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Abstract

Random features are an important technique that make it possible to rewrite
positive-definite kernels as infinite-dimensional dot products. Over time, increas-
ingly elaborate random feature representations have been developed in pursuit of
finite approximations with ever lower error. We resolve this arms race by deriving
an optimal sampling policy, and show that under this policy all random features
representations have the same approximation error. This establishes a lower bound
that holds across all random feature representations, and shows that we are free to
choose whatever representation we please, provided we sample optimally.

1 Introduction

Kernel methods have a long and illustrious history in machine learning [1]. Nowadays one of their
most widespread applications is the softmax kernel inside the attention layers of a transformer. Un-
fortunately, kernel methods scale linearly in the size of the dataset, which is impractical for very
large datasets.

In their seminal paper, Rahimi and Recht [2] show that this linear cost can be avoided in kernel
machines by replacing the kernel with a randomized approximation that is correct in expectation.
They did this by means of a random feature representation.

Definition 1. Given a positive-definite kernel K : X × X → R, a random feature representation
of K is a symmetric function φ : X ×X → R together with a distribution Ω (most commonly the
normal distribution) such that

K (x1, x2) = E
ω∼Ω

[φ (x1, ω)φ (x2, ω)] . (1)

To see why this is useful, consider a simple kernel estimator over some dataset
{(x1, y1), (x2, y2), ..., (xn, yn)}.

KE (x) =

n
∑

i=1

K (x, xi) yi.

As written, this kernel estimator requires linear time, since for every new x it’s necessary to com-
pute a dot product with every element in the dataset. But if the kernel admits a random features
representation, we may write

KE (x) =

n
∑

i=1

E
ω∼Ω

[φ(x, ω)φ(xi, ω)] yi

= E
ω∼Ω

[

φ(x, ω)

n
∑

i=1

φ(xi, ω)yi

]

.

Preprint. Under review.

http://arxiv.org/abs/2406.18802v1


This expectation can be approximated via sampling,

KE (x) ≈ 1

k

k
∑

j=1

φ(x, ωj)

n
∑

i=1

φ(xi, ωj)yi,

where ω1, ω2, . . . , ωk are samples drawn from Ω. As long as k is less than n, we can save time by
precomputing the sum on the right.

Choromanski et al. [3] were the first to apply this idea to attention. They did so by finding a choice
of φ that was numerically stable and had low sample variance. This kicked off a flurry of research
([4] [5] [6]) into better choices of φ with ever lower sample variance.

We provide a possible resolution to this competition. Rather than optimizing φ, we simply chose
our sampling strategy carefully. By approximating the expectation using an optimal importance
sampling strategy, we are able to achieve a sample variance that is in a sense as low as possible.
What’s more, this sample variance does not depend on φ, meaning that when sampled optimally, all
random features schemes have the same variance.

Ours is not the first scheme to consider importance sampling, but in contrast to others that sample
based on kernel polarization heuristics [7] or quadrature rules [8], we directly solve the variance min-
imization problem. To our knowledge we are the first to obtain global optima that are independent
of the choice of φ.

2 Importance sampling

Importance sampling [9] is a well known technique for reducing variance when estimating an ex-
pectation via sampling. It’s based on the observation that some samples have a larger effect on
the expectation than others, and we should prefer to sample those. It achieves this by sampling
from some new distribution Ψ, and then rescaling the samples such that the correct final estimate is
preserved.

In our case, we wish to estimate (1) via sampling. Let Ψ be some new distribution with the same
support as Ω, and suppose Ψ and Ω have densities pΨ and pΩ, respectively. Observe that

K (x1, x2) = E
ω∼Ω

[φ (x1, ω)φ (x2, ω)]

= E
ω∼Ψ

[

pΩ (ω)

pΨ (ω)
φ (x1, ω)φ (x2, ω)

]

. (2)

In other words, we are free to sample from Ψ without changing the value of the expectation. On the
other hand, the sample variance, given by

Var
ω∼Ψ

[

pΩ (ω)

pΨ (ω)
φ (x1, ω)φ (x2, ω)

]

,

does depend on Ψ. All we need to do is find a choice of Ψ to make this quantity small.

3 Optimal sampling

We are left with the question of how to choose an optimal Ψ. This is an intrinsically data-driven
question, as the variance depends on the input. We’d like to minimize the sample variance for all
inputs.

Definition 2. Suppose x1 and x2 are sampled from X1 and X2, respectively. If we approximate the
expression in (2) by sampling from Ψ, the expected sample variance VΨ over all x1 and x2 is given
by

VΨ = E
x1∼X1

E
x2∼X2

Var
ω∼Ψ

[

pΩ (ω)

pΨ (ω)
φ (x1, ω)φ (x2, ω)

]

The Ψ that minimizes VΨ can be found analytically.
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Theorem 1. Let K be a positive-definite kernel such that

K (x1, x2) = E
ω∼Ψ

[

pΩ (ω)

pΨ (ω)
φ (x1, ω)φ (x2, ω)

]

for some φ and Ω, and every Ψ with the same support as Ω. Suppose x1 and x2 are sampled from X1

and X2, respectively. Then the expected sample variance VΨ over all x1 and x2 will be minimized
when

pΨ(w) ∝ pΩ(w)qφ (ω) ,

where

qφ (ω) =

√

E
x1∼X1

[

φ (x1, ω)
2
]

E
x2∼X2

[

φ (x2, ω)
2
]

.

The resulting optimal variance will be

V̂Ψ =

(

E
ω∼Ψ

qφ (ω)

)2

− E
x1∼X1

E
x2∼X2

K (x1, x2)
2
.

This result tells us how to minimize the variance for a particular choice of φ. What is less clear in
this form is that it also tells us something about optimizing over every φ. We will explore this in the
next section.

The proof of Theorem 1 is a straightforward exercise in Lagrange optimization and can be found in
the appendix.

4 The choice of feature representation does not matter

As written, Theorem 1 appears to be a statement about how to get the most out of any particular
choice of φ. In this section, we’ll show some corollaries that turn this on its head: the optimal
sample variance is largely independent of φ.

Corrolary 1. The optimal sample variance achieved in Theorem 1 is upper bounded by

V̂Ψ ≤ E
x1∼X1

E
x2∼X2

[

K (x1, x1)K (x2, x2)−K (x1, x2)
2
]

.

This follows from Theorem 1 by applying Jensen’s inequality to the first term of V̂Ψ, and observing

that Eω∼Ψ qφ (ω)
2
= Ex1∼X1 Ex2∼X2

[K (x1, x1)K (x2, x2)].

Written this way, our bound is suggestively similar to the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality. Indeed, since
positive-definite kernels obey the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we know that this expression is pos-
itive as expected. More interestingly, since this expression does not depend on φ, this bound is the
same regardless of which representation we’re using.

In the (relatively common) case where X1 = X2, we can go even further.

Corrolary 2. If X1 = X2 then the optimal sample variance achieved in Theorem 1 is exactly

V̂Ψ = E
x1∼X1

E
x2∼X2

[

K (x1, x1)
2 −K (x1, x2)

2
]

.

This can be seen from Theorem 1 since in this case qθ (ω) = Ex1∼X1

[

φ (x1, ω)
2
]

. It follows that

Eω∼Ψ qφ (ω) = Ex1∼X1
[K (x1, x1)], by exchanging the expectations.

We are able to write down the exact sample variance without any reference to φ. When it comes to
optimizing the sample variance, it does not matter which φ you choose.

5 Practical Considerations and Future Work

While the sampling procedure outlined here is of theoretical interest, it remains to be seen whether
it is tractable to compute in practice. As this is intended as a theory paper, we leave empirical tests
to future experimentalists. Nonetheless, we’ll make a few notes about how to do this practically.
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First, sophisticated MCMC samplers [10] are now quite effective, and widely available in machine
learning plaforms like TensorFlow and Jax [11].

Second, if this technique is used for self attention (as in [3]) it’s likely unnecessary to resample in
every training step. By sampling less frequently, we can amortize the cost of the sampling procedure.

Finally, and perhaps most intriguingly for the theorists, pΨ is very closely related to pΩ. It may be
that there exists a convenient function f such that for ω ∼ Ω we have f (ω) ∼ Ψ. The form of pΨ is
very structured, suggesting that there is room for manipulation.
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A Appendix

Proof of Theorem 1. We wish to minimize the expected sample variance. Recall that variance can
be written as

Var
ω∼Ψ

[

pΩ (ω)

pΨ (ω)
φ (x1, ω)φ (x2, ω)

]

=

E
ω∼Ψ

[

pΩ (ω)2

pΨ (ω)
2
φ (x1, ω)

2
φ (x2, ω)

2

]

− E
ω∼Ψ

[

pΩ (ω)

pΨ (ω)
φ (x1, ω)φ (x2, ω)

]2

.

The second term is just K (x1, x2)
2
, meaning it does not depend on Ψ. We turn our attention to the

first term. The expected value of the first term is

E
x1∼X1

E
x2∼X2

E
ω∼Ψ

[

pΩ (ω)
2

pΨ (ω)
2
φ (x1, ω)

2
φ (x2, ω)

2

]

= E
x1∼X1

E
x2∼X2

∫

X

pΩ (ω)2

pΨ (ω)
φ (x1, ω)

2
φ (x2, ω)

2
dω

=

∫

X

pΩ (ω)
2

pΨ (ω)
qφ (ω)

2
dω (3)

We wish to find the pΨ that minimizes this expression, subject to the constraint that
∫

X
pΨ (ω)dω =

1. We’ll solve this using Lagrange optimization. The Lagrangian is

L =
pΩ (ω)

2

pΨ (ω)
qφ (ω)

2
+ λpΨ (ω) .

where λ is our Lagrange parameter. Differentiating with respect to pΨ (ω),

∂L
∂pΨ

= −pΩ (ω)2

pΨ (ω)
2
qφ (ω)

2
+ λ.

Setting this equal to zero and solving, we find that

pΨ(ω) =
1√
λ
pΩ(ω)qφ (ω)

as desired. The constraint that
∫

X
pΨ (ω)dω = 1 forces

√
λ =

∫

X
pΨ (ω) qφ (ω)dω. By plugging

this into (3), we obtain the desired variance.
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