arXiv:1709.07625v1 [stat.ML] 22 Sep 2017

Total stability of kernel methods^†

Andreas Christmann^1, Daohong Xiang^2, and Ding-Xuan Zhou^3 1 University of Bayreuth, Germany, 2 Zhejiang Normal University, China, and University of Bayreuth, Germany, 3 City University of Hong Kong, China

Date: September 26, 2017

Abstract

Regularized empirical risk minimization using kernels and their corresponding reproducing kernel Hilbert spaces (RKHSs) plays an important role in machine learning. However, the actually used kernel often depends on one or on a few hyperparameters or the kernel is even data dependent in a much more complicated manner. Examples are Gaussian RBF kernels, kernel learning, and hierarchical Gaussian kernels which were recently proposed for deep learning. Therefore, the actually used kernel is often computed by a grid search or in an iterative manner and can often only be considered as an approximation to the “ideal” or “optimal” kernel. The paper gives conditions under which classical kernel based methods based on a convex Lipschitz loss function and on a bounded and smooth kernel are stable, if the probability measure P, the regularization parameter λ, and the kernel k may slightly change in a simultaneous manner. Similar results are also given for pairwise learning. Therefore, the topic of this paper is somewhat more general than in classical robust statistics, where usually only the influence of small perturbations of the probability measure P on the estimated function is considered.

Key words and phrases. Machine learning; stability; robustness; kernel; regularization.

AMS Subject Classification Numbers. 68Q32, 62G35, 68T05, 68T10, 62M20.

1 Introduction

Regularized empirical risk minimization using the kernel approach including support vector machines (SVMs) based on a general convex loss function and regularized pairwise learning (RPL) methods plays a very important role in machine learning. Such kernel methods have been widely investigated from the points of view of universal consistency, learning rates, and statistical robustness, see e.g. Vapnik (1995, 1998), Schölkopf and Smola (2002), Cucker and Smale (2002), Cucker and Zhou (2007), Steinwart and Christmann (2008), and the references cited in these books. In short words, universal consistency describes the property that the statistical method or the algorithm converges to the asymptotical optimal value of interest (i.e. the Bayes risk or the Bayes decision function) for all probability measures P, if the sample size n converges to infinity and if the regularization parameter λ_n converges in an appropriate manner to 0, if n → ∞. Unfortunately, it turns out by the so-called no-free-lunch theorem shown by Devroye (1982) that universally consistent methods can in general not have a uniform rate of convergence for all P.

†Corresponding author: Daohong Xiang, Email: daohongxiang@zjnu.cn The work by A. Christmann described in this paper is partially supported by two grants of the Deutsche Forschungsgesellschaft [Project No. CH/291/2-1 and CH/291/3-1]. The work by D. H. Xiang described in this paper is supported by the National Natural Science Foundation of China under Grant 11471292 and the Alexander von Humboldt Foundation of Germany. The work by D.-X. Zhou described in this paper is supported partially by the Research Grants Council of Hong Kong under project # CityU 11304114.

However, there is a vast literature that regularized empirical risk minimization based on kernels yields optimal guaranteed rates of convergence on large subsets of the set M_1 of all probability measures, see e.g. Cucker and Smale (2002), Smale and Zhou (2007), Caponnetto and De Vito (2007), Xiang and Zhou (2009), Steinwart et al. (2009), and the references cited therein. Results on the statistical robustness or on various notations of stability have shown that under weak conditions on the loss function L and on the kernel k or its RKHS H, many regularized empirical risk minimization methods including general SVMs and RPL methods are stable with respect to small changes in the probability measure P or w.r.t. small changes of the data set, see e.g. Bousquet and Elisseeff (2001), Christmann and Steinwart (2004, 2007), Poggio et al. (2004), Mukherjee et al. (2006), Christmann et al. (2013), Hable and Christmann (2011), Hable (2012), Christmann and Zhou (2016) and the references cited therein. Such kernel methods can often be represented by operators which are continuous or differentiable (in the sense of Gâteaux or Hadamard) all probability measures P.

The aim of the present paper is to take a step further: we establish some total stability results which show that many regularized empirical risk minimization methods based on kernels are even stable, if the full triple (P, λ, k) consisting of the – of course completely unknown – underlying probability measure P, the regularization parameter λ, and the kernel k (or its RKHS H) changes slightly. Our main results are Theorem 2.7, Corollary 2.9, and Theorem 2.10 for classical loss functions and Theorem 3.3, Corollary 3.4, and Theorem 3.5 for pairwise learning. In particular, we establish results like ‖f_{P1,λ1,k1} − f_{P2,λ2,k2} ‖_∞ = O ( ‖P_1 − P_2‖_{tv} ) + O ( |λ_1 − λ_2| ) + O ( sup_{x∈X} (‖k_2(·, x) − k_1(·, x)‖_∞) ) , (1.1)

where f_{Pj ,λj ,kj} denotes the regularized empirical risk minimization method for the triple (P_j , λ_j , k_j ), j ∈ {1, 2}, and ‖P_1−P_2‖_{tv} denotes the norm of total variation between the two probability measures. We explicitly give the constants in (1.1), although the constants may not be optimal.

The rest of the paper has the following structure. Section 2 yields results for general SVM-type methods based on a classical loss function L(x, y, f(x)). Section 3 yields similar results for pairwise learning based on functions of the form L(x, x̃, y, ỹ, f(x), f(x̃)). Section 4 gives some examples of practical importance. Gaussian RBF kernels and the recently introduced hierarchical Gaussian RBF kernels for deep learning, see Steinwart et al. (2016), are covered by our results. Section 5 contains a short discussion. All proofs are given in the appendix. As this is a theoretical paper, we omit numerical examples.

2 Results for SVMs

In this section we show that many kernel based methods like SVMs have nice total stability properties if simultaneously the distribution P, the regularization parameter λ and the kernel k slightly change.

Assumption 2.1. Let X be a complete separable metric space and Y ⊂ R be closed. Let (X, Y ) and (X_i, Y_i), i ∈ N, be independent and identically distributed pairs of random quantities with values in X × Y. We denote the joint distribution of (X_i, Y_i) by P ∈ M_1(X × Y), where M_1(X × Y) is the set of all Borel probability measures on the Borel σ-algebra B_{X ×Y} .

Let k : X ×X → R be a continuous, symmetric and positive semidefinite function, i.e., for any finite set of distinct points {x_1, . . . , x_n} ⊂ X , the kernel matrix (k(x_i, x_j ))^n_{i,j=1} is positive semidefinite. Such a function is called a Mercel kernel. The reproducing kernel Hilbert space (RKHS) H associated with the kernel k is defined in Aronszajn (1950) to be the completion of the linear span of the set of functions {k(·, x) : x ∈ X } with the inner product ⟨·, ·⟩_H given by ⟨Φ(x), Φ(y)⟩_H = k(x, y), where

Φ(x) := k(·, x) denotes the canonical feature map of k, x ∈ X . RKHSs are interesting, because they satisfy the reproducing property ⟨Φ(x), f⟩_H = f(x), x ∈ X , f ∈ H. (2.1) Assumption 2.2. Let k, k_1, k_2 : X × X → R be continuous and bounded kernels with reproducing kernel Hilbert space H, H_1, H_2, respectively. Define ‖k‖_∞ := sup_{x∈X} √ k(x, x) ∈ (0, ∞), ‖k_j ‖_∞ := sup_{x∈X} √ k_j (x, x) ∈ (0, ∞) for j ∈ {1, 2}, and denote κ = max{‖k_1‖_∞, ‖k_2‖_∞}. Denote the corresponding canonical feature maps by Φ_j(x), j ∈ {1, 2}.

A function L : X ×Y ×R → [0, ∞) is called a loss function if L is measurable. Because constant loss functions are not useful for applications, we will always assume that L is not a constant function.

A loss function L(x, y, t) is usually represented by a margin-based loss function L̃(yt) for classification and represented by a distance-based loss function L̃(y − t) for regression if L̃ : R → [0, ∞) is a measurable function. For example, the hinge loss L_{hinge}(x, y, t) = max{0, 1 − yt} and the logistic loss L_{c-logist}(x, y, t) = ln(1 + exp(−yt)) for classification, the ϵ-insensitive loss L_{ϵ-insens}(x, y, t) =

max{0, |y−t|−ϵ} for some ϵ > 0, the Huber’s loss L_{α-Huber}(x, y, t) = { 0.5(y − t)^2 if |y − t| ≤ α α|y − t| − 0.5α^2 if |y − t| > α for some α > 0 and the logistic loss L_{r-logist}(x, y, t) = − ln^{4 exp(y−t)}_{(1+exp(y−t))2} for regression, the pinball

loss L_{τ -pin}(x, y, t) = { (τ − 1)(y − t) if |y − t| < 0 τ(y − t) if |y − t| ≥ 0 for some τ > 0 for quantile regression. We

refer to Vapnik (1995, 1998), Schölkopf and Smola (2002), Berlinet and Thomas-Agnan (2004), Cucker and Zhou (2007), Steinwart and Christmann (2008), Shi et al. (2011), and Zuo et al. (2015) for details and more examples of kernels.

Definition 2.3. The loss function L is called Lipschitz continuous, if there exists a constant |L|_1 < ∞ such that |L(x, y, t_1) − L(x, y, t_2)| ≤ |L|_1|t_1 − t_2| ∀x ∈ X , y ∈ Y, t_1, t_2 ∈ R. (2.2) Assumption 2.4. Let L be a convex with respect to the last argument and Lipschitz continuous loss function with Lipschitz constant |L|_1 ∈ (0, ∞).

Assumption 2.5. For all (x, y) ∈ X × Y, let L(x, y, ·) be differentiable and its derivative be Lipschitz continuous with Lipschitz constant |L^′|_1 ∈ (0, ∞).

The moment condition E_P L(X, Y, 0) < ∞ excludes heavy-tailed distributions such as the Cauchy distribution and many other stable distributions used in financial or actuarial problems. We avoid the moment condition by shifting the loss with by the term L(x, y, 0). This trick is wellknown in the literature on robust statistics, see, e.g., Huber (1967), Christmann et al. (2009), and Christmann and Zhou (2016).

Denote the shifted loss function of L by L^⋆(x, y, t) := L(x, y, t) − L(x, y, 0), (x, y, t) ∈ X × Y × R. The shifted loss function L^⋆ still shares the properties of L specified in Assumption 2.4 and Assumption 2.5, see Christmann et al. (2009, Proposition 2), in particular, if L is convex, differentiable, and Lipschitz continuous with Lipschitz constant |L|_1 with respect to the third argument, then L^⋆ inherits convexity, differentiability and Lipschitz continuity from L with identical Lipschitz constant |L^⋆|_1 = |L|_1. Additionally, if the derivative L^′ satisfies Lipschitz continuity with Lipschitz constant |L^′|_1, so does (L^⋆)^′ with the identical Lipschitz constant |(L^⋆)^′|_1 = |L^′|_1.

The SVM associated with L^⋆ can be defined to solve a minimization problem as follows

f_{P,λ,k} := arg min_{f∈H} ( E_P L^⋆(X, Y, f(X)) + λ‖f‖^2_H ) , (2.3)

where P ∈ M_1(X × Y), H is the RKHS of a kernel k, and λ > 0 is a regularization parameter to avoid overfitting.

Although the shifted loss function L^⋆ changes the objective function of SVMs, the minimizers defined by L^⋆ and L respectively are the same for all P ∈ M_1(X × Y) and in particular for all empirical distributions D based on a data set consisting of n data points (x_i, y_i), 1 ≤ i ≤ n, if the minimizer of an SVM in terms of L instead of L^⋆ exists.

Our first main result states that the kernel based estimator f_{P,λ,k} defined by (2.3) only changes slightly if the regularization parameter wiggles a little bit. Ye and Zhou (2007, Theorem 1) proved the assertion of the following result for margin-based loss functions for classification. Here we show it holds true for more general loss functions.

Theorem 2.6. Let Assumptions 2.1, 2.2, 2.4 and 2.5 be satisfied. Let f_{P,λ,k} and f_{P,μ,k} be defined by (2.3). For all λ > 0, μ > 0, we have

‖f_{P,λ,k} − f_{P,μ,k}‖_H ≤ 1 2 (max{λ, μ} min{λ, μ} − 1 )( ‖f_{P,λ,k}‖_H + ‖f_{P,μ,k}‖_H ) . If there exists a constant r ∈ (0, ∞) such that min{λ, μ} > r, then ‖f_{P,λ,k} − f_{P,μ,k}‖_H ≤ |L|_1‖k‖_∞ r^2 · |λ − μ| = O(|λ − μ|) . In order to present our total stability theorem for kernel based methods like SVMs, we first recall the definition for the norm of total variation of two probability measures P, Q ∈ M_1(X × Y) :

d_{tv}(P, Q) := sup_{A∈BX ×Y} |P(A) − Q(A)| = 1 2 sup_h | | ∫ h dP − ∫ h dQ | |, where the supremum is with respect to all measurable functions h : X × Y ∈ R with ‖h‖_∞ ≤ 1.

The following total stability theorem states that if both regularization parameters are greater than some specified constant, the supremum norm of the difference f_{P1,λ1,k1} −f_{P2,λ2,k2} varies in a smooth manner, if (P, λ, k) changes only slightly.

Theorem 2.7. Let Assumptions 2.1, 2.2, 2.4, and 2.5 be satisfied. If min{λ_1, λ_2} > r :=^1_2 κ^2|L^′|_1, then

‖f_{P1,λ1,k1} −f_{P2,λ2,k2} ‖_∞ ≤ c_1(L)·‖P_1 −P_2‖_{tv} +c_2(L)·|λ_1 −λ_2|+c_3(L, λ_1, λ_2)·sup_{x∈X} ‖k_2(·, x)−k_1(·, x)‖_∞,

(2.4) where c_1(L) :=^{2|L|1}_{|L′|1} , c_2(L) :=^{4|L|1}_{κ2|L′|21} , and c_3(L, λ_1, λ_2) :=^{|L|1}_{2(min{λ1,λ2}−r)} .

Remark 2.8. (i) Many popular loss functions satisfy Assumptions 2.4 and 2.5. Three important examples are the logistic loss L_{c-logist} for classification, the Huber’s loss L_{α-Huber} and the logistic loss L_{r-logist} for regression. These three loss functions as well as their first order derivatives with respect to the last argument are Lipschitz continuous with Lipschitz constants |L_{c-logist}|_1 = 1, |L^′_{c-logist}|_1 =^1_4 , |L_{α-Huber}|_1 = α, |L^′_{α-Huber}|_1 = 1, |L_{r-logist}|_1 = 1, and |L^′_{r-logist}|_1 = 1 2 , respectively.

(ii) Unfortunately, we cannot prove (2.4) holds true for all λ > 0. Note that the RKHS-norm of the difference f_{P1,λ1,k1} − f_{P2,λ2,k2} is undefined here because Theorem 2.7 does not assume any relationship between H_1 and H_2. We will later consider the case that H_2 ⊆ H_1.

Denote the L^⋆-risk of f by R_L⋆_{,P}(f) = E_P L^⋆(X, Y, f(X)). In the following corollary we establish total stability also in terms of the L^⋆-risk.

Corollary 2.9. Let the assumptions of Theorem 2.7 be satisfied and the constants c_1(L), c_2(L) and c_3(L, λ_1, λ_2) be defined in the same manner. Define r :=^1_2 κ^2|L^′|_1. If there exists a constant s such that 0 < s < min{λ_1, λ_2} − r, then

‖f_{P1,λ1,k1} −f_{P2,λ2,k2} ‖_∞ ≤ c_1(L)·‖P_1 −P_2‖_{tv} +c_2(L)·|λ_1 −λ_2|+c̄_3(L)·sup_{x∈X} ‖k_2(·, x)−k_1(·, x)‖_∞, (2.5) and | |R_{L⋆,P1} (f_{P1,λ1,k1} ) − R_{L⋆,P2} (f_{P2,λ2,k2} ) | | (2.6)

≤ c_4(L) · ‖P_1 − P_2‖_{tv} + c_5(L) · |λ_1 − λ_2| + c_6(L) · sup_{x∈X} ‖k_2(·, x) − k_1(·, x)‖_∞,

where c̄_3(L) :=^{|L|1}_{2s} , c_4(L) :=^{4|L|21}_{|L′|1} , c_5(L) :=^{4|L|21}_{κ2|L′|21} , and c_6(L) :=^{|L|21}_{2s} .

Therefore, both terms ‖f_{P1,λ1,k1} − f_{P2,λ2,k2} ‖_∞ and | |R_{L⋆,P1} (f_{P1,λ1,k1} ) − R_{L⋆,P2} (f_{P2,λ2,k2} ) | | are of the order O ( ‖P_1 − P_2‖_{tv} ) + O ( |λ_1 − λ_2| ) + O ( sup_{x∈X} ‖k_2(·, x) − k_1(·, x)‖_∞ ) . (2.7)

Theorem 2.7 and Corollary 2.9 establish the upper bounds with respect to the supremum norm without any assumptions on the unknown probability measures P_1, P_2 and the kernels k_1, k_2 besides continuity and boundedness. However, Theorem 2.7 and Corollary 2.9 unfortunately exclude the case of small values beyond min{λ_1, λ_2}. The next theorem shows a similar result for the case of the norm in a reproducing kernel Hilbert space, but for all λ_1, λ_2 > 0.

Provided some prior knowledge on RKHSs H_1 and H_2 is available, we assume

H_2 ⊆ H_1. (2.8)

Then we can show that a similar total stability theorem to Theorem 2.7 holds true in terms of H_1-norm. Please note that the following result holds true for all positive λ_1 and λ_2, which is contrasted to Theorem 2.7.

Theorem 2.10. Let Assumptions 2.1, 2.2, and 2.4 be satisfied. Assume that H_1 and H_2 satisfy (2.8).

(i) If additionally the loss function L is differentiable, then, for all λ_1, λ_2 > 0, we have ‖f_{P1,λ1,k1} − f_{P2,λ2,k2} ‖_{H1} ≤ c^′_1(L, λ_1, λ_2) · ‖P_1 − P_2‖_{tv} + c^′_2(L, λ_1, λ_2) · |λ_1 − λ_2| +c^′_3(L, λ_1, λ_2) · sup_{x∈X} ‖k_1(·, x) − k_2(·, x)‖_{H1} ,

where c^′_1(L, λ_1, λ_2) :=^{κ|L|1}_{min{λ1,λ2}} , c^′_2(L, λ_1, λ_2) :=^{κ|L|1}_{min{λ21,λ2}} , and c^′_3(L, λ_1, λ_2) :=^{|L|1}_{2 min{λ1 ,λ2}} .

(ii) Assume that the loss function L(x, y, t) can be represented by a margin-based loss function L̃(yt) for classification or by a distance-based loss function L̃(y − t) for regression, which are convex and Lipschitz continuous with Lipschitz constant |L̃|_1 ∈ (0, ∞). Then for all λ_1, λ_2 > 0, we have ‖f_{P1,λ1,k1} − f_{P2,λ2,k2} ‖_{H1} ≤ c̃^′_1(L̃, λ_1, λ_2) · ‖P_1 − P_2‖_{tv} + c̃^′_2(L̃, λ_1, λ_2) · |λ_1 − λ_2| +c̃^′_3(L̃, λ_1, λ_2) · sup_{x∈X} ‖k_1(·, x) − k_2(·, x)‖_{H1} ,

where c̃^′_1(L̃, λ_1, λ_2) :=^{κ|L̃|1}_{min{λ1,λ2}} , c̃^′_2(L̃, λ_1, λ_2) :=^{κ|L̃|1}_{min{λ21,λ2}} , and c̃^′_3(L̃, λ_1, λ_2) :=^{|L̃|1}_{2 min{λ1 ,λ2}} .

Remark 2.11. There are many popular margin-based loss functions for classification and distancebased loss functions for regression satisfying Assumption 2.4. These include the hinge loss L_{hinge} and the logistic loss L_{c-logist} for classification, the ϵ-insensitive loss L_{ϵ-insens}, the Huber’s loss L_{α-Huber}, and the logistic loss L_{r-logist} for regression, the pinball loss L_{τ -pin} for quantile regression, which are defined before. All these loss functions are Lipschitz continuous with Lipschitz constants |L_{hinge}|_1 = 1, |L_{c-logist}|_1 = 1, |L_{ϵ-insens}|_1 = 1, |L_{α-Huber}|_1 = α, |L_{r-logist}|_1 = 1, and |L_{τ -pin}|_1 = max{τ, 1 − τ} ∈ (0, 1), respectively.

3 Results for pairwise learning

Let (X , A) be a measurable space and Y ⊂ R be closed. A function

L : (X × Y)^2 × R^2 → [0, ∞) (3.1)

is called a pairwise loss function, or simply a pairwise loss, if it is measurable. A pairwise loss L is represented by ρ, if ρ : R → [0, ∞) is a measurable function and, for all (x, y) ∈ X × Y, for all (x̃, ỹ) ∈ X × Y, and for all t, t̃ ∈ R, L(x, y, x̃, ỹ, t, t̃) := ρ ( (y − t) − (ỹ − t̃) ) . (3.2)

Definition 3.1. A pairwise loss L is called

(i) (strictly) convex, continuous, or differentiable, if L(x, y, x̃, ỹ, · , · ) : R^2 → [0, ∞) is (strictly) convex, continuous, or (total) differentiable for all (x, y, x̃, ỹ) ∈ (X × Y)^2, respectively.

(ii) locally separately Lipschitz continuous, if for all b ≥ 0 there exists a constant c_b ≥ 0 such that, for all t, t̃, t^′, t̃^′ ∈ [−b, b], we have sup x,x̃∈X y,ỹ∈Y | |L(x, y, x̃, ỹ, t, t̃) − L(x, y, x̃, ỹ, t^′, t̃^′) | | ≤ c_b (|t − t^′| + |t̃ − t̃^′|) . (3.3)

Moreover, for b ≥ 0, the smallest such constant c_b is denoted by |L|_{b,1}. Furthermore, L is called separately Lipschitz continuous^1, if there exists a minimal constant |L|_1 ∈ [0, ∞) such that, for all t, t̃, t^′, t̃^′ ∈ R, (3.3) is satisfied, if we replace c_b by |L|_1.

It is essential to have a valid definition of the kernel method for all probability measures on X × Y, even if X and/or Y are unbounded. To avoid any moment conditions, which are necessary for example for the case of the least squares loss function, we will need the following notion of shifted pairwise loss functions. Let L be a pairwise loss function. Then the corresponding shifted pairwise loss function (or simply the shifted version of L) is defined by

L^⋆ : (X × Y)^2 × R^2 → R, (3.4) L^⋆(x, y, x̃, ỹ, t, t̃) := L(x, y, x̃, ỹ, t, t̃) − L(x, y, x̃, ỹ, 0, 0). (3.5) We adopt the definitions of continuity, (locally) separately Lipschitz continuity, and differentiability of L^⋆ from the same definitions for L, i.e. these properties are meant to be valid for the last two arguments, when the first four arguments are arbitrary but fixed. We define the L^⋆-risk, the regularized L^⋆-risk, and the RPL method based on L^⋆ by

R_L⋆_{,P}(f) := E_P2 L^⋆(X, Y, X̃, Ỹ , f(X), f(X̃)) (3.6) R^{reg}_{L⋆,P,λ}(f) := R_L⋆_{,P}(f) + λ‖f‖^2_H (3.7) f_{P,λ,k} := arg inf_{f∈H} R^{reg}_L⋆_{,P,λ}(f) , (3.8)

1We mention that Rio (2013) used the related term “separately 1-Lipschitz” in a different context.

respectively. There exists a strong connection between L and L^⋆ in terms of convexity and separate Lipschitz continuity and also for the corresponding risks, see Christmann and Zhou (2016, Lemma B.8 to Lemma B.11). Of course, shifting the loss function L to L^⋆ changes the objective function, but the minimizers of R^{reg}_{L,P,λ}(·) and R^{reg}_{L⋆,P,λ}(·) coincide for those P ∈ M_1(X × Y) for which R^{reg}_{L,P,λ}(·) has a minimizer in H, i.e., we have

arg inf_{f∈H} R^{reg}_L⋆_{,P,λ}(f) = arg inf_{f∈H} R^{reg}_{L,P,λ}(f), if f_{L,P,λ} ∈ H exists. (3.9)

Furthermore, (3.9) is valid for all empirical distributions D based on a data set consisting of n data points (x_i, y_i), 1 ≤ i ≤ n, because f_{D,λ,k} exists and is unique since R_{L,D}(0) < ∞.

Assumption 3.2. Let L be a separately Lipschitz-continuous, differentiable convex pairwise loss function for which all partial derivatives up to order 2 with respect to the last two arguments are continuous and uniformly bounded in the sense that there exist constants c_{L,1} ∈ (0, ∞) and c_{L,2} ∈ (0, ∞) with sup x,x̃∈X , y,ỹ∈Y |D_iL(x, y, x̃, ỹ, ·, · )| ≤ c_{L,1} , i ∈ {5, 6}, (3.10) sup x,x̃∈X , y,ỹ∈Y |D_iD_jL(x, y, x̃, ỹ, ·, · )| ≤ c_{L,2} , i, j ∈ {5, 6}. (3.11) Let the partial derivatives D_iL^⋆, i ∈ {5, 6}, be uniformly Lipschitz continuous with Lipschitz constants |D_iL|_1. Additionally, assume that L(x, y, x, y, t, t) = 0 for all (x, y, t) ∈ X × Y × R.

We can now state our total stability theorem for kernel based pairwise learning methods.

Theorem 3.3. Let Assumptions 2.1, 2.2, and 3.2 be satisfied. Define d_L := |D_5L^⋆|_1 + |D_6L^⋆|_1. If min{λ_1, λ_2} > κ^2 · d_L, then ‖f_{P1,λ1,k1} − f_{P2,λ2,k2} ‖_∞ ≤ C_1(L) · ‖P_1 − P_2‖_{tv} + C_2(L) · |λ_1 − λ_2| + C_3(L, λ_1, λ_2) · sup_{x∈X} ( ‖k_2(·, x) − k_1(·, x)‖_∞ ) , where

C_1(L) := 4c_{L,1} d_L , C_2(L) := |L|_1 d_L , and C_3(L, λ_1, λ_2) := c_{L,1} min{λ_1, λ_2} − κ^2d_L . Corollary 3.4. Let the assumptions of Theorem 3.3 be satisfied and the constants C_1(L), C_2(L), and C_3(L, λ_1, λ_2) be defined in the same manner. If there exists a constant s such that 0 < s < min{λ_1, λ_2} − κ^2d_L, then

‖f_{P1,λ1,k1} − f_{P2,λ2,k2} ‖_∞ (3.12) ≤ C_1(L) · ‖P_1 − P_2‖_{tv} + C_2(L) · |λ_1 − λ_2| + C̄_3(L) · sup_{x∈X} ( ‖k_2(·, x) − k_1(·, x)‖_∞ ) , and | R_L⋆_{,P1} (f_{P1,λ1,k1} ) − R_L⋆_{,P2} (f_{P2,λ2,k2} ) | (3.13) ≤ C_4(L) · ‖P_1 − P_2‖_{tv} + C_5(L) · |λ_1 − λ_2| + C_6(L) · sup_{x∈X} ( ‖k_2(·, x) − k_1(·, x)‖_∞ ) , where

C̄_3(L) := c^{L,1} s , C_4(L) :=

4|L|_1(|L|_1 + 2c_{L,1}) d_L , C_5(L) :=

2|L|^2_1 d_L , and C_6(L, λ_1, λ_2) := 2|L|_1c_{L,1} s . Therefore, both terms ‖f_{P1,λ1,k1} − f_{P2,λ2,k2} ‖_∞ and | R_L⋆_{,P1} (f_{P1,λ1,k1} ) − R_L⋆_{,P2} (f_{P2,λ2,k2} ) | are of the order O ( ‖P_1 − P_2‖_{tv} ) + O ( |λ_1 − λ_2| ) + O ( sup_{x∈X} (‖k_2(·, x) − k_1(·, x)‖_∞) ) . (3.14)

In other words, we have relatively simple, but explicit upper bounds of ‖f_{P1,λ1,k1} − f_{P2,λ2,k2} ‖_∞ and | |R_{L⋆,P1} (f_{P1,λ1,k1} )−R_{L⋆,P2} (f_{P2,λ2,k2} ) | | and these upper bounds are a weighted sum –with known and non-stochastic weights– of

(i) the (norm of total variation) distance between the measures P_1 and P_2,

(ii) the distance between the regularization parameters λ_1 and λ_2, and

(iii) the supremum norm of the canonical feature maps k_1(·, x) and k_2(·, x), x ∈ X , of the kernels.

Theorem 3.3 and Corollary 3.4 have two advantages: (i) there are no assumptions on the unknown probability measures P_1, P_2 and on the kernels k_1, k_2; (ii) the upper bounds are with respect to the supremum norm. A special case occurs for example if both probability measures are empirical measures belonging to data sets D_1 ∈ (X × Y)^{n1} and D_2 ∈ (X × Y)^{n2} , respectively, where n_1 and n_2 denote the sample sizes. However, an obvious disadvantage of Theorem 3.3 and Corollary 3.4 is that values of min{λ_1, λ_2} close to zero are excluded. The next result shows a similar result for the case that the supremum norm is replaced by the norm in a reproducing kernel Hilbert space.

Theorem 3.5. Let Assumptions 2.1, 2.2 be satisfied. Assume that H_1 and H_2 satisfy (2.8).

(i) If additionally the pairwise loss function L satisfies Assumption 3.2, then for all λ_1, λ_2 > 0, we have ‖f_{P1,λ1,k1} − f_{P2,λ2,k2} ‖_{H1} ≤ C^′_1(L, λ_1, λ_2)‖P_1 − P_2‖_{tv} + C^′_2(L, λ_1, λ_2)|λ_1 − λ_2| + C^′_3(L, λ_1, λ_2) sup_{x∈X} ‖k_1(·, x) − k_2(·, x)‖_{H1} ,

where C^′_1(L, λ_1, λ_2) :=^{4κcL,1}_{min{λ1,λ2}} , C^′_2(L, λ_1, λ_2) :=^{κ|L|1}_{min{λ21,λ2}} , and C^′_3(L, λ_1, λ_2) :=^{cL,1}_{min{λ1,λ2}} .

(ii) Assume that the pairwise loss function L can be represented by a convex and Lipschitz continuous function ρ : R → R with Lipschitz constant |ρ|_1, see (3.2), i.e. we have L(x, y, x̃, ỹ, t, t̃) := ρ ( (y − t) − (ỹ − t̃) ) . Then for all λ_1, λ_2 > 0, we have ‖f_{P1,λ1,k1} − f_{P2,λ2,k2} ‖_{H1} ≤ C̃^′_1(ρ, λ_1, λ_2)‖P_1 − P_2‖_{tv} + C̃^′_2(ρ, λ_1, λ_2)|λ_1 − λ_2| + C̃^′_3(ρ, λ_1, λ_2) sup_{x∈X} ‖k_1(·, x) − k_2(·, x)‖_{H1} ,

where C̃^′_1(ρ, λ_1, λ_2) :=^{4κ|ρ|1}_{min{λ1,λ2}} , C̃^′_2(ρ, λ_1, λ_2) :=^{κ|ρ|1}_{min{λ21,λ2}} , and C̃^′_3(ρ, λ_1, λ_2) :=^{|ρ|1}_{min{λ1,λ2}} .

We will give some examples when ‖P_1 − P_2‖_{tv} and sup_{x∈X} (‖k_2(·, x) − k_1(·, x)‖_∞) are small in the next Section.

4 Examples

Let us first consider some simple conditions, when the norm of total variation ‖P_1 − P_2‖_{tv} between two probability measures is small. Let P, P_n, n ∈ N, be probability measures on the same measurable space (Ω, A), where (Ω, d_Ω) is a separable metric space. It is well-known that ‖P_n − P‖_{tv} → 0, if n → ∞, implies that the Prohorov metric d_{Pro}(P_n, P) → 0 and the latter is equivalent to the weak convergence of (P_n)_{n∈N} to P, see e.g. Huber (1981, p. 34) or Dudley (2002, Thm. 11.3.3). Furthermore, if P_n and P have densities f_n and f with respect to some σ-finite measure ν on (Ω, A), then f_n → f ν-a.s. implies ‖P_n − P‖_{tv} → 0, because by Scheffé’s theorem sup_{A∈A} |P_n(A) − P(A)| ≤ ∫ |f_n − f| dν → 0, see e.g. Billingsley (1999, p. 29).

Let us now consider the typical situation, when a researcher asks himself what would happen if at most ℓ data points of the original data set D_1 = ( (x_1, y_1), . . . , (x_n, y_n) ) can be extreme outliers or may be changed in an arbitrary manner. Let us denote a second data set by D_2 = ( (x̃_{n+1}, ỹ_{n+1}), . . . , (x̃_N , ỹ_N ) ) , where N = n + n. We assume that at most ℓ data points contained in D_2 differ from the data points in D_1. Then we can write the corresponding empirical measures as P_1 := ∑_N i=1 w_iδ_{(xi,yi)} and P_2 := ∑_N i=1 w̃_iδ_{(xi,yi)}, where all weights satisfy w_i, w̃_i ∈ [0, 1] and ∑ i w_i = ∑ i w̃_i = 1. Because D_1 and D_2 differ by at most ℓ data points, we obtain ‖P_1 −P_2‖_{tv} ≤^ℓ_n .

Of course, a similar argumentation is possible for the case, that at most ℓ arbitrarily chosen data points can be added to the original data set D_1.

Let us now consider the case under which conditions sup_{x∈X} ( ‖k_2(·, x) − k_1(·, x)‖_∞ ) is small. We can upper bound sup_{x∈X} ‖k_2(·, x) − k_1(·, x)‖_∞ explicitly for some special kernels. Here we take Gaussian RBF kernels, Sobolev kernels, and hierarchical Gaussian kernels as our examples.

It is well-known that a differentiable function g : R → R is Lipschitz continuous with Lipschitz constant |g|_1 = sup_{x∈R} |g^′(x)| if and only if g has a uniformly bounded derivative g^′. It is easy to see that the set

G := { g : R → R; g is differentiable and g^′ is uniformly bounded } (4.1)

equipped with the binary operations + and · is a commutative ring: Define 0 and 1 as the constant functions with values always equal to 0 and 1, respectively. We have, for all g, g_1, g_2, g_3 ∈ G,

(g_1 + g_2) + g_3 = g_1 + (g_2 + g_3), g_1 + g_2 = g_2 + g_1, 0 ∈ G, g + 0 = g, (−g) + g = 0, (g_1 · g_2) · g_3 = g_1 · (g_2 · g_3), 1 ∈ G, 1 · g = g · 1 = g, g_1 · (g_2 + g_3) = g_1 · g_2 + g_1 · g_3, 1 ≠ 0, g_1 · g_2 = g_2 · g_1.

Obviously, g ∈ G implies that, for all γ ∈ (0, ∞), the function^1_γ g ∈ G, too. Furthermore, if g_1, g_2 ∈ G, then g_2 ∘ g_1 ∈ G.

A special case of such a function in G is ϕ given by

ϕ : R → R, ϕ(r) = h(|r|), (4.2)

where h : [0, ∞) → R is supported on [0, c] for some constant c ∈ (0, ∞] and h^′ is uniformly bounded with h^′_+(0) = 0.

Many RBF kernels k on X ⊂ R^d generated by ϕ are of the form (4.2), e.g. Gaussian RBF kernels with c = ∞ and h(r) = exp(−|r|^2), r ∈ [0, ∞). Another example is a radial basis kernel with compact support, where c = 1, h(r) = ϕ_{d,m}(|r|), and ϕ_{d,m} is a certain univariate polynomial p_{d,m} of degree ⌊d/2⌋ + 3m + 1 for m ∈ N and the RKHSs of these kernels are special Sobolev spaces, see Wu (1995), Wendland (1995), and Wendland (2005, Thm. 9.13, Thm. 10.35) for details. For simplicity, we exclude the case ϕ_{d,0} which yields non-differentiable functions.

Let k(x, x^′) = ϕ(‖x − x^′‖) be a kernel on a bounded set X ⊂ R^d, where ϕ satisfies (4.2) and h satisfies (4.2). It follows from Steinwart and Christmann (2008, Lemma 4.3) that, for all γ ∈ (0, ∞), k_γ : X × X → R, k_γ (x, x^′) = ϕ(‖x − x^′‖/γ) (4.3) is a kernel on X , too. Fix a ∈ (0, ∞). Let 0 < a ≤ γ_1 ≤ γ_2 < ∞. We easily see that the Lipschitz continuity of ϕ implies sup_{x∈X} ‖k_{γ1} (·, x) − k_{γ2} (·, x)‖_∞ = sup_{x,x′∈X} | |ϕ(‖x − x^′‖ γ_1 ) − ϕ (‖x − x′‖ γ_2 )| | (4.4) ≤ sup_{x,x′∈X} ( |ϕ|_1 · ‖x − x^′‖ · | | 1 γ_1 − 1 γ_2 | |) (4.5)

= |ϕ|_1 γ_1 γ_2

(γ_2 − γ_1) sup_{x,x′∈X} ‖x − x^′‖ (4.6) ≤ |ϕ|_1 diam(X ) a^2

(γ_2 − γ_1). (4.7)

Therefore, we obtain under these conditions that

sup_{x∈X} ‖k_{γ1} (·, x) − k_{γ2} (·, x)‖_∞ = O(|γ_1 − γ_2|). (4.8)

Hence Gaussian RBF kernels k_{γ1} , k_{γ2} and the above mentioned compactly supported RBF kernels satisfy the condition that

sup_{x∈X} ‖k_{γ1} (·, x) − k_{γ2} (·, x)‖_∞ = O(|γ_1 − γ_2|).

Steinwart et al. (2016) introduced hierarchical Gaussian kernels, which highlights the similarities to deep architectures in deep learning (see Goodfellow et al. (2017)). The hierarchical Gaussian kernels are constructed iteratively with composing weighted sums of Gaussian kernels in each layer. We call kernels k_{γ,X ,H} of the following form hierarchical Gaussian kernels k_{γ,X ,H} = exp ( − γ^{−2}‖k(·, x) − k(·, x^′)‖^2_H ) (4.9)

where k is a kernel generating RKHS H and ‖k(·, x) − k(·, x^′)‖^2_H = k(x, x) − 2k(x, x^′) + k(x^′, x^′).

To investigate how hierarchical Gaussian kernels detect the deep architectures in deep learning, we introduce some notations first. For x = (x_1, . . . , x_d) ∈ X ⊂ R^d and I ⊂ {1, . . . , d}, let

x_I = (x_i)_{i∈I}

be the vector projected onto the coordinates listed in I and X_I = {x_I : x ∈ X }. Assume that we have non-empty sets I_1, . . . , I_ℓ ⊂ {1, . . . , d} and some weights w_1, . . . , w_ℓ > 0, as well kernels k_i on X_{Ii} for all i = 1, . . . , ℓ. For I = I_1 ∪ · · · ∪ I_ℓ, we then define a new kernel on X_I by k(x, x^′) = ℓ∑ i=1 w^2_i k_i(x_{Ii} , x^′_{Ii} ), x, x^′ ∈ X_I . (4.10)

The following definition considers iterations of (4.10).

Definition 4.1. Let k be a kernel of the form (4.10) and H be its RKHS. Then the resulting hierarchical Gaussian kernel k_{γ,XI ,H} is said to be of depth

• m = 1, if all kernels k_1, . . . , k_ℓ in (4.10) are linear.

• m > 1, if all k_1, . . . , k_ℓ in (4.10) are hierarchical kernels of depth m − 1.

For any x = (x_1, · · · , x_d) ∈ X , x^′ = (x^′_1, · · · , x^′_d) ∈ X , the hierarchical kernels of depth 1 with I_i = {i} are of the form

k_{w,γ1} (x, x^′) = exp ( − 2γ^{−2}_1 ∑ i∈I w^2_i (x_i − x^′_i)^2 ) (4.11)

for some suitable w = (w_i)_{i∈I} with w_i > 0 for all i ∈ I, and γ_1 > 0. We call these kernels of form (4.11) inhomogeneous Gaussian kernels contrasted to the standard Gaussian kernels.

To derive an explicit formula for depth 2 kernels, we fix some I_1, . . . , I_ℓ ⊂ {1, . . . , d}, some first layer weight vectors w_1 = (w_{1,j} )_{j∈I1} , . . . , w_ℓ = (w_{ℓ,j})_{j∈Iℓ} and second layer weight vector w = (w_1, . . . , w_ℓ). Writing W^{(1)} := (w_1, . . . , w_ℓ), the hierarchical Gaussian kernel k_W(1)_{,w,γ1,γ2} of depth 2 with γ_1 > 0, γ_2 > 0 that is built upon the kernels k_{w1,γ1} , . . . , k_{wℓ,γ1} and weights w = (w_1, . . . , w_ℓ) is given by

k_W(1)_{,w,γ1,γ2} (x, x^′) = exp ( − 2γ^{−2}_2 ℓ∑ i=1 w^2_i (1 − k_{wi,γ1} (x_{Ii} , x^′_{Ii} )) ) .

Repeating the similar calculations and denoting W^{(j)} = (W^{(j)}_1 , · · · , W^{(j)}_ℓ ), we see that hierarchical kernel of depth m ≥ 3 with γ_1 > 0, · · · , γ_m > 0 is given by k_W(1)_{,...,W}(m−1)_{,w,γ1,··· ,γm} (x, x^′) = exp ( −2γ^{−2}_m ℓ∑ i=1 w^2_i ( 1−k_W(1)_{i ,...,W}(m−2)_{i ,w}(m−1)_{i ,γ1,··· ,γm−1} (x_{Ii} , x^′_{Ii} ) )) , where k_W(1)_{i ,...,W}(m−2)_{i ,w}(m−1)_{i ,γ1,··· ,γm−1} denote hierarchical kernels of depth m − 1.

The next result shows that the hierarchical Gaussian kernels only vary a little if the parameters involving in the form slightly change.

Corollary 4.2. Assume X ⊂ R^d is bounded, i.e., diam(X ) < ∞.

(i) For depth m = 1 hierarchical Gaussian kernels k_{w,γ1} and k_{w̃,γ1} with different parameters w and w̃ satisfying ∑ i∈I w^2_i ≤ 1 and ∑ i∈I w̃^2_i ≤ 1, we have sup_{x∈X} ‖k_{w,γ1} (·, x) − k_{w̃,γ1} (·, x)‖_∞ = O ( ‖w − w̃‖_ℓ2 ) . (4.12)

(ii) For depth m > 1 assume ‖W^{(j)}‖_{ℓ2} := ∑_ℓ i=1 ‖w^{(j)}_i ‖_ℓ2 ≤ 1 by scaling γ_j , j = 1, · · · , m, where w^{(m)} = w. Then we have sup_{x∈X} ‖k_W(1)_{,··· ,W}(m−1)_{,w,γ1,··· ,γm} (·, x) − k_{W̃(1),··· ,W̃(m−1),w̃,γ1,··· ,γm} (·, x)‖_∞ = O ( ‖w − w̃‖_ℓ2 + m−1∑ j=1 ‖W^{(j)} − W̃^{(j)}‖_ℓ2 ) . (4.13)

5 Discussion

This paper established some results on the total stability of a class of regularized empirical risk minimization methods based on kernels. We showed that such methods are not only robust with respect to small variations of the distribution P, but that these methods are even totally stable if the full triple (P, λ, k) consisting of the – of course completely unknown – underlying probability measure P, the regularization parameter λ, and the kernel k or its RKHS H changes slightly. Let us denote by f_{Pj ,λj ,kj} the regularized empirical risk minimization method for the triple (P_j , λ_j , k_j ), j ∈ {1, 2}. The main results show that the difference of both methods, i.e. ‖f_{P1,λ1,k1} − f_{P2,λ2,k2} ‖_• (where ‖ · ‖_• denotes either the supremum norm or a Hilbert space norm), depends on the norm of total variation between the probability measures P_1 and P_2, on the difference λ_1 − λ_2 between the regularization parameters, and on the difference of the kernels measured by the supremum norm of their canonical features maps, i.e. on sup_{x∈X} (‖k_2(·, x) − k_1(·, x)‖_∞). We derived upper bounds for ‖f_{P1,λ1,k1} − f_{P2,λ2,k2} ‖_• with explicit constants.

We did not address the following questions which are beyond the scope of this paper. It would be interesting to have modifications of our results for the supremum norm without assumptions on the regularization parameters. We obtained such results for the case of Hilbert space norms, see e.g. Theorem 2.10 and Theorem 3.5. We conjecture that other techniques are needed to obtain such results for the supremum norm. Furthermore, it seems to be an open question whether learning with hierarchical Gaussian RBF kernels is in general even stable if the depth m and the index sets are not fixed.

Finally, we would like to mention that it is possible to use the well-known identity f_{P,λ,k} = f_{P,1,(k/λ)}. We computed similar upper bounds than the ones given in this paper for ‖f_{P1,λ1,k1} − f_{P2,λ2,k2} ‖_∞ = ‖f_{P1,1,(k1/λ1)} − f_{P2,1,(k2/λ2)}‖_∞, but the results were almost identical to the ones presented here, only the factor belonging to |λ_1 −λ_2| can slightly change.

6 Appendix

6.1 Appendix A: Some tools

To improve the readability of the paper, let us first collect some properties of Bochner integrals.

Lemma 6.1. Let (Ω, A) be a measurable space, H be a Hilbert space with norm ‖ · ‖_H , and let f : (Ω, A) → (H, B(H)) be a measurable function.

(i) If μ is a finite measure on (Ω, A), then ‖ ‖ ∫ f dμ ‖ ‖_H ≤ ∫ ‖f‖_H dμ. (6.1) (ii) Let μ be a finite signed measure on (Ω, A) and denote the total variation measure by |μ| = μ_+ + μ_−. Then ‖ ‖ ‖ ∫ f dμ ‖ ‖_H ≤ ∫ ‖f‖_H d|μ|. (6.2) (iii) Let P, Q be probability measures on (Ω, A) and let g : (Ω × Ω, A ⊗ A) → (H, B(H)) be a measurable function. Then ‖ ‖ ∫ g dP^2 − ∫ g dQ^2 ‖ ‖_H ≤ 2 ‖g‖H ‖P − Q‖tv, (6.3) where ‖ · ‖_{tv} denotes the norm of total variation.

Proof. We refer to Diestel and Uhl (1977, p.46, Thm. 4 (ii)) for the first assertion. We use the Hahn-Jordan decomposition of μ to prove the second assertion. We write μ as μ = μ_+ − μ_− and denote the total variation measure by |μ| := μ_+ + μ_−. Then ‖ ‖ ∫ f dμ ‖ ‖ H = ‖ ‖ ∫ f d(μ_+ − μ_−) ‖ ‖ H = ‖ ‖ ∫ f dμ_+ − ∫ f dμ_− ‖ ‖ H ≤ ‖ ‖ ∫ f dμ_+ ‖ ‖ H + ‖ ‖ ∫ f dμ_− ‖ ‖ H (6.1) ≤ ∫ ‖f‖_H dμ_+ + ∫ ‖f‖_H dμ_− = ∫ ‖f‖_H d(μ_+ + μ_−) = ∫ ‖f‖_H d|μ| , which yields the second assertion.

Let us now prove the third assertion. ‖ ‖ ∫ g dP^2 − ∫ g dQ^2 ‖ ‖ H F ubini= ‖ ‖ ∫ ( ∫ g dP − ∫ g dQ ) dP + ∫ ( ∫ g dQ ) d(P − Q) ‖ ‖ H F ubini= ‖ ‖ ∫ ∫ g dP d(P − Q) + ∫ ∫ g dQ d(P − Q) ‖ ‖_H = ‖ ‖ ∫ ∫ g d(P + Q) d(P − Q) ‖ ‖_H (6.2) ≤ ∫ ‖ ‖ ‖ ∫ g d(P + Q) ‖ ‖_H d|P − Q| (6.2) ≤ ∫ ∫ ‖g‖_H d(P + Q) d|P − Q| ≤ 2 ‖g‖_H ‖P − Q‖_{tv} , where we used in the last inequality that P and Q are probability measures.

Lemma 6.2. If Assumptions 2.1, 2.2, and 3.2 are satisfied, then ‖f_{P1,λ1,k1} − f_{P2,λ1,k1} ‖_∞ ≤ 4 λ_1 c_{L,1}‖k_1‖^2_∞ ‖P_1 − P_2‖_{tv} .

Proof. To shorten the notation in the proof, we define λ := λ_1, k := k_1, and H := H_1. The well-known identity ‖f‖_∞ ≤ ‖k‖_∞‖f‖_H for all f ∈ H yields ‖f_{P1,λ,k} − f_{P2,λ,k}‖_∞ ≤ ‖k‖_∞‖f_{P1,λ,k} − f_{P2,λ,k}‖_H . (6.4) Hence it suffices to derive an upper bound for ‖f_{P1,λ,k} − f_{P2,λ,k}‖_H . Recall that ‖k(·, x)‖_∞ ≤ ‖k‖_∞ · ‖k(·, x)‖_H ≤ ‖k‖^2_∞ , x ∈ X . For any choice of (P_1, λ, k), the kernel estimator f_{P1,λ,k} ∈ H exists and is unique. Define the function g : (X × Y)^2 → H by g(x, y, x̃, ỹ) := D_5L^⋆(x, y, x̃, ỹ, f_{P1,λ,k}(x), f_{P1,λ,k}(x̃))k(·, x) + D_6L^⋆(x, y, x̃, ỹ, f_{P1,λ,k}(x), f_{P1,λ,k}(x̃))k(·, x̃) , where D_iL^⋆ denotes the partial derivative of L^⋆ with respect to the i^{th}-argument, i ∈ {5, 6}. Of course D_iL = D_iL^⋆. Using (3.10) and sup_{x∈X} ‖k(·, x)‖_H = ‖k‖_∞, we obtain that ‖g‖_H ≤ 2 c_{L,1} ‖k‖_∞. (6.5) Hence the representer theorem for pairwise loss functions, see Theorem 6.7, yields ‖f_{P1,λ,k} − f_{P2,λ,k}‖_H ≤ 1 λ ‖ ‖ ‖ ∫ g dP^2_1 − ∫ g dP^2 ‖ ‖ ‖_H (6.3) ≤ 2 λ ‖g‖_H ‖P_1 − P_2‖_{tv}^{(6.5)}≤ 4 λ c_{L,1}‖k‖_∞‖P_1 − P_2‖_{tv}

which gives the assertion, if we combine this inequality with (6.4).

6.2 Appendix B: Proofs for results in Section 2 The general representer theorem is a main tool in our proofs. We only need it for the case of differentiable loss function. Hence, in order that our paper is self-contained, we recall the theorem for differentiable loss function below, which is a special case of Christmann et al. (2009, Thm.7). Theorem 6.3 (Representer theorem for SVMs). Let Assumptions 2.1, 2.2, and 2.4 be valid. We further assume that the loss L is differentiable with respect to the third argument. Then we have, for all P, Q ∈ M_1(X × Y) and for all λ ∈ (0, ∞) :

(i) The estimator f_{P,λ,k} defined as the minimizer of min_{f∈H} {E_P L^⋆(X, Y, f(X)) + λ‖f‖^2_H } exists, is unique, and satisfies f_{P,λ,k} = − 1 2λ E_P (h_P(X, Y )Φ(X)), where h_P denotes the first derivative h_P(X, Y ) := L^′(X, Y, f_{P,λ,k}(X)). (ii) Furthermore, ‖f_{P,λ,k} − f_{Q,λ,k}‖_H ≤ λ^{−1} ‖ ‖E P (hP(X, Y )Φ(X)) − E Q (hP(X, Y )Φ(X)) ‖ ‖_H . Proof of Theorem 2.6. To shorten the notations in the proof, we define f_λ := f_{P,λ,k} and f_μ := f_{P,μ,k}. The representer theorem for SVMs, see Theorem 6.3, tells us that

f_λ − f_μ = − 1 2λ ∫ X ×Y L^′(x, y, f_λ(x))Φ(x) dP(x, y) + 1 2μ ∫ X ×Y L^′(x, y, f_μ(x))Φ(x) dP(x, y). Plugging the above formula into the RKHS norm of f_λ − f_μ, we get that ‖f_λ − f_μ‖^2_H = ⟨f_λ − f_μ, f_λ − f_μ⟩_H = ⟨ 1 2μ ∫ X ×Y L^′(x, y, f_μ(x))Φ(x) dP(x, y), f_λ − f_μ ⟩ H − ⟨ 1 2λ ∫ X ×Y L^′(x, y, f_λ(x))Φ(x) dP(x, y), f_λ − f_μ ⟩ H = 1 2μ ∫ X ×Y L^′(x, y, f_μ(x))(f_λ(x) − f_μ(x)) dP(x, y) − 1 2λ ∫ X ×Y L^′(x, y, f_λ(x))(f_λ(x) − f_μ(x)) dP(x, y). (6.6) The last equality holds true, because of the reproducing property (2.1).

Since the loss function L is convex with respect to the third argument, the following inequality is valid: L^′(x, y, a)(b − a) ≤ L(x, y, b) − L(x, y, a) ≤ L^⋆(x, y, b) − L^⋆(x, y, a), ∀a, b ∈ R. Let a := f_μ(x) and b := f_λ(x). We therefore obtain L^′(x, y, f_μ(x))(f_λ(x) − f_μ(x)) ≤ L^⋆(x, y, f_λ(x)) − L^⋆(x, y, f_μ(x)). Let a := f_λ(x) and b := f_μ(x). We therefore obtain L^′(x, y, f_λ(x))(f_μ(x) − f_λ(x)) ≤ L^⋆(x, y, f_μ(x)) − L^⋆(x, y, f_λ(x)).

If we plug these two inequalities into (6.6), we get ‖f_λ − f_μ‖^2_H ≤ ( 1 2λ − 1 2μ )( E_P L^⋆(X, Y, f_μ(X)) − E_P L^⋆(X, Y, f_λ(X)) ) . The right hand side of above inequality is nonnegative, which implies that^1_λ −^1_μ has the same sign as E_P L^⋆(X, Y, f_μ(X)) − E_P L^⋆(X, Y, f_λ(X)).

If μ > λ > 0, then^1_λ >^1_μ which in turn leads to E_P L^⋆(X, Y, f_μ(X)) − E_P L^⋆(X, Y, f_λ(X)) ≥ 0. The definition of f_μ tells us that E_P L^⋆(X, Y, f_μ(X)) + μ‖f_μ‖^2_H ≤ E_P L^⋆(X, Y, f_λ(X)) + μ‖f_λ‖^2_H .

It follows that 0 ≤ E_P L^⋆(X, Y, f_μ(X)) − E_P L^⋆(X, Y, f_λ(X)) ≤ μ(‖f_λ‖^2_H − ‖f_μ‖^2_H ) = μ(‖f_λ‖_H − ‖f_μ‖_H )(‖f_λ‖_H + ‖f_μ‖_H ), from which we conclude that 0 ≤ ‖f_λ‖_H − ‖f_μ‖_H ≤ ‖f_λ − f_μ‖_H . Finally, we get that ‖f_λ − f_μ‖_H ≤ μ 2 ( 1 λ − 1 μ )( ‖f_λ‖_H + ‖f_μ‖_H ) . In the same way, we can prove for λ > μ > 0 that ‖f_λ − f_μ‖_H ≤ λ 2 ( 1 μ − 1 λ )( ‖f_λ‖_H + ‖f_μ‖_H ) . We will now show the second assertion. Hence we assume the existence of a constant r with 0 < r < min{λ, μ} and combine ‖f_λ‖_H ≤^1_λ |L|_1‖k‖_∞ and ‖f_μ‖_H ≤^1_μ |L|_1‖k‖_∞ (see Christmann et al. (2009, Proposition 3)). We obtain ‖f_λ − f_μ‖_H ≤ 1 2 (max{λ, μ} min{λ, μ} − 1 ) {‖f_λ‖_H + ‖f_μ‖_H } ≤ |L|_1‖k‖_∞ 2 (max{λ, μ} min{λ, μ} − 1 )( 1 λ + 1 μ )

≤ |L|_1‖k‖_∞ min{λ^2, μ^2} |λ − μ| ≤ |L|_1‖k‖_∞ r^2 · |λ − μ| = O(|λ − μ|), which yields the second assertion of the theorem.

To prove Theorem 2.7, we will use the triangle inequality to obtain the following error decomposition ‖f_{P1,λ1,k1} −f_{P2,λ2,k2} ‖_∞ ≤ ‖f_{P1,λ1,k1} −f_{P2,λ1,k1} ‖_∞ +‖f_{P2,λ1,k1} −f_{P2,λ2,k1} ‖_∞ +‖f_{P2,λ2,k1} −f_{P2,λ2,k2} ‖_∞. (6.7) The following lemma gives an upper bound for the third norm on the right hand side of (6.7). Lemma 6.4. If Assumptions 2.1, 2.2, 2.4, and 2.5 are valid, then, for all λ_2 >^1_2 |L^′|_1κ^2, ‖f_{P2,λ2,k1} − f_{P2,λ2,k2} ‖_∞ ≤ |L|_1 2λ_2 − |L^′|_1κ^2 sup_{x∈X} ‖k_2(·, x) − k_1(·, x)‖_∞.

Proof. To shorten the notations in the proof, we define λ := λ_2, P := P_2, f_1 := f_{P2,λ2,k1} and f_2 := f_{P2,λ2,k2} . By the representer theorem for SVMs, see Theorem 6.3 , we know that ‖f_1 − f_2‖_∞ can be bounded as follows:

‖f_1 − f_2‖_∞ = 1 2λ ‖ ‖ ∫ X ×Y L^′(x, y, f_2(x))Φ_2(x) dP(x, y) − ∫ X ×Y L^′(x, y, f_1(x))Φ_1(x) dP(x, y) ‖ ‖_∞ = 1 2λ ‖ ‖ ∫ X ×Y ( L^′(x, y, f_2(x))Φ_2(x) − L^′(x, y, f_1(x))Φ_1(x) ) dP(x, y) ‖ ‖ ∞ ≤ 1 2λ ‖ ‖ ‖ ∫ X ×Y ( L^′(x, y, f_2(x))Φ_2(x) − L^′(x, y, f_1(x))Φ_2(x) ) dP(x, y) ‖ ‖ ‖_∞ + 1 2λ ‖ ‖ ∫ X ×Y ( L^′(x, y, f_1(x))Φ_2(x) − L^′(x, y, f_1(x))Φ_1(x) ) dP(x, y) ‖ ‖_∞ ≤ |L^′|_1 2λ ‖f_2 − f_1‖_∞ sup_{x∈X} ‖Φ_2(x)‖_∞ + 1 2λ ‖L^′(x, y, f_1(x))‖_∞ sup_{x∈X} ‖Φ_2(x) − Φ_1(x)‖_∞ ≤ |L^′|_1‖k_2‖^2_∞ 2λ ‖f_2 − f_1‖_∞ + |L|_1 2λ sup_{x∈X} ‖Φ_2(x) − Φ_1(x)‖_∞.

The second inequality comes from the Lipschitz continuity of L^′. If λ >^1_2 |L^′|_1‖k_2‖^2_∞, we can solve ‖f_1 − f_2‖_∞ from above inequality and get that

‖f_1 − f_2‖_∞ ≤ |L|_1 2λ − |L^′|_1‖k_2‖^2_∞ sup_{x∈X} ‖Φ_2(x) − Φ_1(x)‖_∞.

Obviously, the kernels k_1 and k_2 can change their roles when we do the decomposition on the second inequality. Hence we get an analogous inequality for case λ >^1_2 |L^′|_1‖k_1‖^2_∞. This gives the assertion.

Proof of Theorem 2.7. We first prove the first term of (6.7). The reproducing property (2.1) yields that ‖f_{P1,λ1,k1} − f_{P2,λ1,k1} ‖_∞ ≤ ‖k_1‖_∞‖f_{P1,λ1,k1} − f_{P2,λ1,k1} ‖_{H1} . Hence it suffices to bound ‖f_{P1,λ1,k1} − f_{P2,λ1,k1} ‖_{H1} .

The representer theorem for SVMs, see Theorem 6.3, and the properties of Bochner integrals, see e.g. Denkowski et al. (2003, Chap. 3.10, p. 364 ff) and Lemma 6.1, tell us that ‖f_{P1,λ1,k1} − f_{P2,λ1,k1} ‖_{H1} ≤ 1 λ_1 ‖ ‖ ∫ X ×Y L^′(x, y, f_{P1,λ1,k1} (x))Φ_1(x) dP_1(x, y) − ∫ X ×Y L^′(x, y, f_{P1,λ1,k1} (x))Φ_1(x) dP_2(x, y) ‖ ‖ H_1 ≤ 1 λ_1 ∫ X ×Y ‖L^′(x, y, f_{P1,λ1,k1} (x))Φ_1(x)‖_{H1} d|P_1 − P_2|(x, y) ≤ 1 λ_1 ∫ X ×Y sup (x,y)∈X ×Y |L^′(x, y, f_{P1,λ1,k1} (x))| · sup_{x∈X} ‖Φ_1(x)‖_{H1} d|P_1 − P_2|(x, y) ≤ 1 λ_1 sup (x,y)∈X ×Y |L^′(x, y, f_{P1,λ1,k1} (x))| · sup_{x∈X} ‖Φ_1(x)‖_{H1} · ‖P_1 − P_2‖_{tv} ≤ 1 λ_1

‖k_1‖_∞|L|_1‖P_1 − P_2‖_{tv}.

This yields the assertion.

An application of the above assertion, Theorem 2.6, and Lemma 6.4 yields that ‖f_{P1,λ1,k1} − f_{P2,λ2,k2} ‖_∞ ≤ ‖k_1‖^2_∞|L|_1

λ_1

· ‖P_1 − P_2‖_{tv} +

‖k_1‖^2_∞|L|_1 min{λ^2_1, λ^2}

· |λ_1 − λ_2| + |L|_1 2λ_2 − κ^2|L^′|_1 · sup_{x∈X} ‖k_2(·, x) − k_1(·, x)‖_∞. If we split ‖f_{P1,λ1,k1} − f_{P2,λ2,k2} ‖_∞ into three parts as stated in (6.7), there are six different decompositions. If we take all six cases into account and assume min{λ_1, λ_2} > r :=^1_2 κ^2|L^′|_1, we get the assertion (2.4).

Proof of Corollary 2.9. The inequality (2.5) follows immediately from the assumption that the positive constant s is smaller than min{λ_1, λ_2} − r.

Hence we only have to show the validity of (2.6). To shorten the notation in the proof, we define f_1 := f_{P2,λ2,k2} and f_2 := f_{P2,λ2,k2} . The definitions of R_L⋆_{,P1} (f_1) and R_L⋆_{,P2} (f_2) yield that

R_L⋆_{,P1} (f_1) − R_L⋆_{,P2} (f_2) = ∫ X ×Y ( L(x, y, f_1(x)) − L(x, y, 0) ) dP_1(x, y) − ∫ X ×Y ( L(x, y, f_2(x)) − L(x, y, 0) ) dP_2(x, y). Plugging ∓ ∫ X ×Y ( L(x, y, f_2(x)) − L(x, y, 0) ) dP_1(x, y) into the above equation and further noticing that L is a Lipschitz continuous loss function, we get from Lemma 6.1 that | R_L⋆_{,P1} (f_1) − R_L⋆_{,P2} (f_2) | ≤ ∫ X ×Y | L(x, y, f_1(x)) − L(x, y, f_2(x)) | dP_1(x, y) + ∫ X ×Y | L(x, y, f_2(x)) − L(x, y, 0) | d|P_1 − P_2|(x, y) ≤ ∫ X ×Y |L|_1|f_1(x) − f_2(x)| dP_1(x, y) + ∫ X ×Y |L|_1|f_2(x)| d|P_1 − P_2|(x, y) (6.8)

≤ |L|_1‖f_1 − f_2‖_∞ + |L|_1‖f_2‖_∞‖P_1 − P_2‖_{tv}.

Since ‖f_2‖_{H2} ≤^1_{λ2} |L|_1‖k_2‖_∞ (see Christmann et al. (2009, Proposition 3)) and λ_2 >^1_2 κ^2|L^′|_1, we obtain ‖f_2‖_∞ ≤ 1 λ_2

|L|_1‖k_2‖^2_∞ ≤ 1 λ_2

|L|_1κ^2 ≤ 2|L|_1 |L^′|_1 . The above upper bound is a constant independent of P_1, P_2, λ_1, λ_2, k_1, and k_2. Therefore, if we combine this result with Theorem 2.7, we obtain | |R_{L⋆,P1} (f_1) − R_{L⋆,P2} (f_2) | | ≤ |L|_1 ( c_1(L) · ‖P_1 − P_2‖_{tv} + c_2(L) · |λ_1 − λ_2| + c̄_3(L) · sup_{x∈X} ‖k_2(·, x) − k_1(·, x)‖_∞ )

+ 2|L|^2_1 |L^′|_1 ‖P_1 − P_2‖_{tv} .

The desired inequality (2.6) follows by rearranging the factors to compute the constants.

Now we are in a position to bound the H_1-norm of the difference f_{P1,λ1,k1} − f_{P2,λ2,k2} for the case that H_2 ⊆ H_1. We use the triangle inequality to obtain the following decomposition: ‖f_{P1,λ1,k1} −f_{P2,λ2,k2} ‖_{H1} ≤ ‖f_{P1,λ1,k1} −f_{P2,λ1,k1} ‖_{H1} +‖f_{P2,λ1,k1} −f_{P2,λ2,k1} ‖_{H1} +‖f_{P2,λ2,k1} −f_{P2,λ2,k2} ‖_{H1} . (6.9) To bound (6.9), we first bound the third norm for the case of a differentiable loss.

Lemma 6.5. Let Assumptions 2.1, 2.2, and 2.4 be satisfied. Assume that H_1 and H_2 satisfy (2.8). If L is additionally a differentiable loss function, then, for all λ_2 > 0, we have ‖f_{P2,λ2,k1} − f_{P2,λ2,k2} ‖_{H1} ≤ |L|_1 2λ_2 sup_{x∈X} ‖k_1(·, x) − k_2(·, x)‖_{H1} . Proof. To shorten the notation, we will use the following abbreviations in this proof: λ := λ_2, P := P_2, f_1 := f_{P2,λ2,k1} , and f_2 := f_{P2,λ2,k2} . Since H_2 ⊆ H_1, we have that f_2 ∈ H_1 and ‖f_1 − f_2‖_{H1} is well-defined. The representer theorem, see Theorem 6.3, tells us that, for all P ∈ M_1(X × Y), ‖f_1 − f_2‖^2_{H1} = ⟨f_1 − f_2, f_1 − f_2⟩_{H1} = ⟨ f_1 − f_2, − 1 2λ ∫ X ×Y L^′(x, y, f_1(x))Φ_1(x) dP(x, y) + 1 2λ ∫ X ×Y L^′(x, y, f_2(x))Φ_2(x) dP(x, y) ⟩ H_1 . Plugging a zero term into the last term of the above inner product, we know that − 1 2λ ∫ X ×Y L^′(x, y, f_1(x))Φ_1(x) dP(x, y) + 1 2λ ∫ X ×Y L^′(x, y, f_2(x))Φ_2(x) dP(x, y) = − 1 2λ ∫ X ×Y L^′(x, y, f_1(x))Φ_1(x) dP(x, y) + 1 2λ ∫ X ×Y L^′(x, y, f_2(x))Φ_1(x) dP(x, y) − 1 2λ ∫ X ×Y L^′(x, y, f_2(x))Φ_1(x)dP(x, y) + 1 2λ ∫ X ×Y L^′(x, y, f_2(x))Φ_2(x) dP(x, y). Therefore, the reproducing property (2.1) yields

‖f_1 − f_2‖^2_{H1} = − 1 2λ ∫ X ×Y (L^′(x, y, f_1(x)) − L^′(x, y, f_2(x)))(f_1(x) − f_2(x)) dP(x, y) − 1 2λ ⟨ ∫ X ×Y L^′(x, y, f_2(x))(Φ_1(x) − Φ_2(x)) dP(x, y), f_1 − f_2 ⟩ H_1 . Since L is convex and differentiable with respect to its third argument, and hence L^′(x, y, ·) is non-decreasing, for any choice of (x, y) ∈ X × Y, we obtain for the first integral on the right hand side of the above equation that ∫ X ×Y ( L^′(x, y, f_1(x)) − L^′(x, y, f_2(x)) ) (f_1(x) − f_2(x)) dP(x, y) ≥ 0.

It follows that

‖f_1 − f_2‖^2_{H1} ≤ − 1 2λ_2 ⟨ ∫ X ×Y L^′(x, y, f_2(x))(Φ_1(x) − Φ_2(x)) dP(x, y), f_1 − f_2 ⟩ H_1 ≤ |L|_1 2λ ‖f_1 − f_2‖_{H1} sup_{x∈X} ‖Φ_1(x) − Φ_2(x)‖_{H1} .

Thus we have, for all λ > 0,

‖f_1 − f_2‖_{H1} ≤ |L|_1 2λ sup_{x∈X} ‖Φ_1(x) − Φ_2(x)‖_{H1} .

Lemma 6.6. Let Assumptions 2.1, 2.2, and 2.4 be satisfied. Assume that H_1 and H_2 satisfy (2.8). If L is additionally a differentiable loss function, then, for all λ_1, λ_2 > 0, we have ‖f_{P1,λ1,k1} − f_{P2,λ2,k2} ‖_{H1} ≤ c^′_1(L, λ_1, λ_2)‖P_1 − P_2‖_{tv} + c^′_2(L, λ_1, λ_2)|λ_1 − λ_2| + c^′_3(L, λ_1, λ_2) sup_{x∈X} ‖k_1(·, x) − k_2(·, x)‖_{H1} ,

where c^′_1(L, λ_1, λ_2) :=^{κ|L|1}_{min{λ1,λ2}} , c^′_2(L, λ_1, λ_2) :=^{κ|L|1}_{min{λ21,λ2}} , and c^′_3(L, λ_1, λ_2) :=^{|L|1}_{2 min{λ1,λ2}} .

Proof. Of course, H_2 ⊆ H_1 implies f_{P2,λ2,k2} ∈ H_1 and therefore ‖f_{P1,λ1,k1} − f_{P2,λ2,k2} ‖_{H1} is welldefined.

The representer theorem for SVMs, see Theorem 6.3, and the properties of Bochner integrals tell us that ‖f_{P1,λ1,k1} − f_{P2,λ1,k1} ‖_{H1} ≤ 1 λ_1 ‖ ‖ ∫ X ×Y L^′(x, y, f_{P1,λ1,k1} (x))Φ_1(x) dP_1(x, y) − ∫ X ×Y L^′(x, y, f_{P1,λ1,k1} (x))Φ_1(x) dP_2(x, y) ‖ ‖ H_1 ≤ 1 λ_1

‖L^′(x, y, f_{P1,λ1,k1} (x))Φ_1(x)‖_H ‖P_1 − P_2‖_{tv} ≤ 1 λ_1

‖k_1‖_∞|L|_1‖P_1 − P_2‖_{tv} .

This gives an upper bound to the first norm on the right hand side of equation (6.9). An application of the above assertion, Theorem 2.6 and Lemma 6.5 yields that ‖f_{P1,λ1,k1} − f_{P2,λ2,k2} ‖_{H1} ≤ ‖k_1‖_∞|L|_1 λ_1

‖P_1 − P_2‖_{tv} + ‖k_1‖_∞|L|_1 min{λ^2_1, λ^2}

|λ_1 − λ_2| + |L|_1 2λ_2 sup_{x∈X} ‖k_1(·, x) − k_2(·, x)‖_{H1} .

When we apply the triangle inequality to the error decomposition (6.9), there are six different decompositions. If we take all six cases into account, we get our desired result.

Proof of Theorem 2.10. (i) Lemma 6.6 gives the first assertion.

(ii) We only need to prove the assertion holds true for the case of a non-differentiable loss, where the loss function L(x, y, t) can be represented by a margin-based loss function L̃(yt) for classification or by a distance-based loss function L̃(y−t) for regression with Lipschitz constant |L̃|_1. Let δ_j ∈ (0, 1). We use the standard technique of convolution, see e. g. Cheney and Light (2000, p.148), to define a convex and differentiable function L̃^⋆_δ on R^d by

L̃^⋆_δ (ξ) =

∫_1 0 L̃^⋆(ξ − δθ)dθ = 1 δ ∫_ξ ξ−δ L̃^⋆(u)du

to approximate the shifted loss function L̃^⋆.

It is easy to check that L̃^⋆_δ is convex, differentiable, and Lipschitz continuous with the same Lipschitz constant |L̃|_1. The approximation is valid, because, for every ξ ∈ R, |L̃^⋆_δ (ξ) − L̃^⋆(ξ)| = | | ∫_1 0 (L̃^⋆(ξ − δθ) − L̃^⋆(ξ))dθ | | ≤ ∫_1 0 |L̃|_1δθdθ ≤ |L̃|_1 2 δ. Hence ‖L̃^⋆_δ − L̃^⋆‖_∞ = O(δ), as δ → 0_+. (6.10)

An SVM associated with L̃^⋆_δ can be defined as f_{P,λ,k,(δ)} = arg min_{f∈H} ( E_PL̃^⋆_δ (X, Y, f(X)) + λ‖f‖^2_H ) .

We now show the weak convergence in H of f_{P,λ,k,(δj )} to f_{P,λ,k} := arg min_{f∈H} {E_P L̃^⋆(X, Y, f(X)) + λ‖f‖^2_H }, for (δ_j )_{j∈N} with δ_j → 0 and δ_j ∈ (0, 1), j ∈ N. Christmann et al. (2009, Proposition 3) showed ‖f_{P,λ,k,(δ)}‖_H ≤ λ^{−1}|L̃|_1‖k‖_∞. (6.11)

Any closed ball B_R = {f ∈ H, ‖f‖_H ≤ R} of the Hilbert space H with a finite radius R > 0 is weakly compact. Hence there exists a decreasing sequence (δ_j )_{j∈N}, where all δ_j ∈ (0, 1), such that lim_{j→∞} δ_j = 0 and f_{P,λ,k,(δj )} weakly converges to some function g_{P,λ,k} ∈ H. That is lim_{j→∞}⟨f_{P,λ,k,(δj )}, f⟩_H = ⟨g_{P,λ,k}, f⟩_H , ∀f ∈ H. (6.12) Let us consider two special cases of (6.12).

If f = g_{P,λ,k} in (6.12), then we obtain by the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality that ‖g_{P,λ,k}‖^2_H = lim_{j→∞}⟨f_{P,λ,k,(δj )}, g_{P,λ,k}⟩_H ≤ ‖g_{P,λ,k}‖_H lim inf_{j→∞} ‖f_{P,λ,k,(δj )}‖_H . Therefore, we get by (6.11) that ‖g_{P,λ,k}‖_H ≤ lim inf_{j→∞} ‖f_{P,λ,k,(δj )}‖_H ≤ λ^{−1}|L̃|_1‖k‖_∞. (6.13) Now we consider the special case of f = k(·, x) in (6.12). The reproducing property (2.1) yields g_{P,λ,k}(x) = ⟨g_{P,λ,k}, k(·, x)⟩_H = lim_{j→∞}⟨f_{P,λ,k,(δj )}, k(·, x)⟩_H = lim_{j→∞} f_{P,λ,k,(δj )}(x). (6.14) The Lebesgue Dominated Theorem gives E_P [L̃^⋆(X, Y, g_{P,λ,k}(X)] = lim_{j→∞} E_P [L̃^⋆(X, Y, f_{P,λ,k,(δj )}(X))]. The uniform estimate (6.10) in connection with (6.14) yields lim_{j→∞} E_P [L̃^⋆_{δj} (X, Y, f_{P,λ,k,(δj )}(X))] = lim_{j→∞} ∫ X ×Y L̃^⋆_{δj} (x, y, f_{P,λ,k,(δj )}(x)) dP(x, y) = lim_{j→∞} ∫ X ×Y L̃^⋆(x, y, f_{P,λ,k,(δj )}(x)) dP(x, y) = ∫ X ×Y L̃^⋆(x, y, g_{P,λ,k}(x)) dP(x, y) = E_P [L̃^⋆(X, Y, g_{P,λ,k}(X))]. (6.15) Combining (6.13) and (6.15), we obtain E_P [L̃^⋆(X, Y, g_{P,λ,k}(X))] + λ‖g_{P,λ,k}‖^2_H ≤ lim inf_{j→∞} ( E_P [L̃^⋆_{δj} (X, Y, f_{P,λ,k,(δj )}(X))] + λ‖f_{P,λ,k,(δj )}‖^2_H ) . (6.16) By the definition of f_{P,λ,k,(δj )}, we know lim inf j→∞ ( E_P [L̃^⋆_{δj} (X, Y, f_{P,λ,k,(δj )}(X))] + λ‖f_{P,λ,k,(δj )}‖^2_H ) (6.17) ≤ lim inf j→∞ ( E_P [L̃^⋆_{δj} (X, Y, f_{P,λ,k}(X))] + λ‖f_{P,λ,k}‖^2_H )

≤ E_P [L̃^⋆(X, Y, f_{P,λ,k}(X))] + λ‖f_{P,λ,k}‖^2_H . (6.18) Hence (6.16) and (6.17) lead to E_P [L̃^⋆(X, Y, g_{P,λ,k}(X))] + λ‖g_{P,λ,k}‖^2_H ≤ E_P [L̃^⋆(X, Y, f_{P,λ,k}(X))] + λ‖f_{P,λ,k}‖^2_H . The strict convexity of the regularized functional f → E_P [L̃^⋆(X, Y, f(X))]+λ‖f‖^2_H on H guarantees the uniqueness of the minimizer, which implies the identity g_{P,λ,k} = f_{P,λ,k} and the weak convergence lim_{j→∞}⟨f_{P,λ,k,(δj )}, f⟩_H = ⟨f_{P,λ,k}, f⟩_H , ∀f ∈ H. (6.19)

In the rest of the proof, we focus on estimating ‖f_{P1,λ1,k1} − f_{P2,λ2,k2} ‖_{H1} . The triangle inequality yields ‖f_{P1,λ1,k1} − f_{P2,λ2,k2} ‖_{H1} ≤ ‖f_{P1,λ1,k1} − f_{P1,λ1,k1,(δj )}‖_{H1} + ‖f_{P1,λ1,k1,(δj )} − f_{P2,λ2,k2,(δj )}‖_{H1} + ‖f_{P2,λ2,k2,(δj )} − f_{P2,λ2,k2} ‖_{H1} . Now apply (6.19) to P = P_1, λ = λ_1, k = k_1 and H = H_1. Then we get lim_{j→∞}⟨f_{P1,λ1,k1,(δj )}, f_{P1,λ1,k1} ⟩_{H1} = ‖f_{P1,λ1,k1} ‖^2_{H1} and lim_{j→∞} ‖f_{P1,λ1,k1,(δj )}‖^2_{H1} = ‖f_{P1,λ1,k1} ‖^2_{H1} , which implies that lim_{j→∞} ‖f_{P1,λ1,k1} − f_{P1,λ1,k1,(δj )}‖^2_{H1} = ‖f_{P1,λ1,k1} ‖^2_{H1} + lim_{j→∞} ‖f_{P1,λ1,k1,(δj )}‖^2_{H1} − 2 lim_{j→∞}⟨f_{P1,λ1,k1,(δj )}, f_{P1,λ1,k1} ⟩_{H1} = 0.

In the same way, we can prove lim_{j→∞} ‖f_{P2,λ2,k2,(δj )} − f_{P2,λ2,k2} ‖_{H1} = 0.

We know that L̃^⋆_{δj} is a convex, differentiable and Lipschitz continuous loss function with constant |L̃|_1. Hence Lemma 6.6 tells us that, for all λ_1, λ_2 > 0, ‖f_{P1,λ1,k1,(δj )} − f_{P2,λ2,k2,(δj )}‖_{H1} ≤ c̃^′_1(L̃, λ_1, λ_2)‖P_1 − P_2‖_{tv} + c̃^′_2(L̃, λ_1, λ_2)|λ_1 − λ_2| + c̃^′_3(L̃, λ_1, λ_2) sup_{x∈X} ‖k_1(·, x) − k_2(·, x)‖_{H1} ,

where c̃^′_1(L̃, λ_1, λ_2) :=^{κ|L̃|1}_{min{λ1,λ2}} , c̃^′_2(L̃, λ_1, λ_2) :=^{κ|L̃|1}_{min{λ21,λ2}} , and c̃^′_3(L̃, λ_1, λ_2) :=^{|L̃|1}_{2 min{λ1,λ2}} . Therefore, this yields the assertion.

6.3 Appendix C: Proofs for results in Section 3 The proof of Theorem 3.3 is based on the following error decomposition: ‖f_{P1,λ1,k1} − f_{P2,λ2,k2} ‖_∞ ≤ ‖f_{P1,λ1,k1} − f_{P2,λ1,k1} ‖_∞ + ‖f_{P2,λ1,k1} − f_{P2,λ2,k1} ‖_∞ + ‖f_{P2,λ2,k1} − f_{P2,λ2,k2} ‖_∞ . (6.20) The following lemmas give upper bounds for the three norms on the right hand side of (6.20). The proof of Theorem 3.3 will then follow by combining these upper bounds.

A major tool to prove these lemmas is the following representer theorem, see Christmann and Zhou (2016, Thm. 4.3). Note that we specialized their result to the case of a convex pairwise loss function, because we need in particular the inequality (6.24). There are of course pairwise learning algorithms involving non-convex loss functions, see Hu et al. (2015) and Fan et al. (2016). Please note that the expectations in the next theorem are Bochner integrals. We refer to Denkowski et al. (2003, Chapter 3.10) for details on Bochner integrals.

Theorem 6.7 (Representer theorem for pairwise learning). Let Assumptions 2.1, 2.2, and 3.2 be valid. Then we have, for all P, Q ∈ M_1(X × Y) and all λ ∈ (0, ∞):

(i) The estimator f_L⋆_{,P,λ} defined as the minimizer of min_{f∈H} ( R_L⋆_{,P}(f) + λ‖f‖^2_H ) exists, is unique, and satisfies f_L⋆_{,P,λ} = − 1 2λ E_P2 [ h_{5,P}(X, Y, X̃, Ỹ )Φ(X) + h_{6,P}(X, Y, X̃, Ỹ )Φ(X̃) ] , (6.21)

where h_{5,P} and h_{6,P} denote the partial derivatives h_{5,P}(X, Y, X̃, Ỹ ) := D_5L ( X, Y, X̃, Ỹ , f_L⋆_{,P,λ}(X), f_L⋆_{,P,λ}(X̃) ) (6.22) h_{6,P}(X, Y, X̃, Ỹ ) := D_6L ( X, Y, X̃, Ỹ , f_L⋆_{,P,λ}(X), f_L⋆_{,P,λ}(X̃) ) . (6.23)

(ii) Furthermore, ‖f_L⋆_{,P,λ} − f_L⋆_{,Q,λ}‖_H (6.24) ≤ 1 λ ‖ ‖E_P2 [ h_{5,P}(X, Y, X̃, Ỹ )Φ(X) + h_{6,P}(X, Y, X̃, Ỹ )Φ(X̃) ] − E_Q2 [ h_{5,P}(X, Y, X̃, Ỹ )Φ(X) + h_{6,P}(X, Y, X̃, Ỹ )Φ(X̃) ]‖ ‖_H . Lemma 6.8. If Assumptions 2.1, 2.2, and 3.2 are satisfied, then ‖f_{P2,λ1,k1} − f_{P2,λ2,k1} ‖_∞ ≤ ‖k_1‖_∞ 2 (max{λ_1, λ_2} min{λ_1, λ_2} − 1 ) ( ‖f_{P2,λ1,k1} ‖_{H1} + ‖f_{P2,λ2,k1} ‖_{H1} ) . (6.25)

If there exists a constant r ∈ (0, ∞) such that min{λ_1, λ_2} > r, then ‖f_{P2,λ1,k1} − f_{P2,λ2,k1} ‖_∞ ≤ |L|_1‖k_1‖^2_∞ r^2

· |λ_1 − λ_2| = O(|λ_1 − λ_2|) . (6.26)

Proof. The assertion of the lemma is obviously valid, if λ_1 = λ_2.

From now on, we will assume w.l.o.g. that λ_1 > λ_2. To shorten the notation in this proof, we define P := P_2, λ := λ_1, μ := λ_2, k := k_1, and H := H_1. Furthermore, we write f_λ := f_{P2,λ1,k1} and f_μ := f_{P2,λ2,k1} .

Hence, we have to show that ‖f_λ − f_μ‖_∞ ≤ ‖k‖_∞ 2 ( λ μ − 1 ) ( ‖f_λ‖_H + ‖f_μ‖_H ) . To shorten the notation we write the partial derivatives of L^⋆ with respect to the i^{th} argument by D_iL^⋆ ∘ f(x, y, x̃, ỹ) := D_iL^⋆(x, y, x̃, ỹ, f(x), f(x̃)), i ∈ {5, 6}. We use again the representer theorem for pairwise loss functions, see Theorem 6.7,

f_λ − f_μ = − 1 2λ ∫ [ D_5L^⋆ ∘ f_λ(x, y, x̃, ỹ)Φ(x) + D_6L^⋆ ∘ f_λ(x, y, x̃, ỹ)Φ(x̃) ] dP^2(x, y, x̃, ỹ) + 1 2μ ∫ [ D_5L^⋆ ∘ f_μ(x, y, x̃, ỹ)Φ(x) + D_6L^⋆ ∘ f_μ(x, y, x̃, ỹ)Φ(x̃) ] dP^2(x, y, x̃, ỹ) . Hence ‖f_λ − f_μ‖^2_H = ⟨f_λ − f_μ, f_λ − f_μ⟩_H = 1 2μ ⟨∫ [ D_5L^⋆ ∘ f_μ(x, y, x̃, ỹ)Φ(x) + D_6L^⋆ ∘ f_μ(x, y, x̃, ỹ)Φ(x̃) ] dP^2(x, y, x̃, ỹ), f_λ − f_μ ⟩ H − 1 2λ ⟨∫ [ D_5L^⋆ ∘ f_λ(x, y, x̃, ỹ)Φ(x) + D_6L^⋆ ∘ f_λ(x, y, x̃, ỹ)Φ(x̃) ] dP^2(x, y, x̃, ỹ), f_λ − f_μ ⟩ H = 1 2μ ∫ [ D_5L^⋆ ∘ f_μ(x, y, x̃, ỹ)(f_λ(x) − f_μ(x)) + D_6L^⋆ ∘ f_μ(x, y, x̃, ỹ)(f_λ(x̃) − f_μ(x̃)) ] dP^2(x, y, x̃, ỹ) − 1 2λ ∫ [ D_5L^⋆ ∘ f_λ(x, y, x̃, ỹ)(f_λ(x) − f_μ(x)) + D_6L^⋆ ∘ f_λ(x, y, x̃, ỹ)(f_λ(x̃) − f_μ(x̃)) ] dP^2(x, y, x̃, ỹ) , where we used the reproducing property of the kernel, i.e., ⟨Φ(x), f⟩_H = f(x), x ∈ X , f ∈ H, to obtain the last inequality. Let us now consider these integrands. The pairwise loss function L^⋆ is convex with respect to the last two arguments due to Assumption 3.2. Hence the convexity yields, for all x, x̃ ∈ X and for all y, ỹ ∈ Y, L^⋆(x, y, x̃, ỹ, t̃_1, t̃_2) − L^⋆(x, y, x̃, ỹ, t_1, t_2) ≥ D_5L^⋆(x, y, x̃, ỹ, t_1, t_2) · (t̃_1 − t_1) + D_6L^⋆(x, y, x̃, ỹ, t_1, t_2) · (t̃_2 − t_2).

Therefore, D_5L^⋆ ∘ f_μ(x, y, x̃, ỹ) · (f_λ(x) − f_μ(x)) + D_6L^⋆ ∘ f_μ(x, y, x̃, ỹ) · (f_λ(x̃) − f_μ(x̃)) ≤ L(x, y, x̃, ỹ, f_λ(x), f_λ(x̃)) − L(x, y, x̃, ỹ, f_μ(x), f_μ(x̃)) and D_5L^⋆ ∘ f_λ(x, y, x̃, ỹ) · (f_μ(x) − f_λ(x)) + D_6L^⋆ ∘ f_λ(x, y, x̃, ỹ) · (f_μ(x̃) − f_λ(x̃)) ≤ L^⋆(x, y, x̃, ỹ, f_μ(x), f_μ(x̃)) − L^⋆(x, y, x̃, ỹ, f_λ(x), f_λ(x̃)). If we combine these inequalities and plug them into the above equation, we obtain

0 ≤ ‖f_λ − f_μ‖^2_H (6.27) ≤ 1 2μ ∫ L^⋆(x, y, x̃, ỹ, f_λ(x), f_λ(x̃)) − L^⋆(x, y, x̃, ỹ, f_μ(x), f_μ(x̃)) dP^2(x, y, x̃, ỹ) + 1 2λ ∫ L^⋆(x, y, x̃, ỹ, f_μ(x), f_μ(x̃)) − L^⋆(x, y, x̃, ỹ, f_λ(x), f_λ(x̃)) dP^2(x, y, x̃, ỹ) = 1 2μ R_L⋆_{,P}(f_λ) − 1 2μ R_L⋆_{,P}(f_μ) + 1 2λ R_L⋆_{,P}(f_μ) − 1 2λ R_L⋆_{,P}(f_λ) = ( 1 2μ − 1 2λ ) R_L⋆_{,P}(f_λ) + ( 1 2λ − 1 2μ ) R_L⋆_{,P}(f_μ) = ( 1 2λ − 1 2μ )( R_L⋆_{,P}(f_μ) − R_L⋆_{,P}(f_λ) ) , (6.28)

where we used the standard notation for the L^⋆-risk with respect to a pairwise loss function L^⋆, i.e.

R_L⋆_{,P}(f) := ∫ L^⋆ ( x, y, x̃, ỹ, f(x), f(x̃) ) dP^2(x, y, x̃, ỹ), f ∈ H. Because we assumed without loss of generality, that 0 < μ < λ, i.e.^1_{2λ} −^1_{2μ} < 0, we obtain from (6.27)–(6.28), that R_L⋆_{,P}(f_μ) ≤ R_L⋆_{,P}(f_λ). (6.29) Because f_λ and f_μ are elements of H, the definition of f_λ yields that

R_L⋆_{,P}(f_λ) + λ‖f_λ‖^2_H ≤ R_L⋆_{,P}(f_μ) + λ‖f_μ‖^2_H .

Hence we obtain from (6.29) and after rearranging the terms in the above inequality that

0 ≤ R_L⋆_{,P}(f_λ) − R_L⋆_{,P}(f_μ) ≤ λ ( ‖f_μ‖^2_H − ‖f_λ‖^2_H ) = λ ( ‖f_μ‖_H + ‖f_λ‖_H ) · ( ‖f_μ‖_H − ‖f_λ‖_H ) . (6.30)

Therefore, ‖f_μ‖_H − ‖f_λ‖_H ≥ 0 and the triangle inequality yields 0 ≤ ‖f_μ‖_H − ‖f_λ‖_H = | |‖f_μ‖_H − ‖f_λ‖_H | | ≤ ‖f_μ − f_λ‖_H . (6.31)

If f_λ = f_μ, the assertion of the lemma is obviously true. Hence, we may assume that f_λ ≠ f_μ. In this case we may divide by the positive term ‖f_λ − f_μ‖_H . If we combine (6.27)-(6.28) with (6.30) and (6.31), we obtain ‖f_λ − f_μ‖_H ≤ ( 1 2λ − 1 2μ )( R_L⋆_{,P}(f_μ) − R_L⋆_{,P}(f_λ) ) · 1 ‖f_λ − f_μ‖_H = ( 1 2μ − 1 2λ ) · ( R_L⋆_{,P}(f_λ) − R_L⋆_{,P}(f_μ) ) · 1 ‖f_λ − f_μ‖_H ≤ ( 1 2μ − 1 2λ ) · λ · ( ‖f_λ‖_H + ‖f_μ‖_H )

= 1 2 ( λ μ − 1 ) · ( ‖f_λ‖_H + ‖f_μ‖_H ) . This gives the first assertion for the case λ := λ_1 > λ_2 =: μ, because ‖f‖_H ≤ ‖k‖_∞‖f‖_H for all f ∈ H. Of course we can change the roles of λ_1 and λ_2.

We will now show the second assertion. Hence we assume the existence of a positive constant r with 0 < r < min{λ_1, λ_2}. Using the inequalities (B.12) in (B.13) from Christmann and Zhou (2016, Lemma B.9), we obtain ‖f_{P2,λ1,k1} ‖^2_{H1}^{(CZ.(B.12))}≤ |L|_1 λ_1 E_{PX} |f_{P2,λ1,k1} (X)| ≤ |L|_1 λ_1 ‖f_{P2,λ1,k1} ‖_∞^{(CZ.(B.13))}≤ 1 λ^2_1

|L|^2_1‖k_1‖^2_∞

and therefore ‖f_{P2,λ1,k1} ‖_{H1} ≤ 1 λ_1 |L|_1‖k_1‖_∞ . Of course we obtain with the same argumentation that ‖f_{P2,λ2,k1} ‖_{H1} ≤^1_{λ2} |L|_1‖k_1‖_∞. For brevity, let us define λ_{min} := min{λ_1, λ_2} and λ_{max} := max{λ_1, λ_2}. If we combine (6.25) with these inequalities, we obtain ‖f_{P2,λ1,k1} − f_{P2,λ2,k1} ‖_∞ (6.25) ≤ ‖k_1‖_∞ 2 (λ_{max} λ_{min} − 1 ) · ( ‖f_{P2,λ1,k1} ‖_{H1} + ‖f_{P2,λ2,k1} ‖_{H1} )

≤ ‖k_1‖_∞ 2 λ_{max} − λ_{min} λ_{min} · ( 1 λ_1 + 1 λ_2 ) |L|_1‖k_1‖_∞ =

|L|_1‖k_1‖^2_∞ 2 ( λ_{max} − λ_{min} ) λ_2 + λ_1 λ_{min}λ_1λ_2 ≤ |L|_1‖k_1‖^2_∞ 2 ( λ_{max} − λ_{min} ) 2λ_{max} λ^2_{min}λ_{max} ≤ |L|_1‖k_1‖^2_∞ r^2 · | |λ_1 − λ_2 | | , which yields the second assertion of the lemma.

Lemma 6.9. Let Assumptions 2.1, 2.2, and 3.2 be satisfied. Define κ = max{‖k_1‖_∞, ‖k_2‖_∞} and d_L := |D_5L^⋆|_1 + |D_6L^⋆|_1. Then, for all λ_2 > κ^2d_L, ‖f_{P2,λ2,k1} − f_{P2,λ2,k2} ‖_∞ ≤ c_{L,1} λ_2 − κ^2d_L sup_{x∈X} ( ‖k_2(·, x) − k_1(·, x)‖_∞ ) . Proof. To shorten the notation, we will use the following abbrevations in this proof: P := P_2, λ := λ_2, f_1 := f_{P2,λ2,k1} , and f_2 := f_{P2,λ2,k2} . We denote the canonical feature maps of the kernels k_1 and k_2 by Φ_1(x) := k_1(·, x) and Φ_2(x) := k_2(·, x), x ∈ X , respectively. Furthermore we write the partial derivatives of L^⋆ with respect to the i^{th} argument at the point (x, y, x̃, ỹ, f(x), f(x̃)) by D_iL^⋆ ∘ f(x, y, x̃, ỹ) := D_iL^⋆(x, y, x̃, ỹ, f(x), f(x̃)), i ∈ {5, 6}, f ∈ H.

By the representer theorem for pairwise loss functions, see Theorem 6.7, we have

2λ ‖f_1 − f_2‖_∞ = ‖ ‖ ∫ [ D_5L^⋆ ∘ f_1(x, y, x̃, ỹ)Φ_1(x) + D_6L^⋆ ∘ f_1(x, y, x̃, ỹ)Φ_1(x̃) ] dP^2(x, y, x̃, ỹ) − ∫ [ D_5L^⋆ ∘ f_2(x, y, x̃, ỹ)Φ_2(x) + D_6L^⋆ ∘ f_2(x, y, x̃, ỹ)Φ_2(x̃) ] dP^2(x, y, x̃, ỹ) ‖ ‖_∞ ≤ ∫ ‖ ‖ ‖ ( D_5L^⋆ ∘ f_2(x, y, x̃, ỹ)Φ_2(x) + D_6L^⋆ ∘ f_2(x, y, x̃, ỹ)Φ_2(x̃)

− D_5L^⋆ ∘ f_1(x, y, x̃, ỹ)Φ_1(x) − D_6L^⋆ ∘ f_1(x, y, x̃, ỹ)Φ_1(x̃) )‖ ‖_∞ dP^2(x, y, x̃, ỹ) = ∫ ‖ ‖(D_5L_⋆ ∘ f_2(x, y, x̃, ỹ)Φ_2(x) − D_5L_⋆ ∘ f_1(x, y, x̃, ỹ)Φ_2(x)) + ( D_5L^⋆ ∘ f_1(x, y, x̃, ỹ)Φ_2(x) − D_5L^⋆ ∘ f_1(x, y, x̃, ỹ)Φ_1(x) )

+ ( D_6L^⋆ ∘ f_2(x, y, x̃, ỹ)Φ_2(x̃) − D_6L^⋆ ∘ f_1(x, y, x̃, ỹ)Φ_2(x̃) )

+ ( D_6L^⋆ ∘ f_1(x, y, x̃, ỹ)Φ_2(x̃) − D_6L^⋆ ∘ f_1(x, y, x̃, ỹ)Φ_1(x̃) )‖ ‖_∞ dP^2(x, y, x̃, ỹ). It follows that

2λ ‖f_1 − f_2‖_∞ ≤ ∫ ‖ ‖ ‖ ( D_5L^⋆ ∘ f_2(x, y, x̃, ỹ) − D_5L^⋆ ∘ f_1(x, y, x̃, ỹ) ) · Φ_2(x) + ( D_6L^⋆ ∘ f_2(x, y, x̃, ỹ) − D_6L^⋆ ∘ f_1(x, y, x̃, ỹ) ) · Φ_2(x̃) ‖ ‖ ‖_∞ dP^2(x, y, x̃, ỹ) + ∫ ‖ ‖ ‖D5L^⋆ ∘ f1(x, y, x̃, ỹ) · ( Φ_2(x) − Φ_1(x) ) + D_6L^⋆ ∘ f_1(x, y, x̃, ỹ) · ( Φ_2(x̃) − Φ_1(x̃) )‖ ‖_∞ dP^2(x, y, x̃, ỹ) ≤ sup x,x̃∈X ,y,ỹ∈Y | D_5L^⋆ ∘ f_2(x, y, x̃, ỹ) − D_5L^⋆ ∘ f_1(x, y, x̃, ỹ) | · sup_{x∈X} ( ‖Φ_2(x)‖_∞ ) + sup x,x̃∈X ,y,ỹ∈Y | |D_6L^⋆ ∘ f_2(x, y, x̃, ỹ) − D_6L^⋆ ∘ f_1(x, y, x̃, ỹ) | | · sup x̃∈X ( ‖Φ_2(x̃)‖_∞ ) + sup x,x̃∈X ,y,ỹ∈Y | |D_5L^⋆ ∘ f_1(x, y, x̃, ỹ) | | · sup x∈X ( ‖Φ_2(x) − Φ_1(x)‖_∞ ) + sup x,x̃∈X ,y,ỹ∈Y | D_6L^⋆ ∘ f_1(x, y, x̃, ỹ) | · sup_{x̃∈X} ( ‖Φ_2(x̃) − Φ_1(x̃)‖_∞ ) . Now we can use the assumption that the partial derivatives of L^⋆ with respect to the fifth and

to the sixth argument are Lipschitz continuous with constants |D_5L^⋆|_1 and |D_6L^⋆|_1, respectively.

Recall that ‖Φ(x)‖_∞ ≤ ‖k‖^2_∞ for all x ∈ X . If we combine this with the uniform boundedness of

the partial derivatives of L^⋆, see Assumption 3.2, we obtain

2λ‖f_1 − f_2‖_∞

≤ |D_5L^⋆|_1 · ( sup_{x∈X} |f_2(x) − f_1(x)| + sup_{x̃∈X} |f_2(x̃) − f_1(x̃)| ) · ‖k_2‖^2_∞

+|D_6L^⋆|_1 · ( sup_{x∈X} |f_2(x) − f_1(x)| + sup_{x̃∈X} |f_2(x̃) − f_1(x̃)| ) · ‖k_2‖^2_∞ +c_{L,1} · sup_{x∈X} ( ‖Φ_2(x) − Φ_1(x)‖_∞ ) + c_{L,1} · sup_{x̃∈X} ( ‖Φ_2(x̃) − Φ_1(x̃)‖_∞ ) ≤ 2‖k_2‖^2_∞ · ( |D_5L^⋆|_1 + |D_6L^⋆|_1 ) · ‖f_2 − f_1‖_∞ + 2c_{L,1} sup_{x∈X} ( ‖Φ_2(x) − Φ_1(x)‖_∞ ) . Note that the term ‖f_2 − f_1‖_∞ is contained on both sides of the above inequality. Therefore, if the

term 1 −^1_λ ‖k_2‖^2_∞ · ( |D_5L^⋆|_1 + |D_6L^⋆|_1 ) is positive, which is equivalent to λ > ‖k_2‖^2_∞ · ( |D_5L^⋆|_1 +

|D_6L^⋆|_1 ) , we obtain after division by the factor 2λ and by rearranging terms that

‖f_1 − f_2‖_∞ ≤ 1 λ c_{L,1} sup_{x∈X} ( ‖Φ_2(x) − Φ_1(x)‖_∞ ) 1 −^1_λ ‖k_2‖^2_∞ · ( |D_5L^⋆|_1 + |D_6L^⋆|_1 ) = c_{L,1} λ − ‖k_2‖^2_∞ · ( |D_5L^⋆|_1 + |D_6L^⋆|_1 ) · sup_{x∈X} ( ‖Φ_2(x) − Φ_1(x)‖_∞ ) , which yields the assertion, if λ := λ_2 > ‖k_2‖^2_∞ · ( |D_5L^⋆|_1 + |D_6L^⋆|_1 ) . Obviously, the kernels k_1 and k_2 can change their roles and we obtain an analogous inequality for the case λ := λ_2 > ‖k_1‖^2_∞ · ( |D_5L^⋆|_1 + |D_6L^⋆|_1 ) . This gives the assertion.

Proof of Theorem 3.3. An application of the triangle inequality allows us to use the following error decomposition ‖f_{P1,λ1,k1} − f_{P2,λ2,k2} ‖_∞ ≤ ‖f_{P1,λ1,k1} − f_{P2,λ1,k1} ‖_∞ + ‖f_{P2,λ1,k1} − f_{P2,λ2,k1} ‖_∞ + ‖f_{P2,λ2,k1} − f_{P2,λ2,k2} ‖_∞ . An application of Lemma 6.2, Lemma 6.8, and Lemma 6.9 yields the assertion.

Proof of Corollary 3.4. The inequality (3.12) for the difference of the estimated functions follows immediately from the assumption that the positive constant s is smaller than min{λ_1, λ_2} − r.

Hence we only have to show the validity of (3.13). The proof is very similar to the proof of Corollary 2.9. To shorten the notation in the proof, we define f_1 := f_{P2,λ2,k2} and f_2 := f_{P2,λ2,k2} . The definitions of R_L⋆_{,P1} (f_1) and R_L⋆_{,P2} (f_2) yield that

R_L⋆_{,P1} (f_1) − R_L⋆_{,P2} (f_2) = ∫ (X ×Y)^2 L ( x, y, x̃, ỹ, f_1(x), f_1(x̃) ) − L(x, y, x̃, ỹ, 0, 0) dP^2_1(x, y, x̃, ỹ) − ∫ (X ×Y)^2 L ( x, y, x̃, ỹ, f_2(x), f_2(x̃) ) − L(x, y, x̃, ỹ, 0, 0) dP^2(x, y, x̃, ỹ). We plug in the term ∓ ∫ (X ×Y)^2 ∫ X ×Y L ( x, y, x̃, ỹ, f_2(x), f_2(x̃) ) − L(x, y, x̃, ỹ, 0, 0) dP^2_1(x, y, x̃, ỹ) into the above equation and use the triangle inequality. Because L is a separately Lipschitz continuous loss function due to Assumption 3.2, we get that | |R_{L⋆,P1} (f_1) − R_{L⋆,P2} (f_2) | | ≤ ∫ (X ×Y)^2 | L ( x, y, x̃, ỹ, f_1(x), f_1(x̃) ) − L ( x, y, x̃, ỹ, f_2(x), f_2(x̃) )| dP^2_1(x, y, x̃, ỹ) + ∫ (X ×Y)^2 | L ( x, y, x̃, ỹ, f_2(x), f_2(x̃) ) − L(x, y, x̃, ỹ, 0, 0) | d ( |P_1 − P_2|^2 ) (x, y, x̃, ỹ) ≤ ∫ (X ×Y)^2 2|L|_1|f_1(x) − f_2(x)| dP^2_1(x, y, x̃, ỹ) + ∫ (X ×Y)^2 2|L|_1|f_2(x)| d(|P_1 − P_2|^2)(x, y, x̃, ỹ)

≤ 2|L|_1 ‖f_1 − f_2‖_∞ + 2|L|_1 ‖f_2‖_∞‖P_1 − P_2‖_{tv} ,

where we used in the last step an almost identical argumentation than in the proof of Lemma 6.1(iii) to get an upper bound for the second integral with respect to the product measure |P_1 − P_2|^2.

Now we use Christmann and Zhou (2016, Lemma B.9, (B.12)) and obtain

‖f_2‖_∞ ≤ ‖k_2‖_∞‖f_2‖_{H2} ≤ ‖k_2‖_∞ √ (2/λ_2)|L|_1E_{P2X} |f_2(X)| ≤ ‖k_2‖_∞ √ (2/λ_2)|L|_1‖f_2‖_∞ < ∞.

Hence ‖f_2‖_∞ ≤ 2 λ_2

|L|_1 ‖k_2‖^2_∞ .

If we combine this inequality with the assumption min{λ_1, λ_2} > κ^2 ·(|D_5L^⋆|_1 +|D_6L^⋆|_1), we obtain ‖f_2‖_∞ ≤ 2 min{λ_1, λ_2}

|L|_1 max{‖k_1‖^2_∞, ‖k_2‖^2_∞} ≤ 2|L|_1 |D_5L^⋆|_1 + |D_6L^⋆|_1 = 2|L|_1 d_L . This upper bound is a constant independent of P_1, P_2, λ_1, λ_2, k_1, and k_2. If we now combine our inequalities with (3.12), we obtain | R_L⋆_{,P1} (f_1) − R_L⋆_{,P2} (f_2) | ≤ 2|L|_1 ‖f_1 − f_2‖_∞ + 2|L|_1 ‖f_2‖_∞‖P_1 − P_2‖_{tv} , ≤ 2|L|_1 ( C_1(L) · ‖P_1 − P_2‖_{tv} + C_2(L) · |λ_1 − λ_2| + C̄_3(L) · sup_{x∈X} ( ‖k_2(·, x) − k_1(·, x)‖_∞ )

+2|L|_1 2|L|_1 d_L ‖P_1 − P_2‖_{tv} .

The desired inequality (3.13) follows by rearranging the factors to compute the constants.

Now we are in a position to bound the H_1-norm of the difference f_{P1,λ1,k1} − f_{P2,λ2,k2} if we assume H_2 ⊆ H_1. We use the triangle inequality to obtain the following decomposition: ‖f_{P1,λ1,k1} −f_{P2,λ2,k2} ‖_{H1} ≤ ‖f_{P1,λ1,k1} −f_{P2,λ1,k1} ‖_{H1} +‖f_{P2,λ1,k1} −f_{P2,λ2,k1} ‖_{H1} +‖f_{P2,λ2,k1} −f_{P2,λ2,k2} ‖_{H1} . (6.32) To bound (6.32), we first bound the third norm for the case of a differentiable loss.

Lemma 6.10. Let Assumptions 2.1, 2.2, and 3.2 be satisfied. Assume that H_1 and H_2 satisfy (2.8), then for all λ_2 > 0, we have ‖f_{P2,λ2,k1} − f_{P2,λ2,k2} ‖_{H1} ≤ c_{L,1} λ_2 sup_{x∈X} ‖k_1(·, x) − k_2(·, x)‖_{H1} . Proof. To shorten the notation, we will use the following abbrevations in this proof: λ := λ_2, P := P_2, f_1 := f_{P2,λ2,k1} and f_2 := f_{P2,λ2,k2} . We write the partial derivatives of L^⋆ with respect to the i^{th} argument by D_iL^⋆ ∘ f(x, y, x̃, ỹ) := D_iL^⋆(x, y, x̃, ỹ, f(x), f(x̃)), i ∈ {5, 6}. Since H_2 ⊆ H_1, then f_2 ∈ H_1. It means that ‖f_1 − f_2‖_{H1} is well-defined. The representer theorem, see Theorem 6.7, tells us that, for all P ∈ M_1(X × Y),

‖f_1 − f_2‖^2_{H1} = ⟨f_1 − f_2, f_1 − f_2⟩_{H1} = ⟨ f_1 − f_2, − 1 2λ ∫ [ D_5L^⋆ ∘ f_1(x, y, x̃, ỹ)Φ_1(x) + D_6L^⋆ ∘ f_1(x, y, x̃, ỹ)Φ_1(x̃) ] dP^2(x, y, x̃, ỹ) + 1 2λ ∫ [ D_5L^⋆ ∘ f_2(x, y, x̃, ỹ)Φ_2(x) + D_6L^⋆ ∘ f_2(x, y, x̃, ỹ)Φ_2(x̃) ] dP^2(x, y, x̃, ỹ) ⟩ H_1

.(6.33)

Plugging a zero term into the last term of the above inner product, we know that − 1 2λ ∫ [ D_5L^⋆ ∘ f_1(x, y, x̃, ỹ)Φ_1(x) + D_6L^⋆ ∘ f_1(x, y, x̃, ỹ)Φ_1(x̃) ] dP^2(x, y, x̃, ỹ) + 1 2λ ∫ [ D_5L^⋆ ∘ f_2(x, y, x̃, ỹ)Φ_2(x) + D_6L^⋆ ∘ f_2(x, y, x̃, ỹ)Φ_2(x̃) ] dP^2(x, y, x̃, ỹ) = − 1 2λ ∫ [ D_5L^⋆ ∘ f_1(x, y, x̃, ỹ)Φ_1(x) + D_6L^⋆ ∘ f_1(x, y, x̃, ỹ)Φ_1(x̃) ] dP^2(x, y, x̃, ỹ) + 1 2λ ∫ [ D_5L^⋆ ∘ f_2(x, y, x̃, ỹ)Φ_1(x) + D_6L^⋆ ∘ f_2(x, y, x̃, ỹ)Φ_1(x̃) ] dP^2(x, y, x̃, ỹ) − 1 2λ ∫ [ D_5L^⋆ ∘ f_2(x, y, x̃, ỹ)Φ_1(x) + D_6L^⋆ ∘ f_2(x, y, x̃, ỹ)Φ_1(x̃) ] dP^2(x, y, x̃, ỹ) + 1 2λ ∫ [ D_5L^⋆ ∘ f_2(x, y, x̃, ỹ)Φ_2(x) + D_6L^⋆ ∘ f_2(x, y, x̃, ỹ)Φ_2(x̃) ] dP^2(x, y, x̃, ỹ). Applying the reproducing property (2.1), we obtain from (6.33) and the above equation that

‖f_1 − f_2‖^2_{H1} = − 1 2λ ∫ [( D_5L^⋆ ∘ f_1(x, y, x̃, ỹ) − D_5L^⋆ ∘ f_2(x, y, x̃, ỹ) ) (f_1(x) − f_2(x)) (6.34) + ( D_6L^⋆ ∘ f_1(x, y, x̃, ỹ) − D_6L^⋆ ∘ f_2(x, y, x̃, ỹ)(f_1(x̃) − f_2(x̃)) )] dP^2(x, y, x̃, ỹ) − 1 2λ ⟨ ∫ [ D_5L^⋆ ∘ f_2(x, y, x̃, ỹ)(Φ_1(x) − Φ_2(x))

+ D_6L^⋆ ∘ f_2(x, y, x̃, ỹ)(Φ_1(x̃) − Φ_2(x̃)) ] dP^2(x, y, x̃, ỹ), f_1 − f_2 ⟩ H_1 . The convexity of the pairwise loss function L^⋆ with respect to the last two arguments implies that for all x, x̃ ∈ X and for all y, ỹ ∈ Y, L^⋆(x, y, x̃, ỹ, t̃_1, t̃_2) − L^⋆(x, y, x̃, ỹ, t_1, t_2) ≥ D_5L^⋆(x, y, x̃, ỹ, t_1, t_2) · (t̃_1 − t_1) + D_6L^⋆(x, y, x̃, ỹ, t_1, t_2) · (t̃_2 − t_2). and L^⋆(x, y, x̃, ỹ, t_1, t_2) − L^⋆(x, y, x̃, ỹ, t̃_1, t̃_2) ≥ D_5L^⋆(x, y, x̃, ỹ, t̃_1, t̃_2) · (t_1 − t̃_1) + D_6L^⋆(x, y, x̃, ỹ, t̃_1, t̃_2) · (t_2 − t̃_2).

Adding both sides of above two inequalities, we get that [ D_5L^⋆(x, y, x̃, ỹ, t_1, t_2) − D_5L^⋆(x, y, x̃, ỹ, t̃_1, t̃_2) ] · (t̃_1 − t_1) + [ D_6L^⋆(x, y, x̃, ỹ, t_1, t_2) − D_6L^⋆(x, y, x̃, ỹ, t̃_1, t̃_2) ] · (t̃_2 − t_2) ≤ 0.

Taking t̃_1 = f_1(x), t_1 = f_2(x), t̃_2 = f_1(x̃), and t_2 = f_2(x̃), then we know that the integrand in (6.34)≤ 0. It follows from (3.10) that

‖f_1 − f_2‖^2_{H1} ≤ − 1 2λ ⟨ ∫ [ D_5L^⋆ ∘ f_2(x, y, x̃, ỹ)(Φ_1(x) − Φ_2(x))

+ D_6L^⋆ ∘ f_2(x, y, x̃, ỹ)(Φ_1(x̃) − Φ_2(x̃)) ] dP^2(x, y, x̃, ỹ), f_1 − f_2 ⟩ H_1 ≤ 1 2λ · 2c_{L,1} · ‖f_1 − f_2‖_{H1} · sup_{x∈X} ‖Φ_1(x) − Φ_2(x)‖_{H1} .

The desired result comes immediately from above inequality.

Lemma 6.11. Let Assumptions 2.1, 2.2, and 3.2 be satisfied. Assume that H_1 and H_2 satisfy (2.8), then for all λ_1, λ_2 > 0, we have ‖f_{P1,λ1,k1} − f_{P2,λ2,k2} ‖_{H1} ≤ C^′_1(L, λ_1, λ_2)‖P_1 − P_2‖_{tv} + C^′_2(L, λ_1, λ_2)|λ_1 − λ_2| + C^′_3(L, λ_1, λ_2) sup_{x∈X} ‖k_1(·, x) − k_2(·, x)‖_{H1} ,

where C^′_1(L, λ_1, λ_2) :=^{4κcL,1}_{min{λ1 ,λ2}} , C^′_2(L, λ_1, λ_2) :=^{κ|L|1}_{min{λ21,λ2}} , and C^′_3(L, λ_1, λ_2) :=^{cL,1}_{min{λ1,λ2}} .

Proof. An application of the triangle inequality (6.32), Lemma 6.2, Lemma 6.8 and Lemma 6.10 yields the assertion by using ‖f‖_∞ ≤ ‖k_1‖_∞ · ‖f‖_{H1} , ∀f ∈ H_1.

Proof of Theorem 3.5. (i) Lemma 6.11 shows the first assertion.

(ii) We just need to prove the assertion holds true for the case of a non-differentiable loss, where the pairwise loss function L can be represented by a convex and Lipschitz continuous function ρ : R → R, see (3.2), i.e. we have L(x, y, x̃, ỹ, t, t̃) := ρ ( (y − t) − (ỹ − t̃) ) . Step 1: We contruct a differentiable approximator ρ_δ for the non-differentiable ρ by smoothing ρ by convolution with the uniform distribution on the interval [−δ, 0], where δ ∈ (0, 1], see e.g. Cheney and Light (2000, p.148).

Let ρ be convex, but non-differentiable. Let 0 < δ ≤ 1. Then we can approximate it by the function

ρ_δ : R → R, ρ_δ(ξ) =

∫_1 0 ρ(ξ − δθ)dθ = 1 d ∫_ξ ξ−δ ρ(u)du. It is easy to check that ρ_δ is convex, differentiable and Lipschitz continuous with constant |ρ|_1. The derivative of ρ_δ equals ρ^′_δ(ξ) = 1 δ ( ρ(ξ) − ρ(ξ − δ) ) , ξ ∈ R, (6.35)

which can be bounded by ‖ρ^′_δ‖_∞ ≤ sup_{ξ∈R} | | 1 δ ( ρ(ξ) − ρ(ξ − δ) )| | ≤ 1 δ · |ρ|_1 · δ ≤ |ρ|_1. (6.36) The approximation is valid, because for every ξ ∈ R, |ρ_δ(ξ) − ρ(ξ)| = | | ∫_1 0 ρ(ξ − δθ) − ρ(ξ) dθ | | ≤ ∫_1 0 |ρ|_1δθ dθ ≤ |ρ|_1 2 δ. Hence ‖ρ_δ − ρ‖_∞ = O(δ), as δ → 0_+. (6.37)

In order to avoid any moment conditions on the probability measure, we define a shifted version of ρ_δ by ρ^⋆_δ ( (y − f(x)) − (ỹ − f(x̃)) ) = ρ_δ ( (y − f(x)) − (ỹ − f(x̃)) ) − ρ_δ(y − ỹ), which is convex, differentiable and Lipschitz continuous with constant |ρ|_1 as well. Obviously, ρ^⋆_δ and ρ_δ has the same derivative, then it comes immediately from (6.36)that

‖(ρ^⋆_δ )^′‖_∞ = ‖ρ^′_δ‖_∞ ≤ |ρ|_1. (6.38)

Hence we will approximate the convex, but non-differentiable shifted pairwise loss function ρ^⋆ by the convex, differentiable shifted pairwise loss function ρ^⋆_δ .

Let us define the ρ^⋆_δ -risk, the regularized ρ^⋆_δ -risk and the regularizing function f_{P,λ,k,(δ)} for any 0 ≤ δ ≤ 1 as below:

R_ρ⋆_{δ ,P}(f) := E_P2 ρ^⋆_δ ( (Y − f(X)) − (Ỹ − f(X̃)) ) , R_ρ⋆_{δ ,P,λ}(f) := R_ρ⋆_{δ ,P}(f) + λ‖f‖^2_H , f_{P,λ,k,(δ)} := arg inf_{f∈H} R_ρ⋆_{δ ,P,λ,}(f).

Step 2: We now show the weak convergence in H of f_{P,λ,k,(δj )} to f_{P,λ,k} := arg inf_{f∈H} R_ρ⋆_{,P,λ}(f), for (δ_j )_{j∈N} with δ_j → 0 and δ_j ∈ (0, 1).

Christmann and Zhou (2016, Lemma B.9, (B.12) and (B.13)) tells us that for any 0 ≤ δ ≤ 1 ‖f_{P,λ,k,(δ)}‖_H ≤ √ (1/λ)|ρ|_1E_{PX} |f_{P,λ,k,(δ)}(X)| ≤ √ (1/λ)|ρ|_1‖f_{P,λ,k,(δ)}‖_∞ ≤ √ (1/λ^2)|ρ|^2_1‖k‖^2_∞ = λ^{−1}|ρ|_1‖k‖_∞. (6.39)

Any closed ball B_R = {f ∈ H : ‖f‖_H ≤ R} of the Hilbert space H with a finite radius R > 0 is weakly compact. Hence the estimate (6.39) tells us that there exists a decreasing sequence (δ_j )_{j∈N}, with δ_j ∈ (0, 1) such that lim_{j→∞} δ_j = 0 and f_{P,λ,k,(δj )} weakly converges to some g_{P,λ,k} ∈ H. That is lim_{j→∞}⟨f_{P,λ,k,(δj )}, f⟩_H = ⟨g_{P,k,λ}, f⟩_H , ∀ f ∈ H. (6.40) Let f = g_{P,λ,k} in (6.40). Then we obtain by the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality that ‖g_{P,λ,k}‖^2_H = ⟨g_{P,k,λ}, g_{P,k,λ}⟩_H = lim_{j→∞}⟨f_{P,λ,k,(δj )}, g_{P,λ,k}⟩_H ≤ ‖g_{P,λ,k}‖_H lim inf_{j→∞} ‖f_{P,λ,k,(δj )}‖_H . Therefore, together with (6.39), we get that ‖g_{P,λ,k}‖_H ≤ lim inf_{j→∞} ‖f_{P,λ,k,(δj )}‖_H ≤ λ^{−1}|ρ|_1‖k‖_∞. (6.41) Let x ∈ X and f = k(·, x) in (6.40). The reproducing property (2.1) yields g_{P,λ,k}(x) = ⟨g_{P,λ,k}, k(·, x)⟩_H = lim_{j→∞}⟨f_{P,λ,k,(δj )}, k(·, x)⟩_H = lim_{j→∞} f_{P,λ,k,(δj )}(x). (6.42) The Lipschitz continuity of ρ^⋆ together with (6.42) tells us that lim_{j→∞} ρ^⋆ ( (y − f_{P,λ,k,(δj )}(x)) − (ỹ − f_{P,λ,k,(δj )}(x̃)) ) = ρ^⋆ ( (y − g_{P,λ,k}(x)) − (ỹ − g_{P,λ,k}(x̃)) ) . The Lebesgue Dominated Theorem gives

R_ρ⋆_{,P}(g_{P,k,λ}) = lim_{j→∞} R_ρ⋆_{,P}(f_{P,λ,k,(δj )}). (6.43)

The uniform estimate (6.37) in connection with (6.42) yields lim_{j→∞} R_ρ⋆_{δj ,P}(f_{P,λ,k,(δj )}) = lim_{j→∞} ∫ ρ^⋆_{δj} ( (y − f_{P,λ,k,(δj )}(x)) − (ỹ − f_{P,λ,k,(δj )}(x̃)) ) dP^2(x, y, x̃, ỹ) = lim_{j→∞} ∫ ρ^⋆ ( (y − f_{P,λ,k,(δj )}(x)) − (ỹ − f_{P,λ,k,(δj )}(x̃)) ) dP^2(x, y, x̃, ỹ) = ∫ ρ^⋆ ( (y − g_{P,λ,k}(x)) − (ỹ − g_{P,λ,k}(x̃)) ) dP^2(x, y, x̃, ỹ) = R_ρ⋆_{,P}(g_{P,λ,k}). (6.44)

Therefore, combining (6.41) with (6.44), we have R_ρ⋆_{,P}(g_{P,λ,k}) + λ‖g_{P,λ,k}‖^2_H ≤ lim inf_{j→∞} { R_ρ⋆_{δj ,P}(f_{P,λ,k,(δj )}) + λ‖f_{P,λ,k,(δj )}‖^2_H } . By the definition of f_{P,λ,k,(δj )}, we obtain

lim inf j→∞ { R_ρ⋆_{δj ,P}(f_{P,λ,k,(δj )}) + λ‖f_{P,λ,k,(δj )}‖^2_H } ≤ lim inf j→∞ { R_ρ⋆_{δj ,P}(f_{P,λ,k}) + λ‖f_{P,λ,k}‖^2_H } = R_ρ⋆_{,P}(f_{P,λ,k}) + λ‖f_{P,λ,k}‖^2_H , which implies that R_ρ⋆_{,P}(g_{P,λ,k}) + λ‖g_{P,λ,k}‖^2_H ≤ R_ρ⋆_{,P}(f_{P,λ,k}) + λ‖f_{P,λ,k}‖^2_H . The strict convexity of the regularized risk functional R_ρ⋆_{,P,λ}(·) on H guarantees the uniqueness of the minimizer, which leads to g_{P,λ,k} = f_{P,λ,k} and lim_{j→∞}⟨f_{P,λ,k,(δj )}, f⟩_H = ⟨f_{P,k,λ}, f⟩_H , ∀ f ∈ H. (6.45)

Step 3. In the rest of the proof, we focus on estimating ‖f_{P1,λ1,k1} − f_{P2,λ2,k2} ‖_{H1} . ‖f_{P1,λ1,k1} − f_{P2,λ2,k2} ‖_{H1} ≤ ‖f_{P1,λ1,k1} − f_{P1,λ1,k1,(δj )}‖_{H1} + ‖f_{P1,λ1,k1,(δj )} − f_{P2,λ2,k2,(δj )}‖_{H1} + ‖f_{P2,λ2,k2,(δj )} − f_{P2,λ2,k2} ‖_{H1} . The weak convergence (6.45) tells us that lim_{j→∞}⟨f_{P1,λ1,k1,(δj )}, f_{P1,λ1,k1} ⟩_{H1} = ‖f_{P1,λ1,k1} ‖^2_{H1} and lim_{j→∞} ‖f_{P1,λ1,k1,(δj )}‖^2_{H1} = ‖f_{P1,λ1,k1} ‖^2_{H1} , which implies that lim_{j→∞} ‖f_{P1,λ1,k1} − f_{P1,λ1,k1,(δj )}‖^2_{H1} = ‖f_{P1,λ1,k1} ‖^2_{H1} + lim_{j→∞} ‖f_{P1,λ1,k1,(δj )}‖^2_{H1} − 2 lim_{j→∞}⟨f_{P1,λ1,k1,(δj )}, f_{P1,λ1,k1} ⟩_{H1} = 0.

In the same way, we can prove lim_{j→∞} ‖f_{P2,λ2,k2,(δj )} − f_{P2,λ2,k2} ‖_{H1} = 0.

Since ρ^⋆_{δj} is a convex, differentiable and Lipschitz continuous shifted loss function with constant |ρ|_1 and the uniform upper bound (6.38) for the derivative of ρ^⋆_{δj} , Lemma 6.11 yields that, for all λ_1, λ_2 > 0, ‖f_{P1,λ1,k1,(δj )} − f_{P2,λ2,k2,(δj )}‖_{H1} ≤ C̃^′_1(ρ, λ_1, λ_2)‖P_1 − P_2‖_{tv} + C̃^′_2(ρ, λ_1, λ_2)|λ_1 − λ_2| + C̃^′_3(ρ, λ_1, λ_2) sup_{x∈X} ‖k_1(·, x) − k_2(·, x)‖_{H1} ,

where C̃^′_1(ρ, λ_1, λ_2) :=^{4κ|ρ|1}_{min{λ1,λ2}} , C̃^′_2(ρ, λ_1, λ_2) :=^{κ|ρ|1}_{min{λ21,λ2}} , and C̃^′_3(ρ, λ_1, λ_2) :=^{|ρ|1}_{min{λ1,λ2}} . Therefore, our desired result is proved.

6.4 Appendix D: Proofs for results in Section 4

Proof of Corollary 4.2. When m = 1, we take two kernels k_{w,γ1} and k_{w̃,γ1} both with depth 1, but with different weight parameters w and w̃. Notice that the univariate function g given by g(u) = exp ( −2γ^{−2}u ) satisfies max_{u∈[0,+∞)} |g^′(u)| = 2γ^{−2}. So we know that for all x, x^′ ∈ X , sup_{x∈X} ‖k_{w,γ1} (·, x) − k_{w̃,γ1} (·, x)‖_∞ = sup_{x,x′∈X} | | exp ( − 2γ^{−2}_1 ∑ i∈I w^2_i (x_i − x^′_i)^2 ) − exp ( − 2γ^{−2}_1 ∑ i∈I w̃^2_i (x_i − x^′_i)^2 )|

≤ 2γ^{−2}_1 sup_{x,x′∈X} | ∑ i∈I w^2_i (x_i − x^′_i)^2 − ∑ i∈I w̃^2_i (x_i − x^′_i)^2 |

≤ 2γ^{−2}_1 ∑ i∈I |w^2_i − w̃^2_i | sup_x i,x^′_i |x_i − x^′_i|^2 ≤ 2γ^{−2}_1 (diam(X ))^2 ∑ i∈I |w^2_i − w̃^2_i |.

But ∑ i∈I w^2_i ≤ 1 and ∑ i∈I w̃^2_i ≤ 1, which yield ∑ i∈I | w^2_i − w̃^2_i | = ∑ i∈I |w_i + w̃_i| |w_i − w̃_i| ≤ ‖w + w̃‖_ℓ2 ‖w − w̃‖_ℓ2 ≤ 2‖w − w̃‖_ℓ2 .

Hence sup_{x∈X} ‖k_{w,γ1} (·, x) − k_{w̃,γ1} (·, x)‖_∞ ≤ 4γ^{−2}_1 (diam(X ))^2‖w − w̃‖_ℓ2 ,

which leads to our first assertion (4.12).

For the case of m > 1, recall the definition of depth m hierarchical Gaussian kernel as follows: k_W(1)_{,...,W}(m−1)_{,w,γ1,...,γm} (x, x^′) = exp ( −2γ^{−2}_m ℓ∑ i=1 w^2_i ( 1 − k_W(1)_{i ,...,W}(m−2)_{i ,w}(m−1)_{i ,γ1,...,γm−1} (x_{Ii} , x^′_{Ii} ) ) ) , and denote the deviation quantity at depth j ∈ {1, . . . , m} as

Δ_j = sup_{x∈XI} ∑ i ‖ ‖k W^{(1)}_i ,...,W^{(j−1)}_i ,w^{(j)}_i ,γ_1,...,γ_j (·, x) − kW̃^{(1)}_i ,...,W̃^{(j−1)}_i ,w^{(j)}_i ,γ_1,...,γ_j (·, x) ‖ ‖ ∞ .

Since the norms of the weights satisfy

‖W^{(j)}‖_{ℓ2} := ℓ∑ i=1 ‖w^{(j)}_i ‖^2_ℓ2 ≤ 1, j = 1, . . . , m,

where w^{(m)} = w, we have ℓ∑ i=1 w^2_i ( 1 − k_W(1)_{i ,...,W}(m−2)_{i ,w}(m−1)_{i ,γ1,...,γm−1} (x_{Ii} , x^′_{Ii} ) ) ∈ [0, 1].

The univariate function g given by g(u) = exp ( −2γ^{−2}_m u ) satisfies max_{u∈[0,1]} |g^′(u)| = 2γ^{−2}_m . Hence g is Lipschitz continuous. So we know that for x, x^′ ∈ X_I , | |k_W(1)_{,...,W}(m−1)_{,w,γ1,...,γm} (x, x^′) − k~_W(1)_{,...,}~_W(m−1)_{,w̃,γ1,...,γm} (x, x^′) | | ≤ 2γ^{−2}_m | | | ℓ∑ i=1 w^2_i k_W(1)_{i ,...,W}(m−2)_{i ,w}(m−1)_{i ,γ1,...,γm−1} (x_{Ii} , x^′_{Ii} ) − w̃^2_i k_{W̃}(1)_{i ,...,W̃}(m−2)_{i ,w̃}(m−1)_{i ,γ1,...,γm−1} (x_{Ii} , x^′_{Ii} ) | | |

≤ 2γ^{−2}_m | | | ℓ∑ i=1 w^2_i ( k_W(1)_{i ,...,W}(m−2)_{i ,w}(m−1)_{i ,γ1,...,γm−1} (x_{Ii} , x^′_{Ii} ) − k_{W̃}(1)_{i ,...,W̃}(m−2)_{i ,w̃}(m−1)_{i ,γ1,...,γm−1} (x_{Ii} , x^′_{Ii} ) ) | | | +2γ^{−2}_m | | | ℓ∑ i=1 ( w^2_i − w̃^2_i ) k_{W̃}(1)_{i ,...,W̃}(m−2)_{i ,w̃}(m−1)_{i ,γ1,...,γm−1} (x_{Ii} , x^′_{Ii} ) | | | ≤ 2γ^{−2}_m ℓ∑ i=1 w^2_i Δ_{m−1} + 2γ^{−2}_m ℓ∑ i=1 | w^2_i − w̃^2_i | .

But ∑_ℓ i=1 w^2_i ≤ 1 and ∑ i∈I w̃^2_i ≤ 1, which yield ℓ∑ i=1 | w^2_i − w̃^2_i | = ℓ∑ i=1 |w_i + w̃_i| |w_i − w̃_i| ≤ ‖w + w̃‖_ℓ2 ‖w − w̃‖_ℓ2 ≤ 2‖w − w̃‖_ℓ2 .

Hence Δ_m ≤ 4γ^{−2}_m ‖w − w̃‖_ℓ2 + 2γ^{−2}_m Δ_{m−1}.

Notice that Δ_1 ≤ 2γ^{−2}_1 (diam(X ))^2 ‖W^{(1)} − W̃^{(1)}‖_ℓ2 . Then by induction we have

Δ_m ≤ 4γ^{−2}_m ‖w − w̃‖_ℓ2 + m−1∑ j=2 2^{m−j+2} ( Π^m_{p=j}γ^{−2}_p ) ‖W^{(j)} − W̃^{(j)}‖_ℓ2

+2^m (diam(X ))^2 ( Π^m_{p=1}γ^{−2}_p ) ‖W^{(1)} − W̃^{(1)}‖_ℓ2 .

From this we obtain the assertion (4.13).

References

Aronszajn, N. (1950). Theory of reproducing kernels. Trans. Amer. Math. Soc., 68, 337–404.

Berlinet, A. and Thomas-Agnan, C. (2004). Reproducing kernel Hilbert spaces in probability and statistics. Kluwer, Boston.

Billingsley, P. (1999). Convergence of probability measures. John Wiley & Sons, New York, 2nd edition.

Bousquet, O. and Elisseeff, A. (2001). Algorithmic stability and generalization performance. In T. Leen, T. Dietterich, and V. Tresp, editors, Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems 13 , pages 196–202. MIT Press.

Caponnetto, A. and De Vito, E. (2007). Optimal Rates for the Regularized Least-Squares Algorithm. Found. Comput. Math., pages 331–368.

Cheney, W. and Light, W. (2000). A Course in Approximation Theory. Brooks/Cole Publishing Company, Pacific Grove.

Christmann, A. and Steinwart, I. (2004). On robust properties of convex risk minimization methods for pattern recognition. J. Mach. Learn. Res., 5, 1007–1034.

Christmann, A. and Steinwart, I. (2007). Consistency and robustness of kernel based regression.

Bernoulli, 13, 799–819.

Christmann, A. and Zhou, D. X. (2016). On the robustness of regularized pairwise learning methods based on kernels. Journal of Complexity, 37, 1–33.

Christmann, A., Van Messem, A., and Steinwart, I. (2009). On consistency and robustness properties of support vector machines for heavy-tailed distributions. Statistics and Its Interface, 2, 311–327.

Christmann, A., Salibían-Barrera, M., and Aelst, S. V. (2013). Qualitative robustness of bootstrap approximations for kernel based methods. In C. Becker, R. Fried, and S. Kuhnt, editors, Robustness and Complex Data Structures. Festschrift in Honour of Ursula Gather, pages 263–278. Springer, Heidelberg, New York.

Cucker, F. and Smale, S. (2002). On the mathematical foundations of learning. Bull. Amer. Math.

Soc. (N. S.), 39, 1–49.

Cucker, F. and Zhou, D. X. (2007). Learning Theory: An Approximation Theory Viewpoint.

Cambridge University Press, Cambridge.

Denkowski, Z., Migórski, S., and Papageorgiou, N. (2003). An introduction to nonlinear analysis:

Theory. Kluwer Academic Publishers, Boston.

Devroye, L. (1982). Any discrimination rule can have an arbitrarily bad probability of error for finite sample size. IEEE Trans. Pattern Anal. Mach. Intell., 4, 154–157.

Diestel, J. and Uhl, J. J. (1977). Vector Measures. American Mathematical Society, Providence, RI. Dudley, R. M. (2002). Real Analysis and Probability. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge.

Fan, J., Hu, T., Wu, Q., and Zhou, D. X. (2016). Consistency analysis of an empirical minimum error entropy algorithm. Appl. Comput. Harmonic Anal., 41, 164–189.

Goodfellow, I., Bengio, Y., and Courville, A. (2017). Deep Learning. Adaptive Computation and Machine Learning. MIT Press, Cambridge, MA.

Hable, R. (2012). Asymptotic normality of support vector machine variants and other regularized kernel methods. Journal of Multivariate Analysis, 106, 92–117.

Hable, R. and Christmann, A. (2011). Qualitative robustness of support vector machines. Journal of Multivariate Analysis, 102, 993–1007.

Hu, T., Fan, J., Wu, Q., and Zhou, D. X. (2015). Consistency analysis of an empirical minimum error entropy algorithm. Anal. Appl., 13, 437–455.

Huber, P. J. (1967). The behavior of maximum likelihood estimates under nonstandard conditions.

Proc. 5th Berkeley Symp., 1, 221–233.

Huber, P. J. (1981). Robust Statistics. John Wiley & Sons, New York.

Mukherjee, S., Niyogi, P., Poggio, T., and Rifkin, R. (2006). Learning theory: stability is sufficient for generalization and necessary and sufficient for consistency of empirical risk minimization. Adv. Comput. Math., 25, 161–193.

Poggio, T., Rifkin, R., Mukherjee, S., and Niyogi, P. (2004). General conditions for predictivity in learning theory. Nature, 428, 419–422.

Rio, E. (2013). On McDiarmid’s concentration inequality. Electron. Commun. Probab., 44, 1–011. Schölkopf, B. and Smola, A. J. (2002). Learning with Kernels. MIT Press, Cambridge, MA. Shi, L., Feng, Y. L., and Zhou, D. X. (2011). Concentration estimates for learning with regularizer and data dependent hypothesis spaces. Applied and Computational Harmonic Analysis, 31, 286–302.

Smale, S. and Zhou, D. X. (2007). Learning theory estimates via integral operators and their approximations. Constr. Approx., 26, 153–172.

Steinwart, I. and Christmann, A. (2008). Support Vector Machines. Springer, New York. Steinwart, I., Hush, D., and Scovel, C. (2009). Optimal rates for regularized least squares regression.

In Proceedings of the 22nd Annual Conference on Learning Theory, pages 79–93. Steinwart, I., Thomann, P., and Schmid, N. (2016). Learning with hierarchical Gaussian kernels, arxiv:1612.00824v1.

Vapnik, V. N. (1995). The Nature of Statistical Learning Theory. Springer, New York. Vapnik, V. N. (1998). Statistical Learning Theory. John Wiley & Sons, New York. Wendland, H. (1995). Piecewise polynomial, positive definite and compactly supported radial basis functions of minimal degree. Adv. Comput. Math., 4, 389–396.

Wendland, H. (2005). Scattered Data Approximation. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge. Wu, Z. (1995). Compactly supported positive definite radial functions. Adv. Comput. Math., 4, 283–292.

Xiang, D. H. and Zhou, D. X. (2009). Classification with gaussians and convex loss. Journal of Machine Learning Research, 10, 1447–1468.

Ye, G. B. and Zhou, D. X. (2007). Fully online classification by regularization. Applied Computational Harmonic Analysis, 23, 198214.

Zuo, L., Li, L. Q., and Chen, C. (2015). The graph based semi-supervised algorithm with ℓ^1- regularizer. Neurocomputing, 149, 966–974.