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Abstract

This paper presents a comprehensive study on the convergence rates of the stochastic
gradient descent (SGD) algorithm when applied to overparameterized two-layer neural
networks. Our approach combines the Neural Tangent Kernel (NTK) approximation with
convergence analysis in the Reproducing Kernel Hilbert Space (RKHS) generated by NTK,
aiming to provide a deep understanding of the convergence behavior of SGD in overpa-
rameterized two-layer neural networks. Our research framework enables us to explore
the intricate interplay between kernel methods and optimization processes, shedding light
on the optimization dynamics and convergence properties of neural networks. In this
study, we establish sharp convergence rates for the last iterate of the SGD algorithm in
overparameterized two-layer neural networks. Additionally, we have made significant ad-
vancements in relaxing the constraints on the number of neurons, which have been reduced
from exponential dependence to polynomial dependence on the sample size or number of
iterations. This improvement allows for more flexibility in the design and scaling of neural
networks, and will deepen our theoretical understanding of neural network models trained
with SGD.

Keywords and phrases: Learning theory; Overparameterized two-layer neural network;
Neural tangent kernel; Reproducing kernel Hilbert space; Stochastic gradient descent.

1 Introduction

Neural networks have emerged as powerful models capable of learning intricate patterns and
making predictions based on input data. As parameterized models, obtaining optimal param-
eters for neural networks has become a highly relevant and extensively studied topic in both
academic and industrial communities. Efficiently and accurately optimizing these parameters
is crucial for the performance of neural networks. Among the various algorithms proposed
for parameter optimization, stochastic gradient descent (SGD) stands out as one of the most
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widely used and well-studied algorithms, which has been proven particularly effective in tack-
ling large-scale data problems. However, despite its widespread adoption, theoretical aspects
of the SGD algorithm in neural networks need to be further accomplished. It still needs to
be thoroughly investigated under which conditions the algorithm converges, at what rate it
converges, and how to adjust its parameters to achieve fast convergence. These questions
have attracted significant attention and have been extensively explored recently. Studying
the convergence behavior of the SGD algorithm has a profound impact on understanding the
efficiency and effectiveness of neural network training.

Neural networks have become prevalent in various practical applications. Among the dif-
ferent types of neural networks, over-parameterized neural networks play a pivotal role in
advancing deep learning. Over-parameterization refers to neural networks with more param-
eters than the amount of training data available. In fields like computer vision and natural
language processing, over-parameterized neural networks such as ResNet and Transformer
have already become the cutting-edge models. Understanding the convergence mechanism
of the SGD algorithm applied to over-parameterized neural networks is crucial for effectively
adjusting the parameters of neural networks.

In this paper, we focus on analyzing the convergence properties of over-parameterized
two-layer neural networks trained with SGD, and studying its generalization performance
under the framework of learning with Neural Tangent Kernel (NTK). The NTK has emerged
as a powerful theoretical framework for comprehending the behavior of deep neural networks
(DNNs). It was initially introduced by Jacot et al. in their influential work [18], where
they established connections between neural networks with infinite-width and kernel methods.
This groundbreaking research demonstrated that the forward pass of a randomly initialized
neural network can be approximated by a kernel function. The work laid the foundation for
subsequent studies on the NTK, driving further advancements in this field. By leveraging
the NTK framework, researchers have gained valuable insights into the training dynamics
and generalization properties of DNNs. The NTK serves as a bridge between neural network
theory and practice, providing a deeper understanding of how neural networks learn and
generalize. By investigating the properties of over-parameterized two-layer neural networks
trained with SGD under the NTK regime, we aim to contribute to the understanding of their
generalization capabilities. This analysis will shed light on the behavior of neural networks
during training and their ability to generalize to unseen data. Ultimately, the insights gained
from this paper can guide the parameter adjustment and application of neural networks,
fostering advancements in deep learning.

The consistency property of the SGD algorithm in neural networks has been extensively
studied. For instance, the work of [14] established the consistency of SGD to the global mini-
mum when the square loss function is employed in a two-layer neural network with Gaussian
inputs. Similarly, the consistency analysis for the hinge loss function was conducted in [6],
while the cross-entropy loss function was studied in [21]. Moreover, specific network structures
have also been considered. For instance, [22] demonstrated that applying the SGD algorithm
to a two-layer ResNet with Gaussian inputs will converge to the global minimum. The gen-
eralization behavior of two-layer neural networks, incorporating the concept of algorithmic
stability, was explored in [19]. The research investigated both gradient descent and stochastic
gradient descent as training algorithms for the neural network and derived excess risk bounds
that hold even under relaxed over-parameterization assumptions. In addition to studying
the case of two-layer neural networks, extensive efforts have been made to understand the
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consistency of the SGD algorithm in deep neural networks. The work of [1] established the
convergence to the global minimum using the square loss function. Their research specifically
addressed the consistency of SGD in deep convolutional neural networks and deep residual
networks. For binary classification problems, global convergence of SGD was proven in [39].
Additionally, [2] demonstrated that when the square loss function is employed, SGD applied
to a multi-layer recurrent neural network (RNN) converges to the global minimum at a linear
convergence rate.

Compared with consistency, the convergence rate is an ingredient of more importance to
characterize the dynamic behavior of SGD quantitively, which provides valuable insights into
how fast the algorithm can converge to the optimal solution. In the work of Arora et al. [3], the
convergence rate of the batch gradient descent algorithm was explored in over-parameterized
two-layer neural networks with the square loss function and ReLU activation. Their research
demonstrated a convergence rate of O(T− 1

2 ), where T represents the number of training
samples. By utilizing the positive definiteness of the NTK, which implies the generated Gram
matrix is strictly positive definite, they approximated the objective function of the neural
network as a linear function within a small neighborhood. This approximation played a crucial
role in analyzing the convergence rates of SGD in neural networks. However, subsequent
studies have shown that as the number of training samples T increases, the eigenvalues of the
NTK’s Gram matrix tend to zero [32]. This observation challenges the positive definiteness
assumption of the NTK utilized in previous works. Consequently, deriving convergence rates
without relying on the positive definiteness assumption has become a challenging problem.
Nitanda and Suzuki [26] proved that for overparameterized two-layer neural networks with
smooth activation functions and the square loss function, the convergence rates of averaged

SGD can reach O
(

T
− 2rβ

2rβ+1

)

. Here, 1
2 < r ≤ 1 represents the regularity parameter of the

target function (see Assumption 3), and β > 1 represents the capacity parameter of the
hypothesis space (see Assumption 4). It is worth noting that achieving these fast convergence
rates requires an exponential number of neurons in the network. While these results indicate
the potential for fast convergences with SGD in certain cases, the practical limitation of
exponentially many neurons suggests that achieving such fast rates may not be feasible or
efficient in real-world scenarios with large-scale neural networks. Recent work by Nguyen and
Mücke [25] addressed the regression problem by employing the batch gradient descent method
to train the neural network. They demonstrated that the number of neurons required in the
network can be reduced to a polynomial function of the number of iterations, providing a more
practical approach to achieving convergence. In the context of classification problems, Cao and
Gu [7] presented similar results regarding the convergence rate of SGD in overparameterized

deep neural networks. They showed that the convergence rate of SGD can reach O(T− 1
2 ) (up

to logarithmic terms).

Contributions. In this paper, we focus on analyzing the convergence rates of the last
iterate of the SGD algorithm for an overparameterized two-layer neural network. We con-
duct a solid theoretical analysis under a framework that utilizes the NTK to approximate the
objective function of the neural network within a small neighborhood. This approximation
allows us to study the convergence properties of SGD and understand how the algorithm
progresses towards the optimal solution. Furthermore, we establish a rigorous convergence
analysis of SGD with NTK from a kernel-based learning perspective, successfully incorpo-
rating some a priori conditions from the convergence analysis of SGD in reproducing kernel
Hilbert space (RKHS), such as characterizing the capacity of the space and the regularity
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conditions on the smoothness of the objective function. The convergence analysis of SGD
in RKHS has previously produced promising results [35, 13, 37, 17]. However, extending
the existing kernel-based SGD framework in an RKHS to our current setting is not trivial.
Firstly, the positive definite assumption of the NTK may not hold when the training data is
sufficiently large, limiting the applicability of the method in [3] for large-scale datasets. Sec-
ondly, although the work of Nitanda and Suzuki [26] does not rely on the positive definiteness
assumption of the NTK, they consider the Averaged SGD (ASGD) algorithm, which averages
the outputs in each iteration and is different from our setting. Averaging helps to reduce vari-
ance and accelerate the convergence of SGD. However, their analysis requires that the width
(i.e., the number of neurons) depends exponentially on the number of iterations or the sample
size T , which differs significantly from practical applications, thus failing to demonstrate the
algorithmic performance in real-world scenarios. Additionally, the standard last-step SGD
algorithm, while widely used and effective in many practical applications, does not incorpo-
rate the variance reduction mechanism characteristic of the ASGD algorithm. Analyzing the
convergence behavior of the non-averaged scheme in SGD is generally more challenging, as
fluctuations in the gradients can significantly affect convergence properties. Consequently, un-
derstanding the convergence rates and behavior of the non-averaged SGD algorithm requires
more intricate analysis techniques and estimations. To the best of our knowledge, our paper
is the first to demonstrate the generalization performance of the last-step SGD applied to
training neural networks. We develop an innovative and insightful analysis, achieving sharp

convergence rates of O(T− 2r
2r+1 ) or O(T− 2r

2r+1
+ǫ) in two distinct scenarios, where 0 < ǫ < 2r

2r+1
can be arbitrarily small. Moreover, we have made significant advancements in relaxing the
constraints on the number of neurons or the width of the neural network. In previous works
[26, 32], the number of neurons exhibited an exponential dependency. In our analysis, it now
demonstrates a polynomial dependency on the sample size or the number of iterations.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. We introduce the two-layer neural
network, SGD algorithm and NTK in Section 2. Main results and some related discussions
are given in Section 3. The proofs of our main results are given in Section 4 and some useful
lemmas and proofs are presented in Section 5.

2 Preliminary

In this paper, we focus on the regression problem, which involves learning a functional rela-
tionship from random samples in order to make predictions about future observations. Specif-
ically, let X ⊂ R

d be a compact metric space and Y ⊆ R, ρ be a Borel probability distribution
on Z = X × Y. Given a pair (x, y) ∈ Z, where x represents the input and y represents the
corresponding output, we aim to learn a function g : X → Y that provides predictions for
the output variable y given an input x. The prediction error incurred is characterized by the
least-squares loss (g(x) − y)2. The goal of the least square regression problem is to find an
optimal prediction function g by minimizing the expected risk

E(g) =
∫

X×Y
(g(x) − y)2dρ

over all measurable functions. This target function is known as the regression function and
is defined as

gρ(x) =

∫

Y
ydρ(y|x), x ∈ X ,
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where ρ(·|x) is the conditional distribution at x induced by the joint distribution ρ.

Within the framework of learning theory, the distribution ρ is often unknown, and the
goal is to estimate gρ based on independently drawn samples from ρ. Regression has been
extensively studied in the fields of machine learning and statistical inference, e.g., see [12, 31]
and references therein. The performance of the estimator g of the regression function gρ is
usually measured by the excess risk which is defined as

E(g) − E(gρ) = ‖g − gρ‖2ρ ,

where ‖ · ‖ρ denotes the norm in the space L2ρX induced by the inner product 〈u, v〉ρ =
∫

X u(x)v(x)dρX (x) for u, v ∈ L2ρX , here L2ρX denotes the Hilbert space of functions from
X to Y square-integrable with respect to the marginal distribution ρX of ρ. The excess risk
quantifies the difference between the expected risk of the estimator g and the optimal expected
risk achieved by the regression function gρ. In this paper, the estimator g of gρ is derived from
a two-layer overparametrized neural network, which will be formally defined in the subsequent
subsection.

2.1 Two-layer Neural Networks

Let M ∈ N+ be the network width (number of neurons). Let a = (a1, · · · , aM )⊤ ∈ R
M be the

parameters of the output layer, B =
(

b⊤1 , · · · , b⊤M
)⊤ ∈ R

dM be the parameters of the input
layer, and c = (c1, · · · , cM )⊤ ∈ R

M be the bias parameters, for r ∈ N and 1 ≤ r ≤M , ar ∈ R,
br ∈ R

d and cr ∈ R. We denote by Θ = (a,B, c) ∈ R
M(d+2), and consider two-layer neural

networks

gΘ(x) =
1√
M

M
∑

r=1

arσ
(

b⊤r x+ γcr

)

, (1)

where σ : R→ R is an activation function and γ > 0 is a scale of the bias terms.

Obviously, a neural network is a parametric model, and solving the model involves finding
the optimal values for its parameters Θ. Iterative methods, such as the SGD algorithm that
will be discussed in this paper, are commonly employed for this purpose. To use an iterative
method, we start with an initial set of parameters and then update them iteratively according
to a specific strategy until convergence is achieved. The initialization strategy employed in this
paper is referred to as symmetric initialization [32]. The purpose of symmetric initialization
is to ensure that the initial function gΘ(0) is set to zero. This choice is made for theoretical

simplicity rather than any specific practical reason. Specifically, let a(0) =
(

a
(0)
1 , · · · , a(0)M

)⊤
,

B(0) =
(

b
(0)⊤

1 , · · · , b(0)
⊤

M

)⊤
, c(0) =

(

c
(0)
1 , · · · , c(0)M

)⊤
. Assume that the number of neurons M

is even. The parameters for the output layer are initialized as

a(0)r = R, r ∈
{

1, · · · , M
2

}

,

a(0)r = −R, r ∈
{

M

2
+ 1, · · · ,M

}

,

where R > 0. Let µ0 be a uniform distribution on the sphere Sd−1 =
{

b ∈ R
d : ‖b‖2 = 1

}

⊂ R
d

used to initialize the parameters for the input layer. The parameters for the input layer are
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initialized as

b(0)r = b
(0)

r+M
2

i.i.d∼ µ0, r ∈
{

1, · · · , M
2

}

.

The bias parameters are initialized as

c(0)r = 0, r ∈ {1, · · · ,M}.

2.2 Stochastic Gradient Descent

We consider the following regularized expected risk minimization problem

min
Θ

{

E (gΘ) + λ

(

∥

∥

∥
a− a(0)

∥

∥

∥

2

2
+
∥

∥

∥
B −B(0)

∥

∥

∥

2

2
+
∥

∥

∥
c− c(0)

∥

∥

∥

2

2

)}

,

where regularization parameter λ > 0, ‖ · ‖2 denotes the ℓ2 norm for vectors in R
d or R

dM .
We incorporate regularization into the expected risk because regularization helps to keep the
iterations obtained by the optimization algorithm close to the initial value. This proximity
to the initial value allows us to achieve better convergence properties during the optimization
process [32].

In this paper, we optimize the parameters Θ using the SGD approach, which is outlined
in Algorithm 1. Let Θ(t) = (a(t), B(t), c(t)) denote the collection of t-th iterates of parameters.
Let Θ(1) = Θ(0), for t ≥ 1 and t ∈ N, assuming that we randomly sample data (xt, yt) ∼ ρ in
the t-th iteration, the parameter update formula for the SGD algorithm, following the steps
outlined in Algorithm 1, can be expressed as follows,

a(t+1)
r − a(0)r = (1− ηtλ)

(

a(t)r − a(0)r

)

− ηtM
−1/2 (gΘ(t) (xt)− yt) σ

(

b(t)⊤r xt + γc(t)r

)

,

b(t+1)
r − b(0)r = (1− ηtλ)

(

b(t)r − b(0)r

)

− ηtM
−1/2 (gΘ(t) (xt)− yt) a

(t)
r σ′

(

b(t)⊤r xt + γc(t)r

)

xt,

c(t+1)
r − c(0)r = (1− ηtλ)

(

c(t)r − c(0)r

)

− ηtM
−1/2 (gΘ(t) (xt)− yt) a

(t)
r γσ′

(

b(t)⊤r xt + γc(t)r

)

,

where ηt > 0 is the step size (or learning rate) . In practice, there are typically two common
approaches for setting the step size: using a constant value or applying polynomial decay over
time. In this paper, we set the step size to decrease over time according to the ηt = ηt−θ,
where η is a positive constant and 1

2 < θ < 1.

Algorithm 1 Stochastic Gradient Descent

Input: Number of iterations T , width of network M , regularization parameter λ, step sizes
{ηt}Tt=1, initial parameters: Θ(1) = Θ(0) = (a(0), B(0), c(0)) and bias parameter γ

Output: Estimation for Θ(T+1) = (a(T+1), B(T+1), c(T+1))
1: for t = 1 to T do

2: Randomly draw a sample zt = (xt, yt) ∼ ρ

3: Θ(t+1) ← Θ(t) − ηt (gΘ(t)(xt)− yt)∇ΘgΘ(xt)
∣

∣

∣

Θ=Θ(t)
− ηtλ

(

Θ(t) −Θ(0)
)

4: end for
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2.3 Neural Tangent Kernel

The neural tangent kernel (NTK) is a kernel function that has gained significant attention in
recent years due to its crucial role in the global convergence analysis of SGD training neural
networks [18, 1, 3]. By capturing the relationship between the network’s parameters and
the loss landscape, the NTK provides insights into the dynamic behaviors of neural networks
during training, which bridges the neural network models with kernel methods. Consequently,
leveraging the power of RKHS and kernel methods can provide effective tools to aid in the
analysis of various problems.

In our settings, NTK is defined as, ∀x, x′ ∈ X ,

k∞
(

x, x′
)

= Eb(0)

[

σ
(

b(0)⊤x
)

σ
(

b(0)⊤x′
)]

+R2
(

x⊤x′ + γ2
)

Eb(0)

[

σ′
(

b(0)⊤x
)

σ′
(

b(0)⊤x′
)]

,

(2)
where b(0) ∼ µ0. In practical scenarios, the width of the neural network is finite. Therefore,
it is common to approximate k∞ (x, x′) using its empirical counterpart kM (x, x′) defined as

kM
(

x, x′
)

=
1

M

M
∑

r=1

σ
(

b(0)⊤r x
)

σ
(

b(0)⊤r x′
)

+

(

x⊤x′ + γ2
)

M

M
∑

r=1

σ′
(

b(0)⊤r x
)

σ′
(

b(0)⊤r x′
)

. (3)

It can be easily proved that both k∞ and kM are continuous, symmetric and positive definite
kernel functions, thus they are Mercer kernel functions [11]. As a result, the RKHSs generated
by these kernels can be defined as follows

H∞ = span {k∞,x(·) = k∞(x, ·), x ∈ X} ,
HM = span {kM,x(·) = kM (x, ·), x ∈ X} .

For H∞, the inner product between functions k∞,x and k∞,x′ is denoted as 〈k∞,x, k∞,x′〉H∞

and is equal to k∞(x, x′). Similarly, the inner product between functions kM,x and kM,x′ inHM

is represented as 〈kM,x, kM,x′〉HM
= kM (x, x′). Obviously, k∞ is a Mercer kernel (continuous

and positive semi-definite), which uniquely induces an RKHS, and the reproducing property

f(x) = 〈f, k∞,x〉H∞
, (4)

holds for any x ∈ X and f ∈ H∞. Analogously, kM is also a Mercer kernel of RKHS HM

with g(x) = 〈g, kM,x〉HM
for any x ∈ X and g ∈ HM .

3 Main Results and Discussion

Without loss of generalization, we assume that there is no bias term cr in this paper, since we
can set (x, γ)→ x̄, and (b⊤r , cr)→ b̄⊤r , then the neural network function (1) can be rewritten
as

gΘ(x) =
1√
M

M
∑

r=1

arσ
(

b⊤r x+ γcr

)

=
1√
M

M
∑

r=1

arσ
(

b̄⊤r x̄
)

.

Therefore, we can assume there is no bias term cr in the neural network function (1). And
for t ≥ 1, we define Θ(t) as a vector

Θ(t) = (a
(t)
1 , · · · , a(t)M , b

(t)⊤

1 , · · · , b(t)
⊤

M )⊤ ∈ R
(d+1)M . (5)
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In this section, we will present the main theoretical results and outline the fundamental
assumptions for our analysis. The activation function σ(·) is assumed to satisfy the following
properties:

Assumption 1. There exists a constant Cσ > 0, such that ‖σ′‖∞ ≤ Cσ, ‖σ′′‖∞ ≤ Cσ, and
|σ(u)| ≤ 1 + |u|,∀u ∈ R.

This assumption relies on the smoothness of the activation function used in the neural
network. Commonly used activation functions such as Sigmoid, tanh, and the smooth ap-
proximation of ReLU all satisfy this requirement.

Assumption 2. Assume that ρX is non-degenerate and supported on X =
{

x ∈ R
d : ‖x‖2 ≤ 1

}

,
Y ⊂ [−1, 1], R = 1, and γ ∈ [0, 1].

This assumption corresponds to the conventional boundedness assumption commonly used
in convergence analysis. Without loss of generality, we assume all bounds to be 1, but these
bounds can be relaxed to any bounded positive constants. Under Assumption 1 and 2, for
any x, x′ ∈ X , we have

|kM (x, x′)| ≤ 4 + 2C2
σ =: κ2. (6)

Let H∞ be the RKHS generated by the NTK k∞, L∞ be the integral operator in L2ρX and
{µi}∞i=1 be eigenvalues of L∞ sorted in non-ascending order. Where the integral operator
L∞ : L2ρX → L2ρX associated with NTK k∞ and ρX is defined as

L∞f(·) =
∫

X
f(x)k∞(x, ·) dρX (x), ∀f ∈ L2ρX . (7)

Given that k∞ is a Mercer kernel and X is compact, the operator L∞ is self-adjoint, positive
and trace class on L2ρX , as well as restricting on H∞. The compactness of L∞ implies the
existence of an orthonormal eigensystem {µk, φk}k∈N in L2ρX , where the eigenvalues {µk}k∈N
(with geometric multiplicities) are non-negative and arranged in decreasing order. Then for

any r > 0, we can define the r-th power of L∞, denoted as Lr
∞, as follows Lr

∞
(

∑

k≥1 ckφk

)

=
∑

k≥1 ckµ
r
kφk. It is worth noting that Lr

∞ is a positive compact operator on L2ρX . Now let
us introduce the notion of regularity, which is often interpreted as the smoothness or source
condtion of the regression function gρ.

Assumption 3. There exists r > 1
2 , such that gρ ∈ Lr

∞
(

L2ρX
)

, that is ‖L−r
∞ gρ‖L2

ρX

<∞.

This assumption is a measure of the smoothness of the regression function gρ, which is a
standard requirement in learning theory. It implies that gρ belongs to the range space of Lr

∞
expressed as

Lr
∞
(

L2ρX
)

=







f ∈ L2ρX :
∑

k≥1

〈f, φk〉2L2
ρX

µ2r
k

<∞







,

Therefore, the larger r is, the faster the decay rate of the expansion coefficient of gρ under the
eigenfunction basis of L∞ is, that is, the more smoothness that it may have. Besides, it is not
difficult to see that ∀r1 ≥ r2, L

r1∞
(

L2ρX
)

⊆ Lr2∞
(

L2ρX
)

. Moreover, since ρX is non-degenerate,
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from Theorem 4.12 in [12], L
1/2
∞ is an isomorphism from H∞, the closure of H∞ in L2ρX , to

H∞, i.e., for each f ∈ H∞, L
1/2
∞ f ∈ H∞ and

‖f‖ρ =
∥

∥

∥
L1/2
∞ f

∥

∥

∥

H∞

. (8)

Therefore, L
1/2
∞ (L2ρX ) = H∞, and Assumption (3) implies gρ ∈ H∞.

Next, we introduce a crucial assumption regarding the capacity of the RKHS, which is
based on the integral operator L∞.

Assumption 4. There exists β > 1, and positive constants b, c > 0, such that ∀i ≥ 1,
bi−β ≤ µi ≤ ci−β .

It is worth noting that the upper bound part of this assumption always holds when β = 1.
The capacity of the hypothesis space H∞ is commonly measured using covering numbers or
effective dimension NL∞

(λ) = Tr((L∞+λI)−1L∞), where I denotes the identity operator. In
[15], it has been proven that upper bound part of Assumption 4 is equivalent to the assumption
of effective dimension NL∞

(λ) = O(λ−1/β). The decay condition of the eigenvalues often leads
to sharp estimates.

Under the above assumptions, we prove the convergence rate of the SGD algorithm applied
to an overparameterized two-layer neural network, which is the main content of the Theorem
1. The proof of the Theorem 1 will be given in Section 4. For k ∈ N+, let Ez1,··· ,zk denote
taking expectation with respect to z1, · · · , zk, which is written as EZk for short.

Theorem 1. Suppose Assumptions 1, 2, 3 (with 1
2 < r ≤ 1) and 4 (with β > 1) hold. For any

λ > 0, T ∈ N+. Run algorithm 1 with a polynomially decaying rate ηt = ηt−θ with θ ∈
(

1
2 , 1
)

and

0 < η <

(

λ+
208(1 + κ)4

(1− 2θ−1)(2θ − 1)

(

log
8

1− θ
+

1

1− θ

))−1

,

the smallest integer not less than x ∈ R then there exists M0(T, λ) =
⌈

max
{

T 6−5θ, T 2θ, T
θ

λ2

}⌉

∈
Z+ such that for any M ≥ M0(T, λ), the following inequalities holds with probability at least
1− δ over the random choice of Θ(0)

(a) if 1
2 < θ < 2β−1

3β−1 ,

EZT

[

‖gΘ(T+1) − gρ‖2ρ
]

≤ C̃
(

T−2r(1−θ) + exp
{

−H(θ)T 1− 3β−1
2β−1

θ
}

+ T−θ + λ2r
)

log
2

δ
,

(b) if 2β−1
3β−1 ≤ θ < 1,

EZT

[

‖gΘ(T+1) − gρ‖2ρ
]

≤ C̃
(

T−2r(1−θ) + exp
{

−H(θ)λT 1−θ
}

+ T−θ + λ2r
)

log
2

δ
,

where H(θ) = 2η
1−θ2

1−θ
(

1−
(

3
4

)1−θ
)

and the constant C̃ is independent of T and λand will

be given in the proof.
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Remark. Theorem 1 establishes that, subject to suitable assumptions, the SGD algorithm
applied to an overparameterized two-layer neural network can achieve global convergence
towards the regression function. Furthermore, by appropriately selecting values for λ, θ, and
M , we can attain the following precise and sharp convergence rate.

Corollary 1. Under the assumptions of Theorem 1, for any M ≥ M0(T ) = T 1+ 5
2r+1 and

0 < ǫ < 2r
2r+1 , choose θ = 2r

2r+1 and

λ =

{

T− 1
2r+1 , 1

2 < r < 1− 1
2β

T− 1
2r+1

+ ǫ
2r , 1− 1

2β ≤ r ≤ 1
,

the following inequality holds with probability at least 1− δ over the random choice of Θ(0)

EZT

[

‖gΘ(T+1) − gρ‖2ρ
]

=







O
(

T− 2r
2r+1

)

log 2
δ ,

1
2 < r < 1− 1

2β

O
(

T− 2r
2r+1

+ǫ
)

log 2
δ , 1− 1

2β ≤ r ≤ 1
.

Remark. The convergence rate of O
(

T− 2rβ
2rβ+1

)

is commonly referred to as optimal in the

minimax sense[8]. When Assumption 4 holds with β = 1, we can observe from Corollary 1

that our convergence rate of O
(

T− 2r
2r+1

+ǫ
)

with any 0 < ǫ < 2r
2r+1 , can approach the capacity-

independent optimal convergence rate of O
(

T− 2r
2r+1

)

in the minimax sense. This means that

with an arbitrarily small constant ǫ, we can achieve convergence rates that are arbitrarily
close to the optimal capacity independent convergence rate.

Instead of considering the last iterate, Nitanda and Suzuki [26] investigated the averaging
estimator of each iterate, i.e., gΘ̄(T+1) , with Θ̄(T+1) = 1

T+1

∑T+1
t=1 Θ(t), where Θ(t) is given

by Algorithm 1. It shows that the minimax optimal rate can be derived under the same
assumptions regarding the regularity of the regression function and the capacity of the RKHS,
achieving this rate necessitates an exponential number of neurons. In other words, to obtain
the convergence rate, a significantly larger number of neurons is required in [32]. We see that
the convergence rates in Corollary 1 is slightly worse than that of [32], however, we have made
significant progress in relaxing the constraints on the number of neurons, transitioning from

exponential dependence O(exp(T )) to polynomial dependence O(T 1+ 5
2r+1 ) on the sample size

or number of iterations T . This advancement allows for more scalable and efficient learning
algorithms in neural networks. The averaging scheme has the ability to reduce variance,
which results in more robust estimators and improved convergence rates, such as [24, 28, 35].
However, experimental evidence suggests that a simpler approach, such as averaging only the
last few iterates or even returning the last iterate alone, can yield excellent performance in
practice [28, 29].

Many studies have been devoted to investigating the convergence rate of the SGD algo-
rithm in the RKHS, while most of literature primarily focuses on the analysis involving a
single RKHS [9, 15, 34, 10, 16, 20]. In contrast, our results consider the interplay between
two kernels, namely kM and k∞. For instance, Tarrès and Yao [33] investigated a regularized
online learning algorithm in an RKHS HK associated with a Mercer kernel K. They con-
sidered the following iterative scheme, denoted as (9), which can be interpreted as the SGD
method applied to solve the Tikhonov regularized problem in the RKHS HK . In this scheme,

10



the initial value is set as f0 = 0, and at each iteration t, the update step is given by:

ft = ft−1 − ηt[(ft−1(xt)− yt)Kxt + λtft−1], ∀t ∈ N+, (9)

where zt = (xt, yt) represents a sample, and the stochastic gradient is given by 2[(ft−1(xt) −
yt)Kxt +λtft−1]. This stochastic gradient approximates the gradient of the objective function
∫

(f(x) − y)2dρ + λ‖f‖2K evaluated at f = ft−1 and λ = λt. Under the assumption that the
regression function fρ ∈ Lr

K

(

L2ρX
)

with 1
2 < r ≤ 1, Tarrès and Yao [33] showed that by setting

ηt = at−
2r

2r+1 and λt =
1
at

− 1
2r+1 for some constant a > 1, the algorithm achieves an error bound

of ‖fT − fρ‖2ρ = O
(

T− 2r
2r+1 (log δ/2)4

)

holds with confidence at least 1− δ. This convergence

rate is capacity-independent optimal. It is worth noting that in our Corollary 1, the capacity-

independent result with β = 1, denoted as O
(

T− 2r
2r+1

+ǫ
)

, can be arbitrarily close to the

result obtained by Tarrès and Yao. Furthermore, assume that the regularization parameter λ
remains constant throughout the iterations and does not vary with time t. Ying and Pontil
[37] also studied the SGD algorithm (9) with λt = λ under the same regularity condition on

the regression function, i.e., fρ ∈ Lr
K

(

L2ρX
)

with 1
2 < r ≤ 1. They used ηt = t−

2r
2r+1 and

λ = T− 1
2r+1

+ ǫ
2r with any 0 < ǫ < 2r

2r+1 and demonstrated convergence rates of O
(

T− 2r
2r+1

+ǫ
)

in expectation. This result aligns with our findings when β = 1 in Corollary 1. Moreover, by
employing Assumption 4 with β > 1, we can further enhance the result to achieve capacity-
independent optimality.

Besides regularized online learning algorithm considered in the literature, the unregular-
ized version (i.e., λ = 0) has also received considerable attention in studies such as [37, 17, 13].
To gain a comprehensive understanding of the convergence rates of unregularized online learn-
ing algorithms in RKHS, we suggest referring to Section 3 of the paper [17]. The estimates and
techniques developed in this paper, combined with the approximation and consistency results
of deep neural networks [36, 38, 23], can be used to study the generalization capabilities of
SGD algorithms in training deep network models. Additionally, we will consider extending
the analysis in this paper to the framework of operator learning based on kernel methods [30]
in our future work.

4 Proof of Main Results

In this section, we will prove our main results, i.e., Theorem 1 and Corollary 1.

4.1 Error Decomposition

Our goal is to estimate EZT

[

‖gΘ(T+1) − gρ‖2ρ
]

. To simplify this estimation, we will decompose

it into several individual quantities that are easier to estimate. In order to achieve this, we
will introduce some essential tools and concepts related to convergence analysis in RKHS,
which will be utilized repeatedly in subsequent proofs.

Let M ∈ N+, and kM,x = kM (x, ·). Similar to (7), we define the integral operator LM

generated by the kernel function kM as follows

LMf(·) =
∫

X
f(x)kM (x, ·)dρX (x), ∀f ∈ L2ρX .

11



It is known that L
1
2
M : L2ρX → HM is isometric isomorphism if KerLM = {0} [11], that is, for

all f, g ∈ L2ρX ,
〈

L
1/2
M f, L

1/2
M g

〉

HM

= 〈f, g〉L2
ρX

. Let gM,λ be the minimizer of the regularization

risk in HM , that is
gM,λ = arg min

g∈HM

{

E(g) + λ‖g‖2HM

}

. (10)

Since λ > 0, a solution to (10) exists and is unique, and given by [8]

gM,λ = (LM + λI)−1
E(X,Y ) [Y kM,X ] = (LM + λI)−1 LMgρ. (11)

Similarly, we introduce the function g∞,λ as

g∞,λ = arg min
g∈H∞

{

E(g) + λ‖g‖2H∞

}

, (12)

and

g∞,λ = (L∞ + λI)−1 L∞gρ. (13)

Next, let’s consider the SGD algorithm in HM , which is commonly referred to as the Reference
SGD. We will denote this algorithm as Algorithm 2, and its definition is as follows:

Algorithm 2 Reference SGD in HM

Input: Number of iterations: T , regularization parameter: λ, step sizes: {ηt}Tt=1

Output: Estimator g(T+1)

1: g(1) = 0
2: for t = 1 to T do

3: Randomly draw a sample zt = (xt, yt) ∼ ρ
4: g(t+1) = (1− ηtλ)g

(t) − ηt
(

g(t) (xt)− yt
)

kM,xt

5: end for

Now, we can derive the following error decomposition

‖gΘ(T+1) − gρ‖2ρ ≤ 4

(

∥

∥

∥
gΘ(T+1) − g(T+1)

∥

∥

∥

2

ρ
+
∥

∥

∥
g(T+1) − gM,λ

∥

∥

∥

2

ρ
+ ‖gM,λ − g∞,λ‖2ρ + ‖g∞,λ − gρ‖2ρ

)

.

(14)
The decomposition mentioned above has a highly intuitive interpretation.

•

∥

∥gΘ(T+1) − g(T+1)
∥

∥

2

ρ
: this term measures the similarity between the estimator obtained

by the SGD algorithm in the neural network and that obtained by the SGD algorithm
in HM , which is called dynamics error ;

•

∥

∥g(T+1) − gM,λ

∥

∥

2

ρ
: this term is the convergence rate of the SGD algorithm in HM , which

is called convergence error ;

• ‖gM,λ − g∞,λ‖2ρ : this term measures the similarity of the estimations of gρ in HM and
H∞, which is called random feature error ;

• ‖g∞,λ− gρ‖2ρ : this term measures the error between the estimation of gρ in H∞ and the
target function gρ, which is called approximation error.

Next, we will estimate these four errors separately and complete the proof of Theorem 1 and
Corollary 1.
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4.2 Estimation For Dynamics Error

The following proposition provides an estimation for the dynamics error, which states that for
a two-layer neural network, as long as the network width is sufficiently large, the gap between
the estimator acquired through the SGD algorithm in the neural network and that obtained
by the SGD algorithm in HM can be sufficiently small.

Proposition 4.1. Suppose Assumptions 1 and 2 hold. For any λ > 0, let the step size be
ηt = ηt−θ with 1

2 < θ < 1 and 0 < η < 1−θ
5κ2+λ

, when

M ≥M1(T ) = T 6−5θ,

the following inequality holds

∥

∥

∥
gΘ(T+1) − g(T+1)

∥

∥

∥

2

ρ
≤
∥

∥

∥
gΘ(T+1) − g(T+1)

∥

∥

∥

2

∞
≤ 25C2

σT
−θ.

We will present the proof of Proposition 4.1 at the end of this subsection. In order to
estimate the dynamics error

∥

∥gΘ(T+1) − g(T+1)
∥

∥

ρ
, we introduce the following intermediate

function hΘ(x)

hΘ(x) =
〈

∇ΘgΘ(x)
∣

∣

∣

Θ=Θ(0)
,Θ−Θ0

〉

=
1√
M

M
∑

r=1

(

(

ar − a(0)r

)

σ
(

b(0)⊤r x
)

+ a(0)r σ′
(

b(0)⊤r x
)(

br − b(0)r

)⊤
x

)

,
(15)

which will be proved to be a good approximation of gΘ, where Θ = (a1, · · · , aM , b⊤1 , · · · , b⊤M )⊤ ∈
R
(d+1)M . Then we have the following error decomposition for the dynamic error

∥

∥

∥
gΘ(T+1) − g(T+1)

∥

∥

∥

ρ
≤
∥

∥

∥
gΘ(T+1) − g(T+1)

∥

∥

∥

∞
≤ ‖gΘ(T+1) − hΘ(T+1)‖∞ +

∥

∥

∥
hΘ(T+1) − g(T+1)

∥

∥

∥

∞
,

(16)
here ‖g‖∞ = supx∈X |g(x)| . In the following, we will estimate the two terms on the right-hand
side of (16). Before proceeding, let’s establish the following bound for the network function
gΘ and its gradient.

Lemma 4.1. Suppose Assumptions 1 and 2 holds. For any Θ satisfying
∥

∥Θ−Θ(0)
∥

∥

2
≤ p for

some p > 0, and M ≥ p2, there holds

‖gΘ‖∞ ≤ 2(1 + Cσ)p, sup
x∈X

∥

∥

∥
∇ΘgΘ(x)−∇ΘgΘ(x)

∣

∣

∣

Θ=Θ(0)

∥

∥

∥

2

2
≤ 3C2

σ

M
p2.

Proof. By the definition of gΘ, and recalling that gΘ(0)(x) = 0, under Assumptions 1 and 2,
we can derive

|gΘ(x)| = |gΘ(x)− gΘ(0)(x)| =
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

1√
M

M
∑

r=1

arσ(b
⊤
r x)−

1√
M

M
∑

r=1

a(0)r σ(b(0)
⊤

r x)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

=
1√
M

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

M
∑

r=1

[

(ar − a(0)r )σ(b(0)
⊤

r x) + (ar − a(0)r )
(

σ(b⊤r x)− σ(b(0)
⊤

r x)
)
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+ a(0)r

(

σ(b⊤r x)− σ(b(0)
⊤

r x)
) ]

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ 1√
M

M
∑

r=1

[

∣

∣

∣
ar − a(0)r

∣

∣

∣

(

1 +
∥

∥

∥
b(0)r

∥

∥

∥

2
‖x‖2

)

+ Cσ|ar − a(0)r |
∥

∥

∥
br − b(0)r

∥

∥

∥

2
‖x‖2

+Cσa
(0)
r

∥

∥

∥
br − b(0)r

∥

∥

∥

2
‖x‖2

]

≤ 2

√

√

√

√

M
∑

r=1

∣

∣

∣
ar − a

(0)
r

∣

∣

∣

2
+

Cσ√
M

√

√

√

√

M
∑

r=1

|ar − a
(0)
r |2

√

√

√

√

M
∑

r=1

∥

∥

∥
br − b

(0)
r

∥

∥

∥

2

2
+ Cσ

√

√

√

√

M
∑

r=1

∥

∥

∥
br − b

(0)
r

∥

∥

∥

2

2

≤ 2
∥

∥

∥
Θ−Θ(0)

∥

∥

∥

2
+

Cσ√
M

∥

∥

∥
Θ−Θ(0)

∥

∥

∥

2

2
+ Cσ

∥

∥

∥
Θ−Θ(0)

∥

∥

∥

2

≤ 2(Cσ + 1)p,

where the first inequality holds due to the properties of the activation function σ(·) stated
in Assumption 1, and the last inequality holds as a result of the conditions M ≥ p2 and
∥

∥Θ−Θ(0)
∥

∥

2
≤ p.

And for the gradients, under Assumptions 1 and 2, we have

∥

∥

∥
∇ΘgΘ(x)−∇ΘgΘ(x)

∣

∣

∣

Θ=Θ(0)

∥

∥

∥

2

2

=
1

M

M
∑

r=1

[

∣

∣

∣
σ(b⊤r x)− σ(b(0)

⊤

r x)
∣

∣

∣

2
+
∣

∣

∣
arσ

′(b⊤r x)− a(0)r σ′(b(0)
⊤

r x)
∣

∣

∣

2
‖x‖22

]

=
1

M

M
∑

r=1

[

∣

∣

∣
σ(b⊤r x)− σ(b(0)

⊤

r x)
∣

∣

∣

2
+
∣

∣

∣
(ar − a(0)r )σ′(b⊤r x) + a(0)r

(

σ′(b⊤r x)− σ′(b(0)
⊤

r x)
)∣

∣

∣

2
‖x‖22

]

≤ 1

M

M
∑

r=1

[

C2
σ

∥

∥

∥
br − b(0)r

∥

∥

∥

2

2
+ 2C2

σ

∣

∣

∣
ar − a(0)r

∣

∣

∣

2
+ 2C2

σ

∥

∥

∥
br − b(0)r

∥

∥

∥

2

2

]

≤ 3C2
σ

M

∥

∥

∥
Θ−Θ(0)

∥

∥

∥

2

2

≤ 3C2
σ

M
p2,

where the first inequality holds due to the properties of the activation function σ(·) stated in
Assumption 1 and the fact that ‖x‖2 ≤ 1. Then the proof is complete.

Next, we will prove that hΘ is a good approximation of gΘ.

Proposition 4.2. Suppose Assumptions 1 and 2 hold, for any Θ satisfying
∥

∥Θ−Θ(0)
∥

∥

2
≤ p

for some p > 0, we have

‖gΘ − hΘ‖∞ ≤
4Cσ√
M

p2.

Proof. Recall that gΘ(0)(x) = 1√
M

M
∑

r=1
a
(0)
r σ(b

(0)⊤
r x) = 0 based on the definition of gΘ(0) . Given

the definitions of gΘ and hΘ, and assuming Assumption 1 holds for the activation function
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σ(·), for any x ∈ X and any Θ, we can deduce that

|gΘ(x)− hΘ(x)| = |gΘ(x)− gΘ(0)(x)− hΘ(x)|

=
∣

∣

∣

1√
M

M
∑

r=1

arσ(b
⊤
r x)−

1√
M

M
∑

r=1

a(0)r σ(b(0)
⊤

r x)

− 1√
M

M
∑

r=1

(

(

ar − a(0)r

)

σ
(

b(0)⊤r x
)

+ a(0)r σ′
(

b(0)⊤r x
)(

br − b(0)r

)⊤
x

)

∣

∣

∣

≤ 1√
M

M
∑

r=1

∣

∣

∣

(

ar − a(0)r

)(

σ
(

b⊤r x
)

− σ(b(0)
⊤

r x)
)

+a(0)r

(

σ
(

b⊤r x
)

− σ
(

b(0)
⊤

r x
)

− σ′
(

b(0)
⊤

r x
)(

br − b(0)r

)⊤
x

)
∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ 1√
M

M
∑

r=1

[

2Cσ

∣

∣

∣
ar − a(0)r

∣

∣

∣

∥

∥

∥
br − b(0)r

∥

∥

∥

2
+ 2Cσ

∥

∥

∥
br − b(0)r

∥

∥

∥

2

2

]

≤ 2Cσ√
M

√

√

√

√

M
∑

r=1

∣

∣

∣
ar − a

(0)
r

∣

∣

∣

2

√

√

√

√

M
∑

r=1

∥

∥

∥
br − b

(0)
r

∥

∥

∥

2

2
+

2Cσ√
M

M
∑

r=1

∥

∥

∥
br − b(0)r

∥

∥

∥

2

2

≤ 4Cσ√
M

∥

∥

∥
Θ−Θ(0)

∥

∥

∥

2

2
.

Then the desired result holds by
∥

∥Θ−Θ(0)
∥

∥

2
≤ p.

Now, we are prepared to establish a bound for
∥

∥Θ(t+1) −Θ(0)
∥

∥

2
for t ∈ NT , where NT :=

{1, · · · , T}.
Proposition 4.3. Let {Θ(t)}t≥1 be defined by Algorithm 1. Assume that Assumptions 1 and
2 hold, set ηi = ηi−θ with 1

2 < θ < 1 and 0 < η < 1−θ
4κ2+λ

, and M ≥ T 4(1−θ), then for t ∈ NT ,
we have

∥

∥

∥
Θ(t+1) −Θ(0)

∥

∥

∥

2
≤ t1−θ. (17)

Proof. We prove the lemma by induction. First, for t = 1, since Θ(1) = Θ(0) and gΘ(0)(x) = 0,
we have

∥

∥

∥
Θ(2) −Θ(0)

∥

∥

∥

2
=
∥

∥

∥
(1− η1λ)(Θ

(1) −Θ(0))− η1(gΘ(1)(x1)− y1)∇ΘgΘ(x1)
∣

∣

∣

Θ=Θ(1)

∥

∥

∥

2

=
∥

∥

∥
0− η1(0− y1)∇ΘgΘ(x1)

∣

∣

∣

Θ=Θ(1)

∥

∥

∥

2

= η1|y1|
∥

∥

∥
∇ΘgΘ(x1)

∣

∣

∣

Θ=Θ(1)

∥

∥

∥

2
.

For
∥

∥

∥
∇ΘgΘ(x1)

∣

∣

∣

Θ=Θ(1)

∥

∥

∥

2
, under Assumptions 1 and 2, we have

∥

∥

∥
∇ΘgΘ(x1)

∣

∣

∣

Θ=Θ(1)

∥

∥

∥

2

2
=

1

M

M
∑

r=1

[

(

σ(b(1)
⊤

r x1)
)2

+
(

a(1)r σ′
(

b(1)
⊤

r x1

))2
‖x1‖22

]

≤ 1

M

M
∑

r=1

[

(

1 + |b(1)⊤r x1|
)2

+ C2
σ

]

≤ 4 + C2
σ ≤ κ2.
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This, combined with the conditions 0 < η < 1−θ
4κ2+λ

< 1
κ2 and |y1| ≤ 1, implies that

∥

∥

∥
Θ(2) −Θ(0)

∥

∥

∥

2
= η1|y1|

∥

∥

∥
∇ΘgΘ(x1)

∣

∣

∣

Θ=Θ(1)

∥

∥

∥

2
≤ ηκ < κ

1− θ

4κ2 + λ
<

1

κ
≤ 1,

which means that (17) holds for t = 1.
As the induction assumption, suppose (17) holds for all t ≤ k ≤ T − 1. In order to advance
the induction, it is necessary to make an estimation for

∥

∥Θ(k+2) −Θ(0)
∥

∥

2
, i.e., for t = k + 1.

By the iteration equation of Θ(k+2), we have

Θ(k+2) −Θ(0) = (1− ηk+1λ)(Θ
(k+1) −Θ(0))− ηk+1(gΘ(k+1)(xk+1)− yk+1)∇ΘgΘ(xk+1)

∣

∣

∣

Θ=Θ(k+1)

= (1− ηk+1λ)(Θ
(k+1) −Θ(0))− ηk+1(gΘ(k+1)(xk+1)− yk+1)∇ΘgΘ(xk+1)

∣

∣

∣

Θ=Θ(0)

− ηk+1(gΘ(k+1)(xk+1)− yk+1)
(

∇ΘgΘ(xk+1)
∣

∣

∣

Θ=Θ(k+1)
−∇ΘgΘ(xk+1)

∣

∣

∣

Θ=Θ(0)

)

= (1− ηk+1λ)(Θ
(k+1) −Θ(0))− ηk+1hΘ(k+1)(xk+1)∇ΘgΘ(xk+1)

∣

∣

∣

Θ=Θ(0)

− ηk+1(gΘ(k+1)(xk+1)− hΘ(k+1)(xk+1))∇ΘgΘ(xk+1)
∣

∣

∣

Θ=Θ(0)

− ηk+1(gΘ(k+1)(xk+1)− yk+1)
(

∇ΘgΘ(xk+1)
∣

∣

∣

Θ=Θ(k+1)
−∇ΘgΘ(xk+1)

∣

∣

∣

Θ=Θ(0)

)

+ ηk+1yk+1∇ΘgΘ(xk+1)
∣

∣

∣

Θ=Θ(0)

= (I − ηk+1 (Ak+1 + λI)) (Θ(k+1) −Θ(0))− ηk+1α
(1)
k+1 − ηk+1α

(2)
k+1 + ηk+1α

(3)
k+1

= −
k+1
∑

i=1

ηi

k+1
∏

j=i+1

(I − ηj (Aj + λI)) (α
(1)
i + α

(2)
i − α

(3)
i ),

where

Ai = ∇ΘgΘ(xi)
∣

∣

∣

Θ=Θ(0)

(

∇ΘgΘ(xi)
∣

∣

∣

Θ=Θ(0)

)T
∈ R

[(d+1)M ]×[(d+1)M ],

α
(1)
i = (gΘ(i)(xi)− hΘ(i)(xi))∇ΘgΘ(xi)

∣

∣

∣

Θ=Θ(0)
,

α
(2)
i = (gΘ(i)(xi)− yi)

(

∇ΘgΘ(xi)
∣

∣

∣

Θ=Θ(i)
−∇ΘgΘ(xi)

∣

∣

∣

Θ=Θ(0)

)

,

α
(3)
i = yi∇ΘgΘ(xi)

∣

∣

∣

Θ=Θ(0)
.

Since 0 < η < 1−θ
4κ2+λ < 1

κ2+λ , we can establish the following decomposition

∥

∥

∥
Θ(k+2) −Θ(0)

∥

∥

∥

2
=

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

k+1
∑

i=1

ηi

k+1
∏

j=i+1

(I − ηj (Aj + λI)) (α
(1)
i + α

(2)
i − α

(3)
i )

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

≤

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

k+1
∑

i=1

ηi

k+1
∏

j=i+1

(I − ηj (Aj + λI))α
(1)
i

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

+

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

k+1
∑

i=1

ηi

k+1
∏

j=i+1

(I − ηj (Aj + λI))α
(2)
i

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

+

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

k+1
∑

i=1

ηi

k+1
∏

j=i+1

(I − ηj (Aj + λI))α
(3)
i

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

≤
k+1
∑

i=1

ηi

∥

∥

∥
α
(1)
i

∥

∥

∥

2
+

k+1
∑

i=1

ηi

∥

∥

∥
α
(2)
i

∥

∥

∥

2
+

k+1
∑

i=1

ηi

∥

∥

∥
α
(3)
i

∥

∥

∥

2
.

(18)
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For the first term
k+1
∑

i=1
ηi

∥

∥

∥
α
(1)
i

∥

∥

∥

2
, by supx∈X

∥

∥

∥
∇ΘgΘ(x)

∣

∣

∣

Θ=Θ(0)

∥

∥

∥

2

2
= supx∈X kM (x, x) ≤ κ2,

Proposition 4.2 and the induction assumption, we have

k+1
∑

i=1

ηi

∥

∥

∥
α
(1)
i

∥

∥

∥

2
=

k+1
∑

i=1

ηi

∥

∥

∥
(gΘ(i)(xi)− hΘ(i)(xi))∇ΘgΘ(xi)

∣

∣

∣

Θ=Θ(0)

∥

∥

∥

2

≤
k+1
∑

i=1

ηi ‖gΘ(i) − hΘ(i)‖∞
∥

∥

∥
∇ΘgΘ(xi)

∣

∣

∣

Θ=Θ(0)

∥

∥

∥

2

≤ κ

k+1
∑

i=1

ηi
4Cσ√
M

(i− 1)2(1−θ)

≤ 4Cσκη√
M

k+1
∑

i=1

i2−3θ

≤ 4Cσκη

3(1 − θ)

(k + 1)3(1−θ)

√
M

.

Employing M ≥ T 4(1−θ), κ2 ≥ 2C2
σ and 0 < η < 1−θ

4κ2+λ
< 1

4Cσκ
, there holds

k+1
∑

i=1

ηi

∥

∥

∥
α
(1)
i

∥

∥

∥

2
≤ 1

3

T 2(1−θ)

√
M

(k + 1)1−θ <
1

3
(k + 1)1−θ.

For the second term
k+1
∑

i=1
ηi

∥

∥

∥
α
(2)
i

∥

∥

∥

2
, we can use the induction assumption along with Lemma

4.1 to derive

k+1
∑

i=1

ηi

∥

∥

∥
α
(2)
i

∥

∥

∥

2
=

k+1
∑

i=1

ηi

∥

∥

∥
(gΘ(i)(xi)− yi)

(

∇ΘgΘ(xi)
∣

∣

∣

Θ=Θ(i)
−∇ΘgΘ(xi)

∣

∣

∣

Θ=Θ(0)

)∥

∥

∥

2

≤
k+1
∑

i=1

ηi(1 + ‖gΘ(i)‖∞) sup
x∈X

∥

∥

∥
∇ΘgΘ(x)

∣

∣

∣

Θ=Θ(i)
−∇ΘgΘ(x)

∣

∣

∣

Θ=Θ(0)

∥

∥

∥

2

≤
k+1
∑

i=1

ηi[1 + 2(1 + Cσ)(i− 1)1−θ] ·
√
3Cσ√
M

(i− 1)1−θ

≤
k+1
∑

i=1

ηi[1 + 2(1 + Cσ)]i
1−θ ·

√
3Cσ√
M

i1−θ

≤ η
√
3Cσ(2Cσ + 3)

3(1− θ)

(k + 1)3(1−θ)

√
M

≤ 1

3
(k + 1)1−θ,

where the last inequality holds due to M ≥ T 4(1−θ) and 0 < η < 1−θ
4κ2+λ < 1√

3Cσ(2Cσ+3)
. For

the last term
k+1
∑

i=1
ηi

∥

∥

∥
α
(3)
i

∥

∥

∥

2
, we have

k+1
∑

i=1

ηi

∥

∥

∥
α
(3)
i

∥

∥

∥

2
=

k+1
∑

i=1

ηi

∥

∥

∥
yi∇ΘgΘ(xi)

∣

∣

∣

Θ=Θ(0)

∥

∥

∥

2
≤ κ

k+1
∑

i=1

ηi ≤
ηκ

1− θ
(k + 1)1−θ ≤ 1

3
(k + 1)1−θ,
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where we use the condition that 0 < η < 1−θ
4κ2+λ

< 1
3
1−θ
κ for the last inequality.

Putting all these three estimates back into (18) yields that

∥

∥

∥
Θ(k+2) −Θ(0)

∥

∥

∥

2
≤ (k + 1)1−θ.

Hence, by mathematical induction, we have proven that (17) holds for all t ∈ NT . This
completes the proof.

Now, let’s estimate the second term
∥

∥hΘ(T+1) − g(T+1)
∥

∥

∞ of the dynamic error in (16).

Proposition 4.4. Suppose Assumptions 1 and 2 hold. For any λ > 0 and i ∈ N+, let
ηi = ηi−θ with 1

2 < θ < 1 and 0 < η < 1
κ2+λ

, when

M ≥ T 6−5θ,

the following inequality holds

∥

∥

∥
hΘ(T+1) − g(T+1)

∥

∥

∥

∞
≤ 5κ2ηCσ

1− θ
T− θ

2 .

Proof. By the definitions of hΘ(T+1) , g(T+1) and Θ(T+1), we have

hΘ(T+1) − g(T+1) =
〈

∇ΘgΘ(·)
∣

∣

∣

Θ=Θ(0)
,Θ(T+1) −Θ(0)

〉

−
(

(1− ηTλ)g
(T ) − ηT

(

g(T )(xT )− yT

)

kM,xT

)

= (1− ηTλ)hΘ(T ) − ηT (gΘ(T )(xT )− yT )
〈

∇ΘgΘ(·)
∣

∣

∣

Θ=Θ(0)
,∇ΘgΘ(xT )

∣

∣

∣

Θ=Θ(T )

〉

−
(

(1− ηTλ)g
(T ) − ηT

(

g(T )(xT )− yT

)

kM,xT

)

= (1− ηTλ)
(

hΘ(T ) − g(T )
)

− ηT (gΘ(T )(xT )− yT )
〈

∇ΘgΘ(·)
∣

∣

∣

Θ=Θ(0)
,∇ΘgΘ(xT )

∣

∣

∣

Θ=Θ(T )

〉

+ ηT (g
(T )(xT )− yT )kM,xT

= (1− ηTλ)
(

hΘ(T ) − g(T )
)

− ηT (gΘ(T )(xT )− yT )
〈

∇ΘgΘ(·)
∣

∣

∣

Θ=Θ(0)
,∇ΘgΘ(xT )

∣

∣

∣

Θ=Θ(T )

〉

+ ηT (g
(T )(xT )− hΘ(T )(xT ))kM,xT

+ ηT (hΘ(T )(xT )− yT )kM,xT

= (I − ηT (kM,xT
⊗ kM,xT

+ λI))
(

hΘ(T ) − g(T )
)

− ηT (gΘ(T )(xT )− yT )
〈

∇ΘgΘ(·)
∣

∣

∣

Θ=Θ(0)
,∇ΘgΘ(xT )

∣

∣

∣

Θ=Θ(T )
−∇ΘgΘ(xT )

∣

∣

∣

Θ=Θ(0)

〉

− ηT (gΘ(T )(xT )− yT )
〈

∇ΘgΘ(·)
∣

∣

∣

Θ=Θ(0)
,∇ΘgΘ(xT )

∣

∣

∣

Θ=Θ(0)

〉

+ ηT (hΘ(T )(xT )− yT )kM,xT

= (I − ηT (kM,xT
⊗ kM,xT

+ λI))
(

hΘ(T ) − g(T )
)

− ηT (gΘ(T )(xT )− yT )
〈

∇ΘgΘ(·)
∣

∣

∣

Θ=Θ(0)
,∇ΘgΘ(xT )

∣

∣

∣

Θ=Θ(T )
−∇ΘgΘ(xT )

∣

∣

∣

Θ=Θ(0)

〉

− ηT (gΘ(T )(xT )− hΘ(T )(xT ))kM,xT

= (I − ηT (kM,xT
⊗ kM,xT

+ λI))
(

hΘ(T ) − g(T )
)

− ηT

(

β
(1)
T + β

(1)
T

)

,
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where

β
(1)
t = (gΘ(t)(xt)− yt)

〈

∇ΘgΘ(·)
∣

∣

∣

Θ=Θ(0)
,∇ΘgΘ(xt)

∣

∣

∣

Θ=Θ(t)
−∇ΘgΘ(xt)

∣

∣

∣

Θ=Θ(0)

〉

,

β
(2)
t = (gΘ(t)(xt)− hΘ(t)(xt))

〈

∇ΘgΘ(·)
∣

∣

∣

Θ=Θ(0)
,∇ΘgΘ(xt)

∣

∣

∣

Θ=Θ(0)

〉

.

Then we can proceed with the following error decomposition

∥

∥

∥
hΘ(T+1) − g(T+1)

∥

∥

∥

∞
=

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

T
∑

t=1

ηt

T
∏

i=t+1

(I − ηi(kM,xi
⊗ kM,xi

+ λI)) (β
(1)
t + β

(2)
t )

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∞

≤
∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

T
∑

t=1

ηt

T
∏

i=t+1

(I − ηi(kM,xi
⊗ kM,xi

+ λI)) β
(1)
t

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∞

+

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

T
∑

t=1

ηt

T
∏

i=t+1

(I − ηi(kM,xi
⊗ kM,xi

+ λI)) β
(2)
t

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∞

≤
T
∑

t=1

ηt

∥

∥

∥
β
(1)
t

∥

∥

∥

∞
+

T
∑

t=1

ηt

∥

∥

∥
β
(2)
t

∥

∥

∥

∞
.

For the first term
T
∑

t=1
ηt

∥

∥

∥
β
(1)
t

∥

∥

∥

∞
, applying Lemma 4.1 to the bounds of supx∈X

∥

∥

∥
∇ΘgΘ(x)

∣

∣

∣

Θ=Θ(t)
−

∇ΘgΘ(x)
∣

∣

∣

Θ=Θ(0)

∥

∥

∥

2
and

∥

∥

∥
gΘ(t)

∥

∥

∥

∞
, we can derive the following result

T
∑

t=1

ηt

∥

∥

∥
β
(1)
t

∥

∥

∥

∞
≤

T
∑

t=1

ηt

∥

∥

∥
(gΘ(t)(xt)− yt)

〈

∇ΘgΘ(·)
∣

∣

∣

Θ=Θ(0)
,∇ΘgΘ(xt)

∣

∣

∣

Θ=Θ(t)
−∇ΘgΘ(xt)

∣

∣

∣

Θ=Θ(0)

〉
∥

∥

∥

∞

≤ κ

T
∑

t=1

ηt
(

1 + ‖gΘ(t)‖∞
)

· sup
x∈X

∥

∥

∥
∇ΘgΘ(x)

∣

∣

∣

Θ=Θ(t)
−∇ΘgΘ(x)

∣

∣

∣

Θ=Θ(0)

∥

∥

∥

2

≤
√
3ηCσκ (1 + 2(1 + Cσ))

1√
M

T
∑

t=1

t−θt2(1−θ)

≤
√
3ηCσκ (1 + 2(1 + Cσ))

3(1− θ)

T 3(1−θ)

√
M

≤ 5
√
3κ2ηCσ

3(1− θ)
T− θ

2 ,

where the last inequality holds due to M ≥ T 6−5θ and κ2 ≥ C2
σ.

For the second term
T
∑

t=1
ηt

∥

∥

∥
β
(2)
t

∥

∥

∥

∞
, we can derive an upper bound for ‖gΘ(t) − hΘ(t)‖∞ for

t ≥ 1 by utilizing Proposition 4.2. Consequently, we obtain the following bound

T
∑

t=1

ηt

∥

∥

∥
β
(2)
t

∥

∥

∥

∞
≤

T
∑

t=1

ηt

∥

∥

∥
(gΘ(t)(xt)− hΘ(t)(xt))

〈

∇ΘgΘ(·)
∣

∣

∣

Θ=Θ(0)
,∇ΘgΘ(xt)

∣

∣

∣

Θ=Θ(0)

〉∥

∥

∥

∞

≤ κ2
T
∑

t=1

ηt ‖gΘ(t) − hΘ(t)‖∞

≤ 4κ2ηCσ
1√
M

T
∑

t=1

t2−3θ
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≤ 4κ2ηCσ

3(1− θ)

T 3(1−θ)

√
M

≤ 4κ2ηCσ

3(1− θ)
T− θ

2 ,

where the last inequality holds due to M ≥ T 6−5θ. Combining the previously established two
bounds, we can conclude that

∥

∥

∥
hΘ(T+1) − g(T+1)

∥

∥

∥

∞
≤ (4 + 5

√
3)κ2ηCσ

3(1 − θ)
T− θ

2 ≤ 5κ2ηCσ

1− θ
T− θ

2 ,

which finishes the proof.

Now we are ready to prove Proposition 4.1.

Proof of Proposition 4.1. Under Assumptions 1, 2, and 0 < η < 1−θ
5κ2+λ

< 1−θ
4κ2+λ

, we can
combine Proposition 4.2 and Proposition 4.3 to derive the following result

‖gΘ(T+1) − hΘ(T+1)‖∞ ≤
4Cσ√
M

T 2(1−θ) ≤ 4CσT
− θ

2 , (19)

where the last inequality holds whenM ≥ T 4−3θ. Thus, whenM ≥ max
{

T 4(1−θ), T 4−3θ, T 6−5θ
}

= T 6−5θ, we can substitute the bounds from (19) and Proposition 4.4 back into (16). By using

the inequality 5ηκ2

1−θ < 5κ2

1−θ · 1−θ
5κ2+λ

< 1, we can derive the desired result. �

4.3 Estimation For Convergence Error

In this part, we will analyze the convergence rate of Reference SGD, denoted as Algorithm 2,
in the RKHS HM generated by the kernel kM .

Proposition 4.5. Suppose Assumptions 1, 2 and 3 hold. For T ∈ Z
+, δ ∈ (0, 1), λ > 0,

we consider a step size sequence defined as ηi = ηi−θ for i ∈ N+, where 1
2 < θ < 1 and

0 < η <
(

λ+ 208(1+κ)4

(1−2θ−1)(2θ−1)

(

log 8
1−θ + 1

1−θ

))−1
. When

M ≥M2(T, λ) = max

{

T 2(1+r)(1−θ), T 2θ,
1

λ2

}

,

the following holds with high probability at least 1− δ over the random choice of Θ(0)

(a) if 1
2 < θ < 2β−1

3β−1 ,

EZT

[

∥

∥

∥
g(T+1) − gM,λ

∥

∥

∥

2

ρ

]

≤
(

V1T
−2r(1−θ) + V2

(

exp
{

−H(θ)T 1− 3β−1
2β−1

θ
}

+ T−θ
))

log
2

δ
,

(b) if 2β−1
3β−1 ≤ θ < 1,

EZT

[

∥

∥

∥
g(T+1) − gM,λ

∥

∥

∥

2

ρ

]

≤
(

V1T
−2r(1−θ) + V2

(

exp
{

−H(θ)λT 1−θ
}

+ T−θ
))

log
2

δ
,
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where

V1 = 2

[

ηκ2‖gρ‖ρ
1− θ

+

(

r(1− θ)

eη(1− 2θ−1)

)r
∥

∥L−r
∞ gρ

∥

∥

ρ

]2

,

V2 = 2W2

(

8κ4η2θ

2θ − 1
+

2η2θ

2θ − 1
exp

{

2H(θ)κ2
√

2 log
2

δ

}

2βc2

2β − 1
+ 6κ4η

)

,

W2 = 2

[

1 + 12κ4r+2
∥

∥L−r
∞ gρ

∥

∥

2

ρ
+

8κ4η2θ

2θ − 1

(

20‖gρ‖2ρ + 3E (gρ)
)

]

,

H(θ) =
2η

1− θ
21−θ

(

1−
(

3

4

)1−θ
)

.

To prove Proposition 4.5, we begin by presenting the following error decomposition for
the convergence error.

Lemma 4.2. Let {g(t)} and gM,λ be defined by Algorithm 2 and (10) respectively, then

EZT

[

∥

∥

∥
g(T+1) − gM,λ

∥

∥

∥

2

ρ

]

=

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

T
∏

t=1

(I − ηt (LM + λI)) gM,λ

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

ρ

+

T
∑

t=1

η2tEZt





∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

T
∏

i=t+1

(I − ηi (LM + λI))Bt
∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

ρ



 ,

(20)

where Bt = (yt − g(t)(xt))kM,xt + LM (g(t) − gρ).

Proof. Firstly, from Algorithm 2 and the expression (11) of gM,λ, we get the following recursion

g(t+1) − gM,λ = (I − ηt(LM + λI))(g(t) − gM,λ) + ηtBt

= −
T
∏

t=1

(I − ηt (LM + λI)) gM,λ +
T
∑

t=1

ηt

T
∏

i=t+1

(I − ηi (LM + λI))Bt
(21)

where Bt = (yt − g(t)(xt))kM,xt + LM (g(t) − gρ), and

Ezt[Bt|z1, · · · , zt−1, zt+1, · · · , zT ]
= Ezt

[

(ytkM,xt − LMgρ) + (LM − kM,xt ⊗ kM,xt)g
(t)
∣

∣

∣
z1, · · · , zt−1, zt+1, · · · , zT

]

= 0.

Then, it follows that

EZT

[

∥

∥

∥
g(T+1) − gM,λ

∥

∥

∥

2

ρ

]

= EZT





∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

−
T
∏

t=1

(I − ηt (LM + λI)) gM,λ +
T
∑

t=1

ηt

T
∏

i=t+1

(I − ηi (LM + λI))Bt
∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

ρ





=

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

T
∏

t=1

(I − ηt (LM + λI)) gM,λ

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

ρ

+ EZT





∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

T
∑

t=1

ηt

T
∏

i=t+1

(I − ηi (LM + λI))Bt
∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

ρ




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− 2EZT

〈

T
∏

t=1

(I − ηt (LM + λI)) gM,λ,

T
∑

t=1

ηt

T
∏

i=t+1

(I − ηi (LM + λI))Bt
〉

ρ

=

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

T
∏

t=1

(I − ηt (LM + λI)) gM,λ

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

ρ

+ EZT





∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

T
∑

t=1

ηt

T
∏

i=t+1

(I − ηi (LM + λI))Bt
∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

ρ



 .

Furthermore, for the second term on the right-hand side of the above equation, we have

EZT





∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

T
∑

t=1

ηt

T
∏

i=t+1

(I − ηi (LM + λI))Bt
∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

ρ



 =

T
∑

t=1

η2tEZt





∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

T
∏

i=t+1

(I − ηi (LM + λI))Bt
∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

ρ





+
T
∑

t=1

∑

s 6=t

ηtηsEZT

〈

T
∏

i=t+1

(I − ηi (LM + λI))Bt,
T
∏

i=s+1

(I − ηi (LM + λI))Bs
〉

ρ

=

T
∑

t=1

η2tEZt





∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

T
∏

i=t+1

(I − ηi (LM + λI))Bt
∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

ρ



 .

This completes the proof.

Our next goal is to estimate the two terms in Lemma 4.2. To achieve this, we will utilize
Proposition 4.6 to estimate the first term and Proposition 4.7 to estimate the second term.

Proposition 4.6. Under the assumptions of Proposition 4.5, the following inequality holds
with probability at least 1− δ over the random choice of Θ(0)

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

T
∏

t=1

(I − ηt (LM + λI)) gM,λ

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

ρ

≤ V1T
−2r(1−θ) log

2

δ
, (22)

where the constant V1 is defined in Proposition 4.5.

Proof. From the expression (11) of gM,λ, which is given by gM,λ = (LM +λI)−1LMgρ, we can
obtain

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

T
∏

t=1

(I − ηt (LM + λI)) gM,λ

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

ρ

=

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

T
∏

t=1

(I − ηt (LM + λI)) (LM + λI)−1LMgρ

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

ρ

≤
∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

T
∏

t=1

(I − ηt (LM + λI)) gρ

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

ρ

.

If we define

h
(t+1)
M = (I − ηt(LM + λI))h

(t)
M ,

h(t+1)
∞ = (I − ηt(L∞ + λI))h(t)∞ ,

with h
(0)
M = h

(0)
∞ = gρ, then we have

∥

∥

∥
h
(T+1)
M

∥

∥

∥

2

ρ
=
∥

∥

∥

∏T
t=1 (I − ηt (LM + λI)) gρ

∥

∥

∥

2

ρ
. Next, we

need to bound
∥

∥

∥
h
(T+1)
M

∥

∥

∥

ρ
, to this end, we divide the term

∥

∥

∥
h
(T+1)
M

∥

∥

∥

ρ
into the following two

terms,
∥

∥

∥
h
(T+1)
M

∥

∥

∥

ρ
≤
∥

∥

∥
h
(T+1)
M − h(T+1)

∞

∥

∥

∥

ρ
+
∥

∥

∥
h(T+1)
∞

∥

∥

∥

ρ
. (23)
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In the following, we will estimate the above two terms respectively.

(i) Step 1 Bound
∥

∥

∥
h
(T+1)
M − h

(T+1)
∞

∥

∥

∥

ρ
. By the definition of h

(T+1)
M and h

(T+1)
∞ , we have

h
(T+1)
M − h(T+1)

∞ = (I − ηT (LM + λI))h
(T )
M − (I − ηT (L∞ + λI))h(T )

∞

= (I − ηT (L∞ + λI))(h
(T )
M − h(T )

∞ )− ηT (LM − L∞)h
(T )
M

= −
T
∑

t=1

ηt

T
∏

i=t+1

(I − ηi(L∞ + λI))(LM − L∞)h
(t)
M .

Then by applying Lemma A.1 and Lemma A.2, we can assert that

∥

∥

∥
h
(T+1)
M − h(T+1)

∞

∥

∥

∥

ρ
=

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

T
∑

t=1

ηt

T
∏

i=t+1

(I − ηi(L∞ + λI))(LM − L∞)h
(t)
M

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

ρ

≤
T
∑

t=1

ηt

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

T
∏

i=t+1

(I − ηi(L∞ + λI))

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

op

‖LM − L∞‖op
∥

∥

∥
h
(t)
M

∥

∥

∥

ρ

≤
T
∑

t=1

ηt ‖LM − L∞‖op

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

t−1
∏

i=1

(I − ηt(LM + λI))gρ

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

ρ

≤ ‖LM − L∞‖op ‖gρ‖ρ
T
∑

t=1

ηt

≤ ηκ2‖gρ‖ρ
1− θ

T 1−θ

√
M

√

2 log
2

δ
,

holds with confidence at least 1− δ. Moreover, when M ≥ T 2(1+r)(1−θ),

∥

∥

∥
h
(T+1)
M − h(T+1)

∞

∥

∥

∥

ρ
≤ ηκ2‖gρ‖ρ

1− θ
T−r(1−θ)

√

2 log
2

δ
.

(ii) Step 2 Bound
∥

∥

∥
h
(T+1)
∞

∥

∥

∥

ρ
. By utilizing the definition of h

(T+1)
∞ and the regularity con-

dition of gρ (as stated in Assumption 3), we obtain

∥

∥

∥
h(T+1)
∞

∥

∥

∥

ρ
=

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

T
∏

t=1

(I − ηt(L∞ + λI))gρ

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

ρ

≤
∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

T
∏

t=1

(I − ηt(L∞ + λI))Lr
∞

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

op

‖L−r
∞ gρ‖ρ.

Note that
∏T

t=1 (I − ηt (L∞ + λI))Lr
∞ is a compact self-adjoint operator, then

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

T
∏

t=1

(I − ηt (L∞ + λI))Lr
∞

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

op

≤ sup
u≥0

[

ur
T
∏

t=1

(1− ηt(u+ λ))

]

≤ sup
u≥0

[

ur
T
∏

t=1

(1− ηtu)

]

≤ sup
u≥0

[

ur exp

{

−u
T
∑

t=1

ηt

}]

=
(r

e

)r 1
(

T
∑

t=1
ηt

)r ≤
(

r(1− θ)

eη(1− 2θ−1)

)r

T−r(1−θ),
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where we use the fact that h(u) = ur exp

{

−u
T
∑

t=1
ηt

}

takes maxmium at u = r∑T
t=1 ηt

,

and the final inequality uses Lemma A.2.

Combining the above two estimations, we can derive that
∥

∥

∥
h
(T+1)
M

∥

∥

∥

ρ
≤
∥

∥

∥
h
(T+1)
M − h(T+1)

∞

∥

∥

∥

ρ
+
∥

∥

∥
h(T+1)
∞

∥

∥

∥

ρ

≤
[

ηκ2‖gρ‖ρ
1− θ

√

2 log
2

δ
+

(

r(1− θ)

eη(1 − 2θ−1)

)r
∥

∥L−r
∞ gρ

∥

∥

ρ

]

T−r(1−θ)

≤
[

ηκ2‖gρ‖ρ
1− θ

+

(

r(1− θ)

eη(1 − 2θ−1)

)r
∥

∥L−r
∞ gρ

∥

∥

ρ

]

T−r(1−θ)

√

2 log
2

δ
,

holds with probability at least 1 − δ when M ≥ T 2(1+r)(1−θ), the last inequality holds
due to 2 log 2

δ = log 4
δ2 > 1 for 0 < δ < 1, which finishes the proof.

Before establishing a bound for the second term on the right hand side of (20), we introduce
several lemmas that will be valuable in the proof. Lemma 4.3 and Lemma 4.5 will be proved
in the appendix and Lemma 4.4 can be found in [4].

Lemma 4.3. For any λ > 0, let ηi = ηi−θ with 1
2 < θ < 1 and

0 < η <

(

λ+
208(1 + κ)4

(1− 2θ−1)(2θ − 1)

(

log
8

1− θ
+

1

1− θ

))−1

, (24)

when M ≥ 1
λ2 and t ≥ 2, the following holds with high probability at least 1 − δ over the

random choice of Θ(0)

EZt−1

[

∥

∥

∥
g(t)
∥

∥

∥

2

∞

]

≤ 12κ4r+2
∥

∥L−r
∞ gρ

∥

∥

2

ρ

√

2 log
2

δ
+

8κ4η2θ

2θ − 1

(

20‖gρ‖2ρ + 3E (gρ)
)

.

Lemma 4.4 ([4]). Let T and S be normal Hilbert-Schmidt operators and {ti}∞i=1 and {si}∞i=1

be enumerations of their eigenvalues, then for any ε > 0, there exists a permutation π of N+

such that
[ ∞
∑

i=1

∣

∣si − tπ(i)
∣

∣

2

]
1
2

≤ ‖S − T ‖HS + ε.

Lemma 4.5. Assume that {µj}∞j=1 be the eigenvalues of L∞ sorted in non-ascending order,
then

∞
∑

j=1

µ2
j exp

{

−H(θ)(λ+ µj)T
1−θ
}

≤







2βc2

2β−1

(

exp
{

−bH(θ)T 1− 3β−1
2β−1

θ
}

+ T−θ
)

, 1
2 < θ < 2β−1

3β−1

2βc2

2β−1 exp
{

−H(θ)λT 1−θ
}

, 2β−1
3β−1 ≤ θ < 1

.

Now we are ready to provide an estimation for the second term on the right hand side of
(20).

Proposition 4.7. Under the assumptions of Proposition 4.5, the following inequalities holds
with probability at least 1− δ over the random choice of Θ(0)
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(a) if 1
2 < θ < 2β−1

3β−1 ,

T
∑

t=1

η2tEZt





∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

T
∏

i=t+1

(I − ηi (LM + λI))Bt
∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

ρ



 ≤ V2

(

exp
{

−H(θ)T 1− 3β−1
2β−1

θ
}

+ T−θ
)

log
2

δ
,

(25)

(b) if 2β−1
3β−1 ≤ θ < 1,

T
∑

t=1

η2tEZt





∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

T
∏

i=t+1

(I − ηi (LM + λI))Bt
∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

ρ



 ≤ V2

(

exp
{

−H(θ)λT 1−θ
}

+ T−θ
)

log
2

δ
,

(26)

where constants V2 and H(θ) are defined in Proposition 4.5.

Proof. Recall that Bt = (yt − g(t)(xt))kM,xt + LM (g(t) − gρ), and Ezt [Bt] = 0, we can derive

EZt





∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

T
∏

i=t+1

(I − ηi (LM + λI))Bt
∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

ρ



 = EZt





∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

L
1
2
M

T
∏

i=t+1

(I − ηi (LM + λI))Bt
∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

HM





= EZt





∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

L
1
2
M

T
∏

i=t+1

(I − ηi (LM + λI))
(

(yt − g(t)(xt))kM,xt

)

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

HM





+ EZt−1





∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

L
1
2
M

T
∏

i=t+1

(I − ηi (LM + λI))
(

LM (g(t) − gρ)
)

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

HM





+ 2EZt

〈

L
1
2
M

T
∏

i=t+1

(I − ηi (LM + λI))
(

(yt − g(t)(xt))kM,xt

)

,

L
1
2
M

T
∏

i=t+1

(I − ηi (LM + λI))
(

LM(g(t) − gρ)
)

〉

HM

= EZt





∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

L
1
2
M

T
∏

i=t+1

(I − ηi (LM + λI))
(

(yt − g(t)(xt))kM,xt

)

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

HM





− EZt−1





∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

L
1
2
M

T
∏

i=t+1

(I − ηi (LM + λI))
(

LM (g(t) − gρ)
)

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

HM





≤ EZt





∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

L
1
2
M

T
∏

i=t+1

(I − ηi (LM + λI))
(

(yt − g(t)(xt))kM,xt

)

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

HM



 .

Note that ‖f‖2HM
= Tr(f ⊗HM

f), we have

EZt

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

L
1
2
M

T
∏

i=t+1

(I − ηi (LM + λI))
(

(yt − g(t)(xt))kM,xt

)

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

HM
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= EZtTr

[

LM

T
∏

i=t+1

(I − ηi (LM + λI))2 (yt − g(t)(xt))
2(kM,xt ⊗HM

kM,xt)

]

≤ 2

(

1 + EZt−1

[

∥

∥

∥
g(t)
∥

∥

∥

2

∞

])

Tr

[

L2
M

T
∏

i=t+1

(I − ηi (LM + λI))2
]

.

Thus, according to Lemma 4.3, when M ≥ 1
λ2 , the following holds with confidence at least

1− δ

T
∑

t=1

η2tEZt

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

T
∏

i=t+1

(I − ηi (LM + λI))Bt
∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

ρ

≤W2

√

2 log
2

δ

T
∑

t=1

η2tTr

[

L2
M

T
∏

i=t+1

(I − ηi (LM + λI))2
]

.

Our remaining task is to estimate the term
T
∑

t=1
η2tTr

[

L2
M

∏T
i=t+1 (I − ηi (LM + λI))2

]

. Let

{µj,M}∞j=1 be the eigenvalues of LM and {µj}∞j=1 be the eigenvalues of L∞, both sorted in
non-ascending order, then applying Lemma 4.4 to T = L∞ and S = LM , and for ε =
‖LM − L∞‖HS , there exists a permutation π of N+ such that

sup
j≥1

∣

∣µj − µπ(j),M

∣

∣ ≤ 2 ‖LM − L∞‖HS .

Furthermore, by Lemma A.1, the following holds with confidence at least 1− δ,

sup
j≥1

∣

∣µj − µπ(j),M

∣

∣ ≤ 2 ‖LM − L∞‖HS ≤
2κ2√
M

√

2 log
2

δ
. (27)

Using this result, we can now proceed with the error decomposition as follows

T
∑

t=1

η2tTr

[

L2
M

T
∏

i=t+1

(I − ηi (LM + λI))2
]

=
∞
∑

j=1

µ2
π(j),M

T
∑

t=1

η2t

T
∏

i=t+1

(1− ηi(µπ(j),M + λ))2

=

∞
∑

j=1

(µ2
π(j),M − µ2

j)

T
∑

t=1

η2t

T
∏

i=t+1

(1− ηi(µπ(j),M + λ))2 +

∞
∑

j=1

µ2
j

T
∑

t=1

η2t

T
∏

i=t+1

(1− ηi(µπ(j),M + λ))2

≤
∞
∑

j=1

(µ2
π(j),M − µ2

j)

T
∑

t=1

η2t +

∞
∑

j=1

µ2
j

T
∑

t=1

η2t

T
∏

i=t+1

(1− ηi(µπ(j),M + λ))2.

(28)
For the first term on the right hand side of (28), we have

∞
∑

j=1

(µ2
π(j),M − µ2

j)
T
∑

t=1

η2t =
∞
∑

j=1

(µπ(j),M − µj)(µπ(j),M + µj)
T
∑

t=1

η2t

≤ 2η2θ

2θ − 1
sup
j≥1

∣

∣µj − µπ(j),M

∣

∣Tr(LM + L∞)

≤ 8κ4η2θ

2θ − 1

1√
M

√

2 log
2

δ
,

where the last inequality uses (27) and the equation Tr(LM ) =
∫

X kM (x, x)dρX (x) ≤ κ2 and
Tr(L∞) =

∫

X k∞(x, x)dρX (x) ≤ κ2. When M ≥ T 2θ, it can be further bounded by

∞
∑

j=1

(µ2
π(j),M − µ2

j)

T
∑

t=1

η2t ≤
8κ4η2θ

2θ − 1

√

2 log
2

δ
T−θ.
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For the second term on the right hand side of (28), using Lemma A.2 (c), we get

∞
∑

j=1

µ2
j

T
∑

t=1

η2t

T
∏

i=t+1

(1− ηi(µπ(j),M + λ))2

≤
∞
∑

j=1

µ2
j

[

2η2θ

2θ − 1
exp

{

−H(θ)(λ+ µπ(j),M )T 1−θ
}

+
2θη

λ+ µπ(j),M
T−θ

]

≤ 2η2θ

2θ − 1

∞
∑

j=1

µ2
j exp

{

−H(θ)(λ+ µj)T
1−θ
}

· exp
{

H(θ) sup
j≥1

∣

∣µπ(j),M − µj

∣

∣T 1−θ

}

+ 2θηT−θ
∞
∑

j=1

µ2
j

λ+ µj

(

1 +
supj≥1

∣

∣µπ(j),M − µj

∣

∣

λ

)

≤ 2η2θ

2θ − 1

∞
∑

j=1

µ2
j exp

{

−H(θ)(λ+ µj)T
1−θ
}

· exp
{

H(θ)
2κ2√
M

√

2 log
2

δ
T 1−θ

}

+ 2θηT−θ
∞
∑

j=1

µ2
j

λ+ µj

(

1 +
2κ2√
Mλ

√

2 log
2

δ

)

,

where the last inequality holds due to (27), moreover, when M ≥ max
{

T 2(1−θ), 1
λ2

}

, and by
∞
∑

j=1

µ2
j

λ+µj
≤ Tr(L∞) ≤ κ2, the above inequality can be further bounded as follows

∞
∑

j=1

µ2
j

T
∑

t=1

η2t

T
∏

i=t+1

(1− ηi(µπ(j),M + λ))2

≤ 2η2θ

2θ − 1
exp

{

2H(θ)κ2
√

2 log
2

δ

} ∞
∑

j=1

µ2
j exp

{

−H(θ)(λ+ µj)T
1−θ
}

+ 6ηκ4T−θ

√

2 log
2

δ
.

Putting the above two bounds back into (28) yields

T
∑

t=1

η2tEZt

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

T
∏

i=t+1

(I − ηi (LM + λI))Bt
∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

ρ

≤W2

(8κ4η2θ

2θ − 1
T−θ +

2η2θ

2θ − 1
exp

{

2H(θ)κ2
√

2 log
2

δ

} ∞
∑

j=1

µ2
j exp

{

−H(θ)(λ+ µj)T
1−θ
}

+ 6κ4η12T−θ
)

2 log
2

δ
.

Then the desired result can be obtained by applying Lemma 4.5 to the above inequality for

the term
∞
∑

j=1
µ2
j exp

{

−H(θ)(λ+ µj)T
1−θ
}

.

At this stage, the proof of Proposition 4.5 becomes quite evident.

Proof of Proposition 4.5. By substituting the bounds (22), (25) and (26) back into the
error decomposition of the convergence error (20), we obtain the desired result. �
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4.4 Estimation For Random Feature Error

In this subsection, our goal is to establish a bound for the random feature error ‖gM,λ−g∞,λ‖2ρ.

Proposition 4.8. Under Assumptions 1 and 2, for any λ > 0, let ηi = i−θ with 1
2 < θ < 1

and η > 0, when

M ≥M3(T, λ) :=
T θ

λ2
,

the following inequality holds with confidence at least 1− δ,

‖gM,λ − g∞,λ‖2ρ ≤ 2κ4log
2

δ
T−θ.

Proof. By the definition of gM,λ and g∞,λ, we have

gM,λ − g∞,λ =
(

(LM + λI)−1LM − (L∞ + λI)−1L∞
)

gρ

= λ
(

(L∞ + λI)−1 − (LM + λI)−1
)

gρ

= λ(L∞ + λI)−1(LM − L∞)(LM + λI)−1gρ.

Then it follows that

‖gM,λ − g∞,λ‖ρ =
∥

∥λ(L∞ + λI)−1(LM − L∞)(LM + λI)−1gρ
∥

∥

ρ

≤
∥

∥(LM + λI)−1
∥

∥

op
‖LM − L∞‖op ‖gρ‖ρ

≤ λ−1 ‖LM − L∞‖op ‖gρ‖ρ .

Thus from Lemma A.1, we get when M ≥ T θ

λ2 ,

‖gM,λ − g∞,λ‖ρ ≤ κ2
√

2 log
2

δ
T− θ

2

holds with confidence at least 1− δ. This completes the proof.

4.5 Estimation For Approximation Error

The bound for the approximation error ‖g∞,λ − gρ‖2ρ is a well-known result, as shown in
Proposition 3 of [8].

Proposition 4.9. Under Assumption 3 with 1
2 < r ≤ 1, then for any λ > 0,

‖g∞,λ − gρ‖2ρ ≤ λ2r‖L−r
∞ gρ‖2ρ. (29)

4.6 Proof of Main Results

Now we are in a position to prove our main results.
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Proof of Theorem 1. We begin by comparing the assumption on the upper bound of η in
Proposition 4.1 and Proposition 4.5. When 1

2 < θ < 1, it can be observed that

1− θ

5κ2 + λ
≤
(

λ+
208(1 + κ)4

(1− 2θ−1)(2θ − 1)

(

log
8

1− θ
+

1

1− θ

))−1

.

Thus, for i ∈ N+ we select ηi = ηi−θ with 1
2 < θ < 1 and 0 < η <

(

λ+ 208(1+κ)4

(1−2θ−1)(2θ−1)

(

log 8
1−θ+

1
1−θ

))−1
. Let M1(T ),M2(T, λ),M3(T, λ) be defined as given in Proposition 4.1, 4.5 and 4.8,

respectively. For 1
2 < θ < 1, we define

M0(T, λ) = max {M1(T ),M2(T, λ),M3(T, λ)} = max

{

T 6−5θ, T 2(1+r)(1−θ), T 2θ,
1

λ2
,
T θ

λ2

}

= max

{

T 6−5θ, T 2θ,
T θ

λ2

}

.

(30)
To establish the main result, we will analyze two cases based on the value of θ.

When 1
2 < θ < 2β−1

3β−1 and M ≥ M0(T, λ). by substituting the bounds from Proposition
4.1, Proposition 4.5, Proposition 4.8 and Proposition 4.9 into the error decomposition (14),
we conclude that

EZT

[

‖gΘ(T+1) − gρ‖2ρ
]

≤ 4EZT

[

∥

∥

∥
gΘ(T+1) − g(T+1)

∥

∥

∥

2

ρ

]

+ 4EZT

[

∥

∥

∥
g(T+1) − gM,λ

∥

∥

∥

2

ρ

]

+ 4 ‖gM,λ − g∞,λ‖2ρ + 4 ‖g∞,λ − gρ‖2ρ
≤ 100C2

σT
−θ + 4

(

V1T
−2r(1−θ) + V2

(

exp
{

−H(θ)T
1− 3β−1

2β−1
θ
}

+ T−θ
))

log
2

δ
+ 16κ4log

2

δ

+ 4λ2r‖L−r
∞ gρ‖2ρ

≤ C̃
(

T−2r(1−θ) + exp
{

−H(θ)T 1− 3β−1
2β−1

θ
}

+ T−θ + λ2r
)

log
2

δ
.

holds with confidence at least 1−δ, where constant C̃ = 200C2
σ+4 (V1 + V2)+16κ4+8‖L−r

∞ gρ‖2ρ.

Similarly, when 2β−1
3β−1 ≤ θ < 1 and M ≥ M0(T, λ), with confidence at least 1 − δ, there

holds

EZT

[

‖gΘ(T+1) − gρ‖2ρ
]

≤ 4EZT

[

∥

∥

∥
gΘ(T+1) − g(T+1)

∥

∥

∥

2

ρ

]

+ 4EZT

[

∥

∥

∥
g(T+1) − gM,λ

∥

∥

∥

2

ρ

]

+ 4 ‖gM,λ − g∞,λ‖2ρ + 4 ‖g∞,λ − gρ‖2ρ
≤ 100C2

σT
−θ + 4

(

V1T
−2r(1−θ) + V2

(

exp
{

−H(θ)λT 1−θ
}

+ T−θ
))

log
2

δ
+ 16κ4log

2

δ
T−θ

+ 4λ2r‖L−r
∞ gρ‖2ρ

≤ C̃
(

T−2r(1−θ) + exp
{

−H(θ)λT 1−θ
}

+ T−θ + λ2r
)

log
2

δ
.

Then the proof is completed. �

We will now establish the explicit convergence rates by considering the specific choice of
θ = 2r

2r+1 , where
1
2 < r ≤ 1.

29



Proof of Corollary 1. Since for all ε > 0, α > 0 and τ > 0, we have

exp{−τT ε} = O(T−α). (31)

We obtain the convergence rate by applying Theorem 1 with θ = 2r
2r+1 . We will consider two

cases based on the value of θ, as outlined in Theorem 1.

Case 1: When 1
2 < θ = 2r

2r+1 < 2β−1
3β−1 , which implies 1− 3β−1

2β−1θ > 0 and 1
2 < r < 1− 1

2β , using

the property (31) with τ = H(θ) = 2η
1−θ2

1−θ
(

1−
(

3
4

)1−θ
)

= 2η(2r+1)2
1

2r+1

(

1−
(

3
4

)
1

2r+1

)

> 0

and ε = 1− 3β−1
2β−1θ, we can conclude that

exp
{

−H(θ)T
1− 3β−1

2β−1
θ
}

= O(T− 2r
2r+1 ).

This together with the choice of λ = T− 1
2r+1 , we have

M0(T, λ) = max
{

T 6−5θ, T 2θ,
T θ

λ2

}

= max
{

T
2r+6
2r+1 , T

4r
2r+1 , T

2r+2
2r+1

}

= T
2r+6
2r+1 .

Therefore, when M ≥ T
2r+6
2r+1 , we have

EZT

[

‖gΘ(T+1) − gρ‖2ρ
]

= O(T− 2r
2r+1 ) log

2

δ
, (32)

holds with confidence at least 1− δ.

Case 2: When 2β−1
3β−1 ≤ θ < 1, which implies 1− 1

2β ≤ r ≤ 1, we choose λ = T− 1
2r+1

+ ǫ
2r with

0 < ǫ < 2r
2r+1 . Under these conditions, we have λT 1−θ = T− 1

2r+1
+ ǫ

2r T 1− 2r
2r+1 = T

ǫ
2r , therefore,

we conclude that

exp
{

−H(θ)λT 1−θ
}

= exp
{

−H(θ)T
ǫ
2r

}

= O
(

T− 2r
2r+1

)

. (33)

Moreover, in this case,

M0(T, λ) = max
{

T 6−5θ, T 2θ,
T θ

λ2

}

= max
{

T
2r+6
2r+1 , T

4r
2r+1 , T

2r+2
2r+1

− ǫ
r

}

= T
2r+6
2r+1 .

Then we assert that when M ≥ T
2r+6
2r+1 , with confidence at least 1− δ, there holds

EZT

[

‖gΘ(T+1) − gρ‖2ρ
]

= O(T− 2r
2r+1

+ǫ) log
2

δ
.

This completes the proof of Corollary 1. �
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5 Appendix

In this section, we give some useful lemmas used in the proof of our main results.

A Useful Lemmas

Lemma A.1. For arbitrary δ ∈ (0, 1) and M ∈ Z+, the following inequality holds with
confidence at least 1− δ,

(a) ‖LM − L∞‖op ≤ ‖kM − k∞‖L∞(ρX×ρX ) ≤ κ2
√

2 log 2
δ

M .

(b) |Tr (LM − L∞)| ≤ κ2
√

2 log 2
δ

M .

(c) ‖LM − L∞‖HS ≤ κ2
√

2 log 2
δ

M .

Proof. (a) Let’s establish the proof for the first inequality. From the definition of operator
norm, we get that

‖LM − L∞‖op = sup
‖f‖ρ=1

‖LMf − L∞f‖ρ

= sup
‖f‖ρ=1

∥

∥

∥

∥

∫

X
f(x)(kM,x − k∞,x)dρX (x)

∥

∥

∥

∥

ρ

= sup
‖f‖ρ=1

√

∫

X

[
∫

X
f(x) (kM (x, x′)− k∞(x, x′)) dρX (x)

]2

dρX (x′)

≤ sup
‖f‖ρ=1

√

∫

X

[(
∫

X
|f(x)|2dx

)(
∫

X
|kM (x, x′)− k∞(x, x′)|2dρX (x)

)]

dρX (x′)

≤ ‖kM − k∞‖L∞(ρX×ρX ).

Thus we get the first half of the inequality. For the second half, for any x, x′ ∈ X , define

ξr(x, x
′) = σ

(

b(0)⊤r x
)

σ
(

b(0)⊤r x′
)

+
(

x⊤x′ + γ2
)

σ′
(

b(0)⊤r x
)

σ′
(

b(0)⊤r x′
)

,

then |ξr(x, x′)| ≤ 4 + 2C2
σ = κ2 holds for any r = 1, · · · ,M . Then, by applying the

Hoeffding inequality (See e.g. Theorem 1 in [5]), we can assert that

|kM (x, x′)− k∞(x, x′)| =
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

1

M

M
∑

r=1

(

ξr(x, x
′)− Eb(0)ξ(x, x

′)
)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ κ2

√

2 log 2
δ

M
.

holds with confidence at least 1− δ, Thus ‖kM − k∞‖L∞(ρX×ρX ) ≤ κ2
√

2 log 2
δ

M .

(b) This can be proved by utilizing the equation Tr(L∞) =
∫

X k∞(x, x)dρX (x) and (a).
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(c) According to the definition and properties of the norm of Hilbert-Schmidt operators, we
can derive the following result

‖LM − L∞‖2HS = |Tr [(LM − L∞)∗(LM − L∞)]| ≤ ‖LM − L∞‖op |Tr (LM − L∞)| .

Therefore, the desired result follows directly from (a) and (b).

Lemma A.2. Let ηt = ηt−θ with η > 0 and 1
2 ≤ θ < 1, we have

(a) η(1−2θ−1)
1−θ T 1−θ ≤

T
∑

t=1
ηt ≤ η

1−θT
1−θ.

(b)
T
∑

t=1
η2t ≤ 2η2θ

2θ−1 .

(c) ∀λ > 0, define H(θ) = 2η
1−θ2

1−θ
(

1−
(

3
4

)1−θ
)

, then

T
∑

t=1

η2t

T
∏

i=t+1

(1− ηiλ)
2 ≤ 2θη2

2θ − 1
exp

{

−H(θ)λT 1−θ
}

+
η2θ

λT θ
.

Proof. The proof of (a) and (b) is standard, see e.g. Lemma 4.3 in [17]. The proof of (c) can
be found in Lemma 19 in [27].

B Proof of Lemmas in Section 4.3

We need the following lemma to establish the proof of Lemma 4.3.

Lemma B.1. For arbitrary λ > 0 and 0 < δ < 1, when M ≥ 1
λ2 , the following holds with

probability at least 1− δ over the random choice of Θ(0),

‖gM,λ‖∞ ≤
√
2κ2r+1

∥

∥L−r
∞ gρ

∥

∥

ρ

(

2 log
2

δ

)
1
4

.

Proof. By utilizing the definition of gM,λ(x) as gM,λ = LM (LM + λI)−1 gρ and the reproduc-
ing property of kM , for any x ∈ X , we can conclude that

|gM,λ(x)| =
∣

∣

∣
〈gM,λ, kM,x〉HM

∣

∣

∣
≤ ‖kM,x‖HM

‖gM,λ‖HM

≤ κ
∥

∥

∥
LM (LM + λI)−1 gρ

∥

∥

∥

HM

= κ

∥

∥

∥

∥

L
1
2
M (LM + λI)−1 gρ

∥

∥

∥

∥

ρ

.

Furthermore, under Assumption 3 with 1
2 < r ≤ 1, we have

∥

∥

∥

∥

L
1
2
M (LM + λI)−1 gρ

∥

∥

∥

∥

ρ

≤
∥

∥

∥

∥

L
1
2
M (LM + λI)−1 Lr

∞

∥

∥

∥

∥

op

∥

∥L−r
∞ gρ

∥

∥

ρ

≤
∥

∥

∥

∥

L
1
2
M (LM + λI)−

1
2

∥

∥

∥

∥

op

∥

∥

∥
(LM + λI)−

1
2 (L∞ + λI)

1
2

∥

∥

∥

op

∥

∥

∥
(L∞ + λI)−

1
2 Lr

∞

∥

∥

∥

op

∥

∥L−r
∞ gρ

∥

∥

ρ
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≤ κ2r−1
∥

∥

∥
(LM + λI)−

1
2 (L∞ + λI)

1
2

∥

∥

∥

op

∥

∥L−r
∞ gρ

∥

∥

ρ
,

where the last inequality holds due to

∥

∥

∥

∥

L
1
2
M (LM + λI)−

1
2

∥

∥

∥

∥

op

≤ 1 and
∥

∥

∥
(L∞ + λI)−

1
2Lr

∞

∥

∥

∥

op
≤

κ2r−1. Moreover,

∥

∥

∥
(LM + λI)−

1
2 (L∞ + λI)

1
2

∥

∥

∥

2

op
=
∥

∥

∥
(LM + λI)−

1
2 (L∞ + λI)(LM + λI)−

1
2

∥

∥

∥

op

=
∥

∥

∥
(LM + λI)−

1
2 (L∞ − LM + LM + λI)(LM + λI)−

1
2

∥

∥

∥

op

≤
‖LM − L∞‖op

λ
+ 1,

from Lemma A.1, when M ≥ 1
λ2 , we get

∥

∥

∥
(LM + λI)−

1
2 (L∞ + λI)

1
2

∥

∥

∥

op
≤

√

‖LM − L∞‖op
λ

+ 1 ≤

√

κ2

√

2 log
2

δ
+ 1 ≤

√

κ2 + 1

(

2 log
2

δ

)
1
4

,

holds with probability at least 1− δ. In summary, we can establish that

‖gM,λ‖∞ ≤ κ2r
∥

∥L−r
∞ gρ

∥

∥

ρ

√

κ2 + 1

(

2 log
2

δ

)
1
4

≤
√
2κ2r+1

∥

∥L−r
∞ gρ

∥

∥

ρ

(

2 log
2

δ

)
1
4

.

holds with high probability at least 1− δ over the random choice of Θ(0). This concludes the
proof.

Proof of Lemma 4.3. First, we divide EZt−1

∥

∥g(t)
∥

∥

2

∞ into the following two part,

EZt−1

∥

∥

∥
g(t)
∥

∥

∥

2

∞
≤ 2EZt−1

∥

∥

∥
g(t) − gM,λ

∥

∥

∥

2

∞
+ 2 ‖gM,λ‖2∞ .

Recall that E (f) = E(x,y)∼ρ [f(x)− y]2, and Ezi [Bi] = 0, which implies that

Ezi|Zi−1

[

‖Bi‖2HM

]

≤ Ezi|Zi−1

[

∥

∥

∥

(

yi − g(i) (xi)
)

kM,xi

∥

∥

∥

2

HM

]

≤ κ2E
(

g(i)
)

.

Then for the first term EZt−1

∥

∥g(t) − gM,λ

∥

∥

2

∞, by (21) in Lemma 4.2, we have

EZt−1

∥

∥

∥
g(t) − gM,λ

∥

∥

∥

2

∞
≤ 2

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

t−1
∏

i=1

(I − ηt (LM + λI)) gM,λ

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

∞

+ 2EZt−1

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

t−1
∑

i=1

ηi

t−1
∏

j=i+1

(I − ηj (LM + λI))Bi

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

∞

≤ 2 ‖gM,λ‖2∞ + 2κ2EZt−1

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

t−1
∑

i=1

ηi

t−1
∏

j=i+1

(I − ηj (LM + λI))Bi

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

HM

= 2 ‖gM,λ‖2∞ + 2κ2
t−1
∑

i=1

η2i EZi

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

t−1
∏

j=i+1

(I − ηj (LM + λI))Bi

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

HM
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≤ 2 ‖gM,λ‖2∞ + 2κ4
t−1
∑

i=1

η2i EZi−1 [E(g(i))].

By Proposition 2 in [37], when η satisfies the condition (24), we have

EZi−1 [E(g(i))] ≤ 20‖gρ‖2ρ + 3E (gρ) .
Combining Lemma A.2 (b), we can derive that

EZt−1

∥

∥

∥
g(t) − gM,λ

∥

∥

∥

2

∞
≤ 2 ‖gM,λ‖2∞ +

4κ4η2θ

2θ − 1

(

20‖gρ‖2ρ + 3E (gρ)
)

.

Thus, from Lemma B.1, when M ≥ 1
λ2 , we have

EZt−1

∥

∥

∥
g(t)
∥

∥

∥

2

∞
≤ 2 ‖gM,λ‖2∞ + 2EZt−1

∥

∥

∥
g(t) − gM,λ

∥

∥

∥

2

∞

≤ 6 ‖gM,λ‖2∞ +
8κ4η2θ

2θ − 1

(

20‖gρ‖2ρ + 3E (gρ)
)

≤ 12κ4r+2
∥

∥L−r
∞ gρ

∥

∥

2

ρ

√

2 log
2

δ
+

8κ4η2θ

2θ − 1

(

20‖gρ‖2ρ + 3E (gρ)
)

.

This finishes the proof. �

Proof of Lemma 4.5 To prove the result, we will consider two cases based on the value of
θ.

(1) When 1
2 < θ < 2β−1

3β−1 , from Assumption 4, ∀j ≥ 1, we have bj−β ≤ µj ≤ cj−β with β > 1,
then

∞
∑

j=1

µ2
j exp

{

−H(θ)(λ+ µj)T
1−θ
}

≤
∞
∑

j=1

µ2
j exp

{

−H(θ)µjT
1−θ
}

≤ c2
∞
∑

j=1

j−2β exp
{

−bH(θ)j−βT 1−θ
}

= c2
∑

j≤⌊T
θ

2β−1 ⌋

j−2β exp
{

−bH(θ)j−βT 1−θ
}

+ c2
∑

j≥⌊T
θ

2β−1 ⌋+1

j−2β exp
{

−bH(θ)j−βT 1−θ
}

≤ c2
∞
∑

j=1

j−2β exp
{

−bH(θ)T− βθ
2β−1T 1−θ

}

+
c2

2β − 1

(

⌊T
θ

2β−1 ⌋+ 1
)1−2β

≤ c2 exp
{

−bH(θ)T
1− 3β−1

2β−1
θ
}

∞
∑

j=1

j−2β +
c2

2β − 1
T−θ

≤ 2βc2

2β − 1

(

exp
{

−bH(θ)T 1− 3β−1
2β−1

θ
}

+ T−θ
)

.

(2) When 2β−1
3β−1 ≤ θ < 1,

∞
∑

j=1

µ2
j exp

{

−H(θ)(λ+ µj)T
1−θ
}

≤ c2
∞
∑

j=1

j−2β exp
{

−H(θ)λT 1−θ
}

≤ 2βc2

2β − 1
exp

{

−H(θ)λT 1−θ
}

.

�

34



References

[1] Z. Allen-Zhu, Y. Li, and Z. Song, A convergence theory for deep learning via
over-parameterization, in International Conference on Machine Learning, PMLR, 2019,
pp. 242–252.

[2] , On the convergence rate of training recurrent neural networks, Advances in Neural
Information Processing Systems, 32 (2019).

[3] S. Arora, S. Du, W. Hu, Z. Li, and R. Wang, Fine-grained analysis of optimiza-
tion and generalization for overparameterized two-layer neural networks, in International
Conference on Machine Learning, PMLR, 2019, pp. 322–332.

[4] R. Bhatia and L. Elsner, The hoffman-wielandt inequality in infinite dimensions, in
Proceedings of the Indian Academy of Sciences-Mathematical Sciences, vol. 104, Springer,
1994, pp. 483–494.

[5] S. Boucheron, G. Lugosi, and O. Bousquet, Concentration inequalities, in Summer
School on Machine Learning, Springer, 2003, pp. 208–240.

[6] A. Brutzkus, A. Globerson, E. Malach, and S. Shalev-Shwartz, Sgd learns
over-parameterized networks that provably generalize on linearly separable data, in Inter-
national Conference on Learning Representations, 2018.

[7] Y. Cao and Q. Gu, Generalization bounds of stochastic gradient descent for wide and
deep neural networks, Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 32 (2019).

[8] A. Caponnetto and E. De Vito, Optimal rates for the regularized least-squares al-
gorithm, Foundations of Computational Mathematics, 7 (2007), pp. 331–368.

[9] L. Carratino, A. Rudi, and L. Rosasco, Learning with sgd and random features,
Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 31 (2018).

[10] X. Chen, B. Tang, J. Fan, and X. Guo, Online gradient descent algorithms for
functional data learning, Journal of Complexity, 70 (2022), p. 101635.

[11] F. Cucker and S. Smale, On the mathematical foundations of learning, Bulletin of
the American Mathematical Society, 39 (2002), pp. 1–49.

[12] F. Cucker and D. X. Zhou, Learning theory: an approximation theory viewpoint,
vol. 24, Cambridge University Press, 2007.

[13] A. Dieuleveut and F. Bach, Nonparametric stochastic approximation with large step-
sizes, The Annals of Statistics, 44 (2016), pp. 1363–1399.

[14] R. Ge, J. D. Lee, and T. Ma, Learning one-hidden-layer neural networks with land-
scape design, in International Conference on Learning Representations, 2018.

[15] X. Guo, Z.-C. Guo, and L. Shi, Capacity dependent analysis for functional on-
line learning algorithms, Applied and Computational Harmonic Analysis, 67 (2023),
p. 101567.

[16] Z.-C. Guo, A. Christmann, and L. Shi, Optimality of robust online learning, Foun-
dations of Computational Mathematics, (2023), pp. 1–29.

35



[17] Z.-C. Guo and L. Shi, Fast and strong convergence of online learning algorithms,
Advances in Computational Mathematics, 45 (2019), pp. 2745–2770.

[18] A. Jacot, F. Gabriel, and C. Hongler, Neural tangent kernel: Convergence and
generalization in neural networks, Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems,
31 (2018).

[19] Y. Lei, R. Jin, and Y. Ying, Stability and generalization analysis of gradient methods
for shallow neural networks, Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 35
(2022).

[20] Y. Lei, L. Shi, and Z.-C. Guo, Convergence of unregularized online learning algo-
rithms, The Journal of Machine Learning Research, 18 (2017), pp. 6269–6301.

[21] Y. Li and Y. Liang, Learning overparameterized neural networks via stochastic gradi-
ent descent on structured data, Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 31
(2018).

[22] Y. Li and Y. Yuan, Convergence analysis of two-layer neural networks with relu acti-
vation, Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 30 (2017).

[23] S.-B. Lin, K. Wang, Y. Wang, and D.-X. Zhou, Universal consistency of deep
convolutional neural networks, IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, 68 (2022),
pp. 4610–4617.

[24] A. Nemirovski, A. Juditsky, G. Lan, and A. Shapiro, Robust stochastic approxi-
mation approach to stochastic programming, SIAM Journal on Optimization, 19 (2009),
pp. 1574–1609.
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