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Abstract

In recent times machine learning methods have made significant advances in becoming a
useful tool for analyzing physical systems. A particularly active area in this theme has been
“physics informed machine learning” [15] which focuses on using neural nets for numerically
solving differential equations. Among all the proposals for solving differential equations
using deep-learning, in this paper we aim to advance the theory of generalization error
for DeepONets - which is unique among all the available ideas because of its particularly
intriguing structure of having an inner-product of two neural nets.

Our key contribution is to give a bound on the Rademacher complexity for a large class of
DeepONets. Our bound does not explicitly scale with the number of parameters of the nets
involved and is thus a step towards explaining the efficacy of overparameterized DeepONets.
Additionally, a capacity bound such as ours suggests a novel regularizer on the neural net
weights that can help in training DeepONets – irrespective of the differential equation being
solved.

Keywords: Rademacher complexity, DeepONets, Physics-Inspired ML, Operator Learning

1 Introduction

In recent times there have been multiple methodological advances about using neural nets for solving
differential equations, the deep-BSDE method [9] [13], Deep Ritz Method [35], Deep Galerkin Method
[31], PINNs (Physics-Informed Neural Nets) [30], Neural Operators [16], DeepONets [20] and many more.
In this paper we focus on DeepONets whose foundations were laid in [5], where the authors had pointed
out how outputs of pairs of neural nets can be multiplied to approximate ‘nice’ operators between function
spaces. But it was not until recently when “Deep Operator Nets” (DeepONet) [20] were introduced, that
the full potential of this idea was realized.

It is increasingly becoming evident that DeepONets constitute a particularly powerful technique for
solving differential equations – more so when one needs a “one shot” solution for a family of differential
equations, with a fixed differential operator and different “source / forcing” functions. For example,

consider solving a pendulum O.D.E., R2 ∋ d(y,v)
dt

= (v,−k ⋅sin(y)+f(t)) ∈ R2 for different forcing functions
f(t). Then the DeepONet setup can be trained only once, and then repeatedly be used for inference on
new forcing functions to estimate their corresponding solutions. This approach is fundamentally unlike
traditional numerical methods where one needs to rerun the optimization algorithm afresh for every new
source function. In a recent study [21], the authors showed how the DeepONet setup has significant
advantages over Fourier Neural Operators (FNO, [19]) in solving various differential equations of popular
industrial use.

Over the past few years, many novel generalization bounds for neural nets have been established. Many
of these works have computed bounds on Rademacher complexity for various classes of nets, to show how
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different norm combinations of the involved weight matrices affect generalization performance, [10], [4],
[27]. For shallow neural nets such methods have also been useful in explaining the benefits of dropout
[1] and overparameterization [29]. However, for state-of-the-art neural nets, other approaches [8], [2],
[28], [25] have given tighter generalization bounds. A thorough discussion of the reach and limitations of
uniform convergence based bounds can be found in [26].

In this work we take some of the first steps towards putting the training procedure of DeepONets into
the framework of statistical learning theory. Most importantly we compute their Rademacher complexity
and give the first bounds on their generalization error which does not explicitly scale with the number of
parameters – and this in turn identifies novel complexity measures for this architecture.

1.1 Overview of Training DeepONets & Our Main Result (Theorem 15)

We refer to the schematic in Fig.1 below for the DeepONet architecture and its constituent matrices,

Figure 1: A Sketch of the DeepONet Architecture

In the above diagram the Branch Network and the Trunk Network are neural nets with a common
output dimension. xB(f) ∈ Rd1 , the input to the branch net is an “encoded” version of a function f
i.e a discretization of f onto a d1−sized grid of “sensor points” in its input domain. xT ∈ Rd2 is the
trunk input. If the activation is σ at all layers and the branch net and the trunk net’s layers are named
Bk, k = 1,2, . . . , qB and Tk, k = 1,2, . . . , qT respectively, then the above architecture implements the map,

Rd1 ×Rd2 ∋ (xB(f),xT ) ↦ DeepONet(xB(f),xT ) ∶=

⎛
⎝
BqB(σ(BqB−1(. . . σ(B1(xB(f))) . . .)))

⎞
⎠

⊺
⎛
⎝
TqT (σ(TqT−1(. . . σ(T1(xT )) . . .)))

⎞
⎠

(1)

For a concrete example of using the above architecture, consider the task of solving the pendulum O.D.E

from the previous section, R2 ∋ d(y,v)
dt

= (v,−k ⋅ sin(y) + f(t)) ∈ R2. For a fixed initial condition, here the
training/test data sets would be 3−tuples of the form, (xB(f), xT , y) where y ∈ R is the angular position
of the pendulum at time t = xT for the forcing function f . Typically y is a standard O.D.E. solver’s
approximate solution. Given m such training data samples, the `2 empirical loss would be,

L̂DON ∶= 1

2m

m

∑
i=1

(yi −DeepONet(xB(fi), xT,i))2 . (2)

The rationale for this loss function above comes from the universal approximation property of DeepONets
which we shall quickly review in Section 1.2. Our key Theorem 15, applied to a DeepONet class with
absolute value activations, would give that its average Rademacher complexity, for a training sample of
size m, is bounded by,

O
⎛
⎝

2n−1Cn,n−1√
m

⎛
⎝
n−1
∏
j=2
C−j,−j

⎞
⎠
Mx,BMx,T

⎞
⎠

(3)

with branch and trunk network both being of depth n (i.e qB = qT = n in equation 1) and the inputs to
them being bounded in expectation by Mx,B and Mx,T respectively. (For any weight matrix say Ai we
shall let Ai,j denote its j-th row.) Then the constants Cn,n−1 and C−k,−k, k = 2,3, . . . , n − 1 are defined in
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terms of weight matrices of the branch and the trunk as follows,

b−1

∑
k1=1

t−1

∑
k2=1

[
p

∑
j=1

(Bn,jT
⊺
n,j)]

k1,k2

⋅ ∥Bn−1,k1∥ ⋅ ∥Tn−1,k2∥ ≤ Cn,n−1,

sup
(v,w)

b−k

∑
j1=1

t−k

∑
j2=1

∣(vw⊺)j1,j2 ∣ ⋅ ∥Bn−k,j1∥∥Tn−k,j2∥ ≤ C−k,−k ∀k = 2, . . . , n − 1, (4)

where in each sum, v,w are on the unit spheres of the same dimensionality as the number of rows in
Bn−k and Tn−k respectively.

Towards making the above measures computationally more tractable, in Appendix H we have shown that
one can choose, ∀k = 2, . . . , n − 1, C−k,−k = ∥X∥ where X ∈ Rb−k×t−k with Xj1,j2 ∶= ∥Bn−k,j1∥ ⋅ ∥Tn−k,j2∥

At the very outset, we discuss the practical applicability and qualitative significance of such a bound on
the Rademacher complexity.

Choosing the regularizer: Since low Rademacher complexity implies better generalization (Theorem 16),
our bound on the Rademacher complexity can be seen as suggesting the right regularization to be used
in training DeepONets. Our bound in Theorem 15, suggests this novel combination of the layer norms of
a DeepONet (Cn,n−1∏n−1

j=2 C−j,−j) – to be a good regularizer irrespective of the differential equation being
solved.

Additionally, note that, DeepONets without biases and with positively homogeneous activation, are
invariant to scaling the branch net’s layers Bk and trunk net’s layers Tk by any µk & λk > 0 respectively
∀k s.t ∏k(µk ⋅λk) = 1 This is a larger symmetry than for usual nets but our complexity measure mentioned
above is invariant under this combined scaling. This can be seen as being strongly suggestive of our result
being a step in the right direction.

Explaining overparameterization: Since our generalization error bound has no explicit dependence on the
width (or the number of parameters), it constitutes a step towards explaining the benefits of overparam-
eterization in this new setup.

Outline of the Proof Technique Derivation of the main Theorem 15 involves 3 key steps: (a)
formulating a variation of the standard Talagrand contraction (Lemma 14) (b) using this to bound
the Rademacher complexity of a class of DeepONets with certain activations (e.g. absolute value) by
the Rademacher complexity for a class of DeepONets having 1−lower depth and 1−dimensional outputs,
for both the branch and the trunk (Lemma 17) and lastly (c) uncovering a recursive structure for the
Rademacher complexity across depths between special DeepONet classes having 1−dimensional outputs
for both the branch and trunk. (Lemma 18).

Lemma 17 removes the last 4 matrices from the DeepONet (2 each from the branch and the trunk) leading
to one-dimensional output branch and trunk nets. Lemma 18 removes 2 matrices (1 each from branch
and trunk) – by an entirely different argument than needed in the former. Lemma 17 is invoked only
once at the beginning, while Lemma 18 is repeatedly used for each remaining layer of the DeepONet.

We would also like to emphasize that both our “peeling” lemmas above are structurally very different
from the one in [10] - where the last layer of a standard net gets peeled in every step.

1.2 Review of the Universal Approximation Property of DeepONets

We follow the setup in [18] for a brief review of its key theorem about DeepONets.

Definition 1 (Solution Operator) Given U ⊂ Rn and D ⊂ Rd, suppose we have a differential operator
L ∶ L2(U) → C(D) . Denote the functions in the range of L to be “forcing” / “input” functions and
those in the domain of L to be the “output” functions. Let ∂U denote the boundary of U . Then given
g ∈ L2(∂U) and f ∈ C(D) a solution to the differential system (g, f,L) is a function u∗ ∈ L2(U) s.t.

Lu∗ = f s.t u∗ = g on ∂U.

At a fixed “boundary condition” g for such a differential system, we assume that the solutions for the
above system for different forcing functions f are given via an operator/map, G s.t.

G ∶ C(D) → L2(U) s.t L ○ G(f) = f and G(f) = g on ∂U.
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Further, assume that µ is a probability measure on C(D) s.t G ∈ L2(µ) i.e ∫C(D) ∥G(f)∥
2
L2(U) dµ (f) < ∞.

Multiple examples of G have been discussed in [18], and bounds on these operators evaluated – for
instance, in Lemma 4.1 therein one can see the bounds on the G that corresponds to the the case of a
forced pendulum that we used as a demonstrative example in Section 1.1

Definition 2 (DeepONet (Version 1)) Suppose ∀ f ∈ C(D),xB(f) is a discretization of f. Further
suppose A is a branch net mapping to Rp and τ ∶ Rn ↦ Rp+1 is a trunk net. Then a “DeepONet”
(N ∶ L2(D) ↦ C(U)) is defined as,

∀xT ∈ U ⊂ Rn, N(f)(xT ) ∶= τ0(xT ) +
p

∑
k=1
Ak(xB(f))τk (xT ).

Theorem 3 (Restatement of a key result from [18]) Let µ be as in Definition 1. Let G : C(D) →
L2(U) be a Borel measurable mapping, with G ∈ L2(µ), then for every ε > 0, there exists an operator
network N ∶ C(D) → L2(U), such that

∥G −N∥L2(µ) = (∫
C(D)

∥G(f) −N(f)∥2L2(U)dµ(f))
1/2

< ε.

Remark 4 Henceforth xB ∶= xB(f) for any function f, and similarly xB,i for a function fi.

The above approximation guarantee between DeepONets (N ) and solution operators of differential equa-
tions (G) clearly motivates the use of DeepONets for solving differential equations.

1.3 Related Work

To the best of our knowledge, Theorem 5.3 in [18] is the only existing result on generalization error bounds
for DeepONets. However, this bound has an explicit dependence on the total number of parameters (the
parameter dθ there) in the DeepONet. Such a bound is not expected to explain the benefits of over-
parameterization well, which is one of the key features of modern deep learning. [7], [36]. We note that
for usual implementations for DeepONets, where depths are typically small and the layers are wide, for
a class at any fixed value of our complexity measure i.e Cn,n−1 (∏n−1

j=2 C−j,−j), a Rademacher complexity
based bound that scales exponentially in depth (as ours) will be better than one that scales with the total
number of parameters. We recall that PINNs are an alternative method to solve differential equations
using a single neural net, for which generalization properties have been analysed in [14].

Organization In Section 2 we describe the mathematical setup needed for our main results. In Section
3 we give the formal statements of the central results in this paper : Lemma 14 (Proof in Appendix F.1)
being the new variation of the Talagrand contraction lemma that we need, Theorem 15 (Proof in Section
5) being the main theorem giving a bound on the Rademacher complexity of a class of DeepONets and
in Theorem 16 (Proof in Appendix E.1) we use the former to give a generalization error bound on the
same.

In Section 4 we state the “peeling” lemmas required for proving Theorem 15 : Lemma 17 (Proof in
Appendix C) and Lemma 18 (Proof in Appendix D). The argument in Section 5 shows how these two
lemmas combine to give the proof of Theorem 15. We conclude in Section 6 by discussing some open
questions.

Notation Given any U ⊂ Rn, denote as L2(U) the set of all functions f ∶ U → R s.t ∫U f2(x)dµ (x) < ∞
where µ is the standard Lebesgue measure on Rn. And we denote as C(U), the set of all real valued
continuous functions on U . The unit sphere in Rk is denoted by Sk−1 ∶= {x ∈ Rk ∣ ∥x∥2 = 1} . For any

matrix A, ∥A∥ = supv≠0
∥Av∥2
∥v∥2

denotes its spectral norm.
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2 Mathematical Setup

We define a few specific DeepONet architectures, which will be our focus in the subsequent work.

Definition 5 (A DeepONet (Version 2)) Let p be the common output dimension of the “branch net”
and the “trunk net”. Let qB be the depth of the branch network and qT be the depth of trunk net. Let
B1,B2, . . . ,BqB be a valid set of the branch net’s weight matrices (i.e the product BqB ⋅ . . . ⋅B1 is well-
defined and BqB has p rows). Let T1,T2, . . . ,TqT be a valid set of trunk net’s weight matrices (i.e the
product TqT ⋅ . . . ⋅T1 is well-defined and TqT has p rows).

Let σ1 and σ2 be two R→ R functions (applied pointwise on vector inputs), d1 be the domain dimension
of B1 and d2 be the domain dimension of T1. Then we define the corresponding DeepONet as the map,

Rd1 ×Rd2 ∋ (xB,xT) ↦ DeepONet(xB,xT) = ⟨fB(xB), fT(xT)⟩ ∈ R,

where,
fB(xB) ∶= BqB(σ1(BqB−1(. . . σ1(B1(xB)) . . .))),
fT (xT ) ∶= TqT (σ2(TqT−1(. . . σ2(T1(xT )) . . .))).

Remark 6 To emphasize some constraint on the weights of a DeepONet, we will denote DeepONet(xB ,xT )
by DeepONetw(xB ,xT ), where w collectively stands for all the weight matrices in branch and trunk net-
works.

Remark 7 The Rademacher complexity bound in Theorem 13 will be specifically for a class of DeepONets
with qB = qT = 2 and σ1 = σ2 = ReLU. The stronger bound in the main Theorem 15 and the supporting
lemmas 14, 17 and 18 will apply for a class of activation functions that include the absolute value function
non-linearity i.e R ∋ x↦ ∣x∣ ∈ R. In Appendix G we will indicate why this is sufficient to capture the core
mathematical challenges of the usual ReLU based implementations. Now we formalize the setup of the
training data and the loss function for training DeepONets.

Definition 8 (A Loss function for DeepONets) We continue in the same setup as Definition 1 and
define a function class of allowed forcing functions F ⊂ L2(D). Further, we consider DeepONet maps
as given in Definition 5, mapping as DeepONet ∶ Rd1 ×Rd2 → R and consider an instance of the training
data given as,

{(fi,xT,i) ∈ F ×Rd2 ∣ i = 1, . . . ,S}.
Then the corresponding DeepONet loss function is given by,

L̂DON = 1

2m

m

∑
i=1

(G(fi)(xT,i) −DeepONet(xB,i,xT,i))2.

Here we assume a fixed grid of size d1 on which the function fi gets discretized, to get xB,i ∈ Rd1 .

It can be seen that the loss function in the experiment described in Section 1.1 was a special case of the
above loss function – if we assume that the numerical solver exactly solved the forced pendulum O.D.E.

Definition 9 (H function class) Given an operator G ∶ C(D) → L2(U) as in Definition 1 (with say
U ⊂ Rd2), a class F ⊂ C(D) of “forcing functions”, and maps DeepONetw ∶ Rd1×Rd2 → R as in Definition
5 and a set W of allowed w, we define the class H(F ,G,W) as,

H(F ,G,W) ∶= {F ×Rd2 ∋ (f,xT ) ↦ G(f)(xT ) −DeepONetw(xB(f),xT ) ∈ R ∣ w ∈ W}.

Here we assume that there is a fixed grid of size d1 on which the function f gets discretized to create the
vector xB(f) ∈ Rd1 .

Now, for some R > 0, we consider the map `2 ∶= [−R,R] ∋ x ↦ 1
2
⋅ x2. Referring to Definition 8, for any

h ∈ H(C), the DeepONet mean-squared loss can be rewritten as

L̂DON = 1

m

m

∑
i=1
`2 ○ h(fi,xT,i). (5)
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Definition 10 (Empirical and Average Rademacher complexity) For a function class F , sup-
pose being given a m−sized data-set D of points {xi ∣ i = 1, . . . ,m} in the domain of the elements in
F . For εi ∼ ±1 with equal probability, the corresponding empirical Rademacher complexity is given by,

R̂m(F) = E
ε
[sup
f∈F

1

m

m

∑
i=1
εif(xi)] .

If the elements of D above are sampled from a distribution P , then the average Rademacher complexity
is given by,

R(F) = E
x1,...,xm∼P

(E
ε
[sup
f∈F

1

m

m

∑
i=1
εif(xi)]) .

We will uncover a recursive structure for the Rademacher complexity of DeepONets. Towards stating
these results, we define a class of sub-DeepONets (Equation 9). Corresponding to any given DeepONet
(Definition 5), these sub-DeepONets would themselves be one depth lower in the branch and the trunk
network, and would always have one dimensional outputs for the branch and the trunk.

Definition 11 (Certain Classes of sub-DeepONets & Width Parameters for DeepONets)

• For k = 1, . . . , qB − 1 and ` = 1, . . . , qT − 1, define b−k, &t−` to be the number of rows in the weight
matrices BqB−k and TqT−` respectively.

• In the setup of Definition 5, we define the functions f ′B and f ′T s.t given any m inputs to a DeepONet
as, {(xB,i,xT,i) ∣ i = 1, . . . ,m} we have the following equalities,

fB(xB,i) = BqBσ1 (BqB−1f
′
B(xB,i)) , fT (xT,i) = TqT σ2 (TqT−1f

′
T (xT,i)) . (6)

• Let Wrest be a set of allowed matrices for nets f ′B and f ′T .

• Further, given a constant CqB ,qT ,qB−1,qT−1 > 0 we define the following set of 4−tuples of outermost
layer of matrices in the DeepONet as,

W(CqB ,qT ,qB−1,qT−1) ∶=
⎧⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎩
(BqB ,BqB−1,TqT ,TqT−1)

RRRRRRRRRRR
b−1

∑
k1=1

t−1

∑
k2=1

∥BqB−1,k1∥ ⋅ ∥TqT−1,k2∥ ⋅ [
p

∑
j=1

(BqB ,jT
⊺
qT ,j

)]
k1,k2

≤ CqB ,qT ,qB−1,qT−1
⎫⎪⎪⎬⎪⎪⎭
. (7)

• Corresponding to the above we define the following class of DeepONets,

DeepONet(W(CqB ,qT ,qB−1,qT−1),Wrest) ∶=

{DeepONetw (as in Definition 5) ∣ w ∈ (W(CqB ,qT ,qB−1,qT−1),Wrest)}. (8)

• Further, given f ′B and f ′T as defined in Equation 6 and (xB ,xT ) ∈ Rd1 ×Rd2 , we define a class of
DeepONets which is of one lower depth on its branch as well as the trunk than in Equation 8.

DeepONet(Wrest) ∶=
⎧⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎩
(xB ,xT ) ↦ v⊺f ′B(xB) ⋅w⊺f ′T (xT ) ∈ R (9)

∣ the set of allowed matrices for nets f ′B & f ′T are in Wrest ; (v,w) ∈ Sb−2−1 × St−2−1
⎫⎪⎪⎬⎪⎪⎭
.

3 Results

Our central result about Rademacher complexity of general DeepONets will be stated in the two theorems
in Section 3.2. Towards that, we start building intuition with two relatively simple classes of DeepONets.
A trivial DeepONet is where both the nets are linear transformations and its Rademacher complexity
bound has been given in Appendix A. In the following we give the results for when both the branch and
the trunk network have a single layer of ReLU activations.
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3.1 Capacity Bounds for (2,2) – DeepONets

Definition 12 (A (2,2) − (ReLU) DeepONet Class) Given a constant C > 0, we define a (2,2) −
(ReLU) DeepONet class where the branch (of width b1) and the trunk (of width t1) are mapping Rd1 → Rp
and Rd2 → Rp respectively,

F(2,2)−(ReLU)(C) ∶= {Rd1 ×Rd2 ∋ (x1,x2) → ⟨B2 ReLU(B1x1),T2 ReLU(T1x2)⟩ ∈ R

∣ max
k1=1,...,b1
k2=1,...,t1

∥B1,k1∥∥T1,k2∥
⎛
⎝

p

∑
j=1

(B2,jT
⊺
2,j)k1,k2

⎞
⎠
≤ C

∣B2 ∈ Rp×b1 ,B1 ∈ Rb1×d1 ,T2 ∈ Rp×t1 ,T1 ∈ Rt1×d2}.

Here Bi,k is the kth− row of Bi and similarly for the Tis.

Theorem 13 (Rademacher complexity of (2,2) − (ReLU)DeepONets) In the setup of Definition
10, suppose the given data-set D of size m is {(xiB ,xiT ) ∈ Rd1 ×Rd2 ∣ i = 1, . . . ,m}.

Then we have for the function class given in Definition 12,

R̂m(F(2,2)−(ReLU)(C)) ≤
C
m
b1t1

⎛
⎝

¿
ÁÁÀ

m

∑
i=1

∥xiB∥2 ⋅
¿
ÁÁÀ

m

∑
i=1

∥xiT ∥
2⎞
⎠
.

The proof of the above has been given in Appendix B.3 The key upshot from the above theorem is to
identify a capacity measure for the (2,2) − (ReLU) DeepONet as,

max
k1=1,...,b1
k2=1,...,t1

∥B1,k1∥∥T1,k2∥
⎛
⎝

p

∑
j=1

(B2,jT
⊺
2,j)k1,k2

⎞
⎠
.

3.2 Main Results About General DeepONets

We note that the bound on the Rademacher complexity of (2,2)−(ReLU) DeepONet obtained in Theorem
13 has the lacuna of having explicit dependence on width. In the next (main) result we see how this
can be improved upon for a certain class of activations, including the absolute value function. This main
result will also hold for DeepONets of arbitrary depth – which leads us to defining a complexity measure
for each layer. Towards stating Theorem 13, we need the following lemma which can be seen as a variation
of the standard Talagrand contraction lemma,

Lemma 14 Let F and G be two sets of functions valued in R. Let φF , φG ∶ R → R be s.t ∃L > 0 s.t
∀(f, g), (f ′, g′) ∈ F × G and ∀(x,y) ∈ Domain(F) ×Domain(G),

∣φF (f(x))φG(g(y)) − φF (f ′(x))φG(g′(y))∣ ≤ L∣f(x)g(y) − f ′(x)g′(y)∣. (10)

Given points {xi ∣ i = 1, . . . ,m}, {yi ∣ i = 1, . . . ,m} in the domain of the functions in F × G we have the
following inequality of Rademacher complexities - where both the sides are being evaluated on this same
set of points,

Rm(φF ○ F ⋅ φG ○ G) ≤ LRm(F ⋅ G).

The above lemma has been proven in Appendix F.1.

Theorem 15 (Rademacher Complexity of Special Symmetric DeepONets) We consider a spe-
cial case of Definition 5, with (a) qB = qT = n, and (b) σ1, σ2 satisfying Lemma 14 and being positively
homogeneous. Further, let b−i and t−i be as in Definition 11 for i ≥ 1 and recall from Definition 5 that
p is the number of rows of Bn and Tn. Then given a class of DeepONet maps as above, we define n − 1
constants : Cn,n−1 > 0 and C−k,−k > 0, k = 2, . . . , n − 1, such that the following n − 1 inequalities hold,
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(Sk ∶= Sb−k−1 × St−k−1)

b−1

∑
k1=1

t−1

∑
k2=1

∥Bn−1,k1∥ ⋅ ∥Tn−1,k2∥ ⋅ [
p

∑
j=1

(Bn,jT
⊺
n,j)]

k1,k2

≤ Cn,n−1,

sup
(v,w) ∈Sk

b−k

∑
j1=1

t−k

∑
j2=1

∣(vw⊺)j1,j2 ∣∥Bn−k,j1∥∥Tn−k,j2∥ ≤ C−k,−k, ∀k = 2, . . . , n − 1.

Then given training data as in Definition 11, the empirical Rademacher complexity is bounded as,

R̂m ≤ (2L)n−1Cn,n−1
m

⎛
⎝
n−1
∏
j=2
C−j,−j

⎞
⎠

¿
ÁÁÀ

m

∑
i=1

∥xB,i∥22∥xT,i∥
2
2.

Further assuming that the input distribution is bounded as E [∥xB∥22] ≤M2
x,B ,E [∥xT ∥22] ≤M2

x,T , we have

the average Rademacher complexity bounded as:

R ≤ (2L)n−1Cn,n−1√
m

⎛
⎝
n−1
∏
j=2
C−j,−j

⎞
⎠
Mx,BMx,T .

The proof for above can be found in Appendix 5. Further note that, (a) It follows from previous
definitions that the rows of Bn−(i−1) and Tn−(i−1) are vectors in Rb−i and Rt−i respectively. (b) For
σ1(x) = σ2(x) = ∣x∣ i.e for DeepONets with absolute value activations, Lemma 14 holds with L = 1 and
hence the subsequent simplification also happens in the result in Theorem 15.

Towards deriving a generalization error bound we need the following assumption that is motivated from
[18].

Assumption 1 We recall assumption 5.1 from [18] that for all f ∈ C(D),xT ∈ U , there exist constants
Cf , κ > 0 such that,

∣G(f)(xT )∣ ≤ Cf (1 + ∥f∥L2)κ . (11)

Further, given F as in Definition 8, we assume that the following is finite, supf∈F (Cf (1 + ∥f∥L2)κ)

We note that often in DeepONet experimental setups the function space F is chosen as the set of all linear
combinations of a finite set of functions with the coefficients coming from specified compact intervals of R.
Given the continuity of the arguments of the sup above, from the perspective of many usual experimental
setups, it follows that it is natural to assume the finiteness of the sup required above.

Theorem 16 (Generalization Error Bound for DeepONet) Given H as in Definition 9, define
h∗ ∈ H as the minimizer for the empirical loss L̂DON in Equation 5. We assume that G satisfies Assump-
tion 1. Then, ∀δ > 0, w.p at least 1 − δ over sampling the training data, the difference between true risk
of this minimizer and the minimum possible true risk can be bounded as,

E(f,xT )∼D [`2(h∗(f,xT )] − min
h ∈H

[E(f,xT )∼D [`2(h(f,xT )]] ≤ 2B ⋅ R +B2

√
ln (1/δ)

2m
,

where R is as in Theorem 15. F is as in Definition 8, L1, L2 are the Lipschitz constants of activation
functions σ1(⋅), σ2(⋅) respectively and we have defined B as,

B = sup
f∈F

(Cf (1 + ∥f∥L2)κ) +Ln1 Ln2 mx,Bmx,T P,

where we assume ∥xB∥2 ≤mx,B , ∥xT ∥2 ≤mx,T (xB ,xT are inputs to branch and trunk respectively), and
P = sup (∏n

i=1 ∥Bi∥∥Ti∥) , where the sup is over the same set of DeepONets as considered in Theorem 15.

Proof of the above can be found in Appendix E.1. Note that for absolute value activations - which would
satisfy the condition for Theorem 15., the quantity B above would simplify to,

B = sup
f∈F

(Cf (1 + ∥f∥L2)κ) +mx,Bmx,T P,

8



4 Key Lemmas Needed for Theorem 15

We would like to emphasize that the subsequent lemmas 17 and 18 hold in more generality than Theorem
15, because they do not need the branch and the trunk nets to be of equal depth.

Lemma 17 (Removal of the last 4 matrices of a DeepONet) We continue to be in the setup of
Definition 11 and assume that σ1, σ2 satisfy Lemma 14 and are positively homogeneous. Then given
the definitions of DeepONet(W(CqB ,qT ,qB−1,qT−1),Wrest) (Eq. 8 ) and DeepONet(Wrest) (Eq. 9) in
Definition 11, we have the following upperbound on emoirical Rademacher complexity of a DeepONet,
(here Sk ∶= Sb−k−1 × St−k−1)

R̂m(DeepONet(W(CqB ,qT ,qB−1,qT−1),Wrest))

≤ 2L ⋅ CqB ,qT ,qB−1,qT−1 ⋅Eε
⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣

sup
(v,w) ∈S2

Wrest

⎛
⎝
m

∑
i=1
εiv

⊺f ′B(xB,i) ⋅w⊺f ′T (xT,i)
⎞
⎠

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦

≤ 2L ⋅ CqB ,qT ,qB−1,qT−1 ⋅ R̂m(DeepONet(Wrest)).

Note that both sides of the above are computed for the same data {(xB,i,xT,i) ∣ i = 1, . . . ,m} as given in
Definition 11. The proof of the above lemma is given in Appendix C.

By referring to the definitions of the DeepONet classes on the L.H.S. and the R.H.S. of the above, as given
in equations 8 and 9 respectively, we see that the above lemma upperbounds the Rademacher complexity
of a DeepONet class (whose individual nets can have multi-dimensional outputs) by the Rademacher
complexity of a simpler DeepONet class. The DeepONet class in the R.H.S. is simpler because here the
last layer of each of the individual nets is constrained to be an unit vector of appropriate dimensions
(and thus the individual nets here are always of 1 dimensional output) – and whose both branch and the
trunk are shorter in depth by 1 activation and 1 linear transform than the L.H.S.

Lemma 18 (Peeling for DeepONets) We continue in the setup of Lemma 17 and define the functions
f ′′B and f ′′T s.t we have the following equalities, f ′B = σ1 (BqB−2f

′′
B) &f ′T = σ2 (TqT−2f

′′
T ) Further, given a

constant C−2,−2 > 0, we define W ′
rest as the union of (a) the set of weights that are allowed in the Wrest

set for the matrices BqB−3,BqB−4, . . . ,B1 and TqT−3,TqT−4, . . . ,T1 and (b) the subset of the weights
for BqB−2 & TqT−2 that are allowed by Wrest which also additionally satisfy the constraint, (here Sk ∶=
Sb−k−1 × St−k−1)

sup
(v,w) ∈S2

b−2

∑
j1=1

t−2

∑
j2=1

∣(vw⊺)j1,j2 ∣∥BqB−2,j1∥∥TqT−2,j2∥ ≤ C−2,−2. (12)

Then we get the following inequality between Rademacher complexities,

Eε
⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣

sup
(v,w) ∈S2

Wrest

⎛
⎝
m

∑
i=1
εiv

⊺f ′B(xB,i) ⋅w⊺f ′T (xT,i)
⎞
⎠

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦

≤ 2LC−2,−2Eε
⎛
⎜⎜⎜
⎝

sup
(v,w) ∈S3

W ′

rest

m

∑
i=1
εi(v⊺f ′′B(xB,i))(w⊺f ′′T (xT,i))

⎞
⎟⎟⎟
⎠
,

where b−k, t−k are as in Definition 11.

Proof of the above lemma is in Appendix D.

5 Proof of Theorem 15

Proof For each k = 2,3, . . . , n − 1, we define a product of unit-spheres, Sk ∶= Sb−k−1 × St−k−1 and let
Sn ∶= Sd1−1 × Sd2−1. Now we define,

W1
rest ∶= {(Bn,Bn−1,Tn,Tn−1) ∣

b−1

∑
k1=1

t−1

∑
k2=1

∥Bn−1,k1∥ ⋅ ∥Tn−1,k2∥ ⋅ [
p

∑
j=1

(Bn,jT
⊺
n,j)]

k1,k2

≤ Cn,n−1}.
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Next, for each i = 2,3, . . . , n − 1, we define

Wi
rest ∶=

n−i
⋃
k=1

{(Bk,Tk) ∣ sup
(v,w) ∈Sk

b−k

∑
j1=1

t−k

∑
j2=1

∣(vw⊺)j1,j2 ∣ ⋅ ∥Bn−k,j1∥ ⋅ ∥Tn−k,j2∥ ≤ C−k,−k}.

Thus we have,

mR̂m = Eε
⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣

sup
(W1

rest,W
2
rest)

(
m

∑
i=1
εi ⟨Bnσ1 (Bn−1f

′
B(xB,i)) ,Tnσ2 (Tn−1f

′
T (xT,i))⟩)

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦
.

Then we can invoke Lemma 17 on the above to get,

mR̂m = Eε
⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣

sup
(W1

rest,W
2
rest)

(
m

∑
i=1
εi ⟨Bnσ1 (Bn−1f

′
B(xB,i)) ,Tnσ2 (Tn−1f

′
T (xT,i))⟩)

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦

≤ 2LCn,n−1Eε
⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣

sup
W2

rest
v1,v2 ∈S2

(
m

∑
i=1
εiv

⊺
1f

′
B(xB,i)v⊺2f

′
T (xT,i))

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦
.

Now, using Lemma 18 repeatedly on the R.H.S above, and defining in a natural fashion the subsequent
branch and trunk sub-networks as f (i)(⋅) we have,

mR̂m ≤ (2L)2Cn,n−1 C−2,−2Eε
⎛
⎜⎜⎜
⎝

sup
W3

rest

(v1,v2) ∈S3

m

∑
i=1
εi(v⊺1f ′′B(xB,i))(v⊺2f ′′T (xT,i))

⎞
⎟⎟⎟
⎠

. . .

≤ (2L)iCn,n−1
⎛
⎝
i

∏
j=2
C−j,−j

⎞
⎠
Eε

⎛
⎜⎜⎜
⎝

sup
Wi+1

rest

(v1,v2) ∈Si+1

m

∑
i=1
εi(v⊺1f

(i)
B (xB,i))(v⊺2f

(i)
T (xT,i))

⎞
⎟⎟⎟
⎠

. . .

≤ (2L)n−1Cn,n−1
⎛
⎝
n−1
∏
j=2
C−j,−j

⎞
⎠
Eε

⎛
⎝

sup
(v1,v2) ∈Sn

m

∑
i=1
εi(v⊺1xB,i)(v⊺2xT,i)

⎞
⎠
.

Using Lemma 19, (and its defintion of x̃i = xB,ix
⊺
T,i), the final bound on the empirical Rademacher

complexity becomes,

R̂m ≤ (2L)n−1Cn,n−1
m

⎛
⎝
n−1
∏
j=2
C−j,−j

⎞
⎠

¿
ÁÁÀ

m

∑
i=1

∥x̃i∥2
2
.

Invoking the assumption that the input is bounded s.t E [∥x̃B∥22] ≤ M2
x,B and E [∥x̃T ∥22] ≤ M2

x,T , the

average Rademacher complexity can be bounded as

R ≤ (2L)n−1Cn,n−1√
m

⎛
⎝
n−1
∏
j=2
C−j,−j

⎞
⎠
Mx,BMx,T .

Lemma 19 Using Sn = Sd1−1 × Sd2−1, and x̃i = xB,ix
⊺
T,i

Eε
⎛
⎝

sup
(v1,v2) ∈Sn

m

∑
i=1
εi(v⊺1xB,i)(v⊺2xT,i)

⎞
⎠
≤
¿
ÁÁÀ

m

∑
i=1

∥xB,i∥22∥xT,i∥
2
2.
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Proof Denote by Sn = Sd1−1 × Sd2−1. Define W̃ = (v1v
⊺
2) and x̃i = (xB,i(xT,i)⊺). Then

= Eε
⎛
⎝

sup
(v1,v2) ∈Sn

m

∑
i=1
εi

⎛
⎝
d1

∑
k1=1

v1,k1xB,i,k1
⎞
⎠
⎛
⎝
d2

∑
k2=1

v2,k2xT,i,k2
⎞
⎠
⎞
⎠

= Eε
⎛
⎝

sup
(v1,v2) ∈Sn

m

∑
i=1

d1

∑
k1=1

d2

∑
k2=1

εi (v1,k1xB,i,k1) (v2,k2xT,i,k2)
⎞
⎠

= Eε
⎛
⎝

sup
(v1,v2) ∈Sn

d1

∑
k1=1

d2

∑
k2=1

v1,k1v2,k2 (
m

∑
i=1
εi (xB,i,k1) (xT,i,k2))

⎞
⎠

Note that,(v1,v2) ∈ Sn Ô⇒ ∥W̃∥
2
=

¿
ÁÁÁÀ

d1

∑
k1=1

d2

∑
k2=1

v21,k1v
2
2,k2

= ∥v1∥2∥v2∥2 = 1.

Hence, we can enlarge the domain to get,

≤ Eε
⎛
⎜
⎝

sup
∥W̃∥

2
≤1

d1

∑
k1=1

d2

∑
k2=1

W̃(k1,k2) (
m

∑
i=1
εi x̃i,k1,k2)

⎞
⎟
⎠
.

The above sum can be viewed as an inner product of 2 vectors in Rd1×d2 . We have,

= Eε
⎛
⎜
⎝

sup
∥W̃∥

2
≤1

⟨W̃,
m

∑
i=1
εi x̃i⟩

⎞
⎟
⎠
≤
¿
ÁÁÀ

m

∑
i=1

∥x̃i∥22 =
¿
ÁÁÀ

m

∑
i=1

∥xB,i∥22∥xT,i∥
2
2,

where the inequality follows from Theorem 5.5 in [22].

6 Conclusion & Future Work

We would like to point out that our work immediately suggests an exciting line of future experimental
studies investigating the optimal weighting for the regularizer (Cn,n−1∏n−1

j=2 C−j,−j) (equation 4) implied by
our result, to gain the most from using it while training DeepONets. Different variations of the DeepONet
architecture have also been proposed – (Fig 5, [33]), [21]. We anticipate that our mathematical analysis
can be built upon to similarly derive regularizers for these architectures too.

In the context of understanding the generalization error of Siamese networks, the authors in [6] dealt
with a certain product of neural outputs structure (where the nets share weights). In their analysis,
the authors bound the Rademacher complexity via covering numbers. Since we try to directly bound
the Rademacher complexity for DeepONets, it would be interesting to investigate if our methods can be
adapted to improve such results about Siamese nets.

We recall that in works like [23], [17], [12] the authors were able to show that single neural nets can be
constructed for efficient representation of solutions of certain classes of P.D.Es. Such P.D.E. class specific
generalization bounds in the setup of Physics Inspired Neural Nets were given in [24]. We anticipate
that similar analysis might be possible for DeepONets too giving tighter generalization bounds tuned to
specific types of P.D.Es.

Further, in [34], an unsupervised variation of the loss function of a DeepONet was shown to give better
performance. In [11], authors employ a variational framework for solving differential equations using
DeepONets, through a novel loss function. Understanding precisely as to when these variations give
advantages over the basic DeepONet setup is another interesting direction for future research.

Lastly, we note that the existing bounds on the Rademacher complexity of nets have typically been
proven by making ingenious use of the algebraic identities satisfied by Rademacher complexity (Theorem
12 in [3]). But to the best of our knowledge, we are not aware of any general results on how Rademacher
complexity of a product of function spaces can be written in terms of individual Rademacher complexities.
Consequently, we are not aware of any method which can directly use the existing state-of-the-art bounds
on Rademacher complexities for standard nets (in particular with a ReLU activation) to obtain the same
for DeepONets. We posit that such a mathematical development if achieved can be a significant advance
in the theory of DeepONets.
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Appendix

A (1,1) – DeepONets

Definition 20 (A (1,1)-(Linear) DeepONet Class) Given a constant C > 0, we define a (1,1) linear
DeepONet class as follows,

F(1,1)(C) ∶= {Rd1 ×Rd2 ∋ (x1,x2) → ⟨WB(x1),WT (x2)⟩ ∈ R

∣WB ∈ Rp×d1 ,WT ∈ Rp×d2 ,
XXXXXXXXXXX

p

∑
j=1

W̃j

XXXXXXXXXXX2
≤ C,where, (W̃j)(k1,k2) =WB,j,k1WT,j,k2}.

Here, W̃j are d1 ⋅ d2 dimensional vectors indexed by 2−tuples as, (W̃j)(k1,k2) = WB,j,k1WT,j,k2 for k1 =
1, . . . , d1 and k2 = 1, . . . , d2.

Theorem 21 (Rademacher complexity for (1,1)-(Linear) DeepONets) In the setup of Definition
10, suppose the given data-set D of size m is {(xiB ,xiT ) ∈ Rd1 ×Rd2 ∣ i = 1, . . . ,m}. Then corresponding
to the ith sample in D, we define x̃i ∈ Rd1×d2 s.t (x̃i)k1,k2 = (xiB)k1(xiT )k2 .

Then we have for the function class given in Definition 20 ,

R̂m(F(1,1)(C)) ≤
C
m

¿
ÁÁÀ

m

∑
i=1

∥x̃i∥2
F
.

Further suppose that the d1×d2 matrices x̃i are samples from a matrix distribution P, such that EP [∥x̃∥2F ] ≤
M2. Then, the average Rademacher complexity is bounded as

R(F(1,1)(C)) ≤
CM√
m
.
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The above has been proven in Section B.1.The essential gist of the above theorem is to identify a capacity
measure for the (1,1)-(Linear) DeepONet as,

¿
ÁÁÁÀ

d1

∑
k1=1

d2

∑
k2=1

⎛
⎝

p

∑
j=1

WB,j,k1WT,j,k2

⎞
⎠

2

= ∥W⊺
BWT ∥F

For better intuition, we state here a consequence of Theorem 21 when the function class is defined in
terms of bounds given on the branch and the trunk network matrices individually.

Lemma 22 (2-norm bounded weight matrices) Given M as in Theorem 21, suppose that spectral
norms of weights WB , WT are bounded as ∥WB∥ ≤ MB , ∥WT ∥ ≤ MT . In this case, the average
Rademacher complexity is bounded as follows

R̂ ≤ pMBMTM√
m

.

The above has been proven in Section B.2.

B Proofs of Rademacher Complexity for Shallow Operator Nets

B.1 Proof of Theorem 21

Proof In the context of the class as given in Definition 20 we define a vector w ∶= ∑pj=1 W̃j . Then
invoking the definition of empirical Rademacher complexity for this class F(1,1)(C) for the given data-set
we get,

R̂m(F(1,1)(C)) = Eε
⎛
⎝

sup
∥w∥2≤C

1

m

m

∑
i=1
εi ⟨WBxiB ,WTxiT ⟩

⎞
⎠

= Eε
⎛
⎝

sup
∥w∥2≤C

1

m

m

∑
i=1

p

∑
j=1

εi
⎛
⎝
d1

∑
k1=1

WB,j,k1x
i
B,k1

⎞
⎠
⎛
⎝
d2

∑
k2=1

WT,j,k2x
i
T,k2

⎞
⎠
⎞
⎠

= Eε
⎛
⎝

sup
∥w∥2≤C

1

m

m

∑
i=1

p

∑
j=1

d1

∑
k1=1

d2

∑
k2=1

εi (WB,j,k1x
i
B,k1

) (WT,j,k2x
i
T,k2

)
⎞
⎠

= Eε
⎛
⎝

sup
∥w∥2≤C

p

∑
j=1

d1

∑
k1=1

d2

∑
k2=1

WB,j,k1WT,j,k2 (
1

m

m

∑
i=1
εi (xiB,k1) (x

i
T,k2

))
⎞
⎠

= Eε
⎛
⎝

sup
∥w∥2≤C

p

∑
j=1

d1

∑
k1=1

d2

∑
k2=1

W̃j,(k1,k2) (
1

m

m

∑
i=1
εi x̃

i
k1,k2)

⎞
⎠
.

The above triple-sum is an inner-product of two vectors in Rd1×d2 . Therefore,

= Eε
⎛
⎝

sup
∥w∥2≤C

⟨
p

∑
j=1

W̃j ,
1

m

m

∑
i=1
εi x̃

i⟩
⎞
⎠

= 1

m
Eε

⎛
⎝

sup
∥w∥2≤C

⟨w,
m

∑
i=1
εi x̃

i⟩
⎞
⎠

≤ C
m

¿
ÁÁÀ

m

∑
i=1

∥x̃i∥2
2

(Eq. (5.23) in [22]).

Ô⇒ R(F(1,1)(C)) = E[R̂m(F(1,1)(C))]

= C
m
E
⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣

¿
ÁÁÀ

m

∑
i=1

∥x̃i∥2
F

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦
≤ C
m

¿
ÁÁÀ

m

∑
i=1

E [∥x̃i∥2
F
] (Jensen’s Inequality)

≤ CM√
m
.
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B.2 Proof of Lemma 22

Proof Due to constraints on spectral norms of WB ,WT as defined earlier, we have

XXXXXXXXXXX

p

∑
j=1

W̃j

XXXXXXXXXXX2
≤

p

∑
j=1

∥W̃j∥2 (Triangle Inequality)

≤
p

∑
j=1

MBMT ≤ pMBMT ,

where we have used,

∥W̃j∥2 =

¿
ÁÁÁÀ

d1

∑
k1=1

d2

∑
k2=1

W2
B,j,k1W2

T,j,k2 = ∥WB,j∥2∥WT,j∥2 ≤ ∥WB∥∥WT ∥ ≤MBMT ,

where ∥A∥ denotes spectral norm of A. Hence, invoking the definition of C the upper bound on average
Rademacher complexity becomes,

R ≤ pMBMTM√
m

.

B.3 Proof of Theorem 13

Proof For ease of notation we define a capacity variable as,

w2,1 = w(B2,B1,T2,T1) ∶= max
k1=1,...,b1
k2=1,...,t1

∥B1,k1∥∥T1,k2∥
⎛
⎝

p

∑
j=1

(B2,jT
⊺
2,j)k1,k2

⎞
⎠
.

Hence we have,

R̂m(F(2,2)−(ReLU)(C))

= Eε [ sup
w2,1 ≤ C

1

m

m

∑
i=1
εi ⟨B2 ReLU (B1x

i
B) ,T2 ReLU (T1x

i
T )⟩]

= Eε
⎡⎢⎢⎢⎣

sup
w2,1 ≤ C

1

m

m

∑
i=1
εi

p

∑
j=1

⟨B2,j ,ReLU (B1x
i
B)⟩ ⋅ ⟨T2,j ,ReLU (T1x

i
T )⟩

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎦

= Eε
⎡⎢⎢⎢⎣

sup
w2,1 ≤ C

1

m

m

∑
i=1

p

∑
j=1

b1

∑
k1=1

t1

∑
k2=1

εiB2,j,k1ReLU (B⊺
1,k1

xiB)T2,j,k2ReLU (T⊺
1,k2

xiT )
⎤⎥⎥⎥⎦

= Eε
⎡⎢⎢⎢⎣

sup
w2,1 ≤ C

1

m

p

∑
j=1

b1

∑
k1=1

t1

∑
k2=1

B2,j,k1T2,j,k2

m

∑
i=1
εiReLU (B⊺

1,k1
xiB)ReLU (T⊺

1,k2
xiT )

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎦

= Eε
⎡⎢⎢⎢⎣

sup
w2,1 ≤ C

1

m

p

∑
j=1

b1

∑
k1=1

t1

∑
k2=1

(B2,jT
⊺
2,j)k1,k2

m

∑
i=1
εiReLU (B⊺

1,k1
xiB)ReLU (T⊺

1,k2
xiT )

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎦
.

We introduce two vectors in Rb1×t1 v, w which are indexed by a tuple (k1, k2) such that

vk1,k2 = ∥B1,k1∥∥T1,k2∥
⎛
⎝

p

∑
j=1

(B2,jT
⊺
2,j)k1,k2

⎞
⎠
.

wk1,k2 =
1

m
⋅
m

∑
i=1
εiReLU(

B⊺
1,k1

∥B1,k1∥
xiB)ReLU(

T⊺
1,k2

∥T1,k2∥
xiT).

Then we can rewrite the above expression as,

R̂m(F(2,2)−(ReLU)(C)) = Eε
⎡⎢⎢⎢⎣

sup
w2,1 ≤ C

1

m

d1

∑
k1=1

d2

∑
k2=1

vk1,k2wk1,k2

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎦
.
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Note that for any α,β ∈ Rk we have, ⟨α,β⟩ ≤ (maxp∈1,...,k ∣βp∣) ⋅ ∑kj=1 ∣αj ∣. Hence,

R̂m(F(2,2)−(ReLU)(C)) ≤ Eε
⎡⎢⎢⎢⎣

sup
w2,1 ≤ C

(max
k1,k2

∣vk1,k2 ∣)
b1

∑
k1=1

t1

∑
k2=1

∣wk1,k2 ∣
⎤⎥⎥⎥⎦
.

We recall the definition of C to upperbound the above as,

R̂m(F(2,2)−(ReLU)(C)) ≤ CEε
⎡⎢⎢⎢⎣

sup
w2,1 ≤ C

d1

∑
k1=1

d2

∑
k2=1

∣wk1,k2 ∣
⎤⎥⎥⎥⎦

≤ C
m

Eε
⎡⎢⎢⎢⎣

b1

∑
k1=1

t1

∑
k2=1

sup
w2,1 ≤ C

∣
m

∑
i=1
εiReLU(

B⊺
1,k1

∥B1,k1∥
xiB)ReLU(

T⊺
1,k2

∥T1,k2∥
xiT)∣

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎦
.

Now, we can define (v1,v2) ∈ Sb1−1 × St1−1 s.t

v1 ∶=
B1,k1

∥B1,k1∥
, v2 ∶=

T1,k2

∥T1,k2∥
.

And hence we have,

∣
m

∑
i=1
εiReLU (v⊺1xiB)ReLU (v⊺2xiT )∣

≤
¿
ÁÁÀ

m

∑
i=1

(εiReLU (v⊺1xiB))2 ⋅
¿
ÁÁÀ

m

∑
i=1

(ReLU (v⊺2xiT ))
2 ≤

¿
ÁÁÀ

m

∑
i=1

∥xiB∥2 ⋅
¿
ÁÁÀ

m

∑
i=1

∥xiT ∥
2
.

Putting the above back into the original expression we have,

R̂m(F(2,2)−(ReLU)(C)) ≤
C
m
b1t1

⎛
⎝

¿
ÁÁÀ

m

∑
i=1

∥xiB∥2 ⋅
¿
ÁÁÀ

m

∑
i=1

∥xiT ∥
2⎞
⎠
.

C Proof of Lemma 17

Proof We recall from the setup of Definition 11 that b−1 and t−1 are the number of rows of the matrices
BqB−1 and TqT−1 - and b−2 and t−2 are the output dimensions of the nets f ′B and f ′T . From Definition 11
we further recall the definitions of the 2 sets of matrices W(CqB ,qT ,qB−1,qT−1) and Wrest and we simplify
the required empirical Rademacher complexity as,

mR̂m = E
ε

⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣
sup

(W(CqB,qT ,qB−1,qT −1),Wrest)

m

∑
i=1
εi ⟨fB(xB,i), fT (xT,i)⟩

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦

= Eε
⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣

sup
(W(CqB,qT ,qB−1,qT −1),Wrest)

(
m

∑
i=1
εi ⟨BqBσ1 (BqB−1f

′
B(xB,i)) ,TqT σ2 (TqT−1f

′
T (xT,i))⟩)

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦
. (13)

Here, we have substituted the definitions of the functions f ′B and the f ′T as given in the statement of
Lemma 17. To ease notation now we define the following vectors,

bi ∶= σ1 (BqB−1f
′
B(xB,i)) , ti ∶= σ2 (TqT−1f

′
T (xT,i)) .
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Then we can rewrite the above as,

mR̂m = Eε
⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣

sup
(W(CqB,qT ,qB−1,qT −1),Wrest)

(
m

∑
i=1
εi ⟨BqBbi,TqT ti⟩)

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦

= Eε
⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣

sup
(W(CqB,qT ,qB−1,qT −1),Wrest)

⎛
⎝
m

∑
i=1
εi

p

∑
j=1

B⊺
qB ,j

bi ⋅T⊺
qT ,j

ti
⎞
⎠

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦

= Eε
⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣

sup
(W(CqB,qT ,qB−1,qT −1),Wrest)

⎛
⎝
m

∑
i=1
εi

p

∑
j=1

⎛
⎝

b−1

∑
k1=1

BqB ,j,k1bi,k1
⎞
⎠
⋅
⎛
⎝

t−1

∑
k2=1

TqT ,j,k2ti,k2
⎞
⎠
⎞
⎠

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦

= Eε
⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣

sup
(W(CqB,qT ,qB−1,qT −1),Wrest)

⎛
⎝

p

∑
j=1

b−1

∑
k1=1

t−1

∑
k2=1

BqB ,j,k1TqT ,j,k2

m

∑
i=1
εibi,k1 ⋅ ti,k2

⎞
⎠

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦

= Eε
⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣

sup
(W(CqB,qT ,qB−1,qT −1),Wrest)

⎛
⎝

p

∑
j=1

b−1

∑
k1=1

t−1

∑
k2=1

BqB ,j,k1TqT ,j,k2

m

∑
i=1
εibi,k1 ⋅ ti,k2

⎞
⎠

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦

= Eε
⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣

sup
W(CqB,qT ,qB−1,qT −1)

Wrest

⎛
⎝

p

∑
j=1

b−1

∑
k1=1

t−1

∑
k2=1

(BqB ,jT
⊺
qT ,j

)k1,k2

⋅
m

∑
i=1
εiσ1 (BqB−1f

′
B(xB,i))k1 ⋅ σ2 (TqT−1f

′
T (xT,i))k2

⎞
⎠

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦

= Eε
⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣

sup
W(CqB,qT ,qB−1,qT −1)

Wrest

(
p

∑
j=1

b−1

∑
k1=1

t−1

∑
k2=1

(BqB ,jT
⊺
qT ,j

)k1,k2 ⋅ ∥BqB−1,k1∥ ⋅ ∥TqT−1,k2∥

⋅
m

∑
i=1
εiσ1 (B̂⊺

qB−1,k1f
′
B(xB,i)) ⋅ σ2 (T̂⊺

qT−1,k2f
′
T (xT,i)) )

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦
.

In the last line above we have invoked the positive homogeneity of σ1 and σ2.

Now assume 2 vectors v and w of dimensions b−1 − 1 × t−1 − 1 s.t they are indexed by the tuple (k1, k2)
for k1 ∈ {1, . . . ,−1 + b−1} and k2 ∈ {1, . . . ,−1 + t−1} as follows,

v(k1,k2) ∶= ∥BqB−1,k1∥ ⋅ ∥TqT−1,k2∥ ⋅
p

∑
j=1

(BqB ,jT
⊺
qT ,j

)k1,k2 ,

w(k1,k2) ∶=
m

∑
i=1
εiσ1 (B̂⊺

qB−1,k1f
′
B(xB,i)) ⋅ σ2 (T̂⊺

qT−1,k2f
′
T (xT,i)) .

Then we have,

mR̂m = Eε
⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣

sup
(W(CqB,qT ,qB−1,qT −1),Wrest)

⎛
⎝

b−1

∑
k1=1

t−1

∑
k2=1

v(k1,k2) ⋅w(k1,k2)
⎞
⎠

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦
.

Note that for any α,β ∈ Rk we have, ⟨α,β⟩ ≤ (maxp∈1,...,k ∣βp∣) ⋅ ∑kj=1 ∣αj ∣

≤ Eε
⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣

sup
(W(CqB,qT ,qB−1,qT −1),Wrest)

⎛
⎜
⎝

b−1

∑
k1=1

t−1

∑
k2=1

∣v(k1,k2)∣ ⋅ max
k1=1,...,b−1−1
k2=1,...,t−1−1

∣w(k1,k2)∣
⎞
⎟
⎠

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦
.

Now we define a set of weights Wexcept−outer which is an union of all possible weight matrices that are
allowed inWrest and all possible choices of (BqB−1,TqT−1) that are allowed in the setW(CqB ,qT ,qB−1,qT−1).

Then we recall the definition of W(CqB ,qT ,qB−1,qT−1), to get,

mR̂m ≤ Eε
⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣

sup
Wexcept−outer

⎛
⎜
⎝
CqB ,qT ,qB−1,qT−1 ⋅ max

k1=1,...,b−1−1
k2=1,...,t−1−1

∣
m

∑
i=1
εiσ1 (B̂⊺

qB−1,k1f
′
B(xB,i)) ⋅ σ2 (T̂⊺

qT−1,k2f
′
T (xT,i))∣

⎞
⎟
⎠

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦
.
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Note that any pair of row directions in the pair of matrices (BqB−1,TqT−1) is in ∈ Sb−2−1 × St−2−1. So a
sup over the set of BqB−1 & TqT−1 that is allowed by the constraint of CqB ,qT ,qB−1,qT−1 and a subsequent
max over the pairs of row directions can be upperbounded by a single sup over Sb−2−1 × St−2−1. Thus we
have,

mR̂m ≤ Eε
⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣

sup
(v,w)∈Sb−2−1×St−2−1

Wrest

⎛
⎝
CqB ,qT ,qB−1,qT−1 ⋅ ∣

m

∑
i=1
εiσ1 (v⊺f ′B(xB,i)) ⋅ σ2 (w⊺f ′T (xT,i))∣

⎞
⎠

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦
.

Invoking Lemma 28, we have

mR̂m ≤ Eε
⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣
2 × sup

(v,w)∈Sb−2−1×St−2−1

Wrest

⎛
⎝
CqB ,qT ,qB−1,qT−1 ⋅

m

∑
i=1
εiσ1 (v⊺f ′B(xB,i)) ⋅ σ2 (w⊺f ′T (xT,i))

⎞
⎠

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦
.

Now we invoke Lemma 14 using the assumption about σ1 and σ2 to get,

mR̂m ≤ 2L ⋅ CqB ,qT ,qB−1,qT−1 ⋅Eε
⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣

sup
(v,w)∈Sb−2−1×St−2−1

Wrest

⎛
⎝
m

∑
i=1
εiv

⊺f ′B(xB,i) ⋅w⊺f ′T (xT,i)
⎞
⎠

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦
.

The above inequality is exactly what we set out to prove.

D Proof of Lemma 18

Proof We start with the expression in the R.H.S. of the Lemma 17 and simplify it similarly as was done
in its proof in the previous appendix. Denote S2 = Sb−2−1 × St−2−1.

Eε
⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣

sup
(v,w) ∈S2

Wrest

⎛
⎝
m

∑
i=1
εiv

⊺f ′B(xB,i) ⋅w⊺f ′T (xT,i)
⎞
⎠

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦

=Eε
⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣

sup
(v,w) ∈S2

Wrest

⎛
⎝
m

∑
i=1
εiv

⊺σ1(BqB−2f
′′
B(xB,i)) ⋅w⊺σ2(TqT−2f

′′
T (xT,i))

⎞
⎠

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦

=Eε

⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣

sup
(v,w) ∈S2

Wrest

b−2

∑
j1=1

t−2

∑
j2=1

(vw⊺)j1,j2∥BqB−2,j1∥∥TqT−2,j2∥ ⋅
m

∑
i=1
εiσ1(B̂⊺

qB−2,j1f
′′
B(xB,i))σ2(T̂⊺

qT−2,j2f
′′
T (xT,i))

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦

.

Define
ṽj1,j2 ∶= (vw⊺)j1,j2∥BqB−2,j1∥∥TqT−2,j2∥

w̃j1,j2 ∶=
m

∑
i=1
εiσ1(B̂⊺

qB−2,j1f
′′
B(xB,i))σ2(T̂⊺

qT−2,j2f
′′
T (xT,i)).

Thus we get,

Eε
⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣

sup
(v,w) ∈S2

Wrest

⎛
⎝
m

∑
i=1
εiv

⊺f ′B(xB,i) ⋅w⊺f ′T (xT,i)
⎞
⎠

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦
= Eε

⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣

sup
(v,w) ∈S2

Wrest

b−2

∑
j1=1

t−2

∑
j2=1

ṽj1,j2w̃j1,j2

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦

≤ Eε

⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣

sup
(v,w) ∈S2

Wrest

⎛
⎝

b−2

∑
j1=1

t−2

∑
j2=1

∣ṽj1,j2 ∣ ⋅max
j1,j2

∣w̃j1,j2 ∣
⎞
⎠

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦

.

For ease of notation we define the set W−2,−2 as the set of matrices allowed in Wrest but with those with
indices qB − 2 and qT − 2 additionally satisfying the constraint in Equation 12 in the statement of the
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lemma.

Eε
⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣

sup
(v,w) ∈S2

Wrest

⎛
⎝
m

∑
i=1
εiv

⊺f ′B(xB,i) ⋅w⊺f ′T (xT,i)
⎞
⎠

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦

≤ C−2,−2Eε
⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣

sup
W−2,−2

⎛
⎜
⎝

max
j1=1,...qB−2
j2=1,...,qT−2

∣w̃j1,j2 ∣
⎞
⎟
⎠

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦

≤ C−2,−2Eε
⎛
⎜
⎝

sup
W−2,−2

⎛
⎜
⎝

max
j1=1,...qB−2
j2=1,...,qT−2

∣
m

∑
i=1
εiσ1(B̂⊺

qB−2,j1f
′′
B(xB,i))σ2(T̂⊺

qT−2,j2f
′′
T (xT,i))∣

⎞
⎟
⎠

⎞
⎟
⎠
.

We note that any pair of row directions in the pair of matrices (BqB−2,TqT−2) is ∈ Sb−3−1 × St−3−1. So a
sup over the set of BqB−2 & TqT−2 that is allowed by the constraint of C−2,−2 and a subsequent max over
the pairs of row directions can be upperbounded by a single sup over Sb−3−1 × St−3−1.

We recall the definition of W ′
rest given in the lemma to conclude, (S3 = Sb−3−1 × St−3−1)

Eε
⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣

sup
(v,w) ∈S2

Wrest

⎛
⎝
m

∑
i=1
εiv

⊺f ′B(xB,i) ⋅w⊺f ′T (xT,i)
⎞
⎠

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦

≤ C−2,−2Eε
⎛
⎜⎜⎜
⎝

sup
(v,w) ∈S3

W ′

rest

∣
m

∑
i=1
εiσ1(v⊺f ′′B(xB,i))σ2(w⊺f ′′T (xT,i))∣

⎞
⎟⎟⎟
⎠
.

Invoking Lemma 28,

≤ 2C−2,−2Eε
⎛
⎜⎜⎜
⎝

sup
(v,w) ∈S3

W ′

rest

m

∑
i=1
εiσ1(v⊺f ′′B(xB,i))σ2(w⊺f ′′T (xT,i))

⎞
⎟⎟⎟
⎠

≤ 2LC−2,−2Eε
⎛
⎜⎜⎜
⎝

sup
(v,w) ∈S3

W ′

rest

m

∑
i=1
εi(v⊺f ′′B(xB,i))(w⊺f ′′T (xT,i))

⎞
⎟⎟⎟
⎠
.

In the last step above we have invoked Lemma 14 using the assumption about σ1 and σ2 as in Lemma
17.

E Generalization Bound

We begin by recalling the following two standard results,

Theorem 23 (Theorem 2.4, [32]) Let φF denote the loss class associated with F . Then, we have, with
probability at least 1 − 2δ,

Lφ (f̂∗φ) −min
f∈F

Lφ(f) ≤ 2R(φF) + 2

√
ln(1/δ)

2m
,

where Lφ(f) is the expected risk for a function f ∈ F , m is the number of samples used in the empir-
ical risk, the minimizer for empirical risk is given by f∗φ ∈ F , and R denotes the average Rademacher
complexity of φF .

Lemma 24 (Lipschitz composition in Rademacher complexity) Assume that φ ∶ R↦ R is a Lφ-
Lipschitz continuous function, such that ∣φ(t) − φ(s)∣ ≤ Lφ∣t − s∣. Suppose F ⊂ Rm. Then,

Eε [sup
f∈F

1

m

m

∑
i=1
εiφ(fi)] ≤ LφEε [sup

f∈F

1

m

m

∑
i=1
εifi] .
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Lemma 25 (R(`(H)) in terms of R(H)) Given Q ⊂ H as in Definition 9, if `2(⋅) is R−Lipschitz,

Eε [sup
h∈Q

1

m

m

∑
i=1
εi `(h(fi,xT,i))] = R(`(H)) ≤ R ⋅ R(H) = R ⋅Eε [sup

h∈Q

1

m

m

∑
i=1
εi h(fi,xT,i)] .

Proof Any function h ∈ H maps from F ×Rd2 ↦ R. Hence, training data of size m for the DeepONet is
of the form {(fi,xT,i) ∈ F ×Rd2 , i = 1,2, . . . ,m}.

Consider the set K = {(h(f1,x1), . . . , h(fm,xm)) ∣h ∈ Q} ⊂ Rm. Then we can re-write,

R(`(H)) = Eε [sup
k∈K

1

m

m

∑
i=1
εi `(ki)] .

Invoking that the Lipschitz constant for `(⋅) is R, and Lemma 24 we have,

R(`(H)) ≤ REε [sup
k∈K

1

m

m

∑
i=1
εi ki] ,

which we recognize as the inequality we set out to prove,

R(`(H)) ≤ R ⋅ R(H).

Lemma 26 (R(H) in terms of R(DeepONet)) If W is the set of allowed weights, and DeepONetw be
the DeepONet with weight w then the following holds,

R(DeepONet) ∶= Eε [ sup
w∈W

1

m

m

∑
i=1
εiDeepONetw(fi,xT,i)] = R(H).

Proof If W is the set of possible weights, then a corresponding Q (and consequently K) from Lemma
25 can be defined to be constrained only by the weights w ∈ W of the DeepONet DeepONetw. Hence,
taking a sup over h ∈ Q and w ∈ W are equivalent, as below:

Eε [sup
h∈Q

1

m

m

∑
i=1
εi h(fi,xT,i)] = Eε [ sup

w∈W

1

m

m

∑
i=1
εi (G(fi,xT,i) −DeepONetw(fi,xT,i))] ,

where we have used h(fi,xT,i) = G(fi,xT,i) −DeepONetw(fi,xT,i). We can write R(H) as

R(H) = Eε [ sup
w∈W

1

m

m

∑
i=1
εi (G(fi,xT,i) −DeepONetw(fi,xT,i))]

= Eε [ sup
w∈W

{ 1

m

m

∑
i=1
εi G(fi,xT,i) −

1

m

m

∑
i=1
εiDeepONetw(fi,xT,i)}]

= Eε [
1

m

m

∑
i=1
εi G(fi,xT,i) + sup

w∈W

1

m

m

∑
i=1

(−εi)DeepONetw(fi,xT,i)]

= 0 +Eε [ sup
w∈W

1

m

m

∑
i=1
εiDeepONetw(fi,xT,i)]

= R(DeepONet).

since, ε = −ε in distribution.

Theorem 27 (R(`(H)) in terms of R(DeepONet)) Let `(⋅) be R−Lipschitz. Then,

R(`(H)) ≤ R ⋅ R(DeepONet).

E.1 Proof of Theorem 16

Proof With xB as in Remark 4,

∣DeepONet(f,xT )∣ = ∣⟨B(xB),T(xT )⟩∣
≤ ∥B(xB)∥2∥T(xT )∥2
= ∥BqB(σ1(BqB−1(. . . σ1(B1(xB)) . . .)))∥2∥TqT (σ2(TqT−1(. . . σ2(T1(xT )) . . .)))∥2

≤ LqB1 LqT2 ∥xB∥2∥xT ∥2 (
qB

∏
i=1

∥Bi∥)(
qT

∏
i=1

∥Ti∥) .
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Invoking Assumption 1 and h ∈ H from Definition 9, in addition to the above bound, we get,

h(f,xT ) ≤ sup
f∈F

(Cf(1 + ∥f∥L2)κ) +LqB1 LqT2 ∥xB∥2∥xT ∥2 (
qB

∏
i=1

∥Bi∥)(
qT

∏
i=1

∥Ti∥) = B.

Using Theorem 23 with the fact that `2(h(f,xT )) ∈ [0, 1
2
B2] , we have,

E(f ,xT )∼D [`2(h∗(f,xT )] − min
h ∈H

[E(f,xT )∼D [`2(h(f,xT )]] ≤ 2B ⋅ R +B2

√
ln (1/δ)

2m
.

Note that R has an additional factor of B, due to Lipschitz composition of `2(⋅) with H.

F Contraction Lemmas

Lemma 28 (From [22]) Let ε ∼ Uniform({1,−1}m) and suppose we have functions fθ and f ′θ parame-
terized by θ s.t, (Rk)m ∋ x ↦ fθ(x) = (f ′θ (x1) , . . . , f ′θ (xm))) ∈ Rm. Suppose that for any ε ∈ {±1}m,
supθ ⟨ε, fθ(x)⟩ ≥ 0. Then,

Eε [sup
θ

∣⟨ε, fθ(x)⟩∣] ≤ 2Eε [sup
θ

⟨ε, fθ(x)⟩] .

Proof Letting φ be the ReLU function, the lemma’s assumption implies that supθ φ (⟨ε, fθ(x)⟩) =
supθ ⟨ε, fθ(x)⟩ for any ε ∈ {±1}n. Observing that ∣z∣ = φ(z) + φ(−z),

sup
θ

∣⟨ε, fθ(x)⟩∣ = sup
θ

[φ (⟨ε, fθ(x)⟩) + φ (⟨−ε, fθ(x)⟩)]

≤ sup
θ
φ (⟨ε, fθ(x)⟩) + sup

θ
φ (⟨−ε, fθ(x)⟩)

= sup
θ

⟨ε, fθ(x)⟩ + sup
θ

⟨−ε, fθ(x)⟩ .

Taking the expectation over ε (and noting that ε and −ε have the same distribution) we get the desired
conclusion.

F.1 Proof of Lemma 14

Proof

Rm(φF ○ F ⋅ φG ○ G) =
1

m
Eε∼U({−1,1}m)

⎡⎢⎢⎢⎣
sup

(f,g)∈F×G

m

∑
i=1
εi ⋅ φF (f(xi))φG(g(yi))

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎦
.

We explicitly open up the expectation on ε1 to get,

= 1

2m
⋅E(ε2,...,εm)∼U({−1,1}m−1)

⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣
sup

f,g∈F×G
(φF (f(x1))φG(g(y1)) +

m

∑
i=2
εi ⋅ φF (f(xi)φG(g(yi))))+

sup
f ′,g′∈F×G

(−φF (f ′(x1))φG(g′(y1)) +
m

∑
i=2
εi ⋅ φF (f ′(xi))φG(g′(yi)))

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦

≤ 1

2m
⋅E(ε2,...,εm)

⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣
sup

((f,g),(f ′,g′))∈(F×G)2

⎛
⎝
L ⋅ ∣φF (f(x1))φG(g(y1)) − φF (f ′(x1))φG(g′(y1))∣

+
m

∑
i=2
εi (φF (f(xi))φG(g(yi)) + φF (f ′(xi))φG(g′(yi)))

⎞
⎠

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦

By invoking the the assumption in Equation 10 we get,
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≤ 1

2m
⋅E(ε2,...,εm)

⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣
sup

((f,g),(f ′,g′))∈(F×G)2

⎛
⎝
L ⋅ ∣f(x1)g(y1) − f ′(x1)g′(y1)∣

+
m

∑
i=2
εi (φF (f(xi))φG(g(yi)) + φF (f ′(xi))φG(g′(yi)))

⎞
⎠

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦

Now we invoke the fact that inside a supremum, an absolute value function is redundant, since anyway
the higher combination will get picked. Thus we can rearrange the above to get,

≤ 1

2m
⋅E(ε2,...,εm)

⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣
sup

(f,g)∈F×G
(L ⋅ f(x1)g(y1)) +

m

∑
i=2
εi ⋅ φF (f(xi))φG(g(yi)))

+ sup
(f ′,g′)∈F×G

(−L ⋅ f ′(x1)g′(y1) +
m

∑
i=2
εi ⋅ φF (f ′(xi))φG(g′(yi)))

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦

≤ 1

m
⋅Eε

⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣
sup

(f,g)∈F×G
(ε1 ⋅L ⋅ f(x1)g(y1) +

m

∑
i=2
εi ⋅ φ(f(xi))φG(g(yi)))

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦

Re-iterating the above argument for i = 2,3, , . . . ,m we get,

= 1

m
Eε∼U({−1,1}m) sup

(f,g)∈F×G
[
m

∑
i=1
εiL ⋅ f(xi)g(yi)]

= LRm(F ⋅ G).

F.2 A Contraction Lemma with Biased Absolute Functions

Lemma 29 Let F and G be set of functions valued in R closed under negation. Given points {xi ∣
i = 1, . . . ,m}, {yi ∣ i = 1, . . . ,m} in the domain of the functions in we have the following inequality of
Rademacher complexities - where both the sides are being evaluated on this same set of points,

Rm(∣F +B1∣ ⋅ ∣G +B2∣) ≤ Rm(F ⋅ G) + ∣B2∣Rm(F) + ∣B1∣Rm(G)

Proof Denote the uniform distribution over {−1,1}m by U({−1,1}m). Then,

Rm(∣F +B1∣ ⋅ ∣G +B2∣) ≤
1

m
Eε∼U({−1,1}m) sup

f,g∈F×G
[
m

∑
i=1
εi ⋅ ∣f(xi) +B1∣∣g(yi) +B2∣] .

We explicitly open up the expectation on ε1 to get,
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= 1

2m
⋅E(ε2,...,εm)∼U({−1,1}m−1)

⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣
sup

f,g∈F×G
(∣f(x1) +B1∣∣g(y1) +B2∣ +

m

∑
i=2
εi ⋅ φF (f(xi))φG(g(yi)))+

sup
f ′,g′∈F×G

(−∣f ′(x1) +B1∣∣g′(y1) +B2∣ +
m

∑
i=2
εi ⋅ φF (f ′(xi))φG(g′(yi)))

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦

≤ 1

2m
⋅E(ε2,...,εm)

⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣
sup

f,f ′,g,g′∈F×F×G×G

⎛
⎝
∣f(x1)g(y1) − f ′(x1)g′(y1)∣ + ∣B2∣∣f(x1) − f ′(x1)∣ + ∣B1∣∣g(y1) − g′(y1)∣

+
m

∑
i=2
εi (φF (f(xi))φG(g(yi)) + φF (f ′(xi))φG(g′(yi)))

⎞
⎠

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦

= 1

2m
⋅E(ε2,...,εm)

⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣
sup

f,g∈F×G
(f(x1)g(y1) + ∣B2∣f(x1) + ∣B1∣g(y1) +

m

∑
i=2
εi ⋅ φF (f(xi))φG(g(yi)))

+ sup
f ′,g′∈F×G

(−f ′(x1)g′(y1) − ∣B2∣f ′(x1) − ∣B1∣g′(y1) +
m

∑
i=2
εi ⋅ φF (f ′(xi))φG(g′(yi)))

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦

≤ 1

m
⋅Eε

⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣
sup

f,g∈F×G
(ε1 ⋅ (f(x1)g(y1) + ∣B2∣f(x1) + ∣B1∣g(y1)) +

m

∑
i=2
εi ⋅ φF (f(xi))φG(g(yi)))

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦

Iterating this, we get

≤ 1

m
Eε∼U({−1,1}m) sup

f,g∈F×G
[
m

∑
i=1
εi ⋅ (f(xi)g(yi) + ∣B2∣f(xi) + ∣B1∣g(yi)]

≤ Rm(F ⋅ G) + ∣B2∣Rm(F) + ∣B1∣Rm(G).

In the second inequality we have used

∣∣f(x1)+B1∣⋅∣g(y1)+B2∣−∣f ′(x1)+B1∣⋅∣g′(y1)+B2∣∣ ≤ ∣(f(x1)+B1)(g(y1)+B2)−(f ′(x1)+B1)(g′(y1)+B2)∣.

In the next line we could open up the ∣ ⋅ ∣ since the supremum would be positive and F and G are closed
under multiplication by −1.

G Converting ReLU−DeepONets to abs−DeepONets

Firstly, we recall that the map Rq ∋ x ↦ x ∈ Rq is an exact depth 2 ReLU net – one which passes every
coordinate of the input through the ReLU net R ∋ z ↦ max{0, z} − max{0,−z} ∈ R. Using this, given
any ReLU DeepONet, we can symmetrize the depths between the branch and the trunk by attaching the
required number of identity computing layers at the input to the shorter side.

Secondly, it is natural to assume for typical DeepONet experiments that the set of all possible input data
is bounded. Combining this with the assumption of boundedness of the allowed matrices, we conclude
that ∃B > 0 s.t the input to any ReLU gate in any DeepONet in the given class is bounded by B. Now
we observe that ∀∣z∣ ≤ B, we can rewrite the map z ↦max{0, z} as, z ↦ 1

2
∣z∣ + 1

4
∣z + B∣ − 1

4
∣z − B∣.

Hence, doing the above replacement at every gate we can rewrite any ReLU DeepONet (without biases)
as a DeepONet using only absolute value activations but with biases – and computing the same function
on the same bounded domain, at the cost of increasing the size of the branch and the trunk net by a
factor of 3. Thirdly, a similar result as in Lemma 14 continues to hold for this setup as given in Lemma
29. Note that, Lemma 29 bounds the Rademacher complexity of a DeepONet class with the branch and
trunk depths (k, k) by a linear sum of that of (k − 1, k − 1) and sum of a (k,0) and a (0, k) DeepONet.
While the first term can be recursed on again (using identical techniques as used to prove Theorem 15),
for the last two one can invoke Theorem 1 of [10].

Thus, we observe that following the same arguments as in the proof for Theorem 15 we can derive an
analogous bound for arbitrary ReLU DeepONet classes - but with twice the depth of the DeepONet
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number of extra terms in the R.H.S. These extra terms would come in pairs – each pair consisting of a
Rademacher complexity bound on a standard net, one from the branch side and one from the trunk side
and of decreasing depths.

H Choosing C−k,−k

Defining

⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣
Xj1,j2

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦j1=1,...,b−k
k1=1,...,t−k

∶= X ∈ Rb−k×t−k s.t Xj1,j2 ∶= ∥Bn−k,j1∥ ⋅ ∥Tn−k,j2∥, we can simplify as follows the

LHS of the inequality defining C−k,−k in equation 4,

sup
(v,w)∈S−1+b−k×S−1+t−k

b−k

∑
j1=1

t−k

∑
j2=1

∣(vw⊺)j1,j2 ∣∥Bn−k,j1∥∥Tn−k,j2∥

= sup
(v,w)∈S−1+b−k×S−1+t−k

b−k

∑
j1=1

t−k

∑
j2=1

∣vj1 ∣∥Bn−k,j1∥∥Tn−k,j2∥∣wj2 ∣

= sup
(v,w)∈S−1+b−k×S−1+t−k

b−k

∑
j1=1

t−k

∑
j2=1

∣vj1 ∣ ⋅Xj1,j2 ⋅ ∣wj2 ∣

= sup
(v,w)∈S−1+b−k×S−1+t−k

ṽ⊺Xw̃

In the last line above we defined vectors ṽ and w̃ of appropriate dimensions s.t ṽi = ∣vi∣ and w̃i = ∣wi∣.
Then note that, ṽ⊺Xw̃ ≤ ∥ṽ∥2∥Xw̃∥2 (Cauchy Schwarz) ≤ ∥ṽ∥2∥X∥∥w̃∥2
In above ∥X∥ is the spectral norm of X. Therefore we have the following upperbound,

sup
v,w

∥ṽ∥2∥X∥∥w̃∥2 ≤ sup
v

∥ṽ∥2 ⋅ sup
w

∥w̃∥2 ⋅ ∥X∥

Since ∥ṽ∥ = ∥v∥ ≤ 1 and ∥w̃∥ = ∥w∥ ≤ 1 we have,

sup
(v,w)∈S−1+b−k×S−1+t−k

ṽ⊺Xw̃ ≤

XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX

⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣
∥Bn−k,j1∥ ⋅ ∥Tn−k,j2∥

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦j1=1,...,b−k
k1=1,...,t−k

XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX

Thus it follows that the RHS of the above inequality gives an intuitive candidate for the quantity C−k,−k.
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