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Abstract. Constructing accurate and computationally tractable approximation spaces is a funda-
mental task in scientific computing. Partially trainable neural networks bridge fixed random features
and fully adaptive representations. This paper quantifies a phase transition pattern in approximation
bounds and observes analogous behavior in training errors: a rapid but smooth initial improvement
followed by diminishing returns, with a sharper transition under greater initialization mismatch.
Under polynomial spectral decay with exponent @ > 1 and leverage compatibility, we establish a
squared L, approximation rate O ((«p log(m/8)/m)?) for two-layer networks of width m and train-
able proportion P, where kp = (P/«} + (1= P) /)~ ! The bound holds uniformly over the unit ball
of areproducing kernel Hilbert space (RKHS) with probability atleast 1 — . The constants «;, and ]
quantify the fixed and trainable groups’ sampling mismatches relative to the target RKHS. For spher-
ical biased-ReLU features in dimension d, we verify these assumptions with @ = (d + 2)/(d — 1)
and k) = 4V27(d + 1)/d for initialization scale 7 > 1, and k] = 1 under ridge leverage sampling. For
d =5 and 7 = 10, a trainable proportion of approximately 4.1% captures 90% of the reduction in the
approximation bound from P = 0 to P = 1. A structured three-layer example illustrates how a few
trainable first-layer neurons exploit fixed downstream blocks through nonlinear composition. Numer-
ical experiments across diverse settings, including networks with up to 15 layers, exhibit similar phase
transitions in training errors.
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1. Introduction

The pursuit of accurate, efficient, and stable representations lies at the heart of scien-
tific computing. A key task is to construct suitable approximation spaces. Many classical
methods, such as polynomial, Fourier, and wavelet approximation, prescribe a family of
functions and approximate the target through their linear combinations. Random feature
methods (RFMs) [45, 48] follow a similar principle, using fixed sampled features whose
ability to capture the target depends on how well the initialization distribution matches it
[4,44,52]. Feed-forward neural networks (FNNs) offer a more adaptive approach: train-
ing the hidden parameters allows the feature functions themselves to adapt to the target,
yielding strong expressive power [46, 59, 80]. RFMs and fully trainable FNNs thus rep-
resent two endpoints, connected by partially trainable networks in which a proportion of
hidden parameters are trainable and the rest randomly fixed. This paper investigates the
phase transition between these endpoints, addressing the question:

How does the performance of partially trainable neural networks vary as the trainable
proportion increases?

To investigate this question, this paper studies the P-trainable networks, where the same
proportion P € [0, 1] of neurons in each hidden layer are trainable and the rest are randomly
fixed. Although arbitrary subsets of network parameters can be made trainable, the present
formulation assigns trainability at the neuron level. Our approximation analysis shows that
the effect of the trainable proportion depends on how well the fixed and trainable neuron
groups match the target function class. The corresponding theoretical bounds and numerical
experiments together identify a distinct phase transition pattern: A small trainable group
can offset the mismatch between the initialization distribution and the target function class,
yielding substantial performance gains at small P followed by diminishing returns, and
greater initialization mismatch sharpens the transition.

Building on the approximation results for two-layer P-trainable networks with general
activation functions, the analysis of spherical biased-ReLU features provides the explicit
rates that quantify this dependence on initialization. Figure 1 illustrates qualitative agree-
ment between the predicted and observed phase transitions across initialization scales 7 > 1.
Within this family, the chosen admissible mismatch constant increases linearly with 7.
Increasing 7 generally sharpens phase transitions. More concretely, for d = 5and 7 = 10, a
trainable proportion of only about 4.1% captures 90% of the total reduction in the approx-
imation bound from P =0to P = 1.

A structured three-layer example further demonstrates how a small trainable group
uses randomly fixed downstream neurons through nonlinear composition enabled by depth.
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Figure 1. Phase transitions for two-layer spherical biased-ReLU P-trainable networks with d = 5.
Red curves are derived from the approximation bound, while blue curves show training results for a
fixed RKHS target. Increasing the fixed initialization scale T > 1 raises the mismatch constant from its
minimum at 7 = 1. Both theory and training show qualitatively similar transition shapes and sharper
transitions at larger 7. Quantitative differences are expected because training also depends on finite
sampling, the optimizer, and the training budget. Threshold Py ; marks 90% normalized gain. Shaded
bands indicate 95% bootstrap intervals. See experimental details in Appendix E.1.
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Figure 2. Representative numerical normalized gains for P-trainable ReLU networks on a surface
target function. Gains are normalized by the observed loss reduction between P = 0 and P = 1. Both
depth and width comparisons show rapid gains at small P, followed by diminishing gains.

Extensive numerical experiments across target functions and architectures exhibit similar
phase transition patterns, with representative width and depth comparisons in Figure 2.

1.1. Main Results
The main contributions of this work are summarized as follows.

(i) Small-P Phase Transition for Shallow Networks. For two-layer P-trainable networks,

the analysis samples the trainable group from an adjustable distribution to quantify how

the trainable proportion and initialization mismatch affect approximation bounds.

* General approximation rates. Theorem 3.2 gives a sufficient width condition for approx-
imating the RKHS unit ball uniformly to any prescribed tolerance with high probability.
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Under polynomial spectral decay with exponent @ > 1 and leverage compatibility, The-
orem 3.6 then gives the approximation rate for width m

O(((E + l;_gp)log(%)_a)’ P e [0,1],

with probability at least 1 — &, where § € (0, 1). The constants «} and «;; control how
well the sampling distributions of the trainable and randomly fixed groups match the
target function class, respectively. Both groups contribute to the approximation bound,
and their relative contributions depend on the mismatch ratio «;/«].

Phase transition sharpness. Corollary 3.10 shows that when «/«} > 1, a trainable pro-
portion of order (k;/ K’l‘)_1 suffices to capture any fixed fraction of the reduction between
the endpoint bounds. A larger mismatch ratio produces a sharper transition in the bound.
Spectral and mismatch verification. For spherical biased-ReLU features on S¢~!, Propo-
sitions 4.1 and 4.2 establish the spectral exponent @ = (d + 2)/(d — 1) and the admissible
mismatch constant kj = 4\27(d + 1)/d. With k} = 1 from ridge leverage sampling of
the trainable group, Theorem 4.3 gives the explicit spherical rate. Increasing the fixed
initialization scale T > 1 generally sharpens predicted and observed transitions (Figure 1).

(ii) Similar Transitions in Deep Networks. A deep neural network example and numer-
ical experiments show similar small-P transitions and further examine the roles of depth
and randomly fixed neurons.

Gains from nonlinear composition. Example 5.1 provides explicit approximation upper
bounds for a structured three-layer network in which a few trainable first-layer neurons
use several randomly fixed downstream neurons. The bounds exhibit a similar small-P
phase transition. At selected trainable neuron counts in the first hidden layer, the three-
layer construction also gives a smaller error upper bound than its two-layer counterpart,
highlighting the gains from nonlinear composition enabled by depth.

Phase transitions in training performance. Across three targets and different widths
and depths, most tested configurations in Section 6 recover a substantial fraction of the
observed loss reduction between the two endpoints at small P, followed by diminishing
gains. The transition strength varies with the target and architecture, with representa-
tive depth and width results in Figure 2. Besides, Table 4 shows lower training losses
with more randomly fixed neurons at a fixed trainable neuron count per hidden layer,
supporting the expressive role for the fixed group.

1.2. Related Work

The following discussion reviews approximation and learning theory for RFMs, partially
trainable networks, and fully trainable FNNs, as well as studies of pruning and parameter
freezing. For each topic, it explains the connections to our work and the differences in
model construction, analysis, or research objectives.

Approximation Theory for Random Feature Methods. RFMs approximate the infinite-
dimensional feature representation of a kernel using finitely many random features sampled
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from a prescribed distribution [48,49]. Early analyses focused on approximating the kernel
itself, particularly with random Fourier feature analysis [67,68]. Subsequent operator-based
work considered general integral feature maps and studied RFMs via a framework of func-
tion approximation and statistical learning. In this framework, the required feature number
is governed by the spectrum and effective dimension of the associated integral operator
[4,36, 52]. Beyond sampling from the original feature distribution, leverage-based sam-
pling schemes have been developed at both the population and empirical levels to reduce
the required number of features [2,4,34,35]. When the feature map is specialized to ReLU
neurons, approximation bounds have also been established for two-layer networks with
randomly sampled hidden parameters [19,25].

RFMs also have limitations in approximation capacity. Under standard Gaussian inputs,
approximating even a single ReLU neuron can require exponentially many features or expo-
nentially large output coefficients in the input dimension [74]. Approximation lower bounds
derived using ridgelet analysis show that two-layer RFMs with bounded hidden parameters
can fail to achieve universal approximation when the sampling support omits a nonzero part
of the target’s ridgelet spectrum [32].

Our analysis extends the operator framework in [4] from a single sampling distribution
to two independent groups of fixed sizes sampled from separate distributions, giving unified
approximation bounds over P € [0, 1]. Beyond the sampling support restrictions studied
in [32], our mismatch factor quantifies insufficient sampling mass relative to the target
RKHS and its effect on the sufficient network width. The bounds further show how a small,
appropriately chosen trainable group can compensate for the initialization mismatch.

Learning Theory for Partially Trainable Networks. Partially trainable networks have
been studied under various constraints on which parameters are optimized. Semi-random
feature models combine randomly fixed and trainable components within individual units
[27], while other work establishes universal approximation for networks with fixed random
weights and trainable biases [71]. Optimization and function-space analyses also provide
convergence and complexity results for models with a randomly fixed first hidden layer
[8,9]. Related approximation studies investigate representations with a small number of
target-dependent parameters [58, 75], as well as multigrade and layer-wise approximation
constructions [77,78].

Our analysis considers a different form of partial trainability: hidden neurons within
each layer are divided into trainable and randomly fixed groups, and we study the resulting
finite-width approximation properties.

Approximation Theory for Feed-Forward Neural Networks. Classical universal approx-
imation theorems establish the density of FINNs with suitable activations in spaces of
continuous functions [12, 24]. Quantitative approximation theory relates approximation
accuracy to network size, target regularity, and architectural constraints. For shallow net-
works, Barron-type and variation spaces provide important frameworks for this analysis
[5, 13, 14, 63], with approximation rates and optimality results available under various
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assumptions on the activation and error norm [38,61,62,64]. More general approximation-
space frameworks have also been developed for deep networks [20].

Quantitative bounds for Holder, Sobolev, and Besov classes have been established using
ReLU and related rectified-power networks [21, 37, 40, 55, 59, 60, 69, 73]. Other results
address analytic and bandlimited functions [15,43], as well as smooth functionals [66]. Fur-
ther studies investigate how activation choices and constraints on network size or parameter
magnitude affect approximation capabilities [26,30,31,56,57,76].

Beyond target regularity, approximation theory also examines the role of input geometry
[6,7,53] and architectural structure, including convolutional networks, dynamical-systems
formulations, Transformers, and structured network models [10,11,33,54,79,81]. Connec-
tions with finite element methods and hierarchical basis constructions provide additional
perspectives [22,23].

Our work complements these studies by examining how partial trainability affects
approximation within a given architecture and target function class.

Lottery Ticket Hypothesis and Parameter Freezing. The lottery ticket hypothesis states
that a randomly initialized dense network contains a smaller subnetwork that, when trained
inisolation, can attain performance comparable to the original network [ 17]. Related studies
show that suitably pruned randomly initialized networks may contain subnetworks capa-
ble of approximating target networks with little or no weight training [39, 50]. Instead,
parameter freezing trains only a selected subset of parameters while holding the remainder
fixed, often at their random initializations [51, 72]. Studies of parameter freezing inves-
tigate parameter selection rules and freezing ratios, often with an emphasis on practical
performance and training efficiency.

Our setting is related to these studies but differs in both construction and objective.
A prescribed proportion of hidden neurons is trainable. The remaining hidden parameters
stay fixed after initialization, while all neurons are retained in the forward computation.
The objective is to study approximation capacity as the trainable proportion varies, rather
than to search for subnetworks or design parameter selection rules.

Organization. The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 introduces the
model, approximation task and analytical framework. Section 3 presents the general approx-
imation bound, explicit polynomial rates, and the resulting phase transition phenomenon.
Section 4 specializes the analysis to specific spherical biased-ReLU features. Section 5 pro-
vides the structured three-layer illustration. Section 6 reports the numerical illustrations,
and Section 7 concludes the paper. Supplementary proofs are provided in the appendices.

2. Preliminaries and Problem Setting

Notation. Let N, :={1,2,3,...} and N := N, U {0}. For n € N, write [n] = {1,...,n},
with [0] = @. Empty sums are understood to be zero. We denote the set of real numbers
by R. Write A < Band B > A when A < cB foraconstantc > 0. And A < Bmeans A < B
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and B < A. Vectors written as tuples are understood as column vectors. For x € R, ||x| p
denotes the £,,-norm for p € [1, +o0). For a measurable function f : RY - R, 1AL, (dp)
denotes the L,-norm with respect to y. Table 5 in the appendix summarizes the main
notations for quick reference.

2.1. Model Space: P-Trainable Neural Networks

Feed-forward Neural Networks (FNNs). Let W € N, and L > 2. We consider a feed-
forward neural network f; € 7 (W, L) : R? — R of width W and depth L, with L — 1 hidden
layers. Set mg = d and my, = 1. For £ € [L — 1], let 6, ; € R™Me-1*1 denote the parameter
vector of the j-th neuron in the £-th hidden layer and ¢ : R — R be the activation function.
The network is then defined recursively by

fo(x) = (x,1),
fe(x) = (8(x;:0,1), -, (3 00,m,), 1), €€ [L-1], 2.1)
mpr.—1
frlo = Bioib)).
where 8 = (B1,...,Bm,_,) € R™-1 denotes the output coefficient vector. The width of
the network is defined as W = max{mg, my, ..., mp}. With a slight abuse of notation, we

define the feature induced by the j-th neuron as ¢(x; 8¢ ;) = ¢({O¢,j, fr-1(x))).

P-Trainable Neural Networks. Let P € [0, 1] denote the proportion of trainable neurons
in each hidden layer. For every ¢ € [L — 1], define m¢ free (P) = | Pm¢] and me x(P) =
me — me free (P). When the dependence on P is clear, write my g and my_gx Without their
arguments. The hidden-layer widths {m, ..., mp_;} are fixed when comparing different
values of P. For indexing, the trainable neurons are listed before the randomly fixed neurons
in each hidden layer. Specifically,

1+l . ) .
Orj € R 1 < j < my e, and ¢ j = 07 j-my e ~ 0,65 M free + 1 < j <y,
where 6, ; denotes the parameter of a trainable neuron while 67 ;_, ;.. denotes the param-

eter sampled from a prescribed distribution pg ¢. In the two-layer setting, write po = po.1.

With ¢(x;0¢, ;) == ¢({0¢,;, [(fl) (x))), the P-trainable network is defined by

£ = (x,1),
£ 00 = (9063 00,) 5= (8 8e,)) 15, 1), - €€ [L =1,

(2.2)
My 1 free my,—1 fix
P _
AU = Y B0 )+ D By s # 0 00m1)),
J=1 j=1
where the output coefficient vector 8 = (81, . .., Bm,_,) = (Biree. Brix) is partitioned accord-

ing to the trainable and fixed hidden neurons. All entries of 8 remain trainable. For a given
realization of the fixed hidden parameters, the resulting class of P-trainable neural networks
is denoted by Fp(W, L). Figure 3 illustrates the architecture.
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Figure 3. A P-trainable network with hidden layers of equal width W. Each hidden layer contains
| PW | trainable neurons and W — | PW| fixed neurons. Thus, the network has O (PW?2L + W) train-
able parameters out of O(W?2L) total parameters.

Notably, there are two limiting cases. At P = 0, all hidden parameters are randomly
initialized and held fixed, so only the output coefficients are trained. Thus, o(W, L) cor-
responds to an RFM class. At P = 1, all hidden parameters are trainable, so the P-trainable
network class coincides with the fully trainable FNN class, and hence (W, L) = ¥ (W, L).

Although the model (2.2) is defined for general depth L, the main approximation theory
concerns two-layer networks in Sections 3 and 4. Section 5 provides a structured three-layer
illustration, and Section 6 examines deeper networks numerically.

Remark 2.1 (Neuron-wise Trainability). Partial training can also be defined at the level
of individual parameter entries. Here, each hidden neuron is assigned to the trainable or
fixed group through its entire incoming parameter vector 6¢_;, including the bias. In deeper
networks, the outputs of fixed neurons may still change as earlier trainable layers change.

2.2. Approximation Task: Two Complementary Views

For the two-layer analysis, set m = m| and assume that Pm is an integer, so that mee = Pm
and mgx = (1 — P)m. Let X C R be the input domain and let f* : X — R be a target
function. The approximation task by a two-layer P-trainable network is described from
two complementary viewpoints.

Finite-dimensional View. Given input points {xi,...,x,} C X and the corresponding
target values { f*(x;)}[_,, the task is to choose the output coefficients and trainable hidden

parameters. By (2.2), a two-layer P-trainable network f € Fp (W, 2) has the form

Mfree Miix

A7) =Y Bio(:0)) + . Buerj#(x38)).
Jj=1 Jj=1
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With the randomly sampled hidden parameters held fixed during optimization, the
expected best approximation error on these input points is
l n

En (. Fp(W.2)) = By, [ﬁ’ it Z; (re-A" ) ed

When P = 0, only the output coeflicients S are optimized, which gives a linear least-squares
problem. When mg.. > 0, jointly optimizing the output coefficients and trainable hidden
parameters generally yields a nonlinear, non-convex problem.

Population View. Let u be a probability measure on the input space X. For any target
function f* € L,(X, du), its squared L, (du) norm is defined as

17 Wy = [ 176 Pau).

Replacing the average in (2.3) with ||~||i2 (dp) gives the population approximation problem
Em(f*. Fp(W,2)) = E; inf |If* - 712
m(f" Fp(W,2)) = Eq,, 5.0 W =1 M |- (2.4)
> hiMfree

The finite-dimensional problem (2.3) evaluates approximation on the prescribed input
points, while the population problem (2.4) measures approximation in Lj(du). These for-
mulations define the expected best approximation errors over the fixed initialization, while
the subsequent results are stated as high-probability bounds over the sampled parameters.
2.3. Target Function Space: The Reproducing Kernel Hilbert Space

Let u be the probability measure on the input space X and p on the parameter space ©.

Assumption 2.2 (Operator Regularity). The feature map ¢ is jointly measurable and belongs
to Lry(X X0, u® p).

Under Assumption 2.2, the feature family {¢(-; 0) : 6 € ®} induces the positive semi-
definite kernel k, on a u full measure subset! of X,

k() = /@ 6(x:0)9(x’:0) dp(6) = Eg-,[6(x: 0)b(x'; 0)]. 2.5)

Let H,, € Ly(X, du) denote the reproducing kernel Hilbert space (RKHS) induced by k,,.
We assume that the target f* in the main analysis belongs to the RKHS H,,.

!For notational simplicity, write X for this subset and leave the excluded set of u-measure zero implicit.
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Integral Operator Induced by the Feature Map. To compare finite sampled features
with the integral representation of targets in H,,, define the feature operator S, : L (0, dp) —
Ly (X, dy) and its adjoint S, : Lo(X, du) — L2(©, dp) by

(Spa)(x) = /@a(f))tl)(X;H)dp(@) and (5,8)(0) = (¢(-0), 8()) L (ap)-

Here a € L,(0, dp) is a coefficient function and g € Ly(X, du) is an arbitrary square
integrable function. The integral operator associated with k,, is defined as

T, = S,8% : La(X,du) — La(X, d).

Equivalently, for any g € L, (X, du),

(Tpg)(x) = [ kp(x,x")g(x") du(x’) = [ ¢(x;0)($(-:60),8())rs(apydp(6).  (2.6)
X )

Therefore, 7, =Eg~p[¢(+:6) ®r, (au) ¢(+30)], where a ®, (au) b : Lo(X, dp) — Lo (X, dp)
is an operator such that (a@ ®p,(au) b)g = (b, &)1, (du)a-

Spectral Framework. Under Assumption 2.2, S, is a Hilbert-Schmidt operator and hence
compact. Thus 7, = §,,S}, is self-adjoint, positive semi-definite, trace-class and compact
[65]. By the spectral theorem for compact self-adjoint operators [28], the set of positive
eigenvalues {1 } k> of 7}, is finite or countably infinite. These eigenvalues can be arranged
in non-increasing order and counted with multiplicity, 171 > 172 > - - - > 0. The corresponding
eigenfunctions {ey}r>; form an orthonormal basis of (ker 7,,)*. Therefore, the integral
operator T, and its positive fractional powers have the following expansions,

T, = Z ni(ex ® ex), and T; = Z m(ex ®ex), s> 0. 2.7
k>1 k>1

In the population analysis, RKHS functions that agree p-almost everywhere are iden-
tified, and H,, is equipped with the norm defined below. Under this convention, H,, =
Range(T;/ 2) = Range(S,). Consequently, for every target f* € H,,, there exists a unique
q; € (ker7,,)* and a unique ay € (ker S,,)* such that

fr=1,"q; = Spa} = /@ a'(8)¢(-:0)dp(6), 2.8)
These equalities hold in L, (X, du), with the norm defined by

17l = inf - allaap) = Naflesiam = gl
Spa=f"in Ly(du)

This representation underlies subsequent analysis of the population approximation error.
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2.4. Distributional Approximation Strategy

Although the trainable parameters can be chosen freely, the direct optimization over these
parameters is generally nonlinear and non-convex. To facilitate the approximation analysis,
all hidden-layer parameters are constructed through sampling.

Definition 2.3 (Two-group Sampling). Let p be the reference probability measure defining
the target RKHS. Let pg be the prescribed initialization distribution for the fixed neurons
and p; an adjustable distribution used to construct the trainable hidden parameters. Assume
that both distributions are absolutely continuous with respect to p, and write

dpi(0) = vi(0)dp(6),i € {0, 1},

where y; is a nonnegative measurable Radon-Nikodym density satisfying f® vi(0)dp(0) =
1 for each i € {0, 1}. Given fixed group sizes mee and myy, Set m = Mgee + Mmax > 1 and
the trainable proportion P = mye/m. The hidden parameters are sampled according to

i.i.d. . =~ i.i.d. .
0; "= p1,j € [mipeel, and §; "X po, j € [mgy]. (2.9)

The two groups {6 };.":f'f" and {0, };.":ﬁf are mutually independent and have fixed sizes. Their
associated mixture measure is pp = Ppj + (1 — P)py, satisfying

dpp(0) = yp(0)dp(6), with density yp(6) = Pyi(6) + (1 = P)yo(6). (2.10)

For the approximation analysis, assume that each y;,i € {0, 1} is positive for p-almost
every 6 satisfying ||¢(+; 0)||r,(au) > 0. This ensures both sampling distributions retain the
nonzero features used to define 7}, while allowing zero densities where the feature vanishes.

The two-group sampling in Definition 2.3 differs from i.i.d. sampling directly from pp.
The former uses fixed group sizes while the latter would randomize the group counts. Both
sampling distributions remain fixed within each construction. Every realized construction
belongs to the P-trainable network class Fp (W, 2), so its approximation error provides an
upper bound on the best approximation error over this network class. Besides, the fixed
initialization distribution pq is prescribed, while the choice of the adjustable distribution
p1 is discussed in the next section.

By (2.4), optimizing only the output coefficients and taking expectations over both
groups thus yields

Sm(f*’ TP(W7 2))

< T Y X ICTR I 3 SICTA) W Bt
= =

Boyy g, | 0]
- elszree > elzmﬁx B

Ridge Regression. Conditional on the sampled hidden features, the network output is
linear in 8. We analyze (2.11) by choosing the output coeflicients 8 by population ridge
regression. The objective is specified in the next section.
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Remark 2.4 (Analytical Construction). The distributional construction is used only for the
approximation analysis and does not require the practical training algorithm to optimize
explicitly over probability distributions.

3. General Approximation Results

This section establishes a general approximation bound for two-layer P-trainable networks
with targets in H,,. Under polynomial spectral decay and leverage compatibility assump-
tions, this bound yields an explicit rate and quantifies the phase transition as P varies. Note
that 7,, = 0 is trivial for approximation results, since H,, = {0}. Henceforth, assume 7, # 0.

3.1. Approximation Bounds for General Feature Maps

Following the importance reweighting construction in [4], define ¢ p (x;6) = )/;,l/ 2 (0)p(x;0)
when [|¢(+;0)|1,(au) > 0, where yp is defined in (2.10). For parameters inducing the zero
function in Ly(du), set ¢p(-;0) = 0. The following lemma shows that this reweighting

preserves the kernel and its integral operator.

Lemma 3.1 (Invariance of Kernel and Operator). Under Assumption 2.2, let the two groups
be sampled according to (2.9), with P = Mmyee/m. The reweighted features ¢ p satisfy the
Sfollowing properties.

(1) The following empirical kernel is unbiased for (u ® p)-almost every (x,x’) € X X X

R 1 Mfree Miix B _
kfap)(x,x/) = Z[ Z op(x;6,)pp(x’;6;) + Z dp(x:0)dp(x';6)|,
= =

with Bk (e, x)] = kp(x,x') = [y ¢p(x:0)¢p (x'; 0)dpp (6).
(2) Theintegral operatorinduced by ¢ p is still T,, and the original eigenpairs { (k. ex) }k>1
remain unchanged, satisfying Tp, = Egpp [¢pp(:60) ® ¢p(-30)] = Xps1 ni(ex ® ex).

Lemma 3.1 ensures that the reweighted features preserve T,,. Using these sampled fea-
tures, the output coefficients are chosen by population ridge regression. For any A4 > 0,

Mfree

fa = argmin {“f - ; Biop(:6)) - gﬁmfm+ jorapl Amnﬁn%}. G.1)

For each realization, reweighting rescales the output coefficients and preserves the span
of the sampled features. To analyze the approximation error of this ridge construction, the
size of each reweighted feature is measured relative to the regularized operator 7, + A1.
Specifically, define the ridge leverage score

sa,p(0) = (bp(30), (T + A1) ' dp (301, (ap)s (3.2)
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where ¢p = y;1/2¢, with the convention that s, p(6) = 0 whenever [|¢(+; 0)|1,(au) = 0.
The maximal ridge leverage value under the sampling distribution pp is

dmax(yp,A) = esssupsa p(6). (3.3)
O~pp
The following theorem uses the regularization scale A = £/4 to give a sufficient width
condition for squared approximation error at most & with confidence level 1 — 4.

Theorem 3.2 (General Approximation Bounds). Under Assumption 2.2, let the error tol-
erance € > 0, Mygee, Mix € N With m = Mmyee + mgx > 1, and the trainable proportion
P = mygee/m € [0, 1]. Assume that dp.x (vp, €/4) < oo. Let the hidden parameters be sam-
pled according to Definition 2.3. For any 6 € (0, 1), if

14dmax (VP» 8/4)

40
m 2 Edmax()/Ps 8/4) IOg 5 s (3.4)
then, with probability at least 1 — 6,
Mfree Mfix
sup inf Z Bidp(0)) - Zﬂmﬁeeﬂasp( ; »HL PRETCE)

3 2.4
1, <1 1BI3< 5%

Theorem 3.2 reveals that a single realization of the sampled hidden parameters sup-
ports the general approximation bounds uniformly over the unit ball of #,,, with output
coefficients chosen separately for each target function. The constraint ||3||3 < 4/m controls
the output coefficients in the reweighted representation in (3.1).

The width condition (3.4) depends on the sampling scheme through d.x (vp, €/4). To
further understand what governs the approximation capabilities of P-trainable networks,
the next subsection examines how dnax(yp, €/4) depends on the trainable proportion P,
the sampling distributions pgy and p1, and the regularization scale A.

3.2. Approximation Rates under Polynomial Spectral Decay

The quantity diax (v p,A) can be written as the product of a spectral complexity of T, and a
sampling mismatch factor. Specifically, the spectral complexity is measured by the effective
dimension, defined for A > 0 as

d(Q) =/®sﬂ,p(9)dpp(9) = tr(T,(T, + AI)7H). (3.6)

Since reweighting preserves T, the effective dimension depends only on 7, and 4, inde-
pendent of the trainable proportion P and the sampling distributions pg and p;.
For d(1) > 0, define the mismatch factor of the sampling distribution pp by

dimax (va 1) _ €SSSUPy_pp S/l,P(H) S
d(4) Eopp[sa.p ()]

Kyp () = 3.7)
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(a) Well-balanced sampling with small «,, (). (b) Local undersampling with large «,, (1).

Figure 4. Schematic illustration of the mismatch factor «,,, (1). The sampling density closely follows
the ridge leverage density in (a), but assigns insufficient mass near the right peak in (b).

The mismatch factor «,,, (1) compares the maximal score with its sampling average. Since
the sufficient width condition (3.4) in Theorem 3.2 is controlled by dpax(yp, ), a natural
sampling benchmark is a density minimizing this maximal ridge leverage for fixed 7,, and
A. Such a benchmark is provided by the optimal ridge leverage density with respect to p,

yp(@)sap(0)  (8(56), (T, + AN $(560)) ()
d() B d(Q) :

v (0) = (3.8)
By construction, we have f® Y2(0)dp(0) =1, dmax (v, A) = d(A), and &, (1) = 1. Since
dmax (¥, 4) 2 d(2) for any admissible density y, the density ¥ gives the smallest sufficient
width prescribed by (3.4) for uniform approximation over the unit ball of the target RKHS
H,,. It therefore provides an optimal sampling benchmark adapted to the entire target func-
tion class. Moreover, the mismatch factor admits the density representation

¥2(0)
Kyp(Ad) = esssu .
r 9~ppp yp(6)

Thus, k,,, (1) measures the sampling mismatch through the largest local ratio. Values close
to 1 indicate that the current sampling density closely matches the ridge leverage bench-
mark. Large values indicate that some parameter regions receive insufficient sampling
mass. Figure 4 illustrates these two cases.

Since the dependence on the trainable proportion P enters through the mixture density
vp = Py1 + (1 — P)yo, the following lemma bounds dp,x(yp, A4) in terms of P and the
mismatch factors of the two component sampling densities.

Lemma 3.3 (Mixture Leverage Bound). Let the mixture density be yp = Py; + (1 — P)yg
with P € [0, 1]. For any A > 0 and k,, (1) < o0,i € {0, 1}, we have
P 1-P

Ky (/l) * K)’o(/l)

i (yp, ) < ( ) . (3.9)
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To derive explicit approximation rates, the next assumption further controls these two
factors over the relevant regularization scales.

Assumption 3.4 (Leverage Compatibility). There exist 1o > 0 and constants 1 < kj < Ky <
oo such that, for each 0 < A < Ao, the sampling densities satisfy K, (1) < «; fori € {0, 1}.
Here, yq is prescribed, while y| may depend on A and is fixed in each sampling construction.

Together with the mixture leverage bound in Lemma 3.3, this assumption controls the
effect of mixture sampling through the constants « and k. The remaining step is to deter-
mine how the effective dimension d (1) grows as /l decreases.

Assumption 3.5 (Polynomial Spectral Decay). There exist constants c_,c4+ > 0and a > 1
such that c_k~™" <ni < c k™ for every k > 1.

This assumption specifies the eigenvalue decay of the integral operator 7,, and implies
d(2) = 7Y for 0 < A < Ay, as shown in the proof of Theorem 3.6. Together with the
mixture leverage bound in Lemma 3.3, Assumptions 3.4 and 3.5 are used to derive explicit
approximation rates. Further interpretation of assumptions is discussed in Appendix A.2.

Theorem 3.6 (Polynomial Approximation Rates). Under Assumptions 2.2, 3.4 and 3.5,
letm € N, and P € [0, 1] satisfy Pm € N, and set W = max{d, m, 1}. For any ¢ € (0, 1),
under the sampling scheme in Definition 2.3, the rate holds with probability at least 1 — 6,

P 1—P) 9m )—0

(P) 2
swp int = A 5 (( 20Tog(63m/(200))

_+ , (3.10)
£, <1 17 Fp (W .2) Ky K

*

0
where the implicit constant is independent of m, P and 9.

The stated rate (3.10) does not require the regularization scale to satisfy 2 < 1g. When
A > Ao, the zero approximant used in the proof gives a squared error bounded by a constant
times A. The same rate therefore follows after adjusting the implicit constant, without an
additional restriction on m. Accordingly, the adjustable density y; for the trainable group
is selected at the scale used in the proof of Theorem 3.6.

By scaling, the result extends to every target f € H,,

*

P 1-P 9m
=)

. (P)
[ <((
.,.z(melﬁp(w,z)”f 5 W k) 40log(63m/(206))

) iz,

The reference measure p therefore affects the bound through its kernel spectrum, the asso-
ciated mismatch constants, and the RKHS norm of the target function.

For a fixed reference measure p, Theorem 3.6 provides an explicit approximation rate
in terms of the trainable proportion P, the hidden-layer width m, and the spectral decay
exponent «. For fixed P, 6 and mismatch constants, the bound decreases at the rate of
O((m/logm)~®) as m — oo. For fixed m and ¢, the dependence on P affects the bound
through the prefactor (P/«} + (1 — P)/k;)~“, which is non-increasing in P since k] < k.
Choosing y; = ¥ at each regularization choice gives ] = 1. More generally, when k] <
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%

o @ substantial reduction in the bound can occur even for small P, as quantified in the
subsequent phase transition Corollary 3.10.

K

Remark 3.7 (Probability Statement When P = 1). At P = 1, the fully trainable network
class is deterministic, but the proof still constructs the trainable parameters by sampling
from p;. The failure probability ¢ refers to this sampled construction. A successful real-
ization yields an approximation bound over the deterministic network class. The high-
probability formulation is retained for consistency across admissible P € [0, 1].

Substituting P = myee/m into Theorem 3.6 gives an equivalent approximation bound
in terms of the numbers of trainable and fixed neurons.

Corollary 3.8 (Rate by Neuron Counts). Under the same assumptions and sampling scheme,
let Miree, Mpx € N withm = Mee + max = 1, and set P = myee/m. For 6 € (0, 1), with prob-
ability at least 1 — 6,

; (P)2 Mfree = Mfix 9 —a
sup inf1f = AN g s (B4 B )
I £llzg, <1 £ € Fp (W.2) 2 Tha(dy) K] Ky 1 401og(63m/(206))

The two neuron groups enter the bound through the weighted counts mfree/«] and
M/ KS. Their contributions are comparable when mee < Mgk (K*l‘ / K(";). Thus, when K*l‘ < K(";,
a small trainable group can substantially reduce the bound. The reciprocal mismatch ratio
K} /K, determines the scale of the relative trainable count, while the hidden-layer width m
still affects the overall approximation accuracy guaranteed by the bound.

Remark 3.9 (Influence of Input Dimension). The input dimension d affects the approxi-
mation bounds through the spectral decay exponent « and the mismatch constants «; and
k7. Section 4 makes this dependence explicit for the spherical biased-ReL.U features.

3.3. Small-P Phase Transition

To quantify the effect of P on the approximation rate of two-layer P-trainable networks,
fix the hidden-layer width m and the confidence level 1 — &, and let &(P) denote the rate

*

expression on the right-hand side of (3.10). For «] < «;, define the normalized gain by

&(0) -&(P)

G(P) = E0)-&(1)"

(3.11)
This quantity G (P) measures the fraction of the total bound reduction between P = 0 and
P =1 attained at trainable proportion P.

Corollary 3.10 (Phase Transition Improvement). Under the conditions of Theorem 3.6, let
r = ky/k] > 1. Then the normalized gain satisfies

1-(1+(-1P)“

1—r-@

G(P) = , for P € [0, 1]. (3.12)
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P
4 a=2, £€=0.1

l1-¢ 1

G(P)=21-¢

P =Pg(r)

G(P)<1-¢

P, (100) ~ 0.0218

Figure 5. Minimum trainable proportion for 90% normalized gain, with @ = 2 and & = 0.1. Shaded
region above P (r) satisfies G(P) > 1 — €. The endpoint at r = 1 represents the limit | —gasr — 1,.

Moreover, G(0) = 0,G(1) = 1,G’(P) > 0, and G"”(P) < 0. Therefore, increasing the
trainable proportion P monotonically reduces the approximation bound, with diminish-
ing marginal improvement.

The normalized gain depends only on the mismatch ratio r and the spectral exponent «.
This dependence also quantifies how a small proportion of trainable neurons can capture
most of the total improvement. For any tolerance level € € (0, 1), define

(e+(1- e)r"’)’l/" -1

Pe(r) = r—1

which is the smallest trainable proportion required to achieve the normalized gain of 1 — ¢,
G(P)2G(Pg)=1-g & P=>P,.

For a fixed width m, the corresponding minimum trainable count is [mP . (r)]. Further-
more, P, < (¢7'/% = 1)/(r = 1). For fixed & and a, the threshold of P, therefore decreases
at the rate O(r~") as r increases. This quantifies the phase transition phenomenon in the
bound: when the trainable distribution has a substantially smaller mismatch constant than
the fixed initialization distribution (k] < &), a small trainable proportion can capture most
of the total reduction available between P = 0 and P = 1. Figure 5 illustrates this thresh-
old for @ = 2 and € = 0.1. As r increases, a smaller trainable proportion suffices to attain
90% of the normalized gain. At r = 100, P, = 0.0218, giving a proportion threshold of
approximately 2.2%.

Remark 3.11 (Phase Transition in the Upper Bound). The normalized gain describes the
reduction in the theoretical upper bound. Observed errors also depend on the target function,
input sampling, and optimization, and may therefore deviate from this curve. Nevertheless,
the subsequent numerical experiments exhibit a similar qualitative phase transition.
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4. Analysis of Spherical Biased-ReLLU Features

Since the preceding results in Section 3 apply to general feature maps under assumptions
on sampling compatibility and spectral decay, this section verifies these assumptions for
spherical biased-ReL.U features.

4.1. The Target RKHS and Kernel Spectrum
Target Function Class. Let d > 2 and consider the spherical input and parameter spaces

X=8"={xeR? |x|], =1} cRY, u=Unif(S?1),

@ =54 c RI*, p = Unif(s9),
where Unif(-) denotes the normalized rotation-invariant surface measure. Throughout this
section, p serves as the reference measure defining the kernel &, the integral operator 7,

and the associated target RKHS H,,.
For 6 = (w, b) € O, define the biased ReLU feature by

& (x;0) = or(w'x + b) = (67 %);, where og(t) = max{t,0}, and ¥ = (x, 1).

Since ||0||§ =1 and ||Z]|, = V2, we have 0 < ¢(x; 6) < V2. These bounded features satisfy
the integrability Assumption 2.2. Thus, the associated operator 7}, taking the form of (2.6)
is self-adjoint, positive semi-definite, trace-class, and compact on Lz(Sd‘l, du).

Scaled Spherical Initialization. To examine the initialization mismatch while keeping the
target RKHS fixed, we consider the following family of sampling distributions for hidden
neurons. Let wg ~ N(0, 1) and by ~ N (0, 1) be independent. For 7 > 1, define

(wo, Tho)

llwoll3 + 7263

(7)
0

6= = (w,b) €O =87,

and denote its distribution by p, . Its density with respect to p is

(1)
dp 1 b2\ -(d+1)/2

(7) _ To _ (1 _p2

7% = =) T(l b +—Tz) :

In particular, p(()]) = p. The density satisfies y(()T) (@) >1/rforalld € ®,since > 1and |b| <
1. The randomly fixed neurons are sampled from péT) = yéT) p. Foreachregularization scale
A > 0, the trainable parameters are constructed using the optimal ridge leverage distribution
introduced in (3.8), that is, p; = y1p with y; = ¥} and ] = 1. The corresponding mixture
density is therefore
yp(6) = Py1(0) + (1= P)yg™ (6).

With the reweighted features defined in Subsection 3.1, Lemma 3.1 ensures that this
sampling construction preserves k, and 7. Varying 7 only changes the initialization dis-
tribution while leaving the target space #,, unchanged.
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G(P)

Larger mismatch

Mismatch T

P

O ()

p=py T py > T>1 Sharper phase transition

Figure 6. Scaled spherical initialization. Increasing 7 shifts fixed-neuron parameters toward the poles
b = +1. The right panel schematically shows how greater mismatch can sharpen the gain at small P.

Figure 6 illustrates the role of 7. At T = 1, fixed neurons follow the uniform reference
distribution p. Increasing T concentrates their initialization near b = +1. The right panel
schematically illustrates how greater initialization mismatch with the target RKHS can
sharpen the normalized gain as P increases. Thus the scaled spherical family provides a
concrete setting for analyzing the effect of initialization mismatch, and the framework also
accommodates other admissible initialization distributions.

Eigen-decomposition of T,,. The spectrum of 7}, is characterized using spherical harmon-
ics. Following [1,3], let Y} be the space of spherical harmonics of degree k on S¢~!, and
let {Yk,; }j.\]:(ld’k) be a real orthonormal basis of Yy in Ly (S, du), where
2k+d-2({k+d-3
N(d,0) =1, N(d, k) = —(

,d>2k> 1. 4.1
k d-2 ) 1)

Every f € Ly(S?"!, du) admits the following expansion, with convergence in Ly (du),

+oo N (d,k) +00
FE =T >0 Y Dt Ve j () = D N(d k) / FOIPETy)du(y).
k=0 j=1 =0 X

Here P}, is the normalized Legendre polynomial of degree k in dimension d, with Py (1) = 1.
By the rotation invariance of p and results in [3, Section 3.1], the induced kernel
k,(x,x") now has the explicit form

1+xTx')

ko(5,3') = Baop [$(:0)9(<':0)] = h(——

where h(t) = m( V1 — 1% + (7 — arccost)r). Thus, k,, is a continuous rotation-invariant
kernel on S9!, allowing its spectrum to be analyzed through the spherical harmonic
decomposition.

Proposition 4.1 (Spectrum and Eigenvalue Decay of ReLU Kernel). Under the spherical
setting described above, the following properties hold:
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(1) Everyspherical harmonic Yy ; € Yy is an eigenfunction of Ty, with Ty Yy j = Ex Y j, ] =

1,...,N(d, k), where the eigenvalue associated with degree k satisfies
I'(d/2 1+1¢
P N CU) h( )P (1 =) @D 0. (42)
Val((d - 1)/2) 2
Here T is the Gamma function and h(t) = m( V1 - £2 + (n — arccos t)t).

(2) Consequently, the operator and kernel admit the decompositions:

+o0  N(d,k) +o0  N(d,k)
T,=> & > Yij®Ye, andky(x,x')= Y & > Y (0¥, (x).
k=0 j=1 k=0 j=1

(3) The degree-wise eigenvalues satisfy &x =< k~4*?) as k — co. Moreover, the eigenvalues
{nkYk=1 of T, arranged in non-increasing order and counted with multiplicity satisfy
d+2

Mie =< k™ d-T.

Proposition 4.1 verifies the polynomial spectral decay Assumption 3.5 with @ = %.

It also characterizes the considered target RKHS as

o N(d.k) o N(dk) 2
{ Z Z Ck]YkJ'”f”}-{) Z Z f«m} 4.3)

k=0 j=1 k=0 j=1

4.2. Initialization Mismatch and Approximation Rates

With the spectral decay established, the remaining step is to verify Assumption 3.4 by
bounding the initialization mismatch K (A). This provides the compatibility constant
0

needed to specialize the approximation rates.

Quantification of the Initialization Mismatch. For the scaled spherical initialization

p(()T) = yéT)p, the mismatch factor defined in (3.7) is

dnan(g™ D 1 (6(30). Ty + D OO
aw AW J’ ()

Kyér) (/1) =

The following proposition bounds this factor explicitly in terms of d and 7.

Proposition 4.2 (Mismatch of Scaled Spherical Initialization). Under the spherical biased-
Rel U setting, fix T > 1 and let the randomly fixed neurons follow p(T) = y(()T) p. Then, for
every € > 0, there exists ¢ r > 0 such that

2V27(d + 1)

2t(d + 1
—\/_T( +D —-e< Ko ) < Qg +¢g, for 1€ (0,4.,7].
0

d

To absorb the & term in the upper bound, we choose ;) = 4V27(d + 1)/d as an admis-
sible compatibility constant for subsequent analysis, Vahd for all sufficiently small A > 0.
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These estimates show that the initialization mismatch is of linear order in 7. Choosing the
optimal ridge leverage distribution for the trainable neurons gives «} = 1. Now the leverage
compatibility Assumption 3.4 is verified.

Substituting these constants and the spectral decay exponent @ = (d +2)/(d — 1) into
the general polynomial rate yields the following result.

Theorem 4.3 (Rates of Spherical Biased-ReLLU Features). Under the spherical biased-
ReLU setting, fix T > 1. Let Mgee, Max € N With m = mgee + Max = 1, and set P = Mgee /M
and W = max{d,m, 1}. Forany ¢ € (0, 1), there exists A > 0 such that, when the two groups
are sampled according to Definition 2.3, with fixed-group distribution p(()T> and trainable-

group distribution p1 = y’,p, the following bound holds with probability at least 1 — 6:

(1-P)d ) 9m )—St%

inf _ p(P)2 <((p
sup n ”f f2 ”Lz(dp) S (( + 4\/§T(d N 1) 40]0g(63m/(206))

£ llg, <1 17 € Fp (W.2)

The corresponding admissible mismatch ratio in Corollary 3.10 is currently r = kj/k] =
4V27(d + 1)/d. Increasing 7 raises this ratio and produces a sharper predicted transition
at small P. The rate thus quantifies how the fixed initialization and trainable proportion P
affect the approximation accuracy.

Figure 7 illustrates the predicted normalized gain in a representative high-dimensional
setting with d = 20, for which @ = 22/19. In particular, the proportion required to attain
90% of the gain decreases from approximately 0.563 at 7 = 1 to 0.100 at 7 = 10.

=1 =2 7=10
14 14
0.9 0.9
S
o 0.5 Py ~0.563 0.5 o Py ~0.378 0.5 o Py ~0.186 0.5 Po.1 ~0.100
0 T > 0 T > 0 T > 0 T 7
0 0.5 1 0 0.5 1 0 0.5 1 0 0.5 1
2 P

Figure 7. Normalized gain predicted by the spherical biased-ReLU bound in dimension d = 20 (a =
22/19) for increasing 7. Gray dashed guides mark 90% gain and the endpoint G(1) = 1.

Besides, Figure 1 in the introduction provides a numerical illustration for a fixed target
in the spherical RKHS unit ball with d = 5, using a two-layer ReLU network of width 64.
The observed 90% gain threshold decreases overall as 7 increases, and the gain curve for
7 = 10 rises more rapidly at small P than that for 7 = 1. These observations are qualita-
tively consistent with the dependence on initialization predicted by the bound. The target
construction and training settings for this d = 5 experiment are provided in Appendix E.1.

Mechanism and Scope. Varying the fixed-neuron initialization while keeping the target
RKHS unchanged isolates the effect of sampling mismatch. The spherical biased-ReLU
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setting precisely demonstrates how a small trainable group can offset the fixed group’s mis-
match and substantially reduce the approximation bound, consistent with the general theory
in Section 3. The framework can also be applied to other input domains, feature maps, and
target spaces, when the corresponding operator properties, spectral decay, and sampling
compatibility are verified. Such extensions may require different proof techniques. Never-
theless, the experiments in Section 6 show similar phase transitions across diverse settings.

5. A Structured Three-Layer Illustration

Although the P-trainable architecture is well-defined at arbitrary depth, shared upstream
parameters couple downstream features through nonlinear composition in deeper networks.
This complicates a direct deep-layer extension of the probabilistic kernel argument. The
following structured three-layer example provides a complementary illustration of the phase
transition pattern in approximation bounds and the advantage of nonlinear composition.

Example 5.1 (Structured Three-Layer Illustration). Let X = [-1,1]3, u = Unif([-1,1]%)
and consider the target function

0= (1) + 503 - 1/3).

Let ¢(x; 0) = ReLU(x; 6) = (#7X),, where ¥ = (x, 1). Consider the three-layer network

10 20

f3(x) = Bo + Z Zﬁj,fwj,e(ff’(x; 02j-1) + ¢(x:025) — bje),.

j=1 =1

Here f is a freely trainable output bias. The 20 first-layer neurons form 10 disjoint pairs,
each feeding a separate block of 20 second-layer neurons. Each second-layer neuron receives
inputs only from its assigned pair, with the same weight on both incoming edges.

Parameter Configuration. This structured illustration varies the trainable count only in
the first hidden layer, rather than using a common trainable proportion across hidden lay-
ers. For mgee € {0, ..., 20}, the first mgee first-layer parameters are trainable in R*. The
remaining parameters 6; = (6;.1, 0; 2, 0; 3, 0; 4) are sampled independently from p, with

P((6:,1,0i,2,0i3) = e1) =P((6;,1,0:2,0;3) = —e;) = 0.4999,
P((ei,l’ 91"2, 91"3) = ek) = P((Ghl, 91"2, 91',3) = —ek) = 0.00005, k = 2, 3,

where ey, is the k-th standard basis vector. Each bias 6; 4 ~ Unif[—1, 1] is independent of
the weight vector. The second-layer parameters are independent draws of w; ¢ ~ Unif[1,2]
and b; , ~ Unif [0, 1], independently of the first-layer initialization. All sampled parameters
remain fixed, while the trainable first-layer parameters and output parameters are optimized.
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Figure 8. Architectural comparison with 220 hidden neurons and four trainable neurons. In (a),
20 first-layer neurons form 10 pairs, each feeding a block of 20 fixed neurons with tied incoming
weights. In (b), the second-layer budget is reallocated to the single hidden layer. Only representative
fixed neurons are shown.

Two-layer Comparison. To additionally examine the approximation effect of nonlinear
composition alongside the phase transition, consider the two-layer network

220

A =0+ BP0,
i=1

with the same total hidden-neuron and trainable-neuron counts. Its first 7. hidden param-
eters are trainable. The remaining hidden parameters are also sampled independently from
p and fixed. All output parameters are optimized. Figure 8 compares these two architectures
with four trainable hidden neurons.

Error Analysis and Normalized Gain. The approximation error is defined as
E(f* fa) =B inf If* = fallf, apy> 4 € 23},

where § denotes all output parameters, including bias Sy, and the expectation is over the
fixed random parameters. Let &(@) (my..) denote its explicit upper bound derived in Propo-
sition D.1. For each architecture, we normalize the reduction in this upper bound relative
to the endpoint mge. = 20:

S(d) (O) - S(d) (mfree)
EW(0) — &) (20)

G (Mpree) = ,de{2,3).

Table | reports the upper bounds and normalized gains for two or four trainable neurons.

Phase Transition. Table | shows that a small trainable group captures most of the nor-
malized reduction in the approximation bounds. With only two trainable hidden neurons,
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Table 1. Approximation error upper bounds and normalized gains with two or four trainable hidden
neurons. Both baseline bounds equal 1/9. Each gain is normalized relative to its architecture’s bound
at Meee = 20.

Trainable Neurons Architecture Error Bound Gain Bound Ratio
Three-1 2.22x 1072 0.7998 ®)
2 in the first layer ree-layer /3 &) ~ 0.9539
Two-layer f> 2.33x 1072 0.7902 E@(2)
Three-1 2.82x 1073 0.9997 (3)
4 in the first layer ree-layer f3 £ M) ~ 0.0206
Two-layer f> 1.37x 1073 0.9877 E@(4)

both constructions attain approximately 80% of the reduction measured relative to their
respective bounds at mye. = 20. With four trainable neurons, the normalized gains reach
0.9997 and 0.9877, respectively. These results illustrate a rapid reduction in the bounds at
small trainable counts, consistent with the phase transition pattern in the two-layer theory.
Moreover, with four trainable neurons, the three-layer error upper bound is only 2.06% of
its two-layer counterpart under matched neuron budgets.

Role of Depth. The difference in the absolute upper bounds arises from nonlinear com-
position and feature reuse across layers. Both constructions approximate the quadratic
components of the target function by piecewise linear interpolation, but use their train-
able neurons differently. In the three-layer construction, four trainable first-layer neurons
can generate |x| and |x3|. Each feeds a fixed block of 20 second-layer neurons, provid-
ing 20 basis functions for approximating its square. Thus, four trainable neurons adapt
40 downstream basis functions through the fixed second layer. In contrast, the two-layer
construction uses its trainable neurons directly to implement interpolation basis functions,
while leaving the fixed features unused. Therefore, this example illustrates how a small
trainable upstream group can use fixed downstream random features through nonlinear
composition to obtain a smaller explicit approximation bound.

The construction and error estimates of this example follow from a direct interpola-
tion argument, detailed in Appendix D. Beyond this structured example, a general theory
characterizing phase transitions and quantifying the approximation advantages of nonlin-
ear composition in multilayer P-trainable networks remains to be developed. It is currently
unclear whether the probabilistic kernel approach can be extended to address these ques-
tions or whether different methods are needed.

6. Numerical Evidence of Phase Transitions

The preceding sections derive approximation bounds for two-layer P-trainable networks
and analyze a structured three-layer construction. This section complements these results by
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Figure 9. Target functions in the numerical experiments. Targets f;" and f are shown as curves,
while f; is shown as a heatmap, with color indicating the function value.

examining the attained training losses across different target functions, widths, and depths.
The numerical results show that the small-P phase transition pattern also appears in the
training performance under a fixed optimization budget.

6.1. Experimental Setting

Target Functions. Three target functions cover different oscillation scales and input dimen-
sions, as illustrated in Figure 9.

The first target combines a relatively low-frequency oscillatory term with a Gaussian
term and is sampled at 12,000 uniformly spaced points on [—4, 4]:

fi(x) =xsinx + e 017,
The second target contains multiple frequency components with higher-frequency oscil-
lations and is sampled at 12,000 uniformly spaced points on [-27, 27]:

f5(x) =0.1sin(21x) + 0.2 cos(17x + 0.4) + 0.35sin(13x — 0.7) + 0.5 cos(9x) + sin(5x).

The third target extends the experiments to two dimensions. It combines a separable
trigonometric term with a radial Gaussian term and is sampled on a 250 x 250 uniform
grid over [-2,2]%:

f5 (x,y) = sin(mx) cos(my) + e~ ()

All main experiments use deterministic uniform grids without shuffling. For each target,
the training inputs, target values, and sample order are identical across configurations.

Architecture Configurations. The experiments follow the neuron-wise trainability con-
vention in Section 2, considering P-trainable networks with equal hidden-layer width W €
{32,64,128,256}. The depth L includes the output layer, so each network has L — 1 hidden
layers. In each hidden layer, PW neurons are trainable through their incoming weights and
biases, while the remaining hidden parameters stay fixed after initialization. All neurons
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Table 2. Experimental configuration with ReLU activation.

Item Value Item Value

Batch size Full batch Optimizer Adam

Training steps 12,000 Base LR 1073

Gradient clipping 10.0 LR schedule ReduceLROnPlateau
Early stopping Disabled LR factor 0.5

Precision float32 LR patience 400

Hardware Single NVIDIA A100 LR threshold 1076

Repeats 21 Minimum LR 1076

remain active in the forward computation, and the output layer, including its bias, is fully
trainable. The main experiments use ReL.U activation.

Experimental Set-up. The following settings are used to compare trainable proportions
under shared initialization and a fixed training budget.
* Trainable Proportions. The trainable proportion P is evaluated on the following grid

1

P e gexp = 32

{0, 1,2, ---.7.8, 10, 12, 14, 16, 20, 24, 28, 32},

with finer spacing at small P to examine the phase transition. Every tested width is a
multiple of 32, so PW is an integer at each grid point, without rounding.

¢ Depth and Width Variation. The depth experimentsuse W =64 and L € {2,3,4,5,7,9,
11,13, 15}. The width experiments use L = 6 and W € {32, 64, 128, 256}.

* Shared Initialization. Configurations with the same network architecture and repetition
index share the same initial values of all parameters across P. The repetition index starts
at 0. The initialization seeds are

Seedinit(W) = 42 + (Repeat Index) + 100W,
for width variation, and
Seedinit (L) = 42 + 100(Repeat Index) + (L — 1),

for depth variation. Both formulas are independent of P. A dedicated torch.Generator
generates initial weights and biases in a fixed order. For all activation functions, weights
use Xavier-uniform initialization [18] with gain 5/3, and biases are sampled uniformly
from the same interval as the corresponding layer’s weights.

* Repetitions and Training Budget. Each configuration is trained for 12,000 steps and
repeated 21 times with different initialization seeds. Table 2 summarizes the settings.
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Figure 10. Training results for f;" with ReL.U activation. The top and bottom rows show depth and
width variation, respectively. The left column reports the geometric mean of the best training loss
across 21 repetitions, and the right column shows the normalized gain.

Evaluation Metrics. Let L; ,(P) denote the training mean-square error at step ¢ in repeti-
tion r. For each run, the best training loss within the budget 7' is &, (P) = ming<; <7 L; » (P).
The losses are aggregated by averaging their logarithms across R = 21 repetitions and trans-
forming back to the original scale. The corresponding geometric mean loss and normalized
training gain are defined as

) | &R ) R 1/R _&(0)-&(P)
E(P) = exp (EélogS,(P)) = (Dsr(P)) , and G(P) = 0 -&01)

Thus G (P) is computed from the aggregated losses and measures the fraction of the observed
reduction between P = 0 and P = 1 attained by partial training.

6.2. Experimental Results

Figures 10, 11, and 12 report the results for f}, f', and f5, respectively. For each target,
the top and bottom rows show depth and width variation, while the left and right columns
show &(P) and G(P). The horizontal axes and the gain axes use linear scales, while the
loss axes use logarithmic scales. Insets enlarge the regions where the gain is close to 1.
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Figure 12. Training loss and normalized gain for f;. The layout and axis scales follow Figure 10.
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The two metrics provide complementary information. The absolute loss E(P) directly
measures the attained errors, allowing comparisons across trainable proportions and archi-
tectures. The normalized gain G (P) expresses the loss reduction on a common relative
scale across configurations with different endpoint losses. A gain close to 1 need not imply
a small absolute error. The two metrics should therefore be interpreted together.

Relation to Approximation Theory. Before interpreting the numerical results, we note
that the attained training losses depend on optimization, the finite training grids, and the
training budget. They provide empirical indicators of approximation performance on these
grids, so the comparison with theory concerns qualitative trends as P varies.

Results and Discussion. The figures lead to the following observations.

* Observed Phase Transition. Most configurations exhibit substantial loss reductions at
small P, followed by diminishing gains as the normalized gain curves approach a plateau.
This pattern is particularly clear for f;" and for the deeper networks tested on f; and f'.
These observations are qualitatively consistent with the small-P phase transition in the
theoretical approximation bounds.

* Benefits of Partial Training. Partial training can achieve substantial loss reductions with
far fewer trainable hidden parameters. For example, in the width experiments for f;" in
Figure 10(d), all tested widths recover most of their endpoint improvement at P = 1/32.
Thus, obtaining most of the observed improvement does not require training all hidden
parameters. This provides a useful trade-off between the number of trainable hidden
parameters and the attained loss reduction.

* Task-dependent Deviation. For the high-frequency target f;, the two- and three-layer
networks retain losses above 107! throughout the tested range of P in Figure 11(a),
indicating poor fitting even at full training. Under the current settings, the three-layer
network’s loss fluctuates with P. Since neither architecture fits the target well under the
current settings, their normalized gain curves are omitted from Figure 11(b).

6.3. Results with Other Activation Functions

The width and depth experiments are also conducted with GELU and tanh to examine
whether similar phase transition patterns occur. Table 3 summarizes representative training
losses and normalized gains at L = 5 and W = 64. Both activations recover over 95% of the
endpoint loss reduction at P = 1/8 for all three targets, consistent with the small-P phase
transition behavior observed with ReLU. The complete plots are reported in Appendix E.

6.4. Expressive Role of Randomly Fixed Neurons

The width experiments include configurations with the same number of trainable hidden
neurons but different numbers of randomly fixed neurons. Table 4 compares such config-
urations for f}" at L = 6, with 32 trainable neurons per hidden layer.

Effect of Fixed Neuron Count. As the number of randomly fixed neurons increases, the
observed loss decreases progressively, with a reduction of approximately 94% from W = 32
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Table 3. Training losses and normalized gains for GELU and tanh with depth L = 5 and width W = 64.
Losses are geometric means of the best training losses across 21 repetitions.

Activation Target &(0) &E(1/32) &) G(1/32) G(1/8)
i 970x 107>  2.13x10°  3.33x 1077 0.9814 0.9927

GELU 5 6.80 x 107! 1.78 x 107! 7.69 x 1074 0.7390 0.9723
f 1.72x 107" 1.59x107%  4.24x 107 0.9908 0.9996

Iy 3.63x 1073 1.96x 107> 4.69x 1077 0.9947 0.9997

tanh f 6.18x 1071 3.17x10°!  3.30x107* 0.4867 0.9552

f3 6.35x1072  4.18x 107 1.11x107°  0.9343 0.9973

Table 4. Training losses for f; with ReLU activation at depth 6, keeping 32 trainable neurons per
hidden layer while varying the number of fixed neurons. Losses are geometric means of the best
training losses across 21 repetitions. Percentage reductions are relative to W = 32.

Width P  Trainable Per Layer Fixed Per Layer E(P) Loss reduction (%)
32 1 32 0 1.50 x 1073 0.00
64 1/2 32 32 4.82x 1076 67.76
128  1/4 32 96 1.75x 107° 88.33
256 1/8 32 224 9.49 x 10~7 93.66

to W = 256. The number of trainable neurons per hidden layer remains fixed, although the
total number of trainable parameters varies with width. These results support the expressive
role of the randomly fixed neurons.

7. Discussion and Conclusions

This work studied the approximation capacity of partially trainable networks. For two-layer
networks, the finite-width bounds quantify how sampling mismatch affects approximation
as the trainable proportion varies. Under polynomial spectral decay and leverage compati-
bility, the rates show that a small trainable group can substantially reduce the bound when its
mismatch is much smaller than that of the fixed group. The spherical biased-ReLU analysis
establishes the spectral decay and two-sided bounds on the initialization mismatch, while
a structured three-layer example illustrates a similar phase transition and shows how non-
linear composition allows trainable neurons to use randomly fixed downstream features to
obtain a smaller explicit approximation bound. Numerical experiments show similar phase
transition patterns across targets and architectures and further support the expressive role
of the randomly fixed neurons.
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The approximation bounds rely on a distributional construction of the trainable param-
eters. The leverage-score distribution provides an effective choice for deriving the bounds,
but does not characterize the parameters produced by gradient-based training. Connecting
this construction to the evolution of trainable parameters during optimization is an impor-
tant direction for understanding when the predicted gains can be attained in training.

Besides, a general phase transition theory for deeper P-trainable networks remains to
be developed. Changes in upstream trainable parameters also change the inputs to later
neurons, including those with fixed parameters. This dependence between layers compli-
cates a direct extension of current two-layer kernel techniques. Further analysis is needed
to quantify how such interactions affect approximation as P varies. Deterministic approx-
imation techniques may help characterize more directly how a small trainable group uses
the representation provided by the randomly fixed group.

Overview of the Appendices

* Appendix A summarizes the notation and collects supplementary technical remarks.
* Appendix B proves the general approximation bounds and polynomial rates.

* Appendix C proves the spectral and mismatch bounds for spherical ReLU features.

* Appendix D derives error bounds for the structured two- and three-layer examples.

* Appendix E presents additional experiments that complement the main results.

A. Additional Technical Notes

A.1. The Summary of Notations

Table 5 summarizes the main notations used in the paper.

A.2. Clarifications of the Assumptions

For convenience, we restate all assumptions used in the main text before discussing their
roles and necessity.

Assumption 2.2 (Operator Regularity). The feature map ¢ is jointly measurable and belongs
to Ly(X X0O,u® p).

Clarification. Assumption 2.2 provides the operator regularity needed for the general anal-
ysis. Joint measurability and square integrability of ¢ make S,, a Hilbert—Schmidt operator.
Consequently, 7, = S,,S, is self-adjoint, positive semi-definite, trace-class, and compact.
These properties justify the spectral decomposition and ensure that d(A) is finite for every
A > 0. The assumption is general and directly verifiable, for example, when the feature map
is bounded on probability spaces.
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Table 5. Notation used throughout the paper.

Symbols Descriptions
X&0O The input domain and the parameter space.
d(x;0) Feature map and its reweighted form ¢ p (x; 6).
F(W,L) The neural network class with W width and depth L in (2.1).
Fp(W,L) The partially trainable counterpart of 7 (W, L) in (2.2).
ky(x,x") & T,  Kernel induced by ¢(x;6) (2.5) and the corresponding integral operator (2.6).
H, Reproducing Kernel Hilbert Space (RKHS) induced by p in (2.8).
P Reference measure defining the target RKHS H,,.
£0 Prescribed initialization distribution for fixed neurons in Definition 2.3.
P1 Adjustable sampling distribution for trainable neurons in Definition 2.3.
pp &yp Mixture measure and its density relative to p in (2.10)
sa,p(0) The ridge leverage score defined in (3.2).
dmax (7, ) The maximal ridge leverage defined in (3.3).
Kyp (1), Ky, K] Mismatch factor of pp (3.7); Admissible constants «; for pg, and «7 for pi.
P & G(P) Trainable proportion P and normalized gain G(P) in (3.11).
Yij &Yy The real orthonormal basis {Yi ;} of degree k spherical harmonics space Y.
n Eigenvalues ordered by magnitude (with multiplicity) 7 in (2.7).
& Eigenvalues ¢ indexed by spherical harmonic degree in (4.2).
< & 2 A < Band B > A denote A < ¢B for some positive constant ¢ > 0.
= A =< Bmeans c1A < B < ¢pA for some positive constants ¢y, c2 > 0.
o) &O() O(-) is used to hide constant factors, while O(-) ignores logarithmic factors.
1112, () L> norms under input measure and ||-||z,(4p) under parameter measure.
a®uyauy b (a®Ly(ap) b)g = (b, &)1, (apa forany g € Ly(dy).
A< B,B*» A Positive semidefinite order, meaning that B — A is positive semidefinite.

Assumption 3.4 (Leverage Compatibility). There exist Ao > 0 and constants 1 < k] < k

*

O<

oo such that, for each 0 < A < Ao, the sampling densities satisfy k, (1) < «} fori € {0, 1}.
Here, yq is prescribed, while y1 may depend on A and is fixed in each sampling construction.

Clarification. Assumption 3.4 is a uniform compatibility condition between each candi-
date sampling distribution density y; and the optimal ridge leverage density . Indeed,

21C)
yi(0)

Hence, the assumption requires y; (6) > y3(6)/«; for p-almost every 6 at each A € (0, Ao].
Its role is to bound the sampling cost dpax (Y, 1) by a constant multiple of the effective

dmax (yi, /1) —

Ky, (/l) = d(/l)

sup
0cO
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dimension d () in the rate analysis. The ordering «} < «; further expresses the advantage
of the adjustable distribution at the level of these bounds.

This condition is closely related to the compatibility condition of [52, Assumption 2],
which, in our notation, controls the maximal ridge leverage score by dpyax (7, 1) < Cy/l‘c*
for some constants C,, > 0, and C* € [0, 1]. Our assumption likewise controls dmax (¥i, 1),
but requires a stronger constant-factor bound diax (i, 4) < k;d(1). Under Assumption
3.5, we have d(1) = 17'/@_ Hence our condition implies a bound of the former form with
C* = 1/a for sufficiently small A.

Assumption 3.5 (Polynomial Spectral Decay). There exist constants c_,cy+ > 0and a > 1
such that c_k~™" <ni < c k™ for every k > 1.

Clarification. Assumption 3.5 specifies the spectral scale needed to turn the general approx-
imation bound into a polynomial rate. Its two-sided bounds imply d (1) < 1~'/@ (Derivation
in (B.15)). The upper spectral bound controls the approximation rate, while the lower bound
ensures that a describes the actual polynomial scale rather than only an upper envelope.
The trace-class property of 7, alone does not establish this two-sided decay, but it can be
verified for the particular kernel, as in the spherical ReLU example in Proposition 4.1.

B. Proofs of Main Results in Section 3 — General Bounds

Outline

* Subsection B.1 proves an operator Bernstein inequality with a variance proxy and uses
it to establish the regularized operator concentration for the two independently sampled
feature groups.

» Subsection B.2 first verifies kernel and operator invariance, then combines the concen-
tration result with the ridge construction to prove the general approximation theorem. It
subsequently proves the mixture leverage bound and combines this bound with sampling
compatibility and polynomial spectral decay to derive polynomial approximation rates.

B.1. Auxiliary Theoretical Preliminaries

To prove the general approximation result in Theorem 3.2, we utilize the following operator
Bernstein inequality and the partial order bound on the deviation 7}, — T}, between empirical
and integral operators.

Lemma B.1 (Operator Bernstein Inequality With Variance Proxy). Let Xi,. .., X, be inde-
pendent, centered, self-adjoint Hilbert—Schmidt random operators on a separable Hilbert
space. Suppose that || X|lop < U almost surely for j € [m] and some positive U. Then for
o? > 0witho? > ||Z;.":l E[(Xj)z] llop and any t > O satisfying > > o> + Ut/3, we have

(|31, > 1) < 1eSEREID 22y
j=1

2 o2+ UL/3

1)<

op g
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Proof of Lemma B.1. The result follows from the intermediate estimate (3.9) in the proof
of Theorem 3.1 of [42], which gives

P(nmax(ji Xj) . t) < tr(Z;?Ll ]E[(X,)Z]) exp( t2/2 )(1 . 6(0’2 n Ut/3)2).

o? o2+ Ut/3 4

The condition > > o? + Ut /3 implies the last factor is at most 7. Apply the same estimate to
— 2.; X; and use a union bound to obtain the factor 14. Further with the operator extension
of Minsker’s Bernstein inequality [42, Section 3.2], we complete the proof. |

Proposition B.2 (Regularized Operator Concentration). Let A > 0, t € (0, 1) and assume
that 0 < dyax(yp,A) < oo. Suppose thatyp(0) >0 for p-almost every @ with ||¢(+;0) || 1, (au) >
0. Let P = mgee/m, 1 — P = mgx/m, m = mgee + Mgx = 1. Let the hidden parameters be
sampled according to Definition 2.3. Define

Miree Miix

7= 2, 0050 80030+ ) o0 (3 0p(=8)-

Then for any 6 € (0, 1), if

1 1 1 1 14d (A
m > max {dmx(yp,/l)(t—2 + 5),2dmax(’}/p,ﬂ,)([—2 + 5) log (5( )}
with probability at least 1 — 6, we have
(T, + AD) VAT, = T,)(T, + A)™'? = 11, equivalently, T, + Al = (1 —1)(T,, + Al).

Proof of Proposition B.2. We note that if djax (yp,4) =0, then ¢ p(+;6) = 0 for p p-almost
every 6, and T, = T, = 0 almost surely. The conclusion holds for every m > 1. Thus, below
assume dpax (yp, 4) > 0. We define the rank-one operator as

Ap(0) = (T, + A1) 2[¢p(530) ®Ly(au) op(0)](T, + A1)~

And the two related self-adjoint operators Xjf.ree and X]ﬁx are defined as

- 1
X;ree = E(AP(QJ') - E9~P1 [AP(G)]), J € [Mfree],
1 _ _
X = Z(Ap(a,-) —Egp[AP(0)]), j € [max].

By construction and the fixed group sizes, we have

Nfree Mfix

IR

j=1 =1

- %( DL Ap(0)) + 3 Ap(3)) = PRo~p [Ap(O)] = (1= P)Egop [Ap(0)]
J=1 j=1

= (T + AN V2T (T, + A1) ™2 =B [Ap(0)] = (T, + A)"V2(T, - T,) (T, + A)~V/2.
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Therefore, we bound the operator norm of Zm““ X; free | Zm‘“ X; fix with high probability to
get the final result.
First, recall the following notation in (3.6) and (3.3),

d(A) = tr(T,(T, + A1)
= /@ tr((T, + )" 2 [pp(-:0) ® pp (5 )(T, + AD)*)dpp(6)

(B(30), (T, + A" (-3 0))
o vp(6)

yp(0)dp(0) < dmax(yp, 4).

For p p-almost every 6, we have

AP (O)llop = ll=—— (T, + A1)~ [$(:0) @1, (apy B(: (T, + A1) 2||op

(9)

= T + A0 R0 0)] @, [Ty + D205 00 oy
vp(9) (B.1)

N+ D" RO O, 4 _ (B(30), (T, + A1 9(50))
- yp(6) yp(6)
< dmax(yP’ /l),

where ||-||op denotes the operator norm, which here equals the largest singular value. We
use the identity ||u ®p, (ayu) Ullop = ||u||L (dp) for every u € Ly(du). By the construction
(dp ® ¢p is positive) and (B.1), we have

0< Ap(0) < dmax(yp, V1. (B.2)

Second, by construction, we have Eg-,, [Xjf.rec] = 0and Eg_, [X]*] = 0. Thus these
operators are mutually independent, centered and identically distributed within each group,
although they are not identically distributed across the two groups.

And for X;ree and X]f."‘, by (B.2), we have

1 - - 1
_admax('yP: /1)1 < X}ree’ X]f']x < ;dmax(')’P» /l)]’

which means [|X1Fe¢|lp, < m202Y) e [mpe] and | XIXlgp < S22 e g, ]
Third, we need to estimate the operators’ variance E[(Xﬁree)z] and ]E[(X;‘X)z]. For
]E[(X]f.ree)z], we have

By, (X)) = 1 (B, [Ap (0] - By, [Ap(0)])

dmax (7P s /l)
2

< B, [Ap(0)°] < E, [Ap(6)].
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Similarly, the relation E,, [(X?X)Z] ME]){) [Ap(6)] holds for X}i". Thus,

Nfree Mmfix

d X(’)/P’A) mf]‘
fi fi ma. ee
ZEp] [(XTe)?] +2Epo (X)) (Z==B, [

= eV 14p(0)) =

R, [4p(0)])

@ ’/l —
mdx('yP )Tp(Tp+/l[) 1.

For notational convenience, denote Zmﬁe" E, [(X;ree)z] + Z;":“I E,, [(Xjﬁx)z] as Z;."zl E[(X j)z] .
Therefore, we have

Hzm:E (X) H < w, and

m
j=1
(D BIX)?) < WH(TP(T,) A7) = W_
Jj=1

Finally, we apply the operator Bernstein inequality. By Lemma B. 1, for ¢ satisfying (B.4)
below, we have

Mfree

22
xiree 4 Xﬁx RE 14d(A)exp ( - . (B3
Al Z ) Wen (- G i) Y
Lemma B.1 requires that, with 0> = U = dpax (yp, A)/m,
Ut 1 1
Pro’+ T =m> dmax(yp,/l)<t—2 + 5). (B.4)

At the same time, for any § € (0, 1), with d(1) < dmax (Yp,4), to make the upper bound in
(B.3) at most ¢, it suffices that

1 )log 14d(1)

1
m 2 deax(')’P,A)(t_z + § 5

(B.5)

Thus when (B.4) and (B.5) are valid, we have with probability at least 1 — ¢,

Mfree

Z Xfree + Zxﬁx

B.2. Proofs of the Main Results in Section 3

<t,and (T, + AD)"V2(T, = T)(T, + A" % 1. m

Proof of Lemma 3.1 (Invariance of Kernel and Operator).

For item 1, the changes of measure below use yp > 0 for p-almost every parameter in
the nonzero-feature region, with the reweighted feature set to zero elsewhere. By Fubini’s
theorem, this zero-feature convention preserves the kernel for (u ® u)-almost every input
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pair. All kernel identities below are understood in this sense. Since dpp = ypdp in (2.10)

and ¢p = y;” 2(1) on the nonzero-feature region, we have

k() = /@ 60 0)y 5 (O)('; 0)yp(0)dp(6) = /@ 6 (x:0)6p (s 0)dpp (6).

For 0 < P < 1, linearity of expectation and the fixed group sizes yield

Mfree

BIES" (2] = B, [ (x:0)0p (+':0)] + By [ (x:0)0p (+':0)]

- /@ 6p(x:0)6p(':0) d(Ppy + (1 - Ppo) (6) = kp(x.").

For P = 0 or P = 1, the same identity follows directly from the single nonempty group.
For item 2, Assumption 2.2 gives

L 100G, 4000 0) = [ 10601, 41 80(0) < .

Thus the integral of the rank-one operators is well defined. By the change of measure,

/@ 60(:0) ® 6 (-:0) dpp (0) = /@ yr(0)" ($(:0) & B(=0))yr(6) do(8) =T,

Thus the original spectral decomposition 7, = 3’ 7k (ex ® ex) and its eigenpairs remain
unchanged. ]

Proof of Theorem 3.2 (General Approximation Bounds). The following proof builds on
the general strategy of [4, Proposition 1], butrequires a nontrivial modification. The original
proof considers i.i.d. features drawn from a single distribution, while our sampling scheme
consists of two independent groups drawn separately from p; and pg. We therefore extend
the proof to the two-group sampling setting and use the variance-proxy form of Bernstein’s
inequality.

Proof Overview. The ridge solution reduces control of both the approximation error and
the coefficient norm to a common quadratic form involving the regularized empirical oper-
ator in (B.10). The variance-proxy Bernstein inequality provides the operator comparison
needed to bound this quadratic form by the target’s squared RKHS norm, yielding (B.13).
Since the concentration event does not depend on the target function, the resulting bounds
hold uniformly over the RKHS unit ball. Finally, choosing A = £/4 in (B.14) gives the
prescribed accuracy.
The proof details are demonstrated below.

Ridge Construction. First, by Definition 2.3, we recall necessary notations:

dp1(0) = y1(0)dp(0), dpo(6) = yo(6)dp(6).
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Assuming Pm € N, we have mgee = Pm, mgx = (1 — P)m, yp(6) = Py1(0) + (1 = P)y(6)

and dpp(0) = yp(0)dp(0). By (2.8), there exists a; € Ly(dp) such that

7= [ a@otodo= [ v Pas )0 (:0)dpr o)

. N “1/2 4 . .
with ||af||L2(dp) =lyp / af||L2(dpP) = || Il #, - Therefore, it suffices to consider || f | ¢, < 1

and set ay = 71_31/ 2a"‘f when yp > 0 and ay = 0 when yp = 0. With the regularization

parameter A > 0, now consider the following minimization problem

Nfree Mmfix 2
min|\f - Z Bjop(::6;)) - Zﬁmﬁcc+j¢f’('; 9)) +am||Bl5,  (B.6)
J=1 J=1 Ly (du)

where ¢p(-30) = yp(0)"12¢(;0), 0, "% pi, j € [miwee], and 6; "5 po, j € [may].

We consider the operators @y : R™iee — L5 (X, du) and Ogy : R™x — Ly (X, du)
such that

Mfree Miix

Dsree Ptree = Z ﬁj¢P(.;0j)’ Dixfhix = Zﬁmﬁee+]¢P(';9—j)'
=1 =1

J J

Further define @ p : R"iree X R™fix — [5 (X, du), with @ p = [Dfee Dfix] and @ pB = Dfree Biree +
Dy Brix- Therefore, we solve the following regularized least-squares problem

minlf = PpAI7, gy + Am (B3 + 1Bl
whose solution is

* - * 1 * 1 * -
(Bivee: i) = (@p@p + Aml) " @) f = — O} (—Dp®p + )" f €R™. (BT

We thus denote the empirical integral operator TA}, : Ly(X,du) — Ly(X, du) as

1 Nfree mfix

P 1 _ _
Ty= —@p®y = —| Y 0p(56) @6p(:0)) + ), (50 @ bp(:5))|.
-1 =1

J

By construction, for T;,, we have E[T;] =T, from

Blf) = 2 [ D0 0 00:0dp(0) + 22 [ Z6(50) @ 0(:0)dp(0)

m 7P(9) ® yp(@)
_ / Py1(0) + (1 = P)yo(6) (- 0) ® ¢(-;0)dp(6)
® yp(6)

- /@¢<~;9> ® 6(~0)dp(6) = T,

where we utilize the mge./m = P, mgx/m = 1 — P and definition of yp (6).
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Error and Coefficient Bounds. Now we consider || f — ®p ,8||2L2 ()’

1 = @pBI iy = W = To(@p + A0 FIL, 4y = 10T + D FIT a0

- . (B.8)
= 2, (T, + AD 2 iy ap) < A (T + AD ™ iy

where the classical partial order between self-adjoint operators indicates (T;, + AN <
AT, + a1
Then consider /lm(||ﬂfree||§ + ||ﬁﬁxl|§), with (B.7), we have

Am(||Beell3 + 11Bax13)
1,1 1,1

= (=@ (—@p®D + A f, =@ (—Dp®% + AL) ! flpm (B.9)
m m m m

= X(T, + AN £, Tp(T, + AD ™ )iy (awy < AF (o + D™ Py (ap)s

where we use (T, + A1) 2T, < (T, + AI)~".
With (B.6), (B.8) and (B.9), both quantities are bounded by
max{||f = @pBI7, 4y Am|Bieel3 + 1Baxl13)} < AF> (Tp + AD ™ Fry(ay  (B.10)

Uniform Control over the RKHS Unit Ball. To bound (f, (ﬂ + AN f) Ly(du)» use the
operator factorization in [16],
o (T + AD 7 Poraap = o (T + U + T, =T,) ™ P
= {fs (Ty + AU+ (T, + AD (T, + A VT, = T,) (T, + AD VT, + DY) )
= ((Ty + ANV, (I + (T, + D V2(T, = T,) (T, + AD ™) N T, + 2DV ) 1y (-
Based on Proposition B.2, for any 6 € (0, 1), we can prove that the deviation part satisfies,
for any ¢ € (0, 1), with probability at least 1 — &,

(Ty + AD VAT, = T,) (T, + AD)7V? = 11

Then we consider ¢ = %. Note that the choice # = 3/4 is made only for notational con-
venience. Any fixed ¢ € (0, 1) leads to the same approximation rate, only with different
universal constants. We require that

14dmax(7P, /l) (B 1 1)
—5 .

20 40
m > max {gdmax(')’Pa /l), Edmax ('yP, /l) 10g

Since m € N,, we can turn (B.11) into

14'dmax (VP’ /l)

40
m 2 gdmax (yp,A)log 5 > (B.12)
which is because when dy,x < %, m > 29—Odmalx naturally holds while when dpax > %,

log Md% > log(14 - %) > % Thus when (B.12) is valid, with probability at least 1 — &,

_ 3
(T, + A~ YX(T, = T,) (T, + AI)~V/? -1
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Therefore,

o Ty + D oy < (T + D2 F, (1 =0T, + 2D F) s ap
=1 =" (T + AD ™ i ap (B.13)
= 4(f (T + A7 iy (ap-

We next bound (f, (T, + A/ Y7L L»(du)- By Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we have for any
b e Ly(X,dp),

2
(b (F Sty NPV = ( [ 00 (1)
2
= ([ | pas@6r(x:00dutdon (o)
X JO
2
< [ar@dor@- [ ( [ bors0duco) dor(o)
< ||af||%2(dpP) : ‘/@(b, (6P ®r,(au) ¢P)PY 1y (awydpp(0) < (b, Tpb) 1, (au)

where T, = /® ¢p(-,0) ®r,(du) ¢p (-, 0)dpp(6). This means f ®p,(au) f < T,. Using this
inequality with (7, + A1 )~1/2 gives

(T, + A1)V f1 & (T, + AD) V2] < (T, + AD VAT, (T, + A1)V < I
This yields (f, (T, + /U)‘lf)LZ(dﬂ) < 1. Consequently, (f, (fp + /U)_lf)Lz(dﬂ) < 4. Fur-
ther with (B.10) and (B.13), we have with probability at least 1 — ¢

—~ _ 1
lf - CDpﬁHiz(d”) < Af, (T, + D) 1f>L2(d/1) <4 1-7° 44. (B.14)

The coeflicients also satisfy

4
A (11Brreell? + 18axll2) < 44 = [1Beell? + 18axl = 1813 < —,

when (B.12) is satisfied. Let 2 = /4 for any € > 0, and we prove the desired result. ]

Proof of Lemma 3.3 (Mixture Leverage Bound). By the definition of dy,x, the following
inequalities hold p-almost everywhere.
(@360, (T, + A" 3301 (ap) < dmax(vi> Vyi(6), fori € {0,1}.
With yp = Py; + (1 — P)7yo, it follows that
P 1-P
O 12) (70, 1)
Dividing by yp(6) and taking the essential supremum yields

yp(®) = ( )0 (00, (T, + AD ™ (30 1

P N 1-P )—lz( P +1—P)—1()
Amax (Y1, 1) dmax (0, 4) Ky, () Ky, () ’

where we use ky, (1) = dmax (i, 4)/d(). "

dmax(’)’P,/l) < (
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Proof of Theorem 3.6 (Polynomial Approximation Rates). Replacing 1y by min{2o, 7}
preserves Assumption 3.4. Thus, assume without loss of generality that 1y < 1.

For 0 < A < Ay, since the {77, } are in the descending order, let J; = max{j > 1:n; > 1}.
Under Assumption 3.5, we have 7y, < A =< J;", and hence

d(/l):zmniﬁ: 2 ani/l+]z n+/l blaryg Z”’

j=1 1<j<Jy ]>J,1

(B.15)
<h+—Z] Y+ J‘ @< e,
j>J,1

The matching lower bound follows from d(1) > J,/2 =< A=/ Thus d(1) =< 1~/ For
each such A, Assumption 3.4 guarantees a choice of y; for which Lemma 3.3 gives

P 1—-P\-! P 1—Py-1
o ) W= (g g) @

Combining this with (B.15) yields

(7, ) <

P 1-P\-!

dmax('}’P’/l) < (_* + - ) /l_l/a,
Ky Ko

where the implicit constant is independent of P. For the given network width m, a sufficient

condition for (3.4) is
Im

A) < .

401og(63m/(206))
Indeed, log(63m/(206)) > 1, so this condition implies dmax(yp, 1) < 9m /40 and hence
log(14dmax (vp, 1) /6) < log(63m/(206)). The width condition (3.4) holds. It therefore
suffices to choose 4 satisfying

dmax (7P >

= 9 ~a
Az ((K% * K;P)401og(63nr:1/(205))) ’ (B.16)

where the implicit constant is chosen sufficiently large. Choose A to attain this lower bound,
with the implicit constant fixed. If 4 < Ao, then (3.5) with & = 44 gives, with probability at
least 1 — 6,

: (P2
sup inf Ilf - fz ”L d 4.
1fllsgy <1 £ €0 (W,2) 2(ew) =

If A > Ao, the zero approximant instead gives

A
inf If = £PN ) < IT A,
A erpowy 0 R "=

where we use

1/2
”f”iz(d,u) = ”Tp/ CIf”L(dﬂ) = <CIf,Tpr>Lz(d,u) < ||Tp”op||Qf||2Lz(dy) < ”Tp“op-
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Combining the two cases with (B.16) yields

. (P) 2 P 1-P Om -«
sip inf = AT < (= —) )
1y <1 £ €50 (W,2) 2 TR0 = Wer © ks ) 401og(63m/(205))
The implicit constant is independent of m, P and 6. ]

C. Proofs of Main Results in Section 4 — Specific Spherical Setting

Outline

* Subsection C.1 establishes the Funk-Hecke formula and harmonic representations of
the ridge leverage score and ReL.U harmonic coefficients. The Jacobi representation then
yields sharp estimates for the degree-wise eigenvalues.

* Subsection C.2 uses the above estimates to prove the kernel spectrum and eigenvalue
decay. It then bounds the initialization mismatch, first for the uniform spherical distribu-
tion and then for the scaled spherical family. Combining the spectral decay and mismatch
bounds gives final explicit spherical approximation rates.

C.1. Auxiliary Theoretical Preliminaries

Lemma C.1 (The Funk-Hecke Formula). Let u = Unif(S?~") be the normalized surface
measure on S, where d > 2. Let  : [—1, 1] — R be measurable and satisfy

1
/ [ (0)|(1 =12 4=3/2 4t < +oo.
-1
For every spherical harmonic Yy ; € Y and every x € sé-1

[ w6y 0) ) = i o),
where
_ 1))
£ VAT ((d - D/2)

and Py, is the degree-k Legendre polynomial in dimension d, normalized by Py (1) = 1.

1
/ (O PL(D)(1 - 2) @ gy,
-1

Proof of Lemma C.1. This is the Funk-Hecke formula [1, Theorem 2.22], rewritten for

. _ . d-2
the normalized surface measure du = dS;_1/|S¢"!|, using :zd_l: = \Err(((call/—zf)/z)‘ n
Lemma C.2 (Harmonic Representation of the Ridge Leverage Score). Let 6 = (w, b) =
(V1 = b2u, b) € S%, where u ~ Unif (S¢7") is independent of b, and b has density
r'id+1)/2
p(b) = M(l — b)) with b e (-1, 1). (C.1)

Val'(d/2)
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Define

I(d/2) 1
VAL ((d = 1)/2) J-y

For A >0, write s,(0) = (¢(+0), (T, + 1)~ 1¢(+; 0)) 1, (du) for the unweighted score. Then,
for every Yy j € Yy, we have (¢ (+;6), Yk j)1,(du) = Xk (D)Yi, j(u). Moreover,

Xi(b) = (V1 =21 +b) Pi(t)(1 = 2) 432y,

1 N (d, k) xr(b)? o N(d, k)&
_ 2 — AT RIARNET = s ara-l
&= /_1 xk(b) p(b)db, s.(0) = kgzo ) ,andd(d) = kz:;) Gl (C2)

Proof of Lemma C.2. Rewrite every 0 = (w, b) € S¢, except on a zero measure set (when
b =+1),as

0 = (w.b) = (|wla———.b) = (V1 — b2u, b),

llwll2
where u = w/||w||, € S4! is independent of b and u ~ Unif(S¢~!). By the spherical inte-
gral, b has density
r'(d+1)/2)
p(b) = —F——1—
Val'(d/2)

And we can write ¢(x;0) = ogr(w'x + b) = or(V1 — b%u"x + b). Applying the Funk-
Hecke formula of Lemma C.1 to the feature map ¢, we have for any Yy ; € Yy,

(1 =022 with b € (-1, 1).

(6(30),Yi ;N y(ap) = /XO'R(Vl —b2uTx + b)Yy j(x)du(x) = xx (b)Yx j(u), (C.3)
with

- % l or(N1 = b2 1+ b) Py (1) (1 — 12) 4732 gy,
- -1

The independence of u and b and orthonormality give

xk(b)

Yo T Vi) = /@ (Yei 6(:0)) (6 0). Ye)dp(6)

1
- / e (b (b)p(b)db / Ye.s (1) Yi () dia ).
-1 gd-1

The second integral is zero unless (£,7) = (k, j), when it equals one. Completeness therefore
. . 1
gives T,,Yy j = éxYi, j with & = /—1 xx(b)2p(b) db.
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Further, by the addition formula Zj.vz(ld’k) Yi i (u)? = N(d, k), the corresponding spec-
tral decomposition of (7, + A/ )~! similar to item 2 of Proposition 4.1, and (C.3), we obtain

52(0) = (¢ (3 0), (T, +M)‘1¢(~;9)>L2(d,,>
oo N(d,k)

= (¢(:0), Z Z &+ /lyk,j ® Yi jd(30)) Ly (ap)
k=0 j=
oo Jk
= ZN( PO (10). Yy D)rata (C4
k=0 =1 S+
_ i’%}" a0V () _ i N(d, k) yi (b)?
rer Ek+a &+ A
With d(1) = Eg-,[51(0)], we also obtain d(1) = X", N(‘g’fifk_ .
Lemma C.3 (Jacobi Representation of the ReLU Harmonic Coefficients). Let cq = #,

Ga(b)=(1-2b2)42(1 = b2) =D/ for|b| <1, set G 4 (1) =0 and let Cy 4 = 2T /D).
Then the following statements hold for k > 2.
(1) If|b| > 1/V2, then xi(b) = 0. While if |b| < 1/V2,

lb) = r'(d/2)V1 - b2 ( 1 - 2p2 )Cd+zj(id+2,cd+z> ( __ b )
AVAT((d = 1)/2)k (k = 1)) (1) \ 1= b? k2 Vi-p2
(2) There exists a constant Cy > 0 such that
xk(b)? < CaGa(b)k™ ) be[-1,1].
(3) For every compact interval I C (—=1/¥2,1/2),
Xk (b) = Cr.aGa(b) k™D [cos Wi (b) + O (k)] (C.5)

uniformly for b € I, where

b n(d+2)
m)_ 4

Proof of Lemma C.3. We prove the statements item by item.

Y (b) = (k + %) arccos ( -

For item 1: Let J ]E(l’ﬁ ) denote the standard Jacobi polynomial. Since the Legendre poly-
nomial Py is normalized by Py (1) = 1 and, by [1, Section 2.6.1], Py is proportional to the
Jacobi polynomial Jli(d_3)/2’(d_3)/2) (7), Px can be written as

JU@=D2d=312) ()

Pk(t) =k .
d-3)/2,(d-3)/2
JIE( )/2,(d-3)/ )(1)
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Ifb < —\%2, the feature og (V1 — b2u"x + b) vanishes. And if b > \/%

or(N1=Db2u"x+b)=b+V1-b2u"x e Yo® Y.

By the orthogonality of spherical harmonics of different degrees and (C.3), yx(b) = 0 for
every k > 2. Thus when k > 2 and |b| > Lz, the yx(b) = 0.

For |b| < \%2, by the Rodrigues formula for Jacobi Polynomials, let c; = (d — 3)/2,

(—l)k dk
2Kk dtk

(1= ), (n) = [(1 =)

after two integrations by parts, we have for k > 2,

Xk (D)
1-b2  (=Dk ! b d* .
=Cr-—— . / t+ —[(1 = 5)* ) dt
Jeeenqy 25k S ( \/1——b2)dt"
CrV1 - b2 (=1)k=2 dk2 (C.6)

[(1 = )]

C dk(k - Dygeaca (1) 252 (k=2)1 drk=? .

Vi-p2

_ Crvl - b2 (1 _sz)cd+2J(cd+2,cd+2)(_ b )
Ak (k = 1)J{eca) (1) 1= b2 k2 Vi—p2)
r'(d/2)
Var((d-1)/2)"
For item 2: Based on [41, Eq.(2.3.41)], we have for ¢ € (-1, 1),

where Cr =

Jlicdycd)(t)
[T
k

1\—-ca—1/2 1\—-ca—1/2
SCd(Vl_l+E) ¢ (\/1+z+%) T <1 = 2yeal2- 14,

Since ||J]£cd’cd) || = O(k~'/?) with the norm taken in L?([—1, 1], (1 — £?)¢4dt), we have
I ()] < Cak™ 2 (1 =) 7cal2 W for r e (-1,1).
Therefore, we use
|J{t2carD ()] < Cqk —2)7V2(1 = )~ (CatD 2R g s 3, (C.7)
Moreover, for J ,gcd’c" (1), by the definition, we derive

(casca) [(ca+k+1) 1 c (d-3)/2
J 1) = ~ k4 =<k . C.8
PO T(k+ Dl(cg+1)  T(cqg+1) €8)
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Combining (C.6), (C.7) and (C.8), we obtain, for k > 3,

Lxx(b)]

< '(d/2)V1 - b? (1—2b2)cd+2
T VAL((d - 1)/2)dk(k - 1)\ 1 - b2

< Cy(l1- bZ)(Z—d)/4(1 _ 2b2)d/4k7(d+2)/2.

1- 2b2)—<cd+2>/2—1/4

- Cak™Cd (k - 2)—1/2( —

When k =2,J ,EC_"2+2’C" *2) is constant and can be included by enlarging the constant Cg.

Consequently, for |b| < 5. Lxx(b)[* < Ca(1 = 6%) P~ D2(1 = 26%)72k~ (2 And
for |b| > %, |xx(b)| = 0. We can write (Recall that the final aim is to bound «,, (1) via
the score s5,(60) in (C.4))

ye(D)]> < C4Ga(b)k™4? for b e [-1,1].

This global bound will be used to control endpoint regions where the Darboux expansion
below is not uniform.

. . 1 — b . .
Foritem 3: For |b| < ﬁ,letzb arccos( m).Applylng the classical Darboux formula

for Jacobi polynomials [70, Theorem 8.21.8] to J,Eid;z’c‘”z) (coszp) withcg = (d - 3)/2,
we have

J](c(_d2+1)/2,(d+1)/2) (COS Zb)

- 1 . Zp zp\~d+D))2 d-2+2k a(d+2) .,
_m(s1n7cos?) [cos( > b = ) )+()(k )]
2(d+2)/2 1 —2b2 —(d+2)/4 d—2+2k ﬂ'(d+2) y

_n.l/Z(k_z)l/Z( 1 - b2 ) [COS( 2 W= )+O(k )],

where we have used

. 1-2b2 | zp b 1 . 1 [1-2ph2
Sin = ———, SINn — COS — = — S1In = — .
LENT 2 2 8 TR AN T T

The remainder O (k") is uniform for b in every compact subset of (—=1/V2, 1/V?2). Further
combining above estimate of J,i(_dzﬂ)/z’(dH)/z) (cos zp), (C.6) and

I'k+cg+1) ked

(ca,ca) _ _ -1
B = R T e e D) - T O
we obtain
I(d/2VT-b? 1=26%\ea®2 (cinepny( b
b) = Jlear? . -
xb) \/EF((d—l)/2)4k(k—1)J,(<C‘1’C“)(1)( 1_;,2) k2 ( Vi —b2)

_r(d/z)w—b2r<cd+1>(1+0<k*1>>(1—2b2)"d+21<cd+z,cd+z>(_ b
T VaD((d - 1)/2)4k(k — 1)ked 1 - b2 k=2 V1i-p2

= Cl,d\/Gd(b)k_(d+2)/2[COS (d — 22+ ZkZh _ ”(d4+ 2)) + O(k_l)],
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where Cy 4 = &ﬂr(d/z) and G 4(b) = (1 —2b2)%(1 - b?)(2=4)/2_ The asymptotic rela-
tion in above formula is again uniform for b in compact subsets of (—1/v2, 1/V2). Now
we finish the proof. |

Corollary C.4 (Sharp Spectral Estimation of £). Under the spherical biased-ReLU setting,
2
B Ciqd
2V2(d + 1)

Proof of Corollary C.4. By Lemma C.2 and the fact that yx(b) = 0 for |b| > 1/V2, we
have

éx k= (1 + 0(1)),

d+2 l/ﬁ d+2 2
k §k=/mk Xk (bp(b) db.

To estimate this integral, let z;, = arccos(—b/V1 — b?). Squaring (C.5) gives

d-2 d+2

K12 ()" = € yGa(h)] cos ((k + L5 2z, - TLED
uniformly for b in compact subsets of (—=1/v2, 1/¥2). For each fixed |b| < 1/V2, the
remainder O (k") in (C.9) tends to zero as k — co. Using cos? ¢ = (1 + cos(2t))/2, we

rewrite (C.9) as

)+O(k")], (C.9)

2 C2

c
k442 (b)? = %Gd(b) + %Gd(b) cos ((Zk +d—-2)z - M)

2
+Ct ,Ga(b)O(K™").

By the global bound in item 2 of Lemma C.3 and dominated convergence, the last term
contributes o(1) after integration. Hence,

C? 1/V2
kH2g, = 4 / Ga(b)p(b) db
—-1/V2

2
C? 1/V2
4 Ld Gd(b)p(b)cos((2k+d—2)zb— M)db+o(1).
2 ,1/\6 2

The first integral can be evaluated directly. Using the density in (C.1), a beta-integral
calculation gives
/l/ﬁ r((d+1)/2) [V d

G4(b)p(b)db = 1-2b5)4qp = ——— |
5 GO ) VAT @/2) i ) Va(d+ 1)

Cos Z

Vireors’ gives
1+cos? z

1/

For the second integral, the change of variables z = z;,, with b = —

1/V2 7(d +2)
[1/\5 Ga(b)p(b) cos ((Zk +d—2)zp - T) db
- /ﬂéd(z) cos ((Zk +d-2)z- M)dz,

A 2
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where
r((d+1)/2) sin?*! 7

VAL (d/2) (1 + cos? z)(d+3)/2
The Riemann-Lebesgue lemma therefore implies that this integral tends to zero as k — oo.
Combining these estimates yields

Ga(z) =

S LI(O, 7T).

C? d
_ l.d —(d+2)
o=——F7—"k (1 +0(1)),
2V2(d + 1)
which proves the result. In particular, & = k~(4*2) for large k. ]

C.2. Proofs of Main Results in Section 4
Proof of Proposition 4.1 (Spectrum and Eigenvalue Decay of ReLU Kernel).

Proof Overview. Rotation invariance and the Funk—Hecke formula identify the spherical
harmonics as eigenfunctions of 7,,, while the density of biased-ReLU networks establishes
the strict positivity of the eigenvalues (item 1). Completeness of the spherical harmon-
ics then gives the operator decomposition, and Mercer’s theorem yields the corresponding
kernel expansion (item 2). Finally, the degree-wise eigenvalue decay follows from Corol-
lary C.4. Combining this decay with the spherical harmonic multiplicities gives the decay
rate of the eigenvalues ordered with multiplicity (item 3).

Proof Details. We prove the proposition item by item.

For item 1: The rotation invariance of k, implies that it depends on x and x” only through
their inner product. Write 4 : [—1, 1] — R such that

‘l + T,.7

ko () = h(—5—)

For any Yy ; € Yy, the Funk-Hecke formula in Lemma C.1 gives

1 T
¥ = [ (00 dutr) = 648 (0,

where |
__ a2 1+1 _ 2\(d-3)2
&= ) h( . )Pk(t)(l ) dr.
N (d,k)

Hence every element of {Yj ; }j:] is an eigenfunction of 7, with eigenvalue &;.
We next establish the strict positivity of £x. Since T Yy ;j = éxYe j, 1Yk, jll Lo (ap) = 1,
and T, = SpS;, we can also write

k= Y js TpYh, Ly (dp) = (SpYh,js SpYh, i) Ly (dp) = /@ (04> YY1y () |2 dp (6) = 0.
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Suppose & = 0, then we have
(04 Yk j )1, (au) = 0, for p-almost every 6 € ©. (C.10)

The map 6 — ((67%)+, Yk, j)1,(au) i continuous on S9. Since p has full support on S,
this identity holds for every 8 € ©.

By the universal approximation theorem for non-polynomial activation function [29],
with the homogeneity of ReLU, the two-layer network class & = Uwsq (W, 2) with
parameters restricted to S¢ is dense in C(S¢!). Consequently, # is dense in L, (S, du)
since C(S91) is dense in L (S?~', du). Further with (C.10), this means Yy, j is orthogonal
to ¥ which is dense in Ly(S?"", du). And hence Yir,; =0in L>(S97!, du), contradicting
1Yk, jll2,(au) = 1. Therefore, & > O for every k > 0.

It remains to determine the explicit form of 4 from the definition of k,. Denote u = % s

X

N and u"v =1 = cos g1 where ¢ € [0, nr]. Since the p is rotation-invariant, we can

V=
let
u =ep, and v = cos¢ie; + sinpie;.

Projecting any 6 € S into the span{u, v}, we write (8;,6>) = r(cos ¢, sin @) with ¢, €
[0, 27]. Thus

kp(x,x")
=Eg-p[¢(x;0)¢(x";0)] = 2Eg-,[(67u)+ (6 v)]

2 7
= 280, [ (cos pa)sleostor ~ pi)s] = s [ cosacos(en - 1)den
ﬂ(d + 1) o1-%
1 1
= m[sin o1+ (m—@1)cos] = m[Vl — 12 + (7 — arccos )t],
where we use E[r?] = ﬁ and ¢t = cos ¢;. Further with ¢t = HXTW, we obtain the stated 4.

For item 2: Since {Y% ;}, ; is a complete orthonormal basis in Ly (S9!, du) and the
spherical harmonic spaces form an orthogonal decomposition [1, Theorem 2.38], we have
Ly(S41, du) = @20:0 Y, where the direct sum is in the L, space sense. For any f €
L>(S47!, du), the following series converge in Lo (du),

+o0 N(d,k) +00 N (d,k)
f(x)=Z Z (Y )L (ap Vi, j (%) andTpf(x)=Z§k Z Y )i (dp Vi ().
k=0 j=1 k=0 J=1

This indicates that T, = %1%, & 27

positive semi-definite on the compact space S¢~! x S9!, by Mercer’s theorem, we also
have the expansion of k.

Yi,; ® Yk, ;. Moreover, since k, is continuous and

For item 3: The estimate &, < k~(?*2) follows directly from Corollary C.4. It remains
to account for multiplicities and determine the decay of the ordered eigenvalues. Now we
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rearrange the eigenvalues in non-increasing order with multiplicity. The dimension formula
gives

N(d, k)
_2k+d—2(k+d—3)_2k+d—2 (k+d—3)! 2

d-2
k d-2 K d-Dk-D! =2k skt

Thus, N(d, k) = k%~2. Consequently, the number of eigenvalues, counted with multiplicity,
contributed by degrees up to K satisfies Z,’;O N(d, k) < K471,

Combining & = k~(@*2) with Zf:o N(d, k) = K4~ shows that an eigenvalue with
ordered index n corresponds to a degree K < n'/(¢=1) Hence,

d+2
M =&k < K9 < p=@7  asn — oo.

This completes the proof. |

Before proving Proposition 4.2, we first prove the special case of uniform spherical
distribution with 7 = 1.

Proposition C.5 (Mismatch of Uniform Spherical Initialization). Under the spherical biased
ReLU setting, let po = Unif(S?). For every & > 0, there exists A > 0 such that the mismatch
associated with the initialization distribution p satisfies

VD <2 o)

Proof of Proposition C.5. For the upper bound, by the definition of «,, (1) and (C.2),

sa(6) _ 0 N(d k) x(0)*) [ s N(d, k)éx
Kyo () = esswilsp a0 ezswilsp ( kZZO —fk ") )/( 24 —fk ) )

Fix £ > 0. To bound this ratio, we compare y (b)> with &, uniformly over b € [-1, 1] for
all sufficiently large k.

We first consider a compact interval inside (—1/v2, 1/V2). For 6 € (0, 1/V2), let
Is = [-1/¥2 + 6, 1/V2 — 6]. Squaring (C.5), using cos? W (b) < 1, and comparing with
Corollary C.4, we obtain

- xi(b)? Cty 2\/_(d + 1)
lim sup sup <
koo bely Ga(D)Ek 7dll 2\/_(d+ D] d

Therefore, there exists K > 2 such that for any k > K, b € I,

xk(b)? <

(2\/_(41 + 1) )Gd(b)fk
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We next extend this estimate to the whole interval [—1, 1]. The global bound in item 2
of Lemma C.3, together with & < k~(4+2) and &, > 0, gives

xk(b)* < CaGa(b)ér, k22, b e [-1,1].

Since G4(b) tends to zero as |b| — 1/V2 and vanishes for |b| > 1/V2, choose & sufficiently
small that e
Cde(b) < 57 be [_17 1] \15

For this 6, take the corresponding K in the interior estimate. Since y (b)? < (¢/2)&, outside
Is and G 4(b) < 1 inside it, combining the two regions gives

xr(b)? < (% + %)gk, k>K, bel[-1,1].

For this fixed K, continuity of yx on [—1, 1] gives

K-1

N(d, k
Cg = Z g sup  yx(1)? < 0.
pr ko ore[-1,1]

Splitting the sum at K and using the uniform bound above, we obtain

sa0) 1 [RE N xe(0)? < N(d, k) xe(b)?

d(2) _d(ﬁ)[;) &+ +k;< Ex+A ]
Ck (2V2(d+1) &\ 1 ~a N(d,k)é&  Cx 2V2(d+1) ¢
Sd(/l)_'_( d +§)d(/l)];< G+l a4  ta

Taking the essential supremum yields

2V2(d+1) & Ck

Ky, () < 7 + 3 + a0

Since & > 0 for every k, monotone convergence gives limy_,o, d(1) = X5, N(d, k) =
oo, Hence there exists A, > 0 such that Cx /d (1) < £/2 whenever 0 < A < A.. Consequently,

2V2(d + 1)
d

Ky () < +£,0<A<A,.

For the lower bound, setting b = 0 in Lemma C.3 gives ¥4 (0) = w
with the expansion in (C.5) and Corollary C.4, we have

2
ng(o) _ 2\/5(;1 L (k_”) +o(l), k — . (C.11)
Sk

2
We note that the cosine squared equals one for even k and zero for odd k. To compare the
contributions of even and odd degrees, the dimension formula (4.1) gives

N(d,2k+1)  4k+d 2k+d-2
N(d,2k) — 4k+d-2 2k+1

. Combining this

— 1, k — oo,
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and Corollary C.4 also gives

Sk + 4 _1’=§2k—§2k+1 < | 2% _1‘_)0’]{_)00’
Eoks1 + 4 Eokr1 + A E2k+1
. . 1y N(d.2k) &
uniformly over 4 > 0. To get the final lower bound, we need to estimate - ) DI el

For fixed € > 0, by the preceding estimates, there exists K > 2, independent of A, such that
forallk > Kand A > 0,

N(d,2k)éu _ N(d, 2k + Dénin | _

N(d,2k)éx
S+ A ks + 4 )

S+ A

Since d(1) = X7 N(gk ’f/)lfk, we have

a5 20 M - )

o S+ Aa

! El NG, L $ NG 206 N(d: 2k + D
d) & &+a dQ) Gl fu+a Expe1 + A
&Nk £ i N(d. 2k)éxe _ Y2K-UN(d, k)
) dQ) &+ 2 d(1)

Since d(1) — o0 as 4 — 0, and € > 0 is arbitrary, this proves

1 N(d 2k)éa 1
I _— C.12
A0, d() sz Ex+d 2 €.12)

Since s, is continuous on S and p has full support, the essential supremum is at least
s1((w,0)) for 8 = (w,0). Consequently, by (C.2), (C.11) and (C.12)

. . 5.((w,0))
> —_
11/lm %)I}f Kyy () 2 /lhr& a0
2V2(d+1) . 1 Z‘” N(d, k)¢ 5 (kn
d /ll_)u& d(d) = Er+ A o8 ( 2 )

_2V2(d+ 1) I i N(d,2k)é&y  V2(d + 1)
B d A—04 d(/l) = b+ 1 B d '

(C.13)

After decreasing A . if necessary, the upper and lower bounds together give

V2(d+1)

y £ < Kyy(A) <

2V2 1
%+S,O<A$/l£. n

Proposition C.5 now gives the corresponding result for scaled spherical initialization.
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Proof of Proposition 4.2 (Mismatch of Scaled Spherical Initialization). The leverage score

associated with p(T) satisfies sffg (9) = iiff;) Moreover, the corresponding effective
, %

dimension is still d(1), since

(1) (7) sa(0) () ~
[0 o- [ G @0 = .

Since y(()T)(G) > 1/t and y(()T)((w, 0)) = 1/7 for w € S97!, we obtain

SA((w,O)) _ s2(6) )
W e ) = esésezdp m <7t ezseggp W = TKyén(/l).

Applying Proposition C.5 with £/7 and using the limit at » = 0 established in (C.13) gives

V2r(d +1) B

2V27(d + 1)
—+e¢
d d

< Ky(gr) (1) <
for all sufficiently small A > 0. ]

Proof of Theorem 4.3 (Rates of Spherical Biased-ReLU Features). By Proposition 4.1,

the ordered eigenvalues of T}, satisfy n; = k= Hence, the polynomial eigenvalue decay

assumption in Theorem 3.6 holds with exponent a = ;’—Jr%.

For the trainable neurons, take the normalized leverage density y;(6) = 3;((/]9)) which
indicates the «y, (4) = k] = 1. For the randomly fixed neurons, apply Proposition 4.2 with
€= NzT—C(IdH), and there exists Zd,T > 0 such that

4V2r(d + 1 -
Ko Q) < % for0 <A<y,
0

Set W = max{d, m, 1}. Following (B.16) in the proof of Theorem 3.6, choose

(1-P)d ) 9m )—%

A = Aa((P+ o S ogt@amT o)

where A4 > 0 depends only on d and is chosen to satisfy (B.16). If Ap_,,, < /_ld,T, Theorem
3.6 directly yields, with probability at least 1 — ¢,

(1-P)d ) 9m )—St%

f (P) P
sup inf = A0 < (( t e T a0

I£lly, <1 £ € Fp (W,2)

If Ap m > Ay, we use the zerofunctionfz(P) =0inFp(W,2).Since || fll#, = 197l L, (ap) <
1 implies

1/2
”f”iz(d,,) = ||Tp/ Qf”iz(d,,) = <Qfa quf>L2(dy) < ”Tp”op”CIf”%z(dﬂ) < ||Tp||0p9
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then we have

i P 175 llop
oup (P) inf “f_fz( )||iz<d”) < Tpllop £ — Ap.m.
I fllgg, <1 £, €Fp(W,2) Tur

Thus, the same rate holds in both cases, with a constant depending only on the fixed spher-

ical setting and 7.
(1-P)d

Besides, since P + Wor@iD) 2 4(T<d+1) we have
d 9 -42
/lP,m < Ad( m ) d-1
427 (d + 1) 401og(63m/(205))
Therefore, Ap , < A4, whenever 4010g(6‘3):2/(206)) > 4‘/570(,[“1) (Ag/da.z) %, which means
that, for fixed d, T and 9, sufficiently large m leads to the same bound result. ]

D. Error Bounds for the Structured Three-Layer Example 5.1

Let r = myee € {0, ...,20} be the number of trainable first-layer neurons in the three-layer
network and the number of trainable hidden neurons in the two-layer network. The two
network architectures have the expression

10 20

f(x) =Bo+ Z Zﬁj,fwj,€(¢(x; O2j-1) + ¢(x3625) —bj¢),,
=
220

frlx) =B + Zﬁ%(x 0;).

Proposition D.1 (Approximation Error Upper Bounds). For the construction in Example
5.1, the approximation errors satisfy

E inf_ I = fall} gy < 8P (), d €{2,3}, r € {0,2,4,20},

Ofree B

where the explicit upper bounds are

1 1 144 180 580
&0 0) =5, 892 = 2 , V@) = ———, 89(20) = ——,
1_21 J j:2] J j=to01J
and |
E@ o 8(2) 2 @ (g) = 8(2) — )
0) = (2 = 4) = 20) =573

Here &4 (r) denotes the stated upper bound.
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Proof of Proposition D.1. Overview. The zero output gives a common baseline upper
bound &) (0). For the three-layer network, pairs of trainable first-layer neurons produce
absolute coordinate values, allowing the fixed second-layer blocks to implement piecewise-
linear interpolation with random nodes. The interpolation residuals and moments of the
random spacings then yield the expected error bounds &) (r). For the two-layer network,
the trainable neurons directly implement symmetric piecewise-linear interpolation with
equally spaced nodes. Centering the interpolation residuals and integrating their squares
then yields the two-layer error bounds for the different numbers of trainable neurons &) (r).

Proof Details. Since the coordinates of x are independent and f_ 11 tLTlB dt = 0 with
fl (2-173) 1/3) dt = 45, the target satisfies ||f*||L2(dH) is 41+ %) = %. Choosing all output
coeﬂiments and the output bias to be zero therefore gives the baseline upper bound @ (0)
for both architectures.

The Three-Layer Upper Bound. Since w; ¢ > 0, the approximation residual is

fx) = f(x)
1020

= fo + ZZﬂj,t’wj,f [6(x;602j-1) + ¢(x;625) — bj,£]+ - (x5 -1/3) - %(9% - 1/3).

j=11¢=1

(i) Construction with Four Trainable Neurons. With four trainable first-layer neu-
rons, choose them as

01 = (e2,0), 62 = (—e2,0), 3 = (e3,0), 64 = (—e3,0).

Their pairwise sums are |x;| and |x3|. Setting the output coefficients of all other blocks to
zero therefore gives

20 20
f(x) = fr(x) = Bo+ Z/J’l,fwl,f(lle —bie)s + Zﬁz,fwz,f(ml —bae)s
=1 =1

- (%3 - 1/3)—%()@— 1/3).

Although xj ranges over [—1, 1], the folded input | x| is uniform on [0, 1]. The interpolation
2

-

For each selected block j = 1,2, reorder and relabel its biases and the corresponding

below is therefore performed on [0, 1] with u = |xy|, for which u? = x

weights so that, almost surely,
0< bj,] <00 < bj,20 < 1, bj’() = 0, bj’21 =1.

These biases serve as interpolation nodes. For the first block, approximate u> by a function
thatis constant with value b% ; on [0, by,1] and linearly interpolates u? oneach [b1.e,D1.041].
The linear interpolant has slope by ¢ + b ¢+1 on each such interval. Those coefficients
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B1,cw1,¢ decide the successive slope differences, with zero slope on the initial interval.
Consequently, choose

by 1+b1 _
8 w0 t=1,
L= biev1=b1e-1 2<£<20
wie ’ -~ '

Together with the constant term b>
with residual

110 these coefficients give the prescribed interpolation,

20
by + Zﬁl,f‘ul,((” —bie)+ -
~ D.1)

_ b%l—uz, 0<u<by,,
(u=b1,0)(bres1 —u), 1<€<20, by <u<bie.

Evaluating this expression at u = |x,| gives the residual for the first target coordinate on
[—1, 1]. For the second block, apply the same construction to 5 u 2 and evaluate it at u = |x3|.
This gives

by 1+by

b g
w21
P = boev1=boe-1

Its interpolation residual has the same form with its own biases and a factor of 1/2.
(ii) Centering and Error Estimation. Since the target has zero spatial mean, f xS du=
0, center the constructed approximation so that / x f3du = 0 by choosing

1
ﬂ0=b%,1+§b§,1 [b21+ b21+ZZ,Bng]g /(Iul Jf)+du]

j=1¢=
2 20
ZZ Bjewje(1=bje)%
J=1¢=1

where the first b% s b% 1 /2 supplies the constant terms of the two interpolants, and the later
bracketed expression gives the combined spatial mean. With all coefficients determined,
the resulting residual is

S (1-b10)*]
fHx) = ff(x) = Zﬁ1,€w1,e[(|le —bie)s — T] - (x3 - 1/3)
=1
S (1 - by )
+ Zﬁz,ewz,f[ﬂxﬂ —bae)s - —] - —( x3 —1/3).

=1

Each coordinate error has zero spatial integral, so the cross term vanishes when the squared
norm is expanded. Taking the first block as an example, since x; is uniformly distributed
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n [—1, 1], we have
2 [ (et - C35) -
/ 1,1 +Zﬁl,fﬂ)l,f(“_bl,t’)+—Mz)zdu
=1

20

_E(/o [b21+ZBl cwi,e(V="b1)s —v ]dU) ,

where we use (1 — by ¢)?/2 = fol(v —by¢)+dv, /01 v*>dv = 1/3 and replace x» with u. Use
the inequality for any square-integrable function g on [0, 1]

/0 | [ - /0 o) e /0 ' e(udu— [ /0 1g(u)ulu]zs /0 ' e(wdu,

we get
1 20 2
1-b 2dx
B[ (Y preandunl-pro. - 2] - 03 1m) 42
- =1

1 20 2
SE/ (b%,l +Zﬁl,fﬂ)l,f(“_bl,€)+—u2) du
0 =1

Therefore, further using the residual results in (D.1), direct integration yields

1 20 2
Ellfs = 17y < E/o (bil + Zﬁl,ﬂm,f(u —biro)+ - MZ) du
=1

1 1 ) 20 1 ) 2
+ E,/o‘ (EbZ,l + Zﬁz,[wz,g(u —bag)s — Eu ) du
= (_(b] 1—bio)’ + _Z(bl e+1 = b1r) )

+% (_(b21 —byo)’ +—Z(bzz+1 —baye) )

where b0 =0, € {1,2}.

By the uniform-spacing identity [47], each spacing b; ¢4

has the density p(x) =20(1 —x

120 Consequentl
AT

-bj.te{0,1,---,20}
)19 Therefore, E(bj ¢41 — bj,[)s =20 /01 (1 -x)dx =

Iy 8 20y 120 180
_ =2 i ¥ i —
= o < (135 * S0 7~ e

=& (4).
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Taking the infimum over the trainable hidden parameters and output coefficients can only
decrease the error, thereby proving the upper bound with four trainable neurons.

(iii) Two and Twenty Trainable Neurons. With two trainable first-layer neurons, choose
01 = (e3,0), 0, = (—ep, 0). Their sum is |x;|, so the first second-layer block provides 20
random hinge features for approximating x% — 1/3. Set the output coefficients of all other
blocks to zero. Applying the single-block interpolation estimation derived above and leav-
ing the x3-component unapproximated gives

Eamfﬁ /3

free»

1 8 20y 120 1 144
—f*||2L d S—+(—+—)—_=—+ .=8(3)(2).
2(dw) = 45 " 15 30 M2,/ 45 M2,

With 20 trainable first-layer neurons, assign 5 pairs to (x2)+ + (—x2)4+ and the other
5 pairs to (x3)+ + (—x3)+. Each coordinate then feeds 5 fixed second-layer blocks, pro-
viding 100 independent uniform biases. Pooling and ordering these biases gives the same
interpolation construction with 100 nodes per coordinate. Repeating the calculation above
yields

1\/8 100 120 580
N=+—= - _c®
:r?ef lfs = f* ||L2(d/4) (1+4)(15+ 30) 2251015 }251015 &Y (20).

All second-layer parameters remain fixed in this construction.

The Two-Layer Upper Bound. We use the following symmetric interpolation construc-
tion for approximating > Let q €{1,2,...,5}, set mgee = 4q, and consider the equally
spaced nodes u; = —1 + 2q =, 0<i < 2q + 1. The piecewise-linear interpolant of u” at
these nodes is

q _ _
R e (R RS N

Thus, 1, is represented by g symmetric pairs of ReLU features, or 2¢g neurons in total. On
every interval [u;, u;41], we have I, (1) — u? = (u — u;)(uis1 — u). The spatial mean of the
interpolation residual is

1 2/(2g+1)
du 2q+1/ 2 2
() —u?] 22 = (—— )d -
/_1["(”) ”]2 2 J g+t M= 30q+ 1)

Therefore, 1, (1) —
over,

W has zero spatial mean and approximates u> — 1/3. More-

! 1 2 ) 2du 4
/_1 [1‘1(”)_5_ 3(2g + 1)2 ~ _1/3)] 2 45(2q + DA

To implement these two coordinate-wise interpolants, assign ¢ symmetric pairs of train-
able neurons to the x;-coordinate and another ¢ symmetric pairs to the x3-coordinate. For
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1 < r < g, choose the corresponding hidden parameters as
2r — 1 2r — 1
0£2) 1 = (ez’_ )’ 0§2) = (_ €, — ),
r 2qg + 1 r 2qg + 1

2) _27‘—1) 2) _(_ _27‘—1)
62q+2r 1= (03, 2g+1 ’ 62q+2r - €3, 2 +1 :

Choose their output coefficients as ,8;3) ! ,6’(2) 2q+1, ﬁé?—e&r—l = ﬁézl oy = 2q ~7» where

the second pair of coefficients includes the factor 1/2 multiplying the x3-component of the
target. Set the output coefficients of all fixed neurons to zero. Finally, choose the output

bias as 5
1 1 2 1-(2g+1
B = (14 D)l - L |- l-ar)?
2/L2g+1)2 3 3(2q+1)2 2(2q +1)2
For these parameters, the network output is
2 1 2
I, —_———— [I -
P =1lan) =3 =35 Yl = 37 555

The two coordinate errors have zero spatial mean and depend on independent coordi-
nates, so their cross term vanishes. Consequently,

1 4 1
%112

— = 1 + - = .
12 = S W,y ( 4)45(2q+ D4~ 9(2q + 1)

The infimum over the trainable hidden parameters and output coefficients is no larger than
the error of this explicit choice. Since the construction is available for every realization of
the fixed random neurons, taking expectation over those parameters gives

1
E inf < &P (mfree) = ———————.
é{lc ”f fzuLZ(d’u) (mtree) 9(mfree/2 + 1)4
In particular, &) (4) = 5 34 = 729, &®(20) = 3 114

For the case of two trainable hidden neurons, use one symmetric pair for the x,-coordinate.
Taking g = 1 in the interpolation construction gives the centered approximation error

45"‘34 = 3;;15 for x — 1/3. Leaving the x3-component unapproximated therefore yields
4 1 17
E inf +—=—-=89(2
1 = S a0 < 3655 * 35 = 725 @) "

For miree € {2,4}, substitution gives G (2) ~ 0.7998, G (4) ~ 0.9997, G?) (2) ~
0.7902, G (4) ~ 0.9877.

E. Complementary Experiments

E.1. Effect of the Initialization Scale

This experiment examines the dependence of the small-P transition on 7 for a fixed target
in the spherical biased-ReLU RKHS in Section 4.
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Target Function. Let z = Unif(S*) and p = Unif(S°). Define

[35
() =4/ 55 (4x7 +2x3 +x3 — 3x] — 4x2), and Y4(x) = V3465 x1x2x3x4.

These are orthonormal spherical harmonics of degrees 2 and 4. We take the target function

0.9 0.1\-1/2
£(x) = C¢ (V0.9Y2(x) + VO.1Y4(x)), with C¢ = (g_ + g_) :
' ' 2 4
where &, and &4 are the corresponding eigenvalues of 7,,. By the spectral characterization
of H,, in (4.3) and the Ly (du) orthonormality of ¥> and Y4, we have

. 0.9 0.1y-1/0.9 0.1
1712, = (= + ) (F+=)=1
AN 5 T & &
Thus || f*|l4;, = 1 and f* € H,,. The target and reference RKHS remain unchanged as 7
varies. Training uses f*/C¢, with both the target and network output rescaled by C, for

reporting. This common scaling leaves the normalized gain unchanged.

Experimental Set-up.
* Network and Parameter Grid. We use a two-layer ReLU network of width 64, with

Pe i{o, 12, ..., 19,20, 24, 32, 48, 64},
64
and7 € {1, 1.2, 1.5, 2, 25, 3, 3.5, 4,5, 7.5, 8, 9, 10}.

¢ Initialization Distributions. Fixed neurons are initialized from p(()T), while trainable
neurons use a numerical approximation to the ridge leverage distribution in (3.8). We
use A ~ 4.5244 x 10~ so that d(1) ~ 64/log 64 for all P and 7. In the spherical setting,
s1(0) depends only on the bias b, so the bias density is proportional to p(b)s,(8) and
then normalized. The leverage score s,(6) is evaluated using harmonic degrees up to
32, with the omitted tail replaced by the remaining feature energy divided by A as an
upper bound. The bias density is evaluated on 4097 grid points. We mix the approximate
leverage distribution with the uniform reference distribution p, assigning weight 1073
to p to ensure positivity. Trainable hidden parameters are unconstrained during training,
and all output parameters are also optimized.

* Training and Repetitions. Each configuration is trained on the same 12,000 independent
samples from u for 12,000 full-batch Adam steps and repeated 21 times. The remaining
optimizer settings follow Table 2. Within each repetition, the two independent initializa-
tion pools are shared across P and 7. The full-training result is reused across 7, since no
hidden neurons remain fixed at P = 1.

Metrics. The empirical gain uses the same geometric mean training loss and normalization
as in Section 6. The numerical threshold Py ; is the smallest tested P satisfying G (P) > 0.9.
Pointwise 95% intervals are obtained from 500 paired bootstrap resamples across repeti-
tions. For d = 5, the theoretical curves use (3.12) with @ = 7/4 and r = 24V271/5.
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Results and Interpretation. Figure 1 is reproduced below. The numerical threshold Py ;
decreases overall as 7 increases. The gain curve for T = 10 also rises more rapidly at small
P than that for 7 = 1. These observations are qualitatively consistent with the theoretical
trend. The theoretical curves are derived from the approximation upper bound over the
RKHS unit ball in Theorem 4.3 with d = 5, whereas the numerical curves describe training
performance for one fixed target f* in that ball under finite sampling and a fixed training
budget. Quantitative differences between the curves are therefore expected. Nevertheless,
the numerical results exhibit the same overall dependence on 7, providing empirical support
for the theoretical prediction within the scaled spherical family.

o
& -

< £
g ©
=] .g
<
g ]
ﬂe- -8 0.5
2 L
= =]
E E
& Z
0 01
1 2 4 7 10 0 0.1 0.25 0.5 0.75 1
Initialization Scale 7 Trainable Proportion P
(a) Threshold for 90% gain. (b) Normalized gain.

Figure 1 (reproduced). Theoretical and numerical phase transitions for two-layer spherical biased-
ReLU P-trainable networks with d = 5. Red curves are derived from the approximation bound, while
blue curves show illustrative training results for a fixed RKHS target. Threshold Py ; marks 90%
normalized gain. Shaded bands indicate 95% bootstrap intervals.

E.2. Additional Experiments with Other Activation Functions

This section presents the width and depth experiments with GELU and tanh, using the
same targets, architectures, and training settings as in Section 6.1. Figures 13 to 18 below
show small-P phase transition patterns similar to those observed with ReLU. For GELU
on f, the two-layer network also shows normalized gains slightly above 1, so we omit this
gain curve. Partial training attains a slightly lower loss than full training at some P under
the fixed training budget. The corresponding differences in absolute training loss are only
of order 107>, representing small fluctuations that do not alter the overall phase transition
pattern.
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Figure 13. Training results for f;" with GELU activation.
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Figure 14. Training results for f;* with GELU activation.
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Figure 15. Training results for f; with GELU activation.
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Figure 16. Training results for f;" with tanh activation.
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Figure 17. Training results for f; with tanh activation.
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Figure 18. Training results for f; with tanh activation.
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