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Abstract

Weight sharing, equivariance, and local filters, as in convolutional neural networks, are believed
to contribute to the sample efficiency of neural networks. However, it is not clear how each one of
these design choices contribute to the generalization error. Through the lens of statistical learning
theory, we aim to provide an insight into this question by characterizing the relative impact of each
choice on the sample complexity. We obtain lower and upper sample complexity bounds for a class
of single hidden layer networks. It is shown that the gain of equivariance is directly manifested in
the bound, while getting a similar increase for weight sharing depends on the sharing mechanism.
Among our results, we obtain a completely dimension-free bound for equivariant networks for a class
of pooling operations. We show that the bound depends merely on the norm of filters, which is tighter
than using the spectral norm of the respective matrix. We also characterize the trade-off in sample
complexity between the parametrization of filters in spatial and frequency domains, particularly when
spatial filters are localized as in vanilla convolutional neural networks.

1 Introduction

In recent years, equivariant neural networks have gained particular interest within the machine learning
community thanks to their inherent ability to preserve certain transformations in the input data, thereby
providing a form of inductive bias that aligns with many real-world problems. Indeed, equivariant
networks have shown remarkable performance in various applications, ranging from computer vision to
molecular chemistry, where data often exhibit specific forms of symmetry. Equivariant networks are
closely related to their more traditional counterparts, Convolutional Neural Networks (CNNs). CNNs are
a particular class of neural networks that achieve equivariance to translation. The convolution operation
in CNNs ensures that the response to a particular feature is the same, regardless of its spatial location in
the input data. However, the concept of equivariance extends beyond just translation, accommodating a
broader spectrum of transformations such as rotations, reflections, and scaling, among others. Group
Convolutional Neural Networkss (GCNNs) [CW16a] are the typical example of equivariant neural networks.
The inductive bias introduced by equivariance, in the form of symmetry preservation, offers an intuitive
connection to their generalization capabilities. By encoding prior knowledge about the structure of the
data, equivariant networks can efficiently exploit the inherent symmetries, reducing sample complexity
and improving generalization performance. This ability to generalize from a limited set of examples is
crucial to their success. Their mathematical foundation is grounded in group representation theory, which
provides a powerful framework to understand and design neural networks that are equivariant or invariant
to the action of a group of transformations.

Besides the inductive bias of data symmetry, the generalization benefits of CNNs and GCNNs are
attributed additionally to the weight-sharing, implemented by the convolution operation, and the locality,
implemented by the smaller filter size. In this paper, we study the impact of equivariance, weight-sharing,
and locality on generalization within the framework of statistical learning theory. Our focus will be
on neural networks with one hidden layer. Similar to works like [VSS22]; [MS23], we believe that this
study provides a first step toward a better understanding of deeper networks. Getting dimension-free
generalization error bounds constitutes an important line of research in the literature. Following this line
of work, we provide various dimension-free and norm-based bounds for one hidden layer networks. See
Appendix J.1 for discussions on the desiderata of learning theory.

*Qualcomm Al Research is an initiative of Qualcomm Technologies, Inc.
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Figure 1: A group convolutional network with ¢y input channel, ¢; intermediate channels, and a last layer
with pooling and linear aggregation u.

Contributions. We consider a class of one hidden layer networks where the first layer is a multi-channel
equivariant layer followed by point-wise non-linearity, a pooling layer, and the final linear layer. We
assume that the £o-norm of the parameters of each layer is bounded. For architectures based on group
convolution with point-wise non-linearity, we provide generalization bounds for various pooling operations
that are completely dimension-free. We obtain a similar norm-based for general equivariant networks.
We also provide a lower bound on Rademacher complexity that shows the tightness of our bound. We
show that no gain is observed if the analysis is conducted for the networks parameterized in the frequency
domain. When the equivariant layer is replaced by a layer with, not necessarily equivariant, weight-sharing,
we provide as well a dimension-free bound. By studying the bound, it can be seen that some particular
weight-sharing schemes, although not all of them, can provide similar generalization guarantees. Next, we
provide another bound for networks with local filters and show that the locality can bring additional
gain on top of equivariance. We will then show that there is a trade-off between locality in the spatial
domain and frequency domain, important for band-limited inputs. The trade-off is characterized by the
uncertainty principle. Finally, we provide the numerical verification of our bounds. The generalization
bounds are all obtained using Rademacher complexity analysis. We relegate all proofs to the appendix.

Notations. We introduce some of the notations used throughout the paper. We define [n] := {1,...,n}
for n € N. The term ||-|| refers to the £3-norm, which for the space of matrices is the Frobenius norm.
The spectral norm of a matrix A is denoted by [|Al,_,,. A positive homoegeneous activation function
o(---) is a function that satisfies o(Ax) = Ao (z) for all A > 0. The loss functions are assumed to be
1-Lipschitz. The matrix of the training data is denoted by X = [x1 ... @]

2 Preliminaries

We first introduce key concepts from group and representation theories necessary to present our main
results. In the rest of this work, we will generally assume a compact group G. Note that this includes any
finite group. For the most part, we will consider Abelian groups, i.e., commutative groups (such as planar
rotations or periodic translations).

Equivariance. Given two spaces X', ) carrying an action of a group G, a function ¢ : X — ) is said to
be equivariant with respect to G if ¢(g.z) = g.¢(z) for any z € X, i.e. if ¢ commutes with the group’s
action. For example, the spaces X', ) could be vector spaces, and the group action . : G x X — X could
be a linear function.

Group Convolution. If G is a finite group, the most popular design choice to construct equivariant
networks relies on the group convolution operator [CW16a], thereby generalizing typical convolutional
neural networks (CNNs). Specifically, given an input signal z : G — R over G and a filter w : G — R, the
group convolution produces another output signal y : G — R defined as:

y(9) = (wegz)(9) = ) wlg™ h)a(h) . (1)

heG

Note that the signals 2, w, 3 can be represented as vectors z, w,y € RICl; hence, the convolution operation
can be expressed as y = Wz, where W € RICIXICl is a group-circulant matrix encoding G-convolution
with the filter w.

Like in classical CNNs, one typically considers multi-channel input signals = : G — R, filters w : G —
Re1*¢ and output signals y : G — R*. We represent a multi-channel signal = : G — R as a stack of
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features over the group G, namely, a tensor (x(1),...,x(cy)) of shape |G| x ¢ (i.e. with ¢y channels and
each x(i) € RI¢l). Then, a convolution layer consists of ¢; convolutional filters {w;,j € [c1]}, each of
size |G| x co, parametrized by per-channel convolutions w; ;) € RII i € [co]; the convolution operation,
which yields the output channel j, is given by

Cco
y(j) = Zw(j,i) ®¢ z(i) € RI9, j € [¢]
i=1

In summary, a group convolution layer can be visualized as

w x y
Wan | Wen |- | Wi [z(1) eRIGIT  Ty(1) e RIS
Wi [ Wea) [ | Wi z(2) € R y(2) € R 2)
Waey | Wee) |- | Wieoer) [(co) € RICT] [y(c1) € RICT]

Here, any W, ;) € RIGIXIGI block is a group circulant matrix corresponding to G, which encodes a
G-convolution parameterised by a filter w; ; € RICI. Note that the output of the convolution is a |G| x ¢;
signal, i.e. it contains a different value y(g, j) for each group element g € G and output channel j € [¢1].
Note also that the group G naturally acts on a signal x : G — R€ as g : & + g.x, with [g.7](h) = (g7 'h).
Then, one can show that the group convolution operator above is equivariant with respect to this action
on its input and output, i.e. w ®¢ g.x = g.(w ®¢ x). Additionally, it is well known, e.g. [CGW1S];
[KT18], that group convolutions with learnable filters in this form parameterize the most general linear
equivariant maps between feature spaces of signals over a compact group G. Finally, GCNN typically
uses an activation function applied point-wise on the convolution output. In our 1-layer architecture, a
first convolution layer is followed by a pointwise activation layer and, then, a per-channel - average or
max - pooling layer, which produces c¢; invariant features. These final features are mixed with the final
linear layer u. See Figure 1 for more details. The final network is then given as:

>y w1 ;) ®a x(i))
hyao(T) :=u Poo : (3)
Do Wiy ) B x(i))

where P(-) is the pooling operation, and w := (w(;;))je[e,],ic[co] 15 the concatenation of all kernels.

3 Related Works

Equivariant and Geometric Deep Learning Previous works attempted to improve machine learning
models by leveraging prior knowledge about the symmetries and the geometry of a problem [Bro+21]. A
variety of design strategies have been explored in the literature to achieve group equivariance, for example
via equivariant MLPs [Sha93|; [Sha89]; [FWW21], group convolution [CW16a|; [KT18]; [Bek+18], Lie
group convolution [Bek20]; [Fin+20], steerable convolution [CW16b]; [CGW18|; [Wor+17]; [WHS18];
[Wei+18]; [Tho+18]; [WC19]; [Fuc+20]; [Bra+21]; [CLW22] and, very recently, by using geometric algebra
[RBF23|; [Bre+23], to only mention a few. Other previous approaches include [Mall12]; [DDK16]; [Def+19].
Some of these ideas have also been used to generalize convolution beyond groups to more generic manifolds
via the framework of Gauge equivariance [Coh-+19]; [Wei+21]. While equivariance is generally considered
a powerful inductive bias leading to improved data efficiency, this large selection of equivariant designs
raises the following question: what impact different architectural choices have on performance and to
what extent do they aid generalization?

Generalization Properties of Equivariant networks Some previous works tried to answer some
aspects of this question. [Sha91l] is of the first works studying the relation between invariance and
generalization. For example, [Sok+17a] extend the robustness-based generalization bounds found in
[Sok+17b| by assuming the set of transformations of interest change the inputs drastically, thereby proving
that the generalization error of a G-invariant classifier scales 1//|G|, where |G| is the cardinality of the
finite equivariance group G. [BM19] study the stability of some particular compact group equivariant
models and also describe an associated Rademacher complexity and generalization bound. [Lyl+20]
investigate the effect of invariance under the lenses of the PAC-Bayesian framework but do not provide
an explicit bound. Later, [EZ21] use VC-dimension analysis and derive more concrete bounds. [Ele22]
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studies compact-group equivariance in PAC learning framework and equates learning with equivariant
hypotheses and learning on a reduced data space of orbit representatives to obtain a sample complexity
bound. [SIK21] propose a similar idea, proving that equivariant models work in a reduced space, the
Quotient Feature Space (QFS), whose volume directly affect the generalization error. While the result
relaxes the robustness assumption in [Sok-+17a], the final bound is suboptimal with respect to the
sample size. PAC learnability under transformation invariance is also studied in [SMB22|. [ZAH21]
characterize the generalization benefit of invariant models using an argument based on the covering
number induced by a set of transformations. More recently, [BCC22] leverages a representation-theoretic
construction of equivariant networks and provides a norm-based PAC-Bayesian generalization bound
inspired by [NBS18]. Finally, [PT23] considers a more general setting, allowing for approximate, partial,
and misspecified equivariance and studying how the relation between data and model equivariance error
impacts generalization.

Generalization in generic neural networks Many works in the literature have previously investigated
the generalization properties of deep learning methods. [Zha+17] first noted that a model trained on
random labels can achieve small training error while producing arbitrarily large generalization errors.
This result raised a new challenge in the field since popular uniform complexity measures such as VC-
dimensions are inconsistent with this finding. This inspired many recent works which tried to explain
generalization in terms of other quantities, such as margin or norms of the learnable weights; a few
nonexhaustive examples are [WM19]; [Sok+17b]; [NBS18]; [Aro+18]; [BFT17]; [GRS18]; [DR18al; [LS19];
[VSS22]; [Led+-21]; [VL20]. The PAC Bayesian framework is a particularly popular method and has been
applied to neural networks in many previous works, e.g. see [NBS18|; [BG22]; [DR17]; [DR18b|; [DR18a];
[Dzi+20]; [Lot+22]. [Jia+20] perform a thorough experimental comparison of many complexity measures
and identifies some failure cases; see also [NK19]; [Koe+21]; [NDR21] for further discussion on uniform
complexity measures and their limitations. The norm-based bounds can still be tight and informative for
shallow networks considered in this work.

Generalization bounds for Convolutional neural networks As one of the most popular deep
learning architectures, convolutional neural networks (CNNs) have received particular attention in the
literature. Generalization studies on CNNs are especially relevant for our work since we focus significantly
on equivariance to finite and abelian groups, which can often be realized via periodic convolution.
[Pit+19]; [LS19]; [VSS22]; [Led+21] previously studied these architectures. In particular, [Gra+22]
recently established two covering-numbers-based bounds for convolution models.

4 Sample Complexity Bounds For Equivariant Networks

We consider the group convolutional networks as defined in 3. We assume that the input to the network
is bounded as ||z|| < b,'. Consider the following hypothesis space:

H o= { P [lul] < My, [lw]] < My}, (4)

where u € R, w € R%IGl The hypothesis space is the group convolution network class that has
bounded Euclidean norm on the kernels. For this network, we derive dimension-free bounds.

Since the pooling operation is a permutation invariant operation, we can use Theorem 7 in [Zah+17]
to show that one can always find two functions ¢ : RIS — R and p : R — RICI*! such that

Poz=2¢ (\Tlv‘l Zﬁ‘l p(z,»)). We can provide the following generalization bound for a subset of such
representations, namely for positive homogeneous ¢ : R — R and p: R — R.

Theorem 4.1. Consider the hypothesis space H defined in 4. If P(-) is the pooling operation represented
as Poz = d)(ﬁlTp(z)), where the two functions p(-), ¢(-) and the activation function o(-) are all
1-Lipschitz positive homogeneous activation function, then with probability at least 1 — 9 and for all h € H,
we have:

vm m

L(h) < L(Rh) +2

1For all the results in the paper, we can use a data-dependent bound on the input. Namely, it suffices to assume that
maXie ) ||| < ba.



The proof leverages Rademacher complexity analysis and is presented in Appendix C.4. Note that the
assumption of positive homogeneity is only needed to utilize the peeling technique of [GRS18]|. We expect
that similar techniques from [VSS22] can be used to extend the result to Lipschitz activation functions.

Average pooling. Consider now the special case of average pooling operation P(x) = ‘%lle. This is
a linear layer; therefore, it can be combined with the last layer u to yield a standard two-layer neural
network. We can utilize the results from [VSS22]; [GRS18|. The combination of the layer u and average
pooling is a linear layer with the norm M/ \/@ , and the matrix W a circulant matrix, has the Frobenius
norm \/@Mg. The product of these norms would be bounded by M;M,. Being a special case of the
model in [VSS22], we can use their results off-the-shelf to get an upper bound on the sample complexity
that depends only on M; M, for Lipschitz-activation functions (Theorem 2 of [VSS22]). We provide an
independent proof for positive homogeneous activation functions in Appendix C.2 with a clean form.
Note that the authors in [VSS22] provide a result for average pooling that contains the term Oy, the
maximal number of patches that any single input coordinate appears in. This term is equal to |G| in our
case, which is canceled out by the average pooling term. Their bound depends on the spectral norm of
the underlying circulant matrix, which can be bigger than the norm of the filter provided here. But, their
proof can be reworked with the norm of convolutional filter instead, in which case, their result will be the
special case of ours.

Impact of group size. The above theorem is dimension-free, and there is no dependence on the
number of input and output channels ¢y and ¢;, as well as the group size |G|. Note that for average
pooling and sufficiently smooth activation functions, we can use even the stronger result (Theorem 4
of [VSS22]) and get a bound that depends on MlMgﬁg/\/@, where M,_,o is the spectral norm of W.
This manifests the impact of group size on the generalization similar to [Sok+17al; [BCC22].

Max pooling. We cannot rely on the previous results for Max pooling operation, since the peeling
argument would not work. Theorem 7 and 8 of [VSS22| provide a bound for max pooling, however their
network does not contain the linear aggregation u after max-pooling, and their bound contains dimension
dependencies such as log(|G|c1) or log(m). In Appendix C.3, we provide a bound for max pooling that
depends merely on log(|G|) but contains a data dependent term that can have poor scaling.

To summarize, we have established that for a single hidden layer group convolution network, we can have
a dimension-free bound that depends merely on the norm of filters.

Remark 4.2 (Frequency Domain Analysis). The authors in [BCC22] improved the PAC-Bayesian gener-
alization bound by conducting their analysis using the representation in the frequency domain. In our
Rademacher analysis, such a shift would not bring any additional gain, and we basically recover the same
bound. We provide the details in the supplementary materials.

4.1 Lower bound on the Rademacher Complexity Analysis

A natural question that might come up is whether the obtained bound is tight or not. In this section,
we provide an answer to this by showing that the Rademacher complexity is lower bounded in a similar
fashion for a class of networks.

Theorem 4.3. Consider the hypothesis space H defined in 4. If P(-) is the average pooling operation, o(-)
is the ReLU activation function, then there is a data distribution such that the Rademacher complexity is
lower bounded by c% where ¢ is an independent constant.

The proof is provided in the Appendix E. Note that Rademacher complexity (RC) bounds are known to
be tight for shallow models, for example, for SVMs. Indeed, if one fixes the first layer and only trains the
last linear layer with weight decay, the model is equivalent to hard-margin SVM, for which RC bounds
are tight. We also provide additional evidence in the numerical result section.

5 General Equivariant Networks

The focus of our analysis in the above section has been on group convolutional networks and related
architectures. In particular, we had considered the equivariance for finite Abelian groups for which
the filters were implemented using multi-channel convolution operation. We now look at the general
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equivariant networks w.r.t. a compact group. As we will see, the analysis for these networks would be
based on their MLP structure.

We follow the procedure described in [CW16b]; [CLW22]; [WHS18]. We assume a general input space
where the action of the compact group G on the space is given by a linear map po(g) for g € G. For this
space, the filters of the first layer, similarly to GCNs, are parametrized in the frequency domain. The
generalization of Fourier analysis to compact groups is done via the notion of irreducible representations
(irreps). An irrep, typically denoted by 1, can be thought as a frequency component of a signal over the
group.

Using tools from the representation theory, the map po(g) can be represented in the frequency domain
as the direct sum of irreps Q (@w @D w) Qo where my 4 is the multiplicity of the irrep 1. The

matrix Qg is a unitary matrix representing the generalized Fourier transform given by & = Qqx. See
Appendix A.1 for detailed definitions. A similar frequency domain representation can be obtained for
the hidden layer in terms of irreps, each with multiplicity m; . The block diagonal structure of filters
in the multi-channel GCNs given in eq. 21 is now obtained by a general block-diagonal structure. The
equivariant neural network is represented as

M1,y Mo,

hﬂ,,W = 'aTQQCT Ql @ @ Z W(%%J)f&w,])
¥

i=1 j=1

Since we are working with the point-wise non-linearity o in the spatial domain, two unitary transformations
Q1 and Q- are applied as Fourier transforms from the frequency domain to the spatial domain. The
last layer w should be chosen to yield a group invariant function, which means that the vector & only
aggregates the frequencies of the trivial representation g, and it is zero otherwise. To use an analogy
with group convolutional networks, Q, and Q5 are the Fourier matrices, and @ is a combination of the
pooling, which projects into the trivial representation of the group, and the last aggregation step. The
general equivariant networks are defined in Fourier space as follows:

Ha v = {hw, Sl < M,

] <)
Note that the hypothesis space assumes a bounded norm of the filters’ parameters in the frequency
domain. For this hypothesis space, we can get a similar dimension-free bound.

Theorem 5.1. Consider the hypothesis space M, v, of equivariant networks with bounded weight norms.
If the activation function o(-) is 1-Lipschitz positively homogeneous, then with probability at least 1 — §
for all h € H, \,, we have:

+4 :
vm m
The proof is presented in Appendix D. This result provides another dimension-free bounds for equivariant
networks that depend merely on the norm of the kernels. Note that the network has a standard MLP
structure, so the result can be obtained using techniques used in [GRS18]. Also, note that constructing
equivariant networks in the frequency domain is useful in steerable networks to deal with continuous

rotation groups [PG21]; [CLW22], while the parametrization in the spatial domain is pursued in works
like [Bek20]; [Fin + 20].

L(h) < L(h)+2

6 Generalization Bounds for Weight Sharing

In this section, we try to answer the question whether the gain of our bound lies in the specific equivariant
architecture or weight sharing. The answer is subtle. Indeed, an arbitrary type of weight sharing will not
bring out the generalization gain. However, there are weight-sharing schemes that can lead to a similar
gain without necessarily being equivariant.

For a fair comparison with the group convolution network explained above, we consider an architecture
with the same number of effective parameters shared similarly. The weight-sharing network is specified as

follows: G
ey (S wa o () By 2(e)
hyw(@) =u'Pog : : (5)

v (2 w{cl,@(k)Bk) z(c)
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where By’s are fixed |G| x |G| matrices inducing the weight sharing scheme. These matrices are not
trained using data and merely specify how the weights are shared in the network. For example, if By’s
are chosen as the basis for the space of circulant matrices, the setup boils down to the group convolution
network.

The corresponding hypothesis space is defined as:

Y = {hy ()« lull < My, w] g < M}

where
|G|
|wl g == e > we (k)b
=t celeal elerl|| p

The following proposition provides a purely norm based generalization bound.

Proposition 6.1. For the class of functions i in the hypothesis space H*-% with the average pooling
operation P, o(-) as a 1-Lipschitz positive homogeneous activation function, the generalization error is
bounded as:

bady My e [2l0g(4/0)

NGO m

Note that if by ;’s are the rows of the circulant matrices, then we end up with the same result as before
with M3"% = M. Interestingly, if the vectors {by; : k € [|G|]}’s are orthogonal to each other for each
1 € [|G|], and all of them have unit norm, i.e., ||by || = 1, then we also get M3"** = Ms. The conclusion
is that the weight sharing can impact the generalization similarly to the group convolution, even if the
construction does not arise from the group convolution. This does not generally hold, particularly if the
row vectors of matrices By, are not orthogonal. On the other hand, the gain of equivariance shows itself
for distributions with built-in symmetries.

L(h) < L(Rh) +2

7 Generalization Bounds for Local Filters

In previous sections, we observed that the impact of equivariance on the generalization is very similar to
that of weight sharing under an appropriately chosen basis. Another argument relates the generalization
benefits of convolutional neural networks to the use of local filters, where the same filter is applied to a
number of patches. The patches have lower dimensions, and the filters similarly have lower dimensions
than the total input dimension. Note that this goes beyond the benefit of weight sharing mentioned in
the previous section. One example is Theorem 6 in [VSS22]; we follow their setup. In their case, each
convolution operation w; ») ®g x(k) can be represented as (wak)@ (x(k))... w(—;’k)(b‘g‘(a:(k))), where
¢1(+) represents the patch I. Each patch selects a subset of input entries. The patches ® = {¢;,! € [|G|]}
are assumed to be local, in the sense that each coordinate in (k) appears at most in Og number of patches
with Og < |G|. More formally, for any vector x and a set S C [|G]], define the vector g := (2;);cs, i.€.,
with entries selected from the index in S. Define the patch ¢; : RIGI — R™ as ¢1(x) := xg, for a subset
S;. The group convolution network with locality is defined as:

Le(lGl]

L (wl @)
hi’w(w) =u'Poo :

c T

i (wl o)
By reorganizing the weights in each row corresponding to each patch, the whole network is presented as
u' P oo(Wz), where we assume that the matrix W conforms to the set of patches ®. The hypothesis
space with locality is defined as

HT = {hy (@) : Ju] < My, |w]| < Ma}.

For this class of functions, it can be shown that there is a generalization benefit in using local filters
besides the gain of equivariance or proper weight sharing. This conclusion is captured in the following
result.



Proposition 7.1. Consider the hypothesis space of functions H® constructed by patches ®, the average
pooling operation P, 1-Lipschitz positive homogeneous activation function o. Let Og be the maximal
number of patches that any input entry appears in. Then, with probability at least 1 — ¢ and for all

h € H®, we have:
A Og by M1 Ms 2log(4/0)
< .
E(h)—ﬁ(h)+2‘/|G| N

Compared with the result above, the locality assumption brings an additional improvement of I%PI'
Although the proof focuses on average pooling and group convolution, the same results can be obtained
for weight sharing. We should only change the filter parametrization from the matrix B}y, basis to the

vector basis by, given as (ZLCill w(jyc)(k)bk).

The architecture considered in [VSS22] is a single-channel version of our result (see more discussions in
Appendix J). In that case, the difference in their bounds is in using the spectral norm of W. However,
their proof only needs a bound on the Euclidean norm of weights, which would end in the same result as
ours.

The analysis so far has focused on the local filters in the spatial domain. However, the filters are also
applied per frequency in the frequency domain and are, therefore, local. This can be seen from the block
diagonal structure of filters (@w w(1)). In this sense, the filters in the frequency domain are already
local. When the filters are band-limited in the frequency domain, we have an additional notion of locality.
In practice, this is useful when the input is also band-limited; therefore, not all the frequencies are useful
for learning. This introduces a fundamental trade-off for locality benefits arising from the uncertainty
principle [DS89]; [FS97]. According to the uncertainty principle, the band-limited filters with B non-zero
components will have at least |G|/B non-zero entries in the spatial domain (see Section I for more details).
The trade-off is captured in the following proposition.

Proposition 7.2. Consider the hypothesis space of group convolution networks with band-limited filters.
If the filters have B non-zero entries in the frequency domain, then the generalization error term in
Proposition eq. 7.1 for the smallest spatial filters is at least of order O(b, My Ms/v/mB).

As it can be seen, the assumption of band-limitedness can potentially bring the gain of order 1/B if the
filters are spatially local. To summarize, there is a gain in using local filters. However, since band-limited
filters are more efficient for band-limited signals, the uncertainty principle imposes a minimum spatial
size for band-limited filters.

8 Numerical Results

Let us first introduce the two family of groups we consider in our experiments: the cyclic group C,
containing n discrete rotations and the dihedral group D,, of n discrete rotations and n reflections.

In this section, we validate our theoretical results on a simpler variation of the rotated MNIST dataset
where we consider the binary classification task of determining whether a digit is smaller or larger
than 4. Rather than working with raw images, we pre-process the dataset by linearly projecting each
MNIST image via a fixed randomly initialized G = Dsa-steerable convolution layer [WC19] to a single
6400-dimensional feature vector - interpreted as a ¢y = 100-channels signal over G = D3s; see Appendix K
for more details. When constructing equivariance to a subgroup G' < Dss, this feature vector is interpreted

as a cg = 100 - ”ﬁgfl—channels signal over G. We design our equivariant networks as in Eq. 3 and use

¢1 - |G| = 2000 total intermediate channels for all groups G. The dataset is then augmented with random
D34 transformations to make it symmetric. Hence, we expect that G-equivariant models with G closer to
D35 to perform best.

In these experiments, we are interested in how well our theoretical bound correlates with the observed
trends. In particular, we focus on the Mlif\fz term which is the main component in our bounds. In Fig 2a
and 2b, we evaluate the networks on different values of training set size m and on different equivariance

groups G. We first observe that the Ml%"‘ term correlates with the empirical generalization error in

Fig. 2a. In particular, larger groups G achieve both lower generalization error and lower value of our
norm bound. We also note that this term decreases as 1/4/m in Fig. 2b, which indicates that our bound
becomes non-vacuous as m increases, and we do not suffer from deficiencies of other norm based bounds
[NK19]. Overall, these results suggest that our bound can explain generalization across different choices
of equivariance group G as well as different training settings.
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Figure 2: Numerical results for the generalization error
9 Conclusion

In this work, we provided various generalization bounds on equivariant networks with a single hidden
layer. We have used Rademacher complexity analysis to derive these bounds. They are all dimension-free,
as they do not depend on the input and output dimensions. They only depend on the norm of learnable
weights. We have considered equivariant models in spatial and in frequency domain, models with weight
sharing and local filters. The first insight from our analysis is that the suitable weight-sharing techniques
should be able to provide similar guarantees. This is not surprising, as we did not assume any symmetry
in the data distribution. Other works in the literature have highlighted the benefit of equivariance if such
symmetries exist - see for example [SIK21]; [Sok+17a]. Finally, local filters can potentially provide an
additional gain, although the story for band-limited filters is more subtle. We also provide a lower bound
on Rademacher complexity and showed numerically that our generalization error correlates well with
the true error and decreases with m. In future works, it is interesting to generalize the current result to
deeper networks. Besides, we have focused on positively homogeneous activation functions. We expect
that the result can be extended to general Lipschitz activations using techniques in [VSS22]. However,
the current proof techniques would not work for norm-based nonlinearities used in equivariant literature
[Wor+17]; [Wei+18]; [WC19]. We encourage readers to consult Appendix J for comparison with other
works and future directions.
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A An Overview of Representation Theory and Equivariant Net-
works

We provide a brief overview of some useful concepts from (compact group) Representation Theory in this
supplementary section.

Definition A.1 (Group). A group a set G of elements together with a binary operation - : G x G — G
satisfying the following three group axioms:

e Associativity: Va,b,ce G a-(b-¢c)=(a-b)-c
o Identity: dJeeG:Vge G g-e=e-g=g

o Inverse: VgeG JgleG: g-gl=glg=e
The inverse elements g~' of an element g, and the identity element e are unique. Moreover, if the
binary operation - is also commutative, the group G is called abelian group. To simplify the notation, we
commonly write ab instead of a - b.

The order of a group G is the cardinality of its set and is indicated by |G|. A group G is finite when
|G| € N, i.e., when it has a finite number of elements. A compact group is a group that is also a compact
topological space with continuous group operation. Every finite groups is also compact (with the discrete
topology).

Definition A.2 (Group Action). The action of a group G onaset X isamap .: GXxX — X, (g,x) — g.x
satisfying the following axioms:

e identity: Vx € X ex =2

e compatibility: Va,b € G Vz € X a.(b.x) = (ab).x

For example, a group can act on functions overs the group’s elements: given a signal = : G — R, the
action of g € G on z is defined as [g.z](h) := z(g~'h), i.e. g "translates" the function z.

The orbit of x € X through G is the set G.z := {g.z|g € G}. The orbits of the elements in X form a
partition of X. By considering the equivalence relation Vz,y € X z ~gy <= z € G.y (or, equivalently,
y € G.x), one can define the quotient space X' /G := {G.z|x € X'}, i.e. the set of all different orbits.

Definition A.3 (Linear Representation). Given a group G and a vector space V, a linear representation
of G is a homomorphism p : G — GL(V') associating to each element of g € G an invertible matrix acting
on V, such that:

Vg.h € G, plgh) = p(g)p(h).
i.e., the matrix multiplication p(g)p(h) needs to be compatible with the group composition gh.

The most simple representation is the trivial representation ¢ : G — R, g — 1, mapping all element to
the multiplicative identity 1 € V = R. The common 2-dimensional rotation matrices are an example of
representation on V = R? of the group SO(2):

cosf) —sinf
sinf cos6

plro) = |

with 0 € [0,27). In the complex field C, circular harmonics are other representations of the rotation
group: 4
’(/Jk(rg) —e M cy=C!

where k € Z is the harmonic’s frequency. Similarly, these representations can be constructed also for the
finite cyclic group Cy = Z/NZ:
Yr(p) = e~k F ey =C!

with p € {0,1,..., N —1}.
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Regular Representation A particularly important representation is the regular representation preg
of a finite group G. This representation acts on the space V = RIC!| of vectors representing functions
over the group G. The regular representation preg(g) of an element g € G is a |G| x |G| permutation
matriz. Bach vector € V' = RIE! can be interpreted as a function over the group, = : G — R, with z(g;)
being i-th entries of . Then, the matrix-vector multiplication preg(g)® represents the action of g on the
function z which generates the "translated" function g.z. These representations are of high importance
because they describe the features of group convolution networks.

Direct Sum Given two representations p; : G — GL(R™) and py : G — GL(R"2), their direct sum
p1 @ p2 : G — GL(R™MT72) is a representation obtained by stacking the two representations as follows:

(1 @ p2)(9) = {plég) pz(zg)}

Note that this representation acts on R™'*"2 which contains the concatenation of the vectors in R™ and
R™2. By combining ¢ copies of the regular representation via the direct sum, one obtains a representation
of G acting on the features of a group convolution network with ¢ channels.

Fourier Transform The classical Fourier analysis of periodic discrete functions can be framed as
the representation theory of the Z/NZ group. This is summarised by the following result: the regular
representation of G = Z/N7Z is equivalent to the direct sum of all circular harmonics with frequency
k€ {0,...,N — 1}, i.e. there exists a unitary matrix F € CV*¥ such that:

preg(p) = F* <@ W(P)) F
k

for pe{0,...,N —1} = Z/NZ and where )}, is the circular harmonic of frequency k as defined earlier
in this section. The unitary matrix F' is what is typically referred to as the (unitary)discrete Fourier
Transform operator, while its conjugate transpose F'* is the Inverse Fourier Transform one.
By indexing the dimensions of the vector space V = CV on which preg acts with the elements p €
{0,...,N — 1} of G = Z/NZ, the Fourier transform matrix can be explicitly constructed as

1
vN
One can verify that the matrix is indeed unitary.

In representation theoretic terms, the circular harmonics {¢y}; are referred to as the irreducible
representations (or irreps) of the group G = Z/NZ. While we are mostly interested in commutative
(abelian) finite groups in this work, this construction can be easily extended to square-integrable signals

over non-abelian compact groups by using the more general concept of irreducible representations [BCC22];
[CLW22]. See also [Ser77] for rigorous details about representation theory.

1 o 2
Uk(p) = —=e PR (6)

Frp = iy

Notation Given a signal z : G — C, we typically write & € V = CI%| to refer to the vector containing
the values of = at each group element. Note that this is the vector space on which p,e; acts. We also use
& = Fx to indicate the vector of Fourier coefficients and Z to indicate the function associating to each
frequency k (or, equivalently, irrep 1) the corresponding Fourier coefficient & (1)) € C.

Group Convolution Given a vector space V associated with a representation p : G — GL(V) of a
group G, the group convolution w ®¢g = € C!Cl of two elements @, w € V is defined as

Vge G (wagz)(g) =w plg) x . (7)

What we defined is technically a group cross-correlation and so it differs from the usual definitions of
convolution over groups. We still refer to it as group convolution to follow the common terminology in
the Deep Learning literature. One can prove that group convolution is equivariant to G, i.e.:

w ®G p(9)T = preg(9) (W B¢ )
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If V = Cl¢l, then z,w : G — C can be interpreted as signals over the group and group convolution takes
the more familiar form

(wac )(g) =Y wlg™ h)a(h) (®)

heG

Finally, we recall two important properties of the Fourier transform: given two signals w,x : G — C, the
following properties hold

g-x(¥) = ¥(9)2(¥) 9)
w@c () = D()E(Y) (10)

Eq. 9 guarantees that a transformation by g of x does not mix the coefficients associated to different
irreps / frequencies. Eq. 10 is the typical convolution theorem.

Finally, some of these results related to the Fourier transform are generalized by the following theorems.
This last property is related to the more general result expressed by Schur’s Lemma:

Theorem A.4 (Schur’s Lemma). Let G be a compact group (not necessarily abelian) and 11 and 9 two
irreps of G. Then, there exists a non-zero linear map W such that

P1(g)W = Wi (g)

for any g € G (i.e. an equivariant linear map) if and only if Y1 and 1o are equivalent representations,
i.e. they differ at most by a change of basis Q: V1(g) = Qa(g9)Q~! for all g € G.

A second result generalizes the notion of Fourier transform to representations beyond the regular one:

Theorem A.5 (Peter-Weyl Theorem). Let G be a compact group and p a unitary representation of G.
Then, p decomposes into a direct sum of irreducible representations of G, up to a change of basts, i.e.

My

p9)=U PPy |U"
a

Each irrep ¢ can appear in the decomposition with a multiplicity m., > 0.

In particular, in the case of a regular representation, the change of basis is given precisely by the Fourier
transform matrix F'.

The combination of these two results is typically used in steerable CNNs and other equivariant designs to
characterize arbitrary equivariant networks by reducing the study to individual irreducible components.
See also the next section.

A.1 Equivariant Networks

We now discuss some popular equivariant neural network designs.
In this work, we consider real valued networks with 2 layers, i.e. we limit our discussion to an hypothesis
class of the form

H={u"o(Wz)}.

In a G-equivariant network, the group G carries an action on the intermediate features of the model;
these actions are specified by group representations, which we introduced in the previous section. We
assume the action of an element g € G on the input and the output of the first layer is given respectively
by the matrices po(g) and p;1(g). The first layer, including the activation function, is equivariant with
respect to G if:

Vge G, a(Wpolg)x) = pi(g)o(Wwx)

Instead, the last layer of the network is invariant with respect to the action of the group G on the input
data via pg, which means that:

Vge G, ulo(Wz)=u"pi(g)o(Wz)=uoc(Wpy(g)x)
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GCNNSs A typical way to construct networks equivariant to a finite group G is via group convolution,
which we introduced in the previous section; this is the Group Convolution neural network (GCNN)
design [CW16a]. Indeed, if the representation p; is chosen to be the direct sum of ¢; copies of the regular
representation preg of G, ie. p1 = @ preg and the input py = B preg also consists of ¢y copies of the
regular representation, then the linear layer W can always be expressed as ¢; X ¢y group-convolution
linear operators as in eq. 7:

W(l,l) W(2,1) “e W(C()J)
W — W('l,g) W(.272) N W((.:(),Q)
W(l’cl) W(z’cl) e W(CO,Cl)

where each W, ;) € RIGIXIGl is a G-circular matrix (i.e. rows are "rotations" of each others via preg) of
the form: .
w(i’j)preg(gl)
Wiij) = :
'waj)pwg(gm\)

In this case, note that the representation p; acts via permutation and, therefore, any activation function
o which is applied to each entry of Wz entry-wise is equivariant: this includes the typical activations
used in deep learning (e.g. ReLU).

General linear layer The representation theoretic tools we introduced earlier allow for a quite general
framework to describe a wide family of equivariant networks beyond group-convolution, by considering
the generalization of the Fourier transform we discussed in the previous section. By using Theorem A.5,
a representation p; (for [ = 0,1) decomposes into direct sum of irreps as follows:

miy

pr="U EB@dJ U,
w =1

where U, is an orthogonal matrix, and my 4 is the multiplicity of the irrep v in the representation p;. If
dim,, is the dimensionality of the irrep ¢, the width of the network n is equal to ) mq 4 dimy, and the
input dimension d is given by Y mq , dim,.

Next, by combining this result with Theorem A.4, an equivariant network can be parameterized entirely
in terms of irreps, which is analogous to a Fourier space parameterization of a convolutional network.
Defining W; = Ul_1VVlUl_1, the equivariance condition writes as

mi—1,4 mi,y

voeG, Wi|@ P v | = PPy | w.
%=1 P =1

This induces a block structure in W, where the (1, i; 4, j)-th block block maps the i-th input block
transforming according to 1 to the j-th output block transforming under ¢, with i € [m;_1 ] and
j € [myy]. By Theorem A.4, there are no linear maps equivariant to ¢ and ¢’ whenever these
representations are in-equivalent; this implies the matrix W, is sparse, since its (¢,14;v’, j)-th block is
non-zero only when ¢ = ¢)’. Then, the non-zero (1,1, j)-th block (here, we drop the redundant ¢’ index)
is denoted by ; ;(¢) and should commute with ¢(g) for any g € G. This is achieved by expressing this
matrix as a linear combination of a few fixed basis matrices spanning the space; see [BCC22]; [CLW22]
for more details.

In the special case of GCNN with abelian group G, each irrep in the intermediate features occurs exactly
c1 times. Similarly, if the input representation py consists of ¢y copies of the regular representation, each
irrep appears exactly co times in pg. Then, w; ;(1) is the Fourier transform of the filter wy; ;) € RIC! at
the frequency /irrep 1.

Activation function ¢ Each module in an equivariant network should commute with the action
of the group on its on input in order to guarantee the overall equivariance of the model. Hence, the
activation function o used in the intermediate layer should be equivariant with respect to p1(g) as well,
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’ Activation function \ Definition ‘

Norm ReLU [WHS18]; [Wor+17] | n(|lz|]) = ReLU(|lxz|| —b) (b <=0)
Squashing [SFH17| n(llz|) = ”L:‘TZ)HH
Gated [WHSS] n([z]) = =@ 1=

Table 1: Equivariant activation functions

ie. g(p1(g9)x) = p2(g)o(x),¥g € G. There are different activation functions used in the literature. As we
use unitary representations, one can use norm nonlinearities, o(x) = 77(||m||)H:—” for a suitable function

n: Ry — RE. It can be seen that o(p1(g)x) = p1(g)o(z). Some examples are norm ReLU [Wor+17],
squashing [SFH17] and gated nonlinearities [WHS18].

As introduced in the GCNN paragraph, when the intermediate representation is built from the regular
representation, any pointwise activation is admissible: since the group’s action permutes the features’
entries in the spatial domain, it intertwines with the non-linearity applied entry-wise. There exist also
other type of activations, such as tensor-product non-linearities (based on the Clebsh-Gordan transform)
but we do not consider them here.

Last layer u The last layer maps the features after the activation to a single scalar and is assumed
to be invariant. This linear layer can be thought as a special case of the general framework above with
the choice of output representation ps being a collection of trivial representations, i.e. pa(g) = I is the
identity. Since the trivial representation is an irrep, by Theorem A.4, this linear map only captures the
invariant information in the output of the activation function. In the case of a GCNN with pointwise
activation o, this layer acts as an averaging pooling operator over the |G| entries of each channel and
learns the weights to linearly combines the c¢; independent channels. Note that, one can also include a
custom pooling operator P(-) (e.g. max-pooling) between the activation layer o and the final layer u
like in eq. 3: this gives additional freedom to construct the final invariant features beyond just average
pooling.

B Mathematical Preliminaries

This section gathers the main tools we will use throughout the proofs.
First, we introduce the decoupling technique [FR13], which will be used in the proof of the next lemma.

Theorem B.1. Let € = (e1,...,€y) be a sequence of independent random variables with Ee; = 0 for all
i€ [m]. Let x;y, j,k € [m] be a double sequence of elements in a finite-dimensional vector space V. If
F:V — R is a convex function, then:

EF Z €jELT; K S EF | 4 Z Gjekwj’k 5 (11)
g k=1 7,k=1
J#k

where € is an independent copy of €.

The following lemma can be found in [FR13], namely inequality (8.22), within the proof of Proposition
8.13. We re-state the lemma and the proof here, as it is of independent interest.

Lemma B.2. For any positive semidefinite matriz B, for 83 ||B||,_,, < 1, and Rademacher vector €, we

have S1h(B) ) |

5. (exp (37 B)) < exp (3B —
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Proof. We start by using Theorem B.1:

E (exp (ﬁeTBe)) = exp Z Bj;+ 8 Z ejex Bk
J#k

< (exp (BTr(B)))E | exp | 48 Z €jexBjk
3k
Then using the inequality Eexp(8Y 2, a1e) < Eexp(82 Y./, ai/2), we have:

2

E | exp | 48 Z €jenBik <E|exp |85 Z Z By,
Jk J
Next, we can see that:

2

2
b9 DIBLTY I LA
J

k

2
HB1/2H B2 = |IB|l,, " Be.

2—2 ’

Therefore, for 83 ||B|[,_,, < 1, we get:

E (exp (ﬁeTBe)) <exp (S Tr(B))E (eXp (852 HBHQ%2 ETBE))
< exp (BTe(B))E ((exp (5" Be)))™" %=

Rearranging the terms yields the final result. O

B.1 Rademacher Complexity Bounds

The generalization analysis of this paper is based on the Rademacher analysis. We summarize the main
theorems here. The empirical Rademacher complexity is defined as:

m

Rs(G) = E. buplZe,g (x;), (12)

heg M

Theorem B.3 (Theorem 26.5, [SB14]). Let H be a family of functions, and let S be the training sequence
of m samples drawn from the distribution D™. Let { be a real-valued loss function satisfying |¢| < c. Then,
for 6 € (0,1), with probability at least 1 — & we have, for all h € H,

L(h) < L(h) +2Rs(foH) +4c,/21%(4/5). (13)

Using Theorem B.3, we can focus on finding upper bounds for the empirical Rademacher complexity of
¢ oH. Below, we show how to remove the loss function ¢(-) and focus on H.

A function ¢ : R — R is called a contraction if |¢(z) — ¢(y)| < |x — y| for all z,y € R, or equivalently if
the function is 1-Lipschitz. The contraction lemma is a standard result in equation 4.20 of [LT11]. We
will use that for the Rademacher complexity analysis.

Lemma B.4. Let ¢; : R — R be contractions such that ¢;(0) = 0. If G : R — R is a conver and

increasing function, then
EG (supZezdy i ) <EG (supZel 1) . (14)

teT teT
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Let’s rewrite the Rademacher term, including the loss function explicitly:

m

Rs(loH)=E. |sup e Z €l o h(xz;)

her M =
We assume a 1-Lipschitz loss function, for which we can use the contraction lemma, 4.20 in [LT11], to get:
Rs(loH) < Rs(H).

So finding an upper bound on Rs(H) is sufficient for the generalization error analysis.

C Proof of Main Theorems

C.1 Rademacher Complexity Bounds for Group Convolutional Networks

Consider the group convolutional network with ¢y input channel, ¢; intermediate channels, and a last
layer with pooling and aggregation. The input space is assumed to be RIGIX%  Remember that the
network was given as follows:

Dok W k) ®c (k)
hyw(x) =u Poo : =u'Poo(W),

Dol Wiey k) B (k)
where P(-) is the pooling operation. We denote the first convolution layer with the circulant matrix Wea.

To find a bound on the Rademacher complexity, We start with the following inequality, which is shared
across the proofs of some of the other theorems in the paper:
) | (15

1 M
Ee <sup — Z eu' Poo (W:v)) = —1E5 <sup
w,w M P m w
The above result follows from the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality and peels off the last aggregation layer.
We continue the proofs from this step.

m

Z QP o U(W(I)l)

i=1

C.2 Proof for Positive Homogeneous Activation Functions with Average
Pooling (Theorem C.1)

Theorem C.1. Consider the hypothesis space H defined in 4. If P(-) is the average pooling operation,
o(+) is a 1-Lipschitz positive homogeneous activation function, then with probability at least 1 — § and for
all h € H, we have:

My M. 2log(4
by M,y 2y og( /5)

L(h) < L(h)+2 7 -

Proof. For an input & € RIG1*  the action of the group G on each channel is given by the permutation
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of the entries. Suppose that the G—permutations are given by Iy, ... ,IIg|. We have:

1

m m |G|
Ee (Sup ZeiPoa(Wmi) >E€ sup Zei

wolli=1 Y |li=1 %
m |G| 1
=E. sip Zei @

=1 =1

|G| 1 m
< E. supZ@ Zez

wo=1 i=1

|G| 1 m
ST M) o

=1 |G| wolli=1

where we used triangle inequalities for the first inequality. The second inequality follows from swapping
the supremum and the sum. Consider an arbitrary summand for a given [. We first use the moment

inequality to get:

(Zk 1'“’(1 oy i (k)
E¢ | sup Zei

(Zk 1 "UTCI k)lez

To (X0, wa g ®¢ xi(k))

(Zk 1 w(C1 k) ®c 4

k1 w(1 k) i (k

g

a

(k))
7 (i )
(S )
o (i 1w(1k)nlmz ))
(= )
(=

P 'w(Tcl k)Hl:c, (k)

o 1 'w(1 5 lel(k))

o (z;(; ) w(thk)nlmi(k))

IN

m

Ee | sup g €
w .

i=1

We can continue the derivation as follows. First, define wy;.) := (wj,i)ie[c,], Which is the weights used for

o (220:1 w&,k)

Zk 1 w(1 k)lez

Hlmi(k))

generating the channel j. Now, using the assumption of positive homogeneity, we have:

2

o (S w T (k) )

m

co 2
Ee | sup Zei : =E. supz (Z €0 (Z w&k)Hin(kz)))
w k=1

i=1

(Zk 1 'w(Tcl k)Hlxi(k)) B

=1

2
C1 m 1
=E, supz ’|w(j7:)||2 <Z €0 ( . w&k)Hlazi(k)>> ,
Yoj=1 i=1 :

Since ||w|® < M2, we have
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We use a similar trick to the paper [GRS18] to focus only on one channel for the rest:

C1 2
Ee sng ||w(j,=)H2 (Z < Zw(]k Wz (k ))
j=1

w2

m 2
< MQQI[-EE sup sup (Z €0 (H’w )H Zw(] k) Iz (k ))
(3>

w j€lal \i=1

2
< MZE. _sup <Z (Zw(k)nlmz ))

w:l|w|| <1\ ;5

Now, we can use the contraction lemma and get:

m co 2 m co 2
E. ,Sup (Z €0 (Z @&)Hzmi(k)>> <Ec| sup ( € tB(Tk)stci(k)>
k=1 : = i

=1
m 2
<Ee | D alla|| | <mbl, (17)
i=1
where we used the fact that the permutation matrix II; is unitary. Putting all this together, we get:
Gl n [ (Tl b)) Gl
Z Z . < Z L by My My by My Mo
sup € : <>y = = ,
G | W & L 2. G ym Vi
o (S w, o ai(k))
which finalizes the desired results. O

C.3 Homogeneous non-decreasing activation with max pooling

The following result provides a similar upper bound for max-pooling. A bit of notation: fix the
training data matrix X. Denote the permutation action of the group element [ € G by II;. The vector
l=(l1,...,lm) € [|G|]™ determines the group permutation index individually applied to each training data
points. For each I, we get the group-augmented version of the dataset denoted as X; = (I, 1 .. . II;, @y, ).

Theorem C.2. Consider the hypothesis space H defined in 4. Suppose that P(-) is the maz pooling
operation, and o(-) is a 1-Lipschitz and non-decreasing positive homogeneous activation function. Fiz the
training data matriz X . Then with probability at least 1 — § and for all h € H, we have:

MiMog(X) |, [21og(4/0)

L(h) < L(h) +2 N ——

with g(X) defined as:

) = | S1o8((GD MR + 2 + s Tos(GDMER D

where M3’ = max; ||XlTXl for the group-augmented training data matriz X;.

H2—>2

The proof for max pooling leverages new techniques and is presented in Appendix C.3. The generalization
bound in the above theorem is completely dimension-free (apart from a logarithmic dependence on the
group size in g(X)). The norm dependency is also quite minimal. The bound merely depends on the
FEuclidean norm of parameters per layer. Note that the norm is computed for the convolutional kernel w,
which is tighter than both spectral and Frobenius norm of the respective matrix W. Finally, there is

22



no dependency on the dimension or the number of input and output channels (¢g, ¢;). The term M3
is new compared to other results in the literature. This term essentially captures the covariance of the
data in the quotient feature space. The term My’{* is defined in terms of the spectral norm, which is
lower-bounded by the norm of column vectors, namely b,. See Appendix C.3 for more discussions on
My

We start from eq. 15, where the first layer is peeled off. One of the key ideas behind the proof is that if

o(+) is positively homogeneous and non-decreasing, the activation o(-) and the max operation can swap
their place. We have:

m m (maxo (300 wa g @ mi(k))
Ee (Sup ZeiPoa(Wxi) > =E. | sup ZEi :
® lli=1 U \maxo (58, wie, k) ®c @i(k))

o (max > 50w ®a xi(k))

m
= E¢ | sup Z €;

i=1

o (max 7" | wie, k) ®a i(k))

Then, similar to the previous proof, we use the following moment inequality:

m [0 (max >0 wi gy @ wi(k))

Ee | sup Zq

wolli=1

o (max Y%, 'w(cl,k) @G zi(k))

- 2
o (max Y50 w(i ) ®a xi(k))

m
E. supz

o (max ) 12 we, k) ®c zi(k))

We can then use the peeling-off technique similar to the proof above for the term inside the square root:

¢ 2
o (max " w ) ®c zi(k))

m
E¢ | sup Zei
i=1

o (max Y 1% we, k) ®c zi(k))

m

=[E. | sup Zei

wolli=1

o (maxle el Zk 1 w(1 K Iz, (k

(maXzenGu Py 1w(c k) s ( k

C1 m
:Ee 4 IT 4
a3 (S 3w
j=1 i=1
m Cco 2
< M2E. sup €;0 | max w/! Iz, (k
2 (Z (ze[cu £ T (k)

wiljw||<1 \ ;5

To continue, we define I € [|G|]™ as the vector of (I1,...,l,) with I; € [|G|]. Now, we can first use the
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contraction inequality and some other standard techniques to get the following:

m Co 2
E. sup €;0 | max w,/, I x;(k
w:|lw||<1 (ZZ: (lE[G] P (k) *)

1

m 2
< E, sup <Ze lrelhaGX\] (Z'w k)Hlml )))
i=1

wif|lw|<1

2
< E, sup max € Zw(k)l_[l x;(k)
w:f|w| <1 i—1
m 2
=E, sup max (Z w(k) (Z €11, x;(k) )

wif|lw| <1 i=1

10z

m 2

Z el x;

=1

< E. mlax

(18)

where we abuse the notation II;,x; to denote the channel-wise application of the permutation to x;
(assuming x; is shaped as |G| X ¢g). We use the same term II;, x; to denote its vectorized version to avoid

the notation overhead.
Now, see that for 5 > 0, :

2

m

m

BE¢ mlax Z 6l x; = E. | logexp mlaxﬁ Z €1, x;
i=1 =1
m

< logE, max exp 8 Z el x;
=1

2
<logE, Z exp 3 €1, x;
l

We can now use the lemma B.2. Note that, in our case, we have:

" 2
E €11, x;
1=1

= | Xie|]” = € X, Xy,

2

2

where € = (e1,...,6m), L = (l1,...,lm), and X; = (Il @1 ... 1]} @,,). We now choose B = XlTXl in

Lemma B.2 to get:

2
logE¢ Z exp 8 Z 61l x;

I} Tr(XlTXl)
exp
e

=1 I_SBHXLTXI

H2—>2

B BTr(XTX)

= log (21: exp (1 Y HXlTXl
Bmb?

<Z€Xp (1 _ 86Mmax>>

mb?
< log <|G|meXP (1_685Mmax>>
2,X

where M3'§* = max; HXLTXI H242' Note that we have assumed 85My"¢* < 1. We then have:

2
- mlog(|G]) mb?
]Ee max EiHli ZT; < - max
1 ; B 1 —88M;5"%
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Note that
=ac+ b+ 2Vabe,

a
max —

b
5 1—cp
obtained for § =1/ (c + bc/a). We need to assume that 83M;*¢* < 1, which means:

BMP < (8M§};" i \/8M§?§(Xb§ /log \G|) .

This is always true, so choosing § accordingly, we have:

m 2

g €11, x;

=1

E. max < 8mlog(|G|) M3 + mb? +m\/810g |G) M33b2,

which gives us the total bound:

Mle\/8 log(|G|) M3 + b2 + \/8 log(|G|) Mysxb2
vm

Remark C.3. Ignoring the term M;'§*, the bound is dimension-free. The term M3’ depends on the
data matrix’s spectral norm with normalized columns. Remember that:

MR = | ] X,
The spectral norm of X " X is the spectral norm of the sample covariance matrix of the data. Consider
an extreme case of i.i.d data samples with the diagonal covariance matrix; the spectral norm of X T X
will be O(m) as m — oo. The situation remains the same for an arbitrary covariance matrix. In other
words, this bound is loose for large samples. However, in small samples, the spectral norm can be smaller
(for example, assume X is approximately an orthogonal matrix).

It is important to note that the term Mj"¢* appears for bounding E. (maxl I>r, eiHlisciH2>, which
itself appeared in the step eq. 18. We can consider max-pooling as a Lipschitz pooling operation and use
techniques similar to [VSS22|; [Gra+22] to bound the term. However, this would incur an additional

logarithmic dependence on the input dimension and m, but it will be tighter as m — oo. Ideally, the
ultimate generalization bound should be the minimum of these two cases.

C.4 General Pooling

In this section, we consider the case of general pooling. The proof steps are similar to the classical
average pooling case, so we present it more compactly. We first peel off the last layer and use the moment
inequality:

E (sup
w

i e, Pooc(Wa;)

i=1

) =[E, | sup iei

¢(|% (Zk 1w1k)®Gwz
w T ¢( (Zk L Wie, k) ®q x;(k

m ( Zk LWk B Ti(k

i=1 (% Zk 1 Wiep k) Ba ﬂfz(k)))
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The next step is to use the peeling argument and contraction inequality step by step:

¢(% o (il wak ®c wz(k))) :

T\ (T (T wiew B0 @ih))

O

=1

m 2
=E. prHw%)H (Zegb(G (|w(])’|zwjk)®6m k))))

co 2
< MZE, bup ( €d ( ( o Z’w(k) e wz(k)>>>
k=1

2
m 1 Cco
< M3E. bup <Z €i— ( Tw] Zw(k) ®c scl(k)>>
k=
|G| m co 2
< ME— ZE sup Ze, L ZwTk Mz, (k)
Epa ] 2=

And then we can re-use what we proved in eq. 17 to get:

E. S;P(ée”’(n ||Z“’ et >)2)

m 2
=E. sup (Z € <| ” Zw(k Mz (k )) < mbi.

Putting all of this together, we get the final theorem.

D General Equivariant Networks

The general equivariant networks are defined in Fourier space as follows:
Haw = {47 Quo(@Wa) .

Here, we assumed that the input is already represented in the Fourier space &. The input and hidden layer
representations are the direct sums of the group irreps 1 each, respectively, with the multiplicity mq
and my . Since we are working with the point-wise non-linearity o in the spatial domain, two unitary
transformations @1 and Q- are applied as Fourier transforms from the irrep space to the spatial domain.
Finally, to get an invariant function, the vector @ only mixes the frequencies of the trivial representation
g, and it is zero otherwise. To use an analogy with group convolutional networks, Q1 and Q5 are the
Fourier matrices, and 4 is a combination of the pooling, which projects into the trivial representation of
the group, and the last aggregation step. The hypothesis space is represented as

ML 2 MO,

Hi= @ Qo Ql@@ > Wi, )@, )

=1 j=1

We start the proof as follows:

1 m M
E. (sup — ZQU QQU(Q1W$1)> < —11[36 <bup Zel Q1Wac1) ) .
u W i=1
o\ 172
M- m N
S 71 EE sup Z EiO'(Q1W£i3i>
m W ||i=1
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From this step, we can re-use the pooling operation:

2

m
Ee | sup Zeia(Q1W:i‘i)
W |li=1
m 2
5 (a3 (S (a2 )
W i \i=1
2
2 [ &
= Ee Sl}pz ’ qI]W ‘ Zez q; ]Wﬂ:'L
A\
2
T vl - 1
< E. st}pZ’quW‘ sup Ze 7q1ijz
w W.i \i=1 qud ’
2
m
SMQQIEE sup ZEZU qUWa:Z
A PN

Note that we used the following:
C1 .
Z quT,jW
j=1

Then, using the contraction lemma, we obtain:

2 ~ 112 ~ |12
| =l =Wl <z

2

m
1 N
E¢ | sup ZQ‘U - qLJWa:Z
Wi \i=1 quﬁ ‘
2
m
< Ee¢ | sup Zei - quWii
Wi \i=1 ‘ql,j ‘
2
1 T [~
= Ec | sup ifql,jw €T
Wi qu,jW ‘ i=1
2
< E. < mb?

E Lower Bound on Rademacher Complexity - Proof of Theorem
4.3

We now provide a lower bound on the Rademacher complexity for average pooling and ReLLU activation
function. The authors in [BFT17] and [GRS18] provide lower bounds on the Rademacher complexity.
Their results, however, do not apply for group equivariant architectures given the underlying structure of
weight kernels. Similar to [GRS18], our result holds for a class of data distributions.
As the starting point, we can again peel off of the last layer:
m
> . (19)
The next step is to find a lower bound on the right hand side. For that, we consider only weight kernels

Z EiP o O'(W(L’Z)

i=1

1 T M1
E — E i P w = —E,
<sup €U o U( w)) <sup

m
ww =1
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that are non-zero in the first channel and zero otherwise. Plugging in the average pooling, this means:

|é\ 170 (Xl wak ®c zi(k))

m m 0
Ee [ sup Z ePooc(Wa,;)|| | >Ee| sup Z € ) (20)
v |li=1 wEWL |21 :

0
where W; is the set of weight kernels with zero channels everywhere except the first channel. This can be
further simplified to:

o (S wak ®c @i(k))
0
Ee [ sup € :
weW ’Lzl
0

. a( P w(Tl,k)Hlaci(k))
i 1 0
=Ec | sup €; —
AP NE ;
0
m |G| 1 co
=Ec| sup Zei o Zwak)ﬂlccz(k)
wew: [ I 161\

We assume data distributions over @ such that each channel (k) is supported in a single orthant.
Without loss of generality assume that x(k)’s are supported over the positive orthant, which means that
1Tx(k) = ||a:( )|l;- We also assume that the data points have maximum norm ||x;|| = B. Now consider

a subset W of Wi such that w(y 1) = wi )1, where w(; j) is a positive scalar value. With all these
assumptions, we get:

m |G| co m |G|
1 1
Ec | sup E € E @0 g wa’k)ﬂlwi(l@) > E. sup E € G 0' E wlk)Hla:l
weWL 1507 15 k=1 weWi li=1 =1

weWt [i=1 =1

m |G| co
1
=E. [ sup E € @0‘ < E w(l,k)lTHlaci(k‘)>

m
=E, sup Z €;

weWy |i=1 z=1| |

=FE.| sup
w€W+

where the last step follows from the positiveness of w; x)’s and the assumption on the data distribution.

We can now simplify the last bound further to get:
Cco m
s (z )|)
(1)

m
Ee| sup |> e Zw(lkl zi(k) ||| =Ee | sup
wEW i=1 weW
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Using Khintchine’s inequality, we can conclude that there is a constant ¢ > 0 such that

1Tz, ||

(]

Txi(co) =I\1 Tz (co)

= c\ ZZ ez (k)12

Y

C\ lewz I3 = ¢ lewzllg—B\F
1 k=1

=

For the last steps, we have used the assumptions on the data distribution. This yields the intended lower
bound.

Remark E.1. The lower bounds on the sample complexity are commonly obtained via fat-shattering
dimension as in [VSS22]. The construction of input-label samples shattered by non-equivariant networks
would not extend to equivariant networks (ENs), as the ENs can only shatter data points that satisfy the
exact symmetry. There are works on VC dimension of ENs, however they are not dimension-free and do
not include norm bounds similar to ours.

F Frequency Domain Analysis

Let’s consider the representation in the frequency domain. The Fourier transform is given by a unitary
matrix F'. For simplicity, here we assume the simplest setting of a commutative compact group G, for
which we have:

F(w ®¢g x) = diag(w)z,

where & = Fx, and diag(w) arises from the Fourier based decomposition of the circulant matrix W. Each
frequency component in w is an irreducible representation of the group G denoted by 1. Commutativity
implies that each irrep has a multiplicity equal to 1 in the Fourier transform. Therefore, using the direct
sum notation, we have:

diag() = ) b (¥), (21)

P

See the supplementary materials A for more details. Note that the point-wise non-linearity should be
applied in the spatial domain, so we need an inverse Fourier transform before activation. The network
representation in the Fourier space is given by:

Fo 520 (@, 0.0 (0)) 2()
Pyo(z) :=u' Poo (22)

F 22 (D, o) (i)

where F* denotes the conjugate transpose of the unitary matrix F'. Note that we have not touched the
last layers. The last layer merely focuses on getting an invariant representation.

We show that conducting the Rademacher analysis in the frequency domain brings no additional gain.
The situation may be different if the input is bandlimited. We summarize this result in the following
proposition.

Proposition F.1. For the hypothesis space H defined in 4, the average pooling operation, o(-) as a
1-Lipschitz positive homogeneous activation function, the generalization error is bounded as O(%).
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Proof. Consider the network represented in the frequency domain as follows:

Fry (% 1,0(¥)) ()
hyaw(z) :=u' Poo (23)
Fr Y, (eaw Wier () ()
A few clarifications before continuing further. Consider the circular convolution w ®¢ «. Note that the

decomposition (@w ’lD(’(/J)) is obtained by using the Fourier decomposition of the equivalent circulant

matrix:

F* | Puiy) | F=w,
P

and therefore, when using Parseval’s relation, we should be careful to include the group size as follows:

Y 0(¥) = W = |G| [lw]®.
v

Now, let’s continue the proof. For average pooling, we can start by peeling off the last linear layers and
average pooling and continue from there, namely from eq. 16. Note that I’th entry can be computed
using an inner product with the ’th row of F*, represented by f;*. We have:

2

m o (fl* Dy (@w W1, k) (1/))) wzzk)))
E. Sluljp Z € .
- (fl (@w w(cl,m@)) (k)))

=E. supz Zeia Z @wjk) x;(k))
Woj=1 \i=1

k=1

2

Ji Z @w(g, z;(k)) )

C1
—E [sup Y [uogo [ Zez
j=1

,)||

where we used the positive homogeneity property of the activation function, and we defined:

bo|* = > ().

b, k€[co]

We can use Parseval’s theorem, and based on the discussion above, we know that:

S oI = 1G] D JJwgy |” < 1G1M3.

J€le] J€lea]

And then, we can continue similarly to the proof of average pooling:
2

c1 m )
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2
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From which we can continue using contraction inequality:

E. sup Zel Z @w(k) 931 k))
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To simplify the norm on the left-hand side, it is important to note that each entry of f;* has the modulus
1/4/|G|, which means that

1
sup ||| 7 | €D o (¥) e
¥

w:||w]| <1
kE[Co] r

The term 1/|G| cancels the term |G| in the previous inequality and yields the bound. The result shows
that there is no gain in the frequency domain analysis. O

G Proofs for Weight Sharing
Consider the network:

S (S4h wo (0)By ) ()

Boyw(x) :=u'Poo :
S (S wie, 0 (R) By ) 2(0)

For the pooling operation P(-), we consider the average pooling operation. The Rademacher complexity
analysis starts similarly to the proof of group convolution networks. This means that we can peel off the
first layer u and consider a single term in the average pooling operation, namely:
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where bz ; is the I’th row of Bj,. From here, we can continue similarly. First, we use the following moment
inequality:

m

E¢ | sup Zeio
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S (S0 wo (R)B],) ()

s (2 | e <k>bzl) (c)
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For the rest, denote (by abuse of notation, we drop the index [ when it is evident in context):

|G| |G|
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We can continue the proof as follows:
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We can use the contraction inequality and the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality to obtain the following:
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H Proofs for Local Filters - Proposition 7.1

Consider the network defined as:

i (whpaemn)
hyao(z) =u' Poo : =u'Poo(W),

Ly (Wi, (@)

where similar to [VSS22], W is the matrix conforming to the patches ® and the weights. The first steps
for average pooling are similar to what we have done in Section C.2. The only difference is that IT;x (k) is
replaced with ¢;(x(k)). We will not repeat the arguments and condense them in the following steps:
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And, we can repeat the peeling arguments to get:
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The only change in the proof is about the way we simplify the term in the square root:
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Now we use Jensen inequality to get the proof:
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I Uncertainty Principle for Local Filters - Proposition 7.2

We start by stating the uncertainty principle for finite Abelian groups.

Theorem I.1. Let G be a finite Abelian group. Suppose the function f: G — C is non-zero, and f 15 its
Fourier transform. We have

supp(f)|.[supp(f)| > |GI.

If the filters have B non-zero entries in the frequency domain, then the uncertainty principle implies that
the filter in the spatial domain has at least |G|/B non-zero entries. In other words, the smallest filter size
will have |G|/B non-zero elements. Therefore, the smallest possible upper bound we can obtain using our
approach will use Og = |G|/B. Plugging this in Proposition 7.1 yields the proposition.

J Comparison with other existing bounds

The following works do not consider the generalization error for equivariant networks. However, the
convolutional networks, which are studied in their work, are closely related to our results.

Comparison with [VSS22]. Our work is closely related to [VSS22]. We focus on equivariant networks
and upper bounds on the sample complexity. The networks considered in this work are slightly more
general with per-channel linear and non-linear pooling operations. They also provide a bound in Theorem
7 of their paper for pooling operations p : Rl — R that are 1-Lipschitz with respect to the £, norm. This
class includes average and max pooling operations. Their bound has logarithmic dimension dependence,
the artifact of using the covering number-based arguments (see below for more discussions). The bound is
also dependent on the spectral norm of the matrix W instead of the norm of the weight w. It is not clear
if the dependence on the spectral norm can be removed in their proof. For local filters, they provide a
dimension-free bound that also depends on the spectral norm of W. However, this time, the dependence
on the spectral norm can be substituted with the norm of the weight vector, as it is evident from their
proof. In general, all our bounds depend only on the norms of the weight vector, which is tighter that
using Frobenius or spectral norm of W. The authors in [VSS22] provide lower bounds on the sample
complexity, which we relegate to future works.

Comparison with [Gra+22]. The paper of [Gra+22] relies mainly on Maurey’s empirical lemma
and covering number arguments. Rademacher complexity bounds either work directly on bounding
the Rademacher sum through a set of inequalities or utilize chaining arguments and Dudley’s integral
inequality. Dudley’s integral requires the covering number estimate. The main techniques of finding the
covering number, like volumetric, Sudakov, and Maurey’s lemma techniques, manifest different dimension
dependencies, with the latter usually providing the mildest dependence. Completely dimension-free
bounds are obtained mainly via the direct analysis of the Rademacher sum. Therefore, the bounds in
[Gra+22| are a mixture of dimension-dependent and norm-dependent terms. Their bounds are, however,
quite general and consider different activation functions and residual connections.

To investigate their bound further, let’s consider their setup, focusing on what matters for the current
paper. They consider a network with L residual blocks, where the residual block ¢ has L; layers. That is:

f=orofro- o010 fi with fi(z) = gi(z) + oir, 0 hir, 0 -+ 001 0 hir(x).
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The activation functions o; and o;; have respectively the Lipschitz constants of p; and p;;. The function
gi(-) represents the residual connection with g;(0) = 0. The map h;; represents the convolutional operation
with the Kernel K;;. The Lipschitz constant of the layer is given by s;;, which corresponds to the spectral
norm of the matrix that conforms with the layer (similar to the spectral norm of W'). The 3 ; norm of
the kernels K;; is bounded by b;; (this can be initialization dependent or independent). The norm of

K € Rerxcoxdig defined as
1K lyy =Y 1K (55,
4,7

Define s; = Lip(g;) + HJL;l pi;sij. Denote the total number of layers by L, W;; is the number of weights
in the j-th layer in the i-th residual block. Set W = max W;;. And C;; represents the dependence on the

weight and data norms:
L L;
21Xl [1.21 sikpir bij
Cv ;= — ;J.
1] \/m ll;[l S1P1 s; Si;
Define C’ij = 2C,; /7 where v is the margin. The authors have two bounds where the dependence on W

appears logarithmically or directly. We focus on the former. The equation (16) gives the generalization
error as

\/10g(2W) i ZQC%
m

First, we have W = |G| max(cg, ¢1). Secondly, for the first layer, we have:

$11812 b
Cr1 < by (s11512) T2 L — pobiysie < b Moy lwlly
S$11812 S11 ’
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co
[wllyy = flw.ll,-
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Finally, for the last layer, we get:

b
11512 01 bpbiasin < by Mo |W |y,

Cia < by (s11512)
S$11512 S11

Ignoring the constants and margins, the generalization error will be:

bz M log(|G| maX(Co,m))\/HWIIg% + wlly
Jm

Apart from its dimension dependence, both norms ||[W{|,_,, and ||w||, ; are bigger than ||w|| used in our
bounds. Therefore, our bound is tighter. However, they consider more general and exhaustive scenarios,
including deep networks with residual connections and general Lipschitz activations.

Comparison with [WW23|. In [WW23|, they study the same set of problems as ours, related to locality
and weight sharing, but from different perspectives. First, the approximation theory perspective, studying
the class of functions a model can approximate, is complementary to our paper on the generalization
error using statistical learning theory. The learning theory part of the paper is focused on a particular
"separation task" (see (5)) with a fixed input distribution. They also use Rademacher complexity but
bound it with a covering number. We work with general input distributions and arbitrary tasks. Besides,
our bounds are dimension independent, while their bound has explicit dependence on the input dimension,
an artifact of using covering number for bounding RC.

Comparison with [LZA21]. In [LZA21], the authors consider the sample complexity of convolutional
and fully connected models and constructs a distribution for which there is a fundamental gap between
them in the sample complexity. Their analysis is based on the VC dimension and uses Benedek-Itai’s
lower bound. Their final bound is, therefore, dependent on the input dimension. In contrast, one of the
main interests of our paper was to explore dimension-free bounds. We additionally study the impact of
locality and weight sharing.
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J.1 Regarding Norm-based bounds and Other Desiderata of Learning Theory

Dimension Free and Norm Based Bounds. Dimension-free bounds are interesting because they
hint at why the generalization error is not affected by over-parametrizing the model. In this sense,
the notion of dimension refers mainly to the input dimension, the number of channels, the width of a
layer, and the number of layers. The same motivation existed for obtaining norm-based bounds for RKHS
SVM models. The works of [GRS18] and [VSS22] are two recent examples, with the former work providing
an extensive review of other dimension-free bounds. The choice of a proper norm to get dimension-free
bounds is one of the main questions in learning theory. Naturally, this is easier to get for larger norms
like Frobenius norms, and the question is if we can have similar dimension-free results for smaller norms
like spectral or, as we show in the paper, the norm of effective parameters.

Tighteness of Rademacher Complexity. In the literature around deep learning theory, there are
many works around questioning the relevance of classical learning theoretic results, for example using
Rademacher complexity, norm-based bounds, and uniform convergence. We can refer for example to
works such as [NK19[; [Jia+20]; [Zha+17]; |[ZAH21]. It is fair to ask if Rademacher complexity analysis, in
light of this criticisms, can provide tight bounds for our case. First of all, the preceding works focused on
state of the art deep neural networks with large number of layers. Our study is limited to single-hidden
layer neural networks. Second, Rademacher complexity is indeed tight for support vector machines [SCOS§];
[SB14]; [BMO02]. If we fix the first layer of our network and only train the last layer, then we have a
linear model, and it is known that training it with Gradient descent with lead to minimum /s-norm
solutions. For these sub-class of learning algorithms, the analysis boils to previous works on minimum
norm classifiers as in [SB14] for which the Rademacher complexity analysis is tight. Therefore, we believe
that Rademacher complexity can still be a relevant tool for shallower models including those discussed in
this paper.

Implicit Bias of Linear Networks Previous works also tried to characterize the effect of equivairance
on the training dynamics. [Law+22| showed that deep equivariant linear networks trained with gradient
descent provably converge to solutions which are sparse in the Fourier domain. While this work focuses
on the effect of equivariance on optimization, the authors suggest that this implicit bias towards sparse
Fourier solutions can be beneficial towards generalization in bandlimited datasets - which is common
for non-discrete compact groups such as rotation groups and a common assumption in steerable CNNs.
Similar results were also previously obtained in [Gun+18] for standard convolutional networks, which can
be seen as an instance of GCNN with discrete abelian groups.

Discussions on the Limitations. In this paper, we provided a Rademacher complexity based bound
for single-hidden layer equivariant networks. We obtained a lower bound showing the tightness of our
analysis. The numerical results showed compelling scaling behaviors for our bound. However, there is
still a gap between our bound and the generalization error. Our conjecture is that the gap is related to
the idea of implicit bias. We conjecture that stochastic gradient descent training implicitly biases toward
only a subset of the hypothesis space even smaller than norm-bounded functions. It is an important next
step to tie these two analysis together by characterizing the implicit bias, for example in terms of some
kind of norms, and then use Rademacher complexity analysis to find a bound on the generalization error
based on the implicit bias.

On the other hand, we provided a lower bound on the Rademacher complexity. It would be, however,
interesting to obtain such bounds by finding the fat-shattering dimension. If two points in the dataset
can be transformed into each other by the action of group G, then the space of G-invariant functions
cannot shatter such datasets. Therefore, the data points should be picked on different orbits, so they can
be shattered. Such a construction is an interesting future work.

K Experiment Setup

To pre-process the MNIST dataset, we first create a single D3y steerable convolution layer with kernel
size equal to the images’ size, one input channel and 100 X |Ds2| = 6400 output channels. In particular,
under the steerable CNNs framework, we use 100 copies of the regular representation of the group Dss
as output feature type. Alternatively, in the group-convolution framework, this steerable convolution
layer corresponds to lifting convolution with 100 output channels, mapping a 1-channel scalar image to a
100-channels signal over the whole R? x D3y group; because the kernel size is as large as the input
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image (because we use no padding), the spatial resolution of the output of the convolution is a single
pixel, leaving only a feature vector over G = Dss.

This construction guarantees that a rotation of the raw image by an element of D3y (and, therefore, of
any of its subgroups) results in a corresponding shift of the projected 100-channels signal over Dss.
Finally, to avoid interpolation artifacts, we augment our dataset by directly transforming the projected
features (which happens via simple permutation matrices since the group Dss is discrete), rather than
pre-rotating the raw images.

Our equivariant networks consist of a linear layer (i.e. a group convolution), followed by a ReLU activation
and a final pooling and invariant linear layer as in Eq. 3. All models are trained using the Adam optimizer
with a learning rate of le — 2 for 30 epochs. We use the MNIST12K dataset, which has 12K images in
the training split and 50K in the test split.

All experiments were run on a single GPU NVIDIA GeForce RTX 2080 Ti.
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