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Abstract

In this paper, we consider unregularized online learning algorithms in a Reproduc-
ing Kernel Hilbert Spaces (RKHS). Firstly, we derive explicit convergence rates of the
unregularized online learning algorithms for classification associated with a general a-
activating loss (see Definition 1 below). Our results extend and refine the results in [30]
for the least-square loss and the recent result [3] for the loss function with a Lipschitz-
continuous gradient. Moreover, we establish a very general condition on the step sizes
which guarantees the convergence of the last iterate of such algorithms. Secondly, we
establish, for the first time, the convergence of the unregularized pairwise learning al-
gorithm with a general loss function and derive explicit rates under the assumption of
polynomially decaying step sizes. Concrete examples are used to illustrate our main
results. The main techniques are tools from convex analysis, refined inequalities of
Gaussian averages [5], and an induction approach.
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1 Introduction

Let the input space X be a complete metric space and the output space ) = {£1}. In the
standard framework of learning theory [12] 23], one considers the problem of learning from
a set of examples z = {z; = (x;,y;) € X x Y :i=1,2,...,T} which are independently and
identically distributed (i.i.d.) according to an unknown distribution p on Z = X x ).

In the task of classification, a univariate loss function ¢(y f(x)) measures the error when f(x)
is used to predict the true label y. In this case, one aims to find a predictor in a hypothesis
space to minimize the following true (generalization) error which is defined, for a function
g: X =R, by

c0) = [ /Z B(y9(x))dp(z, y).
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In contrast to the task of classification, pairwise learning problems involve a pairwise loss
function ¢((y — ¢/') f(x,2")) for a hypothesis function f : X x X — R. Notable examples of
pairwise learning tasks include bipartite ranking [1l [I1} [19], similarity and metric learning
[8, 26], AUC maximization [35] and gradient learning [16, [I8, BI]. The aim of pairwise
learning is to minimize the true error which is defined, for a pairwise function f : X x X — R,
by

Ef) = / [ =)o g)n(a’ o).

In this paper, we consider online learning algorithms for both classification and pairwise
learning tasks in a Reproducing Kernel Hilbert Space (RKHS). Specifically, let G : X x X —
R be a Mercer kernel, i.e. a continuous, symmetric and positive semi-definite kernel, see
e.g. [12, 23]. According to [2], the RKHS H¢ associated with kernel G is defined to be the
completion of the linear span of the set of functions {G, () := G(z,-) : € X'} with an inner
product satisfying the reproducing property, i.e., for any 2/,x € X, (G,,Gy)g = G(z,2').
Similarly, for pairwise learning, we assume that the pairwise function f : X x X — R is from
an RKHS defined on the domain X2 := X x X with a (pairwise) kernel K : X% x X2 — R.
Throughout this paper, we consider a specific family of loss functions called a-activating loss
defined as follows.

Definition 1. A function ¢ : R — R is called an a-activating loss with some o € (0,1] if
it is convex and differentiable, ¢'(0) < 0, and L := supz e |¢'(3) — ¢'(s)|/|5 — 5|* < 0.

Our definition of a-activating loss follows [28] where the concept of the activating loss was
first introduced. One can find in-depth discussions in [4] [34] on loss functions for classifica-
tion. Typical examples of a-activating losses includes g-norm loss [10, 34] ¢(s) = (1 —s)% =
max{1 —s,0}? for the support vector machine (SVM) classification with 1 < ¢ < 2, the least
square loss ¢(s) = (1 — s)? and the logistic regression loss ¢(s) = log(1 + e~*%).

The first purpose of this paper is to study the unregularized online learning algorithm for
classification associated with a general a-activating loss defined as follows.

Algorithm 1. Given the i.i.d. generated training data z = {z; = (x;,y;) 1 =1,2,...,T},
the unreqularized online learning algorithm is given by g1 = 0 and, for any 1 <t < T,

ger1 = gt — 18 (Y9t (1) )y G, (1.1)
where {y; > 0 :t € N} is usually referred to as the step size.

Online learning algorithms for classification or regression have drawn much attentions [3]
210 24, 29, B0, B2]. Most of them focused on regularized online learning algorithms, i.e.
g1 = gt — (&' (Yege () y: G, + Agt). In particular, regularized online learning with a fixed
A > 0 was studied in [2I] for the least-square loss and in [32] for the general loss function,
and in [24, 29] for a time-varying regularization, i.e. A = A(t) > 0.

Instead, we focus on deriving explicit convergence rates of the unregularized online learning
algorithms (i.e. A = 0) with a general a-activating loss. Our results extend and refine those
in [30] for the least-square loss and the recent result [3, Theorem 4] for the loss function
with a Lipschitz-continuous gradient. In contrast to the results [30, [3] derived with the step
sizes being chosen in the special form of O(t~%), we will establish a very general condition
on the step sizes which guarantees the convergence of the last iterate gy of Algorithm 1.



Moreover, in the contrast to the proof in [3], we will soon see that our new proof here is
much simpler and more powerful to handle general loss functions.

The second purpose of this paper is to study the convergence of the last iterate of the
following online pairwise learning algorithm, which is associated with an a-activating loss
function and the RKHS H.

Algorithm 2. Given the i.i.d. generated training data z = {z; = (z;,y;) 11 =1,2,...,T},
the unregqularized online pairwise learning algorithm is given by f1 = fo = 0 and, for any
2<t<T,
5 t—1

i
— Z O (e — yi) fe(@e, 2)) (e — 5) K@y - (1.2)

J=1

St th—t

Online pairwise learning involves non-i.d.d. pairs of examples, which introduces more diffi-
culty than the analysis in the univariate case. The research in this direction was recently
conducted in [I4, 27 [33]. In particular, in [I4} 27] the convergence of the average of the
iterates (i.e. %22'21 ft) was established in the linear case by following online-to-batch con-
version approach similar to those in the univariate case [9]. Recent work [33] focuses on
Algorithm 2 with the least-square loss. However, the analysis techniques there heavily de-
pend on the nature of the least-square loss (e.g. its derivative is a linear function) and do

not apply to the general loss function.

In this paper, we establish, for the first time, the convergence of the last iterate of the
unregularized pairwise learning algorithm (Algorithm 2) with a general loss function and
derive explicit rates under the assumption of polynomially decaying step sizes. Concrete
examples are used to illustrate our main results. The main techniques are tools from convex
analysis and refined inequalities related to the Gaussian averages [5].

2 Main Results

In this section, we present our main results related to Algorithms 1 and 2. The following
theorem states a general convergence result for Algorithm 1.

Theorem 1. Assume that ¢ is a-activating with some 0 < a < 1 and let {g : t =

1,...,T + 1} be given by Algorithm 1. If the step sizes satisfy that > ;= ’ytHo‘ < o0, then

Tlim E[S(QTH)] exists. If, furthermore, gy = arginfgey,, E(g) exits and Y ;o1 v = 00, then
—00

lim E — inf &(g).
Jim E[€(gr41)] nf £(g)

By the above theorem, the step sizes can be chosen in the form of v = ¢t~? with some

0 € (HLa’ 1), and ¢ > 0. Indeed, we can further derive the explicit convergence rate for the

last iterate of Algorithm 1.

Theorem 2. Assume that ¢ is a-activating with some 0 < o < 1 and gy = arginfycy, £(9)

exits. Choose step sizes v = ct=? with some 6 € (HLQ, 1) and ¢ > 0. Then,
—min(2f 1—

E[€(gr+1) — E(gn)] = CoauT ™2 170,

where the constant Cy o3 depends on 0,«,c and ||gy |l (see its explicit form in the proof).



From the above theorem, the maximal rate for a-activating losses is of the form O(T _a%?)
which is achieved by choosing v = ct” w2, When a = 1, the rate is of O(T _%) which
is consistent with that in [3]. We can directly get the following examples from the above
theorems, since ¢(t) = (1—t)% with ¢ € (1,2] is a (¢—1)-activating loss and ¢(t) = log(1+e ")
is a l-activating loss.

Example 1. Let ¢(t) = (1 — )% with 1 < q¢ < 2 and assume that gy = arginfyey, E(g)
exits. Let {g; -t =1,..., T+ 1} be given by Algorithm 1 with step sizes v = ct~? with some
RS (%, 1), and ¢ > 0. Then,

E[5(9T+1) - g(ng)] = O(T-min(@&_g))‘

Example 2. Let ¢(t) = log(l + e™") and assume that gy = arginfyey, E(g) ewits. Let
{g 1t =1,...,T+1} be given by Algorithm 1 with step sizes v, = ct= with some 0 € (3,1),
and ¢ > 0. Then,
f— o0
E[(S(QT—I—I) 5(97{)] = O(Z —mln(?l_g))‘

Now we turn our attention to the convergence rates of Algorithm 2.

Theorem 3. Assume ¢ is 1-activating, and fy = arginfscy, E(f) exits. Let {f; : t =
1,...,T + 1} be given by Algorithm 2 with step sizes vy = ct=% with some 6 € (%, 1) and
0<e< 4_EITL' Then, for any 6 € (0,min(f — 3,1 — 6)), there holds

E[E(fr41) — E(fu)] = Cosm T-min(§—5-§,1-6-9)

where the constant Dy o3, depends on 0,6 and || fy||q (see its explicit form in the proof).

If, moreover, the gradient of ¢ is uniformly bounded then the rate in the above theorem can
further be improved.

Theorem 4. Under the same assumptions of Theorem [3 and further assuming |¢'(s)| <
B < oo for any s € R, then, for any § € (O,min(%, 1 —0)), we have

E[g(fT+1) - g(fH)] = CosuT™ min(%—g,1—6—5)7

where the constant Cpz depends on 0,6 and || fullc (see its explicit form in the proof).

From the above theorem, we see that the maximal rate for Algorithm 2 associated with an
a-activating loss is arbitrarily close to O(T_% ). If, moreover, the gradient of the loss function
¢ is uniformly bounded then the maximal rate is improved to O(T_%). In particular, from
the above theorem, we can immediately get the following examples since ¢(t) = (1—t)% and
o(t) = log(1+e7t) are both 1-activating loss functions, and the gradient of ¢(t) = log(1+e™")
is uniformly bounded by one.

Example 3. Let ¢(t) = (1 — t)i with 1 < q¢ < 2 and assume that fy = arginf ey, g(f)
exits. Let {g; -t =1,..., T+ 1} be given by Algorithm 2 with step sizes v = ct=% with some
0 e (%, 1) and ¢ > 0. Then, for any ¢ € (0, min(0 — %, 1—0)), there holds

E[E(fr+1) — E(fw)] = O(T—min(g—%—%vl—o—a))‘



Example 4. Let ¢(t) = log(1 + e™") and assume that fy = arginf ey, g(f) exits. Let
{g;:t=1,...,T+1} be given by Algorithm 2 with step sizes v; = ct=? with some 6 € (%, 1),
and ¢ > 0. Then for any o0 € (0, mm(z, 1-10)),

E[E(fra) - E(fw)] = O(TmE=517070)),

3 Proofs of Main Results

We derive some useful properties of the a-activating loss function ¢, which play critical roles
in proving main theorems. Some of them may be of interest in their own rights.

Proposition 1. Assume that ¢ : R — R is convex and its gradient is a-Holder continuous,
i.e. L:= sup |¢/(5) — ¢'(s)|/[s — s|* < co. Then, for any s,5 € R, the following properties

s,s€R

hold true.

(a) 6(s) = 6(5) — ¢'(5)(s = 3) < pigls — '+,

14+a

(b) ¢(5) = ¢(s) + ¢'(s)(s — 5) + aﬁaa |6/(s) = ¢'(5)] =

14a

(c) (¢'(s) = ¢'(5))(s —35) = z‘iﬁaa |6'(s) = ¢'(5)] =

1
(d) If, moreover, ¢(s) > 0 for any s € R, then |¢’(8)|1+T& < %Lﬁ o(s).

Proof. Part (a) directly follows from the fact that the assumption that |¢/(s) — ¢/(5)| <
L|s — 5] and the fact

1
wﬁ—aa—d®@—a=4<w%+u—ma—wam—aw.

For part (b), let 14(5) = ¢(3) — ¢'(s)s. Notice that 14(-) is convex, differentiable and its gra-
dient ¢.(3) = ¢/(8) — ¢/(s) is a-Holder continuous. In addition, 1s(+) achieves the minimum
at s since ¢ (s) = 0. Hence, for § = Lé,

() SUE-HEE - EIE -0
< 0(3) + U E () - S (NI E) ~ ¢ (9)]F)
e ORIO IO ROl

= Ps(5) — AL ¢ (s) — ' (5) e,

where the second to last inequality used the fact that 1(-) satisfies part (a). By the definition
of 14(+), re-arranging the terms in the above estimation yields the desired result of part (b).

For part (c), switching the roles of s, s in part (b) yields that

wﬁzaa+dm@—n+aﬁm




Adding part (b) and the above inequality implies part (c).

For part (d), the case for « = 1 was proved in [22]. We generalize their proof to the general
case 0 < a < 1. Indeed We only need to prove the case ¢/(s) # 0. For any s € R, let

r=s—(1+a)L )_7 |& (s ] W §| By the mean-value theorem, there exists £ in the range
(s,7) (if ¢(s) <0) or (r,s) (if ¢'(s) > 0) such that ¢(r) = ¢(s) + ¢'(£)(r — s). Hence,
0<6(r) =o(s)+¢'(s)(r — ) + (9'(§) — ¢'(s))(r — s)
< 6(s) + #(3)(r — 5) + Lir — sll€ ~ s|° -
< o(s) + @ (s)(r —s) + Llr — 5|+ = ¢(s) — ﬁLTW(S)lT,
which completes the proof of part (d). O

We end this section with a comment on deriving the

3.1 Proofs for the Convergence of Algorithm 1

The main idea for proving the convergence of Algorithm 1 is to derive a recursive inequality
for the sequence {R; :=E[E(g1) —E(gn)] : 1 <t <T+1} (i.e. the relationship between Ry
and R;), and then apply induction on this inequality. To this end, we need to establish the

boundedness of the learning sequence {g; : t = 1,2,...,T + 1} generated by Algorithm 1.

Throughout the paper, we use the conventional notlon that z ik 7]1+0‘ = 0 whenever t < k.

Denote k = sup,cy /G(z, ).

Lemma 1. Let {g; : t =1,...,T + 1} be generated by Algom'thm 1. Then,

E[&(ge1)] < (1+E(q1)) exp(Aa Z i)
Jj=1

where Ay = L*(1 + é)aﬁ2(1+a).

Proof. Since ¢ is convex and ¢’ is of a-Holder continuous, by part (a) and part (d) of
Proposition [I] we have

P(ygir1(x)) < d(yge(x)) + ¢ (yg:(2))y(ges1 — g¢(x)) + 1+a‘gt+l( z) — gi(z)[F
= d(yge(w)) — (' (yge(2)yGa, &' (yege () y: G,) + 1+a|gt+1( T) — (SL")|1+°‘
(

< 6(ygr(x)) — (0 (o1 (@) yCar & (Yegn (1) 1 G, ) + %W(%gxxmw
< d(yge(x)) — (b (yge (2))yGay & (Wege(20)) Y Gy) + Aai ™D (Yege(20))]°

Taking expectation of both sides of the above inequality with respect to z = (z,y) and
samples {z1,..., 2}, and noting that g, only depends on {z1,..., 21}, we have

E[E(g11)] < E[E(00)] = WE ||l [z ¢ (99e(@)yGirdp(a, y)II%]
+ AR [ 16 (ygn (@) dp(, )|
<E[E(90)] — WE|ll [z ¢ (vgn (2)yGadpl,y) ]
A0y (BL Sz 6(ygi () dp(e, y)]>a
= E[E(g0)] — wE[|| [ ¢ (yon(@))yGadp(w, 9)13] + Aard e (BIE(00)))"
< (1+ AT E[E(90)] = HE ||| J2 6 (yoe(@))yGadp(@, )I%] + At ™.

~— —
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Consequently,
E[€(ge+1)] < (1+ Ao TE[E(g)] + Aar T,

The above inequality implies that
E[€(gi41)] < H] (1 +Aw{+a)5(91) + A > ey (1 +1Aa%i+")'y}+“ 1
<TLoy (L4 Agy T )E(g) + Z] 1[Hk S+ Ay ™) = TThe i+ Aa ™)

1
Tt A () + [Tl (L Aa ™) 1]
_(1+5(91))exp(A Sim17 ).

This completes the proof of the lemma. O

From the above lemma, we know that if > 57 =1 ’ytHa < 0o then, for any t € N, there holds

El€(g+1)] < (1 +E&(g ))exp(A Z_y 1,leJra)

3.2
< Do i= (14 E(g1) exp (Ao 32,7, < o0, 32

One typical example of step sizes is of the form v, = ;7 with some 6 € (=, 1). In this case,

1+a?
notice that

Ez 2%1—1-0: — olta Z —6(1+a) _ cl+°‘(1 + Z B 3—6(1+a))
a t —0(1+a 0(1+a 2ctte (3.3)
<1+ f bt ds < 6(1+((x)—1) = i+ —1°
Hence, for any t € N,
2A,cl T
E < Dy < (1 — ). 4
[E(gr)] < < (1+&(9)) exp<9(1 ta)-— 1) (3-4)

We now turn our attention to estimating the boundedness of E[||g: — gx||Z].

Lemma 2. Assume that gy = arginf,ecy, £(g) exists and let the learning sequence {g; : t =
1,..., T+ 1} be generated by Algorithm 1. Then,

2a ¢
E[llgir — gulZ] < llgrld + BaDX" 42,
j=1

where By = k%(1 + a)2L1+aa 12fa.

Proof. Notice that, since gy = arginfyey,, £(9),

/ ¢ (ygu(x))yGadp(z,y) = 0.
By the definition of g;41 in Algorithm 1, E[[|gi+1 — gw||%] is therefore bounded by

Elllg: — gnllZ] — 2 B[S (ye9¢(20))y: Gy, 9t — g1)c] + ’YtE[”W(?tht(xt))G:ctHé]
< Elllge — gullE] — 20ELS (0e9e(x0)) 9 Gy s 9 — 1)) + 1B (19 (yege(a0))]?]
= E[llg: — gullE] — 2vE[( [ 16 (yge(2))y G — ¢’(yga(x))ny]dp(rc, Y), 9 — g1)al a5
ERE[of (g ()| (3:5)
< E[llg: — QH”G] +’Yt QEUW (Y1 ge(z¢)) 2]

( 14+a

< )
< Elllge — gulZ] + 1262 (B¢ (gege(x))="])

7



where the second to last inequality used the fact, by part (c) of Proposition [I]

([1¢'(yge(2))yGo — ¢ (ygn(x)yGaldp(x,y), 9t — g1)c
= [1¢'(yge(x)) — & (ygu(x))]y(ge(x) — gu(x))dp(z,y) > 0.

1
Also, by part (d) of Proposition [ we have |¢’(ytgt(:nt))|lt7a < %Lé O (yrge ().
Putting this back into ([B.5]), we know from ([B.2]) that

2
1 2Lm e
Elllger1 — gull%] < Elllge — g% + 22n2 L LT R (E(g,))] e

alta
2 2c

1
Ellar — au 12 2,2 (1+a)?LTHa 1y 7
= [Hgt gHHG] Tk ai% ( OO) )

which directly yields the desired result. This completes the proof of the lemma. O

_ 2a_
Let Dog = ||gu |3 4+ BaDad® > e ~Z. Then, if the step sizes are in the form of 7; = 5 with
0 € (115.1), then, by @),

2a
Elllg — gull&] < llgullg +BaD" 3252 113‘2"

_ 2 m
< Doo < |lgp||? + 2ol ™

(3.6)

We are now in a position to prove the main theorems for Algorithm 1.

Proof of Theorem [l By (1) and (3.2), we have

E[£(g91+1)] < E[E(g)] ~ wE|| /Z¢'(ygt(x))nydp(w,y)Hé] + Aa(1+ Doo)y ™. (3.7)
The above inequality implies that

E[€(gi+1)] < E[E(g)] + Aa(l + Do)y T

Consequently, for any fixed t < T,
E[&(gr11)] <E[E(g)] + Aa(l + Dao Z e

This means that limy_,ooE[E(gr41)] <E[E(g:)] +Aa(1+ Do) Z;’O 74T, which also implies,
since )72 LT < oo, that

limr oo E[E(gri1)] < limy |, [E[E(ge)] + Aa(l + Do Z v = lmy JE[E(g)]-

Hence, € := lim;_, E[& (gt)] exists and, apparently, infyey, €(9) < e < Do < 00 where the
last inequality follows from equation (B.2]). This completes the proof for the first part of the
theorem.

Now it remains to prove, if we further assume that gy = arginfyey, £(g) exists and

Z‘;‘;l v; = o0, that e = infyey, E(g). Let us assume, on the contrary, that e; = ¢ —



infgep, £(g) > 0. Let Ry := E[S(gt)] —infgyey, £(g) for any ¢t € N. In this case, there exists
ty such that, for any ¢t > ¢, R; > 5. However, from [B.1), we know that

Ryp1 < Ry — %E[H/Z ¢/(ygt(x))medp($7y)Hé:| + Ao (1 + Doo)y/*e. (3.8)
By the convexity of ¢,

E(gr) —Elgn) < [z ¢ ygt y(ge(x) — g (x))dp(x,y)
= fZ ygt yGZEdp(x7y)vgt —97'[>G

(
< Il /2 &' (yge(2))yGadp(z, y)[1?] 21lg: — g2llc-

_ 2a
Also, observe that Doo = ||gu||% + BaDod® Py lfy] < oo, since 72 lnyHa <ooand a <1.
This implies that
LA
Ellge — gull%] ~ Do

E[H/Z¢’(ygt(w))nydp(w,y)Hé] >

Putting this back into ([B.8]) yields that

Rip1 < Ry — iR /Doo + Aa(1+ Do)y ™%, (3.9)
This means that
mT—mo Z?:l %R?/Doo < R+ Aa(l ) Zt 1 '71+a
<R+ Ao(1+ )Et 171+a
¢, which implies, by the assumption that > 2, v =
oo, that
T 2 ) 00
T 27 & & _
hmT—)ooZ’tht/Doo > 4Doo 4Doo Z% =00
t=1 t=t
This leads to a contradiction. Hence, 1 = thm R, = 0. ThlS completes the proof the
—00
theorem. 0

We now turn our attention to proving Theorem [l by an induction based on the recursive
inequality (B.9]).

Proof of Theorem 2l We prove the theorem from the recursive inequality ([B.9). Since
Yt = 7 with some 0 € ( 1), inequalities ([B.4]) and (B.G) hold true. Let 5 = mln(a9 1-6),
and choose

D= max{Doo’ (%)min(%%)(QﬁDoo)min(l—l—%),%)’ DCOO n \/Aa(l —|—CDOO)DOO }

1
1+a?

Denote

[e.e]

By the definition of D and S, we know that D > D% and 0 < # + 8 < 1 which further
implies that tg > 4. Since

D > maX{Dom (g—;)min(%v¥)(26Dm)min(1+%%)}7



we have

EE(g) — E(gn)] < Do < — < Vvt < to.

OH‘R| @
Sl

Now we assume that R; < t5 for some t € N and ¢ > tg and we are going to prove that
=7 by induction.

To this end, let F(x) := 2 — v2%/ Dy and notice that F is increasing when z € (0, D;‘;te].
1
Observe that t > tg > (%)”5 which implies that QB (0 D °°t ). Combining this with
0,2

3) and the induction assumption R; < t% (i.e. R € (

Ri1 gF(Rt)+Aa(1+Doo)vé+°‘<F(%) Aa(1+ Do)yt

)), we have

Aa 1+Doo -
e e A B} (3.10)
D D Aa(1+Doo) —60—
< Bl1 - (2 - 2elgeelys],

where the last inequality used that fact 25 — 0 < 0. By the definition of D, D > DT"O +

M which implies that % — % > 1. Putting this back into ([B.I0Q) yields
that

D D Djt—1, D, t .5 D
Ren< 2N < D] 2Bl D __D
=B = 1B tﬂ( t ) 5(t+1) (t+1)8

where the second inequality used the fact that 6§ + 8 < 1. This completes the proof of the
theorem. 0

| A

3.2 Proofs for the Convergence of Algorithm 2

In this subsection, we prove the main theorems related to Algorithm 2. The main idea is to
derive a recursive inequality on the sequence {R; := E[E(f;) — E(fn)] : 1 <t < T +1} (ie.
the relationship between R;y1 and R;), and then apply a smart induction on this inequality.
To do this, let us establish some useful lemmas. Denote k = sup, zc vy x v/ K((#,7), (z,2)).

Lemma 3. Assume ¢ is l-activating and fy = arginfrcy, g(f) exists. Let {f; : t =
1,..., T+ 1} be generated by Algorithm 2. Then

t
B[l s = fullk] < |1l +0k(4+mt)| exp((1+328°L%) Y 43),
j=2

where 03, = /Z /Z 16/((y = ) (. ) K o3 | el 1) dp(E, ).

Proof. B[||fi+1 — ful|%] is bounded by

t—1
Elfi — full3e] + Bl @' (o — 1) folwes ) (01 = ) K oy |
i =1 (3.11)
—%E[Z & (e — yi) fewe, 25)) (e — ) (fe(ae, 25) — Fulae, x5))].

J=1

10



Noting that / / ¢ ((y — 9) fru(z, 2) Kz 3ydp(x,y)dp(Z,7) = 0, we have
zJz

_E[ZE O (e — yi) fr(we, 25)) (e — v5) (fe(@e, w5) — frle, 25))]
= —ED (¢ (e — yi) i@, 25) — &' (v — v5) P, 25)) (e — y3) (fe(we, 25) — Fau(e, 7))
i

t—1
—E[> &' (e — yj) Frlae ) (e — yi) (Folwe, w5) = Fru(ae, z5))]
=1

t—1
<ED ¢ (e — vi) Fulwe @) e — y3) (P (e, ) — filwe, 7))
=1
t—1

:E[<Z¢/((y_y])fH($v$J))(y_y]) (z,25) f?—[ ft> ]

7j=1

< VE=T(Elf — fullfeDPon < 5[t = DnEIf — frlk] + J“]

Also, [HZ (b/ ((ye — yj) fe(ze, ) (ye — yj)K(xt,xj)Hﬂ can be bounded by

HZ — Y fi(@e, 7)) = & (e = y) P 23) 0 = 9) K wroay) |
t 1
+2E[HZ ¢,((yt - yj)fﬂ(xhxj))(yt - yj)K(xt@j)Hz]
j=1

< B2RMLA(t— 12| fy — fulfc + 20t — 1)o,
Putting these two estimates into ([BI1), we have

(227 + 1o,

B[llfisr — fulle] < (0 + G2RE + 00D — fulik] + L

Therefore,

[Hfm f?—LHK] < L=+ (B2R L2 + D)) I fu 1%
+03, Z] -2 Hk (L + (3281L% 4 1)77) [2% + %]
< e><p((32f€4L2 + 1) 25 7))l
gt Y Q[Hk J<1+<32%4L2+1)w%) HZ:j+1<1+(32%4L2+1)v;%>]
+03, zj - i1+ (324 L2 + 1)’yk)
< exp((1+ 3274 L2) S0y 2) [l + %4 + )]

This completes the proof of the lemma. O
From the above lemma, we know if 74 = ;5 with some 6 € (%, 1). Then,

(14 32r*L?)c?

B[l fi = fulli] < Ei = exp( 50— 1

M fllc + 03,4 + )] (3.12)

The next lemma estimates the boundedness of the learning sequence under the RKHS norm.

11



Lemma 4. Let ¢ be 1-activating and {f; : t = 1,...,T + 1} be given by Algorithm 2. If

yiR2 < ﬁ for any t € N then
N t
[fer1llx < Dy = Cy ZW,
j=2

where Cy = \/Lsg if there ezists sy € R such that ¢'(sg) = 0, and Cy = \/2¢(0) + w
otherwise.

Proof. Write

Ml < DA% + 25 | S8 & — ) folee, 1) — ) K o) 1P
=B S (e — yi) e, ) (e — w5) folwe, )
< Wl + 725 S [4R2 0l (o — i) ol )P
=20/ (ve = ) felar @) (e — ) folar, )|
< £l + e sup,em [4(8 (5))* 3R — 26/ (s3]

Therefore, the desired result follows directly from the following claim:

1
sup [4(@5/(3))2%/{2 —2¢/(s)s] < C’;, if R < —. (3.13)
seR 4L

To prove ([BI3]), we discuss the following two cases.
Case 1: ¢'(s) <0 for any s € R. Firstly, consider s > 0. By the convexity of ¢, —s¢'(s) <
#(0) — ¢(s) < ¢(0). In addition, ¢'(0) < ¢/(s) < 0. Hence, for s > 0, there holds

(¢(0))®
L

A& ()" — 20/ (s)s < 4(¢ () >3 + 26(0) < +26(0).  (3.14)

Secondly, consider s < 0 which implies s¢'(0) > 0. Since ¢/(-) is Lipschitz continuous, part
/ / 2 / / 2

(¢) of Proposition [[l implies that (¢'(s) — ¢'(0))s > (¢ (s)_Ld) OF _ (¢ (s)|_L‘¢ O Therefore,

for s < 0, we have

4(¢' (8))>7R2 — 24/ (5)s < 4(¢(s))?yeR? — 2EI¢/((S)? y gz(ﬁ'gl(;g)s
< 4(/ ()22 — 2O
< W 5(¢’(8)|z¢’(0)|)% (3.15)

2

Combining the above estimates (3.14]) and ([B.1%)) yields that

up[4(¢/ ()R — 29/ (5)s] < 20(0) + 2E O

seR L

Case 2: ¢'(s1) > 0 for some s; € R. Since ¢’ is increasing and ¢/(0) < 0 by assumption,
therefore s; must be positive and there exists sp > 0 such that ¢’(sg) = 0. Hence, by part

12



(b) of Proposition [Tl we have

A(¢ ()2 R — 29/ (s)s = 4(¢'(5))*er® — 2(¢/ (s) — ¢/ (s0)) (s — s0) — 2500 (s)
< A(B(5)) 2R — F(8(s) — ¢/ (50))* — 2509 (s)
= (4yi* — 2)(¢/(5))? — 2500/ (s)
< —1((s))? — 2509 (s) = —1(¢'(s) + Lso)? + L(s0)?,

which implies that

sglg [4(¢/(s))*ye&* — 24/ (s)s] < L(s0)>.

Combining the estimates in the above two cases yields ([313]). This completes the proof of
the lemma. O

From the above lemma, we know that if 74 = ;7 with 6 € (0,1) then

Vels e

=3 (3.16)

t—1
£l < Coy | > 75 <
j=2

Our analysis for Algorithm 2 also needs the concept of Rademacher averages [5]. Let F be
a class of uniformly bounded functions. The (empirical) Rademacher average R, (F) over F
is defined by

R, (F) =E, suplZaif(zj) ,
7=1

fer M=
where {z; : j = 1,2,...,n} are independent random variables distributed according to
some probability measure and {o; : j = 1,2,...,n} are independent Rademacher random

variables, that is, P(c; = 1) = P(0j; = —1) = 5. Another useful complexity to describe the
capacity of F is the Gaussian average which is defined by

1 n
Gn(F) :=E, |sup — f(zi)],
(F) sup 3l (5)

where {g; : j = 1,2,...,n} are independent Gaussian N (0, 1) random variables. The fol-
lowing inequality (e.g. [20, Remark 2.26]) describes the relationship between the above

complexity averages:

PEE) < R (F) < pGu(P). (3.17)

Inn
Here, 1 > 0 and p > 0 are absolute constants independent of F' and n.

We begin with stating the well-known comparison principles for Gaussian process (e.g. [25])
which will be used to prove a useful property of Gaussian averages.

Lemma 5. Let {Xy:0 € ©} and {Yp : 0 € ©} be two zero-mean Gaussian process indexed
by the same countable set © and suppose that

E!][(}/@ - YV@)2] < Eg[(XG - X§)2]7 V@,é €0.

Then,
E, [Sl;p Y] <E, [Sl;p Xp].

13



We now can derive the following property related to the Gaussian average.

Lemma 6. Let F;(0) be a set of functions indexed by parameters § = (61,602) € O1 x Oy,

H;(61), and J;(02) be a set of functions indexed, respectively, by parameter 61 € ©1, and
0y € Og. Assume, for any 0 = (01,02),0 = (01,02) € ©1 x O, that

|Fj(0) — Fj(0)]> < [Hj(61) — Hy(01)]? + | J5(02) — J;(62)[*.
Then,

n

Eg[  sup 9:F(0)] <Eg[ sup » g;H;(01)] +Eg[ sup ) g;7;(602)].
g(91,92)€®1x®2; 916@12 ! 926922 /

Proof. Let g1, ..., g2 be 2n independent A/(0, 1) Gaussian variables. Introduce two Gaussian

processes:
n

Xg=> g;F;(0) and Yp="Y [g;H;(61) + gnr;J;(62)].
— =

Then, Eg[(Xo — Xp)’] = Y71 [F5(0) — F;(0)]%, and Eq[(Yp — Y5)?] = 327, [(H;(61) —
H;(01))* + (J;(02) — J;(62))?]. According to Lemma [, we have

Sungj Zgj 01 +Zgn+J

< E,4[ sup Zg] i(601)] + E4[ sup Zgnﬂ (62)]

91691 926@2
= Eg[supy, co, 22:1 9;H;(61)] + Eg[ sup Zgj 02)]-
02€02 j=1

This completes the proof of the lemma. O
Denote

MP = sup_|¢/(t)). (3.18)

|t| <27 Dy
We also need to bound the following term defined by
A= VE(f) - Z / & (0~ 93 o)) — ) K 3 B0l 9),

where VE(f;) denotes the functional derivative of £(-) at f; given by

&= [[ =D DN~ DK dol)dp(E),

Using Lemma [6] we can prove the following estimation.
Lemma 7. Let ¢ be 1-activating, and {fy : t = 1,...,T + 1} be given by Algorithm 2. If
YeR2 < 41 then, for anyt > 2,
8v2u(LED, + M?)7
Vi—1 '

EflAdlx] <

14



Proof For any fixed Z = (z,7), letting &7,4(%, 2j) = & (Y—y;)f(@, ;) (¥—y;)9(x, ;). Since
vk < £, by Lemma @ || f;]|x < D;. Notice

IAdx = sup / &' (v — ) (fulr. ) — Do, T)dp(2)dp(Z)

lgllx <1
2 S [ (v = y) fila, ) (y — yy)g(, 25)dp(, y))]

su — T, T — x,2)dp(2)dp(z
< e [// ((y = 9)(f (2, %)y — Pg(z, T)dp(2)dp(?) (3.19)

llgll g <1
1

—H Y [z (- yg)f(fcyx]))(y yi)g(x, z;)dp(z, y)]

t—1
:/ sup [ £1.9(2,2) — Z{ z, zj dp(Z).
Z | fllg <Dy ]:1
llgll <1

For any fixed z = (Z,7), by the standard symmetrization technique [4], from the above
inequality we have

o, 59~ 77 21055
£l g <Dy
llgll g <1
1 ~
<2E.E, sup leajff,g(zazj) (3.20)
[fll<D i—
ol <k 7=l
1 ~
< 2uE.E; sup mZgjgﬁg(z,zj).
1711< Dy =
llgll <1

Let ©1 = {f € Hx : |fllx < D;} and Oy = {g € H : ||g]lx < 1}. Then, for any f, f € ©;
and g, g € O9, there holds

|£f7g(zv Z) - gf,g(zv Z)|2 < (4\/§L%|f($v$J) - f(l‘,l‘j)|)2 + (2\/§Mf|g(3j,ﬂj‘]) - g(l‘,l‘j)|)2
Applying Lemma [B with F;(0) = &5,4(Z,2) with 01 = f, 0 = g, Hj(01) = 4V2Lif (2, x;),
and J;(62) = 2v2DY g(z,z;) yields that

Eg sup — Zgjff, Z,zj)

£ <Dy
||9||K<1
=
< 4V2LRE | sup_ Zg] x $J)]—|-2\/_M E,4[ sup 1Zg]gx ;)]
Il fI<De 3 1 |Ig|| <1t—
~ 1
:4\/§L/1Eg sup_ <—Zng(x,xj)7 K+2\/_M¢Eg sup t Zg] (@25
IfII<De llgllx <1

§4\/§L%5tﬂ3g”ﬁ Z] 199K(gcacj HK+2\/_M¢E Ht 12] 19]Kmm1 HK

~ 1/2 1/2
< AV2LRD (Bl A 078 05K oy I%) 2 4+ 2VEMY (B A 12 1gyK(x,xj>u%<)/
< 4vV2(LEDi+MP)R
- t—1 :

Putting the above estimation, (319), and (320) together yields the desired result. O
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Denote, for any t € N, by R; = E[g (ft)— £ (f1)]- We derive the following recursive inequality
for Ry which is critical for proving Theorem [3

Lemma 8. Let ¢ be an 1-activating loss, {fy : t = 1,....,T + 1} be given by Algorithm 2.
Then, for any t > 2,

R} 16\/§M%2Mf( Dy + M)y
Et vt—1

R < Ry — LR (M) (3.21)

Proof. By part (a) of Proposition [I we have

(Y —9) fir1(z, 7)) < o((y—9) fi(z,T)) + (¢
z)

((y = o) fe(2, 2))(y — @K(x,%)a fre1 — fo)x
+2L| fri1 (2, T) — filz, ’

K

Thercore, letting A = VE(f,) ~ by 24 [ 00— v . 2,))(0 — 1)K 1, ol 9). we
know that E[E(fi+1)] is bounded by

E[E(f)] — E(VE(f), 25 X0 [ ¢/ ((y - 9 23)) 0 = ) Ky ()
+éﬁyEgjjnw«%—y»ﬁ@h%»@,—WN)

[~4({t)] — HE[IVE(f)%] + HE(VE(fr), Ar) i
#m%MEQW@rwmw%Mﬂ

E[E(f)] — WE[IVE(S) %] + wE[IVEU) Ikl Adlx] (3.22)
+4€“1’“E[z;;ﬁ\¢/<<yt »ﬁ(w»)ﬂ
+4l£'i~1% E[Zz;ll |¢,((~yt yj) fe(xe, 25))]?]

E[E(f)] — WE[IVE(f) %] + 277 e MYE[| A k)
+ R[S |6 (e — ) ol )|

Notice

t—1

[ S0 16 = )l w)P] < (M2, (3.23)
j=1

By the convexity of ¢, g(ft) — g(f%) < <V§(ft), ft — fx) which, combined with Lemma [3]
implies that

(E(f) = E(fw)? _ BR?
Ellfe - ful%] ~ B

Combining the above inequality, (3:22) and ([B23) together, by letting R, = E[E(f,)—E(fx)],
we have

E(IVE(fo)l%] =

16v/2uR> M (LED; + M ~
Riy1 < Ry — %Ft 2pr ](5 ] L A +ALE Y] (M])?.
) —

This completes the proof of the lemma. O

From (3.9), in analogy to the proof used in Theorem [Il one can easily see that a sufficient
condition to guarantee the convergence of E[E(f;)] to £(fy) can be stated as follows:

0 0 B 2
Yt M} Dy + (M{)*)v 2/ N2
E — =0 + v (M 0. 3.24
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This sufficient condition is not as neat as its counterpart to guarantee the convergence of

. . . . 1 i1
Algorithm 1 as given by Theorem[Il Observe that the randomized gradient = > .~ & ((y—
;) fe(@e, ©5)) (Yt — Yj) K (2, ,2;) in Algorithm 2 is not an unbiased estimator of the true gradient
[ zwz @ (=o' fi(z, 2))(y—y ) K (5.2 dp(z,y)dp(2’,y'), even conditioned on {21, zo, . . . , 21}
This fact may partly explain why our techniques can not derive a similar sufficient condition
as the one for Algorithm 1 which is stated in Theorem [Il

Lemma 9. For any x,v,a > 0, there holds

i),

alnz < v+ aln(
ve

Proof. The lemma directly follows from the inequality in [21], i.e. e7* < ( )ax_“. O

ve

We are now in a position to prove Theorem [3] by induction.

Proof of Theorem Bl Denote ay = || ful% + 403{, and for any ¢ € (0, min(f — %, 1-6)),
let

- 1
5:min((9 0 —1,1—9—5).
Now let _
D= 097577{ = HlaX{Dl, DQ, Dg}, (325)

2 143254 L2)c?
where Dl =< eXP(%)CLH,

(143254 L2)c?

{2LE2 exp ()

(B+1)(6+8) , .\ 8
— 0
D2 =2 0 (GH)

22 o (L2202 _
(o enl AT jntticn | o

8 __B_
2483 775 2 T=29—1, 0B
25TP e+ of LK 0 ayy )]

- 0+8
203, L2 exp (5% ) 2 + gl (51} 7
and
2 (14 32r*L%)c? 202, 1, o, 3Lk+/cC, 9
D3 = — -~ 7 T Hp = 472 (LeR? 9 dLhy g / ‘
3 Cexp( 50 1 )aw + 5 n5]+ R2(Ler? + 8v2u) i + |4/ (0)])
1 —~
Let tg = L2(2 ((1+3£4L2)02) )WJ Since D > %exp(%)ay and 0 + 8 <1, we
exp(~—55—1 )an
have tg > 2. Notice
R = BIEU,) (/0] < 2RB( o, — Sulfe) < 2R
< 2L/~£ eXp((1+322; 1L c? )an + o3, Inty)] L (3.26)
02, LR ex (A+32R7L7)c” 0 .
< 2LR? exp((1+322;4f2 Jan 42 Ly p(e ) In D75

+203, LK? exp((1+322; I ol )[ln2—|—9+5 In(-% )]

(1+32r412)c2 )

202 Lr? exp( 0T

Applying Lemma [ with a =

6
and x = D?%+8 implies that

qomd 2y 2 qomd 2y 2 8
952 [72 (+32r%L%)c 0 2 (+32R%L%)c et 0
02 Lk Cxp(e o ) In D77 < 2—1—6( oxp( 20971 )an) 0+6D9+5
4,2 2
20% L72 exp ( %) (143254 L2)c20 1
+( 7 ) Farners +n(

B

B —
148,755 ~2 T=29—1,  0+8
2Pt tP oy L0 ayy )]
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Putting this estimation back into ([3.:26]), we have, for any ¢ < g,

R, <2LRE, <2LR> exp(w)aﬂ
=41 2),.2
+203, LK? exp(%)ﬂng + Lln(i)]

(1+3254L2)c2

8
1 o-1-8 (2°XP(T)“H) TF noss

[

(3.27)
=472y .2
20’%L%26Xp(w) (1+32E4L2)C29 2 _B_ 2 1 ~2—1 _gﬁg
+ i) (Gt + (2287 o LR, )]
R c £
< 2_5<2exp((1+3§9f))““)9+5pe+6 <B <D

= 35>
c 0 t

where, in the last to third inequality, we have used the fact that D > D.

We can now prove the theorem by induction. Due to (B.27), R; < t% certainly holds true for
t < ty. Now assume R; < 7 for some t > .

To estimate Rt+1, note, by the assumption on ¢, that Mtd) = SUDy oz, ¢/ (t)| < 2LED, +
|¢(0)], and ~; < \f since 0 > 1/2, The recursive inequality ([B.2I]) becomes

32v2uR2 MY (LEDi+ M)y n ALRH (MY )2y
Vi ~ Vi (3.28)
A2 (LR2+8v/2) (BLED: +]/(0)))? % ’
NG

it
Rt+1 SRt—’YE‘F
< R — ’YtEt—F

Consider the function F(z) = = — %%—i which is increasing if = € [0, %] By the definition
of tg, it is also easy to verify, for any t > tg, that

D 2YE, 2F,
< ——

T

Therefore, by recalling [B.16]), i.e. D; < \[C =2 , we have

T

Ry < F(Rt) 42 (LeR? +8v/2) (BLR2 Dy-+1¢' (0))2e

=G
< F(tﬁ) A2 (LcR? +8v/2u) (BLA Dit|9/ (0))* (3.29)

2 2[3 \[

where

3LR*\/cCy
VI—10

%, 1 — ), applying Lemma [ with = %, a = 1, and

dg = 472 (LeR® + 8v/2p) ( +1¢/(0))%.
In addition, for any 0 < 6 < min(f —

v = ¢ implies that

lntgt‘;—i-lln— gln1

)
o 5§[5 (5]t

This yields that

(14 32K*L?)c?
20 — 1

(14 32K*L?)c?

B <
¢ < exp( 20— 1

: 205 10 L1 oy s 19
)aw + 03, Int)] < exp( )an + In 5]25 = bps5t°.

0
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From the above inequality and (B.29]), and noticing % —04+28+5<0,0+8+6<1, we
have 1
Ry < t% 1 %t—e—ﬁ—é + dﬁgtg—29+5}

_ D D dp;2—0+28+30\,—0—B—6
= g1 - (55 — Bz )0
D D dg\,—6—B—5
<gl-(5 -3t (3.30)
D —0-B-5 D -
< Bl-t < B o
<P [1 —(t+1) ] < (t+1)%>
where the last to fourth inequality used the fact that % - %‘9 > 1since D > D3 = 2b9 St dp >
b2
%(1)‘976 + gf + 4bs, 6d9) This completes the proof of the theorem. O

We turn our attention to the proof of Theorem €l

Proof of Theorem @ For any § € (0, min(4,1 —6)), and let

U]
ﬂ—mln(z—i,l—e—é).

Let Dy, D5 and ty be the same as those introduced in the proof for Theorem Bl Choose
D :=Cy SH = maX{Dl, D2,D3} where

~ 2 (14 2r1L?)c? 202, 1 VeCy _
Dy = =exp(~—r—"— “Hn_]+4r*B Lk 241+ Lei?)B).
3 Cexp( 501 )aw + 5 n5]+ 72 B(8V2u \/TQ + (8V2u + Lck*)B)
Since |¢/(s)] < B for any s € R, M? < B holds true uniformly. Hence, for any ¢ <
1
to = L2( cD )mJ, there holds R; < 25 < t%. Assume that, for some t > tg,

14324 1L2)c2
QGXP(%)QH to

R; < t%. We will prove that Ry < P +1) by induction. To this end, observing that M, ¢ <B
holds true uniformly, we know from the recursive inequality (3.28]) that

32v/2uiR2 MY (LED+MP )y " ALRY (M) 2y
NG NG
R? | 4R2B[8vV2uLED,+(8v2u+Lci?) By
SRy —mg+ 77

2
Ripw < Ry—7y &—I-

Recalling (BI6) again, i.e. D; < \\/[(1;(:;(2 t72", we have

4R2B[8VBuLE D +(8v/2u+ LeR?) B v

Rip1 < F(Ry) +

~ NG (3.31)
< DiP =y P 4 dgt ™%
where
dg = 47> B(8V2uL% \/\f—e (8V2u + Lci*)B).

In analogy to the argument in the proof of Theorem [B] from the above inequality and (B31),
and noticing —g +2840<0,0+3+6 <1, we have

e L U
gy, 0 —9-p—
:t%[l_(%_%t 2+2B+6)t 08 5]
< Bl1- (2 - )] (35
< B0 < B[ i)
<pll-+1 1}—@3)



21)9'5

where the last to fourth inequality used the fact, by the fact that D > 133 == —I—(Zg, which

means that % — %‘9 > 1. This completes the proof of the theorem. ]

4 Conclusion

In this paper, we considered the unregularized online learning algorithms in the RKHSs for
both classification and pairwise learning problems associated with general loss functions. We
derived sufficient conditions on the step sizes to guarantee their convergence, and established
explicit convergence rates with polynomially decaying step sizes. This is in contrast to most
of studies which are mainly focused on regularized online learning [211 24, 291 [32]. Our novel
results are obtained by using tools from convex analysis, refined properties of Rademacher
averages and an smart induction approach. Below, we discuss some directions for future
work.

Firstly, the rates for Algorithm 1 and Algorithm 2 are suboptimal. For instance, in the special
case of the least-square loss, it was proved in [30] that Algorithm 1 can achieve O(T_% InT)
if f, € Hg. However, by Theorem [2 the rate is only of O(T‘é). It remains an open and
challenging question on how to improve the rates for unregularized online learning algorithms
with general loss functions. Secondly, our main theorems assume that gy = arginfycy, £(g)
and fy = arginf reqy, £ (f) exist. However, we know from [30] [33] that this assumption can
be removed for the least-square loss. It is a clearly important future work to discuss whether
this assumption will also be removed for general loss functions. Thirdly, the techniques in
this paper rely some smoothness assumptions on the loss function, and hence can not handle
the popular hinge loss. It remains an open question to us how to establish the convergence
of unrgularized online learning algorithms associated with the hinge loss. Lastly, our results
are established in the form of expectation. It would be interesting to prove the almost surely
convergence of the last iterate of Algorithms 1 and 2.
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