rank-deficiency of the discrete least squares matrix.

We add some extra methods to the comparison: approximation using a numerically orthogonalized
basis obtained via a QR decomposition as described above, and a truncated singular value (TSVD)
approximation. For implementational details, we refer to [16] and [31]. The results are presented in Fig-
ure 8. The VwA algorithm achieves exponential convergence, which is to be expected in span(Φn) [35].
On the other hand, the accuracy of both the regularized and the numerically orthogonalized approx-
imations decreases compared to the theoretical convergence behaviour around n = 20. This example
confirms that straightforward numerical orthogonalization techniques implicitly regularize the approx-
imation problem.

Figure 9 shows the singular value profile of the synthesis operator associated with Φn for n = 10
(left), n = 20 (middle), and n = 30 (right), computed in double precision using Chebfun [24]. Without
rounding errors, the singular values would proceed to decrease exponentially toward zero as n goes
to infinity. From the frame bounds An and Bn of Φn, one can infer that Φn becomes numerically
redundant around n = 20. As shown in Figure 8, this is the exact point where the influence of
regularization on the convergence behaviour becomes significant.

Perpendicular to the question of how to obtain an orthonormal basis, one might wonder what the
advantages and disadvantages are of approximation with an orthonormalized spanning set (for example,
using the VwA algorithm) compared to regularized approximation with a redundant spanning set.
Most importantly, as illustrated in Figure 8, regularization typically slows down convergence. On the
other hand, orthogonalizing often throws away exploitable structure. More specifically, the discrete
least squares matrix associated with Φn in the example above is a submatrix of a Fourier matrix.
This structure can be exploited to design efficient least squares methods, see for example the AZ
algorithm for frames approximations [20, 30], or to allow for cheaper evaluation of the approximation.
Furthermore, regularization also lowers the number of measurements that are needed for accurate
approximation, which is exactly the focus of this paper.

A Accuracy of backward stable algorithms

Proof of Theorem 5. For any linear operator ∆Tn mapping from Cn′
to H and any ∆f ∈ H, we have

that
∥f − Tnĉ∥H ≤ ∥(f +∆f)− (Tn +∆Tn)ĉ∥H + ∥∆f∥H + ∥∆Tnĉ∥H .

Since ĉ is computed by a backward stable algorithm with stability constant C, there exist ∆̂Tn and
∆̂f satisfying ∥∆̂Tn∥2,H ≤ C ϵmach ∥Tn∥2,H and ∥∆̂f∥H ≤ C ϵmach ∥f∥H such that

ĉ ∈ argmin
x∈Cn′

∥(f + ∆̂f)− (Tn + ∆̂Tn)x∥H .
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Figure 8: Approximation of f(x) = 1/(10−9x) using a Fourier extension on [−2, 2]. Left: a comparison
between a regularized least squares approximation using Matlab’s backslash, the Vandermonde with
Arnoldi algorithm, least squares approximation using a numerically orthogonalized basis obtained
via a QR decomposition, and a TSVD approximation, right: the Skeel condition number (68) of
the factor R. This example demonstrates that straightforward numerical orthogonalization cannot
effectively counteract the effects of finite precision, resulting in approximations that behave similarly
as regularized approximations.
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Figure 9: Singular value profile of the synthesis operator associated with Φn = {Re(exp(ikπx/2))}nk=0

for n = 10 (left), n = 20 (middle), and n = 30 (right), computed in double precision using Chebfun [24].
Analytically, the singular values decrease exponentially toward zero as n goes to infinity. The singular
values are linked to the frame bounds An and Bn of Φn via (19). The spanning set is numerically
redundant starting from n = 20, i.e., when An ≈ ϵmach

2Bn.
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Hence, for all x ∈ Cn′
it holds that

∥f − Tnĉ∥H ≤ ∥(f + ∆̂f)− (Tn + ∆̂Tn)ĉ∥H + ∥∆̂f∥H + ∥∆̂Tnĉ∥H ,

≤ ∥(f + ∆̂f)− (Tn + ∆̂Tn)x∥H + ∥∆̂f∥H + ∥∆̂Tnĉ∥H ,

≤ ∥f − Tnx∥H + 2∥∆̂f∥H + ∥∆̂Tnĉ∥H + ∥∆̂Tnx∥H .

The final bound follows from ∥∆̂Tn∥2,H ≤ C ϵmach ∥Tn∥2,H and ∥∆̂f∥H ≤ C ϵmach ∥f∥H .
For the second result, note that

∥ĉ∥2 = ∥(Tn + ∆̂Tn)†(f + ∆̂f)∥2 ≤ ∥f + ∆̂f∥H
σmin(Tn + ∆̂Tn)

,

where σmin denotes the smallest singular value. Using (19), we obtain σmin(Tn + ∆̂Tn) ≥ σmin(Tn) −
∥∆̂Tn∥2,H =

√
An − C ϵmach

√
Bn > 0, such that

∥ĉ∥2 ≤ ∥f + ∆̂f∥H√
An − C ϵmach

√
Bn

.

Furthermore, we have that Pnf ∈ Vn and, hence, there exist coefficients c ∈ Cn′
such that Pnf = Tnc

with ∥c∥2 ≤ ∥Pnf∥H/
√
An (20). The final result follows from choosing x = c, i.e.,

∥f − Tnĉ∥H ≤ ∥f − Tnc∥H + C ϵmach

(√
Bn(∥ĉ∥2 + ∥c∥2) + 2∥f∥H

)
≤ ∥f − Pnf∥H + C ϵmach

(√
Bn

(
∥f + ∆̂f∥H√

An − C ϵmach

√
Bn

+
∥Pnf∥H√

An

)
+ 2∥f∥H

)

≤ ∥f − Pnf∥H + C ϵmach

(
(1 + C ϵmach)

√
Bn√

An − C ϵmach

√
Bn

+

√
Bn

An
+ 2

)
∥f∥H .

Proof of Theorem 6. For any linear operator ∆Tn mapping from Cn′
to H and any ∆f ∈ H, we have

that
∥f − Tnĉ∥H ≤ ∥(f +∆f)− (Tn +∆Tn)ĉ∥H + ∥∆f∥H + ∥∆Tnĉ∥H .

Since ĉ is computed by a backward stable algorithm with stability constant C, there exist ∆̂Tn and
∆̂f satisfying ∥∆̂Tn∥2,H ≤ C ϵmach ∥Tn∥2,H and ∥∆̂f∥H ≤ C ϵmach ∥f∥H such that

ĉ = argmin
x∈Cin

∥(f + ∆̂f)− (Tn + ∆̂Tn)x∥2H + ϵ2∥x∥22.

Therefore, for all x ∈ Cn′
,

∥(f + ∆̂f)− (Tn + ∆̂Tn)ĉ∥2H + ϵ2∥ĉ∥22 ≤ ∥(f + ∆̂f)− (Tn + ∆̂Tn)x∥2H + ϵ2∥x∥22
⇒ ∥(f + ∆̂f)− (Tn + ∆̂Tn)ĉ∥H + ϵ∥ĉ∥2 ≤

√
2
(
∥(f + ∆̂f)− (Tn + ∆̂Tn)x∥H + ϵ∥x∥2

)
.

Hence, it holds that

∥f − Tnĉ∥H ≤ ∥(f + ∆̂f)− (Tn + ∆̂Tn)ĉ∥H + ∥∆̂f∥H + ∥∆̂Tnĉ∥H ,

≤ ∥(f + ∆̂f)− (Tn + ∆̂Tn)ĉ∥H + C ϵmach ∥f∥H + ϵ∥ĉ∥2,

≤
√
2
(
∥(f + ∆̂f)− (Tn + ∆̂Tn)x∥H + ϵ∥x∥2

)
+ C ϵmach ∥f∥H ,

≤
√
2∥f − Tnx∥H + (1 +

√
2)ϵ∥x∥2 + (1 +

√
2)C ϵmach ∥f∥H ,

where in the second step it was used that ϵ ≥ C ϵmach ∥Tn∥2,H .
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B Proof of Theorem 10

For completeness, we first prove an equivalent characterization of (44).

Lemma 3. For any ϵ > 0,
kϵn(x) = z(x)(Gn + ϵ2I)−1z(x)∗,

where z(x) =
[
ϕ1(x) . . . ϕn′(x)

]
∈ C1×n′

and Gn represents T ∗
n Tn.

Proof. Gn is positive semidefinite such that there exists an eigenvalue decomposition of the form
V Σ2V ∗, where V ∈ Cn′×n′

is unitary and Σ ∈ Cn′×n′
is diagonal. Moreover, this implies that the

synthesis operator Tn associated with Φn has a singular value decomposition of the form
∑n

i=1 σiuiv
∗
i

where {ui}ni=1 is an orthonormal basis for Vn, vi are the first n columns of V and σi = (Σ)i,i for
i = 1 . . . n. Therefore, using z(x) =

∑n
i=1 σiui(x)v

∗
i , we obtain

z(x)(Gn + ϵ2I)−1z(x)∗ =

(
n∑

i=1

σiui(x)v
∗
i

)
V (Σ2 + ϵ2I)−1V ∗

(
n∑

i=1

σiui(x)vi

)

=

(
n∑

i=1

σiui(x)v
∗
i V

)
(Σ2 + ϵ2I)−1

(
n∑

i=1

σiui(x)V
∗vi

)
=
[
σ1u1(x) . . . σnun(x)

]
(Σ2 + ϵ2I)−1

[
σ1u1(x) . . . σnun(x)

]⊤
=

n∑
i=1

σ2
i

σ2
i + ϵ2

|ui(x)|2,

which equals (44).

We are now ready to prove Theorem 10.

Proof of Theorem 10. Note that

1

2
(Gn + ϵ2I) ⪯ Gn,m + ϵ2I ⪯ 3

2
(Gn + ϵ2I) ⇒ (31) with Aϵ

n,m =
1

2
.

The inequality on the left is exactly the ∆-spectral approximation introduced in [10, eq. (2)] with
∆ = 1/2. This allows us to reuse the method of proof of [10, Lemma 6]. Analogously, using the
eigenvalue decomposition of Gn + ϵ2I = V Σ2V ∗ we find that it suffices to show that

∥Σ−1V ∗Gn,mV Σ−1 − Σ−1V ∗GnV Σ−1∥2 ≤ 1/2

holds with probability 1− γ. Define a rank-one random matrix

X(x) = w(x)Σ−1V ∗z(x)∗z(x)V Σ−1,

where x is distributed according to µ and where z(x) is defined as in Lemma 3. Then, Σ−1V ∗Gn,mV Σ−1

is equal to the sum of m i.i.d. copies of this random matrix, i.e.,

Σ−1V ∗Gn,mV Σ−1 =
1

m

m∑
j=1

Xj .

Since E(Xj) = Σ−1V ∗GnV Σ−1, we can use the matrix concentration result [10, Lemma 27]. Using
Lemma 3, we bound

∥Xj∥2 = w(xj)z(xj)(Gn + ϵ2I)−1z(xj)
∗ = w(xj)k

ϵ
n(xj) ≤ Kϵ

w,n,

and
E(X2

j ) = E (w(xj)k
ϵ
n(xj)Xj) ⪯ Kϵ

w,nΣ
−1V ∗GnV Σ−1 = Kϵ

w,n(I − ϵ2Σ−2),

where Kϵ
w,n := maxx∈X (w(x)kϵn(x)) and I ∈ Rn×n is the identity matrix. Defining

E := Kϵ
w,n(I − ϵ2Σ−2) = Kϵ

w,n diag(σ
2
1/(σ

2
1 + ϵ2), . . . , σ2

n/(σ
2
n + ϵ2)),
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where σi is the i-th singular value of Tn, this results in

Pr

∥∥∥∥∥∥ 1

m

m∑
j=1

Xj − Σ−1V ∗GnV Σ−1

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

≥ 1/2

 ≤ 8Tr(E)

∥E∥2
exp

(
−m/8

∥E∥2 +Kϵ
w,n/3

)

≤ 16nϵ exp

(
−3

32

m

Kϵ
w,n

)
≤ γ

where in the second step we used the assumption σ2
1 = ∥G∥2 ≥ ϵ2.

C Asymptotics of DPSWFs

In this section, we aim to motivate that the maxima ∥ui∥L∞[−W,W ] associated to the one-dimensional
Fourier extension frame (60) are O(

√
n) as n→ ∞. In order to do so, observe that

∥ui∥L∞[−W,W ] = ∥Ui−1(n,W )∥L∞[−W,W ]/
√
λi−1(n,W ), (70)

where Uk(n,W ) and λk(n,W ) are the discrete prolate spheroidal wave functions (DPSWFs) and the
associated eigenvalues analysed by Slepian in [46]. We recall and examine their asymptotic behaviour
for the different regimes identified in [46, section 2.4-2.5]. Numerical evidence confirms that (70)
is bounded by O(

√
n), as is the case for the prolate spheroidal wave functions [14, Prop. 3.1], the

continuous analogues of the DPSWFs.
Given the asymptotic expansions outlined in [46, section 2.4-2.5], we can derive that as n→ ∞:

• for i ≤ 2nW + 1,
∥ui∥L∞[−W,W ] = O(

√
n), (71)

• for i = ⌊2nW + (b/π) log(n)⌋+ 1 with fixed b > 0,

∥ui∥L∞[−W,W ] ∼ r(Eβ)
√
β exp(πEβ/4)

√
3π(1 + exp(πb))

β(1 + exp(πEβ)) ln(n)

√
n, (72)

where r, E and β are defined by [46, eq. (52)-(54)],

• for i = ⌊2nW (1 + ϵ)⌋+ 1 with fixed 0 < ϵ < 1/2W − 1,

∥ui∥L∞[−W,W ] ∼ L
−1/2
2 π(1− cos(2πW )2)−1/4

√
n, (73)

where L2 is defined by [46, eq. (47)] with A = − cos(2πW ) and k = n− (i− 1),

• for i = n− l with fixed 0 ≤ l,

∥ui∥L∞[−W,W ] ∼
√
π

(
2

1− cos(2πW )

)1/4 √
n. (74)

The result for i ≤ 2nW + 1 follows from considering

∥ui∥L∞[−W,W ] ≤ ∥ui∥L∞[−1/2,1/2]

= ∥Ui−1(n,W )∥L∞[−1/2,1/2]/
√
λi−1(n,W )

≤
√
n/
√
λi−1(n,W ),

where we used the Nikolskii inequality [41, Theorem 1] with ∥Ui−1(n,W )∥L2[−1/2,1/2] = 1. Further-
more,

1/
√
λi−1(n,W ) ≤ 1/

√
λ⌊2nW⌋(n,W ) ∼

√
2

using [46, eq. (60)]. Hence, we get ∥ui∥L∞[−W,W ] = O(
√
n), where the proportionality factor is at most

approximately
√
2.
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For the case of i ≥ 2nW + 1, it follows from [43, Corollary 2] and the fact that the DPSWFs are
even or odd that

∥ui∥L∞[−W,W ] =
∥Ui−1(n,W )∥L∞[−W,W ]√

λi−1(n,W )
=

|Ui−1(n,W ;ω = 2πW )|√
λi−1(n,W )

.

Hence, the maximum is achieved at the boundary. Furthermore, by combining [46, eq. (50) and (60)]
for Uk(n,W ) and λk(n,W ) for k = i− 1 = ⌊2nW + (b/π) log(n)⌋ with fixed b, one obtains

|Uk(n,W ;ω = 2πW )|√
λk(n,W )

∼ r(Eβ)
√
β exp(πEβ/4)

√
3π(1 + exp(πb))

β(1 + exp(πEβ)) ln(n)

√
n

Similarly, for k = i− 1 = ⌊2nW (1+ ϵ)⌋ with fixed 0 < ϵ < 1/2W − 1 we derive from [46, eq. (42), (56),
(57) and (63)] that

|Uk(n,W ;ω = 2πW )|√
λk(n,W )

∼ L
−1/2
2 π(1− cos(2πW )2)−1/4

√
n,

while for k = i− 1 = n− l with fixed l ≥ 1 we derive from [46, eq. (13), (38) and (58)] that

|Uk(n,W ;ω = 2πW )|√
λk(n,W )

∼
√
π

(
2

1− cos(2πW )

)1/4 √
n.

Acknowledgements

We greatly appreciate the fruitful discussions and helpful suggestions provided by Ben Adcock, Felix
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