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Abstract—Algorithm unfolding or unrolling is the technique
of constructing a deep neural network (DNN) from an iterative
algorithm. Unrolled DNNs often provide better interpretability
and superior empirical performance over standard DNNs in
signal estimation tasks. An important theoretical question, which
has only recently received attention, is the development of
generalization error bounds for unrolled DNNs. These bounds
deliver theoretical and practical insights into the performance
of a DNN on empirical datasets that are distinct from, but
sampled from, the probability density generating the DNN
training data. In this paper, we develop novel generalization
error bounds for a class of unrolled DNNs that are informed
by a compound Gaussian prior. These compound Gaussian
networks have been shown to outperform comparative standard
and unfolded deep neural networks in compressive sensing and
tomographic imaging problems. The generalization error bound
is formulated by bounding the Rademacher complexity of the
class of compound Gaussian network estimates with Dudley’s
integral. Under realistic conditions, we show that, at worst, the
generalization error scales O(n

√
ln(n)) in the signal dimension

and O((Network Size)3/2) in network size.

Index Terms—Deep neural networks, generalization error,
inverse problems, non-convex optimization, algorithm unrolling

NOTATION AND NOMENCLATURE

R Set of real numbers.
v = [vi] ∈ Rd. Boldface characters are vectors.
(·)T Transpose of vector or matrix (·).
⊙ Hadamard product.
f(v) = [f(vi)] for componentwise function f : R → R.
N[d] = {1, 2, . . . , d} is set of first d natural numbers.
Pa,b(x) = a+ ReLU(x− a)− ReLU(x− b), for a, b ∈ R, is

a modified ReLU (mReLU) activation function.
ρb(v) = v/max{1, b−1∥v∥2} for b > 0, is the projection

onto the Euclidean ball of radius b.
A ∈ Rm×n is a measurement, observation, or sensing

matrix.
Az = ADiag(z) ∈ Rm×n for any vector z ∈ Rn.
Ty(z) ≡ Ty(z;Pu) := (AT

zAz + P−1
u )−1AT

z y.
H(i)

CG Hypothesis class for G-CG-Net, CG-Net, and DR-CG-
Net when i = 1, i = 2, and i = 3, respectively.
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I. INTRODUCTION

MACHINE learning success in image classification has
recently spurred its application, in particular with deep

neural networks (DNN), in signal estimation tasks. Signal esti-
mation is one example of an inverse problem where we desire a
reconstructed signal from some undersampled measurements.
Particular applications of interest include X-Ray computed
tomography (CT), magnetic resonance imaging (MRI), and
compressive sensing.

While DNNs have been shown to outperform iterative
approaches in estimated signal quality and computational
time [1]–[6], this typically requires a significant amount of
training data and training time. Certain problems of interest,
such as MRI, do not have large training datasets readily
available and thus DNN performance can falter on these prob-
lems. Additionally, standard DNNs, e.g. convolutional neural
networks, do not incorporate any outside prior information into
the estimation model as is included in iterative approaches.

Algorithm unfolding or unrolling is a technique, introduced
by Gregor and LeCun [1], which combines the iterative ap-
proaches and deep-learning methods by structuring the layers
of a DNN such that they correspond to an iteration from
the iterative algorithm. While a standard DNN acts as a
black-box process, we have an understanding of the inner
workings of an unrolled DNN from understanding the original
iterative algorithm. Furthermore, algorithm unrolling allows
for the incorporation of prior information into the deep-
learning framework. Example iterative algorithms that have
been unrolled into DNNs include: iterative shrinkage and
thresholding algorithm (ISTA) [1, 3, 4, 7]–[10] and proximal
gradient descent [11, 12]. These unrolled DNNs have shown
excellent performance in image estimation while offering
simple interpretability of the network layers [2]. However,
these unrolled DNNs still require large training datasets.

Recently, two compound Gaussian (CG) informed DNNs
were developed through the use of algorithm unrolling. These
unrolled CG-based DNNs have empirically produced superior
estimated signals over comparative iterative and DNN meth-
ods, especially in scenarios of low training data [5, 6, 13, 14].
While this success was shown empirically, no generalization
guarantees have been provided, a gap that this paper fills.
Specifically, we:

1) Establish and prove a Lipschitz property of the out-
puts from unrolled, CG-informed DNNs with respect to
(w.r.t.) the DNN parameters.

2) Develop an encompassing generalization error bound
(GEB) for unrolled, CG-informed DNNs by bounding
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Rademacher complexities with covering numbers.
3) Apply the developed GEB and provide asymptotic forms

in terms of DNN size and signal dimension for two dis-
tinct formulations of unrolled, CG-based DNNs named
compound Gaussian network (CG-Net) [5] and deep reg-
ularized compound Gaussian network (DR-CG-Net) [6].
We theoretically demonstrate that DR-CG-Net exhibits
a tighter GEB than CG-Net, which was empirically
observed in [5, 6].

The GEB we develop is formulated using techniques in-
formed by those discussed in [15], which produces a GEB for
an ISTA unrolled DNN with learned sparsity transformation.
Such techniques are similarly used in [16] for an unrolled
DNN employing a learned analysis sparsity transformation and
in [17] for a ℓ1-ℓ1 unrolled recurrent neural network.

A. Generalization Error

A DNN can be viewed as a collection of ordered layers,
denoted L0,L1, . . . ,LK for K > 1, where layers feed into
one another from the input layer, L0, to the output layer, LK .
Intermediate layers L1, . . . ,LK−1 are known as hidden layers.
Each layer Lk contains dk hidden units [18] that are assigned a
computed value when transmitting a signal through the DNN.

A function, fk : Rdi1(k) × · · · × Rdij(k) → Rdk , that is
parameterized by some θk defines the computation, i.e. signal
transmission, at layer Lk where Ik := {i1(k), . . . , ij(k)} ⊆
{0, 1, . . . ,K − 1} are the indices of layers that feed into Lk.
That is, given an input signal, y ∈ Rd0 , assigned to L0, a
DNN is the composition of parameterized vector input and
vector output functions where

Lk ≡ fk

(
Li1(k), . . . ,Lij(k);θk

)
.

Let C and Y be the set of possible signals of interest,
e.g. images, and possible signal measurements, e.g. image
measurements, respectively. Further, let (C,Ac,Dc) be a prob-
ability space where Ac and Dc are a σ-algebra and unknown
probability density on C, respectively. Similarly, define the
probability space (Y,Ay,Dy). Now, consider the probability
space (Y × C,Ay ⊗ Ac,D) where D is an unknown joint
probability density with marginal distributions Dc and Dy .
Let S = {(yi, ci)}i∈N[Ns] be a training dataset where each
pair (yi, ci) is drawn i.i.d. from D. We denote the network
parameters as Θ = (θ1, . . . ,θK), and let Ωk be the space
of θk that can be learned by the DNN. Further, we write the
network output, i.e. signal at LK , that is dependent on network
parameters and input measurements y, as ĉ(y;Θ).

The hypothesis space, H, of a DNN is given by

H := {ĉ(·;Θ) : Θ ∈ Ω1 × · · · × ΩK}.

For a loss function, L (x1,x2), that measures a discrepancy
between x1 ∈ RdK and x2 ∈ RdK , the empirical loss of a
hypothesis ĉ ∈ H, over a training dataset S, is given as

LS(ĉ) =
1

Ns

Ns∑
i=1

L (ĉ(yi;Θ), ci) .

Mean-squared error or mean-absolute error are common loss
functions [19]. The actual loss of a hypothesis ĉ ∈ H is

L(ĉ) = E(y,c)∼D [L(ĉ(y;Θ), c)] .

Finally, the generalization error (GES ) of a hypothesis ĉ ∈ H
is the difference in the empirical and actual loss. That is,

GES(ĉ) = |L(ĉ)− LS(ĉ)|.

A DNN learns its parameters Θ by minimizing the empirical
loss, i.e. by choosing a hypothesis ĉ ∈ H that minimizes
LS(ĉ). It is critical in applications, however, for a DNN to
similarly generate excellent results when provided any new
data sample drawn from D that is not contained in the training
dataset. This is tantamount to minimizing the generalization
error, and thus, obtaining an estimate or bound on GES for a
DNN is of significant interest.

II. GENERALIZED COMPOUND GAUSSIAN NETWORK

The generalized compound Gaussian network (G-CG-Net)
shown in Fig. 1 is an unrolled, CG-based DNN for solving
linear inverse problems. Note, the use of “generalized” in the
naming of G-CG-Net denotes the fact that this network en-
compasses the compound Gaussian network (CG-Net) [5, 13]
and deep regularized compound Gaussian network (DR-CG-
Net) [6, 14] as special cases. In contrast, the use of “gener-
alized” in terms of network error denotes a DNNs ability to
transfer from training data to testing data.

Through the study of image statistics, it has been shown that
sparsity coefficients of natural images exhibit self-similarity,
heavy-tailed marginal distributions, and self-reinforcement
among local coefficients [20]. These properties are encom-
passed by the class of CG densities [20]–[22]. Thus, the CG
prior better captures statistical properties of natural images as
well as images from other modalities such as radar [23, 24]. A
useful formulation of the CG prior is modeling a signal as the
Hadamard product c = z ⊙ u such that u ∼ N (0,Σu), z ∼
pz , and u and z are independent random variables [20, 25].
We call z the scale variable and u the Gaussian variable. The
linear measurement model we consider is

y = Ac+ ν ≡ A(z ⊙ u) + ν. (1)

G-CG-Net is a method that recovers c, by estimating z and
u, when given y and A.

A. Iterative Algorithm
Algorithm 1 provides pseudocode for the iterative algorithm

generalized compound Gaussian least squares (G-CG-LS) to
be unrolled into G-CG-Net. Consider the cost function

F (u, z) =
1

2
∥y −A(z ⊙ u)∥22 +

1

2
uTP−1

u u+R(z). (2)

A maximum-a-posteriori (MAP) estimate of z and u from (1)
is a special case of (2) when Pu ∝ Σu and R ∝ log(pz(z)).

Using block coordinate descent [26], G-CG-LS alternatively
minimizes (2) over z and u. The minimum of (2) in u is a
Tikhonov solution, Ty(z) ≡ Ty(z;Pu), given by

Ty(z) := (AT
zAz + P−1

u )−1AT
z y

= PuA
T
z (I +AzPuA

T
z )

−1y
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Algorithm 1 Generalized Compound Gaussian Least Squares

Input: Measurement y. Initial estimate z
(0)
1 .

1: Choose a u0 (e.g. u0 = Ty(z(0)
1 ))

2: for k ∈ {1, 2, . . . ,K} do
3: z ESTIMATION:
4: for j ∈ {1, 2, . . . , J} do
5: z

(j)
k = g(z

(j−1)
k ,uk−1) ≡ g(z

(j−1)
k ,uk−1;y)

6: end for
7: z

(0)
k+1 = z

(J)
k

8: u ESTIMATION:
9: uk = Ty(z(J)

k )
10: end for
Output: c∗ = z

(J)
K ⊙ uK

where the second equality results from using the Woodbury
matrix identity.

As the minimum of (2) in z does not have a closed
form solution, for general regularization R(z), we iteratively
minimize by performing J descent steps on z. That is, for
g : Rn × Rn → Rn a scale-variable-descent update, the
estimate of z on descent step j of iteration k, denoted as z(j)

k ,
is given by z

(j)
k = g(z

(j−1)
k ,uk−1;y) where z

(0)
k+1 = z

(J)
k .

For instance, [5, 13, 14] take g as a steepest descent step and
[6] uses a ISTA step.

B. Unrolled Deep Neural Network (G-CG-Net)

Applying algorithm unrolling to Algorithm 1, we create
G-CG-Net with end-to-end structure shown in Fig. 1. Each
layer k of G-CG-Net, shown in the dashed box of Fig. 1b,
corresponds to iteration k of Algorithm 1 and implements a
complete scale variable mapping, Zk, shown in Fig. 1c, that
updates z and a Tikhonov update of u. Each Zk consists
of J scale variable updates Z

(1)
k , . . . , Z

(J)
k where every Z

(j)
k

updates z once and is the output of a scale-variable-descent
update, denoted g

(j)
k , as given in line 5 of Algorithm 1.

Mathematically detailing the G-CG-Net blocks we have:
L0 = y is the input measurements to the network

Z0 = P0,b(Â
Ty), for Â = A

∥A∥2
, is an initial estimate of z.

Uk = Ty(Z(J)
k ) is the Tikhonov estimate of u

corresponding to line 1 and 9 of Algorithm 1.
The kth complete scale variable mapping, Zk, contains:

Z
(j)
k = P0,z∞(g

(j)
k (Z

(j−1)
k , Uk−1)) is the scale variable

update corresponding to line 5 in Algorithm 1.

O = ρcmax
(ZK ⊙ UK) is the estimated signal output.

Note that ρcmax
and P0,z∞ , for cmax ≥ 0 and z∞ ≥ 0,

are applied for technical reasons discussed in Section III-A.
Furthermore, to simplify notation, we let Z

(0)
k+1 = Z

(J)
k for

k ∈ {1, 2, . . . ,K − 1} and Z
(0)
1 = Z0.

Every Uk layer is parameterized by the same covariance
matrix Pu and each Z

(j)
k we assume, generally, to be parame-

terized by D weights θ
(j)
k,1, . . . ,θ

(j)
k,D. We additionally assume

that θ
(j)
k,d ∈ Ωd for k ∈ N[K], j ∈ N[J ], and some finite-

dimensional vector space Ωd. For instance, if a fully-connected

layer, mapping from Rn → Rn, is implemented in each g
(j)
k ,

then every θ
(j)
k,1 could be the weight matrix from the layer

while θ
(j)
k,2 could be the additive bias of the layer. Hence, the

G-CG-Net parameters are

Θ = {Pu} ∪ {θ(j)
k,d}

j∈N[J]
k∈N[K], d∈N[D]. (3)

We remark that a structured form can be imposed on Pu. In
particular, to ensure that Pu is symmetric and positive definite
(SPD), we consider, for ϵ > 0 a small fixed real number,

Pu =


max{λ, ϵ}I Scaled Identity
diag([max{λi, ϵ}]ni=1) Diagonal
LtriL

T
tri + ϵI Tridiagonal

LLT + ϵI Full.

In the scaled identity case, only a constant λ is learned. In
the diagonal case, a vector λ = [λi]

n
i=1 is learned. In the

tridiagonal case, two vectors λ1 ∈ Rn and λ2 ∈ Rn−1 are
learned such that the lower triangular matrix component Ltri
is formed by placing λ1 on the diagonal and λ2 on the first
subdiagonal. Finally, in the case of a full covariance matrix,
an entire lower triangular matrix L is learned.

C. Realizations

Two specific forms of G-CG-Net are detailed here.
1) Compound Gaussian Network (CG-Net) [13]: For this

method, the scale variable is formulated as z = h(χ) for
χ ∼ N (0, I) and h is a componentwise, non-linear, twice con-
tinuously differentiable, and invertible function. Accordingly,
the scale variable regularization is R(z) = µ∥h−1(z)∥22, for
a scalar constant µ > 0, to enforce normality of χ = h−1(z).

The scale-variable-descent update, g, is a projected steepest
descent step based on a learned quadratic norm. We consider
a slightly adjusted update, to assist in the analysis, given as

g
(j)
k (z,u) = Pa,b(z −B

(j)
k ρξ(∇zF (u, z;µ

(j)
k ))) (4)

where a, b, ξ > 0 are fixed real-valued scalars, B
(j)
k is a

learned n× n positive definite matrix, and

∇zF (u, z;µ
(j)
k ) = AT

u(Auz − y) + µ
(j)
k [h−1]′(z)⊙ h−1(z)

for µ
(j)
k a learned scalar. Note, the application of ρξ ensures

a sufficiently small step size is used in each gradient update
for numerical stability.

For parameters, Pu is structured as a scaled identity matrix
and D = 2 where θ

(j)
k,1 = B

(j)
k and θ

(j)
k,2 = µ

(j)
k . A structural

similarity index measure (SSIM) loss function is used to train
CG-Net. For two images or matrices I1 and I2 of equivalent
size, the SSIM loss function is given by L(I1, I2) = 1 −
SSIM(I1, I2).

2) Deep Regularized Compound Gaussian Network (DR-
CG-Net) [14]: In this method, the scale variable regularization
is left as an implicit function that is learned, through its
gradient, in the unrolled deep neural network. In DR-CG-Net,
a projected gradient descent (PGD) or ISTA step are employed
as scale-variable-descent updates. Due to similar analyses of
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(a) End-to-end network structure of G-CG-Net.

(b) Layer k analogous to iteration k in Algorithm 1. (c) Complete scale variable mapping, Zk, producing estimate z
(J)
k in Algorithm 1.

Fig. 1: End-to-end network structure for G-CG-Net, the unrolled deep neural network of Algorithm 1, is shown in (1a). G-
CG-Net consists of an input block, L0, initialization block, Z0, K+1 Tikhonov blocks, Uk, output block, O, and K complete
scale variable mappings, Zk, with structure in (1c). Each Zk consists of J scale variable updates Z

(j)
k .

both scale-variable-descent updates, we focus on the PGD
scale update method given by

g
(j)
k (z,u) = v

(j)
k (z,u; δ

(j)
k ) + V(j)

k (z) (5)

where, for a step size δ
(j)
k > 0 and fixed real number ξ > 0,

v
(j)
k (z,u; δ

(j)
k ) = z − δ

(j)
k ρξ(A

T
u(Auz − y)) (6)

is a gradient update of z over the data fidelity term of (2) and
V(j)
k : Rn → Rn an embedded subnetwork. We remark that the

update in (5) is a gradient descent step on (2) w.r.t. z when
V(j)
k = ∇R. Hence, in training V(j)

k , the regularization, or
equivalently prior distribution, for the scale variable is learned.
Finally, ρξ is applied for numerical stability as in CG-Net.

Each subnetwork, V(j)
k , consists of Lc convolutional layers

using ReLU activation functions. That is, layer ℓ consists of
fℓ convolutions, i.e. filter channels, using kernel size kℓ × kℓ
with unit stride. Note, zero padding is applied to each filter
channel of the input such that the output, at any filter channel,
is the same size as the input to any filter channel. Furthermore,
we take fLc = 1 so that given a single channel image input
to V(j)

k the output is also a single channel image of equivalent
dimension. For our analysis, we assume, without loss of
generality, that convolutional layer ℓ of V(j)

k is implemented
as a matrix-vector product with weight matrix W

(j)
k,ℓ .

For parameters, Pu is structured as a tridiagonal matrix
and D = Lc + 1 where θ

(j)
k,ℓ = W

(j)
k,ℓ for 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ Lc

and θ
(j)
k,Lc+1 = δ

(j)
k . A mean-absolute error loss function,

L(x1,x2) =
1
n∥x1 − x2∥1, is used to train DR-CG-Net.

III. GENERALIZATION ERROR BOUNDS

In order to estimate the generalization error we, similarly
to [15]–[17], derive an upper bound on L(ĉ) in terms of
LS(ĉ) and a Dudley’s inequality bound of the Rademacher
complexity for the hypothesis space generated by G-CG-
Net. The Dudley’s inequality bound is evaluated using a
covering number argument dependent on a Lipschitz property

for G-CG-Net outputs w.r.t. G-CG-Net parameters. Our key
contribution here is showing the G-CG-Net outputs are indeed
Lipschitz w.r.t. to the network parameters and applying our de-
rived GEB to the specific CG-Net and DR-CG-Net structures.

The remainder of this section is structured as follows. Sec-
tion III-A explicates boundedness assumptions that underlie
our GEBs for deep compound Gaussian networks. We detail
a GEB for G-CG-Net in section III-B, which is subsequently
refined for the CG-Net and DR-CG-Net structures in sections
III-C and III-D, respectively.

A. Boundedness Assumptions

A common assumption in machine learning literature and
implementation is that the input data to a DNN is bounded.
Specific bounds are often guaranteed through preprocessing of
the data, which has been shown to assist in the performance
of DNN models [27]. For instance, in [13, 14], which use
images as the signals of interest, each image is scaled down to
be bounded in the Euclidean unit ball. Furthermore, bounded
data implies that the possible parameters to be learned by a
DNN are similarly bounded as DNNs are trained only for a
finite number of epochs using a small learning rate to estimate
bounded signals from bounded inputs.

Assumption 1. The following bounds hold almost surely:
1) Original signals, c ∈ Rn, satisfy ∥c∥2 ≤ cmax.
2) Scale variables, z ∈ Rn, satisfy ∥z∥∞ ≤ z∞.
3) Covariance matrices, Pu, satisfy Pu ∈ P where, for

bounding scalars 0 < pmin ≤ pmax,

P = {n× n SPD matrices with bounded spectrum}
= {P ∈ Rn×n : SPD, ∥P∥2 ≤ pmax, ∥P−1∥2 ≤ p−1

min}.

4) Each scale variable update parameter, θ
(j)
k,d, satisfies

∥θ(j)
k,d∥(d) ≤ ωd for scalar ωd ≥ 0 and some norm ∥·∥(d).

Note that we assume the scale variables are bounded since
the original signals are bounded. This is enforced by the
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mReLU activation function, P0,z∞ , in each scale variable
update layer Z(j)

k . Finally, as the original signals are bounded,
we force the G-CG-Net estimates to be equivalently bounded
by applying the projection operator, ρcmax

, to ZK ⊙ UK .

B. G-CG-Net
To derive a GEB for G-CG-Net, we require the an assump-

tion on the loss function and scale-variable-descent update.

Assumption 2. For a vector space V , the loss function
L(x1,x2) : V → R satisfies:

1. Bounded: |L(x1,x2)| ≤ c

2. τ -Lipschitz: ∥L(x1,x)− L(x2,x)∥2 ≤ τ∥x1 − x2∥2
for c ≥ 0, τ ≥ 0 and all x1,x2, x ∈ V .

Assumption 3. For every zi ∈ Rn satisfying ∥zi∥∞ ≤ z∞
and ui = Ty(zi;Pi) where Pi ∈ P , each g

(j)
k (z,u),

parameterized by ϑ
(j)
k = (θ

(j)
k,1, . . . ,θ

(j)
k,D), satisfies

∥g(j)k (z1,u1;ϑ
(j)
k )− g

(j)
k (z2,u2; ϑ̃

(j)
k )∥2

≤ r
(j−1)
k,1 ∥z1 − z2∥2 + r

(j−1)
k,2 ∥u1 − u2∥2

+

D∑
d=1

r
(j−1)
k,d,3 ∥θ(j)

k,d − θ̃
(j)
k,d∥(d)

for non-negative scalar constants r
(j−1)
k,1 , r

(j−1)
k,2 , r(j−1)

k,d,3 , and
norms {∥·∥(d)}Dd=1.

While the Lipschitz property of Assumption 3 may seem
arbitrarily restrictive, we show it holds for CG-Net and DR-
CG-Net in Appendix VIII and Appendix IX, respectively.

Next, define Pconst ⊂ Pdiag ⊂ Ptri ⊂ Pfull to be the options
for P corresponding to the vector spaces of constant, diagonal,
tridiagonal, and full covariance matrices with bounded spec-
trum, respectively. Additionally, let each scale variable update
parameter, θ(j)

k,d, be of dimension αd ≥ 0 (i.e. θ(j)
k,d ∈ Rαd )

and define the sets

Ωd = {θ ∈ Rαd : ∥θ∥(d) ≤ ωd}. (7)

Then the hypothesis class for G-CG-Net is

H(1)
CG =

{
ĉ

(
·; {Pu,θ

(j)
k,d}

j∈N[J]
k∈N[K]
d∈N[D]

)
: Pu ∈ P,θ

(j)
k,d ∈ Ωd

}
.

Theorem 1 (Generalization Error Bound for G-CG-Net). Let
S = {(yi, ci)}

Ns
i=1 be a training dataset where each (ci,yi)

is given by (1) and define ymax = max1≤i≤Ns
∥yi∥2. If

Assumption 1, 2, and 3 hold then with probability at least
1− ε, for all ĉ ∈ H(1)

CG , the generalization error of G-CG-Net
is bounded as

L(ĉ) ≤ LS(ĉ)+

8τcmax√
Ns

(√
dim(P)

√
ln

(
e

(
1 +

4pmax(KJD + 1)κ

cmax

))

+
K∑

k=1

J∑
j=1

D∑
d=1

√√√√αd ln

(
e

(
1 +

4ωd(KJD + 1)κ
(j)
k,d

cmax

))
+ 4c

√
2 ln(4/ε)/Ns

for dim(P) = 1, n, 2n − 1, or n(n + 1)/2 when P = Pconst,
P = Pdiag, P = Ptri, or P = Pfull, respectively. Additionally,

κ = z∞(c1 + pmaxymax∥A∥∞)ĉ
(K,J)
1 + z∞c2 (8)

κ
(j)
k,d = z∞(c1 + pmaxymax∥A∥∞)ĉ

(K,J)
k,j,d,2 (9)

where

c1 = pmaxymax ∥A∥2
(
1 + 2z2∞pmax ∥A∥22

)
c2 = z∞ymax∥A∥2 (pmax/pmin)

2

ĉ
(K,J)
1 = c2

K∑
k=1

r̂
(J)
k,2

K∏
ℓ=k+1

(r̂
(J)
ℓ,1 + r̂

(J)
ℓ,2 c1)

ĉ
(K,J)
k,j,d,2 = r̂

(j,J)
k,d,3

K∏
ℓ=k+1

(r̂
(J)
ℓ,1 + r̂

(J)
ℓ,2 c1)

for r̂
(J)
k,1 =

J∏
j=1

r
(j−1)
k,1 , r̂

(J)
k,2 =

J∑
j=1

r
(j−1)
k,2

J−1∏
ℓ=j

r
(ℓ)
k,1, and

r̂
(j,J)
k,d,3 = r

(j−1)
k,d,3

J−1∏
ℓ=j

r
(ℓ)
k,1.

A proof of Theorem 1 is provided in Appendix VII, which
broadly employs Dudley’s inequality to bound the Rademacher
complexity of H(1)

CG . Ideally, through training G-CG-Net, a
hypothesis ĉ ∈ H(1)

CG is chosen such that LS(ĉ) is minimized,
but any ĉ possibly generated by G-CG-Net could be used
in the Theorem 1 bound. For instance, if early stopping is
implemented in training then Theorem 1 still applies to the
generated ĉ despite ĉ not optimizing LS .

Lastly, we remark for noiseless measurements, that is
yi = Aci, that ymax ≤ cmax∥A∥2 for any set of training
data. For white noise measurements, that is yi = Aci + ν
where ν ∼ N (0, σ2I), then ymax ≤ cmax∥A∥2 + zpσ with
high probability for large zp. For instance, using the quantile
function of a normal distribution, ymax ≤ cmax∥A∥2 + 6.11σ
with probability (1− 2× 10−9)mNs ≈ 1− 2mNs × 10−9.

C. CG-Net

For CG-Net, the scale variable update parameter spaces, Ωd

from (7), are Ω1 = Pfull and Ω2 = [−µ, µ] for constant µ > 0.
Thus, the hypothesis class for CG-Net is

H(2)
CG =

{
ĉ

(
·;
{
Pu, B

(j)
k , µ

(j)
k

}j∈N[J]

k∈N[K]

)
: Pu ∈ Pconst,

B
(j)
k ∈ Ω1, µ

(j)
k ∈ Ω2

}
.

Theorem 2 (Generalization Error Bound for CG-Net). Let
S = {(yi, ci)}

Ns
i=1 be a training dataset where each (ci,yi)

is given by (1) and define ymax = max1≤i≤Ns
∥yi∥2. If

Assumption 1 holds then with probability at least 1 − ε, for
all ĉ ∈ H(2)

CG , the generalization error of CG-Net is bounded
as in Theorem 1 for τ a Lipschitz constant of the SSIM loss
function, dim(P) = 1, c = 2, D = 2,

(αd, ωd) =

{
(n(n+1)

2 , pmax) d = 1

(1, µ) d = 2,
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r̂
(J)
k,1 = rJ1 , r̂

(J)
k,2 = r2

1− rJ1
1− r1

, and

r̂
(j,J)
k,d,3 = rJ−j

1

{
ξ d = 1

pmaxhmax d = 2
(10)

where

r1 = 1 + pmax((z∞pmaxymax∥A∥2∥A∥∞)2 + µτh)

r2 = pmaxymax∥A∥2
(
1 + z2∞pmax∥A∥2(∥A∥2 + ∥A∥∞)

)
hmax = max

z∈[a,b]
[h−1]′(z)h−1(z),

and τh = maxz∈[a,b] [h
−1]′′(z)h−1(z) + [h−1]′(z)2.

We remark that in Theorem 2 we only state a Lipschitz
constant for the SSIM loss function exists as deriving one is
space consuming and not illuminating. This is, in part, due
to the fact that SSIM(I1, I2), from the SSIM loss function, is
implemented as the average structural similarity over a set of
patches from the input images where in each patch a Gaussian
weighting filter is used [19].

In all numerical experiments in [13, 14], h(z) = exp(z)
on [a, b] = [1, exp(3)] and ξ = 1. Thus, hmax = exp(−1),
τh = 1, and z∞ = exp(3). Furthermore, preprocessing is
used such that cmax = 1 and for ϵ > 0, a small stabilizing
parameter, pmax = 1/ϵ, pmin = ϵ, and |µ| ≤ 1/ϵ. The
remaining constants ∥A∥2, ∥A∥∞, and ymax can be calculated
given the measurement model and training dataset.

Let a ≲ b imply a ≤ scb for some sc > 0 and define

r = ln(ymax) + ln(∥A∥2) + ln(∥A∥∞). (11)

Corollary 3. The generalization error for CG-Net scales as

|L(ĉ)− LS(ĉ)| ≲ n

√
(KJ)3r

Ns
.

Furthermore, as, ymax ≲
√
m, ∥A∥2 ≲ n

√
m, and ∥A∥∞ ≲ n

then the CG-Net generalization error scales at most as

|L(ĉ)− LS(ĉ)| ≲ n

√
(KJ)3(ln(m) + ln(n))

Ns
.

Corollary 3 results by ignoring constants in the GEB from
Theorem 2 to consider how this GEB scales in network size
and signal dimension. From Corollary 3, once the amount of
training data satisfies Ns ∼ n2(KJ)3(ln(m)+ln(n)) then the
GEB of CG-Net will be small with high probability.

D. DR-CG-Net
For DR-CG-Net, the scale variable parameter spaces are

Ωd =

{
{W ∈ Rnfd×nfd−1 : ∥W∥2 ≤ wd} d ∈ N[Lc]

[−δ, δ] d = Lc + 1.

for real value constants wd, δ > 0. Note, each W ∈ Ωd, for
d ∈ N[Lc], corresponds to a convolutional layer mapping from
fd−1 to fd filter channels using convolutional kernels of size
kd × kd. Thus, the hypothesis class for DR-CG-Net is

H(3)
CG =

{
c

(
·; {Pu, δ

(j)
k ,W

(j)
k,ℓ }

j∈N[J]
k∈N[K]
ℓ∈N[Lc]

)
: Pu ∈ Ptri,

W
(j)
k,ℓ ∈ Ωℓ, δ

(j)
k ∈ ΩLc+1

}
.

Theorem 4 (Generalization Error Bound for DR-CG-Net).
Let S = {(yi, ci)}

Ns
i=1 be a training dataset where each

(ci,yi) is given by (1) and define ymax = max1≤i≤Ns∥yi∥2.
If Assumption 1 holds then with probability at least 1 − ε,
for all ĉ ∈ H(3)

CG , the generalization error of DR-CG-Net is
bounded as in Theorem 1 with τ = 1/

√
n, dim(P) = 2n− 1,

c = cmax/
√
n, D = Lc + 1,

(αd, ωd) =

{
(fd−1fdk

2
d, wd) d = 1, 2, . . . , Lc

(1, δ) d = Lc + 1,
(12)

r̂
(J)
k,1 = rJ1 , r̂

(J)
k,2 = r2

1− rJ1
1− r1

, and

r̂
(j,J)
k,d,3 = rJ−j

1


(
√
nz∞

∏Lc

ℓ=1
ℓ ̸=d

wℓ

)
d = 1, 2, . . . , Lc

ξ d = Lc + 1
(13)

where

r1 = 1 + δ(z∞pmaxymax∥A∥2∥A∥∞)2 +

Lc∏
ℓ=1

wℓ

r2 = δymax∥A∥2
(
1 + z2∞pmax∥A∥2(∥A∥2 + ∥A∥∞)

)
.

Ignoring constants, the GEB of DR-CG-Net scales as in the
following Corollary.

Corollary 5. The GEB for DR-CG-Net scales as

|L(ĉ)− LS(ĉ)| ≲ KJrf (Lc)

√
ln(n)

nNs
+

(
√
n+KJ(1 + rf (Lc)))

√
ln(KJLc) +KJ(r + ln(1 +

∏Lc

ℓ=1 wℓ))

nNs

for rf (Lc) =
∑Lc

ℓ=1

√
fℓ−1fℓk2ℓ and r given in (11).

Furthermore, bounding each wℓ, fℓ, and kℓ respec-
tively by the maximums wmax = max1≤ℓ≤Lc

wℓ, fmax =
max1≤ℓ≤Lc fℓ, and kmax = max1≤ℓ≤Lc fℓ and noting that
ymax ≲

√
m, ∥A∥2 ≲ n

√
m, and ∥A∥∞ ≲ n then the GEB

of DR-CG-Net scales at most as

|L(ĉ)− LS(ĉ)| ≲

√
(KJLc)3(ln(m) + ln(n))

Ns
.

Observation: The CG-Net network size is ≈ KJ and DR-
CG-Net network size is ≈ KJLc. Thus, the GEB of CG-Net
further simplifies to |L −LS | ≲ n

√
(Network Size)3(ln(m)+ln(n))

Ns

while the GEB of DR-CG-Net further simplifies to
|L − LS | ≲

√
(Network Size)3(ln(m)+ln(n))

Ns
. Hence, constraining

CG-Net and DR-CG-Net to an equivalent network size, the
discrepancy in the GEBs is only the signal dimension where
CG-Net scales as O(n

√
ln(n)) and DR-CG-Net scales as

O(
√
ln(n)). Therefore, DR-CG-Net produces a tighter GEB,

which is supported by the numerical experiments of [5, 6] that
show DR-CG-Net produces test reconstructions of superior
quality as compared to those produced by CG-Net.
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IV. LIPSCHITZ PROPERTY OF G-CG-NET

In this section, we show that G-CG-Net is Lipschitz w.r.t.
its parameters Θ in (3). This result is a cornerstone of proving
Theorem 1 and is dependent on a Lipschitz and bounded
property of the Tikhonov solution along with Assumption 3.

A. Lipschitz of Complete Scale Variable Mappings

For notation we write Z(J)
k as the complete scale variable

mapping consisting of J scale variable updates. That is Z(J)
k =

Z
(J)
k ◦ · · · ◦ Z(1)

k .

Proposition 6. Let Assumption 3 hold. Then the complete
scale variable mapping Z(J)

k (z,u), which is parameterized
by some Θ

(J)
k = (θ

(j)
k,1, . . . ,θ

(j)
k,D)j∈N[J], satisfies

∥Z(J)
k (z1,u1; Θ

(J)
k )−Z(J)

k (z2,u2; Θ̃
(J)
k )∥2 ≤ r̂

(J)
k,1∥z1 − z2∥2

+r̂
(J)
k,2∥u1 − u2∥2 +

J∑
j=1

D∑
d=1

r̂
(j,J)
k,d,3∥θ

(j)
k,d − θ̃

(j)
k,d∥(d)

for r̂
(J)
k,1 =

J∏
j=1

r
(j−1)
k,1 , r̂

(J)
k,2 =

J∑
j=1

r
(j−1)
k,2

J−1∏
ℓ=j

r
(ℓ)
k,1, and

r̂
(j,J)
k,d,3 = r

(j−1)
k,d,3

J−1∏
ℓ=j

r
(ℓ)
k,1.

Proof. Using induction on J , the base case, J = 1, holds
by Assumption 3 where we set

∏J
j=J+1 r

(j)
k,1 = 1. Let the

induction hypothesis hold for fixed J > 1. Using Assumption
3, the induction hypothesis, and that P0,z∞ is 1-Lipschitz

∥Z(J+1)
k (z1,u1; Θ

(J+1)
k )−Z(J+1)

k (z2,u2; Θ̃
(J+1)
k )∥2

=
∥∥∥P0,z∞(g

(J+1)
k (Z(J)

k (z1,u1; Θ
(J)
k ),u1;ϑ

(J+1)
k ))

−P0,z∞(g
(J+1)
k (Z(J)

k (z2,u2; Θ̃
(J)
k ),u2; ϑ̃

(J+1)
k ))

∥∥∥
2

≤ r
(J)
k,1∥Z

(J)
k (z1,u1; Θ

(J)
k )−Z(J)

k (z2,u2; Θ̃
(J)
k )∥2

+ r
(J)
k,2∥u1 − u2∥2 +

D∑
d=1

r
(J)
k,d,3∥θ

(J+1)
k,d − θ̃

(J+1)
k,d ∥(d)

≤ r
(J)
k,1

(
r̂
(J)
k,1∥z1 − z2∥2 + r̂

(J)
k,2∥u1 − u2∥2

)
+ r

(J)
k,1

J∑
j=1

D∑
d=1

r̂
(j,J)
k,d,3∥θ

(j)
k,d − θ̃

(j)
k,d∥(d) + r

(J)
k,2∥u1 − u2∥2

+

D∑
d=1

r
(J)
k,d,3∥θ

(J+1)
k,d − θ̃

(J+1)
k,d ∥(d). (14)

First note r
(J)
k,1 r̂

(J)
k,1 = r

(J)
k,1

J∏
j=1

r
(j−1)
k,1 =

J+1∏
j=1

r
(j−1)
k,1 = r̂

(J+1)
k,1 .

Second note

r
(J)
k,1 r̂

(J)
k,2 + r

(J)
k,2 = r

(J)
k,1

J∑
j=1

r
(j−1)
k,2

J−1∏
ℓ=j

r
(ℓ)
k,1 + r

(J)
k,2

=

J+1∑
j=1

r
(j−1)
k,2

J∏
ℓ=j

r
(ℓ)
k,1 = r̂

(J+1)
k,2

and similarly r
(J)
k,1 r̂

(j,J)
k,d,3 = r̂

(j,J+1)
k,d,3 and r

(J)
k,d,3 = r̂

(J+1,J+1)
k,d,3 .

Combining these two notes with (14) gives the desired
induction result.

B. Properties of the Tikhonov Solution

Recall, for square matrix, M , the spectral norm, ∥M∥2, is
the largest absolute eigenvalue of the matrix. First, we provide
a few lemmas necessary to derive a Lipschitz condition for the
Tikhonov solution.

Lemma 7. For any invertible symmetric matrix P and scale
variable z it holds that ∥(AT

zAz + P−1)−1∥2 ≤ ∥P∥2.

Proof. Let 0 < λ1 ≤ · · · ≤ λn be the eigenvalues of AT
zAz +

P−1, 0 ≤ γ1 ≤ · · · ≤ γn be the eigenvalues of AT
zAz , and 0 <

κ1 ≤ · · · ≤ κn the eigenvalues of P . Note these eigenvalues
are all non-negative as AT

zAz , P , and AT
zAz +P−1 are real,

symmetric matrices. Then 0 < λ−1
n ≤ · · · ≤ λ−1

1 are the
eigenvalues of (AT

zAz + P−1)−1 and 0 < κ−1
n ≤ · · · ≤ κ−1

1

are the eigenvalues of P−1. From Weyl’s inequality

γ1 + κ−1
n ≤ λ1

and thus

∥(AT
zAz + P−1)−1∥2 = λ−1

1 ≤ 1

γ1 + κ−1
n

≤ κn = ∥P∥2.

Lemma 8. Let z1 and z2 satisfy ∥z1∥∞, ∥z2∥∞ ≤ z∞. Then

∥AT
z2
Az2

−AT
z1
Az1

∥2 ≤ 2z∞∥A∥22∥z1 − z2∥∞.

Proof. Observe

∥AT
z2
Az2

−AT
z1
Az1

∥2
= ∥AT

z2
Az2

−AT
z2
Az1

+AT
z2
Az1

−AT
z1
Az1

∥2
≤ ∥AT

z2
(Az2 −Az1)∥2 + ∥

(
AT

z2
−AT

z1

)
Az1∥2

≤ (∥z1∥∞ + ∥z2∥∞) ∥ATA∥2∥z1 − z2∥∞
≤ 2z∞∥A∥22∥z1 − z2∥∞.

Lemma 9. For any invertible matrices P and P̃

∥P̃−1 − P−1∥2 ≤ ∥P−1∥2∥P̃−1∥2∥P − P̃∥2.

Proof. Observe

∥P̃−1 − P−1∥2 = ∥P̃−1
(
P − P̃

)
P−1∥2

≤ ∥P−1∥2∥P̃−1∥2∥P − P̃∥2.

Next, we bound the spectral norm on the difference of two
invertible portions of the Tikhonov solution. For an invertible
matrix, M , recall that the condition number of M is

Cond(M) = ∥M∥2∥M−1∥2.

Corollary 10. For any invertible symmetric matrices P and
P̃ and any z1 and z2 satisfying ∥z1∥∞, ∥z2∥∞ ≤ z∞ it holds

∥(AT
z1
Az1

+ P−1)−1 − (AT
z2
Az2

+ P̃−1)−1∥2
≤ 2z∞∥A∥22∥P∥2∥P̃∥2∥z1 − z2∥∞

+ Cond(P )Cond(P̃ )∥P − P̃∥2.
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Proof. Using Lemma 9 and then Lemma 7 note

∥(AT
z1
Az1

+ P−1)−1 − (AT
z2
Az2

+ P̃−1)−1∥2
≤ ∥P∥2∥P̃∥2∥AT

z2
Az2

+ P̃−1 −AT
z1
Az1

− P−1∥2.

Next, using Lemma 8 and Lemma 9 observe

∥AT
z2
Az2

+ P̃−1 −AT
z1
Az1

− P−1∥2
≤ ∥AT

z2
Az2

−AT
z1
Az1

∥2 + ∥P̃−1 − P−1∥2
≤ 2z∞∥A∥22∥z1 − z2∥∞ + ∥P−1∥2∥P̃−1∥2∥P − P̃∥2.

Now, we prove the Tikhonov solution is Lipschitz.

Proposition 11. Let z1 and z2 satisfy ∥z1∥∞, ∥z2∥∞ ≤ z∞.
Then the Tikhonov solution Ty , which is parameterized by a
SPD matrix P , satisfies

∥Ty(z1;P )− Ty(z2; P̃ )∥2 ≤ c1(y)∥z1 − z2∥∞ + c2(y)∥P − P̃∥2

for

c1(y) = ∥P∥2∥A∥2∥y∥2
(
1 + 2z2∞∥P̃∥2∥A∥22

)
c2(y) = z∞∥A∥2∥y∥2 Cond(P )Cond(P̃ ).

Proof. Observe

∥Ty(z1;P )− Ty(z2; P̃ )∥2
= ∥(AT

z1
Az1

+ P−1)−1AT
z1
y − (AT

z2
Az2

+ P̃−1)−1AT
z2
y∥2

=
∥∥(AT

z1
Az1 + P−1)−1AT

z1
y − (AT

z1
Az1 + P−1)−1AT

z2
y

+(AT
z1
Az1

+ P−1)−1AT
z2
y − (AT

z2
Az2

+ P̃−1)−1AT
z2
y
∥∥∥
2

=
∥∥(AT

z1
Az1

+ P−1)−1
(
AT

z1
−AT

z2

)
y

+
[
(AT

z1
Az1 + P−1)−1 − (AT

z2
Az2 + P̃−1)−1

]
AT

z2
y
∥∥∥
2

≤ ∥(AT
z1
Az1

+ P−1)−1∥2∥y∥2∥AT
z1

−AT
z2
∥2+

z∞∥A∥2∥y∥2∥(AT
z1
Az1

+ P−1)−1 − (AT
z2
Az2

+ P̃−1)−1∥2
≤ ∥P∥2∥A∥2∥y∥2 ∥z1 − z2∥∞+

z∞∥A∥2∥y∥2∥(AT
z1
Az1

+ P−1)−1 − (AT
z2
Az2

+ P̃−1)−1∥2

where in the last inequality we used Lemma 7. Combining
the above inequality with Corollary 10 produces the desired
result.

Lastly, we derive a bound on the Tikhonov solution

Proposition 12. For any SPD matrix P , any z, y, and 2 ≤
p ≤ ∞ it holds that ∥Ty(z;P )∥p ≤ ∥z∥∞∥P∥2∥A∥p∥y∥p.

Proof. Using Lemma 7 observe

∥Ty(z;P )∥p = ∥(AT
zAz + P−1)−1AT

z y∥p
≤ ∥(AT

zAz + P−1)−1∥p∥Diag(z)∥p∥A∥p∥y∥p
≤ ∥(AT

zAz + P−1)−1∥2∥Diag(z)∥2∥A∥p∥y∥p
≤ ∥z∥∞∥P∥2∥A∥p∥y∥p.

C. Lipschitz Property of Network Outputs

In this section, we define ζk and ζ̃k as the G-CG-Net
scale variable estimates on iteration k when G-CG-Net is
parameterized by Θ or Θ̃, from (3), respectively. That is, ζk is
recursively defined by ζk = Z(J)

k (ζk−1, Ty(ζk−1;Pu); Θ
(J)
k )

First, we show a Lipschitz property of the final scale
variable estimate in the following proposition.

Proposition 13. If Assumption 3 holds then

∥ζK − ζ̃K∥2 ≤ ĉ
(K,J)
1 (y)∥Pu − P̃u∥2

+

K∑
k=1

J∑
j=1

D∑
d=1

ĉ
(K,J)
k,j,d,2(y)∥θ

(j)
k,d − θ̃

(j)
k,d∥(d)

for

ĉ
(K,J)
1 (y) = c2(y)

K∑
k=1

r̂
(J)
k,2

K∏
ℓ=k+1

(r̂
(J)
ℓ,1 + r̂

(J)
ℓ,2 c1(y))

ĉ
(K,J)
k,j,d,2(y) = r̂

(j,J)
k,d,3

K∏
ℓ=k+1

(r̂
(J)
ℓ,1 + r̂

(J)
ℓ,2 c1(y))

where r̂
(J)
k,1 , r̂

(J)
k,2 , and r̂

(j,J)
k,d,3 are given in Proposition 6 and

c1(y) and c2(y) are given in Proposition 11.

Proof. Combining Proposition 6 and 11 it holds for any k

∥ζk − ζ̃k∥2
=
∥∥∥Z(J)

k (ζk−1, Ty(ζk−1;Pu); Θ
(J)
k )

−Z(J)
k (ζ̃k−1, Ty(ζ̃k−1; P̃u); Θ̃

(J)
k )
∥∥∥
2

≤ (r̂
(J)
k,1 + r̂

(J)
k,2 c1(y))∥ζk−1 − ζ̃k−1∥2 + r̂

(J)
k,2 c2(y)∥Pu − P̃u∥2

+

J∑
j=1

D∑
d=1

r̂
(j,J)
k,d,3∥θ

(j)
k,d − θ̃

(j)
k,d∥(d). (15)

Now, we use induction on K. The base case K = 1 holds by
(15) as ζ0 = ζ̃0 ≡ Z0 and

∏K
ℓ=K+1(r̂

(J)
ℓ,1 + r̂

(J)
ℓ,2 c1(y)) = 1.

Assume the induction hypothesis holds for fixed K−1 where
K > 2. By (15) and the induction hypothesis observe

∥ζK − ζ̃K∥2 ≤ (r̂
(J)
K,1 + r̂

(J)
K,2c1(y))∥ζK−1 − ζ̃K−1∥2

+ r̂
(J)
K,2c2(y)∥Pu − P̃u∥2

+

J∑
j=1

D∑
d=1

r̂
(j,J)
K,d,3∥θ

(j)
K,d − θ̃

(j)
K,d∥(d)

≤
[
(r̂

(J)
K,1 + r̂

(J)
K,2c1(y))ĉ

(K−1,J)
1 (y) + r̂

(J)
K,2c2(y)

]
∥Pu − P̃u∥2

+(r̂
(J)
K,1 + r̂

(J)
K,2c1(y))

K−1∑
k=1

J∑
j=1

D∑
d=1

ĉ
(K−1,J)
k,j,d,2 (y)∥θ(j)

k,d − θ̃
(j)
k,d∥(d)

+

J∑
j=1

D∑
d=1

r̂
(j,J)
K,d,3∥θ

(j)
K,d − θ̃

(j)
K,d∥(d). (16)
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First note,

(r̂
(J)
K,1 + r̂

(J)
K,2c1(y))ĉ

(K−1,J)
1 (y) + r̂

(J)
K,2c2(y)

= (r̂
(J)
K,1 + r̂

(J)
K,2c1(y))c2(y)

K−1∑
k=1

r̂
(J)
k,2

K−1∏
ℓ=k+1

(r̂
(J)
ℓ,1 + r̂

(J)
ℓ,2 c1(y))

+ r̂
(J)
K,2c2(y)

= c2(y)

K−1∑
k=1

r̂
(J)
k,2

K∏
ℓ=k+1

(r̂
(J)
ℓ,1 + r̂

(J)
ℓ,2 c1(y))

+ r̂
(J)
K,2c2(y)

K∏
ℓ=K+1

(r̂
(J)
ℓ,1 + r̂

(J)
ℓ,2 c1(y))

= c2(y)

K∑
k=1

r̂
(J)
k,2

K∏
ℓ=k+1

(r̂
(J)
ℓ,1 + r̂

(J)
ℓ,2 c1(y))

= ĉ
(K,J)
1 (y).

Similarly, note

(r̂
(J)
K,1 + r̂

(J)
K,2c1(y))ĉ

(K−1,J)
k,j,d,2 (y) = ĉ

(K,J)
k,j,d,2(y)

and

r̂
(j,J)
K,d,3 = r̂

(j,J)
K,d,3

K∏
ℓ=K+1

(r̂
(J)
ℓ,1 + r̂

(J)
ℓ,2 c1(y))

= ĉ
(K,J)
K,j,d,2(y).

Combining these two notes with (16) produces the desired
result.

Finally, we show that G-CG-Net estimates, ĉ(y;Θ), are
Lipschitz w.r.t. the G-CG-Net parameters.

Theorem 14. Let Assumption 3 hold. Then for any parame-
terizations Θ and Θ̃ of G-CG-Net, the G-CG-Net estimates
satisfy the following Lipschitz property:

∥ĉ(y;Θ)− ĉ(y; Θ̃)∥2

≤ κ(y)∥Pu − P̃u∥2 +
K∑

k=1

J∑
j=1

D∑
d=1

κ
(j)
k,d(y)∥θ

(j)
k,d − θ̃

(j)
k,d∥(d)

for

κ(y) = z∞(c1(y) + ∥Pu∥2∥A∥∞∥y∥∞)ĉ
(K,J)
1 (y) + z∞c2(y)

κ
(j)
k,d(y) = z∞(c1(y) + ∥Pu∥2∥A∥∞∥y∥∞)ĉ

(K,J)
k,j,d,2(y)

where ĉ
(K,J)
1 (y), ĉ

(K,J)
k,j,d,2(y) are given in Proposition 13 and

c1(y), c2(y) are given in Proposition 11.

Proof. As ρcmax is 1-Lipschitz observe

∥ĉ(y;Θ)− ĉ(y; Θ̃)∥2
= ∥ρcmax

(ζK ◦ Ty(ζK ;Pu))− ρcmax
(ζ̃K ◦ Ty(ζ̃K ; P̃u))∥2

≤
∥∥∥ζK ◦ Ty(ζK ;Pu)− ζ̃K ◦ Ty(ζK ;Pu)

+ζ̃K ◦ Ty(ζK ;PU )− ζ̃K ◦ Ty(ζ̃K ; P̃u)
∥∥∥
2

≤ ∥Ty(ζK ;Pu)∥∞∥ζK − ζ̃K∥2
+ z∞∥Ty(ζK ;Pu)− Ty(ζ̃K ; P̃u)∥2.

Using Proposition 11, 12, and 13 produces the final result.

V. CONCLUSION AND FUTURE WORK

For a class of compound Gaussian prior based DNNs that
solve linear inverse problems, a generalization error bound
was derived. Subsequently, this generalization error bound was
applied to two realizations, namely, CG-Net and DR-CG-Net,
showing bounds for these cases. The developed generalization
error bound was produced by bounding the Rademacher com-
plexity of the network hypothesis class by Dudley’s inequality,
which is further bounded using a Lipschitz property to estimate
covering numbers of the network hypothesis class. A key
contribution was in showing the parameters of compound
Gaussian DNNs satisfy a Lipschitz condition under reasonable
assumptions thereby allowing us to produce generalization
bounds for CG-based DNNs.

While the derived generalization error shows with sufficient
training data, roughly scaling quadratically in signal dimension
and cubically in network size, small generalization guarantees
can be met, it still remains to be shown that such a property
is true for small training datasets. This is desirable as CG-Net
and DR-CG-Net significantly outperform comparative meth-
ods in image estimation problems when trained only on a small
dataset. Likely, aspects of the iterative algorithm, in particular
the Tikhonov solution, would need to be further leveraged
to provide insight into a small training generalization error
bound. Furthermore, PAC-Bayes generalization bounds [28]
for CG-based DNNs, extending the derived bounds in this
paper, is another open question that can provide greater
insights into the generalization for low training scenarios.

VI. APPENDIX: PRELIMINARIES

A. Rademacher Complexity

Recall a Rademacher variable is a discrete random variable
γ taking values ±1 with equal probability.

Definition 15. Let G be a set of functions g : X → R and
S = {xi}Ns

i=1 ⊆ X . The empirical Rademacher complexity is

RS(G) = Eγ

[
sup
g∈G

1

Ns

Ns∑
i=1

γig(xi)

]

for γ = [γ1, . . . , γNs ] a vector of i.i.d. Rademacher variables.

For a DNN with hypothesis space H and using loss function
L, we are interested in the Rademacher complexity of the real-
valued set of functions G = L ◦ H = {L ◦ h : h ∈ H}.

Theorem 16 ([29], Theorem 26.5). Let H be a set of functions,
S = {(yi, ci)}

Ns
i=1 a training set drawn i.i.d. from D, and L

a real-valued loss function satisfying |L(h(y), c)| ≤ c for all
h ∈ H and (y, c) ∼ D. Then, for ε ∈ (0, 1) with probability
at least 1− ε we have for all h ∈ H

L(h) ≤ LS(h) + 2RS(L ◦ H) + 4c
√

2 ln(4/ε)/Ns.

Next, we provide a contraction lemma allowing us to ignore
the loss function and only consider the hypothesis class.
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Lemma 17 ([30], Corollary 4). Let H be a set of functions
h : X → Rd and S = {xi}Ns

i=1 ⊆ X . Then for any τ -Lipschitz
functions gi : Rd → R, where i ∈ N[Ns],

Eγ

[
sup
h∈H

Ns∑
i=1

γigi ◦ h(xi)

]
≤

√
2τEΓ

[
sup
h∈H

Ns∑
i=1

d∑
k=1

γikhk(xi)

]

where γ = [γi]i∈N[Ns] and Γ = [γik]
k∈N[d]
i∈N[Ns]

are collections of
i.i.d. Rademacher variables.

B. Dudley’s Inequality

To define Dudley’s inequality, which is employed to obtain
a bound on RS(L ◦ H) in Theorem 16, we require some
terminology from [31, 32]. First, for a metric space (M,d),
let CM (ϵ) ⊆ M denote an ϵ-covering of M . That is, for
every x ∈ M there exists a c ∈ CM (ϵ) such that d(x, c) ≤ ϵ.
Second, let N (M,d, ϵ) ∈ R denote the ϵ-covering number
of M . That is, N (M,d, ϵ) is the minimum cardinality of all
CM (ϵ) or, equivalently, the minimum number of ϵ radius balls
as measured by d, to contain M . Third, a real-valued stochastic
process (Xt)t∈T is called a subgaussian process if E(Xt) = 0
and for all s ∈ T , t ∈ T and θ > 0

E [exp(θ(Xs −Xt))] ≤ exp
(
θ2d̃(Xs, Xt)

2/2
)

where d̃(Xs, Xt) = (E |Xs −Xt|2)1/2 is a pseudo-metric.
Fourth, the radius of T is ∆(T ) = supt∈T

√
E|Xt|2.

Lemma 18 (Dudley’s Inequality, [31], Theorem 8.23 [32]).
For a subgaussian stochastic process (Xt)t∈T with pseudo-
metric d̃

E
(
sup
t∈T

Xt

)
≤ 4

√
2

∫ ∆(T )/2

0

√
ln
(
N (T, d̃, ϵ)

)
dϵ.

C. Rademacher Process

Let V be a vector space and X = V T = {f : T → V }. A
Rademacher process, (Yt)t∈T , is a stochastic process of the
form Yt =

∑n
k=1 γkxk(t) where xk ∈ X and γ = [γ1, . . . , γn]

are i.i.d. Rademacher variables. As E(γk) = 0, γ2
k = 1,

and γk, γj are independent for k ̸= j, then for real-valued
Rademacher processes, i.e. V = R,

Eγ |Yt|2 =

n∑
k=1

Eγ

(
γ2
kxk(t)

2
)
+

n∑
k=1

n∑
j=1
j ̸=k

Eγ (γjγkxj(t)xk(t))

=

n∑
k=1

xk(t)
2. (17)

Similarly,

d̃(Ys, Yt)
2 = Eγ |Ys − Yt|2 =

n∑
k=1

(xk(s)− xk(t))
2. (18)

Finally, we remark that real-valued Rademacher processes are
subgaussian [32] and thus satisfy Lemma 18.

D. Covering Number Bounds

First, a covering number bound on a subset of the unit ball.

Lemma 19 ([31], Proposition C.3 [32]). For any norm ∥·∥ on
Rn and subset U ⊆ {x ∈ Rn : ∥x∥ ≤ 1} it holds

N (U, ∥·∥, ϵ) ≤ (1 + 2/ϵ)
n
.

Second, a covering number bound on a space of parametric
functions satisfying a Lipschitz criterion.

Lemma 20. Let (Θ, ∥·∥ϑ) be a non-empty, bounded, and
normed vector space. Define F = {fθ : X → Y | θ ∈ Θ}
and let ∥·∥F be any norm on F . Assume that for any θ, θ̃ ∈ Θ

∥fθ(x)− fθ̃(x)∥F ≤ Γ(x)∥θ − θ̃∥ϑ

and let Γ = supx∈X Γ(x). Then

N (F , ∥·∥F , ϵ) ≤ N (Θ, ∥·∥ϑ, ϵ/Γ).

Proof. Let CΘ be any ϵ/Γ-covering of Θ and CF = {fθ : θ ∈
CΘ}. Note |CF | ≤ |CΘ| as, at most, every θ ∈ CΘ uniquely
defines a function fθ ∈ CF . Further, for any fθ ∈ F there
exists a c ∈ CΘ such that ∥θ − c∥ ≤ ϵ/Γ. Thus fc ∈ CF
satisfies

∥fθ(x)− fc(x)∥F ≤ Γ(x)∥θ − c∥ϑ ≤ Γ∥θ − c∥ϑ ≤ ϵ.

Hence, every ϵ/Γ-covering of Θ generates an ϵ-covering of
F . Take CΘ to be the minimal cardinality ϵ/Γ-covering of Θ,
then N (F , ∥·∥F , ϵ) ≤ |CF | = |CΘ| = N (Θ, ∥·∥ϑ, ϵ/Γ).

Finally, we generalize Lemma 20 to a class of functions
parameterized by a sequence of parameters.

Corollary 21. Let (Θi, ∥·∥ϑi), for i ∈ N[n], be a sequence of
non-empty, bounded, and normed vector spaces. Define F =
{fθ1,...,θn : X → Y | θi ∈ Θi} and let ∥·∥F be a norm on F .
Assume that

∥fθ1,...,θn(x)− fθ̃1,...,θ̃n(x)∥F ≤
n∑

i=1

Γi(x)∥θi − θ̃i∥ϑi

and let Γi = supx∈X Γi(x). Then

N (F , ∥·∥F , ϵ) ≤
n∏

i=1

N (Θi, ∥·∥ϑi
, ϵ/(nΓi)).

Proof. Let (Sk, dk), for k ∈ N[n], be metric spaces and define
the product metric space (S, d) where S := S1×· · ·×Sn and
d(s, c) :=

∑n
k=1 akdk(sk, ck) for s, c ∈ S and fixed ak ∈

(0,∞). Let Ck be any ϵ/(akn)-covering of Sk and define C :=
C1 × · · · ×Cn. Then for any s ∈ S there exists a c ∈ C such
that d(s, c) =

∑n
k=1 akdk(sk, ck) ≤

∑n
k=1 akϵ/(nak) = ϵ,

which implies that C is an ϵ-covering of S. Take every Ck to
be the minimal cardinality ϵ/(akn)-covering of Sk then

N (S, d, ϵ) ≤ |C| =
n∏

k=1

|Ck| =
n∏

k=1

N
(
Sk, dk,

ϵ

akn

)
. (19)

Next, let (Θ, ∥·∥Θ) be the normed vector space where Θ =
Θ1 × · · · × Θn and for θ = (θ1, . . . , θn) ∈ Θ we define
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∥θ∥Θ =
∑n

i=1 Γi∥θi∥ϑi
. Then for any θ, θ̃ ∈ Θ where θ =

(θ1, . . . , θn) and θ̃ = (θ̃1, . . . , θ̃n) we have

∥fθ1,...,θn(x)− fθ̃1,...,θn(x)∥F

≤
n∑

i=1

Γi(x)∥θi − θ̃i∥ϑi ≤
n∑

i=1

Γi∥θi − θ̃i∥ϑi = ∥θ − θ̃∥Θ.

Combining this Lipschitz property with Lemma 20 and then
applying (19) produces the covering number bound.

VII. APPENDIX: PROOF OF THEOREM 1
Proving Theorem 1 consists of the following steps: Step (1),

we establish a Rademacher process generated by H(1)
CG . Step

(2), using Lemma 17, we express the Rademacher complexity
of L ◦ H(1)

CG as the expected supremum of Step (1). Step
(3), invoking Dudley’s inequality we bound Step (2) by an
integral of some covering numbers. Step (4), we use Theorem
14 and Corollary 21 to bound the covering numbers from
Dudley’s inequality by covering numbers of the G-CG-Net
parameter spaces. Step (5), we use Lemma 19 to bound the
covering numbers of the G-CG-Net parameter spaces. Step
(6), with the Step (5) bounds, we bound Dudley’s inequality
by evaluable integrals where evaluation, simplification, and
using Theorem 16 produces the desired GEB for G-CG-Net.

Proof of Theorem 1. Step (1). Let Y := [y1, . . . ,yNs
] ∈

Rm×Ns and

M(1)
CG := {Mĉ = [ĉ(y1), . . . , ĉ(yNs

)] : ĉ ∈ H(1)
CG}

=

{
ĉ

(
Y ;
{
P,θ

(j)
k,d

} j∈N[J]
k∈N[K]
d∈N[D]

)
: P ∈ Pfull,θ

(j)
k,d ∈ Ωd

}
where ĉ

(
Y ;Θ

)
:= [ĉ (y1;Θ) , . . . , ĉ

(
yNs

;Θ
)
] ∈ Rn×Ns .

Now, define the Rademacher process (XMĉ
)
Mĉ∈M(1)

CG
as

XMĉ
:=

Ns∑
i=1

n∑
k=1

γik[Mĉ]ki =

Ns∑
i=1

n∑
k=1

γik ĉk(yi) (20)

for Rademacher variables Γ = [γik]
k∈N[n]
i∈N[Ns]

.

Step (2). Using Lemma 17 with H = H(1)
CG and each gi = L,

for L a τ -Lipschitz loss function of G-CG-Net, e.g. SSIM loss
or mean-absolute error, satisfying Assumption 2, we have

RS(L ◦ H(1)
CG) ≤

√
2τEΓ

 sup
ĉ∈H(1)

CG

1

Ns

Ns∑
i=1

n∑
k=1

γik ĉk(yi)


=

√
2τ

Ns
EΓ

(
sup

ĉ∈H(1)
CG

XMĉ

)
. (21)

Step (3). By equation (18), note that

d̃(XMĉ1
, XMĉ2

)2 =

Ns∑
i=1

n∑
k=1

([Mĉ1
]ki − [Mĉ2

]ki)
2

= ∥Mĉ1
−Mĉ2

∥2F

for ∥·∥F the Frobenius norm. Observe for any Mĉ ∈ M(1)
CG

∥Mĉ∥F = ∥ĉ(Y ;Θ)∥F =

√√√√ Ns∑
i=1

∥ĉ(yi;Θ)∥22 ≤
√

Nscmax

where we used that any output from G-CG-Net is bounded, in
Euclidean norm, by cmax. Hence, by equation (17)

∆(M(1)
CG) = sup

ĉ∈H(1)
CG
∥Mĉ∥F ≤

√
Nscmax.

Therefore, using Dudley’s Inequality in Lemma 18 and (21)

RS(L ◦ H(1)
CG) ≤

8τ

Ns

∫ √
Nscmax

2

0

√
ln
(
N (M(1)

CG , ∥·∥F , ϵ)
)
dϵ.

(22)

Step (4). By Theorem 14 for any i ∈ N[Ns]

∥ĉ(yi;Θ)− ĉ(yi; Θ̃)∥2

≤ κ∥Pu − P̃u∥2 +
K∑

k=1

J∑
j=1

D∑
d=1

κ
(j)
k,d∥θ

(j)
k,d − θ̃

(j)
k,d∥(d).

As κ and κ
(j)
k,d, given respectively in (8) and (9), are indepen-

dent of yi then

∥ĉ(Y ;Θ)− ĉ(Y ; Θ̃)∥F ≤
√
Ns∥ĉ(yi;Θ)− ĉ(yi; Θ̃)∥2

for any i ∈ N[Ns]. Thus

∥ĉ(Y ;Θ)− ĉ(Y ; Θ̃)∥F ≤
√

Nsκ∥Pu − P̃u∥2+√
Ns

K∑
k=1

J∑
j=1

D∑
d=1

κ
(j)
k,d∥θ

(j)
k,d − θ̃

(j)
k,d∥(d).

Hence, from Corollary 21

ln
(
N
(
M(1)

CG , ∥·∥F , ϵ
))

≤ ln

(
N
(
P, ∥·∥2,

ϵ√
Nsκ(KJD + 1)

))
+

K∑
k=1

J∑
j=1

D∑
d=1

ln

(
N

(
Ωd, ∥·∥(d),

ϵ
√
Nsκ

(j)
k,d(KJD + 1)

))
.

(23)

Step (5). As P contains symmetric n×n matrices, then for
P = Pfull only n(n + 1)/2 entries are required to uniquely
define a matrix and dim(Pfull) = n(n + 1)/2. Similarly,
dim(Ptri) = 2n − 1, dim(Pdiag) = n, and dim(Pconst) = 1.
Furthermore, as P/pmax = {P/pmax : P ∈ P} is contained
in the unit ∥·∥2 ball, then, using Lemma 19, observe

N (P, ∥·∥2, ϵ) = N (P/pmax, ∥·∥2, ϵ/pmax)

≤ (1 + 2pmax/ϵ)
dim(P)

.

Similarly, as Ωd/ωd is contained in the unit ∥·∥(d) ball, observe

N
(
Ωd, ∥·∥(d), ϵ

)
≤ (1 + 2ωd/ϵ)

αd .

Combining these two observations with (23) gives

ln
(
N
(
M(1)

CG , ∥·∥F , ϵ
))

≤ dim(P) ln

(
1 +

2pmax

√
Nsκ(KJD + 1)

ϵ

)
+

K∑
k=1

J∑
j=1

D∑
d=1

αd ln

(
1 +

2ωd

√
Nsκ

(j)
k,d(KJD + 1)

ϵ

)
.

(24)
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Step (6). For any ν, β > 0, note that from [15]∫ β

0

√
ln (1 + ν/ϵ)dϵ ≤ β

√
ln(e(1 + ν/β)). (25)

Combining (24), (25), and using subadditivity of square roots∫ β

0

√
ln
(
N
(
M(1)

CG , ∥·∥F , ϵ
))

dϵ

≤
√

dim(P)

∫ β

0

√
ln

(
1 +

2pmax

√
Nsκ(KJD + 1)

ϵ

)
dϵ

+

K∑
k=1

J∑
j=1

D∑
d=1

√
αd

∫ β

0

√√√√ln

(
1 +

2ωd

√
Nsκ

(j)
k,d(KJD + 1)

ϵ

)
dϵ

≤
√

dim(P)β

√
ln

(
e

(
1 +

2pmax

√
Nsκ(KJD + 1)

β

))

+

K∑
k=1

J∑
j=1

D∑
d=1

√
αdβ

√√√√ln

(
e

(
1 +

2ωd

√
Nsκ

(j)
k,d(KJD + 1)

β

))
.

(26)

Combining (26) and (22), for β =
√
Nscmax/2, with The-

orem 16 produces the desired generalization error bound.

VIII. APPENDIX: PROOF OF THEOREM 2

First, we require a Lipschitz condition on the gradient of
the data fidelity term in (2) that depends on Proposition 12.

Lemma 22. For every zi ∈ Rn satisfying ∥zi∥∞ ≤ z∞ and
ui = Ty(zi;Pi) where Pi ∈ P , it holds that

∥AT
u1
(Au1z1 − y)−AT

u2
(Au2z2 − y)∥2

≤ (z∞pmax∥y∥2∥A∥2∥A∥∞)2∥z1 − z2∥2
+∥y∥2∥A∥2

(
1 + z2∞pmax∥A∥2(∥A∥2 + ∥A∥∞)

)
∥u1 − u2∥2.

Proof. Observe

∥AT
u1
(Au1

z1 − y)−AT
u2
(Au2

z2 − y)∥2
≤ ∥AT

u1
Au1z1 −AT

u2
Au2z2∥2 + ∥(AT

u1
−AT

u2
)y∥2

≤ ∥AT
u1
Au1

z1 −AT
u2
Au2

z2∥2 + ∥A∥2∥y∥2∥u1 − u2∥2.
(27)

By Proposition 12 and the triangle inequality note that

∥AT
u1
Au1

z1 −AT
u2
Au2

z2∥2
=
∥∥AT

u1
Au1

z1 −AT
u1
Au2

z1 +AT
u1
Au2

z1 −AT
u2
Au2

z1

+AT
u2
Au2z1 −AT

u2
Au2z2

∥∥
2

≤ z2∞pmax∥A∥22 ∥y∥2(∥A∥2 + ∥A∥∞)∥u1 − u2∥2
+ (z∞pmax∥A∥2∥A∥∞∥y∥2)2∥z1 − z2∥2. (28)

Combining (27) and (28) produces the desired result.

As an overview, proving Theorem 2 consists of the follow-
ing steps: First, we show Assumption 2 holds for the SSIM
loss function used in CG-Net. Second, we invoke Lemma 22
to show that the Lipschitz condition of Assumption 3 holds
for each CG-Net scale-variable-descent update in (4). Finally,
we apply Theorem 1 to produce Theorem 2.

Proof of Theorem 2. As SSIM returns a value in [−1, 1] then
the SSIM loss function is bounded by 2. From [19], SSIM is

a differentiable function and thus continuous. As the CG-Net
outputs are bounded, in the ∥·∥2 ball of radius cmax, then the
gradient of the SSIM loss function is bounded. Hence, by the
mean value theorem [33], there exists a Lipschitz constant for
the SSIM loss function, on the ∥·∥2 ball of radius cmax, which
we denote by τ . Therefore, Assumption 2 holds.

Next, for i ∈ {1, 2}, let zi ∈ Rn satisfy ∥zi∥∞ ≤ z∞
and ui = Typ

(zi;Pi) for some Pi ∈ Pconst and p ∈ N[Ns].
As Pa,b is 1-Lipschitz, then the CG-Net scale-variable-update
method, g(j)k , in (4) satisfies

∥g(j)k (z1,u1;B
(j)
k , µ

(j)
k )− g

(j)
k (z2,u2; B̃

(j)
k , µ̃

(j)
k )∥2

=
∥∥∥Pa,b(z1 −B

(j)
k ρξ(∇zF (u1, z1;µ

(j)
k )))

−Pa,b(z2 − B̃
(j)
k ρξ(∇zF (u2, z2; µ̃

(j)
k )))

∥∥∥
2

≤ ∥z1 −B
(j)
k ρξ(∇zF (u1, z1;µ

(j)
k ))

− z2 + B̃
(j)
k ρξ(∇zF (u2, z2; µ̃

(j)
k ))∥2

≤ ∥z1 − z2∥2 +
∥∥∥B̃(j)

k ρξ(∇zF (u2, z2; µ̃
(j)
k ))

−B
(j)
k ρξ(∇zF (u1, z1;µ

(j)
k ))

∥∥∥
2

(29)

where in the final line we used the triangle inequality. First,
as ρξ is 1-Lipschitz and bounded by ξ, note that

∥B̃(j)
k ρξ(∇zF (u2, z2; µ̃

(j)
k ))−B

(j)
k ρξ(∇zF (u1, z1;µ

(j)
k ))∥2

=
∥∥∥B̃(j)

k ρξ(∇zF (u2, z2; µ̃
(j)
k ))− B̃

(j)
k ρξ(∇zF (u1, z1;µ

(j)
k ))

+B̃
(j)
k ρξ(∇zF (u1, z1;µ

(j)
k ))−B

(j)
k ρξ(∇zF (u1, z1;µ

(j)
k ))

∥∥∥
2

≤ pmax∥ρξ(∇zF (u2, z2; µ̃
(j)
k ))− ρξ(∇zF (u1, z1;µ

(j)
k ))∥2

+ ∥ρξ(∇zF (u1, z1;µ
(j)
k ))∥2 ∥B̃(j)

k −B
(j)
k ∥2

≤ pmax∥∇zF (u2, z2; µ̃
(j)
k )−∇zF (u1, z1;µ

(j)
k )∥2

+ ξ ∥B̃(j)
k −B

(j)
k ∥2. (30)

Second, note that

∥∇zF (u2, z2; µ̃
(j)
k )−∇zF (u1, z1;µ

(j)
k )∥2

≤ ∥AT
u1
(Au1

z1 − yp)−AT
u2
(Au2

z2 − yp)∥2
+ ∥µ(j)

k [h−1]′(z1)⊙ h−1(z1)− µ̃
(j)
k [h−1]′(z2)⊙ h−1(z2)∥2

= ∥AT
u1
(Au1

z1 − yp)−AT
u2
(Au2

z2 − yp)∥2+∥∥∥µ(j)
k [h−1]′(z1)⊙ h−1(z1)− µ̃

(j)
k [h−1]′(z1)⊙ h−1(z1)

+µ̃
(j)
k [h−1]′(z1)⊙ h−1(z1)− µ̃

(j)
k [h−1]′(z2)⊙ h−1(z2)

∥∥∥
2

≤ ∥AT
u1
(Au1z1 − yp)−AT

u2
(Au2

z2 − yp)∥2
+ hmax|µ(j)

k − µ̃
(j)
k |+ µτh∥z1 − z2∥2. (31)

Combining Lemma 22 with (31), (30), (29) and the fact
that ∥yp∥2 ≤ ymax, then Assumption 3 holds specifically with
r
(j−1)
k,1 = r1, r

(j−1)
k,2 = r2 and

(
θ
(j)
k,d, r

(j−1)
k,d,3 , ∥·∥(d)

)
=


(
B

(j)
k , ξ, ∥·∥2

)
d = 1(

µ
(j)
k , pmaxhmax, | · |

)
d = 2.
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Hence, by Proposition 6, r̂(J)k,1 =
∏J

j=1 r
(j−1)
k,1 = rJ1 ,

r̂
(J)
k,2 =

J∑
j=1

r
(j−1)
k,2

J−1∏
ℓ=j

r
(ℓ)
k,1 = r2

J∑
j=1

rJ−j
1 = r2

1− rJ1
1− r1

,

and similarly r̂
(j,J)
k,d,3 = r

(j−1)
k,d,3

∏J−1
ℓ=j r

(ℓ)
k,1 = r

(j−1)
k,d,3 rJ−j

1 is as
given in (10). Therefore, applying Theorem 1 produces the
GEB of CG-Net in Theorem 2.

IX. APPENDIX: PROOF OF THEOREM 4

We first require a bounded and Lipschitz property for fully-
connected networks. Let G(i)

t (x) := W
(i)
t x, for W

(i)
t ∈

Rdt+1×dt , denote a fully-connected layer. For componentwise
activation function σ, define a fully-connected network G(i,T )

as

G(i,T )(x) = G(i)
T ◦ σ ◦ G(i)

T−1 ◦ · · · ◦ σ ◦ G(i)
1 (x). (32)

Lemma 23. Let σ be a componentwise activation function
satisfying ∥σ(x)∥2 ≤ ∥x∥2 and G(i,T ) be given as in (32). If
∥W (i)

t ∥2 ≤ ϖt for all t ∈ N[T ], then

∥σ(G(i,T )(x))∥2 ≤
T∏

t=1

ϖt∥x∥2.

Proof. We use induction on T . The base case T = 1 holds
trivially. Assume the induction hypothesis holds for fixed T
where T > 1. Observe

∥σ(G(i,T+1)(x))∥2 = ∥σ(W (i)
T+1σ(G

(i,T )(x)))∥2

≤ ϖT+1∥σ(G(i,T )(x))∥2 ≤
T+1∏
t=1

ϖt∥x∥2.

Now, we show that fully-connected networks are Lipschitz.

Lemma 24. In addition to the assumptions of Lemma 23,
assume σ is τ -Lipschitz. Then

∥G(1,T )(x1)− G(2,T )(x2)∥2 ≤ τT−1
T∏

t=1

ϖt∥x1 − x2∥2

+

T∑
t=1

(
τT−t∏T

t′=1
t′ ̸=t

ϖt′∥x1∥2
)
∥W (1)

t −W
(2)
t ∥2.

Proof. Observe for any t

∥G(1)
t (x1)− G(2)

t (x2)∥2
= ∥W (1)

t x1 −W
(2)
t x2∥2

= ∥W (1)
t x1 −W

(2)
t x1 +W

(2)
t x1 −W

(2)
t x2∥2

≤ ϖt∥x1 − x2∥2 + ∥x1∥2 ∥W (1)
t −W

(2)
t ∥2.

Therefore

∥G(1,t)(x1)− G(2,t)(x2)∥2
≤ τϖt∥G(1,t−1)(x1)− G(2,t−1)(x2)∥2

+ ∥σ(G(1,t−1)(x1))∥2 ∥W (1)
t −W

(2)
t ∥2.

Using Lemma 23 and induction on T similar to that of
Proposition 6 produces the desired result.

As an overview, proving Theorem 4 consists of the follow-
ing steps: First, we show Assumption 2 holds for the mean-
absolute error loss function used in DR-CG-Net. Second,
we use invoke Lemma 22 and Lemma 24 to show that the
Lipschitz condition of Assumption 3 holds for each DR-CG-
Net scale-variable-descent update in (5). Finally, we apply
Theorem 1 to produce Theorem 4.

Proof of Theorem 4. As DR-CG-Net employs the mean ab-
solute loss function, L(x1,x2) = 1

n∥x1 − x2∥1, for any
x1,x2,x ∈ Rn by Hölder’s and the reverse triangle inequality

|L(x1,x)− L(x2,x)|

≤ L(x1,x2) =
1

n
∥x1 − x2∥1 ≤ 1√

n
∥x1 − x2∥2 ≤ cmax√

n
.

Hence, Assumption 2 holds for c = cmax/
√
n and τ = 1/

√
n.

Next, for i ∈ {1, 2}, let zi ∈ Rn satisfy ∥zi∥∞ ≤ z∞ and
ui = Typ

(zi;Pi) for some Pi ∈ Ptri and p ∈ N[Ns]. Let
V(j)
k and Ṽ(j)

k be convolutional subnetworks of DR-CG-Net
that are parameterized by {W (j)

k,ℓ }ℓ∈N[Lc] and {W̃ (j)
k,ℓ }ℓ∈N[Lc],

respectively. The DR-CG-Net scale-variable-update method,
g
(j)
k , in (5) satisfies∥∥∥g(j)k (z1,u1; {δ(j)k ,W

(j)
k,ℓ }ℓ∈N[Lc])

−g
(j)
k (z2,u2; {δ̃(j)k , W̃

(j)
k,ℓ }ℓ∈N[Lc])

∥∥∥
2

=
∥∥∥v(j)k (z1,u1; δ

(j)
k ) + V(j)

k (z1)

−v
(j)
k (z2,u2; δ̃

(j)
k )− Ṽ(j)

k (z2)
∥∥∥
2

≤ ∥v(j)k (z1,u1; δ
(j)
k )− v

(j)
k (z2,u2; δ̃

(j)
k )∥2

+ ∥V(j)
k (z1)− Ṽ(j)

k (z2)∥2. (33)

Define di = AT
ui
(Aui

zi − yp) for i = 1, 2. Using (6) note

∥v(j)k (z1,u1; δ
(j)
k )− v

(j)
k (z2,u2; δ̃

(j)
k )∥2

≤ ∥z1 − z2∥2 + ∥δ(j)k ρξ(d1)− δ̃
(j)
k ρξ(d2)∥2. (34)

As ρξ is 1-Lipschitz and bounded, in norm ∥·∥2, by ξ then

∥δ(j)k ρξ(d1)− δ̃
(j)
k ρξ(d2)∥2

= ∥δ(j)k ρξ(d1)− δ
(j)
k ρξ(d2) + δ

(j)
k ρξ(d2)− δ̃

(j)
k ρξ(d2)∥2

≤ |δ(j)k |∥ρξ(d1)− ρξ(d2)∥2 + ∥ρξ(d2)∥2 |δ(j)k − δ̃
(j)
k |

≤ δ∥d1 − d2∥2 + ξ|δ(j)k − δ̃
(j)
k |. (35)

Now, combining Lemma 22 with (35), (34), and the fact that
∥yp∥2 ≤ ymax produces

∥v(j)k (z1,u1; δ
(j)
k )− v

(j)
k (z2,u2; δ̃

(j)
k )∥2

≤
(
1 + δ(z∞pmaxymax∥A∥2∥A∥∞)2

)
∥z1 − z2∥2

+ r2∥u1 − u2∥2 + ξ|δ(j)k − δ̃
(j)
k |. (36)

As W
(j)
k,d ∈ Ωd and W̃

(j)
k,d ∈ Ωd for d ∈ N[Lc], then

W
(j)
k,d and W̃

(j)
k,d are defined by fd−1fdk

2
d parameters and

satisfy ∥W (j)
k,d∥2 ≤ wd and ∥W̃ (j)

k,d∥2 ≤ wd. Additionally,
δ
(j)
k ∈ ΩLc+1 is a positive real number satisfying |δ(j)k | ≤ δ.
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Hence, the dimension of the parameter spaces, αd, and bounds
on the parameter spaces, ωd, are given by (12).

As the ReLU activation function is 1-Lipschitz and ||z1||2 ≤√
nz∞ then using Lemma 24

∥V(j)
k (z1)− Ṽ(j)

k (z2)∥2 ≤
Lc∏
ℓ=1

wℓ∥z1 − z2∥2

+

Lc∑
ℓ=1

(√
nz∞

∏Lc

ℓ′=1
ℓ′ ̸=ℓ

wℓ′

)
∥W (j)

k,ℓ − W̃
(j)
k,ℓ ∥2. (37)

Combining (37) and (36) with (33) then Assumption 3 holds
with r

(j−1)
k,1 = r1, r(j−1)

k,2 = r2, and

(
θ
(j)
k,d, r

(j−1)
k,d,3 , ∥·∥(d)

)
=


(
W

(j)
k,d ,

√
nz∞

∏Lc

ℓ=1
ℓ ̸=d

wℓ, ∥·∥2
)

d = 1, . . . , Lc

(δ
(j)
k , ξ, | · |) d = Lc + 1.

Hence, by Proposition 6, r̂
(J)
k,1 =

J∏
j=1

r
(j−1)
k,1 = rJ1 ,

r̂
(J)
k,2 =

J∑
j=1

r
(j−1)
k,2

J−1∏
ℓ=j

r
(ℓ)
k,1 = r2

J∑
j=1

rJ−j
1 = r2

1− rJ1
1− r1

,

and similarly r̂
(j,J)
k,d,3 = r

(j−1)
k,d,3

∏J−1
ℓ=j r

(ℓ)
k,1 = r

(j−1)
k,d,3 rJ−j

1 is
given as in (13). Therefore, applying Theorem 1 produces the
GEB of DR-CG-Net in Theorem 4.

REFERENCES

[1] K. Gregor and Y. LeCun, “Learning fast approximations of sparse cod-
ing,” in Proceedings of the 27th International Conference on Machine
Learning, 2010, pp. 399–406.

[2] V. Monga, Y. Li, and Y. C. Eldar, “Algorithm Unrolling: Interpretable,
efficient deep learning for signal and image processing,” IEEE Signal
Processing Magazine, vol. 38, no. 2, pp. 18–44, Mar 2021.

[3] J. Zhang and B. Ghanem, “ISTA-Net: Interpretable Optimization-
Inspired Deep Network for Image Compressive Sensing,” in Proceedings
of the IEEE Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition,
2018, pp. 1828–1837.

[4] J. Song, B. Chen, and J. Zhang, “Memory-Augmented Deep Unfolding
Network for Compressive Sensing,” in Proceedings of the 29th ACM
International Conference on Multimedia, Oct 2021, pp. 4249–4258.

[5] C. Lyons, R. G. Raj, and M. Cheney, “A Compound Gaussian Least
Squares Algorithm and Unrolled Network for Linear Inverse Problems,”
IEEE Transactions on Signal Processing, vol. 71, pp. 4303–4316, 2023.

[6] C. Lyons, R. G. Raj, and M. Cheney, “Deep Regularized Compound
Gaussian Network for Solving Linear Inverse Problems,” IEEE Trans-
actions on Computational Imaging, 2024, inpress.

[7] J. Song, B. Chen, and J. Zhang, “Deep Memory-Augmented Proximal
Unrolling Network for Compressive Sensing,” International Journal of
Computer Vision, vol. 131, no. 6, pp. 1477–1496, Jun 2023.

[8] K. H. Jin, M. T. McCann, E. Froustey, and M. Unser, “Deep Con-
volutional Neural Network for Inverse Problems in Imaging,” IEEE
Transactions on Image Processing, vol. 26, no. 9, pp. 4509–4522, 2017.

[9] D. You, J. Xie, and J. Zhang, “ISTA-Net++: Flexible Deep Unfolding
Network for Compressive Sensing,” in 2021 IEEE International Con-
ference on Multimedia and Expo (ICME). IEEE, 2021, pp. 1–6.

[10] J. Xiang, Y. Dong, and Y. Yang, “FISTA-Net: Learning a Fast Iterative
Shrinkage Thresholding Network for Inverse Problems in Imaging,”
IEEE Transactions on Medical Imaging, vol. 40, no. 5, pp. 1329–1339,
May 2021.

[11] T. Meinhardt, M. Moller, C. Hazirbas, and D. Cremers, “Learning
Proximal Operators: Using Denoising Networks for Regularizing Inverse
Imaging Problems,” in Proceedings of the IEEE International Confer-
ence on Computer Vision, 2017, pp. 1781–1790.

[12] S. Diamond, V. Sitzmann, F. Heide, and G. Wetzstein, “Unrolled
Optimization with Deep Priors,” arXiv preprint arXiv:1705.08041, 2019.

[13] C. Lyons, R. G. Raj, and M. Cheney, “CG-Net: A Compound Gaussian
Prior Based Unrolled Imaging Network,” in 2022 IEEE Asia-Pacific
Signal and Information Processing Association Annual Summit and
Conference, 2022, pp. 623–629.

[14] C. Lyons, R. G. Raj, and M. Cheney, “A Deep Compound Gaussian Reg-
ularized Unfoled Imaging Network,” in 2022 56th Asilomar Conference
on Signals, Systems, and Computers, 2022, pp. 940–947.

[15] A. Behboodi, H. Rauhut, and E. Schnoor, “Compressive Sensing and
Neural Networks from a Statistical Learning Perspective,” in Com-
pressed Sensing in Information Processing. Springer, 2022, pp. 247–
277.

[16] V. Kouni and Y. Panagakis, “DECONET: An Unfolding Network
for Analysis-Based Compressed Sensing With Generalization Error
Bounds,” IEEE Transactions on Signal Processing, vol. 71, pp. 1938–
1951, 2023.

[17] B. Joukovsky, T. Mukherjee, H. Van Luong, and N. Deligiannis, “Gen-
eralization Error Bounds for Deep Unfolding RNNs,” in Uncertainty in
Artificial Intelligence. PMLR, 2021, pp. 1515–1524.

[18] I. Goodfellow, Y. Bengio, and A. Courville, Deep Learning. MIT press,
2016.

[19] H. Zhao, O. Gallo, I. Frosio, and J. Kautz, “Loss Functions for Image
Restoration With Neural Networks,” IEEE Transactions on Computa-
tional Imaging, vol. 3, no. 1, pp. 47–57, Mar 2017.

[20] M. J. Wainwright, E. P. Simoncelli, and A. S. Willsky, “Random
Cascades on Wavelet Trees and Their Use in Analyzing and Model-
ing Natural Images,” Applied and Computational Harmonic Analysis,
vol. 11, no. 1, pp. 89–123, 2001.

[21] M. J. Wainwright and E. P. Simoncelli, “Scale Mixtures of Gaussians
and the Statistics of Natural Images.” in Advances in Neural Information
Processing Systems, vol. 12. MIT Press, 1999, pp. 855–861.
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