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Abstract

We show that the Rademacher complexity-based approach can generate non-vacuous gener-
alisation bounds on Convolutional Neural Networks (CNNs) for classifying a small number
of classes of images. The development of new Talagrand’s contraction lemmas for high-
dimensional mappings between function spaces and CNNs for general Lipschitz activation
functions is a key technical contribution. Our results show that the Rademacher complex-
ity does not depend on the network length for CNNs with some special types of activation
functions such as ReLU, Leaky ReLU, Parametric Rectifier Linear Unit, Sigmoid, and
Tanh.
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1. Introduction

Deep models are typically heavily over-parametrized, while they still achieve good gen-
eralization performance. Despite the widespread use of neural networks in biotechnology,
finance, health science, and business, just to name a selected few, the problem of understand-
ing deep learning theoretically remains relatively under-explored. In 2002, Koltchinskii and
Panchenko (Koltchinskii and Panchenko, 2002) proposed new probabilistic upper bounds on
generalization error of the combination of many complex classifiers such as deep neural net-
works. These bounds were developed based on the general results of the theory of Gaussian,
Rademacher, and empirical processes in terms of general functions of the margins, satisfying
a Lipschitz condition. Based on Koltchinskii and Panchenko approach and a development
of new symmetrization inequalities in high-dimensional probability for Markov chains, we
recently proposed some upper bounds on generalization errors for deep neural networks
with Markov or hidden Markov datasets (Truong, 2022b). However, bounding Rademacher
complexity for deep learning remains a challenging task. In this work, we provide some new
upper bounds on Rademacher complexity in deep learning which does not depend on the
length of deep neural networks. In addition, we show that Koltchinskii and Panchenko’s
approach can be improved to generate non-vacuous bounds for CNNs.

1.1 Related Papers

The complexity-based generalization bounds were established by traditional learning the-
ory aim to provide general theoretical guarantees for deep learning. (Goldberg and Jerrum,
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1993), (Bartlett and Williamson, 1996), (Bartlett et al., 1998b) proposed upper bounds
based on the VC dimension for DNNs. (Neyshabur et al., 2015) used Rademacher com-
plexity to prove the bound with exponential dependence on the depth for ReLLU networks.
(Neyshabur et al., 2018) and (Bartlett et al., 2017) uses the PAC-Bayesian analysis and the
covering number to obtain bounds with polynomial dependence on the depth, respectively.
(Golowich et al., 2018) provided bounds with (sub-linear) square-root dependence on the
depth for DNNs with positive-homogeneous activations such as ReLU.

The standard approach to develop generalization bounds on deep learning (and machine
learning) was developed in seminar papers by (Vapnik, 1998), and it is based on bound-
ing 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 (Bartlett et al., 1998a; Bartlett and Shawe-Taylor, 1999) 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 (Koltchinskii and Panchenko, 2002) 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 Gaus-
sian, Rademacher, and empirical processes in terms of general functions of the margins,
satisfying a Lipschitz condition. They improved previously known bounds on generaliza-
tion error of convex combination of classifiers. Generalization bounds for deep learning and
kernel learning with Markov dataset based on Rademacher and Gaussian complexity func-
tions have recently analysed in (Truong, 2022a). Analysis of machine learning algorithms
for Markov and Hidden Markov datasets already appeared in research literature (Duchi
et al., 2011; Wang et al., 2019; Truong, 2022c¢).

In the context of supervised classification, PAC-Bayesian bounds have proved to be the
tightest (Langford and Shawe-Taylor, 2003; McAllester, 2004; A. Ambroladze and Shawe-
Taylor, 2007). Several recent works have focused on gradient descent based PAC-Bayesian
algorithms, aiming to minimise a generalisation bound for stochastic classifiers (Dziugaite
and Roy., 2017; W. Zhou and Orbanz., 2019; Biggs and Guedj, 2021). Most of these studies
use a surrogate loss to avoid dealing with the zero-gradient of the misclassification loss. Sev-
eral 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 analytically (McAllester, 1998; Clerico et al., 2021b,a). Recently,
there have been some interesting works which use information-theoretic approach to find
PAC-bounds on generalization errors for machine learning (Xu and Raginsky, 2017; Esposito
et al., 2021) and deep learning (Jakubovitz et al., 2018).

In this work, we show that the Rademacher complexity does not depend on the length
of DNNs which uses some special classes of activation functions o where o —o(0) belongs to
ReLU family or odd function ones. Our result improves Golowich et al.’s bound (Golowich
et al., 2018) where they showed that the Rademacher complexity is square-root dependent
on the depth for DNNs with ReLLU activation functions.
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1.2 Contributions
More specifically, our contributions are as follows:

e We develop new contraction lemmas for high-dimensional mappings between vector
spaces which extends the Talagrand contraction lemma.

e We find the contraction lemma for each layer of CNNs.

o We experiment our results on CNNs for MNIST image classifications, and our bounds
are non-vacuous when the number of classes is small.

As far as we know, this is the first result which shows that the Rademacher complexity-based
approach can lead to non-vacuous generalisation bounds on DNNs.
1.3 Other Notations

Vectors and matrices are in boldface. For any vector x = (1,22, - ,2,) € K" where R is
the field of real numbers, its induced-norm is defined as

Il = (kg ) " 1)

The j-th component of the vector x is denoted as [x]; for all j € [n].
For A € K"™*" where

aii, ai2, T, A1n
azi, azz, -+, Q2n (2)
Qpl, Gp2, ", Omn

we defined the induced-norm of matrix A as

[ Ax]|
[Allp.q = sup .
20 [1Xllp

For abbreviation, we also use the following notation

[A]lp := [|Allp,p- (4)

It is known that
Al = lfgjagn; i, (5)
HAHQ = 1/ Amax (AAT)’ (6)

n

[Alloe = 1r§n%>§n2|aijl, (7)
7=1
where Amax(AAT) is defined as the maximum eigenvalue of the matrix AAT (or the square
of the maximum singular value of A).
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2. Deep Composition of Functions, Contraction Lemmas, and
Rademacher Complexity

2.1 Deep Composition of High-Dimensional Functions

Let dyi,da,--- ,dr,dr+1 be a sequence of positive integer numbers such that dy = d. For
each k € [L], we define a class of function Fj, as follows:

Fr={f=frofs_10---0ofaofi:fi €G C{gi: R - RU1}  Vie[L]}. (8)

Given a training set {x;}! , the p-norm Rademacher complezity for the class function Fy,
is defined as

Zf‘:zf Xz

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;}.

R, (Fy) = { sup
fEFK

} Vk € [L), 9)

Definition 1 A function 1 : RE — RE s called 7odd” if ¥(—x) = —(x) and “even” if
Y(|x|) = (x) for all x € RE.

2.2 Contraction Lemmas in High Dimensional Vector Spaces

First, we recall the Talagrand’s contraction lemma.

Lemma 2 (Mohri and Medina, 2014, Lemma 8, Appendiz A.2.) Let H be a hypothesis set
of functions mapping X to R and i be a p-Lipschitz function from R — R for some p > 0.
Then, for any sample S of n points x1,Xo2, -+ , X, € X, the following inequality holds:

Itzs[sungz woh)(xz)] < Py, [Sup Zsz X; } (10)

heH heH

Lemma 2 and its proof require that ¢ : R — R and H is a set of functions mapping from X
to R.

In this subsection, we provide extended versions of Talagrand’s contraction lemma for
the high-dimensional mapping 1 between vector spaces.

Lemma 3 (Contraction for Linear Mapping) Let G be a class of functions from R" —
RP. Let Vpq be a class of matrices W on RP*? such that supwey, , [|Wllpq < v. Then, it
holds that

n

1
I ; €if(xi)

ZaZWf (xi)

} < vE. [sup
feg

p]. (11)

E. { sup sup
weV feg

Especially, we have

]Swzgp W s[supH 251 X;)

00,00

ZsZWf %) o

E. { sup sup
WweV feg
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Proof For any W € V, observe that

1
H Y aWixi)|| = ‘W < > 5if(Xi)> (13)
n “ n-
=1 =1 q
1 n
< W, | s ) (14)
i=1 P
1 n
<v —Zsif(xz) . (15)
i P
Hence, (11) is a direct application of this fact.
This concludes our proof of Lemma 3. |

Lemma 4 Let H be a set of functions mapping X to R™ and Hy = HU{|h|: h € H} and
¥ : R — R such that ¥(x) = ReLU(z) — aReLU(—x) Yx for some a € [0,1]. Then, for
any p > 1 it holds that

% ; eih(xp)

Z eip(h

Ee [ sup
heH

} | (16)

:| 5 |: sup
P heH

Identity, ReLU, Leaky ReLU, Parametric rectified linear unit (PReL.U) belong to the class
of functions £ := {¢ : ¢¥(z) = ReLU(x) — aReLU(—xz) Vz, for some o € R}.

Proof See Appendix A. |

Lemma 5 Let H be a set of functions mapping X to R™ and 7(x) be a fized permutation
of x for any x € R™. Then, for any p > 1, it holds that

13 et

551 Xz

}. (17)

o[
heH

:| € |: sup
» heH

Proof Let o be a permutation of (1,2,---,m) such that

(x0(1)7$0(2)7 T axa(m)) = TI‘(X). (18)
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Observe that

n

1
Ee | sup gim(h(x; }
r mory X p\ 1/p
=E. sup<z [Zem(h(xl))] ) ] (19)
Lher \ 57 LT j
J %
r m 1 n 1/p
=E.| su — gi |m(h(x; 20
h£<zn [tk ) (20)
Jj= i=
r m 1 n p\ 1/p
=E.| su — €ihg (i (X; 21
Lo (o)) ] 2
7j=1 =1
r zm: 1 zn: p\ 1/p
=E. sup( [ Eih(Xz):| > ] (22)
Lher \ G5 1L a(j)
_ Lo
=Ec|sup|[— ) eih(x;) ] (23)
LheH (|1 5 p
|
Lemma 6 Let H be a set of functions mapping X to R™. Define
’H+=HU{—h:h€H}. (24)
For any pn > 0, let ¢ : R™ — R™ such that |1;(x) — ;(x')| < plz; — |, V(x,x') €

R™ x R™} and ¥ —¢(0) is odd. In addition, 1;(0) does not depend on j. Then it holds
that

Ec| sup ||— e (h(x; H }
sup 3 et
< MEE[ sup ||— gih(x; } + — sup [9;(C 25
heM 1 (i) \/ﬁgem]‘ (O] (25)

Here, we deﬁne ¢(X) = W(xl)ﬂﬂ(f@), e 7w($M))T fO'I" any X = ($17$27 T 7xm)T € R™.

Proof See Appendix B. |

Then, the following is a direct result of Lemma 6 by setting v;(x) = (z;) for all j €
[m],x € R™ for some p-Lipschitz function ¢ : R — R.

Lemma 7 Let H be a set of functions mapping X to R™. Define

Hy=HU{—h:heM}. (26)
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For any pu > 0, let ¢ : R — R such that ‘w(x) - 1,/1(x')‘ < plr —2'|, V(z,2') € R x R} and
¥ —1(0) is odd. Then, it holds that

E. [2272 % g;ffiw(h(xi))Hoo]
< pE, [f‘éﬁﬂ Zez X;) ]+\/lﬁ\¢(0)|- (27)

Here, we define 1(x) = (d(x1),9(x2), - ,¢(zm))" for any x = (z1, 22, ,x)" € R™
Lemma 8 Let H be a set of functions mapping X to R™. Define
Hy=HU{—h:heH}U{|h|:heH}. (28)

For any 1> 0, let ¢ : R — R such that |¢(z) — ¢(a')| < plz — 2|, V(z,2’) € R x R} and
1 —1(0) is even. Then, it holds that

g [ et |
1
2uEe i , — 0)]. 29
= Lse‘iﬁ 25 " ]+ﬁ|¢( ) 2

H€T€, we deﬁne l/)(X) = (¢($1)7¢(3«"2), e 7¢($m))T fO?" any X = ($1,$2, e 7xm)T e R™.

Proof Since ¢(z) is even, it holds that

S]]

O(x) = Y(z1{z > 0}) — (- z1{z < 0}) Vx € R. (31)

[sup
heH T

Zezw |h(x;) H ] (30)

[sup
heH T

Define

Then, it is easy to see that ¢ is an odd function.
On the other hand, we also have

b(lz) = ¥(lz)),  VzER, (32)
=[] Setnead] ] -2lmes|Sevpean] ] e
Furthermore, for all z,y € R we have
| (x) — ()]
< |¢(z1{z > 0}) — ¢ (y1{y > 0})| + |[¢(z1{z < 0}) — ¥ (y1{y < O})] (34)
gu‘xl{x>0}—y1{y>0}| +u’x1{x<0}—y1{y<0}‘ (35)
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Now, observe that

|z1{z > 0} — y1{y > 0}
IREESE] _y+|y\‘
2

A

1 1
< 2Ix—yIJrQ;IIfL‘I — |
1=

IN

|2~y
Similarly, we also have
|21{z < 0} — y1{y < 0}| < |z —y|.
From (35), (38), and (39) we obtain
‘1/; )‘ <2,u‘x—y} Vz,y € R.

Hence, by Lemma 7 we have

1| S -
E — i h(x;
s | =] |
1 n
<ol s 5 R
1 n

where (42) follows by using the fact that |h| € H if h € H..
Hence, finally we have

n

1
Zezw H ] SME[ sup — 1>

heH i=1

Ez‘h<xi)

J

[sup
heH T

Theorem 9 Let ‘H be a set of functions mapping X to R™ and

L = {vq : Ya(z) = ReLU(z) — aReLU(—z) Yz € R,a € [0,1]}.

Define

b MU he M), if v —w(0) is odd
TN HU{—hh e HYU{h| :heH}, if ¥ —(0) others

(44)

(45)
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For any pu > 0, let ¢ : R — R such that ‘w(x) - 1,/1(x')‘ < plr —2'|, V(z,2') € R x R} and
1 —1(0) is even. Then, it holds that

sup E e (h
e [heH ‘
n

1
S'y,uE[sup — eih(x;
(B2 | sup n; (xi)

J vl (46)

where

Ly if ¥ —1(0) is odd or belongs to L
Y(w) =4 2 if &~ (0) is cven - (47)
3u, if v —(0) others

Here, we define 1(x) = (d(x1),9(x2), - ,¢(zm))" for any x = (x1, 29, ,x)" € R™.
Proof For any general function 1, we can represent as
Vo) + b(-a) | $lx) - d(-a)
2 2 ’
Y(z)+p(=2)
2

b(z) = vx € R. (48)

Since 1 (x) is a point-wise mapping, the function is an even function with u-
Lipschitz. Besides, w is an odd function with pu-Lischitz. Hence, by using triangle
inequality and the previous results, we have

n
D eih(xi)
i=1

Ze“ﬂ” H } = (2u+u)E{ sup ~

heH n

E|sup - J' (19)

heH T

In the following, we shows how to represent common activation functions as a sum of
odd and even functions to apply Theorem 9.

1+sgn(z)
2

e Binary Step Function ¢(z) = . Then, we have

B g | Sewvtnoa| |
— 38| sup Z( rsmnii) )| | o
R SR S
éi(f)ﬂ[;ﬂi >ei)| | 52

where (52) follows from the fact that sgn(z) is an odd function with Lipschitz equal
to 1.
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e For SELU and ELU, ¢(z) = A(z1{z > 0} + a(e* — 1)1{z < 0}), Vz and a,\ > 0.
Then, we have

b(x) = Mz1{z > 0} + ae”1{z < 0} — al{z < 0}) (53)
:A(()+aao¢@)—§(l—$m@») (54)
= Mo(@) +ac o d(x) - 5 + 5 sen(a)). (55)

where
o(x) = ReLU (), (56)
d(z) = e"1{x < 0} — e “1{z > 0}, (57)

Note that ¢ (z) is 2-Lipschitz and odd, and sgn(z) is also an odd function with Lips-
chitz constant equal to 1. Hence, by Theorem 9 we have

ol
S

;;@aowoh@Q
Zeih(xi) ]
2 =G|
-sgn(h(meoo] (59)

|

Zeih(xi)

[sup
heH T

< )\E [ sup —
heHr T

1
+ AaE [ sup —
heH T

|

> eih(xi)

1
< )\E[ sup —
i=1

heH n

1
+ 20[)\]E|: sup —
heH n

A 1
+ aE[ sup —
2 heH n

aA 1
+2E[ sup — Z&i

heH n
< )\<1 + 5a> [ sup —
2 het, M

e For non-Lipschiz function g on (—oo,00) such as SiLU, Gaussian, GELU such that
g(z) > 0 for all z, we use the following trick. Assume that for all h € H, it holds that

|

}

!

o] JE () o

2

10



RADEMACHER COMPLEXITY GENERALIZATION BOUNDS FOR CNNs

h(z) € [a,b] for all x and some a,b € (—o00,00) (for example if we use g after using
ReLU, sigmoid, etc.). Then, we can limit the activation function g(x) to

P(z) = g(z)1{a <z < b} (62)
=g9@)Hz = a} — g(z)1{x = b} (63)

Now, assume that g(z) > 0 for all z > a, we have

9(@)H{z > a} = 00 ga(x), (64)
g(2)1{z > b} = o 0 gy(a). (65)
Here,
ga(z) == g(x){z > a} — g(—2){z < —a}, (66)
gp(2) = g(z)Hz > b} — g(—2)1{z < b}, (67)

where o is the ReLU function. Note that g,(-) and gp(-) are odd functions. Hence, by
applying the above results, we finally have

su €;

[he?l-)[ n Z vih H ]
sup €iga © h(x;) ] + E[sup o h(x;) ] 68
[heH n Z heH T ’ ( )

§€z Xz

where p, and pp are Lipschitz constants of g, and gp, respectively. Similar arguments
if g(x) € (—o0,0] for all z € R.

In case that g(-) is differentiable, we can upper bound

] , (69)

heH T

< (o + o) [Sup

fta < 281;10 g’ ()], (70)
< 2sup|g’(z)]. (71)
z>b

For example, if the sigmoid is used before the Gaussian activation function in the
DNNs with g(z) = e*xz, then it holds that a = 0 and b = 1. For this case, we have

< Adsuplzle ™ = —_, 72
fo < legl | o (72)
and
4
p < dsup e = - (73)
=z

2
Note that sup,c(o 1) 19’ ()] = 28up,epo 1) [2le™ = 7= > %(\/‘;? +2).

11
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3. Rademacher Complexity Bounds for Convolutional Neural Networks
(CNNs)

3.1 Convolutional Neural Network Models

Let dy,do, - ,dr,dr+1 be a sequence of positive integer numbers such that d; = d. For
each k € [L], we define a class of function Fy, as follows:

Fr={f=frofro10--0fiofo: fi €G C{g: R - R%+1}  Vie{1,2,--- k}}
(74)

Denote by F := Fr. Assume that fy:[0,1]¢ = R% and fr, : R~ — Y C R+,
Given a function f € F, a function g € R x ) predicts a label y € Y for an example
x € R? if and only if

9(f(x),y) > max g(f(x),y’) (75)
y'#y

where g(f(X),y) = ng(x) with Wy = (O’Oa -+,0,1,0,- - 70)

wy(y)=1
For a training set {x;}? ,, the p-norm Rademacher complezity for the class function Fy,

is defined as

%Zgif(xi)

=1

Ry (Fr) = Ee { sup
FEFk

} vk € [L), (76)

where {¢;} is a sequence of i.i.d. Rademacher (taking values +1 and —1 with probability
1/2 each) random variables, independent of {x;}.

3.2 Contraction Lemmas for CNNs

Based on above results, the following versions of Talagrand’s contraction lemma for different
layers of CNN are derived.

Definition 10 (Convolutional Layer with Average Pooling) Let G be a class of u-
Lipschitz function o from R — R such that 0(0) is fized. Let Q € Z and {r, i }icq) be
two tuples of positive integer numbers and {W; € R"*" [ € [Q]} be a set of kernel matrices.

A convolutional layer with average pooling and @ channels is defined as a set of Q
mappings ¥ = {1,1 € [Q]} from R to RI(d=nt+D)/nlx[(d=n+1)/n] sych that

@DZ(X) = Oavg @) Ul(x), (77)
where
1 le jﬂ'l2 ((dfrl+1)2/7'12]712
a-avg(x):7_2<z$k‘a"'a Z Thy oy Z :L'k>>
b Nk=1 k=(j—1)r2+1 k=[(d—r+1)2 /73] —r2+1
vx € RI@-rt D/, (78)

12



RADEMACHER COMPLEXITY GENERALIZATION BOUNDS FOR CNNs

and for all x € R¥*4,

o1(x) = {&(a, b) }o ", (79)
ri—1r;—1

@(a,b)za<z Zx(a+u,b+v)Wl(u+1,v+1)>. (80)
u=0 v=0

Definition 11 (Convolutional Layer with Max Pooling) Let G be a class of u-Lipschitz
function o from R — R such that 0(0) is fived. Let Q € Z and {ri, 7i}c|q) be two tuples
of positive integer numbers and {W; € R"*" [ € [Q]} be a set of kernel matrices.

A convolutional layer with max pooling and QQ channels is defined as a set of Q mappings
U = {¢y,1 € [Q]} from R¥*? to RIM=—rA)/nIx[(d=ri+1)/n] gy ch that

wl(x) = Omax © O'Z(X), (81)
where
Omax(X) = < max Ty, - max Thy max k>,
€[] kel(-1)m241,572) " kel[(d—ri+1)2 /78] —rZ+1,[(d—ri+1)2 /73] ?]
vx € RI(@=r+1) /7121712’ (82)
and for all x € R4,
oi(x) = {#(a,0)}0, ", (83)
7"[—1 Tl—l
i(a,b):0<z Zx(a—l—u,b—i—v}VVl(u—}—l,v—l—l)). (84)
u=0 v=0

Lemma 12 (Convolutional Layer with Average Pooling) Consider a convolutional
layer with average pooling defined in Definition 10. Recall the definition of L in (96).
Then, it hold that

Zf‘:ﬂ/)l O Xz

Ec [sup sup sup

le[Q) e feF
T ln 1 ‘ (O)’
< [V(M)<;UZ:O|W1(U+1,U+1)}>+ 0\/5 ] [fseujg+ Z&f X;) ], (85)
where
Ly if ¥ —1(0) is odd or belongs to L
A1) = 2m, i = (0) i cven . (0
i, if v —(0) others
Here,

7 = {fu {(=F [ €F}, if v —w(0) is odd -

FUu{-f:feFrU{|fl:feF}, if v —(0) others

13
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Proof See Appendix C. n

Lemma 13 (Convolutional Layer with Max Pooling) Consider a convolutional layer
with maz pooling defined in (11). Recall the definition of L in (96). Then, with probability
1 4t hold that

Z€z¢l © Xz

E. [sup sup sup

le[Q) eV feF
SE e 0(0)
< [V(M)<§;|Wﬁ(u+l,v+l)}> + T ] [feﬂ Zszf X;) ] (88)
where
T8 if ¥ —1(0) is odd
V() = 20, if Y —1(0) is even. (89)
3u, if v —(0) others
Here,
_ {]:U {—=f:feF}, if v —1(0) is odd or belongs to L (90)
FU{=f:feFrU{lfl:feF}, if v —4(0) others
Proof See Appendix D. [ ]

For Dropout layer, the following holds:
Lemma 14 Let 1(x) is the output of the x via the Dropout layer. Then, it holds that

2511/10 f(xi) } Z&f (xi)

This is a direct result of Lemma 6, where 1;(x) = x; or 0 at each fixed j. Hence, we have

|9 () = i ()| < larj — - (92)

The following Rademacher complexity bounds for Dense Layers.

]. (91)

[sup

o[
feH

feH

Lemma 15 (Dense Layers) Let G be a class of u-Lipschitz function, i.e.,
o(2) —o(y)| <ple—yl,  Va,yeR, (93)
such that o(0) is fired. LetV be a class of matrices W on R such that supwey |W|eo <

B. For any vector x = (x1,x9, -+ ,2q), we denote by o(x) = (o(x1),0(x2), -+ ,0(za))T.
Then, it holds that

- [sszpv?;s ypeeso] ]
V(w ﬁEs[?eug) ZEZf (%) ]+|a\(f(7?|, (94)
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where
o if ¥ —(0) is odd
W) = 2, if ¥ — (0) s even. (95)
3u, if 1 —(0) others

3.3 Rademacher complexity bounds for CNNs
Theorem 16 Let

L = {vq : Ya(z) = ReLU(z) — aReLU(—z) Yz € R,a € [0,1]}. (96)
Consider the CNN defined in Section 3.1 where
[£i(0); = o3 (wjfi-1(x)) Vi € [disa]

and o; is pi-Lipschitz. In addition, fo(x) = [x7,1]T, Vx € R? and x is normalised such
that ||x||cc < 1. Let

K ={ie€[L]:layer i is a convolutional layer with max or average pooling}, (97)
D = {i€[L]: layer i is a dropout layer}. (98)

We assume that there are Q; kernel matrices W( ) 2s of size r(l) rd for the i-th convolutional
layer. For all the (dense) layers that are not convolutwnal we define W, are their coefficient
matrices. Define

Til Til

Yevli = Y(117) s ;;!W u,v) |U\Z/(ﬁ)| (99)

|0i(0)|
NLD

Yari = () ||[Wal| o, + i¢K. (100)

where

Wi,  if op—0;(0) is odd or belongs to L
Y(i) = § 2, if o — 0;(0) is even . (101)
3u, if o —o0;(0) others

Then, if the input data is normalised by using the standard normalisation or Z-method, it
Rn(F) := EX[ E[ sup

holds that
Z ezf Xz :| :|
fery

\/ d+ ! HfYCVll H 7d117 (102)

i€k i (KUD)

where

(103)

1, if o1 —o01(0) is odd
CcC =
2, others

15
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Proof This is a direct result of Lemmas 12, 13, and 15. By the modelling of CNNs in
Section 3.1, it holds that

Fe:={f=fvofior0--0fiofo: i€ G C{g:R% 5 R%}, Vie{l1,2,--- k}}
(104)

and F := Fr.
For CNNs, fi(x) = o;(W;x)) for all | € [L] where W; € W, (a set of matrices) and
o; € ¥U; where
= {o1: |[oy — [oi¥)ls| < wles — il Vx,y €RY G € [diga]. (105)
Then, since |oy|, —o; € ¥y, it is easy to see that

Fipr,+ COW 1), Vie[L—1], (106)

where F; ; is a supplement of F; defined in (87) and (90).
Therefore, by peeling layer by layer we finally have

zezf Xz

}gE [Sup
feH+

Z 5zf X’L :| H Yevl i H Ydl,i (107)

Ee |:SU.p
iek ik

ferF

where H, is the extended set of inputs to the CNN, i.e.,

U{— if 09 —o01(0) is odd
H, = fou{=fo}, if o1 ({1( ) is o (108)
fou{=fotUu{lfol}, if o1 —01(0) others
Now, for the case 01 — 01(0) is odd, it is easy to see that
1 n
sup eif(x;) H eifo(xi) (109)
s z sw] = £ St
1 n
< H D eifolxi) (110)
s
On the other hand, for the case o1 — ¢1(0) is general, we have
1o 1
sup ||~ Y eif(xi) H Zngo ()| + H Zaz\fo (xi \H (111)
Fer 1T i=1 i=1

16
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On the other hand, we have

n

[

=1

n 2

2 el -
i=1 2

d+1 n

< | 2 2Bl (13)

Ry o

_ dzl (115)

where (114) follows from E[[fo (X,)]?] = 1 when the data is normalised by using the standard
method.
Similarly, we also have
.

n

Ex[”izé‘i\fo(xz‘)}

i=1
d+1
116
) (116)
|
4. Generalization Bounds for Deep Learning
4.1 Generalization Bounds for Deep Learning
4.1.1 GENERALISATION ERROR DEFINITIONS
Let dy,da,ds, -+ ,dr,dr+1 be a sequence of positive integer numbers such that d; = d. For

each k € [L], we define a class of function Fj, as follows:

Fi={f=fuofso10-0faofi:fi€G C{g :R" 5 R¥1}  Vie{1,2,--- k}}
(117)

Denote by F := Fr. Assume that f; : R? — R% and fr : R¥% — Y c R%+1. Especially,
for CNNs f : [0,1]7 — R%.,

Given a function f € F, a function g € R x ) predicts a label y € Y for an example
x € R? if and only if

9(f(x),y) > Iyn%g(f( x),y") (118)

17
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where g(f(x)ay) = ng(x) with Wy = (ana T 707 1707 te 70)

wy(y)=1

The margin of a labelled example (x,y) is defined as

my(x,y) == g(f(x),y) — ?igg(f( x),9'), (119)

so f mis-classifies the labelled example (x,y) iff m¢(x,y) < 0. Then, the generalisation
error is defined as P(w} f(x) < max,cy wg, f(x)).

Lemma 17 Let F be a class of function from X to R™. For CNNs for classification, with
probability 1 it holds that

Ee |:Sup ’ Zgsz Xuyz

feF|M

] < 2ME,. {sup
feF

Z Esz XZ

]. (120)

The bound in (120) improves (Koltchinskii and Panchenko, 2002, p. 35) where the authors
showed that

sup eme(xi,y)|| < M(2M —1)E [sup eimr(x;) } (121)
s[fef Z ! ] © feF Z !
Proof Observe that
sup g;m Xzayz
E[fe]—' Z ! ]
1 n
= [Ec | sup |— 5i<f(xi) . — sup [f(x;) />H (122)
s[fef 3 iUl = sup 76y
1 n
< sup gl f(x:)] ] +E [sup g; sup [f(x;)]y ] 123
e[fef Z e|sup|5 Z sup [£(xi)y (123)

18
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Now, we have

sup eilf(x;
eLef 3 sl }
1 n M
sup gilf (xi)]y: 1y, ]
|: 1 M n
- sup’ B SEILCHBTIN|
feF I 34
M 1
<3 e[ 3l
eF

(124)

(125)

(126)

(127)

(128)

(129)

(130)

(131)

where (128) follows from the fact that (217, —1)e1, (21gy,—p—1)e2, -+, (21gy, =y —1)en)

has the same distribution as (1,2, -+ ,€p).

19



LAN V. TRUONG

On the other hand, we also have

n

Ee [sup l Z €; Sup [f(Xi)]y’

feF|n i=1 y'#Yi :|

Zél Sup Zl{yl y}

=1 YFVi

(132)

| S

o
fer N

M n

1 Z Z € Sl;g[f(xiﬂy’l{yi:y}

n
feri®y oo v

(133)

n

M
< ZE€ [sup ’1 ZSi sup [f(Xi)]y/l{yi:y}

(134)
niT YAy

< % %Ee [SUP ‘:L z:: gi sup [f (xi) ]y (21 gy,=y) — 1)H

L > eisup[f(xi)ly

i=1 y'#Y

} (135)

} (136)

n i=1 y'#y

M
=SB sup Y sl

n i=1 y'#y

}, (137)

where (136) follows from the fact that (21,3 —1)e1, (21— —1)€2, (214, —y3 —1)en)
has the same distribution as (1,2, -+ ,&p)-
Now, for each fixed y let 7, be the permutation such that

Wy(x) = (xya Lo(1)s Lo(2)y """ >$U(M—1)) (138)
where Zy(1), Zo(2); " > To(m—1) I8 @ non-decreasing order of {z,/ : y' # y} for all x € R™.
Then, it holds that

sup[f(xi)]y = [y (f(xi)] 55 Vx;. (139)

y'#y
where

?l)y(x) = [0307 0, 1]7ry(x)a vx € R™. (140)
M

Now, for any permutation (¢(1),0(2), -+ ,0(M —1)) of (1,2,--- , M)\ {y}, we define

= {&)oy = [f &)o@ = = [f(x)]ou-1}, Vi€ [n]. (141)
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Since x1,Xg, -, X, are i.i.d., it holds that if P(A;(c)) = 1, we also have P(4;(c)) = 1 for
all j € [n]. It follows that

P (n]Aj(a) = 1. (142)
=1
j:

Hence, 7, is a fixed permutation with probability 1.
Then, for all y € [M] with probability 1, we have

£ s | Z c suplf ()l

feF |

|

_E, [ sup }Izeim(f(xi))m” (143)
=1

L feF

i=1 y'#y

<. sup |13 ] (144)
2- .

L feF

< 5. [ sup|X iemu(xi))HM] (145)

n
LreFlln =

= Ee | sup lz»sif(xi)

LfeF I

Oo] (146)

where (145) follows from Lemma 3, and (146) follows from Lemma 5.
It follows from (137) and (146) that

n

1
E [sup — g; sup [f(x;)] /}
“Lrer nz} Y Y
< ME¢ | sup e f(x;) ] (147)
L3
From(123), (131), and (147) we have

sup eimyr(xi,yi)|| <2ME [sup ei f(x; ] 148
w5 et < 0 [ 15 a9

4.1.2 BOUNDING THE GENERALISATION ERROR FOR DEEP LEARNING VIA
RADEMACHER

Based on the above Rademacher complexity bounds and a justified application of Mec-
Diarmid’s inequality, we obtains the following generalization for deep learning with i.i.d.
datasets.
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Theorem 18 Let {(x;, ;) }—y ~ Pxy for some joint distribution Py, on X x Y. Recall the
definition of the function class F4. Then, for any t > 0, the following holds:

n

P{Hf € F:P(myg(x,y) <0) > inf [i21{mf(xi,yi) <~}
=1

v€(0,1]

4M

+ —FE [ [sup gif(x;) ”
Y x| fer Z f

2 + /1 1 20
s ngggQ i }}§2exp(—2t2). (149)

Proof See Appendix E. |

Corollary 19 (PAC-bound) Recall the definition of the function class .7-"2“71. For any § €
(0,1], with probability at least 1 — ¢, it holds that

P(mys(x,y) <0) < inf [1 > t{my(xi,y) <7}

ve(0.1] [~

Zng Xz

+ \/log log;(z'y_ ) \/2 log 3] Vf e F. (150)

4M
+ —Ex |E¢ | sup
Y feF

Proof This result is obtain from Theorem 18 by choosing ¢ > 0 such that 3 exp(—2t?) = 4.
|

5. Numerical Results

In this experiment, we use a CNN (cf. Fig. 1) for classifying MNIST images (class 0 and
class 1), i.e., M = 2, which consists of n = 12665 training examples.

For this model, the sigmoid activation o satisfies o(z) — 0(0) = 4 tanh (£) which is odd
and has the Lipschitz constant 1/4. In addition, for the dense layer, the sigmoid activation
satisfies

1

lo(z) —o(y)| < =]z —yl, Vz,y € R. (151)

W~ |
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Hence, by Theorem 16 and Lemma 6 it holds that

Ra(F) < \/d"Tl X <i|\Wlloo + Ml\/ﬁ>

Dense layer

3 3 3 3
X (le sup ZZ ‘Wé”(u,v)‘) X <i sup ZZ ‘Wf”(u,v)‘) . (152)

le[64] =1 o1 1€[32] =1 v=1

The second convolutional layer  The first convolutional layer

Numerical estimation of (152) gives R,,(F) = 0.00504.
By Corollary 19 with probability at least 1 — 4, it holds that

n

. 1
P(mys(x,y) <0) < nf [n Z; {my(xivi) <7}

AM log log, (271 2
+ ISR (F) + \/Og%m + \/ log 3} (153)
¥ n n 0

By setting § = 5%, v = 0.5, the generalisation error can be upper bounded by
P(my(x,y) <0) < 0.12062. (154)
For this model, the reported test error is 0.00095.

model = keras.Sequential(

keras.Input(shape=input_shape),

layers.Conv2D(32, kernel_size=(3, 3), activation="sigmoid"),
layers.MaxPooling2D(pool_size=(2, 2)),

layers.Conv2D(64, kernel_size=(3, 3), activation="sigmoid"),
layers.MaxPooling2D(pool_size=(2, 2)),

layers.Flatten(),

layers.Dropout(0.5),

layers.Dense(2, activation="sigmoid"),

Figure 1: CNN model with sigmoid activations
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Appendix A. Proof of Lemma 4

Observe that

Y(z) = ReLU(x) — aReLU(—x) (155)
T+ |z — + |z
=G —a—y (156)
1+« (1—-a)
=5 + 5 |z]. (157)

Then, for any p > 1 we have

o o
heH

1
< ”) e[sup
2 heH

] (158)

> e

+(1;“)2Ee[:25 e o
- 1k, [hi‘%i ZE, (i) p], (160)

where (159) follows from Minkowski’s inequality Royden and Fitzpatrick (2010), and (160)
follows from the fact that |h| € Hy if h € H.

Appendix B. Proof of Lemma 6

First, we have

[ Zeveeo] ]
< (Ll g (e -vo)| Jonlu| ool J) oo
< e[ ilai@(h(x@))—w(m) e Z_ZlaimeJ) (162)
gi(Es:}fg ga(wh(xm—w(@)) Oo: +js,€1[1ng]JEsKi§n;emj<0>)2]) (163)
< e [ (o - v0)| ]+ ol 19

where (161) follows from the triangular property of the oo-norm Royden and Fitzpatrick
(2010), and (163) follows from Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and the assumption that 1;(0)
does not depend on j.
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Define (x) := (x) — ¥(0) for all x € R™. Then, we have ¥(0) = 0, and 4 is also
p-Lipschitz. In addition, by our assumption, 1 is odd.
Let

U= {¢: R™ = R™ st. P(—x) = —(x), [;(x) — d(y)| < plz; —y;] Vx,y €R™,j e([m]})-
165

It follows that

I~ -
E su — &; h X; 166
[hi‘nz J(n( ))HJ (166)
1T .
= —[E.| sup sup g (h(x; ] 167
ol | sup s 223 i (h(xi)) (167)
1 L.
< —E. sup  sup sup 8j<2€ﬂ/)j (h(x,)))] (168)
N se{-1,+1}™ je[m] heH i—1
1 - -
=—-E sup sup sup €505 (h(x; } 169
n e_se{—l,-i—l}mje[m]hE'H; J J( ( )) ( )
Lo | ~_
=-FE sup sup sup ey (h(x;) ] (170)
n° L se{—1,+1}™ je[m)] he?—t; J ( )
1 L.
< —FE¢|sup  sup sup sup Zaiwj (h(x,))} (171)
N Ljewse{-1,+1}m jelm] heH ;=]
1T DL
< —E.| sup sup sup Z&%Z)j (h(xi))], (172)
n -1;6\11 JE[m] heH 4 i=1

where (170) follows by defining V) = (5191, s91g, - -+, Smihym) for any s € {—1,+1}™, (171)
follows from the fact that ¢)(®) € W for any fixed s, and (172) follows from the definition of
Hy.

Now, we have

ES[SUP sup  sup igi%(h(xi))]

Pev jEm] heHty ;=

=E¢ e0, 601 [Esn [sup sup sup un—1(h,j) + 6n1[~)j (h(xn))” , (173)
PeW jE[m] heH4

where
n—1 ~
un—1(h,j) =Y _ et (h(xy)). (174)
=1
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Since &, is uniformly distributed over {—1,1}, we have

., [ s sup (1) + 0 (i)
pel jEm] heH ¢

1 . >
=3 < sup sup sup un—1(h,j) + %‘(h(xn)))
peW jE[m] het

1 -
s 5 (s sup sup wna(h) = G0l ) ). (175)
Jew jelm) hety

Hence, we have

Es[sup sup  sup i&%(h(xi))]

Pev jeE[m heHy ;=

1 o
= 5[!:‘3517527...75”_1 |:§up sup sup un—1(h,j) + wj(h(xn))]
e JE[m] heH ¢
1 o
3B cacuns | 50D SUD s (1) = 0(x,)| (176)
e JEm] heH ¢
1 o
= 51}2517527...75”_1 [s~up sup sup un—1(h,j) + %(h(xn))]
el jEm] heH
1 o
+ EEEhEz"..’gn_l [sup sup sup —up—1(h,j) — ¢j(h(xn))] (177)
peW jEM] heH
1 o
=Fei e ens [2 ( sup sup sup un—1(h,j) + wj(h(xn))>
pel jEm] het
1 o
+ 3 < sup sup sup —up—1(h,j) — wj(h(xn))>] , (178)
pel jEm] het 4
where (177) follows from the fact that (—ej, —e2,---,—e,—1) is a tuple of independent
Rademacher random variables which has the same distribution as (e1,e2, -+ ,&,-1).

Now, given any j € [m] and 1) € U we have

sup wn—1(h, j) + ¥ (h(xn))

heH
= sup up—1(—h, ) + ¥5(~h(xn)) (179)
heH
= Sup _unfl(haj) - &](h(xn))v (180)
heH

where (179) follows from the assumption that h € H. if and only if —h € H,, and (180)
follows from the assumption that v is odd for any ¢ € W. .

Hence, for any arbitrarily small § > 0 there exists jo € [m], 19 € ¥ and hy, ho € H such
that

sup sup un—1(h, 5) + P;(h(xn)) < wp—1(h1, jo) + Yo jo (h1(xn)) + 6, (181)
jEm] heH+
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and

sup sup —un—1(h, ) — $([h(xn)];) < —tn-1(h2, jo) — Yoo (ha(xn)) + 6. (182)
JjE[m] heH

It follows that

1 .
<Sup sup sup up—1(h, ) +¢j(h(xn))>
PeV jE[m] heH 4

1 . 5
+ = < sup sup sup —un—1(h,j) — ¢j(h(xn)))
Jel je[m] heH

< 5 (a1 (hdo) g (n(x.))

# 5 (= tnealhado) = o)) +2 (153)
= 5 (n-1(01,do) = -1 {0z, o)

5 (oo (s 5cn) = Fo o (haoxn)) +9 (184)
< 5 (1, o) = a1z, o)) + & 1 )iy = Do) (185)
= 5 (1, do) — (2. G0)) + & iz (1 Gea)lso — [haGen)]) (186)
= & (a1l o)+ ssiznlhn(en)ljo) + 5 (— 1oy o) — psronlha(n)lzy)  (187)

1 . 1 )
< sup o (un—1(ha,do) + psialha(xa)lje) + 5 (= un—1(ha; jo) — psialha(xn)ljo)
s12€{—1,+1} 2 2

(188)
1 :
< sup S sup sup sup up—1(h, ) + psiz[h(xn)l;
s12€{—1,+1} # W j€[m] heH
1 )
+ 5 sup sup sup —un—1(h, j) = psizlh(xn)l; (189)
pew jEm] het ¢
1 .
< sup  sup sup sup un_1(h,j) + psia[h(xn)];
s126{—1,4+1} < ¥ j€[m] heH+
1 .
+ 5 5up sup sup up1(h, j) = psiz[h(xa)];, (190)

YeW jE[m] heH 1

where sj2., := sgn ([hl(xn)]jo - [hg(xn)]jo) in (186), and (190) follows from the fact that
—peVifyel.
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From (190) we obtain

1 o

3 (s 50 sup wa(h) + )

Yew jE[m] heH
1 o
+ 3 < sup sup sup —up—1(h,j) — ¢j(h(xn))> (191)
Pew jE[m] heH+
< sup Eg [sup sup sup un—1(h,j) + uénslg[h(xn)]j] (192)
s12€{—1,+1} DV jE[m] heH 4

for some Rademacher random variable &, which is independent of (e1,&2, - ,en—1).
Since &,512 ~ &, for any fixed s12 € {—1,+1}, from (192) we have

1 . "
3 < sup sup sup up—1(h,j) + %Z)j(h(xn)))
e jE[m] het

1 N
+ 5 (sp sup sup s (04) = 05 (00x,) (193)
YW JE[m] heH

<E., [sup sup sup w1 (k) +ue~n[h<xn>b] (194)
YW jE[m] heH

From (178) and (194) we obtain

o o ap S

Pew jE[m] heHy i1

S Eeierena [Eén {Sup sup sup un—1(h, j) +u5n[h(xn)]j” (195)
Jew jelm] heH

=Eg, |:E517527"' En—1 [SUP sup sup up—1(h,j) + Nén[h(xn)]j” : (196)
YW jE[m] heH

By continuing this process (peeling) for n — 1 more times, we have

E. [ sup sup sup un—i(h,j)+ énu[h(xn)]]}
YW jE[m] heH 4

< ME[ sup sup Z@[h(xn)h] (197)
jE[m] heH i=1

= pEc | sup sup Z&'[h(xn)b] (198)
Lj€[m] heH i=1

< pEe| sup sup Zsi[h(xn)]j ] (199)
Ljelm] heH 4 | ;5

= uE¢| sup eih(xy) ] (200)
LheH 4+ i=1 0
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From (164) and (200), we obtain

=1
< ,uEs[ sup lZn:eih(xn) ] + sup }wj(0)|i. (201)
ety (|7 i 00 jelm] vn
This concludes our proof of Lemma, 6.
Appendix C. Proof of Lemma 12
Let
lLo=[1 1 - 1], (202)
—_—
’7'2
l
Ole = [0 0o --- 0}, (203)
| S
7_2
l
and
1. 02 0. 0,2 0,2
1
A _ i2 OTl2 T12 07—12 Oq—l2 07—12 c R[(d*”‘i’l)z/‘rﬁ}ﬁ?x[(dfrl+1)2/7'12—|7-12. (204)
7] : : R :
0 02 02 -+ 02 1z
l 1 1 1 l
Then, for all x € R® and [ € [Q], we have
Q;Z)Z(X) = Oavg © UZ(X), (205)
where
Oavg(X) = Ax,  V¥x € RIG+D?/7177 (206)
Now, for all x,y € RI(@"+D*/7717 we have
Ho'avg(x) - O'avg(y)Hoo
2
1 Z | | (207)
<= max Tr — Yk 207
2
(R A i Py SO
< [x -yl (208)
Hence, we have
Al < 1. (209)
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Hence, by Lemma 3 we have

Z 5z¢l O Xz

.

E[ sSup sup sup
le[Q) eV feF

= E{ Sup sup sup sup Z €i0avg 0 07 0 f(X;) ] (210)
ZE[Q] Oavg O] fEF 00
< E{ sup sup sup foszl o f(x;) ] . (211)
lelQ] o1 feF
In addition, for all x € R4*4,
~ d— 1
a1(x) = {o(#(a,0)}e 32 (212)
Tl—l rl—l
:ZZx(a—l—u,b+v)VVl(u+1,v+1). (213)
u=0 v=0
Hence, we have
Jou(x) = ou(y) ||
T — 17‘[ 1

< wi( 1, 1 ,b
_uae[lglnar}l{-i-lbeilne}?l(—i—l]zz} ut Lot zlatubtv)

=0 v=0
— Wi(u+1,v+ y(a+u,b+v)| (214)
'f‘l*l'l’l*l
<Y ST Wi+ 1,0+ D] ¥ (215)
u=0 v=0

Since the convolution is linear, it is also easy to see that o; is the composition of a linear
map and a point-wise activation map. Hence, by Lemma 3 and Theorem 9 we have
E [ sup sup sup

Z5lalof Xz :|
lelQ] a1 feF

< [v(u)(%f\w,(wl,vjul)\) + ‘U\(}L)q [ sup

Zng Xz

u=0 v=0 fers
(216)
Finally, from (211) and (216) we obtain
E[ sup sup sup Zezwl o f(x;) ]
le[Q) eV feF
ry— 1rl 1 |O'(O)|
< ’y(u)( Wi(u+1,v+1) > + } [ sup eif(x; ] (217)
(S )-SR g [0
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Appendix D. Proof of Lemma 13

Let
ez=1[10 - 0], (218)
——
le
02=[0 0 - 0], (219)
——
Tl2
and
€ Ole Ole Ole Ole
B _ 07_[2 6le Ole e OTlQ OTZQ c R((d_rl+l)2/7_l2"|7l2xI‘(d_rl+1)2/7l2%_l2' (220)
OTZQ 07'12 Ole Ole ele

For all x € R* and [ € [Q], observe that

¢Z(X) = Omax © UZ(X)v (221)
where
Omax(X) = | max xp, - max Tk,
(%) (ke[ffl kel(i—1)74+1,577]

c max xk) y
ke([(d=r+1)2 /2] =r+1,[(d=r1+1)? /72177

vx € RI@—r+)?/r17 (222)
and for all x € R%*4,
o1(x) = {&(a, )}, (223)
ri—1lr;—1
z(a,b) = ZZx(a—i—u,b—i—v)M/}(u—i—l,v—i—l). (224)
u=0 v=0

Now, let T2 (x) is a non-increasing order of x for all x € RZ. Then, omax can be written as
Omax(X) = BOmax(X). (225)
Here,
Fmax(X) = (Wle([xk 1k e [7'12]]), . ,ﬂle(:L’k ckel(y— 1)Tl2 + l,jle]),

ek k€ [(d—r+ D2/ —rf+1,[(d—1r + 1)2/712}7-[2)) (226)
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In addition, it is easy to see that
Bxloo < %[l (227)

Now, since x1, X, -+, Xp are Lid., if [010 f(x1)]((j-1)7211) = [000f (X1)]o((j-1)r242) -+ =
[0 > f(xl)]a(jle) for some permutation (o((j — 1)77 +1),0((j — )77 +2), -+ ,0(j7})) of
(G- +1,(— 177 +2,---,j77) and for all j € [M], it also holds with probability 1
that

010 f(X)]o((-1)r221) Z o100 F(Xj)o((or)rzye) 2 -+ 2 o10 f(Xj)]o(r2), Vi € [M].
(228)

Hence, dmax is a fixed permutation with probability 1. Then, with probability 1 we have

Z giro f Xz :|

E[ sSup sup sup
le[Q) eV feF

=IE| sup sup sup sup H Z&Tﬂmax ooy o f(x;) ] (229)
ZE[Q] Omax O] fe}— )
< E| sup sup sup sup Z €i0max © 01 0 f(X;) ] (230)
lE[Q] Omax O1 [EF
< E| sup sup sup H ZEZUZ o f(x;) (231)
LI€[Q] o1 feF
where (230) follows from Lemma 3, and (231) follow from Lemma 5.
Furthermore, observe that
|o1(x) — ou(y)]| .
T — 17"[ 1
< max Wiu+1,v+ 1)z(a+u,b+v
o Mae[d ri+1] bed rl—l—l] ZO UZO } l ) ( )
— Wi(u+1,v+ 1)y(a+u,b+v)| (232)
’f’l—l 'I‘l—l
<> Wi+ Lo+ 1)llx—yls. (233)
u=0 v=0

Since the convolution is linear, it is also easy to see that o; is the composition of a linear
map and a point-wise activation map. Hence, by Lemma 3 and Theorem 9 we have
E [ sup sup sup

ZEzalof xz :|
lelQ] o1 feF

< [v<u><§”21\m<u+1,v+1>\) ¥ '(}?‘}E[ sup

u=0 v=0
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It follows from (231) and (234) that

Zé‘ﬂﬁl o Xz

|

E[ sup sup sup

le[Q] eV feF
< {V(M)("lz”lzl‘m(u_i_l v+1)‘>+|a(0)q [sup Zefx ] (235)
a u=0 v=0 7 \/ﬁ fers
Appendix E. Proof of Theorem 18
Let v > 0 and define the following function (the y-margin cost):
0, vy<uw
(@) ={1—a/y, 0<z<ry. (236)
1, <0
Let (x1,v)), (x5, y5),- -+, (x],,vy,,) is an i.i.d. sequence with distribution Pxy which is
independent of X™Y™. Define
B(f) = Em/[ Z< (s, 4) } (237)

Now, let D = {(x;,4) : i € [n]}, and let D = {(x;,1;) : i € [n]} be a set with only one
sample different from D, i.e. the k-th sample is replaced by (Xg, k). Define

1 n
= L3 Clmp i) (238)
i=1
and
®(D) := sup E(f) — Ep(f), (239)
feF
which is a function of n independent random vectors (x1,¥1), (X2,%2)," -+ , (Xn,Yn) Where

(xi,yi) ~ Pxy for all i € [n]. Since 0 < {(x) <1 for all x € R, from (237) and (238) we
have

~ [C(my Xk, yk)) — Clmp (X, G )) |

|®(D) — ®(D)| < sup (240)
fe F n
1
< —. 241
<2 (241)
This means that with probability at least 1 — exp(—2t2), we have
oup (Lo | 30 Clomptoat)] = &3 clmsx))
fer \n i=1 o i ’
< B [sup (Exow [£ 3 ctmg )] = £ 3" clmg ) + L= 22
B fer "o o i 7 vn
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Now, let {() := ¢(z) — ¢(0), which is a 1/4-Lipschitz function with ¢(0) = 0. Then, we
have

Exvy Lsflelg <EX’Y’ [:L Zz: C(my(x;, yg))} - % z; C(my(x, yi)))] (243)
< Exy [ sup B 1 ZC m)] = o dlmye)|| @40
~ By sup B [1 > (€l ) = Clomy ) | (245)

L feEF n
< Exvy |Ex'y/ [SUP Z (Clmy(x, 91)) — Clmyp(xi,94))) m (246)
L ferin =
< '1VEXY [EX'Y' [;zg‘; 2 (my (x5, 97) — mf(xz',yz'))m (247)
1 1< o
;Es {EXY |:EX’Y’ [21612 ﬁ ZZ; E; (mf(xi, yi) — mf(xi, y,)) H] (248)
< }y]Ee [EX’Y/ Lsclelg Zész X;, ;) ”
+ }YEE [Exy[?g@r Zssz Xi, Yi) ” (249)
= iEs {Exy [;161?:‘ Za,mf (xi,Yi) ” (250)
= 3]EXY|: € [?1612 Zesz Xuyz :|:| (251)
4M
< e o[ | 13| ] (252

where (248) follows from (Truong, 2022b, Lemma 25), and (252) follows from Lemma 17.
From (252), with probability at least 1 — exp(—2t?) we have

n

sup (E[lzc( my (X7, 5) ]—ZCmf X3, Yi) ) (253)

feF n-=
4M
< —IE| sup eif(xi) } +—. 254
vy Le]—‘ Z \/ﬁ ( )
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It follows that, with probability at least 1 — exp(—2t?),
1 n 1 n
B |1 22 Coms )| < 1 3ty
i=1 ;
Z&f Xz

4M
+ —E [ sup
Y feFr

t
]+\/ﬁ VfeF, (255)

or

Bl (mp(x, )] < 5 3 wlmy (xi,)

4M 1 & t
- TJE bgg - z;sif(xl) J - N Vf e F. (256)
Now, observe that
Ely(ms(x,y))]
=Plmy(x,y) < 0] +E[p(ms(x,9))|0 <mp(x,y) < AP0 <my(x,y) <q] (257
> P(my(x,y) <0). (258)

P[my(x,y) < 0] < ;Zw(mf(xiayi))

4M
+ —E [ sup
Y fer

}+ VfeF. (259)

Now, let v, = 27 for all k € N. For any v € (0,1], there exists a k& € N such that

v € (Y&, Vk—1]- Then, by applying (259) with ¢ being replaced by ¢+ /log k and () = (x(+)
where

0, TS
Ge(z) :=q1—F 0<z <y, (260)
1, z<0

with probability at least 1 — exp(—2(t + v/Iog k)?), we have

Blmy(x,y) < 0] < jbzckmf(xi,yi))

4M t++/logk
—l—]E[sup € ] +—F—, VfelF. 261
v fer Z flx vn / (261)
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By using the union bound, from (261), with probability at least 1 — >, exp(—2(¢ +
VIogk)?), it holds that

]P)[mf(xay) < inf |: ZCk mf X’Hyl

k>1
4 t++/logk
—l—IE[sup eif(x;) ]—i—], VfeF. 262
Y LreFr Z vn (262)
On the other hand, it is easy to see that
L2 (263)
e
1 o 1
-~ > Gr(myp(xi,pi) < EZ (my(xi, yi)) (264)
i=1 i=1
V1ogk < /log log2 — < \/log log2 (265)
Zexp(—Q(t + /logk)?) < Z k2e*2t2 = %e*% < 2672t2. (266)

k>1 k>1

Hence, by combining (263)-(266), and (262), with probability at least 1 — 2exp(—2t2), it
holds that

]P) f 1y I
[my(x,y) < < mf [n ZC my(xi, yi)
AM t + +/loglogy(2y~1)
—{—JE[sup e f(x;) }4— VfeF. 267
Y fer Z Vvn (267)

On the other hand, since ((z) < 1{x < v} for all x € R, we have
1 n
fZC my(xi, i) < ;Z {mys(xi,y0) <7} (268)
From (267) and (268), we have

. 1 o
Plnsxn) <0 < inf |23 1{msGxi) <)

=1
4M 1 ¢ t+ /loglogy(2y~1)
—i—E[Sup — E eif(x; ]—1— , VfeF. 269
Y ferlin - (i) o0 Vn (269)

This concludes our proof of Theorem 18.
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