arXiv:2106.09028v2 [quant-ph] 13 Jun 2022

Exponential Error Convergence in Data Classification with Optimized Random Features: Acceleration by Quantum Machine Learning

Hayata Yamasaki hayata.yamasaki@gmail.com IQOQI Vienna, Austrian Academy of Sciences, Boltzmanngasse 3, 1090 Vienna, Austria Atominstitut, Technische Universität Wien, Stadionallee 2, 1020 Vienna, Austria

Sho Sonoda sho.sonoda@riken.jp RIKEN AIP, Nihonbashi 1–4–1, Chuo-ku, Tokyo, Japan

Abstract

Classification is a common task in machine learning. Random features (RFs) stand as a central technique for scalable learning algorithms based on kernel methods, and more recently proposed optimized random features, sampled depending on the model and the data distribution, can significantly reduce and provably minimize the required number of features. However, existing research on classification using optimized RFs has suffered from computational hardness in sampling each optimized RF; moreover, it has failed to achieve the exponentially fast error-convergence speed that other state-of-the-art kernel methods can achieve under a low-noise condition. To overcome these slowdowns, we here construct a classification algorithm with optimized RFs accelerated by means of quantum machine learning (QML) and study its runtime to clarify overall advantage. We prove that our algorithm can achieve the exponential error convergence under the low-noise condition even with optimized RFs; at the same time, our algorithm can exploit the advantage of the significant reduction of the number of features without the computational hardness owing to QML. These results discover a promising application of QML to acceleration of the leading kernel-based classification algorithm without ruining its wide applicability and the exponential error-convergence speed.

Keywords: classification, optimized random features, kernel methods, quantum machine learning, exponential error convergence

1. Introduction

Background. — Classification deals with obtaining a classifier function f to label input data as correctly as possible, from given N examples of input data and their labels. Kernel methods are a class of widely used methods for solving such a task, owing to their theoretical guarantee and good accuracy (Schölkopf and Smola, 2001; Wendland, 2004; Ingo Steinwart, 2008). However, typical kernel methods, which compute an N × N Gram matrix for N examples, are not scalable as N gets large. To scale up kernel methods to big data, random features (RFs) proposed by Rahimi and Recht (2008, 2009) are one of the most highly appreciated techniques of central use in practice, along with other techniques based on low-rank matrix approximation (Smola and Schökopf, 2000; Williams and Seeger, 2001;

© Hayata Yamasaki and Sho Sonoda.

License: CC-BY 4.0, see https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

Fine and Scheinberg, 2002). Algorithms with random Fourier features use the fact that any translation-invariant kernel k : X ×X → R on D-dimensional input data space X = R^D , e.g., a Gaussian kernel, can be represented as an expectation of feature maps φ(v, x) := e^{−2πiv·x}, i.e., k(x, x^′) = ∫ V dτ(v)φ(v, x)φ(v, x^′), (1) where φ : V × X → C , and V = R^D is a parameter space equipped with a probability measure dτ(v) given by the Fourier transform of k; e.g., dτ(v) of the Gaussian kernel is a Gaussian distribution (Rahimi and Recht, 2008). With RFs, we represent the non-linear function f : X → R as a linear combination of non-linear feature maps, i.e., cos and sin, f(x) ≈ f̂_{v,α}(x) := M−1∑ m=0 (α_{2m} cos(−2πv_m · x) + α_{2m+1} sin(−2πv_m · x)). (2)

Learning with RFs is achieved by sampling many feature maps at random parameters v_0, . . . , v_{M−1} ∈ V, followed by finding appropriate coefficients α_0, . . . , α_{2M−1} ∈ R by convex optimization using the N examples. Conventionally, v_0, . . . , v_{M−1} are sampled from a data-independent probability distribution dτ(v) depending only on the kernel k, but this may require a large number of features M = ~O(^1/ϵ^2) for approximating f to accuracy ϵ (Rahimi and Recht, 2008, 2009), where ~O ignores poly-logarithmic factors. The requirement of large M slows down the decision of all M features, the regression over the 2M coefficients, and the evaluation of the learned function f̂_{v,α}(x) in using it after the learning. Acceleration of kernel methods with RFs is not a specific problem but of central importance for their various applications including the classification.

To achieve such acceleration, Bach (2017) has proposed to sample v_0, . . . , v_{M−1} from a data-optimized probability distribution that puts greater weight on important features optimized for the data. The optimized distribution is given by a weighted distribution q^∗_λ(v)dτ(v), where q^∗_λ(v) will be defined later in (7). The function q^∗_λ(v) is called the leverage score. We call features sampled from this data-optimized distribution optimized random features. The use of q^∗_λ(v)dτ(v) can significantly reduce the required number M of RFs, which is provably optimal up to a logarithmic gap; e.g., for the Gaussian kernel and a sub- Gaussian data distribution, the required number of optimized RFs for accuracy ϵ is as small as M = O(polylog(^1/ϵ)) (Bach, 2017), which is exponentially smaller than M = ~O(^1/ϵ^2) of conventional RFs (Rahimi and Recht, 2008, 2009). For regression tasks, Bach (2017); Rudi and Rosasco (2017) had clarified the generalization property of optimized RFs, i.e., the required number N of examples and M of RFs; based on these works, Yamasaki et al. (2020) has studied the advantage of the optimized RFs in reducing the overall runtime for the regression. However, for the classification, the runtime advantage of the optimized RFs has been unknown.

Problem and results. — In this work, we propose a total design of the setting and the algorithm to use the optimized RFs for a classification task, so as to prove significant runtime advantage of the optimized RFs in the classification. Progressing beyond regression, Sun et al. (2018) has analyzed the generalization property of optimized RFs for classification under a low-noise condition, which is characterized by a constant δ > 0 in such a way that larger δ implies lower noise (as shown later in (6)). Following Sun et al. (2018), we here study a classification task under the low-noise condition with the Gaussian kernel. Given a desired error ϵ > 0, the task aims to obtain a classifier in the form of f̂_{v,α} in (2) that reduces the excess classification error to ϵ compared with the optimal one, as formulated later in (4). For data sets given according to sub-Gaussian data distributions, Sun et al. (2018) has shown that optimized RFs lead to the exponential reduction of the required number M of RFs, similarly to the cases of regression.

However, problematically, the reduction of the number M of RFs does not necessarily imply the speedup in overall runtime since there can be other computational bottlenecks in the algorithm. Indeed, optimized RFs have been hard to compute in practice, due to the exponential runtime O(exp(D)) in sampling each optimized RF from q^∗_λ(v)dτ(v) by the classical algorithms (Bach, 2017; Sun et al., 2018; Shahrampour and Kolouri, 2019); regarding this hardness, Sun et al. (2018) does not provide solution to achieve feasible overall runtime. A possible solution to this bottleneck has recently arisen in the emerging field of quantum machine learning (QML), i.e., machine learning with assistance of quantum computer for acceleration (Biamonte et al., 2017; Ciliberto et al., 2018; Dunjko and Briegel, 2018). In particular, Yamasaki et al. (2020) has established a quantum algorithm, run by quantum computer, to achieve the sampling from q^∗_λ(v)dτ(v) feasibly in linear runtime O(D), achieving an exponential speedup in D compared to the classical algorithms. But this quantum algorithm is designed for the regression, and how we can use it for the classification without canceling out the speedup has been unknown. In addition, for N examples, Sun et al. (2018) only showed an error bound scaling polynomially, i.e., ϵ = O(poly(^1/N )) in N; after all, the optimized RFs may improve the scaling in the number M of RFs rather than N. This bound in N is exponentially worse than the other state-of-the-art kernel methods for the same classification task under the low-noise condition, which may not use optimized RFs to reduce M but can achieve the exponentially better bound ϵ = O(exp(−N)) in N (Pillaud-Vivien et al., 2018; Nitanda and Suzuki, 2019; Yashima et al., 2021).

To address this problem, we here develop a significantly fast algorithm for the classification task using the optimized RFs (Algorithm 1) and quantitatively bound its runtime to prove the runtime advantage of this algorithm without degradation in both N and M. To show the fast runtime, we clarify the appropriate setting for sampling optimized RFs based on the quantum algorithm of Yamasaki et al. (2020), and after the sampling, we determine the coefficients of the classifier as efficiently as possible using stochastic gradient descent (SGD) (Harvey et al., 2019). Our results are summarized as follows, where we ignore negligible polynomial factors of arbitrarily small degrees for simplicity.

1. (Eq. (12)) We show that, with our algorithm, the excess classification error ϵ converges at an exponential speed, i.e., ϵ = O(exp(−N)) in terms of the number N of examples. This bound exponentially improves the previously known bound ϵ = O(poly(^1/N )) by Sun et al. (2018) in cases of using optimized RFs for the same classification task under the low-noise condition.

2. (Eq. (12)) We show that our algorithm only requires the number of optimized RFs scaling as M = O(d(δ^2) log(^{d(δ2 )}/ϵ)) for achieving the excess classification error ϵ, where δ is the constant characterizing the low-noise condition. Here, d(·) is called the degree of freedom, defined later in (11), and shows the minimum required number of RFs (Bach, 2017), which our bound achieves up to the logarithmic gap. Significantly, ϵ converges at an exponential speed also in M, i.e., ϵ = O(exp(−M)), achieving as fast scaling in M as that in N.

3. (Eq. (13)) As a whole, we prove that the runtime of our algorithm is ~O(MD log(^1/ϵ)), which is poly-logarithmic in the error^1/ϵ and linear in data dimension D. Since we use optimized RFs, the number M = O(d(δ^2) log(^{d(δ2 )}/ϵ)) of RFs can also be significantly smaller than the conventional RFs. Thus, our analysis finds a promising application of QML, making it possible to establish a significantly fast algorithm for classification with optimized RFs.

To prove these results, we develop new theoretical techniques that are crucial for the speedup, progressing beyond the previous works by Sun et al. (2018); Yamasaki et al. (2020); Pillaud-Vivien et al. (2018); Nitanda and Suzuki (2019); Yashima et al. (2021). We will summarize these techniques in Sec. 3.2. Although Yamasaki et al. (2020) solves the regression problem by the quantum algorithm, how to achieve classification using the quantum algorithm without ruining applicability and the convergence speed of the existing stateof-the-art classification algorithms is far from trivial since the classification is a different task. After all, the runtime of the regression obtained by Yamasaki et al. (2020) was Õ(MD/_ϵ2) (to accuracy ϵ), but our algorithm achieves the classification task in a different runtime Õ(MD log(^1/ϵ)) (to the excess classification error ϵ). The existing analysis by Sun et al. (2018) of the same classification task as ours was insufficient to prove this runtime Õ(MD log(^1/ϵ)) with the optimized RFs; that is, a mere use of the quantum algorithm of Yamasaki et al. (2020) combined with the analysis by Sun et al. (2018) would ruin the exponential convergence speed in the classification under the low-noise condition. By contrast, our techniques improve the results of Sun et al. (2018) exponentially in ϵ, achieving as fast convergence speed as the state-of-the-art algorithms by Pillaud-Vivien et al. (2018); Nitanda and Suzuki (2019); Yashima et al. (2021) in N while significantly saving the required number M of RFs for scalability. We also remark that Yashima et al. (2021) has analyzed the use of conventional RFs for the classification under the low-noise condition, but a straightforward application of their technique to our setting using optimized RFs would only lead to the runtime Õ(poly(^1/ϵ)) in ϵ, ruining our exponentially fast runtime Õ(log(1/_ϵ)) in ϵ; as we will discuss in Sec. 3.2, the techniques developed here are crucial for avoiding this slowdown in bounding the runtime.

Impact in the field of QML. — The novelty of our results is to accelerate classification, a common task in machine learning, by taking advantage of the exponential speedup in the QML algorithm of Yamasaki et al. (2020); significantly, we achieve this acceleration without ruining broad applicability and exponential error convergence of the leading kernel-based algorithms for classification under the low-noise condition by Pillaud-Vivien et al. (2018); Nitanda and Suzuki (2019); Yashima et al. (2021). Conventionally, QML algorithms for classification such as quantum support vector machine (Rebentrost et al., 2014) may achieve large speedups compared to classical algorithms only under restrictive assumptions that matrices involved in the algorithms are sparse or have low rank. More recent “quantum-inspired” classical algorithms for classification (Chen Ding, 2019; Chia et al., 2020) also require low rank. However, the sparsity and low-rankness assumptions limit the power and applicability of the QML algorithms; that is, to take advantage of the large speedups of QML, careful justifications of the sparsity and low-rankness assumptions have been needed (Aaronson, 2015).

By contrast, our algorithm, based on the quantum algorithm of Yamasaki et al. (2020), does not require the sparsity or low-rankness assumptions yet can benefit from the exponential quantum speedup in sampling the optimized RFs, leading to the significant reduction of the required number M of RFs as discussed above.

We stress that, despite the efforts to exploit QML for accelerating kernel methods (Mengoni and Di Pierro, 2019), it was challenging to use the exponential speedup without ruining applicability due to the sparsity and low-rankness assumptions, except for the regression achieved by Yamasaki et al. (2020). For example, a quantum algorithm for classification by Li et al. (2019a) may not need the sparsity and low-rankness assumptions, but the speedup compared to classical algorithms is not exponential but polynomial; that is, the classical computation can simulate it up to polynomial-time overhead. Heuristic QML algorithms for noisy quantum devices such as that of Havlíček et al. (2019) may not require the sparsity and low-rankness assumptions, but no proof bounds its runtime. QML may have advantages in learning data obtained from quantum states (Sweke et al., 2021; Huang et al., 2021, 2022; Chen et al., 2022), but tasks in the field of machine learning conventionally deal with classical data rather than quantum states; problematically, it is unknown whether QML algorithms in the quantum settings of these works are applicable to acceleration in the common learning tasks for the conventional classical data, such as the classification of classical data. For a classical data set constructed carefully so that its classification reduces to a variant of Shor’s algorithm (Shor, 1997), QML may achieve the classification super-polynomially faster than classical algorithms (Liu et al., 2021); however, the applicability of such QML to practical data sets has been unknown, unlike the broad applicability of kernel methods implemented by classical computation.

In contrast to these QML algorithms, our algorithm can indeed take advantage of the exponential quantum speedup meaningfully for the acceleration of the classification. QML using exponential speedup is hard to simulate by classical computation and hard to perform even on near-term noisy small- or intermediate-scale quantum devices. But we aim at classification at a large scale since we will eventually need large-scale machine learning in practice. For this reason, we do not use numerical simulation but prove the advantage analytically. Remarkably, we can obtain the advantage of our algorithm in reducing the number of RFs within the same model as conventional RFs; as a result, the advantage is expected to appear for a practical class of data sets, e.g., those given by a sub-Gaussian or spherical data distribution learned with the Gaussian kernel (see (14)). Thus, our results are fundamental for establishing the widely applicable framework of QML that takes advantage of exponential quantum speedups to accelerate various learning tasks, in particular, not only regression but also classification; moreover, even if large-scale quantum computation is yet to be realized under current technology, our theoretical results have an impact on further developments of quantum technology toward realizing QML, by providing solid motivation with theoretical guarantee.

2. Setting of Classification with Optimized Random Features

We consider binary classification with D-dimensional input x ∈ X = R^D and its binary label y ∈ Y = {−1, +1}. Our learning algorithm takes an approach of semi-supervised learning, where we have many unlabeled input examples and much fewer labeled examples. Suppose that N pairs of labeled examples (x_0, y_0), (x_1, y_1), . . . , (x_{N−1}, y_{N−1}) ∈ X × Y are given according to observation of independent and identically distributed (IID) random variables (X, Y ) with a probability distribution ρ(x, y). The marginal probability distribution on X for ρ(x, y) is denoted by ρ_X (x), and the support of ρ_X by X_ρ = supp(dρ_X ). In addition, N_0 unlabeled examples x ∈ X (N_0 ≫ N) are given according to ρ_X (x). Given x ∈ X , the conditional distribution of Y conditioned on x is denoted by ρ(y|x).

The goal of binary classification is to estimate a function f : X → R whose sign ± indicates as correct labels of the input data as possible. In particular, we want to learn a classifier minimizing the classification error R(f) := E [I(sign(f(X)), Y )], where sign(x) = x/|x|, and I is the 0-1 error function, i.e., I(y, y^′) = 0 if y = y^′, and I(y, y^′) = 1 if y ≠ y^′. Let R^∗ denote the minimal achievable classification error given by R^∗ := R(E [Y |X]), and f^∗ denote a minimizer of R, i.e., the optimal classifier, given by (Pillaud-Vivien et al., 2018) f^∗(x) := E [Y |X = x] = ρ(1|x) − ρ(−1|x). (3) Given a desired error ϵ > 0, the classification task aims to obtain an estimate f̂ of f^∗ with the excess classification error R(f̂) − R^∗ bounded by

E [R(f̂ ) − R^∗] ≦ ϵ, (4)

where the expectation is taken over multiple runs of the learning algorithm since our algorithm will be a randomized algorithm.

However, direct minimization of the classification error R may be intractable due to discontinuity and nonconvexity of R. Thus, it is conventional to solve the problem of classification by minimizing a continuous and convex loss function rather than minimizing the classification error directly. In particular, following Pillaud-Vivien et al. (2018), we will use a square loss function, or the loss for short, given by L(f) := E [ |Y − f(X)|^2 ] . (5)

We will learn the classifier based on the kernel methods; i.e., as a model of functions to be learned, we use the reproducing kernel Hilbert space (RKHS) F associated with the kernel k (Schölkopf and Smola, 2001; Wendland, 2004; Ingo Steinwart, 2008). Since our goal is to show a runtime advantage of the optimized RFs in a concrete setting, we here focus on using the Gaussian kernel, i.e., k ( x, x^′ ) := exp ( − γ‖x − x^′‖^2 ) for γ > 0. In this case, the RKHS F of the Gaussian kernel is universal in L^2(dρ_X ) (Ingo Steinwart, 2008; Micchelli et al., 2006; Sriperumbudur et al., 2011); that is, any square-integrable function can be well approximated with our model F.

Our assumptions are as follows.

1. As in any implementation of kernel methods by computer, we represent real numbers by a finite number of bits and quantum bits (qubits) in terms of fixed-point or floatingpoint number representation with sufficiently high precision Δ; by convention, our analysis ignores errors O(Δ) and poly-logarithmic overheads O(polylog(^1/Δ)) arising from this discretization.

2. Due to the uniform law of large numbers, we can approximate the true data distribution ρ_X by the empirical distribution ρ̂_X of the N_0 unlabeled examples with error O(^1/N^2_0 ),

Algorithm 1 Classification with optimized RFs.

Require: Parameter λ in (12), number M of optimized RFs in (12), even number N ∈ 2N of labeled examples in (12), unlabeled input examples stored in the data structure described in the main text, step sizes η_t in (10), parameter q_{min} in (8), parameter region W ⊂ R^{2M} .

Ensure: A classifier f̂_{v,α} in the form of (2) with v_0, . . . , v_{M−1} ∈ V = R^D and α_0, . . . , α_{2M−1} ∈ R that achieves (4), i.e., the excess classification error bounded by ϵ in expectation, with exponential error convergence shown in Theorem 1 and within a remarkably short runtime T_{all} in (13). 1: for m ∈ {0, . . . , M − 1} do 2: Sample an optimized RF v_m ∈ V according to the optimized distribution q^∗_λ(v)dτ(v) in (7). {See Sampling optimized RFs in Sec. 3.1 for detail.} 3: end for 4: Initialize α^{(0)} ← (0, 0, . . . , 0) ∈ W. {See SGD in Sec. 3.1 for detail.} 5: for t ∈ {0, . . . , N − 1} do 6: Calculate the prefactor C(α^{(t)}) of the unbiased estimate ĝ^{(t)} of the gradient of the regularized testing loss L_λ in (8) at α^{(t)} according to (9).

7: Calculate ĝ^{(t)} according to (9) using C(α^{(t)}).

8: Set α^{(t+1)} ← Π_W (α^{(t)} − η^{(t)}ĝ^{(t)}). {Using projection Π_W onto W.} 9: end for 10: Set (α_0, . . . , α_{2M−1}) ← (^2/N ) ∑_N t=^N/2+1 α

(t). {Suffix averaging.} 11: Return v_0, . . . , v_{M−1} ∈ V and α_0, . . . , α_{2M−1} ∈ R. {i.e., f̂_{v,α} with these parameters.}

which we consider to be negligibly small by assuming N_0 ≫ N. In particular, by taking N_0 ≈^1/Δ^2, we assume ‖ρ_X − ρ̂_X ‖_1 = O(Δ), which is within the error of discretization that we ignore.

3. We assume that X_ρ is bounded, and ρ_X is uniformly bounded away from 0 and ∞ on X_ρ.

4. Following the previous work by Sun et al. (2018) studying the classification with optimized RFs, we assume a (strong) low-noise condition

|E[Y |X]| > δ, almost surely, (6)

where δ is a fixed parameter with 0 < δ ≦ 1. This condition is well studied in the analysis of classification tasks, also known as Massart’s low-noise assumption (Koltchinskii, 2011). As the amount of noise gets low, δ becomes large.

5. We assume that optimal f^∗ on X_ρ is a function in our model F, i.e., the RKHS of the Gaussian kernel. Then, the minimizer of the loss (5) in F is indeed achieved by f^∗ ∈ F (Pillaud-Vivien et al., 2018), which our algorithm will estimate by f̂_{v,α} in (2).

3. Main Results

Our main contribution is to develop Algorithm 1 using optimized RFs and SGD to solve the classification problem formalized in Sec. 2, and prove its remarkably short runtime. In

Sec. 3.1, we describe the algorithm. In Sec. 3.2, we analyze the generalization property and the runtime.

3.1 Algorithm

In this subsection, we describe our algorithm for achieving the classification task formulated in Sec. 2, which we show in Algorithm 1. In this algorithm, we sample optimized RFs based on a quantum algorithm of Yamasaki et al. (2020) and then perform regression using SGD to minimize a regularized version of the loss.

Sampling optimized RFs. — Algorithm 1 starts with performing sampling of M optimized RFs using a quantum algorithm of Yamasaki et al. (2020). The optimized distribution is given by (Bach, 2017) q^∗_λ(v)dτ(v) ∝ ⟨φ(v, ·)|(Σ + λ1)^{−1}φ(v, ·)⟩_{L2(dρX )} dτ(v), (7) where λ > 0 is a hyperparameter used for regularization, and Σ is the integral operator (Σf)(x) = ∫ X dρ_X (x^′)k(x, x^′)f(x^′) on a space L^2(dρ_X ) of functions, depending both on kernel k and data distribution ρ_X . The condition on λ will be clarified later in (12). By repeating the sampling from q^∗_λ(v)dτ(v) using the quantum algorithm M times, we obtain M optimized RFs v_0, . . . , v_{M−1}, where the condition on M will be clarified later by (12).

Although Yamasaki et al. (2020) may have developed core methods for this sampling, the quantum algorithm of Yamasaki et al. (2020) has several parameters that need to be tuned depending on learning tasks to be solved; recalling that it is usually hard to attain widely applicable speedup in QML as summarized in Sec. 1, we need to prove that we can choose these parameters appropriately, and we can fulfill the requirement for running this quantum algorithm even in our setting of classification, so as to clarify that the sampling is feasible for our classification task. The quantum algorithm of Yamasaki et al. (2020) uses a technique for decomposing representation of q^∗_λ(v)dτ(v) on the right-hand side of (7) into operators that quantum computation can efficiently deal with, and combines this decomposition with two techniques in quantum computation, quantum singular value transformation (Gilyén et al., 2019) and quantum Fourier transform (Cleve and Watrous, 2000; Hales and Hallgren, 2000), to achieve exponential speedup in sampling optimized RFs compared to the existing classical sampling algorithms by Bach (2017); Sun et al. (2018); Shahrampour and Kolouri (2019). As discussed in Sec. 1, the significance of this quantum algorithm is to avoid restrictive assumptions on sparsity and low-rankness of the operators owing to this decomposition; as a result, the algorithm is widely applicable to representative choices of kernels, including the Gaussian kernel used here (Yamasaki et al., 2020). The true data distribution ρ_X to compute q^∗_λ(v) may be unknown, but we here design our setting to be semi-supervised learning, so that we can use the empirical data distribution ρ̂_X of unlabeled data as a good approximation of ρ_X without the cost of labeling all data. The input model for the quantum algorithm is to prepare ∑ x √ ρ̂_X (x) |x⟩, i.e., a quantum state that can produce a random bit string sampled from ρ̂_X as a measurement outcome if measured in the standard basis. For classical algorithms, sampling from ρ̂_X can be realized easily in poly-logarithmic runtime O(D polylog(N_0)) in N_0, by sampling n_0 ∈ {1, . . . , N_0} from the uniform distribution over log_2(N_0) bits and outputting x_{n0} out of x_1, . . . , x_{N0} stored in random access memory (RAM). As for the quantum algorithm, the preparation of ∑ x √ ρ̂_X (x) |x⟩ with maintaining quantum superposition may be more technical. But we show that this preparation is also implementable in runtime O(D polylog(N_0)), by storing the N_0 unlabeled examples upon collecting them in a sparse binary tree data structure (Kerenidis and Prakash, 2017) with quantum RAM (QRAM) (Giovannetti et al., 2008a,b). See Appendix F for details. In our setting of N_0 ≈^1/Δ^2 with precision Δ, the runtime per inputting ∑ x √ ρ̂_X (x) |x⟩ is O(D polylog(N_0)) = O(D polylog(^1/Δ)), i.e., the linear scaling in D up to the same overhead as that of discretization, making the quantum algorithm implementable in a feasible runtime.

SGD. — After sampling M optimized RFs according to q^∗_λ(v)dτ(v), Algorithm 1 proceeds to optimize coefficients α = (α_0, . . . , α_{2M−1}) ∈ R^{2M} to learn a classifier f̂_{v,α} in (2). For this optimization, we use SGD with suffix averaging, minimizing a regularized version L_λ of the loss L(f̂_{v,α}) in (5). In particular, we write the loss for f̂_{v,α} in (2) as L(α) = L(f̂_{v,α}) := E [| |Y − ∑_{M−1} m=0 ( α_{2m} cos(−2πv_m · X) + α_{2m+1} sin(−2πv_m · X) )| |^2 ] , and define the regularized loss as L_λ(α) = L_λ(f̂_{v,α}) := L(α) + λMq_{min}‖α‖^2, (8)

where λ > 0 is the same parameter as that for q^∗_λ in (7), and q_{min} := min{q^∗_λ(v_m) : m = 0, . . . , M −1}. We use q_{min} as a hyperparameter to be chosen appropriately prior to the learning. In the parameter region of sampling optimized RFs that are weighted by importance and that nearly minimize M, the minimal weight q_{min} of the sampled RFs can be considered to be a constant bounded away from 0. To guarantee this more explicitly, we can also use a bottom-raised weight in place of q^∗_λ(v_m), e.g.,^{q∗}λ^{(v}m^)/2 +^1/2; in this case, each optimized RF v_m is to be sampled with weight q^∗_λ(v_m) once in two samplings in expectation, and hence at most twice as many RFs as those with q^∗_λ(v_m) suffice to achieve the learning, while we can consider q_{min} to be^1/2, a constant. The term λMq_{min}‖α‖^2 makes the regularized loss L_λ μ-strongly convex for a constant μ = λMq_{min}, leading to accelerating SGD compared to minimizing L without regularization. The SGD looks for optimal α ∈ W ⊂ R^{2M} by minimizing L_λ(α) within a parameter region W, which is chosen as a 2M-dimensional ball centered at the origin and of a diameter shown later in (16).

To guarantee the runtime of SGD theoretically, we clarify the setting of SGD as follows. In the SGD, we start from an initial point α^{(0)} ∈ W; following Harvey et al. (2019), we here choose α^{(0)} as the origin. Using N labeled examples, we iteratively update the points α^{(1)}, . . . , α^{(N)} ∈ W in total N times, where for each t ∈ {0, . . . , N}, we write α^{(t)} = ( α^{(t)}_0 , . . . , α^{(t)}_{2M−1} ) ∈ W. The required number N of labeled examples will be clarified later in (12). We update the point from α^{(t)} to α^{(t+1)} in the (t + 1)th iteration of SGD using an unbiased estimate ĝ^{(t)} of the gradient of L_λ at α^{(t)}, i.e., E [ ĝ^{(t)} ] = ∇L_λ(α^{(t)}). To obtain ĝ^{(t)}, we regard the sequence of the N labeled examples (x_0, y_0) , . . . , (x_{N−1}, y_{N−1}) as a data stream that sequentially provides the examples as observation of IID random variables according to ρ(x, y). Using these examples, we construct ĝ^{(t)} by

ĝ^{(t)} := C ( α^{(t)} ) cos(−2πv_0 · x_t) sin(−2πv_0 · x_t) . . cos(−2πv_{M−1} · x_t) sin(−2πv_{M−1} · x_t)

+ 2λMq_{min} α^{(t)}_0 α^{(t)}_1 . . α^{(t)}_{2M−2} α^{(t)}_{2M−1} , (9) where C ( α^{(t)} ) is a prefactor shared among all the 2M elements of ĝ^{(t)}, i.e., C ( α^{(t)} ) := 2 ( y_t − ∑_{M−1} m=0 (α^{(t)}_{2m} cos(−2πv_m · x_t) + α^{(t)}_{2m+1} sin(−2πv_m · x_t)) ) . To save runtime in calculating ĝ^{(t)}, Algorithm 1 calculates and stores the shared prefactor C ( α^{(t)} ) only once per iteration, and then calculates ĝ^{(t)} by multiplying C^{(t)} and cos(−2πv_0 · x_t), . . . , sin(−2πv_{M−1} · x_t) to obtain each of the 2M elements on the right-hand side of (9). With this ĝ^{(t)}, SGD would calculate α^{(t+1)} ∈ W based on α^{(t)} − η^{(t)}ĝ^{(t)} using a hyperparameter η^{(t)} representing step size, which we take as a decaying sequence used by Harvey et al. (2019), i.e.,

η^{(t)} = O (^1/μt) . (10)

However, if we update α^{(t)} to α^{(t+1)} in this way, α^{(t+1)} may be out of W, which may slow down the SGD potentially. To avoid this slowdown, the update for each iteration of SGD here uses a projection onto W; that is, α^{(t+1)} is obtained from α^{(t)} by α^{(t+1)} = Π_W ( α^{(t)} − η^{(t)}ĝ^{(t)} ) ∈ W, where Π_W denotes the projection onto W. Then, the SGD provably converges to the minimizer of the regularized loss L_λ (Harvey et al., 2019). All the parameters of Algorithm 1 are chosen carefully so that this minimizer achieves our classification task; that is, f̂_{v,α} obtained from Algorithm 1 achieves (4).

3.2 Generalization Property and Runtime

In this subsection, we show the generalization property of optimized RFs in Algorithm 1 for the classification task formulated in Sec. 2, and clarify the advantage of Algorithm 1 in terms of runtime. The minimal required number M of RFs, which is achievable by the optimized RFs, is characterized by the degree of freedom d(λ) for an appropriate parameter λ in such a way that (Bach, 2017)

M = ~O(d(λ)), d(λ) := Tr Σ(Σ + λ1)^{−1}, (11)

where ~O ignores poly-logarithmic factors, and Σ is the integral operator in (7). For our classification task, we prove the following theorem on the required number of RFs and labeled examples. To simplify the presentation, we ignore arbitrarily small-degree polynomial factors in our bounds; see also the beginning of Appendices for the formal statement of the theorem without ignoring these factors. Significantly, owing to the low-noise condition (6), we achieve exponentially fast convergence of the excess classification error in N even with optimized RFs, i.e., ϵ = O(exp(−N)); moreover, we show exponential error convergence also in M, i.e., ϵ = O(exp(−M)), with the optimized RFs to achieve the minimum M. The proof techniques that we develop will be summarized later, after discussing the advantage.

Theorem 1 (Informal. Generalization property of optimized RFs in Algorithm 1) There exist the parameter λ, the number M of optimized RFs, and the number N of labeled examples satisfying, up to ignoring polynomial factors of an arbitrarily small degree,

λ = O(^{δ2}/‖f^∗‖^2_F ), M = O(d(λ) log(^{d(λ)}/ϵ)), N = O ( log(^1/ϵ)(^{‖f ∗‖4}F/(δ^4 q^2_{min})) ) , (12)

such that Algorithm 1 can return a classifier f̂_{v,α} satisfying the ϵ-small excess classification error (4), where d(λ) is defined as (11), ‖f^∗‖_F is the RKHS norm of the optimal classifier f^∗ ∈ F in (3).

Advantage in terms of runtime. — The novelty of our classification algorithm, Algorithm 1, is to use the optimized RFs sampled by the quantum algorithm within a feasible runtime, which makes it possible to achieve the classification within a remarkably short runtime with the minimal number M of RFs. For representative choices of kernels such as the Gaussian kernel, the quantum algorithm can sample optimized RFs according to q^∗_λ(v)dτ(v) within runtime per sampling as fast as T_{sampling} = ~O (^D/λ) (Yamasaki et al., 2020). We also bound the runtime per iteration of SGD in Algorithm 1 as follows. The prefactor C^{(t)} in (9) consists of the sum of 2M terms with each term including an inner product of D-dimensional vectors, requiring O(MD) runtime to calculate. Given C^{(t)}, the unbiased estimate ĝ^{(t)} in (9) of the gradient consists of 2M elements with each element including an inner product of D-dimensional vectors, requiring O(MD) runtime to calculate. Given ĝ^{(t)}, the update from α^{(t)} to α^{(t+1)} is arithmetics of 2M-dimensional vectors, requiring O(M) runtime. Thus, the runtime per iteration is T_{iterate} = O(MD). Consequently, Theorem 1 shows that the overall runtime T_{all} of Algorithm 1 is, in terms of M, D, ϵ,

T_{all} = MT_{sampling} + NT_{iterate} = ~O(^{MD}/λ + NMD) = ~O(MD log(^1/ϵ)), (13)

where M = O(d(λ) log(^{d(λ)}/ϵ)); hence, T_{all} is as fast as poly-logarithmic in^1/ϵ and linear in D. Remarkably, the use of optimized RFs sampled from q^∗_λ(v)dτ(v) can significantly reduce the required number M of RFs in (13). How large M = ~O(d(λ)) should be is determined by the decay of eigenvalues (μ_i)_{i∈N} of the integral operator Σ in (7) (Bach, 2017). In the worst case μ_i = O(^1/i), we would need as large as M = ~O(d(λ)) = ~O(^1/λ) = ~O(^1/δ^2 ) in terms of δ for the low-noise condition (6) (Bach, 2017), which is the same scaling as conventional RFs for approximating the square loss function (Rahimi and Recht, 2008, 2009; Rudi and Rosasco, 2017). Yashima et al. (2021) has also studied an algorithm with the conventional RFs and SGD for the classification task under the low-noise condition, but the required number of RFs has been as large as M = O(poly(^1/δ)) in the same way. By contrast, for the Gaussian kernel and a sub-Gaussian data distribution, the decay is μ_i = O(exp(−i^{1/D} )) (Sun et al., 2018; Eric et al., 2008), and we indeed have an exponential advantage M = ~O(d(λ)) = ~O(log^D(^1/λ)) = ~O(log^D(^1/δ^2 )) in δ. Moreover, for the Gaussian kernel and a uniform data distribution supported on a sphere X_ρ = S^{D−1} ⊂ X = R^D , the decay is μ_i = O(exp(−i)(^1/i)^{i+((D−1)/2)}) = O(exp(−i)) (Azevedo and Menegatto, 2014; Minh et al., 2006), and we have an exponential advantage in δ that is independent of D, i.e.,

M = ~O(d(λ)) = ~O(log(^1/λ)) = ~O(log(^1/δ)). (14)

Thus, our results with the optimized RFs can be provably advantageous: we can exponentially reduce the required number M of RFs in δ compared to the conventional RFs, yet without canceling out the exponential error convergence in N shown by Pillaud-Vivien et al. (2018); Nitanda and Suzuki (2019); Yashima et al. (2021). We remark that the runtime T_{all} in (13) may still require a polynomial time in^1/λ and hence in^1/δ, but significantly, once the classifier f̂_{v,α} is learned by Algorithm 1, the required runtime for each evaluation of f̂_{v,α} is as fast as O(MD) = ~O(D log(^1/δ)) in the case of (14), i.e., exponentially faster in δ compared to that of conventional RFs with runtime O(MD) = ~O(^D/δ^2 ). This runtime advantage in using the learned classifier f̂_{v,α} is considerable, especially for applications that require real-time computing, e.g., an embedded system, robotics, feedback control in physical experiments, and machine-learning-assisted quantum error correction.

Finally, we remark that, to take this advantage, it is essential to minimize M by sampling from q^∗_λ(v)dτ(v). A difficulty in sampling from q^∗_λ(v)dτ(v) is that Σ in (7) is infinitedimensional. Even if we discretize Σ as done by Yamasaki et al. (2020), Σ becomes an O(exp(D))-dimensional operator, and the matrix inversion in calculating (7) would require O(exp(D)) runtime as long as we use existing classical algorithms. Another classical algorithm by Bach (2017) estimates the value of q^∗_λ(v) based on conventional RFs; however, Bach (2017) argues its hardness in practice, and its runtime in D is unknown in general. More problematically, even if we could manage to estimate q^∗_λ(v), the sampling would still be computationally hard due to high dimension. After all, heuristic sampling algorithms such as Markov chain Monte Carlo methods do not provide theoretical guarantee, and methods with theoretical guarantee based on rejection sampling may require O(exp(D)) runtime per sampling in the worst case since q^∗_λ(v) can be exponentially small in D. Note that Avron et al. (2017); Liu et al. (2020); Erdelyi et al. (2020); Li et al. (2019b) also propose to sample RFs from weighted distribution similar to q^∗_λ(v) in polynomial time by classical algorithms; however, as discussed by Yamasaki et al. (2020), sampling from these similar distributions does not necessarily minimize M, i.e., does not lead to our theoretically guaranteed advantage (14), since the approximations are heuristic unlike that of Bach (2017); Sun et al. (2018); Shahrampour and Kolouri (2019); Yamasaki et al. (2020). Similarly, an importance-weighted distribution may also be used in low-rank matrix approximation, i.e., column sampling, but algorithms in the setting of the column sampling (Bach, 2013; Alaoui and Mahoney, 2015; Rudi et al., 2018) do not apply to RFs (Bach, 2017). Quasi- Monte Carlo techniques (Avron et al., 2016; Chang et al., 2017) can also improve M, but it is unknown whether they can achieve minimal M. By contrast, our algorithm minimizes M in feasible runtime.

Proof techniques. — To prove Theorem 1, we develop the following techniques. See Appendices for details.

• A technical difficulty in analyzing RFs is that, although the optimal classifier f^∗ ∈ F is in the RKHS F associated with the kernel k, the classifier f̂_{v,α} ∈ F_M obtained from Algorithm 1 is in a different RKHS F_M associated with an approximated kernel k_M (x, x^′) = ∑_{M−1} m=0 (^1/(Mq^∗_λ(vm )))φ(v_m, x)φ(v_m, x^′) with RFs φ(v, x) = e^{−2πiv·x} (Bach, 2017). Earlier studies of exponential error convergence ϵ = O(exp(−N)) in the kernel-based classification under the low-noise condition by Pillaud-Vivien et al. (2018); Nitanda and Suzuki (2019) were based on bounding the RKHS norm in F, but these studies do not apply to the optimized RFs since f̂_{v,α} may not be in F. Instead, we use the L^∞ norm. In particular, we show under the low-noise condition (6) that, if we have with high probability greater than 1 − ϵ ‖f̂_{v,α} − f^∗‖_L∞_{(dρX )} < δ, (15) then we achieve the goal of our task, i.e., (4). See Appendix A. Note that Yashima et al. (2021) may have also used the L^∞ norm for analyzing the use of conventional RFs for classification, but our analysis for showing the advantage of optimized RFs requires different techniques from Yashima et al. (2021), as discussed below.

• To bound the distance between f̂_{v,α} and f^∗ in (15), we need to clarify the required number M of optimized RFs for approximating f^∗ by f̂_{v,α}, but at the same time, we need to control ‖α‖^2 of the regularized loss L_λ in (8). As for M, Bach (2017) has shown that for any f^∗ ∈ F, with M satisfying M = ~O(d(λ)), we can approximate f^∗ by f̂_{v,α} ∈ F_M within O(λ) error in the L^2 norm, i.e., min_{f̂v,α} ‖f̂_{v,α} − f‖^2_{L2(dρX )} = O(λ). But in the work of Bach (2017), problematically, α was given depending on values of q^∗_λ(v_0), . . . , q^∗_λ(v_{M−1}), and the regularization for α also needed to use all these values. This dependency makes the regularization infeasible; after all, each sampling of a single RF v from q^∗_λ(v)dτ(v) by itself does not provide the value of q^∗_λ(v). In Algorithm 1, we only sample from q^∗_λ(v)dτ(v) without estimating the value of q^∗_λ(v) since such estimation would cancel out the speedup. To address this problem, we here prove that this approximation within O(λ) error in the L^2 norm is possible with α satisfying ‖α‖_2 ≦ 2 √ 2(^{‖f ∗‖}F/^√Mq_{min}), (16)

where, importantly, the right-hand side is given in terms of a hyperparameter q_{min} rather than the values of q^∗_λ(v_0), . . . , q^∗_λ(v_{M−1}). See Appendix B. Owing to the bound (16), we can determine the parameter region W in Algorithm 1 by this hyperparameter q_{min} without estimating q^∗_λ(v_0), . . . , q^∗_λ(v_{M−1}).

• Since the above bound for approximating f^∗ by f̂_{v,α} is given in terms of the L^2 norm, we furthermore need to develop a technique for translating the L^2 norm into a bound in terms of the L^∞ norm used in (15), in such a way that the exponential convergence O(log(^1/ϵ)) in (12) should not be canceled out. The crucial observation here is that such translation may be possible for the Gaussian kernel by continuously embedding its RKHS in the Sobolev space (Ingo Steinwart, 2008; Yashima et al., 2021; Steinwart et al., 2009). However, as discussed above, the difficulty is that the embedding of the RKHS F associated with the Gaussian kernel itself is insufficient since f̂_{v,α} ∈ F_M may not be in F. For conventional RFs, Yashima et al. (2021) has shown, using a concentration inequality, i.e., Markov’s inequality (Vershynin, 2018), that an embedding of F_M in the Sobolev space also holds with high probability greater than 1 − ϵ, but a multiplicative factor (1 +^1/ϵ) appears in the resulting bound on the L^∞ norm. This factor is polynomially large in^1/ϵ. Problematically, this is insufficient in our setting since the polynomially large factor would cancel out the exponential convergence O(log(^1/ϵ)) in (12). To address this problem, we here show, using another concentration inequality, i.e., Hoeffding’s inequality (Vershynin, 2018), that with high probability greater than ϵ, we have ‖f̂_{v,α} − f^∗‖_L∞_{(dρX )} = O (( 1 + √_{log(1/ϵ)} /M )_{p/2} (‖f̂_{v,α}‖_{FM}+ ‖f^∗‖_F )^p‖f‖^{1−p}_{L2(dρX )} ) for arbitrarily small but fixed p > 0, where ‖f̂_{v,α}‖_{FM} is the RKHS norm of f̂_{v,α} in F_M . See Apppendix C. To prove the exponential convergence, the poly-logarithmic prefactor ( 1 + √_{log(1/ϵ)} /M )_{p/2} in^1/ϵ is essential.

• In addition to the above techniques for bounding M, we bound the required number N of labeled examples for minimizing the regularized loss L_λ using the high-probability bound on the number of iterations in SGD (Harvey et al., 2019). Our contribution here is to derive a bound in terms of the L^∞ norm in (15), by combining the above techniques with the technique for SGD. See Appendix D. In particular, our bound on ‖α‖_2 in (16) is crucial for the analysis of SGD based on the technique of Harvey et al. (2019) since Harvey et al. (2019) requires projection onto the parameter region W in each iteration. Moreover, since L_λ to be minimized is in terms of the L^2 norm, the above translation into the L^∞ norm is vital.

4. Conclusion

We have constructed a significantly fast algorithm (Algorithm 1) for a classification task under a low-noise condition, using optimized random features (RFs) introduced by Bach (2017). In our algorithm, we sample optimized RFs from a data-optimized distribution by a quantum algorithm of Yamasaki et al. (2020) within a feasible runtime, followed by stochastic gradient descent (SGD) to achieve exponentially fast convergence of the excess classification error ϵ = O(exp(−N)) for N examples. For D-dimensional data, our algorithm can achieve the error ϵ within runtime ~O(MD log(^1/ϵ)), where M = O(d log(^d/ϵ)) is the required number of RFs determined by the degree of freedom d. This runtime is as fast as poly-logarithmic in^1/ϵ and linear in D; furthermore, the bound shows ϵ = O(exp(−M)) in M, and hence, our algorithm achieves the exponentially fast error convergence in both N and M simultaneously. Advantageously, this required number M of optimized RFs can be significantly smaller than conventional RFs that are sampled from a data-independent distribution as originally proposed by Rahimi and Recht (2008, 2009), and is provably optimal up to a logarithmic gap. Even more remarkably, we can exploit this advantage for the same classification task as conventional RFs, and thus for a practical class of data sets, e.g., those given by a sub-Gaussian or spherical data distribution to be learned with the Gaussian kernel. These results discover a promising application of quantum machine learning (QML) to acceleration of leading kernel-based classification algorithms without ruining the broad applicability and the exponential error-convergence speed.

Acknowledgments

We would like to acknowledge Taiji Suzuki and Atsushi Nitanda for insightful discussion, and Tamás Kriváchy for helpful comments on the manuscript. This work was supported by JSPS Overseas Research Fellowships, JST PRESTO Grant Number JPMJPR201A, and JSPS KAKENHI 18K18113.

Appendices

In Appendices of the paper “Exponential Error Convergence in Data Classification with Optimized Random Features: Acceleration by Quantum Machine Learning”, we present the proof of the main theorem (Theorem 1 in the main text) on the generalization property of optimized random features (RFs) in our algorithm (Algorithm 1 in the main text), by providing the proof techniques summarized in the main text. Appendices are organized as follows. In Appendix A, we show how to reduce the analysis of the excess classification error in our theorem to that of the L^∞ norm. In Appendix B, we analyze the required number of optimized RFs for our function approximation. In Appendix C, we show how to obtain the bound in terms of the L^∞ norm from the L^2 norm used in the analysis of optimized RFs. Along with these analysis on optimized RFs, we also analyze stochastic gradient descent (SGD) used for our algorithm in Appendix D. Using these results, we present a proof of Theorem 2 in Appendix E. In Appendix F, we also explain a feasible implementation of the input model of the quantum algorithm of Yamasaki et al. (2020) in our setting.

We repeat our algorithm in Algorithm 2 for readability and show a formal statement of the main theorem in the main text as Theorem 2 in the following. In our analysis, we will write our estimate of the function to be learned as f̂_{v,α}(x) =^{M−1} ∑ m=0 (α_{2m} cos(−2πv_m · x) + α_{2m+1} sin(−2πv_m · x)) ∈ F_M , (17)

where F_M is the RKHS associated with the approximated kernel k_M in term of RFs used in place of k, i.e.,

k_M (x, x^′) = M−1∑ m=0 (^1/(Mq^∗_λ(vm )))φ(v_m, x)φ(v_m, x^′) with φ(v, x) = e^{−2πiv·x}. (18)

We let ‖f̂_{v,α}‖_{FM} denote the RKHS norm of f̂_{v,α} in F_M .

Theorem 2 (Generalization property of optimized RFs in Algorithm 2) Fix arbitrarily small p ∈ (0, 1). There exist the parameter λ, the number M of optimized RFs and the number N of labeled examples satisfying λ = O ( δ^2 ‖f^∗‖^2_F ( δ ‖f^∗‖_F √ q_{min}

)_− 2p_{1+p} )

, (19) M = O ( d (λ) log ( d (λ) ϵ )) , (20) N = O ( log ( 1 ϵ ) ‖f^∗‖^4_F δ^4q^2_{min} ( ‖f^∗‖_F λδ √ q_{min} ) 4p_{1−p} ) , (21)

such that Algorithm 2 can return a classifier f̂_{v,α} with the excess classification error bounded by E [ R(f̂_{v,α}) − R^∗ ] ≦ ϵ, (22)

Algorithm 2 Classification with optimized RFs.

Require: Parameter λ in (19), number M of optimized RFs in (20), even number N ∈ 2N of labeled examples in (21), unlabeled input examples stored in the data structure described in the main text, step sizes η_t in (138), parameter q_{min} in (52), parameter region W ⊂ R^{2M} .

Ensure: A classifier f̂_{v,α} in the form of (17) with v_0, . . . , v_{M−1} ∈ V = R^D and α_0, . . . , α_{2M−1} ∈ R that achieves (22), i.e., the excess classification error bounded by ϵ in expectation, with exponential error convergence shown in Theorem 2 and within a remarkably short runtime T_{all} shown in the main text. 1: for m ∈ {0, . . . , M − 1} do 2: Sample an optimized RF v_m ∈ V according to the optimized distribution q^∗_λ(v)dτ(v) in (53). {See Sampling optimized RFs in Sec. 3.1 of the main text for detail.} 3: end for 4: Initialize α^{(0)} ← (0, 0, . . . , 0) ∈ W. {See SGD in Sec. 3.1 of the main text for detail.} 5: for t ∈ {0, . . . , N − 1} do 6: Calculate the prefactor C(α^{(t)}) of the unbiased estimate ĝ^{(t)} of the gradient of the regularized testing loss L_λ in (112) at α^{(t)} according to (131).

7: Calculate ĝ^{(t)} according to (132) using C(α^{(t)}).

8: Set α^{(t+1)} ← Π_W (α^{(t)} − η^{(t)}ĝ^{(t)}). {Using projection Π_W onto W.} 9: end for 10: Set (α_0, . . . , α_{2M−1}) ← (^2/N ) ∑_N t=^N/2+1 α

(t). {Suffix averaging.} 11: Return v_0, . . . , v_{M−1} ∈ V and α_0, . . . , α_{2M−1} ∈ R. {i.e., f̂_{v,α} with these parameters.}

where C > 0 is a constant independent of p, d(λ) is defined as

d(λ) := Tr Σ(Σ + λ1)^{−1}, (23)

‖f^∗‖_F is the RKHS norm of the optimal classifier in the RKHS F of the Gaussian kernel k f^∗(x) := E[Y |X = x] = ρ(1|x) − ρ(−1|x) ∈ F. (24) A. Reduction of analysis of excess classification error to L^∞ norm

As discussed in Sec. 3.2 of the main text, we reduce the analysis of the excess classification error (22) to an evaluation of the L^∞ norm. Whereas some existing analysis of SGD under the low-noise condition

|E[Y |X]| > δ almost surely for some 0 < δ ≦ 1, (25)

by Pillaud-Vivien et al. (2018); Nitanda and Suzuki (2019) have used a reduction of the analysis of (22) to that of the RKHS norm ‖ · ‖_F , this reduction is not straightforwardly applicable to our estimate f̂ ∈ F_M since F_M is not necessarily included in F. Instead, the L^∞ norm is used for the analysis of SGD under the low-noise condition by Yashima et al. (2021), but Yashima et al. (2021) shows a statement on the number M of RFs in high probability, and conditioned on this, a statement on the number of iterations in SGD (i.e., the number N of labeled examples in our setting) in (conditional) expectation. In contrast, we here want to show statements in expectation as in (22), rather than the statement in high probability and conditional expectation. We here show the following proposition. Note that the following proposition is written in terms of f̂ ∈ F_M and f^∗ ∈ F for clarity but can be generalized to f̂, f^∗ ∈ L^∞(dρ_X ) using the same proof.

Proposition 3 (Reduction of analysis of excess classification error to L^∞ norm) Let f̂ ∈ F_M be a random function obtained by a randomized algorithm. Given the function f^∗ ∈ F defined as (24), if it holds with high probability greater than 1 − ϵ that ‖f̂ − f^∗‖_L∞_{(dρX )} < δ, (26) then we have E [ R(f̂) − R^∗ ] ≦ ϵ. (27) Proof The proof follows from a similar argument to the proof of Lemma 1 in the work by Pillaud-Vivien et al. (2018). Due to the low-noise condition (25) and the definition (24) of f^∗, if f̂ satisfies (26), then we have for almost all x ∈ X_ρ

sign(f̂(x)) = sign(f^∗(x)). (28)

Then, for f̂ satisfying (26), it holds that

R(f̂) − R^∗ = 0, (29)

which holds with probability greater than 1 − ϵ. Since we have R(f̂) − R^∗ ≦ 1 for any f̂ not necessarily satisfying (26), it holds that E [ R(f̂) − R^∗ ] ≦ (1 − ϵ) × 0 + ϵ × 1 ≦ ϵ. (30)

B. Required number of optimized random features for function approximation

Due to Proposition 3, to achieve the goal (22) of our classification task, it suffices to obtain f̂_{v,α}(x) that has the form of (17) and satisfies (26) with the high probability; to bound the required number M of optimized RFs for satisfying this, as discussed in Sec. 3.2 of the main text, we here analyze the distance in the L^2 norm between f̂_{v,α} ∈ F_M and f^∗ ∈ F, which will be translated to the L^∞ norm used in (26) later in Appendix C. In the following, we summarize the results by Bach (2017) on the required number M of optimized RFs for function approximation, and then proceed to present our results on bounding M and also ‖α‖^2, where α = (α_0, . . . , α_{2M−1}) ∈ R^{2M} is the coefficients in (17).

The results by Bach (2017) can be formulated in terms of a real-valued feature map rather than the complex-valued feature map used in the main text, i.e., φ(v, x) = e^{−2πiv·x}, (31) where v ∈ V = R^D , x ∈ X = R^D , and D is the dimension of input data. To represent the real-valued kernel k, instead of complex-valued φ(v, x), it is also possible to use a realvalued feature map φ(v, b, ·) with a parameter space (v, b) ∈ V × B given by (Bach, 2017; Rahimi and Recht, 2008) φ(v, b, x) := √ 2 cos(−2πv · x + 2πb), (32) where the space for b ∈ B := [0, 1] (33) is equipped with the uniform distribution. We write dτ(v, b) := dτ(v) db. (34) Indeed, the kernel k can be represented by k(x, x^′) = ∫ V dτ(v)φ(v, x)φ(v, x^′) (35) = ∫ V dτ(v)(cos(−2πv · x) cos(−2πv · x^′) + sin(−2πv · x) sin(−2πv · x^′)) (36) = ∫ V dτ(v) ∫ B db √ 2 cos(−2πv · x + 2πb) × √ 2 cos(−2πv · x^′ + 2πb) (37) = ∫ V dτ(v) ∫ B dbφ(v, b, x)φ(v, b, x^′ ). (38) Using the real-valued feature maps, we can represent any function f ∈ F in the RKHS associated with k as (Bach, 2017) f(x) = ⟨α(·, ·) | φ(·, ·, x)⟩_L2_{(dτ (v,b))} , (39) where α(v, b) is a function satisfying ‖α‖_L2_{(dτ )} < ∞ and can be regarded as coefficients of the Fourier-basis function φ(·, ·, x). In this case of using real-valued feature maps, conventional algorithms using random features by Rahimi and Recht (2008, 2009) start with sampling M (D + 1)-dimensional parameters (v_0, b_0), . . . , (v_{M−1}, b_{M−1}) ∈ V × B (40) from the distribution dτ(v, b) = dτ(v)db corresponding to the kernel k, so as to determine M features φ(v_m, b_m·). Using these features, the kernel can be approximated as (Rahimi and Recht, 2008) k(x, x^′) = ∫ V dτ(v)φ(v, x)φ(v, x^′) = ∫ V dτ(v) ∫ B dbφ(v, b, x)φ(v, b, x^′) ≈ 1 M M−1∑ m=0 φ(v_m, b_m, x)φ(v_m, b_m, x^′). (41)

Moreover, f ∈ F can be approximated as (Rahimi and Recht, 2009) f(x) = ∫ V dτ(v, b)α(v, b)φ(v, b, x) (42) ≈ M−1∑ m=0 α_mφ(v_m, b_m, x), (43) where α_0, . . . , α_{M−1} ∈ R are some coefficients. As summarized in the main text, to achieve the learning to accuracy O(ϵ), we need to sample a sufficiently large number M of features. Once we fix M features, we calculate coefficients α_m by linear (or ridge) regression using the given examples (Rahimi and Recht, 2009; Carratino et al., 2018; Rudi and Rosasco, 2017). Then, to minimize M, Bach (2017) provides an optimized probability density function q^∗_λ(v, b) for dτ(v, b) given by q^∗_λ (v, b) ∝ ⟨φ (v, b, ·) |(Σ + ϵ1)^{−1}φ (v, b, ·)⟩_L2_{(dρX )}, (44) where λ is a parameter for regularization, and Σ : L^2(dρ_X ) → L^2(dρ_X ) is the integral operator (Cucker and Smale, 2002)

(Σf) ( x^′ ) := ∫ X dρ (x) k ( x^′, x ) f (x) . (45)

The normalization yields ∫ V dτ(v) ∫ B dbq^∗_λ (v, b) = 1. (46)

As shown in the following lemma, Bach (2017) shows that it suffices to sample M features from q^∗_λ(v)dτ(v) with M bounded by M = O ( d (λ) log ( d (λ) ϵ )) , (47)

so as to achieve the learning to accuracy O(λ) with high probability greater than 1 − ϵ, where d (λ) is given by (23).

Lemma 4 (Bach (2017): Real-valued optimized random features) For any λ > 0 and any ϵ ∈ (0, 1), let (v_0, b_0), . . . , (v_{M−1}, b_{M−1}) ∈ V × B be sampled IID from the density q^∗_λ(v, b) with respect to dτ(v, b). If M satisfies M ≧ 5d(λ) ln ( 16d(λ) ϵ ) , (48)

then, with high probability greater than 1 − ϵ, it holds for any f ∈ F that

min_{f̂} ‖f̂ − f‖^2_L2_{(dρX )} ≦ 4λ‖f‖^2_F , (49)

where the minimum is taken over all the functions

f̂ =^{M−1} ∑ m=0 β_m √ Mq^∗_λ(v_m, b_m) φ(v_m, b_m, ·) (50) with coefficients β = (β_0, . . . , β_{M−1}) ∈ R^M satisfying ‖β‖_2 ≦ 2‖f‖_F . (51) As discussed in Sec. 3.2 of the main text, the problem of Lemma 4 arises from the fact that the values of q^∗_λ(v_0, b_0), . . . , q^∗_λ(v_{M−1}, b_{M−1}) in (50) are unknown throughout Algorithm 2, and we here show how to address this problem. Our approach is to derive a new constraint on the coefficients in place of (51), so that the dependency on v_m and b_m can be eliminated. To eliminate the dependency on v_m, we can use a hyperparameter q_{min} in place of the values of q^∗_λ, i.e., q_{min} := min{q^∗_λ(v_m) : m = 0, . . . , M − 1}. (52)

As for eliminating the dependency on b_m, in contrast to Lemma 4 using the sampling from q^∗_λ(v, b)dτ(v, b) defined in terms of a real-valued feature φ(v, b, x) given by (32), we use in Algorithm 2 the optimized distribution q^∗_λ(v)dτ(v) ∝ ⟨φ(v, ·)|(Σ + λ1)^{−1}φ(v, ·)⟩_{L2(dρX )} dτ(v), (53) defined in terms of a complex-valued feature φ(v, x) given by (31). Note that this is feasible in our setting since the quantum algorithm of Yamasaki et al. (2020) indeed performs sampling from q^∗_λ(v)dτ(v) defined in terms of the complex-valued feature. As expected, we here argue that the difference between the real-valued and complex-valued features in defining q^∗_λ does not affect the applicability of our algorithm to the learning of real-valued functions. To see this, observe that q^∗_λ(v)dτ(v) is a marginal distribution of q^∗_λ(v, b)dτ(v, b), i.e.,

q^∗_λ(v) = ∫ B db q^∗_λ(v, b) (54) ∝ ⟨cos (−2πv · (·)) |(Σ + λ1)^{−1} cos (−2πv · (·))⟩_L2_{(dρX )} (55)

+ ⟨sin (−2πv · (·)) |(Σ + λ1)^{−1} sin (−2πv · (·))⟩_L2_{(dρX )}. (56)

That is, sampling v ∈ V from q^∗_λ(v)dτ(v) followed by sampling b ∈ B from a conditional distribution q^∗_λ(b|v)db := q^∗_λ(v, b) q^∗_λ(v) db (57)

is exactly equivalent to sampling (v, b) ∈ V × B from q^∗_λ(v, b)dτ(v, b). However, whatever b ∈ B is sampled, we can expand each term in the representation (50) of f̂ as β_m √ Mq^∗_λ(v_m) φ(v_m, b_m, x) = β_m √ Mq^∗_λ(v_m) √ 2 cos(−2πv_m · x + 2πb_m) (58)

= α_{2m} cos(−2πv_m · x) + α_{2m+1} sin(−2πv_m · x), (59)

by appropriately choosing the coefficients α_{2m}, α_{2m+1} ∈ R for each m ∈ {0, . . . , M − 1}. As a result, (59) becomes independent of b_m. Based on these observations, we show the following proposition in place of Lemma 4.

Proposition 5 (Complex-valued optimized random features) For any λ > 0 and any ϵ ∈ (0, 1), let v_0, . . . , v_{M−1} ∈ V be sampled IID from the density q^∗_λ(v) with respect to dτ(v). If M satisfies M ≧ 5d(λ) ln ( 16d(λ) ϵ ) , (60)

then, with high probability greater than 1 − ϵ, it holds for any f ∈ F that

min_{f̂v,α} ‖f̂_{v,α} − f‖^2_L2_{(dρX )} ≦ 4λ‖f‖^2_F , (61)

where the minimum is taken over all the functions f̂_{v,α}(x) ∈ F_M in the form of (17) with coefficients α = (α_0, . . . , α_{2M−1}) ∈ R^{2M} satisfying ‖α‖_2 ≦ 2 √ 2‖f‖_F √ Mq_{min}

, (62)

and q_{min} is a constant given by (52).

Proof Lemma 4 shows that if we sample v_m ∈ V according to q^∗_λ(v)dτ(v) and sample b_m ∈ B according to q^∗_λ(b|v_m)db in (57) for each m ∈ {0, . . . , M − 1}, then, with high probability greater than 1 − ϵ, we have the bound (49) with

f̂(x) =^{M−1} ∑ m=0 β_m √ Mq^∗_λ(v_m, b_m) φ(v_m, b_m, x) (63)

= M−1∑ m=0 β_m √ Mq^∗_λ(v_m, b_m) √ 2 cos(−2πv_m · x + 2πb_m) (64)

= M−1∑ m=0 ( β_m √ Mq^∗_λ(v_m, b_m) √ 2 cos(2πb_m) cos(−2πv_m · x) (65)

− β_m √ Mq^∗_λ(v_m, b_m) √ 2 sin(2πb_m) sin(−2πv_m · x) ) . (66)

where β satisfies the constraint (51). Choosing coefficients α_{2m}, α_{2m+1} for each m ∈ {0, . . . , M − 1} as α_{2m} := β_m √ Mq^∗_λ(v_m) √ 2 cos(2πb_m), (67)

α_{2m+1} := − β_m √ Mq^∗_λ(v_m) √ 2 sin(2πb_m), (68)

we have f̂_{v,α} in the form of (17) that satisfies the bound (61). The constraint (62) of α is obtained from the constraint (51) of β by

‖α‖_2 = 2^{M−1}∑ m=0 α^2_m (69)

= M^{−1}∑ m=0 ( β^2_m Mq^∗_λ(v_m, b_m) 2 cos^2(2πb_m) + β^2_m Mq^∗_λ(v_m, b_m) 2 sin^2(2πb_m) ) (70)

= M^{−1}∑ m=0 2β^2_m Mq^∗_λ(v_m, b_m) (71)

≦ M^{−1}∑ m=0 2β^2_m Mq_{min}

(72)

= √ 2‖β‖_2 √ Mq_{min}

(73) ≦ 2 √ 2‖f‖_F √ Mq_{min}

. (74)

C. Translation from L^2 norm into L^∞ norm

As discussed in Sec. 3.2 of the main text, we here show how to translate the L^2 norm used so far into a bound in the L^∞ norm used in the left-hand side of (26). To bound the L^∞ norm on the left-hand side of (26) by the L^2 norm, we use the fact that the kernel is Gaussian, supp(ρ_X ) ⊂ R^D is bounded, and ρ_X has a density that is uniformly bounded away from 0 and ∞ on supp(ρ_X ). In this setting, Yashima et al. (2021) shows an upper bound of the L^∞ norm in terms of the RKHS norm in F and the L^2 norm; in particular, for any p ∈ (0, 1), there exists a constant C_p > 0 such that it holds for any f ∈ F that ‖f‖_L∞_{(dρX )} ≦ C_p‖f‖^p_F ‖f‖^{1−p}_{L2(dρX )}. (75) Although (75) is in terms of the RKHS norm in F, Yashima et al. (2021) also shows a similar bound that holds with high probability greater than 1−ϵ for functions represented in terms of RFs sampled from the data-independent distribution dτ(v); however, this bound includes a polynomially large factor in^1/ϵ. We here improve and generalize this bound; significantly, our bound depends only poly-logarithmically on^1/ϵ, unlike that shown by Yashima et al. (2021). Consequently, our result here achieves an exponential improvement in^1/ϵ, and this improvement will be crucial in the proof of Theorem 2 not to cancel out the exponential convergence of classification error in SGD under the low-noise condition shown by Pillaud-Vivien et al. (2018); Nitanda and Suzuki (2019); Yashima et al. (2021).

To show our result here, recall that the function f̂_{v,α} in (17) used for our function approximation is in the RKHS F_M associated with a kernel k_M in (18), and F_M is not necessarily included in F associated with the kernel k. The RHKSs F and F_M are characterized by (Bach, 2017) F = {∫ V dτ(v) ∫ B dbβ(v, b)φ(v, b, ·) : β ∈ L^2(dτ) } , (76)

F_M = {_{M−1} ∑ m=0 β_m √ q^∗_λ(v_m, b_m) φ(v_m, b_m, ·) : ‖β‖_2 < ∞ } . (77)

For f ∈ F and f̂ ∈ F_M , the norms in these RKHS are given by (Bach, 2017)

‖f‖_F = inf { ‖β‖_L2_{(dτ (v,b))} : f = ∫ V dτ(v) ∫ B dbβ(v, b)φ(v, b, ·) } , (78)

‖f̂‖_{FM} = inf { ‖β‖_2 : f̂ = M−1∑ m=0 β_m √ Mq^∗_λ(v_m) φ(v_m, b_m, ·) } . (79)

To deal with functions in F and F_M at the same time, let F^+_M be the RKHS associated with a kernel k + k_M , (80)

so that, for any f ∈ F and f̂ ∈ F_M , we have f, f̂ ∈ F^+_M (Ingo Steinwart, 2008). The RKHS norm of f ∈ F^+_M is given by

‖f‖_F +_M = inf { ‖f_1‖_F + ‖f_2‖_{FM} : f = f_1 + f_2, f_1 ∈ F, f_2 ∈ F_M } . (81)

Then, in place of (75), we show a bound in terms of the RKHS norm in F^+_M and the L^2 norm that is applicable to functions represented by optimized RFs sampled from the optimized distribution q^∗_λ(v)dτ(v), as shown in the following proposition.

Proposition 6 (Bound of L^∞ norm in terms of RKHS norm and L^2 norm) Fix an arbitrarily small p ∈ (0, 1). For any ϵ > 0, with high probability greater than 1−ϵ in sampling M random features from the optimized distribution q^∗_λ(v)dτ(v), it holds for any f ∈ F^+_M that

‖f‖_L∞_{(dρ)} = O ( 1 + √ 1 M log ( 1 ϵ ))^p2 ‖f‖^p_{F +M} ‖f‖^{1−p}_{L2(dρ)} . (82)

where the constant factor depends on p.

Proof Our proof follows from a similar argument to the proof of Theorem 2 of the work by Yashima et al. (2021), based on embedding of F^+_M in the Sobolev space. Let W^m(X_ρ) denote a Sobolev space of order m, i.e.,

W^m(X_ρ) := { f ∈ L^2(X_ρ) : ∂^{(α)}f ∈ L^2(X_ρ) exists for all α ∈ N^D with |α| ≦ m. } , (83)

where ∂^{(α)} is the αth weak derivative for a multiindex α = (α^{(1)}, . . . , α^{(D)}) ∈ N^D with |α| = ∑_D d=1 α^{(d)}. Choose an arbitrary integer m ≧^D/2, and fix α = (α^{(1)}, . . . , α^{(D)}) ∈ N^D with |α| = ∑_D d=1 α^{(d)} = m.

Yashima et al. (2021) shows that there exists a constant C_1 > 0 such that ‖f‖_L∞_{(Xρ)} ≦ C_1‖f‖^{d/2m}_{W m(X )}‖f‖^{1−d/2m}_{L2(dρX )}. (84)

Since X_ρ is bounded, we have ‖f‖_L∞_{(dρ)} = ‖f‖_L∞_{(Xρ)}. (85) Under our assumption that ρ is uniformly bounded away from ∞ on X_ρ, there exists a constant C_2 > 0 such that ‖f‖_L2_{(dρ)} = C_2‖f‖_L2_{(Xρ)}. (86) Thus, from (84), (85), and (86), we obtain ‖f‖_L∞_{(dρ)} ≦ C_3‖f‖^{d/2m}_{W m(X )}‖f‖^{1−d/2m}_{L2(Xρ)} , (87) where C_3 > 0 is a constant.

Then, to bound ‖f‖_W m_{(X )} in (87) in terms of the RKHS norm of F^+_M in (81), we define

τ^+(v) := M−1∑ m=0 1 Mq^∗_λ(v_m) δ(v − v_m) + τ(v), (88)

where δ is the delta function, and q^∗_λ(v_m) appears in the denominator due to the importance sampling of v_m according to q^∗_λ(v_m)dτ(v_m) (Bach, 2017). Similarly to (34), we write dτ^+(v, b) = dτ^+(v) db, (89) where b ∈ B is used for the real-valued feature map φ(v, b, x) given by (32). The kernel k + k_M in (80) is written as (k + k_M )(x, x^′) = ∫ V dτ^+(v)φ(v, x)φ(v, x^′), (90) and for any f ∈ F^+_M , there exists g ∈ L^2(dτ^+(v, b)) such that (Bach, 2017) f(x) = ∫ V×B dτ^+(v, b)g(v, b)φ(v, b, x), (91) ‖f‖_F +_M = ‖g‖_L2_{(dτ} +_{(v,b))}. (92) For α = (α^{(1)}, . . . , α^{(D)}) ∈ N^D and v = (v^{(1)}, . . . , v^{(D)}) ∈ V, we write

v^α = D∏ d=1 ( v^{(d)} )_α(d) , (93) ∂^α = ∂^{α(1)}_1 · · · ∂^{α(D)}_D . (94) Then, we have ‖∂^αf‖^2_L2_{(Xρ)} = ∫ X_ρ dx ( ∂^α_x ∫ V×B dτ^+(v, b)g(v, b)φ(v, b, x) )_2 (95) ≦ ∫ X_ρ dx (∫ V×B dτ^+(v, b)|g(v, b)|∂^α_x φ(v, b, x) )_2 (96)

≦ ‖g‖^2_L2_{(dτ} +_{(v,b))} ∫ X_ρ dx ∫ V×B dτ^+(v, b)|∂^α_x φ(v, b, x)|^2 (97) ≦ ‖g‖^2_L2_{(dτ} +_{(v,b))} ∫ X_ρ dx ∫ B db ∫ V dτ^+(v)C_4v^{2α} (98)

≦ C_4vol(X_ρ)‖f‖^2_F +_M ( E_{v∼τ} [v^{2α}] + M−1∑ m=0 1 Mq^∗_λ(v_m) v^{2α}_m ) , (99)

where (98) with a constant factor C_4 > 0 follows from the fact that φ is a random Fourier feature, i.e., sin and cos. Since τ is Gaussian for the Gaussian kernel, the term E_{v∼τ} [v^{2α}] in (99) is finite, i.e., E_{v∼τ} [v^{2α}] < ∞. (100)

Moreover, to bound the other term in (99), i.e., M−1∑ m=0 1 Mq^∗_λ(v_m) v^{2α}_m , (101)

for m ∈ {0, . . . , M − 1}, define an IID random variable

X_m := 1 q^∗_λ(v_m) v^{2α}_m . (102)

Recall that the importance sampling of v_m is performed according to q^∗_λ(v_m)dτ(v_m), where the distribution τ is Gaussian; in addition, we have 2|α| = 2 ∑_D d=1 α^{(d)} = 2m ≧ D ≧ 1.

Hence, X_m is a sub-Gaussian random variable. Therefore, Hoeffding’s inequality for the sub-Gaussian random variable yields (Vershynin, 2018)

Pr { 1 M M−1∑ m=0 X_m ≧ t } ≦ 2 exp ( − C_5t^2 1 M^2 ∑_{M−1} m=0 ‖X_m‖^2_{ψ2} ) , (103)

where C_5 > 0 is a constant, and ‖X‖_{ψ2} is given by

‖X‖_{ψ2} := inf { t > 0 : E [ exp ( X^2 t^2 ) ≦ 2 ]} . (104)

Considering the variance of the Gaussian distribution τ to be constant, we have 1 M^2 M−1∑ m=0 ‖X_m‖^2_{ψ2} = O ( 1 M ) . (105)

Thus, with probability greater than 1 − ϵ, it follows from (103) that 1 M M−1∑ m=0 X_m ≦ O (√ 1 M log ( 1 ϵ )) . (106)

Therefore, with probability greater than 1 − ϵ, we obtain a bound of ‖f‖_W m_{(X )} in (87) given by ‖f‖^2_W m_{(Xρ)} = O (( 1 + √ 1 M log ( 1 ϵ )) ‖f‖^2_F +_M ) , (107)

where C_4, vol(X_ρ), and E_{v∼τ} [ v^{2α} ] in (87) are included in a constant factor.

Consequently, by taking p =^d/2m, we have

‖f‖_L∞_{(dρ)} = O ( 1 + √ 1 M log ( 1 ϵ ))^p2 ‖f‖^p_{F +M} ‖f‖^{1−p}_{L2(dρ)} . (108)

D. Approximation bound for stochastic gradient descent

In this section, we analyze the SGD in Algorithm 2. Proposition 6 shows that we can bound the L^∞ norm in (26) of Proposition 3 by bounding the L^2 norm on the left-hand side of (82), and hence toward our goal of bounding the L^∞ norm, it suffices to analyze the minimization of the loss in terms of the L^2 norm by the SGD. Based on the approximation of functions with optimized random features in Proposition 5, let f̂^∗ be a minimizer of the loss L, i.e.,

f̂^∗ := argmin f̂ { L(α) : f̂(x) = M−1∑ m=0 (α_{2m} cos(−2πv_m · x) + α_{2m+1} sin(−2πv_m · x)) ,

‖α‖_2 ≦ 2 √ 2‖f^∗‖_F √ Mq_{min} } ∈ F_M , (109)

where L is defined as L(α) = L(f̂_{v,α}) := E [| | M−1∑ m=0 ( α_{2m} cos(−2πv_m · X) + α_{2m+1} sin(−2πv_m · X) ) − Y | |^2]. (110)

Also let f̂^∗_λ be a minimizer of the regularized loss L_λ, i.e.,

f̂^∗_λ := argmin f̂ { L_λ(α) : f̂(x) = M−1∑ m=0 (α_{2m} cos(−2πv_m · x) + α_{2m+1} sin(−2πv_m · x)) ,

‖α‖_2 ≦ 2 √ 2‖f^∗‖_F √ Mq_{min} } ∈ F_M , (111)

where L_λ is defined as

L_λ(α) = L_λ(f̂_{v,α}) := L(α) + λMq_{min}‖α‖^2. (112)

We bound ‖f̂^∗_λ − f^∗‖_L2_{(dρX )} in the L^2 norm as follows.

Proposition 7 (Bound on ‖f̂^∗_λ − f^∗‖_L2_{(dρX )}) For any λ > 0, if M satisfies the condition (60) in Proposition 5, then it holds with probability greater than 1 − ϵ that

‖f̂^∗_λ − f^∗‖^2_L2_{(dρX )} + λMq_{min}‖α‖^2 ≦ 12λ‖f^∗‖^2_F , (113)

where α is the coefficients of f̂^∗_λ in (111).

Proof Due to f^∗ ∈ F, Proposition 5 shows that with probability greater than 1 − ϵ, there exists f̂(x) =^{M−1} ∑ m=0 (α_{2m} cos (−2πv_m · x) + α_{2m+1} sin (−2πv_m · x)) ∈ F_M (114)

such that

‖f̂ − f^∗‖^2_L2_{(dρX )} ≦ 4λ‖f^∗‖^2_F , (115) ‖α‖_2 ≦ 2 √ 2‖f^∗‖_F √ Mq_{min}

. (116)

By definition (109) of f̂^∗, the function f̂^∗ minimizes E [| | |f̂(X) − Y | |^2 ]

= ∫ X ×Y dρ(x, y) ( f̂(x) − y )_2

= ∫ X ×Y dρ(x, y) ( (f̂(x))^2 − 2f̂(x)y + y^2 )

= ∫ X dρ_X (x) ( (f̂(x))^2 − 2f̂(x)(ρ(1|x) − ρ(−1|x)) ) + (∫ X ×Y dρ(x, y)y^2 )

= ∫ X dρ_X (x) ( (f̂(x))^2 − 2f̂(x)f^∗(x) ) + ∫ X ×Y dρ(x, y)y^2, (117) where the second last line follows from the definition (24) of f^∗. Since the last term ∫ X ×Y dρ(x, y)y 2 is a constant, f̂^∗ is also a minimizer of ‖ ‖f̂ − f_∗ ‖ ‖^2 L^2(dρ_X )

(118) = E [| |f̂(X) − f_∗(X) | |^2 ] (119) = ∫ X dρ_X (x) ( (f̂(x))^2 − 2f̂(x)f^∗(x) ) + (∫ X dρ_X (x)(f^∗(x))^2 ) . (120)

Therefore, due to (115), we have

‖f̂^∗ − f^∗‖^2_L2_{(dρX )} ≦ ‖f̂ − f^∗‖^2_L2_{(dρX )} ≦ 4λ‖f^∗‖^2_F . (121)

Consequently, using the same observation as (117) and (118), the minimizer f̂^∗_λ in (111) of the regularized testing loss satisfies

‖f̂^∗_λ − f^∗‖^2_L2_{(dρX )} + λMq_{min}‖α(f̂^∗_λ )‖^2 (122)

≦ ‖f̂^∗ − f^∗‖^2_L2_{(dρX )} + λMq_{min}‖α(f̂^∗)‖^2 (123)

≦ 4λ‖f^∗‖^2_F + 8λ‖f^∗‖^2_F (124) = 12λ‖f^∗‖^2_F , (125)

where α(f̂^∗_λ ) and α(f̂^∗) are coefficients α for f̂^∗_λ in (111) and f̂^∗ in (109), respectively. Thus, we have the conclusion.

Moreover, we show that we can use the bound on ‖f̂^∗_λ − f^∗‖_L2_{(dρX )} in Proposition 7 to bound ‖f̂_{v,α} − f^∗‖_L2_{(dρX )}, where f̂_{v,α} is a function in the form of (17) described by v_0, . . . , v_{M−1} and α_0, . . . , α_{2M−1} obtained from Algorithm 2. The analysis is based on the bound shown by Harvey et al. (2019) on an estimate of the solution f̂^∗_λ ∈ F_M in the minimization of (111) by the SGD in Algorithm 2 after N iterations.

Proposition 8 (Bound on ‖f̂_{v,α} − f^∗‖_L2_{(dρX )}) Let f̂_{v,α} ∈ F_M be a function in the form of (17) described by v_0, . . . , v_{M−1} and α_0, . . . , α_{2M−1} obtained from Algorithm 2. Then, it holds with high probability greater than 1 − ϵ that ‖f̂_{v,α} − f^∗‖_L2_{(dρX )} = O (√ 1 N × ‖f^∗‖^2_F λq^2_{min} log ( 1 ϵ ) + 12λ‖f^∗‖^2_F ) . (126)

Proof To analyze the left-hand side of (126), in place of the regularized testing loss L_λ(α) in (112), we use another function

L^′_λ(α) := ‖ ‖ ‖ M−1∑ m=0 (α_{2m} cos(−2πv_m · (·)) + α_{2m+1} sin(−2πv_m · (·))) − f^∗ ‖ ‖ ‖ 2

L^2(dρ_X )

+λMq_{min}‖α‖^2.

(127) As observed in (117) and (118), L^′_λ(α) is different from L_λ(α) just by a constant term. Hence, f̂^∗_λ ∈ F_M defined in (111) as a minimizer of the regularized testing loss L_λ is also a minimizer of L^′_λ(α), that is,

f̂^∗_λ = argmin f̂ { L^′_λ(α) : f̂ = M−1∑ m=0 (α_{2m} cos(−2πv_m · (·)) + α_{2m+1} sin(−2πv_m · (·))) , (128)

‖α‖_2 ≦ 2 √ 2‖f‖_F √ Mq_{min} } ∈ F_M . (129)

Moreover, the gradients of L_λ(α) and L^′_λ(α) coincide; that is, for any α ∈ R^{2M} , we have

∇L^′_λ(α) = ∇L_λ(α), (130)

and hence, with C ( α^{(t)} ) := 2 (_{M−1} ∑ m=0 ( α^{(t)}_{2m} cos(−2πv_m · x_t) + α^{(t)}_{2m+1} sin(−2πv_m · x_t) ) − y_t ) , (131) the unbiased estimate ĝ^{(t)} of ∇L_λ(α)

ĝ^{(t)} = C ( α^{(t)} ) cos(−2πv_0 · x_t) sin(−2πv_0 · x_t) . . cos(−2πv_{M−1} · x_t) sin(−2πv_{M−1} · x_t)

+ 2λMq_{min} α^{(t)}_0 α^{(t)}_1 . . α^{(t)}_{2M−2} α^{(t)}_{2M−1} ∈ R^{2M} (132)

also serves as an unbiased estimate of ∇L^′_λ(α^{(t)}) for each t ∈ {0, . . . , N − 1}. Thus, the SGD in Algorithm 2 is equivalent to minimization of L^′_λ(α).

We here bound L^′_λ(α) − L^′_λ(α^∗), (133)

where α in the following is the coefficient after the N iterations of the SGD in Algorithm 2, and we let α^∗ ∈ W denote the coefficients of f̂^∗_λ. To bound this, we use an upper bound of the number of iterations in SGD with suffix averaging given by Harvey et al. (2019) in terms of high probability, which shows that if we have the following:

• L^′_λ is μ-strongly convex;

• for any α ∈ W, ‖ ∇L^′_λ(α) ‖ 2 ≦ L; (134)

• the unbiased estimate ĝ for any point α ∈ W almost surely satisfies

‖ĝ‖_2 ≦ L; (135)

then, after N iterations, with high probability greater than 1 − ϵ, the final Nth iterate of the SGD in Algorithm 2 returns α satisfying

L^′_λ(α) − L^′_λ(α^∗) = O ( L^2 μ log (_1 ϵ ) N ) . (136)

In our case, due to the regularization term λMq_{min}‖α‖^2 of L^′_λ, μ can be given by

μ = λMq_{min}. (137)

Note that for minimization of a μ-strongly convex function, Harvey et al. (2019) assumes to use step size scaling as η^{(t)} = O (^1/μt) , (138)

which is indeed used in Algorithm 2. As for L, the constraint (62) of α yields

‖∇L^′(α^{(t)})‖_2 = ‖∇L(α^{(t)})‖_2 = O 2^{M−1}∑ m=0 (_{2M−1} ∑ m^′=0 |α_m′ | + λMq_{min}α_m )_2 (139)

= O (√ M‖α‖^2_1 + λMq_{min}‖α‖^2_1 + (λMq_{min})^2‖α‖^2 ) (140) = O (√ M^2‖α‖^2 ) = O (√ M ‖f‖_F √ q_{min} ) , (141)

‖ĝ^{(t)}‖_2 = O (√ M^2‖α‖^2 ) = O (√ M ‖f‖_F √ q_{min} ) , (142)

where we use ‖α‖^2_1 ≦ 2M‖α‖^2 and the fact that we consider the case of λq_{min} = O(1). Thus, we have L = O (√ M ‖f‖_F √ q_{min} ) . (143)

Consequently, from (137) and (143), we obtain

L^′(α) − L^′(α^∗) = O ( log (_1 ϵ ) N × ‖f‖^2_F λq^2_{min} ) , (144)

that is,

‖f̂_{v,α} − f^∗‖^2_L2_{(dρX )} + λMq_{min}‖α(f̂_{v,α})‖^2 (145) ≦ 1 N × ‖f‖^2_F λq^2_{min} log ( 1 ϵ ) + ‖f̂^∗_λ − f^∗‖^2_L2_{(dρX )} + λMq_{min}‖α(f̂^∗_λ )‖^2 (146) ≦ 1 N × ‖f‖^2_F λq^2_{min} log ( 1 ϵ ) + 12λ‖f^∗‖^2_F , (147)

where α(f̂_{v,α}) and α(f̂^∗_λ ) in the same way as (122) are coefficients α of f̂_{v,α} and f̂^∗_λ , respectively, and the last inequality follows from Proposition 7. Therefore, we have ‖f̂_{v,α} − f^∗‖_L2_{(dρX )} = O (√ 1 N × ‖f‖^2_F λq^2_{min} log ( 1 ϵ ) + 12λ‖f^∗‖^2_F ) . (148)

Consequently, by combining Propositions 5, 6 and 8, we obtain the following bound in terms of the L^∞ norm.

Proposition 9 (Bound on ‖f̂_{v,α} − f^∗‖_L∞_{(dρX )}) Fix an arbitrarily small p ∈ (0, 1). For any ϵ > 0, it holds with high probability greater than 1 − ϵ that

‖f̂_{v,α} − f^∗‖_L∞_{(dρX )} = O ( ‖f̂_{v,α}‖_{FM} + ‖f^∗‖_F )_p( 1 N × ‖f‖^2_F λq^2_{min} log ( 1 ϵ ) + 12λ‖f^∗‖^2_F

)^{1−p}_2 . (149)

Proof Due to Proposition 6, it holds with probability greater than 1 − ϵ that

‖f̂_{v,α} − f^∗‖_L∞_{(dρX )} (150)

= O ( 1 + √ 1 M log ( 1 ϵ ))^p2 ‖f̂_{v,α} − f^∗‖^p_{F +M} ‖f̂_{v,α} − f^∗‖^{1−p}_{L2(dρ)} (151)

= O ( 1 + √ 1 M log ( 1 ϵ ))^p2 ( ‖f̂_{v,α}‖_{FM} + ‖f^∗‖_F )_p ‖f̂_{v,α} − f^∗‖^{1−p}_{L2(dρ)} , (152)

where (152) follows from (81). As a result, with probability greater than 1 − ϵ, we obtain from Proposition 8

‖f̂_{v,α} − f^∗‖_L∞_{(dρX )} = (153) O ( 1 + √ 1 M log ( 1 ϵ ))^p2 ( ‖f̂_{v,α}‖_{FM} + ‖f^∗‖_F )_p( 1 N × ‖f‖^2_F λq^2_{min} log ( 1 ϵ ) + 12λ‖f^∗‖^2_F

)^{1−p}_2 . (154)

This bound holds for any M satisfying the condition (60) in Proposition 5, i.e.,

M = Ω ( d(λ) log ( d(λ) ϵ )) . (155)

In this case, we have ( 1 + √ 1 M log ( 1 ϵ ))^p2 (156)

= O 1 + 1 d(λ) log (_{d(λ)} ϵ ) log ( 1 ϵ ) p 2 (157)

= O ( 1 + √ 1 d(λ) )^p_2 (158)

= O (1) , (159)

which yields

‖f̂_{v,α} − f^∗‖_L∞_{(dρX )} (160) = O ( ‖f̂_{v,α}‖_{FM} + ‖f^∗‖_F )_p( 1 N × ‖f^∗‖^2_F λq^2_{min} log ( 1 ϵ ) + 12λ‖f^∗‖^2_F

)^{1−p}_2

. (161)

E. Proof of Theorem 1 Using Propositions 3 and 9, we show Theorem 2 on the generalization property of optimized RF in Algorithm 2.

Proof [Proof of Theorem 2] We analyze λ and N since the bound of M immediately follows from Proposition 5. To bound the left-hand side of (22) using Proposition 3, we bound ‖f̂_{v,α} − f^∗‖_L∞_{(dρX )}, (162) where f̂_{v,α} is the function obtained by Algorithm 2 after N iterations of the SGD as in Proposition 9. Then, as we have shown in Proposition 9, it holds with probability greater than 1 − ϵ that ‖f̂_{v,α} − f^∗‖_L∞_{(dρX )} = O ( ‖f̂_{v,α}‖_{FM} + ‖f^∗‖_F )_p( 1 N × ‖f^∗‖^2_F λq^2_{min} log ( 1 ϵ ) + 12λ‖f^∗‖^2_F

)^{1−p}_2 . (163)

To achieve the assumption (26) of Proposition 3, i.e., ‖f̂_{v,α} − f^∗‖_L∞_{(dρX )} < δ, (164) we want to set λ and N in such a way that we have

λ = O δ^2 ‖f^∗‖^2_F ( ‖f̂_{v,α}‖_{FM} + ‖f^∗‖_F δ )_− 2p_{1−p} , (165)

N = O ‖f^∗‖^{2F} log

(_1 ϵ ) δ^2λq^2_{min} ( ‖f̂_{v,α}‖_{FM} + ‖f^∗‖_F δ ) 2p_{1−p} (166)

= O ‖f^∗‖^{4F} log

(_1 ϵ ) δ^4q^2_{min} ( ‖f̂_{v,α}‖_{FM} + ‖f^∗‖_F δ ) 4p_{1−p} . (167)

If these inequalities are satisfied, then Proposition 3 yields E [ R(f̂) − R^∗ ] ≦ ϵ, (168)

as desired. To complete the proof, we need to eliminate ‖f̂_{v,α}‖_{FM} appearing in these inequalities.

We here prove that ‖f̂_{v,α}‖_{FM} in (163) does not blow up to infinity and indeed can be upper bounded explicitly. By definition (79), we have

‖f̂_{v,α}‖_{FM} ≦ M^{−1}∑ m=0 Mq^∗_λ(v_m)α^2_m. (169)

Similarly to q_{min} in (52), we here write

q_{max} := max{q^∗_λ(v_m) : M = 0, . . . , M − 1}, (170) so the right-hand side of the last inequality can be bounded by M^{−1}∑ m=0 Mq^∗_λ(v_m)α^2_m ≦ M^{−1}∑ m=0 Mq_{max}α^2_m. (171)

Due to (62), the right-hand side can be bounded by M^{−1}∑ m=0 Mq_{max}α^2_m ≦ 2 √ 2‖f^∗‖_F √ q_{max} q_{min}

. (172)

An upper bound of q_{max} is q_{max} ≦ max{q^∗_λ(v) : v ∈ V}, (173) where the optimized distribution q^∗_λ(v) is defined as (Bach, 2017)

q^∗_λ(v) = ⟨ φ(v, ·) | | (Σ + λ1)^{−1}φ(v, ·) ⟩ L^2(dρ_X ) d(λ) . (174)

Since the largest eigenvalue of (Σ + λ1)^{−1} is upper bounded by^1/λ, we can evaluate the upper bound of q_{max} in (173) as

q_{max} ≦^1 /λ d(λ) = O ( 1 λ ) , (175)

where the right-hand side is obtained by considering the worst-case bound, i.e., the case where d(λ) is as small as constant. Note that even in our advantageous cases discussed in the main text, we indeed have a better bound

d(λ) = O(polylog(^1/λ)), (176)

and then q_{max} is bounded by

q_{max} = O ( 1 λ polylog(^1/λ) ) , (177)

while the use of the worst-case bound (175) suffices for the proof here. Thus, ‖f̂_{v,α}‖_{FM} is bounded by ‖f̂_{v,α}‖_{FM} ≦ 2 √ 2‖f^∗‖_F √ q_{max} q_{min} = O ( ‖f^∗‖_F λ √ q_{min} ) . (178)

Consequently, due to (178), we can fulfill (165) with λ satisfying

λ^{1+p1−p} = O ( δ^2 ‖f^∗‖^2_F ( ‖f^∗‖_F δ √ q_{min} )_− 2p_{1−p} ) , (179)

and hence λ = O ( δ^2 ‖f^∗‖^2_F ( δ ‖f^∗‖_F √ q_{min}

)_− 2p_{1+p} )

. (180)

We can fulfill (166) with N satisfying

N = O ( ‖f^∗‖^4_F log

(_1 ϵ ) δ^4q^2_{min} ( ‖f^∗‖_F λδ √ q_{min} ) 4p_{1−p} ) , (181)

which yields the conclusion.

We remark that if we ignore factors of an arbitrarily small degree O(p) for simplicity, our bounds reduce to λ = O ( δ^2 ‖f^∗‖^2_F ) , (182) N = O ( log ( 1 ϵ ) × ‖f^∗‖^4_F δ^4q^2_{min} ) . (183)

In this case, the excess classification error is bounded by E [ R(f̂) − R^∗ ] = O ( exp ( −N × δ^4q^2_{min} ‖f^∗‖^4_F )) . (184)

As a result, the exponential convergence of the excess classification error (22) in terms of N is obtained.

F. A feasible implementation of the input model of the quantum algorithm in our setting

We here clarify the runtime of the input model of the quantum algorithm of Yamasaki et al. (2020) in our setting of classification. As the input model, this quantum algorithm uses the preparation of a quantum state ∑ x √ ρ̂_X (x) |x⟩ (185)

whose amplitude represents the square root of the empirical distribution ρ̂_X of the N_0 unlabeled examples. We here explain that the runtime of this input model can be bounded by O(D polylog(N_0)) including the runtime of quantum random access memory (QRAM) (Giovannetti et al., 2008a,b) used for the implementation. Note that, in our setting of N_0 ≈^1/Δ^2 with precision Δ used for fixed- or floating-point number representation, poly-logarithmic overhead factors such as O(polylog(N_0)) = O(polylog(^1/Δ)) are ignored to simplify the presentation and clarify more essential factors. The data structure used for the implementation of this input model is well defined in the work by Kerenidis and Prakash (2017). It is known that QRAM used in this input model is implementable at a poly-logarithmic depth by a parallelized quantum circuit shown by Giovannetti et al. (2008a,b); Hann et al. (2021). A detailed explanation on the feasible implementation of the input model has also been given in Sec. B in Supplementary Material of the original paper of this quantum algorithm by Yamasaki et al. (2020). However, we here summarize these facts to avoid any potential confusion about feasibly of the quantum algorithm with QRAM in our setting.

The runtime of the quantum algorithm of Yamasaki et al. (2020) in terms of N_0 is determined by a step for preparing the quantum state (185), using N_0 unlabeled examples in our setting. To achieve this state preparation feasibly, along with collecting the N_0 unlabeled examples, we are to perform a preprocessing to count the number of unlabeled examples and store the empirical distribution in a sparse binary tree data structure proposed by Kerenidis and Prakash (2017). In particular, using fixed-point number representation with precision Δ, we represent the set R of real numbers as {0, ±Δ, ±2Δ, . . .} using O(log(^1/Δ)) bits. The D-dimensional space X = R^D of input data is represented using O(D log(^1/Δ)) bits, which divides X into O(^1/Δ^D ) grid regions. Each leaf of the sparse binary tree counts and stores the number of unlabeled examples in each grid region, in such a way that the sparse binary tree does not store leaves with zero unlabeled example; that is, the number of leaves stored in the sparse binary tree is at most N_0. Each parent in the binary tree stores the sum of the counts in its children, so that the root should store the number of all the unlabeled examples, i.e., N_0. To construct this sparse binary tree, we increment the elements of the binary tree for each of the N_0 unlabeled examples, where each increment requires poly-logarithmic time (Kerenidis and Prakash, 2017). Therefore, the runtime of this preprocessing is ~O(N_0), where ~O ignores the poly-logarithmic factors. Remarkably, this runtime is the same scaling as just collecting the examples up to the poly-logarithmic factors.

We use this sparse binary tree with QRAM so that the empirical distribution can be input as amplitude of the quantum state (185). In particular, the preparation of this state is achieved by a parallelized quantum circuit at depth O(D log(^1/Δ)) to run a quantum algorithm of Grover and Rudolph (2002), where the QRAM is queried at each time step, in total O(D log(^1/Δ)) times (Yamasaki et al., 2020; Kerenidis and Prakash, 2017). Each of the queries to the QRAM is implementable within runtime O(polylog(N_0)), as detailed below. Thus, the overall runtime is bounded by

O(D log(^1/Δ) × polylog(N_0)). (186)

Since our analysis ignores the factor log(^1/Δ), this bound yields

O(D polylog(N_0)). (187)

This poly-logarithmic runtime in N_0 is achievable because the counts of the unlabeled examples are stored in the binary tree of height O(D log(^1/Δ)) to cover all the O(^1/Δ^D ) grid regions by its leaves, each of the O(D log(^1/Δ)) levels of this binary tree is used only in one of the O(D log(^1/Δ)) queries to QRAM, and each query to the QRAM is implemented by a O(polylog(N_0))-depth quantum circuit to use O(N_0) nodes at each level. Importantly, the QRAM never measures and reads out classical bit values stored in the O(N_0) nodes, which would require O(N_0) runtime, but just performs O(polylog(N_0))-depth unitary gates in parallel to maintain quantum superposition.

The QRAM is an architecture for using classical data in a quantum algorithm without destroying superposition, defined as (1) in the work by Giovannetti et al. (2008b). In our setting, the sparse binary tree has at most N_0 nodes as leaves, and each of the levels of the tree has at most 1, 2, 4, 8, . . . , N_0 nodes, respectively, storing the classical data of the counting. Each query to the QRAM performs a quantum circuit depending on one of the collections of these 1, 2, 4, 8, . . . , N_0 nodes at each level. The number of nodes to be used in each query is bounded by O(N_0). Then, the QRAM for using these O(N_0) nodes is implementable by a O(polylog(N_0))-depth parallelized quantum circuit on O(N_0) qubits per query, e.g., given in Fig. 10 of the work by Hann et al. (2021), which is combined with the above data structure to achieve the runtime (187).

References

Scott Aaronson. Read the fine print. Nature Physics, 11(4):291, 2015. URL https://www.

nature.com/articles/nphys3272.

Ahmed Alaoui and Michael W Mahoney. Fast randomized kernel ridge regression with statistical guarantees. In C. Cortes, N. D. Lawrence, D. D. Lee, M. Sugiyama, and R. Garnett, editors, Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems 28, pages 775– 783. Curran Associates, Inc., 2015. URL http://papers.nips.cc/paper/5716-fastrandomized-kernel-ridge-regression-with-statistical-guarantees.pdf.

Haim Avron, Vikas Sindhwani, Jiyan Yang, and Michael W. Mahoney. Quasi-monte carlo feature maps for shift-invariant kernels. Journal of Machine Learning Research, 17(120): 1–38, 2016. URL http://jmlr.org/papers/v17/14-538.html.

Haim Avron, Michael Kapralov, Cameron Musco, Christopher Musco, Ameya Velingker, and Amir Zandieh. Random Fourier features for kernel ridge regression: Approximation bounds and statistical guarantees. In Doina Precup and Yee Whye Teh, editors, Proceedings of the 34th International Conference on Machine Learning, volume 70 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, pages 253–262, International Convention Centre, Sydney, Australia, 06–11 Aug 2017. PMLR. URL http://proceedings.mlr.press/v70/ avron17a.html.

D. Azevedo and V.A. Menegatto. Sharp estimates for eigenvalues of integral operators generated by dot product kernels on the sphere. Journal of Approximation Theory, 177: 57–68, 2014. ISSN 0021-9045. doi: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jat.2013.10.002. URL https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0021904513001652.

Francis Bach. Sharp analysis of low-rank kernel matrix approximations. In Shai Shalev- Shwartz and Ingo Steinwart, editors, Proceedings of the 26th Annual Conference on Learning Theory, volume 30 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, pages 185–209, Princeton, NJ, USA, 12–14 Jun 2013. PMLR. URL http://proceedings.mlr.press/ v30/Bach13.html.

Francis Bach. On the equivalence between kernel quadrature rules and random feature expansions. Journal of Machine Learning Research, 18(21):1–38, 2017. URL http:// jmlr.org/papers/v18/15-178.html.

Jacob Biamonte, Peter Wittek, Nicola Pancotti, Patrick Rebentrost, Nathan Wiebe, and Seth Lloyd. Quantum machine learning. Nature, 549(7671):195, 2017. URL https://www. nature.com/articles/nature23474.

Luigi Carratino, Alessandro Rudi, and Lorenzo Rosasco. Learning with sgd and random features. In S. Bengio, H. Wallach, H. Larochelle, K. Grauman, N. Cesa-Bianchi, and R. Garnett, editors, Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems 31, pages 10192–10203. Curran Associates, Inc., 2018. URL http://papers.nips.cc/paper/8222-learningwith-sgd-and-random-features.pdf.

Wei-Cheng Chang, Chun-Liang Li, Yiming Yang, and Barnabás Póczos. Data-driven random fourier features using stein effect. In Proceedings of the Twenty-Sixth International Joint Conference on Artificial Intelligence, IJCAI-17, pages 1497–1503, 2017. doi: 10.24963/ijc ai.2017/207. URL https://www.ijcai.org/Proceedings/2017/207.

S. Chen, J. Cotler, H. Huang, and J. Li. Exponential separations between learning with and without quantum memory. In 2021 IEEE 62nd Annual Symposium on Foundations of Computer Science (FOCS), pages 574–585, Los Alamitos, CA, USA, feb 2022. IEEE Computer Society. doi: 10.1109/FOCS52979.2021.00063. URL https://doi. ieeecomputersociety.org/10.1109/FOCS52979.2021.00063.

He-Liang Huang Chen Ding, Tian-Yi Bao. Quantum-inspired support vector machine.

arXiv:1906.08902, Jun 2019. URL https://arxiv.org/abs/1906.08902.

Nai-Hui Chia, András Gilyén, Tongyang Li, Han-Hsuan Lin, Ewin Tang, and Chunhao Wang.

Sampling-based sublinear low-rank matrix arithmetic framework for dequantizing quantum machine learning. In Proceedings of the 52nd Annual ACM SIGACT Symposium on Theory of Computing, STOC 2020, page 387–400, New York, NY, USA, 2020. Association for Computing Machinery. ISBN 9781450369794. doi: 10.1145/3357713.3384314. URL https://doi.org/10.1145/3357713.3384314.

Carlo Ciliberto, Mark Herbster, Alessandro Davide Ialongo, Massimiliano Pontil, Andrea Rocchetto, Simone Severini, and Leonard Wossnig. Quantum machine learning: a classical perspective. Proceedings of the Royal Society A: Mathematical, Physical and Engineering Sciences, 474(2209):20170551, 2018. doi: 10.1098/rspa.2017.0551. URL https:// royalsocietypublishing.org/doi/abs/10.1098/rspa.2017.0551.

R. Cleve and J. Watrous. Fast parallel circuits for the quantum fourier transform. In Proceedings 41st Annual Symposium on Foundations of Computer Science, pages 526–536, Nov 2000. doi: 10.1109/SFCS.2000.892140. URL https://ieeexplore.ieee.org/ document/892140.

Felipe Cucker and Steve Smale. On the mathematical foundations of learning. Bulletin of the American Mathematical Society, 39:1–49, 2002. URL https://www.ams.org/journals/ bull/2002-39-01/S0273-0979-01-00923-5/.

Vedran Dunjko and Hans J Briegel. Machine learning & artificial intelligence in the quantum domain: a review of recent progress. Reports on Progress in Physics, 81(7):074001, jun 2018. doi: 10.1088/1361-6633/aab406. URL https://iopscience.iop.org/article/10. 1088/1361-6633/aab406.

Tamas Erdelyi, Cameron Musco, and Christopher Musco. Fourier sparse leverage scores and approximate kernel learning. In H. Larochelle, M. Ranzato, R. Hadsell, M. F. Balcan, and H. Lin, editors, Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, volume 33, pages 109–122. Curran Associates, Inc., 2020. URL https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper/ 2020/file/012d9fe15b2493f21902cd55603382ec-Paper.pdf.

Moulines Eric, Francis Bach, and Zaïd Harchaoui. Testing for homogeneity with kernel fisher discriminant analysis. In J. Platt, D. Koller, Y. Singer, and S. Roweis, editors, Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, volume 20. Curran Associates, Inc., 2008. URL https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper/2007/file/ 4ca82782c5372a547c104929f03fe7a9-Paper.pdf.

Shai Fine and Katya Scheinberg. Efficient svm training using low-rank kernel representations.

Journal of Machine Learning Research, 2:243–264, March 2002. ISSN 1532-4435. URL http://www.jmlr.org/papers/v2/fine01a.html.

András Gilyén, Yuan Su, Guang Hao Low, and Nathan Wiebe. Quantum singular value transformation and beyond: Exponential improvements for quantum matrix arithmetics. In Proceedings of the 51st Annual ACM SIGACT Symposium on Theory of Computing, STOC 2019, page 193–204, New York, NY, USA, 2019. Association for Computing Machinery. ISBN 9781450367059. doi: 10.1145/3313276.3316366. URL https://dl.acm. org/doi/10.1145/3313276.3316366.

Vittorio Giovannetti, Seth Lloyd, and Lorenzo Maccone. Architectures for a quantum random access memory. Phys. Rev. A, 78:052310, Nov 2008a. doi: 10.1103/PhysRevA.78.05 2310. URL https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevA.78.052310.

Vittorio Giovannetti, Seth Lloyd, and Lorenzo Maccone. Quantum random access memory.

Phys. Rev. Lett., 100:160501, Apr 2008b. doi: 10.1103/PhysRevLett.100.160501. URL https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.100.160501.

Lov Grover and Terry Rudolph. Creating superpositions that correspond to efficiently integrable probability distributions. arXiv:quant-ph/0208112, Aug 2002. URL https:// arxiv.org/abs/quant-ph/0208112.

L. Hales and S. Hallgren. An improved quantum fourier transform algorithm and applications. In Proceedings 41st Annual Symposium on Foundations of Computer Science, pages 515–525, 2000. URL https://ieeexplore.ieee.org/document/892139.

Connor T. Hann, Gideon Lee, S.M. Girvin, and Liang Jiang. Resilience of quantum random access memory to generic noise. PRX Quantum, 2:020311, Apr 2021. doi: 10.1103/PRXQ uantum.2.020311. URL https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PRXQuantum.2.020311.

Nicholas J. A. Harvey, Christopher Liaw, Yaniv Plan, and Sikander Randhawa. Tight analyses for non-smooth stochastic gradient descent. In Alina Beygelzimer and Daniel Hsu, editors, Proceedings of the Thirty-Second Conference on Learning Theory, volume 99 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, pages 1579–1613, Phoenix, USA, 25–28 Jun 2019. PMLR. URL http://proceedings.mlr.press/v99/harvey19a.html.

Vojtěch Havlíček, Antonio D Córcoles, Kristan Temme, Aram W Harrow, Abhinav Kandala, Jerry M Chow, and Jay M Gambetta. Supervised learning with quantum-enhanced feature spaces. Nature, 567(7747):209, 2019. URL https://www.nature.com/articles/s41586- 019-0980-2.

Hsin-Yuan Huang, Richard Kueng, and John Preskill. Information-theoretic bounds on quantum advantage in machine learning. Phys. Rev. Lett., 126:190505, May 2021. doi: 10.1 103/PhysRevLett.126.190505. URL https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett. 126.190505.

Hsin-Yuan Huang, Michael Broughton, Jordan Cotler, Sitan Chen, Jerry Li, Masoud Mohseni, Hartmut Neven, Ryan Babbush, Richard Kueng, John Preskill, and Jarrod R. McClean. Quantum advantage in learning from experiments. Science, 376(6598):1182– 1186, 2022. doi: 10.1126/science.abn7293. URL https://www.science.org/doi/abs/10. 1126/science.abn7293.

Andreas Christmann Ingo Steinwart. Support Vector Machines. Information Science and Statistics. Springer, New York, NY, 2008. doi: 10.1007/978-0-387-77242-4. URL https:// link.springer.com/book/10.1007/978-0-387-77242-4.

Iordanis Kerenidis and Anupam Prakash. Quantum Recommendation Systems. In Christos H. Papadimitriou, editor, 8th Innovations in Theoretical Computer Science Conference (ITCS 2017), volume 67 of Leibniz International Proceedings in Informatics (LIPIcs), pages 49:1–49:21, Dagstuhl, Germany, 2017. Schloss Dagstuhl–Leibniz-Zentrum fuer Informatik. ISBN 978-3-95977-029-3. doi: 10.4230/LIPIcs.ITCS.2017.49. URL http:// drops.dagstuhl.de/opus/volltexte/2017/8154.

Vladimir Koltchinskii. Oracle Inequalities in Empirical Risk Minimization and Sparse Recovery Problems: Ecole d’Eté de Probabilités de Saint-Flour XXXVIII-2008, volume 2033 of Lecture Notes in Mathematics. Springer Science & Business Media, 2011. URL https:// link.springer.com/book/10.1007%2F978-3-642-22147-7.

Tongyang Li, Shouvanik Chakrabarti, and Xiaodi Wu. Sublinear quantum algorithms for training linear and kernel-based classifiers. In Kamalika Chaudhuri and Ruslan Salakhutdinov, editors, Proceedings of the 36th International Conference on Machine Learning, volume 97 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, pages 3815–3824. PMLR, 09–15 Jun 2019a. URL http://proceedings.mlr.press/v97/li19b.html.

Zhu Li, Jean-Francois Ton, Dino Oglic, and Dino Sejdinovic. Towards a unified analysis of random Fourier features. In Kamalika Chaudhuri and Ruslan Salakhutdinov, editors, Proceedings of the 36th International Conference on Machine Learning, volume 97 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, pages 3905–3914, Long Beach, California, USA, 09–15 Jun 2019b. PMLR. URL http://proceedings.mlr.press/v97/li19k.html.

Fanghui Liu, Xiaolin Huang, Yudong Chen, Jie Yang, and Johan A.K. Suykens. Random fourier features via fast surrogate leverage weighted sampling. In Thirty-Fourth AAAI Conference on Artificial Intelligence, volume 34 of Proceedings of the AAAI Conference on Artificial Intelligence, pages 4844–4851, New York, NY, USA, February 7–12 2020. AAAI Press. URL https://aaai.org/ojs/index.php/AAAI/article/view/5920.

Yunchao Liu, Srinivasan Arunachalam, and Kristan Temme. A rigorous and robust quantum speed-up in supervised machine learning. Nature Physics, 17:1013, 2021. URL https:// www.nature.com/articles/s41567-021-01287-z.

Riccardo Mengoni and Alessandra Di Pierro. Kernel methods in quantum machine learning.

Quantum Machine Intelligence, 1(3):65–71, Dec 2019. ISSN 2524-4914. doi: 10.1007/s4 2484-019-00007-4. URL https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s42484-019- 00007-4.

Charles A. Micchelli, Yuesheng Xu, and Haizhang Zhang. Universal kernels. Journal of Machine Learning Research, 7(95):2651–2667, 2006. URL http://jmlr.org/papers/v7/ micchelli06a.html.

Ha Quang Minh, Partha Niyogi, and Yuan Yao. Mercer’s theorem, feature maps, and smoothing. In Gábor Lugosi and Hans Ulrich Simon, editors, Learning Theory, pages 154–168, Berlin, Heidelberg, 2006. Springer Berlin Heidelberg. ISBN 978-3-540-35296-9. URL https://link.springer.com/chapter/10.1007/11776420_14.

Atsushi Nitanda and Taiji Suzuki. Stochastic gradient descent with exponential convergence rates of expected classification errors. In Kamalika Chaudhuri and Masashi Sugiyama, editors, Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, volume 89 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, pages 1417–1426. PMLR, 16–18 Apr 2019. URL http://proceedings. mlr.press/v89/nitanda19a.html.

Loucas Pillaud-Vivien, Alessandro Rudi, and Francis Bach. Exponential convergence of testing error for stochastic gradient methods. In Sébastien Bubeck, Vianney Perchet, and Philippe Rigollet, editors, Proceedings of the 31st Conference On Learning Theory, volume 75 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, pages 250–296. PMLR, 06–09 Jul 2018. URL http://proceedings.mlr.press/v75/pillaud-vivien18a.html.

Ali Rahimi and Benjamin Recht. Random features for large-scale kernel machines. In J. C.

Platt, D. Koller, Y. Singer, and S. T. Roweis, editors, Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems 20, pages 1177–1184. Curran Associates, Inc., 2008. URL http://papers. nips.cc/paper/3182-random-features-for-large-scale-kernel-machines.pdf.

Ali Rahimi and Benjamin Recht. Weighted sums of random kitchen sinks: Replacing minimization with randomization in learning. In D. Koller, D. Schuurmans, Y. Bengio, and L. Bottou, editors, Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems 21, pages 1313–1320. Curran Associates, Inc., 2009. URL http://papers.nips.cc/paper/ 3495-weighted-sums-of-random-kitchen-sinks-replacing-minimization-with-randomization-in-learning.pdf.

Patrick Rebentrost, Masoud Mohseni, and Seth Lloyd. Quantum support vector machine for big data classification. Phys. Rev. Lett., 113:130503, Sep 2014. doi: 10.1103/PhysRevLet t.113.130503. URL https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.113.130503.

Alessandro Rudi and Lorenzo Rosasco. Generalization properties of learning with random features. In I. Guyon, U. V. Luxburg, S. Bengio, H. Wallach, R. Fergus, S. Vishwanathan, and R. Garnett, editors, Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems 30, pages 3215–3225. Curran Associates, Inc., 2017. URL http://papers.nips.cc/paper/6914- generalization-properties-of-learning-with-random-features.pdf.

Alessandro Rudi, Daniele Calandriello, Luigi Carratino, and Lorenzo Rosasco. On fast leverage score sampling and optimal learning. In S. Bengio, H. Wallach, H. Larochelle, K. Grauman, N. Cesa-Bianchi, and R. Garnett, editors, Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems 31, pages 5672–5682. Curran Associates, Inc., 2018. URL http://papers.nips.cc/paper/7810-on-fast-leverage-score-sampling-and-optimal-learning.pdf.

Bernhard Schölkopf and Alexander J. Smola. Learning with Kernels: Support Vector Machines, Regularization, Optimization, and Beyond. MIT Press, Cambridge, MA, USA, 2001. ISBN 0262194759. URL https://mitpress.mit.edu/books/learning-kernels.

Shahin Shahrampour and Soheil Kolouri. On sampling random features from empirical leverage scores: Implementation and theoretical guarantees. arXiv:1903.08329, Mar 2019. URL https://arxiv.org/abs/1903.08329.

Peter W. Shor. Polynomial-time algorithms for prime factorization and discrete logarithms on a quantum computer. SIAM J. Comput., 26(5):1484–1509, October 1997. ISSN 0097- 5397. doi: 10.1137/S0097539795293172. URL https://epubs.siam.org/doi/10.1137/ S0097539795293172.

Alex J. Smola and Bernhard Schökopf. Sparse greedy matrix approximation for machine learning. In Proceedings of the Seventeenth International Conference on Machine Learning, ICML ’00, page 911–918, San Francisco, CA, USA, 2000. Morgan Kaufmann Publishers Inc. ISBN 1558607072. URL https://dl.acm.org/doi/10.5555/645529.657980.

Bharath K. Sriperumbudur, Kenji Fukumizu, and Gert R. G. Lanckriet. Universality, characteristic kernels and rkhs embedding of measures. J. Mach. Learn. Res., 12:2389–2410, July 2011. ISSN 1532-4435. URL http://dl.acm.org/citation.cfm?id=1953048.2021077.

Ingo Steinwart, Don R Hush, Clint Scovel, et al. Optimal rates for regularized least squares regression. In COLT, pages 79–93, 2009. URL https://www.cs.mcgill.ca/~colt2009/ papers/038.pdf.

Yitong Sun, Anna Gilbert, and Ambuj Tewari. But how does it work in theory? linear svm with random features. In S. Bengio, H. Wallach, H. Larochelle, K. Grauman, N. Cesa- Bianchi, and R. Garnett, editors, Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems 31, pages 3379–3388. Curran Associates, Inc., 2018. URL http://papers.nips.cc/paper/ 7598-but-how-does-it-work-in-theory-linear-svm-with-random-features.pdf.

Ryan Sweke, Jean-Pierre Seifert, Dominik Hangleiter, and Jens Eisert. On the Quantum versus Classical Learnability of Discrete Distributions. Quantum, 5:417, March 2021. ISSN 2521-327X. doi: 10.22331/q-2021-03-23-417. URL https://doi.org/10.22331/q-2021- 03-23-417.

Roman Vershynin. High-Dimensional Probability: An Introduction with Applications in Data Science. Cambridge Series in Statistical and Probabilistic Mathematics. Cambridge University Press, 2018. doi: 10.1017/9781108231596. URL https://www.cambridge.org/ core/books/highdimensional-probability/797C466DA29743D2C8213493BD2D2102.

Holger Wendland. Scattered Data Approximation. Cambridge Monographs on Applied and Computational Mathematics. Cambridge University Press, 2004. doi: 10.1017/ CBO9780511617539. URL https://www.cambridge.org/core/books/scattered-data-approximation/980EEC9DBC4CAA711D089187818135E3.

Christopher K. I. Williams and Matthias Seeger. Using the nyström method to speed up kernel machines. In T. K. Leen, T. G. Dietterich, and V. Tresp, editors, Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems 13, pages 682–688. MIT Press, 2001. URL http://papers.nips.cc/paper/1866-using-the-nystrom-method-to-speed-up-kernel-machines.pdf.

Hayata Yamasaki, Sathyawageeswar Subramanian, Sho Sonoda, and Masato Koashi. Learning with optimized random features: Exponential speedup by quantum machine learning without sparsity and low-rank assumptions. In H. Larochelle, M. Ranzato, R. Hadsell, M. F. Balcan, and H. Lin, editors, Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, volume 33, pages 13674–13687. Curran Associates, Inc., 2020. URL https://proceedings. neurips.cc/paper/2020/file/9ddb9dd5d8aee9a76bf217a2a3c54833-Paper.pdf.

Shingo Yashima, Atsushi Nitanda, and Taiji Suzuki. Exponential convergence rates of classification errors on learning with sgd and random features. In Arindam Banerjee and Kenji Fukumizu, editors, Proceedings of The 24th International Conference on Artificial Intelligence and Statistics, volume 130 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, pages 1954–1962. PMLR, 13–15 Apr 2021. URL https://proceedings.mlr.press/v130/ yashima21a.html.