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Wasserstein distributionally robust optimization (DRO) has recently achieved empirical success for various applica-
tions in operations research and machine learning, owing partly to its regularization effect. Although connection
between Wasserstein DRO and regularization has been established in several settings, existing results often require
restrictive assumptions, such as smoothness or convexity, that are not satisfied for many problems. In this paper, we
develop a general theory on the variation regularization effect of the Wasserstein DRO — a new form of regularization
that generalizes total-variation regularization, Lipschitz regularization and gradient regularization. Our results
cover possibly non-convex and non-smooth losses and losses on non-Euclidean spaces. Examples include multi-item
newsvendor, portfolio selection, linear prediction, neural networks, manifold learning, and intensity estimation for
Poisson processes, etc. As an application of our theory of variation regularization, we derive new generalization
guarantees for adversarial robust learning.
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1. Introduction

Wasserstein distributionally robust optimization (DRO) [59, 24, 65, 11, 26] is an emerging framework
for learning and decision-making under uncertainty in which the learner/decision-maker has limited
knowledge on the data-generating mechanism. It studies a minimax robust optimization problem

min  sup E.-p[f(2)], P
ferpw, P, <p

where f € F represents the loss function dependent on the random data z; the inner supremum finds
the worst-case expected loss among a ball of distributions with radius p, containing all distributions
that are close to the empirical distribution P, of sample size n in p-Wasserstein distance W,. In recent
years, Wasserstein DRO has been successfully applied to numerous problems in machine learning,
including (semi)-supervised learning [10, 18], adversarial learning [51, 53, 41, 36], reinforcement
learning [1, 52, 20], transfer learning [55, 21, 35], etc. We refer to Kuhn et al. [32] for a recent survey.

The regularization effect of Wasserstein DRO contributes largely to its empirical success. In the
literature, the connection between Wasserstein DRO and regularization has been established in various
settings; see [24, 46, 12, 47, 18] for equivalence results when p = 1, and see [12, 27, 55, 13, 5] for
asymptotic equivalence results when p € (1, o). Unfortunately, however, all above-mentioned results
have certain limitations making them hard to be applicable to important classes of problems in
operations research and machine learning. More specifically, equivalence results on 1-Wasserstein
DRO [24, 47] require unbounded support of distributions and convexity of loss functions, although
many real-world problems have bounded support due to either the nature of the problem or data
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normalization [38], and most loss functions in deep learning are non-convex. Asymptotic equivalence
results [12, 27, 55, 5] on p-Wasserstein DRO require smoothness on the loss functions, despite the fact
that many common loss functions are merely piecewise smooth, including newsvendor cost, least
absolute loss, and the ReLU neural network and its variants. From these aspects, the current theory on
the regularization effect of Wasserstein DRO is not yet complete.

In this paper, we aim to close this gap by providing a general connection between Wasserstein
DRO and regularization. To this end, we develop a new concept, termed as the variation of loss
(see Definitions 1 and 2), denoted as V(f), that measures the magnitude of change on the expected
loss when the data distribution is perturbed. It generalizes total variation for real-valued functions,
and is reduced to the Lipschitz norm for Lipschitz continuous functions and to weighted empirical
gradient norm for differentiable functions. Intuitively, when the variation of loss is controlled, small
perturbations of random data would have little impact on the expected loss and thus would not
deteriorate the solution quality much. We develop results showing that Wasserstein DRO (P) is closely
related to a variation regularization problem:

]Ipeljrfl E--p,[f (2] +pV(). )

Our results illustrate the variation regularization effect intrinsically associated with the Wasserstein
DRO in a general scope. More specifically,

(I) For p-Wasserstein DRO, p € (1, ], we show that for a broad class of loss functions, possibly
non-convex and non-smooth, with high probability, the Wasserstein DRO (P) is asymptotically
equivalent to variation regularization (V) up to a higher order O(p?"?) remainder (Theorems 1
and 4).

For p < 2, the bound p? is tight (Example 1), indicating a qualitative disparity among different
Wasserstein orders.

For p =2, one of the most popular choices of Wasserstein order, we demonstrate our results in
the context of multi-item newsvendor (Example 5), portfolio selection with piecewise linear
utility functions (Example 6), and gradient regularization for leaky ReLU networks (Example
9). Moreover, our results hold for general non-Euclidean metric spaces, illustrated by Laplacian
regularization for manifold learning (Example 10), and score function regularization for intensity
estimation of point processes (Fxample 11).

(I1) For 1-Wasserstein DRO, the asymptotic equivalence between the Wasserstein DRO (P) and the
variation regularization (V) may not hold in general (Example 3). Nevertheless, we prove a
sandwich theorem (Theorem 2 and Corollary 1), in the sense that with high probability, (P)
with radius p is upper bounded by (V) with tunning parameter p and lower bounded by (V)
with tunning parameter np, where n € (0, 1]. Thereby minimizing the Wasserstein robust loss
also controls the variation of the loss function. As examples, we consider linear prediction with
Lipschitz losses (Examples 7 and 8), and extend the existing equivalence results [24, 47] to a
more general class of non-convex functions (Corollary 2).

(II) We apply our results on co-Wasserstein DRO to adversarial robust learning and establish its
equivalence to empirical total-variation regularization (Example 12). Notably, we develop
new generalization guarantees that quantify the gap between the empirical adversarial risk
and population adversarial risk (Theorem 3). We show that in the adversarial setting, the
generalization behavior of a machine learning model is affected not only by the complexity of
the loss function class as in the classical empirical risk minimization, but also by the complexity
of the slope of the loss function class.

1.1. Related work

In the literature, there is a general belief that robust optimization is related to regularization, dating
back to the pioneer work of Xu et al. [60, 61]. They establish an equivalence between data-driven



robust optimization and norm regularization for LASSO and support vector machine, which is then
generalized to linear and matrix regression in [9] among others. Given the close relationship between
Wasserstein DRO and data-driven robust optimization [26], it is expected that Wasserstein DRO would
also exhibit certain regularization effect. Indeed, for 1-Wasserstein DRO, its equivalence to norm
regularization has been established for piecewise-linear convex losses [24], logistic regression [46, 12],
support vector machine [12], linear regression and classification and their kernelization [47, 18], etc.
All these results require convexity and unboundedness of the data space. For p-Wasserstein DRO,
p € (1,00], Blanchet et al. [12] establishes its connection to norm regularization under certain settings
and studies the optimal selection of Wasserstein radius; the previous version of this work establishes
an asymptotic equivalence between p-Wasserstein DRO and gradient regularization for smooth loss
functions and is generalized by [5] under weaker assumptions; for 2-Wasserstein DRO, a finer analysis
of the asymptotic equivalence is established in [13] and an asymptotic equivalence for its Lagrangian
relaxation is developed in Volpi et al. [55]. All these results impose differentiability on the loss
functions, with the exception of [5] that also considers weakly differentiable functions, but with a
continuous nominal distribution that is not applicable to data-driven settings. For p = oo, an equivalent
form of Wasserstein DRO has been studied extensively in the context of adversarial robust learning (for
example, [29, 39, 48]). The generalization bounds for adversarial robust learning have been studied
recently in [63, 3, 4], and the generalization bounds for other finite p-Wasserstein DRO have been
investigated in [51, 35, 47, 25].

In the DRO literature, besides Wasserstein DRO, other choices of distributional uncertainty sets
have been explored [45, 64, 50, 15, 23, 43, 19, 28, 58, 8, 31, 6, 57]. In particular, for ¢-divergence
DRO, its asymptotic equivalence to variance regularization has been established in [30, 33, 42], etc.
Connection between regularization and various DRO formulations has been discussed in [62] under a
new notion called worst-case sensitivity. We refer to Rahimian and Mehrotra [44] for a recent survey
on distributionally robust optimization.

The rest of the paper proceeds as follows. In Section 2, we briefly review some results in Wasserstein
DRO. We establish the connection between Wasserstein DRO and variation regularization in Section
3. To ease the exposition, we first state our results under the setting where data is supported on a
subset of a Banach space on which the notion of differentiability is well-defined, and then we present
the theory for general metric spaces in Section 3.4 and exemplify our results in Section 4. In Section
5, we study the adversarial robut learning and derive new generalization bounds. We conclude the
paper in Section 6. Proofs of our results are for general metric spaces directly and are deferred to the
Appendices.

2. Wasserstein Distributionally Robust Optimization

In this section, we introduce notations and provide some background on Wasserstein distributionally
robust optimization.

Throughout this paper, we let p € [1, o] and denote by q its Holder conjugate, i.e., % + % =1.Let Z
be a metric space equipped with some metric d(-,-), measuring the similarity between samples. The
diameter of a metric space (Z,d) is defined as diam(Z) :=sup;,.z d(Z z). Denote by P(Z2) the set
of all Borel probability measures on Z. The £7(Q)-norm of a Q-measurable function & is denoted by
Ihllayp := (fz thQ)l% for p € [1, ), and ||h||g, = Q-esssup h(z). The Wasserstein distance of order p

ez
between distributions P, Q € P(Z) is defined as ?

W, (P,Q) := ,re%?ufm dllz.ps

where the minimization of r is over the set I'(IP, @) of all Borel probability distributions on Z x Z with
marginal distributions P and Q. For p € [1,0), we denote by P,(Z2) :={Q e P(Z2) : E,.q[d(z,20)?] <



oo} the subset of Z with finite p-th moment, where z, € Z is any fixed point in Z. To ease notation, we
adopt the convention Py (Z) :=P(Z2).

Given a family F of loss functions, a nominal distribution Q € P,(Z) and a radius p > 0, the
corresponding Wasserstein DRO problem is

min sup {[Ez~ [f(2)]: W,(P,Q) < p}.

feF pep(2)
Quite often, we will consider a data driven problem, in which the nominal distribution chosen as the
empirical distribution P, = Z .» independently sampled from the underlying true distribution

Piue, Where 8, denotes the D1rac pomt mass on z. The dual problem of the inner supremum in (P) is
defined as

min (10" + E.q| sup{f(5) ~2d(Z.2)"} |}, pe (L)
ZeZ (D)
Feo|sup(f(2): d(5.2) < p}, p=ce.
ZeZ
An important result in Wasserstein distributionally robust optimization is that the strong duality holds
in rather general conditions and particularly, for @ = P,, and the setup described above; see Lemma

EC.1 in Appendix EC.1 for more details.

We define the Wasserstein regularizer R as the difference between Wasserstein robust loss and
nominal loss

Rap(p; f):= sup {E..p[f(2)]: W,(P,Q) <p}-Eq[f]
PeP(Z)

By definition, when Q = P,,, the Wasserstein regularizer Rp, ,(p; f) can be viewed as a data-dependent
regularizer of the loss f. Proposition 1 below is a consistency-type result under a growth condition,
which shows that Rp, ,(p; f) converges to zero as the radius shrinks.

PrRoOPOSITION 1 (Consistency). Let p € [1,0]. Assume f is upper semi-continuous for all f € F and
satisfies the following growth condition when p € [1, c0):

zZ) - f(z
Jzo € Z, s.t., sup limsup M ,
feF d(z)—e0  d(Z,20)P

(@)

where we use the convention that the ratio is zero if diam(Z) < co. Then

lim R, (p; f) =0=Re,,(0: ).

The assumptions in Proposition 1 are minimal in the following sense. The upper semi-continuity of f is
necessary to ensure Rp, ,(0; f) =0, and the growth condition is necessary to ensure the finiteness
of the Wasserstein robust loss [26]. Proposition 1 generalizes Theorem 3.6 in [24] by relaxing the
convergence condition on the radius p. The main goal of this paper is to study the convergence rate of
the Wasserstein regularizer Rp, ,(p; f) as p — 0.

We close this section by introducing further notations used throughout the paper.

Notation. We denote by ||-||.. the dual norm of a norm ||-|| when Z is a normed space, and use (-, -)
to represent the associated bilinear form. The sup-norm of a function k is denoted by ||h||«, and the

Lipschitz norm of a Lipschitz continuous function h : Z — R is denoted by ||A|Lip := sup; . = A (jz;]: )(Z) .

For a function h defined on a metric space, hm sup h(Z) := hm sup{h(Z) : 0 <d(z,z) < 6}. The distance

between a point z€ Z and aset D C Z is deﬁned as d(z, D) =inf;cp d(Z, z). The interior and closure
of a set A are denoted by int(A) and cl(A) respectively. We denote a A b =min(a,b), aV b =max(a,b)
and a, =max(a,0). The support of a distribution is denoted by supp Q. We use O and O,, to represent
the big O and the big O in probability notations respectively and use O when we omit the polylog
term. We use Py or Eg to indicate that the probability or expectation is evaluated with respect to the
sampling distribution, namely the n-fold product distribution ® ; Pirye over Z".



3. Variation Regularization Effect of Wasserstein DRO

In this section we study the regularization effect of Wasserstein DRO. In Section 3.1, we introduce a
new concept, the variation of a function. Then in Sections 3.2 and 3.3, we show that the variation
is a natural quantity characterizing the convergence rate of the Wasserstein regularizer Rp, , (f; p)
as p — 0. Quite often, we focus on a radius selection rule p, = po/+/n for some py > 0, which has
been empirically used in practice and also theoretically investigated in [12, 47, 13, 25]. For ease of
exposition, from Section 3.1 to Section 3.3, we present our results when Z is a subset of a Banach
space. Extensions to general metric spaces are presented in Section 3.4.

3.1. Variation

We introduce a new concept, the variation of a function, inspired from the total variation of a real-valued
function.

DEFINITION 1 (VARIATION). Let g € [1,00] and f be a continuous function on Z. When q € [1,»),
assume Vf exists Q-almost everywhere. The variation of f with respect to Q is defined as

IHIVElllag ) g€ [1,0),
Vaq(f) =1 q-esssup sup LEZSE:
zeZ Z¥z ”Z_Z”

¢

In essence, the variation Vg 4(f) is a weighted average of gradient norms over all data z € supp Q. In
particular, when f is univariate and differentiable, Vg 1 (f) reduces to the usual representation of total
variation of a function fR |f’(z)|dz. For Lipschitz continuous function f, we have Vg o (f) < || fllLip and

Vaeo (f) = I fllLip if suppQ = Z.

As promised, we will bound Rg,(p; f) using Vo, (f). In particular, developing a lower bound is
crucial to understanding the variation regularization effect of Wasserstein DRO. Indeed, once the lower
bound holds, minimizing the Wasserstein robust loss controls the variation of the loss. In the sequel,
we separate the cases of p > 1 and p=1.

3.2. p-Wasserstein DRO (p > 1)

In this subsection we consider p € (1, c]. We start by establishing upper and lower bounds for smooth
loss functions in Section 3.2.1. Since we aim to provide statistical guarantees for loss functions that are
possibly non-smooth, additional assumptions on the loss function class F as well as the underlying
true distribution Py are needed. In Section 3.2.2, we study a simple example of piecewise linear
loss to motivate proper assumptions, and the result for general non-smooth functions is developed in
Theorem 1 and is further generalized in Section 3.4.

Throughout this subsection, we are mostly interested in piecewise smooth losses that cover many
real-world applications. Specifically, we impose the following two assumptions.
AssuMPTION 1 (Piecewise smoothness). For every f € F, there exists a partition Z = U <k<k, Zf ko
where Z¢ ;N Zr = for all j # k such that f is differentiable on int(Zfx), 1 < k < Ky. Moreover, there
p

exists H € L772(Pyye) When p € (2,00] and H € L*(Z) when p € (1,2] such that for any € > 0, there
exists 8 > 0 such that for all 1 < k < Ky and Z,z € int(Zy ) with ||z -z|| <4,

IVf(2) - Vi@l

12—zl

<H(z)+e. (S)



We denote by

Df = U Cl(Zf,j) N Cl(Zf,k)
1<k#j<Kr

the union set of intersections of pieces, which is assumed to be a Pyye-null set for every f € F.

By definition, all non-differentiable points of f are contained in Dy.

AssumPTION 2 (Growth and jump of gradient).

(I) When p € (1,00), assume there exists M,L > 0 such that for every f € F and z,z € Z\ Dy,
IVF(2) = V(). <M+L||Z-z||F".

(I1) When p = oo, assume there exists M > 0 and &y > O such that for every f € F and z,z € Z \ Dy with
12— z|| < do,

IVF(2) - V(). < M.

Assumption 2 imposes a growth condition on the gradient norm when p € (1, ), consistent with
the growth condition (G) on the loss; as well as a bounded jump condition on f, namely, the gap of
gradient norms around a non-differentiable point is at most M.

3.2.1. Smooth Losses We first establish a result demonstrating the gradient regularization effect
for smooth losses, whose detailed proof is given in Appendix EC.2.2.

LEMMA 1. Let p € (1,00] and p, = po/+/n. Assume Assumption 1 holds with Ky =1 for all f € F and
Assumption 2(I) holds. Then there exists p,C > 0 such that for all py < p and f € F,

Re,p(Pui ) = puVeng(£)| < pu (C+1|Hllp, 2, 1{p > 2)).

We remark that under mild conditions, (||H||p > = [|H ||u],true > ), is of the order Op(n‘l/ 2). As a result,
ns P, > p,

when p, = O(n"1/2), Lemma 1 gives a first-order Taylor expansion for the Wasserstein regularizer
R, p(p; f) of smooth losses for p € [2, o0] with a remainder O, (n~!) uniformly for all f € F. The cases
for p=2 and p € (2,00) in normed vector spaces have been developed in [55, Section 3.2] and [5,
Remark 8] respectively. When p € (1,2), the order of the remainder O(n"?/?) cannot be improved in
general, as can be seen from the following example.

ExampLE 1. Consider f(z) =z”, where p € (1,2) and z € Z = (R4, | - |). Suppose Pye = 80, which
implies P,, = §¢ almost surely. Observe that

sup {f(2) - f(0) - A|Z- 0"} =

zeR,

+o0, VA<,
0, VA > 1.

Thus by (D) we have

Re,.p(p; f) =min {)Lpp + sup {f(2) - f(0) _,1|5_0|p}} — P,

ZeR,

On the other hand, Vp,4(f) = f'(0) = 0 almost surely. Hence Rp, ,(p; f) — pVp,.q(f) = p? for all
p=0. *
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Figure1  fy(z)=0zA1, z€[0,1]

3.2.2. Non-smooth Losses Next, we consider non-smooth losses. Proofs of the results in this
subsection can be found in Appendix EC.2.3. We start with an illustrating example of piecewise linear
functions.

ExAaMPLE 2. Let Z=1[0,1] c (R,|-]|). Consider
fo(z) =0z A1, where 0 >0,

which is illustrated in Figure 1. Then f/(z) = 0 when z € [0,1/60) and is o when z € (1/6,1]. Thus,
whenever 1/6 ¢ supp P,, which holds almost surely, we have

Vp,1(fo) =0Ep,[1{z <1/6}].

Suppose p, = po/+/n for some py > 0. Using the dual form (D),

Ro,o0(pni fo) =Ep, | sup {fo(D)~fo(2): [£=2] < pu}|

0<z<1

= pubEs, [1{z < 1/6}] = pu6Es, [(1/6-2)1{1/6 - p, <z < 1/6}],

where the second term indicates that for a point z close to the non-differentiable point 1/6 of fp(z),
perturbing z leads to a change of loss by at most p, (1 — 0z) rather than p,0. It then follows that

an[P’,,,OO(f@) _R[P’n,OO(pn;fG) =pn9[E[P’n [(1/9 _2)1{1/9 —pn<z< 1/0}]

Therefore, if
Ep,[1{1/60 -0 <z<1/0}] =0,(5),

then the gap would be of the order O,(1/n). )

Motivated by Example 2, we impose the following continuity assumption around non-smooth points
for the underlying data-generating distribution. Recall from Assumption 1 that Dy is the union of
intersections of pieces of f.

AssumPTION 3 (Bounded density).

) Piue{z: 0<d(z,Dy) <6}
limsup sup < o0
510 feF:Dto 8

When p € (1, ), we impose an additional assumption on the normalized gradient norm ””@;%.
* 1 true.q9



AssUMPTION 4 (Growth of normalized gradient norm). Let p € (1,00). For z € Z \ Dy, define

1
wp(z) = (%)ﬁ. Assume there exists c1, ¢z, c3 > 0 such that for all f € F with || ||V f1l«|pyyeq > O

and Dy # @ and for all z e Z\ Dy,

3 <wp(2)P ! < o1 +ead(2, Dp)P

It specifies the growth and jump condition deviated from non-differentiable points for the normalized
gradient norm wy. Practical examples satisfying this condition will be provided in Section 4. In
Appendix A we also provide an alternative result when w, does not have a positive uniform lower
bound c3.

We define classes of functions
Z,:={z— 1{d(z,Dy) <p}: f€F, Ds#2}. (1)
E:={d(~Dy): feF with Dy # o}. (2
Recall the Rademacher complexity of a function class H with respect to a sample {z}'} ; is defined
as R,(H) :=Eq|suppey % pI aih(z;’)], where o,’s are i.i.d. Rademacher random variables with

P{o;=+1}= % The Rademacher complexity of the function class H with respect to Py for sample
size n is defined as Eg[R,(H)]. Recall also that the covering number N (e;H,dy) of a function class
H with respect to a metric dy, is defined as the smallest cardinality of an e-cover of F; here F, is an
e-cover of F if for each f € F, there exists f € F. such that dz(f, f) <e.

Now we are ready to state the main result in this subsection.
THEOREM 1 (p-Wasserstein DRO).

(D) Let p = co. Assume Assumptions 1, 2 are in force. Then there exists p > 0 such that for all p < p and
fekF,

‘an,m(p;f) = plIVf - lp1| < P11 HIIp,, 1 + MEp, [ (p = d(2,Dp))4].

(I) Let p € (1,00) and p,, = po//n. Assume Assumptions 1, 2, 4 are in force. Then there exists p,C1,Cy > 0
such that for all po < p and f € F,

[Ro,005 £) = pall IS 1 l8,0] < 92 (1EHl, 2, 1p > 2} + C1) + MEs, [ (Capa = d(2. D). ]

(II1) Assume Assumption 3 holds. Let t > 0. Then there exists p,C > 0 such that for all p < p, with
probability at least 1 —e™*, for every f € F,

Ep,[(p—d(z.Dy))+] < Cp* +2pEg [Rn(Z,)] + p\/;,

and with probability at least 1 — e, for every f € F,

48p 1 t
Er (0 - d(x D)l <2024 2 F /0 Jog N (eps . I, 2)de 491 -

For many important applications, it can be shown that when p, = O0(1/+v/n), Ep,[(p —d(z,D¢)).] =
O(1/n). Thereby, an immediate consequence of Theorem 1 is that for p € (1, o], the p-Wasserstein DRO
(P) is asymptotically equivalent to the empirical variation regularization problem (V):

min S Eelf()]=min {Ep, [£(2)] + paVi,q(F)} +0p(1/n).

Comparing to the smooth case (Lemma 1), the major difference is that the statement becomes
probabilistic. In Section 4, we illustrate the case p € (1, c0) in multi-item newsvendor (Example 5) and

leaky ReLU neural networks (Example 9). In Section 5, we demonstrate the case p = oo for adversarial
learning (Example 12).



3.3. 1-Wasserstein DRO

The case of p =1 turns out to be qualitatively different from p > 1, as hinted from the remainder term
of Lemma 1 when p € (1,2). We study a simple example in Section 3.3.1 that motivates our main result
in Section 3.3.2.

3.3.1. A Motivating Example
ExampLE 3. Let Z=[0,1] with d(%,z) =|Z — z| and Q = Uniform([0, 1]). Consider

fo(2)=(0z-0+1)%, 0>1,

illustrated in Figure 3. Then fj(-) is differentiable and [9fy|(z) = |f; (2)| = 20(0z — 0 + 1),.. By Definition

0.6 |-

Jo(2)

0.4

0.2

Figure2  fy(z)=(0z—0+1)2, z€ [0,1]

2, we have Vg oo (fo) = Il lla.c = | f5 (1) = 20. Let p € (0,1/2). We claim that the worst-case distribution
P. has the form

P.=Q|z<z) +Qf{z 2 2.} 81, 2. €[0,1],

where Q)(;<.} is the restriction of Q on {z < z.}. To see this, observe from the convexity of f that, for
any A > 0, sup;cz{fo(2) — fo(z) — A|Z — z|} attains its maximum at Z =1 and there exists z, € [0, 1] such
that

. - >0, Vz>z,
§u§{1%(2)—fe(2)—/1lz—z|}{:o Vimz
r4s ’ ©

Consequently, using the dual formulation (D) and the structure of the worst-case distribution [26], we
prove the claim. Solving for p =Eq[(1 —z)1{z > z.}] yields z. =1 — 4/2p. It follows that

Ra1(ps fo) =Eq[(1- (62— 0+1)2)1{z > 2, ={2P9_(2p)392/3» 0<1/y2p,
01(p; fo) =Ea[(1- (2= 0+1)§)1{z > z.}] 2 (J2p-1/0) 0513

Therefore,

_ oy [(2p)76%3, 6<1/\2p.
Vo (f) R@J(p,m-{ng_%_(@_1/9)% R

This shows that the remainder pVg «(fy) — Ra,1(p; fo) may not be of the desired order O(p?), and can
even be linear in p for 6 > 1/4/2p. *
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In Example 3, the worst-case distribution perturbs points in [z., 1] — which have large slopes — to
the boundary point 1 so as to maximize the loss. Recall from Definition 1 that the maximum rate of
change of loss by perturbing a point z equals sup;.., (f(z) — f(2))+/l|Z - z||; and that Vg . (f) measures
the largest possible change of loss by perturbation among all z € supp Q. The gap between these two
quantities can lead to a remainder with an undesired order. Specifically, in Example 3 we have

SUPz., (f(D) —f(z)+/lE~zll _20(6(1-+2p)-6+1)
Voo (f) B 20 =1-0\2p.

However, in order to have a O(p?) remainder, every perturbed point z € Z should satisfy

supz,, (f(2) = f(2)+/11Z - zl|
Va,eo(f)

As a result, perturbing points close to z. does not provide sufficient change of the loss compared to
Va.(f), leading to a large remainder. In high dimensions, the condition (3) can be difficult to satisfy.
For example, consider Z c R?, p <1, f is twice differentiable and znayx is the unique point satisfying
SUPz., (f(2) = f(zZmax))+/l1Z = Zmax || = Vo, (f). It may happen that only points in the neighborhood
{z: ||z — zmax || < cp} satisfy the condition (3). Suppose Q is continuous with bounded density, then
this set has Q-measure only O(p?), where d is the dimension of Z. Hence, most points being perturbed
by the worst-case distribution would not satisfy (3).

>1-0(p). (3)

The discussion above suggests that for p =1, the remainder pVg «(f) — Ra.1(p; f) cannot be of the
desired order O(p?) in general. Fortunately, as will be formalized in the next subsection, one can show
that Rq.1(p; f) achieves a fraction of pVg «(f) uniformly for all f € F under mild conditions. Thereby,
the variation of loss is still under control by minimizing the Wasserstein robust loss.

3.3.2. A Sandwich Theorem Motivated by the discussion in the previous section, particularly
condition (3), we develop the following Theorem 2, which are instantiated under two important
situations (Corollaries 1 and 2). The proofs are given in Appendix EC.2.5.

Define ) ) )
dr(f. f) :=max (Ilf = flleos |IfllLip = 1 fllLip])-

THEOREM 2 (1-Wasserstein DRO). Let p = 1. Assume every f € F is Lipschitz continuous. Assume further
that there exists e > 0, 6p,n € (0,1] such that for every f € F, there exists Zy C Z and Ty : Zp — Z such
that with probability at least 1 — &,

FT5(2) = f(2) 20l fllup — T (2) = zll, VzeZp, 0
Ep, [||5in(z) —z||1{z € Zf}] > 0.

Suppose p, <minscr Ep, [||9 r(2) - z||1{z € Zf}]. Then with probability at least 1 —N(%; F,dx) -6,
Upnvﬂ:"n,oo (f) — Pn€— (1 \ pn)/n < RPn,l(pn;f) < pnv[P’n,oo(f)'

This theorem shows that the Wasserstein regularizer Rp, 1(p; f) is sandwiched by pVp, o (f) and its
fraction npVp, - (f) which, according to Example 3, is generally the best one can hope for. Assumption
(T) means that every point z € Z¢ can be perturbed to some point 7 r(z) resulting in an increment no
less than a fixed fraction of Vp, (f); and that the total perturbations Ep, [d(79 r(2),2z)1{z € Z¢}] has a
positive lower bound uniformly for all f € F. There is a tradeoff between n and §,, — one can increase n
at the cost of a smaller §,,. For loss functions that are spurious, i.e., with large probability ||V f(z)]|. is
much smaller than Vp, o (f), we would like to reduce the fraction 7 in order to increase the probability
bound § so that it has a mild dependence on the dimension of Z. Below we provide two important
situations where the condition (T) can be satisfied either probabilistically or deterministically.

Denote by H(al|b) :=alog 7 +(1—a)log %—:2‘.
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COROLLARY 1 (Data-driven 1-Wasserstein DRO). Assume every f € F is Lipschitz continuous. Suppose
pn = po/Nn for some po > 0. Assume every f € F is h-semi-convex, i.e., there exists i € R such that

f(B)-f(2) 29" (G-2)-hlz-z|, VzieZ,
where g is any element in the subdifferential of (z). Assume further that there exists n € (0, 1] such that

a := inf Ptrue{Z: sup |lgll« > ’7“f||Lip} €(0,1).
fer g9eof ()

Let ¢ < 7% A 1%“ Then the condition (T) is satisfied by setting

£:chp5, Zf:{z: es;li)HgH*ZUHf”Lip}, 5n=exp(—nH(c||ﬁ/\1jT“)).
g z

In addition, with probability at least 1 —exp (—nH(c|| 1% A 12) +log N (£; F,dx)),
NP Ve,.00(f) = chpp = (1V pp) /1 < R, 1(Pns £) < puVp,e ().

An illustration of this result for linear prediction with Lipschitz loss on a bounded domain is given in
Example 7 in Section 4.

CoROLLARY 2 (Lipschitz regularization). Assume every f € F is Lipschitz continuous. Suppose
diam(Z) = oo and there exists zo € Z such that

msup {2 G0

l3-z0ll—e0 12 =20l

=[fllip. VfeF, L

then (T) is satisfied for any e > 0 with n=1 and 6 = 0. In addition, for all p > 0 and f € F,
Re,1(p5 ) = pVe,.e0(f) = plIfllLip-

This provides a situation of exact equivalence between Wasserstein DRO and regularization. As
detailed in the proof, if (L) holds for some zg € Z then it holds for every z € Z. Hence, condition
(L) means that the Lipschitz norm is attained approximately between z € supp P,, and some distant
point z: for any € > 0 and r > O there exists Z =: T 7(z) such that ||Ts(z) —z|| > r and f(T(2)) - f(2) =
(IIfllip — )| £ (2) — z||. The (approximately) worst-case distribution perturbs some point z;, € supp P,
to J r(z;,) with tiny probability §/n where 6 € (0,1), and therefore has the form

1 1-6 é
; Z SZi + T‘szio + ;6(3f(2i0)'

i#ip

Condition (L) can be satisfied when f is convex and Lipschitz, which has been considered in [24] and
in [47]. It also holds for non-convex losses; a one-dimensional example is the inverse S-shaped curve
plotted in Figure 3. We illustrate this corollary in Example 8 in Section 4 for linear prediction with
Lipschitz loss on an unbounded domain.

3.4. Theory for General Metric Spaces

In previous subsections, we primarily focus on losses on a Banach space. In this subsection, we extend
the results to a general metric space without isolated point. To this end, we first introduce the following
notion of slope adopted from [17, 2], which measures the modulus of continuity of a function on a
metric space without isolated points.
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fo(2)

Figure 3  fp(z) =sgn(z)In((1+exp(z/0))/2), ze R

DEFINITION 2 (SLOPES AND VARIATION). The local slope |df|(z) and global slope 1¢(z) of a function
f:Z—>R atze Z is defined as

10f1(2) 1= lim sup L&) =S

zZ—z d(23 Z) ’
(B - f(2)+
Y= TG

The variation of a function f with respect to a distribution Q is defined as

— Joflllag g€l ),
VQ,q(f) = {HIf”Q,oo: q =00,

¢

Our definition of slope generalizes the slope for univariate functions. The local slope |0f|(z) measures
the magnitude of the change of the loss when perturbing z locally, while the global slope 1(z) measures
the largest magnitude of the loss when perturbing z to any point in Z. Obviously we have |9f] < 1.
Slopes are well-defined for a very broad class of continuous but not necessarily differentiable loss
functions on any metric space without isolated points. The next example demonstrates our definition
of variation reduces to Definition 1 when Z is a Banach space.

EXAMPLE 4. Suppose Z is an open subset of a Banach space (5,||-||) and f: B— R.
(D When f is differentiable, by definition and Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we have
. v -
|0f](z) = lim sup f—(zz f(z) =lim sup §f@)2=2) f(f)’z 2)
zZ—>z ”Z_ZH zZ—>z ”Z—Z”

Thus [[|9flla.q = 1V 1« |-
(I When f is Lipschitz, by definition |9f|(z) < I¢(z) < || fllLip- Thus

s llg.c0 = Q-esssup [f(z) = Q-ess sup sup M
zeZ zeZ F4z d(Z, Z)

=IVF (@

Define

Gr(6,2) := sup  f(2)—-f(z), 620, zeZ. (4)
z€2:d(32) <6

In Lemma EC.8 in Appendix EC.2.2 we will show that Assumptions 1 and 2 imply Assumption 5.



13

AssumPTION 5 (Growth, continuity and jump).
(I) When p = co, assume there exists 8o, M > 0, and H € L' (Pyvye) such that for all f € Fand dll z € Z,

|G£(8,2) — 10f1(2)8] < H(2)8* + M(8 —d(2, Dy))s, V5 < o.

(I) When p € (2,), assume there exists do,L,M >0, and H € [,1% (Prue) such that for all f € F and
all ze Z,
G(8,2) — 0f1(2)8 < H(2)8* + L8? + M(§ —d(2,Dy))s, ¥5>0,

G(8,2) —19f1(2)8 = —H(2)6* = M(6 — d(z,Dy))4, V6 < 8.
(III) When p € (1,2], assume there exists i, M > O such that for all f e F and all z € Z,

—h6% — M(5—d(z,Dy))s < Gp(8,2) — |0f(2)8 < LE” + M(§ —d(2,Dy))s, VS 20,

The case of M =0 corresponds to smooth losses. By replacing Assumptions 1 and 2 with Assumption 5
and using the substitutions:

=zl > d(G2), V@I o 1of1(z), sup LEZF@)

ERA ekl

g If(Z),

Theorems 1 and 2 remain to hold; see Appendix B for a complete statement of these results. In Section
4, we illustrate the results on general metric spaces for manifold regularization (Example 10) and
intensity estimation of point processes (Example 11).

REMARK 1 (COMPARISON AMONG WASSERSTEIN ORDERS p). Comparing Theorems 1 and 2, we observe
that as the Wasserstein order p decreases, stronger assumptions are needed to obtain the asymptotic
equivalence between the Wasserstein DRO and variation regularization, which sheds light on the
modeling choice of Wasserstein order p. Specifically, when p = o, only local assumptions on the
continuity and jump are needed (Assumption 5 (I)); when p € [1, »), global growth condition is
required (Assumptions 5 (II)(II)), and p > 2, p < 2 have different orders of remainder O( pﬁAz); when
p =1, the lower and upper bound in Theorem 2 may not match but only a sandwich inequality is
available. As can be seen from the proof, the worst-case distribution has a qualitative difference between
p<2and p > 2. For p > 2, the largest distance of perturbation is bounded for all empirical points with
high probability; whereas for p < 2, the worst-case distribution tends to perturb the empirical points
with a large distance — the most extreme case being p = 1; see the comment after Corollary 2.

4. Applications

In this section, we instantiate our results using various examples. For each example, we discuss why
the assumptions for the corresponding result to hold and provide more detailed verification of the
assumptions in Appendix EC.3.

4.1. Multi-item Newsvendor

We start with the classicial newsvendor problem with piecewise linear objective that makes use of
Theoerem 1.

ExaMPLE 5 (MULT-ITEM NEWSVENDOR). Consider a newsvendor problem in which the decision maker
needs to decide the ordering quantities 6 € R¢ for d products, before their random demands z are
realized. Let h=(h1,...,hg) and b= (by,...,by) be respectively the holding cost vector and backorder
cost vector. The overall cost is given by

d
fg(Z) ZZhj(ej—Zj)++bj(Zj—9j)+.
=1
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Suppose Z ¢ (R%,||-||2) and © c {6 € R¢: ||0]| < B}. Assume each marginal distribution of P’ _ has

continuous density on R bounded by p.

true

Let us verify the assumptions required by Theorem 1. First, fy has 2¢ pieces determined by the
signof z; — 0}, j=1,...,d and each piece is linear, thus Assumption 1 is satisfied with H=0. Second,
Assumption 2 is satisfied with M = Z;’Zl |hj|+1b;] and L = 0. Third, d(z, Dg,) =min; < <4 |2z; — 0;], thereby
Assumption 3 holds since

1 1
guwtme{ min |z, 0] < o} < 5 Z PY {lz; - 0;] < 8} < dy.

Fourth, Assumption 4 is verified in Lemma EC.15 in Appendix EC.3.1.

Let p € (1,00) and ¢ > 0. Using Theorem 1 and Lemma EC.16 in Appendix EC.3.1, we have with
probability at least 1 —e~?, for all 6 € ©,

d 1
R, (i f0) = pu(Eo, | D 1171714z) < 0} + 16,1710, > 27} )
j=1

<cpd" +dupn\/7 2p"(¢dlog(3/pn>+v_ dr).

We remark that, in this example, the remainder is O(d/n) for p > 2 when p, = O(1/+/n). Also note that
the objective function has 2¢ pieces while the remainder is only linear in d.

4.2. Portfolio Selection

Next, we consider the classic portfolio utility maximization problem with piecewise linear utility
functions. Let z € Z c (R ||-||2) be the random loss of d assets and let ® c {# e R¢: 671 =1, ||0]|2 < B}
be the set of admissible portfolio vectors, where B > 0. The goal is to find a portfolio that maximizes
the expected utility of the portfolio, or minimizes the negative utility.

EXAMPLE 6 (PORTFOLIO SELECTION WITH PIECEWISE LINEAR UTILITY). Consider a piecewise linear
(negative) utility function
fo(z) = max a0z + by,
<K

where a; <0, k=1,...,K. Let i be the (ﬁmte) set of non-differentiable points of the one-dimensional
piecewise linear function u > maxj <x <k axt +bg. Assume A := maxj <x<x |ar| > 0. We denote by k(u) so
that |ag ()| = maxi<j<k{laj| : aju+b; =max) <k <k aru +bi}. Assume Py is continuous with bounded

density and ¢ := infgeo Ep,,, [ai(mz)]% > 0.

We verify the assumptions required by Theorem 4. First, for every 6 € ©, fp is linear on each
piece determined by U/, hence Assumption 1 is satisfied with H = 0. Second, for z1,z5 belonging
to adjoint pieces, we have ||V fy(z1) — Vfo(z2)|| < [10]l2 max; <j<k<k |a; — ax|. Hence Assumption 2 is
satisified with M =2AB and L = 0. Third, to verify Assumption 3, note that for all 6 # 0, d(z,Dy,) =
min, e |07z —u|/||0]|2, thus

Ep,.. [1{0 <d(z,Dy) < 5}] =Ep,,. [1{m€ig{1|9Tz—u| < 5||9||2}] < Z Ep,.. [1{|0Tz—u| < 5||9||2}].
u ueld

Define a random variable U = 0"z and denote by py its density induced from z ~ Pye. For any 6 # 0,

1 .1
lim e {1072 = ul < 6110]12} = 10]121im 5 Pre{ 1672 ~ul < 8} = 6ll2po ().
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By our assumption on Py, pg is continuous and has a finite upper bound on the compact set ©, hence
Assumption 3 holds. Fourth, at differentiable points, we have

IVl laker 6l <Al
- 2 an.
VSl ez Epye [0 ey 12110112

Wy (2) =

Hence Assumption 4’ holds with ¢; = A/{ and ¢z = 0. Finally, by Lemma EC.17 in Appendix EC.3.2,
Assumption 6 holds for all n > ng for some ng > 1.

Using Theorem 4 in Appendix A and Lemma EC.18 in Appendix EC.3.2, there exists ng, tp, C,C1,C2 > 0
such that for n > ng, with probability at least 1 — 2e — e ™, for every 6 € ©,

d [t
< Cp§+Clpn\/;+pn pr s

In this subsection, we consider two examples on linear prediction, covering two particular cases of
p =1 (Corollaries 1 and 2). Let z = (x,y), where x € X ¢ (R%,||-]|), and y € R for regression whereas for
classification, y belongs to a probability simplex in RX, K € N.,. To ease the exposition, we assume
d(z,2) = ||x — ¥|| + oo - 1{y # 7j}, thereby we can omit the y-component when we compute ||Vf(z)||..

et -t |

4.3. Linear Prediction

EXAMPLE 7 (LIPSCHITZ LOSS ON A BOUNDED DOMAIN, p =1). Suppose the loss function has a form

e 10T __|e(6Tx—y), regression,
fol2) =10 x.y) := {yt’(@Tx), binary classification, (5)

where e © c {# e R¢: ||| < B} for some B>0 and ¢: R — R is L,-Lipschitz. Denote by I’(-,y) the
derivative of [ with respect to its first argument. Assume ¢ has 7,-Lipschitz gradient. Assume there
exists 5 € (0, 1] such that

infpee Prrue{ (x,y) : [¢/(6Tx—y)| > nL,}, regression,

O<a:= {infee@) U:Dtrue{(x: Y) : |f,(‘9—rx)| > ’7Lt’}: binary classification. (©)

Let us verify the assumptions in Corollary 1. We have ||Vfy(z) ||. = [|0]l.1"(07x,y), thus || fyllLp =
||0||*sup(x,y)ezl’(9Tx, y) < L||0]|. and fp is %,B%-semi-convex. Moreover, the constraints in (6) is
equivalent to ||Vf(2)|l« > nl|fllLp, thereby a in Corollary 1 is well-defined. By Appendix EC.3.3,
N(e: F.dr) < (Lgdiam(X)V(L,»+Bhgdiam(X))

€

d
) Lete< & A 177"‘ Then using Corollary 1, with probability
at least

1-dexp ( —nH(c||(% A 1£2)) +log (Lediam(X) V (L, + B, diam(X))) +log n),
it holds for all 8 € © that
npallOll. max [I'(67 <],y - chepp = (1V pp)/n < Rp,1(pns fo) < pullOll« max [I'(07x}' y7)- L

ExaMPLE 8 (LIPSCHITZ LOSS ON AN UNBOUNDED DOMAIN). Consider the loss function defined in (5).
Suppose X = R?. Assume additionally lim SUP |00 % = L,. Examples of ¢(¢) include convex losses
such as hinge loss (1 - t),, softplus (logistic) loss log(1 + e’), as well as non-convex losses such
as inverse S-shaped curve sgn(t) log(%(l +e')). For classification, assume further that there exists
(x0,yo) € supp P, with yo = 1. Then fp is Lipschitz continuous with constant bounded by L,B and
lim sup 500 1(07x,y) = LellO|l« = || follLip, thus (L) in Corollary 2 is satisfied, and we have

Re,1(p; fo)=p-Lll0]l., VO€O. .

We remark that this result relaxes the convexity assumption in the equivalence results derived in
[24, 47].



16

4.4. Neural Networks

Following the previous section, we study supervised learning with nonlinear class in this subsection. In
particular, we consider a two-layer network with leaky ReLU activations o(z) =z if z > 0 and o(z) = az
if z <0, where a > 0. As before, we consider a K-class classification. Let z = (x,y) € Z =X x ), where
X c R? and ) is a subset of the probability simplex in RX. Suppose d(Z,z) = ||X — x|z + 0 1{§j = y}.

EXAMPLE 9 (LEAKY RELU NETWORK). Let 6 = (W;, W2) where W; € R%*4 and W, € RKX% are weight
matrices. Define a two-layer ReLU network with cross-entropy loss
S, yrexp(Wao ko (Wix))

=K exp(Waro(Wix))

fo(z) :=t(Who(Wix),y) =—log

where Wy is the k-th row of Ws. Denote by ¢’(x) the diagonal matrix whose j-th diagonal equals
1{x; > 0}. Using the chain rule, at differentiable point we have

IVfy(2)ll2 = [|VE(Wao (W1 x), y) Wao (Wix) Wi |2,

where we have adopted the convention that the gradient is a row vector. Assume X’ is compact;
[WalloplIWllop < 1, where |||, denotes the matrix operator norm; and the marginal distribution of

X X .
P on & is continuous.

Now we verify the assumptions required by Theorem 1. Assumption 1 is satisfied because of the
Lipschitz continuity of ¢ and piecewise linearity of the ReLU activation function. Assumption 2 is
satisfied due to the Lipschitz continuity of ¢ and ¢. Since Py is continuous, Dy, is bounded and © is
compact, the conditional density dPye(Dy,) is uniformly bounded over 6 € ©, hence Assumption 3 is
satisfied. Finally, Assumption 4 is verified in Appendix EC.3.4.

Let ¢t > 0. Using Theorem 1 and Lemma EC.21 in Appendix EC.3.4, there exists p,C > 0 such that for
all p < p, with probability at least 1 —e~*, for every 6 € ©,

d t
Re2(pn £) = pall 19S 1l lle, 2| < C1p7 +c2d1\/; +puy 3 *

4.5. Non-Euclidean Spaces

In this subsection we consider the case where Z is a metric space different from the Euclidean space
using the theory developed in Section 3.4. For the ease of exposition, we consider smooth loss functions.

EXAMPLE 10 (MANIFOLD REGULARIZATION). Suppose Z C R is a Riemannian manifold and f : R¢ —
R is twice differentiable with bounded Hessian. Then |9f|(z) = Exp(Vf), where Exp denotes the
exponential map [16]. For example, when Z is the unit sphere {z € R?: ||z||2 = 1}, then |Vf|l.(2) =
Exp(Vf)=|(I; —zz")Vf(z)||2, where I; denotes the d-dimensional identity matrix. By Theorem 1 in
Appendix B, there exists a,C > 0 such that for all pg <a, n€eNs; and f € F,

Rp,2(pn; f) = puVp,2(f)| < Cp2,

where Vp_2(f) = || IExp(V)|l2|lp, 2. This establishes a connection between Wasserstein DRO and
Laplacian regularization in manifold optimization [7]. )

As another example, we consider the case where the distance d(Z, z) is defined through another
Wasserstein distance, in which each sample point z is viewed as a measure. This setup occurs in various
applications. For instance, let Z be the space of inhomogeneous Poisson processes on = = [0, T]. Then
each z € Z can be viewed as a distribution of sample paths on =. Each sample path is identified with
a counting measure on =, and the distance d(Z,z) between two sample paths Z and z is measured
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by some Wasserstein distance between counting measures on =. This is called nested distance in [26,
Section 4.2]. As another example, let Z be the space of black-and-white images with fixed resolution
r x r. Then each image z € Z can be viewed as a two-dimensional histogram on the space of pixels
Z={1,...,r}?, with each pixel representing a bin. The distance d(Z,z) between two images 7 and z
is measured by some Wasserstein distance between 2-dimensional histograms on =. This is called
Wasserstein of Wasserstein loss in [22].

More formally, suppose each element z € Z itself is a Borel measure on a metric space (Z,dz). We
define the metric d on Z as a 2-Wasserstein metric

d(52) = We(2.2) = inf |dzly2

where T'(Z, z) represents the set of Borel measures on =2 with marginal measures 7 and z. Then the
2-Wasserstein distance between two probability distributions P, Q on Z becomes

1
W2(P, Q) = ﬂeél(l[g (lE(Z,z)~7r [Wz(22)] ) g

EXAMPLE 11 (INTENSITY ESTIMATION FOR POINT PROCESSES). Let = c (R, ||-||). Consider the problem
of estimating the intensity function f : = — R of a point process, namely, f satisfies f(E) =E,.p[z(E)]
for every Borel set E C Z. Suppose the negative log-likelihood of a sample path z = Zj,\:iﬂ é¢,,, has the
form

M;
[ r@ae- 3108 = [ 0de-Eeyp[10g 0],
= m=1 =

which holds, for example, the inhomogeneous Poisson process. Then the distributionally robust negative
log-likelihood function is

CP(fipm) = sup { f(&d- [EZNP[[E§~Z[Iogf<f>]]}.
P: Wo (P,P,) <pn =

Assume log f has Lipschitz gradient bounded by 7 > 0. Then in Appendix EC.3.5 we show that for

every f,

re C
123 pm) = LB )| <

where
reg p. N . 1 18 & 2\ 2
L (fipn = [ f<§>d§—;Z[Eg~z log f(O)] +n(-- D, 2. IVelog f(EmI3)
= i=1 m=1

here V¢log (&) is also known as the score function in statistics. Therefore, this example demonstrates
that 2-Wasserstein DRO penalizes the norm of the score function. *

5. Generalization Guarantees for Adversarial Robust Learning

In this section we study adversarial robust learning, as an application of our developed theory for
oo-Wasserstein DRO.

Recent studies (e.g., [54, 29]) have shown that machine learning models are vulnerable to adversarial
attacks. For example, by adding a small perturbation adversarially to an image, a well-trained
classification model may make a wrong prediction, even when such perturbations are imperceptible to
human eyes. To improve the robustness and generalization of machine learning models, one popular
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approach is the following adversarial robust learning framework, which considers the following
empirical adversarial risk minimization problem

n

}nei}‘ {An(p;f):lz sup t’(f(x),y?)}, 7)

N3 xex: lx—x*I<p

where £: R x{1,...,K} — [0,1] is a K-class classification loss function such as cross-entropy, .F is the
hypothesis family on X, and p > 0 is a small real number. Note that (7) is the dual formulation (D) of
oo-Wasserstein DRO when Q = P,,. The population adversarial risk minimization corresponding to (7) is

?neig {A(p;f) =Epy.|  sup t’(f(x),y)]},

xeX:||x—x|<p

which is the dual formulation (D) of co-Wasserstein DRO when Q = Pye. One of the most important
questions that this minimax formulation raises is to characterize the generalization property of the
adversarial risk, i.e., the gap between the empirical adversarial risk and the population adversarial risk
(63, 3, 4].

A immediate consequence of Theorem 1 is the following.

EXAMPLE 12 (ADVERSARIAL ROBUST LEARNING AND TOTAL-VARIATION REGULARIZATION). Assume ¢ is
smooth and every f € F is piecewise smooth, which is satisfied by cross-entropy loss and ReLU network.
Assume Py is a continuous distribution on a compact set X x {1,...,K}. Then Assumptions 1, 2, 3 are
satisfied imeditately. Thereby Theorem 1 shows that with probability at least 1 —e™*, problem (7) is
equivalent to an empirical total variation regularization problem

min {1 ST +p-En, [P DITFIL] } +en

feF (n<i3

where the remainder ¢, = p?(C+||H||p,.1) +2pEg [Rn(Tp)] +py /# with terms defined in Theorem 1
and its assumptions, and .7, = {x — 1{d(x,Dy) < p} : f € F, Dy # 0}. rs

We develop an upper bound on the generalization error A(p; f) —.A,(p; ), whose proof is given in
Appendix EC.4. Define
loF={lof]: feF},

recalling |9f| is the local slope of f defined in Definition 2 that generalizes the gradient norm.

THEOREM 3. Under the setting of Example 12, assume ¢ is L,-Lipschitz, and each piece of f € F has
gradient bounded by L > 0. Let t > 0. Then there exists p,C > 0 such that for all p < p, with probability at
least 1 -3e7?, for every f € F,

A(p; ) = An(p; f) < 2Le(Eg [Rn(F) ] + pEo [Rn(|0F )] + pEe [Rn(Tp)]) + (2+ (L + 1)pr)\/;+LeCp2~

Theorem 3 unveils that, apart from R, (F) appeared also in the empirical risk minimization, the
Rademacher complexity of the local slope R,,(|0F|) plays a crucial role in controlling the generalization
error of adversarial robust learning. Typically, p is very small and therefore the last O(p?) term in the
bound is likely to be negligible. When p = 0, our bound reduces to the usual generalization bound for
empirical risk minimization. When F is a family of smooth losses, the bound in Theorem 3 becomes

A(p; ) = An(p; f) < 2Le(Ee [Rn(F)] + pEg [Ru(|0FD]) + (2+Lpr)\/;+Lng2.
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When F is a family of linear losses 7 = {fp =6"x : 6 € ©}, the bound becomes

A(p; fo) = An(p; fo) < 2Le(Eg[Rn(F)] + pEe [Rn ({1101l : 6 € O})]) + (2+LLfP)\/2:tn,

which leads to the bounds developed in [63, 4], in which case the local slope is precisely ||0||.. The
R,.(|]oF|) factor appears to be new in the literature, but should make intuitive sense. Indeed, if the
complexity of the variation is small, the model is more robust to the adversarial perturbations and thus
generalizes better.

6. Conclusion

Regularization is at the core of many learning and decision-making tasks in the world of big data. In
this paper, we introduce a new family of regularization schemes, termed as variation regularization,
and develop a framework connecting Wasserstein DRO and variation regularization. The general theory
fills the gap between the empirical success of Wasserstein DRO and the theoretical understanding of
its regularization effect, and some of our results deepen our understanding of ad hoc regularization
approaches used in practice. We exemplify our results under a variety of contexts in operations
research and machine learning, which not only solidifies existing regularization techniques but also
inspires new regularizers. Our theory also provides new aspects in understanding the generalization
behavior of adversarial robust learning.

Appendix A: A Variant of Theorem 1

In this section, we provide an alternative to Theorem 1(II) which does not require the lower bound c3
in Assumption 4.

ASSUMPTION 4. For z € Z\ Dy, define wy(z) := 1Vf(2) Il

TIVAT Troes” Assume there exists c1,ca > 0 such that for
all f € F with Dy # @ and dll z€ Z\ Dy, ’

wr(z) < c1+c2d(z, Df)P_l.
We impose the following condition, which is called the lower isometry property in the literature (e.g.,
Liang et al. [37]).
AssuMPTION 6 (Lower isometry property). There exists ao,1,to, no > 0, such that for every n > ny,
with probability at least 1 — 2 exp(—ntg), for every f € F satisfying || |0f| |pywe.q > a0/ Vn, it holds that
o llp,..q > nll1of HPuyeq-

Namely, we impose a positive lower bound on the ratio between the empirical variation and the true
variation for loss functions whose variation is larger than O(1/+/n). In Appendix EC.2.4.1, we will
provide a sufficient condition ensuring Assumption 6 and prove the following theorem.

THEOREM 4. Let p € (1,00). Assume Assumptions 4, 5, 6 are in force. Let p, = po/+/n for some py >0
and let t > 0. Then there exists p,C1,Co > 0 such that for all py < p and n > ng, with probability at least
1-e ' —e ™o, forevery f € F,
2
Re,.p(pn; f) = puVe,q(f)] < pn/\p(”H”Pmﬁ {p > 2} +C1) + MEp, [ (C2pn — d(z.Dy)), |.

This result is illustrated in the context of portfolio selection (Example 6 in Section 4).
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Appendix B: Results for General Metric Space

We first restate Assumption 4 for general metric spaces.

19f1(2) _\p1

ASSUMPTION 4. Let p € (1,00). For z € Z \ Dy, define ws(z) := (W)P*R Assume there exists
true-9

c1,¢2,¢3 > 0 such that for all f € F with Dy # @ and all z€ Z \ Dy,

c3 < wp(z) <c1+cad(z, Df)p_l.

THEOREM 1.

(I) Let p = oco. Assume Assumptions 1, 2 are in force. Then there exists p > 0 such that for all p < p and
fer,

‘an,oo(P;f) = pll1ofllle,1| < p?1HIIp, 1 + MEp, [(p — d(2,Df))+].-

(1) Let p € (1,00) and p,, = po/+/n. Assume Assumptions 1, 2, 4 are in force. Then there exists p,C1,Ca > 0
such that for all pg < p and f € F,

[R5,.5on 1) = pall10f1 5,

<pn " (IHllg, 2, 1p > 2} +C1) + MEp, [ (C2pn ~ d(z.Dp)), ].

Theorem 1(III) remains the same format.

THEOREM 2. Let p = 1. Assume every f € F is Lipschitz continuous. Assume further that there exists ¢ > 0,
5,1 € (0,1] such that for every f € F, there exists Zy C Z and J s : Zy — Z such that with probability at

least 1 -5,
f(T¢(2) = f(2) 2n(IfllLip — £)d(Tf(2),2), Vz€ Zp,
Ep, [d(OJf(z),z)l{z € Zf}] > 0.

Suppose p, <mingcr Ep,[d(F r(2),z)1{z € Zf}]. Then with probability at least 1 —N(%; F,dr) -6,

Uan[P’n,q(f) — Pn€— (1 \4 pn)/n < RPn,p(anf) < anPn,q(f)'

(M
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Proofs of Statements

Appendix EC.1: Proofs for Section 2

Let vp and vp be respectively the optimal value of (P) and its dual problem (D). The following duality
result is subtracted from [26].

LEmMA EC.1 (Strong duality, p € [1,00)). Let p € [1,00) and Q € P,(2). Assume f is upper semi-
continuous and ((I)) holds. Then

(I) vp <ovp <oco.
(I) Suppose either Q has finite support or Z is Polish. Then vp = vp < oo, and the dual minimizer
exists.
We prove the following duality result for co-Wasserstein DRO below which suffices our need.

LEMMA EC.2 (Strong duality, p = o). Let p = co. Then vp < vp < co. Suppose further that Q has finite
support. Then vp = vp.

Proof. Let P be such that W, (P, Q) < p. Since Q has finite support, there exists a joint distribution
(%,z) ~ = with marginal distributions z ~ P and z ~ Q satisfying ||d|| ;. < W (P, Q). Denote by 7z, the
conditional distribution of Z given z. We have that

Ep[f] =E(zo)~n[f (D] = Ezen[Eson. [f(2)]2]] < [Ez~@[SI}P{f(5) 1d(Z.2) < p}|.

Taking the supremum over P, we obtain the first part.
For the second part, suppose Q = Z;.”zl q;68;. Restricting on distributions of the form Z;": 196z, we
have that

m
vp > sup {qu65j 1 d(z),2)) < p} =op.
£} 4 j=1

Hence the proof is completed. m]

LEMMA EC.3. Let p € (1,0). Assume f is upper semi-continuous and ((I)) holds. For 7 > 0, define
f(z) := sup { F(3) - ——d(z z)P}. (EC.1)
ez prP1

(I) For any € > 0, it holds that

1_1 d(2)" > fi(2) - €| =0.

lim sup {d(z, SHICES

710 3¢z
If the set of maximizers

1
prPt

Z,(1,z) ;= argmax {f(i) - d(E,z)p}
zeZ
is non-empty, then
lim sup d(z;,z)=0.
0 2:€24(1,2)
(I) Forall ze Z,

lim £.(2) = £ (2).
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(IIT) Forall z€ Z,
g £

1
< —|of|(2)1.
i 1of1(2

Proof. To prove (I), from Assumption ((I)) we have that there exists M, L > 0 such that for all

Z,z€Z,
f(2) <M+Ld(z2)P.

Therefore, for all Z,z € Z,
f(Z) = f(z) <M~ f(2) +Ld(Z,20)? < M — f(2) + L2 1 (d(%,2)P +d(z,20)?) =: M + Ld(Z, 2)?,

where we have used the elementary inequality (a+b)? < 27~ (a? +bP) for a,b > 0. It follows that

f:(2) = f(2) < sup (¥~ (— - Dd(2.2)" ~ ],

prP~

Since f; — f > 0, the inequality above implies that for any 7 < (ﬁ)i%l, any Z satisfying

M-
d(z2)f > ——

porT

cannot be a maximizer. Letting r — 0 yields the first part. When Z,(z,z) # @, setting € = 0 in the
reasoning above gives the result.

(IT) is obtained using (I) and the upper semi-continuity of f.

To show (III), assume that for sufficiently small r, the supremum in (EC.1) is attained at some point,
denoted as z, (otherwise we argue by approximation). As a result, we have

lim sup fr(2) - f(2) — lim sup {f(zr) -f(@) d(z, z)P}
710 T 10 T oop
{185 s
<timap {2 (155
< <1of11(2).

where the first inequality follows from Young’s inequality, and the second inequality is due to the
definition of |9f](z). |

Proof of Proposition 1. Since Rq,(p; f) is monotone in p and has a lower bound zero, the limit

exists due to monotone convergence.
To compute the limit, we first consider p € [1, ). By ((I)) Lemma EC.1(D),

Ro,(pi f) < min {20 + .| sup(f(2) 14 (2,2)) -fl}.

Using the elementary inequality (a+b)? < 2°~1(a? +b?) and ((I)), there exists M, L > 0 such that

f(2) < L(d(2,2) +d(2,20))’ + M < 2P L(d(Z,2)? +d(z,20)P) + M, Vz € Z.
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It follows that
[Ez~@[zgzp {f(3-2d(z, z)P}] < [Ez~@[21€1§ {2071Ld(2,2)P + 2071 Ld(z,20)P + M — Ad(Z, z)P}]
<FE,q [2P‘1Ld(z, 20)” +M], VA>2p1L,
Hence, we can apply the reverse Fatou’s lemma and obtain

limE...o| sup {/(5) - 4d(2.2)}| < Ez-a| limsup {/(5) - Md(2. 2"} | = Ec-alf ()],
Teo zeZ Aloo zez

where the equality is due to Lemma EC.3(I). Let {p,},’ ; be any sequence of positive real numbers
approaching to zero, and let {4,} ", be a sequence of positive real numbers approaching to infinity
and satisfying A, ph — 0 as n — co. It follows that

limRa, (p; )= lim Rap(pns f) < lim 2nph + Exva sup {f(2) = 24d(2.2)°} | - Eal f] =0,
zE
Next, consider p = co. By Lemma EC.2,
lim Ry, o (p; f) < lim [Epn[sup [F&)-f(2): d(z2) < p}] <Ep, [ lim sup {f(3) - f(2) : d(3,2) < p}] -0,
p—0 p—0 seZ pP0zez
where the last inequality follows from the upper semi-continuity on f. m]

Appendix EC.2: Proofs for Section 3

In the sequel, we develop our results for general metric spaces (Appendix B).

EC.2.1. Auxiliary Results
We prepare several results that will be frequently used. Recall G¢(6,z) is defined in (4).

LEMMA EC.4. Let 1,6,p > 0. Forall z € Z,
sup {f(2) - f(2) = Ad(Z,2)P } = sup {Gf(6,z) — 157 }.
zeZ 5>0

For all {z]'}; C 2,

sup {1 anf(if)—f(zl") %id(E?,Z?)pSpP}: sup {%Zn:Gf(&-,z;'): %anaf’gpp}_
=1 i=1

(zricz N3 8i>0,1<i<n i1

Proof. Introducing an auxiliary variable § > 0, we have

sup {f(2) - f(z) —Ad(Z,2)P} = sup {f(%)—f(z)—/l5p:d(2,z)s5}

zeZ zeZ,6>0

= sup { sup  f(2)-f(2) - w’}

520 | se2:d(3.2) <5
=sup {G7(8,z) — 16" }.
520



ec4

For the second part, introducing auxiliary variables §; = d(z7,z!"), we have
1 < sn n 1 < sn n
sup {; Zf(zi )—f(z): 0 Zd(zi ,z)P < Pp}
i=1 i=1

12 12
= sup {; E fEH-f(Zh: 8 >2d(z],2]), 1<i<n, - E 5?$pp}
i=1

{2}icZ,{6:}:>0 i=1

= sup {1 S3sup (FE) - £ ¢ b2 A} 0 < pf’}
i=1

{6:}3:20 LM 527 8;20
1 S R »
= sup {= > Gp(8,z]): = > 80 <pPy.
{8:}i20 \ 1527 ni=1

The following lemma is adapted from [49, Theorem 26.5].
LEMMA EC.5. Let H be a set of functions on Z. Assume h € [0, M] for every h € H. Let t > 0. Then with

probability at least 1 — e,

2
Ep, [h] < Ep,.[h] + 2%, (H) +Mw/;t.

Similarly, with probability at least 1 — e,

IElptrue [h] < Eﬂj’n [h] + 29{,,(7—[) +M1 ’ %

Proof. Using McDiarmid’s inequality, with probability at least 1 — e/, for every f € F,

up {Ep, 0]~ Epye (1]} ~ Eo | sup {Ep, [h] - v [1]}| < M\/; .

Using the standard symmetrization argument of the Rademacher complexity,

Ee [j;“}z {Ep, [h] — Epy [h]}] < 2Eo[Ra(H)],

which completes the proof. m|

Rademacher complexity has the following contraction property due to Ledoux and Talagrand [34].
LEMMA EC.6. Let toH={toh:heH}, where ¢ is L,-Lipschitz. Then

Ee[Rn(£oH)] < LiEe[Ra(H)].

EC.2.2. Proofs for Section 3.2.1
For smooth functions we have K¢ = 1. Recall G¢(9,z) defined in (4). Consider the following condition:

there exists 7, L, 80 > 0, H € /Jz% (Pgye) when p € (2,00) and H € L%(Z) when p € (1, 2], such that for
all feFandallze Z,

Whenpe (1,2]:  —h8* <Gp(8,2) —|9f|(2)d <LSP, V5> 0;

When p € (2,00): Gf(8,2) - |0f(2)d < H(z)8* + LF, V§>0, (GS)
Gr(8,2) - 9f1(2)8 > —H(2)8?, V6 < 8o;

When p=co: |G£(8,2) — |9f1(2)8] < H(2)8?, V6 < 8.

This condition is stated for general metric spaces. We first show that it is implied by the smoothness
condition (S) and the growth condition Assumption 2(I).
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LEmMaA EC.7. The smoothness condition (S) and the growth condition Assumption 2(I) imply (GS).

Proof. By the smoothness condition in (S), for every e > 0, there exists dy > 0 such that for all f € F,
Z,z € Z with ||Z - z|| < o,

(H(z)+e€), pe(2 0],

V)L~ IVF )l Hlw  pe(l2l.

< h1(2)||Z - z||, where hi(z) := {

and particularly, §p can be chosen to be +co when p € (1,2]. Using the mean value theorem, for every
8 < dp and Z € Z satisfying ||Z — z|| < &, there exists z on the line segment connecting z and Z such that

f(Z) = f(2) =(Vf(2).2-2) = |f(2) = f(2) =(V[(2), 2= 2)| < h1(2)[|Z -]
It follows that for all § < §p and f € F,

Gr(8,2)2 sup (Vf(2),z2-2) -m(2Z—zlI* 2 |Vf (2.8 — h1(2)5%,

lz-z|l<6
which proves the lower bound for all cases, and that

G(8,2) < sup (Vf(2),5-2) +h(2)|Z— 2| < |V (D)6 +h1(2)8% (EC.2)

||1Z-z]| <6

which proves the upper bound for p = co.
When p € (2, ), using the growth condition in Assumption 2(I), there exists M, L > 0 such that for
all z,ze Z with ||Z—z|| 26 and f € F,

IVf @Il = IV ().

M
<M+L|Z-2||P7t < 12 = zll 5~ +L||z—z||P7L
0
Combining this inequality with (EC.2) yields that there exists hy := % Vh€e [,1% (Pirue) such that for
allz,ze Z and f e F,
<hy(2)||Z—zl| +L||Z - 2[|P~".

IVFEN = 1Vf ()]
Consequently, for all § >0 and f € F,

Gr(8,2) < sup (Vf(2),Z-2) +ha(2)l|Z - zll* + LIz - z[|P~* < |Vf(2)]|.8 + ha(2)5° + LS.

1Z—z]I<6

Thus we have shown the upper bound for p € (2, ).
When p € (1,2], the growth condition in in Assumption 2(I) implies that for any z,z with ||z — z|| > Jo
and feF,

12— 2P~ + L||Z = 2||P~.

IVF@Il. = IVf ().

<

p-1
50

Combining this inequality with (EC.2) and observing that there exists C > 0 such that for all § < &y,
h1(z)8? = |H||8? < CSP, we obtain that for all § > 0 and f € F,

Gr(8.2) = V(216 < (C+ k5 + L),
0

which completes the proof. o

We prove Lemma 1 under the condition (GS) for general metric spaces.
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Proof of Lemma 1. We separate the cases p =0, p € (2,00) and p € (1,2].
(I) We first consider p = co.
By Lemma EC.2 and Lemma EC.4 we have

Re,(p; f) = plllofllle,1 = ZSUP{f(Z) f(&) = plofl(z]) : d(z,2) < p}

i=1 Z€Z
= sup {; ZGf(&,z?) —plofl(z!): 0<8;<p,1<i< n}.
i=1

Using (GS), for p < o,
G£(8:,27) — plof |(z1)| < H(zM)p?  i=1,....n.

Thus we conclude the result.
(II) Next, we consider p € (2, 0). We first prove the upper bound. By (GS), for all § > 0, z € Z and
ferF,
Gr(8,2) <19f(2)8 + H(2)6* + L&P.

Using Lemma EC.1 with auxiliary variables A; + A2 = A and Lemma EC.4, for any p > 0 it holds that
Re,p(p; f)

— min {(,11 +)L2)pp+[E[pn[sup (Gp(8,2) - ()L1+/12)5P}]}
M,4220 520

< min {(,11 +A2)pP +Es, [sup {1f1(2)8 + H(2)6? + L — (1 +/12)5P}]}
12 5>0

< /rlni% {/hp” +Ep, [sup {laf1(z)6 - )Ll(SP}] } +min {Azpp + [E[pn[sup {H(2)6* - (A2 —L)(S”}]}

_ » -3 i p 23,2y 52 p2 P
-yt 6o Plaf'q]}%;%{*zp w0 FoH) o1

= pll1of1lle,.po+ P> IHlp, 2 +LpP.

-2

For any j > 0, there exists C > 0 such that Lp? < Cp? forall p < p. Therefore for any p < 5 and f € F,

Rep(p3 ) = pI13f pp < P> (IHllg, 2 +C).

P2
To prove for the lower bound, by restricting on distributions that are supported on n points, we have

Re.p(pni f) 2 sup {ng(?l) J(CAE Zd(z?,z?y@pﬁ}

{Z7}icZ

= sup { ZGf((S,, zZ; Zél _pn},

8;>0,1<i<n

where the second inequality is due to Lemma EC.4. By (GS), there exists §p > 0 such that for all § < &y
and f e F,
Gr(3,2) = 19f|(2) - 6 > —H(2)8%, Vze Z.

Meanwhile, the constraint + w1 5? < p? implies that for all 1 <i <n,

8 < nPpg/\n=pont/P12,
Thus whenever pon'/?~1/2 < §y, forall 1 <i<n,

Gy (81,28 — 0f |(21) - 6; = —H(z")6%, VfeF.
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It follows that

1 1
Re,p(pn;f) > sup {—Zlafl(Z?)5i—H(Z?)5?1 ;Zﬁ’spfi}
i=1

8;>0,1<i<n i=1

1Z 1Z 1Z 1
>  sup {—Zlaﬂ(z?)&: EZ;&PS;)‘Z}— sup {;ZH(Z?)(S?I ;géf’Spﬁ}

8;>0,1<i<n i=1 8;>0,1<i<n i=1

= palllof1llp,p = P2l Hllp,

P )
p-2

where we have used Holder’s inequality to obtain the last equality.
(I1) Finally we consider p € (1,2]. By (GS), there exists L > 0 such that

Gr(5,2) < |0f|(2)5+ LSP.

Using Lemma EC.1 and Lemma EC.4, for all « > 0 it holds that
Rp,.p(p; f) =min {Ap" +Ep, [ sup {Gr(8,2) - /151’}] }
A20 L 520

< min {)[pp +Ep, | sup {|af(2)6 - (A —L)(SP}]}
0 L 5>0

=min {/Ipp +Ep, %()Lp)_% |af|‘1] } +Lp?
= plllof e, +LpP.
On the other hand, by (GS) there exists 7i > 0 such that for all § > 0 and f € F,

Gr(3,2) > |af1(z)8 - 1%, Vze Z.

It follows that for any p > 0 and f € F,

1 1&
Renp(oi)> sup {133 lariea-ots 2300 <)
i=1

8;>0,1<i<n i=1

1 n n ) 1 n p 1 n 2. 1 n p
> sup {—Z|6f|(zl)5, ;;51 Spp}— sup {;;hél : ;;51 Spp}

8;>0,1<i<n i=1 8;>0,1<i<n

= plloflle,.p —Tip?,

where the last equality follows from Holder’s inequality. m]

EC.2.3. Proofs for Section 3.2.2
We first show that Assumption 5 is implied by Assumptions 1 and 2.

LEmMa EC.8. Assumptions 1 and 2 imply Assumption 5. If, in addition, Assumption 4" holds, then M in
Assumption 5 can be chosen as Al||0f]||pyy..q for some A > 0.

Proof. Letz ze€ Z with ||Z—z|| <§. We denote by z := z+t7(Z - z) first intersection point of Dy and
the line segment connecting from z to 2, and use the convention that ¢y = 1 if there is no intersection.
It follows from the mean value theorem that

1
f(f)—f(z)=/0 (Vf(z+t(2—-2)),z2—z)dt
tf 1
=/ (Vf(z+t(2—z)),2—z)dt+/ (Vf(z+1t(Z-2)),Z—z)dt.
0

iy



ec8

For the first integral, by Lemma EC.7 there exists §p > 0 and H € EI% (Pgue) When p > 2and H € L7 (2)
when p € (1, 2] such that for every f € F,

. Lt}‘%f’, V6 >0, pe(1,2],
/ (Vf(z+t(2-2)),Z2-z)dt —t;(Vf(2),Z2-z) < H(z)tj%(52+LtJ’Z5P, V6>0, pe(2,0),
0 H(z)t}%z, V6 < o, p =00,

and
i 3 3 s 162, V6 >0, pe(1,2],
‘/0 (Vf(z+t(z2-2)),z2-2)dt —tp(Vf(2),2—2) 2 {—H(z)(Sz, V5 <80, pe (2 00).

For the second integral, from the growth condition in Assumption 2 we have that

1 -1 — 00
. (Vf(z+1(2-2)).2-2)dt — (1~ tp)(Vf(2), 2~ Z>| < {%ﬁfﬁ)&) S(s <t’§()f’ vo=0 ﬁ - S,’ !

Note that when Assumption 4’ holds, the growth condition of wy suggests that M in Assumption 2 can
be replaced by A|l[|Vfll«|py..q for some A > 0. Since M(1 - t£)é < M(6 —d(z,Dy)),, combining the

. 1 . . .
two integrals fotf and ftf above and redefining H in Assumption 5 completes the proof. o

Next, we derive a deterministic bound on the gap between the Wasserstein regularizer and the
variation, which covers Theorem 1(I) and part of (II).

LEMMA EC.9. Assume Assumption 5 holds. When p = oo, there exists p > 0 such that for all p < p and
fer,

|7€umn,oo(p;f) —plllofllie,.1| < prllHllp, 1+ MEp, [(p —d(z,Df))s ],

and when p € (1,), there exists p > 0 such that for all po < p and f € F,

(R, on ) = palllof g

Z 1
< PP (Hllp, 2, 1{p > 2} +C)+ M, [ (pn(p {252 7T - d(z.Dp) |.

Proof of Lemma EC.9. We separate the cases p=o0, p € [2,00) and p € (1,2).
(I) We first consider p = co. By Assumption 5 there exists §o > 0 and H € L' (Pwue) such that for all
d<bpandze Z,
|G£(8,2) - 1af1(2)8] < H(2)8% + M(8 — d(2, D))

Thus, similar to the reasoning of Lemma 1, by Lemma EC.2 and Lemma EC.4 we have

1 n
R, (p; f) = pllloflllp,,1 = sup {; >.Gr(8u2) —plafl(z]): 0< 8 <p, 1<is n},
i=1

i}

and it follows that

Rp,..0(p; f) = pllIof1llp,0

< p*||Hllp,1 + MEp, [(pn — d(z,Dp))4].

(II) Next we consider p € (2, ).
For the lower bound, by Assumption 5, there exists 5o, M >0 and H € Ez% (P¢ye) such that for all
d<dpand ze Z,
Gr(8,2) > |0f1(2)8 — H(2)6* = M(8 —d(2, Df))+.
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Similar to the reasoning in the proof of Lemma 1, whenever pon'/?~1/2 < §, we have

1& 1&
Re,p(pn; f) = sup {—Z|af|(z;’)5i—H(z;’)al?—M(a,-_d(z;',pf))+; ;ngspg}
i=1

8;>0,1<i<n i=1

> sup {Zwﬂ(z")a M(8; ~d(z}. D))y : ZaPSpﬁ}—p,%||H||Pmpgz.
i:1

8;>0,1<i<n i=1

If [[|of|llp,.q =0, then Rp, ,(pn; f) = pull19f]llp,.q = 0 holds trivially. Otherwise, define

) 19f1(2) \#1
ey = (217 (Fc
7 =\ Mofllle,
By Holder’s inequality, it holds that ||w|of||lp,.1 = [[Wllp,pll|2f|llp,.q- Set
Si=pawr(z;), i=1,...,n
Then we have
1& .
- 267 = phEp, [Wr(2)"] = ph,
i=1
and
M Z .
Re,p(pns £) = pull10f 1 lp,q — PRl Hllp, 2, (pnwr(2)) —d(z, Df))+. (EC.4)
i=1

Hence we have proven for the lower bound.
For the upper bound, let A1, A, > 0, by Assumption 5, there exists M > 0 such that for all z € Z and
ferF,
sup {Gf(cS, z)— (A1 +/12)5P}
520
< sup {10f1(2)8 + H(2)8* + L8P + M(8 —d(2,Dy))s — (A1 + A2) 87 }

<sup{|af|(z)5+M(5 d(z, Df))+—/1151’}+sup{H(z)52+L5P A26P}.
5>0

Using Lemma EC.1 with auxiliary variables A; + 13 = A and Lemma EC.4, we have for all p > 0, it holds
that

Re,p(p; f) < Inin {/hp” +Ep, [f;llg {1of1(2)6 + M(6 - d(2,Dy)), - /1151’}]}

+min {AZpP +Ep, [ sup (H(2)6* - (A - L)5P}] }

Similar to the reasoning of Lemma 1, the second term is upper bounded by p?||H||p I3 + Lp?. For the
ns p,
first term, observe that

sup {|9f1(2)8+ M(8 - d(z, Df))s — 1157}
620

<sup{|af|(z)5 1167} + M(A 7 (1af1(2) + M) 7T —d(2.Dy)),

1
_ 1
-1 -1

B CIATE I PV

Af_l pr-1 pr1

(10f1(2) + M) 7T —d(z,Dy)),.



€C10

1
-1

1
where the inequality holds because the maximizer cannot be larger than A, ”~ (|af](z) + M) 7. As a

result, picking A; = o p—l l1af]lp,.q, the first term is upper bounded by
|of1(z) +M

|||<9f|||nﬂ>n,q)ll ~4=Dp). |

PllIaf1lle,.q+ MEs, | (p(p

Therefore we conclude the desired result.
(I11) Finally, we consider p € (1,2].
For the lower bound, by Assumption 5, there exists %, M > 0 such that for all § >0 and z € Z,

Gr(6,2) 2 |9f(2)6 - 162 — M(5—d(z, Dy))s+-
Similar to the reasoning in the proof of Lemma 1,

Rp,.p(p; f)
1 N nys _ 82 _ L 1 S 4 P
> sup { D91z — 187 — M(8; — d(2,Dy)) - ni;&,.s;)}

8:>0,1<i<n \ 1 537

> sup {12|af|<z?>5i—M(ai—d(z,Df)n:%iaf’s#’}—
i=1

8:>0,1<i<n \ 1 537

The rest of the proof for the lower bound is identical to that for the case p € (2, ).
For the upper bound, let A > 0. By Assumption 5, there exists M > 0 such that for all z € Z,

sup {Gf(8,2) — A8} < sup {|af(2)5 + LS” + M(§ — d(z, Dy))+ — AP }.
520 520
Using Lemma EC.1 and Lemma EC.4, similar to the reasoning of Lemma 1, we have for all p > 0,
Rs,.p(p3 f) < min {Apf’ +Ep, | sup {|af1(2)5+ M(§—d (2, Dp)), — 16°} } +LpP.
2 5=0

The rest of the proof for the upper bound is identical to that for the case p € (2, ). ]

The next lemma completes the proof of Theorem 1(II).

LEMmMaA EC.10. Assume Assumption 4 hold. Then there exists C > 0 such that

Er, | (077 psy(wp(2) +8) —d(2.Dp)), | < Ep, [(Cp—d(z.Dp)),].
Proof. Define

o oo (Ermell) )

Ep, [10f1]

By Assumption 4’, M from Lemma EC.8 can be chosen as A[|[9f]||p,.q- Thus in Lemma EC.9 we have
[9f [(2)+M \ 555 [0f 1(2)+A110f | IPguesq \ o1
e [( (P37, ~ (= Df)) ] ke [(psf(P Mo M) ~d( Df)) ]

=Ep, [(p7 T psy(wp(2)? +8)7T —d(z.Dp)),].

19f |(2)
Iof e rye.q

d(z Dp)P™ < pP Y (wp(2)P L +A) < pP 7l (er + A+ ead(z,Dp)P )
pP(c1+A)
1—cpppt

1
Using Assumption 4, d(z, Dy) < pﬁ pl +A) 77 implies that

1
:>d(z,Df)p_1§ <c1+A, Vp<1/c§71,

1
= (w]c(z)p_1 +A)1% < (c1+ca(c1+A) +A)1%, Vp<1/ch™.



Note that this holds for all f € 7. Moreover, by the lower bound in Assumption 4, sy < c;q/ P,

Consequently,
Ep, [(p77 psy(wp(2) +8) —d(z,Dp)), | <Ep,[(Cp-d(zDp)),].

O

In the following two results, we provide probabilistic upper bounds for Theorem 1(III). Note that

Ep, [(p - d(z Df))] < pEp, [1{d(z D) < p}1.

LEmMA EC.11. Assume Assumption 3 holds. Let t > 0. Then there exists p,C > 0 such that for all p < p,
with probability at least 1 —e™!, for every f € F,

Ep, [1{d(2,Df) < p}] < Cp+2Ex[Ra(Z,)] + \/2:;

Moreover, there exists p,C > 0 such that for all p < p, with probability at least 1 — e, for every f € F,

Ee,[1{d(z Dy) < p}] <6p+ﬁ/1\/log/v(ep-€ 115, 2)de + |
n o f - \/ﬁ 0 > n 2n’

Proof. By Lemma EC.5, with probability at least 1 —e~?, for every f € F,

Ep,[1{d(z, Df) < p}] < Ep,,. [1{d(z, Dy) < p}| +2E¢[Rn(Z,)] + \/;

By Assumption 3, there exists p > 0 such that for all p < p, Ep,,.[1{d(z, D) < p}] < Cp.
Define

1, t<0,
Pp(t) = {1 —t/p, t€[0,p],
0, t>1.
Then we have
E[1{d(z, Df) < p}] < E[q&p(d(z, Dy) —p)] <E[1{d(z,Dy) < 2p}].
Define
Hy = {2 ¢, (d(zDp) - p) : feF}.

By Lemma EC.5, it follows that with probability at least 1 —e~?,

B, |#(d(2Dp) = )| < Eppne |95 (d(2.Dp) — p) | + 2B [ (1)1 +

<Ep,. [1{d(z, Dy) < 2p}] +2E g [Rn(H,)] +

I
<Cp+2Eg[Rn(Hp)] + o

It remains to bound R, (#,). Observe that sup,, ; e, |h—Allp, 2 < 1. By Dudley’s entropy integral
(see, e.g., [56, (5.48)]), we have

48 1
T/O \/log/\/'(e; Ho, ll|lp,.,2)de.

Ru(H,) <
(Hyp) =
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Observe that
145 (d(. Dp) = p) = $(d(- Df) = p)Ip,.2 < %nd(-,Df) ~d(.Dpllp, 2.

Hence N (e; Hp, ||-lIp,.2) <N (ep; &, |I-llp,.2) and

48 1
R.(H,) < — log N (ep; &, |I- de,
s 2 [ losNensc. e, )de

which completes the proof. o

Finally, Theorem 1 is proved by combining the previous lemmas.

EC.2.4. Proofs for Appendix A

Proof of Theorem 4. In view of the proof of Theorem 1, it suffices to provide a probabilistic upper
bound on s¢. Assumption 6 implies that with probability at least 1 — exp(—ntp), for every f € F

1
satisfying |||9f| ||p g > @o/+/n, it holds that s < n#. Hence the reasoning in Theorem 1 applies for the
set of 10sses {f € F : [[|0f] B2 > ao/Vi}. For f € F with [[|0f][[p,eq < ao/vi, in Lemma EC.9 we
have M = A” |(9f| ”Ptrue)q and

MlE[F"n [(pn - d(Z: Df))+] < pna0/‘/ﬁ,
and by the reasoning in Lemma EC.10,

0f1(2) + M| L.
ME nlp—————)?1-d(2,D < Cppap/Vn.
oo (r oy )7 9 P), | < Coneor v

Thus the remainder is of O(n) and we complete the proof. m]

EC.2.4.1. A sufficient condition on the lower isometry property A sufficient condition to ensure
Assumption 6 is the so-called small-ball condition adapted from Mendelson [40].
Let star(#) be the star hull of a set of functions H

star(H) :={ah: heH, 0<a <1},
and let S, be a sphere of £9(Pye) with radius r
Srq i ={h € L1(Puue) : |hllpyyeq =71

Define for 7 > 0 that
Prn(7) = ing {r : Eg [SRn(star(?-[) ﬂSr,q)] < Tr}.
r>

For a function class H, we define
Qu(r) := ;}Iel{[ Perue{|hl = 7l|Allpyye.q -

Define
|[0F]| :={|af| : fef}.

AssumpTioN EC.1 (Small-ball condition). Assume there exists t > 0 such that
Qiax|(7) = inf Prue{z: 10f1(2) = 7l10f 1 e} > O
Assume further there exist ag > 0 such that

Blorin(rQ1ar1(20)/16) = inf {r: Eo[Ru(star(0F]) N Syg)] < rrQjor (20)/16} < ao/ V.
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The first condition basically means that for sufficiently many points, their local slopes achieves at least
a fraction of the variation (that is, the weight average of local slopes). The second condition depends
on the complexity of the loss function class, and is verified case-by-case.

Below let us briefly comment on how Assumption EC.1 leads to a guarantee of Assumption 6.
By Lemma EC.12 below, whenever Assumption EC.1 holds, for any r > f57|,(7Q|s7|(27)/16), with
probability at least 1 — 2exp(—nQ|28f|(2r)/2), for all f € F satistying |[|9f] |pyyeq = 7

10,07(27)
|||3f|||f.§>n,q —Illaflllptmeq

Therefore, Assumption 6 holds.

LEMMA EC.12. Assume Qy(27) > O for some t > 0. For any r > B .,(tQ(27)/16), with probability at
least 1 -2 exp(—nQ?_L(Zr)/2), for all h € H satisfying ||hllpe.q = T

n 2
card{i: |h(z])] = 7l|Allpyyeq} 2 %
whence 104 (27)
T T
—Zh‘« Dz =g,

Lemma EC.12 is a straightforward extension of Corollary 5.5 in Mendelson [40]. For the readers’
convenience, we provide its proof, which is a consequence of the two lemmas below.

LEmMA EC.13. Let H C S;. Assume there exists 7 > 0 such that Q#(27) > 0. If

] 0n(27)

E
®,0 16 5

sup — Z oih(2})

heH It
then with probability at least 1 — 2 exp(—nQH(Zr)/Z),
inf [{i: h(z}) = 7} = nQy(27)/4.
heH
Proof. Note first that card{i : |h(z}")| > 7} = nEp,[1{|h| > 7}]. Define ¢, : R, — [0,1] as
1, t>27
o () = {t/r— 1, 7<t<2r,
0, t<T.
It follows that 1{t > 7} > ¢,(t) > 1{¢ > 27}. We have that

Ep, [1{|h] = 7}] = Epy. [1{Ih] = 27}] + Ep, [1{|h] 2 7}] - Epy, [1{]h] = 27}]
2 Inf Epy., [1{|h] 2 27}] - sup |Ep,, [¢(IAD] = Epyye [9=(1AD]I.

Applying McDiarmid’s inequality, Lipschitz composition property and symmetrization lemma of
Rademacher complexity, we obtain that with probability at least 1 — 2 exp(—2t2),

sup |Ep, [¢r(|R)] = Epye [¢(IRD]] < [E®[Zug |Ep, [$:(1A)] ~ Epye [¢f(|hl)]l] + #

heH
Za,h(z”) ]

Hence, with probability at least 1 — 2 exp(—2t?), for every h € H,

< 4[E®U[SUP
heH

o, [L{1h] > 2}] > inf Puue{|h| > 27} - —[Em[is;up mez")
eH

%

Setting t = vnQ% (27)/2 and using the condition in the lemma yields the result. m|
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LEMMA EC.14. Let ‘H be star-shaped around o and assume Q(27) > 0 for some t > 0. Then for every
r > Ppn(tQy(27)/16), with probability at least 1 — 2exp(—NQ§{(2r)/2), for every h € H satisfying
1Al yye.q =

card{i : |h(z})| = 7||hllpyeq} = nQu(27)/4.

Proof. Define V={h/r:he HUS,4}. Then Qy(27) > Q3(27) since rV C H. Since H is star-shaped
around o, by definition of B ,,

[E®,0'[ sup ‘ Zo'zh( i)

heHNS, 4 i=1

TQH(ZT) L Qv(27)
<=5

We have

Z oiv(z} )H Es.o

Applying Lemma EC.13 to V yields that with probability at least 1 — 2exp(—nQH(2r)/2), for every
veV,

sup | th(zn)/ ” TQ’H(ZT).

Ee.o [ sup (—
he’HﬂS,q

veV

[{i:0(z}) = t}| = nQy (27) /4.
For any h € ‘H satisfying ||h||p,,..q > 7, since H is star-shaped, h/||h||p,,..q € V, thus the result follows. O

EC.2.5. Proofs for Section 3.3

Proof of Theorem 2. For the upper bound, Lemma EC.1 implies that Rq1(p; f) is concave and
Rai(p; f) =0. Therefore,

< pVa,eo (f)

For the lower bound, let us temporarily fix f € F and restrict on the event that (T) holds. Let
ar=Eq[d(Tf(2),2)1{z € Z¢}]. Let Q1 be the distribution obtained by transporting Q via the map J ;.
Define

. Rap(psf)
Raa(p; f) < plim Rap(pif)
p—0 1%

P=£Q1+(1—£)Q.
ar

The second condition in (T) implies that Wi (P, Q) < p W1(Q1,@) < —af p. Moreover, the first
condition in (T) implies that

Roa(p; ) 2 Eplf] -Ealf] 2 %E@[U(Ilfllmp ~e)d(Tp(2),2)H{z € Zr}] = p(llflluip —©)-

To bound the probability for a family of losses, using the definition of the covering number, for any
e > 0 there exists a finite subset 7, of 7 with cardinality smaller than or equal to /(¢; F,dr), such
that for any f € F there exists f € F. with max(||f - fllp,. |l fllip — || fllLip|) < €. Note that by Lemma
EC.,

[Re1(p3 ) = Rt (03 )] < I1f = Fllws Vo 20,
It follows that
Po{sup(Ra,1(p3 ) = 1pllslp, e+ pe} < =e(1V p)}
feF

<Po{sup(Re, (i) =1l i+ pe) < —e(1v p)}

um®{3fe Fost. Re, 103 f) = npll flluip + pe < —e(1 vP)}
<Po{3f € Fost. Re,1(p; ) = npll fllip + pe < O}

< 3 Po{Re,1(p; /) - npllfiluip+pe <0f
fe]:pz

<N(e(1V p), F,d) 6.
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Hence the proof is completed by letting e = 1/n. o

Proof of Corollary 1. Note that by definition, |9f|(z) = SUPycor(z llgll«- Using assumptions in the
corollary statement, for any € € (0,a), there exists Zy C Z with Pyye(Zf) > @ — € =: ¢’ and a mapping
Jr:Zr— Zsuch that ||F¢(z) —z|| =6 =cp, and

fT5(2)) = f(2) > |9f(2)6 —h6®, Vze Zp,

where we have used the fact that Z is a Banach space to ensure the existence of 7 s. We order z}"’s in
supp P, as |6f|(z?1)) > |8f|(z?2)) > 2> |6f|(z?n)). Set j=[n/c] and s=n/c— j+1. Then

141 s j=1. s_. njc
- TN =28 |+ =TT =20 |=——8+-56=—05=p,.
" 1221” (Z(,)) Z(l)” n” (Z(J)) Z(J)“ n " n Pn

Using the tail bound of the binomial expansion, we have

J-1 n - - ’ ’
P{lofI(zl) < I fllup) = 3 (i)m')’(l - )" < exp (- nH(ell (7% A ).
i=0
Thus, letting € — 0 verifies (T). O

Proof of Corollary 2. We first show that || f]|Lip = Ve (f). By definition, [¢(z) < ||f||yp for all z € Z,
thus by definition Vg o (f) < || f|lLip- On the other hand, the definition of || f||i, implies that for any € > 0
there exists zo,Z € Z such that f(2) - f(z0) > (|| fllLip — €)d(Z,z0). Hence [|If]lc > Ir(20) > [|fllLip — €.
Therefore IT¢lleo = [IfllLip- ToO show |17l = [|I7l@,c0, Observe from [26, Lemma 6] that the condition

limg (3 24) o0 WEO) = ||l¢]l is independent of the choice of zg. As a result of our assumption, [¢(z) =
Ilr]leo for all z and thus ||I¢]|e = [|1£]|@,c0-
To verify (T), using (L), for any ¢ > 0 and a > 0, there exists z] € Z such that d(z7, z]) > na, and

(&) = f(EZ) 2 (Il — £)d(2], 7).

Then (T) is satisfied by setting Z¢ = {2}, 9 r(2}) = | and arbitrarily small e. m|

Appendix EC.3: Proofs for Section 4
EC.3.1. Proofs for Section 4.1
LEmMa EC.15. Under the setting in Example 5,
ll1R] v 1b]llq <y (2) < llIh] v Ib”lq’
1R A1b]llq 1R A1b]llq
where [h| V |b] = (Jh1] V [b1l,..., |hal V [bal), |hI A [b] = (Iha] A lbal,..., [hal A |bal).
Proof. We have ||Vf(z)||1= Z?zl |h;j|91{z; < 6;} +1b;|71{0; > z;} and

3 d
T g = [ Z1 I *14z; < 03} +1b;171{0; > Zj}] < .Zlmax(lhjL 1b;1)7.
J= 2
It follows that q Lo
er(z)qz IV fo(2)l 5 ijl min(|h;l,|b;]) |
HIVfoll g, , ~ 54, max(hl.1b;)e
Similarly, d
wp, (2)7 < 2 max(lh,l, [b; 1)1

~ 2 min(|hyl, [b;)e

Hence the proof is completed. m]
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LEmMa EC.16. Under the setting in Example 5,

1
| \og A (epui. i, e < VaTogBpr) + V.

Proof. Since

|d(z,Dg,) —d(z, Dy,)| < gﬁgﬁ —0;1=116 - 6ll,

we have N (€; &, ||-|lp, 2) < (B/€)9. Therefore,

1 1
| \osN(epiéilils,arae < [ atog(2 e
1

S\/dlog(B/pn)+\/2/ Vlog(1/e)de
0

< \/dlog(B/p,) + Vd / " udevdu
0

= \/d1og(B/pn) + Vdr.

where the second inequality follows from the fact Va+b < va+ Vb, and the last inequality is due to
the Gamma function I'(1/2) = /7. ]

EC.3.2. Proofs for Section 4.2

The following Lemma verifies Assumption 6.

LEMMA EC.17. Under the setting of Example 6, there exists no(A,{,m,d) > 0 such that for all n > ng, with
probability at least 1 — exp(—nQﬁuEI (21)/2), for all 6 € 6,

2Qja7(27)

Voll« >
IV follllp,.q 4

IV foll+ e e

Proof. To verify Assumption EC.1, observe that for all € ©,

2
Epe [IV A2 _ Epoelaxora PIOIE]™ s
true * — >_>0.
4 = A4
Epy L1V fol14] [Epm[(||9||2|ak(mz)|)4] A

Using Paley-Zygmund inequality, for any 7 < 1/2,
Epy. [IIVfol2]? .
Ep e [V foI7]

To compute Sy ,(7), observe that ||||Vfyll«|lp,..2 < r implies ||0]|2 < 2—} For any r > 0, it holds that

Q1071 (27) = inf Paue{|Vfo(2) Il > 2711V foll- Ipyue2} > inf (1 - 47%)
0O 0ecO

star({|[Vfoll. : 0 €O) NSy = {||9||2|ak(972)| . 0e @} NSa
<

c {ll2laxors) | : l6ll2 < .
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Let —co=up <uy < -+ < Upm < Upy1 =, Where u; €U, j=1,...,m. Thereby we have

R (star({|Vfoll.: 0 €O} NS,2)
<R ({ll0llzlarors | = 10112 < 37})

_ém o max lowoma) 1wy < 07z S wpa) - 16112 < 57}

< 5% (| max laral1ty <67 <w): 6o < )

CAmr\/E
ST

where which the last inequality follows from Lemma EC.19. This implies f57|.(7)

ciently large n satisfying CA”" d+
to= Q% (20)/2 and = er|af|<2r>/4.

In the next lemma, we derive an upper bound on Eg[R,(Z,)] in Theorem (III).

=0 for suffi-
< r1Q|or|(27)/16. Therefore, Assumption 6 is satisfied with

O

LEmMA EC.18. Under the setting of Example 6, there exists C > 0 such that with probability at least

1-2¢7%, for every p >0,

Eo [ (Z,)] < cﬁ.

Proof. For 6 #0, we have d(z, Dg,) = min,cy '9”02” ul We have that

mn({z»—> min|0"z—ul < p[l0]2} : 0 € @}) < mn({z — Umin|0"z-u| <0} : R0 e IR})

=9{n({ZHI1£1:le(1{|9TZ—u| <v}:0eR%ve R})

ot
n

where the last inequality follows from Lemma EC.19.

LEMMA EC.19. Let ©cRYL, U/ cRanda; €R, j=1,..

7—[={21—> max |a;|V|aj| - H{u;j <0 z<uj1}: 0€0,u; EU}.
1<j<m

Eo[Rn(H)] SACm\/g.

Proof. Let o; be i.i.d Rademacher random variables. We have

Then there exists C > 0 such that

n
R, (H)==E max o; MaX |a Vlaj|{u; <07z <u
n(H) c G)e@ujeuz ll |]| |]+1| {j j+1}

S|~ S

VA

1l
—

IA

n
E max ailaj| V0aj|{u; <07z <u
a[9€®u] MIZ; z| j| | j+1| {] ]+1}

~
I
i

‘Rn({ZH lla;j| Vlaj1|1{u; <07z <uj1}: 0€Ou; EU}).

.,m. Set A=maxi<j<m |a;j|. Define
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By contraction inequality of Rademacher complexity,
iRn({z aj| Vla|1{uj <0z <uj}: 0€0,u; EU})
< AiRn<{1{uj <0Tz< uj;1): 0¢€ [Rd,uj € [R})
Using the relationship between Rademacher complexity and VC dimension [56, Examples 5.24],

[E®[‘Rn({z —1{uj <0 z<uj}: ¢ Rd>”j € R})]

vedim({z- 1) < 07z S} : 0 Reu e RY)
<C .
n
By [14] we have
VCdim({z 1w <07 z<uj}: 0eR%u;e R} <Cd.

Combining the inequalities above we conclude the result. m]

EC.3.3. Proofs for Section 4.3
Proof of Example 7. We derive an upper bound on N (¢; F,d ). We have that

[ folhsp = 11f3
=|l611- sup ¢'(6" ) = 1] sup €' (87 x)
xeX xeX
=|lle1l. sup (67x) = 41l sup £'(67x) + 1. sup ¢’ (67 x) ~ 1. sup ¢' (67 x)
xeX xeX xeX xeX
< Lell0 =1l + 611 sup |¢'(67x) ~ ()]

xeX

< L;||6 - 0]|. + Bhediam(X)||0 - 6]]...

Hence

(. f5) = 5up [£(07) = £070)| \/ |1 folhsp =
< Lydiam(X) (10 - 0]|. \/ (L, + Bfi,diam(X)) |0 - 0.
— 110 - 5||*(Lfdiam(é\,’) v (Le +Bhgdiam(2())).

As a result,

L,diam(X) Vv (L, + Bli;diam (X)) )d
. .

N(e: F.dr) s(

EC.3.4. Proofs for Section 4.4

We first state some properties of leaky ReLU networks. Using the positive homogeneity of the leaky
ReLU function, for any ¢ > 0, it holds that o(Wix) = o(cWix)/c. As a result, for any 6 = (W1, W), there
exists ¢ > 0 and (W1, W) such that [|[Wy||op = [[W2llop =1 and

Wga(Wlx) ICWZG(Wlx). (EC.6)

The operator norm assumption on W,,’s implies ¢ € [0, 1].

LEmMA EC.20. Under the setting of Example 9, Assumption 4 holds.
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Proof. Let us verify Assumption 4. Since the softmax function ¢ has nonzero gradient everywhere,
from the property of the compactness of X we have that

1
inf Ve(cWoo (W Ws Wix)W; 2>
0<e<L W el Walop=] Epgee [IVE(cWao(Wix), y) Wao' (Wix) Wi |I3] 2 >

which shows the lower bound in Assumption 4. Hence for all § = (W1, W) € O,

wr(x,y)

_ |VE(Wao (Wrx),y)Wao' (Wrx)Wr||2

- 1V foll2 llPe.2

IVE£(cWao (Wix), y) Wao! (Wix) Wi |2

> inf
_0<es<1 IV foll2 P aye.2
0€0: W1 [lop=IIWallop=1
>0,

where we have used the compactness of © in the last inequality. Suppose (xo,y) is a non-differentiable
point, and let x1, x5 be two differentiable points close to xy but belong to two different pieces. Using
(EC.6) we have

limsup wr(x1,y) — wr(x2,7)

X1,X2—X0
\Y , = \% ,

iy N0l = IV ez )

X1,X2—X0 ” ||Vf9”2 ”IF"mleZ
_ limsu ||Vf(W20'(W1X1) y)Wza'(Wlxl)Wl —Vf(WzO'(Wlxl) y)W2C7 (WIXZ)WIHZ

X1,X2—X0 ” ”VfG||2 ”PtmeZ
 lim sup IVe(Wao (Wix0), y) Wa (o’ (Wix1) — o’ (Wix2)) Wil

X1,X27X0 || ”VfOHZ |||Ptm32

: IVE(cWao(Wix1), y) Wa(o' (Wixy) — o (Wlxz))W1||2
< sup lim sup
0<e<1 X1,%25%0 IV foll2 |Pyye.2

Wi llop=I1Wallop=1

thus we have shown that wg, has bounded jump. Moreover, since fj is Lipschitz,

w z
limsup A

=0.
d(zDy,)—e0 4(2. D)

Thereby we have verified the upper bound in Assumption 4. m|

LEMMA EC.21. Under the setting in Example o,

E@[mn(-’zp)] < Cdl\/g-

|W1]x|
min
1<j<di ||[Wall2

Proof. We have

d(z,Dy,) =




€Cc20

Similar to the reasoning of Lemma EC.19, we have
E@[mn(Ip)] < ‘Rn({x — 1{ 1£r]1'i<21 [Wh x| < P||W1,j||2} Wy € Rdlxd})
=Jj=al
- E®[“R"({x'_> max 1{|Wy ;x| < pllWyll2} : Wi € Rdlx‘i})]
1<j<d;

< d1[E®[‘Rn({x - {|lw x| < pllwll2} :we Rd})]

d
SCdl\/j.
n

EC.3.5. Proofs for Section 4.5
Proof of Example 11.  Using the strong duality result from [26, Section 4.2], the dual problem equals

min { / FOdE 392 -1 373" sup | ~log £(0) - Al i }}

i=1 m=1 £€E

which is of the same form of the dual (D). It follows that the gradient norm penalty in (V) equals

By S Ve log FEmIE)

i=1 m=1

Since we have assumed log f has Lipschitz gradient bounded by #, invoking Lemma 1 (which has been
proved for the general metric space under the condition (GS)) yields that [£°°(p,; f) — L1 2(p; )| =
O(1/n). i

Appendix EC.4: Proofs for Section 5

Proof of Theorem 3. Let us denote £¢(z) = £(f(x),y). Note from the Lipschitzness of L,, £(f(X),y) -
£(f(x),y) < Le(f(%) - f(x)), we have

zg{f(f(a?), y) —t(f(x).y): 1¥-x[ <p} <L zlelg{f(fc) —flx): IX—x|l < p},
thus for any distribution Q, it holds that
Row(p;tr) < LiRae(p; f)-
Hence, we have the decomposition
A3 )= An(p5 ) = (B[] = Ep, [61) + (Ropuen (95 ) = R )
< (Epy 6] = Bp, [67]) + Le( R oo (05 ) = Rpn (03 1)
< (Epye [¢r] — Ep, [££]) +Lep(|| 10f 1 1P e, = I11OS | ”[P’n,l)
4 Lo Rppuueo(95.0) = P11 9o ) + Le(p1110f1 19,1 = Roes (3 1))

By Lemmas EC.5 and EC.6, with probability at least 1 — e/, for every f € F,

, t
|E[ptrue [[f] - |E[P’n [[f] < 2L{[E® [mn (f)] +2 5’
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and with probability at least 1 — e/, for every f € F,

t
3£ Ipuuet = HOf HIp,1 < 2E[Rn(10FD] + L/ o
Using an argument similar to [5, Remark 9], there exists C; > 0 such that

Rptrue,‘x’(p;f) - p” |af| ”Ptrue,l < Clpz-

By Theorem 1(I) (III), there exists p,C > 0 such that for all p < p, with probability at least 1 —e™*, for
every f € F,

pllIof I lp,1 — Re,eol(p; ) < Cop? +2pE[Rn(T,)] + p\/;.
Consequently, with probability at least 1 —3e™?, for every f € F,
A(p; ) = An(p; f) < 2Le(Eg [Rn(F) ]+ pEg [Rn(|0F )] + pEo [Rn(Tp) D) + (2+ (L + 1)pr)\/;+LeCp2-
In particular, when F = {x — 87x : 6 € © c R?}, the above bound reduces to
A(p; f) = An(p; ) < 2Le(Eo [Rn(F)] + pEe[Rn(10F])]) + (2+Lpr)\/;,

and
Eg[Rn(|0FD]) =Ee[R.({lI0] : 0 €O})].



