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Abstract. The article concerns low-rank approximation of matrices generated by sampling a smooth function of
two m-dimensional variables. We refute an argument made in the literature to prove that, for a spe-
cific class of analytic functions, such matrices admit accurate entrywise approximation of rank that
is independent of m—a claim known as “big-data matrices are approximately low-rank”. We pro-
vide a theoretical explanation of the numerical results presented in support of this claim, describing
three narrower classes of functions for which n×n function-generated matrices can be approximated
within an entrywise error of order ε with rank O(log(n)ε−2polylog(ε−1)) that is independent of the
dimension m: (i) functions of the inner product of the two variables, (ii) functions of the Euclidean
distance between the variables, and (iii) shift-invariant positive-definite kernels. We extend our ar-
gument to tensor-train approximation of tensors generated with functions of the multi-linear product
of their m-dimensional variables. We discuss our results in the context of low-rank approximation
of (a) growing datasets and (b) attention in transformer neural networks.

Key words. function-generated data, low-rank approximation, radial basis functions, positive-definite kernels,
tensor trains, attention
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1. Introduction. Datasets are often arranged as matrices F ∈ Rn1×n2 and obtained by
(or at least modeled as the result of) sampling a bi-variate function f : Ω1 × Ω2 → R so that

F(i, j) = f(xi,yj), {xi}n1
i=1 ⊂ Ω1, {yj}

n2
j=1 ⊂ Ω2.

We shall say that such F is a function-generated matrix and f is its generating function. Given
the sheer volume of the modern datasets, it is necessary to use low-parametric representation
formats for matrices, the most prominent being approximate low-rank decompositions:

F ≈ AB⊺, A ∈ Rn1×r, B ∈ Rn2×r, r ≪ min{n1, n2}.

When a matrix admits accurate low-rank approximation, its storage and processing become
more efficient, noise can be filtered out from its entries, and missing entries can be imputed.

How does the accuracy of low-rank approximation of a matrix depend on the properties
of its generating function? Since we treat the matrix as a dataset, we consider the error in the
maximum norm ∥F∥max = maxi∈[n1],j∈[n2] |F(i, j)|. Small approximation error in the maxi-
mum norm guarantees that each entry is perturbed only slightly. The maximum norm goes
hand in hand with the L∞-norm of bounded functions ∥f∥L∞(Ω1×Ω2) = supx∈Ω1,y∈Ω2

|f(x,y)|.
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Indeed, if F is generated with f and G ∈ Rn1×n2 is generated with g : Ω1×Ω2 → R, but with
the same sampling points, then ∥F−G∥max ≤ ∥f − g∥L∞(Ω1×Ω2).

Example 1.1. Let B1 = (−1, 1) and consider a bounded function f : B2
1 → R. Assume

that y 7→ f(x, y) ∈ C∞(B1) for each x ∈ B1 and its derivatives grow as

∥∂γ
y f(x, ·)∥L∞(B1) ≤ CMγ∥f∥L∞(B2

1)
, γ ∈ N0,

with constants C ≥ 1 and M > 0. Then the Taylor series of y 7→ f(x, y) at y = 0 satisfies

f(x, y) =
∑r−1

γ=0
∂γ
y f(x, 0)

yγ

γ!
+ Er(x, y), ∥Er(x, ·)∥L∞(B1) ≤ C

M r

r!
∥f∥L∞(B2

1)
.

Stirling’s formula r! >
√
2πr(r/e)r gives ∥Er∥L∞(B2

1)
< Ce−r∥f∥L∞(B2

1)
when r ≥ e2M .

The truncated Taylor series fr(x, y) =
∑r−1

γ=0 ∂
γ
y f(x, 0)

yγ

γ! is a sum of r terms with separated

variables. When sampled at points {xi}n1
i=1 ⊂ B1 and {yj}n2

j=1 ⊂ B1, it produces a matrix

G =

 ∂0
yf(x1, 0) . . . ∂r−1

y f(x1, 0)
...

. . .
...

∂0
yf(xn1 , 0) . . . ∂r−1

y f(xn1 , 0)




1
0!

. . .
1

(r−1)!


 y01 . . . yr−1

1
...

. . .
...

y0n2
. . . yr−1

n2


⊺

of rank(G) ≤ r such that ∥F − G∥max ≤ Ce−r∥f∥L∞(B2
1)
. The smoothness of f guarantees

that the error of order ε can be achieved with a matrix of rank at most max{log(C/ε), e2M}.
In many situations, the two variables of f are multi-dimensional. Take, for example, the

integral kernel of the Newtonian potential and kernel functions used in machine learning. How
do the dimensions of the variables affect the approximability properties of the matrix? Below,
we use the standard multi-index notation.

Example 1.2. Let Bm = {x ∈ Rm : ∥x∥2 < 1} and consider a bounded function f : B2
m →

R. Assume that y 7→ f(x,y) ∈ C∞(Bm) for each x ∈ Bm and its partial derivatives grow as

∥∂γ
yf(x, ·)∥L∞(Bm) ≤ CM |γ|∥f∥L∞(B2

m), γ ∈ Nm
0 ,

with constants C ≥ 1 and M > 0. Then the Taylor series of y 7→ f(x,y) at y = 0 satisfies

f(x,y) =
∑

|γ|<ρ
∂γ
yf(x,0)

yγ

γ!
+ Eρ(x,y), ∥Eρ(x, ·)∥L∞(Bm) ≤ C

mρMρ

ρ!
∥f∥L∞(B2

m).

Stirling’s formula gives ∥Eρ∥L∞(B2
m) < Ce−ρ∥f∥L∞(B2

m) when ρ ≥ e2mM . The truncation

parameter ρ and the number of terms r in the decomposition satisfy r =
(
m+ρ−1

m

)
[1, §B.1].

This purely analytical approach leads to poor approximation guarantees for matrices gen-
erated with functions of high-dimensional variables: it provides a matrix G of rank1

(1.1) rank(G) ≤
(
m+ρ∗−1

m

)
≤ em(1 + ρ∗−1

m )m < em+ρ∗−1, ρ∗ = ⌈max{log(C/ε), e2mM}⌉,

that achieves the entrywise approximation error of order ε. In this article, we investigate how
combinations of analytical and algebraic techniques can be used to derive better rank bounds
for the entrywise approximation of function-generated matrices.

1We use
(
n
k

)
≤ (en/k)k and 1 + x < ex in the inequalities.



WHEN BIG DATA ACTUALLY ARE LOW-RANK 3

1.1. Random embeddings. The algebraic technique that we are going to use is based on
random embeddings. Let F = AB⊺, where A and B can have an astronomical number of
columns relative to the size of F. Taking a random matrix R with independent Gaussian
entries, we can guarantee that F ≈ (AR)(BR)⊺ entrywise with constant positive probability.

Theorem 1.3 ([37, Lemma 5]). Let ε ∈ (0, 1) and n1, n2 ∈ N. Consider

(1.2) r =
⌈
9 log (3n1n2) /ε

2
⌉
∈ N.

For every m ∈ N and every pair of A ∈ Rn1×m and B ∈ Rn2×m, there exists G ∈ Rn1×n2 of
rank(G) ≤ r such that

∥AB⊺ −G∥max ≤ ε∥A∥2,∞∥B∥2,∞.

Theorem 1.3 was proved with the Johnson–Lindenstrauss lemma and was rediscovered in the
specific cases of symmetric positive-semidefinite decompositions [4] and the singular value
decomposition [41]. A different proof based on the Hanson–Wright inequality was proposed
in [9] and further extended to tensor-train (TT, [28, 27]) approximation of tensors in [8].

The error bound in Theorem 1.3 is closely related with the factorization norm2 [23]

γ2(F) = inf{∥A∥2,∞∥B∥2,∞ : F = AB⊺}.

This norm is used in matrix completion [36, 30, 21, 10, 13] and communication complexity [22,
23, 24] and has been extended to tensors [14, 17, 8, 11] with applications to tensor completion.

1.2. Contributions. We show that the argument proposed in [41], despite the claim made
therein, does not prove that random embeddings provide rank bounds that are independent of
the dimension m for generating functions from Example 1.2. An informal claim that “big-data
matrices are approximately low-rank” was premised on this formal one in [41] and has been
disseminated among the scientific community3[39, 40]. We take a critical look at this informal
claim and, within the framework of [41], reveal its highly restricted nature. See Section 2.

We proceed by studying three specific, narrower classes of function-generated matrices for
which we can derive low-rank approximation guarantees with rank bounds of the form

(1.3) O
(
log(n)ε−2polylog

(
ε−1

))
,

where the hidden constant is independent of m. The corresponding generating functions are:
1. f(x,y) = h(x⊺y) in Theorem 3.8;
2. f(x,y) = h(∥x− y∥22) in Theorem 4.5 and Corollary 4.8;
3. positive-definite kernels f(x,y) = κ(x− y) in Theorem 5.2.

We then consider function-generated tensors and prove in Theorem 6.5 that if

f(x(1), . . . ,x(d)) = h(⟨x(1), . . . ,x(d)⟩), x(i) ∈ Rm,

depends only on the multi-linear product of the variables then there exists a TT approximation
that achieves entrywise error of order ε with TT rank bounded componentwise as in (1.3),
where the hidden constant depends on d but is independent of m.

These low-rank approximation guarantees are primarily of theoretical interest. We com-
pare them with the results of numerical experiments for moderate n in Section 7.

2It is also known as the max-norm [37], which should not be confused with ∥ · ∥max that we use.
3Ref. [41] is the most read article in SIMODS as of 2024-08-21 (https://epubs.siam.org/journal/sjmdaq).

https://epubs.siam.org/journal/sjmdaq
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1.3. Contributions: growing datasets. Consider a family of matrices {Fn}n∈N of size
Fn ∈ Rn×n generated with the same function from one of the classes described in Subsec-
tion 1.2. These matrices serve as a model of a growing dataset that is continuously augmented
with new samples. Our results show that the sequence of ε-ranks,

(1.4) rankε(Fn) = min{rank(Gn) : ∥Fn −Gn∥max < ε},

can be upper bounded by a sequence {rn}n∈N that evolves in three stages as n → ∞ (Figure 1).

dataset size: n

up
pe

r b
ou

nd
 o

n 
-ra

nk

rank (Fn) n               (algebraic)
rank (Fn) 1log(n)    (analytical + algebraic)
rank (Fn) 2             (analytical)

Figure 1. Three-stage evolution of the ε-rank of a dataset as new samples are accumulated.

For small n, the best (uniformly with respect to the collected samples) bound is algebraic:
we cannot guarantee that Fn can be approximated with a low-rank matrix, so rn = n.

The second, intermediate stage begins when our rank bound (1.3), obtained with a com-
bination of analytical and algebraic techniques, becomes tighter than n. From this point on,
the bound on the ε-ranks grows slowly as rn = β1 log(n) with a constant β1 > 0 that is
independent of the dimension m. Notably, the critical size n at which the transition takes
place depends only on the properties of the function h : R → R (see Subsection 1.2) and not
on the dimension m of the variables of f(x,y).

Finally, for sufficiently large n, the logarithmic upper bound starts to exceed4 the ana-
lytical rank bound β2 ∈ N that depends on m but not on n. As a result, rn = β2 for all n
as n → ∞. For the specific classes of generating functions described in Subsection 1.2, the
analytical rank bound (1.1) can be improved to a polynomial in m (see Sections 4 and 5).

It will likely be problematic to use these observations in practice due to the high compu-
tational cost of entrywise low-rank approximation (Section 7) and the fact that rn is low only
relative to n. Indeed, consider the simplest example f(x,y) = x⊺y with sufficiently large m,
which we can analyze directly with Theorem 1.3. Let ε = 0.1, then the second stage begins
at n = 18964 and we have r105 = 21713, r107 = 30002, and r109 = 38291. The growth is slow,
but in absolute terms the ranks are large. Nonetheless, Figure 2 gives us a general idea of
how the approximability of a dataset changes as new samples are accumulated. Numerical
experiments in Section 7 with moderate n, to which our reasoning does not formally apply,
still show that the quality of approximation changes slowly.

The same three stages were claimed in [41] to exist for the generating functions from
Example 1.2, yet no proof was provided. We show in Section 2 that the logarithmic stage can
exist only in very restrictive settings. In addition, if the transition from linear to logarithmic
growth does happen, the critical size n at which it takes place depends strongly on m.

4Note that m needs to be sufficiently large in order for the logarithmic stage to be present.
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1.4. Contributions: fast attention. The transformer neural-network architecture [42] is
widely used in natural language processing and computer vision. To process sequences of
input tokens, transformers rely on the attention mechanism. Consider n ∈ N tokens. With
each of them, we associate three vectors of the same dimension m ∈ N of latent representation:
a query qi ∈ Rm, a key ki ∈ Rm, and a value vi ∈ Rm. These vectors are stacked together as
matrices Q,K,V ∈ Rn×m in the definition of the dot-product attention:

Att = D−1AV, A = exp
(
QK⊺/

√
m
)
, D = diag(∥A(1, :)∥1, . . . , ∥A(n, :)∥1).

The straightforward evaluation of attention requires O(n2m) operations. As a result, long
sequences of tokens produce a heavy computational burden for transformers.

Low-rank methods have been proposed to approximate attention with computational com-
plexity that is subquadratic in n [45, 12, 16, 3, 33]. In particular, [12, 33] address the problem
of approximating the matrixA. The algorithmic hardness of obtaining quasi-optimal low-rank
approximations of A in the Frobenius norm is the topic of [33]. It was shown in [12] that A
can be approximated within an entrywise error ε with rank O(mε−2 log(m/ε)) based on or-
thogonal random features—our Theorem 3.8 guarantees a rank bound O(log(n)ε−2 log(1/ε)),
which is an improvement when the latent dimension m is greater than log(n).

In higher-order tensor attention [2, 32], multiple keys and values are associated with every
token, giving rise to key matrices K1, . . . ,Kd ∈ Rn×m and value matrices V1, . . . ,Vd ∈ Rn×m.
The higher-order attention is then defined with the help of the Khatri–Rao product:

Attd = D−1A(V1 ⊙ · · · ⊙Vd), A = exp
(
Q(K1 ⊙ · · · ⊙Kd)

⊺/
√
m
)
.

We can recognize Q(K1 ⊙ · · · ⊙Kd)
⊺ as an unfolding matrix of an order-(d+1) tensor of size

n× · · · × n given in the canonical polyadic (CP) format [20] with factors Q, Kd, . . . , K1 and
note that each entry of A is the exponential of the multi-linear product of d+ 1 vectors. By
Theorem 6.5, the matrix A, when seen as a tensor of order d+ 1, can be approximated with
TT rank independent of the latent dimension m. TT approximation of higher-order attention
is a novel idea, which could stimulate the development of new algorithms for transformers.

1.5. Notation. We denote the ℓp norm by ∥x∥p and the norm induced by a symmetric
positive-definite matrix by ∥x∥W =

√
x⊺Wx. We use Bm = {x ∈ Rm : ∥x∥2 < 1} and Bm,R =

{x ∈ Rm : ∥x∥2 ≤ R}. We denote the smallest and largest entries of a matrix by min{A} and
max{A}, its ℓp → ℓq operator norm by ∥A∥p,q = sup{∥Ax∥q : ∥x∥p = 1} and ∥A∥p = ∥A∥p,p.
Note that ∥A∥max = max{|min{A}|, |max{A}|} and ∥A∥2,∞ = maxi ∥A(i, :)∥2. We write the
Kronecker product of matrices as ⊗, the Khatri–Rao product as ⊙, the Hadamard product
as ∗, and A∗s stands for A ∗ · · · ∗A multiplied s times [20, §2.6]. We use [n] = {1, . . . , n} for
n ∈ N. For a tuple of numbers, (r1, . . . , rn) ≼ r means that rs ≤ r for every s ∈ [n].

2. Functions from Example 1.2. The poor dependence of the rank bound (1.1) on the
dimension m was addressed in [41], where its authors claim to have solved the problem:5

(Claim A)

Our main result, Theorem 4.2 eliminates the dependence on the dimension
m of the latent variables by introducing a dependence on the dimension of
the matrix. ([41, p.148])

5In all quotations from [41], we use the notation of our article instead of the equivalent original notation.
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Theorem 2.1 ([41, Theorem 4.2]). Let f : B2
m → R satisfy the assumptions of Example 1.2.

For all ε ∈ (0, 1) and n1, n2 ∈ N, consider

r =

⌈
8 log(n1 + n2 + 1)

(
1 +

2(Cu + Cv + 1)

ε

)2
⌉
,

where Cu, Cv are constants defined below that depend on f . Then for every F ∈ Rn1×n2

generated with the function f , there exists G ∈ Rn1×n2 of rank(G) ≤ r such that

∥F−G∥max ≤ ε∥f∥L∞(B2
m).

The authors’ motivation is to “explain the effectiveness of low rank models in data science
by considering a simple generative model for these matrices” [41, p.144]. They elaborate:

This result [Theorem 2.1] has ramifications for how to interpret an under-
lying low rank structure in datasets. . . . Our main theorem shows that low
rank structure can persist even without an underlying physical reason. In
particular, a dataset from a nice latent variable model has an ε-rank . . . that
grows slowly with its dimensions, no matter how many genres or topics gen-
erate the data. (emphasis in the original, [41, pp.145–146])

(Claim B)

Our theory shows that a matrix generated from a nice [latent variable
model] is often well approximated by a matrix of low rank, even if the
true latent structure is high dimensional or nonlinear. ([41, p.157])

(Claim C)

A matrix from a nice latent variable model is one that is generated with a function from
Example 1.2, and the number of genres is precisely the dimension m.

The first step in the proof of Theorem 2.1 in [41] consists in building an accurate factor-
ization of the matrix F based on the Taylor series of the generating function f .

Lemma 2.2 ([41, Lemma 4.3]). Let f : B2
m → R satisfy the assumptions of Example 1.2 and

ε ∈ (0, 1). Then for every F ∈ Rn1×n2 generated with the function f , there exists G ∈ Rn1×n2

of rank(G) ≤ (ρ+ 1)mρ with ρ ≤ max{2emM, log2(C/ε)}+ 1 such that

∥F−G∥max ≤ ε∥f∥L∞(B2
m).

Furthermore, G admits a rank-k factorization with k ≤ (ρ+ 1)mρ as

G(i, j) = u⊺
i vj , i ∈ [n1], j ∈ [n2],

where each ui ∈ Rk and vj ∈ Rk obeys

∥ui∥22 ≤ Cu∥f∥L∞(B2
m), ∥vj∥22 ≤ Cv∥f∥L∞(B2

m).

Here, Cu and Cv are constants depending on f but not on the dimensions n1 or n2.

Lemma 2.2 essentially repeats Example 1.2 with a looser (for all large m) rank bound and
provides an estimate of the ∥ · ∥2,∞ norms for the factorization6. An analog of Theorem 1.3 is
then applied to the factorization of the matrix G to finish the proof of Theorem 2.1 in [41].

6In the formulation of Lemma 2.2 in [41], the estimates are written without the squares as ∥ui∥2 ≤ Cu∥f∥L∞

and ∥vj∥2 ≤ Cv∥f∥L∞ , while the ones proved are ∥ui∥22 ≤ Cu∥f∥L∞ and ∥vj∥22 ≤ Cv∥f∥L∞ .
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Claim A would then follow from Theorem 2.1 if the constants Cu and Cv did not depend
on m. However, this property is not mentioned in the formulation of Lemma 2.2 in [41], where
both constants are defined. Nor does this property actually hold: studying the original proof
of Lemma 2.2, we discover that they are bounded by Cu > C2mm and Cv > mm [41, p.154].
With better bookkeeping in the proof of Theorem 2.1 (see Theorem A.1), the dependence can
be made exponential in m, but not eliminated. Claim A, therefore, turns out to be false.

Claim B and Claim C are built around the comparison of the rank bounds of Lemma 2.2
and Theorem 2.1. The inadequacy of the former is highlighted throughout the text of [41]:

. . . the [rank] bound [of Lemma 2.2] grows exponentially in the dimension m of the latent
variables. ([41, p.148])

The first [step in the proof of Theorem 2.1] is to find an explicit (possibly high) rank
factorization of some approximation . . . ([41, p.152])

. . . the vectors ui and vj [in Lemma 2.2] may have an extremely large number of entries
when the dimension m . . . is large: this bound on the rank . . . grows as mm. ([41, p.152])

On [41, p.157], the bound of Lemma 2.2 is presented as rankε(F) = O(mm log(1/ε)) in contrast
to rankε(F) = O(log(n)/ε2) of Theorem 2.1, where m is omitted. The authors conclude:

Based on these bounds, we should expect that when m is large, then for sufficiently
large n, rankε(F) grows like log(n). On the other hand, for small n or ε, we can have
log(n)/ε2 ≳ n, and hence we may see that rankε(F) grows linearly with n. ([41, p.157])

This is a description of Figure 1. With Claim A disproven, one would need to compare the
two rank bounds, by analyzing their dependence on m and M , to justify the conclusion. Such
analysis is absent in [41], and we carry it out in Appendix B. We compare Theorems 2.1
and A.1 against the analytical rank bound (1.1) and show that

• Theorem 2.1 is worse than (1.1) for every n and every m ≥ 2 when M < (m2 − e)/e3,
• Theorem A.1 is worse than (1.1) for every n and every m when M > 1.597.

When 1.597 < M < (m2 − e)/e3, the argument developed in [41] does not guarantee the
existence of the logarithmic stage in Figure 1. In principle, Claim B can hold when M < 1.596
or M > (m2−e)/e3—in a much more restricted sense than presented in [41]—but even in this
case, additional analysis is required to determine if the rank bounds of Theorem 2.1 or A.1
are tighter than both the analytical rank bound (1.1) and the full-rank bound for some n.

Claim C must also be read with care. Every large matrix generated with a function from
Example 1.2 can be approximated with a low-rank matrix, thanks to the purely analytical
rank bound (1.1). Thus, the statement about low-rank approximation in Claim C holds for
n > emmax{C/ε, (1 + e2M)m}, is not a product of the theory developed in [41] and remains
qualitatively the same whether random embeddings are used or not (cf. Subsection 1.3).

3. Functions of the inner product. The Gaussian kernel f(x,y) = exp(−∥x − y∥22) has
M = 4 according to [41, p.151]. Nevertheless, the numerical experiment of [41] shows that
matrices generated with the Gaussian kernel for m = 1000 can be approximated with slowly
growing ranks. In this section, we provide a theoretical explanation of the observed behavior.

In this numerical experiment, the points {xi}n1
i=1 and {yj}

n2
j=1 are drawn independently at

random from the uniform distribution on the m-dimensional unit sphere. As a consequence,
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the Gaussian kernel can be rewritten as f(x,y) = exp(−2 + 2x⊺y)—this is a function of the
inner product. Let us focus on this property and consider functions f(x,y) = h(x⊺y), where
h depends on a single scalar variable. It follows that we can represent matrices F generated
with the function f as F = h(XY⊺), where h is applied to XY⊺ entrywise. Here, the rows of
X ∈ Rn1×m and Y ∈ Rn2×m are the m-dimensional sampling points:

X⊺ =
[
x1 · · · xn1

]
, Y⊺ =

[
y1 · · · yn2

]
.

We begin the analysis by extending Theorem 1.3 to the compression of the Hadamard
product (i.e. entrywise product) of several factorized matrices.

Lemma 3.1. Let ε ∈ (0, 1), n1, n2 ∈ N, and r ∈ N be given by (1.2). For every t ∈ N, any
m1, . . . ,mt ∈ N, and every collection of matrices {As}ts=1 and {Bs}ts=1 of sizes As ∈ Rn1×ms

and Bs ∈ Rn2×ms, there exists G ∈ Rn1×n2 of rank(G) ≤ r such that

∥(A1B
⊺
1) ∗ · · · ∗ (AtB

⊺
t )−G∥max ≤ ε

t∏
s=1

∥As∥2,∞∥Bs∥2,∞.

Proof. By the properties of the Hadamard product [20, §2.6], we can write

(A1B
⊺
1) ∗ · · · ∗ (AtB

⊺
t ) = ÃB̃

⊺
,

where Ã ∈ Rn1×(m1...mt) and B̃ ∈ Rn2×(m1...mt) are given in terms of the Khatri–Rao products

Ã
⊺
= A⊺

1 ⊙ · · · ⊙A⊺
t , B̃

⊺
= B⊺

1 ⊙ · · · ⊙B⊺
t .

Applying Theorem 1.3, we obtain the following error bound of rank-r approximation:

∥ÃB̃
⊺ −G∥max ≤ ε∥Ã∥2,∞∥B̃∥2,∞.

The rows of Ã and B̃ are Kronecker products of the corresponding rows of the initial matrices,

Ã(i, :) = A1(i, :)⊗ · · · ⊗At(i, :), B̃(j, :) = B1(j, :)⊗ · · · ⊗Bt(j, :),

so that ∥Ã(i, :)∥2 =
∏t

s=1 ∥As(i, :)∥2 and ∥B̃(j, :)∥2 =
∏t

s=1 ∥Bs(j, :)∥2. It remains to take
the maximum over these norms.

In the following lemma, we show how the particular structure of the generating function
f(x,y) = h(x⊺y) paves the way for the low-rank approximation of the corresponding function-
generated matrices with rank that is independent of the dimension m.

Assumption 3.2. h : Ω → R is in C∞(Ω) for a sufficiently large interval Ω ⊂ R.
Lemma 3.3. Let ε ∈ (0, 1), n1, n2 ∈ N, and r ∈ N be given by (1.2). Let h : Ω → R satisfy

Assumption 3.2 with 0 ∈ Ω. For any t,m ∈ N and every pair of A ∈ Rn1×m and B ∈ Rn2×m

such that I = [min{AB⊺},max{AB⊺}] ⊆ Ω, there exists G ∈ Rn1×n2 of rank(G) ≤ 1+(t−1)r
such that

∥h(AB⊺)−G∥max ≤ ∥AB⊺∥tmax

t!
∥h(t)∥L∞(Ω) + ε

t−1∑
s=1

|h(s)(0)|
s!

∥A∥s2,∞∥B∥s2,∞.
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Proof. The truncated Taylor series ht(x) =
∑t−1

s=0
h(s)(0)

s! xs approximates h as

∥h− ht∥L∞(I) ≤
∥AB⊺∥tmax

t!
∥h(t)∥L∞(Ω).

Note that we cannot use ∥h(t)∥L∞(I) in the right-hand side since the origin might not belong

to the interval I. Next, we evaluate ht(AB⊺) =
∑t−1

s=0
h(s)(0)

s! (AB⊺)∗s. For every s ∈ [t − 1],
we can apply Lemma 3.1 to (AB⊺)∗s to find its approximation of rank at most r. For s = 0,
the corresponding term is a matrix of h(0), hence its rank is at most one. Finally, recall that
the rank of a sum of two matrices is bounded by the sum of their ranks [19, §0.4].

Remark 3.4. We can relax Assumption 3.2, requiring h ∈ Cq(Ω) and taking t ≤ q.

The error bound in Lemma 3.3 consists of two terms. The former is “analytical”: it
is responsible for discretizing the generating function and setting the baseline level of the
achievable approximation error. The latter is “algebraic”: it adds up the contributions from
the approximation of the selected monomials and controls the target approximation error.
Next, we request that the derivatives of h satisfy the bound of Example 1.1 to achieve the
exponential decay of the baseline error.

Assumption 3.5. h : Ω → R satisfies Assumption 3.2, is bounded in Ω, and its derivatives
grow as ∥h(s)∥L∞(Ω) ≤ CM s for s ∈ N0 with constants C = CΩ,h ≥ 0 and M = MΩ,h > 0.

Remark 3.6. Compared to Examples 1.1 and 1.2, we absorb the norm ∥h∥L∞(Ω) into C.

Corollary 3.7. In the settings of Lemma 3.3, let h : Ω → R satisfy Assumption 3.5. If
max{∥A∥2,∞, ∥B∥2,∞} ≤ R then, for t ≥ e2MR2,

∥h(AB⊺)−G∥max ≤ C
[
e−t + ε(eMR2 − 1)

]
.

Proof. Use the Stirling’s formula (as in Example 1.1) in the error bound of Lemma 3.3,
estimate the sum over s with the infinite series, and note that ∥AB⊺∥max ≤ R2.

Theorem 3.8. Let ε ∈ (0, 1), n1, n2 ∈ N, and r ∈ N be given by (1.2). Let h : Ω → R satisfy
Assumption 3.5 with [−σR2, σR2] ⊆ Ω and σ,R > 0. Let m ∈ N and W ∈ Rm×m be symmetric
positive-definite with ∥W∥2 ≤ σ. For every F ∈ Rn1×n2 generated with f(x,y) = h(x⊺Wy)
based on points from Bm,R and every integer t ≥ e2M∥W∥2R2, there exists G ∈ Rn1×n2 of
rank(G) ≤ 1 + (t− 1)r such that

∥F−G∥max ≤ C
[
e−t + ε(eM∥W∥2R2 − 1)

]
.

Proof. Let the rows of X ∈ Rn1×m and Y ∈ Rn2×m consist of the points used to generate
F so that F = h(XWY⊺). Let W = UΛU⊺ be the eigenvalue decomposition of W with

orthogonal U and diagonal positive-definite Λ. Note that XWY⊺ = (XUΛ
1
2 )(YUΛ

1
2 )⊺ and

∥XUΛ
1
2 ∥2,∞ ≤ ∥Λ

1
2 ∥2∥X∥2,∞ ≤

√
∥W∥2R, ∥YUΛ

1
2 ∥2,∞ ≤ ∥Λ

1
2 ∥2∥Y∥2,∞ ≤

√
∥W∥2R.

It remains to apply Corollary 3.7 with A = XUΛ
1
2 and B = YUΛ

1
2 .
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Remark 3.9. The statement holds for general non-symmetric rectangular matrices W. In
the proof, the eigenvalue decomposition needs to be replaced with the singular value decom-
position. And, of course, the corresponding bilinear form will no longer be an inner product.

For sufficiently small ε, the choice t = ⌈log(ε−1)⌉ guarantees that there is a matrix G
of rank(G) = O(log(n1n2)ε

−2 log(ε−1)) such that ∥F −G∥max = O(ε). As we noted before,
neither of the constants in the rank bound and the error bound depends on m.

4. Functions of the squared Euclidean distance. When restricted to the unit sphere, the
Gaussian kernel f(x,y) = exp(−∥x − y∥22) depends only on the inner product x⊺y. Should
the variables belong to the unit ball, f ceases to be a function of the inner product since
f(x,y) = exp(−∥x∥22) exp(−∥y∥22) exp(2x⊺y). A matrix generated with a product of functions
is the Hadamard product of the corresponding function-generated matrices; in our case, F =
F1 ∗ F2 ∗ F3 with f1(x,y) = exp(−∥x∥22), f2(x,y) = exp(−∥y∥22), and f3(x,y) = exp(2x⊺y).
The first two functions depend on a single variable, so F1 and F2 are rank-one matrices, and
F3 can be approximated with G of rank(G) = O(log(n1n2)ε

−2 log(ε−1)) by Theorem 3.8. By
the properties of the Hadamard product, the rank can be bounded as [18, §5.1]

rank(F1 ∗ F2 ∗G) ≤ rank(F1)rank(F2)rank(G) = rank(G)

and the entrywise approximation error as

∥F− F1 ∗ F2 ∗G∥max ≤ ∥F1∥max∥F2∥max∥F3 −G∥max = O(ε).

For matrices generated with Gaussian kernels, it does not matter whether the variables are
sampled from a sphere or from a ball. In proving this, we relied on the properties of the
exponential. What happens in the more general case of f(x,y) = h(∥x− y∥22)?

Analytical low-rank approximation of such functions was studied in [44]. As follows from
its results, the entrywise error ∥F − G∥max = O(ε) can be achieved with a matrix G of
rank(G) ≤

(
m+2+ρ∗
m+2

)
with ρ∗ = O(log(ε−1)). This bound qualitatively coincides with (1.1) for

fixed m and ε → 0, and is an improvement for fixed ε and m → ∞ since
(
m+2+ρ∗
m+2

)
∼ (m+2)ρ∗

ρ∗!
.

For fixed ε, the above analytical rank bound grows polynomially with the dimension m.
In this section, we show how to eliminate the dependence on m whatsoever. First of all, we
need to derive an extension of Theorem 1.3 and Lemma 3.1.

Lemma 4.1. Let ε ∈ (0, 1), n1, n2 ∈ N, and r ∈ N be given by (1.2). For every t ∈ N and
p ∈ N0, define Rr(t, p) ∈ N recursively as

Rr(0, 0) = 1, Rr(t, 0) = r, Rr(t, p) = 1 +
∑t

s=1
Rr(s, p− 1).

For every m ∈ N, every pair of A ∈ Rn1×m and B ∈ Rn2×m, and any rank-one matrices
Z1, . . . ,Zp ∈ Rn1×n2, there exists G ∈ Rn1×n2 of rank(G) ≤ Rr(t, p) such that

∥∥∥∥(AB⊺ +

p∑
i=1

Zi

)∗t
−G

∥∥∥∥
max

≤ ε

[
∥A∥2,∞∥B∥2,∞ +

p∑
i=1

∥Zi∥max

]t

.
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Proof. We will prove the lemma by induction on p. The basis of induction, p = 0, was
proved in Lemma 3.1. Let p ≥ 1 and suppose that the statement of the lemma holds for
0, . . . , p− 1. By the binomial expansion of the Hadamard powers,(

AB⊺ +

p∑
i=1

Zi

)∗t
=

t∑
s=0

(
t
s

)
· Z∗t−s

p ∗
(
AB⊺ +

p−1∑
i=1

Zi

)∗s
.

By the induction hypothesis, for every 1 ≤ s ≤ t, there exists a matrix Gs ∈ Rn1×n2 of rank
at most Rr(s, p− 1) such that∥∥∥∥(AB⊺ +

p−1∑
i=1

Zi

)∗s
−Gs

∥∥∥∥
max

≤ ε

[
∥A∥2,∞∥B∥2,∞ +

p−1∑
i=1

∥Zi∥max

]s

.

Let G = Z∗t
p +

∑t
s=1

(
t
s

)
· Z∗t−s

p ∗Gs. Since Zp is of rank one, we have

rank(G) ≤ rank(Zp)
t +

t∑
s=1

rank(Zp)
t−srank(Gs) ≤ 1 +

t∑
s=1

Rr(s, p− 1) = Rr(t, p).

And the error of approximation satisfies∥∥∥∥(AB⊺ +

p∑
i=1

Zi

)∗t
−G

∥∥∥∥
max

=

∥∥∥∥ t∑
s=1

(
t
s

)
· Z∗t−s

p ∗
[(

AB⊺ +

p−1∑
i=1

Zi

)∗s
−Gs

]∥∥∥∥
max

≤ ε
t∑

s=1

(
t
s

)
∥Zp∥t−s

max

[
∥A∥2,∞∥B∥2,∞ +

p−1∑
i=1

∥Zi∥max

]s

≤ ε

[
∥A∥2,∞∥B∥2,∞ +

p∑
i=1

∥Zi∥max

]t

.

Remark 4.2. Note thatRr(t, p) is a polynomial in t of degree p and that it grows as O(rtp).
If we detached the whole sum

∑p
i=1 Zi at once, we would get(

AB⊺ +

p∑
i=1

Zi

)∗t
=

t∑
s=0

(
t
s

)
·
( p∑

i=1

Zi

)∗t−s

∗ (AB⊺)∗s.

By Lemma 3.1, (AB⊺)∗s can be approximated with rank r, but rank((
∑p

i=1 Zi)
∗t−s) ≤ pt−s,

which gives the overall rank bound of pt + pt−1
p−1 r that grows exponentially with t.

Lemma 4.3. Let ε ∈ (0, 1), n1, n2 ∈ N, and r ∈ N be given by (1.2). Let h : Ω → R satisfy
Assumption 3.2 with 0 ∈ Ω. For any t,m, p ∈ N, every pair of A ∈ Rn1×m and B ∈ Rn2×m,
and any rank-one matrices Z1, . . . ,Zp ∈ Rn1×n2 such that

I =
[
min{AB⊺ +

∑p

i=1
Zi},max{AB⊺ +

∑p

i=1
Zi}

]
⊆ Ω,
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there exists G ∈ Rn1×n2 of rank(G) ≤ Rr(t− 1, p+ 1) such that∥∥∥∥h(AB⊺ +

p∑
i=1

Zi

)
−G

∥∥∥∥
max

≤
∥AB⊺ +

∑p
i=1 Zi∥tmax

t!
∥h(t)∥L∞(Ω)

+ ε
t−1∑
s=1

|h(s)(0)|
s!

[
∥A∥2,∞∥B∥2,∞ +

p∑
i=1

∥Zi∥max

]s

.

Proof. Repeat the proof of Lemma 3.3 and use Lemma 4.1 to obtain the bounds.

Corollary 4.4. In the settings of Lemma 4.3, let h : Ω → R satisfy Assumption 3.5. If
max{∥A∥2,∞, ∥B∥2,∞} ≤ R and maxi∈[p]{∥Zi∥max} ≤ T then, for t ≥ e2M(R2 + pT ),∥∥∥∥h(AB⊺ +

p∑
i=1

Zi

)
−G

∥∥∥∥
max

≤ C
[
e−t + ε(eM(R2+pT ) − 1)

]
.

Proof. Use Lemma 4.3 and proceed as in Corollary 3.7.

Theorem 4.5. Let ε ∈ (0, 1), n1, n2 ∈ N, and r ∈ N be given by (1.2). Let h : Ω → R satisfy
Assumption 3.5 with [−4σR2, 4σR2] ⊆ Ω and σ,R > 0. Let m ∈ N and W ∈ Rm×m be
symmetric positive-definite with ∥W∥2 ≤ σ. For every F ∈ Rn1×n2 generated with f(x,y) =
h(∥x − y∥2W) based on points from Bm,R and every integer t ≥ 4e2M∥W∥2R2, there exists
G ∈ Rn1×n2 of rank(G) ≤ Rr(t− 1, 3) such that

∥F−G∥max ≤ C
[
e−t + ε(e4M∥W∥2R2 − 1)

]
.

Proof. Exactly as in the proof of Theorem 3.8, we introduce X ∈ Rn1×m and Y ∈ Rn2×m

that consist of the sampling points and consider the eigenvalue decomposition W = UΛU⊺.
Note that F = h(Z1 + Z2 − 2XWY⊺), where Z1,Z2 ∈ Rn1×n2 are rank-one matrices

Z1 =

 ∥x1∥2W · · · ∥x1∥2W
...

. . .
...

∥xn1∥2W · · · ∥xn1∥2W

 , Z2 =

∥y1∥2W · · · ∥yn2
∥2W

...
. . .

...
∥y1∥2W · · · ∥yn2

∥2W

 .

Let A = −
√
2XUΛ

1
2 and B =

√
2YUΛ

1
2 so that AB⊺ = −2XWY⊺. Then

∥A∥2,∞ ≤
√

2∥W∥2R, ∥B∥2,∞ ≤
√
2∥W∥2R,

∥Z1∥max ≤ ∥W∥2R2, ∥Z2∥max ≤ ∥W∥2R2.

It remains to apply Corollary 4.4 with p = 2.

Remark 4.6. Just as in Theorem 3.8, the matrix W need not be positive-definite. In
particular, the proof does not depend on the signs of (x− y)⊺W(x− y).

As we previously noted, Rr(t−1, p+1) grows with t as O(rtp+1). Choosing t = ⌈log(ε−1)⌉,
we can guarantee the existence of a matrix G of rank(G) = O(log(n1n2)ε

−2 log3(ε−1)) such
that ∥F−G∥max = O(ε), and the hidden constants are independent of the dimension m.
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4.1. Localized sample-aware bounds. Theorems 3.8 and 4.5 are based on the Taylor
series of the function h at zero and depend on its smoothness there. As a result, Theorem 4.5
cannot be applied to functions h that are non-smooth at zero, even if all pairwise distances
between the sampling points are strictly positive. This technical issue concerns, for example,
the exponential kernel f(x,y) = exp(−∥x − y∥2). With the help of Lemma 4.1, we can
overcome this problem by considering Taylor series at arbitrary points.

Theorem 4.7. Let ε ∈ (0, 1), n1, n2 ∈ N, and r ∈ N be given by (1.2). Let m ∈ N and
W ∈ Rm×m be symmetric positive-definite. Let R > 0, sample points {xi}n1

i=1 ⊂ Bm,R and
{yj}

n2
j=1 ⊂ Bm,R, and define D ∈ Rn1×n2 as D(i, j) = ∥xi − yj∥2W. Let h : Ω → R satisfy

Assumption 3.2 with Ω = [min{D},max{D}]. For every t ∈ N, there exists G ∈ Rn1×n2 of
rank(G) ≤ Rr(t− 1, 4) such that

∥h(D)−G∥max ≤ (max{D} −min{D})t

2t · t!
∥h(t)∥L∞(Ω) + ε

t−1∑
s=1

|h(s)(ξ)|
s!

(8∥W∥2R2)s,

where ξ = (min{D}+max{D})/2.

Proof. The truncated Taylor series ht(x) =
∑t−1

s=0
h(s)(ξ)

s! (x− ξ)s of h at ξ satisfies

∥h− ht∥L∞(Ω) ≤
(max{D} −min{D})t

2t · t!
∥h(t)∥L∞(Ω).

Next, we evaluate ht entrywise as ht(D) =
∑t−1

s=0
h(s)(ξ)

s! (D − ξ)∗s. Since ξ is a scalar, the
entrywise difference D− ξ is a rank-one perturbation of D, and we can apply Lemma 4.1 to
obtain low-rank approximations of its Hadamard powers. Namely, for s ∈ [t− 1], there exists
Gs ∈ Rn1×n2 of rank(Gs) ≤ Rr(s, 3) such that

∥(D− ξ)∗s −Gs∥max ≤ ε(4∥W∥2R2 + |ξ|)s ≤ ε(8∥W∥2R2)s.

In the first inequality, we used Lemma 4.1 and estimates from the proof of Theorem 4.5. Then

the matrix G = h(ξ) +
∑t−1

s=1
h(s)(ξ)

s! Gs of rank(G) ≤ Rr(t− 1, 4) satisfies

∥h(D)−G∥max ≤ ∥h(D)− ht(D)∥max + ∥ht(D)−G∥max

≤ (max{D} −min{D})t

2t · t!
∥h(t)∥L∞(Ω) + ε

t−1∑
s=1

|h(s)(ξ)|
s!

(8∥W∥2R2)s.

Corollary 4.8. In the settings of Theorem 4.7, let h : Ω → R satisfy Assumption 3.5. Then,
for t ≥ e2M(max{D} −min{D})/2, we have

∥h(D)−G∥max ≤ C
[
e−t + ε(e8M∥W∥2R2 − 1)

]
.

Proof. Use the Stirling’s formula (as in Example 1.1).
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At the cost of increasing the rank bound guaranteed by Theorem 4.5 by a factor of log(ε−1),
we extend its scope to functions h that are non-smooth at zero. There are two more improve-
ments in Corollary 4.8. We show that the exponential decay of the “analytical” error begins
at smaller values of t and narrow the domain Ω to which the constants C and M correspond.
The same modifications can be incorporated in Theorem 3.8 too, but they will not have any
significant impact unless all of the inner products have the same sign.

5. Positive-definite kernels. Previously, we relied on the smoothness of the generating
function to approximate it via the truncated Taylor series. With different analytical assump-
tions come other approaches to low-rank approximation of functions.

Kernel functions are actively used in machine learning. A function f : Ω2 → R is called a
positive-definite kernel if it is symmetric, f(x,y) = f(y,x) for all x,y ∈ Ω, and for each n ∈ N,
every n×n symmetric matrix generated with f according to F(i, j) = f(xi,xj), {xi}ni=1 ⊂ Ω,
is positive-definite. We shall say that such matrices F are symmetric function-generated.

Many of the kernels used in practice (such as the Gaussian, Cauchy, and exponential
kernels) possess an additional property of being shift-invariant, by which we mean that there
exists a function κ such that f(x,y) = κ(x−y). A celebrated result related to shift-invariant
kernels is their low-rank approximation via random Fourier features [29].

Theorem 5.1. Let f : Rm×Rm → R be a continuous shift-invariant positive-definite kernel
such that κ(0) = 1. Then for every R > 0 and ε ∈ (0, 1), there exist ρ ∈ N and ω1, . . . ,ωρ ∈
Rm such that ∥f − fρ∥L∞(B2

m,R)
≤ ε holds for the function

fρ(x,y) =
1

ρ

ρ∑
i=1

[
cos(ωT

i x) cos(ω
T
i y) + sin(ωT

i x) sin(ω
T
i y)

]
.

According to [29], the frequencies {ωi} can be chosen at random from a suitable distri-
bution so that the approximation bound is guaranteed with constant probability when ρ is of
order m/ε2, up to logarithmic factors. The rank bound was improved in the case where the
kernel is restricted to an algebraic variety by replacing m with the dimension of the variety
[5]. If, however, the kernel f needs to be evaluated at points that do not exhibit any particular
algebraic structure, its low-rank approximation becomes problematic when m is large.

Using random embeddings, we can obtain rank bounds that are independent of m for the
low-rank approximation of matrices generated with shift-invariant positive-definite kernels.

Theorem 5.2. Let ε ∈ (0, 1), n1, n2 ∈ N, and r ∈ N be given by (1.2). Let f : Rm×Rm → R
satisfy the assumptions of Theorem 5.1. Then for every F ∈ Rn1×n2 generated with f based
on any points from Rm, there exists G ∈ Rn1×n2 of rank(G) ≤ r such that

∥F−G∥max ≤ ε.

Proof. Let R > 0 be such that the sampling points satisfy {xi}n1
i=1 ⊂ Bm,R and {yj}

n2
j=1 ⊂

Bm,R. Fix δ > 0 and consider the function fρ from Theorem 5.1 such that ∥f−fρ∥L∞(B2
m,R)

≤ δ.
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Evaluate fρ at the sampling points to obtain a matrix that can be factorized as AB⊺ with

A =
1
√
ρ

 cos(ω⊺
1x1) sin(ω⊺

1x1) · · · cos(ω⊺
ρx1) sin(ω⊺

ρx1)
...

...
. . .

...
...

cos(ω⊺
1xn1) sin(ω⊺

1xn1) · · · cos(ω⊺
ρxn1) sin(ω⊺

ρxn1)

 ∈ Rn1×2ρ,

B =
1
√
ρ

 cos(ω⊺
1y1) sin(ω⊺

1y1) · · · cos(ω⊺
ρy1) sin(ω⊺

ρy1)
...

...
. . .

...
...

cos(ω⊺
1yn2

) sin(ω⊺
1yn2

) · · · cos(ω⊺
ρyn2

) sin(ω⊺
ρyn2

)

 ∈ Rn2×2ρ.

Clearly, ∥A∥2,∞ = ∥B∥2,∞ = 1. We can then apply Theorem 1.3 to find G ∈ Rn1×n2 of
rank(G) ≤ r such that ∥F−G∥max ≤ δ + ε. Note that G depends on δ and take a vanishing
sequence {δl}. The corresponding sequence of low-rank matrices {Gl} is bounded by the
above inequality, hence it has a limit point G∗ ∈ Rn1×n2 such that ∥F − G∗∥max ≤ ε and
rank(G∗) ≤ r, since the set {G ∈ Rn1×n2 : rank(G) ≤ r} is closed.

Remark 5.3. Theorem 5.2 is applicable to any (non-symmetric and rectangular) matrix
generated with a shift-invariant positive-definite kernel. Similar bounds hold for symmetric
function-generated matrices when the kernel is only positive-semidefinite [4]. In Theorem 1.3,
note that such matrices can be represented as F = AA⊺ and ∥A∥22,∞ ≤ maxi∈[n] |F(i, i)|.

Theorem 5.2 removes the polylog(ε−1) factor from the rank bounds in Theorem 4.5
and Corollary 4.8 for generating functions of the squared Euclidean distance that are positive-
definite kernels. These include the Gaussian, Cauchy, and exponential kernels.

Meanwhile, there are innocently looking functions like f(x,y) = exp(−∥x − y∥42) that
are not positive-definite kernels and therefore cannot be analyzed with Theorem 5.2 (but can
be with Theorem 4.5). Indeed, f violates Schoenberg’s criterion [34], and thus there exists7

m ∈ N such that it is not a positive-definite kernel in Rm. For example, this is the case for
m = 1: according to the numerical evidence [6], the function violates Bochner’s criterion [34].

6. Function-generated tensors. Many datasets are naturally arranged as tensors with
d ≥ 3 modes. We continue our investigation by analyzing the entrywise low-rank approxima-
tion of tensors F ∈ Rn1×···×nd generated with a function f : Ω1 × · · · × Ωd → R as

F(i1, . . . , id) = f(x
(1)
i1

, . . . ,x
(d)
id

), {x(j)
ij

}nj

ij=1 ⊂ Ωj , j ∈ [d].

Given the success of inner-product generating functions in the matrix case, we turn to gener-
ating functions that depend only on the multi-linear product of their m-dimensional variables:

⟨x(1), . . . ,x(d)⟩ =
m∑

α=1

x(1)(α) . . .x(d)(α).

Thus, we shall focus on generating functions f(x(1), . . . ,x(d)) = h(⟨x(1), . . . ,x(d)⟩). They
appear in the context of tensor kernels [31] and tensor attention [2, 32]; see Subsection 1.4.

7We do not know if there is any value of m for which f is a positive-definite kernel in Rm.
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Let us describe the tensor that, upon the entrywise application of h, becomes F . For each
j ∈ [d], consider a matrix Xj ∈ Rnj×m given by

X⊺
j =

[
x
(j)
1 · · · x

(j)
nj

]
.

We define a tensor P = JX1, . . . ,XdK ∈ Rn1×···×nd with entries

(6.1) P(i1, . . . , id) =
m∑

α=1

X1(i1, α) . . .Xd(id, α) = ⟨x(1)
i1

, . . . ,x
(d)
id

⟩.

Such representation of a tensor is known as its CP decomposition of rank m. See [20] for an
introduction to tensor decompositions.

We also need to specify a particular tensor decomposition that we are going to use to
approximate F = h(P) = h(JX1, . . . ,XdK). All most widely used tensor decompositions
reduce to the usual low-rank matrix decomposition when d = 2, but for d ≥ 3 they exhibit
different properties. For our needs, we choose the TT decomposition [28, 27], also known as
matrix product states [43, 35]:

F(i1, . . . , id) =

r1∑
α1=1

. . .

rd−1∑
αd−1=1

G1(1, i1, α1)G2(α1, i2, α2) . . .Gd(αd−1, id, 1).

The tuple (r1, . . . , rd−1) ∈ Nd−1 is called the TT rank of the decomposition. The smallest
(componentwise) TT rank among all TT decompositions ofF is called its TT rank rankTT(F).

Having fixed the initial (CP) and final (TT) tensor decompositions, we now require a
suitable analog of Theorem 1.3. The tensor norm ∥ · ∥max is defined just as for matrices.

Theorem 6.1 ([8, Corollary 1.8]). Let ε ∈ (0, 1) and n1, . . . , nd ∈ N. Consider

(6.2) r =
⌈cd
ε2

log(2e · n1 . . . nd)
⌉
∈ N

where cd > 0 is an absolute constant that depends8 only on d and e is Euler’s number. For
every m ∈ N and every A ∈ Rn1×···×nd with a CP decomposition A = JA1, . . . ,AdK of rank
m, there exists G ∈ Rn1×···×nd of rankTT(G) ≼ r such that

∥A− G∥max ≤ ε ·
d∏

j=1

∥Aj∥2,∞.

Lemma 6.2. Let ε ∈ (0, 1), n1, . . . , nd ∈ N, and r ∈ N be given by (6.2). For every
t ∈ N, any m1, . . . ,mt ∈ N, and any A1, . . . ,At ∈ Rn1×···×nd with CP decompositions As =

JA(s)
1 , . . . ,A

(s)
d K of rank ms, there exists G ∈ Rn1×···×nd of rankTT(G) ≼ r such that

∥A1 ∗ · · · ∗At − G∥max ≤ ε

t∏
s=1

d∏
j=1

∥A(s)
j ∥2,∞.

8We do not know the exact law, but the provable estimates of cd grow at least as dd
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Proof. As in the proof of Lemma 3.1, observe that A1 ∗ · · · ∗At = JÃ1, . . . , ÃdK with

Ã
⊺
j = [A

(1)
j ]⊺ ⊙ · · · ⊙ [A

(t)
j ]⊺, 1 ≤ j ≤ d.

Apply Theorem 6.1 and use ∥Ãj∥2,∞ ≤
∏t

s=1 ∥A
(s)
j ∥2,∞.

Lemma 6.3. Let ε ∈ (0, 1), n1, . . . , nd ∈ N, and r ∈ N be given by (6.2). Let h : Ω → R
satisfy Assumption 3.2 with 0 ∈ Ω. For any t,m ∈ N and every A ∈ Rn1×···×nd with a CP
decomposition A = JA1, . . . ,AdK of rank m such that I = [min{A},max{A}] ⊆ Ω, there
exists G ∈ Rn1×···×nd of rankTT(G) ≼ 1 + (t− 1)r such that

∥h(A)− G∥max ≤ ∥A∥tmax

t!
∥h(t)∥L∞(Ω) + ε

t−1∑
s=1

|h(s)(0)|
s!

d∏
j=1

∥Aj∥s2,∞.

Proof. Repeat the proof of Lemma 3.3 using Lemma 6.2 and note that the TT rank of a
sum of two tensors is upper bounded by the sum of their TT ranks [27].

Corollary 6.4. In the settings of Lemma 6.3, let h : Ω → R satisfy Assumption 3.5. If
maxj∈[d]{∥Aj∥2,∞} ≤ R then, for t ≥ e2MRd,

∥h(A)− G∥max ≤ C
[
e−t + ε(eMRd − 1)

]
.

Proof. Use Lemma 6.3 and proceed as in Corollary 3.7, noting that ∥A∥max ≤ Rd.

Theorem 6.5. Let ε ∈ (0, 1), n1, . . . , nd ∈ N, and r ∈ N be given by (6.2). Let h :
Ω → R satisfy Assumption 3.5 with [−Rd, Rd] ⊆ Ω and R > 0. For every m ∈ N, every
F ∈ Rn1×···×nd generated with f(x(1), . . . ,x(d)) = h(⟨x(1), . . . ,x(d)⟩) based on points from
Bm,R, and every integer t ≥ e2MRd, there exists G ∈ Rn1×···×nd of rankTT(G) ≼ 1 + (t− 1)r
such that

∥F − G∥max ≤ C
[
e−t + ε(eMRd − 1)

]
.

Proof. Apply Corollary 6.4 to the tensor P = JX1, . . . ,XdK introduced in (6.1).

Similar to matrices, we can choose t = ⌈log(ε−1)⌉ to guarantee the existence of a tensor
G of rankTT(G) = O(log(n1 . . . nd)ε

−2 log(ε−1)) that achieves the error ∥F − G∥max = O(ε).
The TT rank bound is independent of the dimension m and deteriorates with the growth of
the number of modes d because of the constant cd in Theorem 6.1.

7. Numerical experiments.

7.1. Algorithm. While the truncated singular value decomposition (SVD) of a matrix
provides its optimal low-rank approximation in the Frobenius norm, optimal low-rank ap-
proximation in the maximum norm is substantially more difficult—to the extent that the
problem is NP-hard even in the simplest rank-one case [15, 46, 26]. It might still be possible
to find “good” entrywise approximations, and we focus on a heuristic method based on alter-
nating projections as developed in [7, §7.5] and further used in [9, 8]. This approach applies
to both matrices and tensors and, to the best of our knowledge, is the only currently available
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specialized algorithm of entrywise low-rank approximation for tensors. Find an overview of
the known matrix algorithms in [9].

The method of alternating projections aims to find a point in the intersection of two sets
by computing successive projections in the Frobenius norm. Consider the sets of low-rank
tensors and tensors that are close to F in the maximum norm:

Mr = {T : rankTT(T ) = r}, Bε(F) = {E : ∥F − E∥max ≤ ε}.

The projection of T onto Bε(F) amounts to clipping the entries of T −F whose absolute value
exceeds ε. The projection onto Mr is given by the truncated SVD for matrices. It cannot be
computed for tensors, but the TT-SVD algorithm [28, 27] acts as a quasi-optimal low-rank
projection, and the iterations of quasi-optimal alternating projections with TT-SVD instead
of the optimal projection still converge [38, 7] and can be accelerated with randomized low-
rank projections [25, 38]. In [7, 8, 9], (quasi-optimal) alternating projections were combined
with a binary search over ε to obtain an upper bound on the optimal low-rank approximation
error in the maximum norm for a matrix or tensor.

7.2. Test functions and experimental settings. We consider three functions9,

f1(x,y) = exp(−∥x− y∥2), f2(x,y) = exp(−∥x− y∥42), f3(x,y, z) = sinh(⟨x,y, z⟩),

and generate n × n matrices and n × n × n tensors by sampling the points {xi}, {yi}, {zi}
uniformly at random from Bm. With matrices, we use two sampling schemes: independent
sampling when {xi} and {yi} are sampled independently, and symmetric sampling when we
sample {xi} and set yi = xi. With tensors, we use only independent sampling.

In every numerical experiment, we set the dimension m and the size n; choose the sam-
pling scheme and the test function; generate a matrix or tensor from random samples; set
the approximation rank r (TT rank (r, r) for tensors) and run the method of alternating
projections with binary search starting from a low-rank initial approximation with random
Gaussian factors; normalize the resulting error estimate by the maximum norm of the orig-
inal matrix or tensor to obtain the relative error estimate ε. We repeat every experiment 5
times and report the median value of ε. For matrices, we additionally compare the results of
alternating projections with the entrywise errors achieved by the truncated SVD (again, all
random experiments are repeated 5 times); this estimate was used in [41].

Our implementation10 of the method of alternating projections with binary search has a
number of hyperparameters that affect its performance and running time. The choice of their
values was dictated in large by the latter, so, perhaps, the error estimates can be improved.
We restrict the experiments to third-order tensors for the same reasons. Similarly, instead
of fixing the desired relative approximation error ε and studying the ε-rank (1.4), we fix the
approximation rank r and bound the optimal entrywise error of rank-r approximation, since
the second problem is less computationally challenging.

Let us repeat the comment made in Subsection 1.3: the values of n and r, for which
we have enough computational resources to perform experiments, are too low to fall into

9Note the discussion about f2 at the end of Section 5.
10The code is available at https://github.com/sbudzinskiy/low-rank-big-data.

https://github.com/sbudzinskiy/low-rank-big-data
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Figure 2. Relative errors of low-rank approximation in the maximum norm for function-generated matrices
and tensors with varying dimension m: (top) f1(x,y) = exp(−∥x−y∥2), (middle) f2(x,y) = exp(−∥x−y∥42),
(bottom) f3(x,y, z) = sinh(⟨x,y, z⟩).

the regime described by our theory. Therefore, we suggest to view our numerical results as
complementary to the theoretical bounds.

7.3. Varying dimension of the variables. The first series of experiments illustrates that,
for specific classes of generating functions, the dimension m of the variables does not affect
the rank bound of entrywise approximation of the corresponding function-generated matrices
and tensors. As Figure 2 shows, the errors remain approximately constant as m is increased.
When m is large, matrices generated with f1 and f2 according to the random symmetric
sampling scheme behave like identity matrices, which explains why their approximation errors
are similar to those reported for identity matrices in [9]. Note that our algorithm achieves
approximation errors that are 5-10 times smaller than those of the truncated SVD at the cost
of higher computational complexity.
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Figure 3. Relative errors of low-rank approximation in the maximum norm for function-generated ma-
trices and tensors with varying approximation rank r: (top) f1(x,y) = exp(−∥x − y∥2), (middle) f2(x,y) =
exp(−∥x− y∥42), (bottom) f3(x,y, z) = sinh(⟨x,y, z⟩).

7.4. Varying approximation rank. Next, we study the decay of the entrywise errors as the
approximation rank r grows. In Figure 3, we see that the errors decrease as O(r−1/2(n− r)α),
where the hidden constant depends on n and α > 0 depends on the sampling regime and the
order of the tensor. For the values of r that are not too close to the size n, the numerically
estimated errors decay as r−1/2 in accordance with our theoretical guarantee (1.3).

7.5. Varying size of the matrix or tensor. Finally, we investigate how the approximation
errors depend on the size n of the function-generated matrix or tensor. Our theoretical rank
bound (1.3) suggests that, for fixed approximation rank r, it is possible to achieve an entrywise
error of O(

√
log(n)/r). On the other hand, there is an ultimate upper bound ∥F∥max of the

error that is attained at the rank-zero approximation and can be approached with a vanishing
sequence of rank-r matrices. Therefore, the error bound O(

√
log(n)/r) necessarily becomes
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Figure 4. Relative errors of low-rank approximation in the maximum norm for function-generated matrices
and tensors with varying size n: (top) f1(x,y) = exp(−∥x−y∥2), (middle) f2(x,y) = exp(−∥x−y∥42), (bottom)
f3(x,y, z) = sinh(⟨x,y, z⟩).

meaningless when r is fixed and n → ∞. Figure 4 shows the growth rate O(polylog(n − r))
of the approximation error in the intermediate range of values of n. We expect that the rate
O(

√
log(n)/r) could be registered for bigger values of n and r (see Subsection 1.3).

8. Conclusion. So are “big data” approximately low-rank? The question is too vague to
have a concise, definite answer. In this article, we presented three classes of function-generated
matrices and a class of function-generated tensors whose ε-ranks tend to grow slowly with the
number of samples n (once n is big enough) when the underlying latent dimensionm is large. It
is unlikely that these specific types of function-generated data represent the whole “big data”,
and we encourage further investigations in this area: seeking other classes of approximately
low-rank matrices and tensors and tying them with the real-world datasets.
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Appendix A. Proof of Theorem 2.1: revisited.

Theorem A.1. Let f : B2
m → R satisfy the assumptions of Example 1.2. Let ε ∈ (0, 1),

n1, n2 ∈ N, and r ∈ N be given by (1.2). Then for every F ∈ Rn1×n2 generated with f , there
exists G ∈ Rn1×n2 of rank(G) ≤ r such that

∥F−G∥max ≤ ε · Ce
m
2
(1+M2)∥f∥L∞(B2

m).

Proof. For each ρ ∈ N and x ∈ Bm, consider the Taylor series of y 7→ f(x,y) at y = 0,

f(x,y) =
∑
|γ|<ρ

∂γ
yf(x,0)

yγ

γ!
+ Eρ(x,y) = fρ(x,y) + Eρ(x,y), y ∈ Bm,

with the remainder Eρ(x,y) given in the Lagrange form as

Eρ(x,y) =
∑
|γ|=ρ

∂γ
yf(x, αy)

yγ

γ!
, α = α(y) ∈ (0, 1).

Since the point αy lies in Bm,

|Eρ(x,y)| ≤
∑
|γ|=ρ

∥∂γ
yf(x, ·)∥L∞(Bm)

|yγ |
γ!

≤ CMρ∥f∥L∞(B2
m)

∑
|γ|=ρ

|yγ |
γ!

.

We have maxi∈[m] |y(i)| ≤ 1 so that

∥Eρ(x, ·)∥L∞(Bm) ≤ CMρ∥f∥L∞(B2
m)

∑
|γ|=ρ

1

γ!
= CMρm

ρ

ρ!
∥f∥L∞(B2

m).

Fix any δ > 0. For sufficiently large ρ = ρ(δ), the truncated Taylor series fρ(x,y) satisfies

∥f − fρ∥L∞(B2
m) ≤ δ∥f∥L∞(B2

m).

Denote by km,ρ ∈ N the number of terms in fρ, i.e. the cardinality of {γ ∈ Nm
0 : |γ| < ρ}.

Let {xi}n1
i=1 ⊂ Bm and {yj}

n2
j=1 ⊂ Bm be the points used to generate the matrix F ∈ Rn1×n2 .

We can sample the function fρ at these points to construct, as in Example 1.1, matrices
X ∈ Rn1×km,ρ , Y ∈ Rn2×km,ρ and diagonal D ∈ Rkm,ρ×km,ρ such that

∥F−XDY⊺∥max ≤ δ∥f∥L∞(B2
m).

Let A = XD
1
2 and B = YD

1
2 . Now, let us apply Theorem 1.3 to the matrix AB⊺ = XDY⊺.

The row-norms of A can be estimated as

∥A(i, :)∥22 ≤
∞∑

|γ|=0

1

γ!
|∂γ

yf(xi,0)|2 ≤ C2∥f∥2L∞(B2
m)

∞∑
|γ|=0

1

γ!
M2|γ|

= C2∥f∥2L∞(B2
m)

( ∞∑
γ=0

1

γ!
M2γ

)m

= C2emM2∥f∥2L∞(B2
m).
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Similarly, the row-norms of B are bounded by

∥B(j, :)∥22 ≤
∞∑

|γ|=0

1

γ!
|yγ

j |
2 ≤

∞∑
|γ|=0

1

γ!
= em.

By Theorem 1.3, there exists a matrix G ∈ Rn1×n2 of rank at most r such that

∥AB⊺ −G∥max ≤ ε · Ce
m
2
(1+M2)∥f∥L∞(B2

m),

and, as a consequence,

∥F−G∥max ≤ (δ + ε · Ce
m
2
(1+M2))∥f∥L∞(B2

m).

Note that G depends on δ and take a vanishing sequence {δl}. We can repeat the limiting
argument from the proof of Theorem 5.2.

Appendix B. Comparison of rank bounds.

B.1. Theorem 2.1 and Equation 1.1. Let us find a sufficient condition for the rank bound
of Theorem 2.1 to be looser than the rank bound (1.1) for all n:

1 + 8 log(2n+ 1)(1 + 2
ε (Cu + Cv + 1))2 > emmax{C/ε, (1 + e2M)m}.

Since Cu > C2mm and Cv > 0, this would follow from a stronger inequality

32C4

ε2
log(2n+ 1)m2m > emmax{C/ε, (1 + e2M)m},

log(2n+ 1) > 1
32 max

{
ε
C3

em

m2m , ε2

C4
em(1+e2M)m

m2m

}
.

As ε ∈ (0, 1) and C ≥ 1, this would follow from a yet stronger inequality

log(2n+ 1) >
[
e(1+e2M)

m2

]m
.

If the right-hand side is smaller than one, the inequality holds for all n ∈ N. This gives a
sufficient condition M < (m2 − e)/e3 and requires m ≥ 2 to have M > 0.

B.2. Theorem A.1 and Equation 1.1. Let us find a sufficient condition for the rank
bound of Theorem A.1 corresponding to the error ε∥f∥L∞ to be looser than (1.1) for all n:

9C2

ε2
log(3n2)em(1+M2) > emmax{C/ε, (1 + e2M)m},

log(3n2) > 1
9 max

{
ε
C e

−mM2
, ε2

C2

(
1+e2M

eM2

)m}
.

As ε ∈ (0, 1) and C ≥ 1, this would follow from a stronger inequality

log(3n2) > max
{
e−mM2

,
(
1+e2M

eM2

)m}
.

If the right-hand side is smaller than one, the inequality holds for all n ∈ N. This gives a
sufficient condition eM

2
> 1 + e2M , which is true for all M > 1.597.
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