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Abstract

Margin-based structured prediction commonly uses a maximum loss over all possi-
ble structured outputs [Il [, [13]. In natural language processing, recent work [I4] [15]
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 num-
ber of random structured outputs and trivially parallelizable. We study this family of
loss functions in the PAC-Bayes framework under Gaussian perturbations [11]. Under
some technical conditions and up to statistical accuracy, we show that this family of
loss functions produces a tighter upper bound of the Gibbs decoder distortion than
commonly used methods. Thus, using the maximum loss over random structured out-
puts is a principled way of learning the parameter of structured prediction models, and
of performing approximate inference on test data. Besides explaining the experimen-
tal success of [14] [I5], 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 natural language processing (e.g., named entity recognition, part-of-speech
tagging, dependency parsing), computer vision (e.g., image segmentation, multiple object
tracking), speech (e.g., text-to-speech mapping) and computational 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. As a
consequence, we also obtain a result for the problem of performing approximate inference
on test data. Next, we introduce the problem and our main contributions.
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We assume a distribution D on pairs (z,y) where x € 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 training set
S of n i.i.d. samples drawn from the distribution D, i.e., S ~ D" and thus |S| = n.

We let Y(z) # () denote the countable set of feasible decodings of z. In general, | (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) € R*\ {0}. For a parameter w € W C R* \ {0}, we consider
linear decoders of the form:

ful) = arg max 6(z, y) - w (1)
yeY(x)
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 [0l)

We also introduce the distortion function d:) x Y — [0,1]. The value d(y,y’) mea-
sures the amount of difference between two structured outputs y and 3. Disregarding the
computational and statistical aspects, the ultimate goal is to set the parameter w in order
to minimize the decoder distortion. That is:

min o, 1 ful(@))] (2)
Computationally speaking, the above procedure is inefficient since d(y, f,(x)) is a discontin-
uous function with respect to w and thus, it is in general an exponential-time optimization
problem. Statistically speaking, the problem in eq.(2]) requires access to the data distribu-
tion 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 neighborhood 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 wo of
parameters w’ € W. The Gibbs decoder distortion of the perturbation distribution Q(w)
and data distribution D, is defined as:

L(Qw),D)= E E |d(y, fu(x 3
QuLD)= E | E . ful@) 3)
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 [IT]. We define the margin
m(x,y,y’,w) as the amount by which y is preferable to y’ under the parameter w. More
formally:

m(a;,y,y’,w) = (Zﬁ(l',y) W — ¢($,y/) Tw



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

qbp(:pv y) = C(p, €, y)

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

H(z,y,y)= Y lelp,z,y) —clp, =,y
pEP(x)

The commonly applied margin-based approach to learning w uses the maximum loss over
all possible structured outputs [II, 4, 13]. That isd]

m L m 2
in — ax d(y,y) 1 (H(xz,y,y) — m(x,y,y,w) > 0) + A|w 4
wEWn St GEVa) (v, 9) 1(H (2, y,9) —m(z,y,§,w) = 0) + Aw]3 (4)

In Section 2] we reproduce the results in [11] and show that the above objective is related
to an upper bound of the Gibbs decoder distortion in eq.(3). Note that evaluating the
objective function in eq.(d]) is as hard as the inference problem in eq. (), since both perform
maximization over the set Y(z).

Our main contributions are presented in Sections Bl and @ Inspired by recent work in
natural language processing [14], [I5], we show a tighter upper bound of the Gibbs decoder

distortion in eq.(B]), which is related to the following objective

1 . . N 2
_ — >
min — . Ey)esgergggfw) d(y,9) 1(H(z,y,9) —m(z,y,9,w) > 0) + Awl|3 (5)

where T'(w, z) is a set of random structured outputs sampled i.i.d. from some proposal

distribution with support on Y(z). Note that evaluating the objective function in eq.(H) is
linear-time in the number of random structured outputs in T'(w, z).

2 From PAC-Bayes to Maximum Loss Over All Possible Struc-
tured 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 [I1], by using the PAC-Bayes framework under Gaussian perturbations,
we show that the commonly used maximum loss over all possible structured outputs is an
upper bound of the Gibbs decoder distortion up to statistical accuracy (O(y/1087/n) for n
training samples).

! For computational convenience, the convez hinge loss max (0,1 + 2) is used in practice instead of the
discontinuous 0/1 loss 1 (z > 0).



Theorem 1 ([I1]). Assume that there exists a finite integer value £ such that | U, yyes P(x)| < L.
Fiz 6 € (0,1). With probability at least 1 — §/2 over the choice of n training samples, simul-
taneously for all parameters w € W and unit-variance Gaussian perturbation distributions

Q(w) centered at w\/2 log (2n4/||wl|3), we have:

L(Qw), D) < + Z o d09) 1@ 8) = o310 > O

rwuz ¢ J10l3log (2n¢/ w]}3) + log (2n/9)
2(n —1)

(See Appendix [A] for detailed proofs.)

The proof of the above is based on the PAC-Bayes theorem and well-known Gaussian
concentration inequalities. As it is customary in generalization results, a deterministic ex-
pectation 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 respect to )(z) 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 Maximum Loss Over Random Struc-
tured Outputs

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

Instead of using maximization with respect to J(x), 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, z) with support on Y(z). In order for this approach to be computationally
appealing, |T'(w, z)| should be polynomial, even when |)(z)| is exponential with respect to
the input size. The following assumption will allow us to accomplish this. (We show
examples that fulfill this assumption in Section [l)

Assumption A (Approximability). The proposal distribution R(w,x) fulfills the following
approximability condition. There exists a value 8 € [0,1) such that for all (z,y) € S and
weW:

}IEP(’ )[d(y,y’) =1AH(z,y,y) —m(z,y,y,w) >0 >1-7
y' ~R(w,x

or alternatively,

d(y,y) =0V H(z,y,y) —m(z,y,y,w) <0 for all y € Y(x)



Regarding the statistical aspects, note that randomness does not only stem from data
but also from our sampling procedure. That is, in Theorem [T, randomness only stems from
the training set S. We now need to produce generalization results that hold for all the sets
T (w,x) of random structured outputs. In addition, 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 distributions R(w,x). Therefore, we need a method for upper-
bounding the number of possible proposal distributions R(w,z). The following assumption
will allow us to upper-bound this number. (We show examples that fulfill this assumption
in Section [4])

Assumption B (Linearly inducible ordering). The proposal distribution R(w,x) depends
solely on the linear ordering induced by the parameter w € W and the mapping ¢(z,-).
More formally, let r(z) = [V(x)| and thus Y(v) ={y1 ... yp(x)}. Let 7(x) = (71... T () be
a permutation of {1...r(z)} such that ¢(z,yx,) w < - < $(@,Yr,,,) - w. The proposal
distribution fulfills R(w(x),z) = R(w,z).

The above assumption states that two proposal distributions R(w,z) and R(w’,x) are
the same provided that for the same permutation 7(x) we have ¢(z, yr,) - w < -+ < ¢(2,Yr,(,)) - W
and ¢(z,yr, ) - w' <+ < G(T, Y, () - w'. Geometrically speaking, for a fixed z we first
project the feature vectors ¢(x,y) of all the structured outputs y € Y(x) onto the lines w
and w’. Let m(x) and 7/(x) be the resulting ordering of the structured outputs after pro-
jecting them onto w and w' respectively. Two proposal distributions R(w,z) and R(w’, )
are the same provided that 7(z) = 7/(z). That is, the specific values of ¢(z,y) - w and

¢(z,y) - w' are irrelevant.

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

Theorem 2. Assume that there exist finite integer values £ and r such that | Uy, yes P(w)] < £
and |Y(z)| < r for all (z,y) € S. Assume that the proposal distribution R(w,x) with sup-
port on Y(x) fulfills Assumption [Al with value B, and Assumption [B. Fiz § € (0,1). With
probability at least 1 — & over the choice of both n training samples and n sets of ran-
dom structured outputs, simultaneously for all parameters w € W, unit-variance Gaussian

perturbation distributions Q(w) centered at w\/2 log (2n€/\|w||§), and for sets of random
structured outputs T(w,x) sampled i.i.d. from the proposal distribution R(w,x) for each



training sample (z,y) € S, such that |T(w,z)| = [$logn/log (1/B)], we have:

L(@(w), D) <+ 3 1) 19 g0 20

Hw||2 lw]|3log (2n4/||w]|3) +log (2n/6)
2(n—1)

+\/’ \/log((ng)(gl%) +1)0) log® n
n log(l/ﬁ) 2n

+3\/2610g (nr) +log (4/9)

n

(See Appendix [Al for detailed proofs.)

The proof of the above is based on Theorem [Tl as a starting point. In order to account for
the computational aspect of requiring sets T'(w, ) of polynomial size, we use Assumption [Al
for bounding a deterministic expectation. In order to account for the statistical aspects, we
use Assumption [B] and Rademacher complexity arguments for bounding a stochastic quan-
tity for all sets T'(w, ) of random structured outputs and all possible proposal distributions
R(w, ).

Approximate Inference on Test Data. Note that the upper bound in Theorem
holds simultaneously for all parameters w € YW. Therefore, our result implies that after
learning the optimal parameter @ € W in eq.(H]) from training data, we can use the proposal
distribution R(w,z) for approximate inference on test data. In this case, Theorem [2 can
be additionally invoked for a test set S’, also with probability at least 1 — §. Thus, under
the same setting as of Theorem 2 the Gibbs decoder distortion is upper-bounded with
probability at least 1 — 20 over the choice of S and S’.

Necessity of the Approximability Assumption. Next, we argue for the necessity of
Assumption [Al Note that 3 is independent of x in Assumption [Al As a counterexample,
we will construct a case where S(z) =1—1/|Y(z)|. Thus, unlike Assumption [A] £ will
depend on z in our counterexample. First, assume that only one element y € Y(z) fulfills
the condition d(y,y) =1 A H(z,y,y) — m(x,y, g, w) > 0. Furthermore, let R(w,z) = R(x)
be a uniform proposal distribution with support on Y(x). We have:

1
P [d N=1AH " — ! >0
y’NR(w,x)[ (v, y) = 1A H(z,y,9') —m(z,y, 4, w) > 0] V@) B(z)

In terms of Theorem 2] we would require |T'(w,x)| = O(1/log (1/8(x))) = O(|Y(z)|) ran-
dom structured outputs. Thus, we would not produce a computationally tractable upper
bound when |Y(z)]| is exponential with respect to the input size.

4 Examples

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



Table 1: Constant 3 of the approximability Assumption [A] for different problems. The
results shown here follow from applying the decomposition Claim [l to the results in Claims
[l to vill While the results here pertain to uniform proposal distributions R(x), by the
change of measure Claim [, we can add a total variation distance to any of the entries in
this table in order to obtain results for a general proposal distribution.

[wllo <1 1 <lwll, <O(y) for v € (0,1)

Any type of structured output, 1/2 max <1/2, eO(—(1—1/7)2)>
dly,y) =1y #Y)
Directed spanning trees of v nodes, d Z%% max (5:%7 eo(—(l—l/vh))

returns the number of different edges

k24+2k42
k2+3k+2

k242k+2 o(—(1_1/7)2)>

max <k2+3k+2’

Directed acyclic graphs of v nodes and
k parents per node, d returns the num-

ber of different edges

Sets of k elements, d returns the num- 1/2 max <1/2, eo(_(1_1/7)2)>
ber of different elements

Examples for the Approximability Assumption. In what follows, we present some
examples that fulfill our Assumption [Al

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

Claim i (Change of measure). Let R(w,z) and R'(w,x) two proposal distributions, both
with support on Y(x). Assume that the proposal distribution R(w,x) fulfills Assumption
(Al with value Bi. Let ryo(-) and 1y, ,(-) be the probability mass functions of R(w,x) and
R'(w, x) respectively. Assume that the total variation distance between R(w,x) and R'(w,x)
is bounded as follows for all (x,y) € S and w € W:

TV(R(w, )| R (w,z)) = % > rwe®) =7 L)l
yeY(z)

< o

The proposal distribution R'(w,x) fulfills Assumption [Al with § = 1 + B2 provided that
/81 +/82 S [07 1)

Next, we show that in order to analyze examples that fulfill Assumption[Al we can focus
on analyzing the expression involving the distortion function d, and independently, we can
also focus on analyzing the expression involving the Hamming distance H and the margin
m.



Claim ii (Decomposition). Let R(w,x) be a proposal distribution with support on Y(z).
Assume that there exist values By € [0,1) and B2 € [0,1) such that for all (x,y) € S and
we W:
P [dy,y)=1>1-
y,NR(wm[ (y,y) = 1] b
P [H(z,y,y') —m(z,y,y",w) 2 0] 21— 5,
y' ~R(w,z)
The proposal distribution R(w,x) fulfills Assumption [Al with f = max (51, B2).

First, we focus on analyzing the expression involving the distortion function d in As-
sumption [Al We start with a claim for any type of structured output, but for a distortion
function d that returns zero if and only if two structures are exactly the same.

Claim iii. Let Y(z) be an arbitrary countable set of feasible decodings of =, such that
|V(x)| > 2 for all (z,y) €S. Let d(y,y') =1(y #4'). The uniform proposal distribution
R(w,x) = R(z) with support on Y(x) fulfills for all (z,y) € S:
P [dy,y)=1>1-1/2
o[y = 1] /
The following claim pertains to directed spanning trees and for a distortion function d
that returns the number of different edges.

Claim iv. Let Y(z) be the set of directed spanning trees of v nodes. Let A(y) be the adja-
cency matriz of y € Y(x). Let d(y,y') = -1 > i [AW)ij — A(W')ijl- The uniform proposal
distribution R(w,z) = R(x) with support on Y(x) fulfills for all (x,y) € S:

—9
P oldy.y)=1>1—"2
y’wR(w)[ (yjy) ]_ v—1

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

Claim v. Let Y(x) be the set of directed acyclic graphs of v nodes and k parents per node,
such that 2 <k <wv—2. Let A(y) be the adjacency matriz of y € Y(x). Let d(y,y') =
m > i 1AW i — AWY')ij|. - The uniform proposal distribution R(w,x) = R(x) with
support on Y(z) fulfills for all (x,y) € S:

k? 4+ 2k +2
P |d N=1>1- ———
y’NR(x)[ (y7y) ]_ k? + 3k + 2

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

Claim vi. Let Y(z) be the set of sets of k elements chosen from v possible elements,
such that k <wv/2. Let d(y,y') = +(ly —y'| + |v' — y|). The uniform proposal distribution
R(w,x) = R(z) with support on Y(x) fulfills for all (z,y) € S:

P [dy.y)=1>1-1/2
o ld:y) =11 =1 -1/



We now focus on analyzing the expression involving the Hamming distance H and the
margin m in Assumption [Al We start with a claim that pertains to ||w||, < 1.

Claim vii. Let Y(x) be an arbitrary countable set of feasible decodings of x. Let ¢(x,y) be
an arbitrary feature vector for the pair (x,y). Let W = {w | ||w||, € (0,1]}. The uniform
proposal distribution R(w,x) = R(x) with support on Y(x) fulfills for all (x,y) € S and
weW:

P [H(.’L’,y,y/) _m(x7y7y/7w) > O] =1
y'~R(z)

The next result is for [|w||,, > 1. We also assume a suitable data-dependent upper
bound of |w]| ..

Claim viii. For any vector z € R¥, define:

U(Z): Z/HzHl ZfZ?éO
0 ifz=0

Let Y(x) be an arbitrary countable set of feasible decodings of x. Let ¢(x,y) be an arbi-
trary feature vector for the pair (x,y). Let R(w,z) = R(x) be a uniform proposal distribu-
. : Ey R [lu(¢(@y)—d(@y)1]
h . L = 1,y ] - Il
tion with support on Y(x). Let W {w ‘ |lw| . € ( )Y 15, oy P69, fora
(x,y) € S, and for a fized value v € (0,1). We have that for all (z,y) € S and w € W:

2
1)
We finish by compiling the above results. Table [Tl shows the constant 3 of the Assump-

tion [A] for different problems. The results shown in the table follow from applying the
decomposition Claim [ to the results in Claims [ to il

P [H(z,y,y) —m(z,y,y,w) >0 >1
y' ~R(x)

. o 2
- (“71/’” u(6(z,y) — 6w, y)]

2 y'~R(x)

Examples for the Linearly Inducible Ordering Assumption. In what follows, we
present some examples that fulfill our Assumption [Bl

Next, we present the algorithm proposed in [I4] [I5] for dependency parsing in natural
language processing. Here, z is a sentence of v words and Y (z) is the set of directed spanning
trees of v nodes.



Algorithm 1 Procedure for sampling a directed spanning tree 3y’ € Y(z) from a greedy
local proposal distribution R(w,x)

Input: parameter w € W, sentence x € X
Draw uniformly at random a directed spanning tree g € Y(x)
repeat
s < post-order traversal of g
for each node t in the list s do
for each node u before t in the list s do
y < change the parent of node ¢ to w in g
if ¢(x,y) -w> ¢(x,9) w then
Yy
end if
end for
end for
until no refinement in last iteration
Output: directed spanning tree 1/ < 7

The above algorithm has the following property:
Claim ix. Algorithm [ fulfills Assumption [Bl

Note that Algorithm [I] proposed in [14] [15] uses the fact that we can perform local
changes to a directed spanning tree in a computationally efficient manner. That is, chang-
ing 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 computa-
tionally 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 structured output.

Algorithm 2 Procedure for sampling a structured output ¢y € Y(x) from a greedy local
proposal distribution R(w,x)

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 ' « 9

The above algorithm has the following property:
Claim x. Algorithm [ fulfills Assumption [Bl.

10



5 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 provide ideas
for extending our theoretical result.

Computational Complexity of the Inference Problem. Very few cases of the general
inference problem in eq.() are tractable. For instance, if () is the set of directed spanning
trees, and w is a vector of edge weights (i.e., linear with respect to y), then eq.() is
equivalent to the maximum directed spanning tree problem, which is polynomial-time. In
general, the inference problem in eq.(I]) is not only NP-hard but also hard to approximate.
For instance, if Y(z) is the set of directed acyclic graphs, and w is a vector of edge weights
(i.e., linear with respect to y), then eq.(I]) is equivalent to the maximum acyclic subgraph
problem, which approximating within a factor better than 1/2 is unique-games hard [g].
As an additional example, consider the case where Y(z) is the set of sets with up to some
prespecified number of elements (i.e., V() is a cardinality constraint), and the objective
od(x,y) - w is submodular with respect to y. In this case, eq.( ]) cannot be approximated
within a factor better than 1 — 1/e unless P=NP [12].

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

Previous Work. Approximate inference was proposed in [9], with an adaptation of the
proof techniques in [II]. More specifically, [9] performs maximization of the loss over a
superset of feasible decodings of x, i.e., over y € Y'(z) 2 Y(z). Note that our upper bound
of the Gibbs decoder distortion dominates the maximum loss over y € )(x), and the latter
dominates the upper bound of [9]. One could potentially use a similar argument with respect
to a subset of feasible decodings of z, i.e., with respect 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 exclusively focused either on sample
complexity or convergence. Sample complexity analyses include margin bounds [I3] and
Rademacher complexity [10]. Convergence have been analyzed for specific algorithms for
the separable [5] and nonseparable [7] cases.

Concluding Remarks. The work of [I4] [I5] has shown extensive experimental evidence
for part-of-speech tagging and dependency parsing in the context of natural language pro-
cessing. While the experimental results in [14], [I5] are with respect to Algorithm [I] and for
sets Y(z) of directed spanning trees, here we provide additional examples as well as very
general assumptions. Thus, 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 per-
turbations, it would be interesting to analyze other distributions from the computational as
well as statistical viewpoints. We analyzed a general class of proposal distributions that de-
pend 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

11



some prespecified graph. The addition of these graph-theoretical constraints would enable
obtaining tighter upper bounds.

A Detailed Proofs

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

A.1 Proof of Theorem [J

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

Lemma 1 (Adaptedﬁ from Lemma 6 in [I1]). Assume that there exists a finite integer value
¢ such that | Ug, yes P(x)| < L. Let Q(w) be a unit-variance Gaussian distribution centered

at aw for o = \/2 log (2nt/||wl|3). Simultaneously for all (z,y) € S, v € Y(x) and w € W,
we have:

Q LYy Jw\L Z,Y, Jw! , W < O <
w’! ~ (w)[ ( y f ( )) ( y (.’17) ) ] "
o1 equivalently:
Q — Hw||2
w ~Q( )[H (l',y, fw/(x)) m(l’,y, fw,(x),w) > O] >1-— T (3)

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

]P) /o > < 2 —&‘2/2
Bl —awy| > 2] < 2

By the union bound and setting ¢ = o = \/2 log (2nf/||wl|3), we have:

P [(3p € UpyesP()) [0, — awy| 2 a] <2|Ug yes Pla)e

w'~Q(w)
oy el
(m,y)GS E'I’L
 Jwl?
n

or equivalently:

2
P [(Vpe Uz,y)esP(T)) lw!) — aw,| < a] >1— M

w’'~Q(w) p n

2 We make two small corrections to Lemma 6 of [I1]. First, it is only stated for y' = f,, () but it does
not make use of the optimality of f, (z), thus, it holds for any 3’ € Y(z). Second, for the union bound over
all p € Ug,yyesP(x), we assume that | Ue ,)es P(z)| < L. Instead, Lemma 6 in [I1] incorrectly assumes
|P(z)| < £for all z € X, and thus | Uiz yyes P(@)] < 22, ,)es [P(@)] < nl.
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The high-probability statement in eq.(d) can be written as:

Y = fw(z) = H(z,y,y)—m(z,y,y,w) >0

Next, we use proof by contradiction, i.e., we will assume:

y = fuw(x) and H(z,y,y') —m(z,y,y',w) <0
and arrive to a contradiction y’ # f,/(z). From the above, we have:

m(x,y, v, w') =m(z,y,y, cw + (W — aw))
= am(m,y,y',w) - (¢(£,y) - (Zﬁ(l',y,)) ’ (aw - w,)
> OZH($,y,y/) - (qS(x,y) - ¢($7y/)) ’ (aw - w/)

= CYH(JI, Y, y/) — Z (C(p7 €, y) - C(p7 z, y,))(awp - w;:)
pEP(x)

2 O[H($7y7y/) - Z |C(p7$7y) - c(p,x,y')”ozwp - ’lU;]|
pEP(x)

> O[H($7y7y/) - Z |C(p7$7y) - c(p,x,y/)|a
pEP(x)

=0

Note that m(x,y,y',w’) > 0 if and only if ¢(z,y) - w > ¢(x,y’) - w. Therefore y' # fo(x)
since it does not maximize ¢(x,-) - w as defined in eq.(d]). Thus, we prove our claim. O

Next, we provide the final proof.

Proof of Theorem[1. Define the Gibbs decoder empirical distortion of the perturbation dis-
tribution @Q(w) and training set S as:

LQW),S) =~ > E [dy, fu())]

" wges ™ ™)

In PAC-Bayes terminology, Q(w) is the posterior distribution. Let the prior distribution
P be the unit-variance zero-mean Gaussian distribution. Fix § € (0,1) and a > 0. By well-
known PAC-Bayes proof techniques, Lemma 4 in [IT] 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 @ (w) centered at wa, we have:

L(Q(w), D) < L(Q(w )5)+\/KL< (w)||P) + log (2n/9)
2(n —1)

. \/ lulle?/2 +log (22 )

2(n—1)

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

13



upper-bound Eyqw)[d(y, fur(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):

ngzw,x)[y - y] = w’NIg(w)[fwl(x) N y] (8)

For clarity of presentation, define:
w(z,y,y',w) = H(z,y,y') —m(z,y,y,w)
Let v = u(x,y, fu (x),w). Simultaneously for all (z,y) € S, we have:

W B A S @] = B (A, fur@)) 1> 0) + dly, fur(@) 1 (u < 0)

< L E 0 @) 1wz 0)+1(u<0) (9.2)
= B A fr@) Luz 0]+ P <0

< B 4 fur@) 1= 0]+ wl3/n (9.b)
= B, fur (@) L.y, fur(@),w) 2 0]+ [wll3/n

= B [dy,y) 1 (ulz,y,y',w) = 0)] + [lw]|5/n (9.)

y'~Q(w,z)
< max d(y,9) 1(u(@,y,9:w) 2 0) + |w3/n (9.4)

where the step in eq.(@.al) holds since d : Y x Y — [0,1]. The step in eq.([Q.D]) follows from

Lemma[lwhich states that P [u(z,y'; fu(x), w) < 0] < ||w||§/n fora = \/2 log (2n£/||w\|§),
simultaneously for all (z,y) € S, ¢ € Y(z) and w € W. By the definition in eq.(8]), then
the step in eq.(@.d) holds. Let g : Y — [0, 1] be some arbitrary function, the step in eq.(@.d)
uses the fact that Ey[g(y)] < max, g(y).
By eq.(@) and eq.(.dl), we prove our claim. O

A.2 Proof of Theorem

Proof. Note that sampling from the distribution Q(w, z) as defined in eq.(8) is NP-hard in
general, thus our plan is to upper-bound the expectation in eq.(@.d) by using the maximum
over random structured outputs sampled independently from a proposal distribution R(w, )
with support on Y(z).

Let T(w,z) be a set of n’ iid. random structured outputs drawn from the pro-
posal distribution R(w,z), i.e., T(w,z) ~ R(w,z)". Furthermore, let T(w) be the col-
lection of the n sets T'(w,z) for all (z,y) € S, ie. T(w)={T(w,r)}y)es and thus
T(w) ~ {R(w, x)"/}(x,y)eg. For clarity of presentation, define:

o(a,y,y w) = dly,y') 1(H(z,y,y') —m(z,y,y',w) > 0)
For sets T'(w, z) of sufficient size n’, our goal is to upper-bound eq.([@.d) in the following
form for all parameters w € W:
1 1
- E ! < - A O 1 2
> [o(z, 9,y w)] < — > max v(x,y,§,w) + O(log’n/vn)

n (CL‘ y)ES y/NQ(’LU,:L‘) (CL‘ y)ES QET(wvx)
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Note that the above expression would produce a tighter upper bound than the maximum loss
over all possible structured outputs since max ep(y,z) v(7, Y, 9, w) < maxgeyyv(z,y, J, w).
For analysis purposes, we decompose the latter equation into two quantities:

A(w, S) 1 Z < E  [v(z,y,y,w)] — E [max v(x,y,@},w)})

n(:cy)eS Y’ ~Q(w,x) T(w,z)~R(w,z) |§ET(w,x)
(10)
Z E [ max v(x,y,ﬁ,w)} — max v(z,y,y,w)
9eT (w,x)

B(w757T(U))) = |
(x,y)es T(w,x)~R(w,z)" [J€T(w,x)
(11)

SRS

Thus, we will show that A(w, S) < y/1/n and B(w, S, T(w)) < O(log* n/\/m) 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(z,y,y’,w) =0 for all (z,y) € S and
y' € Y(x). This statement is equivalent to the second condition in Assumption [A] i.e.,
d(y,y') =0V H(z,y,y") — m(z,y,y’,w) <0 forall (x,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 casel Tn what
follows, we focus on the nonseparable case.

Bounding the Deterministic Expectation A(w,S). Here, we show that in eq.(I0]),

A(w, S) < \/% for all parameters w € YW 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 ! :
Aw,S) = — / < P [|v(z,y,y,w) <z — P [|v(z,y,y,w Sz)dz
@820 5 [ Bupblend o <= B o) <
(12.a)
1 /
< - P [wz,yy,w) <1]” 12.b
<1 Y B barw<d (121)
(z,y)ES
1 /
=— Z P [dy,y) <1V H(z,y,y) —m(z,y,y,w) < 0"
n y' ~R(w,z
(z,y)ES
1 "
= <1 - P dy,y) =1AH(z,y,y) —m(z,y.y,w) > 0]>
(w,y)€S v
<pg" (12.c)
</1/n (12.d)

% 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.

15



where the step in eq. (I]ﬂl) holds since for two independent random variables g, h € [0, 1],

we have E[g] =1 —fo lg < z]dz and P[max (g,h) < 2] = Plg < 2]P[h < z]. There-
fore, E[max (g, =1- fo [g < z]P[h < z]dz. The step in eq.(I2.D]) follows since for all
(z,y) € S and w G W, we have that (Ely € Y(z)) v(z,y,y’,w) =1 which is consequence of
Assumption [Al The step in eq.([I2d) follows from Assumption [Al Finally, note that by set-
ting 7’ = [§logn/log (1/B)], the step in eq.(I2.d) holds. Note that limg_,o 1/log (1/8) = 0,
thus we consider 1/log (1/0) = 0.

Bounding the Stochastic Quantity B(w,S,T(w)). Here, we show that in eq.(IIl),
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(z,y, T,w) = maxv(z,y,j,w)
geT

Thus, we can rewrite:

B(w7S7T(w)) = Z (T(w 2) E ,[g(x7y7T(w7x)7w)] - g(xayaT(wv‘T)7w)>

(w.9)€S ~Rwe)?

S|

Let 7(z) = [Y(z)| and thus Y(z) = {y1 ... yr(z)}- Let 7(x) = (71 ... 7)) be a permutation
of {1...7(z)} such that ¢(z,yr,) - w <--- < @(2,ynr,,,) - w. Let II be the collection of the
n permutations 7(z) for all (x,y) € S, i.e. Il = {7(2)}zy)es. From Assumption Bl we have
that R(m(z),z) = R(w,z). Similarly, we rewrite T'(m(x),z) = T'(w,z) and T(II) = T(w).

Furthermore, let Wi, s 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:

Gwis = {g9(z,y, T,w) | w e Wns A (z,y) € S}

Note that since [Y(z)| <r for all (z,y) € S, then |Ug yes V(@)| < 3o, 4)es [V (@) < nr
Note that each ordering of the nr structured outputs completely determines a collection II
and thus the collection of proposal distributions R(w, x) for each (x,y) € S. Note that since
| Ugzyyes P(x)] < ¢, we need to consider w, ¢(x,y) € R'. From results in [2, BB, ], we can
conclude that there are at most (nr)?‘ linearly inducible orderings, or equivalently, there
are at most (nr)?’ collections II.

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 € W:

20log (nr) + log (4/0)

B(w, S, T(w)) <2 mT(H)(ﬁw,ms) + 3\/ (13)

4 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, z) for
all (z,y) € S is a sufficient condition, and identically distributed sets T'(w, z) are not necessary.
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where %T(H)(in,ms) is the empirical Rademacher complexity of the function class Gy 11,5
with respect to the collection T(II) of the n sets T'(w(z),z) for all (z,y) € S. For clarity,
define:

— " if pe P(x)
A Y, / = C(p7x7y) C(p7x7y) 1
p(:4:Y) {0 otherwise

Let 0 be an n-dimensional vector of independent Rademacher random variables indexed by
(z,y) € 8, ie., Plo,) = +1] = Plo,) = —1] = 1/2. The empirical Rademacher complex-
ity is defined as:

1
5R’]T(H) (®W,H,S) =K sup - Z U(x,y)g(xa Y, T(TI’(Z’), JZ‘), w)
7 [oeewns \™ wyes

1
=E| sup — O(x max d(y,y) 1(H(x,y,9) — m(x,y,y,w) >0
2 > @) j poax Ay, 9) 1(H(z,y,9) —m(@,y,§,w) 2 0)
i (z,y)es
E Y A(9,9) 1 (18,9, ), ~ Alw,9.5) - w > 0)
= sup - O(x max Yy r,y,y — LY,y w =
7 | wewns \ 1 =9 get(n(a),0) !
i (w,y)€S
1
=E| sup — E o; max di; 1(]|zill; — 2w >0 (14.a)
7 | weRA\{0} nie{l...n} je{tmy ( s ! )
1
<E sup — o; max d;; 1(z;-w>0) (14.b)
7 Jwerem+ne\(o} \ ™o je{l..n'}

1
< Z E sup — Z o dij 1 (25 -w > 0) (14.c)
je{tny T [weRem a0}y \ ™ el

< Z E sup Z oi 1(zi5-w >0) (14.d)

je{l..n'} _U’ER(MLUH)Z\{O} " e{l..n}

- n,\/2log ((nn' +1)0) logn
n

(14.e)

where in the step in eq.(I4.al), the terms oy, d;; and z;; correspond to o(, ), d(y,9) and
A(z,y,7) respectively. Thus, we assume that index i corresponds to the training sample
(x,y) € S, and that index j corresponds to the structured output g € T'(w(x), z). Note that
since | U(g,y)es P(z)| < £, thus the step in eq.([I4.al) considers w, z;; € R\ {0} without loss
of generality. The step in eq.(I4D) considers a larger function class, since we can always
write [|z;;]|, = 2i; - w’ for some w’' € {—1,+1}. Note that i € {1...n}, j € {1...n'} and
l|zijlly < £ for all i and j, thus we increased the dimensionality of the vector space, obtaining
w, z;; € ROMFDE\ 101, The step in eq.([[Zd) follows from the fact that for any two function
classes ® and $), we have that R({max (g,h) | g € B Ah € H}) < R(S) + R(H). The step
in eq.(I4.d)) follows from the composition lemma and the fact that d;; € [0, 1] for all ¢ and j.
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The step in eq.(I4.el) follows from well-known VC-dimension arguments and its connection
to the empirical Rademacher complexity.

By eq.(@), eq.([@.d), eq.(I2.d), eq.[I3) and eq.(IZ.€l), 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 [A(x,y,y/,w)] - P [A($,y,y/,w)] S TV(R(%U,ZL’)HR/(M,JJ))
y' ~R(w,x) y'~R'(w,x)

Let the event A(x,y,y',w) : d(y,y') = LA H(z,y,y") — m(z,y,y’,w) > 0. Since R(w, z) ful-
fills Assumption [A] with value 81 and since TV (R(w,z)||R'(w,z)) < (2, we have that for
all (z,y) € S and w € W:

P [Al,y,y w)] > P [Ax,y,y w)] = TV(R(w,z)| R (w, x))
y' ~R'(w,z) y' ~R(w,x)

>1—p1— B2

which proves our claim. O

A.4 Proof of Claim [
Proof. Note that for all (z,y) € S and w € W:

}%PE )[d(y,y') =1AH(z,y,y") —m(z,y,y",w) > 0]

y' ~R(w,x

> min P dly,y) =1], P H(z,y,y) —m(z,y,y,w 20)
> <y’~R(w,x)[ wy)=1], [P H@yy)=myy,w) =0

>min (1 — 61,1 — (2)
= 1 —max (81, f2)

which proves our claim. O

A.5 Proof of Claim [ii

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

P [dy,y)=1=——— 1(d(y,y) =1
y,NR(x)[ (v.y') =1] @) Z (d(y,9) = 1)
geY(x)
ot
V()]
>1-1/2 (15.2)
where the step in eq.(I5.al) follows since |Y(z)| > 2. O
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A.6 Proof of Claim [iv]

Proof. Let s = (s1,82,83...5,) be the pre-order traversal of y. Let s’ = (s2,51,83...5y)
be a node ordering where we switched s; with sy. Let )'(x) be the set of directed span-
ning trees of v nodes with node ordering s’/ Let R/(x) be the uniform proposal dis-
tribution with support on )’(x). Since )'(z) is the set of directed spanning trees of v
nodes with a specific node ordering, then |Y(z)| = [[;_, (: — 1) = (v — 1)!. Moreover, since
d(y,y') = = >ij [A(W)ij — A(y')ij| and since R/ (z) is a uniform proposal distribution with
support on )'(z), we have:

P [dyy)=1> P [dyy)=1
y’NR(:v)[ (v,9) ]—nyRf(m)[ (v,y') =1]

e Z\A ¥l =v—1

“ e O | S wy - Al = o1
geY’(x) 1j

= ﬁ [IGE-2 (16.a)
=3

v—2
v—1

where the step in eq.(I6.al) 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., that option that is in y). O

A.7 Proof of Claim @

Proof. Let s = (s1,82,83...8,) be the pre-order traversal of y. Let s’ = (s2,51,83...5y)
be a node ordering Where we switched s; with sg. Let )'(x) be the set of directed
acyclic graphs of v nodes and k parents per node, and with node ordering s’ ﬁ Let
R'(z) be the uniform proposal distribution with support on )’(z). Since )'(z) is the
set of directed acyclic graphs of v nodes and k parents per node, and with a specific
node ordering, then |V(z)| = [T, (i — 1) []Z ft2 (" = kT ft (Zkl) Moreover, since
d(y,y') = W > 1AW)i; — A(Y')ij| and since R'(z) is a uniform proposal distribution

5 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 )’ (x) will contain the edge (s2, s1), thus no tree in )’(x) will have
all edges different from y.

5 We use the node ordering s’ in order to have graphs in YV'(x) 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 )’ () will
have all edges different from .
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with support on )'(z), we have:

9€Y’(z)

(I () Hem ()
3 S 11 Sy
(1)1 pp ()=

s (3)

(k2 + 3k +2)(v — 2)
k2 + 2k + 2
>1 - - =
- k2 +3k+2

v . -1
k‘)!‘H <1;_€1>) o1 Z|A(y)ij—A(l7)ij| = %k‘(Zv—k‘—l)

where the step in eq.(ITal) follows from the fact that when choosing the k parents for the
node in position ¢ in the ordering s, we have one option less (i.e., the option that is in y).
The step in eq.(I7.D)) follows from the fact that the function %1 is nondecreasing as well as

2
for v > 2.

A.8 Proof of Claim i

(5) < (3) for a >k + 2 and k > 2. The step in eq.([I7.d) follows from the fact v/(v — 2) > 1

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

Pl y)=11= B ly—yl+ly—yl=H

y'~R(z)
:1_@/%@;“9 Y|+ 1y —yl <K
= —<Z> yg}%xlly gl + 19—yl < k)
-1 k-1
) v—k
—1- <k> 2%( . ) (18.a)
-1 k-1 i
>1 <Z> - (v . £) (18.b)
=0
v —1 ev— kf—i-OO tk—le—tdt
B <k> —1)!
—1 V- avJ f+00 tlov] =1t gt
1 () T (18)
>1-1/2 (18.d)

where the step in eq.(I8al) follows from the fact that for a fixed set y of k elements, if the
set ¢ has k — ¢ common elements with y, then there are (” k) possible ways of choosing
the remaining ¢ non-common elements in 3’ from out of v — k possible elements. The
step in eq.(I81N) follows from well-known inequalities for the binomial coefficient. The
step in eq.[I8d) follows from making k = |av]. The step in eq.[I8.d) follows for any
a € [0,1/2]. O

A.9 Proof of Claim [vii

Proof. Let P[] = Py g [] and E[] = B, g ] Let A(z,y,y) = d(a,y) — ¢(z,y) € RE.
Furthermore, let z = A(x,y,y’). By the generalized Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and since
|w||, <1, for all vectors z € R¥ we have:

12lly = 2 - w =zl = [zl w]l o

> lzlly = llzlly
>0 (19)

Finally, note that:

P[H (z,y,y") — m(z,y,y',w) > 0] = P[||A(z,y,4)||, — Az, y,9) - w > 0]
Plllz]l; = z-w > 0]
=1 (20.a)

where the step in eq.([20.al) follows from eq.(I9). O
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A.10 Proof of Claim [viiil
Proof. Let P[] = Py g [-] and E[] = . p(y)[-]- Let Az, y, ) = d(z,y) — d(z,y) € RE,

Furthermore, let:

_ JA@y )/ IA@ gyl i Alr,y,y) #0
0 if A(z,y,9') =0

Note that by construction [[z]|; < 1. Let W = ’yﬁg{z]””l} > 1. By the generalized Cauchy-
1

Schwarz inequality and since ||w||, < W, for all vectors z € R¥ such that ||z], <1 we
have:

121l = 2 - w > [lz]l; = NIzl [lwllog
> |lzlly = [l=[l,W
= [lz[l;(1 = W)
>1-W (21)

where the last step follows since W > 1. Similarly, by the generalized Cauchy-Schwarz
inequality and since ||w]||,, < W, for all vectors z € R¥ such that ||z||; < 1 we have:

2lly = 2w < lzlly + 2]l [Jwll
< lzlly + llzl,W
<14+W (22)

Let o = E[||2]|; — 2z - w]. By the generalized Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, since ||w| ., < W,

and since W = ’yﬁgl[znnll] we have:

p=Efllz]l,] - E[2] - w
> Efllzll,] = B[ lwll o
> E[ll2ll,] - B[], W
= E[|[=,J( =) (23)

Since E[||z][;] > 0 and v € (0,1), it is easy to verify that ; > 0. By Hoeffding’s inequality
and by eq.(2I)) and eq.([22]), we have for e = p > 0:

Plllzlly = 2-w < 0] = Plp — ([|z[l, — 2-w) > ¢]

= <<5v2vg>22>
9
o <2W/j2> 2 2
< xp (CELELO =) i
- op (T2 g ) (24.)



where the step in eq.(24al) follows from eq.(23)). The step in eq.([24.1]) follows since W = yE[”Z”J .

NEL]1
Finally, note that:
PlH (z,y,y") — m(z,y,y",w) > 0] = P[||A(z,y,¢) ||, — Alz,y,9') - w > 0]

=1- P[HA(l‘7yyy,)H1 - A($7yay/) cw < 0]

=1—-P[lz|l; — z-w < 0]

> 1= Pzl — 2w <0

—(1—1/7)?

> 1-exp (U2 ) (25.)

where the step in eq.(25.a) follows from eq.(24.5). O

A.11 Proof of Claim [ixl

Proof. Algorithm [1] depends solely on the linear ordering induced by the parameter w and
the mapping ¢(z,-). That is, at any point in time, Algorithm [I] executes comparisons of
the form ¢(x,y) - w > ¢(x,y) - w for any two structured outputs y and 3. O

A.12 Proof of Claim X

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 [2] executes comparisons of
the form ¢(x,y) - w > ¢(x,y) - w for any two structured outputs y and 3. O
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