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Abstract

The memorization capacity of neural networks with a given architecture has been thoroughly
studied in many works. Specifically, it is well-known that memorizing N samples can be done
using a network of constant width, independent of N . However, the required constructions are
often quite delicate. In this paper, we consider the natural question of how well feedforward
ReLU neural networks can memorize robustly, namely while being able to withstand adversarial
perturbations of a given radius. We establish both upper and lower bounds on the possible radius
for general lp norms, implying (among other things) that width logarithmic in the number of
input samples is necessary and sufficient to achieve robust memorization (with robustness radius
independent of N).

1 Introduction

The ability of neural networks to memorize labeled datasets is a central question in the study of
their expressive power. Given some input domain X , output domain Y, and dataset size N , we say
that a network memorizes datasets of size N , if for every labeled dataset D ⊆ X×Y, where |D| = N ,
we can find parameters such that the resulting network f : X → Y perfectly fits the dataset (that
is, f(x) = y for every labeled pair (x, y) ∈ D). The main question here – which has been studied
in many recent works (see Section 2 for details) – is to characterize the size/architecture of the
networks that have enough expressive power to memorize any dataset of a given size N .

However, merely fitting a given dataset is not enough for most tasks, and a desirable property for
trained networks is that they remain robust to noise and minor modifications in the dataset. This
robustness property allows neural networks to generalize from observed data points to unseen data
points. Furthermore, neural networks have been shown to be vulnerable to adversarial attacks
[Szegedy et al., 2013, Carlini and Wagner, 2017, Papernot et al., 2017, Athalye et al., 2018] in
the form of slightly perturbed examples, where (in the context of visual data) the perturbation is
often imperceptible to the human eye. Moreover, existing constructions of memorizing networks
are often quite delicate, and not at all robust to such perturbations. This motivates the question of
characterizing the networks that have enough capacity to robustly memorize a dataset. Concretely,
considering datasets of the form {(x1, y1), . . . , (xN , yN )} ⊂ Rd × {1, . . . , C} in a multiclass setting,
and a robustness radius σ > 0, the problem we wish to study is the following: How large does a
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standard feedforward ReLU network f need to be, so that for any dataset of size N as above, there
exists a choice of parameters such that f(ai) = yi for every ai ∈ Bd

p(xi, σ) (where Bd
p(xi, σ) is a

ball of radius σ around xi in lp norm).

When considering the notion of the size of a network in the problem of robust memorization, one can
define it in terms of depth, width or the total number of parameters of the network. Several works
have observed empirically that wider networks tend to be more robust to adversarial perturbations
[Madry et al., 2017, Wu et al., 2021, Zhu et al., 2022]. This connection between the radius of
robustness and the necessary width for robust memorization is still not well studied. A recent work
[Yu et al., 2024] showed that width k ≥ d is necessary for optimal robust memorization in l∞ norm.
Optimality in their work requires the existence of a memorizing network of width k for all possible
robustness radii, not accounting for possible finer relation between the width of the network and
the robustness radius.

In this work we study this connection between width and robustness, and in particular we seek to
determine what is the minimal width k required to ensure that for any dataset there exists a width
k network that can memorize it with robustness radius σ. In the non-robust case, it is known that
memorization can be achieved with constant-width networks [Park et al., 2021, Vardi et al., 2021].
We show that for robust memorization, there exists a trade-off between the width k and radius σ.
In our analysis we consider datasets with minimal l2 distance of δ between different classes, called
δ-separated datasets. This separation assumption is necessary for robust memorization, since the
robustness radius is limited by the distance between differently-labeled points (see Remark 4.1 for
more details). Our main contributions can be summarized as follows:

• We show nearly tight bounds on the possible robustness radius σ in lp norm for memorizing
a δ-separated dataset of size N using a network of width k. Specifically, the following holds
for some universal constants c1, c2 and for every p ∈ [2,∞]:

1. If σδ <
c1

d1−1/pN
− 2

k−6 , then any such dataset can be robustly memorized by a network of
width k (Theorem 4.4).

2. If σ
δ > c2N

− 2
k then there exists a dataset that cannot be robustly memorized by any

network of width k (Theorem 4.5).

• Both of the results above rely on a robust variant of the Johnson-Lindenstrauss Lemma
that we develop (Theorem 5.2), which revolves around projecting high-dimensional points to
a lower-dimensional subspace while maintaining separation between neighborhoods of data
points, and may be of independent interest.

• The bounds above apply to the regime where the desired width is relatively small (less than
the data dimension). In addition, we develop bounds for the more permissive regime where
the width is larger than the data dimension (Theorem 4.2 and Theorem 4.3), extending the
results of [Li et al., 2022, Yu et al., 2024] to other norms as well as to smaller widths.

The results above show that for guaranteeing robust memorization (with robustness radius inde-
pendent of N and with width smaller than the dimension), a necessary and sufficient condition is
that the width would depend logarithmically on N . Alternatively, if we wish to robustly memo-
rize with constant width k independent of N , then the robustness parameter σ

δ necessarily decays
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polynomially in the dataset size N . This means that constructions similar to those from Park
et al. [2021], Vardi et al. [2021], which achieve optimal memorization in terms of the number of
parameters and with width independent of N , cannot achieve optimal robustness.

2 Related Works

Memorization Memorization in neural networks is a well studied field with many established
results. Baum [1988], Bubeck et al. [2020], Huang et al. [1991], Huang and Babri [1998], Sartori
and Antsaklis [1991], Zhang et al. [2021] proved under different settings that O(N) neurons and
parameters are enough to memorize N data points. Huang [2003], Yun et al. [2019] improved these
results and showed that O(

√
N) neurons are enough to memorize N points with a 3-layer neural

networks, although the number of parameters is still O(N). Park et al. [2021] gave the first sub-
linear parameter memorization bound, with N2/3 parameters to memorize N points. Finally, Vardi
et al. [2021] proved that memorizingN points can be done using a network with Õ(

√
N) parameters.

This is known to be optimal up to log terms due to VC dimension lower-bounds [Goldberg and
Jerrum, 1995, Bartlett et al., 2019]. Note that the width of the memorizing networks in Park et al.
[2021], Vardi et al. [2021] is a universal constant, namely 12 in Vardi et al. [2021]. Also, note that
our results imply that the constructions from Park et al. [2021], Vardi et al. [2021] cannot achieve
optimal robustness

Robust memorization Several works proved the existence of networks that memorize robustly
using different methods. Yang et al. [2020], Bastounis et al. [2021] proved there exists locally
Lipschitz classifiers, which implies some form of local robustness, although they did not give specific
bounds on the size of the classifier. Li et al. [2022] showed the existence of robust memorization
networks through VC dimension arguments. Most closely related to our work is Yu et al. [2024],
which proves upper and lower bounds for robust memorization. In particular, they show that
robust memorization with the optimal robust radius in l∞ norm (including the constants) cannot
be achieved if the width is smaller than the data dimension. We extend their result by showing the
intricate trade-offs between the width of the network and the robustness radius.

Robustness and width Several papers observed empirically that there is a connection between
the width of the neural network and its robustness properties. Madry et al. [2017] observed that
wider networks tend to be more robust, even without adversarial training. Wu et al. [2021], Zhu
et al. [2022] study the effect of the width on adversarial training, and provide theoretical justification
in the NTK regime [Jacot et al., 2018, Allen-Zhu et al., 2019, Gao et al., 2019]. Our work focuses
on the expressive capacity required for robustness, rather than the optimization process which is
studied in these works.
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3 Preliminaries

Notations. For every 0 < p <∞ and x ∈ Rd denote ∥x∥p =
(

d∑
i=1

|xi|p
)1/p

, and ∥x∥∞ = max
1≤i≤d

|xi|.

For 0 < p < 1 the function ∥·∥p is a quasi-norm, and for 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞ it is the lp norm with an
induced metric distp. For all 0 < p ≤ ∞ we define the lp ball of radius r around x as Bd

p (x, r) ={
x′ ∈ Rd | ∥x′ − x∥p ≤ r

}
. Note that all balls in our work are closed balls. e is Euler’s number

2.718... .

For any 0 < p ≤ ∞ we will denote c+p (d) = d

[
1
2
− 1

p

]
+ and c−p (d) = d

[
1
2
− 1

p

]
− , where [x]+ = max{0, x}

(also called the ReLU activation) and [x]− = min{0, x}. Note that c+p (d) is the radius of the l2 ball
that encloses the unit lp ball, and that c−p (d) is the radius of the l2 ball that is inscribed in the unit

lp ball (see Lemma H.24 in Appendix H.4). In these definitions, for p = ∞ we define 1
∞ = 0. For

additional notations used in the appendices, see Appendix A.

Neural Networks. In this paper, we focus on feedforward ReLU neural networks, defined as
follows:

Definition 3.1. Let d ∈ N≥2, L ∈ N and d0, d1, ..., dL ∈ N with dL = 1, d0 = d, and let W (l) ∈
Rdl×dl−1, b(l) ∈ Rdl for all 1 ≤ l ≤ L. Denote T (l)(x) =W (l)x+b(l). We will define a feed forward
ReLU neural network to be f : Rd0 −→ R given by

f = T (L) ◦ [·]+ ◦ T (L−1) ◦ ... ◦ [·]+ ◦ T (1)

where [·]+ is applied element-wise. We will say that the depth of f is L(f) := L, the architecture
of f is A(f) := (d0, d1, ..., dL), and the width of f is W(f) := max {d1, ..., dL−1}.

Data Assumptions and Robustness. Let N, d ∈ N≥2 , 0 < δ, σ. We will use δ to denote
the separation distance between different data classes and σ to denote the radius of robustness.
Formally, we use the following definitions:

Definition 3.2. Let D = {(xi, yi)}Ni=1 ⊆ Rd× [C] be a dataset of size N with C classes, comprised
of data points xi and labels yi. We will denote by Dd,N,C the set of all such datasets. We say that
a dataset D ∈ Dd,N,C is a δ-separated dataset for some 0 < δ, if min {∥xi − xj∥2 | yi ̸= yj} = δ,
and denote by Dd,N,C(δ) the set of all such datasets.

Definition 3.3. Let D ∈ Dd,N,C , p ∈ (0,∞] and 0 ≤ σ. We say that a function f : Rd → R
(σ, p)-robustly memorizes the dataset D if for all i ∈ [N ] and x ∈ Bd

p(xi, σ) one has f(x) = yi.

4 Main Results

In this section, we present the main theorems that connect robust memorization and the width of
the memorizing neural network, as well as proof sketches (with full proofs appearing in Appendix B).
In our results in this section we will use the definition of δ-separated dataset from above, where for
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concreteness we measure separation in terms of the l2 norm (see Appendix E for an extension to lq
norms for any q ∈ [1,∞]). In the following, we let N, d,C ∈ N≥2, k ∈ N, 0 < δ, σ and p ∈ (0,∞].

Remark 4.1 (Robustness parameter σ
δ cannot exceed 1

2c+p (d)
). Given some 0 < δ, we wish to

find the maximal possible value of σ that allows for (σ, p)-robust memorization, of any δ-separated
dataset, using a width k network. In the case of σ-neighborhoods with respect to the l2 norm, the
value of σδ must lie in the range [0, 12). Indeed, if we allow

δ
2 ≤ σ then the σ-neighborhood of two data

points with different labels might intersect, so we cannot ensure robust memorization. Similarly,
for general lp norms, if we allow δ

2 ≤ c+p (d)σ then two l2 balls of radius c+p (d)σ might intersect, and
so their enclosed lp balls of radius σ might intersect. Therefore, the task of guaranteeing a (σ, p)-
robust memorization for every possible δ-separated dataset can only be considered in the range
0 ≤ σ

δ <
1

2c+p (d)
.

4.1 Robust Memorization With Large Width

We first consider the easier case, where the desired width k can be larger than the data dimension
d. In this case, for all values σ in the applicable range, one can (σ, p)-robustly memorize any
δ-separated dataset with a width k network:

Theorem 4.2. If d + 6 ≤ k and σ
δ <

1
2c+p (d)

, then for every δ-separated dataset D ∈ Dd,N,C(δ),

there exists a neural network f : Rd → R with width k and depth O

(
Nd log2

(
d

1− 2c+p (d)σ

δ

))
that

(σ, p)-robustly memorizes the dataset D.

Note that as σ
δ approaches 1

2c+p (d)
the depth of the network grows accordingly. If however

2c+p (d)σ
δ

is bounded from above by some universal constant, we obtain depth of O (Nd log2 (d)). For the
special case where p ∈ {1,∞} the range of the width in Theorem 4.2 can be improved and the log
factor in the depth of the network can be removed:

Theorem 4.3. Let p ∈ {1,∞}. If d + 4 ≤ k and σ
δ <

1
2c+p (d)

, then for every δ-separated dataset

D ∈ Dd,N,C(δ), there exists a neural network f : Rd → R with width k and depth O (Nd) that
(σ, p)-robustly memorizes the dataset D.

Theorems 4.2 and 4.3 do not depend on the support of the dataset, and for fixed ratio σ/δ, the
depth we obtain does not depend on δ. Furthermore, we allow for robust neighborhoods under lp
for any p ∈ (0,∞]. Thus, our results extend the results in [Li et al., 2022, Theorem 2.2] and [Yu
et al., 2024, Theorem B.6]. We further extend Theorems 4.2 and 4.3 to allow for any choice of both
separation and robustness norms in Appendix E.1.

4.2 Robust Memorization With Small Width

We now turn to study the more challenging case where the desired width is smaller than the data
dimension, which is our main contribution. The theorem below shows that in this regime, it is still
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possible to (σ, p)-robustly memorize any δ-separated dataset with a width k network, provided that
the radius of robustness σ is small enough:

Theorem 4.4. Suppose 7 ≤ k ≤ d+ 5 and

σ

δ
≤ ap,dN

− 2
k−6 , where ap,d :=

1

8
√
e
d
− 1

2
+
[
1
p
− 1

2

]
− .

Then for every δ-separated dataset D ∈ Dd,N,C(δ), there exists a neural network f : Rd → R with
width k and depth O (Nk log2 (k)) that (σ, p)-robustly memorizes the dataset D.

The amount by which σ
δ has to be small depends on the desired width k, input dimension d, the

robustness metric lp and on the dataset size N . The bound on σ
δ in Theorems 4.2 did no depend

on N , and so one can then ask if the dependence on N in Theorem 4.4 can be improved. The next
theorem shows that any improvement of the bound will still have a similar dependence on N , and
that a bound of the form σ

δ < CN− 2
k , is a necessary requirement for the case of small width k:

Theorem 4.5. Suppose 1 ≤ k ≤ d− 1 and

σ

δ
> bp,dN

− 2
k , where bp,d := 2416d

[
1
p
− 1

2

]
+ .

Then there exists a δ-separated dataset D ∈ Dd,N,2(δ), such that every neural network f : Rd → R
with width k and any depth cannot (σ, p)-robustly memorize the dataset D.

From Theorem 4.4, we get that if

6 +
2

log
(
δ
σap,d

) log(N) < k , (1)

then every δ-separated dataset of size N can be (σ, p)-robustly memorized by a width k neural
network. On the other hand, from Theorem 4.5 we get that if

k <
2

log
(
δ
σ bp,d

) log(N) , (2)

then, there exists a δ-separated dataset of size N that cannot be (σ, p)-robustly memorized by any
width k neural network. Hence from Equations (1) and (2) we conclude the following corollary:

Corollary 4.6. Let p ∈ [2,∞]. There exists universal constants C1, C2 s.t. in the regime k < d,

• A width of k > C1
log(N)

log( δ
σ )+log( 1

d)
is sufficient for (σ, p)-robust memorization of every δ-separated

dataset of size N .

• A width of k > C2
log(N)

log( δ
σ )

is necessary for (σ, p)-robust memorization of every δ-separated

dataset of size N .

We thus see that indeed in order to perform robust memorization with robustness radius indepen-
dent of N and with width smaller than the data dimension d, a dependence logarithmic in N is
both a necessary and a sufficient condition for the width.
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1 d+ 5

δ
2c+p (d)

4.2

4.4

4.1

4.5

width k

robustness radius σ

Figure 1: Illustration of main results describing regions where robust memorization is possible
(green), not possible (red) and unknown (gray stripes). k is the width, σ the radius of robustness
and δ the separation distance of the dataset of dimension d. Remark 4.1 and Theorems 4.2, 4.4,
4.5 are indicated in the regions that they discuss.

Remark 4.7 (Fixed ratio k/d). In the proof of Theorem 4.4 we are in fact proving a better bound

of the form σ
δ ≤ ap,d

√
k − 6 ·N− 2

k−6 , which is of the order of
√

k
d ·N

− 2
k when p = 2. Therefore, in

the regime where k/d is fixed (and p = 2), we get the following (for some constants C1, C2):

• A width of k > C1
log(N)

log( δ
σ )

is sufficient for (σ, p)-robust memorization of every δ-separated

dataset of size N .

• A width of k > C2
log(N)

log( δ
σ )

is necessary for (σ, p)-robust memorization of every δ-separated

dataset of size N .

As discussed in the introduction, [Yu et al., 2024] showed that for p = ∞, achieving optimal robust
memorization (i.e for every σ < δ

2) is not possible when k < d. In contrast, Remark 4.7 implies
that even when c1d < k < d, nearly-optimal robust memorization is still possible, i.e. for every
σ < c2

δ
2 (for some universal constants 0 < c1, c2 < 1).

Remark 4.8 (Non-robust memorization). In the case of non-robust memorization, i.e when σ = 0,
we get from Theorem 4.4 that memorization is possible with networks whose width is a universal
constant (namely, 7). This is consistent with previous results in Park et al. [2021], Vardi et al.
[2021] about non-robust memorization.

Theorems 4.4 and 4.5 can also be interpreted as results on the dependence between robustness
radius and width. Fixing δ, d, p and N , we get bounds for the values of the radius σ for which
robust memorization is always possible, as a function of the desired width k of the memorizing
network. Both the upper bound from Theorem 4.4 (green curve in Figure 1) and the lower bound

from Theorem 4.5 (red curve in Figure 1) are proportional to N− 2
k . The gap between them (gray

stripes in Figure 1) stems from the difference between the terms ap,d and bp,d.
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4.2.1 The Gap Between ap,d and bp,d

We proceed to discuss the gap between the upper bound in Theorem 4.4 and the lower bound
in Theorem 4.5, and specifically the gap between the multiplicative factors ap,d and bp,d. Note

that by definition of c+p (d), c
−
p (d) we have ap,d =

1
8
√
e
d
− 1

2
+
[
1
p
− 1

2

]
− = 1

2c+p (d)
· 1√

16ed
, and that bp,d =

2416d

[
1
p
− 1

2

]
+ = 1

2c−p (d)
· 4832. The c+p (d) factor in ap,d comes from the fact that we have to ensure

that the enclosing l2 balls of the lp neighborhoods are disjoint (as discussed in Remark 4.1). On the
other hand, the c−p (d) factor in bp,d comes from the fact that we have to show that lp neighborhoods
in the constructed dataset intersect, and we do that by showing that the inscribed l2 balls in them
intersect. The gap between ap,d and bp,d is thus given by

bp,d
ap,d

= c ·
c+p (d)

c−p (d)

√
d = c ·

√
d · d|

1
2
− 1

p
|

for c = 19328
√
e. The need to reduce the dimension of the data with a linear map (see proof

intuition in Subsection 4.3) introduces the dependence d
| 1
2
− 1

p
|
on d in the gap between the bounds,

for all p ̸= 2. In the special case that p = 2, this dependence vanishes and we are left with a
gap of

√
d. The reason for this gap stems from the non-tightness of our robust variant of the

Johnson-Lindenstrauss lemma, which will be presented in Section 5.

4.3 Proof Intuition

We now turn to provide a sketch for the proof of our main results.

We begin by discussing the proof of Theorem 4.2, which shows that for width larger than the di-
mension and sufficient depth, one can robustly memorize any δ-separated dataset for any applicable
robustness radius. As discussed in Remark 4.1, since the separation is measured in l2 norm, the lp
balls of radius σ around data points (from different classes) must be contained in disjoint l2 balls of
radius r = c+p (d)σ. Hence, a function that assigns each of these l2 balls with its appropriate label

will (σ, p)-robustly memorize the data. Given a collection of labeled l2 balls in Rd we can perform

this assignment using a function that computes the weighted sum of ball indicators
N∑
i=1

yi · 1Bd
2 (xi,r)

over all N data points.

Since exact computation of the l2 norm is not possible with ReLU networks, we first approximate
the function yi · 1Bd

2 (xi,r)
using the function

fi(x) =


yi ∥x− xi∥2 ≤ r

v(x) r < ∥x− xi∥2 ≤ r + w

0 r + w < ∥x− xi∥2
,

where v(x) is some value bounded by yi, and w = δ− 2r. We then approximate fi (and specifically
∥x− xi∥2) using a ReLU network, by sequentially approximating for every 1 ≤ j ≤ d the square of
each coordinate of the vector x−xi. The resulting network completes the proof of Theorem 4.2. In
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the case that p ∈ {1,∞} we can replace the approximation of ∥x− xi∥2 with a ReLU network that
computes exactly the norm ∥x − xi∥p, removing the logarithmic factor in the depth and yielding
Theorem 4.3.

Performing the necessary computations for each of the coordinates 1 ≤ j ≤ d as above means that
the width of the resulting network is at least d (computing sequentially, as we did, still requires
the propagation of the input vector in each layer for future computations). Therefore, handling
the regime where the width is smaller than d must involve some dimensionality reduction of the
dataset. Specifically, if the desired width is k, then the first layer of any memorizing network must
implement a linear mapping that reduces the dimension of the dataset to at most k dimensions (see
Definition 3.1). If there is any hope to robustly memorize the dataset, this map cannot introduce
an intersection between the (σ, p)-neighborhoods of points from different classes: Indeed, let T
be a linear map of rank k such that there exists (xi, yi), (xj , yj) with yi ̸= yj and T (Bd

p(xi, σ)) ∩
T (Bd

p(xj , σ)) ̸= ∅. Then any network whose first layer is T , cannot (σ, p)-robustly memorize the
dataset.

To ensure that in general T (Bd
p(xi, σ)), T (B

d
p(xj , σ)) are disjoint we have to require that T (B

d
2(xi, r)),

T (Bd
2(xj , r)) are disjoint (recall that r = c+p (d)σ). The first step is thus to characterize the con-

ditions that guarantee the ability or lack thereof to linearly map any δ-separated dataset to k
dimensions while preserving separation and avoiding intersection of the images of the l2 neighbor-
hoods. In Section 5 we discuss the existence of such mappings. In the positive direction we find
conditions that ensure the existence of such a map T . Normalizing T appropriately, we obtain a
map T ′ that shares the properties of T and also satisfies that T ′(Bd

2(xi, r)) is an l2 ball in Rk.
Composing this map T ′ with the network from Theorem 4.2 (where now the dimension of the data
is k) yields Theorem 4.4. In the negative direction, we find conditions that allow us to construct a
δ-separated dataset that no T of rank k can preserve, establishing the proof of Theorem 4.5.

5 Preserving Linear Maps

As discussed at the end of the previous section, a key tool that we need in order to establish robust
memorization with small width is the existence of a linear transformation, which maps a given
δ-separated dataset into a lower-dimensional subspace, while preserving a separation between the
neighborhoods of points. More formally, we define a preserving linear map into k dimensions (with
respect to the l2 norm) as follows:

Definition 5.1. Let D ∈ Dd,N,C(δ) be a δ-separated dataset, and let σ < δ
2 . We say that a linear

function T : Rd −→ Rk (σ, k)-preserves D if

∥a− a′∥2 ≤ ∥T (a)− T (a′)∥2

for every (x, y), (x′, y′) ∈ D with y ̸= y′ and every a ∈ Bd
2(x, σ), a

′ ∈ Bd
2(x

′, σ).

Note that Definition 5.1 requires only a lower bound on the norm of T (a − a′), without an upper
bound. This is different from the usual notions of approximate isometry (as used, for example, in
the celebrated Johnson-Lindenstrauss lemma), and results from the fact that we are only interested
in preventing unwanted intersections. As a result, the definition does not involve a scaling factor ϵ
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of the type ϵ∥a−a′∥2 ≤ ∥T (a)−T (a′)∥2 since one can always scale the linear map by 1/ϵ to obtain
a map that satisfies the above definition. We further discuss the connection between our results
and the Johnson-Lindenstrauss lemma in Subsection 5.2.

We are interested in the problem of determining the conditions under which such a linear map
exists. Concretely, our problem can be formulated in the following manner:

Let D ∈ Dd,N,C(δ) be a δ-separated dataset. Under what conditions on N, δ, σ, d, k can
we guarantee that there exists a linear map T : Rd −→ Rk that (σ, k)-preserves D?

5.1 Conditions for the Existence of a Preserving Linear Map

Following the discussion in Remark 4.1 we know that since we deal with l2 neighborhoods of radius
σ, the ratio σ

δ can only be considered in the range [0, 12). Any σ such that 1
2 ≤ σ

δ would cause
intersecting l2 neighborhoods, and thus any linear transformation will not be preserving as defined
above. On the other hand, when σ

δ = 0, any finite dataset has a (0, k)-preserving map for every
k (since then it suffices that distinct data points have distinct images, which is always possible).
Thus, the question is which values of σ

δ ∈ (0, 12) allow for the existence of (σ, k)-preserving linear
maps. The main result of this section is the following theorem, which provides an almost tight
characterization:

Theorem 5.2. Let N, d,C ∈ N≥2 such that 1 ≤ k ≤ d − 1 and let σ < δ
2 . There exists universal

constants C1, C2 such that

1. If σ
δ < C1

√
k
dN

− 2
k then every δ-separated dataset D ∈ Dd,N,C(δ), has a (σ, k)-preserving

linear map.

2. If σ
δ > C2N

− 2
k then there exists a δ-separated dataset D ∈ Dd,N,2(δ), for which no (σ, k)-

preserving linear map exists.

We present here a brief sketch of the main proof ideas. The full proof follows immediately from
Theorems B.4 and B.5 in Appendix B.2.2.

We first discuss the positive result (in item 1 of Theorem 5.2). Given a δ-separated dataset D, we
consider the collection of normalized differences:

S =

{
a− a′

∥a− a′∥2
| a ∈ Bd

2(x, σ), a
′ ∈ Bd

2(x
′, σ) s.t (x, y), (x′, y′) ∈ D with y ̸= y′

}
.

Note that by definition, a linear map T will (σ, k)-preserve D if and only if 1 ≤ ∥Ts∥2 for every
s ∈ S. We then show using a probabilistic argument that if σ

δ is small enough, there exists some
orthogonal projection matrix P of rank k such that ϵ ≤ ∥Ps∥2 for every s ∈ S, where ϵ is some
value in [0, 12 ]. Taking T = 1

ϵP proves item 1 of Theorem 5.2.

For the negative result in item 2 of Theorem 5.2, we construct a δ-separated dataset that cannot be
(σ, k)-preserved. To do so, consider some origin-centered (k+1)-dimensional ball embedded in Rd,
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rδ

σ

r

(a) An illustration of the dataset. Points
from the first class are colored red, and
points from the second class are colored
blue.

r + δ

(b) The set of points x′j − xi and their σ-
neighborhoods colored red.

Figure 2: A dataset that cannot be (σ, k)-preserved.

which we will denote as B̃k+1
2 (0, r) (for some r > 0). When σ

δ is big enough, there are enough points
to construct the following δ-separated dataset, containing 2 classes: One class, {x1, ..., xN/2}, will
be the centers of a σ-cover of the boundary ∂B̃k+1

2 (0, r) (red points in Figure 2a), and the other
class {x′1, ..., x′N/2} will be the centers of an r-cover of the boundary of a larger (k+1)-dimensional

embedded ball B̃k+1
2 (0, r + δ) (blue points in Figure 2a). These two classes comprise together a

δ-separated dataset since δ ≤ ∥xi−x′j∥2 for any i, j. Now, define the collection of σ-neighborhoods
(see Figure 2b)

U =
{
a′j − ai | a′j ∈ Bd

2(x
′
j , 0), ai ∈ Bd

2(xi, σ)
}
.

By the construction of U , it follows that for every point in the boundary x ∈ ∂B̃k+1
2 (0, r+ δ), there

exists some u ∈ U such that u ∈ Span{x}. On the other hand, since ∂B̃k+1
2 (0, r+δ) is the boundary

of a (k+1)-dimensional ball embedded in Rd, it follows from dimensionality considerations that any
d − k dimensional subspace K must intersect some point in the ball’s boundary. Taken together,
we obtain that for every d− k dimensional subspace K, there exists some u ∈ U ∩K. Let T be a
linear map of rank k, and denote K = KerT . We conclude from the above that there exists some
u = a′j − ai such that u ∈ K and so by definition T does not (σ, k)-preserve D.

As explained in the proof intuition of our main results (Subsection 4.3), Theorems 4.4 and 4.5 are

proved by using the existence or lack-thereof of a preserving map T . The
√

k
d gap between item

1 and 2 of Theorem 5.2 is thus the reason for the
√
d gap between Theorem 4.4 and Theorem 4.5

that is mentioned in Subsection 4.2.1. We refer the reader to Appendix D for further discussion of

this
√

k
d gap.

5.2 Comparison to the Johnson–Lindenstrauss Lemma

The problem of finding a preserving linear map as in Theorem 5.2 bears similarities to the problem
addressed by the Johnson–Lindenstrauss (JL) lemma (see Dasgupta and Gupta [2003]). Informally,
the JL lemma states that a high-dimensional datasets can be embedded into a subspace of much
lower dimension while approximately preserving distances. Formally:
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Theorem 5.3 (JL lemma). Let X ⊂ Rd with |X| = N , and let 0 < ϵ < 1. If CJL ln(N)
ϵ2

< k (where
CJL is some universal constant), then there exists a linear map T : Rd −→ Rk such that for every
x, x′ ∈ X

(
√
1− ϵ)∥x− x′∥2 ≤ ∥T (x)− T (x′)∥2 ≤ (

√
1 + ϵ)∥x− x′∥2 . (3)

A map that satisfies Eq. (3) is called a JL map.

The JL lemma provides conditions for a (σ, k)-preserving map of any δ-separated dataset in the
case where σ = 0. However, satisfying the JL map condition alone (as defined in the theorem) is
not enough to ensure (σ, k)-preservability for general 0 ≤ σ < δ

2 . This is because a JL map provides
approximate isometry for the data points themselves but can still stretch the space in a way that
turns their σ-neighborhoods into hyper-ellipsoids that intersect. Indeed, below is a simple example
of a dataset where for every σ > 0 there exists a JL map that is not (σ, k)-preserving (see Figure 3
for an illustration):

Example 5.4. Let x = 0, x′ = e1 ∈ Rd, D = {(x, 0), (x′, 1)}. Note that D is a 1-separated dataset

and let 0 < σ < 1/2. Let 0 < ϵ < 1 and CJL ln(2)
ϵ2

< k ≤ d− 1. Define T : Rd −→ Rk by

T

(
d∑
i=1

αiei

)
=

(
α1 −

1

σ
α2

)
e1 +

k∑
i=2

αi+1ei .

Then, ∥T (x′) − T (x)∥2 = ∥e1∥2 = ∥x′∥2 = ∥x′ − x∥2 and so T is a JL map. However, T does
not (σ, k)-preserve D: Taking a = −σe2 and a′ = x′, we have a ∈ Bd

2(x, σ) , a′ ∈ Bd
2(x

′, σ), yet
T (a′)− T (a) = T (a′ − a) = T (e1 + σe2) = (1− 1

σσ)e1 = 0.

x
a

x′ = a′

T (x)

T (a) = T (x′)

Figure 3: The dataset D before (left) and after (right) applying T . Distance between the data
points x, x′ is preserved but the images of their σ-neighborhoods intersect.

Example 5.4 shows that simply using the standard formulation of the JL lemma is not enough to
obtain a (σ, k)-preserving map. This is because, a priori, the JL map obtained from the JL lemma
does not preserve neighborhoods. Our proof for item 1 of Theorem 5.2 is a variant of the proof of
the JL lemma, that enables us to guarantee also a bound on the distortion of neighborhoods.

6 Conclusion

In this paper, we showed that for the task of robust memorization of datasets of size N , there exists
a trade-off between the radius of robustness σ and the width k of the memorizing network. We
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showed that in the regime where the width is less than the data dimension, robust memorization can
only be done with a robustness radius of N− 2

k (up to a constant), and in particular achieving the
optimal robust memorization capacity (up to a constant) can only be done with width k logarithmic
in N . This is in contrast to the non-robust case where constant width is sufficient (see Vardi et al.
[2021]).

To obtain our bounds, we develop a robust variant of the Johnson-Lindenstrauss lemma (Theo-
rem 5.2) with almost tight bounds. An interesting question for future work is the tightness of our
bounds in Theorem 5.2. Namely, establishing whether the radius of robustness has to depend on
the data dimension d in order to guarantee the ability to linearly reduce the dataset to k dimensions
in a robust manner. Answering this question would provide a complete and full characterization of
the relation between width and robustness radius under the l2 norm.

Another possible direction for future work is to study the relation between robustness and number of
parameters. In our work we focused mostly on the width, and for a constant width our construction
requires O(N) parameters. In the non-robust case, Õ(

√
N) parameters are sufficient and necessary

up to logarithmic terms (see Vardi et al. [2021]), motivating the question of what is the optimal
number of parameters for robust memorization.

Finally, it would be interesting to study the extent to which trained neural networks (using standard
optimization methods) can robustly memorize datasets, and in particular whether a network width
logarithmic with N is still sufficient, as in our existence results.
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A Additional Notations

For 1 ≤ k ≤ d ∈ N we will denote by Grd,k the real Grassmannian manifold which is the set of all
k-dimensional vector subspaces of Rd. For any vector subspace W there exists a unique orthogonal
projection matrix onto it, that is a matrix P ∈ Md (R) with P = P 2 = P⊤ and Im (P ) = W . We
will denote this matrix by PW . We can thus think of Grd,k as the set of such projections. More
generally, we will denote Endd,k = {M ∈ Md (R) | rk(M) = k} for the set of rank k matrices, and
note that Grd,k = {P ∈ Endd,k | P = P 2 = P⊤}.
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Denote by Sd−1 =
{
x ∈ Rd | ∥x∥2 = 1

}
the (d− 1)-dimensional unit sphere in Rd. One can equip

the sphere with a metric structure using the geodesic metric distarc given by the angle between two
points, distarc (a, b) = arccos⟨a, b⟩. We denote by Bd−1

arc (x, φ) =
{
x′ ∈ Sd−1 | distarc(x′, x) ≤ φ

}
the

metric ball in this metric space, sometimes called a geodesic ball, cap or spherical cap.

We will denote by νd the unique Haar probability measure of the orthogonal group O(d) and by
µd−1, γd,k the unique O(d)-invariant probability measures of Sd−1 and Grd,k respectively. For the
formal definitions see Subsection H.1.

B Proofs of the Main Results

B.1 Robust Memorization With Large Width

Proof of Theorem 4.2. Denote r = c+p (d)σ and let D ∈ Dd,N,C(δ) be a δ-separated dataset (separa-
tion under l2 norm). We know that r < δ/2 and so there exists some 0 < w such that δ = 2r + w.

Denote ϵ̃ = w2

4d(w+2r)2
= (δ−2r)2

4dδ2
then 0 < ϵ̃ < 1/2 and so from Lemma G.5 we get that there exists

a neural network gϵ̃,2 : R → R with width 3 and depth O
(
log2(ϵ̃

−1)
)
= O

(
log2

(
dδ
δ−2r

))
such that

|gϵ̃,2(α) − α2| ≤ ϵ for every α ∈ [0, 1]. Using this network, from Lemma G.2 we get that for every
(xi, yi) ∈ D there exists a neural network fxi,w,2 : Rd → R with width W = d+2+W(gϵ̃,2) = d+5,

and depth L = O (dL(gϵ̃,2)) = O
(
d log2

(
dδ
δ−2r

))
, such that for all x ∈ Rd we have fxi,w,2(x) ≤ yi

and

fxi,w,2(x) =

{
yi ∥x− xi∥2 ≤ r

0 r + w ≤ ∥x− xi∥2
.

Finally, because D is δ-separated (under the l2 norm), from Theorem G.1 there exists a neural

network Fd,δ,r,2 : Rd → R with width d + 6 and depth O
(
Nd log2

(
dδ
δ−2r

))
that (r, 2)-robustly

memorizes the dataset D. Define f = Fd,δ,r,2 and let x ∈ Bd
p(xi, σ). Then, by definition of c+p (d)

and Lemma H.24, we have x ∈ Bd
2(xi, r) so f(x) = Fd,δ,r,2(x) = yi and hence f indeed (σ, p)-

robustly memorizes D. Now d+ 6 ≤ k and so by padding each hidden layer of f with k − (d+ 6)
neurons we obtain f with width k and depth

O

(
Nd log2

(
dδ

δ − 2r

))
= O

(
Nd log2

(
dδ

δ − 2c+p (d)σ

))

= O

Nd log2
d(1− 2c+p (d)σ

δ

)−1


Proof of Theorem 4.3. We prove for p = 1 and p = ∞:

• Case p = 1: Follow the proof of Theorem 4.2 where instead of Lemma G.5 use the identity
map g1(α) = α (with width and depth of 1) to obtain from Lemma G.2 indicators fxi,w,1.

17



Because D is δ-separated (under the l2 norm) it satisfies δ ≤ ∥xi − xj∥1 for every xi, xj with
yi ̸= yj and so we can use Theorem G.1 with the fxi,w,1’s we have in order to get a neural
network Fd,δ,σ,1 : Rd → R with width d+ 4 and depth O (Nd) that (σ, 1)-robustly memorizes
the dataset D. Define f = Fd,δ,σ,1 then f(x) = Fd,δ,σ,1(x) = yi. Now d + 4 ≤ k and so by
padding each hidden layer of f with k− (d+4) neurons we obtain f with width k and depth
O (Nd).

• Case p = ∞: Denote τ = δ/c+p (d) and let D ∈ Dd,N,C(δ) be a δ-separated dataset. From

Lemma G.3 we get that for every (xi, yi) ∈ D there exists a neural network fxi,w,∞ : Rd → R
with width W = d+3, and depth L = O(d), such that for all x ∈ Rd we have fxi,w,∞(x) ≤ yi
and

fxi,w,∞(x) =

{
yi ∥x− xi∥∞ ≤ σ

0 σ + w ≤ ∥x− xi∥∞
,

for every 0 < w. Finally, because D is δ-separated (under the l2 norm) we get from the
definition of τ and from Lemma H.23 that τ ≤ ∥xi − xj∥∞ for every xi, xj with yi ̸= yj and
so from Theorem G.1 there exists a neural network Fd,τ,σ,∞ : Rd → R with width d + 4 and
depth O(Nd) that (σ,∞)-robustly memorizes the dataset D. Define f = Fd,τ,σ,∞ and let
x ∈ Bd

∞(xi, σ) then f(x) = Fd,τ,σ,∞(x) = yi. Now d + 4 ≤ k and so by padding each hidden
layer of f with k − (d+ 4) neurons we obtain f with width k and depth O (Nd).

B.2 Robust Memorization With Small Width

B.2.1 Robust Memorization and Preservability

Definition B.1. Let D ∈ Dd,N,C(δ) be a δ-separated dataset, and let σ < δ
2 . We say that D

is (σ, k)-preservable if there exists some M ∈ Endd,k that (σ, k)-preserves D. If, furthermore,
M = 1

ϵP for some P ∈ Grd,k we say that D is (σ, ϵ, k)-orthogonally preservable.

Robust memorization with width smaller than the data dimension is possible only when the data
is preservable as the next two theorems show (see Subsection B.3 for proofs):

Theorem B.2. Let D ∈ Dd,N,C(δ) be a δ-separated dataset such that D is (σ′, k)-preservable under
a map M with ∥M∥2 < δ

2σ′ , where σ′ = c+p (d)σ. Then there exists a neural network f : Rd → R

with width k + 6 and depth O

(
Nk log2

(
k

1−∥M∥2 2σ′
δ

))
that (σ, p)-robustly memorizes the dataset

D.

Theorem B.3. Let D ∈ Dd,N,C(δ) be a δ-separated dataset such that D is not (σ′, k)-preservable,
where σ′ = c−p (d)σ. Then every neural network f with width ≤ k cannot (σ, p)-robustly memorize
the dataset D.
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B.2.2 Characterization of Preservability

Theorems B.2 and B.3 highlight the connection between the preservability of a dataset in dimension
k, and the ability to robustly memorize it with a network of width k. Therefore, we look for criteria
to ensure (σ, k)-preservability for some general σ, δ and k.

Theorem B.4. If 2σ
δ ≤ 1

2

√
k
deN

− 2
k , then every δ-separated dataset D ∈ Dd,N,C(δ) is (σ, ϵ, k)-

orthogonally preservable with ϵ = 1
2

√
k
deN

− 2
k .

The proof can be found in Subsection C.1

Theorem B.5. If 2σ
δ > 4832N− 2

k then there exists a δ-separated dataset D ∈ Dd,N,2(δ) which is
not (σ, k)-preservable.

The proof can be found in Subsection C.2

B.2.3 Proofs of Theorem 4.4 and Theorem 4.5

Using Theorems B.4 and B.5 we can now prove the main results:

Proof of Theorem 4.4. Let σ
δ ≤ 1

8c+p (d)
√
e

√
k−6
d N− 2

k−6 and let D ∈ Dd,N,C(δ) be a δ-separated

dataset. Denote σ′ := c+p (d)σ, then from Theorem B.4 we have that D is (σ′, ϵ, k− 6)-orthogonally

preservable with ϵ = 1
2

√
k−6
de N

− 2
k−6 . Note that 1

ϵ <
δ

2σ′ and so from Theorem B.2 and Lemma B.7

we conclude that there exists a neural network f : Rd → R with width k and depth

O

(
N(k − 6) log2

(
k − 6

1− 2σ′

ϵδ

))
= O

(
Nk log2

(
k

1− 2σ′

ϵδ

))
,

that (σ, p)-robustly memorizes the dataset D.

Now
2c+p (d)σ

δ ≤ 1
2ϵ so

2σ′

ϵδ ≤ 1
2 and hence the depth of f is O (Nk log2 (k)). The theorem follows by

noting that 1
8
√
e
d
− 1

2
+
[
1
p
− 1

2

]
− ≤ 1

8c+p (d)
√
e

√
k−6
d .

Proof of Theorem 4.5. Let σ
δ >

2416
c−p (d)

N− 2
k and denote σ′ := c−p (d)σ, then from Theorem B.5 we get

that there exists a δ-separated dataset D ∈ Dd,N,2(δ) which is not (σ′, k)-preservable. Finally, by
Theorem B.3 we conclude that there isn’t a neural network f with width equal to k that (σ, p)-

robustly memorizes the dataset D. The theorem follows by noting that 2416d

[
1
p
− 1

2

]
+ = 2416

c−p (d)
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B.3 Proofs of Theorem B.2 and Theorem B.3

Proof of Theorem B.2. Denote the elements in D by D = {(xi, yi)}Ni=1 ∈ Dd,N,C(δ). We know that
D is (σ′, k)-preservable under the map M . By definition of (σ′, k)-preservability and Lemma B.7,
σ′ < δ

2 and there exists P ∈ Grd,k such that for every ai ∈ Bd
2(xi, σ

′), aj ∈ Bd
2(xj , σ

′) with yi ̸= yj
one has

ϵ∥ai − aj∥2 ≤ ∥P (ai − aj)∥2
with ϵ = 1

∥M∥2 . We look at the data points of D projected by P . Denote D′ = {(x′i, yi)}
N
i=1 where

x′i = P (xi) then D′ ∈ Dk,N,C . For any yi ̸= yj and a′i ∈ Bk
2 (x

′
i, σ

′), a′j ∈ Bk
2 (x

′
j , σ

′) we get from

Lemma H.25 that there are ai ∈ Bd
2(xi, σ

′), aj ∈ Bd
2(xj , σ

′) such that Pai = a′i, Paj = a′j . Hence

∥a′i − a′j∥2 = ∥P (ai − aj)∥2 ≥ ϵ∥ai − aj∥2 ≥ ϵ(δ − 2σ′) . (4)

Denote τ = min
{
∥x′i − x′j∥2 | yi ̸= yj

}
(note that 0 < ϵδ ≤ τ). Assume that τ/2 ≤ σ′ then there

exists yi ̸= yj and a′i ∈ Bk
2 (x

′
i, σ

′), a′j ∈ Bk
2 (x

′
j , σ

′) such that a′i = a′j . From Eq. (4) we get that
ϵ(δ − 2σ′) ≤ 0 so δ ≤ 2σ′ which is a contradiction, and so σ′ < τ/2.

This means that D′ ∈ Dk,N,C(τ) and σ′

τ < 1
2 = 1

2c+2 (k)
. Denote k′ = k + 6 then by Theorem 4.2

there exists a neural network f ′ : Rk → R with width k′ and depth

O

Nk log2
 k

1− 2c+2 (k)σ′

τ

 = O

(
Nk log2

(
k

1− 2σ′

τ

))

that (σ′, 2)-robustly memorizes the dataset D′. Note that 0 < ϵδ ≤ τ and that 1
ϵ = ∥M∥2 < δ

2σ′ so

0 < 2σ′

τ ≤ 2σ′

ϵδ < 1 and the depth of f ′ is O

(
Nk log2

(
k

1− 2σ′
ϵδ

))
.

We define the function f = f ′ ◦P (where we think of P now as a k× d matrix). Then f ′ : Rk → R
and f : Rd → R have the same width and depth. Let us show that f indeed (σ, p)-robustly
memorizes the dataset D:

Let i ∈ [N ] and x ∈ Bd
p (xi, σ) then by Lemma H.24 x ∈ Bd

2

(
xi, c

+
p (d)σ

)
and so because ∥Pv∥2 ≤

∥v∥2 for every v, we get

P (x) ∈ Bk
2

(
P (xi), c

+
p (d)σ

)
= Bk

2

(
x′i, σ

′) .
But f ′ as shown above (σ′, 2)-robustly memorizes the dataset D′ so f ′ (Px) = yi from which we
conclude that f(x) = yi, and so f indeed (σ, p)-robustly memorizes the dataset D. Furthermore,

the width of f is k + 6 and its depth is O

(
Nk log2

(
k

1−∥M∥2 2σ′
δ

))
.

Proof of Theorem B.3. Let f = T (L) ◦ [·]+ ◦ T (L−1) ◦ ... ◦ [·]+ ◦ T (1) be a neural network with width
W(f) ≤ k and architecture A(f) = (d0, d1, ..., dL). By the definition of width W, we have d1 ≤ k
and there exists some W (1) ∈ Md1×d(R) and b(1) ∈ Rd1 such that T (1)x = W (1)x + b(1). Denote
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M =

[
W (1)

0

]
∈Md(R), thenM ∈ Endd,d1 . Now, D is not (σ′, k)-preservable and hence not (σ′, d1)-

preservable, where σ′ = c−p (d)σ. Hence, from Lemma B.6 there exists some (xi, yi), (xj , yj) ∈ D
with yi ̸= yj and some ai ∈ Bd

2(xi, σ
′), aj ∈ Bd

2(xj , σ
′) such thatM(ai−aj) = 0. By Lemma H.24 we

have ai ∈ Bd
p(xi, σ), aj ∈ Bd

p(xj , σ) with M(ai − aj) = 0. Hence W (1)ai = W (1)aj so f(ai) = f(aj)
and we conclude that f cannot (σ, p)-robustly memorizes the dataset D.

The following is a useful consequence of the lack of preservability.

Lemma B.6. If D is not (σ, k)-preservable, then for every M ∈ Endd,k there exists some ai ∈
Bd

2(xi, σ), aj ∈ Bd
2(xj , σ) with yi ̸= yj such that M(ai − aj) = 0.

Proof of Lemma B.6. Assume that there existsM such that for every ai ∈ Bd
2(xi, σ), aj ∈ Bd

2(xj , σ)
with yi ̸= yj we have 0 < ∥M(ai − aj)∥2. Let i, j such that yi ̸= yj . The Minkowski difference
Bi,j := Bd

2(xi, σ)−Bd
2(xj , σ) is compact and ∥M(·)∥2 is continuous and positive on Bi,j so it obtains

a minimum 0 < ti,j . Since there are finitely many ti,j we can denote 0 < t = min {ti,j | yi ̸= yj}.
Similarly ∥·∥2 is continuous and positive on Bi,j so it obtains a maximum 0 < τ ′i,j . Denote 0 < τ ′ =

max
{
τ ′i,j | yi ̸= yj

}
. Let (xi, yi), (xj , yj) ∈ D with yi ̸= yj and let ai ∈ Bd

2(xi, σ), aj ∈ Bd
2(xj , σ).

Then
∥M(ai − aj)∥2 ≥ t

= t
∥ai − aj∥2
∥ai − aj∥2

≥ t

τ ′
∥ai − aj∥2

so if we defineM ′ = τ ′

t M we getM ′ ∈ Endd,k and it (σ, k)-preserves D which is a contradiction.

Lemma B.7. D is (σ, ϵ, k)-orthogonally preservable if and only if it is (σ, k)-preservable under
some M with ∥M∥2 = 1

ϵ .

Proof of Lemma B.7. If D is (σ, ϵ, k)-orthogonally preservable under P , define M = 1
ϵP then M ∈

Endd,k and indeed D is (σ, k)-preservable under M with ∥M∥2 = 1
ϵ .

In the other direction, if D is (σ, k)-preservable under M , denote by M = UΣV ⊤ the singular value
decomposition of M , where U, V ∈ O(d), Σ = diag(s1, ..., sk, 0, ..., 0) ∈Md(R) and 0 < sk ≤ ... ≤ s1

are the singular values ofM . Note that ∥Σx∥2 ≤ s1∥PW0x∥2 for any x where PW0 =

[
Ik 0
0 0

]
. Thus,

for any x
∥x∥2 ≤ ∥Mx∥2 ⇔ ∥x∥2 ≤ ∥UΣV ⊤x∥2

⇔ ∥x∥2 ≤ ∥ΣV ⊤x∥2
⇒ ∥x∥2 ≤ s1∥PW0V

⊤x∥2
⇔ ∥x∥2 ≤ s1∥PVW0x∥2

where the last equivalence follows from Lemma H.26 and the fact that V ⊤ = V −1. Hence, if we
define W = VW0 then PW ∈ Grd,k and for every ai ∈ Bd

2(xi, σ), aj ∈ Bd
2(xj , σ) with yi ̸= yj one

has
1

s1
∥ai − aj∥2 ≤ ∥PW (ai − aj)∥2 .
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So D is (σ, ϵ, k)-orthogonally preservable with ϵ = 1
s1

= 1
∥M∥2

C Proof of Characterization of Preservability

C.1 Proof of Theorem B.4

We begin by proving the following lemma which is a modification of [Mattila, 1999, Lemma 3.11]:

Lemma C.1. For any x ∈ Sd−1 and 0 < r < 1 one has

γd,k ({P ∈ Grd,k | ∥Px∥2 ≤ r}) = µd−1

({
y ∈ Sd−1 | y21 + ...+ y2k ≤ r2

})
.

Proof of Lemma C.1. Let V0 = Span {ek+1, ..., ed}, we have that:

γd,k ({W ∈ Grd,k | ∥PWx∥2 ≤ r})

= γd,k

({
W ∈ Grd,k | dist2(x,W⊥) ≤ r

})
(definition of orthogonal projection)

= γd,d−k

({
W⊥ ∈ Grd,d−k | dist2(x,W⊥) ≤ r

})
(Lemma H.7)

= γd,d−k ({V ∈ Grd,d−k | dist2(x, V ) ≤ r})
= νd ({g ∈ O (d) | dist2(x, gV0) ≤ r}) (Lemma H.6)

= νd
({
g ∈ O (d) | dist2(g−1x, V0) ≤ r

})
(O (d) preserves l2 norm)

= µd−1

({
y ∈ Sd−1 | dist2(y, V0) ≤ r

})
(Lemma H.6)

= µd−1

({
y ∈ Sd−1 | ∥PV ⊥

0
y∥

2
≤ r
})

(definition of orthogonal projection)

= µd−1

({
y ∈ Sd−1 | y21 + ...+ y2k ≤ r2

})
(definition of V0)

Lemma C.2. For any x ∈ Sd−1 one has{
P ∈ Grd,k | ∃b ∈ Bd−1

arc (x, φ) s.t ∥Pb∥2 ≤ ϵ
}
⊆ {P ∈ Grd,k | ∥Px∥2 ≤ ϵ+ sinφ} .

Proof of Lemma C.2. Let P be in the set on the left-hand side, and denote W = Im(P ) ∩ Sd−1,
then there exists b ∈ Bd−1

arc (x, φ) such that ∥Pb∥2 ≤ ϵ. Now, distarc(b,W ) (the angle between b,
Pb) satisfies

cos(distarc(b,W )) =
⟨b, Pb⟩

∥b∥2∥Pb∥2
=

∥Pb∥22
1 · ∥Pb∥2

= ∥Pb∥2 ≤ ϵ.

Similarly ∥P (x)∥2 = cos (distarc(x,W )). From the triangle inequality we have distarc(b,W ) ≤
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distarc(b, x) + distarc(x,W ) ≤ φ+ distarc(x,W ) and so

∥P (x)∥2 = cos (distarc(x,W ))

≤ cos (distarc(b,W )− φ)

= cos (distarc(b,W )) cos (φ) + sin (distarc(b,W )) sin (φ)

≤ cos (distarc(b,W )) + sin (φ)

≤ ϵ+ sin (φ) .

Lemma C.3. For any 0 < r < 1 one has

µd−1

({
y ∈ Sd−1 | y21 + ...+ y2k ≤

k

d
r2
})

< e
k
2 rk .

Proof of Lemma C.3. From [Dasgupta and Gupta, 2003, Lemma 2.2], we get that

µd−1

({
y ∈ Sd−1 | y21 + ...+ y2k ≤

k

d
r2
})

≤ rk ·
(
1 +

k(1− r2)

d− k

)(d−k)/2
.

Now, x 7→
(
1 + k(1−x2)

d−k

)(d−k)/2
is decreasing in [0, 1] so for any k < d

(
1 +

k(1− r2)

d− k

)(d−k)/2
≤
(
1 +

k

d− k

)(d−k)/2

=

(
1 +

k/2

(d− k)/2

)(d−k)/2

≤ e
k
2 ,

which finishes the proof.

Lemma C.4. Let sinφ < 1
2

√
k
dem

− 1
k , and denote ϵ = 1

2
√
e
m− 1

k , then for any x ∈ Sd−1

γd,k

({
P ∈ Grd,k | ∃b ∈ Bd−1

arc (x, φ) s.t

∥∥∥∥
√
d

k
Px

∥∥∥∥
2

≤ ϵ

})
< m−1
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Proof of Lemma C.4. We have

γd,k

({
P ∈ Grd,k | ∃b ∈ Bd−1

arc (x, φ) s.t

∥∥∥∥
√
d

k
Px

∥∥∥∥
2

≤ ϵ

})

≤ γd,k

({
P ∈ Grd,k | ∥Px∥2 ≤

√
k

d
ϵ+ sinφ

})
(Lemma C.2)

= γd,k

({
P ∈ Grd,k | ∥Px∥2 ≤

√
k

d

(
ϵ+

√
d

k
sinφ

)})

= µd−1

y ∈ Sd−1 | y21 + ...+ y2k ≤
k

d

(
ϵ+

√
d

k
sinφ

)2

 (Lemma C.1)

≤ e
k
2

(
ϵ+

√
d

k
sinφ

)k
(Lemma C.3)

= e
k
2

(
1

2
√
e
m− 1

k +

√
d

k
sinφ

)k

< e
k
2

(
1

2
√
e
m− 1

k +

√
d

k

1

2

√
k

de
m− 1

k

)k
(choice of φ)

= e
k
2

(
1√
e
m− 1

k

)k
= m−1.

Where we can use Lemma C.3 because ϵ+
√

d
k sinφ ≤ 1√

e
m− 1

k ≤ 1√
e
2−

1
k < 1.

Lemma C.5. Let V ⊂ Sd−1 with |V| = m. Denote ϵ = 1
2

√
k
dem

− 1
k and let sinφ < ϵ, then there

exists some P ∈ Grd,k such that for every u ∈
⋃
v∈V

Bd−1
arc (v, φ) one has ϵ ≤ ∥Pu∥2.

Proof of Lemma C.5. Denote Av =
{
P ∈ Grd,k | ∃b ∈ Bd−1

arc (v, φ) s.t ∥Pb∥2 ≤ ϵ
}
, then

γd,k

(⋃
v∈V

Av

)
≤
∑
v∈V

γd,k (Av) <
∑
v∈V

1

m
= m

1

m
= 1 = γd,k (Grd,k) ,

where the second inequality follows from Lemma C.4. Therefore there exists some P ∈ Grd,k such
that for every u ∈

⋃
v∈V

Bd−1
arc (v, φ) one has ϵ ≤ ∥Pu∥2.

Proof of Theorem B.4. LetD ∈ Dd,N,C(δ) be a δ-separated dataset. Define V =
{

xi−xj
∥xi−xj∥2 | yi ̸= yj

}
then V ⊂ Sd−1 with |V| = m for some m ≤ N2. Denote φ = sin−1

(
2σ
δ

)
then sinφ < 1

2

√
k
deN

− 2
k ≤

1
2

√
k
dem

− 1
k . Hence, by Lemma C.5 there exists some P ∈ Grd,k such that for every u ∈

⋃
v∈V

Bd−1
arc (v, φ)
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one has 1
2

√
k
dem

− 1
k ≤ ∥Pu∥2 so 1

2

√
k
deN

− 2
k ≤ ∥Pu∥2. By the definition of V, δ, φ and Bd−1

arc we con-

clude that for every ai ∈ Bd
2(xi, σ), aj ∈ Bd

2(xj , σ) with yi ̸= yj one has

ai − aj
∥ai − aj∥2

∈ Bd−1
arc

(
xi − xj

∥xi − xj∥2
, sin−1

(
2σ

∥xi − xj∥2

))
⊆ Bd−1

arc

(
xi − xj

∥xi − xj∥2
, sin−1

(
2σ

δ

))
,

and so
ϵ∥ai − aj∥2 ≤ ∥P (ai − aj)∥2 ,

which completes the proof.

C.2 Proof of Theorem B.5

In order to prove Theorem B.5 we show that for a big enough geodesic radius φ we can always cover
Sk with geodesic balls Bk

arc (φ). We do so using the covering number τ (defined in Definition H.13)
and covering density ϑ (defined in Definition H.14). This cover will enable us to construct a non
preservable dataset.

We begin by proving the following lemma

Lemma C.6. Let r ≤ R, k ∈ N and denote ∆k =
√
2
(
5k ln (k + 1)

√
2π (k + 1)

)1/k
. We have

that if
(
∆kR
r

)k
< m, then there exists a set V = {v1, ..., vm} ⊆ ∂Bk+1

2 (0, R) such that

∂Bk+1
2 (0, R) ⊆

m⋃
i=1

Bk+1
2 (vi, r) .

Proof of Lemma C.6. Let 2 sin(φ/2) = r/R. We have

τ
(
∂Bk+1

2 (0, R),GO(k+1)B
k+1
2 (Re1, r)

)
= τ

(
Sk,GO(k+1)B

k+1
2 (e1, r/R)

)
= τ

(
Sk,GO(k+1)B

k
arc (φ)

)
=
ϑ
(
Sk,GO(k+1)B

k
arc (φ)

)
µk (Bk

arc (φ))

≤ 5k ln (k + 1)

µk (Bk
arc (φ))

(Lemma H.16)

≤
5k ln (k + 1)

√
2π (k + 1)

sink φ
(Lemma H.17)

=
2

k
2 5k ln (k + 1)

√
2π (k + 1)

(
√
2 sinφ)k

=
∆k
k

(
√
2 sinφ)k

≤
∆k
k

(2 sin(φ/2))k
=

∆k
k

(r/R)k
(2 sin(φ/2) ≤

√
2 sinφ)

< m

25



We conclude that there exists a set V with |V| = m which satisfies the requirements of the lemma.

Lemma C.7. Let 0 ≤ σ < δ
2 then

1

2

(
σ +

√
σ2 + 4σδ

)
≤

√
2σδ

Proof of Lemma C.7. Assume 0 < σ (otherwise the claim is trivial). Note that

1

2

(
σ +

√
σ2 + 4σδ

)
≤

√
2σδ ⇐⇒ 2σ2 + 4σδ + 2σ

√
σ2 + 4σδ ≤ 8σδ

⇐⇒ σ2 + σ
√
σ2 + 4σδ ≤ 2σδ

⇐⇒ σ +
√
σ2 + 4σδ ≤ 2δ ,

and indeed

σ +
√
σ2 + 4σδ <

(
δ

2

)
+

√(
δ

2

)2

+ 4

(
δ

2

)
δ = 2δ ,

so we are done.

We are now ready to prove Theorem B.5:

Proof of Theorem B.5. Denote r =
√
2σδ then from Lemma C.7 we have that

r ≥ 1

2

(
σ +

√
σ2 + 4σδ

)
,

and so 0 ≤ r2 − σr − σδ, from which we conclude that

r + δ

r
≤ r

σ
. (5)

We also have (σ
r

)2
=

(
σ√
2σδ

)2

=
σ

2δ
. (6)

Now,

2σ

δ
> 4832N− 2

k =⇒ 2σ

δ
> 16

(√
2 · 10

√
π ln 2

)2
N− 2

k

=⇒ 2σ

δ
> 16∆2

kN
− 2

k (Definition of ∆k and Lemma H.29)

=⇒ σ

2δ
> 4∆2

kN
− 2

k

=⇒
(σ
r

)2
> 4∆2

kN
− 2

k (Eq. (6))

=⇒ r

σ
<

1

2∆k
N

1
k

=⇒ r

σ
<

1

∆k

(
N

2

) 1
k

(
1

2
≤ 1

2
1
k

for all 1 ≤ k)

=⇒
(
∆kr

σ

)k
<
N

2
,
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so by Lemma C.6 there exists some a1, ..., aN/2 points on the sphere ∂Bk+1
2 (0, r) such that

∂Bk+1
2 (0, r) ⊆

N/2⋃
i=1

Bk+1
2 (ai, σ) .

By Lemma H.27 we have ∂Bk+1
2 (0, r) ⊆

N/2⋃
i=1

Bk+1
2 (−ai, σ) hence for any x′ we have

∂Bk+1
2 (x′, r) ⊆

N/2⋃
i=1

Bk+1
2

(
x′ − ai, σ

)
.

Now, by Eq. (5) we have r+δ
r ≤ r

σ and so
(
∆k(r+δ)

r

)k
≤
(
∆kr
σ

)k
< N

2 . Therefore, by Lemma C.6

there exists some b1, ..., bN/2 points on the sphere ∂Bk+1
2 (0, r + δ) such that

∂Bk+1
2 (0, r + δ) ⊆

N/2⋃
i=1

Bk+1
2 (bi, r) .

We now define the dataset D = {(a1, 1), ..., (aN/2, 1), (b1, 2), ..., (bN/2, 2)}. Note that by definition
δ ≤ ∥ai − bj∥2 and so D ∈ Dd,N,2(δ).

We now show that D is not (σ, k)-preservable. Let M ∈ Endd,k and denote K = kerM , then
K ∈ Grd,d−k. Now R∂Bk+1

2 (0, r + δ) ∈ Grd,k+1 and since d − k ≥ d − (k + 1) + 1 we get from
Lemma H.28 that there exists some 0 ̸= x ∈ K ∩R∂Bk+1

2 (0, r+ δ). Since 0 ̸= x ∈ R∂Bk+1
2 (0, r+ δ)

we can write x = t1u for some u ∈ ∂Bk+1
2 (0, r + δ) and t1 ̸= 0.

Now, u ∈ ∂Bk+1
2 (0, r + δ) ⊆

N/2⋃
i=1

Bk+1
2 (bi, r) hence there exists some bj such that u ∈ Bk+1

2 (bj , r).

Therefore, there exists some v ∈ ∂Bk+1
2 (bj , r) such that u = t2v for some t2 ̸= 0. Now Mv =

Mt−1
2 u = Mt−1

2 t−1
1 x = t−1

2 t−1
1 Mx = 0 so v ∈ K. But ∂Bk+1

2 (bj , r) ⊆
N/2⋃
i=1

Bk+1
2 (bj − ai, σ) and

so there exists some ai such that v ∈ Bk+1
2 (bj − ai, σ). Equivalently, there exists some αi ∈

Bk+1
2 (ai, σ) such that v = bj − αi. But v ∈ K so Mv = 0. Treating Rk+1 as a subspace of Rd, we

conclude that there exists some αi ∈ Bd
2 (ai, σ) and some βj = bj ∈ Bd

2 (bj , σ) such that

∥M(βj − αi)∥2 = 0 < δ − σ ≤ ∥βj − αi∥2

and so by definition D is not (σ, k)-preservable.

D Tighter Bounds

For a δ-separated dataset D denote the set XD =
{

x−x′
∥x−x′∥2 | (x, y), (x′, y′) ∈ D with y ̸= y′

}
. From

Definition 5.1, it follows that the problem introduced in Section 5 is equivalent to the following
problem: Under what conditions, for any δ-separated dataset D there exists a rank k map M ∈
Endd,k such that

∀v ∈
⋃

v∈XD

Bd−1
arc (v, rv) we have 1 ≤∥Mv∥2 .
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Here the radius rv for v = x−x′
∥x−x′∥2 is given by rv = sin−1

(
2σ

∥x−x′∥2

)
≤ sin−1

(
2σ
δ

)
. Note that since

the set
⋃

v∈XD

Bd−1
arc (v, rv) is compact, there exists such M if and only if Mv ̸= 0 on this set (see e.g

Lemma B.6). We conclude that the problem introduced in Section 5 can be solved given a solution
to the following more general problem on the sphere: Under what conditions, for any fixed set
X ⊂ Sd−1 of size |X| = m there exists a rank k map M ∈ Endd,k such that

∀x ∈ X(φ),Mx ̸= 0. where X(φ) :=
⋃
x∈X

Bd−1
arc (x, φ) .

Or, equivalent, that there exists some subspace U ∈ Grd,d−k (the kernel ofM) such that X(φ)∩U =
∅. We define the sets that share this property:

Definition D.1. Let X ⊂ Sd−1. We say that X is (d− k, φ)-hitting if for every U ∈ Grd,d−k one
has X(φ) ∩ U ̸= ∅. We will denote by Xφ,d−k the set of all (d − k, φ)-hitting sets, and define the
(d− k, φ)-hitting number to be

mφ,d−k = min {|X| | X ∈ Xφ,d−k} .

If m < mφ,d−k then any X ⊂ Sd−1 with |X| = m will satisfy X(φ) ∩ U = ∅ for some U ∈ Grd,d−k.
On the other hand, if mφ,d−k ≤ m then there exists some X ⊂ Sd−1 with |X| = m such that for
every U ∈ Grd,d−k one has X(φ) ∩ U ̸= ∅. We conclude that our problem reduces to finding the
value of mφ,d−k. Namely, given φ, d, k, what is the minimal number of spherical caps on Sd−1 of
radius φ that are required in order to intersect every d− k-dimensional subspace non-trivially?

Using covering arguments it follows from Subsection C.2 that this number has an upper bound

mφ,d−k ≤
(
C2

φ

)k
.

For the lower bound we inspect the contribution made by each point x ∈ X separately. Namely,
for each x ∈ X we define the set Ad,d−k(x, φ) =

{
U ∈ Grd,d−k | U ∩ x(φ) ̸= ∅

}
. It follows from

the definition that the covering number of Grd,d−k by translated copies of Ad,d−k(x, φ) is exactly
mφ,d−k (translation is done with respect to the transitive action of O(d). See Definition H.13 in
Appendix H.3). From the proof in Subsection C.1 we get that the measure of Ad,d−k(x, φ) is given
by

γd,d−k(Ad,d−k(x, φ)) = µd−1

(
y ∈ Sd−1 | y21 + ...+ y2k ≤ sin2(φ)

)
.

But Z = y21+...+y
2
k ∼ Beta

(
k
2 ,

d−k
2

)
(see [Frankl and Maehara, 1990, Corollary 1.1]) so the measure

is given by the CDF:

γd,d−k(Ad,d−k(x, φ)) = CDFZ(sin
2 φ) = Isin2 φ

(
k

2
,
d− k

2

)

where Ir(a, b) is the regularized incomplete beta function. Note that the term γd,d−k(Ad,d−k(x, φ))
−1

decreases to 1 as a function of d at a rate bounded by (d/k)−
k
2 . To bound mφ,d−k from bellow we

showed using the union bound that for small enough m, no set X of size m will result in a cover of
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Grd,d−k. The above discussion shows that this small enough m decreases at a rate proportional to

(d/k)−
k
2 , and so the bound we get is(

k

d

)k/2(C1

φ

)k
≤ mφ,d−k .

This probabilistic approach will always provide a lower bound that depends on d since the measure
of each Ad,d−k(x, φ) depends on d. Still, it is not clear whether this dependence on d is unavoidable.
One could argue that since the problem involves only subspaces of co-dimension k, the number of
spherical caps required to hit them should not depend on the ambient dimension d. Granted, the
spherical caps on Sd−1 depend on d, but as we saw in the upper bound, there are configurations
of hitting caps that do not take advantage of the ambient dimension d. The question is whether
such configurations are necessary, i.e is it true that caps of higher dimension cannot provide a
more efficient configuration of a hitting set. It remain a subject for future work to investigate tight
bounds for this problem.

E Separation in lq Norm

In Section 4 we obtained results that connect robust memorization and the width of the memorizing
network, for any δ-separated datasets. Our definition of separation used the l2 norm. In this section
we aim to extend these results and consider datasets where separation is measured in an arbitrary
lq norm. All the proofs for this section appear in Section F.

In the following, we let N, d,C ∈ N≥2, k ∈ N, 0 < δ, σ, p ∈ (0,∞], q ∈ [1,∞]. Note that as before,
p can be smaller than 1. This is because it is used to define the geometric shape of the robust
neighborhood of the data points, and for this purpose the properties of quasi-norm suffice. On the
other hand, q is used to define a norm that measures the separation distance between data points,
and so it has to remain in the range [1,∞].

We will denote c+p,q(d) = d

[
1
q
− 1

p

]
+ and c−p,q(d) = d

[
1
q
− 1

p

]
− . As before, it follows from Lemma H.24

that c+p,q(d) is the radius of the lq ball that encloses the unit lp ball, and c−p,q(d) is the radius of the
lq ball that is inscribed in the unit lp ball.

Definition E.1. We say that a dataset D ∈ Dd,N,C is a (δ, q)-separated dataset, if we have
δ = min {∥xi − xj∥q | yi ̸= yj}, and denote by Dd,N,C(δ, q) the set of all such datasets.

As in Section 4, given some 0 < δ and q ∈ [1,∞] we wish to find the maximal possible value of σ
that allows for (σ, p)-robust memorization, of any (δ, q)-separated dataset, using a width k network.
When q = 2 we saw that the applicable range of σ was:

0 ≤ σ

δ
<

1

2c+p,2(d)
.

For general q ∈ [1,∞], using the same reasoning we get that (σ, p)-robust memorization of every
(δ, q)-separated dataset can only be considered in the range

0 ≤ σ

δ
<

1

2c+p,q(d)
.
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E.1 Robust Memorization With Large Width

For brevity we will use the notation λ =
(
1− 2c+p,q(d)σ

δ

)−1

in the following theorems. In the case

that the desired width k is bigger than the dimension of the data d we have:

Theorem E.2. Let p ∈ (0,∞], q ∈ (1,∞) \ N. If d+ 12 ≤ k and

σ

δ
<

1

2c+p,q(d)

then, for every (δ, q)-separated dataset D ∈ Dd,N,C(δ, q), there exists a neural network f : Rd → R
with width k and depth

O
(
Nd

1+ 1
q λq (log2(dqλ

q) + q)
)

that (σ, p)-robustly memorizes the dataset D.

In the case that q ∈ N an improved result can be obtained:

Theorem E.3. Let p ∈ (0,∞], q ∈ N≥2. If d+ 9 ≤ k and

σ

δ
<

1

2c+p,q(d)

then, for every (δ, q)-separated dataset D ∈ Dd,N,C(δ, q), there exists a neural network f : Rd → R
with width k and depth

O (Ndq log2 (dqλ
q))

that (σ, p)-robustly memorizes the dataset D.

Note that for q = 2 we recover Theorem 4.2. In the special case that q ∈ {1,∞} the range of the
width can be improved, and the log term in the depth can be removed:

Theorem E.4. Let p ∈ (0,∞], q ∈ {1,∞}. If d+ 4 ≤ k and

σ

δ
<

1

2c+p,q(d)

then, for every (δ, q)-separated dataset D ∈ Dd,N,C(δ, q), there exists a neural network f : Rd → R
with width k and depth O (Nd) that (σ, p)-robustly memorizes the dataset D.

Note that if we allow the range of the width k to be 3d+1 ≤ k then in the case that p = q ∈ {1,∞},
adjusting the construction in the proof of Theorem E.4 according to Remark G.4, the depth can
be improved to be O(N), thus recovering the result in [Yu et al., 2024, Theorem 4.8].

In the special case that p = q ∈ N≥2, [Yu et al., 2024, Theorem B.6] obtained the following result:

Let p = q ∈ N≥2. If k > cd for some universal constant c and

σ

δ
<

1

2
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then, for every (δ, q)-separated dataset D ∈ Dd,N,C(δ, q), such that D ⊆ [−∆,∆]d, there
exists a neural network f : Rd → R with width k and depth

O

(
Nq log2

(
qd

(
∆

δ/2− σ

)q))
(7)

that (σ, q)-robustly memorizes the dataset D.

By changing the range of k from d + 9 ≤ k to 8d + 1 ≤ k, and adjusting our construction for
Theorem E.3 according to Remark G.4, we would get the following result:

Let p = q ∈ N≥2. If k ≥ 8d+ 1 and
σ

δ
<

1

2

then, for every (δ, q)-separated dataset D ∈ Dd,N,C(δ, q), there exists a neural network
f : Rd → R with width k and depth

O

(
Nq log2

(
qd

(
δ/2

δ/2− σ

)q))
(8)

that (σ, q)-robustly memorizes the dataset D.

The depth in Eq. (7) depends on the global spread of the data through the quantity ∆, whereas
the depth in Eq. (8) is favorable since it is only affected by the local structure through the relation
between δ and σ. In particular, for any two datasets with domains ∆1,∆2, that share values for δ, σ
we will obtain memorizing networks of the same complexity regardless of the size of the domains
∆1 and ∆2 of the datasets.

We conclude by remarking that in all of these cases, if one does not care about the complexity of
the depth, a network with near optimal width always exists:

Proposition E.5. Let p ∈ (0,∞], q ∈ [1,∞]. If d+ 1 ≤ k and

σ

δ
<

1

2c+p,q(d)

then, for every (δ, q)-separated dataset D ∈ Dd,N,C(δ, q), such that D ⊆ Bd
2(0,∆), there exists a

neural network f : Rd → R with width k and depth

O

(
C∆

δ − 2c+p,q(d)σ

)d+1

that (σ, p)-robustly memorizes the dataset D.

A proof sketch for Proposition E.5 appears in G.
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E.2 Robust Memorization With Small Width

In the case where the desired width is smaller than the data dimension we can obtain similarly to
Theorem 4.4 the following result for general lq norm:

Theorem E.6. Let p ∈ (0,∞], q ∈ [1,∞] and denote ap,q,d =
1

8
√
e
d
− 1

2
+
[
1
2
− 1

q

]
−
+
[
1
p
− 1

2

]
−.

If 7 ≤ k ≤ d+ 5 and
σ

δ
≤ ap,q,dN

− 2
k−6

then, for every (δ, q)-separated dataset D ∈ Dd,N,C(δ, q), there exists a neural network f : Rd → R
with width k and depth O (Nk log2 (k)) that (σ, p)-robustly memorizes the dataset D.

Note that for q = 2 we recover Theorem 4.4. Similar to Theorem 4.5, we also have a lower bound:

Theorem E.7. Let p ∈ (0,∞], q ∈ [1,∞] and denote bp,q,d = 2416d

[
1
2
− 1

q

]
+
+
[
1
p
− 1

2

]
+.

If 1 ≤ k ≤ d− 1 and
σ

δ
> bp,q,dN

− 2
k

then, there exists a (δ, q)-separated dataset D ∈ Dd,N,2(δ, q) such that every neural network f : Rd →
R with width k and any depth cannot (σ, p)-robustly memorize the dataset D.

Again, for q = 2 we recover Theorem 4.5. To prove the bounds in Theorems E.6, E.7 we reduce
(resp. enlarge) δ by a factor of c−q,2(d) (resp. c

+
q,2(d)) so that the relation between the norms l2, lq

obtained from Lemma H.23 would enable us to deal with datasets separated under l2 norm and then

use Theorems 4.4, 4.5. This scaling of δ results in constants ap,q,d = ap,d · c−q,2(d) = ap,d · d
[
1
2
− 1

q

]
− ,

and bp,q,d = bp,d · c+q,2(d) = bp,d · d
[
1
2
− 1

q

]
+ where ap,d, bp,d are the constant in Theorems 4.4, 4.5

respectively. The gap between ap,q,d and bp,q,d is thus given by

bp,q,d
ap,q,d

=
bp,d · d

[
1
2
− 1

q

]
+

ap,d · d
[
1
2
− 1

q

]
−

= c · d
1
2 · d|

1
2
− 1

p
| · d|

1
2
− 1

q
|

for c = 19328
√
e. When 1 ≤ p we have d

| 1
2
− 1

p
| · d|

1
2
− 1

q
| ≤ d and so the gap is bounded by c · d

3
2 . In

particular, this would be the case when p = q (since q ∈ [1,∞]).

F Proofs for Section E

F.1 Robust Memorization With Large Width

Proof of Theorem E.2. Denote r = c+p,q(d)σ and let D ∈ Dd,N,C(δ, q) be a (δ, q)-separated dataset.

We know that r < δ/2 and so there exists some 0 < w such that δ = 2r+w. Denote ϵ̃ = wq

4d(w+2r)q =
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(δ−2r)q

4dδq then 0 < ϵ̃ < 1/2, q ∈ (1,∞) \ N and so from Lemma G.8 we get that there exists a neural
network gϵ̃,q : R → R with width 9 and depth

O
(
qϵ̃

− 1
q
(
log2(qϵ̃

−1) + q
))

= O
(
d

1
q λq (log2(dqλ

q) + q)
)
,

(where λ =
(
1− 2r

δ

)−1
) such that |gϵ̃,q(α) − αq| ≤ ϵ̃ for every α ∈ [0, 1]. Using this network, from

Lemma G.2 we get that for every (xi, yi) ∈ D there exists a neural network fxi,w,q : Rd → R with

width W = d+ 2 +W(gϵ̃,q) = d+ 11, and depth L = O (dL(gϵ̃,q)) = O
(
d
1+ 1

q λq (log2(dqλ
q) + q)

)
,

such that for all x ∈ Rd we have fxi,w,q(x) ≤ yi and

fxi,w,q(x) =

{
yi ∥x− xi∥q ≤ r

0 r + w ≤ ∥x− xi∥q
,

Finally, because D is (δ, q)-separated, from Theorem G.1 there exists a neural network Fd,δ,r,q :

Rd → R with width d+12 and depth O
(
Nd

1+ 1
q λq (log2(dqλ

q) + q)
)
that (r, q)-robustly memorizes

the dataset D. Define f = Fd,δ,r,q and let x ∈ Bd
p(xi, σ). Then, by definition of c+p,q(d) and

Lemma H.24, we have x ∈ Bd
q (xi, r) and so f(x) = Fd,δ,r,q(x) = yi. Now d + 12 ≤ k and so by

padding each hidden layer of f with k − (d+ 12) neurons we obtain f with width k and depth

O
(
Nd

1+ 1
q λq (log2(dqλ

q) + q)
)

that (σ, p)-robustly memorizes the dataset D.

Proof of Theorem E.3. Following the exact same proof as the proof of Theorem E.2 where instead
of Lemma G.8 we use Lemma G.6, we obtain a neural network Fd,δ,r,q : Rd → R with width d+ 9
and depth O (Ndq log2(dqλ

q)) that (r, q)-robustly memorizes the dataset D. Define f = Fd,δ,r,q.
Now d+9 ≤ k and so by padding each hidden layer of f with k− (d+9) neurons we obtain f with
width k and depth O (Ndq log2(dqλ

q)) that (σ, p)-robustly memorizes the dataset D.

Proof of Theorem E.4. We prove for q = 1 and q = ∞:

• Case q = 1: Follow the proof of Theorem E.2 where instead of Lemma G.8 use the identity
map g1(α) = α with width and depth of 1. We obtain a neural network Fd,δ,r,1 : Rd → R
with width d + 4 and depth O (Nd) that (r, 1)-robustly memorizes the dataset D. Define
f = Fd,δ,r,1. Now d+4 ≤ k and so by padding each hidden layer of f with k− (d+4) neurons
we obtain f with width k and depth O (Nd) that (σ, p)-robustly memorizes the dataset D.

• Case q = ∞: Follow the proof of Theorem E.2 where instead of using Lemma G.8 and
Lemma G.2 use Lemma G.3. We get that for every (xi, yi) ∈ D and every 0 < w, there exists
a neural network fxi,w,∞ : Rd → R with width W = d + 3, and depth L = O(d), such that
for all x ∈ Rd we have fxi,w,∞(x) ≤ yi and

fxi,w,∞(x) =

{
yi ∥x− xi∥∞ ≤ r

0 r + w ≤ ∥x− xi∥∞
,
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Finally, becauseD is (δ,∞)-separated, from Theorem G.1 we obtain a neural network Fd,δ,r,∞ :
Rd → R with width d + 4 and depth O (Nd) that (r,∞)-robustly memorizes the dataset D.
Define f = Fd,δ,r,1 and conclude that f has width k and depth O (Nd) and it (σ, p)-robustly
memorizes the dataset D.

F.2 Robust Memorization With Small Width

Proof of Theorem E.6. Let σ
δ ≤ c−q,2(d)

2c+p,2(d)

√
k−6
16edN

− 2
k−6 and let D ∈ Dd,N,C(δ, q) be a (δ, q)-separated

dataset. Denote σ′ := c+p,2(d)σ and δ′ = c−q,2(d)δ, then
2σ′

δ′ ≤ 1
4
√
e

√
k−6
d N− 2

k−6 and from Lemma H.23

D ∈ Dd,N,C(δ
′, 2). Therefore, from Theorem B.4 we have that D is (σ′, ϵ, k − 6)-orthogonally

preservable with ϵ = 1
2
√
e

√
k−6
d N− 2

k−6 . Note that 1
ϵ <

δ′

2σ′ and so from Theorem B.2 and Lemma B.7

we conclude that there exists a neural network f : Rd → R with width k and depth

O

(
Nk log2

(
k

1− 2σ′

ϵδ′

))
that (σ, p)-robustly memorizes the dataset D.

Now
2c+p,2(d)σ

c−q,2(d)δ
≤ 1

2ϵ so
2σ′

ϵδ′ ≤ 1
2 and hence the depth of f is O (Nk log2 (k)). The theorem follows by

noting that 1
8
√
e
d
− 1

2
+
[
1
2
− 1

q

]
−
+
[
1
p
− 1

2

]
− ≤ c−q,2(d)

2c+p,2(d)

√
k−6
16ed .

Proof of Theorem E.7. Let σ
δ >

c+q,2(d)

c−p,2(d)
2416N− 2

k and denote σ′ := c−p,2(d)σ and δ′ = c+q,2(d)δ, then

2σ′

δ′ > 4832N− 2
k and so from Theorem B.5 we get that there exists a (δ′, 2)-separated dataset

D ∈ Dd,N,2(δ
′, 2) which is not (σ′, k)-preservable. Therefore, by Theorem B.3 we get that there

isn’t a neural network f with width equal to k that (σ, p)-robustly memorizes the dataset D. Note

that from Lemma H.23, D ∈ Dd,N,2(δ, q) and so by noting that 2416d

[
1
2
− 1

q

]
+
+
[
1
p
− 1

2

]
+ =

c+q,2(d)

c−p,2(d)
2416

we are done.

G Lemmas Used for Network Approximations

Theorem G.1. Let p ∈ [1,∞], r < τ/2 and let D ∈ Dk,N,C be a dataset such that for all xi, xj
with yi ̸= yj we have τ ≤ ∥xi − xj∥p. Denote w = τ − 2r. Assume that for every (xi, yi) ∈ D
there exists a neural network f̂xi,w,p : Rk → Rk+1 with width Ww,p and depth Lw,p such that for all

x ∈ Rk we have f̂xi,w,p(x) = (fxi,w,p(x), x), fxi,w,p(x) ≤ yi and

fxi,w,p(x) =

{
yi ∥x− xi∥p ≤ r

0 r + w ≤ ∥x− xi∥p
,
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Then there exists a neural network Fk,τ,r,p : Rk → R with width Ww,p+1 and depth O (NLw,p) that
(r, p)-robustly memorizes the dataset D.

Proof of Theorem G.1. For every data point (xi, yi) ∈ D, we will use the (approximate) indicator
network fxi,w,p in order to inspect whether the input x lies inside the ball Bk

p (xi, r), and keep
the answer in a neuron denoted by zi. The construction is done in a way that ensures that if
x ∈ Bk

p (xj , r) for some j, then max {zi | 1 ≤ i ≤ N} = yj . Hence, by keeping track of the maximum
value of the zi’s up to j (which we will denote by mj) we will manage to return the desired result
(by returning mN ).

Let 1 ≤ i ≤ N . Using f̂xi,w,p(x) = (fxi,w,p(x), x) from the assumption of the theorem, we will
compute it in a dedicated sub-net Ai (see Figure 4) and update the running maximum value mi.

mi−1 mi−1 → ...→ mi−1 mi−1 mi−1 mi

f̂xi,w,p zi [zi −mi−1]+

x x x x

Figure 4: The architecture of Ai

Ai will preform the following:

• append a neuron with the value mi−1, where m0 = 0 (this is the accumulated maximum of
previous indicator computations).

• compute zi = fxi,w,p(x) (current indicator computation).

• compute [zi −mi−1]+.

• compute mi = [mi−1 + [zi −mi−1]+]+ (mi = max {zj | j ≤ i}).

Note that the width and depth of Ai satisfy W(Ai) = Ww,p + 1 and L(Ai) = O(Lw,p). Now, we
will define Fk,τ,r,p(x) to simply return mN (see Figure 5).

x A1 m1 A2 ... AN−1 mN−1 AN mN

x ... x

Figure 5: The architecture of Fk,τ,r
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Note that by construction the maximal width of Fk,τ,r,p is the maximal width of Ai so Fk,τ,r,p :
Rk → R is a neural network of width Ww,p + 1 and depth L(Fk,τ,r,p) = O(NLw,p).

Let us show that Fk,τ,r,p(x) indeed (r, p)-robustly memorizes the dataset D. Let i ∈ [N ] and let
x ∈ Bk

p (xi, r). We inspect the possible values of fxj ,w,p for every j ∈ [N ]:

• If j = i: In this case ∥x− xj∥p = ∥x− xi∥p ≤ r so fxj ,w,p(x) = yj = yi.

• If j ̸= i:

– If yi = yj : By definition fxj ,w,p(x) ≤ yj = yi.

– If yi ̸= yj : Note that in this case since x is in a different class than that of xj (and because
∥·∥p is a norm as p ∈ [1,∞]) we have from the triangle inequality τ − r ≤ ∥x − xj∥p.
Hence, in this case r + w = τ − r ≤ ∥x− xj∥p so fxj ,w,p(x) = 0.

We see that when j ̸= i one has zj = fxj ,w,p(x) ≤ yi and when i = j, zi = fxi,w,p(x) = yi, so
max {zj | 1 ≤ j ≤ N} = yi, but by construction we have mj = max

{
zj′ | j′ ≤ j

}
so we conclude

that Fk,τ,r,p(x) = mN = yi. We have thus shown that Fk,τ,r,p does indeed (r, p)-robustly memorizes
the dataset D.

The following lemma provides a construction of an approximate indicator function that returns a
desired value on a fixed lp ball.

Lemma G.2. Let p ∈ [1,∞), x0 ∈ Rk, 0 < y0 and let 0 < r and any 0 < w. Denote ϵ̃ = wp

4k(w+2r)p .

Assume that there exists a network gϵ̃,p with width W(gϵ̃,p) and depth L(gϵ̃,p) such that |gϵ̃,p(t)−tp| <
ϵ̃ for every t ∈ [0, 1]. Then there exists a neural network fx0,w,p : Rk → R with width k+2+W(gϵ̃,p)
and depth O (kL(gϵ̃,p)) such that for all x ∈ Rk we have fx0,w,p(x) ≤ y0 and

fx0,w,p(x) =

{
y0 , ∥x− x0∥p ≤ r

0 , r + w ≤ ∥x− x0∥p
,

Furthermore, fx0,w,p can be modified to return also the input vector x without changing its width
and depth.

Similar analysis yields the following lemma for the case that p = ∞:

Lemma G.3. Let x0 ∈ Rk, 0 < y0 and let 0 < r and any 0 < w. Then there exists a neural network
fx0,w,∞ : Rk → R with width k+3 and depth O(k) such that for all x ∈ Rk we have fx0,w,∞(x) ≤ y0
and

fx0,w,∞(x) =

{
y0 , ∥x− x0∥∞ ≤ r

0 , r + w ≤ ∥x− x0∥∞
,

Furthermore, fx0,w,∞ can be modified to return also the input vector x without changing its width
and depth.
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Proof of Lemma G.2. For a vector v we will denote by (v)j its j-th coordinate. We will use gϵ̃,p to
approximate the values of |(x)j − (x0)j |p for 1 ≤ j ≤ k, and use them to approximate the p norm
∥x− x0∥pp. This, in turn will allow us to return the desired result. Let 1 ≤ j ≤ k. We would like to
compute |(x)j − (x0)j |p using gϵ̃,p, so we have to modify the input so that it lies in the range [0, 1].
|(x)j − (x0)j | is unbounded in general so we have to normalize it carefully. Denote δ = (w + 2r),
and the following functions of x ∈ Rk:

(a)j = (x)j − (x0)j

(b)j =
[(
[(a)j ]+ + [−(a)j ]+

)
/δ
]
+

(c)j = [2(b)j − 1]+ .

We now show some properties of these quantities.

1. (b)j =
|(x)j−(x0)j |

δ , (c)j =
[
2|(x)j−(x0)j |

δ − 1
]
+
:

Follows immediately from the definition of a, b, c.

2. If |(x)j − (x0)j | ≤ δ, then 0 ≤ (b)j ≤ 1:

Follows immediately from the definition of a, b.

3. If |(x)j − (x0)j | ≤ r, then (c)j = 0:

We have
2|(x)j−(x0)j |

δ − 1 ≤ 2r
δ − 1 = 2r

2r+w − 1 ≤ 0, so (c)j = 0.

4. If δ ≤ |(x)j − (x0)j |, then (c)j ≥ 1:

We have
2|(x)j−(x0)j |

δ − 1 ≥ 2δ
δ − 1 = 1.

We will now construct fx0,w,p using these quantities. From the assumption of the theorem, there
exists a neural network gϵ̃,p : R → R with width W(gϵ̃,p) and depth L(gϵ̃,p) such that |gϵ̃,p(t)−tp| < ϵ̃
for every t ∈ [0, 1]. For every coordinate j we apply the sub-network Mj (see Figure 6 for layout of
Mj) which preforms the following:

• compute the penalty (c)j and the normalized input (b)j .

• compute (γ)j = gϵ̃,p((b)j) (this will approximate (b)pj for relevant values of (x)j).

• compute (η)j = [δp(γ)j ]+ (this will approximate |(x)j − (x0)j |p for relevant values of (x)j).

• compute the neuron (s)j = (η)j + (rp + 3
4w

p)(c)j (current coordinate to the power p with its
penalty).

−(a)j (c)j (c)j (c)j

(a)j (a)j (b)j gϵ̃,p (γ)j (η)j (s)j

Figure 6: The architecture of Mj

37



We note that the width and depth of Mj satisfy W(Mj) = 1 +W(gϵ̃,p), and L(Mj) = 5 + L(gϵ̃,p).
In order to compute Mj for every coordinate sequentially, we append to every layer in Mj memory

neurons with x, and with the accumulated sum Σj−1 =
j−1∑
i=1

(s)i.

After computing Mj for all 1 ≤ j ≤ k sequentially, we obtain the neuron

Σk(x) =
k∑
j=1

(η(x))j + (rp +
3

4
wp)(c(x))j .

Finally the network will return as output the value

fx0,w,p(x) =

[
y0

(
1−

[
Σk(x)− rp − wp

4

]
+

wp/2

)]
+

,

as can be seen in the following sketch of the layout of fx0,w,p:

0 → ...→ 0 Σ1 → ...→ Σ1 ... Σk−1 → ...→ Σk−1

x M1 M2 ... Mk Σk fx0,w,p(x)

x→ ...→ x x→ ...→ x ... x→ ...→ x x

(a)1 sk

s1

(a)2
(a)3

s2
sk−1

(a)k

Figure 7: The architecture of fx0,w,p

Note that one can append to the output neuron the vector x wothout changing the width and depth
of fx0,w,p.

Let us show that fx0,w,p behaves as we desired. Let x ∈ Rk.

• Note that 0 ≤

[
Σk(x)−rp−wp

4

]
+

wp/2 and so because ReLU is increasing we always have

fx0,w,p(x) =

[
y0

(
1−

[
Σk(x)− rp − wp

4

]
+

wp/2

)]
+

≤ y0 .

• If ∥x − x0∥pp ≤ rp, then for every 1 ≤ j ≤ k we have |(x)j − (x0)j | ≤ r < δ, so (c)j = 0 and
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0 ≤ (b)j =
|(x)j−(x0)j |

δ < 1. Hence

Σk(x) =
k∑
j=1

(η)j =
k∑
j=1

[δp(γ)j ]+

≤
k∑
j=1

[δp((b)pj + ϵ̃)]+ =
k∑
j=1

[
δp
(
|(x)j − (x0)j |p

δp
+ ϵ̃

)]
+

=

k∑
j=1

[|(x)j − (x0)j |p + δpϵ̃]+ =

 k∑
j=1

|(x)j − (x0)j |p
+ kδpϵ̃

≤ rp + kδp
wp

4kδp
= rp +

wp

4
,

which yields fx0,w,p(x) = y0.

• If (r + w)p ≤ ∥x− x0∥pp, then one of the following occurs:

1. There exists some 1 ≤ j0 ≤ k such that δ ≤ |(x)j0 − (x0)j0 |. In this case, (c)j0 ≥ 1, and
therefore:

Σk(x) =
k∑
j=1

(η)j + (rp +
3

4
wp)(c(x))j

≥
k∑
j=1

(rp +
3

4
wp)(c(x))j ≥ (rp +

3

4
wp)(c(x))j0

≥ rp +
3

4
wp .

2. For every 1 ≤ j ≤ k we have |(x)j − (x0)j | < δ, so 0 ≤ (b)j =
|(x)j−(x0)j |

δ < 1. Hence

Σk(x) =
k∑
j=1

(η)j + (rp +
3

4
wp)(c(x))j

≥
k∑
j=1

(η)j =
k∑
j=1

[δp(γ)j ]+ ≥
k∑
j=1

[δp((b)pj − ϵ̃)]+

=
k∑
j=1

[
δp
(
|(x)j − (x0)j |p

δp
− ϵ̃

)]
+

=
k∑
j=1

[|(x)j − (x0)j |p − δpϵ̃]+

≥
k∑
j=1

(|(x)j − (x0)j |p − δpϵ̃) ≥ (r + w)p − kδpϵ̃ = (r + w)p − wp

4

≥ rp + wp − wp

4
= rp +

3

4
wp . (since 1 ≤ p)

In any case we have Σk(x) ≥ rp + 3
4w

p, which yields

fx0,w,p(x) ≤

[
y0

(
1−

[rp + 3wp

4 − rp − wp

4 ]+

wp/2

)]
+

= 0 .
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From all of the above combined we get that fx0,w,p behaves as desired. Note that by construction, the
maximal width of fx0,w,p is the maximal width ofMj (which is 1+W(gϵ̃,p)) plus one memory neuron
for the accumulated sum Σj , and k neurons to carry x. Thus we have a total of k+1+W(gϵ̃,p)+1, so
fx0,w,p : Rk → R is a neural network of width k+2+W(gϵ̃,p). Additionally, L(fx0,w,p) = O(kL(Mj))
so fx0,w,p has depth O (kL(gϵ̃,p)).

Proof of Lemma G.3. Denote the following functions of x ∈ Rk:

(a)j = (x)j − (x0)j

(b)j =
[(
[(a)j ]+ + [−(a)j ]+

)]
+

.

Note that for all j we have (b)j = |(x)j − (x0)j |. We will now construct fx0,w,∞ using these
quantities. For every coordinate j we apply the sub-network Mj (see Figure 8 for layout of Mj)
which updates the running maximum mj (initialize m0 = 0).

mj−1 mj−1 mj−1 mj−1

−(a)j mj = [mj−1 + [(b)j −mj−1]+]+

(a)j (a)j (b)j [(b)j −mj−1]+

Figure 8: The architecture of Mj

We note that the width and depth of Mj satisfy W(Mj) = 3, and L(Mj) = 5. In order to compute
Mj for every coordinate sequentially, we append to every layer in Mj memory neurons with x.

After computing Mj for all 1 ≤ j ≤ k sequentially, we obtain the neuron

mk(x) = max{(b)j | 1 ≤ j ≤ k} = max{|(x)j − (x0)j | | 1 ≤ j ≤ k} = ∥x− x0∥∞.

Finally the network will return as output the value

fx0,w,∞(x) =

[
y0

(
1−

[mk(x)− r]+
w

)]
+

,

as can be seen in the following sketch of the layout of fx0,w,∞:

x M1 M2 ... Mk mk fx0,w,∞(x)

x→ ...→ x x→ ...→ x ... x→ ...→ x x

(a)1 m1

(a)2 (a)3 (a)k

Figure 9: The architecture of fx0,w,∞
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Note that one can append to the output neuron the vector x wothout changing the width and depth
of fx0,w,∞.

Let us show that fx0,w,∞ behaves as we desired. Let x ∈ Rk.

• Note that 0 ≤ [mk(x)−r]+
w and so because ReLU is increasing we always have fx0,w,∞(x) ≤ y0.

• If ∥x− x0∥∞ ≤ r, then mk(x)− r ≤ 0 and so fx0,w,∞(x) = y0.

• If r + w ≤ ∥x− x0∥∞, then
[mk(x)−r]+

w = ∥x−x0∥∞−r
w ≥ w

w = 1 and so fx0,w,∞(x) = 0.

From all of the above combined we get that fx0,w,∞ behaves as desired. Note that by construction,
the maximal width of fx0,w,∞ is the maximal width of Mj (which is 3) plus k neurons to carry x.
Thus we have a total of k+3, so fx0,w,∞ : Rk → R is a neural network of width k+3. Additionally,
L(fx0,w,∞) = O(kL(Mj)) so fx0,w,∞ has depth O (k).

Remark G.4 (Constructions equivalent to Lemmas G.2 and G.3). In Lemma G.2, if we construct
fx0,w,p the same way where instead of computing the Mj components sequentially we stack them
and perform the computation in parallel, we would obtain a network fx0,w,p that behaves exactly the
same and has width k · W(Mj) = k(1 +W(gϵ̃,p)) and depth O(L(Mj)) = O(L(gϵ̃,p)). Similarly, in
Lemma G.3 we would get a network with width 2k and depth O(1). Returning also the input vector
would increase the width by additional k neurons in both cases.

The following lemma is used to approximate the square of a given number.

Lemma G.5. [Elbrächter et al., 2019, Proposition III.2] Let 0 < ϵ < 1
2 . Then there exists a neural

network gϵ : R → R with width 3 and depth O
(
log2(ϵ

−1)
)
such that |gϵ(α) − α2| ≤ ϵ for every

α ∈ [0, 1].

The following lemma is used to approximate the p power of a given number.

Lemma G.6. Let p ∈ N≥2, 0 < ϵ < 1/2. Then there exists a neural network gϵ,p : R → R with
width 6 and depth O

(
p log2(pϵ

−1)
)
such that |gϵ,p(α)− αp| < ϵ for every α ∈ [0, 1].

In the proof we will use the following lemma to compute multiplication:

Lemma G.7. [Elbrächter et al., 2019, Proposition III.3] Let 0 < ϵ < 1
2 . Then there exists a neural

network hϵ : R → R with width 5 and depth O
(
log2(ϵ

−1)
)
such that |hϵ(α, β) − αβ| ≤ ϵ for every

α, β ∈ [0, 1].

Proof of Lemma G.6. Denote ϵ2 = ϵ
p−1 then from Lemma G.7 there exists a neural network hϵ2 :

R → R with width 5 and depth O
(
log2(ϵ

−1
2 )
)
such that |hϵ2(α, β)−αβ| ≤ ϵ2 for every α, β ∈ [0, 1].

We will apply hϵ2 repeatedly p times as in the following figure:
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α hϵ2 hϵ2 · · · hϵ2 hϵ2 gϵ,p(α)

α α α α · · · α

Figure 10: The architecture of gϵ,p

Now from the definition we have that for all α ∈ [0, 1]:

|gϵ,p(α)− αp| ≤ ϵ2

p−2∑
j=0

αj ≤ ϵ2(p− 1) = ϵ

Note that gϵ,p has width 5+1 = 6 and depth O
(
p log2(ϵ

−1
2 )
)
= O

(
p log2(pϵ

−1)
)
and we are done.

For p /∈ N we have the following generalization:

Lemma G.8. Let p ∈ (1,∞) \N, 0 < ϵ < 1. Then there exists a neural network gϵ,p : R → R with

width 9 and depth O
(
pϵ

− 1
p
(
log2(pϵ

−1) + p
))

such that |gϵ,p(α)− αp| < ϵ for every α ∈ [0, 1].

Proof of Lemma G.8. Define D = ⌈p(πϵ/2)−1/⌊p⌋⌉ + 2, and the polynomial Pϵ/2,p : R → R by

Pϵ/2,p(x) =
D∑
i=0

(
p
i

)
(x − 1)i. Then from Lemma H.18 we have |Pϵ/2,p(x) − xp| < ϵ/2 for every

x ∈ [0, 1]. Define Qϵ/2,p(x) = Pϵ/2,p(x + 1) =
D∑
i=0

(
p
i

)
xi, and note that the coefficients satisfy

B := max
0≤i≤D

∣∣(p
i

)∣∣ ≤ 2p. Now, from Lemma G.9 there exists a neural network Φϵ/2,D,B : R → R with

width 9 and depth O
(
D
(
log2(

2
ϵ ) + log2(D) + log2(B)

))
such that |Φϵ/2,D,B(x) − Qϵ/2,p(x)| < ϵ/2

for every x ∈ [−1, 1]. Define the network gϵ,p(x) = Φϵ/2,D,B(x−1). Let α ∈ [0, 1], then α−1 ∈ [−1, 0]
and so

|gϵ,p(α)− αp| = |Φϵ/2,D,B(α− 1)− αp|
≤ |Φϵ/2,D,B(α− 1)−Qϵ/2,p(α− 1)|+ |Qϵ/2,p(α− 1)− αp|
≤ |Φϵ/2,D,B(α− 1)−Qϵ/2,p(α− 1)|+ |Pϵ/2,p(α)− αp|
< ϵ/2 + ϵ/2 = ϵ .

The width of gϵ,p is 9, and plugging D,B we get that its depth is O
(
pϵ

− 1
p
(
log2(pϵ

−1) + p
))

.

Lemma G.9. [Elbrächter et al., 2019, Proposition III.5] Let 0 < ϵ < 1
2 , D ∈ N, 0 < B, and

P : R → R a polynomial given by P (α) =
D∑
i=0

ciα
i where max

0≤i≤D
|ci| ≤ B. Then there exists a neural

network Φϵ,D,B : R → R with width 9 and depth O
(
D
(
log2(

1
ϵ ) + log2(D) + log2(B)

))
such that

|Φϵ,D,B(α)− P (α)| < ϵ for every α ∈ [−1, 1].

Proof sketch for Proposition E.5. Since the balls Bd
q (xi, c

+
p,q(d)σ) are disjoint and δ ≤ ∥xi − xj∥q,

there exists a Lipschitz continuous function g : Rd → R with the following properties:
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• g has Lipschitz constant 2C
δ−2c+p,q(d)σ

.

• g has compact support KD.

• The diameter of KD w.r.t the l2 norm satisfies diam(KD) ≤ 2diam(D).

• for every 1 ≤ i ≤ N we have g(Bd
q (xi, c

+
p,q(d)σ)) = yi.

Denote by ωg the modulus of continuity of g, and ω−1
g (ϵ) = sup{α | ωg(α) ≤ ϵ} then by [Hanin and

Sellke, 2017, Theorem 1] there exists a neural network N : Rd → R with width d + 1 and depth

O
(

diam(D)

ω−1
g (1/4)

)d+1
such that

sup
x∈KD

|g(x)−N (x)| ≤ 1/4 .

For every α we have ωg(α) = 2C
δ−2c+p,q(d)σ

α so
δ−2c+p,q(d)σ

8C ≤ ω−1
g (1/4) and hence N has depth

O
(
Cdiam(D)

δ−2c+p,q(d)σ

)d+1
. From Lemma G.10 there exists a neural network ψ : R → R of width 2 and

depth O(C) such that for every 1 ≤ m ≤ C and every t ∈ [−1/4 +m,m+ 1/4] we have ψ(t) = m.

Define f = ψ ◦ N then f has width d + 1 and depth O
(
Cdiam(D)

δ−2c+p,q(d)σ

)d+1
. Let 1 ≤ i ≤ N and

x ∈ Bd
p(xi, σ)). We have

|yi −N (x)| = |g(x)−N (x)| ≤ 1/4 .

Therefore, N (x) ∈ [−1/4 + yi, yi + 1/4] and so f(x) = ψ(N (x)) = yi. Now d + 1 ≤ k and so by
padding each hidden layer of f with k − (d+ 1) neurons we obtain f with width k and depth

O

(
Cdiam(D)

δ − 2c+p,q(d)σ

)d+1

that (σ, p)-robustly memorizes the dataset D.

Lemma G.10. Let C ∈ N≥2. There exists a neural network ψ : R → R of width 2 and depth O(C)
such that for every 1 ≤ m ≤ C and every t ∈ [−1/4 +m,m+ 1/4] we have ψ(t) = m.

Proof of Lemma G.10. Define the following functions for every x ∈ R and every 0 ≤ l ≤ C − 1:

• ψ3l (x) =
[
2x− 1

2 (2(C − l)− 1)− ψ3l−1(x)
]
+
(where ψ−1(x) = 0).

• ψ3l+1 (x) = [l + 1− ψ3l (x)]+.

• ψ3l+2 (x) = [l + 1− ψ3l+1 (x)]+ ,

and define the network ψ : R → R by ψ = ψ3C−1. See Figure 11 bellow:

x ψ0(x) ψ1 (x) ψ2 (x) ψ3 (x) · · · ψ3C−3 (x) ψ3C−2 (x) ψ3C−1 (x) ψ(x)

x x x x · · ·

Figure 11: The architecture of ψ
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Then ψ has width 2 and depth O(C) and a computation using the definitions yields that for all
1 ≤ m ≤ C and all t ∈ [m− 1/4,m+ 1/4] we have ψ(t) = m.

H Background Material

H.1 Invariant Measures on O (d)

We recall the following facts (see e.g [Mattila, 1999, Chapter 3]):

Lemma H.1. The group O (d) is compact (as a topological group with Borel topology induced by
operator norm).

Lemma H.2. The real Grassmannian Grd,k is a compact Hausdorff space with respect to the
topology induced by the operator norm.

Lemma H.3. The real Grassmannian Grd,k is a transitive O (d)-space with respect to the action
(g, V ) 7→ gV where for V = Span {v1, ..., vk}, gV = Span {gv1, ..., gvk}.

Lemma H.4. The sphere Sd−1 is a compact Hausdorff space with respect to the topology induced
by the geodesic metric.

Lemma H.5. The sphere Sd−1 is a transitive O (d)-space with respect to the action (g, x) 7→ g−1x.

From Lemma H.8, Lemma H.1 the group O (d) has a unique Haar probability measure denoted here
by νd. From Lemma H.12, Lemma H.2, Lemma H.3 we get that Grd,k has a unique O (d)-invariant
probability measure which we will denote by γd,k. Similarly from Lemma H.12, Lemma H.4,
Lemma H.5 we get that Sd−1 has a unique O (d)-invariant probability measure which we will
denote by µd−1. Furthermore these unique measures are simply the pushforward of the measure νd
as summarized by the following:

Lemma H.6. For any V ∈ Grd,k and any measurable E ⊆ Grd,k,

γd,k (E) = νd ({g ∈ O (d) | gV ∈ E}) .

Similarly, for any x ∈ Sd−1 and any measurable E ⊆ Sd−1,

µd−1 (E) = νd
({
g ∈ O (d) | g−1x ∈ E

})
.

Proof of Lemma H.6. The claim follows from Lemma H.12 and from the fact that the push-forward
measure doesn’t depend on the choice of the fixed point - indeed this measure is unique and is
identical for any choice of the fixed point, and in particular for the choice of V and x.

The following presents the relation between the measure of complement spaces

Lemma H.7. Let E ⊆ Grd,k measurable then

γd,k (E) = γd,d−k

({
V ⊥ ∈ Grd,d−k | V ∈ E

})
.
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Proof of Lemma H.7. Define a new measure on Grd,k by

γ′d,k (E) = γd,d−k

({
V ⊥ ∈ Grd,d−k | V ∈ E

})
.

It is a probability measure and one can check that it is also O (d)-invariant and hence the claim
follows from uniqueness.

H.2 Background in G-spaces

Lemma H.8. Let G be a compact group. Then, there exists a unique Haar probability measure
(which is both left and right invariant) on its Borel sigma algebra.

Proof of Lemma H.8. By [Folland, 2015, Theorem 2.10] G has a left Haar measure λ. A Haar
measure is a Radon measure and so by definition it is finite on compact sets, so λ is a finite
positive measure and so by normalizing, λ is a left Haar probability measure. Let µ be a left Haar
probability measure on G. By [Folland, 2015, Theorem 2.20] ∃c ∈ (0,∞) such that µ = cλ, but
1 = µ (G) = cλ (G) = c · 1 so c = 1 and µ = λ. Finally, because G is compact it is unimodular and
hence the obtained unique left Haar measure is also right Haar measure.

Lemma H.9. Let G be a compact group and denote by ν its unique probability Haar measure, then
for all measurable sets E ⊆ G,

ν (E) = ν
(
E−1

)
.

Proof of Lemma H.9. G is compact and hence unimodular and so the claim follows from [Folland,
2015, Proposition 2.31].

Lemma H.10. Let G be a compact group, H ≤ G a closed subgroup then there exists a unique
G-invariant probability measure on G/H.

Proof of Lemma H.10. By [Folland, 2015, Theorem 2.51] and compactness of G, there is a G-
invariant Radon measure µ on G/H which is unique up to a constant factor. Now, G/H is compact
so µ is finite so we can normalize it to be a probability measure, and by the uniqueness up to a
factor we get that this probability measure is unique.

Lemma H.11. Let G be a compact group, X a locally compact Hausdorff, transitive G-space
with the action map α : G × X −→ X, and x0 ∈ X some fixed point. Define f : G −→ X by
f (g) = α (g, x0), H = StabG,α (x0), q : G −→ G/H the natural quotient map. Then, H is a closed
subgroup and F = f ◦ q−1 : G/H −→ X is a homeomorphism.

Proof of Lemma H.11. See beginning of [Folland, 2015, Chapter 2.6] and [Folland, 2015, Proposi-
tion 2.46].

Lemma H.12. Let G be a compact group with its unique probability Haar measure ν, X a locally
compact Hausdorff, transitive G-space with the action map α : G × X −→ X, and x0 ∈ X some
fixed point. Define f : G −→ X by f (g) = α (g, x0), then X has a unique G-invariant probability
radon measure which is given by f∗ν, where f∗ν denotes the pushforward measure of ν under f .
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Proof of Lemma H.12. By Lemma H.10, Lemma H.11 X has a unique G-invariant probability
radon measure. f is a continuous map and hence a measurable map and hence f∗ν is a measure
on X. Now f∗ν (X) = ν

(
f−1 (X)

)
= ν ({g ∈ G | α (g, x0) ∈ X}) = ν (G) = 1 so f∗ν is a Radon

probability measure on X. Let g ∈ G, A ⊂ X measurable then f∗ν (α (g,A)) = ν
(
f−1 (α (g,A))

)
=

ν ({g′ ∈ G | α (g′, x0) ∈ α (g,A)}) = ν
({
g′ ∈ G | α

(
g−1g′, x0

)
∈ A

})
= ν ({gĝ ∈ G | α (ĝ, x0) ∈ A})

= ν (g {ĝ ∈ G | α (ĝ, x0) ∈ A}) = ν ({ĝ ∈ G | α (ĝ, x0) ∈ A}) = ν
(
f−1 (A)

)
= f∗ν (A). We conclude

that f∗ν is a G-invariant probability Radon measure on X, and from uniqueness it is the only
one.

H.3 Translative Coverings

We follow Naszódi [2016] and define the following

Definition H.13. Let X be a set, A ⊆ X, F a collection of subsets of X i.e F ⊆ P(X). A covering
of A by F is a subset of F whose union contains A. We define the covering number of A by F to
be the minimal cardinality of its coverings by F :

τ(A,F) = min

{
|F ′| | F ′ ⊆ F , A ⊆

⋃
F∈F ′

F

}
.

If X is a transitive G-space, A,B ⊆ X some sets, we can look at the covering of A by translations
of B, i.e by the collection GGB = {g.B | g ∈ G}. The covering number of A by translations of B is
therefore denoted by τ(A,GGB).

Definition H.14. Let X be a transitive G-space with a G-invariant measure µ. Let A,B ⊆ X, we
define the covering density of A by (translations of) B to be

ϑ(A,GGB) = µ(B)τ(A,GGB) .

Theorem H.15. [Rolfes and Vallentin, 2018, Corollary 3.1] For every k ∈ N, 0 < φ < π/2

ϑ
(
Sk,GO(k+1)B

k
arc(φ)

)
≤ inf

1<α

(
1 +

1

α− 1

)
(k ln(αk) + 1) .

Lemma H.16. For every k ∈ N and every 0 < φ < π
2

ϑ
(
Sk,GO(k+1)B

k
arc (φ)

)
≤ 5k ln (k + 1) .

Proof of Lemma H.16. One has inf
1<α

(
1 + 1

α−1

)
(k ln(αk)+1) ≤ 5k ln (k + 1) and so the claim follows

from Theorem H.15.

Lemma H.17. [Böröczky and Wintsche, 2003, Corollary 3.2(i)] For every k ∈ N and every 0 <
φ < π

2

µk

(
Bk

arc (φ)
)
≥ sink φ√

2π (k + 1)
.
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Proof of Lemma H.17. Denote by |·| the surface area, and by Vl the volume of Sl−1 for any l ∈ N.
We have from [Böröczky and Wintsche, 2003, Lemma 3.1(i)]

|Bk
arc (φ)| ≥ Vk sin

k φ ,

and so

µk

(
Bk

arc (φ)
)
=

|Bk
arc (φ)|

|S(k+1)−1|
=

|Bk
arc (φ)|

(k + 1)Vk+1

≥ Vk sin
k φ

(k + 1)Vk+1

=
π

k
2 sink φΓ

(
k+1
2 + 1

)
(k + 1)π

k+1
2 Γ

(
k
2 + 1

) =
sink φΓ

(
k+1
2 + 1

)
(k + 1)π

1
2Γ
(
k+1
2 + 1

2

)
>

sink φ

(k + 1)π
1
2

√
k + 1

2
(Gautschi’s inequality)

=
sink φ√
2π (k + 1)

.

H.4 Additional Lemmas

Lemma H.18. Let p ∈ (1,∞) \ N, 0 < ϵ < 1, and ψp : R → R defined by ψp(x) = xp. Define

D = ⌈p(πϵ)−1/⌊p⌋⌉ + 2, and Pϵ,p : R → R by Pϵ,p(x) =
D∑
i=0

(
p
i

)
(x − 1)i. Then |Pϵ,p(x) − ψp(x)| < ϵ

for every x ∈ [0, 1].

Proof of Lemma H.18. If x = 0 then

|Pϵ,p(x)− ψp(x)| = |Pϵ,p(0)− 0p| = |Pϵ,p(0)| =

∣∣∣∣∣
D∑
i=0

(
p

i

)
(−1)i

∣∣∣∣∣
=

∣∣∣∣(−1)D
(
p− 1

D

)∣∣∣∣ = ∣∣∣∣(p− 1

D

)∣∣∣∣
≤ 1

π

( p
D

)⌊p⌋
<

1

π

(
p

p(πϵ)−1/⌊p⌋

)⌊p⌋
(Lemma H.21)

=
1

π

(
(πϵ)1/⌊p⌋

)⌊p⌋
= ϵ

Let x ∈ (0, 1]. From Lemma H.19, we have ψp(x) =
∞∑
i=0

(
p
i

)
(x − 1)i with a remainder RD(x) =

ψp(x) − Pϵ,p(x). Now, ψp is (D + 1)-differentiable on (x2 , x) and ψ
(D+1)
p is continuous on [x2 , x]
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and so by the mean-value form of the remainder, there exists some c ∈ [x2 , x] such that RD(x) =
ψ
(D+1)
p (c)
(D+1)! (x− x/2)D+1. Therefore

|Pϵ,p(x)− ψp(x)| = |RD(x)| =

∣∣∣∣∣ψ(D+1)
p (c)

(D + 1)!
(x− x/2)D+1

∣∣∣∣∣
=

∣∣∣∣p(p− 1) · · · (p−D)

(D + 1)!
cp−D−1(x/2)D+1

∣∣∣∣
=

∣∣∣∣( p

D + 1

)
cp−D−1(x/2)D+1

∣∣∣∣
=

∣∣∣∣( p

D + 1

)∣∣∣∣ cp−D−1(x/2)D+1

Note that p < D and so c 7→ cp−D−1 is decreasing on [x/2, x] and so∣∣∣∣( p

D + 1

)∣∣∣∣ cp−D−1(x/2)D+1 ≤
∣∣∣∣( p

D + 1

)∣∣∣∣ (x/2)p−D−1(x/2)D+1

=

∣∣∣∣( p

D + 1

)∣∣∣∣ (x/2)p ≤ ∣∣∣∣( p

D + 1

)∣∣∣∣
≤ 1

π

( p
D

)⌊p⌋
<

1

π

(
p

p(πϵ)−1/⌊p⌋

)⌊p⌋
(Lemma H.21)

=
1

π

(
(πϵ)1/⌊p⌋

)⌊p⌋
= ϵ

Lemma H.19. Let p ∈ (1,∞), x ∈ [0, 2] then the binomial series
∞∑
i=0

(
p
i

)
(x−1)i converges absolutely

to xp.

Proof of Lemma H.19. Let x ∈ [0, 2] and denote u = x−1, then u ∈ [−1, 1] and so by Lemma H.20

the series
∞∑
i=0

(
p
i

)
ui converges absolutely to (1+u)p. We conclude that series

∞∑
i=0

(
p
i

)
(x−1)i converges

absolutely to xp.

Lemma H.20. [Knopp, 1964, Theorem 247(a)] Let p ∈ (1,∞), |x| ≤ 1 then the binomial series
∞∑
i=0

(
p
i

)
xi converges absolutely to (1 + x)p.

Lemma H.21. Let D ∈ N and any real 1 < p < D such that p /∈ N. Then∣∣∣∣( p

D + 1

)∣∣∣∣ ≤ ∣∣∣∣(p− 1

D

)∣∣∣∣ ≤ 1

π

( p
D

)⌊p⌋
.

Proof of Lemma H.21. For the first inequality note that because p < D we have∣∣∣∣( p

D + 1

)∣∣∣∣ = ∣∣∣∣ Γ(p+ 1)

Γ(D + 2)Γ(p−D)

∣∣∣∣ = ∣∣∣∣ pΓ(p)

(D + 1)Γ(D + 1)Γ(p−D)

∣∣∣∣
=

p

D + 1

∣∣∣∣(p− 1

D

)∣∣∣∣ ≤ ∣∣∣∣(p− 1

D

)∣∣∣∣ .
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Now p−D /∈ Z so∣∣∣∣ 1

Γ(p−D)

∣∣∣∣ = ∣∣∣∣sin(π(p−D))Γ(1 +D − p)

π

∣∣∣∣ ≤ 1

π
|Γ(1 +D − p)| ,

and therefore ∣∣∣∣(p− 1

D

)∣∣∣∣ = ∣∣∣∣ Γ(p)

Γ(D + 1)Γ(p−D)

∣∣∣∣ ≤ 1

π

∣∣∣∣Γ(p)Γ(D − p+ 1)

Γ(D + 1)

∣∣∣∣ .
Note that Γ is increasing on [1.5,∞) and we have D − ⌊p⌋+ 1 ≥ 2, D − ⌊p⌋+ 1 ≥ D − p+ 1 ≥ 1,
Γ(1) = Γ(2) = 1 and so Γ(D − ⌊p⌋+ 1) ≥ Γ(D − p+ 1). Hence

Γ(D + 1) =

⌊p⌋−1∏
i=0

(D − i) · Γ(D − ⌊p⌋+ 1) ≥
⌊p⌋−1∏
i=0

(D − i) · Γ(D − p+ 1) .

After rearranging we get Γ(1+D−p)
Γ(D+1) ≤ 1

⌊p⌋−1∏
i=0

(D−i)
. Furthermore, since 0 < Γ(p−⌊p⌋+1) ≤ 1 we have

Γ(p) =

⌊p⌋−1∏
i=1

(p− i) · Γ(p− ⌊p⌋+ 1) ≤
⌊p⌋−1∏
i=1

(p− i) ≤
⌊p⌋−1∏
i=0

(p− i) .

Together we obtain

1

π

∣∣∣∣Γ(p)Γ(D − p+ 1)

Γ(D + 1)

∣∣∣∣ ≤ 1

π

⌊p⌋−1∏
i=0

p− i

D − i
≤ 1

π

⌊p⌋−1∏
i=0

p

D
=

1

π

( p
D

)⌊p⌋
.

Lemma H.22. For every 0 < α < β ≤ ∞ and every v ∈ Rd one has

∥v∥β ≤ ∥v∥α ≤ d
1
α
− 1

β ∥v∥β ,

where we define 1
∞ = 0.

Proof of Lemma H.22. We prove the two inequalities separately.

• ∥v∥β ≤ ∥v∥α:

– If β = ∞, then

∥v∥β = |vmax| = (|vmax|α)
1
α ≤

(
d∑
i=1

|vi|α
) 1

α

≤ ∥v∥α

– If β < ∞, then for every 1 ≤ i ≤ d we have |vi|
∥v∥β ≤ 1 and so

(
|vi|
∥v∥β

)β
≤
(

|vi|
∥v∥β

)α
.

Therefore,

∥v∥α
∥v∥β

=

(
d∑
i=1

(
|vi|
∥v∥β

)α) 1
α

≥

(
d∑
i=1

(
|vi|
∥v∥β

)β) 1
α

=
∥v∥

β
α
β

∥v∥
β
α
β

= 1 .
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• ∥v∥α ≤ d
1
α
− 1

β ∥v∥β:

– If β = ∞, then

∥v∥α =

(
d∑
i=1

|vi|α
) 1

α

≤

(
d∑
i=1

|vmax|α
) 1

α

= d
1
α ∥v∥∞ = d

1
α
− 1

β ∥v∥β .

– If β < ∞, denote r1 = β
α > 1 and r2 = r1

r1−1 then 1 < r1, r2 and 1
r1

+ 1
r2

= 1 hence by
Holder’s inequality

d∑
i=1

(|vi|α) · 1 ≤

(
d∑
i=1

(|vi|α)r1
) 1

r1
(

d∑
i=1

(1)r2

) 1
r2

=

(
d∑
i=1

|vi|β
)α

β

d
1−α

β .

Therefore, ∥v∥α ≤
(

d∑
i=1

|vi|β
) 1

β

d
1
α

(
1−α

β

)
= d

1
α
− 1

β ∥v∥β

Lemma H.23. For every p ∈ (0,∞], q ∈ [1,∞] we denote c+p,q(d) = d

[
1
q
− 1

p

]
+ , c−p,q(d) = d

[
1
q
− 1

p

]
−.

Then for every v ∈ Rd one has

c−p,q(d)∥v∥p ≤ ∥v∥q ≤ c+p,q(d)∥v∥p ,

where we define 1
∞ = 0. Furthermore, when q < p the upper bound is an equality for v =

(d−1/p, · · · , d−1/p) and the lower bound is an equality for v = e1. When p < q the upper bound is
an equality for v = e1 and the lower bound is an equality for v = (d−1/p, · · · , d−1/p).

Proof of Lemma H.23. We consider the cases p < q and q < p (the case p = q is trivial).

• If q < p, then by the definition of c−p,q(d), c
+
p,q(d) and from Lemma H.22 we have

c−p,q(d)∥v∥p = ∥v∥p ≤ ∥v∥q ≤ d
1
q
− 1

p ∥v∥p = c+p,q(d)∥v∥p .

For v = (d−1/p, · · · , d−1/p) we get ∥v∥q = c+p,q(d)∥v∥p, and for v = e1 we get c
−
p,q(d)∥v∥p = ∥v∥q

• If p < q, then by the definition of c−p,q(d), c
+
p,q(d) and the right inequality in Lemma H.22 we

have ∥v∥p ≤ d
1
p
− 1

q ∥v∥q so c−p,q(d)∥v∥p ≤ ∥v∥q, and from the left inequality in Lemma H.22 we
have ∥v∥q ≤ ∥v∥p = c+p,q(d)∥v∥p.

For v = e1 we get ∥v∥q = c+p,q(d)∥v∥p, and for v = (d−1/p, · · · , d−1/p) we get c−p,q(d)∥v∥p = ∥v∥q

Lemma H.24. For any d ∈ N, 0 < r and p ∈ (0,∞], q ∈ [1,∞] we have Bd
p(r) ⊆ Bd

q (c
+
p,q(d)r),

and Bd
q (c

−
p,q(d)r) ⊆ Bd

p(r). Furthermore, any α < c+p,q(d)r does not satisfy the first inclusion and
any c−p,q(d)r < β does not satisfy the second inclusion.

50



Proof of Lemma H.24. Follows immediately from Lemma H.23.

Lemma H.25. Let P ∈ Grd,k be an orthogonal projection, x ∈ Rd, 0 ≤ r and a′ ∈ Bk
2 (Px, r)

(where Bk
2 here is a ball in ImP ∼= Rk, ImP ⊂ Rd), then there exists some a ∈ Bd

2(x, r) such that
Pa = a′.

Proof of Lemma H.25. Define a = a′+x−Px, then ∥a−x∥2 = ∥a′+x−Px−x∥2 = ∥a′−Px∥2 ≤ r
and so a ∈ Bd

2(x, r). Finally, P (a) = P (a′ + x− Px) = Pa′ + Px− PPx = a′.

Lemma H.26. ∀g ∈ O (d) , x ∈ Rd, and every subspace W ∈ Grd,k we have ∥PgW (x)∥2 =
∥PW

(
g−1x

)
∥2.

Proof of H.26. By definition, if W = Sp {w1, ..., wk} for some orthonormal basis, then PW =
AWA

⊤
W where AW has w1, ..., wk as column vectors, and gW = Sp {gw1, ..., gwk} and so AgW =

gAW which means that PgW = gPW g
⊤ = gPW g

−1. Therefore ∥PgW (x)∥2 = ∥gPW g−1 (x)∥2 =
∥gPW

(
g−1x

)
∥2 = ∥g

(
PW

(
g−1x

)∥∥
2
= ∥PW

(
g−1x

)
∥2, where the last equality follows from the fact

that the orthogonal group consists of endomorphisms that preserve the Euclidean norm.

Lemma H.27. Let X be a G-space, and let U = {Uα}α∈A be a cover of X. Then for every g ∈ G,
gU = {gUα}α∈A is a cover of X.

Proof of Lemma H.27. Let g ∈ G, and let x ∈ X. Denote x′ = g−1x, then there exists some α ∈ A
such that x′ ∈ Uα, so x = gx′ ∈ gUα and we are done.

Lemma H.28. Let A ⊆ Rd be some subset of Rd such that RA ∈ Grd,l1 for some 1 ≤ l1 ≤ d. Let
V ∈ Grd,l2 with l2 ≥ d− l1 + 1, then there exists some 0 ̸= x ∈ V ∩ RA.

Proof of Lemma H.28. Note that RA is a vector subspace, hence by Grassmann’s Identity we have

dim (V ∩ RA) = dimV + dimRA− dim (V + RA) ≥
dimV + dimRA− d = l2 + l1 − d ≥ d− l1 + 1 + l1 − d = 1 .

Lemma H.29. For every k ∈ N(
5k ln (k + 1)

√
2π (k + 1)

) 1
k ≤ 10

√
π ln 2 .

Proof of Lemma H.29. Denote c = ln(5) + ln(2π)
2 then c

k and ln(k+1)
2k both decrease for every 1 ≤ k,

and ln k
k decreases for every e ≤ k. Furthermore, ln(ln(k+1))

k decreases for every 4.14 ≤ k, and so we

conclude that 1
k

(
c+ ln k + ln(ln(k + 1)) + ln(k+1)

2

)
decreases for every 4.14 ≤ k. Computing for

k = 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 we get that 1
k

(
c+ ln k + ln(ln(k + 1)) + ln(k+1)

2

)
decreases for every k ∈ N. Hence,

for every k ∈ N we have:

1

k

(
c+ ln k + ln(ln(k + 1)) +

ln(k + 1)

2

)
≤ 1

1

(
c+ ln 1 + ln(ln(1 + 1)) +

ln(1 + 1)

2

)
= ln 5 +

1

2
ln(2π) + ln ln 2 +

1

2
ln 2 .
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Since x 7→ exp(x) increases monotonically we get for all k ∈ N:(
5k ln (k + 1)

√
2π (k + 1)

) 1
k
= exp

[
ln
(
5k ln (k + 1)

√
2π (k + 1)

) 1
k

]
= exp

[
1

k

(
c+ ln k + ln(ln(k + 1)) +

ln(k + 1)

2

)]
≤ exp

[
ln 5 +

1

2
ln(2π) + ln ln 2 +

1

2
ln 2

]
= 5

√
2π ln 2 ·

√
2 = 10

√
π ln 2 .
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