
Learning Analysis of Kernel Ridgeless Regression with
Asymmetric Kernel Learning

Fan He fan.he@esat.kuleuven.be
Department of Electrical Engineering (ESAT), STADIUS Center for Dynamical Systems,
Signal Processing and Data Analytics, KU Leuven, Leuven, Belgium

Mingzhen He mingzhen he@sjtu.edu.cn
MOE Key Laboratory of System Control and Information Processing
Institute of Image Processing and Pattern Recognition, Shanghai Jiao Tong University
Shanghai, P.R. China

Lei Shi leishi@fudan.edu.cn
Shanghai Key Laboratory for Contemporary Applied Mathematics
School of Mathematical Sciences, Fudan University, 200433, Shanghai, P.R. China
Shanghai Artificial Intelligence Laboratory, 200232, Shanghai, P.R. China

Xiaolin Huang xiaolinhuang@sjtu.edu.cn
MOE Key Laboratory of System Control and Information Processing
Institute of Image Processing and Pattern Recognition
Institute of Medical Robotics, Shanghai Jiao Tong University, 200240, Shanghai, P.R. China

Johan A.K. Suykens johan.suykens@esat.kuleuven.be

Department of Electrical Engineering (ESAT), STADIUS Center for Dynamical Systems,

Signal Processing and Data Analytics, KU Leuven, Leuven, Belgium

Abstract

Ridgeless regression has garnered attention among researchers, particularly in light of the
“Benign Overfitting” phenomenon, where models interpolating noisy samples demonstrate
robust generalization. However, kernel ridgeless regression does not always perform well
due to the lack of flexibility. This paper enhances kernel ridgeless regression with Locally-
Adaptive-Bandwidths (LAB) RBF kernels, incorporating kernel learning techniques to im-
prove performance in both experiments and theory. For the first time, we demonstrate that
functions learned from LAB RBF kernels belong to an integral space of Reproducible Ker-
nel Hilbert Spaces (RKHSs). Despite the absence of explicit regularization in the proposed
model, its optimization is equivalent to solving an ℓ0-regularized problem in the integral
space of RKHSs, elucidating the origin of its generalization ability. Taking an approxima-
tion analysis viewpoint, we introduce an lq-norm analysis technique (with 0 < q < 1) to
derive the learning rate for the proposed model under mild conditions. This result deepens
our theoretical understanding, explaining that our algorithm’s robust approximation abil-
ity arises from the large capacity of the integral space of RKHSs, while its generalization
ability is ensured by sparsity, controlled by the number of support vectors. Experimental
results on both synthetic and real datasets validate our theoretical conclusions.

Keywords: kernel ridgeless regression, approximation analysis, LAB RBF kernel, the
integral space of RKHSs, ℓ0 regularization
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1. Introduction

Kernel methods play a foundational role within the machine learning community, and main-
tain their importance thanks to their interpretability, strong theoretical foundations, and
versatility in handling diverse data types (Ghorbani et al., 2020; Bach, 2022; Jerbi et al.,
2023). However, as newer techniques like deep learning gain prominence, kernel methods
reveal a shortcoming: the learned function’s flexibility often falls short of expectations. A
sufficiently flexible model, often characterized by over-parameterization (Allen-Zhu et al.,
2019b; Zhou and Huo, 2024), has attracted researchers’ attention due to the phenomenon of
“Benign Overfitting”. This phenomenon, supported by extensive empirical evidence, partic-
ularly in deep learning models, suggests that over-parameterized models have the capacity
to interpolate noisy training data and yet exhibit effective generalization on test data (Ma
et al., 2017; Montanari and Zhong, 2020; Cao et al., 2022; Tsigler and Bartlett, 2023).

The identification of benign overfitting has motivated the exploration of ridgeless re-
gression (Bartlett et al., 2020; Tsigler and Bartlett, 2023), particularly kernel ridgeless
regression (Liang and Rakhlin, 2020), because the analysis of kernel interpolation methods
proves more tractable and provides valuable insights for understanding the behavior of deep
neural networks (Jacot et al., 2018; Belkin et al., 2018). Let the data space X be a compact
subset of Rd. We call a kernel a Mercer kernel (Aronszajn, 1950) if it is continuous, symmet-
ric and positive semi-definite on X ×X . We denote a Mercer kernel by K(·, ·) : X ×X 7→ R,
and it is defined via K(x,x′) = ⟨ϕ(x), ϕ(x′)⟩,∀x,x′ ∈ X . Its generated RKHS is denoted
as (H, ⟨·, ·⟩K), where HK = span{K(x, ·) : x ∈ X} with ⟨K(x, ·),K(x′, ·)⟩K = K(x,x′). Let
Y ⊂ R and Z = X × Y. Denote observations z = {zi = (xi, yi)}Ni=1 ⊂ ZN , which are
independently drawn from some Borel probability distribution ρ on Z. Then by adding a
regularization to the least-squares loss function, a classical regression model is obtained as
follows,

fridge = argmin
f∈H

∑
(xi,yi)∈z

∥f(xi)− yi∥22 + λ∥f∥2H, (1)

where λ > 0 is a pre-given trade-off parameter and ∥ · ∥H is the norm induced by the inner
product ⟨·, ·⟩K. The model described in Equation (1) is referred to as kernel ridge regression
(Vovk, 2013). According to the Representer theorem, its solution can be represented as a
linear combination of function evaluations on the training dataset, i.e.,

f(t) =
∑
i

αiK(t,xi), (2)

where α ∈ RN denotes the combination coefficients. Then kernel interpolation is achieved
via the kernel ridgeless regression model by setting λ = 0 in (1). That is,

fridgeless = lim
λ→0

argmin
f∈H

∑
(xi,yi)∈z

∥f(xi)− yi∥22 + λ∥f∥2H

 , (3)

of which the solution is not unique, but one of them takes the same form as Equation (2)
(Rakhlin and Zhai, 2019; Lin et al., 2024).

However, kernel ridgeless regression does not always performs well. In theoretical analy-
sis, current investigations show that ridgeless regression only exhibits the benign overfitting
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Figure 1: A toy example illustrating kernel ridgeless regression applied to a one-dimensional
signal y = sin(2x3). In (a), the traditional RBF kernel is utilized, directly inter-
polating all data points. In (b), asymmetric kernel learning is applied, where a
small subset is used as support data and the LAB RBF kernel is learnt from the
remaining data.

phenomenon under the assumption of a high-dimensional regime (Hastie et al., 2022; Mei
and Montanari, 2022). In low-dimensional scenarios (Buchholz, 2022) or fixed-dimensional
setups (Beaglehole et al., 2023), the phenomenon is not valid for interpolating kernel ma-
chines with popular kernels, such as Gaussian, Laplace, and Cauchy kernels.

This coincides with our practical observation that the performance of kernel ridgeless
regression can be unsatisfactory. As shown in Figure 1 (a), the traditional kernel interpo-
lation model using a single RBF kernel is not robust to noisy data and fails to fit signals
with varying frequency. As the key insight of benign overfitting or the double descent
phenomenon is to leverage over-parameterized models for sample interpolation (Allen-Zhu
et al., 2019a; Chatterji and Long, 2021; Tsigler and Bartlett, 2023), the imperfect interpo-
lation observed in kernel machines can be attributed to its inherent lack of flexibility. In
the context of kernel ridgeless regression models, as shown in Equation (2), the resulting
interpolation function only has only N free parameters, making its flexibility considerably
less than that of over-parameterized deep models. Due to this challenge, current experimen-
tal investigations of over-parameterized kernel machines often resort to techniques such as
random feature (Liu et al., 2022) or neural tangent kernels (Adlam and Pennington, 2020).

Recognizing this problem, this paper introduces a solution by enhancing the model with
an asymmetric kernel leaning technique. Specifically, we propose to utilize an asymmetric
RBF kernel incorporating with locally adaptive bandwidths as follows,

K(x,xi) = exp
{
−∥θi ⊙ (x− xi)∥22

}
, ∀xi ∈ Xtr. (4)

We name the above kernel function as the Local-Adaptive-Bandwidth RBF (LAB RBF)
kernel. The distinguishing feature of LAB RBF kernels, in comparison to conventional RBF
kernels, is the assignment of distinct bandwidths to each sample xi rather than utilizing
a uniform bandwidth across all data points. In this approach, we discretely define the
bandwidth for each training data point individually.

By incorporating asymmetric kernel learning, a new framework for kernel ridgeless re-
gression is proposed in this paper. As illustrated in Figure 2, our approach not only learns
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𝑓 𝑡 =෍

𝑖

𝛼𝑖 exp(−| 𝜃𝑖 ⊙ (𝑡 − 𝑥𝑖)|
2)

Coefficient Optimization: Section 2.1

Bandwidth Optimization: Section 2.2

Support Data Optimization: Section 2.3

Figure 2: Optimization for evaluating f in our kernel ridgeless regression framework. To
enhance the model’s flexibility, we introduce trainable bandwidths, which further
enable the reduce of required number of support data.

the coefficient α, but also estimates the specific values of θi ∈ Rd, ∀i from the training
data. The inclusion of data-dependent θi greatly enhances flexibility, thereby expanding
the hypothesis space significantly, as we will explore in subsequent sections. Leveraging
this expanded hypothesis space, it becomes feasible to search for an interpolation function
with fewer support data, facilitating a discrete optimization of support data. As shown
in Figure 1 (b), this method provides an estimator with varying bandwidths, enabling it
to accurately approximate different frequency components of the signal. Furthermore, it
demonstrates good generalization ability in the presence of noise, despite the absence of an
explicit regularization term in our approach.

However, the absence of regularization term and the inherent asymmetry of LAB RBF
kernels bring challenges to corresponding theoretical analysis. Specifically, θi and θj may
differ, causing K(xi,xj) to potentially differ from K(xj ,xi). The loss of symmetry precludes
the direct application of traditional analysis tools within the scope of Reproducing Kernel
Hilbert Spaces (RKHS, Cucker and Zhou (2007)), and even more general cases such as
Reproducing Kernel Krĕın Spaces (RKKS, Oglic and Gärtner (2018)) and Reproducing
Kernel Banach Spaces (RKBS, Zhang et al. (2009)).

In this paper, we overcome these challenges and successfully establish the generalization
analysis for the proposing algorithm that addresses kernel ridgeless regression using LAB
RBF kernel learning; see Theorem 5. In particular,

1. We demonstrate a novel approach to analyze the asymmetric LAB RBF kernels within
the existing framework of approximation theory (Cucker and Zhou, 2007) by introduc-
ing the integral space of Reproducing Kernel Hilbert Spaces (RKHSs). This integral
space can be viewed as a non-trivial extension from the direct sum of Hilbert space, a
method previously employed for analyzing Multiple Kernel Learning (MKL). To the
best of our knowledge, this marks the first effort to introduce the integral space of
RKHSs to machine learning.

2. We uncover the inherent sparsity of the estimator produced from LAB RBF kernels.
Subsequently, we establish an equivalent ℓ0-related model within the integral space
of RKHSs. This exploration addresses the origins of generalization ability and sheds
light on the implicit regularization mechanisms at play.

Our key insights are twofold: (i) the trainable bandwidths effectively enrich the ex-
pansive functional spaces, enhancing the representation ability of LAB RBF kernels. This
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enhancement allows our algorithm to interpolate the training dataset with only a few sup-
port data. (ii) Simultaneously, the inherent sparsity of LAB RBF kernels, controlled by
the number of support vectors, ensures their robust generalization ability, as evidenced in
the analysis of sample error. Notably, the number of support vectors plays a pivotal role in
balancing the approximation ability within the training data and the generalization ability
within the test data, a observation validated by our experimental results.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we first establish the
framework of asymmetric kernel ridgeless regression. Subsequently, we incorporate LAB
RBF kernels into this framework and introduce a solving algorithm for learning local band-
widths and the regression function. In Section 3, we define the function space corresponding
to LAB RBF kernels, which is an integral space of RKHSs. We determine the correspond-
ing learning model, setting the foundations for the subsequent analysis. In Section 4, we
derive theoretical results on the error analysis of kernel ridgeless regression with LAB RBF
kernels. In Section 5, we substantiate our theoretical findings with experimental results,
demonstrating the practical implications of our proposed approach. Related works are
discussed in Section 6. Finally, a conclusion is provided in Section 7.

2. Kernel Ridgeless Regression with LAB RBF Kernels

In this paper, we use calligraphic letters to denote datasets like X = {x1, · · · ,xN} ⊂
Rd,Y = {y1, · · · , yN} ⊂ R. We use captain letters in bold to denote data matrix, i.e.,
X = [x1,x2, · · · ,xN ] ∈ RM×N ,Y = [y1, y2, · · · , yN ]⊤ ∈ RN . We use K(X1,X2) to denote
the kernel matrix computed on datasets X1 and X2. That is, [K(X1,X2)]ij = K(xi,xj),
∀xi ∈ X1,xj ∈ X2. The task is to find a linear function in a high dimensional feature space,
denoted as RF , which models the dependencies between the features ϕ(xi),∀xi ∈ X of input
and response variables yi, ∀yi ∈ Y. Throughout this paper, RBF kernels are considered. In
order to distinguish LAB RBF kernels from the conventional RBF kernels, we use θ ∈ RM

+

to denote trainable bandwidths and use σ ∈ RM
+ for fixed bandwidths.

2.1 Asymmetric Kernel Ridgeless Model: Coefficient Optimization

In this paper, we propose the utilization of LAB RBF kernels (4) in the kernel ridgeless
regression model (3). However, determining the solution of the kernel ridgeless regression
model with asymmetric kernels remains unresolved, as the conventional kernel trick is no
longer applicable. In this section, we derive the solution using the asymmetric kernel trick,
beginning with a brief review of kernel ridge regression.

Kernel ridge regression (Vovk, 2013) is one of the most elementary kernelized algorithms.
The task is to find a linear function in a high dimensional feature space, denoted as RF ,
which models the dependencies between the features ϕ(xi), ∀xi ∈ X of input and response
variables yi, ∀yi ∈ Y. Here, ϕ : RM → RF denotes the feature mapping from the data
space to the feature space. Define ϕ(X) = [ϕ(x1), ϕ(x2), · · · , ϕ(xN )], then the classical
optimization model is as follow:

min
w

λ

2
w⊤w +

1

2
∥Y − ϕ(X)⊤w∥22, (5)
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where λ > 0 is a trade-off hyper-parameter. By utilizing the following well-known matrix
inversion lemma (see Petersen and Pedersen (2008) for more information),

(A+BD−1C)−1BD−1 = A−1B(CA−1B+D)−1, (6)

one can obtain the solution of KRR as follow

w∗ = (ϕ(X)ϕ(X)⊤ + λIF )
−1ϕ(X)Y

(a)
= ϕ(X)(λIN + ϕ(X)⊤ϕ(X))−1Y,

where (6) is applied in (a) with A = λIF , B = ϕ(X), C = ϕ⊤(X), D = IN .

Next, we consider applying asymmetric kernels in KRR framework. In recent research
on asymmetric kernel-based learning, asymmetric kernels are commonly assumed to be the
inner product of two distinct feature mappings (see Suykens (2016); He et al. (2023); Chen
et al. (2024) for reference). That is, K(t,x) = ⟨ϕ(t), ψ(x)⟩, ∀x, t ∈ RM . Then, imitating
the model (5), we can formulate the asymmetric kernel ridge regression as follows,

min
w,v

λw⊤v + (ϕ⊤(X)w −Y)⊤(ψ⊤(X)v −Y)

⇐⇒min
w,v

λw⊤v +
1

2
∥ϕ⊤(X)w −Y∥22 +

1

2
∥ψ⊤(X)v −Y∥22 −

1

2
∥ψ⊤(X)v − ϕ⊤(X)w∥22.

(7)
Here, λ > 0 serves as a trade-off hyper-parameter between the regularization term w⊤v and
the error term (ϕ⊤(X)w−Y)⊤(ψ⊤(X)v−Y). Given the existence of two feature mappings,
we have two regressors in RF : f1(t) = ϕ⊤(t)w and f2(t) = ψ⊤(t)v. To enhance clarity
regarding the meaning of the error term, we decompose it into the sum of three terms, as
shown in the second line. The terms 1

2∥ϕ
⊤(X)w −Y∥22 + 1

2∥ψ
⊤(X)v −Y∥22 are employed

to minimize the regression error. Additionally, the term λw⊤v − 1
2∥ψ

⊤(X)v − ϕ⊤(X)w∥22
aims to emphasize the substantial distinction between the two regressors.

As a bilinear optimization problem, the one presented in Equation (7) is non-convex.
Therefore, our attention shifts to its stationary points, leading to the following result.

Theorem 1 One of the stationary points of (7) is

w∗ = ψ(X)(ϕ⊤(X)ψ(X) + λIN )−1Y, v∗ = ϕ(X)(ψ⊤(X)ϕ(X) + λIN )−1Y. (8)

The proof is presented in Appendix A. Theorem 1 establishes a crucial result, demonstrat-
ing that the stationary points can still be represented as a linear combination of function
evaluations on the training dataset. This validates the practical feasibility of the proposed
framework. Theorem 1 indicates the proposed asymmetric KRR framework includes the
symmetric one. That is, model (7) and (5) share the same stationary points when the two
feature mappings are equivalent, as shown in the following corollary.

Corollary 2 If the two feature mappings ϕ and ψ are equivalent, i.e. ϕ(x) = ψ(x), ∀x ∈
RM , then stationary conditions of the asymmetric KRR model (7) and the symmetric
KRR model (5) are equivalent. And the stationary point is w∗ = v∗ = ϕ(X)(λIN +
ϕ(X)⊤ϕ(X))−1Y.

6
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With the conclusion in Theorem 1, we can easily apply asymmetric kernel trick K(t,x) =
⟨ϕ(t), ψ(x)⟩ and obtain two regression functions. By denoting a kernel matrix [K(X,X)]ij =
K(xi,xj) = ⟨ϕ(xi), ψ(xj)⟩, ∀xi,xj ∈ X , we have:

f1(t) = ϕ(t)⊤w∗ = K(t,X)(K(X,X) + λIN )−1Y,

f2(t) = ψ(t)⊤v∗ = K⊤(X, t)(K⊤(X,X) + λIN )−1Y.
(9)

The scenario of obtaining two regressors does not occur in a symmetric setting and the
existance of the second regressor is often overlooked in prior works on asymmetric kernel
regression. Consequently, the relationship between these regressors remains unclear. We
discuss this question in Appendix B from a primal-dual perspective. Our analysis reveals
that the approximation error of these two regressors can be computed analytically. Notably,
if K(X,X) is asymmetric, the errors generally differ, leading to a significant observation:
the two regressors represent distinct functions converging toward the ground truth from
divergent directions.

When LAB RBF kernels are utilized, the computation of K(X, t) necessitates a band-
width that is dependent on the testing data t. Given the impracticality of estimating
bandwidths for testing data, we restrict our computations to K(t,X). As a result, only
f1 in Equation (9) is applicable for our algorithm. From Mercer’s theorem we know that
for traditional RBF kernels, there exists a feature mapping function ϕ(·) : X → F satisfy-
ing that Kσ(t,x) = ⟨ϕσ(t), ϕσ(x)⟩. Recall the definition of the proposed LAB RBF kernel
function over dataset X in Equation (4), we can define

ϕ(t) = [ϕ⊤θ1(t) ϕ⊤θ2(t) · · · ϕ⊤θN (t)]
⊤,

ψ(x) = [ϕ⊤θ1(x)δ(x− x1) ϕ⊤θ2(x)δ(x− x2) · · · ϕ⊤θN (x)δ(x− xN )]⊤,

where θi is the corresponding bandwidth for data xi and δ(·) denotes the Dirac delta func-
tion. Then we can decompose the asymmetric LAB RBF kernels defined over a dataset X
as the inner product of ϕ and ψ. That is, given dataset X and corresponding bandwidth
set Θ = {θ1, · · · , θN}, the LAB RBF kernel defined over X and Θ satisfies

KΘ(t,xi) = exp{−∥θi ⊙ (t− xi)∥2)} = ⟨ϕ(t), ψ(xi)⟩, ∀t ∈ Rd,xi ∈ X . (10)

Finally, substituting Equation (10) into f1, we obtain the solution of kernel ridgeless re-
gression model with LAB RBF kernels by setting regularization coefficient λ in (9) equals
to zero:

fZ,Θ(t) ≜ ϕ(t)⊤w = ϕ(t)⊤ψ(X)α =
N∑
i=1

αi exp
{
−∥θi ⊙ (t− xi)∥22

}
,

α = lim
λ→0

{
(KΘ(X,X) + λIN )−1Y

}
,

(11)

where Z ≜ {X ,Y} and [KΘ(X,X)]ij ≜ exp
{
−∥θj ⊙ (xi − xj)∥22

}
,∀xi,xj ∈ X .

2.2 LAB RBF Kernel Learning: Bandwidth Optimization

The solutions presented in (11) represent simple interpolation functions that may be sus-
ceptible to noise in the data. To enhance generalization ability, we employ kernel learning
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techniques to augment model flexibility and subsequently reduce model complexity. It is
essential to note that the solution in (11) corresponds to a stationary point, necessitating
additional data for optimizing the bandwidths Θ. Our algorithm thus divides the available
data into two parts: (i) a subset of the available data serves as support data, used for con-
structing the regression function according to Equation (11), and (ii) the remaining data,
termed training data, is utilized for the optimization of bandwidths.

Assume a support dataset Zsv = {Xsv,Ysv} and a training dataset Ztr = {Xtr,Ytr} are
pre-given, then according to Equation (11), the optimization model for bandwidths Θ is,

Θ∗ = argmin
Θ

∑
{xi,yi}∈Ztr

(yi − fZsv ,Θ(xi))
2

= argmin
Θ

∑
{xi,yi}∈Ztr

(
yi −KΘ(xi,Xsv)K

−1
Θ (Xsv,Xsv)Ysv

)2
.

(12)

Being a function that interpolates a small dataset without any regularization, it is apparent
that the generalization performance of fZsv ,Θ in Equation 11 does not meet expectations.
Nevertheless, through the training of bandwidths Θ with additional data, we can signifi-
cantly enhance the generalization capacity of fZsv ,Θ.

2.3 Dynamic Strategy: Support Data Optimization

While in kernel methods we can always achieve perfect interpolation of training data when
all data points are used as support data, the resulting interpolation function often lacks
robust generalization ability. In our approach, integrating asymmetric kernel learning tech-
niques, i.e., the optimization in (12), enables us to achieve a good fit with fewer support data
points. Drawing from traditional regularization scenarios, we aim to minimize the support
data while effectively approximating the training data. However, this strategy introduces a
discrete optimization problem, posing challenges for accurate solution finding.

Zsv = min
Z⊂Ztr

|Z|

s.t. yi = fZ,Θ(xi), ∀{xi, yi} ∈ Ztr,
(13)

where |Z| denotes the cardinality of set Z, i.e. the number of data in Z.

Though this discrete optimization presents challenges for direct optimization, numerous
existing strategies for data selection can be employed. For instance, it resembles the selection
of centers in Nyström approximation (see Williams and Seeger (2000); Rudi et al. (2017) for
details). Consequently, the subset selection strategies utilized in these existing works are
applicable to the proposed algorithm. Additional experiments evaluating the performance
of the proposed algorithm with various reasonable strategies are elaborated in Appendix G.

In this paper, to facilitate theoretical analysis, we apply a dynamic strategy for selecting
support data. Initially, we uniformly select N0 support data points according to their
labels, and then: (i) Optimize (12) to obtain fZsv ,Θ. (ii) Compute approximation error
ei = (fZsv ,Θ(xi) − yi)

2, ∀{xi, yi} ∈ Ztr. (iii) Add data with first k largest error to support
dataset. Repeat the above process until all approximation error is less than a pre-given
threshold B. The overall algorithm is presented in Algorithm 1.

8
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Algorithm 1 Learning LAB RBF kernels with SGD and dynamic strategy.

1: Input: Data Z = {X ,Y}.
2: Initialization: Error tolerance B > 0, initial bandwidth Θ(0) > 0, learning rate for

gradient descent method η > 0, k for the dynamic strategy, and uniformly sampled

support dataset Z(0)
sv = {X (0)

sv ,Y(0)
sv } ⊂ Z.

3: t=0.
4: repeat
5: Θ̃(0) = Θ(t).
6: for l = 1, · · · , L do ▷ Optimize Θ via SGD
7: Randomly sample a subset {Xs,Ys} ⊂ Z \ Zsv.
8: Compute Θ̃(l) = Θ̃(l−1) − η ∂

∂Θ∥fZ(t)
sv ,Θ̃(l)(Xs)−Ys∥2 according to (12).

9: end for
10: Θ(t+1) = Θ̃(L).
11: Compute error ei = (fZ(t)

sv ,Θ(t)(xi)− yi)
2 for all data {xi, yi} ∈ Z \ Zsv.

12: if maxi ei ≤ B then ▷ Dynamically adding support data
13: break.
14: else
15: Select the first k samples with the highest errors and include them in the support

dataset, resulting in Z(t+1)
sv .

16: end if
17: t=t+1.
18: until the maximal number of iteration is exceeded.
19: Compute the α = K−1

Θ(t)(X
(t)
sv ,X

(t)
sv )Y

(t)
sv . ▷ Compute the final function

20: Return α,Z(t)
sv and Θ(t).

By dynamic strategy, we actually obtain an important property of the resulting estima-
tor, i.e.,

(fZsv ,Θ(xi)− yi)
2 ≤ B, ∀{xi, yi} ∈ Zsv ∪ Ztr, (14)

which essentially stands the accuracy of the interpolation of fZsv ,Θ on the training dataset.
And in the next section, we will shown it helps when analyzing the approximation behavior
of LAB RBF kernels.

3. Theoretical Interpretation

3.1 Enlarged hypothesis space: Integral Space of RKHSs

To comprehend the learning dynamics of Algorithm 1 and LAB RBF kernels, it is imperative
to clarify the underlying function spaces. The LAB RBF kernel, defined in Equation (4),
employs distinct bandwidths for individual samples, thus associating itself with multiple
RKHSs. Unlike Multiple Kernel Learning (MKL, Gönen and Alpaydın (2011)), which ex-
plores a search space comprised of a finite number of RKHSs with a discrete domain of
bandwidths (i.e., the kernel dictionary, as discussed in Suzuki (2011)), LAB RBF kernels
exhibit a continuous feasible domain of bandwidths. This characteristic results in a func-
tion space that surpasses a direct sum of RKHSs. To enhance the understanding of LAB
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RBF kernels, this paper introduces the concept of the integral space of RKHSs as a novel
hypothesis space.

Given a continuous bandwidth candidate set Ω ⊂ RM
+ , a traditional RBF kernel with a

fixed uniform bandwidth σ ∈ Ω has a form of Kσ(xi,xj) = exp{−∥σ ⊙ (xi − xj)∥22}. The
RKHS introduced by Kσ is denoted as Hσ. That is, ∀x ∈ X , Kσ(·,x) ∈ Hσ and we use
fσ to denote functions belonging to Hσ. Then the integral space of RKHSs defined over Ω
takes the following form,

HΩ =

∫
σ∈Ω

Hσdµ(σ) =

{
f = (fσ)σ∈Ω :

∫
σ∈Ω

∥fσ∥2Hσ
dµ(σ) <∞

}
,

where (fσ)σ∈Ω is a measurable cross-section and µ(σ) denotes a probability distribution
of σ. For more theoretical discussion of integral spaces of RKHSs, one can refer to Wils
(1970); Hotz and Fabian (2012). It has been proved that HΩ is again a Hilbert space, where
the inner product between f = (fσ)σ∈Ω, g = (gσ)σ∈Ω ∈ HΩ is defined as

⟨f, g⟩HΩ
:=

∫
σ∈Ω

⟨fσ, gσ⟩Hσdµ(σ).

Consequently, it holds that f(x) =
∫
σ∈Ω fσ(x)dµ(σ), ∀x ∈ X . Then the corresponding norm

is defined as

∥f∥2HΩ
:= min

{∫
σ∈Ω

∥fσ∥2Hσ
dµ(σ) : f = (fσ)σ∈Ω

}
,

where ∥fσ∥2Hσ
= ⟨fσ, fσ⟩Hσ .

Recall that in Algorithm 1, Θ represents a discrete set. Consequently, the estimator
fZsv ,Θ is constructed from a finite number of kernels, thereby situating it within a sum
space of RKHSs associated with these kernels. It is important to note that this inference
relies on the assumption of a fixed Θ. When optimizing Θ, this sum space also changes
according to the variations in bandwidths, as shown in Figure 3. Mathematically, we assume
a sum space of RKHSs generated from a bandwidth set Θ is denoted as HΘ. Recall that
in our approach, a continuous feasible domain of bandwidth is considered, i.e., Θ ⊂ Ω.
Consequently, the hypothesis space involved in our approach is the union of all possible
HΘ, i.e.

Hypothesis Space :
⋃

Θ⊂Ω

HΘ = HΩ,

which indicates that the hypothesis space remains an integral space rather than a fixed sum
space.

3.2 Sparsity of the Estimator

With the established hypothesis space HΩ, this section delineates the sparse property of
the estimator generated by LAB RBF kernels. This characterization aids in our deeper
comprehension of the generalization ability of the proposed model. In Algorithm 1, two
levels of sparsity are observed:

• Reduced support data: The number of support data points is significantly lower than
the total number of training data points. While this sparsity is artificially determined

10
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fc : Target function

ℬ𝒦𝒦n

…

Hypothesis space 
constructed by kernel 𝒦𝒦
and support data.

ℬ𝒦𝒦
ℬ𝒦𝒦1

f : Decision function

Figure 3: Optimal subspace selection when
learning kernels.

𝒦1

𝒦2

𝒦4
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Figure 4: Coefficient matrix of fZ,Θ, ex-
hibiting sparse property.

algorithmically, its essential reason lies in the sufficiently large hypothesis space. This
expansive hypothesis space enables us to employ fewer support data points to effec-
tively approximate the entire training dataset. This sparsity leads to a fact that fZsv ,Θ

belongs to a small subspace HΘ of HΩ.

• Inherent sparsity of LAB RBF kernels: fZsv ,Θ demonstrate sparsity within the hy-
pothesis space HΘ, contributing to a more efficient representation of the data.

In the following, we show the latter sparsity of fZsv ,Θ mathematically by comparing with
general function in HΘ. Given dataset {xi, yi}Ni=1, the hypothesis space considered here
is taken to be the linear span of the set {Kσ(·,xi)}, ∀i = 1, · · · , N, ∀σ ∈ Ω. This space
forms a subspace of HΩ. In fZsv ,Θ, only bandwidths in Θ are valid, therefore we constrain
µ(σ) =

∑
θi∈Θ δ(σ − θi). Then function in this hypothesis space takes a formulation as

f(·) =
∑

σ∈Θ fσ(·) =
∑

σ∈Θ
∑Nsv

i=1 ασ,iKσ(·,xi), where the coefficients ασ ∈ RNsv .

Let ∥α∥0 =
∑N

i=1 I(αi ̸= 0), where I is a indicator function. We can define a ℓ0-related
sparse regularization penalty as below,

R0(f) := min

{∫
σ∈Ω

∥ασ∥0dµ(σ) : f = (fσ)σ∈Ω, fσ(·) =
N∑
i=1

ασ,iKσ(·,xi)

}
. (15)

Without sparsity, a general function in HΘ typically results in R0(f) being approximately
equal to |Θ| × Nsv. However, recall the function estimated by LAB RBF kernels in (11),
generated from the same kernels and data, takes a formulation like:

fZsv ,Θ(·) =
Nsv∑
i=1

α̂iKθi(·, xi) =
∑
σ∈Θ

Nsv∑
i=1

ασ,iKσ(·, xi).

Comparing their coefficients, we say fZsv ,Θ exhibits sparsity because

ασ,i =

{
α̂i, if σ = θi,

0, otherwise.

11
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This sparsity can be quantified by the measurement R0(fZsv,Θ) = Nsv, or visually depicted
in Figure 4. In this regard, fZsv ,Θ demonstrates enhanced sparsity compared to a typical
function within the sum space HΘ, not to mention functions within the integral space HΩ.

3.3 Equivalence to a ℓ0-related Model

Utilizing this sparse property, we can gain deeper insights into fZsv ,Θ by formulating a sparse
optimization model, leveraging the R0 regularization term. Let us define the empirical error
Ez(f) and the generalization error Eρ(f) as follows,

Ez(f) =
1

N

∑
xi,yi∈Ztr

(f(xi)− yi)
2, Eρ(f) =

∫
Z
(f(x)− y)2dρ.

Then we have
fz,λ = arg min

f∈HΩ
{θi}⊂Ω

Ez(f) + λR0(f)

s.t. µ(σ) =

Nsv∑
i=1

δ(σ − θi),

(16)

where λ,Nsv > 0 are pre-given parameters, and δ(·) denotes the Dirac delta function.
Optimizations involving ℓ0 norm are generally challenging to solve directly as they often

give rise to an NP-hard discrete optimization (Natarajan, 1995), and the problem in (16)
is no exception. However, as demonstrated by the following proposition, Algorithm 1 for
learning LAB RBF kernel yields an estimator that closely approximates the optimal solution
of (16).

Proposition 3 Let fZsv ,Θ denotes the regressor produced by Algorithm 1 with dynamics
strategy (i.e., fZsv ,Θ satisfies (14)) on dataset Z = {xi, yi}Ni=1. Then there exists a λ > 0
such that the optimal solution fz,λ of (16) satisfies that R0(fZsv ,Θ) = R0(fz,λ), and 0 <
Ez(fZsv ,Θ)− Ez(fz,λ) ≤ B.

The proof is presented in Appendix D. This proposition shows that fZsv ,Θ is a B-optimal
solution of model (16) with some λ. It establishes a link between a well-trained function
derived by kernel ridgeless regression with a LAB RBF kernel — exhibiting good interpola-
tion performance on the training dataset — and the optimal solution of an ℓ0-related model
within the integral space of RKHSs. This relationship effectively highlights the superiority
of our method’s strategy for enhancing model flexibility through the learning of the LAB
kernel function. Specifically,

• The model’s enhanced flexibility is primarily achieved through the expansion of the
hypothesis space, where the estimator is optimized from an integral space of RKHSs
HΩ. This expansion is enabled by optimizing θi, which selects the optimal subspace
from HΩ, as illustrated in Figure 3. Consequently, the algorithm efficiently minimizes
the distance to the underlying function, leading to a small bias.

• The large capacity of hypothesis space also raises the probability of interpolating
training data with fewer support data, evidenced by the sparse coefficients of fZsv ,Θ.

12
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This sparsity characteristic clarifies the origin of the model’s generalization capability:
with an implicit ℓ0-related term in effect, controlled by the number of support data,
our algorithm effectively reduces variance.

It is worth noting that, despite the absence of a regularization term in the kernel ridge-
less regression framework, our approach effectively maintains a balance between bias and
variance through our dynamic strategy. From model (16) and Proposition 3, it is deter-
mined that a smaller number of support data implies a stronger regularization effect. Note
that kernel machines can always interpolate all training data; that is, the value of B can
be arbitrarily close to 0 as the number of support data increases. Therefore, our proposed
dynamic strategy proves effective as it seeks a balance between the number of support
data and the empirical approximation error. The hyper-parameter B, which varies with
datasets, essentially serves as a trade-off parameter between bias and variance, resembling
most regularization schemes.

4. Approximation Analysis

In the preceding sections, we introduced our kernel learning algorithm and corresponding
theoretical explanation. The extensive capacity of the integral space of RKHSs and the
utilization of the ℓ0 norm contribute to the exceptional performance of LAB RBF kernels,
as evidenced by the experiments in Section 5. Nevertheless, these characteristics also pose
significant challenges for approximation analysis. To derive the learning rate of fz,λ, this
section employs three key techniques:

• Addressing the discrete nature of the ℓ0 norm, we use the optimal estimator of a
ℓq (0 < q < 1)-regularized model as a stepping-stone function.

• The Rademacher chaos complexity is employed to establish the upper bound of the
sample error in the integral space of RKHSs, leveraging the properties of the optimal
solution fz,λ.

• A refined iteration technique is applied to obtain an accurate upper bound ofR0(fz,λ).

The main result is presented in Theorem 5.

4.1 Assumptions and Main Result

We prepare some notations and assumptions for the following analysis. Let ρ be a Borel
probability distribution on Z. Then from Proposition 1.8 in Cucker and Zhou (2007), the
target regression function can be expressed as fρ =

∫
Y ydρ(y|x), x ∈ X , where ρ(·|x) is the

conditional probability measure induced by ρ at x. Thoughout this paper, we assume that
fρ belongs to a Sobelve space Hs(Rd) with some s > 0, and ρ(·|x) is support on [−M,M ].
That is,

Assumption 1 For some constant 1 ≤M <∞, there hold |fρ(x)| ≤M and |y| ≤M .

Such uniformly boundedness assumptions of the output has been widely used in learning
theory e.g., Zhou (2003); Wu et al. (2006); Smale and Zhou (2007). And it also indicates
a bounded noise level that |y − fρ(x)| ≤ 2M . Based on this assumption, we can apply the
following projection operator to our analysis for better estimates.

13
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Definition 4 For M > 0, the projection operator πM is defined as

πM (t) =


−M if t ≤ −M,

t if −M < t ≤M,

M if t > M.

The projection of a function f : X → R is defined by πM (f)(x) = πM (f(x)),∀x ∈ X .

Such projection operator is introduced in Chen et al. (2004) and is helpful in estimating
the ∥ · ∥∞ bound in the following analysis. Under Assumption 1, it is natural to project the
estimator f into the same interval as fρ. Thus, we shall consider the error ∥πM (f)−fρ∥L2

ρX
.

In the previous section, we point out that LAB RBF kernels are actually thed combi-
nation of RBF kernels with trainable bandwidths belonging to a pre-given closed interval
Ω. Theoretical properties of RBF kernels have been well investigated before. One can refer
to Ye and Zhou (2008); Eberts and Steinwart (2011) for RBF kernels with fixed band-
widths, and Ying and Zhou (2007) for RBF kernels with flexible bandwidths. Consider
Kσ(x,x

′) = exp{−σ∥x−x′∥22},∀σ ∈ Ω. It has been proved that Kσ ∈ C∞(X ×X ) and there
exists a bound ∥Kσ∥C∞(X×X ) <∞, ∀σ ∈ Ω. Therefore we can define

κ := sup
σ∈Ω

∥Kσ∥C∞(X×X ) <∞.

Given a continuous kernel Kσ, it can define an integral operator on L2
ρX

(X ) as follows

LKf(x) =

∫
X
Kσ∗(x, t)f(t)dρX(t), x ∈ X , ∀f ∈ L2

ρX
(X ). (17)

And a Mercer kernel can be defined as K̃σ(t,x) =
∫
X Kσ(t,u)Kσ(x,u)dρX(u). In this paper,

we use the RKHS HK̃σ
satisfying σ ∈ Ω to approximate fρ. Following the definition in Ying

and Zhou (2007), the regularization error associated with a flexibleHK̃σ
is defined as follows,

D(γ) = inf
σ∈Ω

inf
f∈HK̃σ

{
Eρ(f)− Eρ(fρ) + γ∥f∥HK̃σ

}
. (18)

As γ → 0, the decay rate of D(γ) measures the lower bound of the approximation ability
of the hypothesis space, which in the literature of learning theory are generally assumed as
follows (e.g., Cucker and Zhou (2007); Steinwart and Christmann (2008)).

Assumption 2 For some constant 0 < β ≤ 1 and cβ ≥ 1, it holds

D(γ) ≤ cβγ
β, ∀γ > 0.

Then we present the main result.

Theorem 5 Assume the regression fρ ∈ Hs(X ) with some s > 0. Given Ω, suppose

Assumption 1 and Assumption 2 hold with M ∈ [1,+∞) and β ∈ (0, 1]. If ξ ∈ (0, β4 ) (which

can be arbitrarily small), λ = ( ξ
κ2 )

1−ξ
1+ξN−τ̃ with τ̃ = β/2(1 + ξ)(ξ + β − ξβ) and δ ∈ (0, 1),

then with at least 1− δ confidence, it holds that
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∥πM (fz,λ)− fρ∥LρX
≤ C̃3 log

2

(
36

δ

)(
log

(
72

δ

)
+ log(J(d, s, β, ξ) + 1)

)2J(d,s,β,ξ)

N−(β
4
−ξ),

and

R0(fz,λ) ≤ C3(log J(d, s, β, ξ))
3

(
log

(
24

δ

)
+ log(J(d, s, β, ξ) + 1)

)2J(d,s,β,ξ)

N τ̃+ξ−β
4 ,

where C3 and C̃3 are some positive constant independent of N and δ and J(d, s, β, ξ) is
defined as

J(d, s, β, ξ) = max

 log 2sβ+2sξ(1−β)−2dβ
6sβ+8sξ(1−β)−dβ

log d+2s
2d

,
β

(1− β)ξ2 + ξ

 .

The convergence rate of Algorithm (16) concerning the accuracy, as well as the model
complexity, with respect to the data number is provided by Theorem 5. This pioneering
analysis in the integral space of RKHSs unveils valuable insights. The convergence rate can
be arbitrarily close to N−β/4. The sparsity of fz,λ, determined by R0(fz,λ)/N , demonstrates

a superior convergence rate compared to O
(
N−( 1

2
+β

4
−ξ)
)
, thanks to the constraint τ̃ ≤ 1

2 .

Importantly, R0(fz,λ) also acts as an upper bound for the number of valid bandwidths,
facilitating the practical selection of support data. In the literature of approximation anal-
ysis, the specific value of β in Assumption 2 is determined by certain assumptions regarding
the relationship between the underlying function fρ and the hypothesis spaces. Here we
suppose fρ ∈ Hs(X ) for some s > 0. According to Proposition 22 in Ying and Zhou (2007),
Assumption 2 holds true. However, we refrain from introducing additional assumptions for
s to ascertain the specific value of β. Further details on the value of β can be found in Ying
and Zhou (2007).

4.2 Framework of Convergence Analysis

From Cucker and Zhou (2007), it holds that ∥f − fρ∥2LρX
= Eρ(f) − Eρ(fρ),∀f : X → R.

Thus Theorem 5 can be obtained by estimating the upper bound of Eρ(f) − Eρ(fρ). To
establish our main result, we employ the well-established framework of error decomposition
commonly applied in kernel-based regression with regularization schemes (e.g., Cucker and
Zhou (2007); Shi et al. (2019); Mao et al. (2023)). In this context, the proof sketch proceeds
through several key steps. Firstly, we introduce the error decomposition framework and
review pertinent results from previous work. In Section 4.3, we delve into presenting the
sample error analysis. Additionally, the upper bound of R0(fz, λ) is discussed in Section
4.4. Finally, consolidating all the findings, we present the proof of Theorem 5 in Section
4.5.

To facilitate the error decomposition, we require some stepping-stone functions. We
designate the minimizer of the regularization error in (18) as the regularization function,
denoted by fγ . The corresponding kernel is denoted as Kσ∗ with a bandwidth σ∗. From
Cucker and Zhou (2007), it holds that LK and its adjoint L∗

K are compact operators because
we assume X is compact. Recall the definition of integral operator LK and the Mercer kernel
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K̃ in (17) , then fγ can be explicitly given by fγ = (γI+ LK̃σ∗ )
−1LK̃σ∗fρ. We additionally

define fz,γ(·) = 1
N

∑N
i=1Kσ∗(·,xi)gγ(xi) where gγ = L∗

K(γI + LK̃σ∗ )
−1fρ. Finally, to deal

with the ℓ0 regularization term, we introduce the ℓq-regularized learning model as shown
below,

f qz,γ = arg min
f∈HKσ∗

Ez(f) + γ∥f∥qq, ∀q ∈ (0, 1), (19)

where ∥f∥q ≜ (
∑N

i=1 |αi|q)1/q. And we use f1z,γ denotes the optimal function when q = 1.

With the above stepping-stone functions, we establish the following error decomposition
to prove Theorem 5.

Eρ(πM (fz,λ))− Eρ(fρ) + λR0(fz,λ) ≤ S1 + S2 + γN1−q∥f1z,γ∥
q
1, (20)

where

S1 = {Eρ(πM (fz,λ))− Ez(πM (fz,λ))}+ {Ez(fz,γ)− Eρ(fz,γ)},

S2 = Eρ(fz,γ) + γN−1
N∑
i=1

|gγ(xi)| − Eρ(fρ).

Recall that ℓ0 norm is involved in R0. To associate ℓ0-related models with existing re-
sults, we need some useful conclusions in ℓq-related models, which focuses on the non-zero
coefficient of the global minimizier of ℓq-regularized kernel regression.

Lemma 6 (Shi et al. (2019), Proposition 18) Let f qz,γ(·) =
∑N

i=1Kσ∗(·,xi)(α
q
z,γ)i be the

global optimal solution of problem (19) with 0 < q < 1. Then for i ∈ (1, · · · , N) and
(αq

z,γ)i ̸= 0, it holds that

|(αq
z,γ)i| ≥

(
1− q

κ2

)1/(2−q)

γ1/(2−q).

According to Lemma 6, the following lemma can be obtained.

Lemma 7 Let fz,λ be the optimal of (16) and fz,γ(·) =
∑N

i=1Kσ∗(·,xi)gγ(xi) with gγ =
L∗
K(γI+ Lσ∗)fρ. For some 0 < q < 1, assume γ is carefully selected according to λ and q,

such that λ = (1−q
κ2 )

q
2−q γ

2
2−q . Then it holds that

Ez(fz,λ) + λR0(fz,λ) ≤ Ez(fz,γ) + γN−1
N∑
i=1

|gγ(xi)|+ γN1−q∥f1z,γ∥
q
1.

Proof From Lemma 6 and the definition of R0 we know that

R0(f
q
z,γ) ≤

(
κ2

γ(1− q)

) q
2−q

∥fz,γ∥qq. (21)
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And then we have

Ez(fz,λ) + λR0(fz,λ)
(a)

≤ Ez(f qz,γ) + λR0(f
q
z,γ)

(21)

≤ Ez(f qz,γ) + γ∥f qz,γ∥qq
≤ Ez(f1z,γ) + γ∥f1z,γ∥qq + γ∥f1z,γ∥1
(b)

≤ Ez(fz,γ) + γN−1
N∑
i=1

|gγ(xi)|+ γ∥f1z,γ∥qq,

(22)

where (a), (b), and (c) use the optimal property of fz,λ, f
q
z,γ , and f1z,γ , respectively. By

reverse Holder inequality it holds that γ∥f1z,γ∥
q
q ≤ γN1−q∥f1z,γ∥

q
1. Combine all above inequal-

ities together, it yields the result in Lemma 7 and we complete the proof.

Lemma 7 bridges fz,λ and fz,γ via the sparse property of f qz,γ , supporting the proof of
(20). Here we are at the stage of proofing (20).
Proof By a direct decomposition we have

Eρ(πM (fz,λ))− Eρ(fρ) + λR0(fz,λ)

={Eρ(πM (fz,λ))− Ez(πM (fz,λ))}+ {Ez(πM (fz,λ))− Ez(fz,λ)}

+

{
Ez(fz,λ) + λR0(fz,λ)− Ez(fz,γ)− γN−1

N∑
i=1

|gγ(xi)|

}

+{Ez(fz,γ)− Eρ(fz,γ)}+

{
Eρ(fz,γ) + γN−1

N∑
i=1

|gγ(xi)| − Eρ(fρ)

}
.

From Assumption 1 and the definition of the projection operator we know that Ez(πM (fz,λ)) ≤
Ez(fz,λ). Therefore, the second term and the last second term are at most zero. From
Lemma 7 we know that the third term is less than γN1−q∥f1z,γ∥

q
1. Then we get the result

in (20) and complete the proof.

According to (20), one can estimate the total error by analysing the upper bound of
S1, S2 and ∥f1z,γ∥

q
1. Here S1 consists of the sample error of πM (fz,λ) and fz,γ , which is

associated with the complexity of hypothesis spaces. And S2 is the convergence rate of
fz,γ to the regression function fρ under the ℓ1 constraint. The asymptotic behavior of fz,γ
has been well investigated previously in previous works like Guo and Shi (2013); Shi et al.
(2019). Here we directly quote the following result.

Lemma 8 For any (γ, δ) ∈ (0, 1)2, it holds with confidence 1− δ that

S2 ≤ 8κ2(2κ2 + 1) log2
(
4

δ

){
D(γ)

γ2N2
+

D(γ)

γN

}
+

2κ+ 1

N

√
D(γ) log

(
4

δ

)
+

3

2

√
γD(γ) + 2D(γ).

The proof of this lemma can be found in the Lemma 1 and Proposition 4 in Guo and
Shi (2013). Then in the following section we focus on the analysis of S1 and we give the
proof of Lemma 7.
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4.3 Sample Error Estimation via Rademacher Chaos Complexity

Generally, the sample error is often guaranteed by the uniformly concentration inequality
and the capacity assumption related to the functional space (cf. Shi (2013)). However,
the commonly employed capacity assumptions in kernel learning or multi-kernel learning
become invalid for HΩ as it constitutes an integral space of infinite spaces. In this section,
we leverage the sparse property of fz,λ and the Rademacher chaos complexities to estimate
the upper bound of Eρ(πM (f))− Ez(πM (f)).

Definition 9 Let F be a class of functions mapping from X × X to R. Let x1, · · · ,xN be
N independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) samples. The homogeneous Rademacher
chaos process of order 2, with respect to i.i.d. Rademacher variables ϵ1, · · · , ϵN , is a random
variable system defined by

Uf (ϵ) =
1

N

sup
f∈F

∣∣∣∣∣∣ 1N
∑

i,j∈NN ,i<j

ϵiϵjf(xi,xj)

∣∣∣∣∣∣
 , f ∈ F .

Then the empirical Rademacher chaos complexities over F is defined as the expectation of
its suprema. That is,

UN (F) = Eϵ

[
sup
f∈F

|Uf (ϵ)|

]
= Eϵ

sup
f∈F

∣∣∣∣∣∣ 1N
∑

i,j∈NN ,i<j

ϵiϵjf(xi,xj)

∣∣∣∣∣∣
 .

The Rademacher chaos complexities have been previously introduced for the generaliza-
tion analysis of various kernel learning problems, including multiple kernel learning (Ying
and Campbell, 2010; Zhuang et al., 2011) and deep kernel learning (Zhang and Zhang,
2023). In particular, the Rademacher chaos complexity of Gaussian-type kernels has been
extensively studied in the literature (Ying and Campbell, 2010).

Lemma 10 (Corollary 1, Ying and Campbell (2010)) Define a Gaussian-type kernel as
follows

Kgau =
{
exp{−σ∥x− t∥2} : σ ∈ (0,∞)

}
.

Then it holds UN (Kgau) ≤ (1 + 192e)κ2.

Based on this estimation, the following result shows that the sample error of πM (fz,λ) can
be bounded by the empirical Rademacher chaos complexity over the kernel set derived by
bandwidth set Θ = {θ1, · · · , θNsv}. To this end, we first define the function space that fz,λ
exists. Recall the constraints in (16), then we consider the following function space

W(R) =

f : f ∈ HΩ, µ(σ) =
∑
θi∈Θ

δ(σ − θi), R0(f) ≤ R, Θ ⊂ (0,+∞)

 . (23)

Lemma 11 Let fz,λ ∈ W(R), where W(R) is defined by Equation (23) with proper radius
R. Then, For any z = {xi, yi}Ni=1 and any δ ∈ (0, 1), with probability at least 1 − δ, there
holds

Eρ(πM (fz,λ))− Ez(πM (fz,λ)) ≤
1

2
CκM

2 log
1
2

(
2

δ

)
N− 1

2R,

where Cκ = 32κ
(√

384e+ 2 + 1
)
.
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Proof Based on Assumption 1 and the definition of πM (·), it holds that |πM (f)(xi)−yi| ≤
2M, ∀xi, yi ∈ z. Then applying McDiarmid’s bounded difference inequality, the following
inequality holds with at least 1− δ/2 probability

sup
f∈W(R)

[Eρ(πM (f))− Ez(πM (f))] ≤ E sup
f∈W(R)

[Eρ(πM (f))− Ez(πM (f))] + 4M2

(
log

2

δ
/2N

) 1
2

,

With at least 1− δ/2 probability, the first term can be bounded by

E sup
f∈W(R)

[Eρ(πM (f))− Ez(πM (f))]
(a)

≤ 2EEϵ

 sup
f∈W(R)

1

N

∑
i∈NN

ϵi(πM (f)(xi)− yi)
2


(b)

≤ 2Eϵ

 sup
f∈W(R)

1

N

∑
i∈NN

ϵi(πM (f)(xi)− yi)
2

+ 8M2

(
log

2

δ
/2N

) 1
2

,

where (a) uses the standard symmetrization arguments and ϵi are Rademacher variables.
Inequality (b) uses McDiarmid’s bounded difference inequality again. Applying the con-
traction property of Rademacher averages, it holds that,

Eϵ[ sup
f∈W(R)

1

N

∑
i∈NN

ϵi(πM (f)(xi)− yi)
2] ≤ 4M

N
Eϵ sup

f∈W(R)

∑
i∈NN

ϵiπM (f)(xi),

because the Lipschitz constant of the loss function ϕ(t) = t2, ∀|t| ≤ 2M is bounded by 4M .
Recall the definition of W(R) and ⟨·, ·⟩HΩ

, we have

Eϵ sup
f∈W(R)

∑
i∈NN

ϵiπM (f)(xi) = Eϵ sup
Θ⊂(0,+∞)

sup
R0(f)≤R

∑
i∈NN

ϵiπM

(∑
σ∈Θ

⟨Kσ(·,xi), fσ⟩

)
≤ Eϵ sup

Θ⊂(0,+∞)
sup

R0(f)≤R

∑
i∈NN

ϵi
∑
σ∈Θ

⟨Kσ(·,xi), πM (fσ)⟩

= Eϵ sup
Θ⊂(0,+∞)

sup
R0(f)≤R

∑
σ∈Θ

〈∑
i∈NN

ϵiKσ(·,xi), πM (fσ)

〉
(a)

≤ REϵ sup
σ∈(0,+∞)

〈∑
i∈NN

ϵiKσ(·,xi), πM (fσ)

〉

(b)

≤ RM Eϵ sup
σ∈(0,+∞)

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑

i,j∈NN

ϵiϵjKσ(xi,xj)

∣∣∣∣∣∣
1
2

≤ RM

√
2N Eϵ sup

σ∈(0,+∞)

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑

i,j∈NN ,i<j

ϵiϵjKσ(xi,xj)/N

∣∣∣∣∣∣
1
2

+ sup
σ∈(0,+∞)

√
tr(Kσ)

 ,

where inequality (a) is satisfied because conditions R0(f) ≤ R and σ ∈ Θ together indi-
cate the valid number of fσ is less than R, and inequality (b) is derived by the fact that
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∥πM (fσ) ∥Hσ ≤ M . Here Kσ denotes the kernel matrix defined as [Kσ]ij = Kσ(xi,xj),
∀xi,xj ∈ X . Finally, recall the definition of Rademacher chaos complexity and UN (Kgau),
we have

Eϵ sup
σ∈Ω

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑

i,j∈NN ,i<j

ϵiϵjKσ(xi,xj)/N

∣∣∣∣∣∣
1
2

≤
√

UN (Kgau).

Combine all the above estimation with the result in Lemma 10, it yields the following upper
bound with at least 1− δ confidence

sup
f∈W(R)

[Eρ(πM (f))− Ez(πM (f))] ≤ 8M2Rκ√
N

(
√
384e+ 2 + 1) + 12M2

√
log(2/δ)

2N
,

where we use the fact that tr(Kσ) ≤ κ2N . With a proper radius R such that fz,λ ∈ W(R),
we obtain the result in Lemma 11 and complete the proof.

In a similar approach, we can obtain the following result on the sample error of fz,γ .

Recall fz,γ(·) =
∑N

i=1Kσ∗(·,xi)gγ(xi) with gγ = L∗
K(γI + LK̃σ∗ )

−1fρ. Then it holds

∥fz,γ∥∞ ≤ κ∥gγ∥∞ ≤ κ2

γ

√
D(γ) (see proposition 4 in Guo and Shi (2013) for reference).

Lemma 12 For any z = {xi, yi}Ni=1 and any δ ∈ (0, 1), with probability at least 1− δ, there
holds

Eρ(fz,γ)− Ez(fz,γ) ≤
CκMκ2

√
D(γ)

4γ
N− 1

2 + 6
√
2M2 log

1
2

(
2

δ

)
N− 1

2 .

Proof Given data z = {xi, yi}Ni=1, consider f ∈ {f : f(·) =
∑N

i=1 αiKσ∗(·,xi), α ∈ R}.
From previous analysis, we know that

Eρ(f)− Ez(f) ≤
8M

N
Eϵ

∑
i∈NN

ϵif(xi) + 12M2

√
log(2/δ)

2N
.

Recall the definition of fz,γ , it holds

Eϵ

∑
i∈NN

ϵifz,γ(xi) = Eϵ

∑
i∈NN

ϵi ⟨Kσ∗(·,xi), fz,γ⟩

(a)

≤ Eϵ sup
σ∈(0,+∞)

∑
i∈NN

ϵi ⟨Kσ(·,xi), fz,γ⟩

≤ κ2

γ

√
D(γ) Eϵ sup

σ∈(0,+∞)

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑

i,j∈NN

ϵiϵjKσ(xi,xj)

∣∣∣∣∣∣
1
2

≤ κ2

γ

√
D(γ)

(
√
2N

√
UN (Kgau) + sup

σ∈(0,+∞)

√
tr(Kσ)

)
,

where (a) uses the fact that σ∗ ∈ (0,+∞). Then combine these estimation with Lemma 10
and tr(Kσ) ≤ κ2N , we obtain the result and complete the proof.
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Next we derive the estimator for the total error.

Proposition 13 Suppose Assumption 1 and Assumption 2 hold with 0 < β ≤ 1. If

(γ, q, δ) ∈ (0, 1)3, λ = (1−q
κ2 )

q
2−q γ

2
2−q , and R > 1, then there exists a subset ZR of ZN

with measurement at most δ such that for any z ∈ W(R) \ Z(R),

Eρ(πM (fz,λ))− Eρ(fρ) + λR0(fz,λ) ≤ CκM
2 log

1
2

(
6

δ

)
N− 1

2R+

(
3

2

√
cβ + 3cβ

)
γβ

+
1

4
CκMκ2

√
cβγ

β/2−1N− 1
2 + C1 log

2

(
12

δ

)
max

{
γβ−2N−2, γβ−1N−1

}
+ γN1−q∥f1z,γ∥

q
1,

where C1 = 16κ2(2κ2 + 1) + (2κ+ 1)
√
cβ.

Proof By properly choosing some R, we can directly apply lemma 11 and know that there
exists Z1 ⊂ ZN with the measure at most δ/3 such that for each z ∈ W(R) \ Z1,

Eρ(πM (fz,λ))− Ez(πM (fz,λ)) ≤
1

2
CκM

2 log
1
2

(
6

δ

)
N− 1

2R.

Similarly, from Lemma 8 and Lemma 12, we know that there exists Z2,Z3 ⊂ ZN with the
measure at most δ/3 such that

S2 ≤ 16κ2(2κ2 + 1) log2
(
12

δ

)
max

{
D(γ)

γ2N2
,
D(γ)

γN

}
+

2κ+ 1

N

√
D(γ) log

(
12

δ

)
+

3

2

√
γD(γ) + 2D(γ), ∀z ∈ Zm \ Z2.

and for any z ∈ Zm \ Z3, it holds

Eρ(πM (fz,γ))− Ez(πM (fz,γ)) ≤
CκMκ2

√
D(γ)

4γ
N− 1

2 + 6
√
2M2 log

1
2

(
6

δ

)
N− 1

2 .

Note that R ≥ 1. Then we take the above three bounds together and obtain

Eρ(πM (fz,λ))− Eρ(fρ) + λR0(fz,λ) ≤ CκM
2 log

1
2

(
6

δ

)
N− 1

2R+
CκMκ2

√
D(γ)

4γ
N− 1

2

+ 16κ2(2κ2 + 1) log2
(
12

δ

)
max

{
D(γ)

γ2N2
,
D(γ)

γN

}
+

2κ+ 1

N

√
D(γ) log

(
12

δ

)
+

3

2

√
γD(γ) + 2D(γ) + γN1−q∥f1z,γ∥

q
1, ∀z ∈ W(R) \ (Z1 ∪ Z2 ∪ Z3).

Recall Assumption 2, and thus we have

Eρ(πM (fz,λ))− Eρ(fρ) + λR0(fz,λ) ≤ CκM
2 log

1
2

(
6

δ

)
N− 1

2R+
1

4
CκMκ2

√
cβγ

β/2−1N− 1
2

+ C1 log
2

(
12

δ

)
max

{
γβ−2N−2, γβ−1N−1

}
+

(
3

2

√
cβ + 3cβ

)
γβ + γN1−q∥f1z,γ∥

q
1.

Thus we complete our proof.
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4.4 Bounding R0(fz,λ) by Iteration Technique

In Proposition 13, the radius R of R0(fz,λ) is assumed to be properly chosen. Then this
section determines the specific value of R, for which we need the conclusion on the bound
of ∥f1z,γ∥1. To this end, we need assumption on the covering number of the corresponding

RKHS Hσ∗ . The normalized ℓ2-metric d2 is defined as d2(x,x
′) =

(
1
k

∑k
i=1 |xi − x′i|2

)
. We

consider balls Bσ(sj , ϵ) = {s ∈ Rk : d2(s, sj) ≤ ϵ} in Rk. And the ℓ2-empirical covering
number of S w.r.t. ϵ and d2 is

N (S, ϵ, d2) =min

l ∈ N : S ⊂
l⋃

j=1

Bσ(sj , ϵ) for some {sj}lj=1 ⊂ Hσ

 ,

which means the minimal number of balls with radius ϵ to cover the set S in Hσ∗ . Let F
be a set of function on X , x = {xi}ki=1 ⊂ X k and F|x = {(f(xi))ki=1 : f ∈ F} ⊂ Rk Then
its ℓ2 empirical covering number is defined as

N2(F , ϵ) = sup
k∈N

sup
x⊂Xk

N (F|x, ϵ, d2).

We consider the linear combination of functions {Kσ∗(·,xi)|xi ∈ X} under the ℓ1 constraint,
denoted as Bσ∗,R, with some R > 0

Bσ,R =

{
N∑
i=1

αiKσ(·,xi), N ∈ N, xi ∈ X , αi ∈ R, and
N∑
i=1

|αi| ≤ R

}
. (24)

Then we use the following classical covering number assumption for Bσ∗,1.

Assumption 3 Let σ∗ defined by the minimizer of (18). For the RBF kernel K derived by
σ∗, there exists p ∈ (0, 2) and a constant cσ∗,p > 0 independent of ϵ such that

log2N2(Bσ∗,1, ϵ) ≤ cσ∗,pϵ
−p, ∀ϵ > 0.

Under this assumption, there is existing result on the upper bound of ∥f1z,γ∥1.

Lemma 14 (Shi et al. (2019), Proposition 16) Let f1z,γ be the optimal solution of (19) when
q = 1. Assume Assumption 2 and Assumption 3 hold with 0 < β ≤ 1 and 0 < γ ≤ 1. Take
γ = N−τ with 0 < τ < 2

2+p and 0 < δ < 1. Then with 1− δ confidence, it holds that

∥f1z,γ∥1 ≤ C ′
2 (log(1/δ) + log(J(τ, p)))3N (1−β)τ ,

where J(τ, p) is a constant defined by

J(τ, p) = max

2,
log (2−(2+p)τ)p

(1−pτ)(2+p)

log 2p
2+p

 ,

and C ′
2 = 64((2Cc

1
2
σ∗,p(2− p)−1M2)

2+p
2−pM2 + 4C ′

1 + 12
√
cβ + 24cβ) with

C ′
1 = 2(12(20 + 2Cc

1
2
σ∗,p(2− p)−1)(3M + κ)2(2κ2 + 1)

+ 176M2 + 40κ2(2κ2 + 1) + 3)cβ + (4κ+ 5)
√
cβ

and a universal constant C.
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Then we can bound R0(fz,λ) by a commonly-used iteration technique (e.g. Smale and Zhou
(2007); Wu et al. (2006); Shi et al. (2011)) and obtain the following proposition.

Proposition 15 Under the Assumption (1-3), let 0 < δ < 1, λ = (1−q
κ2 )

q
2−qN

− 2
2−q

τ
and

γ = N−τ with 1−q
1−q(1−β) < τ < min{ 1

2β+1 ,
2−q
4 } and 1 > q > 0. Then with at least 1 − δ

confidence we have

R0(fz,λ) ≤ C3

(
log J̃

)3q (
log

(
24

δ

)
+ log(J̃ + 1)

)2J̃

N

(
q

2−q
+q(1−β)

)
τ+1−q

, (25)

where J̃ is a positive constant defined by

J̃ = max

2,
log (2−(2+p)τ)p

(1−pτ)(2+p)

log 2p
2+p

,
4τ

2− q − 4τ

 , (26)

and C3 =
(
M2(J̃+1) + C2

)(
2κ2Cκ
1−q

)J̃
.

Proof Let λ = (1−q
κ2 )

q
2−qN

− 2
2−q

τ
and γ = N−τ with 1−q

1−q(1−β) < τ ≤ 1
2β+1 and 1 > q > 0.

And from Proposition 13 and Lemma 14 we know that with confidence 1− δ it holds

Eρ(πM (fz,λ))− Eρ(fρ) + λR0(fz,λ)

≤ CκM
2 log

1
2

(
6

δ

)
N− 1

2R+

(
C1 +

3

2

√
cβ + 3cβ +

1

4
CκMκ2

√
cβ

)
log2

(
24

δ

)
N−βτ

+ C
′q
2

(
log

(
2

δ

)
+ log(J(τ, p))

)3q

N (q(1−β)−1)τ+1−q.

(27)

Note the fact that −βτ ≤ (q(1− β)− 1)τ + 1− q and q/(2− q) < 1, then we have

R0(fz,λ) ≤ max{aNR, bN}, ∀z ∈ W(R) \ ZR, (28)

where the measure of ZR is no more than δ and

aN =
2κ2CκM

2

1− q
log1/2

(
12

δ

)
N

− 1
2
+ 2

2−q
τ
,

bN =
κ2C2

1− q
log(J(τ, p))3q log2

(
24

δ

)
N

(
q

2−q
+q(1−β)

)
τ+1−q

,

where C2 = 2C1 + 3
√
cβ + 6cβ + CκMκ2

√
cβ/2 + 2C2. This follows that

W(R) ⊆ W(max{aNR, bN}) ∪ ZR. (29)

Then we can determine R0(fz,λ) by iteratively applying (29) on a sequence of radii {R(j)},
which is defined as R(0) =M2/λ and

R(j) = max{aNR(j−1), bN} ∀j ∈ N. (30)

23



F. He, M. He, L. Shi, X. Huang, and J.A.K. Suykens

Recall the measure of Z(R(j)) is no more than δ, and from the optimality of fz,λ we know
that

λR0(fz,λ) ≤ Ez(fz,λ) + λR0(fz,λ) ≤ Ez(0) + λR0(0) ≤M2,

which indicates that W(R(0)) = ZN . Then apply the inclusion (29) for j = 1, · · · , J , we
have

ZN = W(R(0)) ⊆ W(R(1)) ∪ Z(R(0)) ⊆ · · · ⊆ W(R(J)) ∪

J−1⋃
j=0

Z(R(j))

 , (31)

where the measure of
(⋃J−1

j=0 Z(R(j))
)

is no more than Jδ and therefore the measure of

W(R(J)) at least 1− Jδ. By the definition (30) we have

R(J) = max{(aN )JR(0),(aN )J−1bN , · · · , aNbN , bN}. (32)

The first term can be bounded as

(aN )JR(0) ≤ (aN )JM2λ−1 ≤
(
2κ2Cκ

1− q
log

1
2

(
12

δ

))J

M2(J+1)N
−J

2
+

2(J+1)
2−q

τ
. (33)

And the rest terms can be reduced as

max{(aN )J−1bN , · · · , aNbN , bN} = max{(aN )J−1, 1}bN . (34)

Define

Aδ =
2κ2Cκ

1− q
log1/2

(
12

δ

)
,

Bδ =
κ2C2

1− q
log(J(τ, p))3q log2

(
24

δ

)
,

α̃ =

(
q

2− q
+ q(1− β)

)
τ + 1− q,

then we have
R(J) = max

{
AJ

δM
2(J+1), Bδ, A

J−1
δ Bδ

}
N ν̃ (35)

where

ν̃ = max

{
−J
2
+

2(J + 1)

2− q
τ, α̃, α̃+ (J − 1)

(
−1

2
+

2

2− q
τ

)}
.

We choose τ by restricting
2τ

2− q
− 1

2
≤ 0 (36)

Then we can determine J under this restriction as the minimal integer number satisfying

−J + 1

2
+

2(J + 2)

2− q
τ ≤ 0,

and that is,

max

{
1,

4τ

2− q − 4τ
− 1

}
≤ J < max

{
2,

4τ

2− q − 4τ

}
.
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Then recall (31) and we have that with confidence at least 1− 2δ,

R0(fz,λ) ≤
(
M2(J+1) + C2

)(2κ2Cκ

1− q

)J

log2J
(
24

δ

)
(log J(τ, p))3qN α̃.

Then we can derive the bound by scaling (J + 1)δ to δ and complete our proof.

4.5 Proof of Main Result

Now we are at the stage of proofing Theorem 5.

Proof From the definition of fρ, we have that ∥πM (fz,λ) − fρ∥LρX
= Eρ(πM (fz,λ)) −

Eρ(fρ). Then by Proposition 13 we know that for some R > 0 there exists a Z(R) whose
measurement is at most δ (0 < δ < 1) such that ∀z ∈ W(R) \ Z(R),

∥πM (fz,λ)− fρ∥LρX
≤ CκM

2 log1/2
(
12

δ

)
RN−1/2 +

(
3

2

√
cβ + 3cβ

)
γβ

+C1 log
2

(
12

δ

)
max

{
γβ−2N−2, γβ−1N−1

}
+ γN1−q∥f1z,γ∥

q
1.

Let R be the right hand side of (25) and then the measurement of W(R) is at least 1− δ.
Lemma 14 guarantee that with at least 1− δ confidence that

∥f1z,γ∥1 ≤ C ′
2 (log(1/δ) + log(J(τ, p)))3N (1−β)τ .

Let λ = (1−q
κ2 )

q
2−qN

− 2
2−q

τ
and γ = N−τ with 1−q

1−q(1−β) < τ < min{ 1
2β+1 ,

2−q
4 } and 1 > q > 0.

Combining the above three bound together we have that with at least 1 − 3δ confidence
that

∥πM (fz,λ)− fρ∥LρX
≤ C̃3 log

2

(
12

δ

)(
log

(
24

δ

)
+ log(J̃ + 1)

)2J̃

N−∆,

where C̃3 = 16M2(κ+ 1)(
√
384e+ 2 + 1)C3 +

1
2C2 and

∆ = min

{
1

2
− α̃,

2τ

2− q
− α̃, βτ

}
. (37)

Then under the restriction on τ, β, and q, we know that

∆ =
2

2− q
τ − α̃ = (1− q(1− β)) τ − (1− q).

Finally, we consider the assumptions and restrictions. Recall that Gaussian kernels are
considered and we suppose fρ ∈ Hs(X ) for some s > 0. Then from the Proposition 22 in
Ying and Zhou (2007) we know that Assumption 2 holds true. Recall that σ∗ belongs to
a pre-given closed interval Ω, according to previous result in Shi et al. (2011), the capacity
assumption 3 is satisfied for Gaussian kernel Kσ∗ and we can choose p = d/s. Besides, we

choose q = 1 − ξ and τ = β/4
ξ+β−ξβ with arbitrarily small β

4 > ξ > 0. One can verify this
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choice satisfies the restriction of τ and q since β ∈ (0, 1]. And then we obtain ∆ = β
4 − ϵ

and
4τ

2− q − 4τ
=

β

(1− β)ξ2 + ξ
> 2,

log (2−(2+p)τ)p
(1−pτ)(2+p)

log 2p
2+p

=
log 1−pτ

1− p+2
a

τ

log p+2
2p

+ 1 =
log 2sβ+2sξ(1−β)−2dβ

6sβ+8sξ(1−β)−dβ

log d+2s
2d

+ 1.

By scaling 3δ to δ we then derive the total bound and complete our proof.

5. Numerical Experiments

This section presents results that support our earlier theoretical analysis and highlight the
outstanding performance of the proposed kernel ridgeless model. We compare these results
to advanced regression methods using real datasets, with a specific emphasis on examining
the impact of the number of training data and the number of support data. This analysis
sheds light on the crucial effects of these factors on the algorithm’s performance.

5.1 Experiment Setting

Datasets. Synthetic data are generated from typical nonlinear regression test functions
provided by Cherkassky et al. (1996) with the following formulations:

f1(x) =
1 + sin(2x(1) + 3x(2))

3.5 + sin(x(1)− x(2))
, D = [−2, 2]2,

f2(x) = 10 sin(πx(1)x(2)) + 20(x(3)− 0.5)2 + 5x(4) + 10x(5) + 0x(6), D = [−1, 1]6,

f3(x) = exp(2πx(1)(sin(x(4))) + sin(x(2)x(3))), D = [−0.25, 0.25]4,

where D = [a, b]n = {x|x ∈ Rn, a ≤ x(i) ≤ b,∀1 ≤ i ≤ n}. Real datasets include:
Yacht (Gerritsma et al., 2013), Airfoil (Brooks et al., 2014), Parkinson (Tsanas et al.,
2009), SML (Romeu-Guallart and Zamora-Martinez, 2014), Electrical (Arzamasov, 2018),
Tomshardware (Kawala et al., 2013) from UCI dataset (Asuncion and Newman, 2007),
Tecator from StatLib (Vlachos and Meyer, 2005), Comp-active from Toronto University,
and KC House from Kaggle (Harlfoxem, 2016). MNIST dataset (Deng, 2012) and Fashion-
MNIST (Xiao et al., 2017) are used for testing classification task, where we use the given
training and test set. MNIST and Fashion-Mnist contains images of 28 × 28 pixels, from
digit 0 to digit 9. We vectorize each image to a 784 × 1 vector. Each feature dimension
of data and the label are normalized to [−1, 1]. Other detailed description of datasets are
provided in Appendix E.

Measurement. We use R-squared (R2), also known as the coefficient of determination
(refer to Gelman et al. (2019) for more details), on the test set Ztest to evaluate the regression
performance.

R2 = 1−
∑

(xi,yi)∈Ztest
(yi − f̂(xi))

2∑
(xi,yi)∈Ztest

(yi − ȳ)2
,

where f̂ is the estimated function, and ȳ is the mean of labels.
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Compared methods. We compared 9 regression methods, including 2 traditional
kernel regression methods using RBF (RBF KRR, (Vovk, 2013)) and indefinite TL1 kernels
(TL1 KRR, (Huang et al., 2018)). Additionally, there are multiple kernel learning methods
applied on support vector regression, denoted as SVR-MKL and R-SVR-MKL (using only
RBF kernel candidates). We also consider 3 recent kernel methods: Falkon (Rudi et al.,
2017; Meanti et al., 2022), EigenPro3.0 (Abedsoltan et al., 2023), Recursive feature machines
(RFMs, (Radhakrishnan et al., 2022)), with the first 2 being based on the Nyström method.
Finally, 2 neural network-based methods are included: ResNet (Chen et al., 2020), and
wide neural network (WNN). All setting and hyper-parameters of these methods are given
in Appendix F.

Except where specified, all the following experiments randomly take 80% of the total
data as training data and the rest as testing data, and are repeated 50 times. In Algorithm 1,
we perform the inverse operation on KΘ(X,X)+λIN , where λ = 1e−5, instead of directly
on KΘ(X,X), in order to mitigate potential numerical issues. All the experiments were
conducted using Python on a computer equipped with an AMD Ryzen 9 5950X 16-Core 3.40
GHz processor, 64GB RAM, and an NVIDIA GeForce RTX 4060 GPU with 8GB memory.
The code is publicly accessible at https://github.com/hefansjtu/LABRBF_kernel.

5.2 Experimental Result

The impact of support data number. Figures 5 provide a detailed illustration of the
impact of the support data number, displaying training and test accuracy curves in relation
to the ratio of support data. To thoroughly evaluate the effect of noise, synthetic data with
varying noise levels are considered in Figure 5, measured by the ratio of noise variance to
the label variance. The results of the standard RBF kernel interpolation model (denoted
as KI) are marked by the dashed lines. It is observed that KI is not robust to noise, as the
accuracy sharply decreases with higher noise levels. In contrast, the proposed LAB RBF
kernel-based ridgeless regression exhibits good robustness when an appropriate number of
support data is selected. This validates our previous analysis, indicating that controlling
support data number can enhance the model’s generalization ability.

Then, we utilize two small real datasets to closely examine the impact of the number of
support data points. Figure 6 shows that having too few support data limits the capacity
of the hypothesis space to fit the data, resulting in underfitting. Conversely, if the number
of support data is excessively large, the remaining training data becomes insufficient to
provide necessary information for learning bandwidths. This can cause the model to behave
more like a simple kernel-based interpolation, making it less robust to noise and prone to
overfitting, as evident from Figure 6. Therefore, selecting an appropriate number of support
data is crucial to strike a balance between model complexity and overfitting.

Representational ability of the estimator. Four more real datasets with varying
feature dimensions are studies in Figure 7, which illustrates the accuracy curve of kernel
ridgeless regression with LAB RBF kernels in relation to the number of training data.
As the number of training data increases, approximating all training data becomes more
challenging, evident in the decline of the training accuracy curve. Conversely, the test
accuracy improves with more information, indicating that the proposed algorithm gradually
captures the underlying function. It is important to note that with only hundreds of support
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(b) Synthetic data f2: 600 training data, 6 features
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Figure 5: Effect of the number of support data on the performance of Algorithm 1. Three
synthetic are used. Results of Algorithm 1 is presented in solid lines, and results
of traditional kernel interpolation models are shown in dash lines. Various levels
of noise are introduced into the training data.

28



Learning and Analyzing LAB RBF Kernels

0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9
Nsv/N(%)

0.96

0.97

0.98

0.99

1.00

R
2

Tecator

0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9
Nsv/N(%)

0.988

0.990

0.992

0.994

0.996

0.998

1.000

R
2

Yacht
Test Accuracy
Training Accuracy
95% Confidence interval

Figure 6: Effect of the number of support data on the performance of Algorithm 1. Two
real datasets are used. Test accuracy is presented in solid lines, and training
accuracy is shown in dash lines.

data, our approach effectively learns from tens of thousands of training data. For instance,
with just 500 support data points, our method achieves over 99.5% training accuracy and
97.5% testing accuracy on the MNIST dataset, demonstrating the strong representational
ability of the estimator.

In Figure7, results for different numbers of support data are also presented. It is observed
that using more support data leads to better accuracy on the training dataset, which again
aligns with our theoretical analysis. As the support data number increases, the capacity
of the hypothesis space increases, allowing it to capture more complex underlying patterns
in the data and resulting in higher training accuracy. However, its effect on generalization
ability is not always positive. For instance, the function with 400 support data performs
worse than that with only 200 support data in Figure 7 (b). As analyzed previously, a
large number of support data implies a complex hypothesis space, which might bring larger
sample error.

Comparison with other regression methods on more real datasets. The regres-
sion results of 10 methods on small-scale datasets are presented in Table 1. It is evident that
greater model flexibility leads to improved regression accuracy, thus highlighting the benefits
of flexible models. Notably, TL1 KRR outperforms RBF KRR in most datasets due to its
indefinite nature. R-SVR-MKL, which considers a larger number of RBF kernels, exhibits
much better performance than RBF KRR. While SVR-MKL, which considers a wider range
of kernel types, achieves even higher accuracy compared to R-SVR-MKL. Among the neural
network models, both ResNet and WNN demonstrate superior performance to the afore-
mentioned methods. Advanced kernel methods, including Falkon, EigenPro3.0, and RFMs,
also present significant improvement over traditionay kernel methods. Overall, LAB RBF
achieves the highest regression accuracy, significantly increasing the R2 compared to the
baseline. Notably, LAB RBF performs better than ResNet in certain datasets, indicating
that LAB RBF kernels offer sufficient flexibility and training bandwidths on the training
dataset is indeed effective to enhance the model generalization ability.
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(c) MNIST: 60000 training data, 784 features
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Figure 7: Effect of the number of training data on the performance of Algorithm 1. Two
regression and two classification real datasets are used. Results of models with
different support data number is shown in different color.
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Table 1 additionally reports the number of support vectors of kernel methods, which
enables a more intuitive understanding of the sizes of decision models. Specifically, it
provides the maximal support data number in Algorithm 1 for LAB RBF, and the predefined
number of centers for Falkon, and the average number of support vectors for SVR methods.
It should be noted that KRR uses all training data as support data, which results in a much
larger complexity of the decision model compared to other kernel methods. This observation
further underscores the advantage of enhancing kernel flexibility and learning kernels, as
demonstrated by the compact size of the decision model achieved with our proposed LAB
RBF kernel.

Traditional kernel-based algorithms are inefficient on large-scale datasets due to the
matrix inverse operation on the large kernel matrix. Consequently, we compare our algo-
rithm with three advanced kernel methods and two neural-network-based methods. The
results are presented in Table 2, which more prominently underscores the capability of LAB
RBF kernels in effectively reducing the required number of support data. Furthermore, it
achieves a comparable level of regression accuracy to other advanced choices designed for
such datasets. Notably, these advanced methods exhibit substantial model sizes. For in-
stance, ResNet has a substantial number of parameters, and RFMs utilize all of the training
data as support data. Although Falkon and EigenPro3.0 are based on the Nyström method,
their reliance on symmetric kernel functions forces them to use a large amount of training
data as support data to achieve high accuracy. In contrast, LAB RBF kernels maintain a
comparatively low number of support data, attributed to the high flexibility provided by
locally adaptive bandwidths and the kernel learning algorithm.

6. Related Works

Kernel ridgeless regression. The focus of this paper is on kernel ridgeless regression
(Liang and Rakhlin, 2020), a kernel-based interpolation model that helps the understand-
ing of benign overfitting phenomenon and over-parameterized models. Due to its solid
theoretical foundation and straightforward algorithm, kernel ridgeless regression has con-
tinued to be widely studied in the machine learning community. Recent advancements have
confirmed the phenomenon of benign overfitting, particularly in high-dimensional regimes
(Hastie et al., 2022; Mei and Montanari, 2022). However, it is worth noting that such results
often rely on the assumption of input dimensions tending towards infinity, a condition not
always reflective of real-world datasets and target functions. Contrarily, in scenarios with
lower dimensions (Buchholz, 2022) or fixed-dimensional setups (Beaglehole et al., 2023), in-
terpolating kernel machines do not exhibit the benign overfitting phenomenon for commonly
used kernels like Gaussian, Laplace, and Cauchy kernels.

RBF kernels with diverse bandwidths. RBF kernels that allow for different band-
widths in local regions have been investigated for a long time in the fields of kernel regression
and kernel density estimation, e.g. Abramson (1982); Brockmann et al. (1993); Zheng et al.
(2013). These pioneer works have focused on the selection of optimal bandwidths from
data and have demonstrated that locally adaptive bandwidth estimators perform better
than global bandwidth estimators in both theory and simulation studies. However, due
to limited computing power and problem settings, these works have primarily analyzed
one-dimensional algorithms and have not considered the generalization ability. In the field
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of machine learning, works like Steinwart et al. (2016); Hang and Steinwart (2021); Rad-
hakrishnan et al. (2022) propose the use of feature-adaptive bandwidths and theoretically
validate the improvement of flexible bandwidths. Successful experimental attempts have
been achieved by directly applying asymmetric kernel functions (Moreno et al., 2003; Koide
and Yamashita, 2006) or by incorporating them into existing kernel-based learning models
along with asymmetric metric learning (Wu et al., 2010; Pintea et al., 2018). However, many
of these studies lack a robust theoretical explanation, leaving the meaning of corresponding
models and hypothesis space (no longer RKHS) still unknown. In this paper, for the first
time, we demonstrate that LAB RBF kernels are actually involved with the integral space
of RKHSs.

Asymmetric kernel-based learning. Existing research in asymmetric kernel learn-
ing has primarily proposed frameworks based on SVD (Suykens, 2016) and least square
SVM (He et al., 2023). However, for regression tasks, current works Mackenzie and Tieu
(2004); Pintea et al. (2018) directly incorporate asymmetric kernels into symmetric-kernel-
based learning models, lacking interpretability. Additionally, other works primarily focus
on interpreting associated optimization models (Wu et al., 2010; Lin et al., 2022), where the
corresponding functional space is regarded as a Reproducible Kernel Banach Space. This,
however, is not currently applicable to LAB RBF kernels, as their reproducible property
remains undetermined. Despite notable progress in theory, current applications of asym-
metric kernel matrices often rely on datasets (e.g. the directed graph in He et al. (2023))
or recognized asymmetric similarity measures (e.g. the Kullback-Leibler kernels in Moreno
et al. (2003)) This yields improved performance in specific scenarios but leaving a signifi-
cant gap in addressing diverse datasets. With the help of trainable LAB RBF kernels, this
paper proposes a robust groundwork for utilizing asymmetric kernels in tackling general
regression tasks.

7. Conclusion

In this paper, we enhance the kernel ridgeless regression with trainable LAB RBF kernels
and investigated it from the approximation theory viewpoint. The LAB RBF kernel is
highly flexible due to its over-parameterized form, where the bandwidths are data-adaptive
and can vary depending on the size of the training data. While the 1-dimensional case of
the LAB RBF kernel has been previously studied in statistics, its high-dimensional case and
application in machine learning had not been explored. We presented an iterative learning
algorithm based on a ridgeless model to determine the bandwidths of the LAB RBF kernel,
with controllable support vectors and applicable gradient methods for training the band-
widths. Experimental results on real regression datasets show that our algorithm achieves
state-of-the-art accuracy. This demonstrates the benefits of increasing kernel flexibility, and
verifies the effectiveness of our proposing learning algorithm.

To investigate the source of the generalization ability in the proposed model without ex-
plicit regularization, we introduced the ℓ0-regularized model in the integral space of RKHSs.
The optimal function of this model is equivalent to the interpolation function derived by
a well-learned LAB RBF kernel. Through the analysis of this model, we gained insights
into the advantages of kernel ridgeless regression with LAB RBF kernels. Our theoretical
analysis was based on the standard error decomposition technique, where we utilized the
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latest results on ℓq-regularization models, conclusions on Rademacher chaos complexity of
Gaussian kernels, and a refined iteration technique for ℓ0-regularization. We demonstrated
that at the optimal point of our proposed ℓ0-regularized model, the integral space of RKHSs
reduces to a sum space of RKHSs, enabling us to bound the sample error in a complex space.

Our analysis revealed that the excellent representation ability of the proposed model
is due to the large hypothesis spaces introduced by LAB RBF kernels, i.e., the integral
space of RKHSs, which enables our algorithm to interpolate the training dataset with only
a few support vectors. Meanwhile, the natural sparsity of LAB RBF kernels, controlled by
the number of support vectors, guarantees their good generalization ability, as seen from
the analysis of the sample error. The number of support vectors plays a crucial role in
the trade-off between the approximation ability in the training data and the generalization
ability in the test data, which is also validated by our experimental results.

Considering the fundamental role of non-Mercer and asymmetric kernels in modern deep
learning architectures like transformers (Wright and Gonzalez, 2021; Chen et al., 2024), we
hope our analysis of kernel ridgeless regression and LAB RBF kernels will inspire further
research on asymmetric kernel learning and the integral space of RKHSs in machine learning.
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A. Proof of Theorem 1

Here we present the proof of Theorem 1.
Proof Based on Equation (6), we can express w∗ as:

w∗ = ψ(X)(ϕ⊤(X)ψ(X) + λIN )−1Y
(a)
= (λIF + ψ(X)ϕ⊤(X))−1ψ(X)Y (38)

where equation (a) is derived from (6) with A = IF , B = ψ(X), C = ϕ⊤(X), D = IN .
Similarly, for v∗, we have

v∗ = ϕ(X)(ψ⊤(X)ϕ(X) + λIN )−1Y
(b)
= (λIF + ϕ(X)ψ⊤(X))−1ϕ(X)Y, (39)

where equation (b) again applies (6) with A = IF , B = ϕ(X), C = ψ⊤(X), D = IN .
Take the derivation of the objective function with respect to w and v at point (w∗,v∗), we
observe:

∂L

∂w
|w=w∗
v=v∗

= (λIF + ϕ(X)ψ⊤(X))(λIF + ϕ(X)ψ⊤(X))−1ϕ(X)Y − ϕ(X)Y = 0,

∂L

∂v
|w=w∗
v=v∗

= (λIF + ψ(X)ϕ⊤(X))(λIF + ψ(X)ϕ⊤(X))−1ψ(X)Y − ψ(X)Y = 0.

This verifies that the point (w∗,v∗) satisfies the stationarity condition.

B. Alternative derivation of Asymmetric KRR and Function Explanation

We can also derive a similar result in Theorem 1 in a LS-SVM-like approach (Suykens and
Vandewalle, 1999), from which we can better understand the relationship between the two
regression functions. By introducing error variables ei = yi−ϕ(xi)

⊤w and ri = yi−ψ(xi)
⊤v,

the last term in (7) equals to
∑

i eiri. According to this result, we have the following
optimization:

min
w,v,e,r

λw⊤v +
N∑
i=1

eiri

s.t. ri = yi − ψ(xi)
⊤v, ∀i = 1, 2, · · · , N,

ei = yi − ϕ(xi)
⊤w, ∀i = 1, 2, · · · , N.

(40)

From the Karush-Kuhn-Tucker (KKT) conditions (Boyd and Vandenberghe, 2004), we can
obtain the following result on the KKT points.

Theorem 16 Let α = [α1, · · · , αN ]⊤ ∈ RN and β = [β1, · · · , βN ]⊤ ∈ RN be Lagrange mul-
tipliers of constraints ri = yi −ψ(xi)

⊤v and ei = yi −ϕ(xi)
⊤w,∀i = 1, · · · , N , respectively.

Then one of the KKT points of (40) is

w∗ =
1

λ
ψ(X)α∗, v∗ =

1

λ
ϕ(X)β∗,

e∗ = α∗ = λ(ϕ⊤(X)ψ(X) + λIN )−1Y,

r∗ = β∗ = λ(ψ⊤(X)ϕ(X) + λIN )−1Y.
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The proof is presented in Appendix C. This model shares a close relationship with existing
models. For instance, by modifying the regularization term from w⊤v to w⊤w + v⊤v
and flipping the sign of

∑N
i=1 eiri, we arrive at the kernel partial least squares model as

outlined in Hoegaerts et al. (2004). In the specific case where ψ = ϕ, its KKT conditions
align with those of the LS-SVM setting for ridge regression (Saunders et al., 1998; Suykens
et al., 2002). Furthermore, under the same condition of ψ = ϕ and when the regularization
parameter is set to zero, it reduces to ordinary least squares regression (Hoegaerts et al.,
2005).

With the aid of error variables e and r, a clearer perspective on the relationship between
f1 and f2 emerges. As clarified in Theorem 16, the approximation error on training data
is equal to the value of dual variables, a computation facilitated through the kernel trick.
Consequently, this reveals that f1 and f2 typically diverge when ϕ and ψ are not equal,
as they exhibit distinct approximation errors. A complementary geometric insight arises
from the term

∑N
i=1 eiri within the objective function. This signifies that, in practice, f1

and f2 tend to approach the target y from opposite directions because the signs in their
approximation errors tend to be dissimilar. For practical applications, one may opt for the
regression function with the smaller approximation error.

C. Proof of Theorem 16

Here we present the proof of Theorem 16.

Proof

The Lagrangian of (40) is

L = λw⊤v +
N∑
i=1

eiri +
∑
i

βi(yi − ei − ϕ(xi)
⊤w) +

∑
i

αi(yi − ri − ψ(xi)
⊤v), (41)

where α ∈ RN and β ∈ RN are Lagrange multipliers. The KKT conditions lead to

∂L
∂v

= λw − ψ(X)α = 0 =⇒ w =
1

λ
ψ(X)α,

∂L
∂w

= λv − ϕ(X)β = 0 =⇒ v =
1

λ
ϕ(X)β,

∂L
∂ri

= ei − αi = 0 =⇒ ei = αi,

∂L
∂ei

= ri − βi = 0 =⇒ ri = βi,

∂L
∂βi

= yi − ei − ϕ(xi)
⊤w = 0 =⇒ ei = yi − ϕ(xi)

⊤w,

∂L
∂αi

= yi − ri − ψ(xi)
⊤v = 0 =⇒ ri = yi − ψ(xi)

⊤v.
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Substitute the first four lines into the last two lines, we can eliminate primal variables
w,v, e, r:

α∗ = Y − 1

λ
ϕ(X)⊤ψ(X)α∗ =⇒ α∗ = λ(λIN + ϕ(X)⊤ψ(X))−1Y,

β∗ = Y − 1

λ
ψ(X)⊤ϕ(X)β∗ =⇒ β∗ = λ(λIN + ψ(X)⊤ϕ(X))−1Y.

Thus, we get the result in Theorem 16 and the proof is completed.

D. Proof of Proposition 3

Here we present the proof of Proposition 3.

Proof The proof is achieved by constructing a equivalent constrained version of optimiza-
tion (16).

fz = arg min
f∈HΩ
{θi}⊂Ω

Ez(f) s.t. R0(f) = Nsv, µ(σ) =

Nsv∑
i=1

δ(σ − θi). (42)

We firstly show that fZsv ,Θ belongs to this integral space. Recall that fZsv ,Θ has an an-
alytical formulation as presented in (43). Let Θ = {θi}Nsv

i=1 denotes the bandwidth set of
these support data. Then there exists a interval Ω ⊂ RM

+ satisfying that θi ∈ Ω, ∀i as Θ is
a discrete set. Without loss of generality, we assume that ∥α∥2 <∞. Then define

f̃θi(t) ≜ αi exp{−∥θi ⊙ (t− xi)∥22} = αiKθi(t,xi) (43)

and µ̃(σ) =
∑Nsv

i=1 δ(σ − θi), where δ(·) denotes the Dirac delta function. Under this
definition we have fZsv ,Θ(x) =

∫
σ f̃σ(x)dµ̃(σ) and

∫
σ∈Ω

∥f̃σ∥Hσdµ̃(σ) =

Nsv∑
i=1

∥f̃θi∥Hθi
≤ ∥α∥2 <∞,

which indicates that fZsv ,Θ ∈ HΩ.

The formulation in (43) means that for every kernel Kθi , only one coefficient are non-
zero. Then recall the definition in (15), we have R0(fZsv ,Θ) = Nsv, indicating that fZsv ,Θ

is a feasible solution of problem (42). recall the stopping condition in the dynamic strategy
(14), we have 0 < Ez(fZsv ,Θ) − Ez(fz) ≤ B. Finally, as all constrain in (42) are equalities,
we can always find a suitable λ > 0 such that optimization (16) shares the same optimizer
as that of (42). That is, fz = fz,λ. Then, we obtain the desired conclusion and complete
the proof.
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E. Experiment Details

The used datasets can be download from:

• Tecator: http://lib.stat.cmu.edu/datasets/tecator.

• Yacht: https://archive.ics.uci.edu/dataset/243/yacht+hydrodynamics.

• Airfoil: https://archive.ics.uci.edu/dataset/291/airfoil+self+noise.

• SML: https://archive.ics.uci.edu/dataset/274/sml2010.

• Parkinson: https://archive.ics.uci.edu/dataset/189/parkinsons+telemonitoring.

• Comp-activ: https://www.cs.toronto.edu/~delve/data/comp-activ/desc.html.

• TomsHardware: https://archive.ics.uci.edu/dataset/248/buzz+in+social+
media.

• KC House: https://www.kaggle.com/datasets/shivachandel/kc-house-data.

• Electrical: https://archive.ics.uci.edu/dataset/471/electrical+grid+stability+
simulated+data.

• MNIST:http://yann.lecun.com/exdb/mnist/

• Fashion-MNIST: https://github.com/zalandoresearch/fashion-mnist

F. Details of Compared methods and hyper-parameter setting.

Compared methods: nine regression methods are compared in this experiment, including:

• RBF KRR (Vovk, 2013): classical kernel ridge regression with conventional RBF
kernels, served as the baseline.

• TL1 KRR: classical kernel ridge regression employing an indefinite kernel named Trun-
cated ℓ1 kernel (Huang et al., 2018). The expression of TL1 kernel is K(x,x′) =
max{ρ−∥x−x′∥1, 0}, where ρ > 0 is a pre-given hyper-parameter. The TL1 kernel is
a piecewise linear indefinite kernel and is expected to be more flexible and have better
performance than the conventional RBF kernel.

• SVR-MKL: Multiple kernel learning applied on support vector regression. The kernel
dictionary includes RBF kernels, Laplace kernels, and polynomial kernels. Results
for R-SVR-MKL with only RBF kernels are also provided. The implementation of
MKL is available in the Python package MKLpy (Aiolli and Donini, 2015; Lauriola
and Aiolli, 2020).

• Falkon (Rudi et al., 2017; Meanti et al., 2022): An advanced and well-developed algo-
rithm for KRR that employs hyper-parameter tuning techniques to enhance accuracy
and utilizes Nyström approximation to reduce the number of support data points, en-
abling it to handle large-scale datasets. We used the public code of Falkon, available
at https://github.com/FalkonML/falkon.

• EigenPro3.0 (Abedsoltan et al., 2023): An advanced general kernel machine for large
datasets, utilizing Nystöm methods and projected dual preconditioned SGD. We
used the public code of EigenPro3.0, available at https://github.com/EigenPro/

EigenPro3.
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• RFMs (Radhakrishnan et al., 2022): Recursive feature machines is advanced kernel
methods which utilizes the mechanism of deep feature learning, resulting high efficient
algorithms and ability to handle large datasets. We used the public code of RFMs,
available at https://github.com/aradha/recursive_feature_machines.

• ResNet: The regression version of ResNet follows the structure in Chen et al. (2020),
and the code is available in https://github.com/DowellChan/ResNetRegression.

• WNN: The regression version of a wide neural network, which is fully-connected and
has only one hidden layer.

Implementation details. Among the compared methods, Kernel Ridge Regression
(KRR) stands as the fundamental technique that combines the Tikhonov regularized model
with the kernel trick. The coefficients of kernels for both SVR-MKL and R-SVR-MKL
are calculated following the approach in EasyMKL (Aiolli and Donini, 2015). For Falkon,
the code is available at https://github.com/FalkonML/falkon. LAB RBF, ResNet, and
WNN are optimized using gradient methods with varying hyper-parameters such as initial
points, learning rate, and batch size. The initial weights of both ResNet and WNN are set
according to the Kaiming initialization introduced in He et al. (2015). In the subsequent
experiments, the Adam optimizer is initially used, and upon stopping, the SGD optimizer
is applied. Early stopping is implemented for the training of ResNet and WNN, where
10% of the training data is sampled to form a validation set, and validation loss is assessed
every epoch. The epoch with the best validation loss is selected for testing. Detailed hyper-
parameters of all compared methods are provided in Table 3 (for small-scale datasets) and
Table 4 (for large-scale datasets).

The regression version of ResNet follows the structure in Chen et al. (2020), which
has available code in https://github.com/DowellChan/ResNetRegression. Following the
structures in Chen et al. (2020), the ResNet block has two types: Identity Block (where
the dimension of input and output are the same) and Dense Block (where the dimension of
input and output are different). The details of these two block are presented in Figure 8.
Considering the different dataset sizes, we use two structures of ResNet in our experiments,
denoted by ResNet and ResNetSmall. For the ResNet, we use two Dense Blocks (M-W-
100) and two Identity Block (100-100-100) and a linear predict layer (100-1). For the
ResNetSmall, we use two Dense Blocks (M-W-50) and a linear predict layer (50-1). Here
W is a pre-given width for the network.

G. Study on different selection strategy of initial support data

The selection of support data has the significant influence on the performance of the pro-
posed algorithm. In light of this, we have introduced a dynamic strategy aimed at mitigating
the impact of initial support data selection in the manuscript.

In this section, we delve deeper into the effects of various methods for selecting initial
support data and assess the efficacy of the introduced dynamic strategy. We will explore
three different approaches to initial data selection: two rational methods (Y-based and
X-based) and one irrational method (Extreme Y).

• Y-based (utilized in the manuscript): data is sorted based on their labels, and support
data is uniformly selected.
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Dense Layer
Batch Normalization

ReLU

Dense Layer
Batch Normalization

(Downsample)
Dense Layer

Batch Normalization

Dense Layer
Batch Normalization

ReLU

Dense Layer
Batch Normalization

ReLU ReLU

Identity Block Dense Block

Figure 8: The structures of Identity block and Dense block.

Table 3: Hyper-parameters of eight regression methods for real datasets.

Hyper-parameters Tecator Yacht Airfoil SML Parkinson Comp activ

LAB RBF
lr 0.001 0.01 0.01 0.05 0.001 0.001

Batch size 16 128 128 128 128 128
σ0 0.5 3 10 50 30 0.1

R-SVR-MKL
C 1000 1000 1 1000 10 1
ϵ 0.001 0.001 0.01 0.001 0.01 0.01

Dictionary RBF kernels: [100, 50, 10, 1, 0.1, 0.01, 0.001]

SVR-MKL

C 1000 1000 100 1000 1000 1000
ϵ 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01

Dictionary
RBF kernels: [100, 1, 0.1, 0.001]

Laplace kernels: [100, 1, 0.1, 0.001]
Polynomial kernels: [1, 2, 4, 10]

RBF KRR
σ 1 5 80 5 20 10
λ 0.01 0.001 0.001 0.01 0.001 0.001

TL1 KRR
ρ 98 6 2.5 22 14 15
λ 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.1 0.01 0.001

Falkon
λ 1e-6 1e-7 1e-6 1e-5 1e-7 1e-6

Centera 100 200 900 2000 4000 1500
σ 10 1 2 1 0.7 2.5

EigenPro3.0
σ 3 1 0.5 1 0.5 10

Centera 197 247 1203 3310 4700 6554

ResNet
lr 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001

Batch size 32 32 128 128 128 128
Structure (Width)b 2(500) 2(500) 1(1000) 1(1000) 1(500) 1(2000)

WNN
lr 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001

Batch size 32 32 128 128 128 128
Width 800 500 6000 1500 3000 9000

a The center number of Nyström approximation.
b Structure 1:M −W − 100− 100− 100− 1, Structure 2: M −W − 50− 1.
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Table 4: Hyper-parameters of four regression methods for real datasets.

Hyper-parameters TomsHardware Electrical KC House

LAB RBF
lr 0.001 0.001 0.001

Batch size 256 256 256
σ0 0.1 0.1 1

Falkon
λ 1e-6 1e-6 1e-6

Center 3000 3000 5000
σ 2 10 5

EigenPro3.0
σ 7 1 5

Center 20000 8000 17291

ResNet
lr 0.001 0.001 0.001

Batch size 128 256 256
Structure (Width)a 1(3000) 1(2000) 1(2000)

WNN
lr 0.01 0.01 0.01

Batch size 128 256 128
Width 3000 3000 5000

a Structure 1:M −W − 100− 100− 100− 1.

Table 5: Performance of Algorithm1 with different selection methods of initial support data.

Dataset Yacht Yacht Yacht Parkinson Parkinson Parkinson

Selection Approach Extreme Y Y-based X-based Extreme Y Y-based X-based

Mean of R2 0.0012 0.9957 0.9953 0.8115 0.9921 0.9928

Std of R2 0.4805 0.0025 0.0032 0.0126 0.0015 0.0016

• X-based: k-means is applied to the training data to identify cluster centers, followed
by the selection of data points closest to these centers.

• Extreme Y: data is sorted based on their labels, and those with the largest Y values
are selected.

Table 5 presents the performance of Algorithm 1 with these selection methods on Yacht
and Parkinson datasets. The results indicate that the poor selection method does have a
detrimental impact on our performance, particularly evident in the case of Yacht where we
struggle to fit the data. In contrast, the other two sensible methods demonstrate good and
comparable performance.

In order to further improve, we introduce a dynamic strategy at the end of Section 3. In
this strategy, we dynamically incorporate hard samples into the support dataset. We then
integrate these approaches with the proposed dynamic strategy to evaluate its effectiveness,
of which the results are presented in Table 6. Based on these results, it is evident that the
proposed dynamic strategy has a significantly positive impact on performance. It not only
enhances accuracy but also reduces variance, resulting in more stable solutions. Even with
the bad selection selection, the final performance is improved to a satisfactory level.
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Table 6: Performance of Algorithm1 with dynamic strategy and different selection methods
of initial support data.

Dataset Yacht Yacht Yacht Parkinson Parkinson Parkinson

Selection Approach Extreme Y Y-based X-based Extreme Y Y-based X-based

Mean of R2 0.9961 0.9982 0.9981 0.9712 0.9972 0.9966

Std of R2 0.0126 0.0015 0.0016 0.0049 0.0007 0.0013
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