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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 approzimate 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 AT [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', SimCLR generates two
augmented views (z(l)7 z(2)) € X x 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 f(zx) (or f(zM)) 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 [SPAT19, 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
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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*T20, 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], SigL.IP [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 [SPAT19, POVDO*19, TKI20, WI20, NS21, ZSS*21,
AGKM21, TKH21a, TKH21b, HWGM21, HYZJ21, WL21, LLSZ21, WZW*22, SZZ"23, SCL*23, NGD"23,
SZ1.24, VEG24, LZS* 24, OLCM25]. Notably, early works [SPAT19, 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). [ZSST21] 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.



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: Ry — R be a convex function such that f(1) = 0. For random variables (X,Y) on X x )
with joint density P(x,y) with respective to some measure g !, we define the f-mutual information (f-MI) as

P(z,y)
P(z)P(y)

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,
I(X,Y) = 0 if and only if X and Y are independent. Let (X,Y) be random variables that have the
joint density P(X,Y) (Y could be thought as the parameter ¢ in Bayesian statistics). For any statistic
T : X — T(X), to characterize the information loss of using T(X) instead of X for predicting Y, we
introduce the following definition of the sufficiency of T'(X).

(X,Y) = Jf( )P(x)]P’(y)du.

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

e Information Loss Sufficiency (ILS): The information loss sufficiency of T is defined as
SuffiLf(T) = If(X, Y) — If(T(X), Y)
e Variational Form Sufficiency (VFS): The variational form sufficiency of T is given by

Suffvtr () = ¢ iy BT = 0 FrlS)

where So T (x,y) = S(T(x),y), and the f-contrastive loss
Ri(S) = Bou[-S(@0)] + _ il _Br(oyrin [I*(S(a.9) — 52 (2) + S, )], )

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

P(yl|z) P(yIT(:v)))]
P(y) * P(y) ’

where Be(a,b) == f(a) — £(b) — (a — b)I'(b) is the Bregman divergence of f.

Suffer ¢ (T) = Ep(z)xp(y) [Bf(

Indeed, these definitions will be shown to be equivalent (Lemma 1), i.c.,
Suﬁﬂ_’f(T) = Suﬁ‘vfyf(T) = Suffcbyf(T) = Suﬁf(T)
We say T(X) is an e-approximate sufficient statistic if Suff¢(T) < e.

The Information Loss Sufficiency (ILS) is closely linked to the InfoMax principle [Lin88, HFLM™ 18],
which finds a statistic 7' that maximizes mutual information I(T(X),Y) 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 P(Y|X) and P(Y|T(X)). This provides a concrete measure
for interpreting the information loss. N

In VFS, by definition, the excess risk R¢(S o T') — infg R¢(S) serves as an upper bound on the sufficiency
Suff¢(T), and they are nearly equal when S is obtained by minimizing R¢(S o T') 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 R¢(S) 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, p can be the Lebesgue measure on Euclidean spaces, or the counting measure on discrete spaces.



The concept of approximate sufficient statistics was first proposed in [OLCM25], but only in the CBS
form for KL divergence (i.e., f(z) = zlogz). 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¢(T) = 0 if and only if Y 1L X|T(X) from the CBS form, aligning with the classic definition of sufficient
statistics (see e.g., [Keel0]). We will mainly consider two special cases of f: f(x) = zlogz (KL-divergence)
and f(z) = (z — 1)?/2 (x*-divergence), with the corresponding sufficiency denoted by Suffy and Suff,2. 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 Sufff(f) 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 R(f)) satisfies

R(f)<0'(\/m+€g)

for some constant ¢ > 0, where Suff¢(f) is the f-sufficiency of f and eg 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 S, = 0 instead of taking the infimum over S,.

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 be a random sample drawn from a distribution Py on X. Consider a set of transformations G in
which each transformation g : X — X maps X to itself.? Let Pg denote a distribution over the transforma-
tions in G. Given a sample z and two transformations g1, g ~ ;4 Pg, we generate two augmented views
of , denoted as z(!) = gV (x) and 2 = ¢®(z). The marginal distribution of z(!) (or equivalently z())
is denoted by P,. Often, we will omit the superscripts and let z = g(a) denote a single augmented view
generated by a transformation g ~ Pg.

Throughout the remainder of this work, unless otherwise specified, we set (X,Y) 4 (z(l),z@)) in Defi-
nition 1, i.e., we define the sufficiency Suff¢(T) = It(z(M), 2?) — I;(T(2(M), 2?). For simplicity, we assume
the joint distribution of (, 21 2()) is either discrete or has a continuous density w.r.t. some base measure
on X®3. We abuse the notation P(-) 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 ki
when referring to KL-sufficiency.

SimCLR [CKNH20] learns a representation of the sample x (i.e., f(x) or f(g(x))) through performing

contrastive learning on the augmented views (z(l),z(2)). Specifically, given a batch of K i.i.d. samples
1)

2 )

{z;}E | from Py, we generate K pairs of augmented views {(z zfQ))}izl using 2K i.i.d. transformations

{(ggl),gZ@)) K| from Pg. Let f : X — RP be an encoder function, potentially parametrized by neural

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



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

Rt 10(S) = 5E| ~ 1o exp(S(21", 21”) | + SB[ — 10g 22O ) Joand
simclr, K T 9 g S (1) (2) 08 S ( ) (2)
Zje[K] exp(S(z ) % ) Z [K] exp( ( )
Reimelr. & (f) = Reimelr k(Sf), where Sy := T(<f(z(1)), f(z(2))>), 7 : R — R is some simple link function.
»2)

Given a set of encoders denoted by F and n = ni K i.id. pairs of augmented views {( , z ),
SimCLR learns an encoder function f € F through empirical risk minimization (ERM), namely,
1) (2
~ ) exp(Ss(z;;” Lz )
f = a*rglnln{R&mclr K(Sf [Z [_ og { 1K()+J ( 1)(£§+J
fer =1 j=1 Zle[ ]exp(S (220 K450 Z—1 K +1))
»(2)
eXp(Sf( (i 1)K+]’ 2is 1)K+]))
+ |~ log @ 1} )
Zle[K] eXP(SJ‘( (i— 1)K+l’ Z(i— 1)K+J))

With the encoder f(-) at hand, f(x) (or f(g(x))) serves as a representation for each & € X', which can be
used for downstream tasks.

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

global minimizer of the SimCLR risk is S, (2", 2(?)) := log [%

analyze the properties of the ERM estimator, we introduce the following boundedness assumption on the
score function S and regularity assumption on 7.

] (see Lemma 2 for the proof). To

Assumption 1 (Bounded score). There exists a constant Bs > 0 such that for all pairs (21, 2®), we have

(2)
exp(Sp(zM), 2®))) € [1/Bs, Bs for all f € F and W [1/Bs, Bs].

Assumption 2 (Simple link function). The link function 7 : R — R is invertible and there exists some
constant By > 0 such that |7(0)| < B, and 7,7~ ! are B,-Lipschitz.

Note that the first part of Assumption 1 is satisfied with Bs = exp(B}) when | f(z)|2 < By for all
feF,xe X and 7 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 >
1,B, > 0. Let f be the empirical risk minimizer defined in Eq. (3) and let S, be as defined in Section 4.1. Let
supp(zM) be the support of 2V and N (u, || - 2.5, F) be the u-covering number of F under the (2,00)-norm
I fl2,00 = SUPgesupp(z) | f(®)[2- Then, with probability at least 1 — &, we have

Suffy A) < (1 + %) - [generalization error + approximation error], (4)
where
2(log Bs+B-)
generalization error := [«/log 1/8) + B2 f \/log/\/'(u, [ -2, f)du], (5a)
approximation error := }nﬁ Rsimelr, 5 (S#) — Reimtr, i (S«) (5Db)
(S

for some constant C > 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 = n; K rather than the batch size K or the number of
batches nj. This allows our results to account for large or full-batch training, as used in SimCLR [CKNH20)]
and CLIP [RKH*21]. When n — o0, the generalization error vanishes while the approximation error remains
constant.



Why does the SimCLR loss work? Intuitively, Rsimdr,i(S) can be viewed as an approximation of the
KL-contrastive loss Ry (S) in Eq. (1) using a finite batch size K. Namely,

Ru(S) = ~E[S(z", 2] + E_ [ log E_e2 [exp(S(21”, 25”)]] = lim Rimarxc(S) ~log K. (6)

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

Suffu(f) < Ru(Sy) — ilgf Ru(S) ~ Reimar,x(Sy) — irslfﬁsimclr,K(S);

~—
Excess risk

~

and therefore minimizing the SimCLR 10ss Rsimerr, k (Sy) effectively controls the sufficiency Suffy(f).

4.2 Using the encoder for downstream tasks

Given an encoder function f : X — RP, we are interested in applying it to downstream tasks. Specifically,
the goal is to leverage the learned representation f(x) (or f(g(x))) to facilitate learning in downstream tasks,
such as regression or classification. By mapping the raw sample x to the feature space RP, the representation
f(x) (or f(g(x))) is expected to capture the most salient information of @, simplifying the downstream task
while maintaining high performance. In this section, we demonstrate that the downstream performance of
the encoder depends on its sufficiency Suffy(f) 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 — R. Given an encoder f, our objective is to find a function
h : R? — R such that h(f(x)) ~ h«(x) (or h(f(g(x))) ~ h«(x)). The estimation error of h is measured by
the risk

Rg(ho f) = Eonbrg~pe[(W(f(9())) = ha(®))?], or R(hof):=Eour,[(h(f(2)) — he())?].

For example, in regression tasks where the goal is to predict the outcome y based on the covariates x, one
can choose h,(x) = E[y|x]. The two risks Rg(-), R(-) 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 |E[h.(x)|g(x)]| < Bn, almost
surely. Given an encoder f : X — RP, there exists a measurable function h : RP — R such that

Rg(ho f) < e(Bj,/Suffi(f) + €g), (7a)

where ¢ > 0 is some absolute constant and eg == Egpy gpg[(ha(g(x)) — hu(x))?]. Moreover, if the aug-

mented view has the same marginal distribution as the original sample, i.e., z(1) 4 x, then

R(ho f) < c(Bj ~/Suffi(f) + €g) (7b)
for some absolute constant ¢ > 0.

The proof of Theorem 2 is contained in Appendix B.3. The term eg 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 (z(l) , z(2)), the random transformation g need to preserve sufficient information on h,
(e.g., €g 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 €g is replaced by the
minimum error &g = inf, Egpy gopg[(A(9(2)) — he(x))?] < €g. We refer to the proof for more details.



Adaptation to downstream classification task. We next turn to classification tasks. Suppose in the
downstream we are given samples (x, y) from some joint distribution P on X x [K], where & ~ Py is the input
and y € [K] is the corresponding label. Note that for any @, the label y follows the conditional probability
P(y|xz). Given an encoder f, for any function h : R? — A([K]), we measure its classification error by

RG*(ho f) == E(a,y)~p.g[DxL(P(y|z)|[h(f(g(z))))]-

Theorem 3 (Performance on downstream classification). Suppose inf ek P(y|g(x)) = exp(—B) for some
B > 0 on the support of g(x). Given an encoder f : X — RP, there exists a measurable function h : RP —
A([K]) such that

R&(ho f) <C(B Suffk|(f)+ecgls) 8)
where € = Egpy g~ps [D2(P(y|z)||P(y|2)) + D2(P(y|2)|[P(y|x))] and ¢ > 0 is some absolute constant.
Here, Dy 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¢(f) via data augmentation-based contrastive learning and (2) the implications of low
f-sufficiency on downstream performance. Note that f(z) = xlogz 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

SUHf(f) < S:f(Xl)anX»—»R Rf(s ° f) B S:X1><né£»—>R Rf(S) < Rf(Sf) - S:Xlxn/'\f;»—»RRf(S) '

Excess risk

Thus, for any € > 0, if there exists an encoder ]?e F such that the excess risk of SA is less than &, then the

sufficiency Suff(f ) < e. Consequently, given i.i.d. pairs of augmented views, we can obtain an encoder f
with low f-sufficiency by choosing f as the empirical risk minimizer (ERM) of a finite-sample estimate Rf(S )
of Ri(Sy), provided that R¢(Ss) ~ Ri(Sy), the function class F is sufficiently rich, and its | -
number is well-controlled.

We focus on y2-sufficiency (i.e., f(z) = (x —1)?/2) in the following. For general f, the S, (x) that attains
the infimum in Eq. (1) may not have a closed-form solution, and estimating Rg(S £) requires solving estimating
equations, adding complexity to the analysis. Thus, we leave a detailed investigation of the general f case

for future work.
When f(z) = (x — 1)?/2, basic algebra shows that the y?-contrastive loss (1) takes the form

Ry2(S) = Er(a,)[=S(2, 9)] + Ep(ayey) [(S(2,y) — Ergy [S(z, )])?/2 + S(=, y)]- 9)
Given n = ny K ii.d. pairs of augmented views {( 7 zz(z)) _1, an unbiased finite-sample estimate of R,2(S)
gives
L0 L@ 1) 22
Rchlqu Sf E Z Z [ — — 2) Z (Sf( 7,_] 7 Zik ) Sf(zz_] ) %l ))
i=1j=1 k,le[K]
j#k, k2l 1#]

— Y Sr(=5) #D) =S, 2D, S = r (D), 1)), (10)
k#j



where we adopt the shorthand z((l? = zéi)fl)Ker for i € [2]. Let f = argminfe}-ﬁch;sqx(sf) be the ERM

estimator. Similar to Theorem 1, we have

Theorem 4 (x?-sufficiency bound for the ERM estimator). Suppose S¢(2("), 2(2)) € [~Bs, Bs] for all f € F
and pairs (21, 2?), and that Assumption 2 holds for some By > 0. Let S, (2, 2()) := %. For
any K = 3, with probability at least 1 — §, we have

~

Suff, 2 (f) < generalization error 4+ approximation error, (11)

where

Q(BS +BT)
generalization error :=

[Vioe(178) + 82 |

0

cB2
% V108N 1, | 2.0, F)du.

approximation error := fmﬁ R,2(S5) — R,2(S,)
€

for some absolute constant ¢ > 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 Suffy (f) replaced by c3 - Suff¢(f) for some value co > 0 if

E.0) 2 [Drv(P([2M)][Pac 00 (£ (21)] < c2 - A/Suffe(f). (13)

Proposition 5 follows immediately by noting that, in the proof of Theorem 2 and 3, Suffy(f) 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 y2-divergence satisfy Eq. (13) with ¢z = 1/3/2. Let r = P(2(), 2(2)/[P(zM)P(2(?)]
denote the density ratio. Moreover, for general f, we can choose ¢y = (2inf(z<1)7z<2)) £ (r))_l/Q, which
is bounded when f is strongly convex on the range of the density ratio r. For example, we can choose
cs = V/2B** when f(x) = 1 — 4/x corresponds to squared Hellinger-sufficiency if the density ratio r < B
for all pairs (z(1), 2(?)). 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 Py on X < R?. We consider a downstream linear regression task, where each
observed sample takes the form (x,y) € R? x R, with the conditional expectation E[y|x] = (x, 8,) for some
unknown parameter 6, € R?. The goal is to predict y given . While fitting a linear model using only the
downstream samples yields a risk of order O(d/m), where m is the number of downstream samples, a smaller
risk may be achieved by fitting a linear model on a low-dimensional representation f(z) € R?, where p « d,
that captures sufficient information about x relevant to the downstream task.

Concretely, suppose we are given a linear encoder f(z) = Wz for some W e RP*? and m i.i.d.
downstream samples {(x;,y;)}", from the linear model y = (x, 6,) + €, where ¢ ~ N(0,5%) I =.



Suppose supgey |Zll2 < Bz, |0«]2 < Bg for some Bz, Bg > 0 and let B = BzBg. Also assume that
E[(I; — WIW)z|Wz] = 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 < d. Under the setup and assumptions
in Section 5.1, consider fitting a linear model hg(x) = (f(z),n) by ordinary least squares, i.e.,

1 m
7 = argmlnneRp{le = Z ((f(z), m —yi)2}a
where z = g(x), z; = g;(x;), and g,{g}7™, are i.i.d. transformations from Pg. Then the expected risk of the
truncated linear mode ha(z) == proji_p g (hs(x)) satisfies

~ ~ 1
B{Rin(h5)] = E[Eansl(u = Ra(@)Pl] < @2 e((BavSulfi(l) + o) + (0 + B)EE),
irreducible risk

where eg = E[{x — 2z, 0,)%] and the outer expectation is over {(x;,y:,g:)}, for some absolute constant
¢ > 0. Here, ca > 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 & € RY, which yields an excess risk of O(d/m), Theorem 6 achieves a smaller excess risk of order
O(p/m) when p « d and f(g(z)) is a “good” representation of x, in the sense that Suff¢(f) and eg are
sufficiently small. A similar bound can be established for the risk R“n(ﬁﬁ) with high probability under
additional sub-Gaussian assumptions on the representation f(z) = Wg(x) [HKZ11]. We provide the bound
in expectation IE[R“,,(H,;)] for simplicity of presentation.

The assumption E[(I; — WTW)z|W 2] = 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 f(z) that achieves a small risk Rj,(-), even though Theorem 2
guarantees the existence of a general function of f(z) with a small risk. Note that the assumption is satisfied
when e.g., z follows the standard normal distribution on R<.

5.1.1 A concrete scenario

We now present a scenario in which a linear encoder f with low KL-sufficiency Suffy(f) can be obtained
through SimCLR loss minimization in Eq. (3). Let U = (Uy,Usz) € R4*? where U; € R¥*P be a fixed
unitary matrix, and define A = U;U{. For i € [2], define the unit sphere in the column space of U; as
S(U;) == {v e R4 : |v|lz = 1,(Ig — U;U] )v = 0}. Assume = € R? ~ A(0,1,/p) and consider the random
transformation g such that g(z)|x 4 (Az + n){Ax + n e S(U1) @ S(Us2)}, i.e., the conditional distribution
g(z)|z follows the distribution of Az + 1 conditioned on S(U;) ®@S(Uz), ? where the noise n ~ N(0, 0%14/p).
A concrete example of this transformation involves zeroing out the second half of the coordinates of the
sample x € R?, adding some Gaussian noise to all coordinates, and then normalizing both halves of the noisy
sample to have unit norm. In this case, U;, Uy correspond to the first and second halves of the coordinates,
respectively.

Under this setup, it is readily verified that the distribution of (2(!), 2(?)) is supported on S(U;) @ S(Us),
and conditioned on S(U1) ® S(Uz), the densities satisfy 4

(1) T4 o2 T (=W
P z UiUy 4071 U, U o
Pz, 2@)a exp <_5<(z<2>)’[ 1 U,U] ' Ulufﬁand] (z<2>)>>’

P(z")c 1 and,
p(zu),z(z))
P(zW)P(2(2)

3S(U1) ®S(U2) == {v € R% : v = v1 + v for some v1 € S(U1),v2 € S(Uz)}.
4All densities are with respect to the Lebesgue measure.

o exp (n(z(l), U1UI2(2)>), P < L




Note that (z(1), 2(?)) restricting on S(U; ) xS(U; ) follows the joint von Mises-Fisher distribution (vMF) [Fis53].
In this case, the optimal score is given by S,(z(),2?) = 7({f.(2M), f.(2?))), where 7(z) = kz and
f«(2) = Uyz. Moreover, we have the following guarantee on the sufficiency of the SimCLR estimator f.

Corollary 1 (An upper bound on the sufficiency). Under the setup in Section 5.1.1, let F == {f : f(z) =
Wz, W e R and |W||,, < Bw} for some Bw > 1, and set 7(z) = kx. Define [ as the SimCLR
empirical Tisk minimizer obtained from Eq. (3), using batch size K and n samples. Then, with probability at
least 1 — 9, we have

Suffu(f) < (1+ %) _\/dp-1ong2+1og(1/5)

for some constant C > 0 that depends polynomially on exp(k).

See Appendix C.2 for the proof. Note that the constant exp(k) depends on the noise level . When
o 2 pY*, finding a near-sufficient encoder is relatively easy. Combining Theorem 6 and Corollary 1, we
conclude that the learned encoder f 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., €¢g 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 = {1,2,..., M} represent a set of classes. A sample x is generated by first selecting a
class y € Y from some distribution Py, and then drawing = (2, ) € [S] x [S] conditioned on y, with
the joint distribution

P(xly) = Pe(z |y) x P(x™|y),

where P.(-|y) is some conditional distribution over [S]. 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), £ and 2, 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 x2-contrastive
loss. Namely, we consider the random dropout transformation g : [S] x [S] — [S], which selects one
component ¢ from the pair (', ) 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 = {faug : visi{e} = RYFS | fag(2) = (W2) T, w-27) T, WeRY*5 weR, Wl v [w/vVS| < Bw}

with Bw = M. To learn an encoder faug, we minimize the y2-contrastive loss computed using n i.i.d. pairs
of augmented views via Eq. (10). Importantly, class labels {y;}?_; 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
{(xi,y;)}™, from the joint distribution of (x,y), and the goal is to learn the conditional topic distribu-

tion P(y = y|@),cr € RM qusing an encoder. Let ﬁ,ug(z) = ((ﬁ\/z)T, @-2")T be the representation learned
from contrastive learning, and define the encoder as f(z) = Wz € RM. We train a multi-class linear
classifier on f to predict the topic distribution.

Pe(y=1]z =) Pe(y=M|z"! =j)

RMXS

Define the gold representation E, € whose j’th column gives E, .; = (

VPy(y=1) 7 \/Py(y=M)
for j € [S]. We also make the following regularity assumptions:
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(a) The marginal distributions of y and x°* are uniform over [M] and [S], respectively.
(b) The minimum singular value of E, E, " satisfies opin (B E, ") = og, for some op, > 0.
(c) S =4M and inf c[p sers1 Pe(y|s) = exp(—B) for some B > 0.

Assumption (a) assumes uniform topic and word (or sentence) distributions, simplifying the analysis of
x2-contrastive learning. Assumption (b) is a technical assumption that allows us to transform the learned
embedding f (2z) to the gold representation E,.(z). Assumption (c) ensures the vocabulary size S is large
compared with the number of topics M and all topics have non-vanishing conditional probability in P.. With
these assumptions at hand, we have

Theorem 7 (Classification using the x2-trained encoder). Under the setup and assumptions in Section 5.2

and let faug be the ERM in Eq. (10). Then, with probability at least 1 — & over {( 1(2)) s
~ cS*M
Suff 2 (faug) < Rf(Sanug) — R¢(Ss) =: Suff, 2 (Sfaug [\/log 1/6) + v/ SM* 5] (14)

for some absolute constant ¢ > 0.
In downstream classification, gien m ii. d. samples {(x;,y;)}",, consider fitting a multi-class classifier

ha(x) = ha(f(2)) = softmax(log trun(T',, f(z) + Ty)) with

~

I' := argming cpaxar p,ern, |||1"w|||op\IH1"bH2<BF{RCIS (hr) == —— Z log hl" }a (15)

where z = g(x),z; = gi(x;) and g,{g}™, are i.i.d. dropout transformations, Br > 4v/SM/og,, and
trun(z) = projjexp(—p),11(¥). Then there exists some absolute constants c,c’ > 0 such that, given the encoder

~ 2
[ and suppose Suff,- (Sf ) < c’;ij\*{[, with probability at least 1 — 01
Jaug

~

Reis(hp) = Ea,y,g[Dkr (P(y|z)|[ha (f(g ( ]
<c( [ecgls—f—sejip() Suff,» (Sﬁ,u ]—l— [«/log 1/61) + M( «/logBr—i—\/_D

E,

approximation error gcncrahzatlon error

See the proof in Appendix C.4. Note that the bound on downstream classification depends on the
sufficiency of the score function Suff,2(S faug)’ introduced in Appendix A.3, rather than Suff,2(f). 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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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

Suﬁﬂ_’f(T) = Suﬁ‘vfyf(T) = Suffcbyf(T) = Suﬁf(T)
Proof of Lemma 1. (ILS) < (VFS). Note that by the variational form of f-divergence, we have

~L(X,Y)
- S:Xixnjg—»R Ep (e 1) [=S(@, 9)] + Epaypiy) [ (S(2,9))]
- inf Ep(2,y)[Sz () — S(2, 9)] + Ep(aypy) [£*(S(2, y) — Sa)]

Sg:X—>R,S: A XxY-R

ol By [=S@,9)] +  Inf  Eewype)[*(S(2,) = So(@)) + Se(@)] = inf R (S).

Similarly,
- If (T(X)7 Y)

= i, B[S (), 0)] + Exriaea [P (S(T (), 9)]

= o Eer[ST@L)] + | inf Borioye [ (ST(@). ) = So(T@) + S (T(@))]

— B [FST@. ]+ |l Ere (ST (@).9) = So(T(@)) + S.(T(a)]

inf Rf(S @) T).
S:T(X)xY—-R

Combining the two results yields the equivalence between (ILS) and (VF'S).
(ILS) < (CBS). By definition of the (ILS)

Suffy¢(T) = It(X,Y) — (T(X),Y)
Pla,y) P(T(x),y)
- P STy PP — | (ot BT ) B

ST,
_EIF’(m)IF’(y)I:f(]P) ylz) ) (P(le(x))>]=SU-ffcb,f(T)a

where the last equality follows since

e e )
- el () (L - By |
Bl (2 '@(f”)[ Pl)IT()] ~ POITE)]] =0 (10
An equivalent expression of (CBS). We now show that
Brtoycrin [ Be (s S Y = B cre [ Be (S, ST
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This follows immediately as for any Q : T'(X)

(
Ercocei | Be(prist Do) ) - Bogaywo | B (B, BTGy
Y

I

Ply) = Ply Ply) ' P(y)
= Exoyri 1 %[{ )y - p( E»'Z; )) - f,<@<y|T§x>>)<P<y|x>@(ymx)))]
(y

P(y) P(y)
) T(x P(y|T(x P(y|x
= Bp(z) xp(y) [f ( (Z]Q(y() )))< |(y() ) IEE’Z(IL)))]

where the first equality uses Eq. (16).

A.2 Properties and examples

Lemma 2 (Global minimizers of R¢(S)). Recall

RA(S) = Ere i [=S( )] +_ 0 Beuypn[1*(S(2,9) — S2(0)) + Su2)]

For { that is strictly convex and differentiable, the following results hold for Re(-).
(1). The infimum in the definition of R(-) is obtained by Sy (x) such that Epg,[(f)~!(S(x,y) — Sa(x))] = 1

for all x.

(2). Let Si(x,y) = f/(IPI(PS)CIé’y(i))' The global minimizers of Re(-) form the set

M = {S X x Y R S(z,y) =Su(x,y) + Sp(x) for some Sy : X — ]R}.
Proof of Lemma 2. For any fixed x, we have
vcIEIF"(y) [f* (S(LL', y) - C) + C] = EP(y) [_Vf* (S(:L‘, y) - C) + 1]

Claim (1) follows immediately from setting the derivative equals zero and noting that V{* = (f/)~!

To prove claim (2), we first note that adding any function S, (z) to S(z,y) does not change the value
of R¢(S) due to the infimum inside the definition of R¢(S). Therefore, it suffices to show that the unique
minimizer of

Ri(S) = Ep(ay) [=S(@, y)] + Ep(ayp(y) [ (S(2,9))]

is S, =f (P%%’%))' Write S = S, + ch. It can be verified that R¢(S. + ch) is strictly convex in c. Thus S,

is the unique minimizer of Ry if Vch(S* + ch)|ec=0 = 0 for all h. This is true since
VRt (Sy + ch)|e=0 = Ep(a,y) [~ h(x, y)] + Ep(ayp) [VE* (S(z,9)) (2, y)]

= Epey)[—h(z,y)] + EP@)P@)[%M% y)] =0,

where the second inequality uses the property of convex conjugates that V{*(f'(z)) = .
O

Lemma 3 (A general bound on Drv (P(y|z)||P(y|T(z))) based on sufficiency.). For f in Definition 1 that is
twice continuously differentiable, and for any statistic T', we have

Ep()[Drv (P(y[2)[[P(y|T(2)))] < c2 - 4/ Suffer 1 (T), (17)

7 _1/2
where ¢y = (2 inf (; )esupp(a,y) T (%@j))) , and supp(x,y) denotes the support of P(x) x P(y). Notably,

when f(x) = (x —1)2/2 (x3-divergence), we have ca = 1/+/2.
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Proof of Lemma 3. Using the CBS form of sufficiency, we find that

Suff(T) = Ep(z)xp(y) [Bf<]P)(y|$) P(y|T($)))]

P(y) * P(y)
1 " P x ]}D T P T z 9
> g= ol I%)) 3 zél(%) B (ﬁl@() o7
x) " N2
> (2t el 2555

where the first inequality follows from the definition of Bregman divergence and the fact that the range of
P(y|T(x)) belongs to the range of P(y|z). Moreover, by Jensen’s inequality, we have

(Ermr [ty = 2T )™ 2 e g - PG

= 2Ep(q)[Drv (P(y|2)|[P(y|T(x)))].
Putting pieces together yields Lemma 3. O

Example 1 (KL-sufficiency). Take f(x) = xloga (KL-divergence), then we have

Suffe, ¢(T) = Ese) | Dice. (P(y]) [PuIT(2))) |, and
Rf(S) = EIF’(z,y) [—S(.’IJ, y)] + EIP’(I) [IOg EP(y) [GXP(S(.’IJ, y))]]

It can be verified that the InfoNCE loss in Eq. (2) is an asymptotically unbiased estimate of R¢(S) as the
batch size K — w0 (see Eq. 6). Moreover, by Pinsker’s inequality

Ep(a) [Drv (B(y|2)[[P(y|T (2)))] < \/— Suffer i (T).
Example 2 (Chi-sufficiency). Take f(z) = (z — 1)%/2 (x*-divergence), then we have
x P(y|T(z))\2
Suffen, (1) = Ep(e)xp(y )[2< ]IE,Z(JL)) - (:?P[(y() ))) ],

Re(S) = Ep(e,) [~S(@,9)] + Er(eye(y) [(S(2, ) — Ergy[S(z,9)])?/2 + S(z,)].
Lemma 3 gives

Ep (@) [Drv (P(y[2)|[P(y[ T (x)))] <

Also, we can bound the x%-divergence by the sufficiency:

Suﬁcb’XQ (T)

-

2

P(T(x))P(y)
Ep(a) x> (P(y|2)[P(y|T (x))) < Suffep, ¢(T) - [2 (m,y)ES:jlp?p(z,y) W]

Example 3 (Squared Hellinger-sufficiency). Take f(z) = 1 — \/z, then we have f*(z) = =1 — - for z <0,
and

Suffe,1(T) = Epo) [ H*(P(y)|[P(y|z)) — H> (P(y)|[P(y|T (2)))].

where H*(p||q) = §(v/p(x) —+/q(x))? dz/2 is the squared Hellinger distance. Similarly, the squared Hellinger
distance between P(y|x), P(y|T(z) can be bounded by the sufficiency of T':

oo [ H (B (/2| [B(4IT(@)] = & Bz, [Z (VB{la) VP(yIT(w))f]

<[ i\ | o SV ST VRG]
(z.9) x

,y)Esupp(z,y) (y|T(

= su P(T(2),y) | "
= |:(1)y)65u£p(m,y) ]P)(T(x)) (y)] S ffcbf(T)a
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where the last equality follows from

E[VPWIT(2) - v/P(ylz) |y, T(x)]

- | (VPO - V) - G Tl o | M G 7o)
_ [ WEUIT@) — VEG)® |
S e LS

A.3 Sufficiency of similarity scores

The definition of approximate sufficiency can be extended to score functions S : X x ) — R that measures
the similarity between (X,Y).

Definition 2 (Approximate sufficient score functions). Let S : X x Y — R be a similarity score function. It
induces a conditional density Ps on X x Y w.r.t. the base measure p via

Ps(y|a) = P(y)(t) " (S(z,y)),
where S(x,y) = S(z,y) — Sz(x) such that Ep(y)[(f’)flg(a:, y)] =1 for all . We define the sufficiency of S in
two equivalent forms:

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

Suff¢(S) = Re(S) —  inf  Ry(S),
S: X xY—R

and the f-contrastive loss
RH(S) = Bro [-S(.0)] +_ il Bren[I*(S(e.) — Sa(0)) + Su(2)] (18)

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

Suffen£(S) = Ep(e)xp(y) [Bf<PIEE’?3|Jx))7 PED((ZJJ)@ )]7

where Be(a,b) == f(a) — £(b) — (a — b)I'(b) 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 x Y — R, the three
forms of sufficiency in Definition 2 are equivalent, i.e.,

Suﬁ‘Vf-,f(S) = Suﬁcb,t’(s) = Suﬁt(S)

Proof of Lemma 4. (VFS) <« (CBS). Let S.(z,y) = f/(%). We have by Lemma 2 that S, €

~

argming R¢(S). By the definition of the (VFS), we have
Suffvﬁf(S) = Rf(S) - Rf(s*)

D BptafS+ ~ 560001+ Eron [ (rrmss) - prosasSe(an)]

P
= ~Ep(u.y)[S(z, 9)] + Ee(aypiy [* (5@, 9))] + Ereypiy) HM)]

Y B[S, 9)] + Epeyp) [“ﬁgﬁ;) + P}%';C )§(w,y) —f (Ps(y|x)>]

Brcrn ()~ (P ] o [sto,0 (F2) - P
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where step (i) and (ii) uses f((f))7(2)) + f*(2) = 2z(f")*(2) with z = S.(z,y) and S(x,y), respectively.

Since S(z,y) = £'(5E2), it follows immediately that Suffyr,¢(S) = Suffe, (S).

O

Example 4. Tuke f(z) = zlogz (KL-divergence). Then S.(z,y) = log (P(z,y)/[P(z)P(y)]), Bi(a,b) =
alog(a/b) — (a —b), and Ps(y|z) = P(y) exp(S(x,y))/Ep(,[exp(S(z,y))]. Also, we have

Suffu(S) = Re(S) — Re(S.) = [ Pyle) g (Eﬂi %’y'f%) ~ (Bylz) — Ps(y|)) Pla)dy dz

= Eyp(x) [Dxr(P(yl2) | Ps(yl2))]-

Example 5. Take f(x) = (v — 1)2/2 (x?-divergence). Then S.(z,y) = P(z,y)/[P(z)P(y)] — 1, Bt(a,b) =
(a—b)2/2, and Ps(y|z) = P(y)(S(z,y) — Ey[S(z,y)] + 1). Moreover,

Suff,2(S) = Re(S) — Re(S.) = EEP(w)XP(y)[(P(yM) - Ps(y|x)) ]

2 EmE
_1 (P(ylo) = Ps(ylz)” P(yle)
- 2EP<””>Z[ Pl) P ]
>t W g L) Ps(yla)]

(z,y)esupp(z,y) P(x)P(y)

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
Rk| (S) = E(Z(1)7z(2)) [—S(Z(l), Z(2))] + Ez(l)sz [log Ez(2)~IPz [exp(S(z(l), Z(Q)))]].

Recall the SimCLR loss ﬁsimd,,K(S) in Eq. (2). We then have

lim Rsimclr,K(S) — log K

K—w
L] e ST g ewtstelall)
e ety exp(S(=1", ) /K2 Serry exp(S(2\), 217)) /K

= i, E| log %{ | exp(S(z4, 2))/K | — Elexp(S(={", )] = Ru(S),
Je€

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 zgl) is independent of zj(?) 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 [OLCMZ25]).
Suppose Assumption 1 holds and S, is a global minimizer of ﬁsimdr,K(S) as defined in Section 4.1. Then,
there exists a constant C > 0, which depends polynomially on Bs, such that for any function f € F, its
sufficiency can be bounded by its SimCLR excess risk. Namely, for any K > 2, we have

Sutf(/) < Jim [ Ramte c/(57) — Rt /(5.)] < [Reimae1e(57) — R (6] (14 ).

SimCLR excess risk
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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 Ry for ﬁs;mdn k- With Proposition 8 at hand, we obtain the following
decomposition for some C' > 0 polynomially dependent on Bs

Suﬁ()<[§K6f%*§K@0]'O*“%)

= |R(S7) — inf Ric(S,)] + [1nf Ric(S5) ~Ree(S)]] - (14 <)

K
< [Ruc(57) = int Rc(s)|-(1+ ) + [ int Reclsp) — Ruc(s)] (1+ 7).
generalization error approximation error

Therefore, it remains to prove the following bound.

(1). With probability at least 1 — d, the excess risk

— (IOng-ﬁ-BT
RK(SJ;) — inf R (Sy) < l«/log 1/8) + B2J \/1og./\/'(u, [ - |2_,30,]-")]du] (19)

feF

for some constant C' > 0 that is polynomially dependent on Bs.

Proof of Eq. (19). Recall the definition of ﬁsimdnK in Eq. (3) and adopt the shorthand ﬁK for ﬁsimdr’K

Let By := 1/B;(log Bs + B;), B = ¢(Bf + 1)B;B; for some absolute constant ¢ > 0. It can be verified
by Assumption 2 that F must satisfies ||f||2,.0 < By for all f € F for Assumption 1 to hold. Define the

zero-mean random process Xy := ﬁK(Sf) —E[Rk(Sy)], fe F. We will show that

2

2nt
]P’(| sup | X | — E[sup |X/|]| = t) < 2exp ( - n—4), for allt >0, and (20a)
feF feF 9Bg
Efsup | X/] < E[|Xp, ] + E sup | Xy — X;]
fer f.feF

B2 QBf \/
<5l f log N (4, | - 2,00, F)du (20b)
Vn Vi Jo *

for any fo € F and some absolute constant ¢ > 0. Combining the two bounds and noting

Ri(S7) — inf Ri(Sy) < 2sup [Ri(Sy) — Rk (Sy)| = 2sup [Ric(Sy) — E[Rk(Sy)]| = 2sup | X (21)
JeF feF feF feF

yields claim (1).

Proof of Eq. (20a). Let z; = (zm (2)) Then {2z;}?, are i.i.d. pairs of augmented views. For any ¢ €

3

[n1],7 € [K], supposeA Z(i—1)Kk+; 1s replaced by some alternative sample Z(;_1)x1; = (2 gilll)KJrj’ Egll)Kﬂ.)
in the calculation of Rk (Sy). Then we have
|Xf(217 s 72(i—l)K+j7 BREE) Zn) - Xf(217 e E(l DK+ En)l
= R (S)(Z1, -, Z-1)K 45 - - Zn) = Rk (Sp) (21,5 21Kty -+, Zn)| S Ur + U, (22)
where (assuming 25 = z; for j € [n]{(i — 1)K + j})
>(2)

2log Bs
n )

e
Ui Sf( (i— 1)K+]’ 2l 1)K+]) Sf( )K+J’Z(i—1)K+j) <
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K
1 1 e 1 M e
U = % Z |:10g (E Z eXp(Sj( (i— l)K-Hc’ (z 1)K+l))) +10g (g Z GXp(Sf( (i=1) K417 (z 1)K+k)))]
k=1 le[K] 1[K]
1 1) () 1 M ~2)
- [log (E Z exp(Sy (2 1)K+k’z(i*1)K+l))> +log (E Z exp(Sy(Z; )K+l’z(i71)K+k)))]
le[K] le[K]
() Bg & 0 @ 0 S
< _n Z K’ Z exXp Sf( -1)K+k’ (z 1)K+l)) Z eXp(Sf( —1)K+k> (1 1)}{4.1))‘
k=1 le[K] le[K]

1 o) (2
+f’ Z exp(Sf( (i— 1)K+l’ 2y ek)) Z exp(Sf( (i— 1)K+l’ Z(i- 1)K+Iq))‘

le[K] le[K]
K K
Bs 1) o) (1) 3(2)
< 22 3 2 xS (2 ek 2 e ) — P B e Z 1 )|
k=11=1
@) 2(B2 — 1)’
n

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

lows from Assumption 1 and noting that | exp(Ss(z (1)1)K+k’ Ef)l)K-H)) exp(Sf( (e 1)K+k,,§gll)K+l)) #0

for at most 2K terms with indices k,l € [K].
Putting pieces together, we find

IRk (Sy)(Z1,- -, Zi—1)k 45+ Zn) = Rk (Sp) (21,5 2oyt - -+ Zn)|
_ 2logBs +2B3 2 _3B¢
n n

for any Z(;_1)k+; and any i € [n1],j € [K] and all f € F. Therefore, Eq. (20a) follows from Corollary 2.21
in [Wail9] for functions with bounded differences.

Proof of Eq. (20b). First, we have E[| X, |] < ¢B2/4/n by properties of sub-Gaussian variables and the fact
that, for any fo € F, Xy, is zero-mean with bounded differences cBZ/n, as implied by the proof of Eq. (20a).
By Dudley’s entropy integral bound (see Theorem 5.22 in [WailQ]), it suffices to show {X;,f € F} is a

zero-mean sub-Gaussian process with respect to the metric px (f, f) = B|f — ng w/A/n.
Let x|y = inf{t > 0 : E[¢(z/t)] < 1} denote the Orlicz norm for random variables and let g (u) =

exp(u?) — 1. We have
| X7 = Xlys = IRk(Ss) = Ric(S7) — B[Rk (S4) = R (S < c(|Us = E[Us]ly, + [Us — E[Us] ) (23)

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

RSRS M @) M o)
U3 = E Z [Sf(z(i—l)K+j’z(i—1)K+j) - Sf(z(l 1)K+4j° (1 1)K+])]
i=1j=1
n K
Ug = Ly Z lo k= Z exp(Sy(z 1) 2 ))) + 1o 1 Z exp(Sy(z; (1) 2 ))
o J K POAZG K4 Zli-) K+ g K PO ZG K+ #(i—1) K+
i=1j=1 le[K] le[K]

1 (1) (2) 1 1) (2)
- [log (Ele%:{] eXp(Sf(z(ifl)KJrj’z(ifl)KJrl))) + log (Eze%:q exp(S (221 k40 Z(im 1)K+J)))] -
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Notice that for any z(1), z2(2) e X, f, ]76 F, by Assumption 2, we have
S7(20,23) = $ (20, 2@)| < B, - [(f(2V), [(2)) — (F(zM), =)

< T(\|f(z(2))|\2' FzM)o - o)
(@
< (24)
where step (i) uses Sf(z,2) = |f(2)[3 < B} for z € X. Since 2; = (zgl),zf)),i € [n] are i.i.d., it follows
immediately that Us — E[Us] is 2By B | f — f“g,oo/\/ﬁ-sub—Gaussian, ie.,
cB;B;
|Us — E[Us]ls < —="1f = Fll2ce- (25)

\n

Recall the definition of {Z,, Z,}7_; in the proof of Eq. (20a). To bound |Uy|y,, we start with introducing
the shorthands for any fixed indices i € [n4],j € [K]

(2) (2)
= Z exp(Sy(z DE+k> 26 1)K+l))7 == Z exp(Sy(z DK+ 26 1)K+k))’

e e
= Z exp(S DE+k Z(i— 1)K+l))’ =7 Z exp(S D40 21 K+k)

for all k € [K]. Similar to the proof of Eq. (20a), for any given index (i — 1)K + j, we have

|U4(71, ,Z(i,l)KJrj,...,Zn)—U4(21,...,g(i,l)KJrj,...,EnH
1 & Uy (Z) Vi(2) Uy (2) Ve(2)
B ‘%;1 [log <UZ(z)) *los <VZ(2)) e <L7Z(%)) s <17Z(2))”
B2 & |\ Un(z) Un(Z)] (Vi(Z) Vi(2)
TSE ’ui( )Wi(z)’*‘vz(z)“:(z) ’

where the last line follows from Assumption 1 and a Taylor expansion of log(x). Moreover,

M
N
§
o

-1

D) K N - N - -

< B | — Un)(Z) — Un — Ur)(Z)| + 2B B f = Fllzolth(2) — Un(2)]],
k=1

where step (ii) uses Assumption 1, step (iii) uses Assumption 1, Eq. (24) and a Taylor expansion of exp(x).
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

K
Z U(2) - Uy (2)| < 2Bs, and

K
S WU~ i) (2) — Ui~ Ti) (B)] < 4BsB B[ f — Tl
k=1
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Similar results hold for V by symmetry. Putting pieces together, we obtain

_ _ _ _ ~ _ 4BEB;B,
|Us(Z15 -5 Zi—0 kg - -+ > Z2n) — Ua(Z15 - Z2— 0 kg - -+ 2n) | < %
Therefore, it follows from Corollary 2.21 in [Wail9] for functions with bounded differences that
cBSB;B,

Vi
Substituting Eq. (25) and (26) into Eq. (23), we obtain that {Xy, f € F} is a zero-mean sub-Gaussian process
with respect to the metric px (f, f) == B||f — f‘|21w/\/ﬁ. This concludes the proof of Eq. (20b).

|Us = E[Ua]l|l, < (26)

B.3 Proof of Theorem 2

Write z = g(z) with g ~ Pg 1L @ ~ Py. Define hyin = argmin,Epp, gorg[(h(g(2)) — hu(z))?] and
h(w) := E[hmin(2)]f(2) = u]. Note that |hmin(2(V)| = [E[h.(x)|zM]| is bounded by By, almost surely
by the assumption in Theorem 2.

We first show that Rg(h o f) satisfies bound (7a) with eg replaced by €5 = infy Eqpy g~ps [(h(g9(x)) —
hy(x))?]. The original bound (7a) follows immediately since € < eg. Since (a + b)? < 2a% + 2b2, we have

Rg(ho f) = Eq .0z [(h(f (V) — hu())?] < 2B, 2 2 [(W(f(21)) = huin (219))?] + 286 (27a)

Introduce a random variable which follows the distribution of z(!) conditioned on f(z") and is independent
of (2, 2(?) when conditioned on f(z()), ie., [ZM) ~ P (zM|f(zM))) AL (20, 2)]|f(2)). Consider
the joint distribution of the tuple (Z(l),z(l),z(2)). By Bayes’ formula, we have 21 4 .m < P, and
22120 <~ Pz f(2M) = £(2)) and therefore

E[(0(£ (")) ~ hinin (=@))?] € Elltmin (ZV) = B (22))?]

= Bz0)~p, 2@ ~p(z® | £(z)= £ (z0)) [(Prnin () = hamin(2))?], (27b)
where step (i) follows from

E[(h(£(zM)) = hmin(22))?[ £ (2" ]<E[(hmin(ZV) = hanin(23)))?] £ (z1)],

which uses Jensen’s inequality, independence of 2(V) and 2 conditioned on f(z(!)), and the fact that
E[hmin(ZM)| £ (zM)] = h(f(2M)). Moreover,

Eg(l) ~PL, 2z AP(2@)| f(z(M)=f(2D)) [(hmin (g(l)) - hmin(z(2)))2]

(i4) R
< Bz, 2@ ~p(z@ |20 =30 [(Amin (D) = hmin (22))?]

+V2B}, - Eza.p, l\/DKL (Pz@)\z(l) ('|5(1))‘ Poo) 0 ('|f(5(1))))]

(i) N
< Bz ap, 2@ 2z (200 —0) [(min(ZY) = hrnin(219))?] + V23, - /Suffep w(f)

=E.0) @ [(hmin(2V) = hmin(2?))?] + V2B7, - 1 /Suffen a(£), (27¢c)

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

E.0) 2@ [(Amin(2) = hunin(22)))?]
< 2(Bg 20 [(hmin(21) = ha(@))*] + By s [(hanin (23)) — b (2))?]) = 42g. (27d)
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Combining Eq. (27a)—(27d) yields Eq. (7a) in Theorem 2. Eq. (7b) in Theorem 2 follows immediately by
noting

R(ho f) = E[(h(f(2)) — ha(2))*] = E.o [(h(f(z1)) = hu(z1))?]
< 2E.m) 2@ [(h(f(z(l) ) — he(x) )2] +2E,m 2@ [(h*(z(l)) — h*(flf))2]
=2B,0) L0 [(h(f(27)) = hu(@))?] + 2¢g

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 h(u) := E[h,(z1")|f(2())) = u]. The main difference in the proof is to replace Amin
by h. in Eq. (27a)— (27d).

Moreover, although we consider the expected squared loss (i.e., (x,y) = (x — y)?) for simplicity, it
can be seen from the proof that a similar version of Eq. (7a) and (7b) hold for general (expected) losses
{(x,y) that satisfy (1) £(z,y) is nonnegative; (2) ¢(x,y) is symmetric in (z,y) and convex in = — y; and (3)
l(x,z) < c(l(x,y) + £(y, z)) for some absolute constant ¢ > 0 and all z,y, z € 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 a-Rényi divergence

DaPIQ) = o (Ee [ (5) )

for any o > 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

ko
— Dz (PI|T) + Dia(T/|Q)

Da(PlQ) <

for all k,ac € (1,00).

Write z = g(a) with g ~ Pg IL © ~ Py and define h(f(2)) := P(y|f(z)) € A([K]) as the conditional
distribution of y given f(z), where z = g(«) for some random transformation g ~ Pg. It can be verified that
h = argming.gs, A (k) Dk (P(y|2)||Q(y| f(2))). Therefore, using Lemma 5 with k = 4/3, = 1 (by taking
the limit o — 1), we obtain

RE(ho f) = Eqy 20 [Dxe (Plyle)|[P(ylf (=)

Eg y, = [Dxi(B(y[2)[P(y]2®)] + Eq y 200 2 [Days (P(ylz®)[P(y] £ (=1))))]
g + Eqy 2020 [Dasa(Bylz?)|[B(y| f(z1)))], (28a)

where the last inequality uses the monotonicity of a-Rényi divergence w.r.t. «. Similar to the proof of
Theorem 2, introduce a random variable which follows the distribution of z(") conditioned on f(z(")) and is
independent of (21 2(2)) when conditioned on f(z("), i.e., [V ~ P (zMW|f(zM)) AL (), 2] £ (D).
Consider the joint distribution of the tuple (21, z() 2(2)). By Bayes’ formula, we have 2(!) 4,0 < P,
and 2|20 ~ P(22)|f(2M) = £(2M)) and thus

<4
<4

(2) N
Em,y,z(l),z(Q) [D4/3(]P)(y|z(2))||P(y|f(z(1) )] < Em y,z(0) 2(2) [D4/3(]P)(y|z(2))||P(y|z(1)))]

= Es()p, 22 ~p(z® | (0= 5 (20 [Das3 (P(y|2?) [Py ]21))], (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 E[P(y|Z2M)|f(ZM)] = P(y|f(zM) = f(ZV)). Moreover,

Ez0)<p, 2@ ~p(z@ | (=)= 20 ) [Dasa (P(y]2?)[P(y|21))]
(id) -
< Bz, 200p(z@ |20 =300 [Da/3 (P(y|z®)|[P(y|21))]

+ \/§B -Egu)sz l\/DKL (Pz(2)|z(1) (-|§(1))‘ ]P)z(2)|z(1) (|f(§(1))))]

(ii) N
< Ezoyep, 2@ (2200 =200)[Dajs (P(y|22)|[P(y12M)] + V2B - 4 /Suffep ()

= E.) 22 [Daya(P(ylz?)|[P(y|2™))] + V2B -y /Suffesa(f), (28¢)

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

IED(z,/|z<2))] -

Dujs(P(y|=®)||P(y[2")) < D2(P(y|=®)||P(y2")) = log By p(.jz) [W

and step (iii) uses the CBS definition of Suffy(f) and Jensen’s inequality. Finally, applying Lemma 5 another
time using a = 4/3 and k = 1.5 yields
E.) 2@ [Dass(P(y|z®)|[P(y|z"))]
< Eq 20 [D2(P(y]2®)|[P(y|@))] + Eq 22 [D2(P(y|@)[[P(y]zM)]) < €& (28d)

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

B.5 Proof of Theorem 4

Let f(z) = (z — 1)?/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 R(S) is

P(z1), z2(2)
—1g.5 = M @)y . ’
Ms : {S :S =S, +const for some const € R, S,(z'",2'%) Pz P(z®) }

Moreover, basic algebra shows that ﬁchisw x(Sy) is an unbiased estimate of R¢(Sy). Thus, by the VFS in
Definition 1, we have the decomposition

~

Suff () < Re(Sy) — Re(S.) < [Re(Sp) — inf Re(Sp)| + | inf Be(Sy) — Re(S.) |

~—
generalization error approximation error

Therefore, it remains to show

(1). With probability at least 1 — 4, the excess risk

CB% ) 2(B5+BT)
Ri(S) — jof e < 72| Vog(179) + B2 | VIOBN (.| - oo )l (29)

0

for some absolute constant ¢ > 0.
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Proof of Eq. (29). Recall the definition of ﬁch;sq kx in Eq. (10) and adopt the shorthand R K for ﬁch;sq . Let
Bf == /B:(Bs + B;), B = ¢(Bs + 1)B#B; for some absolute constant ¢ > 0. It can be verified using
Assumptlon 2 that ]—' must satlsﬁes I fl2, o < By for all f € F for Assumption 1 to hold. Define the zero-

mean random process Xy = RK(SI) [RK(Sf)] f € F. We will prove that for some absolute constant
c>0

2

cnt
]P’(’ §1€1£|Xf| — E[§2£|Xf|]‘ > t) 2 exp ( — B—§>7 for all t > 0. (30a)

F)du. (30Db)

B2 B
E[sup |X4|] < E[|Xp,[] + E[ sup [X; - X}[] < c—= + 32—~ - f \Iog N (| - o
fer f.feF \/7 \/7

Combining the two bounds and noting

Ric(S7) — inf Ric(Sy) < 2sup [Ri(Sy) — Ric(Sy)| = 2sup [Ric(Sy) — E[Ric(S)]| = 2sup X,
feF feF feF feF

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 z; =

>(1) 5(2) )

(zz(l) z(2)) For any i € [n1],j € [K], suppose Z(;_1)kx+; is replaced by Z;_1)x4; = (z(i_l)Kﬂ,z(i_l)KH

in the calculation of Rg (Sy). It can be verified using Assumption 1 that

|Xf(215'"5Z(i71)K+j5"'52n)7Xf(217"'5g(i71)K+j7"'5Zn)|
5 _ _ _ . 5 _ N _ cB2
= |RK(Sf)(Z1, .. -az(i—l)K-ﬁ-ja .. .,Zn) — RK(Sf)(Zl, .. '7z(i—1)K+j7 .. .,Zn)| < TS (31)

for some absolute constant ¢ > 0. As a result, Eq. (20a) follows immediately from Corollary 2.21 in [Wail9]
for functions with bounded differences.

Proof of Eq. (30b). Similar to the proof of Eq. (20b), E[|X,|] < ¢BZ/y/n by the properties of zero-
mean sub-Gaussian variable X, and therefore, to establish Eq. (30b) it remains to show {X;,feF}isa

zero-mean sub-Gaussian process with respect to the metric px (f, f)
Let x|y = inf{t > 0 : E[¢(z/t)] < 1} denote the Orlicz norm for random Varlables and let o(u) =

exp(u?) — 1. Note that for any 2V, 2 2" e X f, f e F, we have from Eq. (24) that

S5z, 2%) — 55(zV (32a)
and
S5z, 23) =S5z, 237))? — (S5(2M, 23)) = S4(2M, 23)))?|
@ =
< 4BS(|Sf(Z(1)7 Z(2)) - Sf(z(l)uz@)” + |Sf(Z(1),Z(2)/) - Sf(z(l)uz@)/)w
(32b)

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

¢(Bs + 1)ByB;

|Xs = X7lv, = IRk(Sy) = Ric(S7) — B[Rk (Sf) = Ric(Sp)]lu < NG
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C Proofs in Section 5

C.1 Proof of Theorem 6

Recall that B = Bz Bg. For linear regression with misspecified model, by Theorem 11.3 in [GKKWO06] (see
also e.g., Theorem 1.1 in [AC10]), we have

RN =2 . ) 2 2\ plogm
E[le(hn)] 0" < 8(7712]1& Rlln(h ) — ) +¢(B* + ) m
for some absolute constant ¢ > 0.
Thus it suffices to show
inf Riin(hy) — 52 < c(B?con/Suff¢(f) + €g) (33)
ne

for some absolute constant ¢ > 0. Equivalently, we only need to find some 1 € R? such that Rji(hy)
satisfies the bound in Eq. (33). On the other hand, from the proof of Theorem 2, we see that if we choose
he(x) = {x, 0,) and h(u) = E[h.(2)|f(2) = u] = (0., E[z|f(z) = u]), then the excess risk

Rin(h) — &% < ¢(B?cor/Suff;(f) + €g)

for some absolute constant ¢ > 0 by Theorem 2 and Proposition 5. Therefore, it remains to show h is linear
in f(z). Note that f(z) = Wz. Let Wi = WT(WWT)~! € R¥*P be the generalized inverse of W and
7 =WTT0, e RP. In fact, choosing 7 = WTT0, € R, we have

h(u) = (04, E[2]f(2) = u]) = (0., E[WTu + (Is - WIW)z|f(2) = u]) = (6., Wu) = (7, w),

where the third equality uses the assumption that E[(I; — WTW)z|W 2] = 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 z(1), 2(2) and the property that E_) ) <p, xp, [%]

=1, we have
(1) 4@
P(z1),2) _ SUP 200 B G
sup

<
z(1) 2(2) P(z(l))P(z(Q)) lnfz(n)z(z) %

< exp(2k).

M) L@
Similarly we have inf a) e % exp(—2k).

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

P(z(l),z(2)) 1 T2 p
]P)(Z(l))]P)(Z(Q)) = gp(’i) - €Xp (:‘ﬂ?<Z( )7 U1U1 Z( )>) : ]]'{z(l),z(Q)ES(Ul)(BS(Ug)}? R = (1 I 0_2)2 — 17
where
(p/Q)Ip/2—1( J .- (p—2)! 2
& =l e 2 "
»(K) (5)p/21 I'(p/2) Z:: m+p/2 ’m,Z:O 2m)(2m +p — 2)!! "
e}
1, T(p/2) (ko
m K d _ = 1. 4
<2 < &0 ey () o

Thus, when 7(x) = ka, Assumption 1 and 2 are satisfied with Bs = exp(2k), B, = 2« (note that the condi-
tion k= < B, is unnecessary, as from the proof of Theorem 1, we only need |7({f(2(1), 23?))| < log Bs,
which follows from the boundedness of F).
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Approximation error. The approximation error inf ez Remair.ic(Sf) — Resimanr, i (S«) = 0 since S, + ¢
is realized by f« and the link function 7(z) = kz for some normalizing constant ¢; and Reimcr, ik (S+) =
Rsimclr,K(S* + Cl)-

Generalization error. Let W = {W e RP*? |W||,, < Bw}. First, for f;(z) = W;z (i = 1,2), since
|f1 = folz.0 < IW1 = Walloy, - |2]2 < 2[[W1 — Wall.,, it follows that

U 4B
g Nt - 2.0, F) < 108N (55 - lons W) < cdp-log (1+ =),

where the last inequality follows from the upper bound of the covering number of a unit ball (see e.g.,
Excercise 5.8 in [Wail9]) and the assumption that p < d. Therefore,

2(log Bs+B-.)
BTJ VlogNuH 2,00, F)du f Vlogf\fuu 2,00, F)du < eo/dpr?+/log Bw .

0

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 SiInCLR-trained encoder). Under the setup described in Section 5.1,

let ]? be the empirical risk minimizer obtained from Eq. (3) in Corollary 1 on a restricted function space

={f(z) = Wz e F, span(WT) = (span(WT") nspan(Uy)) ® (span(W ) nspan(Us))} < F. In the
downstream task, given m i.i.d. samples {(z:,y:)}i2; fromy = proji_g p((x, 0+))+e, where x ~ N(0,14/p)
follows the same distribution as in contrastive learning, and ¢ ~ N'(0,5%) 1L x.

(a). Consider fitting a (random) linear model hy(x) = <f(z), 1) by ordinary least squares

1 m
7= argmmneRp{Rhn = oy Z <f zi), M) — yi)2}7

where z = g(x), z; = gi(x;), and g,{g}", are i.i.d. transformations from Pg as specified in Section 5.1.
Then with probability at least 1 — & over the SimCLR training, the expected risk of the truncated linear
model hy(x) = proji_p g)(hs(x)) satisfies

E[Rin(h3)] = E[Eqy[(y — ha(2))?]]

CN  dY4p'41og* By + logt4(1/6) logm
=2 2 g =2 2\ P 108
< o +C<B <1+—)~ i +eg)+ c(c® + B*)—/——— |
irreducible risk ~—
Error from SimCLR training Error from downstream task

where the outer expectation is over {(x;, ¥i,9i)}i—1, ¢ > 0 is some absolute constant, C > 0 is some
constant depending polynomially on exp(k), and eg < E[{z — 2z, 0,)?].

(b). In contrast, suppose in addition 5% > 1,02 < Bg and m > cd, B > ¢(c* + Bg)logm/p for some
absolute constant ¢ > 0, then the truncated ordinary least squares estimator hois(z) = proji_p g1 ((x, Oois))
obtained from {(x;,y;)}™, satisfies

e —2 72d

E[R“n(HOIS)] - 5.2 = E[Ewyy[(y - hols(w))Q]] — 0" =0 —,

where = denotes matching upper and lower bounds up to absolute constant factors, and the outer expec-
tation is over {(x;, y:i)}i .
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We remark that the truncation in the data generation (i.e., y = proji_g g ((x, 0,))+¢) is due to technical
difficulties, however, we can choose the threshold B sufficiently large, for example, B = O(log m), so that the
truncation rarely happens in the generated data. The restriction of the empirical risk minimization to JF°

ensures that the condition E[(I; — WTW)z|W 2] = 0 in Theorem 6 holds for any f(z) = Wz e F°. Without
this restriction, when Suff (f) is sufficiently small, the ERM f(z) = W z only satisfies E[(Idfﬁ\”ﬁ\f)ﬂﬁ\/’z] ~
0, and the downstream error bound would contain an additional term depending on Suff( f ).

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 eg is negligible when either the ground truth E[y|x]
does not vary significantly (i.e., |0.]2 is small) or the data augmentation introduces negligible error (i.e.,
|z — z|2 is small). Thus, compared with the OLS estimator which has a risk of order O(d/m), the two-

step estimator achieves a small risk of order O(p/m) 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—4¢, the learned encoder
satisfies

suff(f) < (1+ %) - ”dplOgBW\/%r log(1/9)

for some constant C' > 0 depending polynomially on exp(x). Note that the bound can be directly applied
even though we consider the ERM on F° € F since f. € F° 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 F° < F. R

Consider the problem of fitting a linear regression using data {(f(z;),y:)}/,. We have

~

[Elylf(2)]| < E[[E[y|=][|f(2)] = E[[E[proj_p, 5/ ((z, 0.))|z]]|f(2)] < B.

Thus the conditions required by Theorem 1.1 in [AC10] are satisfied and we have
™~ _ . _ _5.plogm
E[Rin(h7)] — 7° < 8(,inf Rin(hn) — 7°) + o(B? + o) —=—.

Following the proof of Theorem 6, it remains to verify the condition E[(I4 — ‘//I\/T‘//I\/)z|ﬁ\/z] =0, where W
is the linear map in f( i.e., f(z) = Wz). This follows immediately as z follows the uniform distribution on
S(U1) @ S(Usz) and the assumption that f € F°.

Ordinary least squares estimator. Adopt the shorthand p for proji_p p]- When applying p to a vector, we

apply it all the coordinates. Let ¥ = E[zx ] = I4/p be the covariance matrix. For the ordinary least squares
(OLS) estimator, let X = (wl .. :cm)T e R™*4 denote the sample matrix, Y = (y1 ... ym)-r e R™

denote the response vector, and € = (81 sm)T € R™ denote the noise vector. By the definition of
OLS, we have 8 = (XTX)"'XTY and

E[Riin(hos)] — 3% = E[(p((z, (X X)X TY)) — p((z, 0.)))%].

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

B d B (m—1)d
E[trace((X ' X)™'¥)] = T E[trace((X ' X)7'%)?] = =D —d—1)m—d—3) (35)
m2B B?

Ef|[p(X6.) — X0.]3] < c pe> - exp( ) (36)

cB3/p

for some absolute constant ¢ > 0.
Choose B > ¢(a? + B3)logm/p for some sufficiently large absolute constant ¢ > 0. We then have
E[|[p(X6.) — X0,]|3] < m~*. On one hand, to establish the upper bound, we have

E[Rin(hois)] — 72 < E[((, (X" X)'XTY) — (&, 6,))?]
= T1 + TQ,
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where
T = E[((2, (X X)X p(X6.)) - (x, 6.))"]
= E[{z, (X' X)' X [p(X0.) — X6.])°]
<E[|X(XTX)"'2(X" X)X |, - |[p(X6.) - X6.]|3]

QI

A
S
=
[\3| o

< \Eltrace((X X)X X) D) -y [Bllp(X6.) — X014 € —

<

and
Ty = E[((z, (XTX)1XTE)

iii d
= 3E[trace((X T X)"'0)] @52 L
o E[trace(( ) )] B

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

choice of B. Combining the bounds on T}, T5 yields the upper bound E[R..n(ho|s)] — 52 < co? _‘fi_l.
To establish the lower bound, since E[a?] > E[b?] + E[(a — —24/E[(a — b)2] - /E[b2], it follows that

E[Riin(hos)] — 3% = E[(p((z, (X X)L XTY)) — p((z, 60.)))?]
=E[(p({z, 0, + (XTX) ' XTE)) - p((z, 6.)))°]
=Ty — (Ty + Ts),

where
T3 = E[(z, 6, + (X' X)'XTE) —(x, 6,)))%] = E[trace((X ' X) ') =&

=2/ T,

Ts == E[[(p(m, 0, + (X' X)'XTE)) —(x, 6. + (X X) ' XTE) — (p(z, 0.)) — (z, 6.))]°]
E[[p((z, 0. + (X X)'XTE) — (z, 0. + (X X)X ] + 525,

m—d—1"

where the inequality uses claim (36). To find a further upper bound of Ty, Ts, we first note that (6, + (X ' X)X T¢€)
is independent of x, and

5 d
16, + (XTX) ' XTEZ < 2B +2(XT X)X TE|2 < ca*— —+,

where v is some zero-mean c>-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 < 262/m?. Putting the bounds on T3, Tk
(and hence T}) together, we conclude that IE[R“n(FdS)] — 52 > 52 m7%71 for some absolute constant ¢ > 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 X0, are i.i.d. N(0,]6.]3), w.lo.g., it suffice to
show

E[lp(2) — 2|"] < cexp(~B?/c).

for z ~ N(0,1). Note that this follows immediately since

E[lp(2) — z|*] <CJB st exp(—s?/2)ds < cs® exp(—s?/2) < cexp(—s?/c).
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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 U, {e;} and integers in [S] to represent the augmented views z and do not distinguish
them in the proof. We also occasionally omit the subscripts in Py, P, when the meaning is clear from the
context.

We claim that

P(z™M), 2(2)) 1

P(z0)P(z®) ~ 2

Pe(ylz™M) - Po(y]z?) S
3

L a—aey. (37)
Py(y) ¢ Y

<
1 M=
I

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

Approximation error. Let

L (R(y=la =z Ply=Mat =2 o T
e Y e e I e R

It can be verified that the parameter (W, w,) corresponding to f, lies in I'. Therefore, the approximation
error infrer R, 2(Sy) — R,2(S,) = 0 since S, is realized by f. and the link function 7(z) = .

Generalization error. Let W := {W e RM*% w e R, |[W|a. v |w/VS| < Bw} and define the metric
[(Wr,w1) = (W, ws)|| = [Wi — Waa,0 v [(wr —w2)/V/S] on W.

First, for fi(z) = (W;z)",w; - 2")T (i = 1,2), simple calculation shows |f; — fo
W1 — Wa||,,), and therefore

(|w1 — w1| Vv

log N (u, | - (#

Wl) + log ,|'|,W2)

U
F) <logN (5,111, W) <log N (3,
4Bw 4B
< SM -log (1 + —) + log (1 + —W),
u
where Wy = {W € RM*9 |[W|s., < Bw}, Ws == {w € R, |w| < v/SBw} and the last inequality follows
from the upper bound of the covering number of the unit ball (see e.g., Example 5.8 in [Wail9]) and the

assumption that M < S. In addition, it is readily verified that S;(z(1), 2(2)) € [~ Bs, Bs] with Bs = 4B%,S =
4AM?S for all z(), 2(2). Consequently,

Bw
B. f V102 N (11 |+ 1,00, F)eu
Bw Bw
(J \/SM log ( 1+ )du +J log ( 1+43—W “)

< eVSMBw = cVSM3.

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

Proof of claim (37). For z(") # 2(), by Bayes’ formula, we have

Pz, 2) 5 P(2?|z) - $|z<1 _y P( :13|z (:c|z<1
P(z)P(2®) (= =
0 ,Pl@ = (21, z<2 )|2?) Pl@ = (21, 2 2))Iz V)
- P(@ = (2D, 2())) ’
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where step (i) follows from symmetry between 2z, 22 Moreover,

1
Pz = (29, 22)[z) = §p($cz = 2|z = 2) Z P.(x = 2P |y) - Po(ylz = 2(V)

P.(lat = 59) Bylat = 20 ,

|
N =
D=

= Py(y)
15 Pe(ylz®) -Po(ylzW) e a
‘22& Byy) = %)
m@) YP(2), a (39b)
Pz, 2 Tbmu w=umz@»=§Mw=umz@m (39¢)

where step (ii) follows from the generation process of the augmented views (z(1), 2(2)), and step (iii) follows
from symmetry between z(1)| 2(2). Substituting Eq. (39a) into Eq. (38), we find

Pz, 2%) 1(% P.(y|z?) 'Pc(ylz(l))) P.(zM)P (2(2))
P(z)P(z2) 2\ & Py(y) Pz = (21, 2)
1,8 P (yz@) Pu(ylzW)\2 P(zV)P(2>2
:‘<Z (y|z'") - Pe(y|z )) Pz (1)) (?2) ) (40)
1427 B PG, 20)
where the second equality uses Eq. (39b) and (39¢). Reorganizing Eq. (40), we obtain
P(zV,2) 1 ( f Pe(y|z") -Pc<y|z<1>>) _ 1 Pe(zV,2®) (41)
PEOPRED) 2\ 2 Py(y) T 2P D)

where we recall P.(+) is the marginal distribution of £t (or £°?) and the second equality follows from Bayes’
formula and the fact that ¢ 1L x|y.

For z(W) = 2 = 2, using Eq. (39b) and properties of conditional distribution, we have

Pe(z(M = 2,22 = 2) _ 1 1 _ Z P(z) = 2,22 = 2

VS P = P20 =) T R(z® =2) PO =z) S P = 2)P(EO =)

Combining this with Eq. (41) for all 2z « 2z and noting that the marginal P.(-) is the uniform distribution
on [S], we obtain

P(z) = 2,22 = 2) 1
P(z() = 2)P(z(® = 2)

—_

P.(z =z, 2% = z)
P.(xzr = 2)P.(xc2 = 2)

[\

Z T =z, x% =2)
! wcl—z (2 = 27)
P.(z =z, 2% = z)
P.(xzr = 2)P.(xc2 = 2)

| n L\DI}—*

+

N~ N

M]P’CZ-IP’CZ S
5 (yl2) - Pe(yl2) )

+
= Py
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C.4.2 Proof of Eq. (15)

Write z = g(x). By a standard risk decomposition, we have
Rcls(hf) = E[Rcls(hf)] - E[Rcls(Py|m(|w))]
= E[Rcls(hf‘)] - HﬁfE[Rcls(h)]

- I‘Zl"rwlllolaif/lﬁrb“2§3r‘ Eag[Drce (Pyjo ()] b (£(2)))]

approxim";tion error
+ E[Ras(hp)] — inf E[Res(hr)] -
T
generalization error
We will prove that for some absolute constant ¢ > 0,
1.
S B
approximation error < c(ecgls + %H (Re(Sp,) — Rf(S*))), (42a)
O—E* aug
and
2. with probability at least 1 — 9,
B
generalization error < CT [«/log(l/é) + M (+/log Br + \/E)] (42b)
m

Approximation error. Let E, € RM*S be the representation where
1 Py =1z =j)  Pe(y =Mz =j)>T

SRR Gy s R e Ty

for j € [S] and let E,(z) denote the z-th column of E,. Let E := (f(l) f(S)) e RMxS,

~

Given a representation f(z), consider the classifier

— ~ ~

hr(f(2)) = softmax(logtrun(T'y, f(2) + T'y)), where
T, = V2Py'*(E.E.") ' E.(Is = P1,)ET, T:= %Pf”(E*ET)‘IE*ls, (43)

and Py := diag{Py(y = 1),...,Py(y = M)}. It can be verified that |Ty[., < 2v/SM/og, < Br and
|ITs|2 < v/S/oE, < Br. Moreover, we have by Lemma 5 that

Ea g [Dkcr.(Pyje (yla)|[hr (F(2)))] < 2Ee o [Dkp(Pyja(-|2)||Py(2 (2)] + Ea g [Da(Py= (| 2)|[hr (F(2)))]
< 268 + Ea g[Da(Py1. (12)|[hr (F(2)))]-
Therefore, it remains to prove

Ea g [D2(Pyp- (1) (F2))] < Z22E) (Ry(s, )~ Ri(s.)). (44)

O-E,,
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Since

~

Ea.g[Da(Py = (2)[[hr (F(2))] < Eay [Eywy‘z o) Pylz<yﬁ|i)(ﬂ:)r)(f (z))y]

(Pyi=(y12) — hr(F(2)),)?
=Ezq ——=
<exp(B)-Eay| D) (Py=(yl2) — hr(f(2)),)?]

ye[M]

— exp(B) ‘Eay| Y (Pelyle® = 2) — hr(f(2)),)]. (45)

ye[M]

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 P.(y = ylxz® = j) = Py.(y = y|z = j) for all y € [M],j € [S]. 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 [ :={T : [Ty, v [Ts]2 < Br} and define the norm ||T' — | := [Ty — Ly |lo, v [T — Ly 2. First, by
a triangle inequality, the fact that | loghr|l < 2B (which follows from the definition of trun), and Corollary
2.21 in [Wail9] for functions with bounded differences, we have

log(1/6)
NG

generalization error < 2IE[ sup |Reis(hr) — E[ﬁds(hr)“] + 2B
Ter

with probability at least 1 — §. Let X := ﬁcls(hr) — E[ﬁcls(hr)]. Then we have

~ ~ 2B
E[sup |Rais(hr) — E[Rcls(hp)ﬂ] < E[| X, |] + E[ sup | Xt — X§|] < —= + E[sup |Xr — Xx[].
rer r,Ter vim r,Ter

~

Moreover, the process { Xt }rer is a zero-mean sub-Gaussian process with respect to the metric px (T',T') :=
2| loghp —log hg|w/y/m since Xt is the average of i.i.d. random variables bounded by

2 sup ey, loghr (f(2:))) — ey, log g (F(z0)))]

~ ~ ~

< 2|loghr(f(2i)) —logha(f(2i))|e < px(I,T) - +/m, and moreover
~_  (3) ~ ~ o~ ~
px(T,T) < c|logtrun(Ty, f(2) + T) — logtrun(Ty f(2) + Tp) |0 /v/m,
(i4) N _ N
< cexp(B) - |T' = T||/v/m = BT = T[|//m,

where step (i) uses || log softmax(u)—log softmax(v)| s < 2|u—wv| and step (ii) follow from Taylor expansion

of s(x) = logx, the assumption that | f(z)|2 < Bw = M. Therefore, we have by Dudley’s integral bound
(see e.g., Theorem 5.22 in [Wail9]) that

[sup | Nee[ " ViogNmax Nause [y ogN (1.1
E| sup |[Xr — X3 <cf log N (u, px,{Xr, T el dugcf log NV {u, —||-||, T ) du
r,Ter r 0 \/ﬁ

eB/v/m m - u
<o\ o (Y Y

cB/Vm NG \/ NG
<c f wlogN( s T ) + A log A (-2, ) | du

cB/m BrB BM log*?(BrB BM((log'? B B
<CJ \/M2-10g(1+4\/%u>du<c Of/ﬁ( i )éc (og\/ﬁr+\/7)7

0
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where I, = {T'y, € RM*M - ||IT|l,, < Br} and ', := {T, € RM : |T||2 < Br}, 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 Appendiz C.4.2 hold. Assume R¢(Sf ) — Re(S.) < co% /(S2M) for some absolute constant
Jaug *

c> 0, then

B[ 3 Bultle® = 2)— he(F(2)),)?] < S - (Re(S;,) ~ Ri(S.))
ye[M] B

for some absolute constant ¢’ > 0.

Proof of Lemma 6. The proof consists of two steps. First, we plug the definition of hr into Eq. (6) and
simply the expression. Then, we demonstrate that the simplied expression can be further bounded using the
excess risk Rf(Sf ) — R¢(S«) of the learned encoder fayg.

aug

Step 1: simplify the notation. Since

1
IV ausoftmax(log )], = | -Tar -

1
— 1l < —— +1
(26 Jufy M

Jull

for any uw € RM, we have

~

Ba| Y (Pelylz® = 2) = hre(F(2),)?] < cBay| ) (Pelyla® = 2) — trun(Dy f(z) + Ty), )]

ye[M] ye[M]

< CBag| Y (Polyla® = 2) - (Tuf(2) + Tu), )2,

ye[M]

where in the first inequality we use the claim that

~

1 — trun(Tyw f(z) + Tp) 1| < 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 s(z) = logz, the boundedness assumption that P.(y|z®* = z) € [exp(—B), 1], and
noting the truncation trun(-) reduces the ¢5 error. Moreover, for any z € [S], by the definition of (T, T')
in Eq. (43)

~

Luf(z)+ T
— V2Py' (BB, ") E.[(Is — P1,)E" f(2) + 15/2]
=\2PyY*(E.E,") 'E,E, E,(2)

+2Py Y2 (B,E, ") 'E.[(Is — P1,)ET f(2) + 15/2 — E,  E,(2)]
= V2Py'’E,(2) + V2Py'*(B.E, ) ' E.[(Is — P1,)E" f(2) + 15/2 — E." E.(2)].

Since 2Py 2E,(z) = (P.(ylz® = z)) (v and z 2z follows the uniform distribution on [S] by

Yye
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assumption, it follows that

Boa| Y (Pelyle® = 2) = (Cuf(2) + T0),)?
ye[M]
< 2B, [|(B.E.T) ' Bu[(ls - Pr) B f(2) + 15/2— B E.(2)]3]

< 2 EL[I[(ls - Puo) BT f(2) + 15/2 - BT EL()]]3]

*

2 ~r
< Em(ls ~P1)ETE +1515/2 - E.TE.|[f,,
2 ~r A
— 2l PLBTE - (15 - PL)E B, )
E,
where the last equality follows since E,' (z())E,(2?) = _Be(z0.2) g any (z(M,22) e [S], and

2P (z(MW)P.(2@)

21 2 (2)
%Zz(g)e[s] W = 1 fOI' 3,11 Z(l) € [S]

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

I(Is = P1)ETE — (Is — P1.)E. E.|f,

< of|(Is = P1o)(ETE + dls) — (Is — Pry)(By By + S - 15/2)|[},, and (48a)
I(Is = P1)(ETE + @ls) — (Is — Pry) (B By + S - 15/2)[,
< 8% (Re(Sy, ) — Re(S4))- (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 A = (ETE + @lg) — (E, ' E, + S -1g/2). First, by
the triangle inequality, it suffices to show
I(Ts = Pro)(@ = 5/2)lfo < cll(Ts = Prs)Allf
for some absolute constant ¢ > 0. Note that rank(ETE — E*TE*) < 2M, therefore, there are at least S/2
singular values of A which equal |@ — S|/2. As a result, we have
1

(s = P1o)Allf, = trace(A(ls — Prg)A) = A, — §1§A215

1, 1 _
> Al = IALE, = 7@ = $/2)Tsllf, > 71Ts = Pro)(@ — S/2)lo

Proof of claim (48b). Adpot the shorthands S? = (Sf (z(l),z(z))) e R%*S and S,™ :=
faug aug z(l))z@)e[s]
(S*(Z(l)’2(2)))z<1),z<2>e[5] e RS9 where S, (21, 2()) = %. Since we assume z < z° follows

the uniform distribution on [S], by the definition of faug and claim (37) in the proof of Eq. (14)
I(1s = Pr)(ETE + dls) — (Is — P1y)(Ba Eu + S 15/2)[F,

= (s = P1e)(ST = Sl

=5%.Ty,
where

Ty =Bz zop,xp. [((Sf,, =S (21, 2%) = Eoo 5, [(S7,, — S22, 2%,
Finally, by a second-order Taylor expansion of R¢(S) at S., we have
Rf(S]?aug) — R¢(Sx) =T1.

Combining the two equalities yields the claim.
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Proof of claim (46). Note that for any z € [S],

11— trun(Cy f(2) + T < D) [Pe(ylz = 2) — trun(Ty f(2) + T,
ye[M]
< D) Pe(ylz™ = 2) — (Tuf(2) + Tb)y|
ye[M]

< VIS \/E S (Belylzer = 2) - (Tuf(z) +T0),)2],
ye[M

where the last line follows from the assumption that °* (and hence z) follows the uniform distribution on
[S]. Thus, combining Eq. (47), claim (48a) and (48b) yields

SW

DN =

|1 — [[trun(T f(2) + To)[a] < — Ri(S,) <

faug
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