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Abstract

Adversarial robustness is an increasingly critical property of classifiers in applications. The design
of robust algorithms relies on surrogate losses since the optimization of the adversarial loss with
most hypothesis sets is NP-hard. But which surrogate losses should be used and when do they
benefit from theoretical guarantees? We present an extensive study of this question, including a
detailed analysis of the JH-calibration and H-consistency of adversarial surrogate losses. We show
that, under some general assumptions, convex loss functions, or the supremum-based convex losses
often used in applications, are not H-calibrated for important hypothesis sets such as generalized
linear models or one-layer neural networks. We then give a characterization of J-calibration and
prove that some surrogate losses are indeed J{-calibrated for the adversarial loss, with these hy-
pothesis sets. Next, we show that H-calibration is not sufficient to guarantee consistency and prove
that, in the absence of any distributional assumption, no continuous surrogate loss is consistent in
the adversarial setting. This, in particular, proves that a claim presented in a COLT 2020 publica-
tion is inaccurate.! Next, we identify natural conditions under which some surrogate losses that we
describe in detail are J{-consistent for hypothesis sets such as generalized linear models and one-
layer neural networks. We also report a series of empirical results with simulated data, which show
that many JH-calibrated surrogate losses are indeed not J{-consistent, and validate our theoretical
assumptions.
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1. Introduction

Complex multi-layer artificial neural networks trained on large datasets have been shown to form
accurate learning models which have achieved a remarkable performance in several applications in
recent years, in particular in speech and visual recognition tasks (Sutskever et al., 2014; Krizhevsky
et al., 2012). However, these rich models are susceptible to imperceptible perturbations (Szegedy
et al., 2013). A complex neural network may, for example, misclassify a traffic sign, as a result of
a minor variation, which may be the presence of a small advertisement sticker on the sign. Such
misclassifications can have dramatic consequences in practice, for example, for self-driving cars.
These concerns have motivated the study of adversarial robustness, that is the design of classifiers

1. Calibration results there are correct modulo subtle definition differences, but the consistency claim does not hold.
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that are robust to small £, norm input perturbations (Goodfellow et al., 2014; Madry et al., 2017;
Tsipras et al., 2018; Carlini and Wagner, 2017). The standard 0/1 loss is then replaced with a more
stringent adversarial loss, which requires a predictor to correctly classify an input point x and also
to maintain the same classification for all points at a small £, distance of x. But, can we devise
efficient learning algorithms with theoretical guarantees for the adversarial loss?

Designing such robust algorithms requires resorting to appropriate surrogate losses as optimiz-
ing the adversarial loss is NP-hard for most hypothesis sets. A key property for surrogate adversarial
losses is their consistency, that is, that exact or near optimal minimizers of the surrogate loss are
also exact or near optimal minimizers of the original adversarial loss. The notion of consistency
has been extensively studied in the case of the standard 0/1 loss or the multi-class setting (Zhang,
2004; Bartlett et al., 2006; Tewari and Bartlett, 2007; Steinwart, 2007). However, those results or
proof techniques cannot be used to establish or characterize consistency in adversarial settings. This
is because the adversarial loss of a predictor f at point x is inherently not just a function of f(x)
but also of its values around a neighborhood of x. As we shall see, the study of consistency is
significantly more complex in the adversarial setting, with subtleties that have in fact led to some
inaccurate claims made in prior work that we discuss later.

Consistency requires a property of the surrogate and the original losses to hold true for the
family of all measurable functions. As argued by Long and Servedio (2013), the notion of J-
consistency which requires a similar property for the surrogate and original losses, but with the near
or optimal minimizers considered on the restricted hypothesis set J{, is a more relevant and desirable
property for learning. Long and Servedio (2013) gave examples of surrogate losses that are not JH-
consistent when I is the class of all measurable functions but satisfy a condition namely, realizable
H-consistency when I is the class of linear functions. More recently, Zhang and Agarwal (2020)
studied the notion of improper realizable H-consistency of linear classes where the surrogate ¢ can
be optimized over a larger class such as that of piecewise linear functions. Note that these works
concern the standard 0/1 classification loss.

This motivates our main objective: an extensive study of the J-consistency of adversarial sur-
rogate losses, which is critical to the design of robust algorithms with guarantees in this setting. A
more convenient notion in the study of JH-consistency is that of H-calibration, which is a related
notion that involves conditioning on the input point. H{-calibration often is a sufficient condition
for H-consistency in the standard classification settings (Steinwart, 2007). However, the adversar-
ial loss presents new challenges and requires carefully distinguishing among these notions to avoid
drawing false conclusions. As an example, the recent COLT 2020 paper of Bao et al. (2020), which
presents a study of H-calibration for the adversarial loss in the special case where H is the class of
linear functions, concludes that the H-calibrated surrogates they propose are H-consistent. This is
falsified as a by-product of our results, which further suggests that the adversarial setting is more
complex and requires a more delicate analysis. At the same time, our work is inspired by the work
of Bao et al. (2020) where the author propose a natural robust loss function and studied calibration
and consistency of surrogates for optimizing it. However, the proposed loss function corresponds to
the adversarial 0/1 loss only when the class H of functions comprises of linear classifiers. We on the
other hand directly study the adversarial 0/1 loss and for hypothesis sets beyond linear classifiers.

In Section 3, we give a detailed analysis of the J{-calibration properties of several natural sur-
rogate losses. We present a series of new negative results showing that, under some general as-
sumptions, convex loss functions and supremum-based convex losses, that is losses defined as the
supremum over a ball of a convex function, which are those commonly used in applications, are not
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H-calibrated for several important hypothesis sets such as that of ReLU functions, generalized lin-
ear models and one-layer neural networks. Next, we give a characterization of calibration and prove
that a family of quasi-concave even surrogates are J-calibrated. These significantly extend existing
results of Bao et al. (2020) given for the special case where J is the class of linear functions.

In Section 4, we study the J{-consistency of surrogate loss functions. We prove that, in the
absence of distributional assumptions, many surrogate losses shown to be H-calibrated in Section 3
are in fact not J{-consistent. Next, in contrast, we show that when the minimum of the surrogate
loss is achieved within J{, under some general conditions, the p-margin ramp loss (see, for example,
Mohri et al. (2018)) is J{-consistent for J{ being the linear hypothesis set, any non-decreasing and
continuous g-based hypothesis set, or the ReLLU-based function class. We then give similar JH-
consistency guarantees for supremum-based surrogate losses based on a non-increasing auxiliary
function, including the calibrated supremum-based p-margin ramp loss when H is the family of
one-layer neural networks.

In Section 5, we report a series of empirical results on simulated data, which show that many J-
calibrated surrogate losses are indeed not JH-consistent, and justify our realizability assumptions.
Overall, our analysis suggests that surrogate losses typically used in practice do not benefit from
any guarantee and that minimizing such losses may not in fact lead to a more favorable adversarial
loss. They also provide alternative surrogate losses with theoretical guarantees that can be useful to
the design of algorithms in this setting.

We give a more detailed discussion of related work in Appendix A. We start with an introduction
of some notation and key definitions (Section 2).

2. Preliminaries

We will denote vectors as lowercase bold letters (e.g. x). The d-dimensional [o-ball with radius r is
denoted by BY(r):= {z e R?| |z|2 < r}. We denote by X the set of all possible examples. X is also
sometimes referred to as the input space. The set of all possible labels is denoted by Y. We will limit
ourselves to the case of binary classification where Y = {1, 1}. Let H be a family of functions from
R to R. Given a fixed but unknown distribution P over X x Y, the binary classification learning
problem is then formulated as follows. The learner is asked to select a classifier f* € J{ that has
the minimal generalization error with respect to the distribution P. The generalization error of a
classifier f € 3 is defined by Ry, (f) = E(xy)~p[lo(f,%,y)], where o(f,x,y) = 1, (x)<0 is the
standard 0/1 loss. More generally, the ¢-risk of a classifier f for a surrogate loss ¢( f,x, y) is defined
by

Re(f)= E [6(f xy)]. (D

(x,y)~P

Moreover, the minimal (¢,3()-risk, which is also called the Bayes (¢,3{)-risk, is defined by R} 4, =
inf feq¢ Re(f). Our goal is to understand whether the minimization of the /-risk can lead to that
of the generalization error. This motivates the definition of H{-consistency (or simply consistency)
stated below.

Definition 1 (IH{-Consistency) Given a hypothesis set H, we say that a loss function {1 is H-
consistent with respect to loss function s, if the following holds:

n—+00o n—+0o

Rfl(fn) - RZ,% — 0= Rég(fn) —73252,9{ —0, (2)
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for all probability distributions and sequences of { fy, }nen € H.

In the rest of the paper, the loss /2 in the definition above will correspond to the 0/1 loss or the
adversarial 0/1 loss depending on the context, /1 to a surrogate loss for ¢5. For a distribution P over
X x Y with random variables X and Y, let 7p: XX — [0, 1] be a measurable function such that, for
any x € X, np(x) = P(Y = 1| X = x). By the property of conditional expectation, we can rewrite
(D) as Re(f) = Ex[Ce(f,x,mp(x))], where Cy(f,x,n) is the generic conditional (-risk (or inner
£-risk) defined as followed:

VxeX,Vne[0,1],  Co(f,x,m):=nl(f,x,+1) + (1 =n)e(f, %, -1). 3)

Moreover, the minimal inner {-risk on 3 is denoted by C;4:(x,n): = inf resc Co(f,x, 7). We also
define, overloading the notation, the pseudo-minimal inner {-risk Cj 5,(1): = inf pe3c xex Co(f, %, 7).
For convenience, we denote ACy 5¢(f,x,n):= Co(f,x,n) - C; j{(nj. The notion of calibration for
the inner risk is often a powerful tool for the analysis of fH—cdnsistency (Steinwart, 2007). In this
paper, we consider a uniform version of the notion of calibration.

Definition 2 (Uniform J{-Calibration) [Definition 2.15 in (Steinwart, 2007)] Given a hypothesis
set H, we say that a loss function {1 is uniformly H-calibrated with respect to a loss function {s if,
for any € > 0, there exists § > 0 such that for all n € [0,1], f € H, x € X, we have

Cfl (fv X, 77) < CZJ{(X, 77) +0 = sz(fv X, 77) < CEQ,S'C(Xv 77) + €. (4)

Steinwart (2007, Remark 2.14) points out that the excess risk of a surrogate loss ¢; can be upper
bounded in terms of the excess risk of target loss /2 with a function that is independent of the
specific distribution P if ¢; is uniformly calibrated with respect to £» under certain conditions. For
convenience of proofs, we also introduce the Uniform Pseudo-JH-Calibration from Bao et al. (2020).

Definition 3 (Uniform Pseudo-J{-Calibration) [Definition 2 in (Bao et al., 2020)] Given a hy-
pothesis set H, we say that a loss function £ is uniformly pseudo-3{-calibrated with respect to a
loss function (o if, for any € > 0, there exists 0 > 0 such that for all n € [0,1] and f € H,x € X, we
have

Co, (1) <Cpy g¢(n) +6 = Co, (f,%,0) <Cyy 5¢(n) + €. (5)

Although the only difference between (4) and (5) is the definition of minimal inner risk: (3527}((77)
and C 5*2,% (x,7), in general, uniform pseudo-JH -calibration does not imply H-consistency. However,
as shown in Section 3, for the appropriate hypothesis sets H{ and losses considered in this paper, the
two definitions coincide, that is, for any x € X, C; 4(x,n) = C; 5(n) when £ = £; and /5, and thus
we can make use of Definition 3 in the proofs. For simplicity, we are referring to Definition 2 (or
Definition 3), when we later write J{-Calibration and H-calibrated (or Pseudo-H-Calibration and
pseudo-J{-calibrated).

Steinwart (2007) points out that if ¢; is JH-calibrated with respect to {5, then H-consistency,
that is condition (2), holds for any probability distribution verifying the additional condition of
P-minimizability (Steinwart, 2007, Definition 2.4). This result holds, in fact, under more general
assumptions, as we will show later. Next, we introduce the notions of uniform calibration function
(Steinwart, 2007), and uniform pseudo-calibration function.
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Definition 4 (Uniform Calibration function) Given a hypothesis set H{, we define the uniform
calibration function § and uniform pseudo-calibration function § for a pair of losses ({1,¢2) as
follows: for any € > 0,

5(6) = nel[r(lfl] feﬂi-g)f;ex{cel (fv X, 77) - CZ,:H(Xv 77) | Ce2(f7 X, 77) - Clz,ﬂ'((xv 77) 2 6}

0) = it it {Caf.xm) = Cae(n) | Cea(fx,m) = Ciy () > ef.

(6)

The uniform calibration function gives the maximal value ¢ satisfying condition (4) for a given ¢,

and, similarly, the uniform pseudo-calibration function gives the maximal § satisfying condition (5).
The following proposition is an important result from Steinwart (2007). The sub-result for

uniform pseudo-J-calibration can be derived in the exact same way as for uniform H-calibration.

Proposition 5 (Lemma 2.16 in (Steinwart, 2007)) Given a hypothesis set H, loss {1 is uniformly
H-calibrated (or uniformly pseudo-H-calibrated) with respect to ls if and only if its uniform cal-
ibration function § satisfies §(€) > 0 (resp. its uniform pseudo-calibration function b} satisfies
5(€) > 0) for all € > 0.

For simplicity, we are referring to Definition 4, when we later write calibration function or pseudo-
calibration function.

Robust Classification. In adversarially robust classification, the loss at (x,y) is measured in
terms of the worst loss incurred over an adversarial perturbation of x within a ball of a certain
radius in a norm. In this work we will consider perturbations in the /3 norm || - |. We will denote by
~ the maximum magnitude of the allowed perturbations. Given ~y > 0, a data point (x,y), a function
f € H, and a margin-based loss ¢: R — R, we define the adversarial loss of f at (x,y) as

o(f.x,y) = sup  (yf(x)). (7

P

The above naturally motivates supremum-based surrogate losses that are commonly used to optimize
the adversarial 0/1 loss (Goodfellow et al., 2014; Madry et al., 2017; Shafahi et al., 2019; Wong
et al., 2020). We say that a surrogate loss qZ;( fyx,y) is supremum-based if it is of the form defined
in (7). We say that the supremum-based surrogate is convex if the function ¢ in (7) is convex. When
¢ is non-increasing, the following equality holds (Yin et al., 2019):

aup ¢>(yf(X’))=¢( inf yf(X’))- ®)
x| x—x||<y x/if|x=x']| <y

Next we define the adversarial 0/1 loss as

ev(f: va) = sup ]lyf(x’)SO =1 yf(x")<0" )
¥

x| x—x'|| <y x/:|x—x/| <

Similarly, we define the adversarial generalization error and the Bayes (£,H)-risk as

Ri,(f)= B [6(fx0)] and Rj = inf Ry, (£).

In this paper, we aim to characterize surrogate losses satisfying J{-consistency and J{-calibration
with /5 = £, and for the following natural hypothesis sets H:
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¢ linear models: Hy;, = {x > w-x | [w] =1}, as in (Bao et al., 2020);

* generalized linear models: 3, = {x - g(w-x)+0b||w| =1,]b| < G} where g is a non-
decreasing function; and

« one-layer ReLU neural networks: Hnn = {x - Yioauj(wi-x)s | ufr <A, [wy] < W},
where (+), = max(-,0).

In the special case of g = (-),, we denote the corresponding ReLLU-based hypothesis set as He)y, =
{x > (w-x); +b]|||w] =1,[b] < G}. We also denote the set of all measurable functions by H ;.

3. H-Calibration

Calibration is a condition often used to prove consistency and is typically a first step in analyzing
surrogate losses. Thus, in this section, we first present a detailed study of the calibration prop-
erties of several loss functions. We first prove the equivalence of J{-calibration and pseudo-J-
calibration under some broad assumptions. Next, we give a series of negative results showing
that, under general assumptions, convex losses and supremum-based convex losses, which are typ-
ically used in practice for adversarial robustness, are not calibrated. We then complement these
results with positive ones by identifying a family of quasi-concave even functions that are indeed
calibrated under certain general conditions. Without loss of generality, in this section, we assume
the input space to be X = BJ(1) and € (0,1). Specifically, we assume the input space to be
X ={xeR? |y <|x[2 <1} when considering one-layer ReLU neural networks Hxx.

3.1. Equivalence of calibration definitions

We first show that the definitions of J{-calibration and pseudo-J{-calibration coincide for the hy-
pothesis sets and losses considered in the paper.

Theorem 6 [Equivalence of calibration definitions] Without loss of generality, let X = B3(1)
and ~y € (0,1). Then,
1. If 3 satisfies: for any x € X, there exists f € H such that infyr.x_xrj<y f(X') >0, and f € K
such that SUPyr.x_x/| <y f(x") <0, then, for any x € X, Cg'%g{(x, n) = Cg*%j{(n).

2. Let ¢ be a margin-based loss. If H satisfies: for any x € X, {f(x): f € H} =R, then, for any
x€X, Cyqc(x,m) =Cj 4¢(n).

3. Let ¢,(t) = min{l7 maX{O, 1- %}}for a fixed p > 0 be the p-margin loss and qu(f,x, y) =
SUPyr:|x—x|| <y Po(U.f (x')) be the corresponding supremum-based loss. If H satisfies: for
any x € X, there exists f € 3 such that infy. |y x|y [(X) > p, and [ € I such that
SUDxr:|x—x/| <y | (X') < =p, then, for any x € X, C;pjg{(x,n) = C;pg{(n).

The proof is deferred to Appendix C.1. Note that, by Definitions 2 and 3, when CZ%%(X, n) =
C;7 5¢(n), Vx € X, if a loss function £ is H-calibrated with respect to £, then it is also H-calibrated
with respect to £, since C; 4:(n) < C; 4(x,7), Vx € X. As a result, we obtain the following.

Corollary 7 Assume that for any x € X, there exists f € H such that inf,,|x_xr <y f(X") >0, and
[ € H such that supyr.|x_xr|< [ (x") < 0, then if £ is not pseudo-H-calibrated with respect to (.,
then { is also not H-calibrated with respect to (..
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This result is most helpful for obtaining our negative results of J{-calibration in Section 3.2. Specif-
ically, in order to prove that a loss function £ is not J{-calibrated with respect to £,, we only need
to prove that £ is not pseudo-J-calibrated with respect to /-, which helps simplify our proofs. Sim-
ilarly, by Theorem 6 and Definitions 2 and 3, we can derive the following corollary, which is most
helpful for obtaining our positive results of JH-calibration in Section 3.3.

Corollary 8 Let ¢ be a margin-based loss, ¢,(t) = min{l,max{(), 1- %}}, p > 0 be the p-

margin loss and ¢,(f,x,y) = SUDyr:|x—x' <y Pp(Yf (X)) be the corresponding supremum-based
loss. Then,

1. If H satisfies: for any x € X, {f(x): f € H} =R, then ¢ is pseudo-H-calibrated with respect
to L., if and only if ¢ is H-calibrated with respect to (..

2. If H satisfies: for any x € X, there exists f € H such that infy.|x_xr|<y f(X") > p, and f € H
such that SUpys,|x_xs| <~y f (x) < —p, then ¢~>p is pseudo-XH-calibrated with respect to (., if and
only if ggp is H-calibrated with respect to {.,.

Therefore, for the hypothesis sets J{, under broad assumptions, we can provide alternative losses
which are H-calibrated with respect to £, by considering losses that are pseudo-JH -calibrated with
respect to 4.

In this paper, we will adopt the natural condition 1. of Theorem 6 for the hypothesis set,
which is easily satisfied for any non-trivial class: for any x € X, there exists f € J such that
infyrx—xr|<y f(X) = infg<; f(x+78) > 0and there exists f € H such that sup,,x_s|<y f(X') =
sup|g|<1 f (x +7s) < 0. As an example, consider the class Hyy of one layer ReLU networks as
described in Section 2. For any x € X with |x| =¢ >+, let w; = Wx and u; = % forj=1,...,n.
Then, the following holds:

Vsils| <1, wy(x+ys) = W(xex+y(x-8)) 2 W(Ix|* - y[x]ls]) > Wt(t -~) > 0.

Therefore, we have

uirnlfl > uj (wj- (x+798)), > AWE(t -) > 0.
s(< j=1

Similarly, taking u; = —% instead, for j = 1,...,n, yields

sup > u; (W (x+7s)), < -AW(t-7) <0.
Jsfi<1 51

3.2. Negative results

In this section, we aim to study that common losses are not calibrated with respect to £,. Note by
Corollary 7, in order to prove that a loss £ is not H-calibrated with respect to £, we only need to
prove that £ is not pseudo-JH-calibrated with respect to /., as showed in our proofs of this section.

3.2.1. CONVEX LOSSES

We first study convex losses which are often used for standard binary classification problems. For
a linear hypothesis set, H = J{j;,,, Bao et al. (2020, Corollary 9) showed that convex losses are not
pseudo-JHj;,-calibrated for the adversarial 0/1 loss.
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Theorem 9 (Bao et al. (2020)) If a margin-based loss ¢: R — R, is convex, then it is not pseudo-
Hiin-calibrated with respect to L.

Note that this result would not imply that ¢ is not H-calibrated with respect to ¢, since Hj;,
does not satisfy condition 1. of Theorem 6. However, all of our results below hold under both
H-calibration (Definition 2) and pseudo-J-calibration (Definition 3), since the hypothesis sets H
considered below all satisfy that condition. Actually, we give the proofs under the Definition 3 of
pseudo-J-calibration, which, by Corollary 7, imply the negative results of J{-calibration (4).

Our first main contribution is to extend the above result to a more general case when H is the
class of generalized linear models }(, under both calibration definitions. In particular, we show that
convex losses are not },-calibrated with respect to £ for a non-decreasing and continuous function
g that satisfies g(1 + v) < G and g(-1 —~) > -G for some G > 0. Verifying this condition is
straightforward for G sufficiently large. It is obvious that }{, with this condition on g satisfy the
condition 1. in Theorem 6 on J{.

Theorem 10 Let g be a non-decreasing and continuous function such that g(1 +v) < G and
g(=1-7) > -G. If a margin-based loss ¢:R — R, is convex, then it is not Hy-calibrated with
respect to {.,.

The proof of Theorem 10 is included in Appendix C.2. The key in proving the above theorem is
to analyze the pseudo-calibration function ) (€) as defined in (6). Naturally, this requires us to under-
stand Cdt,ﬁfg () that in turn depends on the worst case perturbation of a given data point according
to ¢. To do so, we use the result of Awasthi et al. (2020) that characterizes such perturbations for
the case where g is the ReLU function. We extend the characterization to non-decreasing contin-
uous functions, and as a result obtain the form of the pseudo-calibration function in Lemma 29.
Requiring B} (€) > 0 for an appropriate value of 7, then leads to a natural condition on the function
¢(a1,a2) = %gb(g(al) +ag) + %q&(—g(al) — a2). Notice that this function is solely determined
by the value of g(«1) + ao. For ¢ to be calibrated, we obtain the condition that (E(al, ag) should
not achieve a minimum inside the set A = {g(a1) + a2: —g(a1 +7) < ag < —g(aq —7y) }. However,
notice that 0 € A and g(ay) + oo = 0 implies that ¢ equals ¢(0). Furthermore, due to convexity of
¢, $(0) < (;3(0&1, ag) thereby leading to a contradiction. As a special case, consider (), which is
non-decreasing and continuous. Then the condition (-1-+), = 0 > -G is trivially satisfied, leading
to the following corollary.

Corollary 11 Assume that G > 1 + . If a margin-based loss ¢:R — R, is convex, then ¢ is not
Hrelu-calibrated with respect to L.

While convex surrogates are natural for the 0/1 loss, the current practice in designing practical
algorithms for the adversarial loss involves using convex supremum-based surrogates (Madry et al.,
2017; Wong et al., 2020; Shafahi et al., 2019). We next investigate such losses.

3.2.2. SUPREMUM-BASED CONVEX LOSSES

We study losses of the type ¢(f,x,y) = SUDyr:|x—x'| <y P(yf (X)), With ¢ convex, which are often
used in practice as surrogates for the adversarial 0/1 loss. The following theorem presents a neg-
ative result for supremum-based convex surrogate losses for the broad class of hypothesis sets J
investigated in this section. Its proof is deferred to Appendix C.4.
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Theorem 12 Let H be a hypothesis set containing 0. Assume that for any x € X, there ex-
ists f € 3 such that infjy_y <\ f(x') > 0, and f € 3 such that sup | x|y f(X') < 0. Ifa

margin-based loss ¢ is convex and non-increasing, then the surrogate loss defined by qg( fix,y) =
SUDyr:|x—x'|<y P(Yf (X)) is not H-calibrated with respect to L.

The theorem above provides theoretical evidence that the current practice of making neural net-
works adversarially robust via minimizing convex supremum-based surrogates may have serious
deficiencies. This lack of a principled choice of the surrogate loss may also explain why in practice
the adversarial accuracies that are achievable are much lower than the corresponding natural accu-
racies of the model (Madry et al., 2017). In general, optimizing non-calibrated or non-consistent
surrogates could lead to undesirable solutions even under strong assumptions (such as the Bayes
risk being zero). See Section 5, where we empirically demonstrate this in a variety of settings.

In contrast with Theorem 10, the challenge in proving the above theorem is that, since we are
working with a general class of functions, we no longer can hope for a complete characterization of
the worst-case adversarial perturbations around a given point x. In fact, this is a challenging problem
even in the case of one-layer networks (Awasthi et al., 2020). This presents a difficulty in analyzing
the pseudo-calibration function ) (€). Our key insight (Lemma 33) is that the pseudo-calibration
function can be characterized by two quantities M (f,x,7) = infyr|x_xr|<y [ (x"), M(f,x,7) =
SUP /.| x—x/|<y | (x'). Once this is achieved, we follow a strategy similar to that of the proof of The-
orem 10, where the condition & (€¢) > 0 corresponds to an appropriate convex function not achieving
a minimum in a set that contains 0, thereby reaching a contradiction. By Theorem 12 and the fact
that 0 € Hnn, we can derive the following corollary for the class of one layer ReLU neural networks.

Corollary 13 If a margin-based loss ¢ is convex and non-increasing, then the surrogate loss de-
fined by (f,X,y) = SUPyr|x—x/| <y o(yf(x")) is not Hyn-calibrated with respect to L.

3.3. Positive results

In this section, we aim to provide alternative losses which could be calibrated with respect to £.,.
By Corollary 8, we first give general pseudo-calibration results of our hypothesis 3, and Hnn, and
then show that specific H, with G = +o0 and Hyn with A = +oo has corresponding true calibration
results and then would also has consistency results under appropriate conditions in Section 4.

3.3.1. CHARACTERIZATION

In light of the negative results in Section 3.2, to find calibrated surrogate losses for adversarially
robust classification, we need to consider non-convex ones. One possible candidate is the family of
quasi-concave even losses introduced by Bao et al. (2020), which were shown to be pseudo-Hj;, -
calibrated with respect to the adversarial 0/1 loss under certain assumptions.

Definition 14 (Bao et al. (2020)) A margin-based loss function ¢ is said to be quasi-concave even,
if p(t) + ¢(-t) is quasi-concave.

Theorem 15 (Bao et al. (2020)) Assume that a margin-based loss ¢ is bounded, non-increasing,

and quasi-concave even. Let B o d(1) + ¢(-1) and assume ¢(-1) > ¢(1). Then ¢ is pseudo-
Hiin-calibrated with respect to L., if and only if () + ¢(—v) > B.



AWASTHI FRANK MAO MOHRI ZHONG

Note that this result doesn’t hold under true calibration definition (4). We first extend the above to
show that under certain conditions quasi-concave even surrogate losses are pseudo-J,-calibrated
for the class of generalized linear models with respect to the adversarial 0/1 loss.

Theorem 16 Let g be a non-decreasing and continuous function such that g(1 + v) < G and
g(=1-7) > =G for some G > 0. Let a margin-based loss ¢ be bounded, continuous, non-increasing,
and quasi-concave even. Assume that p(g(-1) - G) > ¢(G — g(-1)) and g(-1) + g(1) > 0. Then
¢ is pseudo-H 4-calibrated with respect to {~ if and only if

(G -g(-1)) +d(9(-1) - G) = d(g(1) + G) + ¢(-g(1) - G)
and  min{¢(A) + ¢(-A),p(A) + ¢(-A)} > ¢(G - g(-1)) + ¢(g(-1) - G),

where A = sup,, c-1,119(a1) = g(a1 =) and A = infy [_1.179(c1) - g(a1 +7).

The conditions in the Theorem above are if and only if and hence precisely characterize when
quasi-concave even losses are pseudo-J(-calibrated. To interpret the conditions better, consider
ReLU functions. In this case, the assumptions in Theorem 16 can be further simplified, since
A=supy,c[-117(1)+ — (a1 =)+ =yand A = infy 1 1)(1)+ — (@1 +7)+ = —7. As aresult we
get the following.

Corollary 17 Assume that G > 1 + 7. Let a margin-based loss ¢ be bounded, continuous, non-
increasing, and quasi-concave even. Assume that ¢(-G) > ¢(G). Then ¢ is pseudo-H,el,-
calibrated with respect to L., if and only if

H(G)+0(-G) =d(1+G) +¢(-1-G) and ¢(7)+d(=7) > (G) + ¢(-G).

Theorem 16 is proved in Appendix C.3. We again use the characterization of the pseudo-calibration
function as derived in Lemma 29. In Lemma 31 we further simplify the characterization to a set
of three conditions that the surrogate loss must satisfy. Finally, we show that quasi-concave even
losses satisfy them under the conditions of the Theorem. Along the way, building on the work of
Bao et al. (2020), we establish several useful properties of quasi-concave even losses in Lemma 32.

3.3.2. CALIBRATION

To demonstrate the applicability of Theorem 16, we consider a specific surrogate loss namely the
p-margin loss ¢,(t) = min{l, maX{O, 1- %}}7 p > 0, which is a generalization of the ramp loss
(see, for example, Mohri et al. (2018)). Using Theorem 15, Theorem 16 and Corollary 17 in Section
3.3.1, we can conclude that the p-margin loss is pseudo-J{-calibrated under reasonable conditions
for linear hypothesis sets and non-decreasing g-based hypothesis sets, since ¢,(t) is bounded, non-
increasing and quasi-concave even. This is stated formally below.

Theorem 18 Consider p-margin loss ¢,(t) = min{l, maX{O, 1- %}}, p > 0. Then,
1. ¢, is pseudo-Hyy,-calibrated with respect to L., if and only if p > ;

2. Given a non-decreasing and continuous function g such that g(1+v) < G and g(-1-v) > -G.
Assume that g(=1) + g(1) > 0. Then ¢, is pseudo-H -calibrated with respect to {~ if and

only if
¢p(G -g(-1)) = ¢p(g(1) +G) and min{(bp(z)ﬂbp(_é)} > ¢p(G -g(-1)),
where A = sup,,-1,1]9(1) = g(a1 - 7) and A = inf,, (-1 179(1) - g(en +7);

10
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3. Assume that G > 1 + . Then ¢, is pseudo-H,e1,-calibrated with respect to (- if and only if
G2p>n.

Specifically, }, with the extra assumption G' = +oo satisfy the condition 1. in Corollary 8, as a
result we get the following.

Corollary 19 Consider p-margin loss ¢,(t) = min{l, max{(), 1- %}}, p > 0. Then,

1. Given a non-decreasing and continuous function g. Assume that G = +oo and g(-1)+g(1) >
0. Then ¢, is Hy-calibrated with respect to L., if and only ifmin{gbp(A), gi)p(—A)} > 0, where

A=supy, -11)9(a1) —g(ar —7v) and A =inf, -1179(a1) — g(an +7);
2. Assume that G = +oo. Then ¢, is H,cy-calibrated with respect to £, if and only if p > .

Recall that in Theorem 13 we ruled out the possibility of finding Hnn-calibrated supremum-
based convex surrogate losses with respect to the adversarial 0/1 loss, where Hyy is the class of
one layer neural networks. However, we show that the supremum-based p-margin loss is indeed
pseudo-JH-calibrated and J{-calibrated. We state the pseudo-calibration result below and present
the proof in Appendix C.5.

Theorem 20 Consider p-margin loss ¢,(t) = min{l, maX{O, 1- %}}, p>0. IfFAW(1-7)2p,

then the surrogate loss ggp(f,x,y) = SUDxr:|x—x/ <7 bp(yf(x")) is pseudo-Hnn-calibrated with
respect to {.,.

Specifically, Hyn with the extra assumption A = +oo satisfy the condition 2. in Corollary 8, as
a result we get the following.

Corollary 21 Consider p-margin loss ¢,(t) = min{l, max{(), 1- %}}, p>0.If A = +oo, then the
surrogate loss ¢,(f,x,y) = SUDyr:|x—x <y Pp (Y (X)) is Hnn-calibrated with respect to L.,.

The results of this section suggest that the ramp loss and more generally quasi-concave even
losses may be good surrogates for the adversarial 0/1 loss. However, calibration, in general, is not
equivalent to consistency, our eventual goal. In the next section we study conditions under which
we can expect these surrogates losses to be J{-consistent as well.

4. J{-Consistency

In this section, we study the H-consistency of surrogate loss functions. The results of the previous
section suggest that convex losses or supremum-based convex losses would not be H-consistent.
However, H-calibrated quasi-concave even losses, such as the ramp loss present an intriguing pos-
sibility. In fact, the recent work of Bao et al. (2020) made a claim that since quasi-concave even
losses are Hjy,-calibrated they are also JHj;,-consistent. We first present a result that falsifies this
claim. In fact, our result stated below shows that without assumptions on the data distribution, no
continuous margin based loss or a continuous supremum-based surrogate could be J{};;,-consistent.

11
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4.1. Negative results

Theorem 22 No continuous margin-based loss function ¢ is Hyi,-consistent with respect to £.,.

This theorem is proved in Appendix C.6. In order to establish the theorem, we carefully design
a distribution on the unit disk where the label of each example x is first generated as sgn(w* - x)
and then flipped independently with a carefully chosen probability. It is crucial that this flipping
probability is asymmetric thereby ensuring that for the resulting joint distribution, w* remains the
optimal linear classifier according to ., but any continuous surrogate is led astray to a classifier that
is far from w*. In particular, Theorem 22 contradicts the H-consistency claim of Bao et al. (2020)
for quasi-concave even losses when K is the family of linear functions. Furthermore, the theorem
can be easily extended to rule out J{-consistency of supremum-based surrogates as well.

Theorem 23 For continuous and non-increasing margin-based loss ¢, surrogates of the form

o(f.x,y)= sup  d(yf(x)))

X/t x—x"|| <y
are not iy -consistent with respect to £..

Proof As shown by Awasthi et al. (2020), for a continuous and non-increasing margin-based loss ¢,
when f € Hy;p, the supremum-based surrogate loss can be expressed as follows:

Sixy) - sup Syf(x)) - ¢( inf (yf(XWS))) 6 (y(w-x) - ) = D(y(w-x)).

x| x—x'| <y [s]<1

where ¥ (t) = ¢(t —y) is also a continuous margin-based loss. In view of Theorem 22, we conclude
that the supremum-based surrogate loss ¢ is also not Jj;,-consistent with respect to £,. |

4.2. Positive results

In this section, we investigate the nature of the assumptions on the data distributions that may lead
to H-consistency of surrogate losses. We take inspiration from the work of Long and Servedio
(2013) and Zhang and Agarwal (2020) who study H-consistency for the standard 0/1 loss. These
studies establish consistency under a realizability assumption on the data distribution stated below
that requires the Bayes ({y,H)-risk to be zero.

Definition 24 (H-realizability) A distribution P over X x Y is H-realizable if it labels points ac-
cording to a deterministic model in 3, i.e., if 3f € H such that Py ).p(sgn(f(x)) =y) = L

Similar to H-realizability, we will assume that, under the data distribution, the Bayes (¢-,J})-risk
is zero. We show that the J{-calibrated losses studied in previous sections are J{-consistent under

natural conditions along with the realizability assumption.

12
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4.2.1. NON-SUPREMUM-BASED SURROGATES

Theorem 25 Let P be a distribution over X xY and H a hypothesis set for which R;%H =0. Let ¢
be a margin-based loss. If forn > 0, there exists f* € 3 ¢ Hay such that Ry (f*) < R:;J{all-'rn < 400
and ¢ is H-calibrated® with respect to L, then for all € > O there exists § > 0 such that for all f € H
we have

R¢(f) +n< R;J{ +0 = Rgﬂ/(f) < sz,ﬂ{ +e€.

The proof of Theorem 25 is presented in Appendix C.7. Using Corollary 19 in Section 3.3.2
and Theorem 25 above, we immediately conclude that the calibrated p-margin loss in Section 3.3.2
is consistent with respect to ., for all distributions that satisfy our realizability assumptions.

Theorem 26 Consider the p-margin loss ¢,(t) = min{l, maX{O, 1- %}}, p > 0. Then,

1. Let g be a non-decreasing and continuous function. Assume G = +oo and g(-1) + g(1) >
0. Let A = supy,c-1,119(1) — g(an =) and A = inf, _1179(1) — g(an +7). If
min{qbp(Z), qﬁp(—é)} > 0, then ¢, is Hy-consistent with respect to L., for all distribution P
over XxY that satisfies RL,J{Q = 0 and there exists f* € Hq such that R (f*) = R} 4 < 0o.

2. If p > v, then ¢, is H,ely-consistent with respect to £, for all distribution P over X x Y that
satisfies RL 5., = 0 and there exists f * € Hyetu such that Ry(f*) = R} 5., < 0.

4.2.2. SUPREMUM-BASED SURROGATES

We can also extend the above to obtain JH{-consistency of supremum-based convex surrogates. How-
ever we need the stronger condition that R is minimized exactly inside J.

Theorem 27 Given a distribution P over XxY and a hypothesis set H such that RL 5= 0. Let ¢ be

a non-increasing margin-based loss. If there exists f* € H c Hyy such that Ry (f*) = 7?,:; 5¢,, < 00

and ¢(f,x,y) = SUDyr:|x—x/| <y P(USf (X)) is H-calibrated® with respect to L., then for all € > 0
there exists & > 0 such that for all f € H we have

R;(f) < R;%_,H +0 = R, (f) <Rp g +e

The proof of Theorem 27 is presented in Appendix C.7. Again, when combined with Corol-
lary 21 in Section 3.3.2 we conclude that the Hnn-calibrated supremum-based p-margin loss is also
JHnn-consistent with respect to £, for all distributions that satisfy our realizability assumptions.

Theorem 28 Consider the p-margin loss ¢,(t) = min{l, maX{O, 1- %}}, p>0. If A = +o0, then

QNSp(f, X, Y) = SUDyr;|x—x/| <y p(yf(x")) is Hnn-consistent with respect to L., for all distributions P
over X x Y that satisfy: R;W geyy = 0 and there exists f* € Hnn such that Ry(f*) = R 4 < oo.

2. The theorem still holds if uniform H{-calibration is replaced by weaker non-uniform J-calibration (Steinwart, 2007,
Definition 2.7), since the proof only makes use of the weaker non-uniform property.

3. The theorem still holds if uniform H{-calibration is replaced by weaker non-uniform JH-calibration (Steinwart, 2007,
Definition 2.7), since the proof only makes use of the weaker non-uniform property.

13
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Figure 1: Unit Circle

We prove the above theorems by building upon the framework of Steinwart (2007). The goal is
to show that under the assumptions of the theorems, the adversarial 0/1 loss and the surrogate loss
become P-minimizable which is enough to show consistency. In Theorem 25 we use the fact that
the adversarial 0/1 Bayes risk is zero to obtain P-minimizability of the adversarial 0/1 loss. We also
show that the framework of Steinwart (2007) can be extended to only require P-minimizability of
the surrogate up to an error of 7, and the consistency guarantees degrade smoothly with 7. To prove
Theorem 27, we prove a general result (Lemma 39) that if the adversarial 0/1 Bayes risk is zero
then P-minimizability of a surrogate implies P-minimizability of its supremum based counterpart.

5. Experiments

We present experiments on simulated data to support our theoretical findings. The goal is two fold.
First, we empirically demonstrate that indeed calibrated surrogates in (Bao et al., 2020) may not
be H{-consistent unless assumptions on the data distribution are made, even when J{ is the class of
linear functions. This is consistent with our negative result in Theorem 22 and provides an empirical
counterexample to the claim made in (Bao et al., 2020). Secondly, we study the necessity of the
realizability assumptions that we make in Section 4.2 to establish J{-consistency of quasi-concave
even surrogates. We generate data points x € R? on the unit circle and consider 3 to be linear
models Hy;,. We denote f(x) = w-x, w = (cos(t),sin(t))7,t € [0,27), f € Hyy,. All risks in
the experiments are approximated by their empirical counterparts computed over 107 i.i.d. samples
from the distribution.

To demonstrate the need for assumptions on the data distribution for H-consistency, we con-
struct a scenario we call the Unit Circle case. We consider four surrogates: ¢pinge, @ramp, Psig and
¢10g defined in Appendix B. In general, we refer all of these surrogates as ¢s,,. We generate data
points x from the uniform distribution on the unit circle. Denote x = (cos(6),sin(0))", 0 € [0, 27).
Set the label of a point x as follows: if 6 € (%,w), then y = —1 with probability % and y = 1 with

probability %1; if 0 € (O, %) or (37”, 277), theny =1;if 0 ¢ (7r, 37“), then y = —1. Sety = g
In this case the optimal Bayes (¢,H;y)-risk sz 50, ~ 0.5000 # 0 and is achieved by wy,
(cos(),sin(6))" with 6 ~ 0.7855. The results obtained by optimizing the different surrogate
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¢sur ‘RZW (f*) ‘ e‘z)sur

9{1in—cal.‘9{hn-cons. ¢5ur R(V(f*) ’R%m(f*) t9¢sur lem-cal. thn-COHS.

Ohinge| 0.5257 |0.1420] X X Phinge| 0-0781 | 0.6907 |1.3548 X X
¢ramp| 0.5263 |0.1288] v X Gramp| 0.0781 | 03454 |1.3548| v X
bsig | 0.5261 |0.1320] v X dsig | 0.0777 | 04247 |1.3498| v X
dlog | 0.5258 [0.1414| X X Pog | 0.0763 | 0.8078 |1.3341] X X
¢1 | 00111 0 % X X
2 0 0 0 v v

(a) (b)

Table 1: (a) Unit Circle; (b) Segments.

losses are in Table 1(a) and the plots for 1000 samples and 2000 samples are shown in Figure 1.
Table 1(a) shows that neither calibrated nor non-calibrated (convex) surrogates are Hj;,-consistent
with respect to ¢, for this distribution. Figure 1 shows that the classifiers obtained by optimizing
the four surrogates are almost the same but deviate a lot from the optimal Bayes classifier for /..
This shows that indeed calibrated surrogates may not be consistent, and contradicts Figure 12 of
Bao et al. (2020). The discrepancy results from the incorrect calculation of the adversarial Bayes
risk in (Bao et al., 2020).*

Next, we justify the realizability assumptions made in Section 4.2 for obtaining J{-consistency
of surrogate losses. In order to do this we construct a scenario that we call as the Segments case.
Here, we consider six surrogates, the four studied above and two more surrogates ¢; and ¢ defined
in Appendix B. The loss ¢; is a convex loss and ¢9 is the p-margin ramp loss for some p > . In
general, we refer all of these surrogates to ¢g,,. We show in Appendix B.2, ¢pinge, @10 and ¢ are
not calibrated while ¢ramp, @sig and ¢o are calibrated with respect to £,.

We consider the following data distribution: P(Y = 1) = P(Y =-1) = 1, and X | Y =1

is the uniform distribution on the line segment {('Ay, z) | ze[0,/1~- &2]} and X | Y = -1 is the

uniform distribution on the line segment {(—ﬁ, 2) | ze[-/1-42, O]} where 4 = v + 11_Tg = 1;837,
v €(0,1). Finally, we sety = 0.1. Let w* = (1,0)". Itis easy to check that w* achieves the optimal
adversarial Bayes risk (£.,}(;y)-risk Rzy,ﬂ-fnn =0.

The results for six different surrogate losses are in Table 1(b). For ¢ninge, @ramps ¢sig and Piog,
the Bayes (¢sur,Hiin )-risk R;sur,ﬂﬁin # 0. Table 1(b) shows that they are not Hj;,-consistent with
respect to /. For ¢1 and ¢», the Bayes (¢syr,Hiin)-risk R;)sur;?{lin = (. Table 1(b) shows that ¢, is
not Hy;,-consistent (recall that ¢; is not calibrated) but ¢ is Hy;,-consistent for this distribution.

Hence even when sz,ﬁfnn = 0, unless a condition is also imposed on R;wh%lm, one cannot

expect consistency, thus justifying our realizability assumption. Note that R;m’g{nn = RLJ{HH =0
is a special case satisfying the conditions in Theorem 25 when 7 = 0. For this distribution, ¢;amp is
not Hy;,-consistent while ¢9 is H);,-consistent, although both are calibrated. We compare them in
Figure 2, showing that minimizing J{};;,-consistent surrogate ¢ minimizes the generalization error
for large sample sizes but the same does not hold for JHj;;, non-consistent surrogate ¢ramp.

6. Conclusion

We presented a detailed study of calibration and consistency for adversarial robustness. These
results can help guide the design of algorithms for learning robust predictors, an increasingly im-
portant problem in applications. Our theoretical results show in particular that many of the surrogate
losses typically used in practice do not benefit from any guarantee. Our empirical results further
illustrate that in the context of a general example. Our results also show that some of the calibration

4. Private Communication.
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results presented in previous work do not bear any significance, since we prove that in fact they do
not guarantee consistency. Instead, we give a series of positive calibration and consistency results
for several families of surrogate functions, under some realizability assumptions.
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Appendix A. Related Work

The notions of calibration and consistency with respect to the 0/1 loss have been widely studied in
the statistical learning theory literature to analyze the properties of surrogate losses (Zhang, 2004;
Bartlett et al., 2006). Bartlett et al. (2006) showed that margin-based convex surrogates, that is
mappings of the form (f,x,y) —» ¢(yf(x)), where f is a real-valued predictor and »:R - R, a
function differentiable at 0 with ¢’(0) < 0, are calibrated with respect to the class of all measurable
functions. Extensions of calibration and consistency to multi-class settings have also been studied
(Tewari and Bartlett, 2007). In the special case of the 0/1 loss and margin-based convex surrogates,
calibration immediately implies consistency for the class of all measurable functions. One can then
even derive quantitative bounds relating the excess ¢-risk to the excess 0/1 loss of any function f
(Zhang, 2004; Bartlett et al., 2006).

The case of adversarial loss is more complex. This is because, in particular, the loss of a pre-
dictor f at point x does not just depend on its value f(x) at that point but also on its values in a
neighborhood of x. Steinwart (2007) proposed a general framework to study and characterize cali-
bration and consistency, in particular via a calibration function. He also defined a P-minimizability
condition under which calibration implies consistency. But, while P-minimizability holds for the
0/1 loss and margin-based convex surrogates over the class of all measurable functions, the con-
dition does not hold in general for the adversarial loss. Our work borrows tools from the work of
Steinwart (2007). However, to establish J{-consistency in the context of the adversarial loss, ad-
ditional insights are needed and often stronger assumptions on the data distribution are required.
These assumptions are captured in the notion of realizable J{-consistency that requires that the
optimal risk of both the 0/1 loss and the surrogate loss being achieved inside the class 3. Our pos-
itive results for J{-consistency rely on similar but weaker assumptions. Long and Servedio (2013)
gave examples of surrogate losses that are not J{-consistent when J{ is the class of all measurable
functions but satisfy realizable J{-consistency when H is the class of linear functions. Zhang and
Agarwal (2020) studied the notion of improper realizable H-consistency of linear classes where the
surrogate ¢ can be optimized over a larger class such as that of piecewise linear functions.

These notions of calibration and consistency are relatively unexplored for the robust 0/1 loss.
Bao et al. (2020) recently initiated the study of these notions for the robust loss. In particular, the au-
thors studied the «y-margin loss defined by: l@( fix,y)=1, F(x)<y- This loss function coincides with
the adversarial loss (only) in the special case where linear classifiers with adversarial perturbations
measured in #» norm are considered. The authors showed that, when X is linear, convex surrogates
are not J-calibrated and proposed a class of quasi-concave even J-calibrated surrogates.

Our positive results for H-calibration significantly extend those beyond linear hypothesis sets.
More importantly, Bao et al. (2020) incorrectly concluded that 3{-calibration of quasi-concave even
surrogate losses implies their J{-consistency. Our negative results falsify this claim and in fact rule
out the J{-consistency of a large class of surrogates, unless assumptions on the data distribution are
imposed. Finally, while the results of Bao et al. (2020) do imply that quasi-concave even surrogates
are JH-consistent with respect to the l@ loss over the set of all measurable functions, this does not
provide insights into the adversarial loss since the two losses only coincide for linear hypothesis
sets.

There has also been recent works on theoretically understanding different aspects of adversarial
robustness. Tsipras et al. (2018) give constructions under which every classifier with small 0/1 loss
has a large adversarial 0/1 loss thereby pointing to a tension between the two criteria. This has been
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tradeoff has been explored in subsequent work (Zhang et al., 2019; Carmon et al., 2019). Bubeck
et al. (2018b), Bubeck et al. (2018a) and Awasthi et al. (2019) quantify computational bottlenecks
in learning classifiers with small adversarial loss. There has also been a line of work analyzing
the sample complexity of optimizing adversarial surrogate losses using notions of VC-dimension
and Rademacher complexity appropriately extended to the adversarial case (Yin et al., 2019; Khim
and Loh, 2018; Awasthi et al., 2020; Montasser et al., 2019; Cullina et al., 2018). Another recent
line of concerns constructing computationally efficient adversarially robust classifiers for linear
classifiers (Diakonikolas et al., 2020) and exploring the connections between adversarial learning
and agnostic PAC learning (Montasser et al., 2020). Finally, an alternative adversarial setting has
been theoretically studied in (Feige et al., 2015, 2018; Attias et al., 2018), where the adversary has
at his disposal a finite set of perturbations for each input.
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Appendix B. Details of Experiments

As shown by Bao et al. (2020), the adversarial 0/1 loss ¢, = 1, 7(x)<y When f € Hjjn. In this
experiment, we approximate ng g¢,, over a grid. For surrogate losses, we approximate fr =
argmin seqq, R, (f) over the same grid.

B.1. Definition of Surrogates

* Shifted Hinge 10ss: ¢phinge = max{0,1 -t +0.2};
Shifted Ramp loss: ¢ramp = min{l, max{O, %}};
Shifted Sigmoid loss: ¢sig = 1+6+02

Shifted Logistic loss: ¢1os = logy (1 + e

t—0.2).
* One convex loss: ¢1(t) = max{(), 3= t}; and

* p-margin loss: ¢o(t) = min{l,max{O, 1- %}} for 4 > .

B.2. Theoretical Analysis of Surrogates

®hinge» Plog> and ¢ are convex surrogates and thus are not calibrated with respect to £, by Corollary
9 of (Bao et al., 2020). However, ¢ramp, ¢sig and ¢ are quasi-concave even losses and calibrated
with respect to £, since they satisfy the conditions in Theorem 11 of (Bao et al., 2020).

Note that E(x yy[#2(Y'w - X)] = 0 if and only if w = (1,0)". Therefore, ¢z is Hji,-consistent
for the distribution Segments. However, for w = (1,0)" or w = (cos(0),sin(#))" where 6 = %,
we have E(x yy[¢1(Yw - X)] = 0. Note when w = (cos(f),sin(#))" where § = T, we have
E(x,y)[{+(Yw - X)] # 0. Therefore, ¢; is not Hj;,-consistent for the distribution Segments.
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Appendix C. Deferred Proofs
C.1. Proof of Theorem 6

Theorem 6 [Equivalence of calibration definitions] Without loss of generality, let X = B3(1)
and 7y € (0,1). Then,

1. If H satisfies: for any x € X, there exists f € F such that infy.|x_xr|<y f(x')Y>0,and feH
such that SUpyrx_xr|<y f(X') <0, then, for any x € X, Cr s(x,m) = C;%g_f(n).

2. Let ¢ be a margin-based loss. If H satisfies: for any x € X, {f(x): f € H} =R, then, for any
x€X, Cyq(x,m) =Cj 4¢(n).

3. Let ¢,(t) = min{l7 maX{O, 1- %}}for a fixed p > 0 be the p-margin loss and q;p(f,x, y) =
SUPyr:|x—x|| <y Po(U.f (x')) be the corresponding supremum-based loss. If H satisfies: for
any x € X, there exists f € 3 such that inf. |y x|y [(X') > p, and f € H such that
SUDy/;|x—x <y f (X') < =p, then, for any x € X, C;pjg{(x,n) = C;pﬂ{(n).

Proof 1) First, note that for any x € X and f € J{, we cannot have both /,(f,x,+1) = 0 and
Cy(f,x,~-1) = 0. In view of that, C_ 5¢(f,x,n) = 0l (f,x,+1) + (1 =n)€y(f,x,~1) > min{n, 1 -
n}. By assumption, for any x € X, there exist f, € J{ such that ¢, (f;,x,+1) = land ¢ (f;,x,-1) =
0 and f_ € 3 such that such that £, (f_,x,+1) = 0and £, (f-,x,+1) = 1, thatis Cp. 3¢(f+,X,m) =7
and Cy_ 3¢(f-,%,n) = 1-n. Thus, min{n, 1-n} is achieved and we have, for all x € X, Cl?“%%(x, n) =
min{n, 1 - n}. This implies Cg:g{("?) = C;w}f(x, n) = min{n, 1 - n} for all x € X.

2) Given the assumption, for any x € X, we have Cj4(x,n) = infresc[no(f(x)) + (1 -
me(=f(x))] = infyer [n¢(u)+(1-1)¢(-u)], which is is independent of x. This implies C} 5¢(n) =
Cyac(x,m), for x e X.

3) By definition of the loss function, for any x € X and f € H, we have C;pﬂ(f,x,n) =

77¢,0(M(f7 X, 7))+(1_n)¢p(_ﬂ(f7 X, ’Y))’ where M(fa X, 7) = infx’:”xfx’ﬂﬁ’y_f(xl) and M(f’ X, ’7) =
SUPy:|x—x/|<y f (X'). Now, we must have either ¢,(M(f,x,7)) = L or ¢,(-M(f,x,7)) = 1. Oth-
erwise, we would have M(f,x,’y_) > 0and —M(f,x,7) > 0, but since M(f,x,7) < M(f,x,7),
the first inequality would imply M (f,x,~) > 0, which would contradict the second inequality. In
view of that, the lower bound C; 4(f,%,m) 2 min{n, 1 - n} holds.
P _
By assumption, for any x € X, there exists f_ such that ¢, (M (f-,x,7)) = 0and ¢,(-M (f-,x,7)) =
1, that is C;m%(f_, x,n) = 1-n,and f, such that ¢,(M(fr,%x,7)) =1and ¢,(-M(f+,%x,7)) =0,
that is C; J{( f+s%x,m) = n. Thus, the lower bound is reached and, for any x € X, we have
P
Cd;p%(x,n) = min{n,1 - n}. This implies Cq?p,ﬂf(n) = Cép’%(x,n) = min{n, 1 - n}, for an:
x €X.

C.2. Proof of Theorem 10

As shown by (9) and Awasthi et al. (2020), for f € H,, the adversarial 0/1 loss has the equivalent
form

E’Y(fa X, y) =1 uf (yg(wx")+by)<0 = ]lyg(w~x—’yy”wH)+by$O = ]lyg(w-x—fyy)+by§0 . (10)
x <v

"=
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Define 71 = {x > w-x | [w| =1} and 5 = {x = b | |b| < G}. Note that for any f € H, and x € X,
there exist a; € A, and s € A, such that f(x) = g(a;)+aa, where Ax, &« {fi(x)]| f1 e F1,xeX}
and Ar, &f {f2(x) | f2 € F2,x € X}. Therefore, we can rewrite (10) as

ly(ar,an,y) = Lyg(a1-vy)+asy<o-

Similarly, we can rewrite the inner risk and pseudo-minimal inner risk of £, and ¢ as

Ce, (a1, 02,n) = nly(ar, o2, 1) + (1=n)ty (a1, a2, -1), Cp g¢,(n) = inf G, (a1,02,m),

a1€A_7:1 YO2EAF,

Co(ar, az,n) =nd(g(an) +az)+(1-n)¢(-g(ar)—az2), €54, (n) = inf Co(ar,az,m),

(65} E.Afl O E.A]:

ACy, g¢, (a1, a2,m) = Co, (a1, a2,m) = Cp ¢, (1), ACy ¢, (a1, 2,m) = Cp(ar, aa,n) = Cg 4¢, (0)-

Next, we characterize the pseudo-calibration function of losses (¢, £, ) given hypothesis set I{,.

Lemma 29 Given a non-decreasing and continuous function g such that g(1+~) < G and g(-1 -
v) > —G. For a margin-based loss ¢ and hypothesis set 3y, the pseudo-calibration function of
losses (¢,0.) is

5(e) = inf (e, n),
(€) ,onf (e,m)

where

+00 if € > max{n,1 - n},
inf AC , 9, f12n—1|<e< ,1—-n},
alGA]—'?;lOéQGAFQ: ¢’J{g(0é1 2 77) lf| l | € max{n 77}
(5(@17): —-g(a1+7)<az<-g(a1—y)
inf AC ife <|2n-1|.
a1eAf1r,la26Af2: ¢7%g(a1,a2,n) ife | 77 |
—g(a1+y)<az<-g(a1-7)
or (2n-1)(a2+g(a1+7v))<0

Proof The inner £ -risk is

Ceo,(a1,02,m) = Nl g(a; ) raz<o + (1 = M) Lg(a;+9)+as20
1 if —g(a1+7v)<as<—g(ar —7),
=4 if ag < —g(aq +7),
1-n ifay>-g(a;—7).

Since -G < —g(1 ++) and G > —g(-1 — ), the pseudo-minimal inner £ -risk is
Ci ac,(n) =min{n, 1 -n}.
Then, it can be computed that

max{7,1 -n} if —g(a1+7)<ag<—g(lar-7),

AC@ ,H (Oél,ag,’l’]) = .
Y 21 = 1L (29-1)(an+g(ar+y))<0  if a2 > =g(a1 —7) or az < —g(a1 +7).
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By definition, for a fixed n € [0, 1],

_ _ ) -t
5(€,m) aleAfi{1£2€Af2{AC¢,%g(a1,ozwi) | ACe 3¢, (a1, a2,1) > €}

If e > max{7n, 1 —n}, then for all oy € Ar,, 0 € Ag,, AC@,Y’:}fg(Oél, ag, 1) < €, which implies that

d(€e,m) = o0. If |2n—1| < e < max{n, 1 —_7]}, then ACy, 3¢, (1, a2,n) > € is achieved when —g(ay +

v) < a < —g(a1 =), which leads to 0(€,m) =inf  njedr asedr,: ACpa,(a1,02,m). I e <

-g(a1+y)<az<-g(a1-v)
|2n-1|, then ACy. 3¢,(a1,a2,n) > €is achieved when —g(a1+7) < ag < —g(a1—7) or (2n-1) (a2 +

g(a1 +7)) <0. Therefore, §(e,n) = iInfo e Az aneAryi-g(an+7)<as<-g(ar—) ACy 3, (a1, a0,m). B
or (2n-1)(az2+g(ai1+7v))<0

Note that in our setting, «; € [-1,1] and ae € [-G, G]. Therefore g(a;) + ag € [g(-1) -
G, g(1) + G, since g is continuous. Then,

{g(an) + aoraq € Ar 00 € Ag,y,—g(on +77) <aa < —g(ag —v)}
=[ i[nfl 1]g(al)—g(aﬁv), sup g(a1) —g(ar—v)],

are[-1, are[-1,1]

{g(an) + aoran € Ar, a0 € Agy, 00 < —g(a1 =)} = [9(-1) - G, S[Ulp ]g(al) -g(a1-v)],
Q1€ —1,1

{g(a1) +azian € Ap a2 € Ax,, a2 > —g(ar +7)} = [a El[l"ifl 1]9(041) - g(a1+7),9(1) +G].
(11)

Since ¢ is non-decreasing, we have g(a1) — g(a1 +v) < 0 and g(a1) — g(a1 — ) > 0 for any
ag € [-1,1]. Also, —g(aq) € [-9(1),-g(-1)] c [-G, G] . Therefore,

Oe{glar) +axas e Ar,, a0 € Ax,,—g(a1 +7) <aa < —g(a1 =)} . (12)

Theorem 10 Let g be a non-decreasing and continuous function such that g(1+v) < G and g(-1—
v) > —G. If a margin-based loss ¢:R — R is convex, then it is not H4-calibrated with respect to
L.

Proof Suppose that ¢ is pseudo-H,-calibrated with respect to £,. By Proposition 5, ¢ is pseudo-
Hg-calibrated with respect to £, if and only if its pseudo-calibration function é satisfies & (e) > 0 for
all e > 0, which leads to d(e,n) > 0 for all e >0 and 7 € [0, 1]. By lemma 29, take 1 = % we obtain

1
inf AC¢J{Q((11,O&2,5) >0

areAr, azeAr, —g(a1+y)<ae<-g(a1-7)

which is equivalent to

1 1
Co(ar, o, =) > inf C¢(a1,a27§). (13)

a1eAr, azeAx,—g(ar1+y)<az<-g(ai—y) 2 a1eAr a2eAr,

By the definition of inner risk,

Colan,az, ) = 56(g(ar) +a2) + Zo(-glan) - a2).
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Define ¢(ar, a0) = ¢(g(a1) + o) + ¢(—g(a1) — o). By Jensen’s inequality, ¢(0) < %(5(041, ag)
forall oy € Ap, a2 € Agp,.
Since Cy (v, oz, %) = %(b(al, a) and (12), we obtain

1 1
inf Colon,an, =) = inf Co(au1, a, 5) = ¢(0),

a1eAr ,a2eAr,i—g(ai+y)<ar<-g(a1—y) 2 a1edAF, ,a2eAx,

contradicting (13). Therefore, ¢ is not pseudo-J}{,-calibrated with respect to £,. By Corollary 7, ¢
is also not JH{-calibrated with respect to £.,. |

C.3. Proof of Theorem 16

Following the notations in Appendix C.2, we first give equivalent conditions of pseudo-calibration
based on inner risk of ¢ and J,.

Lemma 30 Given a non-decreasing and continuous function g such that g(1++) < G and g(-1 -
v) > =G. Let ¢ be a margin-based loss. Then ¢ is pseudo-H4-calibrated with respect to £ if and

only if

1 1
inf Co(ar, a0, =) > inf Co(a1, a0, =) ,and

a1€AF, oAz, 2 areAF, aaeAgr, 2
—-g(a1+y)<as<-g(o1—v)

1
Cy(ar,0,m) > inf Cy(a1,an,m) forallm € (5, 1],and

ar1eAF, azeAx, azs~g(a1—y a1eAr, a2eAr,
1
inf Cyo(a1, g > inf Colar, orallnel0,=).
areAy, e Ay anz—g(on+7) (f)( ) 777) oneAr, oneAr, d>( ’ 777)]( n [ ) 2)

Proof Let & be the pseudo-calibration function of (¢, £) for hypothesis sets H,. By Lemma 29,
d(e) = inf,c10,1] 5(e,n), where

+00 if € > max{n,1-n},
inf AC if 2n—-1|<e< 1-n},
_ aleA]‘_ililOKQEAfQZ ¢,g{g(a1,a2,n) ! | " | ¢ maX{n, 77}
5(6,77)= —g(an1+v)<az<—g(a1—y)
inf AC ,Qo, if e <|2n-1|.
aleAFﬁlaﬁAfQ: o3¢, (1, 02,m)  if e <[2n -1

—g(a1+v)<aas-g(a1-y)
or (2n-1)(az+g(ai1+v))<0

By Proposition 5, ¢ is pseudo-J,-calibrated with respect to £, if and only if its pseudo-calibration
function ¢ satisfies d(€) > 0 for all € > 0. This is equivalent to d(e,n) > 0 for all € > 0 and ) € [0,1].
Forn = %, we have

-, 1
5(6,5) >0 forall € >0

1 1 (14)
< inf Co(ar, a0, =) > inf Co(ar, 0, -).
a1eArF, ,azeAr, —g(a1+y)<az<-g(ar—y) 2 areAr a2eAr, 2
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For1>n> %,Wehave |27 — 1] = 2n -1, max{n,1 —n} =7, and

inf AC, K (051 (6% 77)
a1eAr a2eAr,i—g(ar1+y)<az<-g(ai—y) or (2n-1)(az+g(a1+7))<0 2 T

= inf ACy g, (a1, 02,m) -

oele.A}-l ,OCQEA]:QKXQS—Q(OQ—’Y)

Therefore, 5(e,n) > 0 forall e > 0 and 7 € %, 1] if and only if

inf Colar,an,mn) > inf Cyulaq,as, forne (i, 1]st.2n-1<e<n,
a1eAr a2 r,: ¢( 152 n) areAr, ¢( b n) K (2 ] K K
—g(a1+y)<az<—g(a1—v) azeAr,
inf Colaq,aa,m) > inf Co(ar, g, forne(3,1]st. e<2n-1,
a1€A]:1,a26A]:2: ¢( 12 7]) 0416./4_7:1,ozgeA]:2 ¢>( 12 77) n (2 ] € N
ag<—g(o1-7)

for all € > 0, which is equivalent to

inf Colar,an,n) > inf Cylay,« forne(L,1]st. e<n< <L
onedz, azeAp: ¢( 1, Q2 77) ez, ¢( 15 2777) n (2’ ] n P)
—g(a1+y)<az<—g(a1—v) azeAr,
inf Colar, o > inf Co(ay,a forne(:,1]st &L <
oneAz, areAry; ¢( 15 2777) onedr, azeA s, (]5( 1) 2777) n (27 ] 2 n,
az<-g(a1-7)
(15)

for all € > 0. We observe that

1 1 1
{776(571]6377<6; 7€>0}={§<77£1},and

1 1 1
{776(571] %ﬁﬁa€>0}={§<nsl},and

inf Cy(ar,a,m) > inf Cy(arr,a,m) forall 7.

a1eAr a2eAr,: aq E.Ay:1 ,agEA}-Q :aa<—g(a1—7)
-g(a1+v)<az2s-g(a1-v)

Therefore we reduce the above condition (15) as

1
inf Co(on,a2,m) > inf Cy(a1,n,m) foralln e (57 1]. (16)

oaleA].-l 70426./4]:2:042§—g(041—’y) a1eAF a2eAr,
For%>7720,wehave [2n—1] =1 -2n, max{n,1 -n} =1-n, and

inf AC, K (041 (6% 77)
areAr a2eAr,i—g(ar1+y)<az<-g(ai—y) or (2n-1)(az+g(a1+v))<0 ¢t Y

= inf AngJ{g(al,ag,n) .

0416./4]:1 ,OZQEA]—‘250622—9(061+’Y)

Therefore, 5(e,n) > 0 for all € > 0 and 7 € [0, %) if and only if

inf Colai,an,mn) > inf Cyulaq,as, forne[0,)st.1-2n<e<l-
e, s(a1,a2,m) i s(a1,a2,n) nel0,3) n n
-g(a1+7y)<as<—g(ai—y) azeAr,
inf Co(ar,an,n) > inf Co (a1, a, forne[0,1)st e<1-2n,
0416./4_7:1,0126./4]:2: d)( ! 2 77) 0416./4]:1,0426./4_7:2 ¢( ! 2 Tl) 77 [ 2) ¢ 77

a2=g(on+y)
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for all € > 0, which is equivalent to

inf C¢(a1,a2,n)> 1nf Cy(o,a2,m) fornel0 ,2)st <f<n<l—g
a1eAr a2 x,: AF,
-g(o1+y)<az<-g(a1—y) 012@4?2
f Co(on,an,m) > inf Colan,an,m) fornel0,1) st n<ik,
aleA;{lm . o(a1, aa,m) wedr e, p(ar,az,m) fornel0,5)st.n< 5
az>-g(ai+y)
(17)
for all € > 0. We observe that
1.1- 1
nel0,=) ¢ -€,e>0 :{O§n<—},and
2 2
1 - 1
{ne[,§ S—E,e>0}:{0£n<§},and
inf Colar,a9,m) > inf Cs(aq,aa,m) forall n.
a1€AF, a2eAxR,: d)( 1 e 77) ajeAr, ,OzQEA}‘Q:QQZ*g(a1+’y) ¢( ez 77) "
-g(a1+y)<az<-g(a1-v)
Therefore we reduce the above condition (17) as
1
inf Cyolar,an,m) > inf Co(aq,a9,m) forallne[0,=). (18
a1eAr a2eAx,ao2-g(a1+y) ¢( 12 7]) a1€AF ,a2eAx, ¢( e 77) K [ 2) (18)
To sum up, by (14), (16) and (18), we conclude the proof. |

Define A = supq,1,1)9(e1) - g(e1 - 7) and A = infy, 111 9(1) - g(az + 7). Since g
is non-decreasing, we have A > 0 and A < 0. Note the inner risk Cy(a1, o2,n) only depends on
t:= g(aq) + ao and 1. Therefore, we can rewrite the inner risk and pseudo-minimal inner risk of ¢
as

Co(t,n) =md(t) + (L -n)d(-t), Cgg,(n) = D) Gsth(l) L Cotsm),

By (11), Lemma 30 is equivalent to Lemma 31.

Lemma 31 Given a non-decreasing and continuous function g such that g(1+~) < G and g(-1 -
v) > =G. Let ¢ be a margin-based loss. Then ¢ is pseudo-34-calibrated with respect to L., if and
only if
inf Cy(t, = inf
A<t<A 27 g(-1)-Gstgg(1)+G

1
inf Cy(t,n) > inf Co(t,n) forallme (=,1],and
g(-1)-G<t<A qS( T]) g(-1)-G<t<g(1)+G d)( 77)f n (2 ]

1
inf  Cy(t inf Cy(t Ilnel0,=).
Aﬁtﬁlgn(lﬁG o(t:m) >g(71)7é2tsg(1)+G s(tim) foratln €| ’2)

1
Cy(t, 5) ,and

Lemma 32 concludes some results that will be useful in the proof of Theorem 16.

Lemma 32 Let ¢ be a margin-based loss. If ¢ is bounded, continuous, non-increasing, quasi-
concave even, and assume ¢(g(-1) - G) > ¢(G - g(-1)), g(-1) + g(1) > O, then
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1. the inner ¢-risk C4(t,n) is quasi-concave in t € R for all n € [0, 1].

2. ¢(t) + ¢(-t) is non-increasing in t when t > 0.

3. forl,u e R(I <u), infyep ) Co(t,m) = min{C¢(l,n),C¢(u, n)}for allne[0,1].
4. foralln e %, 1], C4(t,n) is non-increasing in t when t > 0.

5. forallne (3,1], Co(g(-1) - G,n) > C4(g(1) + G,n).

6. foralln € |0, %) Cy(t,n) is non-decreasing in't when t < 0.

7. foralln €[0,3), Cs(9(=1)~G,n) < Cy(9(1)+G,n) if and only if $(G~g(~1))+¢(g(~1)~
G) =d(g(1) + G) + ¢(-g(1) - G).

Proof Part 1,2,4 of Lemma 32 are stated in Lemma 13 of (Bao et al., 2020). Part 3 is a corollary of

Part 1 by the characterization of continuous and quasi-convex functions in (Boyd and Vandenberghe,

2014).
Consider Part 5. Forn € (3,1],

Cs(g(-1) - G,n) - Cy(g(1) + G, n)

>Cy(9(-1) - G,n) - Cy(G - g(-1),7m) (Part 4 of Lemma 32)
=(2n-1)(o(9(-1) - G) - ¢(G - g(-1)))
>0.

Consider Part 6. For 7 € [0, %), and a1, g < 0. Suppose that o < g, then

¢(a1) - ¢(-a1) - ¢p(az) + ¢(-a2)
2¢(az) - ¢(~a2) - ¢(a2) + d(~az2)
-0,

since ¢ is non-increasing.
By Part 2 of Lemma 32, ¢(t) + ¢(—t) is non-decreasing in ¢t when ¢ < 0.
Therefore, for 7 € [0, %),

Cy(a1,m) = Cy(az,mn)
=(d(a1) = p(~a1) = p(a2) + d(—az2))n + ¢(~a1) — d(~az)

<(8(e1) - d(-an) - d(a2) + o(-a2))5 + H(-a1) - 9(-a2)
=2 (8lar) + 6(-a1) - 9(az) - 9(-a2))
<0.

Consider Part 7. Since ¢ is non-increasing, we have

9(9(-1) = G) - ¢(G - g(-1)) + #(-g(1) - G) - ¢(9(1) + G)
2¢(g(-1) - G) - d(G - g(-1)) + ¢(9(1) + G) - (g(1) + G)
=¢(g(-1) - G) - ¢(G - g(-1))
>0.
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«<=: Suppose ¢(G - g(-1)) + ¢(g(-1) - G) = ¢(g(1) + G) + ¢(-g(1) - G), then for n € [0, 3),

Cs(g(-1) = G,n) -Cy(g(1) + G,n)
=(¢(9(-1) - G) = (G - g(-1)) + ¢(-g(1) - G) = #(g(1) + G))n
+¢(G-g(-1)) - d(-g(1) - G)
1

(B9(-1) - ) - 6(G - g(-1)) + 6(=4(1) - G) ~(s(1) + B)) 5
+6(G - g(-1)) - 9(-9(1) - G)
= (6(G - g(-1)) + 6(9(-1) - &) - 6(9(1) + G) - 6(-9(1) - B))
=0.
== Suppose Cy(g(~1) - G, 1) < Cy(g(1) + G,n) for n € [0, 5), then

Co(g(-1) = G,n) = Cy(9(1) + G,1m)
=(¢(9(-1) = G) = ¢(G - g(-1)) + ¢(=9(1) - G) = (g(1) + G))n
+¢(G-g(-1)) - d(-g(1) - G)
<0

for n € [0, %) By taking n — %, we have

%(ﬂﬁ(G —9(=1)) +¢(9(-1) - G) - o(9(1) + G) - o(-9(1) - G))

=(0(9(-1) - G) = (G - g(-1)) + ¢(-9(1) - G) - o(9(1) + G))%
+ (G -g(-1)) - d(-9(1) - G)
<0.

By Part 2 of Lemma 32, we have

(G -g(-1)) +d(9(-1) - G) - (9(1) + G) - p(-9(1) - G)
2(9(1) +G) +¢(-g(1) - G) = ¢(9(1) + G) - o(-g(1) - G)
=0.
Therefore, we obtain ¢(G - g(-1)) + ¢(g(-1) - G) — ¢(g(1) + G) — ¢(-g(1) — G) = 0, namely
(G -g(-1)) +d(9(-1) - G) = ¢(9(1) + G) + &(-9(1) - G). =

Theorem 16 Let g be a non-decreasing and continuous function such that g(1++) < G and g(-1-
v) > =G for some G > 0. Let a margin-based loss ¢ be bounded, continuous, non-increasing, and
quasi-concave even. Assume that p(g(-1) — G) > ¢(G — g(-1)) and g(-1) + g(1) > 0. Then ¢ is
pseudo-H 4-calibrated with respect to (., if and only if
(G -g(-1)) +d(g(-1) - G) = ¢(9(1) + G) + ¢(-9(1) - G)
and min{g(A) + 6(-2), 6(4) + 6(-A)} > 6(G - g(-1)) + blg(-1) - G),

where A = sup,,, (-1.19(c1) — g(a1 =) and A = inf,, 117 9(1) — g(a1 +7).
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Proof By Lemma 31, ¢ is pseudo-J{,-calibrated with respect to £, if and only if

1
f Cy(t,=)> inf Cy(t,=),and
A1<rtl<A (b( ) (—1)—52t§g(1)+G ¢( 2)

1
inf  Cy(t,n) > inf Cy(t,m) forallnpe(=,1],and
g(-1)-G<t<A ¢( n) g(~1)-G<t<g(1)+G ¢( 1) n (2 ]

1
inf  Cy(t inf Cy(t,n) for all 0,-).
Agt£&1)+c o ’n)>g(_1)-012t5g(1)+0 o(t,n) forall € | ’2)

Suppose that ¢ is pseudo-J,-calibrated with respect to £-. Since for 7 € [0, %),

Ast;;l(fl)+GC¢(t’ 1) =min{Cy(4,7),Cs(g(1) + G,n)} (Part 3 of Lemma 32)

g(fl)fégtfgg(l)Jchd)(t’ n) =min{Cy(g(-1) - G,n),Cs(g(1) + G,n)}, (Part3 of Lemma 32)

we have Cy(g(-1) -G, n) < Cy(g(1) + G, n), otherwise inf 4<;<g(1)+c Co(t,m) < Cy(g(1) +G,1n) =
infy(_1)-Ger<g(1)+a Co(t,m). By Part 7 of Lemma 32, ¢(G - g(-1)) + ¢(g9(-1) - G) = ¢(g(1) +
G) +o(-9(1) - G).

Also,

lmmw(z) +6(=A),6(4) + ¢(-4)}

= inf Cu(t, —) (Part 3 of Lemma 32)
A<t<A
1
nf .Gl Lemma 31
>g(—1)—G12t§g(l)+G ¢( ’2) (Lemma 31)

= min{9(G - g(-1)) + 6(g(-1) - G),6(9(1) + G) + 6(~9(1) ~ G)} ~ (Part 3 of Lemma 32)

= (B(G - g(-1)) + 6(9(-1) - ©))

Now for the other direction, assume that $(G-g(-1))+¢(g(-1)-G) = ¢(g9(1)+G)+¢(-g(1)-
G) and min{$(A) + o), 6(4) + 6(-A)} > (G - g(~1)) + 6(g(~1) - G). Similarly,

inf Cy(t, —)
A<t<A

- L nin{(@) + (- A), 6(A) + 6(-A))

>2(0(G - g(-1) + 6(9(-1) - )

= min{p(G - g(-1) + 6(g(-1) - ©), 6(9(1) + G) + (-9 (1) - G))
Co(t, —)

( 1)- G<t<g(1)+G
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Forn € %, 1],

inf _ Cy(t,n) =min{Cs(g(-1) - G,n),Cs(A,n)} (Part 3 of Lemma 32)
g(~1)-G<t<A

g(—l)—Gugltfgg(l)+GC¢(t7n) =min{Cy(g(-1) - G,n),Cs(g(1) + G,n)} (Part3 of Lemma 32)

=Cy(g(1) +G,n) (Part 5 of Lemma 32)

Since ¢ is non-increasing, we have

¢(=9(1) - G) = ¢(g(1) + G) + ¢(A) - (- A)
2¢(=9(1) = G) = d(g9(1) + G) + ¢(9(1) + G) = ¢(-9(1) - &)
=0.
Then for 7 € %, 1],

Co(A, 1) - Cy(g(1) + G, )
=(¢(A) - p(-A) + p(-g(1) - G) - p(g(1) + G))n + ¢(-A) - p(-g(1) - G)

>(¢(A) - d(-A) + ¢(-g(1) - G) - d(g(1) + G))% +¢(-A) - p(-9(1) - G)

=5 (O(A) + 6(-7) - (-(1) - G) - 6(9(1) + ©))
>0.

Again, by Part 5 of Lemma 32, for all ) € (3, 1], C»(g(-1) - G, 1) - C4(g(1) + G,n) > 0.
As aresult, for 7 € (%, 1]

inf Cy(t,m) — inf Cs(t,
g(-1)-G<t<A (b( n) g(-1)-G<t<g(1)+G ¢( 77)

=min{Cys(g(-1) - G,n) = C4(g(1) + G,1),Co(A, 1) - Co(g(1) + G,n)}
>0.

Finally, for 7 € [0, %), by Part 7 of Lemma 32, we have Cy(g(-1) - G,n) < C4(g(1) + G, n)
and

inf £ ) = mi A 1 Part 3 of L 32
Agt;&1)+GC¢(,n) min{C4(A,7),Cs(g(1) + G, n)} (Part 3 of Lemma 32)

g(—l)—é?tfsg(l)+GC¢(t7n) =min{Cy(g(-1) - G,n),Cs(g(1) + G,n)} (Part3 of Lemma 32)

=Cy(9(-1) - G,n).
Since ¢p(A) + d(-A) > (G — g(-1)) + ¢(g(-1) — G) and ¢ is non-increasing, we have

(G -g(-1)) - d(g(-1) - G) + ¢(4) - (-4)
=p(G -g(-1)) = o(-4) + 6(4) - ¢(9(-1) - G)
<p(4) - ¢(g9(-1) - G) + ¢(A) - 9(9(-1) - &)
=2(¢(4) - o(9(-1) - G))
<0.
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Then forn € [0, 3),
Col(A,n) ~Col9(-1) = Go)
~(6(4) ~ 6(~4) + H(G - 9(-1)) - H(g(~1) ~ O))n + 6(~4) - H(G - g(~1)
2(8(4) - (-4) + (G - 9(-1)) = (g(-1) = B)) 5 + 6(~4) (G - 4(-1))
= (9(4) + 6(-4) - 9(g(-1) - @) - 6(G - g(-1)))
>0.

Therefore,

1
inf t inf t,m) for all 4
Aﬁtﬁlél(l)+GC¢( 777) g g(—l)—égtsy(lﬂGCqb( 777) orallm € [07 2)

C.4. Proof of Theorem 12

We first characterize the pseudo-calibration function of losses (¢, ¢~) given a hypothesis set J{.

Lemma 33 Given a hypothesis set H. Assume for any x € X, there exists f € H such that
inf |y _x<y f(X') > 0, and f € H such that sup|w_x|<y f(X") < 0. For a surrogate loss {, the

pseudo-calibration function of losses (€, () is 6(e) = inf;e0,1] 5(e,m), where

+00 if e > max{n,1-n},
< inf Acé,ﬂf(faxan) lf|277_1| <6SH1&X{7’],1—77},
5(6777) = feH,xeX: M(f,x,7)<0<M(f,x,7)
inf Ace,ﬂ(f,Xﬂ?) ife< |277 - 1|7

fet,xeX: M(fx,v)<0<M(f,x,7) or (2n-1)(M(f.x,7))<0

and M(f7 X, 7) = infx’:”x—x’Hs'y f(X’)’ M(f, X, 7) = SUDyr: | x—x'|| <y f(xl)'
Proof Let

M(fxy)= il f(x).

" x| <y

and
M(f,X,’Y)ZZ— in _f(X’)
X/t x=x'[| <y

- s ().

< x-x/| <y

The inner /. -risk is

Co, (f,%,m) = s pxyy<0y + (1= U)]l{ﬁ(f,xﬁ)zo}

1 it M(f,x,7)<0<M(f,%,7),
=< if M(f,x,7) <0,
1_77 1fM(f7X77)>O
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Since J{ satisfies the condition that for any x € X, there exists f € 3 such that M(f,x,~) > 0, and
f € 3 such that M (f,x,v) <0, the pseudo-minimal inner £.,-risk is
Ci gc(n) =min{n, 1 -n}.

Then, it can be computed that

max{n?]'_n} lfM(f,X,’}/) SOSM(faX77)7

AC X, 1) = M
rdlem { 120 = UL op-1yua(rxonso i M(f,x,7) > 0or M(f,x,7) <0.

By definition, for a fixed n € [0, 1],

5(67 77) = feﬂifniex{Acg’:H(fjx’ 77) | Acé-\,,f}((fvxv 77) 2 6}

If € > max{n, 1 -n}, then forall f € 3(,x € X, ACy, 5¢(f,x,n) < ¢, which implies that 5(e,n) = oo.
If 2 - 1| < € < max{n,1-n}, then AC; 5c(f,x,m) > € is achieved when M (f,x,7) < 0 <
M( f,x,~), which leads to d(e,n) = inf p g cenc M(fx7)<0STT(f%,7) ACpgc(f,x,m). If e <2n-1],
then ACy, 5¢(f,x,n) > €is achieved when M (f,x,v) <0< M(f,x,7) or (2n-1)(M(f,x,7)) <
0. Therefore, 0(€,m) =inf pege e na(x.7)0<W(x9) or (20-1) (13 )20 ACeelfyxom). W

Theorem 12 Let H be a hypothesis set containing 0. Assume that for any x € X, there ex-
ists f € 3 such that inf|sr_y|<y f(X') > 0, and f € I such that sup|y_yj<y f(X') < 0. Ifa

margin-based loss ¢ is convex and non-increasing, then the surrogate loss defined by c;~5( fix,y) =
SUPyr:|x—x | <y P(Yf (X)) is not H-calibrated with respect to L.,.

Proof Suppose that b is pseudo-J{-calibrated with respect to /.. By Proposition 5, b is pseudo-J(-
calibrated with respect to £, if and only if its pseudo-calibration function ¢ satisfies o (¢) > 0 for all
e > 0, which leads to 6(e,n) > 0 for all e > 0 and n € [0, 1]. By Lemma 33, take 7 = % we obtain

1
inf AC(Z)J{(f,X,—)>07
FeHxeX: M(fx))<O<M(fxpy) 2

which is equivalent to

1 1
inf C:(f,x,=)> inf C:(f,x,=), 19)
Fed,xeX: M(f,x,7)<0<M(f,x,7) ¢(f 2) fedtxeX ¢(f 2) (

where M (f,%,7) = infyrjx_xr<y F(X'), M(f,X,7) = SUPyrijx—xs|<y F(X). As shown by Awasthi
et al. (2020), ¢ has the equivalent form

é(fax,y)=¢( inf (yf(X')))-

I’ —x||<y

By the definition of inner risk,

C3f %) = 5 (BL(f 7)) + 6(-TT(fx.7))). 0)
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Since ¢ is convex, by Jensen’s inequality,

C3(fx.5) 2 0 (3MU(f.x.7) - ST (Fxm)) = 05 AL(Fox.) = M (£x,7)) ) 2 6(0),

where the last inequality used the fact that
1 _
§(M(faxaf)/) - M(fv’%’Y)) <0

and ¢ is non-increasing. For f = 0, we have M (f,x,~) = M(f,x,v) = 0 and by (20),
1 1
C3(f. % 3) = 5(6(0) + 9(0)) = 6(0).

Furthermore, when M (f,x,v) = M(f,x,v) =0, M(f,x,7) <0< M(f,x,7) is satisfied. There-
fore, we obtain

inf C(;)(f,x,%): 1nf C¢(f,x ) »(0),

FeH xeX: M(f,x,v)<0<M(fx,7)

where the minimum can be achieved by f = 0, contradicting (19). Therefore,  is not pseudo-J-
calibrated with respect to /.. By Corollary 7, ¢ is not H-calibrated with respect to £.,. |

C.5. Proof of Theorem 20

As with the Proof of Theorem 16, we first give the equivalent conditions of pseudo-calibration based
on inner risk of ¢ and Hyn.

Lemma 34 Given a hypothesis set H. Assume for any x € X, there exists f € H such that
inf |y _x|<y f(X") > 0, and f € H such that supyr|x_xr|<y f(X) < 0. Let € be a surrogate loss
function. Then { is pseudo-H -calibrated with respect to ., if and only if

inf Co(f,x, )> 1nf Cg(f,X ) and
feH,xeX: M(f,x,7)<0<M (f,%,7)

1
inf C > inf C 1 -1 d
feﬂ'f,xex:lnM(f,xn/)SO é(f) X, 77) fef}'%}xex é(fv X, 77)f0’” aimn e ( 9’ ] , an

1
inf Co(f,x,m)> inf Cyu(f,x,n)forallne[0,=).
FeH,xeX: M(f,x,7)=0 FeH,xeX 2

where M(fv X, 7) = infx’:”x—x’”ﬁw f(X,)’ M(fa X, 7) = SUPx’:||x—x'|| <y f(xl)‘

Proof Let § be the pseudo-calibration function of (¢, ¢, ) for the hypothesis set H{. By Lemma 33,
d(€) = inf, 0,1 (¢, m), where

+00 if € > max{n, 1 -n},
= inf ACyac(f,x,m) if |2 - 1] < e <max{n, 1 - n},
5(6777) = feH,xeX: M(f,x,7)<0<M(f,x,7)
inf ACpsc(f,x,m) ife<|2n-1].

fedtxeds M(fx,7)<0<M(fx7) or (2n-1)(M(fx,7))<0
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By Proposition 5, £ is pseudo-JH{-calibrated with respect to ¢, if and only if its pseudo-calibration
function ¢ satisfies d(€) > 0 for all € > 0. This is equivalent to 5(e,n) > 0 for all € > 0 and ) € [0,1].
Forn = %, we have

_ 1 1 1
d(e,=)>0foralle >0 < inf Co(f,x,=)> inf Ci(f,x,=). (21)
2 FEHxeX: M(f.x,7)<0<TI(fx,7) 27" fedtxex 2
For1>n> %, we have 2 — 1| = 2n - 1, max{n,1 - n} = n, and
__inf ACpg¢(f,x,m)
ng‘f,xE:x: M(f,X,V)SOSM(f,X,"{) or (Qn_l)(M(fvx’V))SO
= inf AC ,X, M) .
FETtxeX: M(fx,7)<0 ea(f>xm)
Therefore, 6(e,n) >0 forall e >0 and 7 € %, 1] if and only if
inf Co(f,x,m)> inf _Cy(f,x,n) forallme (,1]suchthat2n—1<e<n,
fed,xeX: M(f,x,v)<0<M (f,x,7) fed,xeX
. . 1 _
feﬂ)xeler&f(f’xﬁ)go(}g(f, x,1m) > fe}lcr}afcexce(f’ X,1) for all n € (5,1] such that e < 2n -1,
for all € > 0, which is equivalent to
inf Co(fyx,m)> inf Co(f,x,n) forallne(%,l] suchthate$77<%7
fed,xeX: M(f,x,v)<0<M (f,x,7) fedH,xeX
i i 1 el
fef]‘(,xeDC:lan(f,x,'y)Soce(f’ x,1) > fegl{l})f;eng(f, x,1) for all ) € (5, 1] such that <= <7,
(22)
for all € > 0. We observe that
1 e+1 1
e(=,1]fe<n< ,e>0p=9=<n<1;, and
{n(Q,]en 5 € }{277 }
1 +1 1
{ne(g,l]l%§n,6>0}:{§ <77§1} , and
inf Co(f,x,m) > inf Co(f,x,n) foralln.
FeH,xeX: M(f,x,7)<0<M (fx,7) ( ) fed,xeX: M(fx,7)<0 ( )
Therefore we reduce the above condition (22) as
1
inf Co(f,x,n)> inf Cu(f,x,n)forallne(=,1]. 23
FeIx<X: M(f7)<0 eld:xm) Jeimex e(f:,1) ne (51l @)
For%>7720,wehave [2n—1] =1 - 21, max{n,1-n} =1-n, and
_inf ACp3¢(f,%x,m)
feg{:xex: M(f,x,'y)SOSM(f,x,'y) or (zﬁfl)(M(ﬂXﬁ))SO
= inf ACy 5 (f,x,m).
FEIxeX: M (f,x,7)20
Therefore, 5(e,n) > 0 for all e > 0 and n € [0, 3) if and only if
inf Ce(f,x,m)> inf _Cu(f,x,n) forallne[0,3)suchthatl-2n<e<1-n,
FedH,xeX: M(f,x,v)<0<M (f,x,7) JeH xeX
inf Co(f,x,m)> inf  Ce(f,x,7m) forall n € [O,%) such that e < 1 - 27,
feH,xeX: M(f,x,v)=0 feFH ,xeX
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for all € > 0, which is equivalent to

inf Co(f,x,m)> inf _Cu(f,x,n) forallne[0,3)suchthat L3¢ <n<1-¢,
Fed(,xeX: M(f,x,7)<0<M (f,%,7) fedxeX
inf Co(f,x,m)> inf  Co(f,x,7m) for all iy € [0, %) such that n < %,
FedH ,xeX: M(f,x,7)>0 feFH,xeX
(24)
for all e > 0. We observe that
1.]1- 1
{ne[o,i) 26 <77§1—e,e>0}={0£77<§} , and
1 1- 1
{ne[o,i) ngTE,e>0}:{03n<§} , and
inf Co(f,x,m) 2 inf Co(f,x,m) forall n.
Je3,xed: M(f,x,7)<0<M (f,x,7) fed,xeXs M(f,x,7)>0
Therefore we reduce the above condition (24) as
1
inf Co(f,x,m)> inf Cu(f,x,n)forallnel0,=). (25)
feT,xeX: M(f,x,7)=0 JedxeX 2
To sum up, by (21), (23) and (25), we conclude the proof. |

Theorem 20 Consider p-margin loss ¢,(t) = min{l,maX{O, 1- %}},p >0. If AW(1-7) 2 p,

then the surrogate loss ¢,(f,%,y) = SUDyr:|x—x'| <y Do (yf (X)) is pseudo-F(xn-calibrated with
respect to {.,.

Proof By Lemma 34, q~5p is pseudo-HnN-calibrated with respect to £, if and only if

1 1
inf C: (f,x,=)> inf C-; (f,x,=),and
feF,xeX: M(fx,v)<0<M(f,x,7) ¢"( 2 ) fed,xeX ¢p( 2 )

1
i . inf C- forall ¢ (=,1],and
fertxetinn gz e (X > nE Ca (f,3,m) forally € (5, 1] an

1
inf C; (f,x,m)> inf C; (f,x,n)forallne[0,-).
fG?(%XEx: M(f7x77)20 ¢/J (f n) fE}C,XE:X: ¢p (f 77) n [ 2 )

where M (f,x,7) = infyrjx—x/|<y f(X'), M(f,x,7) = SUDyr:|x—x/|<y J (X'). As shown by Awasthi
et al. (2020), ¢, has the equivalent form

x| x-x/| <y

cgp(f,X,y) = ¢p( , inf (yf(xl))) .

The inner ¢,-risk is

Cj)p(.ﬂ Xﬂ?) = n(ﬁp(M(vav’Y)) + (1 - n)(ﬁp(_M(faXv’Y)) .

Next we analyze three cases:
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* When 7y = % since ¢,, is non-increasing,

inf C¢~)
feH,xeX: M(fx,7)<O<M(f,x,7)

1
(f,X,§)

o

1
= inf -
FeH xeX: M(fx,7)<0<M (f,x,7) 2

> 505(0) + 56,(0) = 4, (0) = 1.

¢P(M(fﬂX57)) + %QSP(_M(]C)X”Y))

Take f = 0 € Hxn, then M(f,x,7) = M(f,x,7) =0, C¢3p(fax>%) = 16,(0) + 16,(0) =
¢,(0) = 1. Therefore

1
inf C; (fix,5)=1.
Jet xel: M(fx)<0M (fxy) 7 2

Let x € X such that x| = 1, w; = Wx, u; = 2, j=1,...,n. Then forany s € {s: s < 1},
wj - (x+78) = W(x-x+7y(x-s)) > W(|x|* - ~[x[[s]) > W(1 -+~) > 0. Therefore, we
obtain M (f,x,7) = infg<; X7q uj (Wj - (x+78)), > AW(1 -v) >0and -M(f,x,7) <
~M(f,x,7) <0.ThenC; (f,x.5) = 56p(M(f,%,7))+56,(-M(f,%x,7)) < 5xdp(AW (1~
v)) + % x 1 < 1. Therefore

1.1 1 1
inf C: (f,x,=)<=¢d,(AW(1-y))+=<1= inf C: (f,x,=).
pebine G U6 5) < 5@ (AW (17045 FEFCXEX: M(fx7)<OSTI(f%,7) 3% 3)

(26)
* When 7 € (3, 1], since ¢,, is non-increasing and —M ( f,x,7) < -M(f,x,7),

inf -
fEH’xex’lnM(f,xn)go C% (f,%,m)
rertee MO0 x,7)) + (L= (=M (f:%,7)

= feg{’xex}&f( fy< ndp(M(f,%x,7)) + (1= n)p(-M(f,%x,7))

+ (1 - n)(¢p(_M(f7Xa7)) - QSP(_M(vaer)))

B f€9{7x63(::i&f(f,x;y)50 nd)p(M(f, X, 7)) + (]‘ - n)¢ﬂ(_M(f7 X, ’Y))

2.

Let x € X such that x| = 1, w; = Wx, u; = 2, j=1,...,n. Then forany s € {s: s < 1},
wi-(x+7s) =W(x-x+7y(x-8)) > W(HxHéL—fnyH Is|) > W(1-~)>0. Since AW (1 -
v) > p, we obtain M(f,x,7v) = infjg<; X7 uj (w;-(x+7s)), > AW(1-7) > p and
_M(faxaf}/) < _M(faxaﬁ}/) <=p. Then

C;, (. x,0) =ndp(M(f,%,7)) + (L =)y (-M(f,x,7)) =0 x 0+ (1=n) x1=1-1.

Therefore

inf C- <l-n<n< inf c . 27
G (fxm s on<ns o e Ca M) @7)
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* When 7 € [0, %) since ¢, is non-increasing and M ( f,x,v) < M(f,x,7),

inf Cs, (f.x,m)
fedH,xeX: M(fx,y)=0 ~°
= inf n6p(M(f,%,7)) + (1 =1)p,(~M(f,%,7))

FeHxeX: M(fx,7)20

= inf n(ﬁp(M(vav’Y))'F(l_n)ép(_ﬁ(faxvv)) +n(¢p(M(f7X77))_(bp(M(faXafY)))

FeFt xeX: M (f,x,7)20

2 lgf nép(M(fvxva)) +(1_n)¢p(_M(fax77))
feH,xeX: M(f,x,v)>0
>1-n.
Let x € X such that |[x| =1, w; = Wx, u; = —%,j =1,...,n. Then for any s € {s:|s| < 1},

Wi (x+75) = Wx-x+0x-5)) 2 W|? - A[x[s]) > W(1-~) > 0. Since
AW (1-7) 2 p, we obtain M (f,x,7) = supjgj<1 Xj-1 1 (Wj - (x+78)), < AW (1-7) <
—p and M(f,x,y) < M(f,x,7) < -p. Then C; (f,x,n) = ndp(M(f,x,7)) + (1 -
M ¢p(~M (f,x,7)) =nx 1+ (1-mn)x0 =n. Therefore

inf  C; (f,x,m)<n<1l-n< inf C: (f,x,n). (28)
JeI,xeX d’f’(f m < 7 FeH,xeX: M(f,x,7)20 ‘b"(f "
To sum up, by (26), (27) and (28), we conclude the proof. |

C.6. Proof of Theorem 22

Theorem 22 No continuous margin-based loss function ¢ is Hyy,-consistent with respect to (..

Proof Let x follow the uniform distribution on the unit circle. Denote x = (cos(6),sin(0))7,0 €
[0,27) and f(x) = w-x, w = (cos(t),sin(t))",t € [0,27), f € Hyn = {x > w-x | [[w]2=1}. We
set the label of a point x as follows: if § € (o, 7), where o € (0, ), then set y = —1 with probability
% and y = 1 with probability i; if0 € (0,0) or (0 +m,27), thensety = 1;if 6 € (7,0 + ), then
sety =—1.

Let : X — [0, 1] be a measurable function such that n(X) =P(Y =1 | X). For /,(7) = 1<,
we want to solve

R}, 6, = min R, (£) = min Ex[6,(F(0)n+ 6 (- ()1 =),

Let :© — [0,1] be a measurable function such that " = P(Y = 1|0), © ~ U(0,27). In our
example, we have

Oe(o,m),
0e(0,0) orfe(o+m,2m),

Oe(mo+m).

3
~
I
O = e

Therefore we obtain

R} ot = i Eo[Ly(cos(6 1) + £;(~cos(6 - ) (1 -]
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-1 in [ iév(cos(ﬁ—t))+Zﬂv(—cos(ﬁ—t))d6+fg:r€q,(cos(0—t))d0

27 te[0,27)

+[:7 0,(~cos(6 1)) db
_ L min LW iEW(COS(Q—t))+267(—008(0—t))d9+ﬂo Ly (cos(8—1t))do

27 te[0,27) -7

+f0067(cos(9—t))d9+_[Oafv(cos(e—t))de
_ L i [ iﬁy(cos(H—t))d9+fUOw %Ev(cos(H—t))d9+fgow&,(cos(0—t))d0

27 te[0,27)

+f002€,y(cos(0—t))d0

1 . T 1 0 7 o
o i [T Sy are [° T o=y aos [ Te (cos(o-0))
o1
+]0 S (cos(0-1)) db
1 . T 1 o7
= 5mmin [T (cos(0-0) b+ [ 26 (cos(9-1)) db 29)
Lo /”z (cos(0-1))do+ [ T (—cos(—t+0)) b
= — min - _ e t+o
2m tefo,2r) Jo 4 0o 47
L. mt] 7
=5 te%g;) / —EW(COS(Q)) do + ZEW(—COS(H +0))do
. Tt 1 7
- %ter[%g:r) [t 4]1C05(9)<7 + 4]1—cos(0+o)<7 de .

Take 7 = cos(5) € (0,1). For o € (0, 5], we analyze six cases:

* When —t € [—3—",—%],

mt ] 7
[ ]lcos(6')<fy + 4]]-—cos(€+cr)<'y do

— Tt
:f l+Zal0+f2—d6? / —+—d9+f 1d9
-t 4 4 -324n 4

2
:27T——30+Zt227r—20
8 4

where the equality is achieved when t = 3.

* When -t € [-5, 3],

Tt 1 7
[ 4 Cos(9)<’y + 41]‘—COS(9+0')<’}/ do

-t

o _3o, 77+ m—t
=/2—d«9+ : —+—d0 / 1 f 1+Zdt9
-t 4 Z 3£’+7r 4 -3+ 4 4

where the equality is achieved when t = &
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« When —t € [$,-3Z + 7],

Tt 1 7
[t 4 cos(6)<'y + 41—cos(0+a)<'y o

_i+ﬂ- Tt
=f 1 —d9 f —d f LT
t 3‘7 +r 4 4

-5+ ] Tt 1 7
= —df —+-—df
-t 4 -2+r 4 4
T 7 7 7
=—+—0-—-t22r--0
4 8 4
where the equality is achieved when ¢ = 37” -

* When ~t e [-F +m, G +m],

Tt ]_ 7
[t 4 cos(9)<'y + 4]1—(:05(9+0')<'y o

—5+27r 1 Tt
- [ LT L7
41 zond

where the equality is achieved when ¢ = -3 — .

* When ~t €[5 +7, -3 5 +27],

-t ] 7
f lcos(9)<'y + 4]]'—COS(0+O')<’y do

-t 4
-Z427 2427 m—t
=[2 Lo Tans [ zd0+f L
—t 4 4 —%+27‘r4 §+27r4 4
=2r——0.
4

Similarly for o € [, 7), we analyze six cases:

* When —t ¢ [—7,5 -7,

=t ] 7
/ ]lcos(9)<~{ + 4]]-—COS(9+0')<'y do

-t 4
_11 _370_'_71-
—f 21T f R
-t 4 4 -2 4
7 11 15 15
=—T-—0+22>2—7—-—0
4 4

where the equality is achieved when t = m - .
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* When ~te[§ -7, -5],

m—t 1 7
/:t ZHCOS(G)SV + Zﬂ—cos(9+0')§’y do
5

1 7 ~m 7 Tt ]
=f -+—d9+f : —d9+f a6
-+ 4 4 -2 4 g 4
23 7
=2r——o+-t>227r-20
8 4
where the equality is achieved when ¢ = Z.

* When -t € [-F, —37" +7],

Tt ] 7
[t Zl]lcos(G)S'y + Z]l—cos(9+a)§'y do

—39,4n -Z+7m ] Tt ]
=/ 2 Zd9+f g —d9+f LT
—t 4 g 4 -2+ 4 4
1 1
=27T——50——t2271’—20'
8 4

a

where the equality is achieved when ¢ = 5.

« When —t € [-32 + 7, ],

Tt ] 7
f _1005(9)9/ + _]]'*COS(Q‘FG')S’\/ d

-t 4 4

-Z+7m 1 A |
=[ ’ —d0+f —+Zd9
g 4 -2+ 4 4
m 9 9
=—+-0-2t>-m1m--0

4 4 4 4

30 _

where the equality is achieved when ¢ = .

2

* When -t €[5,-5 + 7],

Tt ] 7
f _]lcos(G)S'y + _]l—cos(9+a)§'y g

-t 4 4
-Z+m 7 m™—t 1 7
= f Pl dh+ f —+—df
—t 4 -S4 4 4
mo 1 1. 7 1
= —4-0-"t>—+-0
4 8 4 4 4
where the equality is achieved when t = 3.

* When ~t e [~ +, —37" +27],

Tt 1 7
[t Z_l]lcos(H)S'y + Z]I—COS(H+O')§’Y do

-2+27 m—t
:/ 2 1+Zd9+f L7
—t 4 4 —%+27r4
9 1 1 7 1
=—T—-——0+-t>2-T+—-0

4 8 4 4 4
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where the equality is achieved when ¢ = < — 2.

Therefore for o € (0,7),

. Tt 1 7
tel[TolleI;) [t 4 COS(Q)<7 + 41—COS(9+U)<'Y da 27T 20‘

where the equality is achieved when ¢ = Z. Therefore
. 1 o
E’va}flin = % x (27r_20-) = 1_;’
where the unique Bayes classifier satisfies t] = §

3
For continuous margin-based loss ¢, by (29) we have

R 30, = -~ min /OW i¢(cos(9—t)) do + foﬁ Z—Zcb(sin(&—t)) do

27 te[0,27]

m—t
_ L min I i¢(cos(0))+£¢(—cos(9+a))d9.

27 t€[0,27]

(30)

If t* = § is the minimizer of g(t) = [}, - 1gi)(cos(ﬁ)) + 4gf)( cos(0+0)) db, t € [0,2r], since § is
not at the boundary of [0, 27 ], we need
(o
) =o0.
g (2)

UG el ) e ) ol ) T )
o) () () o)
el

Thus if t* = % is the minimizer of R; 9> W need ¢ satisfies

o) ol (3)

Therefore, if ¢ is Hji,-consistent with respect to £, we need ¢ satisfies (31) for any o € (0, 7).
Namely ¢ satisfies

¢(_T) = ¢(T)7 TE€ [Oa 1) .
Note in our example, 7 € [—1, 1], ¢ is continuous. We obtain that if ¢ is Hy;,-consistent with respect
to £, ¢ must be even function in [-1,1]. Next we claim that if ¢ is even function in [-1,1], ¢ is
not JHj;,-consistent with respect to £. Indeed, for the distribution y = 1 if § € (0,7) and y = -1 if
0 € (m,27), we have

R0, = f d(cos(f - 1)) + [:ﬁ (= cos(0— 1)) d

27T te

_ f é(cos(0 - t)) db (32)

%
1
e

min f : é(cos(6)) db.

te[0,27]
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Note that when ¢ is even function in [-1, 1], h(t) = f_?t @(cos(0)) db satisfies
h'(t) = —¢(-cos(t)) + ¢p(cos(t)) =0, te[0,27].

Thus h(t) is a constant for ¢ € [0,27] and R} 4.~ can be attained for any classifier ¢ € [0,27].
However, Rz’wg{lin can not be attained for any classifier ¢ € [0, 27 ] with respect to this distribution.
Therefore when ¢ is even function in [-1,1], ¢ is not J{j;,-consistent with respect to Z,. By the
claim, any continuous loss is not };,-consistent with respect to £.,. |

C.7. Proof of Theorem 25 and Theorem 27

Since the proofs adopt some results of (Steinwart, 2007), we introduce the notation used in (Stein-
wart, 2007) to make the proofs more clear. In this section, we denote the loss £( f, x,y) defined on a
particular hypothesis set H as ¢5¢( f,x,y). For a joint distribution P over X x Y, the corresponding
conditional distribution and marginal distribution are denoted as P(-|x) and Px respectively. In
(Steinwart, 2007), given a distribution P over X x Y, the £4-risk and the inner £-risk of a classifier
f € I for the loss ¢4 are denoted by

Reyeo(f) = x %N?[ﬁﬂf(ﬁx,y)], Copep(x)x(f) = yN?H%“X)[ﬁﬂf(fvx,y)]-

Accordingly, the minimal £4¢-risk and minimal inner {3¢-risk are denoted by R;,  and C 2}( P(fx) "
For convenience, we will alternately use the notations of risk and inner risk presented above and
Section 2 for the proofs. Next, we introduce the P-minimizability proposed in (Steinwart, 2007).

Definition 35 (P-minimizability) Given a distribution P over X xY and a hypothesis set H. We
say that loss Uy (f,x,y) is P-minimizable if for all € > 0 there exists f. € H such that for all x € X
we have

Coseo(p) x(fe) < Cpp pipyx * €
The following lemmas are useful in the proofs of Theorem 25 and Theorem 27.

Lemma 36 Given a distribution P over X x Y and a hypothesis set H. Let ¢ be a margin-based
loss. Then ¢, is P-minimizable. If there exists f* € H c Hay such that R 5 = Ry, ("),
all’? N

then ¢g¢ is also P-minimizable in the almost surely sense.

Proof By Theorem 3.2 of (Steinwart, 2007), since C;}C
all’
minimizable. Therefore, by Lemma 2.5 of (Steinwart, 2007), we have

R;%an,ﬂj = ,[DCC(ZWM17?('|X)7X dPx (x).

Px)x < OO for all x € X, ¢g¢,, is P-

Then by the assumption,

/x Cone.p(p0)x(f7) dPx (%) = Ry p(f7) = Ry, 9= fxcé%n,w(.\x),x dPx (x).

Since
C‘Z}can,fp(-|x),x < Coue () (1),
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for almost all x € X,
Cone (b = Cone 2 x(f7):
As a result, for all € > 0, there exists an f* € H such that for almost all x € X we have
Coue(h)x (1) <Coye  ppeyx T €< Chpppy x +E

This completes the proof. n

Lemma 37 Given a distribution P over X xY and a hypothesis set H. Let ¢ be a margin-based
loss. If for 11 > 0, there exists f* € H c Hay such that Ry, p(f*) <Ry 5+, then ¢y satisfies
all’

‘/f)\CC:;H’:P(.‘X)’X d:PX(X) < R;H’? < /;CC(Z:}(,(P("X),X dg)X(X) + n.

Proof By Lemma 36, ¢y, is P-minimizable. Then by Lemma 2.5 of (Steinwart, 2007), we have

R;%an,ﬂ’ = Acgﬂall7y(.|x)7X dP x (x).

Therefore,

R;)}(,? < R¢?{,?(f*) < /D;C;%all’?('|x)’x d:PX(X) tn< AC;%,?(-|X),X d:PX(X) +1n.

Also,
/;CC;}(,THX),X dPx (X) < A }Ielgfcc¢;(,?(-|x),x(f) d:PX(X)

< fx Coneo(p)x(f) dPx () = R, 5.

Lemma 38 Given a distribution P over X x Y with random variables X and Y and a hypothesis
set H such that szﬂf =Ry, (f*) =0, where f* € H achieves the Bayes risk. Then f* correctly
classify x € X in the almost surely sense and for almost all x € X, any x’ € {x":||x" — x| <~} has
same label as x.

Proof Since R;m p= ng g¢ = 0, the distribution P is H{-realizable. Therefore P(Y = 1|X =x) =1
or 0. Thus

sup ]l{f(x’)s(]}7 if ]P(Y = 1‘X = X) = 1,

< [x-x/[ <y

sup IL{—f(x’)gO}? if P(Y = 1|X = X) = 0,

x| x—x'|| <y

Co,pe()x(f) =
Since Ry, () = Re, (f*) = 0, we have Cp__ p(jx)x(f*) = 0 for almost all x € X. When
P(Y =1|X =x) = 1, we obtain

sup  Lypexncoy =0 = f*(x') >0 forany x e {x: |x' - x| <~}. (33)

x':||x—x'|| <y
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When P(Y = 1| X =x) =0, we obtain

sup Ly pe(xycop =0 = f*(x') <Oforany x’ e {x": |x" - x| <~}. (34)

x| <y

Thus f*(x) >0 when P(Y = 1|X =x) =1 and f*(x) <0 when P(Y = 1|X = x) = 0 for almost all
x € X. Therefore f* correctly classify x € X in the almost surely sense. Furthermore, by (33) and
(34), for almost all x € X, any x’ € {x": |x’ — x|| < v} has same label as x. [ |

Lemma 39 Given a distribution P over X x Y and a hypothesis set H such that RL g =0. Let ¢
be a margin-based loss and ¢(f,x,y) = SUDy/: | x—x| <y o(yf(x"). If ¢3¢ is P-minimizable in the
almost surely sense, then <z~59{ is also P-minimizable in the almost surely sense.

Proof As shown by Awasthi et al. (2020), é has the equivalent form

é(f,x,y)w( inf (yf(X')))-

' [x-x/[ <y

Since RL%T =Ry gc =0, the distribution P is H-realizable. Therefore P(Y =1X=x)=1or0.
Thus

o(f(x)), P =1X=x)=1,

o(-f(x)), fP(Y =1X=x)=0,

Cosep(x)x(f) = {

Note ¢(f,x,1) = ¢ (infx,:Hx_X/Hgy f(x) = ¢(f(mysx)), where WLOG we assume that f is con-
tinuous and s € {x't||x —x'| < 7} is the point such that min,,jx_xr|<y f(Xx) = f(m ). Simi-
larly ¢(f,x,-1) = ¢ (- SUPyr: | x—x| <y f(x')) = ¢(=f(Myx)), where WLOG we assume that f is
continuous and My, € {x:|x - x'[| <~} is the point such that maxy,|x x|« f(X") = f(Mfx).
Then for ¢q¢, we have

C- (f): ¢(f(mf,x)), ifP(Y:HX:X):L
$3c,P(1x).x o(-f(Msx)), ifP(Y =1]X=x))=0,

Since ¢g¢ is P-minimizable in the almost surely sense, by the definition for all € > 0, there exists an
f* € 3 such that for almost all x € X we have

Cose (1) x(f) <Chu (i x + €
When P(Y = 1| X =x) = 1, we obtain
C(j;j(,'y(.|x),x(f*) = ¢(f*(mf*,x)) = C¢H7T(-|mf*7x)7mf*yx(f*) < C;g{,?(d'rnf*’x),mf*,x texs C:EJ(,(P(.|X),X +e

where we used the fact that m s«  satisfies P(Y = 1|X = myg« ) = 1 by Lemma 38 and ¢ is
non-increasing. Similarly, when P(Y = 1|X = x) = 0, we obtain

C(ﬁ}()?(.\x))x(f*) = (b(_f*(Mf*,x)) = C¢H,T(~\Mf*’x),Mf*1x(f*) < C‘;H’T("N[f*,x)wa*,x +e< C;D{,CPHX),X +e€
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where we used the fact that My« y satisfies P(Y = 1|X = My« x) = 0 by Lemma 38 and ¢ is
non-increasing. Above all, for all € > 0, there exists an f* € H such that for almost all x € X we
have

Coseph () <€ pipo . T €

We modify Theorem 2.8 of (Steinwart, 2007), whose proof is very similar.
Theorem 40 Given a distribution P over X xY and a hypothesis set H. Let {1: Hx X xY — [0, o0],
ly:H x X xY — [0, 00] be two losses defining on H such that Ry p= Jx C;l’?(,‘x)’x dPx (x) < o0
and [ Cé;’?(.'x)’x dPx(x) < Ry, 5 < fxCZ%T(.‘X)’X dPx(x) +m < oo for n > 0. Furthermore
assume that there exist a function b € L1(Px) and measurable functions d(e,-) : X — (0, c0),
€ > 0, such that

Cor2(bo)x () <, p(p c + D(X)
and
Co 210 x(F) <Cpy pipyx +0(6,%) == Cy 9(1x) x(f) <C\ gy x €
forallx € X, e >0 and f € H. Then for all € > 0 there exists 6 > 0 such that for all f € H we have

R427g>(f)+77<732‘2’?+6 = Ry 2(f) <R§17?+e.

Proof Define Cl,x(f) = Cg17g>(.|x)7x(f) - C;l’fp(_b{)x and C2,x(f) = Cg27g>(.|x)7x(f) - Cg2,9’('|x)7x for
x € X, f € H. For a fixed € > 0, define h(x) = 0(¢,x), x € X. Then for all x € X and f € H such
that C1 x(f) > €, we have Ca x(f) > h(x). Therefore,

Reso(f) = Riyo+ 1> Res o () = [ C oy AP ()
= JCx(NdPx()2 [, B dPx(x),

for all f € 3. Furthermore, since h(x) > O for all x € X, the measure v:= bPy is absolutely
continuous with respect to pu:= hPx, and thus there exists § > 0 such that v(A) < e for all
measurable A ¢ X with pi(A) < 6. Therefore, for f € H with Ry, p(f) - R}, » +1 < J and
A:={xeX,C1x(f) > €}, we obtain

Rey2(f)—Ri»= f

Cl’x(f)ZE
< [A b(x) dPx(x) + € < 2e.

G dPx(0)+ [ G dPx(x)

Theorem 25 Let P be a distribution over XxYY and H a hypothesis set for which RL 5= 0. Let ¢ be
a margin-based loss. If for n) > 0, there exists f* € 3 c Hyy such that Ry (f*) < 'R; g, TN <+
and ¢ is H-calibrated® with respect to L, then for all € > O there exists 6 > 0 such that for all f € H

we have
Ry(f)+n<Rig+d = Ry, (f) <RL79{ +e.

5. The theorem still holds if uniform H{-calibration is replaced by weaker non-uniform JH-calibration (Steinwart, 2007,
Definition 2.7), since the proof only makes use of the weaker non-uniform property.
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. . e )
Proof Since waaﬂ’ = REW‘% = (0, we obtain

0< fxcew{,?(.|x),x dPx(x) < RZW,? =0.

By Lemma 37, ¢ satisfies

i Corrtinn Px() < Rip < [ G oy P () 41 < 0
Since forall x e X and f € 3, Cp_ p(1x)x(f) <1, we obtain

Coye2(h)x(F) S CL L p(yx + 1

Also, since ¢ is H-calibrated with respect to £, for all z € X, € > 0 and f € J, there exists § > 0
such that

Cose (1) (F) <Copepipox +0 = Coppv(px () <Crpipyx ¥ 6
Therefore by Theorem 40, for all € > 0 there exists d > 0 such that for all f € I we have

Repne2(f)+n <Ry, p+0 = Ry, 2(f) <Ry

Using the notations in Section 2, we can rewrite (35) as

p+E. (35)

TH

Theorem 27 Given a distribution P over XxY and a hypothesis set H such that Rz ¢ =0. Let ¢ be
a non-increasing margin-based loss. If there exists f* € H c Hay such that Ry (f* ) R 596, <P

and ¢(f,x,y) = SUPyr:|x—x <y P(YSf (X)) is H-calibrated® with respect to L., then for all € > 0
there exists § > 0 such that for all f € H we have

Ré(f) < R;ﬁs’g{ +0 — ng(f) < RZ,J{ + €.

Proof By Lemma 36 and Lemma 39, g is P-minimizable in the almost surely sense. Then for any
n € N, there exists an f;; € H such that for almost all x € X we have

Corerchoxfn) <Co pinx
Therefore

1
R f Fae (b )dfpx(X)<fC¢ B CPx () +~

1
: Jl”gﬂf{ C%c P(|x),x (f) dPx(x) + =S Ré&cv? T n

6. The theorem still holds if uniform H{-calibration is replaced by weaker non-uniform JH-calibration (Steinwart, 2007,
Definition 2.7), since the proof only makes use of the weaker non-uniform property.
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By taking n — oo, we obtain

R = C>t diPX(x).

(279{7? X ¢}(,?('|X),X

) . e )
Since R@vw? = REW,C}{ = (), we obtain

0< ‘/:;:CE’Y(){:?(‘|X)7X d‘:PX (X) < Rz'y;p? =0.
Since for all z € X' and f € 3, Cy_p(|x)x(f) < 1, we obtain
Crre2(h0 x () SCL L + 1

Also, since ¢~> is H-calibrated with respect to £, for all z € X, € > 0 and f € K, there exists 6 > 0
such that

*

Corer(box(F) <Co pipm ™0 = Corp2(hox(f) <CL p(pya *€-

Therefore by Theorem 40 (1 = 0 here), for all € > 0 there exists § > 0 such that for all f € H we

have

Ry () <Ry 5+0 = Ry, o(f)<Rf p+e (36)

YH>

Using the notations in Section 2, we can rewrite (36) as

ng(f) +77<'R;%79{+(5 — Rgﬂ/(f) <'R;%g{+6.
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