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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 [I8], 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 [I4] 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 [2I]. 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



consistency of the SGD algorithm in deep neural networks. The work of [I] 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 ReLLU activation. Their research
demonstrated a convergence rate of O(T_%), 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
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SGD can reach O (T 2fﬂ+1). Here, % < r < 1 represents the regularity parameter of the

target function (see Assumption [B]), and 8 > 1 represents the capacity parameter of the
hypothesis space (see Assumption[]). 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
Miicke [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 _%) (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



conditions on the smoothness of the objective function. The convergence analysis of SGD
in RKHS has previously produced promising results [35 13} 87, I7]. 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_%) or O(T_%%) in two distinct scenarios, where 0 < e < %
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 2l Main results and some related discussions
are given in Section Bl The proofs of our main results are given in Section [ and some useful
lemmas and proofs are presented in Section

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 C R? be a compact metric space and Y C R, p be a Borel probability distribution
on Z =X x ). Given a pair (z,y) € Z, where = represents the input and y represents the
corresponding output, we aim to learn a function g : X — ) 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 (ote) s

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

gp(z) = /y ydp(ylz), @ € X,
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where p(-|x) is the conditional distribution at x induced by the joint distribution p.

Within the framework of learning theory, the distribution p is often unknown, and the
goal is to estimate g, based on independently drawn samples from p. 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 g, is
usually measured by the excess risk which is defined as

E(9) = E(9p) = llg — 9,17

where || - ||, denotes the norm in the space E%X induced by the inner product (u,v), =
Sy u(@)v(z)dpx () for u,v € ﬁ%x, here .C%X denotes the Hilbert space of functions from

X to ) square-integrable with respect to the marginal distribution py of p. The excess risk
quantifies the difference between the expected risk of the estimator g and the optimal expected
risk achieved by the regression function g,. In this paper, the estimator g of g, 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 = (aq,--- ,ap)' € RM be the
parameters of the output layer, B = (blT, e ,bL)T € R be the parameters of the input
layer, and ¢ = (¢q, - - ,cM)T € RM be the bias parameters, for r € Nand 1 <r < M, a, € R,
b, € R? and ¢, € R. We denote by © = (a,B,c) € RM (@+2) " and consider two-layer neural
networks

M
go(r) = — Z:ara (b:az + ’ycr> , (1)

where 0 : R — R is an activation function and v > 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 ©. 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 gg) is set to zero. This choice is made for theoretical

i

simplicity rather than any specific practical reason. Specifically, let a0 = (ago), . ,ag\g)) ,
T T

BO) = (bgO)T,--- ,bg\?[)T) , 0 = <c§0), e ,CS&)) . Assume that the number of neurons M

is even. The parameters for the output layer are initialized as
M
aﬁo) =R, rec {1,'-- ,—},
2
M
a7(n0) =—R, re¢ {74_17... ,M},

where R > 0. Let 19 be a uniform distribution on the sphere S%~* = {b € R : |||, = 1} C R¢
used to initialize the parameters for the input layer. The parameters for the input layer are



initialized as

2

ii.d M
b = 4®,, iy, re{l,...ﬁ},

The bias parameters are initialized as

A0 =90

T 9

ref{l,---, M)

2.2 Stochastic Gradient Descent

We consider the following reqularized expected risk minimization problem

{02 (oo 350 e~ )},

where regularization parameter A\ > 0, || - ||z denotes the ¢? norm for vectors in R? or R,
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 © using the SGD approach, which is outlined
in Algorithm [l Let ©®) = (a(t), B®, c(t)) denote the collection of t-th iterates of parameters.
Let ©) = 0O for ¢t > 1 and t € N, assuming that we randomly sample data (x¢,yt) ~ p in
the t-th iteration, the parameter update formula for the SGD algorithm, following the steps
outlined in Algorithm [ can be expressed as follows,

af*D = a0 = (1= ) (0 = al0) = M (g (21) = ) o (B0 T + 7))
B — b = (1= ) (69 = 6O ) — MY (ggio) (w0) — y) a0’ (B0 Ty + 7)) .

) — 0 = (1 — ) (cq(f) — C$°)> — M2 (gow (20) — ye) alPyo’ (bffﬁwt + M”) :

where 7; > 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 7, = nt=?,
where 7 is a positive constant and % <6<l

Algorithm 1 Stochastic Gradient Descent
Input: Number of iterations 7', width of network M, regularization parameter A, step sizes
{nt}g;l, initial parameters: O = @) = (a(o), B(O),c(o)) and bias parameter ~y
Output: Estimation for @7+ = ((T+1) B(T+1) (T+1))
1: fort=1to T do
2:  Randomly draw a sample z; = (z,y;) ~ p

3 0D 00 —n (gow (zr) — y1) Veg@(xt)‘@
4: end for

_ow A (6 —61)




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 [I8] Il B]. 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, Vx,z’ € X,
koo (m, x/) = E 0 [O’ (b(O)Taz> o (b(O)Tx/ﬂ + R? (mTa:/ + 72) Eyo) [0’ (b(O)Tx) o' (b(O)Tx/ﬂ ,

where b(®) ~ 9. In practical scenarios, the width of the neural network is finite. Therefore,
it is common to approximate koo (z, ") using its empirical counterpart kys (x,z’) defined as

ks (a;,a:') = % ﬁ/[: o (bﬁoﬁx) o (bfno)Tx'> + WT—'_ﬂ i o (bﬁO)Taz> o (bfno)Tx') . (3)

r= r=

It can be easily proved that both ko and kj; 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

Hoo :m{kw,m(') (

— koo ')7 HANS X}a
Har =span {kay () = kn(

':U7
x,:), weX}.

For Hoo, the inner product between functions kes , and ko 4 is denoted as (Koo o, Koo,/ ) Moo
and is equal to koo (2, 2’). Similarly, the inner product between functions kas , and ks, in Has
is represented as (kasz, kara' ), = kav(z,2’). Obviously, ko is a Mercer kernel (continuous
and positive semi-definite), which uniquely induces an RKHS, and the reproducing property

f(@) = (fs kooa)Hoo (4)

holds for any =z € X and f € Hs. Analogously, kjs is also a Mercer kernel of RKHS H
with g(x) = (9, kare)n,, for any x € X and g € Hy.

3 Main Results and Discussion

Without loss of generalization, we assume that there is no bias term ¢, in this paper, since we
can set (x,7) — Z, and (b, ,¢,) — b}, then the neural network function () can be rewritten
as

_ 1 - bT o 1 M l_)T_
9®($)—\/—M;ar0’( ,,:1:+ch> —\/—M;aro—< rib")-

Therefore, we can assume there is no bias term ¢, in the neural network function (). And
for t > 1, we define ©®) as a vector

00 = (- al) b, B} )T e RN, (5)



In this section, we will present the main theoretical results and outline the fundamental
assumptions for our analysis. The activation function o(-) is assumed to satisfy the following
properties:

Assumption 1. There exists a constant Cy > 0, such that |0’ ||cc < Cy, ||0”]|ec < Cy, and
lo(u)| <14 |ul,YVu € 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 ReLLU all satisfy this requirement.

Assumption 2. Assume that py is non-degenerate and supported on X = {a; € R?: |jzf]p < 1},
Yyc[-1,1, R=1, and v € [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 [l and 2 for
any z,2’ € X, we have

\kp(z,2")| < 4+ 202 =: k2. (6)

Let Hoo be the RKHS generated by the NTK k., Lo be the integral operator in E% , and
{1i}52, be eigenvalues of Lo, sorted in non-ascending order. Where the integral operator
Lo : 52 v 52 " associated with NTK k., and py is defined as

Loof() = /X F(@)koo(z, ) dpx(a), Vf € L2, (7)

Given that k., is a Mercer kernel and X is compact, the operator Ly is self-adjoint, positive
and trace class on ﬁ%x, as well as restricting on Hs.. The compactness of L., implies the
existence of an orthonormal eigensystem {, ¢k }ren in 5/2) » Where the eigenvalues {u }ren

(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 L, as follows L (Z k>1 ck¢k) =

zk21 ckpy @k It is worth noting that L7 is a positive compact operator on 5/2»(' Now let
us introduce the notion of regularity, which is often interpreted as the smoothness or source
condtion of the regression function g,.

Assumption 3. There exists r > %, such that g, € L7, (£2,), that is HLgorgp|]£%X < 00.
This assumption is a measure of the smoothness of the regression function g,, which is a

standard requirement in learning theory. It implies that g, belongs to the range space of L[
expressed as

<f7 ¢k>%2
k>1

Therefore, the larger r is, the faster the decay rate of the expansion coefficient of g, under the
eigenfunction basis of L. is, that is, the more smoothness that it may have. Besides, it is not
difficult to see that Vr; > ro, L7} (E%X) CL2 (E%X). Moreover, since py is non-degenerate,



from Theorem 4.12 in [12], Léé2 is an isomorphism from H.., the closure of Hoo in E% 4 to
Hoo, i.e., for each f € Hoo, L})ézf € H and

£l = 2], - ®)

Therefore, L%Z(ﬁgx) = Moo, and Assumption ([B]) implies g, € Hoo-

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

Assumption 4. There exists 8 > 1, and positive constants b,c > 0, such that Vi > 1,
bi—h < i < ci~P.

It is worth noting that the upper bound part of this assumption always holds when 5 = 1.
The capacity of the hypothesis space Hoo is commonly measured using covering numbers or
effective dimension N7__(\) = Tr((Leo +AI) "' Ls), where I denotes the identity operator. In
[15], it has been proven that upper bound part of Assumption@lis equivalent to the assumption
of effective dimension Nz (\) = O(A~"/#). 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
[l The proof of the Theorem [ will be given in Section @l For k € N4, let E,, ... ., denote
taking expectation with respect to z1,--- , zx, which is written as E, for short.

Theorem 1. Suppose Assumptions[d, @, [ (with 3 < r < 1) and[] (with B > 1) hold. For any
A >0, T € N,. Run algorithm [ with a polynomially decaying rate n; = nt—% with 6 € (%, 1)

and .
208(1 + k)4 8 1 N
1
0<"<<A+(1—29—1)(29—1)<0g1—9+1—0>> ’

the smallest integer not less than x € R then there exists My (T, \) = [max {T6_59, T2, %H €

Zy such that for any M > My(T, \), the following inequalities holds with probability at least
1— & over the random choice of ©(©)

(a) if § <0< 351,

~ _3p-1 2
E,r [|]g@(T+1> — ngi] <C <T—2r(1—€) + exp {—H(@)Tl 2,3719} +T—€ + )\27‘) logg,

(b) if 351 <0 <1,

Ezr [lgoain — goll2] < C (T_zr(l_g) + exp {—H(H)ATI_G} +77%+ A%) log g,

where H(0) = %21_9 <1 — (%)1_(9) and the constant C is independent of T and Aand will
be given in the proof.



Remark. Theorem [I] 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 A, 8, and
M, we can attain the following precise and sharp convergence rate.

Corollary 1. Under the assumptz'ons of Theorem [, for any M > My(T) = TY o and

_ 2r
0<6<2+1,ch00569 547 and
)\_ T2T'+1, §<T<1—%
— 1 €
T_2r+1+57 1—%§7‘§17

_% 9 1 .
EZT [Hg (T+1) — ¢ ”2] _ o\(T 2;1)10g37 5 <r< 1_% |
’ - 0 T_Tilﬁ)log%, - <r<i1

__2rp
Remark. The convergence rate of O (T 2f'ﬁ+1) is commonly referred to as optimal in the
minimax sense[8]. When Assumption (] holds with 5 = 1, we can observe from Corollary [I]

2r
that our convergence rate of O (T_WJFG) with any 0 <€ < 575 +1, can approach the capacity-

independent optimal convergence rate of O (T _W> in the minimax sense. This means that

with an arbitrarily small constant ¢, 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., gg(r+1), with 0T+l — ETH O, where O is given
by Algorithm [[I 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 [lis 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+ﬁ) on the sample size
or number of iterations 7'. 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 kj; and ko. For instance, Tarrés and Yao [33] investigated a regularized
online learning algorithm in an RKHS Hy associated with a Mercer kernel K. They con-
sidered the following iterative scheme, denoted as ([)), which can be interpreted as the SGD
method applied to solve the Tikhonov regularized problem in the RKHS H . In this scheme,

10



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

fe = fier = mel(fimi(20) — yo) Koy + Nefen], VEENL, 9)

where z; = (x4, y;) represents a sample, and the stochastic gradient is given by 2[(fi—1(x¢) —
yt) Ky, + A¢ fi—1]. This stochastic gradient approximates the gradient of the objective function
[(f(z) —y)?dp + M| f||% evaluated at f = f;_1 and A = ;. Under the assumption that the
regression function f, € L (ﬁ% X) with % < r <1, Tarres and Yao [33] showed that by setting

N = at_% and \; = %t_m for some constant a > 1, the algorithm achieves an error bound
of || fr — fp||% =0 <T_#<TH (log 5/2)4) holds with confidence at least 1 — §. This convergence
rate is capacity-independent optimal. It is worth noting that in our Corollary [II, the capacity-
independent result with 5 = 1, denoted as O (T _%%), can be arbitrarily close to the

result obtained by Tarrés and Yao. Furthermore, assume that the regularization parameter A
remains constant throughout the iterations and does not vary with time ¢. Ying and Pontil
[37] also studied the SGD algorithm (@) with A\; = A under the same regularity condition on

27
the regression function, ie., f, € L% (ﬁgx) with % < r < 1. They used ny = t 21 and

1 € 2r
A =T %172 with any 0 < € < 2311 and demonstrated convergence rates of O (T~ F+11¢
in expectation. This result aligns with our findings when 8 = 1 in Corollary [II Moreover, by
employing Assumption @l with > 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., A = 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 [I7]. 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 Il and Corollary [0l

4.1 Error Decomposition

Our goal is to estimate E ;7 [H Jo(T+1) — ngi] . 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 € N4, and kprp = kap(x,-). Similar to (), we define the integral operator Ly
generated by the kernel function ks as follows

Luf()= [ f@huledor(@), Vi € L3,

11



1
It is known that L}, : £2. — Hay is isometric isomorphism if KerLy, = {0} [I], that is, for

1/2 4 71/2
all f,g€ L2, <Lﬂg £.LY g>H
risk in Hjpy, that is

= (f, g>£%X. Let gar,» be the minimizer of the regularization
M

gy = arg min {€(g) + Algllzy,, } - (10)
9€EM M
Since A > 0, a solution to (I0) exists and is unique, and given by [8]

gur = Ly + M) Exyy Yk, x) = (L + M)~ Laggp. (11)

Similarly, we introduce the function g \ as

o) = in {£(g9) + Mgl3.}. 12
Joo\ argggg;{ (9) + Mgll5.. } (12)
and

Goor = (Loo + M) Loog,. (13)

Next, let’s consider the SGD algorithm in H s, 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 Hyy

Input: Number of iterations: 7', regularization parameter: A, step sizes: {n;}_;
Output: Estimator g(T+1)

1: g(l) =0

2: fort=1to T do

3:  Randomly draw a sample z; = (z,y;) ~ p

4 g = (1= nAN)g® — e (99 (20) — ) knsa,
5: end for

Now, we can derive the following error decomposition

2 2
lge+1) = goll7 < 4 <H99<T+1) - Q(TH)HP + HQ(TH) - gM,AHp + 11980 = Goo |l + llgoon — ngi) :

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

° H Jo(T+1) — gT+) H2 : 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 H s, which is called dynamics error;

2 . . . . .
° Hg(T“) — gM7>‘Hp : this term is the convergence rate of the SGD algorithm in H s, which
is called convergence error;

e g — o, >\H/2) : this term measures the similarity of the estimations of g, in Hjys and
Hoo, wWhich is called random feature error;

® [[goor — ngg : this term measures the error between the estimation of g, in Ho, and the
target function g,, which is called approzimation error.

Next, we will estimate these four errors separately and complete the proof of Theorem [ and
Corollary [

12



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 Hj; can be sufficiently small.

Proposition 4.1. Suppose Assumptions [l and [ hold. For any X\ > 0, let the step size be

ne =nt=? with%<9<1and0<n<ﬁ, when

M > M, (T) =155,

the following inequality holds

2 2
HQQ(TJrl) — g(T+1) H < Hg@(T+1> — g(T+1)H < 25C§T_9.
P 00

We will present the proof of Proposition 1] at the end of this subsection. In order to
estimate the dynamics error H Jo(r+1) — g(T+1)Hp, we introduce the following intermediate

function heg(z)

he(x) = <V®g@(ﬂ?)‘®:®(o),® — @0>

- \/LM f: <<ar _ ago)) o <b£0)"l'$> + a0 <b£0)‘l'$> <br _ bﬁo))ng> 7 (15)
r=1

which will be proved to be a good approximation of gg, where © = (aq,- - ,ap, blT, cee bJ&)T €
REFDM Then we have the following error decomposition for the dynamic error

(T+1) H (T+1) H (T+1) H 7

(16)
here ||g||co = Sup,ex |g(z)|. In the following, we will estimate the two terms on the right-hand
side of (I6)). Before proceeding, let’s establish the following bound for the network function
go and its gradient.

ng(TH) -9 < ng(TH) -9 - < ||9@(T+1) - h@(TJrl)Hoo + Hh@(T+1) -9
P

Lemma 4.1. Suppose Assumptions[dl and[Z holds. For any © satisfying H@ — 0O H2 <p for
some p > 0, and M > p?, there holds

2_3C3 »

VR

90l <201+ Colp,  sup |Voge() — Vege ()|

zeX 0=06(0)

Proof. By the definition of gg, and recalling that ggo) () = 0, under Assumptions [I] and 2]
we can derive

M M
1 1
90 (2)| = 90(2) — gow (@) = |[—=_ao(b]z) - —= 3" a@o (v x)
M r=1 M r=1
1 M T ( T >
=—= > (@, = a0 2)+ (a, —al") (a(b]x) — o (0" 2)
M r=1 |:




+al0 <0(b:x) - J(bﬁO)Tx)> } ‘
< g3l
+ Coal® [lor — b {2 u:c||2]

M M
<2 ar — aT Z la, — aT
r=1 r=1

ézue—ewm—%He—wu;ca o

\xH >+C ]ar—a 0)

\ﬂfllz

M
ag
r=1

where the first inequality holds due to the properties of the activation function o(-) stated
in Assumption [I, and the last inequality holds as a result of the conditions M > p? and
IChs @(0)H2 sp

b, — 00|

by — b |
" 2

2
< 2(C5 + 1)p,

And for the gradients, under Assumptions [I] and Bl we have

HV®9®($) - V@Q@(ﬂf)‘ i

0=00) 12
1 <N T 0T |2 11T 0)T
= =3 ||o®f2) =0 )|+ |a, (b @) — 0’ (4 ( HxHQ}
r=1 "
1 Mor T T 2 T T T 2 2
= =3 ||o®[2) =0t )|+ |(ar — o) (0] 2) + 0 (o' 2) = B0 ) )| Ha:|]2]
r=1 "
M -
1 2 P o2 Ol )|
< — _
_M;_Cg . A\ ‘2—1—200 ay — a, “1|br l,
3C?2 2
< 2o _ 0
- M ©-0 Hz
3C2
S

where the first inequality holds due to the properties of the activation function o(-) stated in
Assumption [Tl and the fact that ||x||2 < 1. Then the proof is complete. O
Next, we will prove that hg is a good approximation of gg.

Proposition 4.2. Suppose Assumptionsdl and[2 hold, for any © satisfying H@ -00 H2 <p
for some p > 0, we have

4C
—h < —=Zp2
”99 @”oo—mp

1 (0) (0"
\/—M Tgl Ay O'(br

the definitions of go and hg, and assuming Assumption [l holds for the activation function

Proof. Recall that gg) () = x) = 0 based on the definition of gg ). Given

14



o(+), for any = € X and any O, we can deduce that

l9e(x) — he(z)| = |ge(z) — gow (z) — he ()]

1 & 1 & T
=|— Z aro(b) ) — — Z aVa(b® )
‘\/M VM =

r=1

i (o) (407 w0 (473) ) )|
r=1

< i 2ol a) (o (7))
r=1

+
)
e
7N
9
VS
(=
~

o) = (107) ~ o (49 2) (b - o) )

M

1 2
< 2, |a, — a©| ||b, — b® 20, ||b, — b
_m;[C’aarbbT2+Cb bl

M M M

2G4 (0)[? ], 2C ||
< Ay — Qp br_br’ + — br_by«

m@ JZ I,

2

< 2% o-00| .

M 2

Then the desired result holds by H@ — (9(0)H2 <p. O

Now, we are prepared to establish a bound for H@(tH) I H2 for t € Np, where Np :=
{17 e 7T}

Proposition 4.3. Let {00}~ be defined by Algorithmdl. Assume that Assumptionsdl and
@ hold, set n; = ni~? with % <fh<land0d<n< ﬁ, and M > T*3=9 then for t € Ny,
we have
H®(t+1) _ @(O)H < -0 (17)
2

Proof. We prove the lemma by induction. First, for ¢ = 1, since @) = 0©) and Jow (x) =0,
we have

H@(2> _ @(0>H2 _ H(l — A O — 0®) — 1 (gom (x1) — yl)V@g@(azl)‘

— Ho — (0 — y1)V@9@($1)‘

[SECIONID)

=00 ll2

=l |Vego(@n)|__ .|| -

For , under Assumptions [I] and 2, we have

2

Vege(x1) ‘@:@m

2 1

s M

M=

HV@%(%)‘

(07 a0)"+ (a0 (47 ) ) il

=60

r=1

<

<[ -
NE

2
{(1 + |b7(~1)T331|) + 03] <4+C% <K

r=1

15



This, combined with the conditions 0 < 7 < 4/{2 + 5 < R2 and |y1| < 1, implies that
|o® - 0@, = mlul|vese(a) Sur <R <<l
2 e=eMllz ~ 42+ N Tk T

which means that (IT) holds for ¢ = 1.
As the induction assumption, suppose (7)) holds for all ¢t < k < T — 1. In order to advance
the induction, it is necessary to make an estimation for H@<k+2> -0 o L&, fort =k+ 1.

By the iteration equation of O 12 we have

@(k+2) — @(0) = (1 — ?’]k+1)\)(@(k+1) — @(0)) — 77k+1(g®(k+1) (.Z'k+1) — yk+1)v99@(xk+1)‘®:®(k+l)

= (1= st V(O = 00) — i (g (21) — ys1) Voo ()| |

— M1 (g s+ 1) (Thg1) — Yk41) <V®g®(9€k+1)‘

— V@g@(xk—i—l)‘@:@(o))

©=06(k+1)
= (1= e N)(OF) — 0O — i hgs (le)V@g@(le)‘@:@(o)
— N+1(Jom+1) (Tht+1) — Rk (xk+1))v®g®(xk+l)‘@=®<0>
= M1 (o1 (Tht1) — Y1) <V99@(mk+1)‘®:@w+1> a V@Q@(ﬂfk-i-l)‘@:@(o))

+ Nk+1Yk+1Vege (Tr+1) ‘@:(9(0)

= (I — g1 (Apy1 + M) (O — 00 — 77k+1041(€1421 - 77k+1041(f_,)_1 + 77k+104;(i,)_1

k+1 k+1
1 3
=S J] @ -4 +2D) @ +al? — o),
i=1 =i+l

where

T
o ) [(d+1)M]x[(d+1)M)]
A, = Veg@(a:,) o (0)) eR s

oV

o (v@g(a(xi) oo

= (90 (i) — hgw (7:))Vege (r;)

(

i =00’
az(?) = (9o (%:) — ¥i) (VGQ@(%) o

(

— Vege(z;) o

:em)) ’

0!
3
ol

=yiVege(i)| -

Since 0 < n < R2 + 5 < HQ T We can establish the following decomposition
< T (1) (2 (3)
(k+2) _ O] — . (A _
|02 — O] |3 T ¢ —n;(4;+A0) ()" + o —af?)
=1 Jj=t+1 9
k41 k+1 k41 k+1
Zm H (I —n;(Aj+ X)) Zm H I—nj(Aj+)\I))a§2)
i=1 =i+l ) i=1  j=it1 ) (18)
k41 k+1
3
(2w TT @ =n (45 4+ A1) af”
i=1  j=i+l

2

k+1
< Zm
i=1

k+1
« 1)H2 + Zm «
i=1

k+1
N+ 2o
i=1

al(.?’)H2.
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k+1
For the first term > n; ||«
i=1

2
1
Z(-) = sup,cy kv(z, ) < K2,

, DY SuPacxy HVege(w)(

Proposition and the induction assumption, we have

k+1 k+1

1
Zm 045 )H2 = Zm
i=1 i=1

=002

(9o (7:) — hgw (z:))Vege (i)

=00 ll2
k1
< ;m‘ 900 — hewll« HV@%(%) 0—60 |l
k1
K}:m 201-0)

k+1

4C H??Z 239

4Ckn (k‘+ 1)3(1-0)
“31-0) VM

Employing M > T41-0) 2 > 202 and 0 < 1 < K2+>\ < 40 —, there holds
k+1 2(1—9)
1 T 1
i E+1)70 < —(k+1
> o V= 3T T < g
k+1
For the second term > n; ||« ,» We can use the induction assumption along with Lemma
i=1
{1l to derive
k+1 @ k+1
;m o; H2 = ;m (9o (zi) — vi) (V(ag@(:ni) oot Voge (i) @:@w)) H2
k+1
< ; ; _
< 3ot oo o) sup |Vego@)| ., v@g@@)\@:@@ 2
k+1 \/_C
<D mll+20+C)( =) =)'
i=1 VM
k+1 \/_C
< ni[l 4+ 2(1 4 C,)]it—0 - =170
2 g
_ 1V3C(2Cs +3) (k +1)*
- 3(1-9) VM
1
< S(k+ 10
3
where the last inequality holds due to M > T*1=%) and 0 < n < 4;@2 +}\ < 7o é Cora) For
k+1 3)
the last term ) n; || H2, we have
i=1
k+1 @) k+1 1
. _ Ny . 1 1-0
Z;hain—Z;hmem@J&ﬁw §:m§ G+ 1) < S(k+ 1)

17



where we use the condition that 0 < n < ﬁ < %% for the last inequality.

Putting all these three estimates back into (I8)) yields that
H@(’f”) — 0 H < (k+1)".
S

Hence, by mathematical induction, we have proven that (I7) holds for all ¢ € Np. This
completes the proof. O

Now, let’s estimate the second term Hh@(T+1) — g(T+D) HOO of the dynamic error in (IG).

Proposition 4.4. Suppose Assumptions Ul and [4 hold. For any X > 0 and i € Ny, let
ni =mni? wz’th%<9<1 and0<n<ﬁ%+)\, when

M > 7155
the following inequality holds

2

Hh@mn N g(T+1>H < 55NCo ot
00 1-6

Proof. By the definitions of hgr11), g7 and O+ we have

herren — o+ = (Vege(O]__, 6~ 00)

- ((1 —nrN)g) —nr <9(T) (z1) — yT) k‘M,xT)
= (1= N g = r(gem (@1) = yr) Voge ()
- ((1 — N gD —nr <9(T) (z1) — yT) k‘M,xT)

= (1 —nrA) (h@m - g(T)) —nr(gem (x1) — Y1) <V@g@(')(
(T)(

Vege(zr) ‘@:@(T) >

0=00’

Voseler)|y_oin)

=0’
+nr(g" (2r) — y7)kM 2r

= (1—=nr}) (h@m - g(T)) —nr(9em (z1) — yr) <V®g@(')‘®
+ 019" (1) — hem (@1))krtar + 17 (e (21) — Y1)kt ar

= (I = nr(knar @ kater +AD) (her — 9™)

o)’ Vege(zr) ‘@:@m >

— (g (1) — yr) (Voge(: Vege (@) - Vega(er)|y_,)

=00’ 0—0(1)

+ nr(hem (1) — yr)kn,zr

Vege(zr) ®:®(O>>

= nr(ge (x1) — yr) <V@g@(' 0=000)’

)
)

= (I — nr(kaey © kator + M) <h®(T) _ g<T>>
)

_ 77T(9@(T> ($T) — yT) <V@g@(- Vege (l‘T) —Voge (l‘T) ‘929(0)>

=00’ 0—0(D)
—nr(gem (x7) — hegw (v1)) kM zr

= (L= nr(kytr @ kagr +AD) (hotn — 9 ) = (87 + 87

18



where
BY = (gom (z1) — wr) <V99@(')‘e=@<0>

B = (9o (1) — hew (z1)) <V@9@(’)‘®

- v@.g@ (ﬂj‘t) ‘929(0) > )

, Voge(zt) ‘@:@m

, Voge(zt) ‘@:@(0)> '

—=e(0)

Then we can proceed with the following error decomposition

Hh@(TJrl) — g(TH H Znt H I m(kM@i (= kM@i + )\I)) ( t(l) + /Bt(2))
= i=t+1 o]
T T . T T )
< Zﬁt H (I = nilkare, © karg, + M) B+ Zﬁt H (I = mi(kata; © ke, + AL)) B
t=1  i=t+1 o =1 i=t41 -

T T
DRILE ORI LN
t=1 t=1

T
For the first term > 7, Hﬁﬁl) H , applying Lemma.Tlto the bounds of sup,,¢ y Hv@g@(a;) ‘@ o
t=1 o0 N

Vege (3:)‘ we can derive the following result

and H
=00 |l2 960l

ET: Mt Hﬂﬁl) HOO < ET: Nt H(g@m (z¢) — yt) <Vege(’)‘®:®(o) : Vege(wt)‘(a:@(t) - V@Q@(wt)‘eze(0)>uoo
t=1 t=1

—ot) V@g@(x)‘

)
—9t2 (1-9)

_ VBnCor (1 +2(1+Co) T T30 9>

T
< w3 (14 lgeo ) - sup [Voge(r)
=1 S} ©=00)|l2

<V3nCor (1+2(14C,)

ﬁ\

- 3(1—-146) VM
5v/3K%2nC, T_g
- 3(1-9)

where the last inequality holds due to M > 7675 and k2 > Cc2.

For the second term E M H we can derive an upper bound for ||gg«) — hgo ||

t > 1 by utilizing Proposmon Consequently, we obtain the following bound

T T
2
;m HB’S )Hoo : ;m H(QQ(” (@) = how (@) <V99@(')‘@=@<0>’v®g®(xt)‘@:@(o>>Hoo
T
<> i llgew = hew s
=1

T
1
< 420, —— Zt2—39
VM i
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41%2776«0_ T3(1—€)

<

—31-6) vM
4k*nCy _Q

< T
3(1—-146)

where the last inequality holds due to M > T%-5¢. Combining the previously established two
bounds, we can conclude that

(T+1)H - (4 + 5v3)k*nC, -3 o 55277CJT_§

h _
H ety — g o~ 3(1-0) 1—6 ’

which finishes the proof. U

Now we are ready to prove Proposition [£.]

Proof of Proposition 4.1l Under Assumptions[I 2 and 0 < n < 5&2 +/\ < 4ﬁ2f/\, we can
combine Proposition [£.2] and Proposition [£.3] to derive the following result
4C _ _e
l9er+n — hernllo < \/—M(’TQ(1 ) <40,T2, (19)

where the last inequality holds when M > 7473, Thus, when M > max {T4(1_9), 7430, T6_59}

= T5759 we can substitute the bounds from (I9) and Proposition &4 back into (I6). By using

577& < 552 _1-6
-0

the inequality 5 T Ep

1 < 1, we can derive the desired result. O

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 H s generated by the kernel kj;.

Proposition 4.5. Suppose Assumptions [, [ and [3 hold. For T € 7Z*,6
we consider a step size sequence defined as n; = ni"% for i € No, where

208(14-r)* -1

(0,1), A >0,
< 0 <1 and

= M

M 2 MQ(T7 >\) = Imax {T2(1+T)(1_9)7T207 %} )
the following holds with high probability at least 1 — § over the random choice of ©©)

(a) if § <0< 351,
= [HQ(TH _ng*Hj = (VlT_zr(l_a) +Va (eXp{—H(H)T1 w*ig} +T—9>> 1og§,
(b) if 35=1 <0 <1,

E,r [HQ(T—H) _gM’AHj < (VIT—2T’(1—9) Y (eXp{—H(H)/\Tl_g} +T‘9)) log%,
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where

Vlzz[mzugp\\u( r(1-6) )HL W

1-90 en(l —20-1
8kin20 210 2 2ﬁc2 4
V2—2W2<29_1+29_1exp 2H(0)k \/210 5 (25 +6k"n |,
. o2 8?0
Wy =2 [1 + 1262 | L g, + ﬁ (2011, + 3€ (gp))} ,

H(0) = %21—9 (1 - G)l_e) |

To prove Proposition .5l we begin by presenting the following error decomposition for
the convergence error.

Lemma 4.2. Let {g®} and gmx be defined by Algorithm 2l and ([I0Q) respectively, then

= p
2
. . 2 (20)
+> 0By ||| T =i L+ AD) By |
t=1 i=t+1 p.

where By = (y — 9O (2)) sz, + Lar(g® — g,).

Proof. Firstly, from AlgorithmPland the expression (Il of gas x, we get the following recursion

g — gara = (I — m(Lar + A1) (9" — garn) + neBe

T T T (21)
=[] =@y + D) gun+ > e [ (I —mi(Las +AD) By
=1 =1 =t

where By = (y — g )(xt))k?M,xt + LM(Q(t) — 9p), and

Ezt[8t|z17 C S Rt—1yRt41, ,ZT]

Zt |: ytkM,LEt - LMgp) + (LM - kM,{Et ® k:M,wt)g(t) 21yttt 3 Rt—1yRt+1y """, RT

Then, it follows that

2
E,r [HQ(TH gM,)\H }
p

T T T
=E r { 1@ = Lo+ D) gaen + D e [[ = mi (Las + M) By
t=1 t=1 i=t+1

|

2 2
+Eyr

p

H (I —n; (Lag + D)) By
t=1 i=t+1

T
[T =m (Zar + A1) gar
t=1

21



T T T
—2E,r <H (I = (Lar +AD) g, e [ =i (LM+)\I))Bt>
t=1

t=1 i=t+1 p
T 2 2
T = m (Lar +AD) gura| +Ezr Zm H (I =i (Ly + AD)) By
t=1 p t=1 i=t+1 P

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

2 2

T T
H I—ni (L +MD) By | =Y Bz ||| [T (T—ni (Lar + A1) By
t=1  i=t+1 0 t=1 i=t+1 P
T T
+ Z > mneEyr < 1T 0= (Ta+AD) B, T (T —mi (L + M) BS>
t=1 st i=t+1 i=s+1 0
T T 2
=> 0Bz ||| [ (0 =m(La +AD) By
t=1 i=t+1 o
This completes the proof. O

Our next goal is to estimate the two terms in Lemma To achieve this, we will utilize
Proposition to estimate the first term and Proposition 7] to estimate the second term.

Proposition 4.6. Under the assumptions of Proposition [{.J], the following inequality holds
with probability at least 1 — § over the random choice of ©©)
2

T
2
H = (Lag + A1) gara|| < VAT~ log 5, (22)

p
where the constant Vi is defined in Proposition [{.5

Proof. From the expression (I of gas x, which is given by g x = (Lar + M) "' Lasg,, we can
obtain

T 2 T 2
H I = (Lar +MD) gunl| = (I = (Lag 4+ AD) (Lag + M) Larg,
t=1 p t=1 p
T 2
<\ =m (Zas + A1) g,
t=1 P
If we define
WY = (T = ny(Lar + A1),
AU = (I — (Lo + M))RY,
2
with hg\(z,) =hY = gp, then we have Hh(TH H = HHtTZl (I —m (Lps + )\I))ng . Next, we
p
need to bound Hhﬂgﬂ)‘ , to this end, we divide the term Hhﬁﬂ)u into the following two
terms, 8 ’
5, < -z e, e
p p P
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In the following, we will estimate the above two terms respectively.
(i) Step 1 Bound Hhﬂﬂ) - th)H By the definition of h(T+1) and hgﬂ), we have

P = D = (1 = np(Lag + ADJRSY = (1 = (Lo + AR
= ([ —nr <Loo D) = D) — (Lo — Log)h Y

_ _Zm H (I = 0iLoo + M) (Las — Loo)hl.

= i=t+1

Then by applying Lemma [A.T] and Lemma [A.2] we can assert that

[0 - n @+ H H T~ i(Loo + AD))(Lar — Loo)R)
t=1 i=t+1

T

H (I =ni(Loo + 1))

1=t+1

p

IN

1M~ 11 §

l,

Up | L — LOOH

op

t—1
ui HLM - LOOHop H(I - 77t(LM + AI))gp
i=1

p

T
< ”LM - LOO”op ng”pznt
t=1

2 1-6
< 1lgls T [ 2
1-0 VM 0

holds with confidence at least 1 — §. Moreover, when M > T2(1+7)(1-0)

2
(T+1) _ p(r+1)|| TR 9ol —r(1-6) 2
HhM h{ Hp—71—9 T \/2log 5.

(ii) Step 2 Bound th)H . By utilizing the definition of th) and the regularity con-
p

dition of g, (as stated in Assumption B]), we obtain

T

[ = ne(Lo + AD)LE,
t=1

T

thH)Hp =TT = (Lo + AD))g,
t=1

HL;O’"ngp.
op

p

Note that Hle (I —n (Lo + A1) L%, is a compact self-adjoint operator, then

H (I =1 (Loo + M) L

T
< sup [ufHu — i+ )

>0
op = t=1

T
(1- mu)] < sup [u exp {—uZm}]

u>0 =1

o (=0 TT—T(l—o)
>T ~ \en(1 —20-1) ’
Mt

=

u>0

-()
(

< sup [ur

Il
—

t

—_

M=

1

<
Il
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where we use the fact that h(u) = u” exp {—uti TZt} takes maxmium at u = ﬁ,
and the final inequality uses Lemma [A.2]
Combining the above two estimations, we can derive that
i, = [ o]+ ]
P p P
r(1-6)

2
15~ lgpllp 2 r(1—10)
< [ Iplip - -
= [ T_g \2loss+ en(1 — 20-1) HL "9,
2 T
nk ||gPHP T(l — 6) —r —r(1-0) 2
< L T \/2log —
= |: 1-6 + 67](1 _ 29_1) H oogPHp 0g 57

holds with probability at least 1 — & when M > T20+470-0) "the last inequality holds
due to 2log% = log (;12 > 1 for 0 < § < 1, which finishes the proof.

O

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 [£3] and Lemma will be proved
in the appendix and Lemma [£.4] can be found in [4].

Lemma 4.3. For any \ > 0, let n; = ni~? with % <0 <1 and

208(1 + r)* 8 1 -
A 1 24
0<"<< +(1—29—1)(29—1)<°g1—9+1—0>> ’ (24)
when M > % and t > 2, the following holds with high probability at least 1 — 0 over the

random choice of ©©)

2 2 8kin?0
Eyi1 [Hg“’HJ < 12672 || g, |24 2108 5 + oo (20llg, 12 + 3 (9,)) -

Lemma 4.4 ([4]). Let T and S be normal Hilbert-Schmidt operators and {t;}22, and {s;}2,
be enumerations of their eigenvalues, then for any € > 0, there exists a permutation m of Ny
such that

1
2

[Z |si — tw(i)‘2] <|[S§=Tlgs +e
P

Lemma 4.5. Assume that {ju; 521 be the eigenvalues of Lo sorted in non-ascending order,
then

-0 % (exp {—bH(G)Tl_%G} 4 T‘9> , % <0< ?fg—j
Z,u] P { (O)A+ py)T } 282 _ 1-0 26-1 '
sy exp {—H(O)AT' ™}, Pl<o<1

Now we are ready to provide an estimation for the second term on the right hand side of
&0).
Proposition 4.7. Under the assumptions of Proposition[4.5, the following inequalities holds
with probability at least 1 — & over the random choice of ©)
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(a) zf2<9<§g %,

T T 2
g 2B [ H (I —mni (Lar+ M) By <Vs <exp{—H(0)T1 25 16}+T )log
. J
t=1 i=t+1 o
(25)

(b) if 351 <0 <1,

T T 2
S Es [ [T (7 —mLa +AD) B | < Vo (exp {—H(Q))\Tl_e} + T—9> log %
t=1 i=t+1 p

(26)

where constants Vo and H(8) are defined in Proposition [{.3]
— g(t) (x¢))krtze + LM(g(t) — gp), and E., [By] = 0, we can derive
2

Proof. Recall that B; = (y
2

1 T
1 G =mi(tar +20)) B, ]
Har

T
Eze || T (2 —m (Lo +AD) B ] =Ky { L
| lli=t+1 o i=t+1
1 T ?
= Ez [ L3 TT (= m (Lar + A1) (e = 9O @) kns, ) ]
_1+ . 27‘1M
+Eze { L TT 0= (Lar - 20) (Larte" ~9,)) ]
o N
+ 2E 4 <LJ§W H (I =i (Lar + M) <(yt - g(t)(xt))k’M,xt) )
1=t+1
1 T
L H (1 =i (Lag + AD) (Lar(g® —gp))>
1 T_ ,lez
=Bz ! Li ] (= mi(Lar + M) ((yt —g(t)(ivt))kM,mt) ]
i=t+1 Hnr
1 T ?
~Ezi-1 { L H 1= (Lar +AD) (Lar(9") = g,)) ]
+1
1 T /Héw
<E [ L TT (= (g + D) (e = 99 @) s ) ]
i=t+1 Har

Note that HfH%_lM = Tr(f ®2,, f), we have
2

1 T
L} H (I =i (Lar + AD)) ((yt 9()($t))kM,mt>
Hur

i=t+1

E
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T

Lu [] (0= (Lar + 2D (1 — 99 (20))? (ktay @20, k‘M,xt)]
i=t+1

<2 <1 Y Eys [Hg@)HlD Tr

Thus, according to Lemma [43] when M > /\12, the following holds with confidence at least

1—-6
T
<W2\/2log anﬁ[L 11 (I_ni(LM"F)\I))z]'

T
i=t+1

> 0By
=1

= EthI'

T
L3 H (I —mi (Lar + AI))°
=41

T
IT G—m(Zu+r1)B
i=t+1

Our remaining task is to estimate the term Z n?Tr [L%M 1= 1 (I —=mi (Lag + A1) } Let
=1

{ijM}jzl be the eigenvalues of Lys and {p;}32 221 be the eigenvalues of Lo, both sorted in
non-ascending order, then applying Lemma 4 to 7 = Lo and & = Ly, and for ¢ =
|Lar — Lool| j7g- there exists a permutation 7 of N such that

sup |15 = tagiyne| < 211 Lns — Looll g -
J=

Furthermore, by Lemma [A] the following holds with confidence at least 1 — 4,

2
sup |15 = tn(iyae] < 2/ Lar = Looll s < 2log (27)
J=Z

\/_

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

T
anTr L3, H (I —mi (La+ D)) ] ZMW MZ% H — 0i(ln iy + A))?

i=t+1 = i=t+1

00 T
=Y Wiy — 1) Zm TT @ = nilngyar +2)* + Zu] Zm H — 0i(fngy i + N)?
j=1 t=1 i=t+1 t=1 1=t+1
00 T 00
<3 a3 3o TT 1l
j=1 t=1 j=1  t=1  i=t+1
(28)
For the first term on the right hand side of ([28]), we have
oo T oo T
>_(zgyar = 15 Z Z yax = 1) (i), nn + 1 Z
j=1 t=1 j=1 =1

21%0
<951 S_up |15 — pr(iyne ] Tr(Las + Loo)

Skin?0 1 2
< 2log -
20— 1 /M 5’

Where the last 1nequahty uses ([27) and the equation Tr(Las) = [ ka(a, 2)dpx(z) < w% and
= [y koo(z, 2)dpx (x) < k2. When M > T?? it can be further bounded by

[e's) T
8kin20 2
2 2 2 / -0
]§:1:(Mw(j)7M /‘j);:l N < 20— 1 2log ST .
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For the second term on the right hand side of ([28]), using Lemma[A.2] (¢), we get

Zu] Zm H = 0i(friynr + N)?

G %0 20
< Z 15 [ 77 exp {—H(Q)(/\ + Mw(j),M)Tl_e} + WT_Q}
T ] b

M2 = _ -
< Zuiexp{—ﬂ(9)(>\+uj)Tl 9}~exp{H(9)§_l>lll>\uw(j>,M—Mj\Tl 9}

+ 200 f: N? 14 Sup;>1 \Nw(j)vM - Mj\
A ; A

2 [ee]
S22977_91zugexp{—H(H)(AJruj)Tl_e}'exp{ ()\/— 2log _6}

where the last inequality holds due to (27]), moreover, when M > max {T2(1 o) /\2} and by

o0

2
/\iLj < Tr(Lso) < K2, the above inequality can be further bounded as follows

i=1

ZM] Znt H ni(uﬂ(j),M + )‘))2

j=1 t=1 i=t+1

210 9 | 1-0
<
_29_1exp{2H(9 2log = }g ,u]exp{ (O)Y( AN+ py)T }
Pl 2
+ 6nKr™T 210gg.

Putting the above two bounds back into ([28)) yields

2
ZmEzt
p
8ktn?0 ., 2n%0 -0
< - 2,/ )T~
_W2<29—1T +29_1exp 2H(0)k 210g Zu]exp{ O)Y N+ p5)T }

2
n 6/447712T—9> 21og =

H (I —mi (Lar + M) By
i=t+1

5

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

the term Y exp{ — H(O)(\ + Mj)Tl—é)}' -
j=1

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

Proof of Proposition By substituting the bounds (22)), ([25]) and (26) back into the
error decomposition of the convergence error (20]), we obtain the desired result. O
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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 ||gasx— goo,x ||%

Proposition 4.8. Under Assumptions [ and[3, for any X\ > 0, let n; = i~% with % <f<1
and n > 0, when

T9
M 2 My(T,N) = 55,

the following inequality holds with confidence at least 1 — 9,
2 PR —
lgmxn — goonlls < 2k7%log ST .

Proof. By the definition of gy x and g x, we have

gnx — Goon = (Lar + M) Lar — (Lo + M) L) g
=A((Loo + M) = (L + M) 1) g,
= MLoo + M) "MLt — Loo) (Lo + M) g,

Then it follows that

||.gM,)\ - .goo,)\Hp = H/\(Loo + /\I)_l(LM - Loo)(LM + /\I)_lgPHp
< Lo+ A7y 1 = Loc oy ol
< )‘_1 ”LM - LOO”op ”gPHp .

Thus from Lemma [A ] we get when M > ’;(—3,

/ 2, e
llgnrn — 9007/\\|p < w%y/2log ST 2

holds with confidence at least 1 — d. This completes the proof. O

4.5 Estimation For Approximation Error

The bound for the approximation error ||geox — ng% is a well-known result, as shown in
Proposition 3 of [§].

Proposition 4.9. Under Assumption [3 with % <r <1, then for any \ > 0,

lg0cx = 90117 < AL g, lI7. (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 [II We begin by comparing the assumption on the upper bound of 7 in
Proposition [4.1] and Proposition When % < 6 < 1, it can be observed that

1-6 208(1 + k) 8 1 !
7 < 1 .
BRZ 4+ A <A+(1—29—1)(29—1) <Og1—9+1—0>>

Thus, for i € Ny we select n; = ni~ 9W1th <f<land0<n< <x\—|—%(log%+

-0
respectively. For % < 0 < 1, we define

-1
L >> . Let My (T), My(T, \), M3(T, \) be defined as given in Proposition [L.T] and [4.8]

0
My(T, \) = max { M (T), Mo (T, \), M3(T, \)} = max {T6_59, 7204r)(1=0) 720 x T—}

TAZ7 N2
T
——maX{ZG 50 20 —)\2}

(30)
To establish the main result, we will analyze two cases based on the value of 6.

When % <0< ?,}g—j and M > My(T, \). by substituting the bounds from Proposition

41, Proposition 5] Proposition [A.8] and Proposition into the error decomposition (I4]),
we conclude that

2 2
E,r ||g@(T+1) — gp||ﬂ <AE,r |:Hg®(T+1) — g(T—i-l)Hp] +4E,r [HQ(T—H) _gM’)‘HJ

+ 4 ga = ool + 4 g — 9ol
- 2 2
< 100027 4 4 (VlT—27”<1—9> + V4 (exp {—H(@)Tl - 19} + T—G)) log = + 16"log -
+ AL gI2

<C (T_%(l_@) + exp {—H(Q)T1 213719} LTy )\27«) log%

holds with confidence at least 1—d, where constant C' = 2000244 (V; + Va)+165"+8|| L3 g%

Similarly, when gg—l <60 < 1and M > My(T,\), with confidence at least 1 — 0, there
holds

Ezr ||9®(T+1) _ngi} <AE,r |:H99(T+1) —Q(TH)HZ] +4E [HQ(T+1) - QM,AHZ]
+4l9arx = Goo I + 41900 r — 9l

< 100027 + 4 (vlT—Q’“U—e) +Vh (exp {—H(Q))\Tl_e} + T—9>) log % + 16x%1og %T‘G
+ AN L g,

<C (T‘zr(l_e) + exp {—H(G))\Tl—"} L1704 )\27") log§

Then the proof is completed. O

We will now establish the explicit convergence rates by considering the specific choice of

0= where 1 5 <r<lL

2r+1’
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Proof of Corollary [Il Since for all € > 0, > 0 and 7 > 0, we have

exp{—7T°} = O(T™%). (31)
We obtain the convergence rate by applying Theorem [l with 6 = 5 +1
cases based on the value of 6, as outlined in Theorem [I1
Case 1: When <f= 2r+1 < :232 %, which implies 1—32 19 >0 and <r<l-— 26’ using

the property (31 with 7 = H(0) = 2—"21 0 (1— (%)1_9) = 2n(2r+1)22+1 21 (1 - (3 )2T+1> >0

ande =1— 36 19 we can conclude that

exp {-H(@)Tl—g’éiie} — O(T~ =51),

This together with the choice of A = T_Tlﬂ, we have

6
My(T, \) = max {T6_59, T20, %} = max {Tg:ti) T2r+1 T2r+1 } = Tg:r;,
246
Therefore, when M > T2+1, we have
2 __2r 2

Ezr [Hg(a(TH) - ngp] = O(T" =71) log 5’ (32)

holds with confidence at least 1 — 6.
Case 2: When 26 1 < 0 < 1, which implies 1 — == 5 <r< 1, we choose )\ T Tt e with

0<e< 2T+1 Under these conditions, we have )\T1 9 =T 2T+1+2TT T — T?, therefore,

we conclude that
exp {—H(H)/\Tl_g} = exp {—H(@)Ti} =0 (T_%:l> . (33)

Moreover, in this case,

_ T? 2r+6 ar 2942 € 2746
My(T, \) = max {TG 59’ T29, F} = max {T2r'+1 ,T2r+1  T2r+1 7«} = T2r+1.

Then we assert that when M > Tg:—flj, with confidence at least 1 — ¢, there holds
2 —L—i-e 2

E,r [Hg@(Tﬂ) — gp||p] = O(T~ 2+ log 5

This completes the proof of Corollary [l O
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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 § € (0,1) and M € Zy, the following inequality holds with
confidence at least 1 — ¢,

2
(@) 11 Lar = Loollyp < llkar — kool < 2y 2L
op co(pxXpx) M

2
(b) | Tr(Las — Loo)| < w2/ 2282

2log 2
() 1Ly — Lol s < 52 =572

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

Ly = Loollgp = sup [[Larf — Leo 1,

If1lp=1

= sup
[l £llp=1 P

:||J§|Elil\// /f (kar (2, 2') = koo ($a$/))dpx(x):|2dpx($/)

HfH»—l\// ([ @) ([ hustost) = bt o Papn(a) ) | dpatar

< Nkar = Kool Lo (o xp2)-

Thus we get the first half of the inequality. For the second half, for any z,2’ € X, define
(ma) =0 (bﬁoﬁx) o (bfno)Tx'> + (a:Tx' + ’yz) o (b&O)Tx) o (b&O)Ta:’) ,

then [&.(z,2')] < 4 + 202 = k? holds for any 7 = 1,--- , M. Then, by applying the
Hoeffding inequality (See e.g. Theorem 1 in [5]), we can assert that

M 2
1 2log =
i 2) — beeas) = | 7 30 609 ~ Byl < 2|00
. 2log 2
holds with confidence at least 1 — §, Thus ||k — kf’ooHLoo (prxp) < K2 ngj 2
(b) This can be proved by utilizing the equation Tr(Loso) = [ k dpx(z) and (a).
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(¢) According to the definition and properties of the norm of Hilbert-Schmidt operators, we
can derive the following result

ILar = Loollrs = |Tr [(Lar = Loo)* (Lar = Loo)]| < 1Lt = Loolop ITr (L — Leo)]

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

Lemma A.2. Let nt—nt_g with n >0 and%§9<1, we have
1
(a)n(19)T19<Z77t T19

T 7729
(b) Z 77t < 59—7-

(¢) VA > 0, define H(f) = %21_9 <1 - (%)1_(9), then

r 201 12’
anH (1—mN)? < 20_1exp{—H(9))\T1_9}—|—W.

Proof. The proof of (a) and (b) is standard, see e.g. Lemma 4.3 in [I7]. The proof of (¢) can
be found in Lemma 19 in [27]. O

B Proof of Lemmas in Section 4.3l

We need the following lemma to establish the proof of Lemma

Lemma B.1. For arbitrary A > 0 and 0 < 6 < 1, when M > )\2, the following holds with
probability at least 1 — § over the random choice of ©©

1
.
loaaall, < V|2, (2023 )

Proof. By utilizing the definition of gy x(x) as gy x = L (Lar + A1 )_1 g, and the reproduc-
ing property of kjs, for any z € X, we can conclude that

930a@) = |(garx ks, | < oatiallz,, lgarall,,

<K HLM (L + )J)_lgp‘

M

1
k|| L2, (L + M)t g,

p

Furthermore, under Assumption Bl with % <r <1, we have

|

|

L3, (Lar + A"\ g, L3, (L + D 1| Lz ol

op

(Loo + AI)?

|

p

NI

1
L (Lar + D)2 |||+ A1) gl

‘(Loo P2 LT

op op
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2r—1 -1 1
<K (Lar + A1) 72 (Loo + AI)2

ez,

1
where the last inequality holds due to || L3, (L + Al )_% <

<1and H(Loo FA)TIL

op op

k2" =1, Moreover,

H(LM M) "3 (Loo + A2

j,, = [|(Zar + AT (L + AT (L + A1)

op
- H(LM M) 72 (Loo — Lag + Lag + A (Lag + M) ™2
< ”LM - LOO”op
= \

from Lemma [AJ] when M > %, we get

Ly — Looll, ) o\ T
S\/w—klg\/n? 2log5+1§\//£2+1<210g5> ,
op

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

op

+1,

H(LM F )3 (Lo + M)3

1 1
2\1 2\ 1
lgrralloe < w7 (LS g5, V2 +1 <2log 5) <V |1y, <2log 5) .

holds with high probability at least 1 — & over the random choice of (). This concludes the
proof. O

Proof of Lemma (4.3l First, we divide E i1 H g Hio into the following two part,

2 2
Ezt—l g(t)Hoo < QEZt—l ® _ gM,)\HOO +2 HgM,)\”io :

9

Recall that £ (f) = E, )~ [f(2) — y)?, and E..[B;] = 0, which implies that

iM} < K2 (Q(z‘)) ‘

Then for the first term E ¢ Hg(t) — gM«\HZd by 1)) in Lemma 2] we have

B, zi-1 |:HBZ'||3{M] <E, |z [H <y2 — gt (JEz’)) Kt

2

9 t—1
Ezt—l g(t) — gM’)\Hoo S 2 H (I — Nt (LM + )\I))gM)\
= 0o )
t—1 t—1
+ 2Ezt71 Zm H (I — Ny (LM + )\I)) Bz
i=1  j=i+1 o
t—1 t—1 2
< 2|lgaall + 267 Bz | > mi [[ (2 =y (Las + D)) B;
i=1  j=i+1 Hos
t—1 t—1 2
:2”91\/]7)\”504-2:‘%22?7?1521' H ([—T]j (Lar + M) B;
i=1 Jj=i+1 s
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t—1

< 2|l garalls, + 261 Y nPE i [E(gD)).
i=1

By Proposition 2 in [37], when 7 satisfies the condition (24), we have
E i1 [E(g™)] < 209,12 + 3€ (g,) -

Combining Lemma (b), we can derive that

4k 020

20 —

Ezt—l g(t)

2
2
—gua||_ < 2llgnall% + G (20llg,l% + 38 (4,) -

Thus, from Lemma B, when M > %, we have

2 2
Ezi— g(t)H < 2||lgarl%, + 2Bz || g® — QM,AH
o o0

8kin26
20 — 1

(20/lg,1I2 + 3€ (g,))

2 8k1n?0

< 12602 || L7 g, |7 4 /2108 5 + 5 (201195113 +3€ (5,))

This finishes the proof. U

< 6lgmal, +

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

6.

(1) When 3 3<0< 35 1, from Assumption @ Vj > 1, we have bj# < pu; < ¢j=# with 8 > 1,
then

S S I B e S
j=1
§C2 e ; 26 ¢ D bH (0) Bp1—0
et }
PN %GXP{ bH(0); BTl_g} ¢ > 2Bexp{ bH (6) BTl—a}
il J2ITT 4
<c2j:13 % exp { —bH (0)T 71710} 2;2_1 (1= + )1—2/3
= eXp{ bH(6) };j_% Ta5- 1T_9
2
S;ff (exp{ bH(6) }+T )
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