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A Statistical Theory of Contrastive Learning via Approximate

Sufficient Statistics

Licong Lin ∗ Song Mei∗†

Abstract

Contrastive learning—a modern approach to extract useful representations from unlabeled data by
training models to distinguish similar samples from dissimilar ones—has driven significant progress in
foundation models. In this work, we develop a new theoretical framework for analyzing data augmentation-
based contrastive learning, with a focus on SimCLR as a representative example. Our approach is
based on the concept of approximate sufficient statistics, which we extend beyond its original definition
in [OLCM25] for contrastive language-image pretraining (CLIP) using KL-divergence. We generalize it
to equivalent forms and general f-divergences, and show that minimizing SimCLR and other contrastive
losses yields encoders that are approximately sufficient. Furthermore, we demonstrate that these near-
sufficient encoders can be effectively adapted to downstream regression and classification tasks, with
performance depending on their sufficiency and the error induced by data augmentation in contrastive
learning. Concrete examples in linear regression and topic classification are provided to illustrate the
broad applicability of our results.

1 Introduction

Leveraging massive unlabeled data to learn useful representations has played a central role in recent advances
in foundation models. A prominent approach of this kind is contrastive learning, which has driven significant
progress in visual representation learning [CKNH20, HFW`20], large-scale speech processing [BZMA20]),
and multimodal AI [RKH`21, LLSH23].

In short, contrastive learning finds useful representations of the data by maximizing similarity between
paired samples while minimizing it for non-paired samples. Consider SimCLR [CKNH20] for visual rep-
resentation learning as an illustrative example. Given a dataset of images x P X , SimCLR generates two
augmented views pzp1q, zp2qq P X ˆ X for each image x using random transformations (i.e., data augmen-
tations) such as random cropping, random color distortions, and random Gaussian blur, etc. It then trains
an encoder f that aligns the paired views and separates the non-paired views through minimizing the loss
in Eq. (2). The learned representation fpxq (or fpzp1qq) can then be adapted to downstream tasks with few
labeled samples and minimal fine-tuning.

Despite its remarkable empirical performance, the theoretical aspects of contrastive learning remain an ac-
tive area of study [SPA`19, OLCM25]. In this work, we present a theoretical analysis of data augmentation-
based contrastive learning, with a specific focus on the SimCLR framework [CKNH20] as an representa-
tive example. Notably, recent work by [OLCM25] has introduced new theoretical insights into contrastive
language-image pretraining (CLIP). They first introduced the concept of approximate sufficient statistics,
showing that the image and text encoders obtained from the empirical risk minimizer of CLIP are approxi-
mately sufficient. Additionally, under the joint graphical hierarchical model (JGHM) assumption for image
and text data, they demonstrated that such encoders can be efficiently adapted to various downstream
multimodal tasks.

Our work complements and extends the work by [OLCM25] in two key ways.

(1) We extend the concept of approximate sufficient statistics, which was originally defined for CLIP in a
specific form based on KL-divergence, to three equivalent forms and general f-divergences. Based on the

∗Department of Statistics, UC Berkeley. Email: liconglin@berkeley.edu.
†Department of Statistics and Department of EECS, UC Berkeley. Email: songmei@berkeley.edu.

1

http://arxiv.org/abs/2503.17538v1


equivalent forms of the definition, we establish that minimizing the contrastive loss (e.g., the InfoNCE
loss [OLV18]) is essentially finding approximate sufficient statistics that are adaptable to downstream
tasks.

(2) We focus on data augmentation-based contrastive learning following the SimCLR framework. In contrast
to CLIP, the random transformations in SimCLR introduce additional challenges for theoretical analysis.
We show that the downstream performance of the learned encoder depends on its sufficiency and the
error induced by the random transformations. Furthermore, motivated by the generalized definition of
approximate sufficient statistics, we theoretically demonstrate that encoders trained using alternative
contrastive losses can achieve similar downstream performance to those trained using standard SimCLR.

The remainder of this work is organized as follows. Section 2 reviews related literature. In Section 3,
we introduce the concept of approximate sufficient statistics. Sections 4.1–4.2 present the setup of data
augmentation-based contrastive learning and analyze the downstream performance of the SimCLR-trained
encoder. In Section 4.3, we extend our analysis to general f-contrastive losses. Examples in linear regression
and topic classification are discussed in Section 5.

2 Related work

Self-supervised learning and contrastive learning. Self-supervised learning (SSL) dates back to the
early work of [DS93], which leverages cross-modality information as a self-supervised substitute for labels to
improve classification performance. In the past decade, SSL has been explored in image classification through
various data augmentations, including rotation [GSK18], colorization [ZIE16], and Jigsaw puzzles [NF16].
More recently, contrastive learning based on paired and non-paired samples has emerged as a prominent
approach in SSL [HFW`20, CKNH20, GSA`20, JYX`21, RKH`21]. Notably, SimCLR [CKNH20] learns
image representations by minimizing the InfoNCE loss [OLV18] on randomly augmented views of images,
while CLIP [RKH`21] does so on paired and non-paired image-text samples.

Choices of the loss function. Various loss functions have been used in contrastive learning, including
NCE [GH10], InfoNCE [OLV18], Multi-class N-pair loss [Soh16], SigLIP [ZMKB23], f-MICL [LZS`24]. These
losses utilize cross-entropy and its variants to distinguish paired from non-paired samples. Most relevant to
our work is the InfoNCE loss [OLV18], which is derived based on the InfoMax principle [Lin88, HFLM`18].

Theoretical understanding of contrastive learning. Thus far, there is a rich body of literature on the
theoretical understanding of self-supervised learning [SPA`19, POVDO`19, TKI20, WI20, NS21, ZSS`21,
AGKM21, TKH21a, TKH21b, HWGM21, HYZJ21, WL21, LLSZ21, WZW`22, SZZ`23, SCL`23, NGD`23,
SZL24, VEG24, LZS`24, OLCM25]. Notably, early works [SPA`19, WI20, AGKM21] derived generalization
error bounds for downstream classification tasks, using linear classifiers trained on representations learned
by minimizing the InfoNCE loss. [WI20] explained contrastive learning through alignment (pulling paired
samples together) and uniformity (separating non-paired samples). [ZSS`21] showed that InfoNCE min-
imization can implicitly learn the inverse of the data-generating function. [TKH21a] demonstrated that
contrastive learning recovers document representations that reveal topic posterior information in a docu-
ment classification problem. More recently, [VEG24] derived new PAC-Bayes bounds on the generalization
error of SimCLR using bounded difference concentration and applied them to downstream linear classifi-
cation. Compared with their results, our generalization error bound in Theorem 1 is independent of the
batch size K and thus allows for large or full-batch learning. The most related work to ours is [OLCM25],
which introduced the concept of approximate sufficiency to assess the quality of representations. They also
demonstrated that the learned representation from CLIP [RKH`21] can be effectively adapted to several
multimodal downstream tasks in a joint hierarchical graphical model.

Our work differs from existing theories of contrastive learning in several aspects: (1) Similar to [OLCM25],
we derive more refined “excess risk bounds” instead of the “absolute risk bounds” established under struc-
tural conditions for downstream tasks in many prior works. (2) We derive novel unified novel risk bounds
for downstream tasks that depend solely on the sufficiency of the encoder and the error induced by data
augmentation. (3) We extend the concept of approximate sufficient statistics and theoretically analyze a
broader class of contrastive losses.
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3 Approximate sufficient statistics

Before diving into the analysis of contrastive learning, we first introduce the concept of approximate sufficient
statistics, which provides a novel viewpoint for characterizing the quality of encoders f used in contrastive
learning. Let f : R` ÞÑ R be a convex function such that fp1q “ 0. For random variables pX,Y q on X ˆ Y

with joint density Ppx, yq with respective to some measure µ 1, we define the f-mutual information (f-MI) as

IfpX,Y q “
ż
f
´ Ppx, yq
PpxqPpyq

¯
PpxqPpyqdµ.

Note that the f-MI is essentially the f-divergence between the joint distribution and the product of marginal
distributions. It is non-negative and symmetric in X and Y . Moreover, provided that f is strictly convex,
IfpX,Y q “ 0 if and only if X and Y are independent. Let pX,Y q be random variables that have the
joint density PpX,Y q (Y could be thought as the parameter θ in Bayesian statistics). For any statistic
T : X ÞÑ T pX q, to characterize the information loss of using T pXq instead of X for predicting Y , we
introduce the following definition of the sufficiency of T pXq.

Definition 1 (Approximate sufficiency). Let T : X Ñ T pX q be a mapping (i.e., a statistic). We define
three forms of the sufficiency of T , which will be shown to be equivalent:

• Information Loss Sufficiency (ILS): The information loss sufficiency of T is defined as

Suff il,fpT q “ IfpX,Y q ´ IfpT pXq, Y q.

• Variational Form Sufficiency (VFS): The variational form sufficiency of T is given by

Suffvf,fpT q “ inf
S:T pX qˆY ÞÑR

RfpS ˝ T q ´ inf
S:XˆY ÞÑR

RfpSq,

where S ˝ T px, yq :“ SpT pxq, yq, and the f-contrastive loss

RfpSq :“ EPpx,yqr´Spx, yqs ` inf
Sx:X ÞÑR

EPpxqPpyqrf˚pSpx, yq ´ Sxpxqq ` Sxpxqs, (1)

where f˚ is the Fenchel-dual of f.
• Conditional Bregman Sufficiency (CBS): The conditional Bregman sufficiency of T is defined as

Suffcb,fpT q “ EPpxqˆPpyq
”
Bf

´
Ppy|xq
Ppyq ,

Ppy|T pxqq
Ppyq

¯ı
,

where Bfpa, bq :“ fpaq ´ fpbq ´ pa ´ bqf 1pbq is the Bregman divergence of f.

Indeed, these definitions will be shown to be equivalent (Lemma 1), i.e.,

Suff il,fpT q “ Suffvf,fpT q “ Suffcb,fpT q “: Suff fpT q.

We say T pXq is an ε-approximate sufficient statistic if Suff fpT q ď ε.

The Information Loss Sufficiency (ILS) is closely linked to the InfoMax principle [Lin88, HFLM`18],
which finds a statistic T that maximizes mutual information IpT pXq, Y q under certain constraints. The
equivalence between ILS and CBS suggests that the loss in mutual information can be represented as a
divergence between the conditional probabilities PpY |Xq and PpY |T pXqq. This provides a concrete measure
for interpreting the information loss.

In VFS, by definition, the excess risk RfpS ˝ T q ´ infrSRfprSq serves as an upper bound on the sufficiency
Suff fpT q, and they are nearly equal when S is obtained by minimizing RfpS ˝ T q over a sufficiently rich
space S. Consequently, VFS provides a loss minimization framework for finding T with low sufficiency by
minimizing the f-contrastive loss RfpSq over S in some space S and extracting T from S. Moreover, an
extension of approximate sufficiency to similarity scores S is introduced in Appendix A.3.

1For example, µ can be the Lebesgue measure on Euclidean spaces, or the counting measure on discrete spaces.
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The concept of approximate sufficient statistics was first proposed in [OLCM25], but only in the CBS
form for KL divergence (i.e., fpxq “ x log x). In this work, we extend the definition to general f-divergences
and establish the equivalence among three forms of sufficiency. Notably, for f that is strictly convex, we have
Suff fpT q “ 0 if and only if Y KK X |T pXq from the CBS form, aligning with the classic definition of sufficient
statistics (see e.g., [Kee10]). We will mainly consider two special cases of f: fpxq “ x log x (KL-divergence)
and fpxq “ px´ 1q2{2 (χ2-divergence), with the corresponding sufficiency denoted by Suffkl and Suffχ2 . For
more examples and properties regarding approximate sufficient statistics, we refer the readers to Appendix A.

In the context of data augmentation-based contrastive learning, we may choose X and Y as two aug-
mented views of the sample, and T as the encoder f . The sufficiency Suff fpfq then quantifies the loss of
recovering augmented views from the encoder representation. We will show that the downstream performance
of f can be controlled by its sufficiency (in the CBS form) and the error induced by data augmentation.
Specifically, for any downstream task, a small risk can be achieved using f if it is near-sufficient and the
random transformations in contrastive learning do not significantly change the downstream outcomes. As a
preview of the results, we have
Theorem (Informal). The risk on a downstream task using encoder f (denoted by Rpfq) satisfies

Rpfq ď c ¨
´a

Suff fpfq ` ǫG

¯

for some constant c ą 0, where Suff fpfq is the f-sufficiency of f and ǫG denotes the error on the downstream
task induced by data augmentation.

Contrastive learning with general f-divergence was also studied in [LZS`24, XZ24], but the loss functions
considered in these works differ from the variational form in (1). In particular, while [LZS`24] considered a
variational form similar to (1), they set Sx “ 0 instead of taking the infimum over Sx.

4 Statistical properties of contrastive learning

In this section, we demonstrate that data augmentation-based contrastive learning can find near-sufficient
encoders that are effectively adaptable to downstream tasks. We focus on the SimCLR framework in Sec-
tion 4.1–4.2, and extend the results to general f-contrastive losses in Section 4.3.

4.1 Setup and the ERM estimator

Let x P X be a random sample drawn from a distribution PX on X . Consider a set of transformations G in
which each transformation g : X Ñ X maps X to itself.2 Let PG denote a distribution over the transforma-
tions in G. Given a sample x and two transformations gp1q, gp2q „iid PG , we generate two augmented views
of x, denoted as zp1q “ gp1qpxq and zp2q “ gp2qpxq. The marginal distribution of zp1q (or equivalently zp2q)
is denoted by Pz. Often, we will omit the superscripts and let z “ gpxq denote a single augmented view
generated by a transformation g „ PG .

Throughout the remainder of this work, unless otherwise specified, we set pX,Y q d“ pzp1q, zp2qq in Defi-
nition 1, i.e., we define the sufficiency Suff fpT q “ Ifpzp1q, zp2qq ´ IfpT pzp1qq, zp2qq. For simplicity, we assume
the joint distribution of px, zp1q, zp2qq is either discrete or has a continuous density w.r.t. some base measure
on Xb3. We abuse the notation Pp¨q to refer to either discrete distributions or the density of continuous
distributions, with the intended meaning clear from the context. Also, we occasionally omit the subscript kl
when referring to KL-sufficiency.

SimCLR [CKNH20] learns a representation of the sample x (i.e., fpxq or fpgpxqq) through performing
contrastive learning on the augmented views pzp1q, zp2qq. Specifically, given a batch of K i.i.d. samples

txiuKi“1 from PX , we generate K pairs of augmented views tpzp1q
i , z

p2q
i quKi“1 using 2K i.i.d. transformations

tpgp1q
i , g

p2q
i quKi“1 from PG . Let f : X ÞÑ Rp be an encoder function, potentially parametrized by neural

2More generally, we only need each transformation g : X Ñ Z maps X to a space Z, which entails a natural injective map

back to X .
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networks. The SimCLR risk function is defined as the expected InfoNCE loss [OLV18]:

Rsimclr,KpSq :“ 1

2
E

”
´ log

exppSpzp1q
1 , z

p2q
1 qq

ř
jPrKs exppSpzp1q

1 , z
p2q
j qq

ı
` 1

2
E

”
´ log

exppSpzp1q
1 , z

p2q
1 qq

ř
jPrKs exppSpzp1q

j , z
p2q
1 qq

ı
, and (2)

Rsimclr,Kpfq :“ Rsimclr,KpSf q, where Sf :“ τpxfpzp1qq, fpzp2qqyq, τ : R ÞÑ R is some simple link function.

Given a set of encoders denoted by F and n “ n1K i.i.d. pairs of augmented views tpzp1q
i , z

p2q
i quni“1,

SimCLR learns an encoder function pf P F through empirical risk minimization (ERM), namely,

pf :“ argmin
fPF

!
pRsimclr,KpSf q :“ 1

2n

n1ÿ

i“1

” Kÿ

j“1

”
´ log

exppSf pzp1q
pi´1qK`j , z

p2q
pi´1qK`jqq

ř
lPrKs exppSf pzp1q

pi´1qK`j , z
p2q
pi´1qK`lqq

ı

`
”

´ log
exppSf pzp1q

pi´1qK`j , z
p2q
pi´1qK`jqq

ř
lPrKs exppSf pzp1q

pi´1qK`l, z
p2q
pi´1qK`jqq

ıı)
. (3)

With the encoder pfp¨q at hand, pfpxq (or pfpgpxqq) serves as a representation for each x P X , which can be
used for downstream tasks.

We now show that the sufficiency of the ERM estimator pf can be properly controlled. We will demonstrate
in Section 4.2 that the downstream performance of pf is closely tied to its sufficiency. First, we note that a

global minimizer of the SimCLR risk is S‹pzp1q, zp2qq :“ log
”

Ppzp1q,zp2qq
Ppzp1qq¨Ppzp2qq

ı
(see Lemma 2 for the proof). To

analyze the properties of the ERM estimator, we introduce the following boundedness assumption on the
score function S and regularity assumption on τ.

Assumption 1 (Bounded score). There exists a constant BS ą 0 such that for all pairs pzp1q, zp2qq, we have

exppSf pzp1q, zp2qqq P r1{BS, BSs for all f P F and Ppzp1q,zp2qq
Ppzp1qqPpzp2qq P r1{BS, BSs.

Assumption 2 (Simple link function). The link function τ : R ÞÑ R is invertible and there exists some
constant Bτ ą 0 such that |τp0q| ď Bτ and τ, τ´1 are Bτ -Lipschitz.

Note that the first part of Assumption 1 is satisfied with BS “ exppB2
f q when }fpxq}2 ď Bf for all

f P F ,x P X and τ is the identity function. Based on these assumptions, we have

Theorem 1 (Sufficiency bound for the ERM estimator). Suppose Assumption 1 and 2 hold for some BS ě
1, Bτ ą 0. Let pf be the empirical risk minimizer defined in Eq. (3) and let S‹ be as defined in Section 4.1. Let
supppzp1qq be the support of zp1q and N pu, } ¨ }2,8,Fq be the u-covering number of F under the p2,8q-norm
}f}2,8 :“ supxPsupppzp1qq }fpxq}2. Then, with probability at least 1 ´ δ, we have

Suffklp pfq ď
´
1 ` C

K

¯
¨ rgeneralization error ` approximation errors, (4)

where

generalization error :“ C?
n

”a
logp1{δq `B2

τ

ż 2plogBS`Bτ q

0

b
logN pu, } ¨ }2,8,Fqdu

ı
, (5a)

approximation error :“ inf
fPF

Rsimclr,KpSf q ´ Rsimclr,KpS‹q (5b)

for some constant C ą 0 depending polynomially on BS.

See the proof in Appendix B.2. In the decomposition on the R.H.S. of (4), the approximation error term
represents the error incurred when approximating the optimal score S‹ within the function class F . It is
a property of the function class F , and a richer class tends to have a smaller approximation error. The
generalization error bound is derived using concentration properties of functions with bounded differences.
Interestingly, it depends only on the total sample size n “ n1K rather than the batch sizeK or the number of
batches n1. This allows our results to account for large or full-batch training, as used in SimCLR [CKNH20]
and CLIP [RKH`21]. When n Ñ 8, the generalization error vanishes while the approximation error remains
constant.
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Why does the SimCLR loss work? Intuitively, Rsimclr,KpSq can be viewed as an approximation of the
KL-contrastive loss RklpSq in Eq. (1) using a finite batch size K. Namely,

RklpSq “ ´ErSpzp1q, zp2qqs ` E
z

p1q
1

“
logE

z
p2q
2

rexppSpzp1q
1 , z

p2q
2 qqs

‰
“ lim
KÑ8

Rsimclr,KpSq ´ logK. (6)

See the proof in Appendix B.1. As a result, by the definition of VFS in Definition 1

Suffklpfq ď RklpSf q ´ inf
S
RklpSq « Rsimclr,KpSf q ´ inf

S
Rsimclr,KpSq

loooooooooooooooooomoooooooooooooooooon
Excess risk

,

and therefore minimizing the SimCLR loss pRsimclr,KpSf q effectively controls the sufficiency Suffklpfq.

4.2 Using the encoder for downstream tasks

Given an encoder function f : X Ñ Rp, we are interested in applying it to downstream tasks. Specifically,
the goal is to leverage the learned representation fpxq (or fpgpxqq) to facilitate learning in downstream tasks,
such as regression or classification. By mapping the raw sample x to the feature space Rp, the representation
fpxq (or fpgpxqq) is expected to capture the most salient information of x, simplifying the downstream task
while maintaining high performance. In this section, we demonstrate that the downstream performance of
the encoder depends on its sufficiency Suffklpfq and the robustness of the downstream task to the random
transformation g „ PG .

Adaptation to downstream regression task. We first study regression tasks. Consider the task of
learning an unknown target function h‹ : X ÞÑ R. Given an encoder f , our objective is to find a function
h : Rp ÞÑ R such that hpfpxqq « h‹pxq (or hpfpgpxqqq « h‹pxq). The estimation error of h is measured by
the risk

RGph ˝ fq :“ Ex„PX ,g„PG
rphpfpgpxqqq ´ h‹pxqq2s, or Rph ˝ fq :“ Ex„PX

rphpfpxqq ´ h‹pxqq2s.

For example, in regression tasks where the goal is to predict the outcome y based on the covariates x, one
can choose h‹pxq “ Ery|xs. The two risks RGp¨q,Rp¨q correspond to the cases where a random transformation
g is (or is not) applied before passing the input to the encoder f , respectively. Theorem 2 illustrates how
the downstream performance of the encoder f depends on its sufficiency.

Theorem 2 (Performance on downstream regression). Suppose h‹ satisfies
ˇ̌
Erh‹pxq|gpxqs

ˇ̌
ď Bh‹ almost

surely. Given an encoder f : X ÞÑ Rp, there exists a measurable function h : Rp ÞÑ R such that

RGph ˝ fq ď cpB2
h‹

a
Suffklpfq ` ǫGq, (7a)

where c ą 0 is some absolute constant and ǫG :“ Ex„PX ,g„PG
rph‹pgpxqq ´ h‹pxqq2s. Moreover, if the aug-

mented view has the same marginal distribution as the original sample, i.e., zp1q d“ x, then

Rph ˝ fq ď cpB2
h‹

a
Suffklpfq ` ǫGq (7b)

for some absolute constant c ą 0.

The proof of Theorem 2 is contained in Appendix B.3. The term ǫG characterizes the impact of a random
transformation g on the value of the target function h‹. In SimCLR, since the encoder f is trained only on
the augmented views pzp1q, zp2qq, the random transformation g need to preserve sufficient information on h‹
(e.g., ǫG is small) for f to be effective. This is often the case in practice: for example, random cropping (g)
typically does not alter the class label (h‹) of an image; similarly, rotations and scaling (g) should not affect
the true age (h‹) of a person in facial images. In addition, Eq. (7a) still holds when ǫG is replaced by the
minimum error rǫG :“ infh Ex„PX ,g„PG

rphpgpxqq ´ h‹pxqq2s ď ǫG . We refer to the proof for more details.
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Adaptation to downstream classification task. We next turn to classification tasks. Suppose in the
downstream we are given samples px,yq from some joint distribution P on X ˆrKs, where x „ PX is the input
and y P rKs is the corresponding label. Note that for any x, the label y follows the conditional probability
Ppy|xq. Given an encoder f , for any function h : Rp ÞÑ ∆prKsq, we measure its classification error by

Rcls
G ph ˝ fq :“ Epx,yq„P,grDKLpPpy|xq||hpfpgpxqqqqs.

Theorem 3 (Performance on downstream classification). Suppose infyPrKs Ppy|gpxqq ě expp´Bq for some
B ą 0 on the support of gpxq. Given an encoder f : X ÞÑ Rp, there exists a measurable function h : Rp ÞÑ
∆prKsq such that

Rcls
G ph ˝ fq ď c

´
B

a
Suffklpfq ` ǫclsG

¯
, (8)

where ǫclsG :“ Ex„PX ,g„PG
rD2pPpy|xq||Ppy|zqq ` D2pPpy|zq||Ppy|xqqs and c ą 0 is some absolute constant.

Here, D2 denotes the 2-Rényi divergence.

The proof of Theorem 3 is contained in Appendix B.4. Similar to the regression case in Theorem 2,
the downstream classification error is bounded by the sum of a sufficiency term and an error term that
characterizes the change in label probabilities induced by the transformation g.

4.3 General f-contrastive learning

We generalize our theoretical framework to using general f-sufficiency as defined in Definition 1, which could
be controlled by minimizing the f-contrastive learning risk. We discuss (1) how to find encoders f with
low f-sufficiency Suff fpfq via data augmentation-based contrastive learning and (2) the implications of low
f-sufficiency on downstream performance. Note that fpxq “ x log x yields the standard SimCLR setup.

4.3.1 Finding encoders with low f-sufficieny

Recall the variational form sufficiency (VFS) in Definition 1. We see that for any f and encoder f

Suff fpfq ď inf
S:fpX qˆX ÞÑR

RfpS ˝ fq ´ inf
S:XˆX ÞÑR

RfpSq ď RfpSf q ´ inf
S:XˆX ÞÑR

RfpSq
looooooooooooooomooooooooooooooon

Excess risk

.

Thus, for any ε ą 0, if there exists an encoder pf P F such that the excess risk of S pf is less than ε, then the

sufficiency Suff fp pfq ď ε. Consequently, given i.i.d. pairs of augmented views, we can obtain an encoder pf
with low f-sufficiency by choosing pf as the empirical risk minimizer (ERM) of a finite-sample estimate pRfpSf q
of RfpSf q, provided that pRfpSf q « RfpSf q, the function class F is sufficiently rich, and its } ¨ }2,8-covering
number is well-controlled.

We focus on χ2-sufficiency (i.e., fpxq “ px´ 1q2{2) in the following. For general f, the Sxpxq that attains

the infimum in Eq. (1) may not have a closed-form solution, and estimating pRfpSf q requires solving estimating
equations, adding complexity to the analysis. Thus, we leave a detailed investigation of the general f case
for future work.

When fpxq “ px´ 1q2{2, basic algebra shows that the χ2-contrastive loss (1) takes the form

Rχ2pSq “ EPpx,yqr´Spx, yqs ` EPpxqPpyqrpSpx, yq ´ EPpyqrSpx, yqsq2{2 ` Spx, yqs. (9)

Given n “ n1K i.i.d. pairs of augmented views tpzp1q
i , z

p2q
i quni“1, an unbiased finite-sample estimate of Rχ2pSq

gives

pRchisq,KpSf q :“ 1

n

n1ÿ

i“1

Kÿ

j“1

” 1

4pK ´ 1qpK ´ 2q
ÿ

k,lPrKs
j‰k, k‰l, l‰j

`
Sf pzp1q

ij , z
p2q
ik q ´ Sf pzp1q

ij , z
p2q
il q

˘2

` 1

K ´ 1

ÿ

k‰j
Sf pzp1q

ij , z
p2q
ik q ´ Sf pzp1q

ij , z
p2q
ij q

ı
, Sf :“ τpxfpzp1qq, fpzp2qqyq, (10)
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where we adopt the shorthand z
piq
ab “ z

piq
pa´1qK`b for i P r2s. Let pf “ argminfPF pRchisq,KpSf q be the ERM

estimator. Similar to Theorem 1, we have

Theorem 4 (χ2-sufficiency bound for the ERM estimator). Suppose Sf pzp1q, zp2qq P r´ sBS, sBSs for all f P F

and pairs pzp1q, zp2qq, and that Assumption 2 holds for some Bτ ą 0. Let S‹pzp1q, zp2qq :“ Ppzp1q,zp2qq
Ppzp1qqPpzp2qq . For

any K ě 3, with probability at least 1 ´ δ, we have

Suffχ2p pfq ď generalization error ` approximation error, (11)

where

generalization error :“ c sB2
S?
n

”a
logp1{δq `B2

τ

ż 2p sBS`Bτ q

0

b
logN pu, } ¨ }2,8,Fqdu

ı
,

approximation error :“ inf
fPF

Rχ2 pSf q ´Rχ2pS‹q

for some absolute constant c ą 0.

The proof of Theorem 4 is provided in Appendix B.5. Note that we do not assume the boundedness of
S‹ as in Theorem 1.

4.3.2 Implications of low f-Sufficiency

Similar to the KL case in Section 4.2, the downstream performance of f can be controlled by its f-sufficiency
for a broad class of f considered in Definition 1. Recall the CBS form in Definition 1.

Proposition 5 (f-sufficiency bound on downstream performance). The results in Theorem 2 and 3 hold
with Suffklpfq replaced by c22 ¨ Suff fpfq for some value c2 ą 0 if

Ezp1q,zp2q rDTVpPp¨|zp1qq||Pzp2q|zp1q p¨|fpzp1qqqqs ď c2 ¨
a
Suff fpfq. (13)

Proposition 5 follows immediately by noting that, in the proof of Theorem 2 and 3, Suffklpfq is only used
as an upper bound of the expected total variation distance (e.g., by Pinsker’s inequality). It can be verified
that KL-divergence and χ2-divergence satisfy Eq. (13) with c2 “ 1{

?
2. Let r “ Ppzp1q, zp2qq{rPpzp1qqPpzp2qqs

denote the density ratio. Moreover, for general f, we can choose c2 “ p2 infpzp1q,zp2qq f
2 prqq´1{2, which

is bounded when f is strongly convex on the range of the density ratio r. For example, we can choose
c2 “

?
2B3{4 when fpxq “ 1 ´ ?

x corresponds to squared Hellinger-sufficiency if the density ratio r ď B

for all pairs pzp1q, zp2qq. We refer the readers to Lemma 3 in Appendix A.2 for further details. Combining
the results from Sections 4.3.1 and 4.3.2, we provide end-to-end theoretical guarantees for the downstream
performance of encoders obtained by minimizing general f-contrastive losses.

5 Examples

In this section, we present concrete examples on linear regression and topic classification to illustrate the
applicability of our general results in Section 4.

5.1 Linear regression

Let x follow a distribution PX on X Ď Rd. We consider a downstream linear regression task, where each
observed sample takes the form px,yq P Rd ˆR, with the conditional expectation Ery|xs “ xx, θ‹y for some
unknown parameter θ‹ P Rd. The goal is to predict y given x. While fitting a linear model using only the
downstream samples yields a risk of order Opd{mq, where m is the number of downstream samples, a smaller
risk may be achieved by fitting a linear model on a low-dimensional representation fpzq P Rp, where p ! d,
that captures sufficient information about x relevant to the downstream task.

Concretely, suppose we are given a linear encoder fpzq “ Wz for some W P Rpˆd and m i.i.d.
downstream samples tpxi,yiqumi“1 from the linear model y “ xx, θ‹y ` ε, where ε „ N p0, sσ2q KK x.

8



Suppose supxPX }x}2 ď Bx, }θ‹}2 ď Bθ for some Bx, Bθ ą 0 and let B “ BxBθ. Also assume that
ErpId ´ W :W qz|Wzs “ 0 almost surely. Theorem 6 below gives a theoretical guarantee for learning
the downstream task using a given linear encoder.

Theorem 6 (Linear regression with encoder representation). Let p ď d. Under the setup and assumptions
in Section 5.1, consider fitting a linear model hpηpxq “ xfpzq, pηy by ordinary least squares, i.e.,

pη :“ argminηPRp

!
pRlinphηq :“ 1

m

mÿ

i“1

pxfpziq, ηy ´ yiq2
)
,

where z “ gpxq, zi “ gipxiq, and g, tgumi“1 are i.i.d. transformations from PG. Then the expected risk of the

truncated linear model rhpηpxq :“ projr´B,Bsphpηpxqq satisfies

ErRlinprhpηqs :“ E
“
Ex,y,grpy ´ rhpηpxqq2s

‰
ď sσ2loomoon

irreducible risk

`c
´

pB2c2
a
Suff fpfq ` ǫGq ` psσ2 `B2qp logm

m

¯
,

where ǫG “ Erxx ´ z, θ‹y2s and the outer expectation is over tpxi,yi, giquni“1 for some absolute constant
c ą 0. Here, c2 ą 0 is any value that satisfies Eq. (13).

The proof of Theorem 6 is contained in Appendix C.1. Compared to fitting a linear model on the raw
feature x P Rd, which yields an excess risk of Opd{mq, Theorem 6 achieves a smaller excess risk of order
rOpp{mq when p ! d and fpgpxqq is a “good” representation of x, in the sense that Suff fpfq and ǫG are

sufficiently small. A similar bound can be established for the risk Rlinprhpηq with high probability under
additional sub-Gaussian assumptions on the representation fpzq “ W gpxq [HKZ11]. We provide the bound

in expectation ErRlinprhpηqs for simplicity of presentation.
The assumption ErpId´W :W qz|Wzs “ 0 essentially states that the information of the augmented view

z discarded by the encoder f does not contain any signal with a non-zero mean. Without this assumption,
there may not exist a linear function of fpzq that achieves a small risk Rlinp¨q, even though Theorem 2
guarantees the existence of a general function of fpzq with a small risk. Note that the assumption is satisfied
when e.g., z follows the standard normal distribution on Rd.

5.1.1 A concrete scenario

We now present a scenario in which a linear encoder f with low KL-sufficiency Suffklpfq can be obtained
through SimCLR loss minimization in Eq. (3). Let U “ pU1,U2q P Rdˆd, where U1 P Rdˆp, be a fixed
unitary matrix, and define A “ U1U

J
1 . For i P r2s, define the unit sphere in the column space of Ui as

SpUiq :“ tv P Rd : }v}2 “ 1, pId ´ UiU
J
i qv “ 0u. Assume x P Rd „ N p0, Id{pq and consider the random

transformation g such that gpxq|x d“ pAx ` ηq|tAx ` η P SpU1q ‘ SpU2qu, i.e., the conditional distribution
gpxq|x follows the distribution of Ax` η conditioned on SpU1q ‘SpU2q, 3 where the noise η „ N p0, σ2Id{pq.
A concrete example of this transformation involves zeroing out the second half of the coordinates of the
sample x P Rd, adding some Gaussian noise to all coordinates, and then normalizing both halves of the noisy
sample to have unit norm. In this case, U1,U2 correspond to the first and second halves of the coordinates,
respectively.

Under this setup, it is readily verified that the distribution of pzp1q, zp2qq is supported on SpU1q ‘ SpU2q,
and conditioned on SpU1q ‘ SpU2q, the densities satisfy 4

Ppzp1q, zp2qq9 exp

˜
´p

2

Cˆ
zp1q

zp2q

˙
,

„
U1U

J
1 ` σ2Id U1U

J
1

U1U
J
1 U1U

J
1 ` σ2Id

´1 ˆ
zp1q

zp2q

˙G¸
,

Ppzp1qq9 1 and,

Ppzp1q, zp2qq
Ppzp1qqPpzp2qq 9 exp

`
κxzp1q,U1U

J
1 z

p2qy
˘
, κ :“ p

σ2pσ2 ` 2q ď p

σ4
.

3SpU1q ‘ SpU2q :“ tv P Rd : v “ v1 ` v2 for some v1 P SpU1q, v2 P SpU2qu.
4All densities are with respect to the Lebesgue measure.
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Note that pzp1q, zp2qq restricting on SpU1qˆSpU1q follows the joint von Mises-Fisher distribution (vMF) [Fis53].
In this case, the optimal score is given by S‹pzp1q, zp2qq “ τpxf‹pzp1qq, f‹pzp2qqyq, where τpxq “ κx and

f‹pzq “ U1z. Moreover, we have the following guarantee on the sufficiency of the SimCLR estimator pf .
Corollary 1 (An upper bound on the sufficiency). Under the setup in Section 5.1.1, let F :“ tf : fpzq “
Wz, W P Rpˆd and |||W |||op ď BW u for some BW ě 1, and set τpxq “ κx. Define pf as the SimCLR
empirical risk minimizer obtained from Eq. (3), using batch size K and n samples. Then, with probability at
least 1 ´ δ, we have

Suffklp pfq ď
´
1 ` C

K

¯
¨

c
dp ¨ logBW ` logp1{δq

n

for some constant C ą 0 that depends polynomially on exppκq.
See Appendix C.2 for the proof. Note that the constant exppκq depends on the noise level σ. When

σ Á p1{4, finding a near-sufficient encoder is relatively easy. Combining Theorem 6 and Corollary 1, we
conclude that the learned encoder pf can achieve a small risk in the downstream linear regression task,
provided that there are sufficient pretraining and downstream samples, and that data augmentation does
not significantly alter the output of the true linear model (i.e., ǫG is small). See Appendix C.3 for an
end-to-end statement and its proof.

5.2 Topic classification

Next, we provide theoretical guarantees for contrastive learning and its downstream performance in a classi-
fication setting. Let Y “ t1, 2, . . . ,Mu represent a set of classes. A sample x is generated by first selecting a
class y P Y from some distribution PY , and then drawing x “ pxc1 ,xc2q P rSs ˆ rSs conditioned on y, with
the joint distribution

Ppx|yq “ Pcpxc1 |yq ˆ Pcpxc2 |yq,

where Pcp¨|yq is some conditional distribution over rSs. For example, in a topic classification task, each
sample consists of a two-part sentence (or a two-word phrase), with the class y representing the topic (e.g.,
sports, technology, or health). The first and second parts (or words), xc1 and xc2, are independently sampled
from a vocabulary of size S, conditioned on the topic y.

Contrastive learning. We consider learning a near-sufficient encoder f via minimizing the χ2-contrastive
loss. Namely, we consider the random dropout transformation g : rSs ˆ rSs Ñ rSs, which selects one
component xci from the pair pxc1 ,xc2q with equal probability as the augmented view z and drops the other.
With slight abuse of notation, we also denote the augmented view z using one-hot encoding. We consider
encoders f that are linear functions of z augmented with the one-hot encoding, namely, consider the encoder
space

F “ tfaug : YS
i“1teiu ÞÑ RM`S |faugpzq “ ppWzqJ, w ¨ zJqJ, W P RMˆS , w P R, }W }2,8 _ |w{

?
S| ď BW u

with BW “ M . To learn an encoder pfaug, we minimize the χ2-contrastive loss computed using n i.i.d. pairs
of augmented views via Eq. (10). Importantly, class labels tyiuni“1 remain unobservable during contrastive
learning. We note that a similar data distribution was studied in [TKH21a], where the augmented views
correspond deterministically to the first and second components of the sample.

Downstream classification. We consider a downstream task in which we are given i.i.d. samples
tpxi,yiqumi“1 from the joint distribution of px,yq, and the goal is to learn the conditional topic distribu-

tion Ppy “ y|xqyPrMs P RM using an encoder. Let pfaugpzq “ pp xWzqJ, pw ¨ zJqJ be the representation learned

from contrastive learning, and define the encoder as pfpzq :“ xWz P RM . We train a multi-class linear

classifier on pf to predict the topic distribution.

Define the gold representationE‹ P RMˆS whose j’th column givesE‹,¨j “
´

Pcpy“1|xc1“jq?
PYpy“1q

, . . . ,
Pcpy“M |xc1“jq?

PYpy“Mq

¯J

for j P rSs. We also make the following regularity assumptions:
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(a) The marginal distributions of y and xc1 are uniform over rM s and rSs, respectively.
(b) The minimum singular value of E‹E‹

J satisfies σminpE‹E‹
Jq ě σ2

E‹
for some σE‹ ą 0.

(c) S ě 4M and infyPrMs,sPrSs Pcpy|sq ě expp´Bq for some B ą 0.

Assumption (a) assumes uniform topic and word (or sentence) distributions, simplifying the analysis of
χ2-contrastive learning. Assumption (b) is a technical assumption that allows us to transform the learned

embedding pfpzq to the gold representation E‹pzq. Assumption (c) ensures the vocabulary size S is large
compared with the number of topicsM and all topics have non-vanishing conditional probability in Pc.With
these assumptions at hand, we have

Theorem 7 (Classification using the χ2-trained encoder). Under the setup and assumptions in Section 5.2

and let pfaug be the ERM in Eq. (10). Then, with probability at least 1 ´ δ over tpzp1q
i , z

p2q
i quni“1,

Suffχ2p pfaugq ď RfpS pfaug q ´RfpS‹q “: Suffχ2pS pfaug q ď cS2M4

?
n

”a
logp1{δq `

?
SM1.5

ı
(14)

for some absolute constant c ą 0.
In downstream classification, given m i.i.d. samples tpxi,yiqumi“1, consider fitting a multi-class classifier

hpΓpxq “ shpΓp pfpzqq :“ softmaxplog trunppΓw pfpzq ` pΓbqq with

pΓ :“ argmin
ΓwPRMˆM ,ΓbPRM , |||Γw|||op_}Γb}2ďBΓ

!
pRclsphΓq :“ ´ 1

m

mÿ

i“1

logshΓp pfpziqqyi

)
, (15)

where z “ gpxq, zi “ gipxiq and g, tgumi“1 are i.i.d. dropout transformations, BΓ ě 4
?
SM{σE‹ , and

trunpxq :“ projrexpp´Bq,1spxq. Then there exists some absolute constants c, c1 ą 0 such that, given the encoder

pf and suppose Suffχ2pS pfaug q ď c1 σ
2
E‹

S2M
, with probability at least 1 ´ δ1

RclspshpΓq :“ Ex,y,grDKLpPpy|xq||hpΓp pfpgpxqqqqs

ď c
´ ”
ǫclsG ` S exppBq

σ2
E‹

¨ Suffχ2pS pfaug q
ı

loooooooooooooooooooomoooooooooooooooooooon
approximation error

` B?
m

”a
logp1{δ1q `Mp

a
logBΓ `

?
Bq

ı¯

looooooooooooooooooooooooooomooooooooooooooooooooooooooon
generalization error

.

See the proof in Appendix C.4. Note that the bound on downstream classification depends on the
sufficiency of the score function Suffχ2pS pfaug q, introduced in Appendix A.3, rather than Suffχ2p pfq. This

distinction arises because we restrict ourselves to linear classifiers, whereas Theorem 3 considers arbitrary
measurable functions, leading to an additional approximation error term.

6 Conclusion

In this work, we presents a new theoretical framework for data augmentation-based contrastive learning, with
SimCLR as a representative example. Based on the extended concept of approximate sufficient statistics, we
establish a connection between minimizing the f-contrastive losses and minimizing the conditional Bregman
sufficiency (CBS) of the encoder. Moreover, we show that the learned encoders can be effectively applied to
downstream tasks with performance depending on their sufficiency and the error on the downstream task
induced by data augmentation.

Our work opens up many directions for future research. First, as seen in Definition 1, the concept of
approximate sufficient statistics is not limited to contrastive learning; exploring its applicability to other self-
supervised and supervised learning paradigms is a promising direction. Second, while approximate sufficiency
quantifies the information preserved by the encoder, it does not reflect the redundancy in its representation.
Thus, it would be interesting to generalize the concept of minimal sufficient statistics and develop practical
algorithms for finding representations that are both approximately sufficient and minimal. Lastly, our work
mainly focuses on the empirical risk minimizers in contrastive learning. Understanding what representations
are learned and how training algorithms influence the learned representation remains another exciting avenue
for future research.
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[GKKW06] László Györfi, Michael Kohler, Adam Krzyzak, and Harro Walk, A distribution-free theory of
nonparametric regression, Springer Science & Business Media, 2006.

[GSA`20] Jean-Bastien Grill, Florian Strub, Florent Altché, Corentin Tallec, Pierre Richemond,
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A Properties of approximate sufficient statistics

In this section, we discuss some properties of approximate sufficient statistics introduced in Definition 1 and
provide some concrete examples.

A.1 Equivalence in Definition 1

Lemma 1 (Equivalent of three forms of sufficiency). The ILS, VFS, CBS definitions in Definition 1 are
equivalent, i.e., for any statistic T

Suff il,fpT q “ Suffvf,fpT q “ Suffcb,fpT q “: Suff fpT q.

Proof of Lemma 1. pILSq ô pVFSq. Note that by the variational form of f-divergence, we have

´ IfpX,Y q
“ inf

S:XˆYÑR
EPpx,yqr´Spx, yqs ` EPpxqPpyqrf˚pSpx, yqqs

“ inf
Sx:XÑR,S:XˆYÑR

EPpx,yqrSxpxq ´ Spx, yqs ` EPpxqPpyqrf˚pSpx, yq ´ Sxqs

“ inf
S:XˆYÑR

EPpx,yqr´Spx, yqs ` inf
Sx:X ÞÑR

EPpxqPpyqrf˚pSpx, yq ´ Sxpxqq ` Sxpxqs “ inf
S:XˆYÑR

RfpSq.

Similarly,

´ IfpT pXq, Y q
“ inf

S:T pX qˆYÑR
EPpT pxq,yqr´SpT pxq, yqs ` EPpT pxqqPpyqrf˚pSpT pxq, yqqs

“ inf
S:T pX qˆYÑR

EPpT pxq,yqr´SpT pxq, yqs ` inf
Sx:T pX qÞÑR

EPpT pxqqPpyqrf˚pSpT pxq, yq ´ SxpT pxqqq ` SxpT pxqqs

“ inf
S:T pX qˆYÑR

EPpx,yqr´SpT pxq, yqs ` inf
Sx:T pX qÞÑR

EPpxqPpyqrf˚pSpT pxq, yq ´ SxpT pxqqq ` SxpT pxqqs

“ inf
S:T pX qˆYÑR

RfpS ˝ T q.

Combining the two results yields the equivalence between pILSq and pVFSq.
pILSq ô pCBSq. By definition of the pILSq

Suff il,fpT q “ IfpX,Y q ´ IfpT pXq, Y q

“
ż
f
´

Ppx, yq
PpxqPpyq

¯
PpxqPpyqdµ ´

ż
f
´

PpT pxq, yq
PpT pxqqPpyq

¯
PpT pxqqPpyqdµ

“
ż
f
´
Ppy|xq
Ppyq

¯
PpxqPpyqdµ ´

ż
f
´
Ppy|T pxqq

Ppyq
¯
PpxqPpyqdµ

“ EPpxqPpyq
”
f
´
Ppy|xq
Ppyq

¯
´ f

´
Ppy|T pxqq

Ppyq
¯ı

“ Suffcb,fpT q,

where the last equality follows since

EPpxqPpyq
”
f 1

´
Ppy|T pxqq

Ppyq
¯´

Ppy|xq
Ppyq ´ Ppy|T pxqq

Ppyq
¯ı

“ E

”
E

”
f 1

´
Ppy|T pxqq

Ppyq
¯´

Ppy|xq
Ppyq ´ Ppy|T pxqq

Ppyq
¯ˇ̌

ˇT pxq
ıı

“ E

” 1

Ppyq f
1
´
Ppy|T pxqq

Ppyq
¯”

ErPpy|xq|T pxqs ´ Ppy|T pxqq
ıı

“ 0. (16)

An equivalent expression of pCBSq. We now show that

EPpxqˆPpyq
”
Bf

´
Ppy|xq
Ppyq ,

Ppy|T pxqq
Ppyq

¯ı
“ inf

Q:T pX qÞÑ∆pYq
EPpxqˆPpyq

”
Bf

´
Ppy|xq
Ppyq ,

Qpy|T pxqq
Ppyq

¯ı
.
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This follows immediately as for any Q : T pX q ÞÑ ∆pYq

EPpxqˆPpyq
”
Bf

´
Ppy|xq
Ppyq ,

Qpy|T pxqq
Ppyq

¯ı
´ EPpxqˆPpyq

”
Bf

´
Ppy|xq
Ppyq ,

Ppy|T pxqq
Ppyq

¯ı

“ EPpxqˆPpyq
”
f
´
Ppy|T pxqq

Ppyq
¯

´ f
´
Qpy|T pxqq

Ppyq
¯

´ f 1
´
Qpy|T pxqq

Ppyq
¯´

Ppy|xq
Ppyq ´ Qpy|T pxqq

Ppyq
¯ı

ě EPpxqˆPpyq
”
f 1

´
Qpy|T pxqq

Ppyq
¯´

Ppy|T pxqq
Ppyq ´ Ppy|xq

Ppyq
¯ı

“ 0,

where the first equality uses Eq. (16).

A.2 Properties and examples

Lemma 2 (Global minimizers of RfpSq). Recall

RfpSq “ EPpx,yqr´Spx, yqs ` inf
Sx:X ÞÑR

EPpxqPpyqrf˚pSpx, yq ´ Sxpxqq ` Sxpxqs.

For f that is strictly convex and differentiable, the following results hold for Rfp¨q.

(1). The infimum in the definition of Rfp¨q is obtained by Sxpxq such that EPpyqrpf 1q´1pSpx, yq ´ Sxpxqqs “ 1
for all x.

(2). Let S‹px, yq :“ f 1p Ppx,yq
PpxqPpyqq. The global minimizers of Rfp¨q form the set

Mf :“
!
S : X ˆ Y ÞÑ R, Spx, yq “ S‹px, yq ` Sxpxq for some Sx : X ÞÑ R

)
.

Proof of Lemma 2. For any fixed x, we have

∇cEPpyqrf˚pSpx, yq ´ cq ` cs “ EPpyqr´∇f˚pSpx, yq ´ cq ` 1s

Claim (1) follows immediately from setting the derivative equals zero and noting that ∇f˚ “ pf 1q´1.
To prove claim (2), we first note that adding any function Sxpxq to Spx, yq does not change the value

of RfpSq due to the infimum inside the definition of RfpSq. Therefore, it suffices to show that the unique
minimizer of

sRfpSq :“ EPpx,yqr´Spx, yqs ` EPpxqPpyqrf˚pSpx, yqqs

is S‹ “ f 1
´

Ppx,yq
PpxqPpyq

¯
. Write S “ S‹ ` ch. It can be verified that sRfpS‹ ` chq is strictly convex in c. Thus S‹

is the unique minimizer of sRf if ∇c
sRfpS‹ ` chq|c“0 “ 0 for all h. This is true since

∇c
sRfpS‹ ` chq|c“0 “ EPpx,yqr´hpx, yqs ` EPpxqPpyqr∇f˚pSpx, yqqhpx, yqs

“ EPpx,yqr´hpx, yqs ` EPpxqPpyq
”

Ppx, yq
PpxqPpyqhpx, yq

ı
“ 0,

where the second inequality uses the property of convex conjugates that ∇f˚pf 1pxqq “ x.

Lemma 3 (A general bound on DTVpPpy|xq||Ppy|T pxqqq based on sufficiency.). For f in Definition 1 that is
twice continuously differentiable, and for any statistic T , we have

EPpxqrDTVpPpy|xq||Ppy|T pxqqqs ď c2 ¨
b
Suffcb,fpT q, (17)

where c2 :“
´
2 infpx,yqPsupppx,yq f

2
´

Ppy|xq
Ppyq

¯¯´1{2
, and supppx, yq denotes the support of Ppxq ˆ Ppyq. Notably,

when fpxq “ px´ 1q2{2 (χ2-divergence), we have c2 “ 1{
?
2.
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Proof of Lemma 3. Using the CBS form of sufficiency, we find that

SuffpT q “ EPpxqˆPpyq
”
Bf

´
Ppy|xq
Ppyq ,

Ppy|T pxqq
Ppyq

¯ı

ě 1

2
EPpxqˆPpyq

”
f

2
´Ppy|xq

Ppyq
¯

¨
”Ppy|xq

Ppyq ´ Ppy|T pxqq
Ppyq

ı2ı

ě 1

2
inf

px,yqPsupppx,yq
f

2
´
Ppy|xq
Ppyq

¯
¨ EPpxqˆPpyq

””
Ppy|xq
Ppyq ´ Ppy|T pxqq

Ppyq
ı2ı

,

where the first inequality follows from the definition of Bregman divergence and the fact that the range of
Ppy|T pxqq belongs to the range of Ppy|xq. Moreover, by Jensen’s inequality, we have

´
EPpxqˆPpyq

””
Ppy|xq
Ppyq ´ Ppy|T pxqq

Ppyq
ı2ı¯1{2

ě EPpxqˆPpyq
”ˇ̌
ˇPpy|xq
Ppyq ´ Ppy|T pxqq

Ppyq
ˇ̌
ˇ
ı

“ 2EPpxqrDTVpPpy|xq||Ppy|T pxqqqs.
Putting pieces together yields Lemma 3.

Example 1 (KL-sufficiency). Take fpxq “ x log x (KL-divergence), then we have

Suffcb,fpT q “ EPpxq
”
DKL

´
Ppy|xq||Ppy|T pxqq

¯ı
, and

RfpSq “ EPpx,yqr´Spx, yqs ` EPpxqrlogEPpyqrexppSpx, yqqss.
It can be verified that the InfoNCE loss in Eq. (2) is an asymptotically unbiased estimate of RfpSq as the
batch size K Ñ 8 (see Eq. 6). Moreover, by Pinsker’s inequality

EPpxqrDTVpPpy|xq||Ppy|T pxqqqs ď 1?
2

¨
b
Suffcb,klpT q.

Example 2 (Chi-sufficiency). Take fpxq “ px´ 1q2{2 (χ2-divergence), then we have

Suffcb,fpT q “ EPpxqˆPpyq
”1
2

´
Ppy|xq
Ppyq ´ Ppy|T pxqq

Ppyq
¯2ı

,

RfpSq “ EPpx,yqr´Spx, yqs ` EPpxqPpyqrpSpx, yq ´ EPpyqrSpx, yqsq2{2 ` Spx, yqs.
Lemma 3 gives

EPpxqrDTVpPpy|xq||Ppy|T pxqqqs ď 1?
2

b
Suffcb,χ2pT q.

Also, we can bound the χ2-divergence by the sufficiency:

EPpxqχ
2pPpy|xq||Ppy|T pxqqq ď Suffcb,f pT q ¨

”
2 sup

px,yqPsupppx,yq

PpT pxqqPpyq
PpT pxq, yq

ı
.

Example 3 (Squared Hellinger-sufficiency). Take fpxq “ 1 ´ ?
x, then we have f˚pxq “ ´1 ´ 1

4x
for x ă 0,

and

Suffcb,fpT q “ EPpxq
“
H2pPpyq||Ppy|xqq ´H2pPpyq||Ppy|T pxqqq

‰
,

where H2pp||qq :“
ş
p
a
ppxq´

a
qpxqq2 dx{2 is the squared Hellinger distance. Similarly, the squared Hellinger

distance between Ppy|xq,Ppy|T pxq can be bounded by the sufficiency of T :

EPpxq
“
H2pPpy|xq||Ppy|T pxqqq

‰
“ 1

2
EPpxq

„ ÿ

y

`a
Ppy|xq ´

a
Ppy|T pxqq

˘2


ď
„

sup
px,yqPsupppx,yq

d
PpT pxq, yq
PpT pxqqPpyq


¨ EPpxq

„ ÿ

y

a
Ppyq

`a
Ppy|T pxqq ´

a
Ppy|xq

˘2

2
a
Ppy|T pxqq



“
„

sup
px,yqPsupppx,yq

d
PpT pxq, yq
PpT pxqqPpyq


¨ Suffcb,fpT q,
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where the last equality follows from

E
“a

Ppy|T pxqq ´
a
Ppy|xq

ˇ̌
y, T pxq

‰

“ E

„`a
Ppy|T pxqq ´

a
Ppy|xq

˘
¨

a
Ppy|T pxqq ´

a
Ppy|xq

2
a
Ppy|T pxqq

ˇ̌
ˇ̌ y, T pxq


` E

„
Ppy|T pxqq ´ Ppy|xq

2
a
Ppy|T pxqq

ˇ̌
ˇ̌ y, T pxq



“ E

„ `a
Ppy|T pxqq ´

a
Ppy|xq

˘2

2
a
Ppy|T pxqq

ˇ̌
ˇ̌ y, T pxq


.

A.3 Sufficiency of similarity scores

The definition of approximate sufficiency can be extended to score functions S : X ˆ Y ÞÑ R that measures
the similarity between pX,Y q.
Definition 2 (Approximate sufficient score functions). Let S : X ˆY ÞÑ R be a similarity score function. It
induces a conditional density PS on X ˆ Y w.r.t. the base measure µ via

PSpy|xq “ Ppyqpf 1q´1psSpx, yqq,

where sSpx, yq “ Spx, yq ´ Sxpxq such that EPpyqrpf 1q´1sSpx, yqs “ 1 for all x. We define the sufficiency of S in
two equivalent forms:

• Variational Form Sufficiency (VFS): The variational form sufficiency of T is given by

Suffvf,fpSq “ RfpSq ´ inf
rS:XˆY ÞÑR

RfprSq,

and the f-contrastive loss

RfpSq :“ EPpx,yqr´Spx, yqs ` inf
Sx:X ÞÑR

EPpxqPpyqrf˚pSpx, yq ´ Sxpxqq ` Sxpxqs, (18)

where f˚ is the Fenchel-dual of f.
• Conditional Bregman Sufficiency (CBS): The conditional Bregman sufficiency of T is defined as

Suffcb,fpSq “ EPpxqˆPpyq
”
Bf

´
Ppy|xq
Ppyq ,

PSpy|xq
Ppyq

¯ı
,

where Bfpa, bq :“ fpaq ´ fpbq ´ pa ´ bqf 1pbq is the Bregman divergence of f.

Note that the excess risk of the contrastive loss equals the sufficiency of S under our definition. Similar
to Definition 1, we have

Lemma 4 (Equivalence of two forms of score sufficiency). For any similarity score S : X ˆY ÞÑ R, the three
forms of sufficiency in Definition 2 are equivalent, i.e.,

Suffvf,fpSq “ Suffcb,fpSq “: Suff fpSq.

Proof of Lemma 4. pVFSq ô pCBSq. Let S‹px, yq “ f 1p Ppx,yq
PpxqPpyqq. We have by Lemma 2 that S‹ P

argminrSRfprSq. By the definition of the pVFSq, we have

Suffvf,fpSq “ RfpSq ´RfpS‹q
“ EPpx,yqrS‹ ´ sSpx, yqs ` EPpxqPpyqrf˚psSpx, yqq ´ f˚pS‹px, yqqs
piq“ EPpx,yqrS‹ ´ sSpx, yqs ` EPpxqPpyq

”
f
´

Ppx, yq
PpxqPpyq

¯
´ Ppx, yq

PpxqPpyqS‹px, yq
ı

“ ´EPpx,yqrsSpx, yqs ` EPpxqPpyqrf˚psSpx, yqqs ` EPpxqPpyq
”
f
´ Ppx, yq
PpxqPpyq

¯ı

piiq“ ´EPpx,yqrsSpx, yqs ` EPpxqPpyq
”
f
´

Ppx, yq
PpxqPpyq

¯
` PSpy|xq

Ppyq
sSpx, yq ´ f

´
PSpy|xq
Ppyq

¯ı

“EPpxqPpyq
”
f
´
Ppy|xq
Ppyq

¯
´ f

´
PSpy|xq
Ppyq

¯ı
´ EPpxqˆPpyq

”
sSpx, yq

´
Ppy|xq
Ppyq ´ PSpy|xq

Ppyq
¯ı
,
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where step (i) and (ii) uses fppf 1q´1pzqq ` f˚pzq “ zpf 1q´1pzq with z “ S‹px, yq and sSpx, yq, respectively.
Since sSpx, yq “ f 1pPSpy|xq

Ppyq q, it follows immediately that Suffvf,fpSq “ Suffcb,fpSq.

Example 4. Take fpxq “ x log x (KL-divergence). Then S‹px, yq “ log
`
Ppx, yq{rPpxqPpyqs

˘
, Bfpa, bq “

a logpa{bq ´ pa ´ bq, and PSpy|xq “ Ppyq exppSpx, yqq{EPpyqrexppSpx, yqqs. Also, we have

SuffklpSq “ RfpSq ´RfpS‹q “
ż
Ppy|xq log

ˆ
Ppy|xq
PSpy|xq

˙
´

`
Ppy|xq ´ PSpy|xq

˘
Ppxqdy dx

“ Ex„Ppxq
“
DKLpPpy|xq }PSpy|xqq

‰
.

Example 5. Take fpxq “ px ´ 1q2{2 (χ2-divergence). Then S‹px, yq “ Ppx, yq{rPpxqPpyqs ´ 1, Bfpa, bq “
pa ´ bq2{2, and PSpy|xq “ Ppyq

`
Spx, yq ´ EyrSpx, yqs ` 1

˘
. Moreover,

Suffχ2pSq “ RfpSq ´RfpS‹q “ 1

2
EPpxqˆPpyq

„`
Ppy|xq ´ PSpy|xq

˘2

Ppyq2


“ 1

2
EPpxq

ÿ

y

„`
Ppy|xq ´ PSpy|xq

˘2

Ppy|xq ¨ Ppy|xq
Ppyq



ě inf
px,yqPsupppx,yq

Ppx, yq
PpxqPpyq ¨ EPpxq

“
χ2pPpy|xq||PSpy|xqq

‰
.

B Proofs in Section 4

B.1 Proof of Eq. (6)

As given in Example 1 (which can be established using Lemma 2), the KL-contrastive loss has the form

RklpSq “ Epzp1q,zp2qqr´Spzp1q, zp2qqs ` Ezp1q„Pz
rlogEzp2q„Pz

rexppSpzp1q, zp2qqqss.

Recall the SimCLR loss Rsimclr,KpSq in Eq. (2). We then have

lim
KÑ8

Rsimclr,KpSq ´ logK

“ 1

2
lim
KÑ8

E

”
´ log

exppSpzp1q
1 , z

p2q
1 qq

ř
jPrKs exppSpzp1q

1 , z
p2q
j qq{K

ı
` 1

2
E

”
´ log

exppSpzp1q
1 , z

p2q
1 qq

ř
jPrKs exppSpzp1q

j , z
p2q
1 qq{K

ı

“ lim
KÑ8

E

”
log

ÿ

jPrKs
exppSpzp1q

1 , z
p2q
j qq{K

ı
´ ErexppSpzp1q

1 , z
p2q
1 qqs “ RklpSq,

where the second equality follows from the symmetry of S in its arugments and the last equality uses the

law of large number (note that z
p1q
1 is independent of z

p2q
j for j ‰ 1) and bounded convergence theorem.

B.2 Proof of Theorem 1

We begin the proof by stating the following proposition that connects the excess risk with sufficiency.

Proposition 8 (Near-minimizers of SimCLR as near-sufficient statistics; Proposition 1 in [OLCM25]).
Suppose Assumption 1 holds and S‹ is a global minimizer of Rsimclr,KpSq as defined in Section 4.1. Then,
there exists a constant C ą 0, which depends polynomially on BS, such that for any function f P F , its
sufficiency can be bounded by its SimCLR excess risk. Namely, for any K ě 2, we have

Suffpfq ď lim
K1Ñ8

”
Rsimclr,K1 pSf q ´ Rsimclr,K1 pS‹q

ı
ď

”
Rsimclr,KpSf q ´ Rsimclr,KpS‹q

ı
loooooooooooooooooomoooooooooooooooooon

SimCLR excess risk

¨
´
1 ` C

K

¯
.
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A similar version of this result has been established for contrastive language-image pretraining (CLIP) in
Proposition 1 in [OLCM25]. The proof of Proposition 8 follows immediately from the proof of Proposition 1
in [OLCM25] as the SimCLR setup can be viewed as a special case of CLIP in which the text and image
follows a symmetric distribution conditioned on their shared information.

Adopt the shorthand notation RK for Rsimclr,K . With Proposition 8 at hand, we obtain the following
decomposition for some C ą 0 polynomially dependent on BS

Suffp pfq ď
”
RKpS pf q ´ RKpS‹q

ı
¨
´
1 ` C

K

¯

“
”
rRKpS pf q ´ inf

fPF
RKpSf qs ` r inf

fPF
RKpSf q ´ RKpS‹qs

ı
¨
´
1 ` C

K

¯

ď
”
RKpS pf q ´ inf

fPF
RKpSf q

ı

loooooooooooooomoooooooooooooon
generalization error

¨
´
1 ` C

K

¯
`

”
inf
fPF

RKpSf q ´ RKpS‹q
ı

looooooooooooooomooooooooooooooon
approximation error

¨
´
1 ` C

K

¯
.

Therefore, it remains to prove the following bound.

(1). With probability at least 1 ´ δ, the excess risk

RKpS pf q ´ inf
fPF

RKpSf q ď C?
n

«
a
logp1{δq `B2

τ

ż 2plogBS`Bτ q

0

b
logN pu, } ¨ }2,8,Fqsdu

ff
(19)

for some constant C ą 0 that is polynomially dependent on BS.

Proof of Eq. (19). Recall the definition of pRsimclr,K in Eq. (3) and adopt the shorthand pRK for pRsimclr,K .

Let Bf :“
a
Bτ plogBS `Bτ q, B :“ cpB6

S ` 1qBfBτ for some absolute constant c ą 0. It can be verified
by Assumption 2 that F must satisfies }f}2,8 ď Bf for all f P F for Assumption 1 to hold. Define the

zero-mean random process Xf :“ pRKpSf q ´ ErpRKpSf qs, f P F . We will show that

P

´ˇ̌
sup
fPF

|Xf | ´ Ersup
fPF

|Xf |s
ˇ̌

ě t
¯

ď 2 exp
´

´ 2nt2

9B4
S

¯
, for all t ě 0, and (20a)

Ersup
fPF

|Xf |s ď Er|Xf0 |s ` Er sup
f, rfPF

|Xf ´X rf |s

ď c
B2

S?
n

` 32
B?
n

¨
ż 2Bf

0

b
logN pu, } ¨ }2,8,Fqdu (20b)

for any f0 P F and some absolute constant c ą 0. Combining the two bounds and noting

RKpS pf q ´ inf
fPF

RKpSf q ď 2 sup
fPF

|pRKpSf q ´ RKpSf q| “ 2 sup
fPF

|pRKpSf q ´ ErpRKpSf qs| “ 2 sup
fPF

|Xf | (21)

yields claim (1).

Proof of Eq. (20a). Let szi “ pzp1q
i , z

p2q
i q. Then tsziuni“1 are i.i.d. pairs of augmented views. For any i P

rn1s, j P rKs, suppose szpi´1qK`j is replaced by some alternative sample rzpi´1qK`j “ przp1q
pi´1qK`j , rzp2q

pi´1qK`jq
in the calculation of pRKpSf q. Then we have

|Xfpsz1, . . . , szpi´1qK`j , . . . , sznq ´Xf psz1, . . . , rzpi´1qK`j , . . . , sznq|
“ |pRKpSf qpsz1, . . . , szpi´1qK`j , . . . , sznq ´ pRKpSf qpsz1, . . . , rzpi´1qK`j , . . . , sznq| ď U1 ` U2, (22)

where (assuming rzs “ szs for j P rnstpi´ 1qK ` ju)

U1 :“ 1

n

ˇ̌
ˇSf pzp1q

pi´1qK`j , z
p2q
pi´1qK`jq ´ Sf przp1q

pi´1qK`j , rzp2q
pi´1qK`jq

ˇ̌
ˇ ď 2 logBS

n
,
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and

U2 :“ 1

2n

Kÿ

k“1

ˇ̌
ˇ̌
ˇ
”
log

´ 1

K

ÿ

lPrKs
exppSf pzp1q

pi´1qK`k, z
p2q
pi´1qK`lqq

¯
` log

´ 1

K

ÿ

lPrKs
exppSf pzp1q

pi´1qK`l, z
p2q
pi´1qK`kqq

¯ı

´
”
log

´ 1

K

ÿ

lPrKs
exppSf przp1q

pi´1qK`k, rzp2q
pi´1qK`lqq

¯
` log

´ 1

K

ÿ

lPrKs
exppSf przp1q

pi´1qK`l, rzp2q
pi´1qK`kqq

¯ıˇ̌
ˇ̌
ˇ

piq
ď BS

2n

Kÿ

k“1

ˇ̌
ˇ̌
ˇ
1

K

ˇ̌
ˇ

ÿ

lPrKs
exppSf pzp1q

pi´1qK`k, z
p2q
pi´1qK`lqq ´

ÿ

lPrKs
exppSf przp1q

pi´1qK`k, rzp2q
pi´1qK`lqq

ˇ̌
ˇ

` 1

K

ˇ̌
ˇ

ÿ

lPrKs
exppSf pzp1q

pi´1qK`l, z
p2q
pi´1qK`kqq ´

ÿ

lPrKs
exppSf przp1q

pi´1qK`l, rzp2q
pi´1qK`kqq

ˇ̌
ˇ
ˇ̌
ˇ̌
ˇ

ď BS

nK

Kÿ

k“1

Kÿ

l“1

ˇ̌
ˇ exppSf pzp1q

pi´1qK`k, z
p2q
pi´1qK`lqq ´ exppSf przp1q

pi´1qK`k, rzp2q
pi´1qK`lqq

ˇ̌
ˇ

piiq
ď 2pB2

S ´ 1q
n

,

Here, step (i) follows from the triangle inequality, a Taylor expansion of logpxq, and Assumption 1; step (ii) fol-

lows from Assumption 1 and noting that
ˇ̌
ˇ exppSf pzp1q

pi´1qK`k, z
p2q
pi´1qK`lqq´exppSf przp1q

pi´1qK`k, rzp2q
pi´1qK`lqq

ˇ̌
ˇ ‰ 0

for at most 2K terms with indices k, l P rKs.
Putting pieces together, we find

|pRKpSf qpsz1, . . . , szpi´1qK`j , . . . , sznq ´ pRKpSf qpsz1, . . . , rzpi´1qK`j , . . . , sznq|

ď 2 logBS ` 2B2
S ´ 2

n
ď 3B2

S

n

for any rzpi´1qK`j and any i P rn1s, j P rKs and all f P F . Therefore, Eq. (20a) follows from Corollary 2.21
in [Wai19] for functions with bounded differences.

Proof of Eq. (20b). First, we have Er|Xf0 |s ď cB2
S{?

n by properties of sub-Gaussian variables and the fact
that, for any f0 P F , Xf0 is zero-mean with bounded differences cB2

S{n, as implied by the proof of Eq. (20a).
By Dudley’s entropy integral bound (see Theorem 5.22 in [Wai19]), it suffices to show tXf , f P Fu is a

zero-mean sub-Gaussian process with respect to the metric ρXpf, rfq :“ B}f ´ rf}2,8{?
n.

Let }x}ψ :“ inftt ą 0 : Erψpx{tqs ď 1u denote the Orlicz norm for random variables and let ψ2puq “
exppu2q ´ 1. We have

}Xf ´X rf}ψ2
“ }pRKpSf q ´ pRKpS rf q ´ ErpRKpSf q ´ pRKpS rf qs}ψ2

ď cp}U3 ´ ErU3s}ψ2
` }U4 ´ ErU4s}ψ2

q (23)

for some absolute constant c ą 0 (we allow the value of c to vary from place to place), where

U3 :“ 1

n

n1ÿ

i“1

Kÿ

j“1

”
Sf pzp1q

pi´1qK`j , z
p2q
pi´1qK`jq ´ S rf pzp1q

pi´1qK`j , z
p2q
pi´1qK`jq

ı
,

U4 :“ 1

2n

n1ÿ

i“1

Kÿ

j“1

«”
log

´ 1

K

ÿ

lPrKs
exppSf pzp1q

pi´1qK`j , z
p2q
pi´1qK`lqq

¯
` log

´ 1

K

ÿ

lPrKs
exppSf pzp1q

pi´1qK`l, z
p2q
pi´1qK`jqq

¯ı

´
”
log

´ 1

K

ÿ

lPrKs
exppS rf pzp1q

pi´1qK`j , z
p2q
pi´1qK`lqq

¯
` log

´ 1

K

ÿ

lPrKs
exppS rf pzp1q

pi´1qK`l, z
p2q
pi´1qK`jqq

¯ıff
.
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Notice that for any zp1q, zp2q P X , f, rf P F , by Assumption 2, we have

|Sf pzp1q, zp2qq ´ S rf pzp1q, zp2qq| ď Bτ ¨ |xfpzp1qq, fpzp2qqy ´ x rfpzp1qq, rfpzp2qqy|
ď Bτ p}fpzp2qq}2 ¨ }f ´ rf}2,8 ` } rfpzp1qq}2 ¨ }f ´ rf}2,8q
piq
ď 2BfBτ }f ´ rf}2,8, (24)

where step (i) uses Sf pz, zq “ }fpzq}22 ď B2
f for z P X . Since szi “ pzp1q

i , z
p2q
i q, i P rns are i.i.d., it follows

immediately that U3 ´ ErU3s is 2BfBτ }f ´ rf}2,8{?
n-sub-Gaussian, i.e.,

}U3 ´ ErU3s}ψ2
ď cBfBτ?

n
}f ´ rf}2,8. (25)

Recall the definition of tszs, rzsuns“1 in the proof of Eq. (20a). To bound }U4}ψ2
, we start with introducing

the shorthands for any fixed indices i P rn1s, j P rKs

Ukpszq :“ 1

K

ÿ

lPrKs
exppSf pzp1q

pi´1qK`k, z
p2q
pi´1qK`lqq, Vkpszq :“ 1

K

ÿ

lPrKs
exppSf pzp1q

pi´1qK`l, z
p2q
pi´1qK`kqq,

rUkpszq :“ 1

K

ÿ

lPrKs
exppS rf pzp1q

pi´1qK`k, z
p2q
pi´1qK`lqq, rVkpszq :“ 1

K

ÿ

lPrKs
exppS rf pzp1q

pi´1qK`l, z
p2q
pi´1qK`kqq

for all k P rKs. Similar to the proof of Eq. (20a), for any given index pi ´ 1qK ` j, we have

|U4psz1, . . . , szpi´1qK`j , . . . , sznq ´ U4psz1, . . . , rzpi´1qK`j , . . . , sznq|

“
ˇ̌
ˇ 1

2n

Kÿ

k“1

”
log

´Ukpszq
rUkpszq

¯
` log

´Vkpszq
rVkpszq

¯
´ log

´Ukprzq
rUkprzq

¯
´ log

´Vkprzq
rVkprzq

¯ıˇ̌
ˇ

ď B2
S

2n

Kÿ

k“1

«ˇ̌
ˇUkpszq

rUkpszq
´ Ukprzq

rUkprzq

ˇ̌
ˇ `

ˇ̌
ˇVkpszq
rVkpszq

´ Vkprzq
rVkprzq

ˇ̌
ˇ
ff
,

where the last line follows from Assumption 1 and a Taylor expansion of logpxq. Moreover,

Kÿ

k“1

ˇ̌
ˇUkpszq

rUkpszq
´ Ukprzq

rUkprzq

ˇ̌
ˇ “

Kÿ

k“1

ˇ̌
ˇUkpszq ´ rUkpszq

rUkpszq
´ Ukprzq ´ rUkprzq

rUkprzq

ˇ̌
ˇ

piiq
ď B2

S

Kÿ

k“1

|pUkpszq ´ rUkpszqq rUkprzq ´ pUkprzq ´ rUkprzqq rUkpszq|

ď B2
S

Kÿ

k“1

“
|ppUk ´ rUkqpszq ´ pUk ´ rUkqprzqq rUkprzq| ` |pUk ´ rUkqprzqp rUkprzq ´ rUkpszqq|

‰

piiiq
ď B3

S

Kÿ

k“1

“
|pUk ´ rUkqpszq ´ pUk ´ rUkqprzq| ` 2BfBτ }f ´ rf}2,8| rUkprzq ´ rUkpszq|

‰
,

where step (ii) uses Assumption 1, step (iii) uses Assumption 1, Eq. (24) and a Taylor expansion of exppxq.
Similar to the proof of Eq. (20a), by counting the number of terms in the summations that are different and
using Assumption 1, we find

Kÿ

k“1

| rUkprzq ´ rUkpszq| ď 2BS, and

Kÿ

k“1

|pUk ´ rUkqpszq ´ pUk ´ rUkqprzq| ď 4BSBfBτ }f ´ rf}2,8.
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Similar results hold for V by symmetry. Putting pieces together, we obtain

|U4psz1, . . . , szpi´1qK`j , . . . , sznq ´ U4psz1, . . . , rzpi´1qK`j , . . . , sznq| ď 4B6
SBfBτ

n
.

Therefore, it follows from Corollary 2.21 in [Wai19] for functions with bounded differences that

}U4 ´ ErU4s}ψ2
ď cB6

SBfBτ?
n

. (26)

Substituting Eq. (25) and (26) into Eq. (23), we obtain that tXf , f P Fu is a zero-mean sub-Gaussian process

with respect to the metric ρXpf, rfq :“ B}f ´ rf}2,8{?
n. This concludes the proof of Eq. (20b).

B.3 Proof of Theorem 2

Write z “ gpxq with g „ PG KK x „ PX . Define hmin :“ argminhEx„PX ,g„PG
rphpgpxqq ´ h‹pxqq2s and

hpuq :“ Erhminpzp1qq|fpzp1qq “ us. Note that |hminpzp1qq| “ |Erh‹pxq|zp1qs| is bounded by Bh‹ almost surely
by the assumption in Theorem 2.

We first show that RGph ˝ fq satisfies bound (7a) with ǫG replaced by rǫG “ infh Ex„PX ,g„PG
rphpgpxqq ´

h‹pxqq2s. The original bound (7a) follows immediately since rǫG ď ǫG . Since pa` bq2 ď 2a2 ` 2b2, we have

RGph ˝ fq “ Ex,zp1q,zp2q rphpfpzp1qqq ´ h‹pxqq2s
piq
ď 2Ex,zp1q,zp2q rphpfpzp1qqq ´ hminpzp2qqq2s ` 2rǫG . (27a)

Introduce a random variable which follows the distribution of zp1q conditioned on fpzp1qq and is independent
of pzp1q, zp2qq when conditioned on fpzp1qq, i.e., rrzp1q „ Pzpzp1q|fpzp1qqq KK pzp1q, zp2qqs|fpzp1qq. Consider

the joint distribution of the tuple przp1q, zp1q, zp2qq. By Bayes’ formula, we have rzp1q d“ zp1q „ Pz and
zp2q|rzp1q „ Ppzp2q|fpzp1qq “ fprzp1qqq and therefore

Erphpfpzp1qqq ´ hminpzp2qqq2s
piq
ď Erphminprzp1qq ´ hminpzp2qqq2s

“ Erzp1q„Pz,zp2q„Ppzp2q|fpzp1qq“fp rzp1qqqrphminprzp1qq ´ hminpzp2qqq2s, (27b)

where step (i) follows from

Erphpfpzp1qqq ´ hminpzp2qqq2|fpzp1qqsďErphminprzp1qq ´ hminpzp2qqq2|fpzp1qqs,

which uses Jensen’s inequality, independence of rzp1q and zp2q conditioned on fpzp1qq, and the fact that
Erhminprzp1qq|fpzp1qqs “ hpfpzp1qqq. Moreover,

Erzp1q„Pz,zp2q„Ppzp2q|fpzp1qq“fp rzp1qqqrphminprzp1qq ´ hminpzp2qqq2s
piiq
ď Erzp1q„Pz,zp2q„Ppzp2q|zp1q“ rzp1qqrphminprzp1qq ´ hminpzp2qqq2s

`
?
2B2

h‹
¨ Erzp1q„Pz

«c
DKL

´
Pzp2q|zp1q p¨|rzp1qq

ˇ̌
ˇ
ˇ̌
ˇPzp2q|zp1q p¨|fprzp1qqq

¯ff

piiiq
ď Erzp1q„Pz,zp2q„Ppzp2q|zp1q“ rzp1qqrphminprzp1qq ´ hminpzp2qqq2s `

?
2B2

h‹
¨

b
Suffcb,klpfq

“ Ezp1q,zp2q rphminpzp1qq ´ hminpzp2qqq2s `
?
2B2

h‹
¨

b
Suffcb,klpfq, (27c)

where step (ii) follows from the variational form of total variation distance and Pinsker’s inequality, while
step (iii) uses the (CBS) definition of Suffklpfq in Definition 1 and Jensen’s inequality. Lastly, we have from
a triangle inequality that

Ezp1q,zp2q rphminpzp1qq ´ hminpzp2qqq2s
ď 2pEx,zp1q rphminpzp1qq ´ h‹pxqq2s ` Ex,zp2q rphminpzp2qq ´ h‹pxqq2sq “ 4rǫG . (27d)
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Combining Eq. (27a)—(27d) yields Eq. (7a) in Theorem 2. Eq. (7b) in Theorem 2 follows immediately by
noting

Rph ˝ fq “ Erphpfpxqq ´ h‹pxqq2s “ Ezp1q rphpfpzp1qqq ´ h‹pzp1qqq2s
ď 2Ezp1q,zp2q rphpfpzp1qqq ´ h‹pxqq2s ` 2Ezp1q,zp2q rph‹pzp1qq ´ h‹pxqq2s
“ 2Ezp1q,zp2q rphpfpzp1qqq ´ h‹pxqq2s ` 2ǫG

and using Eq. (7a).

Comments on Theorem 2. Following the same proof strategy, it can be verified that Eq. (7a) and (7b)
also hold when choosing hpuq :“ Erh‹pzp1qq|fpzp1qq “ us. The main difference in the proof is to replace hmin

by h‹ in Eq. (27a)— (27d).
Moreover, although we consider the expected squared loss (i.e., ℓpx, yq “ px ´ yq2) for simplicity, it

can be seen from the proof that a similar version of Eq. (7a) and (7b) hold for general (expected) losses
ℓpx, yq that satisfy (1) ℓpx, yq is nonnegative; (2) ℓpx, yq is symmetric in px, yq and convex in x ´ y; and (3)
ℓpx, zq ď cpℓpx, yq ` ℓpy, zqq for some absolute constant c ą 0 and all x, y, z P R. This includes the absolute
loss, Huber loss, losses induced by norms, etc.

B.4 Proof of Theorem 3

For any densities P,Q, define α-Rényi divergence

DαpP||Qq :“ 1

α´ 1
log

´
Ex„P

”´
Ppxq
Qpxq

¯α´1ı¯

for any α ą 0. Note that the 1-Rényi divergence corresponds to the KL divergence. For any densities P,Q,T,
we have the following triangle-like inequality which we will repeatly use in the proof.

Lemma 5 (Triangle-like inequality for Rényi divergence (Lemma 26 in [BS16])). Let P, Q, and T be proba-
bility densities w.r.t. the same measure. Then

DαpP||Qq ď kα

kα ´ 1
D kα´1

k´1

pP||Tq ` DkαpT||Qq

for all k, α P p1,8q.

Write z “ gpxq with g „ PG KK x „ PX and define hpfpzqq :“ Ppy|fpzqq P ∆prKsq as the conditional
distribution of y given fpzq, where z “ gpxq for some random transformation g „ PG . It can be verified that
h “ argminQ:Rp ÞÑ∆prKsqDKLpPpy|xq||Qpy|fpzqqq. Therefore, using Lemma 5 with k “ 4{3, α “ 1 (by taking
the limit α Ñ 1), we obtain

Rcls
G ph ˝ fq “ Ex,y,zp1q rDKLpPpy|xq||Ppy|fpzp1qqqqs

ď 4Ex,y,zp2q rDKLpPpy|xq||Ppy|zp2qqqs ` Ex,y,zp1q,zp2q rD4{3pPpy|zp2qq||Ppy|fpzp1qqqqs
ď 4ǫclsG ` Ex,y,zp1q,zp2q rD4{3pPpy|zp2qq||Ppy|fpzp1qqqqs, (28a)

where the last inequality uses the monotonicity of α-Rényi divergence w.r.t. α. Similar to the proof of
Theorem 2, introduce a random variable which follows the distribution of zp1q conditioned on fpzp1qq and is
independent of pzp1q, zp2qq when conditioned on fpzp1qq, i.e., rrzp1q „ Pzpzp1q|fpzp1qqq KK pzp1q, zp2qqs|fpzp1qq.
Consider the joint distribution of the tuple przp1q, zp1q, zp2qq. By Bayes’ formula, we have rzp1q d“ zp1q „ Pz

and zp2q|rzp1q „ Ppzp2q|fpzp1qq “ fprzp1qqq and thus

Ex,y,zp1q,zp2q rD4{3pPpy|zp2qq||Ppy|fpzp1qqqqs
piq
ď Ex,y,zp1q,zp2q rD4{3pPpy|zp2qq||Ppy|rzp1qqqs

“ Erzp1q„Pz,zp2q„Ppzp2q|fpzp1qq“fp rzp1qqqrD4{3pPpy|zp2qq||Ppy|rzp1qqqs, (28b)
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where step (i) uses Jensen’s inequality, the convexity of Rényi divergence w.r.t. its second argument and the
fact that ErPpy|rzp1qq|fprzp1qqs “ Ppy|fpzp1qq “ fprzp1qqq. Moreover,

Erzp1q„Pz,zp2q„Ppzp2q|fpzp1qq“fp rzp1qqqrD4{3pPpy|zp2qq||Ppy|rzp1qqqs
piiq
ď Erzp1q„Pz,zp2q„Ppzp2q|zp1q“ rzp1qqrD4{3pPpy|zp2qq||Ppy|rzp1qqqs

`
?
2B ¨ Erzp1q„Pz

«c
DKL

´
Pzp2q|zp1q p¨|rzp1qq

ˇ̌
ˇ
ˇ̌
ˇPzp2q|zp1q p¨|fprzp1qqq

¯ff

piiiq
ď Erzp1q„Pz,zp2q„Ppzp2q|zp1q“ rzp1qqrD4{3pPpy|zp2qq||Ppy|rzp1qqqs `

?
2B ¨

b
Suffcb,klpfq

“ Ezp1q,zp2q rD4{3pPpy|zp2qq||Ppy|zp1qqqs `
?
2B ¨

b
Suffcb,klpfq, (28c)

where step (ii) follows from the variational form of total variation distance, Pinsker’s inequality and the fact
that

D4{3pPpy|zp2qq||Ppy|rzp1qqq ď D2pPpy|zp2qq||Ppy|rzp1qqq “ logEy„Pp¨|zp2qq

”Ppy|zp2qq
Ppy|rzp1qq

ı
ď B,

and step (iii) uses the CBS definition of Suffklpfq and Jensen’s inequality. Finally, applying Lemma 5 another
time using α “ 4{3 and k “ 1.5 yields

Ezp1q,zp2q rD4{3pPpy|zp2qq||Ppy|zp1qqqs
ď Ex,zp1q rD2pPpy|zp2qq||Ppy|xqqs ` Ex,zp2q rD2pPpy|xq||Ppy|zp1qqqsq ď ǫclsG . (28d)

Combining Eq. (28a)—(28d) yields Theorem 3.

B.5 Proof of Theorem 4

Let fpxq “ px ´ 1q2{2. The proof largely follows the same arguments as the proof of Theorem 1. Thus we
only provide a sketch of the proof here. First, it can be readily verified that the set of minimizer of RfpSq is

MS :“
!
S : S “ S‹ ` const for some const P R, S‹pzp1q, zp2qq :“ Ppzp1q, zp2qq

Ppzp1qq ¨ Ppzp2qq
)
.

Moreover, basic algebra shows that pRchisq,KpSf q is an unbiased estimate of RfpSf q. Thus, by the VFS in
Definition 1, we have the decomposition

Suffχ2p pfq ď RfpSf q ´RfpS‹q ď
”
RfpS pf q ´ inf

fPF
RfpSf q

ı

looooooooooooomooooooooooooon
generalization error

`
”
inf
fPF

RfpSf q ´RfpS‹q
ı

loooooooooooooomoooooooooooooon
approximation error

.

Therefore, it remains to show

(1). With probability at least 1 ´ δ, the excess risk

RfpS pf q ´ inf
fPF

Rf ď c sB2
S?
n

«
a
logp1{δq `B2

τ

ż 2p sBS`Bτ q

0

b
logN pu, } ¨ }2,8,Fqsdu

ff
(29)

for some absolute constant c ą 0.
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Proof of Eq. (29). Recall the definition of pRchisq,K in Eq. (10) and adopt the shorthand pRK for pRchisq,K . Let

Bf :“
a
Bτ p sBS `Bτ q, B :“ cp sBS ` 1qBfBτ for some absolute constant c ą 0. It can be verified using

Assumption 2 that F must satisfies }f}2,8 ď Bf for all f P F for Assumption 1 to hold. Define the zero-

mean random process Xf :“ pRKpSf q ´ ErpRKpSf qs, f P F . We will prove that for some absolute constant
c ą 0

P

´ˇ̌
sup
fPF

|Xf | ´ Ersup
fPF

|Xf |s
ˇ̌

ě t
¯

ď 2 exp
´

´ cnt2

sB4
S

¯
, for all t ě 0. (30a)

Ersup
fPF

|Xf |s ď Er|Xf0 |s ` Er sup
f, rfPF

|Xf ´X rf |s ď c
sB2
S?
n

` 32
B?
n

¨
ż 2Bf

0

b
logN pu, } ¨ }2,8,Fqdu. (30b)

Combining the two bounds and noting

RKpS pf q ´ inf
fPF

RKpSf q ď 2 sup
fPF

|pRKpSf q ´ RKpSf q| “ 2 sup
fPF

|pRKpSf q ´ ErpRKpSf qs| “ 2 sup
fPF

Xf ,

yields claim (1).

Proof of Eq. (30a). Similar to the proof of Eq. (20a), we establish the bound using concentration properties
for functions with bounded differences. Following the notations in the proof of Theorem 1, we let szi “
pzp1q
i , z

p2q
i q. For any i P rn1s, j P rKs, suppose szpi´1qK`j is replaced by rzpi´1qK`j “ przp1q

pi´1qK`j , rzp2q
pi´1qK`jq

in the calculation of pRKpSf q. It can be verified using Assumption 1 that

|Xf psz1, . . . , szpi´1qK`j , . . . , sznq ´Xf psz1, . . . , rzpi´1qK`j , . . . , sznq|

“ |pRKpSf qpsz1, . . . , szpi´1qK`j , . . . , sznq ´ pRKpSf qpsz1, . . . , rzpi´1qK`j , . . . , sznq| ď c sB2
S

n
(31)

for some absolute constant c ą 0. As a result, Eq. (20a) follows immediately from Corollary 2.21 in [Wai19]
for functions with bounded differences.

Proof of Eq. (30b). Similar to the proof of Eq. (20b), Er|Xf0 |s ď c sB2
S{?

n by the properties of zero-
mean sub-Gaussian variable Xf0 , and therefore, to establish Eq. (30b), it remains to show tXf , f P Fu is a

zero-mean sub-Gaussian process with respect to the metric ρXpf, rfq :“ B}f ´ rf}2,8{?
n.

Let }x}ψ :“ inftt ą 0 : Erψpx{tqs ď 1u denote the Orlicz norm for random variables and let ψ2puq “
exppu2q ´ 1. Note that for any zp1q, zp2q, zp2q1 P X , f, rf P F , we have from Eq. (24) that

|Sf pzp1q, zp2qq ´ S rf pzp1q, zp2qq|ď2BfBτ }f ´ rf}2,8, (32a)

and

|pSf pzp1q, zp2qq ´ Sf pzp1q, zp2q1qq2 ´ pS rf pzp1q, zp2qq ´ S rf pzp1q, zp2q1qq2|
piq
ď 4 sBSp|Sf pzp1q, zp2qq ´ S rf pzp1q, zp2qq| ` |Sf pzp1q, zp2q1q ´ S rf pzp1q, zp2q1q|q
ď 16 sBSBfBτ }f ´ rf}2,8, (32b)

where step (i) uses Assumption 1. Then, following the proof of Eq. (20b), it can be verified that

}Xf ´X rf}ψ2
“ }pRKpSf q ´ pRKpS rf q ´ ErpRKpSf q ´ pRKpS rf qs}ψ2

ď cp sBS ` 1qBfBτ?
n

}f ´ rf}2,8.
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C Proofs in Section 5

C.1 Proof of Theorem 6

Recall that B “ BxBθ. For linear regression with misspecified model, by Theorem 11.3 in [GKKW06] (see
also e.g., Theorem 1.1 in [AC10]), we have

ErRlinprhpηqs ´ sσ2 ď 8p inf
ηPRp

Rlinphηq ´ sσ2q ` cpB2 ` sσ2qp logm
m

for some absolute constant c ą 0.
Thus it suffices to show

inf
ηPRp

Rlinphηq ´ sσ2 ď cpB2c2
a
Suff fpfq ` ǫGq (33)

for some absolute constant c ą 0. Equivalently, we only need to find some η P Rp such that Rlinphηq
satisfies the bound in Eq. (33). On the other hand, from the proof of Theorem 2, we see that if we choose
h‹pxq “ xx, θ‹y and hpuq :“ Erh‹pzq|fpzq “ us “ xθ‹, Erz|fpzq “ usy, then the excess risk

Rlinphq ´ sσ2 ď cpB2c2
a
Suff fpfq ` ǫGq

for some absolute constant c ą 0 by Theorem 2 and Proposition 5. Therefore, it remains to show h is linear
in fpzq. Note that fpzq “ Wz. Let W : “ WJpWWJq´1 P Rdˆp be the generalized inverse of W and
rη “ W :Jθ‹ P Rp. In fact, choosing rη “ W :Jθ‹ P Rp, we have

hpuq “ xθ‹, Erz|fpzq “ usy “ xθ‹, ErW :u ` pId ´ W :W qz|fpzq “ usy “ xθ‹, W
:uy “ xrη, uy,

where the third equality uses the assumption that ErpId ´ W :W qz|Wzs “ 0 almost surely.

C.2 Proof of Corollary 1

It suffices to apply Theorem 1 to the setup in Corollary 1.

By the boundedness of zp1q, zp2q and the property that Ezp1q,zp2q„PzˆPz
r Ppzp1q,zp2qq
Ppzp1qqPpzp2qq s “ 1, we have

sup
zp1q,zp2q

Ppzp1q, zp2qq
Ppzp1qqPpzp2qq ď

supzp1q,zp2q
Ppzp1q,zp2qq

Ppzp1qqPpzp2qq

infzp1q,zp2q
Ppzp1q,zp2qq

Ppzp1qqPpzp2qq

ď expp2κq.

Similarly we have infzp1q,zp2q
Ppzp1q,zp2qq

Ppzp1qqPpzp2qq ě expp´2κq.
By properties of the von Mises-Fisher distribution (see e.g., [MJ09]), it can be verified that

Ppzp1q, zp2qq
Ppzp1qqPpzp2qq “ Eppκq ¨ exp

`
κxzp1q,U1U

J
1 z

p2qy
˘

¨ 1tzp1q,zp2qPSpU1q‘SpU2qu, κ :“ p

p1 ` σ2q2 ´ 1
,

where

Eppκq :“
Γpp{2qIp{2´1pκq

pκ
2

qp{2´1
“ Γpp{2q ¨

8ÿ

m“0

1

m!Γpm` p{2q
`κ
2

˘2m “
8ÿ

m“0

pp ´ 2q!!
p2mq!!p2m` p´ 2q!!κ

2m

ă
8ÿ

m“0

1

p2mq!κ
2m ă eκ, and Eppκq ą Γpp{2q

0!Γpp{2q ¨
`κ
2

˘0 “ 1. (34)

Thus, when τpxq “ κx, Assumption 1 and 2 are satisfied with BS “ expp2κq, Bτ “ 2κ (note that the condi-
tion κ´1 ď Bτ is unnecessary, as from the proof of Theorem 1, we only need |τpxfpzp1qq, zp2qyq| ď logBS,
which follows from the boundedness of F).
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Approximation error. The approximation error inffPF Rsimclr,KpSf q ´ Rsimclr,KpS‹q “ 0 since S‹ ` c1
is realized by f‹ and the link function τpxq “ κx for some normalizing constant c1 and Rsimclr,KpS‹q “
Rsimclr,KpS‹ ` c1q.

Generalization error. Let W :“ tW P Rpˆd, |||W |||op ď BW u. First, for fipzq “ Wiz pi “ 1, 2q, since
}f1 ´ f2}2,8 ď |||W1 ´ W2|||op ¨ }z}2 ď 2|||W1 ´ W2|||op, it follows that

logN pu, } ¨ }2,8,Fq ď logN
´u
2
, ||| ¨ |||op,W

¯
ď cdp ¨ log

´
1 ` 4BW

u

¯
,

where the last inequality follows from the upper bound of the covering number of a unit ball (see e.g.,
Excercise 5.8 in [Wai19]) and the assumption that p ď d. Therefore,

Bτ

ż 2plogBS`Bτ q

0

b
logN pu, } ¨ }2,8,Fqdu ď cκ

ż cκ

0

b
logN pu, } ¨ }2,8,Fqdu ď c

a
dpκ2

a
logBW .

Combining the result on the approximation error and the generalization error and applying Theorem 1 yields
the desired result.

C.3 An end-to-end result on downstream linear regression

Combining Theorem 6 and Corollary 1, we reach at the following result on the downstream performance of
encoder learned by SimCLR.

Theorem 9 (Linear regression using the SimCLR-trained encoder). Under the setup described in Section 5.1,

let pf be the empirical risk minimizer obtained from Eq. (3) in Corollary 1 on a restricted function space
Fo :“ tfpzq “ Wz P F , spanpWJq “ pspanpWJq X spanpU1qq ‘ pspanpWJq X spanpU2qqu Ď F . In the
downstream task, given m i.i.d. samples tpxi,yiqumi“1 from y “ projr´B,Bspxx, θ‹yq`ε, where x „ N p0, Id{pq
follows the same distribution as in contrastive learning, and ε „ N p0, sσ2q KK x.

(a). Consider fitting a (random) linear model hηpxq “ x pfpzq,ηy by ordinary least squares

pη :“ argminηPRp

!
pRlinphηq :“ 1

m

mÿ

i“1

px pfpziq, ηy ´ yiq2
)
,

where z “ gpxq, zi “ gipxiq, and g, tgumi“1 are i.i.d. transformations from PG as specified in Section 5.1.
Then with probability at least 1 ´ δ over the SimCLR training, the expected risk of the truncated linear
model rhpηpxq :“ projr´B,Bsphpηpxqq satisfies

ErRlinprhpηqs :“ E
“
Ex,y,grpy ´ rhpηpxqq2s

‰

ď sσ2loomoon
irreducible risk

` c
´
B2

´
1 ` C

K

¯
¨ d

1{4p1{4 log1{4BW ` log1{4p1{δq
n1{4 ` ǫG

¯
looooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooomooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooon

Error from SimCLR training

` cpsσ2 `B2qp logm
mloooooooooomoooooooooon

Error from downstream task

,

where the outer expectation is over tpxi,yi, giquni“1, c ą 0 is some absolute constant, C ą 0 is some
constant depending polynomially on exppκq, and ǫG ď Erxx ´ z, θ‹y2s.

(b). In contrast, suppose in addition sσ2 ě 1, }θ‹}2 ď Bθ and m ě cd,B ě cpsσ2 ` B2
θqlogm{p for some

absolute constant c ą 0, then the truncated ordinary least squares estimator rholspxq “ projr´B,Bspxx, pθolsyq
obtained from tpxi,yiqumi“1 satisfies

ErRlinprholsqs ´ sσ2 :“ E
“
Ex,yrpy ´ rholspxqq2s

‰
´ sσ2 — sσ2 d

m
,

where — denotes matching upper and lower bounds up to absolute constant factors, and the outer expec-
tation is over tpxi,yiquni“1.
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We remark that the truncation in the data generation (i.e., y “ projr´B,Bspxx, θ‹yq`ε) is due to technical
difficulties, however, we can choose the threshold B sufficiently large, for example, B “ Oplogmq, so that the
truncation rarely happens in the generated data. The restriction of the empirical risk minimization to Fo

ensures that the condition ErpId´W :W qz|Wzs “ 0 in Theorem 6 holds for any fpzq “ Wz P Fo. Without

this restriction, when Suffp pfq is sufficiently small, the ERM pfpzq “ xWz only satisfies ErpId´ xW : xW qz| xWzs «
0, and the downstream error bound would contain an additional term depending on Suffp pfq.

For the two-step estimator in (a), the first term in the SimCLR training error converges to zero as the
pretraining sample size n increases, and the second term ǫG is negligible when either the ground truth Ery|xs
does not vary significantly (i.e., }θ‹}2 is small) or the data augmentation introduces negligible error (i.e.,
}x ´ z}2 is small). Thus, compared with the OLS estimator which has a risk of order Opd{mq, the two-
step estimator achieves a small risk of order Opp{mq when the error from SimCLR training is of higher order.

Proof of Theorem 9. First, we have from Corollary 1 that, with probability at least 1´δ, the learned encoder
satisfies

Suffp pfq ď
´
1 ` C

K

¯
¨

?
dp logBW `

a
logp1{δq?

n
,

for some constant C ą 0 depending polynomially on exppκq. Note that the bound can be directly applied
even though we consider the ERM on Fo P F since f‹ P Fo and the proof of Corollary 1 follows from an
upper bound on the supremum of an empirical process, which remains valid when restricting to a smaller
function space Fo Ď F .

Consider the problem of fitting a linear regression using data tp pfpziq,yiqumi“1. We have

|Ery| pfpzqs| ď Er|Ery|zs||fpzqs “ Er|Erprojr´B,Bspxx, θ‹yq|zs||fpzqs ď B.

Thus the conditions required by Theorem 1.1 in [AC10] are satisfied and we have

ErRlinprhpηqs ´ sσ2 ď 8p inf
ηPRp

Rlinphηq ´ sσ2q ` cpB2 ` sσ2qp logm
m

.

Following the proof of Theorem 6, it remains to verify the condition ErpId ´ xW : xW qz| xWzs “ 0, where xW
is the linear map in pf( i.e., pfpzq “ xWz). This follows immediately as z follows the uniform distribution on

SpU1q ‘ SpU2q and the assumption that pf P Fo.

Ordinary least squares estimator. Adopt the shorthand p for projr´B,Bs. When applying p to a vector, we

apply it all the coordinates. Let Σ “ ErxxJs “ Id{p be the covariance matrix. For the ordinary least squares

(OLS) estimator, let X “
`
x1 . . . xm

˘J P Rmˆd denote the sample matrix, Y “
`
y1 . . . ym

˘J P Rm

denote the response vector, and E “
`
ε1 . . . εm

˘J P Rm denote the noise vector. By the definition of

OLS, we have pθ “ pXJXq´1XJY and

ErRlinprholsqs ´ sσ2 “ Erpppxx, pXJXq´1XJY yq ´ ppxx, θ‹yqq2s.

We claim two results which we will use later. The proof of them can be found at the end of this section.

ErtraceppXJXq´1Σqs “ d

m´ d ´ 1
, ErtraceppXJXq´1Σq2s “ pm ´ 1qd

pm´ dqpm ´ d ´ 1qpm´ d ´ 3q , (35)

Er}rppXθ‹q ´ Xθ‹s}42s ď c
m2B4

θ

p2
¨ expp´ B2

cB2
θ{pq (36)

for some absolute constant c ą 0.
Choose B ě cpsσ2 ` B2

θqlogm{p for some sufficiently large absolute constant c ą 0. We then have
Er}rppXθ‹q ´ Xθ‹s}42s ď m´4. On one hand, to establish the upper bound, we have

ErRlinprholsqs ´ sσ2 ď Erpxx, pXJXq´1XJY y ´ xx, θ‹yq2s
“: T1 ` T2,
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where

T1 :“ Erpxx, pXJXq´1XJppXθ‹qy ´ xx, θ‹yq2s
“ Erxx, pXJXq´1XJrppXθ‹q ´ Xθ‹sy2s
ď Er|||XpXJXq´1ΣpXJXq´1XJ|||op ¨ }rppXθ‹q ´ Xθ‹s}22s
piq
ď

b
ErtraceppXJXq´1ΣpXJXq´1Σqs ¨

b
Er}rppXθ‹q ´ Xθ‹s}42s

piiq
ď 1

m2
ď sσ2

m2

and

T2 :“ Erpxx, pXJXq´1XJEqy2s

“ sσ2ErtraceppXJXq´1Σqs piiiq“ sσ2 d

m ´ d ´ 1
.

Here, step (i) uses Cauchy Schwartz inequality, step (ii) and (iii) follow from claim (35) and (36) and the

choice of B. Combining the bounds on T1, T2 yields the upper bound ErRlinprholsqs ´ sσ2 ď csσ2 d
m´d´1

.

To establish the lower bound, since Era2s ě Erb2s ` Erpa´ bq2s ´ 2
a
Erpa ´ bq2s ¨

a
Erb2s, it follows that

ErRlinprholsqs ´ sσ2 “ Erpppxx, pXJXq´1XJY yq ´ ppxx, θ‹yqq2s
“ Erpppxx, θ‹ ` pXJXq´1XJEyq ´ ppxx, θ‹yqq2s
ě T3 ´ pT4 ` T5q,

where

T3 “ Erpxx, θ‹ ` pXJXq´1XJEy ´ xx, θ‹yqq2s “ ErtraceppXJXq´1Σqs “ sσ2 d

m ´ d´ 1
.

T4 “ 2
a
T3

a
T5,

T5 :“ Errpppxx, θ‹ ` pXJXq´1XJEyq ´ xx, θ‹ ` pXJXq´1XJEyq ´ pppxx, θ‹yq ´ xx, θ‹yqs2s

ď Errppxx, θ‹ ` pXJXq´1XJEyq ´ xx, θ‹ ` pXJXq´1XJEys2s ` sσ2 1

m2
,

where the inequality uses claim (36). To find a further upper bound of T4, T5, we first note that pθ‹ ` pXJXq´1XJEq
is independent of x, and

}θ‹ ` pXJXq´1XJE}22 ď 2B2
θ ` 2}pXJXq´1XJE}22 ď csσ2 d

m
` v,

where v is some zero-mean csσ2-sub-Exponential variable by Theorem 1 in [HKZ11]. Under our choice of B,
following the proof of claim (36) and integrating over the sub-Exponential variable v, it can be verified that
(when choosing the absolute constant in B sufficiently large) T5 ď 2sσ2{m2. Putting the bounds on T3, T5

(and hence T4) together, we conclude that ErRlinprholsqs ´ sσ2 ě csσ2 d
m´d´1

for some absolute constant c ą 0.

Proof of claim (35) and (36). Claim (35) follows directly from properties of the inverse Wishart distri-
bution [VR88]. For Claim (36), since each coordinate of Xθ‹ are i.i.d. N p0, }θ‹}22q, w.l.o.g., it suffice to
show

Er|ppzq ´ z|4s ď c expp´B2{cq.

for z „ N p0, 1q. Note that this follows immediately since

Er|ppzq ´ z|4s ď c

ż 8

B

s4 expp´s2{2qds ď cs3 expp´s2{2q ď c expp´s2{cq.
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C.4 Proof of Theorem 7

We prove Eq. (14) and (15) in Appendix C.4.1 and C.4.2, respectively.

C.4.1 Proof of Eq. (14)

It suffices to apply Theorem 4 to the setup in Theorem 7. With a slight abuse of notation, we use both
one-hot vectors in YS

i“1teiu and integers in rSs to represent the augmented views z and do not distinguish
them in the proof. We also occasionally omit the subscripts in PY ,Pc when the meaning is clear from the
context.

We claim that

Ppzp1q, zp2qq
Ppzp1qqPpzp2qq “ 1

2
¨
Mÿ

y“1

Pcpy|zp1qq ¨ Pcpy|zp2qq
PYpyq ` S

2
¨ 1tzp1q“zp2qu. (37)

We will prove this claim momentarily. With this claim at hand, we have

Approximation error. Let

f‹pzq :“ 1?
2

´
Pcpy “ 1|xc1 “ zqa

PYpy “ 1q
, . . . ,

Pcpy “ M |xc1 “ zqa
PYpy “ Mq

,
?
SzJ

¯J
.

It can be verified that the parameter pW‹, w‹q corresponding to f‹ lies in Γ. Therefore, the approximation
error inffPF Rχ2pSf q ´Rχ2pS‹q “ 0 since S‹ is realized by f‹ and the link function τpxq “ x.

Generalization error. Let W :“ tW P RMˆS , w P R, }W }2,8 _ |w{
?
S| ď BW u and define the metric

|||pW1, w1q ´ pW2, w2q||| :“ }W1 ´ W2}2,8 _ |pw1 ´ w2q{
?
S| on W .

First, for fipzq “ ppWizqJ, wi ¨ zJqJ pi “ 1, 2q, simple calculation shows }f1 ´ f2}2,8 ď 2p|w1 ´ w1| _
|||W1 ´ W2|||opq, and therefore

logN pu, } ¨ }2,8,Fq ď logN
´u
2
, |||¨|||,W

¯
ď logN

´u
2
, } ¨ }2,8,W1

¯
` logN

´u
?
S

2
, | ¨ |,W2

¯

ď SM ¨ log
´
1 ` 4BW

u

¯
` log

´
1 ` 4BW

u

¯
,

where W1 :“ tW P RMˆS , }W }2,8 ď BW u,W2 :“ tw P R, |w| ď
?
SBW u and the last inequality follows

from the upper bound of the covering number of the unit ball (see e.g., Example 5.8 in [Wai19]) and the
assumption thatM ď S. In addition, it is readily verified that Sf pzp1q, zp2qq P r´ sBS, sBSs with sBS “ 4B2

WS “
4M2S for all zp1q, zp2q. Consequently,

Bτ

ż BW

0

b
logN pu, } ¨ }2,8,Fqdu

ď c

˜ ż BW

0

c
SM ¨ log

´
1 ` 4BW

u

¯
du `

ż BW

0

c
log

´
1 ` 4BW

u

¯
du

¸

ď c
?
SMBW “ c

?
SM3.

Combining the result on the approximation error and the generalization error and applying Theorem 4 yields
the desired result.

Proof of claim (37). For zp1q ‰ zp2q, by Bayes’ formula, we have

Ppzp1q, zp2qq
Ppzp1qqPpzp2qq “

ÿ

x

Ppzp2q|xq ¨ Ppx|zp1qq
Ppzp2qq “

ÿ

x

Ppx|zp2qq ¨ Ppx|zp1qq
Ppxq

piq“ 2
Ppx “ pzp1q, zp2qq|zp2qq ¨ Ppx “ pzp1q, zp2qq|zp1qq

Ppx “ pzp1q, zp2qqq , (38)
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where step (i) follows from symmetry between zp1q, zp2q. Moreover,

Ppx “ pzp1q, zp2qq|zp1qq “ 1

2
Ppxc2 “ zp2q|xc1 “ zp1qq “ 1

2

Mÿ

y“1

Pcpxc2 “ zp2q|yq ¨ Pcpy|xc1 “ zp1qq

“ 1

2

Mÿ

y“1

Pcpy|xc2 “ zp2qq ¨ Pcpy|xc1 “ zp1qq
PYpyq ¨ Pcpxc2 “ zp2qq

“ 1

2

Mÿ

y“1

Pcpy|zp2qq ¨ Pcpy|zp1qq
PYpyq ¨ Pcpzp2qq, (39a)

Pcpzq piiq“ Ppzq, and (39b)

Ppzp1q, zp2qq piiiq“ 2Pppzp1q, zp2qq,x “ pzp1q, zp2qqq “ 1

2
Ppx “ pzp1q, zp2qqq, (39c)

where step (ii) follows from the generation process of the augmented views pzp1q, zp2qq, and step (iii) follows
from symmetry between zp1q, zp2q. Substituting Eq. (39a) into Eq. (38), we find

Ppzp1q, zp2qq
Ppzp1qqPpzp2qq “ 1

2

´ Mÿ

y“1

Pcpy|zp2qq ¨ Pcpy|zp1qq
PYpyq

¯2

¨ Pcpzp1qqPcpzp2qq
Ppx “ pzp1q, zp2qqq

“1

4

´ Mÿ

y“1

Pcpy|zp2qq ¨ Pcpy|zp1qq
PYpyq

¯2

¨ Ppzp1qqPpzp2qq
Ppzp1q, zp2qq , (40)

where the second equality uses Eq. (39b) and (39c). Reorganizing Eq. (40), we obtain

Ppzp1q, zp2qq
Ppzp1qqPpzp2qq “ 1

2

´ Mÿ

y“1

Pcpy|zp2qq ¨ Pcpy|zp1qq
PYpyq

¯
“ 1

2

Pcpzp1q, zp2qq
Pcpzp1qqPcpzp2qq , (41)

where we recall Pcp¨q is the marginal distribution of xc1 (or xc2) and the second equality follows from Bayes’
formula and the fact that xc1 KK xc2 |y.

For zp1q “ zp2q “ z, using Eq. (39b) and properties of conditional distribution, we have

ÿ

z1PrSs

Pcpzp1q “ z, zp2q “ z1q
Pcpzp1q “ zqPcpzp2q “ z1q “ 1

Pcpzp2q “ zq “ 1

Ppzp2q “ zq “
ÿ

z1PrSs

Ppzp1q “ z, zp2q “ z1q
Ppzp1q “ zqPpzp2q “ z1q .

Combining this with Eq. (41) for all zp2q ‰ zp1q and noting that the marginal Pcp¨q is the uniform distribution
on rSs, we obtain

Ppzp1q “ z, zp2q “ zq
Ppzp1q “ zqPpzp2q “ zq “ 1

2
¨ Pcpxc1 “ z,xc2 “ zq
Pcpxc1 “ zqPcpxc2 “ zq ` 1

2

ÿ

z1PrSs

Pcpxc1 “ z,xc2 “ z1q
Pcpxc1 “ zqPcpxc2 “ z1q

“ 1

2
¨ Pcpxc1 “ z,xc2 “ zq
Pcpxc1 “ zqPcpxc2 “ zq ` S

2

“ 1

2
¨
Mÿ

y“1

Pcpy|zq ¨ Pcpy|zq
PYpyq ` S

2
.
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C.4.2 Proof of Eq. (15)

Write z “ gpxq. By a standard risk decomposition, we have

RclsphpΓq “ ErpRclsphpΓqs ´ ErpRclspPy|xp¨|xqqs
“ ErpRclsphpΓqs ´ inf

h
ErpRclsphqs

“ inf
Γ:|||Γw|||op_}Γb}2ďBΓ

Ex,grDKLpPy|xp¨|xq||shΓpfpzqqqs
looooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooomooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooon

approximation error

` ErpRclsphpΓqs ´ inf
Γ:|||Γw|||op_}Γb}2ďBΓ

ErpRclsphΓqs
loooooooooooooooooooooooooooomoooooooooooooooooooooooooooon

generalization error

.

We will prove that for some absolute constant c ą 0,

1.

approximation error ď c
´
ǫclsG ` S exppBq

σ2
E‹

¨ pRfpS pfaug q ´RfpS‹qq
¯
, (42a)

and
2. with probability at least 1 ´ δ,

generalization error ď cB?
m

”a
logp1{δq `Mp

a
logBΓ `

?
Bq

ı
. (42b)

Approximation error. Let E‹ P RMˆS be the representation where

E‹,¨j “ 1?
2

´
Pcpy “ 1|xc1 “ jqa

PYpy “ 1q
, . . . ,

Pcpy “ M |xc1 “ jqa
PYpy “ Mq

¯J

for j P rSs and let E‹pzq denote the z-th column of E‹. Let pE :“
´

pfp1q ¨ ¨ ¨ pfpSq
¯

P RMˆS .

Given a representation pfpzq, consider the classifier

shΓp pfpzqq “ softmaxplog trunpΓw pfpzq ` Γbqq, where

Γw :“
?
2PY

1{2pE‹E‹
Jq´1E‹pIS ´ P1S

q pEJ, Γb :“
1?
2
PY

1{2pE‹E‹
Jq´1E‹1S , (43)

and PY :“ diagtPYpy “ 1q, . . . ,PYpy “ Mqu. It can be verified that |||Γw|||op ď 2
?
SM{σE‹ ď BΓ and

}Γb}2 ď
?
S{σE‹ ď BΓ. Moreover, we have by Lemma 5 that

Ex,grDKLpPy|xpy|xq||shΓp pfpzqqqs ď 2Ex,grDKLpPy|xp¨|xq||Py|zp¨|zqs ` Ex,grD2pPy|zp¨|zq||shΓp pfpzqqqs
ď 2ǫclsG ` Ex,grD2pPy|zp¨|zq||shΓp pfpzqqqs.

Therefore, it remains to prove

Ex,grD2pPy|zp¨|zq||shΓp pfpzqqqs ď cS exppBq
σ2
E‹

¨ pRfpS pfaug q ´RfpS‹qq. (44)
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Since

Ex,grD2pPy|zp¨|zq||shΓp pfpzqqqs ď Ex,g

”
Ey„Py|zp¨|zq

Py|zpy|zq ´ shΓp pfpzqqy
shΓp pfpzqqy

ı

“ Ex,g

” ÿ

yPrMs

pPy|zpy|zq ´ shΓp pfpzqqyq2
shΓp pfpzqqy

ı

ď exppBq ¨ Ex,g

” ÿ

yPrMs
pPy|zpy|zq ´ shΓp pfpzqqyq2

ı

“ exppBq ¨ Ex,g

” ÿ

yPrMs
pPcpy|xc1 “ zq ´ shΓp pfpzqqyq2

ı
, (45)

where the third line uses the definition of trun and claim (46) in the proof of Lemma 6, and the last line uses
the fact that Pcpy “ y|xc1 “ jq “ Py|zpy “ y|z “ jq for all y P rM s, j P rSs. Eq. (44) follows immediately
from Lemma 6 which gives an upper bound on the term in Eq. (45).

Generalization error. The proof follows from a standard analysis of empirical process similar to the
proof of Eq. (29) in the proof of Theorem 4. Thus, we only provide a sketch of the proof here.

Let Γ :“ tΓ : |||Γw|||op _ }Γb}2 ď BΓu and define the norm |||Γ ´ rΓ||| :“ |||Γw ´ rΓw|||op _ }Γb´ rΓb}2. First, by
a triangle inequality, the fact that } log hΓ}8 ď 2B (which follows from the definition of trun), and Corollary
2.21 in [Wai19] for functions with bounded differences, we have

generalization error ď 2E
”
sup
ΓPΓ

|pRclsphΓq ´ ErpRclsphΓqs|
ı

` 2B

a
logp1{δq?
m

with probability at least 1 ´ δ. Let XΓ :“ pRclsphΓq ´ ErpRclsphΓqs. Then we have

E

”
sup
ΓPΓ

|pRclsphΓq ´ ErpRclsphΓqs|
ı

ď Er|XΓ0
|s ` Er sup

Γ,rΓPΓ
|XΓ ´XrΓ|s ď 2B?

m
` Er sup

Γ,rΓPΓ
|XΓ ´XrΓ|s.

Moreover, the process tXΓuΓPΓ is a zero-mean sub-Gaussian process with respect to the metric ρXpΓ, rΓq :“
2} logshΓ ´ logshrΓ}8{?

m since XΓ is the average of i.i.d. random variables bounded by

2 sup
iPrms

|xeyi
, logshΓp pfpziqqy ´ xeyi

, logshrΓp pfpziqqy|

ď 2} logshΓp pfpziqq ´ logshrΓp pfpziqq}8 ď ρXpΓ, rΓq ¨
?
m, and moreover

ρXpΓ, rΓq
piq
ď c} log trunpΓw pfpzq ` Γbq ´ log trunprΓw pfpzq ` rΓbq}8{

?
m,

piiq
ď c exppBq ¨ |||Γ ´ rΓ|||{

?
m “: sB|||Γ ´ rΓ|||{

?
m,

where step (i) uses } log softmaxpuq´log softmaxpvq}8 ď 2}u´v}8 and step (ii) follow from Taylor expansion

of spxq “ log x, the assumption that } pfpzq}2 ď BW “ M . Therefore, we have by Dudley’s integral bound
(see e.g., Theorem 5.22 in [Wai19]) that

Er sup
Γ,rΓPΓ

|XΓ ´XrΓ|s ď c

ż cB{?
m

0

a
logN pu, ρX , tXΓ,Γ P Γuqdu ď c

ż cB{?
m

0

d
logN

´
u,

sB?
m

|||¨|||, Γ
¯
du

ď c

ż cB{?
m

0

c
logN

´ ?
m ¨ u
sB , |||¨|||, Γ

¯
du

ď c

ż cB{?
m

0

˜c
logN

´ ?
m ¨ u
sB , ||| ¨ |||op, Γw

¯
`

c
logN

´?
m ¨ u
sB , } ¨ }2, Γb

¯¸
du

ď c

ż cB{?
m

0

d
M2 ¨ log

´
1 ` 4

BΓ
sB?

mu

¯
du ď c

BM log1{2pBΓ
sBq?

m
ď c

BMplog1{2BΓ `
?
Bq?

m
,
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where Γw :“ tΓw P RMˆM : |||Γw|||op ď BΓu and Γb :“ tΓb P RM : }Γb}2 ď BΓu, and the last line uses the
covering number bound of unit balls. Putting pieces together yields the desired bound.

C.5 An auxiliary lemma

Lemma 6 (Upper bound on the term in Eq. (45)). Let the assumptions in Theorem 3 and the notations
in its proof in Appendix C.4.2 hold. Assume RfpS pfaug q ´ RfpS‹q ď cσ2

E‹
{pS2Mq for some absolute constant

c ą 0, then

Ex,g

” ÿ

yPrMs
pPcpy|xc1 “ zq ´ shΓp pfpzqqyq2

ı
ď c1S

σ2
E‹

¨ pRfpS pfaug q ´RfpS‹qq

for some absolute constant c1 ą 0.

Proof of Lemma 6. The proof consists of two steps. First, we plug the definition of shΓ into Eq. (6) and
simply the expression. Then, we demonstrate that the simplied expression can be further bounded using the
excess risk RfpS pfaug q ´RfpS‹q of the learned encoder pfaug.

Step 1: simplify the notation. Since

|||∇usoftmaxploguq|||op “ ||| 1

}u}1
IM ´ u

}u}1
1J
M |||op ď 1

}u}1
` 1

for any u P RMą0, we have

Ex,g

” ÿ

yPrMs
pPcpy|xc1 “ zq ´ shΓp pfpzqqyq2

ı
ď cEx,g

” ÿ

yPrMs
pPcpy|xc1 “ zq ´ trunpΓw pfpzq ` Γbqyq2

ı

ď cEx,g

” ÿ

yPrMs
pPcpy|xc1 “ zq ´ pΓw pfpzq ` Γbqyq2

ı
,

where in the first inequality we use the claim that

|1 ´ }trunpΓw pfpzq ` Γbq}1| ď 1{2. (46)

The proof of this claim is deferred to the end of the proof of the lemma. The second inequality follows from
a Taylor expansion of spxq “ log x, the boundedness assumption that Pcpy|xc1 “ zq P rexpp´Bq, 1s, and
noting the truncation trunp¨q reduces the ℓ2 error. Moreover, for any z P rSs, by the definition of pΓw,Γbq
in Eq. (43)

Γw pfpzq ` Γb

“
?
2PY

1{2pE‹E‹
Jq´1E‹rpIS ´ P1S

q pEJ pfpzq ` 1S{2s
“

?
2PY

1{2pE‹E‹
Jq´1E‹E‹

JE‹pzq
`

?
2PY

1{2pE‹E‹
Jq´1E‹rpIS ´ P1S

q pEJ pfpzq ` 1S{2 ´ E‹
JE‹pzqs

“
?
2PY

1{2E‹pzq `
?
2PY

1{2pE‹E‹
Jq´1E‹rpIS ´ P1S

q pEJ pfpzq ` 1S{2 ´ E‹
JE‹pzqs.

Since
?
2PY

1{2E‹pzq “ pPcpy|xc1 “ zqqyPrMs and z
d“ xc1 follows the uniform distribution on rSs by
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assumption, it follows that

Ex,g

” ÿ

yPrMs
pPcpy|xc1 “ zq ´ pΓw pfpzq ` Γbqyq2

ı

ď 2Ezr}pE‹E‹
Jq´1E‹rpIS ´ P1S

q pEJ pfpzq ` 1S{2 ´ E‹
JE‹pzqs}22s

ď 2

σ2
E‹

Ezr}rpIS ´ P1S
q pEJ pfpzq ` 1S{2 ´ E‹

JE‹pzqs}22s

ď 2

Sσ2
E‹

|||pIS ´ P1S
q pEJ pE ` 1S1

J
S {2 ´ E‹

JE‹|||2fro

“ 2

Sσ2
E‹

|||pIS ´ P1S
q pEJ pE ´ pIS ´ P1S

qE‹
JE‹|||2fro, (47)

where the last equality follows since E‹
Jpzp1qqE‹pzp2qq “ Pcpzp1q,zp2qq

2Pcpzp1qqPcpzp2qq for any pzp1q, zp2qq P rSs, and

1
S

ř
zp2qPrSs

Pcpzp1q,zp2qq
Pcpzp1qqPcpzp2qq “ 1 for all zp1q P rSs.

Step 2: bound the expression by excess risk. We claim that for some absolute constant c ą 0,

|||pIS ´ P1S
q pEJ pE ´ pIS ´ P1S

qE‹
JE‹|||2fro

ď c|||pIS ´ P1S
qp pEJ pE ` pwISq ´ pIS ´ P1S

qpE‹
JE‹ ` S ¨ IS{2q|||2fro, and (48a)

|||pIS ´ P1S
qp pEJ pE ` pwISq ´ pIS ´ P1S

qpE‹
JE‹ ` S ¨ IS{2q|||2fro

ď S2 ¨ pRfpS pfaug q ´RfpS‹qq. (48b)

Combining claim (48a) and (48b) and bound (47) yields the desired bound. Now, it remains to prove these
two claims.

Proof of claim (48a). Adopt the shorthand notation ∆ “ p pEJ pE ` pwISq ´ pE‹
JE‹ ` S ¨ IS{2q. First, by

the triangle inequality, it suffices to show

|||pIS ´ P1S
qp pw ´ S{2q|||2fro ď c|||pIS ´ P1S

q∆|||2fro
for some absolute constant c ą 0. Note that rankp pEJ pE ´ E‹

JE‹q ď 2M , therefore, there are at least S{2
singular values of ∆ which equal | pw ´ S|{2. As a result, we have

|||pIS ´ P1S
q∆|||2fro “ tracep∆pIS ´ P1S

q∆q “ |||∆|||2fro ´ 1

S
1J
S∆

21S

ě |||∆|||2fro ´ |||∆|||2
op

ě 1

4
|||p pw ´ S{2qIS|||2fro ě 1

4
|||pIS ´ P1S

qp pw ´ S{2q|||2fro.

Proof of claim (48b). Adpot the shorthands Smpfaug
:“

´
S pfaug pzp1q, zp2qq

¯
zp1q,zp2qPrSs

P RSˆS and S‹
m :“

´
S‹pzp1q, zp2qq

¯
zp1q,zp2qPrSs

P RSˆS , where S‹pzp1q, zp2qq “ Ppzp1q,zp2qq
Pzpzp1qqPzpzp2qq . Since we assume z

d“ xc1 follows

the uniform distribution on rSs, by the definition of pfaug and claim (37) in the proof of Eq. (14)

|||pIS ´ P1S
qp pEJ pE ` pwISq ´ pIS ´ P1S

qpE‹
JE‹ ` S ¨ IS{2q|||2fro

“ |||pIS ´ P1S
qpSmpfaug ´ S‹

mq|||2fro
“ S2 ¨ T1,

where

T1 :“ Ezp1q,zp2q„PzˆPz
rppS pfaug ´ S‹qpzp1q, zp2qq ´ Ezp2q„Pz

rpS pfaug ´ S‹qpzp1q, zp2qqsq2s.

Finally, by a second-order Taylor expansion of RfpSq at S‹, we have

RfpS pfaugq ´RfpS‹q “ T1.

Combining the two equalities yields the claim.
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Proof of claim (46). Note that for any z P rSs,

|1 ´ }trunpΓw pfpzq ` Γbq}1| ď
ÿ

yPrMs
|Pcpy|xc1 “ zq ´ trunpΓw pfpzq ` Γbqy|

ď
ÿ

yPrMs
|Pcpy|xc1 “ zq ´ pΓw pfpzq ` Γbqy|

ď
?
MS ¨

d
Ex,g

” ÿ

yPrMs
pPcpy|xc1 “ zq ´ pΓw pfpzq ` Γbqyq2

ı
,

where the last line follows from the assumption that xc1 (and hence z) follows the uniform distribution on
rSs. Thus, combining Eq. (47), claim (48a) and (48b) yields

|1 ´ }trunpΓw pfpzq ` Γbq}1| ď c
S

?
M

σE‹

¨
b
RfpS pfaug q ´RfpS‹q ď 1

2
.

38


	Introduction
	Related work
	Approximate sufficient statistics
	Statistical properties of contrastive learning
	Setup and the ERM estimator
	Using the encoder for downstream tasks
	General f-contrastive learning
	Finding encoders with low f-sufficieny
	Implications of low f-Sufficiency


	Examples
	Linear regression
	A concrete scenario

	Topic classification

	Conclusion
	Properties of approximate sufficient statistics
	Equivalence in Definition 1
	Properties and examples
	Sufficiency of similarity scores

	Proofs in Section 4
	Proof of Eq. (6)
	Proof of Theorem 1
	Proof of Theorem 2
	Proof of Theorem 3
	Proof of Theorem 4

	Proofs in Section 5
	Proof of Theorem 6
	Proof of Corollary 1
	An end-to-end result on downstream linear regression 
	Proof of Theorem 7
	Proof of Eq. (14)
	Proof of Eq. (15)

	An auxiliary lemma


