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Abstract

A fundamental challenge in machine learning is the choice of a loss as it characterizes our
learning task, is minimized in the training phase, and serves as an evaluation criterion
for estimators. Proper losses are commonly chosen, ensuring minimizers of the full risk
match the true probability vector. Estimators induced from a proper loss are widely used
to construct forecasters for downstream tasks such as classification and ranking. In this
procedure, how does the forecaster based on the obtained estimator perform well under
a given downstream task? This question is substantially relevant to the behavior of the
p-norm between the estimated and true probability vectors when the estimator is updated.
In the proper loss framework, the suboptimality of the estimated probability vector from
the true probability vector is measured by a surrogate regret. First, we analyze a surrogate
regret and show that the strict properness of a loss is necessary and sufficient to establish a
non-vacuous surrogate regret bound. Second, we solve an important open question that the
order of convergence in p-norm cannot be faster than the 1/2-order of surrogate regrets for
a broad class of strictly proper losses. This implies that strongly proper losses entail the
optimal convergence rate.

Keywords: loss functions, proper scoring rules, supervised learning, surrogate regret
bounds, convex analysis

1 Introduction

Proper losses, also known as proper scoring rules, are measurements of the quality of a
probabilistic prediction given a true probability vector [BSS05, GR07, RW10|. Intuitively,
we say a loss is proper if the target probability vector is its minimizer, and strictly proper if
the minimizer is unique, which is a basic property for a reasonable loss. Proper losses are
prevailing in modern machine learning: for example, the cross-entropy loss popular in deep
learning essentially corresponds to the log loss (or logarithmic score), and the Brier score
is used for assessing model uncertainties [OFR*19|. As such, probabilistic estimators are
obtained via proper loss minimization. It is common to post-process a minimizer of a proper
loss for downstream tasks, such as classification (by choosing the most likely label), ranking
(by giving ranking scores to each label [NA13|), F-measure optimization (by thresholding the
estimated probability [KNRD14]), and probability calibration [KSFF17, BGHN23|. Here,
we are interested in the predictive performance of post-processed estimators in downstream
tasks. Given a true and estimated probability vectors q and q, respectively, the surrogate
regret R(q,q) (introduced in §3) measures the suboptimality of q from q in terms of a proper
loss. Can we relate the suboptimality of a forecaster for a downstream task to the surrogate
regret?
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Surrogate regret bounds relate the surrogate regret to the performance for downstream
tasks, and have been derived for binary classification |Zha04, RW09|, bipartite ranking
[Agald], property elicitation [AA15], F-measure optimization [KD16, ZRA20]|, and learning
with noisy labels [ZLA21|, independently. Recently, a unified surrogate regret bound across
different downstream tasks has been established [Bao23|, where surrogate regret bounds are
unified in terms of the 1-norm. This is based on the observation that the suboptimality of
the aforementioned downstream tasks can be controlled by the 1-norm. However, the derived
bound has been limited to the binary classification case, and it remains unclear when the
surrogate regret bound is non-vacuous. A reasonable loss should entail a non-vacuous regret
bound, which is crucial to tackling numerous downstream tasks simultaneously. Moreover, an
important conjecture that the convergence rate of surrogate regret bounds cannot be faster
than the 1/2-order has yet to be solved. This conjecture has a significant role in the choice
of losses because the lower bound of the order of convergence contributes to delineating the
optimality of a given proper loss.

In this article, we aim to study when the surrogate regret bounds are non-vacuous and
how fast the order of convergence in the p-norm can be. To this end, we analyze the p-norm
bounds by the surrogate regret R(q,q) jointly with a rate function v in the following form
by extending from the binary classification case [Bao23| to the multiclass classification case:

la—al, < ¢(R(q,q)). (1)

After formalizing these notions in §3, we derive the surrogate regret bounds in §4. To
derive bounds of the form (1), we introduce the moduli of convezity |Fig76], which describe
the information of its second derivative of convex functions, for convex functions defined
on the probability simplex. The rate ¢ in (1) can be characterized by the modulus of
a Bregman generator function associated with a proper loss £ (Theorem 11). To obtain
a non-vacuous bound, we first show that the strict properness of a loss is necessary and
sufficient to obtain a non-vacuous surrogate regret bound, or strictly increasing ¥, to put
it differently (Theorem 9). Whereas it has been known that non-strictly proper losses can
achieve non-vacuous bounds for classification [RW11, Corollary 27], our sufficiency result
argues that the strict properness is a minimal requirement for an estimate to be non-vacuous
in terms of the p-norm. As our second main result, we provide an affirmative answer to the
above conjecture: the optimal rate 1)(p) as p | 0is O(p'/?), for a broad class of proper losses
(Theorem 17). This convergence rate has already been known for a restricted class of proper
losses, known as strongly proper losses [Agal4]. Hence, our result ensures the asymptotic
optimality of strongly proper losses. This gives an answer to the question, “Do we have an
interesting loss that is strictly proper but not strongly proper?” [Bao22, §6.2.9]: there is no
better proper loss outside of strongly proper losses, as long as we are concerned with the
asymptotic rate of ¢ in Eq. (1).

1.1 Organization and contributions of this article

The organization of this article and our contributions are summarized as follows.

e §2: Notation and necessary backgrounds on convex analysis are summarized.
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e §3: Proper losses for multiclass classification are introduced. Lemma 2 characterizes
the existence of minimizers for general losses, and Proposition 5 gives a self-contained
and rigorous proof of the well-known representation of proper losses [Sav71].

e §4: Theorem 11 extends surrogate regret bounds for binary classification [Bao23| to
multiclass classification. This is achieved by extending the moduli of convexity to
multivariate functions (Definition 8). Theorem 9 is our first result, proving that the
strict properness of a loss is a necessary and sufficient condition for an associated
surrogate regret bound to be non-vacuous.

Then, the benefits of Theorem 11 are discussed in §4.3. In particular, we can obtain
the p-norm bound in the form of (1), which can be used to control the performance of
plug-in forecasters for downstream tasks such as multiclass classification, learning with
noisy labels, and bipartite ranking.

e §5: We evaluate the rate ¢(p) by power functions such as p'/* < 9 (p) < p'/* for some
constants s, S > 0,! which is based on the Simonenko order function previously adopted
[Bao23|. Our second main result roughly shows that s > 2 (Theorem 17), establishing
the asymptotic optimality ¥ (p) 2 p'/2 of strongly proper losses.

e §6: Several examples of convex functions to generate proper losses are discussed.

2 Background

In this section, we summarize the notation and basic properties of convex functions.

2.1 Notation

Throughout this article, fix N € N and p € [1,0]. The Kronecker delta is denoted by d;;.
For k € N, we set [k] := {1,2,...,k}. A vector is denoted by bold-face such as & € RV,
and its n-th (scalar) component is written as non-bold &, for each n € [N]. The p-norm
of £ € RY is denoted by [£||,. For a topology on RY, we refer to one induced from the 2-norm,
but it makes no difference whichever norm we choose. Similarly, a convexity of a function
on (RN, | -|,) is determined independently of the choice of p. The standard inner product
on RV is denoted by (&,¢&') := ZnE[N] &n&l,. We introduce the notation

AN ={qeRY [, 20 (ne[N]), (@, 1) =1}, AY:={qeAY|¢ >0 (ne[N]},

where 1 € RY is the vector with each component being one. For q € AN, we denote
by supp(q) the support of q, that is,

supp(q) := {n € [N]| ¢, > 0}.
We adhere to the convention that

to <+, atow=+0, b-(fw)=+m, —b-(£w)=Fon, 0-(£x)=0,

1. In our notation, 11 < 2 indicates the existence of an absolute constant C' > 0 such that Cy; < 9.
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for a € R and b > 0. We use O and €2 to always denote the infinitesimal asymptotic order.
To be precise, for two functions ¢, defined around 0, ¢(g) = Q(¢(¢)) as € | 0 should be
understood as

¢(e)

w(e) > 0.

lim inf
el0

2.2 Convex analysis

In this subsection, let f : RV — (—o0, 0] denote a proper convex function on RN, Its
effective domain is defined by

dom f := {£ e RV | f(§) < 0} .
A vector v € RY is called a subgradient of f at £€° e RY if
F€) = F(E) +(v,6 — €% forall RV (2)
We say that f is subdifferentiable at £° if there exists a subgradient of f at &Y. For £° € dom f,

f/(EO;S) — lim f((l — E)SO + 55) — f(gO)

for all £ e RY
el0 £

always exists in [—00,00) and v € RY is a subgradient of f at £° if and only if

f'(€%€) = (v,&) forall§eRY (3)

holds |[Roc70, Theorem 23.2].
Assume AN < dom f. Then, f is subdifferentiable at q° € Aﬂy [Roc70, Theorem 23.4].
Moreover, if there is no subgradient of f at q° € AN\Af, then

f(@%q)=—o forallqe AY

holds [Roc70, Theorem 23.3|. From the observation, we define 0f(q") for q° € AV as the set
consisting of all subgradients of f at q” if f is subdifferentiable at q", and otherwise

0y . _ ~| vneR for nesupp(q’) and v,, = —oo for n ¢ supp(q")
() = {V € [, ) ‘ such that f(q) = f(q°) +{(v,q —q°) holds for all qe AN |~

Note that the notion of df(q”) differs from the usual one. We adopt this definition to
accommodate regular losses (Definition 4) later. We call a map df : AN — 2l=0.0)™ the
subdifferential of f. Let us denote an arbitrary selector of 0f(q) by Vf, that is, a map
assigning to each point q € AY an element in 0f(q). Since 0f(q") consists of the gradient
of f at qif f is differentiable at q°, it is consistent to use the notation Vf for a selector.
For q,q° € AV, the associated Bregman divergence of q given q° is defined by

Birvp(ald’) = f(a) - f(a°) —<{Vf(q®),qa—q") € [0,0].

We verify that the inequality (3) holds for q° € AN and v € 0f(q°).
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Lemma 1 Let f : RV — (—o0,0] be a proper convex function such that AN < dom f.
For q° € AN, the set 0f(q°) is nonempty and v € 0f(q°) satisfies f'(q°;q) = (v,q)
for qe AN.

Proof Fix q” € AN. Since the claim trivially holds true if f is subdifferentiable at q°, we
assume that f is not subdifferentiable at q°. Since f is subdifferentiable at q° € Aﬂy [Roc70,
Theorem 23.4], I == |supp(q®)| satisfies 1 < I < N — 1. For n € R!, define €7 € RV by

¢ nn if n € supp(q),
"0 ifn¢supp(q’),

and define a function f; : RY — (—o0, 0] by

fr(n) == f(&") for neRL.

Then, f; is a proper convex function on R such that Al < dom f;, consequently, fr
is subdifferentiable at 7§ € AL [Roc70, Theorem 23.4]. For q € AV, define n € R!
by mi = ¢y for n € supp(q°). Then, for q € AN with supp(q) < supp(q®), we have n9 e Al
and fr(n9) = f(q). Moreover, if g € AN satisfies supp(q) = supp(q”), then n% € AL and
hence 0f7(n%) # &. Choose w € df7(n?") and define v € [—0, 50)N by

wn  if n e supp(q?),
vy =
—ow if n ¢ supp(q®).

From now on, we show that v € df(q?). For q € AN, if ¢, > 0 holds for some n ¢ supp(q"),
then <v,q — q0> = —o0 and (2) holds. On the other hand, if ¢, = 0 for all n ¢ supp(q?),
then q € AN with supp(q) < supp(q”) and

fla) = fr(n?) > f1<'nq0) + <W,nq — an> = f(@) +{v,qa-q°),

that is, (2) holds for g € AYN. Thus, v € 0f(q°) follows. Moreover, the above inequality
immediately yields f'(q%; q) = (v, q). This completes the proof of the lemma. O

3 Classification, proper losses, and Savage representation

After introducing the learning problem of multiclass classification, we discuss losses and their
properties. We review the notion of proper losses and its connection to Bregman divergences.
Although this connection is already known, we formalize it rigorously. In particular, we verify
the existence of minimizers of the conditional risk and its measurable selection (Lemma 2),
which have been implicitly used in previous literature without any proof.

3.1 Multiclass classification

We regard a Radon space X as an input space, that is, the set of possible observations,
and ) := [N] as a set of labels. The set A" is identified as the set of all probability measures
on Y. We fix a probability measure v on X x ) and denote by vy the marginal of v on X,
that is, v(B x V) = vx(B) holds for any measurable set B < X'. Then, by the disintegration
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theorem [DM78, Chapter I1I-70 and 72|, there exists a Borel map q°* : X — A uniquely
defined vy-a.e., such that

v(B x {y}) = J q,dvx(x) for a measurable set B S A and y € V.
B

We deem g* € AN a true probability vector at the input x induced from v. Multiclass
classification is a task to learn a forecaster to predict the most likely label

y* € argmaxgq, for each x € X.
yey

3.2 Proper losses

We continue to use the notation in the previous subsection. To elicit q°, we use a loss £,
which is a Borel map from AY to RY. Define the associated full risk by

L[q°] := L{ yﬁy((’ix)dy(x,y) for a Borel map q° : X — AN,
X

A minimizer of L. among Borel maps q°* : X — A is called an estimator of q*. The choice
of £ directly affects the quality of an estimator. It is more intuitive to work on the conditional
counterpart of the full risk instead. Let q,q e AN. For a loss £, the associated conditional
risk of q given q and conditional Bayes risk of q are defined by

L(q,q) == ). qy0,(@) and L(q) == _inf L(q,q),
yey qeA

respectively. Here, we regard q as a true probability vector and q as an estimate. The full
risk is rewritten as

LG = L L, §)dv ().

Since the infimum of a family of linear functions is concave, L is concave on AN, conse-
quently Lo q®: X — [—00,00) is measurable on X', which in turn shows

L[] > L L(q)dvy(x).

Thus, the minimization problem of the full risk is reduced to that of the conditional risk if
the map M : AN — 28" defined by

M(q) := argmin L(q,q) for qe AV,
qeAN

has a Borel selector. Note that M(q) = & may happen.

Lemma 2 Suppose £: AN — RN is lower semi-continuous. Then, we have that L(q) > —©
and M(q) is nonempty and closed for q € AN. Moreover, if £ is continuous, then there
exists a Borel selector of M.
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Proof Since the first assertion, M(q) is nonempty and closed for g € AN, follows from the
standard argument, we omit its proof.

Assume the continuity of £ and we show the existence of a Borel selector of M. Note
that the continuity of ¢ guarantees the continuity of L(q,-) on AN for each q € AN. By the
Kuratowski and Ryll-Nardzewski measurable selection theorem [KRN65, Main Theorem &
Corollary 1], it is enough to show that

By = {quN’M(q)mlC;é@}

is Borel for any compact set K in RN with AN n K # &.
Fix a compact set K in RN with AN A K # . Since AN A K is separable, there exists
a dense countable set {qj }jeN in AN A K. For each j € N, define dj : AY — R by

dj(q) == L(q,q’)

inf L(q,q) forqeAY,
oo L(a,q) forq

which is lower semi-continuous, in particular, Borel on AY. Then,

B=)Jd ' ([0,m™)

meN jeN

is Borel. We will show B = Byx. For q € Bg, there exists q € M(q) n K. By the
continuity of L(q,-) on A, for each m € N, there exists 6,, > 0 such that if g’ € AV
satisfies |q' — qll2 < 6m, then 0 < L(q,q') — L(q,q) < m~'. By the density of {g’ }jeN, there
exists j, € N such that |g/™ — q|2 < &, and hence

dj,. (@) = L(q,q'") — L(q,q) € [0,m™"),

which in turn implies q € B. Conversely, for q € B and m € N, there exists j,,, € N such that

L(q,q’) < inf L(q,q)+m™"

qeAN
We extract a convergent subsequence of (q/™)en (not relabeled) with limit g € AN n K.
The continuity of L(q, -) gives

~\ . ]m . ~/
L(q7 q) - %E)IlooL(qaq ) < a’lergN L(qvq)a

proving q € M(q) hence q € Bi. This completes the proof of the lemma. O
Although this fact is not directly relevant to our main topic, we complement it in this
article because we are unaware of any previous literature formalizing it for losses defined
on AN, For a different type of (margin-based) losses, the existence of a measurable full risk
minimizer has been studied [Ste07, Theorem 3.2 (ii)].
Since M(q) is ideally a singleton of q, we consider such a class of losses.

Definition 3 (Proper losses) A loss £ : AN — RV is proper if q € M(q) holds for
each g€ AN. We say £ is strictly proper if M(q) = {q} holds for each q € AN,

For a proper loss £, the conditional risk is minimized at the true probability vector, and the
identity map on AY becomes a Borel selector of M. In this case, it follows that L(q) = L(q, q)
for g e AN.
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3.3 Savage representation

The range of a loss can be extended from RY to (—o0,o0]"V. This extension is necessary to
accommodate some losses, including the log loss ¢,(q) := —In g, (for each y € V) into proper
losses. We will see that a proper loss induces a Bregman divergence under the regularity.

Definition 4 (Regular losses [GR07, Definition 1]) A loss £ : AN — (—o0, 0]V is
said to be regular if £,(q) = o0 happens only for y ¢ supp(q).
In what follows, we consider a regular loss £, where its range is (—o0, OO]N .

Although the following property has been well known in literature [Sav71, §4| [GRO7,
Theorem 2] [WVRI16, Proposition 7|, we provide its rigorous proof to handle the regularity
and subdifferentials carefully.

Proposition 5 (Savage representation [Sav71, §4|) Let £ be reqular. Then, £ is proper
(resp. strictly proper) if and only if there exists a proper convex (resp. strictly convex) function f
on RY such that dom f = AN and, for all G € AN, there exists a subgradient Vv € 0f(q)
satisfying

L(q,q) = —f(@) —¥,a—a) forqe AV (4)

Proof First, assume that £ is proper. Then, L(q) = L(q,q) € R. Define f : RY — (—c0, ]

by
_ i N
£(€) :={ Le) iLe s, (5)

0 otherwise,

then f is a proper convex function on RY such that dom f < AN. For q,q € A", we have

fla) = —L(q,q) = —L(q,q) = —L(q,q) +{(—£(q),q — @ = f(q) +{-£(Q),a— -

In particular, if f is subdifferentiable at g, then this inequality also holds by replacing q € AN
with € e RV, Thus, —£(q) € df(q) and Eq. (4) hold for any g e AV,

Conversely, suppose that there is a proper convex function f on RY such that dom f = AN
and, for all g € AY, there exists v € 0f(q) satisfying Eq. (4). Then, for q € AV, we
have L(q,q) = —f(q) and

L(q,q) = —f(q) < —f(@) —¥,q— @) = L(q,q) forge A",

in turn, £ is proper.

Next, we show the equivalence of the strict properness of £ and the strict convexity of f
on AN, Let £ be a proper loss, f a convex function on AY such that (4) holds. On the one
hand, if £ is strictly proper, then we have

)
= (1—1t)L(q,(1 —t)a +tq') + tL(q', (1 — t)q + tq’)
> (1—t)L(q,q) + tL(q',q')
= (1—t)f(a,q) +tf(d,q),
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for q,q' € AN and t € (0, 1), proving the strict convexity of f on AY. On the other hand,
if £ is not strict proper, then there exist distinct q q’ e AN such that
fla) = ~L(a,q) = —L(a,d’ +{v,a-d),
where v/ € 0f(q’) satisfies Eq. (4) such that L(q7 q ) = — (q —(v',q—q’'). Foranyt € (0,1),
we have
~L(1-t)a+td,(1-t)g+td) = f((1 —t)q+tq’)
<1 -t)f(a) +tf(d)
= flq )+(1—t Va-d)
= fd)+<{ (1—-t)a+td —d')
=-L((1-t)ga+td, (1 - t)q +td’).
This yields f((1 —t)q +tq') = (1 —t)f(q) + f(d’), that is, f is not strictly convex on AV,
This completes the proof of the proposition. O

As a by-product of the proof of Proposition 5, we obtain the following property thanks
to the construction (5).

Corollary 6 (Subgradient of conditional Bayes risk) For a regular loss £, define a
proper convex function f on RN by (5). Then, f is a proper convex function on RN such

that —£(§) € 2f(q) for Ge AN.

Equation (5) gives a closed form of a subgradient of —L and is of interest per se.
For a regular loss £, define the surrogate regret R: AN x AN — (—o0, 0] by

R(q,q) = L(q,q) — L(q) for q,ge A",

which measures the suboptimality of an estimate q given a true q. If £ is regular and proper,
then, by Proposition 5, the Bregman divergence associated with f defined in (5) with the
measurable selector V f = —£ satisfies

R(q,d) = By g(ala) forq,ge ™. (6)

3.4 Strongly proper losses

For k > 0, a loss £ is called k-strongly proper if

~ ~ K ~ ~
R(q,d) = L(a,d) - L(a) > S la— @[3 for q,ge A (7)
Strongly proper losses have been introduced for N = 2 [Agal4] and for general N > 3 [ZLA21]
to derive a surrogate regret bound in the form of (1). For example, the log loss ¢,(q) = —Ing,

is 1-strongly proper [ZLA21, Lemma 3]. Interestingly, for N = 2, £ is regular and strongly
proper if and only if its conditional Bayes risk —L is strongly convex [Agal4, Theorem 10].
As an immediate consequence of Eq. (7), we have the 1/2-order surrogate regret bounds for
strongly proper losses:

~ 2 ~
la—4ql2 < ;R(q, q). (8)

Though several binary losses are shown to be strongly proper [Agal4, Table 1], it remains
challenging to determine whether a given multiclass loss is strongly proper. In the next
section, we derive surrogate regret bounds for general multiclass proper losses.
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4 Regret bounds: Necessity of strict properness

In this section, we first study the moduli of convexity in §4.1. Therein, the equivalence of the
strict convexity of a function and the strict monotonicity of its modulus (Theorem 9) is the
first main result, which ensures that its surrogate regret bound is non-vacuous. Then, §4.2
shows surrogate regret bounds for general multiclass proper losses beyond strongly proper
losses. Finally, §4.3 relates surrogate regret bounds to several downstream tasks.

4.1 Moduli of convexity

Before introducing the moduli of convexity, we study the midpoint Jensen gap of a convex
function f: AN — R, which is defined by

J(q.§) = f(q)-;f(q) ¢ (q;rq> for q. e AN,

The midpoint Jensen gap is nonnegative by the convexity of f on AYN. The midpoint Jensen
gap is invariant under adding an affine function, and so is the modulus of convexity. That is,
the midpoint Jensen gaps of two convex functions f : AY — R and fru: AN R defined
by

Fru(@) = fa) + @@y + A for ge AV
are the same, for any u € RY and A € R. Moreover, we will show that for continuous convex
functions f,g : AN — R, their midpoint Jensen gaps are the same if and only if f — g is

affine. This property is reminiscent of the condition for the universal equivalence of surrogate
losses [NWJ09, Theorem 3| [DKR18, Theorem 1].

Proposition 7 (Uniqueness up to affine functions) Let f,g: AN — R be continuous
convex functions. Then, their midpoint Jensen gaps are the same if and only if f — g is affine.

Proof We only show that f — g is affine under the assumption that the midpoint Jensen
gaps of f and ¢ are the same since the converse implication is trivial. Hereafter, let us write
the midpoint Jensen gaps of f and g by J; and J,, respectively.

Without loss of generality, we pick q” € Aﬂy such that f and g are differentiable at q°
because a convex function is differentiable almost everywhere in the interior of its domain.
Define

V0= V/(d) - Vg(a®) and A= f(a”) -~ g(a).
Fix any q € AN and set

ht) == f(@ +tla—q°) —g(@® + tla—q°) = (v tla—q°)) = A for te[0,1].

Then, h : [0,1] — R is continuous with ~(0) = 0 and h’(0) = 0. With elementary algebra,
we have

1 t
0= Jy(aa + tla - %)~ (e’ +tla ") = b~ () oral e o)

which implies
1 1
h (t) = §h(t) for all ¢ € [0, 1].

10
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By invoking this relation recursively, we have h(t) = 2¥h(27%t) for any k € N, which yields

—k\
h(1) = ;}LHSOW =1'(0) = 0.

Consequently, we have
fl@) =g(a)+ v a-q”) + A

Thus, we have shown that f — g is affine. O
We extend the moduli of convexity defined on (A2, ||-|1) [Bao23, Definition 4] to (AN, |||,
for multiclass classification. Note that the diameter of (AN, | - |,) is 2!/P.

Definition 8 (Modulus of convexity) For a convexr function f: AN — R, its modulus
of convexity of f with respect to the p-norm is the function w : [0,2Y?] — [0,0) defined by

w(r) = inf {J(a,&) | @, e AV with [q—d&l, >} forre[0,2Y7].

The modulus of convexity quantifies the convexity of a function. We will show that the
convexity and strict convexity of a function are translated to the monotonicity and strict
monotonicity of its modulus, respectively. This is an important result throughout this article
because the moduli of convexity characterize surrogate regret bounds, as we will see in §4.2
soon.

Theorem 9 (Monotonicity of modulus) For a conver function f: AN — R, the modu-
lus w is non-decreasing on [0,2P] and w(0) = 0. Moreover, the strict convexity of f on AN
is equivalent to the strict monotonicity of w on [0, 21/P].

Before proving Theorem 9, we show a lemma used repeatedly.

Lemma 10 Let f : AV — R be a convex function. For r € [0,2'/P], there exist ", q" € AN
such that w(r) = J(q",q") and |q" —q"|, = 7.

Proof Let € [0,2'/P]. Define
DY (r) = {(a,@) € A x AN [ la -4, > r}.

Since DV (r) is compact and J is continuous on DY(r), there is (q,q) € DV(r) such
that w(r) = J(q,q). Define c: [0,1] - AN by

c(t)=(1—t)q+tq forte[0,1].

In the case of |[q — q|, = r, we can take (@",q") = (q,q), and the assertion follows.
Assume |q — q||, > r. Then, there exists 7 € (0, 1/2] such that

le(r) (1 = )llp = (1 —27)r = 7.

Since foc:[0,1] — R is convex, we have

11
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which is equivalent to

J(e(r) et — 7)) = LD THELZT) p g )

2
— f(e(1/2)) = J(q,q).

_ F(e(0)) + f(e(1)
N 2

This yields J(¢(7),c¢(1 —7)) = w(r), and hence, we can take (q",q") = (¢(7),c(1—7)). Thus,

we have confirmed the statement. O

Proof of Theorem 9 Define

DY(r) = {(a,@) € A" x AV | la —§, =}

For ', r € [0,2'/P] with ' < r, we observe from the monotonicity DN (r) < DN (1)
that w(r') < w(r). It is easily seen that J(q,q) = 0 holds for any q € A" hence w(0) = 0.
Thus, the first assertion follows.

Assume that the strict convexity of f on AN, Let r e (0, 21/p]. By Lemma 10, there
exist q,q € AN such that w(r) = J(q,q) and |q — |, = . Define c: [0,1] — AN by

c(t):=(1—-t)q+tq forte]l0,1].

Since f o c is strictly convex on [0, 1], we have the strict inequality

fle(r)) = f(e(0)) _ fle(d)) = fle(l — 7))

T T

for 7€ (0,1/2].
Consequently, we conclude
w((1=27)r) < J(c(r),c(1 — 7)) < J(c(0),¢c(1)) = w(r) forTe (0,1/2],

that is, the strict monotonicity of w on [0, 21/7].
Conversely, if f is not strictly convex on AN, there exist distinct q,q € AY such that

f(A=tq+tq) =1 —-1t)f(q) +tf(q) foriel0,1].

This leads to J(q,q) = 0. Consequently, w is not strictly increasing on [0, ||q — q,].
Thus, the proof of the theorem is achieved. O
Despite the simple proof, this will lead to the necessity and sufficiency for a surrogate
regret bound being non-vacuous in §4.2, together with Theorem 11.

4.2 Surrogate regret bounds

Now, we give surrogate regret bounds with respect to the p-norm. The order of a surrogate
regret bound for a proper loss £ is essentially governed by the modulus of convexity of (the
negative of) its conditional Bayes risk —L. This is an extension of surrogate regret bounds
for binary classification [Bao23, Theorem 6] to multiclass classification.

Theorem 11 (Surrogate regret bounds) Let £: AN — (—o0, 0] be a reqular proper
loss and f : RN — (—o0,00] a proper convex function defined by (5). For q,q e AN, it holds

w(la~dl,) < 5R(ad) (10)

with equality if q = q.

12
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Proof By the definition of w together with (6), it is sufficient to show

1

J(a,@) < 5B(s-g(ald@) for a,ge AN,

By Corollary 6, we have

F(55%) = @+ (@ 52 -a) - @ + g -e@a-d.

which implies

N 1 ~ ~ ~ 1 ~
J(q,q) < 5 [f(a) = £(@) = (~£(@).a ~ @] = 5 B(5,-»(d| @)
The equality can be seen immediately by choosing q = q. O

Let us discuss when a proper loss entails a non-vacuous bound. If £ is strictly proper,
then w is strictly increasing, which in turn has an inverse function w=! and leads (10) to

(1 ~ o1 ~ 1
w <QR(q,q) if QR(q,q)éw(%),

2p otherwise.

(11)

la—alp, <

The strict monotonicity of w™! is essential because otherwise we cannot always expect that
the estimate q approaches q even if the suboptimality R(q, q) is minimized. By Proposition 5
and Theorem 9, the strict properness of £ is necessary and sufficient for the surrogate regret
bound (10) being non-vacuous. This is why strict properness matters.

Let us leave a remark on the existing surrogate regret bounds for proper composite losses
[ML21, Corollary 3]. They derived a surrogate regret bound similar to (11), with the moduli
of continuity of the conditional risk L(q,-). While the relationship between the moduli
of convexity of —L and the moduli of continuity of L(q,-) has not been clear, —L suffices
because a surrogate regret is solely determined by L due to (6) and Corollary 6. Moreover,
the existing surrogate regret bounds [ML21, Corollary 3| has been limited to the binary
case N = 2. Our Theorem 11 is more general therein.

4.3 Relating surrogate regret to downstream tasks

The upper bound for the p-norm (11) is useful for many scenarios to assess the predictive
performance of plug-in forecasters, i.e., post-processed forecasters based on the estimator q°.
Thus, we can regard the p-norm bound as a versatile surrogate regret bound across different
downstream tasks. Subsequently, we provide several examples of downstream tasks to support
this idea.

Task 1: multiclass classification. Let us consider multiclass classification based on the
post-process approach. Given true and estimated probability vectors q,q e AN, respectively,
the plug-in forecaster based on the estimate q is given by § € argmax,cy Gy, where the
tie is broken arbitrarily. Here, the forecaster’s suboptimality in multiclass classification is
measured by the (conditional) 0-1 regret

Regoi(a,a Z an(1 — mln Z qn(1 — 0py) = max <q, L; - Ly>,
ney ney yey

13
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where L € RV* is the 0-1 loss matrix with each component being L;j :=1—0;;, and L,

denotes the y-th column vector of L. Let p* denote the Holder conjugate of p. The 0-1 regret
can be bounded as

~ 1-1 ~
Regg(q,q) < max {q—q,L; —Ly) <|la—qp mex ILg — Lylpx <2777 |q—qlp,

where the first inequality holds because <a, y> 0 for any y € Y attributed to the
construction of g, and the second inequality owes to Holder’s inequality. Eventually, the 0-1
regret is controlled by the surrogate regret R(q, q) via (11) if £ is strictly proper, which relates
the estimation quality of q to the predictive performance of the post-processed forecaster via
the p-norm.

Task 2: learning with noisy labels. Let us consider multiclass classification with
class-conditional label noises: a true label y is observed as y with probability Cy 5 with a
row-stochastic noise matrix C e [0,1]¥*¥. In this scenario, our access is limited to the
noisy target probability vector ¢ = CTq, through which a noisy estimate g is obtained. By
following the noise-correction strategy [ZLA21], the plug—in forecaster based on the noisy
estimate q is given by § € arg max,cy g, where q := (CT)~1g (provided that C is invertible).
Under this setup, the 0-1 regret of q given q is bounded as follows.

Regpi(q,q) = Izleaf <q, Ly - Ly>
< —§Li—L) = S a C YL —
ma {a—§,Ly—Ly) max (q-9,C ' (Ly—Ly))
<lla—dlp max |C™H Ly — Ly)

where the first inequality holds because <(Vl, Ly — Ly> < 0 for any y € Y attributed to the
construction of 7, and the second inequality owes to Holder’s inequality. The p-norm |q—q|,
can be minimized even with access to the noisy observations only, and the p-norm bound (11)
controls this by the surrogate regret of a strictly proper loss. This is also an extension of the
previous surrogate regret transfer bounds [ZLA21, Theorem 4| beyond strongly proper losses.

Task 3: bipartite ranking. Consider N = 2 and identify q = [q1 ¢2]' € A? with
the instance ¢ € [0,1]. Given two instances q,q' € [0,1], we are interested in giving
estimates ¢, ¢ € [0,1] that yield a consistent ranking with (¢, ¢’). In bipartite ranking, we
use the estimates (g, q’) directly without any post process. The (conditional) ranking regret
[CLVO08]| is measured by

Regrank(4:4,0,7) =g —¢| |:]l{q @) (q—q')<0} T ]1{A Af}]

where 14y = 1 when the predicate A holds and 0 otherwise, and the first and second terms
penalize an inconsistent ranking and tie, respectively. This can be immediately related to
the 1-norm [Agal4|:

Regrank(¢: 0+ 3:7) <la—al + ¢ - 7|,
where the bound (11) can be further applied. Thus, the ranking regret is controlled by the
surrogate regret.

14
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Other benefits. In addition to the above examples, one can easily relate the p-norm and
downstream tasks such as binary classification with generalized performance criteria [KD16,
Eq. (9)], which we omit here. Another benefit of the p-norm bound (11) is that it relates a
possibly non-metric R(q,q) to the metric |q — q/|,.

To conclude this section, we raise attention to the kinship between moduli of convexity and
the known devices such as calibration functions [BJM06| [Ste07] [OBLJ17| [BSS20] [BSX 22|,
comparison inequalities [MPRS12| [CRR20|, and Fisher consistency bounds [AMMZ22a]
[AMMZ22b| [MMZ23]. In spite of the relevance, moduli of convexity are different in that
these devices have been tailored for a specific target loss of each downstream task, whereas
moduli are concerned with the p-norm.

5 Lower bounds of surrogate regret order

We move on to the next main result: the surrogate regret order cannot go beyond the square
root. To this end, we first review the Simonenko order function and the strong convexity used
to establish the main result, and then show the main result. In this section, let f: AN — R
be a convex function unless otherwise stated.

5.1 Power evaluation of moduli

To interpret the surrogate regret bound (10), we evaluate the order of the modulus w by
power functions. To this end, we introduce the order of w, which is well-defined since w(r) > 0
for r € (0,2"/?] from Theorem 9.

Definition 12 (Simonenko order function [Sim64]) Let f: AN — R be a strictly con-
vex function. The Simonenko order function o : (0,2/P] — [0, 0] is defined by

D 1 _ _
rD7w(r) forre (0, 2117], where D~ w(r) := limsup w(r) —w(r E).
OJ(T‘) el0 €

o(r) =

The quantity D~ w is called the upper left Dini derivative of w at r. If w is differentiable at r,
then D~ w(r) = w/(r) holds. The Simonenko order function o evaluates the order of w.

Proposition 13 (Power evaluations of moduli) Let f : AN — R be a strictly convex
function. For a fized ro € (0,2'/P], we define s, S € [0, 0] by

s:= inf o(r), S:= sup o(r),
r€(0,r0] re(0,mo]

and assume S < o0. Then, the function r — w(r)r—* is non-decreasing on (0,rq) and the
function v — w(r)r~ is non-increasing on (0,7q). Consequently, the following inequalities

hold for any r € [0,1¢]:
[wig))] ¥ < w(r) < [MY;)] .

Here, we show the proof by assuming the differentiability of w because the resulting proof
is instructive. The complete proof without the differentiability is slightly convoluted and
deferred to Appendix A.
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Proof By the definition of S, for any t € (0, ro],

/
5.1 sup o(r) = d (t)
t re(0,7o] w(t)

By integrating both sides, for any 7’ € [r,ro],

/ ! ' /
Slnrsz dt>f W) gy _ @)
r Pt ) w(t) w(r)

which gives the one side of the desiderata. The other side can be proven similarly. O

Thus, the p-norm upper bound (11) is controlled by the rate w=!(p) = O(p'/%). Since
we are interested in the behavior of |q — ql|, when q is close to the minimizer of R(q,-), we
focus on the asymptotic behavior of the Simonenko order function as r | 0.

5.2 Strong convexity and its relation to moduli

For the asymptotic analysis of o, we leverage strong convexity. Herein, we define the strong
convexity parameter for a convex function f: AN — R and t € (0,1) by

. 2[1—=t)f(q) +tf(q) — f((1 —1t)q + tq . -
Rt = 1nf{ [(1—¢) (0%(1 _iﬁ)q_é('% Jatta)] | o T AN},
k! = inf kI

P ey P

We observe from the convexity of f that /{5 € [0,0) and
. o\ _ D <12 AN
F(@=ta+tq) < (A-t)f(a) +tf(4) - S t1 -t)|a—-q];, forqge LA™ and te (0,1).

Remark that the strong convexity parameter depends on the underlying set where we
take the infimum. Let us define the strong convexity parameter on RY by replacing AN
with RN and write )" instead of ng’t for each t € (0,1). By AN < RV, we observe that

Ffﬁ’t < ng’t for a function f : RN — (-0, 0],

where the equality does not necessarily hold.
f

To calculate kj, we only need to know Kp’l/ 2,

Proposition 14 (Strong convexity parameter at midpoint) For a continuous convex
function f: AN — R, we have I€£ — ,ig:l/?'

The proof is deferred to Appendix B. By Proposition 14, the strong convexity parameter
and the modulus of convexity are connected.

R { 8J(a,q)
g la—dl?

Since we have

distinct q,q € AN} ,
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the following bound holds:

quN}.

la—alp = (@ — @) + (g2 — 2)P)7 = (@1 — @) + (@ — 7))

I3 2
qe AV <R21<Sup %
Rg’i lal3

In particular, if N = 2, we have

=

1 -
=27|q1 — 1

for q,q € A2, and hence, 2%5’1/2 = 22/7’55’1/2. Therefore, /i}j remains the same up to constant
regardless of the choice of p > 1.

We will use another representation of /ip’l/ 2= m;; later:
. 8w(r) 1

/= inf e (0,27] ;. 12

K; = in { 2 ‘7‘ (0,27] (12)

5.3 Asymptotic lower bound

The asymptotic behavior of the Simonenko order o(r) as r | 0 is controlled by the strong
convexity parameter HIJ;. We introduce a “local” version of the strong convexity parameter.

Definition 15 (Local strong convexity modulus) For a convex function f : AN — R,
define KIJ; £ (0,2/7] - R by
B 8w(r)

r2

Kl(r):

This quantity is defined based on the alternative expression of the strong convexity parame-
ter 1 in (12). From the relationship (12), K} () > &} always holds on r € (0,2%P]. In the
following lemma, we verify the continuity properties that Kg naturally entails.

Lemma 16 If f : AN — R is continuous convex, then K;Jf . (0,2/P] - R is lower semi-
continuous and left-continuous.

Proof Fix r e (0,2"/7]. Let (r;);en < (0,27] be a sequence converging to r. For each j € N,
there exist g/, q/ € AN satisfying

la’ = &lp =r; and w(r;) = J(d', &)
from Lemma 10. Define ¢; : [0,1] — AN by
cj(t) = (1—t)q’ +tg for te[0,1].

By the Arzela—Ascoli theorem, we can extract a subsequence (c;,, )men converging uniformly
to some ¢ : [0,1] — A uniformly, where

c(t) = (1 —1)e(0) +te(l) forte[0,1] and |[c(0) —c(1)|p =7

17
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hold. Since f is continuous, we have

8 8
K (r) = Zu(r) < 5J(c(0),¢(1))
: 8 . 8 .
= lim = J(¢;, (0,05, (1) = lim —-w(ry,,) = lim Kf(r;,,).
Jm JIm

Thus, KZJ; - (0,2'P] - R is lower semi-continuous.
Next, we choose distinct q,q € AN satisfying

la—al, =7 and w(r)=J(q,q),
which exist thanks to Lemma 10. For these q, q, define

c(t) = (1—t)q+tq forte][0,1].
For 7 € (0,1/2), we have

K ((1—27)r)

- [(1—27)r]* = w((1 —27)r)
< J(e(r),e(1 = 7))
< J(c(0),¢(1)) — ’;’{T(l —7)r’ (13)
— w(r) — “257(1 —7)r?
< Kj(r) 2 ’157(1 — )

Dividing by [(1 — 27)r]?/8 # 0 and then taking the limit yields

lim sup Kg((l —27)r) < K}f(?")-
710

Together with the lower semi-continuity KZJ: , the left-continuity K,{ is ensured.
This completes the proof of the lemma. O
Now, we analyze the asymptotic behavior of o(r) at r | 0 when f is continuous on A%,
which is our second main result. We need a slightly stronger continuity of KI]; than what
Lemma 16 provides. Moreover, we assume the continuity of f to prevent f from being
discontinuous on the AMAY.

Theorem 17 (Lower bound of order) Let f : AN — R be a continuous strictly convex
function. Assume one of the following two conditions.

(C1) &) > 0.

(C2) Kg is continuous on (0,7q] for some rq € (0,2"/?] and Kg converges as r | 0.

18
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Then,
limsupo(r) = 2. (14)
rl0
Moreover, if we assume both conditions, then
liminfo(r) > 2. (15)
rl0
To prove Theorem 17, we leverage the following lemma to locally control o(r), which is
proven in Appendix B.

Lemma 18 Let f : AN — R be a continuous convex function. Then, for any q,q € AN
and r € (0,2Y/7],
f

liminf Kf(r) = f. J(@.@) > Fla—dl}. and D w(r) > r

Proof of Theorem 17 We observe from the strict convexity of f and Theorem 9 that Kf; >0
on r € (0,2'/P]. By assuming (C1) only, it follows from Lemma 18 that

oy
- r- Ly 2k
D
limsup o(r) = limsup w > lim sup 7 4 _fim sup fp =
r10 r{0 w(r) rl0 Kp (T) 2 {0 Kp (T)
——r
8
In addition, assume (C2) together. Then, the above inequality provides
2%} 2%}
liminf o(r) > lim inf i P =
o n0Kp(r) 0 K (r)

Next, assume (C2) only, and mg > 0 does not hold. In this case, Lemma 18 indicates
that Kg(r) 1 0asr |0, from which we can inductively define (7;);eny < (0,70] by

r; := inf {r e (0,2'7]

Kl(r) = ;K;’f(rjl)}-

Then, (r;) en converges to 0 because KZJ; > 0 always holds on r € (0, 2"/?] and hence Kg(r) =0
if and only if r = 0. We observe that

1
K}f(r) < iKzJ:(Tj—l) = Kg(rj) for r € (0,7;].

This yields

Ef(rj) 5 Kl(rj—e)

) — w(r; — T (rj —¢)?
D~ w(rj) = limsup wiry) = wlr; — €) = lim sup 8§’ 8
el0 € el0 3
Kj(ry) 5  Kj(ry) )
A W S ¥ 1 (0)
> limsup = J rj,
€l0 & 4
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which implies

D . Kg (7“3) .
limsup o(r) = limsup o(r;) = limsup riDw(ry) > lim sup 7 4 =2
rl0 o0 jow w(ry) oo Kj(ry)
g
This completes the proof of Theorem 17. O

It follows from Proposition 13 and Theorem 17 that the p-norm bound (11) is controlled
by the rate of w=!(p) cannot be faster than O(pl/ 2) for a very large class of strictly proper £.
To see this, we invoke Proposition 13 to observe that for some ry € (0, 21/p],

w(p) < [’r‘ow(’l“o)_%] -pé for r € [0, 7] such that p = w(r).
If the bound (14) holds, then we have

2 <limsupo(r) < sup o(r) =5,
rl0 re(0,ro]

which implies p*/% > p'/2 (for p < 1). Thus, we discern the optimal rate w='(p) = O(p*/?)
for p € [0,1]. This assures that strongly proper losses asymptotically achieve the optimal
rate O(p'/?) as seen in (8). Indeed, the condition (C1) is tightly connected to the strong
properness.

Lower bound of w™'(p). Proposition 13 also implies that for some 7 € (0, 2'/7],
w(p) = [row(ro)*i] ps forre [0,70] such that p = w(r).

If the bound (15) holds with the strict inequality, then we can choose rg to satisfy

- < rei({)lf"o] o(r)=s for ¢:= lirql}l%nfa(r) > 2,

which implies p'/* = p?(2+<) > pl/2 (for p < 1). Thus, w™! admits the lower bound Q(p'/?)
for p e [0,1].

Comparison with the known lower bound. A relevant lower bound w='(p) = Q(p'/?)
has been shown previously for a slightly different type of losses [FW21, Theorem 4]. To
derive the lower bound, they assume that a loss is strongly convex and has a locally
Lipschitz gradient [FW21, Assumption 1]. The latter condition is assumed under the loss
differentiability, whereas both our (C1) and (C2) do not need the differentiability of £. Ergo,
the differentiability assumption is lifted to show the optimality of w='(p) = O(p'/?). In §6,
we will see a non-differentiable example, the max-power function. To show w='(p) = Q(p"/?)
in our case, (C1) and (C2) coupled with the existence of the limit of Kg('r) as r | 0 suffice.

Remark 1 Our analysis with the Simonenko order evaluates the order of w by a power
function in the form of ¥ < w(r) < r° for r € [0,70]. This is an evaluation for a finite
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0.2
Even if w(r) = O(r)
w(r)
\ w(r) > Cr? holds!
0.0
0.0 0 0.2

Figure 1: Illustration of w(r) = rsin (%) — Ci (%) +r.

T

range, which is more than an asymptotic evaluation. Despite its subtlety, it often matters,
as seen in the following example:

o0
w(r) = rsin <1> —Ci <1) +7r forr>0, where Ci(z):= —f t—1 cos(t)dt.
r r

z

This w is monotonically increasing and satisfies w(r) = O(r) in the asymptotic evaluation.
However, when it comes to the finite evaluation, we cannot go faster than w(r) = r? just
because this w satisfies (C2) and Theorem 17 implies limsup, oo (r) = 2. Thus, the finite
evaluation gives a better characterization when we assess the convergence rate of finitely large
surrogate regret. See Fig. 1 to better understand the above example.

6 Examples

We overview a couple of proper losses. Since there is the one-to-one correspondence between
a regular proper loss £ and a convex function f = —L on A (see Eq. (5)), we show examples
in terms of the corresponding convex functions. To facilitate closed-form solutions of w,
we restrict ourselves to N = 2 and p = 1. In this case, we overload f(q1,q2) = f(¢,1 — q)
for ¢ € [0, 1].

Table 1 lists several convex functions with their moduli, whose derivations are given
previously [Bao23|. All examples satisfy at least (C2) of Theorem 17. Indeed, there exists
the limit of KI{ (r) as r | 0, as seen in Fig. 2. Thus, we have ensured that the optimal order
of the inverse modulus w™'(p) for many common losses is O(p'/?). Note that the Shannon
entropy, squared a-norms (for o > 1), and Tsallis entropies (for o > 1) satisfy (C1), but
the a-norms satisfy (C1) only for « € (1, 2] but violate for o > 2.
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Table 1: Examples of a convex function f. For w, we show the expressions with (N, p) = (2,1).

f(q) Range of a Modulus w(r) Loss £
Shannon ent. {(q,Inq) L x4 1 Log
l<a<?2 |[1+T]| — 4l/a—1 Brier
Sq. a-norms gl f‘ : Liror 2 a1 (a=2)
2<a PGS0 = 1500 + 3
l<a<?2 (No closed-form in general) Pseudo-
a-norms lala 1 spherical
2<a 35 ]l —*H[z r]Ha+§
€(1,2) U (3,00) = |[1"
Tsallis ent. [l 1.2 v (3 e) f Il ]H - a-log
2<a<3 3102l QTH[zfr]HaJra
o] l<a<?2 Lr ==L — 112+
Max-power Joax [{qn = ] | 2| 5 | [+ 575 _

2
2<a (5)°

In these examples, f is differentiable entirely on Aﬂy except for the max-power function.
For N = 2, the max-power function is f(q ‘q , which is not differentiable at ¢ = 1/2.
Theorem 17 is applicable even for such non- dlfferentlable functions.

Example for N > 3. Though deriving a closed form of w for general N > 2 is challenging,
we can delineate w for the Shannon entropy with p = 2: for r € (0,2/2), define q,q € AN by

142712 12712 ] . [1 272 14272 ]
= and q = ... 0]
[ 2 2 00 2 7 VY

Then, |q — q|l2 = 7 and w(r) = J(q,q). At this minimizer, w can be written as

(r) = 1+ 2*1/27"l 1+27 Y2 L 1= 2*1/%l 1—27Y2 02

w(r) = 5 n 5 5 n 5 n2.

This w (for p = 2) is akin to the form of w shown in Table 1, which is for (NV,p) = (2, 1), with
a slight difference in the scale. Its derivation is based on the method of Lagrange multipliers
and deferred to Proposition 24.
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Appendix A. Proof of power evaluations without differentiability

In §5, we show power evaluations of the moduli with the differentiability of w.

Proposition 13 (Power evaluations of moduli) Let f : AN — R be a strictly convex
function. For a fived rq € (0,2'P], we define s, S € [0, 0] by

s:= inf o(r), S:= sup o(r),
re(0,ro] re(0,70]
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and assume S < . Then, the function r — w(r)r—°

function r — w(r)r—°
hold for any r € [0,7¢]:

is non-decreasing on (0,7rq) and the
is non-increasing on (0,79). Consequently, the following inequalities

[w(?)] S <w(r) < [w(ro)} re.

S
o o

Proof We first show that 7 +— w(r)r~° is non-increasing on (0,7¢) in a similar way to the
existing argument [OT13, Lemma 2.9]. For r € (0,79] and § > 0, there exists €, 5 > 0 such

that ) ( ) .
w(r) —w(r—e¢
- sup <o(r)+ =6 16
W(r)  ce(0.er.s) 2 Dy (19

by the definition of D~w. Define

1 1
g(t) =S+ 50+ —[(1 - )5+ —1] for te (0,1).
Then, g is continuous on (0, 1) and

. 1 1
ltll%lg(t)_S+§6_(S+5)__§6<07

which implies the existence of 7 € (0,1) such that g(¢) < 0 for ¢ € (0,7). Then, for
any u € (0,e,5) N (0,77),

_TS+6 (7“ _ u)SJr(S _ UTS+671 [ w(r) o w(r _ u)} B rS+6 TS+5(1 _ %)S+6
w(r) w(r —u) w(g—éul) | w(r) u o w(r —u) w(r —u)

ur> oL [ 1 | u\S+9o

<w(r—u) U(T)+26]+w(r—u) 7;[( _;> - ]
UTS+5_1 r U

<m _S+;5+g(r) - (S+;6>]
UTS+571 U

or—w Y (;)

<0,

where the inequality (16) is used at the second line and the third line follows from the
definition of S. Hence, we have

)S+5 S+46

(r—u <! for 7 € (0,79) and u € (0,e,5) N (0,77).

w(r —u) w(r)

Letting 6 | 0, we conclude that r — 7% /w(r) is non-decreasing on (0, r¢). This is equivalent
to that r +— w(r)r~? is non-increasing on (0, 7).

Next, we show that 7 — w(r)r~* is non-decreasing on (0,rg). For r € (0,70], let w € (0,7).
Since Inw is non-decreasing on [r — u, r], it follows from the fundamental theorem of calculus
[KK96, Theorem 1.3.1] that

w(r)

T
L_u D_ IDW(T/)d'IJ < hl m
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By D~ w(r') < S < o0, we have

li%lw(r’ —¢e) =w(r') forr' €(0,m9),
3

which yields

. Inw(’) —Inw(r’ —e) 1
lim =
el w(r) —w(r —e) w(r’)
and
1 N _1 . n o o 1
D™ Inw(r') = limsup [ nw(r/) nw/(r e) W) —elr 6>] = A D w(r’) = i,
£l0 wr’) —w(r’ —e) € w(r’) r
Thus, we have
s T S
f D™ Inw(r)dr’ = f —dr’ = sln .
r—u r—u T r—u
These imply
wr—u)-(r—u)° <w(r)-r
that is, r — w(r)r~° is non-decreasing on (0, rg). 0

Appendix B. Proofs

Proposition 14 (Strong convexity parameter at midpoint) For a continuous convex

function f: AN — R, we have /{i,c = mg’I/Q.

Proof By definition, /i}; < ﬁg’l/ 2 trivially holds. We shall prove the converse inequality.
Observe from the definition that

q+4q 1 1 ﬁf’%
F(959) < pr@+ yr@ - " la-al} foralla.qe A
For 7,7 € N, set
ti; = 27"3.

Fix distinct q,q € AN and define c: [0,1] — AN by
c(t) = (1—-t)q+tq forte][0,1].

We will show that

£
K g
2 —ti (1 —tij)|a—al? (17)

Fle(tiy)) < (1= ti)f(e(0)) + tif(e(1) — =

for (i,7) € N x Z>o with t; ; € [0,1] (namely, for i € N and 0 < j < 2°) by induction on 1.
We immediately observe that (17) always holds for ;0 = 0 and #; oi = 1 regardless of i. Note
that t;j € (0, 1) leads to tij+1 € [0, 1].
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The inequality (17) trivially holds for i = 1. Assume that (17) holds for some i € N
and all j with 0 < j < 2°. Then, (17) also holds for t;412; = t;; with 0 < j < 2%
For 0 < j <2' — 1, we have

tiv1,2j T tiv1,2j42  tij +tij+1
tit1,2j+1 = 5 = 5 .

Define ¢; j : [0,1] — AN by
cij(t)=c((1—t)-tij+t-t;;41) forte[0,1].

This implies

fle(tivr,25+1))
1 1 K,f’% 9
< 5f(€ii(0)) + 5 f(eii (1) = —=lleig (0) =iy (D
_1 (0 1 ..(1))_’&.2—%.| —q)?
= 5 f(cig(0) + 5 flei 3 q—dl,
_ 1 1 ’fzjac’% 9—2i ~12
= L el + 2t gen) — 227 g —
f,i
1 2 o
< 5| 0= O + 1y V) = Bty - 1) - a2
5
3|0 ) + g feV) = B b1 = )l |
ng% —2i =12
— g 27 la—dl
ﬁf’%

= (1 = tiy1,25+1)f(c(0)) + tiz12j+1f(c(1)) — thi+1,2j+1(1 — tiv12j+1)|a —al

as desired. Noting again that the inequality (17) holds for ¢;412j41 with j = 2!, we have
shown the induction case for 0 < j < 2/*+1.

Because f is continuous on AN and {t; ; € [0,1] | (4,5) € N x Z>¢} is dense in [0,1], we
find

1
f7§

(L =D+ ) < (L= f(a) + t£(@) - "5t~ Da &3 for te (0.1),

which leads to

WE < 2[(1 =) f(a) +tf(a) — f((1 —t)q +tq)]

= for t € (0,1).
? t(1—1t)|a— a2

Since q, q € AN are arbitrary, this ensures that /@',Jf’t > /1;:’1/2 for t € (0,1) and completes the
proof of the proposition. O
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Lemma 18 Let f : AN — R be a continuous convex function. Then, for any q,q € AN
and r € (0,2Y/7],

f

lim inf Kfl(r) =], J(a,q > %”Hq ~§2, and D w(r)=2r.

Proof Assume that there exists 4 € (0,2%?] such that KZJ:(T*) = Hg. We can see from the
bound (13) that

Kl / Kl
pér*)r2 - I%pT(l — )2 = pér*) [(1—27)7]?

KJ((1—27)ry)

3 [(1— 27)7”*]2 <

for 7 € (0,1/2). Since K},c(r) > /4;},( for € (0,2YP], this implies KIJ;(T) = /-@]J; for r € (0,74]
hence

lirgll%nf Kg(r) = Iﬁg.
Assume that there is no r € (0,2/?] so that Kg(r) = lﬁg. Then, there exists (r;) eny < (0, 2"/7]
converging to 0 such that

. . 1 I R .
}grgo Kg(r]—) = mf{Kg(r) ’ r e (0, 21’]} =Ky ? < h%%)nf Kg(r) < jll»nolo Kg(rj),
where the second equality follows from (12). This with Proposition 14 proves the first
assertion.

For q,q € A\, we calculate

KL (la—dlp)

f
~ - - K ~
J(a,d) > w(la —dly) = 2 la—adlp > g la—dlj
This is the second assertion.
For r € (0,2"?], we can pick q,q € AN such that w(r) = J(q,q) and |q — dllp = r from

Lemma 10. For 7 € (0,1/2), we have

f
w((1=27)r) <w(r) — %’T(l —7)r?
from (13), which yields
f
Kp 2
—wl(1—2 —7(1—=71)r f
D™ w(r) = limsup w(r) = w(( ™)r) > limsup2— =,
710 r—(1—27)r 710 27r 4
This completes the proof of the lemma. O

Appendix C. Derivation of modulus for general N

In §6, we mainly consider examples of w only for (N,p) = (2,1). Since we have extended
the moduli on general (AY |- ,) in Definition 8, it is nice to have an example beyond the
binary case. To this end, we calculate w for the Shannon entropy f(q) = {(q,Inq) with

30



PROPER LOSSES REGRET AT LEAST 1/2-ORDER

general N > 2 and p = 2. In what follows, we focus on f(q) = (q,Inq) with p = 2, and the
modulus w and midpoint Jensen gap J is defined based on this particular f throughout this
section.

Let
UNli=Sue (0, )V Y w, <1
ne[N—1]
and define ¢ : UN " x YNt S Rand ¢ : UNT! - R by
1 2 N
._ 2 -1
Y(u,w) = 2{ Z (Up, — wp,) +{ Z (un—wn)} } foru,weld" 7,
ne[N—-1] ne[N—-1]
o(u) = Z Up In uy + (1 — Z un> In (1 — Z un> for ueZ/{N_l,
ne[N—1] ne[N—1] ne[N—1]

respectively. Here, ¢ is the Shannon entropy but defined on the constrained set V=1, where
we drop the marginal constraint in the original AY. Indeed, we have

2
U U w1

1 : :
e AN and ¢Y(u,w) = 3 : — : )

UN—1 UN—-1 WN -1
1—<(u,1) 1—<(u,1) 1—<(w,1)

2
which yields ¢ (u,w) € [0, 1]. First, we present a couple of necessary lemmas.
Lemma 19 For r € (0,2Y/2), there exist q,q € AN such that
la—4alz =7 supp(a) nsupp(q) # &, J(q,q) <In2.
Proof Fix r € (0,2"/2) and set a := 271/2r € (0,1). Define q,q € AN by
Gn = 01n, Gn = (1 —a)di, + ade, forne|[N].
Then, we have |q — ql|2 = 7, supp(q) n supp(q) # &, and

1—a

T(a) = J(q,§) = In(1—a) — (1 _ g) In (1 - g) + %1112.

Since we have L o
— - —a

1) = In?2 "(a) = =1
J(1) =2, J(a) g —

we conclude J(q,q) < In2 as desired. O

> 0,

Lemma 20 For q,qe€ AV, if

supp(q) N supp(d) # &, supp(q) # supp(d),
then there exist ', q € AN such that

la—dllz = |d'— @2, supp(d) =supp(@), J(d.q) < J(q,q).
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Proof Take i € supp(q) n supp(q) and write

Sy = [supp(a) nsupp(a@)|\{i}, Sz :=supp(q)\supp(q), 53 :=supp(q)\supp(a),

and m := |Sy U S3|. For sufficiently small ¢ > 0, define ¢, q° € AV by

g —me forn =1, Ggi —me for n =i,

c ) for n € S, - for n € S1,

n = gn+¢ forme SyuSs, = Gn +€ forme Sy U Ss,
0 otherwise, 0 otherwise.

We find that |g° — q°[l2 = [|lg — 4|2, supp(q®) = supp(q°), and
lim J(q%, q°) = J(q,q),
el0

thanks to the continuity of .J. Since we have

0 - 1 g
(&) = —F In (i — me) (G Z ln 545 2 I \n O
(qi;ql ma) 2 5 ) ness <q7" + 8)
which diverges to —oo as € | 0, we have J(q%,q%) < J(q,q) for sufficiently small e > 0. This
completes the proof of the lemma. ]

Corollary 21 For q,q € AN with |q — |2 < 22, w(|a —d|2) = J(q,q) holds if and only
if supp(q) = supp(q).

Proof Let q,q € AV satisfy [q—dq|2 < 2'/2. We observe from Lemma 19 that J(q, q) < In 2.
On the other hand, J(q',q) = In2 follows for ¢/, € AN with supp(q’) n supp(q’) =
. Thus, w(|q — q|l2) = J(q,q) implies supp(q) = supp(q). The converse implication
immediately follows from Lemma 20.
Thus, the proof of the corollary is complete. O
Subsequently, we show Lemmas 22 and 23, which are needed to invoke the method of
Lagrangian multipliers later.

Lemma 22 For u,w € UN™1, the rank of the Jacobian of 1 at (u, w) is zero if and only
if u and w are linearly dependent.

Proof Since we have

oY
6ui

(u,w) = u; —w; + Z (un—wn)z—sw for i e [N — 1],

s
ne[N—1] ¢

the rank of the Jacobian of ¢ at (u, w) is zero if and only if

— w; + Z )=0 forie[N —1].
E

n 1]
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Summing the above equation up gives

NE =0,

ne[N— 1]

and hence u; —w; = 0 for all i € [N — 1], which shows the linear dependence of u and w.
The converse implication is trivial. O

Lemma 23 Forr e (0,2Y2), let u,w € UN~! satisfy ¥(u, w) = 12/2. If there exists A € R

such that | o o6 o0
u+w
3 0, W~ aun< 2 >+ Fuy, (W) =0 and -
1@() 0¢ (ut+w +)\6w( ) =0
2 Ouy, u ouy, 2 ow, whw) =
forne [N —1]. Then,
1 1%
Up = ————, Wy = ——— forne [N —1
N =D+ ) N1+ v
where p € (0,1) satisfies
N(1-— H)2 r2.
(N =11+ p)
Proof For simplicity, set
u+w
V= 5 uy =1-— Z Up, WN:==1-— Z wy, and wvy:=1-— Z Up.
ne[N—1] ne[N—1] ne[N—1]
Assuming Eq. (18), we calculate
= - =—|In— —ln— i
0 2am(u) aul( )+)\a z(u,w) 5 ( e UN) + A[ w; — (uy — wy)]
109 8@3 (3’1,12 1 w; vj
for i € [N — 1], which yields
I %= —2A[u; —w; — (uy —wn)] = In Y
un UN un UN
= —In— +In—
wWN UN
for i,j € [N — 1]. Thus, we have
u, v wj u; W v?

Wy T
Then, there exists p > 0 such that

w; = pu; for i e [N —1].
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It follows from v (u, w) # 0 that u # 1. This gives the relation

1 1 +1-—
v; = ;’uui forie [N —1], sz( ~|—,u)uz2v 'u, wy = puy + 1 — p,

and we have

pu? u; Wy v} _ (1 + p)*uf

uy(puy +1—p)  uy wy i [T+ pun +1—p)?

which is equivalent to

these imply

Uy Vi 1 1
0=In" I 4 2A[u; — wi — (uy —wy)] =In =~ +22(1 — p) (ws + —— ),
nUN nvN [ui —w; — (uy — wn)] nM (1—p) <u 1+M)
and hence

1 1
= —————lnyu— —— forie|[N —1].
U; A= ) nu T+ orie]| ]
This with the relation

N -1 N-—-1 7
e 221 — p) l+p  1+4p

provides

(N —=1)(1+ p) 1 ,
A=——"—""Inpy and uw=-———— forie[N—1].

IN(L— p) N =D+ ) [V =1]
Thus, we have

_ NQOQ-pp?
(1 +p?  (N=1)(1+p)?*

A=) = (1 Y] @ (-
ne[N—-1]

as desired. 0
By combining these lemmas, we have the following claim, which is the minimizers (q, q)
of the Shannon entropy we show in §6.

Proposition 24 Forr e (0,2Y?), q,q € AN satisfy |qa— |2 = 7 and w(r) = J(q,q) if and
only if there exist distinct i,j € [N] such that

1+2712p 1—2712p . 12712 142712
= 9 ni + B njs  qn ‘= 2 ni + D) nj-

qn *
Proof There exist q',q € AN such that
~/

ld —d|2 =7 w(r)=J(q,4), and supp(q’) =supp(q’)
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from Lemma 10 and Corollary 21. By relabeling the indices n € [N] and switching q’ and ¢’
if necessary, we may assume that ¢; > ¢} and there exists N’ € [N] such that N’ > 2 and

~/

supp(q’) = supp(q') = [N'].
Define u/, w’ e UN~1 by
u, =q,, w,=4¢q, forne[N —1].

Then, the pair (u’, w') minimizes ¢ subject to ¢(u, w) = r2/2 on UN~1 x UN~1. We observe
from the method of Lagrangian multipliers together with Lemmas 22 and 23 that
/ 1 ’ HN'

uy, = , Wy, = for n e [N' —1],
N =D+ ) =)0+ ) V=1

where pys € (0,1) satisfies
N'(1— pnr)? — 2

(N = 1)(1 + pr)?

This implies

! - ]_ - HN’
r = , r = , and J(q,q) =—In(1+ pun/) + In gy + In2.
an 1+ e an 1+ piy n (4,9) ( HN") 1+ o KN
By setting
J(p) = —In(1 4+ p) + K Inpg+1In2 for pe(0,1),

1+ p

we see that 1
J ()= ———5npu<0
(1) T ERa

and pns < py holds for N < n’. Thus, we conclude that N’ = 2. Since we have

1— 2742
H2 =17 +2-1/2p7
this in turn shows
, 1427V 1— 2712 L, 127 1+2712p
=5 O+ 002, = ity n2-

By the invariance of J under relabeling the indices n € [IN], the proof of the proposition is
completed. O
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