arXiv:2201.11059v3 [stat.ML] 16 May 2022

Generalization Error Bounds on Deep Learning with
Markov Datasets

Lan V. Truong*
Department of Engineering
University of Cambridge
Cambridge, CB2 1PZ
1t407@cam.ac.uk

Abstract

In this paper, we derive upper bounds on generalization errors for deep neural net-
works with Markov datasets. These bounds are developed based on Koltchinskii
and Panchenko’s approach for bounding the generalization error of combined clas-
sifiers with i.i.d. datasets. The development of new symmetrization inequalities in
high-dimensional probability for Markov chains is a key element in our extension,
where the spectral gap of the infinitesimal generator of the Markov chain plays
a key parameter in these inequalities. We also propose a simple method to con-
vert these bounds and other similar ones in traditional deep learning and machine
learning to Bayesian counterparts for both i.i.d. and Markov datasets. Extensions
to m-order homogeneous Markov chains such as AR and ARMA models and mix-
tures of several Markov data services are given.

1 Introduction

In statistical learning theory, understanding generalization for neural networks is among the most
challenging tasks. The standard approach to this problem was developed in seminar papers by Vap-
nik [1], and it is based on bounding the difference between the generalization error and the training
error. These bounds are expressed in terms of the so called VC-dimension of the class. However,
these bounds are very loose when the VC-dimension of the class can be very large, or even infinite.
In 1998, several authors [2, 3] suggested another class of upper bounds on generalization error that
are expressed in terms of the empirical distribution of the margin of the predictor (the classifier).
Later, Koltchinskii and Panchenko [4] proposed new probabilistic upper bounds on generalization
error of the combination of many complex classifiers such as deep neural networks. These bounds
were developed based on the general results of the theory of Gaussian, Rademacher, and empiri-
cal processes in terms of general functions of the margins, satisfying a Lipschitz condition. They
improved previously known bounds on generalization error of convex combination of classifiers.

In the context of supervised classification, PAC-Bayesian bounds have proved to be the tightest [|5—
7]. Several recent works have focused on gradient descent based PAC-Bayesian algorithms, aiming
to minimise a generalisation bound for stochastic classifiers [8-10]. Most of these studies use a
surrogate loss to avoid dealing with the zero-gradient of the misclassification loss. Several authors
used other methods to estimate of the misclassification error with a non-zero gradient by proposing
new training algorithms to evaluate the optimal output distribution in PAC-Bayesian bounds analyt-
ically [11H13]. Recently, there have been some interesting works which use information-theoretic
approach to find PAC-bounds on generalization errors for machine learning [[14,|15] and deep learn-
ing [16].
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All of the above-mentioned bounds are derived based on the assumption that the dataset is generated
by an i.i.d. process with unknown distribution. However, in many applications in machine learn-
ing such as speech, handwriting, gesture recognition, and bio-informatics, the samples of data are
usually correlated. In this work, we develop some upper bounds on generalization errors for deep
neural networks with Markov or hidden Markov datasets. Our bounds are derived based on the same
approach as Koltchinskii and Panchenko [4]. To deal with the Markov structure of the datasets, we
need to develop some new techniques in this work. The development of new symmetrization inequal-
ities in high-dimensional probability for Markov chains is a key element in our extension, where the
pseudo spectral gap of the infinitesimal generator of the Markov chain plays as a key parameter in
these inequalities. Furthermore, we also apply our results to m-order Markov chains such as AR
and ARMA models and mixtures of Markov chains.

Finally, a simple method to convert all our bounds for traditional deep learning to counterparts for
Bayesian deep learning is given. Our method can be applied to convert other similar bounds for i.i.d.
datasets in the research literature as well. Bayesian deep learning has been recently introduced by
Wilson and Izmailov [17]. The key distinguishable property of a Bayesian approach is marginaliza-
tion, rather than using a single setting of weights in (traditional) deep learning. Bayesian marginal-
ization can particularly improve the accuracy and calibration of modern deep neural networks, which
are typically underspecified by the data, and can represent many compelling but different solutions.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Mathematical Backgrounds

Let a Markov chain { X, }52 ; on a state space S with transition kernel Q(x, dy) and the initial state
X7 ~ v, where S is a Polish space in R. In this paper, we consider the Markov chains which are
irreducible and recurrent, so the existence of a stationary distribution 7 is guaranteed. An irreducible
and recurrent Markov chain on an infinite state-space is called Harris chain [18]. A Markov chain is
called reversible if the following detailed balance condition is satisfied:

m(dx)Q(z,dy) = m(dy)Q(y,dz),  Vz,y €S. ()
Let Lo(m) be the Hilbert space of complex valued measurable functions on S that are square in-
tegrable w.r.t. . We endow Ly (7) with inner product (f,g) := [ fg*dm, and norm || f||o~ :=

( ,f),lr/Q. Let E, be the associated averaging operator defined by (E)(z,y) = n(y),Vz,y € S,
and

A= HQ - Eﬂ'”Lz(ﬂ')—)Lg(Tr)a 2

where || B|| 1, (x)— Lo (x) = MaXy: ||, =1 || BV||2,x. Q can be viewed as a linear operator (infinites-
imal generator) on La(7), denoted by Q, defined as (Qf)(x) := Eq(,,.)(f), and the reversibility
is equivalent to the self-adjointness of Q. The operator Q acts on measures on the left, creating a
measure £/Q, that is, for every measurable subset A of S, uQ(A) := [ s Q(z, A)u(dz). Fora
Markov chain with stationary distribution 7, we define the spectrum of the chain as

Sy :={¢ € C: (- Q) isnotinvertible on Ly(m)}. 3)
It is known that A = 1 — ~* [19], where
1- Sup{'é-l : 5 € 8275 # 1}7

v = if eigenvalue 1 has multiplicity 1,
0, otherwise

is the the absolute spectral gap of the Markov chain. The absolute spectral gap can be bounded by
the mixing time ¢,,;x of the Markov chain by the following expression:

1 log(4/m.
<—* ~ 1) log 2 <ty < 2BU/™) )
g Y
where 7, = min,es 7, is the minimum stationary probability, which is positive if Q* > 0 (entry-
wise positive) for some k£ > 1. See [20] for more detailed discussions. In [20, 21], the authors
provided algorithms to estimate ¢,,;x and s from a single trajectory.



By M(S) denote the set of real-valued signed measures on (S, 5(S)) where B(S) is the set of all
Borel subsets in Sfl. Assume that v << . Define

dv
My = {VEM(S)Z ’— <oo}7 5)
dm ||y
where || - ||2 is the standard L, norm in the Hilbert space of complex valued measurable functions
on S. We also assume that
dv
= || < o0. 6
=[], <= ©

For {X,,}°2 , being an i.i.d. sequence, which is a special case of Markov chain, or an arbitrary
homogeneousness Markov chain with X; ~ m, it holds that ¢ = 1.

2.2 Problem settings

In this paper, we consider a uniformly bounded class of functions:

F={f:S—>R} )
such that
sup [ ]|, < M ®)
feF

for some finite constant M. Define the following probability measure

P(A) = /A (z)da, ©)

for any measurable set A € S. In addition, let P, be the empirical measure based on the sample
(Xl,XQ, ce ,Xn), i.e.,

1 n
P, = E;éx“ (10)

We also denote Pf := [ fdP and P, f := [ fdP,. Then, we have

Pf= Sf(x)w(ac)dac, (11)
and
1 n
Pof = E;f(Xi)- (12)

On the Banach space of uniformly bounded functions F, define an infinity norm: |Y|r =
supger [V (F)]. Let

Gn(F) = E[

n 'Y gidx, } (13)
i=1 F.

where {g;} is a sequence of i.i.d. standard normal variables, independent of {X;}. We will call
n — G, (F) the Gaussian complexity function of the class F.

Similarly, we define

Ro(F) = IE{

], (14)
F

n
n1 E 5i5Xi
1=1

The set function x : B(S) — R is a real-valued signed measure if 1(()

= 0 and for pairwise disjoint
A1, Ag, -+ with Ag € B(S) forall k € Z4, one has p(Upe; Ar) = Y pey 1(Ak).



where {g;} is a sequence of i.i.d. Rademacher (taking values +1 and —1 with probability 1/2 each)
random variables, independent of {X;}. We will call n — R, (F) the Rademacher complexity
function of the class F.

For real applications in machine learning, we can assume that feature vectors are generated by a
Markov chain {X,,}5° ; with stochastic matrix @), and {Y,,}2 , is the corresponding sequence of
labels such as in text and speech services. Furthermore, () is irreducible and recurrent on some
finite set S. Ani.i.d. sequence of feature vectors can be considered as a special Markov chain where
Q(z, ") only depends on z’. In the supervised learning, the sequence of labels {Y,,}5° ; can be
considered as being generated by a Hidden Markov Model (HMM), where the emission probability
Py, |x, (ylzr) = g(z,y) foralln > 1and g : S x Y — R, Itis easy to see that {(X,,, Y,,) 52 is
a Markov chain with the transition probability

Px, Y| X0 Yo (B0t 15 Yt 1 [ Tn, Yn)
= Q(@n; Tnt1)9(Tnt1, Ynt1)- (15
Let Q(:vl,yl,xg,yg) = Q(z1,22)g(x2,y2) for all z1, 2o € S and y1,y2 € Y, which is the tran-
sition probability of the Markov chain {(X,, Yn)};’i:l on S := S x Y. Then, it is not hard to see

that {(X,,,Y,,)}52, is irreducible and recurrent on .S, so it has a stationary distribution, say 7. The
associated following probability measure is defined as

P(A) = / # (2, y)dudy, (16)
SxY

and the empirical distribution P,, based on the observations { (X4, Y5)}}_, is

1 n
P, :=— 1) . 17
- kz::l X3, Y (17

2.3 Contributions

In this paper, we aim to develop a set of novel upper bounds on the generalization errors for deep
neural networks with Markov dataset. More specially, our target is to find a relationship between
Pf and P, f which holds for all f € F in terms of Gaussian and Rademacher complexities. Our
main contributions include:

* We develop general bounds on generalization errors for machine learning (and deep learn-
ing) on Markov datasets.

* Since the dataset is non-i.i.d., the standard symmetrization inequalities in high-dimensional
probability can not be applied. In this work, we extend some symmetrization inequalities
for i.i.d. random processes to Markov ones.

* We propose a new method to convert all the bounds for machine learning (and deep learn-
ing) models to Bayesian settings.

» Extensions to m-order homogeneous Markov chains such as AR and ARMA models and
mixtures of several Markov services are given.

3 Main Results

3.1 Probabilistic Bounds for General Function Classes

In this section, we develop probabilistic bounds for general function classes in terms of Gaussian
and Rademacher complexities.

First, we prove the following key lemma, which is an extension of the symmetrization inequality
for i.i.d. sequences (for example, [22]) to a new version for Markov sequences { X, }52 ; with the
stationary distribution 7 and the initial distribution v € Ms:

Lemma 1. Foralln € 7", define

o [eM e
"V n( =X n2(1 -2

dv

o

1 (18)
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Then, the following holds:

2M
E[|PY|lF] — An — 75 < E[||P. — P|| -] <2E[||P)]|7] + An,  VE>0. (19)

The proof of this lemma can be found in Appendix[Al.Compared with the i.i.d. case, the symmetriza-
tion inequality for Markov chain in Lemmal[I] are different in two perspectives: (1) The expectation
E[[| P2 #] is now is under the joint distributions of Markov chain and Rademacher random vari-
ables and (2) The term A,, appears in both lower and upper bounds to compensate for the difference
between the initial distribution v and the stationary distribution 7 of the Markov chainfl. If X; ~ 7
(or v = ), the term A,, is unnecessary in (I9). See our detailed proof for this fact.

By applying Lemmall] the following theorem can be proved (cf. Appendix [B).
Theorem 2. Let ¢ is a non-increasing function such that p(x) > 1(_o g)(x) for all x € R. For

anyt >0,
. [\, 8L(y)
: < e Z ”
]P)<Elf€]: P{f_0}>5€%f)1][Ptp<6 + 5 R,.(F)
2M 128e m2c 1—A
_ —1 < - - M2
+\/ﬁ<t+\/1_/\loglog226 )—I—An})_ 3 exp( 64et> (20)
and
2L(p)V2
P(3feF:P{f<0}> inf |P, J +MGH(}')
5€(0,1] 1) )
2M 128e 2 3¢ 1—A
- = -1 = <= _ - 742
—i—\/ﬁ(t—i—\/l_/\logloggﬁ )—l—\/ﬁ—i—An})_ 3 exp( 64et>’ (21

where A,, is defined in (I8) and c is defined in (6).

Since A,, = O(l / \/ﬁ), Theorem 2] shows that with high probability, the generalization error can
be bounded by Rademacher or Gaussian complexity functions plus an O(1/y/n) term, where n is
the training set length. This fact also happens in i.i.d. case [4]. However, because the dependency
among samples in Markov chain, the constant in O(1/+/n) term is larger than the i.i.d. case.

3.2 Bounding the generalization error in deep neural networks

In this section, we consider the same example as [4, Section 6]. However, we assume that feature
vectors in the dataset are generated by a Markov chain instead of an i.i.d. process. Let H be a the
class of all uniformly bounded functions f : S — R. H is called the class of base functions. Denote
by H the class of measurable functions f : S x ) — R, where ) is the alphabet of labels. H is
introduced for real machine learning applications where we need to work with a new Markov chain
generated from both feature vectors and their labels {(X,,Y,)}52 , instead of the feature-based
Markov chain {X,,}32;. See Subsection for detailed discussions. For binary classification,

H:={f:f e} where f(z,y) = yf(z).
Consider a feed-forward neural network with V' layers of neurons

l
v={utuJV; 22

Jj=0

where V; = {v,}. The neurons v; and v, are called the input and the output neurons, respectively.
To define the network, we will assign the labels to the neurons in the following way. Each of the
base neurons is labelled by a function from the base class . Each neuron of the j-th layer V;, where
j > 1, is labelled by a vector w := (w1, wa, -+ ,wy,) € R™, where n is the number of inputs of the
neuron. Here, w will be called the vector of weights of the neuron.

3This difference causes a burn-in time [23] which is the time between the initial and first time that the
Markov chain is stationary.



Given a Borel function o from R into [—1, 1] (for example, sigmoid function) and a vector w :=
(w1, wa, -+ ,wy,) € R® where n = |S| + 1, let

Now : R" = R, Ny (ug, tg, -+, up) = U<ijuj). (23)

Let o : j > 1 be functions from R into [—1, 1], satisfying the Lipschitz conditions
‘Uj(u)—aj(v)‘ < Ljlu — v, u,v € R. (24)

The neural network works can be formed as the following. The input neuron inputs an instance
x € S. A base neuron computes the value of the base function on this instance and outputs the
value through its output edges. A neuron in the j-th layer (j > 1) computes and outputs through its
output edges the value Ngij(ul, U, ,Un) (Where uy, us, - -+, uy, are the values of the inputs of
the neuron). The network outputs the value f(z) (of a function f it computes) through the output
edge.

We denote by A the set of such networks. We call N, the class of feed-forward neural networks
with base # and [ layers of neurons (and with sigmoid o). Let N := Uj’;l Nj. Define Hg := H,
and then recursively

Hj = {Ngj7w(h1,h2, e ,hn) n>0h € Hj,we Rn} UH,-1. (25)
Denote Hoo := U;’il ‘H;. Clearly, Ho includes all the functions computable by feed-forward

neural networks with base H.

Let {b;} be a sequence of positive numbers. We also define recursively classes of functions com-
putable by feed-forward neural networks with restrictions on the weights of neurons:

Hj(blub27"' 7bj) = {Naj,w(hluh27"' 7hn) n Z 07

hi € Hj—1(b1, b2, -+, bj—1),w € R", |lw|[y < bj} UHj1 (01,02, ,b5-1), (26)

where ||w||1 denotes the 1-norm of the vector w.

Clearly,
HOOZU{%j(blw“abj):bla--' ab.7'<+oo}' @0

Let ¢ be a function such that p(z) > I(_ oj(z) forall x € R and ¢ satisfies the Lipschitz condition
with constant L(¢). Then, the following is a direct application of Theorem[2l

Theorem 3. Foranyt > 0 and foralll > 1,

. F 2\/27TL :
. . < i o = I I
]P)<E|f € H(bl,bQ, ,bl) P{f < O} > Jel?of:l] |:P <p<5) 2L b + 1 (H)

2M 128e w2 11—
—1 < - _ 2
+—\/ﬁ(t+\/—1_/\loglog226 )-I—A}) 3 exp( 64et>’ (28)

where A, is defined in (I8) and c is defined in (6).
Remark 4. P{ f < 0} represents the probability of mis-classification in the deep neural network.

Proof. Let
7‘[; = H(bl,bg,"' ,bl). (29)
As the proof of [4, Theorem 13], it holds that
l

Gn(Hy) < T](2L;b; + 1)Gn(H). (30)
j=1
Hence, (28)) is a direct application of Theorem[2land (30). O



Now, given a neural network f € N, let
I(f) :=min{j > 1: f € Nj}. (31)

For any number & such that 1 < k < I(f), let Vi (f) be the set of all neurons of layer & in the neural
network which is represented by f. Denote

Wilf) = max [w™llven,  k=1,2,1(f), (32)
and let
ur
A(f) = TTALWR(f) + 1), (33)
k=1
W e
af) =35 lon(2 + o, Wil1). 64

where o > 0 is the number such that {(«) < 3/2, ¢ being the Riemann zeta-function:
() =D k™. (35)
k=1
Then, by using Theorem 3] with b, — oo and the same arguments as [4, Proof of Theorem 14], we

obtain the following result.
Theorem 5. Foranyt > 0 and foralll > 1,

. pIF : f 2v2nL(p) 2
P(EfE’HOO.P{fSO}>6el%f:1] {Pn (E) +fA(f)Gn(7{)+%
+ % (t +Ta(f) + \/% loglog, 25—1) + AnD
e a(l—=2)\1"" 1—-A

where A, is defined in (I8) and c is defined in (6).

It follows, in particular, in the example of the voting methods of combining classifiers [2], from
Theorem[3] we achieve the following PAC-bound:

= . z 8C |V (H) 2M \/12se
< < < 4 — — - -1
p{f_O}_éel?of:l] {pn{f_a}jt 5 . +An+\/ﬁ<ta+ 1_)\10g10g225 ﬂ
(37)

with probability at least 1 — o (PAC- Bayes bound), where V() is the VC-dimension of the class

1-X 42
t

64e "«

. .- . 2
H and C is some positive constant and ¢, is chosen such that =< exp(— ) = a.

3.3 Generalization Error Bounds on Bayesian Deep Learning

For Bayesian machine learning and deep learning, F := { f:SExW — R}, where S is the
state space of the Markov chain and WV is the domain of (random) coefficients. We assume that
S and W are Polish spaces on R, which include both discrete sets and R. For example, in binary
classification, f(X, W) = sgn(WT X + b) where the feature X and the coefficient I are random
vectors with specific prior distributions. In practice, the distribution of W is known which depends
on our design method, and the distribution of X is unknown. For example, W is assumed to be
Gaussian in Bayesian deep neural networks [[17].

Since all the bounds on Subsections 3.1] and 3.2 hold for any function f in F at each fixed vector
W = w, hence, they can be directly applied to Bayesian settings where W is random. However,
these bounds are not expected to be tight enough since we don’t use the prior distribution of W
when deriving them.



In the following, we use another approach to derive new (and tighter) bounds for Bayesian deep
learning and machine learning from all the bounds in Subsections and For illustration
purposes, we only derive a new bound. Other bounds can be derived in a similar fashion. We

assume that Wy, Wa, --- | W, are i.i.d. random variables as in [[17].
Let
Byi= znja (38)
n - n — Xi,W»”

and define a new probability measure P onS x W such that
P(A) = / (@, w)drdw, (39)
A

for all (Borel) set A on S x W. Here, 7 is the stationary distribution of the irreducible Markov
process { (X, W,,)}22 ; with stochastic matrix

Q = {Q(x, w)Pw (w)}res wew- (40)
In addition, define two new (averaging) linear functionals:
. 1 —
and
P.= / / 00T (2, w)dPy (w)dP(z), (42)
sJw
such that
. 1 —
B =3 3 [ 50wy w), @3)
and
P)= [ [ s w)dhyw)ire) @)
zeS JW

In practice, the prior distribution of W is known, so we can estimate Pn( f) based on the training
set {(X1,Y1), (X2,Y2), -, (Xn, Yn)}, which is a Markov chain on X x ) (cf. Section[2.2). The
following result can be proved.

Theorem 6. Let E, be the associated averaging operator associated with the Markov chain Q
defined in Subsection21land @y, be a sequence of function such that oy (z) > I(_ oo ,0) (). For any
t >0,

P(3f € 75 PLF <0} > uf | Pug() + L0 Ru(F)

2M 128e w2 1—A
- - -1 < = _ 2
+ \/ﬁ (t + \/1 \ log log, 26 ) + An]> 3 exp ( ole t ) 45)

and
2

P(Ef e F: P{f <0} > ;ig% {Pntpk(f) + mL(@k)Gn(]:) + %

2M 128e m2c 1—X
— |t ——loglog, 261 Anl ) € — - t? 4
+\/ﬁ<+\/1_)\ogog25 >+ ])_ 3exp< oo ), (46)

where \ == ||Q — E77|‘L2(W)—>L2(7r) and A,, is defined in (I8) and c is defined in (G).




Proof. Let W1, W, --- W, be ann samples of W ~ Py on W (or samples of some set of random
coefficients). For simplicity, we assume that {W, }52 , is an i.i.d. sequence. Then, it is obvious that
{(Xy, Wy)}22, forms a Markov chain with probability transition probability

Q(xnawn;xn-i-lawn-i-l)
= P(XnJrl = Tn+1, WnJrl = wn+1|Xn = Tn, Wy = wn) 47

= Q(Inyanrl)PW(wnJrl)- (48)
From Theorem/[@] it holds that

<3f e F: P{f <0} > 1nf { Poor(f) +4L(pr) Ry (F)

2M 128e 2 1-—X
— log log, 2 Al ) € = - ——t). 4
+\/ﬁ<+\/1 )\ogog25 >+ ])_3exp< oo ) (49)

This means that with probability at least 1 — =< exp ( -3 42‘ t2) it holds that
2M 128e
P{f<0}< mf Por(f) + AL(gr)Ro(F) + ==t + loglog, 20—1 ) + A,
vn 1—X
(50)
From (30), it holds that with probability at least 1 — ”—20 exp (— 162;\ t%),
Pir<oy< | z £ W) + AL ()R (F) + . 1)
From (31)), with probability at least 1 — u exp (— %ﬁ) , it holds that
Ew [B{f < 0}] < Ew [ inf [ Z or (£ (X3, W3)) + AL () B (F) + An]
2M 128e
— |t loglog, 26— 52
+¢ﬁ<+\/1 T Eee >] Y
2M 128e
< i il et -1
< ér;%EW[ Zg@k (X:,W3)) + 4L (pr)Rn(F) + Ay + NG (t+ \/1 — loglog, 26 )}
(53)
2M 128e
= Iir;% - ZEW or(f(Xi, W) +4L(pr)Rn(F) + Ay + % (t + \/1 Y log logy 26~ )
(54)
From (534), we obtain (3)). Similarly, we can achieve (46). O

4 Extension to High-order Markov Chains

In this section, we show that all the results in the previous sections can be extended to any homoge-
neous Markov sequence of arbitrary order. The main idea in deriving bounds for m-order homoge-
neous Markov chains such as Autoregressive (AR) and Autoregressive Moving-Average (ARMA)
models is to convert these Markov chains to equivalent 1-order homogeneous Markov chains and
use our previous bounds for the new Markov chains. See Section [(] for more detailed discussions.
We also present a method to extend our results to a mixture of m independent Markov services in
this section.

5 Conclusions

In this paper, we derive upper bounds on generalization errors for machine learning and deep neural
networks based on a new assumption that the dataset has Markov or hidden Markov structure. We



also propose a new method to convert all these bounds to Bayesian deep learning and machine
learning. Extension to m-order Markov chains and a mixture of Markov chains are also given. An
interesting future research topic is to develop some new algorithms to evaluate performance of these
bounds on real Markov datasets.
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A Main Results

A.1 Probabilistic Bounds for General Function Classes

In this section, we develop probabilistic bounds for general function classes in terms of Gaussian
and Rademacher complexities. First, we prove the following key lemma, which is an extension of
the symmetrization inequality for i.i.d. sequences (for example, [22]) to a new version for Markov
sequences { X, }22 ; with the stationary distribution 7 and the initial distribution v € Ma:

Lemma 7. Foralln € Z™, define

2M 64M?2 dv
A, = — = . 55
\/n(l -}) + n2(1 —N)?||dr 9 (55)
Then, the following holds:
0 2M 0
E[IP27] = An = —= <E[[|Pa - Pl|;] < 2E[IF)]7] + An, ¥e>0. (56)
Proof. See Appendix[Al O

Next, we prove the following theorem.

Theorem 8. Consider a countable family of Lipschitz function ® = {y, : k > 1}, where o1, : R —
R satisfies 1(_oo,0(x) < i (x) for all k. For each ¢ € ®, denote by L(yp) its Lipschitz constant.
Then, for anyt > 0,

(erf P{f <0} > 1nf [ ncpk(f)+4L(<pk)Rn(]:)+%(t+ %logk) +AnD

e 1-X,
< — — t 7
<= xp< — > (57)

and

<3f eF:P{f<0}> 1nf { Poor(f) + \/%L(wk)Gn(]:)

2 2M 128e m2c 1—A
— 4+ — |t ——logk A, — —— ¢
+\/ﬁ+\/ﬁ<+ 1_/\0g>+ ])_ 3 exp< 61e >, (58)

where A,, is defined in (33) and c is defined in (6).

A

Proof. See Appendix[Bl O
Theorem 9. Let ¢ is a non-increasing function such that p(x) > 1(_o g (x) for all x € R. For
anyt > 0,
f 8L(p) 2M \/1288
3 P{f < Pl = —R, — |t —— loglog, 261 A,
<f€]-" {f<0}> 1{1][ <p<6 + 5 R(]—“)—l—\/ﬁ + 1_)\ogog25 +
e 1-A
< - _ 2
<3 exp( 1o t ) 59)
and
2L(p)V2
P(3feF:P{f<0}> inf |Pp s +MGH(}')
5€(0,1] ) 1)
2 2M 128e e 1-X,
< _
\/_ \/_(—l-\/ /\loglog226 )—l—An])_ 3 exp( 64et>’

where A, is defined in (I8) and c is defined in (6).
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Proof. See Appendix[Cl O

In the next statements, we use Rademacher complexities, but Gaussian complexities can be used
similarly. Now, assume that ¢ is a function from R to R such that p(z) < I(_ () forall z € R
and ¢ satisfies the Lipschitz with constant L(y). Then, the following theorems can be proved by
using similar arguments as the proof of Theorem[9l

Theorem 10. Let  is a nonincreasing function such that p(x) < 1(_ () for all z € R. For
anyt >0,

]P><3fe]-":P{f§O}< sup [Png?(‘;)—i—%()]%n(]:)—i-/ln
5€(0,1]

2M 128e e 1—A
il <= _Z 742
\/ﬁ (t \/1 A log 10g2 207 )}) 3 xp ( 64e t ) ©D)

]P><3f eF:P{f<0}< 6:?Opl] [Pn<p<5) + 2\/_5/3( )Gn(f) I % +AnD

2M 128e ale 1-X,
- < — —
+ ﬁ(t+\/1 /\loglog225 )}) <3 exp( 6lc t) (62)

where A, is defined in (33) and c is defined in (6).

and

By combining Theorem[9]and Theorem[IQ we obtain the following result.
Theorem 11. Let

t2”y
2M l I 20~ 4+ 4aM — ps .
BnlF30) = g BalF) + V oxlog 9 + 4 exp ( gy )

(63)
Then, for all t > 0,

(er}' |P.{f <0} —P{f <0} > 1nf (P{|f|<§}+A(}'5)+4—\]/\?)>

2¢ 1-X,
< - ' 4
< XP< 6le > (64)

3

“|

and

<3fe]-' |P{f <0} —P{f <0} > l?f <P{|f|<5}+A(F5)+4—y;)>

m2e 1-AX
< — — 2
<3 XP( 64et), (65)

where c is defined in (6.

Proof. Equation (64) is drawn by setting p(z) = 1{z <0} + (1 — 2)1{0 <z < 1} in Theoreml
Equation (63)) is drawn by setting p(z) = 1{z < -1} — 21{—-1 < = < 0}.

A.2 Conditions on Random Entropies and v-Margins

As [4], given a metric space (T, d), we denote by Hy(T'; ¢) the e-entropy of T with respect to d, that
is
Hy(T;e) :=log Ny(T;¢), (66)

where Ng(T'; €) is the minimal number of balls of radius ¢ covering T'. Let dp, 2 denote the metric
of the space Lo(S;dP,):

dp, 5(f,9) == (Pulf — g1?)"*. (67)
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For each y € (0, 1], define

s ) = sup{5 €(0,1): 6FP(f <) < bt

[SIE
a2

} (68)

s ) 1= sup{ée (0.1): 62 P,(f < 6) Sn%+%}. (69)

and

We call 6, (v; f) and 6, (v; f), respectively, the ~v-margin and empirical ~v-margin of f.
Theorem 12. Suppose that for some o € (0,2) and some constant D > 0,

Hg,, o F;u) < Du™“, u>0 a.s., (70)

29 there exists some constants ,v > 0 such that when n is large enough,

Then, for any v > ra’

PIVf € F : ¢ 0u(v; f) < n(y; f) < C&(W;f)] >1—vlog,logynexp{ —n?/2}. (71)

Proof. See Appendix[Dlfor a detailed proof. o

A.3 Convergence rates of empirical margin distributions

First, we prove the following lemmas.

Lemma 13. For any class F of bounded measurable functions from S — R, with probability at
least 1 — 2cexp ( — %ﬁ), the following holds:
4t
sup sup | P (f <y) = P(f < y)| £ —= + An. (72)
feEF yeR ‘ ( ) ( )‘ vn
where A,, is defined in (33) and c is defined in (G)).

Remark 14. By setting t = \/21ogn, (I2) shows that sup ;7 sup,cg |Po(f <y)—P(f <y)| —
0 as n — oo. The uniform boundedness of F is a necessary condition for this fact to be hold.
For F being unbounded, [4, Remark in p.29] shows an example where sup j¢  Sup, cp ‘Pn(f <

y)—P(fﬁy)‘ﬁOasn—)oo.

Proof. See Appendix[El O

Now, for each f € F, define
Frly)=P{f <y}, Fop=P{f<y}, yeR (73)
Let L denote the Lévy distance between the distributions in R:
L(F,G):=inf{d >0: F(t) < G(t + )+, G(t) < F(t+9)+9, Vi e R}, (74)

Lemma 15. Let M > 0 and F be a class of measurable functions from S into [— M, M|. Let ¢ be
equalto 1 for x <0, 0 for x > 1 and linear between them. Define

@:_{wo(—fgy>—1:fef, ye[—M,M]} (75)
for some § > 0. Recall the definition of A,, in (33). Then, for allt > 0 and § > 0, the following
holds:
2Mt 1—2A
P L(Ff,Frn) >0 +E[|Pg ]+ An+—F— ¢ <2 - —). 76
{;gg (Ff, Frn) 2 0+ E[[|Pallg, ] + +ﬁ}_ cexp( P ) (76)
Especially, for allt > 0, we have

i M\ Y2 UM
n Y eidx, +—> +An+—}
; F oVn Vn

< 2cexp ( — 16; /\t2>, (77)
e

P{ sup L(Fy 5, Fy) > 3(E
feFr

where c is defined in (6.
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Proof. See Appendix[E O

In what follows, for a function f from § into R and M > 0, we denote by fjs the function that is
equal to f if | f| < M, is equal to M if f > M andis equalto —M if f < —M. We set

Fu = {fu:feF} (78)

As always, a function F from S into [0, o) is called an envelope of F iff | f(x)| < F(x) for all
f € Fandallx € S.

We write 7 € GC(P) iff F is a Glivenko-Cantelli class with respect to P (i.e., || P, — P||z — 0 as
n — oo a.s.). We write 7 € BCLT(P) and say that F satisfies the Bounded Central Limit Theorem
for P iff

E[|P. — P| -] = O(n~'/?). (79)

Based on Lemma and Lemmal[T3] we prove the following theorems.

Theorem 16. Suppose that
sup P{|f|> M} —0 as M — oo. (80)
feF

Then, the following two statements are equivalent:

* (i) Fir € GC(P) forall M > 0
and

e (ii)supser L(Fnp, Ff) = 0 as. n— oo
Proof. See Appendix[Gl O

Next, the following theorems hold.
Theorem 17. [4, Theorem 7] The following two statements are equivalent:

* (i) F € GC(P) forall M > 0
and

* (ii) there exists a P-integrable envelope for the class Flo) = {f—Pf: fc F}and
suprer L(F g, Fy) — 0 n — 0o and

sup L(F,, ¢, Fy) = 0 a.s. n — oo. (81)
fer

Now, we prove the following theorem.
Theorem 18. Suppose that the class F is uniformly bounded. If F € BCLT(P), then

1/4
sup L(F,. s, Fr) = Op((logn) ) n — oo. (82)
ferF n

Moreover, for some « € (0,2) and for some D > 0

Hgy,, ,(F;u) < Du”“logn, u >0, a.s., (83)
then
sup L(Fy 5, Fy) = O(n*ﬁ log n) n — 0o, a.s., (84)
fer '
Proof. Appendix[Hl O
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A.4 Bounding the generalization error of convex combinations of classifiers

We start with an application of the inequalities in Subsection [A] to bounding the generalization
error in general classification problems. Assume that the labels take values in a finite set ) with
|¥| = K. Consider a class F of functions from S := S x ) into R. A function f € F predicts a
label y € Y for an example x € S iff

fz,y) > max f(z,y'). (85)
y'#y

In practice, f(x,y) can be set equal to P(y|z), so F can be assumed to be uniformly bounded. The
margin of a labelled example (z, y) is defined as

myy(z) == f(z,y) — max f(z,y), (86)
y'#y

so f mis-classifies the label example (x,y) iff m¢(z,y) < 0. Let
Fo= {f(-,y):yey,fef}. (87)

Since F is uniformly bounded, so F is uniformly bounded.

Then, we can show the following theorem.
Theorem 19. Forallt > 0, it holds that

P(Ef €F: Plmyy 0} > inf {Pn{mf <6} + %K(2K - 1)Rn(]-"))
(0,

2M 128 2 1—A
+—<t—|—\/ elog10g225 1+A])§7T—cexp<——t2>, (88)
e

N DY 3 64
where A, is defined in (33) and c is defined in Q). Furthermore,
P{ms, <0} =Y a(x)P(mys <0), (89)
zeS
and
1 n
P, =— 1{m;,(X,) <0 90
- ; {myy(Xn) <0} (90)

is the empirical distribution of the Markov process {m ,(X,)}22, given f and y.

Proof. First, we need to bound the Rademacher’s complexity for the class of functions {m o fe
F}. Observe that

[Sup Zajmf ] . 1)
feFr
By [4, Proof of Theorem 11], we have
{bup Z gjms(X ] < K(2K —1)R,(F), (92)
ferx

where R, (F) is the Rademacher complexity function of the class F defined in (I4). Now, assume
that this class of function is uniformly bounded as in practice. Hence, by Theorem 9] for ¢ that is
equal to 1 on (—oo, 0], is equal to 0 on [1, +00) and is linear in between, we obtain (88). O

In the following, we assume that features are generated by a Markov chain { X, }>° ; with stochastic
matrix @, and {Y;,}22  is the corresponding sequence of labels. In the supervised learning, this
sequence of labels can be considered as generated by a Hidden Markov Model (HMM), where the
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emission probability Py, | x, (y|z) = g(z,y) for all n > 1. Then, we can show that {(X,,,Y;,)}72;
is a Markov chain with the transition probability

PXn+1)/n+1|Xn)/n (In“rl’ yn+1|xn5 yn) = PXn+1‘Xn,Yn (:Cn+1 |:C'n«7 yn)PYn+1|Xn+1,Xn,Yn (y’n«+1 |In+15
93)

= Px, 1%, (Tns1]20) Py, 1 X0 (Una1 [ Tna1) 94

= Q(xnaxn-l—l)g(xn-i-luyn-l-l)' (95)

Assume that this Markov chain @ is irreducible and recurrent on some finite set S. Let
Q(:cl,yl,:cg,yg) = Q(x1,x2)g(x2,y2) for all z1,29 € S and y1,y2 € Y, which is the transi-
tion probability of the Markov chain {(X,,,Y;)}52, on S := S x ). Then, it is not hard to show
that {(X,,,Y;)}22, is irreducible and recurrent on S, so it has a stationary distribution, say 7.

Define the following probability measure
P(A) = / 7(x, y)dxdy. (96)
SxY

and P, be the empirical distribution based on the observations {(X, Y)}7_,. i.e.,
_ Ly o7
~ - Xk, Y-

For simplicity, we assume that the set of labels is {—1, 1}, so that S:=8x{-1,1}and F := {f :
f € F}, where f(x,y) = yf(x). For linear classification, F := {sgn(87z + ) : 8,7 € R}, for
example. Then, by [4], it is not hard to show that

Ro(F) = Ru(F). (98)

Furthermore, some results in Subsection can give useful bounds for boosting or other method
of combining the classifiers. Given a class H of measurable functions from & into R. The closed
convex hull of H, denoted by conv(H), is the set of all point-wise limits of convex combinations of
functions from H. It is not hard to see that

Rn(F) = Rn(H), 99)
hence, by applying Theorem[0] we obtain the following result.

Theorem 20. Let o is a nonincreasing function such that p(x) > 1(_ o)(x) for all x € R. For
anyt >0,

P(afefzp{fgo}>6€%§1] [Pncp(fg) 8Ly )R (H)

2M 128e¢ w2 1-X,
a7 < _
+ \/ﬁ<t+\/1 /\loglog226 ) }) <3 € ex < 6o t > (100)
where A, is defined in (33) and c is defined in (6).

As in [4], in the voting methods of combining classifiers, a classifier produced at each iteration is

a convex combination f of simple base classifiers from the class H. In addition, the Rademacher
complexity can be bounded above by

(101)

for some constant C' > 0, where V() is the VC-dimesion of H. Let ¢ be equal to 1 on (—o0, 0],

is equal to 0 on [1, +00) and is linear in between. By setting t,, = /1= Gle S In ( ) from Theorem
with probability at least 1 — c, it holds that

i . 8C H 2M 128e
P{fSO}géel%fl P{f<5}+— ( )—l—A +T(t +\/ )\loglog225 )}
(102)

which extends the result of Bartlett et al. [2] to Markov dataset (PAC-bound).
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A.5 Bounding the generalization error in neural network learning

In this section, we consider the same example as [4, Section 6]. However, we assume that feature
vectors in this dataset is generated by a Markov chain instead of an i.i.d. process. Let H be a class
of measurable functions from S — R (base functions). Let H be the set of function f :Sx)Y =R
The introduction of  is to deal with the new Markov chain {(Xn,Y,) 52, which is generated

by both feature vectors and their labels instead of the feature-based Markov chain {X,,}>2 ;. See
Subsection 2.2/ for detailed discussions.

Consider a feed-forward neural network where the the set V' of all the neurons is divided into layers
1
V ={v;}U U 1% (103)
§=0

where V; = {v,}. The neurons v; and v, are called the input and the output neurons, respectively.
To define the network, we will assign the labels to the neurons in the following way. Each of the
base neurons is labelled by a function from the base class H. Each neuron of the j-th layer V;, where
j > 1, is labelled by a vector w := (w1, wa, -+ ,w,) € R™, where n is the number of inputs of the
neuron. Here, w will be called the vector of weights of the neuron.

Given a Borel function o from R into [—1, 1] (for example, sigmoid function) and a vector w :=
(w1, wa, - ,wy) € R™, let

Now :R" R, Nyoy(ug,ug, ) = U(ijuj>. (104)
j=1
For w € R",
lwlly == fuwil. (105)
i=1

Let o; : j > 1 be functions from R into [—1, 1], satisfying the Lipschitz conditions
loj(u) = oj(v)| < Ljlu— v, u,v € R. (106)

The network works the following way. The input neuron inputs an instance x € S. A base neuron
computes the value of the base function on this instance and outputs the value through its output
edges. A neuron in the j-th layer (j > 1) computes and outputs through its output edges the
value Ny, o (1, uz, - -+, up) (Where ui, us, - - -, u, are the values of the inputs of the neuron). The
network outputs the value f(x) (of a function f it computes) through the output edge.

We denote by A the set of such networks. We call N; the class of feed-forward neural networks
with base H and [ layers of neurons (and with sigmoid o). Let N := Uj’;l Nj. Define Hg := H,
and then recursively

Hj = {Ngj7w(h1,h2, e ,hn) n>0h € Hj,we Rn} UH, 1. (107)

Denote Hoo := U;X;l ‘H;. Clearly, Ho includes all the functions computable by feed-forward
neural networks with base .

Let {b;} be a sequence of positive numbers. We also define recursively classes of functions com-
putable by feed-forward neural networks with restrictions on the weights of neurons:

Hji(by, b2, -+, bj) (108)

= {Ngj_’w(hl,hQ, s ,hn) n Z O,hl S ijl(bl,bg, e ,bj,l),w S an Hw||1 S bj}

UHja (1,02, bj1). (109)
Clearly,

Hoo = U{Hj(bl,bg,... ;) bi,ba, by < +OO}_ (110)
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As in the previous section, let ¢ be a function such that (x) > I(_ o forall z € R and ¢ satisfies
the Lipschitz condition with constant L(y). Then, the following is a direct application of Theorem

4}
Theorem 21. Foranyt > 0 and foralll > 1,

]P’(Hf € H(by,ba,---,by) : P{f <0}

- [ (2) 2T [T

6€(0,1

2M 128e e 1-A
R - -1 <_ — 2
+\/ﬁ<t+\/1_/\loglog225 )—I—A}) 3 exp( 64et>’ (111)

where A,, is defined in (33) and c is defined in (6).

Proof. Let
7‘[2 = H(bl,bg,"' ,bl). (112)
As the proof of [4, Theorem 13], it holds that
n l
Gn(H)) := n*lzgﬂsx H (2L;b; +1)Gp (H). (113)
i=1 j=1
Hence, (I11)) is a direct application of Theorem[9]and (113 . O

Now, given a neural network f € N, let
I(f):=min{j > 1: f e Nj}. (114)

For a number k, 1 < k < I(f), let Vx(f) denote the set of all neurons of layer k in the graph
representing f. Denote

Wi(f) = max [w ™y Vg, k=1,2,---1(f), (115)
and let
1(f)
A(f) = T ALeWi(£) + 1), (116)
k=1
i)
Lo(f): \/ log(2 + log, Wi(f)), (117)

where o > 0 is the number such that ¢ (a) < 3/2, ¢ being the Riemann zeta-function:

= ik—a. (118)
k=1

Then, by using the same arguments as [4, Proof of Theorem 14], we obtain the following result.
Theorem 22. Foranyt > 0 and foralll > 1,

4]

)

% 3\_/[(t+1" (f)+ \/112_8i 10g10g226_1> —l—An])
<

{ — 2<( (128 )\)>]1exp < — %ﬂ), (119)

where A, is defined in (33) and c is defined in (6).

P(Ef €M : P{f<0} > nt [PW((;) MEAELIAC )A(f)Gn(”H)

wﬁ
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Proof. By replacing t by ¢ + 2321 /5 log(k; + 1) and using the same arguments as [4, Proof of
Theorem 14], we can show that

P(EfEHOO:P{fgo}

> it {pn (g) + 227 5 gy, )

l
2M o 128e 2
- _ . -1 i
—|—\/ﬁ(t—i—;_l\/210g(kj+1)+\/1_/\10g10g225 )—l—\/ﬁ—i—An}

> 2 1-A ! « 2
<>y ?exp(_ o <t+z Elog(kj—i—l)) > (120)
iz

1=0 k;€Z\{0}  k;€Z\{0}

e a(l—=M)\]" 1-X,

where the last equation is followed by using some algebraic manipulations. o

It follows, in particular, in the example of the voting methods of combining classifiers [2], from the
PAC-bound in (I02), we achieve the following bound

. . . 8C [V(H) oM \/12se
< < < — ) — — - -1
P{f_o}_éel?of:u {Pn{f_(S}—i— 5 - —|—An+\/ﬁ<ta—|— 1_)\10g10g225 ﬂ
(122)

with probability at least 1 — oo (PAC-Bayes bound).

B Generalization Bounds on Bayesian Deep Learning

For Bayesian machine learning and deep learning, F := { f:SxW— R}, where S is the state
space of the Markov chain and W is the domain of (random) coefficients. We assume that S and W
are Polish spaces on R, which include both discrete sets and R. For example, in linear regression,
F(X, W) = sgn(WTX + b) where the feature X and the coefficient W are random vectors with
specific prior distributions. In practice, the distribution of W is known which depends on our design
method, and the distribution of X is unknown. For example, W is assumed to be Gaussian in
Bayesian deep neural networks [17].

Since all the bounds on Section[A]hold for any function in JF for each fixed vector W = w, hence,
it is obvious that these upper bounds can be directly applied to Bayesian deep learning and ma-
chine learning where W is random. However, these bounds are not expected to be tight enough for
Bayesian settings since we don’t use the prior distribution of ' when deriving them.

In the following, we use another approach to derive new (tighter) bounds for Bayesian deep learning
and machine learning from all the bounds in Section [Al For the purpose of illustration, we derive
one new bound, and other bounds can be derived in a similar fashion.

Define
- 1 &
P, :=— OX, Wis 123
- ; X, Wi (123)
and a new probability measure P:
P(A) := / 7(z, w)dzdw, (124)
A

where A is a (Borel) measurable set on S x W and 7 is the stationary distribution of the irreducible
Markov process { (X, W,)}52, with stochastic matrix

Q = {Q(z, w) Pw (w) }zes,wew- (125)
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Define new (averaging) linear functionals:

. 1 &
such that
R 1 &
PN =5 3 [ 10wy w), (127)
and
P .= / / Oz o (x, w)d Py (w)dP(z), (128)
sJw
such that
P(f):= / / f(z,w)7(x, w)dPw (w)dP(z). (129)
rcS JW

In practice, since the prior distribution of W is known, we can estimate I:’n( f) based on the training
set, which is {(X1,Y7), (X2,Y2), -, (X, Ys)}, by considering X,, as (X,,,Y,,) as mention in
Section [Al Note that {(X,,,Y,)}52, forms a Markov chain if {Y,,} are i.i.d. and {X,,}22, is a
Markov chain. See Subsection [2.2]for detailed discussions.

Theorem 23. Let E, be the associated averaging operator associated with the Markov chain Q
defined in Subsection2.1] For anyt > 0,

1P><3f eF:P{f<0}> inf [Pnsak(f) + 4L(or) Ry (F)

2M 128e m2c 1-—X
— |t —— loglog, 261 Al ) < — - t2 1
+\/ﬁ<+\/1_)\ogog25 >+ ])_ 3exp< oo ) (130)
and
P(3f e F: P{f <0} > inf | Poor(f) + V2rL(p1)G (.7:)4-1
- k>0 | " " NG
2M 128e e 1-A
- Eninbe -1 <= _ - 742
+\/ﬁ<t+\/1_/\loglog226 )—l—An})_ 3 exp( 64et>’ (131)

where \ == ||Q — E~ﬂ|\L2(W)_>L2(F), Ay, is defined in (33), and c is defined in (6).

Proof. Let W1, Wy, --- | W,, be ann samples of W ~ Py on W (or samples of some set of random
coefficients). For simplicity, we assume that {W, }5, is an i.i.d. sequence. Then, it is obvious that
{(Xyn, Wy)}22, forms a Markov chain with probability transition probability

Q(xnywn;anrl; wnJrl) - P(XnJrl = Tn+1, WnJrl - wn+1|Xn = Tn, Wn - wn) (132)
= Q(Invanrl)PW(wnJrl)- (133)
It follows by Theorem[§] it holds that

]P’(Elf e F:P{f<0}> inf [an(f) +4L(pr)Rn(F)

2M 128e m2c 1-A
- i -1 < - - M2 .
+\/ﬁ<t+\/1_/\loglog226 )-I—An}) <3 exp( 6o t) (134)

This means that with probability at least 1 — %2‘3 exp ( — £242), it holds that

- - 2M 128
P{f<0} < ]g;f(’) [ink(f) + 4L(pr) R (F) + N (t + \/ﬁ loglog, 251) + An:|-
(135)
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From (I33), it holds that with probability at least 1 — 7’—2C exp (— 21%),

64e
P{f <0} < inf [ Zwk (X3, W3)) +AL(pr) Ry (F) + An]. (136)
From (I36), with probability at least 1 — ¢ exp ( — 132¢2), it holds that

+%(t+\/112_—i loglog, 26—1)] (137)
< inf EW{ Z% (Xi, W) + 4L (1) Ru(F)
A, + %(H\/lm_iloglogz 25—1” (138)
= ]g;% - ZEW or(f(Xs, Wi))] + AL(or) R (F)
LA, + 2% (t + \/112_8‘; log log, 25—1>. (139)
From (139), we obtain (13Q). Similarly, we can achieve (I31). O

By using the same arguments, we obtain similar versions for Bayesu:m Deep Learning from changing

all the results in Section [A] by replacing P by Pand P, by P,. For example, the following PAC-
bound in (I02) can be converted to the following PAC-Bayesian counterpart:

2 2M 128
By R (t—i—F (fs) + \/1 _i\loglogQ 25—1> +An] (140)
e a(l=N\]"" 1\,
< ?[ 24(?)} exp(‘ oac ! ) (14D

C Extension to High-Order Markov Chains

In this section, we extend our results in previous sections to m-order Markov chains and a mixture
of m independent Markov services.

C.1 Extend to m-order Markov chain

In this subsection, we extend our results in previous sections to m-order homogeneous Markov chain.
The main idea is to convert m-order homogeneous Markov chains to 1-order homogeneous Markov
chain and use our results in previous sections to bound the generalization error.

We start with the following simple example.

Example 24. [m-order moving average process without noise] Consider the following m-order
Markov chain

Xi =Y aiXpi, keZ,. (142)

Let Yy := [Xbktm—1, Xktm—2," -+ , Xg|L. Then, from (I42), we obtain
Yii = GYy, VEEZ, (143)
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where

ay az Am—1 A
1 0 0 0

G=|0 1 -~ 0 0 (144)
0 0 10

It is clear that {Y,}22, is an order-1 Markov chain. Hence, instead of directly working with the
m-order Markov chain {X,,}22 ,, we can find an upper bound for the Markov chain {Y,,}52 ;.

To derive generalization error bounds for the Markov chain {Y;,}°2 ,, we can use the following

arguments. For all f € F and (Tk, Tk41, s Thpm—1), by setting f(Tp, Ty1, -, Thpm—1) =
f(zi) where f : 8™ — R, we obtain
1 ¢ 1~ ;
— 1{f(X;) <0} =— 1{f(Y;) <0}. 145
F 00 S0 = 15 a0 <0} (145

Hence, by applying all the results for 1-order Markov chain {Y;,}22 ,, we obtain corresponding
upper bounds for the sequence of m-order Markov chain { X, }5° ;.

This approach can be extended to more general m-order Markov chain X, =
9(Xk-1,Xp—2-+,Xp—m) where ¢ : S™ — R. More specifically, for any tuple
(x1,22, "+ ,&Tm) € S™, observe that

0 0 0
dg=Ldwy + 2wy 4+ —Lda,. (146)
o1 Oxo 0T,
Hence, if % = q; for some constant «; and for each i € [m], from (I46), we have
g(@1, @2, wm) = glcr, e, s 0m) + Zaifl?i + Zaiw, (147)
i=1 i=1
where 1;’s are constants. One specific example where the function g : S™ — R satisfies this
property is g(z1, T2, -+ , Tm) = @121 + a222 + * * - AT, Where ay, az, - - - , a,y, are constants as
in Example 24
Now, by choosing u = g(c1, ¢z, ,cm) + (i civi) /(1= Y0 aiv;), from (I47), we have
g(xl,x2,~-,xm)—l—u:Zai(xi—i-u). (148)
i=1
By setting Vi, = [Xitm—1+ 8 Xipm-2+u -+ Xp+ u]T, from (148), we have:
ar az -+ Am-1
1 0 - 0 0
Y =|0 b o 0 Oy (149)
0o 0 --- 1 0
In a more general setting, if X; = g(Xx—1, -+, Xk—m, V) for some random variable V}, which is

independent of { Xj,_;}7* such as the Autoregressive model (AR), where

Xpe=c+) aiXei+Vi, (150)
i=1
we can use the following conversion procedure. First, by using Taylor’s approximation (to the first-
order), we obtain

g($1,$2,"',(Em,g)%g(Cl,Cg,"',Cm,§0)+ E 89 (xi_ci)
5 L
i=1 (c1,¢2,+ ,em,Co)
+ 22 (D (151)
ov
(c1,¢2,0++ ,em;,€0)
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for some good choice of (c1,¢2,- -+, ¢m, &) € S™ x V, where V is the alphabet of V4. Using the

above trick with Yy, = [Xipym-1+u Xppm-o2t+u - Xp+ U]T, @i = aaf, (c1,¢2, emsbo)’
we can replace the recursion X, = g(Xg—1,- - , Xk—m, V&) by the following equivalent recursion:
99
ar a2 - Qm—1 Gm B0l (cr.cam om., Vi
1 0 (c1,c2 o)
Yea=|9 b o 0 0 gyy 0 . (152)
0 0 -~ 1 0 0

Since Vj, is independent of {Xjim—; ;’;31 or Y, (I52) models a new 1-order Markov chain
{Y%}72,. Then, by using the the same arguments to obtain (I43), we can derive bounds on gen-
eralization error for this model.

For a general m-order homogeneous Markov chain, it holds that

PXk|Xk71:961-,Xk72:9027“' Xkem=Tm ™ T(rl-,m-,--- VT ) (153)
for all (1,29, ,&;y,) € 8™, where (21,2, ) 18 @ random variable which depends only on
T1,%2,- - , %y and does not depend on k. Hence, we can represent the

X = 9( X1, X2, X T(Xp 1, Xparee s X)) (154)

where Tix, | X, o Xe-m) = S Vas Vi1, Vi X1, Xp—2,- -+, Xp—m). Here, ¢,
represents new noise at time k£ which is independent of the past. Hence, in a general m-order
homogeneous Markov chain, we can represent the m-order homogeneous Markov chain by the
following recursion:

Xk = g(Xk—lu Xk—?u o 7Xk—m75k7 Vk7 Vk—lu o 7Vk—q)7 (155)

where ¢, represents new noise at time k and ¢ € Zy. By using Taylor expansion to the first
order, we can approximate the Markov chain in (I33) by an Autoregressive Moving-Average Model
(ARMA (m, ¢)) model as following:

m q
Xp=ctevt ) aiXeit+) bicr, (156)
i=1 i=1

where ¢ and a;’s are constants, and {ej }?2, are i. i. d. Gaussian random variables \(0, c?). For
this model, let

q
Vii=cer+ » Oier i, (157)

i=1
and

Xkerfl +u
Xk+m—2 +u

X ‘—l- U
Y= | Viema |, (158)
Vitm—2

Vkerfq
Vk-l—m—q—l

where
c

= —— 1
U= S (159)

Let V= Zle g; forall £ > 1. Observe that
Vk-l—m = Ek4+m T Vk-l-m—l- (160)
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On the other hand, we have

m q
Xiym = ¢+ ppm + O aiXnpmoi+ Y OiEkimi (1el)
i=1 i=1
m q
= ctepsm + ) aiXiymoi+ Y 0i(Viem—i — Viem-1-:) (162)
i=1 i=1
m qg—1
=c+ cprm + Z i Xtym—i + 01 Viegm—1 + Z (0it1 — 05) Viem—1—i — 0gVirm—q—1-
i=1 i=1
(163)
Then, we have
Ek+m
0
Y; = GY;, + 0 (164)
k+1 — k Eker 9
0
0
where
_(G11 G2
G = (G21 Gm) . (165)
Here,
ap a2 Um—1 Am
1 0 - 0 0
Gp:=|0 1 -~ 0 0 , (166)
0 0 10/
- 0, — 0,1 —0,
0 0 0 0
Gp:=|0 0 - 0 0 , (167)
0 0 0 0/ iuis
0 0 0 0
o0 --- 0 0
Gy := |0 0 - 00 : (168)
0 0 00/ i
and
1 0 0 0
1 0 0 0
Gy = [0 1 00 (169)
00 -1 g+1xqg+1

Since €, is independent of Yy, (164) models a 1-order Markov chain. Hence, we can use the
above arguments to derive new generalization error bounds for the m-order homogeneous Markov
chain where ARMA model is a special case.

25



C.2 Mixture of m Services

In this section, we consider the case that Y, = Y ;" alX,gl) forallk =1,2,---, where {X,gl)}zozl
are independent Markov chains on S with stationary distribution for all [ € [m]. This setting usually
happens in practice, for example, video is a mixture of voice, image, and text, where each service
can be modelled as a high-order Markov chain and the order of the Markov chain depends on the
type of service.

Let
alX,gl) + agX,?) + - ~o¢mX,£m) Yy
X+ apx ™ e X? 4, x ™
Ly = ) = . (170)
Then, it holds that
Zr = GXj (171)
where
Qp Q2 o Qpo1 Oy,
0 a2 - apo1 ap
g=|. (172)
0 0 0 A
and
1
s
Xy,
Xy = ; . (173)
.m)
Xy

It is obvious that G is non-singular since det(G) = [[;, a; # 0. Therefore, for fixed pair (z,y) €
S™ x 8™, we have

P(Zi1 = y|Zk = 2) =P(Xp11 = G 'y| X = G la). (174)

Now, assume that G~z = ( 108 9(62),...[39&”))) and G™ly = ( . ‘7(!2),_”57(]71)))‘ Then,
from (I73) and (I74), we have

P(Zisr = y|Zx =2) = ]P)< N {xi =80}
=1

N =s0))  am
=1

(X, = 81X = 5Y) (176)

-

1

=[JQuBY, 8, (177)

=1

3

where () is the transition probability of the Markov chain [. It follows that {Z}%2 ; is a 1-order
Markov chain. It is easy to see that {Z;}7° , has stationary distribution if all the Markov chains

{X ,gl) }, have stationary distributions.

Now, as Subsection[C] to derive generalization error bounds for the Markov chain {X o2, we
can use the following arguments. For all f € F and by setting f (21, 22, - , zm) := f(z1) where
f:8™ = R, we obtain f(GX}) = f(Y%) and

n

S ) £ 0p = - Y 1{(GX) < o} (178)

=1
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Hence, by applying all the results for 1-order Markov chain {Z,,}52 ; where Z,, = GX,,, we obtain
corresponding upper bounds for the sequence of m-order Markov chain { X, }5° ;.

There are many ways to choose the function f . For example, we can choose

f(zl,z%...  Zm) = f(z1) + f(22 +2m)-1L-f(23 + Zm_1) + -

(179)
where L is the number of terms in this sum. Then, it is obvious that

f(Ye) = f(ole,il) + OZQX;EQ) +---+ Oélegm),agX,?) +---+ osz,gm), e ,amX,gm))
(180)

= f(GXy). (181)

However, the generalization error bound depends on P{f < 0} = P{f < 0}, which only depends
on the stationary distribution of the Markov chain {Z}7°, and the function f € F. Hence, the
choice of the 1-order Markov chain {Z;}72 , plays the key role on the tightness of the bound, not

the choice of the function f .

A  Proof of Lemma /7l

Before going to prove Lemmal[7] we observe the following interesting fact.

Lemma 25. Let {X,}52, be an arbitrary process on a Polish space S, and let {Y,}52, be a
independent copy (replica) of { X, }52_ 1. Denoteby X = (X1, Xs, -+, X,), Y = (Y1,Y2, -, Ya),
and F a class of uniformly bounded functions from S — R. Let € := (1,9, - ,€,) be a vector
of i.i.d. Rademacher’s random variables. Then, the following holds:

n

> (X)) - f(m)H. (182)

i=1

S (X - f(n-))m By {sup

Ee |:EX,Y |:Sup
i=1 fer

fer

In addition, for any f € F,

E, [EXHEY@WW - 1)) [] = x|

Remark 26. Our lemma generalizes a similar fact for i.i.d. processes. In the case that { X},
is an i.i.d. random process, (I82)) holds with equality since Pxn yn(T1,%2, 3 Tny Y1, Y2, 5 Yn)
is invariant under permutation. However, for the Markov case, this fact does not hold in general.
Hence, in the following, we provide a new proof for (I82), which works for any process { X, }5°
by making use of the properties of Rademacher’s process.

o= rm|[| asy

n

=1

Proof. Let g(xz,y) = f(z) — f(y)and G = {g : S xS = R : g(z,y) = f(z) —
f(y) forsome f € F}. Then, it holds that

BB sup | 3700 - 00| = Be [ [sup | Sewxiwa || asa
ferliz 9€9 1=
Observe that g(X;,Y;) = —g(Y;, X;) for all ¢ € [n].
For all j € [n], denote by
Nj = [\ {7}, (185)
and
en; = {ei i € N} (186)
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Now, for each j € [n], observe that ¢; is independent of X7*, Y7, ;. Hence, we have

|

Z Eig(Xia }/Z)

=1

Een x7, vy [sup
9geg

1
= §E5Nj XY |:Sllp Z slg(Xh}/l) + g(Xja }/J) :|
9€9 iE./\/j
1
+ _]EEN.,X{‘,YI" |:Sup Z Eig(Xiu }/7,) - g(X_]7 Y]) :| (187)
2 ’ 9€9 €N
1
= _EﬁNj XY |:Sllp Z slg(Xh}/l) + g(Xja }/J) :|
2 g€y 'LGNJ‘
1
+—EEN.,X;L,Y;[sup > ez—g(Xz-,anm,Xj)} (188)
2 ! g€y iE./\/j
where (I88) follows from g(X;,Y;) = —g(Y;, X;).
Now, by setting €; := —¢; for all ¢ € n. Then, we obtain
ey, vy [ sup | 3 e, ¥ + 9115,y |
g€y 'LGNJ‘
=Eey xpyp | sup| > &g(Xi, Vi) + g(Y;, X)) (189)
’ L geg ie./\/j J
=By xpvp [sup| Y eig(Vi, Xi) + g(¥5, X;) (190)
Lgeg iEN; J
=By xpvy [sup| Y £ig(Xi, Vi) + 9(X;,Y5)| | (191)
Lg€eg iEN; i

where (I89) follows from (¢&; : ¢ € N;) has the same distribution as (¢; : i € Nj), (190) follows
from g(X;,Y;) = —g(Y;, X;) and é; = —&;, and (I91) follows from g(X;,Y;) = —g(V;, X;) for all
i€ [n].

From (188) and (197), we have

Bep xp vy [SUP Zaig(Xi,Yi) } = EEN].,X{L,YI” [Sup Z £i9(X:,Y:) + 9(X;,Y;) ] Vj € [n].
geg i=1 9€g iGJ\fj
(192)
It follows that
Een xp vy [Sup ZEig(Xi,Yi) }
9€9 |1 ;.4
n—1
=E -1 xpyn {Sup > eig(X:,Yy) +g(Xn,Yn)] (193)
9€9 1,4
n—2
1
= §Ea?*2,xgl,yln [516113 ; €ig(Xi, Vi) + 9(Xn-1,Yn-1) + 9(Xy, Y2) ]
n—2
1
+ B2 xp vy [;up > (e ¥) = oK1 Yams) (Ko o) } (194)
n—2
1
= §Ea?*2,xgl,yln [szp Z €i9(X5,Yi) + 9(Xn-1,Yn—1) + 9(Xy, Y2) ]

i=1
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1 n—2
LR )Y

9 519(X17}/1)+Q(Yn71;Xn71)+g(Xn7Yn)
=1

}, (195)

where (I93) follows from setting j = n in (192), and (I93) follows from g(V,,—1, X;—1) =
—Q(anl, Yn71>-

Now, for any fixed tuple (71, y7 1 e7™!) € 1 x S"~1 x {—1,1}""!, observe that

Pxn,mm;ﬁ*l,yl"*l,g;b*(l’nayn|331 Ly Ther™)
= Py, xo-1(@nl27 ™) Py, jyn-1(ynlyy ) (196)
=y, |Y1"*1(xn|$711_1)Pxn\xl"*1(yn|y?_l) (197
=Py x.vr l,x;bfl,ay%(wmynlw?’l,y? Lel ™). (198)
On the other hand, we also have
Prvs g oa (@ g0 1)
=PE;L—2< 1) Pyp-r (217 Py (™) (199)
=PE;~2<€1 %) Pyn-1 (2] ™) Pyna (y77) (200)
Yt Xl ene (i ). (201)
Hence, from (I98) and 201, we obtain
Pyp yp -2 (@41, 617%)
Xfflylnflay%(fc?flay?fl e 2)Pxnm\xy*1y{b*15y*2($nayn|$71171=y{hlag?d)
(202)
ylnfl,xffl,ggb*(x’f Ly el 2)Pm,xn|ylnflyxrl,gr2(fﬂnayn|$1 Ly el 2)
(203)
= Py xp o2 (21,47, €172). (204)
Now, from (204), we also have
Pxp yn(z1,y1) = Pypxp (27, 97)- (205)
It follows from (203) that
Px, vy (Tn-1,Yn—1) = Z Pxn v (o7, 1) (2006)
R T
= ). Pyxpalyp) (207)
R T R T
=Py, X0t (Tn—1,Yn-1). (208)
Hence, from (204) and (208), we have
PX,@,Y,@,X"*2 Y2 e 2 X1, Y 1(5Emynax1 ,y? 2 71172|35n—1vyn—1) (209)
Pxn YelT 2 (27, Y7, e 2)
T Px, vu (@1, Yn1) 10
PY XD et 2 (2, et 2)
B PYn,lxn,l(iEn—l,ynfl) eI
= Py, v, xp 22 er 2 Xy Yoy W T U752 T Y1, 20 ). (212)
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From 212)), for each fixed (zp,—1,yn—1) € S X S, we have

n—2
Zszg X17Y)+9(Yn len 1)

=1

En 2Xn 2Yn 2 X, Y[sup

Q(Xann)

n—1 — xnflvynfl - yn1:|

n—2

> eig(Xi,Yi) + g(Yn—1, 1)

=1

= E611727Xl7?72ﬁyfl72)xnﬁyn [sup

+Q(Xn7Yn)

n—1 — xnflvynfl - yn1:|

n—2

> eig(Ya, Xi) + g(yn—1,7n1)
i=1

—E 'n. 2Xn 2Yn 2Xn,Yn|:SU‘p

Y1 = xn—lan—l = yn—1:| (213)

n—2

Zgzg X17Y)+g(xn 1y Yn— 1)
i=1

Y1 = xn—lan—l = yn—1:| (214‘)

—E 'n. 2Xn 2Yn 2Xn,Yn|:SU‘p

where (213) follows from (212), and 214) follows from the fact that g(z,y) = —g(y,z) for all
z,y €S xS.

From (214) and (208)), we obtain

n—2
E n=2 xnyn |:Sug Z&_zg XZ,Y) +9(Yn 1, Xn— 1) +g(Xn7Y ) :|
ge
n—2
- ]E " 2 X" yln [Zgg Z Eig(Xi, }/Z) + g(anla Y’n«*l) + g(X’n«a Y’n«) :| . (215)
From (193) and (213}, we obtain
Eer xp vy {SUP ZEz‘g(Xi,Yi) }
9€9 1551
n—2
=E.n2 xpyp {sgg > eig(Xi, Vi) 4 9(Xn1, Y1) + 9(Xn, Ya) } . (16)
9 i=1
By using induction, we finally obtain
Een x7 vy [Sup ZEZQ X3,Y:) ] =Exp vy [sup (X, Y5) ], (217)
9€g =1 9€g =1

or equation (I82) holds.
Next, we prove (I83). For any f € F, observe that

E. [Ex HEY [gexf(xn - 1) m
=E. [EX{EY[iEiQ(Xin)] H] (218)

R —)

i=1
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r n—1
1
+ §E€?71 EX{EY[ZEZ'Q(Xth) +9(YnaXn):| H:| (219)
L i=1
1 r rn—1
= 5B {Ex ’EY > eig(Xi, Vi) + g(Xo, Yn)] m
L Li=1
1 r n—1
+ QEs’f” Ex { Evy [ Z €g(Yi, Xi) + g(Yn, Xn)] ‘H (220)
L i=1
1 r rn—1
= 5B {Ex ’EY > eig(Xi, Vi) + g(Xo, Yn)] m
L Li=1
1 r n—1
+ QEE?*l Ex [ Ey [ Z €ig(Yi, Xi) + g(Yn, Xn)] ‘H (221)
L i=1
1 r rn—1
= 5B {Ex ’EY > eig(Xi, Vi) + g(Xo, Yn)] m
L Li=1
1 r n—1
+ QEs’f“ Ex { Evy [ Z €9(Xs,Y:) + g(Xn, Yn)] ‘H (222)
L i=1
n—1
— B [Bx By | 3 (X030 + 9,10 (23)
i=1
where (220) follows from & = —e;, (221) follows from the fact that e}~ and &} ~' have the same

distribution, 222)) follows from g(X;,Y;) = —g(Y;, X;).

Now, observe that

o S ]

1
- —E n—2 |:EX

rn—2
= gty ‘EY Zfig(Xi,Yi) +9(Xn-1,Yn1) +9(XnaYn)] H

-i=1

n—2
+ 5B |Ex [ Ey {Z €i9(X:,Yi) — 9(Xn-1,Yn-1) + 9(Xn, Yn):| H (224)
i1

r rn—2
= —EE?% [EX ‘EY Z €ig(Xi,Yi) + 9(Xn—1,Yn-1) + 9(Xn, Yn)] H

-i=1

r n—2
+ 5By Ex[EY{Zsig(Xi,Yi)+g(Yn_1,Xn_1)+g<Xn,Yn)} H (225)
- =1

where 223) follows from g(Y,,—1, X;i—1) = —g(Xn—1, Yn—_1).
Now, for any t € R, f € F, and each fixed pair (z,,_1,%n_1) € S, we have

n—2
PS?*27xil*27y1"*2)men |: Z Eig(Xia Y;) + g(Yn—lu Xn—l)
i=1

+ g(Xnu Yn) <t Xn—l = xn—luyn—l = yn—1:|

n—2

=P xp2 v x, 0y, [ Z €ig(Xi, Yi) + 9(Yn—1, Tn-1)
i=1

+ g(Xnu Yn) < t‘Xn—l = xn—luyn—l = yn—1:|
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n—2
= PEQ‘*Q,X;@*Z,Y{“?,XTL,YH [ Z ig(Yi, Xi) + 9(Yn—1, Tp—1)
i=1

g(YnaXn) <tlYn1=xp-1,Xp-1 = yn—1:|

(226)

where (226) follows from (212). Hence, by taking expectation over (X,,_1, Y;,—1), from (226) and
([208), we have

n—2

Pn 2Xnyn|:zfzg X17Y)+9(Yn len 1)+Q(me)§ :|

=1

n—2
= P e 2 XY [Zgzg(y;aXz) + g(Yn—lan—l) +g(Ynan) < t:| (227)
i=1

forall t € R. From @27), ., alg(Xl, Y:) + 9(Yn-1,Xn-1) + 9(X,,Y,) has the same distribu-
tion as Zi:l eig(Yi, Xi) + g(Yin-1,Xn-1) + 9(Ya, X,). Hence, we have

n—2
Een—2 x HEY {Z €i9(Xi, Yi) + g(Yn-1, Xp—1) + 9(Xn, Yn):| H
i=1

n—2
=Eon2x { Ey [ > eig(¥i, Xi) + g(Vao1, Xno1) + g(Yo, Xn)] H (228)
i=1
n—2
= Es"*{X HEY |: Z Eig(Xia Y;) + g(Xn—lu Yn—l) + g(Xn7 Yn):| :| B (229)
i=1
where ([229) follows from g(X;,Y;) = —g(Y;, X;) forall i € [n].
From (223) and (229), we obtain
n—1
S S p——
i=1
n—2
= EE?% {EX { Evy [ Z €i9(Xi,Yi) + 9(Xn-1,Yn-1) + 9(Xn, Yn)] H . (230)
i=1
By using induction, we finally get (183). O

Now, we prove the following lemma.

Lemma 27. Let {X,,}2°, be an irreducible Markov process with the stationary distribution
on some Polish space S in R and {Y,}52, be an independent replica of {X,}52,. Denote by
X = (X1,Xo, -, Xp)and Y = WN,Ys,---,Y,). Let € := (e1,e2, -+ ,&n) be a vector of
Rademacher’s random variables. Then, for any f € F, where F is a class of uniformly bounded
Sfunctions S — R, it holds that

EaEx |1 éaif(Xi) ~Ey éaif(ifi)] | 2 B |1 Zazf

= (23D

3\§

where M = SUpfer £l oo
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Proof. Givene =¢,let A, = 13" &, f(X;)and B. = 23" | &, f(V;). Then, we have

E|A. — E(B.)| = E[|A: — E(B:)|1{A. > 0}] + E[|A. — E(B.)|1{A. < 0}] (232)
= E[|A: — E(B:)[1{A. > 0}] + E[| B. — E(A.)|1{B: < 0}] (233)
> E[(A: — E(B:))1{A: > 0}] + E(E(A.) — B.)1{B. < 0}] (234)
=MMUL4>M] E[E(B:)1{A: > 0}]
+ E[E(A.)1{B: < 0}] + E[|B:|1{B: < 0}] (235)
= (E[|A-|1{A. > 0}] + E[|B-|[1{B. < 0}])
— (E[E(B:)1{A: > 0}] - E[E(A.)1{B: < 0}]) (236)
= (E[|A:|1{A: > 0}] + E[|A.[1{A. < 0}])
— (E[E(B:)1{A: > 0}] — E[E(A.)1{B: < 0}]) (237)
= E[|A|] - E[BJP(A. > 0) + E[A.]P(B. < 0), (238)

where (233) and (237) follow from the identically distributions between A. and B., and (234) fol-
lows from |b — a| > b —aforall a,b € R.

Now, observe that

Ee [E[Ae]]P)(Be < 0) - E[Be]P(AE > 0)}

= Ec [E[AJP(Be < 0)] — Ec[E[BJP(Ae > 0)] (239)
_E. [EX % Zj; aif(Xi)] Py (l Z"j e f (Vi) < 0)}

—E. :IEY [% igif(Yi)] ( Zglf ) > )] (240)
— . [ax] 1 ; ()] (1- Py <E >tz 0))]

_E. :EY E isif(m] Px (% ij e f (X)) = 0)] (241)
_E. [IEX % Zn:gif(xi)n _E. KEX E iaif(Xi)D]P’y (% S ef(v) > 0)}

L =1 i=1 i=1

- )Px(%ieif(xi)mﬂ (242)
=1
1
n

Px (% iaif(Xi) > oﬂ (243)
SEIIOE 0)] (244)

n 1 n
= 2E.ExE — if(X;) 1< — if(Y:) =021, 245
XY[(ngaf( )) {nsz( ) H (245)
where (243)) follows from
1 n

Ee |Ex |— JX)| | =0, 246
{x{ngff( )H (246)

244) follow X and Y have the same distribution given € = ¢.
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Now, we have

{ Zsz ;) > H (247)

21 n
P(%Zalf(Y) > 0) (248)

IN
=
m
=
»

(250)

IA
SR
=
m
=
=
)=
o
=
s

IN

S|
=
>
&=
m

(251)

)

% zn: & f(Xi)) ’ (249)
)
)

1 n
<2 Ex[(;f%xz))} (252)
1
< =VnM? (253)
n
M
< NGk (254)
where (251)) follows from Tonelli’s theorem [24].
From (243) and (234), we obtain
1« 1 — M
EcEx [ - ;aifofi) ~Ey [5 ; aif(m] H > EEx H Z eif (X ] 7 @)
O

Next, recall the following result which was developed base on the spectral method [25]:

Lemma 28. /23, Theorems 3.41] Let X1, Xo, - -- , X, be a stationary Markov chain on some Polish
space with Ly spectral gap ) defined in @) and the initial distribution v € Ms. Let f € F and
define

1 n
Snana(f) = = D F(Xjtno) (256)
n
7j=1
for all ng > 0. Then, it holds that
2 2
2M 64 M dv
E|[Snn (f) — E[f(X)]] | < oS8 g 257
st B0 | < o+ e | - e
Now, we return to the proof of Lemmal7l
Proof of Lemmalll Foreach f € F, observe that
1 n
—Zf(Xi)—/w(:v)f(:c)d:c
i S
I 1
=D )~ B+ 1 DB - [ @) (s8)
i=1 i=1



On the other hand, we have

2
g\/xa[s CE[f(X)] ]
< 2M 640M2 dv
= n2(1—)\) dr ||,

= An7
where (262) follows from Lemma[28] with ng = 0.
By using |a + b| < |a| + |b, from (238)) and (262)), we obtain
E[]|Pn - Pl| ]
1 n
<E [ sup |+ 37 £(X0) — B (X,)]
i=1

ferF|n

| + 4.

On the other hand, let Y7, Y5, - - - , Y, is areplica of X, Xo,--- , X,,. It holds that

o %if@@-) -5l |
i sup 1 Z )~ Bl )|
=FEx ?gg Ey [% g;ﬂXi) - f(Yz)} H
< Ex EY[?ZE %zn:f(Xi) - f(¥3) ”

Now, by Lemma[23]and the triangle inequality for infinity norm, we have
1 n

— E.E (f(X
o R ol

< E.Ex { ’% ga(f(Xi))HJ +EcEy { %igi(f(m)Hf]

= 2E[[|P}] 7],
where (269) follows from the fact that Y is a replica of X.
From (263) and (269), we finally obtain
E[||Pn = Pl ] < 2E[|IP7] 5] + A
Now, by the definition of sup, there exists f* € F such that

E.Ex HEY E Z:a (f (X3) = f*(Yi))} H

{sup
feF

(259)

(260)

(261)

(262)

(263)

(264)

(265)

(266)

(267)

(268)

(269)

(270)

@271)



On the other hand, from (238), for all f € F, we also have

1 n
22 = [[a(@s s

> (13 5000 - B - [E B0 - [x@swal. @

=1 =1
Furthermore, from (263), we have
e s [§ 306 Bt
=Ex [;gg ’EY E zj; J(Xs) — f(Yi)] H (273)
> Ex HEY [% il X - f*(n)} H (274)
— E.Ex ‘Ey E ij ei(F4(X0) — f*(Yz-))} H 275)
> EEx ;telg Ey [% iai (f(Xi) - f(}/i))] H - % (276)
> E.Ex -ﬁug %anaif(xi) ] - % @77)
pEappS

=E[|IPl#] - % (278)

where (273) follows from (I83) in Lemma 276) follows from (271)), and 277) follows from
Lemma[27]

From @272), 278), and (262), we obtain
B|P, - Pl = [ sup |1 Zf )~ [ rl)fe)is

(279)

2M
| 2 E01721) - 4, - 22,
O

B Proof of Theorem

First, recall the following Hoeffding’s innequality for Markov chains.

Lemma 29. [26]H Let {Y,, 159, be a stationary Markov chain with state space S, transition matrix
Q, stationary probability measure © and Y1 ~ v, and averaging operator E.. Let A = ||Q —
ErllLy(m)—Lo(r) and let f1, fo,--+, fn 0 S — Rso thatE[fn( Y,)] = 0forall nand f,(x) < a,
forall x € S and all n. Recall the definition of the constant c in (@). Then for u > 0,

P, [
i=1

The proof is based on [4]. First, we prove (37). Without loss of generality, we can assume that

each p € ® takes its values in [0, 1] (otherwise, it can be redefined as ¢ A 1). Then, it is clear that
() = 1 for x < 0. Hence, for each fixed ¢ € ® and f € F, we obtain

P{f <0} < Po(f) (281)

< Pop(f) + 1P — Pllg,., (282)

n

> u(Z af) UT < 2cexp (—u?(1 — \)/(64e)). (280)

i=1

*In the original statement, the probability event in the RHS of @30) is with Y; ~ 7. However, it is easy to
obtain (280) when Y7 ~ v by using the change of measure. A similar change of measure is appeared in [27,
Appendix C].
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where

G, = {<p-f:f€f}. (283)
For any t > 0, by LemmaR9 with f; = fo = --- f,, = f € F, we have
2Mt t2(1—N)
— > - ki O - 7).
P{|Pn Plg, > E[||Pn P||g¢} + NG } < 2cexp< e ) (284)
. e t2(1-))
Hence, with probability at least 1 — 2c exp ( - L ) forall f € F
2Mt
PAf <0} < Puplf) + B[P, = Pllg,] + . (285)

Now, by Lemma[Zlwith M = 1 and Vi = SUp e (Varﬁ(f)) < M? = 1andt = logn, it holds
that

E[<||Pn—PHg¢)] <2E[||P]|g, ] + An (286)
= 2E[ nty eidx, } + A,. (287)
i=1 2

Since (¢—1)/L() is contractive and ¢(0)—1 = 0, by using the Rademacher comparison inequality
[28], we obtain

Ee|n™' > eidx,|| <2L(p)Ec|n > eidx, (288)
i=1 Gy i=1 F
— 2L(¢) Ra(F). (289)
From 284), 283), (287), and (289), with probability 1 — 2c exp (— t2(614;A) ), we have forall f € F,
2Mt
P{f <0} < Pop(f) +4L(p)Rn(F) + Tn + A,. (290)
Now, we use (290) with ¢ = ¢, and ¢ is replaced by ¢ + |/ 125¢ log k to obtain

]P><3f e F:P{f<0}> ér;% [ink(f) +4L(pg)Rn(F) + %(H %bgk) +AnD

vn 1—A
> 1—\ 128¢ 2
< ZCZeXp < - <t + log k:) ) (291)
Pt 64e 1—A
< 2c§: k2 exp ( _ 1= /\tQ) (292)
Pt 64e
m2c 1—A
= T exp ( — Wt2), (293)
where (293) follows from
7T2 > _9
5= Z k2. (294)
k=1

Next, we prove (38). By the equivalence of Rademacher and Gaussian complexity [29], we have

E|ln' ) edx,| < \/fE n=tYgiox, (295)
i=1 Ge 2 i=1 G,
Hence, from (287) and ([293)), we obtain
E[(HPn -P|, )] <V2rE|ln7t Y gidx, |+ An. (296)
‘ i=1 9o
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Now, define Gaussian processes

Zy(f,0) = on"2> " gi( o f)(X0), (297)
1=1
and
Zs(f,0) = Lig)n™ 2>~ gif(X,) + o4, (298)
=1

where o = £1 and g is standard normal independent of the sequence {g; }. Let E, be the expectation
on the probability space (€24, X4, P;) on which the sequence {g;} and g are defined, then by [4, 28],
we have

E, {sup{Zl(f, o):feF, o= :I:l}} <E, [sup{Zg(f, o): feF, o= :l:l}]. (299)
On the other hand, it holds that
E,||n~1/? Z gi0x; =E, [n_1/2 sup Zgih(Xi)} (300)
i=1 G, heGe y—1
:Eg[sup{Zl(f,a) :fEf,UZ:I:l}], (301)

where G, := {o(f), —¢(f) : f € F}, and similarly

n

—1/2

n~Y E 9i0X;
i=1

From (299), (301), and (302), we have
n
n~t Z 9i0x;
i=1

By combining (296)) and (303), we obtain

]EKHPn - pu%ﬂ < m(L@)E[

Hence, from (283), (296), and (304)), we finally obtain (58).

L(p)Ey

+Elg| > E, [sup{Zg(f, o):feF,o= :l:l}]. (302)
f

Ey < L(S")Eg

Ge

n! ZgiéxiH +n~'/?Elg|. (303)
i=1 F

n! Zgi(SXiH ] +n_1/2E|g|) + A, (304)
i=1 F

C Proof of Theorem

We can assume, without loss of generality, that the range of ¢ is [0, 1] (otherwise, we can replace
by ¢ A 1). Let 6, = 2% forall k£ > 0. In addition, set ® = {¢}, : k > 1}, where

o= {0 22

Now, for any ¢ € (0, 1], there exists k such that § € (g, dx—1]. Hence, if f(X;) > 0, it holds that
F(X))/6k > f(X;)/6, so we have

oe(f(X0)) = sa<f(6)§i)) (306)
< w(@) (307)

where (307) follows from the fact that (-) is non-increasing.
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On the other hand, if f(X;) < 0, then f(X;)/0k—1 > f(X;)/0. Hence, we have

s =o(5,2)

Sw<f(?i)),

where (307) follows from the fact that (-) is non-increasing.

From (307) and (309), we have

Poor(f) = nZ%?k

s (15 l>
)

S
5

I /\

= P,p
Moreover, we also have

<

04|l\9

1
Ok
and

1
log k = loglog, 5 < loglog, 261
k

Furthermore, observe that

dpy(z)
T

de(x/0k)
dx

L(y)

- min{ék, 51@—1}

L(y)

Ok

2

< —L(yp).

< 5L

By combining the above facts and using Theorem[8] we obtain (39) and (60).

L(pr) = sup
zeR

do(x/bk—1)
dx

sup 1{z < 0}

z€R

1{x > 0} +sup
z€R

D Proof of Theorem

(308)

(309)

(310)

(311)

(312)

(313)

(314)

(315)

(316)

(317)

(318)

(319)

For k > 0, let ¢ be a continuous function from R into [0, 1] such that pi(u) = 1 for u <
5,67% , r(u) = 0 for u > dg, and linear 5k7% < u < di. For k > 1 let ¢ be a continuous function

from R into [0, 1] such that ¢} (u) = 1 for u < 6k, ¢} (u) = 0 for u > 6;_; 1, and linear for

Ok Sugékil_’%.

Lete > 0 and § > 0. Define recursively
roi=1, 1= CVREAL =) —
Tk
some sufficiently large constant C' > 1, and set
50 = 5,

Ok =01 = — - —Y-1),
1
6k, = 5(5]9 +6k+1), k 2 1

=

39

(320)

(321)
(322)

(323)



Without loss of generality, we assume that ¢ < C~* and therefore, 7411 < 74 and §;, € (§/2, ],
k < log, log, 1. To begin with, we prove the following lemma.

Lemma 30. Define Fo := F, and further recursively

Fior = {f € Fut P{f<0,y) < } (324)
Forall k > 1, define
Gr:={prof:feF}, k>0 (325)
and
G ={gkof:feF}, k=1 (326)

Assume that

E® = {||Pn = Pllg,_, <E||P,— Pllg,_, + Kay/Tk—16 + KBE}

ﬂ{|Pn—P|g;C1 SE||PH—P|Q;C1+K2\/T]€1E+K3€}, kZl, (327)

and
N
Ey:=[)EW, N >1. (328)
k=1
Then, it holds that
2
P[ES] < 4Nexp < _ %) (329)

Proof. The proof is based on [4, Proof of Theorem 5] with some changes in concentration inequali-
ties.

By a simple induction argument we have either C'/¢ > 1 and r, = 1, or C'y/¢ < 1 and in this case

e = O 2 D 27 gpm (D) (330)
= e (331)
= (CVepP. (332)

Without loss of generality we can assume that C'y/¢ < 1. Observe that
k -
D= O OVE+(CVR? T+t (CVR? (333)
i=0 -

=0 (VR (CVEP P (VR e (CvB | 3

<O (OVEP T HUCVER P (OVEP P (VB 39)
<o S (v, (339

(337)

N | =

<CcTHOVE T (1-(CvE )T <
fore < C4,C > 2(25 — 1)~ and k < log, log, ™!, where (333) follows from i < 2¢ for
all 4 > 0 and C'v/e < 1. Hence, for small enough ¢ (note that our choice of ¢ < c—4 implies
C+/e < 1), we have

. k> (338)

N =

Yo+v1+-+7% <
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Therefore, for all k > 1, we get §;, € (6/2,6). Note also that below our choice of k will be such
that the restriction k < log, log, e~ ! for any fixed ¢ > 0 will always be fulfilled.

From the definitions of (323) and (326), for & > 1, we have

sup Pg* < sup P{f <} < sup P{f <d,_ 11}<—<rk, (339)
9€GK fEFk fer
and
sup Pg* < sup P{f <6,_ 11}<—<rk (340)
9€g;, feFk

Since rg = 1, it is easy to see that (339) and (340) trivially holds at & = 0.
Now, by the union bound, from (327), we have

P[(E(k))c} < ]P)|:|Pn - P”gk—l > EHPW - P”gk—l + K?\/Tk—lé' + K3€:|

+ P|:||Pn — PHg;il >E||P, — ft)Hgl/cf1 + Ko\/T—1€ + K3€:| . (34D
In addition, by LemmaR9 with f; = fo = --- f, = f € F and a,, = 1, for any u > 0, we have
u?(1—N)
and
u?(1—N)
PP, - Plo_, 2 E[IP, - Pl ] + ﬁ} e ) T

By replacing u = Ko, /Tr_1en + Kze to (342) and (343) for K> > 0 and K3 > 0, we obtain

P{npn ~ Ploe, > E[|P - Pllo,_.] +K2W_15+K3a}

§2cexp( %( Ky\/ri—1e + K3) > (344)
and
P{|Pn — Pllg,_, 2 E[||P, — Pllg; ] + Kao/Th12 + K3a}
< 2cexp ( - ”(‘ET_QA)(KQ\/@ + Kga)z). (345)
Now, since 0 < C'/e < 1, by (332), we have
re_1 = (CvE)20-27 ") > ¢o2¢, (346)
Hence, from (341), (344), (343), and (346), that
P[(E™)] < 4cexp ( —~ %(sz + K35)2> (347)
< 4cexp ( — %(Kgc + K3)252) (348)
< 4cexp ( — %52), Vk>1 (349)
if we choose K5 and K3 such that
(%) (Kl 4 K3) = (350)
Then, by the union bound and (349), we have
P[E§] < 4ceNexp < — "752) (351)
O

41



Lemma 31. Lete > 0and 0 < o < 2 such that
2
1\ e 21
e> (—> VRV =LV (352)
noe n

for all large enough n, and let N be a positive integer which satisfies

1
N < —log, log, et and rN > €, (353)
c

where c is defined in (6). Denote by L := { infsc 7 P,{f < 6} < €}. Then, the following properties
hold on the event En N L:

s ()VfeLl P{f <} <e, = feFn
and

* (ii)supfe]-‘,c Pn{fgék}grky 0<k<N.

Proof. We will use induction with respect to N. For N = 0, the statement is obvious. Suppose it
holds for some N > 0, such that N + 1 still satisfies condition (333)) of the lemma. Then, on the
event En N L we have

() sup P {f <8k} <, 0<k<N (354)
feFk
and
(i) VfeF PJ{f<é}<e =fcFn. (355)

Suppose now that f € F is such that P,{f < ¢} < e. By the induction assumptions, on the event
E\ defined in (328), we have f € Fx. Because of this, we obtain on the event En 1

PP <oy 3} = Palf <oy a} + (P — P S < 0y} (356)
S PAf <on}+ (P = Po)(en(f)) (358)
<e+E|P, — Pllgy + Kov/rne + Kse. (360)

For the class Gy, define

R,(GN) = , (361)

(9

n
nt E Ei(in
=1

where ¢; is a sequence of i.i.d. Rademacher random variables. By Lemma [7] with ¢ = /logn, it
holds that

[ (17, - Pl )| < 220P206,] + 40 662

=2E[R,(Gn)] + An. (363)
From (363), we have

<[ (1771,

< 2E[Rn(9n)] + An (364)
= 2E[1{EN}E-[Rn(Gn)]] + 2E[1{ESIE: [Rn(Gn)]] + An. (365)
Next, by the well-known entropy inequalities for subgaussian process [29], we have

E.[Rn(Gn)] < inf Ecln™" ) e;g(X;)
j=1

9gEGn

1/2

¢ [Reeo, Pagt
+ %/ Hdpn,z (QN;u)du (366)
0
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for some constant ¢ > 0.

By the induction assumption, on the event Eny N L,

n n 2
Jnf E. n=t ;ajg(xj) < inf JEE n-1 ;gjg(xj) (367)

<L i VB (368)
n gegGN
1

<— inf VP, {f<

< 7 v {f <on} (369)

< \/E (370)
n

<e, (371)

where (370) follows from inf re 7y, Po{f < dn} < infrery P {f <0} < P{f < d} <ebythe
induction assumption with f € Fy.

We also have on the event Ey N L, by (339), it holds that

sup Pog® < sup Pu{f <on} <rw. (372)
gegn feEFN

The Lipschitz norm of ¢, and ), is bounded by

2 _
L =28 —8) 7 = 2671, = 5y [ (373)
which implies the following bound on the distance:
2 -1 - 2
dp, opn o fionog) =n"" Y |on(£(X;)) — en(9(X)))] (374)

j=1

2 Ir 2
< (5\/_N) dp, 2(f,9)- (375)
€
Therefore, on the event Exy N L,

1 (2 SUPgeg Png2)1/2
%/ Hy!? (s u)du
0

1 (2rn)/? S
< — / 2, F; VEUY g (376)
vn Jo " 2N
o (2D (e (377)
“\1-a/2 € \/née/?
20(/2\/5 T1/2 24a
S Ik G78)
2(1/2\/5
< (m) VTNE, (379)
where (379) follows from the condition (332), which implies that
24a
W <e 1. (380)
From (366) and (379), we obtain that on the event Ey N L,
R 20/2, /D
E.[R,(Gy)] < [a+c<1_70\[//;>}/—m5. (381)
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On the other hand, we also have

E.[R,.(Gn)] < 1. (382)
Hence, by combining with (381) and (382)), from (363)), we obtain

B{([P - Ply,)] = 25 BB, [RuG)]] + 2 (1 (ESIE. oG] + 4 G5
a/2 &2
< 2[54—0(%2)}/7‘1\;8—1—8Nexp ( ) A,. (384
Now, by the condition (332), it holds that

€ > Ap, (385)
and

2

8cN exp < - E) < BN (386)
2 n
—1
< 8log, log, € (387)
n
8logy logy  / 5705
< - (388)
n
< 2logn (389)
n

<g, (390)

for n sufficiently large, where (386) and (388) follows from & > 21"%, B&7) follows from (B33),
and (389) holds for n sufficiently large.

From (384), (383), and (390D, it holds that

B[P - Pl,.)] §2{5+c<%)]\/¢w—5+25. (391)
In addition, we have
ry = (CVEX2) > 0%, (392)
or
c< o (393)
Hence, from (391) and (393), we conclude that with some constant & > 0,
B(|P — Pllg, )] < évive (394
From (360) and (394), on the event Ex 1 N L, we have
P{f <6y} <eteyine + Kay/rne + Kae (395)
< %C TNE (396)
=rnt1/2, (397)

by a proper choice of the constant C' > 0, where (397) follows from (393)).

This means that f € F1 and the induction step for (i) is proved. Now, we prove (ii). We have on
the event Eny1,

sup Po{f <oy} < sup P{f<onp}+ sup (P P){f<dyi}  (398)

fEFN+1 fEFN+1 fEFN+1
< sup P{f<dnii}+ [P Plg,,, (399)
fEFN+1
STN+1/2+E”PH_PHQEV+1 + Ko/Tny1€ + Kse. (400)
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By Lemmal[7] we have
B|lP, - P

G
= E[I{EN}EE [Rn(gfwrl)” + E[I{EJCV}EE [Rn(gfv+1)” + A
< E[H{ENYE[Ru(Gn11)]] + E[HERYE [Rn(G11)]] +¢,
where ([@02) follows from the condition (332).
As above, we have

E.[R,(Gh11)] < inf E-
g

N+1

nt Z g;9(X;)
j=1

. 2\1/2
c (2bupg€gf\,+l Png”) H1/2 , . d
— (G g1 u)du.

dp, 2

Since we already proved (i), it implies that on the event Fn 41 N L,

n n
inf [E, n~t ijg(Xj) < inf E.|n—t Zajg(Xj)
9€GN 11 = 9E€GN 11 =
< L f P,g?
— 1n
= Vneay,, V'

€
<,/—<Lec
n

By the induction assumption, we also have on the event En 41 N L,

sup Png? < sup PAf <onaj2) <rn.
gEQN+1 feF

The bound for the Lipschitz norm of ¢} gives the following bound on the distance

d%%,Q(@?VJrl o f; 0Nty f) =n"! Z }SD/NJrl o f(X;) — it Og(Xj)’2

j=1

< (2 )~ 2d2
=\3V = p,.2(f,9)

Therefore, on the event Ey 1 N L, we get quite similarly to (379),

1 [Oowpeoy,, Pad?
%/0 Hyy, , (Gvyasu)du
) 1/2
< 1 (2rNn) H1/2 ]: 6\/§u
= ﬁ dPn,2 \/_

204/2\/_ a/4 1/2
<
<1 —a/2> ) 60‘/2

< (21a12\//;> TNE.

We collect all bounds to see that on the event 11 N L,

VTNE

fEFN+1
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for some constant ¢ > 0.

Therefore, it follows that with a proper choice of constant C' > 0 in the recurrence relationship
defining the sequence {7}, we have on the event Ex 1 N L

sup P {f <dny1} < CVrne=rnya, (415)
fEFN+1

which proves the induction step for (ii) and, therefore, the lemma is proved. Finally, using Lemma
and the same arguments as [4, Proof of Theorem 5], we can prove Theorem[12

Lemma 32. Suppose that for some o € (0,2) and for some D > 0 such that the condition {IQ)
holds. Then for any constant & > C?, for all § > 0 and

2
1 \7= 21
e > (—) VRY =LAV (416)
no® n

and for all large enough n, the following:

2
]P’[Efef:Pn{fgé}gs and P{fgg}zgs]§4clog210g26_1exp{—ﬁ}

2
(417)
and
0 1 ne?
P[Ef eF:P{f<é}<e and Pn{f < 5} > 55] < 4clogylog, e exp{ - 7},
(418)
where c is defined in (G).
Proof. Observe that
]P’[Ef EF P {f<d6}<eAP{f<§/2} 255]
<e[{3rer e canpu sz e ney] criEg) @)
SP_{EUCEFN}A{P{f§5/2}Z€E}}ﬂEN_ +P[EY] (420)
<#[{37 € P} A (PU < x) 2 03| 0 ]+ BLER) @21)
gP-{er}'N}/\{P{fg&v} >rN}}mEN_ +P[F}] (422)
= P[ES] _ (423)
< 4cN exp ( — %52) (424)
< 4c(logylogye™!) exp ( - %52>, (425)

where (@20) follows from (i) in Lemma 31, @22) follows from ry < (C4/2)? < &e for some
constant £ > C2, and @23) follows from (ii) in Lemma[31] and @23) follows from the condition
(333) in Lemma[31] which holds for n sufficiently large. O

Now, we return to prove Theorem[12

Proof of Theorem[I2] . Consider sequences d; := 277 %, and

1\ = ,
€= | — ) Jj=0, (426)
n5§’
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where

2
of = 2 > a. (427)
2—y

By Lemma[32] the condition (70) implies that there exists £ > 0 such that

P[ajzo EIfe]-":Pn{f§5j}/\P{f§5j/2}2§€J}

> ne?
Z log, log, €5 exp < - TJ> (428)
j=0
ad nz .
<4 J
< Z log, logy n Zexp [ 5 —2 } (429)
7=0 7>0
nz
< vlog, logy nexp [ - 7} (430)
for some v, v’ > 0. Now, if for some j > 1, we have
on(y: £) € (8.85-1], 431)
then by the definition of 8,,(7; f) in (69), we have
Po{f <65} < Pu{f <bu(v: )} (432)
< 4 /5;771*1*% (433)
=¢€j. (434)

Suppose that for some f € F, the inequality (718, (7; f) < 6, (y; f) fails, which leads to

Sn (7 £) < Clon(yi f) (435)

< 53' L (436)

Then, if ¢ > 21+% | from the definition of 8n(7y; f) in (@8, it holds that

P{f<5/2}>P{f } (437)
dj— 1) n—1+v/2 (438)

_ %22j<wn—1+% (439)

—; % (440)

> &g (441)

by choosing ¢ sufficiently large, where £ is defined in Lemma[32] Hence, (@30) guarantees that [

E Proof of Lemma 13

Proof Observe that

n

nz Hf(X) <y} —P(f(X) <y) + = > P(f(X) <y) - P(f<y). (442)

=1 i=1



Now, let

Now, by Lemma29] it

fo(x) = 1{f(z) <y} —P(f(X,) <),

forall z € S andn € Z*. It s clear that

holds that

7

1 n
- ;fi(xi)

[ fnlloo <

2t

On the other hand, for all y € R, let

LSRG <) - P <) -
i=1

1.

> — | < 2cex —1_/\t2
~Vnl~ P 64e '

@) = 1{f(z) < y}.
Itis clear that sup, ¢ | £ylloe = 1. Hence, by (@62), for any ¢ > 0, it holds that

From {42), (@43), and (@48}, we have

sup sup | P, (f <y) — P(f <y)| < An

fEF yeR

with probability at least 1 — 2cexp ( — +=2¢%).

F Proof of Lemma

Letd > 0. Let ¢(x) be equal to 1 for z < 0, 0 for > 1 and linear in between. Observe that

and

where

64e

Fr(y) = P{f <y}

m(5)

n

Si=

<Pp(L50) + P P,

< Pm;?(%)

-y

<Po(L5Y) + - Pl

< Fp(y+0) + || Po = Pllg_,

G, = {(po<%> —1:feF, ye[—M,M]}.

Furthermore, since ¢ is 1-Lipschitz, it is easy to show the following fact:

|

f(Xi) -y

]

)P

48

) _1} < f(XiszrM

(443)

(444)

(445)

(4406)

(447)

(448)

(449)

(450)

(451)

(452)

(453)

(454)

(455)

(456)

(457)

(458)

(459)



forall i € [n].
Now, for any f € F, we have

n

RN f(Xi) —y 1 f(Xi)+ M
i ) JATY T < |Z LA T
n;51[4p< 5 1] < n;& 5 (460)
11 & M| <
< —|= (XD + — |
_5’71;6”0()(1) +n5 ;51 (461)
It follows from (#61) that
1 r n
0 -1
E[IPlg,] < 5E||n " D_dx, (462)
L i=1
< l]E _ n~t znjéx (463)
ol i=1 i
=ZE||ln" Z(Sxi (464)
L i=1
Now, from Lemma[29 we have
2Mt 1-X,
P||P, — Pllg, > E[||P. — Pllg,] + W] < 2cexp ( - <! ) (465)
From (@63), with probability at least 1 — 2cexp ( — t2(1 — X)/(64e)), it holds that
2tM
1P = Pllg, <E[|P:— Pllg,] MV (466)
On the other hand, from Lemmal[7, we have
IE[HPn—PHgJ < 2E[||PRllg, ] + An- (467)

From (@66) and (67), with probability at least 1 — 2cexp ( — t>(1 — X)/(64¢)), it holds that
2Mt

0
1P = Pllg, <2E[|P}llg,] +An+ﬁ. (468)
From (@33), (@37), and (@68)), with probability at least 1 — 2c exp ( —t2(1 - /\)/(646)), we have
2Mt
. [
L(Fy, Frn) <6+ 2E[[|PRllg ] + An + Nh (469)
Furthermore, by choosing
n M 1/2
5= (IE[ n 1Y oy, ] +—> , (470)
; oV
from (@64), we have
n M 1/2
Oy _ -1 I
E[IP5.] < (E[ L F] " ﬁ> . @7

Hence, (@68) and @71), with probability at least 1 — 2cexp ( — t2(1 — A)/(64¢)), we obtain

n
n_l E 6Xi
i=1

with probability at least 1 — 2cexp ( — t*(1 — A)/(64e)).

M\ /2
=) 44+ = 472
f] ﬁ) @72

sup L(Fu s, Fy) < 3(1@[
’- NG

feF
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G Proof of Theorem

Fix M > 0. Since Fp; € GC(P), we have
E[|P, — Pll7y,] =0 as. n— oo,
which, by Lemma[7] with ¢ = \/logn,

By taking n — oo, from (@74)), we obtain
EI:”P??”]:}W] — 0,

or

E|: n! i 5i5Xi
=1

Furthermore, with t = logn, by Lemma[I3] we have

n
n1 E 6Xi
1=1

] — 0, as n — oo.
Fm

P{ sup L(Fy 5, Fy) > 3<E
F€FM

Fm \/ﬁ

M
Nt

M\ 2
+—) + A, +

2M logn

NG

< 2cexp ( — (logn)?*(1 — \)/(64e)).

It follows from (@77) that
A\ M2
sup L(Fn, g, Fy) >3< nt ) dx, +—) + A, +
; {fEFM Z Fmr \/ﬁ

< 2¢ Z exp (— (logn)*(1 — \)/(64e))

Hence, by Borel-Cantelli’s lemma [30], A,, — 0, and (@78}, we obtain

sup L(F, s, Ff) =0, a.s..
fe€EFM

Since sup pe 7 L(Fn,far Fra) = supsez,, L(Fu g, Fy), from @79), we have

sup L(Fnny,FfM) = Ssup L(Fnyf, Ff) — O,
feF feFm

Now, by [4], the following facts about Levy’s distance holds:
sup L(Ff7Ff1W) < supP{|f| 2 M}
fer fer

and

sup L(Fy. ¢, Fn,fay ) < sup P {|f| > M}.
feF fer

Now, by the condition (80), we have
sup P{|f|> M} —0 a.s. M — oo,
feF

SO

sup L(Fy, Fr,,) — 0, a.s. M — .
fer '

To prove that

hm limsup sup L(Fy, ¢, Fn,far) = 0, a.s.

M—00 n—soo feF
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it is enough to show that
lim lim sup sup P.{|f| > M} =0, a.s. (486)

M—0 p—oo

To this end, consider the function ¢ from R into [0, 1] that is equal to 0 for |u| < M — 1, is equal to
1 for |u] > M and is linear in between. We have

sup Po{[f| > M} = sup P.{|f| > M} (487)

fer feEFMm
< sup Poo(|f]) (433)

feFm
< sup Po([f])+ P — Plig (489)

feEFm
< sup P{[f|>M —1} +||P, - P|g, (490)

fe€Fm

where

g := {QDOfoE-FM}~ (491)

Then, by using the same arguments to obtain @68), with probability at least 1 — 2cexp ( — t3(1 —

\)/(64e)), it holds that
2Mt

|1 P, — Pllg < 2E[||PYllg] + An VR (492)

Then, by setting ¢ = logn and using the Borel-Cantelli’s lemma [30], the following holds almost
surely:

2M logn

N

| P, — Pllg < 2E[||PJllg] + An + (493)

Now, since ¢ o f € Fpy, by @Z6), we have
E[|P)lg] =0 as n— . (494)
From (@93) and (494), we obtain
|IP, —Pllg =0 a.s.. (495)
Hence, we obtain (ii) from (i), the condition (80), and (493).
To prove that (ii) implies (i), we use the following bound [31]

M
/ td(F — G)(t)

—-M

< cL(F,G), (496)

which holds with some constant ¢ = ¢(M) for any two distribution functions on [—M, M]. This
bound implies that

[P = PllFy = sup |Pof —Pf| (497)
F€FM
M
< swp | [t = FO| + 1 s |PS1 =00 - Pullf] > 20)
f€Fm I J—M fe€Fm
(498)
¢ swp L(Fup, Fy)+ M sup |P(If| = M) = Pa(lf| = M)] (499)
fE€EFM feFm
< csup L(F, 5, Fy) + M sup. |P(If| > M) = P,(|f] = M)|. (500)
feF ferF
Now, by Lemma[I3] with probability at least 1 — % exp ( — £242), the following holds:
4t
sup |Po(f <y)—P(f<y)| < —=+A4,. (501)
fEFm [Pl ) ( ) vn
By setting ¢ = log n and using the Borel-Cantelli’s lemma, from (501)), we obtain
sup |Po(f <y) = P(f<y)| =0, as. (502)

fEFM
Finally, from (301), (302)), and (ii), we obtain (i). This concludes our proof of Theorem[16l
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H Proof of Theorem

The proof is based on [4, Proof of Theorem 9]. Since F is uniformly bounded, we can choose
M > 0 such that Fj; = F. To prove the first statement, note that 7 € BCLT(P) means that

E[||P, — P|l7] = O(n~'/?). (503)
Now, from Lemmal[7] we have
2M
0
E[|Pu — Pll£] 2 E[IP2ll7] - 4n = —=, (504)
for all ¢ > 0. By applying (304), it easy to see that
E[ nty eidx, } =E[||P0|| 7] (505)
i=1 F
2 + A, pP,—P 506
< Bt v ]|R - P, (500
( ) (507)
since A,, = O(1/+/n) by (33).
Now, from Lemmal[I3] for t = v/2logn,
M\Y? 2M+/2logn
P< sup L(Fy, 5, Fr) ( 1N ok, +—> +An+7}
(i o ]+ 2) "0 20
< 2c exp (—2(1 — X)/(64¢)logn). (508)
From (307) and (308), it holds that
—1/4
P{ (log"> sup L(Fp.s, Fy) > D} =0 (509)
n fer
as n — oo for some constant D, or
logn 1/4
sup L(Fn_’f,Ff) = Op . (510)
feFr n
Now, recall
G, = {spo(%)—hfef,ye[—M,M]}. (511)

To prove the second statement, we use the following fact [4, p.29]:

E [P, ] < _[/ H;1/322 f;au)duﬂ/log%ﬂ] (512)

for some constant d, which, under the condition (83), satisfies
1 [logn 1 [ 4AM
Oy _ . R
EE[HPnH%] Sd{gaﬂ . + \/ﬁ< log 5 +1)]. (513)
Now, by Lemma[T3] it holds for all £ > 0 and § > 0 that

2Mt
P{ sup L(Fy, Fyn) > 6 +E[||P? + A, +—
{su £0Fy £ = 5+ BIPG,) -

:E[”PSHQ]SCZ[ ](’%570‘/24—%( log 42 +1)], from (514,

} < 2cexp (—t*(1—\)/(64¢e)). (514)

Since E|[n ™' Y7 &
for all t > 0, we have

logn _ 1 4M 2Mt
P9 sup L(Fy, Fy 25+d{\/—5 “/2+—< lo —+1>]+A + = }
{fel; (Fp Fyn) n Jn\V® 75 NG

< 2cexp (—t*(1— \)/(64e)). (515)
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Now, by choosing ¢ = |/12¢ logn > /2Iogn and § = <%, we have

n2Fa
1 2

P{ sup L(Fy, Fy) > = Olgn} <
feFr nz¥e n

for some constant v and for n > Ny for some finite Ny big enough.
From (516), we have

o0 1 o0
P{ sup L(Fy, Fy.n) > = O?"} <N+ Y S <
n=1 fer nite n=Ng

Hence, by Borel-Cantelli’s lemma [30], it holds that
sup L(Fy, Fyrn) = Op (n2’+1a logn), a.s.
fer

This concludes our proof of Theorem[18]
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