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Abstract— Neural networks are widely used to approximate
unknown functions in control. A common neural network
architecture uses a single hidden layer (i.e. a shallow network),
in which the input parameters are fixed in advance and only
the output parameters are trained. The typical formal analysis
asserts that if output parameters exist to approximate the
unknown function with sufficient accuracy, then desired control
performance can be achieved. A long-standing theoretical gap
was that no conditions existed to guarantee that, for the fixed
input parameters, required accuracy could be obtained by
training the output parameters. Our recent work has partially
closed this gap by demonstrating that if input parameters are
chosen randomly, then for any sufficiently smooth function,
with high-probability there are output parameters resulting in
Opp1{mq

1{2
q approximation errors, where m is the number

of neurons. However, some applications, notably continuous-
time value function approximation, require that the network
approximates the both the unknown function and its gradient
with sufficient accuracy. In this paper, we show that randomly
generated input parameters and trained output parameters re-
sult in gradient errors of O

´

plogpmq{mq
1{2

¯

, and additionally,
improve the constants from our prior work. We show how to
apply the result to policy evaluation problems.

I. INTRODUCTION

Neural networks have wide applications in control sys-
tems. In adaptive control they are commonly used to model
unknown nonlinearities [1]. In reinforcement learning and
dynamic programming, they are used to approximate value
functions and to parameterize control strategies [2]–[4].

Our recent work in [5] partially closes a long-standing the-
oretical gap in neural network methods for control. Shallow
neural networks are used to approximate unknown functions
in a variety of control contexts [2], [6]–[12]. Shallow neural
networks can be expressed succinctly as ΘΦpWx`bq, where
pW, bq are the input parameters, Φ is a vector of nonlinear
functions, and Θ is a matrix of output parameters. In a
common setup, the input parameters, pW, bq, are fixed in
advance and it is assumed that for the unknown function,
f , the approximation error over a bounded set, B, given
by infΘ supxPB }fpxq ´ ΘΦpWx ` bq}, is small. See [2],
[6]–[12]. As discussed in [13], [14], the approximation error
relies on appropriate choice of pW, bq. While pW, bq classical
results guarantee that suitable pW, bq exist [15], no provably
correct method to find them was known. Our result in
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[5] shows that if Φ is constructed from ReLU activations
and an affine term and pW, bq are chosen randomly, then
with high probability, the approximation error decreases like
O
`

p1{mq1{2
˘

, where m is the number of neurons.
Value function approximation, i.e. policy evaluation, is

a common sub-task in approximate dynamic programming
and reinforcement learning. In well-known algorithms for
continuous-time policy evaluation, discussed in [2], [6], it
is required that the value function, V , and its gradient
can be approximated accurately. In the context of shallow
networks with fixed input parameters, the requirement is
that infΘ supxPB maxt|V pxq ´ ΘΦpWx ` bq|, }∇xV pxq ´

∇xpΘΦpWx` bqq}u is small. As in function approximation
problems, classical results guarantee that suitable pW, bq
exist, but there have been no provably correct methods to
find them. This paper shows that if pW, bq are generated ran-
domly, then with high probability, the error in function and
gradient approximation decreases like O

`

plogpmq{mq1{2
˘

.
The main contribution in this paper is the new bound

on simultaneous function and gradient approximation using
shallow ReLU networks with random input parameters. Ad-
ditionally, we improve on the function approximation bounds
from [5], and show how the results can be used in the analysis
of policy evaluation algorithms. As we will see, however,
more work is needed to improve the constant factors to get
practical bounds.

The paper is organized as follows. Section II gives the
general results on approximation theory. Section III sketches
an application to policy evaluation, and Section IV gives
conclusions.

II. FUNCTION AND GRADIENT APPROXIMATION

This section gives quantitative performance bounds on the
approximation of a function and its gradient.

A. Background

Notation: If x is a vector and p P r1,8s, then }x}p the
corresponding p-norm. If M is a matrix, then }M}2 denotes
the induced 2-norm. R is the set of real numbers and C is the
set of complex numbers. j denotes the imaginary unit. If f
is a scalar-valued function over a domain X with measure µ,
then }f}L8pX q “ esssupxPX |fpxq| , where esssup denotes
the essential supremum with respect to measure µ. If f is a
vector-valued function over a domain X with measure µ, and
p P r1,8s, then }f}p,L8pX q “ esssupxPX }fpxq}p. Random
variables are denoted as bold symbols, e.g x. The expected
value of a random variable, x, is denoted by Erxs and the
probability of an event E is denoted by PpEq. The indicator
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function for an event E is denoted 1pEq, and 1pEq takes the
value of 1 when E holds and 0 otherwise.

If f : Rn Ñ C, it is related to its Fourier transform f̂ :
Rn Ñ C by

f̂pωq “

ż

Rn

e´j2πωJxfpxqdx (1a)

fpxq “

ż

Rn

ej2πω
Jxf̂pωqdω. (1b)

The main technical assumption on f is the following
smoothness condition.

Assumption 1: There is an integer k ě n`3 and a number
ρ ą 0 such that

sup
ωPRn

|f̂pωq|p1 ` }ω}k2q ď ρ.

Let Sn´1 “ tx P Rn|}x}2 “ 1u denote the n ´ 1-
dimensional unit sphere, and let µn´1 denote the Lebesgue
measure over Sn´1. (When n “ 1, S0 “ t´1, 1u and µ0

is the counting measure.) We denote the area of the area of
Sn´1 by:

An´1 “
2πn{2

Γpn{2q

where Γ is the gamma function. The area is maximized at
n “ 7, and decreases geometrically with n.

Let σ denote the ReLU activation function and let σ1

denote the unit step, which is the derivative of σptq for all
t ‰ 0:

σptq “ maxtt, 0u

σ1ptq “ 1pt ě 0q “

#

0 t ă 0

1 t ě 0.

B. A Function and Gradient Approximation Result

To present our result, we introduce some notation.
For the rest of this section, R denotes a fixed (but arbitrary)

positive number. Let B “ tx P Rn|}x}2 ď Ru. Let P :
Sn´1 ˆ r´R,Rs Ñ R be a probability density function.

Assumption 2: The density, P , has a positive lower bound:
Pmin :“ infpα,tqPSn´1ˆr´R,Rs P pα, tq ą 0.

In the case that P is the uniform distribution, we have that
P pα, tq “ Pmin “ 1

2RAn´1
.

The result below is the main approximation result in the
paper. It is proved in Subsection II-D after presenting some
technical lemmas.

Theorem 1: Let Assumptions 1 and 2 hold. Let
pα1, t1q, . . . , pαm, tmq be a collection of independent,
identically distributed samples from P . There is a vector
a P Rn and a number b P R such that for all m ě n ` 1
and all δ P p0, 1q with probability at least 1 ´ δ there
exist coefficients c1, . . . , cm such that for all δ P p0, 1q, the
neural network approximation defined by

fN pxq “ aJx ` b `

m
ÿ

i“1

ciσpαJ
i x ´ tiq

satisfies both of the following inequalities simultaneously

}fN ´ f}L8pBq ď
1

?
m

´

1 ` κ1

a

logp2{δq

¯

` κ2

b

logp2p1 ` 2RL
?
mqq (2a)

}∇fN ´ ∇f}2,L8pBq ď

1
?
m

´

ζ0
a

logpm ` 1q ` ζ1
a

logp2n{δq

¯

(2b)

with probability at least 1 ´ δ. Here, the numbers
κ0, κ1, ζ0, ζ1, and L are defined by

κ1 “ 4β

κ2 “ β
?
2n

L “
8π2ρ

Pmin
` 8πAn´1ρ

β “
16π2ρR

Pmin
` p4 ` 8πRqAn´1ρ

ζ0 “
64π2pn ` 1qρ

Pmin

ζ1 “
8
?
2nπ2ρ

Pmin
.

Furthermore, a, b, and ci satisfy the following bounds1:

}a}2 ď 4πAn´1ρ

|b| ď p2 ` 4πRqAn´1ρ

|ci| ď
8π2ρ

mPmin
C. Technical Lemmas

Lemma 1: Let f : Rn Ñ R satisfy Assumption 1. For any
R ą 0, there is a function g : Sn´1ˆr´R,Rs Ñ R, a vector
a P Rn, and a scalar b P R such that for all }x}2 ď R

fpxq “

ż

Sn´1

ż R

´R

gpα, tqσpαJx ´ tqdtµn´1pdαq

` aJx ` b (3a)

∇fpxq “

ż

Sn´1

ż R

´R

gpα, tqσ1pαJx ´ tqαdtµn´1pdαq ` a.

(3b)

Furthermore, g, a, and b satisfy:

}g}L8
ď 8π2ρ

}a}2 ď 4πρAn´1

|b| ď 2ρAn´1 p1 ` 2πRq .
Proof: The integral representation (3a) and the bounds

were proved in Lemma 1 of [5].
The integral representation in 3b now follows by differen-

tiating (3a).
As in [5], we use the integral representation from Lemma 1

to form the importance sampling estimate:

fIpxq “ aJx ` b `
1

m

m
ÿ

i“1

gpαi, tiq

P pαi, tiq
σpαJ

i x ´ tiq, (4)

1The published version of Theorem 1 of [5] has a mistake in the bound
on |b|, but the correct bound is given in Lemma 1 of that paper.



where pα1, t1q, . . . , pαm, tmq are independent, identically
distributed samples from P and m is a positive integer.

The following result is a variation on Lemma 2 of [5]
with improved constants. While this new result has a factor
of Op

a

logpmqq, in numerical tests, the result below gives
better bounds.

Lemma 2: Assume that Pmin ą 0 and let f satisfy
Assumption 1. For all δ P p0, 1q and all m ě 1, the following
bound holds with probability at least 1 ´ δ:

}fI ´ f}L8pBq ď

1
?
m

ˆ

1 ` κ1

a

logpδ´1q ` κ2

b

logp2p1 ` 2RL
?
mqq

˙

where

κ1 “ 4β

κ2 “ β
?
2n

L “
8π2ρ

Pmin
` 8πAn´1ρ

β “
16π2ρR

Pmin
` p4 ` 8πRqAn´1ρ.

Proof: Define the random functions θ and ξi by

θpxq “
1

m

m
ÿ

i“1

ξipxq

ξipxq “
gpαiq

P pαi, tiq
σpαJ

i x ´ tiq ` aJx ` b ´ fpxq.

Lemma 1 implies that ξipxq have zero mean for all }x} ď R.
Note that θpxq “ fIpxq ´ fpxq.

We will bound supxPB |θpxq| with high probability using
the functional Hoeffding inequality, which is Theorem 3.26
of [16]. This approach gives smaller constants than the
method from [5].

Equation (6a) of [5] shows that }f̂}L1 ď 2ρAn´1, which
implies that }f}L8

ď 2ρAn´1. So, using the bounds from
Lemma 1 above gives for all }x}2 ď R:

|ξipxq| ď
}g}L8

2R

Pmin
` }a}2R ` |b| ` }f}L8

ď β,

where β “
16π2ρR
Pmin

` p4 ` 8πRqAn´1ρ.
Let

z “ sup
xPB

|θpxq| “ sup
px,sqPBˆt´1,1u

1

m

m
ÿ

i“1

sξipxq.

Then since |sξipxq| ď β, the functional Hoeffding inequality
implies that for all t ě 0:

Ppz ě Erzs ` tq ď exp

ˆ

´
mt2

16β2

˙

.

For δ P p0, 1q, we set exp
´

´ mt2

16β2

¯

“ δ and re-arrange to
give

P

˜

z ě Erzs `
4β

a

logpδ´1q
?
m

¸

ď δ. (5)

The result will now follow after bounding Erzs.

A zero-mean scalar random variable, v is called σ-sub-
Gaussian if Ereλvs ď e

λ2σ2

2 . For all x P B, Hoeffding’s
lemma implies that ξipxq is β-sub-Gaussian, and so a stan-
dard calculation (e.g. Exercise 2.3 of [16]) shows that θpxq

is β
?
m

-sub-Guassian.
For any ϵ ą 0, an ϵ-covering of B is a collection of points

C “ tx1, . . . , xQu Ă B such that for all x P B, there is
an xi P C such that }x ´ xi}2 ď ϵ. For all ϵ ą 0, the
unit ball of Rn has an ϵ-covering with cardinality at most
`

1 ` 2
ϵ

˘n
. (See Example 5.8 of [16].) By rescaling, B has an

ϵ-covering, Ĉϵ, of cardinality at most
`

1 ` 2R
ϵ

˘n
. Now, Cϵ :“

Ĉϵ ˆ t´1, 1u is an ϵ-covering of B ˆ t´1, 1u of cardinality
at most 2

`

1 ` 2R
ϵ

˘n
.

For any px, sq P Bˆ t´1, 1u, there is an element pxi, sq P

Cϵ such that }x´xi}2 ď ϵ. It was shown in Lemma 2 in [5]
that ξi are L-Lipschitz, with L “

8π2ρ
Pmin

` 8πAn´1ρ. Thus, θ
is also L-Lipschitz. It follows that

sθpxq ď sθpxiq ` |θpxq ´ θpxiq| ď sθpxiq ` Lϵ.

Maximizing the left over B ˆ t´1, 1u and the right over Cϵ
shows that

z ď Lϵ ` max
pxi,sqPCϵ

sθpxiq.

Then, since sθpxiq are all β
?
m

-sub-Gaussian, Exercise 2.12
of [16] implies that

Erzs ď Lϵ `

c

2β2 log p|Cϵ|q
m

.

Choosing ϵ “ 1
L

?
m

results in

Erzs ď
1

?
m

ˆ

1 ` β
b

2n log
`

2
`

1 ` 2RL
?
m
˘˘

˙

.

Plugging this bound into (5) completes the proof.
Now we turn to the problem of gradient approximation.

For any fixed collection of samples, we have that for almost
all x:

∇fIpxq “ a `
1

m

m
ÿ

i“1

gpαi, tiq

P pαi, tiq
1pαJ

i x ě tiqαi.

Alternatively, for any fixed x, the equality above holds almost
surely.

The result below gives bounds on ∇fI ´ ∇f . The proof
requires fundamentally different techniques from Lemma 2
above or the corresponding result of [5]. Indeed, the proof
of Lemma 2 uses Lipschitz-continuity of all the terms in fI ,
but ∇fI is discontinuous, due to discontinuity of σ1.

Lemma 3: Assume that Pmin ą 0 and let f satisfy
Assumption 1. Then for all m ě n`1, and all δ P p0, 1q the
following bounds hold with probability at least 1 ´ δ:

}∇fI ´ ∇f}8,L8pBq ď

1
?
m

8π2ρ

Pmin

´

8
a

pn ` 1q logpm ` 1q `
a

2 logpn{δq

¯

}∇fI ´ ∇f}2,L8pBq ď
?
n

?
m

8π2ρ

Pmin

´

8
a

pn ` 1q logpm ` 1q `
a

2 logpn{δq

¯

.



Proof: The proof is structured as follows. First, for a
fixed vector, v, with }v}2 “ 1, we will prove a concentration
result on p∇fIpxq ´ ∇fpxqq

J
v. Then, we will specialize the

result to v “ ei where ei are the standard basis vectors, and
prove the desired results with a union bound.

Fix a unit vector v P Rn, set θi “ pαi, tiq, and define

hpθi, x, vq “
gpαi, tiq

P pαi, tiq
pαJ

i vq1pαJ
i x ě tiq

Hv “ thp¨, x, vq|}x}2 ď Ru.

By construction, for all x, we have almost surely

p∇fIpxq ´ ∇fpxqqJv “
˜

1

m

m
ÿ

i“1

hpθi, x, vq

¸

´ p∇fpxq ´ aqJv.

Furthermore, both sides have zero mean.
For compact notation, set c “

8π2ρ
Pmin

. Then, since v is a
unit vector, we have that

sup
pα,t,xqPSn´1ˆr´R,RsˆRn

|hppα, tq, x, vq| ď c.

We will bound

ξpθ1:m, vq :“

sup
}x}2ďR

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

˜

1

m

m
ÿ

i“1

hpθi, x, vq

¸

´ p∇fpxq ´ aqJv

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

using methods from classical learning theory, which are
discussed in Chapter 4 of [16].

Theorem 4.10 of [16] shows that for δ P p0, 1q, with
probability at least 1 ´ δ:

ξpθ1:m, vq ď 2RmpHvq `
c
a

2 logpδ´1q
?
m

, (6)

where RmpHvq is the Rademacher complexity of the func-
tion class Hv . To define the Rademacher complexity, let
ϵi be independent, identically distributed random variables,
independent of θ1, . . . ,θm, such that ϵi “ 1 with probability
1{2 and ϵi “ ´1 with probability 1{2. Then

RmpHvq “ E

«

sup
}x}2ďR

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

1

m

m
ÿ

i“1

ϵihpθi, x, vq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ff

.

Bounds on the Rademacher complexity can be found by
fixing the data set θ1, . . . ,θm, and then bounding the number
of distinct vectors rhpθ1, x, vq, . . . , hpθm, x, vqs that can be
obtained as x ranges over its domain:

|trhpθ1, x, vq, . . . , hpθm, x, vqs|}x}2 ď Ru|

ď
ˇ

ˇ

␣

r1pαJ
1 x ě t1q, . . . ,1pαJ

mx ě tmqs
ˇ

ˇ}x}2 ď R
(
ˇ

ˇ

ď

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

"

r1pαJ
1 x ě yt1q, . . . ,1pαJ

mx ě ytmqs

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

„

x
y

ȷ

P Rn`1

*
ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

.

(7)

We will now bound the cardinality of the set on the right of
(7) using a VC-dimension argument. For compact notation,

set z “ rxJ, ysJ. Let L be the class of functions ℓp¨, zq :
Sn´1 ˆ r´R,Rs Ñ R defined by

ℓpθ, zq “ yt ´ αJx.

Note that the functions in L are in 1´1 correspondence with
z P Rn`1.

For a collection of points θ1:q “ pθ1, . . . , θqq, define

Lpθ1:qq :“
␣

r1pℓpθ1, zq ď 0q, . . . ,1pℓpθq, zq ď 0qs
ˇ

ˇz P Rn`1
(

.

Note that the right of (7) is precisely |Lpθ1:mq|.
The class of functions, L, is said to shatter a collection

of points θ1:q if |Lpθ1:qq| “ 2q . The VC-dimension (Vapnik-
Chervonenkis), denoted by VCpLq, is the largest number q,
such that there exists a collection of points of size q, θ1:q ,
such that L shatters θ1:q . The Vapnik, Chervonenkis, Sauer,
Shelah Theorem states that for any q ě VCpLq:

|Lpθ1:qq| ď pq ` 1qVCpLq.

Now, since L is a vector space of dimension n ` 1,
Proposition 4.20 of [16] shows that VCpLq ď n ` 1. It
follows, in particular, that |Lpθ1:mq| ď pm ` 1qn`1 when
m ě n ` 1.

Using that the set on the left of (7) must also be bounded
by pm ` 1qn`1, Lemma 4.14 of [16] shows that

RmpHvq ď 4c

c

pn ` 1q logpm ` 1q

m
.

Plugging the bound on the Rademacher complexity in (6)
shows that

ξpθ1:m, vq ď
c

?
m

´

8
a

pn ` 1q logpm ` 1q `
a

2 logpδ´1q

¯

“: τpm, δq. (8)

with probability at least 1´ δ. The bounding function τ was
defined for compact notation in the argument below.

Now, we complete the proof with a union bounding
argument. First, we bound }∇fI ´ ∇f}8,L8

, which can be
expressed as:

}∇fI ´ ∇f}8,L8
pBq

“ esssup}x}ďR}∇fIpxq ´ ∇fpxq}8

“ esssup}x}ďR max
k“1,...,n

|p∇fIpxq ´ ∇fpxqqk|

“ max
k“1,...,n

ξpθ1:m, ekq.

Here the essential supremum is taken with respect to
Lebesgue measure. (The calculations with ∇fI require using
an essential supremum, since ∇fIpxq is defined for almost
all, but not all x. However, a regular supremum was used
in the definition of ξpθ1:m, vq, since the corresponding term
being maximized is well-defined for all x)

The bound in (8) holds for all unit vectors v and arbitrary
δ P p0, 1q. In particular, let e1, . . . , en denote the standard
basis vectors of Rn. Then for k “ 1, . . . , n, we have that

ξpθ1:m, ekq ą τpm, δ{nq



with probability at most δ{n. It follows that

P
`

}∇fI ´ ∇f}8,L8pBq ą τpm, δ{nq
˘

“ P
ˆ

max
k“1,...,n

ξpθ1:m, ekq ą τpm, δ{nq

˙

ď

n
ÿ

k“1

P pξpθ1:m, ekq ą τpm, δ{nqq

ď δ,

where the first inequality is due to a union bound.
The bound on

}∇fI ´ ∇f}2,L8pBq “ esssupxPB}∇fIpxq ´ ∇fpxq}2

is immediate, since }w}2 ď
?
n}w}8 for any w P Rn.

D. Proof of Theorem 1

Let a and b be the vector and scalar guaranteed from
Lemma 1 and set ci “

gpαi,tiq

mP pαi,tiq
. Then fN “ fI , where

fI was defined in (4).
Fix δ P p0, 1q. Theorem 1 of [5] shows that (2a) holds

with probability at least 1 ´ pδ{2q. Furthermore, Theorem 1
of [5] gives the bounds on }a}2, |b|, and |ci|.

Lemma 3 implies that (2b) holds with probability at least
1 ´ pδ{2q.

Now, a union bound implies that the event that either
(or both) of (2a) or (2b) fails occurs with probability at
most δ. Thus, (2a) and (2b) must hold simultaneously with
probability at least 1 ´ δ.

III. APPLICATION TO POLICY EVALUATION

A. General Theory

Consider a control-affine dynamical system in continuous
time:

dxt

dt
“ fpxtq ` gpxtqut

with infinite-horizon cost:
ż 8

0

ˆ

qpxtq `
1

2
uJ
t Rut

˙

dt.

(Here R is a matrix, and does not correspond to the bound
from the previous section.)

If the inputs follow a fixed policy, ut “ ϕpxtq, the value
function for policy ϕ is given by:

Vϕpx0q “

ż 8

0

ˆ

qpxtq `
1

2
ϕpxtq

JRϕpxtq

˙

dt.

and satisfies the PDE:

qpxq `
1

2
ϕpxqJRϕpxq `

BVϕpxq

Bx
pfpxq ` gpxqϕpxqq “ 0.

Policy evaluation is the computation of Vϕ, and is one
of the primary calculations in the dynamic programming
method known as policy iteration, and related actor critic
methods from reinforcement learning.

In most problems in optimal control and reinforcement
learning for nonlinear systems, Vϕ cannot be computed ex-
actly. (In learning contexts, f and g are typically unknown.)
As described in the introduction, a common approach is

to utilize a neural network approximation of the form
ΘΦpWx ` bq, where pW, bq are fixed in advance, and then
compute Θ so that Vϕpxq « ΘΦpWx ` bq.

The books [2], [6] describe various well-known methods to
perform approximate policy iteration with neural networks.
To get guarantees on the approximation, they assume that
over a bounded region, B:

inf
Θ

sup
xPB

max t|Vϕpxq ´ ΘΦpWx ` bq|,

}∇xVϕpxq ´ ∇xpΘΦpWx ` bqq}2u ď ϵ, (9)

where ϵ is a prescribed error tolerance.
These assumptions are partially justified using the higher-

order Weierstrauss approximation theorem, in the sense that
suitable pW, bq are guaranteed to exist. But since there has
been no provably correct method to find such pW, bq, the
justification is incomplete.

Now we will sketch how Theorem 1 can be used to
construct randomized pW,bq and an appropriate vector of
functions Φ that satisfy the approximation requirements with
high probability. Let m ě pn ` 1q be a number of neurons.
Assume that Vϕ satisfies Assumption 1. Use Vϕ in place
of f in Theorem 1. Let pαi, tiq be independent, identically
distributed samples drawn according to P . Let a, b, and ci
be the coefficients guaranteed to exist by Theorem 1.

Set:

W “

»

—

—

—

—

—

–

0
I
α1

...
αm

fi

ffi

ffi

ffi

ffi

ffi

fl

b “

»

—

—

—

—

—

–

1
0nˆ1

´t1
...

´tm

fi

ffi

ffi

ffi

ffi

ffi

fl

ΦpWx ` bq “

»

—

—

—

—

—

–

1
x

σpαJ
1 x ´ t1q

...
σpαJ

mx ´ tmq

fi

ffi

ffi

ffi

ffi

ffi

fl

ΘJ “

»

—

—

—

—

—

–

b
a
c1
...

cm

fi

ffi

ffi

ffi

ffi

ffi

fl

Theorem 1 implies that there is a constant c ą 0 such that
for all δ P p0, 1q, the following bound holds with probability
at least 1 ´ δ:

sup
xPB

max t|Vϕpxq ´ ΘΦpWx ` bq|,

}∇xVϕpxq ´ ∇xpΘΦpWx ` bqq}2u

ď c

a

logpδ´1q `
a

logpmq
?
m

. (10)

In particular, when m is sufficiently large, the bound is
below ϵ, and so (9) holds with high probability. Thus, in
principle, Theorem 1 guarantees that randomly generated
input parameters suffice to achieve the required approxi-
mation properties. In practice, however, the problem is not
completely solved, since the constant c is so large that a
massive number of neurons is required before the bound
on the right of (10) drops to a reasonable level. See the
numerical example below.
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Fig. 1. Vϕ and its modified version.

B. Numerical Example

To test the predictions from Theorem 1 in a policy
evaluation problem, we consider a simple nonlinear problem
with a scalar state in which Vϕ can be computed analytically:

fpxq “ 0

gpxq “ 1

ϕpxq “ ´ tanhp5xq

qpxq “
1

2
x2

R “ 1

This results in:

Vϕpxq “
1

5
logpcoshp5xqq.

Our goal is to determine the error in approximating Vϕ

and ∇xVϕ over the region r´1, 1s.
To calculate the error bounds, we need a bound on the

smoothness coefficient, ρ, which in turn, requires bounding
Fourier transforms. Since we only focus on approximating
Vϕ in the region r´1, 1s, we examine, instead, Vϕpxqrpxq,
where the multiplier function, rpxq, takes the value 1 over
the region r´1, 1s, and has a corresponding bounded ρ. See
Fig. 1. In our experiments, we defined r through its Fourier
transform, with

r̂pωq “ 3

˜

sin
`

πω
5

˘

πω
5

¸5
sin p3πωq

3πω
.

In this case, rpxq is differentiable up to 5th order, with
rpxq “ 1 over r´1, 1s and rpxq “ 0 outside r´2, 2s.
Numerical integration gives a bound of ρ ď 2, with k “

n ` 3 “ 4.
Theorem 1 gives a bound on the approximation errors

achieved by the importance sampling estimate, from (4),
which in turn, gives an upper bound on the errors that could
be achieved by optimization. In a numerical experiment, we
optimized the coefficients via least squares to give the errors
shown in Figs. 2 and 3. As can be seen, the bounds are quite
conservative.
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Fig. 2. Function Approximation Error
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IV. CONCLUSION

This paper gives error bounds on both the function
and gradient, when a smooth function is approximated
by shallow ReLU network with randomly generated in-
put parameters. We showed that both errors decrease like
O
`

plogpmq{mq1{2
˘

, where m is the number of neurons.
This approximation result was motivated by policy evaluation
algorithms used in dynamic programming and reinforcement
learning, which require both function and gradient approxi-
mation bounds. Previously, such bounds had been assumed
without proof. We showed how our results can, in principle,
give rigorous guarantees that the bounds hold. However,
the constant factors are currently large, which limits the
practical applicability. Future work will involve improving
the constant factors.
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