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ABSTRACT

Generative adversarial networks (GANs) have emerged as a powerful tool for generating high-fidelity
data. However, the main bottleneck of existing approaches is the lack of supervision on the generator
training, which often results in undamped oscillation and unsatisfactory performance. To address
this issue, we propose an algorithm called Monte Carlo GAN (MCGAN). This approach, utilizing an
innovative generative loss function, termly the regression loss, reformulates the generator training as
a regression task and enables the generator training by minimizing the mean squared error between
the discriminator’s output of real data and the expected discriminator of fake data. We demonstrate
the desirable analytic properties of the regression loss, including discriminability and optimality, and
show that our method requires a weaker condition on the discriminator for effective generator training.
These properties justify the strength of this approach to improve the training stability while retaining
the optimality of GAN by leveraging strong supervision of the regression loss. Numerical results
on CIFAR-10 and CIFAR-100 datasets demonstrate that the proposed MCGAN significantly and
consistently improves the existing state-of-the-art GAN models in terms of quality, accuracy, training
stability, and learned latent space. Furthermore, the proposed algorithm exhibits great flexibility for
integrating with a variety of backbone models to generate spatial images, temporal time-series, and
spatio-temporal video data.

Keywords Generative adversarial networks · Image generation · Semi-supervised learning · Regression

1 Introduction

In recent years, Generative Adversarial Network (GAN) [1] has become one of the most powerful tools for realistic
image synthesis. However, the instability of the GAN training and unsatisfying performance remains a challenge.
To combat it, much effort has been put into developing regularization methods, see [2, 3, 4, 5]. Additionally, as [6]
pointed out, the generator usually suffers gradient vanishing and instability due to the singularity of the denominator
showed in the gradient when the discriminator becomes accurate. To address this issue, some work has been done
to develop better adversarial loss [7, 8, 9]. As a variant of GAN, conditional GAN (cGAN) [10] is designed to learn
the conditional distribution of target variable given conditioning information. It improves the GAN performance by
incorporating conditional information to both the discriminator and generator, we hence have better control over the
generated samples [11] [12] [13].

Unlike these works on the regularization method and adversarial loss, our work focuses on the generative loss function
to enhance the performance of GAN training. In this paper, we propose a novel generative loss, termed as the regression
loss LR, which reformulates the generator training as the least-square optimization task on real data. This regression
loss underpins our proposed MC-GAN, an enhancement of existing GAN models achieved by replacing the original
generative loss with our regression loss. This approach leverages the expected discriminator Dϕ under the fake measure
induced by the generator. Benefiting from the strong supervision lying in the regression loss, our approach enables the
generator to learn the target distribution with a relatively weak discriminator in a more efficient and stable manner.
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The main contributions of our paper are three folds:

• We propose the MCGAN methodology for enhancing both unconditional and conditional GAN training.
• We establish the theoretical foundation of the proposed regression loss, such as the discriminivity and optimality.

Besides, we show the improved stability of the proposed MC-GAN. To illustrate, we provide a simple but clear
example of Dirac-GAN, in which our proposed MCGAN successfully mitigate the issues of non-convergence
of the conventional GANs by incorporating the regression loss.

• We empirically validate that MCGAN consistently enhances the performance of various GANs across various
data, including image data, time series data, and video data. Our approach improves quality, accuracy, training
stability, and learned latent space, showing its generality and flexibility.

Related work GANs have demonstrated their capacity to simulate high-fidelity synthetic data, facilitating data
sharing and augmentation. Extensive research has focused on designing GAN models for various data types, including
images [14], time series [15, 16, 17], and videos [18]. Recently, Conditional GANs (cGANs) have gained significant
attention for their ability to generate synthetic data by incorporating auxiliary information [15, 19, 20]. For the
integer-valued conditioning variable, conditional GANs can be roughly divided into two groups depending on the way
of incorporating the class information: Classification-based and Projection-based cGANs [12, 21, 13, 11, 10, 22].
For the case where conditioning variable is continuous, the training of conditioning GANs is more challenging. For
example, conditional WGAN suffers the difficulty in estimating the conditional expected discriminator of real data
due to the need for recalibration per every discriminator update [19]. Attempts are made to mitigate this issue, such as
conditional SigWGAN [19], which is designed to tackle this issue for time series data.

2 Preliminary

2.1 Generative adversarial networks

Generative adversarial network (GAN) [1] aims to learn the target distribution from real data. To this goal, GAN plays
a min-max game between two networks: Generator and Discriminator. Let X denote the target space and Z be the
latent space. Then Generator, denoted by G is defined as a parameterised function G that maps latent noise z ∈ Z
to the target data x ∈ X , i.e. G : Θ×Z → X . Discriminator denoted by D discriminates between the real data and
fake data generated by the generator, it is defined as a parameterised function that maps the data into real space R, i.e.,
D : ϕ×X → R. The generator and discriminator are trained to solve the following min-max game [1]:

min
θ

max
ϕ

Eµ
[
log(Dϕ(X))

]
+ Eνθ

[
log(1−Dϕ(X))

]
. (1)

In Eqn. (1), the discriminator is trained to maximise the binary cross entropy (BCE) loss while the generator is trained
to minimise the BCE such that the fake measure induced by generator νθ coincides with µ. Let µ and νθ denote the true
measure and fake measure induced by Gθ.

For the convenience of discussion, we can rewrite the GAN training objective (1) in a more generic form as follows:

max
ϕ
LD(ϕ; θ) = Eµ

[
f1(D

ϕ(X))
]
+ Eνθ

[
f2(D

ϕ(X))
]
,

min
θ
LG(θ; θ) = Eνθ

[
h(Dϕ(X))

]
,

(2)

where f1, f2 and h are real-valued functions that can be chosen based on the adversarial loss (or metric) being used. To
retrieve the original min-max objective Eqn. (1), we can set f1(x) = log(x) and f2(x) = −h(x) = log(1− x). Apart
from non-saturating loss, extensive studies are concerned with how to measure the divergence or distance between
µ and νθ as the improved GAN loss function, which are instrumental in stabilising the training and enhancing the
generation performance. Examples include Hinge loss[7], Wasserstein loss[9], Least squares loss [8], Energy-based
loss [23] among others. Many of them satisfy the general form of Eqn. (2).

Example 1 Here are two examples:

• Hinge loss : f1(w) = f2(−w) = −max(0, 1− w), and h(w) = −w.

• Wasserstein distance : f1(w) = f2(−w) = w, and h(w) = −w + cµ, where cµ := EX∼µ[D
ϕ(X)].

The Wasserstein distance is linked with the mean discrepancy. More specifically, let dϕ(µ, ν) denote the mean
discrepancy between any two distributions µ and ν associated with test function Dϕ defined as dϕ(µ, ν) =
EX∼µ[D

ϕ(X)]− EX∼ν [D
ϕ(X)]. In this case, LG(θ;ϕ) could be interpreted as dϕ(µ, νθ).
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2.2 Conditional GANs

Conditional GAN (cGAN) is a conditional version of a generative adversarial network that can incorporate additional
information, such as data labels or other types of auxiliary data into both the generator and discriminative loss [10].

The goal of conditional GAN is to learn the conditional distribution µ of the target data distribution X ∈ X (i.e., image
) given the conditioning variable (i.e., image class label) Y ∈ Y . More specifically, under the real measure µ, X × Y
denote the random variable taking values in the space X × Y . The marginal law of X and Y are denoted by PX and
PY , respectively.

The conditional generator Gθ : Y × Z → X incorporates the additional conditioning variable to the noise input, and
outputs the target variable in X . Given the noise distribution Z, Gθ(y) induces the induced fake measure denoted by
νθ(y), which aims to approximate the conditional law of µ(y) := P(X|Y = y) under real measure µ. The discriminator:
Dϕ : X → R. The task of training an optimal conditional generator is formulated as the following min-max game:

LD(ϕ, θ) = EY∼PY

[
Eµ(Y )[f1(D

ϕ(X))] + Eνθ(Y )[f2(D
ϕ(X)]

]
, (3)

LG(θ;ϕ) = EY∼PY

[
EX∼νθ(Y )[h(D

ϕ(X))]
]
, (4)

where f1, f2 and h are real value functions as before. Different from the unconditional case, LD and LG has in the
outer expectation Ey∼PY

due to Y being a random variable.

3 Monte-Carlo GAN

3.1 Methodology

In this section, we propose the Monte-Carlo GAN (MCGAN) for both unconditional and conditional data generation.
Without loss of generality, we describe our methodology in the setting of the conditional GAN task.1

Consider the general conditional GAN model composed with the generator loss LG (Eqn. (4)) and the discrimination
loss LD outlined in the last subsection. To further enhance the GAN model, we propose the following MCGAN by
replacing the generative loss LG with the following novel regression loss for training the generator from the perspective
of the regression, denoted by LR,

LR(θ;ϕ) := E(X,Y )∼µ
[
|Dϕ(X)− Ex∼νθ(Y )[D

ϕ(x)]|2
]
, (5)

where the expectation is taken under the joint law µ of X and Y . We optimize the generator’s parameters θ by
minimizing the regression loss LR(θ;ϕ). We keep the discriminator loss and conduct the remaining min-max training
as before.

The name for Monte Carlo in MCGAN is due to the usage of the Monte Carlo estimator of expected discriminator output
under the fake measure. This innovative loss function reframes the conventional generator training into a mean-square
optimization problem by computing the l2 loss between real and expected fake discriminator outputs.

Next, we explain the intuition behind LG and its link with optimality of conditional expectation. Let us consider a
slightly more general optimization problem for LR:

min
f∈C(Y,R)

Eµ[|Dϕ(X)− f(Y )|2], (6)

It is well known that the conditional expectation is the optimal l2 estimator. Therefore, the unique minimizer to Eqn
(6) is given by the conditional expectation function f∗ : Y → R, defined as

f∗(y) = Eµ[Dϕ(X)|Y = y].

This fact motivates us to consider the conditional expectation under the fake measure, Eνθ(Y )[D
ϕ(X)], as the model for

the mean equation f∗. It leads to our regression loss LR, where we replace f by Eνθ(Y )[D
ϕ(X)] in Eqn. (6).

Minimising the regression loss LG would enforce the conditional expectation of Dϕ(X) under fake measure νθ(Y )
to approach that under the conditional true distribution µ(Y ) = P(X|Y ) for any given Dϕ. Suppose that (Gθ)θ∈Θ

provides a rich enough family of distributions containing the real distribution µ. Then there exists θ∗ ∈ Θ, which is a
minimizer of LR(θ, ϕ) for all possible discriminator’s parameter ϕ, and it satisfies that

Eµ(Y )[D
ϕ(X)] = Eνθ∗ (Y )[D

ϕ(X)]. (7)

1The unconditional GAN can be viewed as the conditioning variable is set to be the empty set.
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It implies that no matter whether the discriminator Dϕ achieves the equilibrium of GAN training, the regression loss
LR is a valid loss to optimize the generator to match its expectation of Dϕ between true and fake measure.

Moreover, we highlight that our proposed regression loss can effectively mitigate the challenge of the conditional
Wassaserstain GAN (c-WGAN). To compute the generative loss of c-WGAN, one needs to estimate the conditional
expectation Eµ(Y )[D

ϕ(X)]. However, when the conditioning variable is continuous, estimating this conditional expec-
tation becomes computationally expensive or even infeasible due to the need for recalibration with each discriminator
update. In contrast, our regression loss does not need the estimator for Eµ(Y )[D

ϕ(X)].

3.2 Comparison between LR and LG

In this subsection, we delve into the training algorithm of the regression loss LR and illustrate its advantages of
enhancing the training stability in comparison with the generator loss LG. For ease of notation, we consider the
unconditional case. To optimize the generator’s parameters θ in our MCGAN, we apply gradient-descent-based
algorithms and the updating rule of θn is given by

θn+1 =θn − λ
∂LR
∂θ
|θ=θn

=θn − 2λ
(
Eµ[Dϕ(X)]− Eνθn [D

ϕ(X)]
)︸ ︷︷ ︸

dϕ(µ,νθn )

H(θn, ϕ),
(8)

where λ is the learning rate and

H(θ, ϕ) = Ez∼p(z)[∇θGθ(z)T · ∇xDϕ(Gθ(z))]. (9)

Note the gradient ∂LR

∂θ takes into account not only∇xDϕ(x) but also d(µ, νθ) - the discrepancy between the expected
discriminator outputs under two measures µ and νθ.

In contrast, employing the generator loss LG, the generator parameter θ is updated by the following formula:

θn+1 = θn

− λEz∼p(z)
[
h′(Dϕ(Gθn(z)))∇θGθ(z)T |θ=θn · ∇xDϕ(Gθn(z))

]
.

(10)

One can see that Eqn. (10) depends on the discriminator gradients∇xDϕ(Gθn(z)) heavily.

MCGAN benefits from the strong supervision of LR, which provides more control over the gradient behaviour during
the training. When θ is close to the optimal θ∗, even if Dϕ is away from the optimal discriminator, dϕ(µ, νθ) would
be small and hence leads to stabilize the generator training. However, it may not be the case for the generator loss as
shown in Eq. (10), resulting in the instability of generator training. For example, this issue is evident for the Hinge loss
where h(x) = x as shown in [3].

3.3 Illustrative Dirac-GAN example

To illustrate the advantages of MCGAN, we present a toy example from [3], demonstrating its resolution of the
training instability in Dirac-GAN. The Dirac-GAN example involves a true data distribution that is a Dirac distribution
concentrated at 0. Besides, the Dirac-GAN model consists of a generator with a fake distribution νθ(x) = δ(x− θ)
with δ(·) is a Dirac function and a discriminator Dϕ(x) = ϕx.

We consider three different loss functions for both LD and LG: (1) binary cross-entropy loss (BCE), (2) Non-saturating
loss and (3) Hinge loss, resulting GAN, NSGAN and HingeGAN, respectively. In this case, the unique equilibrium
point of the above GAN training objectives is given by ϕ = θ = 0.

In this case, the updating scheme of training GAN is simplified to{
ϕn+1 = ϕn + λf ′(−ϕnθn)θn,
θn+1 = θn − λh′(ϕnθn)ϕn.

where f is specified as f(x) = − log(1 + exp(x)). By applying MCGAN to enhance GAN training, the update rules
for the MCGAN model parameters θ and ϕ are modified as follows:{

ϕn+1 = ϕn + λf ′(ϕnθn)θn,

θn+1 = θn − λ2(ϕnθn − ϕnc)ϕn.

4



Fig. 1 (a-c) demonstrates that GAN, NSGAN and Hinge GAN all fail to converge to obtain the optimal generator
parameter θ∗ = 0. That is due to the fact that the updating scheme of θ depends heavily on the ϕ. When ϕ fails to
converge to zero, θ keeps updating itself even if it has reached zero, and the non-zero θ further encourages ϕ updating
away from 0, which results in a vicious cycle and failure of both generator and discriminator. In contrast, Fig. 1(d) of
MCGAN training demonstrates that the generator parameter θ successfully converges to the optimal value 0 thanks to
the regression loss in (5) to bring the training stability of the generator.
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Figure 1: Dirac-GAN example

3.4 Discriminability and optimality of MCGAN

To ensure that MCGAN training leads to the optimal generator νθ∗ = µ, one needs the sufficient discriminative power
of Dϕ. The discriminiative power of the discriminator is determined by the discriminative loss function LD. The
discriminative loss function LD is usually defined as certain divergences, such as JS divergence in GAN [1], and
computing such divergence involves finding the optimal discriminator that optimizes the objective function, which
might be challenging in practice. See [24] for a comprehensive description of the discriminative loss function.

Instead of requiring an optimal discriminator, we introduce the weaker condition, the so-called discriminability of the
discriminator Dϕ to ensure the optimality of the generator for the MCGAN training.

Definition 1 (Discriminability) A discriminator

P(X )× P(X )×X → R
(µ, ν, x) 7→ Dϕµ,ν (x),

(11)

where ϕ·,· : P(X )× P(X )→ Φ, is said to have discriminability if there exist two constants a ∈ {−1, 1} and c ∈ R
such that for any two measures µ, ν ∈ P(X ), it satisfies that

a(Dϕµ,ν (x)− c)(pµ(x)− pν(x)) > 0, (12)

for all x ∈ Aµ,ν := {x ∈ X : pµ(x) ̸= pν(x)}. We denote the set of discriminators with discriminability as DDis.

The discriminability of the discriminator can be interpreted as the ability to distinguish between ν and µ point-wisely
over Aµ,ν by telling the sign (or the opposite sign) of pµ(x)− pν(x). In (12), if a = 1, the constant c can be regarded
as a criterion in the sense that Dϕµ,ν (x)− c is positive when pµ(x) > pν(x) and vice versa.

The discriminability covers a variety of optimal discriminators in GAN variants. We present in Table 1 a list of optimal
discriminators of some commonly used GAN variants along with their values of a and c. The detailed description can
be found in Appendix A.4.

Although discriminability can be obtained by training the discriminator via certain discriminative loss functions, it is
worth emphasizing that the discriminator does not necessarily need to reach its optimum to obtain discriminability. In
the case of BCE, the optimal discriminator is given by

Dϕ̂∗
µ,νθ (x) =

pµ(x)

pµ(x) + pνθ (x)
. (13)

However, we can find a non-optimal discriminator with discriminability as follows:

D̂ϕ∗
µ,νθ (x) = Dϕ∗

µ,νθ (x)− 1

5

(
Dϕ∗

µ,νθ (x)− 1

2

)
1{pµ(x)>pνθ (x)} (14)

5



Name Discriminative loss D∗(x) a c

Vanilla GAN Binary cross-entropy pµ(x)
pµ(x)+pνθ (x)

1 1/2

LSGAN Least square loss αpµ(x)+βpνθ (x)

pµ(x)+pνθ (x)
sign (α− β) α+β

2

Geometric GAN Hinge loss 21{pµ(x)≥pνθ (x)} − 1 1 0
Energy-based GAN Energy-based loss m1{pµ(x)<pνθ (x)} sign (−m) m

2

f -GAN VLB on f -divergence f ′
(
pµ(x)
pνθ (x)

)
1 f ′(1)

Table 1: List of common discriminative loss functions that satisfy strict discriminability

4 2 0 2 4
x

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

D *

D *

y = 0.5

Figure 2: One illustration on the discriminability of the discriminator. In this example, µ ∼ N (−2, 1), νθ ∼ N (2, 1).
The optimal discriminator is given by (2) and the weaker version of discriminator D̂ϕ∗

is defined in Eqn. (13).

It is easy to verify that (Dϕ̂∗
µ,νθ (x)− 1/2)(pµ(x)− pνθ (x)) > 0, and Dϕ̂∗

µ,νθ (x) ∈ (0, 1) for all x ∈ X as permitted
by the feasible set. Hence, it has discriminability, although it is not optimal. We also present a 1-D example in Figure 2.

Now we establish the optimality of µ = νθ in the following theorem under the regularity condition defined in
Assumption 3.1.

Assumption 3.1 Let H be defined in Eqn. (9). The equality H(θ, ϕ) = 0⃗ holds only if (θ, ϕ) reaches the equilibrium
point where νθ = µ.
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This assumption is made because that H(θ, ϕ) = 0⃗ outside the equilibrium point usually means the failure of the
discriminator (say a constant function), which is of no interest to us. By making this assumption, we focus on the case
where the discriminator is powerful enough to guide the generator training.

Theorem 3.1 Assume Assumption 3.1 holds, and let ϕ′·,· : P(X )× P(X )→ Φ be a parameterization map such that
Dϕ′

·,· : P(X )× P(X )×X → R has discriminability, i.e. Dϕ′
·,· ∈ DDis. If θ∗ is a local minimizer of LG(θ;ϕ′µ,νθ , µ)

defined in (5), then νθ∗ = µ.

Theorem 3.1 demonstrates that to learn the data distribution µ, MCGAN do not restrict the discriminator to reach its
optimum; the discriminability is sufficient, which is again attributed to the strong supervision provided by regression
loss LR.

4 Properties of MCGAN

4.1 Relation to f -divergence

Given the optimal discriminator (2), the vanilla GAN objective (1) can be interpreted as minimizing Jensen-Shannon
divergence between µ and νθ, subtracting a constant term log(4). The generator is therefore trained to minimize the
Jensen-Shannon divergence. Similarly, [8] also showed that optimizing LSGANs yields minimizing the Pearson χ2

divergence between real and fake measures.

Given (13), we are also able to explore the connection between MCGAN and f -divergence. As proven in Lemma 4.1,
when considering the optimal discriminator (13), the difference between real and fake expected discriminator output in
(8) can be interpreted as an f -divergence between µ and ν̄, where ν̄ := (µ+ν)

2 represents the averaged measure with

density pν̄(x) :=
pµ(x)+pνθ (x)

2 .

Lemma 4.1 Given the optimal discriminator in (13), optimizing the MCGAN objective (5) is equivalent to minimizing
the square of f -divergence:

∇θLG(θ;ϕ∗) = ∇θ[Divf (µ|ν̄)]2, (15)

where f(x) = x(x− 1).

Lemma 4.1 establishes a connection between MCGAN and f -divergence, illustrating the information-theoretic aspects
of the MCGAN framework. Unlike the KL(ν|µ) induced in non-saturating loss [6], this Divf (µ|ν̄) can avoid mode
dropping by assigning moderate cost on the occasions where pµ(x)≫ pνθ (x).

4.2 Improved stability

Lack of stability is a well-known issue in GAN training, and it arises due to several factors. Arjovsky et al. [6]
provides insights into this instability issue of non-saturating loss. The instability is analysed by modelling the inaccurate
discriminator as an optimal discriminator perturbed by a centred Gaussian process. Given this noisy version of the
optimal discriminator, it can be shown that the gradient of non-saturating loss follows a centred Cauchy distribution
with infinite mean and variance, which leads to massive and unpredictable updates of the generator parameter. Hence it
can be regarded as the source of training instability.

In contrast, we prove that the proposed regression loss function in MCGAN can overcome the instability issue. Moreover,
we relax the condition of the noise vector from the independent Gaussian distribution to a more general distribution.

Theorem 4.1 Let Dϕϵ(x) be a noisy version of optimal discriminator such that Dϕϵ(x) = Dϕ∗
(x) + ϵ1(x) and

∇xDϕϵ(x) = ∇xDϕ∗
(x)+ ϵ2(x) for ∀x ∈ X , where ϵ1(x) and ϵ2(x) are two uncorrelated and centred random noises

that are indexed by x and have finite variance.2 Then for LG(θ;ϕ) in (5), we have

E[∇θLG(θ;ϕϵ)] = ∇θLG(θ;ϕ∗), (16)

and the variance of ∇θLG(θ;ϕϵ) is finite and depends on the difference between µ and νθ. Specifically, when νθ∗ = µ,
we have∇θLG(θ∗;ϕϵ) = 0 almost surely.

2This assumption of centred random noise is made due to the fact that as the approximation gets better, this error looks more and
more like centred random noise due to the finite precision [6].
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Theorem 4.1 implies that given an inaccurate discriminator, the expected value of the gradient of LG(θ;ϕ) in (5) is
the accurate gradient given by the optimal discriminator and its variance is finite. More importantly, its variance is
determined by the discrepancy between µ and νθ, specifically when the fake measure produces the real measure, the
gradient is zero almost surely, indicating improved training stability.

4.3 Relation to feature matching

In order to enhance the generative performance, a feature matching approach is proposed in [25] which adds to the
generative loss function an additional cost that matches the statistic of the real and generated samples given by the
activation on an intermediate layer of the discriminator. The generator hence is trained to generate fake samples that
reflect the statistics (features maps) of real data rather than just maximizing its discriminator outputs.

To be specific, suppose we have a feature map ψ that maps each x ∈ X to a feature vector ψ(x) =
(ψ1(x), ψ2(x), . . . , ψn(x)) ∈ Rn where each ψi ∈ Cb(X ), then the feature matching approach adds to the generative
loss function an additional cost defined as:

Rfm(θ;ϕ) = ∥Eµ[ψ(x)]− Eνθ [ψ(x)]∥22. (17)

Although empirical results indicate that feature matching is effective, it lacks a theoretical guarantee that minimizing
the difference of features can help us reach the Nash equilibrium or optimality νθ = µ. Hence (17) is commonly used
as a regularization term rather than an individual loss function like the one proposed in our MCGAN.

In the case of MCGAN, if we construct the discriminator as a linear transformation of the feature map, i.e. Dϕ =
ϕT (ψ(x),1) where ϕ ∈ Rn+1 is a linear functional. Given the novel generative loss function in (5), we have

∇θLG(θ;ϕ) = ∇θ|Eµ[ϕT (ψ(x),1)]− Eνθ [ϕT (ψ(x),1)]|2.
Here, the generator is also trained to match the feature maps of real samples and fake samples, but in a weighted average
way. By using the linear transformation on the feature map, the discriminator is trained to focus on the most relevant
features and assign them larger weights while assigning relatively smaller weights to less important features. As a
result, the generator is trained to match the feature maps more efficiently.

5 Numerical experiments

To validate the effectiveness of the proposed MCGAN method, we conduct extensive experiments on a variety of
generation tasks on image, time-series, and video data. We mainly focuses on the images for in-depth analysis in this
section, and briefly introduce our attempts for the extensions to time-series and video data in the last two subsections.

The training algorithm of MCGAN for conditional generation task can be found in Algorithm 1 in Appendix C. We also
put extra experimental details in Appendix B for reproducibility.

5.1 Datasets for image generation

We conduct conditional image generation tasks on the CIFAR-10 and CIFAR-100 datasets [26]. We conduct conditional
image generation tasks on the CIFAR-10 and CIFAR-100 datasets [26]. CIFAR-10 is a widely used benchmark dataset
in conditional image generation tasks. It consists of 60,000 32x32 RGB images for 10 different classes with 6,000
images each. The whole dataset is split into a training set of 50k images and a test set of 10k images if required for
real distribution computing in some evaluation metrics. CIFAR-100 is similar to CIFAR-10 in terms of image size and
dataset size but has 100 classes containing 600 images each.

5.2 Architectures, hyperparameters, and training techniques

5.2.1 Backbone GAN architectures

We employ BigGAN [27] and cStyleGAN2 [28] architectures as the backbones for image generation experiments.

BigGAN [27], as a member of projection-based cGAN, is a collection of recent best practices in conditional image
generation, and it is widely used due to its satisfactory generation performance on high-fidelity image synthesis. We use
the BigGAN architecture with the same regularization methods like Exponential Moving Averages (EMA) [29] and
Spectral Normalization [4] have already been adopted. We adopt BigGAN’s PyTorch implementation 3 and shows the
architectural details in Table 5 for completeness.

3https://github.com/PeterouZh/Omni-GAN-PyTorch
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cStyleGAN2 [30], is an improved and conditional version of the original StyleGAN, is a generative adversarial network
(GAN) architecture designed for creating high-quality, diverse images. It addresses artifacts, enhances image quality,
and has been widely used for generating realistic portraits and artwork. We adopt the code from the Github repository in
[30] 4. and use the default hyperparameter setting. The only difference is the minor modification we made to incorporate
our MC method.

5.2.2 Loss functions

Since our MCGAN replaces the original generative loss in Eqn. (4) with the regression loss in Eqn. (5) and keeps the
discriminator loss, we use two popular discriminator’s loss functions as baselines: the Hinge loss baseline and the BCE
loss baseline.

5.2.3 Hyperparameters

For the CIFAR-10 experiment, the batch size is set to 32. We adopt the Adam optimizer in all experiments, with betas
being 0.0 and 0.999. For both of the generator and discriminator, the learning rates are set to 0.0002 and the weight
decay is 0.0001. The model is updated by using Exponential Moving Average starting after the first 5000 iterations.
The generator is updated once every 3 times the discriminator is updated. For the CIFAR-100 experiment, we have
fewer training samples for each class, so we update the discriminator 4 times per generator training as a more accurate
discriminator is needed. Each experiment is conducted on one Quadro RTX 8000 GPU.

5.2.4 Training techniques

Leaky Clamp To stabilize the training of our regression loss, we employ the Leaky Clamp function to limit the
discriminator output in a reasonable range so that the distance between fake and real discriminator output will not
exceed a predetermined range. The leaky clamp function is defined as

C(lb,ub)(x) =


lb+ α(x− lb) if x ≤ lb
x if lb ≤ x ≤ ub
ub+ α(x− ub) if ub < x

where α ∈ (0, 1) is a small slope for values outside the range [lb, ub]. Just similar to the negative slope in Leaky ReLU
[31], the α in the Leaky Clamp function is used to prevent from vanishing gradient problem. And by applying this
Leaky Clamp on the discriminator output when computing the regression loss, we are able to mitigate the early collapse
problem.

Data augmentation To alleviate the overfitting and improve the generalization on the small training set, especially for
CIFAR-100 where each class has scarce samples, we increase data efficiency by using the Differentiable Augmentation
(DiffAug) [30] which imposes various types of augmentations on real and fake samples [30, 32, 33]. We adopt
Translation + Cutout policy as suggested in [30]. Besides, we also apply horizontal flips when loading the training
dataset as in [13].

5.3 Evaluation metrics

To assess the quality of images generated, we employ three quality metrics Inception Score (IS), Fréchet Inception
Distance (FID), and Intra Fréchet Inception Distance (IFID) together with two recognizability metrics Weak Accuracy
(WA) and Strong Accuracy (SA).

Inception Score [25] (IS) is a popular metric to evaluate the variety and distinctness of the generated images. It is given
by

IS = exp{EX∼νθ [DKL(P (Y |X)||P (Y ))]} (18)

where DKL is the KL-divergence between the conditional class distribution P (Y |X) and marginal class distribution of
the P (Y ) = E[P (Y |X)]. The conditional class distribution P (Y |X) is computed by InceptionV3 network pre-trained
on ImageNet. The higher IS, the better the quality. By the definition, the IS does not consider real images, so cannot
measure how well the fake measure induced by the generator is close to the real distribution. Other limitations, as noted
in [34], are: high sensitivity to small changes in weights of the Inception network, and large variance of scores. To
consider both diversity and realism, the following FID and IFID are employed as well.

4https://github.com/mit-han-lab/data-efficient-gans/tree/master
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Fréchet Inception Distance [35] (FID) compares the distributions of Inception embeddings of real and generated images,
denoted by pd and pθ respectively. Under the assumption that the features of images extracted by the function f are of
multivariate normal distribution. The FID score of pθ w.r.t pd is defined as

FID(pd, pθ) = ∥µr − µg∥2 + Tr(Σr +Σg − 2(ΣrΣg)
1
2 ), (19)

where (µr,Σr) and (µg,Σg) denote the mean and covariance matrix of the feature of real and generated image
distribution respectively. Given a data-set of images {xi}Ni and the Inception embedding function f , the Gaussian
parameters (µr,Σr) are then approximated as

µ =
1

N

N∑
i=0

f(xi), Σ =
1

N − 1

N∑
i=0

(f(x(i) − µ))(f(x(i) − µ))T .

We can see from (19) that FID directly compares the distribution of features of real and fake images. However, the
Gaussian assumption made in FID computation might not be met in practice. Also, FID has high sensitivity to the
sample size — a small size might cause over-estimation of the real FID.

Intra Fréchet Inception Distance [36] (IFID) is used to quantify intra-class diversity. It is defined as the average of
conditional FID given every class y ∈ Y , i.e.,

FID(pd, pθ) =
1

|Y|
∑
y∈Y

FID(pd(y), pθ(y)),

where
FID(pd(y), pθ(y)) =

∥µr(y)− µg(y)∥2 + Tr(Σr(y) +Σg(y)− 2(Σr(y)Σg(y))
1
2 ).

The combination of IS, FID, and IFID provides a comprehensive evaluation for generated image quality assessment. IS
and FID are measured between 50K generated images given 10 different random seeds in this paper, and IFID is the
average intra-class results of FID.

Recognizability is as crucial as realism and diversity in a good image generative model, therefore two classification
accuracy are adopted—a weak accuracy (WA) measured by a two-layer convolutional neural network 5 and a strong
accuracy (SA) by the ResNet-50 [37]. Both classifiers are pre-trained on the same training set as for the generative
model. The WA discerns subtle differences for better inter-model comparison, while the SA is more accurate for
intra-model latent space analysis.

5.4 Evaluations of conditional image generation on CIFAR-10

5.4.1 Learning curves in training

In Figure 3, we plot the learning curves in terms of FID and IS during the training. It shows that the MC method tends
to have much faster convergence and ends at a considerably better level in both baselines of using Hinge loss and BCE
loss.

5.4.2 Quantitative results

The quantitative results in Table 2 show that our MC method considerably improves all the baselines independently
of different discriminative losses. Specifically, when using Hinge loss as the discriminative loss function along with
DiffAug, the MC method can improve the FID from 4.43 to 3.61, which is comparable to most state-of-the-art models
[5]. Also, its IS score also increased from 9.61 to 9.96, indicating better diversity of the generated samples.

For the recognizability metrics, we generated 10k (same setting as the test set) images using BigGAN backbone. The
WA rates are 62.56%, 52.09%, and 54.71% for the real test set, the generated set from Hinge baseline, and the generated
set from Hinge + MC, respectively. Our MC method’s images perform closer to the real test set than the baseline’s
images, showing better distribution matching to the real data in terms of recognizability. The SA rate of our MC method
is 83.42% compared to 93.65% of the real test set, showing that we generate fairly recognizable fake images.

5.4.3 Qualitative results

The qualitative results are shown in Figure 4 with only a small amount of images (in red boxes) misclassified by our
classifier.

5https://pytorch.org/tutorials/beginner/blitz/cifar10_tutorial.html
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Figure 3: The learning curves in terms of (a) Fréchet Inception Distance and (b)Inception Score along the training on
the CIFAR-10 dataset using BigGAN with different loss combinations.

Figure 4: CIFAR-10 samples generated by the BigGAN backbone trained via Hinge + DiffAug + MC. Images in each
row belong to one of the 10 classes. Images misclassified by ResNet-50 are in red boxes.
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Loss Hinge BCE

Metrics IS ↑ FID ↓ IFID ↓ IS ↑ FID ↓ IFID ↓
Original 9.27 ± 0.11 5.31 16.20 9.301 ± 0.14 5.55 16.62

+DiffAug 9.61 ± 0.06 4.43 14.60 9.51 ± 0.11 4.71 14.83

+MC 9.66 ± 0.09 4.51 14.71 9.62 ± 0.09 4.61 14.82

+MC+DiffAug 9.96 ± 0.12 3.61 13.60 9.94 ± 0.10 3.93 13.72
Table 2: Quantitative results of image generation on CIFAR-10 using BigGAN w/o and with our MC method and
Differentiable Augmentation.

Figure 5: CIFAR-10 samples generated by the cStyleGAN2 backbone trained via Hinge + DiffAug + MC. Images in
each row belong to one of the 10 classes. Images misclassified by ResNet-50 are in red boxes.

5.4.4 Results based on cStyleGAN2 backbone

In addition, we use cStyleGAN2 as the backbone for evaluation, summarize the results in Table 3, and show the
qualitative results in Figure 5. We can see from Table 3 that under both Hinge and BCE losses, the proposed MC
method is able to improve their FID by around 0.08. Among them, Hinge + MC + DiffAug achieves the best FID 2.16,
outperforming most of the algorithms using StyleGAN2 as the backbone [13, 5, 38].

Based on our best model using cStyleGAN2, we plot the FID of each class in Figure 6. It shows that among all classes,
the MC method consistently outperforms its counterparts. Cats and dogs are the two classes where all models have
their worst FID. The proposed MC method is able to improve the FID of these two classes by around 0.45, which is a
considerable gap.
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Loss Hinge BCE

Metrics IS ↑ FID ↓ IFID ↓ IS ↑ FID ↓ IFID ↓
+DiffAug 10.1859 2.2475 11.4037 10.1281 2.4387 11.6191

+MC+DiffAug 10.2608 2.1650 11.0351 10.0995 2.3595 11.3004
Table 3: Quantitative results of image generation on CIFAR-10 using cStyleGAN2 w/o and with our MC method and
Differentiable Augmentation.

Loss Hinge BCE

Metrics IS ↑ FID ↓ IFID ↓ IS ↑ FID ↓ IFID ↓
Original 10.73± 0.10 8.31 83.36 10.81± 0.14 8.37 81.89

+DiffAug 10.72± 0.13 7.37 80.00 10.71± 0.08 7.61 80.48

+MC 11.39± 0.10 6.97 80.20 11.59± 0.12 6.99 80.91

+MC+DiffAug 11.81± 0.06 5.77 76.26 11.90± 0.08 5.85 77.33
Table 4: Quantitative results of image generation on CIFAR-100 using BigGAN w/o and with our MC method and
Differentiable Augmentation.
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Figure 6: FID ↓ of each class on CIFAR-10 dataset.

5.4.5 Evaluation of training stability

In Figure 7, we also plot the training dynamics of models trained on CIFAR-10 dataset. It is clear that the FID dynamic
of the model trained with MC method is more stable than that of the original Hinge GAN and converged to a better
level. In Figure 7b and 7c, the dynamics of E∥∇xDϕ(x)∥22 and Var∥∇xDϕ(x)∥22 also indicates that the discriminator
gradient ∇xDϕ of Hinge+MC is less volatile, which can result in better training stability of its generator due to its
reliance on the sensitivity of∇xDϕ .

5.4.6 Latent space analysis

The latent space learned by the generator is expected to be continuous and smooth so that small perturbations on the
conditional input can lead to smooth and meaningful modifications on the generated output. To explore the latent space,
we interpolate between each pair of randomly generated images by linearly interpolating their conditional inputs. The
results are shown in Figure 8. Intermediary images between a pair of images from two different classes are shown
in each row with their confidence score distributions below. The labels of the two classes are shown on the left and
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Figure 7: The trend of (a) Fréchet Inception Distance; (b) E∥∇xDϕ(x)∥22; (c) Var∥∇xDϕ(x)∥22 for models trained by
different methods using CIAFR10 dataset. Here Hinge stands for the model trained by Hinge loss, and Hinge+MC for
the model trained by Hinge loss and our proposed MC method. Lower Varµ∥∇xDϕ(x)∥22 indicate better stability.

Figure 8: Latent space interpolation based on cStyleGAN2 backbone trained via Hinge loss w/o and with our MC
method. Red and yellow boxes highlight two types of undesirable transitions between generated images.

right sides of each row. Each distribution of the confidence scores are calculated by the bottleneck representation of
the ResNet-50 classifier with a softened softmax function of temperature 5.0 for normalization. The score bars of
the left class and the right class are shown in green and magenta, respectively. The red boxes highlight the images
being classified as a third class, while the yellow boxes highlight the images having non-monotonic transitions of their
confidence scores compared to those of their adjacent images. In other words, images in both red and yellow boxes are
undesirable as they imply that the latent space is less continuous and less smooth. By comparing Figure 8a and 8b, we
can see that the MC method performs better in the learned latent space and has most of the decision switch between the
two classes occur in the middle range of the interpolation.

5.5 Evaluations of image generation on CIFAR-100

For completeness, we show the image generation performance on CIFAR-100 in Table 4. Significant improvements are
achieved by using our MC method independently for both baseline discriminative losses, with average improvement of
1.1 in IS, 1.6 in FID and 3.7 in IFID.

14



Figure 9: Results of predicting future frame given the past 5 frames based on ConvLSTM w/o and with our MC method.

5.6 Extension to conditional time-series generation

Our MCGAN framework is so flexible that can be incorporated into the conditional time-series generation task, in
which case, our goal is to generate future paths based on the past path of the time series. To benchmark with MCGAN,
we choose three representative generative models for the time-series generation, i.e. (1) TimeGAN [15]; (2) RCGAN
[39] - a conditional GAN; and (3) GMMN [40] - an unconditional maximum mean discrepancy (MMD) with a Gaussian
kernel. We trained these models on both vector auto-regressive (VAR) data and stock (S&P 500 and DJI) data. The
model performance is evaluated using metrics in [41] including (1) ABS metric - a histogram-based metrics that
measure the distance between two distributions; (2) ACF metric - a metric that measures the difference in temporal
dependency; (3) R2 relative error - a metric that demonstrates the effectiveness of synthetic data to be used for real
applications. The numerical results illustrate that our MC method can considerably outperform these benchmarks. To
be specific, in SPX data, the ABS metric and ACF metric of RCGAN can be improved from 0.01134 to 0.00915 and
from 0.03665 to 0.04192 by using our proposed MC method. In VAR dataset, MCGAN also dominates in terms of
almost all test metrics under different parameter settings of VAR data.

5.7 Extension to conditional video generation

Inspired by the effectiveness of MCGAN in generation tasks on both spatial image data and temporal time-series
data, we also validate our MCGAN model in conditional video generation task. In this task, the generator aims to
generate future video frame given the past frames. Here we used Moving MNIST data set [42], which consists of
10,000 20-frame 64x64 videos of moving digits. The whole dataset is divided into the training set (9,000 samples) and
the test set (1,000 samples). For the architecture of both generator and discriminator, we use convolutional LSTM
(ConvLSTM) unit proposed by [43] due to its effectiveness in video prediction task. In the model training, the generator
takes in 5 past frames as the input and generates the corresponding 1-step future frame, then the real past frames and the
generated future frames are concatenated along time dimension and put into the discriminator. For comparison, we used
classical GAN, which uses BCE as the generative loss, as the benchmark. We trained our model for 10,000 epochs
with batch size 16. The model performance is evaluated by computing the MSE between the generated frames and the
corresponding ground truth on the test set. From the numerical results, we find that, by using our proposed MC method,
the MSE can be improved from 0.153 (GAN) to 0.123 (MCGAN). Compared to the baseline, the predicted frames from
our MC method are clearer and more coherent, and visually closer to the ground truth as shown in Figure 9.

6 Conclusion

This paper presents a general MCGAN method to tackle the training instability, a key bottleneck of GANs. Our method
enhances generator training by introducing a novel regression loss for (conditional) generative adversarial networks. We
establish the optimality and discriminativity of MCGAN, and prove that the convergence of optimal generator can be
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achieved under a weaker condition of the discriminator due to the strong supervision of the regression loss. Moreover,
extensive numerical results on image data such as Cifar 10 and 100, time series data, and video data are provided to
validate the effectiveness and flexibility of our proposed MC-GAN and consistent improvements over the benchmarking
GAN models.

For future work, we plan to explore the potential of the MCGAN on larger datasets for high-resolution image generation.
We also plan to investigate the effectiveness of the MCGAN in more complex and challenging generation tasks, such as
text-to-image generation and image-to-image translation. Last but not least, given the flexibility of the MCGAN on
different types of data, we consider generation tasks on data with multiple modalities at the same time.
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A Proofs

A.1 Proof of optimality

Proof For every ϕ ∈ Φ, the derivative of LG(θ;ϕ, µ) in (5) w.r.t θ can be derived as

∇θLG(θ;ϕ, µ) = Eµ[2(Dϕ(x)− Eνθ [Dϕ(x)])H(θ, ϕ)],

= 2(Eνθ [Dϕ(x)]− Eµ[Dϕ(x)])H(θ, ϕ),

where
H(θ, ϕ) = Ez∼p(z)[(∇θGθ(z))T · ∇xDϕ(Gθ(z))].

If θ∗ is a local minimizer of LG(θ;ϕ, µ), then by first-order condition, it satisfies that

Eνθ∗ [D
ϕ(x)]− Eµ[Dϕ(x)] = 0, (20)

or
H(θ∗, ϕ) = 0⃗. (21)

By Assumption 3.1, equation (21) holds only if νθ∗ = µ. Here we focus on the other case (20).

Given a parameterization map ϕ′·,· : P(X )×P(X )→ Φ and Dϕ′
·,· ∈ DDis, if θ∗ is a local minimizer of LG(θ;ϕ′µ,νθ , µ)

, we must have

Eνθ∗ [D
ϕ′
µ,νθ∗ (x)]− Eµ[Dϕ′

µ,νθ∗ (x)] = 0. (22)

Since Dϕ′
·,· ∈ DDis, without generality, we set a = 1 and c = 0 and have

Eνθ [D
ϕ′
µ,νθ (x)]− Eµ[Dϕ′

µ,νθ∗ (x)]

=

∫
Aµ,νθ

Dϕ′
µ,νθ (x)(pµ(x)− pνθ (x))dx

>0,

(23)

for every different µ and νθ. Hence equality (22) holds if and only if νθ∗ = µ, which completes the proof.

A.2 Proof of f -divergence

Lemma 4.1 Given the optimal discriminator in (13), optimizing the MCGAN objective (5) is equivalent to minimizing
the square of f -divergence:

∇θLG(θ;ϕ∗) = ∇θ[Divf (µ|ν̄)]2, (15)
where f(x) = x(x− 1).

Proof Given the optimal discriminator in (13), we have

Eµ[Dϕ∗
(x)]− Eνθ [Dϕ∗

(x)]

=

∫
suppµ∪supp νθ

pµ(x)

pµ(x) + pνθ (x)
(pµ(x)− pνθ (x))dx.

Let ν̄ := µ+νθ
2 be the averaged measure defined on suppµ ∪ supp νθ, then we have

Eµ[Dϕ∗
(x)]− Eνθ [Dϕ∗

(x)]

=

∫
suppµ∪supp νθ

pµ(x)

2pν̄(x)

(pµ(x)− pνθ (x))
pν̄(x)

pν̄(x)dx

=

∫
suppµ∪supp νθ

pµ(x)

pν̄(x)

(
pµ(x)

pν̄(x)
− 1

)
pν̄(x)dx

=

∫
suppµ∪supp νθ

f

(
pµ(x)

pν̄(x)

)
pν̄(x)dx

= Divf (µ∥ν̄),
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where f(x) := x(x − 1) is a convex function and f(1) = 0. Therefore, Divf (µ∥ν̄) is well-defined f -divergence.
Furthermore, we can observe that the gradient of the generator objective function LG(θ;ϕ∗) can be written as the
gradient of the squared f -divergence:

∇θLG(θ;ϕ∗) = ∇θEµ
[
Dϕ∗

(x)− Eνθ [Dϕ∗
(x)]

]2
= ∇θ

[
Eµ[Dϕ∗

(x)]− Eνθ [Dϕ∗
(x)]

]2
= ∇θ[Divf (µ|ν̄)]2,

which completes the proof.

A.3 Proof of improved stability

Theorem 4.1 Let Dϕϵ(x) be a noisy version of optimal discriminator such that Dϕϵ(x) = Dϕ∗
(x) + ϵ1(x) and

∇xDϕϵ(x) = ∇xDϕ∗
(x)+ ϵ2(x) for ∀x ∈ X , where ϵ1(x) and ϵ2(x) are two uncorrelated and centred random noises

that are indexed by x and have finite variance.6 Then for LG(θ;ϕ) in (5), we have

E[∇θLG(θ;ϕϵ)] = ∇θLG(θ;ϕ∗), (16)

and the variance of ∇θLG(θ;ϕϵ) is finite and depends on the difference between µ and νθ. Specifically, when νθ∗ = µ,
we have∇θLG(θ∗;ϕϵ) = 0 almost surely.

Proof Since Dϕϵ(x) = Dϕ∗
(x) + ϵ1(x) and ∇xDϕϵ(x) = ∇xDϕ∗

(x) + ϵ2(x), we have

∇θLG(θ;ϕϵ) =
(
Eνθ [Dϕϵ(x)]− Eµ[Dϕϵ(x)]

)
H(θ, ϕϵ)

=
(
Eνθ [Dϕ∗

(x)]− Eµ[Dϕ∗
(x)] + Eνθ [ϵ1(x)]− Eµ[ϵ1(x)]

)
H(θ, ϕϵ)

= (∆(θ, ϕ∗) + ϵ̄1(θ))H(θ, ϕϵ),

where
∆(θ, ϕ) = Eνθ [Dϕ(x)]− Eµ[Dϕ(x)]

and
ϵ̄1(θ) = Eνθ [ϵ1(x)]− Eµ[ϵ1(x)].

Because
H(θ, ϕϵ) =Ez∼µz

[(∇θGθ(z))T · ∇xDϕϵ(Gθ(z))]

=H(θ, ϕ∗) + Ez∼µz
[(∇θGθ(z))T · ϵ2(x)]

=H(θ, ϕ∗) + ϵ̄2(θ),

we have
∇θLG(θ;ϕϵ) =∆(θ, ϕ∗)H(θ, ϕ∗) + ϵ̄1(θ)H(θ, ϕ∗) + ∆(θ, ϕ∗)ϵ̄2(θ) + ϵ̄1(θ)ϵ̄2(θ)

=∇θLG(θ;ϕ∗) + ϵ̄1(θ)H(θ, ϕ∗) + ∆(θ, ϕ∗)ϵ̄2(θ) + ϵ̄1(θ)ϵ̄2(θ).

Since both ϵ̄1(θ) and ϵ̄2(θ) are weighted averages or linear combinations of centred random noises, they are both
centred noises as well. Moreover, the expectation of ϵ̄1(θ)ϵ̄2(θ) is also zero since ϵ1(x) and ϵ2(x) are uncorrelated.
Hence the mean of ∇θLG(θ;ϕϵ) equals to ∇θLG(θ;ϕ∗). By the definition of ∆(θ, ϕ) and ϵ̄1(θ), its variance also
depends on the difference between µ and νθ, which completes the proof.

A.4 Discriminability

Here we provide the of the discriminability of optimal discriminators in these GAN variants described in Table 1.

6This assumption of centred random noise is made due to the fact that as the approximation gets better, this error looks more and
more like centred random noise due to the finite precision [6].
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• Vanilla GAN [1]: GAN employs BCE as the discriminative loss function defined as

LD(ϕ;µ, νθ) = Eµ
[
log(Dϕ(X))

]
+ Eνθ

[
log(1−Dϕ(X))

]
. (24)

As proven in [1], the optimal discriminator given binary cross-entropy loss can be derived as:

Dϕ∗
µ,νθ (x) =

pµ(x)

pµ(x) + pνθ (x)
. (25)

Let us consider function f(l) = 1
1+l for l > 0. Notice that f(l) > 1/2 when l < 1, and f(l) < 1/2 when l > 1.

Also notice that Dϕ∗
µ,νθ (x) = f(

pνθ (x)

pµ(x)
), it is easy to verify that (Dϕ∗

µ,νθ (x) − 1/2)(pµ(x) − pνθ (x)) > 0

when pµ(x) ̸= pνθ (x).

• Least Square GAN [8]: LSGAN employs least square loss function defined as follows:

LD(ϕ;µ, νθ) = −Eµ
[
(Dϕ(X)− α)2

]
− Eνθ

[
(Dϕ(X)− β)2

]
,

where α, β ∈ R, and α ̸= β. The optimal discriminator is given as

Dϕ∗
µ,νθ (x) =

αpµ(x) + βpνθ (x)

pµ(x) + pνθ (x)
, (26)

Similarly, by the fact that Dϕ∗
(x) = f(

pνθ (x)

pµ(x)
), where f(l) = α+βl

1+l , we can verify that this discriminator

also has (strict) discriminability in the sense that sign(α− β)(Dϕ∗
µ,νθ (x)− α+β

2 )(pµ(x)− pνθ (x)) > 0 when
pµ(x) ̸= pνθ (x).

• Geometric GAN [7]: Hinge loss function is defined as

LD(ϕ;µ, νθ) = −Eµ
[
max(0, 1−Dϕ(X))

]
− Eνθ

[
max(0, 1 +Dϕ(X))

]
.

By Lemma B.1 in [7], it is straightforward to show that the optimal discriminator can be derived as:

Dϕ∗
µ,νθ (x) = 21{pµ(x)≥pνθ (x)} − 1. (27)

It is clear that Dϕ∗
(x) = f(

pµ(x)
pνθ (x)

), where f(l) = 21{l≥1} − 1, and Dϕ∗
(x)(pµ(x) − pνθ (x)) > 0 when

pµ(x) ̸= pνθ (x).

• Energy-based GAN [23]: Energy-based loss function is defined as

LD(ϕ;µ, νθ) = −Eµ
[
Dϕ(X)

]
− Eνθ

[
max(0,m−Dϕ(X))

]
.

where m > 0. By Lemma 1 in [23], the optimal discriminator given energy-based loss function can be derived
as:

Dϕ∗
µ,νθ (x) = m1{pµ(x)<pνθ (x)}. (28)

It is straight forward to verify that −m(Dϕ∗
µ,νθ (x)−m/2)(pµ(x)− pνθ (x)) > 0 when pµ(x) ̸= pνθ (x).

• f -GAN [44]: In f -GAN, variational lower bound (VLB) on the f -divergence Divf (µ||νθ) is used in the
generative-adversarial approach to mimic the target distribution νθ. Let f : R+ → R be a convex, lower-
semicontinuous function. In f -GAN, the discriminative loss is defined as the variational lower bound on
certain f -divergence:

LD(ϕ;µ, νθ) = Eµ
[
Dϕ(X)

]
− Eνθ

[
f∗(Dϕ(X))

]
, (29)

where f∗ is the convex conjugate function of f . Under mild conditions on function f [45], the maximum of
(29) is achieved when

Dϕ∗
µ,νθ (x) = f ′

(
pµ(x)

pνθ (x)

)
, (30)

where f ′ is the first order derivative of f and increasing due to the convexity of f . Consequently, we can
choose c = f ′(1) such that (Dϕ∗

µ,νθ (x) − c)(pµ(x) − pνθ (x)) > 0 when pµ(x) ̸= pνθ (x). A more detailed
list of f -divergence can be found in [44].

B Architectures, hyperparameters, and training techniques

B.1 BigGAN architecture

Table 5 shows the architectural details.

21



z ∈ R128 ∼ N (0, I)

SNLinear 128→ 4× 4× 4ch

GResBlock up 4ch→ 4ch

GResBlock up 4ch→ 4ch

GResBlock up 4ch→ 4ch

BN, ReLU, 3× 3 SNConv 4ch→ 3

Activation: Tanh

(a) Generator

RGB image x ∈ R32×32×3

DResBlock down 3→ 4ch

DResBlock down 4ch→ 4ch

DResBlock down 4ch→ 4ch

DResBlock down 4ch→ 4ch

SumPooling

SNLinear 4ch→ 1, embed(y) ∈ R256

(b) Discriminator

Table 5: BigGAN architecture used in CIFAR-10 and CIFAR-100experiment, where ch is set as 64.

B.2 Choice of MC size

In the BigGAN experiment, the MC size we used is 10. While in the StyleGAN experiment, the MC size is only 4.
While the MC size we choose is surprisingly small, MCGAN still achieves superior performance on conditional image
generation tasks. It might be counter-intuitive that a large MC size will not necessarily result in a better generator.
Although a larger MC size will lead to more accurate estimated conditions, it might deteriorate the generalization of the
generator network. As explored in [46], large batch size usually leads to a loss in generalization performance. While the
small batch method achieves low precision, it tends to have better performance on the test set than the large batch size
which is very similar to the bais-variance trade-off. For the same reason, we would not choose a large MC size which
will not necessarily lead to better performance, not to mention the enormously increased computational cost it can raise.

B.3 Weight decay

To prevent overfitting of the discriminator, we apply weight decay. It is observed that a high weight decay value
can deteriorate the model performance, hence we need to choose the weight decay value carefully. We also found
empirically that the value of weight decay is often related to the diversity of the training set. Hence the weight decay
we suggest for the discriminator is 0.001 in the CIFAR-10 experiment and 0.005 for the CIFAR-100 experiment,
as we have a very limited training sample per class in the CIFAR-100 dataset. When combining weight decay
with differentiable augmentation, we chose a low level of weight decay for the discriminator, that is 0.0001 as the
differentiable augmentation also improved the diversity of training samples.

As recommended in [11], we also applied weight decay to the generator as it was found that the generator can also
have an overfitting problem and that applying weight decay on the generator makes the training more stable. That is
probably due to the fact that at the late stage of training, the generator focus on generating images that achieves high
logits, which harms the diversity of generated samples. Hence we also set the weight decay of the generator as 0.0001
to avoid the risk of overfitting.

C Algorithm

The algorithm for the conditional generation task can be found in Algorithm 1.
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ALGORITHM 1: Algorithm of MCGAN
Input:

N : the number of epochs;
ND: number of discriminator iterations per generator iteration;
B ∈ N: batch size;
NMC : the number of Monte Carlo samples;
f : specified function used to compute discriminative loss.
C(lb,ub): the clamp function with lower bound lb and upper bond ub.

Output:
(θ∗, ψ∗): approximation of the optimal parameters of the generator and discriminator.

1: Initialize the model parameter (θ, ψ) of the generator G and discriminator D. for n = 1 : N do
for nd = 1 : ND do

2: Sample batch {(xi, yi)}Bi=1 ∼ pd(X,Y )
3: Generate fake samples given labels {(x̂i, yi)}Bi=1 ∼ pθ(X,Y )
4: Compute discriminative loss:

LD(ϕ;µ, νθ)←
1

B

B∑
i=1

f1(D
ψ(xi, yi)) +

1

B

B∑
i=1

f2(D
ψ(x̂i, yi));

5: Update parameter of discriminator:
ψ ← Adam(LD)

end
6: Sample batch {(xi, yi)}Bi=1 ∼ pd(X,Y )
7: For each label yi, estimate the conditional expectation

Êpθ [C(lb,ub)(D
ψ(X, yi))|yi]←

1

Nmc

Nmc∑
j=1

C(lb,ub)(D
ψ(Gθ(yi, z

(j)), yi))

8: Compute generative loss:
LG ←

1

B

B∑
i=1

∥C(lb,ub)D
ψ(xi, yi))− Êpθ [C(lb,ub)(D

ψ(X, yi))|yi]∥2;

9: Update parameter of generator:
θ ← Adam(LG)

end
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