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Abstract

When concept shifts and sample scarcity are present in the target domain of interest, non-
parametric regression learners often struggle to generalize effectively. The technique of transfer
learning remedies these issues by leveraging data or pre-trained models from similar source do-
mains. While existing generalization analyses of kernel-based transfer learning typically rely on
correctly specified models, we present a transfer learning procedure that is robust against model
misspecification while adaptively attaining optimality. To facilitate our analysis and avoid the
risk of saturation found in classical misspecified results, we establish a novel result in the mis-
specified single-task learning setting, showing that spectral algorithms with fixed bandwidth
Gaussian kernels can attain minimax convergence rates given the true function is in a Sobolev
space, which may be of independent interest. Building on this, we derive the adaptive conver-
gence rates of the excess risk for specifying Gaussian kernels in a prevalent class of hypothesis
transfer learning algorithms. Our results are minimax optimal up to logarithmic factors and
elucidate the key determinants of transfer efficiency.

Keywords: Transfer Learning, Distribution Shift, Nonparametric Regression, Spectral Algo-
rithms, Gaussian Kernels, Misspecification, Minimax Optimality, Adaptivity

1 Introduction

Nonparametric regression is one of the most extensively studied problems in past decades due to
its remarkable flexibility in modeling the relationship between an input X and output Y. While
numerous algorithms have been developed, the strong guarantees of learnability and generalization
rely on the fact that there are a sufficient number of training samples and that the future data
possess the same distribution as the training. However, training sample scarcity in the target
domain of interest and distribution shifts occur frequently in practical applications and deteriorate
the effectiveness of most existing algorithms both empirically and theoretically. Transfer learning
has emerged as an appealing and promising paradigm for addressing these challenges by leveraging
samples or pre-trained models from similar, yet not identical, source domains.

In this work, we study the problem of transfer learning in the presence of the concept shifts for
nonparametric regression over some specific reproducing kernel Hilbert spaces (RKHS). Specifically,
we posit there are limited labeled samples from the target domain but sufficient labeled samples
from a similar source domain where the concept shifted, namely, the conditional distribution of Y| X
changes across domains, which implies the underlying regression function shifts. Hypothesis Transfer
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Learning (HTL) [Kuzborskij and Orabona, 2013]| is the most prevalent framework to tackle concept
shift in a two-phase manner by leveraging pre-trained models (hypotheses) from source domains
followed by utilizing labeled target samples to learn the shifting, i.e., fine-tune the pre-trained
models. HTL algorithms have been extensively studied across various model settings and fine-tuning
approaches with theoretical guarantees. Examples include additive linear forms in Scholkopf et al.
[2001], Wang and Schneider [2015], Bastani [2021] and general transformations in Du et al. [2017],
Minami et al. [2024], among others. Inspired by this framework, a line of research has focused
on developing transfer learning algorithms with minimax optimality guarantees. These pursuits
facilitate the design and understanding of algorithms from the perspective of fully exploiting source
knowledge; see Reeve et al. [2021], Kpotufe and Martinet [2021], Cai and Wei [2021], Li et al. [2022],
Maity et al. [2022], Tian and Feng [2022], and more reference therein.

Previous works have primarily focused on transfer learning procedures for model estimation,
providing upper bounds or even optimal convergence rates to evaluate the generalization perfor-
mance given that the model is well-specified, i.e., assuming the specified models in the estimation
match the true regression function. In contrast, less attention has been paid to achieving provable
and optimal guarantees under misspecified cases despite its prevalence in practical applications.
For instance, a considerable body of literature for nonparametric regression assumes the true source
and target regression functions reside in certain RKHSs. They derive (nearly) optimal convergence
rates of excess risk by assuming the true functions’ regularity is a priori known and the employed
RKHSs that contain the estimators are correctly specified in the estimation. [Wang et al., 2016,
Du et al., 2017, Lin and Reimherr, 2024a]. Consequently, such algorithms and analyses are neither
robust against misspecification nor adaptive, as the information about the true regression functions
is typically unknown in practical applications.

The procedure of HTL typically involves first learning the pre-trained models over the source
domain and some intermediate models sequentially and then combining them via some transforma-
tions to obtain estimators for the target domains; see Section 2.1. Therefore, it appears promising
to exploit some existing well-known robustness results from classical nonparametric methods within
the RKHS framework, e.g., Dicker et al. [2017], Fischer and Steinwart [2020], Wang and Jing [2022],
to develop robust transfer procedures with optimality guarantees. These existing robustness results
demonstrate that the optimal convergence rate is still attainable even when estimators are learned
within misspecified RKHSs. However, such robustness typically depends on the qualification of
the learning algorithm (a quantity measuring the algorithm’s fitting capability; see definition in
Section 2.2). If the relative regularity of the estimator to the true function deviates significantly
from the qualification, these robustness results will no longer hold due to the well-known saturation
effect [Bauer et al., 2007|, a phenomenon that the convergence rate of the algorithms fails to attain
the information-theoretic lower bound. Thus, it is necessary to develop robustness not only against
model misspecification but also to overcome the challenges posed by the saturation effect.

Aiming at the gap between theory and practice in the current analysis of HTL, we state the
main question of this paper:

How can HTL be truly robust against model misspecification
so that it can achieve provably rate-optimal transfer?

In this work, we answer this question. We first give a new result on the robustness of misspecification
for a widely used class of nonparametric methods, termed spectral algorithms, which overcomes
saturation effects. We then utilize this result to achieve the main goal. To our knowledge, this
work presents the first attempt to address HTL under concept shift that simultaneously fulfills the
following two desirable properties: (1) robustness to misspecification of specified RKHSs; and (2)



adaptively achieve minimax optimal convergence rates. Our main contributions can be summarized
as follows.

1. Our first result proves that for true regression functions in fractional Sobolev spaces of order
m, employing fixed bandwidth Gaussian kernels in arbitrary single-task misspecified spec-
tral algorithms, which will be defined in Section 2.2, attains minimax optimal convergence
rates. Additionally, an estimator obtained via standard training and validation achieves the
same minimax optimality up to a logarithmic factor. Notably, the optimal order of the reg-
ularization parameter A\ for achieving non-adaptive rates should decay exponentially, i.e.,
A= exp{—C’anQﬁ} for a constant C' and sample size n. This robustness result is of indepen-
dent interest and serves as a complement to classical misspecified kernel methods research.

2. Methodologically, to answer the main question, we propose a special HTL procedure by im-
posing spectral algorithms with Gaussian kernels as the learning algorithms in each phase
of the HTL. The design of this HTL algorithm leverages the novel robustness against model
misspecification exhibited by the Gaussian kernel and is thus free from saturation effects,
enabling its capability to consistently and adaptively achieve rate-optimal transfer learning.

3. Theoretically, we establish the minimax lower bound for the learning problem under concept
shifts in terms of excess risk and demonstrate that this special HTL algorithm attains a
minimax optimal convergence rate (up to logarithmic factors). The asymptotic optimal rate
we obtain reveals that the factor influencing the transfer learning efficiency in HTL is the
relative signal strength between true intermediate and source regression functions, where such
factors are largely overlooked in existing HTL analyses.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we formulate the learning prob-
lem, including the concept shifts in nonparametric regression, the HTL framework, and model
assumptions. We also briefly introduce the spectral algorithms. In Section 3, we establish both the
non-adaptive and adaptive convergence rates for spectral algorithms with fixed bandwidth Gaussian
kernels. In Section 4, we present the modified special HTL algorithm for learning the true function
with concept shifts, followed by the derivation of minimax optimality analysis and discussions. In
Section 5, we conduct simulations to confirm the derived asymptotic convergence rates are optimal.
Section 6 provides a detailed review of related works in the context of misspecified kernel methods
and transfer learning. Finally, Section 7 concludes the paper and provides discussions.

2 Problem Formulations

In this section, we set up the problem to be studied in this work. In Subsection 2.1, we formulate the
learning problem of nonparametric regression with concept shifts and state the hypothesis transfer
learning framework along with the model assumptions. In Subsection 2.2, we introduce the spectral
algorithms in classical single-task settings, which serve as the backbone of the learning framework.

2.1 Concept Shifts, Learning Framework and Assumptions

Concept Shifts Let a compact set X C R? be the input space with Lipschitz boundary, and
Y C R be the output space. Suppose there are two unknown probability measures on X x ),
the measure P for the source domain and ) for the target domain. One observes np i.i.d. labeled



source samples DY = {(zF, yF)}'F, drawn from distribution P, and n¢ i.i.d. labeled target samples
De = {(le, yiQ )19, drawn from distribution @, with

ul = Pl + el and g = f9R) +
where ¥ and f9 are the underlying true regression functions, and EZP and eZQ are i.i.d. random
noise with zero mean.

In this work, we consider the concept shifts setting, which is alternatively known as model shifts
[Wang and Schneider, 2014, Lei et al., 2021] or posterior drift [Scott, 2019, Cai and Wei, 2021] in
different contexts. Specifically, let Py and ) x denote the marginal distributions. The concept shift
assumes Py and Qx are identical while Py x and Qy |, i.e., fP and f9, are different across the

domains. Given the observed samples from both domains, the goal is to construct an estimator fQ
that minimizes the excess risk over the target distribution @, i.e., Ex~q, [(f?(X) — f9(X))?).

Learning Framework In this work, the learning framework we consider is a slight generalization
of the hypothesis transfer learning (HTL) procedure adopted from Du et al. [2017], which are both
practically and theoretically prevalent for addressing concept shifts.

Algorithm 1 Hypothesis Transfer Learning

Input: Source samples DY, target samples D9, hypothesis classes H! for source function f¥
and H° for the intermediate one f?, learning algorithms A7 : (X x Y)"» — HT for fF, and
A o (X x )@ — HP for f°, and data transformation function g : ) x HY — R and model
transformation function G : R x HF — .

Output: Target function estimator f@.

Step 1: Obtain the estimator for f£ in H% by f¥ = AP (D).
Step 2: Construct the intermediate samples using data transformation function g,

n

D7 = {(@P,u))}

i=

with of =g (47, /7).

Step 3: Obtain the estimator for f9 in H% via algorithm A% and samples D?,
o= A(DP).

Step 4: Obtain the estimator for f9 using the model transformation function G,

Fox) =6 (F0x0), ().

The motivation of Algorithm 1 is to decompose the objective of learning f¢ into learning f
and f9 separately. Here, the source function f¥ is less regularized (“more complex”) while the
intermediate function f°, which represents the shift, is highly regularized (“simple”; e.g., linear
functions). Since f9 is challenging to learn directly with limited target samples, Algorithm 1
facilitates the learning efficiency by learning the “hard” part, f¥, effectively using sufficient large
source samples and also learning the “simple” part, f°, well with limited target samples.

The procedure in Algorithm 1 generalizes many widely used transfer learning algorithms by se-
lecting different g and G. For example, taking g(Y?, f¥(X)) = Y9~ fP(X) and G(f0(X), fF (X)) =



fP(X) + f°(X) represents the offset transfer learning, where the target function is in the ad-
ditive combination of source and intermediate function. This recovers numerous transfer learn-
ing algorithms originated from biased regularization [Scholkopf et al., 2001], which modify the
pre-trained model via additive linear adjustments based on regularized ERM, such as those by
Kuzborskij and Orabona [2013], Wang and Schneider [2015], Li et al. [2022], Tian and Feng [2022],
to name a few. Additionally, it is shown that in Minami et al. [2021], by setting g(Y?, f¥(X)) =
(Y@ — 7f7(X))/(1 — ) and G(f3(X), FF(X)) = (1 - p)fP(X) + pf3(X) with two varying hy-
perparameters 7 and p, Algorithm 1 becomes the transfer learning algorithms such as posterior
distribution ratio estimation [Liu and Fukumizu, 2016| and neural network-based pre-training and
fine-tuning [Yosinski et al., 2014| given 7 and p belongs to specific regimes. To establish the the-
oretical analysis under this learning framework, we impose the following assumption on g and G,
which is standard in most existing HTL literature, such as Kuzborskij and Orabona [2013], Du et al.
[2017].

Assumption 1. The following conditions hold for data and model transformation function, namely

g and G:

1. (Invertibility) The model transformation function G(x,y) is invertible with respect to the first
argument, t.e. G;l exists, and G?jl = gy.

2. (Lipschitz continuity) The model transformation function G is Ly -Lipschitz, i.e., for all (z,y), (2',y') €
R2, |G(z,y) — G(z',y)| < Li\/(z — 2/)2 + (y — ¢')2. Besides, the data transformation func-
tion g is Lo-Lipschitz in second argument, i.e., |g(z,y) — g(z,y")| < Laly — /.

3. (Consistency) For all x € X,

(@) = Eqlg(¥. fP@)X =] and G(f (@), f7(@)) := f(x) = EqlY|X = a].

The Lipshictz continuity condition guarantees fQ converges to ¢ if both fP and f& converge
their counterparts. The invertibility condition assures the injection between the values of the target
function f€ and the intermediate function f°. Finally, the consistency condition assures that step
3 produces an unbiased estimator for f9.

Model Assumptions In this work, we investigate the setting where f¥, f@ and f° reside in
some specific RKHSs. Let K be a symmetric, positive-definite, and continuous kernel function over
X x X that satisfies sup,cy K (7, 2) < % and denote its associate RKHS as Hx (X). We consider
the stationary kernel, i.e., the value of K(z,y) only depends on the difference x — y, and write
K(x —vy) := K(z,y). For such kernels, one can characterize the RKHS of K in terms of Fourier
transforms when X = RY. Let F(f)(w) denote the Fourier transform of a function f, then by
Theorem 10.12 of Wendland [2004],

dy __ d dy . ]:(f) d
HK(R)_{feB(R)mC(R).WeLz(R)}.

When X is a subset of R? such a definition still captures the regularity of functions in Hz (X)
via a norm equivalency result that holds by the extension theorem [DeVore and Sharpley, 1993|.
Denote WP (X') as the Sobolev space with order m. When p = 2, the Sobolev space is equivalent
to the RKHS of a stationary kernel. The following lemma from Wendland [2004] describes the norm
equivalency.



Lemma 1. Let K(x,2') be a stationary kernel. Suppose X has a Lipschitiz boundary, and the
Fourier transform of K has the following spectral density of m, for m > d/2,

cr(1+]]-3)™ < FK)() < e2(1+ ] - [13)™ (1)

for some constant 0 < ¢; < co. Then, the associated RKHS of K, Hx(X), is norm-equivalent to
the Sobolev space W™2(X) := H™(X).

A prominent class of stationary kernels that satisfy (1) is the Matérn kernel [Stein, 1999, which
is defined by

v

Ko (z,y: h) = il(,,) (@nx—hynz)”& (ﬁHf) |

where h is the bandwidth and K, is the modified Bessel function of the second kind. The Sobolev
space H™(X) associated with K, satisfied m = v + d/2. We let H™(X, R) represent a ball in
the the Sobolev space with radius R, i.e. H™(X,R) = {f : f € H™(X),[|fllgm@x) < R}. For
notational simplification, we abbrivate H™(X) as H™ and H™(X,R) as H™(R) unless otherwise
specified. The following assumptions will be made throughout the paper.

Assumption 2 (Smoothness). Suppose that exists positive constants mp, mq and mgs greater than
d/2, and Rp, Rg and Rs such that

ff e H™"(Rp), f9 e H™(Rg) and f° <€ H™(R;).

Assumption 3 (Moment of error). There are constants 09, L9 > 0 such that for any r > 2, the
noises satisfies

B[] 2] < grie" (L2 for te{P.Q)

Assumption 2 indicates the eigenvalue decay rate (EDR) of the reproducing kernel of these
Sobolev spaces is polynomial, which is a standard assumption in nonparametric literature and
allows one to obtain the minimax optimal convergence rate directly via classical results [Stone, 1982].
While this assumption does not assert the relationship between mp, mg and ms, the effectiveness
of Algorithm 1 relies on m; being larger, meaning f° is more regularized than f” and f¢ and
thus intuitively aligns with the philosophy of Algorithm 1. For example, when Algorithm 1 takes
the offset transfer learning form, it is often assumed ms > mp and mp = mg [Lin and Reimherr,
2024b]. Such “simpler” offset assumptions have also been proven to be effective in other models, e.g.,
high-dimensional linear works |Bastani, 2021, Li et al., 2022, Tian and Feng, 2022] where authors
assume the offset coefficients should be sparser than source and target coefficients.

Assumption 3 is also a standard assumption that frequently appears in the kernel method litera-
ture |Fischer and Steinwart, 2020, Zhang et al., 2023| to establish theoretical results, which controls
the noise tail-probability decay speed.

2.2 Spectral Algorithms

We now introduce a class of kernel methods for nonparametric regression known as spectral algo-
rithms, which serve as A" and A% in Algorithm 1 in this work. To facilitate simplicity, we introduce
the spectral algorithms in a single-task learning setting with the target domain samples D% while
an extension to source domain samples is straightforward.

Let Hy be an RKHS with kernel K. Denote the L%-space as L*(X,Qx) (in short L?). We
define the corresponding integral operator Tk : L? — L? as

Ty (f)(a') = /X K (2, 2/) £ (2)dQx (),
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which is a compact operator since it is positive, self-adjoint, and trace-class. Applying Mercer’s
theorem yields that there is an at most countable index set N such that the decomposition K (z, z') =
> jen sjej(w)ej(a’) holds, where {s;}jen are the eigenvalues in non-increasing order and {e;}jen
are the corresponding eigenfunctions, which form an orthonormal basis of L?. For « € X, define the
evaluation operator as K, : Hx — R, f — (f, K;)1, and its adjoint operator K : R — Hg,y —
yK ;. We define the target sample covariance operator T' fgn : Hix — Hx and the target sample bias

function g,? :R™ - Hg as

n

nQ
Q ._ 1 . Q. 1 Ny
TRn= 50 ;KJC?KI? and g% := > Z;Kny .

In the classical single-task non-parametric regression problem, the goal is to obtain fQ from Hx
based on the target samples D to achieve small risk in L. Thus, it is natural to obtain f< by
minimizing the empirical squared loss over Hp, i.e.

" 1 9 0\ 2
f9 = argmin= >~ () - y) 2)

n
ferg o

which gives fQ as the solution of the empirical, linear equation, T[? Wf = g,? . However, solving this

equation is an ill-posed inverse problem as the inverse of the sample covariance operator, T fg I
general, does not exist. In inverse problems and statistical learning, a common approach to address
this issue is to replace the inverse of T[? ,, With a regularized operator. This replacement corresponds
to selecting a specific filter function, which leads to the formulation of spectral algorithms [Rosasco
et al., 2005, Caponnetto, 2006, Bauer et al., 2007].

Definition 1 (Filter function). The class of functions {¢y : [0,k%*] — RT|X € R} are said to be
filter functions with qualification T > 0 and regularization parameter A, if there exists some positive
constants B, F. < oo such that the following two conditions hold:

Sup sup sup uﬁqu(u)‘ MNP <E, (3)
B€[0,1] AEA u€g(0,x2]
sup sup sup [(1— ¢x(u)u)l uPATP < F,. (4)

Bel0,7] AeA uegl0,x2]

The motivation for introducing the class of filter functions is that ¢ is analogous to the function
#(t) = t~! but with better behavior around 0, e.g. ¢y is bounded by A~!. We now define the
corresponding spectral algorithms given a specific filter function ¢,.

Definition 2 (Spectral algorithm). Let ¢ be a filter function with parameter X. Given the target
samples D9, the estimator from the spectral algorithm is given by

F = on(Tg,)98.

Here, the filter function ¢y acts on the eigenvalues of the self-adjoint finite-rank sample covari-
ance operator Tk . Different filter functions lead to different types of regularization. We list some
of the commonly used spectral algorithms in the following examples. For more examples of spectral
algorithms, we refer readers to Gerfo et al. [2008].

1. Kernel Ridge Regression (KRR): The choice of Tikhonov filter function ¢y (z) = (z+\)~*
corresponds to kernel ridge regression. In this case, 7 = F = F; = 1.



2. Gradient Descent (GD) and Gradient Flow (GF): The choice of ¢y(z) = n > e (1 —
nz)* where A = (nt)~!
corresponds to gradient descent where i1 > 0 is a constant step size. Gradient descent with
more complex update rules can be expressed in terms of filter functions as well |Lin et al.,
2018, Miicke et al., 2019]. For infinitely small step size, the choice of ¢)(2) = (1 —exp{—5})/z

corresponds to gradient flow. In both cases, 7 could be any positive number, £ = 1, and
F, = (1/e)".

3. Kernel Principal Component Regression (KPCR): The choice of spectral cut-off func-
tion ¢ (2) = z_l]lzz » corresponds to Kernel Principal Component Regression, which is mo-
tivated by using finite components to recover Tlgn. In such case, 7 could be any positive
number, 7 = F = F, = 1.

3 Spectral Algorithms with Gaussian Kernels

Observing that Algorithm 1 obtains the fP and f5 through two sequential and independent spec-
tral algorithms, A” and A%, we first consider the robustness and adaptivity for spectral algorithms
under the classical learning setting (i.e., recovering f@ with D? solely), and then apply the results
to Algorithm 1 to answer the main question of this work. Specifically, this section begins with a
warm-up example to demonstrate why existing misspecified results are insufficient and highlights
the motivation for using Gaussian kernels. We then present the non-adaptive and adaptive mini-
max optimal convergence rate for spectral algorithms with Gaussian kernels, followed by detailed
discussions.

3.1 Warm-up: Misspecification with Optimal Rate and Saturation Effect

We first review some existing robustness results on misspecified spectral algorithms and the satu-
ration effect.

Proposition 1 (Target-only Learning). For a symmetric and positive semi-definite kernel K :
X XX — R, let Hi be the RKHS associated with K [Wendland, 2004]. Let fQ € Hg be the
spectral algorithms estimator in Definition 2 with qualification T and reqularization parameter X,
imposed kernel as K and target sample D?. The convergence rate of excess risk of fQ 1S given as
follows.

[lisH

-

1. (Misspecification) Suppose the imposed kernel K satisfies condition (1) with order mg >

X

that s, its associated RKHS, Hy, is norm-equivalent to oma. Furthermore, given A

2m/

n "% agnd v = min{2r, Z—Z}, then
__Tmg
fe- fQ‘ ; = Op nQ%mbH
2. (Saturation Effect) For m’Q < n;—f and any choice of parameter \(ng) satisfying that A(ng) —
0, we have e
fQ - fQ‘ 12 = Qp nQ4Tmb+d




When m’Q = mg, the misspecified result becomes well-specified and can be found in a line
of past work [Geer, 2000, Caponnetto and De Vito, 2007]. The misspecified result comes from a
combination (with a modification) of Theorem 15 and 16 in Wang and Jing [2022] and Theorem 1
in Zhang et al. [2023]. The saturation effect is proved by Corollary 3.2 in Li et al. [2024]. Given the
fact that the minimax optimal rate is n=2m@/(2me+d) when f@ € H™e, Proposition 1 indicates that
even when the imposed RKHS H ¢ is misspecified (and thus the estimator f @), the minimax optimal
rate is still attainable when m'Q > mg/27 with appropriately chosen A. However, if m’Q <mgq/2T,
i.e., the true function is much smoother than the estimator itself, the saturation effect occurs, i.e.,
there is a persistent gap between the lower bound of the estimator and the information-theoretic
lower bound of the learning problem.

The misspecified result in Proposition 1 suggests a potential solution to the main question of
this work: imposing appropriately misspecified kernels, such as Matérn kernels, in AP and A% to
attain robustness against model misspecification while achieving optimal rate. Nonetheless, such a
solution still faces two problems: (1) Non-adaptivity, i.e., one still needs to know the true smoothness
when tuning A; (2) Saturation risk, i.e., using spectral algorithms with finite qualifications 7 but
a less smooth kernel is imposed. Although the former can be potentially addressed by some data-
driven adaptive approaches, the second one is more problematic, as choosing a less smooth kernel
may permanently prevent achieving the optimal rate. While saturation effects can be mitigated by
selecting specific spectral algorithms with arbitrarily large qualifications, this restricts the flexibility
in choosing A" and A°, eliminating the potential benefits that can be gained from customizing
these general algorithms under different application scenarios.

Therefore, there is a clear need for a misspecified kernel that can be robust against both model
misspecification and the potential saturation effect across arbitrary spectral algorithms. Formally,
for fQ € H™Q with any mgq > d/2, imposing such a kernel in the spectral algorithms would ensure
that, regardless of the spectral algorithm’s qualification, there always exists an optimal A such that
the minimax optimal convergence rate is achievable.

3.2 Opimal Convergence Rate with Gaussian Kernels

We start with the motivation for considering the Gaussian kernels. As shown in Proposition 1, when
the imposed RKHS’s smoothness m’Q is greater than the quantity mg/27, there always exists an
optimal A such that the minimax optimal rate is attainable. This indicates that the most prominent
issue that causes the saturation effect is the large relative smoothness of f¢ to fQ, i.e., estimating a
smooth function with a much less smooth estimator. Thus, a feasible strategy is always to employ a
Matérn kernel with large smoothness so that the estimator fQ is obtained from a smoother Sobolev
space than the one where f resides. However, precisely determining the appropriate smoothness
to impose on fQ is challenging since the true smoothness mg is typically unknown. To this end,
we consider using the fixed bandwidth Gaussian kernel, which is further motivated by the following
fact.

e The RKHS associated with the isotropic Matérn kernel K, [Stein, 1999 is isomorphic to the
Sobolev space H" +5. Moreover, the Gaussian kernel is the limited of the Matérn kernel, i.e.

lim K, (z;h) = exp —M z,y € R?
Pt v\, 2]’L2 ) ) )

and the RKHS associated with the Gaussian kernel is contained in the Sobolev space H™®@
for any mg > d/2 [Fasshauer and Ye, 2011].



Thus, in using the Gaussian kernel, one might expect to achieve the minimax optimal rate with a
feasible A and overcome the saturation effect since its corresponding RKHS consists of functions
that are consistently “smoother” than f<.

Our first result proves that there exists an optimal order of A such that the spectral algorithms
with Gaussian kernels attain the optimal convergence rate.

Theorem 1 (Non-Adaptive Rate). Under Assumption:s 2 and 3, let the imposed kernel, K, be the
fixed bandwidth Gaussian kernel and the estimator be fQ = AKA(DQ), where Ag » is an arbitrary

2
spectral algorithm with kernel K and regularization parameter X\. By choosing log(1/\) < n*"e*t?,
for any 6 € (0,1) and sufficiently large ng > 1, with probability at least 1 — 0, we have

2m
2 4\? —ﬁ
L2 <C (log 5) ng ,

where C' is a constant independent of ng and 9.

7 - 19|

Remark 1. Establishing the upper bound requires a technical assumption (Assumption 4 in Ap-
pendiz A), which uniformly bounds Z;’il sjsi)\e?(x) by the effective dimension. It is slightly weaker
than the commonly assumed uniformly boundedness of the eigenfunction of Tk, a rather standard
assumption in nonparametric literature, particularly under misspecified case; see Mendelson and
Neeman [2010]. Notably, whether this assumption holds for Gaussian kernels is, to the best of our
knowledge, not addressed in existing literature, necessitating making such assumptions when con-
sidering specific kernels, like Matérn kernels, in misspecified kernel research; see Wang and Jing

[2022].

Despite the minimax optimality of the spectral algorithm demonstrated in Theorem 1, a key
practical challenge is that choosing optimal A still requires knowing mg. To address this, we
developed an adaptive rate when the smoothness parameter mg is unknown a priori. The adaptive
procedure is based on a standard training and validation approach [Steinwart and Christmann,
2008]. Specifically, we construct a finite set that is a finite arithmetic sequence, i.e., M = {mpin <

- < Mmax} where {m;} satisfy mmin > d/2, mmax large enough such that mg < mmax and
m; —mi—1 < 1/logng. We then split dataset DY into D? = {(m?,y?), e ,(a:?,y]Q)} and Dg’y =
DQ\D?. The adaptive estimator is obtained by following the training and validation approach.
1. (Training): For each m € M, compute the non-adaptive estimator f)?m = A, (D?) with
the spectral algorithm Ag ), and dataset DIQ. The regularization parameter A, is chosen as
A = exp{—Cn?/?"+4} for some constant C' based on Theorem 1.

2. (Validation): Selecting the f/?m that minimizes empirical L? error over Dgg as the adaptive

estimator ff

The following theorem shows the adaptive estimator from the aforementioned training and validation
approach attains optimal rate up to a logarithmic factor in ng.

Theorem 2 (Adaptive Rate). Under the same conditions of Theorem 1. Then, for § € (0,1), with
probability 1 — §, we have

2m

2 4\ 2 ng \ et
< log —
220 (o5) (mig) ™ ®

where C' is a constant independent of ng and 9.

jo-r
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Remark 2. We note that the aforementioned training and validation approach is not the only way
to achieve the adaptive procedure. To obtain the adaptive rate, one can also employ other widely
used data-driven methods or model selection procedures, such as Lepski’s method [Lepskii, 1991].

3.3 Discussion

Theorem 1 shows that the excess risk of spectral algorithms with fixed bandwidth Gaussian kernels
can attain the minimax optimal convergence rate without restriction on the qualification. From
another perspective, it offers a robust solution to avoid the potential saturation effect in spectral
algorithms with low qualifications.

It is interesting to note that even though the motivation for imposing Gaussian kernels is that
the Gaussian kernel is the limit of Matérn kernel Km/Q as m’Q — 00, the misspecified case in

Proposition 1 can never substitute our result. Specifically, setting the smoothness parameter m/

as infinity in Proposition 1, the polynomial decay form of A never makes the optimal order of A
—2ml, /(2mg+d
trackable since limmb 00 T mo/Cmatd) _ 0, and only indicates that the optimal A should converge

to 0 much faster than the polynomial form. In contrast, our result explicitly reveals that the optimal
order of A should decay exponentially.

This exponential decay form of the optimal A originates from controlling the approximation
error. The misspecified results in Proposition 1 rely on the standard real interpolation technique to
control the approximation error. It allows one to expand the intermediate term f);Q (see definition in
Appendix A) and the true function f under the same basis, making the approximation error scale
as \"e/mq 1 £9|| yme and the optimal A\ decays polynomially like Proposition 1. This technique is
widely used in many misspecified kernel literature. However, in our case, the intermediate term
lies in the RKHS of Gaussian kernels, making expanding f? and f9 under the same basis no
longer feasible. The technique we used to prove the Theorem 1 is the Fourier transform of the
Gaussian kernel, which allows us to bound the approximation error by log(1/A)~"<|| fQH%ImQ and
consequently reveals this exponential decay order of A. We refer readers to Appendix A for more
details.

Paper Imposed RKHS Rate A h Type
_2mg B 2m]
Wang and Jing [2022] H™a, mly > e ng " g _ KRR
_ 27nQ _ 2'm/Q
Zhang et al. [2023] Hm,Q,m'Q s anQM anQM - SA
722"%+§ T 1 ;
Eberts and Steinwart [2013] Hi ng mot VE>O ”él ng "o | KRR
2m
. . s 7% d+1 —1 ~Zmg¥
Hamm and Steinwart [2021] Hri ng log®™*(n) ng ng KRR
_ 2m. 9
Theorem 1 in this work Hy anmQM exp{_CngnQM} _ SA

Table 1: A summary of the non-adaptive convergence rates in previous literature and this work.
The true function f@ is assumed to be residing in Sobolev space H™?. The “imposed RKHS”
means the RKHS that fQ belongs to, and the “type” means the spectral algorithms that are being
considered. h means the bandwidth of the imposed kernel and “—” means the bandwidth is fixed
during learning. H g represents the RKHS of the Gaussian kernel.

Lastly, to further highlight our findings, we summarize some state-of-the-art results (with slight
modifications to align with our setting) that consider general, Matérn, or Gaussian misspecified
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kernels for the spectral algorithms (or their special cases) and highlight our result in Table 1. We
refer readers to Section 6 for a detailed literature review.

The pattern of the X in this work differs significantly from previous attempts that justify the
minimax optimality of the misspecified fixed bandwidth Matérn kernel or variable bandwidth Gaus-
sian kernel in statements. Especially in the regime of variable bandwidth, given both v and A decay
polynomially in ng, Eberts and Steinwart [2013| showed that the convergence rate could be arbi-
trarily close to the optimal rate, while Hamm and Steinwart [2021] attained the optimal rate (up to
a logarithmic factor) under the so-called DIM condition. However, we would like to note that these
variable Gaussian results are not directly comparable to ours due to the difference in model settings
and assumptions. For example, these two works consider regularized ERM problems, allowing for
loss functions beyond the square ones. They also assumed data distributions are bounded, whereas
we considered a moment-based error assumption.

4 Robust and Adaptive Hypothesis Transfer Learning

In this section, we first present a special version of Algorithm 1 based on the results in Section 3.
Then, we theoretically analyze the minimax optimality of this special HTL algorithm in Subsec-
tion 4.2 and discuss its insights in Subsection 4.3.

4.1 Methodology

A key observation of Algorithm 1 is that the estimators fp and f5 are learned separately on
two datasets PP and D’ using the spectral algorithms A" and A%, respectively. Consequently,
achieving robust and adaptive HTL with rate-optimal guarantees reduces to achieving the same
goal in learning f¥ and f? individually. Recall that in a single dataset learning case, Theorem 2
shows that the desired results can be obtained by imposing Gaussian kernels. Building on this
observation, we introduce Robust and Adaptive Hypothesis Transfer Learning (RAHTL) estimator,
defined via Algorithm 1 as follows:
fQ =G <f§5’ ij\DP) '
Here, ff = A; 5 (DF) and fg = A‘;( 5 (D) are adaptive estimators obtained using selected
P AP 5 sNS

spectral algorithms with Gaussian kernels of fixed bandwidth K. DF is the source dataset and D?
is the intermediate dataset generated by applying data transformation function g to DP and the
pre-trained estimator ffp.

4.2 Optimal Convergence Rate Analysis

Based on Assumption 2, the parameter space for the learning problem is defined as follows,

O(Rp, Rs,mp, ms) = {(R Q) : HfPHHmP < Rp, féHHms = RJ}'

Here, Rs mathematically quantifies the similarity between the source and target functions as a small
Rj indicates the f¥ and f¢ are more similar. We note that such an upper bound for the distance
between parameters or models from both domains is often necessary to establish rigorous optimality
in many concept shift settings. Examples include ¢! or ¥ distance in high-dimensional setting [Li
et al., 2022, Tian and Feng, 2022|, Fisher-Rao distance in low-dimensional setting [Zhang et al.,
2022|, RKHS distance in functional setting [Lin and Reimherr, 2024a|, etc.

Our first result specifies the minimax lower bound, which elucidates the information-theoretic
difficulty of the transfer learning problem.

12



Theorem 3 (Lower Bound). For § € (0,1), with probability 1 — §, we have the following lower
bound hold:

2m 2m5
e s B3 |F- s 2 cor (0 o™ ) 216
I ©(Rp,Rs,mp,ms)

where £ RQ/R and C1, Cy are constants independent of np, ng, Rp, Rs, and 6. The inf is
taken over all possible estimators f based on sample DY and DF.

The next theorem provides the upper bound of the excess risk for the RAHTL estimator and
shows that it is minimax optimal up to logarithmic factors.

Theorem 4 (Upper Bound). Suppose the Assumption 2, and 3 hold, and np and ng are sufficiently

large but still in transfer learning regime (np > ng). Denote the fQ as the RAHTL estimator. For
6 € (0,1), with probability 1 — &, we have

2 12 2 2 2 )
L2 < <log 5) (1 + R2 R2> R

2mp 2mg (6)
" 2m +d " 2m +d
np P + 025 nQ 5 ’
lognp logng

where £ x RE/R% and C1, Cy are constants independent of np, ng, Rp, Rs, and 6.

Theorem 4 indicates that the convergence rate of the estimator fQ consists of two components:
the first term is pre-training error which represents the error of learning f with the source samples,
while the second term is the fine-tuning error, which arises from learning the intermediate function
f9 with the constructed samples.

Remark 3. Since the excess risk of fAQ can be bounded by || fF — P2, + 1f0 — fl12, using the
Lipschitz continuity of the model transformation function G, it appears that the upper bound can be
obtained by applying Theorem 2 on HfP — fPH%2 and ||f‘S — f‘SH%2 individually. However, there is
actually an additional error, stemming from ||f‘5 — f‘SH%Q, induced by using the estimator f£ instead
of using true source function f¥ to construct the intermediate labels {y?}.S,. When AT and A°
are both specified as KRR to in Algorithm 1, Du et al. [2017] showed that thzs error is an amplified
version of the pre-training error, which is proportz'onal to the product of the pre-training error and

a monotonic increase function of ng, i.e. némPM log(ng) - | — fPN2,. A similar conclusion is
made in Wang et al. [2016]. Their analyszs s based on using the algorithmic stability technique for
KRR and is claimed to be nearly tight. However, for sufficiently large but fized np and growing nq,
such bounds suggest that the excess risk of fQ will explode. This is counterintuitive since when there
15 a sufficiently good pre-trained estimator fP the estimated intermediate label will also be close to
the true intermediate label, leading to sufficiently good f5.

In contrast, we refine the error analysis and show that the error induced by using fP mn con-
structing y? is bounded by the pre-training error ||fP - fPHLQ, see Theorem 7 for details. This thus
makes the excess risk of fQ receive no amplification and is minimax optimal. Notably, Lin and
Reimherr [2024b] obtained a similar result in the KRR case by using the property of Tikhonov filter
function. Howewver, directly extending those arguments to our current setting is not feasible, which
necessitates a different treatment. To address this, we bound this error using the operator techniques
adapted from Smale and Zhou [2007]. For further details, please refer to Appendiz B.
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4.3 Discussion

We now discuss the minimax optimal rate in Subsection 4.2 to provide insights to better under-
stand the transfer efficiency. Specifically, we explore how the source samples improve the learning
efficiency over the target domain and identify what factors contribute to higher efficiency. These in-
sights are derived by comparing the convergence rates between target-only learning (5) and transfer
learning (6). However, without explicitly assuming the relationship between mg, mp, and m; in
Assumption 2, it is hard to compare these rates directly. In the following proposition, we show that
the target smoothness mg can be linked to mp and ms given the model transformation function G
belongs to certain smooth function classes.

Proposition 2. Suppose Assumption 2 holds, and denote

mp if mp s an integer ms if ms is an integer
mp = ) and mg = ]
|mp| +1 otherwise, lms| +1 otherwise.

Further, suppose the model transformation function G belongs to the smooth function class C™ax(mimz2).
Then, for all X € X, the Sobolev smoothness of f@(X) := G(f°(X), fP(X)) satisfies mg =
min(mp,mg).

In existing research, if the model transformation function G takes some certain explicit form,
like G(x1,x2) = o1 + 2 in offset transfer learning, then Theorem 2 indicates ms > mp = mg since
G € C*, recovering the conditions in Lin and Reimherr [2024b]. However, when G lacks an explicit
form, it is unavoidable to require direct assumptions such as ms > mg if one would like to compare
these rates [Du et al., 2017].

We first discuss the learning efficiency. When supervised learning is performed solely on the tar-

2m
get sample D9, the convergence rate of the target-only learning adaptive estimator is (ng/ log nQ)iw,
as established in Theorem 2. Theorem 4 indicates the benefit gained from the knowledge transfer
depends jointly on the sample size in source domain np and the factor £&. The quantity £ plays a
pivotal role in the comparison, whose magnitude, in general, reflects the degree of similarity between

fF and f9. We define a phase transition points £* as

27"6
(ng/logng)?ms+?

&= 5y
(np/lognp)>mrt
When £ is smaller than £*, it makes the pre-training error dominate, and the convergence rate of
fQ is faster than the target-only estimator given ng < np. For less similar functions, i.e., a large &,
the fine-tuning error dominates, but the upper bound is still sharper than the target-only estimator
since mg < ms.

Next, we discuss the factor £ as its magnitude controls the phase transition. To the best of our
knowledge, the form of £2 := R(% / R%D is the first form that links the signal strength from intermediate
and source functions to explain the transition in the HTL framework. Previous works, such as Wang
and Schneider [2015], Wang et al. [2016], Du et al. [2017], overlooked the existence of ¢ in the upper
bound and thus were unable to provide a concrete explanation of how model discrepancy affects
the phase transition. Although some recent works introduced using the magnitude of intermediate
models Rs to measure similarity in the same way as we do, such as Li et al. [2022], Tian and Feng
[2022] and more references therein, these works only identified ¢ o< R2, i.e., in our context

__2mp __2ms
n 2m p+d n 2ms+d
P P + Q g Rg 7
lognp logng
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and asserted that a smaller Rs leads to higher efficiency. However, such an interpretation is not
precise as a small Rs does not necessarily indicate the high similarity even given simple model
transformation functions G. To illustrate, let us consider a simple but concrete example to illustrate
how our form of ¢ provides a more accurate interpretation of the transfer efficiency.

Example 1 (An illustration of the role of £ in Offset Transfer Learning). We consider the offset
transfer learning, where f@ = f + f0. implying mp = mq. We further consider a modified
version of the . The form of £ in (6) is derived by using the radius of Sobolev ball Rp and Ry,
i.e., the upper bound for the Sobolev norms || f¥||gme and ||fO||gms. However, in this example,
we use the norms ||f¥ |\ gme and || f%||gms directly where both of them are non-zero. This leads to

& o< L F2 W pms /I1F " N Fpm -

Figure 1: Geometric illustration for how ¢ will affect the transfer efficiency. The length of the
lines represents the magnitude of || f¥||gmp, ||f9||gmp and ||f°||gms, respectively. (a) The circle
represents a ball centered around the f¥ with radius || || gms. A key observation is § = arcsin(|| f¥ —
Clams /P | gme). (b) fF and le possesses the same magnitude but a rather large angle while
fP and f2Q possesses a smaller angle but their magnitude differs.

Suppose there are two source and target distribution pairs (Py, Q1) and (Pa, Q2) with same mp,
mgs and f° but different f¥ (and thus f©); see Figure la. Despite having the same offset, the two

8 9
pairs of f¥ and f9 exhibit different angels 6, = arcsin(”fP”iHm‘g) and 0y = arcsin(wplliHmé), and
||f1 ||HmP ||f2 ”HmP

thus represent the different degrees of geometric similarity. While the form of & « Hf‘§||%m(s suggests
two pairs have the same transfer efficiency, our upper bound indicates the pair (Py, Q1) has a higher
efficiency. This aligns with the observation that ffD and le are more similar since they possess a
smaller geometric angle.

This example demonstrates that geometric alignment should also be a factor in explaining . To
facilitate explaination, denote the unique corresponding element of ', fQ and f° in L*(X) as fT*,
9 and fo* respectively. Then, we can express the ratio & as

177 = 917 IF9 Nz 159" . P
§= =1+ — 2 cos(Z(f 7, f9).
1£7]17 [ P ¥ i /2

This expression incorporates both angular component é(fp*, fQ*) and relative magnitude component

Qx* Qx*
||fP*HL2 into €. Notably, £ is thus an unimodal function of ”fP*HLQ
1F 712 1F 712

also a monotonically increasing function of Z(fF*, f@%). This means that if the signal strength of
fP* and f9* are closer, and the angle between fF* and f@* is smaller, the value of & decreases,
resulting in higher transfer efficiency; see Figure 1.

, reaching its minimum at 1, and
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The example discussed above highlights that both the relative signal strength of the target and
source functions and the geometric angle between them play significant roles in determining the
efficiency of offset transfer learning. This form encompasses most transfer learning algorithms that
rely on biased regularization, e.g., Scholkopf et al. [2001], Kuzborskij and Orabona [2013], Li et al.
[2022]. The explanation becomes more complex for general model transformation functions G due
to the absence of an explicit form of G, making it challenging to analyze the precise factors that
influence the efficiency. In such cases, we can only conclude that the efficiency depends on the
signal strength ratio of f° to f¥, which still refines the results in previous literature that ignored
or misjudged €.

5 Numerical Illustration

This section provides several numerical simulations to validate our theoretical findings and insights
in both target-only learning and hypothesis transfer learning cases.

5.1 Simulation for Spectral Algorithms

We first aim to confirm the minimax optimality of the non-adaptive and adaptive rates established
in Theorems 1 and 2. Specifically, we conduct the numerical experiments in classical nonparametric
regression with a single dataset, where we consider X = [0,1] and the true function fo € H™(X)
for different m.

We consider the following data generation procedure:

yi = fo(x;) + 0.5¢; i=1,---,n

where z; are i.i.d. samples drawn from the uniform distribution on X, ¢; are i.i.d. standard
Gaussian random variables, and sample size n = 100k with k£ = 1,2,--- ,30. Since the sample path
of Gaussian processes (GP) with specified covariate kernels indeed lies in certain Sobolev spaces
[Kanagawa et al., 2018|, we generate true functions fy by setting them as sample paths that are
generated from a Gaussian process with isotropic Matérn kernels K,,. Based on Corollary 4.15 in
Kanagawa et al. [2018], we set v = 2.01 and v = 3.01 to generate fy in H?(X) and H3(X).

We investigate three spectral algorithms, including Kernel ridge regression (KRR), Gradient flow
(GF), and Kernel principal component regression (KPCR), to recover the true regression functions.

For non-adaptive rates, we set the regularization parameter A as A\ = exp{—Cnﬁ} with a fixed
C' to construct the estimators. For adaptive rates, we set the candidate smoothness as [1,2,--- , 5]
and construct the estimators through the training and validation as described in Section 3. For each
combination of n and m, we compute & = ||f — foH%2 by Simpson’s rule with 5000 testing points
and repeats the experiments 100 times. The excess risk is then approximated by £ = 1(1)—0 2}2‘{ &
To verify the convergence rate of the error is sharp, we regress the log(é ) on log(n) and check if the
regression coefficient to its theoretical counterpart —2m/(2m + 1).

We test different values of C' in sequence [0.05,0.1, - -- ,4], and report the optimal curve for the
best choice of C' in Figure 2 for non-adaptive and adaptive rates, respectively. It can be seen that
the scattered points and the corresponding empirical error decay curves align with the theoretical
decay curves in both non-adaptive and adaptive cases. Also, the estimated regression coefficient
closely agrees with the theoretical counterparts — 23;11. Additionally, in Figure 3, the results based
on different choices of C are presented, and it shows that the empirical excess risk decay rates still

closely align with theoretical ones in both cases.
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Figure 2: Error decay curves of spectral algorithms with Gaussian kernels under best C. Both axes
are in log scale. The dashed black lines denote the regression line of log £ on log n, whose coefficient
is —23{11 and is denoted by “True”. Blue curves denote the average empirical excess risk, where
“Est.” means the estimated coefficients of the regression lines.

5.2 Simulation for Hypothesis Transfer

In this part, we present the simulation to confirm the minimax optimality of the HTL algorithm
derived in Theorems 3 and 4, as well as the role of £ as we discussed in Subsection 4.3. Specifically,
we explore offset transfer learning with the data generation procedure under concept shifts defined
as follows,

(&9 (aPyre T U(0,1)), uF = fP D) + 056, 4@ =yf + £2(29),

i =

where fF € HY(X), 0 € H? or H3, making mp = mg = 1 and ms = 2 or 3. Throughout the
simulation, we compare the excess risk of the two following learning cases.

e Target-only Regression (“Target-Only”): We use KRR with Gaussian kernels to recover f®
with only the target dataset D?. This serves as the non-transfer baseline.

e Hypothesis Transfer (“Transfer”): The special HTL algorithm introduced in Subsection 4.1.
To mimic practical scenarios, the pre-training phase conducts gradient methods, i.e., GF, to
recover f¥ while the fine-tuning phase uses KRR for f?.

Transfer Optimality We first verify the minimax optimality. We set np = nb5 while ng varies
and takes the value in {40,45,---,150}. We also manipulate the Sobolev norm of f¥ and f?

17



Non-Adaptive Adaptive
mgq =2(True coef = 0.8) mgq =3(True coef = 0.857) mgq =2(True coef = 0.8) mg =3(True coef = 0.857)
KRR, m =2 KRR, m =3 KRR KRR
—5.61 — =05, coer=08 | 227 — — c=0.4, coef=-0.99 — =29, coef=-0.85
—_ 5.6 — =05, coef=08 | _g 4 | — ¢=3.0, coef=-0.86
—5.8 4 — ¢=0.7, coef=-0.77 | _5 4 4 — S —— =06, coef=-0.76 . — ¢=3.1, coef=-0.86
—— ¢=0.8, coef=-0.77 —— =3.55, coef=-0.85 -5.84 & —— ¢=0.7, coef=-0.75 —— c=3.2, coef=-0.87
-6.0 —5.6 | =361
I @ -6.0 .
g\ -6.2 —5.81 Ec; -6.2 1 o
—6.0 1
-6.4 —6.0 —6.4
_6.6 621 661 -6.2 1
GF, m =2 GF, m =3 GF GF
—-5.2 9 —5.2
=—— c=1.15, coef=-0.78 =—— =3.15, coef=-0.85 > —— c=2.1, coef=-0.86
—— ¢=1.25, coef=-0.8 —— =3.25, coef=-0.85 —— =22, coef=-0.83
-5.4 — c=1.35,coef=-08 |_5 4 — c=3.35, coef=-0.86 —5.81 — c=2.3, coef=-0.79
—— ¢=1.45, coef=-0.78 —— ¢=3.45, coef=-0.86 = ¢=0.7, coef=-0.77 1 § 75 4 —— c=2.4, coef=-0.99
-5.6 5.6 —6.0
< @ 16.00
g-58 -5.81 8 -621
16.25 1
-6.0 _6.04 _6.41
16.50 1
-6.2 -6.21 —6.6 1
T T T T T T T T T T T 16.75 1 T T T
KPCR, m =2 KPCR, m =3 KPCR KPCR
— c=1.05, coef=079 | T2 & — ¢=3.2, coef=-0.85 —— c=1.0, coef=-0.79 —— ¢=2.5, coef=-0.86
_5.4 —— c=1.15, coef=-0.78 —— c=3.3, coef=-0.85 5.4 = —— c=1.1, coef=-0.8 =54 —— ¢=2.6, coef=-0.86
' — c=1.25,coef=-08 | _g 4 | — c=3.4, coef=-0.86 B IS — c=1.2, coef=-0.8 — =27, coef=-0.86
—— ¢=1.35, coef=-0.8 N —— c=3.5, coef=-0.86 —— c=1.3, coef=-0.81 -5.6 —— ¢=2.8, coef=-0.86
~5.6 5.6 .
_ —5.6 _ e
G & —5.84
% —5.81 % —5.81
o —5.81 o
_6.04 6.0 -6.0
~6.0 4
—6.24 6.2 -6.2 1
-6.2 1 N
-6.4 L : e : : o : : e —641, : e
1000 1500 2000 2500 1000 1500 2000 2500 1000 1500 2000 2500 1000 1500 2000 2500
log(ne) log(ne) log(no) log(ne)

Figure 3: Error decay curves of spectral algorithms with Gaussian kernels under different C's. Both
axes are in log scale. The constants C' presented are those close to best C', and the “coef” denotes
the corresponding estimated coefficients.

such that the factor & belongs to {0.25,0.5,0.75,1}. Such settings ensure the convergence rate of

__3mp __2ms
excess risk for the HTL algorithm satisfies || f@ — f9[|2, = Op(anmP“ + §nQ2m5“) = (’)]P,(né1 +
_2mg _ 2mg
§nQ2m‘5+1) = Op(nQQm‘SH). Therefore, optimality can thus be confirmed by verifying that the
__2ms
2mg+1

empirical excess risk decay rate matches the theoretical rates n The excess risks under
different settings are presented in Figure 4, where each curve denotes the average error over 100
repeated experiments. We can see the empirical excess risks of the HTL algorithm, i.e., blue ones,
consistently aligned with the theoretical counterparts, i.e., orange ones, and also outperform the
target-only baselines in all settings. Moreover, the excess risks for ms = 3 are lower and decay
faster than those for ms = 2, which aligned with the theoretical indications. These results justify
the optimality of the HTL algorithm we derived in Section 4.

Influence of ¢ on Transfer Efficiency As discussed in Subsection 4.3, the magnitude of &
affects the transfer efficiency. To confirm such influence of &, we fix ng = 200 while varying np
from 200 to 1500 and & takes values in {0.25,0.5,1,4}. Under such settings, it is expected that as £
increases, the fine-tuning error will start to dominate and remain unchanged, even as np increases.
The results, presented in Figrue 5, show that the degree of decrease in the excess risks of the HTL
algorithm diminishes as £ increases. Eventually, these error curves become horizontal; that is, it
does not decrease with the increase of np. These observations confirm the influence of ¢ discussed
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ng up to some constants.

in Subsection 4.3.

6 Related Work

6.1 Hypothesis Transfer Learning

Under plausible distribution shifts relating two domains, the technique of leveraging data from
source domains to enhance learnability in the target domain is known as transfer learning or domain
adaptation [Pan and Yang, 2009, Zhuang et al., 2020]. There is a long list of works on these topics in
nonparametric methods and RKHS context, covering scenarios such as covariate shift [Kpotufe and
Martinet, 2021, Ma et al., 2023, Wang, 2023|, and concept shift [Wang and Schneider, 2014, 2015,
Du et al., 2017, Cai and Pu, 2024], to name a few. Focusing on transfer learning under concept
shifts, the methodology of HTL has been theoretically studied over the past decade. Kuzborskij and
Orabona [2013, 2017] studied the shifted offset being a linear model and established generalization
bounds through Rademacher complexity. Wang et al. [2016] further assumed true source functions
in a Sobolev ellipsoid while shifted offsets belong to smoother ones, modeling them with finite basis
functions. Du et al. [2017] proposed using general transformations to model domain shift and offer
upper bounds on excess risk. More recently, following this transformation framework, Minami et al.
[2024] derived the optimal model transformation functions under square loss. These works, however,
investigated neither the minimax optimality nor the robustness to model misspecification of HTL.

Recently, a line of work has been devoted to studying the minimax optimality for a special
case of HTL, offset transfer learning, which typically involves regularizing the difference between
target and pre-trained models via different norms. To name a few: Li et al. [2022], Tian and Feng
[2022] considered ¢!-norm for high-dimensional (generalized) linear regression. Tian et al. [2023]
considered /2-norm for linear models in feature learning setting. Lin and Reimherr [2024a] utilized
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RKHS-norm for functional linear models. Other similar studies for more specific problems include
linear regression [Zhang et al., 2022], binary classification [Reeve et al., 2021, Maity et al., 2022,
2024], Gaussian mixture model [Tian et al., 2022|, graphical model [Li et al., 2023a] and among
others.

For theoretical studies of transfer learning on robustness against model misspecification, most
works are concentrated on semiparametric models due to the fact that parametric parts are sensitive
to misspecified models and can affect the efficiency of the estimator. For example, Hu and Zhang
[2023] utilized model averaging to achieve asymptotic minimax optimality when the target model is
misspecified. Another line of works [Liu et al., 2023, Zhou et al., 2024b,a, Cai et al., 2024] developed
robustness estimation procedures under the covariate shift assumption, allowing for one or multiple
specified models are misspecified. For RKHS-based nonparametric regression, Lin and Reimherr
[2024b]| achieved optimal HTL using misspecified kernels, but their framework was confined to
offset transfer learning with the learning algorithms in both phrases being KRR. For nonparametric
classification, multiple works obtained minimax optimal guarantees by using robust models, such
as decision trees [Hamm and Steinwart, 2021| or nearest neighbors estimators [Cai and Wei, 2021],
under the assumption that true classification functions reside in certain Holder spaces. Despite the
distinctions in the problem setting and estimation procedures, the messages in these researches are
analogous to ours: achieving robustness to model misspecification and adaptivity while ensuring
minimax optimality is crucial for transfer learning algorithms, as these properties underpin their
performance guarantees.

6.2 Misspecified Spectral Algorithm

For misspecified spectral algorithms, a line of works [Steinwart et al., 2009, Dieuleveut and Bach,
2016, Rastogi and Sampath, 2017, Dicker et al., 2017, Blanchard and Miicke, 2018, Pillaud-Vivien
et al., 2018, Lin et al., 2018, Fischer and Steinwart, 2020, Lin and Cevher, 2020 has investigated
the cases where the true function belongs to the interpolation space of the RKHS associated with
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the imposed kernel, i.e., [H]®, and derive the minimax optimal rate for spectral algorithms under
different norms. To our knowledge, the state-of-the-art results in Zhang et al. [2023] recovered the
minimax optimal rate for all spectral algorithms under the [H]”-norm while removing the L>®(X)
boundedness assumption on the true function fj in previous literature. Meunier et al. [2024] further
extended the results to the vector-valued spectral algorithms. Most of the aforementioned works
typically assumed the eigenvalue decay rate of the imposed kernel is polynomial or the effective
dimension bounded by A\~?. However, eigenvalues of Gaussian kernels decay exponentially fast and
do not fit these assumptions. The closest case to our work is Assumption 8 in Rastogi and Mathé
[2023], which assumes a logarithmic decay of the effective dimension. Yet, this is only proven in
specific instances, such as the univariate Gaussian kernel K (z,y) = xy + exp{—8(x — y)?}, which
is not the classical multivariate Gaussian kernel exp{—||z — y||3/2h?} we consider.

When the imposed kernels are variable bandwidth Gaussian kernels, Eberts and Steinwart [2013]
proved that allowing regularization parameters and the bandwidths to decay polynomially yields
convergence rates that can be arbitrarily close to the optimal rate in KRR when fy belongs to
Sobolev or Besov spaces. Later, Hamm and Steinwart [2021] further improved the convergence rate
up to logarithmic factors under the DIM condition.

Regarding the saturation effect, especially for KRR, was observed in practice and reported in
Bauer et al. [2007], Gerfo et al. [2008]. It was only recently that the saturation effect on KRR was
theoretically proved by Li et al. [2023b] and later extended to spectral algorithms Li et al. [2024].
In other specific settings, like (stochastic) distributed-based, online-based spectral algorithms and
average gradient descent, the saturation effect was also noted and overcome by method-specified
techniques |Zhang et al., 2015, Lin et al., 2017, Miicke et al., 2019|. Note that this does not weaken
the novelty of our results since employing fixed bandwidth Gaussian kernels offers a consistent and
robust solution to avoiding the potential saturation effect in arbitrary spectral algorithms with finite
qualification.

7 Conclusion and Discussion

In this work, we address the underexplored problem of achieving robustness against model misspec-
ification in hypothesis transfer learning under the concept shift condition. We first show that in
classical nonparametric regression, where true functions belong to Sobolev spaces, specifying the
hypothesis space as the RKHS of a fixed bandwidth Gaussian kernel allows spectral algorithms
to produce estimators that attain minimax optimal convergence rates, provided the regularization
parameter decays exponentially. This provides a stronger, robust result for the misspecified spectral
algorithms as it can help to overcome the well-known saturation effect. Leveraging this result, we
show that a modified version of a class of hypothesis transfer learning algorithms is robust against
model misspecification while still attaining minimax optimality. The derived convergence rates
reveal several factors that affect the transfer efficiency, which have been overlooked by previous
research, and these findings are empirically validated through numerical simulations.

We aspire this work serves as a starting point for advancing robust transfer learning with statis-
tical guarantees: it encourages the researchers to be aware of the necessity of robustness in learning
algorithms under distribution shifts, particularly when leveraging conventional statistical tools or
models for which misspecification is not the central research theme.

Moreover, we provide the following potential directions for further improvements. This work
considers the setting where the distributions of X stay the same while conditional distributions
of Y|X can vary. However, in practice, the invariant marginal distribution condition is often un-
verifiable, and the performance of HTL can degrade significantly when the support or covariate
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distributions differ substantially between domains. Exploring modifications to the HTL framework
that enhance its robustness to covariate shifts while providing theoretical guarantees represents an
important avenue for further study. Such advancements would significantly expand the applicability
of our results.

References

Robert A Adams and John JF Fournier. Sobolev spaces. Elsevier, 2003.

Hamsa Bastani. Predicting with proxies: Transfer learning in high dimension. Management Science,
67(5):2964-2984, 2021.

Frank Bauer, Sergei Pereverzev, and Lorenzo Rosasco. On regularization algorithms in learning
theory. Journal of complexity, 23(1):52-72, 2007.

Gilles Blanchard and Nicole Miicke. Optimal rates for regularization of statistical inverse learning
problems. Foundations of Computational Mathematics, 18(4):971-1013, 2018.

Haim Brezis and Petru Mironescu. Gagliardo-nirenberg, composition and products in fractional
sobolev spaces. Journal of Evolution Equations, 1(4):387-404, 2001.

T Tony Cai and Hongming Pu. Transfer learning for nonparametric regression: Non-asymptotic
minimax analysis and adaptive procedure. arXiv preprint arXiv:2401.12272, 2024.

T Tony Cai and Hongji Wei. Transfer learning for nonparametric classification: Minimax rate and
adaptive classifier. The Annals of Statistics, 49(1):100-128, 2021.

Tianxi Cai, Mengyan Li, and Molei Liu. Semi-supervised triply robust inductive transfer learning.
Journal of the American Statistical Association, (just-accepted):1-22, 2024.

Andrea Caponnetto. Optimal rates for regularization operators in learning theory. 2006.

Andrea Caponnetto and Ernesto De Vito. Optimal rates for the regularized least-squares algorithm.
Foundations of Computational Mathematics, 7:331-368, 2007.

Ronald A DeVore and Robert C Sharpley. Besov spaces on domains in r"{d}. Transactions of the
American Mathematical Society, 335(2):843-864, 1993.

Lee H Dicker, Dean P Foster, and Daniel Hsu. Kernel ridge vs. principal component regression:
Minimax bounds and the qualification of regularization operators. 2017.

Aymeric Dieuleveut and Francis Bach. Nonparametric stochastic approximation with large step-
sizes. 2016.

Simon S Du, Jayanth Koushik, Aarti Singh, and Barnabas Poczos. Hypothesis transfer learning via
transformation functions. Advances in neural information processing systems, 30, 2017.

Mona Eberts and Ingo Steinwart. Optimal regression rates for svms using gaussian kernels. 2013.

Gregory E Fasshauer and Qi Ye. Reproducing kernels of generalized sobolev spaces via a green
function approach with distributional operators. Numerische Mathematik, 119:585-611, 2011.

Simon Fischer and Ingo Steinwart. Sobolev norm learning rates for regularized least-squares algo-
rithms. The Journal of Machine Learning Research, 21(1):8464-8501, 2020.

22



Sara A Geer. Empirical Processes in M-estimation, volume 6. Cambridge university press, 2000.

L Lo Gerfo, Lorenzo Rosasco, Francesca Odone, E De Vito, and Alessandro Verri. Spectral algo-
rithms for supervised learning. Neural Computation, 20(7):1873-1897, 2008.

Thomas Hamm and Ingo Steinwart. Adaptive learning rates for support vector machines working
on data with low intrinsic dimension. The Annals of Statistics, 49(6):3153-3180, 2021.

Xiaonan Hu and Xinyu Zhang. Optimal parameter-transfer learning by semiparametric model
averaging. Journal of Machine Learning Research, 24(358):1-53, 2023.

Motonobu Kanagawa, Philipp Hennig, Dino Sejdinovic, and Bharath K Sriperumbudur. Gaus-
sian processes and kernel methods: A review on connections and equivalences. arXiv preprint
arXiv:1807.02582, 2018.

Samory Kpotufe and Guillaume Martinet. Marginal singularity and the benefits of labels in
covariate-shift. The Annals of Statistics, 49(6):3299-3323, 2021.

Ilja Kuzborskij and Francesco Orabona. Stability and hypothesis transfer learning. In International
Conference on Machine Learning, pages 942-950. PMLR, 2013.

[lja Kuzborskij and Francesco Orabona. Fast rates by transferring from auxiliary hypotheses. Ma-
chine Learning, 106:171-195, 2017.

Qi Lei, Wei Hu, and Jason Lee. Near-optimal linear regression under distribution shift. In Interna-
tional Conference on Machine Learning, pages 6164-6174. PMLR, 2021.

Giovanni Leoni. A first course in fractional Sobolev spaces, volume 229. American Mathematical
Society, 2023.

OV Lepskii. On a problem of adaptive estimation in gaussian white noise. Theory of Probability &
Its Applications, 35(3):454-466, 1991.

Sai Li, T Tony Cai, and Hongzhe Li. Transfer learning for high-dimensional linear regression:
Prediction, estimation and minimax optimality. Journal of the Royal Statistical Society Series B:
Statistical Methodology, 84(1):149-173, 2022.

Sai Li, T Tony Cai, and Hongzhe Li. Transfer learning in large-scale gaussian graphical models with
false discovery rate control. Journal of the American Statistical Association, 118(543):2171-2183,
2023a.

Yicheng Li, Haobo Zhang, and Qian Lin. On the saturation effect of kernel ridge regression. In The
Eleventh International Conference on Learning Representations, 2023b.

Yicheng Li, Weiye Gan, Zuoqgiang Shi, and Qian Lin. Generalization error curves for analytic
spectral algorithms under power-law decay. arXiv preprint arXiv:2401.01599, 2024.

Haotian Lin and Matthew Reimherr. On hypothesis transfer learning of functional linear models.
In Forty-first International Conference on Machine Learning, 2024a.

Haotian Lin and Matthew Reimherr. Smoothness adaptive hypothesis transfer learning. In Forty-
first International Conference on Machine Learning, 2024b.

23



Junhong Lin and Volkan Cevher. Optimal convergence for distributed learning with stochastic
gradient methods and spectral algorithms. The Journal of Machine Learning Research, 21(1):
5852-5914, 2020.

Junhong Lin, Alessandro Rudi, Lorenzo Rosasco, and Volkan Cevher. Optimal rates for spectral
algorithms with least-squares regression over hilbert spaces. Applied and Computational Harmonic
Analysis, 48(3):868-890, 2018.

Shao-Bo Lin, Xin Guo, and Ding-Xuan Zhou. Distributed learning with regularized least squares.
The Journal of Machine Learning Research, 18(1):3202-3232, 2017.

Molei Liu, Yi Zhang, Katherine P Liao, and Tianxi Cai. Augmented transfer regression learning
with semi-non-parametric nuisance models. Journal of Machine Learning Research, 24(293):1-50,
2023.

Song Liu and Kenji Fukumizu. Estimating posterior ratio for classification: Transfer learning from
probabilistic perspective. In Proceedings of the 2016 SIAM International Conference on Data
Mining, pages 747-755. STAM, 2016.

Cong Ma, Reese Pathak, and Martin J Wainwright. Optimally tackling covariate shift in rkhs-based
nonparametric regression. The Annals of Statistics, 51(2):738-761, 2023.

Subha Maity, Yuekai Sun, and Moulinath Banerjee. Minimax optimal approaches to the label shift
problem in non-parametric settings. Journal of Machine Learning Research, 23(346):1-45, 2022.

Subha Maity, Diptavo Dutta, Jonathan Terhorst, Yuekai Sun, and Moulinath Banerjee. A linear
adjustment-based approach to posterior drift in transfer learning. Biometrika, 111(1):31-50, 2024.

Shahar Mendelson and Joseph Neeman. Regularization in kernel learning. 2010.

Dimitri Meunier, Zikai Shen, Mattes Mollenhauer, Arthur Gretton, and Zhu Li. Optimal rates for
vector-valued spectral regularization learning algorithms. arXiv preprint arXiv:2405.14778, 2024.

Shunya Minami, Song Liu, Stephen Wu, Kenji Fukumizu, and Ryo Yoshida. A general class of
transfer learning regression without implementation cost. In Proceedings of the AAAI Conference
on Artificial Intelligence, volume 35, pages 8992-8999, 2021.

Shunya Minami, Kenji Fukumizu, Yoshihiro Hayashi, and Ryo Yoshida. Transfer learning with
affine model transformation. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 36, 2024.

Nicole Miicke, Gergely Neu, and Lorenzo Rosasco. Beating sgd saturation with tail-averaging and
minibatching. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 32, 2019.

Sinno Jialin Pan and Qiang Yang. A survey on transfer learning. IEEE Transactions on knowledge
and data engineering, 22(10):1345-1359, 2009.

Loucas Pillaud-Vivien, Alessandro Rudi, and Francis Bach. Statistical optimality of stochastic gra-
dient descent on hard learning problems through multiple passes. Advances in Neural Information
Processing Systems, 31, 2018.

Abhishake Rastogi and Peter Mathé. Inverse learning in hilbert scales. Machine Learning, pages
1-31, 2023.

24



Abhishake Rastogi and Sivananthan Sampath. Optimal rates for the regularized learning algorithms
under general source condition. Frontiers in Applied Mathematics and Statistics, 3:3, 2017.

Henry WJ Reeve, Timothy I Cannings, and Richard J Samworth. Adaptive transfer learning. The
Annals of Statistics, 49(6):3618-3649, 2021.

Lorenzo Rosasco, Ernesto De Vito, and Alessandro Verri. Spectral methods for regularization in
learning theory. DISI, Universita degli Studi di Genova, Italy, Technical Report DISI-TR-05-18,
2005.

Th Runst. Mapping properties of non-linear operators in spaces of triebel-lizorkin and besov type.
Analysis Mathematica, 12(4):313-346, 1986.

Bernhard Scholkopf, Ralf Herbrich, and Alex J Smola. A generalized representer theorem. In
International conference on computational learning theory, pages 416—426. Springer, 2001.

Clayton Scott. A generalized neyman-pearson criterion for optimal domain adaptation. In Algo-
rithmic Learning Theory, pages 738-761. PMLR, 2019.

Steve Smale and Ding-Xuan Zhou. Learning theory estimates via integral operators and their
approximations. Constructive approzimation, 26(2):153-172, 2007.

Michael L Stein. Interpolation of spatial data: some theory for kriging. Springer Science & Business
Media, 1999.

Ingo Steinwart and Andreas Christmann. Support vector machines. Springer Science & Business
Media, 2008.

Ingo Steinwart, Don R Hush, Clint Scovel, et al. Optimal rates for regularized least squares regres-
sion. In COLT, pages 79-93, 2009.

Charles J Stone. Optimal global rates of convergence for nonparametric regression. The annals of
statistics, pages 1040-1053, 1982.

Ye Tian and Yang Feng. Transfer learning under high-dimensional generalized linear models. Journal
of the American Statistical Association, pages 1-14, 2022.

Ye Tian, Haolei Weng, and Yang Feng. Unsupervised multi-task and transfer learning on gaussian
mixture models. arXiv preprint arXiw:2209.15224, 2022.

Ye Tian, Yuqi Gu, and Yang Feng. Learning from similar linear representations: Adaptivity, mini-
maxity, and robustness. arXiv preprint arXiv:2303.17765, 2023.

Kaizheng Wang. Pseudo-labeling for kernel ridge regression under covariate shift. arXiv preprint
arXi:2302.10160, 2023.

Wenjia Wang and Bing-Yi Jing. Gaussian process regression: Optimality, robustness, and relation-
ship with kernel ridge regression. Journal of Machine Learning Research, 23(193):1-67, 2022.

Xuezhi Wang and Jeff Schneider. Flexible transfer learning under support and model shift. Advances
in Neural Information Processing Systems, 27, 2014.

Xuezhi Wang and Jeff G Schneider. Generalization bounds for transfer learning under model shift.
In UAI pages 922-931, 2015.

25



Xuezhi Wang, Junier B Oliva, Jeff G Schneider, and Barnabas Péczos. Nonparametric risk and
stability analysis for multi-task learning problems. In IJCAI pages 2146-2152, 2016.

Holger Wendland. Scattered data approzimation, volume 17. Cambridge university press, 2004.

Jason Yosinski, Jeff Clune, Yoshua Bengio, and Hod Lipson. How transferable are features in deep
neural networks? Advances in neural information processing systems, 27, 2014.

Haobo Zhang, Yicheng Li, and Qian Lin. On the optimality of misspecified spectral algorithms.
arXiv preprint arXiv:2308.14942, 2023.

Xuhui Zhang, Jose Blanchet, Soumyadip Ghosh, and Mark S Squillante. A class of geometric
structures in transfer learning: Minimax bounds and optimality. In International Conference on
Artificial Intelligence and Statistics, pages 3794-3820. PMLR, 2022.

Yuchen Zhang, John Duchi, and Martin Wainwright. Divide and conquer kernel ridge regression: A
distributed algorithm with minimax optimal rates. The Journal of Machine Learning Research,
16(1):3299-3340, 2015.

Doudou Zhou, Mengyan Li, Tianxi Cai, and Molei Liu. Model-assisted and knowledge-guided
transfer regression for the underrepresented population. arXiv preprint arXiv:2410.06484, 2024a.

Doudou Zhou, Molei Liu, Mengyan Li, and Tianxi Cai. Doubly robust augmented model accuracy
transfer inference with high dimensional features. Journal of the American Statistical Association,
(just-accepted):1-26, 2024b.

Fuzhen Zhuang, Zhiyuan Qi, Keyu Duan, Dongbo Xi, Yongchun Zhu, Hengshu Zhu, Hui Xiong, and
Qing He. A comprehensive survey on transfer learning. Proceedings of the IEEE, 109(1):43-76,
2020.

A Proofs for Section 3

While we introduce and present the results using the target dataset D9, for simplicity of notation,
we present the proof in the context of classical nonparametric regression setting, i.e.

Yi = fo(zi) +€, Yn=1,--- n,

where the true function fy € H™°(X), and ¢; satisfies Assumption 3. Note that replacing fy, mg
and the dataset {(z;,y;)}7; with @, mg and D? recovers what we presented in Section 3. Besides
the notations defined in Section 2, we denote the operator norm of a bounded linear operator as
| - |lop and denote the effective dimension of Tk as N'(\) = tr((Tk + A\I) "' Tk).

A.1 Proof of Theorem 1

The proof of the non-adaptive rate is mainly consistent with approximation-estimation error de-
composition and control of each of them, respectively. We first state the approximation-estimation
error decomposition. The estimator of spectral algorithms can be written as

A

[ =&x(Tkn)gn.-
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Then, we decompose the excess risk into approximation error and estimation error, i.e.

-, = -5
Lo
excess ;;sk of f estimation error

+ N =follz, >
—_——

approximation error

Lo

where the intermediate term f) is defined as follows,

Ir = (Tk)Tk (fo) = oa(Tk)g.
To prove the upper bound, we also need the following technical assumption.

Assumption 4. Suppose the following condition holds for some positive constants Er,

m .
S

sup e5(x) < ERN(N).

T€EX j=1 85+ A
Remark 4. This assumption naturally holds if Gaussian integral operator Tk has uniformly bounded
etgenfunctions, t.e., there exists a constant Ex such that the eigenfunction of Tk is uniformly
bounded for all j > 1, i.e. supj>|lejllL, < Ex. Although the uniform boundedness condition
holds for Gaussian kernels has been conjectured to be true for decades and used in research, rigorous
proof still lacks and is a long-standing mathematical problem. Therefore, we consider this weaker
assumption as the uniform boundedness condition for Gaussian kernels is currently out of the scope
of this paper.

We now start to control each error separately. The following two theorems are used. We refer
their proofs to Appendix A.3.

Theorem 5 (Approximation error). Suppose fy is defined as f = & (Tk)Tk(fo). Then, the
following inequality holds,

2 1\~ 2
I~ foll < Clog (5) Il
where C' is a constant.
Theorem 6 (Estimation error). Suppose Assumptions 2 and 3 hold and || fol|z, < Cy for some

2
q. Then by choosing log(1/\) < n?motd  for any fized § € (0,1), when n is sufficient large, with
probability 1 — §, we have

Hf—fx‘

where C' is a constant proportional to o.

< C1 4 ~ Zmodrd
p— mO
L = og 5 n

Remark 5. Regarding the approximation error, as we mentioned in Section 3.3, the intermediate
term fy is placed in [H™°)* while the true function in H™ (here, s denotes the interpolation index)
for classical misspecified kernel methods. This allows one to expand fy and fy under the same basis
and makes the optimal order of \ in n takes polynomial pattern like Proposition 1. This technique
is widely used in many misspecified kernel literature like Theorem A.2 in Zhang et al. [2023] etc.
However, in our case, the intermediate term, fy, lies in the RKHS associated with Gaussian kernels
(s needs to be 0co). Therefore, the previous technique is no longer feasible. Therefore, the techniques
we used are the Fourier transform of the Gaussian kernel and the Plancherel Theorem.

Regarding the estimation error, we apply standard integral operator techniques from Smale
and Zhou [2007], following a strategy similar to Fischer and Steinwart [2020], Zhang et al. [2023].
Unlike most existing work focusing on polynomial eigenvalue decay, we refine the proof to address
the Gaussian kernel case, where the eigenvalues decay exponentially.
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Proof of Theorem 1. For approximation error, applying Theorem 5 leads to
1. _
13 = follZ, < Cilog(5) ™™ || follZrmo.
2
Then selecting log(1/A) < n2?mo+d leads to

__2mg
1£x = follZ, < Cin™ 0% fol[Fmo -

For estimation error, applying Theorem 6 provides, with probability 1 — &,

2 4\2 _ 2mg
L < (9 <log 5) n 2mo+d,

Combining both results finishes the proof, i.e., we have

2 oy (10gd) n e
< og — n 2motd,

L~ ° < & 6>

with probability 1 — 6, and Cs o< 02 + || fol|%mo O

Hf_f)\’

’f—fo‘

A.2 Proof of Theorem 2

Proof. To simplify the notation, for a given smoothness m and sample size n, we define

2m

Up(m) = <107g1n> Tntd )

First, we show that it is sufficient to consider the true Sobolev smoothness myg in the finite candidate
set A = {my,---,mpy} with mj —m;_1 < 1/logn. If mg € (m;_1,m;), then by the embedding
of Sobolev spaces, we have H™i C H™0 C H™i-1. Therefore, since ¥, (mg) is squeezed between
tp(mj—1) and p(m;), it remains to show ¢, (m;j_1) < ¢n(m;). By the definition of 1, (m), the
claim follows since

log ’Lbn(mj_l) _ <_ 2mj_1 i Qmj ) log n
n(m;) 2mj_1+d  2mj+d logn
Therefore, we can safely assume fy € H™ where i € {1,2,--- ,N}.

Let m = |5 + 1], i.e. m > %, by Theorem 1, for some constants C' that doesn’t depend on n,
we have

= (m; —mj_1)logn =< 1.

2
Frnmn— 50, < <log 3) (B, m) + A(Am, m)) (7)

for all m € A simultaneously with probability at least 1 — NJ. Here, E(A\,n) and A(A,n) denote
the estimation and approximation error that depends on the regularization parameter A and sample
size n in non-adaptive rate proof.

Furthermore, by Theorem 7.2 in Steinwart and Christmann [2008] and Assumption 3, we have

L2
2 ) N 51202L? (log } + log(1+ N))
L2

meA

2 N 12802L? (log % + log(1 + N))
n—m

|5 - foH; <6 ( inf | £, ~ fol
(8)

<6 fH _ ‘
(JLI%A Fan — fo

n
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with probability 1 — &, where the last inequality is based on the fact that n —m > § — 1>
Combining (7) and (8), we have

IS

5120°L? (log } + log(1 4+ N))

n

Ui 7, < 106 2)" (i, Bhm + A

2 2m, 512 2L2 1 1 1 1+ N
SﬁC <logf§> m_zmog—d_i_ g (0g5+ Og( + ))

2 o 5120212 (log Lt + log(1 + N
§12C (10g4> g g (Og§+ Og( + ))

n

n  2mo+d +
n

with probability at least 1 — (1 + N)d. With a variable transformation, we have

; 2 41+ N)\? __2mo 5120212 (log BN 4 log(1 + N
fi= o[, <120 <10g 41+ N) )) pagta 4 1201 (log 75 Hlog(L+ ) o)
L2 ) n
with probability 1 — §. Therefore, for the first term
41+ N) 2 omg 4\ ? 9 _ _2mg
12C | log —5 " 2mo+d < 24C' < | log 5 log“(1+ N)+1pn 2motd
(10)

2mg

4\ 2 ~ Smgt+d _ 2m

<2 (10g=) (- L o4On Tmota
) logn

where the first inequality is based on the fact that a + b < ab + 1 for a,b > 1, while the second

inequality is based on the fact that log(z) < £¥07e for some n such that log(logn)/logn < 1/4.
For the second term,

51202L? (log & +log(1 + N)) _ 5120717 (log $+1+2log(1+ N))
n o n (11)
272 1
< 5120°L (10g3+1—|—2logn)

n

The proof is finished by combining (9), (10) and (11). O

A.3 Proof of Supporting Theorem

Proof of Theorem 5. Since X has Lipschitz boundary, there exists an extension mapping from L (X))
to Ly(R%), such that the smoothness of functions in Lo(X) get preserved. Therefore, there exist
constants Cy and C9 such that for any function g € H™0(X), there exists an extension of g,
ge € H™ (RY) satisfying

Cillgell zrmo ray < llgllmmox) < Callgell rmo ma)- (12)

Denote f) . as the extension of fy, then we have

15 = follZay < Inel = foll2 ) < Co (I = forell3y ey ) - (13)
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where f).|x is the restriction of fy. on X. By Fourier transform of the Gaussian kernel and
Plancherel Theorem, we have

||f)\7e - fO,eHiQ(Rd)
= [ 17 (o) (@) = F(fr) @) e

= |17 (o) @)P[1 = o (FU) ) F(K) ()]

<Gy [ Nexp {CIlF} I (oe) ()P

2

dw (14)

<Gy [ Nexp{C(1+ [IB)} IF (o) ()P

where F(K) = exp{—C||w||?} is the Fourier transform of the Gaussian kernel, and the first equality
is based on the property of filter function with 8 = 0.5. To apply the property of the filter function,
we also need to verify the Fourier transform of the Gaussian kernel ranges from 0 to k2. For
z,x € X, let £ = |z — || denote the Euclidean distance between & and 2/, then for w € R

FU)w) = /R o { - e ing) de

52
exp { S } exp {—iw;;} d§;

d §2
jl;[l/exp{ S }Cos(wjf])dﬁJ (15)
d g
2
< <\/;> JHI/R+ cos (w;&;) d§;
d
< ( i) <1<K

where the last inequality is based on the fact that sup, K(x,z) < 1 for Gaussian kernels.
Define Q = {w : dexp{C(1 + ||w||?)} < 1} and QF = RN\Q. Notice over Q, we have

1 1 1\ ™
(U ol}) > gloa (5) = ©™iog () @+ el = 1. (16)

Besides, over (2, we first note that the function h(w) = exp{C(1 + ||w|3)}/(1 + ||w||3)™° reaches
its maximum C™0 A"log($)™™0 if A satisfies A < ezp{—mo} and Mog(5)™ < C™exp{—C}. One
can verify when A — 0 as n — 0, the two previous inequality holds. Then

—mg

1
deap{C(L+ [} < C™log (§) (4 [l wwen (17)
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Combining the inequality over  and Q°,
[ Aexp{CO1 -+ wlBHF (o) ()P

S/Q/\eXp{C(1+Ilelg)}lf(fo,e) (w)IQdW+/ I (foe) (@)[Pdw

(918
1\ ™
<cmiog (5) [0+ IR IR o)) P
1

—mo
:Cmolag <)\> ||f0,e||%{m0(Rd)
ST
<C'log N 1 follzrmo (-
Combining the inequality (13), (14), and (18), we have

1\ ™
I~ folly < Cltog (5)  Uolpencay

for some constant C’, which completes the proof.

Proof of Theorem 6. First, decompose the estimation error as

sl - Jst -],
< HTE{ (T + )2 N H(TK F AT (Tep + )72 .
Al Az
Jrsni (-5,
As

For the first term A;, we have

1
1 1 S: 2
Ay = ||TZ (T + M) 2 zsup< J ) <1.
! H Kl ) op i1 \5j T A

For the second term As, using Lemma 2 with sufficient large n, we have

. N 1og(8N()‘) (1T, | op + /\)) < 1
n 0 1Tk |lop 8
such that 4 5
1 1
H(TK FADF (T = Tica) (T + M) 2| < qut Vo<
op

31
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holds with probability 1 — . Thus,

2
A2 = |(Tk + AD2 (T + AI) "2

op
(T + M) (T + N2

N

= ||(Tk + )

op
-1

I
/N

(Tic + M)7% (Tie + ) (Tie + A1) 3

op

-1
I~ (Tx + M2 (Tgcp — ) (T + AI)fé)

I
S

op
k

o

H(TK + M) 73 (Tx — Tren) (Tie + M) 73

(5) <
3 = Jy
0

For the third term As, notice

op

>
Il
<)

M

e
Il

f=Fr=Tkn) [9n — T (£2)] — Ur(Trn) (£2)
where ¥ (2) = 1 — z¢x(2). Therefore,
A3 = (@i + 2D [F= ||,

< || @i+ AD® 6T o~ Tren (£, + ]| T+ ADF ex(Ticad |,

A31 A32

For A3, we have

(T + M)?

N

Az < H(TK,n + )\I)% dx(Trpn) (Trm + AI)%

- H (Trn + M)~

op op (20)

D=

: H(TK +A)72 gy — TK,n(fA)]H

Hi

e For the first term in (20), the properties of filter function indicate z¢)(z) < E and Agx(z) < E,
thus we have

| T+ AD)? 60(Ticn) (T + D)2

= | @i+ AD 61(Tic)

< 2F.

op op

e For the second term in (20), the bounds for Ay implies

< V3.

op

(T + AI)?

N

|(Ten+ 20"
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e For the third term in (20), by choosing log(1/A) < nﬁ,
@+ 2072 lgn = Tica (],
< || + A0 (g0 = Tica(£0) = (9 = T (2],

+ H(TK - )\I)fé lg — TK(fA)]HH

K
K

4 __mg _1
< Clog (5) n” ot 4 |[(Tic + AT) 2 TKHOP- 1fo = fallz,

4 __mg ; __mo
< Clog <5> n 2ot + O 2motd || fo| ymg

< C'log <§) e
where H(TK + A )_% Tk < 1 is the same as bounding A;, the second inequality is based
op

on Lemma 3, and the third inequality is based on estimation error.

Combining all results, we have

m

Asz1 < Clog <§> n 2mo+d

with probability 1 — g.
Turning to Ase, with the properties of filter function, we have

< sup (24 N)EPa(2) < sup (22 + AB)a(2) < 2FAB.
P z€[0,k2?] z€[0,x2]

| Ten+ ADF 4r (T )

Thus,
Agp < || (T + D2 0r(The) | - 03Tk The () g

1

<22 (|0 (T ) Txc |l o 1 fol 1,
1

S2E: N2 E || foll gmo -

2
Notice having A < exp{—Cn?m0+d} we have A3y = 0(As31). Finally, combining the bounds on
Aq, As, Ag, we finish the proof. O

A.4 Supporting Lemmas
Lemma 2. For all 6 € (0,1), with probability at least 1 — §, we have

H(TK + M) 72 (T = Tiew) (Tic + AI) 2

op 3n n

where

AN (I Tkllop V)
B‘log( 5 Tl >
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Proof. Denote A; = (T + )\I)fé(TK — Tk o)) (T + )\I)fé, applying Lemma 6, we get
1
2

lAillop < || (Tic + A1) 7% Tica (Tic + A1)

1 1
n H(TK YA E Ty, (Tx + M) 2
op op

<2EZ2N(\)
Notice )
1 1
EA? < B [(Tic + M) T, (Tic +AI) 2]
< BENO)E [(Tic + A1) T, (Tic + A1) 72|
= B3N\ (T + M) Tk =V

where A < B denotes B — A is a positive semi-definite operator. Notice

_ 7% lop A2
1V lop _N(A)HTKH@H <N\, and tr(V) =N

The proof is finished by applying Lemma 7 to A; and V. 0

Lemma 3. Suppose that Assumptions in the estimation error theorem hold. We have

1 mQ

H(TK + A\I)" 2 <9n — (Trpm + M) f)\) HHK < C'log <§> n_ Imo+d

where C' is a universal constant.

Proof. Denote
_1
§i=&(wiyi) = (T + M) 72 (Kpyi — Tk o, f2)

& = E(@,y) = (T + M) 7 (Ko — T o f2),

then it is equivalent to show

1 n 4 )
— E & —E& <Clog| < |n ?motd
n 4 1)

=1 Hy

Define Q1 = {z € X : |fo| <t} and Q9 = X\Q;. We decomposite &; and &, over Qy and g, which
leads to

N

H(TK L)

_ 1 «
(gn - (TK,n + )‘I) ! f>\> HH < E Z &Ixieﬂl - EfmleQl
K i=1

Hi

By
1 n
ﬁ Z giIaxgEQQ
i=1

B>

+

+ ||E§xlx692HHK .
N—
Hi Bs

For Bj, applying Lemma 4, for any ¢ € (0, 1), with probability 1 — ¢, we have

N [(Ci/NON) - Co/NON)  Cilog(L)~2" /NN
B; <log <5> ( - M + T + A T ) (21)

where C = 8v/2, Cy = 80 and M = L + (N()\) + 1)t. By choosing \ = exp{—Cn2m3+d} and

applying Lemma 5, we have
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e for the second term in (21),

e for the third term in (21),

Cllog % \/ 02\/ vn_%’fﬁ‘
\/ﬁ \/ﬁ

e for the first term in (21),

3 —
ClWM ClLﬁ CltN )2 <n “Emord g t§n2(22mhoo+dd).

given
n

2mg—d

Combining all facts, if ¢ < n2®mo+d) | with probability 1 — § we have

2 m
By < Clog (5> n 2m00+d.

For Bsy, we have

Tn:—P( ”><P (Fx; s.t. x; € Q9)

—1-P(a¢ Q)"
—1— P(fo(z)| < 1)

(-G

Letting 7, — 0 leading ¢ > n4. That is to say, if ¢t > ni holds, we have 7,, = P (By > B;) — 0.
For B3, we have

By < Bl&uLren, e,
SE[H(TK+)\I)_§K(1:,-)HH (= fo()) m%q

< ERNO) (E|(fr — fo(l‘)) Loy | + Elelzeq,)

Using Cauchy-Schwarz inequality yields

E[(fx = fo(®)) Lzea,| < [Ifo — fillp, Pz € 2) < log(%)_%(cq)qt_q

In addition, we have

Elelpcq,| < 0 E|lzeq,| < o(Cy)it™1.
Together, we have

By < log(5) ™% (C)* 0 + o(C,) .

Notice if we pick ¢ > 2(227:001_;)’ there exist ¢ such that with probability 1 — § — 7,,, we have

2\ _—_mo_
By + By + B3 < Clog <5> n” Tmotd,
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For fixed §, as n — oo, 7, is sufficiently small such that 7,, = o(¢), therefore without loss of
generality, we can say with probability 1 — § — 7,,, we have

mq

2 _
By + By + B3 < Clog <5> n 2motd,

Lemma 4. Under the same conditions as Lemma 3, we have

< log <§> (Cl\/mM+ CQ\/\/./%W n Cllog(%)*% /\/’(A))

n

1 n
E Z 67:1-331‘691 - Eé."L'I.IEQl
=1

B

Hi
where Cy = 8v/2, Cy = 80 and M = L + (N'(\) + 1)t.

Proof. The objective can be typically controlled by certain concentration inequality. Therefore, to
leverage Bernstein inequality, i.e., Lemma 8, we first bound the m-th moment of {,I,cq,.

_1 m
B Luco, I3, = BTk + A1) Ko (9 — f2(@) Leco ||

K

< (|l + A0~ ko) B - @) Lenl” 1))

Using the inequality (a + b)™ < 2™~! (a™ + b™), we have
ly = @)™ <277 ([ @) = @)™ + [ £ (=) = y[™)
—om 1 (| fy(a) — £+ el

Combining the inequalities, we have

_1 m
B¢ Loea 3, <2"7'E (H<TK +A1)7E K (2|
K

()~ £30) e ")

C1

pomlg (H(TK F )2 K (z, )H: E (|elpeq,|™ | x)) .

K

Ca

We first focus on C5, by Lemma 6, we have

E H(TK Y )2 K (x, )Hm < (E2N(N)? .

Hi
By the error moment assumption, we have

1
E(leleq, " | 2) <E (" | 2) < §m!02Lm_2u

together, we have

Cy < %m! (V2o VN ) LN ()™ 2 (22)
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Turning to bounding C, we first have

1(fx = fo)lzeai . < I flecoill, + I foloeos |z,
< H(TK + )‘I)ilTK(fO)Ixeﬁl HLoo + ”fOIxE(h ”Loo

< (emk + A0 T, + 1) oo, ..
<N +1)t:= M.

With bounds on approximation error, we get the upper bound for C; as

Oy <277 [(Fr = fo)Leea 722 1 = fo)leeon |17,
< 2 IN(A)E M7 2og (1)

A (23)
1 1 o 2 m—2
< im! (2[09()\)_2\/1\/()\)) (2M\/N()\)) :

Denote -

L=2(L+M)yN(\),

1 _a

& =V20\N\) + 2l0g(3) " VN (N,

and combine the upper bounds for Cy and Cb, i.e. (23) and (22), then we have
m 1 ~27m—
EH£1'IZ’EQIH'HK S §m‘02L 2.

The proof is finished by applying Lemma 8. O

2
Lemma 5. If s; = Cy exp(—C2352), by choosing log(1/A) < n?m0+2  we have
d
N =0 <n2m0+d> )

Proof. For a positive integer J > 1

s s

=3t 3

P SiasitA
<J+ 1
FiasitA

<J-+ Cl/ exp{—Cx*}dx
Ay

72
SJ_FlClexp{ CyJ }7

A V205 J

where we use the fact that the eigenvalue of the Gaussian kernel decays at an exponential rate, i.e.,
s; < Cy exp{—C3j?} and the inequality

0 —t2 ¢t —t2 e:vp{—‘”i}
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_d_ ;o2
Then select J = [n?m0%? | and X = exp{—C n?mo+d} with ¢’ < (5 leads to

N =0 @ﬁ) .

Lemma 6. Assume Assumption 4 holds. Then, for Qx-almost x € X, we have
2 2
H(TK FAD T Kz, )H% < E2N(\), and E H(TK YD K (x, .)HH < N(\).
K K

For some constant Ex. Consequently, we also have

|7+ a0~ E e (T £ AD7H| < BRN OV,

op
Proof. For the first inequality, we have
2
2 1

@ an K@, = I3 T=mse@e0)

where the first equality is by Mercer Theorem and the inequality is by Assumption 4. The second
inequality follows given the fact that E ejz(w) = 1. The third inequality comes from the observation
that for any f € Hg

(Tic + A1) 73 Tiea (Tic + A5 () = (T + A E K (@,), f) (T + D)2 K(z,),

Hi

and

N|=

1
= sup |(Tx+ M) 2Tk (T + M)~
P || fll3g,=1

- H(TKHI)—%K(QC,-)H

H(TK + )\I)_% Tk (Tk + )\I)_%

(Pl

2
Hi
O

The following lemma provides the concentration inequality about self-adjoint Hilbert-Schmidt
operator-valued random variables, which is widely used in related kernel method literature, e.g.,
Theorem 27 in Fischer and Steinwart [2020], Lemma 26 in Lin and Cevher [2020] and Lemma 32 in
Zhang et al. [2023].

Lemma 7. Let (X,B,u) be a probability space, and H be a separable Hilbert space. Suppose
Ay, Ay are ii.d. random variables whose values are in the set of self-adjoint Hilbert-Schmidt
operators. If EA; = 0 and the operator norm ||A;|| < L p-a.e. x € X, and there exists a self-adjoint
positive semi-definite trace class operator V. with EAZ2 < V. Then for 6 € (0,1), with probability at

least 1 — 9, we have
n

L208 , [IVIA
- 3n n

)

where = log(4tr(V)/o||V|]).
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Lemma 8. (Bernstein inequality) Let (2, B, P) be a probability space, H be a separable Hilbert
space, and £ : Q0 — H be a random variable with

1
Bl < smlo*Lm 2,

for all m > 2. Then for 6 € (0,1), & are i.i.d. random variables, with probability at least 1 — 9§, we

have
1 n
—> &G -B¢
ni4

) < 4v2log (?) <i+ %) .

B Proofs for Section 4

B.1 Proof of Theorem 3

For the lower bound, we proof the alternative but asymptotically equivalent version, i.e.

2m

~ _ 2mp __Ms
inf sup P (Hf - fQ||%2 > C6R? <(np +ng) Zmprd + §nQ2m5+d>> >1-9 (24)

f ©(Rp,Rs,mp,ms)
for some C' that does not depend on np, ng, Rp, Rs and §, with £ oc Rg/R%D.

Proof. Any lower bound for a specific case directly implies a lower bound for the general case. Thus,
we analyze the following two cases.

e Consider fo(x) = 0 for all z € X, i.e., Rs = 0. This means both source and target data
are drawn from the same distribution; thus, there is no concept shift. In such case, the
lower bound of the transfer learning problem becomes finding the lower bound of the classical
nonparametric regression problem with sample size np + ng where the true function f9 lies
in H™F with Sobolev norm Rp. Therefore, applying the Lemma 10 leads to

~ _ 2m
inf sup P <\|f — 19|13, > C16Rb(np +ng) Qm;id> >1-—4,
f e(RP7R§7mP7m5)

where (1 is independent of §, Rp, np and ng.

e Consider fP(z) = 0 for all x € X. This means source domain provide no further information
about f¢, making the parameter space © reduce to {Q : ||f®||gms < Rs}. Therefore, the
lower bound for this case is to use the target dataset to recover f° (also f9), which leads to

- _ 2mg
inf sup IP’(Hf—fQII%2 > CooR o) m) >1-4,
f ©(Rp,Rs,mp,ms)

where Cs is independent of §, Rs, and ng.
Combining the lower bound from both cases, we obtain the desired lower bound. O

Remark 6. This alternative version is also used in other transfer learning contexts like high-
dimensional linear regression or GLM; see Li et al. [2022], Tian and Feng [2022]. While takes
a slightly different form, the upper bound of the excess risk for the HTL algorithm is still sharp since

we consider sufficient large np and ng in the transfer learning regime, i.e., it is always assumed
2m
2mp P

np > ng, and leads to (np +ng) 2mrtd < n;m'
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B.2 Proof of Theorem 4

Now, we begin to prove the upper bound for the excess risk of the hypothesis transfer learning.
The following Theorem 7 is used, which provides an upper bound for the error induced by using
estimator f¥ to construct intermediate labels.

Theorem 7. Suppose the spectral algorithm used in the second phase possesses a filter function with

reqularization parameter Ao and qualification To. Given Ay = Cexp{n2m5+d} then for all 6 € (0,1),
with probability at least 1 — §, we have

ottt S (681 -7)
2
(e <§> ] s () )

with respect to (DY, D?).

S 6ET2'

Proof of Theorem 4. We first decompose the excess risk of fQ as follows,

= ey e

< ||

Hfa f5

pre-tramg error fine-tuning error

~ 2 ~ ~c112 ~ ~c112
] i P g P g

vV Ve
pre-traing error fine-tuning error I  fine-tuning error II

The first inequality is by Lipshitz continuity of G and the second inequality is by (a — b)? <
2(a—c)? +2(c—b)2. Denote § = g(yf’?, fP(mZQ)) as the true intermediate labels, i.e., the label that
uses the true source function f¥ to construct. Then, the term f° is defined as

nQ
- 1
o 19 ~0
PP 1= Ajep (ol 0°Yi50) = 00 (TR) oo D Kol
i=1
Therefore, the fine-tuning error II can be viewed as using the true observed intermediate dataset
DI = {x?,gjd}?fl to recover f7, which can be reduced to classical single dataset nonparametric
regression case. While for fine-tuning error I, by the Lipshitz continuity of data transformation
function g, we have

-,

oirgo L3 o o)

b2 <T§,n>7jQ ZQK;;? {o(s2.F7@2) =g (42,57 @D) |
=1

=

6o (T Z Ko (f7@d) - 17 @?)

L2

L2

< Lo

L2
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Therefore, the fine-tuning error I can be viewed as the error induced by using fP to construct the
intermediate label for recovering f°. The proof remains to bound three errors respectively.
For the pre-training error, applying Theorem 2 leads to, with probability 1 — 9,

2mp
~ 2 4 2 n T 2mp+d
P_fPl" <0 (log = L : (25)
Hf / ‘LQ_ 1<Og(5 lognp
Similarly, for the fine-tuning error, we have, with probability 1 — 9,
2 4\ 2 ~ gt
P ll” <oy (log2 to ) e 2
Hf / HL2 =285 logng (26)

For the fine-tuning error II, applying Theorem 7 leads to, with probability 1 — ¢ and sufficient large
nQ,

N 6 ~sameta | | ;
|77 , <. {1+4\@10g <> Beng PR L g g7

0 L2
6 —zmyra
+ 24FE,,V/2log <5> ng "
Therefore, for 6 € (0, 1), with sufficient large ng, we have
7 Pl° <ossE2Cy (log & P e\
HL2 - Eh (Ogd) <lognp> ' 27)

Combing (25), (26) and (27), we have with probability 1 — 30

2 4 2 / n _QQmLPPJFd / n _;#Sid
< | log < Cy N + Cy 2 )
L2 ) lognp logng

where O o« 02 + || f||%mp < 0% + R% and C} x 0629 + 1 £ %ms < 0% + R2. O

s

B.3 Proof of Proposition 2

The property of composition preserves the Sobolev order and is termed the superposition property
for (fractional) Sobolev spaces [Leoni, 2023] and has been studied from the 1970s to 1990s under
various conditions. However, most of the existing results are built on univariate composition func-
tion; see a detailed review in Brezis and Mironescu [2001]. We thus prove the superposition property
for the bivariate composition functions, which take two functions within different Sobolev spaces as
input.

Proof. We first show that for u € H™s (X)NW12™s(X) and v € H™P (X)NW2mP (X)), the mapping

oG oG
_ el mg—1
(u,v) = DG(u,v) 9 Du + 5 Dve H (X)

is well-defined and continuous. This is equivalent to showing that the mappings

U g—GDu € H™ 1 (x) for all fixed v (28)
u

41



and

oG
v o-Duve H™P=1(x)  for all fixed u (29)

is well-defined and continuous. To prove these two statements, we have G(z,y) € Cmax{mima}(R)
for any fixed y and G(z,y) € C™@{mim2}(R) for any fixed z since G(z,y) € Cmax{mima}(R?),
Then, the proof for showing the mappings (28) and (29) is well-defined and continuous follows the
same as Theorem 1 of Brezis and Mironescu [2001]. This leads to

0% Dut T2 Dy € pmintme=tmst) () = printrems) ()

is well-defined and continuous. Besides, notice the following statement holds,
Wh2ms (x) s H™ (X) N L®(X) = H™(X).

where the inclusion is based on Lemma 1 of Runst [1986], and the equality is based on the embedding
theorem of (fractional) Sobolev space in Adams and Fournier [2003] as

H™ (X)) < C™5 2 (X) — L®(X).

Therefore, the aforementioned statements DG (u,v) also holds for all u € H™(X) and v € H™P (X).
Finally, since G is Lipschitz continuous, and X is compact, the mapping (u,v) — G(u,v) is well-
defined and continuous, which completes the proof. O

B.4 Proof of Supporting Theorems

Proof of Theorem 7. The error induced by using pre-trained models to generate offset labels is

Ora(T ZK* (@D - 79

L2
1 & A
= T (12,)-— 3" Ko (F762) - 1P 69))
nQi= ey
K
1 _1 1 -3
< |72 (15 + A1) 2 ‘(TK+/\I)2< +)\I)
op op
Dy Ds
(o an)! it s (7768 - 72
Hi
D3
For the first term D1, we have
Dy = T2 (T + A1) 3| = < % >2<1 (30)
= [T e a0 = (5 ) st

For the second term Ds, using Lemma 2 with sufficient large n, we have

12N (N) (| Tk lop + A>) 1
) ||TKHop 8

IN

U= — log( (31)
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such that

4 p
| +an73 (Tic - 7R,) @+ AD 3| < Su+vEus S (32)
, o
holds with probability 1 — g. Thus,
2 1 2
D3 = |[(Tk + AD)3 (T2, + \I)~2
op
= ak+xnéugn+x040k+An%
, o
Q A
= |[(7 + A0 (T2, +2) (T + A1) 73)
op
—1
= | (1= @ +AD7% (TR, - Tie) (T + AD ) (33)

op

IN

- _1 Q _1|k
S|+ AD 7 (T = TR,,) (T + AD
k=0

S Op

For the third term Ds, notice

Pﬂg

Dg_‘

(72, + A1) on,(T ZK* (FFa®) - 17 eD)

Hi

-’(Tgm+—ko_é(7k—%AD

(SIS

| ot 50

op op

D3 D32
nQ
(T + AN =S K2 (P69 - 1P 6D))

i=1

V]

Hi

~—
D33

For D3, the properties of filter function indicates z¢), < E, thus we have

H@§m+AO%¢ﬂﬂ%)@§m+A0%

::H(Tgm—%kl>¢kﬁt§m)
op

<2E,,.
op

For D39, the bound for Dy implies, with probability 1 — g, we have

_1
H +-AI Tk +ADE|| < VB
op
For D33, applying Lemma 9 and Lemma 5, we have
(Tie + Al)” Z Ko (F7f) = 7))
Hi

-3 3:i51:3 P P 6 27:1§kd
1+4vﬁbg<6>Ek ng' Hf f‘} +4Vﬁbg<6> ng "

43



with probability 1 — g with respect to D¥ given DF. Combining all terms, we have

‘@2 ZK* (/7 @®) - D))

std
with probability at least 1 — § with respect to (DP , DQ). O

L2

<6E, {1 +4v2log (?) Exn Q“’”W} HfP e

__ms
+ 4v/2log (?) nQ2m5+d

B.5 Supporting Lemmas

The following lemma controls the error induced by using fP under the Tikhonov regularization
function.

Lemma 9. Suppose np is sufficient large and fixed (thus fP s fized), then for 6 € (0,1), with
probability 1 — &, we have

(T + Aal) % = ZK (/7R - 1)
Hi
frn <5>W}\»fp—fpum+wog ()5
Proof.
(Ti + Nal)” ZK* (/7 ~ 1P?))
Hi
y —mum
Ey
(Tx +)\2[)*% {leZQ:K;Q (fP(xZQ) _ fP(xZQ)) — Tk <fP — fP)}
i=1 Hx
E>
For term Ej,
|+ ran e (7= 17|, = | @ ren T (57 57|
<|@x+xn | -7
op
< fP - fP‘ 2’

1
where the last inequality is based on the fact that the operator norm of (T + Aol )_%Tf( is bounded
by 1.
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For term FE5, denote

§ = (Tx +dal) 2 Kig (f7(af) - D))

& = (T + XeD) 2 Kpo (/709 = /7(9)).

Therefore, bounding F» is equivalent to bounding

1
i . _E
n@;a €z

Hi

Notice for r > 2

B, Iy, = Exe || (T + 22072 Kye (F79) = £79))

r

Hi

<E. (H(TK sxan) K[ |76 - fP<xQ>\’") |

By Lemma 6,
1 r T
H(TK D)2 K,q HH < BN (o)t
K

Further, for sufficient large but fixed np, by Cauchy—Schwarz inequality, we have,

Exeax [F7(X) = /7(X)] < \/ / (fP = fP)2dQx (=) - / (fP = [P 2dQx ()
X X

o (!

77 - 17|

Loy

L2

2
< .
> 12

Combining, we have

Bua 6ol < BN 0O0)5 |77 57
< 2t (VAT |77 = 7)) (BrevwOw)

1 -
= §T!&2LT72.
Then by applying Lemma 8, we have

Er/N(A2) pr—fp‘

with probability 1 — 6.

The following lemma states the minimax lower bound of the excess risk, often referred to as the
information-theoretic lower bound, under the single dataset scenario. The proof is standard and
can be found in different kernel methods literature; see Rastogi and Sampath [2017], Zhang et al.
[2023], among others. However, most of the works omit the property of constant C. In order to
derive the form of ¢ in Theorem 3, we apply a version from Lin and Reimherr [2024b|, where the

authors have shown that C' is proportional to the radius of the Sobolev ball.
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Lemma 10. Following the same classical nonparametric regression setting in Appendiz A, the

underlying true function fo € {f € H™ : || f|lgmo < R} := By (R). Then, when n is sufficiently
large, one has

~ 2m,
inf sup P (Hf — fll7, > Cén_ZMOgd) >1-4,
I f€Bmg(R)

where the constant C is proportional to R? and independent of § and n.
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