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Abstract

We study online classification in the presence of noisy labels. The noise mechanism is modeled by
a general kernel that specifies, for any feature-label pair, a (known) ser of distributions over noisy
labels. At each time step, an adversary selects an unknown distribution from the distribution set
specified by the kernel based on the actual feature-label pair, and generates the noisy label from
the selected distribution. The learner then makes a prediction based on the actual features and
noisy labels observed thus far, and incurs loss 1 if the prediction differs from the underlying truth
(and O otherwise). The prediction quality is quantified through minimax risk, which computes the
cumulative loss over a finite horizon 7. We show that for a wide range of natural noise kernels,
adversarially selected features, and finite class of labeling functions, minimax risk can be upper
bounded independent of the time horizon and logarithmic in the size of labeling function class. We
then extend these results to inifinite classes and stochastically generated features via the concept
of stochastic sequential covering. Our results extend and encompass findings of Ben-David et al.
(2009) through substantial generality, and provide intuitive understanding through a novel reduction
to online conditional distribution estimation.

Keywords: Online classification, noisy label, sequential probability assignment, mixable losses

1. Introduction

Let H C Y be a class of functions mapping the features (instances) X to the labels ), where | Y| =
N is a finite set of size N. The realizable online classification problem is defined as a game with
the following protocol: at the beginning, Nature selects h € 7; at each time step ¢, nature chooses
x; € X and reveals to a learner; the learner then makes a prediction 3; € ), potentially using the
history observed thus far; Nature then reveals the true label y; = h(x;) and the learner incurs the
loss 1{y; # y.}. The goal is to minimize the cumulative loss for a given horizon 7'. It was shown
in the seminal work of Littlestone (1988) that such cumulative loss can be completely characterized
by the Littlestone dimension Ldim(#) of H if the features x; are selected adversarially. Attempts
to generalize this realizable case primarily focus on the regret formulation (Ben-David et al., 2009;
Daniely et al., 2015; Rakhlin et al., 2010), and assume the observable labels 7 = {ij1,--- , 97} to
be generated adversarially. Here, we do not evaluate the actual camulative loss for the underlying
truth, rather, we evaluate the prediction quality through the following regret:

T T
Z Hge # Gt} — ﬁg{ Z H{h(x¢) # Gt}
=1

t=1

The expected regret will then be upper bounded by O(1/T'Ldim(#) log(TN)) Daniely et al. (2015).
While the sub-linear regret bounds for the adversarially generated observable labels are intrigu-
ing from a mathematical point of view, they do not necessarily reveal the actual cumulative errors
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a learner might incur, especially when there are correlations between the observable labels and the
underlying truth. Indeed, a notable result by Ben-David et al. (2009) showed that if the hypothe-
ses are binary valued and the observable (noisy) labels g, are generated by flipping the frue label
Yy = h(xy) wp. e < < % (and w.p. 1 — 7 remain unchanged), then one can achieve the actual
expected cumulative loss of order O(log |H|/(2n — 1)?). Surprisingly, the best approximating error
of hypotheses in H to noisy labels is of order nT'; the actual cumulative error is independent of the
time horizon 7'! As remarkable as this result is, its proof, as provided in Ben-David et al. (2009), is
based on a somewhat non-intuitive backward induction.

This paper generalizes the noisy-label scenario of Ben-David et al. (2009) to broader stochas-
tic noisy models. Our approach not only provides results that go beyond Ben-David et al. (2009)
through substantial generality, but also provide an intuitive understanding of the underlying paradigm.
Let ) be the set of noisy observations, which we assume is finite (this assumption can be relaxed)
and of size M. We model the noise process as a noisy kernel K : X x YV — 2D ), where
D(Y) is the set of all distributions over ). That is, the kernel K maps each pair (x,y) to a subset
oy = K(x,9) C D(Y) of distributions over ). We consider the following robust (noisy) online
classification scenario: at the beginning, Nature selects h € H; at each time step ¢, Nature chooses
x; € X and reveals to the learner; the learner then makes a prediction 4, based the feature x* and
noisy labels §'~!; An adversary then selects a distribution p; € QX samples 9 ~ P and reveals
s to the learner. Let ® and U be the strategies of the learner and adversary, respectively. The goal
of the learner is to minimize the following expected minimax risk:

7r(H,K) = inf sup

® henxTextw |

T
E|> 1{h(x) # yt}] : M

where §; = ®(x', 57 1), g ~ pr and pr = ¥(x',§') € Q;L‘EXt). In addition, we also consider
scenarios that hold wrth high probability and cases for which the features are generated from general
stochastic process. We refer to Section 2 for a more complete specification of our setting.

1.1. Results and Techniques

Our main results in this paper establish tight minimax risk upper bounds for the robust online clas-
sification problem for a wide range of hypotheses classes 7, noisy kernel K, as well as the feature
generating mechanisms, both in expectation and with high probability. The main technique for
achieving these results is a novel reduction to the online conditional distribution estimation prob-
lem under exponentially concave losses, see Section 2.1.

At a high level, our approach for online conditional distribution estimation is to find the noisy
distribution p, at each time step t. Suppose we are able to do it, then the prediction of the true labels
will be simply estimated as the §; € ) such that p; € Q7 , where Q3" = K(x¢, i) C D(Y). Under
mild assumptions, e.g., when Q7* and Q  are well- sepamted for any y # 3y € Y, the prediction
quality of ¢; will then be bounded, provided our estimation on the distribution p; is accurate.

The main challenge here is that, the distribution p; is selected arbitrarily (even adversarially)
from a ser of distributions szxﬁ’ which is unknown a-priori to the learner. Our main idea for
resolving this issue is to estimate p; in a more structural way. More precisely, assume ) = {0, 1},
we will construct for any h € H a distribution-valued function f, such that Vx € X, f(x) =
Gr(x)» Where ¥y € V), g € Q are distributions satisfying || — ¢f|l5 = infpeox geox{llp—qll3}-
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We then show that there exist predictors p; = ®(x;, ') € D()) such that

T
SHEE Z Lz(ﬁtaﬁt) - Lz(ﬁh fh(xt)) S O(log |HD7 (2)
= t=1

where L?(p,q) = ||[p — q||3. This is satisfied by, for example, the Exponential Weighted Average
(EWA) predictor with exp-concave losses; see Lemma 9. The classifier is now given by

g = arg myin{L(q;‘t,ﬁt) cy eV}

Using a geometric property of L? divergence (see Lemma 13), we then arrive at our first main result
(Theorem 12):

Theorem 1 (Informal) Let H C V¥ be any finite class with |Y| = 2, K be any noisy kernel

that satisfies Vx € X, y # ¢ € Y, L*(Q, Q) def infpng;,qu;‘,{Hp —q|3} >~y > 0and

oy =K(x,y) C D(Y) is closed and convex. Then ip(H,K) < M.

This result recovers (Ben-David et al., 2009, Theorem 15) up to a constant factor. However,
our result holds for any noisy kernel whenever it exhibits a bounded gap under L? divergence. We
further extend this argument in Section 3.3 to special noisy kernels with improved bounds. This

includes Theorem 21, which extends (Ben-David et al., 2009, Theorem 15) to the multi-label case
log |H|+1og(1/6)

and with high probability minimax risk of form O ( 5

> , and in Theorem 23 we describe
an extension to the Tsybakov type noise.

Theorem 1, while widely applicable, does not extend directly to the multi-label case for a gen-
eral noisy kernel, since for the multi-label case there is no canonical way of defining distribution-
valued functions f. Our main idea for resolving this issue is a reduction to pairwise comparison of
two-hypotheses. This leads to our second main result (Theorem 17 & 18):

Theorem 2 (Informal) Let H C V¥ be a finite class of size K and K be any noisy kernel. If
for any hi,hj € H, the sub-class {h;, h;} admits a predictor that achieves a cumulative error of
C(6/2K) w.p. > 1—06/2K, then the class H admits a predictor that achieves a cumulative error of
O(C(6/2K)log K +1log(2/6)) w.p. > 1 — 6. Specializing to the kernels in Theorem 1, we achieve

high probability minimax risk of form O (1°g2 Ktlog 5( log(l/‘w)) .

Y

Note that Theorem 2 holds with high probability and with exponentially decaying error probability.
Moreover, the error bound is independent to the size of ) and Y, as well as the time horizon 7.
Our next main result (Theorem 26) establishes tight minimax risk for infinite class H and
stochastically generated features from a general random process, through the concept of stochastic
sequential covering introduced in Wu et al. (2022a, 2023a) (see also Ben-David et al. (2009)).

Theorem 3 (Informal) Ler H C Y% be any (infinite) class and K be a kernel satisfying con-
ditions in Theorem 1. Suppose H admits a finite stochastic sequential covering G w.rt. a ran-
dom process class P over XT. Then, the high probability minimax risk is upper bounded by

o) <1°g2|g|+l°gg“°g(l/(67))> . In particular, if Ldim(H) < oo, |¥| = N and x* are generated
< Ldim(#)2 log?(T'N/5+) )
7’ '

adversarially, we have error bound O

We refer to Section 3.4 for more results with general class H and random process class P.
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Summary of contributions. In summary, our main contributions are as follows: (i) we introduce
a novel formulation of robust online classification that goes beyond classical adversarial models to
include broader stochastic noisy scenarios and with tighter guarantees; (ii) by leveraging classical
results of prediction under exp-concave losses, we show that for a wide range of noisy scenarios,
the classification problem can be effectively reduced to the estimation of the noisy distributions,
even if such distributions are unknown a priori, leading to tight minimax upper bounds that extend
and subsume prior known results; (iii) for noisy scenarios where such a reduction is not available,
we provide a novel reduction to the pairwise comparison of two hypotheses, which provides nearly
tight upper bounds for general models and may be of independent interest; (iv) finally, we prove
tight minimax upper bounds for a wide range of (possibly infinite) hypothesis classes and feature-
generating processes through the concept of stochastic sequential cover.

1.2. Related Work

Our approach is conceptually similar to the estimation to decision framework of Foster et al. (2021),
where the authors use online conditional probability estimation in the context of online decision
making. However, a distinguishing feature of our work is that our conditional probability estima-
tion problem is necessarily miss-specified, since our noisy distributions are selected adversarially
and unknown a-priori to the learner. We are able to solve this problem by using the L? divergence
(instead of Hellinger distance as in Foster et al. (2021)) since it allows us to use geometric properties
of L? divergence to handle miss-specified noisy distributions. Our problem setup is also related to
the differentially private conditional distribution learning as in Wu et al. (2023b) and robust hypoth-
esis testing discussed in (Polyanskiy and Wu, 2022, Chapter 16). Online conditional probability
estimation has been extensively studied in literature, see Rakhlin and Sridharan (2015); Bilodeau
et al. (2020); Bhatt and Kim (2021); Bilodeau et al. (2021); Wu et al. (2022b,a). Conditional density
estimation in the batch setting has also been extensively studied, see Griinwald and Mehta (2020)
for KL-divergence with miss-specification and Efromovich (2007) for L? loss. Learning from noisy
labels in the batch case was discussed in Natarajan et al. (2013) (see also the references therein) by
leveraging suitably defined proxy loss. There has been a long line of research on online prediction
with adversarial observable labels in the regret formulation, see Cesa-Bianchi and Lugosi (2006);
Ben-David et al. (2009); Rakhlin et al. (2010); Daniely et al. (2015).

2. Problem Formulation and Preliminaries

Let X be a set of features (or instances), ) be a set of 1~abels, and 5) be a set of noisy observations.
We assume throughout the paper that |))| = N and |Y| = M for some integers N, M > 2. We

denote D(Y) = {p = (p[1],...,p[m]) € [0, M : M p[m] = 1} as the set of all probability

distributions over ). A noisy kernel is defined to be a map:
K:XxY — 2P0

where 2PO) is the set of all subsets of D()), i.e., the kernel K maps each (x,y) € X x Y toa

subset of distributions K(x,y) C D(Y). We will write Q = K(x,y) for notational convenience.
For any time horizon 7', we denote by P a set of general random processes over X' that models

the generating mechanism of the features. For any ¢ € [T, we write x' = {x1,--- ,x¢}, y' =

{y1, -+ ,y:} and §* = {G1,--- , G }. Let H C V¥ be a class of hypotheses, P be a class of random
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processes over X7, and K be a noisy kernel as defined above. We consider the following robust
online classification scenario:

1. At the beginning, Nature selects some h € H and v* € P, and samples x” ~ v7’;

2. Ateach time step ¢, Nature reveals x; to a learner, where X; is the tth sample in xT:
3. Learner predicts ¢J; € ), based on (noisy) history observed thus far (i.e., x*, §'~1);

4. An adversary then selects p; € K(x¢, h(x¢)), samples a noisy sample g, ~ p;, and
reveals 9; to the learner.

The goal of the learner is to minimize the cumulative error 31— 1{h(x;) # Gt }.

Note that the cumulative error is a random variable that depends on all the randomness associ-
ated with the game. To remove the dependency on such randomness and to assess the fundamental
limits of the prediction quality, we consider the following two measures:

Definition 4 Let H C VY be the set of hypotheses, P be a set of random processes over X*, and
K: X xY — 2PO) be a noisy kernel. We denote by ® and U the (possibly randomized) strategies
of the learner and adversary, respectively. The expected minimax risk is defined as:

fr(H,P,K)=inf sup E
® heHpTeP,w

T
> 1{h(xe) # :&t}] : 3)

t=1

where xT ~ v, 4, = ®(x', 5'7Y), G ~ Py and Py = V(x,9Y) € K(x4, h(x;)). Moreover, the
expectation is over all the randomness involved.

Definition 5 Let H, P, K, ® and ¥ be as in Definition 4. For any confidence parameter 6 > 0,
the high probability minimax risk at confidence 6 is defined to be the minimum cumulative error
B%(H,P,K) > 0 such that there exists predictor ® satisfying:

T

sup  Pr | 1{h(x) # 9} > B'(H,P,K)| <. @
heH VT eP, ¥ i—1

Example 1 (Robust Hypothesis Testing) Let Y = {0,1}, X = {x} be a singleton set, H =
{hi(x) =i :i € Y} and Y be any finite set of size M. We define a kernel K such that K(x,i) =
Q; C D(j)) withi € Y. Our robust online classification game is reduced to the following hypothesis
testing problem: at the beginning Nature fixes some i € {0,1}; at each time step t, an adversary
selects some py € Q; and samples §j; ~ pz. The goal of the predictor is to identify the index i from
the observation of §j' . Note that the distribution p; changes at every step with the only restriction
that it must be selected from the same distribution class Q;. This differs from classical hypothesis

testing, where the distribution is selected once and used for all time steps.

Example 2 (Binary Classification with Bernoulli Noise) Ler) =Y = {0,1} and # c {0,1}*
be any hypothesis class with instance space X. For any given n € [0, %) we define the following

kernel K: fori € {0,1}, K(x,i) = {Bernolli(|i — 1/|) : #’ € [0,n]} C D(Y). Then, our robust
online classification game recovers the bounded noisy setting as introduced in Ben-David et al.
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( 2009) More generally, we can also consider the following Tsybakov type noise kernel L for any
xT € X7, i € {0,1}, we have K(x,i) = {Bernolli(|i — 7'|) : ' € [0,m:]} C D(Y), such that for
some A > 0and 0 < a < 1, we set Vr € (0,1/2], %Zle 1{n>3-r}< Arta . We refer to
Section 3.3 for a detailed analysis of such scenarios.

Remark 6 Note that we have assumed that the underlying truth of our robust online classification
game is selected from the class H. This is justified by the fact that our guarantee of minimiax risk is
also evaluated for the underlying truth when observing only noisy labels. In Section 3.4 (Remark 31)
we discuss how our approach can be extended to non-realizable cases.

2.1. Bregman Divergence, Exp-concavity and Conditional Distribution Estimation

We now introduce several key technical concepts and results with proofs deferred to Appendix C.
Let D()) be the set of probability distributions over Y. A function L : D(Y) x D(Y) — R0 is

referred to as a divergence. We say a divergence L is a Bergman divergence if there exists a strictly
convex function ' : D(Y) — R such that for any p,q € D(Y), L(p,q) = F(p) — F(q) — (p —

q) "V F(q). Note that both KL-divergence KL(p,q) = >_gey Plyllog q{ } and the L2-divergence

L%(p,q) = ||p — q||3 are Bergman divergences (Cesa-Bianchi and Lugosi, 2006, Chapter 11.2).

Proposition 7 Let P be a random variable over D(Y) ( i.e., a random variable with values in RM)
and L be a Bergman divergence. Then for any q1,q2 € D())

Epp[L(p, q1) = L(p, 42)] = L(Ep~p[pl; q1) — L(Ep~p[pl; ¢2)-

A function £ : Y x D(Y) — R0 is refereed to as a loss function. For instance, the log-loss is
defined as ¢'°%(§j, p) = KL(eg, p), and the Brier loss is defined as (B(, p) = L?(ej,p), where e is
the probability distribution that assigns probability 1 to y. We say a loss ¢ is a-Exp-concave if for
any §j € ), the function e~*‘(?) is concave w.r.t. p for some o € R=0,

Proposition 8 The log-loss is 1-Exp-concave and the Brier loss is 1/4-Exp-concave.

Online conditional distribution estimation: The key to our noisy classification problem is a
distribution estimation that we discuss next. Let F C D(jJ)X be a class of functions mapping X to
distributions in D(jﬂ) The online conditional distribution estimation is a game between Nature and
predictor that follows the following protocol: (1) at each times step ¢, Nature selects some x; € X
and reveals it to the predictor; (2) the predictor then makes a prediction p; € D(y) based on

x!,7'=1; (3) Nature then selects some p; € D())) samples g ~ p; and reveals ¢, to the predictor.
The goal of the predictor is to minimize the following regret

T

Ry (F) = sup - Eyr ZL(ﬁt,ﬁt) — L(pe, f(x¢)) |
where §; ~ D¢, Pr = @(x g*=1) and L is any divergence. Note that j; is understood as the
conditional distribution of p* conditioning on §*~'. We should emphasis that the distributions 5’

1. Note that the noisy kernel C in general is assumed to be known by the predictor. However, for the Tsybakov type
noise, we do not assume the parameters 7:s are known.
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are not necessarily realizable by f and are selected completely arbitrarily. This is in contrast to the
well-specified case employed in Foster et al. (2021), and is the key that allows us to deal with the
unknown noisy distribution (which is necessarily being miss-specified).

Lemma9 Let F be a finite class and L be a Bergman divergence such that the induced loss
(g, p) def L(eg,p) is a-Exp-concave. Then for the EWA predictor ® we have

log | F|

T
sup Egr | > LB o) — Lo f(x) | < —
t=1

xTeXxT, feF, pTeD(YVT)
where p; = ®(x', 5'1), 4y ~ Py, and py is a convex combination of { f (x;) : f € F} forallt € [T).

We refer to Appendix B for construction of the EWA predictor (Algorithm 2). Note that the property
of L being Bregman divergence plays a central rule in the proof of Lemma 9 (see Appendix C),
thanks to Proposition 7.

Lemma 10 Let F and L be as in Lemma 9 and L be bounded by M. Then for the EWA predictor
® we have for all § > 0

T

sup Pryr ZL(ﬁhﬁt) — L(pt, [(xt)) >
xTeXT, feF preD(YT) t=1

log | F
gH+

(T'/2)log(1/6)

where p; = ®(x!, 5'1), 4y ~ Py, and py is a convex combination of { f (x;) : f € F} forallt € [T).

Note that Lemma 10 requires the loss to be bounded by M, which generally is not satisfied by the
KL-divergence. However, for KL-divergence, one can always truncate p; as in Wu et al. (2022b) to
ensure the probability mass is bounded away from 0.

3. Main Results

This is main section of our paper. We present results for the minimax risk of our robust online
classification game as defined in Section 2 for various hypothesis classes 7 and noisy kernel /C,
with guarantees both in expectation and with high probability.

3.1. The Binary Label Case

We first consider a simpler case where we assume the label space )V = {0, 1} is binary valued.
For any x € X and y € ) we write K(x,y) = Q) C D(Y). We can assume, w.l.o.g., that the
Q?’J‘s are convex and closed sets, since the adversary can select arbitrary distribution from Q;‘s at
each time step, including randomized strategies that effectively sample from a mixture (i.e., convex
combination) of distributions in Q?’J‘s.

Clearly, one must introduce some constraints on the kernel X in order to obtain meaningful

results. To do so, we introduce the following well-separation condition:
Definition 11 Let L : D(Y) x D(Y) — R0 be a divergence, we say the kernel K is well-separated
w.rt. L at scale v > 0, if

def

Vx € X,V "), L(Q%,0%) = inf  L(p,q) > .
y#£y €Y, L(Qy, Q) peollieon (p,q) >
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We are now ready to state our first main result:

Theorem 12 Let H C {0,1}* be any finite binary valued class, K be any noisy kernel that is
well-separated at scale v w.r.t. the L? divergence, and P be the class of all singleton distributions
over XT (i.e., we assume xT s generated adversarially). Then, the expected minimax risk, as in
Definition 4, is upper bounded by

16log |H|

fT(H, P, ]C) <
Y

Moreover, for any § > 0, the high probability minimax risk, as in Definition 5, is upper bounded by

161 Tlog(1
B, P ) < 008+ VETlos(1/0)
g

It is important to point out that our minimax risk bound in Theorem 12 is independent of the
size of the noisy observations ). Before we present a formal proof of Theorem 12, we first establish
the following simple geometry fact that is crucial for our proof.

Lemma 13 Let O C D(j}) be a convex and closed set, p be a point outside of Q with def

inf,eo L?(p, q). Denote by q* € Q the (unique) point that attains L*(p,q*) = ~. Then for any
q € Q, we have

L*(q,p) — L*(¢,¢") > L*(p.q*) = 7.

Proof By the hyperplane separation theorem, the hyperplane perpendicular to line segment p — ¢*
at ¢* separates Q and p. Therefore, the degree 6 of angle formed by p — ¢* — ¢ is greater than 7 /2.
By the law of cosines, we have L?(p, q) > L%(q,q¢*) + L?(q¢*,p) = L?(q,q*) + 7, as needed. M

Proof [Proof of Theorem 12] Our key idea of proving Theorem 12 is to reduce the noisy classifi-
cation problem to a suitable conditional distribution learning problem leveraging the results from
Section 2 to derive the desired minimax risk bounds. To achieve this, we define the following dis-
tribution valued function class F using the hypothesis class H and noisy kernel K. For any x € X,
we denote by Qf and OF the noisy distribution sets corresponding to labels 0 and 1, respectively.
Since the kernel K is well-separated at scale v under L? divergence, we have, by the hyperplane
separation theorem, that there must be ¢ € QfF and ¢f € QF such that

L* (g, ¢F) = L*(QF, 9QF) > 7.

We now define for any h € H the function f, such that Vx € X, f(x) = qz(x). Let F = {fp :

h € H} and ® be the predictor from Lemma 9 with class F and L? divergence (using x*, 57 from
the original noisy classification game). We define our classification predictor as follows:

:gt = argrnyin{LZ(q;jtaﬁt) 1y e {07 1}}7

i.e., we predict the label y so that g* is closer to p; under L? divergence, where p; = ®(x*, '~ 1).
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Let h* € H be the underlying true classification function. We have by Lemma 9 and 1/4-Exp-
concavity of L? divergence that

T
sup Egr Z (Pts Pt) — L*(Br, fre (x2)) | < 4log | F], &)
xTexT t=1

where §; ~ p; and p; € Q! h* (x 1s the noisy distribution selected by the adversary (this is true since

Lemma 9 holds for any dlStl‘lbuthIlS ).

For any time step ¢, we denote y; = h*(x;) as the true label We now observe that p; € 9/,
fre(xe) = ¢! and py 1s a convex combination of ¢" and ¢7*, where the last assertion follows by
the last part of Lemma 9 and the construction of /. By the construction of g;*, we have g is the
closest point in Q7 to p; under L? divergence for y € {0, 1}. Therefore, by Lemma 13, we have

L*(Be, ) — L*(Be, fre (x4)) = L*(Pe, frr (x2))-
Denote a; = L?(py, ps) — L?(pt, fr+(x¢)) for notational convenience. We have:
1. Forallt € [T)], a; > 0 since L? divergence is always positive;

2. If 41 # yi, then a; > ~y/4. This is because the event {g; # .} implies that p; is closer to
Qﬁy than qyf under L2, and hence L? (Pt, frr(x¢)) = LQ(ﬁt7q;(tt) (f/2)2 _ 7/4 since

L2(pr, qt) > L*(Pr, 1",) and /L2 (py, gy +\/L (Brsa1ty,) = \/L2 Byt D tyy) = V-

Putting all together we arrive at

Zl{yt Fuyy < — ZL P be) — L (s fue (x1)).

t=1

The expected minimax risk will now follow from (5). To prove the high probability minimax risk,
we can replicate the argument above but replacing (5) with the result in Lemma 10 and noting that
L? divergence is bounded by 1. |

Remark 14 We should remark that the selection of L? divergence plays a central rule in the proof
of Theorem 12 thanks to its nice geometry property. We note that a naive extension to the stronger
KL-divergence does not work, mainly due to the fact that if q is a projection of point p onto a
convex set under KL-divergence, it does not necessarily imply that q is the projection of any point
along the line segment of p and q. Therefore, our central argument in the proof of Theorem 12 that
relates 1{0; # vy} and L(py,pr) — L(pt, fn+(Xt)) will not go through. Nonetheless, we will show
in Section 3.3 how to overcome these limitations for certain special, yet important, noisy kernels.

Remark 15 Note that our approach in the proof of Theorem 12 is robust enough to accommodate
the case when there is a small number D of time steps where the noisy samples are generated

arbitrarily. This will result in an O (W) expected risk using the same approach, see also

Theorem 23 for an concrete example of such scenarios.
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3.2. Multi-Label Case through Pairwise Comparison

In this section, we consider the case when the label space ) is of size N > 2. The main difficulty
of generalizing our approach from the proof of Theorem 12 is the definition of the class . Note
that in the binary label case we define F with values ¢, ¢¥ that attain L? (X, ¢¥) = L*(Q%, Q).
In the multi-label case, this selection is less obvious, since for any y € ) the closest points in
Q7 to different sets Q;‘, are different. There is no canonical way of assigning the value fj,(x)
if h(x) = y. Our key idea is to reduce the multi-label classification problem to the problem of
pairwise comparison that can be handled using our techniques from Section 3.1.

To begin, we first introduce the following technical concepts. Recall that our robust online
classification problem is completely determined by the tuple (#, P, k) of hypothesis class H C Y%,
random process class P, and noisy kernel K.

Definition 16 A robust online classification problem (H,P,K) is said to be pairwise testable
with confidence 5 > 0 and error bound C(6) > 0, if for any pair h;,hj € H, the sub-problem
({hi, h;}, P, K) admits a high probability minimax risk B°({h;, h;},P,K) < C(0) at confidence
0 (see Definition 5).

Suppose that a robust online classification problem (#, P, K) is pairwise testable and the class
H ={h1,-- -, hg}isfinite of size K. Let ®; ; be the predictor for the sub-problem ({h;, h;}, P, K)
with error bound C(§/(2K)) and confidence §/(2K) > 0. Let x”, 4 be any realization of problem
(H,P, ). We define for any h; € H and t € [T'| a surrogate loss vector

Vj € [K], vilj] = H{®i;(x",§'™") # hi(x¢) and hi(xe) # hj(xe)}, (©)

i.e., the loss vi[j] = 1 if and only if h;(x¢) # h;(x:) and the predictor ®; ;(x!, §'~!) differs
from h;(x;). The purpose of such a surrogate loss will be revealed shortly. We now construct our
prediction rule for (%, P, K) as in Algorithm 1.

We now ready to state our main result of this section:

Theorem 17 Let H = {hy,--- ,hi} be a finite hypothesis class of size K, P be any random
processes over X1, and KC be any noisy kernel. If the robust online classification problem (H,P, K)
is pairwise testable, and ®; ;s are the predictors that achieves confidence §/(2K) > 0 and error
bound C(6/(2K)) as in Definition 16, then the predictor in Algorithm 1 with input H, ®; ;s and
C = C(0/(2K)) achieves high probability minimax risk at confidence 6 upper bounded by

B°(H,P,K) < O(C(5/(2K)) log K + log(2/4)), 7
where O hides an absolute constant.

Proof Let hj- € H be the underlying true classification function and x” be any realization of the
features. By the definition of pairwise testability and union bound, we have for any k& € [K], there
exists a predictor @y, 5+ such that w.p. > 1 — §/2 over the randomness of the data from the original
game (H, P, K) that

T
Vk € [K], Y 1{hp(x0) # g (x5} < C(6/(2K)). ®)

t=1

10
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Algorithm 1 Multi-Label Noisy Predictor via Pairwise Comparison

Input: Class # = {hy,--- , hi }, predictor ®; ; for i, j € [K] and error bound C
Set St ={1,--- | K};

fort=1,---,T do

Receive xy;

Sampling index k; from S* uniformly and make prediction:

gt = hy, (xt);

Receive noisy label g;;
Set St = ();
for i € S’ do
Compute I{ = max;je(g] St vi[j], where vi[j] is defined in (6);
if [{ < C then
| Update S+t = St U {i};
end
end

end

Note that for any other {7, j} # k*, we do not assume any guarantees for the predictor ®; ; in the
definition of pairwise testability.

We now condition on the event defined in (8). Let v} with k € [K] and t € [T be the surrogate
loss vector as defined in (6). We now observe the following key properties

1. We have for all ¢ € [T that

max » v, [j] < C(8/(2K)); ©)
2. For any k # k*, we have for all t € [T
t t
max SOVEG =D H{hk(xe) # b= (x1)} — C(5/(2K)). (10)
r=1 r=1

The first property is straightforward by the definition of v¥ and (8). The second property holds since
the lower bound is attained when j = k*.

We now analyze the performance of Algorithm 1. By property (9) we know that £* € S* for all
t € [T],ie., |SY > 1. Let Ny = |S!|. We define for all ¢ € [T] the following potential:

By =) max {o, 20(5/(2K)) = > 1{Ihn(xy) # (xr)}} :

keSt r=1

Clearly, we have E; < 2C(5/(2K))N;. Let Dy = [{k € S* : hy(x¢) # hg«(x¢)}|. We have

Dy < Ny — Nyy1 + Ey — Eyqq, (11)

11
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since for any k € Sy such that hy(x;) # hy+ (x;) either k is removed from S**! (which contributes
at most Ny — Ngyqp) or its contribution to Ey¢yq is decreased by 1 when compared to E (this is
because by our construction of Algorithm 1 and property (10) that once the contributions of k to E;
equals 0 it must be excluded from S?*1). We have by definition of 7; that

Dy _ Ni— Nyp1+ By — Erq

E [1{hg+ it = —+ < 12
[ { k (Xt) #yt}] |St| = N, (12)
By a standard argument (Kakade and Kalai, 2005, Theorem 2), we have
T T K
N; — Ny 1 1 1 1
< _ . — I < — <log K.
tz:; Ny _;<Nt+Nt_1+ +Nt+1+1>_kzzlk‘_0g
Moreover, we observe that
T T
E,— FEy1  20(6/(2K))N1 — Es By, — FEi

E < E _ 13
N; - N + N, (13)

t=1 t=2

T
2C(0/(2K))(Ny — N: 2C(0/(2K))Na — N. E,—F
< 2C0/QRNNy = No) | 20O/ EDNa = N | B =By,
Ny Ny = M
(15)
"N, - N
< 20(6/(2K)) Y =2 <20(6/(2K)) log K, (16)
Ny

t=1

where the inequalities follow from the fact that E; < 2C(0/(2K))N; and Ny > Nyiq.
Therefore, we conclude

T
E [Z by (x2) # @t}] < (1420(5/(2K))) log K,

t=1

where the randomness is on the selection of l;:t ~ St. Since our selection of l%t are independent (con-
ditioning on S?) for different ¢ and the indicator is bounded by 1 and non-negative, we can invoke
Lemma 36 (second part) to obtain a high probability guarantee of confidence /2 by introducing an
extra log(2/4) additive term. The theorem now follows by a union bound with the event (8). [ |

For L? loss and well-separated kernel, we can instantiate our previous results as presented next.

Theorem 18 Let H be a finite class of size K, P be the class of all singleton distributions over X™
and IC be a kernel that is well-separated at scale v w.r.t. L? divergence. Then, the high probability
minimax risk with confidence § > 0 is upper bounded by

log(K) log(K/(207%)) >
ok '

B (H,P,K) <O ( (17)

Proof Clearly, a simple application of the high probability minimax risk bound in Theorem 12 and
Theorem 17 yields a high probability risk bound of order O(log K (log K + /T log(K/9))/7)-

12
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We now prove a stronger concentration result for hypothesis class with 2 elements. Let {h1, ha}
be a class with 2 elements. We may assume, w.l.o.g., that iy, ho are binary valued with labels in
{0, 1} (relabeling if necessary). Let ¢, ¢ and QF, OF be as defined in the proof of Theorem 12.

Let xT € X7 be any realization of features. Assume, w.l.o.g., that h; is the underlying true
function and y; = hq(x;) is the true label. We construct the predictor ¢; as follows:

1. If hi(x¢) = ha(xq), we predict §; = hi(xy);

2. Let St C [t] be the subset of all r € [t] satisfying hy(x,) # ha(x,). Suppose at time step ,
we have hi(x;) # ha(x;). We compute the following quantity:

ar= D Len )~ Len @),

reSt—1

where e, is the standard base in R that assigns value 1 at position ¢, and §, is the noisy
label. We now predict §; = hq(x¢) if a; < 0 and §; = ho(x;) otherwise.

We next analyze the prediction performance of ¢;. Clearly we only make errors for time steps
t € ST. Denote Ny = |ST|, and we may assume, w.l.o.g., that ST = {1,2,--- | Ny}, since a time
stept ¢ ST does not affect the prediction performance. Let p1,- - -, p N, be the noisy distributions
selected by adversary. For any t < Np, we denote X; = L?(e, qy (Xt)) - L2(et,q2‘;(Xt)). By

Proposition 7, Lemma 13 and the fact that p; € Q’}Z (x)> W€ have Y} def Eg,[X:] = L?(py, qu (Xt)) —

L?(py, a5 (Xt)) < —7. Invoking Lemma 35 (second part) and denoting N; = |S?~!|, we have for
any t < N7 and € > 0 that

t t
1 1 —2te?
Pr tT51X7‘<tT51Yr+€ Zl—e .

Since Y; < —~ holds almost surely, taking € = 7, we find Pra; < 0] > 1 — e 2(t=1)*, Therefore,
the probability that ; makes an error is upper bounded by e~ 20=1)7*, By the sum of geometric
series and simple approximation, we conclude that

N 1

2672(#1)72 < 7672(1171)72.
4~2

t=n

Taking n = w, we can make the RHS < §. This implies that, w.p. > 1 — 4, the prediction
1 makes no errors after step n, hence, the total number errors is upper bounded by w.
The result now follows by Theorem 17 with C'(6/(2K)) = bg(l{;ﬂ.

! m

It is interesting to note that the bound in Theorem 18 is independent to both the size of label set
Y and the noisy observation set ), as well as the time horizon T'.

Remark 19 Note that, the risk bound in Theorem 18 is of order log;K , which differs by a %
factor compared to the expected minimax risk bound in Theorem 12. This is introduced by the
union bound when applying our reduction to pairwise comparison and the application of Azuma’s
inequality. We leave it as an open problem to determine if this extra factor can be removed.

13
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Remark 20 As we demonstrated in Example 1 the robust online classification problem with two-
function class can be viewed as a robust hypothesis testing problem, where the distribution at each
step can vary arbitrarily but must be consistent with the same hypothesis function. Note that, the
classical hypothesis testing problem can be viewed as the case with constant functions and the
adversary selecting one distribution at the beginning and staying fixed for all time steps. It was
demonstrated in Polyanskiy and Wu (2022, Chapter 32.2.1) via minimax theorem that the testing
error decays as "1 #(Q0.91) \where H? (p, q) is the squared Hellinger divergence. We conjecture
that such a guarantee may also hold for our changing distribution cases, and if so would result in
tighter bounds than our L? divergence result presented in Theorem 18.

3.3. Tighter Bounds for Specialized Settings via Log-loss

In this section, we consider a specific noisy kernel that can occur naturally in applications such as
differential privacy. Let Y = Y = {1,--- , M }. We denote by u the uniform distribution over ).
For any n > 0, we define a homogeneous (i.e., independent of x) kernel:

Vxe X, yel, K'(x,y) ={(1—n")e,+n'u:n <n},

where e, is defined as before, that is, it is 1 at position y and zero otherwise.
We now state our main result for this section:

Theorem 21 Let H C V¥ be any finite class, P be the class of all singleton distributions over XT
and K" be as defined above with 0 < n < 1. Then, the expected minimax risk is upper bounded by

_ log | H|
rr(H,PKT) < —5.
-2/
Moreover, the high probability minimax risk at confidence 6 > 0 is upper bounded by
log [H| + 21og(1/6)
(1—n)32/a

Furthermore, for 1 — 1 < 4 we have B°(H,P,K") < O (W).

B°(H,P,K") <

Proof Our proof follows a similar path as the proof of Theorem 12. For any h € H, we define
a distribution-valued function fj, such that f;(x) = (1 —n)epx) +nu. Let F = {fp : h € H}.
Invoking Lemma 9 and using the fact the KL-divergence is Bregman and 1-Exp-concave, there
exists a prediction rule p* such that

sup Egr

xTeXxXT feF pleD(Y)T

T

> KL(Br, 1) — KL (B, f(xt)>] < log|H|,

t=1

where §j; ~ p; and p’ is any noisy distribution. We now define the following predictor:
g = arg m;mx{f)t[y] ry € V.

Let now h* € H be the underlying true classification function and p” be the noisy distribution
selected by the adversary. We claim that:

14
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Claim 1 The following holds for allt < T':

KL(p¢, pr) — KL(Pt, fr=(x¢)) > 0.

Moreover, if §; # h*(x) then
KL (P, pe) — KL(Bt, fae (x0)) > (1= m)?/2.

Proof [Proof of the Claim] Let v, = h*(x;) and e; € D(j}) be the distribution that assigns prob-
ability 1 on y;. By the definition fp«(x;) = ey + (1 — ANwand py = Mer + (1 — A\y)u, where
A=1—-—nand \y =1 — n for some 1y < 7. Since 0 < 7, < n, we have 1 > Ay > A. Note that,
KL(pt, pr) — KL(Pt, fr(x¢)) is a linear function w.r.t. \; (Proposition 7), and it takes the minimal
value at \; € {1, A} and therefore

KL (e, ) — KL(Pt, S (%4)) = min{log(fr (x2)[ye] /Pelye]), KL(fne (%), Dr) }-

Clearly, the second KL-divergence term is positive. We now show that log( f3« (x¢)[y:] /Pt [y:]) > 0.
To see this, we have by Lemma 9 that p; is a convex combination of { f(x;) : f € F} and therefore
Pt = Aag + (1 — N)u for some a; € D(Y). This implies that py[y;] = Aag[ye] + (1 — )4 and
fre(x0)[ye] = A+ (1 — X) 57 Since a;[y;] < 1, we have fy=(x¢)[yi] > Pe[y:]. The first part of the
claim now follows.

We now prove the second part of the claim. Note that in order for §; # y; we must have
atlyt] < % since ¢, is defined to be the label with maximum probability mass under p;. Therefore,

At (1—\)/M A/2
N2t (1= A)/M) = log (1 N2 (L= N/

log(fue () [o1]/Belyr]) > log ( ) > log(14)

where the second inequality follows from A\/2 + (1 — X\)/M < 1/2. Furthermore, we have

KL(fe (x0). 51) = o1 (%) — el = A2/2,

where the first inequality is a consequence of Pinsker’s inequality (Polyanskiy and Wu, 2022). The
claim now follows by noting that log(1 4+ A) > A\2/2 forall 0 < A < 1. [

The first part of the theorem now follows by the same argument as in the proof of Theorem 12. We
defer the proof of the second and third parts to Appendix D. |

Remark 22 Taking M = 2 and 1) = 2, our setup in Theorem 21 recovers the Bounded Stochastic

Noise setting as in Ben-David et al. (2009). It was shown in Ben-David et al. (2009, Theorem 15)
log |H|

1-2y/5(1—7)’
induction. This has the same asymptotic rate w.r.t. v compared to our % bound when v — %
Our approach is more intuitive and resolves the multi-label case in a unified way. We will show in

Section 3.5 that the O < log [34] 2) bound is actually tight for n — 1.

that the expected minimax risk is upper bounded by using a non-intuitive backward

M(1-n)

15
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Tsybakov type noise: We now deal with the Tsybakov type noise as introduced in Example 2.
Recall that we take || = || = 2. For any x”, the Tsybakov type noise satisfies

,C(Xt’ y) = {(1 - nt)ey + ntu}a
subject to the condition that for some A > 0and 0 < o < 1

T
Vr e (0,1/2], ;21{732;4}&%11. (18)
t=1

Slightly departing from our previous definition of noisy kernels, we do not assume the parameter 7,
to be known to the learner. We now state our main result for this part:

Theorem 23 Let H C {0, 1} be any finite class, P be the class of all singleton distributions over
XT and K be the Tsybakov type noise kernel with parameter A > 0,0 < « < 1. Then the expected
minimax risk for the robust online classification problem is upper bounded by

2—2a

r(H,P,K) < O(log|H|- T = ).

Proof [Sketch of Proof] We only sketch the proof as it essentially follows the proof of Theorem 21.
Let 1) be determined later. Define for any h € #, a function f}, such that fj,(x) = (1 —n)epx) +nu
and F = {fy, : h € H}. Let p; be the prediction rule derived from Lemma 9 with KL-divergence.
By the proof of Theorem 21 we have

T
> KLt pr) — KL(pr, fre (x1)) < log [H],
t=1

where p; = (1 — n¢)ep=(x,) + mu and h* is the underlying true function. We still define §; =
arg max,{p:[y] : y € V}. We now observe that, for any 7, < 7, Claim 1 still holds. Denote by
S C [T'] the time steps ¢ such that 1, < 7. For the time step ¢ ¢ .S, we can bound

KL (e, pr) — KL(Pr, fr (%4)) = —log(2/n),
since fr,(x)[y], pe[y] > n/2 for all y € {0, 1} by construction. By condition (18), we have
5] < ATy,

where v = (1 —n)/2 and S is the complementary set of S. Therefore, by the argument in the proof
of Theorem 12 restricted to S, we have the expected minimax risk upper bounded by

| log(2/(1 - 29)) ATy ™= + log |H|

inf ATyTa < O(log [H|T =)

0<~y<1/2 272

1—

by taking v = (longH') “ . This follows from the fact that

> KLt pe) — KL(B, fre (x0) < = > KL(Bt, Be) — KL(Bt, fre (x1)) + log [H]
tesS teS

|S|1og(2/n) + log |H],
and Claim 1 holds for any time step t € S. |

IN
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Remark 24 Note that Theorem 23 achieves sub-linear risk if o > % For instance, if « = 0.7,
our result gives an upper bound of order O(T%%). It is worth noting that, if 1 is assumed to be
known, then we do not need to pay the extra penalty log(2/n) for a time step ¢ S, since we can

simply ignore such steps when constructing the predictor p;. The derived risk bound will be of order
~ 2(1—a)
O(T "2=o"). This is tight for the worst class H, see Remark 34. We leave it as an open problem to

obtain the optimal bound for the unknown 1y cases.

3.4. Stochastic Feature Generation Process, Infinite Class, and Covering

We have demonstrated in the previous section that the minimax risk of our robust online classi-
fication problem can be effectively bounded for a finite hypothesis class H and singleton feature
generating distributions over X”". We now demostrate how such result can be generalized to infinite
classes and general feature generating processes via suitable covering of the class.

We first introduce the following notion of covering from Wu et al. (2023a), which generalizes a
similar concept in Ben-David et al. (2009).

Definition 25 Let H C Y% be any hypothesis class and P be any class of random processes over
XT. We say a class of functions G C Y~ (where X* is a set of all finite sequences of X) is a
stochastic sequential covering of H w.r.t. P at scale 0 and confidence ¢ if

v’ € P, Pryr [3h € HVg € G3t € [T, h(x¢) # g(x")] <.

We now have the following result that reduces the minimax risk of an infinite class to the size
of the stochastic sequential cover.

Theorem 26 Let H C Y% be any hypothesis class, P be any class of random processes over X'
and K be a noisy kernel that is well-separated w.r.t. L? divergence at scale . If there exists a finite
stochastic sequential cover G C Y of H w.r.t. P at scale 0 and confidence §/2 > 0, then the high
probability minimax risk at confidence 0 of problem (H, P, X) is upper bouned by

log(lgl)log(\g/MvQ))
ok '

B°(H,P,K) < O(

Proof Let A be the event over x” so that Vh € H, 3g € G such that V¢ € [T], h(x;) = g(x").
Let now v € P be the underlying true feature generating process. We have by the definition of
stochastic sequential covering that Pror[A] > 1 — §/2. We now observe that Theorem 18 holds
for sequential functions as well (simply replace any occurrence of h(x;) with g(x?) in the proof).
Therefore, taking confidence parameter /2, the prediction rule derived from Theorem 18 yields
high probability minimax risk of problem (G, P, X'), which is upper bounded by

2
720,10 < 0 (LIS 001/ 1520 9)

Let h* € H be the underlying true function, x’ € A be any realization of the feature, and g* be
the sequential covering function of h* at scale 0. Note that, ¢* has the same labeling as h* on x” .
Therefore, any predictor has the same behaviours when running on h* and ¢*, and thus the high
probability minimax risk of problem (#, P, X') at confidence §/2 conditioning on event A is upper

bounded by (19). The theorem now follows by a union bound. |
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Remark 27 Note that, any bounds that we have established in the previous sections for finite class
can be extended to the infinite classes, these bounds depend only on the stochastic sequential cover
size using a similar argument as in Theorem 26. We will not discuss all such cases in this paper in
the interest of clarity of presentation.

Corollary 28 Let H C Y% be a class with finite Littlestone dimension Ldim(H) (Daniely et al.,
2015) and |Y| = N, P be the class of all singleton distributions, and KC be any noisy kernel that
is well-separated w.r.t. L? divergence at scale ~. Then, with high probability the minimax risk at
confidence § of problem (H, P, X) is upper bounded by

B(H.P.K) < O <Ldim(H)2log2(TN) + Ldim(H) 10g(TN/4572)>.

42
Moreover, for the noisy kernel K" as in Theorem 21, the high probability minimax risk with confi-
dence § > 0 is upper bounded by

(Ldim(H) 4+ 1) log(T'N) + 210g(1/6).

PP < (1= w2/

Proof The first part follows directly from Theorem 26 and the fact that the sequential covering of
H w.rt. the singleton distributions over X7 is of order (TN )'-d'm(H)Jrl by (Daniely et al., 2015,
Theorem 25). The second part follows by Theorem 21. |

Approximate Covering With Small Errors: In our Definition 25 of the stochastic sequential
covering, we assumed that the function h € H is exactly covered over x* with high probability.
This may sometimes be too strong. One possible way of dealing with this issue is to consider the
following approximate covering notion:

T
vl € P, Pryr [Elh € HVg € G, Z H{h(x) # g(x")} > D| <6,
t=1

for some error bound D. We note that such a relaxation does not change our narrative substan-
tially, since one can always expand any covering functions g € G to a set of functions {g; : [ C
[T] and |I| < D, {y,}rer € Y'}, where

x), ift& 1,
gI(Xt): g( ) Q/
yr, ift=rel

The class G’ containing all such gs forms an exact sequential cover of H and |G| < (T'N)(P+V|g|.

Finally, we generalize our results for a large class of distribution over X known as o-smooth
distributions. For any given distribution p over X', we say a distribution v over X is o-smooth w.r.t.
w if for all measurable sets A C X, we have v(A) < p(A)/o (Haghtalab et al., 2020). A random
process v1 over X7 is said to be o-smooth if the conditional marginal v’ (- | X'~1) is o-smooth

w.r.t. p forall ¢ < T, almost surely.
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Corollary 29 Let H C Y be a class with finite VC-dimension VC(H) and |Y| = 2, S° (1) be the
class of all o-smooth processes w.r.t. p, and K" be the Bernoulli noisy kernel as in Theorem 21.
Then the high probability minimax risk at confidence 6 > 0 is upper bounded by

VC(H)log(T /o) + log(1/6)>
(1—n)? '

Proof By (Wu et al., 2023a, Proposition 22), H admits an approximate stochastic cover G at confi-
dence /2 > 0 and error D = O(VC(H) + log(1/6)/log T') such that

B%Hﬁ%@ﬁ»so(

log |g] < O(VC(H)(log(T/o) + loglog(T/d))).

Let G’ be defined as above where log |G'| < O(DlogT + log|G|). We know that log|G’| <
O(VC(H)log(T /o) + log(1/6)). We now condition on the event of the exact covering. By Theo-
rem 21 (second part), the high probability minimax risk at confidence /2 is upper bounded by

log |G'| 4 1og(2/6) VC(H)log(T /o) + log(1/6)
) =o( (TP )

The result now follows by a union bound. |

W”m£%mxw30(

Remark 30 We refer to Wu et al. (2023a) for more results on the stochastic sequential covering
estimates of various distribution classes.

Remark 31 Note that, the case when the underlying true labels y* are not realizable by H but
differ by a small error D can also be resolved using the same approach as above. This will introduce
an additive D log(T N ) term in the derived minimax risk bounds. However, in the more general case
where the noisy samples for which the differing positions do not even follow the prescribed noisy
kernel K, this approach will not apply. This can, however, be resolved by using a similar argument
as in the proof of Theorem 23 by introducing a penalty at each error position.

3.5. A Lower Bound Based on Hellinger Gap

We now prove a general lower bound based on the squared Hellinger gap, which provides matching
lower bounds for the settings in Section 3.3. Recall that for any p, g € D()), the squared Helliger

divergence is defined as H?(p,q) = > sey(Vply] - V)2

Proposition 32  For any noisy kernel K such that Vx € X there exists y # y' € Y such that
infpeox ge0x, {H%*(p,q)} < vand K > 1. If|X| > log K, then there exists a hypothesis class H
Y

with |H| = K such that for P being the singleton process over X, we have the expected minimax

risk lower bounded by
1
Fr(H,P,K) > Q ( Ong') .
Y
Proof Denote 7 = log K with K = |H|, and x1,--- ,x, be 7 distinct elements in X. We define

for any b € {0,1}" a function hy, such that for all i € 7], hp(x;) = y; if b[é] = 0 and hp(x;) = v,
otherwise, where y; # y. € ) are the elements that satisfy infpE Q% qe Qxi{ H?(p,q)} < . Let
i yg
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H be the class consisting of all such hy,. Let ¢; € Qi and q; € QJ; be the elements satisfying

H?(gi, q}) <~. We now partition the features x into T epochs, each of length 7'/, such that each
epoch ¢ has constant feature x;. Let h be a random function selected uniformly from 7. We claim
that for any prediction rule ¢; and any epoch ¢ we have

G+1)T/T

Ep g7 Z {h(x;) # 9:} ZQG) (20)

t=iT/7—1

where §; ~ ¢; if h(x;) = y; and §; ~ ¢} otherwise. The proposition now follows by counting the
errors for all 7 epochs.

We now establish (20) using the Le Cam’s two point method. Clearly, for each epoch i, the
prediction performance depends only on the label y; = h(x;), which is uniform over {y;,y;} and
independent for different epochs by construction. For any time step 7 during the ith epoch, we
denote by 37! and 7/ 1 the samples generated from ¢; and ¢/, respectively. By the Le Cam’s two
point method (Polyanskiy and Wu, 2022, Theorem 7.7) the expected error at step j is lower bounded
by

LTV g™ 1= Vg D) - B2 (g g7 /4)
2 - 2
where the inequality follows from (Polyanskiy and Wu, 2022, Equation 7.20). Note that the RHS
of (21) is monotone decreasing w.r.t. H*(j7=1, 7~1), since H?(p,q) < 2 for all p, q.
By the tensorization of Hellinger divergence (Polyanskiy and Wu, 2022, Equation 7.23), we

have

ey

HA (315771 =2 =21 = H?(gi,q7)/2) ' <2 -2(1 —~/2)" 7},

where the last inequality is implied by H?(g;, ;) < 7. Using the fact log(1 — z) > %, we have if
y<landj—1< % then 2—2(1—~/2)77! < 2(1—e~!) < 2. Therefore, the RHS of (21) is lower
bounded by an absolute positive constant for all 7 —1 < %, and hence the expected cumulative error

will be lower bounded by €2(1/) during epoch i. This completes the proof. |

Remark 33 Specializing to the setting in Theorem 21, we know that the squared Helliger gap is of

order
2
7 (M —1)n M(1—n)?
(- )

when 1 — 1 (by Taylor expansion). Proposition 32 implies an ) < ]VI;E%'_Z')Q) lower bound. This is

a matching lower bound for Theorem 21 (third part) when 1 — n < ﬁ

Remark 34 Note that for the Tsybakov type noise as in Theorem 23 we can derive a lower bound
2(l—a
of order T 2=, matching the upper bound of the case when the parameters 1, are known. To see

this, we select AT~yT-o time steps with 1, = % — . It is easy to verify that the squared Hellinger
divergence for Bernoulli distributions with parameter 0, and 1 — 1, is of order 2. Therefore, by

Proposition 32, if AT vﬁ >Q M then the expected minimax risk will be lower bounded by
¥

11—«
Q (loiLHl ), which happens when ~y is of order T 2—«.
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Appendix A. Martingale concentration inequalities

In this appendix, we present some standard concentration results for martingales, which will be
useful for deriving high probability guarantees. We refer to (Zhang, 2023, Chapter 13.1) for the
proofs.

Lemma 35 (Azuma’s Inequality) Let X1,--- , X7 be an arbitrary random process adaptive to
some filtration {F;} i<t such that | Xi| < M forallt < T. LetY; = E[X; | Fi_1] be the
conditional expected random variable of Xy. Then for all 6 > 0, we have

. . ]
Pr|> Y, <> X+ M\/(T/2)log(1/6)| >1-5,
Li=1 t=1 _

and

A T
Pr|> Y>> Xy~ M\/(T/2)log(1/6)| >1-5.
Lt=1 t=1

The following lemma provides a tighter concentration when X; > 0, which can be viewed as
an Martingale version of the multiplicative Chernoff bound.

Lemma 36 ((Zhang, 2023, Theorem 13.5)) Let X1, --- , X1 be an arbitrary random process adap-
tive to some filtration {F; } 1< such that 0 < X, < M forallt <T. LetY; = E[X; | Fy_1] be the
conditional expected random variable of X;. Then for all § > 0 we have

T T
Pr|Y v, <2) X,+2Mlog(1/8)| >1-4,
t=1 t=1
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and
T 1 X
Pr|> Y, > 3 > X — (M/2)log(1/6)| = 1-4.
t=1 t=1
Proof Applying Zhang (2023, Theorem 13.5) with {; = X;/M and A = 1 in the theorem. |

Remark 37 It should be noted that the assumption X; > 0 is required for Lemma 36 to hold. To
see this, we group XT as X1 X9, X3Xu,- - such that Xop_1 is uniform over {—1,1} and Xy =
—Xoy_1 forallt € [T). Itis easy to verify that X1+ - - -+ X1 = 0 almost surely. But Yo;_1 = 0 and
Yor = —Xot—1, hence, we have Y1 + - - - + Y is sum of T'/2 independent uniform distributions over
{—1,1}. Therefore, by the central limit theorem Yy + - - - + Y7 > Q(\/T) with constant probability.
This, unfortunately, limits its application to random variables of form L(e;,p;) — L(eq, f(x¢)).
There are, however; special cases such as for log-loss in the realizable case that a tight concentration
holds for Hellinger divergence, see e.g., Theorem 41.

Appendix B. Exponential Weighted Average under Exp-concave losses

We now introduce the Exponential Weighted Average (EWA) algorithm and its regret analysis under
the Exp-concave losses, which is mostly standard (Cesa-Bianchi and Lugosi, 2006, Chapter 3.3) and
we include it here for completeness. Let F = {f1,--- , fx} C D())~¥ be a D())-valued function
class of size K and £ : ) x D(jﬂ) — R=% be an a-Exp-concave loss (see definition in Section 2.1).
The EWA algorithm is presented in Algorithm 2.

Algorithm 2 Exponential Weighted Average (EWA) predictor
Input: Class F = {f1,---, fx} and a-Exp-concave loss ¢
Setw! = {1,---,1} ¢ RE;

fort=1,---,T do

Receive xy;
Make prediction:
5, — Lt WkS ()
it wiK]
Receive noisy label 7;;
for k € [K] do
| Set witl[k] = wt[k]e~l@efulx0),
end
end

Algorithm 2 provides the following regret bound (Cesa-Bianchi and Lugosi, 2006, Proposition
3.D).

Proposition 38 Ler F C D()})X be any finite class of size K and { be an a-Exp-concave loss. If
Py is the predictor in Algorithm 2, then for any x € X7 and §* € YT we have

e log | 7|
sup Zf(ytapt) — LG, f(x1)) < :
feFi o
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Proof We now fix x”, § and any f* € F. Denote W' = Y1 wt[k]. We have

Wi+l B K Wt[k]e—ae(gtafk(xt))
- t
Wi k=1 w

K
=3 WK e fi(x)
Wt
k=1

< efo‘e(gtvzle wt [k]fk(xt)/Wt)

_ e—af(ﬂuﬁt),
where the inequality follows by Jensen’s inequality and definition of a-Exp-concavity, and the last
equality follows by definition of p;. Therefore, by telescoping the product we have

T T
log Wt —logW! =1 ﬂ—1 Wt+1<_ (G, p
og og W' =log o =log [ [ S < —a ) _ 5 iv).
t=1 t=1

Note that log WT+! = log (215:1 e~ i K@t’f"(xt))) > —a S\ 0(§r, f*(x;)) and log W =
log K, we have

T
S 6, pe) — L F1(x0) < 2B

«
t=1

as needed. |

Appendix C. Omitted Proofs in Section 2.1

In this appendix, we present the omitted proofs from Section 2.1.
Proof [Proof of Proposition 7] By definition of Bergman divergence, we have

L(p,q1) — L(p,q2) = Flq2) = F(q1) = p" (VF(q1) = VF(q2)) + ¢ VF(q1) — g3 VF(g2).

Note that the above expression is a linear function w.r.t. p. Therefore, by taking expectation over
p ~ P and using the linearity of expectation, one can verify the claimed identity holds. |

Proof [Proof of Proposition 8] The 1-Exp-concavity of log-loss can be verified directly. To prove
the 1/4-Exp-concavity of Brier loss, we have by Hazan et al. (2016, Lemma 4.2) that a function f
is a-Exp-concave if and only if

aVEp)VIp)T = V2£(p).

For any ¢ € D(Y), we denote f(p) = ||p — q||3. We have Vf(p) = 2(p — ¢) and V2f(p) = 21,
where [ is the identity matrix. Taking any u € R™, we have §(u,2(p — ¢))* < ||ul3]lp — q||3 <
2||ul|3 = 2u" T'u, where the first inequality follows by Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and the second
inequality follows by:

lp—qll3 =Y (plg] - alg])* < > max{p(g],q[g]}* < > plg]® + qld)* < 2,

jeY GEY geY
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since p, ¢ € D(Y). This completes the proof. |

Proof [Proof of Lemma 9] Let ® be the Exponentially Weighted Average (EWA) predictor as Algo-

rithm 2 with input F and loss ¢(g, p) def L(eg,p). Let §' be any realization of the labels, we denote
e; to be the standard base of R™ with value 1 at position §; and zeros otherwise. By a-Exp-concave
and the regret bound of Proposition 38, we have

T
. log | F
swp ST Lfen ) — Liew fx)) < 2L 22)
fEFXTeXT gleyT 1= «

Note that this bound holds point-wise w.r.t. any individual sequences x” , §j .
We now denote E; as the conditional expectation over the randomness of /7 conditioning on
§t~1. By Proposition 7, we have for all ¢ € [T] that

K [L(euﬁt) — L(ey, f(Xt))] = L(pt,pt) — L(Pt, f(Xt))7

since E[e;] = p; if ¢ ~ pr» pr depending only on 7'~ and L is Bregman divergence. We now take
Egr on both sides of (22). The result then follows by sup E < E sup and the low of total probability
(e, Byr[X1 + -+ Xp] = Egr[E1[X1] + - - - + Ep[X7]] for any random variables X7). The last
part follows by the fact that the exponential weighted average predictor automatically ensures p; is
a convex combination of { f(x¢) : f € F} forall t € [T]. [ |

Proof [Proof of Lemma 10] Go though the same argument as in the proof of Lemma 9 and apply
Lemma 35 to (22). |

Appendix D. Proof of high probability minimax risk of Theorem 21

We begin with the following concentration result:

Lemma 39 Let Xi,--- , X1 be a random process adaptive to some filtration {F; }1<r, and E; be
the conditional expectation on Fy_1. Then, for any c,§ > 0 we have

T T
Pr |— ZlogEt[e_aXt] < aZXt +log(1/0)| > 1-6.
t—1 t=1

Proof This follows directly by (Zhang, 2023, Theorem 13.2) |

The following key inequality holds:

Lemmad0 Letp = (1 —n')eg +n'v, p = (1 —n)eg + nuand p = (1 — n)a + nu, where

€,y U € D(Jf) andn' < n <1, such that ey is the distribution assigning probability 1 on y, u is
uniform over ) and a € D(Y) is arbitrary. Then

>ty B2 < S oialy /20 = X Viilal 23
Y gey geY

yey
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Proof Denote |Y| = M, and let r € RY be the vector such that r[g] = /ply]/ply]. We have
the LHS of (23) equals e;jrr + 7' (u — ) Tr. We claim that f (') aef e;r + 7' (u — eg) Tr attains
maximum when 7’ = 7, which will finish the proof. It is sufficient to prove that (u — eg)Tr > 0
since f(n') is a linear function w.r.t. . We have

. _|olg]
~,ey y’ ply]’

We only need to show that Vi’ € Y with § # i, we have \/p[7/]/p[7'] > /D[J]/plJ]. i.e

vl 5l

ply'] — ply']
Note that, p[g] = 1 —n + g7, pl¥/'] = 77, Byl = (1 = n)aly] + 5f and p[§'] = (1 — n)a[y/] + 7f,
i.e., we have p[g] > p[g],p[¥’] > ply]. The result now follows by the simple fact that for any
a>bc>d>0wehaved>b |

We are now ready to state our main result of this appendix, which establishes a high probability
version of Theorem 21.

Theorem 41 Let H C V¥ be any finite class, P be the class of all singleton distributions over X7,
and K" be as defined in Section 3.3 with 0 < n < 1. Then, the high probability minimax risk at
confidence 9§ is upper bounded by

log |H| + 21log(1/9)
(1—n2/4

Furthermore, for 1 — 1 < 45 we have B*(H,P,K") < O (W).

B°(H,P,K") <

Proof Let 7 be the class as in the proof of Theorem 21 and p; be the Exponential Weigthed Average
algorithm under Log-loss, see Algorithm 2. We have by Proposition 38 that for any 7 € YT
T « -
sup Z log f Ext} [91]

< log | 7|
xTexT Deie]

where f* is the corresponding function of the underlying truth h* € H (see the proof of Theo-
rem 21). We now assume ¢’ are sampled from 57, where 57 are the noisy distributions selected by
the adversary. Denote by E; the conditional expectation on §‘~!. We have

/\

_1 f*gxt_)[ﬂt] p = po
B | T | — B | Z RCI)

where the inequality follows from Lemma 40. By a similar argument as in the proof of (Foster et al.,
2021, Lemma A.14), we have

log 37 TG = 1os (1= L2601 (x) ) < 3120, £ ).

. 2
y+€Y
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[ (%) (9]

where the first equality follows by definition of squared Hellinger divergence. Taking X; = log AT

o= % and invoking Lemma 39 we have w.p. > 1 —§
Pr ZH Pr, f(x1)) <log|F| 4+ 2log(1/8)| > 1 6.

Let now §; = arg max;{p:[§] : § € V}. We have, if §; # h*(x)
H(r, f*(xe)) 2 |1 — f(xe)l[7/4 > (1 —1)*/4,

where the first inequality follows from \/ H?2(p, q) > ||p — q||1/2 (Polyanskiy and Wu, 2022, Equa-
tion 7.20) and the second inequality follows the same as in the proof of Claim 1. Since H?(p,q) > 0
for all p, g, we have w.p. > 1 — § that

T

. y log |[H| + 21log(1/4)
;Hyﬁéh (e} < = e

To prove the second part, we observe that if §; # h*(x;), then p, = (1 — n)a; + nu such that
ai[h*(x¢)] < 3. Since f*(x;) = (1 — n)en(x,) + Nu, we have by direct computation that

HQ(ﬁtvf*(Xt))Z<\/( /2+ \/1—774- )NW’

where the last asymptote follows by Taylor expansion %&1)2 + 0302 s M™ (1 —n)") and the
remainder term converges when 1 — n < ﬁ |

Remark 42 Note that, Lemma 40 is the key that allows us to reduce our miss-specified setting to
the well-specified case, such as (Foster et al., 2021, Lemma A.14), for which a reduction to the
Hellinger divergence is possible.

Unknown parameter n: We now briefly discuss how to extend our results to the case when the
parameter 7 is unknown to the learner. Note that, in this case we will not be able to construct the class
F. Toresolve this issue, we can leverage the reduction to the pairwise comparison of two hypotheses
as discussed in Section 3.2. More precisely, let h1, hy be two hypotheses. We can assume, w.l.o.g.,
that h1(x;) = 0 and ho(x;) = 1 for all time steps ¢ (relabeling if necessary). Now, at each time step
t + 1, we can simply compute the mean a; = + > ._, % If a; < 1 logE;/ D ora, > 1 5+ logE/TE/ J)
at some step ¢, we complete the process and declare h; or ho ”wins”, respectively. Now if the
parameter is 7 € [0,1), we have, by Hoeffding and union bounds, w.p. > 1 — ¢, the process

must be “completed” within O (l(cigig)TQ//‘si) steps and identifies h1 or ho with error probability < §.

Invoking the reduction from Theorem 17 (replacing the update of S with a stopping rule that
eliminates index k for which it declared “complete” with some &’ and “losses”), we will obtain an

@) (log '”('lljijg'ﬁ'” 5)) high probability minimax risk upper bound. This is of order 1(0 £ |§'L| and we

leave it as open problem to obtain the optimal dependency.
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