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Abstract

In recent years residual neural networks (ResNets) as introduced by He et al. [17] have
become very popular in a large number of applications, including in image classification
and segmentation. They provide a new perspective in training very deep neural networks
without suffering the vanishing gradient problem. In this article we show that ResNets are
able to approximate solutions of Kolmogorov partial differential equations (PDEs) with
constant diffusion and possibly nonlinear drift coefficients without suffering the curse of
dimensionality, which is to say the number of parameters of the approximating ResNets
grows at most polynomially in the reciprocal of the approximation accuracy ε > 0 and
the dimension of the considered PDE d ∈ N. We adapt a proof in Jentzen et al. [20] -
who showed a similar result for feedforward neural networks (FNNs) - to ResNets. In
contrast to FNNs, the Euler-Maruyama approximation structure of ResNets simplifies
the construction of the approximating ResNets substantially. Moreover, contrary to [20],
in our proof using ResNets does not require the existence of an FNN (or a ResNet)
representing the identity map, which enlarges the set of applicable activation functions.
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Notation

Notation 0.1 (Natural and real numbers) We denote the set of natural numbers by N = {1,
2, 3, . . . }, the set of natural numbers including zero by N0 = {0, 1, 2, 3, . . .}, and the set of real
numbers by R.

Notation 0.2 (Scalar product and Euclidean norm) Let n ∈ N and x = (x1, x2, . . . , xn),
y = (y1, y2, . . . , yn) ∈ R

n. Then we denote by 〈·, ·〉:Rn × R
n → R the standard scalar product

given by

〈x, y〉 =
n
∑

i=1

xiyi.

Moreover, we denote by ‖x‖ the Euclidean norm of x ∈ R
n induced by the standard scalar

product, i.e.,

‖x‖ =

[

n
∑

i=1

x2i

]1/2

.

Notation 0.3 (Identity matrix) Let n ∈ N. Then we denote by In ∈ R
n×n the identity

matrix in R
n×n.

Notation 0.4 (Multidimensional versions) Let f :R → R be a function. Then we denote by
Mf : (∪n∈NR

n) → (∪n∈NR
n) the function which satisfies for all n ∈ N, x = (x1, x2, ..., xn) ∈ R

n

that

Mf(x) = (f(x1), f(x2), ..., f(xn)).

Notation 0.5 (Gradient and Hessian matrix) Let n ∈ N and f :Rn → R be a differentiable
function. Then we denote the partial derivatives (also called partials) in the i-th variable by

∂xi
f, i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , n}.

Furthermore, we denote the gradient and, if f is twice differentiable, the Hessian matrix by

∇f =











∂x1f

∂x2f
...

∂xn
f











and Hess(f) =











∂2x1
f ∂x1∂x2f . . . ∂x1∂xn

f

∂x2∂x1f ∂2x2
f . . . ∂x2∂xn

f
...

...
. . .

...
∂xn

∂x1f ∂xn
∂x2f . . . ∂2xn

f











.

Notation 0.6 (Set of continuous functions) Let m,n ∈ N. Then we denote by C(Rm,Rn)
the set of all continuous functions f :Rm → R

n.
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1 Introduction

In recent years residual neural networks (ResNets) as introduced by He et al. [17] have become
very popular in a large number of applications, especially, in image classification and segmen-
tation. One of their main advantages is that even very deep ResNets are able to be trained
without suffering the vanishing gradient problem, see, e.g., [13, 17, 18, 24, 30]. In this article,
in Corollary 4.3 below, we show that ResNets have the capacity to approximate solutions of
Kolmogorov partial differential equations (PDEs) (see, e.g., [21,22]) with constant diffusion and
possibly nonlinear drift coefficients without suffering the curse of dimensionality (CoD), which
is to say the number of parameters of the approximating ResNets grows at most polynomially
in the reciprocal of the approximation accuracy ε > 0 and the dimension of the considered
PDE d ∈ N. We achieve this by adapting a proof in Jentzen et al. [20] - who showed a similar
result for feedforward neural networks (FNNs) - to ResNets.

We define ResNets as a sequence of FNNs and linear projections of the skip connections,
also called shortcuts (cf. Definitions 3.1 and 3.2 below). In this way ResNets can be seen as
Euler-Maruyama approximations if we set the linear projection equal to the identity [2, 23].
Due to the similar structure to the Euler-Maruyama approximation, ResNets perfectly suit the
proof structure presented in [20]. Therefore, we are able to show that ResNets approximating
Kolmogorov PDEs with constant diffusion and possibly nonlinear drift coefficient overcome the
CoD. We note that there are many more theoretical results about neural networks approximat-
ing solutions of PDEs in the scientific literature, see, e.g., [3, 4, 6, 9, 12, 15, 19, 20].

Our proof of the main result of this article, Proposition 4.2 below, involves several steps.
With the help of the Feynman-Kac formula we obtain suitable stochastic processes linked
to solutions of Kolmogorov PDEs. The weak error estimates for an Euler-Maruyama type
approximation as presented in [20, Proposition 4.2] and Monte Carlo type estimates as in [10,
Corollary 2.5] then yield to random fields with the desired approximation accuracy. Lemma
2.1 in [20] assures the existence of realizations of these random fields (which are deterministic)
with the same approximation accuracy. Assuming that we can approximate the drift and the
initial condition function of the PDE by FNNs without suffering the CoD, we then construct
ResNets with realizations equal to the obtained approximating functions. As the last step we
show the polynomial complexity bounds of the constructed ResNets.

The Euler-Maruyama type structure induced by the definition of ResNets simplifies the
construction of the ResNet in our proof substantially compared to [20]. On one hand, a con-
struction as in [20, Proposition 5.2] to perform one step in the Euler-Maruyama approximation
becomes unnecessary. On the other hand, due to our complexity measure on ResNets, plugging
in the artificial identity between two neural networks is not needed anymore to obtain polyno-
mial complexity bounds. Therefore, we do not need to assume that FNNs have the capability
to describe the identity function, which, would be an additional assumption on the activation
function. This, of course, enlarges the set of applicable activation functions.

The article is structured as follows. In Section 2, we recall definitions and results on FNNs,
closely following [20]. Using results from Section 2 and inspired by [18, 23], in Section 3 we
develop a theory involving different manipulations of ResNets and FNNs. In Section 4, we state
and prove our main result, Proposition 4.2 and its slight extension - Corollary 4.3. Finally, in
Section 5 we provide some closing comments.

4



2 Feedforward neural networks (FNNs)

In this section, we recall some definitions and results on standard FNNs from the scientific
literature (cf., e.g., [20, Section 5]). These results on FNNs allow us to obtain similar results
on ResNets presented in Section 3 below. For proofs of the results of this section we refer to,
e.g., Grohs et al. [11, Section 2] and Jentzen et al. [20, Section 5].

Definition 2.1 (FNNs) We denote by N the set given by

N = ∪L∈N ∪l0,l1,...,lL∈N (×L
k=1(R

lk×lk−1 × R
lk)) (2.1)

and we denote by P,L, I,O:N → N, D:N → (∪L∈NN
L), and Dn:N → N0, n ∈ N0, the

functions which satisfy for all L ∈ N, l0, l1, ..., lL ∈ N, θ = ((W1, B1), (W2, B2), . . . , (WL, BL)) ∈
(×L

k=1(R
lk×lk−1 × R

lk)), n ∈ N0 that L(θ) = L, I(θ) = l0, O(θ) = lL, and

P(θ) =
L
∑

k=1

lk(lk−1 + 1),

D(θ) = (l0, l1, . . . , lL),

Dn(θ) =

{

ln :n ≤ L

0 :n > L.

We call θ ∈ N an FNN and we call the number of layers L(θ) = L the depth of the FNN
θ, and denote by li the size of layer i and this represents the number of neurons in layer i.
Furthermore, we call I(θ) = l0 the input dimension, O(θ) = lL the output dimension, and
we call P(θ) the complexity of the FNN θ ∈ N . One usually refers to D(θ), respectively to
{Dn(θ)}n∈N0 , as the architecture of the FNN θ ∈ N .

Note that there are different definitions for the complexity of an FNN, e.g., the depth, the
size of the largest layer, the total number of neurons or the number of non-zero parameters,
i.e., non-zero entries of all weights and biases, see, e.g., [7,8,11,20,23,26]. However, the number
of non-zero parameters and the total number of parameters are related in the sense that a
polynomial bound on the complexity of a non-degenerate FNN considering all parameters leads
to a polynomial bound on the complexity of the non-degenerate FNN considering only non-zero
parameters and vice versa (see, e.g., Elbrächter et al. [7, Section 5] for more details).

Definition 2.2 (Realizations associated to FNNs) Let a ∈ C(R,R). Then we denote
by Ra:N → (∪u,v∈NC(R

u,Rv)) the function which satisfies for all L ∈ N, l0, l1, . . . , lL ∈ N,

θ = ((W1, B1), (W2, B2), . . . , (WL, BL)) ∈ (×L
k=1(R

lk×lk−1 ×R
lk)), x0 ∈ R

l0, x1 ∈ R
l1 , . . . , xL−1 ∈

R
lL−1 with for all k ∈ N ∩ (0, L)

xk = Ma(Wkxk−1 +Bk)

that Raθ ∈ C(Rl0,RlL) and (Raθ)(x0) = WLxL−1 +BL (cf. Notation 0.4 and Definition 2.1).

W1x0 +B1 Ma W2x1 +B2 Ma · · · WLxL−1 +BL

Input x0 Output

Figure 1: Realization of an FNN.

Intuitively speaking, Raθ is the function the FNN θ ∈ N and the function a ∈ C(R,R)
represent. Here, one usually calls a ∈ C(R,R) the activation function. The first layer receives
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an input signal x0, performs a weighting with weights W1 and adds the bias B1. Then the
activation function a is applied in every component and x1 is sent as input to the second layer.
This procedure is repeated until the last layer is reached, where the signal WLxL−1+BL is sent
as an output directly without applying the activation function (see Figure 1). There are many
commonly used activation functions, see, e.g., [1, 16, 25, 28, 29] for further discussion.

Definition 2.3 (Standard compositions of FNNs) We denote by (·) • (·): {(θ1, θ2) ∈
N × N | I(θ2) = O(θ1)} → N the function which satisfies for all L, L ∈ N, l0, l1, . . . , lL,
l0, l1, . . . , lL ∈ N,

θ1 = ((W1,B1), (W2,B2), . . . , (WL,BL)) ∈ (×L

k=1(R
lk×lk−1 × R

lk)),

θ2 = ((W1, B1), (W2, B2), . . . , (WL, BL)) ∈ (×L
k=1(R

lk×lk−1 × R
lk))

with l0 = I(θ2) = O(θ1) = lL that

θ2 • θ1 = ((W1,B1), (W2,B2), . . . , (WL−1,BL−1),

(W1WL,W1BL +B1), (W2, B2), (W3, B3), . . . , (WL, BL))

(cf. Definition 2.1).

Lemma 2.4 Let θ1, θ2 ∈ N be as in Definition 2.3 (cf. Definition 2.1). Then

i) it holds that

D(θ2 • θ1) = (D0(θ1),D1(θ1), . . . ,DL(θ1)−1(θ1),D1(θ2),D2(θ2), . . . ,DL(θ2)(θ2)), (2.2)

and

ii) it holds for all a ∈ C(R,R) that Ra(θ2 • θ1) ∈ C(RI(θ1),RO(θ2)) and

Ra(θ2 • θ1) = [Ra(θ2)] ◦ [Ra(θ1)] (2.3)

(cf. Definitions 2.2 and 2.3).

Statement ii) in Lemma 2.4 above shows the natural property that the realization of two
composed FNNs is the composition of the realization of the two FNNs. On the other side,
i) shows that lL(θ1)−1l1 6 P(θ2 • θ1) and thus, in [20], P(θ2 • θ1) potentially might grow as
P(θ2)P(θ1) leading to an exponential complexity. This is solved in [20] by plugging in the
artificial identity between the two FNNs (cf. [20, Proposition 5.1, Proposition 5.2]).

Definition 2.5 (Parallelizations of FNNs with the same depth) Let n ∈ N. Then we
denote by

Pn: {(θ1, θ2, . . . , θn) ∈ N n|L(θ1) = L(θ2) = · · · = L(θn)} → N (2.4)

the function which satisfies for all L ∈ N, l10, l
1
1, ..., l

1
L, l

2
0, l

2
1, . . . , l

2
L, . . . , l

n
0 , l

n
1 , . . . , l

n
L ∈ N,

θ1 = ((W 1
1 , B

1
1), (W

1
2 , B

1
2), . . . , (W

1
L, B

1
L)) ∈ (×L

k=1(R
l1
k
×l1

k−1 × R
l1
k)),

θ2 = ((W 2
1 , B

2
1), (W

2
2 , B

2
2), . . . , (W

2
L, B

2
L)) ∈ (×L

k=1(R
l2
k
×l2

k−1 × R
l2
k)),

...

θn = ((W n
1 , B

n
1 ), (W

n
2 , B

n
2 ), . . . , (W

n
L , B

n
L)) ∈ (×L

k=1(R
ln
k
×ln

k−1 × R
ln
k ))
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that

Pn(θ1, θ2, . . . , θn) =











































W 1
1 0 0 · · · 0
0 W 2

1 0 · · · 0
0 0 W 3

1 · · · 0
...

...
...

. . .
...

0 0 0 · · · W n
1















,















B1
1

B2
1

B3
1
...
Bn

1





























, (2.5)





























W 1
2 0 0 · · · 0
0 W 2

2 0 · · · 0
0 0 W 3

2 · · · 0
...

...
...

. . .
...

0 0 0 · · · W n
2















,















B1
2

B2
2

B3
2
...
Bn

2





























, . . . , (2.6)





























W 1
L 0 0 · · · 0
0 W 2

L 0 · · · 0
0 0 W 3

L · · · 0
...

...
...

. . .
...

0 0 0 · · · W n
L















,















B1
L

B2
L

B3
L
...
Bn

L











































(2.7)

(cf. Definition 2.1).

Lemma 2.6 Let a ∈ C(R,R) be the activation function and let n ∈ N, θ = (θ1, θ2, . . . , θn) ∈ N n

satisfy L(θ1) = L(θ2) = · · · = L(θn) (cf. Definition 2.1). Then

i) it holds that

D(Pn(θ)) =
(

∑n
j=1D0(θj),

∑n
j=1D1(θj), . . . ,

∑n
j=1DL(θ1)(θj)

)

(2.8)

and

ii) it holds that for all x1 ∈ R
I(θ1), x2 ∈ R

I(θ2), . . . , xn ∈ R
I(θn) that

(Ra(Pn(θ)))(x1, x2, . . . , xn) = ((Raθ1)(x1), (Raθ2)(x2), . . . , (Raθn)(xn)) (2.9)

(cf. Definitions 2.2 and 2.5).

The second statement in Lemma 2.6 above shows the natural property that the realization
of parallelized FNNs is the parallelization of the realizations of the FNNs and the first statement
allows us to conclude the complexity bounds in Lemma 2.9 below.

Definition 2.7 (Matrix multiplications of FNNs) Let L ∈ N, l0, l1, . . . , lL, n ∈ N, θ =
((W1, B1), (W2, B2), . . . , (WL, BL)) ∈ (×L

k=1(R
lk×lk−1 × R

lk)), W ∈ R
n×lL, W ∈ R

l0×n. Then we
denote by W ⊛ θ ∈ N and θ ⊛W ∈ N the FNNs given by

W ⊛ θ = ((W1, B1), (W2, B2), . . . , (WL−1, BL−1), (WWL,WBL)) (2.10)

and

θ ⊛W = ((W1W, B1), (W2, B2), . . . , (WL, BL)) (2.11)

(cf. Definition 2.1).
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The next result shows the that the matrix multiplications of an FNN correspond to the
linear projection of the output, respectively input, with the multiplied matrix.

Lemma 2.8 Let a ∈ C(R,R) and let θ ∈ N (cf. Definition 2.1). Then

i) it holds for all m ∈ N, W ∈ R
m×O(θ) that Ra(W ⊛ θ) ∈ C(RI(θ),Rm),

ii) it holds for all m ∈ N, W ∈ R
m×O(θ), x ∈ R

I(θ) that

(Ra(W ⊛ θ))(x) = W(Raθ(x)), (2.12)

iii) it holds for all n ∈ N, W ∈ R
I(θ)×n that Ra(θ ⊛W) ∈ C(Rn,RO(θ)), and

iv) it holds for all n ∈ N, W ∈ R
I(θ)×n, x ∈ R

n that

(Ra(θ ⊛W))(x) = Raθ(Wx) (2.13)

(cf. Definitions 2.2 and 2.7).

Lemma 2.9 (Sum of FNNs with same architecture) Let a ∈ C(R,R),M ∈ N, h1, h2, . . . ,
hM ∈ R and let (θm)m∈{1,2,...,M} ∈ N satisfy that D(θ1) = D(θ2) = · · · = D(θM) (cf. Definition
2.1). Then there exists ψ ∈ N such that for all x ∈ R

I(θ1) it holds that Raψ ∈ C(RI(θ1),RO(θ1)),
P(ψ) ≤ M2P(θ1), and

(Raψ)(x) =
M
∑

m=1

hm[(Raθm)(x)] (2.14)

(cf. Definition 2.2).

The proof of Lemma 2.9 follows from Lemma 2.6 and Lemma 2.8, see, e.g., [20, Lemma 5.4]
for further details. Lemma 2.9 assures the existence of an FNN whose realization is equal to a
weighted sum of other FNNs with same architecture. This lemma is used to obtain a similar
result for ResNets in Lemma 3.9 in Section 3 below, which in turn, allows us to apply Monte
Carlo type estimates using ResNets.
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3 Residual networks (ResNets)

In the following section we present definitions and results on ResNets analogous to the ones for
FNNs which we recalled in Section 2 above. The main difference between FNNs as introduced
in Section 2 and general ResNets is the shortcut connection between different layers, see He et
al. [17]. There are several different architectures of ResNets, see, e.g., [2,5,6,17,18,23,26,31]. In
this article, we present a definition inspired by [18,23], where ResNets are designed as a sequence
of FNNs and corresponding shortcut connections. This shortcut connections are realized by
linear projections of the output from the previous step (cf. Definition 3.2 below).

Definition 3.1 (ResNet) We denote the set of all ResNets by

N : = ∪n∈NNn,

where for every n ∈ N,

Nn: = ∪(d0,d1,...,dn)∈Nn















(Γ1, θ1,Γ2, θ2, . . . ,Γn, θn)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

θk ∈ N is such that
I(θk) = dk−1,O(θk) = dk,

and Γk ∈ R
dk×dk−1

∀ k ∈ {1, 2, . . . , n}















(cf. Definition 2.1). Let n ∈ N, d0, d1, d2, . . . , dn ∈ N, and let the ResNet Θ ∈ N be given by

Θ = (Γ1, θ1,Γ2, θ2, . . . ,Γn, θn) ,

where for every k ∈ {1, 2, . . . , n} we have I(θk) = dk−1,O(θk) = dk, and Γk ∈ R
dk×dk−1. We

call θ = (θ1, θ2, . . . , θn) ∈ N n the residual blocks of Θ. Moreover, we denote by L ,P:N → N

the functions which satisfy L (Θ) = n, P (Θ) =
∑n

i=1 (P(θi) + didi−1) (cf. Definition 2.1).
We call L (Θ) the length of Θ and P(Θ) the complexity of Θ. Furthermore, we denote by
D :N → ∪L∈NN

L the function which satisfies D(Θ) = (d0, d1, . . . , dL (Θ)).

Definition 3.2 (Realization of ResNets) Let a ∈ C(R,R). Then we denote by Ra:N →
∪u,v∈NC(R

u,Rv) the function which satisfies for all

Θ = (Γ1, θ1,Γ2, θ2, . . . ,Γn, θn) ∈ N

and x0 ∈ R
I(θ1), x1 ∈ R

I(θ2) = R
O(θ1), . . . , xn ∈ R

O(θn) with

xi = Γixi−1 +Raθi (xi−1) (3.1)

for all i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , n}, that (RaΘ)(x0) = xn (cf. Definitions 2.1, 2.2, and 3.1). We call
a ∈ C(R,R) the activation function and the function RaΘ ∈ C(RI(θ1),RO(θn)) the realization
of the ResNet Θ ∈ N .

Figure 2 illustrates the realization of a ResNet as introduced in Definition 3.2.

θ1 + θ2 + · · · θn−1 + θn
Input x0

Γ1 Γ2 Γ3 Γn−1 Γn

Output

Figure 2: Realization of a ResNet.

Note that in our definition of a ResNet we only allow shortcuts over one FNN. If d0 =
d1 = · · · = dn this definition suits the Euler-Maruyama type approximation when setting the
shortcut matrices Γi to the identity matrices.
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Definition 3.3 (Composition of ResNets) Let n,m ∈ N and let the ResNets Θ1 =
(Γ1

1, θ
1
1,Γ

1
2, θ

1
2, . . . ,Γ

1
n, θ

1
n), Θ

2 = (Γ2
1, θ

2
1,Γ

2
2, θ

2
2, . . . ,Γ

2
m, θ

2
m) ∈ N satisfy O(θ1n) = I(θ21) (cf. Def-

initions 2.1 and 3.1). Then we define the composition of Θ1 and Θ2 by

Θ2 •Θ1: = (Γ1
1, θ

1
1,Γ

1
2, θ

1
2, . . . ,Γ

1
n, θ

1
n,Γ

2
1, θ

2
1,Γ

2
2, θ

2
2, . . . ,Γ

2
m, θ

2
m) ∈ N .

Note that under the condition that O(θ1n), the output dimension of Θ1, is equal to I(θ21),
the input dimension of Θ2, the composition Θ2 • Θ1 is well defined and again a ResNet. The
following result, Lemma 3.4 below, shows the natural property that the realization of two
composed ResNets is the composition of the realizations of these two ResNets.

Lemma 3.4 Let n,m ∈ N, a ∈ C(R,R), and let Θ1 = (Γ1
1, θ

1
1,Γ

1
2, θ

1
2, . . . ,Γ

1
n, θ

1
n), Θ2 =

(Γ2
1, θ

2
1,Γ

2
2, θ

2
2, . . . ,Γ

2
m, θ

2
m) ∈ N satisfy O(θ1n) = I(θ21) (cf. Definitions 2.1 and 3.1). Then the

following properties hold

i) Ra(Θ
2 •Θ1) = Ra(Θ

2) ◦ Ra(Θ
1),

ii) P(Θ2 •Θ1) = P(Θ1) + P(Θ2)

(cf. Definitions 3.2 and 3.3).

Proof. To show statement i), for arbitrary x0 ∈ R
I(θ11) let us define xi: = Γ1

ixi−1+(Raθ
1
i )(xi−1)

for all i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , n} and xj : = Γ2
j−nxj−1+(Raθ

2
j−n)(xj−1) for all j ∈ {n+1, n+2, . . . , n+m}.

Then

[Ra(Θ
2 •Θ1)](x0) = xn+m = [Ra(Θ

2)](xn) = [Ra(Θ
2)][Ra(Θ

1)(x0)]

= [Ra(Θ
2) ◦ Ra(Θ

1)](x0).

For statement ii) note that

P(Θ2 •Θ1) =
m
∑

j=1

(

P(θ2j ) + d2jd
2
j−1

)

+
n
∑

i=1

(

P(θ1i ) + d1id
1
i−1

)

= P(Θ1) + P(Θ2),

where d10, d
1
1, d

1
2, . . . , d

1
n, d

2
0, d

2
1, . . . , d

2
m ∈ N satisfy ∀ i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , n}: I(θ1i ) = d1i−1,O(θ1i ) = d1i

and ∀ j ∈ {1, 2, . . . , m}: I(θ2j ) = d2j−1,O(θ2j ) = d2j . The proof of Lemma 3.4 is completed. �

Next we define the composition of a ResNet with a standard FNN.

Definition 3.5 (Composition of a ResNet with an FNN) Let n ∈ N, Θ = (Γ1, θ1,Γ2, θ2,

. . . ,Γn, θn) ∈ N , and φ ∈ N with I(φ) = O(θn) (cf. Definitions 2.1 and 3.1). Moreover, let
A ∈ R

O(φ)×I(φ) be the matrix with only zero entries. Then we define the composition of φ and
Θ by

φ ⋄Θ:= (Γ1, θ1,Γ2, θ2, . . . ,Γn, θn, A, φ).

Observe that under the assumption that O(θn), the output dimension of Θ, is equal to I(φ),
the input dimension of φ, the composition φ ⋄Θ is well defined and again a ResNet. Similarly,
to Lemma 3.4 above, the next result demonstrates that the realization of the composition of a
ResNet with an FNN is the composition of the realizations of this ResNet and FNN.

Lemma 3.6 Let n ∈ N, a ∈ C(R,R), Θ = (Γ1, θ1,Γ2, θ2, . . . ,Γn, θn) ∈ N , and φ ∈ N with
I(φ) = O(θn) (cf. Definitions 2.1 and 3.1). Then the following two properties hold

10



i) Ra(φ ⋄Θ) = [Ra(φ)] ◦ [Ra(Θ)],

ii) P(φ ⋄Θ) = P(Θ) + P(φ) + I(φ)O(φ)

(cf. Definitions 3.2, 3.5, and 2.2).

Proof. Let A ∈ R
O(φ)×I(φ) be the matrix with only zero entries. The statements follow directly

from Lemma 3.4 and using the fact φ ⋄Θ = (A, φ) •Θ (cf. Definition 3.3). �

The above Definition 3.5 and Lemma 3.6 are important to connect FNNs to our theory
about ResNets. Setting the shortcut connection to zero allows us to compose ResNets with
FNNs and obtain the natural property that the realization of the composition of a ResNet and
an FNN is the composition of the realization of a ResNet and an FNN.

The next definition presents the parallelization of ResNets analogous to Definition 2.5.

Definition 3.7 (Parallelization of ResNets with same architecture) Let u ∈ N and
Θj : = (Γj

1, θ
j
1,Γ

j
2, θ

j
2, . . . ,Γ

j
n, θ

j
n) ∈ N for all j ∈ {1, 2, . . . , u} and some n ∈ N (cf. Definition

3.1). Moreover, assume that D(θ1i ) = · · · = D(θui ) for all i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , n} (cf. Definition 2.1).
Then we define

Pu(Θ
1,Θ2, . . . ,Θu): =





















Γ1
1 0 . . . 0
0 Γ2

1 . . . 0
...

...
. . .

...
0 0 . . . Γu

1











,Pu(θ
1
1, θ

2
1, . . . , θ

u
1 ),











Γ1
2 0 . . . 0
0 Γ2

2 . . . 0
...

...
. . .

...
0 0 . . . Γu

2











,Pu(θ
1
2, θ

2
2, . . . , θ

u
2 ), . . . ,











Γ1
n 0 . . . 0
0 Γ2

n . . . 0
...

...
. . .

...
0 0 . . . Γu

n











,Pu(θ
1
n, θ

2
n, . . . , θ

u
n)











(cf. Definition 2.5).

Note that the above condition ∀ i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , n}:D(θ1i ) = D(θ2i ) = · · · = D(θui ) ensures that
for D(Θ1) = (d0, d1, . . . , dn) we have, for all i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , n},











Γ1
i 0 . . . 0
0 Γ2

i . . . 0
...

...
. . .

...
0 0 . . . Γu

i











∈ R
udi×udi−1

and, by Lemma 2.6, we get Ra(Pu(θ
1
i , . . . , θ

u
i )) ∈ C(Rudi−1 ,Rudi). Thus Pu is well defined and

is a ResNet.
The next lemma shows a natural property that the realization of a parallelized ResNets is

equal to the vector of the realizations of these ResNets.

Lemma 3.8 Let n, u ∈ N, a ∈ C(R,R), let Θj: = (Γj
1, θ

j
1,Γ

j
2, θ

j
2, . . . ,Γ

j
n, θ

j
n) ∈ N , j ∈

{1, 2, . . . , u}, satisfy D(θ1i ) = D(θ2i ) = · · · = D(θui ) for all i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , n}, and let x10, x
2
0, . . . ,

xu0 ∈ R
I(θ11) (cf. Definitions 2.1 and 3.1). Then
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i) [Ra(Pu(Θ
1,Θ2, . . . ,Θu))](x10, x

2
0, . . . , x

u
0) = ((RaΘ

1)(x10), (RaΘ
2)(x20), . . . , (RaΘ

u)(xu0)),

ii) P(Pu(Θ
1,Θ2, . . . ,Θu)) 6 u2P(Θ1)

(cf. Definitions 3.2 and 3.7).

Proof. Let d0, d1, d2, . . . , dn ∈ N satisfy for all j ∈ {1, 2, . . . , u} that D(Θj) = (d0, d1, d2, . . . , dn)
and let z0 ∈ R

ud0, zi ∈ R
udi , xji ∈ R

di be given for all i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , n}, j ∈ {1, 2, . . . , u} by

z0: =











x10
x20
...
xu0











,

zi: =











Γ1
i 0 . . . 0
0 Γ2

i . . . 0
...

...
. . .

...
0 0 . . . Γu

i











zi−1 + [Ra(Pu(θ
1
i , θ

2
i , . . . , θ

u
i ))](zi−1),

x
j
i : = Γj

ix
j
i−1 + (Raθ

j
i )(x

j
i−1)

(cf. Definitions 2.2 and 2.5). We observe that it is enough to show zi = (x1i , x
2
i , . . . , x

u
i ) for all

i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , n}. Applying Lemma 2.6 to every parallelized residual block yields inductively

zi =











Γ1
i 0 . . . 0
0 Γ2

i . . . 0
...

...
. . .

...
0 0 . . . Γu

i





















x1i−1

x2i−1
...

xui−1











+ [Ra(Pu(θ
1
i , θ

2
i , . . . , θ

u
i ))]











x1i−1

x2i−1
...

xui−1











=











Γ1
ix

1
i−1

Γ2
ix

2
i−1
...

Γu
i x

u
i−1











+











(Raθ
1
i )(x

1
i−1)

(Raθ
2
i )(x

2
i−1)

...
(Raθ

u
i )(x

u
i−1)











=











x1i
x2i
...
xui











.

For statement ii) we use again Lemma 2.6 and obtain

P(Pu(Θ
1,Θ2, . . . ,Θu)) =

n
∑

i=1

[P(Pu(θ
1
i , θ

2
i , . . . , θ

u
i )) + udiudi−1]

6 u2
(

n
∑

i=1

[P(θ1i ) + didi−1]

)

= u2P(Θ1). �

A simple consequence of Lemma 3.8 is the next result, Lemma 3.9 below, about the sum
of ResNets. In Section 4, Lemma 3.9 allows us to construct ResNets representing Monte Carlo
type approximations.

Lemma 3.9 Let a ∈ C(R,R), u, n ∈ N, h1, h2, . . . , hu ∈ R and let Θj : = (Γj
1, θ

j
1,Γ

j
2, θ

j
2, . . . ,

Γj
n, θ

j
n) ∈ N , j ∈ {1, 2, . . . , u}, satisfy D(θ1i ) = D(θ2i ) = · · · = D(θui ) for all i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , n},

i.e., all the i-th residual blocks have the same architecture (cf. Definitions 2.1 and 3.1). Then
there exists a ResNet ψ ∈ N such that for all x0 ∈ R

I(θ11)

(Raψ)(x0) =
u
∑

j=1

hj [(RaΘ
j)(x0)]

and P(ψ) 6 u2P(Θ1) (cf. Definition 3.2).
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Proof. Let d0, d1, d2, . . . , dn ∈ N satisfy for all j ∈ {1, 2, . . . , u} that D(Θj) = (d0, d1, d2, . . . , dn)
and set

ψ: =





















Γ1
1 0 . . . 0
0 Γ2

1 . . . 0
...

...
. . .

...
0 0 . . . Γu

1











A1,Pu(θ
1
1, θ

2
1, . . . , θ

u
1 )⊛ A1,











Γ1
2 0 . . . 0
0 Γ2

2 . . . 0
...

...
. . .

...
0 0 . . . Γu

2











,Pu(θ
1
2, θ

2
2, . . . , θ

u
2 ), . . . ,

A2











Γ1
n 0 . . . 0
0 Γ2

n . . . 0
...

...
. . .

...
0 0 . . . Γu

n











, A2 ⊛Pu(θ
1
n, θ

2
n, . . . , θ

u
n)











,

where A1 ∈ R
ud0×d0 and A2 ∈ R

dn×udn satisfy

A1 =







Id0
...
Id0






, A2 =

(

h1 Idn . . . hu Idn
)

(cf. Notation 0.3 and Definitions 2.5 and 2.7). Moreover, let us set

z0: = x0,

z1: =











Γ1
1 0 . . . 0
0 Γ2

1 . . . 0
...

...
. . .

...
0 0 . . . Γu

1











A1z0 + [Ra(Pu(θ
1
1, θ

2
1, . . . , θ

u
1 ))](A1z0)

=











Γ1
1 0 . . . 0
0 Γ2

1 . . . 0
...

...
. . .

...
0 0 . . . Γu

1





















x0
x0
...
x0











+ [Ra(Pu(θ
1
1, θ

2
1, . . . , θ

u
1 ))]











x0
x0
...
x0











,

zi: =











Γ1
i 0 . . . 0
0 Γ2

i . . . 0
...

...
. . .

...
0 0 . . . Γu

i











zi−1 + [Ra(Pu(θ
1
i , θ

2
i , . . . , θ

u
i ))](zi−1)

for all i ∈ {2, . . . , n− 1}. Let xji ∈ R
di with xji = Γj

ix
j
i−1 + (Raθ

j
i )(x

j
i−1) for all i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , n},
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j ∈ {1, 2, . . . , u} and thus, by Lemma 2.6 and Lemma 2.8,

(Raψ)(x0) = A2











Γ1
n 0 . . . 0
0 Γ2

n . . . 0
...

...
. . .

...
0 0 . . . Γu

n











zn−1 + A2[Ra(Pu(θ
1
n, θ

2
n, . . . , θ

u
n))(zn−1)]

=

[

u
∑

j=1

hjΓ
j
nx

j
n−1

]

+

[

u
∑

j=1

hj [(Raθ
j
n)(x

j
n−1)]

]

=
u
∑

j=1

hj[Γ
j
nx

j
n−1 + (Raθ

j
n)(x

j
n−1)] =

u
∑

j=1

hj [(RaΘ
j)(x0)],

where we used (RaΘ
j)(x0) = Γj

nx
j
n−1 + (Raθ

j
n)(x

j
n−1) for all j ∈ {1, 2, · · · , u}. Let D(θ1i ) =

D(θ2i ) = · · · = D(θui ) = (di−1, l
i
1, l

i
2 . . . , di) ∈ N

L(θ1i ) for all i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , n}. Using Lemma 2.6
yields that

P(ψ) = P(Pu(θ
1
1, θ

2
1, . . . , θ

u
1 )⊛A1) + ud1d0 +

n−1
∑

i=2

(P(Pu(θ
1
i , θ

2
i , . . . , θ

u
i )) + udiudi−1)

+ P(A2 ⊛Pu(θ
1
n, θ

2
n, . . . , θ

u
n)) + dnudn−1

= ul11d0 + ul11 +

[

L(θ11)−1
∑

j=2

(ul1jul
1
j−1 + ul1j )

]

+ ud1ul
1
L(θ11)−1

+ ud1

+ ud1d0 +
n−1
∑

i=2

(P(Pu(θ
1
i , θ

2
i , . . . , θ

u
i )) + udiudi−1)

+ uln1udn−1 + uln1 +

[

L(θ1n)−1
∑

j=2

(ulnj ul
n
j−1 + ulnj )

]

+ dnul
n
L(θ1n)−1 + dn + dnudn−1

6 u2P(θ11) + u2d1d0 +

[

n−1
∑

i=2

(u2P(θ1i ) + u2didi−1)

]

+ u2P(θ1n) + u2d1ndn−1

6 u2
[

n
∑

i=1

(P(θ1i ) + didi−1)

]

= u2P(Θ1). �
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4 ResNet approximations for Kolmogorov PDEs

In this section, we present with the Proposition 4.2, which is inspired by [20, Proposition
6.1], the main result of this article. Using results from [10, 20] we construct a perturbed
Euler-Maruyama type approximation of a stochastic process which is linked to a solution of
Kolmogorov PDE by the Feynman-Kac formula (see, e.g., [14, Theorem 4.16 & Corollary 4.17]
and [20, Theorem 3.1]) and leads to a random field satisfying the desired weak error type
approximation accuracy ε > 0. With the help of Lemma 2.1 in [20] we obtain the existence
of a realization of this constructed random field with the desired approximation accuracy. We
then apply the results obtained in Section 3 above to construct a ResNet with realization equal
to the realization of the random field obtained. In the last step we derive an upper bound on
the complexity of this constructed ResNet which is polynomially growing in the dimension of
the PDE and the reciprocal of the approximation accuracy. In Corollary 4.3 we use Hölder’s
inequality to extend the result of Proposition 4.2 from p ∈ [2,∞) to p ∈ (0,∞).

Setting 4.1 Let a ∈ C(R,R) be an activation function, let T, κ ∈ (0,∞) be a finite time
horizon and a positive constant, respectively, for every d ∈ N let Ad = (ad,i,j)i,j∈{1,2,...,d} ∈ R

d×d

symmetric and positive definite and let νd a probability measure on R
d w.r.t. the Borel σ-

algebra. For every d ∈ N, the initial condition and drift coefficient, denoted by f0,d:R
d → R

and f1,d:R
d → R

d, satisfy for all x, y ∈ R
d

|f0,d(x)|+ Trace(Ad) 6 κdκ(1 + ‖x‖κ),
‖f1,d(x)− f1,d(y)‖ 6 κ‖x− y‖.

Moreover, for every δ ∈ (0, 1], d ∈ N let φ0,d
δ , φ

1,d
δ ∈ N be FNNs with Raφ

0,d
δ ∈ C(Rd,R),

Raφ
1,d
δ ∈ C(Rd,Rd) satisfying the growth conditions

|(Raφ
0,d
δ )(x)− (Raφ

0,d
δ )(y)| 6 κdκ(1 + ‖x‖κ + ‖y‖κ)‖x− y‖,

‖(Raφ
1,d
δ )(x)‖ 6 κ(dκ + ‖x‖),

(4.1)

and assume that the realizations of (φ0,d
δ )δ∈(0,1] and (φ1,d

δ )δ∈(0,1] approximate f0,d and f1,d in the
sense that for all δ ∈ (0, 1], x ∈ R

d

|f0,d(x)− (Raφ
0,d
δ )(x)|+ ‖f1,d(x)− (Raφ

1,d
δ )(x)‖ 6 δκdκ(1 + ‖x‖κ) (4.2)

(cf. Definitions 2.1 and 2.2).

We now state the main result of this article.

Proposition 4.2 Assume Setting 4.1, let η ∈ [1,∞), p ∈ [2,∞), and assume the families of
FNNs (φ0,d

δ )d∈N,δ∈(0,1] ⊆ N and (φ1,d
δ )d∈N,δ∈(0,1] ⊆ N satisfy

P(φ0,d
δ ) + P(φ1,d

δ ) 6 κdκδ−κ, d ∈ N, δ ∈ (0, 1]. (4.3)

Moreover, for every d ∈ N assume
∫

Rd‖z‖p(2κ+1)νd(dz) 6 ηdη and let ud: [0, T ]× R
d → R be an

at most polynomially growing viscosity solution of

(∂tud)(t, x) = 〈(∇xud)(t, x), f1,d(x)〉+
d
∑

i,j=1

ad,i,j(∂xi
∂xj

ud)(t, x) (4.4)
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for all (t, x) ∈ (0, T )×R
d with the initial condition ud(0, x) = f0,d(x), x ∈ R

d. Then there exist
c ∈ R and a family of ResNets (ψd,ε)d∈N,ε∈(0,1] ⊆ N such that Raψd,ε ∈ C(Rd,R), P(ψd,ε) 6
cdcε−c, and

[
∫

Rd

|ud(T, x)− (Raψd,ε)(x)|p νd(dx)
]

1
p

< ε (4.5)

for all d ∈ N, ε ∈ (0, 1] (cf. Definitions 3.1 and 3.2).

Note that the assumptions (4.3) & (4.2) imply that the functions (f0,d)d∈N and (f1,d)d∈N can be
approximated with FNNs without suffering the CoD. This is crucial in constructing ResNets
not suffering the CoD in approximating the solution functions (ud)d∈N.

Our proof of Proposition 4.2 is similar to the proof of [20, Proposition 6.1]. Since the first
part of our proof only uses results on Euler-Maruyama type approximations (cf. [20, Section
4]) and no FNN or ResNet specific results, we refer at some points to [20] for further details.

Proof. Let ι: = max{κ, 1} and for every d ∈ N, δ ∈ (0, 1] let Ad: =
√
2Ad ∈ R

d×d and
Φ0,d

δ :Rd → R, Φ1,d
δ :Rd → R

d be given by

Φ0,d
δ (x) = (Raφ

0,d
δ )(x), Φ1,d

δ (x) = (Raφ
1,d
δ )(x), x ∈ R

d.

Let (Ω,F ,P) be a probability space rich enough such that we can define countably many
independent standard F -adapted Brownian motions W d,m: [0, T ]×Ω → R

d for d ∈ N, m ∈ N0,

and define ̟d,q: = E[‖AdW
d,0
T ‖q] 1q ∈ R for all q ∈ (0,∞). Furthermore, for every d ∈ N, x ∈ R

d

let Xd,x: [0, T ]× Ω → R
d be the process which satisfies

X
d,x
t = x+

∫ t

0

f1,d(X
d,x
s ) ds+AdW

d,0
t , t ∈ [0, T ]. (4.6)

Note that, e.g., by [20, Theorem 3.1] we get that these processes are indeed unique and satisfy

ud(T, x) = E[f0,d(X
d,x
T )], x ∈ R

d, d ∈ N. (4.7)

The connection (4.7) between the deterministic solutions of the PDEs (4.4) and the stochastic
processes (4.6) leads us to the following proof structure.

i) In the first step we construct a family of perturbed Euler-Maruyama type approximations
of the processes in (4.6).

ii) Using the values of these perturbed Euler-Maruyama type approximations at the final
time T together with the relation (4.7), we can apply the weak error estimates presented
in [20, Proposition 4.2] and a Monte Carlo type estimate to construct a random field
which approximates (in expectation) a solution of the consider Kolmogorov PDE with a
precision of at most ε > 0.

iii) Lemma 2.1 in [20] then assures the existence of a realization of the constructed random
field with this desired approximation accuracy.

iv) Using results from Section 3 we show that there exists a ResNet with realization equal to
the obtained realization of the constructed random field.

v) In a last step we show that the complexity of the constructed ResNet grows at most
polynomially in the dimension d ∈ N and the reciprocal of the approximation accuracy
ε > 0.
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Step i): To define the perturbed Euler-Maruyama type approximation we first define time
discretization χδ: [0, T ] → [0, T ] by

χδ(t): = δ2max

{

N0 ∩
[

0,
t

δ2

]}

, t ∈ [0, T ], δ ∈ (0, 1],

i.e., we use a stepsize of δ2 and χδ(t)
δ2

+1 is the number of steps made at time t ∈ [0, T ]. Then we
define the perturbed Euler-Maruyama type approximation Y δ,d,m,x: [0, T ]×Ω → R

d iteratively
by

Y
δ,d,m,x
t : = x+

∫ t

0

Φ1,d
δ (Y δ,d,m,x

χδ(s)
) ds+AdW

d,m
t (4.8)

for all δ ∈ (0, 1], d,m ∈ N, x ∈ R
d, t ∈ [0, T ] (cf. [20, Section 4]). Note that we consider the

Euler-Maruyama type approximation with the drift coefficient Φ1,d
δ instead of f1,d and call it

perturbed Euler-Maruyama type approximation, because we approximate f1,d with the FNN

realizations (Φ1,d
δ )δ∈(0,1] which may, in general, differ from f1,d. However, the assumption (4.2)

ensures that the functions (Φ1,d
δ )δ∈(0,1] approximate f1,d well in the sense of (4.2).

Step ii): [20, Lemmas 4.1 & 4.2], (4.7), the weak error estimates presented in [20, Propo-
sition 4.2], and a Monte Carlo type estimate (cf. [10, Corollary 2.5]) yield for every d ∈ N,
ε ∈ (0, 1] the existence of the random field

1

Md,ε

[

Md,ε
∑

m=1

Φ0,d
Dd,ε

(

Y
Dd,ε,d,m,·
T

)

]

:Rd × Ω → R (4.9)

satisfying

∫

Rd

E

[∣

∣

∣

∣

ud(T, x)−
1

Md,ε

[

Md,ε
∑

m=1

Φ0,d
Dd,ε

(

Y
Dd,ε,d,m,x
T

)

]∣

∣

∣

∣

p]

νd(dx) < εp, (4.10)

(for more details see [20, pages 1193-1198]). In this step we used Md,ε independent perturbed
Euler-Maruyama type approximations with step size D

2
d,ε, where

Md,ε: = min







n ∈ N:

(

2(κ+4)pκdκeκ
2T

ε

)2
[

1 +
(

κdκT +
√

2(pι− 1)κdκT
)pκ

+ ηdη
]

2
p

6 n







and

Dd,ε: = ε
[

max{2κdκ, 1}+ T− 1
2

]−1

e−(3+3κ+[κ2+2κι+2]T )|max {1, 2κ(κ+ 1)dκ}|−12−(2ι+1)

[

|2 + max{1, κdκ, ‖f1,d(0)‖}max{1, T}+
√

2(2ι− 1)κdκT |pι+pκ + ηdη
]− 1

p

.

Note that Dd,ε 6 1 for all d ∈ N, ε ∈ (0, 1].
Step iii): Lemma 2.1 in [20] together with (4.10) assures that there exists (a not necessarily

unique) wd,ε ∈ Ω such that the realization of the random field (4.9) satisfies

∫

Rd

∣

∣

∣

∣

ud(T, x)−
1

Md,ε

[

Md,ε
∑

m=1

Φ0,d
Dd,ε

(

Y
Dd,ε,d,m,x
T (wd,ε)

)

]∣

∣

∣

∣

p

νd(dx) < εp. (4.11)
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This gives us the desired approximation accuracy. It remains to show the existence of a ResNet
Ψ with realization equal to the realization of the random field in (4.11) and with at most poly-
nomially growing complexity in the dimension d ∈ N and the reciprocal of the approximation
accuracy ε > 0, i.e.,

(RaΨ)(x) =
1

Md,ε

[

Md,ε
∑

m=1

Φ0,d
Dd,ε

(

Y
Dd,ε,d,m,x
T (wd,ε)

)

]

(4.12)

and P(Ψ) 6 cdcε−c for some c ∈ R independent of d ∈ N, ε ∈ (0, 1].
Step iv): For a fixed d ∈ N, δ ∈ (0, 1] let L ∈ N, l0, l1, . . . , lL such that the FNN φ

1,d
δ ∈ N

approximating the drift function is given by

φ
1,d
δ = ((W1, B1), (W2, B2), . . . , (WL, BL)) ∈

(

×L
k=1(R

lk×lk−1 × R
lk)
)

.

To define φδ,d,m,i,ω for all i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , χδ(T )
δ2

}, m ∈ N, and ω ∈ Ω we slightly modify φ
1,d
δ

by multiplying the last weight matrix WL and bias vector BL with the step size δ2 and add
a Brownian motion term to the bias. This ensures that Ra(φδ,d,m,i,ω) performs the drift and
diffusion of one step in the perturbed Euler-Maruyama type approximation, i.e., we define

φδ,d,m,i,ω: =
(

(W1, B1), (W2, B2), . . . ,
(

δ2WL, δ
2BL +Ad

[

W
d,m
δ2i (ω)−W

d,m
δ2(i−1)(ω)

]))

(4.13)

for i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , χδ(t)
δ2

} and for the last step

φ
δ,d,m,

χδ(T )

δ2
+1,ω

: =
(

(W1, B1), (W2, B2), . . . , (4.14)
(

(T − χδ(T ))WL, (T − χδ(T ))BL +Ad

[

W
d,m
T (ω)−W

d,m
χδ(T )(ω)

]))

.

Thus,

(Raφδ,d,m,i,ω)(y) = δ2Φ1,d
δ (y) +Ad

[

W
d,m
iδ2 (ω)−W

d,m
(i−1)δ2(ω)

]

=

∫ iδ2

(i−1)δ2
Φ1,d

δ (y) ds+Ad

[

W
d,m
iδ2 (ω)−W

d,m
(i−1)δ2(ω)

]

(4.15)

for all y ∈ R
d, i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , χδ(T )

δ2
} and

(Raφδ,d,m,
χδ(T )

δ2
+1,ω

)(y) = (T − χ(T ))Φ1,d
δ (y) +Ad

[

W
d,m
T (ω)−W

d,m
χδ(T )(ω)

]

=

∫ T

χδ(T )

Φ1,d
δ (y) ds+Ad

[

W
d,m
T (ω)−W

d,m
χδ(T )(ω)

]

(4.16)

for all y ∈ R
d. Note that this modification does not change the complexity, i.e., P(φδ,d,m,i,ω) =

P(φ1,d
δ ) for all m ∈ N, i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , χδ(T )

δ2
}, and ω ∈ Ω.

Further, note that I(φδ,d,m,i+1,ω) = d = O(φδ,d,m,i,ω) for i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , χδ(T )
δ2

}. This allows us
to take all the shortcut matrices to be equal to the identity matrix. Using φδ,d,m,i,ω as residual
blocks we define the ResNet ψδ,d,m,T,ω ∈ N by

ψδ,d,m,T,ω: =

(

Id, φδ,d,m,1,ω, Id, φδ,d,m,2,ω, . . . , Id, φδ,d,m,
χδ(T )

δ2
+1,ω

)

(4.17)
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with the realization equal to the perturbed Euler-Maruyama type approximation

(Raψδ,d,m,T,ω)(x) = x+

∫ T

0

Φ1,d
δ (Y δ,d,m,x

χδ(s)
) ds+AdW

d,m
T = Y

δ,d,m,x
T (ω) (4.18)

(cf. Definition 3.2, (4.8),(4.15), and (4.16)). The complexity of ψδ,d,m,T,ω is then given by

P(ψδ,d,m,T,ω) =

χδ(T )

δ2
+1

∑

i=1

(P(φδ,d,m,i,ω) + d2) = (P(φ1,d
δ ) + d2)

[

χδ(T )

δ2
+ 1

]

. (4.19)

Composing the ResNet ψδ,d,m,T,ω ∈ N with the FNN φ
0,d
δ ∈ N according to Definition 3.5 we

obtain, by Lemma 3.6, the ResNet

ϕδ,d,m,T,ω: = φ
0,d
δ ⋄ ψδ,d,m,T,ω ∈ N ,

(Raϕδ,d,m,T,ω)(x) = [(Raφ
0,d
δ ) ◦ (Raψδ,d,m,T,ω)](x) = Φ0,d

δ (Y δ,d,m,x
T (ω))

for all x ∈ R
d, ω ∈ Ω, with the length (χδ(T )

δ2
+ 2) and complexity

P(ϕδ,d,m,T,ω) = P(ψδ,d,m,T,ω) + P(φ0,d
δ ) + d

= (P(φ1,d
δ ) + d2)

[

χδ(T )

δ2
+ 1

]

+ P(φ0,d
δ ) + d.

(4.20)

To construct Ψ as in (4.12), we apply Lemma 3.9 with a x a, u x Md,ε, n x (χδ(T )
δ2

+ 2),
h1, h2, . . . hu x M

−1
d,ε, and Θm

x ϕDd,ε,d,m,T,wd,ε
for 1 6 m 6 Md,ε. This assures the existence of

a ResNet Ψε,d,wd,ε
∈ N such that

(RaΨε,d,wd,ε
)(x) =

1

Md,ε

[

Md,ε
∑

m=1

Φ0,d
Dd,ε

(

Y
Dd,ε,d,m,x
T (wd,ε)

)

]

(4.21)

with the complexity estimate

P(Ψε,d,wd,ε
) 6M

2
d,εP(ϕDd,ε,d,1,T,wd,ε

). (4.22)

Combined with (4.11) this yields

[
∫

Rd

|ud(T, x)− (RaΨε,d,wd,ε
)(x)|p νd(dx)

]
1
p

< ε. (4.23)

Step v): Using (4.22), (4.20), the fact that Dd,ε 6 1, the assumption (4.3), the inequality
κdκ + d2 + d 6 3ιd2ι, and the bounds on Md,ε, Dd,ε derived in [20, (6.33) & (6.37)] which are
given by

Md,ε 6 22(κ+4)p2ι2e2κ
2T [2 + |2pιmax{1, T}|pκ + η] dpκι+η+2κε−2 (4.24)

and

Dd,ε >min{1,
√
T}e−(3ι2+3)(T+1)ι−32−(2ι+5)

·
(

[6ιmax{1, T}]pι+pκ + η
)− 1

p d−(2κ+κ(κ+ι)+η)ε,
(4.25)
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yields to the following upper bound on the complexity of Ψε,d,wd,ε

P(Ψε,d,wd,ε
) 6M

2
d,ε

(

(

P(φ1,d
Dd,ε

) + d2
)

[

T

D2
d,ε

+ 1

]

+ P(φ0,d
Dd,ε

) + d

)

6M
2
d,ε

(

P(φ1,d
Dd,ε

) + P(φ0,d
Dd,ε

) + d2 + d
)

[

T

D2
d,ε

+ 1

]

6M
2
d,ε

(

κdκ + d2 + d
)

D
−κ
d,ε

[

T

D2
d,ε

+ 1

]

6M
2
d,ε3ιd

2ι [T + 1]D−κ−2
d,ε

6

(

22(κ+4)p2ι2e2κ
2T [2 + |2pιmax{1, T}|pκ + η] dpκι+η+2κε−2

)2

· 3ιd2ι [T + 1]
[

min{1,
√
T}e−(3ι2+3)(T+1)ι−32−(2ι+5)

·
(

[6ιmax{1, T}]pι+pκ + η
)− 1

p d−(κ(2+κ+ι)+η)ε
]−κ−2

=
(

22(κ+4)p2ι2e2κ
2T [2 + |2pιmax{1, T}|pκ + η]

)2

3ι [T + 1]

[

min{1,
√
T}e−(3ι2+3)(T+1)ι−32−(2ι+5) ·

(

[6ιmax{1, T}]pι+pκ + η
)− 1

p

]−κ−2

· d2(pκι+η+2κ+ι)+(κ(2+κ+ι)+η)(κ+2)ε−κ−6.

(4.26)

This together with (4.23) concludes the proof of Proposition 4.2. �

Corollary 4.3 Assume Setting 4.1, let η ∈ [1,∞), p ∈ (0,∞), assume the families of FNNs
(φ0,d

δ )d∈N,δ∈(0,1] ⊆ N and (φ1,d
δ )d∈N,δ∈(0,1] ⊆ N satisfy

P(φ0,d
δ ) + P(φ1,d

δ ) 6 κdκδ−κ, d ∈ N, δ ∈ (0, 1]. (4.27)

Moreover, for every d ∈ N assume
∫

Rd‖z‖max{2,p}(2κ+1)νd(dz) 6 ηdη and let ud: [0, T ]× R
d → R

be an at most polynomially growing viscosity solution of

(∂tud)(t, x) = 〈(∇xud)(t, x), f1,d(x)〉+
d
∑

i,j=1

ad,i,j(∂xi
∂xj

ud)(t, x) (4.28)

for all (t, x) ∈ (0, T ) × R
d with initial condition ud(0, x) = f0,d(x), x ∈ R

d. Then there exist
c ∈ R and a family of ResNets (ψd,ε)d∈N,ε∈(0,1] ⊆ N such that Raψd,ε ∈ C(Rd,R), P(ψd,ε) 6
cdcε−c, and

[
∫

Rd

|ud(T, x)− (Raψd,ε)(x)|p νd(dx)
]

1
p

< ε (4.29)

for all d ∈ N, ε ∈ (0, 1] (cf. Definitions 3.1 and 3.2).

Proof. If p ∈ [2,∞), the statement follows directly from Proposition 4.2. If p ∈ (0, 2), we
have ∀ d ∈ N:

∫

Rd‖z‖2(2κ+1)νd(dz) 6 ηdη and, hence, get by Proposition 4.2 (with p x 2 in the
notation of Proposition 4.2) the existence of c ∈ R and a family of ResNets (ψd,ε)d∈N,ε∈(0,1] ⊆ N

such that Raψd,ε ∈ C(Rd,R), P(ψd,ε) 6 cdcε−c, and

[
∫

Rd

|ud(T, x)− (Raψd,ε)(x)|2 νd(dx)
]

1
2

< ε
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for all d ∈ N, ε ∈ (0, 1]. Applying Hölder’s inequality for p ∈ (0, 2) therefore yields

[
∫

Rd

|ud(T, x)− (Raψd,ε)(x)|p νd(dx)
]

1
p

6

[
∫

Rd

|ud(T, x)− (Raψd,ε)(x)|2 νd(dx)
]

1
2

< ε,

what concludes the proof of Corollary 4.3. �
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5 Conclusion

We proved the existence of ResNets which are able to approximate solutions of Kolmogorov
PDEs with constant diffusion and possibly nonlinear drift coefficients without suffering the
CoD. Employing results of [20], in Proposition 4.2 above (and its slight extension - Corollary
4.3) we establish upper bounds on the complexity of suitable ResNets which grows polynomially
in the dimension of the PDEs and the reciprocal of the approximation accuracy.

One of the tools we use to prove Proposition 4.2 is the Feynman-Kac formula, that we apply
to obtain stochastic processes which are linked to solutions of the considered Kolmogorov PDEs
and which we approximate with perturbed Euler-Maruyama type approximations. Employing
these approximations we construct a random field which gives us the desired approximation
accuracy. We establish this accuracy via weak error and Monte Carlo type estimates. Lemma
2.1 in [20] then ensures the existence of a realization of this random field with the same desired
approximation accuracy. Finally, we construct a ResNet with the realization equal to this
realization of the random field and which has a polynomially growing complexity.

In contrast to [20], we use ResNets instead of standard FNNs for approximating solutions of
Kolmogorov PDEs. Since the architecture of ResNets suits the Euler-Maruyama type approxi-
mation, there is no need for a construction of one Euler-Maruyama type approximation step as
in [20, Proposition 5.2] and therefore, we do not need to assume that the identity map can be
described by an FNN. This, in turn, enlarges the set of applicable activation functions. Thus,
the only assumption involving the activation function is the existence of FNNs approximating
the drift and the initial conditions which do not suffer the CoD (cf. (4.2)) and satisfy the growth
conditions in (4.1).

Similarly to FNNs, there are different definitions of ResNets, see e.g., [2,5,17,18,23,26,31].
We work with a definition of ResNets inspired by [18, 23] (see also [2] for discussion), which
allows us to process the signal in the next residual block without applying the activation
function before. This and our definition of the complexity measure enables us to construct the
composition of two ResNets with the complexity being equal to the sum of the complexity of the
two ResNets (cf. Lemma 3.4 above), which is an important ingredient in obtaining polynomial
complexity bounds. Using other definitions (see, e.g., [17, 31]) might lead to not being able to
directly obtain these kind of polynomial complexity bounds. This problem could be resolved, for
example, by plugging in the artificial identity as a residual block analogously to [20]. However,
it would require the existence of an FNN representing the identity map, which significantly
shrinks the set of applicable activation functions.

As a further step, one could investigate space-time approximations of Kolmogorov PDEs
using ResNets. We note that there are various articles on space-time approximations of dif-
ferential equations based on FNNs or ResNets, see e.g., [11, 19, 23]. Other extensions of the
presented theory would be an analysis of recurrent and recursive ResNets as in [27] in approx-
imating solutions of PDEs. Some further directions could be a search for optimal complexity
bounds and a consideration of complexity measures which incorporate rank constraints of the
weight matrices of neural networks.
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