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Abstract

Deep neural networks (DNN5s) 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.
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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(%) 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 [1f], the
Frobenius/spectral//;-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, a-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 C R? is denoted by P(X). A random variable X ~ Px € P(X) is called
o-sub-Gaussian, if E[exp (A(X — E[X]))] < A?0?/2 for any A € R. For two measures p1,v € P(X), 1 < v means that
v(E) = 0 implies p(E) = 0 for all measurable set E. The f-divergence between u,v € P(X) (u < v) is defined by
Dy(ullv) == [ f(du/dv)dv, where f : (0,+00) — R is convex and f(1) = 0. The Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence is
defined by taking f(u) = ulogu. The Hellinger (H?) distance is defined by taking f(u) = (1 — \/u)2. The total variation (TV)
distance is defined by taking f(u) = 3|u — 1|. The mutual information between (X,Y) ~ Pxy € P(X x Y) is defined as
[(X;Y) = DkL(Px,v|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 € [1,00) and a pair of probability measures u, v on a metric space (X, ||-||) with ||-|| being
the Euclidean distance, the p-Wasserstein distance between them is defined as Wy, (11, v) == (infreri(u) B onyon [z —2'|[P])1/?,
where TI(u, v) is the set of couplings on X _2 with marginal distributions g and v. For a d-dimensional vector X and integers
1 < i< j <d, we use the shorthands X7 = (X;,..., X;) and [j] = {1,2,...,5}. For a function f : R* — R?, where

f="(f,..., fa), we define || f||co = SUP,cpa Mmax;=1,.._a | fi(z)|- For a vector v, define ||v|| := v/vTv as the Euclidean norm.
For a matrix A, define ||All,p, = sup{||Av|| | ||v|| = 1} as the operator norm and ||A||r := y/tr(AA*) as the Frobenius norm.

B. Supervised Learning Problem

Consider a data space X C R% and label set ) = [K] C N. Fix a data distribution Pxy € P(XxY)andlet (X,Y) ~ Pxy
be a nominal data feature—label pair. The training dataset D,, = {(X;,Y;)}?; comprises independently and identically distributed
(i.i.d.) copies of (X,Y); note that Pp, = Pf?’;. We consider a feedforward DNN model with L layers for predicting the
label Y from the test sample X via Y := gw, 0 gw,_, © - 0 gw, (X), where gw, (t) = ¢y(wyt), | € [L], for a weight matrix
w; € R4xdi-1 and an activation function ¢; : R — R (acting on vectors element-wise). Denote all the network parameters by
w = (wW1,...,wr) and the parameter space by YW C R%%do x ... x R4:*dz-1 We denote the internal representation of the
1™ layer by T} := gw, © - © gw, (X), | € [L], noting that Ty = X. When the input to the network is X; (rather than X), we
add a subscript i to the internal representation notation, writing 7} ; instead of 7;. See Figure [I] for an illustration. The setup
can be generalized to regression problems by setting ) C R. Furthermore, our arguments extend to the case when the training
dataset D,, comprises dependent but identically distributed data samples, e.g., ones generated from a Markov chain Monte
Carlo method.

Let £: W x X x )Y — Ry be the loss function. Given any w € W, the population risk and the empirical risk are respectively
defined as

1 n

CP(vaX,Y) = Ew(waXa Yﬂ? ; ‘CE(van) = EZE(W7X27K)7

i=1
where the loss function ¢ penalizes the discrepancy between the true label ¥ and the DNN prediction ¥ = gy L 00 gw, (X),
ie., ((w,z,y) = (gw, © - © gw, (z),y). A learning algorithm trained with D,, can be characterized by a stochastic mapping
Pw\p, - Given any (Pw|p,, Px,y). the expected generalization error is defined as the expected gap between the population

empirical risks:

gen(Pwp, , Pxy) =E[Lp(W,Pxy) — Le(W,D,)], )

where the expectation is w.r.t. Pixy),p, w = Pf? (;;H)va D,
III. HIERARCHICAL GENERALIZATION BOUND

Existing results such as [20]-[22] bound the generalization error from in terms of the mutual information terms |(D,,; W)
or Z?:l [(X;,Y;; 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 7;. The first bound shrinks



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 {(w,X,Y) is o-sub-Gaussian under Px y, for

all w € W. We have
|gen(Pwp, . Px,y)| <UB(L) <UB(L —1) <... < UB(0), )

where UB(1) = =2 32\ (T, Y WE W) + Dt (Pry e [P [P ) 1= 0, .

Theorem E] 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 @ 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) = v202n~' 3" | \/I(X;,Y;; W), we see that our bound is tighter than the one from [22].

Theorem |1| shows that the model generalizes when both 1(7j;, Yi; Wi, [W4) and Di(Pr, , v, jwt || Py, yjwt | Pwt) are
small, for some layer [ = 0, ..., L. This happens when the parameters of subsequent layers are not overly dependent on the I
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 gw, is one-to-one for all | € [L], the DPI holds with equality:
Dw (Pry . vijw [|Pri,viwi [ Pwt) = D (P v w | Py [Py ) = 1(X, Yis W),
W(Thi, Yis Wi [W1) = 1(XG, Vi WL W),

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 I} can only take finitely many values (e.g., the discrete
latent layer in the VQ-VAE [55]). Assuming that t;(w') == miner; yey Pr, yiwt (t,ylwh) € (0,7 x Y|71) and & =

SUPyt ti(wh), we have
UB(l) < y/202%log (K2/%).

As t; grows, we see that PTZ,Y\Wll tends to the uniform distribution on Ty X 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 [I] 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 0:YxY— R> is po-Lipschitz and the
activation function ¢; : R — R is p;-Lipschitz, for each | =1, ..., L. We have

n L

. Po

gen(Pwp,, Pxy) < min = Z;]E <1 v lllpjwjllop) Wi (Pr, v iw (-TW), Pr,yiw(-[W))
1= j=

The derivation of the bound relies on Kantorovich—Rubinstein duality, which ties W 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., W, < W, whenever p < g), 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 [I] 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 dy = 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] C R>¢) and the
activation functions in the DNN model satisfy the Lipschitz continuity conditions in Theorem 2] Under this assumption, the loss
function £(w,X,Y), where (X,Y) ~ Pxy, is é-subGaussian for all w. When poK? < A, the generalization bound given in
Theorem 2| is tighter than UB(L) in Theorem [I| A proof of this claim is provided in Appendix @] 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 [I] 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 Pxy—, = N (yuo,08l4,) for y € {1}, where 1o € R? and o > 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(pl X).

Model and algorithm. Consider a classifier that is realized by a linear L-layer neural network composed with a hyperbolic
tangent nonlinearity, i.e., f’(w) = tanh(wgz X ), where wg; := w;w;_1 - - - wy. To train the model to approaches the Bayes
optimal classifier tanh(plX), we consider a set of algorithms Pyy|p, under which the output network parameters satisfy
Wg9 L= %Z:’Zl Y;X;, and set the prediction to Y = }A/(W) The rationale behind this choice of algorithm comes from
observing that Y; X; ~ N (ug, 0214,) are ii.d. for i = 1,...,n, and by the strong law of large numbers we have ngL — U
almost surely, as n — oo. Performance is measured using the quadratic loss function ¢(w, X,Y) = (Y — tanh(w®LX))2,
which is bounded inside [0,4] and is thus 2-sub-Gaussian under Py 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 (X;,Y;)). For any i = 1,...,n and y € {£1}, the prior distribution of X;|Y; =
y is given by Px,y,—, = %N(y,uo,ogldo), while its posterior distribution given the model Wgr, is Px,y,—ywg, =

_ 2 .
%N(yWéL, (n—1)og L4, ). Furthermore, we have Py, ;w w, = Py,|wy, = Unif{—1,+1} and Px, v, w.w., = Px,,vi[We.-

n

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

Proposition 4 (KL divergence bound evaluation). Under the binary Gaussian classification setting, we have

lgen(Pwp,., Px,y)| < UB(L) < UB(L — 1) < --- < UB(0),

n n’

where UI/B(Z) = 2\/E[rl](log S — Ly do g = dy, and 1 = rank(Wy), for | € [L].

As a sanity check, observe that L’J\én(l) converges to 0 as n — oo, for all [ = 0,1,..., L, as expected. Recalling that
rank(AB) < rank(A) A rank(B), we see that r;, < rp_; < .-+ < 1y < 19 = dp. Consequently, the contraction from



TABLE I: The generalization funnel layer index [* for differently generated model W when L = 10 in Example

Generating methods Hé;l C;=02(+>, V;Xy|| | U/'=3|U'=5|1=7
Generalization funnel layer [* 3 5 7

UB, (I — 1) to UB,(I) is evident and quantified by the gap between the ranks of Wg;_1) and W, namely, r;_; — ;. Note
that in our example, rank(W ) = 1 and thus rank(Wg) = 1, independent of the depth L, which means that the tightest
bound, UB(L), does not change with L. Nevertheless, the intermediate bounds UB((), for [ € [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 dy, varies according to the network
structure, would enable observing a similar effect for UB(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

2

W20V + (Yi—Vn=1) -
gen(Pwp,, Px,y) < NG ZZO’}{I’L]E v I W52 ) IWedllR |

j=i+1

where Wg; = W /W ;_1--- W forl € [L], and Wgo = 14,.

This upper bound is computed using the 2-Wasserstein distance between two Gaussian distributions based on the fact that
W; < Ws. Note that this upper bound also vanishes as n — oco. 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
[We:llr and the product of subsequent layers’ operator norms. We notice that ||[W,|[r = /tr(WgW[,) not only depends
on rank(W g;) but also on the singular values of Wg;. 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., dy = dy = --- =
dy,_1 = 2. Let the training dataset D,, contain n = 100 samples that are i.i.d. from the aforementioned binary Gaussian mixture
with jio = (0.5 0)T and oo = 1. We consider a learning algorithm Py |p, that proceeds as follows: randomly generate (2 x 2)
rotation matrices W+, ..., W,_1 and the vector W [, such that ngL = % Z?zl Y; X;. Specifically, let W; = C; ( fzisnﬁ‘él fﬁ; (;ll ),
forl=1,...,L —1, be the rotation matrix, and set the last layer parameter vector as W, = (0,CL,). The rotation angles
0, and scaling factors C; are then calibrated based on D,, to yield the desired distribution, i.e., Wgp = 1 Z?:l Y; X,.

To that end, we let 6; = 3 arccos (W, = 3. | ViX;) for | = 1,...,L — 1, while randomly generate {C;}{~, such that

[ G =112, VXl

Under this algorithm, we have that W g is full-rank, |W g;||p = \/51—[;:1 Cjforl=1,...,.L—1, |[Wgrl|r = H1L=1 C =
L3, YiX;| and ||W||op = Ci for 1 = 1,..., L. Given any training dataset D, the generalization funnel layer is determined
by the way we generate {C/}£_|. We first let Hf:lﬂ C;<1lforalll=0,1,...,L—1. If we pickany 1 <l' <L —1 and let
H?:l C; be sufficiently small (at least smaller than /dy N H% > i1 YiXi||), then the generalization funnel layer is equal to
I'. For numerical illustration, we generate L numbers from the uniform distribution Unif{[0, 1]} and scale them to be C}’s
such that Hlel Cr =230, YiX;| and H?Zl C; =02(:>,_, YiX;|, for I! € {3,5,7}. We compute the generalization
funnel layer index as the minimizer of the sample mean from 10* output network parameters W (trained on 100 datasets D,,):
I* = argmin,_ ,  SampleMean((1V Hf:lﬂ W12 [WeillZ) = argmin,_q, 1, SampleMean(|W g, ||%). As shown in
Table |l} the generalization funnel layer varies according to the parameter generating methods.

IV. TIGHTER GENERLIAZATION BOUND VIA CONTRACTION

Inspired by Theorem [T} 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 o Px and Qy = Py|x o Qx for the
marginal distributions at the output of the channel when we feed it with Px or Q) x, respectively. Assuming Py < QQx and
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that Qx is not a point mass, the SDPI coefficient for Py|x under the f-divergence Dy is

¢ (Pyx) == sup Ds(Pyx o Px||[Py|x o Qx)
YIX) —
Sy o D, (Px[|Qx)

We write nkL(Py|x) and 71y (Py|x) for the coefficients under the KL divergence and the total variation distance, respectively.
Proposition 11.4.10 in [61] shows that for any f-divergence, we have

€ [0,1].

ns(Py)x) <ntv(Py|x) = SupX | Py|x=2 — Py|x=allTVs
x,x’' €

where v (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 0 (Py(x)x) = n1v(Py(x)x) = 1 (cf., e.g., Proposition I1.4.12 from [61])).

According to the above, if all the feature maps gy, , for { = 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 [} 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 i element
of V; for any matrix M, let M(i, j) be the (i, j)" 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 I layer of the neural network
that applies a Dropout probability §; € (0,1), I =0,...,L — 1, as shown in Figure Let E; ~ Bern(1 — 6;)®% be an i.i.d.
sequence of d; Bernoulli variables. Then the activation output of the (I + 1)™ layer is given by

Ti1 = i1 (Wit (11 © ) = 1 (Wi Th), 3)

where ® denotes the elementwise product operation. When 7;(¢) is not equal to 0, with probability ¢;, 7;(¢) is deactivated as
0 before being passed to the next layer; with probability 1 — d;, 7;(¢) retains its value. When T;(i) = 0, it always remains
unchanged. The channel Pﬁ\Tz can then be regarded as a composition of d; parallel independent generalized Z-channels [62].
Thus, the stochastic channel Pr, i1, w = Ppy 7w © Py, Yields a non-trivial SDPI coefficient.
Lemma 6 (Dropout SDPI coefficient). The SDPI coefficient of the Dropout channel Pﬁ T with Dropout probability 6; € (0, 1)
is nKL(Pﬁ\TZ) =1- 5ldl, forl=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 nKL(Pﬁ T ) 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 6; € (0, 1) at the
" layer (cf. @), 1 =0,...,L — 1. If the loss function {(w,X,Y) is o-sub-Gaussian under Px .y, for all w € W, we have

n L—1
lgen(Pw/p, Px.v)| < ov2 S T = 6N WIY:) +1(Yi; W).

"=\ o
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 |(Y;; W). This step is necessary since the label is not processed by
the DNN with Dropout, and the corresponding SDPI coefficient (without factoring Y; out) would degenerate to 1. For the



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 HlL:_Ol(l — 521’) exhibits a
decrement from 1 to 0 with: (i) increasing Dropout probabilities {61};::_()1; (ii) elevated network depth L; and (iii) shrinking layer
widths {d;}{=;". In addition, using Taylor’s expansion, we have log(1 —§%) —6 and 5ldl =(1-1-6)% ~1—d(1-5).
Then the product of coefficient can be approximated as

L-1 L-1 L—1 L-1
H (1—6") =exp (Z log(1 — 6;11)> ~ exp <— Z (5ldl> A exp (— Z (1—d(1- 50)) ,
1=0 1=0 1=0 1=0

highlighting an exponential decay. Since the label follows a categorical distribution of parameter K, we have |(Y;; W) < log K.
The smaller the number of distinct labels K, the better the generalization bound. The behavior of I(X;; W|Y;), 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(X;,Y;; W) w.r.t. the input layer Dropout probability dy. At the end of Section 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(X;,Y;; W) in DNNs with Dropout). For a DNN model with Dropout probability 6 € (0,1) at
the input layer, we have

do
d i )
I(X;, Yi; W) < MIUB;(60) == > 6807 F(1 — 50)’f(k°> 19, Wi=1,...,n,
k=0
where I,gi) = maxg (i cd,|7 k) |=k | ((Xi(4))jerk), Yis W), for k =0,...,do. The upper bound MIUB;(8y) monotonically
shrinks to 0 as dq increases from 0 to 1.

The proof of Lemma [§] fully provided in Appendix [H] hinges on the application of the chain rule of mutual information.
Lemma [§] suggests that the generalization bound (c.f. UB(0) in Theorem @ shrinks even when Dropout is only applied to the
input data, commonly employed as a data augmentation technique. Since |(X;; W|Y;), [(Y;; W) < I(X;,Y;; W), Theorem
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 ™" layer of the
neural network adopts a DropConnect probability d;; ; € (0,1) at the (4, 7)™ entry of the weight matrix W, [ =1,..., L, as
shown in Figure Let E; ~ Hf’zl H?’:’f Bern(1 —d;,;,;) be a d; x d;_; binary matrix with i.i.d. Bernoulli elements. Then
the activation output of the ™ layer is given by

d],_l dl,—l

T = 6u(Wi © E)Ty-1) = [m(; Wil )Ti1(1.3) ) oo > Wz<dz,j>ﬁ_1<dz,j>)]T, @

where © denotes the elementwise product operation, ﬁ_l is a d; x d;_; matrix, and ﬁ_l(i,j) = E;(4,7)T1-1(j). When
W,(4,5)T1-1(j) is not equal to 0, with probability &; ; ;, W;(i,7)T;—1(j) is deactivated as O before being passed to the i
neuron of the next layer; with probability 1 — 6;; ;, W (4, j)T;—1(j) keeps its value. When W, (4, j)T;—1(j) = 0, it always
remains unchanged. In a similar manner to Section the channel Pfl—llTl—l can then be regarded as a composition of
did;— parallel independent generalized Z-channels. Thus, the stochastic channel Pr, i1, w = T w @ Pﬁ T also
yields a non-trivial SDPI coefficient.

Lemma 9 (DropConnect SDPI coefficient bound). The SDPI coefficient of the DropConnect channel P T
DropConnect probabilities ,; ; € (0,1), i =1,....d;,j =1,...,di_1, satisfies nKL(Pj:l—llTl—l) <1-— Hflzl ;-l’:’f 0145, for

I=1,...,L

with

Lemma [9] which is proven in Appendix [} 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 nKL(szfllTlfl) < 1. Compared to the coefficient
shown in Lemma @ this coefficient decreases with an increase in individual probability d; ; ;. 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.



Theorem 10 (DNN with DropConnect generalization bound). Consider the DNN model with DropConnect probabilities
Sij € (0,1), i =1,....d;,j = 1,...,di—1 at the I" layer (¢f. @), | = 1,...,L. If the loss function {(w,X,Y) is
o-sub-Gaussian under Px y, for all w € VW, we have

i
0'\/§ n L d; di—1

lgen(Pw|p,,, Px,y)| < - Z H <1 - H H 5z,i,j> (X5 WIY;) + 1(Y;; W).
1=1 =1 =1 j=1

The proof of Theorem [I0] 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 [/| also occurs in this
case. By combining DropConnect with Dropout at the input layer X;, a contraction is enforced upon the mutual information
terms (1(X;; W|Y;), 1(Y;; 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.,

Ti=gw,(Ti1)+eaZ, 1=1,...,L, 5)

where Ty = X, Z; ~ N(0,14) is independent of the input and ¢; € R is a constant. The illustration is shown in Figure
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(R%) and consider a bounded function g : R% — R,
Set Y = g(X)+ €N, where € > 0 and N ~ N(0,14,) is independent of X. The SDPI coefficient of the induced channel Py|x
satisfies

V/2dyl9]l0
nr(Pyix) <nv(Pyix) <1 - 2Q(;e ;
where Q(z) == [ > _L_=t*/24¢ is the Gaussian complimentary cumulative distribution function.

T 27

Lemma which is proven in Appendix implies that whenever /d||g||oce ! > 0, we have nk (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 (3) with bounded activation functions
¢, =1,..., L. If the loss function {(w, X,Y) is o-sub-Gaussian under Px vy, for all w € W, we have

V2 I | & 20| 61| o
een(Bu, P)| < 25 T (1= 2022 i wivy + 1033w

i=1 =1

The proof of Theorem [I2]is provided in Appendix [K]l which follows the similar procedures as in the proof of Theorem [7]
The term |(Y;; W) is factored out since the label is not processed by the noisy DNN and upper bounded by log K. The SDPI
is invoked L times to arrive at the product of coefficient for the remaining term. We also note that ||¢;||~ is typically small,
e.g., ||o1]lco = 1 if ¢ € {sigmoid, softmax, tanh}. From Theorem we observe that for fixed noise parameters €1, ..., €,
the coefficient product decreases from 1 to 0 as the layer dimensions {d;}~_; shrink and the number of layers L grows. If

mingerz) (1 — 2Q(%‘?l”"°)) <q€(0,1) (e, maxyepd; < (%)2), the coefficient is less than exp(—Llog%),
which decays exponentially in L. Furthermore, by increasing the noise level ¢;’s, the coefficient product shrinks as well. The
observations are consistent with those of Theorems [7] and

To analyze the behavior of I1(X;; W1Y;) 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]%1*d0 x ... x [B]%tXdt-1 for some B € N. We can upper bound the mutual information by
[(X;; WY;) < HW) < Zlel did;—11log B, which increases as d; 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 d;«. We compare a 2-layer neural net with layer dimensions {dy = 10,d; =
20,do = 2} to a 3-layer neural net with layer dimensions {dy = 10,dy = dj+,ds = 20,d3 = 2}. Figures andplot the
said mutual information bounds (ignoring o/2 without loss of generality) from Theorems @ and 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 dj 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 {dy = 10,dy = 30,dy = 2} to a 3-layer neural net with layer dimensions {dy = 10,d; = d,ds = 30 — d,d3 = 2}.
By varying d € [1,29)], Figures|5a| and |5b| plot the said mutual information bounds (ignoring o/2 without loss of generality)
from Theorems [7] and [I2] 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 d;« 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} [I0] and [T2] 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].



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 D,, = s, consider the (o, 7(W), Lg(W, s))-Gibbs algorithm [41]]

(W) exp(—aLlg(W,s))
Ao (s) ’

where o > 0 denotes the inverse temperature, m € (W) is an arbitrary prior distribution on W and A, (s) = E[exp(—aLg(W, s)]
is the partition function. The (o, 7(W), Lg(W, s))-Gibbs algorithm can be viewed as a randomized version of empirical
risk minimization (ERM). As the inverse temperature o — oo, 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
Py p, induced by Stochastic Gradient Langevin Dynamics (SGLD) algorithm [63] is close to the Gibbs posterior P\?VI p, in
2-Wasserstein distance for sufficiently large iterations.

When DNNs with non-trivial SDPI contraction coefficients (c.f. Lemmas [6] 0] and [TT)) 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.

Byip, (Wls) =

Proposition 13 (Tightened generalization bound for Gibbs algorithm). Consider that the DNN model from Eq. (3) with Dropout
probability ¢, € (0,1), Eq. with DropConnect probability 6, ; ; € (0,1), or Eq. with bounded activation functions ¢y,
l=1,...,L, is trained by the (o, 7"(W), Le(W, D,,))-Gibbs algorithm with any loss function £ : W x X x Y — [0,1]. The

SDPI contraction coefficients for these DNN models are denoted by ik (1) =1 — 6;11’11, kL) =1— H‘jl:l ;-h:’f 01,4, and

kL(l) =1 — 2Q(7v2d’2”£””°°), respectively. There exists a constant v € [0, 1] such that

L
« @ ~
lgen (P, Pxy)| < -y [ v [T () + 1=
=1

Proposition which is obtained by combining [64, Theorem 2] and Theorems and 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(%) and shrinks with increasing L and decreasing
d; due to the SDPI coefficient 7k (1) € (0,1). As per the analyses presented in Sections the generalization bound
for the Gibbs algorithm approximately exhibits an exponential decay with increasing network depth L and decreasing layer
dimension d;. 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]I, [43]I, [65]I, [66].

Proof of Proposition [I3] For any loss function £ : W x X x Y — [0,1], £(w, X,Y) is -sub-Gaussian under Px y for any

w € W. Let D,;* = D,,\(X;,Y;) for any i € [n]. The Gibbs algorithm P\ p, with a loss function ¢ € [0,1] is (80‘722, Pxy)-
stable in mutual information (cf. (64, Definition 1, Theorem 4]), i.e., 1 3"  I(W; X;,Y;|D;%) < 8“722. Since (X;,Y;) is
independent of D%, we have - 37" | |(W; X, Y;) < 23" (W; X;,Y;| D) < %. There exists an independent constant

n

v € [0,1] such that £ 3% | [(W; X;]Y;) < gTa; and LY (W3 Y;) < (1;%‘12. By further applying the Jensen’s inequality
to Theorem [7] [I0] or [T2] we obtain the bound. O

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



diminishes from 1 to O as the depth L increases or the per-layer width d; 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 1(X;, Y;; 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 ]|

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 [, the internal representation 7; of a test data feature X is conditionally independent of VVIErl given Wi. For any
W € W, let the loss function be rewritten as £(W, X,Y) = ¢(gw, cgw,_, ©- o gw, (X),Y). The expected population risk
over all possible W is given by

Ew[Lp(W, Pxy)] = E[l(gw, o gw,_, o ngl( ),Y)]
gw, 09w,y © o gw,, (11),Y)]
=E[E[l(gw, o 9w, 0+ 0 gw,,, (Th), Y) W]
where | € [L] and given W1, (T},Y) are independent of W} ,.
Denote the overall feature mapping function as fw = gw, © gw,_, © - - - © gw, . Similarly, for any I € [L], the expected
empirical risk can also be rewritten as

E[i > Ufwi(Xa), Yi):| = % > E[(fw(X:), V)]
i=1 i=1

1 n
E Z E[g(gWL OGgwWr_1 ©" " O gGw (Tl,i)v Y—%)]
i=1

1 n
= ﬁ Z E[]E[g(ng OGw;,_1 O " O gGw, (Tl,i)v K)lwll]]
=1

For notational simplicity, let Iwi = GWi O GWi 1 O O gW for any k < j and k,j € N. Then the expected generalization
error can be rewritten as

gen(Pw p,, Px,y) ZE[ Ugwer, (1), Y)|Wi] = Ell(gwr,  (T1.), Yi)[Wi]|. (6)

If the loss function £(w, X,Y’) is o-sub-Gaussian under Px y for all w € W, we also have for any [ € [0 : L}, £(gyr (T1),Y)
is o-sub-Gaussian under Pr, y|w—w for all w € W. From Donsker-Varadhan representation, we have for any A €

DKL(PWLLH,TL LY W HPTI,Y\WL ® Pwl+1\w§)
> EWHI,TH,Yi\Wﬁ [M(gwf I(Tz,i), Y;)] —log EWLL+1|W11ETZ,Y|WZI [GXP(M(!]W[LH(Tl)a Y))]
2 2
2 )‘(EWILH,TM,YI»\WLI [M(gwlLH(Tl,i),Yi)} - EWZL+1\W11ETL,Y|W11 [g(gwfﬂ(Tl)a Y)]) - ATJ~
We can decompose DKL(PWlLH)r‘,jlﬂ,)),l_lvvz1 1 Pr, v jwt @ Py jwi | Py ) as follows
D (Pwr, | 1.0 viiwt 1P v iwt © Pwer, jwe [Pwe) (N
= DKL(PWZLH,TH,Yi|wl1 ”PTM,YJWII ® ow+1|wll |sz1) + DKL(PT,,i.,Yi|wl1 ||PT,,Y|WZ1 \Pwll)

= (115, Vi; Wz+1\Wl1) + DKL(PTM,YHWZI ”PTL,YlWll \Pwll)~



Thus, we have

I(Th,:, Yi; W W) + Diu(Pr, v w || Pry v jw | Pt )

= Du(Pwr 7 viwi [1Pr viwe © Pwr jwi [ Pwt)
\2o?
> AEw1 []EWIL+1,T,,7~,.,Y1-|wl1 [g(gwfﬂ(Tl.,i)»Yi)} - EWZL+1\W11ETl,Y|Wll V(QW,LH(Tl)a Y)H Ty

By optimizing the RHS over A > 0 and A < 0, respectively, we finally obtain
‘Ewl IE:wl+l Ty,5,Y: | WY [g(gwfﬂ(Tl,i)aYi)} - EW’IEWLL+1|W11ETl,Y\W11 [K(QWZLH(TZ)»Y)]'
< /202 (1T, Yis WE W) + D (P, w1 Pr v [ Pwt),

which holds for all | € [L]. Conditioned on Wy, T; ; and T} are generated by the same process from 7;_; ; and T;_1, respectively.
By the data-processing inequality, the KL divergence in (7)) can be bounded as follows:

DL (Pwr, 1 viiwt 1Py iwi © Pwr jwi [Pwe)
< Du(Pwer 1y vwi 1Pr oy viwe © P, jwi [ Pwt)

P

—DKL( WE T, 1,Y\Wl 1H T1,_1,Y\Wlfl ®P L|Wl 1‘ W )

< Dru(Px, v, wrllPx,y ® Pwt)

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

lgen(Pwp,,, Px.v)l

1 n
n Z \/QUQDKL(PTL,MG\WHPTL,Y\W|PW)
=1

IN

IN

1< -
E Z \/202(|(TL—1,1'7 Yi; WL|W{‘ 1) + DKL(PTL—],'L7Y1"W571 HPTL,l,Y|W571 |ow—1))

=1

IA

1 n
=3 /207 (L1, Yis WEWS) + Dt (P, w1 P v iwy | Pawe)
=1

1 n
- > \/202(|(T1,u Yis Wi (W) + Dr(Pry s viiwh 1Py v iws [ Pw, )
i=1

IN

1 n
=3 V20X, Yis W).
n-

IN

B. Proof for Remark [I]

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

(T, uYzan+1|Wl) + DKL(PTL YW HPTZ,Y\WL |Pwl)

=Ty, qu+1|Wl) + |(YZaWz+1\Tl i W) + DKL(PTZ LY W | Pr,. YWl |Pwl)

= H(T1,i{W1) — H(T1,: (W1, Wi ) + H(Yi| Ty0, W) = H(Yi|T0, Wi, Wi )

— H(T,;, Vi W) — Ep viwt [log Pr, yjw]

= H(T0a Wh) = H(Ti W, Wi ) + HY Ty, W) = H(Yi T, Wy, Wi )
= H(T0;|Wh) + HYi[Th5, Wh) = Ep, - [log Pry v

()
< 2H(Yi|Ty,i, W) — Epy, v 108 Pr vy iwi]



< 2log|Y| - EPT viwl log Pr, yw]
=2log K — EP vl [log Pr, yiwt],
where (a) follows since H(T} ;[WY, 1+1) > 0. Assuming #,(w}) = minver; yey Pr, yjw (£ y[wi) € (0,7 x Y|71) and

t) == supyt t;(w'), then
Ep, . wi [log Pr, y|wt] > logt;, and

Ty,4

K2
W(Th,i, Yis Wiy [WY) + Do (Pr, v, wt || Pryyiw | Pw) < log T

C. Proof of Theorem ]

Recall the Kantorovich-Rubinstein duality [67]: for any two probability measures P, Q € P(X), W1 (P, Q) = supsepip, (x) Ep[f]—
Eq[f], where Lip, (X) = {f € {f : X = R} : [f(z) — f(y)| < kllz — y||,Vz,y € X}, for any k € Rxo
Since £(gw, oo gw, (X),Y) is po-Lipschitz in (gw, oo gw,(X),Y) and ¢;(-) is p;-Lipschitz, we have for any w,

M(Waxa y) - e(wvxlvylﬂ = |€~(ng 00w, (x),y) - g(ng O 0w, (l’l)7y/)|
< poll(gws (9yr-1(2)),9) = (gwy (921 (), )

= oy (B (Wigy i1 (2)) = L (Wrgye-s(2))’ + (y — )2
< o\ (PLlWLlllgyrs () = gyis (@) + (y — )2
= po\/p%IIWL||2||¢L71(WL719w1L—2(w)) = ¢r-1(Wr1g,r—2(2)[* + (y — ¢')?

< poy /PR A WL Wi [2llg 2 (@) = gy (@2 + (y — )2

L
I P2Iw;12lz =212 + (v — )2

=1
po(w)\/ Iz — /|2 + (y — y/)?

where po(w) == po(1V Hle pjllw;l). It means (W, X,Y") is po(W)-Lipschitz in (X,Y) for any W. Then we have

gen(Pwp,, Pxy) = ZE (W, X,Y) — (W, X;,Y;)]
i=1

ZE W)W (Px, v,jw, Px yiw)] -

For [ =1,...,L, similarly, we have /(gw, o --- o gw,..(17),Y) is po(1V HJL:IH p;|W;||)-Lipschitz in (T;,Y") for all W.
Let pj(W) = po(1V Hf:l+1 p;llW;|). Then from the definition in (6), we have

gen(Pw p,, Pxy) < ZE (W)W (Pry , vaws Py iw)] -
The proof is completed by taking the minimum over [ =0, ..., L.
D. Proof for Remark 2]

Let diam(&X) = sup{||z — y|| : @,y € X}. From [57, Theorem 4], Pinsker’s and Bretagnolle-Huber inequalities, for any two
probability distributions p, v € P(X), we have

Wi (p,v) < diam(X)Drv(u,v) < diam(X)\/GDKL(MHV) AL eXP(—DKL(M||V)))>~

From Theorem |I| and [52], the generalization error can be bounded as follows:

A n
|gen(Pwp,., Px,v)| < o Z Drv(Pry v, w: Pry v iw|Pw) < UB(L),
i=1



where UB(L) = % > \/DKL (PTLJ%‘WHPTL,Y|W|PW). It can be observed that the total variation distance based bound
i=1

is tighter under this condition.
Let [* == minl:ow-’L % Z?:l E[ﬁl(W>W1 (PTz,q‘,,Yi\w’ PTZ,Y\W)]'

n

1 _ I
ﬁ Z ]E[pl* (W)Wl(PTl*,i,Yi\W7 PTz*,y\w)] < E ZE[pL<W)W1(PTL,i,Yi|W7 PTL,Y\W)]
i=1

i=1

Po -
= ; ZWI (PTL,i,Yi\W7 PTL,y|w ‘PW)
=1
podiam(Tz, x V) 2":
- DTV(

n PTL,i,Yi\W7PTL,Y|W|PW)'

i=1
Under our supervised classification setting, diam(7;, x V) = K 2. Thus, when po KK 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 x and variance o? is

denoted by Nx (p1,02). 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[ ; is Py, = Nwé , (1o, D14,).
Given any pair of training data sample (X;,Y;), we have

1 1 &
WE(X0,Y) = —YiXi+ =3 VX ~ N, (5w i Swe i),
J#i

where pw,, i = %YiXi + %uo and Y, i = "n—glagldo. Then the posterior distribution of (X;,Y;) given W, is given
by

Pwr,1x.v Pxiy;

PXi,Yi,\WQaL = Pw
QL

Nw, (twer i Ewerli) 1
_ Ie oLl oLl xf./\/xi(yz’/m’UgIdO)

0.2
NW(TgL(:U’(M TOIdo) 2
1 (n—1)o3
= §in (Yipo, 05 1a,) X CiNws, (YéXz', nOIdo>
1 n—1)o?
= §NY1-Xi (Wéu (n)OIdo>,

where C; = nd"\/ (2%?2)% exp{ﬁ(Y;Xi — o) T(YiXi — po)}. By integrating Py, y,jw,,, over X;, we obtain Py,_1jw,, =
% =Py, 1wy, = % We can also conclude that Px, v,jw,wy, = Px,,v:,[We, ad Py, jw wg, = Pyv,jw,, = Unif{—1,+1}.
Next, we compute the divergences between the prior and posterior.

Proof of Propositiond} For any [ € [L], conditioned on (Y;, W, W), the distribution of 7} ; = Wg;X; is Gaussian with
the mean and covariance

(n—1)

2
g,
E[TI,HYE,W,W@@L] = Yiw®le§L7 COV[TZJ|Y%W7W®L] = n Ow®lwg§l'

Similarly for a test data sample, when conditioned on (Y, W, Wg ), the distribution of T} = Wg; X is Gaussian with mean
and covariance

E[T|Y, W, We.] = E[T|Y, W] = ;Wi Cov[T)|Yi, W, W] = 03 W W,

Note that when W, is not a full-rank matrix, the covariance matrices Cov[T;;|Y;, W, Wgr] and Cov[T;|Y;, W, Wg]
are singular. Thus, the posteriors Pr, |y, w,wg, and Pry,w w,, are the push-forwards of two d;-dimensional nonsingular
Gaussian distributions to the lower-dimensional space. In fact, the dimension can be further proven to be rank(Wg;) via
eigendecomposition.

Take the test data sample (X,Y = 1) for example in the followings. Let X = po + Z and the [ representation T; =
Wei X = Wepo + Wei Z, where Z ~ N(0,0814,) and Wg Z ~ N(0,06We W) is a singular Gaussian distribution.



Since W®lwg§l is a (d; x d;) positive semi-definite and symmetric matrix, the eigendecomposition (or singular value
decomposition (SVD)) is given by
Wi W, = UAUT = (UA2)(UA?)T,

where U is a (d; x d;) orthogonal matrix, A is a (d; x d;) diagonal matrix whose entries are the eigenvalues of W®1Wg91-
Without loss of generality, we assume that the diagonal values (i.e., eigenvalues) in A are in descending order. Note that
the SVD of W, is Wg; = USVT where S is a (d; x dy) diagonal matrix, SST = A, V is a (dy x dy) orthogonal matrix.
Construct the following two d;-dimenstional vectors:

Zo=(Z, 0,...,0 )T, Z:=(Z1,.... Zrank(Wa,): 0,...,0 ).
N—_——

(d;—rank(W g;))T entries

(di—do) entries NN(Ovo'gIrauk(W®l))

Since the last (d; — rank(Wg;)) columns of UAZ are all zero, the following equalities hold:
WoiZ L UAEZ) S UA2Z, and Tj == Weo + UAEZ.

Thus, only the a subset of rank(W,;)) covariates of T} are effective random variables and the Gaussian PDF of T} is on the
rank(W g, )-dimensional space. Let r; = rank(Wg;). We can define a restriction of Lebesgue measure to the rank(Wg;)-
dimensional affine subspace of R™ where the Gaussian distribution is supported. With respect to this measure the distribution
of T; given (W, Wg,;,Y = 1) has the density of the following motif:

exp (— 507 (11 = Waiio) (W W, ) 1(T) - W®l:“0))
(Th)

(®)
\/(27r)7“z det” (08W®1Wg§l)

pW,W®1,Y:1

where (W®lW )T = UATUT is the generalized inverse of W®1W®l ,AT is the pseudo-inverse of A, and det” is the
pseudo- determlnant In a similar manner, the density of 7;; can obtained by replacing the mean W ;o with W®ZW® 1, and
o3 with %
Recall that the KL divergence between any two Gaussian distributions P = N (11, £,), Q = N (g, =) € P(R¥) for some
k € N is given by
1 det” ( )
DkL(P log ———+

Forl=1,...,L, the UB(!) in Theorem (1| I can be written as

—k+ (up — Mq)TE:;(Np — Hg) + tf(Eflzp)) .

fa
UB(l) = Z\/DKL (Pry, viw [ Pr, v iw|Pw)

=1

fa
Z \/DKL (Pr, . viw Wer I Pry i wwe, [Pw wg,, ) = UB(I),

where the hierarchical structure UB(L) < UB(L -1 << UB(O) still holds. .
From the probability density function (PDF) of T} and 7} ; (c.f. (8)), the KL divergence term in the upper bound UB(!) can
be rewritten as: for [ =1,..., L,

DrL(Pr, viiw W 1Pr v W W [ PW W)

1
= §DKL(PTM|Y7;:1,W,W®L | Pry)y=1,w Wer [PW wWg.) + §DKL(PTM-|Y,;:—1,W,W®L | Pry)y=—1.w,we. | Pw ws.)
L[ n n—1 1 T \T T T\t T
= §E E|r| log 1 1+ — )t ;(uo ~Wi )T (We)TWeiW () Wei(uo — Wi )| W,
L 0
1 [T n 1 1
= ;E|E|n (1og 1 n) + J—g(uo — WL, )TVSTUTUATUTUSVT (g — WL, )|W, H
1 [T n 1 1
= 7E E 1 — _ _ WT 2
58| E | log 1 = 1) + allao — WELIE|W, H

T n 1 1
=E|=(1 -~ )+ -—=E - WT|?
{2(0gn_1 n>+208 [llo sl }}



E[r] n 1 do
— 1 _Z Yo
2 8L 1 n) T
where the last equality follows since \,{TE(MO —~ WL )~ N(0,1g,), Zllpo—WZ > ~ x3, and
0
do
E -WZL. % = —.
ol — W] = 22
The KL divergence term in the upper bound UB(()) can be rewritten as

DL (Px, v, w,we. | Pxy|Pw wgy)

(n— 1)o3

1 o 1
=E E{DKL(QN&( Wéu“Ido)HQNX(Mo,USIdo))

(n

—1)o? 1
n)01d0> HQNX(NO, 031d0)> ’W, W®L”

|

+DKL< NX( oL

n n—1 1
E|do| 1 -1 Mo — WT, ||
o((log g~ 1 22 ) o = WL

do n 1 1

=2 — =) = E o — WL, |12
2<Ogn1 n)+20(2) [0 = We ]
d

1 d
log L ) +22
n on

Note that r; = rank(Wg;) < min{rank(W;),rank(Wg_1))} < rank(Wgg_1)) = r—1, for any I = 2,..., L, and
T1 S min{do, dl}

O

Proof of Proposition 5] Since the closed form of W, between two Gaussian distributions is not known but known for W,
and Wi (-, ) < Wa(-,), we consider analysing Wa(Pr, , , Py y w|Pw) as a surrogate of the upper bound in Theorem [2 I
Following the proof of Theorem [2] we can obtain

gen(Pw/p,, Px.y) = ZE (W, X,Y) - (W, X;,Y3)]

== ZE[E[@(W,X, Y) — (W, X, Y})][W, Wgr, Y]

< *Z]E W)W1(Py, v, w,wg. > Pxiy,w,wey )]
1 n ~
< -~ ZE[PO(W)WQ(PX”)Q,W,W(@LaPX\Y,W,W®L)L
)
where (a) follows since Py, jw,w,, = Py = Unif{—1,41}. Similarly, we also have for all { = 1,..., L.
gen(Pw p,, Pxy) < ZE (W)W (Pry v Wower s Priviw,we. )] -

By plugging the Pr, v, ww,, and Pr,jyw wg, (c.f. (@®)) into the upper bound, we have
Wa(Pry v, w W Priyv,w,wig)

n—1)o
= (IWar (W2, = )l o (P (Wl WE) 4 o (W W)

n—1)od 1 1) ? :
,2(%(W®lwél)a(w@wg@l)(vv@lwg@l)?) )>

vn—1 2
= \/W®l(wéL — po)|? + ( N 1) o tr (We W)

2 =LV gy .

= \/W®z(WéL — Ho)



Similarly, we have
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Wa (Px, v, W, W PX|v,w,wep) = \/|(WTL — po)||? +

Since the activation functions are all 1-Lipschitz, i.e., py =1forall [ =1,...
we have pj(W) = 4\/5(1 v Hf:l+1 Smax(W;)) for 1 =0,1,..., L.

)

For notational simplicity, let Wgg = Wy = Iz, and 79 = dy. Here we use || -

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

gen(Pw|p,, Pxy)

do(v/n —1— /n)203

, L and the loss function ¢ is 4v/2-Lipschitz,

|lr of a vector to equivalently denote its
upper bounded by

— o) |2 +

\/IIW®z

<min{lr{un IE

W= L=Vl wl |

2l W ol owm-ﬁ)%%]}
%)mm{l_x%xa_p (nw@l(va ol + YD)
E[po(W) (I W, — ol + YRV = Do) 1
Lunin{ | min B (W Welle (I(WE, — o) + L=VEZDT |

E[po(W)aa (W, — g + =D

— pol| +

= min E
1=0,...,L

=0,...,

{m(mnw@an (IIWQBL

w )

© 1 (vn—+/n—1)ag :
< in B (WP Werl) B[ (IWE, - ol + =V
(d) . _ 1 doO’O (\/ﬁ n— 0'0
< E 2 272
< min, B (WP Weil) (Y00 4 DT
1
4200(V/do + (v — vn — 1 . L 2
= W2 WD) i s | (1 TT W) IWarlp|
vn 1=0,...,L ,
J=l+1
where (a) follows since v/ a2 + b2 (c) follows from the Holder’s
inequality, and (d) follows from Minkowski’s mequahty and 2 HW — pol* ~ X3, - O
Proof of Example[I} Since W is (2 x 2) rotation matrix multlphed by a scalar factor C; and WL (0,CL) is a row vector,
|Wi||=C; forl=1,..., L. We have p;(W )—4\/(1v1‘[J 141 TW51D) —4\f(1v1‘[j 141 Cj) for1=0,1,... L.

F. Proof of Lemma [6]
Recall the definition of Dropout technique in (3). Fix any [ € {0, ...,
holds and we have the following SDPI:

DL (Pri, v, Wl Py v, w | Py, w)

< E[E[k(Pr,, 17 w)PkL(PF, 1y, wll Pz yw)]
< L (P 1, )E[Elmo (P,
(a) (

P.

Ti41| T, W
= k(P 7, ) Dk (Pry v, wl | Py, w | Py, w)
Ti1|Ti, W

d; parallel identical channels and thus, let

Py

) = 1since P,

Py, = P

where (a) follows from 7 ( |T W

, where PT|T

cross probability 1 — ¢;.

is a deterministic mapping. We observe that

O

L}. Given W, the Markov chain 7T; — T, — Ti+1

Y;, WJ|
)DKL(Pry ,pvi w | Py, w) [ Ys, W

P

Ty is composed of

denotes the channel for T = T+ E with E ~ Bern(1—4)).
Let 7~‘, T C R be the alphabets for f, T, respectively. In the following, to avoid any confusion, we denote P

T, as Pz T with



21

a) Uppder bound for nKL(P;"‘ T).' By applying [60, Theorem 5] d; times, we have

WKL(P;llT) <1-(1- 77KL<Pf‘T))dl- )

If T # 0, the channel P%T is equivalent to the erasure channel with an erasure probability ¢;. From [68], which shows that the

SDPI coefficient is achieved by binary inputs, we have
5 s
DKL(PTZ|T o P”PTZ|T oQ)

1
nkL(Px,.) = sup sup = nkL(BEC(d1)),
Frir) L ET PQEP({t,t'}) DrL(P[|Q) (BEC(2))

If tt’ # 0, the channel P%T :{t,t'} — {t,t',0} is equivalent to the binary the erasure channel with an erasure probability d;,

denoted as BEC(4;). If t¢' = 0, the channel P%T :{t,t'} — {t,t'} is equivalent to the Z-channel with a cross probability ¢;,

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

WKL(P;’lT) = nkL(BEC(d1)) V mkL(ZC(1))-

Given the BEC({;), for any two binary input distributions Bern(«) and Bern((), we have
Dy (BEC(8;) o Bern(a)||BEC(8;) o Bern(3)) = (1 — &;) Dk (Bern(a)||Bern(8)), Vo, 8 € [0,1].
Thus, 7k (BEC(d;)) =1 — 4.
The SDPI coefficient for ZC(;) is upper bounded by the Dobrushin’s coefficient:
kL (ZC(61)) < mrv(ZC(6)) = %(H —al+0-1=38))=1-4d.
On the other hand, the lower bound for 7k (ZC(d;)) is derived as follows. Rewrite 7k (ZC(d;)) in terms of mutual informations:

I(U;T)
I(U;T)

nkL(ZC(6;)) = sup
PU7in*)T*>T

where we assume T, T € {0, 1} without loss of generality. Let U ~ Bern(1), Prjy—o = Bern(a) and Prjy—; = Bern(1 — «)
for some « € [0,1]. We have |(U;T) = H{U) — H(U|T) = 1 — hp(c), where h,(ar) = H(Bern(a)) and

A 1- ¢ 1+ 6 Oz+(1*01)5l
|(U,T) =1 D) hb(a) D) hb< 1+5l .

When a — %, by applying the L’Hopital’s rule, we have

(U;T) 11— 5thy(a) — L5, (2t

T}KL(ZC((SZ)) > —1-— (51.

\(U;T) 1 —hp(a)
Therefore, L (ZC(6:)) = 1 — & and L (Pg ) = max{nk (BEC(:)), mki(ZC(61))} = 1 — 6. By plugging ni(Pz ;) back
to (9), we get
”KL(P%T) <1-4m (10)

b) Lower bound for 77KL(P%T): Let 7; C R% be the alphabet of 7} and 7, C (R\{0})%. From [68], we have

1
)> = sup Dy (P2 P ) >

oy
KL(P, > b
i 2 e TuTi=t" T ToT=tr

7 7

g su D2 (P4 P2

T|T P Pwe(PR o Prin )
t,t' €T,

DN =

where Dy2 deno}ves the Hellinger disLance. Given any t € 770, the output Tl follows the binomial distribution Binom(d;, 6;)

on the alphabet 7;(t), where {0} C T;(¢). It is straightforward that SUD, 470 DHZ(P:Flm:tv Pr\p—v) =

SUD; 11 70 Hamming(t,¢/)=d; PH2 (D757 =¢» Py 7, =+ )- Note that for any £,¢" € 7,7 such that Hamming(¢, ') = d;, we have
peT % )= = =

(Ti()\{0}) N (T;(#')\{0}) = 0. Then the corresponding Hellinger distance is given by
2
5 5 _ 5 _ 5
S T D DI (VIO RSV T

w€T (HUTI ()

= (VP @ PR ) Y B e Y PR )

weTi(t)\{0} weTi(t')\{0}
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d;—1 d
(a)2z ( l>6l 1_51)
(1_5dl)a

) l 1)
(0) = PT;\TZ:t' (0) = 6. The lower bound for nKL(PiFjITL

k(P ) 2 1= 37" (11)

where (a) follows since P

[Tt ) is then given by
1=

. 5
By combining (T0) and (TT), we conclude that nKL(PTllT) =1-4gm

G. Proof of Theorem[]]
From the proof of Lemma [§] in Appendix [} we have

DkL(Pry ., ve,wl Prisyyow [ Priow) < (1= 6Dk (Pr, ,vi,wll Pryjv,w| Pyiow), 1=0,..., L.

Recall the upper bound (2)) in Theorem [T}

1 n
lgen(Pwp,, Pxy)l < — > \/QOQDKL(PTL,i,Y£|WIIPTL,Y|w|PW)

1 n
=3 /2020 (Prvcw | P pvaw | Py w) + 1Y W), (12)

i=1
where (I2) follows since for any [ € [L],
DL (Pr,, vy wll Py yywlPw) = Dk (Pr, v, w Py jw || Pry v, w Py yw [ Pw)
= DkL(Pry, 1vi,w | Pryy,w | Py w) + Deu(Pyw | Py [ Pw)
= DkL(Pr, v, w | Pryv,w| Py, w) + 1(Yi; W).

It can be observed that the data-processing inequality is only applied to Dk(Pr, , v, w || Pr,|y,w|Py; w) since Y; is not
processed. Furthermore, since Y; € Y = [K] is a discrete random variable, we have 1(Y;; W) < H(Y;) < log K.
By induction, if we have L layers

Dk (Pr, jvi wll Py vwl Prow) < (1= 677)Dki(Pry . vew | Py jvow [ Priow)

L—1
< II (0 =6"DP(Pr,_, v, Wl Pr,_ojv.w|Priw)
I=L—-2
L
< H (1= 6")Dk(Pry, v, wl Proyyew | Proow) = [[(1 = 6/ONX5 WY;). (13)

1
The proof is completed by plugging (I3) into (T2).

H. Proof of Lemma [§]

In this proof, we show that the mutual information terms decay as the Dropout probability dy increases. Let J (k) C [d]
be a set of coordinate indices, |7 (k)| = k € [d], and X;(J(k)) = {Xi(j)}jes(r) be a subset of coordinates of X;. Some
coordinates of the input X; are randomly deactivated as 0 before being passed into the neural network. Consider an independent
binary mask vector E; ~ Bern(1 — 5o)®d0 for the input X;. It can be observed that X; ® E; is a sufficient statistic of X; for
W. We decompose the mutual information term as

(X:, Y W) = 1(X; © B, Yi; W)
YOS Pr(IX; 06 Y W)
ec{0,1}%0

where (a) follows since E; is independent of (X;,Y;). Let e Jk) € {0, 1}d° denote the binary vector with non-zeros elements
at indices J (k), for k = 0,...,do. Then Pg,(e7(x)) = 5° " (1 — do)*.
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Let I\” = maxg(ycia, 7=k (Xi(T(K)), Y W), for k = 0,....dg. We have 0 = IV < 1} < ... < I} =
[(X;,Y;; W). Thus, we have

> Pr(e)l(X; @€Y W)

e€{0 1}do
—Z D> 6T = S0)FUXH(T (R)), Yi; W)
k=0 7 (k)C[d]
Zado "1=00)k Y UX(T(K)), Y W)
k=0 T (k)C[d]
do
gdo— k do I(i)
Z k)
k=0
o— do i 0o— dO i
5k >(k)1,§>+ > 4 k(1—60>k(k)fé)- a4
RS k1]

As d increases, the increase in the first term of (I4) is less than the decrease in the second term of (T4) since I, ) s increasing

in k. Thus, (T4) monotonically decreases as dy increases. Note that when d¢ increases to 1, the upper bound @) shrinks to 0.
Consider a special case when I () i proportional to k, i.e., I () — ak for some constant o € R~o. Then (T4) can be rewritten
as

do
> Pr(e)l(X;@e Y W) < Z( >5d0 F(1 = 60)Fak = ado(1 — 6)
k=0

e€{0,1}4o0

which decays linearly in .

L. Proof of Lemma
From @), fori=1,...,d;, the i™ element of T} is given by

di—1 di—1

1) = on > Wi )16 9)Ti-1 (7)) = o1 > Wi Fi1(6.) )

where Tl 11s a d; x dl 1 matrix. Thus, given the network weights W, at any layer [, we have d; Markov chains: for
i=1,....d, Tj—1 — Tj_ 1(i,:) = Ty(i), where T, 1(4,:) denotes the i™ row of T;_;. We observe that for any i € [d}],
P T )Ty (1), W is a deterministic mapping, while P LG)|Ti is composed of d;_; parallel independet Z-channels, i.e.,

PTl,l(z',:)m,l = H;i’ 0 P%Tl 7 with Pfll 159 defined in Append1x Since each row of ZIN’l_l are independent with each other

. d dioy pdi-1i
given i1, Py | = I, Pr  )ITis H TGS TZ|T] 7
The the following SDPI holds: for any training data sample index i € [n],

DkL(Pry v, Wl Py v, w | Py, w)
< E[E[UKL(PTL+1|flaw)DKL(PTLz|Yz,W|| Tz\va)|YivWH

< E[E[nke(Pr,, 7 w)KL(Pq 1) DkL(Pry o ve wll Py, w) [ Vi, W

diy1 d;
@ 5
= UKL( 11 fll}k>DKL(PT,,,,:m,w||PT,,Y,W|Pm,w)

G=1 k=1

(b) dl+1 dl 5

< (1 - H <1 - 77KL< ~l|’ k>)>DKL(PTL,i|Yi,W|PT1|Y,W|PY7-,,W)
j=1 k=1

where (a) follows from nKL(PTz+1ITz- ) = 1 since P |TW is a deterministic mapping, (b) follows from [60, Theorem 5].

By applying [60, Theorem 5] again, we have

& dis1 diy1 d;
nKL(Hp&L]k)Sl_H(SlJ’k) and 1—H(1_77KL(HP5le>Sl—HHél,j,k.
k=1

j=1 j=1k=1
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J. Proof of Lemma [I1]

When Y = ¢g(X) + eN, where N is an independent noise and € > 0 is a constant controlling the signal-to-noise ratio (SNR),
then Py|x = Py(x)+en- The Dobrushin’s coefficient is given by

nv(Pyix) = sup  [|Pya)ten — Py )ven|lTv-
z,z’' ERde

Let N be a Gaussian noise generated from (0,1, ). Denote the vector function g(-) by g(-) = (91(-),---,ga,(-)). 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,z’ € X,

Drv(Py(z)+ens Pyay+en) = [IN (g(), 21d ) ( (), €’1a,)|ITv

o lete e ||>
2Q<¢zl (9:(2) — gi(a))? )
-20(

Q Viy(lg(= H2 +llg(= )II&;))

-2Q

\ /\
w

2¢

1— 2Q<\/ 2d;|€|g”oo)

where Q(z) = [ > \/%e’tg/ 2dt is the Gaussian complimentary CDF. Finally, we have

- g/l
€

nr(Pyix) < nrv(Prix) <1

K. Proof of Theorem [I2]

Among the commonly used activation functions, the following functions and their gradients are bounded: for any u € R,
H_l,u [0, 1], sigmoid’(u) = ﬁ € [0,1].
« softmax function: softmax(u); = # [0, 1], softmax’(u); = softmax(u);(1 — softmax(u);) € [0, 1].

o sigmoid function: sigmoid(u) =

o tanh function: tanhu = & =¢— € [—1, 1], tanh’(u) = 1 — tanh®u € [0, 1].

P
As shown in @), that is, T} = gw,(Ti—1) + €Z; = ¢1 (W T;—1) + € Z; and from Lemma the Dobrushin’s coefficient at the
I™ layer is upper bounded by

mv(Pryg_, w) <

<M|gwl||oo> L (Jﬂmnoo),

2¢; 2¢

where ||¢;|lcc =1 for ¢; € {sigmoid, softmax, tanh}. B B
In the following proof, at no risk of confusion, we let 7; = 71} and T;; = 1;;, for simplicity. Conditioned on W,
PTl—l,i‘Yvhw 7& PTl,1|Y,W bl.lt PTl,i‘Tl—l,q',aw = PTz\T171,W' Thus, we have

DL (Pry 1y, wll Py, w Py, w)
=Dki(Pry 13-, 0w © Pr_y o wllPryr_y o w o Pr_y vyw | Py, w)

V2161l so
<<1 ( 2He(lbl” DkL(Pry_, .1y, wllPry_, jy.w Py, w)-

By induction, if we have L layers

Q(\/2dL|¢L||oo

2 ))DKL(PTLl,iY£7W||PTL1|Y,W|PYi7W)
€L

DrL(Pr, v, wll Pryjy,w| Py w) < (1 -2

(\/ﬁqﬁzllm

2%, ))DKL(PTO,im,W|PT0Y,w|Pm,W)

A
—
7N
—

I
-

I
-

(1 o Y210

))I(Xi;wm. (15)
26[

N
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—



By combining (I3) with (I2), the expected generalization error is upper bounded by

V202 N | 24| 1| o
lgen(Pw|p,, Px,y)| < - Z H(l—QQ(W))I(XZ—;WY;)-H(YZ-;W).

i=1 =1

The proof is thus completed.
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