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Abstract

Each year, deep learning demonstrates new and improved empirical results with deeper
and wider neural networks. Meanwhile, with existing theoretical frameworks, it is difficult
to analyze networks deeper than two layers without resorting to counting parameters or
encountering sample complexity bounds that are exponential in depth. Perhaps it may be
fruitful to try to analyze modern machine learning under a different lens. In this paper, we
propose a novel information-theoretic framework with its own notions of regret and sample
complexity for analyzing the data requirements of machine learning. With our framework,
we first work through some classical examples such as scalar estimation and linear regression
to build intuition and introduce general techniques. Then, we use the framework to study
the sample complexity of learning from data generated by deep sign neural networks, deep
ReLU neural networks, and deep networks that are infinitely wide but have a bounded sum
of weights. For sign neural networks, we recover sample-complexity bounds that follow
from VC-dimension based arguments. For the latter two neural network environments, we
establish new results that suggest that the sample complexity of learning under these data
generating processes is at most linear and quadratic, respectively, in network depth.

Keywords: information theory, rate-distortion theory, neural networks

1. Introduction

The refrain “success is guaranteed” espoused by some deep learning researchers suggests
that, given a large data set, a sufficiently large neural network trained via stochastic gradient
descent will deliver a useful model. Perhaps this statement is not intended to be taken
literally, as it is easy to generate data in a manner for which no algorithm can accomplish this
by learning from any reasonable number of samples. Yet, neural networks have successfully
addressed many complex data sets. This begs the question: “for what data generating
processes can neural networks succeed?”

Perhaps this refrain stems from the empirical phenomena of this era. In modern ma-
chine learning, the apparent capabilities of empirical methods have rapidly outpaced what
is soundly understood theoretically. Modern neural network architectures have scaled im-
mensely in both parameter count and depth. GPT3 for example has 175 billion parameters
and 96 decoder blocks, each with many layers within. Yet, contrary to traditional statis-
tical analyses, these deep neural networks with gargantuan parameter counts are able to
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generalize well and produce useful models. This gap between what has been shown theo-
retically versus empirically makes it quite enticing to develop a coherent framework that
could potentially explain this phenomenon.

In parametric statistics, the number of parameters typically drives sample complexity.
In the realm of classical statistics, problems such as linear regression, this analysis based
on parameter count can produce sharp results that mirror what is observed in practice.
Naturally, researchers have made efforts to extend these techniques to try and understand
deep learning.

However, these existing results break down when trying to explain learning under models
that are simultaneously very deep (many layers) and wide (many hidden units per layer).
Classical results such as those of ( ) and ( ) can potentially
handle the deep but narrow case. These results bound the sample complexity of a learning
a neural network function in terms of the number of parameters and the depth. More
recently, ( ) established a general result that suggests that for neural
networks with piecewise-linear activation units, the sample complexity grows linearly in the
product of parameter count and depth. However, when we consider neural networks with
arbitrary width, these bounds become vacuous. This is unnerving as in practice, wider
neural networks have been observed to generalize better ( ) ).

As an alternative to parameter count methods, researchers have produced sample com-
plexity bounds that depend on the product of norms of realized weight matrices. In these
networks, while the layers may be arbitrarily wide, the complexity is instead constrained

by bounded weight matrix norms. ( ) and ( ), for
example, establish sample complexity bounds that scale with the product of spectral norms.
( ) and ( ) establish similar bounds that instead

scale in the product of Frobenius norms. While this line of work provides sample complexity
bounds that are width-independent, they pay for it via an exponential dependence on depth,
which is also inconsistent with empirical results.

A large line of work has tried to ameliorate this exponential depth dependence via so-
called data-dependent quantities ( , ; , ;

, ; , ). Among these, the most relevant to our work is

( ), which bounds sample complexity as a function of depth and statistics of trained
neural network weights. While difficult to interpret due to dependence on complicated data-
dependent statistics, their bound suggests a nonic dependence on depth. ( )
also utilize concepts of compression in their analysis, which we generalize and expand upon.
While they establish a sample complexity bound that suggests quadratic dependence on
depth, further dependence may be hidden in data-dependent terms. These data-dependent
bounds are touted for their flexibility as one can derive expected error bounds by simply
integrating out the aleatoric uncertainty in the data. However, such a procedure does not
allow one to derive the bounds that we show in this paper.

We suspect that the looseness of these results in comparison to empirical findings are
due to a worst-case analysis framework. In this paper, we study an average-case notion of
regret and sample complexity that is motivated by information theory. Our information-
theoretic framework generalizes that developed by ( ), which provided
a basis for understanding the relationship between prediction error and information. In
a similar vein, ( ) introduced tools that establish general relationships
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between mutual information and error. Using these results, ( ) es-
tablished upper bounds on the generalization error of learning algorithms with countably
infinite hypothesis spaces. We extend these results in several directions to enable analysis
of data generating processes related to deep learning. For example, the results of

( ) do not address noisy observations, and all three aforementioned papers do
not accommodate continuous parameter spaces, let alone nonparametric data generating
processes. A distinction of our work is that it builds on rate-distortion theory to address
these limitations. While ( ) also use rate-distortion theory to study Bayes
risk, these results are again limited to parametric classification and only offer lower bounds.
The rate-distortion function that we study is equivalent to one defined by the information
bottleneck ( , ). However, instead of using it as a basis for optimization
methods as do ( ), we develop tools to study sample complezity
and arrive at concrete and novel results.

In this paper, we consider contexts in which an agent learns from an iid sequence of data
pairs. We consider a suite of data generating processes ranging from classical examples to
those for which deep neural networks may be suited. For each data generating process,
we quantify the number of samples required to arrive at a useful model. These analyses
rely on general and elegant information-theoretic results that we introduce. We establish
tight upper and lower bounds for the average regret and sample complexity that depend on
the rate-distortion function. With these information-theoretic tools, we analyze three deep
neural network data generating processes and quantify the number of samples required
to arrive at a useful model. We establish novel sample complexity bounds for
ReLU neural network data generating processes that are roughly linear in the
parameter count (as opposed to linear in the product of parameter count and depth as
established in ( , )). For a multilayer process with arbitrary width
but bounded sum of weights, we establish sample complexity bounds with only
a quadratic depth dependence as opposed to exponential ( , ) or
high-order polynomial ( , ) dependence. We view this approach to
bounding sample complexity of multilayer data generating processes, as well as
our foundational information-theoretic tools, to be the primary contributions
of this paper. Beyond this paper, we expect future results to build on this framework. In
particular, its generality and conceptual simplicity positions it to address problems beyond

supervised learning, such as reinforcement learning ( , ) and learning
with side information ( , ). Indeed, information theory has already
influenced thought on these topics ( , ), and our results should provide tools to

develop further understanding.

2. Prediction and Error

Consider an environment which, when presented with an input, responds with an output. In
the standard framing of supervised learning, an agent learns from input-output data pairs
to predict the output corresponding to any future input. Accuracy of the agent’s prediction
depends on information the agent has acquired about the environment. In this section,
we introduce mathematical formalisms for reasoning about environments and predictions.
We formalize a notion of error that is equivalent to the incremental information that a
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new data pair provides about the environment. With this notion of error, we establish the
notions of regret and sample complexity that we will study in this work. While to many
these ideas may seem unconventional, we provide connections between our formalism and
existing hallmarks of machine learning.

2.1 Environment

We denote input and output spaces by X and ). While our concepts and results extend to
more general spaces, for the purpose of this paper, we restrict attention to cases where X is
a finite-dimensional real-valued vector space and ) is also a finite-dimensional real-valued
vector space (regression) or finite (classification). As illustrated in Figure 1, an environment
& prescribes to each input X and a conditional probability measure £(:|X) of the output
Y.

input X —»  environment £ — output Y ~ E(+|X)

Figure 1: Presented with an input, an environment responds with an output.

In order to model the agent’s uncertainty about the environment, we treat £ as a
random variable. Before gathering any data, the agent’s beliefs about the environment are
represented by the prior distribution P(€ € -). The agent’s beliefs evolve as it conditions
this distribution on observations.

2.2 Data Generating Process

We consider a stochastic process that generates a sequence ((X¢, Yiq1) : ¢ =0,...,7—1) of
data pairs. We refer to each X; as an input and each Y; 1 as an output. We define these and
all other random variables we will consider with respect to a probability space (2, F,P).
Elements of the sequence (X; : t = 0,...,7 — 1) are independent and identically dis-
tributed. Denote the history of data generated through time ¢t by H; = (Xo, Y1, ..., X¢—1, Y, Xy).
Each output is distributed according to P(Yi41 € -|E, Hy) = £(:|X¢). Here, € (the environ-
ment) is a random function that specifies a conditional output distribution &(-|z) for each
input z. As aforementioned, initial uncertainty about £ is expressed by the prior distribu-
tion P(€ € -). Note that, conditioned on &, the sequence ((X¢,Yy1) :t=0,...,7 —1)is
iid.

2.3 Prediction

We consider an agent that predict the next response Y;;; given the history H;. Rather
than a point estimate, the agent provides as its prediction a probability distribution P; over
possible responses. We characterize the agent in terms of a function 7 for which P, = 7(Hy).

It will be useful to introduce some notation for referring to particular predictions. We
will generally use P; as a dummy variable — that is a generic prediction whose definition
depends on context. We denote the prediction conditioned on the environment, which could
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only be produced by a prescient agent, by
Pf =P(Yi €€, Xy) = E(|Xp).

We will refer to this as the target distribution as it represents what an agent aims to learn.
Finally, we use P, to denote the posterior-predictive conditioned on H;, which will turn out
to be optimal for the objective we will define next.

Pt = P(Y%_;_l S ’Ht)

2.4 Error

We assess the error of a prediction P; in terms of the KL-divergence relative to P;":

dP;
dP;

dice (P P,) = / Py (dy) In 2L ().

This quantifies mismatch between the prediction P, and target distribution P;. As the
following examples illustrate, this generalizes notions of error, like mean-squared error and
cross-entropy loss, that are commonly used in the machine learning literature.

2.5 Connections to Cross-Entropy Loss

We establish that in the classification setting, our notion of error is equivalent to cross-
entropy loss up to translations.

Example 1. (cross-entropy loss) Suppose the set Y of responses is finite. Then,
dg(P*|[P) =) P*(y) => P y)mP*(y) - > P'(y)InP(y
yey yey yey

The first term does not depend on P, so minimizing KL-divergence is equivalent to mini-
mizing the final term,

— > P*(y)In P(y) = —E[ln(P(Y;11))|E, P, X],
yeyY

which is exactly the expected cross-entropy loss of P, as is commonly used to assess classi-

fiers.

2.6 Connections to Mean-Squared Error

In the regression setting we first establish a direct link between KL-divergence and mean-
squared error for the case in which P} and P; are Gaussian.

Example 2. (gaussian mean-squared error) Fiz yu € ® and 0> € R, . Let P(Y;41 €
1€, X¢) ~ N(u,0?). Consider a point prediction fi; that is determined by Hy and a distri-
butional prediction P; ~ N (jit,0?). Then,

El(p — )€, Hy]  E[(Yig1 — )*|€, Hi) — E[(Yir1 — p)?|E, H]

dxi (P || P) = 92 = 952
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Hence, KL-divergence grows monotonically the squared error E[(Y;11 — )€, Hy]. How-
ever, while the minimal squared error E[(Yiy1 — w)?|E, Hy] = o? that is attainable with
full knowledge of the environment remains positive, the minimal KL-divergence, which is
delivered by P; ~ N (u,0?), is zero.

Now consider a distributional prediction Py ~ N(fi, 57), based on a variance estimate
62 #+ 0% Then,

E[(n— )|, Hy] | 1 (0® o’
dky (P P) = ’ | =—-1-ln—|.
Consider optimizing the choice of 62 given H,:

min E[dky (F[| P)[ He).
9%

The minimum is attained by

of = o2, +El(u— Elu|Hi)*| Hy] + E[(E[u|Hy) — fin)*|Hy],

aleatoric

epistemic bias

2

which differs from o%. While 0 characterizes aleatoric uncertainty, the incremental vari-

ance 62 — % accounts for epistemic uncertainty and bias.

Now, for P/ and P; that are not Gaussian, we have the following upper bound:

Lemma 1. For allt € Z, if iy = |

yey ¥ dbi(y), then

E [(Ytﬂ - ﬂtﬂ

o2

E[dk(PF|P)] < ~In |1+

N

Therefore, decreasing the mean squared error will always decrease the expected KL-
divergence. A corresponding lower bound holds for data generating processes for which
Y;11 satisfies a certain subgaussian condition:

Lemma 2. For allt € Z4, let [y = fyeyy dPi(y). If Pi(Yi1 € °) is 62 -subgaussian
conditioned on Hy w.p 1, then

E [(Yi1 — fir)?]
&7

E [dkr(F/[|P)] >

Therefore, for data generating processes that obey these subgaussian conditions, we have
both upper and lower bounds for expected KL divergence in terms of mean-squared error.

3. Regret and Sample Complexity

We assess an agent’s performance over duration 7" in terms of the expected cumulative error

T-1

R(T)=E [Z dkL(P/ || Fr)

t=0
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The focus of this paper is on understanding how well an optimal agent can perform, given
particular data generating processes. We will use regret to refer to the optimal performance
defined below.

Definition 3. (optimal regret) For all T € Z,, the optimal regret is
R(T) :=inf R(T).
™
With this notation, the error incurred by an optimal uninformed prediction is given by

R(1). We will also consider sample complexity, which we take to be the duration required
to attain expected average error within some threshold € > 0.

Definition 4. (sample complexity) For all ¢ > 0, the sample complexity is

T, ::min{TzRéﬂT)ge}.

3.1 Optimal Predictions

We focus in this paper on how well an optimal agent performs, rather than on how to
design practical agents that economize on memory and computation. Recall that an agent
is characterized by a function m, which generates predictions P, = 7w(Hy, Z;), where Z;
represents algorithmic randomness. The following result establishes that the conditional
distribution P, = P(Y;41 € |Hy) offers an optimal prediction.

Theorem 5. (optimal prediction) For allt > 0,
Eldxw(F/ | P) | Hi] = inf E[dke(P/|[P) | Hil,
where P, = w(Hy, Zy).
Proof Let P, = P(Y;4, € -|H;). By Gibbs’ inequality,
i}rjltdeL(PtHPt) = dgr(P||P) = 0.

Let P} =P(Y;41 € -|€, X¢). Then, for all P,

aP, (Yes1)

—E [IndP; (Yesr)|E, Hy] — E[IndPy(Yis1)|E, Hy)
—E [lndP} (Yis1)|E, Hy] — E [m dB,(Yii1)|E, Ht}

dKL (Pt* ” Pt) =E {ln

e

+E [m dB(Yis1 )|E, Ht] ~E[IndPy(Yis1)|E, Hy]

dP; dP,
=FE |In —- (Y, S,H]—HE In — (Y31 1)|E, H,
[ dPt( 1) ¢ dPt( t+1)) ¢

~

TR dP
—dg1(P|B) + E ln—;ml)\e,ﬂt

dP,
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It follows that

dP,
In—— (Yir1)

inf Blduc (P | )| Hi] =inf B ip

dkr,(Ff[|1P) +E

g, Ht] ‘Ht]

[dxw(P7 || Br) | He) + ing[dKL(PtHPt)!Ht]

—E[dy(
=E[dkr, (P} || B)|Hy] + E[dk (P || Py) | Hy)
=E[dky(P/ || P)|Hy)-

In the remainder of the paper we will study an agent that generates optimal predictions
P, =P(Yiy1 € -|Hy), as illustrated in Figure 2.

A

Hy = (Xo,Y1,X1,Ys,..., X;) —> —> P, =P(Y;,, € -|Hy)

-

Figure 2: We consider an agent that, given a history H;, generates an optimal prediction
P = P(Y;H-l S ‘Ht)

3.2 An Aside on Misspecified/Suboptimal Predictions

Before we begin our analysis on the performance of optimal agents, we provide the following
corollary which precisely addresses the performance shortfall incurred by a suboptimal agent
whether that be due to model misspecification or computational constraints.

Corollary 6. (misspecified/suboptimal prediction) For allt > 0 and P, = w(Hy, Zy),
Eldkw (P ||P) | Hi) = Eldxe (P By) | He) + Eldkw (B[ P) | He).

This result establishes that the shortfall that the suboptimal predictor P; experiences is
exactly equal to the expected KL-divergence between P, and the optimal posterior predictive
P;.

4. Information

As tools for analysis of prediction error and sample complexity, we will define concepts
for quantifying uncertainty and the information gained from observations. The entropy
H(E) of the environment quantifies the agent’s initial degree of uncertainty in terms of the
information required to identify £. We will measure information in units of nats, each of
which is equivalent to 1/1n2 bits. For example, if £ occupies a countable range © then
H(E) = =3 peo P(E = 0)InP(E€ = 6). Uncertainty at time ¢ can be expressed in terms
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of the conditional entropy H(E|H;), which is the number of remaining nats after observing
H;. The mutual information I(£; H;) = H(E) — H(E|H;) quantifies the information about
€ gained from H;.

4.1 Learning from Errors
Each data pair (X, Yiy1) provides I(E; (X4, Yit1)|He—1, Y:) nats of new information about
the environment. By the chain rule of mutual information, this is the sum

I(E; (Xt Yepr) [ Hi—1,Y:) = 1(E; Xo|He—1,Ys) + 1(E; Vi1 | Hy)

of the information gained from X; and Y;yi. The former term I(€; X¢|Hy—1,Y?) is equal to
zero because X; is independent from both £ and (H;_1,Y};). The latter term I(E; Yyi1|Hy)
can be thought of as the level of surprise experienced by the agent upon observing Y; 1. Sur-
prise is associated with prediction error, and the following result formalizes the equivalence
between error and information gain.

Lemma 7. (expected prediction error equals information gain) For allt € Z,
Eldkr, (P} || P)] = 1(&; Y | Hy),
and R(t) = 1(E; Hy).

Proof It is well known that the mutual information I(A; B) between random variables A
and B can be expressed in terms of the expected KL-divergence I(A4; B) = E[dkr(P(A4 €
|B)||P(A € -))]. It follows that

I(Yer1; E|Hy) = E[dkL(P(Yesr € €, He) || P(Yiqr € <[ Hy))]

Y Eldi, (P(Ves1 € €, X7) || P(Vign € -|H))]

= E[dkw (7] P)],

where (a) follows from the fact that Y;1; L H¢|(€, X¢). We then have

T—1 T—1
R(T) =E | Y dxn (PP | = Y 1(Yisr; €| Hy) = I(E; Hr),
t=0 t=0
where the final equality follows from the chain rule of mutual information. |

The agent’s ability to predict tends to improve as it learns from experience. This is
formalized by the following result, which establishes that expected prediction errors are
monotonically nonincreasing.

Lemma 8. (expected prediction error is monotonically nonincreasing) For all
teZy,
Eldke (P [|1P)] = E[dkw (P ([ Fa)]-
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Proof We have

(& Vol Hir)

=h(Yiy2|Hiy1) — h(Yi12|E, Hiya)

E(dkL (Pl || Pis1)]

b
On (YViio|Herr) — 0(YiiolE, Hio1, Vi, Xoi1)

(¢)
<h(Yiqo|Hi—1,Y:, Xit1) — h(Yi2|E, Hi—1, Y, X 1)
=I(E; Yiqo|Hi—1,Ys, Xi41)

d
(:)H(é’; Yir1|He1, Y, Xy)

=I(&; Yit1|He)

Dhld, (P B)],

where (a) follows from Lemma 7, (b) follows since Yiyo L (X, Yii1)|(E, Xis1), (¢) fol-
lows from the fact that conditioning reduces differential entropy, (d) follows from the fact
that (X, Yi+1) and (X441, Yit2) are independent and identically distributed conditioned on
(Hi—1,Y;), and (e) follows from the equivalence between mutual information and expected
KL-divergence. |

5. General Regret and Sample Complexity Bounds

We will characterize fundamental limits of performance by establishing bounds on the error
and sample complexity attained by an optimal agent. These bounds are very general,
applying to any data generating process. The results bound error and sample complexity in
terms of rate-distortion. As such, for any particular data generating process, bounds can be
produced by characterizing the associated rate-distortion function. In subsequent sections,
we will consider particular data generating processes to which we will specialize the bounds
by characterizing associated rate-distortion functions.

5.1 Bound Regret and Sample Complexity via Entropy

In this section we will establish the core link between discrete entropy and our notions of
regret and sample complexity. We begin with the following core result

Theorem 9. (regret and mutual information) For all T € Z,

R(T) = I(Hr; )

10
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Proof

T-1
R(T) = inf 3 E[d (P | P2)]
t=0

S

(@) 711@ [dKL(Pt*HPt)}

—
=

qﬁ#
- O

= I(Yit1; E|Hy)

—
=

~+
(=)

—~
N

c

= I(Hr; &),
where (a) follows from Theorem 5, (b) follows from Lemma 7 and (c¢) follows from the
chain-rule of mutual information. |

The following upper bounds on regret and sample complexity are an almost direct result of
this theorem:

Theorem 10. For all T € Z,

Proof We begin by showing the regret bound:
R(T) = I(Hr; £) < H(E).

The sample complexity bound follows as a result:

=te] 2 [iie| =7

This establishes that the maximum total error we can incur is H(E). This is intuitive as if
we have incurred H(E) error, this means we have learned all H(E) bits of information that
exist pertaining to £ and so all future predictions should produce 0 additional error.

While this is a nice result for understanding simple problems for which the realizations
of £ are restricted to a countable set, £ will be a continuous random variable in the majority
of interesting learning problems. When £ is a continuous random variable, H(E) will almost
always be oo, resulting in vacuous regret and sample complexity bounds.

However, this vacuousness is often due to the inherent looseness of the bound I(£; Hr) <
H(E), i.e., it is not that the regret R(T) is truly oo but rather that H(E) is an overly lofty
upper bound. In fact, it is often the case that I(£; Hr) is actually finite and tractable.
Another shortcoming is that these entropy-based bounds do not provide any insight about
lower bounds on R(7T) and 7. In the following section, we introduce rate-distortion theory
a set of information-theoretic tools which will allow us to address both the vacuous upper
bounds and the absence of lower bounds.

11
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5.2 The Rate-Distortion Function

An environment prozy is a random variable £ that provides information about the envi-
ronment £ but no additional information pertaining to inputs or outputs. In other words,
£ L (X,Y)|£. We will denote the set of environment proxies by ©. While an infinite amount
of information must be acquired to identify the environment when H(E) = oo, there can be
a proxy € with ]I-]I(g ) < oo that enables accurate predictions. The minimal expected error
attainable based on the proxy is achieved by a prediction P = P(Y € |<5'~ , X¢). This results
in expected error E[dkr,(P*||P)].

We will establish that the expected error E[dky,(P*||P)] equals the information gained,
beyond that supplied by the proxy & , about the environment £ from observing Y. This is
intuitive: more is learned from Y if knowledge of £ enables a better prediction of Y than
does £. We quantify this information gain in terms of the difference H(Y'|E, X) —H(Y|E, X)
between the uncertainty conditioned on € and that conditioned on €. This is equal to the
mutual information I(£;Y|€, X) = H(Y|E, X) — H(Y|E, X). The following result equates
this with expected error.

Lemma 11. (proxy error equals information gain) For all £eo,
E[dkr(P*||P)] = I(§; Y|, X).

Proof It is well known that the mutual information I(A; B) between random variables A
and B can be expressed in terms of the expected KL-divergence 1(A4; B) = E[dkr(P(A €
-|B)||P(A € -))]. We therefore have

I(&;YIE, X) =EldxL(P(Y € -|€,€,X) || P(Y € |, X))]
=E[dkr,(P(Y € [€, X) || P(Y € -|€, X))]
=E[dkL(P*| P)],

where the second equation follows from the fact that (X,Y) L E|E. [

Intuitively, E[dk,(P*|P)] (or I(E; Y\E X)) is a measure of the distortion incurred in
our estimate of Y from knowing only £ as opposed to the true €. For example, £ may be a
quantization or lossy compression of £ and E[dkr,(P*||P)] is measuring how inaccurate our
prediction of Y is under this compression €.

Now we consider the following e-optimal set:

6. = {é € 6 : Eldk,(P*||P)] < e} .

O, denotes the set of proxies that produce predictions that incur a distortion of no more
than e.

With the distortion component of rate-distortion covered, it suffices now to discuss the
rate. The rate is the mutual information I(&; £ ), which quantifies the amount of information
about the environment conveyed by proxy €. For example, a finer quantization would result
in a higher rate since & would capture £ up to more bits of precision. However, in turn
one may expect that with this higher rate, the distortion incurred by € should be lower.
A higher fidelity compression should produce less distortion. The rate-distortion function
formalizes this trade-off mathematically:

12
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Definition 12. (rate-distortion function) For all e > 0, The rate-distortion Sfunction
for environment £ w.r.t distortion function E[dky,(P*||P)] is

He(€) = I(&;€).

inf
IASSP

The rate-distortion function characterizes the minimal amount of information that a
proxy must convey in order to be an element of ©.. Intuitively, this can be thought of as
the amount of information about the environment required to make e-accurate predictions.
Even when H(E) is infinite and € is small, H(€) can be manageable. As we will see in the
following section, both the regret and sample complexity of learning scales with H¢(E).

5.3 Bound Regret and Sample Complexity via Rate-Distortion

With rate-distortion in place, we will tighten the bounds of Theorem 10. These bounds are
very general, applying to any data generating process. The results upper and lower bound
error and sample complexity in terms of rate-distortion as opposed to entropy. As such,
for any particular data generating process, bounds can be produced by characterizing the
associated rate-distortion function. In subsequent sections, we will consider particular data
generating processes to which we will specialize the bounds by characterizing associated
rate-distortion functions.

The following result brackets the cumulative error of optimal predictions.

Theorem 13. (rate-distortion regret bounds) For all T € Z,

supmin{H(E), €T} < R(T) < igg(Hg(f)) +€T).
€0 >

13
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Proof We begin by establishing the upper bound.

where (a) follows from Lemma 7, (b) follows from the chain rule of mutual information,
(c) follows from the chain rule of mutual information, (d) follows from the facts that
h(Yi 1|, Hy) < h(Yi|€, X;) and h(Yi|E, Hy) = h(Yi1|E, Xy), () holds for any € € O,
and (f) follows from the data processing inequality. Since the above inequality holds for all

= 3 E [dxe(P}|B)]
t=0
T—
9 S (Vi E|H)
=) I(Yiy1; & E|Hy)
b ~ ~
DS U(Vigs: E|Hy) +1(Yig1: €I, Hy)

< 1(Yir1; E|Hy) + 1(Yiq; EIE, Hy)
=0

=
L

d ~ ~
= H(HT,(‘:) + ]I(Y%+1,5|8,Ht)

—
=

~+
Il
o

!
_

(e) - — -
< I(Hr; &) + I(Yiy1; €€, Xy)

~+
I
=)

(f)
< ]I(HT; 5) + €T

g ~

<& E)+ €T

—~
=

e >0 and & € O, the result follows.

Next, we establish the lower bound. Fix T € Z,. Let E = (fIT,Q,f/T,l) be inde-
pendent from but distributed identically with (Hp_o,Y7r_1), conditioned on £. In other
words, & L (Hr_o,Yr_1)| and P( € -|€) = P((Hr_9,Yr_1) € -|€). This implies
that P((gagT—%i}T—LXT—LYT) S ) = P((E,HT_Q,YT_l,XT_l,YT) € '), and therefore,

I(&;Yr|Hr_1) = 1(&; Y7|E, X1_1).

14
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Fix € > 0. If R(T) < H(E) then £ ¢ O, and

—~
S

R(T) Yi(g; Hy)
T—1
= I(&; Yiv1|He)

t=0

—
=

(e

>1(&; Yr|Hr1)T
=I(&; Y7|E, Xr_1)T

=

=

d .
OBl (P | Pron)T
(;)ET,
where (a) follows from Lemma 7, (b) follows from the chain rule of mutual information,
(c) follows from Lemma 8, (d) follows from Lemma 11, and (e) follows from the fact that
& ¢ O.. Therefore,
R(T) > min{H(E), T}

Since this holds for any € > 0, the result follows. |

This upper bound is intuitive. Knowledge of a proxy & € O, enables an agent to limit
prediction error to € per timestep. Getting to that level of prediction error requires H(E)
nats, and therefore, that much cumulative error. Hence, R(T) < H (E) + €T

To motivate the lower bound, note that an agent requires Hc(€) nats to attain per
timestep error within e. Obtaining those nats requires cumulative error at least H(E).
So prior to obtaining that many nats, the agent must incur at least € error per timestep,
hence the €I" term in the minimum. Meanwhile, if at time 7', the agent is able to produce
predictions with error less than e it means that it has already accumulated at least H¢(E)
nats of information about £ (error).

Sample complexity bounds follow almost immediately from Theorem 13.

Theorem 14. (rate-distortion sample complexity bounds) For all € > 0,

2H
He(E) <T < inf ’VHEé(g)—‘ < { 5/2(5)-"
€ 5€[0,€] 1) €

Proof We begin by showing the upper bound. Fix ¢ > 0 and § € [0, ¢]. Let

o).

so that H,_5(&) < 6T. We have that:

R(T) © Ho_5(€) + (e — O)T

(b)
< 0T+ (e—=9)T

= €T,

15
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where (a) follows from the upper bound of Theorem 13 and (b) follows from our choice of
T. Since T, = min{T : R(T) < €T}, it follows that 7" > T.. Since the above holds for
arbitrary 0 € [0, €], the result follows.

We now show the lower bound. Fix € > 0. By the definition of T;, we have

R(T.) < €T.

In the proof of the lower bound in Theorem 13, we show that for all ¢ > 0, R(T) <
He(E) = R(T') > €T'. Therefore, using the contrapositive and the above definition of T,
we have that H((£) < R(T¢) and therefore

H.(§) < R(T.) < eT..

The result follows. [ |

6. Regret and Sample Complexity Bounds for Classical Examples

We now demonstrate our machinery on some classical problems: scalar estimation and linear
regression. While the results in these settings are not novel, we hope that they provide the
reader with some intuition for the techniques that can be used to bound the rate-distortion
function.

6.1 Scalar Estimation

We begin with scalar estimation, a problem for which for all ¢, the range of X} is a singleton
and the environment is identified by a deterministic scalar o2 € R, , and a random scalar
0, with £(-|X;) ~ N(0,0%). Note that for each t, the output Y;;; is independent of the
input X; and can be interpreted as a scalar signal 6 perturbed by noise: Y;11 =60 + Wy
for a random variable Wy 1 ~ N(0,0?) that is independent from 6.

In this section we will use h to denote differential entropy. Before proceeding to the
main results, we will state a well known result about the maximum differential entropy of
a random vector with a given covariance matrix.

Lemma 15. (maximum differential entropy) For all random vectors X : Q + R with
covariance K,

1 d
< —
h(X) < 5 In ((2776) |K]> ,
with equality iff Pr(X € ) ~ N(u, K) for some p € R<.

Proof Follows from Theorems 8.6.3 and 8.6.5 of ( ). [ |

We will cite this result extensively throughout the paper.

Recall that R(1) = E[dkr(F5||Fo)], where Py = P(Y7 € -|Xo) = P(Yi41 € -| Xy) for all ¢.
For our scalar estimation context, R(1) satisfies the following bounds:

16
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Lemma 16. For all 0> € R, and real-valued random variables 0 with variance 1, if for
all z € R, E(-|x) ~ N(0,0?) then

1 e2h(9) 1 1

—In|(1 <RV <=In(1+—=].

2n<+0227re - ()_QD( +02>
Proof Note that

R(1) = 1(Yiq1; 0|1 X:) = I(Yis1;0) = h(Yi1) — h(Yiqa|0) = h(0 + Wip1) — h(Wipa).
We first establish the lower bound:
R(1) =h(0 + Wit1) — h(Wigr)

(a)
> %ln (th(e) + th(Wt“)) — %ln (27['60’2)

1 | . eZh(G)
— + o22me |’

where (a) follows from the entropy power inequality. We next establish the upper bound:

R(1) =h(0 + Wit1) — h(Wig1)

In (27e(1 + 02)) - %ln (271'60'2)

1
1n<1+0_2>,

where (a) follows from lemma 15. [ |

The upper and lower bounds suggest that R(1) shrinks as the variance of the noise
o2 increases. This may initially seem counterintuitive, but consider a situation in which
02 — 0. In this case, ¥; = 6 so 1(Y;;0) = H() = oo for continuous random variable 6.
Meanwhile, if 02 — oo, then Y; = W; and so 1(Y;;60) = [(Wy;0) = 0 since Wy L 6. R(1) is
larger for smaller 02 because with less noise, Y; conveys more about 6.

An interesting case is when P(f € -) ~ N(0,1). In this setting, we have that the lower

bound is:

1 eln(27re) 1 1

—In|{l+—— | ==In{14+—=5].

2n<+0227re 2n<+02>
So for # distributed Gaussian, R(1) = 5 In (1 + %) because the upper and lower bounds
match.

We now establish an upper bound on the rate-distortion function that holds for all
real-valued random variables 8 with variance 1.

Theorem 17. (scalar estimation rate-distortion upper bound) For all 02> € R,
€ € [0,%ln (1 + 0—12)), and random variables 0 : Q — R with variance 1, if for all x € R,

E(|lz) ~ N(0,02), then
2R(1) _
H6(5)§11n<27m e 1>'

e2h(0) e2e _ 1

17
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Proof Fix 02> € R e € [O,%ln (1 + %)), and consider a proxy 6§ = 6 + V where
V ~ N(0,62) for 6% = % and V L 6. Note that 62 >0 for all e € [0, 51In (1 + Z)).

We begin by upper bounding the rate of such a proxy:
1(6;6) = h(f) — h(A|6)

= h(6) —h(V)
(a) 1 1
< 5 In (271'6 (62 + 1)) ~ 3 In (271’6(52)
= 1ln <l + 1>

2 52
(k)

2 g2 (62725 _ 1) ’

where (a) lemma 15.

Now, we upper bound the distortion of the proxy:
I1(Y;6]0, X) = h(Y;11|0) — h(Yi41]6)
= h(Wit1 +6]0) — h(Wii1)

1 2\ |-
= h <Wt+1 + <9 - 1—{—629) ‘9) - h(Wt+1)

52 1 ~
Wit + <1+529+ : MQV) ‘9) (W)

1

1+526+ 1+52V>> _h(WH-l)

IN
=
?/—\
x
_|_
A/
(o2}
[\

(@) 1 o4 52 1

< = 2 _ = 2

<3 In <27re <0 + 1+ 522 + i+ 52)2>> 5 In (27rea )
1 52

= %ln (626)

I
ut"\

where (a) follows from lemma 15.

It follows from our characterizations of rate and distortion that 6 € ée and the rate-
distortion function is upper bounded as follows:

H (&) < 1(6;0)

(i) 1 | o2re 2R 1
=5 ™M\ 22n@) 2R 7 |

18
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where (a) follows from the lower bound of Lemma 16. [ |

We now study the special case where § ~ N(0,1). In this case, we will see that Theorem
17 is met with equality. We show this by proving a matching lower bound. Note that while
we study the case in which 6 is distributed standard Gaussian, the results trivially extend
to the cases in which 6 is distributed Gaussian with arbitrary mean and variance.

Theorem 18. (scalar estimation gaussian rate-distortion lower bound) For all
o2, e € Ry, if 0 ~ N(0,1) and if for all x € R, E(:|x) ~ N(0,0?), then
1 2R(1) _ 1
He (&) > - In ———
&)=

Proof Fixo?c R, , ecZ,, and £ € O.. We have

—~
Na

a

R(1)e > 1(Yiy1; EIE, Xy)
— h(Vilé, X)) — h(Yinlé, €, X)
= h(0+ Wia|€) —h(Wip1)
=h(f + Wi |€) — %ln (2meo?)

V=
Ll Rl NCR [

In (€2h(Wt+1) + 62h(9|5)> — 1ln (27r602)
2

e2h(018)
In|1 .
nt 2meo?

where (a) follows from the fact that £ € ©, and (b) follows from the conditional entropy
power inequality. Rearranging the resulting inequality, we obtain

h(9|€) < %ln (2mec? (e —1)). (1)
It follows that

I(£;€) = h(h) —h(h|E)

Vv
\
=
™o
)
[
~—
|
\
—
=
—~
[\
3
)
q
—
9]
Do
m
|
—_
SN—
SN—

Since € is an arbitrary element of O, the result follows:

<62R(1) _ 1)
1 27 .
e —1

H(E) = jnf T(E; &) >

w\v—l
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Figure 3: The rate-distortion function for scalar estimation under various values of noise

variance 2.

For 6 distributed Gaussian, Theorems 17 and 18 establish matching upper and lower
bounds. To succinctly present the rate-distortion results of this section, we provide the
following corollary.

Corollary 19. (scalar estimation rate-distortion function) For all 0?,€ R, , € €
[0,lln (1 + %)), and random wvariables 0 : Q — R with variance 1, if for all x € R,
E(-|z) ~ N(0,02), then

1 ore 2R _1
He(g) S 5111 <e2h(9) . 625 1 .

Further, if 6 ~ N(0,1), then
1 €2R(1) -1
H(8) =g =y~

Figure 3 plots the rate-distortion function established by corollary 19 for the case of
P(0 € -) ~ N(0,1) and noise variance o2 = 0.1. As is to be expected, the rate monotonically
decreases in the distortion. Further, as the rate grows unbounded as the distortion vanishes.

For scalar estimation with Gaussian 6, R(1) = % In (1 + %) Note that 1/0? represents a
signal-to-noise ratio (SNR). For any given level of distortion €, the rate H¢(£) characterized
by corollary 19 increases with the SNR. This is intuitive. With zero SNR, Y is unpredictable
and knowledge of 6 is not helpful, as reflected by the fact that R = 0. On the other hand,
when the SNR is asymptotically large, knowledge of 6 enables perfect prediction of Y, which

is infinitely better than what can be offered by an uninformed agent.
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6.2 Linear Regression

Let us next consider linear regression, where the environment &£ is identified by a vector
6 € R with iid components each with unit variance. Predictors and responses are generated
according to random vector X with P(X € ) ~ N(0,1;) and Y = 07X + W where
W is a random variable with P(W € ) ~ N(0,0?%) for some 02 € R4y, and W L 6.
Hence, &(+|z) ~ N(0Tx,0%). Note that the results and techniques developed in this section
certainly extend to input distributions that are not Gaussian with slight modifications. We
study the Gaussian case since it is a canonical example and often simplifies analysis. We
first establish an analogue to the maximum differential entropy result of lemma 15 that
applies to random vectors with a fixed sum of variances.

Lemma 20. For all real-valued random vectors X : Q +— R? where k = trace(cov[X]),

h(X) < gln (27‘(’63) ,

with equality iff P(X € -) ~ N (p, 514) for some p € R,

Proof Let K be the covariance matrix of X. Next, let A1,..., g denote the eigenvalues
of K. Then, we have that

where (a) follows from lemma 15 and (b) follows from the fact that Z?Zl Ai = Kk and the
fact that the product is maximized when all the \; are equal. The equality result follows
from applying lemma 15 to a random vector with covariance K = %15 |

We next establish upper and lower bounds for nominal regret R(1).
Lemma 21. For alld € 7,y s.t. d > 2, 0> € Ry, and random vectors 6 : Q — R?

with iid components, each with variance 1, if P(Xq € -) ~ N(0,1y), and if for all x € N9,
E(-|z) ~ N (0T z,0?), then

1 d e2n(0)/d 1 d
—1 1+ — < 1) < =1 14+—).
6n<+02 27e _R()_2n<+02>
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Proof We begin by proving the lower bound:

[(Yii1;01Xe) = h(Yiqa|Xe) — h(Yi4a]0, Xo)
=h(Wiy1 + 0" X X;) — h(Wiga)

d
1 2 2h(0; X ;| X=X 1 2
E [21n (271'60 +Ze ( il ) —iln(Qﬂ'eo )

i=1
2h(0)/d
1), S e
2 2meo?
P(IX 2 > d 2h(0)/d
. wtm_>mo+ge >
2 o4 2me

(>C)11 ' d e2h(0)/d
=M\ T2 e )

where (a) follows from the entropy power inequality and 6;, X; ; denote the ith component of
0 and X, respectively, (b) follows from the fact that for a constant a, h(af) = h(0) +1n(|a|),
and (c) follows from the fact that for d > 2, P(||X,||3 > d) > 1 for || X;||3 distributed x?2.

Ve

—~
=

We next prove the upper bound.

R(1) = I(Yey1; 0|1 Xe)
= h(Y;1|Xt) — h(Yi4110, Xt)
= h(Y41|Xi) = h(Wipa)

@ T1 1
<E [ In (27e (o + ||Xt||§))] ~3 In (27ea?)
L (1. 28]
©]
®1 ( n&n>
-2
1 ( d
< Z el
-2 o?
where (a) follows from lemma 15 and (b) follows from Jensen’s inequality. [ |

Just as in scalar estimation, the upper and lower bounds suggest that R(1) vanishes
as the variance o2 of the noise increases because with less noise, Y conveys more about 6.
The bounds also suggest that R(1) grows with d, which is intuitive since € encodes more
information when d is larger.
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In the case where P(6 € -) ~ N (0, I), the lower bound becomes:

which closely resembles the upper bound.

We now derive an upper bound for the rate-distortion function in the linear regression
setting.

Theorem 22. (linear regression rate-distortion upper bound) For all d € Z44
st. d>2 02N, ec [O,%ln (1—|—U%)), and random vectors 6 : Q — R with Wid
components, each with variance 1, if for all t, P(X; € ) ~ N(0,1;), and if for all z € R4,
E(-|x) ~ N (0T x,02), then

d eSRM) — 1 97e

Proof Fix o2 € R . Let the proxy § = 04V, where V ~ N(0,6%1,) for 62 = %

and V L 6. Note that §2 > 0 for all € € [0, % In (1 + U%)) We first upper bound the rate of
such proxy:

=

—

<

>

~—

[

=3
™

N—

I

=

—

)

>

N—

,\
INS

In (2re (82 + 1)) — 5 In ((2ne?))

)
(@)

—
=

I
=)
/N
—_
_l_

=

where (a) follows from Lemma 20.
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Now, we upper bound the distortion of such proxy:

I(Y;6|0,X) =h(Y]d,X) —h(Y]d, X)
=h(W+0"X|0,X) —h(W)

=h(W + (6 - 0)"X|0,X) —h(W)

52
52

h(W + 1+62

.
1+52v> X6, X) — h(W)

1496 1—1—52

N ;m (2 < ( 15;;2)2 - (1+5252)2) ”X”g»] —%m (2mea”)
_ [ m (14 iu;gug )}

(1 i)
In (e*)

,\
INE

< T
W+< i V> X|X) — h(W)
|

(

INS

M"“NJM—!

I
(@)

)

where (a) follows from lemma 15 and (b) follows from Jensen’s inequality.

Therefore, 6 € O, and the rate-distortion function is upper bounded as follows:

(6:0)

(4
. o?(e* —1)
eSRM) 1 27e
In ,
e2c _ | o2h(6)/d

where (a) follows from the lower bound from Lemma 21. [ ]

H.(€)

INIA
=

&

IN

The following results assume that 6 : Q — R? consists of iid 1-subgaussian and sym-
metric elements. Under this assumption, we can establish both upper and lower bounds
on the rate-distortion function for linear regression. While this analysis trivially extends to
the case in which 6 has arbitrary mean (and is symmetric about that mean) and indepen-
dent (but not necessarily identically distributed) components, for simplicity of notation, we
study the zero-mean iid case.

We establish a lower bound by first finding a suitable lower bound for the distortion
function. For subgaussian random vectors, the following lemma allows us to lower bound
the expected KL-divergence distortion by a multiple of the mean squared error. We provide
the proof for Lemma 23 and related lemmas in Appendix A.
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Lemma 23. For all £ € O, d € Zopy and 0 € Ryy, if 0 1 Q — R consists of iid
components each of which are 1-subgaussian and symmetric, P(X € ) ~ N(0, 1), and if
Y ~N(07X,0?), then

1 ~ ~
g [2(4||X”g+02)} E |6 - E[8IE]13] < 1(v; /€, X).

With this result in place, we now provide a lower bound for the rate-distortion function.

Theorem 24. (subgaussian linear regression rate-distortion lower bound) For all
d€Zyy st.d>2,02>0andec [0, m} L if 02 Q= R consists of iid components
that are each 1-subgaussian and symmetric, P(X € -) ~ N(0,13), and if Y ~ N(0"T X, 0?),

then p p
> — _— ] .
He(&) 2 2 In (2(4d+02)6>

Proof Fix 02 e R ., ee Z,, and a proxy € € O,. Then,
(a) -
e > I(Y;01E,X)

® 11X 13 )
= [mguw;HﬂJE[W—Ewaﬁy

where (a) follows from the fact that £ € O, and (b) follows from Lemma 23. As a result,
we have that £ € ©, implies the following:

1

E|ll6 - EIE]13] < e
[z
<E[8]| X3 +20%] €
= 2(4d + 0?)e,
where (a) follows from Jensen’s inequality. o
Since the above condition is an implication that holds for arbitrary £ € ©., minimizing
the rate I(£;&) over the set of proxies that satisfy E [HO - ]E[0|é~’]||%] < 2(4d + 0?) e will
provide a lower bound. However, this is simply the rate-distortion problem for a multi-
variate source under squared error distortion which is a well known lower bound (Theorem

10.3.3 of ( , )). The lower bound follows as a result.
|

Now, these results suggest the following sample complexity bounds for linear regression:

Theorem 25. For alld € Zyy s.t. d > 2,02 >0, € € [O, W], and random vectors

0 :Q— R consisting of iid components that are each 1-subgaussian and symmetric, if for
all t, P(X; € ) ~ N(0,1y), and if for all z € R, E(-|x) ~ N(0Tz,02), then

d d d d
—In|l———) T < -In|—-
2¢ 2(4d + 0?)e € oZe
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d

Figure 4: We plot the rate-distortion upper bound from Theorem 22 for 6 ~ N (0, I;) and
W ~ N(0,0.1) as a function of the dimension d for various levels of distortion
e. The plots suggest that H(£) = O(d) and that rate increases as the distortion
decreases. Note that since the y-axis is in log scale, the graph also suggests that

the rate-distortion function has a logarithmic dependence on %

Proof The result follows from Theorems 22, 24, and 14. |

7. Deep Neural Network Environments

In this section, we will focus on characterizing the rate-distortion function, and hence the
sample complexity, of different deep neural network environments. As seen in the previous
section, for the analysis of rate-distortion, it suffices to restrict attention to a representative
input-output pair rather than a sequence, i.e., the distortion depends on one representative
input-output pair and not the sequence ((Xy, Y1) : t € Z). We will denote this represen-
tative pair by (X,Y’). The input X is distributed P(X € -) ~ N(0,I), while the conditional
distribution of the output is P(Y € -|€, X) = £(-|X).

For environments we consider in this section, X takes values in ¢ and Y take values
in R, and Y = f(X) + W for a random function f and random variable W ~ N(0, 0%1y).
We assume X, f, and W are independent. The environment is produced by composing K
independent and identically distributed random functions: f = fx o---o f1. In this sense,
the environment is multilayer, with each kth layer represented by a function f;. We denote
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inputs and outputs of these functions by Uy = X and Uy = fi(Ug—1) for k = 1,..., K.
Hence, Y = U + W. Figure 5 illustrates the structure of such an environment.

Figure 5: A multilayer environment.

Our analysis will relate the rate-distortion function H,(€) of the multilayer environment
to that of K single-layer environments. Each such single-layer environment, which we denote
by &, takes the form E(-|u) ~ N(fi(u),02I;). In other words, conditioned on &, and the
input Ug_1, the output of & is distributed according to Uy + W.

To frame our our results, we define a class of proxies that decompose independently
accross layers. Recall that an environment prozy of an environment & is a random variable
& for which £ L H|E. Similarly, an environment proxy of & is a random variable Er
for which Sk 1 Hy|&. This definition allows for dependence between the proxies across
layers even though we have assumed environments to be iid across layers. To restrict
attention to independent single-layer proxies, we define a multilayer prozy to be a tuple
E = (&,...,Ex) such that & L (E-p, &, Hoo)|E, where £, and £, denote tuples of
single-layer environments and proxies, with the kth omitted.

7.1 Prototypical Multilayer Environments

In this section, we will provide 3 prototypical multilayer environments. We will eventually
study the sample complexity of these environments. We will see that the high-level strategies
for analyzing each prototypical environment will be very similar though the lower-level
techniques required to prove analogous results will vary. We hope that these examples give
the reader a wide enough breadth of techniques to analyze their own interesting multilayer
environments.

7.1.1 PROTOTYPICAL ENVIRONMENT 1: (DEEP SIGN NETWORK)

Prototypical Environment 1 is a fully-connected feed-forward neural network with sign
activation functions (refer to Figure 6). Let

Uy = f1(Up) = sign(AV T, 4 b)),
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Figure 6: Prototypical Environment 1

where A € RN*d p(1) ¢ RN hoth with independent elements each with variance é. For
ke{2,...,K —1}, let

Uk = elUi1) = sign(A9Ty + 80,

where A®) € RN*N p(k) ¢ RN hoth with independent elements each with variance % For
the final layer, let
Uk = fx(Ug—1) = AUk,

where AUK) e RN with independent elements, each with variance % In this environment,

&y, is identified by (A®) b0 for k € {1,..., K — 1} and £k is identified by AK). We will
refer to this environment as the deep sign network.

000000
(VIO

() () ()
() () ()
() () ()
() () ()
() () ()
() () ()
() () ()
() () ()
() ) ()
() ) ()

Figure 7: Prototypical Environment 2

7.1.2 PROTOTYPICAL ENVIRONMENT 2: (DEEP RELU NETWORK)

Prototypical Environment 1 mirrors the architecture of fully-connected feed-forward neural
networks (refer to Figure 7). Let

Ui = f1(Up) = ReLU(AD U, + b)),
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where A e RVNxd p(1) ¢ RN hoth with independent elements each with variance é. For
ke{2,...,K —1}, let

Uy = fr(Ur-1) = ReLU(A(’“)Uk_1 + b(k)),

where AR € RNXN p(E) ¢ RN both with independent elements each with variance % For
the final layer, let

Uk = fx(Uk-1) = A¥TUK_,
where A®) € RV with independent elements, each with variance % In this environment,
&y, is identified by (A®) b(*) for k € {1,..., K — 1} and &k is identified by AK). We will
refer to this environment as the deep ReL U network.

Figure 8: Prototypical Environment 3

7.1.3 PROTOTYPICAL ENVIRONMENT 3: (DEEP NONPARAMETRIC NETWORK)

Prototypical Environment 3 considers a deep neural network with potentially infinitely
many weights (refer to Figure 8). For k € {1,..., K}, let

N
Ur = fu(Uk1) = Y ot (Ur),
n=1

where aF) = (agk), o ,ag\];)) ~ Dir(N,[1,...,1]). For k € {2,..., K — 1}, the deterministic

basis functions g%k) are maps from RM — RM. (91(11) :n € {1,...,N}) are maps from
R — RM and (g,(LK) :n € {1,...,N}) are maps from R — R. For regularity, we will

assume that for all n and k, the basis functions satisfy E[gflk)(Uk_l)z] =1 and that

1F 9 (z) — FB )l3

|z = yll3

L =supE
I’y

‘x:m,y:ylgl. (2)

The expectation here is taken over the randomness in the function f*), i.e., the randomness
in a®). L can be thought of as an expected squared Lipschitz constant of f(*). Note that
this condition is also met when f®*) is a layer from the deep ReLU network. The set of
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random functions for which L < 1 is much broader than say 1-Lipschitz functions because
of both the square and the expectation. For example, f(z) = Ax is ||A||2-Lipschitz but if
say cov [A] = I, then L = 1.

&y is identified by a®). We will refer to this environment (Ek:1) as the deep nonpara-
metric network. For intractably large N, f; is effectively nonparametric. In this regime,
parameter count becomes a vacuous description of the data generating process’s complexity.
However, the complexity is still controlled by the fact that a,, > 0 and ZnN:1 an = 1 due
to the Dirichlet prior. We will establish rate-distortion and sample complexity bounds that
are actually independent of N and M.

7.2 Rate Distortion Bounds for Single-Layer Environments

In this section, we will provide rate-distortion bounds for a single-layer version of each of
our 3 prototypical environments. These bounds will eventually be useful for analyzing the
rate-distortion function for multilayer environments.

We begin with a rate-distortion bound for a single-layer sign neural network environ-
ment. A proof of this result can be found in Appendix B.1

Theorem 26. (single-layer sign neural network rate-distortion bound) For all
N,k €Zyy ande € {0, \/g v (N + 1)N4), if &, is identified by (A, b) where A :  — RV*N
s.t. each row A; ~ N(0,%1In), b: Q — RN is distributed N'(0, +1y), X : Q@ = RV, and

Y =sign(AX +b), then
H (&) = O <N2 In <N>) .
€

For the sign feed-forward neural network, we notice that the single-layer rate-distortion
bound is quadratic in N or equivalently, linear in the parameter count.

We show an analogous rate-distortion bound for single-layer ReLLU neural network en-
vironments. The proof may be found in Appendix B.2

Theorem 27. (single-layer relu neural network rate-distortion bound) For all
N,k € Zy, and 0%, € > 0, if & is identified by (A,b) where A : Q — RVN . Qs RN
both consist of independent elements each with variance %, X : Q— RN is a random vector
with covariance Iy, and Y ~ N (ReLU(AX + b),02Ix), then

H. (&) = O <N2 In (2(‘;\;6» :

Finally, we show the rate-distortion bound for the single-layer nonparametric neural
network environments. The proof may be found in Appendix B.3

Theorem 28. (single-layer nonparametric rate-distortion bound) For all N,M €
Zoy ¢ and 02,¢ > 0, if £ is identified by o where o ~ Dir(N, [1,...,1]) and

N
f(X) = Z angn(X)a
n=1
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for deterministic basis functions (g1, ..., gn) mapping RM — RM that satisfy E[g,(X)?] = 1
for random vector X : Q> RN, and Y ~ N (f(X),021), then

1

< .
H() = 202¢

Note that the rate-distortion bound here is actually independent of both N and M.
The rate-distortion function is able to capture the fact that while the function f can have
arbitrarily many parameters N, the simplex constraint o ~ Dir(N,[1,...,1]) fundamentally
limits its complexity.

7.3 From Single to Multilayer Environments

error
X—> =X °*°°° f—’i > °° X U .—»Y
& :U1} |Uk—1| A :Uk: :UK_II Ex } K}
|
|| || || | | || €
| | = | | .| [. | .1
X— w8y WL ey L_KL@_,Y

Figure 9: The error incurred by a multilayer proxy x.; measures the difference between
true output ¥ and the prediction ¥ (shown in red box). This difference is the
result of error that builds up through layers of the environment (denoted by red
dotted outline).

We are now interested in analyzing the depth dependence of the rate-distortion and
sample complexity of these environments. For multilayer environments, it quickly becomes
clear that error is more cumbersome to reason about. Figure 9 depicts the error incurred
by using a multilayer proxy k.1 to approximate multilayer environment £x.1. Evidently, it
seems tricky to reason about the error propagation through the layers of the environment.
Many traditional lines of analysis struggle on this front and result in sample complexity
bounds that are exponential in the depth of the network ( ),

( ). The techniques in these papers consider a worst-case reasoning under which
an e error between the first outputs U; and U, may blow up to a AM€e error when passed
through remaining layers of the network (where A is a spectral radius).

It would be much simpler to instead independently analyze the incremental error in-
curred at each stage of the network. Figure 10 depicts this. We consider that at each
layer, we know the true input U,_; and simply measure the immediate error incurred at
the output Uy as opposed to the error incurred at the final output of the network Y.
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Figure 10: A much easier system to analyze is one in which we measure the incremental
error at each stage of the multilayer environment. If each layer incurs an error
of %, the total error incurred will be e. Note that the inputs to each layer are
correctly specified in this system. We show that in many cases, analyzing the
error of this system upper bounds the error of the system in Figure 9.

Mathematically, the error incurred by the full system from using proxy £x.1 can be
expressed as [(Y; Ex.1|€k.1, X ). By the chain rule, we have that

K
I(Y; Excal€xcr, X) = YUY EklE€xcekra, Eper, X). (3)
k=1

Therefore, the error incurred from layer k can be expressed as I(Y; E|Ex k41, g’kzl, X). This
is cumbersome as we are not given the true input Ug_; but rather an approximation from
input X and gk_l:l. Furthermore, we are measuring the error in the final output Y as
opposed to the immediate output Ug. It would be much more simple to analyze something

like the following:
K

> WUk + Wi Exlér, Ur—), (4)
k=1

where W is independent 0-mean gaussian noise with variance 2 in each dimension. This

sum is much easier to work with because the kth term only depends on &, &, Us_1, and
Uk. There is no inter-layer dependence.

The key insight is that in our prototypical environments (and many others), something
akin to the following will hold:

I(Y; EklExbrt, Es X) < LUk + W5 Ek|Ek, Uk_1). (5)

As a result, the cumbersome sum 3 will be upper bounded by the nice sum 4.
The condition in inequality 5 involves two parts:

L (Y &l Exrrts Enty, X) < IV ERIER 11, Eks Up—1)
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e Conditioning on the true input Uk—1 provides more information about & than
conditioning on an approximation (Ex_1.1, X).

2. 1(Y; ExlExkats Ex, Un1) < WUy + W; Ex|Ek, Up_1)

e The immediate output Uy + W provides more information about & than the
final output Y does.

1) holds for all proxies of the form & = (€y,...,Ex) where & L gj for i # j. We
prove this result explicitly in Lemma 29. It is rather intuitive that the pristine data pair
(Uk—1,Y) would provide more information about & than (U, Ep_1:1 Y) would. We expect
some information to be lost through the noisy reconstruction of U,_1 from Uy, gk,lzl.

2) will not hold exactly for our environments. I(Y; E|Ek k+1, Uk—1) will not always be
< (U + W, Ek|Ek, Ug—1). For our sign neural network, the data processing inequality gives
the following adequate upper bound:

1Y &kl Up—1) < WUk, Ek|Ek, Ui—1),

which we show in Lemma 30.

However, for the relu and nonparametric deep networks, a slightly modified result can
be show. In these two environments, I(Y; & |Ex k11, Ux—1) will be < a very natural upper
bound of I(Uy + W, E|Ek, Ug—1), which we detail in Lemma 31. Intuitively Uy + W will
provide more information about & than Y so long as in expectation, the layers fri1,..., fx
don’t amplify the scale of the output. If they were to amplify the scale, then the signal
to noise ratio of Y would look more favorable than that of U + W, leading to potentially
more information. This is precisely why in equation 2, we make the assumption that L <1
where again,

(k) _ f(k) 2
L=supE I/ (@) = f z(y)HQ‘x:x,y:y .
Ty Iz —yll3

We will begin by addressing 1), The following result holds across all three (and many
other) multilayer environments. It states that more information about & is acquired when
conditioning on the true input Ui_; (as in Figure 10) as opposed to an approximation that
depends on X and proxies Ep11-

Lemma 29. (more is learned with the true input) Let Era be a multilayer prozy.
Then, for all k € {1,...,K},

I(Y; ExlExckrts Erts X) <Y ExlExcitrts Eks Up—1)-
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Proof

1(E; Y Excrr1: i, X)

= 1(Ek; Enm1:1, X, YIErbr1, Ek) — L(Ens En—r1:1, X|Ercutr1, Ex)
=1(Ek; €11, X, YEx k41, Ek)

= 1€ Y|Ertr1s En) + 1(Ek; Ep—1i1, X [Ertir1, Ex, V)

INE

1(Ek; YIEr k11, Ek) + 1(Er; Eb1:1, X |ER k1, ERy Y)
I(Ex; Ep—1,1, X, Y [Exr1, Ex)

(

IS

)

T(E; Y | kst Eks En1:1, X)

(

2]

(
) I(Ek; Y Ex k11, Eky Uk—1),

where (a) follows from the fact that & L gk_1;1|(X, Y, Ek_1:1)~and the data processing in-
equality, (b) follows from the fact that I(Ex; Ex—_1.1, X|EKk+1,Ek) = 0, and (c) follows from
the fact that Y L (Ex—1.1, X)|Ug—1. [ ]

Lemma 29 states that we learn more information about &, when we are given the true
input U_; than when we are given (X, gk—l:l) and have to infer Uj_1. This is intuitive as
we should be able to recover more about & when we observe its input exactly.

To prove 2), that the immediate output Uy, provides more information about &, than does
Y, slightly different analysis techniques will be necessary across the different environments.
In essence, we expect a result like 2) to hold as a result of the data-processing inequality. No
amount of post-processing of Uy into (Y') can increase the amount of available information
conveyed about &.

We begin with the most simple result which holds for prototypical environment 1 (sign
neural networks).

Lemma 30. (deep sign network data processing inequality) For alld,N,K € 7,
02>0, and k € {1,...,K?}, if multilayer environment Eg.1 is the sign neural network with
input X : Q= R4 and output Y ~ N(Ug,0?), then for any prozy E,

I(Y'; x|y Exckrt, Uk—1) < L(Uk; E|Ex, Ur—_1).

Proof The result follows from the fact that & L Y|(&, Uy) and the data processing in-
equality. |

prototypical environment 1 is special in the fact that outputs Uy for k € {1,..., K —1}
take values in a finite set {0,1}"V. As a result, we can directly apply the data processing
inequality without adding any noise to Ug. For prototypical environments 2 and 3, for
which U}, take values in R, RN respectively, we cannot directly apply the data processing
inequality here. This is because I(Ug; €k|gk, Uk—1) = oo in this case because observing a
noiseless sample conveys infinitely many bits about &.

For the deep relu network and deep nonparametric networks, we have the following
analogous result:
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Lemma 31. For all K € Zi,(No,N1,...,Ng) € ZXI, and 0® > 0, if Nk = 1, and
multilayer environment Ex.1 consists of single-layer environments & that each identify a
random function f*) from RNe=1 — RNe for which

1F ) () f(’“)(y)I%’

lz = yll3

LK) = sup E

z,yeRNE—1

x=w7y=y] <1

and

with Y ~ N (Ug, 0?), then for any prozy &,

} | E Uk — E[UxI&, Ur1]I3
LY ElEks Excikrr, Up—1) < gln | 1+ 5
2 o
Proof
I(Y; &€k, Exckrt, Uk—1) = h(Y|Ex, Excipr1, Up—1) — W(Y|Ex : k, Ug_1)
=h(Y|&, Exkr1, Ur1) — h(W)

=1 (Y = (fic 00 fis)(EURIE, Up 1)k Excan, Up 1 ) = B(W)
(

<h (Y~ (fx 0.0 fun) EUHE i) — (W)

| V Uk = (fi 0+ © fos1) (BIUKIE, Up-1])]
<-Inl|l+—
2 o
' E[(Uk = (fic o0 fisn) EIULIE, Uk 1))?]
<-Inll+— 5
g
[ . ~ 2
1 E |10 L9 ’Uk - E[Uklgk,Uk—ﬂH }
S 5111 1 + — 02
I ~ 2
, E || Uk - B0, Usl| ]
S 5111 1 + = 0_2

The rate distortion bounds in Theorems 26, 27, and 28 are actually evaluated with
11y (1 + E[|Ux—E[Uk|Ex,Ur—1]1I3]
2 2

- ) as the distortion. This is possible because for continuous
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Y, the above expression is always an upper bound for I(Uy + W; Sk\gk, Ui_1) based on
principles of maximum differential entropy. This will allow us to bound the rated-distortion
function for each multilayer environment with respect to the aforementioned single-layer
rate distortion bounds. We provide these results in the following subsection.

7.4 Sample Complexity Bounds for Multilayer Environments

With the results established in the subsection 7.3, we can now present the main rate-
distortion and sample-complexity results for our 3 multilayer environments.
We first present rate-distortion and sample complexity bounds for the deep sign network.

Theorem 32. (deep sign network rate-distortion and sample complexity bounds)

Foralld, N,K € Z and 0%, ¢ > 0, if multilayer environment Ex.1 is the deep sign network
with input X : Qv+ R s.t. cov[X] = I and output Y ~ N (Ug,0?), then

. KN? +dN

He(Ex1) = O (KN? +dN), T.=0 (+>

€

Proof By Lemma 30 and Theorem 41, for d(é’k,gk,Uk_l) = H(Uk;5k|c‘fk,Uk_1), we have

that

M=

HE(SK:I) S H%(gkad%

i

1
where H% (Ek,d) denotes the rate-distortion function for random variable & under distor-
tion function d(&, &)

—

a

K
He(Era) < ZH? (Ek,d)

~

N»
Ll

H

(Ek,d) + He (€1,d) + He (Ex, d)

o (45) v (). xu 4)
o) ()

= O (KN?+dN),

w
X

||S

where (a) follows from Theorem 41 and (b) follows from Theorem 26, The sample complexity
result follows from Theorem 14. [

This result agrees with the classical VC-dimension based sample complexity bounds of
( , ) that state that the VC-dimension for scalar-output sign neural
networks are (’)(‘—VE‘}| log @) where W denotes the set of of neural network weights (in our
case [W| = KN?) and N the set of neural network nodes (in our case |[N| = NK).

Next, we have the rate-distortion and sample complexity bounds for deep ReLLU net-

works.
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Theorem 33. (deep relu network rate-distortion and sample complexity bounds)
For all d,N,K € Z,, and 0®,¢ > 0, if multilayer environment Ex.1 is the deep ReLU
network with input X : Q@+ R s.t. cov[X] = Iy and output Y ~ N (Ug,0?), then

2 - 2
BL() = O (KN ), 1, = 0 (KN4

€

Proof By Lemma 31 and Theorem 41, for

: 1 E[||Ur. — E[Us|E, Ur—1]l3
A6 Gt ) = Lo <1+ (U — E{Uk| . Uy 1]||2]>7

o2
we have that

K
SK 1 < Z gka
k=1

where H.c (£, d) denotes the rate-distortion function for random variable & under distor-

tion function d(&, g'k) Furthermore, distortion used in the proof of Theorem 27 is exactly
d(E; Ek, Ug—1). As a result,

K
He (EK:I) < He,d(glm d)
k=1
(@) B 9 NK dK NK
= ((K 2)N<In <2026> + dNIn <2026 + Nln 202
= O(KN? +dN).

where (a) follows from Theorem 27. The sample complexity result follows from applying
Theorem 14. |

These sample complexity bounds show that in order to incur € error, the optimal posterior
predictive will need at most O (K N?1n (%)) samples on average. This improves upon
the prior results of ( , : , ) which prescribe an O (K N 2)
dependence.

Finally, we have the rate-distortion and sample complexity bounds for deep nonpara-
metric networks.

Theorem 34. (deep nonparametric network rate-distortion and sample complex-
ity bounds) For all d, N,M,K € Z,,, 0,¢ > 0, if multilayer environment Ex.1 is the
deep nonparametric network with input X : Q — R and output Y ~ N (Ug,0?), then

K? K\?
(6]{1)_22, T6§2<0'6>

Proof By Lemma 31 and Theorem 41, for

3 1 E[||Uy — E[Ug|Er, Ur—1]||2
d(Ep Ex, Up—1) = 5 In <1+ [1T% [;2| k> Uk 1]||2]>7
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we have that

He(ngl) < H (gkad)>

M=

€
K

B
Il

1

where H.c (£, d) denotes the rate-distortion function for random variable & under distor-

tion function d(E, gk) Furthermore, distortion used in the proof of Theorem 28 is exactly
d(Ek; E;). As a result,

M) =

He(Era) < Y Hea(Ek, d)

i
I

g
(]~
[\]
ks
(@)

=T
[Nl

where (a) follows from Theorem 28. The sample complexity result follows from applying
Theorem 14. |

We see that the sample complexity is independent of the input dimension or the hidden
layer width (N) and the dependence on depth is only quadratic.

8. Closing Remarks

We have introduced a novel and elegant information-theoretic framework for analyzing the
sample complexity of data generating processes. We demonstrate its usefulness by proving
two new theoretical results that suggests that it is possible to learn efficiently from data
generated by deep and nonparametric functions.

Beyond the scope of this paper, we believe that the flexibility and simplicity of our
framework will allow for the analysis of machine learning systems such as semi-supervised
learning, multitask learning, bandits and reinforcement learning. We also believe that many
of the nuances of empirical deep learning such as batch-normalization, pooling, and struc-
tured input distributions can be analyzed through the average-case nature of information
theory and powerful tools such as the data processing inequality.

Notably omitted from this paper is any analysis of practical learning algorithms. We
have assumed perfect Bayesian inference, while in practice, particular neural network archi-
tectures are used together with stochastic gradient descent. Whether practical algorithms
of this sort can achieve sample complexity bounds similar to what we have established for
our multilayer environments remains an interesting subject for future research. Our dis-
cussion of suboptimal algorithms and misspecification in section 3.2 provide some starting
points for such a pursuit. Additionally, the exciting advances in uncertainty quantification
for neural networks from ( ) may provide a practical algorithm that can
be analyzed under our framework.
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Appendix A. Proofs of linear regression rate-distortion lower bounds

We now introduce a lemma relating expected KL divergence to mean-squared error, a
distortion measure that is prevalent in the literature. This relation will allow us to derive
a lower bound for the rate-distortion function in the Gaussian linear regression setting.

Lemma 35. For alld € Z, and 0> >0, if 6 : Q — R¢ has iid components that are each
I{Q—SEngaussmn and symmetric, X ~ N(0, 1), and Y ~ N(OTX, 02), then for all prozies
0 €0,Y —E[Y]0,X] is 42| X |3 + o%-subgaussian conditioned on X .

Proof

E [e)\(YfIE[Y|9~,X])‘X} (@) E {GA(Y—E[Y\H,X])‘X} E [eA(E[yw,X]_E[Y\é,X]) \X}

R [A(@-E01) ) ]

< B [ 070 g [ 00 ] |x]
© 22,

< TR [Ee 0, XX ]
< 7 E [Ele 0, X]|x]
R 72O x|

2 2
@ A7 23223

A2 (a2+41/2 1Bs \|§)
= e 2 s

where (a) follows from Y —E[Y'|0, X] = W which is independent from E[Y|0, X]-E[Y|&, X],
(b) follows from the fact that 7 X is symmetric conditioned on X and Jensen’s inequality,
(c) follows from e X =E[e? X6, 6, X], and (d) follows from the fact that the components
of # are v2-subgaussian. |

Lemma 36. If Y — E[Y|0, X] is v?-subgaussian conditional on X, then for all a > 1,
Y —E[Y|0, X] is av?-subgaussian conditional on (0, X).

Proof Assume that for some a > 1, there exists an event S s.t. Pgé €S)>0andfeS
implies that Y — E[Y|6, X] is not av?-subgaussian conditioned on (6, X). We have that

E eA(Y—E[Y‘évX]HX] >P@eS)-E eA(Y—]E[YIé,X])|§ c S,X}

@ updes) o2
Y nB@es) |

)\Z(au2+>\%lnﬂ”(§€$))
= e 2

22 (V2+(o¢71)1/2+/\% ln]P’(éES))
= e 2 s
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where (a) holds for all A s.t. |[A| > |[A\*| for some A*. Such \* exists because of the fact that

0 € S implies that Y —E[Y]6, X] is not ar?-subgaussian conditioned on (6, X). As a result,
for A such that A2 > max {%ﬁgi}s), /\i}, we have that
2.2

E [e/\(Y—IE[Y|0~,X})‘X} > eATV’

which is a contradiction since Y — E[Y!H X]is v? subgaussmn conditional on X. Therefore
the assumption that there exists o > 1 and 6 s.t. is not av? -subgaussian conditional on
(X, 0) cannot be true. The result follows. ]

Lemma 37. If Y — E[Y|0, X] is v2-subgaussian conditioned on (0,X), then

<IE[Y|9,X] _E[Y|d, X])2

E
202

<E [dKL(P(Y € 10, X)|[P(Y € -|5,X))} .

Proof We begin by stating a variational form of the KL-divergence. For all probability
distributions P and ) over R such that P is absolutely continuous with respect to @,

d1(P[|Q) = sup ( / 9(y) P(dy) — In / eg(y)Q(dy)> :
g:R—R yeR yeR
where the supremum is taken over measurable functions for which fye%‘: g9(y)P(dy) is well-
defined and [, g, e Q(dy) is finite. ) )
Let P=P(Y €:0,X:),Q =P(Y €:6,X),and Z =Y —E[Y|0, X]. Then, for arbitrary
A € R, applying the variational form of KL-divergence with g(Y) = AZ gives us

@ dgL(B(Y < 16,8, X)||P(Y € |4, X))

> AE [Zw,é,x} —InE [eAZwN, X}

22,2
5

where (a) follows from Y L 0](0, X) and (b) follows from Z being v2-subgaussian conditioned
n (A, X). Since the above holds for arbitrary A, maximizing the RHS w.r.t A give us:

dxp,(P(Y € -6, X)||P(Y € |6, X))

A <E[Y|9,X] _E[Y]4, X]) -

(E[Y\H,X] —E[Y|d, X])2
202 ’

The result follows from taking an expectation on both sides. |

dir(P(Y € [0, X)|[P(Y € -|0, X)) >

We now provide the proof of Lemma 23 from the main text.

Lemma 23. For all £ € ©, d € Zyy and 0> € Ry, if 0 : Q — R? consists of iid
components each of which are 1-subgaussian and symmetric, P(X € ) ~ N(0,1), and if
Y ~N(07X,0?), then

1 > ~
E [MWHM] E [H@ —E[IE)|5]| <I(Y;0|E, X).
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Proof §'X is || X ||3-subgaussian conditioned on X and by Lemma 35, Y-E[Y|E, X] ||| X]3
is 4]| X ||3 + o2-subgaussian. Lemma 36 then states that Y —E[Y[€, X] is is (4] X3 + o?)-
subgaussian conditioned on (£, X) for all &« > 1. Therefore,
. 2
E [((9 - IE[9|E})TX) ]
20(4]| X3 + 02)

~ (a)
E |di (B(Y € |0, X)[B(Y € |€.X))| > ImE

Vg | e | & (10— E0El]

where (a) follows from Lemma 37 and (b) follows from the fact that X ~ N(0, I). [ |

Appendix B. Proofs of single-layer rate-distortion bounds
B.1 Proof of single-layer Sign Neural Network Results

Lemma 38. (error bounds on predicting layer outputs) For all N € Z,, if a is
distributed N'(0, %In), X : Q@ = RV, Y =sign(a' X), and a = a+V where V L a and
V ~ N(0,€e*Iy), then

1 [ N
ﬂ%y¢a@@ﬂmu)§§ Fo

mw‘ —

Proof

P(Y # sign(d' X)|X) = / P(sign(a' X) # sign(a' X)) dP(a = a)

aeRN

1
:/ LpvTx| > (a7 X|) dP(a = a)
aeRN 2

S

(

IN

) 1 _ (aTX)2
/ Ze *IXIE dP(a = a)
GeRN 2

_ @' x)? T
220XI3 =5 g\ (@)

—

®) VMN/ .
— 2/@m)N Jaenn

aT(XXT+Me2||X|\§Id)a

— VMN/ e 22||X 13 dA(a)
2/ (2m)N Jaeny

o VMN 1

9 Y |@n)V -
2/ (2m)N IMIy + Sl

1/ N
2N+ L
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where (a) follows from the fact that V' T X is €2 X |3-subgaussian conditional on X, (b) fol-
lows from the fact that a ~ N(0, +In), and (c) follows from an evaluation of the Gaussian
integral. |

With this result, we will establish a rate-distortion bound for a single layer sign neural
network.

Theorem 26. (single-layer sign neural network rate-distortion bound) For all
N,k €Zyy ande € {0, \/g v (N + 1)N4), if &, is identified by (A, b) where A : Q — RV*N

s.t. each row A; ~ N'(0,+1In), b: Q — RN is distributed N'(0, +1y), X : Q@ — RV, and
Y =sign(AX +b), then

Proof We denote by A;, b; the ith row of A, b respectively. Let &, = (A,b) where A = A+V
where V' L A and V ~ N(0,%1,) and likewise b = b+ Z where Z L b and Z ~ N(0,62).
6% = ﬁ We have that

1(Ex; Ex) = 1(A; A) + 1(b; )
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We now verify that our choice of &, satisfies the distortion constraint:

I(Y; E|&, X) =1(Y; A, b4, D, S, X)
= H(Y|A,b, S, X)
= NH(Y;|A, b, S, X)
= NH(Y;|A;, bi, Si, X)
= NH(Y; — sign(A; Xb;)|6;,b;, Si, X)

(a) S
< NH(Y; — sign(A] Xb;)|X)

=NE| Y P(Y;—sign(4] X) = j|X) InP(Y; — sign(4] X) = j|X)
j€{-2,0,2}

— —NE

Mn#%mﬂmmm«wn#mm@mmv]

2
— NE [P(Yi = sign(A4] X)|X) In (P(Yi = sign(A; X)|X ))}

QEP%WE#%%@ﬂWﬂ

1/4
(¢)
SN\/§ 7N+1 T

2\ N+1+4%

<e€

where (a) follows from the fact that conditioning reduces entropy, (b) follows from the fact
that —zInZ — (1 — z)In(1 — z) < V3 for z < 3, and (c) follows from Lemma 38. [ ]

B.2 Proof of single-layer ReLU Neural Network Results

Theorem 27. (single-layer relu neural network rate-distortion bound) For all
N,k € Zy, and 0%, € > 0, if & is identified by (A,b) where A : Q — RVN . Qs RN
both consist of independent elements each with variance %, X : Q— RN is a random vector
with covariance Iy, and Y ~ N (ReLU(AX + b),02Ix), then

He (&) = O (N2 In <2i_v26>> :

Proof We use A;,b; to denote the ith rows of A,b respectively. Let & = (fl, 5) where
A=A+V where V 1L Aand V ~ N(0,6%1;) and likewise b = b+ Z where Z | b and
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. (62721571)6 71)
Z ~ N(O,(52> (52 = — N+1 - We have that

]I(Ek; gk) = H(&e; gk)
=1(A; A) +1(b; b)
< h(A) —h(A|A) + 1(b;

b)
2 (2716 <52 2 )) —h(V) +1(b: D)

1
ON*In|1+ ELanr
o? (e N —1)

o (k)

We now verify that our choice of &, satisfies the distortion constraint:

I(Y; Exl&r, X) = 1(Y; A, b A, b, S, X)
= h(Y|A,b,5,X)—h(Y|A,b,S, X)
—N (h(mjx, b, S, X) — h(Y;|A,b, S,X))

(h(vil A, bi, S, X) ~ b(W5))
= N (B(Y; ~ ReLU(A] X + 516, bi, 55, X) — h(73))
<N (h(Yi — ReLU(A] X + ;)| X) — h(Wi))

<E [N <; In (27re (02 + V[ReLU(A] X + b;) — ReLU(A] X + 131-)|X]>) - h(Wi)>]

( V[ReLU(A] X +b;) — ReLU(A] X + &-)])
ln 1 + 2
g

VIATX 4+ b — AT X + B,})

o2

N
2

2
gln <1+(N+1)5 )
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where in (a), W; ~ N(0,0?), (b) follows from the fact that conditioning reduces entropy,
(c) follows from Lemma 15, (d) follows from Jensen’s Inequality, and (e) follows from the
fact that for all z,y € R, (ReLU(z) — ReLU(y))? < (z — y)2. [ |

B.3 Proofs of single-layer Nonparametric Neural Network Results

Theorem 28. (single-layer nonparametric rate-distortion bound) For all N,M €
Zyy and 0?,¢ > 0, if € is identified by o where o ~ Dir(N,[1,...,1]) and

for deterministic basis functions (g1, . .., gn) mapping RM — RM that satisfy E[g,(X)?] =1
for random vector X : Q= RN, and Y ~ N (f(X),021), then

~ _ 2
Proof Let £ = (hy,...,h¢) for C = L(f)] and where for all i € {1,...,C},
UQM(eJTf—1>

id
h; < {gn w.p o -
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The distortion of £ is

1 ~C
M 9 Hf(X) ézz'—th(X)H
< = _
<5 In | 27e (O’ +E 7 h(WW)
i 1 C 2
E| |00 - &2 mx)|
— |1+ — 23]
L ) ;
1 1 E_H_(C 1g’Hf(X)” _||f(X)H2
" * o?M
E [1=Lp0r]
B T T

where (a) follows from Lemma 15.
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We now upper bound the rate of E.

[(o; ) = I(es (1, ..., he))

1B
o2 M (€ — 1)
< L Ef(X)
20%¢

<

202%¢’

where (a) follows from Lemma 8 and (b) follows from the differential entropy of a Dirichlet
random variable and the fact that g is categorical (hence «/|g; is also Dirichlet). The result
follows. [ |

Appendix C. Proofs of multilayer data processing inequalities

Lemma 39. For all real-valued random variables X, V[ReLU(X)] < V[X].

Proof

V[X] = E[X?] - E[X]?

@ EReLU(X)?) - B[X)?

(ﬁ) E[ReLU(X)?] — E[ReLU(X))?

= V[ReLU(X)]

where (a) follows from the fact that for all x € ®, 22 > ReLU(x)? and (b) follows from the
fact that for all z € ®, ReLU(z) > x. [ |
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Lemma 40. (mu}tilayer distortion bound) For all K € Z, if Exa is a multilayer
environment and Ex.1 1s a multilayer proxy for which

I(Y; &l brty Epts X) < WU + W ElEk, Up_1),
then

K
I(Y;Exaléka, X) < ZH(Uk + W5 €k, Up—_1)-

k=1
Proof We have that
K
: 3 @ : 3
1Y Exaléra, Uo) = D U(Y; ExlExkir, Ex, Vo)
k=1

where (a) follows from the chain rule of mutual information, (b) follows from the fact that
(U + W) L Exkr1(Uo, Exkr1), (c) follows from Lemma 29, and (d) follows the assump-
tion of the lemma statement. |

Lemma 40 demonstrates that for the multilayer processes that we consider in this paper,
the distortion incurred by multilayer proxy Eg.1 is upper bounded by the total distortion
of each single-layer proxy conditioned on the true input.

Theorem 41. multilayer rate-distortion bound For all K € Z, ., 0%,¢ > 0, if Ex
is a multilayer environment such that there exists a real-valued function d s.t. for all k €
{1,...,K} and § > 0, there exist & s.t.

I(Y; Ek|Exc ks, Ets X) < d(Epy Ex, Up—1) < 6,

where W ~ N(0,0%I), then

M=

He(ngl) S H%(gkad%

i

1

where He (€, d) is the rate-distortion function for environment £ w.r.t distortion function d.

Proof Let

OFl —1£€O. :E=(E1,...,8Kk);&E LENE LEfori# 5},

50



AN INFORMATION-THEORETIC ANALYSIS OF SUPERVISED LEARNING

We have that

inf 1(&;€) = inf Z}I & E1EK 11)
£eO. £€0c 1

(a)
<
gelgf{ ) ZH E; EIEK k1)

(b)

© 1nf 5,5
Z ki)

© &

< inf (&, gk)
k.z; c‘jkEé(Q)

K
= Hy (6 d)
k=1

where (a) follows from the fact that ©X1 ¢ @, (b) follows from the fact that for £ € OF1,
& L E; for i # j, and (c) follows from the fact that for C:)EI/C;( = {(‘fk €06: d (&, &, Uk—1) <

=h éi})K @(/])( C @5(:1 since we assumed that I(Y; E|Ex kv 1, &1, X) < d(&, &, Uk-1)

for all k and SO

I(Y; 5k|<§K:k+17 Enet, X)

M=

I(Y;Er1|Exa, X) =

i
L

d(Ek, E, Ur_1)

] =

<

i
L

€
K

IN
» I
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