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Abstract

Many results in recent years established polynomial time learnability of various
models via neural networks algorithms (e.g. [1, 6, 5, 4, 12,20, 13, 7,2, 17, 14, 9, 3]).
However, unless the model is linear separable [3], or the activation is a polynomial [9],
these results require very large networks — much more than what is needed for the mere
existence of a good predictor.

In this paper we prove that SGD on depth two neural networks can memorize
samples, learn polynomials with bounded weights, and learn certain kernel spaces,
with near optimal network size, sample complexity, and runtime. In particular, we
show that SGD on depth two network with O (%) hidden neurons (and hence O(m)
parameters) can memorize m random labeled points in S,
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1 Introduction

Understanding the models (i.e. pairs (D, f*) of input distribution D and target function f*)

on which neural networks algorithms guaranteed to learn a good predictor is at the heart of

deep learning theory today. In recent years, there has been an impressive progress in this

direction. It is now known that neural networks algorithms can learn, in polynomial time,

linear models, certain kernel spaces, polynomials, and memorization models (e.g. [I, 6, 5, 1,
) Y Y Y ? Y ? ’ ])

Yet, while such models has been shown to be learnable in polynomial time and polynomial
sized networks, the required size (i.e., number of parameteres) of the networks is still very
large, unless the model is linear separable [3], or the activation is a polynomial [9]. This
means that the proofs are valid for networks whose size is significantly larger then the minimal
size of the network that implements a good predictor.

We make a progress in this direction, and prove that certain NN algorithms can learn
memorization models, polynomials, and kernel spaces, with near optimal network size, sample
complexity, and runtime (i.e. SGD iterations). Specifically we assume that the instance space
is S~! and consider depth 2 networks with 2¢ hidden neurons. Such networks calculate a
function of the form

hwu(x) = Zua ({wi, x)) = (u,0 (Wx))

We assume that the network is trained via SGD, starting from random weights that are

sampled from the following variant of Xavier initialization [10]: W will be initialized to be a
!

%%
W/
the all-B vector in dimension ¢, for some B > 0, with its negation. We will use rather large
B, that will depend on the model that we want to learn. We will prove the following results

duplication W = of a matrix W' of standard Gaussians and u will be a duplication of

Memorization In the problem of memorization, we consider SGD training on top of a
sample S = {(x1,¥1),---, (Xm,ym)}. The goal is to understand how large the networks
should be, and (to somewhat leaser extent) how many SGD steps are needed in order to
memorize 1 — € fraction of the examples, where an example is considered memorized if
y;:h(x;) > 0 for the output function h. Most results, assumes that the points are random or
“looks like random” in some sense.

In order to memorize even just slightly more that half of the m examples we need a
network with at least m parameters (up to poly-log factors). However, unless m < d (in
which case the points are linearly separable), best know results require much more than m
parameters, and the current state of the art results [17, 14] require m? parameters. We show
that if the points are sampled uniformly at random from S%~! x {£1}, then any fraction
of the examples can be memorized by a network with O(m) parameters, and O (6%) SGD
iterations. Our result is valid for the hinge loss, and most popular activation functions,
including the ReL.U.



Bounded distributions Our results for polynomials and kernels will depend on what
we call the boundedness of the data distribution. We say that a distribution D on S%!
is R-bounded if for every u € St E,.p (u, x)2 < %2. To help the reader to calibrate
our results, we first note that by Cauchy-Schwartz, any distribution D is v/d-bounded, and
this bound is tight in the cases that D is supported on a single point. Despite that, many
distributions of interest are O(1)-bounded or even (1 + o(1))-bounded. This includes the
uniform distribution on S?!, the uniform distribution on the discrete cube {j:\/ia}d, the
uniform distribution on 2 (d) random points, and more (see section 4.4). For simplicity, we
will phrase our results in the introduction for O(1)-bounded distribution. We note that if
the distribution is R-bounded (rather than O(1)-bounded), our results suffer a multiplicative

factor of R? in the number of parameters, and remains the same in the runtime (SGD steps).

Polynomials For the sake of clarity, we will describe our result for learning even polynomi-
als, with ReLU networks, and the loss being the logistic loss or the hinge loss. Fix a constant
integer ¢ > 0 and consider the class of even polynomials of degree < ¢ and coefficient vector
norm at most M. Namely,

PY=qpx)= Y ax*: Y <M

|| is even and <c || is even and <c

where for a € {0,1,2,...}¢ and x € R? we denote x* = [["_, 2% and |a| = 3¢, a;. Learning
the class P} requires a networks with at least 2 (M?) parameters (and this remains true even
if we restrict to O(1)-bounded distributions). We show that for O(1)-bounded distributions,
SGD learns PM | with error parameter € (that is, it returns a predictor with error < ¢), using

a network with O (?—;) parameters and O (?—;) SGD iterations.

Kernel Spaces The connection between networks and kernels has a long history (early
work inclues [19, 15] for instance). In recent years, this connection was utilized to analyze
the capability of neural networks algorithm (e.g. [I, 6, 5, 4, 12, 20, 13, 7, 2, 17, 14, 9]).
In fact, virtually all known non-linear learnable models, including memorization models,
polynomials, and kernel spaces utilize this connection. Our paper is not different, and our
result for polynomials is a corollary of a more general result about learning certain kernel
spaces, that we describe next. Our result about memorization is not a direct corollary, but
is also a refinement of that result. We consider the kernel & : S¥! x S9=! — R given by

k = ) ' 1
y) = bey) B o (W) (wy) g
which is a variant of the Neural Tangent Kernel [I1] (see section 2.6). We show that for

O(1)-bounded distributions, SGD learns functions with norm < M in the corresponding

kernel space, with error parameter ¢, using a network with O (Af—;) parameters and O (?—;)



SGD iterations. We note that the network size is optimal up to the dependency on € and
poly-log factors, and the number of iteration is optimal up to a constant factor. This result is
valid for most Lipschitz losses including the hinge loss and the log-loss, and for most popular
activation functions, including the ReLU.

Technical Contribution For weights (W, u) and x € S~ we denote by Uy ,(x) € R?7*4
the gradient, w.r.t. the hidden weights W, of hy,(x). Our initialization scheme ensures
that the SGD on the network, at the onset of the initialization process, is approximately
equivalent to linear SGD starting at 0, on top of the embedding Wy, where (W, u) are the
initial weights. Now, it holds that

kxy) =E ”’W’u(XQE L)

where k is the kernel defined in (1). Hence, if the network is large enough, we would expect

Uiy u(x), Y u(x .
that k(x,y) ~ (. (z)qu, ( )>, and therefore that SGD on the network, in the onset of the
initialization process, is approximately equivalent to linear SGD starting at 0, w.r.t. the
kernel k. Our main technical contribution is the analysis of the rate (it terms of the size of
<\PW,U(X)7\IJW,U(X)>
2qB

We would like to mention Fiat et al. [8] whose result shares some ideas with our proof. In

their paper it is shown that for the square loss and the ReLLU activation, linear optimization

over the embedding Wy, can memorize m points with O(m) parameters.

the network) in which converges to k(x,y).

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Notation

We denote vectors by bold-face letters (e.g. x), matrices by upper case letters (e.g. W),

and collection of matrices by bold-face upper case letters (e.g. W). We denote the i’s row
1

in a matrix W by w;. The p-norm of x € R? is denoted by ||x[|, = (Zle |xi|p)5, and
for a matrix W, ||W|| is the spectral norm ||[W| = max|xj=1 |[|[Wx||. We will also use the
convention that ||x|| = [|x||2. For a distribution D on a space X, p > 1 and f: X — R we

denote || f|lp0 = (Ezup |f(:v)|p)% We use O to hide poly-log factors.

2.2 Supervised learning

The goal in supervised learning is to devise a mapping from the input space X to an output
space ) based on a sample S = {(x1,v1), ..., (Xm, Ym)}, where (x;,7;) € X x Y drawn i.i.d.
from a distribution D over X x ). In our case, the instance space will always be S¥~1. A
supervised learning problem is further specified by a loss function ¢ : R x Y — [0, 00), and
the goal is to find a predictor i : X — R whose loss, Lp(h) := Ex y)~p ((h(x),y), is small.



The empirical loss Lg(h) := £ 3" ((h(x;), y;) is commonly used as a proxy for the loss Lp.
When h is defined by a vector w of parameters, we will use the notations Lp(w) = Lp(h),
Ls(w) = Lg(h) and l (W) = £(h(x),y). For a class H of predictors from X to R we
denote Lp(H) = infrey Lp(h) and Ls(H) = infreqy Ls(h)

Regression problems correspond to ) = R and, for instance, the squared loss 59" (g, y) =
(g — y)?. Classification is captured by Y = {£1} and, say, the zero-one loss °~!(7,y) =
1[gy < 0] or the hinge loss M&¢(§, y) = [1 — gy|,. A loss £ is L-Lipschitz if for all y € Y,
the function ¢,(y) := £(y,y) is L-Lipschitz. Likewise, it is convex if ¢, is convex for every
y € Y. We say that ¢ is L-decent if for every y € Y, £, is convex, L-Lipschitz, and twice

differentiable in all but finitely many points.

2.3 Neural network learning

We will consider fully connected neural networks of depth 2 with 2¢ hidden neurons and
activation function ¢ : R — R. Throughout, we assume that the activation function is
continuous, is twice differentiable in all but finitely many points, and there is M > 0 such
that |o'(z)|, |o"(z)] < M for every point x € R for which f is twice differentiable in z. We
call such an activation a decent activation. This includes most popular activations, including
the ReLLU activation o(z) = max(0, z), as well as most sigmoids.
Denote
7. ={hw(x) = (u,c(Wx)) : W € Mygq,u € R*} .

We also denote by W = (W, u) the aggregation of all weights. We next describe the learning
algorithm that we analyze in this paper. We will use a variant of the popular Xavier initial-
ization [10] for the network weights, which we call Xavier initialization with zero outputs.
The neurons will be arranged in pairs, where each pair consists of two neurons that are

initialized identically, up to sign. Concretely, the weight matrix W will be initialized to be
!

w
W/
of the all-B vector in dimension ¢, for some B > 0, with its negation. We denote the distri-

bution of this initialization scheme by Z(d, ¢, B). Note that if W ~ Z(d, q, B) then w.p. 1,
Vx, hw(x) = 0. Finally, the training algorithm is described in 1.

a duplication W = of a matrix W’ of standard Gaussians' and u will be a duplication

2.4 Kernel spaces

Let X be a set. A kernelis a function k : X x X — R such that for every z1,...,z,, € X the
matrix {k(z;, z;)};; is positive semi-definite. A kernel space is a Hilbert space H of functions
from X to R such that for every x € X the linear functional f € H +— f(z) is bounded. The
following theorem describes a one-to-one correspondence between kernels and kernel spaces.

Tt is more standard to assume that the instances has L? norm O (\/@7 or infinity norm O(1), and the

entries of W’ has variance %. For the sake of notational convenience we chose a different scaling—divided

the instances by v/d and accordingly multiplied the initial matrix by v/d. Identical results can be derived
for the more standard convention.



Algorithm 1 Neural Network Training
Input: Network parameters o and d, ¢, loss ¢, initialization parameter B > 0, learning
rate n > 0, batch size b, number of steps T" > 0, access to samples from a distribution D
Sample W' ~ Z(d, q, B)
fort=1,...,7T do
Obtain a mini-batch S; = {(x!,y!)}o_, ~ D°
With back-propagation, calculate a stochastic gradient VLg,(W') and update Wit =
W' — 77V£St (Wt)
end for
Choose t € [T] uniformly at random and return W,

Theorem 1. For every kernel k there exists a unique kernel space Hy such that for every
z,2' € X, k(x,2") = (k(-,x),k(-,2'))y, . Likewise, for every kernel space H there is a kernel
k for which H = Hy.

We denote the norm and inner product in #H; by || - ||z and (-,-),. The following theorem
describes a tight connection between kernels and embeddings of X into Hilbert spaces.

Theorem 2. A function k : X x X — R is a kernel if and only if there exists a mapping
U X = H to some Hilbert space for which k(x,z") = (¥(x), V(a')),,. In this case, Hj =
{fov | veEH} where fyy(x) = (v,V(x))y,. Furthermore, || f|, = min{||v|# : fov} and the
minimaizer is unique.

A special type of kernels that we will useful for us are inner product kernels. These are
kernels k : S9! x STIR of the form

k(xy) =D b (xy)"

For scalars b, > 0 with Y > b, < oco. It is well known that for any such sequence k is a
kernel. The following lemma summarizes a few properties of inner product kernels.

Lemma 3. Let k be the inner product kernel k(x,y) =Y > b, (x,y)". Suppose that b, > 0
1 If p(x) = 37 10— @aX” then p € Hy and furthermore Ipl|z < % > lal=n a?
2. For every u € S*, the function f(x) = (u,x)" belongs to Hy and ||f|[} = 5

For a kernel k and M > 0 we denote H}! = {h € Hy, : ||h|x < M}. We note that spaces
of the form HM often form a benchmark for learning algorithms.



2.5 Hermite Polynomials and the dual activation

Hermite polynomials hg, hq, ho, ... are the sequence of orthonormal polynomials correspond-
ing to the standard Gaussian measure on R. Fix an activation o0 : R — R. Following the
terminology of [6] we define the dual activation of o as

o(p) = K o(X)a(Y)

X,Y are p-correlated standard Gaussian

It holds that if o = > 7  a,h, then

oo

6(p) =Y arp"

n=0

In particular, k,(x,y) := ¢ ((X,y)) is an inner product kernel.

2.6 The Neural Tangent Kernel

Fix network parameters o,d,q and B. The neural tangent kernel corresponding to weights
W is?

(Vwhw (x), Vwhw(y))
2qB?

The neural tangent kernel space, Hik,, , is a linear approximation of the trajectories in which
hw changes by changing W a bit. Specifically, h € Hiy,, if and only if there is U such that

thw (Xv y) =

Vx c Sdl_l, h(X) — lim hW—l—eU(X) - hW(X) (2>

e—0 €

Furthermore, we have that \/gB - || 2|ty is the minimal Euclidean norm of U that satisfies
equation (2). The ezpected initial neural tangent kernel is

tko (X, y) = thkoaq (X, y) = WN%%B) tkw (x,y)

We will later see that tk, 4, 5 depends only on o and B. If the network is large enough, we
can expect that at the onset of the optimization process, tk, p = kw. Hence, approximately,
Hix, » consists of the directions in which the initial function computed by the network can
move. Since the initial function (according to Xavier initialization with zero outputs) is 0,
Hix, 5 18 a linear approximation of the space of functions computed by the network in the
vicinity of the initial weights. NTK theory based of the fact close enough to the initialization
point, the linear approximation is good, and hence SGD on NN can learn functions in H,
that has sufficiently small norm. The main question is how small should the norm be, or
alternatively, how large should the network be.

2The division by 2¢B? is for notational convenience.



We next derive a formula for tk, 5. We have, for W ~ Z(d, ¢, B)
(Vwhw(x), Vwhw (y))
2qB?
1< 1<

= B (Bo' ({wi,x)) x, Bo' (Wi, y))y) + s o ((wi,x)) o (Wi, y))

tkW (X7 Y) -

Y , 1
-, Eﬁ o’ ((wi,x)) o (<WiaY>)+qu > o ((wi,x)) o ({wi, y))
Taking expectation we get

. 1 1
tkU,B<X7 Y) = <X7 Y> o' (<X7 Y>) + ﬁa (<X, Y>) = <X, Y> kU’(X’ Y) ng (X Y)
Finally, we decompose the expected initial neural tangent kernel into two kernels, that cor-
responds to the hidden and output weights respectively. Namely, we let

) . 1
tkU,B = th,B + tkg',B for th(X, Y) = <X7 y> UI (<X7 Y>) and tka,B(Xa y) = B2 (<X y))

3 Results

3.1 Learning the neural tangent kernel space with SGD on NN

Fix a decent activation function ¢ and a decent loss £. Our first result shows that algorithm
1 can learn the class Hi‘fh using a network with O (]\f—;) parameters and using O ( M2>

examples. We note that unless o is linear, the number of samples is optimal up to constant
factor, and the number of parameters is optimal, up to poly-log factor and the dependency
on €. This remains true even if we restrict to O(1)-bounded distributions.

Theorem 4. Given d, M > 0, R > 0 and ¢ > 0 there is a choice of ¢ = O <M2R2>,
T=0 <€—2>, as well as B > 0 and n > 0, such that for every R-bounded distribution D and
batch size b, the function h returned by algorithm 1 satisfies E Lp(h) < Lp <7—[ > +e€

As an application, we conclude that for the ReLU activation, algorithm 1 can learn even
polynomials of bounded norm with near optimal sample complexity and network size. We
denote

PY=qpx)= Y ax*: ) a<M

|a| is even and <c |a| is even and <c

Theorem 5. Fix a constant ¢ > 0 and assume that the activation is ReLU. Given d, M > 0,
R > 0 and € > 0 there is a choice of ¢ = O <M2R2) T = O( ), as well as B > 0 and

n > 0, such that for every R-bounded distribution D and batch size b, the function h returned
by algorithm 1 satisfies E Lp(h) < Lp (PM) + ¢

8



We note that as in theorem 4, the number of samples is optimal up to constant factor,
and the number of parameters is optimal, up to poly-log factor and the dependency on e,
and this remains true even if we restrict to O(1)-bounded distributions.

3.2 Memorization

Theorem 4 can be applied to analyze memorization by SGD. Assume that ¢ is the hinge loss
(similar result is valid for many other losses such as the log-loss) and o is any decent non-
linear activation. Let S = {(x1,¥1),- .-, (Xm,Ym)} be m random, independent and uniform
points in S! x {£1} with m = d° for some ¢ > 1. Suppose that we run SGD on top of S.
Namely, we run algorithm 1 where the underlying distribution is the uniform distribution on
the points in S. Let h : S“! — R be the output of the algorithm. We say that the algorithm
memorized the i’th example if y;h(x;) > 0. The memorization problem investigate how many
points the algorithm can memorize, were most of the focus is on how large the network should
be in order to memorize 1 — € fraction of the points.

As shown in section 4.4, the uniform distribution on the examples in S is (1 + o(1))-
bounded w.h.p. over the choice of S. Likewise, it is not hard to show that w.h.p. over the
choice of S there is a function h* € Hg(m) such that h*(x;) = y; for all i. By theorem 4 we
can conclude the by running SGD on a network with O(:—;) parameters and O (Em?) steps,
the network will memorize 1 — € fraction of the points. This size of networks is optimal
up to poly-log factors, and the dependency of €. This is satisfactory is € is considered a
constant. However, for small €, more can be desired. For instance, in the case that we want
to memorize all points, we need € < #, and we get a network with m? parameters. To
circumvent that, we perofem a more refined analysis of this memorization problem and show
that even perfect memorization of m points can be done via SGD on a network with O(m)
parameters, which is optimal, up to poly-log factors.

Theorem 6. There is a choice of ¢ = O (%), T=0 (:—;), as well as B > 0 and n > 0, such
that for every batch size b, w.p. 1 —o0,,(1), the function h returned by algorithm 1 memorizes
1 — € fraction of the examples.

We emphasize the our result is true for any non-linear and decent activation function.

3.3 Open Questions

The most obvious open question is to generalize our results to the standard Xavier initial-
ization, where W is a matrix of independent Gaussians of variance 5, while u is a vector of
independent Gaussians of variance %. Another open question is to generalize our result to

deeper networks.



4 Proofs

4.1 Reduction to SGD over vector random features

We will prove our result via a reduction to linear learning over the initial neural tangent
kernel space, corresponding the the hidden weights.

That is, we define by U (x) the gradient of the function W — hyw (x) w.r.t. the hidden
weights. Namely,

Uw(x) = (u10' (W1, X)X, . . ., Ung0’ ((Way, X))x) € R27%

Denote fyy, v(x) = (V, ¥w(x)) and consider algorithm 2.

Algorithm 2 Neural Tangent Kernel Training

Input: Network parameters o and d, q, loss ¢, learning rate n > 0, batch size b, number

of steps T' > 0, access to samples from a distribution D

Sample W ~ Z(d, q,1)

Initialize V! = 0 € R2ax4

fort=1,...,7T do
Obtain a mini-batch Sy = {(x!,y!)}o_, ~ D°
Using back-propagation, calculate the gradient V of Lg, (V) = Ls, (fuy.v) at V*
Update Vit =Vt — VvV

end for

Choose t € [T] uniformly at random and return fy,, v,

It is not hard to show that by taking large enough B, algorithm 1 is essentially equivalent
to algorithm 2. Namely,

Lemma 7. Fix a decent activation o as well as convex a decent loss £. There is a choice
B = poly(d,q,1/n,T,1/¢), such that for every input distribution the following holds. Let
hyi, ho be the functions returned algorithm 1 with parameters d,q, 35,0, B,T and algorithm 2
with parameters d,q,n,b,T. Then, |E Lp(h1) — E Lp(hy)| < €

By lemma 7 in order to prove theorem 4 it is enough to analyze algorithm 2. Specifically,
theorem 4 follows form the following theorem:

Theorem 8. Given d, M > 0, R > 0 and ¢ > 0 there is a choice of ¢ = O (%),
T=0 (Ae/[—;), as well as n > 0, such that for every R-bounded distribution D and batch size
b, the function h returned by algorithm 2 satisfies E Lp(h) < Lp (Hﬁfh> +e

Our next step is to rephrase algorithm 2 in the language of (vector) random features.
We note that algorithm 2 is SGD on top of the random embedding Ww. This embedding

composed of ¢ i.i.d. random mappings 1y (x) = (¢/({w,x))x, —o’((w,x))x) where w € R?

10



is a standard Gaussian. This can be slightly simplified to SGD on top of the i.i.d. random
mappings 1y (x) = o’((w, x))x. Indeed, if we make this change the inner products between
the different examples, after the mapping is applied, do not change (up to multiplication by
v/2), and SGD only depends on these inner products. This falls in the framework of learning
with (vector) random features scheme, which we define next, and analyze in the next section.

Let X be a measurable space and let & : X x X — R be a kernel. A random features
scheme (RFS) for k is a pair (1, u) where u is a probability measure on a measurable space
Q, and ¥ : Q x X — R? is a measurable function, such that

vx,x' e X, k(x,x)= WJE,H [{(Y(w,x), (w,x))] . (3)

We often refer to ¢ (rather than (¢, u)) as the RFS. The NTK RFS is given by the mapping
P R? x ST — RY defined by

Y(w, x) = o'((w,x))x
an u being the standard Gaussian measure on R?. Tt is an RFS for the kernel tk” (see section
2.6). We define the norm of ¢ as [[¢| = sup, , [ (w,x)|. We say that ¢ is C-bounded if
|¥|| < C. We note that the NTK RFS is C-bounded for C' = ||0'||. We say that an
RFS ¢ : Q x S¥1 — R? is factorized if there is a function 9’ : Q x S! — R such that
(w,x) = ¥ (w,x)x. We note that the NTK RFS is factorized.
A random g-embedding generated from 1 is the random mapping

et ((@1,%).. . Yy )

\/a )
where wy,...,w, ~ p are i.i.d. We next consider an algorithm for learning Hy, by running
SGD on top of random features.

VU, (x)

Algorithm 3 SGD on RFS

Input: RFS ¢ : Q x X — R? number of random features g, loss ¢, learning rate n > 0,
batch size b, number of steps T' > 0, access to samples from a distribution D
Sample w ~ u?
Initialize v! = 0 € R7*¢
fort=1,...,7T do
Obtain a mini-batch S; = {(x!, )}, ~ D°
Update vii = vy — 'V Lg, (v¢) where Lg,(v) = Ls, (fu,v)-
end for
Choose t € [T] uniformly at random and return fy v,

Theorem 9. Assume that v is factorized and C-bounded RFS for k, that { is conver and
L-Lipschitz, and that D has R-bounded marginal. Let f be the function returned by algorithm
3. Fiz a function f* € Hy. Then

LRCY e , 17N, nL°C?

+
Vad 2nT 2

11

ELp(f) < Lp(f") +




In particular, if || f*||s < M and n = we have

M

VTLC

LRCM n LCM
Vad VT

The next section is devoted to the analysis of RF'S an in particular to the proof of theorem
9. We note that since the NTK RFS is factorized and C-bounded (for C' = ||0'|| ), theorem
8 follows from theorem 9. Together with lemma 7, this implies theorem 4.

ELp(f) < Lo(f*) +

4.2 Vector random feature schemes

For the rest of this section, let us fix a C-bounded RFS v for a kernel k£ and a random ¢
embedding ¥,,. The random g-kernel corresponding to W, is ke, (x,X) = (¥, (x), Uy, (x')).
Likewise, the random g-kernel space corresponding to ¥, is Hy,. For every x,x’ € X

EZ P(wi, X), Y(w;, X))

is an average of ¢ independent random variables whose expectation is k(x, x’). By Hoeffding’s
bound we have.

204 log(%)

Theorem 10 (Kernel Approximation). Assume that q¢ > , then for every x,x' € X

we have Pr (|ky(x, X)) — k(x,x)| > €) <.

We next discuss approximation of functions in Hj by functions in Hy,,. It would be useful
to consider the embedding

x — U* where U* < (. x) € L2(Q,RY). (4)

From (3) it holds that for any x,x" € X, k(x,x/) = <\IJX,\IJXI>L2(Q). In particular, from
Theorem 2, for every f € Hy, there is a unique function f € L?(Q, R%) such that

1Fllz2) = [1£1lx (5)
and for every x € X,
F09 = (F. ) sy = B (), (0, 3) (6)

Example 11. Fix 0 : R — R with Hermite expansion ¢ = > > a,h, and let @ = R? and
X =St

1. Consider the RFS ¢(w,x) = 0 ((w,x)) with © begin the standard Gaussian measure
on RY. We have that ¢ is an RFS for the kernel k(x,y) = 6 ((x,y)). Consider the

12



function f(x) = (xo,%)". We claim that f(w) = h, ((xo,w)). Indeed, we have,

_an

oo

E o ({w,x) o (x0,0)) = =D E oy (%)) A ((x0,0))

W n Qp, 0 W~

1 o0
= — ) il (x,%0)"
2o

= (x,x0)"

and |
w = —hy, ((Xg,w))

n

— B L () = 5 = 1]

2. Consider the NTK RFS ¢(w,x) = ¢ ({(w,x))x with x4 begin the standard Gaussian
measure on R?. We have that ¢ is an RFS for the kernel k(x,y) = (x,y) ({x,y)).
Consider the function f(x) = ({xg,x))". As in the item above, it is not hard to show
that f(w) ;hn—l (<X0, w)) Xo-

Gn—1

Let us denote f,(x) = % ¢ {f(w),¥(w;,x)). From (6) we have that E,, [f.(x)] =
f(x). Furthermore, for every x, the variance of f,(x) is at most

1 y C? .
L E U@ o)’ < - E |fef

_ ClAIR

3

An immediate consequence is the following corollary.

Corollary 12 (Function Approximation). For allx € X, E, |f(x) — fu(x)]* < CENSIE

- q

Now, if D is a distribution on X we get that

Cll.f 1l
Vi

Thus, O <”J€#ﬁ> random features suffices to guarantee expected L? distance of at most e.

Elf~fulko < (fENF — fulfp = /B B, 176) — FulOF = \[BEI7G9) — JulF <

Note the this bound does not depend on d, the dimension of a single random feature. We
might expect that at least in some cases, d-dimensional random feature is as good as d
one-dimensional random features. We next describe a scenario in which this is true, and in

2
particular O (%) random features suffices to guarantee expected L? distance of at most .

Lemma 13. Assume that 1 : Q x S4=1 — R? is factorized and D is R-bounded distribution.
Then,
RO fl«

Elf - follon < JE|f — follp <
E|f = follzo < \/EIIf = full3p < NG

13



Furthermore, if £ : St xY — [0,00), is L-Lipschitz loss and D' is a distribution of S=1 xY
with R-bounded marginal then

LRC|flx

IEL:D’(fw> SED’(f)+ \/w

Proof. Let x ~ D and w ~ u. We have

Jensen’s Inequality 5
IE”f_fw”ZD < \/E||f_fw||2D

- JEEI69 = LGP

= VEEI (0 = fu(x)P?
) \/E B | (F@), 0w, %)) — F(x)[*

q
< 2
Variance is bounded<by squared L? norm \/Ex Ew,\,“ ’ <f(w), ¢(w, X)> ’
- q
) \/E By | (). /(. 0%) [
q
) < 2
1 and hence alsogz/)’ is C-bounded C’\/EwN“ Ex }<f(u)), X> ’
q
) ¥ 2
Dis R—%ounded C’R\/EwNH Hf(w) H
qd
Equa‘gon (5) OR“fHk .
Vad

Finally, for L-Lipschitz ¢, and (x,y) ~ D’ then
Elp(f) = EEUfu(dy)

< EIM( (x),9) + LEE[f(x) - fu(x)|
= ((X) y) + LEE|f(x) — fu(x)]
_ ﬁD,(f)+LIEE|f( ) — fu(X)]
T2 o)+ L fE160 ot
LOR| ]l
< ED/(f)JFW

14



Finally, we are ready to prove theorem 9

Proof. (of theorem 9) Denote by v* € R% the vector

(f( 1), [ (wn)

S |

By standard results on SGD (e.g. [10]

~—

we have that given w,

1 nL*C?
< * * |12
Lolf) < Lolf2)+ gz v+ 25—

Taking expectation over the choice of w and using lemma 13 and equation (5) we have

LRCY Ml , 17N, nL°C?

4.3 Memorization of random set of points — proof of theorem 6

Consider the NTK RFS ¢(w,x) = ¢’ ({w,x)) x with & begin the standard Gaussian measure
on R%. Recall that v is an RFS for the kernel tk(x,y) = (x,y) 6’ ({(x,y)). As in the proof
of theorem 4, it is enough to show that for ¢ = O (Z) = O (d°"), w.p. 1 —o(1) over the
choice of S and w = (w1, ...,w,), there is v € R% such that

(v, U, (x;)) = yi + o(1) for all i and ||v|2 = O(m) (7)

Choose a constant integer ¢ > 4c + 2 such that a»_1 # 0. Such a constant exists since o is
not a polynomial. Define
m
=D v ((xi%))
i=1

Lemma 14. With probability 1 — § we have that

(d/9)

fx)=y:+0 <log 7 —log% (d/5)>

) for all i and ||f||iU:O(m)—I—O< y

Proof. W.p 1 — ¢ we have that (x;,x;) < O( M) =0 (\/log d/‘s) for all 4, j € [m].

In this case we have that for any ¢

f(x) =% +0 m(%)g —yz+0(1og (d/8) d° )ZyiJrO(log d(d/<5>>

15



Likewise,

log (d/6)\ T log¥ (d/6
I = a?m+0 | m? (%) = a?m+0 <10g (d/a)d%—*):a;?mm (OgT(/)>

]

Based on lemma 14, in order to find v that satisfies equation (7) it is natural to take

1 . -
=7 (flwr),- - flwg))
In which case E|[|v]|3 = [[f]|Z, and E[(v,V,(x))] = E[fu(x)] = f(x). In fact, lemma 13
together with Chebyshev’s 1nequahty indeed implies that for large ¢ equation (7) holds.
However, this analysis requires ¢ ~ "~ while we want ¢ ~ ". In the remaining part of this
section we undertake a more delicate anlysis of the rate in which f,, approximates f in our
specific case. This analysis will imply that ¢ = O (%) suffices for equation (7) to hold w.h.p.
Indeed, we will prove that

Lemma 15. W.p. 1 —§ — 2% over the choice of S and w, we have that

mlog® 2(m/d) )

Vi€ [m], |fo(xi)—f(x:)] <O \/ dq

Togeter with lemma 14 and Markov’s inequality we have

Theorem 16. W.p. 1 — 6 — 2% over the choice of S and w, we have that

(v, Uy (%)) = fu(xi) =y + O <M> +0 \/dc—l logd”(d/é)) for all i

d q
and
VI3 = O (m/8) +0 (W)
Choosing § = log(m) we get that for ¢ = O (d°™') equation (7) holds w.p. 1 — o(1). This

proves theorem 6. The remaining part of the section is a proof of lemma 15. We will need
the following version of Hoeffding’s bound. A distribution x on R is called (0, B)-bounded if
Prx..(|X| > B) <.

Lemma 17. Let p be a (6, B)-bounded distribution and let Xy, ..., X, be i.i.d. r.v. from pu.
Then, w.p. 1 —md — ¢’

m

1
E (x| -—5 X<

=1

5 [2E/2) | 2/, X

m 1-96
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Proof. We note that given that X; € [—B, B] for all i we have by Hoeffding’s bound that
w.p. 1—¢

LS X B xxel5 5]

m <
=1

21n(3'/2)

<B

We note that
Ex~y X + 0Ex,[X|X ¢ [~B, B]

E [X|X € [-B,B]] =

X~p 1-9¢
_ Exu X +Ex.,[X1[X ¢ [-B, B]|
1—-9

Hence, by Cauchy-Schwartz,

E x| VOB X2 20y, X

X~p Xe~u Xrp 1—4 - 1—-96

E [X|X € [-B,B]] - E [X]‘ < %5

Recall now that by example 11

Flw) =" Zhoy ((xs,0)) x;
i—1 A1
Hence, for any x,
I
ful) = 2 D037 T (xi ) (i X) 0 (%)

j=1 i=1

In particular, fixing S, f,(x) is an average of the ¢ i.i.d. random variables

fu(x) = é Z Y (wi, X)

Where .
V(w,x) = 37 hena (fx,0) () 0 (%)

Lemma 18. W.p. > 1 —§ over the choice of S, we have that for every i € [m], Y (w,x;) is
((5 + 27U O (\/ M)) -bounded.

Proof. Fix w with [|w|| < 2v/d. We have that Y (w,x;), as a function of S, is a random
variable that is a sum of a single random variable (the summand that corresponds x;) that is

((5, O ( log®(1/ 5)))—b0unded, as well as (m — 1) additional i.i.d random variables that
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have mean 0, are | 9,0 < \/ logC/%))—bounded, and has second moment O (é) By lemma
17 we have that

d

Y (w,x;)| <O \/M) +0 (@)

w.p. 1 — (m+ 1)J. Equivalently,

mlog® ™ (m/o) 2y/(m+1)6/d\ mlog® ™t (m/o)
o) (D) T

w.p. 1 — 9. We have shown that

41
EE |1 |[Y(w,x) =0 \/mlog d(m/a)) and |Jw|| < 2Vd| | <0

Changing the order of summation and using Markov, we get that w.p. > 1 — v/§ over the
choice of S, we have that

c/+1
Pr ||V (w,x:)| > O \/mbg d(m/‘5>) and |lw|| < 2Vd| < V6

Replacing § with /6 and using the fact that log (m/6?) < 2log(m/§) we get that that w.p.
> 1 — 0 over the choice of S, we have that

1 c/+1
Pr | |Y (w,x,)| > O \/m o8 d<m/5)) and |w| < 2vd| <6

Hence, since Pr,, (||w|| > 2\/3) < 2794 we conclude that w.p. > 1—d over the choice of S,

Y (w,x;) is <5 427 O (\/ M))—bounded. Finally, using a union bound, and
the fact that log (m?/8) < 2log(m/§) we conclude that w.p. > 1 — § over the choice of S,

we have that for every i € [m], Y (w,x;) is (5 + 278D O (\/ M))—bounded. O

Proof. (of lemma 15) By lemma 18 we conclude that w.p 1 — § over the choice of S, for

: - s —Qu [ mlog®*+1(m/6)
every i, fo(z;) is an average of ¢ i.i.d. ((5 + 275D O ( gT))—bounded random
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variables. Furthermore, the second moment of each of these variables is O(m). Using lemma
17 we have that w.p. 1 — (m + 1)§ — m2~%? over the choice of w,

mlog® ™ (m/o)

’faJ(Xi)_f(Xi)’ <0 \/ dq

Using the assumption that m = d¢ and simple manipulation we get that w.p. 1 — ¢ — 2~
over the choice of w,

mlog® 2(m/d)

|fw(xi) — f(x:)] <O \/ dq

4.4 Boundness of distributions

Recall that a distribution D on S™! is R-bounded if for every u € S*!, Exop (u,x)* < &7,
We next describe a few examples of 1-bounded and (1 4 o(1))-bounded distributions.

1. The uniform distribution is 1-bounded. Indeed, for any u € S ! and uniform x in
S4-1 we have

— ;Igulugx,xj = Zlijufxf ZXZ:UZQIE%Q — é;“? _ Hl;H2 :é

d
2. Similarly, the uniform distribution on the discrete cube {—\/La, \/LE} is 1-bounded.

d

Indeed, for any u € S*! and uniform x in {_\/LE’ \/Lg} we have
= 3 Buanr, = Y Buia? = ot el Zu lul® _ 1
— x J J i x d d

3. Let D be the uniform distribution on the points xi,...,X,, € S"'. Denote by X the
d x m matrix whose i’ column is 7= We have

1 m
max E (u,x)> = max —Z(u,xi>2
ueSd-1 x~D uesd-1.m —
= max —Zu XX, u
uesd-1.m
= max uTXXT
uesd-1t
= X7



Hence, D is || X ||-bounded. In particular, by standard results in random matrices (e.g.
theorem 5.39 in [18]), if {x;}!", are independent and uniform points in the sphere and
m = w(d) then w.p. 1 — o(1) over the choice of the points, D is (1 + o(1))-bounded.

4. The uniform distribution on any orthonormal basis vi,...,v4 is 1-bounded. Indeed,
for any u € S and uniform i € [d] we have
1 [ul® 1
E (u,v;)* = = o= — -
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