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Abstract

Margin-based structured prediction commonly uses a
maximum loss over all possible structured outputs [1.4]
[I§]. In natural language processing, recent work [20121]
has proposed the use of the maximum loss over random
structured outputs sampled independently from some
proposal distribution. This method is linear-time in the
number of random structured outputs and trivially par-
allelizable. We study this family of loss functions in
the PAC-Bayes framework under Gaussian perturbations
[12]. Under some technical conditions and up to statis-
tical accuracy, we show that this family of loss functions
produces a tighter upper bound of the Gibbs decoder dis-
tortion than commonly used methods. Thus, using the
maximum loss over random structured outputs is a prin-
cipled way of learning the parameter of structured predic-
tion models. Besides explaining the experimental success
of [20L21], our theoretical results show that more general
techniques are possible.

1 Introduction

Structured prediction has been shown to be useful in
many diverse domains. Application areas include nat-
ural language processing (e.g., named entity recognition,
part-of-speech tagging, dependency parsing), computer
vision (e.g., image segmentation, multiple object track-
ing), speech (e.g., text-to-speech mapping) and computa-
tional biology (e.g., protein structure prediction).

In dependency parsing, for instance, the observed input
is a sentence and the desired structured output is a parse
tree for the given sentence.

In general, structured prediction can be viewed as a
kind of decoding. A decoder is a machine for predicting
the structured output y given the observed input x. Such
a decoder, depends on a parameter w. Given a fixed
w, the task performed by the decoder is called inference.
In this paper, we focus on the problem of learning the
parameter w. Next, we introduce the problem and our
main contributions.

We assume a distribution D on pairs (x,y) where z € X
is the observed input and y € Y is the latent structured
output, i.e., (z,y) ~ D. We also assume that we have a
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training set S of n i.i.d. samples drawn from the distri-
bution D, i.e., S ~ D" and thus |S| = n.

We let Y(z) # () denote the countable set of feasible
decodings of x. In general, |Y(z)| is exponential with
respect to the input size.

We assume a fixed mapping ¢ from pairs to feature
vectors, i.e., for any pair (z,y) we have the feature vector
#(z,y) € RF\ {0}. For a parameter w € W C R*\ {0},
we consider linear decoders of the form:

fuw(z) = argmax ¢(z,y) - w (1)
yeY(z)

In practice, very few cases of the above general inference
problem are tractable, while most are NP-hard and also
hard to approximate within a fixed factor. (We defer the
details in theory of computation to Section [6])

We also introduce the  distortion  function
d:YxY—][0,1]. The value d(y,y’) measures the
amount of difference between two structured outputs y
and y’. Disregarding the computational and statistical
aspects, the ultimate goal is to set the parameter w in
order to minimize the decoder distortion. That is:

[d(y, fu(z))] (2)

min E

weW (z,y)~D
Computationally speaking, the above procedure is inef-
ficient since d(y, fu(z)) is a discontinuous function with
respect to w and thus, it is in general an exponential-time
optimization problem. Statistically speaking, the prob-
lem in eq.(2) requires access to the data distribution D
and thus, in general it would require an infinite amount of
data. In practice, we only have access to a small amount
of training data.

Additionally, eq.(2) would potentially favor parameters

w with low distortion, but that could be in a neighbor-
hood of parameters with high distortion. In order to avoid
this issue, we could optimize a more “robust” objective
under Gaussian perturbations. More formally, let a > 0
and let Q(w) be a unit-variance Gaussian distribution
centered at wa of parameters w’ € YWW. The Gibbs de-
coder distortion of the perturbation distribution Q(w)
and data distribution D, is defined as:

L(Qw),D)= E E
(Q(w), D) (@.y)~D [w'~Q(w)

[d(y, fur (x))]]  (3)
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The minimization of the Gibbs decoder distortion can be
expressed as:

min L(Q(w), D)

The focus of our analysis will be to propose upper bounds
of the Gibbs decoder distortion, with good computational
and statistical properties. That is, we will propose upper
bounds that can be computed in polynomial-time, and
that require a small amount of training data.

For our analysis, we follow the same set of assumptions
as in [I2]. We define the margin m(z,y,y’,w) as the
amount by which y is preferable to 3’ under the parameter
w. More formally:

m(Iayvy/vw) = QZS(CC,y) W — ¢(I,y/) Tw

Let ¢(p, z, y) be a nonnegative integer that gives the num-
ber of times that the part p € P appears in the pair (z,y).
For a part p € P, we define the feature p as follows:

op(2,y) = c(p, 2, y)

We let P(z) # 0 denote the set of p € P such that there
exists y € Y(z) with ¢(p,x,y) > 0. We define the Ham-
ming distance H as follows:

H(Z,y,y/)E Z |c(p,:17,y)—

pEP ()

c(p,z,y)]

The commonly applied margin-based approach to learn-
ing w uses the maximum loss over all possible structured

outputs [ILE18]. That isfl

1 .
min — max d(y,9) 1 (H(I’y’y)A >
weW n JEYV () —m(iﬂa y7y7w) >0
(z,y)es
+ Allwll3 (4)

In Section 2l we reproduce the results in [I2] and show
that the above objective is related to an upper bound of
the Gibbs decoder distortion in eq.(3]). Note that evaluat-
ing the objective function in eq.(d) is as hard as the infer-
ence problem in eq.(l), since both perform maximization
over the set Y(x).

Our main contributions are presented in Sections[Bland
[ Inspired by recent work in natural language process-
ing [20021], we show a tighter upper bound of the Gibbs
decoder distortion in eq.(3]), which is related to the fol-
lowing objectived

min — max d(y, . )
—m(z,y,y,w 2 0
s (z,9,9,w)

weW n geT (w,x)
+ Al (5)

where T'(w, x) is a set of random structured outputs sam-
pled i.i.d. from some proposal distribution with support
on Y(z). Note that evaluating the objective function in
eq.(@) is linear-time in the number of random structured
outputs in T'(w, z).

1 For computational convenience, the conver hinge loss

max (0,1 + z) is used in practice instead of the discontinuous 0/1
loss 1(z > 0).

2 From PAC-Bayes to the Max-
imum Loss Over All Possible
Structured Outputs

In this section, we show the relationship between PAC-
Bayes bounds and the commonly used maximum loss over
all possible structured outputs.

As reported in [I2], by using the PAC-Bayes framework
under Gaussian perturbations, we show that the com-
monly used maximum loss over all possible structured
outputs is an upper bound of the Gibbs decoder distor-
tion up to statistical accuracy (O(y/ 1087 /n) for n training
samples).

Theorem 1 ( [I2]). Assume that there exists a fi-
nite integer value € such that | U, yes P(x)| < L. Fix
0 €(0,1). With probability at least 1 —46/2 over the
choice of n training samples, simultaneously for all pa-
rameters w € W and unit-variance Gaussian perturbation

distributions Q(w) centered at wy/2log (2n€/||w|\§), we

have:

L(Q(w), D)
1

H(z,y,9) )
d N
o d(y, 9) 1 (—m@,y,y,w) >0

w)es
||w||2 \/Ilwllglog (2n¢/||wl3) + log (2n/9)
2(n—1)

(See Appendix [Al for detailed proofs.)

The proof of the above is based on the PAC-Bayes theo-
rem and well-known Gaussian concentration inequalities.
As it is customary in generalization results, a determinis-
tic expectation with respect to the data distribution D is
upper-bounded by a stochastic quantity with respect to
the training set S. This takes into account the statistical
aspects of the problem.

Note that the upper bound uses maximization with re-
spect to Y(x) and that in general, |Y(z)| is exponential
with respect to the input size. Thus, the computational
aspects of the problem have not been fully addressed yet.
In the next section, we solve this issue by introducing
randomness.

3 From PAC-Bayes to the Maxi-
mum Loss Over Random Struc-
tured Outputs

In this section, we analyze the relationship between PAC-
Bayes bounds and the maximum loss over random struc-
tured outputs sampled independently from some proposal
distribution.

First, we will focus on the computational aspects. In-
stead of using maximization with respect to Y(z), we
will perform maximization with respect to a set T'(w, x)



of random structured outputs sampled i.i.d. from some
proposal distribution R(w,x) with support on Y(z). In
order for this approach to be computationally appealing,
|T(w, z)| should be polynomial, even when |Y(x)]| is ex-
ponential with respect to the input size.

Assumptions [A] and will allow us to attain

|T(w,z)| = O (max (m, ||w||§))
B € [0,1) is properly introduced on Assumption[Al Tt can
be easily observed that 8 plays an important role in the
number of random structured outputs that we need to
draw from the proposal distribution R(w,z). Next, we
present our first assumption.

The constant

Assumption A (Maximal distortion). The proposal dis-
tribution R(w,x) fulfills the following condition. There
exists a value B € [0,1) such that for all (z,y) € S and
we W:

/
oW y) =1 = 1=

In Section Ml we show examples that fulfill the above
assumption, which include a binary distortion func-
tion for any type of structured output, as well as a
distortion function that returns the number of differ-
ent edges/elements for directed spanning trees, directed
acyclic graphs and cardinality-constrained sets.

Next, we present our second assumption that allows
obtaining |T'(w,z)| = O (max (m, Hng)) While
Assumption [A] contributes with the term m in
|T(w, x)|, the following assumption contributes with the

term ||w||§ in |T(w,z)|.

Assumption B (Low norm). For any vector z € R¥, de-

fine:

The proposal distribution R(w,x) fulfills the following
condition for all (z,y) € S and w € whi

ifz#£0
ifz=0

1

: b
E o leley) —oy))]|| < 5om < oo

y'~R(w,z)

It is natural to ask whether there are instances that
fulfill the above assumption. In Section [d] we provide two
extreme cases: one example of a sparse mapping and a
uniform proposal, and one example of a dense mapping
and an arbitrary proposal distribution.

We will now focus on the statistical aspects. Note that
randomness does not only stem from data, but also from
sampling structured outputs. That is, in Theorem [l ran-
domness only stems from the training set S. We now
need to produce generalization results that hold for all

2The second inequality follows from an implicit assumption
made in Theorem [ i.e., ||w||§/n < 1. Note that if ||w||§/n >1
then Theorem [0 provides an upper bound greater than 1, which is
meaningless since the distortion function d is at most 1.

the sets T'(w, z) of random structured outputs. In addi-
tion, the uniform convergence of Theorem [l holds for all
parameters w. We now need to produce a generalization
result that also holds for all possible proposal distribu-
tions R(w,z). Therefore, we need a method for upper-
bounding the number of possible proposal distributions
R(w, z). Assumption [C] will allow us to upper-bound this
number.

Assumption C  (Linearly inducible ordering).
The proposal  distribution R(w,z) depends solely
on the linear ordering induced by the parameter
w €W and the mapping ¢(x,-). More formally, let
r(x) = |V(x)] and thus V(x) ={y1-. Yr@)}- Let

w,2w €W be any two arbitrary parameters. Let
m(x) = (71 ... T (p)) be a permutation of {1...r(x)}
such that  ¢(x,yx,) - w < -+ < G(T, Yz, () - W- Let

m'(x) = (7} ...m. ) be a permutation of {1...r(x)}
such that ¢(z,yr) w' <--- < ¢(w, yw;(z)) -w'.  For
all w,aw' €W and zelX, if w(x)=nx'(x) then
KL(R(w,z)||R(w',x)) = 0. In this case, we say that the
proposal distribution fulfills R(n(z),z) = R(w, x).

Assumption states that two proposal dis-
tributions R(w,x) and R(w’,x) are the same
provided that for the same permutation (x)
we have  @(z,yr,) w < < (T, Yr,,,) w and
(@, Yr,) - W <o < DT, Y, () W Geometrically
speaking, for a fixed = we first project the feature vectors
¢(z,y) of all the structured outputs y € Y(x) onto the
lines w and w’. Let w(z) and 7’'(z) be the resulting
ordering of the structured outputs after projecting them
onto w and w’ respectively. Two proposal distribu-
tions R(w,x) and R(w’,x) are the same provided that
m(xz) = 7'(z). That is, the specific values of ¢(z,y) - w
and ¢(z,y)-w' are irrelevant, and only their ordering
matters.

In Section Ml we show examples that fulfill the above
assumption, which include the algorithm proposed in
[20,21] for directed spanning trees, and our proposed gen-
eralization to any type of data structure with computa-
tionally efficient local changes.

In what follows, by using the PAC-Bayes framework
under Gaussian perturbations, we show that the maxi-
mum loss over random structured outputs sampled inde-
pendently from some proposal distribution provides an
upper bound of the Gibbs decoder distortion up to sta-
tistical accuracy (O(log®/?n/yn) for n training samples).

Theorem 2. Assume that there exist finite inte-
ger values £ and r such that |Ug yes P(x)| <€ and
|Y(x)| <r for all (z,y)€S. Assume that the pro-
posal distribution R(w,x) with support on Y(x) ful-
fills  Assumption [A with wvalue B, as well as As-
sumptions [B and [A Fiz § € (0,1) and an integer s
such that 3 <s < 29—0\/€+ 1. With probability at least
1—6 over the choice of both n training samples and
n sets of random structured outputs, simultaneously
for all parameters w € W with ||w|, < s, unit-variance



Gaussian perturbation distributions Q(w) centered at

w\/2log(2n€/|\w||§), and for sets of random structured

outputs T'(w, x) sampled i.i.d. from the proposal distribu-
tion R(w, ) for each training sample (xz,y) € S, such that

|T(w,z)| = B max (m,fﬁﬂw”g) 1ogn—‘ , we have:

L(Q(w), D)
! H(zx,y,9) )
< max d .
- ( Y )ESUET (w,2) (y y) <_m((E,y7y,w) >0
||w|\2 [wl3 log (2n¢/|[w]]3) + log (2n/9) e
2(n—1) "
2\ [slog ({+1)log®(n+1)
+max(m,32|w|2)\/ !

N 3\/5(10g€ + 2log (:7“)) +log (4/9)

(See Appendix [A] for detailed proofs.)

The proof of the above is based on Theorem [I] as a
starting point. In order to account for the computational
aspect of requiring sets T'(w,x) of polynomial size, we
use Assumptions [A] and [B] for bounding a deterministic
expectation. In order to account for the statistical as-
pects, we use Assumption [C]and Rademacher complexity
arguments for bounding a stochastic quantity for all sets
T(w,x) of random structured outputs and all possible
proposal distributions R(w, z). The assumption of spar-
sity (i.e., |Jwl||, < s) is pivotal for obtaining terms of order
O(y/slegl/n)). Without sparsity, the terms would be of
order O(y/%/n) which is not suited for high-dimensional
settings.

Inference on Test Data. Note that the upper bound
in Theorem [2 holds simultaneously for all parameters
w € W. Therefore, our result implies that after learn-
ing the optimal parameter @ € W in eq.(Bl) from training
data, we can bound the decoder distortion when perform-
ing exact inference on test data. More formally, Theorem
can be additionally invoked for a test set S/, also with
probability at least 1 — 4. Thus, under the same setting
as of Theorem ] the Gibbs decoder distortion is upper-
bounded with probability at least 1 — 2§ over the choice
of S and S’. In this paper, we focus on learning the pa-
rameter of structured prediction models. We leave the
analysis of approrimate inference on test data for future
work.

4 Examples

In this section, we provide several examples that fulfill
the three main assumptions of our theoretical result.

4.1 Examples for the Maximal Distortion
Assumption

In what follows, we present some examples that fulfill our
Assumption[A]l For a binary distortion function, we show
that any type of structured output fulfills the above as-
sumption. For a distortion function that returns the num-
ber of different edges/elements, we show that directed
spanning trees, directed acyclic graphs and cardinality-
constrained sets, fulfill the assumption as well.

For simplicity of analysis, most proofs in this part will
assume a uniform proposal distribution R(w,z) = R(x)
with support on Y(z). In the following claim, we argue
that we can perform a change of measure between differ-
ent proposal distributions. Thus, allowing us to focus on
uniform proposals afterwards.

Claim i (Change of measure). Let R(w,z) and R'(w,z)
two proposal distributions, both with support on Y (x). As-
sume that the proposal distribution R(w,x) fulfills As-
sumption [A with value By. Let ry () and 7, ,(-) be
the probability mass functions of R(w,z) and R'(w,z)
respectively. Assume that the total variation distance be-
tween R(w,x) and R'(w,x) is bounded as follows for all
(x,y) €S and w € W:

TV(R(w,I)HR’(wvx))E% > rwe(y) = 7L (v)]
yeY(z)

< B

The proposal distribution R'(w,x) fulfills Assumption [4]
with 8 = 1 + B2 provided that 1 + P2 € [0,1).

Next, we provide a result for any type of structured
output, but for a binary distortion function.

Claim ii (Any type of structured output). Let Y(x) be an
arbitrary countable set of feasible decodings of x, such that
V(@) 22 for all (z,y) € 5. Let d(y,y) =1(y £).
The uniform proposal distribution R(w,x) = R(x) with
support on Y(x) fulfills Assumption[dl with = 1/2.

The following claim pertains to directed spanning trees
and for a distortion function that returns the number of
different edges.

Claim iii (Directed spanning trees). Let Y(z) be
the set of directed spanning trees of v mnodes.  Let
A(y) be the adjacency matriz of y € Y(x). Let
d(y.y) = gy 224y [AW)is — AW)ij|. The uniform
proposal  distribution R(w,x) = R(x) with support on
V(x) fulfills Assumption [l with 5 =

The next result is for directed acyclic graphs and for a
distortion function that returns the number of different
edges.

Claim iv (Directed acyclic graphs). Let Y(x) be
the set of directed acyclic graphs of v nodes and
b parents per node, such that 2<b<wv—2. Let



Aly) be the adjacency matriz of y € Y(x). Let
d(y,y') = m > [AW)ij — A(Y)is]. The uniform
proposal  distribution R(w,x) = R(z) with support on

V(x) fulfills Assumption [Al with 8 = Z;iggig.

The final example is for cardinality-constrained sets
and for a distortion function that returns the number of
different elements.

Claim v (Cardinality-constrained sets). Let Y(z) be the
set of sets of b elements chosen from v possible elements,
such that b<wv/2. Let d(y,y') = %y —¥'| + v — y]).
The uniform proposal distribution R(w,x) = R(x) with
support on Y(x) fulfills Assumption[Al with 8 =1/2.

4.2 Examples for the Low Norm Assump-
tion

Next, we present some examples that fulfill our Assump-
tion [Bl We provide two extreme cases: one example for
sparse mappings, and one example for dense mappings.
Next, we provide a result for a particular instance of a
sparse mapping and a uniform proposal distribution.

Claim vi (Sparse mapping). Let b > 0 be an arbitrary in-
teger value. For all (z,y) € S, let V() = Upepa)Vp(1),
where the partition Y, (x) is defined as follows:

(Vp e P(x) Vp(x) ={y" | |ép(z, ) — dpla,y") =bA
(Vg # p) dq(,y) = dq(x,y')}

If n <|P(x)|/4 for all (x,y) € S, then the uniform pro-
posal distribution R(w,z) = R(x) with support on Y(x)
fulfills Assumption [B.

The following claim pertains to a particular instance of
a dense mapping and an arbitrary proposal distribution.

Claim vii (Dense mapping). Let b >0 be an arbi-
trary integer value. Let |¢p(z,y) — ¢p(z,y’)| = b for all
(x,y) €S, v € Y(x) and p € P(x). If n <|P(x)|/4 for
all (z,y) € S, then any arbitrary proposal distribution
R(w, ) fulfills Assumption [BL.

4.3 Examples for the Linearly Inducible
Ordering Assumption

In what follows, we present some examples that fulfill
our Assumption [Cl We show that the algorithm proposed
in [20L21] for directed spanning trees, fulfills the above
assumption. We also generalize the algorithm in [20,2T] to
any type of data structure with computationally efficient
local changes, and show that this generalization fulfills
the assumption as well.

Next, we present the algorithm proposed in [20,21] for
dependency parsing in natural language processing. Here,
x is a sentence of v words and Y(x) is the set of directed
spanning trees of v nodes.

Algorithm 1 Procedure for sampling a directed span-
ning tree y’ € Y(x) from a greedy local proposal distri-
bution R(w, )

Input: parameter w € W, sentence x € X
Draw uniformly at random a directed spanning tree
9 € V()
repeat
s < post-order traversal of ¢
for each node t in the list s do
for each node u before ¢ in the list s do
y < change the parent of node ¢t to v in g
if ¢(z,y)-w > ¢(z,9) - w then
gy
end if
end for
end for
until no refinement in last iteration
Output: directed spanning tree 3’ < 4

The above algorithm has the following property:

Claim viii (Sampling for directed spanning trees). Al-
gorithm [ fulfills Assumption [l

Note that Algorithm [l proposed in [20,21] uses the fact
that we can perform local changes to a directed span-
ning tree in a computationally efficient manner. That
is, changing parents of nodes in a post-order traversal
will produce directed spanning trees. We can extend the
above algorithm to any type of data structure where we
can perform computationally efficient local changes. For
instance, we can easily extend the method for directed
acyclic graphs (traversed in post-order as well) and for
sets with up to some prespecified number of elements.

Next, we generalize Algorithm [l to any type of struc-
tured output.

Algorithm 2 Procedure for sampling a structured out-
put ¢y € Y(z) from a greedy local proposal distribution
R(w, z)

Input: parameter w € W, observed input z € X

Draw uniformly at random a structured output § € Y(z)

repeat

Make a local change to ¢ in order to increase ¢(z,9) - w
until no refinement in last iteration
Output: structured output y' < 4§

The above algorithm has the following property:

Claim ix (Sampling for any type of structured output).
Algorithm [3 fulfills Assumption [Q

5 Experimental Results

In this section, we provide experimental evidence on syn-
thetic data. Note that the work of [20,21] has provided
extensive experimental evidence on real-world datasets,
for part-of-speech tagging and dependency parsing in



Table 1: Average over 30 repetitions, and standard error at 95% confidence level of several methods and measurements.
For the maximum loss over all possible structured outputs (All) we used eq.( ) for training, and eq.(I) for inference
on a test set. For the maximum loss over random structured outputs (Random and Random/All) we used eq.() for
training. For inference, Random used eq.(@) while Random/All used eq.(I). Random outperforms All in the different
study cases (directed spanning trees, directed acyclic graphs and cardinality-constrained sets). The difference between

Random and Random/All is not statistically significant.

Problem Method Training  Training Test Test Distance to Angle with
runtime distortion runtime distortion ground truth ground truth

Directed All 1000 52% + 1.1% 124 +£ 04 61% +1.8%  0.56 + 0.004 74° £ 0.3°

spanning trees ~ Random 104 +3  38% +2.1% 24 4+0.1 56% +1.9% 0.51 + 0.005 49° + 0.6°
Random/All 12.4 £ 0.3 56% + 1.9%

Directed All 1000 41% + 1.2% 10.8 £ 0.2 45% + 1.5%  0.60 £+ 0.020 61° + 1.0°

acyclic graphs ~ Random 386 +21 30% + 1.3% 85 +0.2 39% + 1.6%  0.40 + 0.008 37° £ 1.0°
Random/All 10.8 £ 0.2 39% + 1.6%

Cardinality All 1000 42% + 1.4% 11.1 £ 04 45% +1.8%  0.58 + 0.011 65° £ 0.6°

constrained sets Random 2724+ 9 21% +£12% 6.0 £0.2 30% £ 1.9%  0.44 4 0.008 30° £ 0.8°
Random/All 10.9 £ 0.3 29% + 2.1%

the context of natural language processing. Our ex- constrained sets, as prescribed by Claims [ ¥l and m

perimental results are not only for directed spanning
trees [20,21] but also for directed acyclic graphs and
cardinality-constrained sets.

We performed 30 repetitions of the following pro-
cedure. We generated a ground truth parameter w*
with independent zero-mean and unit-variance Gaus-
sian entries. Then, we generated a training set S of
n =100 samples. The fixed mapping ¢ from pairs
(z,y) to feature vectors ¢(z,y) is as follows. For ev-
ery pair of possible edges/elements i and j, we define
¢ij(z,y) =1(z;j =1Nic€yANjey). For instance, for
directed spanning trees of v nodes, we have = € {0, 1}(5)

and ¢(x,y) € R(G). In order to generate each training
sample (z,y) € S, we generated a random vector  with
independent Bernoulli entries, each with equal probabil-
ity of being 1 or 0. After generating z, we set y = fi,« ().
That is, we solved eq.() in order to produce the latent
structured output y from the observed input x and the
parameter w*.

We compared two training methods:
loss over all possible structured outputs as in eq.( ), and
the maximum loss over random structured outputs as in
eq.(@). For both minimization problems, we replaced the
discontinuous 0/1 loss 1(z > 0) with the conver hinge
loss max (0,1 + z), as it is customary. For both prob-
lems, we used A = 1/n as suggested by Theorems [1 and
Bl and we performed 20 iterations of the subgradient de-
scent method with a decaying step size 1/v/¢ for iteration
t. For sampling random structured outputs in eq.(H),
we implemented Algorithm 2] for directed spanning trees,
directed acyclic graphs and cardinality-constrained sets.
We considered directed spanning trees of 6 nodes, di-
rected acyclic graphs of 5 nodes and 2 parents per node,
and sets of 4 elements chosen from 15 possible elements.
We used = 0.8 for directed spanning trees, § = 0.85
for directed acyclic graphs, and § = 0.5 for cardinality-

the maximum

After training, for inference on an independent test set,
we used eq.(I) for the maximum loss over all possible
structured outputs. For the maximum loss over random
structured outputs, we use the following approximate in-
ference approach:

fw(x) = argmax (b(,T, y) "w (6)
yeT (w,x)

Table [ shows the average over 30 repetitions, and the
standard error at 95% confidence level of the following
measurements. We report the runtime, the training dis-
tortion as well as the test distortion in an independently
generated set of 100 samples. We also report the nor-
malized distance of the learnt @ to the ground truth w*,
ie., ||@—w*|,/v¢ Additionally, we report the angle
of the learnt @ with respect to the ground truth w*,
i.e. arccos(w - w*/(||w||5|lw*]]y)). In the different study
cases (directed spanning trees, directed acyclic graphs
and cardinality-constrained sets), the maximum loss over
random structured outputs outperforms the maximum
loss over all possible structured outputs.

6 Discussion

In this section, we provide more details regarding the
computational complexity of the inference problem. We
also present a brief review of the previous work and pro-
vide ideas for extending our theoretical result.

Computational Complexity of the Inference Prob-
lem. Very few cases of the general inference problem in
eq.([I) are tractable. For instance, if Y(x) is the set of
directed spanning trees, and w is a vector of edge weights
(i.e., linear with respect to y), then eq.(I) is equivalent
to the maximum directed spanning tree problem, which
is polynomial-time. In general, the inference problem in



eq.(d) is not only NP-hard but also hard to approximate.
For instance, if )(x) is the set of directed acyclic graphs,
and w is a vector of edge weights (i.e., linear with respect
to y), then eq.() is equivalent to the maximum acyclic
subgraph problem, which approximating within a factor
better than 1/2 is unique-games hard [9]. As an addi-
tional example, consider the case where )(x) is the set
of sets with up to some prespecified number of elements
(i.e., Y(z) is a cardinality constraint), and the objective
o¢(x,y) - w is submodular with respect to y. In this case,
eq.(d) cannot be approximated within a factor better than
1 —1/e unless P=NP [I4].

These negative results made us to avoid interpreting
the maximum loss over random structured outputs in
eq.(@) as an approximate optimization algorithm for the
maximum loss over all possible structured outputs in

eq.(d).

Previous Work. Approximate inference was proposed
in [I0], with an adaptation of the proof techniques in
[12]. More specifically, [I0] performs maximization of the
loss over a superset of feasible decodings of x, i.e., over
y €Y (x) DY(x). Note that our upper bound of the
Gibbs decoder distortion dominates the maximum loss
over y € Y(z), and the latter dominates the upper bound
of [T0]. One could potentially use a similar argument with
respect to a subset of feasible decodings of z, i.e., with re-
spect to y € V'(z) C Y(x). Unfortunately, this approach
does not obtain an upper bound of the Gibbs decoder
distortion.

Tangential to our work, previous analyses have ex-
clusively focused either on sample complexity or con-
vergence. Sample complexity analyses include margin
bounds [I8], Rademacher complexity [I1] and PAC-Bayes
bounds [12[13]. Convergence have been analyzed for spe-
cific algorithms for the separable [5] and nonseparable [7]
cases.

Concluding Remarks. The work of [20/21] has shown
extensive experimental evidence for part-of-speech tag-
ging and dependency parsing in the context of natural
language processing. In this paper, we present a the-
oretical analysis that explains the experimental success
of [20,21] for directed spanning trees. Our analysis was
provided for a far more general setup, which allowed
proposing algorithms for other types of structured out-
puts, such as directed acyclic graphs and cardinality-
constrained sets. We hope that our theoretical work
will motivate experimental validation on many other real-
world structured prediction problems.

There are several ways of extending this research.
While we focused on Gaussian perturbations, it would be
interesting to analyze other distributions from the compu-
tational as well as statistical viewpoints. We analyzed a
general class of proposal distributions that depend on the
induced linear orderings. Algorithms that make greedy
local changes, traverse the set of feasible decodings in a

constrained fashion, by following allowed moves defined
by some prespecified graph. The addition of these graph-
theoretical constraints would enable obtaining tighter up-
per bounds. From a broader perspective, extensions of
our work to latent models [I7,19] as well as maximum
a-posteriori perturbation models [8[T6] would be of great
interest. Finally, while we focused on learning the pa-
rameter of structured prediction models, it would be in-
teresting to analyze approximate inference for prediction
on an independent test set.

References

[1] Y. Altun and T. Hofmann. Large margin methods
for label sequence learning. Furopean Conference on
Speech Communication and Technology, pages 145—
152, 2003.

[2] J. Bennett. Determination of the number of indepen-
dent parameters of a score matrix from the examina-
tion of rank orders. Psychometrika, 21(4):383-393,
1956.

[3] J. Bennett and W. Hays. Multidimensional unfold-
ing: Determining the dimensionality of ranked pref-
erence data. Psychometrika, 25(1):27-43, 1960.

[4] M. Collins. Parameter estimation for statistical pars-
ing models: Theory and practice of distribution-free
methods. In New Developments in Parsing Tech-
nology, volume 23, pages 19-55. Kluwer Academic,
2004.

[5] M. Collins and B. Roark. Incremental parsing with
the perceptron algorithm. Annual Meeting of the As-
sociation for Computational Linguistics, pages 111
118, 2004.

[6] T. Cover. The number of linearly inducible order-
ings of points in d-space. SIAM Journal on Applied
Mathematics, 15(2):434-439, 1967.

[7] K. Crammer, O. Dekel, J. Keshet, S. Shalev-
Shwartz, and Y. Singer. Online passive-aggresive
algorithms. Journal of Machine Learning Research,
7(Mar):551-585, 2006.

[8] A. Gane, T. Hazan, and T. Jaakkola. Learning
with maximum a-posteriori perturbation models. In-
ternational Conference on Artificial Intelligence and
Statistics, 33:247-256, 2014.

[9] V. Guruswami, R. Manokaran, and P. Raghavendra.
Beating the random ordering is hard: Inapproxima-
bility of maximum acyclic subgraph. Foundations of
Computer Science, pages 573-582, 2008.

[10] A. Kulesza and F. Pereira. Structured learning with
approximate inference. Neural Information Process-

ing Systems, 20:785-792, 2007.



[11]

B. London, B. Huang, B. Taskar, and L. Getoor. Col-
lective stability in structured prediction: Generaliza-
tion from one example. International Conference on
Machine Learning, pages 828-836, 2013.

D. McAllester. Generalization bounds and consis-
tency. In Predicting Structured Data, pages 247-261.
MIT Press, 2007.

D. McAllester and J. Keshet. Generalization bounds
and consistency for latent structural probit and
ramp loss. Neural Information Processing Systems,

24:2205-2212, 2011.

G. Nemhauser, L. Wolsey, and M. Fisher. An analy-
sis of approximations for maximizing submodular set
functions—I. Mathematical Programming, 14:265—
294, 1978.

T. Neylon. Sparse Solutions for Linear Prediction
Problems. PhD thesis, New York University, May
2006.

G. Papandreou and A. Yuille. Perturb-and-MAP
random fields: Using discrete optimization to learn
and sample from energy models. [EEFE Interna-
tional Conference on Computer Vision, pages 193—
200, 2011.

W. Ping, Q. Liu, and A. Ihler. Marginal structured
SVM with hidden variables. International Confer-
ence on Machine Learning, pages 190-198, 2014.

B. Taskar, C. Guestrin, and D. Koller. Max-margin
Markov networks. Neural Information Processing
Systems, 16:25-32, 2003.

C. Yu and T. Joachims. Learning structural SVMs
with latent variables. International Conference on
Machine Learning, pages 1169-1176, 2009.

Y. Zhang, T. Lei, R. Barzilay, and T. Jaakkola.
Greed is good if randomized: New inference for de-
pendency parsing. Empirical Methods in Natural
Language Processing, pages 1013-1024, 2014.

Y. Zhang, C. Li, R. Barzilay, and K. Darwish.
Randomized greedy inference for joint segmentation,
POS tagging and dependency parsing. North Amer-
ican Chapter of the Association for Computational
Linguistics, pages 42-52, 2015.



SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL.

Structured Prediction: From Gaussian Perturbations
to Linear-Time Principled Algorithms

A Detailed Proofs

In this section, we state the proofs of all the theorems and claims in our manuscript.

A.1 Proof of Theorem [IJ

Here, we provide the proof of Theorem [l First, we derive an intermediate lemma needed for the final proof.

Lemma 1 (Adaptecﬂ from Lemma 6 in [I2]). Assume that there exists a finite integer value ¢ such that

| U@,es Plx)| < L. Let Q(w) be a unit-variance Gaussian distribution centered at aw for o = \/2log (2nl/|w])3).
Simultaneously for all (z,y) € S, y' € Y(z) and w € W, we have:

w/N%(w)[H(xay/a fw’(x)) - m(xay/a fw/(x),w) < 0] < ||’LU||§/TL

or equivalently:

w/N%(w)[H(év,yﬂfwf(w)) —m(z,y', fur(2),w) 2 0] = 1 = [lw]3/n (7)

Proof. First, note that w’ — aw is a zero-mean and unit-variance Gaussian random vector. By well-known Gaussian
concentration inequalities, for any p € P(z) we have:

P [Jw), — aw,| > €] < 2 /2
By~ awyl 2 €] <
By the union bound and setting ¢ = a = /2log (2n£/|\w||§), we have:
—a?
SB[ € UesPl@)) 10— aupl 2 o] < 2 Ugyes Pla)le?
U s P 12l
(z,y)es n
< wlly/n

or equivalently:

b ) (7P € Uz y)esP () jwy, — awy| < a] 21— [lw|3/n

The high-probability statement in eq.(7)) can be written as:

g = fu(z) = H(z,y' 9 —m(x,y,jw) >0
Next, we use proof by contradiction, i.e., we will assume:

fur(z) and H(z,y',§) — m(z,y',9,w) <0

y

3 We make two small corrections to Lemma 6 of [I2]. First, it is only stated for y’ = fu(z) but it does not make use of the optimality of
Jw(z), thus, it holds for any y’ € ¥(x). Second, for the union bound over all p € U, ,yesP(z), we assume that | U, )es P(x)] < £. Instead,
Lemma 6 in [I2] incorrectly assumes |P(z)| < £ for all ¢ € X, and thus | U yyes P(2)| < 20, 4)es [P@)] < nl.



and arrive to a contradiction § # f,(x). From the above, we have:
m(x,y,j,w") =m(z,y, g, 0w+ (0 — aw))
= am(z,y’, §,w) — ($(z,y) — (x,9)) - (aw — w')
aH(z,y',9) — (6(z,y') — ¢(2,9)) - (aw — ')
aH(z,y',§) — Y (c(p.z,y) = c(p,z,§)) (0w, — w))

\%

pEP(x)

> OéH(.’IJ, ylu ?3) - Z |C(p, €, yl) - C(p, €, g)”aw;ﬂ - w;ID|
pEP(x)

>aH(x,y,9) — Y lep,x,y) —c(p,z,9)|a
pEP(x)

=0

Note that m(z,y’,§,w’) > 0 if and only if ¢(z,y") - w > ¢(z,4) - w. Therefore § # f,v(x) since it does not maximize
o(x,-) - w as defined in eq.(T). Thus, we prove our claim. O

Next, we provide the final proof.

Proof of Theorem [ Define the Gibbs decoder empirical distortion of the perturbation distribution @ (w) and training
set S as:

LQw),S)== > E [dy, fu(x))

n (wa)es w’~Q(w)

In PAC-Bayes terminology, Q(w) is the posterior distribution. Let the prior distribution P be the unit-variance zero-
mean Gaussian distribution. Fix 6 € (0,1) and o > 0. By well-known PAC-Bayes proof techniques, Lemma 4 in [12]
shows that with probability at least 1 — /2 over the choice of n training samples, simultaneously for all parameters
w € W, and unit-variance Gaussian posterior distributions Q(w) centered at wa, we have:

KL(Qw)||P) +log (2n/9)
2(n—1)

lw]|502/2 + log (2n/0)
= L(Q(w),S) + \/ 20— 1) (8)

Thus, an upper bound of L(Q(w), S) would lead to an upper bound of L(Q(w), D). In order to upper-bound L(Q(w), S),
we can upper-bound each of its summands, i.e., we can upper-bound E,,/q(w)[d(y, fu (2))] for each (z,y) € S. Define
the distribution Q(w,x) with support on Y(z) in the following form for all y € Y(x):

y'Ngl()w,z)[y == w/’v%(w)[fw,(x) =4 v

L(Q(w), D) < L(Q(w), 5) + \/

For clarity of presentation, define:

U(Ia Y, y/a w) = H({E, Y, y/) - m(a:, Y, y/v U})
Let u = u(z,y, fu(x),w). Simultaneously for all (z,y) € S, we have:

o (w)[d(y, fuwr(@)] = w/N%(w)[d(y, fuw (@) 1(uw 2 0) + d(y, fur () 1(u < 0)]
< w,N%(w)[d(y, fuw(2)) 1(u>0)+1(u<0)] (10.a)
= B @ fo@) 1wz 0]+ P (<0
< B @) 1w 0]+ w3/ (10.b)
= B, fur@) 1@y, fur(@),w) 2 0] + [wllz/n
= & ay) L@y y'w) = 0]+ fulli/n (10.c)
< max d(y, ) 1(u(e,y,9,w) 2 0) + Jwll3/n (10.d)
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where the step in eq.([I0.al) holds since d : Y x Y — [0, 1]. The step in eq.([0.1) follows from Lemma [[l which states that

Py, ¥, fu (z), w) < 0] < ||w||§/n for a = \/210g(2n€/|\w||§), simultaneously for all (z,y) € S, y' € Y(x) and
w € W. By the definition in eq.(@), then the step in eq.[I0.d) holds. Let g : Y — [0, 1] be some arbitrary function, the

step in eq.(I0.d)) uses the fact that E,[g(y)] < max, g(y).
By eq.(8) and eq.([0.d)), we prove our claim. O

A.2 Proof of Theorem

Here, we provide the proof of Theorem 2l First, we derive an intermediate lemma needed for the final proof.

Lemma 2. Let A € R* be a random variable, and w € R* be a constant. If E[u(A)] - w < 1/2 then we have:

-1
2

Proof. Let t > 0, we have that:

P[IA], — A-w < 0] = Plu(A) -w > 1] (1L.a)
=P[(u(A) = E[p(A)]) - w > 1—E[u(A)] - w]
< Pl(u(A) = E[u(A)]) -w > 1/2] (11.b)
= Plexp (t(1(A) — E[u(A)]) - w) > /]
< e 2 Elexp (H(u(A) — E[p(A)]) - w)] (11.c)
< exp (_t/2+2t2|\w|\§) (11.d)

where the step in eq.([[Lal) follows from dividing [[Al|; — A-w by |[|A]|;. Note that A =0 does not fulfill either of
the two expressions ||All; —A-w <0, or p(A)-w > 1. The step in eq.(ILD) follows from E[u(A)]-w < 1/2 and
thus 1 —E[u(A)]-w > 1/2. The step in eq.(I.d) follows from Markov’s inequality. The step in eq.(I1d) follows
from Hoeffding’s lemma and the fact that the random variable z = (u(A) — E[u(A)]) - w fulfills E[z] =0 as well as
z € [=2[|w||y, +2|lwl,]. In more detail, note that [[u(A)|[, <1 since it holds trivially for A =0, and for A # 0 we
have that [[u(A)[l, = [[Ally/[|All; £ 1. By Jensen’s inequality |E[u(A)]|l, < E[|x#(A)]l,] < 1. Then, note that by
Cauchy-Schwarz inequality |(1(A) — E[u(A)) - w] < u(A) — Efu(A)lylwla < (1(A)]; o TEL(A ol < 2]l
Finally, let g(t):—t/2—|—2t2||w||§. By making dg/0t =0, we get the optimal setting ¢* = 1/(8||w||§) Thus,
g(t*) = —1/(32||w||§) and we prove our claim. O

Next, we provide the final proof.

Proof of Theorem[d Note that sampling from the distribution Q(w,z) as defined in eq.(d) is NP-hard in general, thus
our plan is to upper-bound the expectation in eq.(I0.d) by using the maximum over random structured outputs sampled
independently from a proposal distribution R(w,z) with support on Y(z).

Let T(w,z) be a set of n’ iid. random structured outputs drawn from the proposal distribution R(w,zx),
ie., T(w,z)~ R(w,z)"”. Furthermore, let T(w) be the collection of the n sets T(w,z) for all (z,y) € S, ie.
T(w) = {T(w,2)}(2,y)es and thus T(w) ~ {R(w,x)”,}(zﬁy)es. For clarity of presentation, define:

v(z,y,y'w) = dy,y) L(H(@,y,y') — m(z,y,y',w) > 0)
For sets T'(w, ) of sufficient size n’, our goal is to upper-bound eq.([I0.d) in the following form for all parameters w € W:
1 1
— Z E )[v(x,y,y’,w)] < - Z max v(x,y,J, w) + O(log*? n/yn)
’ n

n (wes” ~Q(w,z (myy)GSQET(w,w)

Note that the above expression would produce a tighter upper bound than the maximum loss over all possible structured
outputs since maxyer(w,a) v(x,y, g, w) < maxgey () (2, Y, 9, w). For analysis purposes, we decompose the latter equation
into two quantities:

1
Alw,S) = — E  [v(z,y,y w)] - E [ max v(x, ,A,w}) 12
(w,5) =~ > (y,NQ(M)[ (2, 9,y w)] S VIR Y. - ~ 30 (2,9, 5, w) (12)
(w,y)€S
B(w, 5, T(w)) = - > ( E [ ax v(z,y, § )] ax oy d )> )
w, o, w = — max uv\r,Y,Yy,w — max v(x,y,y,w
n (z.9)€S T(w,z)~R(w,z)" |J€T (w,x) vy JET () Yy
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Thus, we will show that A(w, S) < \/1/n and B(w, S, T(w)) < O(10g*?n/y/n) for all parameters w € W, any training set
S and all collections T(w), and therefore A(w, S) + B(w, S, T(w)) < O(log??n/\/n). Note that while the value of A(w, S)
is deterministic, the value of B(w, S, T(w)) is stochastic given that T(w) is a collection of sampled random structured
outputs.

Fix a specific w € W. If data is separable then v(x,y,y’,w) =0 for all (z,y) € S and y € Y(x). Thus, we have
A(w, S) = B(w, S, T(w)) =0 and we complete our proof for the separable caseld In what follows, we focus on the
nonseparable case.

Bounding the Deterministic Expectation A(w,S). Here, we show that in eq.([2), A(w, S) < \/1/n for all param-
eters w € VW and any training set S, provided that we use a sufficient number n’ of random structured outputs sampled
from the proposal distribution.

By well-known identities, we can rewrite:

1
A(w,S) = 1 Z / (y/N P )[v(x,y,y’,w) <" = P [ulz,yy,w) < z])dz (14.a)

K (z,y)eS 0 (w2 y' ~Q(w,z)
1 ’
sz P r,y,y,w) < 1"
<5 X iy VY5 w) < 1]
(wﬂ/)es
1 7
=— P [dy,y) <1V H(z,y,v) — m(x,y,y,w) < 0"
n 2 wa(w,m)[ vy (,y,9") —m(z,y,y',w) < 0]
(z,y)€S
1 o
R ( [d(y’yl)—MH(%y,y’)—m(I,y,y’,w)20])
n UNR(w;E)
(z,y)es
1 y
<= 1 — min P [d 1 P Hx7,/_mx77/7w>0>)
" Z ( (ywmw,z)[ (w,y") =1], o o H @ 0,y) —miz,y,9,w) 2 0]
1 y
S P dy,v') =1] , P Hﬂ?,,’—mx,,’,w<o)
R x(1-, B, ) =1L P [HG) =m0 <O
<max|f,e -1 ' (141)
= Imax ,exp | ——= .
32[wll;
SV (14.c)

where the step in eq.(IZa) holds since for two independent random variables g¢,h € [0,1], we have
=1- fo [ <z]dz and Plmax(g,h) <z]=Plg < :z]Ph < z]. Therefore, E[max(g,h)] = 1 -
fo [¢ < 2|P[h < z]dz. For the step in eq.(I£D), we used Assumption [Al for the first term in the max.

For the second term in the max, we used Assumption More formally, let A =¢(x,y) — ¢(z,y’) then
H(z,y,y') = [|A|, and m(z,y,y’,w) = A-w. By Assumption [B] we have that [|E[u(A)]], < 1/(2y/n) <1/(2|lwl,).

By Cauchy-Schwarz inequality we have E[u(A)]-w < ||E[p(A)]|sllw]y < [lwlly/2llw]ly) < 1/2. Since
E[u(A)]-w <1/2, we apply Lemma in the step in eq.(I40). For the step in eq.([ILd), let

a = max (m,?ﬂ”wﬂg) Note that max (ﬁ , €xXp (ﬁ)) =¢~!/*  Furthermore, let n' = falogn. There-
() - v < T

Bounding the Stochastic Quantity B(w, S, T(w)). Here, we show that in eq.[3), B(w, S, T(w)) < O(log*?n/\/n)
for all parameters w € W, any training set S and all collections T(w). For clarity of presentation, define:

g(x,y, T,w) = maxv(z,y, §j,w)
yeT

Thus, we can rewrite:

B(w, S, T(w)) = 1 Z ( E [9(x,y, T(w,z),w)] — g(:v,y,T(w,:v),w))

n (zg)ES T(w,z)~R(w,z)"

4 The same result can be obtained for any subset of S for which the “separability” condition holds. Therefore, our analysis with the
“nonseparability” condition can be seen as a worst case scenario.
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Let r(z) =|Y(x)| and thus Y(z) ={y1...Yr@)}. Let m(x) = (m1...7()) be a permutation of {1...r(z)} such
that ¢(x,yr, ) w < - - < @(,Yr,,,) - w. Let II be the collection of the n permutations m(x) for all (z,y) € 5, i.e.
I = {7(2)}(2,y)es- From Assumption[C] we have that R(r(z),z) = R(w, z). Similarly, we rewrite T'(n(x),z) = T (w, )
and T(IT) = T(w).

Furthermore, let Wi g be the set of all w € W that induce II on the training set S. For the parameter space W,
collection II and training set S, define the function class ®yy 11,5 as follows:

6VV,H,S = {g(xvyaTv U}) | w e WI—LS A (I’y) € S}

Note that since |Y(z)| < r for all (z,y) € S, then |Uy y)es V(@)| < X2, s [V(@)| < nr. Note that each ordering of
the nr structured outputs completely determines a collection IT and thus the collection of proposal distributions R(w, x)
for each (z,y) € S. Note that since | U(;4)es P(z)| < ¥, we need to consider ¢(x,y) € RY. Although we can consider
w € RY, the vector w is sparse with at most s non-zero entries. Thus, we take into account all possible subsets of s
features from ¢ possible features. From results in [2LBL6], we can conclude that there are at most (nr)2~1) linearly
inducible orderings, for a fixed set of s features. Therefore, there are at most (£)(nr)2¢=1) < ¢5(nr)? collections IL.

Fix 0 € (0,1). By Rademacher-based uniform convergenceﬁ and by a union bound over all £%(nr)?® collections II, with
probability at least 1 — ¢/2 over the choice of n sets of random structured outputs, simultaneously for all parameters
w e W:

s(log € + 21og (nr)) + log (4/9)

n

B(w, S’,T(w)) <2 mT(H)(QﬁW,H,S) + 3\/ (15)

where Ry (Gyy,11,5) is the empirical Rademacher complexity of the function class &yy 11,5 with respect to the collection
T(IT) of the n sets T'(n(x),x) for all (x,y) € S. For clarity, define:

— " it peP(x)
A(ayy) = cpsx,y) —clp,x,y’) i
p(I vy) {O otherwise

Let o be an n-dimensional vector of independent Rademacher random variables indexed by (z,y) € S, ie.,
Plo(z,y) = +1] = Plo(2,y) = —1] = 1/2. The empirical Rademacher complexity is defined as:

1
Rrany(Bwm,s) =E | sup = Y Owyglay, T(r(x),z),w)
7 1geGw s n(
L z,y)ES
E Ly Ay, 9) 1(H(w,,9) — m(z,9,5,w) > 0)
= su - Oz max , z,y,9) — m(z,y, 9, w) >
7 |wenms \ 7 @) e nlatny Y vy hy
L (z,y)es
E| sip (= 3 max  d(y,9) 1(1A@ )], — Al y,3) - w > 0)
= - O(x X ) v Y - sy Y : el
7 weWis \ @) gertalmz Y o o
L (z,y)es
1
=E| sup — o; max di; 1(||zi]l; — 25 -w >0 (16.a)
7 | wer\ (o} "ie{;n} e G )
1
S Z IE: Sl;}p E Z ag; dij 1 (”Zinl — Zij - W Z O) (16b)
je{tomry " |wERN{O} ie{l..n}
1
< Z IGE sup - Z oi 1(||zill, = zij - w = 0) (16.c)
je{tny " [wERN{O} ie{l..n}
1
< Z E sup — Z o; 1(z-w >0) (16.d)
je{tomy 7 [weRINOF \ T T
1 1)1 1
n

5 Note that for the analysis of B(w, S, T(w)), the training set S is fixed and randomness stems from the collection T(w). Also, note that
for applying McDiarmid’s inequality, independence of each set T'(w,x) for all (z,y) € S is a sufficient condition, and identically distributed
sets T'(w, x) are not necessary.
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where in the step in eq.(I8.a)), the terms o3, d;; and z;; correspond to o, ), d(y, ) and A(x,y,y) respectively. Thus,
we assume that index ¢ corresponds to the training sample (z,y) € S, and that index j corresponds to the structured
output § € T'(m(z),z). Note that since | U, ,yes P(x)| < ¢, thus the step in eq.[[G.a) considers w, z;; € R\ {0} without
loss of generality. The step in eq.(I6.1) follows from the fact that for any two function classes & and §), we have that
R({max (g,h) | g€ BAL € H}) <R(B) + R($H). The step in eq.(I6d) follows from the composition lemma and the
fact that d;; € [0,1] for all i and j. The step in eq.(I6.d) considers a larger function class, since the value of | z;;||, can
be taken as an additional entry in the vector z;; we consider w, z;; € R*1\ {0}. The step in eq.([6.d) follows from the
Massart lemma, the Sauer-Shelah lemma and the VC-dimension of sparse linear classifiers. That is, for any function

class &, we have that R(®) < w where VC(®) is the VC-dimension of &. Furthermore, by Theorem 20
of [I5], VC(®) < 2slog (¢ + 1) for the class & of sparse linear classifiers on R*!, with 3 <s < /7 +1.

By eq.(), eq.([0.d), eq.(T4d), eq.([[H) and eq.([I6.€), we prove our claim. O

A.3 Proof of Claim [i

Proof. For all (z,y) € S and w € W, by definition of the total variation distance, we have for any event A(x,y,y’, w):

P [Alzy.y w)] - P [Alr,y,y,w)]| < TV (R(w,2)|| R (w, ))
y'~R(w,x) y'~R (w,z)

Let the event A(x, v,y ,w) : d(y,y') = 1 A H(z,y,y') — m(x,y,y ,w) > 0. Since R(w, x) fulfills Assumption [Alwith value
B1 and since TV (R(w, z)||R' (w,z)) < B2, we have that for all (z,y) € S and w € W:

P [Alz,y, v, w)] > P [Alz,y,y,w)] — TV (R(w,z)||R (w,z))
y'~R'(w,x) y'~R(w,x)
>1-p51 -5
which proves our claim. |

A.4 Proof of Claim fii

Proof. Since d(y,y') = 1(y # v') and since R(z) is a uniform proposal distribution with support on Y(z), we have:

P(dy,y)=1==— Y 1(dy.39)=1)
Y V@l &6
1
V()|
>1-1/2 (17.2)
where the step in eq.([IZ.al) follows since |Y(x)| > 2. O

A.5 Proof of Claim [iii

Proof. Let s = (s1,$2,83...8,) be the pre-order traversal of y. Let s’ = (s2,$1,83...5,) be a node ordering where we
switched s with s2. Let )'(x) be the set of directed spanning trees of v nodes with node ordering s'[ Let R'(x) be the
uniform proposal distribution with support on )’(x). Since )’(x) is the set of directed spanning trees of v nodes with
a specific node ordering, then |V'(z)| = [[;_, (i — 1) = (v — 1)!. Moreover, since d(y,y’) = ﬁ > AW — AWl

6 We use the node ordering s’ in order to have trees in )’(z) with all edges different from y. If we use the node ordering s instead, every
tree in Y’(x) will contain the edge (s2,s1), thus no tree in Y’(z) will have all edges different from y.
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and since R'(x) is a uniform proposal distribution with support on Y’ (z), we have:

P [dy,y)=1> P [dlyy)=1
y/NR@)[ (v, 9) ]—y/NR/@)[ (v,y') =1]

- B ZIA ()il = 200 - 1)

“ ot O | My - a@ =20

JeY' (z) ij
1 L
=3
v—2
Cu—1

where the step in eq.([I8al) follows from the fact that when choosing the parent for the node in position 7 in the ordering
s’, we have one option less (i.e., the option that is in y). O

A.6 Proof of Claim ivl

Proof. Let s = (s1,82,83...8,) be the pre-order traversal of y. Let s’ = (s2,51,83...5,) be a node ordering where
we switched s; with so. Let )'(x) be the set of directed acyclic graphs of v nodes and b parents per node, and
with node ordering s'[1 Let R’ (z) be the uniform proposal distribution with support on )’(x). Since )'(x) is
the set of directed acyclic graphs of v nodes and b parents per node, and with a specific node ordering, then

V' ()| = Hbil( -1) Hz b2 (lbl) =0 Hz b2 (lbl)' Moreover, since d(y y') = 2o—0-1) b ) Zw |A(y)ij — A(y')ij| and

since R(z) is a uniform proposal distribution with support on )’(z), we have:

P [dy,y)=1> P [dyy)=1
y,NR(I)[ (v,9) ]—y/NR/@)[ (v,y') =1]

LB ZIA ()isl = b(2v —b— 1)

b!

) L D 1A®) i — A@)ij| = b(2v —b—1)
geY’'(z)

ij

) 1b+1 (i —2) _ﬁ <(Z;1) —1> (19.a)

< i=b+2 )
i= b+2

L

b

1=b+2
1) -1 5 ) -1
i—1
(b?) i=b43 ( o)
1 (-1 (5) -1
> 1 ») (19.b)
b (btl) s ()
bv
T2 +3b+2)(v-2) (19-¢)
B B> +2b+2
= b2 +3b+2

where the step in eq.([9a) follows from the fact that when choosing the b parents for the node in position 4 in the
ordering s’, we have one option less (i.e., the option that is in ). The step in eq.(I9.1) follows from the fact that the
function z;1 is nondecreasing as well as (g) < (‘;) for a > b+ 2 and b > 2. The step in eq.([I9.d) follows from the fact
v/(v—=2)>1forv>2. O

7 We use the node ordering s’ in order to have graphs in )’(z) with all edges different from y. If we use the node ordering s instead, every
graph in )’ (z) will contain the edge (s2,s1), thus no graph in Y’(x) will have all edges different from y.
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A.7 Proof of Claim ™

Proof. Since Y(x) is the set of sets of b elements chosen from v possible elements, then [Y(z)| = (}). Moreover, since
d(y,y") = 5 (ly — /| + |y — y|) and since R(x) is a uniform proposal distribution with support on Y(z), we have:

P
y'~R(x)

[dy,y)=1= P [y—y|+y —y|l=20]
y'~R(z)
=1- P — |+ |y —y| <2b
Bl =yl =yl < 28]
v —1
~1-(}) lly 1 +15 vl < 2)
geY()
v —1 b—-1 v—b
=1- (b) ; ( . ) (20.a)
—1 b—-1 :
v (v—"0)"
>1- (b) > - (20.b)
1=0
. " 1 gu—b fi@; th=1e—tqt
T (b) (b—1)!
—1 v—|av] [to© lav]—1_—t
-1 (" ‘ Sy oy L (20.c)
|aw] (lav] = 1)!
>1-1/2 (20.d)

where the step in eq.([20.a) follows from the fact that for a fixed set y of b elements, if the set § has b — i common
elements with y, then there are (U;b) possible ways of choosing the remaining ¢ non-common elements in 3" from out
of v — b possible elements. The step in eq.(20.1) follows from well-known inequalities for the binomial coefficient. The

step in eq.([20.d) follows from making b = |av|. The step in eq.(20.d)) follows for any « € [0,1/2].

A.8 Proof of Claim i

O

Proof. Let A = ¢(z,y) — ¢(x,y"). We also introduce a superindex p for the partitions. That is, for all p € P(z), let
AP = ¢(x,y) — ¢(x,y") for some y' € V,(z). By assumption, since 3’ € V,(z) then |[AD| = b and (Vg # p) AP = 0. Note

that [|A7]], = 3, cpo)

y'~R(z)

|AP| = |AB| = b. Thus [AZ|/||AP||, = 1 and (Vg # p) A2/||AP[[; = 0. Therefore:

A 2
A — E [_‘1}
) 2 qe;z)ywmm 1A
|Aq|r
<. > [
et v ~E@ LA
2
|AZ
= Py € Yy(x)]
A )2
= P lyeY(x
qe;z) (”'”R<””>[ o) A9y

\/ Pl (

=1/VIP(z)]

1

[P ()|

;

where we used the fact that for a uniform proposal distribution R(x), we have Py gw, o) [y € Vy(x)] = 1/|P(x)|. Finally,

since we assume that n < [P(z)|/4, we have 1/1/|P(z)| < 1/(2+/n) and we prove our claim.
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A.9 Proof of Claim [vii

Proof. Let A = ¢(x,y) — ¢(x,y'). By assumption |[A,| = b for all p € P(x). Note that [|All; =32 cp(,) 18] = [P(z)| b
Thus [A,|/||All; = 1/[P(x)| for all p € P(z). Therefore:

A 12
E (A = E [ P }
vt PN, =\ 2 B (TAT,
14| }
< E
p;%m) (w,2) [IAll
\/ |7’ )|
—1//|P
Finally, since we assume that n < |P(z)|/4, we have 1//|P(x)| < 1/(2y/n) and we prove our claim. O

A.10 Proof of Claim [viii

Proof. Algorithm [Il depends solely on the linear ordering induced by the parameter w and the mapping ¢(x,-). That
is, at any point in time, Algorithm [I] executes comparisons of the form ¢(z,y) - w > ¢(z, §) - w for any two structured
outputs y and g. O

A.11 Proof of Claim [ix]

Proof. Algorithm 2] depends solely on the linear ordering induced by the parameter w and the mapping ¢(z,-). That
is, at any point in time, Algorithm B] executes comparisons of the form ¢(x,y) - w > ¢(x, ) - w for any two structured
outputs y and 7. O
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