
Nonparametric Density Estimation via
Variance-Reduced Sketching

Yifan Peng1, Yuehaw Khoo∗2, and Daren Wang3

1Committee on Computational and Applied Mathematics, University of
Chicago

2Department of Statistics, University of Chicago
3Department of Statistics, University of Notre Dame

Abstract

Nonparametric density models are of great interest in various scientific and engi-
neering disciplines. Classical density kernel methods, while numerically robust and
statistically sound in low-dimensional settings, become inadequate even in moder-
ate higher-dimensional settings due to the curse of dimensionality. In this paper,
we introduce a new framework called Variance-Reduced Sketching (VRS), specifi-
cally designed to estimate multivariable density functions with a reduced curse of
dimensionality. Our framework conceptualizes multivariable functions as infinite-
size matrices, and facilitates a new sketching technique motivated by numerical
linear algebra literature to reduce the variance in density estimation problems. We
demonstrate the robust numerical performance of VRS through a series of simulated
experiments and real-world data applications. Notably, VRS shows remarkable im-
provement over existing neural network estimators and classical kernel methods in
numerous density models. Additionally, we offer theoretical justifications for VRS
to support its ability to deliver nonparametric density estimation with a reduced
curse of dimensionality.

Keywords— Density estimation, Matrix sketching, Tensor sketching, Range estimation,
High-dimensional function approximation

1 Introduction

Nonparametric density estimation has extensive applications across diverse fields, includ-
ing biostatistics (Chen (2017)), machine learning (Sriperumbudur and Steinwart (2012)
and Liu et al. (2023)), engineering (Chaudhuri et al. (2014)), and economics (Zambom
and Dias (2013)). In this context, the goal is to estimate the underlying density function
based on a collection of independently and identically distributed data. Classical density
estimation methods such as histograms (Scott (1979) and Scott (1985)) and kernel density
estimators (Parzen (1962) and Davis et al. (2011)), known for their numerical robustness
and statistical stability in lower-dimensional settings, often suffer from the curse of di-
mensionality even in moderate higher-dimensional spaces. Mixture models (Dempster
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(1977) and Escobar and West (1995)) offer a potential solution for higher-dimensional
problems, but these methods are lacking the flexibility to extend in the nonparametric
settings. Additionally, adaptive methods (Liu et al. (2007) and Liu et al. (2023)) have
been developed to address higher-dimensional challenges. Recently, deep generative mod-
eling has emerged as a popular technique to approximate high-dimensional densities from
given samples, especially in the context of images. This category includes generative ad-
versarial networks (GAN) (Goodfellow et al. (2020); Liu et al. (2021)), normalizing flows
(Dinh et al. (2014); Rezende and Mohamed (2015); Dinh et al. (2016)), and autoregressive
models (Germain et al. (2015); Uria et al. (2016); Papamakarios et al. (2017); Huang et al.
(2018)). Despite their remarkable performance, particularly with high-resolution images,
statistical guarantees for these neural network methods continue to be a challenge. In this
paper, we aim to develop a new framework specifically designed to estimate multivariate
nonparametric density functions. Within this framework, we conceptualize multivariate
density functions as matrices or tensors and extend matrix/tensor approximation algo-
rithm to this nonparametric setting, in order to reduce the curse of dimensionality in
higher dimensions.

1.1 Contributions

Motivated by Hur et al. (2023), we propose a new matrix/tensor-based sketching frame-
work for estimating multivariate density functions in nonparametric models, referred to
as Variance-Reduced Sketching (VRS). To illustrate the advantages of VRS, consider the
setting of estimating an α-times differentiable density function in d dimensions. In terms
of squared L2 norm, the error rate of the classical kernel density estimator (KDE) with
sample size N is of order

O

(
1

N2α/(2α+d)

)
, (1)

while the VRS estimator can achieve error rates of order1

O

(
1

N2α/(2α+1)
+

∏d
j=1 rj

N

)
. (2)

Here, {rj}dj=1 are the ranks of the true density function, and the precise definition can be
found in Assumption 3. Note that when {rj}dj=1 are bounded constants, the error rate

in (2) reduces to O
(

1
N2α/(2α+1)

)
, which is a nonparametric error rate in one dimension,

significantly better than (1), especially when d is large. In Figure 1, we conduct a
simulation study to numerically compare deep neural network estimators, classical kernel
density estimators, and VRS. Additional empirical studies are provided in Section 5.
Extensive numerical evidence suggests that VRS significantly outperforms various deep
neural network estimators and KDE by a considerable margin.

The promising performance of VRS comes from its ability to reduce the problem of
multivariate density estimation to the problem of estimating low-rank matrices/tensors
in space of functions. For example, we can think of a two-variable density function as
an infinite-size matrix. When estimating this two-variable density using classical kernel
methods, it typically exhibits a two-dimensional error rate. In contrast, VRS reduces
the matrix estimation problem to an estimation problem of its range. Since the range

1Assuming the minimal singular values are all constants, the error bound in (2) matches Theorem 2.
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Figure 1: Density estimation with data sampled from the Ginzburg-Landau density in
(37). The x-axis represents dimensionality, varying from 2 to 10. The performance
of different estimators is evaluated using L2-errors. Additional details are provided in
Simulation III of Section 5.

of the density function is a single-variable function when the rank is low, we achieve
a single-variable estimation error rate. Such philosophy can be generalized to density
estimation in arbitrary dimensions. To estimate the range, VRS employs a new sketching
strategy, wherein the empirical density function is sketched with a set of carefully chosen
sketch functions, as illustrated in Figure 2. These sketch functions are selected to retain
the range of the density while reducing the variance of the range estimation from any
multidimensional scaling to 1-dimensional scaling, hence the name Variance-Reduced
Sketching.

Our VRS sketching approach allows us to achieve the error bound demonstrated in
(2), contrasting with the error bound of KDE in (1), which suffers from the curse of
dimensionality. Our VRS framework is fundamentally different from the randomized
sketching algorithm for finite-dimensional matrices previously studied in Halko et al.
(2011), as randomly chosen sketching does not address the curse of dimensionality in
multivariable density estimation models. Additionally, the statistical guarantees for VRS
are derived from a computationally tractable algorithm. This contrasts with deep learning
methods, where generalization errors highly depend on the architecture of the neural
network estimators, and the statistical analysis of generalization errors of neural network
estimators is not necessarily related to optimization errors achieved by computationally
tractable optimizers.

1.2 Related literature

Matrix approximation algorithms, such as singular value decomposition and QR decom-
position, play a crucial role in computational mathematics and statistics. A notable
advancement in this area is the emergence of randomized low-rank approximation al-
gorithms. These algorithms excel in reducing time and space complexity substantially
without sacrificing too much numerical accuracy. Seminal contributions to this area are
outlined in works such as Liberty et al. (2007) and Halko et al. (2011). Additionally,
review papers like Woodruff et al. (2014), Drineas and Mahoney (2016), Martinsson
(2019), and Martinsson and Tropp (2020) have provided comprehensive summaries of

3



Figure 2: The sketched function AS by VRS retains the range in the variable x of A(x, y).
The complexity of estimating the range of A using AS is much lower than the complexity
of directly estimating A.

these randomized approaches, along with their theoretical stability guarantees. Random-
ized low-rank approximation algorithms typically start by estimating the range of a large
low-rank matrix A ∈ Rn×n by forming a reduced-size sketch. This is achieved by right
multiplying A with a random matrix S ∈ Rn×k, where k ≪ n. The random matrix S is
selected to ensure that the range of AS remains a close approximation of the range of A,
even when the column size of AS is significantly reduced from A. As such, the random
matrix S is referred to as randomized linear embedding or sketching matrix by Tropp
et al. (2017b) and Nakatsukasa and Tropp (2021). The sketching approach reduces the
cost in singular value decomposition from O(n3) to O(n2), where O(n2) represents the
complexity of matrix multiplication.

Recently, a series of studies have extended the matrix sketching technique to range
estimation for high-order tensor structures, such as the Tucker structure (Che and Wei
(2019); Sun et al. (2020); Minster et al. (2020)) and the tensor train structure (Al Daas
et al. (2023); Kressner et al. (2023); Shi et al. (2023)). These studies developed specialized
structures for sketching to reduce computational complexity while maintaining high levels
of numerical accuracy in handling high-order tensors.

Previous work has also explored randomized sketching techniques in specific estima-
tion problems. For instance, Mahoney et al. (2011) and Raskutti and Mahoney (2016)
utilized randomized sketching to solve unconstrained least squares problems. Williams
and Seeger (2000) , Rahimi and Recht (2007), Kumar et al. (2012) and Tropp et al.
(2017a) improved Nyström method with randomized sketching techniques. Similarly,
Alaoui and Mahoney (2015), Wang et al. (2017), and Yang et al. (2017) applied ran-
domized sketching to kernel matrices in kernel ridge regression to reduce computational
complexity. While these studies mark significant progress in the literature, they usually
require extensive observation of the estimated function prior to employing the random-
ized sketching technique, in order to maintain acceptable accuracy. This step would be
significantly expensive for the higher-dimensional setting. Notably, Hur et al. (2023) and
subsequent studies Tang et al. (2022); Ren et al. (2023); Peng et al. (2023); Chen and
Khoo (2023); Tang and Ying (2023) addressed the issues by taking the variance of data
generation process into the creation of sketching for high-dimensional tensor estimation.
This sketching technique allows for the direct estimation of the range of a tensor with
reduced sample complexity, rather than directly estimating the full tensor.
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1.3 Organization

Our manuscript is organized as follows. In Section 2, we detail the procedure for im-
plementing the range estimation through sketching and study the corresponding error
analysis. In Section 3, we extend our study to density function estimation based the
range estimators developed in Section 2, and provide the corresponding statistical error
analysis with a reduced curse of dimensionality. Additionally, we extend our method
to image PCA denoising in Section 4. In Section 5, we present comprehensive numeri-
cal results to demonstrate the superior numerical performance of our method. Finally,
Section 6 summarizes our conclusions.

1.4 Notations

We use N to denote the natural numbers {1, 2, 3, . . .} and R to denote all the real numbers.
We say that Xn = OP(an) if for any given ϵ > 0, there exists a Kϵ > 0 such that
lim supn→∞ P(|Xn/an| ≥ Kϵ) < ϵ. For real numbers {an}n=1, {bn}n=1 and {cn}n=1, we
denote an = O(bn) if limn→∞ an/bn < ∞ and an = o(cn) if limn→∞ an/cn = 0. Let [0, 1]
denote the unit interval in R. For positive integer d, denote the d-dimensional unit cube
as [0, 1]d.

Let {fi}ni=1 be a collection of elements in the Hilbert space H. Then

Span{fi}ni=1 = {b1f1 + · · ·+ bnfn : {bi}ni=1 ⊂ R}. (3)

Note that Span{fi}ni=1 is a linear subspace of H. For a generic measurable set Ω ⊂ Rd,
denote L2(Ω) =

{
f : Ω → R : ∥f∥2L2(Ω) =

∫
Ω
f 2(z)dz <∞

}
. For any f, g ∈ L2(Ω), let the

inner product between f and g be

⟨f, g⟩ =
∫
Ω

f(z)g(z)dz.

We say that {ϕk}∞k=1 is a collection of orthonormal functions in L2(Ω) if ⟨ϕk, ϕl⟩ = 1 if
k = l, and 0 if k ̸= l. Let Z ∈ Ω and IZ be the indicator function at the point Z. We
define

⟨I{Z}, f⟩ = f(Z).

If {ϕk}∞k=1 spans L2(Ω), then {ϕk}∞k=1 is a collection of orthonormal basis functions in
L2(Ω). In what follows, we briefly introduce the notations for Sobolev spaces. Let Ω ⊂ Rd

be any measurable set. For multi-index β = (β1, . . . , βd) ∈ Nd, and f(z1, . . . , zd) : Ω → R,
define the β-derivative of f as Dβf = ∂β1

1 · · · ∂βd

d f. Then

Wα
2 (Ω) := {f ∈ L2(Ω) : D

βf ∈ L2(Ω) for all |β| ≤ α},

where |β| = β1 + · · · + βd and α represents the total order of derivatives. The Sobolev
norm of f ∈ Wα

2 is ∥f∥2Wα
2 (Ω) =

∑
0≤|β|≤α ∥Dβf∥2L2(Ω).

1.5 Background: linear algebra in tensorized function spaces

We briefly introduce linear algebra in tensorized function spaces, which is the necessary
to develop our Variance-Reduced Sketching (VRS) framework for nonparametric density
estimation.
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Multivariable functions as tensors

Given positive integers {sj}dj=1 ∈ N, let Ωj ⊂ Rsj . Let A(z1, . . . , zd) : Ω1×Ω2 · · ·×Ωd → R
be a generic multivariable function and uj(zj) ∈ L2(Ωj) for j = 1, . . . , d. Denote

A[u1, . . . , ud] =

∫
Ω1

. . .

∫
Ωd

A(z1, . . . , zd)u1(z1) · · ·ud(zd)dz1 · · · dzd. (4)

Define the Frobenius norm of A as

∥A∥2F =
∞∑

k1,...,kd=1

A2[ϕ1,k1 , . . . , ϕd,kd ], (5)

where {ϕj,kj}∞kj=1 are any orthonormal basis functions of L2(Ωj). Note that in (5), ∥A∥F
is independent of the choices of basis functions {ϕj,kj}∞kj=1 in L2(Ωj) for j = 1, . . . , d. The
operator norm of A is defined as

∥A∥op = sup
∥uj∥L2(Ωj)

≤1, j=1,...,d

A[u1, . . . , ud]. (6)

We say that A is a tensor in tensor product space L2(Ω1) ⊗ L2(Ω2) ⊗ · · · ⊗ L2(Ωd) if
there exist scalars {bk1,...,kd}∞k1,...,kd=1 ⊂ R and functions {fj,kj}∞kj=1 ⊂ L2(Ωj) for each
j = 1, . . . , d such that

A(z1, . . . , zd) =
∞∑

k1,...,kd=1

bk1,...,kdf1,k1(z1) · · · fd,kd(zd) (7)

and that ∥A∥F <∞. From classical functional analysis, we have that

L2(Ω1)⊗ L2(Ω2) · · · ⊗ L2(Ωd) = L2(Ω1 × Ω2 · · · × Ωd) and ∥A∥L2(Ω1×···×Ωd) = ∥A∥F .
(8)

Projection operators in function spaces

Let U = span{ϕ1, . . . , ϕm} ⊂ L2(Ω), where m ∈ N and {ϕµ}mµ=1 are any orthonormal
functions. Then U is an m-dimensional linear subspace of L2(Ω) and we denote dim(U) =
m. Let PU be the projection operator onto the subspace U . Therefore for any f ∈ L2(Ω),
the projection of f on U is

PU(f) =
m∑

µ=1

⟨f, ϕµ⟩ϕµ. (9)

Note that we always have ∥PU∥op ≤ 1 for any projection operator PU .
For j = 1, . . . , d, let {ϕj,µj

}∞µj=1 be any orthonormal functions of L2(Ωj) and Uj =

span{ϕj,µj
}mj

µj=1, where mj ∈ N. With the expansion in (7), define the tensor A ×1

PU1 · · · ×d PUd
as

(A×1 PU1 · · · ×d PUd
) (z1, . . . , zd) =

∞∑
k1,...,kd=1

bk1,...,kdPU1(f1,k1)(z1) · · · PUd
(fd,kd)(zd). (10)

6



We have ∥A×1 PU1 · · · ×d PUd
∥F ≤ ∥A∥F∥PU1∥op · · · ∥PUd

∥op = ∥A∥F <∞ by Lemma 16
and the fact that ∥PUd

∥op ≤ 1. It follows that A×1PU1 · · · ×dPUd
is a tensor in L2(Ω1)⊗

L2(Ω2)⊗ · · · ⊗L2(Ωd) and therefore can be viewed as a function in L2(Ω1 ×Ω2 · · · ×Ωd).
More generally given k ≤ d, let x = (z1, . . . , zk) ∈ Ω1×· · ·×Ωk and y = (zk+1, . . . , zd) ∈

Ωk+1 × · · · × Ωd. We can view A(z1, . . . , zd) = A(x, y) as a function in L2(Ω1 × · · · ×
Ωk)⊗ L2(Ωk+1 × · · · ×Ωd). For j = 1, . . . , k, let Uj ⊂ L2(Ωj) be any subspace. Suppose
Ux ⊂ L2(Ω1 × · · · × Ωk) is such that

Ux = U1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ Uk = Span{f1(z1) · · · fk(zk), fj(zj) ∈ Uj for all 1 ≤ j ≤ k}.

Then we have A×x PUx = A×1 PU1 · · · ×k PUk
, as shown in Lemma 18.

2 Density range estimation by sketching

Let d1 and d2 be arbitrary positive integers, and let Ω1 ⊂ Rd1 and Ω2 ⊂ Rd2 be two
measurable sets. Let A∗(x, y) : Ω1 × Ω2 → R be the unknown density function, and

{Zi}Ni=1 ⊂ Ω1 × Ω2 be the observed data sampled from A∗. Denote Â the empirical
measure formed by {Zi}Ni=1. More precisely,

Â =
1

N

N∑
i=1

I{Zi}. (11)

In this section, we introduce a sketching algorithm to estimate Rangex(A
∗) based on Â

with a reduced curse of dimensionality, where

Rangex(A
∗) =

{
f(x) : f(x) =

∫
Ω2

A∗(x, y)g(y)dy for any g(y) ∈ L2(Ω2)

}
. (12)

To this end, let M be a linear subspace of L2(Ω1) that acts as an estimation subspace
and L be a linear subspace of L2(Ω2) that acts as a sketching subspace. More details on
how to choose M and L are deferred to Remark 1. Our procedure is composed of the
following three stages.

• Sketching stage. Let {wη}dim(L)
η=1 be the orthonormal basis functions of L. We apply the

projection operator PL to Â by computing{∫
Ω2

Â(x, y)wη(y)dy

}dim(L)

η=1

. (13)

Note that for each η = 1, . . . , dim(L),
∫
Ω2
Â(x, y)wη(y)dy is a function solely depending

on x. This stage is aiming at reducing the curse of dimensionality associated to variable
y.

• Estimation stage. We estimate the functions
{ ∫

Ω2
Â(x, y)wη(y)dy

}dim(L)
η=1

by utilizing

the estimation space M. Specifically, for each η = 1, . . . , dim(L), we approximate∫
Ω2
Â(x, y)wη(y)dy by

f̃η(x) = argmin
f∈M

∥∥∥∥∫
Ω2

Â(x, y)wη(y)dy − f(x)

∥∥∥∥2
L2(Ω1)

. (14)

7



• Orthogonalization stage. Let

Ã(x, y) =

dim(L)∑
η=1

f̃η(x)wη(y). (15)

Compute the leading singular functions in the variable x of Ã(x, y) to estimate the
Rangex(A

∗).

We formally summarize our procedure in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1 Density range Estimation via Variance-Reduced Sketching

INPUT: Estimator Â(x, y) : Ω1 × Ω2 → R, parameter r ∈ Z+, linear subspaces M ⊂
L2(Ω1) and L ⊂ L2(Ω2).

1: Compute
{ ∫

Ω2
Â(x, y)wη(y)dy

}dim(L)
η=1

, the projection of Â onto {wη(y)}dim(L)
η=1 , the

basis functions of L.
2: Compute the estimated functions {f̃η(x)}dim(L)

η=1 in M by (14).

3: Compute the leading r singular functions in the variable x of Ã(x, y) =∑dim(L)
η=1 f̃η(x)wη(y) and denote them as {Φ̂ρ(x)}rρ=1.

OUTPUT: {Φ̂ρ(x)}rρ=1.

Suppose the estimation space M is spanned by the orthonormal basis functions
{vµ(x)}dim(M)

µ=1 . In what follows, we provide an explicit expression of Ã(x, y) in (15)

based on the Â(x, y).

In the sketching stage, computing (13) is equivalent to compute Â×y PL, as

Â×y PL =

dim(L)∑
η=1

(∫
Ω2

Â(x, y)wη(y)dy

)
wη(y).

In the estimation stage, we have the following explicit expression for (14) by Lemma 20:

f̂η(x) =

dim(M)∑
µ=1

Â[vµ, wη]vµ(x),

where Â[vµ, wη] =
∫∫

Â(x, y)vµ(x)wη(y)dxdy. Therefore, Ã(x, y) in (15) can be rewritten
as

Ã(x, y) =

dim(M)∑
µ=1

dim(L)∑
η=1

Â[vµ, wη]vµ(x)wη(y). (16)

By Lemma 19, Â×xPM×yPL has the exact same expression as Ã. Therefore, we establish
the identification

Ã = Â×x PM ×y PL. (17)

In Algorithm 3 of the appendix, we provide further implementation details on how
to compute the leading r singular functions in the variable x of Â ×x PM ×y PL using
singular value decomposition. Let P∗

x be the projection operator onto the Rangex(A
∗),

and let P̂x be the projection operator onto the space spanned by {Φ̂ρ(x)}rρ=1, the output
of Algorithm 1. In Section 2.1, we show that the range estimator in Algorithm 1 is
consistent by providing theoretical quantification on the difference between P∗

x and P̂x.

8



2.1 Error analysis of Algorithm 1

We start with introducing necessary conditions to establish the consistency of our range
estimators.

Assumption 1. Suppose Ω1 ⊂ Rd1 and Ω2 ⊂ Rd2 be two measurable sets. Let A∗(x, y) :
Ω1 × Ω2 → R be a generic population function with ∥A∗∥L2(Ω1×Ω2) <∞.

A∗(x, y) =
r∑

ρ=1

σρΦ
∗
ρ(x)Ψ

∗
ρ(y),

where r ∈ N, σ1 ≥ σ2 ≥ . . . ≥ σr > 0, and {Φ∗
ρ(x)}rρ=1 and {Ψ∗

ρ(y)}rρ=1 are orthonormal
basis functions in L2(Ω1) and L2(Ω2) respectively.

Assumption 1 postulates that the density A∗ is a finite-rank function. Finite-rank
conditions are commonly observed in the literature. In Example 1 and Example 2 of Ap-
pendix A, we illustrate that both additive models and mean-field models satisfy Assump-
tion 1. Additionally in Example 3, we demonstrate that all multivariable differentiable
functions can be effectively approximated by finite-rank functions.

The following assumption quantifies the bias between A∗ and its projection.

Assumption 2. Let M ⊂ L2(Ω1) and L ⊂ L2(Ω2) be two linear subspaces such that
dim(M) = md1 and dim(L) = ℓd2, where m, ℓ ∈ N. For α ≥ 1, suppose that

∥A∗ − A∗ ×x PM ×y PL∥2L2(Ω1×Ω2)
= O(m−2α + ℓ−2α), (18)

∥A∗ − A∗ ×y PL∥2L2(Ω1×Ω2)
= O(ℓ−2α), and (19)

∥A∗ ×y PL − A∗ ×x PM ×y PL∥2L2(Ω1×Ω2)
= O(m−2α). (20)

Remark 1. When Ω1 = [0, 1]d1 and Ω2 = [0, 1]d2, Assumption 2 directly follows from
approximation theories in Sobolev spaces. Indeed in the Appendix B, under the assumption
that ∥A∗∥Wα

2 ([0,1]d1+d2 ) < ∞, we justify Assumption 2 when M and L are derived from
three different popular nonparametric approaches: the reproducing kernel Hilbert spaces in
Lemma 2, the Legendre polynomial system in Lemma 5, and the spline basis in Lemma 7.

Note that by the identification in (17), Ã = Â×x PM ×y PL. The following theorem
shows that Rangex(A

∗) can be well-approximated by the leading singular functions in x

of Â×x PM ×y PL.

Theorem 1. Suppose Assumption 1 and 2 hold. For a sufficiently large constant C,
suppose that

σr > Cmax

{
ℓ−α,m−α,

√
md1 + ℓd2

N

}
. (21)

Let P∗
x be the projection operator onto the Rangex(A

∗), and let P̂x be the projection
operator onto the space spanned by the leading r singular functions in the variable x of
Â×x PM ×y PL. Then

∥P̂x − P∗
x∥2op = OP

{
σ−2
r

(
md1 + ℓd2

N
+m−2α

)}
. (22)

9



The proof of Theorem 1 can be found in Appendix C.1. It follows that if m ≍
N1/(2α+d1), ℓ = CLσ

−1/α
r for a sufficiently large constant CL, and sample size N ≥

Cσ max{σ−2−d1/α
r , σ

−2−d2/α
r } for a sufficiently large constant Cσ, then Theorem 1 implies

that

∥P̂x − P∗
x∥2op = OP

{
σ−2
r

N2α/(2α+d1)
+
σ
−2−d2/α
r

N

}
. (23)

To interpret our result in Theorem 1, consider a simplified scenario where the minimal
spectral value σr is a positive constant. Then (23) further reduces to

∥P̂x − P∗
x∥2op = OP

{
1

N2α/(2α+d1)

}
,

which matches the optimal nonparametric density estimation rate inWα
2 (Rd1). This indi-

cates that our method is able to estimate Rangex(A
∗) without the curse of dimensionality

introduced by the variable y ∈ Rd2 . Utilizing the estimator of P∗
x, we can further esti-

mate the population function A∗ with a reduced curse of dimensionality as detailed in
Section 3.

3 Density estimation by sketching

In this section, we study multivariable density estimation by utilizing the range estimator
outlined in Algorithm 1. Let O be a measurable subset of R and A∗(z1, . . . , zd) : Od → R
be the unknown population function. In this section, we propose a tensor-based algorithm
to estimate function A∗ with a reduced curse of dimensionality.

Remark 2. In density estimation, it is sufficient to assume O = [0, 1]. This is a common
assumption widely used in the nonparametric statistics literature. Indeed, if the density
function has compact support, through necessary scaling, we can assume the support is a
subset of Od = [0, 1]d.

We begin by stating the necessary assumptions for our tensor-based estimator of A∗.

Assumption 3. For j = 1, . . . , d, it holds that

A∗(z1, . . . , zd) =

rj∑
ρ=1

σj,ρΦ
∗
j,ρ(zj)Ψ

∗
j,ρ(z1, . . . , zj−1, zj+1, . . . , zd)

where rj ∈ N, σj,1 ≥ σj,2 ≥ . . . ≥ σj,rj > 0, and {Φ∗
j,ρ}

rj
ρ=1 and {Ψ∗

j,ρ}
rj
ρ=1 are orthonormal

functions in L2(O) and L2(Od−1) respectively. Furthermore, ∥A∗∥L2(Od) <∞.

Assumption 3 is a direct extension of Assumption 1, and all of Example 1, 2, and
3 in the appendix continue to hold for Assumption 3. Throughout this section, for
j ∈ {1, . . . , d}, denote the operator P∗

j as the projection operator onto Rangej(A
∗) =

Span{Φ∗
j,ρ(zj)}

rj
ρ=1. More precisely, P∗

j =
∑rj

ρ=1Φ
∗
j,ρ ⊗ Φ∗

j,ρ ∈ L2(O)⊗ L2(O).
In what follows, we formally introduce our algorithm to estimate the density function

A∗. Let {ϕS
k}∞k=1 ⊂ L2(O) be a collection of orthonormal basis functions. For j ∈

10



{1, . . . , d}, let m ∈ N, ℓj ∈ N and denote

Mj = span

{
ϕS
µ(zj)

}m

µ=1

and (24)

Lj = span

{
ϕS
η1
(z1) · · ·ϕS

ηj−1
(zj−1)ϕ

S
ηj+1

(zj+1) · · ·ϕS
ηd
(zd)

}ℓj

η1,...,ηj−1,ηj+1,...,ηd=1

. (25)

Remark 3. The collection of orthonormal basis functions {ϕS
k}∞k=1 ⊂ L2(O) can be de-

rived through various nonparametric estimation methods. In the appendix, we present
three examples of {ϕS

k}∞k=1, including reproducing kernel Hilbert space basis functions
(Appendix B.1), Legendre polynomial basis functions (Appendix B.2), and spline basis
functions (Appendix B.3) to illustrate the potential choices.

In Algorithm 2, we formally summarize our tensor-based estimator of A∗, which uti-
lizes the range estimator developed in Section 2.1.

Algorithm 2 Multivariable Density Estimation via Variance-Reduced Sketching

INPUT: Empirical measure Â as in (11), parameters {rj}dj=1 ⊂ Z+, linear subspaces
{Mj}dj=1 as in (24) and {Lj}dj=1 as in (25).

1: for j ∈ {1, . . . , d} do

2: Input {Â, rj,Mj,Lj} to Algorithm 1 to estimate Rangej(A
∗) and output leading

rj singular

3: functions {Φ̂j,ρj}
rj
ρj=1. Compute projection operator P̂j =

∑rj
ρj=1 Φ̂j,ρj ⊗ Φ̂j,ρj .

4: end for
5: Compute coefficient tensor B ∈ Rr1×···×rd :

Bρ1,...,ρd = Â[Φ̂1,ρ1 , . . . , Φ̂d,ρd ], for all ρ1 ∈ {1, . . . , r1}, . . . , ρd ∈ {1, . . . , rd}.

6: Compute estimated multivariable function(
Â×1 P̂1 · · · ×d P̂d

)
(z1, . . . , zd) =

r1∑
ρ1=1

· · ·
rd∑

ρd=1

(
Bρ1,...,ρdΦ̂1,ρ1(z1) · · · Φ̂d,ρd(zd)

)
.

OUTPUT: The estimate density function Â×1 P̂1 · · · ×d P̂d.

In Section 5.1, we provide an in-depth discussion on how to choose the tuning param-
eters m, {ℓj}dj=1 and {rj}dj=1 in a data-driven way. The time complexity of Algorithm 2
is

O

(
Nm

d∑
j=1

ℓd−1
j +m2

d∑
j=1

ℓd−1
j +Nm

d∑
j=1

rj +N

d∏
j=1

rj

)
. (26)

In (26), the first term is the cost of computing {Â ×x PMj
×y PLj

}dj=1, the second term

corresponds to the cost of singular value decomposition of {Â ×x PMj
×y PLj

}dj=1, the

third term represents the cost of computing {P̂j}dj=1, and the last term reflects the cost

of computing Â ×1 P̂1 · · · ×d P̂d given {P̂j}dj=1. In the following theorem, we show that

the difference between Â×1 P̂1 · · · ×d P̂d and A∗ is well-controlled.
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Theorem 2. Suppose that {Zi}Ni=1 ⊂ Od are independently sampled from a density
A∗ : Od → R+ satisfying ∥A∗∥Wα

2 (Od) <∞ with α ≥ 1 and ∥A∗∥∞ <∞.

Suppose in addition that A∗ satisfies Assumption 3, and that {Mj,Lj}dj=1 are in the
form of (24) and (25), where {ϕS

k}∞k=1 ⊂ L2(O) are derived from reproducing kernel
Hilbert spaces, the Legendre polynomial basis, or spline basis functions.

Let Â in (11), {rj}dj=1, and {Mj,Lj}dj=1 be the input of Algorithm 2, and Â×1P̂1 · · ·×dP̂d

be the corresponding output. Denote σmin = minj=1,...,d{σj,rj} and suppose for a suffi-
ciently large constant Csnr,

N2α/(2α+1) > Csnr max

{ d∏
j=1

rj,
1

σ
(d−1)/α+2
min

,
1

σ
2α/(α−1/2)
min

}
.

If ℓj = CLσ
−1/α
j,rj

for some sufficiently large constant CL and m ≍ N1/(2α+1), then it holds
that

∥Â×1 P̂1 · · · ×d P̂d − A∗∥2L2(Od) = OP

(∑d
j=1 σ

−2
j,rj

N2α/(2α+1)
+

∑d
j=1 σ

−(d−1)/α−2
j,rj

N
+

∏d
j=1 rj

N

)
.

(27)

The proof of Theorem 2 can be found in the appendix. To interpret Theorem 2,
consider the simplified scenario where the ranks rj and the minimal spectral values σrj
are both positive constants for j = 1, . . . , d. Then (27) implies that

∥Â×1 P̂1 · · · ×d P̂d − A∗∥2L2(Od) = OP

(
1

N2α/(2α+1)

)
,

which matches the minimax optimal rate of estimating non-parametric functions in
Wα

2 (R). Note that the error rate of estimating a nonparametric density in Wα
2 (Rd)

using classical kernel methods is of order N−2α/(2α+d). Therefore, as long as

max

{
σ−2
min,

d∏
j=1

rj

}
= o(Nd/(2α+d)),

then by (27), with high probability

∥Â×1 P̂1 · · · ×d P̂d − A∗∥2L2(Od) = oP(N
−2α/(2α+d)),

and the error bound we obtain in Theorem 2 is strictly better than classical kernel meth-
ods.

4 Extension: image PCA denoising

In this section, we demonstrate that our nonparametric sketching methodology, intro-
duced in Section 2, can be used to estimate the principal component functions in the
continuum limit. The most representative application of PCA is image denoising, which
has a wide range of application in machine learning and data science, such as image clus-
tering, classification, and segmentation. We refer the readers to Mika et al. (1998) and
Bakır et al. (2004) for a detailed introduction on image processing.
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Let κ ∈ N. We define [κ] = [1, . . . , κ] and [κ]2 = [1, . . . , κ] × [1, . . . , κ]. Motivated
by the image denoising model, in our approach, data are treated as discrete functions
in L2([κ]

2) and therefore the resolution of the image data is κ2. In such a setting for
U, V ∈ L2([κ]

2) and x = (x1, x2) ∈ [κ]2, we have

∥U∥2L2([κ]2)
=

1

κ2

∑
(x1,x2)∈[κ]2

{
U(x1, x2)

}2
and ⟨U, V ⟩ = 1

κ2

∑
(x1,x2)∈[κ]2

U(x1, x2)V (x1, x2)

where U(x1, x2) indicates the (x1, x2) pixel of U . Note that the norm in L2([κ]
2) differs

from the Euclidean norm in Rκ2
by a factor of κ2. Let Γ ∈ L2([κ]

2)⊗ L2([κ]
2) and define

Γ[U, V ] =
1

κ4

∑
x∈[κ]2,y∈[κ]2

Γ(x, y)U(x)V (y). (28)

The operator norm of Γ(x, y) ∈ L2([κ]
2)⊗ L2([κ]

2) is defined as

∥Γ(x, y)∥op(L2([κ]2)⊗L2([κ]2)) = sup
∥U∥L2([κ]

2)=∥V ∥L2([κ]
2)=1

Γ[U, V ]. (29)

Motivated by the tremendous success of the discrete wavelet basis functions in the
image denoising literature (e.g., see Mohideen et al. (2008)), we study PCA in reproducing
kernel Hilbert spaces (RKHS) generated by wavelet functions. Specifically, let {ϕS

k}κk=1 be
a collection of orthonormal discrete wavelet functions in L2([κ]). The RKHS generated
by {ϕS

k}κk=1 is

H([κ]) =

{
f ∈ L2([κ]) : ∥f∥2H([κ]) =

κ∑
k=1

γ−1
k ⟨f, ϕS

k⟩2 <∞
}
. (30)

For d ∈ N, define H([κ]d) = H([κ])⊗ · · · ⊗ H([κ]). For any F ∈ H([κ]d), we have

∥F∥2H([κ]d) =
κ∑

k1,...,kd=1

γ−1
k1

· · · γ−1
kd

(H[ϕS
k1
, . . . , ϕS

kd
])2.

Let M ⊂ L2([κ]
2) be the estimation space and L ⊂ L2([κ]

2) be the sketching space such
that

M = span

{
ϕS
µ1
(x1)ϕ

S
µ2
(x2)

}m

µ1,µ2=1

and L = span

{
ϕS
η1
(y1)ϕ

S
η2
(y2)

}ℓ

η1,η2=1

, (31)

where x1, x2, y1, y2 ∈ [κ].

Suppose we observe a collection of noisy images {Wi}Ni=1 ⊂ L2([κ]
2) where for each

x ∈ [κ]2,

Wi(x) = Ii(x) + ϵi(x). (32)

Here {ϵi(x)}i=1,...,N,x∈[κ]2 ⊂ R are i.i.d. sub-Gaussian random variables and {Ii}Ni=1 are
i.i.d. sub-Gaussian stochastic functions in L2([κ

2]) such that for every x, y ∈ [κ]2 and
i = 1, . . . , n,

E(Ii(x)) = I∗(x) and Cov{Ii(x)Ii(y)} = Σ∗(x, y). (33)
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Our objective is to estimate the principle components of Σ∗. DenoteW (x) = 1
N

∑N
i=1Wi(x),

and define the covariance operator estimator as

Σ̂(x, y) =
1

N − 1

N∑
i=1

{
Wi(x)−W (x)

}{
Wi(y)−W (y)

}
. (34)

The following theorem shows that the principle components of Σ∗ can be consistently
estimated by the singular value decomposition of Σ̂ ×x PM ×y PL with suitably chosen
subspaces M and L.

Corollary 1. Suppose the data {Wi}Ni=1 ⊂ L2([κ]
2) satisfy (32) and (33), and that

∥Σ∗∥H([κ]4) <∞. Suppose in addition that for x, y ∈ [κ]2, Σ∗(x, y) =
∑r

ρ=1 σρΦ
∗
ρ(x)Φ

∗
ρ(y)

where σ1 ≥ σ2 ≥ . . . ≥ σr > 0, and {Φ∗
ρ}rρ=1 are orthonormal discrete functions in

L2([κ]
2).

Suppose that γk ≍ k−2α in (30). Let M and L be defined as in (31). For sufficiently
large constant C, suppose that

|σr| > Cmax

{
ℓ−α,m−α,

(m+ ℓ)√
N

,
1

κ2

}
. (35)

Denote P∗
x as the projection operator onto the Span{Φ∗

ρ}rρ=1, and P̂x the projection op-

erator onto the space spanned by the leading r singular functions in variable x of Σ̂ ×x

PM ×y PL. Then

∥P̂x − P∗
x∥2op(L2([κ]2)⊗L2([κ]2))

= OP

(
σ−2
r

N2α/(2α+2)
+
σ−2
r

κ4

)
. (36)

The proof of Corollary 1 can be found in Appendix E. To interpret the result in Corol-
lary 1, consider the scenario where the minimal spectral value σr is a positive constant.
Then (36) simplifies to

∥P̂x − P∗
x∥2op(L2([κ]2)⊗L2([κ]2))

= OP

(
1

N2α/(2α+2)
+

1

κ4

)
.

The term 1
N2α/(2α+2) aligns with the optimal rate for estimating a function in RKHS with

degree of smoothness α in a two-dimensional space. The additional term 1
κ4 accounts

for the measurement errors {ϵi}Ni=1. This term is typically negligible in application as
κ, the resolution of the images, is typically much larger than the sample size N for
high-resolution images.

5 Simulations and real data examples

In this section, we compare the numerical performance of the proposed estimator VRS
with classical kernel methods and neural network estimators through density estimation
models and image denoising models.
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5.1 Implementations

As detailed in Algorithm 2, our approach involves three groups of tuning parameters: m,
{ℓj}dj=1, and {rj}dj=1. In all our numerical experiments, the optimal choices for m and
{ℓj}dj=1 are determined through cross-validation. To select {rj}dj=1, we apply a popular
method in low-rank matrix estimation known as adaptive thresholding. Specifically, for
each j = 1, . . . , d, we compute {σ̂j,k}∞k=1, the set of singular values of Â ×x PMj

×y PLj

and set

rj = argmax
k≥1

σ̂j,k
σ̂j,k+1

.

Adaptive thresholding is a very popular strategy in the matrix completion literature
(Candes and Plan (2010)) and it has been proven to be empirical robust in many sci-
entific and engineering applications. We use built-in functions provided by the popular
Python package scikit-learn to train kernel estimators, and scikit-learn also utilizes cross-
validation for tuning parameter selection. For neural networks, we use PyTorch to train
various models and make predictions. The implementations of our numerical studies can
be found at this link.

5.2 Density estimation

We study the numerical performance of Variance-Reduced Sketching (VRS), kernel den-
sity estimators (KDE), and neural networks (NN) in various density estimation problems.
We use Legendre polynomials to span linear subspaces {Mj}dj=1 as in (24) and {Lj}dj=1

as in (25) in Algorithm 2 and the inputs of VRS in the density estimation setting are
detailed in Theorem 2. Once we compute the density function via VRS, we use Gibbs
sampling to efficiently generate samples from this multivariate probability distribution.
The details are listed in Appendix I. For neural network estimators, we use two popu-
lar density estimation architectures: Masked Autoregressive Flow (MAF) (Papamakarios
et al. (2017)) and Neural Autoregressive Flows (NAF) (Huang et al. (2018)) for com-
parisons. The details of implementing neural network density estimators are provided in
Appendix I. We measure the estimation accuracy by the relative L2-error defined as

∥p∗ − p̃∥L2(Ω)

∥p∗∥L2(Ω)

,

where p̃ is the density estimator of a given estimator. We also compute the standard Kull-
back–Leibler (KL) divergence to measure the distance between two probability density
functions:

DKL = Ep∗ [log(p
∗/p̃)].

• Simulation I. In the first simulation, we use a two-dimensional two-modes Gaussian
mixture model to numerically compare VRS, KDE and neural network estimators. We
generate 1,000 samples from the density function

p∗(x) = 0.4
exp

(
−1

2
(x− µ1)

TΣ−1
1 (x− µ1)

)√
(2π)2|Σ1|

+ 0.6
exp

(
−1

2
(x− µ2)

TΣ−1
2 (x− µ2)

)√
(2π)2|Σ2|

,
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where µ1 =

(
−0.35
−0.35

)
,Σ1 =

(
0.252 −0.032

−0.032 0.252

)
,µ2 =

(
0.35
0.35

)
,Σ2 =

(
0.352 0.12

0.12 0.352

)
.

The relative L2 error and KL divergence for each method are reported in Table 1.
As demonstrated in this example, VRS achieves decent accuracy in the classical low-
dimensional setting.

VRS KDE NN-MAF NN-NAF
relative L2 error 0.1270(0.0054) 0.1636(0.0068) 0.2225(0.0135) 0.3265(0.0103)
KL divergence 0.0092(0.0033) 0.0488(0.0029) 0.0785(0.0134) 0.0983(0.0098)

Table 1: Relative L2 errors and KL divergences for four different methods of the two-
dimensional Gaussian mixture model in Simulation I. The experiments are repeated
for 50 times. The average errors are reported and standard deviations are shown in the
bracket.

To further visualize the performance of the four different methods, the true density
and the estimated density from each method are plotted in Figure 3. Direct comparison
in Figure 3 demonstrates that VRS provides a relatively better estimator for the true
density.
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0.0000

0.0001

0.0002

0.0003

0.0004

Figure 3: Density functions from the two-dimensional Gaussian mixture model in Simu-
lation I. From left to right: the ground truth density, and estimations from VRS, KDE,
MAF, and NAF. The values in the colorbar on the right represent function values.

• Simulation II. We consider a moderate high-dimensional density model in this sim-
ulation. Specifically, we generate 105 data from the 30-dimensional Gaussian mixture
density functionx1x2

x3

 i.i.d.∼ 1

2
N

−0.5
−0.5
−0.5

 ,

 0.12 0.062 0
0.062 0.12 0
0 0 0.12

+
1

2
N

0.5
0.5
0.5

 , 0.12I3×3

 ,

x4, x5
i.i.d.∼ N (0, 0.04),

x6, . . . , x30
i.i.d.∼ 1

2
N (−0.4, 0.32) +

1

2
N (0.4, 0.32), for d > 5.

The experiments are repeated for 50 times. Since computing high-dimensional L2 errors is
NP-hard, we only report the averaged KL divergence for performance evaluation. Table 2
showcases that VRS outperforms kernel and neural network estimators with a remarkable
margin.
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VRS KDE MAF NAF
KL divergence 0.0195(0.0056) 4.3823(0.0047) 0.9260(0.0523) 0.1613(0.0823)

Table 2: KL divergence for four methods of the 30-dimensional density model in Simu-
lation II. The experiments are repeated for 50 times. The average errors are reported
and standard deviations are shown in the bracket.

To further visualize the performance of the four different methods, we provide visu-
alization of a few estimated marginal densities and compare them with the ground truth
marginal density. Figure 4 depicts the comparison of the two-dimensional marginal den-
sities corresponding to (x1, x2), (x4, x8), and (x10, x20), respectively. Direct comparison
in Figure 4 demonstrates VRS provides a relatively better fit for the true density.
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Figure 4: Marginal densities from the 30-dimensional Gaussian mixture model in Simu-
lation II. From left to right: the ground truth density, and estimations from VRS, KDE,
MAF, and NAF. From top to bottom: two-dimensional marginal densities corresponding
to (x1, x2), (x4, x8), and (x10, x20). The values in the colorbar on the right represent
function values.

• Simulation III. Ginzburg-Landau theory is widely used to model microscopic behavior
of superconductors. The Ginzburg-Landau density has the following expression

p∗(x1, . . . , xd) ∝ exp

(
−β
{ d∑

j=0

λ

2
(
xj − xj+1

h
)2 +

d∑
j=1

1

4λ
(x2j − 1)2

})
, (37)

where x0 = xd+1 = 0. We sample data from the Ginzburg-Landau density with coefficient
β = 1/8, λ = 0.02, h = 1/(d + 1) using Metropolis-Hastings sampling algorithm. This
type of density would concentrate on two centers (+1,+1, · · · ,+1) and (−1,−1, · · · ,−1),
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Figure 6: Marginal densities from the 10-dimensional Ginzburg-Landau model in Sim-
ulation III. and estimations from VRS, KDE, MAF, and NAF. From top to bottom:
two-dimensional marginal densities corresponding to (x4, x8) and (x9, x10). The values in
the colorbar on the right represent the density function values.

and all the coordinates (x1, . . . , xd) are correlated in a non-trivial way due to the inter-
action term exp

(
− β

∑d
j=0

λ
2
(
xj−xj+1

h
)2
)
in the density function. We consider two sets

of experiments for the Ginzburg-Landau density model. In the first set of experiments,
we fix d = 10 and change the sample size N from 1 × 105 to 5 × 105. In the second
set of experiments, we keep the sample size N at 1 × 105 and vary d from 2 to 10. We
summarize the averaged relative L2-error for each method in Figure 5. Furthermore in
Figure 6, we visualize several two-dimensional marginal densities estimated by the four
different methods with sample size 1 × 105. Direct comparison showcases that our VRS
method recovers these marginal densities with a decent accuracy.

100000 200000 300000 400000 500000
Sample Size

0.1
0.2
0.3
0.4
0.5
0.6
0.7
0.8
0.9
1.0

Re
la

tiv
e 

L 2
 E

rro
r VRS

NN-MAF
NN-NAF
KDE

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Dimensionality

0.0
0.1
0.2
0.3
0.4
0.5
0.6
0.7
0.8
0.9

Re
la

tiv
e 

L 2
 E

rro
r

VRS
NN-MAF
NN-NAF
KDE

Figure 5: The plot on the left corresponds to Simulation III with d = 10 and N varying
from 1 × 105 to 5 × 105 ; the plot on the right corresponds to Simulation III with N
being 1× 105 and d varying from 2 to 10.

• Simulation IV. We consider a four-mode Gaussian mixture model in two dimensions.
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We generate 20,000 data from the density

p∗(x) =
4∑

i=1

1

4

exp
(
−1

2
(x− µi)

TΣ−1
i (x− µi)

)√
(2π)2|Σi|

,

where µ1 =

(
−0.5
−0.5

)
,µ2 =

(
0.5
0.5

)
,µ3 =

(
−0.5
0.5

)
,µ4 =

(
0.5
−0.5

)
, and Σ1 = Σ2 =(

0.252 0.032

0.032 0.252

)
, Σ3 = Σ4 =

(
0.12 −0.052

−0.052 0.12

)
. This setting is more difficult than

Simulation I due to more modes and stronger singularity in the true density. We report
the relative L2 error and KL divergence for each method in Table 3.

VRS KDE MAF NAF
Relative L1 Error 0.0721(0.0029) 0.3987(0.0039) 0.2441(0.0411) 0.4617(0.0621)
KL Divergence 0.0142(0.0015) 0.1223(0.0014) 0.0819(0.0161) 0.2356(0.0417)

Table 3: Relative L1 errors and KL divergences for four different methods of the two-
dimensional Gaussian mixture model in Simulation IV. The experiments are repeated
for 50 times. The average errors are reported and standard deviations are shown in the
bracket.

To further visualize the performance of the four different methods, the true density
and the estimated density from each method are plotted Figure 7. Direct comparison in
Figure 7 demonstrates VRS provides a relatively better estimate for the true density.
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Figure 7: Density functions from the two-dimensional Gaussian mixture model in Sim-
ulation IV. From left to right are the ground truth density, estimates from VRS, KDE,
MAF, and NAF, respectively. The values in the colorbar on the right represent function
values.

• Real data I. We analyze the density estimation for the Portugal wine quality dataset
from UCI Machine Learning Repository. This dataset contains 6497 samples of red and
white wines, along with 8 continuous variables: volatile acidity, citric acid, residual sugar,
chlorides, free sulfur dioxide, density, sulphates, and alcohol. To provide a comprehensive
comparison between different methods, we estimate the joint density of the first d variables
in this dataset, allowing d to vary from 2 to 8. For instance, d = 2 corresponds to the joint
density of volatile acidity and citric acid. Since the true density is unknown, we randomly
split the dataset into 90% training and 10% test data and evaluate the performance of
various approaches using the averaged log-likelihood of the test data. The averaged log-
likelihood is defined as follows: let p̃ be the density estimator based on the training data.
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Figure 8: Density estimation for the Portugal wine quality dataset with VRS, KDE, and
neural network estimators.

The averaged log-likelihood of the test data {Zi}Ntest
i=1 is

1

Ntest

Ntest∑
i=1

log{p̃(Zi)}.

The numerical performance of VRS, NN, and KDE are summarized in Figure 8. Notably,
VRS achieves the highest averaged log-likelihood values, indicating its superior numerical
performance.

5.3 Image PCA denoising

Principal Component Analysis (PCA) is a popular technique for reducing noise in images.
In this subsection, we examine the numerical performance of VRS in image denoising
problems. The state-of-the-art method in image denoising literature is kernel PCA. We
direct interested readers to Mika et al. (1998) and Bakır et al. (2004) for a comprehensive
introduction to the kernel PCA method.

The main advantage of VRS lies in its computational complexity. Consider N image
data with resolution κ2, where N, κ ∈ N. The time complexity of kernel PCA is O(N2κ2+
N3), where O(N2κ2) corresponds to the cost of generating the kernel matrix in RN×N ,
and O(N3) reflects the cost of computing the principal components of this matrix. In
contrast, the time complexity of VRS is analyzed in (26) with d = 2. Empirical evidence
(see e.g., Pope et al. (2021)) suggests that image data possesses low intrinsic dimensions,
making practical choices of ℓj and rj in (26) significantly smaller than N and κ. Even
in the worst case scenario where M takes the upper bound κ in (26), the practical time
complexity of VRS is O(Nκ2 + κ4) which is considerably more efficient than the kernel
PCA approach.

In the numerical experiments, we work with real datasets and we treat images from
these real datasets as the ground truth images. To evaluate the numerical performance of
a given approach, we add i.i.d. Gaussian noise to each pixels of the images and randomly
split the dataset into 90% training and 10% test data. We then use the training data to
compute the principal components based on the given approach and project the test data
onto these estimated principal components. Denote the noiseless ground truth image as
{I∗i }Ntest

i=1 , the corresponding projected noisy test data as {Ĩi}Ntest
i=1 and the corresponding

Gaussian noise added in the images as {ϵi}Ntest
i=1 in (32). The numerical performance of
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(a) USPS digits dataset (b) MNIST dataset

Figure 9: Denoising images from (a) USPS digits dataset and (b) MNIST dataset. In
both (a) and (b), the first column shows the ground truth images from the test data, the
second column shows the images polluted by Gaussian noise, the third column shows the
images denoised using VRS, and the last column shows the images denoised using kernel
PCA. Additional numerical results are shown in Appendix I.

the given approach is evaluated through the relative denoising error:√√√√ 1

Ntest

Ntest∑
i=1

∥Ĩi − I∗i ∥22
∥I∗i ∥22

where ∥I∗i ∥2 indicates the euclidean norm of I∗i . Besides, we use the relative variance√
1

Ntest

∑Ntest

i=1 ∥ϵi∥22/∥I∗i ∥22 to measure the noise level. For the time complexity compari-

son, we execute on Google Colab’s CPU with high RAM and the execution time of each
method is recorded.

•Real data III. Our first study focuses the USPS digits dataset. This dataset comprises
images of handwritten digits (0 through 9) that were originally scanned from envelopes
by the USPS. It contains a total of 9,298 images, each with a resolution of 16× 16. After
adding the Gaussian noise, the relative noise variance of the noisy data is 0.7191. The
relative denoising errors for VRS and kernel PCA are 0.2951 and 0.2959, respectively,
which reflects excellent denoising performance of both two methods. Although the error
shows minimal difference, the computational cost of VRS is significantly lower than that
of kernel PCA: the execution time for VRS is 0.40 seconds, compared to 36.91 seconds for
kernel PCA. In addition to this numerical comparison, in Figure 9(a) we have randomly
selected five images from the test set to illustrate the denoised results using VRS and
kernel PCA.

• Real data IV. We analyze the MNIST dataset, which comprises 70,000 images of
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handwritten digits (0 through 9), each labeled with the true digit. The size of each
image is 28 × 28. After adding the Gaussian noise, the relative noise variance of the
noisy data is 0.9171. The relative denoising errors for VRS and kernel PCA are 0.4044
and 0.4170, respectively. Although the numerical accuracy of the two methods is quite
similar, the computational cost of VRS is significantly lower than that of kernel PCA.
The execution time for VRS is only 4.33 seconds, in contrast to 3218.35 seconds for kernel
PCA. In addition to this numerical comparison, Figure 9 includes a random selection of
five images from the test set to demonstrate the denoised images using VRS and kernel
PCA.

6 Conclusion

In this paper, we develop a comprehensive framework Variance-Reduced Sketching (VRS)
for nonparametric density estimation problems in higher dimensions. Our approach lever-
ages the concept of sketching from numerical linear algebra to address the curse of di-
mensionality in function spaces. Our method treats multivariable functions as infinite-
dimensional matrices or tensors and the selection of sketching is specifically tailored to the
regularity of the estimated function. This design takes the variance of random samples
in nonparametric problems into consideration, intended to reduce curse of dimensionality
in density estimation problems. Extensive simulated experiments and real data examples
demonstrate that our sketching-based method substantially outperforms both neural net-
work estimators and classical kernel density methods in terms of numerical performance.
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A Examples of finite-rank functions

In this section, we present three examples commonly encountered in nonparametric sta-
tistical literature that satisfy Assumption 1. Note that the range of A(x, y) : Ω1×Ω2 → R
is defined as

Rangex(A) =

{
f(x) : f(x) =

∫
A(x, y)g(y)dy for any g(y) ∈ L2(Ω2)

}
. (38)

In addition, we provide a classical result in function spaces that allows us to conceptu-
alize mutivariable functions as infinite-dimensional matrices. Let d1 and d2 be arbitrary
positive integers, and let Ω1 ⊂ Rd1 and Ω2 ⊂ Rd2 be two measurable sets.

Theorem 3. [Singular value decomposition in function space] Let A(x, y) : Ω1×Ω2 → R
be any function such that ∥A∥L2(Ω1×Ω2) <∞. There exists a collection of strictly positive
singular values {σρ(A)}rρ=1 ∈ R+, and two collections of orthonormal basis functions
{Φρ(x)}rρ=1 ⊂ L2(Ω1) and {Ψρ(y)}rρ=1 ⊂ L2(Ω2) where r ∈ N ∪ {+∞} such that

A(x, y) =
r∑

ρ=1

σρ(A)Φρ(x)Ψρ(y). (39)

By viewing A(x, y) as an infinite-dimensional matrix, it follows that the rank of A(x, y)
is r and that an equivalent definition of Rangex(A) is that

Rangex(A) = Span{Φρ(x)}rρ=1. (40)

where the definition of Span can be found in (3). Consequently, the rank of A(x, y) is
the same as the dimensionality of Rangex(A).

Example 1 (Additive models in regression). In multivariate nonparametric statistical
literature, it is commonly assumed that the underlying unknown nonparametric function
f ∗ : [0, 1]d → R process an additive structure, meaning that there exists a collection of
univariate functions {f ∗

j (zj) : [0, 1] → R}dj=1 such that

f ∗(z1, . . . zd) = f ∗
1 (z1) + · · ·+ f ∗

d (zd) for all (z1, . . . , zd) ∈ [0, 1]d

To connect this with Assumption 1, let x = z1 and y = (z2, . . . , zd). Then by (38),
Rangex(f

∗) = Span{1, f ∗
1 (z1)} and Rangey(f

∗) = Span{1, g∗(y)}, where

g∗(y) = g∗(z2, . . . , zd) = f ∗
2 (z2) + · · ·+ f ∗

d (zd).

The dimensionality of Rangex(f
∗) is at most 2, and consequently the rank of f ∗(x, y) ∈

L2([0, 1])⊗ L2([0, 1]
d−1) is at most 2.

Example 2 (Mean-field models in density estimation). Mean-field theory is a popular
framework in computational physics and Bayesian probability as it studies the behavior of
high-dimensional stochastic models. The main idea of the mean-field theory is to replace
all interactions to any one body with an effective interaction in a physical system. Specifi-
cally, the mean-field model assumes that the density function p∗(z1, . . . , zd) : [0, 1]

d → R+

can be well-approximated by p∗1(z1) · · · p∗d(zd), where for j = 1, . . . , d, p∗j(zj) : [0, 1] → R+

are univariate marginal density functions. The readers are referred to Blei et al. (2017)
for further discussion.
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In a large physical system with multiple interacting sub-systems, the underlying density
can be well-approximated by a mixture of mean-field densities. Specifically, let {τρ}rρ=1 ⊂
R+ be a collection of positive probabilities summing to 1. In the mean-field mixture
model, with probability τρ, data are sampled from a mean-field density p∗ρ(z1, . . . , zd) =
p∗ρ,1(z1) · · · p∗ρ,d(zd). Therefore

p∗(z1, . . . , zd) =
r∑

ρ=1

τρp
∗
ρ,1(z1) · · · p∗ρ,d(zd).

To connect the mean-field mixture model to Assumption 1, let x = z1 and y = (z2, . . . , zd).
Then according to (38), Rangex(f

∗) = Span{p∗ρ,1(z1)}rρ=1 and Rangey(f
∗) = Span{g∗ρ(y)}rρ=1,

where
g∗ρ(y) = g∗ρ(z2, . . . , zd) = p∗ρ,2(z2) · · · p∗ρ,d(zd).

The dimensionality of Rangex(p
∗) is at most r, and therefore the rank of p∗(x, y) is at

most r.

Example 3 (Multivariate Taylor expansion). Suppose G : [0, 1]d → R is an α-times
continuously differentiable function. Then Taylor’s theorem in the multivariate setting
states that for z = (z1, . . . , zd) ∈ Rd and t = (t1, . . . , td) ∈ Rd, G(z) ≈ Tt(z), where

Tt(z) = G(t) +
α∑

k=1

1

k!
DkG(t, z − t), (41)

and DkG(x, h) =
∑d

i1,··· ,ik=1 ∂i1 · · · ∂ikG(x)hi1 · · ·hik . For example, DG(x, h) =
∑d

i=1 ∂iG(x)hi,

D2G(x, h) =
∑d

i=1

∑d
j=1 ∂i∂jG(x)hihj, and so on. To simplify our discussion, let t = 0 ∈

Rd. Then (41) becomes

T0(z) = G(0)+
d∑

i=1

∂iG(0)zi+
1

2!

d∑
i=1

d∑
j=1

∂i∂jG(0)zizj+. . .+
1

α!

d∑
i1,...,iα=1

∂i1 · · · ∂iαG(0)zi1 · · · ziα .

Let x = z1 and y = (z2, . . . , zd). Then by (38), Rangex(T0) = Span{1, z1, z21 , . . . , zα1 }. The
dimensionality of Rangex(T0) is at most α+1, and therefore G can be well-approximated
by finite rank functions.

B Examples of M and L satisfying Assumption 2

In this section, we provide three examples of the subspaces M and L such that Assump-
tion 2 holds.

B.1 Reproducing kernel Hilbert space basis

Let O be a measurable set in R. The two most used examples are O = [0, 1] for non-
parametric estimation and O = {1, . . . , κ} for image PCA.

For x, y ∈ O, let K : O ×O → R be a kernel function such that

K(x, y) =
∞∑
k=1

λKk ϕ
K
k (x)ϕ

K
k (y), (42)
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where {λKk }∞k=1 ⊂ R+ ∪ {0} , and {ϕK
k }∞k=1 is a collection of basis functions in L2(O). If

O = [0, 1], {ϕK
k }∞k=1 are orthonormal L2([0, 1]) functions. If O = {1, . . . , κ}, then {ϕK

k }∞k=1

can be identified as orthogonal vectors in Rκ. In this case, λKk = 0 for all k > κ.

The reproducing kernel Hilbert space generated by K is

H(K) =

{
f ∈ L2([0, 1]) : ∥f∥2H(K) =

∞∑
k=1

(λKk )
−1⟨f, ϕK

k ⟩2 <∞
}
. (43)

For any functions f, g ∈ H(K), the inner product in H(K) is given by

⟨f, g⟩H(K) =
∞∑
k=1

(λKk )
−1⟨f, ϕK

k ⟩⟨g, ϕK
k ⟩.

Denote ΘK
k = (λKk )

−1/2ϕK
k . Then {ΘK

k }∞k=1 are the orthonormal basis functions in H(K) as
we have that

⟨ΘK
k1
,ΘK

k2
⟩H(K) =

{
1, if k1 = k2;

0, if k1 ̸= k2.

an that

∥f∥2H(K) =
∞∑
k=1

(λKk )
−1⟨f, ϕK

k ⟩2 =
∞∑
k=1

⟨f,ΘK
k ⟩2.

Define the tensor product space

H(K))⊗ · · · ⊗ H(K)︸ ︷︷ ︸
d copies

= {H(K)}⊗d.

The induced Frobenius norm in {H(K)}⊗d is

∥A∥2{H(K)}⊗d =
∞∑

k1,...,kd=1

(
A[ΘK

k1
, . . . ,ΘK

kd
]
)2

=
∞∑

k1,...,kd=1

(λKk1 . . . λ
K
kd
)−1
(
A[ϕK

k1
, . . . , ϕK

kd
]
)2
,

(44)

where A[ϕK
k1
, . . . , ϕK

kd
] is defined by (4). The following lemma shows that the space

{H(K)}⊗d is naturally motivated by multidimensional Sobolev spaces.

Lemma 1. Let O = [0, 1]. With λKk ≍ k−2α and suitable choices of {ϕK
k }∞k=1, it holds that

{H(K)}⊗d = Wα
2 ([0, 1]

d).

Proof. Let O = [0, 1]. When d = 1, it is a classical Sobolev space result that with
λKk ≍ k−2α and suitable choices of {ϕK

k }∞k=1,

H(K) = Wα
2 ([0, 1]).

We refer interested readers to Chapter 12 of Wainwright (2019) for more details. In
general, it is well-known in functional analysis that for Ω1 ⊂ Rd1 and Ω2 ⊂ Rd2 , then

Wα
2 (Ω1)⊗Wα

2 (Ω2) = Wα
2 (Ω1 × Ω2).

Therefore by induction

{H(K)}⊗d = {H(K)}⊗d−1 ⊗ {H(K)} = Wα
2 ([0, 1]

d−1)⊗Wα
2 ([0, 1]) = Wα

2 ([0, 1]
d). (45)
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Let (z1, . . . , zd1 , zd1+1, . . . , zd) ∈ Od. In what follows, we show Assumption 2 holds when

M = span

{
ϕK
µ1
(z1) · · ·ϕK

µd1
(zd1)

}m

µ1,...,µd1
=1

and L = span

{
ϕK
η1
(zd1+1) · · ·ϕK

ηd2
(zd)

}ℓ

η1,...,ηd2=1

.

Lemma 2. Let K be a kernel in the form of (42). Suppose that λKk ≍ k−2α, and that
A : Od → R is such that ∥A∥{H(K)}⊗d <∞. Then for any two positive integers m, ℓ ∈ Z+,
it holds that

∥A− A×x PM ×y PL∥2L2(Od) ≤ C(d1m
−2α + d2ℓ

−2α)∥A∥2{H(K)}⊗d , (46)

where C is some absolute constant. Consequently

∥A− A×y PL∥2L2(Od) ≤ Cd2ℓ
−2α∥A∥2{H(K)}⊗d and (47)

∥A×y PL − A×x PM ×y PL∥2L2(Od) ≤ Cd1m
−2α∥A∥2{H(K)}⊗d . (48)

Proof. Since λKk ≍ k−2α, without loss of generality, throughout the proof we assume that

λKk = k−2α,

as otherwise all of our analysis still holds up to an absolute constant. Observe that

(A×x PM ×y PL) [ϕ
K
µ1
, . . . , ϕK

µd1
, ϕK

η1
, . . . , ϕK

ηd2
]

=

{
A[ϕK

µ1
, . . . , ϕK

µd1
, ϕK

η1
, . . . , ϕK

ηd2
], if 1 ≤ µ1, . . . , µd1 ≤ m and 1 ≤ η1, . . . , ηd2 ≤ ℓ,

0, otherwise.

Then

∥A− A×x PM ×y PL∥2L2(Od) =
∞∑

µ1=m+1

m∑
µ2,...,µd1

=1

ℓ∑
η1,...,ηd2=1

(
A[ϕK

µ1
, . . . , ϕK

µd1
, ϕK

η1
, . . . , ϕK

ηd2
]
)2

+ . . .

+
m∑

µ1,...,µd1
=1

ℓ∑
η1,...,ηd2−1=1

∞∑
ηd2=ℓ+1

(
A[ϕK

µ1
, . . . , ϕK

µd1
, ϕK

η1
, . . . , ϕK

ηd2
]
)2
.

Observe that

∞∑
µ1=m+1

m∑
µ2,...,µd1

=1

ℓ∑
η1,...,ηd2=1

(
A[ϕK

µ1
, . . . , ϕK

µd1
, ϕK

η1
, . . . , ϕK

ηd2
]
)2

≤
∞∑

µ1=m+1

m−2αµ2α
1

m∑
µ2,...,µd1

=1

ℓ∑
η1,...,ηd2=1

(
A[ϕK

µ1
, . . . , ϕK

µd1
, ϕK

η1
, . . . , ϕK

ηd2
]
)2

≤m−2α

∞∑
µ1=m+1

m∑
µ2,...,µd1

=1

ℓ∑
η1,...,ηd2=1

µ2α
1 · · ·µ2α

d1
η2α1 · · · η2αd2

(
A[ϕK

µ1
, . . . , ϕK

µd1
, ϕK

η1
, . . . , ϕK

ηd2
]
)2

≤m−2α

∞∑
µ1=1

∞∑
µ2,...,µd1

=1

∞∑
η1,...,ηd2=1

µ2α
1 · · ·µ2α

d1
η2α1 · · · η2αd2

(
A[ϕK

µ1
, . . . , ϕK

µd1
, ϕK

η1
, . . . , ϕK

ηd2
]
)2

=m−2α∥A∥2{H(K)}⊗d
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where the first inequality holds because µ1 ≥ m + 1 ≥ m and the last equality follows
from (44). Similarly

m∑
µ1,...,µd1

=1

ℓ∑
η1,...,ηd2−1=1

∞∑
ηd2=ℓ+1

(
A[ϕK

µ1
, . . . , ϕK

µd1
, ϕK

η1
, . . . , ϕK

ηd2
]
)2

≤
m∑

µ1,...,µd1
=1

ℓ∑
η1,...,ηd2−1=1

∞∑
ηd2=ℓ+1

ℓ−2αη2αd2
(
A[ϕK

µ1
, . . . , ϕK

µd1
, ϕK

η1
, . . . , ϕK

ηd2
]
)2

≤ℓ−2α

m∑
µ1,...,µd1

=1

ℓ∑
η1,...,ηd2−1=1

∞∑
ηd2=ℓ+1

µ2α
1 · · ·µ2α

d1
η2α1 · · · η2αd2

(
A[ϕK

µ1
, . . . , ϕK

µd1
, ϕK

η1
, . . . , ϕK

ηd2
]
)2

≤ℓ−2α∥A∥2{H(K)}⊗d ,

where the first inequality holds because ηd2 ≥ ℓ + 1 ≥ ℓ and the last inequality follows
from (44). Thus (46) follows immediately.

For (47), note that when m = ∞, M = L2(Od1). In this case PM becomes the identity
operator and

A×x PM ×y PL = A×y PL.

Therefore (47) follows from (46) by taking m = ∞.

For (48), similar to (47), we have that

∥A− A×x PM∥2L2(Od) ≤ Cd1m
−2α∥A∥2{H(K)}⊗d .

It follows that

∥A×yPL−A×xPM×yPL∥2L2(Od) ≤ ∥A−A×xPM∥2L2(Od)∥PL∥2op ≤ Cd1m
−2α∥A∥2{H(K)}⊗d ,

where last inequality follows from the fact that ∥PL∥op ≤ 1.

B.2 Legendre polynomial basis

Legendre polynomials is a well-known classical orthonormal polynomial system in L2([−1, 1]).
We can define the Legendre polynomials in the following inductive way. Let p0 = 1 and
suppose {pk}n−1

k=1 are defined. Let pn : [−1, 1] → R be a polynomial of degree n such that
• ∥pn∥L2([−1,1]) = 1, and

•
∫ 1

−1
pn(x)pk(x)dx = 0 for all 0 ≤ k ≤ n− 1.

As a quick example, we have that

p0(x) = 1, p1(x) =

√
3

2
x, and p2(x) =

√
5

3

3x2 − 1

2
.

Let qk(x) =
√
2pk(2x − 1). Then {qk}∞k=0 are the orthonormal polynomial system in

L2([0, 1]). In this subsection, we show that Assumption 2 holds when {ϕS
k}∞k=1 in (3) is

chosen to be {qk}∞k=0. More precisely, let

Sn = Span{qk}nk=0
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and PSn denote the projection operator from L2([0, 1]) to Sn. Then Sn is the subspace of
polynomials of degree at most n. In addition, for any f ∈ L2([0, 1]), PSn(f) is the best
n-degree polynomial approximation of f in the sense that

∥PSn(z)(f)− f∥L2([0,1]) = min
g∈Sn

∥g − f∥L2([0,1]). (49)

We begin with a well-known polynomial approximation result. For α ∈ Z+, denote
Cα([0, 1]) to be the class of functions that are α times continuously differentiable.

Theorem 4. Suppose f ∈ Cα([0, 1]). Then for any n ∈ Z+, there exists a polynomial
p2n(f) of degree 2n such that

∥f − p2n(f)∥2L2([0,1])
≤ Cn−2α∥f (α)∥2L2([0,1])

,

where C is an absolute constant.

Proof. This is Theorem 1.2 of Xu (2018).

Therefore by (49) and Theorem 4,

∥PSn(z)(f)− f∥2L2([0,1])
≤ ∥f − p⌊n/2⌋(f)∥2L2([0,1])

≤ C ′n−2α∥f (α)∥2L2([0,1])
. (50)

Let z = (z1, . . . , zd) ∈ Rd and let Sn(zj) denote the linear space spanned by polynomials
of zj of degree at most n.

Corollary 2. Suppose B(z1, . . . , zd) ∈ Cα([0, 1]d). Then for any 1 ≤ p ≤ d,

∥B −B ×p PSn(zp)∥L2([0,1]d) ≤ Cn−α∥B∥Wα
2 ([0,1]d).

Proof. It suffices to consider p = 1. For any fixed (z2, . . . , zd), B(·, z2, . . . , zd) ∈ Cα([0, 1]).
Therefore by (50),∫ {

B(z1, z2, . . . , zd)−PSn(z1)(B(z1, z2, . . . , zd))

}2

dz1 ≤ Cn−2α

∫ {
∂α

∂αz1
B(z1, z2, . . . , zd)

}2

dz1.

Therefore ∫
· · ·
∫ {

B(z1, z2, . . . , zd)− PSn(z1)(B(z1, z2, . . . , zd))

}2

dz1dz2 · · · dzd

≤
∫

· · ·
∫
Cn−2α

∫ {
∂α

∂αz1
B(z1, z2, . . . , zd)

}2

dz1dz2 · · · dzd.

The desired result follows from the observation that

PSn(z1)(B(z1, z2, . . . , zd)) =
(
B ×1 PSn(z1)

)
(z1, z2, . . . , zd)

and that
∫
· · ·
∫ {

∂α

∂αz1
B(z1, z2, . . . , zd)

}2
dz1 · · · dzd ≤ ∥B∥2

Wα
2 ([0,1]d)

.

Lemma 3. Under the same conditions as in Corollary 2, it holds that

PSn(z1)(B(z1, z2, . . . , zd)) =
(
B ×1 PSn(z1)

)
(z1, z2, . . . , zd). (51)
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Proof. Note that PSn(z1) is a projection operator. So for any f, g ∈ L2([0, 1]),∫ 1

0

PSn(z1)(f(z1))g(z1)dz1 = ⟨PSn(z1)(f), g⟩ = ⟨f,PSn(z1)(g)⟩ =
∫ 1

0

f(z1)PSn(z1)(g(z1))dz1

(52)

Given (z2, . . . , zd), B(·, z2, . . . , zd) ∈ Cα([0, 1]) and therefore PSn(z1)(B(z1, z2, . . . , zd)) is
well-defined and is a function mapping from [0, 1]d to R. To show that (51), it suffices to
observe that for any test functions {uj(zj)}dj=1 ∈ L2([0, 1]),

PSn(z1)(B(z1, z2, . . . , zd))[u1(z1), . . . , ud(zd)]

=

∫ 1

0

· · ·
∫ 1

0

PSn(z1)(B(z1, z2, . . . , zd))u1(z1) · · ·ud(zd)dz1 · · · dzd

=

∫ 1

0

· · ·
∫ 1

0

(∫ 1

0

PSn(z1)(B(z1, z2, . . . , zd))u1(z1)dz1

)
u2(z2) · · ·ud(zd)dz2 · · · dzd

=

∫ 1

0

· · ·
∫ 1

0

(∫ 1

0

B(z1, z2, . . . , zd)PSn(z1)(u1(z1))dz1

)
u2(z2) · · ·ud(zd)dz2 · · · dzd

=
(
B ×1 PSn(z1)

)
[u1(z1), . . . , ud(zd)].

In what follows, we present a polynomial approximation theory in multidimensions.

Lemma 4. For j ∈ [1, . . . , d], let Snj
(zj) denote the linear space spanned by polynomials

of zj of degree nj and let PSnj (zj)
be the corresponding projection operator. Then for any

B ∈ Wα
2 ([0, 1]

d), it holds that

∥B −B ×1 PSn1 (z1)
· · · ×d PSnd

(zd)∥L2([0,1]d) ≤ C
d∑

j=1

n−α
j ∥B∥Wα

2 ([0,1]d). (53)

Proof. Since Cα([0, 1]d) is dense in Wα
2 ([0, 1]

d), it suffices to show (53) for all f ∈
Cα([0, 1]d). We proceed by induction. The base case

∥B −B ×1 PSn1 (z1)
∥L2([0,1]d) ≤ Cn−α

1 ∥B∥Wα
2 ([0,1]d)

is a direct consequence of Corollary 2. Suppose by induction, the following inequality
holds for p,

∥B −B ×1 PSn1 (z1)
· · · ×p PSnp (zp)∥L2([0,1]d) ≤ C

p∑
j=1

n−α
j ∥B∥Wα

2 ([0,1]d). (54)

Then

∥B −B ×1 PSn1 (z1)
· · · ×p PSnp (zp) ×p+1 PSnp+1 (zp+1)∥L2([0,1]d)

≤∥B ×1 PSn1 (z1)
· · · ×p PSnp (zp) ×p+1 PSnp+1 (zp+1) −B ×1 PSn1 (z1)

· · · ×p PSnp (zp)∥L2([0,1]d)

+∥B −B ×1 PSn1 (z1)
· · · ×p PSnp (zp)∥L2([0,1]d).
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The desired result follows from (54) and the observation that ∥PSnj (zj)
∥op ≤ 1 for all j,

and therefore

∥B ×1 PSn1 (z1)
· · · ×p PSnp (zp) ×p+1 PSnp+1 (zp+1) −B ×1 PSn1 (z1)

· · · ×p PSnp (zp)∥L2([0,1]d)

≤∥B ×p+1 PSnp+1 (zp+1) −B∥L2([0,1]d)∥PSn1 (z1)
∥op · · · ∥PSnp (zp)∥op

≤Cn−α
p+1∥B∥Wα

2 ([0,1]d),

where the last inequality follows from Corollary 2.

Note that Lemma 4 directly implies that Assumption 2 holds when

M = Sm(z1)⊗ · · · ⊗ Sm(zd1) and L = Sℓ(zd1+1)⊗ · · · ⊗ Sℓ(zd).

This is summarized in the following lemma.

Lemma 5. Suppose ∥A∥Wα
2 ([0,1]d) <∞. Then for 1 ≤ m ≤ ∞ and 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ ∞,

∥A− A×x PM ×y PL∥2L2([0,1]d)
= O(m−2α + ℓ−2α) (55)

∥A− A×y PL∥2L2([0,1]d)
= O(ℓ−2α) and (56)

∥A×y PL − A×x PM ×y PL∥2L2([0,1]d)
= O(m−2α). (57)

Proof. For (55), by Lemma 4,

∥A− A×x PM ×y PL∥L2([0,1]d) ≤C
(
d1(m− α− 1)−α + d2(ℓ− α− 1)−α

)
∥A∥Wα

2 ([0,1]d)

=O(m−α + ℓ−α),

where the equality follows from the fact that α, d1 and d2 are constants.

For (56), note that when m = ∞, M = L2([0, 1]
d1). In this case PM becomes the

identity operator and
A×x PM ×y PL = A×y PL.

Therefore (56) follows from (55) by taking m = ∞.

For (57), similar to (56), we have that

∥A− A×x PM∥2L2([0,1]d)
= O(m−2α).

It follows that

∥A×y PL − A×x PM ×y PL∥2L2([0,1]d)
≤ ∥A− A×x PM∥2L2([0,1]d)

∥PL∥2op = O(m−2α),

where last inequality follows from the fact that ∥PL∥op ≤ 1.

B.3 Spline basis

Let α ∈ Z+ be given and {ξk}nk=1 ⊂ [0, 1] be a collection of grid points such that

ξk =
k

n
.
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Denote Sn,α(x) the subspace in L2([0, 1]) spanned by the spline functions being peicewise
polynomials defined on {ξk}nk=1 of degree α. Specifically

Sn,α(x) = {β0 + β1b1(x) + . . .+ βα+nbα+n(x) : {βk}α+n
k=0 ⊂ R},

where
b1(x) = x1, . . . , bα(x) = xα, bk+α(x) = (x− ξk)

α
+ for k = 1, . . . , n,

and

(x− ξk)
α
+ =

{
(x− ξk)

α, if x ≥ ξk;

0, if x < ξk.

Let {ϕn,α
k (x)}n+α+1

k=1 be the L2([0, 1]) sub-basis functions spanning Sn,α(x). In this section,
we show that Assumption 2 holds when

M = Sm−α−1,α(z1)⊗ · · · ⊗ Sm−α−1,α(zd1) = span

{
ϕm−α−1,α
µ1

(z1) · · ·ϕm−α−1,α
µd1

(zd1)

}m

µ1,...,µd1
=1

, and

L = Sℓ−α−1,α(zd1+1)⊗ · · · ⊗ Sℓ−α−1,α(zd) = span

{
ϕℓ−α−1,α
η1

(zd1+1) · · ·ϕℓ−α−1,α
ηd2

(zd)

}ℓ

η1,...,ηd2=1

.

where m and ℓ are positive integers such that m > α + 1 and ℓ > α + 1. We begin with
a spline space approximation theorem for multivariate functions.

Lemma 6. Suppose ∥A∥Wα
2 ([0,1]d) < ∞. Suppose in addition {nj}dj=1 is a collection

positive integer strictly greater than α + 1. Then

∥A− A×1 PSn1−α−1,α(z1) · · · ×d PSnd−α−1,α(zd)∥ ≤ C
d∑

j=1

(nj − α− 1)−α∥A∥Wα
2 ([0,1]d)

Proof. This is Example 13 on page 26 of Sande et al. (2020).

In the following lemma, we justify Assumption 2 when M = Sm−α−1,α(z1) ⊗ · · · ⊗
Sm−α−1,α(zd1) and L = Sℓ−α−1,α(zd1+1)⊗ · · · ⊗ Sℓ−α−1,α(zd).

Lemma 7. Suppose ∥A∥Wα
2 ([0,1]d) < ∞ where α ∈ Z+ is a fixed constant. Then for

1 + α ≤ m ≤ ∞ and 1 + α ≤ ℓ ≤ ∞,

∥A− A×x PM ×y PL∥2L2([0,1]d)
= O(m−2α + ℓ−2α) (58)

∥A− A×y PL∥2L2([0,1]d)
= O(ℓ−2α) and (59)

∥A×y PL − A×x PM ×y PL∥2L2([0,1]d)
= O(m−2α). (60)

Proof. For (58), by Lemma 6,

∥A− A×x PM ×y PL∥L2([0,1]d) ≤C
(
d1(m− α− 1)−α + d2(ℓ− α− 1)−α

)
∥A∥Wα

2 ([0,1]d)

=O(m−α + ℓ−α),

where the equality follows from the fact that α, d1 and d2 are constants.

For (59), note that when m = ∞, M = L2([0, 1]
d1). In this case PM becomes the

identity operator and
A×x PM ×y PL = A×y PL.
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Therefore (59) follows from (58) by taking m = ∞.

For (60), similar to (59), we have that

∥A− A×x PM∥2L2([0,1]d)
= O(m−2α).

It follows that

∥A×y PL − A×x PM ×y PL∥2L2([0,1]d)
≤ ∥A− A×x PM∥2L2([0,1]d)

∥PL∥2op = O(m−2α),

where last inequality follows from the fact that ∥PL∥op ≤ 1.

C Proofs of the main results

C.1 Proofs related to Theorem 1

Proof of Theorem 1. By Lemma 8, P∗
x is the projection operator of Rangex(A

∗ ×y PL).
By Corollary 3,

∥(Â− A∗)×x PM ×y PL∥op = OP

(√
md1 + ℓd2

N

)
. (61)

Supposed this good event holds. Observe that

∥Â×x PM ×y PL − A∗ ×y PL∥op
≤∥A∗ ×x PM ×y PL − A∗ ×y PL∥op + ∥Â×x PM ×y PL − A∗ ×x PM ×y PL∥op

≤OP

(
m−α +

√
md1 + ℓd2

N

)
, (62)

where the last inequality follows from Assumption 2 and (61). In addition by (64) in
Lemma 8, the minimal eigenvalue of A∗ ×y PL is lower bounded by |σr|/2.

The rank of A∗ ×y PL is bounded by the dimensionality of dim(L) = ℓd2 , so the rank of

A∗×yPL is finite. Similarly, Â×xPM×yPL has finite rank. Corollary 4 in Appendix F.2
implies that

∥P̂x − P∗
x∥op ≤

√
2∥Â×x PM ×y PL − A∗ ×y PL∥op

σr/2− ∥Â×x PM ×y PL − A∗ ×y PL∥op
.

By (62), we have that ∥Â×x PM ×y PL −A∗ ×y PL∥op = OP

(
m−α +

√
md1+ℓd2

N

)
, and by

condition (21) in Theorem 1, we have that σr/2−∥Â×xPM×yPL−A∗×yPL∥op ≥ σr/4.
The desired result follows immediately:

∥P̂x − P∗
x∥2op = OP

{
σ−2
r

(
md1 + ℓd2

N
+m−2α

)}
. (63)
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Lemma 8. Suppose Assumption 1 and 2 hold. If σr > CLℓ
−α for sufficiently large

constant CL, then
Rangex(A

∗ ×y PL) = Rangex(A
∗).

Proof of Lemma 8. By Lemma 15 in Appendix F and Assumption 2, the singular values
{σρ(A∗ ×y PL)}∞ρ=1 of the operator A∗ ×y PL satisfies

|σρ − σρ(A
∗ ×y PL)| ≤ ∥A∗ − A∗ ×y PL∥F = O(ℓ−α) for all 1 ≤ ρ <∞.

As a result if σr > CLℓ
−α for sufficiently large constant CL, then

σ1(A
∗ ×y PL) ≥ . . . ≥ σr(A

∗ ×y PL) ≥ σr − ∥A∗ − A∗ ×y PL∥F > σr/2. (64)

Since by construction, Rangex(A
∗ ×y PL) ⊂ Rangex(A

∗), and the leading r singular
values of A∗ ×y PL is positive, it follows that the rank of Rangex(A

∗ ×y PL) is r. So
Rangex(A

∗ ×y PL) = Rangex(A
∗).

Lemma 9. Suppose Â and A∗ are defined as in Theorem 2. Let d1, d2 ∈ Z+ be such that
d1 + d2 = d. Suppose {ϕS

k}∞k=1 be a collection of L2([0, 1]) basis such that ∥ϕS
k∥∞ ≤ CS.

For positive integers m and ℓ, denote

M = span

{
ϕS
µ1
(z1) · · ·ϕS

µd1
(zd1)

}m

µ1,...,µd1
=1

and L = span

{
ϕS
η1
(zd1+1) · · ·ϕS

ηd2
(zd)

}ℓ

η1,...,ηd2=1

.

(65)

Then it holds that

∥(Â− A∗)×x PM ×y PL∥op = OP

(√
md1 + ℓd2

N
+
m3d1/2ℓd2/2 +md1/2ℓ3d2/2

N

)
.

Proof. Denote
x = (z1, . . . , zd1) and y = (zd1+1, . . . , zd).

For positive integers m and ℓ, by ordering the indexes (µ1, . . . , µd1) and (η1, . . . , ηd2) in
(65), we can also write

M = span{Φµ(x)}m
d1

µ=1 and L = span{Ψη(y)}ℓ
d2

η=1. (66)

Note that Â ×x PM ×y PL and A∗ ×x PM ×y PL are both zero outsize the subspace

M⊗L. Recall {Zi}Ni=1 ⊂ [0, 1]d are independently samples forming Â. Let B̂ and B∗ be
two matrices in Rmd1×ℓd2 such that

B̂µ,η = Â[Φµ,Ψη] =
1

N

N∑
i=1

Φµ(Xi)Ψη(Yi) and B∗
µ,η = A∗[Φµ,Ψη] = E(Â[Φµ,Ψη]),

where Xi = (Zi,1, . . . , Zi,d1) ∈ Rd1 and Yi = (Zi,d1+1, . . . , Zi,d) ∈ Rd2 . Note that

∥B̂ −B∗∥op = ∥(Â− A∗)×x PM ×y PL∥op. (67)

Step 1. Let v = (v1, . . . , vmd1 ) ∈ Rmd1 and suppose that ∥v∥2 = 1. Then by orthonor-
mality of {Φµ(x)}m

d1

µ=1 in L2([0, 1]
d1) it follows that∥∥∥∥ md1∑
µ=1

vµΦµ

∥∥∥∥2
L2([0,1]d1 )

= 1.
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In addition, since

∥ϕS
µ1
(z1) · · ·ϕS

µd1
(zd1)∥∞ ≤

d1∏
j=1

∥ϕS
µj
∥∞ ≤ Cd1

S ,

it follows that ∥Φµ∥∞ ≤ Cp
S for all 1 ≤ µ ≤ md1 and

∥∥∥∥ md1∑
µ=1

vµΦµ

∥∥∥∥
∞

≤

√√√√md1∑
µ=1

v2µ

√√√√md1∑
µ=1

∥Φµ∥2∞ = O(
√
md1).

Step 2. Let w = (w1, . . . , wℓd2 ) ∈ Rℓd2 and suppose that ∥w∥2 = 1. Then by or-
thonormality of {Ψη(y)}ℓ

d2

η=1 in L2([0, 1]
d2),

∥∥∥∥ ℓd2∑
η=1

wηΨη

∥∥∥∥2
L2([0,1]d)

= 1.

In addition, since

∥ϕS
η1
(zd1+1) · · ·ϕS

ηd2
(zd)∥∞ ≤

d2∏
j=1

∥ϕS
ηj
∥∞ ≤ Cd2

S ,

it follows that ∥Ψη∥∞ ≤ Cd2
S . Therefore

∥∥∥∥ ℓd2∑
η=1

wηΨη

∥∥∥∥
∞

≤

√√√√ ℓd2∑
η=1

w2
η

√√√√ ℓd2∑
η=1

∥Ψη∥2∞ = O(
√
ℓd2).

Step 3. For fixed v = (v1, . . . , vmd1 ) and w = (w1, . . . , wℓd2 ), we bound v⊤(B∗ − B̂)w.

Let ∆i =
∑md1

µ=1 vµΦµ(Xi)
∑ℓd2

η=1wηΨη(Yi). Then

V ar(∆i) ≤ E(∆2
i ) =

∫∫ { md1∑
µ=1

vµΦµ(x)

}2{ ℓd2∑
η=1

wηΨη(y)

}2

A∗(x, y)dxdy

≤∥A∗∥∞
∫ { md1∑

µ=1

vµΦµ(x)

}2

dx

∫ { ℓd2∑
η=1

wηΨη(y)

}2

dy

=∥A∗∥∞
∥∥∥∥ md1∑

µ=1

vµΦµ

∥∥∥∥2
L2([0,1]d1 )

∥∥∥∥ ℓd2∑
η=1

wηΨη

∥∥∥∥2
L2([0,1]d2 )

= ∥A∗∥∞.

where the last equality follows from Step 1 and Step 2. In addition,

|∆i| ≤ ∥
md1∑
µ=1

vµΦµ(Xi)∥∞∥
ℓd2∑
η=1

wηΨη(Yi)∥∞ = O(
√
md1ℓd2).
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So for given v, w, by Bernstein’s inequality

P
(∣∣∣∣v⊤(B∗ − B̂)w

∣∣∣∣ ≥ t

)
= P

(∣∣∣∣ 1N
N∑
i=1

∆i − E(∆i)

∣∣∣∣ ≥ t

)
≤ 2 exp

(
−cNt2

∥A∗∥∞ + t
√
md1ℓd2

)
.

Step 4. Let N (1
4
,md1) be a 1/4 covering net of unit ball in Rmd1 and N (1

4
, ℓd2) be a 1/4

covering net of unit ball in Rℓd2 , then by 4.4.3 on page 90 of Vershynin (2018)

∥B∗ − B̂∥op ≤ 2 sup
v∈N ( 1

4
,md1 ),w∈N ( 1

4
,ℓd2 )

v⊤(B∗ − B̂)w.

So by union bound and the fact that the size of N (1
4
,md1) is bounded by 9m

d1 and the

size of N (1
4
, ℓd2) is bounded by 9ℓ

d2 ,

P
(
∥B∗ − B̂∥op ≥ t

)
≤P
(

sup
v∈N ( 1

4
,md1 ),w∈N ( 1

4
,ℓd2 )

v⊤(B∗ − B̂)w ≥ t/2

)
≤2 · 9md1+ℓd2 exp

(
−cNt2

∥A∗∥∞ + t
√
md1ℓd2

)
.

This implies that

∥B∗ − B̂∥op = OP

(√
md1 + ℓd2

N
+
m3d1/2ℓd2/2 +md1/2ℓ3d2/2

N

)
.

Corollary 3. Suppose Â and A∗ are defined as in Theorem 2. Let {ϕS
k}∞k=1 be a collection

of L2([0, 1]) basis such that ∥ϕS
k∥∞ ≤ CS. Let

M = Span

{
ϕS
µ1
(z1)

}m

µ1=1

and L = Span

{
ϕS
η1
(z2) · · ·ϕS

ηd−1
(zd)

}ℓ

η1,...,ηd−1=1

.

If in addition that m ≍ N1/(2α+1) and that ℓd−1 = o(N
2α−1

2(2α+1) ), then

∥(Â− A∗)×x PM ×y PL∥op = OP

(√
dim(M) + dim(L)

N

)
. (68)

Proof. Since mℓd−1(m + ℓd−1) ≤ mℓd−1mℓd−1 ≤ N with above choice of m and ℓ, Corol-
lary 3 is a direct consequence of Lemma 9.

C.2 Proof of Theorem 2

Proof of Theorem 2. It suffices to confirm that all the conditions in Theorem 5 in Ap-
pendix C.3 are met.

In particular, Assumption 2 is verified in Appendix B.1 for reproducing kernel Hilbert
spaces, Appendix B.2 for Legendre polynomials, and Appendix B.3 for spline basis. As-
sumption 4 is shown in (69) and (70). Therefore, Theorem 2 immediately follows.
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C.3 Proofs related to Theorem 5

Assumption 4. Suppose E(⟨Â, G⟩) = ⟨A∗, G⟩ for any non-random function G ∈ L2(Od).
In addition, suppose that

sup
∥G∥

L2(Od)
≤1

V ar{⟨Â, G⟩} = O

(
1

N

)
.

Assumption 4 requires that ⟨Â, G⟩ is a consistent estimator of ⟨A∗, G⟩ for any generic

non-random function G ∈ L2(Od). It is straight forward to check that Â = 1
N

∑N
i=1 I{Zi}

in the density estimation model satisfies Assumption 4: for any G ∈ L2(Od),

E(⟨Â, G⟩) = E
(

1

N

N∑
i=1

G(Zi)

)
= E(G(Z1)) =

∫
Od

A∗(z)G(z)dz = ⟨A∗, G⟩ and (69)

V ar(⟨Â, G⟩) = 1

N
V ar(G(Z1)) ≤

1

N
E(G2(Z1)) =

1

N

∫
Od

A∗(z)G2(z)dz ≤
∥A∗∥∞∥G∥2

L2(Od)

N
.

(70)

Theorem 5. Suppose Assumption 3 and Assumption 4 hold with α ≥ 1. Let {Mj,Lj}dj=1

be defined in (24) and (25), and suppose Assumption 2 holds with (Mj,Lj) for j ∈
{1, . . . , d}. Let σmin = minj=1,...,d{σj,rj} and suppose for a sufficiently large constant
Csnr,

N2α/(2α+1) > Csnr max

{ d∏
j=1

rj,
1

σ
(d−1)/α+2
min

,
1

σ
2α/(α−1/2)
min

}
. (71)

Let f̂ ×1 P̂1 · · · ×d P̂d be the output of Algorithm 2. If ℓj = CLσ
−1/α
j,rj

for some sufficiently

large constant CL and m ≍ N1/(2α+1), then it holds that

∥Â×1 P̂1 · · · ×d P̂d − A∗∥2L2(Od) = OP

(∑d
j=1 σ

−2
j,rj

N2α/(2α+1)
+

∑d
j=1 σ

−(d−1)/α−2
j,rj

N
+

∏d
j=1 rj

N

)
.

(72)

Proof of Theorem 5. Observe that A∗ = A∗ ×1 P∗
1 · · · ×d P∗

d , where P∗
j the projection

matrix of Rangej(A
∗). As a result,

Â×1 P̂1 · · · ×d P̂d − A∗ =Â×1 P̂1 · · · ×d P̂d − A∗ ×1 P∗
1 · · · ×d P∗

d

=Â×1 (P̂1 − P∗
1 )×2 P̂2 · · · ×d P̂d

+ . . .

+Â×1 P∗
1 ×2 P∗

2 · · · ×d−1 P∗
d−1 ×d (P̂d − P∗

d)

+(Â− A∗)×1 P∗
1 · · · ×d P∗

d .

In the following, we bound each above term individually.
Let T1 denote the linear subspace spanned by basis {Φ∗

1,ρ}
r1
ρ=1 and M1. So PT1 is

non-random projection with rank at most m + r1. Since the column space of P∗
1 is

spanned by basis {Φ∗
1,ρ}

r1
ρ=1 and the column space of P̂1 is contained in M1, it follows
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that PT1(P∗
1 − P̂1) = P∗

1 − P̂1. Besides, by condition (71) in Theorem 5, both (21) in
Theorem 1 and and (74) in Lemma 11 hold. Therefore

∥Â×1 (P̂1 − P∗
1 )×2 P̂2 · · · ×d P̂d∥2F

=∥Â×1 PT1(P̂1 − P∗
1 )×2 P̂2 · · · ×d P̂d∥2F

≤∥P̂1 − P∗
1∥2op∥Â×1 PT1 ×2 P̂2 · · · ×d P̂d∥2F

≤OP

(
1

σ2
1,r1

{
m+ ℓd−1

1

N
+m−2α

}{
(m+ r1)

∏d
j=2 rj

N
+ ∥A∗∥2F

})
=OP

(
1

σ2
1,r1

{
m+ ℓd−1

1

N
+m−2α

})
where the second inequality follows from Theorem 1 and Lemma 11, and the last equality

follows from the fact that m ≍ N1/(2α+1) so that
m

∏d
j=1 rj

N
= O(1) from the condition (71)

in Theorem 5 and ∥A∗∥2F = O(1).

Similarly, let Td denote the linear subspace space spanned by basis {Φ∗
d,ρ}

rd
ρ=1 and Md. So

PTd is non-random with rank at most m + rd. Since the column space of P∗
d is spanned

by basis {Φ∗
d,ρ}

rd
ρ=1 and the the column space of P̂d is contained in Md, it follows that

PTd(P∗
d − P̂d) = P∗

d − P̂d.

∥Â×1 P∗
1 ×2 P∗

2 · · · ×d−1 P∗
d−1 ×d (P̂d − P∗

d)∥2F
=∥Â×1 P∗

1 ×2 P∗
2 · · · ×d−1 P∗

d−1 ×d PTd(P̂d − P∗
d)∥2F

≤∥P̂d − P∗
d∥2op∥Â×1 P∗

1 ×2 P∗
2 · · · ×d−1 P∗

d−1 ×d PTd∥2F

≤OP

(
1

σ2
d,rd

{
m+ ℓd−1

d

N
+m−2α

}{
(m+ rd)

∏d−1
j=1 rj

N
+ ∥A∗∥2F

})
=OP

(
1

σ2
d,rd

{
m+ ℓd−1

d

N
+m−2α

})
where the inequalities hold following the same logic as above. Similarly, for any 2 ≤ p ≤
d− 1, it holds

∥Â×1P∗
1 · · ·×p−1P∗

p−1×p(P̂p−P∗
p )×p+1P̂p+1 · · ·×dP̂d∥2F = OP

(
1

σ2
p,rp

{
m+ ℓd−1

p

N
+m−2α

})
.

from Lemma 11. In addition by Lemma 10,

E∥(Â− A∗)×1 P∗
1 · · · ×d P∗

d∥2F = O

(∏d
j=1 rj

N

)
.

Therefore,

∥Â×1 P̂1 · · · ×d P̂d − A∗∥2F = OP

( d∑
j=1

1

σ2
j,rj

{
m+ ℓd−1

j

N
+m−2α

}
+

∏d
j=1 rj

N

)
.

The desired result follows from the conditionm ≍ N1/(2α+1) and ℓj ≍ σ
−1/α
j,rj

in Theorem 5.
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Here we provide two lemmas required in the above proof.

Lemma 10. Suppose for each j = 1, . . . , d, Qj is a non-random linear operator on
L2(O)⊗ L2(O) and that the rank of Qj is qj. Then under Assumption 4, it holds that

E(∥(Â− A∗)×1 Q1 · · · ×d Qd∥2F ) = O

(∏d
j=1 qj∥Qj∥2op

N

)
. (73)

Consequently

∥Â×1 Q1 ×2 Q2 · · · ×d Qd∥2F = OP

( d∏
j=1

∥Qj∥2op
{∏d

j=1 qj

N
+ ∥A∗∥2F

})
.

Proof. Since the rank of Qj is qj, we can write

Qj =

qj∑
µj=1

νj,µj
ϕj,µj

⊗ ψj,µj
,

where {ψj,µj
}qjµj=1 and {ϕj,µj

}qjµj=1 are both orthonormal in L2(O). Note that |νj,µj
| ≤

∥Qj∥op for any µj. Denote
Sj = Span{ψj,µj

}qjµj=1.

Note that (Â−A∗)×1Q1 · · ·×dQd is zero in the orthogonal complement of the subspace
S1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ Sd. Therefore,

∥(Â− A∗)×1 Q1 · · · ×d Qd∥2F

=

q1∑
µ1=1

. . .

qd∑
µd=1

{
(Â− A∗)×1 Q1 · · · ×d Qd[ψ1,µ1 , . . . , ψd,µd

]

}2

=

q1∑
µ1=1

. . .

qd∑
µd=1

{
(Â− A∗)[Q1(ψ1,µ1), . . . ,Qd(ψd,µd

)]

}2

=

q1∑
µ1=1

. . .

qd∑
µd=1

{
(Â− A∗)[ν1,µ1ϕ1,µ1 , . . . , νd,µd

ϕd,µd
]

}2

≤
d∏

j=1

∥Qj∥2op
q1∑

µ1=1

. . .

qd∑
µd=1

{
(Â− A∗)[ϕ1,µ1 , . . . , ϕd,µd

]

}2

and so

E∥(Â− A∗)×1 Q1 · · · ×d Qd∥2F

≤
d∏

j=1

∥Qj∥2op
q1∑

µ1=1

. . .

qd∑
µd=1

E
{
(Â− A∗)[ϕ1,µ1 , . . . , ϕd,µd

]

}2

=
d∏

j=1

∥Qj∥2op
q1∑

µ1=1

. . .

qd∑
µd=1

V ar

{
Â[ϕ1,µ1 , . . . , ϕd,µd

]

}
= O

(∏d
j=1 qj∥Qj∥2op

N

)
,
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where the equality follows from the assumption that E(⟨Â, G⟩) = ⟨A∗, G⟩ for any G ∈
L2(Od). Consequently,

∥Â×1 Q1 ×2 Q2 · · · ×d Qd∥2F ≤ 2∥(Â− A∗)×1 Q1 ×2 Q2 · · · ×d Qd∥2F + 2∥A∗ ×1 Q1 ×2 Q2 · · · ×d Qd∥2F

≤ 2∥(Â− A∗)×1 Q1 ×2 Q2 · · · ×d Qd∥2F + 2
d∏

j=1

∥Qj∥2op∥A∗∥2F

= OP

( d∏
j=1

∥Qj∥2op
{∏d

j=1 qj

N
+ ∥A∗∥2F

})
.

Lemma 11. Let Â be any estimator satisfying Assumption 4. Suppose {Qj}dj=1 is col-
lection of non-random operators on L2 ⊗ L2 such that Qj has rank qj and ∥Qj∥op ≤ 1.
Let σmin = minj=1,...,d{σj,rj} and suppose in addition it holds that

m

σ2
min

(
m+ ℓd−1

N
+m−2α

)
= O(1). (74)

Then for any 0 ≤ p ≤ d− 1, it holds that

∥Â×1 Q1 · · · ×p+1 Qp+1 ×p+2 P̂p+2 · · · ×d P̂d∥2F = OP

((∏p+1
j=1 qj

)
(
∏d

j=p+2 rj)

N
+ ∥A∗∥2F

)
.

(75)

Proof. We prove (75) by induction. The base case p + 1 = d is exactly Lemma 10.
Suppose (75) holds for any p+ 1. Then

∥Â×1 Q1 · · · ×p Qp ×p+1 P̂p+1 · · · ×d P̂d∥2F
≤2∥Â×1 Q1 · · · ×p Qp ×p+1 P∗

p+1 ×p+2 P̂p+2 · · · ×d P̂d∥2F (76)

+2∥Â×1 Q1 · · · ×p Qp ×p+1 (P∗
p+1 − P̂p+1)×p+2 P̂p+2 · · · ×d P̂d∥2F . (77)

By induction,

(76) ≤OP

((∏p
j=1 qj

)
Rank(P∗

p+1)
(∏d

j=p+2 rj
)

N
+ ∥A∗∥2F

)
=OP

((∏p
j=1 qj

)(∏d
j=p+1 rj

)
N

+ ∥A∗∥2F
)
.

Let Tp+1 denote space spanned by basis {Φ∗
p+1,ρ}

rp+1

ρ=1 defined in Assumption 3 and Mp+1.
So PTp+1 is non-random with rank at most m + rp+1. Since the column space of P∗

p+1 is

spanned by {Φ∗
p+1,ρ}

rp+1

ρ=1 and the column space of P̂p+1 is contained in Mp+1, it follows
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that PTp+1(P∗
p+1 − P̂p+1) = P∗

p+1 − P̂p+1. Consequently,

(77) =∥Â×1 Q1 · · · ×p Qp ×p+1 PTp+1(P∗
p+1 − P̂p+1)×p+2 P̂p+2 · · · ×d P̂d∥2F

≤∥Â×1 Q1 · · · ×p Qp ×p+1 PTp+1 ×p+2 P̂p+2 · · · ×d P̂d∥2F∥P∗
p+1 − P̂p+1∥2op

≤OP

({(∏p
j=1 qj

)
(m+ rp+1)

(∏d
j=p+2 rj

)
N

+ ∥A∗∥2F
}

1

σ2
p+1,rp+1

{
m+ ℓd−1

N
+m−2α

})
=OP

({(∏p
j=1 qj

)∏d
j=p+1 rj

N
+ ∥A∗∥2F

}
1

σ2
p+1,rp+1

{
m+ ℓd−1

N
+m−2α

})
+OP

((∏p
j=1 qj

)∏d
j=p+2 rj

N

m

σ2
p+1,rp+1

{
m+ ℓd−1

N
+m−2α

})
=OP

((∏p
j=1 qj

)(∏d
j=p+1 rj

)
N

+ ∥A∗∥2F
)

where the second inequality follows from induction and Theorem 1, and the last inequality

follows from the assumption that m
σ2
p+1,rp+1

(
m+ℓd−1

N
+m−2α

)
≤ m

σ2
min

(
m+ℓd−1

N
+m−2α

)
=

O(1). Consequently,

∥Â×1 Q1 · · · ×p Qp ×p+1 P̂p+1 · · · ×d P̂d∥2F = OP

((∏p
j=1 qj

)(∏d
j=p+1 rj

)
N

+ ∥A∗∥2F
)

Therefore, (75) holds for any p ∈ {1, . . . , d}.

D Additional discussions related to Section 2

D.1 Implementation details for Algorithm 1

Let M ⊂ L2(Ω1) and L ⊂ L2(Ω2) be two subspaces and Â(x, y) : Ω1 × Ω2 → R be any

(random) function. Suppose that {vµ(x)}dim(M)
µ=1 and {wη(y)}dim(L)

η=1 are the orthonormal
basis functions of M and L respectively, with dim(M), dim(L) ∈ Z+. Our general

assumption is that Â[f, g] can be computed efficiently for any f ∈ L2(Ω1) and g ∈
L2(Ω2). This assumption is easily verified for the density estimation model. The following
algorithm provide additional implementation details for Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 3 Range Estimation via Variance-Reduced Sketching

INPUT: Estimator Â(x, y), parameter r ∈ Z+, linear subspaces M =

Span{vµ(x)}dim(M)
µ=1 and L = Span{wη(y)}dim(L)

η=1 .

1: Compute B ∈ Rdim(M)×dim(L), where for 1 ≤ µ ≤ dim(M) and 1 ≤ η ≤ dim(L),

Bµ,η = Â[vµ, wη].

2: Compute {Ûρ}rρ=1 ⊂ Rdim(M), the leading r left singular vectors of B using matrix
singular value decomposition.

3: Compute Φ̂ρ(x) =
∑dim(M)

µ=1 Ûρ,µvµ(x) for ρ = 1, . . . , r.

OUTPUT: Functions {Φ̂ρ(x)}rρ=1 ⊂ L2(Ω1).
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D.2 Sketching in finite-dimensional vector spaces

In this subsection, we illustrate the intuition of sketching in a finite-dimensional matrix ex-
ample. Suppose B ∈ Rn1×n2 is a finite-dimensional matrix with rank r. Let Range(B) ⊂
Rn1 denote the linear subspace spanned by the columns of B, and Row(B) ⊂ Rn2 the
linear subspace spanned by the rows of B. Our goal is to illustrate how to estimate
Range(B) with reduced variance and reduced computational complexity when n1 ≪ n2.

By singular value decomposition, we can write

B =
r∑

ρ=1

σρ(B)UρV
⊤
ρ ,

where σ1(B) ≥ · · · ≥ σr(B) > 0 are singular values, {Uρ}rρ=1 are orthonormal vectors
in Rn1 , and {Vρ}rρ=1 are orthonormal vectors in Rn2 . Therefore Range(B) is spanned by
{Uρ}rρ=1, and Row(B) is spanned by {Vρ}rρ=1.

The sketch-based estimation procedure of Range(B) is as follows. First, we choose a
linear subspace S ⊂ Rn2 such that dim(S) ≪ n2 and that S forms a δ-cover of Row(B).
Let PS be the projection matrix from Rn2 to S and we form the sketch matrix BP⊤

S ∈
Rn1×dim(S). Then in the second stage, we use the singular value decomposition to compute
Range(BP⊤

S ) and return Range(BP⊤
S ) as the estimator of Range(B).

With the sketching technique, we only need to work with the reduced-size matrix
BP⊤

S ∈ Rn1×dim(S) instead of B ∈ Rn1×n2 . Therefore, the effective variance of the sketch-
ing procedure is reduced to O(n1 dim(S)), significantly smaller than O(n1n2) which is the
cost if we directly use B to estimate the range.

We also provide an intuitive argument to support the above sketching procedure.
Since BP⊤

S =
∑r

ρ=1 σρ(B)Uρ(PSVρ)
⊤, it holds that

Range(BP⊤
S ) ⊂ Range(B). (78)

Let ∥·∥2 indicate matrix spectral norm for matrix and vector l2 norm. Since the subspace
S is a δ-cover of Row(B), it follows that ∥PSVρ − Vρ∥ ≤ δ for ρ = 1, . . . , r. Therefore

∥B −BP⊤
S ∥2 =

∥∥∥∥ r∑
ρ=1

σρ(B)Uρ(Vρ − PSVρ)
⊤
∥∥∥∥
2

≤
r∑

ρ=1

|σρ(B)|∥Uρ∥2∥Vρ − PSVρ∥2 = O(δ),

where the last equality follows from the fact that |σρ(B)| < ∞ and ∥Uρ∥2 = 1 for
ρ = 1, . . . , r. Let {σρ(BP⊤

S )}rρ=1 be the leading r singular values of BP⊤
S . By matrix

singular value perturbation theory,

|σρ(B)− σρ(BP
⊤
S )| ≤ ∥B −BP⊤

S ∥2 = O(δ). (79)

for ρ = 1, . . . , r. Suppose S is chosen so that δ ≪ σr(B), where σr(B) is the minimal
singular value of B. Then (79) implies that σρ(BP

⊤
S ) ≥ σρ(B) − O(δ) > 0 for ρ ∈

{1, . . . , r}. Therefore, BP⊤
S has at least r positive singular values and the rank of BP⊤

S
is at least r. This observation, together with (78) and the fact that Rank(B) = r implies
that

Range(BP⊤
S ) = Range(B).

This justifies the sketching procedure in finite-dimensions.
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E Proofs in Section 4

Lemma 12. Let Γ(x, y) be a generic element in L2([κ]
2)⊗ L2([κ]

2). Then

∥Γ(x, y)∥op(L2([κ]2)⊗L2([κ]2)) =
∥Γ(x, y)∥op

κ2
.

Proof. Let fx = I(x)/κ and gx = J(x)/κ. Then∑
x∈[κ]2

f 2
x =

1

κ2

∑
x∈[κ]2

I2(x) = ∥I∥2L2([κ]2)
.

It suffices to observe that

∥Γ∥op(L2([κ]2)⊗L2([κ]2)) = sup
∥I∥L2([κ]

2)=∥J∥L2([κ]
2)=1

Γ[I, J ]

= sup
∥I∥L2([κ]

2)=∥J∥L2([κ]
2)=1

1

κ4

∑
x,y∈[κ]2

Γ(x, y)I(x)J(y)

=
1

κ2

∑
∑

x∈[κ]2 f2
x=

∑
y∈[κ]2 g2y=1

Γ(x, y)fxgy =
∥Γ(x, y)∥op

κ2
.

Proof of Corollary 1. From the proof of Theorem 1 and Lemma 13, it follows that

∥P̂x − P∗
x∥2op(L2([κ]2)⊗L2([κ]2))

= OP

{
σ−2
r

(
m−2α +

m2 + ℓ2

N
+

1

κ4

)}
. (80)

The desired result follows by setting

m ≍ N−1/(2α+2) and ℓ = CLσ
−1/α
r .

Lemma 13. Let M and L be subspaces in the form of (31). Suppose in addition that
m+ℓ√

N
= O(1). Then under the same conditions as in Corollary 1, it holds that

∥(Σ̂− Σ∗)×x PM ×y PL∥op(L2([κ]2)⊗L2([κ]2)) = OP

(
m+ ℓ√
N

+
m2 + ℓ2

N
+

1

κ2

)
.

Proof. Let x = (x1, x2) ∈ [κ]2 and y = (y1, y2) ∈ [κ]2. By reordering (µ1, µ2) and (η1, η2)
in (31), we can assume that

M = span{Φµ(x)}m
2

µ=1 and L = span{Ψη(y)}ℓ
2

η=1, (81)

where {Φµ(x)}m
2

µ=1 and {Ψη(y)}ℓ
2

η=1 are orthonormal basis functions of L2([κ]
2). Note that

Σ̂×x PM ×y PL and Σ∗ ×x PM ×y PL are both zero on the orthogonal complement of the
subspace M⊗L. Let

Wi(x) = I∗(x) + δi(x) + ϵi(x) (82)
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where I∗(x) = E(Ii(x)) and δi(x) = Ii(x)−I∗(x). Therefore E(δi(x)) = 0 and Cov(δi(x), δi(y)) =

Σ∗(x, y). Let B̂, B∗ ∈ Rm2×ℓ2 be such that for µ = 1, . . . ,m2 and η = 1 . . . , ℓ2,

B̂µ,η = Σ̂[Φµ,Ψη] and B∗
µ,η = Σ∗[Φµ,Ψη],

where Σ̂[Φµ,Ψη] and Σ∗[Φµ,Ψη] are defined according to (28). By the definition of B̂ and
B∗,

∥B̂ −B∗∥op = ∥(Σ̂− Σ∗)×x PM ×y PL∥op(L2([κ]2)⊗L2([κ]2)). (83)

Note that
∥B̂ −B∗∥op ≤ ∥B̂ − E(B̂)∥op + ∥E(B̂)−B∗∥op.

We estimate above two terms separately.
Step 1. In this step, we control ∥E(B̂) − B∗∥op. Denote Cϵ = V ar(ϵi(x)). Since
{ϵi(x)}i=1,...,N,x∈[κ]2 and {δi}Ni=1 are independent,

E(Wi(x)Wi(y)) =

{
I∗(x)I∗(y) + Σ∗(x, y) if x ̸= y,

I∗(x)I∗(x) + Σ∗(x, x) + Cϵ if x = y.

Therefore for any i = 1, . . . , N ,

E(Wi(x)W (y)) =

{
I∗(x)I∗(y) + 1

N
Σ∗(x, y) if x ̸= y,

I∗(x)I∗(x) + 1
N
Σ∗(x, x) + 1

N
Cϵ if x = y

and

E(W (x)W (y)) =

{
I∗(x)I∗(y) + 1

N
Σ∗(x, y) if x ̸= y,

I∗(x)I∗(x) + 1
N
Σ∗(x, x) + 1

N
Cϵ if x = y.

So

E(Σ̂(x, y)) =

{
Σ∗(x, y) if x ̸= y,

Σ∗(x, x) + Cϵ if x = y,

and

E(Σ̂(x, y))− Σ∗(x, y) =

{
0 if x ̸= y,

Cϵ if x = y.
(84)

By Lemma 12, it follows that

∥E(Σ̂)− Σ∗∥op(L2([κ]2)⊗L2([κ]2)) =
Cϵ

κ2
.

Therefore

∥E(B̂)−B∗∥op = ∥(E(Σ̂)− Σ∗)×x PM ×y PL∥op(L2([κ]2)⊗L2([κ]2)) =
Cϵ

κ2
.

Step 2. In this step, we bound ∥E(B̂)− B̂∥op. This procedures are similar to Lemma 9
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and Lemma 22. Let v = (v1, . . . , vm2) ∈ Rm2
and w = (w1, . . . , wℓ2) ∈ Rℓ2 be such that∑m2

µ=1 v
2
µ = 1 and

∑ℓ2

η=1w
2
η = 1. Denote

Φv(x) =
m2∑
µ=1

vµΦµ(x) and Ψw(y) =
ℓ2∑
η=1

wηΨη(y).

Since {Φµ(x)}m
2

µ=1 and {Ψη(y)}ℓ
2

η=1 are orthonormal basis functions of L2([κ]
2), it follows

that

∥Φv∥L2([κ]2) = 1 and ∥Ψw∥L2([κ]2) = 1. (85)

Therefore,

v⊤(E(B̂)− B̂)w =
m2∑
µ=1

ℓ2∑
η=1

vµΣ̂[Φµ,Ψη]wη =
m2∑
µ=1

ℓ2∑
η=1

Σ̂[vµΦµ, wηΨη]

=
1

N

N∑
i=1

1

κ4

{ ∑
x∈[κ]2

{
Wi(x)−W (x)

}
Φv(x)

∑
y∈[κ]2

{
Wi(y)−W (y)

}
Ψw(y)

}

=
1

Nκ4

N∑
i=1

∑
x∈[κ]2

{
Wi(x)− E(W (x))

}
Φv(x)

∑
y∈[κ]2

{
Wi(y)− E(W (y))

}
Ψw(y) (86)

+
1

Nκ4

N∑
i=1

∑
x∈[κ]2

{
E(W (x))−W (x)

}
Φv(x)

∑
y∈[κ]2

{
Wi(y)− E(W (y))

}
Ψw(y) (87)

+
1

Nκ4

N∑
i=1

∑
x∈[κ]2

{
Wi(x)− E(W (x))

}
Φv(x)

∑
y∈[κ]2

{
E(W (y))−W (y)

}
Ψw(y) (88)

+
1

Nκ4

N∑
i=1

∑
x∈[κ]2

{
E(W (x))−W (x)

}
Φv(x)

∑
y∈[κ]2

{
E(W (y))−W (y)

}
Ψw(y), (89)

where the third equality follows from (34) and (28).

Step 3. Here we bound above four terms separately. Observe that

(86) =
1

N

N∑
i=1

{
1

κ2

∑
x∈[κ]2

(δi(x) + ϵi(x))Φv(x)

}{
1

κ2

∑
y∈[κ]2

(δi(y) + ϵi(y))Ψw(y)

}
.

Since δi ∈ L2([κ]
2) is a subGaussian process with parameter Cδ, and by (85), ∥Φv∥L2([κ]2) =

1, it follows that 1
κ2

∑
x∈[N ]2(δi(x) + ϵi(x))Φv(x) is a subGaussian random variable with

parameter
(
Cδ + Cϵ

)2
. Similarly

{
1
κ2

∑
y∈[κ]2(δi(y) + ϵi(y))Ψw(y)

}
is subGaussian with

parameter
(
Cδ + Cϵ

)2
.

Therefore

{
1
κ2

∑
x∈[κ]2(δi(x)+ϵi(x))Φv(x)

}{
1
κ2

∑
y∈[κ]2(δi(y)+ϵi(y))Ψw(y)

}
is sub-exponential

with parameter
(
Cδ + Cϵ

)4
. It follows that

P
(∣∣(86)∣∣ ≥ t

)
≤ 2 exp

(
− cNt2

(Cδ + Cϵ)4 + t(Cδ + Cϵ)2

)
.
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For (87), note that 1
κ2

∑
x∈[κ]2

{
1
N

∑N
i=1

(
δi(x) + ϵi(x)

)
Φv(x)

}
is subGaussian with pa-

rameter (Cδ+Cϵ)2

N
and 1

κ2

∑
y∈[κ]2

{(
δi(y) + ϵi(y)

)
Ψw(y)

}
is subGaussian with parameter(

Cδ + Cϵ

)2
.

Therefore 1
κ2

∑
x∈[κ]2

{
1
N

∑N
i=1

(
δi(x) + ϵi(x)

)
Φv(x)

}
1
κ2

∑
y∈[κ]2

{(
δi(y) + ϵi(y)

)
Ψw(y)

}
is

sub-exponential with parameter

(
Cδ+Cϵ

)4
N

. Consequently

P
(∣∣(87)∣∣ ≥ t

)
≤ 2 exp

(
− cNt2

(Cδ + Cϵ)4/N + t(Cδ + Cϵ)2/
√
N

)
.

Similarly, it holds that

P
(∣∣(88)∣∣ ≥ t

)
≤ 2 exp

(
− cNt2

(Cδ + Cϵ)4/N + t(Cδ + Cϵ)2/
√
N

)
, and that

P
(∣∣(89)∣∣ ≥ t

)
≤ 2 exp

(
− cNt2

(Cδ + Cϵ)4/N2 + t(Cδ + Cϵ)2/N

)
.

Step 4. By summarizing above four terms, the first term is dominant. Therefore,

P(
∣∣v⊤(E(B̂)− B̂)w

∣∣ ≥ t) ≤ 8 exp

(
− cNt2

(Cδ + Cϵ)4 + t(Cδ + Cϵ)2

)
.

Let N (1
4
,m2) be a 1/4 covering net of unit ball in Rm2

and N (1
4
, ℓ2) be a 1/4 covering

net of unit ball in Rℓ2 , then by 4.4.3 on page 90 of Vershynin (2018)

∥E(B̂)− B̂∥op ≤ 2 sup
v∈N ( 1

4
,m2),w∈N ( 1

4
,ℓ2)

|v⊤(E(B̂)− B̂)w|.

So by union bound and the fact that the size of N (1
4
,m2) is bounded by 9m

2
and the size

of N (1
4
, ℓ2) is bounded by 9ℓ

2
,

P
(
∥E(B̂)− B̂∥op ≥ t

)
≤ P

(
sup

v∈N ( 1
4
,m2),w∈N ( 1

4
,ℓ2)

|v⊤(E(B̂)− B̂)w| ≥ t

2

)
≤9m

2+ℓ2 ∗ 16 exp
(
− cNt2

(Cδ + Cϵ)4 + t(Cδ + Cϵ)2

)
. (90)

This implies that

∥E(B̂)− B̂∥op = OP

(
m+ ℓ√
N

+
m2 + ℓ2

N

)
.

Therefore by Step 1 and Step 2

∥B̂ −B∗∥op ≤ ∥E(B̂)−B∗∥op + ∥B̂ − E(B̂)∥op =OP

(
m+ ℓ√
N

+
m2 + ℓ2

N
+

1

κ2

)
=OP

(
m+ ℓ√
N

+
1

κ2

)
.

where the last equality follows from the fact that m+ℓ√
N

= o(1). The desired result follows

from (83).
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F Perturbation bounds

F.1 Compact operators on Hilbert spaces

Lemma 14. Let A and B be two compact self-adjoint operators on a Hilbert space W.
Denote λk(A) and λk(A+B) to be the k-th eigenvalue of A and A+B respectively. Then

|λk(A+B)− λk(A)| ≤ ∥B∥op.

Proof. By the min-max principle, for any compact self-adjoint operators H and any
Sk ⊂ W being a k-dimensional subspace

max
Sk

min
x∈Sk,∥x∥W=1

H[x, x] = λk(H).

It follows that

λk(A+B) =max
Sk

min
x∈Sk,∥x∥W=1

(A+B)[x, x]

≤max
Sk

min
x∈Sk,∥x∥W=1

A[x, x] + ∥B∥op∥x∥2W

=λk(A) + ∥B∥op.

The other direction follows from symmetry.

For any compact operator H : W ⊗ W ′, by Theorem 13 of Bell (2014), there exists
orthogonal basis {uk}∞k=1 and {vk}∞k=1 such that

H =
∞∑
k=1

σk(H)uk ⊗ vk,

where σ1(H) ≥ σ2(H) ≥ . . . ≥ 0 are the singular values of H. So

λk(HH
⊤) = σk(H)2. (91)

Lemma 15. Let W and W ′ be two separable Hilbert spaces. Suppose A and B are two
compact operators from W ⊗W ′ → R. Then∣∣σk(A+B)− σk(A)

∣∣ ≤ ∥B∥op.

Proof. Let {ϕi}∞i=1 and {ϕ′
i}∞i=1 be the orthogonal basis of W and W ′. Let

Wj = Span({ϕi}ji=1) and W ′
j = Span({ϕ′

i}
j
i=1).

Denote
Aj = A× PWj

× PW ′
j

and (A+B)j = (A+B)× PWj
× PW ′

j
.

Note that (A+B)j = Aj +Bj due to linearity. Since A and A+B are compact,

lim
j→∞

∥A− Aj∥F = 0 and lim
j→∞

∥(A+B)− (A+B)j∥F = 0.

Then AA⊤ and AjA
⊤
j are two compact self-adjoint operators on W and that

lim
j→∞

∥AA⊤ − AjA
⊤
j ∥F = 0.
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By Lemma 14, limj→∞ λk(AjA
⊤
j ) = λk(AA

⊤). Since σk(Aj) and σk(A) are both positive,
by (91)

lim
j→∞

σk(Aj) = σk(A).

Similarly
lim
j→∞

σk((A+B)j) = σk(A+B).

By the finite dimensional SVD perturbation theory (see Theorem 3.3.16 on page 178 of
Horn and Johnson (1994)), it follows that∣∣σk((A+B)j)− σk(Aj)

∣∣ ≤ ∥Bj∥op ≤ ∥B∥op.
The desired result follows by taking the limit as j → ∞.

F.2 Subspace perturbation bounds

Theorem 6 (Wedin). Suppose without loss of generality that n1 ≤ n2. Let M = M∗ +
E,M∗ be two matrices in Rn1×n2 whose svd are given respectively by

M∗ =

n1∑
i=1

σ∗
i u

∗
i v

∗
i
⊤ and M =

n1∑
i=1

σiuivi
⊤

where σ∗
1 ≥ · · · ≥ σ∗

n1
and σ1 ≥ · · · ≥ σn1. For any r ≤ n1, let

Σ∗ = diag([σ∗
1, · · · , σ∗

r ]) ∈ Rr×r, U∗ = [u∗1, · · · , u∗r] ∈ Rn1×r, V = [v∗1, · · · , v∗r ] ∈ Rr×n2 ,

Σ = diag([σ1, · · · , σr]) ∈ Rr×r, U = [u1, · · · , ur] ∈ Rn1×r, V = [v1, · · · , vr] ∈ Rr×n2 .

Denote PU∗ =
∑r

i=1 u
∗
i ⊗ u∗i and PU =

∑r
i=1 ui ⊗ ui. If ∥E∥op < σ∗

r − σ∗
r+1, then

∥PU∗ − PU∥op ≤
√
2max{∥U∗E∥op, ∥EV ∗∥op}

σ∗
r − σ∗

r+1 − ∥E∥op
.

Proof. This follows from Lemma 2.6 and Theorem 2.9 of Chen et al. (2021).

Corollary 4. Let W and W ′ be two Hilbert spaces. Let M and E be two finite rank
operators on W ⊗W ′ and denote M = M∗ + E. Let the SVD of M∗ and M are given
respectively by

M∗ =

r1∑
i=1

σ∗
i u

∗
i ⊗ v∗i and M =

r2∑
i=1

σiui ⊗ vi

where σ∗
1 ≥ · · · ≥ σ∗

r1
and σ1 ≥ · · · ≥ σr2. For r ≤ min{r1, r2}, denote
U∗ = Span({u∗i }ri=1) and U = Span({ui}ri=1)

Let PU∗ to be projection matrix from W to U∗, and PU to be projection matrix from W
to U . If ∥E∥op < σ∗

r − σ∗
r+1, then

∥PU∗ − PU∥op ≤
√
2max{∥E ×1 U

∗∥op, ∥E ×2 V
∗∥op}

σ∗
r − σ∗

r+1 − ∥E∥op
≤

√
2∥E∥op

σ∗
r − σ∗

r+1 − ∥E∥op
.

Proof. Let

S = Span({u∗i }
r1
i=1, {ui}

r2
i=1) and S ′ = Span({v∗i }

r1
r=1, {vi}r2i=1).

Then M∗ and M can be viewed as finite-dimensional matrices on S ⊗ S ′. Since PU∗ =∑r
i=1 u

∗
i ⊗ u∗i and PU =

∑r
i=1 ui ⊗ ui, the desired result follows from Theorem 6.
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G Additional technical results

Lemma 16. For positive integers {sj}dj=1 ∈ N, let Ωj ⊂ Rsj . Let B ∈ L2(Ω1) ⊗
L2(Ω2) · · · ⊗ L2(Ωd) and for 1 ≤ j ≤ d, let Qj ∈ L2(Ωj) ⊗ L2(Ωj) be a collection of
operators such that ∥Qj∥F <∞. Then

∥B ×1 Q1 · · · ×d Qd∥F ≤ ∥B∥F∥Q1∥op · · · ∥Qd∥op

Proof. By Theorem 3, we can write

Qj =
∞∑

µj=1

νj,µj
ϕj,µj

⊗ ψj,µj
,

where {ψj,µj
}∞µj=1 and {ϕj,µj

}∞µj=1 are both orthnormal in L2(Ωj). Note that |νj,µj
| ≤

∥Qj∥op. Therefore

∥B ×1 Q1 · · · ×d Qd∥2F =
∞∑

µ1,...,µd=1

{
B ×1 Q1 · · · ×d Qd[ψ1,µ1 , . . . , ψd,µd

]
}2

=
∞∑

µ1,...,µd=1

{
B[Q1(ψ1,µ1), . . . ,Qd(ψd,µd

)]
}2

=
∞∑

µ1,...,µd=1

{
B[ν1,µ1ϕ1,µ1 , . . . , νd,µd

ϕd,µd
]
}2

≤∥Q1∥2op · · · ∥Qd∥2op
∞∑

µ1,...,µd=1

{
B[ϕ1,µ1 , . . . , ϕd,µd

]
}2

=∥Q1∥2op · · · ∥Qd∥2op∥B∥2F .

Lemma 17. For j = 1, . . . , d, let {ϕj,i}∞i=1 be a collection of orthogonal basis function
of L2(Ωj). Suppose A ∈ L2(Ω1) ⊗ · · · ⊗ L2(Ωd) is such that ∥A∥F < ∞. Then A is a
function in L2(Ω1 × · · · × Ωd) and that

A(z1, . . . , zd) =
∞∑

i1,...,id=1

A[ϕ1,i1 , . . . , ϕd,id ]ϕ1,i1(z1) · · ·ϕd,id(zd). (92)

Note that (92) is independent of choices of basis functions.

Proof. This is a classical functional analysis result.

Lemma 18. For k ≤ d, let x = (z1, . . . , zk) ∈ Ω1 × · · · × Ωk and y = (zk+1, . . . , zd) ∈
Ωk+1 × · · · × Ωd. Let A = A(x, y) ∈ L2(Ω1 × · · · × Ωk) ⊗ L2(Ωk+1 × · · · × Ωd). For
1 ≤ j ≤ k, let Uj ⊂ L2(Ωj) be a collection of subspaces and Ux ⊂ L2(Ω1 × · · · × Ωk) is
such that Ux = U1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ Uk, then

A×x PUx = A×1 PU1 · · · ×k PUk
. (93)
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Proof. For generic functions fj ∈ L2(Ωj), it holds that

PUx [f1, . . . , fk](z1, . . . , zd) = PU1(f1)(z1) · · · PUk
(fk)(zk).

Therefore (93) follows from the observation that

A×x PUx [f1, . . . , fk, fk+1, . . . , fd)]

=A[PUx(f1, . . . , fk), fk+1, . . . , fd)]

=A[PU1(f1), . . . ,PUk
(fk), fk+1, . . . , fd)]

=A×1 PU1 · · · ×k PUk
[f1, . . . , fk, fk+1, . . . , fd].

Lemma 19. Let A ∈ L2(Ω1)⊗ · · · ⊗ L2(Ωd) be any tensor. For j = 1, . . . , d, suppose

Rangej(A) = Span{uj,ρj}
rj
ρj=1,

where {uj,ρj}
rj
ρj=1 are orthonormal functions in L2(Ωj). Then

A(z1, . . . , zd) =

r1∑
ρ1=1

· · ·
rd∑

ρd=1

A[u1,ρ1 , . . . , ud,ρd ]u1,ρ1(z1) · · ·ud,ρd(zd).

Therefore the core size of the tensor A is
∏d

j=1 rj.

Proof. It suffices to observe that as a linear map, A is 0 in the orthogonal complement
the subspace Range1(A)⊗ · · · ⊗Ranged(A) and {u1,ρ1(z1) · · ·ud,ρd(zd)}

r1,...,rd
ρ1=1,...,ρd=1 are the

orthonormal basis of Range1(A)⊗ · · · ⊗ Ranged(A).

Lemma 20. Let M be linear subspace of L2(Ω1) spanned by the orthonormal basis func-

tion = Span{vµ(x)}dim(M)
µ=1 . Suppose g : Ω1 → R is a generic function in L2(Ω1). If

g̃(x) = argmin
f∈M

∥∥g(x)− f(x)
∥∥2
L2(Ω1)

,

Then g̃(x) =
∑dim(M)

µ=1 aµvµ(x), where

aµ = ⟨g, vµ⟩ =
∫
Ω1

g(x)vµ(x)dx.

Proof. This is a well-known projection property in Hilbert space.

H Extension: multivariable nonparametric regres-

sion

In this section, we apply our sketching estimator to study the nonparametric regression
models. To begin, suppose the observed data {Wi, Zi}Ni=1 ⊂ R× Rd satisfy

Wi = f ∗(Zi) + ϵi, (94)
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where {ϵi}Ni=1 are measurement errors and f ∗ : [0, 1]d → R is the unknown regression
function. We first present our theory assuming that the random design {Zi}Ni=1 are
independently sampled from the uniform density on the domain [0, 1]d in Corollary 5. The
general setting, where {Zi}Ni=1 are sampled from an unknown generic density function,
will be discussed in Corollary 6.

Let f̂ be the estimator such that for any non-random function G ∈ L2([0, 1]
d),

⟨f̂ , G⟩ = 1

N

N∑
i=1

WiG(Zi). (95)

where G(Zi) is the value of function G evaluated at the sample point Zi ∈ [0, 1]d. In
the following corollary, we formally summarize the statistical guarantee of the regression
function estimator detailed in Algorithm 2.

Corollary 5. Suppose the observed data {Wi, Zi}Ni=1 ∈ R × [0, 1]d satisfy (94), where
{ϵi}Ni=1 are i.i.d. centered subGaussian noise with subGaussian parameter Cϵ, {Zi}Ni=1

are independently sampled from the uniform density distribution on [0, 1]d, and that
∥f ∗∥Wα

2 ([0,1]d) <∞ with α ≥ 1 and ∥f ∗∥∞ <∞.

Suppose in addition that f ∗ satisfies Assumption 3, and that {Mj,Lj}dj=1 are in the
form of (24) and (25), where {ϕS

k}∞k=1 ⊂ L2([0, 1]) are derived from reproducing kernel
Hilbert spaces, the Legendre polynomial basis, or spline basis functions.

Let f̂ in (95), {rj}dj=1, and {Mj,Lj}dj=1 be the input of Algorithm 2, and f̂×1 P̂1 · · ·×d P̂d

be the corresponding output. Denote σmin = minj=1,...,d{σj,rj} and suppose for a suffi-
ciently large constant Csnr,

N2α/(2α+1) > Csnr max

{ d∏
j=1

rj,
1

σ
(d−1)/α+2
min

,
1

σ
2α/(α−1/2)
min

}
.

If ℓj = CLσ
−1/α
j,rj

for some sufficiently large constant CL and m ≍ N1/(2α+1), then it holds
that

∥f̂ ×1 P̂1 · · · ×d P̂d − f ∗∥2L2([0,1]d)
= OP

(∑d
j=1 σ

−2
j,rj

N2α/(2α+1)
+

∑d
j=1 σ

−(d−1)/α−2
j,rj

N
+

∏d
j=1 rj

N

)
.

(96)

Proof. Assumption 2 is verified in Appendix B.1 for reproducing kernel Hilbert space,
Appendix B.2 for Legendre polynomials, and Appendix B.3 for spline basis. Assumption 4
is shown in Lemma 21. Therefore all the conditions in Theorem 5 are met and Corollary 5
immediately follows.

In the following result, we extend our approach to the general setting where the ran-
dom designs {Zi}Ni=1 are sampled from a generic density function p∗ : [0, 1]d → R+. To
achieve consistent regression estimation in this context, we propose adjusting our estima-
tor to incorporate an additional density estimator. This modification aligns with tech-
niques commonly used in classical nonparametric methods, such as the Nadaraya–Watson
kernel regression estimator.
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Corollary 6. Suppose {Zi}Ni=1 are random designs independently sampled from a common
density function p∗ : [0, 1]d → R+ such that p∗(z1, . . . , zd) ≥ c∗ for all (z1, . . . , zd) ∈ [0, 1]d

where c∗ > 0 is a universal positive constant. Let

f̃ = f̂ ×1 P̂1 · · · ×d P̂d,

where f̂ ×1 P̂1 · · · ×d P̂d is defined in Corollary 5, and p̃ is any generic density estimator
of p∗. Denote p̃′ = max

{
1√

log(N)
, p̃
}
. Suppose in addition that all of the other conditions

in Corollary 5 hold. Then∥∥∥∥ f̃p̃′ − f ∗
∥∥∥∥2
L2([0,1]d)

=OP

(
log(N)

{∑d
j=1 σ

−2
j,rj

N2α/(2α+1)
+

∑d
j=1 σ

−(d−1)/α−2
j,rj

N
+

∏d
j=1 rj

N

}
+ log(N)∥p∗ − p̃∥2L2([0,1]d)

)
.

Note that if p∗ is also a low-rank density function, then we can estimate p∗ via Algo-
rithm 2 with a reduced curse of dimensionality. Consequently, the regression function f ∗

can be estimated with a reduced curse of dimensionality even when the random designs
are sampled from a non-uniform density.

Proof of Corollary 6. Suppose N is sufficient large so that 1√
log(N)

≤ c∗. Let Z be a

generic element in [0, 1]d. Based on the definition, p̃′ = max
{

1√
log(N)

, p̃
}
. Thus, when

p̃(Z) ≥ 1√
log(N)

, p̃(Z)− p∗(Z) = p̃′(Z)− p∗(Z). When p̃(Z) < 1√
log(N)

, note that

|p∗(Z)− p̃′(Z)| =
∣∣∣∣p∗(Z)− 1√

log(N)

∣∣∣∣ = p∗(Z)− 1√
log(N)

≤ p∗(Z)− p̃(Z) = |p∗(Z)− p̃(Z)|

where the first equality follows from p̃′(Z) = 1√
log(N)

, the second equality follows from

p∗(Z) ≥ c∗ ≥ 1√
log(N)

, the inequality follows from p̃(Z) < 1√
log(N)

and the last equality

follows from p∗(Z) ≥ c∗ ≥ 1√
log(N)

≥ p̃(Z). Therefore |p̃′(Z) − p∗(Z)| ≤ |p̃(Z) − p∗(Z)|

for all Z ∈ [0, 1]d and it follows that

∥p̃′ − p∗∥L2([0,1]d) ≤ ∥p̃− p∗∥L2([0,1]d). (97)

By Corollary 5,

∥f̃ − f ∗p∗∥2L2([0,1]d)
= OP

(∑d
j=1 σ

−2
j,rj

N2α/(2α+1)
+

∑d
j=1 σ

−(d−1)/α−2
j,rj

N
+

∏d
j=1 rj

N

)
. (98)

Therefore ∥∥∥∥ f̃p̃′ − f ∗
∥∥∥∥
L2([0,1]d)

≤
∥∥∥∥ f̃p̃′ − f ∗p∗

p̃′

∥∥∥∥
L2([0,1]d)

+

∥∥∥∥f ∗p∗

p̃′
− f ∗

∥∥∥∥
L2([0,1]d)

. (99)

The desired result follows from the observation that∥∥∥∥ f̃p̃′ − f ∗p∗

p̃′

∥∥∥∥2
L2([0,1]d)

≤
∥∥∥∥ 1p̃′
∥∥∥∥2
∞
∥f̃ − f ∗p∗∥2L2([0,1]d)

= OP

(
log(N)

{∑d
j=1 σ

−2
j,rj

N2α/(2α+1)
+

∑d
j=1 σ

−(d−1)/α−2
j,rj

N
+

∏d
j=1 rj

N

})
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and that∥∥∥∥f ∗p∗

p̃′
− f ∗

∥∥∥∥
L2([0,1]d)

=

∥∥∥∥f ∗
(
p∗

p̃′
− 1

)∥∥∥∥
L2([0,1]d)

=

∥∥∥∥f ∗
(
p∗ − p̃′

p̃′

)∥∥∥∥
L2([0,1]d)

≤
∥∥∥∥f ∗

p̃′

∥∥∥∥
∞
∥p∗ − p̃′∥L2([0,1]d) ≤ ∥f ∗∥∞

√
log(N)∥p∗ − p̃′∥L2([0,1]d) ≤ ∥f ∗∥∞

√
log(N)∥p∗ − p̃∥L2([0,1]d),

where the last inequality follows from (97).

H.1 Additional technical results for regression

Lemma 21. Let f̂ be defined as in (95). Suppose all the conditions in Corollary 5 holds.

Then f̂ satisfies Assumption 4.

Proof. Note that {Zi}Ni=1 are sampled from the uniform density and that E(ϵ1) = 0,
V ar(ϵ1) ≤ Cϵ. Therefore

E(⟨f̂ , G⟩) = E(w1G(Z1) + f ∗(Z1)G(Z1)) =

∫
f∗(z)G(z)dz = ⟨f∗, G⟩,

where the second equality holds since ϵ and Z are independent. Suppose ∥G∥L2 = 1.
Then

V ar(⟨f̂ , G⟩) = 1

N
V ar(ϵ1G(Z1) + f ∗(Z1)G(Z1)) =

1

N
V ar(ϵ1G(Z1)) +

1

N
V ar(f ∗(Z1)G(Z1))

≤ 1

N

(
E(ϵ21G(Z1)) + E{f ∗(Z1)G(Z1)}2

)
=

1

N
E(ϵ21)

∫
[0,1]d

G2(z)dz +
1

N

∫ {
f ∗(z)G(z)

}2
dz

≤ 1

N
Cϵ∥G∥2L2

+
1

N
∥f ∗∥2∞∥G∥2L2

= O

(
1

N

)
.

Lemma 22. Let d1, d2 ∈ Z+ be such that d1 + d2 = d. Suppose {ϕS
k}∞k=1 be a collection

of L2 basis such that ∥ϕS
k∥∞ ≤ CS. For positive integers m and ℓ, denote

M = span

{
ϕS
µ1
(z1) · · ·ϕS

µd1
(zd1)

}m

µ1,...,µd1
=1

and L = span

{
ϕS
η1
(zd1+1) · · ·ϕS

ηd2
(zd)

}ℓ

η1,...,ηd2=1

.

(100)

Then it holds that

∥(f̂ − f ∗)×x PM ×y PL∥op = OP

(√
md1 + ℓd2

N
+

√
m3d1ℓd2 log(N)

N
+

√
md1ℓ3d2 log(N)

N

)
.

Proof. Similar to Lemma 9, by ordering the indexes (µ1, . . . , µd1) and (η1, . . . , ηd2) in
(100), we can also write

M = span{Φµ(x)}m
d1

µ=1 and L = span{Ψη(y)}ℓ
d2

η=1. (101)
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Note that f̂×xPM×yPL and f ∗×xPM×yPL are both zero in the orthogonal complement

of the subspace M⊗L. Let B̂ and B∗ be two matrices in Rmd1×ℓd2 such that

B̂µ,η = f̂ [Φµ,Ψη] =
1

N

N∑
i=1

WiΦµ(Xi)Ψη(Yi) and B∗
µ,η = f ∗[Φµ,Ψη] = E(f̂ [Φµ,Ψη]),

where Xi = (Zi,1, . . . , Zi,d1) ∈ Rd1 and Yi = (Zi,d1+1, . . . , Zi,d) ∈ Rd2 . Therefore

∥B̂ −B∗∥op = ∥(f̂ − f ∗)×x PM ×y PL∥op. (102)

Since {ϵi}Ni=1 are subGaussian, it follows from a union bound argument that there exists
a sufficiently large constant C1 such that

P
(

max
1≤i≤N

|ϵi| ≤ C1

√
log(N)

)
≥ 1−N−1. (103)

The following procedures are similar to Lemma 9, but we need to estimate the variance
brought by additional random variables ϵi here.
Step 1. Let v = (v1, . . . , vmd1 ) ∈ Rmd1 and suppose that ∥v∥2 = 1. Then by orthonor-
mality of {Φµ(x)}m

d1

µ=1 in L2 it follows that∥∥∥∥ md1∑
µ=1

vµΦµ

∥∥∥∥2
L2([0,1]d1 )

= 1.

In addition, since

∥ϕS
µ1
(z1) · · ·ϕS

µd1
(zd1)∥∞ ≤

d1∏
j=1

∥ϕS
µj
∥∞ ≤ Cd1

S ,

it follows that ∥Φµ∥∞ ≤ Cd1
S for all 1 ≤ µ ≤ md1 and

∥∥∥∥ md1∑
µ=1

vµΦµ

∥∥∥∥
∞

≤

√√√√md1∑
µ=1

v2µ

√√√√md1∑
µ=1

∥Φµ∥2∞ = O(
√
md1).

Step 2. Let Let w = (w1, . . . , wℓd2 ) ∈ Rℓd2 and suppose that ∥w∥2 = 1. Then by
orthonormality of {Ψη(y)}ℓ

d2

η=1 in L2([0, 1]
d2),∥∥∥∥ ℓd2∑

η=1

wηΨη

∥∥∥∥2
L2([0,1]d2 )

= 1.

In addition, since

∥ϕS
η1
(zd1+1) · · ·ϕS

ηd2
(zd)∥∞ ≤

d2∏
j=1

∥ϕS
ηj
∥∞ ≤ Cd2

S ,

it follows that ∥Ψη∥∞ ≤ Cd2
S . Therefore

∥∥∥∥ ℓd2∑
η=1

wηΨη

∥∥∥∥
∞

≤

√√√√ ℓd2∑
η=1

w2
η

√√√√ ℓd2∑
η=1

∥Ψη∥2∞ = O(
√
ℓd2).
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Step 3. For fixed v = (v1, . . . , vmd1 ) and w = (w1, . . . , wℓd2 ), we bound v⊤(A∗ − Â)w.

Let ∆i =
∑md1

µ=1 vµΦµ(Xi)
∑ℓd2

η=1wηΨη(Yi)(f(Xi, Yi) + ϵi). Since the measurement errors

{ϵi}Ni=1 and the random designs {Xi, Yi}Ni=1 are independent, it follows that

V ar(∆i) ≤ E(∆2
i ) =

∫∫ { md1∑
µ=1

vµΦµ(x)

}2{ ℓd2∑
η=1

wηΨη(y)

}2

(f ∗(x, y) + E(ϵi)2)dxdy

≤2

(
∥f ∗∥2∞ + Cϵ

)∫ { md1∑
µ=1

vµΦµ(x)

}2

dx

∫ { ℓd2∑
η=1

wηΨη(y)

}2

dy

=2

(
∥f ∗∥2∞ + Cϵ

)∥∥∥∥ md1∑
µ=1

vµΦµ(x)

∥∥∥∥2
L2([0,1]d1 )

∥∥∥∥ ℓd2∑
η=1

wηΨη(y)

∥∥∥∥2
L2([0,1]d2 )

= 2

(
∥f ∗∥2∞ + Cϵ

)
.

where the last equality follows from Step 1 and Step 2. In addition, suppose the good
event in (103) holds. Then uniformly for all 1 ≤ i ≤ N ,

|∆i| ≤ ∥
md1∑
µ=1

vµΦµ(Xi)∥∞∥
ℓd2∑
η=1

wηΨη(Yi)∥∞(∥f ∗∥∞+|ϵi|) = O(
√
md1ℓd2|ϵi|) = O(

√
md1ℓd2

√
log(N)).

So for given v, w, by Bernstein’s inequality

PZ|ϵ

(∣∣∣∣v⊤(B∗ − B̂)w

∣∣∣∣ ≥ t

)
= PZ|ϵ

(∣∣∣∣ 1N
N∑
i=1

∆i − E(∆i)

∣∣∣∣ ≥ t

)
≤2 exp

(
−cNt2

∥f ∗∥2∞ + Cϵ + t
√
md1ℓd2 log(N)

)
.

Step 4. Let N (1
4
,md1) be a 1/4 covering net of unit ball in Rmd1 and N (1

4
, ℓd2) be a 1/4

covering net of unit ball in Rℓd2 , then by 4.4.3 on page 90 of Vershynin (2018)

∥B∗ − B̂∥op ≤ 2 sup
v∈N ( 1

4
,md1 ),w∈N ( 1

4
,ℓd2 )

v⊤(B∗ − B̂)w.

So by union bound and the fact that the size of N (1
4
,md1) is bounded by 9m

d1 and the

size of N (1
4
, ℓd2) is bounded by 9ℓ

d2 ,

P
(
∥B∗ − B̂∥op ≥ t

)
≤ P

(
sup

v∈N ( 1
4
,md1 ),w∈N ( 1

4
,ℓd2 )

v⊤(B∗ − B̂)w ≥ t

2

)
≤9m

d1+ℓd22 exp

(
−cNt2

∥f ∗∥2∞ + Cϵ + t
√
md1ℓd2 log(N)

)
. (104)

Therefore

∥B∗ − B̂∥op = OP

(√
md1 + ℓd2

N
+

√
m3d1ℓd2 log(N)

N
+

√
md1ℓ3d2 log(N)

N

)
as desired.
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Corollary 7. Suppose {ϕS
k}∞k=1 be a collection of L2 basis such that ∥ϕS

k∥∞ ≤ CS. Let

M = span

{
ϕS
µ1
(z1)

}m

µ1=1

and L = span

{
ϕS
η1
(z2) · · ·ϕS

ηd−1
(zd)

}ℓ

η1,...,ηd−1=1

.

If in addition that m ≍ N1/(2α+1) and that ℓd−1 = O(N
2α−1

2(2α+1)/ log(N)), then

∥(f̂ − f ∗)×x PM ×y PL∥op = OP

(√
dim(M) + dim(L)

N

)
. (105)

Proof. The proof is almost the same as the proof in Corollary 3 with above choice of m
and ℓ.

H.2 Simulations and real data

We analyze the numerical performance of our VRS, Nadaraya–Watson kernel regression
(NWKR) estimators, and neural networks (NN) in various nonparametric regression prob-
lems. The implementation of VRS is provided in Algorithm 2 and the inputs of VRS in
the regression setting are detailed in Corollary 6. For neural network estimators, we use
the feedforward architecture that are either wide and deep. We measure the estimation
accuracy by relative L2-error defined as

∥f ∗ − f̃∥L2(Ω)

∥f ∗∥L2(Ω)

,

where f̃ is the regression function estimator of a given method. The subsequent simula-
tions and real data examples consistently demonstrate that VRS outperforms both NN
and NWKR in a range of nonparametric regression problems.

• Simulation V. We sample data {Wi, Zi}Ni=1 ⊂ R× [−1, 1]d from the regression model

Wi = f ∗(Zi) + ϵi,

where {ϵi}Ni=1 are independently sampled from standard normal distribution, {Zi}Ni=1 are
sampled from the uniform distribution on [−1, 1]d, and

f ∗(x1, . . . , xd) = sin
( d∑

j=1

xj
)

for (x1, . . . , xd) ∈ [−1, 1]d.

In the first set of experiments, we set d = 5 and vary sample size N from 0.1 million
to 1 million. In the second set of experiments, the sample size N is fixed at 1 million,
while the dimensionality d varies from 2 to 10. Each experimental setup is replicated 100
times to ensure robustness, and we present the average relative l2-error for each method
in Figure 10.

• Simulation VI. We sample data {Wi, Zi}Ni=1 ⊂ R× [−1, 1]d from the regression model

Wi = f ∗(Zi) + ϵi,
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Figure 10: The plot on the left corresponds to Simulation V with d = 5 and N varying
from 0.1 million to 1 million; the plot on the right corresponds to Simulation V with
N being 1 million and d varying from 2 to 10.

Figure 11: The plot on the left corresponds to Simulation VI with d = 5 and N varying
from 0.1 million to 1 million; the plot on the right corresponds to Simulation VI with
N being 1 million and d varying from 2 to 10.

where {ϵi}Ni=1 are independently sampled from standard normal distribution, and {Zi}Ni=1

are independently sampled in [−1, 1]d from a d-dimensional truncated Gaussian distri-
bution with mean vector 0 and covariance matrix 4Id. Here Id is the identity matrix in
d-dimensions. In addition,

f ∗(x1, . . . , xd) =
1

2
exp

(
−1

d

d∑
i=1

3x2i + 1

4

)
+

1

2
exp

(
−1

d

d∑
i=1

7x2i + 1

8

)

for (x1, . . . , xd) ∈ [−1, 1]d. In the first set of experiments, we fix d = 5 and vary N vary
from 0.1 million to 1 million. In the second set of experiments, we fix the sample size N
at 1 million and let d vary from 2 to 10. We repeat each experiment setting 100 times
and report the averaged relative L2-error for each method in Figure 11.

• Real data II. We study the problem of predicting the house price in California using
the California housing dataset. This dataset contains 20640 house price data from the
1990 California census, along with 8 continuous features such as locations, median house
age, and total number bedrooms for house price prediction. Since the true regression
function is unknown, we randomly split the dataset into 90% training and 10% test data
and evaluate the performance of various approaches by relative test error. Let f̃ be any
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regression estimator computed based on the training data. The relative test error of this
estimator is defined as √√√√ 1

Ntest

Ntest∑
i=1

(f̃(Zi)−Wi)2

W 2
i

,

where {Zi,Wi}Ntest
i=1 are the test data. The relative test errors for VRS, NWKR, and NN

are 0.0275, 0.0367, and 0.0285, respectively, showing that VRS numerical surpasses other
methods in this real data example.

I Additional numerical results and details

I.1 Kernel methods

In our simulated experiments and real data examples, we choose Gaussian kernel for the
kernel density estimators and Nadaraya–Watson kernel regression (NWKR) estimators.
The bandwidths in all the numerical examples are chosen using cross-validations. We refer
interested readers to Wasserman (2006) for an introduction to nonparametric statistics.

I.2 Sample generation in VRS

Following Algorithm 3, we obtain the tensor represented density p̃. To generate the
samples, we follow Gibbs samplers and rewrite the joint density into the product of
marginal densities:

p̃(x1, x2, · · · , xd) = p̃(x1)p̃(x2|x1) · · · p̃(xd|x1, · · · , xd−1)

where p̃(x1) is the one marginal density, which requires the integration over other d − 1
variables. In our setting, we use some orthogonal basis functions and the first basis is
commonly a constant. Based on orthgonality, we only need to choose the first slices
of coefficient tensor to compute the one marginal density and this only requires O(1)
complexity. Then we follow Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) to generate sample
x̃1 from this one marginal density. Next, we need to compute the next one marginal
p̃(x2|x1). We fix x1 as x̃1 and choose the first slices of coefficient tensor to represent the
integration over other d− 2 variables. After that, we successfully compute one marginal
density p̃(x2|x1) and follow MCMC to generate sample x̃2. We repeat the procedure for all
conditional probablity and we could generate sample (x̃1, x̃2, · · · , x̃d) in O(d) complexity.

The density given by tensor-sketching based method may not always be positive.
There are some postprocessing techniques to deal with the issue. For example, Han et al.
(2018) proposes a method to do minimization between the output density with a square
of testing density, where the testing density shares the same tensor architecture. After
that, we could use the square of testing density to implement MCMC sampling. Besides,
based on our observation towards our method, the negative part of output density is
quick small and we could choose a small threshold such as 10−7 to avoid the negative
component.

I.3 Neural network density estimator

For neural network estimators, we use two popular density estimation architectures:
Masked Autoregressive Flow (MAF) (Papamakarios et al. (2017)) and Neural Autore-
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(a) USPS digits dataset. (b) MNIST dataset.

Figure 12: Denoising images from (a) USPS digits dataset and (b) MNIST dataset. In
both (a) and (b), the first column shows the ground truth images from the test data, the
second column shows the images polluted by Gaussian noise, the third column shows the
images denoised using VRS, and the last column shows the images denoised using kernel
PCA.

gressive Flows (NAF) (Huang et al. (2018)) for comparisons. Both neural networks are
trained using the Adam optimizer (Kingma and Ba (2014)). For MAF, we use 5 trans-
forms and each transform is a 3-hidden layer neural network with width 128. For NAF,
we choose 3 transforms and each transform is a 3-hidden layer neural network with width
128.

I.4 Additional image denoising result

We provide additional image denoising results in this subsection. In Figure 12, we have
randomly selected another five images from the test set of the USPS digits dataset and
MNIST dataset to illustrate the denoised results using VRS and kernel PCA.
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