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Abstract. Application of deep neural networks to medical imaging tasks
has in some sense become commonplace. Still, a “thorn in the side” of the
deep learning movement is the argument that deep networks are somehow
prone to overfitting and are thus unable to generalize well when datasets
are small. The claim is not baseless and likely stems from the observation
that PAC bounds on generalization error are usually so large for deep
networks that they are vacuous (i.e., logically meaningless). Contrary to
this, recent advances using the PAC-Bayesian framework have instead
shown non-vacuous bounds on generalization error for large (stochastic)
networks and standard datasets (e.g., MNIST and CIFAR-10). We apply these techniques to a much smaller medical imagining dataset (the
ISIC 2018 challenge set). Further, we consider generalization of deep networks on segmentation tasks which has not commonly been done using
the PAC-Bayesian framework. Importantly, we observe that the resultant bounds are also non-vacuous despite the sharp reduction in sample
size. In total, our results demonstrate the applicability of PAC-Bayesian
bounds for deep stochastic networks in the medical imaging domain.

1

Introduction

Understanding the generalization of learning algorithms is a classical problem.
In medical imaging, in particular, where sample sizes are small and stakes may
be high, guarantees on the performance of our algorithms are of paramount
importance. Practically speaking, verifying whether a fixed method of inference
will generalize is not a challenging task. Holdout sets are the tool of choice
for most practitioners – when sample sizes are large,1 we can be confident the
measured performance is representative. For example, in classification tasks,
Langford provides a useful tutorial [33]. Still, the study of generalization requires
another distinct realm of reasoning about our model performance. In particular,
generalization theory asks questions surrounding why a model generalizes.
1

Application of Hoeffding’s Inequality can give us bounds on performance. For large
sample sizes, the interval around our holdout estimate grows small.
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To answer these, one appeals to the Probability Approximately Correct
(PAC) learning framework. By definition, learnability in this context specifies
how many samples should be required for a learning algorithm to confidently ensure an arbitrarily small difference between the observed training performance
of the model, and the expected testing performance (e.g., see Haussler [22] or
Shalev-Shwartz and Ben-David [49]). A perhaps traditional approach shows this
property through uniform convergence bounds; i.e., by identifying a sample size
which is large enough for any model in our search space (such as neural networks
of a fixed architecture). Typically, these analyses depend on a complexity measure of the space from which we pick our model. Interpretation of these analyses
gives us greater confidence when deploying our models in, say, a clinical setting. If the complexity of our model is low, we can be more confident we have
not simply “overfit” to the training set. The model should generalize well when
deployed.
Where these bounds appear to fall short is in the case of deep neural networks. Here, to make uniform guarantees with typical measures such as the
Vapnik-Chervonenkis (VC) dimension [51,52], one may require as many samples
as parameters in our network to expect good generalization.2 When our networks
are large (e.g., consider a U-Net [48] with 15M parameters) our datasets are thus
required to be (perhaps) unreasonably sized to ensure generalization; especially
in the context of medical imaging. Empirically, Zhang et al. [53] highlight this
by demonstrating deep networks which nearly perfectly fit a random labeling
of their training set, and of course, generalize poorly on any distinct set. As
suggested by the authors, the result questions the usefulness of uniform convergence bounds. But still, we do often observe that networks generalize in practice.
Hence, the community response has been to try and explain this phenomenon.
One recent line of research which we find particularly appealing is the demonstration of non-vacuous bounds for practical networks on standard datasets.
Here, vacuous describes a bound on an error which is larger than 1. Thus, it
gives us no new insight into a model’s generalization performance.3 This line of
work was perhaps initiated by Dziugaite and Roy [15] who observed that most
bounds on error for deep networks were, in fact, vacuous (when computed). Borrowing ideas from Langford and Caruana [32], the authors further demonstrate
a technique to compute non-vacuous bounds for some deep stochastic networks
trained on standard datasets (e.g., MNIST). Tying their work back to the results
of Zhang et al., the authors also empirically demonstrate that those networks,
which do fit random labels, have vacuous bounds on the true error. The key
tool employed by Dziugaite and Roy is the PAC-Bayesian framework.4 As discussed later, the motivation for using PAC-Bayesian bounds is the hypothesis
that stochastic gradient descent (SGD) trained networks generalize well when
2
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Bartlett et al. [7] provide tight bounds on VC dimension. Shalev-Shwartz and BenDavid [49] show an upper bound as low as the number of weights when parameters
are discretized (as in computing representations). We are unaware of better bounds.
Error rates, by definition, are confined to the interval [0,1].
PAC-Bayes is attributed to McAllester [38]; also, Shawe-Taylor and Williamson [50].
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their solutions lie in large, flat minima (e.g., see an early formulation of this hypothesis by Hochreiter and Schmidhuber [25]). Thus, these PAC-Bayes bounds
give us exactly what we desire. They provide empirically realizable guarantees
on the performance of deep networks, while also giving us insight into what properties of the optimization space allow networks to generalize well in practice. To
borrow an analogy from Arora [2], these bounds are “prescriptive.” They are
similar to a doctor’s orders to resolve high blood pressure. Cut the salt, or in
our case, look for flat minima.
In this context, the end goal of this paper is to validate whether the “flat
minima prescription” – with observed evidence in traditional computer vision
– may find similar success in explaining generalization for the small-data, nontraditional tasks that are common to medical imaging. Our contributions, in this
sense, are primarily experimental. We demonstrate non-vacuous PAC-Bayesian
performance guarantees for deep stochastic networks applied to the classification
and segmentation tasks within the ISIC 2018 Challenge [12]. We employ much
the same strategies used by Dziugaite et al. [14, 15] as well those used by PerezOrtiz et al. [44]. With that said, our different setting yields novel experimental
results. Specifically, in segmentation, we compute non-vacuous bounds for a fullysized U-Net using a medical imaging dataset with about 2.3K training samples.
To our knowledge, for deep stochastic networks, no other paper has explored
non-vacuous bounds in segmentation, and no other paper has computed nonvacuous bounds on such small datasets.
The ramifications of these results are continued evidence supporting the “flat
minima prescription” for generalization, specifically, in medical imaging. Besides
this, for the medical imaging practitioner who seeks to benefit from using deep
learning, we attempt to outline how knowledge of such bounds may provide practical benefit. We show that PAC-Bayesian bounds yield promising results in a
self-bounded learning context (e.g., see Freund [17] or Langford and Blum [31])
as was demonstrated by Perez-Ortiz et al. [44] on natural image datasets. Further, we show how one might use these bounds to “probe” the loss-landscape to
learn about the generalization properties of a particular model and dataset.

2

PAC-Bayesian Theory and Generalization

We proceed by outlining the PAC-Bayesian bounds which we intend to compute.
We present only a minimum of the possible results, focusing on those required
to parse the employed technique. We also discuss the relation between the PACBayesian framework and the flat minima hypothesis, along with other arguments
for generalization in the literature.
2.1

Formal Setup

In the PAC-Bayes setting, we consider a hypothesis space H and a distribution
Q over this space. Specific to our context, H = Rd will represent the space of
deep networks with some fixed architecture, and Q will be a distribution over H.
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Typically, we will set Q = N (µ, Σ), a multivariate normal. For some fixed space
Z = X × Y, the hypothesis h ∈ H defines a mapping x 7→ h(x) with x ∈ X , and
h(x) ∈ Y. Given a [0, 1]-bounded loss function ` : H × Z → [0, 1] and a distribution D over Z, the risk of h is defined R` (h, D) = E(x,y)∼D `(h, (x, y)). Given
instead a sample S ∼ Dm over Z, the empirical risk is denoted R̂` (h, S) and is
computed as usual by averaging. In all of our discussions, the data distribution
D or sample S is usually easily inferred from context. Therefore, we typically
write R` (h) = R` (h, D) and R̂` (h) = R̂` (h, S). With these definitions, we are
interested in quantifying the risk of a stochastic model.5 In the context of neural
networks, one can imagine sampling the distribution Q over Rd and setting the
weights before performing inference on some data-point x. Often, we will refer
to Q itself as the stochastic predictor. The associated risk for such a model is
defined as R` (Q) = Eh∼Q R` (h) with R̂` (Q) similarly defined. Typically, we
cannot exactly compute expectations over Q. For this reason, we also define
R̂` (Q̂) for a sample Q̂ ∼ Qn as an empirical variant, computed by averaging.
The last components for any PAC-Bayesian bound come from two notions of the
Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence between two distributions Q and P written
KL(Q||P ) and defined as usual. For numbers q, p ∈ [0, 1], we write kl(q||p) as
shorthand for the KL divergence between Bernoulli distributions parameterized
by q, p. This is typically used to quantify the difference between the risk on a
sample and the true risk. In the next section, we put the discussed pieces in play.
2.2

The PAC-Bayesian Theorem

The PAC-Bayesian theory begins primarily with the work of McAllester [38] with
similar conceptualizations given by Shawe-Taylor and Williamson [50]. Besides
what is discussed in this section, for completeness, readers are also directed to
the work of Catoni [10], McAllester [37], Germain et al. [18, 19], and the primer
by Guedj [20]. We start by stating the main PAC-Bayesian Theorem as given by
Mauer [36]. See also Langford and Seeger [34] for the case where ` is a 01 loss.
Theorem 1. (Mauer [36]) Let ` be a [0, 1]-bounded loss function, D be a distribution over Z, and P be a probability distribution over H. Then, for δ ∈ (0, 1)
Pr

S∼D m


KL(Q||P ) + ln
∀ Q : kl R̂` (Q)||R` (Q) ≤
m


1
δ

+ ln

√

4m

!
≥ 1 − δ.

(1)

By way of Pinsker’s inequality, the above may be loosened for the purpose of
interpretation
s
R` (Q) ≤ R̂` (Q) +
5

KL(Q||P ) + ln 1δ + ln
2m

√
4m

.

(2)

Sometimes, in classification, this may be called the Gibbs classifier. Not to be confused with the “deterministic,” majority vote classifier. An insightful discussion on
the relationship between risk in these distinct cases is provided by Germain et al. [19].
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Often P is referred to as the prior and Q as the posterior. Still, it is important to
note that no restriction on the form of P and Q is required by the above bound
(e.g., as in Bayesian parameter estimation). As we have alluded to before, we
will focus on the case where both P and Q are multivariate normal distributions.
What is required is that P be fixed before observing the sample S that is used
to compute the bound. Albeit, P can depend on D and samples independent of
S as we discuss later. Intuitively, by examining the upper bound, one realizes we
quantify the complexity of the stochastic predictor Q in so much as it deviates
from some prior knowledge we have on the solution space. That is, by growth in
the term KL(Q||P ).
In Section 3, we compute a much tighter formulation of the bound in Eqn. (2)
which handles the KL divergence more directly. We provide the derivation of this
bound in the Appendix. Various insights (and results) used to build the final
bound are of course due to Langford and Caruana [32]; Dziugaite et al. [14, 15];
and Perez-Ortiz et al. [44] who have all computed similar (or identical) bounds
on stochastic neural networks before us. In Section 3, we compute this bound
for classification and segmentation tasks. For classification, we take ` to be the
01-loss defined `01 (h, (x, y)) = 1[h(x) 6= y] where 1 is the indicator function.
Precisely, R`01 (h) is equal to 1 minus the accuracy. For segmentation, we pick
` to be `DSC (h, (x, y)) = 1 − DSC(h, (x, y)) where DSC is the Dice similarity
coefficient. These upper bounds trivially yield corresponding lower bounds for
both the accuracy and the Dice similarity coefficient, respectively.
2.3

Relation to Neural Network Generalization

Flat Minima. There is a considerable history for the idea that neural network
solutions lying in large flat minima generalize well. Some of the earliest conceptualizations of this idea are due to Hochreiter and Schmidhuber [25] who
suggest that complexity may, in fact, be viewed as low in networks which lie
in flat minima because specifying the weights of these networks requires low
precision. Earlier still, the same ideas of low-precision descriptions are found in
Hinton and Van Camp [24]. In more recent years, the flat minima hypothesis
has been supported by observations in discretely parameterized neural networks
(see Balasi et al. [3, 4] and a continuous extension by Chaudhari et al. [11]) as
well as in empirical studies linking flat minima to training heuristics that typically yield good generalization (see Keskar et al. [27]). In the context of the
PAC-Bayesian Theorem presented above, a key takeaway from our limited discussion is that low risk for a stochastic predictor Q often necessitates a sizable
region of “good” predictors in H. This is precisely the insight of Dziugaite and
Roy [15] whose application of the PAC-Bayesian framework seeks such regions
near the SGD neural network solution. This idea is perhaps a bit more obvious
when we take Q to be a multivariate normal N (µ, σ 2 I) with σ a constant and
I the identity matrix. In this case, the size of the region of “good” predictors
is dictated directly by σ. Without a region of appropriate size, the expected
risk over samples from Q cannot be small. Concretely, this idea is validated by
the large-scale empirical studies conducted by Jiang et al. [26]. Upon training
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more than 10K networks of various architectures and sizes, the authors indicate
PAC-Bayesian measures of complexity, along with other notions of “sharpness”
of the minima, were most promising. See also Dziugaite, Druin, et al. [13] for an
empirical analysis of similar size which considers the worst-case performance of
different generalization measures.
Weight Norms. Besides flat minima, considering the KL divergence in the upper bound of Eqn. (2) leads to additional interpretations of its relation to generalization. Neyshabur et al. [41] identify terms in PAC-Bayesian upper bounds
which not only measure the sharpness of the minima, but also measure the magnitude of the network weights. This idea that the norm of the network weights
may control generalization error, of course, has its own history of conceptualization. For example, see works of Bartlett [5, 6] and Neyshabur et al. [42].
Stability. When one further considers the role of the prior P , the KL divergence gains some new interpretation. Using the notion of uniform stability (see
Bousquet and Elisseeff [9]), Hardt et al. [21] give bounds on the expected generalization gap with terms proportional to the number of steps taken during SGD.
See also Mou et al. [40]; Kuzborskij and Lampert [29]. In the case of neural networks, the prior P is often selected as the random initialization at which SGD
starts. Thus, we may expect KL(Q||P ) to increase as training progresses and
the solution moves away from its initialization, suggesting a connection to the
stability-based bounds of Hardt et al. Following a different line of thought, Rivasplata et al. [46] do make such a connection between stability and PAC-Bayes
bounds more formal in the case of Hilbert space valued algorithms. On the other
hand, it is not uncommon for P to instead be data-dependent. In these cases,
the prior may be trained on a sample independent of that which is used to train
the posterior and compute the bound.6 Informally, the KL divergence may then
be seen to measure some notion of the stability of SGD as a training algorithm
under large data perturbations. We are not aware of rigorous arguments along
these lines, although, similar ideas are conjectured in Dziugaite et al. [14].

3

Experiments

In this section, the primary goal is to show the utility of PAC-Bayesian Bounds
in understanding neural network generalization as well as display that PACBayesian Bounds may be promising in the context of self-bounded learning. The
former has been shown in a number of existing papers (e.g., see [15, 26, 41]), and
the latter was suggested by Perez-Ortiz et al. [44]. As mentioned, the primary
contribution of this paper is to explore these goals in the context of medical
imaging where the datasets are smaller and the tasks (i.e., segmentation with
deep networks) are not as frequently studied as, say, classification. To this end,
6

For example, see Ambroladze et al. [1], Parrado-Hernandez et al. [43], Ortiz-Perez
et al. [44], and Dziugaite et al. [14]. See also Dziugaite and Roy [16] for a case where
data used to learn the prior is not independent of that used to compute the bound,
and instead, the bound is made to account for this.
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we apply PAC-Bayesian Bounds to the Lesion Segmentation and the Lesion
Classification Tasks in the ISIC 2018 Skin Lesion Challenge Dataset [12].
The data in these sets used for training (and bound computation) totals 2.3K
and 9K labeled examples, respectively. In contrast, previous computation of
PAC-Bayesian bounds (e.g., see [14, 15, 44]) is usually done using MNIST [35]
or CIFAR-10 [28] which, respectively, have 60K and 50K labeled examples for
training/bound computation and are limited to classification tasks. Code will be
made available at this repository.
3.1

Setup

Models. For segmentation, we use U-Net [48] and a light-weight version of U-Net
(LW) which has 3% of the parameters and no skip-connections. For classification, we use ResNet-18 [23]. Probabilistic models use the same architecture but
define a multivariate normal distribution over the network weights N (µ, Σ) with
a diagonal covariance matrix Σ. The distribution is sampled to do inference.
Losses. For segmentation, we train using the common Dice Loss [39] which is
a smooth surrogate for 1 − DSC. For classification, we use the negative loglikelihood. Probabilistic models used modified losses we describe next.
Training Probabilistic Models. Recall, in the PAC-Bayes setting we define
both the prior P and the posterior Q as both are needed to compute bounds
and Q is needed for inference. The prior P is a probabilistic network defined
by N (µp , σp2 I) where I is the identity matrix and σp is a constant. In this text,
we use a data-dependent prior unless otherwise noted. Data-dependent priors
are commonly used to produce empirically tighter bounds [1, 14, 43, 44]. To pick
the prior, µp is learned by performing traditional optimization on a dataset independent from that which is used to compute the bound (see Data Splits).
The parameter σp = 0.01 unless otherwise noted. The posterior Q is initialized
identically to P before it is trained using PAC-Bayes with Backprop (PBB) as
proposed by Rivasplata et al. [44, 47]. This training technique may be viewed
as similar to Bayes-by-Backprop (BBB) [8] for the familiar reader. In particular, it uses a re-parameterization trick to optimize probabilistic neural networks
through gradient descent. Where PBB primarily differs from BBB is the use of
PAC-Bayesian upper bounds as the objective to optimize. Since PAC-Bayesian
upper bounds are valid for all [0, 1]-bounded loss functions, we may apply them
to the Dice Loss or the negative log-likelihood, so long as we take care to normalize these to the interval [0, 1]. The upper bound we use to define our PBB
objective is the Variational PAC-Bayes bound given by Dziugaite et al. [14].
Probabilistic Batch Norm Layers. While generally each weight in the probabilistic networks we consider is sampled independently according to a normal
distribution, batch norm layers7 must be handled with special care. We treat
the parameters of batch norm layers as point mass distributions. Specifically,
7

We refer here to both the running statistics and the weights used in any learned
affine transformation within the layer.
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the parameter value has probability 1 and 0 is assigned to all other values.
The posterior distribution for these parameters is made identical to the prior
by “freezing” the posterior batch norm layers during training and inference. In
effect, we avoid sampling the means and variances in our batch norm layers, and
importantly, the batch norm layers do not contribute to the KL divergence computation. Notice, this trick requires that parameters are sampled independently.
Optimization Parameters. Optimization is done using SGD with momentum
set to 0.95. For classification, the batch size is 64, and the initial learning rate is
0.5. For segmentation, the batch size is 8, and the initial learning rate is 0.1 for
LW and 0.01 for U-Net. All models are initialized at the same random location
and are trained for 120 epochs with the learning rate decayed by a factor of 10
every 30 epochs. In the PAC-Bayesian setting, the data-dependent prior mean
µp is randomly initialized (as other models) and trained for 30 epochs. The posterior Q is initialized at the prior P and trained for the remaining 90 epochs.
The learning rate decay schedule is not reset for posterior training.
Bound Details. Note, in all cases, PAC-Bayes bounds are computed using a
data-dependent prior. Bounds are computed with 95% confidence with details
on the data sample size given in the next section. For PAC-Bayes bounds, the
number of models sampled is either 1000 (in Fig. 1a) or 100 (in Fig. 1b,c).
Data Splits. In this work, we consider a self-bounded learning setting [17,31,44].
Each method is given access to a base training set (90% of the data) and is expected to both learn a model and provide a performance guarantee for this model
when applied to unseen data. To evaluate both the model and performance guarantee in a more traditional fashion, each method is also tested on a final holdout
set (10% of the data). Splits are random but identically fixed for all models.
In a real-world context, this simulates a reasonable requirement on performance
guarantees before deployment of a model in a clinical setting. The final holdout
set exists experimentally to gauge model performance independent of the guarantee that was provided by the model. For probabilistic networks trained using
PBB, we split the base training data into a 50%-prefix set8 used to train the
prior and an independent 50%-bound set. Both the prefix-set and bound-set are
used to train the posterior, but the final PAC-Bayes bound can only be computed on the bound-set. For the baseline non-probabilistic networks, we instead
train the model using a traditional training set (composed of 90% of the base
training set) and then compute a guarantee on the model performance (i.e., a
Hoeffding bound) using an independent holdout set (the remaining 10% of the
base training set). In this sense, all models are on an equal footing with respect
to the task of a self-bounded learner. All models have access only to the base
training set for both training and computation of valid performance guarantees.
In relation to Fig. 1, performance metrics such as DSC are computed using the
final holdout set. Lower bound computation (and training) is done using the
base training set.
8

See Dziugaite et al. [14] who coin the term “prefix.”
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Fig. 1: (a) DSC (blue) and lower bounds (red). (b,c) Modulation of prior variance for U-Net (b) and LW (c). (d) Average KL divergence per epoch for U-Net
(teal) and LW (orange) when removing KL-constraint during training.

3.2

Results

Fig. 1 shows segmentation results. We comment on these below. Classification
results are given in the Appendix and have a largely similar interpretation.
Non-vacuous Bounds. We discuss here the lower bounds (corresponding to
the PAC-Bayes upper bounds discussed in Section 2) computed on our training
set and shown in Fig. 1a. The main takeaway from the fact that these bounds
are non-vacuous is the simple insight that PAC-Bayesian bounds may explain
generalization (in practice) where other measures of complexity tend to fail. As
noted, this is not a new insight. Yet, in the novel settings we consider, these
results add considerably to a growing body of evidence.
Practicality Through Self-Bounded Learning. One additional takeaway
from Fig. 1a is the possible effectiveness of PBB for self-bounded learning.
While this is suggested by the original authors of PBB [44], our results provide additional evidence in the context of segmentation and medical imaging.
As discussed, the self-bounded learning setting used to produce the results in
Fig. 1a ensures both the non-probabilistic networks and the probabilistic networks (trained using PBB) have access to the same data to train and produce
their bound. Interestingly, when comparing networks, we observe that performance as guaranteed by the bounds is comparable, and further, performance
on the final holdout set is comparable. So, PBB may be practical in medical
imaging when datasets are small, and we want to maximize the utility of the
training data.
Flat Minima and Their Size. As discussed, the argument that PAC-Bayesian
bounds may explain deep network generalization usually stems from the idea
that SGD solutions that lie in flat minima tend to generalize (see Section 2).
We explore this idea in Fig. 1b,c by modulating the prior variance σp across
runs. Informally, these plots can give us insight into our loss landscape. As the
KL divergence between the posterior and the prior is generally small,9 it is safe
9

This is evidenced by the lower bounds which are slightly looser here only due to the
reduction in sample size.
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to assume the prior and posterior variances are of a similar magnitude. Small
KL divergence also implies the difference between the prior and posterior means
should not be too large, relative to the variance. A fixed random-seed ensures priors are identical, so each data-point within a plot should correspond to roughly
the same location in parameter space; i.e., we will assume we are analyzing the
location of a single minimum.10 For U-Net, we see stable performance and a
gradual drop as the prior variance grows. As the predictors are sampled from
multivariate normal distributions, such behavior indicates a flat minimum in our
loss landscape with size proportional to σp = 0.02. The gradual drop in performance may indicate a grade at the boundary of the minimum. For LW, we see
a largely stable performance with an increase in KL divergence to maintain this
when the prior variance is largest. Likely, the size of the flat-minimum is larger
in the case of LW which makes some intuitive sense from a more traditional
viewpoint since LW has a much lower capacity. The behavior is characteristic
of the classic bias-variance tradeoff. Informally, such sensitivity analysis can tell
us “how flat” the minima are for a particular network and dataset as well as
“how large.” As seen, we can also reason about the geometry of such minima by
using these plots. Practically, information like this can be useful to practitioners
interested in understanding the generalization capabilities of their models.
Some Relation to Stability Arguments. As mentioned, PAC-Bayesian bounds
can also be seen to relate to arguments which use the stability of SGD to dataset
perturbations to explain generalization. Such bounds relate the number of steps
we take in SGD to the expected generalization gap (e.g., see Hardt et al. [21]).
In Fig. 1d, we train a probabilistic network without using a PAC-Bayesian objective or a data-dependent prior. That is, we use a standard loss function (the
DSC Loss) and set the prior to be a random initialization. Note, the effect of the
former is that the model may move freely about the parameter space without
the constraint that it stays close to its prior. Thus, the training dynamics of
this probabilistic network behave much more closely to that of a traditionally
optimized network. We report in Fig. 1d a proxy11 for the KL divergence. Notably, the proxy continues to increase throughout training (until the learning
rate decays at epoch 30). In the PAC-Bayesian setting, since the KL divergence
acts as a measure of complexity, this indicates looser and looser guarantees on
performance of the predictor. Simultaneously, the stability arguments of Hardt
et al. suggest the same thing: the longer we train, the looser our bounds on
the expected generalization gap become. Thus, Fig. 1d provides an informal

10

11

Notice, another way to conduct this experiment might be to the fix the posterior
mean at the result of, say, the run with σp = 0.01 and then modulate the variance
from this fixed location. The logic is more straightforward, but we are not guaranteed
that this run will be near the center of a minimum. We could grossly underestimate
the minimum’s size by this procedure whereas the approach we have taken allows
the center of the posterior to change (slightly) when the variance grows.
In this experiment, we do not freeze the batchnorm layers and do not consider their
contribution to the KL divergence.
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empirical connection between two (naı̈vely) disparate ways of reasoning about
generalization.

4

Conclusion

As a whole, our results lend credence to a growing argument in the literature
that explains the generalization of SGD-trained networks via the PAC-Bayesian
framework. In particular, we believe they form a convincing argument for the
use of PAC-Bayes bounds in medical imaging – where theoretical guarantees (for
deep networks) would appear useful but not commonly discussed.
With this said, we hope for this paper to act primarily as a conversation
starter. At 2.3K examples, the segmentation dataset we consider is still larger
than available in some application domains. For example, in neuroimaging applications, the number of subjects (i.e., independent data-points) is often closer
to 100 than 1000. It remains to be considered how effective PAC-Bayes bounds
can be in these ultra-low resource settings.
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A

Bound Computation

We present here derivation of the bound we compute in Section 3. To arrive at
this, we point out some unhandled issues if we wish to compute the bound in
Thm. 1 directly. First, our quantity of interest is shrouded by the binary KL
divergence, and second, the quantity R̂` (Q) is itself not observed if we cannot
directly compute an expectation over Q. We handle these in order. As already
seen, some possible resolutions to our first problem include a simple application
of Pinsker’s inequality or slightly more complicated manipulations which produce tighter results when the KL divergence is small (e.g., see the Variational
bound proposed by Dziugaite et al. [14] and the Quadratic bound proposed by
Rivasplata et al. [44, 47]). Unfortunately, these solutions tend to yield bounds
which are too loose. As is common, we instead take the route which uses an
inversion of the binary KL divergence, given below
kl−1 (q||ε) = max{p ∈ [0, 1] | kl(q||p) ≤ ε}.

(3)

There are a few important properties to note about kl−1 . First, by its design,
it has the property that p which satisfies kl(q||p) ≤  is bounded above by
kl−1 (q||). So, taking p = R` (Q) will give us a satisfactory bound on our quantity
of interest. Second, although in practice kl−1 cannot be computed exactly, it can
be approximated to arbitrary precision using the bisection method because the
function f (p) = ε − kl(q||p) has a single root12 in the interval [q, 1].
Next, we recall the remaining issue in computing the PAC-Bayes bound: we
must empirically estimate R̂` (Q), and, account for this estimate in our bound.
This much can be accomplished by the sample convergence bound given by
Langford and Caruana [32]. See also other works of Langford for more detailed
exposition [30, 33].
Theorem 2. For all distributions Q, for any δ ∈ (0, 1)
 
 ln 2 
δ
≥ 1 − δ.
kl R̂` (Q̂)||R̂` (Q) ≤
n
Q̂∼Qn
Pr

(4)

Using iterated application of the function kl−1 , it is straightforward to combine
Thm. 1 (in main text) with Thm. 2 to arrive at a computable bound on R` (Q)
as given below



√
R` (Q) ≤ kl−1 q || m−1 KL(Q||P ) + ln 1δ + ln 4m


(5)
where q = kl−1 R̂` (Q̂) || n−1 ln 2δ .

12

For more on this fact, we like the discussion on kl−1 in the work of Reeb et al. [45]
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Fig. 2: (a) Resnet-18 (RN18) Accuracy and accuracy lower bound. Confidence
is 95%. For PAC-Bayes bounds, number of model samples is 1000. (b) Modulation of prior variance. For small variance, posterior does not match prior well,
leading to looser bounds. Otherwise, performance is stable for variance up to
0.05 indicating a larger flat-minimum than U-Net in the case of segmentation.
Confidence is 95%. Number of model samples is 100.

