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Abstract

We partly resolve an open question raised by Asilis et al. (2024a,b, COLT 2024): whether
the algorithmic template of local regularization — an intriguing generalization of explicit regular-
ization, a.k.a. structural risk minimization — suffices to learn all learnable multiclass problems.
Specifically, we provide a negative answer to this question in the transductive model of learning.
We exhibit a multiclass classification problem which is learnable in both the transductive and
PAC models, yet cannot be learned transductively by any local regularizer. The correspond-
ing hypothesis class, and our proof, are based on principles from cryptographic secret sharing.
We outline challenges in extending our negative result to the PAC model, leaving open the
tantalizing possibility of a PAC/transductive separation with respect to local regularization.

1 Introduction

Understanding the power of various algorithmic templates for supervised learning is a core
concern of both computational and statistical learning theory. This understanding arguably serves
two purposes: a descriptive one by explaining the success of approaches employed in practice, and a
prescriptive one which conveniently circumscribes the search space of promising algorithms for the
practitioner. Most appealing are algorithmic approaches which are simple, natural, mirror what is
seen in practice, and are powerful enough to learn in a rich variety of settings.

The most compelling success story in this vein is that of empirical risk minimization (ERM). In
practice, ERM and its approximations (such as gradient descent) are the work-horses of machine
learning. In theory, ERM characterizes learnability for both binary classification (Blumer et al.,
1989; Vapnik, 1982) and agnostic real-valued regression (Alon et al., 1997).1

In second place is perhaps Structural Risk Minimization (SRM), a template for generalizations
of ERM which trade off empirical risk with a user-specified measure ψ( · ) of model complexity, often
referred to as a regularizer. In trading off the fit of a model h with its complexity ψ(h), SRM protects
against overfitting by encoding a preference for “simple” models, à la Occam’s razor. Approaches
such as ridge regression, Lasso, and other instantiations of SRM have seen much success in applied
machine learning. On the theoretical front, ridge regression learns successfully for a large class
of convex and smooth problems, and SRM in the abstract is known to characterize non-uniform
learnability (Shalev-Shwartz and Ben-David, 2014).

1That said, the sample complexity of ERM is slightly suboptimal for binary classification (Hanneke, 2016), and more
significantly suboptimal for regression (Vaškevičius and Zhivotovskiy, 2023).
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These natural and instructive algorithmic characterizations have been largely limited to small
or low-dimensional label spaces as in regression and binary classification. The next frontier in
this regard is the family of multiclass classification problems, where neither ERM, SRM, nor any
“simple” algorithmic approach is known to learn whenever learning is possible. As evidence that
any such characterization must employ more sophisticated algorithmic templates than ERM or
SRM, Daniely and Shalev-Shwartz (2014) show that no proper learner can succeed in general; i.e.,
an optimal learner must sometimes “stitch together” different hypotheses to form its predictor.
Improper algorithms which are optimal (or near-optimal) for multiclass classification have been de-
scribed through orienting one-inclusion graphs (Aden-Ali et al., 2023; Daniely and Shalev-Shwartz,
2014; Rubinstein et al., 2006), and as a combination of sample compression and list learning
(Brukhim et al., 2022). While lending remarkable structural insight into multiclass learning, neither
approach is “simple” in any meaningful sense, nor reminiscent of approaches employed in practice.

Our starting point for this paper, and perhaps the closest thing to the sort of algorithmic
characterization we seek for multiclass problems, is the recent work of Asilis et al. (2024b). They
demonstrate that every multiclass problem can be learned by an unsupervised local SRM (UL-
SRM) learner, a generalization of SRM on two fronts. First, the complexity of a hypothesis h
is described locally per test point x via a local regularizer ψ(h, x). Second, this local regularizer
ψ( · , · ) is derived from the unlabeled data in what resembles an unsupervised pre-training stage.2

The former generalization, locality, is what makes such a learner improper, and therefore appears
indispensible by the impossibility result of Daniely and Shalev-Shwartz (2014). Whether the second
generalization, which allows learning the regularizer from unlabeled data, can be dispensed with is
less clear. This was posed as an open problem by Asilis et al. (2024a), where they conjecture that
dependence on the unlabeled data is indeed necessary; i.e., that local structural risk minimization
— a.k.a. local regularization — is insufficient for learning all learnable multiclass problems.

The present paper resolves this conjecture in the affirmative for the transductive model of
learning: we construct a hypothesis class which is learnable in both the transductive and PAC
models, and yet cannot be transductively learned by a local regularizer. Our hypothesis class can
be viewed as a cryptographic generalization of the first Cantor class of Daniely and Shalev-Shwartz
(2014), incorporating ideas from secret-sharing. Each of our hypotheses divides a large domain
arbitrarily in half, with each half receiving its own label. We ensure that each hypothesis is
uniquely identified by its two labels, which by itself suffices to render the class learnable. However,
the two halves “share a secret,” such that witnessing any one label reveals next to nothing about
the hypothesis or the identity of the other label. While this does not obstruct learnability in general,
we show that it does obstruct local regularizers: a transductive learner with vanishing error must
exhibit a “cycle” in the typical test point’s preferences over hypotheses, and therefore cannot be a
local regularizer.

Although we were unable to extend our result to the PAC model, we suspect that this is a
failure of our proof techniques rather than of our construction. We conjecture therefore that our
same hypothesis class is in fact not learnable by any local regularizer in the PAC model. This would
be in keeping with the tight relationship between the transductive and PAC models: learnability
is equivalent in the two models, with sample-efficient reductions in both directions — see the

2We note that both local regularization and unsupervised pre-training have been successfully employed in the
theory and practice of machine learning — see Azoury and Warmuth (2001); Ge et al.; Prost et al. (2021);
Vaškevičius and Zhivotovskiy (2023); Vovk (2001); Wolf and Donner (2008).
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discussion in (Dughmi, 2025; Dughmi et al., 2025) and references therein. Whereas the reduction
from PAC to transductive learning preserves the form of the learner, the converse reduction does not,
obstructing black-box extensions of our result to the PAC model. Non-black-box approaches also
appear challenging, and we outline the difficulties in Section 5. Irrespective of the outcome for the
PAC model, we argue that our result for the transductive model is interesting in its own right due to
the tight relationship to the PAC model in most other respects, the promising hypothesis class we
design and employ for our proof, and the intricacies involved in proving our main theorem (which
uses a coupling argument at its center). Furthermore, the prospect of separating the transductive
and PAC models with respect to learnability by local regularizers — in the event that our conjecture
is misguided — is even more tantalizing.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Notation

For a natural number d ∈ N, we denote [d] = {1, . . . , d}. For Z a set, we use Z∗ to denote
the set of all finite sequences in Z, i.e., Z∗ =

⋃
n∈N Z

n. In particular, {0, 1}∗ denotes the set of
all finite binary strings. For A,B ∈ {0, 1}d binary strings of equal length, A ⊕ B refers to their
entrywise XOR. We use σ0(A) and σ1(A) to refer to the entries at which A takes the value of 0 or
1, respectively. That is, σ0(A) =

{
i ∈ [d] : A(i) = 0

}
, σ1(A) =

{
i ∈ [d] : A(i) = 1

}
. We use e(i)

to denote the ith standard basis vector, whose length will always be clear from context (i.e., the
vector with a 1 in its ith entry and zeroes elsewhere). For a statement P , [P ] denotes the Iverson
bracket of P , i.e., [P ] = 1 when P is true and 0 otherwise. For a function f : A → B, we let
im(f) = {f(a) : a ∈ A} denote the image of f in B.

2.2 Learning Theory

Unlabeled datapoints x are drawn from a domain X and labeled by an element of the label

set y ∈ Y. Pairs (x, y) ∈ X × Y are referred as labeled datapoints or examples. A training set

or training sequence is a tuple of labeled datapoints S ∈ (X × Y)n. When clear from context, we
will refer to labeled and unlabeled datapoints simply as datapoints. A function f : X → Y is a
classifier or predictor. A collection of classifiers H ⊆ YX is referred to as a hypothesis class;
one of its elements h ∈ H is a hypothesis. Throughout the paper we employ the 0-1 loss function
ℓ0−1 : Y × Y → R≥0 defined by ℓ0−1(y, y

′) =
[
y 6= y′

]
. When S = (xi, yi)i∈[n] is a training set and

f ∈ YX a classifier, the average loss incurred by f on S is referred to as its empirical risk and
denoted LS(f). That is,

LS(f) =
1

n

∑

i∈[n]

ℓ0−1

(
f(xi), yi

)
.

A learner is a function from training sets to classifiers, e.g., A : (X × Y)∗ → YX . We focus
on learning in the realizable case, for which the purpose of a learner is to deduce the behavior of a
ground truth function h∗ ∈ H given its behavior on a finite training set. More precisely, we adopt
the transductive model of learning, as employed by Haussler et al. (1994) and originally introduced
by Vapnik and Chervonenkis (1974) and Vapnik (1982).
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Definition 2.1. The transductive model of learning is that in which the following sequence of
steps take place:

1. An adversary selects a collection of n unlabeled datapoints S = (xi)i∈[n] and a hypothesis
h∗ ∈ H.

2. The unlabeled datapoints S are displayed to the learner.

3. An index j ∈ [n] is selected at uniformly at random. The learner then receives the training
set (xi, h

∗(xi))i 6=j .

4. The learner is prompted to predict the label of xj, i.e., h
∗(xj).

We refer to the choice of S and h∗ parameterizing the above steps as a transductive instance,
and often collect this information into a pair, i.e., (S, h∗). The transductive error incurred by
a learner on an instance (S, h∗) is its average loss at the test point xj , over the uniformly random
choice of j ∈ [n], i.e.,

LTrans
S,h∗ (A) =

1

n

∑

i∈[n]

[
A(S−i, h

∗)(xi) 6= h∗(xi)
]
,

where A(S−i, h
∗)(xi) denotes A’s output on the sample consisting of datapoints in S−i = S \ xi

labeled by h∗. Naturally, a class is transductively learnable if it can be learned to vanishingly small
error on increasingly large datasets.

Definition 2.2. A hypothesis class H ⊆ YX is transductively learnable if there exists a learner
A and function m : (0, 1) → N such that for any ε ∈ (0, 1) and h∗ ∈ H, if S ∈ X ∗ has length
|S| ≥ m(ε), then

LTrans
S,h∗ (A) ≤ ε.

The pointwise minimal function m such that there exists a learner A satisfying Definition 2.2
is referred to as the transductive sample complexity of learning H, denoted mTrans,H, and learners
which attain this sample complexity are said to be optimal. (For our purposes, however, it will suffice
to consider the property of learnability, without emphasizing sample complexities.) Notably, the
transductive model of learning bears intimate connections with the Probably Approximately Correct
(PAC) model of learning (Valiant, 1984), which considers underlying probability distributions and
requires learners to perform well on randomly drawn test points when trained on i.i.d. training
points. In particular, there is an equivalence between sample complexities in both models (up to
a logarithmic factor), and techniques from transductive learning have recently been employed to
establish the first characterizations of learnability for both multiclass classification and realizable
regression (Attias et al., 2023; Brukhim et al., 2022). We defer a dedicated discussion of the PAC
model to Section 5.

In the landscape of learning, perhaps the most fundamental learners are given by ERM and
SRM, which operate by selecting a hypothesis h in the underlying class H with lowest empirical
risk (possibly balanced with an inductive bias over hypotheses in H, in the case of SRM).

Definition 2.3. A learner A is an empirical risk minimization (ERM) learner for a class H
if for all samples S,

A(S) ∈ argmin
h∈H

LS(h).
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Definition 2.4. Let H be a hypothesis class. A regularizer for H is a function ψ : H → R≥0.
A learner A is a structural risk minimization (SRM) learner for a class H if there exists a
regularizer ψ such that for all samples S,

A(S) ∈ argmin
h∈H

(
LS(h) + ψ(h)

)
.

2.3 Local Regularization

In realizable binary classification, ERM learners are known to succeed on all learnable classes,
and furthermore to attain nearly-optimal sample complexity (Blumer et al., 1989; Ehrenfeucht et al.,
1989; Vapnik and Chervonenkis, 1974). For multiclass learning over arbitrary label sets, however,
these learning strategies are known to fail as a consequence of Daniely and Shalev-Shwartz (2014,
Theorem 1). In particular, Daniely and Shalev-Shwartz (2014) establish that there exist multiclass
problems which can only be learned by improper learners: learners which may emit classifiers
outside of the underlying hypothesis class H. (Note that ERM and SRM learners, in being phrased
as arg min’s over H, are necessarily proper.) More recently, Asilis et al. (2025) expanded upon this
result by demonstrating that there exist learnable multiclass problems which cannot be learned by
any aggregation of a finite number of proper learners, ruling out such strategies as majority voting
of ERM learners, which has recently found success in binary classification (Aden-Ali et al., 2024;
Høgsgaard et al., 2024).

As such, multiclass learning in full generality requires different algorithmic blueprints than
ERM and SRM. Perhaps the simplest such blueprint which has been considered is that of local
regularization, as introduced by Asilis et al. (2024b). Put simply, local regularization augments the
regularizer — usually a function ψ : H → R≥0 — to additionally receive an unlabeled datapoint as
input, i.e., ψ : H× X → R≥0. The unlabeled datapoint is taken to be the test datapoint at which
the learner is tasked with making a prediction. At each test datapoint x ∈ X , the learner then
takes the behavior of the hypothesis ĥ with minimal value of ψ(ĥ, x), subject to LS(ĥ) = 0.

This bears two crucial advantages over classical regularization.

1. Local regularization models the location-dependent complexity of a hypotheses. It may be
that h acts as a simple function on a region U ⊆ X yet as a complex function on V ⊆ X (and
vice versa for h′ ∈ H). A local regularizer ψ can model this behavior as ψ(h, u) < ψ(h′, u) for
u ∈ U and ψ(h, v) > ψ(h′, v) for v ∈ V . A classical regularizer, in contrast, is obligated to
assign each of h and h′ with a single value encoding their global complexity.

2. Local regularizers can induce improper learners, by emitting classifiers that “stitch together”
various hypotheses of H. In the previous case, for instance, one can imagine a learner A
induced by a local regularizer which takes the behavior of h on U ⊆ X and of h′ on V ⊆ X .

Definition 2.5 (Asilis et al. (2024a)). A local regularizer for a hypothesis class H is a function
ψ : H × X → R≥0. A learner A is said to be induced by ψ if for all samples S and datapoints
x ∈ X ,

A(S)(x) ∈
{
h(x) : h ∈ argmin

h∈L−1

S
(0)

ψ(h, x)
}
.

We say that ψ transductively learns H if all learners it induces are transductive learners for H.
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Remark 2.6. Restricting to the set of hypotheses which incur zero empirical error in Definition 2.5,
rather than minimizing the sum of hypotheses’ empirical error and regularization value, has the effect
of simplifying the analysis of regularization. Furthermore, simply normalizing a regularizer to take
outputs in the range [0, 1/n] has the effect of equating the two perspectives for samples of size at
most n. (Though this procedure is not uniform with respect to all possible sample sizes.)

Asilis et al. (2024a) posed the open problem of whether local regularization is sufficiently ex-
pressive to learn all multiclass problems possible.

Open Problem 1 (Asilis et al. (2024a)). In multiclass classification, can all learnable hypothesis
classes be learned by a local regularizer? If so, with optimal (or nearly optimal) sample complexity?

In Theorem 4.6 we resolve Open Problem 1 for the transductive model of learning, by exhibiting
a learnable class which cannot be transductively learned by any local regularizer. In Section 5 we
discuss the possibility of extending this result to the PAC model, and describe some of the challenges
involved.

2.4 Secret Sharing

We now provide a brief review of topics in secret sharing, as the proof of our primary result,
Theorem 4.6, employs a hypothesis class whose structure is intimately related to concepts from the
field.

Secret sharing refers to the fundamental task of distributing private information, a secret,
among a group of players. A successful solution consists of a technique for distributing information
from a single dealer to each player in such a manner that any individual player is incapable of
recovering the secret, yet it can be revealed when the group works in concert. The information
revealed to each player individually is referred to as a share. In the general setting, there are n
players and the secret should be recoverable by any group of t cooperating players, but not by
any smaller group. (More precisely, any smaller group should not even be able to deduce partial
information concerning the secret.) A solution to this problem is referred to as a (t, n)-threshold
scheme.3

The study of secret sharing dates to the work of Shamir (1979) and Blakley (1979); for a con-
temporary introduction, see Beimel (2011) or Krenn and Lorünser (2023). Shamir (1979) designed
an elegant (t, n)-threshold scheme which proceeds as follows: Let q > n be a sufficiently large prime
to contain all possible secrets, k ∈ [q] the secret, and select a1, . . . , at−1 uniformly at random from
[q]. Lastly, define the polynomial P (x) = k +

∑t−1
i=1 aix

i mod q, and distribute to the jth player
the share (j, P (j)). Then the cooperation of any t players suffices to reveal P (and thus k) owing
to Lagrange’s interpolation theorem, yet any smaller collection of players can reveal no information
concerning k = P (0) owing to the uniformly random choices of a1, . . . , at−1.

For our purposes, however, it will suffice to consider the basic case of t = n = 2, for which
there is a strikingly simple secret-sharing method referred to as the one-time pad (OTP) in
cryptography. Namely, given a secret C ∈ {0, 1}n, the one-time pad selects a string A uniformly at

3In an even-more-general setting, the problem is defined by a collection of accessor subsets, i.e., sets of players that
should be able to deduce the secret when cooperating (Ito et al., 1989).
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random from {0, 1}n, and distributes to player one the share A and to player two the share A⊕C.
Individually, then, each player witnesses a uniformly random string of length n, yet the XOR of
their shares is precisely the secret, A ⊕ (A ⊕ C) = C. In Section 4, we design a hypothesis class
inspired by the one-time pad, for which — roughly speaking — each hypothesis h is represented
by a secret and each of its two possible outputs reveals one share of the secret. Crucially, then,
the information of one of h’s secrets (i.e., its behavior on one half of the domain) maintains the
identity of its remaining secret completely opaque (i.e., its behavior on the remaining half of the
domain).4

3 GBDLS Classes

We devote this section to the development of two properties (of a hypothesis class) which will
play a central role in the proof of Theorem 4.6: that of being generalized binary and of having
distinct label sets. Upon defining each such property (of an underlying hypothesis class), we will
demonstrate that neither is individually sufficient to ensure learnability. However, we show that all
classes which have both properties — termed generalized binary with distinct label sets (GBDLS) —
are necessarily learnable. Neither observation is particularly difficult to prove, but serves towards
the eventual proof of Theorem 4.6, and we believe that the language of such hypothesis classes may
be of independent interest.

Definition 3.1. A hypothesis h : X → Y is k-ary if |im(h)| ≤ k. When k = 2, we say that h is a
binary hypothesis.

Definition 3.2. A hypothesis class H ⊆ YX is k-ary if |
⋃

h∈H im(h)| ≤ k. When k = 2, we say
that H is binary.

We have slightly overloaded the term k-ary, but there should be little risk of confusion: a
hypothesis h is k-ary if and only if the class {h} is k-ary.

Definition 3.3. A hypothesis class is generalized k-ary if each h ∈ H is a k-ary hypothesis.
When k = 2, we say that H is generalized binary.

Definition 3.4. A hypothesis class H has distinct label sets if im: H → 2Y is an injection.
That is, im(h) 6= im(h′) when h 6= h′ and h, h′ ∈ H.

It is not difficult to exhibit counter-examples demonstrating that neither the property of being
generalized binary nor the property of having distinct label sets is sufficient to ensure that a
hypothesis class H is learnable. For the former, take any binary class of infinite VC dimension. For
the latter, take any nonlearnable class H ⊆ YX and expand each of its hypotheses h ∈ H to be
defined on an additional unlabeled datapoint ∗ by h(∗) = h|X .

However, we refer to classes with both properties as being generalized binary with distinct label
sets (GBDLS), and we now demonstrate that GBDLS classes are always learnable.

Proposition 3.5. Let H ⊆ YX be a GBDLS hypothesis class. Then H is learnable, in both the
PAC and transductive models.

4Strictly speaking, for the hypothesis class we construct, one of h’s “secrets” and its behavior on a region of the domain
can reveal partial information concerning its other “secret.”
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Proof. We will demonstrate that H cannot DS-shatter any sequence of 3 distinct points, from which
it follows that DS(H) ≤ 2 and thus that H is learnable in both models (Brukhim et al., 2022). Fix
any sequence of distinct points S = (x1, x2, x3) ⊆ X , and let F ⊆ H|S be a finite non-empty set of
behaviors of H on S. It remains to show that there exists an f ∈ F and i ∈ [3] for which f does
not have an i-neighbor in F (i.e., a g ∈ F with g|S\{xi} = f |S\{xi} and g(i) 6= f(i)).

To this end, select an arbitrary behavior h ∈ F , and identify it with the sequence (h(xj))j∈[3] ⊆
Y. Suppose that h is a constant behavior, i.e., that h = (a, a, a) for a label a ∈ Y. If h does
not have a 3-neighbor f ∈ F , then we are done. Otherwise, consider the 3-neighbor f = (a, a, b)
of h ∈ F . Note that if h had been a non-constant behavior, then it would have taken the form
h = (a, a, b) to begin with (up to re-ordering of the points (x1, x2, x3), owing to the fact that h is a
binary behavior). We may thus consider a behavior f = (a, a, b) ∈ F where a 6= b, without loss of
generality. Then it follows immediately that f does not have a 1-neighbor g ∈ F . Any such g must
take the form g = (b, a, b), as H is generalized binary, and this yields that im(f) = {a, b} = im(g),
producing contradiction with the fact that H has distinct label sets.

4 Insufficiency of Local Regularization in the Transductive Model

We are now equipped to prove the primary result of the paper: There exists a learnable hypoth-
esis class Hotp which cannot be transductively learned by any local regularizer (Theorem 4.6). We
begin by defining the class Hotp which witnesses this separation. Notably, Hotp is intimately related
to secret sharing techniques, including the one-time pad. More precisely, each hypothesis h ∈ Hotp

is parameterized by two strings A,B ∈ {0, 1}∗, and h(i) = (0, A) or h(i) = (1, B) depending upon
the ith bit of A⊕B. When a training set S contains two distinct labels, learning is trivial: only the
ground truth function attains zero training error. When the data distribution places full measure
on a single label, however, correctly predicting an unseen test point j requires a local regularizer
which favors functions mapping j to that same label. (And, owing to the structure of the one-time
pad, knowledge of A⊕B at the training points and complete knowledge of A reveals little informa-
tion regarding A ⊕ B at an unseen test point.) Using a coupling argument, we demonstrate that
no local regularizer can do so simultaneously for all labels.

Recall that for binary strings A,B ∈ {0, 1}n, A ⊕ B denotes their entrywise XOR. We set
σ0(A) = {i ∈ [n] : A(i) = 0} and likewise σ1(A) = {i ∈ [n] : A(i) = 1}. In the event that
|σ0(A)| = |σ1(A)|, A is said to be balanced.

Definition 4.1. Let X = N and Y = {0, 1} × {0, 1}∗. For each d ∈ N and A,B ∈ {0, 1}d, define

hA,B : X −→ Y

x 7−→

{
(0, A) (A⊕B)(x mod d) = 0,

(1, B) (A⊕B)(x mod d) = 1.

Then the hypothesis class Hotp ⊆ YX is defined as

Hotp =
{
hA,B : A,B ∈ {0, 1}∗, |A| = |B|, A⊕B is balanced

}
.

Remark 4.2. For those familiar with the first Cantor class of Daniely and Shalev-Shwartz (2014),
denoted H∞, note that Hotp can be seen as generalizing this class. In particular, H∞ is defined by
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“glueing together” the classes {Hd}d∈N, where Hd ⊆ XYd

d , Xd is a set of size d, Yd = 2Xd ∪{∗}, and

Hd =
{
hA : A ⊆ Xd, |A| = d/2

}

where hA(x) = A if x ∈ A and ∗ otherwise. Each such Hd can equivalently be defined in the language
of Definition 4.1 by identifying each A ⊆ Xd with its characteristic vector, setting hA := hA,1d , and

considering the relabeling (1, 1d) 7→ ∗, (0, A) 7→ A.

Lemma 4.3. Hotp is a GBDLS class.

Proof. It is immediate from Definition 4.1 that each h ∈ H has |im(h)| = 2, meaningH is generalized
binary. Furthermore, if f ∈ H is such that im(f) = {(0, A), (1, B)} then it must be that f = hA,B.
Thus Hotp has distinct label sets.

We first equate the task of learning with a local regularizer to learning with a local regularizer
which is locally injective, i.e., injective on H for each fixed choice of test point x ∈ X .

Definition 4.4. A local regularizer ψ : H × X → R≥0 is locally injective if ψ( · , x) is injective
for each x ∈ X . That is, ψ(h, x) 6= ψ(h′, x) for any x ∈ X and h 6= h′ ∈ H.

The following lemma establishes that for countable hypothesis classes H, their local regularizers
ψ can be assumed to be locally injective (i.e., to totally order H at each location x ∈ X , rather
than merely partially order). Note that in this case, ψ induces a unique learner, as there is no
“tie-breaking” left to its induced learners.

Lemma 4.5. Let H ⊆ YX be a countable hypothesis class. Then H can be learned by a local
regularizer if and only if it can be learned by one which is locally injective.

Proof. The backward direction is immediate. For the forward, let ψ be a local regularizer which
learns H, meaning that each of its induced learners succeeds on H. Recall that for each x ∈ X ,
ψ(·, x) defines a (strict) partial order over H, i.e., with h < h′ if ψ(h, x) < ψ(h′, x). For each such x,
let ψ(·, x) be any completion of this partial order into a total ordering. As H is countable, ψ(·, x)
can be embedded into the real numbers. Define ψ(·, x) using such an embedding, and consider the
unique learner A induced by ψ. As ψ acts as a completion of ψ at each x ∈ X , then A is also a
learner induced by ψ. Thus A learners H, by our assumption on ψ, meaning ψ learns H.

Theorem 4.6. Hotp is a learnable hypothesis class, but cannot be transductively learned by any
local regularizer.

Proof. Fix a local regularizer ψ and d ∈ N. By Lemma 4.5, we may assume that ψ is locally
injective, inducing a unique learner A. Using a probabilistic argument, we will demonstrate that
there exists a transductive learning instance (S, h∗) with |S| = 2d for which ψ incurs error at least
1
4 . To this end, define the following independent random variables:

• C is drawn uniformly at random from all balanced strings of length 2d.

• A is drawn uniformly at random from {0, 1}2d.
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Figure 1: Depiction of the learning problems {(Si, h
∗
i )}i∈[4] in Theorem 4.6, with training sets Si

circumscribed in blue. Each row corresponds to one of the learning problems (Si, h
∗
i ). Crucially,

success of a local regularizer ψ on each learning problem imposes the ordering relations on the right-
hand side, which collectively produce a cycle.

• m0 and m1 are drawn uniformly at random from [d].

Further, define xtest to be the index of the m0-th 0 entry in C, and xfool to be the index of the
m1-th 1 entry in C. (Note that such entries exist for any value of m0,m1 ∈ [d], owing to the fact
that C is balanced.)

We now define four random variables {Ti}i∈[4] based upon the previous variables. Each one is
parameterized by a tuple (Si, h

∗
i )i∈[4] and measures the performance of A at the test point xtest

when trained the datapoints in Si \ {xtest} labeled by h∗i , the ground truth function. The Si and
h∗i are defined as follows:

(1.) Let h∗1 = hA,C⊕A, S1 = σ0(C). Thus

T1 =
[
A
(
S1 \ {xtest}, h

∗
1

)
(xtest) 6= h∗1(xtest)

]
,

where A
(
S1 \ {xtest}, h

∗
1

)
denotes the output of A when trained on the dataset consisting of

the points in S1 \ {xtest} labeled by h∗1.

(2.) Let h∗2 = hA,C⊕A, where C equals C with its xtest-th and xfool-th entries each flipped.5 Let

S2 = σ1(C) = σ1(C) ∪ {xtest} \ {xfool}. Thus

T2 =
[
A
(
S2 \ {xtest}, h

∗
2

)
(xtest) 6= h∗2(xtest)

]
.

(3.) Let h∗3 = hA,C⊕A where A denotes A with its xtest-th and xfool-th entries each flipped. Let
S3 = σ0(C) = S1. Thus

T3 =
[
A
(
S3 \ {xtest}, h

∗
3

)
(xtest) 6= h∗3(xtest)

]
.

5Note that C is balanced, as xtest corresponds to a 0 entry in C and xfool to a 1 entry.
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(4.) Let h∗4 = hA,C⊕A, S4 = σ1(C) = S2. Thus

T4 =
[
A
(
S4 \ {xtest}, h

∗
4

)
(xtest) 6= h∗4(xtest)

]
.

It remains to prove the following lemma.

Lemma 4.7. Each random variable Ti, for i ∈ [4], is distributed as the error ψ incurs
on the (randomly-chosen) transductive learning instance (Si, h

∗
i ). Furthermore, for any

value of the variables C, A, m0, and m1, the local regularizer ψ must err at xtest in at
least one of the instances (Si, h

∗
i )i∈[4]. (That is, maxi Ti = 1.)

Proof. The first claim amounts to demonstrating that for each i ∈ [4], conditioned
upon h∗i and Si, xtest is distributed uniformly randomly across Si. For i ∈ {1, 3}, this
is immediate. For i ∈ {2, 4}, recall that S2 = S4 = σ1(C) ∪ {xtest} \ {xfool}, and that
xtest and xfool are independent and uniformly random elements of σ0(C) and σ1(C),
respectively. Further, C is chosen uniformly at random from the set of all balanced
2d-strings. Then, conditioned upon C, the probability that xtest takes the value of a
given s ∈ S = σ1(C) is proportional to the cardinality of
{
(Ĉ, x̂fool) : s ∈ σ0(Ĉ), x̂fool ∈ σ1(Ĉ), Ĉ is balanced, Ĉ ⊕ e(s)⊕ e(x̂fool) = C

}

=
{
(Ĉ, x̂fool) : s ∈ σ0(Ĉ), x̂fool ∈ σ1(Ĉ), Ĉ is balanced, Ĉ = C ⊕ e(s)⊕ e(x̂fool)

}

=
{
(Ĉ, x̂fool) : s ∈ σ1(C), x̂fool ∈ σ0(C), Ĉ is balanced, Ĉ = C ⊕ e(s)⊕ e(x̂fool)

}

=
{
(Ĉ, x̂fool) : x̂fool ∈ σ0(C), Ĉ = C ⊕ e(s)⊕ e(x̂fool)

}

∼=
{
x̂fool : x̂fool ∈ σ0(C)

}
.

The first equality follows from the observation that Ĉ⊕e(s)⊕e(x̂fool) = C is symmetric
in Ĉ and C. The second equality rephrases the conditions on s and x̂fool in terms of
C, rather than Ĉ. The third equality employs the fact that s ∈ σ1(C) by definition,
and that any Ĉ satisfying the remaining conditions is automatically balanced. Thus
the cardinality of this set does not depend upon s, completing the argument.

For the second claim, note that h∗1(xtest) 6= h∗2(xtest), as C(xtest) = 0 yet C(xtest) = 1.
However, h∗2 attains zero empirical error on S1 \ {xtest}, as for any s ∈ S1 \ {xtest},

h∗1(s) = hA,C⊕A(s) = (0, A) = hA,C⊕A(s) = h∗2(s),

where the first and third equalities use the fact that s ∈ S1 \ {xtest} ⊆ σ0(C) ∩ σ0(C).
Thus, in order for ψ to correctly classify task (1.), it must be that ψ(h∗1, xtest) <
ψ(h∗2, xtest). Likewise, h∗2(xtest) 6= h∗3(xtest) because C(xtest) = 0 6= 1 = C(xtest),
yet h∗3 attains zero empirical error on S2 \ {xtest}, as S2 \ {xtest} ⊆ σ1(C) ∩ σ1(C)
and C ⊕ A = C ⊕ A. Thus, for ψ to correctly classify task (1.) would require that
ψ(h∗2, xtest) < ψ(h∗3, xtest).

Invoke this reasoning twice more with h∗3 and h
∗
4; see Figure 1. In particular, h∗3(xtest) 6=

h∗4(xtest) as C(xtest) 6= C(xtest), yet S3 \{xtest} = σ0(C)\{xtest} ⊆ σ0(C)∩σ0(C). Thus
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ψ’s success on T3 relies upon ψ(h∗3, xtest) < ψ(h∗4, xtest). Finally, h∗4(xtest) 6= h∗1(xtest),
but S4 \ {xtest} = σ1(C) \ {xtest} ⊆ σ1(C) ∩ σ1(C) and C ⊕ A = C ⊕ A. Thus success
of ψ on T4 imposes the final requirement that ψ(h∗4, xtest) < ψ(h∗1, xtest). It follows
immediately that ψ cannot succeed on all at once.

By the second claim of Lemma 4.7, the error ψ incurs at xtest, on average over the instances
(Si, h

∗
i )i∈[4], is

1
4

∑4
i=1 E[Ti] ≥

1
4 . By the first claim of Lemma 4.7 and a use of the probabilistic

method, this implies the existence of a single transductive learning instance (on 2d points) for which
ψ incurs transductive error at least 1

4 . Conclude by recalling that d was chosen arbitrarily.

5 Challenges in Extending to the PAC Model

Let us now describe by some of the challenges involved in extending Theorem 4.6 to the Probably
Approximately Correct (PAC) learning model of Valiant (1984). We begin by recalling the model.

Definition 5.1. Let H ⊆ YX . A probability measure D over X ×Y is H-realizable if there exists
an h ∈ H for which

LD(h) := E
(x,y)∼D

(
ℓ0−1(h(x), y)

)
= 0.

Definition 5.2. Let H ⊆ YX be a hypothesis class and A a learner. A is said to be a PAC learner

for H if there exists a function m : (0, 1)2 → N with the following property: for any H-realizable
distribution D and any ε, δ ∈ (0, 1), if S ∼ Dn is a sample of size n ≥ m(ε, δ) drawn i.i.d. from D,
then

LD(A(S)) ≤ ε

with probability at least 1− δ over the random choice of S.

In short, the PAC model differs from the transductive model by considering underlying proba-
bility distributions D and requiring learners to attain favorable performance on D-i.i.d. test points
when trained on D-i.i.d. training sets. Notably, the condition of learnability (by an arbitrary
learner) is equivalent for both the PAC and transductive models. Furthermore, there are efficient
reductions for converting optimal PAC learners into nearly-optimal transductive learners (and vice
versa), demonstrating an equivalence between sample complexities in both models, up to only a
logarithmic factor in the error parameter (Dughmi et al., 2025). Converting a PAC learner A into
a transductive learner, however, requires randomly sampling from the training set S and calling A
on the resulting dataset. This procedure does not preserve the algorithmic form of transductive
learners (as the resulting learner may even misclassify a point in S), and thus Theorem 4.6 does
not imply — at a black-box level — the failure of local regularizers in the PAC model.

We now describe three primary sources of difficulty in porting Theorem 4.6 to the PAC model.

• Favoring non-ground-truth hypotheses. The proof of Theorem 4.6, and in particular
of Lemma 4.7, makes use of a train/test setting in which there are exactly two hypotheses
attaining zero empirical error, only one of which — the ground truth hypothesis — is correct
for the test point. Using this fact, we are able to deduce precise inequalities relating the various
candidate ground truth hypotheses considered, which collectively lead to a contradiction. (I.e.,
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to a cycle in the preferences of the local regularizer.) When learning in the PAC model, one
immediately loses such tight control over the train/test setup, as both datasets are drawn i.i.d.
from the underlying distribution D. In this setting, there will typically be various hypotheses
attaining zero empirical error which are also correct at the test point, offering considerably
more freedom to a successful local regularizer and (seemingly) prohibiting the detection of
simple cycles.

• Incomparable version spaces. Another approach may be as follows: Note that a successful
local regularizer ψ for Hotp must, at a minimum, perform well on average when A ∈ {0, 1}n

and b ∈ {0, 1} are selected uniformly at random, the training set S consist of m < n points
drawn uniformly at random from [n] whose labels are all (b,A), and the test point xtest
is likewise a uniformly random point in [n]. (Whose correct label is (b,A).) To deduce a
contradiction from this strong condition imposed on ψ requires considering its behavior on
sets of ERM hypotheses L−1

S (0) for varying training sets S. (These sets are often referred
to as the version spaces of S (Mitchell, 1977).) In almost all cases, distinct version spaces
will be incomparable as sets (i.e., neither subsets nor supersets of one another), rendering it
difficult to derive contradictions from such conditions.

• Error measurement. One may note that by drawing m points uniformly at random from
a set S =

(
(xi, yi)

)
i∈[n]

for carefully chosen m = Θ(n log n), it will occur with constant

probability that exactly one point in S is not drawn. Näıvely, this would seem to recover
transductive learning as a special case of PAC learning. Crucially, however, the transductive
model places full weight upon the learner’s performance at the (unseen) test point, whereas
the PAC model averages a learner’s performance across the entire distribution D = Unif(S).
In the PAC model, then, simply memorizing the training set suffices to learn Unif(S) to small
error in Θ(n log n) samples.

6 Conclusion

We study perhaps the simplest candidate template for multiclass learning: local regularization
(Asilis et al., 2024a). As our primary result, we demonstrate that there exists a learnable hypothesis
class which cannot be transductively learned by any local regularizer. The hypothesis class Hotp

which we employ for this result is based upon techniques from secret-sharing, such as the one-time
pad, and generalizes the first Cantor class of Daniely and Shalev-Shwartz (2014). We conjecture
that the same class also cannot be learned by any local regularizer in the PAC model, though we
highlight some of the difficulties involved in extending our result in Section 5.
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