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Abstract
We revisit online binary classification by shifting the focus from competing with the best-in-class
binary loss to competing against relaxed benchmarks that capture smoothed notions of optimality.

Instead of measuring regret relative to the exact minimal binary error—a standard approach that
leads to worst-case bounds tied to the Littlestone dimension—we consider comparing with predictors
that are robust to small input perturbations, perform well under Gaussian smoothing, or maintain a

prescribed output margin. Previous examples of this were primarily limited to the hinge loss. Our
algorithms achieve regret guarantees that depend only on the VC dimension and the complexity of
the instance space (e.g., metric entropy), and notably, they incur only an O(log(1/γ)) dependence

on the generalized margin γ. This stands in contrast to most existing regret bounds, which typically
exhibit a polynomial dependence on 1/γ. We complement this with matching lower bounds. Our
analysis connects recent ideas from adversarial robustness and smoothed online learning.

Keywords: online learning, binary classification, generalized margin, regret bounds, VC dimension,

Littlestone dimension, adversarial robustness, smoothed online learning

1. Introduction

We revisit the problem of online learning, specifically online binary classification, which is arguably
archetypical setting for sequential decision making, that much of the later theory is built upon. It
is well-known that a hypothesis class H is online learnable if and only if H has finite Littlestone
dimension (Littlestone, 1987; Ben-David, Pál, and Shalev-Shwartz, 2009). In particular, it is well-
understood that minimizing regret relative to the smallest achievable error with a class H is quanti-
fied (up to constant factors) by the Littlestone dimension of H, denoted lit(H), in both the realizable
(Littlestone, 1987) and agnostic cases (Ben-David, Pál, and Shalev-Shwartz, 2009; Alon, Ben-Eliezer,
Dagan, Moran, Naor, and Yogev, 2021a).

Though, we have this precise combinatorial characterization, online learning is challenging. This
is exemplified by arguably the simplest hypothesis class: thresholds on the unit interval

H =
{
x 7→ sign(x − θ)

∣∣∣ θ ∈ [0, 1]
}

which is not online learnable since it has infinite Littlestone dimension, implying that any learner
can be forced to make infinitely many mistakes even when the adversarial sequence is realizable by
a threshold. Needless to say, the learning of classes induced by linear functions, such as thresholds
or general halfspaces, is arguably one of the most basic problems in machine learning.

Given this pessimistic situation, the learning theory community has developed several techniques
to bypass the above lower bound.

• A classical perspective on learning linear classifiers, that perhaps even predated the modern
theory of online learning, is the assumption of margin. It is well known that, when the online
sequence satisfies a margin assumption, the Perceptron algorithm (Rosenblatt, 1958) can learn
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thresholds (and more generally halfspaces) with a mistake bound of O(1/γ2) (Novikoff, 1962),
where γ > 0 is the margin parameter. The sequential margin bound can be generalized to the
agnostic case (Cesa-Bianchi et al., 2005; Mohri and Rostamizadeh, 2013), showing the same
polynomial dependence on the inverse margin 1/γ.

• A more recent direction is smoothed online learning. Simplifying the setup, the idea is to assume
that there is some known base density µ such that, at each round, the new observation Xt is
generated from a density which has density ratio with respect to µ bounded by 1/σ, where
σ > 0 is called the smoothness parameter. In its simplest form, this assumption allows one to
prove regret bounds of the form O

(√
vc(H)T log(T/σ)

)
(Haghtalab, Roughgarden, and Shetty,

2024).

In this work, with a similar aim of bypassing pessimistic lower bounds, we study online learning
from a different perspective: relaxing the notion of optimality. That is, instead of minimizing regret
relative to the smallest achievable error with a class H, denoted by OPT, we consider minimizing
regret relative to relaxed benchmarks: OPT

γ
pert (2), OPTσ,ε

gauss (3), and OPT
γ
margin (6). These can be

thought of as generalizations of the classic margin assumption for halfspaces that are defined more
broadly for generic hypothesis classes. The introduction of these benchmarks is partially inspired by
the seminal work of Spielman and Teng (2004) on smoothed analysis, and more recently the work
of Chandrasekaran, Klivans, Kontonis, Meka, and Stavropoulos (2024) which demonstrated the
computational benefits of competing with a relaxed notion of optimality in agnostic PAC learning.
This work explores statistical benefits of these relaxations in the context of online learning.

To better understand our motivation, we put some existing results in context. Arguably the most
well-known relaxation of the binary loss in the sequential setting, closely related to the margin loss,
is the hinge loss, whose normalized version for y ∈ {−1, 1} and f(x) a real-valued predictor satisfies

1[sign(f(x)) 6= y] ≤ max {0, γ − yf(x)}
γ

.

The following regret bound, relevant to our discussion, is given by the Perceptron algorithm (see e.g.,
Corollary 1 in Mohri and Rostamizadeh, 2013); see also (Cesa-Bianchi et al., 2005)). For any γ > 0,
and any (adversarially chosen) sequence (xt, yt)

T
t=1 with yt ∈ {−1, 1} and xt ∈ R

d, ‖xt‖2 ≤ 1,
T∑

t=1

1[ŷt 6= yt]− min
w∈Rd,‖w‖2=1

T∑

t=1

max {0, γ − yt 〈w, xt〉}
γ

︸ ︷︷ ︸
OPT

γ
hinge

≤
√

T

γ2
. (1)

In the particular setup of the regret bound (1), we observe polynomial dependence on 1
γ (as in

Novikoff’s margin bound). However, it can be shown that requiring polynomial dependence on 1
γ is

overly pessimistic. For context, the regret bound of Gilad-Bachrach, Navot, and Tishby (2004), in the
margin setting of Novikoff, provides an O

(
d log

(
1
γ

))
bound and thus achieves dimension dependence

alongside a more favorable logarithmic dependence on 1
γ . Recently, Qian, Rakhlin, and Zhivotovskiy

(2024) extended the bound (1) using a version of the exponential weights algorithm with respect to
the hinge loss, again combining dependence on d with only logarithmic dependence on 1

γ .

An important remark regarding the comparison of bounds O
(
d log

(
1
γ

))
and Novikoff’s “dimension-

free” bound O
(
1
γ2

)
is in order. While each has regimes where it is preferable, Novikoff’s bound relies

on the rescaling maxt ‖xt‖2 ≤ 1, which is often unrealistic in high dimensions where norms typ-
ically grow as

√
d (e.g., for a multivariate Gaussian distribution). In the natural rescaling where

maxt ‖xt‖2 ∼
√
d, our parametric bounds scale as O

(
d log

(
d
γ2

))
, usually outperforming Novikoff’s

weaker O
(
d
γ2

)
bound. This serves as additional motivation for studying O

(
d log

(
1
γ

))
-style regret

bounds. A more detailed discussion is deferred to Section 3.
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Since the hinge loss is merely one form of relaxing the binary loss, and noting the surprising
lack of results in the literature with logarithmic dependence on the inverse generalized margin 1

γ ,

we are interested in understanding when such favorable regret bounds can be achieved in broader
scenarios:

We aim for new regret bounds that replace the prohibitive Littlestone dimension with depen-
dence on the VC dimension, while incurring only a logarithmic dependence on the inverse
generalized margin 1

γ , by competing against one of the smoothed comparators OPT
γ given

below by (2), (3), (6).

Notation and Preliminaries. We consider instance spaces X that are equipped with a metric ρ :
X × X → R≥0, and a label space Y = {±1}. That is, in what follows, we assume that yt ∈ {±1}.
Moreover, we assume that any class of classifiers H consists of mappings from X to {±1}, and we
denote by vc(H) the VC dimension of H. We explicitly mention cases where we work with real-
valued predictors, usually denoted by F ⊆ [−1,+1]X . We denote by vc(F) the pseudo-dimension,
and fatF(τ) the fat-shattering dimension at scale τ . We denote by B(x, γ) = {z ∈ X : ρ(x, z) ≤ γ}
a ball of radius γ centered on x relative to metric ρ. We denote by C(X , ρ, γ) a covering of X with
respect to metric ρ at scale γ, and we denote by P(X , ρ, γ) a packing of X with respect to metric ρ at
scale γ. It is well known that |P(X , ρ, 2γ)| ≤ |C(X , ρ, γ)| ≤ |P(X , ρ, γ)| (Kolmogorov and Tikhomirov,
1959). For an arbitrary norm ‖·‖ on R

d and the unit ball X =
{
x ∈ R

d : ‖x‖ ≤ 1
}

, for γ < 1, it is
well-known that d log (1/γ) ≤ log |C(X , ‖·‖, γ)| ≤ d log (1 + 2/γ) (e.g., Corollary 27.4 in Polyanskiy
and Wu, 2025). We denote by N a standard multivariate Gaussian distribution N (0, Id), and by Φ−1

the inverse CDF of a univariate standard Gaussian.

2. Our Contributions

As discussed above, instead of minimizing regret relative to the smallest achievable error with class
H where dependence on Littlestone dimension is unavoidable, we consider minimizing regret rela-
tive to relaxed notions of optimality. These relaxed notions can be thought of as generalizations of
the margin assumption in the special case of halfspaces.

Main Result I: Competing with an Optimal Predictor under Worst-Case Perturbations.

We consider competing with the smallest achievable error with class H under worst-case perturba-
tions of xt of distance at most γ away. To formalize this, we assume X is equipped with a metric
ρ. Let B(x, γ) = {z ∈ X : ρ(x, z) ≤ γ} denote the ball of radius γ centered at x with respect to ρ.
Define the following relaxed benchmark:

OPT
γ
pert

.
= min

h∈H

T∑

t=1

max
zt∈B(xt,γ)

1 [h(zt) 6= yt] . (2)

For an intuitive understanding of this benchmark, consider the realizable case where OPT
γ
pert = 0.

It means the adversarial online sequence (xt, yt)
T
t=1 satisfies a “margin” assumption with respect to

perturbations of xt’s: there exists an h⋆ ∈ H that labels the entire γ-ball around each xt with yt for
all 1 ≤ t ≤ T . For example, in the special case of halfspaces, this assumption is equivalent to the
classical margin assumption (see Claim 1 and Lemma 12). More generally, in the agnostic case, we
compete with OPT

γ
pert > 0 without any assumptions on the adversarial online sequence (xt, yt)

T
t=1.

Remark 1. Observe that when γ = 0, OPT
γ
pert reduces to the standard binary OPT in online learning.

In fact, our relaxed benchmarks OPTσ,ε
gauss and OPT

γ
margin (introduced below) also converge to OPT, as

γ, ε, and σ approach 0. Thus, our goals are: (1) to get the best possible dependence on γ, ε, and σ in

regret bounds, and (2) to eliminate dependence on the Littlestone dimension.

3
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Our first main result is an online learning algorithm with a regret guarantee relative to OPT
γ
pert

that depends on the VC dimension of H, bypassing dependence on the Littlestone dimension of H.

Main Result I (Theorem 2 and Theorem 3)
For any metric space (X , ρ), any γ > 0, and any class H ⊆ YX , Algorithm 1 guarantees for
any sequence (x1, y1), . . . , (xT , yT ), an expected number of mistakes of

T∑

t=1

E1[ŷt 6= yt]− OPT
γ
pert ≤

√
T · vc(H) log

(
e |C(X , ρ, γ)|

vc(H)

)
.

Furthermore, for any metric space (X , ρ), there is a class H where this bound is tight.

The upper bound depends on both the VC dimension of H and the metric entropy of X , which,
intuitively, can lead to a quadratic dependence on the dimension of X (e.g., when X ⊆ R

d) under
the square root. Indeed, as shown in Theorem 11, this dependence is suboptimal for classes induced
by halfspaces. Nevertheless, the key insight of the above result is the matching lower bound, which
demonstrates that for certain function classes, both the metric entropy of X and the VC dimension of
H must be taken into account. To be more specific, for an arbitrary norm ‖·‖ on R

d and the unit ball
X =

{
x ∈ R

d : ‖x‖ ≤ 1
}

, for γ < 1, it is well-known that log(|C(X , ‖·‖, γ)|) ≤ d log (1 + 2/γ) (e.g.,
Corollary 27.4 in Polyanskiy and Wu, 2025). Hence, Theorem 2 implies the following corollary,

T∑

t=1

E1[ŷt 6= yt]− OPT
γ
pert .

√
T · vc(H) · d · log (1 + 2/γ).

So, it is natural to ask whether it is possible avoid dependence on the dimension d of X . But,
our lower bound shows that it is not possible to avoid dependence on the metric entropy of X ,
log |C(X , ‖·‖, γ)|, which implies that dependence on dimension d (or its analogs) of X is unavoidable
in general.

We further note that the benchmark considered here is closely related to the smoothed online
learning perspective on beyond worst-case analysis of online learning (discussed in further detail in
Section A). In fact, a slightly more general result can be derived by using the machinery of smoothed
online learning (which we present as Corollary 18). At a fundamental level, both these results rely
on similar approximations of the metric space and the function class but we present Theorem 2 as a
more direct approach which allows a more straightforward comparison to bounds considered in the
literature on margin and robustness.

Main Result II: Competing with a Gaussian-Smoothed Optimal Predictor.

We now consider the setup where X ⊆ R
d and we compete with a different relaxation: the smallest

achievable error with class H under random perturbations of xt drawn from a multivariate Gaussian
distribution N (0, σ2Id). Formally,

OPT
σ,ε
gauss

.
= min

h∈H

T∑

t=1

1

[
yt · E

z∼N (0,Id)
[h(xt + σz)] ≤ ε

]
. (3)

In words, we are competing with the best predictor h⋆ ∈ H that minimizes the number of rounds
t for which the fraction of wrongly-classified Gaussian perturbations, Pz∼N {h⋆(xt + σz) 6= yt}, ex-
ceeds the threshold of 1/2 − ε/2. Compared with OPT

γ
pert (2), instead of minimizing error against

worst-case perturbations of radius γ, here we just require the probability of error under random Gaus-
sian perturbations to be slightly smaller than 1/2. The realizable case where OPTσ,ε

gauss = 0 means the

adversarial online sequence (xt, yt)
T
t=1 satisfies a “margin” assumption relative to Gaussian pertur-

bations: there exists an h⋆ ∈ H that labels more than 1/2+ ε/2 of the Gaussian perturbations xt + σz
with the label yt for all 1 ≤ t ≤ T . For example, in the special case of halfspaces, we show that this
is equivalent to the classical margin assumption (see Claim 1 and Lemma 13).

4
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Our main result is an online learning algorithm with a regret guarantee relative to OPTσ,ε
gauss that

depends on the VC dimension of H, bypassing dependence on the Littlestone dimension of H.

Main Result II (Theorem 4 and Theorem 8)
For any X ⊆ R

d, any σ, ε > 0, for any class H ⊆ YR
d

, Algorithm 2 guarantees for any
sequence (x1, y1), . . . , (xT , yT ), an expected number of mistakes of

T∑

t=1

E1[ŷt 6= yt]− OPT
σ,ε
gauss .

√√√√√T · vc(H) log




∣∣∣C
(
X , ‖·‖2,

√
π/32 · σε

)∣∣∣
ε2


.

Furthermore, for X = [0, 1], there is a class H where this bound is tight (up to log factors).

It follows as a corollary that for the Euclidean unit-ball X =
{
x ∈ R

d : ‖x‖2 ≤ 1
}

, we can achieve

a regret
∑T

t=1 E1[ŷt 6= yt] − OPTσ,ε
gauss .

√
T · vc(H) · d · log

(
1
εσ

)
. A natural question to ask here is

whether it is possible to take ε = 0. To this end, our lower bound implies that the dependence
on log

(
1
εσ

)
is necessary, since the covering number |C([0, 1], |·| , 4σε)| = Ω

(
1
εσ

)
, and therefore it is

impossible to compete with OPT
σ,ε
gauss with σ = 0 or ε = 0.

We note that regret bounds closely related to this benchmark can be achieved using a smoothed
online learning perspective, as discussed in Section A.1. The algorithms from smoothed online
learning can be used to compete with the benchmark, referred to as ¨OPT

σ

gauss,

¨OPT
σ

gauss

.
= min

h∈H

T∑

t=1

P
zt∼N (0,Id)

[h(xt + σzt) 6= yt] . (4)

Using techniques from smoothed online learning, we can achieve a regret bound1 of

T∑

t=1

E1[ŷt 6= yt]− ¨OPT
σ

gauss ≤

√√√√T · vc(H) log

(
Vol(X )

(
√
2πσ2)d

)
. (5)

A more formal discussion of this benchmark and technique is deferred to Section A.
Though, at a fundamental level, the reasoning behind both benchmarks are similar, OPTσ,ε

gauss pro-

vides a more refined bound since OPTσ,ε
gauss ≤ (2 + o(1)) ¨OPT

σ

gauss by choosing ε = 1/(T 2) (Claim 16),
and no general reverse inequality is true. In fact, it is possible to construct a situation where
¨OPT

σ

gauss = Ω(T ) and OPTσ,ε
gauss = 0.2

Main Result III: Competing with an Optimal Predictor with a Margin.

For a (real-valued) class F ⊆ [−1,+1]X , we consider competing with the smallest achievable error
when restricting to functions f ∈ F that have an output margin of γ. Formally,

OPT
γ
margin

.
= min

f∈F

T∑

t=1

1[ytf(xt) ≤ γ]. (6)

Competing with OPT
γ
margin was studied in the literature before. Ben-David, Pál, and Shalev-Shwartz

(2009) showed that in general minimizing regret relative to OPT
γ
margin is characterized by a nat-

ural extension of the classical Littlestone dimension that considers the γ-margin loss (x, y) 7→
1[yf(x) ≤ γ], and Rakhlin, Sridharan, and Tewari (2010, 2015) gave a non-constructive online
learner achieving a regret bound of O(RT (F)/γ) where RT (F) denotes the (unnormalized) sequen-
tial Rademacher complexity (ignoring other mild additive terms).

1. For technical reasons, the formal regret bound requires replacing the volume of X with the volume of a dilation.

2. On a technical note, smoothed online learning can compete against sharper benchmark, ˙OPT
σ

gauss , and cannot be com-

pared directly to OPT
σ,ε

gauss . The relation between these benchmarks are discussed further in Section A.

5



MARGIN AND SMOOTHED BENCHMARKS

We show next that under an additional Lipschitzness assumption on the class F , it is possible to
achieve regret relative to OPT

γ
margin that depends on the minimum of the pseudo-dimension of F and

the fat-shattering dimension of F , bypassing dependence on the sequential Rademacher complexity,
and with only a logarithmic dependence on 1/γ and L. We complement this with a lower bound
showing that dependence on 1/γ and L is unavoidable in general, and therefore showing that the
Lipschitzness assumption on F is necessary to achieve VC-based regret guarantees.

Main Result III (Theorem 9 and Theorem 10)
For any metric space (X , ρ), any γ > 0, and any function class F ⊆ [−1, 1]X that is L-Lipschitz
relative to ρ, there exists an online learner such that for any sequence (x1, y1), . . . , (xT , yT ),
the expected number of mistakes satisfies

T∑

t=1

E1[ŷt 6= yt]− OPT
γ
margin .

√
T ·min

{
G0, Gγ/4

}
,

where G0 ≤ vc(F) log
(

e|C(X ,ρ,γ/2L)|
vc(F)

)
, and for any α > 0, there are constants c1, c2, c3 > 0

such that Gγ/4 ≤ c1fatF
(
c2α

γ
4

)
log1+α

(
c3|C(X ,ρ,γ/2L)|
fatF(c2 γ

4 )·
γ
4

)
.

Furthermore, for the space X = [0, 1], there is a class F where this bound is tight.

Main Result IV: Halfspaces.

For generic hypothesis classes, the benchmarks OPT
γ
pert (2), OPTσ,ε

gauss (3), and OPT
γ
margin (6) are

incomparable. For example, in the realizable case they represent different assumptions on the ad-
versarial online sequence (xt, yt)

T
t=1. But, for halfspaces, these benchmarks are equivalent.

Claim 1. For (homogeneous) halfspaces H =
{
x 7→ sign (〈w, x〉) : w ∈ R

d
}

, there is an equivalence

between competing with the three introduced relaxed benchmarks: OPT
γ
pert (2), OPTσ,ε

gauss (3), and

OPT
γ
margin (6). In particular, OPT

γ
margin = OPT

γ
pert for all γ > 0, and OPT

γ
margin = OPTσ,ε

gauss for all

ε, σ, γ > 0 satisfying γ = σΦ−1 (1/2 + ε/2).

The proof of Claim 1 is deferred to Section 7. We show next that it is possible to compete with

these relaxed benchmarks, with a regret bound of O
(√

Td log(1/γ)
)

. This generalizes results from

the literature which considered the ℓ2-norm and the realizable case (Gilad-Bachrach, Navot, and
Tishby, 2004; Rakhlin and Sridharan, 2014), to handle arbitrary norms and the agnostic case. We

also note that our earlier generic result (Theorem 2) implies a regret bound of O
(√

Td2 log(1/γ)
)

for halfspaces (which is unavoidable for generic classes), but our result below bypasses this by
utilizing the parametric structure of halfspaces (see Section 7 for further details).

Main Result IV (Theorem 11)
For any normed vector space (X , ‖·‖) where X ⊆ R

d and B = supx∈X ‖x‖ < ∞, and any
γ > 0, there is an online learner such that for any sequence (x1, y1), . . . , (xT , yT ), the expected
number of mistakes satisfies

T∑

t=1

E1[ŷt 6= yt]− min
w∈Rd,‖w‖⋆=1

T∑

t=1

1 [yt 〈w, xt〉 ≤ γ] ≤
√
T · d log

(
1 +

2B

γ

)
.

6
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3. Discussion and Related Work

First, we remark that using a standard trick of running Multiplicative Weights with a prior over a
suitable discretization of the parameters γ, σ, ε (representing different instantiations of our online
learning algorithms) (see e.g., Rakhlin, Sridharan, and Tewari, 2015), we can achieve an even
stronger regret guarantees of the form infγ>0{OPTγ +

√· · ·} at the expense of an additional term
that is doubly-logarithmic in γ, σ, ε. We also remark that because our algorithms are based on
Multiplicative Weights (see Lemma 21), we immediately obtain improved first order regret bounds
of the form

√
2OPTγ ·�+�, instead of

√
T ·� in all of our results.

Computational Efficiency. Our algorithms are based on constructing appropriate covers C of H
and then running Multiplicative Weights with C as experts. Investigating computationally efficient
versions of our proposed algorithms is an interesting direction to explore in depth in future work.
For now, we emphasize that there is a limited number of results in this direction in the context of
d log(1/γ)-style regret bounds. For example, cutting plane methods can be used for halfspaces in the
realizable setting (i.e., when OPT

γ
margin,OPT

γ
pert,OPT

σ,ε
gauss = 0)(Gilad-Bachrach, Navot, and Tishby,

2004). Another positive result due to Qian, Rakhlin, and Zhivotovskiy (2024) is a
√
Td log(1/γ)-type

regret bound competing with the smallest achievable hinge loss OPT
γ
hinge (1), which can be imple-

mented in polynomial time with efficient unconstrained sampling from log-concave measures. On
the other hand, competing with OPT

γ
margin appears to be more challenging computationally, where

the best known algorithms for halfspaces (in the PAC setting) incur a runtime that is exponen-
tial in 1/γ (Shalev-Shwartz, Shamir, and Sridharan, 2009; Birnbaum and Shalev-Shwartz, 2012;
Diakonikolas, Kane, and Manurangsi, 2019), which perhaps suggests that we should not expect
efficient algorithms in the online setting.

Partial Concept Classes. Our generic algorithmic upper bounds for minimizing regret relative to
the relaxed benchmarks: OPT

γ
pert (2), OPTσ,ε

gauss (3), and OPT
γ
margin (6), bypass dependence on the

Littlestone dimension, and instead depend on the VC dimension and metric entropy. Our lower
bounds also exhibit examples of classes where it is not possible to improve on these regret bounds.
But, it is natural to ask whether there exists a generic online learning algorithm that is optimal for
all hypothesis classes H and to characterize the optimal regret. To this end, we remark that we
can answer this via the language of partial concept classes (Alon, Hanneke, Holzman, and Moran,
2021b). A partial concept class H ⊆ {−1, 1, ⋆}X is a collection of functions where each h ∈ H
is a partial function h : X → {−1, 1, ⋆} and h(x) = ⋆ indicates that h is undefined at x. The
classic Littlestone dimension naturally extends to partial concept classes without modification, and
continues to characterize online learnability of partial concept classes (Alon et al., 2021b). We note
that our results can be viewed as online learning guarantees for the following generic partial concept
classes:

• Competing with OPT
γ
pert is equivalent to online learning the partial concept class Hγ = {hγ | h ∈ H}

where hγ(x) = y if ∀z ∈ B(x, γ), h(z) = y, and hγ(x) = ⋆ otherwise.

• Competing with OPTσ,ε
gauss is equivalent to online learning the partial concept class Hσ,ε =

{hσ,ε | h ∈ H} where hσ,ε(x) = y if yEz∼N [h(x+ σz)] > ε, and hσ,ε(x) = ⋆ otherwise.

• Competing with OPT
γ
margin is equivalent to online learning the partial concept class Fγ =

{fγ | f ∈ F} where fγ(x) = y if yf(x) > γ, and fγ(x) = ⋆ otherwise.

For optimal regret, we can run the Standard Optimal Algorithm (Littlestone, 1987) using the partial
concept classes defined above. By itself, this observation is not very insightful as the regret will be
characterized in terms of the Littlestone dimension of the partial concept class (Hγ ,Hσ,ε,Fγ) and a-
priori it is unclear whether these quantities can be bounded by the VC dimension and metric entropy.
But, combined with our upper bounds (Theorems 2, 4, and 9), we immediately get as a corollary
that the Littlestone dimension of there partial classes is bounded in terms of the VC dimension and
metric entropy.

7
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Another potentially interesting connection is with differentially private PAC learning. It is known
that a class H is differentially privately PAC learnable if and only if H has finite Littlestone dimension
(Alon, Bun, Livni, Malliaris, and Moran, 2022). For partial concept classes, it remains open whether
finite Littlestone dimension implies differentially private PAC learning (Fioravanti, Hanneke, Moran,
Schefler, and Tsubari, 2024). If this question is resolved positively, then combined with our results it
would imply that the partial concept classes Hγ ,Hσ,ε,Fγ discussed above are differentially privately
PAC learnable. Such a (potential) result can be viewed as further benefits of studying relaxed bench-
marks in learning theory, as it would allows us to bypass the worst-case dependence on Littlestone
dimension in differentially private PAC learning.

Generic Margin Regret Bounds. Competing with the relaxed benchmark of OPT
γ
margin (6) was

studied in the literature before. Ben-David, Pál, and Shalev-Shwartz (2009) showed that minimiz-
ing regret relative to OPT

γ
margin is characterized by a natural extension of the classical Littlestone

dimension which considers the γ-margin loss (x, y) 7→ 1[yf(x) ≤ γ], and Rakhlin, Sridharan, and

Tewari (2010, 2015) gave a non-constructive regret bound of O
(

RT (F)
γ +

√
T
(
3 + log log

(
1
γ

)))

where RT (F) denotes the (unnormalized) sequential Rademacher complexity. We note that these
generic bounds depend on sequential/online complexity measures, and in this work we show that
if the class F is L-Lipschitz, then it is possible to achieve regret bounds that depend on statistical
complexity measures with only a logarithmic dependence on 1/γ and L.

Halfspaces and the Margin Assumption. For the class of halfspaces

H =
{
x 7→ sign(〈w, x〉) | w ∈ R

d
}
,

the γ-margin assumption states that ∃w⋆ ∈ R
d such that the online sequence (x1, y1), . . . , (xT , yT ) ∈

R
d × {±1} satisfies yt 〈w⋆, xt〉 ≥ γ, ∀1 ≤ t ≤ T . Mistake bounds under the γ-margin assump-

tion depend on the norm of the the data sequence, max1≤t≤T ‖xt‖, and the corresponding dual
norm of comparator halfspace, ‖w⋆‖⋆. For example, the classic Perceptron algorithm (Rosenblatt,
1958) can learn halfspaces with a mistake bound of ‖w⋆‖22B2

2/γ
2 (Novikoff, 1962), where B2 =

max1≤t≤T ‖xt‖2. And, the Winnow algorithm (Littlestone, 1987) can learn halfspaces with a mis-
take bound of O

(
log d · ‖w⋆‖21B2

∞/γ2
)
, where B∞ = max1≤t≤T ‖xt‖∞. More generally, there is

an algorithm due to Grove, Littlestone, and Schuurmans (2001) that can learn halfspaces with a
mistake bound of (p− 1)‖w‖2qB2

p/γ
2, where Bp = max1≤t≤T ‖xt‖p and 2 ≤ p < ∞.

Under the same γ-margin assumption, it is also possible to achieve a different mistake bound of
O (d log (‖w⋆‖2B2/γ)) (Gilad-Bachrach, Navot, and Tishby, 2004). See also (Qian, Rakhlin, and
Zhivotovskiy, 2024) for the extension of this bound to the agnostic case. Note here that there is
only a logarithmic dependence on the inverse margin, at the expense of a linear dependence on
the dimenion d. Gilad-Bachrach et al. (2004) showed that this can be achieved via cutting plane
methods, but it is also possible to achieve this with the Halving algorithm via a covering argument as
noted in (Rakhlin and Sridharan, 2014). In Section 7, we generalize these results to handle arbitrary
norms and dual norms, beyond the ℓ2 norm.

In terms of regret bounds, i.e., when the γ-margin assumption does not hold, the Perceptron
algorithm discussed above will compete instead with the smallest achievable hinge loss OPT

γ
hinge,

with a regret bound of
√
T · ‖w⋆‖22B2

2/γ
2 (see e.g., Corollary 1 in Mohri and Rostamizadeh, 2013).

In Section 7, we give online algorithms that compete with smallest achievable margin loss OPTγ
margin,

with a regret bound of
√
T · d log (‖w⋆‖2B2/γ).

Smoothed Online Learning. Another line of work that is closely related to our work is the study
of smoothed online learning. In the smoothed online learning setting, the distribution of the data is
assumed to be sampled from a distribution Dt with the property that the likliehood ratio dDt

dµ ≤ 1/σ

where µ is a fixed measure referred to as the base measure and σ is referred to the smoothness
parameter. In its simplest form, this assumption allows one to prove regret bounds of the form

8
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O
(√

vc(H)T log(T/σ)
)
(Haghtalab, Roughgarden, and Shetty, 2024) but several works have ex-

tended the range of results in this framework (Block, Dagan, Golowich, and Rakhlin, 2022; Block,
Bun, Desai, Shetty, and Wu, 2024a; Block, Rakhlin, and Shetty, 2024c; Haghtalab, Roughgarden,
and Shetty, 2020; Haghtalab, Han, Shetty, and Yang, 2022; Bhatt, Haghtalab, and Shetty, 2023)

Adversarially Robust Learning. We note that a population version of the benchmark OPT
γ
pert (2)

has been studied before in agnostic adversarially robust PAC learning (see e.g., Montasser, Hanneke,
and Srebro, 2019), where the goal is to learn a predictor that is robustly correct on adversarial
perturbations of test examples (e.g., within a γ-ball as in OPT

γ
pert), based on i.i.d. training examples.

We highlight that our result in Theorem 2 implies as a corollary a new result for adversarially robust
learning with tolerance, a relaxation of adversarially robust learning introduced by Ashtiani, Pathak,
and Urner (2023). We defer the formal statement and proof to Appendix B.

4. Competing with an Optimal Predictor under Worst-Case Perturbations

In this section, we consider minimizing regret relative to the smallest achievable error with class H
under worst-case perturbations of the online sequence x1, . . . , xT of distance at most γ away.

Theorem 2. For any metric space (X , ρ), any γ > 0, and any class H ⊆ YX , Algorithm 1 guarantees

for any sequence (x1, y1), . . . , (xT , yT ), an expected number of mistakes of

T∑

t=1

E1[ŷt 6= yt]− OPT
γ
pert ≤

√
T · vc(H) log

(
e |C(X , ρ, γ)|

vc(H)

)
.

Algorithm 1:

Input: Domain X , Hypothesis Class H, parameter γ > 0.
1 Let Z be a γ-cover of X where ∀x ∈ X , ∃z ∈ Z such that z ∈ B(x, γ).
2 Fix an arbitrary mapping φ : X → Z such that for each x ∈ X , φ(x) ∈ B(x, γ).
3 Project the class H onto the (finite) set Z where we denote the resulting restriction by

H|Z = {h|Z : Z → Y | h ∈ H}.

4 Initialize P1 to be a uniform mixture over H|Z , and set η =
√
8 log |H|Z |/T .

5 for 1 ≤ t ≤ T do
6 Upon receiving xt ∈ X from the adversary, let zt = φ(xt) ∈ Z.
7 Draw a random predictor h ∼ Pt and predict ŷt = h(zt).
8 Once the true label yt is revealed, we update all experts h ∈ H|Z :

Pt+1(h) = Pt(h)e
−η1[h(zt) 6=yt]/Zt

where Zt is a normalization constant.

Before proceeding with the proof of Theorem 2, we sketch the main ideas below.

High-Level Strategy. Recall the relaxed benchmark of OPTγ
pert (2) that we want to compete against.

Given a hypothesis class H, the main conceptual step is the construction of a new notion of cover C
with respect to H that satisfies the following property,

∀h ∈ H, ∃c ∈ C, ∀(x, y) ∈ X × Y : 1[c(x) 6= y] ≤ max
z∈B(x,γ)

1 [h(z) 6= y] .

With such a cover C of H, it follows from the above property that for any sequence (xt, yt)
T
t=1:

minc∈C
∑T

t=1 1[c(xt) 6= yt] ≤ OPT
γ
margin. Thus, we can use any online learning algorithm for C to

compete with OPT
γ
margin.

9
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To this end, Algorithm 1 proceeds by constructing such a (finite) cover C for H as follows. First it
construct a γ-cover Z of the space X with respect to the metric ρ. Then, it projects the class H onto
Z. This defines the set of experts to be used in the Multiplicative Weights algorithm. Observe that
because on each round t, Algorithm 1 maps xt to a point zt in the cover Z that is γ-close to xt, if
there is a predictor h ∈ H such that ∀z ∈ B(xt, γ), h(z) = yt, then the projection of h onto Z (which
is among the experts being used) will predict yt for the point zt. This is essentially how the cover C
for H satisfies the property written above.

Proof of Theorem 2. Recall from Algorithm 1 that Z is a γ-cover of X where ∀x ∈ X , ∃z ∈ Z such
that z ∈ B(x, γ), and φ : X → Z is a mapping such that for each x ∈ X , φ(x) ∈ B(x, γ). In the event
that there are two z, z′ ∈ Z such that z, z′ ∈ B(x, γ), φ acts as a tie-breaker.

We start by showing that the projection H|Z (as defined in Algorithm 1) satisfies the following
“covering” property relative to H,

∀h ∈ H, ∃h|Z ∈ H|Z ,∀(x, y) ∈ X × Y : (7)

if ∀z ∈ B(x, γ), h(z) = y, then h|Z(φ(x)) = y. (8)

To see this, fix an arbitrary h ∈ H and let h|Z ∈ H|Z be the projection/restriction of h on Z. Observe
that for any (x, y) ∈ X × Y, if ∀z ∈ B(x, γ), h(z) = y, then it holds that h|Z(φ(x)) = y because
φ(x) ∈ Z∧φ(x) ∈ B(x, γ), and h and h|Z are equal on Z by definition. From this “covering” property
of H|Z relative to H, it immediately follows that for any (x1, y1), . . . , (xT , yT ),

min
h∈H|Z

T∑

t=1

1 [h(φ(xt)) 6= yt] ≤ min
h∈H

T∑

t=1

max
z′
t∈B(xt,γ)

1 [h(z′t) 6= yt] . (9)

Finally, invoking the regret guarantee of Multiplicative Weights (Lemma 21) and combining it with
Equation 9 tells us that

T∑

t=1

E
h∼Pt

1[h(φ(xt)) 6= yt] ≤
η

1− e−η
min

h∈H|Z

T∑

t=1

1[h(φ(xt)) 6= yt] +
1

1− e−η
log |H|Z |

≤ η

1− e−η
min
h∈H

T∑

t=1

max
z′
t∈B(xt,γ)

1 [h(z′t) 6= yt] +
1

1− e−η
log |H|Z | .

By Sauer-Shelah-Perles Lemma, log |H|Z | ≤ vc(H) log
(

e|Z|
vc(H)

)
. Choosing a suitable step size η con-

cludes the proof.

Theorem 3. For any metric space (X , ρ), any γ > 0, and any 1 ≤ d ≤ |C(X , ρ, 2γ)|, there exists a class

H ⊆ YX with vc(H) = d such that for any (possibly randomized) online learner, there exists a sequence

(x1, y1), . . . , (xT , yT ) where

T∑

t=1

E1[ŷt 6= yt]− OPT
γ
pert ≥ Ω

(√
T · vc(H) log

( |C(X , ρ, 2γ)|
vc(H)

))
.

Remark 2. We note that the class H constructed in the lower bound in Theorem 3 has constant dual VC

dimension, vc⋆(H) ≤ 1. For example, this implies that it is not possible in general to replace dependence

on the metric entropy of X with dependence on the dual VC dimension of H.

Proof. Let P(X , ρ, 2γ) = {x1, . . . , xN} be a 2γ-packing of X with respect to metric ρ. By defini-
tion, we have the property that the γ-balls of points in the packing P(X , ρ, 2γ) are disjoint, i.e.,
∩N
i=1Bγ(xi) = ∅. It is also well known that N = |P(X , ρ, 2γ)| ≥ |C(X , ρ, 2γ)|. We now describe

10



MONTASSER SHETTY ZHIVOTOVSKIY

the construction of a class H on the γ-balls of the packing, i.e., ∪N
i=1Bγ(xi) ⊆ X (with a trivial +1

labeling on the remainder of X ).
We follow a construction due to (Haghtalab, Roughgarden, and Shetty, 2024, Proof of Theorem

3.2). Specifically, without loss of generality, we fix the following ordering of the points in the packing:
x1, . . . , xN . Let 1 ≤ d ≤ N . Divide the points into d disjoint subsets A1, A2, . . . , Ad, where each Ai

contains at least ⌊N/d⌋ points, i.e., A1 =
{
x1, . . . , x⌊N/d⌋

}
, A2 =

{
x⌊N/d⌋+1, . . . , x2⌊N/d⌋

}
, and so

on. On each subset Ai, instantiate the class of thresholds, i.e. for each θ ∈ Ai, let hθ(z) = 1 for
z ∈ ∪x∈Ai,x≥θBγ(x) and 0 for z /∈ ∪x∈Ai,x≥θBγ(x). In words, hθ labels the entire γ-balls of all x < θ
with 0 and labels the γ-balls of all x ≥ θ with 1 where x ∈ Ai, and hθ is zero everywhere else. For a
d-tuple of thresholds, define

hθ1,...,θd(z) =

d∑

i=1

1 [z ∈ ∪x∈AiBγ(x)] hθi(z).

Then, the class H is the set of all such functions

H = {hθ1,...,θd | θ1 ∈ A1, . . . , θd ∈ Ad} .
Observe that vc(H) = d. First, vc(H) ≤ d, because shattering d + 1 points implies there is one

subset Ai where 2 points are shattered, but since in each Ai the class H behaves as a threshold,
this is impossible. Second, vc(H) ≥ d, because any d points x̃1 ∈ A1, x̃2 ∈ A2, . . . , x̃d ∈ Ad can be
shattered by picking the thresholds θ1 ∈ A1, . . . , θd ∈ Ad appropriately.

We next turn to describing the construction of a mistake tree of depth d log2 (⌊N/d⌋). Observe that
for each Ai, we can construct a mistake tree of depth log2 (⌊N/d⌋) using instances in Ai. Because
H is defined as a disjoint union of d thresholds, we can combine the mistake trees for A1, . . . , Ad,
by attaching a copy of the mistake tree for Ai+1 to each leaf of the mistake tree for Ai, recursively.
This yields a mistake tree of depth d log2 (⌊N/d⌋). Given this mistake tree, it follows from standard
arguments (see e.g., Lemma 14 in Ben-David, Pál, and Shalev-Shwartz, 2009) that the regret is
bounded from below by Ω(

√
T · d log2 (⌊N/d⌋)). This concludes the proof.

5. Competing with a Gaussian-Smoothed Optimal Predictor

In this section, we consider competing with a different relaxation, OPTσ,ε
gauss (3), which is the smallest

achievable error with class H under random perturbations of xt drawn from a multivariate Gaussian
distribution N (0, σ2).

Theorem 4. For any X ⊆ R
d, any σ, ε > 0, for any class H ⊆ YR

d

, Algorithm 2 guarantees for any

sequence (x1, y1), . . . , (xT , yT ), an expected number of mistakes of

T∑

t=1

E1[ŷt 6= yt]− OPT
σ,ε
gauss ≤

√√√√√T · vc(H) log



ce
∣∣∣C
(
X , ‖·‖2,

√
π/32 · σε

)∣∣∣
ε2


.

Remark 3. The proof of Theorem 4 implies that the ℓ∞ metric entropy relative to m points of the

real-valued class Fσ = {x 7→ Ez∼N [h(x+ σz)] | h ∈ H} is O
(
vc(H) log

(
m
ε2

))
.

Before proceeding with the proof of Theorem 4, we sketch the main ideas below.

High-Level Strategy. Recall the relaxed benchmark of OPTσ,ε
gauss (3) that we want to compete

against. Given a hypothesis class H, the main conceptual step is the construction of a new notion of
cover C with respect to H that satisfies the following property,

∀h ∈ H, ∃c ∈ C, ∀(x, y) ∈ X × Y : 1[c(x) 6= y] ≤ 1[y · E
z∼N

[h(x+ σz)] ≤ ε].

11
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With such a cover C of H, it follows from the above property that for any sequence (xt, yt)
T
t=1:

minc∈C
∑T

t=1 1[c(xt) 6= yt] ≤ OPTσ,ε
gauss. Thus, we can use any online learning algorithm for C to

compete with OPTσ,ε
gauss.

To this end, we construct in Algorithm 2 such a (finite) cover C for H as follows. First, we consider
a covering Z of the domain X with respect to the ℓ2 metric. Second, for any h ∈ H and any y ∈ Y,
the map x 7→ yEz∼N [h(x+σz)] is O(1/σ)-Lipchitz (Lemma 6), therefore, foreach x ∈ X there will be
a point x̃ ∈ Z close enough to x such that, 1[y ·Ez∼N [h(x̃+σz)] ≤ ε/2] ≤ 1[y ·Ez∼N [h(x+σz)] ≤ ε].
Thus, it suffices to focus our attention on all possible behaviors of the class H on the cover Z with
respect to the loss function (x̃, y) 7→ 1[y·Ez∼N [h(x̃+σz)] ≤ ε/2]. Then, observe that this loss function

is bounded from below by the empirical loss function (x̃, y) 7→ 1

[
y · 1

M

∑M
i=1 h(x̃+ σzi) ≤ 0

]
, where

z1, . . . , zM ∼ N (Lemma 5). Hence, projecting the class H onto Z and the Gaussian samples suffices
to capture all possible behaviors of H, and gives us the cover C that we need.

Algorithm 2:

Input: Domain X ⊆ R
d, Hypothesis Class H, σ, ε > 0.

1 Set parameters ε̃ = ε/4 and γ = (σε̃)/
√
2/π.

2 Let Z be a γ-cover of X where ∀x ∈ X , ∃x̃ ∈ Z such that ‖x− x̃‖2 ≤ γ.
3 Fix an arbitrary mapping φ : X → Z such that for each x ∈ X , ‖x− φ(x)‖2 ≤ γ.
4 Let S be the set of all (noisy) points ∪x̃∈Z{x̃+ σz1, . . . , x̃+ σzM}, where for each x̃ ∈ Z we

invoke Lemma 5 to obtain M = O
(

vc(H)
ε̃2

)
points z1, . . . , zM ∈ R

d that form an

ε̃-approximation in the sense of Equation 14.
5 Project the class H onto the (finite) set S where we denote the resulting restriction by

H|S = {h|S : S → Y | h ∈ H}.

6 Initialize P1 to be a uniform mixture over H|S , and set η =
√
8 log |H|S |/T .

7 for 1 ≤ t ≤ T do
8 Upon receiving xt ∈ X from the adversary, let x̃t = φ(xt) ∈ Z.
9 Draw a random predictor h ∼ Pt and predict ŷt = +1 if

1
M

∑M
i=1 1[h(x̃t + σzi = +1)] ≥ 1/2, otherwise predict ŷt = −1.

10 Once the true label yt is revealed, we update all experts h ∈ H|S :

Pt+1(h) =
Pt(h)

Zt
· exp

(
−η1

[
1

M

M∑

i=1

1[h(x̃t + σzi 6= yt)] ≥
1

2

])

where Zt is a normalization constant.

Proof of Theorem 4. First, observe that by Steps 8 and 9 in Algorithm 2, it holds that the (expected)
number of mistakes made by Algorithm 2 on the sequence (x1, y1), . . . , (xT , yT ) satisfies

T∑

t=1

E1 [ŷt 6= yt] =

T∑

t=1

E
h∼Pt

1

[
1

M

M∑

i=1

1[h(x̃t + σzi 6= yt)] ≥
1

2

]
. (10)

Next, we invoke the regret guarantee of Multiplicative Weights (Lemma 21) which tells us that

T∑

t=1

E
h∼Pt

1

[
1

M

M∑

i=1

1[h(x̃t + σzi 6= yt)] ≥
1

2

]

≤ η

1− e−η
min

h∈H|S

T∑

t=1

1

[
1

M

M∑

i=1

1[h(x̃t + σzi 6= yt)] ≥
1

2

]
+

1

1− e−η
log |H|S | .

(11)

12
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In the remainder of the proof, we first bound from above the benchmark above defined with the

“empirical” loss function (x̃, y) 7→ 1

[
y · 1

M

∑M
i=1 h(x̃+ σzi) ≤ 0

]
evaluated on (x̃t, yt)

T
t=1, by the

benchmark defined with the “population” loss function (x̃, y) 7→ 1[y·Ez∼N [h(x̃+σz)] ≤ 2ε̃] evaluated
on (x̃t, yt)

T
t=1,

min
h∈H|S

T∑

t=1

1

[
1

M

M∑

i=1

1[h(x̃t + σzi 6= yt)] ≥
1

2

]
≤ min

h∈H

T∑

t=1

1

[
P

z∼N
{h(x̃t + σz) 6= yt} ≥ 1

2
− ε̃

]
. (12)

And, after that, we bound from above the benchmark with the “population” loss function (x̃, y) 7→
1[y ·Ez∼N [h(x̃+ σz)] ≤ 2ε̃] evaluated on (x̃t, yt)

T
t=1, by OPTσ,ε

gauss (which is evaluated on the original

sequence (xt, yt)
T
t=1 satisfying for all 1 ≤ t ≤ T, ‖xt − x̃t‖2 ≤ γ),

min
h∈H

T∑

t=1

1

[
P

z∼N
{h(x̃t + σz) 6= yt} ≥ 1

2
− ε̃

]
≤ min

h∈H

T∑

t=1

1

[
P

z∼N
{h(xt + σz) 6= yt} ≥ 1

2
− 2ε̃

]
. (13)

We now proceed with proving Equations 12 and 13. To prove (12), the next helper Lemma estab-
lishes that the “empirical” loss can be used to approximate the “population” loss in the following
sense,

Lemma 5. For any ε̃ ∈ (0, 1), any σ > 0, and any x ∈ X , there exists z1, . . . , zM ∈ R
d where

M = O
(

vc(H)
ε̃2

)
such that

∀y ∈ {±1} , ∀h ∈ H :

∣∣∣∣∣ P
z∼N

{h(x+ σz) = y} − 1

M

M∑

i=1

1 [h(x+ σzi) = y]

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ ε̃, (14)

and as a result,

∀y ∈ {±1} , ∀h ∈ H : 1

[
1

M

M∑

i=1

1[h(x+ σzi 6= y)] ≥ 1

2

]
≤ 1

[
P

z∼N
{h(x+ σz) 6= y} ≥ 1

2
− ε̃

]
. (15)

Proof of Lemma 5. By invoking uniform convergence guarantees for the class H, we know that for

any δ > 0, with probability at least 1 − δ over the draw of M = O
(

vc(H)+log(1/δ)
ε̃2

)
i.i.d. Gaussian

samples z1, . . . , zM ∼ N ,

∀y ∈ {±1} , ∀h ∈ H :

∣∣∣∣∣ P
z∼N

{h(x+ σz) = y} − 1

M

M∑

i=1

1 [h(x+ σzi) = y]

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ ε̃.

Thus, Equation 14 follows by choosing δ = 1/6, for example.
Next, to prove Equation 15, it suffices to show that when 1

[
Pz∼N {h(x+ σz) 6= y} ≥ 1

2 − ε̃
]
= 0,

then 1

[
1
M

∑M
i=1 1[h(x+ σzi 6= y)] ≥ 1

2

]
= 0. To this end, suppose that Pz∼N {h(x+ σz) 6= y} <

1
2 − ε̃. By the uniform convergence guarantee (Equation 14), we have

1

M

M∑

i=1

1[h(x+ σzi 6= y)] ≤ P
z∼N

{h(x+ σz) 6= y}+ ε̃ <
1

2
− ε̃+ ε̃ =

1

2
.

Thus, 1
[

1
M

∑M
i=1 1[h(x+ σzi 6= y)] ≥ 1

2

]
= 0.

13
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To show that Equation 12 holds, we invoke Lemma 5 on the sequence (x̃t, yt)
T
t=1, which implies

that

min
h∈H

T∑

t=1

1

[
1

M

M∑

i=1

1[h(x̃t + σzi 6= yt)] ≥
1

2

]
≤ min

h∈H

T∑

t=1

1

[
P

z∼N
{h(x̃t + σz) 6= yt} ≥ 1

2
− ε̃

]
.

Observe now that since H|S is the projection of H onto the cover with noise S (Step 5 in Algo-
rithm 2), every behavior induced by the class H with respect to the “empirical” loss is witnessed by
the projection H|S ,

min
h∈H|S

T∑

t=1

1

[
1

M

M∑

i=1

1[h(x̃t + σzi 6= yt)] ≥
1

2

]
= min

h∈H

T∑

t=1

1

[
1

M

M∑

i=1

1[h(x̃t + σzi 6= yt)] ≥
1

2

]
.

Combining the above two equations implies Equation 12.
We now turn to proving Equation 13. The next two helper Lemmas show that Gaussian smooth-

ing induces Lipschitzness (Lemma 6), and as a result we can relate the “population” loss on (x̃t, yt)
T
t=1

with the “population” loss on (xt, yt)
T
t=1 (Lemma 7).

Lemma 6. For any function g : Rd → {±1} and any y ∈ {±1}, the σ-smoothed map

x 7→ Pz∼N {g(x+ σz) 6= y} is Lσ-Lipschitz where Lσ =

√
2/π

σ .

Proof. Invoke Lemma 22 with the functions x 7→ 1[g(x) 6= +1], x 7→ 1[g(x) 6= −1].

Lemma 7. For any h ∈ H, any x, x̃ ∈ R
d, any y ∈ {±1}, and any scalar a ∈ (0, 1)

1

[
P

z∼N
{h(x̃+ σz) 6= y} ≥ a+ Lσ‖x− x̃‖2

]
≤ 1

[
P

z∼N
{h(x+ σz) 6= y} ≥ a

]
.

Proof of Lemma 7. It suffices to show that when 1 [Pz∼N {h(x+ σz) 6= y} ≥ a] = 0, then
1 [Pz∼N {h(x̃+ σz) 6= y} ≥ a+ Lσ‖x− x̃‖2] = 0. To this end, suppose that Pz∼N {h(x+ σz) 6= y} <
a. Since the map x 7→ Pz∼N {h(x+ σz) 6= y} is Lσ-Lipschitz, it holds that

P
z∼N

{h(x̃+ σz) 6= y} ≤ P
z∼N

{h(x+ σz) 6= y}+ Lσ‖x− x̃‖2 < a+ Lσ‖x− x̃‖2.

Thus, 1 [Pz∼N {h(x̃+ σz) 6= y} ≥ a+ Lσ‖x− x̃‖2] = 0.

Equation 13 follows by invoking Lemma 7 with scalar a = 1/2 − 2ε̃ and noting that for all 1 ≤ t ≤
T, ‖xt − x̃t‖2 ≤ γ where γ = ε̃

Lσ
.

To conclude the proof of Theorem 4, putting things together, Equations 10, 11, 12, 13 and the
choice of ε̃ = ε/4 imply that the regret of the online learner is bounded from above by

T∑

t=1

E1 [ŷt 6= yt] ≤
η

1− e−η
min
h∈H

T∑

t=1

1

[
P

z∼N
{h(xt + σz) 6= yt} ≥ 1

2
− ε

2

]
+

1

1− e−η
log |H|S | . (16)

By Sauer-Shelah-Perles Lemma, |H|S | ≤
(

e|Z|M
vc(H)

)vc(H)

≤
(
c e|Z|

ε2

)vc(H)

. Choosing a suitable step size

η concludes the proof.

Theorem 8. For X = [0, 1], any σ > 0 and 0 < ε < 1/2, any 1 ≤ d ≤ |C(X , |·| , 4σε)|, there exists a

class H ⊆ YX with vc(H) = d such that for any (possibly randomized) online learner, there exists a

sequence (x1, y1), . . . , (xT , yT ) where

T∑

t=1

E1[ŷt 6= yt]− OPT
σ,ε
gauss ≥ Ω

(√
T · vc(H) log

( |C(X , |·| , 4σε)|
vc(H)

))
.
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At a high-level, we use a similar construction to Theorem 3 of a disjoint union of thresholds that
are carefully spaced on the interval [0, 1].

Proof of Theorem 8. Let Φ(r) = Pz∼N [z ≤ r] denote the CDF of a standard Gaussian. Set α =
σΦ−1(1/2+ε/2). By choice of α, we have Pz∼N [σz ≤ α] = 1/2+ε/2, and symmetrically, Pz∼N [σz ≥ −α] =
1/2 + ε/2. For any θ ∈ [0, 1], define a threshold function hθ : [0, 1] → {±1} such that hθ(x) = −1
if x ≤ θ and hθ(x) = +1 if x > θ. Observe that for any x such that x + α < θ it holds that
Pz∼N [x+ σz < θ] = Pz∼N [σz < θ − x] ≥ Pz∼N [σz ≤ α] = 1/2+ ε/2. Symmetrically, for any x such
that x − α > θ it holds that Pz∼N [x+ σz > θ] = Pz∼N [σz > θ − x] ≥ Pz∼N [σz ≤ −α] = 1/2 + ε/2.
Thus, for any x such that |x− θ| > α it holds that hθ(x) · Ez∼N [hθ(x + σz)] ≥ ε. That is, any x that
is distance greater than α away from θ will satisfy a margin at least ε under random Gaussian noise.

Let P([0, 1], |·| , 2α) = {θ1, . . . , θN} be a 2α-packing of [0, 1] with respect to metric |·|, that is,
mini6=j |θi − θj | > 2α. We follow a construction due to Haghtalab, Roughgarden, and Shetty (2024,
Proof of Theorem 3.2). Specifically, without loss of generality, we fix the following ordering of the
thresholds in the packing: θ1, . . . , θN . Let 1 ≤ d ≤ N . Divide the thresholds into d disjoint subsets
A1, A2, . . . , Ad, where each Ai contains at least ⌊N/d⌋ thresholds, i.e., A1 =

{
θ1, . . . , θ⌊N/d⌋

}
, A2 ={

θ⌊N/d⌋+1, . . . , θ2⌊N/d⌋
}

, and so on. For a d-tuple of thresholds, define

hθ1,...,θd(x) =

d∑

i=1

1
[
θ(i−1)⌊N/d⌋+1 ≤ x ≤ θi⌊N/d⌋

]
hθi(x).

Then, the class H is the set of all such functions

H = {hθ1,...,θd | θ1 ∈ A1, . . . , θd ∈ Ad} .

Observe that vc(H) = d. First, vc(H) ≤ d, because shattering d + 1 points implies there is one
subset Ai where 2 points are shattered, but since in each Ai the class H behaves as a thresh-
old, this is impossible. Second, vc(H) ≥ d, because any d points x̃1 ∈ A1, x̃2 ∈ A2, . . . , x̃d ∈ Ad

can be shattered by picking the thresholds θ1 ∈ A1, . . . , θd ∈ Ad appropriately. Observe also that
hθ(x) = sign(Ez∼N hθ(x + σz)) because if x ≤ θ then Pz∼N [x+ σz ≤ θ] ≤ 1/2 and if x > θ then
Pz∼N [x+ σz > θ] > 1/2. Thus, the class H is closed under the σ-Gaussian smoothing operation.
Therefore, the VC dimension of this class after Gaussian smoothing remains d.

We next turn to describing the construction of a mistake tree of depth d log2 (⌊N/d⌋). For each
subset Ai =

{
θ(i−1)⌊N/d⌋+1, . . . , θi⌊N/d⌋

}
, we pick instances x ∈ X that are exactly halfway be-

tween consecutive thresholds in Ai, let Bi =
{
xi1 , . . . , xi⌊N/d⌋−1

}
denote such instances. Given

that mini6=j |θi − θj | > 2α, by the choice of α, we can construct a Littlestone tree using the in-
stances in Bi of depth log2 (⌊N/d⌋) such that each path is realized by a threshold θ ∈ Ai that satisfies
1[hθ(x) ·Ez∼N [hθ(x+σz)] ≤ ε] = 0 for the x instances along this path. Finally, because H is defined
as a disjoint union of d thresholds, we can combine the mistake trees for A1, . . . , Ad, by attaching a
copy of the mistake tree for Ai+1 to each leaf of the mistake tree for Ai, recursively. This yields a
mistake tree of depth d log2 (⌊N/d⌋). Given this mistake tree, it follows from standard arguments (see
e.g., Lemma 14 in Ben-David, Pál, and Shalev-Shwartz, 2009) that the regret is bounded from below
by Ω(

√
T · d log2 (⌊N/d⌋)). To conclude the proof, we note that for 0 < ε < 1/2, Φ−1(1/2 + ε/2) ≤ 2ǫ,

implying that N =
∣∣P(X , |·| , 2σΦ−1(1/2 + ε/2))

∣∣ ≥ |P(X , |·| , 4σε)|. Finally, the packing number is
bounded from below by the covering number, |P(X , |·| , 4σε)| ≥ |C(X , |·| , 4σε)|.

6. Competing with an Optimal Predictor with a Margin

In this section, we revisit the classical notion of margin for a (real-valued) class F ⊆ [−1,+1]X .
Specifically, we consider competing with the smallest achievable error with functions f ∈ F that
have a margin of γ.
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Theorem 9. For any metric space (X , ρ) and any γ > 0, for any function class F ⊆ [−1, 1]X that is

L-Lipschitz relative to ρ, there exists an online learner such that for any sequence (x1, y1), . . . , (xT , yT ),
the expected number of mistakes satisfies

T∑

t=1

E1[ŷt 6= yt]− OPT
γ
margin .

√
T ·min

{
G0, Gγ/4

}
,

where G0 is the size of the projection of the binary class sign(F) onto the cover C(X , ρ, γ/2L) which

satisfies G0 ≤ vc(F) log
(

e|C(X ,ρ,γ/2L)|
vc(F)

)
, and Gγ/4 is the size of the smallest ℓ∞ γ/4-cover of F

on C(X , ρ, γ/2L) which satisfies for any α > 0, there are constants c1, c2, c3 > 0 such that Gγ/4 ≤
c1fatF

(
c2α

γ
4

)
log1+α

(
c3|C(X ,ρ,γ/2L)|
fatF(c2 γ

4 )·
γ
4

)
.

Before proceeding with the proof of Theorem 9, we sketch the main ideas below.

High-Level Strategy. Recall the relaxed benchmark of OPT
γ
margin (6) that we want to compete

against. Given a function class F , the main conceptual step is the construction of a new notion of
cover G with respect to F that satisfies the following property,

∀f ∈ F , ∃g ∈ G, ∀(x, y) ∈ X × Y : 1[g(x) 6= y] ≤ 1[y · f(x) ≤ γ].

With such a cover G of F , it follows from the above property that for any sequence (xt, yt)
T
t=1:

ming∈G
∑T

t=1 1[g(xt) 6= yt] ≤ OPT
γ
margin. Thus, we can use any online learning algorithm for G to

compete with OPT
γ
margin.

In the proof, we construct such a cover G in two ways. We first take a covering covering Z of the
domain X with respect to metric ρ at scale γ/2L. Then, since the class F is L-Lipschitz, it follows
that for any f ∈ F and any (x, y) ∈ X × Y, choosing z ∈ Z such that ρ(x, z) ≤ γ/2L, we have
1[yf(z) ≤ γ/2] ≤ 1[yf(x) ≤ γ]. Thus to construct G, we can either use the projection of the binary
class sign(F) on Z, or use a cover of F with respect to ℓ∞ metric on Z at scale γ/4.

Proof of Theorem 9. Let Z = C(X , ρ, γ/2L) denote a cover of X relative to metric ρ at scale γ/2L.
A Zero-Scale Cover of F . Let G0 = {g : Z → Y} denote the projection of the binary class sign(F) onto
Z. By definition, G0 satisfies the following property

∀f ∈ F , ∃g ∈ G0, ∀z ∈ Z : sign(f)(z) = g(z).

Given that the class F is L-Lipschitz relative to ρ, it follows that the cover G0 satisfies the following
property

∀f ∈ F , ∃g ∈ G0, ∀(x, y) ∈ X × Y, ∀z ∈ Z s.t. ρ(x, z) ≤ γ

2L
,1[g(z) 6= y] ≤ 1[yf(x) ≤ γ], (17)

because whenever yf(x) > γ, for any z ∈ Z such that ρ(x, z) ≤ γ/2L, it holds that yf(z) ≥
yf(x)−γ/2 > γ−γ/2 = γ/2 and therefore, g(z) = sign(f(z)) = y. Equation 17 then implies that for
any sequence (x1, y1), . . . , (xT , yT ) ∈ X ×Y, and any z1, . . . , zT ∈ Z such that ∀1 ≤ t ≤ T, ρ(xt, zt) ≤
γ/2L,

min
g∈G0

T∑

t=1

1 [g(zt) 6= yt] ≤ min
f∈F

T∑

t=1

1 [ytf(xt) ≤ γ] . (18)

By Sauer-Shelah-Perles Lemma, log |G0| ≤ vc(F) log
(

e|Z|
vc(F)

)
.

A Scale-Sensitive Cover of F . Let Gγ/4 = {g : Z → [−1,+1]} be a cover for F relative to the ℓ∞ metric
on Z at scale γ/4. In other words, Gγ/4 is a cover that satisfies the following property

∀f ∈ F , ∃g ∈ Gγ/4, sup
z∈Z

|f(z)− g(z)| ≤ γ

4
.
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Given that the class F is L-Lipschitz relative to ρ, it follows that the cover Gγ/4 satisfies the following
property

∀f ∈ F , ∃g ∈ Gγ/4, ∀(x, y) ∈ X × Y, ∀z ∈ Z s.t. ρ(x, z) ≤ γ

2L
,1[yg(z) ≤ γ/4] ≤ 1[yf(x) ≤ γ], (19)

because whenever yf(x) > γ, for any z ∈ Z such that ρ(x, z) ≤ γ/2L, it holds that yg(z) ≥ yf(z)−
γ/4 ≥ yf(x)−γ/4−L ·γ/2L> γ−γ/4−γ/2 = γ/4. Equation 19 then implies that for any sequence
(x1, y1), . . . , (xT , yT ) ∈ X × Y, and any z1, . . . , zT ∈ Z such that ∀1 ≤ t ≤ T, ρ(xt, zt) ≤ γ/2L,

min
g∈Gγ/4

T∑

t=1

1 [ytg(zt) ≤ γ/4] ≤ min
f∈F

T∑

t=1

1 [ytf(xt) ≤ γ] . (20)

We can bound the size of the scale-sensitive cover Gγ/4 in terms of the fat-shattering dimension of
F . For example, see Rudelson and Vershynin (2006)[Theorem 4.4] or Block, Dagan, Golowich, and
Rakhlin (2022)[Theorem 23], for any α > 0, there are constants c1, c2, c3 > 0 such that

log
∣∣Gγ/4

∣∣ ≤ c1fatF
(
c2α

γ

4

)
log1+α

(
c3 |Z|

fatF
(
c2α

γ
4

)
· γ
4

)
.

Regret Guarantees. We use Multiplicative Weights with the set of experts C = G0 or C = Gγ/4.
Invoking the regret guarantee of Multiplicative Weights (Lemma 21) implies that

T∑

t=1

E1[ŷt 6= yt] ≤
η

1− e−η
min
c∈C

T∑

t=1

1[ytc(zt) ≤ 0] +
1

1− e−η
log |C| . (21)

By Equation 18 and Equation 20, it then follows that

T∑

t=1

E1[ŷt 6= yt] ≤
η

1− e−η
min
f∈F

T∑

t=1

1 [ytf(xt) ≤ γ] +
1

1− e−η
log |C| . (22)

Choosing a suitable η > 0 concludes the proof.

Theorem 10. For X = [0, 1], any 0 < γ < 1/2, any Lipschitz constant L ∈ [0,∞), any 1 ≤ d ≤∣∣∣C(X , |·| ,
√
32/π · γ

L)
∣∣∣, there exists a class F ⊆ [−1, 1]X that is L-Lipschitz relative to |·| with vc(F) = d

such that for any (possibly randomized) online learner, there exists a sequence (x1, y1), . . . , (xT , yT )
where

T∑

t=1

E1[ŷt 6= yt]− OPT
γ
margin ≥ Ω




√√√√√T · vc(F) log




∣∣∣C
(
X , |·| ,

√
32/π · γ

L

)∣∣∣
vc(F)





 .

Proof. The proof follows directly from Theorem 8 and the construction used in its proof. In particular,
we use σ =

√
2/π/L, ε = γ, and F = {x 7→ Ez∼N h(x+ σz) | h ∈ H}. Note that F is L-Lipschitz by

Lemma 6, and vc(F) = vc(H) (see proof of Theorem 8).

7. Refined Results for Halfspaces

In this section, we focus specifically on the class of homogeneous halfspaces,

H =
{
x 7→ sign (〈w, x〉) : w ∈ R

d
}
.
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As mentioned in Claim 1, there is an equivalence for halfspaces between the three relaxed bench-
marks that we study in this paper OPT

γ
pert (2), OPTσ,ε

gauss (3), and OPT
γ
margin (6). So, we focus on

OPT
γ
margin (6). Below, we generalize results from the literature which considered the ℓ2-norm and

the realizable case (Gilad-Bachrach, Navot, and Tishby, 2004; Rakhlin and Sridharan, 2014), to
handle arbitrary norms and the agnostic case.

Theorem 11. For any normed vector space (X , ‖·‖) where X ⊆ R
d and B = supx∈X ‖x‖ < ∞, and

any γ > 0, there is an online learner such that for any sequence (x1, y1), . . . , (xT , yT ), the expected

number of mistakes satisfies

T∑

t=1

E1[ŷt 6= yt]− min
w∈Rd,‖w‖⋆=1

T∑

t=1

1 [yt 〈w, xt〉 ≤ γ] ≤
√
T · d log

(
1 +

2B

γ

)
.

Remark 4. We can also compete with minw∈Rd

∑T
t=1 1[yt 〈w, xt〉 ≤ γ], i.e., without restricting to unit-

norm w’s, when we know in advance the norm ‖w‖⋆ of the competitor or an upper bound on it.

Before proceeding with the proof of Theorem 11, we highlight that we conceptually follow the
same strategy as in our earlier generic results of constructing a suitable (finite) cover C for H.
However, to construct C, we utilize the parametric structure of halfspaces and directly cover the
space of parameters W =

{
w ∈ R

d : ‖w‖⋆ = 1
}

, instead of first covering X and then projecting

H onto this cover. This enables us to obtain a O
(√

Td log(1/γ)
)

regret bound, as opposed to a

O
(√

Td2 log(1/γ)
)

regret bound implied by our earlier generic results.

Proof of Theorem 11. We start with describing the construction of the online learner. Let β = γ/B
and Cβ be a minimal size β-cover of the unit-ball W =

{
w ∈ R

d : ‖w‖⋆ = 1
}

with respect to the dual
norm ‖·‖⋆, where ∀w ∈ W, ∃w̃ ∈ Cβ such that ‖w − w̃‖⋆ ≤ β. Let

Hβ = {hw : x 7→ sign(〈w, x〉)| w ∈ Cβ}

be the set of halfspaces induced by the cover Cβ .
Next, we run the Multiplicative Weights algorithm with the halfspaces in Hβ as experts. Specif-

ically, we start with a uniform mixture P1 over Hβ and some learning rate η > 0. Then, on rounds
t = 1, . . . , T :

1. Upon receiving xt ∈ X from adversary, draw a random predictor hw ∼ Pt and predict ŷt =
hw(xt).

2. Once the true label yt is revealed, we update for all hw ∈ Hβ: Pt+1(hw) = Pt(hw)e
−η1[hw(xt) 6=yt]/Zt,

where Zt is a normalization constant.

Analysis. We first invoke the regret guarantee of Multiplicative Weights (Lemma 21) which tells
us that

T∑

t=1

E
hw∼Pt

1[hw(xt) 6= yt] ≤
η

1− e−η
min

hw∈Hβ

T∑

t=1

1[hw(xt) 6= yt] +
1

1− e−η
log |Hβ | . (23)

We now argue that the cover Cβ for W satisfies the following property,

∀w ∈ W, ∃w̃ ∈ Cβ , ∀(x, y) ∈ X × Y : 1[y 〈w̃, x〉 ≤ 0] ≤ 1 [y 〈w, x〉 ≤ β‖x‖] . (24)

To see this, observe that for any w ∈ W and w̃ ∈ Cβ such that ‖w− w̃‖⋆ ≤ β, and any (x, y) ∈ X ×Y,

y 〈w̃, x〉 = y 〈w + (w̃ − w), x〉 = y 〈w, x〉 + y 〈w̃ − w, x〉 ≥ y 〈w, x〉 − β‖x‖,
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where the last inequality follows from the fact that |〈w̃ − w, x〉| ≤ ‖w̃ − w‖⋆‖x‖ ≤ β‖x‖. Thus, it
follows that if y 〈w, x〉 > β‖x‖ then y 〈w̃, x〉 > 0.

For any sequence (xt, yt)
T
t=1, it follows from Equation 24 and the choice of β = γ/B that

min
hw∈Hβ

T∑

t=1

1[hw(xt) 6= yt] = min
w∈Cβ

T∑

t=1

1 [yt 〈w, xt〉 ≤ 0] ≤ min
w′∈W

T∑

t=1

1 [yt 〈w′, xt〉 ≤ γ] . (25)

Combining Equation 23 and Equation 25, we have

T∑

t=1

E
hw∼Pt

1[hw(xt) 6= yt] ≤
η

1− e−η
min
w′∈W

T∑

t=1

1 [yt 〈w′, xt〉 ≤ γ] +
log |Cβ |
1− e−η

. (26)

Choosing a suitable step size η, and noting that log |Cβ | ≤ d log (1 + 2/β) (e.g., Corollary 27.4 in
Polyanskiy and Wu, 2025) concludes the proof.

We now proceed with proving the equivalence for halfspaces between the three relaxed bench-
marks that we study in this paper OPTγ

pert (2), OPTσ,ε
gauss (3), and OPT

γ
margin (6). We start with stating

two helper Lemmas that relate the margin-loss for halfspaces (used in defining OPT
γ
margin) with the

corresponding losses used in defining OPT
γ
pert and OPT

σ,ε
gauss.

Lemma 12 (Lemma 4.2 in (Montasser, Goel, Diakonikolas, and Srebro, 2020)). For any w, x ∈ R
d

and any y ∈ {±1},

max
z∈B(x,γ)

1[y 〈w, z〉 ≤ 0] = 1

[
y 〈w, x〉
‖w‖⋆

≤ γ

]
.

Lemma 13. For any w ∈ R
d, any (x, y) ∈ R

d × Y, and any ε > 0,

P
z∼N

[y 〈w, x + σz〉 > 0] ≥ 1

2
+ ε ⇐⇒ y 〈w, x〉

‖w‖2
> σΦ−1

(
1

2
+ ε

)
.

Proof. The proof follows from the proof of Proposition 3 in (Cohen, Rosenfeld, and Kolter, 2019).
We include it bellow for completeness,

P
z∼N

[y 〈w, x+ σz〉 > 0] ≥ 1

2
+ ε ⇐⇒ P

z∼N
[y 〈w, σz〉 > −y 〈w, x〉] ≥ 1

2
+ ε

⇐⇒ P [‖w‖2σZ > −y 〈w, x〉] ≥ 1

2
+ ε

⇐⇒ P

[
Z > −y

〈w, x〉
σ‖w‖2

]
≥ 1

2
+ ε

⇐⇒ P

[
Z < y

〈w, x〉
σ‖w‖2

]
≥ 1

2
+ ε

⇐⇒ y
〈w, x〉
σ‖w‖2

> Φ−1

(
1

2
+ ε

)

⇐⇒ y
〈w, x〉
‖w‖2

> σΦ−1

(
1

2
+ ε

)
.

Proof of Claim 1 It follows from Lemma 12 that for any γ > 0,

min
w∈Rd

T∑

t=1

max
zt∈B(xt,γ)

1[yt 〈w, zt〉 ≤ 0] = min
w∈Rd

T∑

t=1

1

[
yt 〈w, xt〉
‖w‖⋆

≤ γ

]
,

and it follows from Lemma 13 that when ‖·‖ = ‖·‖2 and σ, ε satisfy γ = σΦ−1 (1/2 + ε/2),

min
w∈Rd

T∑

t=1

1

[
yt · E

z∼N
[sign(〈w, xt + σz〉)] < ε

]
= min

w∈Rd

T∑

t=1

1

[
yt 〈w, xt〉
‖w‖2

≤ γ

]
.
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Appendix A. Smoothed Online Learning

In this section, we will discuss a recent line of work in online learning also aimed at circumventing
lower bounds corresponding to the adversarial setting: smoothed online learning. In smoothed
online learning, we posit the existence of a base measure µ and assume that the distribution of the
covariates has bounded density with respect to µ. Formally,

Definition 1 (Smoothed Sequences). Let X be a domain and let µ be a measure on X . A sequence of

random variables x1, . . . , xT adapted to a filtration Ft is said to be σ-smoothed with respect to µ if for

all t, the law of xt conditioned on Ft−1, denoted by Dt, satisfies

dDt

dµ
≤ 1

σ
. (27)

The requirement of the uniform bound on the density ratio can be relaxed to weaker notions
such as f -divergences Block and Polyanskiy (2023) but we will not delve into these details here.
Another important consideration in smoothed online learning is the knowledge of the base measure
µ. Most of the work in this area works under the assumption of a known base measure but recent
work has shown that essentially the same results can be recovered with no knowledge of the base
measure Block et al. (2024b); Blanchard (2024) which we again not focus on here. Below we state
the regret bound achievable in the smoothed setting.

Theorem 14 (Smoothed Online Learning). Let H be a hypothesis class over X . Let (x1, y1) . . . , (xT , yT )
be a sequence of random variables such that x1, . . . , xT that is σ-smoothed with respect to a measure µ
on X . Then, there exists an algorithm that, for making predictions ŷt such that

E

[
∑

t

1 [ŷt 6= yt]− inf
h∈H

∑

t

1 [h(xt) 6= yt]

]
≤
√
T · vc(H) · log(T/σ). (28)

Remark 5 (Adaptivity). A comment regarding the result above is that this allows for the Xt to be

dependent on the realizations of Xt′ for time steps t′ < t and not just on the law of Xt′ . Thus, a priori,

the result distinguishes having the expectation being outside the infimum versus the expectation inside

the supremum. In fact, it turns out that handling this adaptivity is one of the major challenges that

Haghtalab et al. (2024) had to handle. This subtlety will not be the focus of the benchmarks in our
paper but might be important in applications when considering which benchmark to use.

A.1 Smoothed Online Learning Perspective on Gaussian Smoothed Benchmarks

We will first use the smoothed online learning framework to derive a regret bound for a benchmark
closely related to the benchmark considered in In particular, we will look at the benchmark where we
complete with the best classifier but evaluated on a sequence of covariates that have been perturbed
with Gaussian noise. Formally, consider

˙OPT
σ

gauss = E
z1,...,zT∼N (0,Id)

[
min
h∈H

T∑

t=1

1 [h(xt + σzt) 6= yt]

]
. (29)

In order to compete with this benchmark, the algorithm artificially introduces smoothness by
adding Gaussian noise to the covariates. In order to state the regret bound, we will need to set up
some notation. For any set X and any a ∈ R, denote by Xa =

{
x ∈ R

d : infy∈X ‖x− y‖2 ≤ a
}

the
dilation of X by a. For any set X , we will denote by Vol(X ), the Lebesgue volume of X . With this
notation in place, we can state the following result.
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Corollary 15. For any X ⊂ R
d, any σ > 0, for any class H ⊆ {−1, 1}X , there exists an algorithm

guarantees for any sequence (x1, y1), . . . , (xT , yT ), an expected number of mistakes of

T∑

t=1

1[ŷt 6= yt]− ˙OPT
σ

gauss ≤

√√√√T · vc(H) log

(
Vol(Xa)

(
√
2πσ2)d

)
(30)

for a = σ
√
d+ 10σ log(T ).

Before we look at the proof of Theorem 15, we compare the benchmark with the OPTσ,ε
gauss. Recall

that the OPTσ,ε
gauss, defined in (3), is given by

OPT
σ,ε
gauss

.
= min

h∈H

T∑

t=1

1

[
yt · E

z∼N (0,Id)
[h(xt + σz)] ≤ ε

]
. (31)

This can be rewritten as

OPT
σ,ε
gauss = min

h∈H

T∑

t=1

1

[
P [h(xt + σz) 6= yt] ≤

1

2
− ε

2

]
. (32)

In order to more directly compare the benchmarks, we use Jensen’s inequality, to obtain an upper
bound

˙OPT
σ

gauss ≤ ¨OPT
σ

gauss

.
= min

h∈H

T∑

t=1

P
zt∼N (0,Id)

[h(xt + σzt) 6= yt] . (33)

Note that by Claim 16, we always have

OPT
σ,ε
gauss ≤ 2 · ¨OPT

σ

gauss + Tε (34)

for any σ and any ε > 0, while no general reverse inequality holds. In this sense, the benchmark
OPTσ,ε

gauss can be seen as mild refinement of the benchmark ¨OPT
σ

gauss, though it is best to consider
˙OPT

σ

gauss and OPTσ,ε
gauss as imcomparable benchmarks. See Remark 5 for further discussion regarding

adaptive adversaries which is closely related to the use of Jensen’s inequality in this context. Further
note that the regret bound in Theorem 15 is presented in terms of the volumetric ratio (of a dilation
of) while the regret bound in Theorem 4 is phrased in terms of the covering numbers, which while
very closely related to the volumetric ratio, can give slightly better bounds in some regimes of
parameters (see e.g., Theorem 27.7 in Polyanskiy and Wu, 2025).

Claim 16. OPTσ,ε
gauss ≤ 2 · ¨OPT

σ

gauss + Tε.

Proof of Claim 16. Observe that for any h ∈ H,

T∑

t=1

1[yt · E
z∼N

[h(xt + σz)] ≤ ε] =

T∑

t=1

1

[
P

z∼N
{h(xt + σz) 6= yt} ≥ 1

2
− ε

2

]
≤

T∑

t=1

1

[
P

z∼N
{h(xt + σz) 6= yt} ≥ 1

2
− ε

2

]
· 2
(

P
z∼N

{h(xt + σz) 6= yt}+
ε

2

)
≤

2 ·
T∑

t=1

P
z∼N

{h(xt + σz) 6= yt}+ Tε.
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A.1.1 PROOF OF THEOREM 15

Proof. Let xt be the sequence of covariates. Consider a new sequence of covariates x̃t = xt + σzt
where zt ∼ N (0, σ2I). The algorithm adds perturbs x̃t = x+ σzt where zt ∼ N (0, I). The algorithm
then runs a smoothed online learning algorithm from Theorem 14 with the sequence x̃t and base
measure which is uniform over X +σ

√
d+10σ log(T ). In the case, when x̃t /∈ X +σ

√
d+10σ log(T )

the algorithm predicts a random label. Since the probability that x̃t /∈ X + σ
√
d + 10σ log(T ) is

at most 1/T 3, the overall regret corresponding to these mistakes is at most 1/T , so we will work
with the complement of this event. It remains to be shown that the sequence x̃t is σ-smoothed with
respect to the uniform measure which is presented in Lemma 17.

Lemma 17. The sequence x̃t, conditioned on the event that all x̃t lies in X + γ
√
d + 10σ log(T ), is

smoothed with respect to the uniform measure over X + σ
√
d+ 10σ log(T ) with smoothness parameter

(
1

σ
√
2π

)d

. (35)

Proof. Note that the density of x̃t is given by conditioned on xt is given by

1(xt ∈ X + σ
√
d+ 10σ logT )

P

[
xt + σZt ∈ X + σ

√
d+ 10σ logT

]
(2π)d/2σd

∫

X+σ
√
d+10σ log T

exp

(
− 1

2σ2
‖x− x̃t‖2

)
dx. (36)

As noted above, the probability that x̃t /∈ X + σ
√
d + 10σ log(T ) for all times t is at most 1/T 2 and

thus effects the density ratio only by a constant factor. Note that this density ratio is bounded as
required.

A.2 Smoothed Online Learning Perspective on Margin-based Benchmarks

Next, we will use the smoothed online learning framework to derive regret bounds analogous to
Equation 2. In order to do this, we introduce some notation.

Definition 2. For a metric space X , we say a measure is µ along with a family of measures µx,γ satisfies

the f(x, γ) growth condition if for any x ∈ X and γ > 0, we have

∥∥∥∥
dµx,γ

dµ

∥∥∥∥
∞

≤ f(x, γ) (37)

where
dµx,γ

dµ is the Radon-Nikodym derivative of the measure µx,γ with respect to the measure µ.

Though this definition seems a bit abstract, we will consider natural settings where this condition
is satisfied. Given such a family of measures, we can define the following benchmark

OPT
µ,γ = min

h∈H

T∑

t=1

E
x̃t∼µxt,γ

[1 [h(x̃t) 6= yt]] . (38)

For notational simplicity, we just refer µ above but note that this depends on the entire system µx,γ

whenever the context is clear. We state a result obtaining a regret bound for this benchmark.

Corollary 18. Let γ > 0 and let X be a metric space equipped with a family of measures µ and {µx,γ}
satisfying the f(x, γ) growth condition (Definition 2). Then, there exists an algorithm guarantees for

any sequence (x1, y1), . . . , (xT , yT ), an expected number of mistakes of

T∑

t=1

1[ŷt 6= yt]− OPT
µ,γ ≤

√
T · vc(H) · sup

x∈X
log(f(x, γ)). (39)
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As before, we can compare this benchmark with the input-margin benchmark from (2). Under
the assumption that µx,γ is supported on B(x, r), we have

OPT
µ,γ ≤ OPT

γ
pert = min

h∈H

T∑

t=1

max
zt∈B(xt,γ)

1 [h(zt) 6= yt] . (40)

Note that it remains to compare the regret bounds. In order to do this, we note that given
a minimal covering of the space with γ balls, we have a family of measures µx,γ which samples
uniformly from the cover restricted to the ball of radius γ at x. µ in this setting is the uniform
distribution on the cover. We first note that this family satisfies the growth condition

dµx,γ

dµ
≤ 2|C(X , ρ, γ)|. (41)

This is due to the fact that every ball of radius γ has at least 1 point and at most 2 points (due to
packing-covering duality). Thus, using Corollary 18, we get a result analogous to Theorem 2. This
choice of measures is in fact closely related to the techniques used to prove the regret bound for
OPT

γ
pert, where in fact Equation 9 show that the algorithm competes with the stronger benchmark.

In addition to this, the condition (37) can be seen as a fractional generalization of covering num-
bers restricted to scale γ. This fractional generalization has the advantage of replacing the maximum
over a ball with an average over the ball with respect to the family of measure. Families of measures
that satisfy this condition can be seen to be closely related to doubling measures (Luukkainen and
Saksman, 1998) i.e. measures that satisfy

µ(B(x, 2r)) ≤ Cµ(B(x, r)). (42)

for all r and some C > 0. It is known that existence of doubling measures is equivalent to having
finite doubling dimension, which bound the growth rate of the covering numbers.

Proof of Corollary 18. The proof follows by noting that the sequence x̃t ∼ B(xt, r) is σ-smoothed
with respect to the measure µ for σ = supx f(x, r) and applying the smoothed online learning regret
bound from 14.

Appendix B. Adversarially Robust Learning with Tolerance

In this section, we show that our result in Theorem 2 implies a new result for adversarially robust
learning with tolerance, a relaxation of adversarially robust learning introduced by Ashtiani, Pathak,
and Urner (2023). In this problem, given an i.i.d. sample S drawn from unknown distribuion D
over X × Y, the goal is to learn a predictor ĥ : X → Y that minimizes the robust risk:

Rγ(ĥ;D)
.
= E

(x,y)∼D

[
max

z∈B(x,γ)
1[ĥ(z) 6= y]

]
≤ inf

h∈H
R(1+α)γ(h;D) + ε,

where B(x, γ) denotes a ball of radius γ centered on x relative to some metric ρ (e.g. ℓ∞) and
represents the set of adversarial perturbations that an adversary can choose from at test-time, and
infh∈HR(1+α)γ(h) is the relaxed benchmark we compete against parametrized by α > 0.

We next state our result for the realizable case where the relaxed benchmark infh∈HR(1+α)γ(h) =
0. We note that this implies a similar sample complexity bound for the agnostic case with 1/ε2

dependence (as opposed to 1/ε dependence) via a standard reduction from the agnostic case to the
realizable case (see e.g., Theorem 6.4 in Ashtiani et al., 2023).
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Corollary 19. For any metric space (X , ρ), any γ, α > 0, and any class H ⊆ YX , there exists a learning

algorithm A such that for any distribution D over X×Y where infh∈H R(1+α)γ(h) = 0, with probability

at least 1− δ over S ∼ Dm(ε,δ),

Rγ (A(S)) ≤ ε,

where

m(ε, δ) = O

(
vc(H) log

( |C(X , ρ, αγ)|
vc(H)

)
1

ε
+

1

ε
log

(
1

δ

))
.

In comparison, the result of Ashtiani et al. (2023, Corollary 6.5) crucially requires metric spaces
with a doubling metric (and not arbitrary metric spaces), and their stated sample complexity bound
depends on the doubling dimension, denoted d, of the metric space

m(ε, δ) = O

(
vc(H)d log

(
1 +

1

α

)
1

ε
+

1

ε
log

(
1

δ

))
.

Proof of Corollary 19. For simplicity, we will use the Halving algorithm with the same cover for H
defined in Algorithm 1 at scale αγ, and denote the resulting online learning algorithm by Bαγ . By the

proof of Theorem 2, for any sequence (z1, y1), . . . , (zT , yT ) such that OPTαγ
pert = minh∈H

∑T
t=1 maxz̃t∈B(zt,αγ) 1[h(z̃t) 6=

yt] = 0, we have the following finite mistake bound guarantee for the predictions of Bαγ ,

T∑

t=1

1[ŷt 6= yt] ≤ vc(H) log

(
e |C(X , ρ, αγ)|

vc(H)

)
.

We will use the online learner Bαγ to construct a stable sample compression scheme for the robust

loss maxz∈B(x,γ) 1[h(z) 6= y], where the size of the compression scheme k = vc(H) log
(

e|C(X ,ρ,αγ)|
vc(H)

)
.

By Lemma 20 which is due to Montasser, Hanneke, and Srebro (2021, Lemma 18), this implies the
stated sample complexity bound.

It remains to describe how to construct the sample compression scheme using the online learner
Bαγ . This follows the approach and construction of Montasser, Hanneke, and Srebro (Theorem 1,
2021), who used it under more general conditions and established bounds based on the Littlestone
dimension of H. We will use a standard online-to-batch conversion scheme. Specifically, given an
i.i.d. sample S = ((x1, y1), . . . , (xm, ym)) ∼ Dm, we cycle a conservative version of the online learner
Bαγ over the examples (xi, yi) ∈ S in order, where each time the learner Bαγ is not robustly correct
on an example (xi, yi), i.e., ∃zi ∈ B(xi, γ) that Bαγ labels −yi, we update the online learner Bαγ by
feeding it the example (ziyi) and we append the example (xi, yi) to the compression sequence. We
repeat this until the online learner Bαγ makes a full pass on S without making any mistakes, i.e.,
until it robustly and correctly classifies all examples in S. Note that because infh∈H R(1+α)γ(h) = 0,
we are guaranteed that minh∈H

∑m
i=1 maxz∈B(xi,(1+α)γ) 1[h(z) 6= yi] = 0. Thus, any subsequence

z1, . . . , zT chosen from ∪m
i=1B(xi, γ) will have OPT

αγ
pert = 0, which implies that the online learner Bαγ

will make at most k mistakes from its mistake bound guarantee. Hence, the size of the compression
set is at most k.

Lemma 20 (Robust Generalization with Stable Sample Compression, Montasser et al. (2021)). Let

(κ, φ) be a stable sample compression scheme of size k for H with respect to the robust loss supz∈B(x,γ) 1[h(z) 6=
y]. Then, for any distribution D over X × Y such that infh∈HRγ(h;D) = 0, any integer m > 2k, and
any δ ∈ (0, 1), with probability at least 1 − δ over S = {(x1, y1), . . . , (xm, ym)} iid D-distributed

random variables,

Rγ(φ(κ(S));D) ≤ 2

m− 2k

(
k log(4) + log

(
1

δ

))
.

28



MONTASSER SHETTY ZHIVOTOVSKIY

Appendix C. Auxiliary Lemmas

Lemma 21 (See, e.g. Corollary 2.4 in Cesa-Bianchi and Lugosi (2006)). Given a finite set of experts

F = {f1, . . . , fN} and an arbitrary sequence of loss functions ℓ1, . . . , ℓT : F → [0, 1], running the

Multiplicative Weights algorithm using experts F with parameter η > 0 guarantees

T∑

t=1

E
f∼Pt

ℓt(f) ≤
η ·minf∈F

∑T
t=1 ℓt(f) + logN

1− e−η
.

In particular, choosing η = log

(
1 +

√
(2 logN)/(minf∈F

∑T
t=1 ℓt(f))

)
guarantees a regret of

T∑

t=1

E
f∼Pt

ℓt(f)−min
f∈F

T∑

t=1

ℓt(f) ≤

√√√√2 ·
(
min
f∈F

T∑

t=1

ℓt(f)

)
· logN + logN.

Lemma 22. Let f : Rn → [−1, 1] be bounded and define the σ-smoothed version of f via

f̂σ(x) =
(
f ∗ N (0, σ2I)

)
(x) =

∫

Rn

f(t)φσ(x− t) dt,

where

φσ(z) =
1

(2π σ2)n/2
exp
(
− ‖z‖2

2 σ2

)
.

Then f̂σ is

√
2/π

σ -Lipschitz; that is,

‖∇f̂σ(x)‖ ≤
√
2/π

σ
for all x ∈ R

n.

Proof. We adapt the proof of Salman, Li, Razenshteyn, Zhang, Zhang, Bubeck, and Yang (2019,
Lemma 1) to handle arbitrary σ > 0. Because f is bounded by 1 in absolute value, it suffices to show
that

sup
‖u‖=1

∣∣u · ∇f̂σ(x)
∣∣ ≤

√
2/π

σ
.

By differentiating under the integral, we get

u · ∇f̂σ(x) =

∫

Rn

f(t)
(
u · ∇x φσ(x− t)

)
dt.

Taking absolute values and using |f(t)| ≤ 1, we obtain

∣∣u · ∇f̂σ(x)
∣∣ ≤

∫

Rn

∣∣u · ∇x φσ(x− t)
∣∣ dt.

Set z = x− t. Then φσ(z) =
1

(2π σ2)n/2 exp
(
−‖z‖2/(2σ2)

)
, and direct computation shows

∇z φσ(z) = − 1

σ2
z φσ(z).

Hence,
∣∣u · ∇x φσ(z)

∣∣ =
∣∣u · ∇z φσ(z)

∣∣ =
1

σ2

∣∣ 〈z, u〉
∣∣φσ(z).
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Therefore ∫

Rn

∣∣ u · ∇x φσ(z)
∣∣ dz =

1

σ2

∫

Rn

∣∣ 〈z, u〉
∣∣φσ(z) dz.

Observe that under the kernel φσ(z), the random vector z is distributed as N (0, σ2I). Since u is a
unit vector, 〈z, u〉 is distributed as N (0, σ2). It follows that

∫

Rn

∣∣ 〈z, u〉
∣∣φσ(z) dz = σ

√
2

π
.

Combining these, ∫

Rn

∣∣u · ∇x φσ(z)
∣∣ dz =

1

σ2
·
(
σ
√

2
π

)
=

√
2/π

σ
.

Hence
∣∣ u · ∇f̂σ(x)

∣∣ ≤
√
2/π

σ
.

Since u was an arbitrary unit vector, we conclude that

‖∇f̂σ(x)‖ ≤
√

2/π

σ
,

finishing the proof.
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