arXiv:2208.12427v1 [stat.ML] 26 Aug 2022

Coefficient-based Regularized Distribution Regression^†

Yuan Mao^1, Lei Shi^2 and Zheng-Chu Guo^1

1 School of Mathematical Sciences, Zhejiang University, Hangzhou 310058, P. R. China 2 School of Mathematical Sciences, Shanghai Key Laboratory for Contemporary Applied Mathematics, Fudan University, Shanghai 200433, P. R. China

Abstract

In this paper, we consider the coefficient-based regularized distribution regression which aims to regress from probability measures to real-valued responses over a reproducing kernel Hilbert space (RKHS), where the regularization is put on the coefficients and kernels are assumed to be indefinite. The algorithm involves two stages of sampling, the first stage sample consists of distributions and the second stage sample is obtained from these distributions. Asymptotic behavior of the algorithm in different regularity ranges of the regression function are comprehensively studied and learning rates are derived via integral operator techniques. We get the optimal rates under some mild conditions, which matches the one-stage sampled minimax optimal rate. Compared with the kernel methods for distribution regression in the literature, the algorithm under consideration does not require the kernel to be symmetric and positive semi-definite and hence provides a simple paradigm for designing indefinite kernel methods, which enriches the theme of the distribution regression. To the best of our knowledge, this is the first result for distribution regression with indefinite kernels, and our algorithm can improve the saturation effect.

Keywords: Learning theory, Coefficient-based regularization, Distribution regression, Integral operator, Indefinite kernels

1 Introduction

In machine learning, regression usually aims at making prediction from vectors in R^d to real valued response, but it may not be suitable to deal with some complex datasets such as functional data or probability distributions [12, 43, 44, 13, 47, 26]. In this paper, we study distribution regression (DR) which analyzes and processes probability distributions on a compact metric space X instead of vectors in Euclidean spaces with a two-stage sampling. For the first stage, dataset is given as ~D = {(x_i, y_i)}^m_{i=1} ⊆ X × Y where X is the input space of Borel probability measures on X and Y = R is the output space. Considering that the distributions cannot be observed directly, we can only obtain a second-stage samples

† The work described in this paper is supported by the National Natural Science Foundation of China (Grants Nos. U21A20426, 12171039, 12071356). The work by Z. C. Guo described in this paper is supported partially by the Zhejiang Provincial Natural Science Foundation of China [Grant No. LR20A010001] and the Fundamental Research Funds for the Central Universities [Project No. K20210337]. Lei Shi is also supported by Shanghai Science and Technology Research Program [No. 21JC1400600 and Project No. 20JC1412700]. The corresponding author is Zheng-Chu Guo. Email addresses: ymao@zju.edu.cn (Y. Mao), leishi@fudan.edu.cn (L. Shi), guozhengchu@zju.edu.cn (Z. C. Guo).

{(x_{i,j} )^N_{j=1}}^m_{i=1} ⊆ X drawn from the distributions {x_i}^m_{i=1}. This framework of DR is quite general and applicable to many important tasks in machine learning, statistics and inverse problems. For example, one is given a set of labelled bags in multiple-instance learning [9, 11, 23] and each instance in one bag is generated from a corresponding probability distribution in an independent identically distributed manner. The task aims at finding the mapping from the bags to the labels. Another example on medical applications is presented in [44] where the input space is a pool of patients identified with a set of probability distributions on X = [0, 1] and the i−th patient x_i in a sample {x_i}^m_{i=1} can be periodically assessed by blood tests {x_{i,j} }^N_{j=1} at moments {j/N}^N_{j=1}. {y_i}^m_{i=1} are some healthy indicator of the patients which might be inferred from the blood tests. The goal is to learn a mapping from the set of blood tests to the health indicator by observations on a large group of patients. Also, in finance, one may be interested in the relation between the future excess return of the portfolio in a particular sector and the distribution of prices for stocks and bonds therein.

In the past few years, one popular kernel method, referred to as kernel mean embedding [38, 25], has emerged as a powerful tool for machine learning. It maps distributions to a reproducing kernel Hilbert space(RKHS) and learns a functional relationship between these embeddings and outputs. Specifically, let {H_k, ‖·‖_k } be a RKHS associated with a reproducing kernel k : X ×X → R and {X , B(X )} is a measurable space, here B(X ) is the Borel σ−algebra on X . We use M^+_1 (X ) to denote the space of probability measures over {X , B(X )}. Then the kernel mean embedding of a distribution x ∈ M^+_1 (X ) is defined by

μ_x = ∫ X k(·, s)dx(s) ∈ H_k. (1) Through this transformation, the whole arsenal of kernel methods can be extended to probability distributions. [25] shows that if E_{s∼x} √ k(s, s) < ∞, the embedding μ_x exists and belongs to H_k. Moreover, E_{s∼x} f(s) = ⟨f, μ_x⟩_{Hk} , through which we can directly compute the expectation of a function f in the RKHS w.r.t the distribution x by means of the inner product between the function f and the mean embedding μ_x without any restriction on the form of underlying distribution. This property can be extended to conditional distribution and has proven useful in certain applications such as graphical model [3, 39, 40] and probability inference [7] that require an evaluation of expectation with respect to the model. For a class of kernel functions known as characteristic kernels, the mean embedding captures all information of the distribution. In other words, the map x → μ_x is injective, implying that ‖μ_x − μ_x′ ‖_{Hk} = 0 if and only if x = x^′, i.e., x and x^′ are the same distribution. This makes it suitable for applications that require a unique characterization of distributions such as two-sample homogeneity hypothesis [16], (conditional) independence tests [15, 48], domain adaptation [24, 49] and differential privacy [1, 6].

Denote the set of mean embeddings of the distributions by X_μ = {μ_x, x ∈ X} ⊂ H_k which is a separable compact set of continuous functions on X [44]. In the framework of the least square regression, let X_μ be the input space and ρ be a Borel probability measure on Z = X_μ × Y . For a function f : X_μ → Y and (μ_x, y) ∈ Z, the prediction error is defined by the least square loss (f(μ_x) − y)^2. We aim to learn an ideal prediction function which minimizes the expected risk

min E(f), E(f) = ∫ Z (f(μ_x) − y)^2dρ, (2) over all measurable functions. The target is referred to as the regression function

f_ρ(μ_x) = ∫ Y ydρ(y|μ_x), μ_x ∈ X_μ (3) with ρ(·|μ_x) being the conditional probability measure at μ_x induced by ρ. Since ρ is generally unknown, one may learn f_ρ in a non-parametric setting by implementing some learning algorithms over the first stage sample D = {(μ_{xi} , y_i)}^m_{i=1} where {μ_{xi} }^m_{i=1} is the set of the mean embeddings of {x_i}^m_{i=1}. In DR, it follows from the spirit of two-stage sampling that the probability distributions {x_i}^m_{i=1} is still unknown and each of those can be approximately estimated by a random sample {(x_{i,j} )^N_{j=1}}^m_{i=1}. Hence, the goal of DR is to estimate f_ρ based

on the sample D̂ = { ({x_{i,j} }^N_{j=1}, y_i) }_m i=1 , which is obtained in a two-stage sampling process.

As an extension of the classical kernel ridge regression (KRR) scheme [2, 4, 8, 37, 17], the KRR method for distribution regression [13, 43, 44] in a RKHS (H_K , ‖ · ‖_K ) associated with a Mercer kernel K : X_μ × X_μ → R is defined as

f^K_{D̂} = arg min_{f∈HK} { 1 m m∑ i=1 (f(μ_{x̂i} ) − y_i)^2 + λ‖f‖^2_K } , (4)

where x̂_i =^1_N ∑_N i=1 δ_{xi,j} is the empirical distribution of x_i determined by the sample {x_{i,j}}^N_{j=1} and μ_{x̂i} =^1_N ∑_N j=1 k(·, x_{i,j} ) is the corresponding mean embedding, λ > 0 is a regularization parameter. Due to the well-known representer theorem [32], the estimator f^K_{D̂} belongs to the sample-dependent hypothesis space H_{K,D̂} = { f_α ∈ H_K | f_α = m∑ i=1 α_iK(·, μ_{x̂i} ), α_1, · · · , α_m ∈ R }

and can be uniquely determined as

f^K_{D̂} (μ_x) = m∑ i=1 α^K_{D̂,i}K(μ_x, μ_{x̂i} ) with α^K_{D̂} = (λmI_m + K̂_m )^{−1}y, μ_x ∈ X_μ,

where I_m is the identity matrix on R^m × R^m , y = (y_1, · · · , y_m)^T ∈ R^m is a vector composed of the output data of sample D̂ and K̂_m = [K(μ_{x̂i} , μ_{x̂j} )]^m_{i,j=1} is the kernel matrix evaluated on D̂.

Regularization can also be put on the coefficients {α_i}. Define the regularization term Ω(α) by a non-negative function Ω(·) on R^m . Then a coefficient-based regularized algorithm for distribution regression is defined by

f_{D̂} = f_{αD̂} where α_{D̂} = arg min_{α∈Rm} { 1 m m∑ i=1 (f_α(μ_{x̂i} ) − y_i)^2 + λΩ(α) } . (5)

If the kernel K is positive semi-definite then the KRR for DR (4) can be viewed as a special case of algorithm (5) by taking Ω(α) = α^T K̂_m α. The coefficient-based regularization learning algorithms have some advantages [46]. Firstly, the learning algorithm (5) only optimizes the coefficients {α_i}, which is a finite dimensional optimization problem and easy to be adapted to other algorithms. Secondly, we can choose the regularizer for different purpose, for example we can choose ℓ^1 regularization term for sparse representation [33]. Moreover, the kernel K is not required to be positive semi-definite. The classical coefficient regularization regression algorithm with input space in Euclidean space is studied in [35, 34, 19, 33, 42, 46].

In this paper, we focus on the regularization scheme of form (5) with penalty term Ω(α) = m‖α‖^2 and the corresponding algorithm is the ℓ^2 regularization for distribution regression with a regularizaiton parameter λm,

f_{D̂} = f_{αD̂} where α_{D̂} = arg min_{α∈Rm} { 1 m m∑ i=1 (f_α(μ_{x̂i} ) − y_i)^2 + λm‖α‖^2 } . (6)

Note that the estimator f_{D̂} has the following explicit expression

f_{D̂}(μ_x) = m∑ i=1 α_{D̂,i}K(μ_x, μ_{x̂i} ) with α_{D̂} = (λm^2I_m + K̂^T_m K̂_m )^{−1}K̂^T_m y. (7)

Despite the great development in theory and application, positive semi-definite kernels may be inappropriate in some situations where non-metric pairwise proximity is used [31]. For example, the pairwise proximity may be asymmetric and negative for object comparisons in text documents, graphs and semi-groups. As a result, indefinite kernels are proposed naturally to deal with these problems. However, directly applying the indefinite kernels in the original algorithms may lead to complication such as non-convex optimization problems. In this paper, the kernel K is not required to be positive semi-definite. In addition, compared with the KRR method for DR, applying the coefficient-based regularized scheme for DR can improve the saturation effect [2, 42], which means that if the regression function possesses higher regularity, algorithm (6) can obtain better convergence performance than the KRR scheme (4).

To the best of our knowledge, kernels in approaches and theoretical analysis for DR are required to be positive semi-definite, and there are no theoretical results for DR with indefinite kernels. These facts motivate us to fill this gap by investigating asymptotic properties of the proposed algorithm (6) with more general kernels. In this paper we derive finite sample bounds of the coefficient-based regularized distribution regression problem with least squares loss and further present explicit learning rates. Before giving the main results of our paper, we first review some existing results on DR in the literature, and we will compare with them in Section 3. The first theoretical result for the kernel-based regularized DR was established in [44] via kernel mean embedding, where optimal convergence rates are derived under some mild conditions on the regression function, the positive semi-definite kernel K and the second-stage sample size N. [13] also considers the KRR method for DR with scalar output and slightly improved the results of [44] on the second-stage sample size by using a novel second order decomposition for inverse of operators. Recently, a novel robust DR scheme is investigated in [47], which replaces the least square loss with a more general robust function l_σ and enriches the analysis of DR. Theoretical guarantees for DR using stochastic gradient descent and a two-stage sampling strategy are established in [26] under some mild conditions. Coefficient-based regularized distribution regression (6) with a Mercer kernel is studied in [10]. In addition to the kernel mean embedding approach, another line of research employs kernel density estimation(KDE) to address the consistency of regression on distributions under the assumption that the true regressor is Hölder continuous and the meta distribution has finite doubling dimension [27, 30].

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. Our assumptions and main results are detailed in Section 2. Section 3 collects discussions on the comparison of our results and related work in the literature. In Section 4, we give the key analysis and error decomposition for algorithm (6). The proofs of main results are presented in Section 5. Appendix contains the proofs of some useful lemmas and propositions.

2 Main Results

Throughout this paper we assume the sample D = {(μ_{xi} , y_i)}^m_{i=1} is drawn according to ρ in an i.i.d manner and {x_{i,j} }^N_{j=1} is drawn from the distribution x_i independently for i = 1, · · · , m. The main results are based on the following assumptions.

The first basic assumption presents the boundedness for the output y and the embedding kernel k.

Assumption 1. There exists a constant M > 0 such that |y| ⩽ M almost surely. The Mercer kernel k is bounded, which asserts B_k = sup_{s∈ ~X} k(s, s) < ∞ almost surely.

The boundedness for the kernel k in Assumption 1 ensures the existence of mean embeddings for all probability distributions on X [38]. The boundedness assumption of output y is slightly stricter than a moment hypothesis on data distribution which is adopted in [5, 20], and our analysis in this paper can be easily extended to more general situations by assuming moment conditions.

Let ρ_{Xμ} be the marginal distribution of ρ on X_μ which is assumed to be non-degenerate throughout this paper. The error analysis of the concerned problem is based on the properties of the kernel K and the marginal distribution ρ_{Xμ} , which are represented by the integral operator L_K . Let L^2_{ρXμ} be the Hilbert space of square-integrable functions on X_μ with the norm ‖ · ‖_{ρXμ} induced by the inner product ⟨f, g⟩_{ρXμ} = ∫ X_μ f(μx)g(μx)dρX^μ (μx). Define the integral operator L_K : L^2_{ρXμ} → L^2_{ρXμ} associated with an arbitrary continuous kernel K : X_μ × X_μ → R as

L_K f(·) = ∫ X_μ K(·, μ_x)f (μ_x) dρ_{Xμ} (μ_x), ∀f ∈ L^2_{ρXμ} , whose adjoint is given by

L^∗_K f(·) = ∫ X_μ K(μ_x, ·)f (μ_x) dρ_{Xμ} (μ_x), ∀f ∈ L^2_{ρXμ} . Since the set X_μ is compact and K is continuous, L_K and L^∗_K are both compact operators and thus bounded in L^2_{ρXμ} . When K is positive semi-definite, L_K is a compact positive operator of trace class on L^2_{ρXμ} , then for any r > 0, its r−th power L^r_K is well-defined according to the spectral theorem. The RKHS H_K induced by a Mercer kernel K is defined to be the completion of the linear span of {K(·, μ_x), μ_x ∈ X_μ} under the inner product ⟨K(·, μ_x), K(·, μ_x′ )⟩ = K(μ_x, μ_x′ ) for any μ_x, μ_x′ ∈ X_μ. By the reproducing property f(μ_x) = ⟨f, K(·, μ_x)⟩_K , there holds ‖f‖_∞ ⩽ sup_{μx∈Xμ} √ K(μ_x, μ_x)‖f‖_K , (8) which asserts that H_K is embedded into the space of continuous functions on X_μ with the norm ‖f‖_∞ = sup_{μx∈Xμ} |f(μ_x)|. Moreover, Corollary 4.13 in [8] states that L^{12}_K is an isomorphism

from L^2_{ρXμ} to H_K . Namely, ∀f ∈ L^2_{ρXμ} , L^{12}_K f ∈ H_K and ‖f‖_{ρXμ} = ‖L^{12}_K f‖_K . (9) To establish theoretical analysis for coefficient-based regularized distribution regression (6) with indefinite kernels, we state a condition on the kernel K in the following which is adopted in [19, 22, 46]. The operator L_K admits the singular value decomposition

L_K = ∑ ℓ⩾1 σ_ℓϕ_ℓ ⊗ ψ_ℓ,

where {σ_ℓ}_{ℓ⩾1} are the singular values of L_K arranged in a descending order, {ϕ_ℓ}_{ℓ⩾1} and {ψ_ℓ}_{ℓ⩾1} are two orthonormal systems of L^2_{ρXμ} satisfying L_K ψ_ℓ = σ_ℓϕ_ℓ and L^∗_K ϕ_ℓ = σ_ℓψ_ℓ. The second assumption is a boundedness condition in terms of {σ_ℓ, ϕ_ℓ, ψ_ℓ}_{ℓ⩾1}.

Assumption 2. There exists a constant κ ⩾ 1 such that sup μ_x∈X_μ ∑ ℓ⩾1 σ_ℓϕ^2_ℓ (μ_x) ⩽ κ^2 and sup_{μx∈Xμ} ∑ ℓ⩾1 σ_ℓψ^2_ℓ (μ_x) ⩽ κ^2 (10)

Note that the continuity of the kernel K ensures the continuity of two orthonormal systems {ϕ_ℓ}_{ℓ⩾1} and {ψ_ℓ}_{ℓ⩾1}, thus the series in Assumption 2 can be defined point-wisely on X_μ. While this hypothesis is difficult to be confirmed without the prior information about ρ_{Xμ} , it still holds for some specific and popular kernels. For instance, this assumption is satisfied when the integral operator L_K is finite rank namely σ_ℓ = 0 for sufficiently large ℓ. Moreover, for positive semi-definite kernels it can be verified by Mercer’s Theorem with κ = max { 1, sup_{μx∈Xμ} √ K(μ_x, μ_x) } . It is proved in [19] that if the kernel K admits a Kolmogorov decomposition, the Assumption 2 is satisfied. And a wide range of representative indefinite kernels such as the linear combination of positive definite kernels [28] and conditionally positive definite kernels [45] admit a Kolmogorov decomposition.

Under Assumption 2 we can define two positive semi-definite kernels on X_μ × X_μ

K_0(μ_x, μ_x′ ) = ∑ ℓ⩾1 σ_ℓϕ_ℓ(μ_x)ϕ_ℓ(μ_x′ ) and K_1(μ_x, μ_x′ ) = ∑ ℓ⩾1 σ_ℓψ_ℓ(μ_x)ψ_ℓ(μ_x′ ), (11)

which induce RKHSs H_{K0} and H_{K1} . Note that the integral operators L_{K0} and L_{K1} have the same eigenvalues {σ_ℓ}_{ℓ⩾1}.

The next assumption is the Hölder continuity for the kernel K. We first recall some basic notations in operator theory for further statement. Let A : H → H^′ be a linear operator, where (H, ⟨·, ·⟩_H) and (H^′, ⟨·, ·⟩_H′ ) are Hilbert spaces with the corresponding norms ‖ · ‖_H and ‖ · ‖_H′ . The set of bounded linear operators from H to H^′ is a Banach space with respect to the operator norm ‖A‖_{H,H}′ = sup_{‖f‖H=1} ‖Af‖_H′ , which is denoted by B(H, H^′) or B(H) if H = H^′. When H and H^′ are clear from the context, we will omit the subscript and simply denote the operator norm as ‖ · ‖.

Assumption 3 (Hölder continuity). Let h_1, h_2 ∈ (0, 1] and L > 0, we assume that the mappings K_{(·)} : X_μ → H_{K0} (K_{μx} = K(·, μ_x)) and K^∗_{(·)} (K^∗_{μx} = K(μ_x, ·)) are Hölder continuous if ‖K_{μa} − K_{μb} ‖_{K0} ⩽ L‖μ_a − μ_b‖^{h1}_{Hk} and ‖K^∗_{μa} − K^∗_{μb} ‖_{K1} ⩽ L‖μ_a − μ_b‖^{h2}_{Hk} , (12) holds for all μ_a, μ_b ∈ X_μ.

When the kernel K is positive semi-definite, K_{(·)} = K^∗_{(·)} and h_1 = h_2. The assumption above for positive semi-definite kernel is adopted in [10, 13, 26, 43, 44, 47] , and some examples of Hölder continuous kernels such as Gaussian, exponential and Cauchy kernels are presented in [43] . However, the indefinite kernels are not always symmetric. Lemma 4.1 in [19] characterizes the fact that there exists a linear isometry U ∈ B(H_{K1} , H_{K0} ) such that ∀μ_x ∈ X_μ, there holds

K^∗_{μx} = K(μ_x, ·) = U^∗K_0(μ_x, ·) ∈ H_{K1} , K_{μx} = K(·, μ_x) = UK_1(·, μ_x) ∈ H_{K0} ,

where U^∗ ∈ B(H_{K0} , H_{K1} ) is the adjoint operator of U. In light of this fact we obtain the assumption of Hölder continuity for indefinite kernels.

The following regularity condition on f_ρ is standard in learning theory, which is also known as a source condition in the inverse problems literature.

Assumption 4 (regularity condition).

f_ρ = L^r_{K0} (g_ρ), for some r > 0 and g_ρ ∈ L^2_{ρXμ} . (13)

This assumption states that f_ρ lies in the range space of L^r_{K0} , which is usually used in approximation theory to control the bias of the estimator. We recall here that the rth power of L_{K0} is well-defined as L^r_{K0} = ∑ ℓ⩾1 σ^r_ℓ ϕ_ℓ ⊗ ϕ_ℓ by the spectral theorem. As an operator on L^2_{ρXμ} , the range space of L^r_{K0} can be characterized as

L^r_{K0} (L^2_{ρXμ} ) = f ∈ L^2_{ρXμ} : ∑ ℓ⩾1 ⟨f, ϕ_ℓ⟩^2 σ^{2r}_ℓ < ∞ .

Further, We have the range inclusions L^r_{K0} (L^2_{ρXμ} ) ⊆ L^{r′}_{K0} (L^2_{ρXμ} ) if r > r^′ and L^r_{K0} (L^2_{ρXμ} ) ⊆ H_{K0} if r ⩾^1_2 . The above condition tells us that the Fourier coefficient ⟨f, ϕ_ℓ⟩^2 of f_ρ in terms of {ϕ_ℓ}_{ℓ⩾1} decays faster than the 2r−th power of the singular value σ_ℓ of L_K . Intuitively, larger r implies higher regularities of f_ρ. The regularity condition above can be equivalently formulated in terms of some classical concepts in approximation theory such as interpolation spaces [36].

In this paper, the performance of f_{D̂} is measured by the L^2_{ρXμ} −distance between f_{D̂} and f_ρ, i.e., ‖f_{D̂} − f_ρ‖_{ρXμ} . We start with non-asymptotic error bounds for algorithm (6), which can be utilized to derive explicit convergence rates with suitably chosen λ and N.

Theorem 1. Let the estimator f_{D̂} be given by algorithm (6) with an indefinite and continuous kernel K. Suppose that y and the kernel k satisfie the Assumption 1, the regression function f_ρ satisfies Assumption 4 with r ⩾^1_2 , the kernel K satisfies Assumption 2 and 3. Let h = min{h_1, h_2} and h^′ = max{h_1, h_2}. Then for any 0 < δ < 1, γ > 0, with probability at least 1 − δ − e^{−γ} , ‖ f_{D̂} − f_ρ ‖ ρ_{Xμ} is bounded by

c_1(log^{12}_δ )^{2r+4}(1 + λ^{− 1}4 B_{m,λ})^{2r+4} [ B_{m,λ} + λ^r2 + λ^{− 3}4 N^{− h}2 (1 + √ log m + γ)^{h′} ] · [ 1 + λ^{−1}N^{− h}2 (1 + √ log m + γ)^{h′} ] ( 1 + ‖g_ρ‖_{ρXμ} + λ^r2^{− 1}4 ) , if^1_2 ⩽ r ⩽^3_2 ,

c_2(log^{12}_δ )^5(1 + λ^{− 1}4 B_{m,λ})^5 [ B_{m,λ} + λ^14 m^{− 1}2 + λ^{min}{^{1, r2} } + λ^{− 3}4 N^{− h}2 (1 + √ log m + γ)^{h′} ] · [ 1 + λ^{−1}N^{− h}2 (1 + √ log m + γ)^{h′} ] ( 2 + ‖g_ρ‖_{ρXμ} + λ^{min}{^{34 , r2 − 14} } ) , if r >^3_2 , (14)

provided that κ^4c(t) log^2(12m/δ)m^{−2} ⩽ λ ⩽ κ^4 with 0 < t ⩽ 1/4,

where c_k(k = 1, 2) is a constant independent of m, N, δ or γ, c(t) = 4(1 + t/3)^2t^{−4}, and B_{m,λ} is given by B_{m,λ} = 2κ √ m { κ √ mλ^{1/4} + √ N ( λ^{1/2} ) } . (15)

Here the effective dimension N (λ) measures the complexity of H_{K0} and H_{K1} with respect to the marginal distribution ρ_{Xμ} , which is defined to be the trace of the operator (λI + L_{K0} )^{−1}L_{K0} and (λI + L_{K1} )^{−1}L_{K1} , i.e.,

N (λ) = Tr[(λI + L_{K0} )^{−1}L_{K0} ] = Tr[(λI + L_{K1} )^{−1}L_{K1} ] = ∑ ℓ⩾1 (σ_ℓ + λ)^{−1}σ_ℓ. (16)

To obtain explicit convergence rates, we propose a decaying condition on the singular values of L_K to qualify N (λ) in the following assumption.

Assumption 5. There exist constants c_α > 0 and α > 1 such that σ_ℓ ⩽ c_αℓ^{−α}, ∀ℓ ⩾ 1. (17) Note that (10) in Assumption 2 indicates that L_K is an operator of trace class which implies ∑ ℓ⩾1 σ_ℓ ⩽ κ^2 and thus σ_ℓ ⩽ κ^2ℓ^{−1} for all ℓ ⩾ 1. This assumption above presents a stronger condition which asserts that the singular values {σ_ℓ}_{ℓ⩾1} of L_K converge even faster to zero. A direct calculation in [4] shows that N (λ) ⩽ αc_α α − 1 λ^{− 1α} . (18)

(18) is also known as a capacity condition or effective dimension assumption, which is common in the non-parametric regression setting. It is equivalent to the classic entropy or covering number conditions (see [41] for more details). With suitable λ and N, we obtain the following convergence rates.

Corollary 1. Under the same assumptions of Theorem 1 and Assumption 5, let λ = κ^4m^{−β} with β = {_{2α} 2αr+1 , if 1 2 ⩽ r ⩽ 2, 2α 4α+1 , if r > 2,

(19) and N = m^ζ log m with ζ = {_{3α+2αr} h(2αr+1) , if 1 2 ⩽ r ⩽ 2, 7α h(4α+1) , if r > 2.

(20)

Then for any 0 < δ < 1, γ > 0 and 0 < t ⩽^1_4 , when

m ⩾ max{[4c(t) log^2(12/δ)]^{12−β} , [2^{12}e^{−4}(2 − β)^{−4}c^2(t)]^{12−β} },

with probability at least 1 − δ − e^{−γ} , we have ‖ ‖f_{D̂} − f_ρ ‖ ‖_{ρXμ} ⩽ { ~c_1(log^{12}_δ )^{2r+4}(1 + √ 1 + γ)^{2h′} (log m)^{h′−h}m^{− αr2αr+1} , if^1_2 ⩽ r ⩽^3_2 ,

~c_2(log^{12}_δ )^5(1 + √ 1 + γ)^{2h′} (log m)^{h′−h}m^{− α min{r,2}} 2α min{r,2}+1 , if r > 3 2 , (21)

where ~c_k(k = 1, 2) is a constant independent of m, N, δ or γ.

When K is positive semi-definite, we can relax the restriction on m and remove the logarithmic term log m of the learning rates in Corollary 2. Recall that for a positive semidefinite kernel, there holds K_{(·)} = K^∗_{(·)} and h_1 = h_2 = h in Assumption 3. Therefore, in this

case we can refine the results in (21) with a learning rate of order O(m^{− α min{r,2}2α min{r,2}+1} ) if r ≥^1_2 , which is shown to be optimal in a minimax sense [4]. In addition, it can be observed from (21) that a larger r corresponding to the regression function with higher regularity results in a smaller N and better learning rates. However, the learning rate in (21) stops improving when the regularity index r exceeds 2, which is the saturation effect mentioned in Section 1. Moreover, the well established property of positive semi-definite kernel enables us to obtain the error bounds when the regularity condition (13) holds with 0 < r <^1_2 , i.e., f_ρ /∈ H_{K0} .

Theorem 2. Let the estimator f_{D̂} be given by algorithm (6) with a positive semi-definite kernel K. Suppose that y and the kernel k satisfie the Assumption 1, the regression function f_ρ satisfies Assumption 4 with r > 0, the kernel K satisfies Assumption 3 with h_1 = h_2 = h. Then for any 0 < δ < 1, γ > 0, with probability at least 1 − δ − e^{−γ} , ‖ f_{D̂} − f_ρ ‖ ρ_{Xμ} is bounded by d_0A^3_{m,N,λ}(log^6_δ )^3 ( λ^r2 + λ^{− 3}4 N^{− h}2 ( 1 + √ γ + log m )_h) , if 0 < r <^1_2 ,

d_1A^{2 max{1,r}} m,N,λ (log 6 δ )^{max{3,2r+1}} [ B_{m,λ} + λ^r2 + λ^{− 3}4 N^{− h}2 ( 1 + √ γ + log m )_h] , if^1_2 ⩽ r ⩽^3_2 ,

d_2A^2_{m,N,λ}(log^8_δ )^3 [ B_{m,λ} + λ^{1/4}m^{−1/2} + λ^{min}{^{1, r2} } + λ^{− 3}4 N^{− h}2 ( 1 + √ γ + log m )_h] , if r >^3_2 , (22) where d_k = c^′_k + c_r + (12κ^2 + 2)LM(2B_k)^h2 (k = 0, 1, 2) is a constant independent of m, N, δ or γ, A_{m,N,λ} is defined by

A_{m,N,λ} = 1 + κL ( 1 + √ γ + log m

)_h 2^{h+2}_2 B^h2_k

λ^12 N^h2 + λ^{− 14} B_{m,λ}. Corollary 2. Under the same assumptions of Theorem 2 and Assumption 5. Let λ = m^{−β} with β given by (19) and N = m^ζ log m with ζ given by (20) in which the values for 0 < r <^1_2 is the same as those in the case of^1_2 ⩽ r ⩽ 2, then for any 0 < δ < 1, γ > 0, with probability at least 1 − δ − e^{−γ} , there holds ‖ f_{D̂} − f_ρ ‖ ρ_{Xμ} ⩽ ~d_0(log^{12}_δ )3(1 + √1 + γ)4hm^{− αr}α+1 , if 0 < r <^1_2 , ~d_1(log^{12}_δ )max{3,2r+1}(1 + √1 + γ)h max{3,2r+1}m^{− αr}2αr+1 , if^1_2 ⩽ r ⩽^3_2 ,

~d_2(log^{16}_δ )3(1 + √1 + γ)3hm^{− α min{r,2}}2α min{r,2}+1 , if r >^3_2 , (23) provided that m ⩾ 3, where ~d_k(k = 0, 1, 2) is a constant independent of m, N, δ or γ, which will be given in the proof.

Our asymptotic convergence rates in Corollary 2 is optimal in the minimax sense when 1 2 ≤ r ⩽^3_2 , however, when 0 < r <^1_2 , the convergence rate in Corollary 2 is suboptimal, it is interesting to get better rates in the future. All these results will be proved in Section 5.

3 Related work

In this section, we compare our error analysis for algorithm (6) with results in the literature where the kernel K is required to be positive semi-definite.

As mentioned in Section 1, the KRR methods for DR (4) based on the two-stage sampling and kernel mean embedding is investigated in [44], where the kernel K is required to be positive semi-definite and bounded, then the integral operator L_K is a compact positive operator of trace class. The analysis in [44] is based on the capacity assumption that the eigenvalues σ_ℓ satisfy σ_ℓ ≃ ℓ^{−α} with α > 1 and the regularity assumption for the regression function (i.e., (13) with 0 < r ⩽ 1). More specifically, Theorem 5 in [44] shows that when^1_2 < r ⩽ 1, ‖f^K_{D̂} − f_ρ‖^2_{ρXμ} ⩽ O(m^{− 2αr2αr+1} ) by taking N ⩾ m^{α+2αrh(2αr+1)} log m. The convergence rate is optimal in the minimax sense and matches our results for the case^1_2 ⩽ r ⩽^3_2 in Corollary 2 with less restriction on the second stage sample size N than our results. When 0 < r ⩽^1_2 , Theorem 9

in [44] declares that ‖f^K_{D̂} −f_ρ‖^2_{ρXμ} ⩽ O(m^{− 2rr+2} ) with N ⩾ m^{2(r+1)h(r+2)} log m. This result is derived without the capacity assumption which corresponds to the capacity independent case, that is, α = 1. To make comparison, the learning rate for 0 < r ⩽^1_2 in Corollary 2 with α = 1 is of the for ‖ f_{D̂} − f_ρ ‖_2 ρ_{Xμ} ⩽ O(m −r) which is slightly better than O(m^{− 2rr+2} ). Moreover, it is worthy noting that our learning rate with r =^1_2 in Corollary 2 is optimal in a minimax sense, but the convergence rate is suboptimal in [44]. The suboptimal rate in the case r =^1_2 was improved to the optimal one in [13] via a novel second order decomposition for operators which is also adopted in our analysis. And a logarithmic term log m in the restriction on the second stage sample size N in [44] is removed in [13]. When 1 < r ⩽ 2, our learning rate in Corollary 2 still remains minimax optimal while that in [44, 13] ceases to improve. Thus one can expect faster convergence rates by applying coefficient-based regularization when the regression function has higher regularities.

Beyond the framework of the KRR method for DR, the work [47] takes robustness into consideration and investigates a robust kernel-based DR, where the least square loss is substituted with a robust loss function l_σ : R → R given by l_σ(u) = σ^2V (^{u2}_{σ2} ) where V : R_+ → R is a windowing function and σ > 0 is a scaling parameter, and kernel K is required to be positive semi-definite. Under some mild conditions on the windowing function V , Corollary 1 in [47] describes explicit learning rates for the L^2−distance between the estimator f^σ_{D̂} and f_ρ, by choosing some proper scaling parameter σ and the second stage sample size N. The convergence rates in [47] match our results in Corollary 2 when 0 < r ⩽ 1. However, the learning rate also suffers from the saturation effect, and it stops improving when the regularity index r is larger than 1. Compared with the robust kernel-based DR schemes, our scheme (6) can deal with the indefinite kernel and further promote the saturation level to r = 2, but we need more sample size in the second stage.

Recently, algorithm (6) with positive semi-definite kernel is studied in [10], capacity independent optimal learning rates (i.e., the case α = 1) are established for^1_2 ⩽ r ⩽ 2 when the second stage sample size satisfies N = m^{7h(2r+1)} which is larger than our bound N = m^{3+2rh(2r+1)} . Besides the less restriction on the second stage sample size and more general regularity condition (4) with r > 0, our results can be extended to more general setting with indefinite kernels and further enrich the analysis for DR.

The saturation effect emerging from KRR can also be overcome by stochastic gradient descent (SGD) scheme. Recently, DR associated with positive semi-definite kernel K is studied via SGD with mini-batching in [26], where the SGD recursion is given by f_{D̂,t+1} = f_{D̂,t} − η 1 b bt∑ i=b(t−1)+1 (f_{D̂,t}(μ_{x̂ji} ) − y_{ji} )K_{μx̂ji} , here η > 0 is the step size, b is the batch size, and j_1, · · · , j_{bT} are identically and independently distributed from the uniform distribution on {1, · · · , m}. The performance of a tail-averaging estimator f_{D̂,T} is measured by the excess risk E_{D̂ |D}[‖S_K f_{D̂,T} − f_ρ‖_{ρXμ} ] in [26], here f_{D̂,T} is defined as f_{D̂,T} = 2 T T∑ t=[T /2]+1 f_{D̂,t}, where T ∈ N is the number of iterations. When r ⩾^1_2 , Corollary 3.5 in [26] shows the rates are minimax optimal O(m^{− αr2αr+1} ) if N ≳ m^{α+2αrh(2αr+1)} log^{2h} m, b = 1 and T = O(m) while the first stage sample size m depends on the confidence level δ. By comparison for the case of 1 2 ⩽ r ⩽ 2, our convergence result in Corollary 2 matches that in [26] without the dependence of m on the confidence level δ, though we need more samples in the second stage sampling in our analysis. When 0 < r <^1_2 , convergence rates in [26] are derived in two cases: easy problems (2r + α^{−1} > 1) and hard problems (2r + α^{−1} ⩽ 1). The former is presented in Corollary 3.6 of [26] which requires N ≳ m^{1+2αh(2αr+1)} log^{2h} m to achieve minimax optimal rates by multi-pass SGD (b = √ m and T = O(m^{12r+α−1} )) or gradient descent methods (b = m and T = O(m^{12r+α−1} )), and the latter is presented in Corollary 3.7 where the rate obtained is O(m^{−r} log^{Cr} m) if N ≳ O(m^{3−2r}h log^{− C(3−2r)h} m) with T = O((m/ log^C m)^{2r+α−1+1}) and some constant C > 1. Hence, for the case of 0 < r <^1_2 , our convergence rates are suboptimal and more samples in the second stage are needed in our case.

At the end of this section, we would like to emphasize that the analysis developed for DR in the literature is based on positive semi-definite kernels. To the best of our knowledge, there are no theoretical analysis and explicit learning rates for DR with indefinite kernels in the literature. When K is indefinite, the operators involved in the existing literature are not self-adjoint and positive, which leads to difficulties in our analysis. It is worthy noting that the lower bound of the second stage sample size N in our results is slightly larger than those in existing work whether we apply positive definite kernel or not. It would be interesting to establish error bounds in conditional expectation by the analysis developed in [13] to relax the restriction on the second second stage sample size N. In addition, our analysis in this paper may be utilized to establish theoretical analysis for other DR schemes with indefinite kernels such as the two-stage SGD in a DR setting with indefinite kernels.

4 Preliminary Results and Error Decomposition

In this section, we present the explicit operator expression for the estimator (6) and some preliminary results. Then we will establish the error decomposition of coefficient-based regularization for distribution regression with indefinite kernels and positive semi-definite kernels respectively.

4.1 Preliminary Results

Suppose that Assumption 2 is satisfied in the rest of this paper, then we can obtain two well-defined positive semi-definite kernels K_0 and K_1 denoted by (11). The corresponding integral operators on L^2_{ρXμ} can be expressed as

L_{K0} = ∑ ℓ⩾1 σ_ℓϕ_ℓ ⊗ ϕ_ℓ, L_{K1} = ∑ ℓ⩾1 σ_ℓψ_ℓ ⊗ ψ_ℓ,

where {ϕ_ℓ}_{ℓ⩾1} and {ψ_ℓ}_{ℓ⩾1} form two orthonormal systems of L^2_{ρXμ} . We can rewrite L_K and L^∗_K in terms of {ϕ_ℓ}_{ℓ⩾1} and {ψ_ℓ}_{ℓ⩾1} as

L_K = ∑ ℓ⩾1 σ_ℓϕ_ℓ ⊗ ψ_ℓ, L^∗_K = ∑ ℓ⩾1 σ_ℓψ_ℓ ⊗ ϕ_ℓ.

The following lemma from [19] characterizes the properties of these operators above, which plays an important role in our analysis.

Lemma 4.1. Under Assumption 2, the following statements hold. 1. {√ σ_ℓϕ_ℓ : σ_ℓ > 0 } is an orthonormal basis of H_{K0} and {√ σ_ℓψ_ℓ : σ_ℓ > 0 } is an orthonormal basis of H_{K1} .

2. L_K ∈ B (H_{K1} , H_{K0} ) and L^∗_K ∈ B (H_{K0} , H_{K1} ) with ‖L_K ‖ = ‖L^∗_K ‖ ≤ κ^2.

3. L_{K0} ∈ B (H_{K0} ) and L_{K1} ∈ B (H_{K1} ) with ‖L_{K0} ‖ = ‖ ‖L∗_{K1} ‖ ‖ ≤ κ2. 4. There exists a linear isometry U ∈ B (H_{K1} , H_{K0} ) such that ϕ_ℓ = Uψ_ℓ for σ_ℓ ≥ 0. For given μ_x ∈ X_μ, there hold K(·, μ_x) = UK_1(·, μ_x) ∈ H_{K0} and K(μ_x, ·) = U^∗K_0(μ_x, ·) ∈ H_{K1} , where U^∗ ∈ B (H_{K0} , H_{K1} ) is the adjoint operator of U.

A direct result of this lemma is

L_K = UL_{K1} = L_{K0} U, L^∗_K = U^∗L_{K0} = L_{K1} U^∗. (24)

Let us introduce two sampling operators for the two-stage sampling process. Based on the input data x = {μ_{x1} , · · · , μ_{xm} }, the sampling operator S_q : H_{Kq} → R^m corresponding to the first-stage sampling is defined as S_qf = (f (μ_{x1} ) , · · · , f (μ_{xm} )) , ∀f ∈ H_{Kq} , for the index q ∈ {0, 1}. Its scaled adjoint operator S^∗_q : R^m → H_{Kq} is given by

S^∗_q α = 1 m m∑ i=1 α_iK_q (μ_{xi} , ·) , ∀α = (α_1, · · · , α_m) ∈ R^m . The sampling operator Ŝ_q : H_{Kq} → R^m corresponding to the second-stage sampling can be defined in a similar way as Ŝ_qf = (f (μ_{x̂1} ) , · · · , f (μ_{x̂m} )) , ∀f ∈ H_{Kq} , associated with the input data x̂ = {μ_{x̂1} , · · · , μ_{x̂m} }. And its scaled adjoint operator Ŝ^∗_q : R^m → H_{Kq} is given by

Ŝ^∗_q α = 1 m m∑ i=1 α_iK_q (μ_{x̂i} , ·) , ∀α = (α_1, · · · , α_m) ∈ R^m .

We also present some empirical integral operators which can be derived by these sample operators above. In the setting of one-stage sampling, define

T^x_0 = 1 m m∑ i=1 K_0(μ_{xi} , ·) ⊗ K_0(μ_{xi} , ·), T^x_1 = 1 m m∑ i=1 K_1(μ_{xi} , ·) ⊗ K_1(μ_{xi} , ·),

T^x = 1 m m∑ i=1 K(·, μ_{xi} ) ⊗ K_1(μ_{xi} , ·), T^x_∗ = 1 m m∑ n=1 K(μ_{xi} , ·) ⊗ K_0(μ_{xi} , ·). (25)

Recall that U : H_{K1} → H_{K0} is a linear isometry and K_m = [ K ( μ_{xi} , μ_{xj} )]_m i,j=1 denotes the

kernel matrix evaluated on x. Then

T^x = UT^x_1 = US^∗_1 S_1, T^x_∗ = U^∗T^x_0 = U^∗S^∗_0 S_0, K_m = mS_0US^∗_1 . (26)

In addition, T^x_0 : H_{K0} → H_{K0} and T^x_1 : H_{K1} → H_{K1} converge to their data-free limits L_{K0} and L_{K1} . The related result found in [21] characterizes the similarities between them, which is presented as below.

Lemma 4.2. Let D be a sample drawn independently according to ρ. Then for any 0 < δ < 1, with probability at least 1 − δ, there hold

‖T^x_0 − L_{K0} ‖ ⩽

4κ^2 √ m log 2 δ , ‖T^x_1 − L_{K1} ‖ ⩽

4κ^2 √ m log 2 δ , and ‖ ‖ ‖ (√ λI + L_{K0} )_− 1_2 (T^x_0 − L_{K0} ) ‖ ‖ ⩽ B_{m,λ} log 2 δ , ‖ ‖ ‖ (√ λI + L_{K1} )_− 1_2 (T^x_1 − L_{K1} ) ‖ ‖ ‖ ⩽ B^{m,λ} log 2 δ .

Our analysis is based on the results above. Note that T^x and T^x_∗ can be also considered as the finite sample estimators of L_K and L^∗_K while T^x_∗ is not the adjoint operator of T^x in general.

In the setting of two-stage sampling, we can define similar empirical operators

T^{x̂}_0 = 1 m m∑ i=1 K_0(μ_{x̂i} , ·) ⊗ K_0(μ_{x̂i} , ·), T^{x̂}_1 = 1 m m∑ i=1 K_1(μ_{x̂i} , ·) ⊗ K_1(μ_{x̂i} , ·),

T^{x̂} = 1 m m∑ i=1 K(·, μ_{x̂i} ) ⊗ K_1(μ_{x̂i} , ·), T^{x̂}_∗ = 1 m m∑ n=1 K(μ_{x̂i} , ·) ⊗ K_0(μ_{x̂i} , ·), (27)

with the fact that

T^{x̂} = UT^{x̂}_1 = UŜ^∗_1Ŝ_1, T^{x̂}_∗ = U^∗T^{x̂}_0 = UŜ^∗_0Ŝ_0, K̂_m = mŜ_0UŜ^∗_1 . (28)

Considering that T^{x̂}_∗ is also not the adjoint operator of T^{x̂} in general, we need to ensure the reversibility of λI + T^{x̂}T^{x̂}_∗ and λI + T^xT^x_∗ .

Lemma 4.3. For λ > 0, the operators λI + T^{x̂}T^{x̂}_∗ and λI + T^xT^x_∗ are invertible on H_{K0} , ‖ ‖ ‖ ( λI + T^{x̂}T^{x̂}_∗ )_{−1}‖ ‖ ‖ ⩽ 1 λ ( 1 + κ^2 √ λ ) , and ‖ ‖(λI + T_xT_{x∗} )−1 ‖ ‖ ⩽ 1 λ ( 1 + κ^2 √ λ ) .

The latter in the lemma above is from [19] and the former can be proved similarly, which will be left to Appendix. With the reversibility of λI +T^{x̂}T^{x̂}_∗ valid, we can use these notations above to provide an explicit operator expression of the estimator f_{D̂}.

Proposition 4.1. The estimator f_{D̂} of coefficient-based regularization for distribution regression (6) can be further expressed as

f_{D̂} = ( λI + T^{x̂}T^{x̂}_∗ )_{−1} T^{x̂}U^∗Ŝ^∗_0 y, (29)

where y = (y_1, · · · , y_m)^T is a vector in R^m composed of the output data of sample D̂.

We present a direct result of Assumption 3 in the end, which will be utilized to deal with approximations of integral operators and sample operators. Combining the facts of K(μ_x, ·) = U^∗K_0(μ_x, ·) and K(·, μ_x) = UK_1(·, μ_x) in Lemma 4.1 with Assumption 3, we have ∀(μ_a, μ_b) ∈ X_μ × X_μ, ‖K_1(·, μ_a) − K_1(·, μ_b)‖_{K1} = ‖K(·, μ_a) − K(·, μ_b)‖_{K0} ⩽ L‖μ_a − μ_b‖^{h1}_{Hk} , ‖K_0(μ_a, ·) − K_0(μ_b, ·)‖_{K0} = ‖K(μ_a, ·) − K(μ_b, ·)‖_{K1} ⩽ L‖μ_a − μ_b‖^{h2}_{Hk} . Further, we obtain the following lemma with the result in Section A.1.11 in [43] which is crucial for our analysis.

Lemma 4.4. Assume Assumption 1, 2 and 3 are satisfied. Then with probability at least 1 − me^{−θ} there hold ‖ ‖T^{x̂}_0 − T^x_0 ‖ ‖ ⩽ κL(1 + √ θ)^{h2} 2^{h2+2}2 B h2 2 k N^{h2}2 , ‖ ‖T^{x̂}_1 − T^x_1 ‖ ‖ ⩽ κL(1 + √ θ)^{h1} 2^{h1+2}2 B h1 2 k N^{h1}2

, (30) and ‖ ‖Ŝ^∗_0 y − S^∗_0 y ‖ ‖_{K0} ⩽ LM (1 + √ θ)^{h2} (2B_k)^{h2}2

N^{h2}2

. (31)

4.2 Error Decompositions and Key Results

We conduct our error analysis by the following error decomposition ‖ ‖f_{D̂} − f_ρ ‖ ‖_{ρXμ} ⩽ ‖f_{D̂} − f_D‖_{ρXμ} + ‖f_D − f_λ‖_{ρXμ} + ‖f_λ − f_ρ‖_{ρXμ} . (32) where f_D is the minimizer of the coefficient-based regularization on the first stage sample D = {(μ_{xi} , y_i)}^m_{i=1}, i.e., f_D = arg min_{f∈HK,D} { 1 m m∑ i=1 (f(μ_{xi} ) − y_i)^2 + λm‖α‖^2 } , (33)

with H_{K,D} = { f = m∑ i=1 α_iK(·, μ_{xi} ), α_1, · · · , α_m ∈ R } . Similar to Proposition 4.1, f_D has the following explicit form

f_D = (λI + T^xT^x_∗ )^{−1} T^xU^∗S^∗_0 y. (34)

It plays an important role as an intermediate function in our error analysis. Another intermediate function f_λ is the data-free minimizer of regularized least squares regression with a positive semi-definite kernel ~K(μ_x, μ_x′ ) = E_{μy} [K(μ_x, μ_y)K(μ_x′ , μ_y)], i.e.,

f_λ = arg min_{f∈H ~K} { ‖f − f_ρ‖^2_ρ + λ‖f‖^2_{~K} } . (35)

Then we can obtain the operator representation of f_λ in [37] as

f_λ = ( λI + L_{~K} )_{−1} L_{~K} f_ρ = (λI + L_K L^∗_K )^{−1} L_K L^∗_K f_ρ = ( λI + L^2_{K0} )_{−1} L^2_{K0} f_ρ.

(36)

where it follows from L_{~K} = L_K L^∗_K = L_{K0} UU^∗L_{K0} = L^2_{K0} . Note that f_λ is a population version of f_D. From this perspective, the concerned algorithm in this paper can be viewed as a variant of kernel-based regularized distribution regression, which applies a positive semidefinite kernel ~K_D(μ_x, μ_x′ ) =^1_m ∑_m i=1 K(μ_x, μ_{xi} )K(μ_x′ , μ_{xj} ) to provide an effective way to improve the saturation effect.

The third term of (32) is independent of data and it can be easily estimated from the regularity condition (13) and (36).

Lemma 4.5. Under Assumption 4, there holds

‖f_λ − f_ρ‖_{ρXμ} ⩽ c_rλ^{min{1, r2 }}, with r > 0, (37)

‖f_λ − f_ρ‖_{K0} ⩽ c^′_rλ^{min{1, 2r−14 }}, with r ⩾ 1 2 , (38)

where c_r = max{1, κ^{2r−4}}‖g_ρ‖_{ρXμ} and c^′_r = max{1, κ^{2r−5}}‖g_ρ‖_{ρXμ} .

The proof is similar to that of Theorem 4 in [37].

Now we focus on the second term ‖f_D − f_λ‖_{ρXμ} and the first term ‖f_{D̂} − f_D‖_{ρXμ} of (32). The second term ‖f_D − f_λ‖_{ρXμ} represents the error induced by one-stage coefficient-based regularization scheme and it can be bounded by utilizing the second order decomposition of inverse operator differences [18, 21]. The first term ‖f_{D̂} − f_D‖_{ρXμ} reflects the error incurred by the second-stage sampling and it can be bounded by the Hölder continuity of the kernel K, which leads to the dependence of N on h.

From the expressions of f_D and f_λ given by (34) and (36), we need to handle the difference between (λI + T^xT^x_∗ )^{−1} and (λI + L_K L^∗_K )^{−1} to bound ‖f_D − f_λ‖_{ρXμ} . Let A and B be invertible operators on a Banach space, then from the second order decomposition of operator difference developed in [21], we have

A^{−1} − B^{−1} = B^{−1}(B − A)A^{−1}(B − A)B^{−1} + B^{−1}(B − A)B^{−1} = B^{−1}(B − A)B^{−1}(B − A)A^{−1} + B^{−1}(B − A)B^{−1}.

(39)

Then if we take A = λI + T^xT^x_∗ and B = λI + L_K L^∗_K in (39), we need to estimate the difference

L_K L^∗_K − T^xT^x_∗ = (L_K − T^x)L^∗_K + L_K (L^∗_K − T^x_∗ ) − (L_K − T^x)(L^∗_K − T^x_∗ ).

Since the empirical operators and their data-free limits cannot commute with each other, we may not obtain satisfactory bounds with this product term appearing in our analysis. In view of this, we define T̂^x_0 = T^xU^∗ =^1_m ∑_m i=1 K(·, μ_{xi} ) ⊗ K(·, μ_{xi} ), which is also positive semi-definite on H_{K0} and can approximate L_{K0} well. Thus, f_D can be expressed in terms of T̂ x_0 as

f_D = ( λI + T̂^x_0 T^x_0 )_{−1} T̂^x_0 S^∗_0 y, (40)

We have the following decomposition to bound ‖f_D − f_λ‖_{ρXμ} in spirit of that in [19].

Lemma 4.6. If Assumption 4 is satisfied with some r > 0 and g_ρ ∈ L^2_{ρXμ} , let

r_1 = max { 0, r − 1 2 } , r_2 = min { 1, r 2 + 3 4 } , then

‖f_D − f_λ‖_{ρXμ} ⩽ S_1(D, λ)S^2_2 (D, λ)S_3(D, λ) + S_2(D, λ)S_4(D, λ)‖g_ρ‖_{ρXμ} λ^{r2} , (41) where S_1(D, λ) = ‖ ‖(√λI + L_{K0} )_−^1_2 (S_{∗0} y − T_{x0} f_λ) ‖ ‖ K_0 , S_2(D, λ) = ‖ ‖(√λI + L_{K0} )^1_2 (√λI + T̂_{x0} )_−^1_2 ‖ ‖ , S_3(D, λ) = ‖ ‖ ‖( √ λI + T̂^x_0 )^{12} ( λI + T̂^x_0 T^x_0 )_{−1} T̂^x_0 ( √ λI + T̂^x_0 )^{12} ‖ ‖ ‖ , S_4(D, λ) = ‖ ‖( √ λI + T̂^x_0 )^{12} ( λI + T̂^x_0 T^x_0 )_{−1} L^{r1}_{K0} ‖ ‖ .

The decomposition above is a variant of Proposition 5.1 in [19] in which the only difference is the input space. It allows us to estimate the error term ‖f_D − f_λ‖_{ρXμ} by bounding S_i(D, λ) (i = 1, 2, 3, 4). Estimating S_3(D, λ) and S_4(D, λ) is more complicated and we will discuss them respectively when K is positive semi-definite and indefinite. If K is positive semi-definite, U is identity operator and T̂^x_0 = T^x_0 . Define

S^′_3(D, λ) = ‖ ‖(λI + T̂^x_0 T̂^x_0 )^{−1}T̂^x_0 ( √ λI + T̂^x_0 ) ‖ ‖ , S^′_4(D, λ) = ‖ ‖ ‖( √ λI + T̂^x_0 )^{12} (λI + T̂^x_0 T̂^x_0 )^{−1}L^{r1}_{K0} ‖ ‖ ‖ . (42)

Then S^′_3(D, λ) is bounded by S^′_3(D, λ) ⩽ ‖ ‖(λI + T̂^x_0 T̂^x_0 )^{−1} √ λT̂^x_0 ‖ ‖ + ‖ ‖(λI + T̂^x_0 T̂^x_0 )^{−1}T̂^x_0 T̂^x_0 ‖ ‖ ⩽ 2. (43)

When the kernel is indefinite, we can bound S_3(D, λ) and S_4(D, λ) as S_3(D, λ) ⩽ S_5(D, λ)S^′_3(D, λ), S_4(D, λ) ⩽ S_5(D, λ)S^′_4(D, λ), (44)

where S^′_3(D, λ) and S^′_4(D, λ) are defined by (42) and

S_5(D, λ) = ‖ ‖(√λI + T̂_{x0} )^1_2 (λI + T̂_{x0} T_{x0} )_{−1}(λI + T̂_{x0} T̂_{x0} )(√λI + T̂_{x0} )_−^1_2 ‖ ‖ . (45) Hence, we can derive the decomposition for ‖f_D − f_λ‖_{ρXμ} with an indefinite kernel K.

Proposition 4.2 (indefinite kernel case). If Assumption 4 is satisfied with some r ⩾^1_2 and g_ρ ∈ L^2_{ρXμ} , then ‖f_D − f_λ‖_{ρXμ} ⩽ S_5(D, λ)Ξ_1(D, λ), where Ξ_1(D, λ) = 2S_1(D, λ)S^2_2 (D, λ) + S_2(D, λ)S^′_4(D, λ)‖g_ρ‖_{ρXμ} λ.

For the term ‖f_{D̂} − f_D‖_{ρXμ} in (32), we rewrite f_{D̂} as

f_{D̂} = ( λI + T̂^{x̂}_0 T^{x̂}_0 )_{−1} T̂^{x̂}_0 Ŝ^∗_0 y, (46)

where T̂^{x̂}_0 = T^{x̂}U^∗ =^1_m ∑_m i=1 K(·, μ_{x̂i} ) ⊗ K(·, μ_{x̂i} ). Then we can combine the representations of f_{D̂} and f_D in (40), (46) with some estimates to obtain the following bound.

Proposition 4.3 (indefinite kernel case). Suppose that Assumption 1 and 2 are satisfied, then we have ‖ f_{D̂} − f_D ‖ ρ_{Xμ} ⩽ 4κ 3(M + κ)λ^{− 34} S_2(D, λ)S_5(D, λ)S_6(D̂, λ)S_7(D̂, λ), (47)

where S_6(D̂, λ) = λ^{−1} ‖ ‖T^x_0 − T^{x̂}_0 ‖ ‖ + λ^{−1} ‖ ‖T̂^x_0 − T̂^{x̂}_0 ‖ ‖ + 1 and

S_7(D̂, λ) = (‖ ‖Ŝ_{∗0} y − S_{∗0} y ‖ ‖ K_0

+ ‖T̂^{x̂}_0 − T̂^x_0 ‖ ) + ‖f_D‖_{K0} (‖ ‖T^x_0 − T^{x̂}_0 ‖ ‖ + ‖ ‖T̂_{x0} − T̂_{x̂0} ‖ ‖) .

We can immediately obtain a general bound for the total error ‖f_{D̂} − f_ρ‖_{ρXμ} by combining Proposition 4.2, 4.3 with Lemma 4.5, which is essential for the derivation of our learning rates.

Proposition 4.4 (indefinite kernel case). Suppose that Assumption 1 and 2 are satisfied and Assumption 4 holds with some r ⩾^1_2 and g_ρ ∈ L^2_{ρXμ} , then we have ‖ f_{D̂} − f_ρ ‖ ρ_{Xμ} ⩽ 4κ 3(M+κ)S_2(D, λ)S_5(D, λ)S_6(D̂, λ)S_7(D̂, λ)+S_5(D, λ)Ξ_1(D, λ)+c_rλ^{min{1, r2 }}.

When K is positive semi-definite, we can make a different decomposition for the term ‖f_{D̂} − f_D‖_{ρXμ} as follows to refine the result.

Proposition 4.5 (positive semi-definite kernel case). Suppose that Assumption 1 and 2 are satisfied, then we have ‖ ‖f_{D̂} − f_D ‖ ‖_{ρXμ} ⩽ 2λ^{− 1}_4 S_2(D̂, λ) ‖ ‖Ŝ_{∗0} y − S_{∗0} y ‖ ‖ K_0

+ 6κMλ^{− 34} S_2(D̂, λ) ‖ ‖T̂_{x̂0} − T̂_{x0} ‖ ‖ , (48) where S_2(D̂, λ) = ‖ ‖ (√ λI + L_{K0} ) 1_2 (√

λI + T̂^{x̂}_0

)_− 1_2 ‖ ‖ .

Further, we can also bound ‖f_{D̂} − f_ρ‖_{ρXμ} with positive semi-definite kernels by combining Proposition 4.5, Lemma 4.6 and Lemma 4.5.

Proposition 4.6 (positive semi-definite kernel case). Suppose that Assumption 1 and 2 are satisfied and Assumption 4 holds with some r > 0 and g_ρ ∈ L^2_{ρXμ} , then we have ‖ f_{D̂} − f_ρ ‖ ρ_{Xμ} ⩽ 2λ −^1_4 S 2(D̂, λ) ‖ ‖Ŝ^∗_0 y − S^∗_0 y ‖ ‖_{K0} + 6κMλ^{− 34} S2(D̂, λ) ‖ ‖T̂^{x̂}_0 − T̂^x_0 ‖ ‖ + 2S_1(D, λ)S^2_2 (D, λ) + S_2(D, λ)S^′_4(D, λ)‖g_ρ‖_{ρXμ} λ^{r2} + c_rλ^{min{1, r2 }}.

(49)

5 Proof of Main Results

We prove our finite sample bounds and learning rates of algorithm (6) in this section. In the following, we need estimate those terms in Proposition 4.4 and 4.6 to derive Theorem 1 and 2 for different regularity indexes r. Afterwards, we present the proof of Corollary 1 and 2 which present explicit learning rates with proper λ and N. To this end, first we need the bounds for S_i(D, λ)(i = 1, 2, 4, 5) which are crucial in our error analysis and can be found in [19].

Lemma 5.1. Suppose that Assumption 1 and 2 are satisfied. Then for any 0 < δ < 1, with probability at least 1 − δ, there holds S_1(D, λ) ⩽ c_λB_{m,λ} log 4 δ + ‖f_ρ − f_λ‖_{ρXμ} , (50) where c_λ = (M + ‖f_λ‖_∞) κ^{−1}.

Probabilistic bound of S_1(D, λ) in [19] is based on the moment assumption concerning the output y. For the sake of completeness, we give the proof in Appendix for bounded y, which leads to a different c_λ.

Lemma 5.2. For any 0 < δ < 1, with probability at least 1 − δ, there holds

S_2(D, λ) ≤ 1 + λ^{− 14} B_{m,λ} log 2 δ . (51)

Lemma 5.3. Under Assumption 3 with r > 0, if 0 < r <^1_2 , then

S^′_4(D, λ) ⩽ 2λ^{− 34} .

If r ⩾^1_2 , then

S^′_4(D, λ) ⩽ 2^{r+1} ‖ ‖( √ λI + T̂^x_0 )^{−1}( √ λI + L_{K0} ) ‖ ‖^{r−} 1 2 λ^r2^{−1}, if^1_2 ⩽ r ⩽^3_2 , (2r − 1)κ^{2r−3} [ ‖L_{K1} − T^x_1 ‖λ^{− 3}4 + λ^{min{0, r}2^{−1}} ] , if r >^3_2 .

Lemma 5.4. Let δ ∈ (0, 1) and

Θ_1(D, λ) = ‖ ‖ ‖ ( λI + T̂^x_0 T̂^x_0

)_− 3_4 T̂^x_0 (T̂^x_0 − T^x_0 ) ( λI + T̂^x_0 T̂^x_0

)_− 1_4 ‖ ‖ ‖ . (52)

If m ⩾ 2 and c(t)κ^4 ( log^{2m}_δ m )_2

⩽ λ ⩽ κ^4 with 0 < t ⩽ 1 4 where c(t) = 4(1 + t/3)^2t^{−4}, then Θ_1(D, λ) ⩽ 2 √ 2t(1 − t)^{−1} < 1 holds with probability at least 1 − δ. Further,

S_5(D, λ) ⩽ 1 + 2λ^{− 14} S_2(D, λ)Θ_2(D, λ) + 2 [1 − Θ_1(D, λ)]^{−1} [ λ^{− 14} S_2(D, λ)Θ_2(D, λ)

]_2 , (53)

where

Θ_2(D, λ) = ‖ ‖ ‖ (√ λI + L_{K1} )_− 1_2

(T^x_1 − L_{K1} ) ‖ ‖ ‖ + ‖ ‖ ‖ (√ λI + L_{K0} )_− 1_2

(T^x_0 − L_{K0} ) ‖ ‖ ‖ .

S_2(D, λ) and S_5(D, λ) are estimated through the second order decomposition on the difference of operator inverses. All of these proofs of Lemma 5.2-5.4 can be found in [19]. We now turn to the proof of Theorem 1 based on the results above.

5.1 Proof of Theorem 1

In this case we assume Assumption 4 holds with some r ⩾^1_2 to guarantee the uniform bound of ‖f_D‖_{K0} . Based on (36), there holds ‖f_λ‖_∞ ⩽ sup_{μx∈Xμ} √ K_0(μ_x, μ_x)‖f_λ‖_{K0} = κ‖(λI + L^2_{K0} )^{−1}L^{2+r}_{K0} g_ρ‖_{K0} = κ ‖ ‖ ‖ ( λI + L^2_{K0} )_{−1} L^{32 +r}_{K0} L^{12}_{K0} g_ρ ‖ ‖ ‖_{K0} ⩽ κ^{2r} ‖g^ρ‖ρX_μ , where the last inequality follows from ‖ ‖(λI + L^2_{K0} )^{−1} L^32^{+r}_{K0} ‖ ‖ ≤ ‖ ‖ ( λI + L^2_{K0} )_{−1} L^2_{K0} ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖L^{r− 1}2_{K0} ‖ ‖ ⩽ κ^{2r−1}. (54) We substitute these estimates into bound (50), then for any 0 < δ < 1, there exists a subset D^m_{δ,1} of D^m with measure at most δ such that S_1(D, λ) ⩽ c_ρκ^{2r−1}B_{m,λ} log 4 δ + c_rλ^{min}{^{1, r2} }, ∀z ∈ Z^m\Z^m_{δ,1}, where c_ρ = M + ‖g_ρ‖_{ρXμ} .

Lemma 5.2 implies that there exists another subset D^{′m}_{δ,2} of D^m with measure at most^δ_2 such that

S^2 (D, λ) ⩽ ‖ ‖ (√ λI + L_{K0} ) (√ λI + T̂^x_0 )_{−1}‖ ‖ ⩽ [ 1 + λ^{− 14} B_{m,λ} log 4 δ ]_2 . In the proof of Lemma 5.4, there exists a subset D^m_{δ,2} with measure at most^δ_2 such that for D ∈ D^m\D^m_{δ,2}, S_2(D, λ) = ‖ ‖ ‖ (√ λI + L_{K0} ) 1_2 (√

λI + T̂^x_0

)_− 1_2 ‖ ‖ ‖ ≤ (1 − t)^− 1 2

provided that c(t)κ^4

(_{log 4mδ} m )_2

⩽ λ ⩽ κ^4 with 0 < t ⩽^1_4 .

By Lemma 4.2 there exists a third subset D^m_{δ,3} of D^m with measure at most^δ_2 such that

‖T^x_1 − L_{K1} ‖ ⩽

4κ^2 √ m log 4 δ , ∀D ∈ D^m\D^m_{δ,3}. Further, S^′_4(D, λ) can be bounded by Lemma 5.3. Specifically, S^′_4(D, λ) ⩽ 2^{r+1} [ 1 + λ^{− 1}4 B_{m,λ} log^4_δ ]_{2r−1} λ^r2^{−1}, if^1_2 ⩽ r ⩽^3_2 and D ∈ D^m\D^{′m}_{δ,2}, (8r − 4)κ^{2r−1} [ m^{− 1}2 λ^{− 3}4 log^4_δ + λ^{min}{^{0, r2 −1}} ] , if r >^3_2 and D ∈ D^m\D^m_{δ,3}.

Next we need to estimate Θ_2(D, λ) in Lemma 5.4 to bound S_5(D, λ). Lemma 4.2 guarantees the existence of two subsets D^m_{δ,4} and D^m_{δ,5} of D^m with each measure at most^δ_2 such that ‖ ‖ ‖ (√ λI + L_{K0} )_− 1_2

(T^x_0 − L_{K0} ) ‖ ‖ ⩽ B_{m,λ} log 4 δ , ∀D ∈ D^m\D^m_{δ,4}, ‖ ‖ ‖ (√ λI + L_{K1} )_− 1_2

(T^x_1 − L_{K1} ) ‖ ‖ ‖ ⩽ B^{m,λ} log 4 δ , ∀D ∈ D^m\D^m_{δ,5}.

which implies Θ_2(D, λ) ⩽ 2B_{m,λ} log 4 δ , ∀D ∈ D^m\(D^m_{δ,4} ∪ D^m_{δ,5}). Moreover, Lemma 5.4 ensures that when c(t)κ^4

(_{log 4mδ} m )_2

⩽ λ ⩽ κ^4 with 0 < t ⩽^1_4 ,

Θ_1(D, λ) ⩽ 2 √ 2t(1 − t)^{−1} < 1, ∀D ∈ D^m\Z^m_{δ,2}. Substituting these bounds of Θ_1(D, λ), Θ_2(D, λ) and S_2(D, λ) into (53), we obtain that with the choice of λ,

S_5(D, λ) ⩽ c^′(t)(log 4 δ )^2 ( 1 + λ^{− 14} B_{m,λ}

)_2 , ∀D ∈ D^m\ ( D^m_{δ,2} ∪ D^m_{δ,4} ∪ D^m_{δ,5} )

where c^′(t) = 1 + 4(1 − t)^{− 1}2 + 8[1 − (2 √ 2 + 1)t]^{−1}. In addition, we can bound Ξ_1(D, λ) in Proposition 4.2 by combining the above estimates together. When^1_2 ⩽ r ⩽^3_2 , there holds

Ξ_1(D, λ) ⩽ 2 ( c_ρκ^{2r−1}B_{m,λ} log 4 δ + c_rλ^{r2} ) (1 − t)^{−1} + 2^{r+1}· ( 1 + λ^{− 14} B_{m,λ} log 4 δ )_{2r−1} (1 − t)^{− 12} ‖g_ρ‖_{ρX} λ^{r2}

⩽ c^′_1(1 − t)^{−1} ( 1 + λ^{− 14} B_{m,λ} )_{2r−1} (log 4 δ )^{2r}(B_{m,λ} + λ^{r2} ), for D ∈ D^m\ ( D^m_{δ,1} ∪ D^m_{δ,2} ∪ D^{′m}_{δ,2} ) where c^′_1 = 2c_ρκ^{2r−1} + 2^{r+1} ‖g_ρ‖_{ρXμ} + 2c_r.

When r >^3_2 , there holds

Ξ_1(D, λ) ⩽ 2 ( c_ρκ^{2r−1}B_{m,λ} log 4 δ + c_rλ^{min}{^{1, r2} } ) (1 − t)^{−1} + (8r − 4)κ^{2r−1}· ( λ^{14} m^{− 12} log 4 δ + λ^{min}{^{1, r2} } ) (1 − t)^{− 12} ‖g_ρ‖_{ρX}

⩽ c^′_2 (1 − t)^{−1} log 4 δ ( B_{m,λ} + λ^{14} m^{− 12} + λ^{min}{^{1, r2} } ) , for D ∈ D^m\ ( D^m_{δ,1} ∪ D^m_{δ,2} ∪ D^m_{δ,3} ) where c^′_2 = 2c_ρκ^{2r−1} + (8r − 4)κ^{2r−1} ‖g_ρ‖_{ρX} + 2c_r.

To derive the explicit result of ‖ ‖f_{D̂} − f_D ‖ ‖_{ρXμ} in Proposition 4.3, we need to bound ‖f_D‖_{K0} first.

Proposition 5.1. Suppose that Assumption 2 is satisfied with κ ⩾ 1 and Assumption 4 holds with some r ⩾^1_2 , then we have

‖f_D‖_{K0} ⩽ S_5(D, λ)Ξ_2(D, λ) + c^′_rλ^{min{1, 2r−14 }} + κ^{2r−1}‖g_ρ‖_{ρXμ} , (55)

where Ξ_2(D, λ) = 2λ^{− 1}4 S_1(D, λ)S_2(D, λ) + λ^34 ‖g_ρ‖_{ρXμ} S^′_4(D, λ).

We can bound the term Ξ_2(D, λ) in Proposition 5.1 in a similar way. When^1_2 ⩽ r ⩽^3_2 , for D ∈ D^m\ ( D^m_{δ,1} ∪ D^m_{δ,2} ∪ D^{′m}_{δ,2} ) , there holds

Ξ_2(D, λ) ⩽ c^′_1(1 − t)^{− 12} ( 1 + λ^{− 14} B_{m,λ} )_{2r−1} ( log 4 δ )_{2r} ( λ^{− 14} B_{m,λ} + λ^{r2 − 14} ) .

When r >^3_2 , for D ∈ Z^m\ ( D^m_{δ,1} ∪ D^m_{δ,2} ∪ D^m_{δ,3} ) , there holds

Ξ_2(D, λ) ⩽ c^′_2(1 − t)^{− 12} log 4 δ ( λ^{− 14} B_{m,λ} + m^{− 12} + λ^{min}{^{34 , r2 − 14} } ) . Recall that h = min{h_1, h_2} and h^′ = max{h_1, h_2} in Theorem 1. Then we can derive a probabilistic bound of ‖ ‖f_{D̂} − f_D ‖ ‖_{ρXμ} by substituting the bounds of S_2(D, λ), S_5(D, λ),

‖f_D‖_{K0} and lemma 4.4 into Proposition 4.3. When^1_2 ⩽ r ⩽^3_2 , there holds with probability at least 1 − 3δ − me^{−θ} ‖ ‖f_{D̂} − f_D ‖ ‖_{ρXμ} ⩽ c^′_1(t)(log 4 δ )^{2r+4}(1 + λ^{− 14} B_{m,λ})^{2r+4}λ^{− 34} N^{− h2} (1 + √ θ)^{h′} · [ 1 + λ^{−1}N^{− h2} (1 + √ θ)^{h′} ] ( 1 + ‖g_ρ‖_{ρXμ} + λ^{r2 − 14} ) , with c^′_1(t) = 2^{h′+4}κ^{2r+3}L(κ + M)^2(c^′_1 + c^′_r)(B h1 2 k + B h2 2 k )[1 + L(B h1 2 k + B h2 2 k )][c^′(t)]^2(1 − t)^{−1}.

When r >^3_2 , there holds with probability at least 1 − 3δ − me^{−θ} ‖ ‖f_{D̂} − f_D ‖ ‖_{ρXμ} ⩽ c^′_2(t)(log 4 δ )^5(1 + λ^{− 14} B_{m,λ})^5λ^{− 34} N^{− h2} (1 + √ θ)^{h′} · [ 1 + λ^{−1}N^{− h2} (1 + √ θ)^{h′} ] ( 2 + ‖g_ρ‖_{ρXμ} + λ^{min}{^{34 , r2 − 14} } ) . with c^′_2(t) = 2^{h′+4}κ^{2r+3}L(κ + M)^2(c^′_2 + c^′_r)(B h1 2 k + B h2 2 k )[1 + L(B h1 2 k + B h2 2 k )][c^′(t)]^2(1 − t)^{−1}.

Finally we can combine the bounds of ‖ ‖f_{D̂} − f_D ‖ ‖_{ρXμ} , Ξ_1(D, λ) and S_5(D, λ) together to

verify the results in Theorem 1 by scaling 3δ to δ and me^{−θ} to e^{−γ} . When^1_2 ⩽ r ⩽^3_2 , there holds with probability at least 1 − δ − e^{−γ}

‖f_{D̂} − f_ρ‖_{ρXμ} ⩽ c_1(log 12 δ )^{2r+4}(1 + λ^{− 14} B_{m,λ})^{2r+4} [ B_{m,λ} + λ^{r2} + λ^{− 34} N^{− h2} (1 + √ log m + γ)^{h′} ] [ 1 + λ^{−1}N^{− h2} (1 + √ log m + γ)^{h′} ] ( 1 + ‖g_ρ‖_{ρXμ} + λ^{r2 − 14} ) , where c_1 = c^′(t)(1 − t)^{−1}c^′_1 + c_r + c^′_1(t).

When r >^3_2 , there holds with probability at least 1 − δ − e^{−γ}

‖f_{D̂} − f_ρ‖_{ρXμ} ⩽ c_2(log 12 δ )^5(1 + λ^{− 14} B_{m,λ})^5· [ B_{m,λ} + λ^{14} m^{− 12} + λ^{min}{^{1, r2} } + λ^{− 34} N^{− h2} (1 + √ log m + γ)^{h′} ] · [ 1 + λ^{−1}N^{− h2} (1 + √ log m + γ)^{h′} ] ( 2 + ‖g_ρ‖_{ρXμ} + λ^{min}{^{34 , r2 − 14} } ) , where c_2 = c^′(t)(1 − t)^{−1}c^′_2 + c_r + c^′_2(t).

5.2 Proof of Corollary 1

Recall the values of λ in (19), first we need choose m sufficiently large such that

κ^4c(t) log^2(12m/δ)m^{−2} ⩽ λ = κ^4m^{−β} ⩽ κ^4, where the right hand side above holds clearly and the left hand side is equivalent to

m^{2−β} ⩾ c(t) log^2(12m/δ).

It is sufficient to guarantee that 1 2 m^{2−β} ⩾ 2c(t) log^2(12/δ), 1 2 m^{2−β} ⩾ 2c(t) log^2 m ⇔ 1 2 m^{2−β2} ⩾ 2c(t)m^{− 2−β2} log^2 m,

hold simultaneously. With simply derivative calculation, we have m^{− 2−β}2 (log m)^2 ⩽ 16e^{−2}(2− β)^{−2}. Hence we only choose m such that

m ⩾ max {[ 4c(t) (log 12/δ)^2 ] 1_{2−β} , [ 2^{12}e^{−4}(2 − β)^{−4}c^2(t) ] 1_{2−β} } .

Recall that the polynomial decaying condition (17) in Assumption 5 implies N (λ) ⩽ αc_α α−1 λ^{− 1}α and λ = κ^4m^{− 2α2αr+1} for^1_2 ⩽ r ⩽ 2. Then we have

B_{m,λ} = 2κ √ m { κ √ mλ^14 + √ N (λ^12 ) } ⩽ 2 ( κ + √ c^′_ακ^{1+ 2α} ) m^{− αr2αr+1} , and 1 + λ^{− 14} B_{m,λ} ⩽ 1 + 2 ( 1 + √ c^′_ακ^{2α} ) . For r > 2, we have B_{m,λ} ⩽ 2 ( κ + √ c^′_ακ^{1+ 2α} ) m^{− 2α4α+1} and 1 + λ^{− 14} B_{m,λ} ⩽ 1 + 2 ( 1 + √ c^′_ακ^{2α} ) . With N taken values as (20), there holds

λ^{− 34} N^{− h2} (1 + √ log m + γ)^{h′} ⩽ κ^{−3}(log m)^{h′−h2} m^{− α min{r,2}2α min{r,2}+1} ( 1 √ log m + √ γ + log m log m )_h^′

⩽ (log m)^{h′−h2} ( 1 + √ 1 + γ )_h′ m^{− α min{r,2}} 2α min{r,2}+1 , and

λ^{−1}N^{− h2} (1 + √ log m + γ)^{h′} ⩽ κ^{−4}(log m)^{h′−h2} m^− α min{r− 12 , 32 } 2α min{r,2}+1 ( 1 √ log m + √ γ + log m log m )_h^′

⩽ (log m)^{h′−h2} ( 1 + √ 1 + γ )_h′ , provided m ⩾ 3. Putting these estimates into (14), we obtain the desired bounds (21) with

~c_1 = 2c_1(3 + 2 √ c^′_ακ^{2α} )^{2r+4}[1 + κ^{2r} + 2(κ + √ c^′_ακ^{1+ 2α} )](1 + ‖g_ρ‖_{ρXμ} + κ^{2r−1}),

~c_2 = 2c_2(3 + 2 √ c^′_ακ^{2α} )^5[1 + κ + κ^{max{2r,4}} + 2(κ + √ c^′_ακ^{1+ 2α} )](2 + ‖g_ρ‖_{ρXμ} + κ^{max{2r−1,3}}).

5.3 Proof of Theorem 2

Recall that when K is positive semi-definite, there holds h_1 = h_2 = h in Assumption 3. We prove Theorem 2 in the following by estimating the terms in Proposition 4.6 for different regularity index r. To this end, first we provide an upper bound of the term S_2(D̂, λ) in Proposition 4.5.

Proposition 5.2. Assume Assumption 1, 2 and 3 are satisfied. Then with probability at least 1 − δ − me^{−θ} there hold ‖ ‖ ‖ (√ λI + L_{K0} )_− 1_2 (

T̂^{x̂}_0 − L_{K0} )‖ ‖ ⩽ κL(1 + √ θ)^h 2^{h+2}2 B^{h2}_k

λ^14 N^h2

+ B_{m,λ} log 2 δ (56) and ‖ ‖ ‖ (√ λI + L_{K0} ) 1_2 (√ λI + T̂^{x̂}_0

)_− 1_2 ‖ ‖ ‖ ⩽ 1 + κL(1 + √ θ)^h 2^{h+2}2 B^{h2}_k

λ^12 N^h2

+ λ^{− 14} B_{m,λ} log 2 δ . (57)

Hence by applying Lemma 4.4 and Proposition 4.5, 5.2, for any 0 < δ < 1, θ > 0, with probability at least 1 −^δ_2 − me^{−θ} there holds

‖f_{D̂} − f_D‖_{ρXμ} ⩽ (12κ^2 + 2)LM log 4 δ (1 + √ θ)^h(2B_k)^h2

λ^34 N^h2 A_{m,N,λ}. (58)

Next, we give the bound for the term ‖f_D − f_λ‖_{ρXμ} . Note that S_3(D, λ) = S^′_3(D, λ) and S_4(D, λ) = S^′_4(D, λ) in Lemma 4.6 when K is positive semi-definite. Then we have ‖f_D − f_λ‖_{ρXμ} ⩽ 2S_1(D, λ)S^2_2 (D, λ) + S_2(D, λ)S^′_4(D, λ)‖g_ρ‖_{ρXμ} λ^{r2} . Under Assumption 4 with r > 0, there holds ‖f_λ‖_∞ ⩽ sup_{μx∈Xμ} √ K_0(μ_x, μ_x)‖f_λ‖_{K0} = κ‖(λI + L^2_{K0} )^{−1}L^{2+r}_{K0} g_ρ‖_{K0} = κ ‖ ‖(λI + L^2_{K0} )^{−1} L^32^{+r}_{K0} L^12_{K0} g_ρ ‖ ‖ K_0

⩽ κ^{max{1,2r}} ‖g_ρ‖_{ρX} λ^{min}{^{0, r2 − 14} }

where the last inequality follows from the bound (54) if r ⩾^1_2 and ‖ ‖ ‖ ( λI + L^2_{K0} )_{−1} L^{32 +r}_{K0} ‖ ‖ ‖ ⩽ ‖ ‖ ( λI + L^2_{K0}

)_− 1_{4 +} r_2 ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ( λI + L^2_{K0}

)_− 3_{4 −} r_2 L^{32 +r}_{K0} ‖ ‖ ‖ ⩽ λ r 2 −^1_4 , if 0 < r < 1 2 . (59) We can derive that

S_1(D, λ) ⩽ c_ρκ^{max{0,2r−1}}λ^{min}{^{0, r2 − 14} }B_{m,λ} log 4 δ + c_rλ^{min}{^{1, r2} }, ∀z ∈ D^m\D^m_{δ,1}. It follows from the proof of Theorem 1 that there exists subsets D^m_{δ,ℓ}(ℓ = 2, 3) with ρ(D^m_{δ,ℓ}) ⩽^δ_2 such that for D ∈ D^m\(D^m_{δ,1} ∪ D^m_{δ,2}), ‖f_D − f_λ‖_{ρXμ} can be bounded as

c^′_0 ( 1 + λ^{− 1}4 B_{m,λ}

)_3 (

log^4_δ

)_3

λ^r2 , if 0 < r <^1_2 ,

c^′_1 ( 1 + λ^{− 1}4 B_{m,λ} )_{2 max{1,r}} ( log^4_δ )_{max{3,2r+1}} ( B_{m,λ} + λ^r2 ) if^1_2 ⩽ r ⩽^3_2 , ,

(60) and for D ∈ Z^m\ ( D^m_{δ,1} ∪ D^m_{δ,2} ∪ D^m_{δ,3} ) and r >^3_2 , ‖f_D − f_λ‖_{ρXμ} ⩽ c^′_2 ( 1 + λ^{− 14} B_{m,λ}

)_2 ( log 4 δ )_3 (

B_{m,λ} + λ^{14} m^{− 12} + λ^{min}{^{1, r2} } ) , (61)

where c^′_0 = 2(c_ρ + ‖g_ρ‖_{ρXμ} ) + 2c_r.

Finally, by combining (58), (60) with Lemma 4.5 and applying the error decomposition (32), we can verify the desired bounds by scaling^{3δ}_2 to δ and me^{−θ} to e^{−γ} , while the last case can be verified by combining the bound of (58) and (61) and scaling 2δ to δ.

5.4 Proof of Corollary 2

With the values of λ given by (19), for 0 < r ⩽ 2 we have B_{m,λ} = 2κ √ m { κ √ mλ^14 + √ N (λ^12 ) } ⩽ 2(κ^2 + κ √ c)m^− α max{ 12 ,r} α max{1,2r}+1 , and λ^{− 14} B_{m,λ} ⩽ 2(κ^2 + κ √ c). Substituting the values of λ and N into the error bounds (22) yields that when 0 < r ⩽^1_2 ,

λ^{− 34} N^{− h2} ( 1 + √ γ + log m )_h = m^{− αrα+1} ( 1 √ log m + √ γ + log m

log m )_h ⩽ ( 1 + √ 1 + γ )_h m^{− αrα+1} , and λ^{− 12} N^{− h2} ( 1 + √ γ + log m )_h ⩽ ( 1 + √ 1 + γ )_h . Then we have ‖ ‖f_{D̂} − f_ρ ‖ ‖_{ρXμ} ⩽ ~d_0 ( log 12 δ )_3 ( 1 + √ 1 + γ )_{4h} m^{− αrα+1} , where ~d_0 = 2d_0[1 + 2(κ^2 + κ √ c) + 2κL(2B_k)^h2 ]^3.

Similarly, when^1_2 < r ⩽^3_2 , there holds ‖ f_{D̂} − f_ρ ‖ ρ_{Xμ} ⩽ ~d_1 ( log 12 δ )_{max{3,2r+1}} ( 1 + √ 1 + γ )_{h max{3,2r+1}} m^{− αr2αr+1} , where ~d_1 = 6d_1(κ^2 + κ √ c)[1 + 2(κ^2 + κ √ c) + 2κL(2B_k)^h2 ]^{2 max{1,r}}.

When^3_2 < r ⩽ 2, we can also obtain that ‖ ‖f_{D̂} − f_ρ ‖ ‖_{ρXμ} ⩽ d_2A^2_{m,N,λ} ( log 16 δ )_3 [

B_{m,λ} + λ^{14} m^{− 12} + λ^{r2} + λ^{− 34} N^{− h2} ( 1 + √ γ + log m )_h]

⩽d_2 [ 1 + 2(κ^2 + κ √ c) + 2κL(2B_k )^{h2}

]_3 ( log 16 δ )_3 ( 1 + √ 1 + γ )_{3h} ( m^{− αr2αr+1} + m^{− α+2αr+14αr+2} + m^{− αr2αr+1} + m^{− αr2αr+1} ) ⩽ ~d_2 ( log 16 δ )_3 ( 1 + √ 1 + γ )_{3h} m^{− αr2αr+1} , where ~d_2 = 4d_2 [ 1 + 2(κ^2 + κ √ c) + 2κL(2B_k)^h2

]_3 . For r > 2, we have

B_{m,λ} ⩽ 2(κ^2 + κ √ c)m^{− 2α4α+1} and ‖ ‖f_{D̂} − f_ρ ‖ ‖_{ρXμ} ⩽ ~d_2 ( log 16 δ )_3 ( 1 + √ 1 + γ )_{3h} m^{− 2α4α+1} . Finally, we complete the proof of Corollary 2 by combining the above results.

References

[1] M. Balog, I. Tolstikhin, and B. Schölkopf. Differentially private database release via kernel mean embeddings. In Proceedings of the 35th International Conference on Machine Learning, pages 414–422. PMLR, July 2018.

[2] F. Bauer, S. Pereverzev, and L. Rosasco. On regularization algorithms in learning theory.

Journal of Complexity, 23(1):52–72, Feb. 2007.

[3] B. Boots, A. Gretton, and G. J. Gordon. Hilbert space embeddings of predictive state representations. In Proceedings of the Twenty-Ninth Conference on Uncertainty in Artificial Intelligence, UAI’13, pages 92–101, Arlington, Virginia, USA, Aug. 2013. AUAI Press.

[4] A. Caponnetto and E. De Vito. Optimal rates for the regularized least-squares algorithm.

Foundations of Computational Mathematics, 7(3):331–368, July 2007.

[5] L. Carratino, A. Rudi, and L. Rosasco. Learning with sgd and random features. In Proceedings of the 32nd International Conference on Neural Information Processing Systems, NIPS’18, page 10213–10224, Red Hook, NY, USA, 2018. Curran Associates Inc.

[6] A. Chatalic, V. Schellekens, F. Houssiau, Y. A. de Montjoye, L. Jacques, and R. Gribonval. Compressive learning with privacy guarantees. Information and Inference: A Journal of the IMA, 11(1):251–305, Mar. 2022.

[7] Z. Chen, K. Zhang, L. Chan, and B. Schölkopf. Causal discovery via reproducing kernel hilbert space embeddings. Neural Computation, 26(7):1484–1517, July 2014.

[8] F. Cucker and D. X. Zhou. Learning Theory: An Approximation Theory Viewpoint.

Cambridge University Press, Mar. 2007.

[9] T. G. Dietterich, R. H. Lathrop, and T. Lozano-Pérez. Solving the multiple instance problem with axis-parallel rectangles. Artificial Intelligence, 89(1):31–71, Jan. 1997.

[10] S. Dong and W. Sun. Distributed learning and distribution regression of coefficient regularization. Journal of Approximation Theory, 263:105523, Mar. 2021.

[11] D. R. Dooly, Q. Zhang, S. A. Goldman, and R. A. Amar. Multiple-instance learning of real-valued data. Journal of Machine Learning Research, 3(Dec):651–678, 2002.

[12] J. Fan, F. Lv, and L. Shi. An rkhs approach to estimate individualized treatment rules based on functional predictors. Mathematical Foundations of Computing, 2(2):169, 2019.

[13] Z. Fang, Z.-C. Guo, and D.-X. Zhou. Optimal learning rates for distribution regression.

Journal of Complexity, 56:101426, Feb. 2020.

[14] J. Fujii, M. Fujii, T. Furuta, and R. Nakamoto. Norm inequalities equivalent to heinz inequality. Proceedings of the American Mathematical Society, 118(3):827–830, 1993.

[15] K. Fukumizu, A. Gretton, X. Sun, and B. Schölkopf. Kernel measures of conditional dependence. In Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, volume 20. Curran Associates, Inc., 2007.

[16] A. Gretton, K. M. Borgwardt, M. J. Rasch, B. Schölkopf, and A. Smola. A kernel two-sample test. Journal of Machine Learning Research, 13(25):723–773, 2012.

[17] X. Guo, L. Li, and Q. Wu. Modeling interactive components by coordinate kernel polynomial models. Mathematical Foundations of Computing, 3(4):263, 2020.

[18] Z.-C. Guo, S.-B. Lin, and D.-X. Zhou. Learning theory of distributed spectral algorithms.

Inverse Problems, 33(7):074009, 2017.

[19] Z.-C. Guo and L. Shi. Optimal rates for coefficient-based regularized regression. Applied and Computational Harmonic Analysis, 47(3):662–701, Nov. 2019.

[20] Z.-C. Guo and D.-X. Zhou. Concentration estimates for learning with unbounded sampling. Advances in Computational Mathematics, 38(1):207–223, Jan. 2013.

[21] S.-B. Lin, X. Guo, and D.-X. Zhou. Distributed learning with regularized least squares.

The Journal of Machine Learning Research, 18(1):3202–3232, Jan. 2017.

[22] L. Ma, L. Shi, and Z. Wu. Nyström subsampling method for coefficient-based regularized regression. Inverse Problems, 35(7):075002, 2019.

[23] O. Maron and T. Lozano-Pérez. A framework for multiple-instance learning. In Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, volume 10. MIT Press, 1997.

[24] K. Muandet, D. Balduzzi, and B. Schölkopf. Domain generalization via invariant feature representation. In Proceedings of the 30th International Conference on Machine Learning, pages 10–18. PMLR, Feb. 2013.

[25] K. Muandet, K. Fukumizu, B. Sriperumbudur, and B. Schölkopf. Kernel mean embedding of distributions: A review and beyond. Foundations and Trends® in Machine Learning, 10(1-2):1–141, June 2017.

[26] N. Muecke. Stochastic gradient descent meets distribution regression. In Proceedings of The 24th International Conference on Artificial Intelligence and Statistics, pages 2143– 2151. PMLR, Mar. 2021.

[27] J. Oliva, W. Neiswanger, B. Poczos, J. Schneider, and E. Xing. Fast distribution to real regression. In Proceedings of the Seventeenth International Conference on Artificial Intelligence and Statistics, pages 706–714. PMLR, Apr. 2014.

[28] C. S. Ong, A. J. Smola, and R. C. Williamson. Learning the kernel with hyperkernels.

Journal of Machine Learning Research, 6(36):1043–1071, 2005.

[29] I. F. Pinelis and A. I. Sakhanenko. Remarks on inequalities for large deviation probabilities. Theory of Probability & Its Applications, 30(1):143–148, Mar. 1986.

[30] B. Poczos, A. Singh, A. Rinaldo, and L. Wasserman. Distribution-free distribution regression. In Proceedings of the Sixteenth International Conference on Artificial Intelligence and Statistics, pages 507–515. PMLR, Apr. 2013.

[31] F.-M. Schleif and P. Tino. Indefinite proximity learning: A review. Neural Computation, 27(10):2039–2096, 2015.

[32] B. Schölkopf, R. Herbrich, and A. J. Smola. A generalized representer theorem. In D. Helmbold and B. Williamson, editors, Computational Learning Theory, Lecture Notes in Computer Science, pages 416–426, Berlin, Heidelberg, 2001. Springer.

[33] L. Shi. Learning theory estimates for coefficient-based regularized regression. Applied and Computational Harmonic Analysis, 34(2):252–265, Mar. 2013.

[34] L. Shi. Distributed learning with indefinite kernels. Analysis and Applications, 17(06):947–975, 2019.

[35] L. Shi, Y.-L. Feng, and D.-X. Zhou. Concentration estimates for learning with ℓ_1- regularizer and data dependent hypothesis spaces. Applied and Computational Harmonic Analysis, 31(2):286–302, 2011.

[36] S. Smale and D.-X. Zhou. Estimating the approximation error in learning theory. Analysis and Applications, 01(01):17–41, Jan. 2003.

[37] S. Smale and D.-X. Zhou. Learning theory estimates via integral operators and their approximations. Constructive Approximation, 26(2):153–172, Aug. 2007.

[38] A. Smola, A. Gretton, L. Song, and B. Schölkopf. A hilbert space embedding for distributions. In M. Hutter, R. A. Servedio, and E. Takimoto, editors, Algorithmic Learning Theory, Lecture Notes in Computer Science, pages 13–31, Berlin, Heidelberg, 2007. Springer.

[39] L. Song, B. Boots, S. M. Siddiqi, G. Gordon, and A. Smola. Hilbert space embeddings of hidden markov models. In Proceedings of the 27th International Conference on International Conference on Machine Learning, ICML’10, pages 991–998, Madison, WI, USA, June 2010. Omnipress.

[40] L. Song, A. P. Parikh, and E. P. Xing. Kernel embeddings of latent tree graphical models.

In Proceedings of the 24th International Conference on Neural Information Processing Systems, NIPS’11, pages 2708–2716, Red Hook, NY, USA, Dec. 2011. Curran Associates Inc.

[41] I. Steinwart and A. Christmann. Support Vector Machines. Springer Science & Business Media, Sept. 2008.

[42] H. Sun and Q. Wu. Least square regression with indefinite kernels and coefficient regularization. Applied and Computational Harmonic Analysis, 30(1):96–109, Jan. 2011.

[43] Z. Szabo, A. Gretton, B. Poczos, and B. Sriperumbudur. Two-stage sampled learning theory on distributions. In Proceedings of the Eighteenth International Conference on Artificial Intelligence and Statistics, pages 948–957. PMLR, Feb. 2015.

[44] Z. Szabó, B. K. Sriperumbudur, B. Póczos, and A. Gretton. Learning theory for distribution regression. The Journal of Machine Learning Research, 17(1):5272–5311, Jan. 2016.

[45] H. Wendland. Scattered Data Approximation. Cambridge Monographs on Applied and Computational Mathematics. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 2004.

[46] Q. Wu. Regularization networks with indefinite kernels. Journal of Approximation Theory, 166:1–18, Feb. 2013.

[47] Z. Yu, D. W. C. Ho, Z. Shi, and D.-X. Zhou. Robust kernel-based distribution regression.

Inverse Problems, 37(10):105014, Oct. 2021.

[48] K. Zhang, J. Peters, D. Janzing, and B. Schölkopf. Kernel-based conditional independence test and application in causal discovery. In Proceedings of the Twenty-Seventh Conference on Uncertainty in Artificial Intelligence, UAI’11, pages 804–813, Arlington, Virginia, USA, July 2011. AUAI Press.

[49] K. Zhang, B. Schölkopf, K. Muandet, and Z. Wang. Domain adaptation under target and conditional shift. In Proceedings of the 30th International Conference on International Conference on Machine Learning - Volume 28, ICML’13, pages III–819–III–827, Atlanta, GA, USA, June 2013. JMLR.org.

6 Appendix

This section presents some detailed proofs of the operator representation of f_{D̂} and estimates stated in Section 4.

6.1 Proof of Proposition 4.1

The optimization scheme (6) can be represented by sampling operators mentioned in Section 4.1, i.e., f_{D̂} = mUŜ^∗_1 α_{D̂} with

α_{D̂} = arg min_{α∈Rm} { 1 m ‖ ‖mŜ_0UŜ_{∗1} α − y ‖ ‖^2 2 + λmα^T α } . This optimization problem is strictly convex, hence the stationary point is the unique solution. A direct derivation with respect to α yields

α_{D̂} = ( λI_m + Ŝ_1U^∗Ŝ^∗_0Ŝ_0UŜ^∗_1

)_{−1} 1 m Ŝ_1U^∗Ŝ^∗_0 y.

Further, we complete the proof by substituting the representations of T^{x̂} and T^{x̂}_∗ in (28),

f_{D̂} = mUŜ^∗_1 ( λI_m + Ŝ_1U^∗Ŝ^∗_0Ŝ_0UŜ^∗_1

)_{−1} 1 m Ŝ_1U^∗Ŝ^∗_0 y = ( λI + UŜ^∗_1Ŝ_1U^∗Ŝ^∗_0Ŝ_0 )_{−1} UŜ^∗_1Ŝ_1U^∗Ŝ^∗_0 y = ( λI + T^{x̂}T^{x̂}_∗ )_{−1} T^{x̂}U^∗Ŝ^∗_0 y.

Meanwhile, we can obtain the result in (7) with K̂_m = mŜ_0UŜ^∗_1 .

6.2 Proof of Proposition 4.3

This part aims at estimating the term ‖f_{D̂} − f_D‖_{ρXμ} corresponding to the difference between the first-stage sampling and the second-stage sampling. By (40) and (46), we can make a decomposition for f_{D̂} − f_D as

f_{D̂} − f_D = ( λI + T̂^{x̂}_0 T^{x̂}_0 )_{−1} T̂^{x̂}_0 Ŝ^∗_0 y − ( λI + T̂^x_0 T^x_0 )_{−1} T̂^x_0 S^∗_0 y = ( λI + T̂^{x̂}_0 T^{x̂}_0 )_{−1} T̂^{x̂}_0 ( Ŝ^∗_0 y − S^∗_0 y ) + [( λI + T̂^{x̂}_0 T^{x̂}_0 )_{−1} T̂^{x̂}_0 − ( λI + T̂^x_0 T^x_0 )_{−1} T̂^x_0 ] S^∗_0 y

It follows that ‖ ‖f_{D̂} − f_D ‖ ‖_{ρXμ} = ‖ ‖ ‖L 1 2 K_0 ( f_{D̂} − f_D ) ‖ ‖ ‖_{K0} ⩽ T^3 + T^4, (62)

where

T_3 = ‖ ‖L^12_{K0} ( λI + T̂^{x̂}_0 T^{x̂}_0 )_{−1} T̂^{x̂}_0 ( Ŝ^∗_0 y − S^∗_0 y )‖ ‖ K_0 , T_4 = ‖ ‖ ‖L 1 2 K_0 [( λI + T̂^{x̂}_0 T^{x̂}_0 )_{−1} T̂^{x̂}_0 − ( λI + T̂^x_0 T^x_0 )_{−1} T̂^x_0 ] S^∗_0 y ‖ ‖ ‖_{K0} . First let us introduce some basic estimates which can be utilized to bound T_3 and T_4.

Lemma 6.1. For λ > 0, we have ‖ ‖T^{x̂}_0 ( λI + T̂^{x̂}_0 T^{x̂}_0 )_{−1} T̂^{x̂}_0 ‖ ‖ ⩽ 2κ^4λ^{−1}, (63)

and ‖ ‖ ‖T^{x̂}_0 ( λI + T̂^{x̂}_0 T^{x̂}_0 )_{−1}‖ ‖ ⩽ 2κ^2λ^{−1}. (64)

Proof. We see that there holds ( λI + T̂^{x̂}_0 T^{x̂}_0 )_{−1} = 1 λ [ I − T̂^{x̂}_0 (T^{x̂}_0 )^{12} ( λI + (T^{x̂}_0 )^{12} T̂^{x̂}_0 (T^{x̂}_0 )^{12} )_{−1} (T^{x̂}_0 )^{12} ] . Further, ‖ ‖ ‖T^{x̂}0 ( λI + T̂^{x̂}_0 T^{x̂}_0 )_{−1} T̂^{x̂}_0 ‖ ‖ ‖ = 1 λ ‖ ‖ ‖T^{x̂}0

T̂^{x̂}_0 − (T^{x̂}_0 )^1_2 (T^{x̂}_0 )^1_2 T̂^{x̂}_0 (T^{x̂}_0 )^1_2 ( λI + (T^{x̂}_0 )^{12} T̂^{x̂}_0 (T^{x̂}_0 )^{12} )_{−1} (T^{x̂}_0 )^{12} T̂^{x̂}_0 ‖ ‖ ‖ ⩽ 1 λ [‖ ‖T_{x̂0} T̂_{x̂0} ‖ ‖ + ‖ ‖(T_{x̂0} )^1_2 ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖(T^{x̂}_0 )^1_2 T̂^{x̂}_0 (T^{x̂}_0 )^1_2 ( λI + (T^{x̂}_0 )^{12} T̂^{x̂}_0 (T^{x̂}_0 )^{12} )_{−1}‖ ‖ ‖ ‖(T_{x̂0} )^1_2 T̂_{x̂0} ‖ ‖ ]

⩽ 1 λ [‖ ‖ ‖T^{x̂}_0 ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖T̂^{x̂}_0 ‖ ‖ ‖ + ‖ ‖ ‖(T^{x̂}_0 )^{12} ‖ ‖ ‖^2 ‖ ‖ ‖T̂^{x̂}_0 ‖ ‖ ‖ ] ⩽ 2κ^4λ^{−1}.

Similarly, we have ‖ ‖ ‖T^{x̂}0 ( λI + T̂^{x̂}_0 T^{x̂}_0 )_{−1}‖ ‖ ‖ = 1 λ ‖ ‖ ‖T^{x̂}0 − (T^{x̂}0 ) 1 2 (T^{x̂}_0 )^{12} T̂^{x̂}_0 (T^{x̂}_0 )^{12} ( λI + (T^{x̂}_0 )^{12} T̂^{x̂}_0 (T^{x̂}_0 )^{12} )_{−1} (T^{x̂}_0 )^{12} ‖ ‖ ‖ ⩽ 1 λ [‖ ‖ ‖T^{x̂}_0 ‖ ‖ + ‖ ‖(T^{x̂}_0 )^{12} ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖(T^{x̂}_0 )^1_2 T̂^{x̂}_0 (T^{x̂}_0 )^1_2 ( λI + (T^{x̂}_0 )^{12} T̂^{x̂}_0 (T^{x̂}_0 )^{12} )_{−1}‖ ‖ ‖ ‖(T^{x̂}_0 )^{12} ‖ ‖ ]

⩽2κ^2λ^{−1}.

Now we are in a position to estimate T_3 and T_4. For convenience, let

A := λI + T̂^x_0 T^x_0 , Â := λI + T̂^{x̂}_0 T^{x̂}_0 .

Then we can make a decomposition for T_3 as

T_3 ⩽ T_{3.1} + T_{3.2}, (65)

where

T_{3.1} = ‖ ‖L^12_{K0} ( Â^{−1} − A^{−1} ) T̂^{x̂}_0 ( Ŝ^∗_0 y − S^∗_0 y )‖ ‖ K_0 , T_{3.2} = ‖ ‖L^12_{K0} A^{−1}T̂^{x̂}_0 ( Ŝ^∗_0 y − S^∗_0 y )‖ ‖ K_0 . Applying the identity Â^{−1} − A^{−1} = A^{−1}(A^{−1} − Â^{−1})Â^{−1} to T_{3.1} yields

T_{3.1} = ‖ ‖L^12_{K0} A^{−1} [ T̂^x_0 ( T^x_0 − T^{x̂}_0 ) + ( T̂^x_0 − T̂^{x̂}_0 ) T^{x̂}_0 ] Â^{−1}T̂^{x̂}_0 ( Ŝ^∗_0 y − S^∗_0 y )‖ ‖ K_0

⩽T_{3.1.1} + T_{3.1.2},

where

T_{3.1.1} = ‖ ‖L^12_{K0} A^{−1}T̂^x_0 ( T^x_0 − T^{x̂}_0 ) Â^{−1}T̂^{x̂}_0 ( Ŝ^∗_0 y − S^∗_0 y )‖ ‖ K_0 , T_{3.1.2} = ‖ ‖ ‖L 1 2 K_0 A −1 ( T̂^x_0 − T̂^{x̂}_0 ) T^{x̂}_0 Â^{−1}T̂^{x̂}_0 ( Ŝ^∗_0 y − S^∗_0 y )‖ ‖ ‖_{K0} . Considering that ‖L^{12}_{K0} ( √ λI + L_{K0} )^{− 1}2 ‖ ⩽ 1, we have ‖ ‖ ‖L 1 2 K_0 A

−1T̂^x_0 ‖ ‖ ‖ ⩽ ‖ ‖ ‖( √ λI + L_{K0} )^{12} ( √ λI + T̂^x_0 )^{− 12} ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖( √ λI + T̂^x_0 )^{12} A^{−1}T̂^x_0 ( √ λI + T̂^x_0 )^{12} ‖ ‖ ‖ · ‖ ‖( √ λI + T̂^x_0 )^{− 12} ‖ ‖ ⩽λ^{− 14} S_2(D, λ)S_3(D, λ) ⩽ 2λ^{− 14} S_2(D, λ)S_5(D, λ).

(66)

where the last inequality follows from (43) and (44). Combining the bound above and the

result derived by Lemma 4.3 that for λ > 0, ‖ ‖Â^{−1} ‖ ‖ = ‖ ‖ ( λI + T̂^{x̂}_0 T^{x̂}_0 )_{−1}‖ ‖ ⩽ 1 λ ( 1 + κ^2 √ λ ) ⩽ 2κ^2λ^{− 32} , (67)

we see that the term T_{3.1.1} can be further bounded as T_{3.1.1} ⩽ ‖ ‖L^12_{K0} A^{−1}T̂^x_0 ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖T_{x0} − T_{x̂0} ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖Â_{−1} ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖T̂_{x̂0} ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖Ŝ_{∗0} y − S_{∗0} y ‖ ‖ K_0

⩽2λ^{− 14} S_2(D, λ)S_5(D, λ) ‖ ‖T_{x0} − T_{x̂0} ‖ ‖ 2κ_2λ_−^3_2 κ_2 ‖ ‖Ŝ_{∗0} y − S_{∗0} y ‖ ‖ K_0

⩽4κ^4λ^{− 74} S_2(D, λ)S_5(D, λ) ‖ ‖ ‖T^x_0 − T^{x̂}_0 ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖Ŝ^∗_0 y − S^∗_0 y ‖ ‖ ‖_{K0} .

For the second term T_{3.1.2}, combining (63) and the fact that ‖ ‖ ‖L^12_{K0} A^{−1} ‖ ‖ ‖ ⩽ ‖ ‖( √ λI + L_{K0} )^{12} ( √ λI + T̂^x_0 )^{− 12} ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖( √ λI + T̂^x_0 )^{12} ( λI + T̂^x_0 T^x_0 )_{−1}‖ ‖ ⩽S_2(D, λ)S_5(D, λ) ‖ ‖ ‖( √ λI + T̂^x_0 )^{12} ( λI + T̂^x_0 T̂^x_0 )_{−1}‖ ‖ ‖ ⩽2λ^{− 34} S_2(D, λ)S_5(D, λ),

(68)

we can derive T_{3.1.2} ⩽ ‖ ‖ ‖L 1 2 K_0 A −1 ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖T̂_{x0} − T̂_{x̂0} ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖T_{x̂0} Â_{−1}T̂_{x̂0} ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖Ŝ_{∗0} y − S_{∗0} y ‖ ‖ K_0

⩽2λ^{− 34} S_2(D, λ)S_5(D, λ) ‖ ‖T̂_{x0} − T̂_{x̂0} ‖ ‖ 2κ_4λ_{−1} ‖ ‖Ŝ_{∗0} y − S_{∗0} y ‖ ‖ K_0

⩽4κ^4λ^{− 74} S_2(D, λ)S_5(D, λ) ‖ ‖ ‖T̂^x_0 − T̂^{x̂}_0 ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖Ŝ^∗_0 y − S^∗_0 y ‖ ‖ ‖_{K0} . In addition, T_{3.2} can be bounded by (68) as

T_{3.2} ⩽ ‖ ‖ ‖L 1 2 K_0 A −1 ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖T̂^{x̂}_0 ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖Ŝ^∗_0 y − S^∗_0 y ‖ ‖ ‖_{K0} ⩽ 2κ^2λ^{− 34} S2(D, λ)S5(D, λ) ‖ ‖ ‖Ŝ^∗_0 y − S^∗_0 y ‖ ‖ ‖_{K0} . Combining the bounds of T_{3.1.1}, T_{3.1.2} and T_{3.2} together yields

T_3 ⩽ 4κ^4λ^{− 34} S_2(D, λ)S_5(D, λ)S_6(D̂, λ) ‖ ‖Ŝ_{∗0} y − S_{∗0} y ‖ ‖ K_0

, (69)

with S_6(D̂, λ) = λ^{−1} ‖ ‖T^x_0 − T^{x̂}_0 ‖ ‖ + λ^{−1} ‖ ‖T̂^x_0 − T̂^{x̂}_0 ‖ ‖ + 1.

The second term of (62) can be decomposed as

T_4 = ‖ ‖L^12_{K0} [ Â^{−1}T̂^{x̂}_0 − A^{−1}T̂^x_0 ] S^∗_0 y ‖ ‖ K_0 = ‖ ‖ ‖L^12_{K0} [ Â^{−1} ( T̂^{x̂}_0 − T̂^x_0 ) + ( Â^{−1} − A^{−1} ) T̂^x_0 ] S^∗_0 y ‖ ‖ ‖ K_0 = ‖ ‖ ‖L 1 2 K_0 [( Â^{−1} − A^{−1} + A^{−1} ) ( T̂^{x̂}_0 − T̂^x_0 ) + ( Â^{−1} − A^{−1} ) T̂^x_0 ] S^∗_0 y ‖ ‖ ‖_{K0} ⩽T_{4.1} + T_{4.2} + T_{4.3},

(70)

where

T_{4.1} = ‖ ‖ ‖L 1 2 K_0 ( Â^{−1} − A^{−1} ) ( T̂^{x̂}_0 − T̂^x_0 ) S^∗_0 y ‖ ‖ ‖_{K0} , T_{4.2} = ‖ ‖ ‖L 1 2 K_0 A −1 ( T̂^{x̂}_0 − T̂^x_0 ) S^∗_0 y ‖ ‖ ‖_{K0} , T_{4.3} = ‖ ‖L^12_{K0} ( Â^{−1} − A^{−1} ) T̂^x_0 S^∗_0 y ‖ ‖ K_0 . We can apply the identity Â^{−1} − A^{−1} = A^{−1}(A^{−1} − Â^{−1})Â^{−1} again to bound T_{4.1} as

T_{4.1} = ‖ ‖ ‖L^12_{K0} A^{−1} [ T̂^x_0 ( T^x_0 − T^{x̂}_0 ) + ( T̂^x_0 − T̂^{x̂}_0 ) T^{x̂}_0 ] Â^{−1} ( T̂^{x̂}_0 − T̂^x_0 ) S^∗_0 y ‖ ‖ ‖ K_0 , ⩽T_{4.1.1} + T_{4.1.2}, where

T_{4.1.1} = ‖ ‖ ‖L 1 2 K_0 A

−1T̂^x_0 ( T^x_0 − T^{x̂}_0 ) Â^{−1} ( T̂^{x̂}_0 − T̂^x_0 ) S^∗_0 y ‖ ‖ ‖_{K0} , T_{4.1.2} = ‖ ‖ ‖L 1 2 K_0 A −1 ( T̂^x_0 − T̂^{x̂}_0 ) T^{x̂}_0 Â^{−1} ( T̂^{x̂}_0 − T̂^x_0 ) S^∗_0 y ‖ ‖ ‖_{K0} . T_{4.1.1} and T_{4.1.2} can be bounded as T_{4.1.1} ⩽ ‖ ‖ ‖L 1 2 K_0 A

−1T̂^x_0 ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖T^x_0 − T^{x̂}_0 ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖Â^{−1} ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖T̂^{x̂}_0 − T̂^x_0 ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖S^∗_0 y‖_{K0}

⩽2λ^{− 14} S_2(D, λ)S_5(D, λ) ‖ ‖T^x_0 − T^{x̂}_0 ‖ ‖ 2κ^2λ^{− 32} ‖ ‖T̂^{x̂}_0 − T̂^x_0 ‖ ‖ κM ⩽4κ^3Mλ^{− 74} S_2(D, λ)S_5(D, λ) ‖ ‖T_{x0} − T_{x̂0} ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖T̂_{x̂0} − T̂_{x0} ‖ ‖ , and T_{4.1.2} ⩽ ‖ ‖ ‖L 1 2 K_0 A −1 ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖T̂_{x0} − T̂_{x̂0} ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖T_{x̂0} Â_{−1} ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖T̂_{x̂0} − T̂_{x0} ‖ ‖ ‖S_{∗0} y‖_{K0}

⩽2λ^{− 34} S_2(D, λ)S_5(D, λ) ‖ ‖T̂_{x̂0} − T̂_{x0} ‖ ‖^2 2κ_2λ_{−1} · κM

⩽4κ^3Mλ^{− 74} S_2(D, λ)S_5(D, λ) ‖ ‖T̂_{x̂0} − T̂_{x0} ‖ ‖^2 . respectively with (64), (66), (67), (68) and ‖S^∗_0 y‖_{K0} ⩽ κM. Further,

T_{4.1} ⩽ 4κ^3Mλ^{− 74} S_2(D, λ)S_5(D, λ) ‖ ‖T̂^{x̂}_0 − T̂^x_0 ‖ ‖ (‖ ‖T^x_0 − T^{x̂}_0 ‖ ‖ + ‖ ‖T̂^{x̂}_0 − T̂^x_0 ‖ ‖ ) . (71)

For T_{4.2}, we obtain from (68) that

T_{4.2} ⩽ ‖ ‖L^12_{K0} A^{−1} ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖T̂^x_0 − T̂^{x̂}_0 ‖ ‖ ‖S^∗_0 y‖_{K0} ⩽2κMλ^{− 34} S_2(D, λ)S_5(D, λ) ‖ ‖T̂_{x̂0} − T̂_{x0} ‖ ‖ . (72)

T_{4.3} can be decomposed with f_D in (40) as

T_{4.3} = ‖ ‖L^12_{K0} ( Â^{−1} − A^{−1} + A^{−1} ) [ T̂^x_0 ( T^x_0 − T^{x̂}_0 ) + ( T̂^x_0 − T̂^{x̂}_0 ) T^{x̂}_0 ] A^{−1}T̂^x_0 S^∗_0 y ‖ ‖ K_0

⩽ (T_{4.3.1} + T_{4.3.2} + T_{4.3.3} + T_{4.3.4}) ‖f_D‖_{K0} ,

where

T_{4.3.1} = ‖ ‖L^12_{K0} ( Â^{−1} − A^{−1} ) T̂^x_0 ( T^x_0 − T^{x̂}_0 )‖ ‖ , T_{4.3.2} = ‖ ‖ ‖L 1 2 K_0 ( Â^{−1} − A^{−1} ) ( T̂^x_0 − T̂^{x̂}_0 ) T^{x̂}_0 ‖ ‖ ‖ , T_{4.3.3} = ‖ ‖L^12_{K0} A^{−1}T̂^x_0 ( T^x_0 − T^{x̂}_0 )‖ ‖ , T_{4.3.4} = ‖ ‖ ‖L 1 2 K_0 A −1 ( T̂^x_0 − T̂^{x̂}_0 ) T^{x̂}_0 ‖ ‖ ‖ .

We estimate the four terms above respectively in the following. First, note that the only difference between T_{4.3.1} and T_{3.1} is the last term, thus we can bound T_{4.3.1} similarly as

T_{4.3.1} ⩽ 4κ^4λ^{− 74} S_2(D, λ)S_5(D, λ) ‖ ‖T_{x0} − T_{x̂0} ‖ ‖ ( ‖ ‖T_{x0} − T_{x̂0} ‖ ‖ + ‖ ‖T̂_{x0} − T̂_{x̂0} ‖ ‖) . T_{4.3.2} can be decomposed in a similar way to T_{4.1}, which implies that T_{4.3.2} ⩽ ‖ ‖ ‖L 1 2 K_0 ( Â^{−1} − A^{−1} ) ( T̂^x_0 − T̂^{x̂}_0 )‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖T_{x̂0} ‖ ‖ ⩽ 4κ^4λ^{− 74} S_2(D, λ)S_5(D, λ) ‖ ‖T̂_{x̂0} − T̂_{x0} ‖ ‖ ( ‖ ‖T_{x0} − T_{x̂0} ‖ ‖ + ‖ ‖T̂_{x̂0} − T̂_{x0} ‖ ‖) . Analogously, we can apply (66) and (68) to obtain T_{4.3.3} ⩽ ‖ ‖ ‖L 1 2 K_0 A

−1T̂^x_0 ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖T^x_0 − T^{x̂}_0 ‖ ‖ ‖ ⩽ 2λ^{− 14} S_2(D, λ)S_5(D, λ) ‖ ‖T^x_0 − T^{x̂}_0 ‖ ‖ and T_{4.3.4} ⩽ ‖ ‖ ‖L 1 2 K_0 A −1 ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖T̂^x_0 − T̂^{x̂}_0 ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖T^{x̂}_0 ‖ ‖ ⩽ 2κ^2λ^{− 34} S_2(D, λ)S_5(D, λ) ‖ ‖T̂^x_0 − T̂^{x̂}_0 ‖ ‖ . Thus T_{4.3} can be bounded by combining these estimates as

T_{4.3} ⩽4κ^4S_2(D, λ)S_5(D, λ)‖f_D‖_{K0} · [ λ^{− 74} (‖ ‖T̂^{x̂}_0 − T̂^x_0 ‖ ‖ + ‖ ‖T^x_0 − T^{x̂}_0 ‖ ‖ )_2 + λ^{− 14} ‖ ‖T^x_0 − T^{x̂}_0 ‖ ‖ + λ^{− 34} ‖ ‖T̂^{x̂}_0 − T̂^x_0 ‖ ‖ ] . (73)

Further, combining (70), (71), (72) with (73), we have

T_4 ⩽ 4κ^3(M + κ)S_2(D, λ)S_5(D, λ) [ λ^{− 74} ( ‖T̂^{x̂}_0 − T̂^x_0 ‖‖T^x_0 − T^{x̂}_0 ‖ + ‖T̂^{x̂}_0 − T̂^x_0 ‖^2 ) + λ^{− 34} ‖T̂^{x̂}_0 − T̂^x_0 ‖ +‖f_D‖_{K0} ( λ^{− 74} (‖ ‖T̂^{x̂}_0 − T̂^x_0 ‖ ‖ + ‖ ‖T_{x0} − T_{x̂0} ‖ ‖)^2 + λ_−^1_4 ‖ ‖T_{x0} − T_{x̂0} ‖ ‖ + λ_−^3_4 ‖ ‖T̂_{x̂0} − T̂_{x0} ‖ ‖ )]

⩽ 4κ^3(M + κ)λ^{− 34} S_2(D, λ)S_5(D, λ)S_6(D̂, λ) [ ‖T̂^{x̂}_0 − T̂^x_0 ‖ + ‖f_D‖_{K0} (‖ ‖T̂^{x̂}_0 − T̂^x_0 ‖ ‖ + ‖ ‖T_{x0} − T_{x̂0} ‖ ‖)] (74) Finally substituting (69) and (74) to (62) yields ‖ ‖f_{D̂} − f_D ‖ ‖_{ρXμ} ⩽ 4κ^3(M + κ)λ^{− 3}_4 S_2(D, λ)S_5(D, λ)S_6(D̂, λ)· [‖ ‖Ŝ_{∗0} y − S_{∗0} y ‖ ‖ K_0

+ ‖T̂^{x̂}_0 − T̂^x_0 ‖ + ‖f_D‖_{K0} (‖ ‖T̂^{x̂}_0 − T̂^x_0 ‖ ‖ + ‖ ‖T_{x0} − T_{x̂0} ‖ ‖) ] , (75) which proves Proposition 4.3.

6.3 Proof of Proposition 4.5

Recall that T̂^x_0 = T^x_0 and T̂^{x̂}_0 = T^{x̂}_0 when the kernel K is positive semi-definite. Hence we can make a decomposition for the term f_{D̂} − f_D as ‖ ‖f_{D̂} − f_D ‖ ‖_{ρXμ} = ‖ ‖L^12_{K0} (f_{D̂} − f_D) ‖ ‖ K_0

⩽ T_7 + T_8, (76) where

T_7 = ‖ ‖ ‖L 1 2 K_0 ( λI + T̂^{x̂}_0 T̂^{x̂}_0 )_{−1} T̂^{x̂}_0 ( Ŝ^∗_0 y − S^∗_0 y )‖ ‖ ‖_{K0} , T_8 = ‖ ‖ ‖L 1 2 K_0 [( λI + T̂^{x̂}_0 T̂^{x̂}_0 )_{−1} T̂^{x̂}_0 − ( λI + T̂^x_0 T̂^x_0 )_{−1} T̂^x_0 ] S^∗_0 y ‖ ‖ ‖_{K0} . Here we introduce a new decomposition to estimate T_7 and T_8, which is different from that in the case with indefinite kernel and conduces to deriving the bound under regularity condition with 0 < r <^1_2 additionally. Define

S_2(D̂, λ) = ‖ ‖ ‖ (√ λI + L_{K0} ) 1_2 (√

λI + T̂^{x̂}_0

)_− 1_2 ‖ ‖ ‖ . (77)

Then T_7 can be bounded as

T_7 ⩽ ‖ ‖ ‖ (√ λI + L_{K0} ) 1_2 (√

λI + T̂^{x̂}_0

)_− 1_2 ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ (√ λI + T̂^{x̂}_0

) 1_2 (

λI + T̂^{x̂}_0 T̂^{x̂}_0 )_{−1} T̂^{x̂}_0 ‖ ‖ ‖ · ‖ ‖Ŝ^∗_0 y − S^∗_0 y ‖ ‖_{K0} ⩽ 2λ^{− 14} S_2(D̂, λ) ‖ ‖Ŝ^∗_0 y − S^∗_0 y ‖ ‖_{K0} , (78)

where we have used the fact that ‖ ‖ ‖ (√ λI + T̂^{x̂}_0

) 1_2 (

λI + T̂^{x̂}_0 T̂^{x̂}_0 )_{−1} T̂^{x̂}_0 ‖ ‖ ‖ ⩽ ‖ ‖ ‖λ 1 4 ( λI + T̂^{x̂}_0 T̂^{x̂}_0 )_{−1} T̂^{x̂}_0 ‖ ‖ ‖ + ‖ ‖ ‖ ( λI + T̂^{x̂}_0 T̂^{x̂}_0 )_{−1} (T̂^{x̂}_0 )^{32} ‖ ‖ ‖ ⩽ 2λ^− 1 4 .

For the second term, there holds

T_8 ⩽ ‖ ‖L^12_{K0} {( λI + T̂^{x̂}_0 T̂^{x̂}_0 )_{−1} ( T̂^{x̂}_0 − T̂^x_0 ) + [( λI + T̂^{x̂}_0 T̂^{x̂}_0 )_{−1} − ( λI + T̂^x_0 T̂^x_0 )_{−1}] T̂^x_0 } S^∗_0 y ‖ ‖ K_0 ⩽ ‖ ‖ ‖L 1 2 K_0 ( λI + T̂^{x̂}_0 T̂^{x̂}_0 )_{−1} ( T̂^{x̂}_0 − T̂^x_0 ) S^∗_0 y ‖ ‖ ‖_{K0} + ‖ ‖ ‖L 1 2 K_0 ( λI + T̂^{x̂}_0 T̂^{x̂}_0 )_{−1} [ T̂^{x̂}_0 ( T̂^x_0 − T̂^{x̂}_0 ) + ( T̂^x_0 − T̂^{x̂}_0 ) T̂^x_0 ] ( λI + T̂^x_0 T̂^x_0 )_{−1} T̂^x_0 S^∗_0 y ‖ ‖ ‖_{K0} ⩽ ‖ ‖ ‖L 1 2 K_0 ( λI + T̂^{x̂}_0 T̂^{x̂}_0 )_{−1} ( T̂^{x̂}_0 − T̂^x_0 ) S^∗_0 y ‖ ‖ ‖_{K0} + ‖ ‖L^12_{K0} ( λI + T̂^{x̂}_0 T̂^{x̂}_0 )_{−1} T̂^{x̂}_0 ( T̂^x_0 − T̂^{x̂}_0 ) ( λI + T̂^x_0 T̂^x_0 )_{−1} T̂^x_0 S^∗_0 y ‖ ‖ K_0 + ‖ ‖ ‖L^12_{K0} ( λI + T̂^{x̂}_0 T̂^{x̂}_0 )_{−1} ( T̂^x_0 − T̂^{x̂}_0 ) T̂^x_0 ( λI + T̂^x_0 T̂^x_0 )_{−1} T̂^x_0 S^∗_0 y ‖ ‖ ‖ K_0 , (79) where we use the identity A^{−1} − B^{−1} = A^{−1}(B − A)B^{−1} with A = λI + T̂^{x̂}_0 T̂^{x̂}_0 and B = λI + T̂^x_0 T̂^x_0 in the second inequality. Finally T_8 can be bounded as

T_8 ⩽ S_2(D̂, λ) ‖ ‖T̂^{x̂}_0 − T̂^x_0 ‖ ‖ ‖S^∗_0 y‖_{K0} ( 2 ‖ ‖ (√ λI + T̂^{x̂}_0

) 1_2 (

λI + T̂^{x̂}_0 T̂^{x̂}_0 )_{−1}‖ ‖ + ‖ ‖ (√ λI + T̂^{x̂}_0

) 1_2 (

λI + T̂^{x̂}_0 T̂^{x̂}_0 )_{−1} T̂^{x̂}_0 ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ( λI + T̂^x_0 T̂^x_0 )_{−1} T̂^x_0 ‖ ‖ )

⩽ 6κMλ^{− 34} S_2(D̂, λ) ‖ ‖T̂_{x̂0} − T̂_{x0} ‖ ‖ , (80)

with the fact that ‖L^{12}_{K0} ( √ λI + L_{K0} )^{− 1}2 ‖ ⩽ 1 and ‖ ‖ ‖ (√ λI + T̂^{x̂}_0

) 1_2 (

λI + T̂^{x̂}_0 T̂^{x̂}_0 )_{−1}‖ ‖ ‖ ⩽ ‖ ‖ ‖λ 1 4 ( λI + T̂^{x̂}_0 T̂^{x̂}_0 )_{−1}‖ ‖ ‖+ ‖ ‖ ‖( T̂^{x̂}_0 )^1_2 ( λI + T̂^{x̂}_0 T̂^{x̂}_0 )_{−1}‖ ‖ ‖ ⩽ 2λ^− 3 4 , ‖ ‖ (√ λI + T̂^{x̂}_0

) 1_2 (

λI + T̂^{x̂}_0 T̂^{x̂}_0 )_{−1} T̂^{x̂}_0 ‖ ‖ ⩽ ‖ ‖λ^1_4 ( λI + T̂^{x̂}_0 T̂^{x̂}_0 )_{−1} T̂^{x̂}_0 ‖ ‖+ ‖ ‖ ( λI + T̂^{x̂}_0 T̂^{x̂}_0 )_{−1} (T̂^{x̂}_0 )^{32} ‖ ‖ ⩽ 2λ^{− 1}_4 , ‖ ‖ ‖ T̂^x_0 ( λI + T̂^x_0 T̂^x_0 )_{−1} T̂^x_0 ‖ ‖ ‖ ⩽ 1, ‖ ‖ ‖ ( λI + T̂^x_0 T̂^x_0 )_{−1} T̂^x_0 ‖ ‖ ‖ ⩽ λ^− 1 2 , ‖S^∗_0 y‖_{K0} ⩽ κM. We complete the proof of Proposition 4.5 by substituting (78) and (80) to (76).

6.4 Proof of Proposition 5.1

First we can decompose ‖f_D‖_{K0} as

‖f_D‖_{K0} ⩽ ‖f_D − f_λ‖_{K0} + ‖f_λ − f_ρ‖_{K0} + ‖f_ρ‖_{K0} . (81)

The last two terms in (81) can be bounded by Lemma 4.5 and Assumption 4 with r ⩾^1_2 , which asserts that ‖f_λ − f_ρ‖_{K0} ⩽ c^′_rλ^{min{1, 2r−1}4^} and ‖f_ρ‖_{K0} ⩽ κ^{2r−1}‖g_ρ‖_{ρXμ} . Putting the decomposition (87) into the first term in (81), we have

‖f_D − f_λ‖_{K0} ⩽ T_5 + T_6, (82)

where

T_5 = ‖ ‖ ‖ ( λI + T̂^x_0 T^x_0 )_{−1} T̂^x_0 (S^∗_0 y − T^x_0 f_λ) ‖ ‖ ‖ K_0 ,

T_6 = ‖ ‖ ‖λ ( λI + T̂^x_0 T^x_0 )_{−1} f_λ ‖ ‖ ‖_{K0} . For T_5, we can use the bound ‖ ‖(√λI + T̂_{x0} )_−^1_2 ‖ ‖ ⩽ λ_−^1_4 to obtain that

T_5 ≤ ‖ ‖( √ λI + T̂^x_0 )^{− 12} ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖( √ λI + T̂^x_0 )^{12} ( λI + T̂^x_0 T^x_0 )_{−1} T̂^x_0 ( √ λI + T̂^x_0 )^{12} ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖( √ λI + T̂^x_0 )^{− 12} ( √ λI + L_{K0} )^{12} ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖( √ λI + L_{K0} )^{− 12} (S^∗_0 y − T^x_0 f_λ) ‖ ‖_{K0} ⩽λ^{− 14} S_1(D, λ)S_2(D, λ)S_3(D, λ) ⩽ 2λ^{− 14} S_1(D, λ)S_2(D, λ)S_5(D, λ).

(83)

In the same way, T_6 can be bounded as

T_6 ⩽ ‖ ‖ ‖( √ λI + T̂^x_0 )^{− 12} ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖λ( √ λI + T̂^x_0 )^{12} ( λI + T̂^x_0 T^x_0 )_{−1} f_λ ‖ ‖ ‖_{K0} ⩽λ^{34} ‖ ‖ ‖( √ λI + T̂^x_0 )^{12} ( λI + T̂^x_0 T^x_0 )_{−1} L^{r− 12}_{K0} L^{12}_{K0} (λI + L^2_{K0} )^{−1}L^2_{K0} g_ρ ‖ ‖ ‖_{K0} ⩽λ^{34} ‖g_ρ‖_{ρXμ} ‖ ‖( √ λI + T̂^x_0 )^{12} ( λI + T̂^x_0 T^x_0 )_{−1} L^{r− 12}_{K0} ‖ ‖ ⩽λ^{34} ‖g_ρ‖_{ρXμ} S_5(D, λ) ‖ ‖ ‖( √ λI + T̂^x_0 )^{12} ( λI + T̂^x_0 T̂^x_0 )_{−1} L^{r− 12}_{K0} ‖ ‖ ‖ =λ^{34} ‖g_ρ‖_{ρXμ} S^′_4(D, λ)S_5(D, λ).

(84)

Note that the last equality follows from the definition of S^′_4(D, λ) in (42) with r ⩾^1_2 . Finally, combining the estimates above with (81) yields (55), which completes the proof of Proposition 5.1.

6.5 Proof of Proposition 5.2

First ‖( √ λI + L_{K0} )^{− 1}2 (T̂^{x̂}_0 − L_{K0} )‖ can be decomposed as ‖ ‖ (√ λI + L_{K0} )_− 1_2 ( T̂^{x̂}_0 − L_{K0} )‖ ‖ ⩽ ‖ ‖ ‖ (√ λI + L_{K0} )_− 1_2 ( T̂^{x̂}_0 − T̂^x_0 )‖ ‖ ‖ + ‖ ‖ ‖ (√ λI + L_{K0} )_− 1_2 ( T̂^x_0 − L_{K0} )‖ ‖ ‖ ⩽λ^{− 14} ‖ ‖T̂_{x̂0} − T̂_{x0} ‖ ‖ + ‖ ‖ ‖ (√ λI + L_{K1} )_− 1_2 (T^x_1 − L_{K1} ) ‖ ‖ ‖ , where the last inequality holds with the facts that ‖( √ λI + L_{K0} )^{− 1}2 ‖ ⩽ λ^{− 1}4 , T̂^x_0 = UT^x_1 U^∗ and L_{K0} = UL_{K1} U^∗. Combining the results in Lemma 4.2 and Lemma 4.4, we obtain the bound of ‖( √ λI + L_{K0} )^{− 1}2 (T̂^{x̂}_0 − L_{K0} )‖.

Applying the fact that for positive operators A and B on a Hilbert space and s ∈ [0, 1], ‖A^sB^s‖ ⩽ ‖AB‖^s with s =^1_2 , we have ‖ ‖ ‖ (√ λI + L_{K0} ) 1_2 (√ λI + T̂^{x̂}_0

)_− 1_2 ‖ ‖ ‖ ⩽ ‖ ‖ ‖ (√ λI + L_{K0} ) (√ λI + T̂^{x̂}_0 )_{−1}‖ ‖ ‖ 1 2 . (85)

Recall that the second order decomposition on the difference of operator inverses (39) implies that BA^{−1} = (B − A)B^{−1}(B − A)A^{−1} + (B − A)B^{−1} + I. (86)

Then by substituting B = √ λI + L_{K0} and A = √ λI + T̂^{x̂}_0 , we have ‖ ‖ (√ λI + L_{K0} ) (√ λI + T̂^{x̂}_0 )_{−1}‖ ‖ ⩽ 1 + ‖ ‖ ( L_{K0} − T̂^{x̂}_0 ) (√ λI + L_{K0} )_{−1}‖ ‖ + ‖ ‖ ‖ ( L_{K0} − T̂^{x̂}_0 ) (√ λI + L_{K0} )_{−1} ( L_{K0} − T̂^{x̂}_0 ) (√ λI + T̂^{x̂}_0 )_{−1}‖ ‖ ‖ ⩽1 + λ^{− 14} ‖ ‖ (√ λI + L_{K0} )_− 1_2 (

L_{K0} − T̂^{x̂}_0 )‖ ‖ + λ^{− 1}_2 ‖ ‖ (√ λI + L_{K0} )_− 1_2 ( L_{K0} − T̂^x_0 )‖ ‖^2

= [ 1 + λ^{− 14} ‖ ‖ ‖ (√ λI + L_{K0} )_− 1_2 ( L_{K0} − T̂^{x̂}_0 )‖ ‖ ‖ ]_2 . Finally, applying (56) and putting the above estimate back into (85) yields (57) in Proposition 5.2. This completes the proof.

6.6 Proof of Lemma 4.6

With the definition of f_D in (40), we have the following decomposition

f_D − f_λ = ( λI + T̂^x_0 T^x_0 )_{−1} T̂^x_0 S^∗_0 y − f_λ = ( λI + T̂^x_0 T^x_0 )_{−1} [ T̂^x_0 (S^∗_0 y − T^x_0 f_λ) − λf_λ ]

= ( λI + T̂^x_0 T^x_0 )_{−1} T̂^x_0 (S^∗_0 y − T^x_0 f_λ) − λ ( λI + T̂^x_0 T^x_0 )_{−1} f_λ. (87)

Note that ‖g‖_{ρXμ} = ‖L^{12}_{K0} g‖_{K0} for any g ∈ L^2_{ρXμ} . Then there holds

‖f_D − f_λ‖_{ρXμ} = ‖L^{12}_{K0} (f_D − f_λ)‖_{K0} ⩽ T_1 + T_2, (88)

where

T_1 = ‖ ‖L^12_{K0} ( λI + T̂^x_0 T^x_0 )_{−1} T̂^x_0 (S^∗_0 y − T^x_0 f_λ) ‖ ‖ K_0 ,

T_2 = ‖ ‖ ‖λL 1 2 K_0 ( λI + T̂^x_0 T^x_0 )_{−1} f_λ ‖ ‖ ‖_{K0} . For T_1, we have

T_1 ≤ ‖ ‖( √ λI + L_{K0} )^{12} ( λI + T̂^x_0 T^x_0 )_{−1} T̂^x_0 (S^∗_0 y − T^x_0 f_λ) ‖ ‖ K_0 ≤ ‖ ‖( √ λI + L_{K0} )^{12} ( √ λI + T̂^x_0 )^{− 12} ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖( √ λI + T̂^x_0 )^{12} ( λI + T̂^x_0 T^x_0 )_{−1} T̂^x_0 ( √ λI + T̂^x_0 )^{12} ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖(√λI + T̂_{x0} )_−^1_2 (√λI + L_{K0} )^1_2 ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖(√λI + L_{K0} )_−^1_2 (S_{∗0} y − T_{x0} f_λ) ‖ ‖ K_0 = ‖ ‖( √ λI + L_{K0} )^{− 12} (S^∗_0 y − T^x_0 f_λ) ‖ ‖_{K0} ‖ ‖( √ λI + L_{K0} )^{12} ( √ λI + T̂^x_0 )^{− 12} ‖ ‖^2 ‖ ‖ ‖( √ λI + T̂^x_0 )^{12} ( λI + T̂^x_0 T^x_0 )_{−1} T̂^x_0 ( √ λI + T̂^x_0 )^{12} ‖ ‖ ‖

(89) with the facts that ‖L^{12}_{K0} ( √ λI + L_{K0} )^{− 1}2 ‖ ⩽ 1 for any λ > 0 and ‖AB‖ = ‖BA‖ for any self-adjoint operators A, B on a Hilbert space.

T_2 can be decomposed in the same way as

T_2 ≤ ‖ ‖(√λI + L_{K0} )^1_2 (√λI + T̂_{x0} )_−^1_2 ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖λ( √ λI + T̂^x_0 )^{12} ( λI + T̂^x_0 T^x_0 )_{−1} f_λ ‖ ‖ ‖_{K0} . (90)

Recall that f_λ = ( λI + L^2_{K0} )_{−1} L^{2+r}_{K0} g_ρ. If 0 < r <^1_2 , there holds

‖f_λ‖_{K0} = ‖ ‖(λI + L_{2K0} )−1 L_{2+rK0} g_ρ ‖ ‖ K_0 = ‖ ‖ ‖ ( λI + L^2_{K0} )_{−1} L^{32 +r}_{K0} L^{12}_{K0} g_ρ ‖ ‖ ‖_{K0} ≤ ‖g^ρ‖ρX_μ λ r 2 −^1_4 ,

(91) where the last inequality holds due to (59). If r ⩾^1_2 , we have ‖ ‖λ( √ λI + T̂^x_0 )^{12} ( λI + T̂^x_0 T^x_0 )_{−1} f_λ ‖ ‖ K_0 = ‖ ‖λ( √ λI + T̂^x_0 )^{12} ( λI + T̂^x_0 T^x_0 )_{−1} L^{r− 12}_{K0} L^{12}_{K0} (λI + L^2_{K0} )^{−1}L^2_{K0} g_ρ ‖ ‖ K_0 ⩽ ‖ ‖ ‖( √ λI + T̂^x_0 )^{12} ( λI + T̂^x_0 T^x_0 )_{−1} L^{r− 12}_{K0} ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖g^ρ‖ρX_μ λ. Therefore, combining the results above yields

T_2 ⩽ ‖ ‖(√λI + L_{K0} )^1_2 (√λI + T̂_{x0} )_−^1_2 ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖( √ λI + T̂^x_0 )^{12} ( λI + T̂^x_0 T^x_0 )_{−1} L^{r1}_{K0} ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖g^ρ‖^ρXμ λ^{r2} , (92) where r_1 = max{0, r −^1_2 } and r_2 = min{1,^r_2 +^3_4 }.

Finally, we complete the proof of Lemma 4.6 by substituting (89) and (92) to (88).

6.7 Proof of Lemma 5.1

Recall the definition of S_1(D, λ) in Lemma 4.6. We first bound S_1(D, λ) by the following three terms S_1(D, λ) ⩽ S^I_1(D, λ) + S^{II}_1 (D, λ) + S^{III}_1 (D, λ),

where

S^I_1(D, λ) = ‖ ‖ (√ λI + L_{K0} )_− 1_2

(S^∗_0 y − L_{K0} f_ρ) ‖ ‖ K_0 , S^{II}_1 (λ) = ‖ ‖ ‖ (√ λI + L_{K0} )_− 1_2

L_{K0} (f_ρ − f_λ) ‖ ‖ ‖_{K0} , S^{III}_1 (D, λ) = ‖ ‖ (√ λI + L_{K0} )_− 1_2

(L_{K0} f_λ − T^x_0 f_λ) ‖ ‖ K_0 .

For the first term S^I_1(D, λ), we define the random variable ξ^I_1 as

ξ^I_1(z) = (√ λI + L_{K0} )_− 1_2 yK_0(μ_x, ·), z = (μ_x, y) ∈ Z.

which takes values in H_{K0} with expectation

E ξ^I_1 = ∫ X_μ (√ λI + L_{K0} )_− 1_2

K_0(μ_x, ·) ∫ Y ydρ(y|μ_x)dρ_{Xμ} (μ_x) = (√ λI + L_{K0} )_− 1_2 L_{K0} f_ρ.

Then S^I_1(D, λ) = ‖^1_m ∑_m i=1 ξ^I_1(z_i) − E ξ^I_1 ‖_{K0} can be bounded by the following concentration inequality [29].

Lemma 6.2. Let (Ω, F, P ) be a probability space and ξ be a random variable on Ω taking value in a separable Hilbert space H. Assume that μ = E ξ exists and ξ is uniformly bounded which satisfies ‖ξ(ω)‖_H ≤ ~M, ∀ω ∈ Ω and E ‖ξ‖^2_H ≤ σ^2, Then for random samples {ω_i}^m_{i=1} independent drawn according to P , there holds with probability at least 1 − δ, ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ 1 m m∑ i=1 ξ (ω_i) − E ξ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖_H ≤ 2 ~M log(2/δ) m + √ 2σ^2 log(2/δ) m .

To this end, we need to estimate ‖ξ^I_1‖^2_{K0} denoted by

‖ξ^I_1‖^2_{K0} = y^2 ‖ ‖ ‖ (√ λI + L_{K0} )_− 1_2 K_0(μ_x, ·) ‖ ‖ ‖ 2 K_0 . Since K_0(μ_x, ·) = ∑ i⩾1 σ_iϕ_i(μ_x)ϕ_i(·) and { √ σ_iϕ_i}_{σ>0} forms an orthonormal basis of H_{K0} , we have ( √ λI + L_{K0} )_− 1_2 K_0(μ_x, ·) = ∑ i⩾1 (√ λ + σ_i )_− 1_2

σ_iϕ_i(μ_x)ϕ_i(·)

and ‖ ‖ ‖ (√ λI + L_{K0} )_− 1_2 K_0(μ_x, ·) ‖ ‖ ‖ 2 K_0 = ∑ i⩾1 (√ λ + σ_i )_{−1} σ_iϕ^2_i (μ_x).

Therefore, sup μ_x∈X_μ ‖ ‖ ‖ (√ λI + L_{K0} )_− 1_2

K_0(μ_x, ·) ‖ ‖ ‖ 2 K_0

⩽ κ^2λ^{− 12} .

One can check that ∫ X_μ ‖ (√ λI + L_{K0} )_− 1_2

K_0(μ_x, ·)‖^2_{K0} dρ_{Xμ} (μ_x) = ∫ X_μ ⟨ K_0(μ_x, ·), (√ λI + L_{K0} )_{−1} K_0(μ_x, ·) ⟩ K_0 dρ_{Xμ} (μ_x)

= ∫ X_μ ⟨ ∑ i⩾1 σ_iϕ_i(μ_x)ϕ_i, ∑ i⩾1 (√ λI + L_{K0} )_{−1} σ_iϕ_i(μ_x)ϕ_i ⟩ K_0 dρ_{Xμ} (μ_x)

= ∑ i⩾1 σ_i( √ λ + σ_i)^{−1} ∫ X_μ ϕ^2_i (μ_x)dρ_{Xμ} (μ_x) = ∑ i⩾1 σ_i( √ λ + σ_i)^{−1} = N (λ^{12} ).

Combining these estimates with the boundedness assumption on output y, we obtain that ‖ξ^I_1‖_{K0} ⩽ κMλ^{− 14} , ∀z = (μ_x, y) ∈ Z and E ‖ξ^I_1 ‖^2_{K0} ⩽ M^2N (λ^{12} ).

Then there exists a subspace V_1 of Z^m with measure at most^δ_2 such that

S^I_1(D, λ) ⩽ Mκ^{−1}B_{m,λ} log( 4 δ ), ∀D ∈ Z^m\V_1, by Lemma 6.2 with σ = M √ N (λ^12 ) and ~M = κMλ^{− 1}4 .

Since S^{II}_1 (λ) is independent of the sample D, it can be directly bounded as

S^{II}_1 (λ) = ‖ ‖ ‖ (√ λI + L_{K0} )_− 1_2

L^{12}_{K0} L^{12}_{K0} (f_ρ − f_λ) ‖ ‖ ‖_{K0} ⩽ ‖f^ρ − f^λ‖ρX_μ .

We introduce the random variable

ξ^{III}_1 (z) = (√ λI + L_{K0} )_− 1_2 K_0(μ_x, ·)f_λ(μ_x), z = (μ_x, y) ∈ Z. to estimate S^{III}_1 (D, λ), which is similar to the estimation of S^I_1(D, λ). It also takes values in H_{K0} and

E ξ^{III}_1 = (√ λI + L_{K0} )_− 1_2 L_{K0} f_λ. It follows that for any z = (μ_x, y) ∈ Z, ‖ ξ^{III}_1 (z) ‖_2 K_0 =f 2 λ (μ_x) ‖ ‖ ‖ (√ λI + L_{K0} )_− 1_2

K_0(μ_x, ·) ‖ ‖ ‖ 2 K_0

⩽ ‖f_λ‖^2_∞κ^2λ^{− 12} , and E ‖ξ^{III}_1 ‖^2_{K0} ⩽ ‖f_λ‖^2_∞N ( √ λ). Then by Lemma 6.2 with σ = ‖f_λ‖_∞ √ N ( √ λ) and ~M = κ‖f_λ‖_∞λ^{− 1}4 , there exists a subset V_2 of Z^m with measure at most^δ_2 such that

S^{III}_1 (D, λ) = ‖ ‖ ‖ 1 m m∑ i=1 ξ^{III}_1 (z_i) − E ξ^{III}_1 ‖ ‖ ‖_{K0} ⩽ κ^{−1}‖f_λ‖_∞B_{m,λ} log( 4 δ ), ∀D ∈ Z^m\V_2.

Note that the estimates above all hold for any D ∈ Z^m\(V_1 ∪ V_2). Hence we complete the proof of Lemma 5.1 by combining these estimates together.

6.8 Proof of Lemma 5.2

Recall the definition of S_2(D, λ) in Lemma 4.6. Actually, it can be derived that S_2(D, λ) ≤ ‖ ‖ ‖ (√ λI + L_{K0} ) (√ λI + T̂^x_0 )_{−1}‖ ‖ ‖ 1 2

where we used the Cordes inequality [14] for positive operators A and B on a Hilbert space and s =^1_2 , i.e., ‖A^sB^s‖ ⩽ ‖AB‖^s with s =^1_2 . Note that ‖AB‖ = ‖BA‖ also holds true. We substitute A = √ λI + T̂^x_0 and B = √ λI + L_{K0} into (86) to obtain ‖ ‖ (√ λI + L_{K0} ) (√ λI + T̂^x_0 )_{−1}‖ ‖ ⩽ 1 + ‖ ‖ ( L_{K0} − T̂^x_0 ) (√ λI + L_{K0} )_{−1}‖ ‖ + ‖ ‖ ‖ ( L_{K0} − T̂^x_0 ) (√ λI + L_{K0} )_{−1} ( L_{K0} − T̂^x_0 ) (√ λI + T̂^x_0 )_{−1}‖ ‖ ‖ ⩽1 + λ^{− 14} ‖ ‖ (√ λI + L_{K0} )_− 1_2 ( L_{K0} − T̂^x_0 )‖ ‖ + λ^{− 1}_2 ‖ ‖ (√ λI + L_{K0} )_− 1_2 ( L_{K0} − T̂^x_0 )‖ ‖^2 .

where we use the bounds ‖( √ λI + L_{K0} )^{− 1}2 ‖ ⩽ λ^{− 1}4 and ‖( √ λI + T̂^x_0 )^{−1}‖ ⩽ λ^{− 1}2 . Applying the fact that T̂^x_0 = T^xU^∗ = UT^x_1 U^∗ and L_{K0} = UL_{K1} U^∗ yields ‖ ‖ ‖ (√ λI + L_{K0} )_− 1_2 (

L_{K0} − T̂^x_0 )‖ ‖ ‖ = ‖ ‖ ‖ (√ λI + L_{K1} )_− 1_2

(L_{K1} − T^x_1 ) ‖ ‖ ‖ . Finally we apply Lemma 4.2 to get ‖ ‖ (√ λI + L_{K0} ) (√ λI + T̂^x_0 )_{−1}‖ ‖ ⩽1 + λ^{− 1}_4 B(m, λ) log(2 δ ) + λ^{− 12} ( B(m, λ) log( 2 δ ) )_2

⩽ [ 1 + λ^{− 14} B(m, λ) log( 2 δ ) ]_2 , which proves our result.