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Abstract

Greedy algorithms have been successfully analyzed and applied in training neural networks for solving variational
problems, ensuring guaranteed convergence orders. However, their practical applicability is limited due to the sub-
problems, which often require an exhaustive search over a discrete dictionary and incur significant computational
costs. This limitation becomes critical, especially in high-dimensional problems. In this paper, we propose a more
practical approach of randomly discretizing the dictionary at each iteration of the greedy algorithm. We quantify
the required size of the randomized discrete dictionary and prove that, with high probability, the proposed algorithm
realizes a weak greedy algorithm, achieving optimal convergence orders. Through numerous numerical experiments,
we demonstrate the advantage of using randomized discrete dictionaries over a deterministic one by showing orders
of magnitude reductions in the size of the discrete dictionary, particularly in higher dimensions.
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1. Introduction

In recent years, neural networks have been widely used in scientific computing, particularly for solving partial dif-
ferential equations (PDEs) numerically. Notable approaches include, e.g., physics-informed neural networks (PINNs)
[1, 2], the deep Ritz method [3], and the finite neuron method [4]. Each of these methods aims to find optimal param-
eters for a given neural network by minimizing a given loss function, essentially solving an optimization problem of
the form

min
v∈F

E(v), (1)

where F denotes a class of functions that can be represented by a neural network, and E : F → R is a suitable loss
function.

Despite the superior expressivity of neural networks compared to conventional approaches for numerical PDEs [5,
6], the optimization problem (1) is highly non-convex and ill-conditioned. In [7], it is proven that even training the
linear layers in shallow neural networks is ill-conditioned. This makes it extremely difficult to find a global optimum,
even for shallow neural networks, which significantly undermines the application of neural networks in solving PDEs.

Due to the difficulty of training neural networks for solving PDEs mentioned above, various training algorithms
tailored for solving PDEs, besides conventional gradient descent-based algorithms (see, e.g., [8]), have been designed
to tackle optimization problems of the form (1). The hybrid least squares gradient descent method in [9] was mo-
tivated by the adaptive basis viewpoint. The active neuron least squares method [10, 11], which manually adjusts
position of the neurons according to the training data, was designed to escape from plateaus during training. The
neuron-wise parallel subspace correction method was proposed in [12], providing a way to precondition the linear
layers in shallow neural networks and adjust neurons in a parallel manner. Random feature methods [13, 14, 15, 16]
and extreme learning machines [17, 18, 19] have also gained attention as powerful methods for solving PDEs using
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neural networks. Recently, greedy algorithms [20, 21, 22, 23] have been successfully applied in neural network opti-
mization; see [24, 25, 26]. Most notably, the orthogonal greedy algorithm (OGA) [25, 26] for solving the optimization
problem (1) has been shown to achieve the optimal approximation rates of shallow neural networks [27].

Despite the guaranteed approximation properties of greedy algorithms, they have a significant drawback; each
iteration requires solving a non-convex optimization subproblem [25, Section 6]. Obtaining an exact optimum for this
subproblem is very challenging in general; see [28] for some special cases. Consequently, an approximate solution is
typically obtained by searching over a sufficiently fine discretized dictionary of finite size [25]. However, this approach
becomes extremely challenging and nearly infeasible in higher dimensions, where the required size of the discretized
dictionary becomes exceptionally large. Therefore, the application of greedy algorithms to higher-dimensional prob-
lems is mostly limited due to computational constraints, except for problems where the target functions have very
special structures, such as being additively separable [25].

Given these significant challenges, in this paper, we propose a randomized approach for discretizing dictionaries
in greedy algorithms for the optimization of shallow neural networks, with a focus on OGA. Deterministic approaches
are commonly used to discretize dictionaries in greedy algorithms. In contrast, we propose using a randomized dis-
crete dictionary at each iteration. First, we extend the convergence results of some greedy algorithms to their weak
counterparts [29], which allow for inexact solutions of the non-convex subproblems. We then use these results to
analyze our proposed randomized discretization approach. More precisely, we prove that, with high probability, the
proposed approach applied to OGA realizes a weak orthogonal greedy algorithm (WOGA), achieving the optimal
approximation rate same as the standard OGA. In addition, we quantify the size of the randomized discrete dictionary
that is sufficient to realize WOGA. The practical performance of the proposed approach is verified by various numeri-
cal experiments involving function approximation problems and PDEs, demonstrating orders of magnitude reductions
in the size of the discrete dictionary when compared with using a deterministic one.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In section 2, we introduce our model problems, and discuss relevant
approximation results. In section 3, we introduce the weak greedy algorithms, and present their convergence results.
In section 4, we discuss schemes for dictionary discretization and propose a randomized version. In section 5, we
present OGA that uses discrete dictionaries of finite size. We quantify the required size of a discrete dictionary to
guarantee realizations of WOGA, and show that with high probability, our proposed randomized algorithm achieves
the same convergence rate of WOGA. In section 6, we verify the validity and demonstrate the computational advantage
of our proposed method through numerous numerical experiments on function approximation problems and elliptic
PDEs. Finally, we give concluding remarks in section 7.

2. Neural network optimization

In this section, we review neural network optimization problems appearing in the finite neuron method [4] and
PINNs [1, 2].

2.1. Finite neuron method

Let Ω ⊂ Rd be a bounded domain and V ⊂ L2(Ω) be a Hilbert space consisting of functions on Ω. We consider
the following minimization problem:

min
v∈V

{
E(v) :=

1
2

a(v, v) −
∫
Ω

f v dx
}
, (2)

where f ∈ L2(Ω) and a(·, ·) is a continuous, coercive, and symmetric bilinear form defined on V . Various elliptic
boundary value problems can be formulated as optimization problems of the form (2). For example, for the following
elliptic PDE:

−∆u + u = f in Ω,
∂u
∂n
= 0 on ∂Ω,
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the corresponding weak formulation of the form (2) has the bilinear form

a(u, v) =
∫
Ω

(∇u · ∇v + uv) dx, u, v ∈ H1(Ω).

For more general settings on differential operators and boundary conditions, see [4, 25].
In the finite neuron method, we minimize the loss function E given in (2) within a class F of functions that can

be represented by a given neural network. Namely, we solve the minimization problem

min
v∈F

{
E(v) =

1
2

a(v, v) −
∫
Ω

f v dx
}
. (3)

The convergence analysis of the finite neuron method in terms of the approximation properties of the class F was
provided in [4]. Additionally, various numerical algorithms for the finite neuron method have been studied in [30, 12,
25, 26].

Remark 1. The finite neuron method (3) can be interpreted as a function approximation problem with respect to the
energy norm ∥ · ∥a induced by the bilinear form a. Let u ∈ V denote the solution of the variational problem (2). Then
it is straightforward to verify that (3) is equivalent to the following:

min
v∈F
∥v − u∥a.

That is, (3) is equivalent to finding the best approximation of u from the class F in the sense of the energy norm ∥ · ∥a.

2.2. Physics-informed neural networks
In PINNs [1, 2], a minimization problem different from (2) is used. Let Ω ⊂ Rd be a bounded domain. We define

the following general boundary value problem on Ω:

Lu = f in Ω,
Bu = g on ∂Ω.

Here, f is a continuous function over Ω, L is a linear differential operator of order m, and B is a boundary operator
linear in u. It is clear that the solution of the above boundary value problem solves the following residual minimization
problem:

min
v∈V

{
E(v) :=

1
2

∫
Ω

(Lv − f )2 dx +
β

2

∫
∂Ω

(Bv − g)2 ds
}

(4)

where V = Cm(Ω), and β is a positive penalty hyperparameter. In PINNs, we find a minimizer of E as defined in (4)
within a class of functions F represented by a specific neural network.

The advantages of PINNs lie in their flexibility with respect to equations and boundary conditions, as well as their
ease of implementation. Owing to these benefits, PINNs have been applied to solve various important problems in
scientific computing [31, 32, 33]. Additionally, convergence analyses of PINNs can be found in [34, 35].

Remark 2. We can verify that (4) is equivalent to the minimization problem

min
v∈V

{
1
2

ã(v, v) − L̃(v)
}
, (5)

where we define the terms as follows:

ã(u, v) =
∫
Ω

(Lu)(Lv) dx + β
∫
∂Ω

(Bu)(Bv) ds,

L̃(v) =
∫
Ω

(Lv) f dx + β
∫
∂Ω

(Bv)g ds.

Thus, similar to Remark 1, the problem (5) can be viewed as a function approximation problem in the energy norm
induced by the bilinear form ã.
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2.3. Shallow neural networks

Here, we discuss the function classes represented by shallow neural networks and their approximation properties.
Recall that a shallow neural network with n neurons, d-dimensional input, and ReLUk activation (k ∈ N) is written as

un(x) =
n∑

i=1

aiσk(ωi · x + bi), x ∈ Rd,

for parameters {ai}
n
i=1 ⊂ R, {ωi}

n
i=1 ⊂ S d−1, and {bi}

n
i=1 ⊂ R, where σk, defined as ReLUk : R → R, is the activation

function
σk(t) = ReLU(t)k, ReLU(t) = max(0, t), t ∈ R,

and S d−1 represents the unit d-sphere in Rd centered at the origin. Following [25, 27], we examine the function class
Σn,M(D), defined for some M > 0, as

Σn,M(D) =

 n∑
i=1

aidi : ai ∈ R, di ∈ D,
n∑

i=1

|ai| ≤ M

 , (6)

where the dictionary D is symmetric and given by

D = Pd
k :=

{
±σk(ω · x + b) : ω ∈ S d−1, b ∈ [c1, c2]

}
, (7)

with two constants c1 and c2 chosen to satisfy

c1 ≤ inf
{
ω · x : x ∈ Ω, ω ∈ S d−1

}
≤ sup

{
ω · x : x ∈ Ω, ω ∈ S d−1

}
≤ c2. (8)

Throughout this paper, we denote the function class F in (1) by Σn,M(D).
Recently, a sharp bound on the approximation rate of Σn,M(D) was established in [27]. We present the approxima-

tion results of Σn,M in the space V = Hm(Ω), where Ω ⊂ Rd be a bounded domain and Hm(Ω) is the Hilbert space of
functions with square-integrable mth-order partial derivatives.

To describe the result from [27], we introduce several mathematical notions. We first consider the set

B1(D) =

 n∑
i=1

aidi : n ∈ N, di ∈ D,
n∑

i=1

|ai| ≤ 1

, (9)

which is the Hm(Ω)-closure of the convex, symmetric hull of D. The variation norm ∥ · ∥K1(D) with respect to the
dictionary D is defined as

∥v∥K1(D) = inf {c > 0 : v ∈ cB1(D)} , v ∈ Hm(Ω), (10a)

and the corresponding variation space K1(D) is given by

K1(D) =
{
v ∈ Hm(Ω) : ∥v∥K1(D) < ∞

}
. (10b)

For a detailed characterization of this variation space K1(D), see [36]. If the target function u belongs to K1(D), the
best approximation un ∈ Σn,M(D) enjoys the following approximation rate.

Proposition 1. [27, Theorems 2 and 3] Given u ∈ K1(D), there exists a positive constant M depending on k and d
such that

inf
un∈Σn,M (D)

∥u − un∥Hm(Ω) ≤ C∥u∥K1(D)n−
1
2−

2(k−m)+1
2d ,

where Σn,M(D) and K1(D) were given in (6) and (10), respectively, and C is a constant independent of u and n.
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3. Weak greedy algorithms

Greedy algorithms are well-established methods that have been extensively studied over the past decades for var-
ious applications [20, 21, 22, 23]. Recently, the application of greedy algorithms to neural network optimization has
been explored in [24, 25, 26]. In this section, we introduce the pure greedy algorithms, the weak relaxed greedy
algorithm (WRGA) and WOGA. We discuss their convergence results which will be an important tool in the conver-
gence analysis for greedy algorithms with discrete dictionaries as introduced in section 4. Notably, these weak greedy
algorithms preserve the same convergence order as the original greedy algorithm.

Let V be a Hilbert space equipped with the inner product ⟨·, ·⟩ and its induced norm ∥ · ∥. We first introduce the
pure greedy algorithms in a setting of minimizing a convex, K-smooth loss function E : V → R, and then discuss the
weak greedy algorithms that are better suited for practical implementation.

Let D be a symmetric dictionary, that is, if g ∈ D, then −g ∈ D. Assume that maxg∈D ∥g∥ = C < ∞. Given a current
iterate un−1, greedy algorithms pick gn that maximizes ⟨∇E(un−1), gn⟩. The nth step of the pure greedy algorithm with
shrinkage s > 0 [23, 37] reads as

gn = arg max
g∈D

⟨g,∇E(un−1)⟩, (11a)

un = un−1 − s⟨∇E(un−1), gn⟩gn. (11b)

Here, ∇E(un−1) is the variational derivative of the loss function E at un−1.
We note that at each iteration of greedy algorithms, we must solve the optimization problem (11a), which is

challenging and computationally intractable for practical implementation. To make it more ready for practical im-
plementation, one possible strategy is to replace the problem (11a) with a weaker version: we find gn ∈ D such
that

⟨gn,∇E(un−1)⟩ ≥ γmax
g∈D
⟨g,∇E(un−1)⟩ (12)

for a given parameter γ ∈ (0, 1]. That is, we solve (11a) only approximately so that the value of ⟨gn,∇E(un−1)⟩ closely
approximates the maximum of ⟨g,∇E(un−1)⟩ over g ∈ D. Greedy algorithms that adopt (12) are called weak greedy
algorithms.

3.1. Weak relaxed greedy algorithm

Here, we consider relaxed greedy algorithms (RGAs) [38, 20, 21, 25], which adopt certain relaxation approaches
to obtain guaranteed convergence [39]. Following [20, 40, 25], we present a version of WRGA that minimizes a
convex loss function E in Algorithm 1. Other versions of WRGA and their the convergence analysis can be found
in [29].

Algorithm 1 Weak relaxed greedy algorithm (WRGA)
Given a dictionary D defined in (7), M > 0, γ ∈ (0, 1], and u0 = 0,
for n = 1, 2, . . . do

Find gn ∈ D such that ⟨gn,∇E(un−1)⟩ ≥ γmax
g∈D
⟨g,∇E(un−1)⟩.

un = (1 − αn) un−1 − αnMgn, where αn = min(1, 2
n )

end for

Before proceeding, we present a lemma used in analysis of greedy algorithms.

Lemma 1. Given f ∈ K1(D) and h ∈ V, we have

⟨ f , h⟩ ≤ ∥ f ∥K1(D) max
g∈D
⟨g, h⟩,

where K1(D) was given in (10).
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Proof. We may assume that ∥ f ∥K1(D) = 1. Take any ϵ > 0. By the definition (10) of K1(D), we can find c ∈ [1, 1 + ϵ)
such that f ∈ cB1(D), where B1(D) was defined in (9). Hence, there exists a sequence { f j} j∈N ⊂ cB1(D) such that
f j → f in cB1(D) and for each j ∈ N, we have

f j =

m j∑
i=1

ai jdi j

for some m j ∈ N, {di j}
m j

i=1 ⊂ D, and {ai j}
m j

i=1 ⊂ R with
∑m j

i=1 |ai j| ≤ c. It follows that

⟨ f , h⟩ = lim
j→∞

m j∑
i=1

ai j

〈
di j, h

〉
≤ lim sup

j→∞

 m∑
i=1

|ai j| ·max
g∈D
⟨g, h⟩

 ≤ c max
g∈D
⟨g, h⟩.

Since ϵ is arbitrary, we obtain the desired result by taking ϵ → 0.

We now present the convergence theorem for WRGA in Theorem 3.1. Some early results on the convergence
analysis of RGAs can be found in [20, 21, 29, 25].

Theorem 3.1. Assume that maxg∈D ∥g∥ ≤ C, and that the loss function E is convex and K-smooth. Then, in WRGA (Al-
gorithm 1) we have

E(un) − inf
∥v∥K1(D)≤Mγ

E(v) ≤
8(CM)2K

n
.

Proof. We first note it is easy to verify that

∥un∥K1(D) ≤ CM, n ≥ 1. (13)

By K-smoothness, we have

E(un) ≤ E(un−1) + ⟨∇E(un−1), un − un−1⟩ +
K
2
∥un − un−1∥

2.

Since un − un−1 = −αnun−1 − αMgn, we obtain

E(un) ≤ E(un−1) − αn⟨∇E(un−1), un−1 + Mgn⟩ +
Kα2

n

2
∥un−1 + Mgn∥

2. (14)

Now for ∥v∥K1(D) ≤ Mγ, we have

⟨∇E(un−1),Mgn⟩ ≥ Mγmax
g∈D
⟨∇E(un−1), g⟩ ≥ ⟨∇E(un−1),−v⟩, (15)

where the last inequality is due to Lemma 1. On the other hand, by invoking (13), we get

∥un−1 + Mgn∥
2 ≤ (∥un−1∥ + M∥gn∥)2 ≤ 4C2M2. (16)

Combining (14) with (15), (16) and subtracting E(v) from (14) gives

E(un) − E(v) ≤ E(un−1) − E(v) − αn⟨∇E(un−1), un−1 − v⟩ + 2αn(CM)2K

The convexity of E means ⟨∇E(un−1), un−1 − v⟩ ≥ E(un−1) − E(v). Therefore, we obtain

E(un) − E(v) ≤ (1 − αn)(E(un−1) − E(v)) + 2αn(CM)2K.

An application of an inductive argument gives that

E(un) − E(v) ≤
8(CM)2K

n
, n ≥ 1.

Taking the infimum over v with ∥v∥K1(D) ≤ Mγ gives the result.

Remark 3. WRGA can be applied to solving linear or nonlinear PDEs as long as the PDE admits a variational
formulation that corresponds to a convex and K-smooth loss function.
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Algorithm 2 WOGA for function approximation
Given a dictionary D defined in (7), u0 = 0, and a parameter γ ∈ (0, 1],
for n = 1, 2, . . . do

Find gn ∈ D such that ⟨gn, u − un−1⟩ ≥ γmax
g∈D
⟨g, u − un−1⟩.

un = Pnu, where Pn is the orthogonal projection onto Hn := span{g1, . . . , gn}.
end for

3.2. Weak orthogonal greedy algorithm
We consider in Algorithm 2 the WOGA for function approximation that minimizes the energy functional E(v) =

1
2∥u − v∥2. This is a special instance of the more general weak chebyshev algorithm for convex optimization [41, 42].

If γ = 1, WOGA reduces to the original OGA [43, 44, 20, 45, 26] that combines the greedy algorithm with
orthogonal projections, achieves improved convergence behavior. The convergence analysis of OGA for function
approximation was first carried out in [20]; see also [38]. For WOGA, the convergence analysis is done in [29].
Both analyses lead to an O(n−

1
2 ) convergence rate. Recently, in [26, 45], an significantly improved convergence rate

was obtained for OGA when B1(D) has small entropy. We follow the proof in [45] and generalize the improved
convergence results to WOGA in Theorem 3.2.

Theorem 3.2. In WOGA (Algorithm 2), we have

∥u − un∥ ≤
C
γ
∥u∥K1(D)ϵn(B1(D))V

where K1(D) was given in (10), and C is a constant independent of u, n, and γ.

Proof. Let rn = u − un for n ≥ 1. Since rn⊥Hn and gn − Pn−1gn ∈ Hn, we have

∥rn∥
2 ≤ ∥rn−1 − α(gn − Pn−1gn)∥2 for any α ∈ R.

Minimizing over α, we obtain

∥rn∥
2 ≤ ∥rn−1∥

2 −
|⟨rn−1, gn − Pn−1gn⟩|

2

∥gn − Pn−1g∥2
. (17)

On the other hand, we have
∥rn−1∥

2 = ⟨rn−1, u⟩ ≤ ∥u∥K1(D) max
g∈D
|⟨rn−1, g⟩|

≤
∥u∥K1(D)

γ
|⟨rn−1, gn⟩|

=
∥u∥K1(D)

γ
|⟨rn−1, gn − Pn−1gn⟩|,

(18)

where the last equality is due to that rn−1 ⊥ Hn−1. Combining (17) and (18), we obtain

∥rn∥
2 ≤ ∥rn−1∥

2 −
γ2∥rn−1∥

4

∥u∥2
K1(D)∥gn − Pn−1gn∥

2
,

from which we should set the notation slightly different from [45]

an =
γ2

∥u∥2
K1(D)

∥u − un∥, bn = ∥gn − Pn−1gn∥
−2,

to obtain a recurrence relation an ≤ an−1(1 − bnan−1).
We then apply the same argument as in [45], and obtain an ≤ C (εn(B1(D)))2 , where εn(B1(D)) is the metric

entropy of B1(D) defined in (9), C is a constant. Finally, we obtain the desired estimate

∥u − un∥ ≤
C
γ
∥u∥K1(D)ϵn(B1(D))V

This completes the proof.
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Knowing that for V = Hm(Ω), εn(B1(D))V ≲ n−
1
2−

2(k−m)+1
2d from [27], we obtain the following theorem.

Theorem 3.3. In WOGA (Algorithm 2), we have

∥u − un∥Hm(Ω) ≤
C
γ
∥u∥K1(D)n−

1
2−

2(k−m)+1
2d , n ≥ 1,

where K1(D) was given in (10), and C is a constant independent of u, n, and γ.

Remark 4. Note that WOGA ( Algorithm 2) is for function approximation in a general Hilbert space V. As shown
in Remarks 1 and 2, both the finite neuron method and the PINN method can be recast as best approximation problems
under some energy norm ∥ · ∥a. This allows us to solve some linear PDEs using WOGA.

4. Discretized dictionaries

In this section, we introduce the scheme of a deterministic discrete dictionary to approximately solve the arg max
subproblem (11a) in the greedy algorithms, and then propose its randomized variant.

4.1. Deterministic discretization

In [25, Section 6.2], discretizing the dictionary D using a regular grid on polar and spherical coordinates for
parametrization of the dictionary in two- and three-dimensions, respectively, was proposed. Here, we present a gen-
eralization of the scheme for arbitrary dimensions.

From the definition (7) of D, we parametrize the unit d-sphere S d−1 in order to obtain a parametrization of D.
In the cases d = 2 and d = 3, we may use the polar and spherical coordinates to parametrize S d−1, respectively, as
discussed in [25]. Accordingly, for higher dimensions, it is natural to make use of the hyperspherical coordinates [46]
to parametrize S d−1. Namely, for ω = (ω1, . . . , ωd) ∈ S d−1, we have ω = S(ϕ) for some ϕ = (ϕ1, . . . , ϕd−1) ∈
[0, π]d−2 × [0, 2π) ⊂ Rd−1, where the hyperspherical coordinate map S : [0, π]d−2 × [0, 2π)→ S d−1 is defined as

(S(ϕ))i =

 i−1∏
j=1

sin ϕ j

 cos ϕi, 1 ≤ i ≤ d − 1,

(S(ϕ))d =

d−1∏
j=1

sin ϕ j,

ϕ ∈ [0, π]d−2 × [0, 2π). (19)

A useful property of the hyperspherical coordinate map S is that it is nonexpansive, as stated in Lemma 2.

Lemma 2. The hyperspherical coordinate map S : [0, π]d−2 × [0, 2π) → S d−1 defined in (19) is nonexpansive. That
is, we have

|S(ϕ) − S(ϕ̂)| ≤ |ϕ − ϕ̂|, ϕ, ϕ̂ ∈ [0, π]d−2 × [0, 2π).

Proof. We readily obtain the desired result by invoking the following identity:

|S(ϕ) − S(ϕ̂)|2 = 4
d−1∑
i=1

 i−1∏
j=1

sin ϕ j sin ϕ̂ j

 sin2 ϕi − ϕ̂i

2
, ϕ, ϕ̂ ∈ [0, π]d−2 × [0, 2π),

which can be proven without major difficulty.

With the help of the hyperspherical coordinate map S, the dictionary D can be parametrized as follows:

P : R→ D, (ϕ, b) 7→ σk(S(ϕ) · x + b). (20)

The parameter space R is defined as
R =

(
[0, π]d−2 × [0, 2π)

)
× [c1, c2]. (21)

8



We denote |R| as the volume of the parameter space R, given by

|R| = 2πd−1(c2 − c1).

Since the domain Ω is bounded, we deduce the map P is Lipschitz continuous, i.e.,

∥P(ϕ, b) − P(ϕ̂, b̂)∥ ≤ Lip(P)|(ϕ, b) − (ϕ̂, b̂)|, (ϕ, b), (ϕ̂, b̂) ∈ R, (22)

where the Lipschitz modulus Lip(P) depends on d, k, Ω, c1, and c2.

Remark 5. To examine the dependence of the Lipschitz modulus Lip(P) on the problem setting, we conduct an
analysis of Lip(P), assuming Ω = (0, 1)d ⊂ Rd. We observe that setting c1 = −

√
d and c2 =

√
d in the definition (7)

of D satisfies the condition (8). Namely, we have

|ω · x| ≤ |ω| |x| ≤
√

12 + · · · + 12 =
√

d.

In this setting, we see that ω · x + b ∈ [−2
√

d, 2
√

d] for any (ω, b) ∈ S d−1 × [c1, c2] and x ∈ Ω. On the interval
[−2
√

d, 2
√

d], the activation function σk is Lipschitz continuous with modulus

max
t∈[−2

√
d,2
√

d]
|σ′k(t)| = k(2

√
d)k−1. (23)

Hence, for any (ϕ, b), (ϕ̂, b̂) ∈ R, we have

∥P(ϕ, b) − P(ϕ̂, b̂)∥2
(20)
=

∫
Ω

∣∣∣σk(S(ϕ · x + b)) − σk(S(ϕ̂ · x + b̂))
∣∣∣2 dx

(23)
≤ k2(4d)k−1

∫
Ω

∣∣∣(S(ϕ) − S(ϕ̂)) · x + (b − b̂)
∣∣∣2 dx

≤ k2(4d)k−1
(
(S(ϕ) − S(ϕ̂))2 + (b − b̂)2

) ∫
Ω

(|x|2 + 1) dx

≤ k2(4d)k−1
(

d
3
+ 1

)
|(ϕ, b) − (ϕ̂, b̂)|2,

where the last inequality is due to Lemma 2. Therefore, we conclude that

Lip(P) ≤ k(2
√

d)k−1

√
d
3
+ 1.

To construct a deterministic discrete dictionary DN of size N, we use a regular hyperrectangular grid on R, and
then apply the map P given in (20). We have

DN = {±σk(S(ϕ) · x + b) : (ϕ, b) ∈ GN} , (24)

where GN is defined as the set of centers of the cells in a regular hyperrectangular grid that divides R into N cells.
Using elementary inequalities, it is straightforward to verify that the length ℓ of the main diagonal of each cell in the
grid GN satisfies

ℓ ≥
√

d
(
|R|
N

) 1
d

.

We define the constant δ ≥ 1 as

δ =
ℓ
√

d

(
N
|R|

) 1
d

. (25)
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4.2. Random discretization

Now, we consider a random discretization of the dictionary D. One straightforward way of randomly discretizing
the dictionary is to utilize the hyperspherical coordinate map (19). we draw N samples from the uniform distribution
on the parameter space R, and then apply the parametrization map P given in (20). Therefore, a randomized discrete
dictionary DN is defined as

DN = {±σk(S(ϕi) · x + bi) : (ϕi, bi) ∼ Uniform(R), 1 ≤ i ≤ N} . (26)

Remark 6. An alternative approach to defining a randomized discrete dictionary is to directly sample points from the
uniform distribution on S d−1 × [c1, c2] directly, without relying on its parametrization. Generating uniform random
variables defined on a hypersphere can be achieved by appropriately manipulating normal random variables, see [47,
48]. However, generating deterministic points that are evenly spaced on S d−1 is less obvious in higher dimensions.
For the sake of simplicity and consistency in our analysis, we adhere to the method that utilizes the parametrization
P for both deterministic and randomizied discretizations in this paper.

Remark 7. We note that the discretization must be fine enough to ensure a realization of the weak greedy algorithm as
the residual norm ∥u−un−1∥ gets smaller. So it is natural to seek for a discrete dictionary of minimal size for a desired
accuracy. In our case, this is equivalent to finding an arrangement of points that forms a covering of the parameter
space R with congruent balls. See [49] for relevant investigation. However, constructing an ideal arrangement of
points is a highly nontrivial task in different dimensions, especially in higher ones [50, 51]. Covering density, roughly
defined as the ratio of sum of the Lebesgue measures of the bodies and that of the domain being covered, measures
the efficiency of a covering. On one hand, although the upper bound ([52, 53]) and the lower bound ([54]) for the
covering density with congruent balls are available, the proofs are non-constructive, meaning that we do not know
how to construct an arrangement of points that can achieve the lower bound in high dimensions. On the other hand,
the optimal covering of the Euclidean space Rd with balls is only known for d ≤ 5 [55, 56, 57, 58, 59]. Among the
lattice arrangement covering, for which our deterministic discretization belongs to, the optimal covering is only known
in 2D and is related to the regular hexagonal pattern [55]. Our usage of the regular hyperrectangular grid introduced
in (24) is due to highly non-trivial explicit construction of efficient coverings in different dimensions. Nevertheless, we
will see later in the analysis, the required size of the randomized discrete dictionary when using a uniform distribution
is actually optimal up to a logarithmic term independent of the dimension. See our discussion at the end of section 5.

5. Analysis of dictionary sizes

In this section, we present a rigorous analysis demonstrating that utilizing discretized dictionaries for OGA, as
introduced in the previous section, can yield convergence rates same as the original OGA, provided that the size of
the discrete dictionary is sufficiently large. Furthermore, we establish that the lower bound for the size of randomized
discrete dictionaries is significantly smaller than that of deterministic discrete dictionaries in high dimensions. Conse-
quently, leveraging randomized dictionaries holds promise for reducing computational costs while maintaining a good
accuracy, thereby making greedy algorithms more applicable to relatively higher-dimensional problems. Throughout
this section, we will focus on OGA, and we will use the L2-minimization as an example. The analysis for some ellip-
tic PDE examples will be similar because they are essentially best approximation problems in an appropriate Hilbert
space, see Remark 1. Additionally, the analysis for RGA with discrete dictionaries will be similar but is not discussed
in this paper.

First, in Algorithm 3, we present OGA that uses a deterministic discrete dictionary DN defined in (24).

Algorithm 3 OGA with a deterministic discrete dictionary
Given a deterministic discrete dictionary DN of size N, which was defined in (24), and u0 = 0,
for n = 1, 2, . . . do

gn = arg max
g∈DN

⟨g, u − un−1⟩

un = Pnu, where Pn is the orthogonal projection onto Hn := span{g1, . . . , gn}.
end for

10



In Theorem 5.1, we state a lower bound for the size N of the deterministic discrete dictionary DN that ensures the
optimal convergence rate of the error ∥u − un∥.

Theorem 5.1. Let γ ∈ (0, 1). In OGA with the deterministic discrete dictionary DN (see Algorithm 3), for any n ≥ 1,
if

N ≥ |R|
 γ1 − γ

δ
√

d Lip(P)
2C

d

n( 1
2+

2k+1
2d )d, (27)

then we have
∥u − un∥ ≤

C
γ
∥u∥K1(D)n−

1
2−

2k+1
2d ,

where K1(D), C, R, Lip(P), and δ were given in (10), (3.3), (21), (22), and (25), respectively.

Proof. As the sequence {∥u − um∥} is decreasing in Algorithm 3, we may assume the following:

∥u − um∥ >
C
γ
∥u∥K1(D)n−

1
2−

2k+1
2d , 0 ≤ m ≤ n − 1. (28)

Now, we suppose that (27) holds and take any m. Let (ϕ∗m, b
∗
m) be an element of R such that g = P(ϕ∗m, b

∗
m) maximizes

|⟨g, u − um−1⟩| in D. Recall that the length of the main diagonal of each cell in the grid GN is denoted by ℓ. Then we
can find a grid point (ϕm, bm) ∈ GN such that

|(ϕm, bm) − (ϕ∗m, b
∗
m)| ≤

ℓ

2
. (29)

By combining (25), (27), and (29), we have

|(ϕm, bm) − (ϕ∗m, b
∗
m)| ≤

1 − γ
γ

C
Lip(P)

n−
1
2−

2k+1
2d . (30)

It follows that

|⟨P(ϕ∗m, b
∗
m),u − um−1⟩| − |⟨P(ϕm, bm), u − um−1⟩|

≤
∣∣∣⟨P(ϕm, bm) − P(ϕ∗m, b

∗
m), u − um−1⟩

∣∣∣
(22)
≤ Lip(P)|(ϕm, bm) − (ϕ∗m, b

∗
m)| ∥u − um−1∥

(30)
≤

1 − γ
γ

Cn−
1
2−

2k+1
2d ∥u − um−1∥

(∗)
≤

1 − γ
γ

Cn−
1
2−

2k+1
2d
∥u∥K1(D)|⟨P(ϕ∗m, b

∗
m), u − um−1⟩|

∥u − um−1∥

(28)
≤ (1 − γ) |⟨P(ϕ∗m, b

∗
m), u − um−1⟩|,

(31)

where (∗) is due to the following:

∥u − um−1∥
2 = ⟨u, u − um−1⟩ = ∥u∥K1(D)

〈
f

∥u∥K1(D)
, u − um−1

〉
≤ ∥u∥K1(D) max

g∈D
⟨g, u − um−1⟩.

Rearranging (31) , we obtain

|⟨P(ϕm, bm), u − um−1⟩| ≥ γ|⟨P(ϕ∗m, b
∗
m), u − um−1⟩|, (32)

which implies that the initial n iterations of Algorithm 3 realize WOGA (see Algorithm 2). Therefore, invoking
Theorem 3.3 yields the desired result.
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Algorithm 4 OGA with randomized discrete dictionaries
Given u0 = 0,
for n = 1, 2, . . . do

Sample (ϕi,n, bi,n) ∼ Uniform(R) for 1 ≤ i ≤ N, to generate a randomized discrete dictionary

DN,n =
{
σk(S(ϕi,n) · x + bi,n) : 1 ≤ i ≤ N

}
.

gn = arg max
g∈DN,n

|⟨g, u − un−1⟩|

un = Pnu, where Pn is the orthogonal projection onto Hn := span{g1, . . . , gn}.
end for

Next, the approach that uses a randomized discrete dictionary (26) at each iteration of OGA is given in Algo-
rithm 4. This approach is also explored in [60] for greedy algorithms in reduced basis methods. In practice, one
can always further optimize the arg max subproblem using a few steps of Newton’s iteration after selecting from the
randomized dictionary. This might further improve the accuracy but is not considered or verified in the paper as we
will see from experiments in section 6 that using randomized dictionaries is already very effective.

Remark 8. Algorithm 4 is also suitable for solving some linear PDEs. We may refer to Remark 1, Remark 2, and
[25] for details.

Theorem 5.2 provides a lower bound for the size of the randomized discrete dictionaries {DN,n} that ensures the
optimal convergence rate of the residual error ∥u − un∥ presented in Theorem 3.3.

Theorem 5.2. Let γ, η ∈ (0, 1). In OGA with the randomized discrete dictionaries {DN,n}n (see Algorithm 4), for any
n ≥ 1, if

N ≥ |R| ·
1

Vd

(
γ

1 − γ
Lip(P)

C

)d

n( 1
2+

2k+1
2d )d log

n
η
, (33)

then, with probability 1 − η, we have

∥u − un∥ ≤
C
γ
∥u∥K1(D)n−

1
2−

2k+1
2d ,

where K1(D), C, R, and Lip(P) were given in (10), (3.3), (21), and (22), respectively, and Vd =
π

d
2

Γ( d
2+1)

is the volume

of an ℓ2-unit ball in Rd.

Proof. Similar as in Theorem 5.1, we may assume that (28) holds. For each m with 0 ≤ m ≤ n − 1, let (ϕ∗m, b
∗
m) be an

element of R such that g = P(ϕ∗m, b
∗
m) maximizes |⟨g, u − um−1⟩| in D. By the same argument as in (31), we can prove

that for each (ϕm, bm) ∈ R, (30) implies (32). Accordingly, we conclude the following:

(∗) If there exists an element (ϕm, bm) ∈ DN,m such that

|(ϕm, bm) − (ϕ∗m, b
∗
m)| ≤

1 − γ
γ

C
Lip(P)

n−
1
2−

2k+1
2d =: ϵ

for each 0 ≤ m ≤ n − 1, then the initial n iterations of Algorithm 4 realize WOGA (see Algorithm 2).

Therefore, if the condition (∗) holds, invoking Theorem 3.3 yields the desired result.
Next, we show that (33) implies that (∗) holds with probability 1 − η. It is straightforward to verify that the

probability that the premise of (∗) holds is given by(
1 − (1 − p)N

)m
,

where p is the ratio between the volume of a d-dimensional ball with radius ϵ and that of the entire parameter space
R, i.e.,

p =
Vdϵ

d

|R|
.
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Now, we suppose that N satisfies (33). Then we have

N ≥
(

1
p
−

1
2

)
log

n
η
≥

log n
η

log 1
1−p

, (34)

where the third inequality is due to an elementary inequality (see, e.g., [61, equation (3.5)])

log
(
1 +

1
t

)
≥

2
2t + 1

, t > 0.

By direct calculation, we verify that (34) implies(
1 − (1 − p)N

)m
≥

(
1 −
η

n

)n
≥ 1 − η,

which completes the proof.

Remark 9. Although Algorithm 4 is tailored for training ReLUk shallow neural networks, the strategy of employing
randomized dictionaries works for other activation functions with non-compact parameter spaces, e.g., tanh, sigmoid,
etc. In these situations, we can still randomly sample the parameters to form a randomized discrete dictionary, e.g.,
using a Gaussian distribution or a uniform distribution on a truncated parameter space, see [25, Example 6].

6. Numerical results

In this section, we present numerical results for L2-minimization problems and elliptic PDEs in various dimensions
to demonstrate the effectiveness of our method of using randomized dictionaries. We verify our theoretical finding
that one may use much fewer dictionary elements while retaining the same or higher level of accuracy than an OGA
with a deterministic discrete dictionary.

Numerical integration is needed for evaluating inner product in the arg max subproblem and for assembling linear
systems in the orthogonal projection subproblem. In 1D, 2D and 3D, we use the Gauss-Legendre quadrature rule.
We first divide the computational domain into smaller regular subdomains and then use p quadrature points on each
subdomain. For higher dimensions, we use quasi-Monte Carlo integration [62, 63]. We do not investigate the effect
of the number of sampling points on the stability of the orthogonal projection. See [64, 65, 66] for relevant studies on
least squares approximations using polynomials. The number of samples points, chosen to ensure sufficient accuracy,
is stated in each experiment.

All experiments are implemented using Python and PyTorch, and run on a NVIDIA A100 GPU.
We first carry out numerical experiments on solving L2-minimization problems in low dimensions, followed by 4D

and 10D examples. We then demonstrate the method’s efficacy for solving elliptic PDEs using the Neumann problem
as an example. The computational domain Ω is [0, 1]d in all examples.

6.1. Low-dimensional examples

For the 1D case, we fit the sine function
f (x) = sin(2πx), (35)

and the Gabor function

f (x) = exp
(
−

(x − 0.5)2

2σ2

)
cos(2πmx), σ = 0.15,m = 8. (36)

For numerical integration, we divide the interval [0, 1] into 1024 subintervals and use a Gaussian quadrature of
order 5 on each subinterval.

In 2D, we fit
f (x) = sin(πx1) sin(πx2), (37)

13



Figure 1: 2D Gabor function (38)

and a Gabor function (see Figure 1) given by

f (x) = exp
(
−

(x1 − 0.5)2 + (x2 − 0.5)2

2σ2

)
cos(2πmx), σ = 0.15,m = 8. (38)

For numerical integration, we divide the square domain [0, 1]2 into 502 uniform square subdomains and use a Gaussian
quadrature of order 3 on each subdomain.

In 3D, we fit the following function

f (x) = sin(πx1) sin(πx2) sin(πx3). (39)

For numerical integration, we divide the cubic domain [0, 1]3 into 253 uniform cubic subdomains and use a Gaussian
quadrature of order 3 on each subdomain.

Results for all dimensions are all shown in fig. 2. The L2 errors are plotted against the number of iterations, with
the optimal convergence rate in Theorem 3.1 plotted as a dotted reference line. For 1D results in fig. 2 (a) & (b), both
methods achieve an optimal convergence rate. Although in 1D, randomized dictionaries do not significantly improve
accuracy, they achieve comparable results with fewer elements. For the 2D example, from Figure 2 (c) & (d), we now
see that using randomized dictionaries give more accurate numerical results that achieves the optimal convergence
order with a smaller discrete dictionary. On the other hand, when using a deterministic discrete dictionary, the accuracy
deteriorates significantly as the number of iterations increases, failing to achieve an optimal convergence, if the size
of the deterministic dictionary is not larger than that of a randomized one. For the 3D example, from Figure 2 (e),
we observe a much more significant improvement after using randomized dictionaries. We see that using randomized
dictionaries of size only 26 outperform using a deterministic dictionary of size 214 which is more than 200 times larger.

Now we present numerical examples in higher dimensions to verify the effectiveness of our proposed method.

6.2. Four-dimensional examples
In this subsection, we demonstrate two 4-dimensional examples of the L2-minimization problem.
We first fit the function

f (x) =
4∏

i=1

sin(πxi), (40)

and then we fit the Gaussian function

f (x) = exp

− d∑
i=1

c(xi − ω)2

 , c =
7.03

d
, d = 4, ω = 0.5. (41)
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(a) (b)

(c) (d)

(e)

Figure 2: Comparison between using ReLU1 randomized dictionaries and ReLU1 deterministic dictionaries of various sizes. (a): 1D L2-
minimization problem (35). (b): 1D L2-minimization problem 36. (c): 2D L2-minimization problem 37. (d): 2D L2-minimization problem
(38). (e): 3D L2-minimization problem (39).

In each problem, we use shallow neural networks with ReLU1 and ReLU4 activation, respectively. For the numeri-
cal integration, we use Quasi-Monte Carlo method [62, 63] with 5 × 105 integration points generated by the Sobol
sequence.
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(a) (b)

Figure 3: Comparison between using randomized dictionaries and deterministic dictionaries of various sizes. 4D L2-minimization problem (40).
(a): ReLU1 activation. (b): ReLU4 activation.

The results for the first and second examples are plotted in Figure 3 and Figure 4, respectively. In both cases,
we can see that using a randomized dictionary of much smaller size lead to better accuracy than using deterministic
dictionary of a large size. The reduction in the number of dictionary elements spans several orders of magnitude.
Furthermore, the optimal convergence order is observed for using randomized dictionaries, which agrees with our
analysis result in section 5.

6.3. Ten-dimensional examples

Now, we present numerical results for a 10 dimensional problem. We fit the Gaussian function

f (x) = exp

− d∑
i=1

c(xi − ω)2

 , c =
7.03

d
, d = 10, ω = 0.5. (42)

For the numerical integration, we use Quasi Monte-Carlo method with 106 integration points generated by the Sobol
sequence.

The numerical results for the 10D example are plotted in Figure 5. We observe that using randomized dictionaries,
we can still obtain very accurate numerical approximations that achieve an optimal convergence order in such a high
dimensional problem with a moderate dictionary size of around 29. However, on the other hand, in 10D, using a
deterministic dictionary of a similar size would lead to a very coarse discretization of the dictionary, which cannot
guarantee any accuracy.

6.4. Elliptic PDEs

As mentioned in Remark 8, the proposed algorithm also works for solving PDEs. To demonstrate, we solve the
following problem

−∇ · (α∇u) + u = f in Ω,
∂u
∂n
= g on ∂Ω. (43)

We note that examples of solving PDEs in 1D and 2D with exact solutions u(x1) = cos(πx1) and u(x1, x2) =
cos(πx1) cos(πx2), respectively, are already demonstrated in [25] using OGA with a deterministic dictionary, while
higher dimensional examples are not possible due to huge computational costs. Therefore, to showcase the effective-
ness of OGA with randomized dictionaries, we carry out experiments in 3D and higher dimensions. We only carry
out experiments with randomized dictionaries since comparisons with using deterministic dictionaries are already
demonstrated in numerous L2-minimization problems.
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(a) (b)

Figure 4: Comparison between using randomized dictionaries and deterministic dictionaries of various sizes. 4D L2-minimization problem (41).
a: ReLU1 activation. b: ReLU4 activation.

(a) (b)

Figure 5: 10D L2-minimization problem (42) with randomized dictionaries. (a): ReLU1 activation. (b): ReLU4 activation.
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We consider the following three-dimensional example on Ω = (0, 1)3 for (43):

Ω = (0, 1)3, α = 1, f (x) = (1 + 3π2)
3∏

i=1

cos πxi, g(x) = 0, (44)

whose exact solution is u(x) =
∏3

i=1 cos πxi.
We also consider the following three-dimensional example on Ω = (0, 1)3 for (43) with an oscillatory coefficient

function α:

α(x) =
1
2

sin(6πx1) + 1, u(x) =
3∏

i=1

cos πxi, g(x) = 0. (45)

The corresponding right hand side f (x) is computed.
We then consider the following four-dimensional and ten-dimensional examples on Ω = (0, 1)d for (43) with a

constant α:

α = 1, u(x) = exp

− d∑
i=1

c(xi − ω)2

 , c =
7.03

d
, d = 4 or 10, ω = 0.5. (46)

The right hand side f (x) and the boundary condition function g(x) are computed accordingly.
Regarding the numerical integration, for examples (44) and (45), we divide the cubic domain into 503 subdomains

and use a Gaussian quadrature of order 3 on each subdomain. For the example (46), within the domain Ω, we use
Quasi Monte-Carlo methods with 5 × 105 integration points generated by the Sobol sequence. On the boundary, we
divide it into 503 subdomains and use a Gaussian quadrature of order 3 on each subdomain. For the example (42), we
use 2 × 106 integration points and 2 × 105 integration points generated by the Sobol sequence, within the domain and
on each side of the boundary, respectively. The size of a randomized dictionary used in the 3D and 4D examples is
only 28 and that used in the 10D example is 211.

We report the errors under the L2 norm and the H1 seminorm for each experiment in Tables 1, 2, 3 and 4. We
observe that, in the 3D and 4D cases, the optimal convergence orders are achieved for both L2 and H1 errors. We also
note that the actual convergence order is consistently slightly better than the optimal convergence order. For the 10D
example, the overall convergence order is also better the optimal one, achieving good accuracy despite a drop in the
order at the neuron number 256.

Given the very small dictionary size of 28 and 211, we confirm that using randomized dictionaries in OGA is
indeed as effective for solving PDEs as for L2-minimization problems.

n ∥u − un∥L2 order (n−5/3) |u − un|H1 order (n−4/3)
8 3.50e-1 * 3.11e0 *

16 9.56e-2 1.87 1.54e0 1.01
32 2.34e-2 2.03 4.93e-1 1.65
64 5.07e-3 2.21 1.41e-1 1.81

128 9.75e-4 2.38 3.75e-2 1.91
256 2.43e-4 2.01 1.26e-2 1.58
512 6.75e-5 1.84 4.55e-3 1.47

Table 1: L2 and H1 errors using ReLU3 activation for 3D Neumann problem with (44).

7. Conclusion

OGA is proven to achieve optimal convergence rate for approximation problems using shallow neural networks.
However, its practical application is limited even in three or slightly higher dimensions due to the arg max subproblems
that require an exhaustive search over the entire dictionary. In this paper, we discuss two approaches to discretize
the dictionary: one using a deterministic hyperrectangular grid-based discretization and the other using a random
discretization. As our major tool for analyzing these approaches, we first extend the convergence results of some
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n ∥u − un∥L2 order (n−5/3) |u − un|H1 order (n−4/3)
8 3.33e-1 * 3.18e0 *

16 9.56e-2 1.80 1.54e0 1.04
32 3.31e-2 1.53 6.70e-1 1.20
64 4.86e-3 2.77 1.32e-1 2.35

128 1.11e-3 2.13 4.2e-2 1.65
256 2.65e-4 2.07 1.34e-2 1.65
512 6.49e-5 2.03 4.32e-3 1.64

Table 2: L2 and H1 errors using ReLU3 activation for 3D Neumann problem with (45).

n ∥u − un∥L2 order O(n−1.625) |u − un|H1 order O(n−1.375)
8 1.86e-1 * 1.66e0 *

16 7.49e-2 1.31 1.16e0 0.523
32 5.31e-2 0.50 1.03e0 0.173
64 1.08e-2 2.30 2.64e-1 1.96

128 3.81e-3 1.50 1.02e-1 1.36
256 4.91e-4 2.95 1.69e-2 2.60
512 1.32e-4 1.90 5.60e-3 1.59

Table 3: L2 and H1 errors using ReLU4 activation for 4D Neumann problem with (46).

greedy algorithms to weak greedy algorithms. We then rely on the convergence of weak greedy algorithms to obtain
convergence results for greedy algorithms that use a discrete dictionary in practice. More specifically, we rigorously
show that both the deterministic discretization approach and the randomized one amount to a realization of a weak
greedy algorithm, and we further quantify the required size of the discrete dictionary to achieve a convergence order.
Remarkably, our theoretical analysis reveals that in high dimensions, using randomized discrete dictionaries may lead
to significantly fewer dictionary elements than using a deterministic discrete dictionary. Finally, we corroborate the
theoretical findings with extensive numerical experiments on solving L2 function approximation problems and PDEs,
demonstrating the effectiveness of a more practical approach of using randomized dictionaries for greedy algorithms
in application to neural network optimization problems.
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[50] G. Fejes Tóth, Packing and covering in higher dimensions, arXiv preprint arXiv:2202.11358 (2022).
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