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Abstract

Variational Autoencoders (VAEs) have been a pioneering force in the realm
of deep generative models. Amongst its legions of progenies, Wasserstein
Autoencoders (WAEs) stand out in particular due to the dual offering of
heightened generative quality and a strong theoretical backbone. WAEs con-
sist of an encoding and a decoding network— forming a bottleneck— with
the prime objective of generating new samples resembling the ones it was
catered to. In the process, they aim to achieve a target latent represen-
tation of the encoded data. Our work is an attempt to offer a theoretical
understanding of the machinery behind WAEs. From a statistical viewpoint,
we pose the problem as concurrent density estimation tasks based on neural
network-induced transformations. This allows us to establish deterministic
upper bounds on the realized errors WAEs commit. We also analyze the
propagation of these stochastic errors in the presence of adversaries. As a
result, both the large sample properties of the reconstructed distribution and
the resilience of WAE models are explored.

1. Introduction

Variational Autoencoder (VAE) [1] is one of the earlier agents of the
modern-day revolution we call deep generative modeling. Vanilla autoen-
coders (AE), a precursor to VAEs, being used primarily for representation
learning, were incapable of adding variation to the reconstructed signal. As
such, they could not ‘generate’ new observations resembling the target. VAEs
came into being with the promise of overcoming this limitation, inspiring
numerous variants in the process [2]. Perhaps the one that stirs up a statis-
tician’s intrigue the most is the Wasserstein Autoencoder (WAE) [3]. Ap-
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proaching the problem from an optimal transport (OT) point of view, it
achieved significant improvement in generated image quality.

The discussion regarding deep generative models starts with an unknown
target probability distribution µ. A model is devised to simulate new ob-
servations from the same by learning it gradually based on samples. While
it is demanding to imagine a data set consisting of images following such a
distribution, they can be readily deemed as residents of a high-dimensional
non-Euclidean space, perhaps manifolds. However, in our discussion, we
surmise that µ is defined on a Borel subset X of Rd. This becomes a rea-
sonable starting point for our discussion based on the well-known fact that
the information necessary to ‘represent’ an image typically possesses a low-
dimensional structure compared to its ambient dimension d [4]. There lie two
constituents in a typical WAE model: an ‘encoder’ (E), and a ‘decoder’ (D).
It is the encoder that explores the prospect of achieving a low-dimensional
representation of the data. Sampled observations from µ are fed into the
encoder, which is tasked with producing replicates of such a reduced dimen-
sion. As such, it may be viewed as a parametric class of Borel functions
from X to the ‘latent space’ Z ⊆ Rk, d > k. In practice, both encoders
and decoders are parameterized by neural networks (NNs). The goal of the
encoding exercise is to reach a desired distribution ρ defined on this space, fit-
tingly called the ‘latent law’. Evidently, there must remain some discrepancy
between the encoded and the desired latent distributions. Tolstikhin et al. [3]
prescribe the usage of Jensen-Shannon divergence (JS) and Maximum Mean
Discrepancy (MMD) to encapsulate this ‘latent loss’. This quantity makes a
major contribution toward the overall objective that drives WAEs. It is also
the target latent law that inspires smooth interpolation between modes of µ
while generating new observations.

Once the encoding is over, reconstruction must take place. Decoders can
be similarly described as the class of functions (from Z → X ) that aim
at inducing inverse maps to those brought in by the encoders. Encoded
observations go through such a transformation in an attempt to get back
to where they originally came from, µ. The deviation of the regenerated
distribution from the input law makes for the reconstruction error. Needless
to say, in a WAE model, this loss is represented by the Wasserstein distance
(WD).

Before laying the groundwork for a comprehensive statistical analysis of
WAEs, one must acknowledge the accruing wisdom that has led us to this
point.
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1.1. On Related Literature

Chasing after the remarkable empirical success, theoretical explanations
corresponding to deep generative models have come a long way. Riding the
late surge are Generative Adversarial Networks (GAN) [5, 6, 7, 8] and their
immediate descendants (e.g. WGAN [9], Bidirectional GAN [10] etc.). Com-
pared to such a sensation, VAEs seem underappreciated when it comes to
statistical scrutiny of their machinery. Though philosophically distinctive,
some effort has been put into establishing an equivalence between GANs and
autoencoder-based models. Borrowing from GANs the adversarial behavior
of partaking network components, Adversarial AE (AAE) [11] was conceived.
The introduction of adversarial training into VAEs saw them expressing ar-
bitrary class of latent laws by posing the posterior maximum likelihood es-
timation as a two-player game [12]. In spirit, this made VAEs at par with
GANs. The resemblance between the two architectures became even more
cogent when seen through the lens of variational inference [13]. However, the
first evidence of a VAE-variant with comparable generative performance to
that of GANs came in the form of WAE [3]. Husain et al. [14] supported this
empirical similitude theoretically by showing a primal-dual relationship be-
tween the two objectives. This fact motivates us to transport the cumulative
knowledge from statistical inquiries regarding GANs to WAEs.

The scarcity of rigorous statistical studies corresponding to WAEs makes
the existing ones even more precious. It is well known by now that a VAE
model with Gaussian decoders behaves similarly to Robust PCA [15] under
mild assumptions. As a result, such VAEs are capable of recovering uncor-
rupted observations hailing from input data manifolds, fending off outliers
[16]. However, an agency of WAE architectures towards robust reconstruc-
tion lies unchecked. The Gaussian assumptions on both the encoder and
decoder networks also have a profound impression on the VAE’s capability
to reconstruct the input law. Dai and Wipf [17] show that in case the data
manifold has the full ambient dimension, reaching the global minima of the
VAE loss is equivalent to ensuring a successful recovery. However, for image
data, where the observations typically have a lower-dimensional true repre-
sentation, non-unique solutions may exist. Similar avenues for WAEs still
await to be explored. In an earlier work [18], we set out to answer some of
such questions. The paper reformulated the WAE objective as simultane-
ous density estimation tasks, a viewpoint adopted previously by statistical
analyses of GANs. In this work, we intend to build on top of the groundwork.
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1.1.1. A Note on the Latent Dimension

Practitioners and theorists are often divided based on their perceptions.
However, the problem that unites them in shared discomfort is the precise
prescription of the latent dimension k. The question remains simple: ‘Given
a set of samples from a distribution, what should be the extent of dimension-
ality reduction (DR) such that they can be reconstructed?’. In generative
exercises, however, the data distribution lies unknown, unlike the ambient
dimension of its support. Clearly, the answer should ideally be multifaceted.
There lie several aspects, heavily intertwined, that contribute to the com-
plexity.

The first hint comes from the input data dimension itself. Signals from
naturally occurring events are mere instantiations of underlying random pro-
cesses. Variability in a set of observations is rooted in this very idea. The
explanatory attributes and their corresponding directions encapsulate this
variation, giving rise to the notion of ‘dimensionality’ of the data. As char-
acterized by [19], this quantity is formally known as the embedding (ambi-
ent) dimension [20]. However, dealing with high-dimensional real datasets
(e.g. images) we have come to observe that such a space tends to have a
lower-dimensional structure (typically submanifolds M) where most of the
variation lies, with a high probability [21]. The smaller set of directions
the ‘Manifold Hypothesis’ points at is called the intrinsic dimension (ID).
While there is significant disagreement between authors regarding the exact
definition of the same (e.g. Minkowski dimension), we recognize ID as the
topological dimension of M. Several attempts have been made to estimate
its ID given the data distribution [22, 23, 24]. We emphasize the importance
of such an intrinsic pattern of the signal to reflect on the encoded law as well.
If one goes by the notion of ID being the set of independent dimensions that
capture most of the variation in the dataset, k should be a near-estimate of
it.

Since WAEs are restricted to reconstructing input observations, they must
preserve as much information as possible while encoding. In our density es-
timation regime, the notion of ‘information’ is somewhat different from that
offered by geometry. While the responsibility to preserve local and broader
geometric signatures (based on topologies) lies with the encoder transform,
our impression of the statistical information being conserved is that ‘the esti-
mates perform with comparable accuracy even after being pushed forward’.
Section 3.1 elaborates on the same. Observe that the necessity to learn a
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latent representation puts an upper bound to the encoded dimension. At the
same time, the need to preserve information hints at the existence of a lower
bound. As such, the dimensions in between these two extremities invoke a
trade-off between the accuracy of achieved representation and the amount of
information lost.

Along this discussion comes the call to clarify what we mean by a good
representation. Though WAEs prioritize the task of regeneration, one must
not forget the roots of its predecessors in learning disentangled representa-
tion. Without a robust definition, the idea of disentanglement is marred by
subjectivity. Most, however, deem it as the process of compartmentalizing
information into groups of independent ‘semantic’ attributes [4, 25]. The
underlying assumption being M =

⋃l
j=1 Mj, where l is the number of such

groups and Mj are the support submanifolds. The notion of independence
may be softened to ‘uncorrelatedness’ in case group actions are linear [25]. Yu
et al. [26] argue that additionally, such representations should be between-
class heterogeneous and within-class homogeneous to the greatest extent.
However, based on human perception, no measurement of this extent can
summarize the whole picture [27]. This discussion finds great motivation in
[28]’s experiments showing WAEs as efficient representation learners. With
further regularization on the latent space, we may expect to enhance the
efficiency in both static [29] and dynamic [30] data regimes. From a statisti-
cal viewpoint, we understand disentanglement as the process of attaining a
distribution with a block diagonal (axis-aligned as a special case) dispersion
matrix. This should ideally be the characterization of the latent distribution.
In other words, a disentangled law will be our key to the latent dimension.
However, finding such a law, devoid of inductive biases, in an unsupervised
setting is theoretically impossible [31].

It is evident that a typical WAE model, during encoding, performs a
non-linear dimensionality reduction. The standard convolutional architec-
ture carries out a feature aggregation in the process that is intractable and is
not expected to attain a disentangled law without additional regularization
[32, 33]. Thus, instead of pursuing the optimal value of k directly, we turn our
focus on the transformation induced by the encoder. The resilience of such
functions against distortion along with their regularity becomes paramount
in the following discussion.

1.2. Our Contributions

Key highlights of our upcoming discussion are as follows:
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(i) We introduce a probabilistic characterization of the notion informa-
tion preservation, which becomes the cornerstone of our depiction of
ideal encoders in a WAE model [Section 3.1]. We explore the mea-
sures of discrepancies over classes of probability measures that allow
information preservation based on naive estimators. Along the line,
this enables us to prescribe suitable model architectures that foster
consistency of estimators in the latent space.

(ii) We establish deterministic upper bounds on the latent loss incurred
by WAE models in a non-parametric regime [Theorem 3.15]. Our ap-
proach turns out to be versatile in the sense that given the input data
distribution (µ) possesses intrinsic structures, they can be readily made
free of the input dimension (d). The bounds can be further improved
towards greater generality if the target latent law (ρ) is invariant to
group actions. In the process, we explore the desirable properties of
underlying kernels in a WAE-MMD setup that allows latent space con-
sistency.

(iii) In Section 4, following a density estimation approach, we derive non-
asymptotic sharp upper bounds on the realized reconstruction loss in
WAEs. The regeneration guarantees come with accompanying pre-
scriptions of ideal decoder networks. The bounds hint at the extent
to which optimization errors incurred in the latent space propagate
to reconstruction losses. All of our theoretical results are empirically
substantiated by numerical experiments based on real and simulated
data sets [Section 3.2, 4.1].

(iv) We additionally examine the effects of contamination in input data
on the performance of WAEs in reconstructions [Section 5]. The dis-
cussion includes desirable properties of kernel estimates that limit the
corruption in translated data. Derived upper bounds to regeneration
errors under distribution shift test WAEs’ inherent capability to offer
robustness against such adversaries.

To maintain lucidity in our elaborate discussion, all proofs of theorems and
additional lemmas are deferred to Appendix 6.
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2. Preliminaries

This section is devoted to laying the groundwork in terms of basic defi-
nitions and the statistical formulation of the WAE problem thereafter. The
input data space X , equipped with the metric cx is taken to be Polish. For
most real scenarios, a typical characterization of the same is Rd, d ≥ 1.
We refer to the space of probability measures defined on X as P(X ). The
same conventions follow for the latent space Z ⊆ Rk (k < d), equipped
with the metric cz, as well. The class of measurable functions mapping X
to Z is denoted by F (X ,Z). For ease of understanding, we abbreviate
the ‘encoder’ and ‘decoder’ transforms as E and D respectively. Given non-
negative real sequences {an}n∈N and {bn}n∈N, the suppression of the universal
constant C > 0, such that lim supn→∞

an
bn

≤ C, is represented as an ≲ bn, or
an = O(bn). We also denote max{x, y} := x ∨ y and min{x, y} := x ∧ y.

Definition 2.1 (Push-forward). Given f ∈ F (X ,Z), the push-forward of
µ ∈ P(X ) is defined as f#µ(ω) = µ(f−1(ω)), where ω ∈ σ(Z).

Definition 2.2 (Integral Probability Metric [34]). For a class of bounded,
measurable evaluation functions F = {f : X → R}, the integral probability
metric (IPM) measuring the discrepancy between µ, ν ∈ P(X ) is given by

dF(µ, ν) = sup
f∈F

{∫
X
f(x)dµ(x)−

∫
X
f(x)dν(x)

}
.

Remark 1. A particular variant of this measure we frequent in our discussion
is the Maximum Mean Discrepancy (MMD). It is obtained by taking F as
the unit ball in a reproducing kernel Hilbert space (RKHS) H, i.e. F ={
f :∥f∥H ≤ 1

}
. Moreover, a continuous kernel κ(·, ·) based on a compact

metric space that results in H— dense in the space of bounded continuous
functions— will compel the associated MMD to be a metric [35]. The 1-
Wasserstein metric also boils down to an IPM, given that the underlying
class of critics F := L1

cx , i.e. 1-Lipschitz functions with respect to cx (Villani
[36], Remark 6.5). This duality may not hold in general, which is evident
from the definition of the rth Wasserstein distance:

W r
cx(µ, ν) = inf

γ∈Γ(µ,ν)

{∫
X×X

[cx(x, y)]
rdγ(x, y)

} 1
r
,

where Γ(µ, ν) =
{
γ ∈ P(X × X ) :

∫
X γ(x, y)dy = µ,

∫
X γ(x, y)dx = ν

}
is

the set of all measure couples between µ and ν; r ∈ [1,∞).
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Definition 2.3 (Probability space automorphism). Let us denoteX = (X , σ(X ), µ),
where µ ∈ P(X ). We call f : X → X an automorphism if it admits a mea-
sure preserving, essential inverse f

′
such that f ◦ f ′

= f
′ ◦ f = idX , µ almost

everywhere.

2.1. Problem Setup and Background

Throughout the forthcoming discussion, we denote the input data distri-
bution by µ, and that corresponding to the latent space by ρ. In an earlier
work, Chakrabarty and Das [18] attest to the theoretical superiority of the
constrained formulation of the WAE loss compared to its Lagrangian coun-
terpart:

Lcx,λ(µ, ρ,D) = inf
E∈F (X ,P(Z))

{
W 1

cx(µ, (D ◦ E)#µ) + λ.Ω(E#µ, ρ)
}
, (1)

where λ > 0. Moreover, to establish consistency of plug-in estimates under
the empirical WAE-GAN loss [3], it is sufficient to consider Ω(·, ·) as the
total variation (TV) metric [18]. This is based on the fact that TV acts as
an upper bound to the Jensen-Shannon divergence (JS), classically deployed
as a regularizer. This modified framework has attracted theoretical intrigue
due to its equivalence with the original one under the invertibility of decoders.
It is often called the f -WAE [14]. Building on this density-matching regime,
in the current article we also analyze the WAE-MMD architecture, i.e. when
Ω ≡ dH.

We begin our discussion by focusing on the set of solutions that bring
about zero loss. This is crucial since during training, practitioners frequently
achieve such near-perfect results. However, the solution maps thus obtained
may result in noisy reconstructions. It stems from the fact that WAEs es-
sentially try to solve an ‘inverse’ problem. Our first result suggests that
in case the latent space admits nontrivial automorphisms, there may exist
non-unique solutions that achieve zero loss.

Lemma 2.4 (Invariance of zero solutions [37]). Let Z = (Z, σ(Z), ρ). Also,
the encoder-decoder pair (E,D) satisfies Lcx,λ = 0 for a proability divergence
Ω(·, ·) that metrize P(Z). Then, given a non-trivial probability space au-
tomorphism φ : Z → Z, the pair (φ−1 ◦ E,D ◦ φ) also brings about zero
loss.

Observe that one may obtain a zero solution by morphing an existing one.
Rooted in the intractability of φ, this leads to confusing prescriptions for
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practitioners solving a WAE problem based on neural network-based maps.
Moreover, the disentangled representation is sensitive to rotations of the
latent embedding [38]. Thus, one needs to do more than just point out solu-
tions that achieve zero loss. Also, when seen from an OT point of view, the
existence and consequently approximation of such non-unique target maps
become questionable. We elaborate on the same in Section 3.1. This brings
us to adopting the constrained formulation with heightened conviction:

inf
E∈F (X ,P(Z))

{
W 1

cx(µ, (D ◦ E)#µ)
}

subject to Ω(E#µ, ρ) ≤ t, (2)

where t ≥ 0 signifies the tolerable error margin. Building on earlier founda-
tion [18], we search for realistic model architectures that promote consistency
of estimators, a stronger notion compared to non-asymptotic nullity of losses.

2.2. Data Distributions

Typically WAE-based architectures are used to deal with image data. The
statistical construct we follow favors such cases without being restricted to
them only. For example, pixel values of raw image data tend to lie in bounded
intervals. As such, considering the support of the probability distribution—
from which they may originate— to be bounded seems plausible. More-
over, feature-extracted image data attest to this assumption. A key aspect
of input distributions that we are interested in particular is their regularity.
Chakrabarty and Das [18] tested WAEs’ ability to reconstruct Hölder den-
sities, based on compact supports. We extend our setup to cater to more
diverse distributions. Let us describe some classes of functions that charac-
terize the same.

Let us denote the space of p-fold Lebesgue-integrable functions by Lp(Rd),
endowed with the norm ∥ · ∥p, p ∈ [1,∞). The uniform norm is denoted by
∥ · ∥∞.

Definition 2.5 (Sobolev Space). Given α = (α1, α2, ... , αd), αi ∈ N+ ∪ {0}, a
multi-index such that |α| =

∑d
i=1 αi stands for the length, the mixed partial

weak differential operator of order |α| is given by Dα = ∂|α|

∂x
α1
1 ... ∂x

αd
d

. Here,

xα = xα1
1 ... xαd

d whenever x ∈ Rd. Under this setup, the Lp-Sobolev Space of
order m with radius L ∈ R≥0 is defined as

Wm,p
L (Rd) =

f ∈ Lp(R
d) : Dαf ∈ Lp(R

d) ∀ |α| ≤ m :∥f∥Wm,p ≡ ∥f∥p +
∑

|α|=m

∥Dαf∥p < L

 .
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Remark 2. In case f : Rd → R is differentiable at x, set Dαf = f (α), i.e.,
the classical mixed partial derivative. Also, denote by Cu(Rd) the space of
uniformly continuous functions. This allows us to extend the earlier class for
p = ∞, namely

Wm,∞
L (Rd) =

f ∈ Cu(R
d) : f (α) ∈ Cu(R

d) ∀ |α| ≤ m :∥f∥Wm ≡ ∥f∥∞ +
∑
|α|=m

∥∥∥f (α)
∥∥∥
∞

< L

 .

We find the extension of this class for non-integer s ∈ R>0, with its
integer part ⌊s⌋, particularly helpful in the analysis. The following definition
formalizes the same.

Definition 2.6 (Hölder-Zygmund Space). Under the setup described in Re-
mark (2),

Cs
L(R

d) =

f ∈ Cu(R
d) :∥f∥Cs ≡ ∥f∥W⌊s⌋ +

∑
|α|=⌊s⌋

sup
x ̸=y

x,y∈Rd

|Dαf(x)−Dαf(y)|
|x− y|s−⌊s⌋ < L

 .

All the above functions can be shown to be inhabitants of Besov spaces
with parallel definitions based on wavelets. For further elaboration, one may
turn to Giné and Nickl [39], Chapter 4. Now, let us denote the input density
corresponding to µ by pµ, with respect to the Lebesgue measure.

Assumption 1 (Regularity of Input Law). There exists mx ∈ N+ such that
pµ ∈ Wmx,p

L (Ωx), where the support Ωx ⊆ X is compact, p ∈ [1,∞).

This assumption is put in place to give coherence to the discussion so far.
We will focus on the case of unbounded domains under varying regularity as
generalizations of the initial results. The more challenging of tasks is perhaps
characterizing the latent distribution. In our density matching paradigm, it
should ideally be a distribution that embodies the dimensionality-reduced
representation of pµ. Let us similarly assume that ρ also has the correspond-
ing density pρ.

Assumption 2. pρ is based on a compact and convex support Ωz ⊆ Z, such
that there exists a positive constant c satisfying infz pµ(z) ≥ c.

The generative aspect of WAEs comes from their capability to simulate
novel samples that resemble input observations. The generated set includes

10



smooth interpolations between modal values of µ. As such, the latent law—
encapsulating the input information into local geometric signatures— must
distribute positive mass between encoded modes. Tolstikhin et al. [3] demon-
strate the same fact with facial image data. This stems from the idea that the
meld between two faces in the Wasserstein geodesic might result in another
one, even if ‘unrealistic’. The convexity of the support of pρ, coupled with its
departure from nullity, is a mathematical representation of the same philos-
ophy. Asatryan et al. [40] argue that an explicit lower bound to the density
can always be found, for a slightly modified measure (Remark 3.3). As such,
we assume ρ to have a strong density. Also, to conform to disentanglement,
ρ should ideally have a diagonal or block-diagonal dispersion matrix. In our
non-parametric depiction, we keep ample room for such specifications.

3. Latent Space Consistency

With the foundations laid, let us concentrate on the encoding. In an
empirical WAE problem, we only have access to a set of samples {Xi}ni=1

drawn i.i.d. from µ. Thus, the sample version of the optimization task
(2) needs to satisfy the corresponding constraint: Ω(E#µ̂n, ρ) ≤ t, given
t ≥ 0. Here, µ̂n = 1

n

∑n
i=1 δXi

is the classical plug-in estimate. We use the
same notation to signify the empirical distribution throughout the article.
Observe that, the resultant set of encoder transforms that fulfill this criterion
are indeed functions of n, i.e. E = E(n). In the absence of uniqueness, our
suggestions of a capable encoder begin with a definition of its chassis: neural
networks.

Definition 3.1 (Feed-Forward Neural Networks). Given L ∈ N+, a Neural
Network (NN) with L hidden layers is defined as the collection of maps
ϕ : RN0 −→ RNL+1 , {Ni}L+1

i=0 ∈ N+ given by

ϕ(x) := AL ◦ σ ◦ AL−1 ◦ ... ◦ σ ◦ A0(x),

where Ai(y) = Miy + bi; Mi ∈ RNi+1×Ni and bi ∈ RNi+1 is an affinity, i =
0, ..., L. Here, σ signifies the activation function, applied componentwise.
Under this setup, we call W = ∨L

i=1Ni the width of the network and L its

depth. Denote this collection by Φ(W,L)
NL+1

N0
. Additionally, the quantity

S =
∑L

i=1Ni is said to be the size. A reparameterized version of the same,
given as N(Φ) = d+ S, denotes the number of neurons in the network.
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Remark 3. Based on its simplicity and resilience to vanishing gradients, ReLU
(σ(x) = x∨0, also called ramp or first order spline) has emerged as the most
desired activation to practitioners. However, what we find intriguing is the
remarkable capability of ReLU-based NNs to approximate regular functions
[41, 42, 43]. Another activation function that is critical to our analysis is
GroupSort [44]. Preserving all the goodness offered by ReLU, it additionally
provides adversarial robustness [45]. We also stress the fact that GroupSort
(equivalently OPLU, when grouping size is 2 [46]) NNs are better suited at
universally approximating non-linear Lipschitz maps.

3.1. Encoder maps

Encoders are transformations that can be said to enforce dimensionality
reduction preserving key properties of µ. Though not obvious, typically, such
maps enforce a non-linear reduction due to the non-linearities (activations,
e.g. tanh) present in the underlying NN. The process it undergoes is signifi-
cantly different from classically known DR techniques. However, in case the
maps are assumed to be linear embeddings (decoder as well), latent factors
obtained by a VAE tend to align along the Principal Component (PC) direc-
tions [38]. Regularised VAEs can also be related to the DR carried out by
non-linear ICA [47] under a parametric regime. The similarity stems from
the achievement of identifiability of the parameters characterizing the latent
law in both methods [48]. This departure from traditional techniques forces
us to change our viewpoint on DR as we know it. Besides, the encoding in
the posterior density-matching setup of WAEs differs even further. Instead
of looking at the encoder’s capacity to conserve local and broader geometry
of the spaces in terms of distances, we focus on its trait to limit distortions
of estimators. Let us provide a probabilistic definition of the same.

Definition 3.2 (Information Preserving Transform [18]). Given an estimate
µ̂n based on n observations from the distribution µ and ϵ > 0, a map I ∈
F
(
X ,P(Z)

)
is said to be Information Preserving of degree r under the

distance metric d(·, ·) if there exist constants k1, k2 > 0, such that

P

(
d
(
I#µ̂n, (̂I#µ)m

)
≤ ϵ

)
≥ 1− k1 exp

{
−k2(n ∧m)rϵ2

}
.

Here, (̂I#µ)m denotes an estimate of the translated distribution based on
m ∈ N+ i.i.d. samples and r ≥ 1.
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The immediate question coming to mind may be what are the transforma-
tions that behave as IPTs. Precisely, the answer lies in the regularity of the
functions. Though not apparent, the notion of IPTs is intrinsically related to
Bourgain’s discretization theorem and Lipschitz embeddings. To that end,
we first explore the capability of Lipschitz continuous maps— between the
input and latent spaces— to pose as IPTs. Let us denote by FL(X ,Z) the
class of L-Lipschitz functions mapping (X , cx) to (Z, cz). So far we have
not imposed any regularity on the class of latent distributions. In such a
general setting, the role of the underlying divergence metrizing the measure
space becomes crucial. In this context, we recall the caution sounded by
Sriperumbudur et al. [49] that the total variation metric (dF ≡ dTV, where
F =

{
f :∥f∥∞ ≤ 1

}
) is often unable to ensure strong consistency of estima-

tors under them. The issue is rooted in the class of critics F being ‘too large’.
The first method to circumvent this problem is to look at IPMs employing
more precise critics.

Theorem 3.3 (Information Preservation of Lipschitz Encoders). Let H de-
note a class of bounded real-valued functions on Z, such that the associated
entropy has at most polynomial discrimination. In other words, there exists
q, A ∈ R>0 such that ∀ϵ > 0, logN

(
H,∥·∥∞ , ϵ

)
≤ Aϵ−q. Then for any

g ∈ FL(X ,Z) there exists constants l, E1, E2 and E3 > 0 such that given
0 < t ≤ 2

3
,

dH

(
g#µ̃n, (̂g#µ)m

)
≤ t+

lLhmx

2
+O(m− 1

q∨2 )

holds with probability ≥ 1−
(
E1 + E2(

√
dLBx

hd+1t
)d
)
exp

{
−E3(m ∧ nhd)t2

}
, where

µ̃n is a density estimate of µ based on the Regularly invariant kernel κ, sat-
isfying supκ supx∈Ωx

κ(·, ·) ≤ 1, and with bandwidth h ≡ hn ↘ 0.

The theorem implies that Lipschitz transforms can approximately pose
as IPTs of order 1. By choosing h judiciously, one may show that the ap-
proximation error turns o(1) in the asymptotic regime. We deliberately use
the smoother kernel density estimate instead of the plug-in to appreciate As-
sumption 1. The choice of the kernel function— as regularly invariant— is of
high significance, which the proof (see Appendix 6) demonstrates. We elabo-
rate on the same while discussing MMDs (Definition 3.7). Now, the classes H
whose entropy increase polynomially lie in abundance [50]. A particular case
that we emphasize on is L1

cz , i.e. 1-Lipschitz functions with respect to cz. It
is known that logN

(
L1

cz ,∥·∥∞ , ϵ
)
≲ λ(Z1)ϵ−k, where λ(Z1) is the Lebesgue
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measure of the set
{
z : cz(z,Z) < 1

}
(Van Der Vaart and Wellner [51], The-

orem 2.7.1). The choice of critics as Lipschitz also provides a generalization
over most Besov functions.

corollary 3.4. Given g ∈ FL(X ,Z) and the empirical distribution µ̂n, there
exists a positive constant E

′
1, such that

dL1
cz

(
g#µ̂n, (̂g#µ)m

)
≤ t+O(m− 1

k∨2 ) +O(n− 1
d )

holds with probability at least 1− exp
{
−E

′
1(n ∧m)t2

}
.

Remark 4 (Extension for b-Lipschitz critics). A similar result to that of the
previous theorem in case of the divergence dLb

cz
(·, ·) can be established based

on the fact that logN
(
Lb

cz ,∥·∥∞ , ϵ
)
≤ N

(
Z, cz,

ϵ
8b

)
log
(
8
ϵ

)
(Gottlieb et al.

[52], Lemma 6), given b > 0. Observe that, it also enables one to remove
the boundedness of the support, latent class of measures lie on. Instead, we
may impose milder restrictions such as having sub-exponential tails (essen-

tially bounded). Specifically, if Ep{∥Z∥ 1{∥Z∥>log(m)}} = O(m− (logm)δ

k ), where
p ∈ P(Z) and δ > 0; we may recover Corollary (3.4) with only an altered

approximation error O(m− 1
k (logm)1+

1
k ).

Now let us focus on the second remedy, that being more regulated classes
of translated laws. This is crucial since otherwise the convergence of empirical
measures under TV might become arbitrarily slow [53]. To that end, let us
first recall the notion of Yatracos classes (YC) (Devroye and Lugosi [54],
Chapter 6). Given F : Z → R, the Yatracos class associated to it is the set
system {z ∈ Z : f(z) ≥ g(z); f, g ∈ F}, denoted by Y(F). In other words,
it characterizes the domain in terms of candidates in a Scheffé tournament.
Our next result suggests that if the Vapnik-Chervonenkis (VC) dimension of
the YC corresponding to the family of latent distributions is finite, we can
recover Theorem (3.3). The proposition becomes quite intuitive following
the maximal packing argument of Van Handel [55], Theorem 7.16.

corollary 3.5. Let the VC-dim[Y(P(Z))] = vz < ∞. Then for any g ∈
FL(X ,Z) and 0 < t ≤ 2

3
the constants E1, E2 and E3 > 0 are retained such

that

dTV

(
g#µ̃n, (̂g#µ)m

)
≤ t+

lLhmx

2
+O(

√
vzm

− 1
2 )

14



holds with probability ≥ 1−
(
E1 + E2(

√
dLBx

hd+1t
)d
)
exp

{
−E3(m ∧ nhd)t2

}
, where

µ̃n is a Regularly Invariant kernel (RIK) density estimate of µ, defined sim-
ilarly as in Theorem 3.3.

There are two key highlights of the latest result that turn out to be indis-
pensable in the upcoming discussion on latent consistency. The first aspect
we emphasize is the tail condition of the target law. Sub-exponential is a
fairly general notion in the sense that all bounded and sub-Gaussian distri-
butions fall under its umbrella. Moreover, all results obtained under such a
characterization can be directly extended to sub-Weibull distributions [56].
In practice, WAEs are mostly trained with multivariate Gaussian as con-
jugate prior (and hence, posterior) latent laws [3], which also conforms to
our argument. The second facet— arguably the cornerstone of the analysis
by Chakrabarty and Das [18], and responsible for controlling the complex-
ity of the underlying space— is the quantity VC-dim[Y(·)]. The finiteness
assumption on the same is frequented in density estimation [57, 58] solely
based on its plausibility. It is known that the class of k-dimensional Gaus-
sian distributions have VC-dim[Y(·)] = O(k2). The same corresponding to
axis-aligned densities hailing from k-variate exponential families turn out to
be O(k) (Devroye and Lugosi [54], Theorem 8.1).

Before moving on to further examples of IPTs, let us examine the worth
of NN-based maps in the same context. Observe that, the transformations
Ai(·) (see Definition 3.1) can be easily shown to be Lipschitz continuous
by limiting ∥Mi∥p = sup∥y∥p=1∥Miy∥p ≤ t, given t > 0. Anil et al. [44] gave

simple recipes to preserve such norms in case p = 2 and∞. This fact, coupled
with the Lipschitz continuity of activation functions (e.g. ReLU, leaky ReLU,
GroupSort, tanh, sigmoid, etc.) typically applied, it is not difficult to imagine
NN-transforms to be exactly so. However, not all such σ(·) preserve gradient
norms under composition without additional regularization (e.g. ReLU).
Furthermore, recovering the exact Lipschitz constant, and hence the map,
often turns out to be NP-hard [59]. So instead, we harness the approximation
capabilities of deep NNs to our aid. ReLU has attracted the most attention
in this regard [60, 61, 62, 63, 64]. To motivate our next result, we present a
simple observation:

Lemma 3.6. Given µ1, µ2 ∈ P(X ) and ϕ ∈ Φ(W,L)kd, under arbitrary IPM
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dF(·, ·), such that F = {f : Z → R} is symmetric, we obtain

dF(ϕ#µ1, ϕ#µ2) ≤ 2

[
inf

g∈F (X ,P(Z))
∥ϕ− g∥∞ + E(F ,L1

cz)

]
+ dL1

cz
(g#µ1, g#µ2),

where E(F ,L1
cz) = supf∈F inf l∈L1

cz
∥f − l∥∞ denotes the essential disagree-

ment between classes of critics and cz ≡ L1.

Observe that, the statement holds true under arbitrary choices of the sec-
ond class of evaluation functions. We mention L1

cz , in particular, to continue
our discussion in the light of Corollary 3.4. The result suggests that it is
sufficient for a feed-forward NN-induced function to approximate Lipschitz
maps (between the input and latent space) to behave like an IPT, approxi-
mately. Under the TV metric, the proof becomes much simpler based on the
fact that dTV(ϕ#µ1, ϕ#µ2) ≤ dTV(µ1, µ2), for ϕ ∈ F (X ,P(Z)). However,
there may arise difficulties in case the underlying distance measure is MMD.
Let us first go through some rudiments of kernel methods to facilitate our
investigation on the same.

MMD and Kernel Mean Embedding

The well-known Riesz representation theorem ensures the existence of a
unique representer K(x) ∈ H, such that ∀f ∈ H, f(x) = ⟨f,K(x)⟩ for all
x ∈ X . In this setup, the function κ(x, y) = ⟨K(x), K(y)⟩ is called the
reproducing kernel of H. The opposite characterization also holds true. By
Aronszajn’s theorem, given a symmetric, positive definite κ on X ×X , there
exists a unique RKHS Hκ. This inspires us to meaningfully narrow down
our focus on the distributions Pκ = {π ∈ P :

∫ √
κ(x, x)|π| (dx) < ∞}. The

MMD between two of such laws µ1, µ2 can be rewritten as dHκ(µ1, µ2) =∥∥K(µ1)−K(µ2)
∥∥
Hκ

, i.e. the Hilbert space distance between the respective

kernel mean embeddings (KME), given by K(π)(x) =
∫
κ(x, y)π(dy). For

a detailed exposition on the same, one may seek refuge to Sriperumbudur
et al. [65]. Since it is the kernel function that determines the nature of the
RKHS, we introduce some regularities which in turn aid our cause.

Definition 3.7 (Regularly Invariant Kernels). A measurable function κ(x, y) :
X × X → R is said to be regular, if for N ∈ N it satisfies

(i)
∫
X supv∈X

∣∣κ(v, v − u)
∣∣|u|Ndu < ∞, and

(ii)
∫
X κ(v, v + u)du = 1;

∫
X κ(v, v + u)uαdu = 0 for every v ∈ X and

|α| = 1, ..., N − 1.
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If such a kernel additionally satisfies the weaker invariance property:{∫ ∣∣κ(w, v)− κ(w, u)
∣∣r dw} 1

r
= O

(
∥v − u∥

)
, given r ≥ 1; we say it is regu-

larly invariant.

Observe that, most kernel functions based on standard probability distri-
butions with finite and centered moments will tend to be regular. Moreover,
an immediate example of our version of invariant would be Energy kernels:
κα(u, v) = ∥u∥2α +∥v∥2α −∥u− v∥2α, u, v ∈ X and α ∈ (0, 1) [66]. For
further coherence, we introduce the notion of strong invariance. A kernel
function is called strongly invariant if the following holds:

∥∥K(u)−K(v)
∥∥ =

O
(
∥u− v∥

)
. This in turn implies weak invariance based on the fact that{∫ ∣∣κ(w, v)− κ(w, u)

∣∣r dw} 1
r

≤
∥∥K(v)−K(u)

∥∥ [∫ ∥∥K(w)
∥∥r dw] 1

r

.

For example, in case of Energy kernels,
∥∥K(u)−K(v)

∥∥ = 2∥u− v∥α. Based
on such functions, MMD indeed promotes exponential decay in information
dissipated while encoding. To set the stage for a supporting mathematical
argument, let us first notice that given µ ∈ Pκ(X ),

d2Hκ
(µ̂n, µ) = ⟨K(µ̂n−µ), K(µ̂n−µ)⟩Hκ =

∫
X×X

κ(x, y)(µ̂n−µ)⊗(µ̂n−µ)(dxdy).

Also, E
[
dHκ(µ̂n, µ)

]
≤
[
E d2Hκ

(µ̂n, µ)
] 1

2 ≤
√

2
n
supx∈Ωx

κ(x, x)
1
2 .

Theorem 3.8 (Information preservation under MMD). Let µ ∈ Pκ(X ),
where κ(·, ·) is a strongly invariant kernel satisfying supz∈Ωz

κ(z, z) ≤ Cκ,
such that Cκ > 0. Given g ∈ FL(X ,Z), there exists ϕ ∈ Φ(W,L)kd which
implies that

dHκ

(
ϕ#µ̂n, (̂ϕ#µ)m

)
≤ (m ∧ n)−

1
2

√
B ln (2

δ
)

2
+

√
2Cκ

m

+
√

Dn∥ϕ− g∥
1
2
∞︸ ︷︷ ︸

(∗)

+

√√√√O(cg,n(d2n)
− 1

d ) + L(m ∧ n)−
1
2 cg,n

√
B ln (2

δ
)

2

holds with probability at least 1 − δ, δ > 0. Here, B is a positive constant
dependent on Cκ, and both Dn and cg,n are sequences based on n that ↘ 0
almost surely as n → ∞.
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This result in turn enables to showcase the information-preserving ca-
pability of NNs deploying several activation functions. Observe that, the
quantity (∗) in Theorem 3.8 acts as an upper bound to the departure of an
NN-induced map from its exemplar g. The following corollaries look for the
sharp values of (∗) under different circumstances.

corollary 3.9. (i) (Information Preservation of ReLU Encoders [67])

There exists ϕ ∈ Φ(W,L)kd based on ReLU activations withW = O(d⌊N
1
d
1 ⌋∨

N1+1) and L = O(N2), that satisfy Theorem 3.8 for any N1, N2 ∈ N+,

such that (∗) = O(
√
dLBxN

− 2
d

1 N
− 2

d
2 ). Here, Bx := diameter of Ωx with

respect to the metric cx.

(ii) (Information Preservation of GroupSort Encoders [68])
Given ε > 0, there exists a GroupSort NN induced map ϕ ∈ Φ(W,L)kd
of depth L = O(d2 log2(

2
√
d

ε
)) and size S = (2

√
d

ε
)d

2
, also satisfying

∥M0∥2,∞ = sup∥x∥=1∥M0x∥∞ ≤ 1, max{∥Mi∥∞ ; i = 1, · · · , L} ≤ 1 and

max{
∥∥bj∥∥∞ ; j = 0, · · · , L} ≤ ∞, such that (∗) = O(ε).

Remark 5 (Barron Functions as IPT). Based on our previous discussion it
becomes evident that being Lipschitz continuous is a desirable property for
encoder transforms to behave as IPTs, approximately at the least. This very
fact accentuates the importance of the class of functions known as Barron
functions. While there exist numerous characterizations of the same [69], we
keep to the following definition.

Definition 3.10 (Caragea et al. [70]). A function f : Ωx(⊂ Rd) → R is said
to belong to Barron class with constant C > 0 (say, BC(Ωx)), if the exists
x

′ ∈ Ωx and a measurable function g : Rd → C such that ∀x ∈ Ωx both the
conditions∫
Rd

sup
x∈Ωx

∣∣∣⟨η, x− x
′⟩
∣∣∣∣∣g(η)∣∣ dη ≤ C and f(x)−c =

∫
Rd

(ei⟨x,η⟩−ei⟨x
′
,η⟩)g(η)dη

are satisfied, where |c| ≤ C.

For vector-valued functions f : Ωx → Rk, which we are mostly interested
in, the same criteria need to be satisfied componentwise. Lee et al. [71]
provide an equivalent definition (also based on Fourier inversion) of Barron
class as well. It is intriguing to observe that BC embeds continuously into
the class of real-valued Lipschitz maps, under the L1 metric (Wojtowytsch
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et al. [69], Theorem 3.3). As such, Barron functions are naturally prone
to preserving information while serving as encoders (Theorem 3.3). Now,
observe that the real architectures suggested in the context of IPT so far
might suffer from the curse of dimensionality. Also, they both tend to be
deep, scaling exponentially with the input data dimension. While this serves
our purpose in the asymptotic regime, shallow networks (L = 1) might be of
greater priority to practitioners. Meanwhile, the Barron class can be shown to
accommodate all finite norm-bounded neural networks and their limits [69].
This is crucial since it allows one to demonstrate shallow networks’ capability
to act as an IPT approximately. Barron [72], in his seminal paper, first proved
that a function f ∈ BC can be approximated up to arbitrary accuracy by a
shallow NN deploying sigmoidal activations1. In other words, there exists ϕ ∈
Φ(W, 1)1d with N(Φ) = m, such that {

∫
Ωx
(f(x)−ϕ(x))2µ(dx)} 1

2 =∥f − ϕ∥ ≲

m− 1
2 . In the asymptotic regime, however, to achieve an infinitesimally small

error, the map ϕ approaches an infinitely wide NN. Wojtowytsch et al. [69]
draw the same conclusion based on input distributions µ having finite second
moment (Theorem 3.8). This approximation can be further improved in case
µ has bounded support, conforming to Assumption 1. Klusowski and Barron
[73] show the existence of such a ϕ, based on general Lipschitz activations,

that ensures∥f − ϕ∥∞ ≲
√
d+ logmm− 1

2
− 1

d . Despite being the highlight, our
discussion on the approximation of Barron functions is not limited to shallow
networks. The information-preserving behavior of Barron maps stays intact
under compositions as well. This is again rooted in them being Lipschitz
continuous. As an immediate consequence, we find an alternative avenue to
show that sigmoid-activated deep encoders too act as IPTs.

corollary 3.11 (Information Preservation of Sigmoidal Encoders [71]). Let
{Ni}L+1

i=0 ∈ N+ be a sequence of intermediate dimensions as given in Defi-
nition 3.1, where N0 = d and NL+1 = k. Also let fi : RNi−1 → RNi such
that f1 ∈ BC0(Ω0) and for 2 ≤ i ≤ L + 1 and a given parameter s > 0,

fi ∈ BCi−1
(Ω

s,Ni−1

i−1 ). Here {Ci}Li=0 > 0 and Ω
s,Ni−1

i−1 := {y = y1 + y2 : y1 ∈
Ωi−1, y2 ∈ BNi−1(s)}, BNi−1(s) being the L2 ball of radius s in RNi−1, that
satisfy fi(Ωi−1) ⊆ Ωi, 1 ≤ i ≤ L + 1. In particular, define Ω0 ≡ Ωx and
ΩL+1 ≡ Ωz. Under this setup, given f1:L+1 := f1 ◦ f2 ◦ · · · ◦ fL+1 and ε > 0,

1A bounded measurable function h : R → R is said to be sigmoidal if limx→−∞ h(x) = 0
and limx→∞ h(x) = 1. Common examples of such activation functions include logistic,
hyperbolic tangent, and h(x) = ReLU(x)− ReLU(x− 1).
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there exists an L-deep sigmoid-activated ϕ, with O(Niε
−2) nodes in the ith

layer, such that (∗) = O(ε).

With the desired regularity of an ideal encoder specified, we move closer
to testing whether the constraint, as in (2), is met. We reiterate that the
problem at hand is rather the sample equivalent of the same. While our
probabilistic notion based on estimators provides a view into the solution,
encoding might also be seen in the light of local geometry. This not only
provides further clarity to the definition of representation but also opens
up a pathway to understanding decoding in greater detail. Observe that,
the process of encoding seeks to learn embeddings onto the latent space. A
meaningful characterization of the same might be a map that aims to preserve
pairwise distances between discrete points (the sample set) residing in the
input space [74]. It also turns out to be the cornerstone of the techniques
relying on the latent space to form clusters [75]. Such a map E : Ωx → Ωz

satisfying acx(x, y) ≤ cz(E(x), E(y)) ≤ Acx(x, y) is said to be bi-Lipschitz
(BL) with distortion D(E) = A

a
< ∞. These immediately fit the bill of IPTs.

Moreover, the inverse of such embeddings turns out to be Lipschitz as well.
We will later see that this fact can be exploited to aid in efficient decoding.
Another feature that stands out is that E restricts the encoded law from
being degenerated at a point. Now, the immediate question that arises is
whether such embeddings exist. The first affirmative evidence was presented
by Johnson and Lindenstrauss [76], taking both cx and cz to be L2 in their
respective spaces.

Lemma 3.12 (Johnson-Lindenstrauss Embedding). Given a set of size n
from Ωx and 0 < ε < 1

2
, there exists a Bi-Lipschitz map E : Rd → Rk with

distortion (1 + ε), such that k = O( log(n)
ε2

).

This result additionally ties the extent of distortion to the latent dimen-
sion, shedding new light on our previous discussion on the optimal value of
k. In fact, the bound in the lemma turns out to be optimal up to constant
factors [77]. Later, Bourgain [78] also showed the existence of BL transforms
that achieve encoding onto k = O(log2 n) with distortion ≲ log(n). For now,
the existence of Lipschitz encoders, acting as benchmarks to NN-based maps,
will be sufficient. To that end, we turn to the following result.

Lemma 3.13 (Bartal et al. [79]). Given X ⊆ Ωx, for every ε > 0, there exists

a finite 1-Lipschitz embedding E : X → Rk such that k = O
(
ε−2d∗(X)( log(d

∗(X))
ε

)
)
,
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where d∗(X) is the doubling dimension2 of X.

This is an exact deterministic answer to our search for an ideal encoder.
Such a map can immediately be extended to the whole input space using
Kirzbraun’s theorem. To show latent space consistency, first observe that
given a metric Ω and encoder E, the realized latent loss turns out to be
Ω(E#µ̂n, ρ). It can be fragmented into the following parts based on the
independent sources of variation:

Ω(E#µ̂n, ρ) ≤ Ω(E#µ̂n, (̂E#µ)m)︸ ︷︷ ︸
Information dissipated

+Ω((̂E#µ)m, ρ)︸ ︷︷ ︸
Estimation error

. (3)

While a suitably chosen IPT takes care of the first part, the latter embodies
the error committed trying to estimate ρ using samples from the encoded law.
In a lossless encoding (E#µ =d ρ), it will boil down to the usual estimation
error. Otherwise, one might be left with a surplus error due to the discrep-

ancy between (̂E#µ)m and a certain ρ̂m. Chakrabarty and Das [18] give a
non-asymptotic upper bound to the same based on the empirical Yatracos
minimizer of ρ̂m (Theorem 1). In the process, they assume the finiteness of
VC-dim[Y(·)] corresponding to P(Z). Before stating such results, let us take
a quick look at the ‘lossless’ setting itself.

Remark 6 (Lossless encoding in WAEs). This occurs only when E is an exact
measure preserving map. Since we allow the distributions to have densities,
the idea translates to having a change of variables given as

∫
Ωz

pρ(z)dz =∫
Ωx
(pρ ◦ E)(x) [JE(x)]dx, where in general, JE(x) is the Clarke differential

or generalized Jacobian at x [80] 3. This boils down to the more familiar∣∣det(∇E(x))
∣∣, given E : Rd → Rd is injective on its domain and continuously

differentiable. Consequently, our desired distribution pρ turns out to be the
density corresponding to a k-marginal of E#µ

4. The existence, let alone the

2The doubling dimension is defined as d∗(X) = log2 λ, where λ ≥ 1 (doubling constant)
is the smallest number such that at most λ balls of half radius are needed to cover every
ball in X.

3See the exact form the transported density achieves under the co-area formula in
McCann and Pass [81], Section 2. In general cases concerning transformations between
variables, the surplus multiplicand is rather vol[JE(x)] := product of singular values of
the k × d Jacobian matrix JE [82].

4Such transformations can merely be of the Rosenblatt type. Given that pρ ∈ Cmz

L (Ωz),
for some mz ∈ R>0; E can be shown to be smooth in the sense of Hölder-Zygmund [40].

21



regularity of such a map is not automatically guaranteed. In case both µ
and ρ are nonatomic, such that µ vanishes on all Lipschitz (d− 1)-surfaces,
there exists a unique E (µ a.e.), that offers a lossless encoding [83]. Bre-
nier theorem [84] argues the same under the additional assumption that the
distributions have finite variance. Though obtained under restrictive sce-
narios, a Brenier map pushing forward the standard Gaussian measure to a
uniformly log-concave target distribution would be locally Lipschitz [85, 86].
While this belongs to the class of possible encoders under a special case, it
is rather challenging to verify that minimizing the WAE loss attains such
a solution. Moreover, given a sample (semi-discrete) problem like ours, the
optimal map is likely to be discontinuous. Even if they do not, the injectiv-
ity will be sacrificed when the supports are unbounded since they cannot be
continuously embedded at the same time.

Hence, we focus on finding the tolerable margins of losses incurred dur-
ing encoding instead. (3) becomes a platform on which the exploration of
deterministic upper bounds rests. To obtain an upper bound in the case
of WAE-GANs, first notice that given ρ1, ρ2 ∈ P(Z), equipped with corre-
sponding densities such that ρ1 ≪ ρ2,

JS(ρ1, ρ2) ≤

[
π ln

(
1

π

)
+ (1− π) ln

(
1

1− π

)]
dTV(ρ1, ρ2) ≤ ln(2) dTV(ρ1, ρ2)

(this form is also called the Information Transmission Rate [87]), 0 ≤ π ≤ 1.
While easier to calculate, it is often technically challenging to deal with JS
from a density estimation perspective. By convention, it is assigned value
+∞ in case the underlying distributions do not have densities, and as a result,
does not metrize P(Z) in general. However, when taken under square root,
JS follows the triangle inequality [88]. Now, given a Lipschitz encoder E, let
us consider the realized latent loss under JS-divergence due to the RIK esti-
mator µ̃n (as discussed in Theorem 3.3), defined as dµ̃n

dx
= 1

nhd

∑n
i=1 K

(
x
h
, xi

h

)
,

x ∈ Ωx where hn → 0. Fragmenting the same based on unique sources of
variation yields,

f(π)−1 JS(E#µ̃n, ρ)−∆E,n ≤ dTV

(
E#µ̃n, (̂E#µ)n

)
+ dTV (ρ̂n, ρ) , (4)

given that ∆E,n = dTV((̂E#µ)n, ρ̂n), which essentially (in asymptotic regime)
determines how much latent regularization can be tolerated. As such, the
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choice of the optimal encoder must be the one that minimizes ∆E,n. It coin-
cides with the minimum distance estimator (Devroye and Lugosi [54], The-

orem 6.4) of ρ amongst encoded candidates (E∗
n = argmin dTV((̂E#µ)n, ρ̂n)).

Since the other error terms shrink arbitrarily asymptotically (n → ∞ with
fixed d, k), given t ∈ R>0 (as in 2), we only need to ensure that ∆E∗

n,n < t.

Remark 7 (Cost to the Scheffé Tournament). Substituting the plug-in esti-

mates (̂E#µ)n and ρ̂n with smoother alternatives might be computationally
beneficial. A successful search for the Scheffé tournament-winning encoder

takes quadratic time [89]. Instead, let us consider estimators (̃E#µ) and ρ̃

respectively, such that
d ˜(E#µ)

dz
, dρ̃
dz

∈ L1(Rk). The benefit is rooted in viewing
the problem from an OT standpoint. Let us write,

2dTV

(
(̃E#µ)n, ρ̃n

)
=

∥∥∥∥(̃E#µ)n − ρ̃n

∥∥∥∥
1

≤
∥∥∥∥(̃E#µ)n −Kh((̃E#µ)n)

∥∥∥∥
1︸ ︷︷ ︸

(i)

+

∥∥∥∥Kh((̃E#µ)n)−Kh(ρ̃n)

∥∥∥∥
1︸ ︷︷ ︸

(ii)

+
∥∥Kh(ρ̃n)− ρ̃n

∥∥
1︸ ︷︷ ︸

(iii)

,

(5)

where given ρ1 ∈ P(Z), Kh(ρ1) =
∫
Ωz

Kh(., y)ρ1(dy) =
1
hk

∫
Ωz

K( .
h
, y
h
)ρ1(dy)

defines the convolution with RI kernel K. Also, y
h
= (y1

h
, ..., yk

h
)
′
, for h > 0.

The terms (i) and (iii) both → 0 as h → 0 (Giné and Nickl [39], Proposition
4.3.31). On the other hand,∥∥∥∥Kh((̃E#µ)n)−Kh(ρ̃n)

∥∥∥∥
1

≤
∫ { 1

hk

∫ ∣∣∣∣∣K(
z

h
,
y

h
)−K(

z

h
,
y

′

h
)

∣∣∣∣∣ dz}dΠ(y, y′
)

(6)

=

∫ {∫ ∣∣∣∣K(z
′
, y
h
)−K(z

′
, y

′

h
)

∣∣∣∣ dz′∥∥y − y′
∥∥

} ∥∥∥y − y
′
∥∥∥ dΠ(y, y′

)

≲
1

h

∫ ∥∥∥y − y
′
∥∥∥ dΠ(y, y′

), (7)

where (6) is due to Jensen’s inequality and Π denotes a coupling between

(̃E#µ)n and ρ̃n. The invariance of K implies the inequality (7), which
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holds for all such measure couples. Hence, given cz ≡ L2, the quantity (ii)

≲ 1
h
dL1

cz
((̃E#µ)n, ρ̃n). As such, to obtain an optimal encoder E∗

n— achieving

latent consistency— it is sufficient to compute ∆
′
E∗

n,n
= infE dL1

cz
((̃E#µ)n, ρ̃n)

instead. This is highly maneuverable computationally due to the sheer atten-
tion the problem has received in recent years. One can achieve a complexity

of Õ(n
9
4

t
∧ n2

t2
) [90], even beyond what Sinkhorn’s algorithm offers.

Inequality (4) provides a clear pathway to a non-asymptotic upper bound
to the realized latent loss in a WAE-GAN setup. Given Assumptions 1 and
2, we begin with µ̃n, an RIK density estimate (strongly invariant) of µ based

on bandwidth h ≡ hn → 0 as n → ∞, such that nhd
n

|log hd
n| → ∞. Corollary 3.5

implies the existence of a positive constant E
′′
1 such that

dTV

(
g#µ̃n, (̂g#µ)n

)
≥ t+O(hmx ∨

√
vzn

− 1
2 ) (8)

holds with probability≤ E
′′
1 exp

{
−E3(1 ∧ hd)nt2

}
, whenever for t ≥

√
|log hn|
nhd

n

[91] and g ∈ FL(X ,Z). This eventually determines the rate associated with
the probabilistic statement

JS(g#µ̃n, ρ)− f(π) sup
ρ⊗n

∆L,n = oP(1),

obtained as a consequence of (4) and assuming VC-dim[Y(P(Z))] = vz <

∞. Here, ∆L,n = infg∈FL(X ,Z) dTV((̂g#µ)n, ρ̂n) and the supremum is taken
over naive estimators constructed based on n replicates from ρ. If one em-
ploys instead a NN-based encoder ϕ ∈ Φ(W,L)kd according to our previous
prescriptions— for example Corollary 3.9 (i) or (ii)— an additional estima-
tion error is duly incurred. This, along with the realized ∆Φ,n contributes to
the extent of tolerable latent loss.

Remark 8. There are some interesting implications in The WAE-GAN regime
if along with Assumption 2, there exists mz ∈ R>0, such that pρ ∈ Cmz

L′ (Ωz),
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L
′
> 0. Observe that, due to its definition

JS(E#µ̃n, ρ) = πKL

(
E#µ̃n

∣∣∣ME#µ̃n,ρ(π)

)
+ (1− π)KL

(
ρ
∣∣∣ME#µ̃n,ρ(π)

)
≥ 1

2

[
πd2TV

(
E#µ̃n,ME#µ̃n,ρ(π)

)
+ (1− π)d2TV

(
ρ,ME#µ̃n,ρ(π)

)]
(9)

=
1

2
π(1− π)d2TV

(
E#µ̃n, ρ

)
≥ 1

8
π(1− π)

∥∥E#µ̃n − ρ
∥∥2 , (10)

where we define the the mixture as ME#µ̃n,ρ(π) = πE#µ̃n + (1 − π)ρ. The
step (9) is due to Pinsker’s inequality. We reach (10) using

dTV

(
E#µ̃n,ME#µ̃n,ρ(π)

)
= sup

ω∈σ(Z)

∣∣E#µ̃n(ω)− πE#µ̃n(ω)− (1− π)ρ(ω)
∣∣

= (1− π) sup
ω∈σ(Z)

∣∣E#µ̃n(ω)− ρ(ω)
∣∣ = (1− π)dTV

(
E#µ̃n, ρ

)
.

Typically, the value of π is taken to be 1/2. Now,∥∥E#µ̃n − ρ
∥∥2 ≥ inf

ρ̃n
∥ρ̃n − ρ∥2 ,

where the infimum is taken over the class of RIK density estimates based on
n i.i.d. samples from pρ. Such estimators, under the L2 loss tend to have the

optimal convergence rate, i.e. inf ρ̃n E∥ρ̃n − ρ∥2 ≳ n− 2mz
2mz+k (Van der Vaart

[92], Theorem 24.4). As such, this gives us a sharp lower bound for latent
performance.

Since the latent distribution embodies the hidden representation in input
images, it must also remain invariant to certain deformations. For example,
latent codes corresponding to an image of a lesion and its rotated counterpart
(SO(k)) should ideally appear equiprobably. Generative models achieve this
by ensuring group symmetry in the target space [93]. Now, given a group
Σ (an ordered pair of a nonempty set and a binary operation, satisfying
the group axioms), a group action φ on Z is an automorphism defined as
φσ = φ(σ, ·) : Z → Z, for all σ ∈ Σ, also satisfying φσ1 ◦ φσ2 = φσ1·σ2 ,
∀σ1, σ2 ∈ Σ. The following definition gives such a specific characterization
to ρ.
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Definition 3.14 (Invariant Distributions). Given a group Σ, the class of Σ-
invariant probability distributions on Z is defined as

PΣ(Z) = {P ∈ P(Z) : P = (φσ)#P, ∀σ ∈ Σ}.

Throughout the paper, we only consider finite groups, i.e. |Σ| < ∞. This
makes the representation of the underlying space under group actions much
easier. To that end, let us introduce the fundamental domain Z0 ⊂ Z, which
is defined such that the subsets σZ0, σ ∈ Σ form a locally finite cover of Z
without sharing common interior points. This translates to saying that there
exists a unique z0 ∈ Z0 corresponding to each z ∈ Z such that z = σz0 [94].
In order to adapt to the estimation of Σ-invariant latent distributions, we
make additional assumptions for the underlying kernels in MMDs.

Assumption 3 (Group Invariant Kernels). The kernel κ(·, ·) satisfies ∀σ( ̸=
id) ∈ Σ

(i) Given z, z
′ ∈ Z, κ(σz, σz

′
) = κ(z, z

′
), and

(ii) There exists 0 < ςκ,Σ < 1 such that κ(σz, z) ≤ ςκ,ΣCκ, where z ∈ Z0.

Theorem 3.15 (Latent Space Consistency in WAE-MMD under Invariance).
Let, ρ ∈ PΣ(Ωz) such that |Σ| < ∞. Also, let κ(·, ·) be strongly invariant
satisfying Assumption 3 such that supz∈Ωz

κ(z, z) ≤ Cκ, for Cκ > 0. Then,
there exists a probabilistic encoder ϕ ∈ Φ(W,L)kd, based on ReLU activations

with W = O(d⌊N
1
d
1 ⌋ ∨ N1 + 1) and L = O(N2) such that given δ > 0, we

have with probability 1− δ

dHκ

(
ϕ#µ̂n, ρ

)
−
√
Cκ sup

ρ⊗n

∆Φ,n ≤
√

cg,nL

(
max{B2

x, 4Cκ[1 + ςκ,Σ
(
|Σ| − 1

)
]}

2n
ln (

2

δ
)

) 1
4

+O(
√
cg,n(d

2n)−
1
2d ) +

√
2Cκ

n

1 +
√

1 + ςκ,Σ
(
|Σ| − 1

)
|Σ|

+O(
√

dDnN
− 2

d
1 N

− 2
d

2 ),

where both Dn and cg,n are sequences based on n that ↘ 0 almost surely as
n → ∞.

Remark 9 (Mitigating Curse of Dimensionality). The term contributing to
a slower convergence rate (second on the RHS) due to its dependence on d
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is rooted in the estimation error under the Wasserstein metric (see proof).
While we do not allow the input dimension d to grow as a function of n, it be-
ing inherently large degrades the sharpness of the non-asymptotic bound. In
search of a remedy, we recall the solution Chakrabarty and Das [18] resorted
to, namely the 1-upper Wasserstein dimension (d∗1). It is typically smaller
compared to the Minkowski–Bouligand dimension. However, in case µ is es-
sentially supported on a ‘latent’ regular space, e.g. a compact d

′
-dimensional

differentiable manifold (d
′
< d), we have d∗1 = d

′
[95]. This suits our discus-

sion since such a phenomenon regularly occurs in image datasets [24]. The
definition of d∗1 goes as follows

d∗1(µ) = inf{s ∈ (2,∞) : lim sup
ε→0

Nε(µ, ε
s

s−2 )

− log(ε)
≤ s},

where Nε denotes the covering number. Now, if s > d∗1(µ), the second term
on the right hand of the inequality in Theorem 3.15 can be replaced by
O(

√
cg,nn

− 1
2s ). We also point out that the other term carrying d in the expo-

nent does not contribute to asymptotic rates since the encoders constructed
are usually of fixed proportions. Since the upper bound becomes o(1), us-
ing the Borel-Cantelli lemma, the latent WAE-MMD error deviated from√
Cκ supρ⊗n ∆Φ,n vanishes almost surely.

3.2. Simulations

To validate our findings empirically, we carry out experiments on both
real and synthetic data [Fig 1]. The existing data set we work on is MNIST,
consisting of 70,000 2D images of hand-written digits. The other data set,
‘Five-Gaussian’ is a collection of 50,000 observations, drawn independently
at random out of five trivariate Gaussians with unit dispersion and mean at
five vertices of a unit cube. We run both WAE-GAN and WAE-MMD to
reconstruct observations from the two data sets. All the experiments were
carried out on an RTX 3090 GPU.

Five-Gaussian: The encoders we use in the case of Five-Gaussian data,
map the points to a two-dimensional latent space. The first kind we deploy
is 4-deep and is based on ReLU activation. The last layer uses an additional
rescaling to span the target support and mitigate zero-inflation. To suit our
theoretical specifications, we experiment with diverse latent distributions.
Namely, Bivariate standard Gaussian, and the classes of bivariate distribu-
tions having Beta and Exponential marginals respectively. We call them
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Figure 1: The (a) MNIST and (b) Five-Gaussian data sets.

Beta and Exponential copulas by somewhat abusing the terminology. This
way we encompass unbounded supports, multimodality, and skewed densi-
ties. Firstly, we train the model based on the entire sample (n = 50, 000)
to obtain the nearest estimate of the population loss. Our goal now is to
observe the propagation of the losses as we gradually increase the sample
size n = (1000, 3000, 5000, · · · , 50, 000), drawn uniformly at random. Our
findings from 20 runs corresponding to each n are given as follows.

The illustrations show that for all three latent laws, the sample losses
approach their population counterpart with diminishing variance. In search
of the sharpest asymptotic rate associated— even beyond the theoretically
achievable O(n− 1

2 )— we observe the movement of the loss multiplied by
n. In our experiments [Fig 3], such a sequence also tends to converge to
a small constant, namely the population error margin. This is an empirical
guarantee to the impression Asatryan et al. [40] [Remark 4.6] had (d̂JS ∼ n−1)
in a parametric GAN generation. However, using a GroupSort activated
encoder (grouping size 2) one may observe the approximate rate of O(n− 1

2 )
in diminishing MMD losses [Fig 16 (b), (c)]. The choice of regularizing
parameter λ is chosen based on a trade-off between quality reconstruction
and latent performance.

We follow the same experimental protocol for WAE-MMD [Fig 4], taking
the latent distribution as bivariate standard Gaussian. Here also, a similar
trait is noticed. The observed MMD losses gradually decrease to their pop-
ulation counterpart with diminishing variability. The rate of convergence
however, becomes comparable to O(n− 1

2 ), attesting the theoretical result.
While the latent loss— asymptotically at the least— moves close to nullity,
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(a) Gaussian (b) Beta copula (c) Exponential copula

(d) Mean and Variance of latent loss

Figure 2: Latent loss under Jensen-Shannon divergence and ReLU encoders. The La-
grangian weight assigned to the latent space, as given in 1, is taken to be λ = 0.2. We
consider both Gaussian and Exponential marginal densities standard. The parameters for
Beta marginals are taken as (0.5, 0.8).

the bin estimates corresponding to the target and the encoded law must differ.
This discrepancy, as we have already discussed, is rooted in the information
preserved.

We study the concentration of encoded bins in contrast with the latent
ones over regular intervals of 200 training epochs. It is fascinating to observe
the rearrangement of density as the losses slowly diminish. We present a
detailed commentary on the same in the Appendix [Fig 13, 14]. Here instead,
we show the encoded estimates after the completion of 2000 epochs [Fig 5].
The information retention can be readily identified from the high-density
areas representing the distinct clusters. The quantile-quantile (QQ) plots
[Fig 15a] between the empirical encoded distribution and the targets also
tell the same story. To check the extent of approximation, we also perform
multivariate goodness-of-fit tests (see Appendix 6).

For checking the efficacy of GroupSort activations in encoding, we repeat
the experiment in a WAE-GAN setup [Fig 6]. The regularization remains at
λ = 0.2 and grouping size is taken as 2 (OPLU). Quite similar to previous
observations, the losses tend to decrease at a familiar rate.
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(a) Gaussian (b) Beta (c) Exponential

Figure 3: Propagation of sample corrected (×n) latent JS loss under ReLU encoders.

(a) (b)

Figure 4: Propagation of (a) sample MMD losses and (b) sample corrected (×n
1
2 ) MMD

losses, trained with the Lagrangian parameter λ = 0.2 using ReLU encoders.

MNIST: The individual images in MNIST are of size (28×28). In vector-
ized form, the input observations are reduced to d = 512. Here also we deploy
a 4-deep ReLU encoder with layers of width 512-256-128-64= k. During de-
coding, the output tensor is reshaped to have a size (batch size, 1, 28, 28),
which in turn enables us to calculate the reconstruction loss. Keeping in
mind the high dimensionality of the latent space, we only consider a multi-
variate standard Gaussian target. The findings from training runs on both
WAE-GAN and WAE-MMD with regularization λ = 0.2 are obtained as in
Fig 7.

4. Reconstruction Consistency

With a clearer understanding of WAEs’ performance towards meeting
the constraint it was formulated under, we move on to its main objective.
If we position ourselves along the flow of information— first through the
encoder and now at the footsteps of the decoder— we have ourselves a density
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(a) (b) (c)

Figure 5: Bin estimates of ReLU-encoded (yellow) vs latent distribution (blue) in case of
the Five-Gaussian data. Under the JS loss, we observe (a) Beta (0.5, 0.8) and (b) standard
Exponential copula, (c) shows standard Gaussian under MMD loss. (Effective range of
values scaled to aid visualization)

(a) Gaussian (b) Beta (c) Exponential

Figure 6: Latent JS loss under Groupsort encoders of grouping size 2.

estimation task in higher dimensions. This is typical of inverse models and
the underlying goal is to utilize the encoded information at one’s disposal to
reach as close as to µ̂n. Needless to say, it comes as a consequence of the
error W 1

cx(µ̂n, (D ◦ E∗
n(t))#µ̂n) being minimized, given the optimal encoder

E∗
n(t) incurring latent loss ≤ t.
In spirit, the role of the decoder is somewhat similar to a generative

map. The aspects in which they differ from those in a GAN architecture are
mainly twofold. Firstly there is no dynamic critic in the form of a discrim-
inator to guide its learning. The role is taken up by L1

cx only. However, on
the upside, while the latent distribution in GANs is non-informative, to be-
gin with, WAEs have latent laws with input information ‘preserved’. During
decoding, this very information needs to be used with utmost efficacy. Since
the resemblance between spaces of different dimensions in a sample prob-

31



(a) (b)

Figure 7: Latent (a) JS and (b) MMD loss for MNIST data set with Gaussian targets.

lem lies in the local geometry based on pairwise distances between samples,
Chakrabarty and Das [18] identify quasi-isometries as ideal decoders. The
definition provided in their article however indicates a bi-Lipschitz charac-
terization. In general, Rk is not quasi-isometric to Rd, d > k. However, there
may exist bi-Lipschitz maps from Ωz → Rl, l ≤ d, which can thus be used
to form outer extensions mapping Rk → Rd [96]. Such extensions typically
preserve distortions up to constant factors and as a result, do not depreciate
the asymptotic behavior of estimates post-translation. Another technique of
ensuring bi-Lipschitzness is to search for regular 5 maps f : Rk → Rd. These
in turn make the restriction of f to Ωz (closure) to be BL. While bi-Lipschitz
transforms acting as decoders automatically enforce non-degeneracy in recon-
structed signals, to obtain upper bounds of associated errors it is sufficient to
have Lipschitz decoders. Most theoretical studies on GANs tend to impose
this restriction on generators. The existence of such a benchmark Lipschitz
transform, however, is readily guaranteed if encoders are considered accord-
ing to Lemma 3.12. This also supports the practical convention of building
the decoder as exactly the inverse of E∗(t).

We, on the contrary, prescribe constructing a decoder map that utilizes
the information encapsulated in the latent law wholly and efficiently. To
demonstrate the notion, let us fragment the reconstruction loss, given an

5A Lipschitz map f : (Z, cz) → (X , cx) is said to be regular if there exists a constant
C > 0 such that given any ball B in Z, f−1(B) can be covered by at most C balls, each
of radius C.rad(B) [97].
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encoder E, as follows

W 1
cx(µ, (D◦E)#µ̂n) ≤ W 1

cx((D◦E)#µ̂n, D#ρ)+ W 1
cx(D#ρ, µ̂n)︸ ︷︷ ︸

Decoder Translation Error

+W 1
cx(µ̂n, µ).

(11)
Observe that the first term on the right is essentially the propagated

disagreement at the latent space. If the metric, measuring the discrepancy
follows a data-processing inequality, we can expect a non-asymptotic upper
bound of the same order as that obtained on the latent error. As such, D
must be constructed keeping in mind the sole aim of minimizing the semi-
discrete translation error. The following lemma provides the backbone of the
construction.

Lemma 4.1 (Yang et al. [98]). Let ν be an univariate absolutely continuous
distribution and µ̂n ∈ µ⊗n. Given W ≥ 7d+ 1 and L ≥ 2, there exists a NN
transform based on ReLU activation ϕ

′ ∈ Φ(W,L)d1 such that ∀ε > 0

W 1
cx≡L1

(µ̂n, ϕ
′

#ν) ≤ ε,

whenever n ≤ W−d−1
2

⌊W−d−1
6d

⌋⌊L
2
⌋+ 2.

The transport hinted in the lemma is essentially a piecewise linear map,
Lipschitz continuous on bounded balls. The restriction on n indicates the
number of breakpoints. Since the result holds for all probability measures ν
having densities, the only modification required in our case is projecting ρ
onto R, using linear maps beforehand. Given such a linear map D0 : Ωz → R,
and ϕ

′
according to lemma 4.1, the desired decoder is given by D = ϕ

′ ◦D0.
This operation also preserves the Lipschitz continuity in the resultant de-
coder. Since there is no unique way of selecting the linear transform, one may
use instead a pooled distribution. As such, D = ϕ

′ ◦
∑N3

i=1Di ≡
∑N3

i=1 ϕ
′ ◦Di,

where D1, · · · , DN3 are individual linear maps aimed at preserving different
aspects of ρ. This is especially useful when |Σ| > 1. In this case also D
turns out to be Lipschitz (since the property itself stems from individual
components and summation— that too without scaling— only changes the
associated constant). The following result formalizes our discussion.

Theorem 4.2 (Reconstruction Consistency in a Latent-Consistent WAE).
Given a margin of latent error t > 0, let E∗

n(t) be an optimal encoder satis-
fying latent consistency under the metric dTV. Then, there exists a decoder
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D ∈ Φ(W,L)dk, d ≥ 3 based on ReLU activations, with W ≥ 7d+1 and L ≥ 3
such that

E
[
W 1

cx(µ, (D ◦ E∗
n(t))#µ̂n)

]
−O(t) ≲ n− 1

d ,

where n = O(W
2L
d

).

The theorem reveals the extent to which the realized latent loss can
potentially amplify during reconstruction. The corresponding excess error
always stays O(n− 1

d∨2 ), with high probability (using McDiarmid’s inequal-
ity). The result also allows for the formulation of WAEs to be made gen-
eral by replacing W 1

cx with W p
cx , 1 ≤ p. In such a case, the observation:

W p(µ1, µ2) ≤ B
p−1
p

x W 1(µ1, µ2)
1
p , µ1, µ2 ∈ P(X ) coupled with Theorem 4.2

provides the regeneration guarantee.

Remark 10 (Reconstruction as a Consequence of Latent Consistency inWAE-MMD).
Considering a latent error dTV

(
E∗

n(t)#µ̂n, ρ
)
≤ t unites both WAE models

(WAE-GAN and WAE-MMD) in showing reconstruction consistency based
on the fact that TV is a natural upper bound to both JS and MMD. How-
ever, if the bounded kernel κ applied in a latent space (in WAE-MMDs) is
integrally strictly positive definite and follows strong invariance, we have the
partial inequality— given Assumption 1 and 2— as follows

W 1
cx((D ◦ E)#µ̂n, D#ρ) ≲ W 1

cz(E#µ̂n, ρ)

≤ Cε dHκ

(
E#µ̂n, ρ

)
+ ε,

for some Cε > 0 and ∀ε > 0 (Modeste and Dombry [66], Proposition 3.9).
The first inequality is due to the Lipschitz continuity of D. Now, if MMD,
equipped with the same κ is applied on the input space as well, the same
D constructed so far satisfies dHκ

(
D#ρ, µ̂n

)
< ε, ∀ε > 0 (Yang et al. [98],

Lemma 3.3). As a result, the right-hand side of inequality (11) can be written
entirely in terms of MMD. Hence, Theorem 3.15 can be readily plugged in
to obtain a deterministic upper bound to the realized reconstruction error.

4.1. Simulations

We continue with the earlier experimental setup to provide empirical
validation. In fact, reconstruction outputs are obtained simultaneously with
latent results. Conforming to our previous prescription, we employ 4-deep
decoders for the Five Gaussian data set. On the other hand, to reconstruct
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observations corresponding to MNIST, we take a pragmatic approach while
choosing network widths (k =64-128-256-512). The final output tensor is
suitably reshaped to have the size of an image (batch size, 1, 28, 28).

(a) Gaussian (b) Beta copula (c) Exponential copula

Figure 8: Wasserstein reconstruction loss for the three latent distributions under MMD
using ReLU encoders. The penalization handed to the latent loss is kept at λ = 0.2.

The diminishing trait of error values with shrinking variance is evident
in Fig 8. The limiting margin of error where the sequence converges (for
all latent distributions under consideration) remains well below the tolerable
latent loss. This further attests to our theoretical bound. The optimizations
not only make the error eventually vanish, but also produce perceptually
alike samples [Fig 10]. Reconstruction errors corresponding to Five Gaus-
sian replicates in a WAE-MMD setup also tend to follow a convergence rate
O(n− 1

2 ) [Fig 16]. This is a validation to the Remark 10, even under the
deployment of GroupSort encoders. Reconstructions of MNIST also result
in photo-realistic copies of the input law [Fig 9]. The corresponding errors
exhibit sharply decaying behavior under both WAE architectures.

5. Robustness to Distribution Shift

The quality of deep generative model outputs is often marred by contam-
ination in data. Images, and consequently WAEs are very much susceptible
to such adversarial corruption. In our recommendation, we have prioritized
the free flow of information through the model networks in a WAE. As such,
a corrupted set of input samples runs the risk of spoiling all the downstream
tasks. Thus, to get a comprehensive look at the machinery of WAE, one must
test its innate capability to preserve regeneration quality under the influence
of adversaries. Some of the well-recognized models in robust statistics include
Adaptive, Oblivious and the Huber contamination model [99, 100]. In Huber
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(a) (b)

(c) Reconstruction under latent JS loss

Figure 9: MNIST reconstruction error given Gaussian latent laws under (a) JS and (b)
MMD latent loss, using ReLU encoders. In (c), the odd rows hold the input digits and
the even ones are their reconstructed counterparts.

contamination, instead of assuming independent replicates from the input
density pµ, it is assumed that there lies a probability ϵ > 0 that the sample
comes from a contamination pc ∈ P(X ). The density pc is independent of
the input law and remains unknown. As such, input observations

X1, · · · , Xn ∼ p̃ := (1− ϵ)pµ + ϵpc (12)

are what we have at hand. Under such a setup, Liu and Gao [101] showed that

given pµ ∈ Cs
L(Ωx), kernel density estimates incur euclidean losses O(n− 2s

2s+1 ∨
ϵ

2s
s+1 ). The underlying kernels are considered to be square-integrable and
bounded, with centered moments. This result is particularly motivating since
given that D ◦ E ≈ id a.e., it gives us a bound on the regeneration error for
VAEs.

The regime we consider in our following discussion is closer to oblivious
contamination. We assume that the contaminated input distribution p̃ is
such that EX∼p̃,Y∼pµcx(X, Y ) ≤ ϵ, a more general notion compared to Huber.
Observe that, such a criterion automatically implies 1-Wasserstein contami-
nation under metric cx [102]. No additional assumption on the regularity of p̃
is assumed. The goal lies the same as before: reconstructing pµ based on an
input estimator. In other words, in the absence of additional regularization,
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(a) Input data (b) Gaussian (c) Beta copula

Figure 10: Reconstructed samples (n = 10, 000) from Five Gaussian dataset under JS
latent loss for given latent distributions, using ReLU encoders after 1500 epochs.

we check for the extent of inherent distributional robustness WAEs possess.
We have already seen that both the encoder and decoder, under care-

ful construction can follow Lipschitz continuity. As a result, their compo-
sition behaves similarly. To generalize such composite maps, in this sec-
tion, we consider maps G : X → X which induce group actions. Now, if
G ∈ G satisfies information preservation, it is approximately equivalent to
constructing an estimator based on translated observations rather than trans-
lating a pre-constructed estimator to approach pµ. As such, given replicates
X1, · · · , Xn ∼ p̃, we essentially need to look for upper bounds to the loss
W 1

cx(p̂n, pµ) ≲
∥∥p̂n − pµ

∥∥
1
, where p̂n ∈ L1(Rd) is based on {G(Xi)}ni=1.

To cope with the adversary, first, we modify the properties of the regularly
invariant kernels we utilized earlier. We call a kernel κ(x, y) : X × X → R
transformation invariant if given action G ∈ G, κ(G(x), y) = κ(x,G−1(y))
[103]. The following theorem provides the extent of WAEs’ resilience based
on such kernel estimates.

Theorem 5.1 (Reconstruction Consistency under Contamination). Let the
contaminated distribution p̃ be such that supΩx

p̃(x) < ∞. Also, let the kernel
κ be regular, translation invariant with respect to L1 (3.7) and transformation
invariant which satisfies

∫
X κ2(v, v − u)du < ∞. Then, given any G ∈ G, a

kernel density estimate p̂h ≡ p̂h,n based on κ satisfies

E
∣∣p̂h(0)− pµ(0)

∣∣ ≲ n− mx
d+2mx ∨ ϵ

mx
2d+mx .
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5.1. Simulations

During empirical validation, based on the diverse natures of their support,
the thickness of tails, and central tendencies, we select three potential con-
taminating distributions: Standard Gaussian, Cauchy, and Dirichlet. While
the Five Gaussian data set is corrupted with the latter two, we apply all
three on MNIST. For utmost rigor in our experiments, we adopt an elabo-
rate contaminating regime. We not only vary the proportion of observations
getting corrupted but also regulate the extent of it. For example, there may
be a set of input observations {Xi}ni=1, out of whom ⌊n

2
⌋ are replaced by

(0.8)Xi+(1− 0.8)Yi, where {Yi}i∈C are replicates from a contaminating law.
C denotes the indexes receiving the corruption, |C | = ⌊n

2
⌋. We refer to the

mixing proportion as level (α). This regime generalizes the entire contami-
nation landscape in statistics. The specific choice of parameters for Dirichlet
is taken as (5, 3, 5). Perhaps the most interesting observation from our huge
body of experiments is some of the near-accurate reconstructions.

(a) Actual Data (b) Contaminated Data (c) Reconstructed Data

Figure 11: Reconstructed samples (n = 10, 000) from Five Gaussian dataset with half the
observations contaminated at level 0.2, under JS latent loss. The corrupting distribution
is taken to be Dirichlet(5, 3, 5).

In the case of the MNIST data set, even at a significant level of contam-
ination, the reconstruction errors continue to converge to a near-zero value.
The corresponding reconstructed samples are of remarkably sound resolution,
given the regenerative capability of WAEs in general [Fig 12]. We also study
the effect of varying α on reconstructed image quality [Fig 18], which hints
at tolerable levels of contamination.
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(a) Gaussian (b) Cauchy (c) Dirichlet

(d) Reconstruction under Cauchy contamination

Figure 12: Reconstruction errors incurred by a ReLU-induced WAE-MMD for MNIST,
under different contaminating distributions at level 0.2. In all the experiments, the latent
distribution is kept standard Gaussian. In (d), the first row represents contaminated
samples (standard Cauchy at level 0.2) and the second row contains their reconstructed
counterparts.

6. Discussion and Future Work

In this paper, we provide statistical guarantees regarding the concurrent
tasks Wasserstein autoencoders carry out, i.e. achieving both the latent
and reconstruction benchmark laws. Under probabilistic characterization
of the input data, we establish deterministic upper bounds to both losses.
Our non-parametric estimation approach caters to both WAE architectures,
namely WAE-MMD and WAE-GAN. In the process, we find out sufficient
properties an encoder must possess to become information preserving. This
particular notion further enables us to prescribe to a practitioner building an
encoder, the architectural specifications of an ideal neural network. Deploy-
ment of such a network, in turn, aids the latter process of reconstruction. In
a WAE-MMD framework, we explore the sufficient conditions the deployed
kernel needs to satisfy to ensure latent consistency. We put to test our the-
oretical findings in simulations based on real and synthetic data sets. The
phenomenon of information preservation in the latent space is fascinating
to witness in the flesh. The encoded distributions tend to maximize their
alignment with the latent target without losing the local geometric proper-
ties of the input. Similarly, we recommend decoder frameworks that achieve
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near-perfect regenerations. Such results are also substantiated by accompa-
nying numerical experiments that show sharply decaying losses over varying
sample sizes. Finally, in a density estimation setup, we test the degree of ro-
bustness WAEs hold naturally, against distribution shifts without additional
regularization.

We dedicate the rest of the section to pointing out possibilities our the-
oretical framework spawns. The first question arises regarding the modes
of the distributions involved. Regenerated samples using a WAE are not
known to be plagued by ‘mode collapse’ as severely as a vanilla GAN out-
put. However, it is not uncommon for real data distributions (µ) to have
non-convex support. In such a case, the OT (due to Brenier) map between
the latent distribution and µ will mostly be discontinuous. Moreover, NN-
based transforms often fail to universally approximate such discontinuous
functions. This may lead to significant mismatches between the supports of
µ and D#ρ, however good the representative samples may be. As such, there
always lies an innate possibility of missing out on modes of µ, even if the
effect is benign to the eye. The question also involves the role of underlying
divergences. In generative modeling, they are typically judged based on their
capacity of mode covering and mode seeking [104]. A mode-covering diver-
gence tends to prioritize the spread of masses to all target modes and as a
result, generates out-of-sample observations. While mode-seeking distances
avoid doing so, their conservative mass assignment leads to the model missing
out on one or several modes. Unfortunately, both TV (weakly mode-seeking)
and JS (uniformly mode-seeking) lean towards the later characterization. As
such, in case ρ is multi-modal and there exists a mismatch between the num-
ber of modes of µ (unknown) and ρ, WAEs operate under a heightened risk
of losing information on some modes. In our non-parametric setup, we do
not specify the modality of input and latent distributions. This creates an
interesting prospect to study the effect of varying numbers of modes in ρ on
information preservation and reconstruction. Future work may also look into
the tolerable modality of input laws in a WAE-MMD before mode collapse
transcends benignity. This is particularly intriguing since the mode-seeking
properties of MMD remain unexplored.

Another question that remains closely related to that regarding modes, is
the uniformity of samples over them. The model may also fail to recognize a
mode of µ if observations from it are vastly outnumbered. We have already
seen the denoising capability of WAEs. If the input data suffer such imbal-
ance, it is not improbable for the model to treat them as outliers, especially if
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the modes are well-separated. As such, along with the modality, formulating
appropriate estimators that ensure proportionate participation and accurate
reconstruction under imbalance must be taken up further.

Appendix: Technical Proofs

Proof of Lemma 2.4. Let E : X → Z andD : Z → X be measurable maps—
namely a encoder-decoder pair— that satisfy

W 1
cx(µ, (D ◦ E)#µ) + λ.Ω(E#µ, ρ) = 0, (13)

given λ > 0. Since Ω is a divergence metric metrizing the underlying class of
probability distributions, it is implied that E#µ = ρ. As such, we observe a
lossless encoding in the population sense. Now,

E#µ = ρ =⇒ (D ◦ E)#µ = D#ρ
(1)
=⇒ µ = D#ρ,

where (1) is due to (13). This hints towards an absolute information preser-
vation in reconstruction based on the fact that D ◦ E = idX a.e.

Given a probability space automorphism φ, ∀A ∈ Z

ρ(φ(A)) = ρ(φ−1(φ(A))) = ρ(A),

since φ−1 also becomes an automorphism. Hence,

W 1
cx(µ, (D ◦ φ) ◦ (φ−1 ◦ E)#µ) + λ.Ω((φ−1 ◦ E)#µ, ρ)

= W 1
cx(µ, (D ◦ (φ ◦ φ−1) ◦ E)#µ) + λ.Ω(φ−1

# (E#µ), ρ)

= W 1
cx(µ, (D ◦ E)#µ) + λ.Ω(φ−1

# ρ, ρ) = 0.

As such, the encoder-decoder pair (φ−1 ◦ E,D ◦ φ) is also a zero-solution of
the population loss function. Also, in case φ ̸= id, the pair clearly differs
from (E,D) a.e.

Proof of Theorem 3.3. Given a transform g ∈ FL(X ,Z), the information
dissipated can be decomposed using the triangle inequality as follows

dH

(
g#µ̃n, (̂g#µ)m

)
≤ dH

(
g#µ̃n, g#µ

)
+ dH

(
g#µ, (̂g#µ)m

)
. (14)

Here, µ̃n denotes the RIK estimator (see Definition 3.7), defined as dµ̃n

dx
=

1
nhd

∑n
i=1 κ

(
x
h
, xi

h

)
= p̂h(x), x ∈ Ωx where h is the bandwidth. Also, since the

41



kernels are bounded, there exists B > 0 such that supΩx
κ(·, ·) = B ≤ 1. In

most cases, with choices of kernels being distributions themselves, the modal
values tend to satisfy this criterion. Since members of H are bounded, total
variation turns out to be a natural upper bound for the associated loss. In
particular,

dH
(
g#µ̃n, g#µ

)
= sup

h∈H

∫
h(z) d(g#µ̃n − g#µ)

= L sup
h′∈ 1

L
H◦g

∫
h

′
(x) d(µ̃n − µ)

≤ L

2

∫ ∣∣p̂h(x)− pµ(x)
∣∣ dx (15)

≤ L

2

{∫ ∣∣p̂h(x)− E[p̂h(x)]
∣∣ dx+

∥∥E[p̂h(x)]− pµ
∥∥
1

}
, (16)

where H ◦ g = {h ◦ g : h ∈ H} such that ∥h ◦ g∥∞ = maxx
∣∣h(g(x))∣∣ < ∞.

The first inequality is obtained by taking the supremum over all bounded
real-valued functions on X . As such, it is sufficient to find the concentration
of p̂h around pµ under the essential supremum norm.

The bias term under the norm satisfies

E[p̂h(x)]− pµ(x) =
1

hd

∫
κ

(
x

h
,
y

h

)
pµ(y)dy − pµ(x)

=

∫
κ

(
x

h
,
x

h
− u

)
[pµ(x− hu)− pµ(x)]du (17)

=

∫
κ

(
x

h
,
x

h
− u

) ∑
|α|≤mx−1

Dαpµ(x)

α!
(−uh)αdu (18)

+mx

∫
κ

(
x

h
,
x

h
− u

) ∑
|α|=mx

(−uh)α

α!

∫ 1

0

(1− t)mx−1Dαpµ(x− tuh)dt

=

∫ ∫ 1

0

κ

(
x

h
,
x

h
− u

)
(−u)mxhmx

(1− t)mx−1

(mx − 1)!
Dmxpµ(x− tuh)dt du,

(19)

where (17) is obtained using the change in variables y
h
= x

h
−u. In (18), we use

Taylor’s expansion for multivariate functions, in particular, pµ ∈ Wmx,p
L (Ωx).

The first part of the sum vanishes due to the regularity of underlying kernels
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(see Definition 3.7). Now, using Minkowski’s inequality for integrals, given
p = 1 we get

∥∥E[p̂h(x)]− pµ
∥∥
1
≤ hmx

∥∥Dmxpµ
∥∥
1

∫
sup
v

∣∣κ(v, v − u)
∣∣|u|mxdu

∫ 1

0

(1− t)mx−1

(mx − 1)!
dt

≲ hmx , (20)

again due to the regularity of κ and Assumption 1.

Let us define K =
{
f(x, ·) = 1

hdκ
(
x
h
, ·
h

)
: x ∈ Ωx

}
. Now, given the in-

variance of the underlying kernels κ, the bracketing number of K turns out
to satisfy

N[ ](K , L1(µ), ϵ) ≤ Eκ

(
L
√
dBx

hd+1ϵ

)d

,

where Eκ > 0 is an universal constant depending on d (Van der Vaart [92],
Example 19.7). Also, observe that

Var(f) ≤
∫

f 2dµ ≤∥f∥∞
∫
|f | dµ ≤ B

hd
,

where the last inequality utilizes the fact supf E|f | ≤ E[supf |f |]. Hence,
using Bernstein’s inequality (see, Yukich [105] for the detailed bracketing
argument) we infer that

Pn

(
sup
x

∣∣p̂h(x)− E[p̂h(x)]
∣∣ > ϵ

)
≤ 4Eκ

(
L
√
dBx

hd+1ϵ

)d

exp

{
−Enϵ2hd

B

}
,

(21)
where E > 0 is an universal constant6 and 0 < ϵ ≤ 2

3
. This enables us to

state a concentration bound for dH
(
g#µ̃n, g#µ

)
readily using (16) and (20).

Bounding the expected estimation error based on the translated data
(second term in 14) is comparatively straightforward. We present the refined
Dudley’s entropy integral, which becomes the cornerstone of the rest of the
proof.

6Lafferty et al. [106] derive the sharp value of E under Lipschitz continuous kernels.
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Lemma 6.1. Given a symmetric class of functions H, satisfying suph∈H∥h∥∞ ≤
M , M > 0 we have

E[dH (ρ̂m, ρ)] ≤ 2 inf
δ∈(0,M)

(
2δ +

12√
m

∫ M

δ

√
logN

(
H,∥·∥∞ , ϵ

)
dϵ

)
,

where ρ ∈ P(Z).

As such, given that the entropy corresponding to the underlying critic
functions satisfy polynomial discrimination, we obtain an upper bound cor-
responding to the infimum as follows

E

[
dH

(
g#µ, (̂g#µ)m

)]
≲ m− 1

q∨2 . (22)

To obtain a probabilistic concentration inequality corresponding to the same
error observe that

dH

(
g#µ, (̂g#µ)m

)
= sup

h∈H

{ 1

m

m∑
i=1

h(Yi)− Eg#µh
}
:= W (Y1, · · · , Ym),

given Y1, · · · , Ym ∼ g#µ. As such, for y1, · · · , ym, y
′
m∣∣∣W (y1, · · · , ym)−W (y1, · · · , y

′

m)
∣∣∣

=
1

m

∣∣∣∣∣∣suph∈H

m∑
i=1

(
h(yi)− Eg#µh

)
− sup

h′∈H

m−1∑
i=1

(
h

′
(yi)− Eg#µh

′
)
+ h

′
(y

′

m)− Eg#µh
′

∣∣∣∣∣∣
≤ 1

m

∣∣∣∣∣suph∈H
h(ym)− h(y

′

m)

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ 2M

m
.

Applying McDiarmid’s inequality,

dH

(
g#µ, (̂g#µ)m

)
≤ ϵ+O(m− 1

q∨2 )

holds with probability ≥ 1 − exp
{
− nϵ2

2M2

}
, where ϵ > 0. This bound, along

with (21) ensure the existence of constants l, E1, E2 and E3 > 0 that proof
the theorem. Observe that, the bound satisfies for arbitrary choices of h. To
ensure that the realized error is indeed o(1) with high probability, we specify
h := hn = ( 1

n
)ξ such that ξ ≥ 1

d
.
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Proof of Lemma 3.6. Given any ϕ ∈ Φ(W,L)kd and µ1, µ2 ∈ P(X ), by the
definition of IPMs

dL1
cz
(ϕ#µ1, ϕ#µ2) = sup

l∈L1
cz

Eµ1 [l ◦ ϕ]− Eµ2 [l ◦ ϕ]

= sup
l∈L1

cz

{
Eµ1 [l ◦ ϕ]− Eµ1 [l ◦ g] + Eµ2 [l ◦ g]− Eµ2 [l ◦ ϕ] + Eµ1 [l ◦ g]− Eµ2 [l ◦ g]

}
≤ sup

l∈L1
cz

{
Eµ1|l ◦ ϕ− l ◦ g|+ Eµ2|l ◦ g − l ◦ ϕ|+ Eµ1 [l ◦ g]− Eµ2 [l ◦ g]

}
≤ 2∥ϕ− g∥∞ + sup

l∈L1
cz

Eµ1 [l ◦ g]− Eµ2 [l ◦ g],

where the first inequality is due to Jensen’s inequality and in the second
one we use the fact that l ∈ L1

cz , given cz ≡ L1. The arbitrary choice of
g ∈ F (X ,P(Z)) makes the result hold for the infimum as well. As such,

dL1
cz
(ϕ#µ1, ϕ#µ2) ≤ 2 inf

g∈F (X ,P(Z))
∥ϕ− g∥∞ + dL1

cz
(g#µ1, g#µ2). (23)

Now, under the critic F , ∀ε > 0 there exists fε ∈ F such that

dF(ϕ#µ1, ϕ#µ2) ≤ Eϕ#µ1 [fε]− Eϕ#µ2 [fε] + ε

= Eϕ#µ1 [fε − l] + Eϕ#µ2 [l − fε] + Eϕ#µ1 [l]− Eϕ#µ2 [l] + ε

≤ 2∥fε − l∥∞ + sup
l∈L1

cz

Eϕ#µ1 [l]− Eϕ#µ2 [l] + ε.

Similarly, taking infimum over all such choices of l

dF(ϕ#µ1, ϕ#µ2) ≤ 2E(F ,L1
cz) + dL1

cz
(ϕ#µ1, ϕ#µ2) + ε. (24)

The inequalities (23) and (24) together proof the lemma.

Proof of Theorem 3.8. Given any NN-induced map ϕ, using the triangle in-
equality on MMDs one can write

dHκ

(
ϕ#µ̂n, (̂ϕ#µ)m

)
≤ dHκ

(
ϕ#µ̂n, ϕ#µ

)︸ ︷︷ ︸
(i)

+ dHκ

(
ϕ#µ, (̂ϕ#µ)m

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

(ii)

. (25)

Since the underlying kernels are bounded to begin with, an immediate upper

bound for (ii) might be: dHκ(ϕ#µ, (̂ϕ#µ)m) ≤
√

supz∈Ωz
κ(z, z)dTV(ϕ#µ, (̂ϕ#µ)m)
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(Sriperumbudur et al. [49], Theorem 14 (ii)). Being larger in general, TV
may enforce information preservation onto MMDs. However, the very prop-
erty of boundedness of the kernels enables us to show the concentration of
empirical measures under MMD as well. Observe that, for bounded kernels,
MMD satisfies the bounded difference inequality with the universal upper
bound 2m−1

√
supz∈Ωz

κ(z, z). As such, using McDiarmid’s inequality

P
(
dHκ(ϕ#µ, (̂ϕ#µ)m) ≤ E[dHκ(ϕ#µ, (̂ϕ#µ)m)] + t

)
≥ 1− e−

mt2

2Cκ , (26)

where Cκ is a positive constant such that supz∈Ωz
κ(z, z) ≤ Cκ. Furthermore,

we observe that E
[
dHκ(ϕ#µ, (̂ϕ#µ)m)

]
≤
[
E d2Hκ

(ϕ#µ, (̂ϕ#µ)m)
] 1

2 ≤
√

2Ck

m

(Briol et al. [107], lemma 2). In pursuit of establishing an upper bound to
(i), one needs additional enforcement. The first of which is presented as the
following lemma.

Lemma 6.2. Given arbitrary ϕ, g ∈ F (X ,Z) and µ1, µ2 ∈ Pκ(X ) such that
the underlying kernel function κ is strongly invariant, there exists a constant
D > 0 (dependant on κ and the latent dimension) for which

d2Hκ
(ϕ#µ1, ϕ#µ2) ≤ D∥ϕ− g∥∞ + d2Hκ

(g#µ1, g#µ2).
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Proof of lemma 6.2. Observe that∣∣d2Hκ
(ϕ#µ1, ϕ#µ2)− d2Hκ

(g#µ1, g#µ2)
∣∣

=

∣∣∣∣∣
∫
Ωx×Ωx

[
κ(ϕ(x), ϕ(y))− κ(g(x), g(y))

]
(µ1 − µ2)⊗ (µ1 − µ2)(dxdy)

∣∣∣∣∣
=

∣∣∣∣∣
∫
Ωx×Ωx

[
κ(ϕ(x), ϕ(y))− κ(g(x), ϕ(y)) + κ(g(x), ϕ(y))− κ(g(x), g(y))

]
(µ1 − µ2)⊗ (µ1 − µ2)(dxdy)

∣∣∣∣∣
(1)
=

∣∣∣∣∣
∫
Ωx

[
K(ϕ#µ1 − ϕ#µ2)(ϕ(x))−K(ϕ#µ1 − ϕ#µ2)(g(x))

]
(µ1 − µ2)(dx)

+

∫
Ωx

[
K(g#µ1 − g#µ2)(ϕ(y))−K(g#µ1 − g#µ2)(g(y))

]
(µ1 − µ2)(dy)

∣∣∣∣∣
≤
∫
Ωx

∣∣K(ϕ#µ1 − ϕ#µ2)(ϕ(x))−K(ϕ#µ1 − ϕ#µ2)(g(x))
∣∣|µ1 − µ2| (dx)

+

∫
Ωx

∣∣K(g#µ1 − g#µ2)(ϕ(y))−K(g#µ1 − g#µ2)(g(y))
∣∣|µ1 − µ2| (dy),

where (1) is due to the fact∫
κ(ϕ(x), ϕ(y))(µ1 − µ2)⊗ (µ1 − µ2)(dxdy)

=

∫
κ(ϕ(x), y)(µ1 − µ2)⊗ (ϕ#µ1 − ϕ#µ2)(dxdy) =

∫
K(ϕ#µ1 − ϕ#µ2)(ϕ(x))(µ1 − µ2)(dx).

Now, ∣∣K(ϕ#µ1 − ϕ#µ2)(ϕ(x))−K(ϕ#µ1 − ϕ#µ2)(g(x))
∣∣

≤
∫
Ωz

∣∣κ(ϕ(x), y)− κ(g(x), y)
∣∣∣∣ϕ#µ1 − ϕ#µ2

∣∣ (dy)
(2)

≤
∫
Ωz

∥∥K(ϕ(x))−K(g(x))
∥∥√κ(y, y)

∣∣ϕ#µ1 − ϕ#µ2

∣∣ (dy)
(3)

≲
∥∥ϕ(x)− g(x)

∥∥∫
Ωz

√
κ(y, y)

∣∣ϕ#µ1 − ϕ#µ2

∣∣ (dy),
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where (2) is due to the reproducing kernel property, coupled with the Cauchy-
Schwartz inequality. The strong invariance of the underlying kernel inspires
(3). Noticing the quantity under the integral to be finite, we obtain∫

Ωx

∣∣K(ϕ#µ1 − ϕ#µ2)(ϕ(x))−K(ϕ#µ1 − ϕ#µ2)(g(x))
∣∣|µ1 − µ2| (dx)

≲
∫
Ωx

∥∥ϕ(x)− g(x)
∥∥|µ1 − µ2| (dx) ≲∥ϕ− g∥∞ ,

since the dominating measure is sigma-finite. The suppressed constant is
namely k (the latent dimension). Similarly, observing

∫
Ωz

√
κ(y, y)

∣∣g#µ1 − g#µ2

∣∣ (dy) <
∞ in addition, we conclude∣∣d2Hκ

(ϕ#µ1, ϕ#µ2)− d2Hκ
(g#µ1, g#µ2)

∣∣ ≲∥ϕ− g∥∞ .

As such, there indeed exists a constant that satisfies the lemma.

Now, let us choose in particular g ∈ FL(X ,Z). For ease of understanding,
we continue with the distributions µ1, µ2 ∈ Pκ(X ). Using the reproducing
property again, we get

d2Hκ
(g#µ1, g#µ2) =

∫
Ωx×Ωx

κ(g(x), g(y))(µ1 − µ2)⊗ (µ1 − µ2)(dxdy)

=

∫
Ωx

K(g#µ1 − g#µ2)(g(x))(µ1 − µ2)(dx).

While proving Lemma 6.2, we have observed that the function K(g#µ1 −
g#µ2) is Lipschitz continuous with accompanying constant c

(µ1,µ2)
g =

∫
Ωz

√
κ(y, y)

∣∣g#µ1 − g#µ2

∣∣ (dy).
We mention that for Energy kernels, the same function rather turns out to
be Hölder continuous. As such,

d2Hκ
(g#µ1, g#µ2) ≤ c(µ1,µ2)

g sup
f∈L1

cz≡L2

[∫
Ωx

f(g(x))(µ1 − µ2)(dx)

]
(4)
= c(µ1,µ2)

g dL1
cz
(g#µ1, g#µ2) ≤ c(µ1,µ2)

g LdL1
cx
(µ1, µ2),

where (4) is due to the Kantorovitch-Rubinstein duality. Hence, we may
write

d2Hκ

(
ϕ#µ̂n, ϕ#µ

)
≤ Dn∥ϕ− g∥∞ + c(µ̂n,µ)

g LdL1
cx
(µ̂n, µ), (27)
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where Dn and c
(µ̂n,µ)
g are no longer constants, but sequences based on n that

converge to 0 almost surely as n → ∞ (by dominated convergence theorem).
In particular,

c(µ̂n,µ)
g = cg,n =

∫
Ωz

√
κ(y, y)

∣∣g#µ̂n − g#µ
∣∣ (dy) = ∫

Ωx

√
κ(g(y), g(y))|µ̂n − µ| (dy)

and Dn = o(cg,n ∨ cϕ,n). Applying the concentration of µ̂n around µ under
the metric dL1

cx
, along with the inequalities 25 and 26 we infer that given

t > 0

P

(
dHκ

(
ϕ#µ̂n, (̂ϕ#µ)m

)
≤ t+

√
2Cκ

m
+
√

Dn∥ϕ− g∥∞ +

√
O(c

(µ̂n,µ)
g (d2n)−

1
d ) + c

(µ̂n,µ)
g Lt

)

remains at least 1 − 2 exp
(
−2(m∧n)t2

B

)
, where B = max{B2

x, 4Cκ}. The

quantity Bx symbolises the diameter of Ωx under the metric cx.

Proof of Corollary 3.11. The proof takes inspiration from Theorem 3.5 of
Lee et al. [71]. First, let us construct ϕ1:L+1 = ϕ1 ◦ · · · ◦ ϕL+1 where the
individual functions are defined as

ϕi : R
Ni−1 → RNi such that

(
ϕi(x)

)
j
= cij0 +

ri∑
k=1

cijkσ
(
⟨mijk, x⟩+ bijk

)
,

where cijk, bijk ∈ R and mijk ∈ RNi−1 are model parameters in accordance
with Definition 3.1. Since these are shallow networks, the quantity ri, 1 ≤
i ≤ L + 1 denotes the number of nodes they have. Observe that, following
Barron’s argument, f1 : Rd → RN1 can be approximated using ϕ1 (under
the L2 norm, with respect to µ). The same result holds for all intermediate
individual pieces, with respect to measures at their respective domains. Our
goal is to approximate the composition of them all. To invoke an induction
argument, let us first consider a sequence of nested sets {Si}L+1

i=1 ⊆ Rd such

that Si = Si−1 ∩ {x : ϕ1:i−1(x) ∈ Ω
s,Ni−1

i−1 }. The measure µ, restricted onto
Si, when pushed-forward by the map ϕ1:i−1 yields µ

i = (ϕ1:i−1)#(1Si
µ) (need

not be a probability measure). The support of µi is thus obtained to be

ϕ1:i−1(Si) ⊆ Ω
s,Ni−1

i−1 . Let us denote the Lipschitz constant corresponding to

49



fi by ∥fi∥B [69]. Now, given any ε > 0, define ri = ⌈4C2
i Ni

ε2
⌉. Now,(∫

Rd

1Si
∥f1:i − ϕ1:i∥2 dµ

) 1
2

(1)

≤
(∫

Rd

1Si
∥fi ◦ f1:i−1 − fi ◦ ϕ1:i−1∥2 dµ

) 1
2

+

(∫
RNi−1

∥fi − ϕi∥2 d(ϕ1:i−1)#(1Si
µ)

) 1
2

≤ ∥fi∥B
(∫

Rd

1Si
∥f1:i−1 − ϕ1:i−1∥2 dµ

) 1
2

+ ε

(2)

≤ ∥fi∥B
(∫

Rd

1Si−1
∥f1:i−1 − ϕ1:i−1∥2 dµ

) 1
2

+ ε

≤

1 +∥fi∥B +∥fi∥B∥fi−1∥B + · · ·+
i∏

j=1

∥∥fj∥∥B
 ε ≤

{∨i
1

∥∥fj∥∥B}i+1

− 1∨i
1

∥∥fj∥∥B − 1
ε,

where (1) is due to the triangle inequality. The second term in the same stage
turns out to be ≤ ε using Barron’s theorem [72, 71] given our specific choice
of ri. The inequality (2) is based on the filtration offered by Si. Observe
that, in case the maximum of the Lipschitz constants is exactly 1, the upper
bound becomes iε. This implies that

µ
(
Si−1 ∪ {x :

∥∥f1:i−1(x)− ϕ1:i−1(x)
∥∥ ≥ s}

)
≤


{∨i−1

1

∥∥fj∥∥B}i−1+1

− 1∨i−1
1

∥∥fj∥∥B − 1


2

· ε
2

s2
.

As such,

µ(Si) = µ(Si−1)− µ(Si−1 ∪ {x :
∥∥f1:i−1(x)− ϕ1:i−1(x)

∥∥ ≥ s})

≥ µ(Si−1)−


{∨i−1

1

∥∥fj∥∥B}i

− 1∨i−1
1

∥∥fj∥∥B − 1


2

· ε
2

s2
≥ 1− ε2

s2

i−1∑
l=1


{∨l

1

∥∥fj∥∥B}l+1

− 1∨l
1

∥∥fj∥∥B − 1


2

(28)

In other words, there exists ϕ = ϕ1:L+1 such that
(∫

Rd 1S∥f1:L+1 − ϕ∥2 dµ
) 1

2 ≤
O(ε) for a set S ⊂ Rd satisfying inequality 28. Now, owing to the compact-
ness of the base domain and its regularity, the range of ϕi = (ϕi1, ϕi2, · · · , ϕiNi

)
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is always contained in a space of finite diameter. Hence,∫
Ωx

∥f1:i − ϕ1:i∥2 dµ ≤
∫
Si

∥f1:i − ϕ1:i∥2 dµ+

∫
Sc
i

∥f1:i − ϕ1:i∥2 dµ

≤


{∨i

1

∥∥fj∥∥B}i+1

− 1∨i
1

∥∥fj∥∥B − 1


2

· ε2 +O

(
ε2

s2

)
.

Taking the square root and choosing i corresponding to the ultimate layer
we prove the result.

Proof of Theorem 3.15. Given an encoder ϕ ∈ Φ(W,L)kd and an empirical
distribution corresponding to µ (based on n i.i.d. replicates), let us fragment
the realized latent WAE-MMD loss as usual,

dHκ

(
ϕ#µ̂n, ρ

)
≤ dHκ

(
ϕ#µ̂n, (̂ϕ#µ)n

)
+ dHκ

(
(̂ϕ#µ)n, ρ̂n

)
+ dHκ (ρ̂n, ρ)

(29)

which holds for all empirical ρ̂n, based on n i.i.d. samples from ρ. Observe
that, the first quantity is the information dissipated during encoding and can
be put under a deterministic upper bound using Theorem 3.8. The second

quantity, due to the observation
∥∥∥κ(·, z)− κ(·, z′

)
∥∥∥
Hκ

≤ 2
√
Cκ1z ̸=z′ , satisfies

dHκ

(
(̂ϕ#µ)n, ρ̂n

)
≤
√

CκdTV

(
(̂ϕ#µ)n, ρ̂n

)
. (30)

Now, recall that ρ ∈ PΣ(Ωz). As such, the observations from ρ, forming
its empirical counterpart, are first projected onto the subset of Σ-invariant
distributions. This is termed symmetrization and the corresponding operator
enabling it, SΣ : P(Z) → P(Z) is defined as

ESΣ[ρ]f =

∫
Z

[∫
Σ

f(φσ(z))µΣ(dσ)

]
dρ(z) = EρEµΣ

[f ◦ φσ],

where µΣ is the Haar measure on the compact group Σ and f denotes any
bounded measurable function. In other words, the recipe to obtain samples
from SΣ[ρ] in general is to draw i.i.d. {zi}n1 ∼ ρ and {σi}n1 ∼ µΣ indepen-
dently, followed by the operation φσj

(zi) [93]. This in turn enables us to
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narrow down the class of critic functions under MMD to its Σ-invariant sub-
set HΣ

κ . We use the same idea to obtain an upper bound to the remaining
estimation error in (29) as follows. Let,

γ(z1, z2, · · · , zn) = dHκ(ρ̂n, ρ) = dHΣ
κ
(ρ̂n, ρ)

= sup
∥f∥Hκ

≤1

{
ESΣ[ρ̂n]f − Eρf

}
= sup

∥f∥Hκ
≤1

{ 1

n|Σ|

n∑
i=1

|Σ|∑
j=1

f(σjzi)− Eρf
}

≤ sup
∥f∥Hκ

≤1

∣∣∣∣∣∣ 1

n|Σ|

n∑
i=1

|Σ|∑
j=1

f(σjzi)− Eρf

∣∣∣∣∣∣ . (31)

To look for the specific constant satisfying the bounded difference property,
observe that ∣∣∣γ(z1, · · · , zi, · · · , zn)− γ(z1, · · · , z

′

i, · · · , zn)
∣∣∣

≤ sup
∥f∥Hκ

≤1

∣∣∣∣∣∣ 1

n|Σ|

|Σ|∑
j=1

f(σjzi)− f(σjz
′

i)

∣∣∣∣∣∣
≤ 1

n|Σ|

{∥∥∥∥∥∥
|Σ|∑
j=1

K(σjzi)

∥∥∥∥∥∥
Hκ

+

∥∥∥∥∥∥
|Σ|∑
j=1

K(σjz
′

i)

∥∥∥∥∥∥
Hκ

}
, (32)

where ∥∥∥∥∥∥
|Σ|∑
j=1

K(σjzi)

∥∥∥∥∥∥
Hκ

=

 |Σ|∑
j=1

κ(σjzi, σjzi) +
∑
j ̸=l

κ(σjzi, σlzi)

 1
2

=

 |Σ|∑
j=1

κ(σjzi, σjzi) +
∑
σj ̸=id

κ(σjzi, zi)

 1
2

(33)

≤
√
Cκ|Σ|

[
1 + ςκ,Σ

(
|Σ| − 1

)] 1
2
. (34)

As such, using only the one-sided McDiarmid’s inequality, for every t > 0 we

52



have with probability ≥ 1− exp
{
− n|Σ|t2

2Cκ

[
1+ςκ,Σ(|Σ|−1)

]}
dHκ(ρ̂n, ρ)− E[dHκ(ρ̂n, ρ)] ≤ t. (35)

In order to upper bound the expectation, we use the symmetrization trick as
follows

E{Zi}n1∼ρ sup
∥f∥Hκ

≤1

∣∣∣∣∣∣ 1

n|Σ|

n∑
i=1

|Σ|∑
j=1

f(σjzi)− Eρf

∣∣∣∣∣∣
= EZ sup

∥f∥Hκ
≤1

∣∣∣∣∣∣ 1

n|Σ|

n∑
i=1

|Σ|∑
j=1

f(σjzi)− E{Z′
i}n1∼ρ

 1

n|Σ|

n∑
i=1

|Σ|∑
j=1

f(σjz
′

i)

∣∣∣∣∣∣
≤ EZ,Z′ sup

∥f∥Hκ
≤1

∣∣∣∣∣∣ 1

n|Σ|

n∑
i=1

|Σ|∑
j=1

f(σjzi)− f(σjz
′

i)

∣∣∣∣∣∣
= EZ,Z′ ,ξ sup

∥f∥Hκ
≤1

∣∣∣∣∣∣ 1

n|Σ|

n∑
i=1

ξi

|Σ|∑
j=1

f(σjzi)− f(σjz
′

i)

∣∣∣∣∣∣ (36)

≤ 2

√√√√Cκ

[
1 + ςκ,Σ

(
|Σ| − 1

)]
n|Σ|

, (37)

where (ξ1, ξ2, · · · , ξn) ∼ i.i.d. standard Rademacher and (37) is due to (Chen
et al. [94], Lemma A.14). As such, 35 implies that

dHκ(ρ̂n, ρ) ≤ 2

√√√√Cκ

[
1 + ςκ,Σ

(
|Σ| − 1

)]
n|Σ|

(
1 +

√
1

2
ln

1

δ

)
holds with probability 1 − δ for δ > 0. Observe that, the proof of this
concentration bound acts as a generalization to the usual MMD, which arises
in case |Σ| = 1.

Going back to 29, we write

dHκ

(
ϕ#µ̂n, ρ

)
−
√

Cκ sup
Pn(ρ)

∆Φ,n ≤ dHκ

(
ϕ#µ̂n, (̂ϕ#µ)n

)
+ dHκ (ρ̂n, ρ) ,

where the supremum is taken over possible estimators based on replicates
from ρ of size n. It becomes evident that the quantity on the left has finite
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expectation and is essentially bounded in probability. Based on the concen-
tration found in Theorem 3.8, along with the bound as in Corollary 3.9 we
conclude that given t > 0

dHκ

(
ϕ#µ̂n, ρ

)
−
√

Cκ sup
Pn(ρ)

∆Φ,n ≤
√
t(
√
cg,nL+ 2

√
t) +O(

√
cg,n(d

2n)−
1
2d )

(38)

+

√
2Cκ

n

1 +
√

1 + ςκ,Σ
(
|Σ| − 1

)
|Σ|

+O(
√
dDnN

− 2
d

1 N
− 2

d
2 )

holds with probability at least 1− 2 exp
(
− 2nt2

max

{
B2

x,4Cκ

[
1+ςκ,Σ(|Σ|−1)

]}). Ob-

serve that, here cg,n is as described in Theorem 3.8 and typically behave

as O(n− 1
2 ) due to the strong law. N1 and N2 specify the width W =

O(d⌊N
1
d
1 ⌋ ∨ N1 + 1) and length L = O(N2) of the encoder. Applying a

change in variables on (38) we prove the theorem.

Proof of Theorem 4.2. Given an optimal encoder E∗
n(t) that incurs latent

loss dTV

(
E∗

n(t)#µ̂n, ρ
)
≤ t, fragmenting the reconstruction error according

to (11) yields

W 1
cx(µ, (D◦E∗

n(t))#µ̂n) ≤ W 1
cx((D◦E∗

n(t))#µ̂n, D#ρ)+W 1
cx(D#ρ, µ̂n)+W 1

cx(µ̂n, µ).

The decoder transform is constructed as D = ϕ
′ ◦D0, where ϕ

′
is according to

lemma 4.1 andD0 : Ωz → R is a linear map (or an ensemble of several). D can
be equivalently written as D = ϕ

′◦σI ◦D0, where σI is the identity activation,
applied componentwise. As such, based on our definition, D indeed belongs
to Φ(W,L)dk with depth ≥ 3. As discussed earlier, the resultant D thus turns
out to be Lipschitz continuous. If cx is taken as L1, then observe

W 1
cx

(
(D ◦ E∗

n(t))#µ̂n, D#ρ
)
≤ BxdTV

(
(D ◦ E∗

n(t))#µ̂n, D#ρ
)

= Bx sup
ω∈σ(X )

∣∣E∗
n(t)#µ̂n(D

−1(ω)), ρ(D−1(ω))
∣∣

≤ Bx sup
ω′∈σ(Z)

∣∣∣E∗
n(t)#µ̂n(ω

′
), ρ(ω

′
)
∣∣∣

= BxdTV

(
E∗

n(t)#µ̂n, ρ
)
≤ tBx,
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where the latter inequality is reached by taking supremum over all measurable
sets belonging to the Borel σ-algebra on Z instead of the particular path
directed by D−1. Also, the definition of D implies that given arvitrary ε > 0,
W 1

cx(D#ρ, µ̂n) < ε (lemma 4.1).
As such, the concentration of the reconstruction error is essentially de-

termined by the statistical estimation error in the input space. Taking ex-
pectation over the samples we write

E
[
W 1

cx(µ, (D ◦ E∗
n(t))#µ̂n)

]
− tBx ≤ O(n− 1

d ),

whenever d ≥ 3. Using the naive estimator, this is the sharpest rate one can
achieve. However, to remove the influence of the dimensionality d, here also
[95]’s device can be applied (see Remark 9).

The bound, based on the empirical estimator does not appreciate the
smoothness of the input density pµ. On the other hand, given m > 0, if
mx > m we have Wmx,p

L ⊂ Bm
pq(L

′
), for some L

′
> 0, where 1 ≤ q ≤ ∞ and

1 ≤ p < ∞ i.e. belonging to the general Besov space (Giné and Nickl [39],
Section 4.3). Thus, if wavelet estimates (as in Weed and Berthet [108]) are

deployed instead, the rate can be expected to be O(n− 1+m
d+2m ) given d ≥ 3.

Proof of Theorem 5.1. Let us consider the kernel κ(x, y) to be of the form
κ(x − y), without loss of generality. Given replicates X1, · · · , Xn ∼ p̃, the
density estimate based on transformed (due to G ∈ G) samples is given as

p̂h(x) =
1

nhd

n∑
i=1

κ

(
G(Xi)− x

h

)
,

where h is the bandwidth. Decomposing the L1 reconstruction error yields∣∣p̂h(x)− pµ(x)
∣∣ ≤ ∣∣p̂h(x)− E[p̂h(x)]

∣∣+∣∣E[p̂h(x)]− pµ(G
−1(x))

∣∣+∣∣pµ(x)− pµ(G
−1(x))

∣∣ .
(39)
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Now, observe that

E
∣∣p̂h(x)− E[p̂h(x)]

∣∣ ≤√E
(
p̂h(x)− E[p̂h(x)]

)2
=

√√√√ 1

n
Varp̃

[
1

hd
κ

(
G(X)− x

h

)]

(1)
=

√√√√ 1

n
Varp̃

[
1

hd
κ

(
X −G−1(x)

h

)]
(2)

≲

√
1

nhd
,

where (1) is due to the transformation invariance of the kernel. The inequality
(2) is obtained as a result of

∫
κ2(u)du < ∞. The suppressed constant in the

process is the upper bound to the density p̃. For the bias term, we write

∣∣E[p̂h(x)]− pµ(G
−1(x))

∣∣ =
∣∣∣∣∣∣ 1hd

Ep̃

[
κ

(
G(Xi)− x

h

)]
− pµ(G

−1(x))

∣∣∣∣∣∣
≤

∣∣∣∣∣∣ 1hd
Ep̃

κ(X −G−1(x)

h

)− 1

hd
Epµ

κ(Y −G−1(x)

h

)∣∣∣∣∣∣
+

∣∣∣∣∣∣ 1hd
Epµ

κ(Y −G−1(x)

h

)− pµ(G
−1(x))

∣∣∣∣∣∣
(3)

≲
1

hd
Ep̃,pµ

∣∣∣∣X − Y

h

∣∣∣∣+ hmx ≲
ϵ

h2d
∨ hmx ,

where in (3) we use the invariance of κ for the first term, and the second
bound is obtained using Giné and Nickl [39], Proposition 4.3.33. We empha-
size the fact that kernels satisfying Lipschitz continuity are commonly taken
in practice, which are readily invariant to translations. The latter inequal-
ity is due to the contamination model. As such, assuming without loss of
generality that the transform G preserves the origin, we get

E
∣∣p̂h(0)− pµ(0)

∣∣ ≲√ 1

nhd
∨ ϵ

h2d
∨ hmx .

Taking h = n− 1
d+2mx ∨ ϵ

1
2d+mx , we prove the theorem.
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Appendix: Experiments and Simulations

Encoded vs. Latent Distributions

To check the efficacy of a WAE-encoding statistically, we perform two-
sample non-parametric tests of equality on target latent and encoded ob-
servations. Peacock [109] suggested a multi-dimensional generalization to
the well-known Kolmogorov–Smirnov test, which, however, has high compu-
tational complexity. In our study, we identify the test suggested by Fasano
and Franceschini [110] (FF) as a suitable alternative based on its manageable
complexity without sacrificing the power and consistency7. Many suggestions
have been made to improve the reliability of two-sample tests in higher di-
mensions since. However, given the ease of implementation, we use FF’s
version of the KS test. To ascertain our findings, we additionally carry out
a referral test of equality of distributions, based on kernelized distances be-
tween pairs of observations, namely the Cramér test [112]. Unlike FF, the
test statistic corresponding to Cramér8 is not distribution-free, and requires
bootstrapping to obtain the p-value. We utilize two of such methods, namely
the usual Monte-Carlo and calculating the approximate eigenvalues as the
weights to the limiting distribution (of the statistic). Test results on the Five
Gaussian data at 5% level of significance, given λ = 0.8, are as follows:

Table 1: Two-sample tests of equality on latent and encoded distributions.

Architecture Latent Distribution KS test Cramér test

Monte-Carlo Eigenvalue

WAE-GAN
Gaussian ✗ ✗ ✗

Exponential ✗ ✗ ✗

WAE-WAE
Gaussian ✗ ✗ ✗

Exponential ✗ ✗ ✗

∗The decisions ‘Accept’ and ‘Reject’ against the null hypothesis that the
two distributions are equal are denoted by the symbols (✓) and (✗) re-
spectively.

The test results corroborate our theoretical findings. Though we only

7We follow the fasano.franceschini.test implementation [111] on R.
8We implement the cramer package [113] in R with underlying kernel specified to κ(z) =√

z/2.
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establish an upper bound to the latent loss, it is apparent that there lies an
optimization error due to the minimum distance estimate. As such, under
a metrizing measure of discrepancy, the target latent law and the encoded
estimate must be distinct in distribution. The rejection of the null hypothesis
reiterates the same observation.

Figure 13: Concentration of bin estimates under ReLU encoders (yellow) for latent
Beta(0.5, 0.8) copula (blue), over epochs (200, 400, 600, 800, 1000, 1200, 1400, 2000) (left to
right) in a WAE-GAN setup.

It becomes even more clear looking at the histograms corresponding to
samples from the two, overlaid. The interesting observation from Fig 13, 14 is
the visual manifestation of information preservation. Semantic information,
in the form of cluster structures originally present in the data set, remains
intact in encoded distributions while trying to maximize similarity with their
target counterparts. The evolution of this ‘maximization’ is clear from the
histograms obtained over epochs. Another viewpoint that attests to this
finding is the quantile-quantile plot [Fig 15] of the marginals.
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Figure 14: Concentration of bin estimates under ReLU encoders (yellow) for latent bi-
variate Gaussian distribution (blue), over epochs (200, 400, 600, 800, 1200, 1400, 1600, 1800)
(left to right) in a WAE-MMD setup with regularization λ = 0.1.

(a) Gaussian

(b) Beta Copula

Figure 15: Propagation of quantile-quantile (QQ) plots of marginals corresponding to
encoded vs latent distribution under ReLU encoders, over epochs (0, 200, 800, 1400, 1800)
in a WAE-MMD setup with regularization λ = 0.1.
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(a) Gaussian (b) Beta (c) Exponential

Figure 16: Reconstruction error of Five Gaussian data under (a) JS and (b), (c) sample

corrected (×n
1
2 ) MMD latent loss, using GroupSort encoders (grouping 2).

(a) Actual Data (b) Contaminated Data (c) Reconstructed Data

Figure 17: Reconstructed samples (n = 10, 000) from Five Gaussian dataset with 10% ob-
servations contaminated at level 0.2, under MMD latent loss. The corrupting distribution
is taken to be standard tri-variate Cauchy.
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Figure 18: Reconstructed samples (n = 10, 000) from Five Gaussian dataset with 10% ob-
servations contaminated at level 0.2, under MMD latent loss. The corrupting distribution
is taken to be standard tri-variate Cauchy.
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