arXiv:2502.11162v1 [cs.LG] 16 Feb 2025

Logarithmic Width Suffices for Robust Memorization

Amitsour Egosi* Gilad Yehudaif Ohad Shamir ¥

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 V. 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 [, 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 ), and dataset size N, we say
that a network memorizes datasets of size N, if for every labeled dataset D C X x ), where |D| = N,
we can find parameters such that the resulting network f : X — ) 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 {(z1,v1),..., (zn,yn)} C R? x {1,...,C} in a multiclass setting,
and a robustness radius ¢ > 0, the problem we wish to study is the following: How large does a
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standard feedforward ReLLU network f need to be, so that for any dataset of size IV as above, there
exists a choice of parameters such that f(a;) = y; for every a; € Bl(z,0) (where Bi(z;,0) is a
ball of radius ¢ around z; in [, 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 /o, 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 o. 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 o.
In our analysis we consider datasets with minimal 5 distance of § between different classes, called
d-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:

e We show nearly tight bounds on the possible robustness radius ¢ in /, norm for memorizing
a d-separated dataset of size N using a network of width k. Specifically, the following holds
for some universal constants ¢, co and for every p € [2, 00]:

2
LIf §< dlfll 7N~ %-6, then any such dataset can be robustly memorized by a network of

width & (Theorem 4.4).
2. If § > coN ~% then there exists a dataset that cannot be robustly memorized by any
network of width & (Theorem 4.5).

e 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.

e 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 NV, then the robustness parameter § necessarily decays



polynomially in the dataset size IN. 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 IV, 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 memorizing N points can be done using a network with O(v/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 I 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.



3 Preliminaries

d 1/p
Notations. For every 0 < p < co and z € R? denote ||z||, = <Z|x2|p> ,and ||z]|e = 1r£1a<xd\:vi|.
i=1 <i<
For 0 < p < 1 the function |-||, is a quasi-norm, and for 1 < p < oo it is the , norm with an
induced metric dist,. For all 0 < p < oo we define the [, ball of radius r around z as Bfgl (x,r) =
{2/ e R?| ||/ — 2|, <r}. Note that all balls in our work are closed balls. e is Euler’s number

2.718... .

1 1_1

For any 0 < p < oo we will denote ¢ (d) = d[ EL and ¢, (d) = d[i_g]*7 where [z] = max{0, z}
(also called the ReLU activation) and [z] - = min{0, z}. Note that ¢} (d) is the radius of the I3 ball
that encloses the unit /,, ball, and that c, (d) is the radius of the I ball that is inscribed in the unit
I, ball (see Lemma H.24 in Appendix H.4). In these definitions, for p = oo we define é = 0. For
additional notations used in the appendices, see Appendix A.

1_
2

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

Definition 3.1. Let d € N>y, L € N and do,dy,...,d;, € N with d;, = 1,dy = d, and let WO ¢
Ré*d-1 p) ¢ R4 for all1 <1< L. Denote TV (z) = WOz 46" . We will define o feed forward
ReLU neural network to be f : R — R given by

f=TW o]y oTE Vo  o[]oTW

where ||+ is applied element-wise. We will say that the depth of f is L(f) := L, the architecture
of fis A(f) := (do,du,...,dr), and the width of f is W(f) := max{dy,....,dr_1}.

Data Assumptions and Robustness. Let N,d € N>y , 0 < §,0. We will use § to denote
the separation distance between different data classes and o to denote the radius of robustness.
Formally, we use the following definitions:

Definition 3.2. Let D = {(x;,y;)}., € R x [C] be a dataset of size N with C classes, comprised
of data points x; and labels y;. We will denote by Dy n,c the set of all such datasets. We say that
a dataset D € Dy n,c is a I-separated dataset for some 0 < &, if min {||z; — xjll2 | vi # y;} =0,
and denote by Dy N c(5) the set of all such datasets.

Definition 3.3. Let D € Dync, p € (0,00 and 0 < 0. We say that a function f : R? — R
(0,p)-robustly memorizes the dataset D if for all i € [N] and x € Bg(xi,a) one has f(x) = y;.

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 d-separated dataset from above, where for



concreteness we measure separation in terms of the I norm (see Appendix E for an extension to [,
norms for any ¢ € [1,00]). In the following, we let N,d,C € N>9, k € N, 0 < 6,0 and p € (0, o).

Remark 4.1 (Robustness parameter § cannot exceed 2C+1(d)). Given some 0 < 9, we wish to
P

find the maximal possible value of o that allows for (o, p)-robust memorization, of any 0-separated
dataset, using a width k network. In the case of o-neighborhoods with respect to the lo norm, the
value of § must lie in the range [0, %) Indeed, if we allow % < o then the o-neighborhood of two data
points with different labels might intersect, so we cannot ensure robust memorization. Similarly,
for general 1, norms, if we allow g < ¢f (d)o then two ly balls of radius ¢y (d)o might intersect, and
so their enclosed l, balls of radius o might intersect. Therefore, the task of guaranteeing a (o,p)-
robust memorization for every possible d-separated dataset can only be considered in the range

0<5<

1
2@
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 o in the applicable range, one can (o, p)-robustly memorize any
d-separated dataset with a width k£ network:

Theorem 4.2. Ifd+6 < k and § < , then for every d-separated dataset D € Dy n,c(9),

1
23 (@
there exists a neural network f : RY — R with width k and depth O (Ndlogg (%)) that

1_%

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

2¢ (d)o

L__ the depth of the network grows accordingly. If however 5

2¢5 (d)
is bounded from above by some universal constant, we obtain depth of O (Ndlog, (d)). For the
special case where p € {1,000} 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:

g

Note that as § approaches

Theorem 4.3. Let p € {1,00}. Ifd+4 <k and § < ZC%M)’ then for every d-separated dataset
D

D € Dync(6), there exists a neural network f : R4 — R with width k and depth O (Nd) that
(0, 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 /4, the
depth we obtain does not depend on ¢. Furthermore, we allow for robust neighborhoods under I,
for any p € (0,00]. 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



possible to (o, p)-robustly memorize any J-separated dataset with a width k network, provided that
the radius of robustness ¢ is small enough:

Theorem 4.4. Suppose 7T < k <d+5 and

_2 1 —3+|i-3
< apgN *6 , where apq:=—~=d * [ 2]—.

8e

Then for every 0-separated dataset D € Dy n c(0), there exists a neural network f : R? — R with
width k and depth O (Nklogy (k)) that (o, p)-robustly memorizes the dataset D.

c
)

The amount by which § has to be small depends on the desired width k, input dimension d, the
robustness metric [, and on the dataset size N. The bound on § in Theorems 4.2 did no depend
on N, and so one can then ask if the dependence on IV 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 § < CN™k, is a necessary requirement for the case of small width k:

Theorem 4.5. Suppose 1 <k <d—1 and

1

11
=> bp,dN_% , where by q:= 2416d[p 2]+ _

J

Then there exists a 6-separated dataset D € Dg n2(J), such that every neural network f : R? - R
with width k and any depth cannot (o, p)-robustly memorize the dataset D.

From Theorem 4.4, we get that if
L2
log (gap,d)

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

6 log(N) < k , (1)

2
Fe 2 log(N) . @)
log (gbpvd)

then, there exists a d-separated dataset of size N that cannot be (o, 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 € [2,00]. There exists universal constants Cy,Co s.t. in the regime k < d,
o A width of k > C’1% is sufficient for (o, p)-robust memorization of every d-separated

g(5)+log(3
dataset of size N .

o A width of & > C2llz§g3 is necessary for (o,p)-robust memorization of every d-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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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, o the radius of robustness
and ¢ 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 § < ap vk —6- N_ﬁ, which is of the order of \/% N—% when p = 2. Therefore, in
the regime where k/d is fized (and p = 2), we get the following (for some constants Cy,C3):

o A width of k > C’1$ is sufficient for (o,p)-robust memorization of every 0-separated
dataset of size N. ’

o A width of k > CQIIESEJ;; is necessary for (o,p)-robust memorization of every d-separated
dataset of size N. ’

As discussed in the introduction, [Yu et al., 2024] showed that for p = oo, achieving optimal robust
memorization (i.e for every o < %) is not possible when k < d. In contrast, Remark 4.7 implies
that even when c¢1d < k < d, nearly-optimal robust memorization is still possible, i.e. for every
o< czg (for some universal constants 0 < ¢1, ¢ < 1).

Remark 4.8 (Non-robust memorization). In the case of non-robust memorization, i.e when o = 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 6,d,p and N, we get bounds for the values of the radius o 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~%. The gap between them (gray
stripes in Figure 1) stems from the difference between the terms a, 4 and b, 4.



4.2.1 The Gap Between a,4 and b, 4

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 a,q and b, 4. Note

- _ ST [ S X
that by definition of ¢ (d), ¢, (d) we have a,q = 8\1/Ed ? [p 2]* = 2::;;1(11) . \/ﬁ, and that by, 4 =
1_1
2416d[p 2]+ =3 }(d) -4832. The c;(d) factor in a, 4 comes from the fact that we have to ensure
Cp

that the enclosing Iz balls of the [, neighborhoods are disjoint (as discussed in Remark 4.1). On the
other hand, the ¢, (d) factor in by, 4 comes from the fact that we have to show that [, neighborhoods
in the constructed dataset intersect, and we do that by showing that the inscribed lo balls in them
intersect. The gap between a, 4 and b, 4 is thus given by

+
bp.d —c- Cg(d)\/gzc.\/g.d\%—%l
Qp,d cp (d)

for ¢ = 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'é_%l 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 v/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 J-separated dataset for any applicable
robustness radius. As discussed in Remark 4.1, since the separation is measured in /3 norm, the [,
balls of radius o around data points (from different classes) must be contained in disjoint Iy balls of
radius r = c; (d)o. Hence, a function that assigns each of these lo balls with its appropriate label

will (o, p)-robustly memorize the data. Given a collection of labeled I balls in R? we can perform
N

this assignment using a function that computes the weighted sum of ball indicators ) y; - 1 B (zir)
i=1 ’

over all N data points.

Since exact computation of the I3 norm is not possible with ReLU networks, we first approximate

the function y; - 1 B (air) using the function

Yi |z —zill2 <7
filx)=<Sv(x) r<|z—zi2<r+w ,
0 r4+w < || — |2
where v(x) is some value bounded by y;, and w = § — 2r. We then approximate f; (and specifically

||z — x;||2) using a ReL.U network, by sequentially approximating for every 1 < j < d the square of
each coordinate of the vector x — x;. The resulting network completes the proof of Theorem 4.2. In



the case that p € {1, 00} we can replace the approximation of ||z — z;||2 with a ReLU network that
computes exactly the norm |z — x;||,, 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 (o, p)-neighborhoods of points from different classes: Indeed, let T
be a linear map of rank k such that there exists (z;, ), (x7,9;) with 3 # y; and T(Bl(2;,0)) N
T(Bg(xj,a)) # (). Then any network whose first layer is T', cannot (o, p)-robustly memorize the
dataset.

To ensure that in general T(Bg(xi, 0)), T(Bg(a:j, o)) are disjoint we have to require that T'(Bg(z;, 7)),
T(BY(x;,7)) are disjoint (recall that r = ¢y (d)o). The first step is thus to characterize the con-
ditions that guarantee the ability or lack thereof to linearly map any J-separated dataset to k
dimensions while preserving separation and avoiding intersection of the images of the Iy 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 7. Normalizing T" appropriately, we obtain a
map 7" that shares the properties of T and also satisfies that T'(B%(x;,7)) is an lo ball in RE.
Composing this map 7”7 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

0-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
d-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 ls norm) as follows:

Definition 5.1. Let D € Dy n,c(6) be a §-separated dataset, and let o < g. We say that a linear
function T : R? — R* (o, k)-preserves D if

la —a'llz < [|T(a) — T'(a)]|2
for every (z,y), (z',y') € D with y # ' and every a € Bd(x,0),a’ € BY(z', o).
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 e



of the type €|la—d'||2 < ||T(a) — T'(a’)||2 since one can always scale the linear map by 1/€ 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 € Dy nc(0) be a d-separated dataset. Under what conditions on N,6,0,d,k can
we guarantee that there exists a linear map T : R — R¥ that (o, 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 l5 neighborhoods of radius
o, the ratio § can only be considered in the range [0, %) Any o such that % < § would cause
intersecting Iy neighborhoods, and thus any linear transformation will not be preserving as defined
above. On the other hand, when § = 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 ¢ € (0, %) allow for the existence of (o, 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>g such that 1 <k <d—1 and let o < %. There exists universal
constants Cq,Cy such that

1 If§ <y \/gN_% then every d-separated dataset D € Dy n.c(9), has a (o, k)-preserving
linear map.

2. If § > CyN~F then there exists a d-separated dataset D € Dg n2(5), for which no (o,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 J-separated dataset D, we
consider the collection of normalized differences:

Al
S = {HC?;L/H | ac Bg(CC,U),a/ - Bg(l’/,O') s.t (x,y)j(x/’y/) GDWIthy#y/} ‘
- 2

Note that by definition, a linear map 7" will (o, k)-preserve D if and only if 1 < ||T's||2 for every
s € §. We then show using a probabilistic argument that if § is small enough, there exists some
orthogonal projection matrix P of rank k such that e < ||Ps||s for every s € S, where € is some
value in [0, 3]. Taking 7 = 1P proves item 1 of Theorem 5.2.

For the negative result in item 2 of Theorem 5.2, we construct a d-separated dataset that cannot be
(0, k)-preserved. To do so, consider some origin-centered (k + 1)-dimensional ball embedded in R?,
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(a) An illustration of the dataset. Points

from the first class are colored red, and (b) The set of points 2/ — x; and their o-
points from the second class are colored neighborhoods colored red.
blue.

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

which we will denote as Bg*l(o, r) (for some 7 > 0). When § is big enough, there are enough points
to construct the following d-separated dataset, containing 2 classes: One class, {z1, ..., N/Q}, will
be the centers of a o-cover of the boundary dB5T1(0,7) (red points in Figure 2a), and the other
class {z, ..., 2y /2} will be the centers of an r-cover of the boundary of a larger (k + 1)-dimensional

embedded ball B5™1(0,7 + 6) (blue points in Figure 2a). These two classes comprise together a
d-separated dataset since § < |lz; — ||z for any i, j. Now, define the collection of o-neighborhoods
(see Figure 2b)

U= {a;- —ai|dj e Bg(xg-,O),ai € Bg(xi,a)} .

By the construction of U, it follows that for every point in the boundary x € 635“(0, r+9), there
exists some u € U such that u € Span{z}. On the other hand, since B4 (0, 7+4) is the boundary
of a (k+1)-dimensional ball embedded in R¢, 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 uv € U N K. Let T be a
linear map of rank k, and denote K = KerT. We conclude from the above that there exists some

' — a; such that u € K and so by definition T does not (o, k)-preserve D.

u:aj

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 7. The \/g gap between item

1 and 2 of Theorem 5.2 is thus the reason for the v/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 \/% 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:

11



Theorem 5.3 (JL lemma). Let X C R? with |X| = N, and let 0 < e < 1. If C"%f(m < k (where
Cj1 is some universal constant), then there exists a linear map T : R — R¥ such that for every
r, 7 € X

(V1I=elz =22 < |T(z) - T(@")ll2 < (VI +e)llz — ||z . 3)
A map that satisfies Eq. (3) is called a JL map.

The JL lemma provides conditions for a (o, k)-preserving map of any d-separated dataset in the
case where o0 = 0. However, satisfying the JL. map condition alone (as defined in the theorem) is
not enough to ensure (o, k)-preservability for general 0 < o < g. 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 o-neighborhoods into hyper-ellipsoids that intersect. Indeed, below is a simple example
of a dataset where for every o > 0 there exists a JL map that is not (o, k)-preserving (see Figure 3
for an illustration):

Example 5.4. Let z = 0,2’ = e; € R?, D = {(z,0), (2/,1)}. Note that D is a 1-separated dataset
and let 0 < 0 < 1/2. Let 0 < e < 1 and “2P2 < | < d — 1. Define T : R — R* by

d k
1
T (E ai€i> = <Oél - 0_042) er + E Qit1€; .
i=1

i=2
Then, ||T(z") — T(x)|l2 = |leillz = |/l = ||z’ — z||2 and so T is a JL map. However, T does
not (o, k)-preserve D: Taking a = —oes and o’ = z', we have a € B(x,0) , a’ € B(z',0), yet

T(a')—T(a) =T(d —a) =T (e1 + oe2) = (1 — Lo)e; = 0.

Figure 3: The dataset D before (left) and after (right) applying 7. Distance between the data
points x, 2’ is preserved but the images of their o-neighborhoods intersect.

Example 5.4 shows that simply using the standard formulation of the JL lemma is not enough to
obtain a (o, 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 IV, there exists
a trade-off between the radius of robustness o and the width k£ of the memorizing network. We

12



showed that in the regime where the width is le2ss than the data dimension, robust memorization can
only be done with a robustness radius of N™% (up to a constant), and in particular achieving the
optimal robust memorization capacity (up to a constant) can only be done with width & 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 £ 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 Iy 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, O(\/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 e N we will denote by Grg ), the real Grassmannian manifold which is the set of all
k-dimensional vector subspaces of R?. For any vector subspace W there exists a unique orthogonal
projection matrix onto it, that is a matrix P € My (R) with P = P? = P and Im (P) = W. We
will denote this matrix by Pyy. We can thus think of Grgy as the set of such projections. More
generally, we will denote Endgy = {M € My (R) | tk(M) = k} for the set of rank k matrices, and
note that Grgy = {P € Endgy | P=P?>=P'}.
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Denote by S*! = {z € R?| ||z[|2 = 1} the (d — 1)-dimensional unit sphere in R?. One can equip
the sphere with a metric structure using the geodesic metric dist,,. given by the angle between two
points, distaw (a,b) = arccos(a,b). We denote by B! (z,¢) = {2/ € S¥1 | distare(2/,2) < ¢} the

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

We will denote by vy the unique Haar probability measure of the orthogonal group O(d) and by
fd—1,7d,x the unique O(d)-invariant probability measures of S¢~! and Grgy, 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 = ¢;f (d)o and let D € Dy n,c(6) be a d-separated dataset (separa-
tion under I norm). We know that r < §/2 and so there exists some 0 < w such that § = 2r + w.

o2
4d(wwj2r)2 - (54;52) then 0 < € < 1/2 and so from Lemma G.5 we get that there exists

a neural network gz : R — R with width 3 and depth O (logy(é71)) = O (log2 (%)) such that

|ge2(a) — a?| < € for every a € [0,1]. Using this network, from Lemma G.2 we get that for every
(7;,y;) € D there exists a neural network f. ,, 2 : R — R with width W = d+2+ W(ge2) = d+5,

and depth L = O (dL(ge2)) = O (dlog2 (%)), such that for all € R% we have Jriwe(x) <y

and
Yi [z —zif2 <7
fr () :{ il ill

Denote € =

0 T’+QU§H£L’—$,‘H2 '

Finally, because D is d-separated (under the Iy norm), from Theorem G.1 there exists a neural
network Fys,2 : R? — R with width d + 6 and depth O (Nd log, (%)) that (r,2)-robustly

memorizes the dataset D. Define f = Fy;,2 and let x € Bg(xi,a). Then, by definition of c;r(d)
and Lemma H.24, we have z € Bg(z;,r) so f(x) = Fys,2(x) = y; and hence f indeed (o, 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

oo (1)) -0 (s (- 5)

1
2+ (d
— 0 | Ndlog, [ d (1— Cp(g)a>

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

e Case p = 1: Follow the proof of Theorem 4.2 where instead of Lemma G.5 use the identity
map ¢1(a) = « (with width and depth of 1) to obtain from Lemma G.2 indicators fz, u.1-
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Because D is d-separated (under the ly norm) it satisfies § < ||z; — x;||; for every x;,z; with
yi; 7 y; and so we can use Theorem G.1 with the f;; 4 1’s we have in order to get a neural
network Fj 5,1 : RY — R with width d + 4 and depth O (Nd) that (o, 1)-robustly memorizes
the dataset D. Define f = Fjy5,1 then f(x) = Fys501(x) = y;. Now d +4 < k and so by
padding each hidden layer of f with k& — (d 4 4) neurons we obtain f with width k and depth
O (Nd).

e Case p = co: Denote 7 = §/¢;f(d) and let D € Dy n,c(d) be a d-separated dataset. From

Lemma G.3 we get that for every (x;,y;) € D there exists a neural network fz, 4 oo : RY 5 R
with width W = d 4 3, and depth L = O(d), such that for all z € R? we have Jriwoo(®) < yi

and
vi =il <o
) Xr) =
fz“w,oo( ) {0 O'+w§ H$_xl||00 )

for every 0 < w. Finally, because D is d-separated (under the lo norm) we get from the
definition of 7 and from Lemma H.23 that 7 < ||z; — 2|« for every x;,z; with y; # y; and
so from Theorem G.1 there exists a neural network Fy ;5  : R? — R with width d + 4 and
depth O(Nd) that (o, 00)-robustly memorizes the dataset D. Define f = Fj ., and let
x € B (x;,0) then f(z) = Fj;000(z) = yi. Now d + 4 < k and so by padding each hidden
layer of f with k — (d + 4) neurons we obtain f with width & and depth O (Nd).

B.2 Robust Memorization With Small Width

B.2.1 Robust Memorization and Preservability

Definition B.1. Let D € Dgn,c(0) be a 6-separated dataset, and let o < g. We say that D
is (o, k)-preservable if there exists some M € Endgy, that (o,k)-preserves D. If, furthermore,

M = 1P for some P Gra we say that D is (0, €, k)-orthogonally preservable.

T €

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 € Dy n,c(0) be a §-separated dataset such that D is (o', k)-preservable under
a map M with ||M||y < 2%,, where o' = ¢ (d)o. Then there exists a neural network f : RY — R

i
with width k + 6 and depth O <Nk: log, (
D.

1Mk%,>> that (o, p)-robustly memorizes the dataset
“M[2 2

Theorem B.3. Let D € Dy nc(9) be a d-separated dataset such that D is not (o', k)-preservable,

where o' = ¢, (d)o. Then every neural network f with width < k cannot (o, 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 (o, k)-preservability for some general o, and k.

Theorem B.4. If %" < %\/ﬁN_%, then every d-separated dataset D € Dgn,c(6) is (o,€k)-

orthogonally preservable with € = % %N_%.

The proof can be found in Subsection C.1

Theorem B.5. If QT” > 4832N "% then there exists a d-separated dataset D € Dg n2(0) which is
not (o, 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 § < 8C+({1)\/é\/kf;6N_k%6 and let D € Dgn,c(d) be a J-separated
D

dataset. Denote o’ := ¢} (d)o, then from Theorem B.4 we have that D is (¢’, ¢, k — 6)-orthogonally

2
preservable with € = % kaN ~%=6. Note that % < 2%, and so from Theorem B.2 and Lemma B.7

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

k—
0 (N(k—6)10g2 <£,>> =0 (Nk:log2 <k:20,>) ;
1- 2 =5

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

Now @ < ileso 2% < £ and hence the depth of f is O (Nklog, (k)). The theorem follows by
111
noting that —-d 2+[” 2]7 < L k=6 O

8/e 8cp (d)v/e d -

Proof of Theorem 4.5. Let § > %N_% and denote ¢’ := ¢, (d)o, then from Theorem B.5 we get
P

that there exists a d-separated dataset D € Dy n2(d) which is not (¢/, k)-preservable. Finally, by
Theorem B.3 we conclude that there isn’t a neural network f with width equal to k that (o, p)-

11
robustly memorizes the dataset D. The theorem follows by noting that 2416d[” 2]+ = fﬁl—(f) O

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 = {(x4,y;)}., € Dan.c(5). We know that
D is (¢', k)-preservable under the map M. By definition of (o', k)-preservability and Lemma B.7,
o < g and there exists P € Grgy, such that for every a; € Bd(z;,0"),a; € Bi(xj,0’) with y; # y;
one has
ellai — ajlly < 1P (a;i — aj)ll;

with € = m We look at the data points of D projected by P. Denote D' = {(z], yz)}i\il where
@ = P(x;) then D' € Dy nc. For any y; # y; and aj € Bj(x},0'), a)j € B5(a,0') we get from
Lemma H.25 that there are a; € B§(x;,0"),a; € B$(x;,0') such that Pa; = a}, Pa; = a’;. Hence

la; — ajll2 = |1 P(a; — aj)ll2 = ellai — a;]l2 = €(d — 207) . (4)

Denote 7 = min{||x; — 2 | yi # yj} (note that 0 < €d < 7). Assume that 7/2 < ¢’ then there

exists y; # y; and o) € B§(z}, o), aj € Bg(:n},a’) such that a; = a/;. From Eq. (4) we get that
€(d —20") <0 so § < 20’ which is a contradiction, and so o/ < 7/2.

/.
i

This means that D' € Dy y,c(7) and ”7/ < 3= %%(k) Denote k' = k + 6 then by Theorem 4.2
2
there exists a neural network f’:R*¥ — R with width &’ and depth
O | Nkl K =0 | Nkl K
052 W N %62\ 120’
- - - T

T

that (o’,2)-robustly memorizes the dataset D’. Note that 0 < €5 < 7 and that 1 = ||M ||z < 52 so
0< 27"/ < 26—‘(’5, < 1 and the depth of f’is O <Nklog2 <1_k20/>>

€

We define the function f = f’o P (where we think of P now as a k x d matrix). Then f’: RF = R
and f : R? — R have the same width and depth. Let us show that f indeed (0, p)-robustly
memorizes the dataset D:

Let i € [N] and z € Bg (zi,0) then by Lemma H.24 = € BY (z;, c;(d)a) and so because ||Pv||y <
lv]|2 for every v, we get

P(x) € BY (P(zi), ¢f (d)o) = B (x,0') .

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

the width of f is k 4+ 6 and its depth is O <NI<: log, (1];2> ) O
FYTIEE

Proof of Theorem B.3. Let f =TW o[], o TE Vo . o[]L oTW be a neural network with width
W(f) < k and architecture A(f) = (do,ds, ...,dr). By the definition of width W, we have d; < k
and there exists some W1 e Mg, x4(R) and b € R4 guch that TWax = Wz + pD. Denote
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(1
M = [VVO ] € My(R), then M € Endg4,. Now, D is not (¢, k)-preservable and hence not (¢, d;)-
preservable, where ¢’ = ¢, (d)o. Hence, from Lemma B.6 there exists some (x;,y;), (x5,9;) € D

with y; # y; and some a; € BY(z,0"),a; € BY(x;,0’) such that M (a;—a;) = 0. By Lemma H.24 we
have a; € Bl(z4,0),a; € Bi(x;,0) with M(a; — a;) = 0. Hence WWa; = WMa; so f(a;) = f(ay)
and we conclude that f cannot (o, p)-robustly memorizes the dataset D. O

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

Lemma B.6. If D is not (o, k)-preservable, then for every M € Endgy there exists some a; €
BY(zi,0),a; € BY(x;,0) with y; # y; such that M(a; — a;) = 0.

Proof of Lemma B.6. Assume that there exists M such that for every a; € B(z;,0),a; € BY(z;,0)
with y; # y; we have 0 < ||M(a; — a;)|2. Let 4,7 such that y; # y;. The Minkowski difference
B j = BY(xi,0)— BS(x;,0) is compact and || M(-)||2 is continuous and positive on B; ; so it obtains
a minimum 0 < ¢; ;. Since there are finitely many ¢; ; we can denote 0 < ¢t = min{¢; ; | v; # y;}.
Similarly ||-[|2 is continuous and positive on B; ; so it obtains a maximum 0 < 7; ;. Denote 0 < 7/ =

max {T{,j | y; # yj}. Let (z;,9:), (zj,y;) € D with y; # y; and let a; € BY(x;,0),a; € Bi(x;,0).

Then
M (a; — aj)l[2 >

_tHaz‘ — ajll2

lai — agllz

t
2 —llai —ajll2
so if we define M’ = TT/M we get M’ € Endg, and it (o, k)-preserves D which is a contradiction. [

Lemma B.7. D is (o,¢,k)-orthogonally preservable if and only if it is (o, k)-preservable under
some M with |M||s = 1.

Proof of Lemma B.7. If D is (o, €, k)-orthogonally preservable under P, define M = %P then M €
Endg and indeed D is (o, k)-preservable under M with || M|z = L.

€

In the other direction, if D is (o, k)-preservable under M, denote by M = UXV " the singular value
decomposition of M, where U,V € O(d), ¥ = diag(s1, ..., 8, 0, ...,0) € My(R) and 0 < s < ... < 51

I O} . Thus,

are the singular values of M. Note that || Xz||2 < s1||Pw,z||2 for any « where Py, = [0 0

for any x
lzll2 < Mz & |lzfl2 < [USV ||z

& lzlla < IZV 2]

= zllz < sillPwpV 2

& lzllz < sillPrwozll
where the last equivalence follows from Lemma H.26 and the fact that V' = V1. Hence, if we
define W = VW then Py € Grgy and for every a; € BY(zi,0),a; € BY(x;,0) with y; # y; one
has

1
gl!az‘ —ajlly < |Pw (ai — aj)ll, -
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So D is (o, €, k)-orthogonally preservable with € = % =1 ]\}“2 O

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 € S%~! and 0 < r < 1 one has

Yar ({P € Grap | 1Pally < 7)) = par ({y €51 [+ +9f <02})

Proof of Lemma C.1. Let Vy = Span{eg11,...,eq}, we have that:

Y (W € Grap | | Pwzll, < 7“})

= Yak <{W € Grgy | disty(z, W }) (definition of orthogonal projection)
= Yd,d—k ({W € Grgq—p | diste(z, Wt ) < }) (Lemma H.7)
= Yd,d—k (Vv e Grg g | dista(z, V) < r})

=vq({g € O(d) | dista(z, gVp) <7}) (Lemma H.6)
=vq ({g € O(d) | dista(g~"z, Vo) < r}) (O (d) preserves Iy norm)
= fd—1 ({y e ST | dista(y, Vo) < 7‘}) (Lemma H.6)
= g1 ({y esit HPVOLyH2 < r}) (definition of orthogonal projection)
= Hd—1 ({y estl i+ 4P < 7"2}) (definition of V)

Lemma C.2. For any x € S*~! one has

{P € Gryy, | 3b € BE (2,9) s.t||Pb|l, < e} C{P € Grax | | Pall, < € +sing}.

Proof of Lemma C.2. Let P be in the set on the left-hand side, and denote W = Im(P) N S%!,
then there exists b € B! (x, ) such that || Pb|lz < e. Now, dista(b, W) (the angle between b,
Pb) satisfies

(b, Pb) HPb!!%
]l bl 1+ ][ Pb]l2

Similarly ||P (z)||2 = cos (distarc(x, W)). From the triangle inequality we have distawc(b, W) <

cos(distarc (b, W)) = = [|Pb]|2 < e.
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distare(b, ) + distare(z, W) < ¢ 4 distapc (2, W) and so
W)

| P (z)||2 = cos (distare(z, W))
< cos (distare (b, W) — ¢)
= cos (distarc (b, W)) cos () 4 sin (distare (b, W)) sin (¢)
< cos (distare (b, W)) + sin (¢)
< e+sin(yp) .

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

k
pd—1 <{y eSTHyi+ ..+ i < dr2}> <esrk

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

k k(1 — 2 (d—k)/2
Hd—1 <{y€Sd_1 |y%+...—|—y,%§ dr2}) <rk. <1+(d—l:)> .

k(1—22) (d—k)/2
L ) is decreasing in [0, 1] so for any k < d

- k(1 — 7"2) (d—Fk)/2 - k (d—k)/2
d—k d—k

Now, z — <1+

IN
[NIES

ez,

which finishes the proof.

Lemma C.4. Let singp < %\/im_%, and denote € = fbém_%, then for any x € S*1

Vd,k ({PEGTdkHbEB(m x, stH\/>Pa: §6}><m1
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Proof of Lemma C.4. We have

({PEGrdklEleBam x, stH\/>Px S(—:})
koo
< Vdk ({P € Grgy | [|[Pxfly < \/;€+Slncp}> (Lemma C.2)
k d .
= Ydk ({ € Grgy | [| Pz, < \/; <e+ \/;Slrup) })
2
d—1 k d .
yeSTHyi+ .+ E €+ sing (Lemma C.1)

<et <e + z sin go) (Lemma C.3)
k
) LIS Y
= e —S
e 5 em ? iny
1 dl |k g
<e? <2emllc + \/;2 emlle> (choice of @)
v (1 _1\"
= €2 —m k
e
=m L
Where we can use Lemma C.3 because € + \/%singp < ﬁm‘é < %2_% < 1. O

A

Lemma C.5. Let V C S* ! with |[V| = m. Denote e = 1\/£m™ % and let sing < €, then there

exists some P € Grqy, such that for every u € J B
veY

L (v, ) one has € < || Pul|2.

arc

Proof of Lemma C.5. Denote A, = {P € Grqy, | 3b € B&! (v, ) s.t | Pblly < €}, then

arc

k <UA11> < Z’Yd,k (Ay) < Z% = m% =1=1"94% (Grqg) ,

vey veY veY

where the second inequality follows from Lemma C.4. Therefore there exists some P € Grg such

that for every u € |J B! (v, ) one has e < || Pul|. O
veVY

arc

Proof of Theorem B.4. Let D € Dy n,c () be a é-separated dataset. Define V = {M | yi # yj}

[li—a;l2
then V C S with [V| = m for some m < N2. Denote ¢ = sin™" (22) then sinp < l\/EN_% <

1 ;em %. Hence, by Lemma C.5 there exists some P € Grgy such that for every u € |J B! (v, ¢)

arc
veY
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arc

one has 3 %m_% < ||Pul|2 so %\/%N_% < ||Pul|2. By the definition of V, 6, ¢ and B! we con-
clude that for every a; € Bd(x;,0),a; € B(z;,0) with y; # y; one has

a; — a; a1 [ Ti—x; . 20 )) a1 ( Ti—T; . 4 <20>>
—_ B — " sin [ CB 2" sin =
la; —agll2 — <Hl‘i_5'3j||27 <|!90i—56j||2 T i — zjlle” 6 ’
and so

ellai — ajlly < |P (ai — aj)ll,

which completes the proof. O

C.2 Proof of Theorem B.5

In order to prove Theorem B.5 we show that for a big enough geodesic radius ¢ we can always cover
Sk with geodesic balls B (¢). We do so using the covering number 7 (defined in Definition H.13)
and covering density ¥ (defined in Definition H.14). This cover will enable us to construct a non

preservable dataset.
We begin by proving the following lemma

1/k
Lemma C.6. Let r < R, k € N and denote Ay, = \/§<5kln (k+1)2m (k+ 1)) . We have

k
that if (A’“R) < m, then there exists a set V = {v1, ..., v} C OBYT(0, R) such that

T

0B5T(0,R) € | ) BE™ (vi,7)
i=1

Proof of Lemma C.6. Let 2sin(¢/2) = r/R. We have
T <3B§H(0, R),Gos1)B5 T (Ren, 7“)) =T (Skv Gogr+1)Bs " (e1, T/R))

=T (Ska gO(k+1)B§rc (@))
_ 9 (S, Gogks1)Bhee ()

tu; (Bl ()
w enmima
= i (B (9)) (Lemma H.16)
5kln (k + 1) /27 (k + 1
= ( Jrsir)lkso kD (Lemma H.17)
 255kIn(k+1) /27 (k£ 1)
B (v/2sin @)¥
__AF
© (V2singp)k
AF AF ' ‘
= (28in(c§/2))k " v/ ]I’E)k (2sin(p/2) < V2sinp)
<m
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We conclude that there exists a set V with [V| = m which satisfies the requirements of the lemma.

O
Lemma C.7. Let 0 <o < % then
1
3 (J—i— o2 +4a5) < V206
Proof of Lemma C.7. Assume 0 < o (otherwise the claim is trivial). Note that
1
5 (O’ + /02 +405> < V2086 = 202 + 406 + 20\/ 02 + 406 < 876
— g’ 4+ o\ 02 + 406 < 206
— o+ Vo2+406 <20,
and indeed
5 5\ 2 )
24+ 406 - — 41 =16=26
pevram < () (8) +4(8)s-2
so we are done. ]

We are now ready to prove Theorem B.5:

Proof of Theorem B.5. Denote r = /206 then from Lemma C.7 we have that
1
r> 5 (O‘-l— 02+405) ,

and so 0 < r? — or — 06, from which we conclude that

r+5§£
r o

: ()

We also have

Now,
20 _2 2 2
= > as32N > 16 (ﬁ-mﬁlm) N—f

> IGA%N_% (Definition of Ay and Lemma H.29)

26
(%)2 > 4AZN"R (Eq. (6))

el

1
2

< for all 1 < k)

A
D‘H
x>
N
| =2

kol
M| =

el
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so by Lemma C.6 there exists some az, ..., an/p points on the sphere 8B§+1((), r) such that

N/2
oB5 ™ (0,r) € | ) B (i 0)
=1

N/2
By Lemma H.27 we have dB5(0,7) € |J B5™ (—a;,0) hence for any 2’ we have
i=1
N/2
OBST (2! 1) C U Byt (¢ — ai,0) .
i=1
k

Now, by Eq. (5) we have # < - and so (Ak(r+5)> (A”> . Therefore, by Lemma C.6

there exists some by, ..., by o points on the sphere OBSTL(0, 7 + 6) such that

N/2
0BT (0,7 +6) € | ) BET! (bir)
i=1
We now define the dataset D = {(a1,1), ..., (an/2,1), (b1,2), ..., (by/2,2)}. Note that by definition
0 < Hal — ijg and so D € Dd,N,Q((S)-

We now show that D is not (o, k)-preservable. Let M € Endg) and denote K = ker M, then
K € Grgg4—k. Now R(?B];H(O,r +9) € Grgpq1 and since d —k > d — (k+1) + 1 we get from
Lemma H.28 that there exists some 0 # x € K NRABYT (0,7 + ). Since 0 # = € ROBSTH(0, 74 6)
we can write z = t1u for some u € dB5TH(0,7 4+ 6) and t; # 0.

N/2

Now, u € dBYT(0,r +8) € J B5™ (bi,7) hence there exists some b; such that u € BY™ (b, 7).
i=1

Therefore, there exists some v € 9B+ (bj,r) such that u = tyv for some t2 # 0. Now Mv =

Mty 'y = Mty 7 e = t; 7'Mz = 0so v € K. But 9By (b;,r) C U By (b — a;,0) and
i=1

so there exists some a; such that v € BSH (bj — a;,0). Equivalently, there exists some «; €

By (a;,0) such that v = b; — a;. But v € K so Mv = 0. Treating R¥*! as a subspace of R%, we

conclude that there exists some o; € BY (a;,0) and some 3; = b; € BY (bj, o) such that

M (B — i)lla =0 <6 — 0 < |8 — aill2

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

D Tighter Bounds

For a d-separated dataset D denote the set Xp = {Lﬂ?l | (z,y), (@',y') € D with y # y’}. From

lz—al2
Definition 5.1, it follows that the problem introduced in Section 5 is equivalent to the following
problem: Under what conditions, for any J-separated dataset D there exists a rank k map M €
Endg j such that

Vv € U BE (v, r,) we have 1 <||[Muv]|2 .

arc
vEXD
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. — / . . . — . — .
Here the radius r, for v = ﬁ is given by 7, = sin™? (#ﬁ) < sin~! (%U) Note that since

the set |J Bl.l(v,r,) is compact, there exists such M if and only if Mv # 0 on this set (see e.g

arc
'UGX’D
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 C S%1 of size | X| = m there exists a rank k map M € Endg, such that

Vo e X Mz #£0. where X©®) .= U B Yz, ) .
reX

Or, equivalent, that there exists some subspace U € Grg 4—j (the kernel of M) such that X @y =
(). We define the sets that share this property:

Definition D.1. Let X C S471. We say that X is (d — k, ¢)-hitting if for every U € Graq_i one
has X®) U # 0. We will denote by Xy a—k the set of all (d — k,@)-hitting sets, and define the
(d — k, p)-hitting number to be

med—k = min{|X| [ X € X, 41} -

If m < my 4—k then any X C S 1 with | X| = m will satisfy X®) N U = () for some U € Gryq,q—r-
On the other hand, if my, 4—r < m then there exists some X C S9! with |X| = m such that for
every U € Grgq—p one has X (@) MU # 0. We conclude that our problem reduces to finding the
value of my, 4—. Namely, given ¢,d, k, what is the minimal number of spherical caps on St of
radius ¢ 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

m d—k = - .
7 @

For the lower bound we inspect the contribution made by each point x € X separately. Namely,
for each z € X we define the set Agq—r(x, ) = {U € Graq—r | Unz® % @}. It follows from
the definition that the covering number of Grgq_j by translated copies of A4 i (z,¢) is exactly
My, 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 Ay 4—k(z, ) is given
by

Ya,d—k(Add—k(T, ) = pa—1 (y eSTHyi . +yp < Sin2(<ﬁ)) :

But Z = y}+...+y; ~ Beta (%, %) (see [Frankl and Maehara, 1990, Corollary 1.1]) so the measure
is given by the CDF:

. k d—k
Yad—k(Adak(x, ) = CDFz(sin® 0) = I, (2, 2)

where I,(a, b) is the regularized incomplete beta function. Note that the term v gk (Aga—x (7, ¢)) ™"

decreases to 1 as a function of d at a rate bounded by (d/ k:)fg To bound my, 4—j 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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Grg,q—k- The above discussion shows that this small enough m decreases at a rate proportional to
(d/k)_g, and so the bound we get is

(3) (3) =

This probabilistic approach will always provide a lower bound that depends on d since the measure
of each Ag q_(x, ) 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 S%~! 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 /[, Norm

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

In the following, we let N,d,C € N>o, k € N, 0 < 0,0, p € (0,00], g € [1,00]. 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, ¢ is used to define a norm that measures the separation distance between data points,
and so it has to remain in the range [1, 00].

1 1_1
q

11
We will denote ¢ (d) = d[q p]+ and ¢, ,(d) = d[ p]—. As before, it follows from Lemma H.24
that ¢, ,(d) is the radius of the I, ball that encloses the unit I, ball, and ¢, ,(d) is the radius of the
l4 ball that is inscribed in the unit [, ball.

Definition E.1. We say that a dataset D € Dync is a (0,q)-separated dataset, if we have
0 =min{||z; — zlq | v # yj}, and denote by Dy n.c(9,q) the set of all such datasets.

As in Section 4, given some 0 < § and ¢g € [1, 00] we wish to find the maximal possible value of o
that allows for (o, p)-robust memorization, of any (4, ¢)-separated dataset, using a width k& network.
When ¢ = 2 we saw that the applicable range of o was:

o 1

0< - < —/+—.
5 20;2((1)

For general g € [1, 00|, using the same reasoning we get that (o, p)-robust memorization of every
(6, q)-separated dataset can only be considered in the range

o__1
§  2¢4(d) '
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E.1 Robust Memorization With Large Width

2¢ 4 (d)o -1
— St

For brevity we will use the notation A = (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 € (0,00], g € (1,00) \N. If d+12 < k and
o 1

—_ < -
1) QC;fq(d)

then, for every (9, q)-separated dataset D € Dy N c(0,q), there exists a neural network f : R? —» R
with width k and depth

0 (Nd™i g (logy(dg\?) + )

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

In the case that ¢ € N an improved result can be obtained:

Theorem E.3. Let p € (0,00], ¢ € N>o. If d+9 < k and
o < 1

6 2c5,(d)

then, for every (8,q)-separated dataset D € Dy c(0,q), there exists a neural network f : RT — R
with width k and depth
O (Ndglog, (dg\"))

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

Note that for ¢ = 2 we recover Theorem 4.2. In the special case that ¢ € {1, 00} the range of the
width can be improved, and the log term in the depth can be removed:

Theorem E.4. Let p € (0,00], ¢ € {1,00}. Ifd+4 <k and

a1
0 QC;q(d)

then, for every (8,q)-separated dataset D € Dy c(0,q), there exists a neural network f : R? — R
with width k and depth O (Nd) that (o, 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 = g € {1, 0},
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 = ¢ € N>o, [Yu et al., 2024, Theorem B.6] obtained the following result:

Let p = q € N>o. If k > cd for some universal constant ¢ and

> Q
N



then, for every (9, ¢)-separated dataset D € Dg n (9, q), such that D C [—A, A]?, there
exists a neural network f: R¢ — R with width & and depth

oo m(522))

that (o, ¢)-robustly memorizes the dataset D.

By changing the range of k from d +9 < k to 84 + 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>o. If £ > 8d + 1 and
1

o
5 2

then, for every (6, q)-separated dataset D € Dy n,c(6,q), there exists a neural network

f:R% - R with width & and depth

oo o25))

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

The depth in Eq. (7) depends on the global spread of the data through the quantity A, whereas
the depth in Eq. (8) is favorable since it is only affected by the local structure through the relation
between § and o. In particular, for any two datasets with domains Ay, Ao, that share values for §, o
we will obtain memorizing networks of the same complexity regardless of the size of the domains
A1 and Ay 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 € (0,00], g € [1,00]. Ifd+1 <k and

1

<
QC;q(d)

> Q

then, for every (6, q)-separated dataset D € Dgn,c(d,q), such that D C B$(0,A), there exists a
neural network f : R* — R with width k and depth

d+1
0 —2¢cp4(d)o

that (o, 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 [, norm:

Theorem E.6. Let p € (0,00], ¢ € [1,00] and denote a,qq4 = ﬁd
[F7<k<d+5 and

2
< apgalN *-6

SRS

then, for every (8,q)-separated dataset D € Dy .c(0,q), there exists a neural network f : R? — R
with width k and depth O (Nklogy (k)) that (o, p)-robustly memorizes the dataset D.

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

1_1 1_1
Theorem E.7. Let p € (0,00], g € [1,00] and denote b, 44 = 2416d[2 q]++[" 2]+.
If1<k<d-1 and
o
5
then, there exists a (6, q)-separated dataset D € Dy n (8, q) such that every neural network f : R —
R with width k and any depth cannot (o, p)-robustly memorize the dataset D.

2
> bpg.alN "k

Again, for ¢ = 2 we recover Theorem 4.5. To prove the bounds in Theorems E.6, E.7 we reduce
(resp. enlarge) 0 by a factor of ¢, 4(d) (resp. c&}(d)) so that the relation between the norms lg, I,
obtained from Lemma H.23 would enable us to deal with datasets separated under lo norm and then

11
use Theorems 4.4, 4.5. This scaling of 0 results in constants a, g4 = apq - C;Q(d) =apq- al[2 q]f,

1_1

and by g4 = bpq - CIQ(d) = bpa- d[§75]+ where a,, 4, b, 4 are the constant in Theorems 4.4, 4.5

respectively. The gap between a, , 4 and by, 4 4 is thus given by

I,
xin

for ¢ = 19328,/e. When 1 < p we have dlé_%l -d'é_%‘ < d and so the gap is bounded by ¢ - d>. In
particular, this would be the case when p = ¢ (since ¢ € [1, o0]).

ST
Q=

bpad _ bpa- dl

Qp,q,d

—
[NIES

apq - d

F Proofs for Section E

F.1 Robust Memorization With Large Width

Proof of Theorem E.2. Denote r = c}‘;q(d)a and let D € Dg n,c(,q) be a (6, q)-separated dataset.

We know that r < §/2 and so there exists some 0 < w such that § = 2r+w. Denote € = W =
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(‘Zzz)q then 0 < € < 1/2, ¢ € (1,00) \ N and so from Lemma G.8 we get that there exists a neural

network ge 4 : R — R with width 9 and depth

1 _ 1
0 (g1 (loga(a ") + ) ) = O (d92q (logy(daX?) + )
(where A = (1 — %T)_l) such that |ge 4(a) — a?| < € for every a € [0, 1]. Using this network, from
Lemma G.2 we get that for every (z;,y;) € D there exists a neural network fy, .4 : R? — R with
1
width W = d + 2+ W(geq) = d+ 11, and depth L = O (dL(geq)) = O (dHEAq (logy (dgA\?) + q)),
such that for all z € R? we have Jriw,q(z) < y; and

Yi || — x|l ST
fm,w,qm)—{l Iz = ille

0 r4+w< |lz—z4q ’

Finally, because D is (6, q)-separated, from Theorem G.1 there exists a neural network Fys, 4 :
1
R? — R with width d+4 12 and depth O (NdHE Aq (logy(dgA?) + q)) that (r, ¢)-robustly memorizes

the dataset D. Define f = Fys5,4 and let x € Bg(xi,a). Then, by definition of ¢} (d) and
Lemma H.24, we have x € Bg(fvi,r) and so f(z) = Fysrq(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

) (Nd%xq (logs(dgA?) +q))

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

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 Fy s, , : R? — R with width d + 9
and depth O (Ndqlogy(dgA?)) that (r,g)-robustly memorizes the dataset D. Define f = Fys, -
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 (Ndglog,(dgA?)) that (o, p)-robustly memorizes the dataset D. O

Proof of Theorem E.J. We prove for ¢ =1 and ¢ = oc:

e Case ¢ = 1: Follow the proof of Theorem E.2 where instead of Lemma G.8 use the identity
map ¢i(«) = o with width and depth of 1. We obtain a neural network Fys,1 : R R
with width d 4+ 4 and depth O (Nd) that (r,1)-robustly memorizes the dataset D. Define
f =Fasr1. 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 (o, p)-robustly memorizes the dataset D.

e Case ¢ = oo: 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 (z;,y;) € D and every 0 < w, there exists
a neural network fz, oo : R? — R with width W = d + 3, and depth L = O(d), such that
for all 2 € R? we have foyw,00(x) < yi and

Y T — x; <r
Fr () :{ il illoo

0 r+w<||z -2 ’
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Finally, because D is (§, 0co)-separated, from Theorem G.1 we obtain a neural network Fy s, oo :
R? — R with width d + 4 and depth O (Nd) that (r, oo)-robustly memorizes the dataset D.
Define f = F;5,1 and conclude that f has width k£ and depth O (Nd) and it (o, p)-robustly
memorizes the dataset D.

F.2 Robust Memorization With Small Width

QZ((CZ) \/WZN £=6 and let D € Dy n,c(d,q) be a (6, g)-separated
Cp,2

dataset. Denote o’ := czg(d)a and &' = ¢, ,(d)d, then 2" <57 \/ kSN 76 and from Lemma .23

D € Dyn,c(d,2). Therefore, from Theorem B.4 we have that D is (0’, €,k — 6)-orthogonally

preservable with € = 27\1/6‘ / kf;ﬁN 7ﬁ. Note that % < 257/, and so from Theorem B.2 and Lemma B.7
we conclude that there exists a neural network f : R — R with width k£ and depth

(0] (Nk log, (i,))
-

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

Proof of Theorem E.6. Let § <

20;;2 (d)o

Now —£ @5 <ileso % < 4 and hence the depth of f is O (Nklog, (k)). The theorem follows by
Cq’2
1 1 1 —
1 zt[zmg) t 2 [r—6
noting that \[ 2 [2 "] [ ]— < m Tood- O
ot
Proof of Theorem E.7. Let § > Cj?:zg; 2416N "% and denote o’ = ¢,2(d)o and § = <, +,(d)d, then

20" - 4832N~% and so from Theorem B.5 we get that there exists a (¢, 2)-separated dataset

D € Dgn2(0',2) which is not (o', k)-preservable. Therefore, by Theorem B.3 we get that there
isn’t a neural network f with width equal to k that (o, p)-robustly memorizes the dataset D. Note

[; 1] +[;,;} et o(d)
that from Lemma H.23, D € Dy y2(d, ¢) and so by noting that 24164 1+ L7 21+ = %2416

p,2 )
we are done. ]

G Lemmas Used for Network Approximations

Theorem G.1. Let p € [1,00], 7 < 7/2 and let D € Dy y ¢ be a dataset such that for all x;,x;
with y; # y; we have T < ||:L'Z — xj||p. Denote w = 7 — 2r. Assume that for every (x;,y;) € D
there exists a neural network fu, o, : RF — R¥TY with width W, , and depth Ly, such that for all

z € R" we have fzi,w,p( )= (f:u,w,p( ), ), fzi,w,p( ) <y and

Ui x—xill, <r
Forala) = { Iz = ile

0 r+w<|z—aip ’
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Then there exists a neural network Fy, ;. : RF — R with width Wywp+1 and depth O (N Ly, ) that
(r, p)-robustly memorizes the dataset D.

Proof of Theorem G.1. For every data point (z;,y;) € D, we will use the (approximate) indicator
network f, ,p in order to inspect whether the input x lies inside the ball B]’,f(xi,r), and keep
the answer in a neuron denoted by z;. The construction is done in a way that ensures that if
x € B;f(xj, r) for some j, then max {z; | 1 <i < N} = y;. Hence, by keeping track of the maximum
value of the z;’s up to j (which we will denote by m;) we will manage to return the desired result
(by returning my).

Let 1 < i < N. Using fmi,w,p(:n) = (fo;wp(x), z) from the assumption of the theorem, we will
compute it in a dedicated sub-net A; (see Figure 4) and update the running maximum value m;.

mij—1 ——> Myj—1 —> ... —> M1 > My—1 > My;—1 [

Fospmp Zi r [z = mica]+

Figure 4: The architecture of A;

A; will preform the following:

e append a neuron with the value m;_1, where my = 0 (this is the accumulated maximum of
previous indicator computations).

e compute 2; = fy, wp(x) (current indicator computation).
e compute [z; — m;_1]+.

e compute m; = [m;—1 + [zi — mi—1]4+]+ (m; = max{z; | j <i}).

Note that the width and depth of A; satisfy W(A;) = Wy, p + 1 and L(A;) = O(Ly,p). Now, we
will define Fj, -, ,(x) to simply return my (see Figure 5).

m%%mlﬁﬁ...%%m]\[,lﬁﬁm]\/

Figure 5: The architecture of Fy, .,
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Note that by construction the maximal width of F}, ;,, is the maximal width of A; so Fj . :
R¥ — R is a neural network of width Wi, ,, + 1 and depth L(Fr,,) = O(NLy,p).

Let us show that Fj, -, ,(x) indeed (r,p)-robustly memorizes the dataset D. Let ¢ € [N] and let
T € B}';’ (w4,7). We inspect the possible values of fi ., for every j € [N]:

e If j =i: In this case ||z — zj||, = ||z — xil[p < 7 so0 fa;ﬁw,p(a:) = Yj = Yi.
o If j #u:
— If y; = y;: By definition f;; w»(7) < y; = yi.
— If y; # y;: Note that in this case since z is in a different class than that of 2; (and because

|-l is a norm as p € [1,00]) we have from the triangle inequality 7 — r < ||z — z;|,.
Hence, in this case r + w =7 — 1 < ||z — 2|, 50 fo; wp(x) = 0.

We see that when j # i one has z; = fu, wp(z) < y; and when i = j, z; = fo, wp(®) = yi, s0
max{z; | 1 <j <N} =y, but by construction we have m; = max{zj/ | i < j} so we conclude
that Fj ., p(z) = my = y;. We have thus shown that Fy, ;,,, does indeed (7, 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 [, ball.

Lemma G.2. Let p € [1,00), 29 € R*, 0 <y and let 0 < 7 and any 0 < w. Denote € = W"%ﬂp.
Assume that there exists a network ge , with width W(ge p) and depth L(ge p) such that |ge p(t) —tP| <
€ for every t € [0,1]. Then there exists a neural network fuywp : RF — R with width k+2+W(ge )

and depth O (kL(gz,)) such that for all = € R¥ we have fyyw,p(z) < yo and

(:IZ) _ Y ||:E - l’oHp <r
Fop 0 ,r+w< |lz— 20l ’

Furthermore, fyowp 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 = oo:

Lemma G.3. Let xg € R¥, 0 < yo and let 0 < r and any 0 < w. Then there exists a neural network
frow,o0 - R* — R with width k+3 and depth O(k) such that for all x € R* we have Jrow.o0(2) < yo
and

o sl —zoflee <7
m =
Foagnol) {0 yrtw < lz = wofleo

Furthermore, fiyw.00 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); its j-th coordinate. We will use ge,, to
approximate the values of |(x); — (20);|P for 1 < j < k, and use them to approximate the p norm
|z — xo]|5. This, in turn will allow us to return the desired result. Let 1 < j < k. We would like to
compute |(z); — (x0);[? using gep, so we have to modify the input so that it lies in the range [0, 1].
|(z); — (x0);] is unbounded in general so we have to normalize it carefully. Denote 6 = (w + 2r),
and the following functions of = € R¥:

We now show some properties of these quantities.

1. (b); = l(z)j_(S(:CO)j" (c); = 2\($)jg($o)j| _ 1]+:
Follows immediately from the definition of a, b, c.

2. If \(x)J — (xo)j‘ S (5, then 0 S (b>3 S 1:

Follows immediately from the definition of a, b.

3. If [(z); — (xz0)] < r, then (¢); = 0:

Wehavew—lﬁ%—lzQTQJ:w—lﬁoaSO(C)jZO-

4. If 6 < |(x); — (z0);|, then (c); > 1:

We have 72|(I)J5(I0)j| —-1> %‘S —1=1.

We will now construct f, . p using these quantities. From the assumption of the theorem, there
exists a neural network gz, : R — R with width W(ge p) and depth £(ge p) such that |ge, (1) —tP| < €
for every t € [0, 1]. For every coordinate j we apply the sub-network M; (see Figure 6 for layout of
M;) which preforms the following:

compute the penalty (c); and the normalized input (b);.

compute (7); = gep(();) (this will approximate (b)) for relevant values of (z);).

compute (n); = [0P(7);]+ (this will approximate |(x); — (x0);[? for relevant values of (x);).

compute the neuron (s); = (); + (r* + 2wP)(c); (current coordinate to the power p with its
penalty).

—(a); (¢)j ————(c); —(

N

i (8);

)
(a); — (@) — ) 5[ gy | () — @)

Figure 6: The architecture of M;
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We note that the width and depth of M; satisfy W(M;) =1+ W(gep), and L(M;) =5+ L(gep)-

In order to compute M for every coordinate sequentially, we append to every layer in M; memory
-1

neurons with z, and with the accumulated sum X;_1 = >" (s);.
i=1

After computing M; for all 1 < j < k sequentially, we obtain the neuron

3

k
Sk(z) =Y (n(x)); + (P + 2W)(e(@));.
j=1

Finally the network will return as output the value

Sp(z) — 1P — &
faowp(z) = [yo (1_ =t )wp/2 4}+>]+ ’

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

0—=...20—X1—>...2Y] — ... =52 1 = ... > 21

7 e o
P o Sk-1
w T e ] 5 faste)
(a)2 (a)s ()
e

Figure 7: The architecture of fu; wp

Note that one can append to the output neuron the vector x wothout changing the width and depth
of faow,p-

Let us show that fy, ., behaves as we desired. Let z € RF.

[Zk(x)—rp—%

wP /2

faowp(®) = [3/0 <1 - wp /2

o If [z — zo||h < rP, then for every 1 < j < k we have |(z); — (z0);| <7 < 4, so (¢); =0 and

e Note that 0 < + and so because ReLU is increasing we always have
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k
Sk(x) =D (m); = > _[6°(1);]+
j=1 =1
k k
Y4 - — D ’(x)] - (xO)]’p ¢
< (] ol =3 v Lk ool )L
k k
= S — ()P + 7 = (ij - <xo>]~p) + kv
J=1 j=1
p p W p o W
SRS ST

which yields fz.w,p(2) = yo.
o If (r +w)? < ||z — z0||b, then one of the following occurs:

1. There exists some 1 < jo < k such that 6 < |(x);, — (20)j,|. In this case, (c);, > 1, and
therefore:

() + (7 + ) (),

I

Yi(x)

<
I
—

(7 + Su?) (e(a)); > (7 + SuP) (o)),

M-

<
Il
—

3
>rP 4+ —wh .
_7“+4w

2. For every 1 < j < k we have |(z); — (z0);] < 0,500 < (b); = M < 1. Hence

j=1
k k

> () =Y [P ()] = D17(0)] — )+

Jj=1 j=1 j=1
[ (1@ = @il ] SR i) () ave
=3 [ (B )] =2 - o -,

k p
> Z (I@); — (@) P — 6%€) = (r + w)? — kéPe = (r + w)’ — wz

- wP 3
er+wp—zzrp+1wp. (since 1 < p)

In any case we have $y(z) > 1P + 3wP, which yields

Y 1—[ﬂv+¥_r_%pbr =0
0 wP /2 . ’
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From all of the above combined we get that f; ., », behaves as desired. Note that by construction, the
maximal width of fy, . p is the maximal width of M; (which is 1+ (ge)) plus one memory neuron
for the accumulated sum ¥;, and k neurons to carry . Thus we have a total of k+14+W(ge ) +1, so
frowp : RF — R is a neural network of width k-+2+W(ge,). Additionally, £(fyow,p) = O(KL(M;))
SO frow,p has depth O (kL(gep))-

Proof of Lemma G.3. Denote the following functions of = € RF:

(a)j = (x); — (20);
(b); = [([(@);] +[=(a)s], )],

Note that for all j we have (b); = |(z); — (x0);|. We will now construct fy, w0 using these
quantities. For every coordinate j we apply the sub-network M; (see Figure 8 for layout of Mj)
which updates the running maximum m; (initialize my = 0).

mj 1Hmj 1*)77”6] 1—>mj 1

\ my = [mj—1+[(b); —mj-1]+]+
/ \

); — [(b); —mj—1]+

Figure 8: The architecture of M;

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

After computing M; for all 1 < j < k sequentially, we obtain the neuron
my,(z) = max{(b); | 1 <j <k} = max{[(z); — (z0);| [ 1 <J <k} = ||z — zo/|o-

Finally the network will return as output the value

Jrow,00(x) = [yo <1 - W)Lr ;

as can be seen in the following sketch of the layout of fi; u co:

a:—(ah%—mlj /{ %mkﬂfxo,w,oo($)
A

(a)2 (a)s

Figure 9: The architecture of fz; w00
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Note that one can append to the output neuron the vector x wothout changing the width and depth
of fmo,w,oo .

Let us show that f., w00 behaves as we desired. Let = € RF.

% and so because ReLU is increasing we always have fu, w.00(2) < 9.

e Note that 0 <
o If ||z — 20||oc <7, then my(x) — 7 <0 and 50 fi.w,00(Z) = Yo.

[mk(x)_r]+ — ||-'17*330||oo*7' >
w =

o If r+w < |z — 2¢||o, then "

B =1and s0 fryweo(x) =0.

From all of the above combined we get that f;, ..o behaves as desired. Note that by construction,
the maximal width of f .00 is the maximal width of M; (which is 3) plus k neurons to carry z.
Thus we have a total of k+ 3, 50 fzg,w,00 : RF — R is a neural network of width k + 3. Additionally,
L(frow,00) = O(KL(M;)) SO fry w00 has depth O (k). O

Remark G.4 (Constructions equivalent to Lemmas G.2 and G.3). In Lemma G.2, if we construct
frowp the same way where instead of computing the M; components sequentially we stack them
and perform the computation in parallel, we would obtain a network fr, v p that behaves exactly the
same and has width k - W(M;) = k(1 +W(gep)) and depth O(L(M;)) = O(L(gep)). Similarly, in
Lemma G.8 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. [Elbrdichter et al., 2019, Proposition II1.2] Let 0 < € < % Then there exists a neural
network ge : R — R with width 3 and depth O (logy(e™')) such that |ge(o) — a?| < € for every
a€|0,1].

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

Lemma G.6. Let p € N>o, 0 < € < 1/2. Then there exists a neural network gep : R — R with
width 6 and depth O (plogy(pe™')) such that |gep(a) — aP| < € for every o € [0,1].

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

Lemma G.7. [Elbrdchter et al., 2019, Proposition II1.3] Let 0 < € < % Then there exists a neural
network he : R — R with width 5 and depth O (logy(e™1)) such that |he(a, B) — afB| < € for every
a, B €[0,1].

Proof of Lemma G.6. Denote €3 = Zﬁ then from Lemma G.7 there exists a neural network h,, :

R — R with width 5 and depth O (logy(€; ")) such that |k, (o, ) — @] < € for every a, 8 € [0, 1].
We will apply he, repeatedly p times as in the following figure:
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o — [ha] o [he] = [ha] —— gepl)

A

Q
Q

Figure 10: The architecture of g,

Now from the definition we have that for all a € [0, 1]:

p—2

|gep(@) —aP| < e Y ol <exp—1)=c
=0

Note that g, has width 541 = 6 and depth O (plog, (62_1)) = O (plogy(pe~t)) and we are done. [

For p ¢ N we have the following generalization:

Lemma G.8. Letp € (1,00) \N, 0 < e < 1. Then there exists a neural network gep : R — R with
1
width 9 and depth O (peiﬁ (logy(pe™) + p)) such that |ge p(c) — aP| < € for every a € [0,1].

Proof of Lemma G.8. Define D = [p(me/2)~'/P)] 4 2, and the polynomial Pop i R — R by

D .
P.op(z) = 3 (0)(z —1)". Then from Lemma H.18 we have [P, (x) — 2P| < €/2 for every

=0

D .
r € [0,1]. Define Qcj2p(z) = Pejap(r +1) = (7.’):61, and note that the coefficients satisfy

. 7
=0

B = Jnax |(?)| < 2P. Now, from Lemma G.9 there exists a neural network ®/o p 5 : R — R with
<i<

width 9 and depth O (D (logy(2) + logy(D) + logy(B))) such that |@e/2,0,8(2) — Qejap(w)] < €/2
for every x € [~1, 1]. Define the network g ,(z) = ®./5 p p(r—1). Let a € [0, 1], then a—1 € [-1,0]
and so
|9ep(@) — | = |®po p pla—1) — |
< ’(pe/Q D B( 1) Qe/Q,p( )| + ‘Qe/Q,p(a - 1) - ap‘
< |Pep2,p,B(—1) = Qe p( = 1) + [P p(a) — o
<e€/24¢€/2=¢€.

The width of g, is 9, and plugging D, B we get that its depth is O (pe_% (logz(pe_l) +p)>. O

Lemma G.9. [Elbrdchter et al., 2019, Pmposition IIL5] Let 0 < € < %, D e N, 0< B, and

P :R — R a polynomial given by P(a) = Z c;a where Jnax lci| < B. Then there exists a neural
=0

network ®.p p : R — R with width 9 and depth O (D (logy(L) +logy(D) + logy(B))) such that
|®c p.B(a) — P(a)| < € for every a € [—1,1].

Proof sketch for Proposition E.5. Since the balls Bl (x;, ¢ (d)o) are disjoint and 6 < ||z; — z;]q,
there exists a Lipschitz continuous function g : R — R with the following properties:
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. . _2c
g has Lipschitz constant TR

e g has compact support Kp.

The diameter of Kp w.r.t the lo norm satisfies diam(Kp) < 2diam(D).

for every 1 <i < N we have g(BS(z;, ¢ ,(d)o)) = ys.

Denote by w, the modulus of continuity of g, and w, ! (€) = sup{« | wy() < €} then by [Hanin and
Sellke, 2017, Theorem 1] there exists a neural network A/ : R? — R with width d + 1 and depth

diam(D) d+1
0 (w;1(1/4)) such that

sup |g(z) = N(z)] <1/4.

zeKp
_ 9.t
For every a we have wg(a) = 5 202+C(d)ooz so 2 268”’63(d)a < wg_l(l/él) and hence N has depth
e 211

. d+1
(0] (%) . From Lemma G.10 there exists a neural network ¢ : R — R of width 2 and
— prq g
depth O(C) such that for every 1 < m < C and every t € [—1/4 + m, m + 1/4] we have ¥ (t) = m.
. d+1
Define f = 1 o A" then f has width d + 1 and depth O (M) S Let1<i< N and

5—2¢;t 4(d)o
T € Bg(xi,a)). We have
lyi = N(2)| = lg(z) = N(z)| <1/4.

Therefore, N (z) € [-1/4 + yi,y; + 1/4] and so f(z) = »(N(x)) = y;. Now d+ 1 < k and so by
padding each hidden layer of f with k& — (d + 1) neurons we obtain f with width & and depth

( Cdiam(D) )d+1
§ — 2 4(d)o

that (o, p)-robustly memorizes the dataset D. O
Lemma G.10. Let C € N>go. There exists a neural network ¢ : 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 (t) = m.

Proof of Lemma G.10. Define the following functions for every z € R and every 0 <[ < C' — 1:

o Vs (2) = 20— §(2C —1) = 1) —vz-1(a)] | (where o (z) = 0).
° 1/}3[+1 (%) = [l +1-— ¢3l (JZ‘)]+
° w31+2 (CU) = [l +1-— ¢3l+1 («T)]Jr )

and define the network ¥ : R — R by ¢ = ¥3¢0_1. See Figure 11 bellow:

x — po(x) — 1 (x) — Yo (x) — Y3 () — -+ — P3c_3 () — Y3c—2 () — Y301 (x) — ¥(x)

e

X X X X

Figure 11: The architecture of ¢
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Then 1 has width 2 and depth O(C') and a computation using the definitions yields that for all
1<m<Candallte[m—1/4,m+ 1/4] we have 1(t) = m. O

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 Grgy is a compact Hausdorff space with respect to the
topology induced by the operator norm.

Lemma H.3. The real Grassmannian Grqy, is a transitive O (d)-space with respect to the action
(9, V) — gV where for V.= Span{vi,...,vx}, gV = Span{gvi, ..., gui}.

Lemma H.4. The sphere S* ! is a compact Hausdorff space with respect to the topology induced
by the geodesic metric.

Lemma H.5. The sphere S is a transitive O (d)-space with respect to the action (g, ) — g .

From Lemma H.8, Lemma H.1 the group O (d) has a unique Haar probability measure denoted here
by v4. From Lemma H.12, Lemma H.2, Lemma H.3 we get that Grg has a unique O (d)-invariant
probability measure which we will denote by 4. Similarly from Lemma H.12, Lemma H.4,
Lemma H.5 we get that S?! has a unique O (d)-invariant probability measure which we will
denote by pg_1. Furthermore these unique measures are simply the pushforward of the measure vy
as summarized by the following:

Lemma H.6. For any V € Grqy and any measurable E C Gryy,

Yak (E) =va({g € O(d) | gV € E}) .

Similarly, for any x € S™™! and any measurable E C S 1,

pa1(E)=va({g€0W)|g 'z 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. 0

The following presents the relation between the measure of complement spaces

Lemma H.7. Let E C Grqj measurable then
Vi (E) = Ya,d—k ({Vl € Grgar |V € E}) .
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Proof of Lemma H.7. Define a new measure on Grqy by

’Ycli,k: (E) =Yd,d—k ({Vl € Grggr |V e E}) )

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

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 A\. A Haar
measure is a Radon measure and so by definition it is finite on compact sets, so A is a finite
positive measure and so by normalizing, A is a left Haar probability measure. Let p be a left Haar
probability measure on G. By [Folland, 2015, Theorem 2.20] 3¢ € (0,00) such that u = ¢, but
1=pu(G)=cA\(G)=c-1s0c=1and g = A. Finally, because G is compact it is unimodular and
hence the obtained unique left Haar measure is also right Haar measure. O

Lemma H.9. Let G be a compact group and denote by v its unique probability Haar measure, then
for all measurable sets E C G,
v(E)=v (E_l) :

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

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 p on G/H which is unique up to a constant factor. Now, G/H is compact
so u 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 o : G x X — X, and x¢g € X some fized point. Define f : G — X by
fg9) =al(g,x0), H= Stabg,o (z0), ¢ : G — G/H the natural quotient map. Then, H is a closed
subgroup and F = foq~ ' : 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]. 0

Lemma H.12. Let G be a compact group with its unique probability Haar measure v, X a locally
compact Hausdorff, transitive G-space with the action map o : G x X — X, and xyp € X some
fized point. Define f : G — X by f(g9) = a(g,x0), then X has a unique G-invariant probability
radon measure which is given by f.v, where fyv denotes the pushforward measure of v 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,v is a measure
on X. Now fiv(X) =v(f1(X)) =v({geGla(gz)€X}) =v(G) =1so fuis a Radon
probability measure on X. Let g € G, A C X measurable then f.v (o (g, A)) = v (f~! (a(g,4))) =
v({g €Gla(d xo) €alg,A)}) =v({g €Gla(g'g,x0) € A}) =v ({95 € G| a (g, 0) € A})
=v(g{g€eG|a(g,z)cA}) =v({geG|al(gz) e A})=v(f'(A4)) = fw (A). We conclude
that f.v is a G-invariant probability Radon measure on X, and from uniqueness it is the only
one. 0

H.3 Translative Coverings

We follow Naszédi [2016] and define the following

Definition H.13. Let X be a set, A C X, F a collection of subsets of X i.e F C 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 JF:

(A, F) :min{|f’| | FcFrAac F} .
FeF’

If X is a transitive G-space, A, B C X some sets, we can look at the covering of A by translations
of B, i.e by the collection GoB = {g9.B | g € G}. The covering number of A by translations of B is
therefore denoted by 7(A,GaB).

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

9(A,GeB) = u(B)r(A,GeB) .

Theorem H.15. [Rolfes and Vallentin, 2018, Corollary 3.1] For every k € N, 0 < ¢ < 7/2

Y (Skng(k+l)B];rc(90)> < inf <1 +

1<«

! 1> (kln(ak)+1) .

o —

Lemma H.16. For every k € N and every 0 < ¢ < §

9 (85, Gogran) Bl (9)) < SkIn (k+1) .

Proof of Lemma H.16. One has 1inf (1 + ﬁ) (kIn(ak)+1) < 5k1n (k4 1) and so the claim follows
<o
from Theorem H.15. [

Lemma H.17. [Birdczky and Wintsche, 2003, Corollary 3.2(i)] For every k € N and every 0 <
p<3

ok
Sin
i (Ble (9)) 2 -

T 2r(k+1)
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Proof of Lemma H.17. Denote by || the surface area, and by V; the volume of S'~! for any [ € N.

We have from [Boroczky and Wintsche, 2003, Lemma 3.1(i)]

|BE. (¢)] > Visin®

arc

and so
k k
k _ |Barc (90)| _ |Barc (90)|
Mk (Barc (@)) TSEFD T (B 1) Vieyy
Vi sin® ¢
“(k+1) Vi

7% sin® oI’ (% +
(k+1)7' =T (£ +1)
1

sin® ¢

=

(k+1)m2
sin® ¢

Vor(k+1)

H.4 Additional Lemmas

(Gautschi’s inequality)

Lemma H.18. Let p € (1,00) \ N, 0 < € < 1, and ¢, : R — R defined by ¢p(z) = aP. Define
D .
D = [p(re) P] + 2, and P, : R = R by P.p(z) = > (") (z = 1)". Then |P.p(x) — vp(z)| < €

i
=0

for every x € [0,1].
Proof of Lemma H.18. If x = 0 then

|Pep(2) = bp(x)] = |Pep(0) = 0P = | Pep (0)]

SR

2yt v
D e p(ﬂ'e)_l/m

Il
8

g <

Let € (0,1]. From Lemma H.19, we have v,(x)

Up(@) — Pep().

%

1

Now, 9, is (D + 1)-differentiable on (
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(Lemma H.21)

(*)(z — 1)" with a remainder Rp(z) =

x

,x) and 1/)1(DD+1) is continuous on [3, ]



and so by the mean-value form of the remainder, there exists some ¢ € [§, ] such that Rp(z) =

(D+1)
’(D_H)(!C) (x — x/2)P*+1. Therefore

s e) i

’Pﬁ,p(x) - wp(x” = |RD(33)’ = m(% — $/2) +

p(p —(11)) +1(§7' - D) PP (g /2)P+1

_ (Dil)cp—D—l(m/Q)D—H

- (Dil>

Note that p < D and so ¢ — =P~ is decreasing on [z/2, z] and so
(z/2)P P (z/2)P

(") (")
w2 <|(,0)

Lp]
(E) - < 12 (Lemma H.21)
T
lp

cprfl (x/Q)DJrl

Cp—D—l ($/2)D+1 S

p(me)1/7]

O

= .

Lemma H.19. Letp € (1,00), z € [0,2] then the binomial series >, (V) (z—1)" converges absolutely
1=0

to xP.

Proof of Lemma H.19. Let x € [0, 2] and denote v = x — 1, then u € [—1,1] and so by Lemma H.20
0 . o5 .
the series Y- (¥)u’ converges absolutely to (1+u)?. We conclude that series Y- (¥)(z—1)" converges

1=0 i=0

absolutely to zP. O

Lemma H.20. [Knopp, 1964, Theorem 247(a)] Let p € (1,00), |z| < 1 then the binomial series
S .
> (?)a" converges absolutely to (1+ x)P.

i

i=0
Lemma H.21. Let D € N and any real 1 < p < D such that p ¢ N. Then

(2 )l=05 )2 )"

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

P\ _ L(p+1) _ pL(p)
‘<D+1>‘ ‘F(D+2)F(p—D)‘ ‘(D+ DE(D +1)I'(p - D)
-l = )
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Now p— D ¢ Z so

1
< _r(1+D-p)

™

_ [sin((p— D))T(1+ D —p) ‘

and therefore

L(p)

F(D—p+1)‘

o) lresore=a| =2 o ot

Note that I" is increasing on [1.5,00) and we have D — |p| +1>2, D — |p|]+1>D—p+1>1,
I'l)=T(2)=1andsoI'(D — |p| +1) > T'(D — p+1). Hence

lp] -1 lp)—-

rD+1)= [[ (D-i)-T(D-|p|+1) H I'(D-p+1).
i=0 =0
After rearranging we get Fg&gﬁ;{” ) < ———— Furthermore, since 0 < I'(p— |p| +1) < 1 we have
1o
[p]—1 [p]—1 [p]-1

Tp)= [[ -9 Te—-lpl+D< [Je-0< [[ -9 .

i=1 i=1 =0

lp)—
—ilj 5=2(5)"

Lemma H.22. For every 0 < a < 8 < oo and every v € R? one has
1.1
[olls < llvlla < d="7][v]ls ,

where we define é =0.
Proof of Lemma H.22. We prove the two inequalities separately.

o [[vlls < llv]a:

— If B = o0, then

Ql~

1
||'UHB = |Umax| = (|Umax| a <Z|Uz|a> < ||U||a

. \B
— If 8 < o0, then for every 1 < i < d we have ”Lfﬂl < 1 and so ( [i] ) < (
Therefore,

™

d o d 8\ @ s

[Vl ( il )O‘ i ( il ) © el
= Z == — 1 .

[vllg ; [0l ; vl HU”§
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1_1
o [[vlla < domFlufl:

— If B = o0, then

1 1
d o d a
1 1_1
[v]lo = (ZW) < (Z|vmax|a> = do o] = d= 77 0]l -
i=1 =1

—If6<oo,denoter1:§>1andr2:
Holder’s inequality

i (juil®) (Zd: (Jvil*) ) (ij(l)”)é = (Zd:viW)gdlg.

i=1 =1

ro and - + —— =1 hence by

=1

d % l(l_ﬂ) 1_1
Therefore, [[v]lo < { Y |vsl? ) d*\7) =da"53jv[|g

O
L H F. d + (d —d[%_%] = (d —d[%_%]
emma H.23. For every p € (0,00], ¢ € [1,00] we denote c; (d) = +,0pq(d) = -
Then for every v € R? one has
g @Dlvlly < [vllg < ef (D]l
where we define é = 0. Furthermore, when q < p the upper bound is an equality for v =

(d_l/p, e ,d_l/p) and the lower bound is an equality for v = e;. When p < q the upper bound is
an equality for v = e1 and the lower bound is an equality for v = (d_l/p, e ,d_l/p).

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

e If ¢ < p, then by the definition of ¢, ,(d), ¢ ,(d) and from Lemma H.22 we have

' Cpa
11
g @DVl = l[vllp < llollg < di™?ollp = c5 g (d)l|v]], -
Forv = (d~Y7 ... d=/P) we get ||v|, = 4o (d)[[v]|p, and for v = ey we get ¢, (d)||v]l, = ||v]l

e If p < ¢, then by the definition of ¢, ,(d),c},(d) and the right inequality in Lemma H.22 we

have [|v]|, < dr v]lq s0 ¢, 4(d)||v]lp < [[v]lg, and from the left inequality in Lemma H.22 we
have [[v]lg < [vllp = ¢ g(d)][v]lp-

For v = ey we get ||[v|l, = ¢, (d)||v]|p, and for v = (d~ /P, - d~Y/P) we get cpa(Dvllp = llvllg

pq

O]

Lemma H.24. For anyd € N, 0 < r and p € (0,00], q € [1,00] we have Bg(r) C Bg(c;;q(d)r),
and B(‘]i(c;’q(d)r) C Bg(r). Furthermore, any o < ¢ (d)r does not satisfy the first inclusion and
any c;q(d)r < B does not satisfy the second inclusion.
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Proof of Lemma H.24. Follows immediately from Lemma H.23. O

Lemma H.25. Let P € Gryy be an orthogonal projection, x € R 0 <r and d € Bg(Px,r)
(where BY here is a ball in ImP = R* ImP C R?), then there exists some a € B3(x,r) such that
Pa=4d.

Proof of Lemma H.25. Define a = o’ +x — Px, then ||a—z|2 = ||’ +x— Px—z||s = ||a’ — Px|j2s < r
and so a € BY(z,r). Finally, P(a) = P(a’ + x — Px) = Pa' + Px — PPz = d/. O

Lemma H.26. Vg € O(d),z € RY, and every subspace W € Gryp we have ||Pyw (z)|2 =
1Pw (97 ) |12

Proof of H.26. By definition, if W = Sp{wi,...,w} for some orthonormal basis, then Py =
AWA;, where Ay has wy, ..., wy, as column vectors, and gW = Sp{gw, ..., gwy} and so Az =
gAw which means that Py = gPwg' = gPwg~ . Therefore || Pyw (z)||l2 = |lgPwg™! (z)]|2 =
lgPw (97 )2 = llg (Pw (97')]||, = |1Pw (97 2)|l2, where the last equality follows from the fact
that the orthogonal group consists of endomorphisms that preserve the Euclidean norm. O

Lemma H.27. Let X be a G-space, and let U = {Us} 4 be a cover of X. Then for every g € G,
gU = {gUs}cn 15 a cover of X.

Proof of Lemma H.27. Let g € G, and let € X. Denote 2’ = g~ 'z, then there exists some a € A
such that 2’ € Uy, so z = g2’ € gU, and we are done. O

Lemma H.28. Let A C RY be some subset of R such that RA € Grqy, for some 1 <1y <d. Let
V € Grqy, with la > d — 11 + 1, then there exists some 0 # x € V NRA.

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

dim (VNRA) = dimV + dimRA — dim (V + RA) >
dimV +dimRA—-d=lL+l1 —d>d—-lL1+1+1L —d=1.

Lemma H.29. For every k € N

el

(5kln(l~z+1) 27r(1<:+1)) <10y/7In2 .

Proof of Lemma H.29. Denote ¢ = In(5) + @ then £ and % both decrease for every 1 < k,

and % decreases for every e < k. Furthermore, W decreases for every 4.14 < k, and so we

conclude that 1 (c +Ink+In(ln(k+1)) + M) decreases for every 4.14 < k. Computing for

2
k=1,2,3,4,5 we get that % (c +Ink+In(ln(k+1)) + w> decreases for every k € N. Hence,

for every k € N we have:

IN

k 2 1

1 In(k +1)
- <c+lnkz+ln(ln(k5+1))+> 5

! <c +Inl+In(In(14+1)) + ln(1—|—1)>

1 1
:ln5+§ln(27r)+lnln2+§ln2 .

51



Since x +— exp(x) increases monotonically we get for all & € N:

1

(510 (k+ 1) v/27 (k+ 1)) = exp n (5K (k + 1) v/2r (R + 1)) ’ﬂ

)

1
=exp |— <c+ Ink+In(In(k+1)) + 5

Lk

[ 1 1
<exp [Inb+ 5111(277) +Inln2+ 21n2]

=5V27rIn2-vV2=10y/7In2 .
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