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Abstract—Kernel adaptive filtering (KAF) integrates tradi-
tional linear algorithms with kernel methods to generate non-
linear solutions in the input space. The standard approach relies
on the representer theorem and the kernel trick to perform
pairwise evaluations of a kernel function in place of the inner
product, which leads to scalability issues for large datasets due
to its linear and superlinear growth with respect to the size
of the training data. Explicit features have been proposed to
tackle this problem, exploiting the properties of the Gaussian-
type kernel functions. These approximation methods address the
implicitness and infinite dimensional representation of conven-
tional kernel methods. However, achieving an accurate finite
approximation for the kernel evaluation requires a sufficiently
large vector representation for the dot products. An increase
in the input-space dimension leads to a combinatorial explosion
in the dimensionality of the explicit space, i.e., it trades one
dimensionality problem (implicit, infinite dimensional RKHS)
for another (curse of dimensionality). This paper introduces a
construction that simultaneously solves these two problems in
a principled way, by providing an explicit Euclidean repre-
sentation of the RKHS while reducing its dimensionality. We
present SPEctral Eigenfunction Decomposition (SPEED) along
with an efficient incremental approach for fast calculation of
the dominant kernel eigenbasis, which enables us to track the
kernel eigenspace dynamically for adaptive filtering. Simulation
results on chaotic time series prediction demonstrate this novel
construction outperforms existing explicit kernel features with
greater efficiency.

Index Terms—Kernel adaptive filter (KAF), kernel method,
kernel principal component analysis (KPCA), reproducing kernel
Hilbert space (RKHS), time series analysis.

I. INTRODUCTION

Kernel methods offer an adaptable and robust framework for
solving nonlinear problems in signal processing and machine
learning. Traditionally, these methods rely on the representer
theorem and the kernel trick to perform pairwise evaluations
of a kernel function, which leads to scalability issues for
large datasets due to its linear and superlinear growth in
computational and storage costs with respect to the data size.

In the standard kernel approach, data points in the input
space are mapped using an implicit nonlinear function into
a potentially infinite-dimensional inner product space known
as a reproducing kernel Hilbert space (RKHS). The explicit
representation is ignored, as inner products are carried out
using a real-valued similarity function, called a reproducing
kernel. This offers an elegant solution for classification, clus-
tering, and regression, as mapped data points become linearly
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separable in the RKHS, allowing classic linear methods to be
directly applied. However, since points (functions) in the this
high-dimensional space are not explicitly accessible, kernel
methods scale poorly to large datasets.

In the case of online kernel adaptive filtering (KAF) algo-
rithms [1], this implicit mapping behaves as a rolling sum with
linear, quadratic, or cubic growth over time. Consequently,
much research has focused on reducing the computational load
through sparsification techniques [2]-[4].

An alternative approach to combat this is to define an
explicit mapping or feature where the kernel evaluation is ap-
proximated using the dot product in a higher finite-dimensional
space or Euclidean space. This framework leverages the con-
tinuous shift-invariant properly-scaled kernel function, partic-
ularly the Gaussian kernel. One popular method uses random
Fourier features (RFF) [5] to approximate the kernel, enabling
scalable linear filtering techniques to be applied directly on
the explicitly transformed data without the computational
drawback of the naive kernel method. Although this approach
has been applied to various kernel adaptive filtering algorithms
[6]-[8], the approximation quality is still an active research
area, as it relies on random sampling with various error bounds
proposed [5], [9]-[11]. Notably, RFF methods exhibit higher
variance and suboptimal error bounds for the Gaussian kernels
compared to other methods [9], [12].

Alternatively, deterministic feature mappings such as Gaus-
sian quadrature (GQ) [13] and Taylor series (TS) expansion
[14], [15], which is related to the fast Gauss transform in
kernel density estimation [16], [17], offer exact-polynomial
approximations. This eliminates the undesirable effects of
performance variance using random features. We have demon-
strated superior performances in KAF using deterministic
polynomial features compared to random features [12].

These approximation methods address the implicitness and
infinite dimensional representation of conventional kernel
methods. However, achieving an accurate finite approximation
for the kernel evaluation requires a sufficiently large vector
representation for the dot products. An increase in the input-
space dimension leads to a combinatorial explosion in the
dimensionality of the explicit space, i.e., it trades one dimen-
sionality problem (implicit, infinite dimensional RKHS) for
another (curse of dimensionality). In this paper, we present
a principled approach that tackles both dimensionality prob-
lems simultaneously by providing and maintaining a compact
Euclidean representation of the RKHS while systematically
reducing its dimensionality.

Principal component analysis (PCA) [18], [19] plays a
crucial role in statistical signal processing such as communi-
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Fig. 1. Eigendecomposition in the RKHS.

cations, image processing, and machine learning. PCA enables
signal representation in a much lower dimensional subspace,
even though the observations lie in a high dimensional space.
Here, we apply the same principle to the RKHS and define
a lower dimensional subspace using a SPEctral eigenfunction
decomposition (SPEED). We find the feature coordinates of
each data sample using an eigenmap and directly apply classi-
cal linear adaptive filtering methods such as least mean squares
(LMS) and recursive least squares (RLS) in this explicit space
spanned by the dominant eigenfunctions.

This approach is related to the kernel principal component
analysis (KPCA) [20] and the kernel principal component
regression (KPCR) [21]. The spectrum of the kernel (Gram)
matrix is connected to the spectrum of the integral operator
for the RKHS associated with the reproducing kernel by a
normalization factor [22]-[24]. Unlike the previous work, in
this paper, we following an adaptive filtering paradigm and
present efficient online algorithms for the fast calculation and
dynamic tracking of the dominant kernel eigenbasis, along
with the corresponding weights of linear models constructed
in this finite-dimensional space spanned by the eigenfunctions.

We do not compute the eigenfunctions explicitly, but rather
the projections of the data onto those components, which pro-
vides an explicit coordinate system that we can construct linear
models on. Finding the eigenfunctions is equivalent to finding
the coefficients in the RKHS spanned by the sample basis
functions, and the projection onto the dominant eigenfunctions
is the dimension-reduction eigenmap we use to derive a
lower-dimensional Euclidean representation of the infinite-
dimensional RKHS. This approach not only saves computation
and memory storage, but also avoids multicollinearity and
helps reduce overfitting. This concept is illustrated in Fig. 1.

Unlike previous formulations of explicit feature space map-
pings, the spectral embedding approach does not rely on a
Gaussian-type kernel. Rather, it is data-dependent and kernel-
independent, providing a more efficient representation com-
pared to those based on GQ, TS polynomials, or RFF. In
contrast, Gaussian approximations are data-agnostic, aiming
to ensure convergence for all points (covering the support of
the exponential function), which makes them a less efficient
choice for representing specific datasets, leading to the curse
of dimensionality. SPEED is a principled approach to embed
the data statistics directly into the kernel definition for a lower-
dimensional representation.

However, as a batch method, it is not suited for tracking

non-stationary input data, such as in adaptive filtering. The
Gram matrix size increases quadratically with the number
of sample points, as more signal is observed and collected.
For a similar algorithm such as KPCA, this results in a
significantly high computational cost. One solution is to apply
the kernel Hebbian (KHA) algorithm [25]. While iterative
algorithms such as KHA are shown to be computationally
efficient, they are not fully online in the sense of adaptive
signal processing. Other exact incremental KPCA algorithms
have been proposed, based on the application of an incremental
linear PCA method in the feature space [26], [27].

To address this limitation, we introduce an online algorithm
for real-time applications, called incremental SPEctral Eigen-
function Decomposition (iISPEED). The rank-1 update for the
eigendecomposition of the Gram matrix proposed in [28] is
used as it provides an efficient iterative process compared to
similar methods with the added benefit of modularity. Different
rank-1 update algorithms can be swapped easily for potential
improvements.

Adaptive methods are often preferred in streaming data
environments such as time series analysis for their efficiency
and ability to track changes in data statistics. Our approach
introduces a novel algorithm that incrementally updates the
eigenfunction basis with incoming data while preserving the
learning parameters, effectively supporting transfer learning
through a change of basis. This iterative process using per-
turbation theory allows the user to customize their update
schedule or frequency, which is significantly more efficient
than batch updates. Furthermore, we provide a strategy to
reduce the update frequency using a novelty detector by
maintaining a compact dictionary using a small subset of the
data, resulting in a sparse incremental SPEctral Eigenfunction
Decomposition (siSPEED).

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. In Section II,
we briefly introduce the theory of reproducing kernel Hilbet
Spaces. In Section III, we derive the spectral embedding using
eigenfunctions of the RKHS. Sections IV presents the SPEED
KAF algorithms. Section V shows the experimental results
for chaotic time series prediction and compares the novel
eigenfunction formulation with existing kernel adaptive filters.
Finally, Section VI concludes this paper.

II. THEORY OF RKHS

In 1904, Hilbert introduced his work on kernels and defined
what is known as a definite kernel [29]. Along with Schmidt,
who made significant contributions to the development of
integral equations and a simplified geometrized theory, they
were instrumental in the establishment of functional analysis
[30]. In his thesis, Schmidt proved the existence of eigenvalues
and eigenfunctions for the Fredholm integral equation with
a continuous symmetric kernel and introduced the Gram-
Schmidt orthogonalization [31]. More importantly, Schmidt
laid the groundwork for what is now understood as Hilbert
space. Hilbert himself never used the term ‘“space,” but
Schmidt spoke of “vectors in infinite-dimensional space” and
“geometry in a function space” [30], [32].

Hilbert space later proved to be essential for the formulation
of quantum mechanics [33]. Subsequently, Mercer expanded



on Hilbert’s ideas, leading to his famous Mercer’s theorem in
1909 [34]. Around the same period (1920 to 1922), Banach,
Hahn, and Helly introduced concepts that formed another
mathematical structure, which became known as Banach
space, named by Fréchet [35], which notably, Hilbert space
is a subset.

The first work on reproducing kernel Hilbert spaces was
by Aronszajn in 1950 [36]. Later, these concepts were further
developed by Aizerman et al. in 1964 [37]. RKHS remained
a purely mathematical topic until its application in machine
learning with the introduction of kernel support vector ma-
chines (SVMs) by Boser et al. (1992) and Vapnik (1995)
[38], [39]. Eigenfunctions, developed for eigenvalue problems
involving operators and functions [40], were also adopted in
machine learning [23] and physics [41]. This is closely related
to the RKHS, which is a Hilbert space of functions defined
by a reproducing kernel, using a weighted inner product [40].

Theorem 1 (Mercer’s Theorem [34]). Let kernel k : X x X —
R be a symmetric, continuous, positive semi-definite function.

The Hilbert-Schmidt integral operator Ty, associated with
k is a linear operator on functions f(x) and outputs a new
positive semi-definite function

Tyf(x) 2 / k(. y) () dy 1)

X

which is a Fredholm integral equation [31], i.e.,

//k(w,y)f(y) dz dy > 0. 2

Then, there exists a set of orthogonal bases {1;(-)}2, in
L?(X) consisting of the eigenfunctions of the operator Ty,
such that the corresponding sequence of eigenvalues {\;}32,
is nonnegative

/k(mvy) Yi(y) dy = i ¥i(x). (3)

The eigenfunctions corresponding to the non-zero eigenvalues
are continuous on X, and k is represented as [37]

k(z,y) = Z Xi vi(x) ¥i(y) 4)

where the convergence is absolute and uniform.

The eigenfunctions 1); form a complete orthogonal system
in Lz(a, b), with each corresponding eigenvalue \; > 0, which
completely characterizes the action of the operator T}.

A. Feature Map or Lifting Function

Let X 2 {x;}"_, be a set of data in the original input
space, where z € RY. The potentially infinite dimensional
feature space or Hilbert space is denoted by .

Definition 1 (Feature Map). A feature map is defined as

d: X —-H 5)

which transforms data from the input space to the feature
space (Hilbert space), i.e., x — ¢(X).

The lifting function ¢ or feature map is potentially infinite-
dimensional whose vector elements are [42]:

¢ = [¢1 (:I}), ¢2($)7 s 7¢n¢ (w)]T

= [\/Xl "/’1(33)7 \/X2 '¢2(w)7 te \/Xvw 'lnbnd) (w)]T (6)

where {1;};2, and {\;}.*, are the eigenfunctions and eigen-
values of the kernel operator Ty in (3), respectively, and
@ € R™, which can be infinite dimensional, i.e., ng < oo.

Combining (4) and (6), yields

k(x,y) = (p(x), d(y)), = d(x) ¢(y) @)

i.e., the kernel evaluation between two points in the input space
is equivalent to the inner product of the transformed points in
the feature space.

Define the feature matrix as the image of all points in A

B 2 [p(z1), p(x2), ..., Plz,)] ®)

which is ng x n dimensional. The kernel or Gram matrix can
be calculated as

K=(® &) =®'®cR"" 9)

III. SPECTRAL EMBEDDING USING EIGENFUNCTIONS

From the theory of RKHS, any solution must lie in the span
of all training samples in H. Given n samples, the RKHS is
defined as

H = span{¢p(x1), p(x2),...,P(x,)}.

By the representer theorem, every function in the RKHS is
some combination or weighted sum of these basis functions

(10)

f=> aik(;,) (1)
=1
= da (12)

i.e., the function f is projected onto a subspace spanned
by {k(x;,-)}"_ . For a detailed discussion and proof of the
representation in RKHS please refer to [43].

Alternatively, we can use the eigenfunctions of the integral
operator to define a lower-dimensional linear approximation

H' = span{¢1(x), PY2(x), ..., m(z)}

where the m most dominant eigenfunctions (corresponding to
the m largest eigenvalues) are used as the basis functions to
reduce the dimensionality of the feature space, i.e., m < n
in (10). Any function in the RKHS can then be decomposed
using orthogonal projections onto the subspace spanned by the
m eigenfunctions. This construction is the infinite-dimensional
analog of the principal component analysis (PCA).
Performing eigendecomposition in H is intractable, since
the eigenfunctions of the integral operator in matrix form is
%@‘Iﬂ € R™»*"s_which is potentially co x co. However, we

13)



can leverage the relationship between the eigendecomposition
of the kernel matrix and the integral operator to compute the
spectral embedding.

Let H be the RKHS associated with the kernel function k,
and Ty : H — H, an integral operator [22], [44] defined as

Tyuf(z) 2 / k(e y) f(y) ply) dy (14)

X

where f € H and the density function p can be approximated
empirically using the sample estimate [22], i.e.,

1>
S~

T f(x) (15)

> k(@) f)
i=1

which converges to (14) when n — oo, with the operator
T, : H — H and x; sampled i.i.d. according to p. In the
limit, the eigenvectors converge to the eigenfunctions for the
linear operator, differing only by a normalization factor. We
see that (1) is a special case of (14), when p is uniform in X
and zero outside.

A. Spectrum of the Kernel Matrix and the Integral Operator

Let (A4;,1;) denote the ith (eigenvalue, eigenfunction) pair
of the integral operator T3, and ()\;,v;), the ith eigenpair
of the Gram matrix K € R™ ", respectively. The two
eigensystems are related as follows [23], [24], [44], [45]

(16)
and

1 1
— B, = —u,
Vi Y \/)\—Z-v

——

(&2

hi = a7

where the ¢th eigenfunction lie in the subspace spanned by
the data, and the information of the eigenfunction ; is in
the coefficients «; of the basis functions, given by the tth
eigenpair of the Gram matrix, i.e., o; 2 %'vi € R™. This
elegant solution has the same form as (12). '

Now we can approximate (6) using the spectral embedding
feature map

d(@) 2 [ (@), o (@), (@)

where m is set by an appropriate eigenvalue cutoff. Note
that the spectral embedding approach is kernel-independent
(agnostic to the kernel choice and can be easily swapped out
for a different kernel) and data-dependent, making it a much
more versatile representation than the kernel-dependent and
data-independent finite dimensional maps using Taylor series
polynomials, Gaussian quadrature, or random Fourier features
(depends on sub-Gaussian kernels). The Gaussian approxima-
tion is agnostic to the data, as it tries to guarantee convergence
for all points (support of the exponential function), making it
a much less efficient representation for a particular dataset.
To evaluate (18), we expand the expression using (17) as

(18)

o] [T
~ Wy P(x =
by =| =" | e
ymTp@)| | Lol et
SEAVT®TP(x) = W [k(z1,x), k(. 7))
w k.
= Uk, (19)

where ¥ € R™*™ is the eigenmap composed using the m
most dominant eigenfunctions. This eigenmap is fixed for a
given eigendecomposition and is independent of the input. For
a given sample x, we can obtain the explicit m-dimensional
representation by applying the fixed eigenmap to the kernel
evaluation vector, k, € R"™, between the input sample and
the dictionary of n samples used to compute the n x n Gram
matrix. Note the ith eigenfunction is the ith component of the
KPCA of x, up to centering [22]-[24].

IV. SPECTRAL EIGENFUNCTION DECOMPOSITION
KERNEL ADAPTIVE FILTERING (SPEED-KAF)

Using the explicit mapping defined by (19), we can refor-
mulate kernel adaptive algorithms in the space spanned by the
eigenfunctions instead of the sample basis functions. Without
loss of generality, we focus on the three most popular kernel
adaptive filtering algorithms: the kernel LMS (KLMS) [46],
the kernel RLS (KRLS) [47], and the Extended-KRLS (Ex-
KRLS) [48]. The same principle can be easily applied to any
linear filtering technique to achieve nonlinear solutions.

Once explicitly mapped into the Euclidean subspace
spanned by a finite number of eigenfunctions, the linear LMS
and RLS algorithms can be directly applied, with constant
complexity O(m) and O(m?), respectively. The SPEED-
KLMS is summarized in Algorithm 1, the SPEED-KRLS in
Algorithm 2, and the SPEED-Ex-KRLS in Algorithm 3.

Algorithm 1: SPEED-KLMS Algorithm
Initialization:
¢(-) : X — R™ eigenfunction map
wp = 0: feature space weight vector, w € R™
7n: learning rate
Computation:
fori=1,2,--- do
L € =Yi— wiT_1¢(%’i)
w; = wi—1 + ne;p(x;)

In practice, we would first need an initial batch of data
to perform the eigendecomposition of a Gram matrix, before
we can construct the finite-dimensional explicit Hilbert space
spanned by the eigenfunctions and perform filtering. This
evaluation is unsupervised, and only depends on the kernel
choice and kernel parameter(s). Since the Gaussian kernel is
a measure of similarity between points and distance preserv-
ing, we can preprocess the data for a sparse representation
(SPEEDgparse) using a compact dictionary. By only allowing



Algorithm 2: SPEED-KRLS Algorithm
Initialization:
¢(-) : X — R™ eigenfunction map
A: forgetting factor
d: initial value to seed the inverse covariance matrix P
Py = 0I: where I is the D x D identity matrix
wp = 0: feature space weight vector, w € R™
Computation:
fori=1,2,--- do
ei = yi — w]_1¢(x;) X
gi=Pi1¢(x:) {/1 + ¢($i)TPi71¢(CEi)}
P;=A"'P;_y — gid(z;)TA'P;,
Wi = W1+ 8i€

Algorithm 3: SPEED-Ex-KRLS Algorithm
Initialization:
¢(-) : X — R™ eigenfunction map
A: forgetting factor
A € RP*D: state transition matrix
¢: initial value to seed the inverse covariance matrix P
Py = 6I: where I is the D x D identity matrix
wp = 0: feature space weight vector, w € R™
Computation:
fori=1,2,--- do
€ =Yi — wz'T—lﬁb(wi) .
gi = AP,_1¢(x;) {/1 + ¢(wi)TPi71¢(wi)}
P, =
A {/l_lpi_l — gi&;(iL‘i)T/l_lpi_l} AT + /qu
w; = Aw;_1 + gie;

samples exhibiting sufficient novelty (based on a distance
metric in the input space) to be included, we can reduce the
training size significantly, thus the kernel matrix dimension.

A. Online Eigenfunction and Spectral Decomposition

Like KPCA, the finite-dimensional feature map defined in
(19) is a batch method and not suitable for tracking non-
stationary input data. Here we present an online algorithm
for real-time applications. Adaptive methods are often more
desirable for increased time efficiency in streaming data set-
tings with the ability to track changes in statistics. We present
a novel algorithm to incrementally update the eigenfunction
features while preserving the learning parameters (transfer
learning via a change of basis), allowing the user to set the
desired update schedule or frequency, based on rank-1 updates
to the eigendecomposition of the Gram matrix, which is
more computationally efficient than batch methods for iterative
updates. Incremental update also improves memory efficiency
and enables empirical assessment of the eigendecomposition.

Unlike the covariance matrix in linear PCA, the kernel
matrix increases in size with each additional data point. This
expansion must be considered, and its impact on the eigen-
system needs to be evaluated. The incremental kernel matrix

K, 11 created with n+1 data examples can be expressed as an
expansion and symmetric rank-1 updates to the existing kernel
matrix K,,. Similarly, the eigendecomposition can be updated
using the previous eigensystem. Many existing algorithms
have been suggested to perform rank-1 modification to the
symmetric eigenproblem [49]-[54]. Without loss of generality,
we apply the rank-1 update algorithm for eigenvalues from
[49] and determine the eigenvectors according to [50], and
previously proposed for incremental KPCA [28].

B. Rank-1 Kernel Eigendecomposition Update

Given the eigendecomposition of K,, = VnAnVl, arank-1
update can be used to obtain the eigensystem of the incremen-
tally expanded kernel matrix K,, 1 = Vn+1An+1VL 11

Denote the kernel evaluation between two points x; and
x; as k; 2 k(x;, ;) and the kernel evaluation vector as
knt1 = [k1nt+1, k2041, 5 knont1]T, i.€., a column vector
with elements {k; ,+1}}~, and let

A 1
K1 = [kl+17 §kn+l,n+1 ]T (20)
A 1
rg = [Kip1s TRt [T (1)
A
p=4/kny1n1 (22)
then we have
K, 0,
Knt1 = {O,TL %kn+1,n+l:| T PRIST = R 23)
A
S K., + prik] — pKak] (24)

corresponding to an expansion of K,, to K9 11, Where 0,, €
R™ is a column vector of zeros, followed by two rank-1
updates.

Compared to the eigensystem of K,, the zero-vector
expansion K9, , will have an additional eigenvalue
Ayl = %anmH and corresponding eigenvector
Upt1 = [0,0,---,1]T. Since its eigenvalues are all non-
negative, K9 41 18 a symmetric, positive semi-definite (SPSD)
matrix. It remains SPSD after the first update, as it is the
sum of two SPSD matrices (k1 n{ is a Gram matrix, if each
element is viewed as an individual vector). After the second
update, the resulting matrix remains SPSD, as this property
holds for K,, ;. Without loss of generality, if we use the
Gaussian kernel (universal), ky1,,+1 simplifies to 1.

Next, we modify the symmetric eigenvalue problem after a
rank-1 perturbation. Given the eigendecomposition of a SPSD
matrix K = VAVT, let

K' 2 VAV + pk’ = V(A + pRE")VT
A 7 AT
2 VAV

(25)
(26)

where K = VTk, and define the orthogonal decomposition
of A = A+ prKT 2 \77&\21[;0]. Then the eigendecom-
position of K’ is given by VVAVTVT with the eigenvalues
unchanged from A’ and the eigenvectors V/ = V'V, because
the product of two orthogonal matrices is also orthogonal, and



the eigendecomposition is unique as long as all the eigenvalues
are distinct.

The eigenvalues of A’ can be calculated in O(n?) time
by finding the roots of the secular equation or characteristic
polynomial [49]

- "OR2
w214y T 7
o1 A A
where the modified eigenvalues X are bounded:
Ai <A < A i=1,2,---,n—1, p>0
Ao €A S An + pRTR >0
g P , P (28)
/\i—lg)\ig/\i 122737"'7717 p<0
M+pRTE< A <\ p<0

which serves as starting estimates for the root-finding algo-
rithm. It is important to sort the eigenpairs after modifying
the eigensystem to ensure the validity of the bounds.

Once the updated eigenvalues have been calculated, the

eigenvectors of the perturbed matriyf K’ are given by [50]
VD; 'k
V; = % (29)
DR

where D; 2A- A1 The complexity of computing each
eigenvector V. is O(n?) or O(n?) to update the entire V.

C. Transfer of Learning Parameters via Change of Basis

For incremental learning, once the eigenfunctions are up-
dated, the coordinates of the previously learned weights must
also be modified, due to the change of basis.

The weight vector w in the subspace spanned by the
eigenfunctions can be viewed as the image of a point or
function ¢(x,) in the RKHS under the linear transformation
PUPHT, Instead of trying to find the preimage ¢(x,,), which is

infinite dimensional, we can set k, 2 ®Tp(x,,) € R™ as the
preimage, i.e., w = ¥k,,.

Since the eigenfunction matrix W in (19) has full row rank
(the rows are linearly independent, being scaled, transposed

. . S 1A
eigenvectors of the Gram matrix), the right inverse ¥ =

right
PUT(PPT)~! exists. It has the zero vector only in its left
nullspace, and \Il;;ht\II projects R™ onto the row space of
W. From the learned weight vector w € R™ (corresponding
to ¥), we can find the coordinates of the new weight vector
w’ € R™ (under the updated eigenmap W’) using the right

inverse by first finding its preimage k..

Proposition 1. For sets X and Y, if a function [ : X =Y
has a right inverse g : Y — X, then every element of its
codomain has a preimage in its domain: fog=1y < f
is onto Y (subjective).

Proof. <) Assume f is surjective. Then, Vy € YV, dz € X
such that f(z) = y. Define a function g £ fr;glht Y - X
(if there is more than one z, the inverse function g maps y
to an arbitrarily chosen x such that g is well-defined) and it
follows:

fogly)=flgly) = f(xy) =y (30)

and fog=1y.

=) Assume f: X — Y and g:Y — X such that fog=
1y, then for each y € Y, the preimage is x, = gly) € X, as
f(zy) = fog(y) = 1y(y) = y. Hence, f is surjective. [

Using (19), the right inverse simplifies to

ool S eT(eeT) 31)

—(A3vT) (atvT (atvT)] - (32)
(A5v7) (A5vT)

- (VA-%) (A'%VTVA'%)A 33)

= VA: (34)

where the transpose of a diagonal matrix is itself (A'%)T =
A% and the inverse of an orthogonal matrix is its transpose
VTV = 1. We see that the right inverse can be easily obtained
without having to perform any inversion due to the properties
of eigendecomposition. From (34), the preimage k,, can be
computed as

Tk, = w (35)

i ko = U4 w (36)
VAZAIVTk, = VAiw (37)
k, = VA?w. (38)

The new coordinates of the weight vector w’, corresponding
to the explicit space spanned using the updated eigenfunc-
tions with n + 1 samples, is equal to the updated eigen-
function matrix ¥’ € R™*("+1) applied to the preimage
k!, 2 ®'¢p(x), ie., w = Wk!,. Since the preimage ki,
obtained from w in (38) has only n components, i.e., missing
the term k(x,1,x,), we can either pad it with a zero to
account for the missing (n + 1)th sample basis function or
equivalently, truncating ¥’ to remove its last column, i.e.,
w = \Il’(n)\Il;;htw, where W'(n) € R™*™ denotes the
submatrix by deleting the (n + 1)th column of W’. This
provides a stable solution, albeit the converge rate is slower
since contribution of the (n + 1)th sample has to be learned
from scratch.

Alternatively, we can approximate the missing kernel func-
tion with its nearest neighbor evaluation, ie. k,(i*) =
k(2 , x0) = k(€ni1, ), where i* = arg min||a;—2, 1%

sStsn

The algorithm for incremental eigendecomposition and
transformation of the weight vector is summarized in Algo-
rithm 4, using an auxiliary function ranklupdate that takes
the previous eigensystem and updates it for a rank-1 additive
perturbation.

D. Sparse Update

The complexity of the online update is less than that of
the batch update, but is still significant. To further reduce the
computational cost, we can combine the online update with a
compact dictionary and reduce the update frequency. Only data
samples that are sufficiently far away from existing samples
in the dictionary are admitted and triggers an update. For



Algorithm 4: Incremental SPEctral Eigenfunction De-
composition (iISPEED)
Initialization:
{z;}_ | dataset
m: explicit space dimension
Ek(-,-): kernel function
A: eigenvalues of K,,
V: eigenvectors of K,,
W: eigenmap of K,,
w: weight vector in R™
Computation:

for x,,; do
A~ [Av k(anrla $n+1)/4]

V

0 1
P — 4/kn+1,n+1
K1 < [kint1, k2 nt1s Kntint1/2]
Ko < [kint1, k2 nt1s Kntint1/4]
A,V + ranklupdate(A, V, p, K1)
A,V + ranklupdate(A, V, —p, ko)
Sort the eigenvectors by their eigenvalues.
1T 1T 1, TT
\II <— L/Tlvl,EUQ," . —H’Um]
w \II’(n)‘II_-l.htw
g .
or \P’[\Ilrightw;kw(z )]
where i* = arg min||€, 11 — x|
1<i<n

stationary data, the eigendecomposition is expected to stabilize
over time: as more data is observed, novelty decreases, thus
diminishing the need for updates. More elaborate sparsification
algorithms can also be used, such as the Nearest Instance
Centroid-Estimation (NICE) approach [3]. Algorithm 5 out-
lines the distance-based novelty detection update procedure.

Algorithm 5: Sparse Incremental SPEctral Eigenfunc-
tion Decomposition (siSPEED)

Initialization:
D = {z;}Y,: initial dictionary of training data
diy,: distance threshold
W: eigenmap of the kernel matrix on D
w: feature space weight vector corresponding to W
Computation:
fori=1,2,--- do

dnin = min_[|a; — a]|?

1<5<|D|
if dmin > dth then
Update ¥ and w using iSPEED (Algorithm 4).

V. SIMULATION RESULTS

To demonstrate the effectiveness of the eigenfunction-based
algorithms proposed here, we perform one-step ahead pre-
diction on the Mackey-Glass (MG) chaotic time series [55],
defined by the delay differential equation

dye Py oy
dt 1+yh_ k
where 5 = 0.2, v = 0.1, 7 = 30, n = 10, discretized

at a sampling period of 6 seconds using the fourth-order
Runge-Kutta method, with initial condition yo = 0.9. Chaotic
dynamics are highly sensitive to initial conditions, where
even a small change in the current state can lead to vastly
different outcomes over time. This makes long-term prediction
intractable and is commonly known as the butterfly effect [56].
Additive white Gaussian noise with standard deviation of
0.02 is introduced to the MG time series. The data are stan-
dardized by subtracting the mean then dividing by its standard
deviation, followed by diving the resulting maximum absolute
value to guarantee the sample values fall within the range
of [—1,1] (for managing numerical error in approximation
methods like Taylor series expansion). A time embedding
(input dimension) of d = 7 is used. Results are averaged
over 100 independent trials (unless specified otherwise), with
each training set consisting of 2000 consecutive samples from
a random starting point in the time series, and the test set
consists of 200 consecutive samples located in the future (at
least 200 time steps away from the last training sample).

A. Kernel Principal Component Convergence and Accuracy

To evaluate the KPCA performance, we assume that the
data is centered. First, we demonstrate the fidelity of the
Gram matrix reconstruction using eigenmaps in (18), i.e.,
K2 ®(X)"®(X) ~ K. Fig. 2 shows the mean normalized
Frobenius norm

n

A 1 & .
IK = Kllr = | — SO (kij — kil /Ikig))?

J

(39)

of the difference between a 500 x 500 Gram matrix using
the Gaussian kernel evaluation (with kernel parameter o = 1)
versus the reconstruction using the dot products in the explicit
feature space as a function of the number of eigenfunctions
used, averaged over 100 runs. Since sparsification yields a
smaller dictionary size than the total available number of
samples (500) in this experiment, for SPEEDgparsc, We av-
eraged the normalized Frobenius norm up to the minimum
dictionary size (206) across trials. From Fig. 2, we see that
the eigenfunction approximations provide a high degree of
accuracy even for small number of basis functions.

Next, to compare the performance of the sparse incre-
mental method (siSPEED) with the batch sparse method
SPEEDgparse, We define the following distance measure be-
tween the principle axes angles [26]

do(F,F) 2 (40)

where F and F’ are m-dimensional subspaces in the RKHS
and 6y,---,6, are the principal angles between them, with
0 < dp < mm/2. The subspace dimension m was set to 20.
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Fig. 2. Normalized Frobenius norm of the difference between the Gram
matrix Ksoo and the reconstructions using dot products of the eigenfunction
features and the sparse eigenfunction features (distance threshold of 0.06), as
a function of the number of eigenfunctions used, averaged across 100 runs.
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Fig. 3. Mean subspace angular distance between the sparse incremental
method and the batch method averaged over 500 trials.

The sparse incremental method was initialized using the first
100 candidate samples out of 2000 and the novelty or distance
threshold was set to 0.06. Fig. 3 shows the subspace angular
distance as a function of the number of sparse updates. We
see that the initial subspace (batch of 100) converge toward
the ground truth subspace (batch of 2000) without any drift.

B. Explicit Feature Comparison

In the first kernel adaptive filtering experiment, we compare
the performances of well-known explicit feature maps using
the mean squared error (MSE). The feature space or finite-
dimensional RKHS dimension is set to D = 330, corre-
sponding to Taylor polynomials of degrees up to 4, for input
dimension d = 7. Two types of RFFs are randomly generated
in each trial: RFF1 (sine-cosine pair) and RFF2 (cosine with
nonshift-invariant phase noise). An 8th-degree quadrature rule
with sub-sampling is chosen to generate the explicit GQ
feature mapping and is fixed across all trials. Similarly, the
TS expansion mappings are completely deterministic and fixed

Test MSE

—__LMS
RFF1(330)
--o- RFF2(330)
—%—KLMS
QKLMS(398)
- GQ(330)
——TS(330)
—»>— SPEED(33,/2000)
—<—SPEED,0(33/398)

MSE

800 1000 1200 1400 1600 1800 2000
Sample

0 200 400 600

Fig. 4. Learning curves averaged over 100 independent runs. Using eigen-
function features, SPEED and the sparse SPEED outperform other explicit
features while using 1 order of magnitude fewer dimensions (33 vs. 330).

for all trials. For the quantized KLMS (QKLMS) algorithm,
an appropriate quantization factor of ¢ = 0.06 is selected to
derive a comparable number of centers as the dimension of
the explicit features.

Learning curves for the different types of KAF algorithms
are plotted in Fig. 4 for a learning rate of n = 0.1, with the
linear LMS as a baseline. The fixed dimensions are indicated
in parentheses next to the explicit features used. The KLMS
algorithm grows linearly with the number of training samples,
so its final size is 2000. The QKLMS uses a subset of
the samples that are sufficiently far away from each other,
which results in 398 centers with the quantization factor
used. For SPEED and the sparse SPEED features using a
compact dictionary, the parenthesized dimension is presented
as a fraction with the numerator indicating the feature space
dimension m or the number of eigenfunctions used as basis,
and the denominator indicates the number of sample basis n
used to generate the feature map in (19).

We observe that a simple deterministic feature, such as
Taylor series expansion, can outperform random features, and
the linear LMS algorithm using GQ features outperformed
all kernel-based finite-dimensional RKHS filters. The perfor-
mance of data-based SPEED features exceeded that of all other
explicit feature maps, while using 1 order of magnitude fewer
features (30 vs. 330). This also demonstrates that SPEED has
greater generalization capability and can reduce overfitting.

Fig. 5 shows the final test performance as a function of the
number of eigenfunctions used for SPEED and sparse SPEED.
We observe that using 50 eigenfunctions, a linear LMS out-
performs even the QKLMS algorithm and is comparable to
the KLMS algorithm using 2000 sample basis functions.

Fig. 6 shows the final test MSE after training as a function
of the batch size used for constructing the eigenmaps. Using 50
eigenfunctions, we observe that a small batch of the initial 100
samples is sufficient to outperform GQ features, and a batch
of 500 samples outperformed all but the KLMS algorithm.

Fig. 7 shows the test performance using the KRLS method.
Again, we see the superior performance of the SPEED method.
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Fig. 5. Final test MSE after training as a function of the number of
eigenfunctions used for SPEED and sparse SPEED.

o «103 Final Test MSE
0 —p—SPEED (50/#)
—<—SPEEDgpuse (50/#)
8
RFF2
B
6
€3]
w0
=
=1
5
41’
(50181) QKLMS
(REMS e« 5 =
(50/208) (50/301) (50/362) (50/398)
3 . . . )
100 500 1000 1500 2000

Batch Size

Fig. 6. Final test MSE after training as a function of the batch size used to
decompose the eigenfunctions.
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Fig. 7. KRLS test performances averaged over 100 runs.

C. Online SPEctral Eigenfunction Decomposition (SPEED)

Next we demonstrate the capability of the sparse incremen-
tal algorithm. We seed siSPEED with the first 100 samples,
then allow it to update based on the novelty criterion. Fig. 8
shows the continual learning performance of the algorithm as

Test MSE
L RFF1(330)
o jwi - o--RFF2(330) ]
' ——TS(330)
1\ —»— SPEED(20/2250)

1 —<—SPEED;5(20/424.49)
I\ A--siISPEED(20/424.49)
N\ SPEED,ue init. batch (20/82.33)

MSE

0 500 1000 1500 2000
Sample

Fig. 8. Test performance using sparse incremental SPEED.

new samples are added to the eigenfunction decomposition. It
is able to outperform the sparse SPEED using a fixed batch
of 100 samples and eventually converge to the sparse SPEED
and SPEED performance using all 2000 samples.

VI. CONCLUSION

We presented a novel approach to simultaneously solve both
dimensionality problems plaguing kernel adaptive filtering
methods, by providing a Euclidean representation of the RKHS
while reducing its dimensionality in a principled way. We
also showed an efficient online algorithm for updating the
eigensystem in the RKHS, which allows us to track the
kernel eigenspace dynamically. Simulation results show that
this framework is robust and can outperform similar methods,
ideally suited for nonlinear adaptive filtering.

In the future we will further reduce the computational
complexity of the explicit Hilbert space construction using
novel dimensionality-reduction techniques and manifold learn-
ing. We will also apply this framework to other advanced
signal processing techniques and model more complex signals
and systems. A major advantage of the kernel method is
that it operates on functions in the RKHS and changing
the kernel function does not impact the underlying learning
algorithm. One is free to choose the input representation, with
an appropriate reproducing kernel. This opens the door to
solutions using neural recordings or spike trains.
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