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ABSTRACT

Kernel methods are widely used in machine learning, especially for classification
problems. However, the theoretical analysis of kernel classification is still lim-
ited. This paper investigates the statistical performances of kernel classifiers. With
some mild assumptions on the conditional probability n(z) = P(Y =1 | X = z),
we derive an upper bound on the classification excess risk of a kernel classifier us-
ing recent advances in the theory of kernel regression. We also obtain a minimax
lower bound for Sobolev spaces, which shows the optimality of the proposed clas-
sifier. Our theoretical results can be extended to the generalization error of over-
parameterized neural network classifiers. To make our theoretical results more
applicable in realistic settings, we also propose a simple method to estimate the
interpolation smoothness of 2n)(z) — 1 and apply the method to real datasets.

1 INTRODUCTION

In this paper, we study the problem of binary classification in a reproducing kernel Hilbert space
(RKHS). Suppose n i.i.d samples {(X;,Y;) € X x {—1,1}} are drawn from a joint distribution
(X,Y) ~ p, where the conditional probability of the response variable Y given the predictor
variable X = z is denoted by n(z) = P(Y = 1|X = x). We aim to find a classifier function
f(x) : X — [—1, 1] that minimizes the classification risk, defined as:

L) = Prxyymp [sign(f(X)) £ Y],

The minimal classification risk is achieved by the Bayes classifier function corresponding to p,
which is defined as f;; (x) = 2n(x) — 1. Our main focus is on analyzing the convergence rate of the
classification excess risk, defined as:

E(f) = L(f)—£(f;).

This paper studies a class of kernel methods called spectral algorithms (which will be defined in
Section for constructing estimators of f. The candidate functions are selected from an RKHS
‘H, which is a separable Hilbert space associated with a kernel function K defined on X (Smale
& Zhou, 2007} |Steinwart & Christmann, 2008). Spectral algorithms, as well as kernel methods,
are becoming increasingly important in machine learning because both experimental and theoretical
results show that overparameterized neural network classifiers exhibit similar behavior to classifiers
based on kernel methods Belkin et al.| (2018]). Therefore, understanding the properties of classifica-

tion with spectral algorithms can shed light on the generalization of deep learning classifiers.

In kernel methods context, researchers often assume that f: € H, and have obtained the mini-
max optimality of spectral algorithms (Caponnettol [2006; (Caponnetto & De Vito, 2007). Some
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researchers have also studied the convergence rate of the generalization error of misspecified spec-
tral algorithms ( ¢ 7—[), assuming that f); falls into the interpolation space [#]* with some s > 0
(Fischer & Steinwart, [2020; Zhang et al.,[2023). In this line of work, researchers consider the embed-
ding index condition which reflects the capability of H embedding into L space. Moreover, |Zhang
et al.[(2023) extends the boundedness assumption to the cases where [H]* N L>°(X, ) & [H]®.

Motivated by the aforementioned studies, we adopt similar assumptions in our study of kernel clas-
sifiers trained via the gradient flow. We assume that the Bayes classifier f; € [H]® satisfies the
boundedness condition f; € [—1,1]. We first derive the upper bound of the classification excess
risk, showing that the generalization error of the kernel classifier is highly related to the interpola-
tion smoothness s. To clarify the minimax optimality of kernel classification, we then obtain the
minimax lower bound for classification in Sobolev RKHS, which is a novel result in the literature.
Our technique is motivated by the connection between kernel estimation and infinite-width neural
networks, and our framework can be applied to neural network supervised learning. Furthermore,
we provide a method to estimate the interpolation space smoothness parameter s and also present
some numerical results for neural network classification problems through simulation studies and
real data analysis.

1.1 OUR CONTRIBUTION
In this paper, we study the generalization error of kernel classifiers. We show that

1) We show the generalization error of the gradient flow kernel classifier is bounded by
O(n~—s8/(255+2)) provided that the Bayes classifier [, € [M]*, where j3 is the eigenvalue
decay rate (EDR) of the kernel. This result is not only applicable to the Sobolev RKHS
‘H but also to any RKHS with the embedding index g = 1/, such as the RKHS with
dot-product kernels and the RKHS with shift-invariant periodic kernels.

1) We establish a minimax lower bound on the classification excess risk in the interpolation
space of Sobolev RKHS. Combined with the results in ¢), the convergence rate of the kernel
classifier is minimax optimal in Sobolev space. Before our work, |Yang| (1999) illustrated a
similar result of the minimax lower bound for Besov spaces. However, the result has only
been proved for d = 1 by [Kerkyacharian & Picard| (1992) and the case for d > 1 remains
unresolved.

ii1) To make our theoretical results more applicable in realistic settings, we propose a sim-
ple method to estimate the interpolation smoothness s. We apply this method to estimate
the relative smoothness of various real datasets with respect to the neural tangent kernels,
where the results are in line with our understanding of these real datasets.

1.2 RELATED WORKS

We study the classification rules derived from a class of real-valued functions in a reproducing
kernel Hilbert space (RKHS), which are used in kernel methods such as Support Vector Machines
(SVM) (Stemwart & Christmann, |2008). Most of the existing works consider hinge loss as the loss
function, i.e. Wahbal (2002)); |Steinwart & Scovell (2007)); Bartlett & Wegkamp| (2008); Blanchard
et al.| (2008) etc. Another kernel method, kernel ridge regression, also known as least-square SVM
(Steinwart & Christmannl 2008), is investigated by some researchers (Xiang & Zhou, |2009; Rifkin
et al., 2003). Recently, some works have combined the least square loss classification with neural
networks (Demirkaya et al.,|2020; |Hu et al.| [2021}).

We choose kernel methods because it allows us to use the integral operator tool for analysis (De Vito
et al., 2005} |Caponnetto & De Vito, 2007} Fischer & Steinwart, [2020; |[Zhang et al.| [2023)), while pre-
vious SVM works tend to use the empirical process technique (Steinwart & Scovel, 2007). More-
over, we can easily extend the H to the misspecified model case [#|* when true model f; belongs
to a less-smooth interpolation space. Furthermore, we consider more regularization methods, collec-
tively known as spectral algorithms, which were first proposed and studied by [Rosasco et al.|(2005);
Bauer et al.| (2007)); |Caponnetto & De Vito|(2007). Zhang et al.|(2023)) combined these two ideas and
obtained minimax optimality for the regression model. We extend their results to the classification
problems.
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We study the minimax optimality of Sobolev kernel classification, and before our work, the minimax
lower bound of classification excess risk for the RKHS class was seldom considered. |Loustau|(2008;
2009) have discussed Classification problems in Sobolev space, but they did not consider the lower
bound of classification risk. |Audibert| (2004); |Audibert & Tsybakov| (2007); Massart & Nédélec
(2006) provided some minimax lower bound techniques for classification, but how to solve RKHS
remains unknown. Sobolev space (see, e.g., Adams & Fournier| (2003)) is known as a vector space
of functions equipped with a norm that is a combination of L-norms of the function together with
its derivatives up to a given order and can be embedded into Holder class. Inspired by the minimax
lower bound for Holder class classification in |Audibert & Tsybakov| (2007), we derive the lower
bound for the Sobolev class.

Recently, deep neural networks have gained incredible success in classification tasks from image
classification (Krizhevsky et al., 2012; |He et al.l 2016)) to natural language processing (Devlin et al.,
2019). Since [Jacot et al| (2018) introduced the neural tangent kernel, The gradient flow of the
training process can be well approximated by a simpler gradient flow associated with the NTK
kernel when the width of neural networks is sufficiently large (Lai et al., 2023} [Li et al.| [2023al).
Therefore, we can analyze the classification risk of neural networks trained by gradient descent.

2 PRELIMINARIES

We observe n samples {(X;,Y;) € X x {—1,1}} where X C R? is compact. Let p be an unknown
probability distribution on X’ x {—1,1} and p be the marginal distribution on X. We assume
has a uniformly bounded density 0 < finin < () < fimaee for € X. The classification task
is to predict the unobserved label y given a new input . The conditional probability is defined as
n(x) = P(Y = 1|X = z). For any classifier f, the risk based on the 0-1 loss can be written as
L(f) = Ex,y)~plsign(f(X)) # Y} = Ex|[(1 — n(X){f(X) = 0} + n(X)I{f(X) < 0}].
1)
One of the minimizers of the risk has the form f; = 2n — 1. Let £* = L(f). For any classifier f
learned from data, its accuracy is often characterized by the classification excess risk, which can be

formulated as . . .

E(f) = L(f) - £" = Ex(|f,(X{f(X)f;(X) <0}). @)
In the rest of this section, we introduce some essential concepts in RKHS and kernel classifiers.
In Section 2.1, we review some definitions in the interpolation space of RKHS. The relationship
between fractional Sobolev space and Sobolev RKHS is presented in Section 2.2. Section 2.3
presents the explicit formula of the gradient-flow kernel classifier and the corresponding rewritten
form through spectral algorithms and filter functions.

2.1 INTERPOLATION SPACE OF RKHS

Denote L?(X) := L?(X,u) as the L? space. Throughout the paper, we denote by H a sep-
arable RKHS on X with respect to a continuous kernel function K. We also assume that
sup,cx K(z,z) < k for some constant x. The celebrated Mercer’s theorem shows that there
exist non-negative numbers A\; > Ay > --- and functions ej,eq, - € LQ(X) such that
<€i7 6j>L2(X) = 61‘]‘ and

Ka(z,2') =Y Ajej(x)e;(a), 3)
j=1

where the series on the right hand side converges in L?(X).

Denote the natural embedding inclusion operator by Sy, : H — L?(X, u). Moreover, the adjoint
operator S; : L?(X, ) — H is an integral operator, i.e., for f € L?(X, 1) and x € X, we have

@ﬂw=AKmﬂHHWW%

It is well-known that Sj and S}, are Hilbert-Schmidt operators (and thus compact) and their HS
norms (denoted as || - ||2 ) satisfy that

1/2
H%M=|&M=HKM%mw=<AK@wMM@) <.
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Next, we define two integral operators as follows:
L:=SyS;: L*(X,pn) = L*(X,p), T:=S;Sy:H—H.
L and T are self-adjoint, positive-definite, and in the trace class (and thus Hilbert-Schmidt and

compact). Their trace norms (denoted as || - ||; ) satisfy that | L||, = ||T||, = HSng = ||SZH§

For any s > 0, the fractional power integral operator L® : L?(X, ) — L*(X,u)and T° : H — H
are defined as

L) =3 N {fres)aes TN =3 N <f, Afej%{ Ae. @)
j=1 j=1

The interpolation space [#]° is defined as

[H]® = Zaj)\j/zej : Za? < o0 p C LX) (5)
= :

J

It is easy to show that [7{]® is also a separable Hilbert space with orthogonal basis {)\f/ Qei}ie N-
Specially, we have [H]° C L*(X,p), [H]' = H and [H]*2 C [H]** C [H]° for any numbers
0 < s1 < s For the functions in [#]® with larger s, we say they have higher (relative) interpolation
smoothness with respect to the RKHS (the kernel).

2.2 FRACTIONAL SOBOLEV SPACE AND SOBOLEV RKHS

For m € N, we denote the usual Sobolev space W™2(X) by H™(X) and L?(X) by H°(X).
Then the (fractional) Sobolev space for any real number » > 0 can be defined through the real
interpolation

H'(X) = (LA(X), H™ (X))

.2
where m := min{k € N : k> r}.
It is well known that when r > d/2, H" is a separable RKHS with respect to a bounded kernel and

the corresponding eigenvalue decay rate (EDR) is 8 = 2r/d. Furthermore, the interpolation space
of H"(X') under Lebesgue measure is given by

[H"(X)]* = H™(X). (6)

It follows that given a Sobolev RKHS H = H” for r > d/2, if f € H® for any a > 0, one can find
that f € [H]® with s = a/r. Thus, in this paper, we will assume that the Bayes classifier [, isin
the interpolation of the Sobolev RKHS [H]®.

2.3 KERNEL CLASSIFIERS: SPECTRA ALGORITHM

We then introduce a more general framework known as spectra algorithm (Rosasco et al., |2005;
Caponnettol [2006; [Bauer et al.,|2007). We define the filter function and the spectral algorithms as
follows:

Definition 1 (Filter function). Let {cpl, : [07 52} — Rt |vel C R+} be a class of functions and
U (2) =1 = 2p,(2). If o, and ,, satisfy:

* Va € [0,1], we have  sup,c(g .2 2% (2) < Ev'™%, Vv eT;
* Ir > 1t Vo € [0,7], we have  sup,cpo 2] [¥w(2)] 2% < Frv™®, Vv el

where I, F. are absolute constants, then we call y,, a filter function. We refer to v as the regular-
ization parameter and T as the qualification.

Definition 2 (spectral algorithm). Let @, be a filter function index with v > 0. Given the samples
Z, a spectral algorithm produces an estimator of f; given by f, = ¢, (Tx) gz.
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The following example shows that ft (z) can be formulated by the spectral algorithms.

Example 1 (Classifier with Gradient flow). The filter function of gradient flow ¢, can be defined as
0l (2) = % The qualification T could be any positive number, E = 1 and F, = (1/€)". So
that for a test input x, the predicted output is given by §j = sign( f,,(ac))

Other spectral algorithms consist of kernel ridge regression, spectral cut-off, iterated Tikhonov, and
so on. For more examples, we refer to Gerfo et al.| (2008). Spectral algorithms differ in ¢, (z) and

1, (2), which is corresponding to saturation effect defined in Gerfo et al.|(2008)). Moreover, Li et al.
(2023Db)) gives a thorough analysis of the saturation effect for kernel ridge regression.

Notations. Denote B(z,r) as a ball, and A[B(x,r)] is denoted as the Lebesgue measure of

B(x,r). We use || - ||%(B,,B,) to denote the operator norm of a bounded linear operator from a
Banach space By to By, i.e., | Allz(,,8,) = sup| g, _, [IAf | 5.. Without bringing ambiguity, we
will briefly denote the operator norm as || - ||. In addition, we use tr A and || A||; to denote the trace

and the trace norm of an operator. We use || A||2 to denote the Hilbert-Schmidt norm.

3 MAIN RESULTS

3.1 ASSUMPTIONS

This subsection lists the standard assumptions for general RKHS H and clarifies how these assump-
tions correspond to properties of Sobolev RKHS.

Assumption 1 (Source condition). For s > 0, there is a constant B > 0 such that f;; € [H]* and
15 lppge < B-

This assumption is weak since s can be small. However, functions in [#]® with smaller s are less
smooth, which will be harder for an algorithm to estimate.
Assumption 2 (Eigenvalue Decay Rate (EDR)). The EDR of the eigenvalues {\; } associated to the
kernel K is B > 1, i.e.,

g P<n<ci? (7)

for some positive constants c and C.

Note that the eigenvalues A\; and EDR are only determined by the marginal distribution y and the
RKHS . For Sobolev RKHS H" equipped with Lebesgue measure v and bounded domain with
smooth boundary X C R?, it is well known that when r > d/2, H" is a separable RKHS with
respect to a bounded kernel and the corresponding eigenvalue decay rate (EDR) is 8 = 2r/d (Ed-
munds & Triebel, [1996).

Our next assumption is the embedding index. First, we give the definition of embedding property
Fischer & Steinwart|(2020): For 0 < a < 1, there is a constant A > 0 with ||[[H]$ — Lo (V)| < A.
This means [H|* is continuously embedded into L., () and the operator norm of the embedding is
bounded by A. The larger « is, the weaker the embedding property is.

Assumption 3 (Embedding index). Suppose that there exists cvg > 0, such that

1
ap = inf {a € [B,

and we refer to o as the embedding index of an RKHS H.

1 [ o L2, )| < oo},

This assumption directly implies that all the functions in [H]* are p-a.e bounded for @ > «yp.
Moreover, we will clarify this assumption for Sobolev kernels and dot-product kernels on S¢~! in
the appendix.

3.2 MINIMAX OPTIMALITY OF KERNEL CLASSIFIERS

This subsection presents our main results on the minimax optimality of kernel classifiers. We first
establish a minimax lower bound for the Sobolev RKHS H"(X') under the source condition (As-
sumption ). We then provide an upper bound based on Assumptions ] [5] and[6] and we clarify that
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the Sobolev RKHS satisfies these assumptions. As a result, we demonstrate that the Sobolev kernel
classifier is minimax rate optimal.

Theorem 1 (Lower Bound). Suppose f; € [H"(X)]® for s > 0, where H" is the Sobolev RKHS. For

all learning methods f, for any fixed § € (0,1), when n is sufficiently large, there is a distribution
p € P such that, with probability at least 1 — §, we have

E(f) > Con~ 25 ®)

where C'is a universal constant.

Theorem [I] shows the minimax lower bound on the classification excess risk over the interpolation
space of the Sobolev RKHS. Theorem [I] also establishes a minimax lower bound at the rate of
n~%atd for the Sobolev space H® with a = rs. |Yang| (1999) illustrated a similar result of the
minimax lower bound for Besov spaces. However, the result has only been proved for d = 1 by
Kerkyacharian & Picard| (1992) and the case for d > 1 remains unresolved.

The following theorem presents an upper bound for the kernel classifier.
Theorem 2 (Upper Bound). Suppose that Assumptionsd} 5] and|[6|hold for 0 < s < 27, where T is
B8

the qualification of the filter function. By choosing v < n~8+1, for any fixed § € (0,1), when n is
sufficiently large, with probability at least 1 — §, we have

A~ 4 s
f,)<c (m 5) n” T ©)
where C'is a constant independent of n and 6.

Combined with Theorem [I] Theorem [2] shows that by choosing a proper early-stopping time, the
Sobolev kernel classifier is minimax rate optimal. Moreover, given the kernel and the decay rate 3,
the optimal rate is mainly affected by the smoothness s of f; with respect to the kernel. Thus, in
Section[5} we will introduce how to estimate the smoothness of functions or datasets given a specific
kernel.

We emphasize that Theorem [2]can be applied to any general RKHS with an embedding index oy =
1/, such as an RKHS with a shift-invariant periodic kernel and an RKHS with a dot-product kernel.
Thanks to the uniform convergence of overparameterized neural networks (Lai et al.,[2023; [Li et al.}
2023a)), Theorem [2] can also be applied to analyze the generalization error of the neural network
classifiers. We will discuss this application in the next section.

4  APPLICATIONS IN NEURAL NETWORKS

Suppose that we have observed n i.i.d. samples {X;,Y;} , from p. For simplicity, we further
assume that the marginal distribution y of p is the uniform distribution on the unit sphere S¢~!. We
use a neural network with L hidden layers and width m to perform the classification on {X;, Y; }7 ;.
The network model f(x; 6) and the resulting prediction are given by the following equations

ho(z) = z, hl(a:):\/Za(Wl_lhl_l(m)), I=1,..,L (10)
fla;0) = WEhE(x) and g = sign(f(;0)),

where h! represents the hidden layer, o(z) := max(z,0) is the ReLU activation (applied element-
wise), W0 € R™*4 and W' € R™*™ are the parameters of the model. We use @ to represent the
collection of all parameters flatten as a column vector. With the mirrored initialization (shown in|L1
et al.|(2023a)), we consider the training process given by the gradient flow § = —9L(0)/96, where

the squared loss function is adopted L(6) = 5= >"" | (V; — f(X;, 0)))>.

The consideration for this choice of loss function is that the squared loss function is robust for
optimization and more suitable for hard learning scenarios (Hui & Belkin| (2020); Demirkaya et al.
(2020); |[Kornblith et al.| (2020)). Hui & Belkin| (2020) showed that the square loss function has been
shown to perform well in modern classification tasks, especially in natural language processing
while [Kornblith et al.| (2020) presented the out-of-distribution robustness of the square loss function.
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When the network is overparameterized, [Li et al.[(2023a) showed that the trained network f(x;6)
can be approximated by a kernel gradient method with respect to the following neural tangent kernel

L L-1
Koi(z,2') = > {7 (@) ] ro(sf” (@) (11)
r=0 S=r
where & = (z,2'), ﬁg’” = K10---0K7 represents p times composition of x; and n§°> (u) = u
p times

by convention; if » = L, the product HSL;TI is understood to be 1. Denote Y},,; = (Y1, ..., Y,)7,

K (X, X[n)) as an n x n matrix of (K(Xi’Xj))ije[n] and A\pin = Amin (K (X[n), X7n))) The
following proposition shows the uniform convergence of f(x;8).

Proposition 1 (Theorem 1 in |Li et al. (2023a)). Suppose x € S?'. For any € > 0, any hidden
layer L > 2, and § € (0,1), when the width m > poly (n, i [Yingll2,In(1/6), In(1/€)), with
probability at least 1 — & with respect to random initialization, we have

sup sup | fi(z;0) — fr*(z)| < e
t>0 xeX

where f[*F(z) is defined as in Examplebut with the kernel K.

Theorem G.5 in|Haas et al.| (2023) showed that the RKHS of the NTK on S¢~! is a Sobolev space.
Moreover, the kernel K, is a dot-product kernel satisfying a polynomial eigenvalue decay 5 =
d/(d —1). Thus, we can obtain the following corollary by combining Theorem [2]and Proposition][i]

Corollary 1. Suppose that x € S and Assumption H| holds for H being the RKHS of the

kernel Ky and s > 0. Suppose t = n . For any fixed 6 € (0,1), when m >
poly (n, A;,lm, [ YIn |2 111(1/5)) and n is sufficiently large, with probability at least 1 — 6, we have

4 s
E(fta0) =€ () worim 12
where C'is a constant independent of n and ¢.

This corollary shows that the generalization error of a fine-tuned, overparameterized neural network

classifier converges at the rate of n_ﬂ%ﬁﬂk This result also highlights the need for additional efforts
to understand the smoothness of real datasets with respect to the neural tangent kernel. A larger
value of s corresponds to a faster convergence rate, indicating the possibility of better generalization
performance. Determination of the smoothness parameter s will allow us to assess the performance
of an overparameterized neural network classifier on a specific dataset.

5 ESTIMATION OF SMOOTHNESS

In this section, we provide a simple example to illustrate how to determine the relative smoothness
s of the ground-truth function with respect to the kernel. Then we introduce a simple method to
estimate s with noise and apply the method to real datasets with respect to the NTK.

Determination of s. Suppose that X € [0, 1] and the marginal distribution xy is a uniform dis-
tribution on [0, 1]. We consider the min kernel K ,;,,(z,2") = min(z,2") (Wainwright, 2019) and
denote by H,,,;», the corresponding RKHS. The eigenvalues and the eigenfunctions of H,,;, are

2j—1 \° 2j —1
)\j:<j2 77) ., ej(z) = V2sin( ]2 mx), j>1 (13)

Thus, the EDR is 8 = 2. For illustration, we consider the ground true function f*(z) = cos(2mx).
Suppose f*(z) = Z;’O fjej(x), then we have f; = ﬁfol cos(2mx) sin(QjQ—_lﬂx)dx = j~1. Thus,
f; < 77" where r = 1. By the definition of the interpolation space, we have s = 2’“’%1 = 0.5.
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— 0= cos(2m), r=1.02,5=0.52 0650 — o=02
¥ = cos(2mx) +0.1€,r= 0.8, 5 = 0.3:
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Figure 1: Experiments for estimating the smoothness parameter s in regression settings. (a) Naive
estimation based on 2, 000 sample points for 0 = 0 (blue) and ¢ = 0.1 (orange). (b) Truncation
Estimation based on 2,000 sample points with truncation point 100. In both plots (a) and (b), the z-
axis is the logarithmic index j and the y-axis is the logarithmic p;.(c) Truncation Estimation across
various values of sample size n, each repeated 50 times. The blue line represents the average of
estimates, the shaded area represents one standard deviation, and the true value is indicated by the
orange dashed line.

Estimation of s in regression.  To better understand the estimation process, we first consider re-
gression settings where the noises have an explicit form and we then consider classification settings.
Suppose that we have n ii.d. samples of X},,; = [X1,..., X,]T and Y = V1, .., Y,]" € from
Y; = f*(X;) + o¢;, where ¢; ~ N (0, 1).

We start with a naive estimation method. Let K,,;, (X (] X [n]) be the kernel matrix. Suppose
the eigendecomposition is given by Kpin (X}, Xin)) = VEVT, where V. = [vy,...,v,] is the
eigenvector matrix, v;’s are the eigenvectors, and X is the diagonal matrix of the eigenvalues. We
can estimate r by estimating the decay rate of p;, where p; = Y[;Lr] v;. To visualize the convergence

rate r, we perform logarithmic least-squares to fit p; with respect to the index j and display the
values of the slope r and the smoothness parameter s.

For o0 = 0, r can be accurately estimated by the above naive method since there is no noise in Y;’s.
The blue line and dots in Figure[I] (a) present the estimation of s in this case, where the estimate is
around the true value 0.5. However, for ¢ = 0.1, the naive estimation is not accurate, as shown by
the orange line and dots in Figure|l|(a).

To improve the accuracy of the estimation, we introduce a simple modification called Truncation
Estimation, described as follows. We select some fixed integer as a truncation point and estimate the
decay rate of p; up to the truncation point. For the example with o = 0.1, we choose the truncation
point 100 and the result is shown in Figure [T] (b). We observe that the estimation becomes much
more accurate than the naive estimation, with an estimate of s = 0.53 not too far away from the
true value 0.5. In general, noise in the data can worsen the estimation accuracy, while increasing the
sample size can improve the accuracy and robustness of the estimation. In Figure[I](c), we show the
result for estimating s in repeated experiments with more noisy data (c = 0.2), where we observe
that as the sample size n increases, the estimation becomes accurate.

Estimation of s in classification. Now we consider the classification settings, where the popula-
tion is given by P(Y = 1|X = z) = (f*(x) 4+ 1)/2. Unlike regression problems, the variance of
the noise € = y — f*(z) is determined by f*(z) and may not be negligible. Nonetheless, in clas-
sification problems, we can still estimate the smoothness parameter s using Truncation Estimation,
thanks to the fact that increasing the sample size can improve its performance. The results are shown
in Figure E], where we can indeed make similar observations to those in Figure E] (b) and (¢).

As an application of Truncation Estimation, we estimate the relative smoothness of real data sets
with respect to the NTK defined in equation The results are shown in Table I} We can see
that with respect to the NTK, MNIST has the largest relative smoothness while CIFAR-10 has the
smallest one. This result aligns with the common knowledge that MNIST is the easiest dataset while
CIFAR-10 is the most difficult one of these three datasets.



Published as a conference paper at ICLR 2024

—— n(x) = (cos(2nx) + 1)/2,r=103,5=0.53 — eta(x) = (cos(2mx) + 1)/2
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Figure 2: Experiments for estimating the smoothness parameter s in classification settings. (a) The
experiment uses 5,000 sample points and the truncation point is 100. (b) Truncation Estimation
across various values of sample size n, each repeated 50 times. The blue line represents the average
of estimates, the shaded area represents one standard deviation, and the true value is indicated by
the orange dashed line.

Kernel MNIST Fashion-MNIST CIFAR-10

NTK-1 0.4862 (0.0824) 0.4417 (0.0934) 0.1992 (0.0724)
NTK-2 0.4871 (0.0793) 0.4326 (0.0875) 0.2047 (0.0831)
NTK-3 0.4865 (0.0815) 0.4372 (0.0768) 0.1965 (0.0795)

Table 1: Truncation Estimation of the relative smoothness s of different real data sets with different
NTKs. NTK — L indicates the L-hidden-layer NTK. We only consider two classes of labels for
each dataset: Label 1 and 7 for MNIST, trousers and sneakers for Fashion-MNIST, cars and horses
for CIFAR-10. We randomly select 5,000 data points and choose the truncation point 100 to estimate
s. For each dataset and each kernel, we repeat 50 times and the standard deviation is in parentheses.

Limitations The misspecified spectral algorithms (assuming f* € [#]®) are studied since 2009
(e.g.,[Steinwart et al.| (2009); |Dicker et al.| (2017); [Pillaud-Vivien et al.[(2018); [Fischer & Steinwart
(2020); [Zhang et al.| (2023)). However, to the best of our knowledge, there is barely any result on
the estimation of the smoothness s. This paper is the first to propose the s estimation method even
though the method is more susceptible to noise when the sample size is not enough or f* has more
complex structures. For example, if f* = Zj‘;l fje;(x), where fj2 = j7%18~1 when j is odd and
f? = j7*2F~1 when j is even (s; > s5). For the kernel K with EDR f3, f* € [H]** instead of
[H]®* or [H]® for some s € (s2,51). In this mixed smoothness case, our method tends to give an
estimation § € (s, s1). A more detailed discussion of the limitations is presented in the appendix.
We will try to find more accurate s estimation methods for general situations in the near future.

6 DISCUSSION

In this paper, we study the generalization error of kernel classifiers in Sobolev space (the interpo-
lation of the Sobolev RKHS). We show the optimality of kernel classifiers under the assumption
that the ground true function is in the interpolation of RKHS with the kernel. The minimax optimal
rate is n~°#/2(s841) where s is the smoothness parameter of the ground true function. Building
upon the connection between kernel methods and neural networks, we obtain an upper bound on the
generalization error of overparameterized neural network classifiers. To make our theoretical result
more applicable to real problems, we propose a simple method called Truncation Estimation to esti-
mate the relative smoothness s. Using this method, we examine the relative smoothness of three real
datasets, including MNIST, Fashion-MNIST and CIFAR-10. Our results confirm that among these
three datasets, MNIST is the simplest for classification using NTK classifiers while CIFAR-10 is the
hardest.
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A APPENDIX

In this section, we first show the proof of the upper bound of the classification excess risk (A.1 and
A.2) and then present the minimax lower bound (A.3). Before the proof, We list again the standard
assumptions for general RKHS 7 in this section.

Assumption 4 (Source condition). For s > 0, there is a constant B > 0 such that f; € [H]* and

1f5 g < B.

Assumption 5 (Eigenvalue Decay Rate (EDR)). The EDR of the eigenvalues {\;} associated to the
kernel K is (3, i.e.,

PN <0 (14)
for some positive constants ¢ and C and 3 > 1.
Assumption 6 (Embedding index). Suppose that there exists cg > 0, such that

ag = inf {a € [%,

and we refer to o as the embedding index of an RKHS H.

1)< 1) o I, )| < oo},

Define the sampling operator K, : R — H, y — yK(z,-) and its adjoint operator K} : H —
R, f+ f(z). Further, we define the sample covariance operator Tx : H — H as

1 n
Ty = — Kx. K% .

Then we know that || Tx || < || Tx||; < x2, where || - || denotes the operator norm and || - ||; denotes
the trace norm. Further, define the sample basis function

1n
= — Kx. Y, € H.

We also introduce a more general framework known as spectra algorithm [Rosasco et al.| (2005);
Caponnetto| (2006)); Bauer et al.|(2007). We define the filter function and the spectral algorithms as
follows:

12
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Definition 3 (Filter function). Let {¢, : [0,x?] = RT | v € T C R"} be a class of functions and
wu(z) =1- Z(pl/(z)' If‘pu and 1pl/ satisfj/:

* Ya € [0, 1], we have

sup 2%, (2) < Ev'™®, WveT; (15)
z€[0,k2]

e 37 > 1s.t. Ya € [0, 7], we have

sup | (2)] 2% < Frv™®, Wvel, (16)
z€(0,k2]

where | F. are absolute constants, then we call ,, a filter function. We refer to v as the regular-
ization parameter and T as the qualification.

Definition 4 (spectral algorithm). Let @, be a filter function index with v > 0. Given the samples
Z, the spectral algorithm produces an estimator of f, given by

fo =0, (Tx) 9z (17)

A.1 SOME BOUNDS

Throughout the proof, we denote
T,=T+v Y Tx,=Tx+v !

where v is the regularization parameter. In addition, we denote L?(X, i) as L?, L>=°(X, u) as L™
for brevity throughout the proof. We use a,, < b,, to denote that there exist constants ¢ and C' such
that ca,, < b, < Ca,,Vn =1,2,---; use a, < b, to denote that there exists an constant C' such
that a,, < Cb,,Vn = 1,2, - In addition, denote the effective dimension as

o =) =5

Lemma 1. Suppose v > 1. If \; < i~?, we have

Proof. Since ci—? < \; < Ci~?, we have

Z/\ +v- Z ﬁ+1/ ZC+V‘1W

=1

e c 1 [ C
< ) m$=lﬂ3 ; yﬁ_’_cdy<01l//3

for some constant C. Since v > 1, the proof for the lower bound can be obtained similarly.

I

A.1.1 APPROXIMATION ERROR

Recall that we have defined the sample basis function g and the spectral algorithm fl,. We also
need the following notations: define the expectation of gz as

g= Egz—/K )du(x) = SLf; € H,

and
fl/ = @V(T)g = @V(T)S;f;

The following conclusion based on Zhang et al.[(2023) bounds the L?-norm of f,, — [, for spectral
algorithm:

13
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Lemma 2. Suppose that Assumption[d] holds for 0 < s < 27. Then for any v > 0, we have
|fo = £3]|,, < FrRv™ 2.

Proof. Because f; € [H]°, we assume f; = L gy for some go € L?(P), so that ||go||z> < B by
Assumption 4] By the definition of f,, , we have:

1fv = follz = lleu (T) Sk f5
= [[(pu (L)L — Id) L3 go 2
< (W (L) LE ol 12
< F.Bv 2.

Where the second equality holds by the definition of natural embedding inclusion operator S}, and
Id denotes identity mapping. The first inequality holds because of the definition of 1, and the
second inequality holds for equation[T6] O

A.1.2 ESTIMATION ERROR
‘We rewrite the estimation error as follows
. L /A
v — Jv =||T2 ( v y) ’
|7 = 5], = |7 (7= 2],
1 1 1 _1 1 N
= HTiTV 2. TV2TX5 . T)Q(V (fl/ - fu)

1
2

N (18)
B(H) H Xy (fyif”> ‘

Step 1. The first part can be bounded by the following lemma, whose proof is simple and omitted.

< frizs!

. T7
B(H) Xv

Lemma 3. ) \
-Y 2H =su 7i <
v 'L>F1) )\ +vTt
For the second part, we recall a result (Fischer & Steinwart, 2020, Lemma 11).

Lemma 4 (Fischer & Steinwart| (2020)). Suppose that the RKHS H has the embedding index .
Then for any g < a < 1 and all § € (0, 1), with probability at least 1 — §, we have

4M2 « [2M2p>
< B+ 7‘11/3’
3n n

AN() (ITI| + 1)
8|7
Lemma 5. [f the sample size n > 8M2v B, we have:

1

(T —Tx) Ty ?

where

B=1In

1 1
2
VTXV

BH)

holds with probability at least 1 — 0.

Proof. We calculate T 7 TX directly, and combined with Lemma
Tx,=Tx+v ' =Tx —-T+T+v'
= (1)} [1d— (T,)H(T - Tx)(T,) ]| (1)2,

N

By Lemmawhen n > 8M2v*B, we have:
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holds with probability at least 1 — §. So the Neumann series gives us the following bound

1 1
22
7Ty,

- H (1~ (@) 2@ - T)@m) )

si\

2(H) B(H)

1
2

k=0
oo 9 k
< — =3
<3 (3)
k=0
O
Step 2. For the third part in the last line of equation [T8] we have
1o/ 1 1
Imé, (7= 1), < |mhoen @x) 0z = Tt + [Tt @) 1| 09

The second part of RHS in equation [I9]is complicated to calculate, but its proof follows the same
argument as in Step 3 of Theorem 16 in |Zhang et al.| (2023). Therefore, we provide the following
result without proof:

Lemma 6 (Theorem 16 in|Zhang et al.|(2023)). If s < 27, we have:
|78 (1) 1|, < 6P ERVE 4 AT, (20)

where A\ denotes

— 1 min(s,3)— 6
A; = 32max <S2, 1) EFTR,%S_ly_%n_ S 5

We need s < 21, because we use equationto upper bound ||T)%( U, (Tx)|| for every s.

To bound the first term of RHS in equation[I9} we begin with a lemma, whose proof is postponed to
Section[A. 1.3
Lemma 7. Suppose that Assumption and |§| hold for % < ag < 1, and conditional probability
of Y is given by
14+ fi(x

PY=1X=2z)= %().
Then given v > 0, and n > 1, for any § > 0 and o > «, the following bound is satisfied with
probability not less than 1 — §

|2 (s = x5~ g - T < m“ﬁigg) (N () + 4M§Va) |

The next lemma provides a bound on the first term of RHS in equation[T9]
Lemma 8. Suppose that Assumption and @ hold for % < ag < 1. If the sample size n >

8M?2v® B, where B is defined in LemmaW|and v > 0, then for any § > 0 and o > «v, the following
bound is satisfied with probability at least 1 — §:

2\ [ Nw): 2M,v% i
(log5>< \(/;3 +— >+||fp—fu|l4,

HT)%(”% (Tx)(9z — Tx fv)

<C
H

where C is an absolute constant.

Proof.
1 1 1 _1 1 _1
|00 (1) 2 = T )|, = |0 (T TE, Tk T T E 02 = )|
1 1 1 1
< |72 o, (Tx) T2 -HT*fTE
<|rive @i, - [T, L, @
_1
. ’Tu (92 —Tx f))| -
H

15
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The first term can be upper bounded as

1 1
|78,00 (1) T3,

= (T Do, (T
500 [(Tx + v ) (Tx) |3

<N Txew (Tx) |laay + v Hiew (Tx) a0
<2F

because we have 2, (z) < E by equation[I5]and ¢, (z) < Ev by equation[16] Using Lemma 3]
the second term can be bounded as

<3.
B(H)

It remains to bound the third term. Lemmal[7] shows that

11
22
HTXI/ TV

2
N 2 128 (log 2 4M2v>
)7 (g =)~ (g =) < 2008 (N<u>+ ). @
H n n
Thus, we have
ez —Tx 8|, < T ez — T h) — (o - (9-T£)|,
2\ (N(v)2 2M,v% 1. .
<8v2 <1og5> ( et >+\Ty i g 15 = Sl
2 N(V)% 2M,v2 .
ssﬂ<log5>< N >+|fp—fyHL2,
where the second term is approximation error that has been referred to in Lemmal 2} O

Step 3. Now we combine the bounds for the three parts of estimation error in equation [I8} the
first two parts are corresponding to Lemma 3]and [5 respectively, and the third part is corresponding
to equation [I9} equation 20} and Lemma 8] Then based on Assumptions the same as Lemma [§]
combined with s < 27, we conclude that for any § > 0, it holds with probability at least 1 —

‘ (10 ) N(u)% N oM ve
L2 = 55 Vn n (23)

+ Hf; - fVHLQ +FTERV_§ +AIIS>27

fo— 1

where C is an absolute constant.

A.1.3 PROOF OF LEMMA[7]

Lemma 9 (Lemma 13 in [Fischer & Steinwart| (2020)). Let (X, B) be a measurable space, H be a
separable RKHS on X w.r.t. a bounded and measurable kernel k, and 1 be a probability distribution
on X. Then the following equality is satisfied, for v > 0,

J a2 ||, dute) = ¥,

If, in addition, M, < oo is satisfied, then the following inequality is satisfied, for v > 0 and
p-almost all x € X,

2
H(T,,)*l/2 K(z, .)HH < M2y

we also consider C,, : H — H the integral operator w.r.t. the point measure at x € X,

wa = f($)K(.’L‘, ) = <f,K(.1', )>’HK(x7 ')a
And we have the operator norm:
2

)20, (T, *1/2H :H )2 K(x,- H < M2,
|2 = @) R, < M

16
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Lemma 10 (Bernstein’s Inequality in/Caponnetto & De Vito|(2007)). Let (2, B, P) be a probability
space, H be a separable Hilbert space, and & : ) — H be a random variable with

Ep[lgl7] < o,

@l < 5. as

h

Then, for T > 1 and n > 1, the following concentration inequality is satisfied

2 L2
> 320 <02 + > <27,
n n

2

P | (wi,... wn EQ”H Zng — Ep¢

H
Proof of Lemmal[7] Consider the random variable £ : X x {—1,1} — H:

§ay) = (T) 7 (0~ @)K (2,).

Denoted by D the empirical measure corresponding to the sample {X;, Y;}? ;. It holds that

1

- > (€(Xi,Ui) — Ept) = Epé — B¢

i=1
= (1) (97 = Txfo) = (9= TH)).
By Lemma(9] it holds that
6@ )lln < 2|[(T)7? Ko, )|, < 2Mar®

for p-almost all x € X, and it holds that

Bl = [ @2 Ko, | X - fla) PO =11 X = 2)| duta)

i=1,—1
< 4N(v).

We let 02 = 4N (v) and L = 4M,v% and apply the Bernstein inequality in Lemma to complete
the proof. O

A.2 UPPER BOUND ON EXCESS RISK

Theorem 3 (L>-risk upper bound). Suppose that Assumption l Iand @ holds, and that 0 < s < 27.
B

Let fV be the estimator defined by equation Then by choosing v < n~6+1, for any fixed § € (0, 1)
and any 1 > o > g, when n is sufficiently large, with probability at least 1 — 6§, we have

6> 58
< (ln(S) Cn™ 5541,

where C'is a constant independent of n and 4.

A 2
fu_f; I

Proof. We decomposed L?-risk into the sum of the approximation error and the estimation error as

as
1fo = Follez < W fo = ol + 1fy = follze

Using Lemma 2] for the appoximation error and equation 23] for the estimation error, we have

R 2\ [(Nw): °2M,v% .
I1fo = f3 Nl go<1og5)< (v) N v >+FT(E+1)RV‘2+A1]S>2.

Vn n

Choosing v < ns+1, we can obtain the following rates:

17
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* By Lemmal[l]
Nw): v% 1 s
< = =p 2w 24
NG NG n (24)
F.(E+1)Rv% =n t55 (25)

Following Theorem 16 in|Zhang et al.|(2023), for any s > 2, we have
6 _1_sB
AS () et (26)

* Since ap = % for Sobolev RKHS, we can choose some « in (g, s + %) It follows that

sB

< nTEE 27)

X
3‘&\5}

Combining the above equation [24] equation [25]equation 26| and equation[27] we complete the proof.
O

Proof of Theorem 2 . The classification excess risk can be rewritten as

(28)

Based on equation [28]and the classic upper classification upper bound by Devroye et al|(2013), we
have:

£(f) = Bx (I (O, 5(X) < 0)
< [ 1500 - fo] a0
< ||fu - f;HLZ

The remaining proof directly follows from Theorem 3] O

A.3 MINIMAX LOWER BOUND

Proposition 2 (Theorem 2.5 in|Tsybakov|(2009)). Assume that M > 2 and suppose that © contains
elements 00,01, ...,0n and Py, Py, , . .., Py,, are the probability measures such that

(i) d(0;,0;) >2s > 0,Y0 <i < j<M;
(ii) Py, < Ppo,¥j =1,...,M and

M
1
37 2 KL(Ps,, Py,) < alog M (29)
j=1
with0 < a < 1/8.
Then
- vM 2
inf sup Py(d(6,0) > s) > ———(1— 20— y/ ———) >0 30
fsup Po(d(0,6) > 5) 2 77757 \ Tog a7 (30)



Published as a conference paper at ICLR 2024

Lemma 11 (Varshamov-Gilbert Bound). Given m > 8, there exist M > om/8 different elements on
W@ w) on {—=1,1}" and w®) = (0, ..., 0) such that

Z\wz(f)—w(j)‘z%’ 0<i<j<M. (31
k=1

Lemma 12. For r > g, H"(X) is a separable RKHS with respect to a bound kernel and the
corresponding EDR is

Let u : Ry — R be a nonincreasing infinitely differentiable function such that « = 1 on [0, 1/4]

-1
and u = 0 on [1/2, 00). We can take u(z) = (fll/f ul(z)dz) [, u1(z)dz where

1
0, otherwise.

Given an integral ¢ = g(n) > 1, we define the regular grid on R as

2k1 +1 2kqg +1 .
= 2 k; g —1 =1, ... .
Gq {( 2q 9 9 2(] ) kl S {07 ,q }7Z ) ad} (33)

We consider the partition X7, ..., X, of [0, 1]¢ canonically defined using the grid G,. = € &} if

2z € Gy is the closest point to z € [0, 1]%. If there exist several points in G, closest to = we define
r € X} if z is closest to 0.

Lemma 13. ¢(z) = Cpq—" S0, gz — 2i]) € H(X), where ¢(x) = u(|}z]2).

Proof of Lemmal[I3] By the definition of ¢, we have ¢ € H*" for any fixed sr > 0. Thus, ||¢[|%..
is bounded.

Denote ¢y (x) = ¢(q[z — zx]) and p(x) = Yr(z + 2z1) = ¢(gr). It is easy to find that: 7)
HwkH[Hsr] = H(pHHm ,Zl) <wi7wj>Hs7' = 0for: #]

d
q
113 = Coa™>" 11D dull3er (34)
k=1
qd
=Coq > | Ykl Frer +2> (Wi, 05) e (35)
k=1 ]
= Ciqd’2”||<p||§{m, (36)

Denote the Fourier transform of ¢ and 1 as ngS and zﬁ

@(&) = / p(qr)e 2 (37)
B(0,55)
=g / d(y)e > ivdy (38)
B(0.3)
s ®
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Since u(z) is infinitely differentiable function on [0, 1]¢, then ||¢|| g+ is bounded for any fixed s > 0.
Then

Il =7 [ R+ el 0)
= [ R0+ el e @
<t [ 166+ el )
= g3 @)
Ths, [, < C3 ol :

Proof of Theorem 1 . Denote m = ¢%, we define Xy = R? \ Ugl X;. Thus, Ay, ..., X, form a
partition of R9.

Define the hypercube C = {P,, : w = (w1, ...,wp,) € {—1,1}™} of probability distribution P,, of
(X,Y)on Z =R? x {0,1} as follows.

For any P, the marginal distribution of X does not depend on w and has a density p w.r.t.
the Lebesgue measure on R? defined in the following way. Denote v = m~!. Let u(z) =
v/A[B(0, (4¢)~1)] for x € B(z,(49)7 '), z € G4 and p(x) = 0 otherwise.

By Lemma there exist M > 2™/8 different elements on w(®), ..., w®) on {—1,1}" and w(®) =
(0,...,0). We take

filw) =w (@), @€ X, ie[M] (44)
and fi(z) = 0forxz € Xy. fo = 0 forz € X. We will assume that Cyy < 1 to ensure that
ni(x) = (14 f;(x))/2 take values in [0, 1].

By Lemmal[13] we have f; € H*" = [H]%, i =0,..., M. Since n;(z) = (1 + fi(z))/2, we have

KL(p}', p5) = nKL(pi, po) (45)
:nz / (H V) 114 wff () + L) Nn(lwé%(x)))u(mdx
(46)

1'I’L’I’n ; n — 2.%' Z)1n qu(x) X

=2 J a1y NB(O, (30) ) (l (L= v7@) + ¥l (1—w<x>)>d @7
1 v (o (2NN 4,

=2 J a1y NB(O, (3g) ) <¢’( ! (1w<z>>>d @

< Cnmuvg " 49)

The last inequality is because with sufficiently large n, ¥(z) = Cypq¢™*" < 1/2 for x €
B(x, (4¢)~1). To satisfy the second condition of Proposition we need Cynmuvg 25" < ™ In2.
We can take nvg~2%" = ©(1). Thus, ¢ = n'/(2s7+d),

For the first condition, we have

d(fi, £3) = B[l fi(2)[15,(2) 1, (@) <0] (50)
=E,; Z¢ N ,0,6) o loe (51
> C’¢q4 mu (52)
— Cn—sr/(er—i—d) (53)
for some constant C' > 0. By Proposition [2, we have the minimax rate n—*"/(2"+4)  Since r =
Bd/2, we have the minimax rate n~ 2D O
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A.4 EMBEDDING INDEX OF SOBOLEV AND DOT-PRODUCT KERNELS

A.4.1 SOBOLEV KERNEL

The interpolation space of H"(X') under Lebesgue measure is given by

[H"(X)]" = H"™(X). (54)

By the embedding theorem of (fractional) Sobolev space (Theorem 4.27 in |Adams & Fournier
(2003)), letting 0 = r — g > 0, we have

H™(X) — C%(X) — L®(X), 0=r—

1_ d

d
2
d
5 and any o > 7= a0

Combined with equation [54} for a Sobolev RKHS H = H"(X),r >
have

we
[H"(X)]* = H™®(X) — C™(X) — L>®(X).
Therefore aig = % for the embedding index of a Sobolev RKHS.

A.4.2 DOT-PRODUCT KERNEL

Let k be a dot-product kernel on X = S¢, the unit sphere in R4*!, and u = o be the uniform
measure on S?. Then, it is well-known that % can be decomposed as

E(@,y) =Y tn Y Yaa(@)Yau(y), (55)
1

n=0 =

where {Y,,;} is a set of orthonormal basis of L? (Sd, O’) called the spherical harmonics. a,, is

multiplicity and satisfies
n+d n—2+d
ay = —
n n—2

d—

We let 1,, < n~% for some > 1 and also we have a,, < n?! and Z?:l a; =< n?, we prove

embedding index ag = 3.

Proof. By the Theorem 9 in [Fischer & Steinwart (2020), we only need to prove that for any o > %,
Yoo My 202y You(2)? < oo,

an

D uay Vi) <Y plan
n=0

n=0 =1

)
< Z C,nd—ln—adﬁ

n=0

= CZ plmdeB-1)

n=0

B DETAILED DISCUSSION FOR f WITH COMPLEX STRUCTURES

In this section, we illustrate some f* with the complex structure and analyze the feasibility of our
theories and method on these cases:
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Mixed smoothness: Suppose f* = > 72, fje;(x) and {f;};en has different different decay
rates. A simple example is the two-smoothness case, where { f;};cn has two different decay rates,

where f7 = j~*7~! when j is odd and f7 = j~*>”~! when j is even (s; > s). For the kernel K
with EDR 3, by the definition of the interpolation space, we have

* - f2 -sB—s18— :sB—s28—
£ li2gs = Z/TJS D D A D Y R (56)
j=1

J {j:jis odd} {j:jiseven}

Thus, for s < s2, we have || f*[|(3- is bounded, meaning that f; € [H]® where s can be arbitrary
close to so. In this case, our theory can still be applied to find the generalization ability of the kernel

classifiers (n =27+1). This can be also applied to multi-smoothness cases.

Howeyver, in this case, Truncation Estimation, introduced in Section 5, is inaccurate. With a suf-
ficient sample size, Truncation Estimation will find the smoothness s between s; and s, for the
two-smoothness case while we need to find s = s5. In this case, the method can be improved by
performing linear regression on top of p; = sup;> ; p; even though this improvement method tends
to underestimate s. We will find new s estimation methods for general situations in the near future.

Sobolev space of low intrinsic dimensionality There is a popular assumption on the real data,
called manifold assumption, assuming that f* is supported on a submanifold. More specifically,
for x € Q C RP, they assume that f* belongs to the space of the low intrinsic dimensionality d
and d < D. In this case, [ Hamm & Steinwart| (2021); Ding et al.| (2023)) have come up with some
definitions of the low intrinsic dimension assumption:

Assumption 7 (Low intrinsic dimension). There exist positive constants ¢; and d < D such that
forall 6 € (0,1), we have

Nip (6,Q) < ed™? (57)
where |2 is the RP space equipped with |, norm and Mg (6,Q) is the covering number.

On the Sobolev space with smoothness  With the assumption of low intrinsic dimension, Hamm

& Steinwart| (2021); Ding et al.|(2023) improved their results from n™ 5D to n‘ﬁ (regression
problems). Though our theories can not solve this case, we believe that the technology can be
applied to classification problems and this will be our future work.

Well-separated data The well-separated assumption is another popular assumption on the real
data (like MNIST, CIFAR-10, and so on) since the testing accuracy of some neural network mod-
els is near 100%. The well-separated assumption, in our settings, means that f*(z) € {1, -1},
violating the continuity of f*. However, we can use a continuous function to approximate such a
discontinuous function. For example, € [0,1] and f*(z) = 1 if 2 > 1/2 and f*(z) = -1 if
x < 1/2 (two regions). Then we can use an infinitely differentiable function (s = co) to approx-
imate f* and thus the estimator finds out that the function is arbitrarily smooth. This idea can be
extended to the cases with finite regions.

However, for the real data, normally with a super large dimension, the number of regions may depend
on the dimension. In this situation, our theories need more effort to explain the generalization ability
of the kernel classifier (like extending our theories to the high dimensional settings).
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