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Abstract

An important class of distance metrics proposed for training generative adversar-
ial networks (GANG) is the integral probability metric (IPM), in which the neural
net distance captures the practical GAN training via two neural networks. This pa-
per investigates the minimax estimation problem of the neural net distance based
on samples drawn from the distributions. We develop the first known minimax
lower bound on the estimation error of the neural net distance, and an upper bound
tighter than an existing bound on the estimator error for the empirical neural net
distance. Our lower and upper bounds match not only in the order of the sample
size but also in terms of the norm of the parameter matrices of neural networks,
which justifies the empirical neural net distance as a good approximation of the
true neural net distance for training GANS in practice.

1 Introduction

Generative adversarial networks (GANS), first introduced by [9], have become an important tech-
nique for learning generative models from complicated real-life data. Training GANSs is performed
via a min-max optimization with the maximum and minimum respectively taken over a class of
discriminators and a class of generators, where both discriminator and generators are modeled by
neural networks. Given that the discriminator class is sufficiently large, [9] interpreted the GAN
training as finding a generator such that the generated distribution v is as close as possible to the
target true distribution 1, measured by the Jensen-Shannon distance dyg(i, V), as shown below:

in d . 1
Join 75 (1, V) (1)

Inspired by such an idea, a large body of GAN models were then proposed based on various distance
metrics between a pair of distributions, in order to improve the training stability and performance,
e.g., [2,13,113,[15]. Among them, the integral probability metric (IPM) [19] arises as an important
class of distance metrics for training GANs, which takes the following form

dr(11,) = SUD [Bonaf () = Exno (@) @

In particular, different choices of the function class F in result in different distance metrics.
For example, if F represents a set of all 1-Lipschitz functions, then dz(u,v) corresponds to the
Wasserstein-1 distance, which is used in Wasserstein-GAN (WGAN) [2]. If F represents a unit ball
in a reproducing kernel Hilbert space (RKHS), then dz(u, ) corresponds to the maximum mean
discrepancy (MMD) distance, which is used in MMD-GAN [(7, [13].

Practical GAN training naturally motivates to take F in as a set JF,,,, of neural networks, which
results in the so-called neural net distance d g, (j,v) introduced and studied in [3, 28]. For com-
putational feasibility, in practice dz, , (fin, ) is typically adopted as an approximation (i.e., an
estimator) of the true neural net distance dr, (i, v) for the practical GAN training, where fi,
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and 7, are the empirical distributions corresponding to p and v, respectively, based on n sam-
ples drawn from p and m samples drawn from v. Thus, one important question one can ask here
is how well dx,  (fin, Vi) approximates d ., (11, V). If they are close, then training GANSs to small
dr,. (fin, Um) also implies small dz,  (u,v), i.e., the generated distribution v is guaranteed to be
close to the true distribution p.

To answer this question, [3] derived an upper bound on the quantity |dx,, (1, v) — dz,, (fin, Dm)|s
and showed that dz,  (fin, V) converges to dr,  (u,v) at a rate of O(n~/2 + m~1/2). However,
the following two important questions are still left open: (a) Whether the rate O(n~/2 4 m~1/2) of
convergence is optimal? We certainly want to be assured that the empirical objective dx,, (fin, Pm )
used in practice does not fall short at the first place. (b) The dependence of the upper bound on neural
networks in [3] is characterized by the total number of parameters of neural networks, which can
be quite loose by considering recent work, e.g., [20,[27]. Thus, the goal of this paper is to address
the above issue (a) by developing a lower bound on the minimax estimation error of dz,, (i, v) (see
Section[2.2]for the precise formulation) and to address issue (b) by developing a tighter upper bound
than [3].

In fact, the above problem can be viewed as a distance estimation problem, i.e., estimating the neural
net distance dr,, (i, ) based on samples i.i.d. drawn from p and v, respectively. The empirical
distance dx,, (fin, Vm) serves as its plug-in estimator (i.e., substituting the true distributions by
their empirical versions). We are interested in exploring the optimality of the convergence of such a
plug-in estimator not only in terms of the size of samples but also the parameters of neural networks.
We further note that the neural net distance can be used in a variety of other applications such as the
support measure machine [18] and the anomaly detection [29], and hence the performance guarantee
we establish here can be of interest in those domains.

1.1 Our Contribution

In this paper, we investigate the minimax estimation of the neural net distance dx,, (i, ), where
the major challenge in analysis lies in dealing with complicated neural network functions. This
paper establishes a tighter upper bound on the convergence rate of the empirical estimator than the
existing one in [3], and develop a lower bound that matches our upper bound not only in the order
of the sample size but also in terms of the norm of the parameter matrices of neural networks. Our
specific contributions are summarized as follows:

e In Section we provide the first known lower bound on the minimax estimation error of
dr,., (1, v) based on finite samples, which takes the form as ¢; max (n=/2, m~1/2) where
the constant ¢; depends only on the parameters of neural networks. Such a lower bound
further specializes to b Hle M (i) max (n=%/2, m*1/2) for ReLU networks, where b; is a
constant, d is the depth of neural networks and M (i) can be either the Frobenius norm or
I - Il1,00 norm constraint of the parameter matrix W in layer i. Our proof exploits the Le
Cam’s method with the technical development of a lower bound on the difference between
two neural networks.

e In Section we develop an upper bound on the estimation error of dg,  (u,v) by
dz,, (fin, ’m), which takes the form as c,(n~'/? 4+ m~1/2), where the constant ¢, de-
pends only on the parameters of neural networks. Such an upper bound further specializes
t0 byv/d + B [Ty M(i)(n~/2 + m~1/2) for ReLU networks, where b, is a constant, & is

the dimension of the support of x and v, and v/d + h can be replaced by /d or /d + log h
depending on the distribution class and the norm of the weight matrices. Our proof includes
the following two major technical developments presented in Section 3.4l

— A new concentration inequality: In order to develop an upper bound for the unbounded-
support sub-Gaussican class, standard McDiarmid inequality under bounded difference
condition is not applicable. We thus first generalize a McDiarmid inequality [[L1] for
unbounded functions of scalar sub-Gaussian variables to that of sub-Gaussian vectors,
which can be of independent interest for other applications. Such a development requires
substantial machineries. We then apply such a concentration inequality to upper-bounding
the estimation error of the neural net distance in terms of Rademacher complexity.

— Upper bound on Rademacher complexity: Though existing Rademacher complexity
bounds [8, 22] of neural networks can be used for input data with bounded support,



direct applications of those bounds to the unbounded sub-Gaussian input data yield order-
level loose bounds. Thus, we develop a tighter bound on the Rademacher complexity that
exploits the sub-Gaussianity of the input variables. Such a bound is also tighter than the
existing same type by [23]. The details of the comparison are provided after Theorem[7l

e In Section[3.3] comparison of the lower and upper bounds indicates that the empirical neural
net distance (i.e., the plug-in estimator) achieves the optimal minimax estimation rate in terms
of n=/2 4+ m=1/2_ Furthermore, for ReLU networks, the two bounds also match in terms of
Hle M (i), indicating that both H?:l ||lW;|| r and Hle [IW;]]1,00 are key quantities that
capture the estimation accuracy. Such a result is consistent with those made in [20] for the
generalization error of training deep neural networks. We note that there is still a gap v/d
between the bounds, which requires future efforts to address.

1.2 Related Work

Estimation of IPMs. [25] studied the empirical estimation of several IPMs including the Wasser-
stein distance, MMD and Dudley metric, and established the convergence rate for their empirical
estimators. A recent paper [26] established that the empirical estimator of MMD achieves the min-
imax optimal convergence rate. [3] introduced the neural net distance that also belongs to the IPM
class, and established the convergence rate of its empirical estimator. This paper establishes a tighter
upper bound for such a distance metric, as well as a lower bound that matches our upper bound in
the order of sample sizes and the norm of the parameter matrices.

Generalization error of GANs. In this paper, we focus on the minimax estimation error of the
neural net distance, and hence the quantity |dx, (u, v) — dx,, (fin, Pm )| is of our interest, on which
our bound is tighter than the earlier study in [3]. Such a quantity relates but is different from
the following generalization error recently studied in [14, 28] for training GANs. [28] studied the
generalization error dr(u, 7*) — inf,cp, dr(u, V), where 0* was the minimizer of d z(fi,,, ) and
F was taken as a class F,,,,of neural networks. [14] studied the same type of generalization error
but took F as a Sobolev space, and characterized how the smoothness of Sobolev space helps the
GAN training.

Rademacher complexity of neural networks. Part of our analysis of the minimax estimation
error of the neural net distance requires to upper-bound the average Rademacher complexity of
neural networks. Although various bounds on the Rademacher complexity of neural networks, e.g.,
[L, 4,18, 21l [22], can be used for distributions with bounded support, direct application of the best
known existing bound for sub-Gaussian variables turns out to be order-level looser than the bound
we establish here. [6, |23] studied the average Rademacher complexity of one-hidden layer neural
networks over Gaussian variables. Specialization of our bound to the setting of [23] improves its
bound, and to the setting of [|6] equals its bound.

1.3 Notations

We use the bold-faced small and capital letters to denote vectors and matrices, respectively. Given a
1/2

vector w € R", [|w]|s = (2?21 wf) denotes the £ norm, and ||w|j; = Zle |w;| denotes the

¢1 norm, where w; denotes the i'" coordinate of w. For a matrix W = [W,;], we use |W|p =

1/2
(Z i ij) to denote its Frobenius norm, || W |1, to denote the maximal ¢; norm of the row

vectors of W, and ||[W/| to denote its spectral norm. For a real distribution 1, we denote fi,, as its
empirical distribution, which takes 1/n probability on each of the n samples i.i.d. drawn from p.

2 Preliminaries and Problem Formulations

In this section, we first introduce the neural net distance and the specifications of the corresponding
neural networks. We then introduce the minimax estimation problem that we study in this paper.



2.1 Neural Net Distance

The neural net distance between two distributions x4 and v introduced in [3] is defined as

dF,. (1, v) = fsup Eonpf(2) = Eonw f(2)] 3)

nn

where JF,, is a class of neural networks. In this paper, given the domain X C R”, we let F,,,, be
the following set of depth-d neural networks of the form:

fE€Fun x€EX —> Wgad,l (Wa_104-2(---01(W1x))), 4)

where W,,i = 1,2, ...,d — 1 are parameter matrices, w is a parameter vector (so that the output of
the neural network is a scalar), and each o; denotes the entry-wise activation function of layer ¢ for
i=1,2,...,d—1,ie., foraninput z € RY, 0;(z) := [04(21), 0i(22), ..., 04 (2:)] T

Throughout this paper, we adopt the following two assumptions on the activation functions in ).
Assumption 1. All activation functions o;(-) fori = 1,2, ...,d — 1 satisfy

e 0;(+) is continuous and non-decreasing and o;(0) > 0.

e 0;(+) is L;-Lipschitz, where L; > 0.

Assumption 2. For all activation functions o;, i = 1,2, ...,d — 1, there exist positive constants q(i)
and Q (1) such that for any 0 < x1 < xo < (i), 05(22) — 04(x1) > Qx (1) (2 — x1).

Note that Assumptions [Iland 2] hold for a variety of commonly used activation functions including
ReLU, sigmoid, softPlus and tanh. In particular, in Assumption2] the existence of the constants q(%)
and @, (%) are more important than the particular values they take, which affect only the constant
terms in our bounds presented later. For example, Assumption 2 holds for ReLLU for any ¢(i) < co

and Q, (i) = 1, and holds for sigmoid for any (i) > 0 and Q, (i) = 1/(2 + 2¢2).

As shown in [2], the practical training of GANSs is conducted over neural networks with parameters

lying in a compact space. Thus, we consider the following two compact parameter sets as taken

in [5,18, 22, 24],
d—1

Wl,oo L= H {VVZ S Rmanl : HWzHl,oo S Ml,oo(z)} X {Wd (S Rnd . HWd”l S Ml,oo(d)}7
i=1
d—1
Wr = [[{Wi e R"™ |[Wi|lp < Mp(i)} x {wg € R™ : |wal| < Mp(d)}.  (5)

i=1

2.2 Minimax Estimation Problem

In this paper, we study the minimax estimation problem defined as follows. Supposed P is a subset
of Borel probability measures of interest. Let d (n,m) denote any estimator of the neural net distance
dF,, (11, ) constructed by using the samples {x;};_; and {y;}72, respectively generated i.i.d. by
1, v € P. Our goal is to first find a lower bound C; (P, n, m) on the estimation error such that

inf sup P {|d].-m (1, v) — d(n,m)| > C'l('P,n,m)} > 0, (6)
d(n,m) pu,veP

where P is the probability measure with respect to the random samples {x;}? ; and {y;},. We
then focus on the empirical estimator dz, , (fin, 7 ) and are interested in finding an upper bound
Cy (P, n,m) on the estimation error such that for any arbitrarily small § > 0,

sup B {|d7, (1) = dz,. i )] < CulPomm)} > 1= ™)
n,ve

Clearly such an upper bound also holds if the left hand side of (7) is defined in the same minimax
sense as in (G)).

It can be seen that the minimax estimation problem is defined with respect to the set P of distri-
butions that ;¢ and v belong to. In this paper, we consider the set of all sub-Gaussian distributions



over R". We further divide the set into the two subsets and analyze them separately, for which the
technical tools are very different. The first set Pyp contains all sub-Gaussian distributions with un-
bounded support, and bounded mean and variance. Specifically, we assume that there exist 7 > 0
and ;g > 0 such that for any probability measure ;. € P,g and any vector a € R”,

Foy € CECD < llal*™/2 with 0 < 7, |E(x)|| < Tus. 8)

The second class Pp of distributions contains all sub-Gaussian distributions with bounded support
= {x : ||x|| € Ts} C R” (note that this set in fact includes all distributions with bounded
support). These two mutually exclusive classes cover most probability distributions in practice.

3 Main Results

3.1 Minimax Lower Bound

We first develop the following minimax lower bound for the sub-Gaussian distribution class Py
with unbounded support.

Theorem 1 (unbounded-support sub-Gaussian class Pyg). Let F,,,, be the set of neural networks
defined by (). For the parameter set Wy in @), if vVim—1+n=1 < v/3q(1)/(2Mr(1)Typ), then

inf sup P iz, (uv) — d(n,m)| > P max (n 2 m )L = 10 9
d(n m) p,vEPu 4

where

C(Pu) = QMFa)MF(d)ruB <1 - P <2MF )) _H Qi H Qo(i),  (10)

and ®(-) is the cumulative distribution function (CDF) of the standard Gaussian distribution and
the constants Q(i),1 = 2,3, ...,d — 1 are given by the following recursion

Q(2) = min { Mp(2) /01 )},
Q(i) = min { Mp(i) /O'l Q> — 1) Q2)o1(q(1))} for i =3,4,...,d—1. (11)
The same result holdsfor the parameter set W1 o by replacing Mp (i) in (IQ) with M oo (%).

Theorem [Tl implies that dx, , (i, ) cannot be estimated at a rate faster than max (n_
by any estimator over the class Pyg. The proof of Theorem [l is based on the Le Cam’s method.
Such a technique was also used in [26] to derive the minimax lower bound for estimating MMD.
However, our technical development is quite different from that in [26]. In specific, one major step
of the Le Cam’s method is to lower-bound the difference arising due to two hypothesis distributions.
In the MMD case in [26], MMD can be expressed in a closed form for the chosen distributions.
Hence, the lower bound in Le Cam’s method can be derived based on such a closed form of MMD.
As a comparison, the neural net distance does not have a closed-form expression for the chosen
distributions. As a result, our derivation involves lower-bounding the difference of the expectations
of the neural network function with respect to two corresponding distributions. Such developments
require substantial machineries to deal with the complicated multi-layer structure of neural networks.
See Appendix[A_ Tl for more details.

/2. m—1/2)

For general neural networks, C(Pyp) takes a complicated form as in (I0). We next specialize to
ReLU networks to illustrate how this constant depends on the neural network parameters.
Corollary 1. Under the setting of Theorem [I| suppose each activation function is ReLU, i.e.,
0:(z) =max{0,z},i=1,2,...,d — 1. For the parameter set Wy and all m,n > 1, we have

d
R 1
inf  sup P{‘d}-ﬂn(u, v) — d(n,m)‘ > 0.08 'y HMF(z) max (n1/27m1/2)} > T

dA(nm) w,vEPuB i—1
The same result holds for the parameter set W1 o by replacing My (i) with M o (7).

Next, we provide the minimax lower bound for the distribution class Pg with bounded support.
The proof (see Appendix [B) is also based on the Le Cam’s method, but with the construction of
distributions having the bounded support sets, which are different from those for Theorem [Tl



Theorem 2 (bounded-support class Pg). Let F,,,, be the set of neural networks defined by (). For
the parameter set Wy, we have

inf  sup ]P{’d]:m(,u,y)—d(n,m) > C(Pg) max (n_1/2,m_1/2)}2 ,  (12)

d(n,m) v €Ps

W~ =

where

C(Pg) = 0.17(Mp(d)oa—1(- - 01(Mp(1)I's)) = Mp(d)oa-1(---o1(=Mp(1)l's))),  (13)
where all constants Mp(i),i = 1,2, ...,d in the second term of the right side of (I3) have negative
signs. The same result holds for the parameter set W o by replacing M (i) in with M1 oo ().

Corollary 2. Under the setting of Theorem[2] suppose that each activation function is ReLU. For
the parameter set W, we have,

d
inf  sup ]P){’d]:m(,u, V) — d(n,m)’ >0.17Tp HMF(z) max (nil/Q, m1/2)} >

RNy

d(n,m) p,vePs i=1
The same result holds for the parameter set W1 o by replacing Mp(i) with M oo (4).

3.2 Rademacher Complexity-based Upper Bound

In this subsection, we provide an upper bound on |dg, (1, V) — dx,, (fin, Pm)|, Which serves as an
upper bound on the minimax estimation error. Our main technical development lies in deriving the
bound for the unbounded-support sub-Gaussian class P,g, which requires a number of new technical
developments. We discuss its proof in Section 3.4l

Theorem 3 (unbounded-support sub-Gaussian class Pyg). Let F,,,, be the set of neural networks
defined by (), and suppose that two distributions ., v € Py and [ip, Uy, are their empirical mea-

sures. For a constant § > 0 satisfying v 6hmin{n, m}v/m=1 4+ n=1 > 4,/log(1/4), we have
(0) If the parameter set is Wy and each activation function satisfies o;(ax) = ao;(x) for all a > 0

(e.g., ReLU or leaky ReLU), then with probability at least 1 — 0 over the randomness of [i, and Dy,

|d]:nn (,UH V) - d]:nn ([an I}m)|
d d—1

<ol [] Mr (i) [] L (\/6d10g2 T 5h/4+ \/2h10g(1/6)) (n_1/2 + m_l/z) .

=1 =1

(ID) If the parameter set is W o and each activation function satisfies 0;(0) = 0 (e.g., ReLU, leaky
ReLU or tanh), then with probability at least 1 — § over the randomness of [i,, and Dy,

|d]:nn (M? V) - d]:nn (ﬂ"“ ﬁm)|

d d—1
<2Tp [ Mioo(0) [] L (\/2d10g2 T 2logh + \/2hlog(1/5)) (n_1/2 + m_l/z) :

i=1 i=1

Corollary 3. Theorem[3lis directly applicable to ReLU networks with L; = 1 fori=1,...,d.

We next present an upper bound on |dg,  (u,v) — dz,, (fin, Pm)| for the bounded-support class
Pg. In such a case, each data sample x; satisfies ||x;|| < T's, and hence we apply the stan-
dard McDiarmid inequality [[16] and the Rademacher complexity bounds in [8] to upper-bound
|dz,. (u,v) — dx,, (fin, m)|. The detailed proof can be found in Appendix[Dl

Theorem 4 (bounded-support class Pg). Let F,,,, be the set of neural networks defined by ), and
suppose that two distributions |1, v € Pg. Then, we have

(D) If the parameter set is Wy and each activation function satisfies o;(ax) = aoi(x) for all « > 0,
then with probability at least 1 — & over the randomness of [i, and Uy,

|d]:nn (/’l’7 I/) - d]:nn (ﬂ"“ ﬁm)|

d d—1
< V2l H My o0 (7) H L; (2\/d10g2 + /log(1/6) + \/5) (n—l/z + m—l/z) .




(IT) If the parameter set is Wh  and each activation function satisfies 0;(0) = 0, then with proba-
bility at least 1 — § over the randomness of ji, and Dy,

|d]:nn (,LL, V) - d]:nn (ﬂna p771)|
d d—1
< Tp [] Moo (d) [] L (4\/d T1+logh+ /2 1og(1/5)) (n_1/2 + m_1/2) ,
i=1 i=1
Corollary 4. TheoremMlis applicable for ReLU networks with L; = 1 fori=1,...,d.

As a comparison, the upper bound derived in [3] is linear with the total number of the parameters

of neural networks, whereas our bound in Theorem @ scales only with the square root of depth v/d
(and other terms in Theorem 4] matches the lower bound in Corollary[2)), which is much smaller.

3.3 Optimality of Minimax Estimation and Discussions

We compare the lower and upper bounds and make the following remarks on the optimality of
minimax estimation of the neural net distance.

e For the unbounded-support sub-Gaussian class P,g, comparison of Theorems [Tl and ] indi-
cates that the empirical estimator dz,  (fin, ?y,) achieves the optimal minimax estimation
rate max{n /2, m~1/2} as the sample size goes to infinity.

e Furthermore, for ReLU networks, comparison of Corollaries [[land Bl implies that the lower
and upper bounds match further in terms of Ty [, M (i) max {n~/2,m~1/2}, where
M (i) can be Mp(i) or My (%), indicating that both Hle |lW;||F and Hle [lW.ill1,00
capture the estimation accuracy. Such an observation is consistent with those made in [20] for
the generalization error of training deep neural networks. Moreover, the mean norm ||E(x)||
and the variance parameter of the distributions also determine the estimation accuracy due to
the match of the bounds in I'g.

e The same observations hold for the bounded-support class Pg by comparing Theorems
and 4] as well as comparing Corollaries 2] and

We further note that for ReLU networks, for both the unbounded-support sub-Gaussian class Py
and the bounded-support class Pg, there is a gap of v/d (or v/d + h, v/d + log h depending on the
distribution class and the norm of the weight matrices). To close the gap, the size-independent
bound on Rademacher complexity in [§] appears appealing. However, such a bound is applicable
only to the bounded-support class Pg, and helps to remove the dependence on v/d but at the cost
of sacrificing the rate (i.e., from m =2 + n='/2 to m~/* 4 n=/4). Consequently, such an upper
bound matches the lower bound in Corollary 2l for ReLU networks over the network parameters, but
not in terms of the sample size, and is interesting only in the regime when d > max{n,m}. It is
thus still an open problem and calling for future efforts to close the gap of v/d for estimating the
neural net distance.

3.4 Proof Outline for Theorem 3|

In this subsection, we briefly explain the three major steps to prove Theorem [3 because some of
these intermediate steps correspond to theorems that can be of independent interest. The detailed
proof can be found in Appendix [Cl

Step 1: A new McDiarmid’s type of inequality. To establish an upper bound on |dx, (1, v) —
dz,, (fin, Um)|, the standard McDiarmid’s inequality [16] that requires the bounded difference con-
dition is not applicable here, because the input data has unbounded support so that the functions in
Fnn can be unbounded, e.g., ReLU neural networks. Such a challenge can be addressed by a gener-
alized McDiarmid’s inequality for scalar sub-Gaussian variables established in [[11]. However, the
input data are vectors in our setting. Thus, we further generalize the result in [[11] and establish the
following new McDiarmid’s type of concentration inequality for unbounded sub-Gaussian random
vectors and Lipschitz (possibly unbounded) functions. Such development turns out to be nontrivial,
which requires further machineries and tail bound inequalities (see detailed proof in Appendix [C.1).

i.4.d. i.i.d. . .
Theorem 5. Let {x;}, "~ pand {y;}7, "~ v be two collections of random variables, where
W, v € Pup are two unbounded-support sub-Gaussian distributions over R". Suppose that F



(RM)m+m s R is a function of X1, ..., Xn, Y1, ---s Ym, Which satisfies for any i,
|F(X17 ceey Xy 7}’m) - F(Xl, "'7X;7 7ym)| S L]:”Xl - X;H/’I’L,
Then, for all 0 < ¢ < \/3hT' g Lx min{m,n}(n=t +m™1),

—€2mn
P (F(X1, 00 Xy oves Ym) = EF(X1, ooy Xy eoves Yom) > €) < . as
(P01 ¥) =BG y) 2 ) < 050 (s ) . 19

Step 2: Upper bound based on Rademacher complexity. By applying Theorem[5] we derive an
upper bound on |dx,, (i, v) — dg,,, (fin, Pm)| in terms of the average Rademacher complexity that
we define below.

Definition 1. The average Rademacher complexity Ry, (Fnn, u) corresponding to the distribution i
with n samples is defined as R, (Fpn, i) = Ex,c SUDfer, ., ‘ - Z?:l e f(xi)|,
generated i.i.d. by u and {e;}?_, are independent random variables chosen from {—1, 1} uniformly.

an
i, are

Then, we have the following result with the proof provided in Appendix[C.2] Recall that L; is the
Lipchitz constant of the activation function o;(-).

Theorem 6. Let F,, be the set of neural networks defined by (). For the parameter set W defined
in (), suppose that pi, v € Pyp are two sub-Gaussian distributions satisfying (8) and ji,,, Dy, are the
empirical measures of ju,v. If V6hmin{n, m}vm=1 +n-1 > 4,/log(1/4), then with probability
at least 1 — 0 over the randomness of [i, and Uy, ,

|d]:nn (,LL, V) - d]:nn ([an I}m)|

d —1
2R (Fons 1) + 2R (Fan,v) + 2Tus [ [ M (i) [ [ Liv/2h (0= + m~1)log(1/6). (16)
i=1 '
The same result holds for the parameter set W1 o by replacing Mp(i) in (I6) with M o (%)
Step 3: Average Rademacher complexity bound for unbounded sub-Gaussian variables. We
derive an upper bound on the Rademacher complexity R, (Fyn, 1t). In particular, as we explain

next, our upper bound is tighter than directly applying the existing bounds in [§, [22]. To see this,
[8, 22] provided upper bounds on the data-dependent Rademacher complexity of neural networks

defined by Ry, (Fpn) = E. supfe}-m 1 Z? € f(xi). For the parameter set W, [22] showed that
R (Fnn) was bounded by 2¢ HZ 1 MF d 1 L; \/ e 14| /n and [8] further improved this

boundto (1/21og(2)d+1) Hl 1 Mp(i d ¥ L Vo x| /n Directly applying this result for

unbounded sub- Gaussu:ln inputs {x; }, ylelds

d d—1
Ex R (Fpn) < O (I‘uB [1M=() ][] Lﬂ/ﬂ/ﬁ). (17)

We next show that by exploiting the sub-Gaussianity of the input data, we provide an improved
bound on the average Rademacher complexity. The detailed proof can be found in Appendix [C3]

Theorem 7. Let F,,, be the set of neural networks defined by ), and let x1, ..., %, € R" be i.i.d.
random samples generated by an unbounded-supported sub-Gaussian distribution |1 € Pyg. Then,

(1) If the parameter set is W and activation functions satisfy o;(ax) = aoc;(x) for all a > 0, then

d d—1
Ro(Foms 1) < Tup [ [ Mp(i) [ ] Liv/6dlog2 + 5h/4/+/n. (18)
=1

i=1

(ID) If the parameter set is W o and each activation function satisfies 0;(0) = 0, then

d—1
Ron(Founs 1 <\/—FuBHM100 i) [] Liv/dlog2 +1logh/v/n. (19)
i=1



Theorem [7] indicates that for the parameter set YW, our upper bound in (I8) replaces the order
dependence O(v/dh) in to O(v/d + h), and hence our proof has the order-level improvement
than directly using the existing bounds. The same observation can be made for the parameter set
Wi1,00. Such improvement is because our proof takes advantage of the sub-Gaussianity of the inputs
whereas the bounds in [8, 22] must hold for any data input (and hence the worst-case data input).

We also note that [23] provided an upper bound on the Rademacher complexity for one-hidden-layer
neural networks for Gaussian inputs. Casting Lemma 3.2 in [23] to our setting of (I8) yields

Ror(Fans 1) < O (TusMi (2)Mp(1) Liv/nah/ Vi) (20)

where 1 is the number of neurons in the hidden layer. Compared with 20), our bound has an
order-level O(,/n1) improvement.

Summary. Therefore, Theorem [3] follows by combining Theorems [6] and [7] and using the fact that

V1/n+1/m < \/1/n+ /1/m.

4 Conclusion

In this paper, we developed both the lower and upper bounds for the minimax estimation of the
neural net distance based on finite samples. Our results established the minimax optimality of the
empirical estimator in terms of not only the sample size but also the norm of the parameter matrices
of neural networks, which justifies its usage for training GANs.
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A Proofs of Theorem [T and Corollary/Il

A.1 Proof of Theorem/[Il

The proof is based on a variant of the Le Cam’s method in Theorem 3 in [26]. Our major technical
developments lie in properly choosing two hypothesis distributions as well as a neural network,
and then lower-bounding the difference of the expectation of the chosen neural network function
between the two distributions. We first present the Le Cam’s method (Theorem 3 in [26]).

Lemma 1 (Le Cam’s method). Let F' : © — R be a functional defined on a space © and Po =
{Py : 0 € O} be a set of probability measures. The data samples D, are distributed according to an
unknown element Py € Pg. Assume that there exist 61,02 € © such that |F(61) — F(62)| > 25 > 0
and KL(Py, || Ps,) < o < 0. Then,

inf sup Py { F‘n(Dn) - F(@)‘ > B} > max {%eo‘, 1= vaj2 W} , 21

F, 6€©

2

where the Kullback-Leibler divergence KL(Py, || Py, ) := [ log (jizz ) dPy, and F,(D,,) is an esti-
1

mator of F'(#) based on the random samples D,,.

We first consider the case when the parameter set is VW, and then adapt the proof to the parameter
set W1 ,o0. In addition, we suppose m > n, and the case m < n can be proved in the same way.

Case 1: parameter set Wg. Recall from (3) that Wy is defined by
d—1

Wp = H {W; e R"*™ . [W,||p < Mp(i)} x {wqg € R™ : ||wq| < Mp(d)}.
=1

Assign each distribution 4 € Py with a unique index éﬂ and define an index set © := {éﬂ :
i € Pyp}. To cast the form @) in Theorem [l to the context of Lemmalll we let © = © x O,
F6) =dF, (u,v)and Py := P = pu"™ x v™ in for 0 = (0,,0,), where 6, and 0, are the
indices of u,v € Pyg and P = p™ x v™ is the probability measure with the respect to the random

samples {x; }_, iid pand {y;}7 iid

To apply Lemma [Tl we need to find two pairs of distributions (u1,v4), (p2,v2) € Py and «, 3
such that |dz, , (u1,v1) — dF,, (p2,v2)] > 26 and KL(P2||P1) < «, where Py = p} x vJ* and
Py = pf x v3*. Specifically, we choose the following four Gaussian distributions

= Gur, 7°Ly), v =Gz, 7°L)), p2 =vs = G(0,7°1,). (22)

where

2 1 1 2 2 n
fun? = 2 (5 ) ul? = 32, ufu = w2 = T2 (24 2) @)

with I'yp defined as the upper bound of the mean and variance parameter of the unbounded-support
sub-Gaussian distributions in Pyg (see (8) for the definition). Clearly, implies that [[u; —uz||? =
I'%/3nand 0 < 7, |Juy, [Juz|| < Tys.

Since pug = vo, dF,,, (2, v2) = 0, and hence

ldz,, (k1) —dF,, (p2,v2)| = dF,, (n1,v1) = sup |[Exou, f(X) = Exew, f(X)]. (24)

f€Fnn

To lower-bound (24), we choose the weights in f(x) = wlog_1 (Wd,lad,g( -0 (Wlx))) €
Fnn as follows:

1. Wd(l) = MF(d),Wd(i) =0 for i = 2,3, ey N,
2. Fori=2,....d—1, W;(1,1) = Q(i), Wi(s, ) = 0 for (s,t) # (1,1),
3. W1 ()] = wi = Mp(1)(u; — up)/||ug — usl, Wi(s) =0 for 2 < s < ny, (25)

11



where Wd( ) refers to the i*" coordinate of W, Wl(s, t) denotes the (s,t)'" entry of W, Wl(s)

is the s* column vector of WlT and Q(i) is defined in (II). Then, corresponding to the above
parameters, we have

f(x) = Mp(d)oa_1 (2d — 1)oa_z- - Q(2)01 (Wix)). (26)
Combining and (26)) yields

|d]:nn (lu’17 1/1) - d]:nn (/’L27 1/2)| = fs.l;':p |]ExNH1f(x) - ]ExNVl f(x)|
f&€Fnn

Eocmp (%) = B (%) 27)

>

Due to the definitions of y1 in 22), for x ~ p1, we have that wi x ~ G(w{ uy, ||w1][*7?). Let
r =w?lx € Rand ¢(z; u,7?) be the probability density of the Gaussian distribution with mean u
and variance 72. Then, we have

B f(0) = [ Mr(ss (Qd = Doaes -+ 22 (@) o (2wl [wil*r%) da
= / Mp(d)oa—1 ((d = Dog—z---o1(x +wiw)) ¢ (z; 0, [wi[*r?) dz. (28)
Similarly, we have
B f( / Me(d)oa—t (Qd — Doas - 22)or(@)) o (23 0, |wil|*r?) da,
which, in conjunction with (27) and 28)), yields

|d]:nn (:u'lv Vl) - d]:nn (/1'27 I/2)| > IEXNH1 f(X) - Exwm f(x)
= / (Mp(d)og—1(---o1(z + Wi wy)) = Mp(d)oa—1(---01(z)) ¢ (3 0, |wi[*7?) dz. (29)

A(z)

Following from the definitions of u; and us in 23), we have

o W)
wiup > wiug = 0, (30)

where (i) follows from the fact that w¥ (u; — uz) = Mp(1)[|u; — uz|| > 0 and (ii) follows because
uluy = ||uy||?. Recalling that each Q(i) > 0 and each o;(+) is non-decreasing, and using (30) that

wiu; > 0, we have A(z) > 0 for all z € R. Hence, (29) can be further lower-bounded by

1) = o) = [ Al 230, JwalPr) da
q(l)

> / Ax)p (a:; 0, HW1||27'2) dzx. (31
0

where g(1) is defined in Assumption2] Next, we develop a lower bound on the quantity A(x).
Lemma 2. For0 <z < ¢(1)/2, we have

d—1
A(z) > Mr( )\])43%@ H HQa

where Qo (i), = 1,2, ...,d — 1 are defined in Assumption[2]

Proof. Following from the definitions of u; and us in , we have

w'a é (1) (32)
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where (i) follows from the inequality that [|[w] wy[| < [[wi|[||ui]] = Mp(1)|Ju|| and (ii) follows

from the assumption of Theorem[Ithat v/m=1 + n=1 < v/3¢(1)/(2Mp(1)I'yp). Based on that
wiu; < q(1)/2, we have, forany 0 < x < ¢(1)/2,

0<z+wiu <gq(l), 0<z<q(l)
which, using the definition of Q(7) in and letting 2(d) = Mp(d), yields that, fori = 2,3, ...,d
0 < Q@)oi—1(--01(2)), Ui)oi—1(--- o1z +wiw)) < Qi)oi1(---01(q(1))) < q(d).
Then, further by Assumption[2] we obtain
A(z) > Mp(d) (og-1(---o1(z + wiw)) — o4 1(--- 01 ()))
> Mp(d)Qs(d —1)Q(d — 1) (04-2(- - o1(z + Wi wy)) — ga—a(---01(2))) . (33)
Repeating the step (33) for d — 1 times, and using (30) that w? uy = 0, we have

d—1 d—1
A(z) > wiui Mp(d HQ HQU =wi (u; — us)Mp(d HQ HQU

d—1 d—1
= MM —wol [T 06 HQU - M “BHQ HQU

which finishes the proof of Lemmal O

Combining and Lemmal2] we obtain

|d]:nn (/’L17 Vl) - d]:nn (lu’27 1/2)|
q(l)

M \/_ “BHQ HQU / ¢ (20, |w1]*r?) dz

d—1 s
_MF(l)j%(d)Fu HQ HQU /”WIHT (2]0,1) do

i d—1 __a)
(i) MF(].)MF (d)FuB /QJWF MTug
= Qi o 210,1) da
NG H HQ o (]0,1)

Mp(1)Mp(d)Tus 7 =
e HQ HQo (1—‘1’(m)>’ -

where (i) follows from the fact that ||w | = Mp(1), 7 = Tupy/ 5 (24 £) < T'ys and ®(-) is the
CDF of the standard Gaussian distribution.

Next, we upper-bound the KL divergence between the distributions P and P; as follows.
KL(Py[[P1) = KL(p3 || 1) + KL(v5" [[11")
= nKL(pz2||p1) + mKL(v2|[v1)

[[ui |2 Juz|* 1
=, 35
arz Tz T3 5>
Combining (34), (33) and Lemmal[I] yields
C(Pus) 1 1

e sup P {[dn,m) — e, (1) >

1
> max —671/2, - =-.
d(n m) p,vEPup } - {4 4} 4

vn
where C(P,g) is the constant given by (10).
Case 2: parameter set VW) ... Recall from (@) that W o is defined as

d—1
Wl.,oo = H {Wz S R™i XM . HWzHloo < Mloo(l)} X {Wd € R" : de”l < Ml,oo(d)} .

i=1
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The proof for this case follows the steps similar to those in Case 1. To apply Lemma[ll we select
four distributions pi1, v1, 2 and 5 as in (22) with

T v o Lis n
ulz[bl,0,0,...,O] ,UQ:[bQ,0,0,...,O] , T :?(24‘%),

rz, /1 1 r2 2

Note that this construction also implies (23). Based on this construction, we pick the weights in
f(x) =Whog_1(01(W1ix)) € Fpy, as follows.

1. Wg(1) = M1,00(d), Wa(s) =0 for s # 1,

2. Fori=2,3,....,d— 1, W, = [W;, Wi, ..., W], Wi(1) = My.00(i), Wi(s) =0 for s # 1,

3. Wl = [Wl, Wi, ...,Wl]T, Wi = Ml,oo(l)(ul — ug)/Hul — U.2||. (37)
Cl(_e\arly, @D implies that |[Wgll1 = M1.00(d), [Wil100 = [[Wil1 = [|[W1]] = M1,0(1) and
[[Will1,00 = [Will1 = M1,00(i) fori = 2,...,d — 1. Using the parameters chosen in (37), we have

f(X) = Ml,oo(d)od—l ((x?vdT_ll) Od—2 ( t (vAvdT_ll) o1 (W{X)))
=M oo (d)oa—1 (Mi,00(d — 1)oa—2 - My (2)01 (W] X)), (38)

where 1 denotes the all-one vector. Then, we have

|d7,, (1, 1) — dF,, (p2, v2)| = dF,, (1, 1) = Sup By f (%) = Excory f (%))
p e nn

B () = B f ()]
The remaining steps are the same as in Case 1, and are omitted.

>

A.2  Proof of Corollary[T]

Recall that if o;(+) is ReLU, then ¢(i) < oo and Q,(i) = 1. For the parameter set Wg, we
choose ¢(1) = Mp(1)T'yg and g(i) = oo fori = 2,...,d — 1 in Theorem[Il Then we obtain that

q(1)/(2Mp(1)Tyg) = 0.5 and (i) = Mp(i), which, combined with v/3 (1 — ® (0.5)) /6 > 0.08,
finish the proof. The result for the parameter set W; o, can be proved in the same way.

B Proof of Theorem

The proof is also based on the Le Cam’s method (LemmalI) as in Appendix[A.1l However, here we
deal with the bounded-support class of distributions. Hence, the hypothesis distributions we choose
here are different. Suppose m > n and the case m < n follows the same steps.

Case 1: parameter set is YWr. To use Lemmalll we construct the following four distributions:

§—eifx=x1 if x=x3
pi(x) = n1(x) = p2(x) = va(x) =

1 (39)
3 +eif x=—-x3

if x=-x3

N — N —

where e = V2172 /4 < 1/2 and ||x; || = T'g.
First, we lower-bound |dz,  (111,v1) — dx,, (u2,v2)|. Based on the construction (39), we obtain
|dF,, (b1, 1) = dF,, (B2, v2)| = dF,, (g, 1)
= s Exrpay f (%) = Exony f(%)]

= sup

|5 ) s+ (5 ) om0 = o) o)
=€ sup |f(x1)— f(—x1)|
f€Fnn
> e |f(x1) = f(—x1)|
=e(Mp(d)og—1(---o1(Mp(1)T's)) — Mp(d)og—1(---o1(=Mr(1)'s))), “0)
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where the function f (x) € Fnn is constructed using an approach similar to (28), which is given by

f(X) = MF(d)O'd_l (MF(d — 1) R 'MF(Q)O'l (fo)) Wlth Wi = MF(l)Xl/”XlH

Next, we derive an upper bound on the KL divergence between the distributions as follows.

KL(P2[[P1) = nKL(p2|[p1) + mKL(vzl|v1)

@ (1 1 1 1
_"(21°g(1—2e>+21°g(1+2e>)

1 | 1 4¢2 (i<i)1 4¢?
e\t e ) =9 T e
Giy 1 1
< <= 41
=422 (41)

where (i) follows from the fact that 1y = s, (ii) follows from the inequality that log(1 + ) < z for
2 > 0 and (iii) follows because € = /2n~2 /4. Hence, combining @0), @I), ¢ = v/2n "z /4 and
Lemmall and noting that v/2/8 > 0.17, we complete the proof.

Case 2: parameter set is JV; .. Similarly to the proof for Case 1, we select the same distributions
as in (B9) with the parameters satisfying

x; = [['5,0,0,...,0]", e =v2n"1/2/4. (42)
Clearly, implies ||x1]/1 = ||x1|| = I's. Using an approach similar to (40), we obtain

l[dr,.,. (p1,v1) — dF,., (p2,v2)| = dF,, (H1,11)
= fsup |EXN;L1 J(%) = Exr, f(X)]

nn

=€ sup |f(x1)— f(—x1)]

f e ]:n n

> e |f(x1) — f(—x1)]|
=€(Mi,00(d)oag—1(- -+ 01(M1,06(1)I's)) = M1 0o(d)oa—1(- -+ 01(=M1,00(1)I's))) , (43)

where the function f(x) € F,, is constructed based on a approach similar to (38), which is given
by

F(x) = My oo (d)og_1 (- Mioo(2)a1 (Wix)) with wi = M o (1)x1/|[x1]- (44)

Substituting € = v/2n~1/2 /4 into and adopting the same steps in (41), we finish the proof by
Lemmal[ll

C Proof of Theorem 3

As we outline in Section[3.4] the proof of Theorem[3]follows from the proofs of Theorems[3 [6land 7]
as three main steps. We next provide the proofs for these theorems in three subsections.

C.1 Proof of Theorem[5

The proof follows from the general idea in [11] for the scalar case. The major technical develop-
ment here lies in upper-bounding E (eAvi X1y eees xi,l) for the martingale difference V; based on
a tail bound of sub-Gaussian random vectors, and then using the bound of E (eAvi X1y enn xi,l) to
yield (I3) by Markov’s inequality. To simplify the notation in the proof, we use X, 41, ..., Xptm O
denote yq, ..., Yim.
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LetV,; = Ex1,...,xn+m (F|X1, ey Xi) — EX17~~~7Xn+m (1’7‘|X17 ey xi—l)- Then, we have
E(ele Xl, e Xi—l) — / e}\]E(lel,...,Xi)—)\E(F‘Xl,...,Xifl)d]P)Xi
X

()
AF —A\F
S / ]Exi+17---7xn+7ne Exi;~~~,xn+me dle
X;

— / ( / eMdPy,,, - dPx, ... / e MdPy ---d]}vxn+m> dPy,
X Xig1r o Xntm XLy Xntm

:/ (/ eAF('“vxiv~~)_>‘F(~~~)xi)~~~)dPxidpxé) dPy,,, - dPx, .., (45
Xit1see Xntm X, X,

Ry

where (i) follows from the Jensen’s inequality. Then, using the fact that ¢! + e™% < ™% + ¢* for
V|t| < s and noting (I4), we have, for 1 < i < n,

AL F | =4 | _ALglxi =%}
n

Ao iren )= F (o)) | = AF (i )= F (X)) < te el )

e

Thus, we have, for1 <3 <n,

(eALfoerH/n i efALfnxi—x;n/n)

o TR n?) g, MLl 2n) 47

where (i) follows from the symmetry between x; and x/, (ii) is based on [@6), (iii) follows from the
inequality that (e? 4+ ¢~*)/2 < e*/2, and we set z; = x; — x/, in the last equality. Since x; and x;
are both sub-Gaussian with mean u,, and variance parameter 7,,, we have E(z;) = 0 and

Ee2 2 — e Xi|e—2 X < ellall?a®/2 llall?aZ /2 _ ellal\zﬂﬁ, (48)
which implies that z; is a zero-mean sub-Gaussian random variable with the variance parameter 202,
Next, we quote the following tail inequality from [[10], which is useful here.

Lemma 3 (Theorem 1 in [10]). Let A € R"*" be a matrix and let ¥ = AT A. Suppose that
X is a sub-Gaussian random vector with mean u € R" and variance parameter 2. Then, for
0<n<1/27%Z),

E (enI\AxI\Q) < exp (Tz tr(S)n +

4 22 2 A 2
o (520 + | A n)l o)

1= 272|137

Recall from (@8) that z; is sub-Gaussian with variance parameter 272 and mean 0. Then, letting
A =T, and u = 0 in Lemma[3 and using @7)), we have, for n > /27, AL,

NLZ% 9 T2hA2L% TR LA
E exp ( 2n2 Il ) S exp ( n? + nt — 27}2)\211%-‘”2) ' (50

Assume that n > /37, AL . Then, (50) can be further upper-bounded by

A2L2 2r2pA2L2
E exp ( 2n2f||zl||2> < exp (72}—) ;

n

which, in conjunction with (43) and (7)), implies that for 1 < i < n,
E (e)‘vi X1, ...,xi_l) < exp (2712h)\2L2f/n2) . (51)
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Using similar steps, we obtain, forn +1 < i <n+mandm > \/§Ty/\L;,
E (e o Xi—1) < exp (277 hA2 L% /m?) . (52)
Then, using (31), (32) and Markov’s inequality, we have
]P’(F(xl, vorXntm) — EF (X1, ooy X ) > e)

n+m n+m
=P <Z Vv, > 6) < e Ex, ... oxnim (H e>‘Vi>

=1 i=1

n+m
—Xe 4
=e Exl-,----,x'nnkmfl Exn+m € oy Xpdm—1
1=1

n+m—1
AV, AV
€ g Exn+7n ( nm |x1 ) ) xn-l—m—l)

® n+m—1
_ 2;4272 2 )
LT hA L /m Exyooo 3 imt H Vi

=1

(i)
<exp (—Ae+ 2T§h/\2L§—/m +272hA°L% /n)

(iii)
< exp (—Ae + 202N’ L5 /m + 2T 25 hA’ L% /n) (53)
where (ii) follows by repeating (i) for n + m — 1 times and (iii) follows from the fact that 0 <
Ty Ty < Dyp. Let M = T'23h L% Optimizing (33) over A, we have A = eM ~*(1/n +1/m)~! and
2

—€e“nm
P(F(Xh "'7Xn+m) - EF(Xh "'7Xn+m) > 5) < exp (m) . (54)

Recall that our proof requires that n > V31 AL Fand m > \/§Ty)\L 7, which, based on the
facts that A\ = eM~Y(1/n + 1/m)~! and 0 < 7,7, < T\yp, are satisfied for any 0 < ¢ <
V3hT'\ gLz min{m,n}(n=' 4+ m™"). Thus, the proof is complete.

C.2 Proof of Theorem|[6]

Based on the definition of dx,, (u,v), we have

sup |Ex~puf(x) = Ey~n f(y)| = sup [Exvif(x) — Eyes f(y)]
fE€EFun fE€EFun

EXNMf(X) - %Z f(xz) - < yNVf - %Z ) ‘ . (55)

|d]:nn (lu’7 I/) - d]:nn ([)’7 19)| =

First note that for V1 < ¢ < n,

|F(X17 ey Xy 7y’m) - F(X17 '-'7X'/La ay’m)| < jSl_/lTp |f(X’L) - f(X;)| /TL (56)
EFnn

If the parameter set is YW, then using Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we have

[f(xi)=f(x)| = [wgoa—1 (- 01 (Wix;)) = wjioa1 (- 01(Wix])) |
< Mp(d)||oa—1 (---01(Wix;)) — ga—1 (- - o1 (W1x])) ||

@

< Mp(d)La—1|Wa—104-2 (---01(W1x;)) = Wa_104—2 (--- 01 (W1x;)) ||

< Mp(d)La-1Mp(d —1)loa-2 (- 01(W1x:)) = 042 (-1 (Wix))) [, (57)
where (i) follows from the fact that o4 (+) is Ld_l-Lipschitz. Repeating the process (7)), we obtain

s |<HMF HLHXZ—
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which, in conjunction with (38)), implies that, for V1 < i < n

d—1

d
|F(X15 ey Xy 7Ym) - F(Xla -"axliv 7Ym)| < HMF(Z) H L’L”XZ - X{LH/TL (58)
=1 =1

Similarly, we can get, for V1 <i < m,
d d—1
i=1 i=1
Let K := H?:l Mp(7) H?:_ll L;. Combining (38)), (39) and Theorem[3 we have, for any 0 < ¢ <
V3hT g K min{m,n}(n=!' +m=1),

—e2m’rL
P (F(X1, s Xy ooy Vo) = B F (X1, ooy Koy eones Yom) > €) < (60
(PO Yin) = B PR X ¥) > 0 < 050 (G ) (60

where Ty is defined in (8). Plugging § = exp (—e*mn/(8hI'23K?(m + n))) in (60) implies that,
if V6hmin{n, m}vm=1 +n=1 > 4,/log(1/0), then with probability at least 1 — ¢,

d d—1
. 1 1 1
F(X1, e, ¥m) SEF(X1, o ym) + 20w [ [ Mr() | Li\/Qh (5 + E) log <. (61)
=1

i=1
Next, we upper-bound the expectation term in (61)) through the following steps.

EF(X1,.sXny ey Ym)

=Eix,} iy} Sup

nn i=1 i=1
1 & 1 &

<Eyyxiy cc SUD |— € (f(x)) — f(xi)) — = e (flyh) — flyi

ot S |36 (F0) = S60) = 3 (¥~ S3i)

1 — 1 —

SEx.x’.e sup | — €4 X/i - Xi +E Ly, Sup |— (& y; Yi

,,W%n; (f(x}) = F(x:))| + Ey y, 7mm; (f(y}) = F(vi))
2R (Frms 1) + 2R (Frums V) (62)

which, combined with (33) and (&), finishes the proof for the parameter set Wr.

If the parameter set is W o, then we have
[f(xi) = F(x)| = [Wioa—1 (- 01(Wix;)) = wioa 1 (- 01(Wix])) |

(i)
< wallillog—1 (01 (Wix;)) — 0a—1 (- 01(W1x})) o
< M oo(d)Lg—1||Wa—104—2 (- - 01(W1x;)) = Wa_104-2 (- - 01 (W1x;)) || co

(ii)
< M oo(d)Lg—1 M7 0o(d — 1)||og—2 (- - - 01(W1x;)) — 0g—2 (- - 01(W1x5)) || oo

d d—1 d d—1
< T Muee@) [T Zallxi = %o < ] Moo () T Zallxs — i, (63)
=1 =1 =1 =1

where (i) follows from the inequality that w/x < |[w||1||x|/cc and (ii) follows from Wx <

[IW1|1,00|%X||oc. The remaining steps are the same as in the case when the parameter set is Wg,
and are omitted.

C.3 Proof of Theorem[7|

As commented in Section[3.4] directly applying the existing results on the Rademacher complexity
of neural networks in [8] to unbounded sub-Gaussian inputs can lead to a loose upper bound. Hence,
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here we use a different approach that takes advantage of the sub-Gaussianity of the input data. Our
technique first upper-bounds the Rademacher complexity E x sup ez, |1, € f(x;)/n| by

n 2

Zﬁif(xi)/”

=1

Alog | Ecx sup exp | A , (64)

f e ]:n n

and then upper-bounds the expectation term in (64) by combining a peeling method different from
that in [[8] and a tail bound of sub-Gaussian random vectors.

To prove Theorem[7] we first establish a useful lemma as follows.

Lemma 4. For any input z € R?, let 0(z) := [0(21),0(22), ..., 0(2)]T. Then, we have

(0) If the acitvatio function o(-) is L-Lipchitz and satisfies o(ax) = ao(z) for all o > 0, then for
any vector-valued function class F and any constant n > 0,

2 2

n

> cio(Wf(x))

=1

n

Z €if(xi)

=1

Ex e sup exp | n

< 2[E4 . sup exp nR?L?
fEFIWIr<R feF

(ID) If the acitvatio function o(-) is L-Lipchitz and satisfies o(0) = 0, then for any vector-valued
function class F and any constant 1 > 0,

Proof. The proof of the first result follows the general idea of that of Lemma 1 in [8]. However, we
cannot directly apply Lemma 1 in [8] because the function exp(nz?) is not increasing over entire R.
Thus, we need to tailor its proof to our setting.

n

> cio(Wf(x,))

i=1

n

Z €if(xi)

FEFIW]1,00<R i=1

Ex e sup exp (n ) < 2Ey . 7scup exp (nR2L2
feF
o0

Consider a function g : R — (0, 00) given by g(ac) = exp(n:v )X(z > 0) 4+ I(x < 0), where I()
is the indicator function. It can be verified that g ) is increasing and convex. Then, we have

Z o(Wix:))| | =Bxe sup g
= JEF Wl r<R
E

n
X, € sup g
FeF,wl<R

ZEiU(Wf(Xi))D , (65)
i=1
where (i) follows from the second equation in the proof of Lemma 1 in [8]. Noting that g(x) > 0,
we have g(|z]) < g(z) 4+ g(—=), and hence (63) is upper-bounded by

Exe sup g (Z EiU(Wf(Xz-))) +Exc sup g (—Zem(Wf(Xi))> ,

ferlwl<r  \ ;= feFlwl<R i=1

n

ZEiU(Wf(Xi))H>

i=1

Ex sup exp
feFIIWlr<R

0

which, using the symmetry of the distribution of the Rademacher random variable ¢;, is equal to
2Exe sup ¢ Z eo(wf(x;)) |- (66)
JEF IwlI<R i=1

Recall that g is increasing and convex and note that o(0) = 0. Then, based on the equation (4.20)]]
in [12], we further upper-bound (66) by

2

2Ex. sup g¢g|LR Z € f(x;)|| | = 2Ex,e sup exp nR?L? Z € f(x;) (67)
fEFIwl<R i=1 fer i=1
The proof of the second result follows from that of Lemma 2 in [8]. O

' Although this result requires o(-) to be 1-Lipchitz, it can be directly extended to any Lipchitz constant
L > 0 by replacing the Lipchitz constant 1 with L in its proof.
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Next, we provide the main part of the proof.
Case 1: parameter set Wp. Let F;(x) = 0;—1(W;_10;—2(- - - 01(W1x)). Then, for any A > 0,

an(an; ,LL) = Ex,e sup

Fa_1,wa,Wa_1 |, 7

Z €iW§Ud1(Wd1Fd1(Xi))|

1 n
— Xlog exp A (IE,(76 sup Zelwd 0d—1(Wy_1F4_ 1(x1))
Fa_1,wa,Wa_1 |,

INE
I
—
o
03

Fa_1,wa,Wa_1 |,

n

1
= |~log | Ex. sup exp | A
A Fa1,wa,Wa_1

E ewWhog 1(Wa1Fy_1(x;))

i=1

n

Ex. sup exp | AMp(d)?

)

3 E €i0qa-1(Wa—1Fq-1(x;))
Fog—1,Waq_1

=1

IN
|
)
0

Eox c €xp ()\ sup Zelwd 0a—1(Wa_1Fq_1(x;)) )

n

Z eiFdfl(Xi)

=1

i |1
< 3 log | Ex,e sup exp | AMp(d)2Mp(d — 1)2L2_,
Fg_1

, (68)

where (i) follows from Jensen’s inequality, (ii) follows from the fact that the function exp()\:c2) is
strictly increasing over [0, oo] and (iii) follows from Lemma[l Repeating the step (iii) in (68)) for
d — 1 times yields

NR(Foums 11) < \/ % log (2d—11Ex_,€ (&M“’I\Z?:l EiXin)). (69)

where we define M := Hle Mp(7) Hf;ll L;. Next, we upper-bound the following term from

2 2

n

E €iX4

=1

n

§ €iXj

i=1

Excexp | AM? =E. | Exexp | AM? €1,.uy En (70)

Conditioned on €1, ..., €, we define z = Z?:l €;%;. Recall that each x; is a sub-Gaussian random
vector with variance 72 and mean u. Thus, we have, for any vector a € R”,

n
T T 2 2
E, 2 (z—Ez) _ H Exi 2 €i(xi—Ex;) < ellaH nr /2’
i=1
which implies that z is a sub-Gaussian random vector with variance n72 and meanu, = u ;. €.
Then, using Lemma[3in the proof of Theorem[3] we obtain, for any 0 < AM?2 < 1/(2n72),

2r4 A2+ |uz||2/\M2)

E, exp (AM?|z]*) < exp (TLTQh)\MQ + 2

1—2n72)\M?
) n274hA2 M PZAM2 (S0 e
2 2 uB 1=1"?
< exp ("T PAME + = 2m2AM2) P < 1—2nr2AM?)°

where (i) follows from the fact that [|u||?> < I'%;. Pick A = (1 — 2n72AM?)/(40'%3nM?). Then,
we have AM? < 1/(2n7?), and

r iyl
E, exp (AM?||z]?) < exp <n7’2h/\M2 (1 + 41_‘121]3)) exp % ,
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n

which, in conjunction with (Z0), yields
> e

’ 2 2 2 {Z?:l Ei{Q
2 <exp | nr"hAM +4F§B Ec exp - (71)

Based on the equation (1) in [17], we have

P <
which implies that

o (Z5L) o (£)) o

Defining a random variable Y = exp (|27:1 e /(4n)), and letting ¢ = exp (62/4) > 1, the
inequality (72) can be rewritten as P (Y > t) < 2/t2. Then, we can obtain

n 2 00 00
E, exp [ 12zt 6l :IE(Y):/ ]P’(Y>t)dt</ 24—,
4n 1 - - 1 t2
which, combined with (7)), implies that

Ex e exp ()\M2

n

Zéi

i=1

> ms) <272,

n

S

=1

> \/ﬁé> < 27972, (72)

n 2

E €iX4

i=1
Combining (69) and and recalling that A = 1/(4T'23nM? + 2n72M?), we have

NRy (Fon, ) < v/nlugMy/6d1log2 + 5h/4
TusM+/6d1og 2 + 5h/4
Vn '

Excexp | AM?

2
< 2exp (nr2hAM? (14— ). (73)
AT,

which further yields

Case 2: parameter set WW; ... Using an approach similar to (68) and applying Lemmald] we obtain,

for any A > 0,
)) ; (74)

where M = Hle M (%) Hf;ll L;. Letting x;; be the j th coordinate of x;, the expectation term

in (74) can be rewritten as
h
) S p( )

h n n
< Z X, <exp </\MZE xij> + exp <—)\MZEZ-:17U>>
i=1

i=1

:2Z1Ex,€exp </\Mi6i:vij> 0 221@ (ﬁEx exp (A\Me;i;)
j=1 i=1

i=1

n

E €iX4

1
an(]:nnu ,U,) < X 10g <2d_1Ex)€ exp (/\M
=1

n

E €55

=1

n
§ €45

=1

Ex . exp ()\M max

61,...,6n>

.. h n
(i)
<2) E. (H exp (M2N\*7? /2)) = 2hexp (\2M?n7?/2) (75)
j=1 i=1

where (i) follows from the fact that x;, ..., x,, are independent and (ii) follows from the definition of
the sub-Gaussian random variable. Combining (74) and (73)) yields

dlog2 +logh M?nr?
NRn(Frn, 1) < o8 ):i—og + A 27’LT 9 M2 ny/dlog?2 + logh
(i)

< MTVv2n+/dlog2 + logh,

where (i) is obtained by picking A = \/2(dlog 2 + log h)/(M?2n72) and (ii) follows from the fact
that 7 < I'yg. Then, the proof is complete.

21



D Proof of Theorem 4

The proof is similar to that of Theorem[6l First, we have

|d/-7:nn(M7 ) d]:nn(/'L’ )| < F(le"'vxnayla"'aym)'

where the function F is defined in (33). We start with the case when the parameter set is W, and
then adapt the proof to the parameter set W .

Case 1: parameter set VWr. Using an approach similar to (38) and (39), we can obtain,

d—1

|F (. %i,.0) — < HMF ) [ Lillxi — xill/n < 2I‘BHMF HL /n
=1

|F (s ¥is ) = F (i, |<HMF HLHyl ylll/m<2FBHMF HL/m
=1

which, using the standard Mcharmld mequahty [[L6], implies
—e2mn
P (F(Xl, ey Xpp s ,ym) — ]EF(Xl, ey Xy ,ym) > 6) < exp (m) (76)
where K :=T'p H?:l Mp(7) H?;ll L;. In order to upper-bound the expectation term in (Z6), using
an approach similar to (62)) yields
EF (X1, sXny ooy Ym) < 2R (Frms i) + 2R (Fum, V). an

Let § = exp (—€*mn/(2K?*(m + n))). Combining (7€) and (77) implies that , with probability at
least 1 — 9,

F(Xl, <oy Xny 7ym) < 2Rn(]:nnuluf) + 2R (]:nnu

d
+FBHMF( 1/2log51/—+— (78)

=1
— > eif(xi) )

1
=Ex | Ec sup
f€Fnn | i

where the Rademacher complexity

n

1
Rn ]:nn7 = ]Ex,e sup |— Eif Xi
Pt =B sp |15 s

x17...7xn> . (79)

Conditioned on X1, ..., X,,, we define

R 1 <
Ro(Fnn) =E. sup |— e f(xi)].
(Fan) =Be swp |72 i)

Let F;(x) = 0;—1(W,;_10,_2(- - - 01(W1x)). Then, we can obtain

Ry (Frn) = Ee sup
Fog—1,wa,Wag_1

Z EinTUd—l(Wd—1Fd—1(Xi))‘
i—1

log | exp A | E sup
Fa—1,wa,Wa_1

> =

i=1

> eiwioa1(Wa1Fa1(x:) |>>

M 1 "
< < log | Ec sup exp A Zezwd 04—1(Wa_1F3_1(x;))
A Fg_1,wqg,Wgq_1 i—1
1 n
< Xlog <E€ sup  exp A (Mp(d) Zelad 1(Wa_1Fy_1(x;) H)) (80)

Fa—1,Wa_1 i=1

where (i) follows from the Jensen’s inequality. Recall that ||x;|| < I's for ¢ = 1,2,...,n. Then,
combining (80Q) and the steps of the proof of Theorem 1 in [8] yields

Ro(Fp) < Lol Mr(i >Hﬁ (VITTog? + 1)
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which, in conjunction with (Z8) and (79), yields the first result of Theorem4l

Case 2: parameter set WV; ... Using an approach similar to (78], we can obtain

F(X1, o0y Xny ooy Ym) < 2Ry (Fmy 18) 4 2R (Fmy v

)
d .d71 1 1 1
+Tg [ [ M) [] Ls 2log 5/~ + —, (81)
i=1 i=1

Then, similarly to the proof of Theorem 2 in [§], we can obtain

RolFon) < 20 [T, Mi,oo () [T} Liv/d+ 1 + logh
n nnj) = \/ﬁ Y

which, in conjunction with (81)), implies the second result of Theorem [4]
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