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Approximation bounds for norm constrained neural networks
with applications to regression and GANs

Yuling Jiao * Yang Wang | Yunfei Yang *

Abstract

This paper studies the approximation capacity of ReLU neural networks with norm
constraint on the weights. We prove upper and lower bounds on the approximation error
of these networks for smooth function classes. The lower bound is derived through the
Rademacher complexity of neural networks, which may be of independent interest. We
apply these approximation bounds to analyze the convergence of regression using norm
constrained neural networks and distribution estimation by GANs. In particular, we ob-
tain convergence rates for over-parameterized neural networks. It is also shown that GANs
can achieve optimal rate of learning probability distributions, when the discriminator is
a properly chosen norm constrained neural network.

Keywords. Neural network, Approximation theory, Deep learning, GAN.

1 Introduction

The expressiveness and approximation capacity of neural networks has been an active re-
search area in the past few decades. The universal approximation property of shallow neural
networks with one hidden layer and various activation functions was widely discussed in the
1990s (Cybenko, 1989; Hornik, 1991; Pinkus, 1999). It was also shown that shallow neural
networks can achieve attractive approximation rates for certain functions (Barron, 1993).
The recent breakthrough of deep learning has attracted much research on the approximation
theory of deep neural networks. The approximation rates of ReLLU deep neural networks
have been well studied for many function classes, such as continuous functions (Yarotsky,
2017, 2018; Shen et al., 2020), smooth functions (Yarotsky and Zhevnerchuk, 2020; Lu et al.,
2021), piecewise smooth functions (Petersen and Voigtlaender, 2018), shift-invariant spaces
(Yang et al., 2020) and band-limited functions (Montanelli et al., 2019).

In practice, neural network models are trained by minimizing certain loss functions on ob-
served data. The approximation theory provides estimates on the bias of the model, while the
sample complexity of the model controls how well it can generalize to unseen data by learning
from finite observed samples (Anthony and Bartlett, 2009; Shalev-Shwartz and Ben-David,
2014; Mohri et al., 2018). In modern applications, the number of training samples is often
smaller than the number of weights in neural networks. For the generalization performance
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in this case, as pointed out by Bartlett (1998), the size of the weights is more important
than the size of networks. The recent works (Neyshabur et al., 2015; Bartlett et al., 2017;
Golowich et al., 2018; Barron and Klusowski, 2019) also show that the sample complexity of
deep neural networks can be controlled by certain norms of the weights. However, in the
approximation theory literature, the approximation rates of deep neural networks are char-
acterized by the number of weights (Yarotsky, 2017, 2018; Yarotsky and Zhevnerchuk, 2020)
or the number of neurons (Shen et al., 2020; Lu et al., 2021), rather than the size of weights.

Besides, many regularization methods have been introduced to enforce Lipschitz con-
straint on neural networks (for example, spectral normalization (Miyato et al., 2018) and
weight penalty (Brock et al., 2019)). It has been demonstrated that the Lipschitz constraint
on neural networks can improve robustness to adversarial examples (Cisse et al., 2017), and
stabilize the training of Generative Adversarial Networks (GAN, (Goodfellow et al., 2014;
Arjovsky and Bottou, 2017; Arjovsky et al., 2017)). However, these regularization methods
often make explicit or implicit restrictions on some norms of the weights, which largely reduce
the expressive power of the models. For instance, Huster et al. (2019) showed that ReLU neu-
ral networks with certain constraints on the weights cannot represent some simple functions,
such as the absolute value function. Hence, it is desirable to study how norm constrains on
the weights affect the approximation capacity of neural networks.

In this paper, we give upper and lower bounds on the approximation error of ReLU
neural networks with certain norm constrain on the weights for smooth function classes. To
be concrete, let ¢y : R — R be a function computed by a multi-layer ReLU neural network
with width W and depth L, where 0 represents the collection of weights. In the /-th layer, the
neural network computes an affine transformation Ty(x) = Ayx+b, and then applies the ReLU
activation function element-wise (no activation in the output layer). When all the bias b, = 0,
it is natural to consider the constraint on the product of matrix norm Hf:o | A¢|| < K, which
controls the generalization ability (Bartlett et al., 2017; Golowich et al., 2018). We generalize
this idea to general bias by and define the norm constraint x(f) < K as (2.4), which suitably
constrains the bias. Our main results estimate the approximation error for Holder continuous
function f € H*(R?) with smoothness index o > 0. We show that if the width W and depth
L are sufficiently large, then it holds that (ignoring logarithmic factors)

sup inf{1f = dolleone) S Ko/,
feHo k(O)<K

In addition, if d > 2«, then for any neural networks with width W > 2 and depth L,

fseup K(éniKHf dollcqony 2 (KVL)™ 20/(d20)

The advantage of our approximation upper bound is that it only depends on the norm
constraint so that it can be combined with the generalization bounds in (Bartlett et al., 2017;
Golowich et al., 2018) and applied to over-parameterized neural networks. For comparison,

n (Shen et al., 2020; Lu et al., 2021), the approximation error is bounded by the width and
depth, but there is no restriction on the weights. Yarotsky (2017, 2018); Yarotsky and Zhevnerchuk
(2020) obtained approximation bounds in terms of the number of non-zero weights. Al-
though this can be regarded as the sum of zero-norm of the weights, it is more like a con-
straint on the network architecture, rather than a constraint on the size of the weights. In
(Petersen and Voigtlaender, 2018; Bolcskei et al., 2019; Schmidt-Hieber, 2021), the authors
also provide approximation results of deep neural networks with bound on the maximum



value of the weights. But these bounds can not directly control the generalization. On the
contrary, our norm constraint provides a bound on the Rademacher complexity of the network
(see Lemma 2.3 and Golowich et al. (2018)).

To illustrate the application of the approximation bounds, we study the regression problem
of estimating an unknown function fy € H® from its noisy samples. Combining the empirical
process theory with our approximation bounds, we can estimate the convergence rate of the
empirical risk minimization using norm constrained neural networks. In particular, we obtain
convergence rates for over-parameterized neural networks, which give statistical guarantee
for neural networks used in practice. We also apply our results to generative adversarial
networks. It is shown that, if a properly chosen norm constrained neural network is used as
the discriminator, GAN is able to achieve the optimal convergence rate of learning probability
distributions.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we define the norm constraint
on neural networks and give some preliminary results. Section 3 presents and proves our main
results on the approximation bounds for norm constrained neural networks. In Section 4, we
apply our results to study the convergence rates of two machine learning algorithms. Finally,
Section 5 concludes this paper with a discussion on possible future directions of research.

1.1 Notation

The set of positive integers is denoted by N := {1,2,...}. For convenience, we also use the
notation Ny := NU {0}. The cardinality of a set S is denoted by |S|. We use ||z, to denote

the p-norm of a vector x € R%. For a multi-index s = (s1,...,54) € Ng, the symbol 0°
denote the partial differential operator 0° := (8%1)81 . (a%d)sd and we use the convention

that 0° is the identity operator when s = 0. If X and Y are two quantities, we denote
XAY :=min{X,Y} and X VY = max{X,Y}. Weuse X SY or Y 2 X to denote the
statement that X < CY for some constant C' > 0. We denote X <Y when X S Y < X.
Finally, we introduce the covering number and packing number to measure the complexity of
a set in metric space.

Definition 1.1 (Covering and Packing numbers). Let p be a metric on M and S C M. For
e >0, aset T'C M is called an e-covering (or e-net) of S if for any x € S there exits y € T
such that p(z,y) <e. A subset U C S is called an e-packing of S (or e-separated) if any two
elements x # y in U satisfies p(x,y) > €. The e-covering and e-packing numbers of S are
denoted respectively by

N(S, p,€) := min{|T| : T is an e-covering of S},

N, (S, p,€) := max{|U| : U is an e-packing of S}.

It is not hard to check that N, (S, p, 2¢) < N.(S, p,€) < N,(S, p,€).

2 Neural networks with norm constraints

Let L,Ny,..., N € N. We consider the function ¢ : R? — RF that can be parameterized by
a ReLU neural network of the form

Po(x) = ,
(ngrl(CC) = U(Ag¢g($) —l—bg), (= 0,....,.L—1, (21)
d(x) = Apor(e),



where 4y € RNev1xNe b, ¢ RNewt with Ny = d and Ny, = k. The activation function
o(x) := x V 0 is the Rectified Linear Unit function (ReLU, (Nair and Hinton, 2010)) and it
is applied element-wise. The numbers W := max{Ny,...,Np} and L are called the width
and depth of neural network, respectively. We denote by NN (W, L) the set of functions
that can be parameterized by ReLLU neural networks with width W and depth L. When
the input dimension d and output dimension k are clear from contexts, we simply denote it
by NN (W, L). Sometimes, we will use the notation ¢y € NN (W, L) to emphasize that the
neural network function ¢y is parameterized by

0 = ((A07 b0)7 ey (AL_17 bL—1)7 AL)

Next, we introduce a special class of neural network functions SNN (W, L) which contains
functions of the form

d(x) = Aro(Ar_10(-- o(Ao@))), #:= (f) (2.2)

where Ay € RNe+1*Ne and max{Nj,..., Ny} = W. Since these functions can also be written
in the form (2.1) with by = 0 for all 1 < ¢ < L — 1, we know that SNN (W, L) C NN (W, L).
There is a natural way to introduce norm constraint on the weights: for any K > 0, we denote
by SNN (W, L, K) the set of functions in the form (2.2) that satisfies

L
[T14 < K,
=0
where || A is some norm of a matrix A = (a; ;) € R™*™ and, for simplicity, we only consider
the operator norm defined by [|A[| := supjz|. <1 [[AZ[[oc in this paper. It is well-known that

||A]] is the maximum l-norm of the rows of A:

n

JAl = max 3 ai|

J=1

Hence, we make a constraint on the 1-norm of the incoming weights of each neuron.
To introduce norm constraint for the class NN (W, L), we observe that any ¢ € NN (W, L)
parameterized as (2.1) can be written in the form (2.2) with

Ay by

AL:(AL,O)a Af:<0 1>,£:0,...,L—1,

and
L ~ L—1
TT1Acl = 11AL] T max{|I(As, o), 13- (2.3)
=0 =0

Hence, we define the norm constrained neural network NN (W, L, K) as the set of functions
b9 € NN (W, L) of the form (2.1) that satisfies the following norm constraint on the weights
L—1
r(0) = | Al [ max{||(Ae, be)l, 1} < K. (2.4)
(=0

The following proposition summarizes the relation between the two neural network classes
NN (W, L,K) and SNN (W, L, K). Tt shows that we can essentially regard these two classes
as the same when studying their expressiveness.



Proposition 2.1. SNN(W,L,K) CNN(W,L,K) CSNN(W +1,L,K).

Proof. By the definition (2.4) and the relation (2.3), it is easy to see that NN(W, L, K) C
SNN(W + 1,L,K). Conversely, for any ¢ € SNN(W,L , K) of the form (2.2), by the
absolute homogeneity of ReLU function, we can always rescale Ay such that ||Az|| < K and
HAgH =1for ¢ 7é L. Since the function ¢ can also be parameterized in the form (2.1) with § =
(Ag, (A1,0),...,(AL_1,0),Ar) and k(0) = Hz ol Ae]| < K, we have ¢ € NN(W,L,K). O

The sample complexity of SNN (W, L, K) has been studied in the recent works (Neyshabur
2015, 2018; Bartlett et al., 2017; Golowich et al., 2018). By Proposition 2.1, these sample
complexity bounds can also be applied to NN (W, L, K). We will use the Rademacher com-
plexity to derive lower bounds for approximation capacity of norm constrained neural net-
works.

Definition 2.2 (Rademacher complexity). Given a set S C R", the Rademacher complexity
of S is denoted by

1 n
Rn(S) :==Ee,., sup — &sil,
o [( sn)es 1 Z;

where &1, = {& 1}, is a sequence of i.i.d. Rademacher random variables which take the
values 1 and —1 with equal probability 1/2.

Lemma 2.3. For any x1,...,x, € [-B, B]¢ with B > 1, let S := {(¢(x1),...,d(x,)) : ¢ €
SNNy1(W,L,K)} CR™, then

2
Rn(S) < =K+/L+2+1log(d+1) max
n

i 2 - 2BK+/L+ 2+ log(d + 1)
1<j<d+1 - Yig =
KA

Tn :

where x; ; is the j-th coordinate of the vector &; = (x],1)T € R When W > 2,

K
Rn(S) > max :U2
n(8) 2 2v/2n 1<i<d+1\| &7 T SENeT
Proof. The upper bound is from Golowich et al. (2018, Theorem 2).

For the lower bound, we consider the linear function class F = {& — a™@ : a €
R lal|; < K/2}. Observing that a’@ = o(aT™@) — o(—a'Z), we conclude that F C
SNN(2,1,K) CSNN (W, L, K). Therefore,

n

sup Z fiaTii]
lla[hn<K/2 3,5

Z &imi j

1 1
Rn(s) = _Efl: [ bup Zgl Z; ] Z E]Efl:n

n PESNN(W,L,K) 5=,

Z §i;

—IE
on Cin 1<]<d+1

Z &iTi J

i=1

| \/

n 1<J<d+1 Ee,..

K
max
T 2V2n 1<j<d+1

et al.,



where the last inequality is due to Khintchine inequality, see Ledoux and Talagrand (1991,
Lemma 4.1) and Haagerup (1981). O

The next proposition shows that we can always normalize the weights of ¢ € NN (W, L, K)
such that the norm of each weight matrix in hidden layers is at most one.

Proposition 2.4 (Rescaling). Every ¢ € NN (W, L, K) can be written in the form (2.1) such
that |AL|| < K and [|(Ag, be)|| <1 for 0 << L—1.

Proof. We first parameterize ¢ in the form (2.1) and denote k; := max{H(Ag, be)||, 1} for all
0<0<L-1 Welet Ay = Ay/ky, by = bg/(H ki), Ap = ALH ' k; and consider the
new parameterization of ¢:

bu1(z) = o(Arge(x) + by),  do() = .

It is easy to check that ||Ap| < K and

(Aﬁ’ >H Af,bf || < 1
z 0 l

where the second inequality is due to k; > 1.
Next, we show that ¢y(x) = <Hf;é kl) ¢¢(z) by induction. For ¢ = 1, by the absolute
homogeneity of ReLLU function,

~ - 1
|(Ag, by)|| = T

¢1(:I5) = O'(A()CC + bo) = koO'(AQCC + 60) = /{?0(51(33).

Inductively, one can conclude that

l
¢Z+1(CC) = U(Ag¢g($) + bg) = (H /{?2> g (Ag ¢f§f) + Eg)
i=0 Hi:O ki

(Hk:) <Az¢g )+Bg) = <]j) k) $o11(z),

where the third equality is due to induction. Therefore,

¢(x) = Aror(z (H k) ¢r(z) = ALdr (),

which means ¢ can be parameterized by ((AO,INJO), . (AL_l,INJL_l),AL) and we finish the
proof. O

In the following proposition, we summarize some basic operations on neural networks.
These operations will be useful for construction of neural networks, when we study the ap-
proximation capacity.

Proposition 2.5. Let ¢1 € NNy, p, (W1, L1, K1) and ¢2 € NNy, k,(Wa, Lo, K»).

(i) If di = da, k1 = ko, W1 < Wa, L1 < Ly and Ky < Ks, then NNy, ,, (W1,L1, K1) C
NNy iy(Wa, Lo, Ks).



(11) (Composition) If k1 = ds, then ¢o0pq € ./\/'./\/'dl,]g2 (maX{Wl, WQ}, Li+Lo, Ky maX{Kl, 1})
Let A € R®2*% gnd b € R%. Define the function ¢(x) := ¢o(Ax +b) for x € R4, then
¢ € NNy iy (Wa, La, Ky max{[|(4, b)[|, 1}).

(iii) (Concatenation) Ifd; = do, define ¢(x) := (¢1(x), p2(x)), then ¢ € NNy, gy 45, Wi+
WQ, max{Ll, L2}7 max{Kl, KQ})

(iv) (Linear Combination) If d; = dy and ki = ks, then, for any c1,co € R, c1¢1+cada €
1,
NNay jy (W1 + Wo, max{ Ly, Lo}, |c1| K1 + |ca| Ka).
Proof. By Proposition 2.4, we can parameterize ¢;, i = 1,2, in the form (2.1) with parameters
A(Z),b(z) e A(Z?f ,b@f ,A(Z), such that A(Z), < K; and A(Z),b(l) <1 for ¢ +# L;.
0 %0 Li—1%L;—1) 4L, L; (g
(i) We can assume that AS) e RW2xW2 gpd by) e R"2, 0 < ¢ < L; —1, by adding

suitable zero rows and columns to Agl) and bél) if necessary (this operation does not change
the norm). Then, ¢; can also be parameterized by the parameters

(487,687 (A0 ), (1d,0) . (1d,0), AT |
Lo—L; times

where Id is the identity matrix. Hence, ¢1 € NNy, 1, (Wa, Lo, K3).
(ii) By (i), we can assume Wp; = Wy without loss of generality. Then, ¢ o ¢ can be
parameterized by

(A0 0) o (A B0 (A2 A0 0) (A7) o (A2 062, ) A2

We observe that
) (5 5) <l 2)

(45200 -
Hence, ¢2 0 ¢1 € NNy, (W1, L1 + Lo, Ky max{Ki,1}).
For the function ¢(x) := ¢o(Ax + b), we can similarly parameterize it by

(AP 4,480+ 6(7), (AP0, (AP 62 ) 4P

< max{Ky,1}.

Using
(a2 2420-467) | = | (42667) (5 7)< maxtica.ean

we conclude that ¢ € NN (Wa, Lo, Ko max{|[(A,b)|,1}).
(iii) By (i), we can assume that L; = Lg. Then, ¢ can be parameterized by the parameters
((Ao, bo), ceey (AL1—17 bL1—1)7 ALl) where

_ (A" o _ (v

Notice that AL, || = max{HA H HA H} < max{Kj, K2} and

Aoy
o AP bl '

[|(Ag,be)| = '




(iv) Replacing the matrix Ay, in (iii) by (¢ Ag), CQA(L2)), the conclusion follows from

3 Approximation of smooth functions

O

(a4l) 2a2) | < leal A2 + leal [ A2 < lerl Ky + feal .

In this section, we study how well norm constrained neural networks approximate smooth
functions. To begin with, let us introduce the notion of regularity of functions.

Definition 3.1 (Holder classes). Let d € N and o = r + > 0, where r € Ny and S € (0, 1].
We denote the Holder class H*(RY) as

HY(RY) :={ f:RY 5 R, max sup |0°f(x)| < 1, max p|(9 f(@) = * Iy )|§1 ,
g
lIslli<r gera lIslla= Tw;ﬁy le — vyl

where the multi-index s € Ng. Denote H® := {f : [0,1]¢ = R, f € HY(R?)} as the restriction
of H*(R?) to [0,1]%.
It should be noticed that for & = r + 1, we do not assume that f € C"!. Instead, we

only require that f € C" and its derivatives of order r are Lipschitz continuous. In particular,
when a = 1, H! is the set of 1-Lipschitz continuous functions f:

Lip (f) := sup M

< 1.
xHfy T — Yoo

We will denote Lip 1 := #H' for convenience.
Since the ReLU function is 1-Lipschitz, it is easy to see that, for any ¢g € NN (W, L, K),

Lip (¢9) < k(0) < K.

However, it was shown by Huster et al. (2019) that some simple 1-Lipschitz functions, such
as f(z) = |z|, can not be represented by NN (W, L, K) for any K < 2. Their result implies
that norm constrained neural networks have a restrictive expressive power. Nevertheless,
since two-layer neural networks are universal, NN (W, L, K) can approximate any continuous
functions when W and K are sufficiently large. In the following, we will try to quantify the
approximation error

EHY NN(W,L,K)) := f - ,
( ( ) Sup, ¢6NA1[?WLK 1f = dlleqoe)

where C([0,1]%) is the space of continuous functions on [0,1]¢ equipped with the sup-norm.
Our main results can be summarized in the following theorem.

Theorem 3.2. Let d € N and o« = r+ > 0, where r € Ny and § € (0,1]. Denote

7 = [logy(d + 7)1
(1) There exists ¢ > 0 such that for any W > ¢(K/log? K)Zd+e)/Qd+2) gng [ > 4y + 2,

EHYNN(W,L,K)) < (K/log? K)~o/(d+1),
(2) If d > 2, then for any W, L e N, W > 2 and K > 1,
E(H, NN (W, L, K)) 2 (KV/L)~ 2/,



We note that the lower bound is derived from the upper bound of Rademacher complex-
ity in Lemma 2.3, which is independent of the width W. Notice that the lower bound of
Rademacher complexity in Lemma 2.3 is also independent of the depth L. When assuming
more control over Schatten norm of the parameter matrices, Golowich et al. (2018) obtained
sample complexity upper bounds that are independent of the size of neural networks. Conse-
quently, one can obtain size-independent lower bound of approximation error for such neural
networks.

3.1 Upper bounds

The upper bound in Theorem 3.2 is proved by an explicitly construction of norm constrained
neural networks that approximate the local Taylor polynomials. Following the constructions
in (Yarotsky, 2017, 2018; Yarotsky and Zhevnerchuk, 2020; Lu et al., 2021), we first consider
the approximation of the quadratic function f(x) = z2.
Lemma 3.3. For any k € N, there exists ¢, € NN (28412, 3(k + 1)/2) such that ¢5(0) =0
and

jo? = gi(2)] < 2720V, 2 e [0,1].

Proof. We modify the construction in (Yarotsky, 2017; Lu et al., 2021). We define a set of
teeth functions 7T; : R — [0, 1] by

2z, 0<z< %,
Ti(z):=4q2(1—-2), $<az<l,
0, else,

and T;11 =17 0T, for ¢ € N. It is easy to check that T; has 2i=1 teeth and

2i—1_1

Tiw)= Y o1 - |2z —2j- 1))

7=0
Since |z| = o(x) — o(—x), the function

fij(x) =o(l — |2z —2j — 1)
=o(l -2z —2j — 1)+ o(=2"2+2j + 1))

A 2t 2j+1
—o(1-(2+2i+1)0 (= -
‘7< (@ +2j + )0<2Z+2j+1x 2@+2j+1>
. 21 2j+1
2 42+ 1o (- = .
22 )‘7< 2@+2j+1x+2z+2j+1>>

is in NN(2,2, K; ;) with K; j =1+ 2(2" +2j + 1) = 2071 + 45 + 3. Then, by Proposition 2.5,
T, € NN (21,2, K;) where

21._171 21’—171
Ki= Y Kij= Y (@"+4j+3)=3.22""42""
Jj=0 =0



For any k € N, let ¢, : [0,1] — [0, 1] be the piecewise linear function such that gbk(;—k) =
(21_k)2 for j = 0,1,...,2% and ¢y, is linear on [ij ,Qk] for j = 1,2,...,2%. Then, using the
fact w — 22 = h?, we have

|22 — ¢p(x)| < 272FFD € [0,1],k € N.

Furthermore, ¢y_1(x) — ¢r(z) = Iel®) and o — ¢y (x) = TlT(x). Hence,

4k
k k
(z) =2 — (x — d1(2)) = 3 (hi1(2) )za(x)—ZTiif), z e 0,1,k € N.
=2 i=1
By Proposition 2.5, ¢ € NN (281 — 1,2, K) where
K:1+ii(3-22“+2“) §(k:+1)
— 4t 2
which completes the proof. ]

Remark 3.4. The construction here is different from the construction in Yarotsky (2017),
which used the composition 7; = Ty o 1; 1 = Ty o --- o T7 to construct 7;. Since T7 €
NN (2,2,7), by Proposition 2.5, this compositional property implies T; € NN(2,2i,7%) and
consequently ¢r € NN (2k + 1,2k, 3( Tkt %) Hence, in the construction of Yarotsky
(2017), the approximation error decays exponentially on the depth but only polynomially on
the norm constraint K. On the contrary, in our construction, the approximation error decays
exponentially on the norm constraint, but the network width is large.

Using the relation xy = 2 ((\x;ry\)2 _ (%)2

function by neural networks and then further approximate any monomials z1 - - - z4.

— (\_32/|)2)7 we can approximate the product

Lemma 3.5. For any k € N, there exists 1, € NN(3 - 281 4 72(k + 1)) such that 9y, :
[—1,1]? — [-1,1] and

|$y—¢k($,y)| §3'272k71’ T,y € [_151]
Furthermore, Vg (z,y) =0 if xzy = 0.
Proof. By Lemma 3.3, there exists ¢, € NAN(2812,3(k 4+ 1)/2) such that ¢;(0) = 0 and
y

|22 — ¢p ()| < 2720+ for x € [0,1]. Using the fact that zy = 2 ((@)2 - (%)2 - (L2|)2>,

we consider the function

Ui, y) = 20y (Az +y]) — 2¢% (3]2]) — 2¢% (1Y)
=20y (30(x +y) + 50(—z —y)) — 26 (30(2) + 30(—2)) — 20 (30(y) + 350(—v)) -

Then, Jk(az,y) = 0if zy = 0, and, for any x,y € [—1,1],

o )| <2 (=) - o (2) | 2| () - () 2| ()" - (4)

< 3.9272%-1

10



By Proposition 2.5, ¢y, € NA(3 - 281 3, 12(k + 1)).
Finally, let x(z) = o(z) — o(—2) — 20(32 — 3) + 20(—42z — 3) = (z vV —1) A 1, then
X € NN (4,1,6). We construct the target function as

Yi(@,y) = x(Wr(,9)) = (We(z,y) V —1) A L.

Then, for any =,y € [—1,1],

oy — r(,y)| < oy — ez, y)| <3274
By Proposition 2.5, ¢ € NN (3- 281 4, 72(k + 1)). O
Lemma 3.6. For any d > 2 and k € N, there exists ¢ € NN (6d2F,4[log, d], 72108241 (K 4
1)llee2dly sych that ¢ : [-1,1]* — [—1,1] and
|1 g — p(x)| < 3d272%, @ = (x1,...,24)7 € [-1,1]%
Furthermore, ¢p(x) =0 if x1 -+ x4 = 0.

Proof. We firstly consider the case d = 2™ for some m € N. For m = 1, by Lemma 3.5, there
exists ¢ € NN (3-28F1 4, 72(k+1)) such that ¢1 : [~1,1]2 — [~1,1] and |z129— ¢y (21, 22)| <
3-272k=1 for any x1, 29 € [—1,1]. We define ¢y, : [~1,1]>" — [~1,1] inductively by

(bm-i—l(wla cee ,.%'2m+1) = ¢1(¢m($17 cee 7-%'2’”)7 ¢m(x2m+1a cee ,$2m+1)).

Then, ¢ (x1,...,x9m) = 0if 21 -+ 29m = 0 because the equation is true for m = 1. Next, we
inductively show that ¢, € NN(3 - 28F™ 4m, 72" (k +1)™) and

|z1 -+ Tam — (w1, .., 29m )| < (2™ = 1)e.

where we denote € := 3 -272*~1 je. the approximation error of ¢;.

It is obvious that the assertion is true for m = 1 by construction. Assume that the assertion
is true for some m € N, we will prove that it is true for m + 1. By Proposition 2.5 and the
construction of ¢, 1, we have ¢y 1 € NN (3 - 285m+L dm + 4, 72+ (| 4 1)™F1). For any
T1y...,Tom+1 € [—1,1], we denote 1 := x1 -+ Tom, t1 := XTom - Toym+1, S2 := POy (T1, ..., Tom)
and tg := ¢ (Tom, ..., Tom+1), then sq,t1, s9,t9 € [—1,1]. By the hypothesis of induction,

’81 - 82’, ‘tl — tz‘ S (2m — 1)6.
Therefore,

|21 Tgmar — @i(T1, ., Tgme )|
=[s1t1 — ¢1(s2,12)|
<|sit1 — sito| + |s1t2 — sata| + [sata — P1(s2,t2)]
<[ty — ta] + |51 — s2| + €
<(2™ —1)e.

Hence, the assertion is true for m + 1.
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For general d > 2, we choose m = [log,d], then 2"~1 < d < 2™. We define the target
function ¢ : [-1,1] — [~1,1] by

o Idd Od><1
) = Gm ((0(2m—d)xd> o (1(2’"—d>X1>> ’

where Id g is d X d identity matrix, Opxq is p X g zero matrix and 1(gm _g)x1 is all ones vector.
By Proposition 2.5, ¢ € NN (3 - 25+™ 4m, 727 (k +1)™) C NN (6d2F, 4[log, d], 721082 41 (% +
1)Mlegz 1) and the approximation error is

|21z — d(x)| < (2™ — 1)e < 2de = 3d27 2",
Furthermore, ¢(x) = 0 if 21 - - - x4 = 0 because ¢,,, has the same property. U

In Lemma 3.6, we construct neural networks to approximate monomials. We can then
approximate any f € H® by approximating its local Taylor expansion

Ff(¥) n\ ¢
pe) = 3 ) 3 = (e 1) 3.
ne{0,1,...,N}4 [|s]|1<r )
where we use the usual conventions s! = Hle sl and (z — §)° = H?:l(xz‘ — %)%, The

functions {t¢n, }r, form a partition of unity of [0, 1]¢ and each v, is supported on a sufficiently
small neighborhood of n/N.

Theorem 3.7. For any N,k € N and f € HY with « = r + 3, where r € Ny and 8 € (0,1],
there exists g € NN (W, L, K) where

W = 6(r + 1)(d 4+ 1) (N + 12",
L = A[logy(d +1)] +2,
K = 6(r + 1)d" N (N + 1)%72l0s2(d+n)] (g 4 1)Mogz(d+n)]
such that
1f = @lleqoye < 2%d" (N~ +3(r + 1)(d +r)272).
Proof. Let

() =o(l—[t)) =o(l—o(t) —o(-t)) €[0,1], tEeR,
then ¢ € NN(2,2,3) and the support of ¢ is [-1,1]. For any n = (n4,...,nq) € {0,1,...,N}%,
define

d
Un(@) = [[v(Nei —ni), @ =(x1,...,29)7 €RY,

i=1

then v, is supported on {& € R : ||z — | < +}. The functions {ty, }n form a partition
of unity of the domain [0, 1]%:

N
> @) =[] D] ¢(Nai—ni) =1, weo,1]"

nef0,1,..,N}d i=1n;=0

12



Let p(x
T;Z)n( )( -

and

) be the local Taylor expansion (3.1). For convenience, we denote pn s() ::
)8 and ¢p s == 0°f(%)/sl. Then, pp s is supported on {x € R? : [z — 2| < &}

p($) = Z Z Cn,spn,s(x)

ne{0,1,....N} [|s] <r

It can be shown that, using Taylor’s Theorem with integral remainder (see Petersen and Voigtlaender
(2018, Lemma A.8) for example), the approximation error is

[f(@) = p@)| = D vn(@)f(@) =D tnlx) > cns (m - %)S

[Islli<r

<D Un(@)|f(@)~ ) cns (w‘%)

n 1 <
nille—Frlloe <3y lsll<r

2

n:||mf%||oo<N
< 24d" N,

IN

Let ®p € NN (6D2* 4[log, D], 720182 P1(k 4 1)lo82 DTy be the D-product function in
Lemma 3.6. Then, we can approximate pn_ s by

¢n,s(m) = q)d+||3||1(¢(NJC1 - ’I’Ll), e ’Tzz)(Nxd - nd)a ceey Ly — %a s ),

where the term x; — n;/N appears in the input only when s; # 0 and it repeats s; times.
(When d = 1 and s = 0, we simply let ¢, o(z) = (Nx—n).) Since z;—n;/N = o(z;—n;/N)—
o(—z; +n;/N) and ||s||; < r, by Proposition 2.5, we have ¢y, s € NN (6(d + 7)2F, 4[logy(d +
)] + 2, 6N72Mog2(d+n)] (4 1)Mog2(d+7)1) By Lemma 3.6, the approximation error is

|pn,s(m) - ¢n,s(m)| < 3(d + T’)272k.

Since ®p(t1,...,tp) =0whentity---tp =0, ¢p_ s is supported on {x € R? l2—Flloo < %}
Now, we can approximate p(x) by

(x) = Z Z Cn,s(ﬁn,s(w)

ne{0,1,.., N} |[s[1<r

<

Observe that |cn,s| = [0°f(7)/s!] < 1 and the number of terms in the inner summation is
S oD IR o
||S||1ST 7=0 ||s[l1=j
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The approximation error is, for any « € [0, 1]¢,

Ip(x) — o(x)| = Z Z Cn,sPn,s(T) — Z Z Cn,sPn,s(T)

n sl <r n|s[i<r
< S fenallbns(®@) — dns(@)
n|s[i<r
< Z Z ’pn,s(m)_(ﬁn,s(m)‘

1
e~ lloo <3 lIsll1<r

<3-2%(r + 1)(d + r)d 272k,
Hence, the total approximation error is
(@) = d(@)| < |f(®) = p(@)| + |p(x) — $(a)| < 2%d" (N~ +3(r + 1)(d +r)272).

Finally, by Proposition 2.5, ¢ € NN (6(r + 1)(d + r)d" (N + 1)%2% 4[logy(d + )] + 2,6(r +
Dd"N(N +1)%72 [logy (d+7)] (k+1) [logy (d+7)] ). 0

Using the construction in Theorem 3.7, we can give a proof of the approximation upper
bound in Theorem 3.2.

Proof of Theorem 3.2 (Upper bound). We choose N = [22%/®] in the Theorem 3.7, then it
shows the existence of ¢ € NN (W, L, K) with

W = 6(r + 1)(d + r)d" (N + 1)92F < 22dk/ath,
L = 4flogy(d +1)] +2,
K =6(r + 1)d"N(N + 1)472Mlog2(d40)1(} 4 1)loga(dHn)] — 92(d+1)k/a [loga(d+r)]

such that || f — ¢llc(oe) < 24d" (N~ + 3(r + 1)(d + r)272*) < 27%F, Therefore, if we denote
v = [logy(d +7)], then log K =< k, W = 22dk/otk = (K /log? K)(2d+)/(2d4+2) and we have the
approximation bound

(- ¢”C([071}d) N 92k < (K/log” K)—a/(d+1).

Since increasing W and L can only decrease the approximation error, the bound holds for
any W > (K/log? K)(d+e)/(d+2) and [ > 4y + 2. O

3.2 Lower bounds

In this section, we present two methods that give lower bounds for approximation error
of norm constrained neural networks. Both methods try to use the Rademacher complex-
ity (Lemma 2.3) to lower bound the approximation capacity. The first method is inspired
by Maiorov and Ratsaby (1999), which characterized the approximation order by pseudo-
dimension (or VC dimension (Vapnik and Chervonenkis, 1971)). This method compares the
packing numbers of neural networks NN (W, L, K) and the target function class H* on a
suitably chosen data set. The second method establishes the lower bound by finding a linear
functional that distinguishes the approximator and target classes. Using the second method,
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we give explicit constant on the approximation lower bound in Theorem 3.10, but it only
holds for H' = Lip 1.
Let us begin with the estimation of the packing number of H®. We first construct a series
of subsets HY € H* with high complexity and simple structure. To this end, we choose a
C* function 9 : R — [0, 00) which satisfies 1/(0) = 1 and ¥(x) = 0 for ||z||o > 1/4, and let
Cy,o > 0 be a constant such that Cy 1 € H*(R?). For any N € N, we consider the function
class
HSY = { ha(x) = Cva > anp(Nz—n):ac Ay, (3.2)
Na
ne{0,...,N—1}4
where we denote Ay := {@ = (an)neqo,. . n—1}¢ : an € {1, —1}} as the set of all sign vectors

indexed by n. Observe that, for the function ¢y, (x) := C””"ib(Nac —n),

Na
sup |0°¢m (@) = NIEh=eCy , sup (0% (@) <1, [slli <,
xrcRd xrcRd
0% -0 0% -0
a2 O ey )
wty lz — ylls a2y NPz —ylls

where o = r+ > 0, with r € Ny, 5 € (0,1] and we use the fact Cy o € H(R?). Therefore,
Y, is also in H*(R?). Since the functions 1, have disjoint supports and a,, € {1, -1}, one
can check that each hq is in HY(RY) and hence HY C H®.

Next, we consider the packing number of H%; on the set Ay := {n/N :n € {0,...,N —
1}4}. For convenience, we will denote the function values of a function class 7 on Ay by

FAN) = A{(f(n/N))neo,..n-1y¢ : [ € F} CR™,

where m = |Ay| = N? is the cardinality of Ay. Observe that, for hg € HS,,

Cyra o Cya
ha(n/N)= =22 %7 app(n —i) = —2ay, (3.3)
1€{0,...,.N—1}d

where the last equality is because ¢y(n —¢) = 1 if n = 4 and ¥(n — i) = 0 if n # 7. We
conclude that
/H%(AN) = {CMOCN_OCG a € AN} = CMO{N_O{.AN.

We will estimate the packing number of H% (Ax) under the metric

1 2 —-1/2
: S (@i -y , @,y cR™ 4
p2(x,y) < i:1(~’5 y)) m lz—yll2, =ye (3.4)

The following combinatorial lemma is sufficient for our purpose.

Lemma 3.8. Let A:={a = (a1,...,an) : a; € {1,—1}} be the set of all sign vectors on R™.
For any m > 8, there exists a subset B C A whose cardinality |B| > 2m/8 " such that any two
sign vectors a # a' in B are different in more than |m/8| places.
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Proof. For any a € A, let U(a) be the set of all @’ which are different from a in at most

k = |m/8] places. Then,
m) (k+1) (:’;) (k+1) (”;)k

M;r

=0
< (m + 1) (16¢)™/8 < 2m/8 . 4m/s — oTm/8
A8
We can construct the set B = {a1,...,a,} as follows. We take a; arbitrarily. Suppose the
clements a1,...,a; have been chosen, then a4 is taken arbitrarily from A\ (U_,U(a;)).

Then, by construction, a;; and a; (1 <i < j) are different in more than |m/8] places. We
do this process until the set A\ (U ;U(a;)) is empty. Since

= |A| < Z U (a;)| < n2™/8,

we must have |B| = n > 2™/8, O

By Lemma 3.8, when m = N d > 8 there exists a subset By C Ay whose cardinality
|By| > 2™/8 such that any two vectors a # a’ in By are different in more than |m/8] places.
Thus,

pa(a,a’) =m " ?|a—d|s > 2m 2 |m/8|"? > 1/2.

By equation (3.3), this implies that

Cy,a
pa(ha(A). ha (Ax)) > 725
In other words, {he(An) : @ € By} is a 3Cy o N~ %packing of HS(An) and hence we can
lower bound the packing number

NP(HG(AN)7 P2, %Cw,aN_a) > Np(H%(AN% P2, %Cw,O{N—a) > 2m/8 - 2Nd/8- (35)

On the other hand, one can upper bound the packing number of a set in R™ by its
Rademacher complexity due to Sudakov minoration for Rademacher processes, see Ledoux and Talagrand
(1991, Corollary 4.14) for example.

Lemma 3.9 (Sudakov minoration). Let S be a subset of R™. There ezists a constant C' > 0
such that for any € > 0,

mRm(S)2 10g (2 + m)
€2 '

1Ong(Sap2’E) <C

To simplify the notation, we denote ® = NAN(W, L, K). Lemma 2.3 gives upper and lower
bounds for the Rademacher complexity of ®(Ay): for K > 1 and W > 2,

1 K 2K\/L+2+log(d+1)
N < N < R (®(An)) < NG :

Together with Lemma 3.9, we can upper bound the packing number

KQL

log N, (®(Ay), p2,€) < C (3.6)
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for some constant C' > 0.

Now, we are ready to prove our main lower bound for approximation error in Theorem
3.2. The idea is that, if the approximation error &(H*, NN (W, L, K)) is small enough, then
the packing numbers of H*(Ay) and ®(Ay) are close, and hence we can compare the lower
bound (3.5) and upper bound (3.6). We will show that this leads to a contradiction when the
approximation error is too small.

Proof of Theorem 3.2 (Lower bound). Denote Ay := {n/N :n € {0,...,N —1}} and ® =
NN (W, L, K) as above. We have shown (by (3.5) and (3.6)) that, when N > 8, there exists
C1,Cy > 0 such that the packing number

logy Np(H*(AN), p2,3C1N~%) > N9/8, (3.7)
and for any € > 0,
K?L
e
Assume the approximation error £(H®, ®) < C;N~®, where N > 8'/¢ will be chosen
later. Using (3.7), let F be a subset of H* such that F(Ay) is a 3C1 N~ *-packing of H*(Ay)
with log, |F(An)| > N9/8. By assumption, for any f; € F, there exists g; € ® such that
Ilfi — gilloo < C1N~%. Let G be the collection of all g;. Then, log, |G(Ax)| > N?¢/8 and, for
any g; # g; in G,
p2(9i(AN), gj(AN))
>p2(fi(AN), fi(AN)) — p2(fi(AN), 9i(AN)) — p2(g;(AN), fi(AN))
2p2(fi(AN), [;(AN)) = [Ifi = gilloo = llg5 = filloo
>3CI1N ¢ - C41N “—-CIN™“
=C1N™“.
In other words, G(Ay) is a C1 N~ “-packing of ®(Ay). Combining with (3.8), we have

N —a K°L
? < logQNp((I)(AN),P2,C1N ) <O C%N72a’

logo Np(®(AN), p2,€) < Co

(3.8)

which is equivalent to

N4=20 < 8CT2CH K L. (3.9)
Now, we choose N = max{[(9C] 2CoK2L)"/(@=20)7 [81/4]} then (3.9) is always false. This
contradiction implies £(H®, ®) > C1 N~ > (K2L)~/(d=2), O

Finally, we provide an alternative method to prove the lower bound in Theorem 3.2 when

a = 1. We observe that, for any f € Lip1 and ¢ € NN(W, L, K), by Hahn-Banach theorem,
Tf —T4| TS = T¢|
If = dlleo.aye = sup > sup ,
(.19 irizo 17Tl im0 71l

where T is any bounded linear functional on C([0,1]?) with operator norm |T|| # 0. Thus,
for any nonzero linear functional T,

Tf|—|T,
E(Lip LNN(W, L, K)) > sup [TF] ~ 1Tndl
feLip1 $ENN (W,L,K) Tl

1
> | sup |Tf| — sup Tl | -
[T\ revLip1 SENN (W,L,K)
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Hence, to provide a lower bound of £(Lip 1, NN(W, L, K)), we only need to find a linear
functional T that distinguishes Lip1 and NN (W, L, K). In order to use the Rademacher
complexity bounds for neural networks (Lemma 2.3), we will consider the functional

— %Zn:h(xi) - / h(z)dz, heC([0,1]%), (3.10)
i=1

[0,1)¢

where the points @1, ..., 2, € [0,1]¢ will be chosen appropriately. Notice that, when {z;}? ,
are randomly chosen from the uniform distribution on [0, 1]¢, T}k is the difference of empiri-
cal average and expectation. The optimal transport theory (Villani, 2008) provides an lower
bound for sup ¢ 1, 1 |7 f|, while the Rademacher complexity upper bounds supgeaarw, z, k) 1 Tn 9|
in expectation by symmetrization argument.

Theorem 3.10. For any W, L e N, K > 1 and d > 3,

E(Lip L NN (W, L, K)) > ca (Kv/L+2 +log(d + 1))72/@72) |

where cq = (d — 2¢/2)2- Y42 (g 4 1)~ (@+1)/(d=2)

Proof. Define the functional T, on C([0,1]%)by (3.10). It is easy to check that ||T}|| < 2. We
have shown that

f€Lipl

E(Lip LNN(W, L, K)) > % < sup |T,, f| — sup !Tn¢\>
ped

where we denote ® = NN (W, L, K) to simplified the notation. Our analysis is divided into
three steps.

Step 1: Lower bounding sup |7}, f|. Observe that, by the Kantorovich-Rubinstein duality
(Villani, 2008),

1 n
sup Tnf =W | — Zémi,u = inf/ lz — yllcodu(z, y)
i (it o J10,1)9x[0,1)

felipl
is the 1-Wasserstein distance between the discrete distribution - =% i 0z, and the uniform
distribution ¢ on [0,1]¢, where the infimum is taken over all JOlnt probability distribution
(also called coupling) p on [0,1]¢ x [0,1]¢, whose marginal distributions are 2 >° | 6, and

U respectively.
We notice that, for any r € [0,1],

d. o > oy —1/d

u ({y €[0,1%: min lz; — ylloo 2 rn })

_1_ d. o ~1/d
1-U <{y €[0,1]%: i lzi — ylloo < rn })

>1—ZU({ye 0,117 o — ylloo < /1))

=1 —n(rn VY =12,
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Hence, for any coupling p and r € [0, 1],

/ \M—MM@@w%j/ I — ylloodu(@, )
[O,I]dX[O,l}d U?:I{wi}x[o,l]d

> min [|lz; — yllcdu(z,y)
/U?_l{wi}x[o,udlélﬁn o

:A}Imwm—m&w@>

11d 1<i<n

>(1— rd)rn_l/d.
As a consequence, for any n points x1,...,x, € [0,1]%,

sup Tnf > sup (1 —rHrn= V4 = d(d 4 1)~ Vdp=1/d,
feLipl ref0,1]

where the supremum is attained when r = (d 4+ 1)~/
Step 2: Upper bounding sup |7, ¢|. Let Xi., = {X;}"; be n iid. samples from the

uniform distribution & on [0,1]?. We are going to upper bound

In = EXl:n

(CC)dCC] =Ex,., [Sllp L Z H(Xi) — Ex~u [¢(X)]] :
i—1

ped 1

1 n
sup— ¥ ¢(X;) —
sea ; Z

[0,1)¢

We introduce a ghost sample dataset X1, = {X/}?, drawn i.i.d. from U, independent of
Xi.n. Then,

1 — 1< ,
7, =Ex,,, [Zlelg - Zzl ¢(X;) — Ex.— Zzl ¢(X¢)]
<Ex,., x; [SUP = Z(¢(Xz‘) - ¢(Xz{))] :

Let &1, = {& 1} be a sequence of i.i.d. Rademacher variables independent of X;.,, and X7.,.
Then, by symmetry, we can bound Z,, by Rademacher complexity:

Zn SEXl:nvxi;nvgl:n

1 n
- i(P(X;) — o(X;
up ;5 (6(X:) — o ))]
<Ex,,. X1 0 [Zlelg - ZZ; §io(Xi) + Zlelg - ; _£i¢(Xi)]

1 n
=2Ex, .. c1n [Zlelg - Zzl £i¢(Xi)]
=2Ex,,, [Rn(q)(Xlzn))] )

where we denote ®(X1.,,) := {(&(X1),...,0(X,,)) € R": ¢ € &} and the second last equality
is due to the fact that X; and X have the same distribution and the fact that & and —¢;
have the same distribution.
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By Lemma 2.3, for any X1., C [0,1]%,

Rn(®(X1.0)) < 2K+/L + 2+ log(d + 1)n~ /2.

Hence, there exists a1, ..., x, € [0,1]% such that

sup Tpd < I, <AK+\/L+2+log(d + 1)n_1/2.
PENN (W,L,K)

Step 3: Optimizing n. We have shown that there exists T}, such that

| =

5(Lip LNN(VV, L,K)) > < sup |Tnf| — sup |Tn¢|>

feLipl ED

s~ ln~1/d _op =172,

Vv
ISV )

where s = 2(d 4+ 1)'*/? and t = K/L + 2 + log(d + 1). In order to optimize over n, we can

choose
2d_
n= L(St) d*2J .

2d 2d
Then, since st > 2, we have n > (st)-2 — 1 > 1(st)a-2 and

E(Lip, NN(W,L,K)) > ds—l(st)—2/(d—2) _ Qﬂt(st)—d/(d_z)
= (d — 2V/2)s~ ¥/ (d=2)=2/(d=2)
)72/(6172)

)

:cd<K\/L+2+log(d+1)

where ¢g = (d — 2v/2)2~%(@=2) (g 4 1)~ (d+D/(d=2), O

4 Applications to machine learning

In this section, we apply Theorem 3.2 to two typical machine learning algorithms: regression
by neural networks and distribution estimation by GANs. For regression, the goal is to
estimate an unknown function fo € H® from its noisy samples. One of the useful and
effective methods is the empirical risk minimization, which estimates fy by minimizing some
risk on the observed samples over some chosen hypothesis class. When the hypothesis class
is a ReLU neural network, the convergence rates of this estimator have been derived by
(Schmidt-Hieber, 2020; Nakada and Imaizumi, 2020). Here, we make a norm constraint on
the weights and study the convergence rate of the corresponding estimator. As a consequence,
our results provide statistical guarantee for overparameterized networks, see Theorem 4.1 and
Corollary 4.3. For distribution estimation, GAN implicitly estimates data distribution by
training a generator that transports an easy-to-sample distribution to the data distribution,
and a discriminator that distinguishes samples produced by the generator from true samples.
It has been showed that GANs perform extremely well in practice (Gulrajani et al., 2017;
Miyato et al., 2018; Brock et al., 2019). We can combine the error analysis in Huang et al.
(2021) with Theorem 3.2 to derive convergence rate for GANs with norm constrained neural
networks as discriminator, which gives statistical guarantee on the performance of GANs, see
Theorem 4.6 and Corollary 4.11.
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In the statistical analysis of learning algorithms, we often require that the hypothesis class
is uniformly bounded. For any B > 0, we will use the notations

NNZ(W,L) == {¢ € NNyi(W, L) : () € [-B, B]*, V& € R%},
NNZ.(W,L,K) = {¢ € NNy(W,L,K) : ¢(z) € [-B, B, V& € R%},

which represent the neural network classes uniformly bounded by B. Note that we can
truncate the output of ¢ € NNy (W, L, K) by applying xg(z) = (xV —B) A B element-wise.
Since

xp(z) = o(x) —o(—z) = (B+ o5y — ghy) + (B+ Do(—35% — 547);
it is not hard to see that xp(¢) € NND, (max{W, 4k}, L +1, (2B +4) max{K, 1}) by Proposi-
tion 2.5. Hence, it does not change the approximation bounds in Theorem 3.2 if NN (W, L, K)
is replaced by NNY W, L, K).
4.1 Regression

Suppose we have a set of n samples S,, = {(X;,Y;)}"; C [0,1]¢ x R which are independently
and identically generated from the regression model

Yi=fo(Xi)+m, Xi~p, i=1,...,n,

where y is the marginal distribution of the covariates X; supported on [0,1]%, and 7; is an
i.i.d. Gaussian noise independent of X; with E[n;] = 0 and E[?] = V2, where V' > 0. We aim
to estimate the unknown target function fy € H* by the empirical risk minimizer (ERM)

ol 0= e TSNP
The performance of the estimation is measured by the expected risk
L(9) := Ex,y)[(#6(X) = Y)?] = Exul(6(X) — fo(X))*] + V2.
It is equivalent to evaluate the estimator by the excess risk
I¢o = follZ2(.) = L£(d0) — L(fo).

In deep learning, the optimization problem (4.1) is generally solved by first order methods
such as gradient descent or stochastic gradient descent on the parameters . Assume that ¢,
is the output of an solver, say stochastic gradient descent, with optimization error €., > 0,
ie.,

(¢n) seer A ) (d9) + €opt (4.2)

Then, for any ¢y € NNYW, L, K),
16 = follZ2 () = L£(@n) = L(fo)
= [£@n) = £a(B0)] + [£a(6n) = La(90)] + [£a(0) = L(00)] + [£(80) — L(fo)]
< |£(Bn) = La(Bn)| + eapt + [£a(96) = L(60)] + 60 = Foll3 -
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Observing that Eg, £,,(¢g) = L(¢g) and taking infimum over ¢y, we get

90 = folliagn] < dnt, 19~ folliagy + Es, [£n) = La(@n)] + ot (43)

where we decompose the excess risk into three terms: approximation error infy ||¢ — fOH%z ()’

statistical error Eg, [E((;Aﬁn) - En(&ﬁ\n)] and optimization error €qp.

Theorem 4.1. Assume fo € H® with « = r+ 3 > 0, where r € Ny and 8 € (0,1]. Denote
v = [logy(d + 7)]. There exists ¢ > 0 such that for any W > ¢(K/log? K)2d+e)/(2d+2) gpnq
L > 4y + 2 independent of n, if we choose

K = pld+1)/(2d+4a+2)

)

then, for any estimator ;ﬁn e NNYW, L, K) satisfying (4.2),
Es, [HQASn - f0||%2(ﬂ) — €opt S n=o/([@+204D) (o9 )7,

where T = max{1,2ya/(d + 1)}.

Proof. Using the error decomposition (4.3), we only need to estimate the approximation error
and stochastic error. For the approximation error, by Theorem 3.2 and the choice of W and

L

¢€NN1(WLK ||¢ fOHLz (K/log“fK)*M/(dH).

For the statistical error,

Es, |£(60) = La(0)]

=Es, |Ién — folli2(, +v2——§j<¢n< Xi) = fo(Xi))? = 20i(6n(X:) — fo(X3)) + 1}
=1
=Ex,.. |[6n = fol32() — %Z(@(Xi) — fo(X:)?| + 2Es, [% > ni(dn(Xy) - fo(Xz‘))]
i=1 i=1
<Ex., ;jupEx - —ZF )| +2Ex,,En,., ;up Zm z)]
eF

where F := {¢— fo: ¢ e NNYW, L, K)} and X1, = {X;}?, is the sequence of samples. By
a standard symmetrization argument (similar to step 2 in the proof of Theorem 3.10), one
can obtain

Exy., < 2Ex,,, [Ru(F*(X1n))]

?UPEXJC2 ZfQ i)

where we denote F2(X1.,) := {(f3(X1),..., f2(X,)) € R*: f € F} CR"™. Since || folloo < 1
and ||fllec = l|¢ — follo < 2 for any f € F, by the structural properties of Rademacher
complexity (see Bartlett and Mendelson (2002, Theorem 12)), we have

[1foll

Ex, [R(F2(X10))] SSEXMRMXM»ss(xaxlmm(@(&m)) ol )s%
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where ®(X1.,) = {(#(X1),...,6(X,)) € R" : ¢ € NNYW,L,K)} and we use Lemma
2.3 in the last inequality. On the other hand, the Gaussian complexity can be bounded by
Rademacher complexity (Bartlett and Mendelson, 2002, Lemma 4):

Klogn
vnoo

1 n
€ i=1

Hence,
Klogn

N

Es, [£(6n) = £a(@n)] S
In summary, the error decomposition (4.3) implies

K b — — Klogn
(ﬁ o/ (d+
If we choose K =< TL(d 1)/(2d dov 2), then

Es, [1n = foll 2| — eom S 07/ @2 log n,
where 7 = max{1,2va/(d + 1)}. O

Remark 4.2. We have estimated the learning rate of the ERM in expectation (with respect
to the observed samples). High probability bounds on the error [|¢, — fol|35 () can be simi-

larly derived by using concentration inequalities for random processes, see (Boucheron et al.,
2013; Anthony and Bartlett, 2009; Shalev-Shwartz and Ben-David, 2014; Mohri et al., 2018)
for more details.

The constrained optimization problem (4.1) may be difficult to optimize in practice. As
an alternative, one can use the regularized empirical risk minimization

n

1
argmin L, z(¢p) := argmin — Z(¢9(Xi) — Y24+ Ak(0), A>0. (4.4)
boENNL(W,L) poENNYW,L) T i

Assume that (Zn x € NNY(W, L) parameterized by @\n » is the output of an optimization solver,
say stochastic gradient descent, with optimization error €,y > 0, i.e., 0, ) is an €,,-optimal
solution of (4.4) satisfying

Loa(@np) € inf L, ont- 45
Monn) = Juf o Lna(@0) + opr (4.5)

Then, for any K > 0 and ¢y € NN (W, L, K), we have
ﬁn((/ﬁ\n,)\) + )\Ii(é\n,)\) = ﬁn,)\((/ﬁ\n,)\) < ﬁn(¢€) + )\/’i((g) + €opt -
Taking infimum over all ¢y € NNY(W, L, K), we get

Lo (b Me(0,,5) < inf L, MK+ €gpr. 4.6
(én.n) + Ar( ,A)_¢06NA1/{1(W7L7K) (¢9) + AK + €opt (4.6)

Hence, &En)\ can be regard as a solution of the constrained optimization problem (4.1) with
optimization error AK + €, for certain K. As a corollary, we show that the regularized ERM
can achieve the same convergence rate of ERM in Theorem 4.1, when there is no noise and A
is chosen appropriately.
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Corollary 4.3. Under the assumption of Theorem 4.1 with zero noise n; = Y; — fo(X;) =0,
then there exists ¢ > 0 such that for any

W > Cn(2d-l—oz)/(4d-‘r80¢—|—4)7 L>4v+2, Ax n_l/Q(log n)Z'yoz/(d-l-l)’
and any estimator ¢, € NNY(W, L) satisfying (4.5) with optimization error

Copt S <n~ a/(d+2a+1) (log n)2fya/(d+1)’

we have

||$n,>\ - fOH%Q(ﬂ) 5 n—a/(d+2a+1) (log n)T’

where T = max{1l,2ya/(d + 1)}.

Proof. By Theorem 3.2, there exists ¢y > 0 such that for any W > ¢o(K/log” K)(2d+0<)/(2d+2)
and L > 4y + 2,
EMHY NN (W, L, K)) < (K/log? K)~®/(d+1),

Since the noise 7; = 0, inequality (4.6) implies

~

K(Opn) < X))+ K+ 2

- >\¢>geNJ\/1 W,L,K) _Z Po(X A

ALK/ log? K)~ 20‘/(d+1) + K+ X e

If A = K1(K/log? K)~2/(+1) and e,y < AK, then ¢, € NNY(W, L, K) with K < K <
K. Using inequality (4.6) again, we have

ﬁn((Zn,)\) < inf _ £n(¢9) + )\k + €opts
PoENNY(W,L,K)

which implies &5\”7 \ is a solution of the constrained optimization problem with optimization
error AK + €,pt. Now, we choose K < K =< pldt1)/(2d+da+2) 54

W > Co(}?/ log'y k)(2d+a)/(2d+2) — 77‘(ZCH—oz)/(4cl—|—804-i—4) (log 77‘)—'y(ZCl—i—oz)/(ch—f—Z) )

Then, A < n=2(logn)?®/ @+ and e, < AK < n~0/(d+204) (og )20/ (4+1) | Therefore,
Theorem 4.1 implies

||$n,>\ - f0||%2(ﬂ) < n*a/(d+2a+1)(10g n)" + eopt + NK < nfa/(d+2a+1)(10g n)",
which completes the proof. ]

Remark 4.4. Thanks to the norm constraint, both Theorem 4.1 and Corollary 4.3 hold with
no requirement on the upper bound of the size of network. As a consequence, we can allow
the width W and depth L large enough such that the number of weights is greater than
the number of samples, i.e., over-parameterization is allowed. Although the regularized opti-
mization problem of the form (4.4) is highly nonconvex, for over-parameterized models, the
optimization error €,,; of stochastic gradient descent decays linearly to zero as the number of
iterations increase under certain conditions (Allen-Zhu et al., 2019; Du et al., 2019; Liu et al.,
2022). Hence, with the help of the approximation results with norm constraint in this paper,
it is possible to close the gap between the current theory of approximation, generalization
and optimization and further demystify why over-parameterized neural networks work well
in practice.
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4.2 Generative adversarial networks

Suppose we have n i.i.d. samples S, = {X;}!' ; from an unknown probability distribution p
supported on [0, 1]?. Generative adversarial networks implicitly estimate the data distribution
p by training a generator g : R¥ — [0,1]¢ and a discriminator f : [0,1]¢ — R against each
other. To be concrete, we choose an easy-to-sample source distribution v on R* (for example,
uniform or Gaussian distribution) and compute the generator g by minimizing the distance

between the empirical distribution f,, = % Yo 0x, and the push-forward distribution g4v:

argmin dx(jin, ggv) := argmin sup Eg, [f] — Eg,.[f], (4.7)
g€y geg  feF

where dr is the Integral Probability Metric (IPM, Miiller (1997)) with respect to the discrim-
inator class F, and the push-forward measure g4v of a measurable set S C [0, 1]¢ is defined
by g4v(S) = v(g~1(9)). In practice, the generator and discriminator classes are often param-
eterized by neural networks. If the training is successful, gxv should be close to the target
distribution g in some sense. In general, we can evaluate the performance by another IPM
with respect to the evaluation class H

dy(p, gpv) == sup E,[h] — Eg#y[h].
heH

For instance, in the Wasserstein GAN (Arjovsky et al., 2017), H = Lip1 is the 1-Lipschitz
class and dy = W is the Wasserstein distance by Kantorovich-Rubinstein duality (Villani,
2008). In Sobolev GAN (Mroueh et al., 2018), H is a Sobolev class.

Assume that g, € G is a solution of the problem (4.7) with optimization error €, > 0:

dF(fin, (Gn)#v) < argrgin dr(ln, g#V) + €opt- (4.8)
ge

Similar to the analysis for regression, we have the following error decomposition for GANs.

Lemma 4.5 (Huang et al. (2021)). Assume that F is symmetric (f € F implies —f € F),
p and guv are supported on [0, 114 for all g € G. Then, for any G, € G satisfying (4.8),

d’HO‘ (,U,, (/g\n)#y) < 25(7{&7;) + ;relg d}‘(ﬁn,g#l/) + d}'(u7ﬁn) A d'HO‘ (Mnﬁ'n) + €opt -

Note that the error dya (i, (gn)#v) is decomposed into four error terms: (1) discriminator
approximation error £(H®, F) measuring how well the discriminator F approximates the
evaluation class H®; (2) generator approximation error infyeg dr(fin, g#v) measuring the
approximation capacity of the generator; (3) statistical error dz(u,fin) A dye(p, fin) due
to the fact that we only have finite samples; and (4) the optimization error €,,. When
F = NN(W,L,K) is a norm constrained neural network, Theorem 3.2 provides an upper
bound on the discriminator approximation error. Since any function f € NN(W,L,K) is
K-Lipschitz, the generator approximation error can be bounded by

inf dr(fiyn, guv) < K inf Wi (fin, g4v),
inf F(lin, gpv) < inf 1 (i, gv)

where Wi = drp1 is the Wasserstein distance. The approximation capacity of generative
networks in Wasserstein distance have been studied recently by (Perekrestenko et al., 2020,
2021; Yang et al., 2022). Finally, the statistical error can be bounded using empirical process
theory.
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Theorem 4.6. Let pu be a probability distribution supported on [0,1]% and a = r 4+ § > 0,
where 7 € Ng and € (0,1]. Denote v = [logy(d + 7)]. Assume that the generator G and
source distribution v satisfy inf geg Wi (fin, ggv) = 0 for any samples S, = {X;}' . There
exists ¢ > 0 such that, if the discriminator is chosen as F = NN (W, L, K) with

W > ¢(K/log) K)Rd+a)/Qd+2) - 1> 4y 49 K = nldtD/d(1ogn)7,
then, for any GAN estimator g, € G satisfying (4.8),
B [dyee (1, @))] — éopt S 04V 012 (log ',
where T =1 if 2a = d, and 7 = 0 otherwise.

Proof. By Theorem 3.2 and our choice of W and L, the discriminator approximation error
satisfies

E(H, F) S (K/log? K)~o/(+),
If we choose K =< n(@t1)/d(logn)7, then £(H*, F) <n~*/9. Since any f € F is K-Lipschitz,

;rel(g’ d}-(ﬁn,g#l/) = ;&f; ?ggEﬁn [f] = Eg#l/[f] < K;IGI(E Wl(//znag#y) =0,

by assumption. Using standard symmetrization argument (similar to step 2 in the proof of
Theorem 3.10), the statistical error Eg, [dya (1, fin)] can be bounded by Rademacher com-

plexity, which can be further bounded by Dudley’s entropy integral (see Huang et al. (2021)
for more details):

1 1/2
Eg [due(u,70,)] < inf |6+ — Tog No(H®, || - ([0, €)de | -
Sn[’H(M7ﬂ)]NO<gil/2< +ﬁ : VIog No(H®, || - [oos €) 6)

By Kolmogorov and Tikhomirov (1961), we have the following bound for the covering number
log Ne(H*, || - lloo, €) S €.
Then, a simple calculation shows
Es, [dye (1, Tin)] S 1% v n=12(log )"
The conclusion then follows from Lemma 4.5. U

Remark 4.7. The assumption that the generator approximation error is zero can be fulfilled
by sufficiently large neural network class G = NN (W7, L1). More precisely, it was shown in
(Yang et al., 2022; Huang et al., 2021) that if v is absolutely continuous and n < WZL; then
inf geg Wi (fin, g4v) = 0 for any samples S, = {X;}" ;.

Remark 4.8. For nonparametric density estimation, Liang (2021); Singh et al. (2018) es-
tablished the minimax optimal rate O(n~(@+8)/(26+d) \/ n=1/2) for learning distributions in
a Sobolev class with smoothness 3, when the evaluation class is another Sobolev class with
smoothness . The learning rate in Theorem 4.6 matches this optimal rate with 5 = 0 up to a
logarithmic factor, without making any assumptions on the regularity of target distribution.
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Remark 4.9. The optimization problem (4.7) implicitly assume that we can compute the
expectation E, #,,[ fl1=E,[f og]. This expectation can be estimated by the empirical average
Ep,.[f og], where U,, = . 5" 54, is the empirical distribution of m random samples {Z;}7,
from v. Since v is easy to sample, we can take m as large as we want. Hence, in stead of
(4.7), one can use
argmin dr(fin, g4 Vm) := argmin sup Eg  [f] — Eg#gm [f].
9€g geg  feF

Suppose gn.m € G is a solution with optimization error €,y;. Using the argument in Huang et al.
(2021), one can show that g, ,, achieves the same rate as g,, in Theorem 4.6, if m is sufficiently
large.

It has been demonstrated that Lipschitz continuity of the discriminator is a key condition
for a stable training of GANs (Arjovsky and Bottou, 2017; Arjovsky et al., 2017). In the orig-
inal Wasserstein GAN (Arjovsky et al., 2017), the Lipschitz constraint on the discriminator
is implemented by weight clipping. In the follow-up works, several regularization methods
have been proposed to enforce Lipschitz condition, such as gradient penalty (Gulrajani et al.,
2017; Petzka et al., 2018), weight normalization (Miyato et al., 2018) and weight penalty
(Brock et al., 2019). In Theorem 4.6, the Lipschitz constant is controlled by the norm con-
straint x(f) < K. We can also estimate the convergence rate of the corresponding GAN
estimator regularized by weight penalty:

argmin dr \(fin, ggv) := argmin sup Ej [¢g] — Eg,.[dg] — ()%, A >0, (4.9)
9€g 9geG  p9EF
where F = NN(W, L) is a neural network class. The following proposition shows the relation
of regularized problem (4.9) and the constrained optimization problem (4.7).

Proposition 4.10. For any probability distributions p and v defined on R?, any X\, K > 0,

dr (:U‘ay)Q
dr(p,v) = W,

where F = NN (W, L) and Fg := NN(W,L,K).
Proof. Observe that, for any a > 0,

sup  Eulgg] —Eu[gg] =a  sup  Eu[pg] — E,[dg],
PoEF,k(0)=a PoEF,k(0)=1

because if ¢y is parameterized by 6 = ((Ag, bg),...,(Ar—1,br—1),Ar), then agy can be pa-
rameterized by ¢’ = ((Ag, bo), ..., (Ar—1,br—1),aAr) and x(0') = ax(#). Thus,

d]-'K (M’ V) = Ssup sSup Eu[¢0] - Eu[¢0] =K sup Eu[¢0] - Eu[¢0]-
0<a<K ¢geF,x(0)=a PoEF,k(0)=1

Therefore,

dra(p,v) = sup E,ldg] — Eu[¢g] — Ak(6)?
PoEF

=sup sup E,[pg] — E,[¢g] — Aa®
a>0 ¢geF,k(0)=a

a
= sup —d V) — Aa®
azlg K ]-'K(:U' )

_ dry (M, V)2
ANK?2
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where the supremum is achieved at a = ”\LdeK (1, v) in the last equality. O

Combining Proposition 4.10 with Theorem 4.6, we can obtain the learning rate of the
solution of the regularized optimization problem (4.9).

Corollary 4.11. Under the assumption of Theorem 4.6, let W, L, K be the parameters in
Theorem 4.6 and A\ = ﬁ[( = n~(D/d(logn)=7, then for any GAN estimator gnx €0
satisfying

d]:,)\(ﬁn’ (/g\n,)\)#y) < argnglin d]:,)\(:an’ g#lj) + €opt;
ge

where F = NN (W, L), we have
Es, [dae (11, (Gnn) #2)] = eopr SV =2 (log )™,
where T =1 if 2a = d, and 7 = 0 otherwise.

Proof. Since A = ﬁ, by Proposition 4.10,

Az (s (Gun) ) = dr(fin, (Gun)pv) < argﬂglin dF \(in, guv) + €opt
ge

= argmin d g, ({in, g#V)2 + €opts
geg

where we denote Frx = NN (W, L, K). As a consequence,

d]:K (ﬁna (/g\n,)\)#y) < \/argnéin d]:K (//Ina g#”)z + €opt < argrrglin d]:K (//Ina g#y) + \/ €opt»
ge ge

which means g, » € G is a solution of (4.7) with discriminator Fx and optimization error
\/€opt- Hence, we can apply Theorem 4.6. U

5 Conclusions and future work

This paper have established upper and lower approximation bounds for ReLLU neural networks
with norm constraint on the weights. We use these bounds to analyze the convergence rate of
estimating Holder continuous functions by norm constrained neural networks. In particular,
our results can be applied to over-parameterized neural networks, which are widely used in
practice. We also show that GAN can achieve optimal rate of learning probability distribu-
tions, when the discriminator is a properly chosen norm constrained neural network. Our
results provide statistical guarantee on the performance of norm constrained neural networks.

Norm constrained or regularized neural networks have been widely used in practical ap-
plications. But the theory of their approximation and generalization capacity is still very
limited. We hope that this work can motivate more study on this field. In the following, we
list some possible directions for future research.

e There is a gap between the upper and lower bounds in Theorem 3.2. In (Yarotsky, 2018;
Shen et al., 2020), the optimal approximation rates, in terms of the numbers of weights
and neurons, are derived through bit extraction technique (Bartlett et al., 2019). So,
we think it is possible to apply bit extraction technique to construct norm constrained
neural networks that have better approximation rates.
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e The lower bound in Theorem 3.2 is derived through the upper bound for Rademacher
complexity in Lemma 2.3. This upper bound is independent of the width, but depends
on the depth. It is still unclear whether it is possible to obtain size-independent bounds
without further assumption on the weights of neural networks.

e In the definition of norm constraint (2.4), we restrict ourselves to the operator norm
induced by |||/ for weight matrices. It will be interesting to extend the results to other
norms. A more fundamental question is how different norms affect the approximation
and generalization capacity?
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