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Information-Theoretic Generalization Bounds for
Deep Neural Networks
Haiyun He, Christina Lee Yu, and Ziv Goldfeld

Abstract

Deep neural networks (DNNs) exhibit an exceptional capacity for generalization in practical applications. This work aims to
capture the effect and benefits of depth for supervised learning via information-theoretic generalization bounds. We first derive two
hierarchical bounds on the generalization error in terms of the Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence or the 1-Wasserstein distance
between the train and test distributions of the network internal representations. The KL divergence bound shrinks as the layer
index increases, while the Wasserstein bound implies the existence of a layer that serves as a generalization funnel, which attains a
minimal 1-Wasserstein distance. Analytic expressions for both bounds are derived under the setting of binary Gaussian classification
with linear DNNs. To quantify the contraction of the relevant information measures when moving deeper into the network, we
analyze the strong data processing inequality (SDPI) coefficient between consecutive layers of three regularized DNN models:
Dropout, DropConnect, and Gaussian noise injection. This enables refining our generalization bounds to capture the contraction
as a function of the network architecture parameters. Specializing our results to DNNs with a finite parameter space and the Gibbs
algorithm reveals that deeper yet narrower network architectures generalize better in those examples, although how broadly this
statement applies remains a question.

Index Terms

Deep neural network, generalization error, internal representation, information theory, SDPI

I. INTRODUCTION

Overparameterized deep neural networks (DNNs) have solidified their status as the model of choice for numerous high-
dimensional and large-scale learning tasks, primarily due to their remarkable generalization performance. Efforts have been
invested into theoretically explaining this phenomenon from various perspectives. This includes approached via norm-based
complexity measures [1]–[3], PAC-Bayes bounds [4]–[9], sharpness and flatness of the loss minima [10]–[12], loss landscape
[13], implicit regularization induced by the gradient descent algorithms [14]–[16], etc. The reader is referred to the recent survey
[17] for a comprehensive literature review. Despite this wealth of research, the precise factors contributing to the generalization
capacity of DNNs remain elusive, as indicated in [18], [19]. The goal of this work is to shed new light on the advantages of
deep models for learning under the framework of information-theoretic generalization bounds.

The generalization error is the difference between the population risk and the empirical risk on the training data. It measures
the extent of overfitting of a trained neural network when the empirical risk is pushed to zero. Information-theoretic generalization
bounds have been widely explored in recent years. This line of work was initiated by [20], [21], where a generalization error
bound in terms of the mutual information between the input and output of the learning algorithm was derived (see also [22]).
These inaugural results inspired various extensions and refinements based on chaining arguments [23], [24], conditioning and
processing techniques [25]–[28], as well as other information-theoretic quantities [29]–[32]. However, the aforementioned results
were not specialized to the DNN setting and hence did not capture the effect of depth on the generalization bound. Quantifying
this effect within such information-theoretic bounds is the main objective of this work.

A. Main Contributions

We present two new hierarchical generalization error bounds for DNNs. The first bound refines the results from [20]–[22] for
sub-Gaussian loss functions, bounding the generalization error in terms of the Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence and mutual
information associated with the internal representations of each layer. This bound shrinks as the layer count increases, can
adapt to layers of low complexity (e.g., low-dimensional or discrete), and overall highlights the benefits of depth for learning.
Our second generalization bound accounts for Lipschitz continuous losses and employs the 1-Wasserstein distance. This bound
suggests the existence of a DNN layer that minimizes the generalization upper bound, acting as a generalization funnel layer.
The bounds are evaluated for the task of binary Gaussian mixture classification and closed-form expressions derived. These
expressions demonstrate that the KL divergence bounds shrinks with the ranks of the product of weight matrices, while the
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Wasserstein bound (and the resulting generalization funnel layer) depends on the Frobenius norms of the product of weight
matrices. We compute the generalization funnel layer on a simple numerical example, illustrating that it can vary between
problems and generally depends on the employed training method.

Our hierarchical KL divergence bound qualitatively demonstrates that the generalization bound improves as we delve deeper
into the network. To quantify this contraction, we employ the strong data processing inequality (SDPI), which requires requires
some stochasticity in the DNN (otherwise, the SDPI coefficient degenerates to 1). We consider three popular randomized
regularization techniques: Dropout [33], DropConnect [34], and Gaussian noise injection [35]–[39]. The SDPI coefficient
associated with the stochastic channel induced by each layer is then controlled in terms of the network parameters (depth,
width, activation functions, dropout/noise statistics). The desired generalization bound is then obtained by peeling off the DNN
layers and aggregating the corresponding contraction coefficients. This results serves to tighten existing generalization bounds
for generic supervised learning settings [20]–[22].

Our analysis demonstrates that the product of the contraction coefficients across the layers vanishes as the network depth and
dropout probabilities (or noise level) increase, or the layer widths decrease. This highlights the advantage of deep network
architectures and stochasticity. We also instantiate our results for the Gibbs algorithm [40], [41], yielding an O( 1n ) generalization
bound that decreases monotonically as the product of the contraction coefficients shrinks. Our bounds and their dependence on
the problem parameters are visualized via a simple numerical example of a DNN with a finite parameter space. In this instance,
we numerically show a deeper but narrower neural network architecture yields a better generalization performance. Overall, our
results provide a information-theoretic perspective for understanding the generalization capabilities of DNNs.

B. Related Works

The generalization performance of deep learning has been extensively studied over the past decades, although a comprehensive
and satisfactory account is still obscure. Motivated by empirical evidence that overparameterized DNNs tend to generalize better
[18], [42], [43], numerous attempts to pin this observation down theoretically were made. Some control the generalization
error using norm-based complexity measures [1]–[3], such as the Rademacher complexity with norm constraints [1], the
Frobenius/spectral/ℓ1-norm of weight matrices [2], or the Fisher-Rao norm [3]. A comparisons between several norm-based
complexity measures can be found in [2], [3]. Other works employ PAC-Bayes bounds [6], [7] to understand DNNs in terms of
compressibility and robustness [4], [5], [8], [9]. The relationship between generalization and the sharpness/flatness of the loss
minima or the landscape of loss was studied in [10]–[13]. The seminal works [18], [44] analyzed the finite-sample expressivity
of DNNs and proved that any two-layer NN with ReLU activation can generalize, given sufficiently many parameters. A
numerically-tight DNN generalization bound based on validation and training datasets were derived in [19]. They also suggested
that factors like explicit regularization, minimum norm solution, low complexity, stability, flat minima, etc., many not be
necessary for achieving good generalization (see also [18]). The effect of implicit regularization induced by the gradient descent
algorithms on generalization was explored in [14]–[16], [45].

The information-theoretic study of generalization was initiated by [20]–[22], where the generalization error was controlled
by the mutual information between the input and output of the learning algorithm. These results capture the intuition that
a learning algorithm generalizes when it extracts relevant information from the training data while disregarding irrelevant
information (cf. [35], [46]–[49] for related work on the information bottleneck principle for deep learning). Inspired by this
novel perspective, many followup works set to derive tighter bounds, e.g., using chaining arguments [23] or conditional mutual
information [25]–[27]. Information-theoretic bounds that employ other information/discrepancy measures were also explored,
encompassing f -divergences, α-Rényi divergences, the generalized Jensen-Shannon divergence, the Wasserstein distance, and
more [29]–[32], [50]. Some works have attempted to obtain information-theoretic generalization bounds by considering specific
optimization algorithms. Generalization of the stochastic gradient Langevin dynamics (SGLD) was studied in [26], [51], [52],
capturing the effect of training iterations, step size, and noise level. By relating the dynamics in SGLD to stochastic gradient
descent (SGD), generalization bounds for SGD were also derived [53], [54] . However, these previous works did not relate the
generalization bounds to the architecture of DNNs. Our goal is to fill this gap by quantifying the effects of the network depth,
layer width, activation functions, and injected stochasticity on generalization.

C. Paper Outline

The rest of our paper is organized as follows. In Section II, we define the notations and formulate the supervised learning
problem under a feedforward DNN model. In Section III, we present the hierarchical generalization bounds based on the KL
divergence and the Wasserstein distance, respectively. We then specialize our bounds to the case of binary Gaussian classification
and derive the analytical expressions. In Section IV, we quantify the contraction of the relevant information measures in the
hierarchical KL divergence bounds as the layer index grows. Subsequently, we derive tighter generalization bounds and visualize
them using an instance of DNNs with a finite parameter space. Furthermore, we obtain the analytical expressions of the bounds
for the Gibbs algorithm. Section V concludes our discussion and outlines avenues for future work. The proofs of our results are
provided in the appendices.
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Fig. 1: L-layer feedforward network.

II. PRELIMINARIES AND PROBLEM FORMULATION

A. Notation

The class of Borel probability measures on X ⊆ Rd is denoted by P(X ). A random variable X ∼ PX ∈ P(X ) is called
σ-sub-Gaussian, if E

[
exp

(
λ(X − E[X])

)]
≤ λ2σ2/2 for any λ ∈ R. For two measures µ, ν ∈ P(X ), µ ≪ ν means that

ν(E) = 0 implies µ(E) = 0 for all measurable set E. The f -divergence between µ, ν ∈ P(X ) (µ ≪ ν) is defined by
Df (µ∥ν) :=

∫
f(dµ/dν) dν, where f : (0,+∞) → R is convex and f(1) = 0. The Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence is

defined by taking f(u) = u log u. The Hellinger (H2) distance is defined by taking f(u) = (1−
√
u)2. The total variation (TV)

distance is defined by taking f(u) = 1
2 |u− 1|. The mutual information between (X,Y ) ∼ PX,Y ∈ P(X × Y) is defined as

I(X;Y ) := DKL(PX,Y ∥PX ⊗PY ). The Shannon entropy of a discrete random variable X ∼ PX ∈ P(X ) is H(X) = H(PX) =
log(|X |)−DKL(PX∥Unif(X )). For p ∈ [1,∞) and a pair of probability measures µ, ν on a metric space (X , ∥·∥) with ∥·∥ being
the Euclidean distance, the p-Wasserstein distance between them is defined as Wp(µ, ν) := (infπ∈Π(µ,ν) E(x,x′)∼π[∥x−x′∥p])1/p,
where Π(µ, ν) is the set of couplings on X 2 with marginal distributions µ and ν. For a d-dimensional vector X and integers
1 ≤ i < j ≤ d, we use the shorthands Xj

i := (Xi, . . . , Xj) and [j] := {1, 2, . . . , j}. For a function f : Rd → Rd′
, where

f = (f1, . . . , fd′), we define ∥f∥∞ := supx∈Rd maxi=1,...,d′ |fi(x)|. For a vector v, define ∥v∥ :=
√
v⊺v as the Euclidean norm.

For a matrix A, define ∥A∥op = sup{∥Av∥ | ∥v∥ = 1} as the operator norm and ∥A∥F :=
√

tr(AA∗) as the Frobenius norm.

B. Supervised Learning Problem

Consider a data space X ⊆ Rd0 and label set Y = [K] ⊆ N. Fix a data distribution PX,Y ∈ P(X ×Y) and let (X,Y ) ∼ PX,Y

be a nominal data feature–label pair. The training dataset Dn = {(Xi, Yi)}ni=1 comprises independently and identically distributed
(i.i.d.) copies of (X,Y ); note that PDn = P⊗n

X,Y . We consider a feedforward DNN model with L layers for predicting the
label Y from the test sample X via Ŷ := gwL

◦ gwL−1
◦ · · · ◦ gw1(X), where gwl

(t) = ϕl(wlt), l ∈ [L], for a weight matrix
wl ∈ Rdl×dl−1 and an activation function ϕl : R → R (acting on vectors element-wise). Denote all the network parameters by
w = (w1, . . . ,wL) and the parameter space by W ⊆ Rd1×d0 × · · · × RdL×dL−1 . We denote the internal representation of the
lth layer by Tl := gwl

◦ · · · ◦ gw1
(X), l ∈ [L], noting that T0 = X . When the input to the network is Xi (rather than X), we

add a subscript i to the internal representation notation, writing Tl,i instead of Tl. See Figure 1 for an illustration. The setup
can be generalized to regression problems by setting Y ⊆ R. Furthermore, our arguments extend to the case when the training
dataset Dn comprises dependent but identically distributed data samples, e.g., ones generated from a Markov chain Monte
Carlo method.

Let ℓ : W×X ×Y → R+ be the loss function. Given any w ∈ W , the population risk and the empirical risk are respectively
defined as

LP(w, PX,Y ) := E[ℓ(w, X, Y )], ; LE(w, Dn) :=
1

n

n∑
i=1

ℓ(w, Xi, Yi),

where the loss function ℓ penalizes the discrepancy between the true label Y and the DNN prediction Ŷ = gwL
◦ · · · ◦ gw1

(X),
i.e., ℓ(w, x, y) = ℓ̃(gwL

◦ · · · ◦ gw1(x), y). A learning algorithm trained with Dn can be characterized by a stochastic mapping
PW|Dn

. Given any (PW|Dn
, PX,Y ), the expected generalization error is defined as the expected gap between the population

empirical risks:
gen(PW|Dn

, PX,Y ) := E[LP(W, PX,Y )− LE(W, Dn)], (1)

where the expectation is w.r.t. P(X,Y ),Dn,W = P
⊗(n+1)
X,Y PW|Dn

.

III. HIERARCHICAL GENERALIZATION BOUND

Existing results such as [20]–[22] bound the generalization error from (1) in terms of the mutual information terms I(Dn;W)
or
∑n

i=1 I(Xi, Yi;W), which only depend on the raw input dataset and the algorithm. We next establish two improved
generalization bounds, whose hierarchical structure captures the effect of the internal representations Tl. The first bound shrinks
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as one moves deeper into the network, providing new evidence for the benefits of deep models for learning. The second bound
is minimized by one of the network layers, suggesting the existence of a ‘funnel’ layer that governs generalization.

A. KL Divergence Bound

We present the following generalization bound for the above described setting.

Theorem 1 (Hierarchical generalization bound). Suppose that the loss function ℓ(w, X, Y ) is σ-sub-Gaussian under PX,Y , for
all w ∈ W . We have ∣∣gen(PW|Dn

, PX,Y )
∣∣ ≤ UB(L) ≤ UB(L− 1) ≤ . . . ≤ UB(0), (2)

where UB(l) := σ
√
2

n

n∑
i=1

√
I(Tl,i, Yi;WL

l+1|Wl
1) + DKL

(
PTl,i,Yi|Wl

1

∥∥PTl,Y |Wl
1

∣∣PWl
1

)
, l = 0, . . . , L.

Theorem 1 is derived by first establishing the UB(L) upper bound via the Donsker-Varadhan variational representation of the
KL divergence and the sub-Gaussianity of the loss function. We then invoke the data processing inequality (DPI) to successively
peel off the layers to arrive at the remaining bounds. See Appendix A for a detailed proof. While the UB(L) forms the tightest
bound, the state hierarchy highlights the benefit of depth for learning and lend well for comparison to existing results. Indeed,
observing that UB(0) =

√
2σ2 n−1

∑n
i=1

√
I(Xi, Yi;W), we see that our bound is tighter than the one from [22].

Theorem 1 shows that the model generalizes when both I(Tl,i, Yi;W
L
l+1|Wl

1) and DKL(PTl,i,Yi|Wl
1
∥PTl,Y |Wl

1
|PWl

1
) are

small, for some layer l = 0, . . . , L. This happens when the parameters of subsequent layers are not overly dependent on the lth

input internal representation, and when the learned posterior of this internal representation highly matches the prior.

Remark 1 (Special cases). To gain further intuition, we present two special cases under which the bounds simplify:
1) One-to-one mapping: If gWl

is one-to-one for all l ∈ [L], the DPI holds with equality:

DKL

(
PTl,i,Yi|Wl

1

∥∥PTl,Y |Wl
1
|PWl

1

)
= DKL

(
PXi,Yi|Wl

1

∥∥PX,Y |PWl
1

)
= I
(
Xi, Yi;W

l
1

)
,

I
(
Tl,i, Yi;W

L
l+1

∣∣Wl
1

)
= I
(
Xi, Yi;W

L
l+1

∣∣Wl
1

)
.

Thus, the upper bounds are equal: UB(L) = UB(L− 1) = · · · = UB(0), which implies that the representation at each layer
has the same effect on the generalization error.

2) Discrete latent space: The generalization bound simplifies when Tl can only take finitely many values (e.g., the discrete
latent layer in the VQ-VAE [55]). Assuming that tl(wl

1) := mint∈Tl,y∈Y PTl,Y |Wl
1
(t, y|wl

1) ∈
(
0, |Tl × Y|−1

)
and tl :=

supwl
1
tl(w

l
1), we have

UB(l) ≤
√
2σ2 log

(
K2/ tl

)
.

As tl grows, we see that PTl,Y |Wl
1

tends to the uniform distribution on Tl × Y and its entropy/variance increases. This, in
turn, shrinks the generalization error, which is consistent with the intuition that stochasticity leads to better generalization.
The proof is provided in Appendix B.

B. Wasserstein Distance Bound

Akin to Theorem 1, we present a generalization error bound based on the Wasserstein distance. Unlike the KL divergence,
Wasserstein distances do not generally follow the DPI, and hence the presented bound does not adhere to a descending
hierarchical structure. Instead, it shows that there exists a layer that minimizes the Wasserstein generalization bound.

Theorem 2 (Min Wasserstein generalization bound). Suppose that the loss function ℓ̃ : Y × Y → R≥0 is ρ0-Lipschitz and the
activation function ϕl : R → R is ρl-Lipschitz, for each l = 1, . . . , L. We have

gen(PW|Dn
, PX,Y ) ≤ min

l=0,...,L

ρ0
n

n∑
i=1

E

(1 ∨ L∏
j=l+1

ρj∥Wj∥op
)
W1

(
PTl,i,Yi|W(·|W), PTl,Y |W(·|W)

) .

The derivation of the bound relies on Kantorovich–Rubinstein duality, which ties W1 to the difference of expectations defining
the generalization error. See Appendix C for the proof details. As the Wasserstein distance is monotonically increasing in the
order (i.e., Wp ≤ Wq whenever p ≤ q), the 1-Wasserstein distance provides the sharpest bound. Compared to [32, Theorem 2]
and [56, Theorem 1], we make a weaker assumption on the loss function and take Lipschitz continuity of activation functions
into account, which holds for the commonly used loss and activation functions. Compared to the KL divergence bound from
Theorem 1, which degenerates when the considered distributions are supported on different domains, the Wasserstein distance
is robust to mismatched supports and the corresponding bound is meaningful even in that setting. Theorem 2 suggests that
the generalization bound is controlled by a certain layer that achieves the smallest weighted 1-Wasserstein distance between
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Fig. 2: Illustration of binary Gaussian mixture data with d0 = 2 and the Bayes optimal linear classifier.

the distributions of the training and test internal representations. This layer serves as a funnel that determines the overall
generalization performance; thus, we call it generalization funnel layer. It suggests that within a DNN, there exists a specific
layer that exerts a stronger impact on generalization compared to others.

Remark 2 (Comparison with KL divergence bound). Assume that the loss function (bounded within [0, A] ⊂ R≥0) and the
activation functions in the DNN model satisfy the Lipschitz continuity conditions in Theorem 2. Under this assumption, the loss
function ℓ(w, X, Y ), where (X,Y ) ∼ PX,Y , is A

2 -subGaussian for all w. When ρ0K
2 ≤ A, the generalization bound given in

Theorem 2 is tighter than UB(L) in Theorem 1. A proof of this claim is provided in Appendix D, and utilizes [57, Theorem 4],
Pinsker’s and Bretagnolle-Huber inequalities.

C. Case Study: Binary Gaussian Mixture Classification
To better understand the generalization bounds from Theorems 1 and 2 and assess their dependence on depth, we consider

the following binary Gaussian mixture example and evaluate the bounds analytically.

Classification problem setting. Consider the binary classification problem illustrated in Fig. 2, where the input data distribution
is a binary Gaussian mixture: PY = Unif{−1,+1} and PX|Y=y = N (yµ0, σ

2
0Id0

) for y ∈ {±1}, where µ0 ∈ Rd and σ0 > 0.
The goal is to classify the binary label Y given the feature X . Notice that under this setting, the Bayes optimal classifier is
Y ⋆ = tanh(µ⊺

0X).

Model and algorithm. Consider a classifier that is realized by a linear L-layer neural network composed with a hyperbolic
tangent nonlinearity, i.e., Ŷ (w) = tanh(w⊗LX), where w⊗l := wlwl−1 · · ·w1. To train the model to approaches the Bayes
optimal classifier tanh(µ⊺

0X), we consider a set of algorithms PW|Dn
under which the output network parameters satisfy

W⊺
⊗L = 1

n

∑n
i=1 YiXi, and set the prediction to Ŷ = Ŷ (W). The rationale behind this choice of algorithm comes from

observing that YiXi ∼ N (µ0, σ
2
0Id0

) are i.i.d. for i = 1, . . . , n, and by the strong law of large numbers we have W⊺
⊗L → µ0

almost surely, as n → ∞. Performance is measured using the quadratic loss function ℓ(w, X, Y ) =
(
Y − tanh(w⊗LX)

)2
,

which is bounded inside [0, 4] and is thus 2-sub-Gaussian under PX,Y , for all w.

Analysis. We move to evaluate the generalization bounds in Theorems 1 and 2 by computing the prior and posterior distributions
and the divergences between them. Proofs of subsequent claims are all deferred to Appendix E.

Lemma 3 (Prior and posterior of (Xi, Yi)). For any i = 1, . . . , n and y ∈ {±1}, the prior distribution of Xi|Yi =
y is given by PXi|Yi=y = 1

2N (yµ0, σ
2
0Id0), while its posterior distribution given the model W⊗L is PXi|Yi=y,W⊗L

=
1
2N (yW⊺

⊗L,
(n−1)σ2

0

n Id0
). Furthermore, we have PYi|W,W⊗L

= PYi|W⊗L
= Unif{−1,+1} and PXi,Yi|W,W⊗L

= PXi,Yi|W⊗L
.

Given the above expressions for the involved distributions, we evaluate the KL divergence generalization bound from
Theorem 1 as follows.

Proposition 4 (KL divergence bound evaluation). Under the binary Gaussian classification setting, we have∣∣gen(PW|Dn
, PX,Y )

∣∣ ≤ ŨB(L) ≤ ŨB(L− 1) ≤ · · · ≤ ŨB(0),

where ŨB(l) := 2
√

E[rl](log n
n−1 − 1

n ) +
d0

n , r0 = d0, and rl = rank(W⊗l), for l ∈ [L].

As a sanity check, observe that ŨBn(l) converges to 0 as n → ∞, for all l = 0, 1, . . . , L, as expected. Recalling that
rank(AB) ≤ rank(A) ∧ rank(B), we see that rL ≤ rL−1 ≤ · · · ≤ r1 ≤ r0 = d0. Consequently, the contraction from
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TABLE I: The generalization funnel layer index l∗ for differently generated model W when L = 10 in Example 1.

Generating methods
∏l′

j=1 Cj = 0.2∥ 1
n

∑
i=1 YiXi∥ l′ = 3 l′ = 5 l′ = 7

Generalization funnel layer l∗ 3 5 7

ŨBn(l − 1) to ŨBn(l) is evident and quantified by the gap between the ranks of W⊗(l−1) and W⊗l, namely, rl−1 − rl. Note
that in our example, rank(WL) = 1 and thus rank(W⊗L) = 1, independent of the depth L, which means that the tightest
bound, ŨB(L), does not change with L. Nevertheless, the intermediate bounds ŨB(l), for l ∈ [L− 1], generally shrink as L
grows, depicting the trajectory of generalization performance of the internal layers. Extending the above example beyond the
classification setting to representation learning, where the output representation dimension dL varies according to the network
structure, would enable observing a similar effect for ŨB(L) as well. Our focus on the binary classification case is motivated
by its analytic tractability, and we leave further extensions for future work.

We proceed to evaluate the Wasserstein generalization bound under the considered setting.

Proposition 5 (Wasserstein distance based bound evaluation). Under the binary Gaussian classification setting and from
Theorem 2, we have

gen(PW|Dn
, PX,Y ) ≤

4
√
2σ0(

√
d0 + (

√
n−

√
n− 1))√

n
min

l=0,...,L
E

(1 ∨ L∏
j=l+1

∥Wj∥2op
)
∥W⊗l∥2F

 1
2

,

where W⊗l = WlWl−1 · · ·W1 for l ∈ [L], and W⊗0 = Id0 .

This upper bound is computed using the 2-Wasserstein distance between two Gaussian distributions based on the fact that
W1 ≤ W2. Note that this upper bound also vanishes as n → ∞. In this case, the generalization funnel layer that yields
the tightest upper bound depends on the Frobenius norm of the product of network weight matrices up to the current layer
∥W⊗l∥F and the product of subsequent layers’ operator norms. We notice that ∥W⊗l∥F =

√
tr(W⊗lW

⊺
⊗l) not only depends

on rank(W⊗l) but also on the singular values of W⊗l. Thus, the generalization funnel layer is not necessarily the last one. In
the following example, by considering a simple neural network model with different training methods, we empirically show
that the generalization funnel layer depends on the training method. It implies that there indeed exists a network layer that
plays a more important role in controlling the generalization performance of the learning algorithm.

Example 1 (Numerical evaluation of Proposition 5). Consider a DNN with L = 10 layers, each of width 2, i.e., d0 = d1 = · · · =
dL−1 = 2. Let the training dataset Dn contain n = 100 samples that are i.i.d. from the aforementioned binary Gaussian mixture
with µ0 = (0.5 0)⊺ and σ0 = 1. We consider a learning algorithm PW|Dn

that proceeds as follows: randomly generate (2× 2)

rotation matrices W1, . . . ,WL−1 and the vector WL such that W⊺
⊗L = 1

n

∑n
i=1 YiXi. Specifically, let Wl = Cl

(
cos θl sin θl
− sin θl cos θl

)
,

for l = 1, . . . , L− 1, be the rotation matrix, and set the last layer parameter vector as WL = (0, CL). The rotation angles
θl and scaling factors Cl are then calibrated based on Dn to yield the desired distribution, i.e., W⊗L = 1

n

∑n
i=1 YiXi.

To that end, we let θl = 1
L−1 arccos ⟨WL,

1
n

∑
i=1 YiXi⟩ for l = 1, . . . , L − 1, while randomly generate {Cl}Ll=1 such that∏L

l=1 Cl = ∥ 1
n

∑
i=1 YiXi∥.

Under this algorithm, we have that W⊗l is full-rank, ∥W⊗l∥F =
√
2
∏l

j=1 Cj for l = 1, . . . , L−1, ∥W⊗L∥F =
∏L

l=1 Cl =

∥ 1
n

∑
i=1 YiXi∥ and ∥Wl∥op = Cl for l = 1, . . . , L. Given any training dataset Dn, the generalization funnel layer is determined

by the way we generate {Cl}Ll=1. We first let
∏L

j=l+1 Cj ≤ 1 for all l = 0, 1, . . . , L− 1. If we pick any 1 ≤ l′ ≤ L− 1 and let∏l′

j=1 Cj be sufficiently small (at least smaller than
√
d0 ∧ ∥ 1

n

∑
i=1 YiXi∥), then the generalization funnel layer is equal to

l′. For numerical illustration, we generate L numbers from the uniform distribution Unif{[0, 1]} and scale them to be Cl’s
such that

∏L
l=1 Cl = ∥ 1

n

∑n
i=1 YiXi∥ and

∏l′

j=1 Cj = 0.2∥ 1
n

∑
i=1 YiXi∥, for l′ ∈ {3, 5, 7}. We compute the generalization

funnel layer index as the minimizer of the sample mean from 104 output network parameters W (trained on 100 datasets Dn):
l∗ = argminl=0,1,...,L SampleMean

(
(1∨

∏L
j=l+1 ∥Wj∥2)∥W⊗l∥2F

)
= argminl=0,1,...,L SampleMean

(
∥W⊗l∥2F

)
. As shown in

Table I, the generalization funnel layer varies according to the parameter generating methods.

IV. TIGHTER GENERLIAZATION BOUND VIA CONTRACTION

Inspired by Theorem 1, we next aim to capture the contraction of the information measures in our bound as the layer count
grows. To that end, we use the strong DPI (SDPI) [58]–[60], for which some preliminaries are needed.

A. Strong Data Processing Inequality

Given PX , QX ∈ P(X ) and a transition kernel (channel) PY |X , write PY = PY |X ◦ PX and QY = PY |X ◦ QX for the
marginal distributions at the output of the channel when we feed it with PX or QX , respectively. Assuming PX ≪ QX and
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w.p. 

w.p. 

(a)

w.p. 

w.p. 

(b) (c)

Fig. 3: Examples of DNNs with stochascity. (a) lth layer with Dropout probability δl. (b) lth layer with DropConnect probabilities
{δl,i,j}

dl−1

j=1 . (c) Noisy DNN with injected isotropic Gaussian noise to the lth layer.

that QX is not a point mass, the SDPI coefficient for PY |X under the f -divergence Df is

ηf (PY |X) := sup
PX ,QX

Df (PY |X ◦ PX∥PY |X ◦QX)

Df (PX∥QX)
∈ [0, 1].

We write ηKL(PY |X) and ηTV(PY |X) for the coefficients under the KL divergence and the total variation distance, respectively.
Proposition II.4.10 in [61] shows that for any f -divergence, we have

ηf (PY |X) ≤ ηTV(PY |X) = sup
x,x′∈X

∥PY |X=x − PY |X=x′∥TV,

where ηTV(PY |X) is also know as Dobrushin’s coefficient [59]. It can be shown that if Y = g(X) for some deterministic
function g : X → Y , then ηf (Pg(X)|X) = ηTV(Pg(X)|X) = 1 (cf., e.g., Proposition II.4.12 from [61]).

According to the above, if all the feature maps gwl
, for l = 1, . . . , L, in the DNN are deterministic, the contraction coefficients

we are looking for degenerate to 1, landing us back at the bound from Theorem 1. To arrive at a nontrivial contraction coefficient,
we consider the following common regularization techniques in machine learning: Dropout [33], DropConnect [34], and
Gaussian noise injection [35], [37]–[39]. These methods have been used to introduce stochasticity to neural networks to enhance
generalization and robustness.

Before presenting the subsequent results, we find it succinct to define the notations: for any vector V , let V (i) be ith element
of V ; for any matrix M, let M(i, j) be the (i, j)th element of M.

B. Generalization Bound for DNNs with Dropout

The Dropout [33] technique has been shown to be a simple way to prevent neural networks from overfitting. We hereby
analyse the contraction behaviour in the generalization bounds caused by Dropout. Consider the lth layer of the neural network
that applies a Dropout probability δl ∈ (0, 1), l = 0, . . . , L− 1, as shown in Figure 3a. Let El ∼ Bern(1− δl)

⊗dl be an i.i.d.
sequence of dl Bernoulli variables. Then the activation output of the (l + 1)th layer is given by

Tl+1 = ϕl+1(Wl+1(Tl ⊙ El)) =: ϕl+1(Wl+1T̃l), (3)

where ⊙ denotes the elementwise product operation. When Tl(i) is not equal to 0, with probability δl, Tl(i) is deactivated as
0 before being passed to the next layer; with probability 1 − δl, Tl(i) retains its value. When Tl(i) = 0, it always remains
unchanged. The channel PT̃l|Tl

can then be regarded as a composition of dl parallel independent generalized Z-channels [62].
Thus, the stochastic channel PTl+1|Tl,W = PTl+1|T̃l,W

◦ PT̃l|Tl
yields a non-trivial SDPI coefficient.

Lemma 6 (Dropout SDPI coefficient). The SDPI coefficient of the Dropout channel PT̃l|Tl
with Dropout probability δl ∈ (0, 1)

is ηKL(PT̃l|Tl
) = 1− δdl

l , for l = 0, . . . , L.

Lemma 6, which is proven in Appendix F, implies that whenever Dropout is applied to a certain layer, it leads to a strict
contraction in the generalization bound in Theorem 1 since the coefficient ηKL(PT̃l|Tl

) is strictly less than 1. Consequently, the
layer mappings in a DNN with Dropout gives rise to the following result.

Theorem 7 (DNN with Dropout generalization bound). Consider the DNN model with Dropout probability δl ∈ (0, 1) at the
lth layer (cf. (3)), l = 0, . . . , L− 1. If the loss function ℓ(w, X, Y ) is σ-sub-Gaussian under PX,Y , for all w ∈ W , we have

|gen(PW|Dn
, PX,Y )| ≤

σ
√
2

n

n∑
i=1

√√√√L−1∏
l=0

(1− δdl

l )I(Xi;W|Yi) + I(Yi;W).

The proof of Theorem 7 initiates at the bound UB(L) from Theorem 1 and first factors out the terms that depend on the
label Y from the KL divergence. This yields the summand I(Yi;W). This step is necessary since the label is not processed by
the DNN with Dropout, and the corresponding SDPI coefficient (without factoring Yi out) would degenerate to 1. For the
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remaining term, we invoke the SDPI L times collecting the coefficients and invoking Lemma 6 to arrive at the desired bound.
The details are provided in Appendix G.

We make the following observations regarding the bound from Theorem 7. The coefficient product
∏L−1

l=0 (1− δdl

l ) exhibits a
decrement from 1 to 0 with: (i) increasing Dropout probabilities {δl}L−1

l=0 ; (ii) elevated network depth L; and (iii) shrinking layer
widths {dl}L−1

l=0 . In addition, using Taylor’s expansion, we have log(1− δdl) ≈ −δdl

l and δdl

l = (1− (1− δl))
dl ≈ 1−dl(1− δl).

Then the product of coefficient can be approximated as
L−1∏
l=0

(1− δdl

l ) = exp

(
L−1∑
l=0

log(1− δdl

l )

)
≈ exp

(
−

L−1∑
l=0

δdl

l

)
≈ exp

(
−

L−1∑
l=0

(
1− dl(1− δl)

))
,

highlighting an exponential decay. Since the label follows a categorical distribution of parameter K, we have I(Yi;W) ≤ logK.
The smaller the number of distinct labels K, the better the generalization bound. The behavior of I(Xi;W|Yi), on the other hand,
is harder to pin down as it depends on the data distribution and the learning algorithm at hand. In the following statement, we
investigate the behavior of I(Xi, Yi;W) w.r.t. the input layer Dropout probability δ0. At the end of Section IV, we investigate
the generalization bound w.r.t. the layer dimension and network depth with an instance of DNN with a finite parameter space.

Lemma 8 (Upper bound on I(Xi, Yi;W) in DNNs with Dropout). For a DNN model with Dropout probability δ0 ∈ (0, 1) at
the input layer, we have

I(Xi, Yi;W) ≤ MIUBi(δ0) :=

d0∑
k=0

δd0−k
0 (1− δ0)

k

(
d0
k

)
I
(i)
k , ∀i = 1, . . . , n,

where I
(i)
k = maxJ (k)⊆[d],|J (k)|=k I

(
(Xi(j))j∈J (k), Yi;W

)
, for k = 0, . . . , d0. The upper bound MIUBi(δ0) monotonically

shrinks to 0 as δ0 increases from 0 to 1.

The proof of Lemma 8, fully provided in Appendix H, hinges on the application of the chain rule of mutual information.
Lemma 8 suggests that the generalization bound (c.f. UB(0) in Theorem 1) shrinks even when Dropout is only applied to the
input data, commonly employed as a data augmentation technique. Since I(Xi;W|Yi), I(Yi;W) ≤ I(Xi, Yi;W), Theorem 7
and Lemma 8 show that the generalization bound of a DNN with Dropout diminishes as the Dropout probabilities increase.
This aligns with the intuition that introducing stochasticity, as facilitated by Dropout mechanisms, enhances the model’s capacity
for generalization.

C. Generalization Bound for DNNs with DropConnect

Compared to Dropout which effectively deactivates some columns of the network weight matrices, DropConnect [34]
operates in a more precise way by randomly deactivating each element of the weight matrices. Consider the lth layer of the
neural network adopts a DropConnect probability δl,i,j ∈ (0, 1) at the (i, j)th entry of the weight matrix Wl, l = 1, . . . , L, as
shown in Figure 3b. Let El ∼

∏dl

i=1

∏dl−1

j=1 Bern(1− δl,i,j) be a dl × dl−1 binary matrix with i.i.d. Bernoulli elements. Then
the activation output of the lth layer is given by

Tl = ϕl((Wl ⊙El)Tl−1) =:

[
ϕl

( dl−1∑
j=1

Wl(1, j)T̃l−1(1, j)

)
, . . . , ϕl

( dl−1∑
j=1

Wl(dl, j)T̃l−1(dl, j)

)]⊺
, (4)

where ⊙ denotes the elementwise product operation, T̃l−1 is a dl × dl−1 matrix, and T̃l−1(i, j) := El(i, j)Tl−1(j). When
Wl(i, j)Tl−1(j) is not equal to 0, with probability δl,i,j , Wl(i, j)Tl−1(j) is deactivated as 0 before being passed to the i

th

neuron of the next layer; with probability 1− δl,i,j , Wl(i, j)Tl−1(j) keeps its value. When Wl(i, j)Tl−1(j) = 0, it always
remains unchanged. In a similar manner to Section IV-B, the channel PT̃l−1|Tl−1

can then be regarded as a composition of
dldl−1 parallel independent generalized Z-channels. Thus, the stochastic channel PTl|Tl−1,W = PTl|T̃l−1,W

⊗ PT̃l−1|Tl−1
also

yields a non-trivial SDPI coefficient.

Lemma 9 (DropConnect SDPI coefficient bound). The SDPI coefficient of the DropConnect channel PT̃l−1|Tl−1
with

DropConnect probabilities δl,i,j ∈ (0, 1), i = 1, . . . , dl, j = 1, . . . , dl−1, satisfies ηKL(PT̃l−1|Tl−1
) ≤ 1−

∏dl

i=1

∏dl−1

j=1 δl,i,j , for
l = 1, . . . , L.

Lemma 9, which is proven in Appendix I, implies that the application of DropConnect at a certain layer also leads to a strict
contraction in the generalization bound in Theorem 1 since the coefficient ηKL(PT̃l−1|Tl−1

) < 1. Compared to the coefficient
shown in Lemma 6, this coefficient decreases with an increase in individual probability δl,i,j . This obsesrvation highlights the
advantageous flexibility of DropConnect in improving generalization performance. Consequently, the layer mappings in a DNN
with DropConnect gives rise to the following non-trivial result.
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Theorem 10 (DNN with DropConnect generalization bound). Consider the DNN model with DropConnect probabilities
δl,i,j ∈ (0, 1), i = 1, . . . , dl, j = 1, . . . , dl−1 at the lth layer (cf. (4)), l = 1, . . . , L. If the loss function ℓ(w, X, Y ) is
σ-sub-Gaussian under PX,Y , for all w ∈ W , we have

|gen(PW|Dn
, PX,Y )| ≤

σ
√
2

n

n∑
i=1

√√√√ L∏
l=1

(
1−

dl∏
i=1

dl−1∏
j=1

δl,i,j

)
I(Xi;W|Yi) + I(Yi;W).

The proof of Theorem 10 can be derived following the same procedures in that of Theorem 7 and is thus omitted. We observe
that the product of coefficients also decrease from 1 to 0 as the DropConnect probabilities increase, the layer dimensions
shrink, or the number of layers increases. An exponential decay similar to that discussed after Theorem 7 also occurs in this
case. By combining DropConnect with Dropout at the input layer Xi, a contraction is enforced upon the mutual information
terms (I(Xi;W|Yi), I(Yi;W)), resulting in a generalization bound that decays with the increase of dropout probabilities.

D. Generalization Bound for Noisy DNNs

Injecting Gaussian noise to neuron outputs is another form of DNN regularization that has been explored in various research
studies [35], [37]–[39]. The idea is to add random Gaussian noise to the input, the network parameters or the internal
representation during training. This can help prevent overfitting and improve the model’s generalization by introducing a level
of uncertainty and robustness [37]. In this section, to arrive at nontrivial SDPI contraction coefficient we consider a noisy DNN
model where the feature map at each layer is perturbed by isotropic Gaussian noise, i.e.,

T̃l = gWl
(T̃l−1) + ϵlZl, l = 1, . . . , L, (5)

where T̃0 = X , Zl ∼ N(0, Idl
) is independent of the input and ϵl ∈ R>0 is a constant. The illustration is shown in Figure 3c.

Such noisy DNNs were explored in [35] and were shown to serve as good approximations of classical (deterministic) networks.
To analyze generalization error under the noisy DNN model, we present the following lemma that bounds the SDPI coefficient

for the aforementioned channel.

Lemma 11 (Noisy DNN SDPI coefficient bound). Let X ∼ PX ∈ P(Rdx) and consider a bounded function g : Rdx → Rdy .
Set Y = g(X) + ϵN , where ϵ > 0 and N ∼ N (0, Idy

) is independent of X . The SDPI coefficient of the induced channel PY |X
satisfies

ηf (PY |X) ≤ ηTV(PY |X) ≤ 1− 2Q

(√
2dy∥g∥∞
2ϵ

)
,

where Q(x) :=
∫∞
x

1√
2π

e−t2/2dt is the Gaussian complimentary cumulative distribution function.

Lemma 11, which is proven in Appendix J, implies that whenever
√
dy∥g∥∞ϵ−1 > 0, we have ηKL(PY |X) < 1. Consequently,

the layer mappings in a noisy DNN with bounded activations present non-trivial contraction, which gives rise to the following
result.

Theorem 12 (Noisy DNN generalization bound). Consider the noisy DNN model from (5) with bounded activation functions
ϕl, l = 1, . . . , L. If the loss function ℓ(w, X, Y ) is σ-sub-Gaussian under PX,Y , for all w ∈ W , we have

|gen(PW|Dn
, PX,Y )| ≤

σ
√
2

n

n∑
i=1

√√√√ L∏
l=1

(
1− 2Q

(√
2dl∥ϕl∥∞

2ϵl

))
I(Xi;W|Yi) + I(Yi;W).

The proof of Theorem 12 is provided in Appendix K, which follows the similar procedures as in the proof of Theorem 7.
The term I(Yi;W) is factored out since the label is not processed by the noisy DNN and upper bounded by logK. The SDPI
is invoked L times to arrive at the product of coefficient for the remaining term. We also note that ∥ϕl∥∞ is typically small,
e.g., ∥ϕl∥∞ = 1 if ϕl ∈ {sigmoid, softmax, tanh}. From Theorem 12, we observe that for fixed noise parameters ϵ1, . . . , ϵL,
the coefficient product decreases from 1 to 0 as the layer dimensions {dl}Ll=1 shrink and the number of layers L grows. If
minl∈[L](1 − 2Q(

√
2dl∥ϕl∥∞

2ϵl
)) ≤ q ∈ (0, 1) (i.e., maxl∈[L] dl ≤ (

2ϵlQ
−1( 1−q

2 )

∥ϕl∥∞
)2), the coefficient is less than exp(−L log 1

q ),
which decays exponentially in L. Furthermore, by increasing the noise level ϵl’s, the coefficient product shrinks as well. The
observations are consistent with those of Theorems 7 and 10.

To analyze the behavior of I(Xi;W|Yi) and generalization bounds in the aforementioned theorems concerning layer dimensions
and network depth, we examine the following tractable instance of DNNs.

Example 2 (Numerical evaluation of tightened generalization bounds). Consider the DNN parameter space is constrained
to be finite, e.g., W = [B]d1×d0 × · · · × [B]dL×dL−1 for some B ∈ N. We can upper bound the mutual information by
I(Xi;W|Yi) ≤ H(W) ≤

∑L
l=1 dldl−1 logB, which increases as dl and L grow. We consider the following two cases of

increasing the depth of an L-layer neural net with discrete parameters as above.
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Fig. 4: Examples of tightened generalization bounds for two types of NNs with stochasticity by adding an extra hidden layer.
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Fig. 5: Examples of tightened generalization bounds for two types of NNs with stochasticity by dividing one hidden layer into
two separate hidden layers.

1) Add an extra hidden layer with dimension dl∗ . We compare a 2-layer neural net with layer dimensions {d0 = 10, d1 =
20, d2 = 2} to a 3-layer neural net with layer dimensions {d0 = 10, d1 = dl∗ , d2 = 20, d3 = 2}. Figures 4a and 4b plot the
said mutual information bounds (ignoring σ

√
2 without loss of generality) from Theorems 7 and 12, respectively. The tightened

bounds with the contraction coefficient behave similarly for both the NN with Dropout and NN with Gaussian noise. We observe
that if d∗l is sufficiently small, the generalization bound shrinks as a result of the added layer.

2) Divide the dimension of one hidden layer into two separate hidden layers. We compare a 2-layer neural net with layer
dimensions {d0 = 10, d1 = 30, d2 = 2} to a 3-layer neural net with layer dimensions {d0 = 10, d1 = d, d2 = 30− d, d3 = 2}.
By varying d ∈ [1, 29], Figures 5a and 5b plot the said mutual information bounds (ignoring σ

√
2 without loss of generality)

from Theorems 7 and 12, respectively. The tightened bounds with the contraction coefficient still behave similarly for both the
NN with Dropout and NN with Gaussian noise. We observe that if one of the splitted layer dimensions, i.e., d or 30− d in this
example, is sufficiently small, the generalization bound shrinks as a result of the layer division.

This example suggests that a deep but narrower network may generalize better. We observe that when dl∗ or d is equal to 1,
the generalization bound is minimized. This phenomenon is due to the fact that we are taking a worst-case upper bound on
H(W). Thus, to draw more compelling conclusions, it is necessary to conduct thorough analyses and experiments for general
algorithms/architectures. Next, we prove that the implications from this example can be generalized to the Gibbs algorithm.

E. Applications to Gibbs Algorithm

We further characterize the tightened generalization bounds in Theorems 7, 10 and 12, for DNNs with Dropout, DropConnect
and injected Gaussian noise, under the Gibbs algorithm. The Gibbs algorithm is a tractable and idealized model for learning
algorithms with various regularization approaches, e.g., stochastic optimization methods or relative entropy regularization [40].
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This allows us to investigate the concrete impacts of the DNN structure parameters on the mutual information terms in the
generalization bounds.

Given any training dataset Dn = s, consider the (α, π(W),LE(W, s))-Gibbs algorithm [41]

Pα
W|Dn

(W|s) := π(W) exp(−αLE(W, s))

Λα(s)
,

where α > 0 denotes the inverse temperature, π ∈ P(W) is an arbitrary prior distribution on W and Λα(s) = E[exp(−αLE(W, s)]
is the partition function. The (α, π(W),LE(W, s))-Gibbs algorithm can be viewed as a randomized version of empirical
risk minimization (ERM). As the inverse temperature α → ∞, then network parameters generated by the Gibbs algorithm
converges to those from the standard ERM. In [40], it is proven that under some conditions on the loss function, the posterior
PW|Dn

induced by Stochastic Gradient Langevin Dynamics (SGLD) algorithm [63] is close to the Gibbs posterior Pα
W|Dn

in
2-Wasserstein distance for sufficiently large iterations.

When DNNs with non-trivial SDPI contraction coefficients (c.f. Lemmas 6, 9 and 11) are trained with the Gibbs alogrithm
using a loss function bounded within [0, 1], we obtain the distribution-free bound that decreases as the number of network
layers increases.

Proposition 13 (Tightened generalization bound for Gibbs algorithm). Consider that the DNN model from Eq. (3) with Dropout
probability δl ∈ (0, 1), Eq. (4) with DropConnect probability δl,i,j ∈ (0, 1), or Eq. (5) with bounded activation functions ϕl,
l = 1, . . . , L, is trained by the (α, π(W),LE(W, Dn))-Gibbs algorithm with any loss function ℓ : W ×X × Y → [0, 1]. The
SDPI contraction coefficients for these DNN models are denoted by η̃KL(l) := 1− δ

dl−1

l−1 , η̃KL(l) := 1−
∏dl

i=1

∏dl−1

j=1 δl,i,j and

η̃KL(l) := 1− 2Q
(√2dl∥ϕl∥∞

2ϵl

)
, respectively. There exists a constant γ ∈ [0, 1] such that

∣∣gen(Pα
W|Dn

, PX,Y )
∣∣ ≤ α

4n

√√√√γ

L∏
l=1

η̃KL(l) + 1− γ.

Proposition 13, which is obtained by combining [64, Theorem 2] and Theorems 7, 10 and 12, is tighter than [64, Theorem 2].
Compared to the exact characterization of generalization error in [41, Theorem 1], which did not explicitly show the dependence
on the neural net structure, Proposition 13 shows that the bound is of order O( 1n ) and shrinks with increasing L and decreasing
dl due to the SDPI coefficient η̃KL(l) ∈ (0, 1). As per the analyses presented in Sections IV-B–IV-D, the generalization bound
for the Gibbs algorithm approximately exhibits an exponential decay with increasing network depth L and decreasing layer
dimension dl. This observation suggests the benefit of deeper network depth and narrower layer dimensions when the DNN
model is trained using regularization techniques, such as Dropout, DropConnect and noise injection, in conjunction with the
Gibbs algorithm. Some other studies have also shown the generalization capability of deep and narrow neural networks [18],
[19], [43], [65], [66].

Proof of Proposition 13. For any loss function ℓ : W ×X × Y → [0, 1], ℓ(w, X, Y ) is 1
2 -sub-Gaussian under PX,Y for any

w ∈ W . Let D−i
n = Dn\(Xi, Yi) for any i ∈ [n]. The Gibbs algorithm Pα

W|Dn
with a loss function ℓ ∈ [0, 1] is ( α2

8n2 , PX,Y )-

stable in mutual information (cf. [64, Definition 1, Theorem 4]), i.e., 1
n

∑n
i=1 I(W;Xi, Yi|D−i

n ) ≤ α2

8n2 . Since (Xi, Yi) is
independent of D−i

n , we have 1
n

∑n
i=1 I(W;Xi, Yi) ≤ 1

n

∑n
i=1 I(W;Xi, Yi|D−i

n ) ≤ α2

8n2 . There exists an independent constant
γ ∈ [0, 1] such that 1

n

∑n
i=1 I(W;Xi|Yi) ≤ γα2

8n2 and 1
n

∑n
i=1 I(W;Yi) ≤ (1−γ)α2

8n2 . By further applying the Jensen’s inequality
to Theorem 7, 10 or 12, we obtain the bound.

V. CONCLUDING REMARKS

This work set to quantify the generalization error of DNNs within the framework of information theory. We derived two
hierarchical generalization bounds that capture the effect of depth through the internal representations of the corresponding
layers. The two bounds compare the distributions of internal representations of the training and test data under (i) the KL
divergence, and (ii) the 1-Wasserstein distance. The KL divergence bound diminishes as the layer index increases, indicating
the advantage of deep network architectures. The Wasserstein bound is minimized by the so-called generalization funnel layer,
providing new a insight that certain layers play a more prominent role than others in governing generalization performance. We
instantiated these results to a binary Gaussian mixture classification task with linear DNNs. Simple analytic expressions for
the two generalization bounds we obtained, with the KL divergence reducing to depend on (and shrinks with) the rank of the
product of weight matrices, while the Wasserstein bound simplified to depend on the Frobenius norm of the weight matrix
product. The latter further implied that the generalization funnel layer of a given model varies with different training methods.

Next, we set to quantify the contraction of the KL divergence bound as a function of depth. To that end, we analyze the SDPI
coefficient between consequent layers in three regularized DNN models: Dropout, DropConnect, and independent Gaussian
noise injection (stochasticity is necessary to avoid a degenerate SDPI coefficient). This enables refining our KL divergence
generalization bound to capture the contraction through the product of SDPI coefficient associated with different layers, which
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diminishes from 1 to 0 as the depth L increases or the per-layer width dl shrinks. It was further demonstrated that the rate of
decay is approximately exponential and that the the SDPI coefficient decays with an increase of network stochasticity, such as
higher Dropout/DropConnect probabilities and higher injected noise level. Numerical evaluation of our bounds are provided for
a simple DNN model, where the parameter space is finite. The simulations suggest that, in this example, deeper yet narrower
network architectures generalize better. While the extent to which this statement applies generally is unclear, we provide a
proof that it is true when learning is performed via the Gibbs algorithm. Overall, our results provide an information-theoretic
perspective on generalization of deep models, encompassing quantitative hierarchical bounds to insights into architectures that
may generalize better.

Several appealing future research directions extend from this work. First, we can generalize our analyses to other neural
network architectures such as convolution layer, pooling layer, residual connection, attention layer and so on. It would be
interesting to investigate the effects of the properties of different layer types on generalization performance. Second, tightening
SDPI coefficients would be an interesting direction. If we have some prior knowledge about the input distributions, can we
improve the SDPI coefficient from the current worst-cast one? It would also be insightful to leverage non-linear SDPI [60] to
obtain contraction curve for deterministic neural networks and a wider range of activation functions. Third, the behaviour of
the mutual information term is still worth investigating. Even though the SDPI coefficient product shrinks with deeper and
narrower neural network, the mutual information I(Xi, Yi;W) may increase or decrease according to various DNN architectures
and training algorithms. We can set out from the stability perspective. By showing the dependence of the stability parameters
on DNN architecture, we can make similar analysis to that of the Gibbs algorithm. We can also extend the assumption of
finite parameter space to the setting in the two-stage algorithm [20, Section 4.2], where the parameter space is countable
w.r.t. the training dataset in the first stage. The mutual information will be upper bounded by a VC dimension, which can
be further quantified by DNN architecture. Finally, since generalization error tracks the gap between test and training losses,
for non-empricial-risk-minimization algorithms, we need to consider excess risk to better understand the performance of the
algorithms. It would be interesting to extend our established tools to bounding excess risk. Through these analyses, we will
have a clearer view on the impact of DNN architectures on generalization capability. Moving forward, it would be valuable to
conduct thorough analyses and experiments for general algorithms and network structures to draw more compelling conclusions
on the impact of network depth and width and find out the generalization funnel layer.
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APPENDIX

A. Proof of Theorem 1

Let us rewrite the risks and generalization error under the DNN setup. Let (X,Y ) ∼ PX,Y be a pair of test data sample. At
each layer l, the internal representation Tl of a test data feature X is conditionally independent of WL

l+1 given W l
1. For any

W ∈ W , let the loss function be rewritten as ℓ(W, X, Y ) = ℓ(gWL
◦ gWL−1

◦ · · · ◦ gW1(X), Y ). The expected population risk
over all possible W is given by

EW [LP(W, PX,Y )] = E[ℓ(gWL
◦ gWL−1

◦ · · · ◦ gW1(X), Y )]

= E[ℓ(gWL
◦ gWL−1

◦ · · · ◦ gWl+1
(Tl), Y )]

= E[E[ℓ(gWL
◦ gWL−1

◦ · · · ◦ gWl+1
(Tl), Y )|Wl

1]]

where l ∈ [L] and given Wl
1, (Tl, Y ) are independent of WL

l+1.
Denote the overall feature mapping function as fW ≜ gWL

◦ gWL−1
◦ · · · ◦ gW1

. Similarly, for any l ∈ [L], the expected
empirical risk can also be rewritten as

E[LE(W, Dn)] = E
[
1

n

n∑
i=1

ℓ(fW(Xi), Yi)

]
=

1

n

n∑
i=1

E[ℓ(fW(Xi), Yi)]

=
1

n

n∑
i=1

E[ℓ(gWL
◦ gWL−1

◦ · · · ◦ gWl+1
(Tl,i), Yi)]

=
1

n

n∑
i=1

E
[
E[ℓ(gWL

◦ gWL−1
◦ · · · ◦ gWl+1

(Tl,i), Yi)|Wl
1]
]
.

For notational simplicity, let gWj
k
:= gWk

◦ gWk−1
◦ · · · ◦ gWj

for any k < j and k, j ∈ N. Then the expected generalization
error can be rewritten as

gen(PW|Dn
, PX,Y ) =

1

n

n∑
i=1

E
[
E[ℓ(gWL

l+1
(Tl), Y )|Wl

1]− E[ℓ(gWL
l+1

(Tl,i), Yi)|Wl
1]

]
. (6)

If the loss function ℓ(w, X, Y ) is σ-sub-Gaussian under PX,Y for all w ∈ W , we also have for any l ∈ [0 : L], ℓ(gwL
l+1

(Tl), Y )

is σ-sub-Gaussian under PTl,Y |W=w for all w ∈ W . From Donsker-Varadhan representation, we have for any λ ∈ R,

DKL(PWL
l+1,Tl,i,Yi|Wl

1
∥PTl,Y |Wl

1
⊗ PWL

l+1|Wl
1
)

≥ EWL
l+1,Tl,i,Yi|Wl

1
[λℓ(gWL

l+1
(Tl,i), Yi)]− logEWL

l+1|Wl
1
ETl,Y |Wl

1
[exp(λℓ(gWL

l+1
(Tl), Y ))]

≥ λ(EWL
l+1,Tl,i,Yi|Wl

1
[λℓ(gWL

l+1
(Tl,i), Yi)]− EWL

l+1|Wl
1
ETl,Y |Wl

1
[ℓ(gWL

l+1
(Tl), Y )])− λ2σ2

2
.

We can decompose DKL(PWL
l+1,Tl,i,Yi|Wl

1
∥PTl,Y |Wl

1
⊗ PWL

l+1|Wl
1
|PWl

1
) as follows

DKL(PWL
l+1,Tl,i,Yi|Wl

1
∥PTl,Y |Wl

1
⊗ PWL

l+1|Wl
1
|PWl

1
) (7)

= DKL(PWL
l+1,Tl,i,Yi|Wl

1
∥PTl,i,Yi|Wl

1
⊗ PWL

l+1|Wl
1
|PWl

1
) + DKL(PTl,i,Yi|Wl

1
∥PTl,Y |Wl

1
|PWl

1
)

= I(Tl,i, Yi;W
L
l+1|Wl

1) + DKL(PTl,i,Yi|Wl
1
∥PTl,Y |Wl

1
|PWl

1
).
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Thus, we have

I(Tl,i, Yi;W
L
l+1|Wl

1) + DKL(PTl,i,Yi|Wl
1
∥PTl,Y |Wl

1
|PWl

1
)

= DKL(PWL
l+1,Tl,i,Yi|Wl

1
∥PTl,Y |Wl

1
⊗ PWL

l+1|Wl
1
|PWl

1
)

≥ λEWl
1

[
EWL

l+1,Tl,i,Yi|Wl
1
[ℓ(gWL

l+1
(Tl,i), Yi)]− EWL

l+1|Wl
1
ETl,Y |Wl

1
[ℓ(gWL

l+1
(Tl), Y )]

]
− λ2σ2

2
.

By optimizing the RHS over λ > 0 and λ ≤ 0, respectively, we finally obtain∣∣∣EWl
1
EWL

l+1,Tl,i,Yi|Wl
1
[ℓ(gWL

l+1
(Tl,i), Yi)]− EWl

1
EWL

l+1|Wl
1
ETl,Y |Wl

1
[ℓ(gWL

l+1
(Tl), Y )]

∣∣∣
≤
√
2σ2
(
I(Tl,i, Yi;WL

l+1|Wl
1) + DKL(PTl,i,Yi|Wl

1
∥PTl,Y |Wl

1
|PWl

1
)
)
,

which holds for all l ∈ [L]. Conditioned on Wl, Tl,i and Tl are generated by the same process from Tl−1,i and Tl−1, respectively.
By the data-processing inequality, the KL divergence in (7) can be bounded as follows:

DKL(PWL
l+1,Tl,i,Yi|Wl

1
∥PTl,Y |Wl

1
⊗ PWL

l+1|Wl
1
|PWl

1
)

≤ DKL(PWL
l+1,Tl−1,i,Yi|Wl

1
∥PTl−1,Y |Wl

1
⊗ PWL

l+1|Wl
1
|PWl

1
)

= DKL(PWL
l ,Tl−1,i,Yi|Wl−1

1
∥PTl−1,Y |Wl−1

1
⊗ PWL

l |Wl−1
1

|PWl−1
1

)

...
≤ DKL(PXi,Yi,WL

1
∥PX,Y ⊗ PWL

1
)

= I(Xi, Yi;W).

Therefore, the expected generalization error in (6) can be upper bounded as follows:

|gen(PW|Dn
, PX,Y )|

≤ 1

n

n∑
i=1

√
2σ2DKL(PTL,i,Yi|W∥PTL,Y |W|PW)

≤ 1

n

n∑
i=1

√
2σ2
(
I(TL−1,i, Yi;WL|WL−1

1 ) + DKL(PTL−1,i,Yi|WL−1
1

∥PTL−1,Y |WL−1
1

|PWL−1
1

)
)

...

≤ 1

n
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√
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(
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l |Wl
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n
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2 |W1) + DKL(PT1,i,Yi|W1
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|PW1)
)

≤ 1

n

n∑
i=1

√
2σ2I(Xi, Yi;W).

B. Proof for Remark 1

We prove the simplified generalization bound for the discrete latent space case. The information-theoretic quantities in UB(l)
can be upper bounded as follows:

I(Tl,i, Yi;W
L
l+1|Wl

1) + DKL(PTl,i,Yi|Wl
1
∥PTl,Y |Wl

1
|PWl

1
)

= I(Tl,i;W
L
l+1|Wl

1) + I(Yi;W
L
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l
1) + DKL(PTl,i,Yi|Wl

1
∥PTl,Y |Wl

1
|PWl

1
)
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1)− H(Tl,i|Wl

1,W
L
l+1) + H(Yi|Tl,i,W

l
1)− H(Yi|Tl,i,W

l
1,W

L
l+1)

− H(Tl,i, Yi|Wl
1)− EP

Tl,i,Yi,W
l
1

[logPTl,Y |Wl
1
]

= H(Tl,i|Wl
1)− H(Tl,i|Wl

1,W
L
l+1) + H(Yi|Tl,i,W

l
1)− H(Yi|Tl,i,W

l
1,W

L
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− H(Tl,i|Wl
1) + H(Yi|Tl,i,W

l
1)− EP

Tl,i,Yi,W
l
1

[logPTl,Y |Wl
1
]

(a)
≤ 2H(Yi|Tl,i,W

l
1)− EP

Tl,i,Yi,W
l
1

[logPTl,Y |Wl
1
]
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≤ 2 log |Y| − EP
Tl,i,Yi,W

l
1

[logPTl,Y |Wl
1
]

= 2 logK − EP
Tl,i,Yi,W

l
1

[logPTl,Y |Wl
1
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where (a) follows since H(Tl,i|Wl
1,W

L
l+1) ≥ 0. Assuming tl(w

l
1) := mint∈Tl,y∈Y PTl,Y |Wl
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tl := supwl
1
tl(w

l
1), then

EP
Tl,i,Yi,W

l
1

[logPTl,Y |Wl
1
] ≥ log tl, and

I(Tl,i, Yi;W
L
l+1|Wl

1) + DKL(PTl,i,Yi|Wl
1
∥PTl,Y |Wl

1
|PWl

1
) ≤ log

K2

tl
.

C. Proof of Theorem 2

Recall the Kantorovich-Rubinstein duality [67]: for any two probability measures P,Q ∈ P(X ), W1(P,Q) = supf∈Lip1(X ) EP [f ]−
EQ[f ], where Lipk(X ) = {f ∈ {f : X → R} : |f(x)− f(y)| ≤ k∥x− y∥,∀x, y ∈ X}, for any k ∈ R≥0

Since ℓ̃(gWL
◦ · · · ◦ gW1

(X), Y ) is ρ0-Lipschitz in (gWL
◦ · · · ◦ gW1

(X), Y ) and ϕl(·) is ρl-Lipschitz, we have for any w,

|ℓ(w, x, y)− ℓ(w, x′, y′)| = |ℓ̃(gwL
◦ · · · ◦ gw1

(x), y)− ℓ̃(gwL
◦ · · · ◦ gw1

(x′), y′)|
≤ ρ0∥(gwL

(gwL−1
1

(x)), y)− (gwL
(gwL−1

1
(x′)), y′)∥

= ρ0

√(
ϕL(wLgwL−1

1
(x))− ϕL(wLgwL−1

1
(x′))

)2
+ (y − y′)2

≤ ρ0

√(
ρL∥wL∥∥gwL−1

1
(x)− gwL−1

1
(x′)∥

)2
+ (y − y′)2

= ρ0
√
ρ2L∥wL∥2∥ϕL−1(wL−1gwL−2

1
(x))− ϕL−1(wL−1gwL−2

1
(x′))∥2 + (y − y′)2

≤ ρ0
√

ρ2Lρ
2
L−1∥wL∥2∥wL−1∥2∥gwL−2

1
(x)− gwL−2

1
(x′)∥2 + (y − y′)2

...

≤ ρ0

√√√√ L∏
j=1

ρ2j∥wj∥2∥x− x′∥2 + (y − y′)2

≤ ρ̄0(w)
√
∥x− x′∥2 + (y − y′)2

where ρ̄0(w) := ρ0(1 ∨
∏L

j=1 ρj∥wj∥). It means ℓ(W, X, Y ) is ρ̄0(W)-Lipschitz in (X,Y ) for any W. Then we have

gen(PW|Dn
, PX,Y ) =

1

n

n∑
i=1

E[ℓ(W, X, Y )− ℓ(W, Xi, Yi)]

≤ 1

n

n∑
i=1

E
[
ρ̄0(W)W1(PXi,Yi|W, PX,Y |W)

]
.

For l = 1, . . . , L, similarly, we have ℓ̃(gWl
◦ · · · ◦ gWl+1

(Tl), Y ) is ρ0(1 ∨
∏L

j=l+1 ρj∥Wj∥)-Lipschitz in (Tl, Y ) for all W.
Let ρ̄l(W) = ρ0(1 ∨

∏L
j=l+1 ρj∥Wj∥). Then from the definition in (6), we have

gen(PW|Dn
, PX,Y ) ≤

1

n

n∑
i=1

E
[
ρ̄l(W)W1(PTl,i,Yi|W, PTl,Y |W)

]
.

The proof is completed by taking the minimum over l = 0, . . . , L.

D. Proof for Remark 2

Let diam(X ) := sup{∥x− y∥ : x, y ∈ X}. From [57, Theorem 4], Pinsker’s and Bretagnolle-Huber inequalities, for any two
probability distributions µ, ν ∈ P(X ), we have

W1(µ, ν) ≤ diam(X )DTV(µ, ν) ≤ diam(X )

√(
1

2
DKL(µ∥ν) ∧

(
1− exp(−DKL(µ∥ν))

))
.

From Theorem 1 and [52], the generalization error can be bounded as follows:∣∣gen(PW|Dn
, PX,Y )

∣∣ ≤ A

n

n∑
i=1

DTV(PTL,i,Yi|W
, PTL,Y |W |PW) ≤ UB(L),
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where UB(L) :=
√
2A
2n

n∑
i=1

√
DKL

(
PTL,i,Yi|W

∥∥PTL,Y |W
∣∣PW

)
. It can be observed that the total variation distance based bound

is tighter under this condition.
Let l∗ := minl=0,...,L

1
n

∑n
i=1 E[ρ̄l(W)W1(PTl,i,Yi|W

, PTl,Y |W)].

1

n

n∑
i=1

E[ρ̄l∗(W)W1(PTl∗,i,Yi|W
, PTl∗,Y |W)] ≤ 1

n

n∑
i=1

E[ρ̄L(W)W1(PTL,i,Yi|W
, PTL,Y |W)]

=
ρ0
n

n∑
i=1

W1(PTL,i,Yi|W
, PTL,Y |W |PW)

≤ ρ0diam(TL × Y)

n

n∑
i=1

DTV(PTL,i,Yi|W
, PTL,Y |W |PW).

Under our supervised classification setting, diam(TL × Y) = K2. Thus, when ρ0K
2 ≤ A, 1-Wasserstein distance based bound

is even tighter than the one based on the TV-distance.

E. Proofs for the case study of binary Gaussian mixture

To simplify some of the notation ahead, the distribution of a Gaussian random variable X with mean µ and variance σ2 is
denoted by NX(µ, σ2). The subscript stressing the random variable at play is convenient for telling apart the various Gaussian
distributions to follow; when there is no ambiguity, the subscript is dropped.

Under the binary Gaussian mixture classification setting, we first know that the prior of W⊺
⊗L is PW⊺

⊗L
= NW⊺

⊗L
(µ0,

σ2
0

n Id0
).

Given any pair of training data sample (Xi, Yi), we have

W⊺
⊗L|(Xi, Yi) =

1

n
YiXi +

1

n

n∑
j ̸=i

YjXj ∼ NW⊺
⊗L

(µW⊗L|i,ΣW⊗L|i),

where µW⊗L|i =
1
nYiXi +

n−1
n µ0 and ΣW⊗L|i =

n−1
n2 σ2

0Id0 . Then the posterior distribution of (Xi, Yi) given W⊗L is given
by

PXi,Yi|W⊗L
=

PW⊺
⊗L|Xi,Yi

PXi,Yi

PW⊗L

=
NW⊺

⊗L
(µW⊗L|i,ΣW⊗L|i)

NW⊺
⊗L

(µ0,
σ2
0

n Id0
)

× 1

2
NXi(Yiµ0, σ

2
0Id0)

=
1

2
NXi

(Yiµ0, σ
2
0Id0

)× CiNW⊺
⊗L

(
YiXi,

(n− 1)σ2
0

n
Id0

)
=

1

2
NYiXi

(
W⊺

⊗L,
(n− 1)σ2

0

n
Id0

)
,

where Ci = nd0

√
( 2πσ

2

n2 )d0 exp{ 1
2σ2

0
(YiXi −µ0)

⊺(YiXi −µ0)}. By integrating PXi,Yi|W⊗L
over Xi, we obtain PYi=1|W⊗L

=
1
2 = PYi=−1|W⊗L

= 1
2 . We can also conclude that PXi,Yi|W,W⊗L

= PXi,Yi|W⊗L
and PYi|W,W⊗L

= PYi|W⊗L
= Unif{−1,+1}.

Next, we compute the divergences between the prior and posterior.

Proof of Proposition 4. For any l ∈ [L], conditioned on (Yi,W,W⊗L), the distribution of Tl,i = W⊗lXi is Gaussian with
the mean and covariance

E[Tl,i|Yi,W,W⊗L] = YiW⊗lW
⊺
⊗L, Cov[Tl,i|Yi,W,W⊗L] =

(n− 1)σ2
0

n
W⊗lW

⊺
⊗l.

Similarly for a test data sample, when conditioned on (Y,W,W⊗L), the distribution of Tl = W⊗lX is Gaussian with mean
and covariance

E[Tl|Y,W,W⊗L] = E[Tl|Y,W] = YiW⊗lµ0, Cov[Tl|Yl,W,W⊗L] = σ2
0W⊗lW

⊺
⊗l.

Note that when W⊗l is not a full-rank matrix, the covariance matrices Cov[Tl,i|Yi,W,W⊗L] and Cov[Tl|Yl,W,W⊗L]
are singular. Thus, the posteriors PTl,i|Yi,W,W⊗L

and PTl|Y,W,W⊗L
are the push-forwards of two dl-dimensional nonsingular

Gaussian distributions to the lower-dimensional space. In fact, the dimension can be further proven to be rank(W⊗l) via
eigendecomposition.

Take the test data sample (X,Y = 1) for example in the followings. Let X = µ0 + Z and the lth representation Tl =
W⊗lX = W⊗lµ0 +W⊗lZ, where Z ∼ N (0, σ2

0Id0
) and W⊗lZ ∼ N (0, σ2

0W⊗lW
⊺
⊗l) is a singular Gaussian distribution.
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Since W⊗lW
⊺
⊗l is a (dl × dl) positive semi-definite and symmetric matrix, the eigendecomposition (or singular value

decomposition (SVD)) is given by

W⊗lW
⊺
⊗l = UΛU⊺ = (UΛ

1
2 )(UΛ

1
2 )⊺,

where U is a (dl × dl) orthogonal matrix, Λ is a (dl × dl) diagonal matrix whose entries are the eigenvalues of W⊗lW
⊺
⊗l.

Without loss of generality, we assume that the diagonal values (i.e., eigenvalues) in Λ are in descending order. Note that
the SVD of W⊗l is W⊗l = USV⊺ where S is a (dl × d0) diagonal matrix, SS⊺ = Λ, V is a (d0 × d0) orthogonal matrix.
Construct the following two dl-dimenstional vectors:

Z0 := (Z, 0, . . . , 0︸ ︷︷ ︸
(dl−d0) entries

)⊺, Z̃ := (Z̃1, . . . , Z̃rank(W⊗l)︸ ︷︷ ︸
∼N (0,σ2

0Irank(W⊗l)
)

, 0, . . . , 0︸ ︷︷ ︸
(dl−rank(W⊗l))⊺ entries

).

Since the last (dl − rank(W⊗l)) columns of UΛ
1
2 are all zero, the following equalities hold:

W⊗lZ
d
== UΛ

1
2Z0

d
== UΛ

1
2 Z̃, and Tl

d
== W⊗lµ0 +UΛ

1
2 Z̃.

Thus, only the a subset of rank(W⊗l)) covariates of Tl are effective random variables and the Gaussian PDF of Tl is on the
rank(W⊗l)-dimensional space. Let rl = rank(W⊗l). We can define a restriction of Lebesgue measure to the rank(W⊗l)-
dimensional affine subspace of Rrl where the Gaussian distribution is supported. With respect to this measure the distribution
of Tl given (W,W⊗l, Y = 1) has the density of the following motif:

pW,W⊗l,Y=1(Tl) =

exp

(
− 1

2σ2
0
(Tl −W⊗lµ0)

⊺(W⊗lW
⊺
⊗l)

†(Tl −W⊗lµ0)

)
√

(2π)rl det∗(σ2
0W⊗lW

⊺
⊗l)

(8)

where (W⊗lW
⊺
⊗l)

† = UΛ†U⊺ is the generalized inverse of W⊗lW
⊺
⊗l ,Λ† is the pseudo-inverse of Λ, and det∗ is the

pseudo-determinant. In a similar manner, the density of Tl,i can obtained by replacing the mean W⊗lµ0 with W⊗lW
⊺
⊗L and

σ2
0 with (n−1)σ2

0

n
Recall that the KL divergence between any two Gaussian distributions P = N (µp,Σp), Q = N (µq,Σq) ∈ P(Rk) for some

k ∈ N is given by

DKL(P∥Q) =
1

2

(
log

det∗(Σq)

det∗(Σp)
− k + (µp − µq)

⊺Σ†
q(µp − µq) + tr(Σ†

qΣp)

)
.

For l = 1, . . . , L, the UB(l) in Theorem 1 can be written as

UB(l) =

√
2σ

n

n∑
i=1

√
DKL(PTl,i,Yi|W∥PTl,Y |W|PW)

≤
√
2σ

n

n∑
i=1

√
DKL(PTl,i,Yi|W,W⊗L

∥PTl,Y |W,W⊗L
|PW,W⊗L

) =: ŨB(l),

where the hierarchical structure ŨB(L) ≤ ŨB(L− 1) ≤ · · · ≤ ŨB(0) still holds.
From the probability density function (PDF) of Tl and Tl,i (c.f. (8)), the KL divergence term in the upper bound ŨB(l) can

be rewritten as: for l = 1, . . . , L,

DKL(PTl,i,Yi|W,W⊗L
∥PTl,Y |W,W⊗L

|PW,W⊗L
)

=
1

2
DKL(PTl,i|Yi=1,W,W⊗L

∥PTl|Y=1,W,W⊗L
|PW,W⊗L

) +
1

2
DKL(PTl,i|Yi=−1,W,W⊗L

∥PTl|Y=−1,W,W⊗L
|PW,W⊗L

)

=
1

2
E

[
E
[
rl

(
log

n

n− 1
− 1 +

n− 1

n

)
+

1

σ2
0

(µ0 −W⊺
⊗L)

⊺(W⊗l)
⊺(W⊗lW

⊺
⊗l)

†W⊗l(µ0 −W⊺
⊗L)

∣∣∣∣W,W⊗L

]]

=
1

2
E

[
E
[
rl

(
log

n

n− 1
− 1

n

)
+

1

σ2
0

(µ0 −W⊺
⊗L)

⊺VS⊺U⊺UΛ†U⊺USV⊺(µ0 −W⊺
⊗L)

∣∣∣∣W,W⊗L

]]

=
1

2
E

[
E
[
rl

(
log

n

n− 1
− 1

n

)
+

1

σ2
0

∥µ0 −W⊺
⊗L∥

2

∣∣∣∣W,W⊗L

]]

= E
[
rl
2

(
log

n

n− 1
− 1

n

)
+

1

2σ2
0

E
[
∥µ0 −W⊺

⊗L∥
2
]]
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=
E[rl]
2

(
log

n

n− 1
− 1

n

)
+

d0
2n

,

where the last equality follows since
√
n

σ0
(µ0 −W⊺

⊗L) ∼ N (0, Id0
), n

σ2
0
∥µ0 −W⊺

⊗L∥2 ∼ χ2
d0

and

1

2σ2
0

E
[
∥µ0 −W⊺

⊗L∥
2
]
=

d0
2n

.

The KL divergence term in the upper bound ŨB(0) can be rewritten as

DKL(PXi,Yi|W,W⊗L
∥PX,Y |PW,W⊗L

)

= E

[
E
[
DKL

(
1

2
NXi

(
−W⊺

⊗L,
(n− 1)σ2

0

n
Id0

)∥∥∥∥12NX(−µ0, σ
2
0Id0

)

)

+ DKL

(
1

2
NXi

(
W⊺

⊗L,
(n− 1)σ2

0

n
Id0

)∥∥∥∥12NX(µ0, σ
2
0Id0

)

)∣∣∣∣W,W⊗L

]]

=
1

2
E

[
E
[
d0

(
log

n

n− 1
− 1 +

n− 1

n

)
+

1

σ2
0

∥µ0 −W⊺
⊗L∥

2

∣∣∣∣W,W⊗L

]]

=
d0
2

(
log

n

n− 1
− 1

n

)
+

1

2σ2
0

E
[
∥µ0 −W⊺

⊗L∥
2
]

=
d0
2

(
log

n

n− 1
− 1

n

)
+

d0
2n

.

Note that rl = rank(W⊗l) ≤ min{rank(Wl), rank(W⊗(l−1))} ≤ rank(W⊗(l−1)) = rl−1, for any l = 2, . . . , L, and
r1 ≤ min{d0, d1}.

Proof of Proposition 5. Since the closed form of W1 between two Gaussian distributions is not known but known for W2

and W1(·, ·) ≤ W2(·, ·), we consider analysing W2(PTl,i,Yi|W
, PTl,Y |W |PW) as a surrogate of the upper bound in Theorem 2.

Following the proof of Theorem 2, we can obtain

gen(PW|Dn
, PX,Y ) =

1

n

n∑
i=1

E[ℓ(W, X, Y )− ℓ(W, Xi, Yi)]

=
1

n

n∑
i=1

E[E[ℓ(W, X, Y )− ℓ(W, Xi, Yi)]|W,W⊗L, Yi]

(a)
≤ 1

n

n∑
i=1

E
[
ρ̄0(W)W1(PXi|Yi,W,W⊗L

, PX|Y,W,W⊗L
)
]

≤ 1

n

n∑
i=1

E
[
ρ̄0(W)W2(PXi|Yi,W,W⊗L

, PX|Y,W,W⊗L
)
]
,

where (a) follows since PYi|W,W⊗L
= PY = Unif{−1,+1}. Similarly, we also have for all l = 1, . . . , L.

gen(PW|Dn
, PX,Y ) ≤

1

n

n∑
i=1

E
[
ρ̄l(W)W2(PTl,i|Yi,W,W⊗L

, PTl|Y,W,W⊗L
)
]
.

By plugging the PTl,i|Yi,W,W⊗L
and PTl|Y,W,W⊗L

(c.f. (8)) into the upper bound, we have

W2(PTl,i|Yi,W,W⊗L
, PTl|Y,W,W⊗L

)

=

(
∥W⊗l(W

⊺
⊗L − µ0)∥2 + tr

( (n− 1)σ2
0

n
(W⊗lW

⊺
⊗l) + σ2

0(W⊗lW
⊺
⊗l)

− 2
( (n− 1)σ4

0

n
(W⊗lW

⊺
⊗l)

1
2 (W⊗lW

⊺
⊗l)(W⊗lW

⊺
⊗l)

1
2

) 1
2
)) 1

2

=

√
∥W⊗l(W

⊺
⊗L − µ0)∥2 +

(√n− 1√
n

− 1
)2

σ2
0 tr

(
W⊗lW

⊺
⊗l

)
=

√
∥W⊗l(W

⊺
⊗L − µ0)∥2 +

(
√
n− 1−

√
n)2σ2

0

n
∥W⊗l∥2F.
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Similarly, we have

W2(PXi|Yi,W,W⊗L
, PX|Y,W,W⊗L

) =

√
∥(W⊺

⊗L − µ0)∥2 +
d0(

√
n− 1−

√
n)2σ2

0

n
.

Since the activation functions are all 1-Lipschitz, i.e., ρl = 1 for all l = 1, . . . , L and the loss function ℓ̃ is 4
√
2-Lipschitz,

we have ρ̄l(W) = 4
√
2
(
1 ∨

∏L
j=l+1 smax(Wj)

)
for l = 0, 1, . . . , L.

For notational simplicity, let W⊗0 = W0 = Id0
and r0 = d0. Here we use ∥ · ∥F of a vector to equivalently denote its

Euclidean norm, with a slight abuse of notations. Then the generalization error is upper bounded by

gen(PW|Dn
, PX,Y )

≤ min

{
min

l=1,...,L
E
[
ρ̄l(W)

√
∥W⊗l(W

⊺
⊗L − µ0)∥2 +

(
√
n− 1−

√
n)2σ2

0

n
∥W⊗l∥2F

]
,

E
[
ρ̄0(W)

√
∥(W⊺

⊗L − µ0)∥2 +
d0(

√
n− 1−

√
n)2σ2

0

n

]}
(a)
≤ min

{
min

l=1,...,L
E
[
ρ̄l(W)

(
∥W⊗l(W

⊺
⊗L − µ0)∥+

(
√
n−

√
n− 1)σ0√
n

∥W⊗l∥F
)]

,

E
[
ρ̄0(W)

(
∥(W⊺

⊗L − µ0)∥+
√
d0(

√
n−

√
n− 1)σ0√

n

)]}
(b)
≤ min

{
min

l=1,...,L
E
[
ρ̄l(W)∥W⊗l∥F

(
∥(W⊺

⊗L − µ0)∥+
(
√
n−

√
n− 1)σ0√
n

)]
,

E
[
ρ̄0(W)

√
d0

(
∥(W⊺

⊗L − µ0)∥+
(
√
n−

√
n− 1)σ0√
n

)]}
= min

l=0,...,L
E
[
ρ̄l(W)∥W⊗l∥F

(
∥W⊺

⊗L − µ0∥+
(
√
n−

√
n− 1)σ0√
n

)]
(c)
≤ min

l=0,...,L
E
[
ρ̄l(W)2∥W⊗l∥2F

] 1
2 E
[(

∥W⊺
⊗L − µ0∥+

(
√
n−

√
n− 1)σ0√
n

)2] 1
2

(d)
≤ min

l=0,...,L
E
[
ρ̄l(W)2∥W⊗l∥2F

] 1
2

(√
d0σ0√
n

+
(
√
n−

√
n− 1)σ0√
n

)

=
4
√
2σ0(

√
d0 + (

√
n−

√
n− 1))√

n
min

l=0,...,L
E

(1 ∨ L∏
j=l+1

∥Wj∥
)2

∥W⊗l∥2F

 1
2

,

where (a) follows since
√
a2 + b2 ≤ |a|+ |b|, (b) follows from the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, (c) follows from the Hölder’s

inequality, and (d) follows from Minkowski’s inequality and n
σ2
0
∥W⊺

⊗L − µ0∥2 ∼ χ2
d0

.

Proof of Example 1. Since Wl is (2× 2) rotation matrix multiplied by a scalar factor Cl and WL = (0, CL) is a row vector,
∥Wl∥ = Cl for l = 1, . . . , L. We have ρ̄l(W) = 4

√
2
(
1 ∨

∏L
j=l+1 ∥Wj∥

)
= 4

√
2
(
1 ∨

∏L
j=l+1 Cj

)
for l = 0, 1, . . . , L.

F. Proof of Lemma 6

Recall the definition of Dropout technique in (3). Fix any l ∈ {0, . . . , L}. Given W, the Markov chain Tl → T̃l → Tl+1

holds and we have the following SDPI:

DKL(PTl+1,i|Yi,W∥PTl+1|Y,W|PYi,W)

≤ E
[
E[ηKL(PTl+1|T̃l,W

)DKL(PT̃l,i|Yi,W
∥PT̃l|Y,W)|Yi,W]

]
≤ ηKL(PT̃l|Tl

)E
[
E[ηKL(PTl+1|T̃l,W

)DKL(PTl,i|Yi,W∥PTl|Y,W)|Yi,W]
]

(a)
= ηKL(PT̃l|Tl

)DKL(PTl,i|Yi,W∥PTl|Y,W|PYi,W)

where (a) follows from ηKL(PTl+1|T̃l,W
) = 1 since PTl+1|T̃l,W

is a deterministic mapping. We observe that PT̃l|Tl
is composed of

dl parallel identical channels and thus, let PT̃l|Tl
:= P⊗dl

T̃ |T , where PT̃ |T denotes the channel for T̃ = T ·E with E ∼ Bern(1−δl).

Let T̃ , T ⊂ R be the alphabets for T̃ , T , respectively. In the following, to avoid any confusion, we denote P δl
T̃l|Tl

as PT̃ |T with
cross probability 1− δl.
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a) Uppder bound for ηKL(P
δl
T̃ |T ): By applying [60, Theorem 5] dl times, we have

ηKL(P
δl
T̃ |T ) ≤ 1− (1− ηKL(PT̃ |T ))

dl . (9)

If T ̸= 0, the channel P δl
T̃ |T is equivalent to the erasure channel with an erasure probability δl. From [68], which shows that the

SDPI coefficient is achieved by binary inputs, we have

ηKL(P
δl
T̃ |T ) = sup

t,t′∈T
sup

P,Q∈P({t,t′})

DKL(P
δl
T̃ |T ◦ P∥P δl

T̃ |T ◦Q)

DKL(P∥Q)
= ηKL(BEC(δl)),

If tt′ ̸= 0, the channel P δl
T̃ |T : {t, t′} → {t, t′, 0} is equivalent to the binary the erasure channel with an erasure probability δl,

denoted as BEC(δl). If tt′ = 0, the channel P δl
T̃ |T : {t, t′} → {t, t′} is equivalent to the Z-channel with a cross probability δl,

denoted as ZC(δl). Thus, the SDPI coefficient is equal to

ηKL(P
δl
T̃ |T ) = ηKL(BEC(δl)) ∨ ηKL(ZC(δl)).

Given the BEC(δl), for any two binary input distributions Bern(α) and Bern(β), we have

DKL(BEC(δl) ◦ Bern(α)∥BEC(δl) ◦ Bern(β)) = (1− δl)DKL(Bern(α)∥Bern(β)),∀α, β ∈ [0, 1].

Thus, ηKL(BEC(δl)) = 1− δl.
The SDPI coefficient for ZC(δl) is upper bounded by the Dobrushin’s coefficient:

ηKL(ZC(δl)) ≤ ηTV(ZC(δl)) =
1

2
(|1− δl|+ |0− (1− δl)|) = 1− δl.

On the other hand, the lower bound for ηKL(ZC(δl)) is derived as follows. Rewrite ηKL(ZC(δl)) in terms of mutual informations:

ηKL(ZC(δl)) = sup
PU,X :U→T→T̃

I(U ; T̃ )

I(U ;T )

where we assume T, T̃ ∈ {0, 1} without loss of generality. Let U ∼ Bern( 12 ), PT |U=0 = Bern(α) and PT |U=1 = Bern(1− α)
for some α ∈ [0, 1]. We have I(U ;T ) = H(U)− H(U |T ) = 1− hb(α), where hb(α) = H(Bern(α)) and

I(U ; T̃ ) = 1− 1− δl
2

hb(α)−
1 + δl
2

hb

(
α+ (1− α)δl

1 + δl

)
.

When α → 1
2 , by applying the L’Hôpital’s rule, we have

ηKL(ZC(δl)) ≥
I(U ;T )

I(U ; T̃ )
=

1− 1−δl
2 hb(α)− 1+δl

2 hb(
α+(1−α)δl

1+δl
)

1− hb(α)
→ 1− δl.

Therefore, ηKL(ZC(δl)) = 1− δl and ηKL(PT̃ |T ) = max{ηKL(BEC(δl)), ηKL(ZC(δl))} = 1− δl. By plugging ηKL(PT̃ |T ) back
to (9), we get

ηKL(P
δl
T̃ |T ) ≤ 1− δdl

l . (10)

b) Lower bound for ηKL(P
δl
T̃ |T ): Let Tl ⊂ Rdl be the alphabet of Tl and T −0

l ⊂ (R\{0})dl . From [68], we have

ηKL(P
δl
T̃ |T ) ≥

1

2
sup

t,t′∈Tl

DH2(P δl
T̃l|Tl=t

, P δl
T̃l|Tl=t′

) ≥ 1

2
sup

t,t′∈T −0
l

DH2(P δl
T̃l|Tl=t

, P δl
T̃l|Tl=t′

)

where DH2 denotes the Hellinger distance. Given any t ∈ T −0
l , the output T̃l follows the binomial distribution Binom(dl, δl)

on the alphabet T̃l(t), where {0} ⊂ T̃l(t). It is straightforward that supt,t′∈T −0
l

DH2(PT̃l|Tl=t, PT̃l|Tl=t′) =

supt,t′∈T −0
l :Hamming(t,t′)=dl

DH2(PT̃l|Tl=t, PT̃l|Tl=t′). Note that for any t, t′ ∈ T −0
l such that Hamming(t, t′) = dl, we have

(T̃l(t)\{0}) ∩ (T̃l(t′)\{0}) = ∅. Then the corresponding Hellinger distance is given by

DH2(P δl
T̃l|Tl=t

, P δl
T̃l|Tl=t′

) =
∑

u∈T̃l(t)∪T̃l(t′)

(√
P δl
T̃l|Tl=t

(u)−
√
P δl
T̃l|Tl=t′

(u)
)2

=
(√

P δl
T̃l|Tl=t

(0)−
√
P δl
T̃l|Tl=t′

(0)
)2

+
∑

u∈T̃l(t)\{0}

P δl
T̃l|Tl=t

(u) +
∑

u∈T̃l(t′)\{0}

P δl
T̃l|Tl=t′

(u)
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(a)
= 2

dl−1∑
k=0

(
dl
k

)
δkl (1− δl)

n−k

= 2(1− δdl

l ),

where (a) follows since P δl
T̃l|Tl=t

(0) = P δl
T̃l|Tl=t′

(0) = δdl

l . The lower bound for ηKL(P δl
T̃l|Tl

) is then given by

ηKL(P
δl
T̃l|Tl

) ≥ 1− δdl

l . (11)

By combining (10) and (11), we conclude that ηKL(P δl
T̃l|Tl

) = 1− δdl

l .

G. Proof of Theorem 7

From the proof of Lemma 6 in Appendix F, we have

DKL(PTl+1,i|Yi,W∥PTl+1|Y,W|PYi,W) ≤ (1− δdl

l )DKL(PTl,i|Yi,W∥PTl|Y,W|PYi,W), l = 0, . . . , L.

Recall the upper bound (2) in Theorem 1:

|gen(PW|Dn
, PX,Y )| ≤

1

n

n∑
i=1

√
2σ2DKL(PTL,i,Yi|W∥PTL,Y |W|PW)

=
1

n

n∑
i=1

√
2σ2(DKL(PTL,i|Yi,W∥PTL|Y,W|PYi,W) + I(Yi;W)), (12)

where (12) follows since for any l ∈ [L],

DKL(PTl,i,Yi|W∥PTl,Y |W|PW) = DKL(PTl,i|Yi,WPYi|W∥PTl|Y,WPY |W |PW)

= DKL(PTl,i|Yi,W ∥PTl|Y,W|PYi,W) + DKL(PYi|W∥PY |PW)

= DKL(PTl,i|Yi,W ∥PTl|Y,W|PYi,W) + I(Yi;W).

It can be observed that the data-processing inequality is only applied to DKL(PTl,i|Yi,W ∥PTl|Y,W|PYi,W) since Yi is not
processed. Furthermore, since Yi ∈ Y = [K] is a discrete random variable, we have I(Yi;W) ≤ H(Yi) ≤ logK.

By induction, if we have L layers

DKL(PTL,i|Yi,W∥PTL|Y,W|PYi,W) ≤ (1− δ
dL−1

L−1 )DKL(PTL−1,i|Yi,W∥PTL−1|Y,W|PYi,W)

≤
L−1∏

l=L−2

(1− δdl

l )DKL(PTL−2,i|Yi,W∥PTL−2|Y,W|PYi,W)

...

≤
L−1∏
l=0

(1− δdl

l )DKL(PT0,i|Yi,W∥PT0|Y,W|PYi,W) =

L∏
l=1

(1− δdl

l )I(Xi;W|Yi). (13)

The proof is completed by plugging (13) into (12).

H. Proof of Lemma 8

In this proof, we show that the mutual information terms decay as the Dropout probability δ0 increases. Let J (k) ⊆ [d]
be a set of coordinate indices, |J (k)| = k ∈ [d], and Xi(J (k)) = {Xi(j)}j∈J (k) be a subset of coordinates of Xi. Some
coordinates of the input Xi are randomly deactivated as 0 before being passed into the neural network. Consider an independent
binary mask vector Et ∼ Bern(1− δ0)

⊗d0 for the input Xi. It can be observed that Xi ⊙Et is a sufficient statistic of Xi for
W. We decompose the mutual information term as

I(Xi, Yi;W) = I(Xi ⊙ Et, Yi;W)

(a)
=

∑
e∈{0,1}d0

PEt(e)I(Xi ⊙ e, Yi;W)

where (a) follows since Et is independent of (Xi, Yi). Let eJ (k) ∈ {0, 1}d0 denote the binary vector with non-zeros elements
at indices J (k), for k = 0, . . . , d0. Then PEt(eJ (k)) = δd0−k

0 (1− δ0)
k.
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Let I
(i)
k = maxJ (k)⊆[d],|J (k)|=k I(Xi(J (k)), Yi;W), for k = 0, . . . , d0. We have 0 = I

(i)
0 ≤ I

(i)
1 ≤ . . . ≤ I

(i)
d0

=
I(Xi, Yi;W). Thus, we have ∑

e∈{0,1}d0

PEt(e)I(Xi ⊙ e, Yi;W)

=

d0∑
k=0

∑
J (k)⊆[d]

δd0−k
0 (1− δ0)

kI(Xi(J (k)), Yi;W)

=

d0∑
k=0

δd0−k
0 (1− δ0)

k
∑

J (k)⊆[d]

I(Xi(J (k)), Yi;W)

≤
d0∑
k=0

δd0−k
0 (1− δ0)

k

(
d0
k

)
I
(i)
k

=
∑

k≤⌊ d0
2 ⌋

δd0−k
0 (1− δ0)

k

(
d0
k

)
I
(i)
k +

∑
k>⌊ d0

2 ⌋

δd0−k
0 (1− δ0)

k

(
d0
k

)
I
(i)
k . (14)

As δ0 increases, the increase in the first term of (14) is less than the decrease in the second term of (14) since I
(i)
k is increasing

in k. Thus, (14) monotonically decreases as δ0 increases. Note that when δ0 increases to 1, the upper bound (14) shrinks to 0.
Consider a special case when I

(i)
k is proportional to k, i.e., I(i)k = αk for some constant α ∈ R>0. Then (14) can be rewritten

as ∑
e∈{0,1}d0

PEt
(e)I(Xi ⊙ e, Yi;W) ≤

d0∑
k=0

(
d0
k

)
δd0−k
0 (1− δ0)

kαk = αd0(1− δ0)

which decays linearly in δ0.

I. Proof of Lemma 9

From (4), for i = 1, . . . , dl, the ith element of Tl is given by

Tl(i) = ϕl

( dl−1∑
j=1

Wl(i, j)El(i, j)Tl−1(j)

)
=: ϕl

( dl−1∑
j=1

Wl(i, j)T̃l−1(i, j)

)
,

where T̃l−1 is a dl × dl−1 matrix. Thus, given the network weights W, at any layer l, we have dl Markov chains: for
i = 1, . . . , dl, Tl−1 → T̃l−1(i, :) → Tl(i), where T̃l−1(i, :) denotes the ith row of T̃l−1. We observe that for any i ∈ [dl],
PTl(i)|T̃l−1(i,:),W

is a deterministic mapping, while PT̃l−1(i,:)|Tl−1
is composed of dl−1 parallel independet Z-channels, i.e.,

PT̃l−1(i,:)|Tl−1
=
∏dl−1

j=1 P
δl−1,i,j

T̃ |T , with P
δl−1,i,j

T̃ |T defined in Appendix F. Since each row of T̃l−1 are independent with each other

given Tl−1, PT̃l−1|Tl−1
=
∏dl

i=1 PT̃l−1(i,:)|Tl−1
=
∏dl

i=1

∏dl−1

j=1 P
δl−1,i,j

T̃ |T .
The the following SDPI holds: for any training data sample index i ∈ [n],

DKL(PTl+1,i|Yi,W∥PTl+1|Y,W|PYi,W)

≤ E
[
E[ηKL(PTl+1|T̃l,W

)DKL(PT̃l,i|Yi,W
∥PT̃l|Y,W)|Yi,W]

]
≤ E

[
E[ηKL(PTl+1|T̃l,W

)ηKL(PT̃l|Tl
)DKL(PTl,i|Yi,W∥PTl|Y,W)|Yi,W]

]
(a)
= ηKL

( dl+1∏
j=1

dl∏
k=1

P
δl,j,k

T̃ |T

)
DKL(PTl,i|Yi,W∥PTl|Y,W|PYi,W)

(b)
≤
(
1−

dl+1∏
j=1

(
1− ηKL

( dl∏
k=1

P
δl,j,k

T̃ |T

)))
DKL(PTl,i|Yi,W∥PTl|Y,W|PYi,W)

where (a) follows from ηKL(PTl+1|T̃l,W
) = 1 since PTl+1|T̃l,W

is a deterministic mapping, (b) follows from [60, Theorem 5].
By applying [60, Theorem 5] again, we have

ηKL

( dl∏
k=1

P
δl,j,k

T̃ |T

)
≤ 1−

dl∏
k=1

δl,j,k, and 1−
dl+1∏
j=1

(
1− ηKL

( dl∏
k=1

P
δl,j,k

T̃ |T

)
≤ 1−

dl+1∏
j=1

dl∏
k=1

δl,j,k.
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J. Proof of Lemma 11

When Y = g(X) + ϵN , where N is an independent noise and ϵ > 0 is a constant controlling the signal-to-noise ratio (SNR),
then PY |X = Pg(X)+ϵN . The Dobrushin’s coefficient is given by

ηTV(PY |X) = sup
x,x′∈Rdx

∥Pg(x)+ϵN − Pg(x′)+ϵN∥TV.

Let N be a Gaussian noise generated from N (0, Idy
). Denote the vector function g(·) by g(·) = (g1(·), . . . , gdy

(·)). Following
the proof in [69] and the total variation distance between two Gaussians with the same covariance matrix in [70, Theorem 1],
we have for any x, x′ ∈ X ,

DTV(Pg(x)+ϵN , Pg(x′)+ϵN ) = ∥N (g(x), ϵ2Idy
)−N (g(x′), ϵ2Idy

)∥TV

= 1− 2Q

(
∥g(x)− g(x′)∥

2ϵ

)

= 1− 2Q

(√∑dy

i=1(gi(x)− gi(x′))2

2ϵ

)
≤ 1− 2Q

(√
dy(∥g(x)∥2∞ + ∥g(x′)∥2∞)

2ϵ

)
≤ 1− 2Q

(√
2dy∥g∥∞
2ϵ

)
where Q(x) =

∫∞
x

1√
2π

e−t2/2dt is the Gaussian complimentary CDF. Finally, we have

ηf (PY |X) ≤ ηTV(PY |X) ≤ 1− 2Q

(√
2dy∥g∥∞
2ϵ

)
.

K. Proof of Theorem 12

Among the commonly used activation functions, the following functions and their gradients are bounded: for any u ∈ R,
• sigmoid function: sigmoid(u) = 1

1+e−u ∈ [0, 1], sigmoid′(u) = e−u

(1+e−u)2 ∈ [0, 1].
• softmax function: softmax(u)i =

eui∑
j euj ∈ [0, 1], softmax′(u)i = softmax(u)i(1− softmax(u)i) ∈ [0, 1].

• tanh function: tanhu = eu−e−u

eu+e−u ∈ [−1, 1], tanh′(u) = 1− tanh2 u ∈ [0, 1].

As shown in (5), that is, T̃l = gWl
(T̃l−1) + ϵlZl = ϕl(WlT̃l−1) + ϵlZl and from Lemma 11, the Dobrushin’s coefficient at the

lth layer is upper bounded by

ηTV(PT̃l|T̃l−1,W
) ≤ 1− 2Q

(√
2dl∥gWl

∥∞
2ϵl

)
= 1− 2Q

(√
2dl∥ϕl∥∞

2ϵl

)
,

where ∥ϕl∥∞ = 1 for ϕl ∈ {sigmoid, softmax, tanh}.
In the following proof, at no risk of confusion, we let Tl = T̃l and Tl,i = T̃l,i, for simplicity. Conditioned on W,

PTl−1,i|Yi,W ̸= PTl−1|Y,W but PTl,i|Tl−1,i,W = PTl|Tl−1,W . Thus, we have

DKL(PTl,i|Yi,W∥PTl|Y,W|PYi,W)

= DKL(PTl,i|Tl−1,i,W ◦ PTl−1,i|Yi,W∥PTl|Tl−1,W ◦ PTl−1|Y,W|PYi,W)

≤
(
1− 2Q

(√
2dl∥ϕl∥∞

2ϵl

))
DKL(PTl−1,i|Yi,W∥PTl−1|Y,W|PYi,W).

By induction, if we have L layers

DKL(PTL,i|Yi,W∥PTL|Y,W|PYi,W) ≤
(
1− 2Q

(√
2dL∥ϕL∥∞

2ϵL

))
DKL(PTL−1,i|Yi,W∥PTL−1|Y,W|PYi,W)

...

≤
L∏

l=1

(
1− 2Q

(√
2dl∥ϕl∥∞

2ϵl

))
DKL(PT0,i|Yi,W∥PT0|Y,W|PYi,W)

=

L∏
l=1

(
1− 2Q

(√
2dl∥ϕl∥∞

2ϵl

))
I(Xi;W|Yi). (15)
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By combining (15) with (12), the expected generalization error is upper bounded by

|gen(PW|Dn
, PX,Y )| ≤

√
2σ2

n

n∑
i=1

√√√√ L∏
l=1

(
1− 2Q

(√
2dl∥ϕl∥∞

2ϵl

))
I(Xi;W|Yi) + I(Yi;W).

The proof is thus completed.
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