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Abstract

We prove that a classifier with a Barron-regular decision boundary can be ap-
proximated with a rate of high polynomial degree by ReLU neural networks with
three hidden layers when a margin condition is assumed. In particular, for strong
margin conditions, high-dimensional discontinuous classifiers can be approximated
with a rate that is typically only achievable when approximating a low-dimensional
smooth function. We demonstrate how these expression rate bounds imply fast-
rate learning bounds that are close to n−1 where n is the number of samples. In
addition, we carry out comprehensive numerical experimentation on binary classi-
fication problems with various margins. We study three different dimensions, with
the highest dimensional problem corresponding to images from the MNIST data
set.

Keywords: Neural Networks, Binary classification, Fourier-analytic Barron space, Bar-
ron regular boundaries, Margin condition, Hinge loss.
Mathematics Subject Classification: 68T05, 62C20, 41A25, 41A46

1 Introduction

Binary classification is one of the oldest problems in machine learning, and it provides
a foundation for understanding multiclass classification [5, 11, 15]. This problem can be
reduced to interpreting whether an element x is inside a set Ω or not, and this can be
represented mathematically by an indicator function 1Ω(x). Moreover, we define Ω as

Ω :=
{
x ∈ [0, 1]d : η(x) ≥ 1/2

}
where d ∈ N≥2, η(x) := µ (Y = 1|X = x) (1)

is the posterior probability, and denote the decision boundary of Ω as ∂Ω. Our goal
is to approximate 1Ω using neural networks, which is a complex problem since 1Ω is a
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discontinuous function, can be very high dimensional, and it is known that approximation
of high dimensional discontinuous functions is a serious problem in general [7]. It has also
been shown that under classical smoothness assumptions on the decision boundaries ∂Ω
the classification problem admits a curse of dimension [17].

Probably, the most common classification problem is image classification. In this case
the dimension depends on the resolution of the image, i.e. the number of pixels used
to create it. Typically this leads to a very high dimensional problem, some well known
sample sets to train classification models are for example MNIST with images of 28× 28
pixels or ImageNet with images of 256× 256 pixels.

A classification method that uses a notion of distance to build the decision functions
is expected to learn more easily in regions that are not close to the decision boundary.
This suggest that learning should be relatively simple for distributions that do not have
a lot of mass in the vicinity of the decision boundary. In order to control the mass in the
vicinity of the decision boundary the following margin condition (M) is defined [10]. Let
µ be a Borel probability measure on [0, 1]d and D a joint distribution induced by µ of an
i.i.d. sample set

S = {(xi, yi)}ni=1, where (xi, yi) ∈ [0, 1]d × {0, 1} and 1Ω(xi) = yi, (2)

for all i ∈ {1, . . . , n}. Then, the margin condition is as follows.

(M) There exist C, γ > 0, such that for all ϵ > 0,

µ (B∗
ϵ ) ≤ Cϵγ where B∗

ϵ :=
{
x ∈ [0, 1]d : dist (x, ∂Ω) ≤ ϵ

}
is the ball of radius ϵ > 0 around ∂Ω with respect to Euclidean distance

dist (x, ∂Ω) := inf
x′∈∂Ω

∥x− x′∥2,

and γ is called the margin exponent.

Furthermore, in [8] it was also shown that by considering the class of measures µ satisfying
the following condition, rates independent of the input dimension and appearing in the
form of a polynomial factor can be obtained. It is said that µ is tube compatible with
parameters α ∈ (0, 1] and C > 0 if for each measurable function f : [0, 1]d−1 → [0, 1], each
i ∈ {1, . . . , d} and each ϵ ∈ (0, 1], it is satisfied that

µ(T
(i)
f,ϵ) ≤ Cϵα where T

(i)
f,ϵ :=

{
x = (x1, . . . , xd) ∈ [0, 1]d : |xi − f(x(i))| ≤ ϵ

}
(3)

and x(i) := (x1, . . . , xi−1, xi+1, . . . , xd) ∈ [0, 1]d−1. The set T
(i)
f,ϵ is called a tube of width ϵ

associated to f . Lastly, it was shown in [1, 3, 2] that for a class of functions with finite
Fourier moment, the curse of dimensionality can be overcome when the approximation
error is measured in the L2 norm. This influenced further research on the approximation
in this class of functions (see e.g. [6, 13]) which is nowadays known as the Barron class.
Motivated by the qualities of this class of functions, we will use them throughout this
paper. To be more precise, we study how complex the classification learning for deep
neural networks (NNs) with the rectified linear unit (ReLU) activation function and using
the hinge loss (see Section 1.2) can be, when the margin condition (M) and the tube
compatibility (3) are met, and ∂Ω can be described by functions in Barron class (see
Subsection 1.3.1). Under these conditions we obtained that:
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(i) Theorems 2 and 3. It is possible to approximate 1Ω using a ReLU-NN Φ with
three hidden layers and a number of neurons O(N) with N ∈ N, having an error of
µ ({1Ω ̸= Φ}) ≲ N−γ/2 for all probability measures µ satisfying the margin condi-
tion (M) with margin exponent γ, and the tube compatibility (3). Moreover, when
Φ is trained using the hinge loss ϕ (see (10)), we obtain a learning rate (see Subsec-
tion 1.2.1 and Remark 4) of the order of O(n−γ/(2+γ)(1+log n)), where N ≲ nγ/(2+γ),
n = |S| and S is a training set as in (2). Implying that when γ is large, we achieve
to approximate 1Ω (high-dimensional discontinuous function) by Φ, at a rate com-
parable to that of a low-dimensional smooth function, with a fast learning rate of
≈ n−1(1 + log n).

(ii) Simulations 2.1. We produce numerical simulations within the framework of our
main theorems: we generate samples in d ∈ {3, 50, 784} dimensions to simulate the
margin condition (M) applied with a margin exponent γ and varying the number of
elements n in various ranges. Then, we conclude as γ and n increase, the test error
(see Subsection 1.2.1) decreases at a rate close to that stated in our Theorem 3 and
Remark 4, which supports our results.

1.1 Background

In [10, Section 8], the features of SVMs when applied to binary classification were inves-
tigated. It was shown that for distributions with noise but low concentration (margin
condition (M)) near the decision boundary, the approximation error for Gaussian kernels
was relatively small, leading to favorable learning rates. A data-dependent strategy for
selecting the regularization and kernel parameters was also studied, introducing the noise
exponent to measure the amount of high noise in the labeling process. The learning rates
achieved were sometimes as fast as n−1, where n is the number of data points.

Next in [16], it was shown that a convergence rate similar to the rates of [10] can be
achieved but using NN classifiers. Particularly, it was proved that the estimated classifier
based on NNs with the hinge loss achieves similar fast convergence rates considering the
following assumptions on the true classifier:

(I) The noise Tsybakov condition is always met [20]. That is, there exist C > 0 and
q ∈ [0,∞] such that for any ϵ > 0,

µ
({

x ∈ [0, 1]d : |2η(x)− 1| < ϵ
})

≤ Cϵq.

(II) The decision boundary is Hölder smooth, i.e. ∂Ω can be described by functions in
the space

Hℓ(X ) =

{
f ∈ C⌈ℓ−1⌉(X ) : max

∥m∥≤⌈ℓ−1⌉
∥∂mf∥∞ + max

∥m∥=⌈ℓ−1⌉
[∂mf ]ℓ−⌈ℓ−1⌉ < ∞

}
,

where ℓ > 0, Cm(X ) is the space of m ∈ N times differentiable functions on a set X
whose partial derivatives of order m with ∥m∥ ≤ m are continuous;

∂mf =
∂∥m∥f(x)

∂xm
and [f ]s = sup

x,y∈X
x ̸=y

|f(x)− f(y)|
∥x− y∥s

.
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(III) The case when the conditional class probability is assumed to be Hölder smooth,
meaning that η(·) ∈ Hℓ(X ), where η is as in (1).

(IV) When the margin condition (M) is fulfilled, but with margin exponent γ ∈ [1,∞].

However, when the margin condition is satisfied, the bound shown in [16] for the learning
rate is(

log3 n

n

) ℓ(q+1)
ℓ(q+2)+(d−1)(q+1)/γ

, for which lim
d→∞

q,ℓ,γ are fixed

ℓ(q + 1)

ℓ(q + 2) + (d− 1)(q + 1)/γ
= 0 (4)

and the variables d, q, ℓ, γ are defined in items (I), (II), (IV) above, meaning that in some
sense bound (4) is affected by the curse of dimensionality and to avoid it, one must require
that d ≲ γ, but this is a rather restrictive condition.

So, our results (i) provide a significant improvement over the bound (4) when (M)
is satisfied, since they are not affected by the curse of dimensionality and show faster
convergence.

1.2 Neural networks

Neural networks are functions formed by connecting neurons, where the output of one
neuron becomes the input to another. Here, a neuron is a function of the form

Rd ∋ x → σ(⟨w,x⟩+ b)

where w ∈ Rd is a weight vector, b ∈ R is called bias, and the function σ is referred
to as an activation function. There are several types of NNs but in this paper we only
work with one of the most common ones, which is the so-called feedforward NN, in this
structure, neurons are organized in layers, and the neurons in each layer receive input
only from the previous layer. We introduce these NNs as in [19], as follows.

Let L ∈ N, d0, . . . , dL+1 ∈ N and σ : R → R an activation function. Then, we call
a function Φ : Rd0 → RdL+1 a neural network if there exist for ℓ ∈ {0, . . . , L}, matrices
W (ℓ) ∈ Rdℓ+1×dℓ and vectors b(ℓ) ∈ Rdℓ+1 such that for all x ∈ Rd0 ,

x0 := x, x(ℓ) := σ(W (ℓ−1)x(ℓ−1) + b(ℓ−1)) for all ℓ ∈ {1, . . . , L},

and
Φ(x) = x(L+1) := W (L)x(L) + b(L).

In addition, we define the following parameters

L(Φ) := L+ 1 number of layers,

N(Φ) :=
L+1∑
j=0

dℓ number of neurons,

Θ(Φ) :=
((
W (0), b(0)

)
, . . . ,

(
W (L), b(L)

))
parameter tuple,

∥·∥0 number of non-zero entries of ·,
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W (Φ) :=
L∑

ℓ=0

(
∥W (ℓ)∥0 + ∥b(ℓ)∥0

)
number of weights,

W∞(Φ) := max
0≤ℓ≤L

{
max
0≤ℓ≤L

∥W (ℓ)∥∞, max
0≤ℓ≤L

∥b(ℓ)∥∞
}

largest absolute value of Θ,

d0 and dL+1 input and output dimensions,

(d0, d1, . . . , dL+1) ∈ NL+2 architecture,

L number of hidden layers.

Moreover, when L = d2 = 1, we call Φ a shallow neural network, where

Φ(x) = b(1) +

d1∑
i=1

w
(1)
i σ

(〈
w

(0)
i ,x

〉
+ b

(0)
i

)
(5)

for some w
(1)
i , b

(0)
i , b(1) ∈ R and w

(0)
i ∈ Rd0 for i = 1, . . . , d1.

In the sequel, we use the the ReLU activation function which we denote as ϱ : R → R
and which is defined as ϱ(x) := max{0, x}. Let d ∈ N≥2, N,W ∈ N and B > 0. We denote
by NN = NN (d,N,W,B) the set of ReLU-NNs with three hidden layers, d-dimensional
input and 1-dimensional output, with at most N neurons per layer, with at most W non-
zero weights, and with these weights bounded in absolute value by B. Furthermore, we
define

NN ∗ = NN ∗(d,N,W,B) :=
{
f ∈ NN : 0 ≤ f(x) ≤ 1 for all x ∈ [0, 1]d

}
. (6)

1.2.1 Loss function and the hinge loss

In supervised learning, determining the optimal parameters of a NN is achieved by min-
imizing an objective function. This objective is defined based on a collection of input-
output pairs known as a sample. Concretely, let S = {(xi, yi)}ni=1 be as in (2), the goal is
to find a NN Φ such that Φ(xi) ≈ yi for all i ∈ {1, . . . , n} in a meaningful sense. For this
purpose, a loss function L is defined which measures the dissimilarity between its inputs,
and the so-called empirical risk of Φ with respect to the sample S and L, defined as

ÊL,S(Φ) =
1

n

n∑
i=1

L(Φ(xi), yi) (7)

is minimized. Next, after optimization, we want to measure the performance of Φ on new
data (xnew, ynew) sampled independently from D, for this we define the so-called risk (or
L-risk) of Φ, in the form

EL(Φ) = E(xnew,ynew)∼D [L(Φ(xnew), ynew)] := Ex [L(Φ(x), y)] .

If the risk is not much larger than the empirical risk, then we say that the NN Φ has a
small generalization error. Otherwise, if the risk is much larger than the empirical risk,
then we say that Φ overfits the training data, meaning that it has memorized the training
samples, but fails to generalize to new data (see [16, 19]).
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In this context, let d ∈ N; µ be a Borel probability measure on [0, 1]d; D a joint
distribution induced by µ of the set S, where DX and Dy are the respective marginal
distributions of X := {xi}ni=1 and y := {yi}ni=1;

f ∈ F :=
{
f : [0, 1]d → [0, 1] : f is a µ-measurable function

}
; (8)

the classifier Cf (x) := 1[1/2,1](f(x)) and label y ∈ {0, 1}. We want to obtain the minimizer

C∗ := argmin
f∈F

E(Cf ) with E := EL∗ and L∗(Cf (x), y) := 1(2Cf (x)−1)(2y−1)<0, (9)

called the Bayes classifier which is the function that has the most accurate classification
on average from a sample set. The classifier C∗ could be approximated by the empirical
risk minimization for the same loss function L∗, that is

C∗ ≈ argmin
f∈F

ÊL∗,S(Cf ),

but finding the minimizer of ÊL∗,S is NP hard (see [4]). However, in [4, 22], it was proven
that if the loss function is the hinge loss, denoted by ϕ and defined∗ as

ϕ : [0, 1]× {0, 1} → [0,∞)

(x, y) 7→ max{0, 1− (2y − 1)(2x− 1)}, (10)

then
C∗ = argmin

f∈F
Eϕ(Cf ),

and this is one of the main reasons why from now on we continue to work with the hinge
loss in the remainder of this paper. It is important to consider that the fast convergence
rate of the excess L-risk EL(f, C∗) := EL(f) − EL(C∗) does not always imply the fast
convergence rate of the excess L∗-risk E(f, C∗) := E(f)− E(C∗).

But for the hinge loss ϕ, some constant Cϕ > 0 (which depends on ϕ) and any f ∈ F ,
the inequality

E(f, C∗) ≤ CϕEϕ(f, C∗) (11)

holds (see [16, inequality (2.3)]). This is the second reason why we choose to work with
hinge loss, and inequality (11) will be used to prove our main results.

1.2.2 Covering entropy

We need to introduce the notion of covering entropy given in [18, Definition 3.9] from [21,
Definitions 1 and 2].

Let X ̸= ∅ be a set and let dist : X × X → [0,∞] be a distance function. For a set
∅ ≠ K ⊂ X and ϵ > 0, we call a set Gϵ ⊂ X an ϵ-net for K ⊂ X if

for all x ∈ K there exists y ∈ Gϵ satisfying dist(x, y) ≤ ϵ. (12)

Then, we define

GK,dist(ϵ) := min {|G| : G ⊂ X is an ϵ-net for K} and VK,dist(ϵ) := ln(GK,dist(ϵ)),

∗With a slight difference, since in this case ϕ is defined on [0, 1]× {0, 1} instead of R× {±1}.
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where VK,dist(ϵ) is called the ϵ-covering entropy of K.
The next result provides an upper bound for the covering entropy of NN ∗ and is a

consequence of [14, Lemma 6.1] presented in [18, Remark 5.2].

Lemma 1. Fixing X := NN ∗(d,N,W,B), K := [0, 1]d and dist := ∥·∥∞, we have

V[0,1]d,∥·∥∞(δ) ≤ W · (10 + ln(1/δ) + 5 ln(⌈B⌉) + 5 ln(max{d,W}))

for δ ∈ (0, 1], d,N,W ∈ N and B > 0.

1.3 Fourier-analytic Barron space

There are several slightly different interpretations of the term “Barron function” in the
literature, see for example [8, Section 7]. We use this term to refer to the Fourier-analytic
notion of Barron-type functions in [2, 8, 18]. Consequently, we adopt the definition of [8,
Definition 2.1] with parameters X := [0, 1]d and x0 := 0, i.e., as follows.

A function f : [0, 1]d → R is said to be of Barron class with constant C > 0, if there
are c ∈ [−C,C] and a measurable function F : Rd → C satisfying

ˆ
Rd

|F (ξ)| sup
x∈[0,1]d

|⟨ξ,x⟩| dξ ≤ C and f(x) = c+

ˆ
Rd

(ei⟨x,ξ⟩ − 1) · F (ξ)dξ (13)

for all x ∈ [0, 1]d. The set of all these Barron functions is denoted as BC .
In [2] it was shown that for a certain class of functions with bounded variation, shal-

low NNs of N neurons achieve an approximation accuracy of order N−1/2 in the L2

norm. Subsequently, in [8, Proposition 2.2] and [12, Theorem 12], the same accuracy was
demonstrated for approximating functions of the Barron class using shallow ReLU neural
networks with N neurons under the supremum norm. This allows us to formulate [8,
Definition 3.1].

For C > 0, we define the Barron approximation set BAC as the set of all functions
f : [0, 1]d → R such that for all N ∈ N, there is a shallow ReLU neural network (shallow
ReLU-NN) Φ with N neurons in the hidden layer such that

∥f − Φ∥∞ ≤ C
√

d/N (14)

and all weights and biases of Φ are bounded in absolute value by

√
C (5 + ϑ) , where ϑ := sup

ξ∈Rd\{0}

(
∥ξ∥ℓ∞

supx∈[0,1]d |⟨ξ,x⟩|

)
.

In addition, we know that
√
C (5 + ϑ) ≤ 7

√
C, since

for x̃ =
1

2

(
ξ

∥ξ∥
+ 1

)
∈ [0, 1]d, sup

x∈[0,1]d
|⟨ξ,x⟩| ≥ |⟨ξ, x̃⟩| = |⟨ξ, ξ⟩|

2∥ξ∥
+

|⟨ξ,1⟩|
2

≥ ∥ξ∥
2

and ϑ ≤ supξ∈Rd\{0} (2∥ξ∥ℓ∞/∥ξ∥) ≤ 2.
The set BA =

⋃
C>0 BAC is called Barron approximation space. In fact, BC/κ0 ⊂ BAC

for every C > 0 and a constant κ0 > 0 that is absolute (i.e. independent of all other
quantities and objects) (see [8, Remark 3.2]).
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1.3.1 Barron regular boundaries

We now define the Barron regular boundaries using [18, Definitions 2.2 and 2.3] which
are compatible with [8, Definition 3.3] for BAC by [18, Remark 2.4]. Let M,d ∈ N with
d ≥ 2, let a set ∅ ̸= C ⊂ C([0, 1]d−1; [0, 1]) and b ∈ C . We define the general horizon
function associated with b as

hb : [0, 1]
d → {0, 1},

x = (x1, . . . , xd) 7→ 1b(x1,...,xd−1)≤xd
,

and the set of general horizon functions associated to C as HC := {hb : b ∈ C }.
Moreover, we say that a compact set Ω ⊂ [0, 1]d has (C ,M)-regular decision boundary

if there exist (closed, axis-aligned, non-degenerate) rectangles Q1, . . . , QM ⊂ [0, 1]d such
that Ω ⊂

⋃M
i=1Qi, where the Qi have disjoint interiors and such that either

1Ω = gi ◦ Pi or 1Ω = 1− gi ◦ Pi almost everywhere on Qi, (15)

for a general horizon function gi ∈ HC associated to C and a d-dimensional permutation
matrix Pi. Also, a family {Qi}Mi=1 of rectangles as above is called an associated cover of Ω.
We write RC (d,M) for all sets with (C ,M)-regular decision boundary. Then, we define
the set of all classifiers with (C ,M)-regular decision boundary as

CℓC (d,M) := {1Ω : Ω ∈ RC (d,M)} .

Finally, Barron horizon functions and classifiers with Barron-regular decision boundary
are the elements of HBAC

and CℓBAC
(d,M).

2 Main results

Our main results confirm the intuitive idea that using the margin condition with an ap-
propriate margin exponent for sets with Barron-regular decision boundary can drastically
improve the way NNs learn. To establish our results, we consider the following parameters:

(P1) Let d ∈ N≥2;M,N ∈ N;C1, C2, C3 > 0; γ > 0, α ∈ (0, 1] and Ω ∈ RBAC1
(d,M),

where d is the dimension of Ω; M is the number of sets in the associated cover of
Ω (see (15)); C1 is the constant in the right hand side of (14); C2 and γ are the
margin condition parameters in (M); and finally, C3 and α are the tube compatibility
parameters in (3).

(P2) With parameters (P1), let

N̂n :=
⌈
(7Md)2/γ(d− 1)C2

1 max{C2, C3}2/γn2/(2+γ)
⌉
,

Nn :=
⌈
M(4(d+ 1) + N̂n + 1) + d+ 1

⌉
,

Wn :=
⌈
41Md2N̂n

⌉
,

Bn :=
⌈
(1 +

√
C1)

(
7 +N/C1 + (N/C1)

γ/α
)⌉

, for all n ∈ N,

where n = |S| and S is a training set as in (2).
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Our first result shows that classifiers in CℓBAC1
(d,M) are well approximated by ReLU-NNs

when the margin condition is assumed.

Theorem 2. Let the parameters be as defined in (P1). There exists a ReLU-NN Φ
with three hidden layers such that, for all probability measures µ satisfying the margin
condition (M), and the tube compatibility (3), it holds that

µ
({

x ∈ [0, 1]d : 1Ω(x) ̸= Φ(x)
})

≤ 3.5Md(d− 1)γ/2Cγ
1N

−γ/2max{C2, C3}.

Moreover, 0 ≤ Φ(x) ≤ 1 for all x ∈ [0, 1]d and the architecture of Φ is given by

A = (d,M(2(d+ 1) +N),M(2d+ 2),M, 1) .

Thus, Φ has at most M(4(d+1)+N +1)+ d+1 neurons and at most 41Md2N non-zero
weights. The weights and biases of Φ are bounded in magnitude by

(1 +
√

C1)
(
7 +N/C1 + (N/C1)

γ/α
)
.

To prove this result, we use the property defined in (15) for Ω ∈ RBAC1
(d,M), which

allows us to identify Ω in each of the sets associated to its covering through Barron horizon
functions. Then, in each set of the Ω covering we use the approximation (14) for shallow
ReLU-NNs, and construct the three hidden layers using the ReLU function. Next, we
sum the NNs created in each set of the covering and obtain the final NN for the whole
Ω set. Lastly, we find the architecture of this final NN and bound in absolute value its
weights and biases.

The next step is to measure the performance of this approximation using the 0−1 loss.
Therefore, we present the following result.

Theorem 3. Let the parameters be as defined in (P1) and (P2). Then, for all probability
measures µ satisfying the margin condition (M), and the tube compatibility (3), we have
that

µ
(
Ex

[
1[1/2,1]

(
f̂ϕ,S(x)

)
̸= 1Ω(x)

]
≳ n−γ/(2+γ)(1 + log n)

)
≲ n−1, (16)

where
f̂ϕ,S := argmin

f∈F
Êϕ,S(f) ∈ NN ∗(d,Nn,Wn, Bn),

Êϕ,S(f) is the ϕ-empirical risk as in (7), F is defined in (8) and NN ∗ in (6).

In order to prove Theorem 3, we use [16, Theorem A.1] with a slight adaptation to our
hypothesis and obtain Lemma 5 as an auxiliary result.

Remark 4. Theorem 3 implies

ES,x

[
1[1/2,1]

(
f̂ϕ,S(x)

)
̸= 1Ω(x)

]
≲ n−γ/(2+γ)(1 + log n).

Indeed, we denote for a moment ΓS,x :=
{
1[1/2,1]

(
f̂ϕ,S(x)

)
̸= 1Ω(x)

}
and observe that

(16) implies

ES,x [ΓS,x] = ES [Ex [ΓS,x]]

9



≲ ES

[
Ex [ΓS,x]1Ex[ΓS,x]≳n−γ/(2+γ)(1+logn)

]
+ n−γ/(2+γ)(1 + log n)

≤ µ
(
Ex [ΓS,x] ≳ n−γ/(2+γ)(1 + log n)

)
+ n−γ/(2+γ)(1 + log n)

≲ n−1 + n−γ/(2+γ)(1 + log n)

≲ n−γ/(2+γ)(1 + log n),

here we use the fact that S was employed to define the probability measure µ and therefore
ES [X] =

´
Ω
Xdµ holds for every random variable X.

To close, we must emphasize that when γ is large we achieve in Theorem 2, the ap-
proximation of a high-dimensional discontinuous function at a rate comparable to that of
a low-dimensional smooth function. Moreover, we get in Theorem 3 and Remark 4, a fast
learning rate of ≈ n−1(1 + log n) if γ is large.

2.1 Numerical experiments

In this section, we present some numerical simulations that support the results of The-
orems 2 and 3, in practical scenarios. We build classifiers using TensorFlow in Python
with different training samples and architectures that fulfill the hypotheses of our results.
For a clear explanation of our algorithm, we detail each step below.

2.1.1 Sample generation

We denote our samples as Sγ
d,n where d ∈ {3, 50, 784} is the dimension of Ω := Ωd ⊂ [0, 1]d,

n = |Sγ
d,n| is the number of examples, and γ is the margin exponent in (M). Subsequently,

we define the characteristics of our samples and the distance dist
(
x, ∂Ωd

)
in order to

apply the margin condition (M).

• For d ∈ {3, 50}, we construct a data set where we choose the hypersurface ∂Ωd that
separates the labels as the positive part of the hypersphere of dimension d and radius 1/2.
Concretely, let

Xr :=
{
x ∈ [0, 1]d : x has positive entries and ∥x∥ ≤ r

}
and X̃r := {x/r : x ∈ Xr} .

To avoid problems with the volume of hypespheres in high dimensions for r < 1, we start
by taking r = 4 and generating 3 × 105 examples in X4 for training and 106 for testing,
making sure that |X4 \ X2| = |X2| (see Figure 1).

Figure 1: Examples test for d = 3.
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However, our examples must be in [0, 1]d, so we define them such that Sγ
d,n ⊂ X̃4 and

the distance between any x ∈ Sγ
d,n and ∂Ωd as dist

(
x, ∂Ωd

)
:= |1/2− ∥x∥|.

• For d = 784, we focus on an example based on real data. Therefore, we use the MNIST
data set to have images of size 28×28 pixels, and we classify the images of numbers 0 and
1. Since MNIST does not have a large number of elements and we want several samples
to observe the effect of the margin condition (M) and the number of elements, we use the
SMOTE [9] technique (similar to the method used in [16] to generate artificial samples)
to equalize the number of elements in each label and increase the sample of each label
to 95% more than the larger original, obtaining in total 18576 examples for training and
12146 for test (see Figure 2).

Figure 2: Some examples after smote for d = 784.

In this sense, we define Sγ
784,n such that its elements are vectors in [0, 1]784 constructed

from matrices in R28×28 flattened and with entries normalized to [0, 1] representing images
of 0 and 1. However, to apply the margin condition (M) we must have an idea of the
distance between the examples and the decision boundary, so we use an initial NN† Φ0

that assigns probabilities to each example and form a vector w = (wi)
n
i=1 with these

predictions (and keeping only the well predicted examples), i.e. wi = Φ0(x) for some
x ∈ Sγ

784,n and i ∈ {1, . . . , n}, where 1[1/2,1] (Φ0(x)) corresponds to the original label of
x. Then, w gives us an idea of the position of the examples and the possible decision
boundary, using their probabilities in the interval [0, 1]. Thus, we assume for a moment
as the decision boundary, the set of x ∈ [0, 1]784 with Φ0(x) ∈ [ℓ, u] for some ℓ, u ∈ (0, 1)
such that

[
mini∈{1,...,n}{wi}, ℓ

)
∪
(
u,maxi∈{1,...,n}{wi}

]
contains approximately 99.9% of

the labels {wi}ni=1 (see Figure 3).

Figure 3: Train sample probability applying Φ0 and decision boundary for d = 784.

†Φ0 is a ReLU-NN with architecture (784, 256, 128, 64, 1), which was obtained using hinge loss and
sigmoid function is applied to the output.
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Next, we remove the 0.1% of elements with label in [ℓ, u] and rescale the values of
w with the mapping t : [0, 1]784 → [0, 1] that maps mini∈{1,...,n}{wi} to 0, ℓ, u to 1/2,
and maxi∈{1,...,n}{wi} to 1. Finally, after this process, we obtain 18337 elements for the
training set (see Figure 4) and 12053 for the test set, with the same number of elements
for each label. To simulate a margin condition, we require, for a given point x ∈ Sγ

784,n, its
distance to the decision boundary ∂Ω784. This is computationally very hard to identify.
Therefore, we use the expression |1/2− t(Φ0(x))| as a proxy for the distance, since

dist
(
x, ∂Ω784

)
≳ |1/2− t(Φ0(x))| for all i ∈ {1, . . . , n}. (17)

This proxy is reasonable because of the following considerations:

• ∂Ω784 = ∂{x ∈ [0, 1]d : η(x) ≈ t(Φ0(x)) ≥ 1/2}.

• t(Φ0(x)) is a modified sigmoid function of the initial sigmoid Φ0(x).

• t(Φ0(x)) = 1/(1 + e−(⟨ŵ,x⟩+b)) for some weight vector ŵ and bias b, after they have
been modified by the use of the t function.

• G :=
{
x ∈ [0, 1]d : ⟨ŵ,x⟩+ b = 0

}
is the projection of the decision boundary in the

characteristics space, therefore we assume

dist
(
x, ∂Ω784

)
≈ dist (x, G) = | ⟨ŵ,x⟩+ b|/∥ŵ∥.

• Approximating 1/(1+ e−y) around y = 0, implies that 1/(1+ e−y) ≈ 1/2+ y/4. So,
when y = ⟨ŵ,x⟩+ b, we obtain

|1/2− t(Φ0(x))| ≈ | ⟨ŵ,x⟩+ b|/4 ≲ dist
(
x, ∂Ω784

)
.

In conclusion, to apply the margin condition (M) in this case, we use |1/2−t(Φ0(x))|
instead of the exactly dist (x, ∂Ω784), which is a stronger assumption.

Figure 4: Final train sample after SMOTE and location of the possible ∂Ω784.
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To the basis sets defined in the previous items to describe the characteristics of the
elements of Sγ

d,n, we apply the margin condition (M) with margin exponent

γ ∈ Γ := {0.1, 0.644, 1.189, 1.733, 2.278, 2.822, 3.367, 3.911, 4.456, 5.0},

defining a neighborhood centered at 0.5 of radius cd = 0.48 when d ∈ {3, 50} or cd ≈
0.5− 2.8 · 10−7 for d = 784, and assigning to each point a weight of 0 if it is outside this
neighborhood or 1 − (dist

(
x, ∂Ωd

)
/cd)

γ if it is not. So, we randomly decide to remove
from the sample with probability according to the weight. Then, for each γ we randomly
select subsets of the samples, such that n ∈ G1 with

G1 := {499, 514, 559, 643, 782, 1005, 1368, 1967, 2993, 4815, 8192, 14737, 28038, 56412, 120025},

for train, and n = 400108 for test, when d ∈ {3, 50}; or

n ∈ G2 := {249, 321, 414, 533, 687, 885, 1140, 1468, 1890, 2435, 3135, 4038, 5200, 6696, 8624}

for test and n = 4837, when d = 784; and |Sγ1
d,n| = |Sγ2

d,n| holds for all γ1, γ2 ∈ Γ with
γ1 ̸= γ2 (see e.g. Figures 5 and 6).

Figure 5: Example of margin condition applied for d = 3.
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Figure 6: Example of margin condition applied for d = 784. The second row contains the
points of the first row but in ascending order.

Lastly, as the samples Sγ
784,n have few elements and the decision boundary is not known

beforehand, we repeat the process up to 56 iterations and obtain different‡ samples to
train and test, which will then be used to have an average result.

2.1.2 NN training

With the Sγ,train
d,n ∈

{
Sγ
d,n

}
n∈G1∪G2

samples previously generated as training sets, we train

ReLU-NNs with architecture

(d, 3N, 2N,N, 1) where N = ⌈n2/(γ+2)⌉,

using the hinge loss ϕ and applying the sigmoid function to the output, we also use the
optimizer Adam with a learning rate of 1e− 5, we apply early stop monitoring loss with
patience equal to 1 for 50000 epochs, and we do not use validation sets as it is usually
done, since our main generalization result does not describe this situation, but the errors
minimizerof the training risk. Next, we compute the empirical 0− 1 risk as in (7), using
the samples Sγ,test

d,n ∈
{
Sγ
d,n

}
n∈{4837,400108} previously defined as test sets, and obtain

ESγ,train
d,n ,Sγ,test

d,n

[
1[1/2,1] ◦ f̂ϕ,Sγ,train

d,n
̸= 1Ω

]
as in the Remark 4. Our results can be seen in Figure 7, for each d ∈ {3, 50, 784} and
γ ∈ Γ, of n vs empirical 0− 1 risk.

‡The number of examples of the base set for d = 784 is > 12053 and n = |Sγ
784,n| < 8624 for any γ ∈ Γ,

also the selection of elements is done randomly, this ensures that the iterations have different elements.
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Figure 7: Plot n vs 0− 1 loss. The labels in the d = 784 plot are the same for the other
plots. In the d = 784 case, a method of averaging over 56 iterations with an error shadow
using the standard deviation was used, while in the d ∈ {3, 50} cases, the empirical risk
was only calculated in a single iteration.

• The (d, γ) ∈ {3, 50} × {0.1} cases could only be computed as far as seen in Figure 7
because the memory requirements of the data and architecture became excessive.

• For d = 784, we repeated the experiments obtaining different Sγ,train
784,n and Sγ,test

784,n in 56
iterations, then applied mean on all these results and plotted an error shadow based on
the standard deviation of the results in these iterations.

In conclusion the simulations support our results (Theorem 3 and Remark 4). Fur-
thermore, Figure 7 shows that the rate approaches n−1 for large margin and does not for
small margin. The γ = 5.0 curve spans close to two orders of magnitude. The number
of samples spans 1.5 orders of magnitude, so the error rate is close to or even slightly ex-
ceeding the rate n−1. The case γ = 0.1, yields a reduction of the loss by roughly one order
of magnitude, so the associated error rate is worse than n−1. For the other examples, the
x axis goes through 2.4 orders of magnitude. The curves with the highest margin also
manage a bit more than 2 orders of magnitude. The ones with lower margin (green for
example) only manage 1, so closer to the n−1/2 rate.
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A Appendix

A.1 Proof of Theorem 2

Since Ω ∈ RBAC1
(d,M), there exists an associated cover of Ω, called {Qi}Mi=1, such that

property (15) is satisfied for each i ∈ {1, . . . ,M}, with Pi(x) = (xi1, . . . , xid) where
xi1, . . . , xid are the entries of vector x after being permuted via Pi, and gi(Pi(x)) =
1bi(xi1,...,xi(d−1))≤xid

for some bi ∈ BAC1 ⊂ C([0, 1]d−1; [0, 1]). Note that property (13) is
fulfilled even for fi ∈ BAC1 defined as

fi(x
(i)) := fi(x1, . . . , xi−1, xi+1, . . . , xd) = bi(xi1, . . . , xi(d−1)) and xi := xid,

given that it has been shown in [18, A.2] that in this case fi can be seen as a composition
of bi with permutations of the vector x(i). Therefore, fixing m ∈ {1, . . . ,M}, we have

1Qm∩Ω(x) = 1xi≤fm(x(i)) or 1Qm∩Ω(x) = 1xi≥fm(x(i)) almost everywhere on Qm.

17



Without loss of generality (otherwise the proof is analogous) we say

1Qm∩Ω(x) = 1xi≤fm(x(i)) for Qm :=
d∏

i=1

[ai, bi] ⊆ [0, 1]d and x(i) ∈ Qm \
d∏

j=0
j ̸=i

[aj, bj].

By inequality (14) and as fi ∈ BAC1 , there exists a shallow ReLU-NN Φm such that

∥fm − Φm∥∞ ≤ δ := C1

√
(d− 1)/N (18)

and all weights and biases of Φm are bounded in absolute value by 7
√
C1.

Let Gm :=
{
x ∈ Qm : 1Qm∩Ω(x) ̸= 1xi≤Φm(x(i))

}
and observe that

Gm =
{
x ∈ Qm : 1xi≤fm(x(i)) ̸= 1xi≤Φm(x(i))

}
=
{
x ∈ Qm : xi − fm(x

(i)) ≤ 0
}
△
{
x ∈ Qm : xi − fm(x

(i)) ≤ Φm(x
(i))− fm(x

(i))
}

⊆
{
x ∈ Qm : |xi − fm(x

(i))| ≤ |Φm(x
(i))− fm(x

(i))| ≤ δ
}
,

where △ denotes the symmetric difference of sets. If x = (x1, . . . , xd) ∈ Gm and z∗ =(
x1, . . . , xi−1, fm(x

(i)), xi+1, . . . , xd

)
is in the decision boundary ∂Ω , we get

dist(x, ∂Ω) = inf
x∗∈∂Ω

∥x− x∗∥2 ≤ ∥x− z∗∥2 = |xi − fm(x
(i))| ≤ δ, (19)

therefore x ∈ B∗
δ ; this implies Gm ⊆ B∗

δ . As the margin condition (M) is satisfied with
γ > 0, we have

µ(Gm) ≤ µ (B∗
δ ) ≤ C2δ

γ. (20)

Now, we define the ReLU-NN

Φ̃m(x) := Hδ

(
Φm(x

(i))− xi

)
, where Hδ(x) :=


0 if x ≤ 0

x/δ if 0 ≤ x ≤ δ

1 if x ≥ δ

=
1

δ
(ϱ(x)− ϱ(x− δ)) .

We also note that if

x ∈ G̃m :=
{
x ∈ Qm : 1xi≤Φm(x(i)) ̸= Φ̃m(x)

}
=
{
x ∈ Qm : 0 ≤ Φm(x

(i))− xi < δ
}
,

then

|xi − fm(x
(i))| − |fm(x(i))− Φm(x

(i))| ≤ |Φm(x
(i))− fm(x

(i)) + fm(x
(i))− xi| < δ.

Therefore, the above inequality and (18) imply that

|xi − fm(x
(i))| ≤ |fm(x(i))− Φm(x

(i))|+ δ < 2δ,

and with the argument of (19) we obtain x ∈ B∗
2δ; whereby G̃m ⊆ B∗

2δ. So, by (M),

µ(G̃m) ≤ µ(B∗
2δ) ≤ C2(2δ)

γ. (21)
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So far we constructed the sets Gm and G̃m to approximate the indicator function 1Ω

with the ReLU-NN Φm, only on the set Qm. In the following, we join these approximations
and find another approximation for the same indicator function but on all Ω. To this end,
we define

Φ̂m

(
x, Φ̃m(x)

)
:=

0 if ∃i ∈ {1, . . . , d} : 0 < bi − ai < 2δ̂

ϱ

(
d∑

i=1

ti(xi) + ϱ(Φ̃m(x))− d

)
otherwise,

with δ̂ := δγ/α,

ti(u) :=


0 u ∈ [0, 1] \ [ai, bi]
1 u ∈ [ai + δ̂, bi − δ̂]

(u− ai)/δ̂ u ∈ [ai, ai + δ̂]

(bi − u)/δ̂ u ∈ [bi − δ̂, bi];

(22)

and
Ĝm :=

{
x ∈ [0, 1]d : Φ̂m

(
x, Φ̃m(x)

)
̸= 1Qm · Φ̃m(x)

}
.

Note that when there exists i ∈ {1, . . . , d} such that 0 < bi − ai < 2δ̂, we get Qm ⊂
T

(i)
1
2
(bi−ai)+ai,δ̂

, where T
(i)
1
2
(bi−ai)+ai,δ̂

is a tube as in (3), and therefore the tube compatibility

of µ implies that

µ(Ĝm) =
({

x ∈ [0, 1]d : 1Qm · Φ̃m(x) ̸= 0
})

≤ µ(Qm) ≤ µ
(
T

(i)
1
2
(bi−ai)+ai,δ̂

)
≤ C3δ̂

α. (23)

If for all i ∈ {1, . . . , d}, bi − ai ≥ 2δ̂ is satisfied, then

• If x ∈ [0, 1]d \Qm, exists xi such that xi /∈ [ai, bi] and

d∑
i=1

ti(xi) + ϱ(Φ̃m(x))− d ≤ ϱ(Φ̃m(x))− 1 ≤ 0, (24)

this implies that Φ̂m

(
x, Φ̃m(x)

)
= 0 = 1Qm · Φ̃m(x).

• If x ∈
∏d

i=1[ai + δ̂, bi − δ̂],

Φ̂m

(
x, Φ̃m(x)

)
= ϱ

(
ϱ(Φ̃m(x))

)
= 1Qm · Φ̃m(x).

Then we conclude that Ĝm ⊂ Qm \
∏d

i=1[ai + δ̂, bi − δ̂] and analogously to (23) we get

µ(Ĝm) ≤ µ

(
Qm \

d∏
i=1

[ai + δ̂, bi − δ̂]

)
≤ µ

(
d⋃

i=1

[
T

(i)

ai+δ̂/2,δ̂/2
∪ T

(i)

bi−δ̂/2,δ̂/2

])
≤ 2dC3(δ̂/2)

α.

(25)
Finally, we define

G′
m :=

{
x ∈ [0, 1]d : 1Qm∩Ω(x) ̸= Φ̂m

(
x, Φ̃m(x)

)}
19



and obtain using (20), (21), (23) and (25), that

µ (G′
m) ≤ µ(Gm) + µ(G̃m) + µ(Ĝm)

≤ C2δ
γ + C2(2δ)

γ + 2dC3(δ̂/2)
α

≤ (3C2 + 2dC3) δ
γ

≤ (3C2 + 2dC3)
(
C1

√
(d− 1)/N

)γ
≤ 3.5d(d− 1)γ/2Cγ

1N
−γ/2max{C2, C3}.

We put, for x ∈ [0, 1]d

Φ(x) :=
M∑

m=1

Φ̂m

(
x, Φ̃m(x)

)
(26)

and since 1Ω =
∑M

m=1 1Ω∩Qm a.e., we conclude that

µ
({

x ∈ [0, 1]d : 1Ω(x) ̸= Φ(x)
})

≤
M∑

m=1

µ (G′
m) ≤ 3.5Md(d− 1)γ/2Cγ

1N
−γ/2max{C2, C3}.

Moreover, for some m ∈ {1, . . . ,M}, we know that Qm ∩Qj = ∅ for all m ̸= j. If x ∈ Qm

is fixed§, then for all j ̸= m, Φ̂j

(
x, Φ̃j(x)

)
= 0 (see (24)) and

0 ≤ Φ(x) = Φ̂m

(
x, Φ̃m(x)

)
≤ ϱ(ϱ(Φ̃m(x))) ≤ Φ̃m(x) ≤ 1.

This completes the first part of the theorem.
To conclude, we obtain information about the architecture, biases, and weights of Φ.

Note that by (5) we can define

Φm(x
(i)) = b(1) +

N∑
i=1

w
(1)
i ϱ

(〈
w

(0)
i ,x(i)

〉
+ b

(0)
i

)
(27)

for some w
(1)
i , b

(0)
i , b(1) ∈ R and w

(0)
i ∈ Rd−1 for i = 1, . . . , N . Also, xi = ϱ(xi) − ϱ(−xi)

and

Φ̃m(x) =
1

δ

(
ϱ
(
Φm(x

(i))− (ϱ(xi)− ϱ(−xi))
)
− ϱ

(
Φm(x

(i))− (ϱ(xi)− ϱ(−xi))− δ
))

.

(28)

Finally, ti(u) =
t1i−t2i−t3i+t4i

δ̂
(u) where

t1i (u) = ϱ(u−ai), t2i (u) = ϱ(u−ai− δ̂), t3i (u) = ϱ(u−bi+ δ̂), t4i (u) = ϱ(u−bi), (29)

and

Φ̂m

(
x, Φ̃m(x)

)
:=

0 if ∃i : 0 < bi − ai < 2δ̂

ϱ

(
d∑

i=1

(
t1i−t2i−t3i+t4i

δ̂
(xi)

)
+ ϱ(Φ̃m(x))− d

)
otherwise.

(30)
We count the number of neurons as follows.

§If for all m ∈ {1, . . . ,M}, x /∈ Qm, then Φ(x) = 0 (see (22) and (24)).
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• Input layer. We have d neurons by the numbers of coordinates in the vector
x ∈ [0, 1]d.

• Hidden layer 1. In (27) we are using N neurons of Φm, for (28) we have to find
before ϱ(±xi) and ϱ(±(ϱ(xi) − ϱ(−xi))) so we need 2d and 2 more neurons. Then
we get 2(d + 1) + N for each i = 1, . . . , d, but we was fixed m, thus in total we
obtain M(2(d+ 1) +N).

• Hidden layer 2. For (28), we know that

ϱ
(
Φm(x

(i))− (ϱ(xi)− ϱ(−xi))
)

and ϱ
(
Φm(x

(i))− (ϱ(xi)− ϱ(−xi))− δ
)

(31)

add up to two neurons, but in addition the decomposition (29) of ti for the next
layer is now done using 4 neurons for each i, so we have 4d more neurons. Then, in
total we get 2M(2d+ 1).

• Hidden layer 3. For (30), we see that among the possibilities 0 or ϱ(·) of Φ̂m, we
use only one neuron, however m ∈ {1, . . . ,M} is fixed, so in total we have M .

• Output layer. Here we only obtain Φ(x) and by its definition in (26) we use one
neuron for the output.

In summary, the architecture of this NN is given by

(d,M(2(d+ 1) +N), 2M(d+ 1),M, 1)

and the number of all neurons is M(4(d + 1) + N + 1) + d + 1. Also, an upper bound
for the total weights can be obtained by summing the number of neurons of each layer
when multiplied by its input dimension (which is given by the output dimension of the
previous layer), plus the number of non-input neurons associated with the biases and M
to account for the weights of final output layer. Then

W (Φ) ≤ dM(2(d+ 1) +N) + 2M(d+ 1)(2(d+ 1) +N) + 2M(d+ 1)

+M(4(d+ 1) +N + 1) +M + 1

≤ 3dMN + 3MN + 6d2M + 16dM + 12M + 1

≤ 41Md2N.

By (18), we use 7
√
C1 to bound the number of weights and biases for Φ in absolute

value. When there exists i ∈ {1, . . . , d} : 0 < bi−ai < 2δ̂, then we have Φ̂m

(
x, Φ̃m(x)

)
=

0 and we can choose all first layer weights of Φ̃m and Φ̂m as zero. Otherwise, we can
bound the weights and biases of Φ̃m and Φ̂m with 7

√
C1. In both cases we can bound

the weights and biases for the first layer using 1 + 7
√
C1. In the second layer by (31)

we have the bound 1 + 7
√
C1 for each of the neurons, and by (29) we get 1 + δ̂−1, since

|tji (u)|/δ̂ ≤ 1 + δ̂−1 for all j ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4}. Lastly, using (30) we know that for the third

layer, the weights and biases are bounded by max{δ−1, δ̂−1, d}. Then, the weights and
biases of Φ are bounded in magnitude by

max
{
1 + 7

√
C1, 1 + δ−γ/α,max{δ−1, δ−γ/α, d}

}
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≤ max
{
(1 + 7

√
C1), 1 + δ−γ/α, δ−1

}
≤ (1 +

√
C1)

(
7 + δ−γ/α + δ−1

)
≤ (1 +

√
C1)

(
7 +N/C1 + (N/C1)

γ/α
)
,

since δ−1 =
(
C1

√
(d− 1)/N

)−1

= (N/(d− 1))1/2/C1 ≤ N/C1.

A.2 Proof of Theorem 3

First, we show the following result which is a consequence of [16, Theorem A.1].

Lemma 5. Assume that C∗ is the Bayes classifier as in (9), and:

(i) For a positive sequence {an}n∈N, there exists a sequence of function classes {Fn}n∈N
such that

Eϕ(fn, C∗) ≤ an

for some fn ∈ Fn ⊂ F , where F is as in (8).

(ii) Let x ∈ [0, 1]d and y ∈ {0, 1}. Then, for all fn ∈ Fn and n ∈ N,

Ex

[
(ϕ(2fn(x)− 1, 2y − 1)− ϕ(2C∗(x)− 1, 2y − 1))2

]
≤ c2Eϕ(fn, C∗)

for a constant c2 > 0 depending only on η and ϕ, where η and ϕ are defined in (1)
and (10).

(iii) There exist ĉ3 > 0 and {δ̂n}n∈N ⊂ R+ such that

V[0,1]d,∥·∥n(δ̂n) ≤ ĉ3nδ̂n, for all n ∈ N.

Then with these assumptions and taking ϵ2 := 2max{an, 28δ̂n}, it holds for some universal
constant c > 0, that

µ
(
Eϕ(f̂ϕ,S, C∗) ≥ ϵ2n

)
≲ exp

(
−cnϵ2n

)
. (32)

Proof. Note that in [16] the labels are in the set {±1}, however, in this result we take
them in {0, 1}, for this reason in (9) and (10) the mapping 2x− 1 from [0, 1] to [−1, 1] is
used. Moreover, the functions f ∈ F here are understood to have the form 2f − 1 in [16].
Now, we see that conditions from (A1) to (A5) in [16] are satisfied as follows.

• By the definition of hinge loss we know that (A1) is true since ϕ is Lipschitz with
constant c1 = 1.

• Condition (A2) turns into (i) when the labels are changed from {±1} to {0, 1}.

• We know that supf∈Fn
∥f∥∞ ≤ 1 with Fn as in (i), but also supf∈Fn

∥2f − 1∥∞ ≤ 1.
Then, in the condition (A3) we can fix {Fn}n∈N where Fn ≳ 1, as Fn := 1, for all
n ∈ N.

• In (A4) if we set v = 1, as in the previous item we fixed Fn = 1, then (ii) becomes
condition (A4).
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• In this case, condition (A5) states the following: There exists a sequence {δn}n∈N
such that

HB := HB(δn, 2Fn − 1, ∥·∥2) ≤ c3n

(
δn
Fn

)2−v

= c3nδn, (33)

for some constant c3 > 0, with Fn = 1 and v = 1 as in the two items above. Here,
to avoid unnecessary details, HB is called the δn-bracketing entropy and is bounded
by the inequality [16, (A.1)], that is

HB ≤ logN (δn/2, 2Fn − 1, ∥·∥∞) := log inf G (34)

where

G :=

{
N ∈ N : exist f1, . . . , fN such that 2Fn − 1 ⊂

N⋃
i=1

B∞(fi, δn)

}
and B∞(fi, δn) := {f ∈ 2Fn − 1 : ∥f − fi∥∞ ≤ δn}. Moreover, if we set K :=

[−1, 1]d and Gδn :=
⋃N

i=1B∞(fi, δn) in (12), we know by (iii) that

logN (δn/2, 2Fn − 1, ∥·∥∞) ≤ V[−1,1]d,∥·∥∞(δn/2) ≤ V[0,1]d,∥·∥∞(δn/4) ≤ ĉ3n(δn/4),
(35)

where δ̂n := δn/4. Then, taking ĉ3 := 4c3 we obtain from inequalities (34) and (35)
that inequality (33) is satisfied, that is, condition (A5) is fulfilled.

In conclusion, condition (A1)-(A5) are met and we fix c3 := (217max {5c2, 128})−1
and

ϵ2 := 2max{an, 28δ̂n}. Then, Theorem A.1 in [16] implies inequality (32).

We now continue with the proof of Theorem 3. By definition we can choose C∗ := 1Ω,
therefore E(C∗) = 0,

ϕ(2C∗(x)− 1, 21Ω(x)− 1) = max{0, 1− (21Ω(x)− 1)2} = 0 (36)

and Eϕ(C∗) = 0. So, Eϕ(fn, C∗) = Eϕ(fn) and E(fn, C∗) = E(fn). Now, we show that all
hypotheses of Lemma 5 are satisfied. Let Fn := NN ∗(d,Nn,Wn, Bn), then

• By Theorem 2 we know that for all n ∈ N, there exists fn ∈ Fn such that

µ
({

x ∈ [0, 1]d : 1Ω(x) ̸= fn(x)
})

≤ 3.5Md(d− 1)γ/2Cγ
1 N̂

−γ/2
n max{C2, C3}

≤ n−γ/(2+γ)/2,

and this implies

Eϕ(fn) = Ex [ϕ(2fn(x)− 1, 21Ω − 1)]

=

ˆ
[0,1]d

max{0, 1− (2fn(x)− 1)(21Ω(x)− 1)} dµ

=

ˆ
{1Ω(x)̸=fn(x)}

max{0, 1− (2fn(x)− 1)(21Ω(x)− 1)} dµ

≤
ˆ
[0,1]d

211Ω(x)̸=fn(x) dµ = 2µ
({

x ∈ [0, 1]d : 1Ω(x) ̸= fn(x)
})

≤ n−γ/(2+γ),

i.e, condition (i) is fulfilled with an := n−γ/(2+γ).
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• Let G =
{
x ∈ [0, 1]d : ϕ(2fn(x)− 1, 21Ω(x)− 1) ≤ 1

}
. Using identity (36), we have

Ex

[
(ϕ(2fn(x)− 1, 21Ω(x)− 1)− ϕ(2C∗(x)− 1, 21Ω(x)− 1))2

]
= Ex

[
(ϕ(2fn(x)− 1, 21Ω(x)− 1))2

]
(37)

=

ˆ
Rd

(ϕ(2fn(x)− 1, 21Ω(x)− 1))2 dµ

≤
ˆ
G

ϕ(2fn(x)− 1, 21Ω(x)− 1)dµ+

ˆ
Gc

4dµ

≤ Ex [ϕ(2fn(x)− 1, 21Ω(x)− 1)] + 4µ(Gc) ≤ Eϕ(fn) + 4Ex [Cfn(x) ̸= y]

≤ Eϕ(fn) + 4E(fn) (38)

since |ϕ(2fn(x)− 1, 21Ω(x)− 1)| ≤ |1− (2fn(x)− 1)(21Ω(x)− 1)| ≤ 2 and x ∈ Gc

implies

ϕ(2fn(x)− 1, 21Ω(x)− 1) > 1, that is (2fn(x)− 1)(21Ω(x)− 1) < 0,

i.e. Cfn(x) ̸= y. Then, by inequalities (11) and (38),

Ex

[
(ϕ(2fn(x)− 1, 21Ω(x)− 1))2

]
≤ Eϕ(fn) + 4E(fn) ≤ (1 + 4Cϕ)Eϕ(fn)

and condition (ii) with c2 := 1 + 4Cϕ is satisfied.

• Using Lemma 1 with δ = δ̂n := an(1 + log n) we obtain

V[0,1]d,∥·∥∞(δ̂n) ≤ Wn ·
(
10 + log(1/δ̂n) + 5 log(⌈Bn⌉) + 5 log(max{d,Wn})

)
≲ N̂n(1 + log n) ≲ n · n2/(2+γ)−1(1 + log n) = nδ̂n, for all n ∈ N.

So, there exists ĉ3 > 0 such that

V[0,1]d,∥·∥n(δ̂n) ≤ ĉ3nδ̂n, for all n ∈ N

and condition (iii) is fulfilled.

Then, we use Lemma 5 with

ϵ2n = 2max{an, 28an(1 + log n)} = 29n−γ/(2+γ)(1 + log n)

and we get

µ
(
Eϕ(f̂ϕ,S) ≳ n−γ/(2+γ)(1 + log n)

)
≤ µ

(
Eϕ(f̂ϕ,S) ≥ ϵ2n

)
≲ exp

(
−n1−γ/(2+γ)(1 + log n)

)
≲ n−1. (39)

Finally, by inequalities (11) and (39) we conclude (16).
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