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Abstract

Algorithmic machine teaching studies the interaction between a teacher and a learner where
the teacher selects labeled examples aiming at teaching a target hypothesis. In a quest
to lower teaching complexity, several teaching models and complexity measures have been
proposed for both the batch settings (e.g., worst-case, recursive, preference-based, and
non-clashing models) and the sequential settings (e.g., local preference-based model). To
better understand the connections between these models, we develop a novel framework
that captures the teaching process via preference functions ¥. In our framework, each
function o € ¥ induces a teacher-learner pair with teaching complexity as TD(o). We
show that the above-mentioned teaching models are equivalent to specific types/families of
preference functions. We analyze several properties of the teaching complexity parameter
TD(0o) associated with different families of the preference functions, e.g., comparison to the
VC dimension of the hypothesis class and additivity /sub-additivity of TD(o) over disjoint
domains. Finally, we identify preference functions inducing a novel family of sequential
models with teaching complexity linear in the VC dimension: this is in contrast to the
best-known complexity result for the batch models, which is quadratic in the VC dimension.
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1. Introduction

Algorithmic machine teaching studies the interaction between a teacher and a learner where
the teacher’s goal is to find an optimal training sequence to steer the learner towards a target
hypothesis (Goldman and Kearns, 1995; Zilles et al., 2011; Zhu, 2013; Singla et al., 2014; Zhu,
2015; Zhu et al., 2018). An important quantity of interest is the teaching dimension (TD) of
the hypothesis class, representing the number of examples needed to teach any hypothesis
in a given class. Given that the teaching complexity depends on what assumptions are
made about teacher-learner interactions, different teaching models lead to different notions
of teaching dimension. In the past two decades, several such teaching models have been
proposed, primarily driven by the motivation to lower teaching complexity and to find models
for which the teaching complexity has better connections with learning complexity measured
by Vapnik—Chervonenkis dimension (VCD) (Vapnik and Chervonenkis, 1971) of the class.

One particularly well-established class of teaching models for machine teaching, among
others, involves the version space learner. A learner in this model class maintains a version
space (i.e., a subset of hypotheses that are consistent with the examples received from
a teacher) and outputs a hypothesis from this version space. Most of the well-studied
teaching models for version space learners are for the batch setting, e.g., worst-case (Goldman
and Kearns, 1995; Kuhlmann, 1999), complexity-based (Balbach, 2008), recursive (Zilles
et al., 2008, 2011; Doliwa et al., 2014b), preference-based (Gao et al., 2017), and non-
clashing (Kirkpatrick et al., 2019) models; see Section 4 for formal definitions of these models.
In these batch models, the teacher first provides a set of examples to the learner and then the
learner outputs a hypothesis. An optimal teacher under such batch settings does not have to
adapt to the learner’s hypothesis during the teaching process. In other words, the teacher
can construct a complete sequence of examples of the minimal length before teaching begins.

In a quest to achieve more natural teacher-learner interactions and enable richer appli-
cations, various different models have been proposed for the sequential setting. Balbach
and Zeugmann (2005) studied teaching a variant of the version space learner restricted to
incremental learning by introducing a neighborhood relation over hypotheses. It has been
demonstrated that feedback about the learner’s current hypothesis can be helpful when
teaching such a learner in a sequential setting. Chen et al. (2018) recently studied the local
preference-based model for version space learners, where the learner’s choice of the next
hypothesis depends on a preference function parametrized by the current hypothesis. It has
been shown that the teacher could lower the teaching complexity significantly by adapting
to the learner’s current hypothesis for such a sequential learner (Chen et al., 2018). Our
teaching framework generalizes these existing models; see Section 5 for formal definitions
and details.

Recently, teaching complexity results have been extended beyond version space learners,
including models for gradient learners (Liu et al., 2017, 2018; Kamalaruban et al., 2019),
models inspired by control theory (Zhu, 2018; Lessard et al., 2019), models for sequential
tasks (Cakmak and Lopes, 2012; Haug et al., 2018; Tschiatschek et al., 2019; Zhang et al.,
2020b; Rakhsha et al., 2020; Zhang et al., 2020a), and models for human-centered applications
that require adaptivity (Singla et al., 2013; Hunziker et al., 2019). A recent line of research
has studied robust notions of teaching in settings where the teacher has limited information
about the learner’s dynamics (Dasgupta et al., 2019; Devidze et al., 2020; Cicalese et al.,



PREFERENCE-BASED BATCH AND SEQUENTIAL TEACHING

Figure 1: Venn diagram for different families of preference functions.

Families ‘ Yconst ‘ Eglobal ‘ Yevs ‘ Llocal ‘ Divs
Notion of TD we-TD RTD / PBTD NCTD local-PBTD | Ivs-PBTD
Relation to VCD | — O(VCD?) | O(vCD?) O(VCD?) O(VCD)

Goldman and | Zilles et al. | Kirkpatrick | Chen et al. |
Kearns (1995) | (2011); Gao et al. | et al. (2019) (2018)

(2017); Hu et al.
(2017)

Table 1: Overview of our main results — reduction to existing models and teaching complexity.

2020). We see these works as complementary to ours: we focus on version space learners
with the teacher having full information about the learner, and aim to provide a unified
framework for the batch and sequential teaching models.

1.1 Overview of Main Results

In this paper, we seek to gain a deeper understanding of how different teaching models relate
to each other. To this end, we develop a novel teaching framework that captures the teaching
process via preference functions ¥. Here, a preference function o € ¥ models how a learner
navigates in the version space as it receives teaching examples (see Section 2 for formal
definition); in turn, each function o induces a teacher-learner pair with teaching dimension
TD(o) (see Section 3). We summarize some of the key results below:

e We show that the well-studied teaching models in the batch setting, including the
worst-case model (Goldman and Kearns, 1995), the cooperative/recursive model (Zilles
et al., 2011), the preference-based model (Gao et al., 2017) and the non-clashing
model (Kirkpatrick et al., 2019), correspond to specific families of ¢ functions in
our framework. As a result, the teaching complexity for these models, namely the
worst-case teaching dimension (wc-TD)!, the recursive teaching dimension (RTD), the
preference-based teaching dimension (PBTD), and the no-clash teaching dimension
(NCTD), correspond to the complexity of teaching specific families of batch learners
under our framework (see Section 4 and Table 1).

e We study the differences in the family of o functions inducing the strongest batch
model (Kirkpatrick et al., 2019) and functions inducing a weak sequential model (Chen

1. In this paper, we refer to this classical notion of teaching dimension as we-TD (“we” denoting worst-case
model) instead of simply calling it TD.
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et al., 2018). The teaching complexity for the sequential model (Chen et al., 2018),
hereafter referred to as the local preference-based teaching dimension (local-PBTD),
corresponds to the complexity of teaching specific family of sequential learners under our
framework (see Section 5.2, and the relationship between Ygys and Yjoca in Figure 1).

e We identify preference functions inducing a novel family of sequential models with
teaching complexity linear in the VCD of the hypothesis class. The preference functions
in this family depend on both the learner’s current hypothesis and the version space.
Hereafter, we refer to the complexity of teaching such sequential models as the local
version space preference-based teaching dimension (lvs-PBTD). We provide a constructive
procedure to find such o functions with low teaching complexity (Section 5.3).

e We analyze several important properties of the teaching complexity parameter TD(o)
associated with different families of the preference functions. In particular, we establish
a lower bound on the teaching complexity TD(o) w.r.t. VCD for certain hypothesis
classes, discuss the additivity /sub-additivity property of TD(o) over disjoint domains,
and compare the sizes of the different families of preference functions (Section 6).

Our key findings are highlighted in Figure 1 and Table 1. Figure 1 illustrates the
relationship between different families of preference functions that we introduce, and Table 1
summarizes the key complexity results we obtain for different families. Although our main
results are based on the setting where both the hypothesis class and the set of teaching
examples are finite, we show that similar results could be extended to the infinite case,
allowing us to establish our teaching complexity results as a generalization to PBTD. Our
unified view of the existing teaching models in turn opens up several intriguing new directions
such as (i) using our constructive procedures to design preference functions for addressing
open questions of whether RTD/ NCTD is linear in VCD, and (ii) understanding the notion of
collusion-free teaching in sequential models. We discuss these directions further in Section 7.

2. The Teaching Model with Preference Functions

The teaching domain. Let X, )Y be a ground set of unlabeled instances and the set of
labels. Let H be a finite class of hypotheses; each element h € H is a function h : X — ).
Here, we only consider boolean functions and hence Y = {0,1}. In our model, X', H, and )
are known to both the teacher and the learner. There is a target hypothesis h* € H that
is known to the teacher, but not the learner. Let Z € X x ) be the ground set of labeled
examples. Each element z = (z,,y,) € Z represents an example where the label is given by
the target hypothesis h*, i.e., y, = h*(x,). For any Z € Z, the version space induced by Z
is the subset of hypotheses H(Z) < H that are consistent with the labels of all the examples,
Le, H(Z):={he H|Vz= (x,,y,) € Z,h(x,) = y.}.

Learner’s preference function. We consider a generic model of the learner that captures
our assumptions about how the learner adapts her hypothesis based on the examples received
from the teacher. A key ingredient of this model is the learner’s preference function over
the hypotheses. The learner, based on the information encoded in the inputs of preference
function—which include the current hypothesis and the current version space—will choose
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one hypothesis in H. Our model of the learner strictly generalizes the local preference-
based model considered in (Chen et al., 2018), where the learner’s preference was only
encoded by her current hypothesis. Formally, we consider preference functions of the form
o:H x 2" x H — R. For any two hypotheses i/, h”, we say that the learner prefers i’ to h”
based on the current hypothesis h and version space H < H, iff o(h'; H,h) < o(h"; H,h). If
o(W;H,h) = o(h”; H,h), then the learner could pick either one of these two. Note that many
existing models of the learner could be viewed as special cases of such preference-based model
with specific preference functions—e.g., when o(h’; H, h) is constant, the preference-based
model reduces to the classical worst-case version space model as studied by Goldman and
Kearns (1995). We will discuss these special cases in detail in Section 4.

Interaction protocol and teaching objective. The teacher’s goal is to steer the learner
towards the target hypothesis h* by providing a sequence of examples. The learner starts
with an initial hypothesis hg € ‘H before receiving any examples from the teacher. At time
step t, the teacher selects an example z; € Z, and the learner makes a transition from the
current hypothesis to the next hypothesis. Let us denote the examples received by the learner
up to (and including) time step ¢ via Z;. Further, we denote the learner’s version space at
time step t as Hy = H(Z;), and the learner’s hypothesis before receiving z; as h;—;. The
learner picks the next hypothesis based on the current hypothesis h;_1, version space Hy,
and preference function o:

hy € argmino(h'; Hy, hy—1). (2.1)
h/EHt

Upon updating the hypothesis h;, the learner sends h; as feedback to the teacher. Teaching
finishes here if the learner’s updated hypothesis h; equals h*. We summarize the interaction
in Protocol 1. It is important to note that in our teaching model, the teacher and the learner
use the same preference function. This assumption of shared knowledge of the preference
function is also considered in existing teaching models for both the batch settings (e.g., (Zilles
et al., 2011; Gao et al., 2017)) and the sequential settings (e.g., (Chen et al., 2018)).

Protocol 1 Interaction protocol between the teacher and the learner

1: learner’s initial version space is Hy = H and learner starts from an initial hypothesis
ho eH

2: fort=1,2,3,...do

3: learner receives z; = (zy, y;); updates Hy = Hy—1 n H({z}); picks h; per Eq. (2.1);

4: teacher receives h; as feedback from the learner;

5: if h; = h* then teaching process terminates

3. The Complexity of Teaching with Preference Functions

In this section, we formally state the notion of worst-case complexity for teaching a preference-
based learner. We first define the teaching complexity for a learner with a preference function
from a given family. Then, we introduce an important family, namely collusion-free preference
functions, as the main focus of this paper.
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3.1 Teaching Dimension for a Family of Preference Functions

Fixed preference function. Our objective is to design teaching algorithms that can steer
the learner towards the target hypothesis in a minimal number of time steps. We study the
worst-case number of steps needed, as is common when measuring information complexity of
teaching (Goldman and Kearns, 1995; Zilles et al., 2011; Gao et al., 2017; Zhu, 2018). Fix
the ground set of instances A and the learner’s preference o. For any version space H € H,
the worst-case optimal cost for steering the learner from h to h* is characterized by

1, 3z, s.t. Co(H, h,z) = {h*}

1+min  max  Dy(H nH({z}),h",h*), otherwise
Z  WeCo(H h,2)

Dy(H, h,h") =

where C,(H,h,z) = argming ey ~y iy o(h's H 0 H({z}), h) denotes the set of candidate
hypotheses most preferred by the learner. Note that our definition of teaching dimension
is similar in spirit to the local preference-based teaching complexity defined by Chen et al.
(2018). We shall see in the next section, this complexity measure in fact reduces to existing
notions of teaching complexity for specific families of preference functions.

Given a preference function o and the learner’s initial hypothesis hg, the teaching
dimension w.r.t. ¢ is defined as the worst-case optimal cost for teaching any target h*:

TDX,?—L,hO (J) = H}LE}X DU(H, h(], h*). (3.1)

Family of preference functions. In this paper, we will investigate several families of
preference functions (as illustrated in Figure 1). For a family of preference functions X, we
define the teaching dimension w.r.t the family ¥ as the teaching dimension w.r.t. the best o
in that family:

E'TDX,H,hO = min TDX,’H,ho (0’) (32)
o€

3.2 Collusion-free Preference Functions

An important consideration when designing teaching models is to ensure that the teacher and
the learner are “collusion-free”, i.e., they are not allowed to collude or use some “coding-trick” to
achieve arbitrarily low teaching complexity. A well-accepted notion of collusion-freeness in the
batch setting is one proposed by (Goldman and Mathias, 1996) (also see (Angluin and Krikis,
1997; Ott and Stephan, 1999; Kirkpatrick et al., 2019)). Intuitively, it captures the idea that a
learner conjecturing hypothesis h will not change her mind when given additional information
consistent with h. In comparison to batch models, the notion of collusion-free teaching in the
sequential models is not well understood. We introduce a novel notion of collusion-freeness
for the sequential setting, which captures the following idea: if A is the only hypothesis in the
most preferred set defined by o, then the learner will always stay at h as long as additional
information received by the learner is consistent with A. We formalize this notion in the
definition below. Note that for o functions corresponding to batch models (see Section 4),
Definition 1 reduces to the collusion-free definition of (Goldman and Mathias, 1996).
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Definition 1 (Collusion-free preference). Consider a time t where the learner’s current
hypothesis is hy—1 and version space is Hy (see Protocol 1). Further assume that the learner’s
preferred hypothesis for time t is uniquely given by arg ming,c g, o(h's Hy, hy—1) = {iL} Let S be
additional examples provided by an adversary from time t onwards. We call a preference func-
tion collusion-free, if for any S consistent with ﬁ, it holds that arg mingc g, A34(s) o(h'; Hy n

H(S), h) = {h}.

In this paper, we study preference functions that are collusion-free. In particular, we use
Y.cr to denote the set of preference functions that induce collusion-free teaching:

Ycr = {0 | o is collusion-free}.
Below, we provide two concrete examples for the collusion-free preference function families:

(i) “constant” preference function family Yconst consists of functions where all the hypotheses
in the current version space are preferred equally. Formally, this family is given by

Yeonst = {0 € Xcp | Ice R, s.t. VA, H, h,o(h'; H h) = c}.

Now, let us see why this family is collusion-free as per Definition 1. For any o € Yconst,
the only scenario where the learner’s preferred hypothesis for time ¢ is given by
argming .y, o(h's Hy,hy—1) = {h}, is when H, = {h}, i.e., there are no hypotheses
left in the version space H; other than h. Afterwards, by providing more examples
consistent with fz, the learner will stay on h. Thus, Yconst is a family of collusion-free
preference functions. We will further discuss this family in Section 4.

(i) “win-stay-lose-shift” preference function family ¥,gs consists of functions where the
learner prefers her current hypothesis as long as it stays consistent with the observed
examples (Bonawitz et al., 2014; Chen et al., 2018). Formally, this family is given by

Ywsls = {0 € Xcp | VI, H, h,argmino(h'; H,h) = {h}}.
heH
It is easy to see why this family is collusion-free as per Definition 1. As per assumption
in the definition, the learner will pick hypothesis h; := h at time . Afterwards, as
long as the learner receives examples consistent with iL, the desired condition in the
definition holds for this family of functions. It is important to note that o € X
can depend on both the current hypothesis h;—; and the version space H;, and the
preferences play a role primarily when the current hypothesis becomes inconsistent.
We further discuss this family in Section 5.3 and Section 6.2.

4. Preference-based Batch Models

In this section, we focus on preference functions that do not depend on the learner’s current
hypothesis. When teaching a learner with such a preference function, the teacher can
construct an optimal sequence of examples in a batch before teaching begins. We study the
complexity of teaching for different preference-based batch models and draw connections
with well-established notions of teaching complexity in the literature.
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Figure 2: Batch models.

4.1 Families of Preference Functions

We consider three families of preference functions which do not depend on the learner’s
current hypothesis. The first one, as already introduced in the previous section, is the family
of constant preference functions Xconst given by:

Sconst = {0 € Scr | Ic e R, s.t. VA, H, h,o(K; H, k) = c}.

The second family, denoted by ¥gjopal, corresponds to the preference functions that do not
depend on the learner’s current hypothesis and version space. In other words, the preference
functions capture some global preference ordering of the hypotheses:

Eglobal = {O’ € ZCF ‘ 3 g: H — R, s.t. Vh,,H, h, O'(h,;H, h) = g(h/)}

The third family, denoted by ¥gys, corresponds to the preference functions that depend on
the learner’s version space, but do not depend on the learner’s current hypothesis:

Yes = {0 €NcE |Fg:H x 2" - R, st. VI, H, h,o(h'; H,h) = g(I', H)}.

Figure 2 illustrates the relationship between these preference families. In Table 2, we
provide a hypothesis class, as well as best preference functions from the aforementioned three
preference families (i.e., functions achieving minimal teaching complexity as per Eq. (3.2)).
Specifically, the preference functions inducing the optimal teaching sequences/sets in Table 2a
are given in Tables 2b, 2c, and 2d. With these preference functions, one can derive the teaching
complexity for this hypothesis class as Yconst-TD = 3, Xglobal-TD = 2, and Xgs-TD = 1.
Furthermore, in Section 5 we discuss Warmuth hypothesis class (Doliwa et al., 2014b) where
Yeonst-TD = 3, Eglobal-TD = 3, and Ygs-TD = 2.

4.2 Complexity Results

We first provide several definitions, including the formal definition of the VC dimension and
several existing notions of teaching dimension. The VC dimension captures the complexity
notion for PAC learnability (Blumer et al., 1989) of a hypothesis class. Informally, it measures
the capacity of a hypothesis class, i.e., characterizing how complicated and expressive a
hypothesis class is in labeling the instances; we provide a rigorous definition below.

Definition 2 (Vapnik-Chervonenkis dimension (Vapnik and Chervonenkis, 1971)). The
VC dimension for H € H w.r.t. a fixed set of unlabeled instances X < X, denoted by
VCD(H, X), is the cardinality of the largest set of points X' < X that are “shattered”.
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U + Ty T2 X3 T4 T5 Te Seonst Sglobal ngs
h 1 0 0 0 0 1 (z1,76) | (z1,76) | (21)
ho 0 1 0 0 0 1| (22,25 | (w2.2) | (v2)
hs 1 1 1 0 0 0| (zg,za,25) | (21) | (x3)
hy 1 1 1 1 0 0 (z4,25) | (z4,75) | (4)
hs 1 1 1 0 1 0 (z4,25) | (24,5) | (5)
he o 0 0 1 1 1 (z4,25) | (z4,75) | (26)

(a) A hypothesis class and optimal teaching sequences/sets (Sconst, Sglobal, and Sgys) under different

families of preference functions.

~—

% ‘ hi ho hs hy hs hg % ‘ hi1 ho hs hy hs hg
Oconst(5) ] 0 0 0 0 0 0 Ogobal(P5-,) | 11 0 1 1 1
(b) Preference function oeonst € Xconst (c) Preference function ogiobal € Xgiobal
'’ hq ha h3 hy hs he

{h1,hs,ha,hs} {ho,h3, ha,hs}  {h3,ha,hs} {ha,he} {hs,he} {hi1,h2, he}
{h1,h3, ha} {ha, h3, ha} {hs3, ha} {ha} {hs} {h1, he}

H {hl,hg,h5} {hg,hg,h5} {hg,h5} {hg,hﬁ}
{h1} {ha} {hs} {he}
g (15 ) 0 0 0 0 0 0

(d) Preference function ogys € Xgys. For all other A’, H pairs not specified in the table, o(h'; H,-) = 1.

Table 2: A hypothesis class where Yeonst-TD = 3, Yglopal-TD = 2, and Xg,s-TD = 1. The
preference functions inducing optimal teaching sequences/sets in Table 2a (denoted by Sconst,
Sglobal, and Sgys) are specified in Tables 2b, 2¢, and 2d.

Formally, let Hx = {(h(z1),...,(xy)) | Yh € H} denote all possible patterns of H on X.
Then VCD(H, X) = max |X'|, s.t. X' € X and |H x| = 21X .2

The concept of teaching dimension was first introduced by Goldman and Kearns (1995),
measuring the minimum number of labeled instances a teacher must reveal to uniquely
identify any target hypothesis; a formal definition is provided below.

Definition 3 (Teaching dimension (Goldman and Kearns, 1995)). For any hypothesis h € H,
we call a set of instances T(h) € X a teaching set for h, if it can uniquely identify h € H.
The teaching dimension for H, denoted by we-TD(H), is the mazimum size of the minimum
teaching set for any h € H, i.e., wo-TD(H) = maxpey min |T(h)|. Also, we refer to the
teaching complezity of a fixed hypothesis h as we-TD(h, H) = min |T(h)|.

As noted by Zilles et al. (2008), the teaching dimension of (Goldman and Kearns, 1995)
does not always capture the intuitive idea of cooperation between teacher and learner. The
authors then introduced a model of cooperative teaching that resulted in the complexity
notion of recursive teaching dimension, as defined below.

2. In the classical definition of VCD, only the first argument H is present; the second argument X is omitted
and is by default the ground set of unlabeled instances X.
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Definition 4 (Recursive teaching dimension (Zilles et al., 2008, 2011)). The recursive
teaching dimension (RTD) of H, denoted by RTD(H), is the smallest number k, such that
one can find an ordered sequence of hypotheses in H, denoted by (hy, ..., hi,... ,h|H|), where
every hypothesis h; has a teaching set of size no more than k to be distinguished from the
hypotheses in the remaining sequence.

In a recent work of (Kirkpatrick et al., 2019), a new notion of teaching complexity, called
no-clash teaching dimension or NCTD, was introduced (see definition below). Importantly,
NCTD is the optimal teaching complexity among teaching models in the batch setting that
satisfy the collusion-free property of (Goldman and Mathias, 1996).

Definition 5 (No-clash teaching dimension (Kirkpatrick et al., 2019)). Let H be a hypothesis
class and T : H — 2% be a “teacher mapping” on H, i.e., mapping a given hypothesis to a
teaching set.> We say that T is non-clashing on H iff there are no two distinct h,h' € H such
that T(h) is consistent with h' and T(h') is consistent with h. The no-clash teaching dimension
of H, denoted by NCTD(H), is defined as NCTD(H) = mint i non-clashing{maxpep |[T(h)[}.

We show in the following, that the teaching dimension 3-TD in Eq. (3.2) unifies the
above definitions of TD’s for batch models.

Theorem 1 (Reduction to existing notions of TD’s). Fix X', H, hg. The teaching complezity
for the three families reduces to the existing notions of teaching dimensions:

1. Econst'TDX,”;'-[,hO = WC TD(H)
2. Sgiobai- TDx 3,ny = RTD(H) = O(VCD(H, X)?)
3. 2gvs‘TD)c',’}-{,,hO = NCTD(H) = O(VCD(H,X)Q)

Our teaching model strictly generalizes the local-preference based model of (Chen et al.,
2018), which reduces to the worst-case model when o € Yconst (Goldman and Kearns,
1995) and the recursive or global preference-based model when o € ¥giopar (Zilles et al.,
2008, 2011; Gao et al., 2017; Hu et al., 2017). Hence we get Yconst-TDx 2,0, = We-TD(H)
and Xgiobal-TDx 24,n, = RTD(H). To establish the equivalence between gys-TDx 2,5, and
NCTD(#H), it suffices to show that for any X', H, ho, the following holds: (i) Xgus-TDx 24,n, =
NCTD(H), and (ii) Xgvs-TDx 24,n, < NCTD(#). The full proof is provided in Appendix A.

4.3 Complexity Results: Extension to Infinite Domain

In this section, we extend our main results on the teaching complexity for batch models
(Theorem 1) to the infinite domain. This allows us to additionally establish our teaching
complexity results as a generalization to the preference-based teaching dimension (PBTD)
(Gao et al., 2017). Note that RTD is equivalent to PBTD for a finite domain. We introduce the
necessary notations and results here, and defer a more detailed presentation to Appendix B.

We begin by introducing the notation for an infinite set of instances as X°. Let H¢
to be an infinite class of hypotheses, where each h € H¢ is a function h : X — ). The
preference functions for the infinite domain are given by ¢ : H¢ x 27 x H¢ — R. Similar
to Definition 1, we consider the corresponding notion of collusion-free ¢¢ for the infinite

3. We refer the reader to the paper (Kirkpatrick et al., 2019) for a more formal description of “teacher
mapping”.

10
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domain. Using this property, we use X¢r to denote the set of preference functions in the
infinite domain that induces collusion-free teaching:

Y¢g = {o° | 0¢ is collusion-free}.

Similar to Xgjopal defined in Section 4.1, we now define the family of preference functions
in an infinite domain that do not depend on the learner’s current hypothesis and version
space, given by:

Y obal = 10°€XEE T g: HE >R, st. VA, H, h, o°(h'; H,h) = g(h')}

C
globa

Next we formally introduce the definition of PBTD (Gao et al., 2017), which can be seen
as extension of RTD (Definition 4) to infinite domains. Adapting the definitions from (Gao
et al., 2017) to our notation, we first consider preference relation, denoted as <, defined on
HE. We assume that < is a strict partial order on H€, i.e., < is asymmetric and transitive.
For every h € HE, let H~p, = {h' € H® : Y < h} be the set of hypothesis over which A is
strictly preferred.

Definition 6 (Preference-based teaching dimension (based on Gao et al. (2017))). For h € H,
and a preference relation <, we define the following measures:

e PBTD(h,H¢, <) = we-TD(h, H\H <1,) where we-TD(h,-) is based on Definition 5.
o PBTD(HE, <) = suppepe PBTD(h, HE, <).
L4 PBTD(HC) = inf< is a strict partial order on HC PBTD(HC, <)

As an extension of Theorem 1 to infinite domains, we show in the following theorem that

by -TDxe 3¢ p, is equivalent to PBTD.

c
global

Theorem 2 (Reduction to PBTD). Fiz X H hg. Assume that for any strict partial order
< on HE, there exists a function g : H° — R such that for any two hypothesis h" # K, if

" < h' we have g(h") > g(h'). Then, the teaching complexity for the XS lobal Jamily reduces
to the existing notion of PBTD, i.e., ¥g ;.- TDxe 3 ny = PBTD(H?).

The proof is given in Appendix B. The results in Theorem 1 and Theorem 2 combined
show that our preference-based batch models are equivalent to the existing notions of
teaching dimensions (wc-TD, RTD, PBTD, and NCTD). In the next section, we will consider
preference-based sequential models.

5. Preference-based Sequential Models

In this section, we introduce two families of sequential preference functions that depend
on the learner’s current hypothesis. We establish connections between the complexity of
teaching such sequential models with that of the aforementioned batch models, as well as
with the VC dimension.

11
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5.1 Families of Preference Functions

We investigate two families of preference functions that depend on the learner’s current
hypothesis h;_1. The first one is the family of local preference-based functions (Chen et al.,
2018), denoted by Xjocal, which corresponds to preference functions that depend on the
learner’s current hypothesis, but do not depend on the learner’s version space:

Yiocal ={0€Xcp | g:HxH >R, st. VW, H h,o(h; H,h) = g(h',h)}

The second family, denoted by s, corresponds to the preference functions that depend on
all three arguments of o(h'; H, h). The dependence of o on the learner’s current hypothesis
and the version space renders a powerful family of preference functions:

Sws ={0€Xcr|Tg:H x 2" x H >R, st. VI, H, h,o(h'; H,h) = g(h', H,h)}

Figure 1 illustrates the relationship between these preference families. In Table 3, we
provide an example of the Warmuth hypothesis class (Doliwa et al., 2014b)%, as well as best
preference functions from the aforementioned batch and sequential preference families (i.e.,
functions achieving minimal teaching complexity as per Eq. (3.2)). Specifically, the preference
functions inducing the optimal teaching sequences in Table 3a are given in Tables 3b, 3¢, 3d,
3e, and 3f. With these preference functions, one can derive the teaching complexity for this hy-
pothesis class as Yeonst-TD = 3, Yglobal-TD = 3, Xgus-TD = 2, Xjoca-TD = 2, and Xys-TD = 1.

5.2 Comparing Ygs-TD and Yjoca-TD

In the following, we show that substantial differences arise as we transition from o functions
inducing the strongest batch (i.e., non-clashing) model to ¢ functions inducing a weak
sequential (i.e., local preference-based) model.

Theorem 3. Neither of the families Ygys and Xjoca) dominates the other. Specifically,

1. 2gvs N Xiocal = Eglobal

2. There exist H, X, where Vho € H, Xjoca- TDx 2,1 > Xgvs- TDx 24,10

3. There exist H, X, where Yho € H, Xjocai- TDx 3,1y < Xgvs- TDx 3,1y, and this gap can
be made arbitrarily large.

Proof Sketch of Theorem 3. Part 1: The proof is based on the observation that the input
domains between ojocal € Xiocal and Tgys € Ygys overlap at the domain of the first argument,
which is the one taken by Oglobal € Egloba|~ Therefore, VYo € Eglobaly o € ngs N Eloca|~ This
intuition is formalized as a proof in Appendix C.1.

Part 2: We first identify H, &X', ho, where Ygus-TDx 3.n, = 1 and Ygiobai-TDx 2,1y = 2.
Table 2 illustrates such a class. Here, since Ygjobal- TDx 7,1, = 2, then by Lemma 10 proven
in Appendix C.2, it must hold that Xjoca-TDx 2,h0 > 1 = Xguvs-TDx 24,10 -

Part 3: To prove Part 3, we consider the powerset hypothesis class of size 7-2™ for any pos-
itive integer m, and show that the gap Xgys-TDx 74,1y — Ziocal- T Dx 2,0y = 2m=1 Tn particular,
in the earlier version of this paper (Mansouri et al., 2019), we showed that for the powerset
hypothesis class of size 7, Ygys-TDx 74,n, = 4 and Eiocal-TDx 21,1, < 3. Based on this result,
we then provide a constructive procedure that extends the gap w.r.t. m when considering the
powerset hypothesis class of size 7 - 2™. The detailed proof is provided in Appendix C.3. B

4. The Warmuth hypothesis class is the smallest class for which RTD exceeds VCD.

12
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U + r1 w2 T3 T4 T5 || Sconst = Sglobal ngs Socal Sivs
h1 1 1 0 0 0 (z1,22,24) (x1,22) | (x1) (1)
h2 0 1 1 0 0 (xQ, 1’3,.7}5) (1‘2,163) (.7}3) (33‘2)
hs 0O 0 1 1 o0 (x1,23,24) (x3,24) | (x3,24) | (x3)
hy 0O 0 o0 1 1 (x2,24,x5) (x4,25) | (5,24) | (24)
h5 1 0 0 0 1 (xl,.CC3,£C5) ($1,.’L‘5) (a:5) (x5>
hg 1 1 0 1 0 (r1,22,24) (x2,24) | (x4) (z3)
h7 0 1 1 0 1 (acz,xg,x5) (1'3,.%'5) (333,1'5) (.%'4)
hg 1 0 1 1 0 (r1,x3,24) (x1,24) | (24,23) | (x5)
hg 0 1 0 1 1 (acg,x4,x5) (.7}2,1'5) (334,.%‘5) (xl)
h1o 1 0 1 0 1 (z1,x3,25) (x1,23) | (x5,23) | (x2)

(a) The Warmuth hypothesis class (Doliwa et al., 2014b) and optimal teaching sequences (Sconst,
Sglobal; Sgus, Siocal; and Sys) under different families of preference functions.

B \

Vh e H

Uconst('; ‘y ) ‘

0

(b) Uconst('§ * )

h/

| VW eH

Uglobal(h/; ‘y ) ‘

0

(C) O'global(h/; *y )

I h1 ho hs hy hs hg h7 hg hg h1o
I {h1,he} {ho,h7} {hs,hs} {ha,ho} {hs,hi0} {he,ho} {h7,hi0} {hs,he} {ho,h7} {hio,hs}
{h} {ho} {hs} {ha} {hs} {he} {h7} {hs} {ho} {h1o}
Ogvs 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
(d) ogus(h'; H,-). For all other h', H pairs not specified in the table, ogs(h'; H,-) = 1.
I ‘ h1 hQ h3 h4 h5 hG h7 hg hg th
ot h=h1) |0 2 4 4 2 1 3 3 3 3
(€) Olocal(P'; -, h) representing the Hamming distance between A’ and h.
n hy ha hs hy hs
I {hi}u {ha}u {hs}u {ha}u {hs}u
{hs, he, hg, h10}* | {h1, hr, he, ho}* | {ha, by, hs, hio}™ | {hs, ke, hs, ho}* | {ha, bz, Ry, h1o}*
h h1 h1 ho hi h3 h1 hy h1 hs
Olvs 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
n he he hs hg hio
I {}LG}U {}L7}U {hg}u {hg}u {hw}u
{h17h47h5ah9}* {h17h27h57h10}* {h17h27h3ah6}* {h27h37h47h7}* {h37h47h5ah8}*
h | h he hy h7 hy hg h1 hg hy hio
ows | 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

(f) owns(h'; H,h). Here, {-}* denotes all subsets. For all other triplets not specified, oys(h'; H, h) = 1.

Table 3: Warmuth hypothesis class (Doliwa et al., 2014b) where Xconst-TD = 3, Xgiobal-TD = 3,
Ygvs-TD = 2, Yjoca-TD = 2, and Xs-TD = 1. The preference functions inducing optimal
teaching sequences in Table 3a (denoted by S) are specified in Tables 3b, 3¢, 3d, 3e, and 3f.
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5.3 Complexity Results

We now connect the teaching complexity of the sequential models with the VC dimension in
the following theorem.

Theorem 4. Zloca/'TDX,H,ho = O(VCD(’H, X)Q), and E/vs'TDX,H,ho = O(VCD(H, X))

To establish the proof, we first introduce an important definition (Definition 7) and two
lemmas (Lemma 5 and Lemma 6).

Definition 7 (Compact-Distinguishable Set). Fiz H < H and X < X, where X =
{x1,..,2n}.  Let Hx = {(h(z1),...,h(w,)) | Yh € H} denote all possible patterns of
H on X. Then, we say that X is compact-distinguishable on H, if [H x| = |H| and
VX' X, [H x| < |H|. We will use Wy to denote a compact-distinguishable set on H.

In words, one can uniquely identify any hypothesis in H with a (sub)set of examples from
Uy (also see the definition of distinguishing sets in (Doliwa et al., 2014b)). Our definition of
compact-distinguishable set further implies that there are no “redundant” examples in V.
It can be shown that a compact-distinguishable set satisfies the following two properties:

(P1) it does not contain any pair of distinct instances z,z’ such that (VYh € H : h(z) =
h(z')) or (Vh € H : h(z) # h(z')).

(P2) it does not contain any instance x such that (Vvh e H : h(x) = 1) or (Vh e H : h(z) = 0).

Lemma 5. Consider a subset H € H and any compact-distinguishable set Vi = {x1, ..., x|\1,H|}.

Fiz any hypothesis hiy € H. Let d = VCD(H, V) denote the VC dimension of H on V. If
d =1, we can divide H into m = |V |+ 1 separate hypothesis classes {H", ..., H™}, such that

(i) Vj € [m], there exists a compact-distinguishable set U py; s.t. VCD(H?, W y;) < d — 1.
(i) ¥j € [m — 1], H? is not empty and H‘]{IJ_} ={(1—=hu(x;))}.
(iii) H™ = {hy).

Lemma 5 suggests that for any H, X, one can partition the hypothesis class H into
m < |X| + 1 subsets with lower VC dimension with respect to some compact-distinguishable
set.® The main idea of the lemma is similar to the reduction of a concept class w.r.t. some
instance x to lower VCD as done in Theorem 9 of (Floyd and Warmuth, 1995). The key
distinction of Lemma 5 is that we consider compact-distinguishable sets for this partitioning,
which in turn ensures the uniqueness of the version spaces associated with these partitions
(see proof of Theorem 4). Another key novelty in our proof of Theorem 4 is to recursively
apply the reduction step from the lemma.

To prove the lemma, we provide a constructive procedure to partition the hypothesis
class, and show that the resulting partitions have reduced VC dimensions on some compact-
distinguishable set. We highlight the procedure for constructing the partitions in Algorithm 2
(Line 7- Line 10). In Figure 3, we provide an illustrative example for creating such partitions
for the Warmuth hypothesis class from Table 3. We sketch the proof of Lemma 5 below; for
a detailed proof, we refer the reader to (Mansouri et al., 2019).

5. When VCD(H, ¥ ) = 0, this implies |H| = 1.
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Proof Sketch of Lemma 5. Let us define H, = {h € H : hAzy,, € Hy, }. Here, hAz denotes
the hypothesis that only differs with h on the label of x, and hy,, denotes the patterns of
h on ¥g. Fix a reference hypothesis hy. For all j € [m — 1], let y; = 1 — hy(x;) be the
opposite label of z; € ¥ as provided by hAg. As shown in Line 9 of Algorithm 2, we consider
the set H! := HY! = {h € H,, : h(x1) = 11} as the first partition. In the detailed proof, we
show that |H| > 0.
Next, we show that the statement VCD(H', ¥y \{z1}) < d — 1 holds. When d > 1, we
prove the statement as follows:
VCD(H', W\{z1}) < VCD(HY

xry?

Wy) = VCD(H,,, Up) — 1 < VCD(H, ¥py) —1 < d— 1.

In the detailed proof, we prove the statement for d = 1, and further show that there exists
a compact-distinguishable set W1 € Wy \{x1} for the first partition H'. Then, we conclude
that the first partition H' has VCD(H', ¥y1) < d — 1.

Next, we remove the first partition H' from H, and continue to create the above men-
tioned partitions on Hiest = H\H' and X;est = U\{x1}. Then, we show that X,es is a
compact-distinguishable set on Hyest. Therefore, we can repeat the above procedure (Line 7-
Line 10, Algorithm 2) to create the subsequent partitions. This process continues until the size
of Xyest reduces to 1, i.e. Xpest = {Zmn_1}. Until then, we obtain partitions {H?,..., H™~2}.
By construction, H7 satisfy properties (i) and (ii) for all j € [m — 2].

It remains to show that H™~! and H™ also satisfy the properties in Lemma 5. Since
Xrest = {Tm—1} before we start iteration m — 1, and Xieg is a compact-distinguishable set
for Hyest, there must exist exactly two hypotheses in Hyest, and therefore |H™ 1|, |H™| = 1.
This implies that VCD(H™ Y, W ym—1) = VCD(H™, U yym) = 0. Furthermore, Vj € [m — 1]
and h € H, we have hy(x;) # h(z;). This indicates hyy € Hy,, and hence H,, = {hy} which

completes the proof. |
H6
hi|1 1000
(1'571)
. x1 (.%‘4,1) ; x5
00110 51 10001
3 (1’270) 5
x3, 1
ng ( 3 ) Hz14
hael 0 0 011 h¢l 11010
hip| 1 01 01 hgl 01 011
H.,
hal 01100
hs| 1 0110
h71 01101

Figure 3: Ilustration of Lemma 5 on the Warmuth class. The grouped hypotheses in the
leaf clusters correspond to the sets HY created in Line 9 of Algorithm 2.
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Algorithm 2 Recursive procedure for constructing oys, s.t. TDxy 3 4, (0ns) < VCD(H, X)
Input: X, H, hg
1: Let I:H — {1,...,|H|} be any bijective mapping
2: For all i € H, H < H, h € H, initialize

0 if ' =h
les(h/; H, h) A :
H|+1 o.w.

3: SETPREFERENCE(H,H, X, hg)
4: function SETPREFERENCE(V, H, X, h)
5: Create compact-distinguishable set Wy € X

6: Hyest := H, Xrest := Y

7 for re ¥y do

8: y=1—h(zx)

9: Hi «— {h' € Hyest : h,AI\Xrest € Hrest| X ext W (z) = y}
10: Hiest — Hrest\Hé/; Xrest < Xrest\{x}
11: Vaext =V n H({(z,y)})
12: for W € HY do os(h; Vaext, h) < I(I)
13: Prnext <= arg ming,e gy I(h')
14: SETPREFERENCE (Vyext, HY, Ui \{Z}, hnext)

W[iree
(z1,0) (22,0) (x3,1) (24,1) (z5,1)

h3‘00110‘ m‘ooon‘ hal 0110 0 hg‘llOlO

(z3,1) (w4,1) (w5,1) (w5,1)

h_5

10001‘

hu;‘l()l()l‘ hg‘l()ll()‘hv‘()ll()l‘h.o

01011‘

Figure 4: Illustration of Theorem 4 proof — constructing a oy, € 3js for the Warmuth class.

Next, we show that every teaching example (x;,y;), where z; € Vg and y; = 1 —h(x;) for
some fixed h, corresponds to a unique version space V7. We will later use this fact in the proof
of Theorem 4. As a more rigorous statement of this fact, we establish the following lemma.

Lemma 6. Fix H € H, and let Vg < X be a compact-distinguishable set on H. For
any xz,x' € Uy and y,y € {0,1} such that (z,y) # (2',y'), the resulting version spaces
{he H :h(x) =y} and {he H : h(z') = y'} are different.

Proof of Lemma 6. Denote A ={he H : h(x) =y} and B={he H : h(z') = y'}. We con-
sider the following two cases: (i) y = 3’ and (ii) y # y'. For the case where y = ¢/, if A = B,
this would violate the first condition of the property (P1) of compact-distinguishable sets
as stated after Definition 7 (i.e., there does not exist distinct x, 2’ s.t. Vh € H, h(z) = h(z')).
For the case where y # ¢/, if A = B, this would violate the second condition of (P1) (i.e.,
there does not exist distinct , 2" s.t. Yh € H, h(z) # h(z")). Hence it completes the proof. B

Now we are ready to prove Theorem 4. As part of the proof, we provide a recursive
procedure for constructing a oy € Xjys achieving TDy 3 4, (ons) = O (VCD(H, X)).

16



PREFERENCE-BASED BATCH AND SEQUENTIAL TEACHING

Proof of Theorem 4. In a nutshell, the proof consists of three steps: (i) initialization of oy,
(ii) setting the preferences by recursively invoking the constructive procedure for Lemma 5,
and (iii) showing that there exists a teaching sequence of length up to VCD(H, X) for any
target hypothesis h*. We summarize the recursive procedure in Algorithm 2. In Figure 4, we
illustrate the recursive construction of a o},s € X for the Warmuth class.

Step (i). To begin with, we initialize o}, with default values which induce high o values
(i.e., low preference), except for o(h'; H,h) = 0 when A’ = h (Line 2 of Algorithm 2). The
self-preference guarantees that o) is collusion-free as per Definition 1.

Step (ii). The recursion begins at the top level with H = H, current version space V = H,
and current hypothesis h = hg. Lemma 5 suggests that we can partition H into m = |Ug|+1
groups {H',..., H™}, where for all j € [m], there exists a compact-distinguishable set ¥
that satisfies the properties in Lemma 5.

Now consider the hypothesis h := hg. We show that for j € [m — 1], every (x;,y;), where
z; € ¥y and y; = 1—h(x;), corresponds to a unique version space V7 := {h € V : h(z;) = y;}.
To prove this statement, we consider R’ := VI n H = {h € H : h(z;) = y;}. According to
Lemma 6, we know that none of R’ for j € [m — 1] are equal. This indicates that none of V7
for j € [m — 1] are equal.

We then set the values of the preference function oy,s(+; V7, h) for all j € [m — 1] and
y; = 1—h(x;) (Line 12). Upon receiving (z;,y;), the learner will be steered to the next “search
space” H7, with version space V7. By Lemma 5 we have VCD(H’, ¥ ;) < VCD(H,Vpy) — 1.

We will build the preference function o,s recursively m—1 times for each (V7, H7, U 1, hnext ),
where hpext corresponds to the unique hypothesis identified by function I (Line 13-Line 14).
At each level of recursion, VCD reduces by 1. We stop the recursion when VCD(H7; ¥ ;;) = 0,
which corresponds to the scenario |[H7| = 1.

Step (iit). Given the preference function constructed in Algorithm 2, we can build up
the set of teaching examples recursively. Consider the beginning of the teaching process,
where the learner’s current hypothesis is hg and version space is H, and the goal of the
teacher is to teach h*. Consider the first level of the recursion in Algorithm 2, where we
divide H into m = |¥y| + 1 groups {H', ..., H™}. Let us consider the case where h* € H’"
with j* € [m — 1]. The teacher provides an example given by (z = xj+,y = h*(x;+)). After
receiving the teaching example, the resulting partition H7" will stay in the version space;
meanwhile, hy will be removed from the version space. The new version space will be V7",
The learner’s new hypothesis induced by the preference function is given by hpext € H? . By
repeating this teaching process for a maximum of VCD(H, X') steps, the learner reaches a
partition of size 1 (see Step (i) for details). At this step A* must be the only hypothesis left
in the search space. Therefore, hyext = h*, and the learner has reached h*. |

Remark. The recursive procedure in Algorithm 2 creates a preference function s € Yjys
that has teaching complexity at most VCD(H, X). It is interesting to note that the resulting
preference function oys € Xysis © s (cf. Section 3.2), i.e., it has the characteristic of
“win-stay, loose shift” (Bonawitz et al., 2014; Chen et al., 2018). For some problems, one
can achieve lower teaching complexity for a o € ¥,s which does not have this characteristic.
For the Warmuth hypothesis class, the preference function o, we provided in Table 3 has
teaching complexity 1, while the preference function we constructed in Figure 4 has teaching
complexity 2.
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6. Properties of the Teaching Complexity Parameter >-TD

In this section, we analyze several properties of the teaching complexity parameter ¥-TD
associated with different families of the preference functions. More concretely, we establish
a lower bound on the teaching parameter X-TD w.r.t. VCD for specific hypotheses class,
discuss the additivity /sub-additivity property of X-TD over disjoint domains, and compare
the sizes of the different families of preference functions.

6.1 >-TD is Not a Constant

One question of particular interest is showing that the teaching parameter 3-TD is not upper
bounded by any constant independent of the hypothesis class, which would suggest a strong
collusion in our model. In the following, we show that for certain hypothesis classes, 3-TD
is lower bounded by a function of VCD, as proved in the lemma below.

Lemma 7. Consider the powerset hypothesis class with H = {0,1}¢ (this class has VCD = d).
Then, for any family of collusion-free preference functions ¥ € Ycp, X-TD is lower bounded

by Q2 (@) for this hypothesis class.

Proof. We will use the fact that for any collusion-free preference function o € 3, the teaching
sequences of two distinct hypotheses cannot be exactly the same. As H, X denote the power
set of size d > 1, we know that |X| = d, |H| = 2%, and VCD(H, X) = d. Also for any ¥, let
us denote k := Xy 3 n,-TD. We will denote N (k) to be the number of teaching sequences of
size less than or equal to k. Since d > 1, we have that

k

i 21X = Y (2d)" < (2d)F*1.

=0

We note that the total number of unique teaching sequences of size less than or equal to
k must be greater than or equal to |H|, i.e., we require N(k) > |H| = 2¢. Therefore, we will
conclude that 2¢ < (2d)¥*!. This in turn requires that k is Q(l gd) [ |

In summary, the above lemma shows the existence of hypothesis classes such that

. VCD(#,X)
Yx e TD i Q(logVCD(H,X))'

6.2 Additive and Sub-additive Properties of ¥X-TD

In this section, we explore whether the teaching complexity parameter >-TD is additive or
sub-additive over disjoint unions of hypothesis classes (Doliwa et al., 2014a; Kirkpatrick et al.,
2019). These properties have been studied for the existing complexity measures including
wc-TD, RTD, NCTD, and VCD (Doliwa et al., 2014a; Kirkpatrick et al., 2019). For instance,
(Doliwa et al., 2014a) leverages the additivity property of RTD and VCD to show that the
gap between these two complexity measures can be made arbitrarily large by iteratively
constructing larger hypothesis classes from the Warmuth hypothesis class. Next, we will
formally introduce the notion of additivity /sub-additivity over disjoint unions of hypothesis
classes, and then study it for the complexity measure >-TD over different families . These
definitions are inspired by existing work, in particular, we refer the reader to Lemma 16 of
(Doliwa et al., 2014a), and Section 5 of (Kirkpatrick et al., 2019).
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Definition 8 (Disjoint union of hypothesis classes). Consider two hypothesis classes H* and
HY over two disjoint instance spaces X and X° respectively, i.e., X* n X° = @. We define
a disjoint union of these hypothesis classes as H* w H® = {h® w h® | h* € H?, h® € H®} where
h := h* w kP is a function mapping X U X° to Y such that

1 if h%(z) =1, when z e X*°
h(z) =<1 ifhb(x) =1, when ve X?

0 otherwise

Definition 9 (Additive and sub-additive property). Consider a family of preference functions
¥ to be one of the families studied, i.e., ¥ € {Xconst, Lglobals Ygvss Slocal> Dwsls; Shvs) - Lhen,
Y-TD is additive/sub-additive over the operator w as defined in Definition 8, if for any two
hypothesis classes H* and H® over two disjoint instance spaces X* and X respectively, and
any hg € H hY € H®, the following holds:

(Additivity) S ya xb gt paony™T0 = Sxepong-TD+ Syn g0 o -TD

(Sub-additivity) yo,xs pawpo pgont-TD < Saepang-TD + Sy g o -TD

We first establish the additive/sub-additive properties of batch preference families, namely,
¥ € {Xconst, XZglobal, Ygvs}- In Lemma 16 of (Doliwa et al., 2014a), it is shown that RTD is
additive. Similarly, it can be shown that we-TD is additive: This follows from (Goldman and
Kearns, 1995) where it is clear that the optimal teaching set for the worst-case model can
be obtained as a solution to a set cover problem, and a disjoint union of hypothesis classes
leads to two disjoint set cover problems. In the recent work (Kirkpatrick et al., 2019), it has
been proven that NCTD is sub-additive; also, it has been shown that for certain hypothesis
classes NCTD acts strictly sub-additive, i.e., the < relation in Definition 9 holds with <. The
equivalence results in the Theorem 1 directly establish that Yconst-TD is additive, Xgiopal-TD
is additive, and Yg,s-TD is sub-additive.

Next, we study these properties for local families of preference functions that depend
on the learner’s current hypothesis. In particular, the lemma below establishes the sub-
additive property for an important family of local preference functions ¥,s; furthermore,
this property holds strictly.

Lemma 8. Consider the family of preference functions ¥ := X,gs. Then, for any two
hypothesis classes H® and H® over two disjoint instance spaces X® and X° respectively, and
any hi € HY, hg € H®, the sub-additive property holds, i.e.,

Yxa,xb Howp haoht~ 1D S Bixe o png-TD + Xy 300 pp-TD

Furthermore, the sub-additive property holds strictly, i.e., there exist hypothesis classes where
the relation < above holds with <.

The proof is provided in Appendix D. We conjecture that the sub-additive property also
holds for the more general family ¥, and leave the proof as future work.
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6.3 Teaching Complexity YX-TD w.r.t. the Size of X

The results in Table 1 showcase that the teaching complexity ¥-TD goes down as we consider
more powerful families of preference functions. Here, we discuss this reduction in the
teaching complexity from the viewpoint of the size of the family—the larger the set 3, the
teacher /learner can find a better o € ¥ in Eq. (3.2) achieving a lower teaching complexity.
The Venn diagram in Figure 1 already illustrated the relationship between different families
of preference functions ¥, and here we provide a more quantitative view of this Venn diagram.
Consider a hypothesis class H over an instance space X'. Let m = |H| denote the size of
the hypothesis class, N denote the number of possible version spaces that can be induced by
labeled instances (upper bounded by 2), and let C': Z; — Z be a function given by:

C’(m)=§: Z (tl,tg,n.l..,tk >

=1 teZy: t1+ta+...tp=m

Next we discuss the size of different families denoted as || in terms of m, N, and C'(m).
Note that we are not interested in the actual number of possible o functions in the set X—this
number is unbounded even for the simplest family Yconst as the preferences are given in terms
of real-valued functions. Instead, we measure the size |¥| in terms of the possible number
of preference relations that can be induced within a given family. Below, we illustrate how
the size of the families grows as we go from Yconst; Sglobal 10 Xigvs/Liocal; and finally to Mjs:

® Yconst: We have [Yeonst| = 1 as all the hypotheses are equally preferred for any
0 € Yeonst-

® Ygiobal: We have [Ygiopat| = C'(m) as the function C' defined above computes the number
of preference relations that can be induced by a global preference function.

e Yg.s: These preference functions depend on the learner’s version space and |Lgys| grows

as (C’(m))N

® Yiocal: These preference functions depend on the learner’s current hypothesis and
m
|Xi0cal| grows as (C(m)) .

e Y. These preference functions depend on the learner’s current hypothesis and the
version space, inducing a powerful family of preference relations. || grows as

(C(m))m'N.

Remark on run time complexity. While run time has not been the focus of this paper,
it would be interesting to characterize the presumably increased run time complexity of
sequential learners and teachers with complex preference functions. Furthermore, as the size
of the families grows, the problem of finding the best preference function o in a given family
Y that achieves the minima in Eq. (3.2) becomes more computationally challenging.

7. Conclusion and Future Work

In this paper, we introduced a general preference-based teaching model, which encompasses
a number of previously studied batch and sequential models. In particular, we showed that
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the classical worst-case teaching model, the recursive/preference-based teaching model, the
no-clash teaching model, and the local preference-based teaching model could be viewed
as special cases of our model, corresponding to different families of preference functions.
We then provided a procedure for constructing preference functions ¢ which induce a novel
family of sequential models with teaching complexity TD(o) linear in the VC dimension: this
is in contrast to the best-known complexity result for the batch models, which is quadratic
in the VC dimension. We further analyzed several properties of the teaching complexity
parameter TD(o) associated with different families of the preference functions.

One fundamental aspect of modeling teacher-learner interactions is the notion of collusion-
free teaching. Collusion-freeness for the batched setting is well established in the research
community and NCTD characterizes the complexity of the strongest collusion-free batch
model. In this paper, we are introducing a new notion of collusion-freeness for the sequential
setting (Definition 1). As discussed at the end of Section 5.3, a stricter notion is the “win-stay
lose-shift” condition, which is easier to validate without running the teaching algorithm. In
contrast, the condition of Definition 1 is more involved in terms of validation and is a joint
property of the teacher-learner pair. One intriguing question for future work is defining
notions of collusion-free teaching in sequential models and understanding their implications
on teaching complexity.

Our framework provides novel tools for reasoning about teaching complexity by construct-
ing preference functions. This opens up an interesting direction of research to tackle important
open problems, such as proving whether NCTD or RTD is linear in VCD (Simon and Zilles,
2015; Chen et al., 2016; Hu et al., 2017; Kirkpatrick et al., 2019). In this paper, we showed
that neither of the families ¥gys and Yjocai dominates the other (Theorem 3). As a direction
for future work, it would be important to further quantify the complexity of s family.
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Appendix A. Supplementary Materials for Section 4: Proof of Theorem 1

Before we prove our main results for the batch models, we first establish the following results
on the non-clashing teaching. The notion of a non-clashing teacher was first introduced by
(Kuzmin and K. Warmuth, 2007). Our proof is inspired by (Kirkpatrick et al., 2019), which
shows the non-clashing property for collusion-free teacher-learner pair in the batch setting.

Lemma 9. Consider a collusion-free preference function o € Xgys. Then, a successful teacher
T w.r.t. alearner L, with preferences o must be non-clashing on H. i.e., for any two distinct
h,h' € H such that T(h) is consistent with h', T(h') cannot be consistent with h.

Proof of Lemma 9. By definition of the preference function, we have Vo € Xg, b € H,
o(W;H(Z"),-) = go(h,H(Z")) for some function g,. We prove the lemma by contradiction.
Assume that the teacher mapping T is not non-clashing. This assumption implies that there
exists h # h' € H, where Z = T(h) and Z’' = T(h') are consistent with both h and h'.

Assume that the last current hypothesis before the teacher provides the last example of
Z is hy. Then,

{h} = argmino(h";H(Z),h1) = argmin o(h";H(ZUZ'),h) = argmin g,(h",H(ZuZ"))
h'eH(Z) h'eH(ZUZ") h'eH(ZuZ")

where the first equality is the definition of a teaching sequence and the second equality is by
the definition of collusion-free preference function (Definition 1). Similarly we have

(W} = argmin go(h", H(Z' U Z)).
W' eH(Z'UZ)

Consequently, h = h’, which is a contradiction. This indicates that T is non-clashing. |

Now we are ready to provide the proof for Theorem 1. We divide the proof of the
Theorem 1 into three parts, each corresponding to the equivalence results for a different
preference function family.

Proof of Theorem 1. Part 1 (reduction to wc-TD) and Part 2 (reduction to RTD) of the
proof are included in the main paper. For Part 3, i.e., to establish the equivalence between
Ygvs-TD and NCTD, it suffices to show that for any X, H, hg, the following holds:

(1) ngs'TDX,’H,ho = NCTD(?‘[)
(ii) Egvs‘TDX,H,ho < NCTD(H)

We first prove (i). According to Lemma 9, for any o € Ygs, a successful teacher T w.r.t.
a learner L, is non-clashing on H. Therefore, we have the following:

max |T(h)| = max |[T(h)| = NCTD(H).

Yovs- 1Dy 2y ho = min min
gvs #ho Successful Teacher T heH Non-clashing Teacher T heH

We now proceed to prove (ii). Consider any non-clashing teacher mapping T. We will
prove by showing that there exists a collusion-free o € Ygs such that T is successful w.r.t.
a learner L, on H. We can construct such as a preference function o as follows. First, we
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initialize o(+;-,-) = 1. Then, for every h € H and every S such that T(h) € S and S is
consistent with h, we assign o(h; H(S),-) = 0.

As shown in the earlier version of this paper (Mansouri et al., 2019), the o function
constructed above is collusion-free and the teacher mapping T is successful for the learner
L. Therefore, we conclude that for any non-clashing teacher mapping 7', we can construct
a preference function o € Yy such that maxpey |T(R)] = TDx g n,(c). Consequently,
Yevs-TDx 71hy < NCTD(H). Combining this result with (i) completes the proof for Part3. B

Appendix B. Supplementary Materials for Section 4: Proof of Theorem 2

We extend our results for batch models in Section 4.2 to infinite domain. We first introduce
the necessary notations and definitions here, expanding on the presentation in Section 4.3.

The Teaching Model with Preference Functions

Let X¢ be an infinite ground set of unlabeled instances and let H¢ be an infinite class of
hypotheses; each hypothesis h € H¢ is a function h : X¢ — ). Let Z¢ <€ X¢ x ) be the
ground set of labeled examples. Again, for any Z < Z¢, we define H(Z) := {he H" | Vz =
(T2,Y2) € Z, W(z5) = Y.}

The preference functions for the infinite domain are given by o€ : H¢ x 2% x H¢ — R.
Adapting (2.1) to the infinite domain, the learner picks the next hypothesis based on the
current hypothesis h;_1, version space H;, and preference function o:

hi € arg h}glg o®(h'; Hy, hy_1). (B.1)

The Complexity of Teaching with Preference Functions

Fix preference function o¢. For any version space H € H¢, the worst-case optimal cost for
steering the learner from h to h* is characterized by

1, 3z, s.t. Cye(H, h,2z) = {h*}

1 +inf sup Dye(H nH({z}),h",h*), otherwise
Z WreCye(Hh,2)

Doe(H, h, h*) =

where Cye(H, h, 2) = arginfyepape(qzy) o°(h'; H 0 HE({z}), h) denotes the set of candidate
hypotheses most preferred by the learner. Note that Dye(H,h, h*) can be infinite.

Now we can define the teaching dimension w.r.t. ¢¢ and the learner’s initial hypothesis
ho, in a similar way as Eq. (3.1):

TDxe 3 hy (0€) = sup Dge(HE, ho, h¥). (B.2)
h*
Analogous to Eq (3.2), for a family X¢ of preference functions ¢ over the infinite domain,

we define the teaching dimension w.r.t 3¢ as the teaching dimension w.r.t. the best ¢¢ in
that family:

EC—TDXc7Hc7hO = o-iCIelgc TDXC,’HC,ho (O'C) . (BB)
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Similar to Definition 1, we consider collusion-free preference functions ¢¢ for the infinite
domain. Using this property, we use X¢g to denote the set of preference functions in the
infinite domain that induce collusion-free teaching:

Y¢g = {o° | 0¢ is collusion-free}.

Proof of the Theorem

Proof of Theorem 2. We divide the proof in two parts.
Part 1 PBTD(H¢) < 2§,
Consider 0" € 3¢, such that TDxe ge no (0°) = Xgopa-TDxe pie no- We build < out of
o* in the following way. For each pair of hypotheses h” # h/, we define the < as follows:

—TDXC7H67hO:

o If o*(h;-,-) <o*(h',-,-), let K" < .
o If o*(B5-,-) > o (h";-,-), let B/ < A",
For every h € H¢, we define the following:
Hoes p, = {h' e H® : 0 (W';-,-) > o (s, ")} (B.4)

Also, we rewrite the following definition below for H¢.j which was introduced in the
main paper:

HEop ={W eH N <h} (B.5)

Based on the construction of <, it is clear that H¢.. , = H <. This in turn allows
us to establish that the teaching complexity for any hypothesis h € H¢ under ¢¢ is same
as teaching complexity under <. This means that the < we have constructed from o¢*
has PBTD(H¢, <) = TDxe e p,(0). Also, since the preference function o € Zglobal
satisfies TDae ge o (07) = 2g) 0~ TD e 3 b, We get the following result: PBTD(H, <) =

E;obarTDXc,He,hm From here, we can establish the proof as follows:

PBTD(H) = inf PBTD(H, <) < PBTD(H", <) = Z5opai-TDixe 2 o
</
Part 2 EglobaI_TDXC,HC,hO < PBTD(HC):

In this part, we consider the relation <* that achieves the lowest teaching complexity
PBTD(#H¢), i.e., PBTD(H¢ <*) = PBTD(#). For any strict partial relation on #H¢, based
on assumption of the theorem, there exists a g such that for any two hypothesis h” # I/, if
h" <* h' we have g(h") > g(h’). We define o¢(h';-,-) = g(h’).

Based on the construction of o€, it is clear that H¢. , 2 H <«;. This in turn allows us
to establish that the teaching complexity for any hypothésis h € H¢ under o€ is at most the
teaching complexity under <*. This means that the ¢¢ we have constructed from <* has
TDxe e by (0¢) < PBTD(H®, <*) = PBTD(H®). From here, we can establish the proof as
follows:

by

iobal- TDxe 20 ho = Inf TDxe gge o (0°) < TD e gye g (0°) < PBTD(H, <*) = PBTD(H)
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Appendix C. Supplementary Materials for Section 5: Proof of Theorem 3

We divide the proof into three parts. The first part shows that the intersection of the two
families is Ygjopal. In part 2 and part 3 of the proof, we show that there exist hypothesis
classes, such that ElocaI'TDX,H,hO > EgVS_TDX,H,hov or Elocal'TDX,'H,ho < ngs‘TDX,H,h(y

C.1 Part 1

In this subsection, we provide the full proof for part 1 of Theorem 3, i.e., Xgys N Liocal =
Yglobal- Intuitively, observe that the input domains between ojocal € Lijocal and ogys € Xgys
overlap at the domain of the first argument, which is the one taken by ogjobal. Therefore,
Vo € Yglobal, 0 € Ygys N Yiocal. We formalize this idea in the proof below.

Proof of Part 1 of Theorem 5. Assume 0 € Yjocal N Xgvs- Then, by the definitions of ¥jocal
and Ygys, we get

(i) g%, s.t. Yh,h' e H : a(h';-,h) = g*(W', h), and
(i) 3g°, st. YW e H,H < H :o(h';H,-) = g"(h', H)

Now consider h’, h!, h? € H, and H', H> € H. According to (i), o(h'; H', h') = o(h'; H? h').
Also, according to (ii), o(h'; H?,h') = o(h’; H?, h?). This indicates that Yh', h', h? € H and
VH' H? C H, we have o(h'; H', h') = o(h/; H?, h?). In other words, there exists g¢ : H — R,
st. Vi e H :o(h;-,-) = g°(I'). Thus, 0 € Zgiopal- [ |

C.2 Part 2

Next, we show that there exists (#, X), such that Yho € H, Eiocal- TDx 21,00 > Zgvs-TDx 24,10 -
To prove this statement, we first establish the following lemma.

Lemma 10. For any H, X, and ho € H, if Xioca- TDx 31,ho = 1, then Xgiopai- TDx 34,0, = 1.

Proof of Lemma 10. If Yiocai-TDx 2,0, = 1, there should be some jocal € Xiocal such that
TDx 2,1 (Tlocal) = 1. Now consider ogiobal such that YA/, ogiobat(h'; -, <) = Olocal (B’ -, ho). If
T, is the best teacher for ojoc,l, then Yh e H : |T,,__, (k)| = 1. For a given hypothesis h,
let us denote the single teaching example in the sequence 75, (h) as z;. Then, this indicates
that arg mingcy((z+}) Olocal (A5 - ho) = {h}.

Subsequently, argming ey ((.+}) Oglobal (1’5 +,-) = {h}. In other words, T, _, is also a
teacher for ogiobar. This indicates that Xgiopal-TDx 24,00 = TDx 24 k0 (Tglobal) = 1. [ |

Now we are ready to provide the proof for part 2.

Proof of Part 2 of Theorem 3. We identify H, X, hg, where Yg,s-TDx 25, = 1 and
Yglobal- TDx 2,n, = 2. Table 2 illustrates such a class. Here, since Xgjopal-TDx 74,1, = 2, then
by Lemma 10, it must hold that Xjoca-TDx 2.h > 1 = Xgvs-TDx 2.4 - |
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C.3 Part 3

In this section, we construct hypothesis classes where Xjocal-TDx 21.ho < Lgvs-TDx 24,50, and
show that this gap could be made arbitrarily large. We first show that for the powerset hy-
pothesis class of size 7, Xgys-TDx 34,n, = 4 (Lemma 11) and Xjoca-TDx 24,5, < 3 (Lemma 12).
Based on this result, we then provide a constructive procedure which extends the gap to be
Yevs-TDx 2 hg — Ziocal- T Dx 1 hy = 2m=1 for any choince of m (Lemma 13).

Lemma 11 (Based on Theorem 23 of (Kirkpatrick et al., 2019)). Consider the powerset
hypothesis class of size k, i.e., H = {0,1}*. Then, NCTD > [k/2].

Proof of Lemma 11. First we make the following observation: If T is a non-clashing teacher
and h, h' € H where h = b/ Az (i.e., these two hypotheses only differ in their label on one
instance), it must be the case that (x,h(x)) € T(h), or (z,h'(x)) € T(h’). This holds by
nothing that since h, and h’ are only different on z, if = is absent in their teaching sequences,
this would lead to violation of the non-clashing property of the teacher.

Next we apply this observation on the powerset k hypothesis class where H consists of
all hypotheses which have length k. This indicates that for every he H and 0 < j < (k — 1),
all the k variants satisfy hAx; € H. By using this property for all pairs h and hAx; with
0<j<(k—1), wecan drive Z?ial T (h;)| = % By applying the pigeonhole principle,
this indicates that there exist an h € H where [T'(h)| > £. Hence, NCTD(H) > [£]. [ |

For the powerset hypothesis class of size 7, based on Lemma 11 we get Xgvs-TDx 215, =
NCTD(#) = 4. Next, in Lemma 12, we show that for the powerset hypothesis class of size 7,
we can find a preference function o € Yjc, such that Yigca-TDx 2.0, < 3.

Lemma 12. Consider the powerset hypothesis class of size 7, i.e., H = {0,1}". Then,
Elor:al'TDX,?-L,ho < 3.

Proof of Lemma 12. We construct a 0 € Ejocal such that TDy 34, (0) = 3; see Figure 5 and
Table 4. Intuitively, we construct a tree of hypotheses with branching factor 7 at the top
level, branching factor of 6 at the next level, and so on. Here, each branch corresponds to
one teaching example, and each path from hg to h € H corresponds to a teaching sequence
Tiocal(h). We need a tree of depth at most 3 to include all the 27 = 128 hypotheses to be
taught as nodes in the tree. This gives us a construction of o € ¥y, function such that
TDx 34,ho(0) = 3, which implies that Xjocal-TDx 34,no (0) < 3 thereby completing the proof. B

Remark 1. Figure 5 and Table 4 only specify the preference relations induced by ¢ function
and do not specify the exact values of the preference function. One can easily construct
the actual o function from these relations as follows: (i) for each hypothesis h € H, set
o(h;-,h) =0, and (ii) for all pair of hypotheses h # h' € H, set o(h';-; h) € (0, |H| — 1] based
on the rank of &' in the preference list of h.

Remark 2. The preference function o € ¥j,c5 we constructed in Lemma 12 also belong to
the family X, 1-€., 0 € Yigcal N Lwsls-

In the following lemma, we provide a result for ¥y, family of preference functions that
allow us to reason about the teaching complexity of larger powerset classes based on the
teaching complexity of a smaller powerset class.
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Lemma 13. Let H* = {0,1}* and X* = {af,... 2% |} denote the hypothesis class and set of
instances for the powerset of size k. Similarly, let H?* = {0,1}%* and X?* = {m%k, . ,x%ﬁl
denote the hypothesis class and set of instances for powerset of size 2k. W.l.o.g., let h](‘j e HF
and h%k e H?* be the initial hypotheses with label zero over all the instances. For the powerset
of size k, consider any o® € Efoca, N El:vsls with the following properties: (i) Yh* € HF,
ok (hF; - hF) = 0, and (ii) Yh* # h¥ e HE, o*(h¥;- hF) € (0,|HF| — 1]. Then, for the
powerset of size 2k, there exists o2F E%Okca, N Ea/’z,s with the above two properties and the
following teaching complexity: TDyak 32x a2t (c?F)<2- TDXk7'Hk7hloc(O'k).

Proof of Lemma 15. We begin the proof by introducing a few definitions. First, we denote
a special set of “pivot” hypotheses P?* — #?# obtained by concatenating k zeros after the
powerset of size k, i.e., {0,1}* x {0}*. Second, for h?* € H?** and 0 < i < j < 2k — 1, we
define h?,]-c-.,j = (h®(x;),...,h% (z;)) to be the projection of h?* to the subspace of instances
indexed by i,...,j. Third, for every pivot hypothesis p** € P2?* we define a group of
hypotheses in H?* belonging to p** by the set Pﬁk = {h?k e H?k . h(2){€...,k—1 = pgf.7k_1}.

2k 2k
€ EDlocal

requirements. We begin by initializing ooy for all h2*, k2 € H2* as follows:

ok ok, ok )05 if h2k = p2K
g (h a7h )7 Lk .
|H2¥| — 1, otherwise

Next, we will construct a preference function o which will satisfy all the

Then, we assign preferences for hypotheses among the set P2*. For every p?*, p%/ e p2k
2k’ . 2k k(22K . 2k
i p) =0 (Po,._,,k—lv'apo,...,k—l)'
Finally, we assign preferences for a pivot hypothesis p?* € P?* to hypotheses in the set
Pz?k . For all p?* € P? consider all pairs h?* = h2 ¢ P]?k and assign o2k (R2F';. h2k) =
k(2K ) k k
a (h%,“.,zk_pwh%,...,zk_ﬁ + [H"].
Based on this construction, it is easy to verify that o2 e E|2c>kca| N Egvlgls and satisfy
the two properties stated in the lemma. Next, we upper bound the teaching complexity
TD ok g2k p2k (0%¥) based on the following two observations:

we assign 0¥ (p

e Starting from h%k, to teach any hypothesis p?* € P?*| we need at most TDX’C,H’C,h’& (")
number of examples.

e Starting from a pivot p?* € P?*, to teach any hypothesis h?* € szk , we need at most
TD v gk g (%) number of examples.

Based on the above two observations, we can show that the teaching complexity for o2*

satisfies TD yox 320 p2 (0?k) < 2. Tka’f;_lkﬁlg(Uk). [ |
Finally, now we provide the proof for part 3 of Theorem 3.

Proof of Part 3 of Theorem 3. Fix a positive integer m. Let (H, X) represent the powerset
class of size 7-2™. Starting with a powerset of size 7 where we have the teaching complexity
result from Lemma 12, and then iteratively applying Lemma 13 m times, we can easily
conclude that Xjoca-TDy xpny < 3-2™. Moreover, based on Lemma 11, we know that
Yevs- TDx 30.hy = NCTD(H) = 7-2™1. Thus, we have Xgus-TDx 2.1y — Stocal-TDx w0 =
2m=1 and the proof is complete. |
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(a) This figure is representing teaching sequences for the first four direct children of hy (top four
most preferred hypothesis of hg after hg) and all of their children.
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(b) This figure is representing teaching sequences for the next three direct children of hy (the next
three most preferred hypothesis of hg) and all of their children.

Figure 5: Details of teaching sequences for a preference function o € Xjoe, where
TDx 21,no(0) = 3 for powerset k = 7 class. For any hypothesis, the blue cell represents
the last teaching example in the teaching sequence, and the red cells represent the rest of
the teaching sequence. See Table 4 for further details.
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h X Preferences induced by o(:;-, h) Teaching sequence
@ 0000000 || hg > h1 > ho > hg > hqy >hs > hg > hy > others ((.ro,O))

h1 1000000 h1 > hg > hg > th > h11 > h12 > h13 others ((.I'(), 1))

hg 1100000 hg > hyq > h45 > h46 > h47 > h48 > others ((1‘0, 1), (1‘1, 1))

ho 1110000 hg > hrg9 > hgy > hg1 > hgs > hgy > others ((zo,1), (x2,1))
hip 1111000 hio > h114 > h115 > others ((1‘0, 1), (1‘3, 1))
hi1 1111100 h11 > others ((l‘o, 1), (.134, 1))
h12 1111110 h12 > others ((.%’0, 1), (.%’5, 1))
his 1111111 hi3 > others ((l‘o,l),(l‘(j,l))
hag [1101000 haq > others ((zo,1), (z1,1), (z3,1))
hgs 11101100 h4s > others ((zo,1), (z1,1), (24,1))
hse | 1110100 hae > others ((.%'0, 1), (xl, 1), (.TQ, 1))
hg7 11100010 h47 > others ((z0,1), (z1,1), (x5,1))
hgg | 1100101 h4g > others ((zo,1), (z1,1), (x¢,1))
h7g | 1010000 h79 > others ((z0,1), (z2,1), (21,0))
hsgg 1010100 hgo > others ((zo,1), (z2,1), (24,1))
hg1 1010110 hg1 > others ((LUQ, 1), (.%‘2, 1), (.%‘5, 1))
hgo | 1111010 hy7 > others ((zo,1), (z2,1), (x3,1))
hgs 1011101 hgs > others ((zo,1), (z2,1), (x¢,1))
hi14 | 1001000 hi14 > others ((a}(), 1), (l’g, 1), (2131,0))
hi15 11001100 h115 > others ((.Z‘o, 1), (1'3, 1), (1'4, 1))

Table 4: More details about Figure 5 — This table lists down all the hypotheses in the left
branch of the tree. For each of these hypotheses, it shows the preferences induced by the o
function, as well as the teaching sequence to teach the hypothesis. Consider hg: We have
the preferences induced by o(-;-, hg) as hg > h7g > hgy > hg1 > hga > hgs > others, and the
teaching sequence for hg is ((xo, 1), (z2,1)).

Appendix D. Supplementary Materials for Section 6.2: Proof of Lemma 8

Proof of Lemma 8. The proof is divided into two parts: proving sub-additivity and proving
strict sub-additivity.

Part 1 of the proof on sub-additivity. Let 2% and £° denote the ¥, families of
preference functions over the hypothesis classes H® and H? respectively. We use the notation
Y% to denote the X5 family of preference functions over the disjoint union of the hypothesis
classes given by H® w H®. We will denote a preference function in these families as 0@ € £,
ol e ¥ and 0% € X% Furthermore, let us denote the best preference functions that achieve
the minimal teaching complexity as follows:
o™ € argmin TDya 370 pa ()
orexa
0% € argmin TD ys 2b 1Y (o)
obexb e
We will establish the proof by constructing a preference function ¢® e %% such that
TD at 3ga pge (0°°) < TDiva e g (0°%) + TD g 30 s (07%). For any hypotheses h*, h"" € H*,
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hypotheses h®, hY € HP, and version spaces H* = H®, H® = H®, we construct a preference
function ¢ as follows:

c®(h” o Y H® h® w h*) = o™ (h®'; H®, h®) + o (h"; H®, h?).

where the version space H% for the disjoint union that is reachable during the teaching
phase always takes the form as H® = H* w H°.

Let the starting hypothesis in H® w H® be h§ w h, and the target hypothesis be h* & hP*.
If we provide a sequence of labeled instances only from X, the version space left would
always be H® w H®, where H? is the version space of H? after providing these examples from
X°. Now, we know that arg min, o/ a“*(ha/; He hd) = {h3}; consequently, h* must stay on
h§. From here, we can conclude that if the teacher provides teaching sequence of hb* to the
learner, the learner can be steered to hd w h** with at most TD Xt b 1 (%) examples.

Let us denote the version space when the learner reaches hf w ht* as H* w H®. Next, if
we continue providing labeled instances only from X'?, the version space left would always
be H* w H®, where H® is the version space of H® after providing these examples from
X% Moreover, as argmin,y ot (WY HY hP*) = {h"*}; consequently, h? must stay on hU*.
Therefore, if the teacher provides teaching sequence of h** to the learner, the learner can be
steered from hf w h%* to h** & hP* with at most TDXE,Ha7h8(0a*) examples. Thus, we can
conclude the following:

ab
Sxasx0 Howre haons~ 1D < TDyax gawie hawny (07) < Bxva g ng=TD + Xy 30 p-TD.

Part 2 of the proof on strict sub-additivity. Next we prove that the family of prefer-
ence functions X := X, is strictly sub-additive, i.e., there exist hypothesis classes where the
relation < holds with <. Let (H3, A3) represent the powerset class of size 3, and (H?*, x'%)
represent the powerset class of size 4. Also, w.l.o.g. let h% to be the hypothesis with label zero
over all the instances X3, and hé to be the hypothesis with label zero over all the instances X'4.
In the following, we will prove that X ys x4 3434204 n3wna-TD < Xy 373 p3-TD + X x4 34 ja-TD.

Let 33 denote the Y, family for the powerset class of size 3 and ¢ € X3 denote a
preference function in this family. We will first show that Vo3 € 33 : TDX3,H3,hg(U3) = 2.
For the sake of contradiction, assume there exists o such that TD s 1, h3( 3) = 1. Since

argmino3(+;+, h3) = {h3}, we know that the teacher needs to provide an example which is
not consistent with h3 to make the learner output a hypothesis different from hj. Since
|A3| = 3, with teaching sequence of size 1, only a maximum of three hypotheses h # h{ can
be taught. However, |H3| = 8 which indicates that Xys 3 ,3-TD > 2. Similarly, we can
establish that ¥y4 34 4-TD >

We will complete the proof by showing that ¥ ys ,ya 4341, h3whi~ -TD < 3. We note that
the hypothesis class H3 w H?* over &% U X4 is equivalent to the powerset class of size 7
which we denote as (%7, X7). In Lemma 12, we have proved that EX7,H7,hg'TD < 3;a
careful inspection of the constructed o in Lemma 12 reveals that it belongs to X, family
which in turn implies ¥ y7 3,7 ,7-TD < 3. Hence, we have Xys x4 3334 n3wna-TD < 3 and
2x3,ﬂ3,hg-TD + 2x4,%4,hg-TD > 4, which completes the proof. .
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