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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 (iSPEED). 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
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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 →
R be a symmetric, continuous, positive semi-definite function.

The Hilbert-Schmidt integral operator Tk associated with

k is a linear operator on functions f(x) and outputs a new

positive semi-definite function

Tkf(x)
∆
=

∫

X
k(x,y)f(y) dy (1)

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

∫∫
k(x,y)f(y) dx dy ≥ 0. (2)

Then, there exists a set of orthogonal bases {ψi(·)}∞i=1 in

L2(X ) consisting of the eigenfunctions of the operator Tk,

such that the corresponding sequence of eigenvalues {λi}∞i=1

is nonnegative

∫
k(x,y)ψi(y) dy = λi ψi(x). (3)

The eigenfunctions corresponding to the non-zero eigenvalues

are continuous on X , and k is represented as [37]

k(x,y) =

∞∑

i=1

λi ψi(x)ψi(y) (4)

where the convergence is absolute and uniform.

The eigenfunctions ψi form a complete orthogonal system

in L2(a, b), with each corresponding eigenvalue λi ≥ 0, which

completely characterizes the action of the operator Tk.

A. Feature Map or Lifting Function

Let X ∆
= {xi}ni=1 be a set of data in the original input

space, where x ∈ R
d. The potentially infinite dimensional

feature space or Hilbert space is denoted by H.

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

φ : X → H (5)

which transforms data from the input space to the feature

space (Hilbert space), i.e., x 7→ φ(x).

The lifting function φ or feature map is potentially infinite-

dimensional whose vector elements are [42]:
φ = [φ1(x), φ2(x), . . . , φnφ

(x)]
⊺

= [
√
λ1ψ1(x),

√
λ2ψ2(x), . . . ,

√
λnφ

ψnφ
(x)]

⊺
(6)

where {ψi}nφ

i=1 and {λi}nφ

i=1 are the eigenfunctions and eigen-

values of the kernel operator Tk in (3), respectively, and

φ ∈ R
nφ , which can be infinite dimensional, i.e., nφ ≤ ∞.

Combining (4) and (6), yields

k(x,y) =
〈
φ(x),φ(y)

〉
k
= φ(x)⊤φ(y) (7)

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 X :

Φ
∆
= [φ(x1),φ(x2), . . . ,φ(xn)] (8)

which is nφ×n dimensional. The kernel or Gram matrix can

be calculated as

K =
〈
Φ,Φ

〉
k
= Φ⊤Φ ∈ R

n×n. (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{φ(x1),φ(x2), . . . ,φ(xn)}. (10)

By the representer theorem, every function in the RKHS is

some combination or weighted sum of these basis functions

f =
n∑

i=1

αik(xi, ·) (11)

= Φα (12)

i.e., the function f is projected onto a subspace spanned

by {k(xi, ·)}ni=1. 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{ψ1(x),ψ2(x), . . . ,ψm(x)} (13)

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
1
n
ΦΦ⊺ ∈ R

nφ×nφ , which is potentially∞×∞. However, we
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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 TH : H → H, an integral operator [22], [44] defined as

THf(x)
∆
=

∫

X
k(x,y) f(y) p(y) dy (14)

where f ∈ H and the density function p can be approximated

empirically using the sample estimate [22], i.e.,

Tnf(x)
∆
=

1

n

n∑

i=1

k(x,xi) f(xi) (15)

which converges to (14) when n → ∞, with the operator

Tn : H → H and xi 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 (λi,ψi) denote the ith (eigenvalue, eigenfunction) pair

of the integral operator TH, and (λi,vi), the ith eigenpair

of the Gram matrix K ∈ R
n×n, respectively. The two

eigensystems are related as follows [23], [24], [44], [45]

λi =
1

n
λi (16)

and

ψi =
1√
λi

Φvi = Φ
1√
λi
vi

︸ ︷︷ ︸
αi

(17)

where the ith eigenfunction lie in the subspace spanned by

the data, and the information of the eigenfunction ψi is in

the coefficients αi of the basis functions, given by the ith

eigenpair of the Gram matrix, i.e., αi
∆
= 1√

λi
vi ∈ R

n. This

elegant solution has the same form as (12).

Now we can approximate (6) using the spectral embedding

feature map

φ̃(x)
∆
= [ψ1(x),ψ2(x), · · · ,ψm(x)]

⊺
(18)

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

φ̃(x) =




ψ
⊺

1φ(x)
ψ

⊺

2φ(x)
...

ψm⊺
φ(x)


 =




1√
λ1

v
⊺

1Φ
⊺

1√
λ2

v
⊺

2Φ
⊺

...
1√
λm
v
⊺

mΦ⊺



φ(x)

∆
= Λ- 1

2V
⊺

︸ ︷︷ ︸
Ψ

Φ
⊺
φ(x) = Ψ

[
k(x1,x), · · · , k(xn,x)

]⊺
︸ ︷︷ ︸

kx

= Ψkx (19)

where Ψ ∈ R
m×n 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, kx ∈ R
n, between the input sample and

the dictionary of n samples used to compute the n× 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(m2), 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:

φ̃(·) : X → R
m eigenfunction map

ω0 = 0: feature space weight vector, ω ∈ R
m

η: learning rate

Computation:

for i = 1, 2, · · · do

ei = yi − ω⊺

i−1φ̃(xi)

ωi = ωi−1 + ηeiφ̃(xi)

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

(SPEEDsparse) using a compact dictionary. By only allowing
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Algorithm 2: SPEED-KRLS Algorithm

Initialization:

φ̃(·) : X → R
m eigenfunction map

λ: forgetting factor

δ: initial value to seed the inverse covariance matrix P
P0 = δI: where I is the D ×D identity matrix

ω0 = 0: feature space weight vector, ω ∈ R
m

Computation:

for i = 1, 2, · · · do

ei = yi − ω⊺

i−1φ̃(xi)

gi = Pi−1φ̃(xi)
{
λ+ φ̃(xi)

⊺Pi−1φ̃(xi)
}−1

Pi = λ
−1Pi−1 − giφ̃(xi)

⊺
λ
−1Pi−1

wi = wi−1 + giei

Algorithm 3: SPEED-Ex-KRLS Algorithm

Initialization:

φ̃(·) : X → R
m eigenfunction map

λ: forgetting factor

A ∈ R
D×D: state transition matrix

δ: initial value to seed the inverse covariance matrix P
P0 = δI: where I is the D ×D identity matrix

ω0 = 0: feature space weight vector, ω ∈ R
m

Computation:

for i = 1, 2, · · · do

ei = yi − ω⊺

i−1φ̃(xi)

gi = APi−1φ̃(xi)
{
λ+ φ̃(xi)

⊺Pi−1φ̃(xi)
}−1

Pi =

A
{
λ
−1Pi−1 − giφ̃(xi)

⊺
λ
−1Pi−1

}
A⊺ + λqI

wi = Awi−1 + giei

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

Kn+1 created with n+1 data examples can be expressed as an

expansion and symmetric rank-1 updates to the existing kernel

matrix Kn. 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 Kn = VnΛnV
⊺

n, a rank-1

update can be used to obtain the eigensystem of the incremen-

tally expanded kernel matrix Kn+1 = Vn+1Λn+1V
⊺

n+1.

Denote the kernel evaluation between two points xi and

xj as ki,j
∆
= k(xi,xj) and the kernel evaluation vector as

kn+1
∆
= [k1,n+1, k2,n+1, · · · , kn,n+1]

⊺
, i.e., a column vector

with elements {ki,n+1}ni=1 and let

κ1
∆
= [k

⊺

n+1,
1

2
kn+1,n+1 ]

⊺
(20)

κ2
∆
= [k

⊺

n+1,
1

4
kn+1,n+1 ]

⊺
(21)

ρ
∆
= 4/kn+1,n+1 (22)

then we have

Kn+1 =

[
Kn 0n

0⊺

n
1
4kn+1,n+1

]
+ ρκ1κ

⊺

1 − ρκ2κ
⊺

2 (23)

∆
= K0

n+1 + ρκ1κ
⊺

1 − ρκ2κ
⊺

2 (24)

corresponding to an expansion of Kn to K0
n+1, where 0n ∈

R
n is a column vector of zeros, followed by two rank-1

updates.

Compared to the eigensystem of Kn, the zero-vector

expansion K0
n+1 will have an additional eigenvalue

λn+1 = 1
4kn+1,n+1 and corresponding eigenvector

vn+1 = [0, 0, · · · , 1]⊺. Since its eigenvalues are all non-

negative, K0
n+1 is a symmetric, positive semi-definite (SPSD)

matrix. It remains SPSD after the first update, as it is the

sum of two SPSD matrices (κ1κ
⊺

1 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 Kn+1. Without loss of generality, if we use the

Gaussian kernel (universal), kn+1,n+1 simplifies to 1.

Next, we modify the symmetric eigenvalue problem after a

rank-1 perturbation. Given the eigendecomposition of a SPSD

matrix K = VΛV⊺
, let

K′ ∆
= VΛV

⊺
+ ρκκ

⊺
= V(Λ+ ρκ̃κ̃

⊺
)V

⊺
(25)

∆
= V′Λ′V′⊺ (26)

where κ̃ = V⊺
κ, and define the orthogonal decomposition

of Λ′ = Λ + ρκ̃κ̃⊺ ∆
= ṼΛ̃Ṽ⊺

[50]. Then the eigendecom-

position of K′ is given by VṼΛ̃Ṽ⊺V⊺
with the eigenvalues

unchanged from Λ′ and the eigenvectors V′ = VṼ, because

the product of two orthogonal matrices is also orthogonal, and
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the eigendecomposition is unique as long as all the eigenvalues

are distinct.

The eigenvalues of Λ′ can be calculated in O(n2) time

by finding the roots of the secular equation or characteristic

polynomial [49]

w(λ̃)
∆
= 1 + ρ

n∑

i=1

κ̃2
i

λi − λ̃
(27)

where the modified eigenvalues λ̃ are bounded:

λi ≤ λ̃i ≤ λi+1

λn ≤ λ̃n ≤ λn + ρκ̃
⊺
κ̃

λi−1 ≤ λ̃i ≤ λi
λ1 + ρκ̃

⊺
κ̃ ≤ λ̃1 ≤ λ1

i = 1, 2, · · · , n− 1, ρ > 0

ρ > 0

i = 2, 3, · · · , n, ρ < 0

ρ < 0

(28)

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 matrix K′ are given by [50]

V′
i =

VD−1
i κ̃

‖D−1
i κ̃‖

(29)

where Di
∆
= Λ − λ̃iI. The complexity of computing each

eigenvector V′
i is O(n2) or O(n3) 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 ω in the subspace spanned by the

eigenfunctions can be viewed as the image of a point or

function φ(xω) in the RKHS under the linear transformation

ΨΦ⊺
. Instead of trying to find the preimage φ(xω), which is

infinite dimensional, we can set kω

∆
= Φ⊺

φ(xω) ∈ R
n as the

preimage, i.e., ω = Ψkω .

Since the eigenfunction matrix Ψ in (19) has full row rank

(the rows are linearly independent, being scaled, transposed

eigenvectors of the Gram matrix), the right inverse Ψ−1
right

∆
=

Ψ
⊺
(ΨΨ

⊺
)−1 exists. It has the zero vector only in its left

nullspace, and Ψ−1
rightΨ projects R

n onto the row space of

Ψ. From the learned weight vector ω ∈ R
m (corresponding

to Ψ), we can find the coordinates of the new weight vector

ω′ ∈ R
m (under the updated eigenmap Ψ′) using the right

inverse by first finding its preimage kω .

Proposition 1. For sets X and Y , if a function f : X → Y
has a right inverse g : Y → X , then every element of its

codomain has a preimage in its domain: f ◦ g = 1Y ⇐⇒ f
is onto Y (subjective).

Proof. ⇐) Assume f is surjective. Then, ∀y ∈ Y , ∃x ∈ X
such that f(x) = y. Define a function g

∆
= f−1

right : Y → X
(if there is more than one x, the inverse function g maps y
to an arbitrarily chosen x such that g is well-defined) and it

follows:

f ◦ g(y) = f(g(y)) = f(xy) = y (30)

and f ◦ g = 1Y .

⇒) Assume f : X → Y and g : Y → X such that f ◦ g =
1Y , then for each y ∈ Y , the preimage is xy

∆
= g(y) ∈ X , as

f(xy) = f ◦ g(y) = 1Y (y) = y. Hence, f is surjective.

Using (19), the right inverse simplifies to

Ψ−1
right

∆
= Ψ

⊺
(ΨΨ

⊺
)−1 (31)

=
(
Λ- 1

2V
⊺

)⊺
(
Λ- 1

2V
⊺

(
Λ- 1

2V
⊺

)⊺
)−1

(32)

=
(
V Λ- 1

2

)(
Λ- 1

2V
⊺
V Λ- 1

2

)−1

(33)

= V Λ
1

2 (34)

where the transpose of a diagonal matrix is itself (Λ- 1
2 )⊺ =

Λ- 1
2 and the inverse of an orthogonal matrix is its transpose

V
⊺
V = I. 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 kω can be

computed as

Ψkω = ω (35)

Ψ−1
rightΨkω = Ψ−1

rightω (36)

V Λ
1

2Λ- 1
2V

⊺
kω = V Λ

1

2ω (37)

kω = V Λ
1

2ω. (38)

The new coordinates of the weight vector ω′, corresponding

to the explicit space spanned using the updated eigenfunc-

tions with n + 1 samples, is equal to the updated eigen-

function matrix Ψ′ ∈ R
m×(n+1) applied to the preimage

k′
ω

∆
= Φ′φ(xω), i.e., ω′ = Ψ′k′

ω
. Since the preimage kω

obtained from ω in (38) has only n components, i.e., missing

the term k(xn+1,xω), we can either pad it with a zero to

account for the missing (n + 1)th sample basis function or

equivalently, truncating Ψ′ to remove its last column, i.e.,

ω̂′ = Ψ′(n)Ψ−1
rightω, where Ψ′(n) ∈ R

m×n denotes the

submatrix by deleting the (n + 1)th column of Ψ′. 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, i.e. kω(i
∗) =

k(xi∗ ,xω) ≈ k(xn+1,xω), where i∗ = argmin
1≤i≤n

‖xi−xn+1‖2.

The algorithm for incremental eigendecomposition and

transformation of the weight vector is summarized in Algo-

rithm 4, using an auxiliary function rank1update 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
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Algorithm 4: Incremental SPEctral Eigenfunction De-

composition (iSPEED)

Initialization:

{xi}ni=1: dataset

m: explicit space dimension

k(·, ·): kernel function

Λ: eigenvalues of Kn

V: eigenvectors of Kn

Ψ: eigenmap of Kn

ω: weight vector in R
m

Computation:

for xn+1 do
Λ← [Λ, k(xn+1,xn+1)/4]

V←
[
V 0
0 1

]

ρ← 4/kn+1,n+1

κ1 ← [k1,n+1, k2,n+1, · · · kn+1,n+1/2]
κ2 ← [k1,n+1, k2,n+1, · · · kn+1,n+1/4]
Λ,V← rank1update(Λ,V, ρ,κ1)
Λ,V← rank1update(Λ,V,−ρ,κ2)
Sort the eigenvectors by their eigenvalues.

Ψ← [ 1√
λ1

v⊺1 ,
1√
λ2

v⊺2 , · · · 1√
λm
v⊺m]⊺

ω ← Ψ′(n)Ψ−1
rightω

or Ψ′[Ψ−1
rightω;kω(i

∗)]
where i∗ = argmin

1≤i≤n

‖xn+1 − xi‖2

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 = {xi}Ni=1: initial dictionary of training data

dth: distance threshold

Ψ: eigenmap of the kernel matrix on D

ω: feature space weight vector corresponding to Ψ
Computation:

for i = 1, 2, · · · do

dmin = min
1≤j≤|D|

‖xi − xj‖2

if dmin ≥ dth then
D = {D,xi}
Update Ψ and ω 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

dyt
dt

=
βy(t−τ)

1 + yn(t−τ)

− γyt

where β = 0.2, γ = 0.1, τ = 30, n = 10, discretized

at a sampling period of 6 seconds using the fourth-order

Runge-Kutta method, with initial condition y0 = 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.,

K̂
∆
= Φ̃(X)⊤Φ̃(X) ≈ K. Fig. 2 shows the mean normalized

Frobenius norm

‖K− K̂‖F ∆
=

√√√√ 1

mn

m∑

i

n∑

j

(|kij − k̂ij |/|kij |)2 (39)

of the difference between a 500 × 500 Gram matrix using

the Gaussian kernel evaluation (with kernel parameter σ = 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 SPEEDsparse, 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

SPEEDsparse, we define the following distance measure be-

tween the principle axes angles [26]

dθ(F ,F ′)
∆
=

√√√√
m∑

i=1

θ2i (40)

where F and F ′ are m-dimensional subspaces in the RKHS

and θ1, · · · , θr are the principal angles between them, with

0 ≤ dθ ≤ mπ/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 K500 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

0 200 400 600 800 1000 1200 1400 1600 1800 2000

10
-2

10
-1

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 q = 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 η = 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.

100 500 1000 1500 2000
3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10
10

-3

 (50/208)  (50/301)  (50/362)  (50/398)

RFF1 RFF2

KLMS
QKLMS

GQ

TS

Fig. 6. Final test MSE after training as a function of the batch size used to
decompose the eigenfunctions.

200 400 600 800 1000 1200 1400 1600 1800 2000

10
-4

10
-3

10
-2

10
-1

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

0 500 1000 1500 2000

10
-2

10
-1

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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[32] ——, “Über die auflösung linearer gleichungen mit unendlich vielen
unbekannten,” Rendiconti del Circolo Matematico di Palermo (1884-

1940), vol. 25, no. 1, pp. 53–77, 1908.
[33] E. Prugovecki, Quantum mechanics in Hilbert space. Academic Press,

1982.
[34] J. Mercer, “Functions of positive and negative type and their connection

with the theory of integral equations,” Philosophical Transactions of the

Royal Society, vol. A, no. 209, pp. 415–446, 1909.
[35] L. Narici and E. Beckenstein, Topological vector spaces. CRC Press,

2010.
[36] N. Aronszajn, “Tehory of reproducing kernels,” Trans. Amer. Math. Soc.,

vol. 68, pp. 337–404, 1950.
[37] M. A. Aizerman, E. M. Braverman, and L. I. Rozonoer, “Theoretical

foundations of the potential function method in pattern recognition
learning,” Automation and remote control, vol. 25, pp. 821–837, 1964.

[38] B. E. Boser, I. M. Guyon, and V. N. Vapnik, “A training algorithm for
optimal margin classifiers,” in Proceedings of the fifth annual workshop
on Computational learning theory, 1992, pp. 144–152.

[39] V. Vapnik, The nature of statistical learning theory. Springer science
& business media, 1995.

[40] C. K. I. Williams and M. Seeger, “The effect of the input density
distribution on kernel-based classifiers,” in Proceedings of the Seven-

teenth International Conference on Machine Learning, ser. ICML ’00.
San Francisco, CA, USA: Morgan Kaufmann Publishers Inc., 2000, pp.
1159–1166.

[41] B. R. Kusse and E. A. Westwig, Mathematical physics: applied mathe-

matics for scientists and engineers, 2nd ed. Wiley-VCH, 2006.
[42] H. Q. Minh, P. Niyogi, and Y. Yao, “Mercer’s theorem, feature maps,

and smoothing,” in International Conference on Computational Learning

Theory. Springer, 2006, pp. 154–168.
[43] B. Ghojogh, A. Ghodsi, F. Karray, and M. Crowley, “Reproducing

kernel hilbert space, mercer’s theorem, eigenfunctions, nyström method,
and use of kernels in machine learning: Tutorial and survey,” 2021.
[Online]. Available: https://arxiv.org/abs/2106.08443

[44] Y. Bengio, J.-f. Paiement, P. Vincent, O. Delalleau, N. Roux, and
M. Ouimet, “Out-of-sample extensions for LLE, Isomap, MDS, eigen-
maps, and spectral clustering,” Advances in neural information process-

ing systems, vol. 16, pp. 177–184, 2003.
[45] Y. Bengio, O. Delalleau, N. L. Roux, J.-F. Paiement, P. Vincent, and

M. Ouimet, “Learning eigenfunctions links spectral embedding and
kernel PCA,” Neural computation, vol. 16, no. 10, pp. 2197–2219, 2004.

[46] W. Liu, P. Pokharel, and J. C. Prı́ncipe, “The kernel least-mean-square
algorithm,” IEEE Trans. Signal Process., vol. 56, no. 2, pp. 543–554,
2008.

[47] Y. Engel, S. Mannor, and R. Meir, “The kernel recursive least-squares
algorithm,” IEEE Trans. Signal Process., vol. 52, no. 8, pp. 2275–2285,
2004.

[48] W. Liu, I. Park, Y. Wang, and J. C. Prı́ncipe, “Extended kernel recursive
least squares algorithm,” IEEE Trans. Signal Process., vol. 57, no. 10,
pp. 3801–3814, 2009.

[49] G. H. Golub, “Some modified matrix eigenvalue problems,” SIAM

Review, vol. 15, no. 2, pp. 318–334, 1973.
[50] J. R. Bunch, C. P. Nielsen, and D. C. Sorensen, “Rank-one modification

of the symmetric eigenproblem,” Numerische Mathematik, vol. 31, no. 1,
pp. 31–48, Mar 1978.

[51] J. J. Dongarra and D. C. Sorensen, “A fully parallel algorithm for
the symmetric eigenvalue problem,” SIAM Journal on Scientific and

Statistical Computing, vol. 8, no. 2, pp. s139–s154, 1987.
[52] D. C. Sorensen and P. T. P. Tang, “On the orthogonality of eigenvectors

computed by divide-and-conquer techniques,” SIAM Journal on Numer-
ical Analysis, vol. 28, no. 6, pp. 1752–1775, 1991.

[53] M. Gu and S. C. Eisenstat, “A stable and efficient algorithm for the
rank-one modification of the symmetric eigenproblem,” SIAM Journal
on Matrix Analysis and Applications, vol. 15, no. 4, pp. 1266–1276,
1994.

[54] M. Brand, “Fast low-rank modifications of the thin singular value
decomposition,” Linear Algebra and its Applications, vol. 415, no. 1,
pp. 20–30, 2006, special Issue on Large Scale Linear and Nonlinear
Eigenvalue Problems.

[55] M. C. Mackey and L. Glass, “Oscillation and chaos in physiological
control systems,” Science, vol. 197, no. 4300, pp. 287–289, Jul. 1977.

[56] E. Ott, Chaos in dynamical systems, 2nd ed. Cambridge, UK:
Cambridge University Press, 2002.

https://arxiv.org/abs/1912.04530
https://arxiv.org/abs/1802.00043
https://arxiv.org/abs/2106.08443

	Introduction
	Theory of RKHS
	Feature Map or Lifting Function

	Spectral Embedding using Eigenfunctions
	Spectrum of the Kernel Matrix and the Integral Operator

	SPEctral Eigenfunction Decomposition Kernel Adaptive Filtering (SPEED-KAF)
	Online Eigenfunction and Spectral Decomposition
	Rank-1 Kernel Eigendecomposition Update
	Transfer of Learning Parameters via Change of Basis
	Sparse Update

	Simulation Results
	Kernel Principal Component Convergence and Accuracy
	Explicit Feature Comparison
	Online SPEctral Eigenfunction Decomposition (SPEED)

	Conclusion
	References

