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Abstract
We study the problem of making predictions of an adversarially chosen high-dimensional state that
are unbiased subject to an arbitrary collection of conditioning events, with the goal of tailoring
these events to downstream decision makers. We give efficient algorithms for solving this problem,
along with several applications that stem from choosing an appropriate set of conditioning events.

For example, we can efficiently produce predictions targeted at any polynomial number of de-
cision makers, such that if they best respond to our predictions, each of them will have diminishing
swap regret at the optimal rate. We then generalize this to the online combinatorial optimization
problem, where the decision makers have large action spaces corresponding to structured subsets of
a set of base actions: We give the first algorithms that can guarantee (to any polynomial number of
decision makers) no regret to the best fixed action, not just overall, but on any polynomial number
of subsequences that can depend on the actions chosen as well as any external context. We show
how playing in an extensive-form game can be cast into this framework, and use these results to
give efficient algorithms for obtaining no subsequence regret in extensive-form games. This gives
a new family of regret guarantees that captures and generalizes previously studied notions such
as regret to informed causal deviations, and is generally incomparable to other known families of
efficiently obtainable guarantees.

We then turn to uncertainty quantification in machine learning, and consider the problem of
producing prediction sets for online adversarial multiclass and multilabel classification. We show
how to produce class scores that have transparent coverage guarantees: they can be used to produce
prediction sets covering the true labels at the same rate as they would had our scores been the true
conditional class probabilities. We then show that these transparent coverage guarantees imply
strong online adversarial conditional validity guarantees (including set-size conditional coverage
and multigroup-fair coverage) for (potentially multiple) downstream prediction set algorithms rely-
ing on our class scores. Moreover, we show how to guarantee that our class scores have improved
L2 loss (or cross-entropy loss, or more generally any separable Bregman loss) compared to any
collection of benchmark models. This can be viewed as a high-dimensional, real-valued version
of omniprediction. Compared to conformal prediction techniques, our uncertainty quantification
framework gives increased flexibility and eliminates the need to choose a non-conformity score.

. An up-to-date version of this manuscript is available at https://arxiv.org/abs/2310.17651.
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HIGH-DIMENSIONAL UNBIASED PREDICTION

1. An Overview of Our Results

When is it a good idea for a decision maker to react to a predicted outcome as if the prediction is
correct? Understanding the answer to this question has at least two important kinds of applications:

1. It gives us a natural algorithm design principle for sequential decision making under uncer-
tainty, which we call predict-then-act. We first predict the payoffs for each of our available
actions, taking care to produce predictions that are a “good idea” for us to follow, and then
choose our action to optimize our payoff as if the prediction was correct.

2. It gives us a means to coordinate action amongst a wide variety of potentially unsophisticated
agents, each with different objective functions: we produce predictions that are a “good idea”
for each of them to follow, and then allow them to best-respond to our predictions as if they
were correct. In this scenario we don’t need the agents to have the sophistication to run a
complicated decision making algorithm themselves — but we might hope that they obtain
the same kinds of utility guarantees that they would if they were instead running a more
sophisticated algorithm.

Calibration is a natural candidate answer to our question. Informally speaking, predictions are
calibrated when they are unbiased even conditional on the value of the prediction: In other words,
our predictions p for an unknown outcome y should satisfy (for all possible values v our prediction
might take): E[y − v|p = v] = 0. Amongst all policies mapping predictions to actions, the “best
response” policy that acts as if the predictions are correct is payoff optimal if the predictions are
calibrated. Moreover, it has been known since [33] that one can make sequential predictions that
are guaranteed to be calibrated in hindsight, even if outcomes are chosen by an adaptive adversary.

But calibration has at least two serious shortcomings:

1. The statistical and computational complexity of producing forecasts for d-dimensional out-
comes that are guaranteed to be calibrated grows exponentially with d. This is because the
number of (discretized) values v that we might predict in d dimensions grows exponentially
with d. For calibration, not only is our prediction space exponentially large, but we ask that
our predictions be unbiased subject to exponentially many conditioning events. In fact, even
in 1 dimension, it is known that achieving adversarial calibration at a rate of O(

√
T ) is im-

possible [78] — even though it is possible to obtain swap regret at this rate [11].

2. Calibrated forecasts also need not be informative: even a constant predictor can be calibrated
(so long as it predicts the mean outcome), and, in general, since calibration is a marginal
guarantee, it can fail to hold after conditioning on various decision-relevant features x that
are available at decision time.

When can we overcome these shortcomings?

Our Algorithmic Framework for Unbiased Prediction We study the problem of sequentially
making predictions pt ∈ Rd of d-dimensional adversarially selected vectors yt ∈ Rd, potentially as
a function of available contexts xt. We ask for predictions that are unbiased subject to some set of
conditioning events E , where each event E(xt, pt) ∈ E can be a function of both the context xt and
our own prediction pt. In other words, we want that after T rounds of interaction:∥∥∥∥∥ E

t∈[T ]
[(pt − yt)|E(xt, pt)]

∥∥∥∥∥
∞

≤ α(E) for all E ∈ E .
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Here we say that such predictions have E-bias bounded by α. The standard notion of calibration
corresponds to the set of events defined as Ev(pt) = 1[pt = v] for each v in some ϵ-net of the
prediction space, when predictions are limited to being made from the same net. The size of an ϵ-net
in d dimensions is exponential in d, which is a major difficulty with high-dimensional calibration.

Our first result is an algorithm for making E-unbiased predictions for any collection of events
E , with bias α(E) = O

(
ln(d|E|T )√

TE

)
and with per-round running time scaling polynomially with d,

t, and |E| for each round t ∈ [T ]. Here TE =
∑T

t=1E(xt, pt) is the number of rounds for which
event E was active. Thus the algorithm is computationally efficient whenever the set of events E
is polynomially sized, and up to low order terms, achieves in an adversarial setting a bias rate that
would be statistically optimal even in a stochastic setting. When the events are “disjoint” (i.e. at
most one is active for any given prediction), we show how to improve the per-round running time to
depend only polylogarithmically on t at each round t ∈ [T ].

We establish several basic connections between our ability to make unbiased predictions subject
to events defined by the best-response correspondence of a downstream decision maker, and the
regret of that downstream decision maker, whenever the utility function of the decision maker is
linear in the state vector yt that we are predicting. This captures decision makers who have arbitrary
valuations over d discrete states when we predict a probability distribution over those states, as well
as a number of other important cases. We then apply this result to obtain new results in online
combinatorial optimization, learning in extensive form games, and uncertainty quantification using
prediction sets.

Warm-up Application: Groupwise Swap Regret for Many Decision Makers To build intu-
ition, we start by deriving algorithms for obtaining no swap regret in the experts problem with d
actions. Informally, an agent has no swap regret if they have obtained utility that is as large as
they would have had they played the best action in hindsight—not just overall, but also on every
subsequence on which they selected any particular one of their actions. For a decision maker with
utility function u, to guarantee that they will have no swap regret when they best respond to our
predictions, it suffices that our predictions are unbiased with respect to the d disjoint events defined
by their best response correspondence — i.e. the events in which they choose to play each of their d
actions. Similar observations have been made before [52, 77, 91]. But now, paired with our predic-
tion algorithm, we can efficiently make predictions that guarantee diminishing swap regret to every
downstream decision maker with utility function in a polynomially sized set U , with bounds that
are optimal up to a term growing logarithmically with |U |. We can also enlarge the set of events as
a function of external context xt to simultaneously give diminishing swap regret to each agent not
just overall, but for arbitrary subsequences of actions that might e.g. correspond to demographic
or other decision relevant groupings of the prediction space. This improves upon [10], who gave
algorithms for obtaining diminishing external groupwise regret for a single decision maker.

Application to Uncertainty Quantification: Online Prediction Sets with Anytime Transparent
Coverage A popular way of quantifying the uncertainty of machine learning predictions in multi-
class classification problems is to produce prediction sets rather than point predictions. A prediction
set is a set of labels that is intended to contain the true label with some target probability, say 95%.
Given an example x, if we knew the true conditional probability p(y|x) of each label y, we could
produce the smallest possible prediction set subject to the coverage guarantee by sorting the labels
in decreasing order of their likelihood, and including them in the prediction set until their cumula-
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tive probability exceeded 95%. More generally, we could optimize any other objective function to
produce a prediction set, and read off the coverage rate of our set by summing the probabilities of
the labels included within our prediction set. Unfortunately, the scores produced by machine learn-
ing models are not true conditional probabilities, and so this approach generally does not work. The
approach taken by the conformal prediction literature (see e.g. [4, 82]) is to use a “non-conformity
score” to reduce the high dimensional space of prediction sets to a 1-dimensional nested set of pre-
diction sets, and solve a 1-D quantile estimation problem. Much of the art in making conformal
prediction work well is choosing the “right” 1-dimensional scoring function.

We give a score-free method of producing prediction sets in arbitrary sequential prediction prob-
lems. Given a method for mapping individual label probabilities to prediction sets (such as e.g. find-
ing the smallest set subject to a coverage constraint), we produce predicted probabilities for each
label that are unbiased conditional on the event that the method includes the label within the pre-
diction set. For any polynomial collection of such methods, our predicted probabilities can be used
by each of these methods, and they will be guaranteed to satisfy the same coverage guarantees they
would have had the probabilities been correct. In other words, the prediction sets have “transparent”
coverage guarantees, in that we can estimate the coverage of each method by simply summing up
the predicted scores for each label that is contained within the method’s prediction sets. For exam-
ple, this lets us give class probabilities that can be simultaneously used to produce prediction sets
for many different coverage probabilities, and optimizing many different objectives (e.g. weighted
prediction set sizes with different weights). By defining our events in terms of relevant context,
we can also extend all of our guarantees to offer groupwise or multivalid coverage as in [7, 60].
Through another appropriate instantiation of our event collection, we also, for the first time, obtain
online adversarial set-size-conditional ([3]) coverage guarantees.

Moreover, we can produce class scores with these transparent coverage guarantees that are si-
multaneously as accurate as any other prediction method at our disposal: we show how to produce
scores satisfying a high-dimensional notion of calibeating [30]. What this means is given any poly-
nomial collection of predictors f(x) which map features to class probabilities, we produce predicted
class probabilities that have smaller Brier score — or cross entropy — or more generally lower loss
according to any Bregman score than any predictor in the class, while simultaneously being useful
for producing prediction sets. This can be viewed as an online, high-dimensional, and real-valued
extension of omniprediction [36, 41]. In addition to giving a more flexible collection of guarantees
than conformal prediction methods, this eliminates the need to choose a non-conformity score.

Application: Subsequence Regret in Online Combinatorial Optimization and Extensive Form
Games We next consider the online combinatorial optimization problem, in which a decision
maker has a combinatorially large action space corresponding to subsets of d base actions, and has
a utility function that is linear in the payoff of each of the base actions. A canonical special case of
this setting is the online shortest paths problem, in which the base actions correspond to edges in a
network, and an agent’s action set corresponds to the set of s → t paths in the network (different
agents might have different source and destination pairs). The action space of each player can be
as large as 2d. Given any polynomial collection of subsequence indicator functions (which can
depend both on external context as well as the decisions made by the decision makers — e.g. the
subsequence of days on which the chosen path includes toll roads and it is raining), we show how
to efficiently make predictions such that the downstream decision maker has no regret to any of
their O(2d) actions, not just overall, but also as restricted to any of the subsequences. Subsequence

4



HIGH-DIMENSIONAL UNBIASED PREDICTION

regret guarantees like this were previously known for settings with small action spaces [11] (i.e., via
algorithms with running time that is polynomial in the number of actions) — we give the first such
result for a large action space setting. Our result naturally extends to making predictions that give
this guarantee not just to a single decision maker, but to every decision maker with utility function
in any polynomially sized set U .

We then observe that this result applies to extensive form games as a special case. Informally
speaking, an extensive form game is a sequential interaction played on a game tree. A player con-
trols a subset of the nodes in the tree, and must decide on an action to take at each node; opponents
or chance players decide on actions at other nodes, and play proceeds down the tree until it reaches
a leaf node which corresponds to a payoff to each agent. Internal nodes of the game tree can be
grouped together into “information sets” that are indistinguishable to the agent (which constrains
the agent to choose the same action at every node within an information set). Because an agent
must decide on an action to take at each node of the tree, the strategy space of the game is expo-
nentially large in the size of the game tree. Nevertheless, the expected payoff that a strategy yields
for a player can be expressed as the inner product of a vector representing the set of leaves that the
agent’s strategy makes reachable, and a vector corresponding to the payoff-weighted vector of prob-
abilities that the agent’s opponents’ make each leaf reachable. This means it can be expressed as an
online combinatorial optimization problem of dimension equal to the number of leaves in the game
tree (exponentially smaller than the number of actions). Our methods therefore give algorithms
for obtaining subsequence regret in extensive form games for arbitrary polynomial collections of
subsequences.

Our method does not require that the information sets in the extensive-form game satisfy the
“perfect recall” assumption as many prior methods do, and is an efficient reduction to the “best re-
sponse” problem in extensive form games. That is, whenever it is possible to efficiently compute an
extensive form strategy that best responds to fixed opponent strategies, our algorithms are efficient.
In some cases, the running time of our algorithms can be improved to depend on the number of
information sets rather than the number of game tree leaves. We show that subsequence regret gen-
eralizes the existing notion of regret to informed causal deviations [23, 45] — which means it can be
used to achieve convergence to notions of extensive form correlated equilibrium; subsequence regret
is incomparable to other known families of regret guarantees in extensive form games [26, 27, 74].

1.1. Roadmap

Due to space constraints, we relegate the rest of our discussion to the appendix. Here is a summary
of where our various results can be found:

• In Section A, we discuss further related work not covered in this introduction, as well as
exciting future directions that we hope this work could be useful for.

• In Section B, we discuss the fundamentals of our transparent decision-making pipeline; in
particular, we formally define the online learning setting, our model of a downstream decision
maker, and several notions of regret for downstream decisions.

• In Section C, we introduce our generic algorithm for making high-dimensional unbiased pre-
dictions, analyze it, and give its performance guarantees.

• In Section D, we prove a basic guarantee for downstream decision makers: that best-responding
to our (appropriately unbiased) predictions leads to no swap regret and no type regret.
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• In Section E, we rigorously develop our uncertainty quantification framework for prediction
sets with transparent coverage (Section E.2) and prove our best-in-class result with respect to
all sufficiently smooth separable Bregman losses (Section E.3).

• In Section F, we develop further applications: No group swap regret (Section F.1), as well as
no subsequence regret guarantees in online combinatorial optimization (where there are ex-
ponentially many possible decisions for the decision maker to choose from) and in extensive-
form games (Section F.2).

• In the remaining Sections, all omitted proofs are provided, along with further discussion
where appropriate.
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Appendix A. Further Future Applications and Related Work

More Applications We expect that our framework will find many other applications. We here
mention a few. First, there are some basic applications that take advantage of the ability of our
framework to make predictions within an arbitrary convex feasible region. For example, we can
make probability forecasts in d outcome settings that satisfy marginal (or top label) calibration sub-
ject to the constraint that the predicted probabilities sum to 1. Similarly we can produce predicted
CDFs for a real valued outcome satisfying marginal quantile calibration [50] at each quantile level,
subject to the constraint that our predicted quantile values are monotone. Although these applica-
tions are extremely simple, we are not aware of ways to easily obtain these guarantees with prior
work.

We also briefly mention an application of our techniques that is explored in concurrent work
of [17], who apply our algorithms in a repeated principle agent setting defined by [14]. Briefly,
[14] gave a mechanism that replaced the standard “common prior” assumptions that underlie prin-
cipal agent models with calibrated forecasts of an underlying state, and is applicable in adversarial
settings. [14] use the traditional notion of calibration, and as a result inherit exponential computa-
tional and statistical dependencies on the cardinality of the state space. [17] show how to apply our
techniques to recover the same results (under weaker assumptions) with an exponentially improved
dependence on the cardinality of the state space.

A.1. Related Work

Calibration, multicalibration and downstream optimization The study of sequential calibra-
tion goes back to [19] who viewed it as a way to define the foundations of probability, and algorithms
for producing calibrated forecasts in an adversarial setting were first given by [33]. [32] were the
first to connect sequential calibration to sequential decision making, showing that a decision maker
who best responds to (fully) calibrated forecasts obtains diminishing internal regret (and that when
all agents in a game do so, empirical play converges to correlated equilibrium). [61] and [29] make
a similar connection between “smooth calibration” (which in contrast to classical calibration can be
obtained with deterministic algorithms) and Nash equilibrium.

In the recent computer science literature, there has been interest in constructive calibration guar-
antees (obtained by efficient algorithms and obtaining good rates) that hold conditional on context
in various ways, called multi-calibration [56]. Multicalibration has been studied both in the batch
setting [40, 51, 56, 66] and in the online sequential setting [31, 34, 36, 50]. For the most part (with
a few notable exceptions [42, 91]) multicalibration has been studied in the 1-dimensional setting
in which the outcome being predicted is boolean. This has been extended to predicting real val-
ued outcomes, with notions of calibration tailored to variances [59], quantiles [7, 60], and other
distributional properties [76]. See [80] for an introductory exposition of this literature.

There is a line of work that aims to use (multi)calibration as a tool for a one-dimensional form
of downstream decision making, called omniprediction. The goal of omniprediction, introduced in
[41], is to make probabilistic predictions of a binary outcome as a function of contextual information
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that are useful for optimizing a variety of downstream loss functions. [41] show that a predictor that
is multicalibrated with respect to a benchmark class of functions H and a binary label can be used
to optimize any convex, Lipschitz loss function of an action and a binary label (see [43] for a
related set of results). These results are in the batch setting. In the online setting, [67] defined “U-
calibration”, which can be viewed as a non-contextual version of omniprediction, in which the goal
is to make predictions that guarantee an arbitrary downstream decision maker no external-regret.
Since there is no context in this setting, the benchmark class to which regret is measured is the
set of constant functions. In comparison to [67], our goal is to give both stronger guarantees than
external regret, and to be able to do so even when the state space is very large. What we pay for these
stronger guarantees is a logarithmic dependence on the number of downstream utility functions our
guarantees hold for ([67] give algorithms that guarantee no external regret for any downstream
utility function). Using a connection between multicalibration and swap-regret established by [40]
and [44], [36] give oracle efficient algorithms for online multicalibration, with applications to online
omniprediction — i.e. algorithms that are efficient reductions to the problem of online learning over
the benchmark class of functionsH. Like other work in omniprediction, this result is limited to the
1-dimensional binary setting.

The most closely related work is [91], who define and study “decision calibration” in the batch
setting in the context of predicting a probability distribution over k discrete outcomes. Decision
calibration is a slightly weaker requirement than what we study, also defined in terms of the best-
response correspondence of a decision maker’s utility function. Decision calibration asks, infor-
mally, that a decision maker be able to correctly estimate the expected reward of their best response
policy; we ask for a slightly stronger condition that requires them to also be able to estimate the
utility of deviations as a function of their play. This kind of unbiased estimation (based on the best
response correspondence of a decision maker) has also been previously observed to be related to
swap regret in [77] and [52]. The algorithmic portion of our work can be viewed as extending [91]
from the batch to the online adversarial setting; Our applications hinge crucially on both the online
aspect of our algorithm and on the more general setting we consider, beyond predicting distributions
on k outcomes.

An expansive recent literature has focused on the similarly named predict-then-optimize prob-
lem [24, 25, 71]. This line of work investigates a setup in which predictions made from data are
to be used in a linear optimization problem downstream in the pipeline. This is similar in motiva-
tion to our ‘predict-then-act’ framework, but with two important differences: (1) the predict-then-
optimize framework aims to optimize for a single downstream problem, whereas our framework
aims to simultaneously provide guarantees to an arbitrary finite collection of downstream decision
makers; and (2) the surrogate loss approach studied in this literature is naturally embedded in a
batch/distributional setting, where the goal is to exactly optimize for the Bayes optimal downstream
decision policy, up to generalization/risk bounds; meanwhile, our framework naturally lives in the
online adversarial setting, and aims for different notions of optimality defined in terms of regret
bounds, as well as omniprediction-type ‘best-in-class’ optimality. Both frameworks can be used
to solve downstream combinatorial optimization problems [20, 72]; but our framework appears to
have a broader set of applications — as a consequence of its strong calibration properties, we are
able to apply our framework to derive strong uncertainty quantification guarantees, which do not ap-
pear to naturally fit within the predict-then-optimize framework. There also exist other approaches
for learning in batch decision making pipelines, that are different from the predict-then-optimize
method; see e.g. [22, 65, 85, 89].
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No-regret guarantees in online learning There are also long lines of work in online learning
related to our applications; here we survey the most relevant. No-regret learning, which requires that
a decision maker obtain cumulative loss at most that of their best single action in hindsight against
an adversarial sequence of losses, has been studied at least since [53] — see [54] for a modern
treatment of this literature. We highlight [62] (which we will make use of) who give efficient
no regret algorithms in online linear and combinatorial optimization problems, which are large-
action-space settings in which the cost of each action has linear structure. Internal regret, which
corresponds to regret on the subsequences defined by the play of each action, was first defined
by [32], who also showed it could be obtained by best responding to calibrated forecasts. [70]
defined a notion of “wide-range regret” which is equivalent to subsequence regret: that a player
should have no regret not just overall on the whole sequence, but also on subsequences that can be
defined both as a function of time (“time selection functions”) and as a function of the actions of
the learner. [11] gave algorithms for obtaining this kind of subsequence regret (including, notably
internal (or “swap”) regret as a special case). The algorithm of [11] is efficient when the action space
is polynomially sized: it requires computing eigenvectors of a square matrix of dimension equal to
the number of actions in the game. Motivated by fairness concerns, [10] give an algorithm for
obtaining diminishing “groupwise” regret, which is equivalent to regret with respect to a collection
of time selection functions; very recently (and concurrently with this paper), [2] show how to modify
the algorithm of [10] to make it “oracle efficient” — to reduce it to the problem of obtaining external
regret with overhead polynomial in the number of time selection functions. These results do not
accommodate subsequences that can depend on the actions of the learner, which are crucial for our
applications. We give the first efficient algorithms for getting subsequence regret, for an arbitrary
polynomial number of subsequences, in online combinatorial optimization settings, by operating
over the (polynomially sized) linear representation space for the costs rather than the (exponentially
sized) action space.

The problem of efficiently obtaining no-regret in extensive form games was first studied by
[92], who gave algorithms for obtaining no (external) regret, which is sufficient for convergence to
Nash equilibrium in zero-sum games in self-play. [23, 45] give algorithms for obtaining no-regret
to causal deviations, which is sufficient for convergence to a notion of correlated equilibrium in
extensive form games [86]. More recently, there has been renewed theoretical interest in regret-
minimization in extensive form games: both [74] and [26] have defined incomparable classes of
no-regret guarantees. Our notion of subsequence regret in extensive form games generalizes regret
to causal deviations—which can be obtained by asking for no-regret on those subsequences in which
the player makes each particular internal node in the game tree reachable—and is incomparable to
the classes defined in both [74] and [26].

Uncertainty quantification The goal of conformal prediction is to endow black box predictors
with the ability to produce “prediction sets” — predictions corresponding to sets of labels — that
have the property that they contain the true label with a desired coverage probability. Conformal
prediction uses a one-dimensional “non-conformity score” to reduce the problem to a 1-dimensional
quantile estimation problem—see [82] and [4] for approachable introductions to the topic. A pri-
mary point of departure for our work is that we dispense with the non-conformity score, and deal
directly with the high-dimensional prediction set problem.
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Our method, while different from conformal prediction, provides online adversarial coverage
guarantees, and thus joins a very recent collection of works on adversarial conformal inference
methods [7, 37, 38, 50, 90].

While vanilla conformal prediction approaches give marginal coverage guarantees (i.e., those
that hold on average over the entire data set), significant amounts of recent work in conformal
prediction has focused on obtaining conditional guarantees of various sorts, which hold even over
smaller, relevant portions of the data. [87] was perhaps the first to study conditional coverage prob-
lems. While it was shown by [35] that obtaining full conditional coverage in a distribution free
regression setting is impossible, various special types of conditional coverage have been studied in
the batch conformal setting, e.g. [81], [79], [58], [28], [15], [8]. Recently, multicalibration tech-
niques (aimed at calibrating to either the variance or the quantiles of the non-conformity score)
have been used to give group-conditional and threshold conditional guarantees in both the batch
and adversarial settings [7, 21, 39, 50, 59, 60]—all of this still applied in the presence of a chosen
non-conformity score, which makes the problem 1-dimensional.

An appealing feature of our method is that it predicts probability scores that “look like the
true conditional probabilities p(y|x) for the purposes of producing prediction sets”. The fact that
deep neural networks often produce miscalibrated class scores was observed by [49] and gener-
ated a large literature that is too expansive to fully survey here. [81] showed via a reduction to
the Neyman-Pearson lemma that if scores exactly coincided with the true conditional probabilities,
they could be used to produce set-size optimal prediction sets. Other relations between true condi-
tional probabilities and optimality of various prediction set efficiency criteria were studied by [88].
Rather than aiming for optimality in an absolute sense, we demonstrate that our multiclass probabil-
ity predictions satisfy a strong best-in-class property, which is new to the uncertainty quantification
literature, but has been studied in several recent works on calibration. [30] introduces the problem
of “calibeating”: making (one-dimensional) calibrated forecasts in an adversarial setting that have
lower Brier score than any fixed and given benchmark model. [69] give improved bounds for simul-
taneously calibeating many models. We show how to produce multiclass models that give transpar-
ent coverage guarantees while simultaneously satisfying a high-dimensional version of calibeating;
obtaining lower Brier score (or indeed any Bregman score) than any one of a collection of given
benchmark models. This can also be viewed as a high-dimensional and real-valued generalization
of omniprediction [41].

Appendix B. Preliminaries

This section introduces the central object of our study, the sequential (online adversarial) pipeline:

Data→ Predictions→ Decisions.

In Section B.1, we define the prediction task as well as the desired event-conditional unbiasedness
guarantee for the predictions. In Section B.2, we formally introduce the utility-based model for
downstream decision makers, as well as several types of regret, i.e., metrics with which to measure
the decision maker’s success.

B.1. Predictions

We are faced with a sequential high dimensional prediction setting, defined by an arbitrary context
space X and a convex compact prediction space C ⊆ Rd for some finite dimension d. With-
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out loss of generality (up to scaling our bounds by a multiplicative constant), we assume that
2maxy∈C ||y||∞ ≤ 1.

In rounds t ∈ {1, 2, . . .}, a learner, or predictor, interacts with an adversary as follows:

1. The learner (may) observe a context xt ∈ X ;

2. The learner produces a distribution over predictions ψt ∈ ∆C, from which a prediction pt ∈ C
is sampled;

3. The adversary produces an outcome yt ∈ C.

Let Π = {(x, p, y) ∈ X × C × C} denote the set of possible realized triples at each round. An
interaction over T rounds produces a transcript πT ∈ ΠT . We write π<tT as the prefix of the first
t−1 triples in πT , for any t ≤ T . We write Π∗ =

⋃∞
T=1Π

T for the space of all transcripts. A learner
is a collection of randomized algorithms (one for each t) mapping a transcript of length t − 1 and
a context to a distribution over predictions at round t: Learnert : Πt−1 × X → ∆C. An adversary
is a collection of randomized algorithms, each mapping a transcript of length t − 1 to a context
and a distribution over realizations: Advt : Πt−1 → X ×∆C. This models an adaptive adversary
who can make decisions as an arbitrary function of the past history, but must be independent of the
learner’s randomness at round t. A learner paired with an adversary implicitly define a distribution
over transcripts.

An intermediate goal (generally in service of downstream decision making, as defined in Section
B.2) will be that in hindsight (i.e., in expectation over the empirical distribution of the transcript πT

that ends up being realized after T rounds) our predictions are unbiased, not just overall, but also
conditional on various events. We now formally define the notion of events and our unbiasedness
objective.

Definition 1 (Events) An event E is an arbitrary mapping from transcripts, contexts and predic-
tions to [0, 1]: E : Π∗ ×X × C → [0, 1].

If the range of E is {0, 1}, then we say that E is a binary event. We say that a collection of
binary events E is disjoint if for every (π, x, p) ∈ Π∗ ×X × C:

∑
E∈E E(π, x, p) ≤ 1.

We will elide arguments to E that are not used; for example, if an event is independent of the
transcript, we will write E(xt, pt) rather than E(πt−1, xt, pt), and if the event is also independent
of context, then we will simply write E(pt).

Definition 2 (Event Frequency) Fixing a transcript πT = {(xt, pt, yt)}Tt=1, the frequency of event
E with respect to πT at time t is given by:

nt(E, πT ) =

t∑
τ=1

E(π<τT , xτ , pτ )

Observe that for any collection of disjoint events E and any round t, one has
∑

E∈E nt(π
<τ
T , E, πT ) ≤

t.

Definition 3 (Event-conditional unbiasedness) Fix a collection E of events and a function α :
R→ R. A transcript πT = {(xt, pt, yt)}Tt=1 is α-unbiased with respect to E if for every E ∈ E and
every coordinate i ∈ [d]: ∣∣∣∣∣

T∑
t=1

(pt,i − yt,i) · E(xt, pt)

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ α(nt(E, πT )).
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Remark 4 Two remarks about Definition 3 are in order. First, it asks for our prediction vectors
to be unbiased (on average over time) separately across their coordinates. However, we allow the
conditioning events E to depend on the entire vector pt. This is where our approach derives its
power, compared to asking for multi-calibration guarantees separately in every coordinate (such
guarantees can be obtained by running e.g. the algorithms of [50] independently for each of the d
coordinates).

Second, we let α be a function of nt(E, πT ). This allows us to give finer-grained guarantees that
will scale with α(nt(E, πT )) ≈

√
nt(E, πT ), as opposed to the coarser style bounds of α ≈

√
T

used in most prior work1 [50, 69]. One notable exception is [51], who give similarly refined bounds
in the batch setting by reducing to no-regret learning algorithms with 2nd order regret bounds —
we get our improvement in the same way (by reducing to a different no regret learning algorithm,
but one that also has 2nd order regret bounds).

B.2. Decisions and Regret

We are interested in making predictions that are useful for downstream decision makers. We study
decision makers who can choose amongst a set of actions A = {1, . . . ,K}2 Agents will obtain
utility that is a function of both the action they take, and the outcome y ∈ C ⊆ Rd (which, in a
game theoretic setting, may itself depend on the actions taken by the agents). We will assume that
the utility functions are linear and Lipschitz-continuous in y.

Definition 5 (Decision maker’s utility) A utility function u : A × C → [0, 1] maps an action
a ∈ A and an outcome y ∈ C to a real number u(a, y). We assume that for every action a ∈ A:

1. u(a, ·) is linear in its second argument: for all α1, α2 ∈ R, y1, y2 ∈ C,

u(a, α1y1 + α2y2) = α1u(a, y1) + α2u(a, y2)

2. u(a, ·) is L-Lipschitz in its second argument, in the L∞ norm: for all y1, y2 ∈ C,

|u(a, y1)− u(a, y2)| ≤ L||y1 − y2||∞

We write UL to denote a collection of L-Lipschitz utility functions of this form.

Remark 6 For simplicity we assume that the utility function is linear in y, but we can equally well
handle the case in which the utility function is affine in y: we simply augment the prediction space
C with an extra (d + 1)-st coordinate that takes constant value 1. This preserves the convexity of
C, and now allows for arbitrary constant offsets in the utility of each action a. This allows us to
capture many settings of interest. As an example, if there are d discrete outcomes that are payoff
relevant to the decision maker in arbitrary ways, then we can define C as the simplex of probability
distributions over outcomes, and let u(a, p) be the expected utility for the agent who plays action
a when the outcome is sampled from p; this is linear in p, and captures the setting studied in prior
work [67, 91]; but our results extend to the more general case of arbitrary convex compact C, and
so we are not limited to talking about distributions over discrete outcomes. Most of our applications
will take advantage of this generality.

1. For the problem of online “quantile multicalibration”, [7] gave bounds scaling with a quantity analogous to√
nt(E, πT ), but at a cost of an exponentially sub-optimal dependence on other problem parameters.

2. Without loss of generality, we assume all downstream have the same action set. If not, let K be the cardinality of the
largest action set, and introduce dummy actions for any agent with fewer actions.
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A utility function naturally induces a best response function, mapping outcomes y ∈ C to actions
a ∈ A that are utility maximizing given the outcomes:

Definition 7 (Best response) Fix a utility function u : A × C → [0, 1]. The corresponding Best
Response function δu : C → A is defined as:

δu(y) = argmax
a∈A

u(a, y)

We assume that all ties are broken lexicographically. If δu(y) = a, we say that a is a best response
for utility function u given y. We write Eu,a(y) = 1[δu(y) = a] to denote the binary event that a is
a best response to y for utility function u. Observe that for any utility function u, the set of events
{Eu,a}a∈A is disjoint.

Lemma 8 For any utility function u that is linear in its second argument, the corresponding best
response function δu has convex levelsets: for any α1, α2 ∈ R≥0 with α1 + α2 ≤ 1, and any
y1, y2 ∈ C, if δu(y1) = δu(y2) = a, then δu(α1y1 + α2y2) = a.

Proof This follows from the linearity of u in its second argument and the definition of δu. For any
alternative action a′ ∈ A, We can compute:

u(a, (α1y1 + α2y2)) = α1u(a, y1) + α2u(a, y2)

≥ α1u(a
′, y1) + α2u(a

′, y2)

= u(a′, (α1y1 + α2y2))

Here the first and last equalities follow from linearity of u in its second argument, and the inequality
follows from the definition of the best response function δu.

As we make predictions p1, . . . , pt a decision maker with utility function u may use these pre-
dictions to take a sequence of actions a1, . . . , at. We call a decision maker straightforward if they
take the predictions at face value, assuming that yt = pt:

Definition 9 (Straightforward Decision Maker) A straightforward decision maker with utility
function u treats predictions as correct and at each day t chooses at = δu(pt).

Because the predictions need not be correct, in hindsight (i.e. with knowledge of the realizations
y1, . . . , yt), a straightforward decision maker may regret not having taken some other sequence of
actions. We study several kinds of regret in this paper. Φ-regret, as defined by [46], is defined with
respect to a collection of mappings ϕ : A → A from played actions to alternative actions called
strategy modification rules.

Definition 10 (Φ-regret) Fix a transcript πT . The regret that a straightforward decision maker
with utility function u has with respect to a strategy modification rule ϕ : A → A is:

r(πT , u, ϕ) =
1

T

T∑
t=1

u(ϕ(at), yt)− u(at, yt),

where at = δu(pt) for each t.
Let Φ be a collection of strategy modification rules ϕ. We say that the decision maker has

Φ-regret α if r(πT , u, ϕ) ≤ α for all ϕ ∈ Φ.
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Definition 11 (External regret and Swap regret [11, 32]) For each action a′ ∈ A, let ϕa′ be the
constant function defined as ϕ(a) = a′ for all a ∈ A. External regret corresponds to Φ-regret for
ΦExt = {ϕa′ : a′ ∈ A}, the set of all constant strategy modification rules.

Swap regret corresponds to Φ-regret for ΦSwap equal to the set of all strategy modification rules.

Subsequence regret is defined by a collection of events, and requires that the decision maker
have no external regret on any of the subsequences defined by the events.

Definition 12 (Subsequence regret [11, 69, 70]) Fix a transcript πT . The regret that a straightfor-
ward decision maker with utility function u has with respect to an event E and strategy modification
rule ϕ : A → A is:

r(πT , u, E, ϕ) =
T∑
t=1

E(πt−1, xt, pt) (u(ϕ(at), yt)− u(at, yt))

where at = δu(pt) for each t.
Fix a collection of events E . We say that the decision maker has (E , α)-regret if for every E ∈ E

and for every ϕ ∈ ΦExt, r(πT , u, E, ϕ) ≤ α(nT (E, πT )).

Note that although that events are defined as a function of the predictions pt, since a straightforward
decision maker takes actions as a function of the prediction, we can equally well define events as a
function of the actions at taken by the decision maker. Observe that for a decision maker with utility
function u, swap regret corresponds to subsequence regret for the special case of E = {Eu,a : a ∈
A}, the set of subsequences on which the straightforward decision maker would take each action.

Finally, we consider type regret, which was studied (without a name) by [91]. Type regret,
informally, is the regret that a straightforward decision maker has to straightforwardly optimizing
some other utility function u′ (or type) instead of her own utility function u.

Definition 13 (Type regret [91]) Fix a transcript πT . The regret that a straightforward decision
maker with utility function u has with respect to an an alternative utility function u′ is:

r(πT , u, u
′) =

1

T

T∑
t=1

u(δu′(pt), yt)− u(δu(pt), yt)

Fix a collection of utility functions U . We say that the decision maker has U-regret α if for every
u′ ∈ U , r(πT , u, u′) ≤ α.

Type regret is not a special case of Φ regret, since the comparator class cannot be described by any
strategy modification rule.

Appendix C. Making Unbiased Predictions

In this section we give a general algorithm for obtaining α-unbiased predictions with respect to a
collection of events E , with running time scaling polynomially with d and |E|, and error α scaling
only logarithmically with d and |E|. The algorithm and its analysis consist of two parts.

The first part is a standard reduction from the problem of online multiobjective optimization to
minimax optimization, using the framework of [69]. Similar reductions appear in [50, 52]. Rather
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than giving an analysis from first principles as [69] do, we follow [52] in directly reducing to an
experts problem (although rather than reducing to a sleeping experts problem as [52] do, we are able
to get improved bounds by using the MsMwC algorithm of [16] for the standard experts problem).
As [51, 52] do, we reduce to a no-regret algorithm that has “2nd order” regret bounds, which allow
us to get more refined guarantees. This reduces the problem of obtaining online unbiased predic-
tions to the problem of solving for the minimax equilibrium strategy of a particular zero sum game
that has exponentially many (in d) strategies for each player, which is an obstacle to solving the
problem straightforwardly. This step can be viewed as applying a contextual/time-varying variant
of Blackwell’s approachability theorem [9], in which the set to be “approached” may change at each
round.

The second part of our algorithm solves this minimax problem — with a polylogarithmic run-
ning time dependence in the approximation parameter (via reduction to the Ellipsoid algorithm) in
the case of E consisting of binary-valued and disjoint events, or with polynomial running time de-
pendence in the approximation parameter using Follow-the-Perturbed-Leader in the more general
case.

To preface the detailed derivation of the algorithm below, we give its pseudocode (presented as
a single-round call, such that the learner needs to call UnbiasedPrediction(E , t, πt−1, xt) at
every round t in the protocol of Section B), as well as its performance guarantees.

A few comments are in order. First, here and in the future we sometimes denote by Et (or
E t) the projection of the event collection E onto round t, i.e., the collection of mappings Et :=
{E(πt, ·, ·) : X × C → [0, 1]}. This is both for notational convenience as well as to emphasize that
our framework allows for the collection of events E to be revealed gradually over time, so long as
the events E(πt, ·, ·) are available to the learner by the start of each round t.

Second, in the pseudocode below g1:t−1 denotes the collection of event gains {g1, . . . , gt−1},
which we construct to be used by the experts algorithm (MsMwC) in order to come up with event
weights qt in round t.3

Third, in the future we may leave out the πt and xt inputs to UnbiasedPrediction for
brevity (and also if the setting is non-contextual and there is no xt to pass), and may simply write
calls to it as UnbiasedPrediction(E , t).

3. We do not explicitly pass g1:t−1, nor the internal state of MsMwC at the end of the previous round, to
UnbiasedPrediction, but it is understood that when UnbiasedPrediction is called at round t, this in-
formation is readily available for the next call to MsMwC (i.e., MsMwC does not need to recompute its previous
trajectory from scratch in each round).
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Calculate event gains from the preceding round t− 1 (see Section C.1):

gt−1 ← (gt−1
i,σ,E)i,σ,E , where gt−1

(i,σ,E) = σ · E(xt−1, pt−1) · (pt−1,i − yt−1,i) for i ∈ [d], σ = ±1, E ∈ Et−1

Compute event weights using Multiscale Multiplicative Weights with Correction (see Sec-
tion C.1):

qt = (qt,(i,σ,E))i,σ,E ← MsMwC(g1:t−1)

Solve the following minimax problem up to ϵ = 1/t error in minimax value, using either the El-
lipsoid method (if the events in Et are binary and disjoint) or FTPL (otherwise) (see Section C.2):

ψt ← argmin
ψ′
t∈∆C

max
y∈C

E
pt∼ψ′

t

 d∑
i=1

∑
σ∈{−1,1}

∑
E∈Et

qt,(i,σ,E) · σ · E(xt, pt) · (pt,i − yi)


Return distribution over predictions ψt
Algorithm 1: UnbiasedPrediction(E , t, πt−1, xt)

Theorem 14 (Guarantees for UnbiasedPrediction) Given a convex compact prediction space
C ⊆ Rd and a collection E of events of size |E|, our algorithm UnbiasedPrediction outputs,
on any T -round transcript πT , a sequence of distributions over predictions ψ1, ψ2, . . . , ψT ∈ ∆C
satisfying:

E
pt∼ψt ∀t

[∣∣∣∣∣
T∑
t=1

E(xt, pt) · (pt,i − yt,i)

∣∣∣∣∣
]
≤ O

ln(2d|E|T ) +

√√√√ln(2d|E|T )
T∑
t=1

E
pt∼ψt

[(E(xt, pt))2]

 .

The per-round time complexity is polynomial in d, |E|, and the time it takes to evaluate each E ∈ E .
When the events are binary and disjoint, the running time is polylogarithmic in t at any round
t ∈ [T ]; in the general case the running time is polynomial in t at any round t ∈ [T ].

Proof The theorem follows by combining the non-constructive minimax bound (i.e., the bound that
assumes the minimax problem in each round t ∈ [T ] is solved up to an ϵt error in minimax value) of
Theorem 20 with the runtime guarantees for solving the minimax game with binary disjoint events
(Theorem 25) and with general, not necessarily binary or disjoint, events (Theorem 27).

Remark 15 ((Nearly-)Anytime Guarantee) As formulated, our UnbiasedPrediction pro-
cedure does not rely on knowing the time horizon T , except through its oracle invocations of MsMwC.
It can be checked that MsMwC only needs an upper bound on T — call it Tmax — and thus by setting
the internal components of MsMwC to depend on Tmax, 4 we automatically ensure that the bias of

4. Specifically, the internal learning rate η of MsMwC should be set proportional to
√
log Tmax, and its internal opti-

mization should be performed over all weight vectors whose individual components are no less than a multiple of
1/Tmax.
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UnbiasedPrediction will be:

O

ln(2d|E|Tmax) +

√√√√ln(2d|E|Tmax)
T∑
t=1

E
pt∼ψt

[(E(xt, pt))2]

 after every round T such that T ≤ Tmax.

The property of our online bound holding at all intermediate rounds, until the final time horizon,
can be referred to as anytime.

It should be noted that algorithms in online learning are often only considered fully anytime if
they have no dependence at all on Tmax. Although UnbiasedPrediction does have a depen-
dence on Tmax, (1) the regret bound depends on Tmax only logarithmically and so is insensitive to
even large over-estimates; and (2) the per-round runtime of UnbiasedPrediction (and of its
subroutine MsMwC) does not depend on Tmax; rather, it scales with t at every round t ∈ [T ].

C.1. Reduction to a Minimax Problem

We follow [50, 52, 69] in reducing a multicalibration-like problem to a multi-objective learning
problem, in which for each eventE ∈ E and each coordinate of our predictions i ∈ [d], we have two
objective values, one corresponding to the positive bias of our predictions, and one corresponding
to the negative bias of our predictions. Our goal is to make predictions so that the maximum value
across all of these 2d · |E| objectives is small, leading to small bias with respect to events E .

We encode these 2d|E| objectives as an experts problem with n = 2d|E| experts. We index the
experts by (i, σ, E) for i ∈ [d] representing a coordinate, σ ∈ {−1, 1} representing a sign, and
E ∈ E representing an event. At round t, if the learner predicts pt ∈ C and the adversary produces
outcome yt ∈ C, then the gains for each expert are defined to be:

gt(i,σ,E) = σ · E(xt, pt) · (pt,i − yt,i)

Recalling our w.l.o.g. assumption that 2maxy∈C ||y||∞ ≤ 1, we observe that gt(i,σ,E) ∈ [−1, 1],
and that the cumulative gain of each expert (i, σ, E) up through round t is: σ ·

∑t
τ=1E(xτ , pτ ) ·

(pτ,i − yτ,i), which is exactly the σ-signed bias of the predictions through round t in coordinate i
conditional on event E.

Recall that our goal is to make each of these σ-signed event-conditional bias terms small over
time, i.e., each such term should over time diminish at a rate α(nT (E)), where E is the number of
rounds on which the corresponding event E was active. To assist us in this, we invoke the MsMwC
experts no-regret algorithm of [16], which was several years ago used to resolve the “impossible
tuning” problem in online learning with experts.

Tool: MsMwC, A Small Loss Algorithm for the Experts Problem Multi-Scale Multiplicative
Weights With Correction (MsMwC) [16] is an algorithm that can be applied to the experts learning
problem in a way that simultaneously gets regret bounds to every expert that scale with the cumula-
tive (squared) gain of that expert. Recall that in the experts learning setting, the learning algorithm
must sequentially choose amongst n experts in rounds t ∈ {1, 2, . . .}, whose gains (or losses) are
determined by the adversary. In each round t:

1. The algorithm chooses a distribution qt ∈ ∆[n] over the experts, and then:

2. A vector of gains for the experts gt ∈ [−1, 1]n is chosen by an adversary, and the algorithm
experiences gain ĝt = qt · gt.
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The regret that the algorithm has to expert i after t rounds is defined asRt,i =
∑t

τ=1 (gt,i − ĝt),
and the goal in this setting is to make the average regret to each expert diminish over time. Classic
algorithms for this problem, such as the Multiplicative Weights Update, attainO(

√
T ) regret bounds

relative to each expert; such regret bounds are not adaptive, in the sense that they don’t depend on
the profile of gains of each expert and thus cannot exploit any possible observed trends in each
particular expert’s gains. In contrast, the algorithm of [16] guarantees that we can simultaneously
bound the regret to each expert i, Rt,i, by a quantity that scales with the cumulative (squared) gain
of expert i:

Theorem 16 (Special Case of Theorem 1 from [16]) There exists an algorithm (MsMwC) with
per-round running time polynomial in n, that simultaneously for every expert i, guarantees regret:

RT,i ≤ O

ln(nT ) +

√√√√ln(nT )
T∑
t=1

g2t,i


Applying MsMwC to event-conditional gains: We may now apply the regret-bound for MsMwC
in Theorem 16) to find that:

Corollary 17 (MsMwC applied to event gains) When using the gains constructed in this section,
MsMwC plays a sequence of distributions qt ∈ ∆[2d|E|] that satisfies, for every triple (i∗, σ∗, E∗) ∈
[d]× {−1,+1} × E ,

T∑
t=1

∑
i∈[d],σ=±1,E∈E

qt,(i,σ,E) · σ · E(xt, pt) · (pt,i − yt,i)

≥ σ∗ ·
T∑
t=1

E∗(xt, pt) · (pt,i∗ − yt,i∗)−O

ln(2d|E|T ) +
√
ln(2d|E|T )

∑
t∈[T ]

(E∗(xt, pt))2

 .

Thus, to upper bound the bias in our predictions across all coordinates and all events, it suffices
to make predictions pt that upper bound the gain of MsMwC. Towards this end, we define a zero
sum game between the learner and the adversary with objective function equal to the per-round
expected gain of MsMwC:

ut(p, y) =
d∑
i=1

∑
σ∈{−1,1}

∑
E∈E

qt,(i,σ,E) · σ · E(xt, p) · (pi − yi) (1)

Non-constructively, we can argue that the learner has a prediction strategy which guarantees that
the gain of MsMwC (and hence by construction, the bias of the cumulative predictions, conditional
on any event E ∈ E) is small. We will make use of Sion’s minimax theorem.

Theorem 18 ([83]) Let X ⊂ Rn and Y ⊂ Rm be convex and compact sets, and u : X × Y → R
be a objective function, such that u(x, ·) is upper semi-continuous and quasi-concave for all x ∈ X
and u(·, y) is lower semi-continuous and quasi-convex for all y ∈ Y . Then:

min
x∈X

max
y∈Y

u(x, y) = max
y∈Y

min
x∈X

u(x, y).
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The learner will play the role of the minimization player in this zero sum game, and the adver-
sary will play the role of the maximization player. Their pure strategy spaces will both be (subsets
of) C, the prediction space. Observe that ut(p, y) is linear in the adversary’s action y (and hence
concave), and so we may take the adversary’s action space to beA2 = C. On the other hand, ut(p, y)
is not necessarily convex in p, because of the functions E(xt, p) (which may be arbitrary), and so to
satisfy the conditions of Sion’s minimax theorem, we must discretize the learner’s action space and
allow them to randomize.

Definition 19 Let Cϵ be any finite ϵ-net of C in the ℓ∞ norm — i.e. any finite set Cϵ ⊂ C such that
for all p ∈ C, there is a p̂ ∈ Cϵ such that ||p̂− p||∞ ≤ ϵ.

We take the learner’s action space in this game to be A1 = ∆Cϵ, the set of distributions over an
ϵ-net of the prediction space C. This is a convex compact action space, and the utility function is
linear over A1 (by linearity of expectation).

We can compute the minimax value of the game by considering the world in which the adversary
moves first, picking a realization y ∈ C, and then the learner best responds with some p ∈ Cϵ: Since
Cϵ is an ϵ-net of C, the learner can in particular choose p satisfying |pi− yi| ≤ ϵ in every coordinate
i. Together with Corollary 17, this gives us the following theorem:

Theorem 20 If at every round t ∈ [T ] the learner samples a prediction fromψt, a (1/t)-approximate
minimax strategy for the zero-sum game with utility function ut defined in Equation 1, then for every
coordinate i and every event E ∈ E , the expected bias in coordinate i conditional on event E is
bounded by:

E
pt∼ψt ∀t

[∣∣∣∣∣
T∑
t=1

E(xt, pt) · (pt,i − yt,i)

∣∣∣∣∣
]
≤ O

ln(2d|E|T ) +

√√√√ln(2d|E|T ) ·
T∑
t=1

E
pt∼ψt

[(E(xt, pt))2]

 .

Proof Let ϵt = 1
t . By definition of an ϵt-net, for every y ∈ C we are guaranteed that there is a

p ∈ Cϵt with ||p− y||∞ ≤ ϵt, and thus:

max
y∈C

min
p∈Cϵt

ut(p, y) ≤ max
E∈E,i∈[d]

ϵt ·
∣∣qt,(i,σ,E) · E(xt, p)

∣∣ ≤ ϵt.
Thus, Sion’s minimax theorem implies that:

min
ψ∈∆Cϵt

max
y∈C

E
p∼ψ

[ut(p, y)] ≤ ϵt.

Letψt be any ϵt-approximate minimax distribution of this game, such that: maxy∈C Ept∼ψt [ut(pt, y)] ≤
ϵt. If the learner samples a prediction from ψt at each round t, then by definition of the utility func-
tion ut, the expected loss of MsMwC will be bounded by ϵt at each round t. By Corollary 17, after
taking expectations with respect to the randomness in the learner’s play according to the distribu-
tions ψt across rounds t ∈ [T ], we have that the expected bias in each coordinate i conditional on
each event E ∈ E is bounded as:

E
pt∼ψt ∀t

[∣∣∣∣∣
T∑
t=1

E(xt, pt) · (pt,i − yt,i)

∣∣∣∣∣
]
≤

T∑
t=1

ϵt +O

ln(2d|E|T ) + E
pt∼ψt ∀t

√
ln(2d|E|T ) ·

∑
t∈[T ]

(E(xt, pt))2
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≤ O(lnT ) +O

ln(2d|E|T ) + E
pt∼ψt ∀t

√
ln(2d|E|T ) ·

∑
t∈[T ]

(E(xt, pt))2


≤ O

ln(2d|E|T ) +
√
ln(2d|E|T ) ·

∑
t∈[T ]

E
pt∼ψt

[(E(xt, pt))2]

 ,

where the second line follows by bounding the harmonic series, and the final line is by Jensen’s
inequality with respect to the (concave) square root function.

Theorem 20 gives a (non-constructive) algorithm for producing predictions that have bounded
bias conditional on all events in E . The difficulty is that the algorithm requires playing an approx-
imate minimax strategy for a game in which the learner has an exponentially large strategy space,
and the adversary has a continuously large strategy space. In Section C.2, we show how to make
this algorithm constructive by giving polynomial time algorithms for solving this minimax problem.

C.2. Solving the Minimax Problem

C.2.1. FOR DISJOINT BINARY CONVEX EVENTS

In this section we show how to find an ϵ-approximate solution to the minimax problem defined in
Section C.1, with running time that is polynomial in d, |E|, and log(1/ϵ) in the case in which the
events E ∈ E are binary valued and disjoint: for all x, p:

∑
E∈E E(x, p) ≤ 1. We will also assume

that for every history π and context x, the predictions p that satisfy E(π, x, p) = 1 form a convex
set for which we have a polynomial time separation oracle. In Section C.2.2 we will show how to
solve the same minimax problem in the general case, without any of these assumptions (assuming
only that we can evaluate the quantity E(π, x, p) in polynomial time) — with the caveat that our
general solution will have a running time dependence that is polynomial in 1/ϵ rather than log 1/ϵ.
Proofs from this Section can be found in Appendices G and H.

Following the reduction to a zero-sum game in Section C.1, our goal is to solve for the learner’s
equilibrium strategy ψt ∈ ∆(C) in the game with utility function

ut(p, y) =
d∑
i=1

∑
σ∈{−1,1}

∑
E∈E

qt,(i,σ,E) · σ · E(πt−1, xt, p) · (pi − yi)

corresponding to the per-round gain of MsMwC. In other words, we need to approximately solve
the minimax problem defined as:

ψ∗
t = argmin

ψ∈∆(C)
max
y∈C

E
p∼ψ

[ut(p, y)] (2)

By relaxing the minimization player’s domain from C to ∆(C), the set of distributions over pre-
dictions, we have made the objective linear (and hence convex/concave), but we have continuously
many optimization variables — both primal variables (for the minimization player) and dual vari-
ables (for the maximization player). Our strategy for solving this problem in polynomial time will
be to argue that it has a solution in which only |E| many primal variables take non-zero values,
that we can efficiently identify those variables, and that we can implement a separation oracle for
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the dual “constraints” in polynomial time. This will allow us to construct a reduced but equivalent
linear program that we can efficiently solve with the Ellipsoid algorithm.

We first observe that in the utility function ut(p, y), the learner’s predictions p “interact” with the
outcomes y only through the activation of the events E(πt−1, xt, p). This implies that conditional
on the values of the events E(πt−1, xt, p), there is a unique pt that minimizes ut(p, y) simulta-
neously for all y. In general the collection of events E(πt−1, xt, p) could take on many different
combinations of values — but our assumption in this section that the events are disjoint and binary
means that there are in fact only |E| different values for us to consider. The predictions we need to
consider are defined by the following efficiently solvable convex programs:

Definition 21 For E ∈ E , let p∗,Et be a solution to the following convex program (selecting arbi-
trarily if there are multiple optimal solutions):

minimizep∈C

d∑
i=1

∑
σ∈{−1,1}

qt,(i,σ,E) · σ · pi

subject to
E(πt−1, xt, p) = 1

Let Pt = {p∗,Et }E∈E be a collection of |E| vectors in C constituting solutions to the above
programs.

Remark 22 As we have assumed in this section, the set of p such that E(πt−1, xt, p) = 1 is a
convex region endowed with a separation oracle, and so these are indeed convex programs that we
can efficiently solve with the Ellipsoid algorithm. This is often the case: for example, if we have a
decision maker with a utility function u over K actions, the disjoint binary events Eu,a (for each
action a ∈ [K]) are defined by K linear inequalities, and so form a convex polytope with a small
number of explicitly defined constraints. This will turn out to be the collection of events relevant for
obtaining diminishing swap regret for downstream decision makers.

We next verify that the prediction values defined in Definition 21 are best responses for the
minimization player against all possible realizations yt that the maximization player might choose,
conditional on a positive value of a particular event:

Lemma 23 Simultaneously for all y ∈ C, we have:

p∗,Et ∈ argmin
p:E(πt−1,xt,p)=1

ut(p, y).

A consequence of this is that solutions to the following reduced minimax problem (which now
has only |E| variables for the minimization player — the weights defining a distribution over the |E|
points p∗,Et ) are also solutions to our original minimax problem 2:

ψ∗
t = argmin

ψ∈∆(Pt)
max
y∈C

E
p∼ψ

[ut(p, y)] (3)

Lemma 24 Fix any optimal solution ψ∗
t to minimax problem 3. Then ψ∗

t is also an optimal solution
to minimax problem 2.
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Thus, to find a solution to minimax problem 2, it suffices to find a solution to minimax prob-
lem 3. Minimax problem 3 can be expressed as a linear program with |E| + 1 variables but with
continuously many constraints, one for each y ∈ C:

minimizeψ∈∆(Pt) γ

subject to
Ep∼ψ[ut(p, y)] ≤ γ ∀y ∈ C

(4)

We can find an ϵ-approximate solution to a polynomial-variable linear program using the Ellipsoid
algorithm in time polynomial in the number of variables and log(1/ϵ) so long as we have an efficient
separation oracle — i.e., an algorithm to find an ϵ-violated constraint whenever one exists, given a
candidate solution. In this case, implementing a separation oracle corresponds to computing a best
response for the adversary (the maximization player) in our game—and since the utility function
in our game given in Equation 1 is linear in the Adversary’s chosen action y, implementing a
separation oracle corresponds to solving a linear maximization problem over the convex feasible
region C—a problem that we can solve efficiently assuming we have a separation oracle for C.
There are a number of technical details involved in making this rigorous, which can be found in
Appendix G. Here we state the final algorithm and guarantee.

for E ∈ E do
Solve the convex program from Definition 21 to obtain p∗,E .

Let Pt = {p∗,E}E∈E .
Solve linear program 4 over Pt using the weak Ellipsoid algorithm to obtain solution ψ′

t.
if ψ′

t /∈ ∆(P) then
Let ψ∗

t be the Euclidean projection of ψt onto ∆(P) returned by the simplex projection algo-
rithm.

else
Let ψ∗

t = ψ′
t.

return ψ∗
t

Algorithm 2: Get-Approx-Equilibrium-LP(t, ϵ, E)

Theorem 25 Given a polynomial-time separation oracle for C, for any ϵ > 0, there exists an
algorithm (Algorithm 2) that returns an ϵ-approximately optimal solution ψ∗

t to minimax problem 2
and runs in time polynomial in d, |E|, log(1ϵ ).

C.2.2. THE GENERAL CASE

For a general collection of events — which are not necessarily disjoint, may be real valued, and
may not correspond to convex subsets of the prediction space — the technique we gave in Section
C.2.1 for approximately solving the game with a polylogarithmic dependence on the approxima-
tion parameter no longer applies. Nevertheless, by simulating play of the zero-sum game that we
wish to solve using appropriately chosen learning dynamics, we can still compute an ϵ-approximate
minimax strategy in time polynomial in 1/ϵ.

At a high level, our strategy will be to simulate play of the zero-sum game with objective func-
tion defined in Equation 1. The maximization player (the adversary) will play according to the
Follow-the-Perturbed-Leader algorithm introduced below. This allows us to efficiently minimize
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regret over the adversary’s high dimensional action space because we can express the adversary’s
utility function as a linear function of their own action, which casts their learning problem as an in-
stance of online linear optimization. Most straightforwardly, we would like the minimization player
(the Learner) to best respond to the Adversary’s actions at each round: but the Learner’s utility func-
tion is complex, because of interactions with the events E, which can be arbitrarily defined. Thus it
is not clear how to efficiently compute a best response for the learner. Nevertheless, the structure of
the utility function makes it such that they can guarantee themselves the value of the game at each
round simply by copying the Adversary’s strategy, which is computationally easy. Although this is
not necessarily a best response, it suffices for our purposes: standard arguments will imply that the
time-averaged play for the Learner converges to an approximate minimax strategy of the game.

Tool: FTPL, An Oracle Efficient Algorithm for Online Linear Optimization In the present
setting of general (not necessarily disjoint) events, we will make use of Follow the Perturbed Leader
(FTPL), an oracle efficient algorithm for online linear optimization [53, 62]. In the online linear
optimization problem, the learner has a decision space D ⊆ Rn and the adversary has a state space
S ⊆ Rn. In rounds t ∈ {1, . . . , }:

1. The algorithm chooses a distribution over decisions Dt ∈ ∆D;

2. The adversary chooses a state st ∈ S;

3. The algorithm experiences gain ĝt = Edt∼Dt [⟨dt, gt⟩] = ⟨Edt∼Dt [dt], gt⟩.

After t rounds, the regret of the algorithm to decision d ∈ D is: Rt,d =
∑t

τ=1 (⟨d, sτ ⟩ − ĝτ ).
In contrast to the experts problem defined in Section C.1, in which the number of choices for

the algorithm at each round is n, here the algorithm can choose any element of D at each round,
which may be exponentially large in n (or continuously large). An algorithm (“Follow the Perturbed
Leader”) of [62] gives an oracle efficient algorithm for obtaining diminishing regret guarantees for
this problem, which means that it runs in time polynomial in n and the time needed to solve linear
optimization problems over D— i.e. to solve problems of the form dt = argmaxd∈D⟨d, s⟩ for any
vector s ∈ Rn. The algorithm is simple and maintains its distribution Dt at each round implicitly
by giving an efficient sampling algorithm: At round t, Dt is the distribution corresponding to the
sampling algorithm:

1. Let s =
∑t−1

τ=1 sτ + z, where z ∈ Rn is such that each coordinate zi is sampled zi ∼
Unif[0, 1/δ] from the uniform distribution over the interval [0, 1/δ] for some parameter δ.

2. Let dt = argmaxd∈D⟨d, s⟩.

Theorem 26 ([62]) Let ∆ = supd1,d2∈D ||d1−d2||1 be the diameter of the decision space, letK =
supd∈D,s∈S |⟨d, s⟩| be the maximum per-round gain of the algorithm, and let A = sups∈S ||s||1 be
the maximum norm of any state. Then for any δ ≤ 1, Follow the Perturbed Leader has regret at
round T to each decision d that is at most:

RT,d ≤ δKAT +
∆

δ
.

Choosing δ =
√

∆
KAT gives:

max
d∈D

RT,d ≤ 2
√
∆KAT.
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Simplifying the Adversary’s objective: When thinking of the Adversary’s optimization problem,
it is helpful to elide the parts of the objective function (from Equation 1) that are independent of the
adversary’s actions. Towards this end we define the following objective:

u′t(p, y) =

d∑
i=1

−yi · st,i(p) = ⟨−y, st(p)⟩,

where for any p ∈ C, we define:

st,i(p) =
∑

σ∈{−1,1}

∑
E∈E

qt,(i,σ,E) · σ · E(xt, p) (5)

for each i ∈ [d]. Note the relationship between the two objective functions:

ut(p, y) = ⟨(p− y), st(p)⟩ = ⟨p, st(p)⟩+ u′t(p, y). (6)

Since the difference between ut(p, y) and u′t(p, y) (the term ⟨p, st(p)⟩) is independent of the
Adversary’s chosen action y, the Adversary’s regret as measured with respect to u′t is identical to
regret as measured with respect to ut; thus from this point onwards, we imagine the Adversary to
be optimizing for u′t.

Observe that fixing p (and hence st(p)), u′t(p, ·) is a linear gain function of exactly the form that
Follow-the-Perturbed-Leader is designed to optimize. To implement Follow-the-Perturbed-Leader,
we will need to assume the existence of an online linear optimization oracle over C — i.e. an
optimization algorithm M : Rd → C which solves:

M(s) ∈ argmax
y∈C

⟨−y, s⟩.

The complete algorithm is stated in Algorithm 3.

Initialize st(p0) to 0.

Set T ′ = 2dC2

ϵ′2 , δ =
√

2d
T ′

Fix distribution Z = Unif[0, 1δ ]
d.

for τ = 1, . . . , T ′ do
Compute yτ = Ez∈Z

[
M
(∑τ−1

k=0 st(pk) + z
)]

// Adversary chooses the FTPL

distribution
Set pτ = yτ // Learner copies Adversary’s expected action
Compute st(pτ ) as defined in Equation 5.

Define p as the uniform distribution over the sequence (p1, p2, · · · , pT ′).
return p

Algorithm 3: Get-Approx-Equilibrium(t, ϵ′)

Theorem 27 For any t ∈ [T ] and ϵ′ > 0, Algorithm 3 returns a distribution over actions p which
is an ϵ′-approximate minimax equilibrium strategy for the zero-sum game with objective ut.

To prove Theorem 27, we first establish an intermediate fact — that within the learning dynamics
simulated in Algorithm 3, the Adversary has low regret. The proof can be found in Appendix I, and
just instantiates the guarantees of Follow the Perturbed Leader in our setting.
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Lemma 28 Playing FTPL for T ′ rounds with perturbation parameter δ =
√

2d
T ′ , for a learner with

decision space C and adversary with state space S = {st(p) | p ∈ C} yields a regret bound:

RT ′,y ≤
√
2dC2T ′

for all y ∈ C, where d is the dimension of all vectors in C and C = 2maxy∈C∥y∥∞.

Proof [Proof of Theorem 27] Define y∗ as the adversary’s best response in hindsight to the realized
sequence of actions taken by the learner during the run of Algorithm 3:

y∗ = argmax
y∈C

T ′∑
τ=1

u′t(pτ , y
∗) = argmax

y∈C

T ′∑
τ=1

ut(pτ , y),

where in the second equality we use the fact that the Adversary’s best-response function is identical
under u and u′. Let Dτ denote the adversary’s FTPL distribution over actions at round τ — i.e. the
distribution defined by M

(∑τ−1
k=0 st(pk) + Z

)
, where Z ∼ Z . Looking first at the expected gain

of the adversary over the realized transcript, we see that:

T ′∑
τ=1

E
y∈Dτ

[u′t(pτ , y)] ≥
T ′∑
τ=1

u′t(pτ , y
∗)−RT ′,y∗ ,

where RT ′,y∗ is the adversary’s regret from playing FTPL. The cumulative utility that the adversary
would have achieved with their best fixed action in hindsight (as measured with respect to the
original utility function ut) can now be bounded as:

max
y∈C

T ′∑
τ=1

ut(pτ , y) =

T ′∑
τ=1

ut(pτ , y
∗) =

T ′∑
τ=1

u′t(pτ , y
∗) +

T ′∑
τ=1

⟨pτ , st(pτ )⟩

≤

(
RT ′,y∗ +

T ′∑
τ=1

E
y∼Dτ

[
u′t(pτ , y)

])
+

T ′∑
τ=1

⟨pτ , st(pτ )⟩.

The first line follows from Equation 6. To simplify the expected sum of utilities
∑T ′

τ=1 Ey∼Dτ [u
′
t(pτ , y)],

we use the fact that at each round τ in Algorithm 3, the learner’s response pτ is defined to be ex-
actly the expectation of the adversary’s distribution Dτ . So, the expected utility under the original
objective function uτ for the realized sequence of plays can be computed for each τ :

E
y∼Dτ

[ut(pτ , y)] = E
y∼Dτ

[⟨(pτ − y), st(pτ )⟩] =
〈(

pτ − E
y∼Dτ

[y]

)
, st(pτ )

〉
= 0

Using Equation 6 once more,

0 =
T ′∑
τ=1

E
y∼Dτ

[ut(pτ , y)] =
T ′∑
τ=1

E
y∼Dτ

[
u′t(pτ , y)

]
+

T ′∑
τ=1

⟨pτ , st(pτ )⟩

=⇒
T ′∑
τ=1

E
y∼Dτ

[
u′t(pτ , y)

]
= −

T ′∑
τ=1

⟨pτ , st(pτ )⟩
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Substituting this into the bound on the utility of the adversary’s best response in hindsight:

max
y∈C

T ′∑
τ=1

ut(pτ , y) ≤

(
RT ′,y∗ −

T ′∑
τ=1

⟨pτ , st(pτ )⟩

)
+

T ′∑
τ=1

⟨pτ , st(pτ )⟩

= RT ′,y∗

≤
√
2dC2T ′,

with the last inequality following directly from Lemma 28. Notice that for any fixed strategy y ∈ C:

1

T ′

T ′∑
i=1

u(pτ , y) = E
p∼p

[ut(p, y)],

where p is the learner’s mixed strategy returned from Algorithm 3, the uniform distribution over all
realized vectors pτ in the transcript. Thus,

max
y∈C

E
p∼p

[ut(p, y)] ≤
√
2dC2T ′

T ′ ,

and so p is a
√

2dC2

T ′ -approximate equilibrium strategy for the learner. By our choice of T ′ = 2dC2

ϵ′2 ,
this simplifies to ϵ′, as desired.

Assuming we can compute the term EDτ [yτ ] exactly for each round τ , Algorithm 3 offers a
computationally efficient method for finding an ϵ′-approximate minimax strategy for the learner.
However, the ability to do so depends on the geometric structure of C, and though there are natural
sets C (such as the unit hypercube and the simplex) for which obtaining a closed-form expression
for the expectation is straightforward, in general this may not be the case. In these cases, we may
sample from the distribution Dτ to obtain an approximate value for the expectation at round τ . We
give the sampling-based Algorithm 6, along with Theorem 87 that establishes its guarantees, in
Appendix I. The proof of Theorem 87 will be similar to the proof of Theorem 27 but with additional
use of concentration inequalities in order to bound the sampling errors.

Appendix D. Connecting Predictions and Decision Making

We next make connections between our ability to make unbiased predictions and the quality of
decisions that are made downstream as a function of our predictions in a general setting. The
form of the argument will proceed in the same way that it will in our main applications, and so is
instructive.

Specifically, we will show that a straightforward decision maker who simply best responds to
our predictions can be guaranteed both no swap regret and no type regret (see Section B.2 for
definitions) — if we just make our predictions unbiased conditional on the events defined by the
decision maker’s best-response correspondence.

The Predict-then-Act Paradigm These results, whose formal statements are given below, sug-
gest a natural design paradigm for sequential decision algorithms, which we call predict-then-act.
The idea is simple: first we make a prediction pt for an unknown payoff-relevant parameter yt,
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and then we choose an action as if our prediction were correct — i.e. we best respond to pt. This
is nothing more than implementing a straightforward decision maker for our predictions. We can
parameterize the predict-then-act algorithm with various events E , such that our predictions will
be unbiased with respect to events in E . Whenever E is a collection of polynomially many events
that can each be evaluated in polynomial time, the predict-then-act algorithm can be implemented
in polynomial time per step. While Predict-Then-Act is quite simple, its flexibility in a variety of
settings lies in the design of the event set E and prediction space C. By choosing the events E to be
appropriately tailored to the task at hand, we can arrange that Predict-Then-Act has guarantees of
various sorts.

for t in 1 . . . T do
Compute ψt ←UnbiasedPrediction(E , t)
Predict pt ∼ ψt
for ui ∈ U do

Decision maker i selects action at = δui(pt) = argmaxa∈A ui(a, pt)
Observe outcome yt ∈ C

Algorithm 4: Predict-Then-Act(T,U , E , C,A)

D.1. No Swap Regret

We start by showing that predictions that are unbiased conditional on the outcome of the best re-
sponse functions of downstream decision makers cause the actions of those downstream decision
makers to have low swap regret. Similar observations have been previously made by [77] and [52]
in the context of a single decision maker in the experts learning problem. In contrast, [32] showed a
similar connection (also for a single decision maker in the experts learning problem) for full distri-
butional calibration, which conditions on every event in a (discretization) of the prediction space.
This is an exponentially large number of conditioning events in the dimension of the prediction
space. The advantage of the theorem below is that it requires a number of conditioning events that
is only linear in the number of utility functions u of interest and downstream actions a, and — in
view of our unbiasedness guarantees obtained in Section C gives a regret bound that scales only
logarithmically in the dimension d of the decision space using an algorithm with running time that
is only polynomial in d.

Theorem 29 Fix a collection of L-Lipschitz utility functions UL, an action set A = {1, . . . ,K},
and any transcript πT . Let E = {Eu,a : u ∈ UL, a ∈ A} be the set of binary events corresponding
to straightforward decision makers with utility functions u ∈ UL taking each action a ∈ A. Then
if πT is α-unbiased with respect to E , for every u ∈ UL, the straightforward decision maker with
utility function u has swap regret at most:

max
ϕ:A→A

r(πT , u, ϕ) ≤
2L
∑

a∈A α(nT (Eu,a, πT ))

T

If α is concave, then this bound is at most:

max
ϕ:A→A

r(πT , u, ϕ) ≤
2LKα(T/K)

T
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The logic of the proof is simple. For every action a and alternative action b, we consider the
subsequence of rounds on which a straightforward decision maker would have chosen to play a in
response to our predictions. Our predictions are unbiased conditional on the event that the decision
maker chooses to play a — i.e. this subsequence — and so (on average over the subsequence), the
decision maker’s estimates for the payoff they received for playing a, as well as the payoff that they
would have received for playing b are correct. Moreover, the reason they chose to play a on each
round in this subsequence (as a straightforward decision maker) was because pointwise, on each
round, we estimated that a would obtain higher payoff than b. Thus, it must be that on average over
the subsequence, a really did obtain higher payoff than b. Since this is true for every pair of actions,
the decision maker must have had no swap regret. The proof formalizes this logic:
Proof [Proof of Theorem 29] Fix any ϕ : A → A and any u ∈ UL. We need to upper bound
r(πT , u, ϕ). Using the linearity of u(a, ·) in its second argument for all a ∈ A, we can write:

r(πT , u, ϕ) =
1

T

T∑
t=1

u(ϕ(δu(pt)), yt)− u(δu(pt), yt)

=
1

T

∑
a∈A

∑
t:δu(pt)=a

u(ϕ(a), yt)− u(a, yt)

=
∑
a∈A

1

T

T∑
t=1

Eu,a(pt) (u(ϕ(a), yt)− u(a, yt))

=
∑
a∈A

(
u

(
ϕ(a),

1

T

T∑
t=1

Eu,a(pt)yt

)
− u

(
a,

1

T

T∑
t=1

Eu,a(pt)yt

))

≤
∑
a∈A

(
u

(
ϕ(a),

1

T

T∑
t=1

Eu,a(pt)pt

)
− u

(
a,

1

T

T∑
t=1

Eu,a(pt)pt

)
+

2Lα(nT (Eu,a, πT ))

T

)

≤
∑
a∈A

(
2Lα(nT (Eu,a, πT ))

T

)
=

2L
∑

a∈A α(nT (Eu,a, πT ))

T

Here the first inequality follows from the α-unbiasedness condition and the L-Lipschitzness of u:
indeed, for every a′ (and in particular for a′ ∈ {a, ϕ(a)}) we have∣∣∣∣∣u

(
a′,

1

T

T∑
t=1

Eu,a(pt)pt

)
− u

(
a′,

1

T

T∑
t=1

Eu,a(pt)yt

)∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ L|| 1T ∑
t

(pt − yt)Eu,a(pt)||∞

=
L

T
max
i∈[d]
|
∑
t

(pt,i − yt,i)Eu,a(pt)| ≤
α(nT (Eu,a, πT ))L

T
.

The 2nd inequality follows from the fact that by definition, whenever δu(pt) = a (and hence when-
ever Eu,a(pt) = 1), u(a, pt) ≥ u(a′, pt) for all a′ ∈ A, and the fact that by Lemma 8, the levelsets
of δu are convex, and hence u(a, 1

T

∑T
t=1Eu,a(pt)pt) ≥ u(a′,

1
T

∑T
t=1Eu,a(pt)pt) for all a′.

Recall that for any utility function u, the events {Eu,a}a∈A are disjoint, and so for any u and
any πT ,

∑
a∈A nT (Eu,a, πT ) ≤ T . Therefore, whenever α is a concave function (as it is for
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the algorithm we give in this paper, and as it is for essentially any reasonable bound), the term∑
a∈A α(nT (Eu,a, πT )) evaluates to at most Kα(T/K).

D.2. No Type Regret

Predictions that are unbiased conditional on the outcome of the best response functions of down-
stream decision makers with utility functions in U also suffice to guarantee that downstream decision
makers have no type regret to any utility function in U . Guarantees of this sort were first given by
[91], in a batch setting.

Theorem 30 Fix a collection of L-Lipschitz utility functions UL, an action set A = {1, . . . ,K},
and any transcript πT . Let E = {Eu,a : u ∈ U , a ∈ A} be the set of binary events corresponding
to straightforward decision makers with utility functions u ∈ UL taking each action a ∈ A. Then
if πT is α-unbiased with respect to E , for every u ∈ UL, the straightforward decision maker with
utility function u has type regret with respect to UL at most:

max
u′∈UL

r(πT , u, u
′) ≤ max

u′∈UL

L
∑

a∈A
(
α(nT (Eu′,a, πT )) + α(nT (Eu,a, πT ))

)
T

For any concave α, this bound implies:

max
u′∈UL

r(πT , u, u
′) ≤ 2LKα(T/K)

T

The proof of Theorem 30 can be found in Appendix J.

Appendix E. Application: Score-Free Prediction Sets with Anytime Transparent
Coverage

Set-valued multiclass prediction Consider a multi-class prediction problem, in which examples
are of the form (x, y) ∈ X × Y , where X is some feature space and Y is some finite (but pos-
sibly large) label space with |Y| = k. A standard task in the area of distribution-free uncertainty
quantification is to train a model S : X → 2Y that, given features x ∈ X , outputs a prediction set
S(x) ∈ 2Y . The idea is that, in contrast to regular classification, here the trained model S need not
map every feature vector x ∈ X to a single label in Y: instead, it is at liberty to map any x ∈ X to
a set consisting of multiple labels at once, thus indicating uncertainty about the prediction.

A central objective in this setting is to ensure that the prediction sets produced by the model
cover (i.e. include) the true label y of a feature vector x with probability at least 1 − α ∈ [0, 1]
over the data. More formally, the coverage probability Pr(x,y)[y ∈ S(x)] must be no less than (or,
sometimes, approximately equal to) a certain prespecified coverage level 1 − α ∈ [0, 1]. We refer
to prediction sets satisfying this coverage guarantee as (1 − α)-prediction sets. Typical choices
of α include 0.1 and 0.05, but other values may be appropriate depending on the domain (e.g.,
safety-critical applications such as autonomous driving may require a very small α).
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A naive approach to building prediction sets For many multiclass prediction tasks, there exist
readily available high-performance pretrained classifiers such as deep neural networks which, as
an intermediate layer of their prediction mechanism, estimate a probability vector p̃(x) ∈ ∆Y on
any input x ∈ X . Suppose we could take these probabilities at face value — i.e., trust that they
closely approximate the true conditional label distribution p(y|x). Then, one compelling way to
build (1− α)-prediction sets would be to:

1. Sort the probabilities p̃(x) in nonincreasing order, such that each label i ∈ [k] gets assigned a
position σsorted(i) ∈ [k] in this sorted order, and

2. Output the prediction set S(x) consisting of the top kx labels in this sorted order, where kx is
the smallest index such that the sum of predicted probabilities of all chosen labels is at least
1− α. That is,

Ssorted(x) :=

i ∈ [k]
∣∣∣σsorted(i) ∈ [1, kx], where kx = min

kthr∈N

∑
i∈[k]:1≤σsorted(i)≤kthr

(p̃(x))i ≥ 1− α

 .

The sorting step in this procedure guarantees that if p̃(x) in fact truly represented conditional
label probabilities, this procedure would not only give the desired 1−α coverage, but would in fact,
on average, yield the smallest prediction sets with 1 − α coverage, as measured by the number of
labels included in S(x).

Unfortunately, the caveat here is that such probability scores p̃(x), even those output by pre-
trained models with very low cross-entropy (or other) loss, are not guaranteed to even be close to
true conditional probabilities. For this reason, the above procedure will generically fail to obtain its
target coverage level.

Prediction sets with provable coverage guarantees The field of conformal prediction, which
has seen substantial development in recent years (see [4] for a gentle introduction), provides one
principled way to address the shortcomings of using predicted probabilities to form prediction sets.
Namely, instead of using raw predicted probabilities p̃(x), conformal prediction sets are formed
with the help of a so-called non-conformity score function s : X × Y → R, which projects the
otherwise high-dimensional problem of coming up with a prediction set onto a one-dimensional
quantile estimation problem: For a new example x, a prediction set is chosen by selecting all labels
y such that s(x, y) ≤ τ , for some threshold τ ∈ R which should ideally be a 1 − α quantile of the
distribution on non-conformity scores over examples (x, y) in the calibration dataset. Most confor-
mal prediction methods in both the batch and sequential setting boil down to estimating quantiles
of this distribution in various ways.

Conformal prediction, in contrast to naive set prediction methods, offers guaranteed valid cov-
erage: in other words, it provably forms (1 − α)-prediction sets, and is oblivious to the choice of
score s or the underlying data distribution. A disadvantage of this approach is that the (average)
prediction set size, and hence the informativeness and usefulness of the produced prediction sets
in practice, is very sensitive to the choice of non-conformity score. For this reason, significant ef-
fort goes into designing custom non-conformity scores s(x, y) for various applications, and such
scores are usually not guaranteed to have any form of tight relationship with the true conditional
probabilities p(y|x).
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Our contribution: Prediction sets with anytime transparent coverage In contrast to conformal
prediction, in what follows we present an online algorithm for obtaining prediction sets with valid
coverage that directly calibrates (high dimensional) raw predicted probability vectors, rather than
working in a one-dimensional projection of the coverage problem. The probability forecasts we
produce have a number of desirable properties:

1. Transparent coverage: Our predicted probability vectors can immediately be used by any
downstream prediction set algorithm as if they were the true conditional probabilities — in
particular, the naive sorting-based prediction set algorithm discussed above, when fed our
probability vectors as input, will in hindsight, on actual data, obtain exactly (up to vanishing
terms) the same (marginal or conditional) coverage that it would obtain if our probabilities
were the true conditional class probabilities.

This transparency property can be understood as a novel interpretability, or trustworthiness,
guarantee for prediction-set-based uncertainty quantification: While existing conformal pre-
diction methods rely on calibrating thresholds for nonconformity scores — which are not
necessarily interpretable as, or guaranteed to look like, true conditional class probabilities
— our method of producing raw predicted class probabilities bestows transparency upon any
number of downstream prediction set algorithms, allowing them to produce valid-coverage
sets by simply taking our probabilities at face value.

2. Anytime coverage: It is typical for online adversarial learning approaches to specify a fixed
time horizon T upfront, such that both the learning rates and the final guarantees are a func-
tion of T and may only hold upon reaching the time horizon. In contrast, on any prespecified
subsequence of data points of length t, we are able to attain statistically optimal O

(
1√
t

)
cov-

erage error rates, and we only need a very coarse upper bound on the maximum time horizon
Tmax as (1) our method’s per-round running time at any round t does not depend on Tmax (in-
stead it depends on t itself), and (2) our coverage error bound only depend logarithmically on
Tmax, i.e. is very insensitive to Tmax.5 Thus, for example, we could pause the algorithm at any
point t ≤ Tmax, and then restart it when more data becomes available, and the transparency
and coverage guarantees would continue to smoothly evolve from where we left off. A simi-
lar property holds for the one-dimensional adaptive conformal inference methods of [38, 90],
but these methods do not accommodate conditional coverage constraints (or have the other
desirable downstream properties of our method).

3. Accommodates multiple diverse downstream tasks at once: Our probability predictions not
only help avoid the need to choose or commit to a non-conformity score, but allow us to make
predictions that are simultaneously useful for a variety of downstream tasks. For example, we
can predict probabilities that are useful for simultaneously producing prediction sets with
different coverage levels (see Corollary 39) and/or aimed at optimizing different objectives.

4. Achieves best-in-class prediction quality: In our probability vector predictions, we are able
to incorporate side information in the form of logits of any existing multiclass predictor:
in fact, we show the stronger property that, given any finite collection Q of such external

5. See also Remark 15 on anytime coverage in Section C. Also, note that, while all our transparent coverage results
are (almost) anytime, our Best-in-Class result, Theorem 54, does require a more time-horizon-sensitive setting of a
discretization parameter.
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predictors (which could, for instance, be pretrained NNs), we can increase the quality of our
probability vector predictions to nearly match the performance of the logits of the best model
in Q, simultaneously as measured by Brier score, cross-entropy loss, and other well-behaved
proper scoring rules.

5. Enforces set-size-conditional validity, multigroup fairness, and other conditional coverage
guarantees: By making our predictions unbiased conditional on appropriate (modestly-sized)
families of events, our probability predictions can easily guarantee various forms of condi-
tional validity on the outputs of downstream prediction set algorithms. This includes not only
strengthened multigroup fairness guarantees as compared to [7] (in terms of the dependence
on the number of demographic groups |G|), but also the highly desirable property of valid cov-
erage conditional on the prediction set size (dubbed size-stratified coverage validity in [3]),
which to our knowledge has not been provably obtained in the adversarial conformal pre-
diction literature until now. More generally, we can efficiently obtain coverage conditional
on any polynomially sized collection of events that are determined by any combination of
external context and our own predictions.

We now provide (the most general form of) our algorithm, displayed below as Algorithm 5:
Class-Probabilities-for-Prediction-Sets. We also informally summarize the state-
ments of its diverse set of donwstream guarantees, which we just listed above. Before doing that, we
give an informal definition that captures the behavior of straightforward prediction set algorithms
whose aim is to achieve valid (1− α)-coverage.

Definition (Informal) [Prediction set algorithm]A prediction set algorithm S is a mapping

S : Π∗ ×X ×∆Y → [0, 1]|Y|.

At each round t, it takes in the past history, πt−1, the new context xt, our predicted class proba-
bility vector in this round, pt, and outputs this round’s prediction set S(πt−1, xt, pt) in the format of
a vector in [0, 1]Y , where the entry corresponding to each label y ∈ Y , (S(πt−1, xt, pT )) ∈ [0, 1],
designates the probability with which the algorithm includes label y into its prediction set. (If the
algorithm is deterministic, then each entry (S(πt−1, xt, pT )) ∈ {0, 1}.

This definition is reiterated, somewhat more formally, in Definition 31 below.

Definition (Informal) [(1− α)-aspiring prediction set algorithm]A downstream prediction set al-
gorithm S is called (1 − α)-aspiring if, when fed any predicted probability vector p̃(x) ∈ ∆Y , it
always outputs a prediction set that would have coverage 1 − α if p̃(x) was the true conditional
probability vector.

This definition parallels Definition 9 of a straightforward decision maker and essentially adapts
it to our uncertainty estimation setting: it captures prediction set algorithms that are naive, or
straightforward, in that they are willing to trust the predicted class probabilities as if they were
correct. For instance, the naive greedy sorting-based algorithm described above is (roughly speak-
ing) ≥ (1− α)-aspiring. (The precise definition is given in Definition 37.)

38



HIGH-DIMENSIONAL UNBIASED PREDICTION

Theorem (Informal) [Guarantees for Class-Probabilities-for-Prediction-Sets]
The algorithm Class-Probabilities-for-Prediction-Sets guarantees, With any

collection of downstream prediction set algorithms S as input and on any sequence of potentially
adversarially generated data, that for every S ∈ S:

• The realized per-label coverage of S for each label y ∈ Y (the online analog of the batch
probability PrX,Y [Y = y ∧ y ∈ S(X)]) will be equal, up to a diminishing error, to the an-
ticipated per-label coverage for y (i.e., the coverage level on y that S would expect to obtain,
based on treating our predicted probabilities at each round as correct). See Theorem 35;

• Similarly, the realized marginal coverage of S (the analog of the batch probability PrX,Y [Y ∈
S(X)]) will be equal, up to a diminishing error, to the anticipated marginal coverage S would
obtain if our class probabilities had been correct. See Corollary 36;

– For any downstream prediction set algorithm that is (1−α)-aspiring, this implies valid
(1− α) realized marginal coverage; see Corollary 38.

• (set-size-conditional? = Y ) Given as input any set-size function defined as6 sz : [0, 1]|Y| →
{0}∪ [Nmaxsz] for some maximum set size Nmaxsz, the anticipated and realized coverage will
coincide, up to error terms, even conditionally on the prediction set size. See Section E.2.1;

– For any downstream prediction set algorithm S that is (1 − α)-aspiring, this implies
valid realized set-size-conditional (1− α) coverage.

• (multigroup-fair? = Y ) Given as input any family G of demographic groups G : X → [0, 1]
— which for any individual with features x determine if they belong (G(x) = 1), do not
belong (G(x) = 0), or belong partially (G(x) ∈ (0, 1)) to a certain (often normatively
defined) population group — the anticipated and realized coverage will coincide, up to error
terms, conditionally on every group G ∈ G. See Section E.2.1;

– For any downstream prediction set algorithm S that is (1 − α)-aspiring, this implies
valid realized (1− α) multigroup coverage.

• (booster? = Y ) Generalizing set-size-conditional and the multigroup coverage, it can be
guaranteed for every family B of conditional constraints defined by subsequence indicators
B : Π∗ × X × ∆Y → [0, 1] (which we call ‘boosters’) that decide whether or not to in-
voke the conditional constraint given any transcript πt−1, context xt, and prediction pt. See
Section E.2.1;

– For any downstream prediction set algorithm S that is (1 − α)-aspiring, this implies
valid realized (1 − α) conditional coverage with respect to the family of conditioning
events given by the booster mappings.

• (best-in-class? = Y ) Given as input any collection of competing class probability predictors
Q — where each predictor q ∈ Q outputs, at each round t, a predicted class probability
vector qt ∈ ∆Y as a function of the context xt (and possibly also as a function of past history
and even of our class probability predictions in the current round) — our predictions will

6. More generally, sz can be any bounded mapping from [0, 1]|Y| to [0,∞); in that case, we can simply discretize it.
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be guaranteed to beat all predictors q ∈ Q simultaneously with respect to all L-Lipschitz
Bregman losses, up to diminishing gap that scales with L. (The result also extends to locally
Lipschitz Bregman losses.) See Theorem 54 and Corollary 56.

Moreover, at each round t = 1, 2, . . ., Class-Probabilities-for-Prediction-Sets
has runtime polynomial in t, |Y| and in the size |E t| of the aggregated event collection in that round.

INPUT: Collection of downstream prediction set algorithms S,
set-size-conditional? ∈ {Y, N}, set size function sz : [0, 1]|Y| → {0} ∪ [Nmaxsz],
multigroup-fair? ∈ {Y, N}, collection of protected groups G,
booster? ∈ {Y, N}, collection of booster predictors B,
best-in-class? ∈ {Y, N}, collection of competing predictors Q

for rounds t = 1, 2, . . . do
Receive context xt ∈ X
Assemble event collection E t:
For every S ∈ S, form: E tS := {ES,y}y∈Y , with ES,y(p) := (S(πt−1, xt, p))y for p ∈ ∆Y
E tS ← ∪S∈SE tS
E t ← E tS // transparent per-label coverage
if set-size-conditional? = Y then

For all S ∈ S, form: E tsz,S ← {Esz,S,n}0≤n≤Nmaxsz , with Esz,S,n(p) :=
1[sz(S(πt−1, xt, p)) = n] for all p
E t ← E t ∪

(⋃
S∈S E tS × E tsz,S

)
if multigroup-fair? = Y then
E tG ← {EG}G∈G , where EG := G(xt) ; // each G stands for a
context-defined demographic group
E t ← E t ∪ E tS × E tG

if booster? = Y then
E tB ← {EB}B∈B, where EB(p) := B(πt−1, xt, p) for p ∈ ∆Y ; // boosters find
miscovered regions
E t ← E t ∪ E tS × E tB

if best-in-class? = Y then
E tls,p ← {Ep,n,i}n∈{0}∪[⌈1/δ⌉],i∈[k], where Ep,n,i(p) := 1[pt,i ≈ nδ] for p ∈ ∆Y
; // δ-level sets of our predictor; see Definition 53, and see
Theorem 54 for the appropriate setting of δ
E tls,Q ← {Eq,n,i}q∈Q,n∈{0}∪[⌈1/δ⌉],i∈[k], where Eq,n,i(p) := 1[(q(πt−1, p))i ≈ nδ] for p ∈
∆Y ; // δ-level sets of all competing predictors q ∈ Q
E t ← E t ∪ E tls,p × E tls,Q

Predict Pt ← UnbiasedPrediction(E t, t, πt−1, xt) ; // Pt ∈ ∆∆Y is a
mixture over probability vectors
Sample realized predicted probability vector pt ∼ Pt
Receive correct label yt ∈ Y from adversary
Update transcript: πt ← πt−1 ∪ (xt, pt, yt)

Algorithm 5: Class-Probabilities-for-Prediction-Sets
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E.1. Online Adversarial Multiclass Set Prediction Preliminaries

Setting We let X be the feature space and Y be the label space with |Y| = k. When it is notation-
ally convenient for indexing purposes, we without loss of generality assumeY = {1, . . . , k}. Exam-
ples arrive—and predictions about them are made—in a sequential fashion, in rounds t = 1, 2, . . ..
Specifically, in each round t:

1. A new example arrives, and its features xt ∈ X are revealed to the learner.

2. The learner computes a (realized) probability prediction pt ∈ ∆Y as a function of past rounds’
history and the observed features xt.

3. The (realized) prediction set St ⊆ Y is generated as a function of pt.

4. The realized label yt ∈ Y is revealed by the adversary.

Prediction set algorithms We now define the notion of a prediction set algorithm, which is re-
sponsible for forming prediction sets St in all rounds t as a function of past history, the current
context, and our (the learner’s) predicted multiclass probability vector. Intuitively, this algorithm
may be viewed as representing a downstream decision maker who takes in our probability predic-
tions and builds a prediction set so as to optimize whichever utility function (e.g., a notion of average
prediction set size) it has.

Definition 31 (Prediction set algorithm) A prediction set algorithm S is a mapping

S : Π∗ ×X ×∆Y → [0, 1]|Y|.

The first input to S is the transcript πt−1 up until the current round t, thus allowing the algorithm’s
decisions to depend on past history. The second input takes in the features of the example at round
t. The third input captures the dependence of the algorithm’s decisions in round t on our predicted
probability vector pt ∈ ∆Y .

For any πt−1, x and pt, the algorithm’s output S(πt−1, x, pt) is a |Y|-dimensional vector; by
convention here and below, we will index it by y ∈ Y . The interpretation of the algorithm’s output
is that for any y ∈ Y , the algorithm S will include label y in the realized prediction set St with prob-
ability (S(πt−1, x, pt))y ∈ [0, 1] over its internal randomness. Note that the entries of S(πt−1, x, pt)
will generally not sum to one: since S outputs prediction sets rather than singular labels, the output
St is allowed to contain multiple labels at once.

As an important special case of the above definition, a deterministic prediction set algorithm is
defined as a binary vector valued mapping

S : Π∗ ×X ×∆Y → {0, 1}|Y|.

A prediction set algorithm that is not deterministic is referred to as randomized.
When convenient, for any label y, instead of (S(t, x, pt))y we may alternatively write Pr[y ∈ St]

when S is randomized and 1[y ∈ St] when S is deterministic, suppressing the dependence on πt−1,
xt and pt.
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Coverage metrics We now define the notions of (marginal and per-label) realized and anticipated
coverage of a prediction set algorithm on any transcript. As discussed above, a natural desideratum
in this setting is to ensure that the realized coverage of the prediction set algorithm meets some
prespecified target level.

Definition 32 The realized (marginal) coverage of a prediction set algorithm S on a T -round
transcript πT is denoted:

PrT [Y ∈ S] :=
1

T

T∑
t=1

Pr[yt ∈ St],

where yt, for t ∈ [T ], are the realized labels.

Note that this is simply the empirical probability of the realized labels belonging to the prediction
sets produced by the algorithm.

Definition 33 The anticipated (marginal) coverage of a prediction set algorithm S on a T -round
transcript πT is denoted:

P̃rT [Y ∈ S] :=
1

T

T∑
t=1

∑
y∈Y

pt,y · Pr[y ∈ St],

where pt,y are the learner’s predictions. Note that the anticipated coverage does not depend on the
actual realized labels yt.

The interpretation is simple: If our predicted probability vector pt,y were to be taken at face value,
i.e. assuming that the labels yt are sampled from the distribution pt, then P̃rT [Y ∈ S] would be
exactly the expected coverage that the algorithm would get after round T , where the expectation is
taken both over the randomness of S and the randomness of the labels yt being sampled from the
distributions pt. Note that to evaluate the algorithm’s anticipated coverage P̃rT [Y ∈ S], one needs
to know our predictions pt, but not the realized labels.

Definition 34 (Per-label realized and anticipated coverage) For any label y ∈ Y , we define the
realized and anticipated coverage that a prediction set algorithm S achieves on label y alone over
a T -round transcript πT , analogously to the marginal coverage metrics defined above:

PrT [y ∈ S] :=
1

T

T∑
t=1

1[y = yt] · Pr[y ∈ St], and P̃rT [y ∈ S] :=
1

T

T∑
t=1

pt,y · Pr[y ∈ St].

The just defined notion of per-label coverage will serve as a key stepping stone towards showing
our transparent marginal coverage guarantee for any downstream algorithm S. Namely, we will (in
Theorem 35) show the stronger guarantee of transparent per-label coverage for any S. For intuition,
it is instructive to compare per-label coverage, which we just introduced, to label-conditional cov-
erage, a common object of study in the area of conditional conformal coverage guarantees ([87]).
In the batch setting, the former would correspond to Pr(X,Y )[Y = y ∧ y ∈ S(X)], whereas the
latter would translate to Pr(X,Y )[Y ∈ S(X)|Y = y]. Thus, per-label coverage is a joint probability
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(of two events coinciding: label y being selected as the correct label, and it being included in the
prediction set by S), while label-conditional coverage is the corresponding conditional probability.

We observe that for any prediction set algorithm S, its time-averaged (anticipated or realized)
marginal coverage is simply the sum over all labels y ∈ Y of its label-specific (anticipated or
realized) coverage values:

PrT [Y ∈ S] =
∑
y∈Y

PrT [y ∈ S], and P̃rT [Y ∈ S] =
∑
y∈Y

P̃rT [y ∈ S]. (7)

This observation will later be useful in translating our per-label transparent coverage guarantees
(Theorem 35) into marginal transparent coverage guarantees (Corollary 36).

E.2. Anytime Transparent Coverage: Marginal, Per-Label, and Conditional

In this section, we show how to apply our UnbiasedPrediction algorithm in order to produce
predictions of per-label probabilities pt ∈ ∆Y that provide transparent and flexible coverage guar-
antees for any downstream algorithm S that produces prediction sets St := S(πt−1 ∪ {xt}, pt) as a
function of past history and our current predictions.

Intuitively, since our predictions are to be used by S to compute a prediction set, we would
like to make them unbiased conditional on the collection of events, for each label y ∈ Y , that y is
included by S in the prediction set once S sees our predicted probabilities. (This may remind the
reader of the “regret” constructions in the prior sections, where we condition on the collection of
events defined by the downstream decision maker’s best-response correspondence.)

Thus, we instantiate UnbiasedPrediction on the region Cmulticlass = ∆Y ⊂ Rk with a
natural collection of k events: ES := {ES,y}y∈Y , where each eventES,y is defined byES,y(πt−1, xt, pt) =
(S(πt−1∪{xt}, pt))y, encoding the probabilities of inclusion of each fixed label y into the prediction
sets St across rounds t.

For instance, when the prediction set algorithm S is deterministic, all events ES,y are binary,
and simply represent the indicator of whether or not, given the predictions pt made on that round,
the label y is included in the prediction set St.

In fact, as we will show in Theorem 35 below, we can achieve transparent coverage simultane-
ously for multiple downstream algorithms S belonging to any finite collection S. It will suffice to
instantiate UnbiasedPrediction with ES = ∪S∈SES the union of event families ES over all
algorithms S ∈ S. As a result, the runtime of our method will only scale linearly in |S|, while the
coverage error bound will only pick up a log |S| dependence.

On the dependence of Class-Probabilities-for-Prediction-Sets on input pre-
diction set algorithms S: Our algorithm only makes oracle queries to the downstream prediction
set algorithm S at each round t. It completely disregards the internals of S, and only needs to know
(for a deterministic algorithm) which labels the algorithm includes in its prediction set as a function
of the underlying probability forecast pt, or (for a randomized algorithm) the probability that each
label is included in its prediction set.

In this manner, Class-Probabilities-for-Prediction-Sets functions as a wrap-
per around any prediction set algorithm S (or even a collection of algorithms S). Given the
computational efficiency guarantees for UnbiasedPrediction established in Theorem 14, the
“wrapped” prediction algorithm will thus be computationally efficient insofar as the downstream
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prediction algorithm S is efficient and Y is enumerable — i.e. the running time will be polynomial
in |Y| and the running time of S.

Transparent coverage guarantees: We now show that Algorithm 5 guarantees, no matter the
downstream prediction set algorithm(s), that the realized and anticipated coverage for every label
y ∈ Y will coincide, up to O(1/

√
T ) — or better — error terms.

Theorem 35 (Transparent Per-Label Coverage) Fix any collection S of prediction set algorithms,
where each algorithm S ∈ S uses our method’s probability vector predictions pt ∈ ∆Y in every
round t. If we instantiate Algorithm 5 with the event collection

ES := {ES,y}S∈S,y∈Y , with ES,y(πt−1, xt, p) := (S(πt−1 ∪ {xt}, p))y for p ∈ ∆Y, (8)

then in expectation over P1, P2, . . . ∈ ∆∆Y , the distributions Algorithm 5 outputs, the anticipated
and realized coverage of every label y ∈ Y by every prediction set algorithm S ∈ S will be
approximately equal at every round T ∈ [Tmax] (where Tmax is the maximum time horizon):

E
pt∼Pt, ∀t

[∣∣∣PrT [y ∈ S]− P̃rT [y ∈ S]
∣∣∣] ≤ O

 ln(k|S|Tmax) +
√

ln(k|S|Tmax) ·
∑T

t=1 Ept∼Pt [Pr[y ∈ St]]
T

 .

Proof Let Cmulticlass := ∆Y ⊂ Rk. Suppose in each round, we predict and receive realizations from
the space Cmulticlass, where at each round t, the adversary picks a vector in {standard basis vectors in Rk} ⊂
Cmulticlass, and is interpreted as (1[y = yt])y∈Y — the vector that indicates which label y ∈ Y was
realized in round t.

Accordingly, we abuse notation and index the coordinates of our predicted vectors pt by y ∈ Y
as well. In the current multiclass setting, we interpret our chosen predicted vector pt as a distribution
over the labels.

We now instantiate Theorem 14 on the space Cmulticlass with the collection of events ES defined
as in Equation 8. For each S ∈ S and y ∈ Y , the event ES,y is defined simply as the probability
in round t that S would include label y into the prediction set, given features xt and our prediction
pt. In other words, we have, over the internal randomness of the set selection algorithm S given the
current round’s inputs, that

ES,y(πt−1, xt, pt) = Pr[y ∈ St].

Abusing notation and indexing the coordinates of the predicted vector pt and the realized vector
yt by y ∈ Y rather than i ∈ [k], we then have, for all ES,y ∈ ES , any T , some constant c′ > 0, and
per-round distributions ψt over the predictions output by our unbiased prediction algorithm, that

E
pt∼ψt ∀t

∣∣∣∣∣
T∑
t=1

ES,y(xt, pt) · (pt,y − 1[y = yt])

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ c′ ln(2k2|S|Tmax)+c
′
√
ln(2k2|S|Tmax) ·

∑
t∈[T ]

E
pt∼ψt

[(ES,y(xt, pt))2].

Here, we used that d = |ES | = k|S|. Now, rename the distributions over predictions from ψt into
Pt. Dropping the squares on the events inside the square root (since our events’ values are in [0, 1])
and observing that

T∑
t=1

ES,y(t, xt, pt)·(pt,y−1[y=yt]) =
T∑
t=1

Pr[y ∈ St]·pt,y−
T∑
t=1

Pr[y ∈ St]·1[y=yt] = T (PrT [y ∈ S]−P̃rT [y ∈ S]),
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we obtain, for every prediction set algorithm S ∈ S and label y ∈ Y , that

E
pt∼Pt ∀t

[
T ·
∣∣∣PrT [y ∈ S]− P̃rT [y ∈ S]

∣∣∣] ≤ c′ ln(2k2|S|Tmax)+c
′
√
ln(2k2|S|Tmax) ·

∑
t∈[T ]

E
pt∼Pt

[Pr[y ∈ St]],

and dividing through by T yields the desired claim.

Recalling that marginal (realized or anticipated) coverage is just the sum of per-label (realized
or anticipated) empirical coverage probabilities over all labels, and applying the triangle inequal-
ity, we thus obtain, as a direct consequence of Theorem 35, the corresponding marginal coverage
guarantees for the instantiation of Class-Probabilities-for-Prediction-Sets with
the same event family ES :

Corollary 36 (Transparent Marginal Coverage) Fix any collection S of prediction set algorithms,
where each algorithm S ∈ S uses our method’s probability vector predictions pt ∈ ∆Y in every
round t. If we instantiate Algorithm 5 with the event collection as in Equation 8, i.e.:

ES := {ES,y}S∈S,y∈Y , with ES,y(πt−1, xt, p) := (S(πt−1 ∪ {xt}, p))y for p ∈ ∆Y,

then in expectation over P1, P2, . . . ∈ ∆∆Y , the distributions Algorithm 5 outputs, the anticipated
and realized marginal coverage of every prediction set algorithm S ∈ S will be approximately
equal at every round T ∈ [Tmax] (where Tmax is the maximum time horizon):

E
pt∼Pt, ∀t

[∣∣∣PrT [Y ∈ S]− P̃rT [Y ∈ S]
∣∣∣]

≤ O

 |Y| ln(|Y||S|Tmax)

T
+

1

T

∑
y∈Y

√
ln(|Y||S|Tmax) ·

∑
t∈[T ]

E
pt∼Pt

[Pr[y ∈ St]]

 ≤ Õ( |Y| ln(|Y||S|Tmax)√
T

)
.

Application: Interpretable Conformal-Style Valid Coverage without Nonconformity Scores
We now spell out a sample application of Class-Probabilities-for-Prediction-Sets
instantiated with the collection of events E = ES for some family of downstream prediction set algo-
rithms S, to illustrate how our method can easily produce (1−α)-prediction sets, thereby achieving
the main desideratum of e.g. conformal prediction. We begin with a definition:

Definition 37 ((1− α)-Aspiring Prediction Set Algorithm) Fix α ∈ [0, 1]. A prediction set al-
gorithm S : Π∗ × X × ∆Y → [0, 1]|Y| is called (1 − α)-aspiring if for all π ∈ Π∗.x ∈ X , p =
(py)y∈Y ∈ ∆Y: ∑

y∈Y
py · (S(π, x, p))y = 1− α.

Importantly, the property of an algorithm S being (1−α)-aspiring guarantees that, when it uses our
predicted class probabilities in each round t, its anticipated marginal coverage is equal to 1− α —
and not just on average over all rounds t ∈ [T ], but also on any given round t.

Perhaps the simplest example of an aspiring prediction set algorithm S is a fractional variant of
the naive algorithm discussed at the beginning of this section:
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1. Given a predicted probability vector p, order labels y ∈ Y in decreasing order of py (ignoring
transcript π and features x).

2. Start with an empty prediction set, and keep adding labels to it in decreasing order of py,
until the anticipated coverage (i.e., the running sum of predicted probabilities) has become
≥ 1− α.

3. If the final running sum of py has overshot 1 − α, the last included label ylast should be
included “fractionally”, i.e., (S(π, x, p))ylast ∈ (0, 1), to satisfy exactly 1 − α anticipated
coverage.

Observe that at every round T , the anticipated coverage of any (1 − α)-aspiring algorithm S
satisfies:

P̃rT [Y ∈ S] =
1

T

T∑
t=1

∑
y∈Y

pt,y · Pr[y ∈ St] =
1

T

T∑
t=1

(1− α) = 1− α.

Consequently, Corollary 36 implies the following about (1 − α)-aspiring algorithms that use our
predictions:

Corollary 38 (Valid realized marginal coverage for (1− α)-aspiring prediction set algorithms)
For any family S of (1− α)-aspiring prediction set algorithms, instantiating Algorithm 5 with the

collection of events E = ES guarantees 1 − α marginal coverage to all algorithms S ∈ S simulta-
neously, at all times T ≤ Tmax, with deviation from exact 1 − α coverage decaying as (or better
than) Õ

(
|Y| ln(|Y||S|Tmax)√

T

)
.

When might it make sense to provide appropriately unbiased class probabilities to ensure valid
realized coverage for many downstream prediction set algorithms with the same coverage target
1−α? Note that there are generally many ways to select a prediction set over Y while achieving the
same (1−α) anticipated coverage — the difference between such different ways to form a (1−α)-
prediction set may come down, e.g., to the difference in the objective functions (downstream from
the prediction set algorithm) that these selections optimize. Thus, one way to interpret this result is
that it provides valid (1− α)-coverage in the face of uncertainty over which one of a finite class of
downstream objectives the prediction sets will be used to optimize for.

In fact, our method does not need the algorithms in the collection S to all aspire to the same
coverage level 1− α; they can each have their individual target coverage levels, and our guarantees
will still hold:

Corollary 39 (Valid realized marginal coverage at different target levels) Consider any collec-
tion S = {S1, S2, . . . , SN} of downstream prediction set algorithms where each Si is (1 − αi)-
aspiring — i.e., different algorithms in the collection are seeking different coverage levels. Then, by
instantiating our Class-Probabilities-for-Prediction-Sets method with the col-
lection of events E = ES , we guarantee valid realized target 1 − αi coverage to each Si ∈ S
simultaneously, at all times T ≤ Tmax, with deviation from exact 1 − αi coverage decaying as (or
better than) Õ

(
|Y| ln(|Y||S|Tmax)√

T

)
.

The probability vector predictions issued by Class-Probabilities-for-Prediction-Sets
under this instantiation will thus have the interesting property of being simultaneously valid at dif-
ferent coverage levels.
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E.2.1. TRANSPARENT CONDITIONAL COVERAGE FOR SET-SIZE-CONDITIONAL AND

MULTIGROUP-FAIR VALIDITY

Thus far we have shown how to make probabilistic predictions that have transparent coverage guar-
antees. But this is not the same thing as making high quality predictions. Can we guarantee that our
predictions are somehow “good” while still offering the kinds of attractive coverage guarantees we
have just given?

In general, in an adversarial setting, there is no way to guarantee that our predictions are “good”
in an absolute sense, but we can make sure that they satisfy various consistency conditions. For
set-valued predictions, a natural goal for us will be to ask that such consistency conditions translate,
for downstream predictors using our predictions, into conditional coverage guarantees, a subject
of intensive study in distribution-free uncertainty quantification at least since [87]. At a high level,
conditionally valid coverage guarantees help make sure that target (1−α)-coverage was not simply
achieved by overcovering on some subsets of the data and undercovering on others.

We will now formalize the observation that our framework allows us to layer in various kinds
of probabilistic consistency constraints: we can add events to the collection E that will ensure
that our predictions pt entail transparent coverage guarantees over any — possibly weighted —
subsequences of interest in the data.

Boosting a model’s conditional coverage transparency and validity We begin by defining con-
ditional realized and anticipated coverage for a prediction set algorithm S (and their per-label vari-
ants); this will directly parallel the marginal coverage Definitions 33, 32, and 34. We define them
to be conditional on any (nonempty) weighted subsequence of rounds: recall that a weighted subse-
quence W is a mapping W : N → [0, 1], where W (t) is the weight with which round t belongs to
the subsequence. For unweighted subsequences, i.e., W : N→ {0, 1}, W (t) = 1 means that round
t was included in the subsequence, and vice versa for W (t) = 0.

Definition 40 (Conditional Coverage Metrics) Fix a prediction set algorithm S, a T -round tran-
script πT , and a weighted subsequence W : N → [0, 1]. Let (yt)t∈[T ] be the realized labels and
(pt,y)t∈[T ],y∈Y be our realized predictions over the transcript πT .

The realized and anticipated coverage of S conditional on W are given by:

PrT [Y ∈ S |W ] :=

∑T
t=1W (t) · Pr[yt ∈ St]∑

t∈[T ]W (t)
, and P̃rT [Y ∈ S |W ] :=

∑T
t=1W (t)

∑
y∈Y pt,y · Pr[y ∈ St]∑
t∈[T ]W (t)

.

The realized and anticipated per-label coverage of S conditional on W for any label y ∈ Y are
given by:

PrT [y ∈ S |W ] :=

∑T
t=1W (t) · 1[y = yt] · Pr[y ∈ St]∑

t∈[T ]W (t)
, and P̃rT [y ∈ S |W ] :=

∑T
t=1W (t) · pt,y · Pr[y ∈ St]∑

t∈[T ]W (t)
.

Clearly, it would be ideal to have our transparent coverage guarantees hold conditional on all
subsequences. Since this is impossible, we must restrict attention to offering such guarantees condi-
tional on all relevant subsequences in the data. Deciding which subsequences are the relevant ones
can be done based either on trying to correct for past failures of the model (i.e., over- or undercov-
erage), or based on normative considerations (e.g., if some regions in the data must be paid special
attention due to them corresponding to protected group of points/individuals).
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We will address normative scenarios shortly; for now, we assume that our goal is to form subse-
quences in a data-driven way in an attempt to find and correct for persistent over- or undercoverage
of the model on certain regions of the dataset, thus boosting its coverage performance. This is often
best relegated to side models which are trained to perform such coverage checks, detecting any over-
or underconfidence regions based on past history. We will refer to such models as booster models.
For our purposes, we will abstract away any internal details of booster models, and instead define a
booster through the mapping from transcripts, contexts, and predictions to a dynamically evolving
subsequence of rounds.

Definition 41 (Booster) A booster is any mapping of the form B : Π∗ × X ×∆Y → [0, 1], where
for any round t, we interpret B(πt−1, xt, pt) ∈ [0, 1] as the booster model’s decision to include, not
include, or partially include the current round t in its generated subsequence of rounds.

Note that the booster B naturally corresponds to a weighted subsequence of rounds, so we will
denote anticipated and realized coverage conditional on its generated subsequence by PrT [Y ∈
S |B], P̃rT [Y ∈ S |B], PrT [y ∈ S |B], P̃rT [y ∈ S |B].

We now provide our most general transparent conditional coverage guarantee, which general-
izes the marginal guarantees of Theorem 35 and Corollary 36. The proof proceeds in much the
same way as before, with the main difference that we now use an appropriately expanded family of
conditioning events to instantiate UnbiasedPrediction, as well as that our guarantees for each
booster now depend on its cumulative incidence

∑
t∈[T ]B(πt−1, xt, pt), rather than on T . (Note:

below, we may simply write B(xt, pt), omitting the transcript.)

Theorem 42 (Conditional Transparent Coverage for Arbitrary Booster Collection) Fix a col-
lection S of prediction set algorithms and a collection B of boosters. If Algorithm 5 is instantiated
with the event collection E := ES × EB, where ES was defined in Equation 8 and

EB := {EB}B∈B, where EB(p) := B(πt−1, xt, p) for p ∈ ∆Y,

then in expectation over P1, P2, . . . ∈ ∆∆Y , the distributions Algorithm 5 outputs, the anticipated
and realized coverage of every label y ∈ Y by every prediction set algorithm S ∈ S conditional on
every B ∈ B will be approximately equal at every round T ∈ [Tmax] (where Tmax is the maximum
time horizon):

E
pt∼Pt, ∀t

∑
t∈[T ]

B(xt, pt)

 · ∣∣∣PrT [y ∈ S|B]− P̃rT [y ∈ S|B]
∣∣∣


≤ O

ln(|Y||S||B|Tmax) +

√√√√ln(|Y||S||B|Tmax) ·
T∑
t=1

E
pt∼Pt

[B(xt, pt) · Pr[y ∈ St]]

 .

Moreover, the anticipated and realized conditional coverage of every prediction set algorithm
S ∈ S conditional on every B ∈ B will be approximately equal for all T ∈ [Tmax] (where Tmax is
the maximum time horizon):

E
pt∼Pt, ∀t

∑
t∈[T ]

B(xt, pt)

 · ∣∣∣PrT [Y ∈ S|B]− P̃rT [Y ∈ S|B]
∣∣∣
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≤ O

|Y| ln(|Y||S||B|Tmax) +
∑
y∈Y

√
ln(|Y||S||B|Tmax) ·

∑
t∈[T ]

E
pt∼Pt

[B(xt, pt) · Pr[y ∈ St]]


≤ Õ

|Y| ln(|Y||S||B|Tmax)

√∑
t∈[T ]

E
pt∼Pt

[B(xt, pt)]

 .

As a corollary of this result, we obtain the corresponding coverage guarantees for any family of
(1−α)-aspiring downstream prediction set algorithms. This is a strengthening of Corollary 38, and
gives our most general valid (1− α) conditional coverage guarantees.

Corollary 43 (Valid realized B-conditional coverage for (1− α)-aspiring prediction set algorithms)
For any family S of (1− α)-aspiring prediction set algorithms and any booster family B, instanti-

ating our method Class-Probabilities-for-Prediction-Sets with the collection of
events E = ES × EB guarantees 1 − α realized coverage conditional on every B ∈ B to all algo-
rithms S ∈ S simultaneously, at all times T ≤ Tmax, with deviation from exact 1 − α coverage
satisfying:

E
pt∼Pt, ∀t

∑
t∈[T ]

B(xt, pt)

 · ∣∣PrT [Y ∈ S|B]− (1− α)
∣∣ ≤ Õ

|Y| ln(|Y||S||B|Tmax)

√∑
t∈[T ]

E
pt∼Pt

[B(xt, pt)]

 .

We now briefly discuss two important applications of our transparent conditional coverage guar-
antees: set-size-conditional coverage (cf. size-stratified coverage validity of [3]), and multigroup
coverage (introduced in [7, 59, 60]). We have singled them out in the pseudocode for our method
(Algorithm 5) due to their importance, even though they follow from very simple instantiations of
our boosters.

Set-size-conditional coverage The idea behind obtaining valid coverage conditional on the set
size is quite intuitive [3, 4]. We ideally want to ensure that the prediction set is always appropriately
large, reflecting the true amount of uncertainty with respect to any sample — and thus want the
target (1−α) coverage to hold conditional on picking any possible set size. In particular, this helps
avoid situations where the prediction set is very small and undercovers (which clearly means the
optimal prediction set should have been made larger), or where the prediction set is very large and
overcovers (which clearly means it would be better to remove some labels from the set, improving
both its coverage and its size).

While set-size-conditional coverage has been explored in the batch conformal setting, to our
knowledge such coverage guarantees have not been rigorously studied in the online adversarial
case; we fill this gap in Theorem 45 below. Before presenting our result, we first formally introduce
and discuss a generalized measure of prediction set size.

Definition 44 (Set size function) A set-size function sz is a mapping7 sz : [0, 1]|Y| → {0, 1, . . . , Nmaxsz},
where Nmaxsz denotes the maximum set size. If the prediction set algorithm is known to be deter-
ministic, the set size function can simply be defined as a mapping sz : 2Y → {0, 1, . . . , Nmaxsz}.

Given any realized prediction set Spred, its size is then given by sz(Spred).

7. As mentioned earlier, sz can more generally be any bounded mapping from [0, 1]|Y| to [0,∞); in that case, we can
simply discretize it to reduce to the definition given here.

49



HIGH-DIMENSIONAL UNBIASED PREDICTION

What are some examples of useful set size functions? The simplest is to take, for any prediction
set Spred ∈ [0, 1]|Y|, its size to be sz(Spred) :=

∑
y∈Y(Spred)y. If the prediction set is determin-

istic, i.e. Spred ∈ {0, 1}|Y|, this reduces to sz(Spred) :=
∑

y∈Y 1[y ∈ Spred], which is the size of
Spred as a set of labels. We can also define a weighted variant of this set size mapping: given any
fixed nonnegative label weights (wy)y∈Y , we can let sz(Spred) :=

∑
y∈Y wy · (Spred)y, which for

deterministic prediction sets reduces to sz(Spred) :=
∑

y∈Y wy · 1[y ∈ Spred]. This can be useful
when there is a different “cost to pay” for including each label y ∈ Y into the prediction set.

Beyond these examples, we can define sz(·) in arbitrary ways. For instance, one may intuitively
desire that for deterministic sets Spred, the set size sz(Spred) should grow with |Spred|; however, we
place no such requirement on sz. Even more generally, sz can be interpreted decision-theoretically
as a (dis)utility function that maps any selected prediction set to a certain (dis)utility value. Our
next guarantee covers all these cases:

Theorem 45 (Valid set-size-conditional coverage for (1− α)-aspiring prediction set algorithms)
For any family S of (1 − α)-aspiring prediction set algorithms and any set size function sz :
[0, 1]|Y| → {0, 1, . . . , Nmaxsz}, instantiating Class-Probabilities-for-Prediction-Sets
with the collection of events E =

⋃
S∈S ES × Esz,S, where for each S ∈ S , we define ES :=

{ES,y}y∈Y with ES,y defined as in Equation 8, and

Esz,S := {Esz,S,n}0≤n≤Nmaxsz , where Esz,S,n(p) := 1[sz(S(πt−1 ∪ {xt}, p)) = n] for all p ∈ ∆Y ,

guarantees 1 − α realized coverage, conditional on every particular set size 0 ≤ n ≤ Nmaxsz, to
all algorithms S ∈ S simultaneously, at all times T ≤ Tmax, with deviation from target coverage
satisfying:

E
pt∼Pt, ∀t

[
numT (sz = n) ·

∣∣PrT [Y ∈ S | sz = n]−(1−α)
∣∣] ≤ Õ(|Y| ln(|Y||S|NmaxszTmax)

√
E

pt∼Pt ∀ t
[numT (sz = n)]

)
,

where numT (sz = n) :=
∑

t∈[T ] 1[sz(S(πt−1, xt, p)) = n] denotes the incidence of set size n
through round T , and PrT [Y ∈ S|sz = n] is a shorthand for the realized coverage conditional on
the corresponding subsequence.

This result is a direct corollary of Corollary 43, since the events corresponding to each prediction
set size are instances of boosters.

Multigroup coverage As originally introduced, the idea behind multigroup coverage is to pro-
tect various contextually-defined subsets of the data from over- and undercoverage. This is best
illustrated by settings where the feature space X corresponds to feature vectors of individuals in a
population. In that case, many notions of demographic groups considered in the fairness literature
— e.g., defined by sex, age, skin color, gender — are captured by defining appropriate context-
dependent group mappings G : X → [0, 1], where G(x) = 1 means the individual with features
x belongs to the group and vice-versa for G(x) = 0, and G(x) ∈ (0, 1) denotes partial group
membership (e.g., belonging to the group with probability G(x)). The goal is then to ensure that
prediction sets produced by an algorithm S achieve ≈ 1 − α coverage not just on average over the
entire population, but also conditionally on each group G that we wish to protect. This desidera-
tum is referred to as multigroup coverage to emphasize that the protected groups do not necessarily
partition the feature space X but can instead overlap in arbitrary ways.
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Definition 46 (Group family) A group family is a (finite) collection of groups G ∈ G, where each
G is an arbitrary mapping from X to [0, 1]. We assume that we have oracle access to every G ∈ G,
i.e., that we can query it in O(1) time on every individual x ∈ X .

We now state our multigroup coverage result; we note that it improves on the previous multi-
group coverage result of [7], as our coverage error bound now has the optimalO(ln |G|) dependence
on the number of groups in the collection, while retaining the statistically optimal 1/

√∑
t∈[T ]G(xt)

dependence on the frequency of occurrence of every group G ∈ G.

Theorem 47 (Valid multigroup coverage for (1− α)-aspiring prediction set algorithms) For any
family S of (1 − α)-aspiring prediction set algorithms and any group collection G, instantiating
our method Class-Probabilities-for-Prediction-Sets with the collection of events
E = ES × EG , where:

EG := {EG}G∈G , where EG(p) := G(xt) for all p ∈ ∆Y ,

guarantees 1 − α realized coverage, conditional on every demographic group G ∈ G, to all algo-
rithms S ∈ S simultaneously, at all times T ≤ Tmax, with deviation from exact 1 − α coverage
satisfying:

E
pt∼Pt, ∀t

[∣∣PrT [Y ∈ S |G]− (1− α)
∣∣] ≤ Õ( |Y| ln(|Y||S||G|Tmax)√

numT (G)

)
,

where numT (G) :=
∑

t∈[T ]G(xt) denotes the incidence of groupG through round T , and PrT [Y ∈
S |G] is a shorthand for the realized coverage conditional on the group’s subsequence.

This result is a direct corollary of Corollary 43, since the events corresponding to each demo-
graphic group G are instances of boosters.

E.3. Best-in-Class Probabilistic Predictions

We have just established that our probability vector predictions are not only capable of providing
marginal coverage guarantees, but can in fact (with the help of an appropriately augmented condi-
tioning event collection E) provide conditional coverage guarantees of any desired granularity. This
represents one way of ensuring that our predictions are ‘good’ in an absolute sense — i.e. if we
had the computational and statistical power to condition on all possible events, our predictor would
approach the Bayes optimal one; however, in practice, conditioning on all events is unachievable.

Instead, we now focus on showing that we can make our predictions “good” in a very useful
relative sense: given any collection of benchmark prediction models (which can be arbitrary), we
will want our predictions to have lower loss than those of the best model in the benchmark class.
Thus, whenever we have some other way of making good predictions (e.g. by using a large neural
network), we can use that method as part of our own to endow predictions of the same or better
quality with transparent coverage guarantees.

Indeed, in various domains, we might have high quality predictors trained on large quantities of
data: these predictors might perform very well according to standard performance metrics, and yet
not have the kinds of transparent coverage guarantees that we aim to give here. Our goal will be
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to take any (polynomially sized) collection of such predictors as inputs, and provide probabilistic
predictions with anytime transparent coverage guarantees that perform as well as the best predictors
in this benchmark class. This result will thus demonstrate that, in some sense, our anytime trans-
parent coverage guarantees discussed above come “for free”, rather than at the cost of predictive
performance.

To formalize this, we introduce two definitions, of a class of predictors against which we will
be able to compete, and of a class of loss functions measuring how well we can compete with these
predictors.

Definition 48 (Competing Predictor) A predictor q is defined as a sequence of prediction map-
pings q1, . . . , qt, . . ., where each qt : ∆Y → ∆Y is a mapping from the learner’s predictions to the
predictor’s predictions such that if the learner makes prediction pt in round t then the predictor q
will make prediction qt(pt) in round t.

In particular, predictor q is called a competing predictor if for each t, the prediction mapping
qt is revealed to the learner at the beginning of round t (i.e., before the learner has to make a
prediction).

This definition is strong in that it allows (though does not require) the competing predictor to (1)
depend in a functional way upon the predictions that the learner is about to issue, and (2) be updated
dynamically over time without revealing any prediction mapping qt to the learner until round t. An
important special case is when the predictor qt is an arbitrary pre-trained model f of the context,
and simply predicts qt = f(xt) — but our definition is more general and allows the predictor to
change over time and even to depend on our own predictions.

E.3.1. SCORING RULES, LOSSES, AND BREGMAN DIVERGENCES

Following [1, 48, 68], we now define a natural family of loss functions known as Bregman scores.
All such loss functions assess the quality of a predictor using a chosen Bregman divergence of its
predictions from the ground truth.

Definition 49 (Scoring Rule, Expected Score) A scoring rule is a nonnegative extended-valued
mapping ϕ : ∆Y × oh(∆Y) → [0,∞], where oh(∆Y) denotes the set of the |Y| standard ba-
sis vectors in ∆Y .

An expected score ℓ associated with scoring rule ϕ is a mapping ℓ : ∆Y ×∆Y → [0,∞) such
that for every p1, p2 ∈ ∆Y ,

ℓ(p1, p2) =
∑
i∈[k]

p2,i · ϕ(p1, ei),

where ei ∈ ∆Y denotes the ith standard basis vector.

Definition 50 (Bregman Divergence) Given a strictly convex function f : [0, 1] → R that is dif-
ferentiable on (0, 1), its associated Bregman divergence over the simplex ∆Y ⊂ Rk is the mapping
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df : ∆Y × ri(∆Y)→ R defined8 as

df (p1, p2) =
∑
i∈[k]

{f(p1,i)− f(p2,i)− f ′(p2,i) · (p1,i − p2,i)}.

We simply refer to a function d : ∆Y × ri(∆Y) → R as a Bregman divergence if d is identically
equal to df for some strictly convex differentiable f : [0, 1]→ R.

Furthermore, for any i ∈ [k] we define the notation dif (p1, p2) := f(p1,i)− f(p2,i)− f ′(p2,i) ·
(p1,i − p2,i), so that df (p1, p2) =

∑
i∈[k] d

i
f (p1, p2) for any p1 ∈ ∆Y, p2 ∈ ri(∆Y). Viewed as a

mapping from p1,i ∈ [0, 1] and p2,i ∈ (0, 1) to [0,∞), di is a Bregman divergence (between two
scalars) over [0, 1].

We note that our definition of a Bregman divergence between two vectors asks that it be separable
across the coordinates of these vectors (as opposed to the most general definition of Bregman diver-
gence that drops this requirement); this separability property is convenient for us to use given our
techniques and is satisfied for major Bregman divergences of interest (e.g., Euclidean distance, KL
divergence, Itakura-Saito distance).

Definition 51 (Bregman Score) An expected score ℓ : ∆Y × ∆Y → [0,∞) is called a Bregman
score if the mapping D : ∆Y ×∆Y → R defined, for every p1, p2 ∈ ∆Y , as

D(p1, p2) = ℓ(p1, p2)− ℓ(p2, p2)

satisfies D(p1, p2) = d(p2, p1) for some Bregman divergence d and all p1 ∈ ∆Y, p2 ∈ ri(∆Y).

The following two examples showcase two key members of the class of Bregman scores.

Example 1 (Brier score) The squared Euclidean distance, defined as

dL2(p1, p2) = ||p1 − p2||2 =
∑
i∈[k]

(p1,i − p2,i)2,

is a Bregman divergence with respect to the strictly convex differentiable function f(x) = x2.
Consider the Brier scoring rule ϕBrier, given by ϕBrier(p, e) :=

∑
i∈[k](pi−ei)2 for any p ∈ ∆Y

and any standard basis vector e. The expected Brier score ℓBrier is then given by

ℓBrier(p1, p2) =
∑
i∈[k]

p2,i

∑
j ̸=i

p21,j + (1− p1,i)2
 = 1 + ||p1||2 − 2⟨p1, p2⟩.

Now, it can be easily verified that the expected Brier score is in fact the Bregman score corre-
sponding to the squared Euclidean distance, since ℓBrier(p1, p2) − ℓBrier(p2, p2) = 1 + ||p1||2 −
2⟨p1, p2⟩ − (1 + ||p2||2 − 2⟨p2, p2⟩) = ||p1||2 − 2⟨p1, p2⟩+ ||p2||2 = ||p1 − p2||2 = dL2(p2, p1).

8. Here, ri denotes the relative interior of a set. The definition of Bregman divergence that restricts the second argument
to be in the relative interior of the domain is customary in the literature [6], and helps avoid problems at boundary
points (such as e.g. for KL divergence). However, we note that for sufficiently well-behaved functions f , their
Bregman divergence df can easily be well-defined on the boundary — such is the case e.g. for the squared loss.
When that is the case, additional restrictions that we have to place on the second argument of the Bregman divergence
(i.e., in our context, assuming that all coordinates of our and competing predictions are nonzero, as in Theorem 54)
can naturally be ignored.
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Example 2 (Logarithmic score) The KL divergence, defined as

dKL(p1, p2) =
∑
i∈[k]

p1,i log
p1,i
p2,i

,

is a Bregman divergence with respect to the strictly convex function f(x) = x log x differentiable
on (0,∞).

Consider the logarithmic scoring rule ϕLog, given by ϕLog(p, e) := − log pi(e) for any p ∈ ∆Y
and any standard basis vector e (where by i(e) we denote the index of the nonzero coordinate of e).
The expected logarithmic score ℓLog is then given by

ℓLog(p1, p2) =
∑
i∈[k]

p2,i (− log p1,i) = −
∑
i∈[k]

p2,i log p1,i.

As it turns out, the expected logarithmic score is in fact the Bregman score with respect to the
KL divergence, since ℓLog(p1, p2) − ℓLog(p2, p2) = −

∑
i∈[k] p2,i log p1,i +

∑
i∈[k] p2,i log p2,i =∑

i∈[k] p2,i log
p2,i
p1,i

= dKL(p2, p1).

In the remainder of this section, we will lightly abuse notation. Namely, we henceforth let
yt, formerly the notation for the realized label in round t, stand for the standard basis vector in ∆Y
whose entry corresponding to the realized label is 1 and all other entries are 0. This makes quantities
like ℓ(pt, yt) well-defined since now both pt, yt ∈ ∆Y .

We now define our notion of loss for a sequential predictor — which will be its cumulative
Bregman loss across all rounds.

Definition 52 (Bregman Loss of a Predictor) Given any Bregman score ℓ, we define the Bregman
loss of a predictor q = (qt)t∈[T ] over any T -round transcript πT as:

Lℓ(q, πT ) :=
∑
t∈[T ]

ℓ(qt, yt).

E.3.2. A BEST-IN-CLASS RESULT FOR BREGMAN LOSSES

Now, we are ready to show the following result: for any family Q of competing predictors q, if we
condition on the product of some δ-level sets of each competing predictor q ∈ Q with the δ-level
sets of our predictor in every coordinate (altogether, this amounts to O(k|Q|⌈δ−2⌉) events) with δ
chosen appropriately, then for all Lipschitz Bregman losses simultaneously, the loss of our predictor
will be no greater than the loss of any competing predictor, up to lower-order terms.

Definition 53 (δ-level sets) A partition Ω of the interval [0, 1] into subintervals, in order, Ω1, . . . ,ΩN
is called a δ-partition if the length of every Ωi is no greater than δ, for all i ∈ [N ]. For a predictor
with values in [0, 1], its δ level sets are any level sets Ω generated by a δ-partition of [0, 1].

Theorem 54 (Beating Competing Predictors under All L-Lipschitz Bregman Losses) Fix any
L > 0 and let LL be the family of all Bregman losses Lℓ whose associated Bregman divergence dℓ
is L-Lipschitz in its second argument:

|dℓ(p1, p2)− dℓ(p1, p′2)| ≤ L|p2 − p′2| for all p1 ∈ ∆Y and p2, p′2 ∈ ri(∆Y).
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Consider any family Q of competing predictors q = (qt)t∈N. Suppose we make our predictor
p = (pt)t∈N unbiased conditional on a family of events EQ that includes, for every q ∈ Q, the
product of some coordinate-wise (for i ∈ [k]) δ-level sets Ωp,i and Ωq,i of p and q, respectively:

EQ = {Els(p,q)}q∈Q with Els(p,q) := {Eia,b}(i,a,b)∈[k]×[N1]×[N2],

where for each i ∈ [k], a ∈ [N1], b ∈ [N2], we define the product of the ath level set of p and the bth
level set of q with respect to coordinate i as

Eia,b(pt) := 1[pt,i ∈ Ωp,ia ∧ qt,i(pt) ∈ Ωq,ib ].

Further, suppose that pt,i, qt,i ∈ (0, 1) for all t ∈ N, q ∈ Q and i ∈ [d].
Then, the expected Bregman loss Lℓ of our predictor p (over its internal randomness) is no

greater than every competing predictor’s loss Lℓ for all Bregman losses Lℓ ∈ LL, up to o(T ) terms.
Namely, setting δ = Θ(T−1/4), we have:

E
πT
[Lℓ(p, πT )] ≤ min

q∈Q
Lℓ(q, πT ) +O(Lk

√
ln(k|Q|T )T 3/4) for all Lℓ ∈ LL.

Proof Fix any L-Lipschitz Bregman loss Lℓ ∈ LL, and any competing predictor q ∈ Q. First, note
that for any transcript πT of the first T rounds:

Lℓ(p, πT )−Lℓ(q, πT ) =
∑
t∈[T ]

ℓ(pt, yt)−ℓ(qt, yt) =
∑
t∈[T ]

d(yt, pt)−d(yt, qt) =
∑
i∈[k]

∑
t∈[T ]

di(yt, pt)− di(yt, qt)

 ,

where d is the Bregman divergence associated with ℓ, and di are the coordinate-wise terms that our
Bregman divergence d splits into.

Thus, we now fix a single coordinate i and carry out the proof for that coordinate alone; the final
bound will just be multiplied by a factor of k = |Y| to give the overall Bregman loss bound. Note
that:∑

t∈[T ]

di(yt, pt) =
∑
a,b

∑
t:Ei

a,b(pt)=1

di(yt,i, pt,i),
∑
t∈[T ]

di(yt, qt) =
∑
a,b

∑
t:Ei

a,b(pt)=1

di(yt,i, qt,i).

We now focus on any fixed a ∈ [N1], b ∈ [N2]. For convenience, let nia,b :=
∑

t 1[Eia,b(pt) = 1]

denote the total number of rounds on which the eventEia,b transpired, and let the average values over
this event’s subsequence of p, q, y be defined as µia,b(p) := 1

ni
a,b

∑
tE

i
a,b(pt) · pt,i, as µia,b(q) :=

1
ni
a,b

∑
tE

i
a,b(pt) · qt,i, and as µia,b(y) :=

1
ni
a,b

∑
tE

i
a,b(pt) · yt,i, respectively.

Regarding these averages, observe that for any t, letting αia,b denote any bound on the absolute
bias on this subsequence, we get

|pt,i − µia,b(y)| ≤ |pt,i − µia,b(p)|+ |µia,b(p)− µia,b(y)| ≤ δ + αia,b.

Here, the first term is bounded by δ since the subinterval Ωp,ia,b is convex (so that both pt,i and the
average over time µia,b(y) belong to it) and has length at most δ. The second term is bounded by
αia,b by definition of subsequence bias.
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Similarly, using that Ωq,i is a δ-level sets partition for the competing predictor q, we have for
any t that

|qt,i − µia,b(q)| ≤ δ.

By the L-Lipschitzness of di in its second argument, we therefore have for our predictor p that∑
t:Ei

a,b(pt)=1

di(yt,i, pt,i) ≤
∑

t:Ei
a,b(pt)=1

di
(
yt,i, µ

i
a,b(y)

)
+ L · nia,b · (δ + αia,b),

and for the competing predictor q that∑
t:Ei

a,b(pt)=1

di(yt,i, qt,i) ≥
∑

t:Ei
a,b(pt)=1

di
(
yt,i, µ

i
a,b(q)

)
− L · nia,b · δ.

Therefore, we have

∑
t∈[T ]

di(yt, pt)− di(yt, qt) =
∑
a,b

 ∑
t:Ei

a,b(pt)=1

di(yt, pt)−
∑

t:Ei
a,b(pt)=1

di(yt, qt)


≤
∑
a,b

 ∑
t:Ei

a,b(pt)=1

di
(
yt,i, µ

i
a,b(y)

)
−

∑
t:Ei

a,b(pt)=1

di
(
yt,i, µ

i
a,b(q)

)
+
∑
a,b

L · nia,b · (2δ + αia,b)

≤
∑
a,b

L · nia,b · (2δ + αia,b)

= 2LδT + L
∑
a,b

nia,bα
i
a,b.

Here, the last equality uses that
∑

i n
i
a,b = T for every i. Meanwhile, the second inequality is by

the fundamental fact that Bregman divergences elicit means, first observed by [6]:

Theorem 55 (Adapted from Proposition 1 of [6]) For any Bregman divergence d : [0, 1]×(0, 1)→
[0,∞), and any random variable Y with finite support over [0, 1] such that E[Y ] ∈ (0, 1), we have:

E[Y ] = argmin
y∈(0,1)

E[d(Y, y)].

Applying this fact for di, which is a Bregman divergence over [0, 1], to the random variable
Y representing the empirical distribution of the realized labels yt,i over the rounds t on which
Eia,b(pt) = 1, we get:

µia,b(y) =
1

nia,b

∑
t:Ei

a,b

yt,i = E[Y ] = argmin
y∈(0,1)

E[di(Y, y)] = argmin
y∈(0,1)

1

nia,b

∑
t:Ei

a,b

di(yt,i, y).
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This then implies the second inequality in the derivation above, since we now have:∑
t:Ei

a,b(pt)=1

di
(
yt,i, µ

i
a,b(y)

)
≤

∑
t:Ei

a,b(pt)=1

di
(
yt,i, µ

i
a,b(q)

)
.

Summing the inequality
∑

t∈[T ] d
i(yt, pt)− di(yt, qt) ≤ 2LδT + L

∑
a,b n

i
a,bα

i
a,b over i ∈ [k],

we obtain:

Lℓ(p, πT )− Lℓ(q, πT ) ≤
∑
i

2LδT + L
∑
a,b

nia,bα
i
a,b

 = 2kLδT + L
∑
i,a,b

nia,bα
i
a,b.

By Theorem 14, our prediction algorithm achieves for all i, a, b (recalling that our prediction vector
dimension is k and the number of events we condition on is of order |Q|k/δ2):

E
πT
[nia,bα

i
a,b] ≤ c′ ln(2k(|Q|k/δ2)T ) + c′

√
ln(2k(|Q|k/δ2)T ) ·

√
E
πT
[nia,b]

for some constant c′ > 0. We thus have:

E
πT

[Lℓ(p, πT )]−Lℓ(q, πT ) ≤ 2kLδT+2Lc′ ln(2Tk/δ)k/δ2+c′L
√
ln(2k(|Q|k/δ2)T )

∑
i

∑
a,b

√
E
πT
[nia,b]

 .

Now note that for any fixed i, the events corresponding to each pair (a, b) are disjoint by definition,
and thus we have that

∑
a,b n

i
a,b = T in that case. Since there are at most 1/δ2 terms in the sum∑

a,b

√
EπT [nia,b], we thus have that its worst-case value over all possible values of nia,b is when

EπT [nia,b] = Tδ2 for all a, b. Bounding for convenience
√
ln(2k(|Q|k/δ2)T ) by 2 ln(2k|Q|T/δ)

in the last term and rearranging, this gives us the worst-case bound of

E
πT

[Lℓ(p, πT )]− Lℓ(q, πT ) ≤ 2kLδT + 5 ln(2k|Q|T/δ) · c′ · L · k · 1
δ2
·
√
Tδ2.

Finally, setting δ =
√

ln(k|Q|T )
T 1/4 now asymptotically equalizes both terms in the upper bound, giving

us:
E
πT

[Lℓ(p, πT )]− Lℓ(q, πT ) ≤ c′′kL
√
ln(k|Q|T )T 3/4,

for some constant c′′ > 0, thus implying our desired bound for all Lℓ ∈ LL, q ∈ Q.

Now, observe that our theorem critically uses the Lipschitzness of the coordinate-wise Bregman
scores in the second argument throughout its domain (0, 1). This property will indeed be satisfied
by a great many Bregman divergences, including, for example, all those that, like the Euclidean dis-
tance, are based on a Lipschitz convex function f . However, there also exist many useful Bregman
divergences, including notably KL divergence, that are not Lipschitz but are locally Lipschitz on
(0, 1).

Example 3 (Local Lipschitzness of KL divergence) Consider the ith component of the KL diver-
gence, for any i ∈ [k]: diKL(x, y) = x log x

y . Observe that ∂
∂y

(
x log x

y

)
= −x

y . Therefore, since

in our setting x ∈ [0, 1], we obtain that the KL divergence is 1
ϵ -Lipschitz in its second argument y

whenever y ∈ (ϵ, 1).
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Based on this, we can easily formulate an updated version of Theorem 54 for KL-divergence:9

Corollary 56 (Beating the log loss of competing predictors) Given any competing predictor q =
(qt)t∈[T ], our predictor p = (pt)t∈[T ] can achieve (expected) log loss no worse than that of q, up to
a sublinear term:

E
πT
[LLog(p, πT )] ≤ LLog(q, πT ) + Õ

(
k · 1

mint∈[T ],i∈[k]min{pt,i, qt,i}
· T 3/4

)
for any T.

Since we have control over our predictor p, we can easily enforce that it doesn’t have any very
small components pt,i. However, it would appear that we do not have control over the competing
predictor q; thus, in theory, this bound could quickly deteriorate if the competing predictor contin-
ually predicts ever smaller values. However, this should not be a problem in practice: indeed, we
can threshold any competing predictor to never predict less than a certain small probability value
in each coordinate without significantly affecting downstream prediction set making, given that
any “reasonable” prediction set algorithm would be extremely unlikely to include an exceedingly
small-probability label in its prediction set.

Remark 57 (Theorem 54 holds over any convex compact region C ⊂ Rk, not just the simplex ∆Y)
We want to highlight that our Best-in-Class Theorem 54 (along with natural locally-Lipschitz exten-
sions in the spirit of 56) holds for any convex compact prediction space C, not just the simplex ∆Y
— we only presented it as a result over the simplex since this is the context in which we are applying
this result in this section.

Remark 58 (An Omniprediction view of Theorem 54; The necessity of using Bregman losses)
Our theorem provides an omniprediction-type statement, in the sense of [41]. That is, it is a state-
ment of the form: “Given a collection of competing predictors, and a family of well-behaved loss
functions, it is possible to train a predictor that does (up to a small error term) at least as well as
every competing predictor, simultaneously with respect to all loss functions in the family.”

Our results are stronger than the original omniprediction results in that (1) we generalize from
binary valued outcomes to real valued outcomes, and (2) we generalize from one-dimensional out-
puts to multi-dimensional outputs, as primarily considered in [41] and subsequent work. Our results
also hold in the online adversarial setting, as in [36]. Necessarily, the class of loss functions that
we produce “omnipredictors” with respect to is more limited than in the one-dimensional binary
case. One dimensional binary distributions are fully characterized by their mean, and so sufficiently
(multi)-calibrated mean prediction is enough information to optimize all loss functions defined over
one-dimensional binary values. Real valued distributions are not characterized by their means —
and so using tools based on multicalibration and unbiased prediction, we are necessarily limited
to giving guarantees for loss functions such that the mean of the distribution is a sufficient statistic
for optimization, which is what we do here. Indeed, note that a direct converse to the result of [6]
that we used in our proof above, proved under various technical assumptions in [5] and later in [1],
shows that any expected score which elicits means must be a Bregman score; from this, it follows
that our omniprediction result cannot hold more generally than over Bregman scores.

9. We remark that it is straightforward to define a more general analog of Corollary 56, promising to beat competing
predictors according not just to log loss, but to any other locally Lipschitz loss ℓ.
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Appendix F. Application: Groupwise Swap Regret, and Subsequence Regret for
Online Combinatorial Optimization and Extensive-Form Games

We now show how to use the machinery that we have developed to give algorithms in a variety
of sequential settings. In all cases, the scenario we analyze is that in rounds t, a predictor makes
predictions pt, after which one or more decision makers choose actions that are best responses to
pt (i.e. they function as straightforward decision makers). When we are designing an algorithm
for a single decision maker, we always use the predict-then-act paradigm (Algorithm 4). When we
are designing a coordination mechanism, we imagine that our predictions are made to a variety of
decision makers, who each independently act. We show how guaranteeing that our predictions are
unbiased subject to appropriately chosen events gives desirable guarantees for the decision makers
of various sorts.

F.1. Warm-up: (Groupwise) Swap Regret for the Experts Problem

As the simplest example of how to use the machinery we have developed, we show how to derive
an algorithm that recovers optimal swap regret bounds for the experts problem (defined in Section
C.1). Recall that in the experts problem, there are n “experts” i ∈ [n], and at each round, the
algorithm must choose an expert it (or distribution over experts qt). A vector of gains gt ∈ [−1, 1]n
is realized, and the algorithm obtains reward gt,i if she chose expert it = i (and expected reward
⟨qt, gt⟩ if she chose a distribution over experts qt). We can derive an algorithm for this problem
using our framework by — at every round t —

1. Making a prediction pt for the vector of gains gt that will be realized at the end of the round;

2. Selecting the expert it that has the largest predicted gain: it = argmaxi∈[n] pt,i.

To cast this in our framework, we set the prediction space C = [−1, 1]n to be the set of all feasible
gain vectors, the action space A = {1, . . . , n} to be the set of experts, and define a utility function
u : A× C → R as u(i, p) = pi. This utility function is indeed linear and L-Lipschitz in its second
argument for L = 1. We instantiate our prediction algorithm to produce unbiased predictions with
the set of n disjoint binary events E = {Eu,a}a∈A (in this case, for each i ∈ [n], the event Eu,i
is defined such that Eu,i(pt) = 1 if and only if i = argmaxi′∈[n] pt,i). We can now read off swap
regret bounds from the machinery we have built up:

Theorem 59 The Predict-Then-Act Algorithm parameterized with C = [−1, 1]n and E = {Eu,a}a∈A
obtains at each round t ≤ T expected swap regret at most:

E
πt

[
max
ϕ∈ΦSwap

r(πt, u, ϕ)

]
≤ O

(√
n ln(nT )

t

)
We can compute the approximate minimax equilibrium using Algorithm 2, with per-round running
time polynomial in n and log t for each round t ∈ [T ].

Proof From Theorem 14, the predictions of the canonical algorithm with event set E have expected
bias bounded by:

α(T, nt(E, πt)) = O
(
ln(nT ) +

√
ln(nT ) · nt(E, πt)

)
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where here we use that
∑t

t′=1E(xt′ , pt′)
2 ≤ nt(E, πt) ≤ t. Plugging this bound into Theorem 29,

we get that the canonical algorithm has swap regret bounded by

E
πt

[
max
ϕ∈ΦSwap

r(πt, u, ϕ)

]
≤ O

(√
n ln(nT )

t

)
The running time guarantee follows from Theorem 25, noting that the events E are disjoint and

binary.

This recovers (up to low order terms) the optimal swap regret bounds for the experts problem [11,
57], and does so in a nearly “anytime” manner (i.e. with bounds depending on t at every time step
t ≤ T ).

Of course, more direct algorithms for obtaining these swap regret bounds are already known—
but a strength of our approach is that it can be easily and transparently adapted to various extensions
of the setting. Most directly, we can simultaneously ask for unbiasedness with respect to the best
response correspondence of multiple utility functions, which allows a single set of predictions to
enable multiple decision makers to simultaneously obtain low swap regret. It also allows for many
generalizations for a single decision maker. We give an example below in Section F.1.1 — obtaining
no group-wise swap regret in a setting with contexts, There are a variety of other extensions that are
possible as well that we leave as simple exercises (e.g. giving swap regret in the sleeping experts
setting, offering group-wise sleeping experts bounds with adaptive regret guarantees in the style
of [55], or giving the kinds of transductive regret bounds of [73] that compete with policies that
choose actions as a function of the realized transcript (groupwise and in the sleeping experts setting
if desired)).

F.1.1. GROUP-WISE SWAP REGRET

Suppose that in each round we need to choose an expert it on behalf of an individual with observable
features xt ∈ X that we learn at the beginning of the round (i.e. before we need to make the
decision). Individuals may be members of different groups G ⊆ X , and we may have a collection
of (potentially intersecting) groups G on which we care about the performance of our algorithm.
The groups could represent (e.g.) demographic groups defined by features like race, sex, income,
etc, in a context in which one is interested in fairness (as in the literature on subgroup fairness, e.g.
[56, 63, 64]), or could represent subsets of the population that are believed to be clinically relevant
(e.g. defined by medical history, genotype, etc) in a personalized medicine setting, or anything else.

[10] and [69] gave algorithms for obtaining group-wise external regret; here we show how to
obtain the stronger guarantee of group-wise swap regret, which we can define as follows:

Definition 60 (Group-wise Φ and Swap-Regret) Fix a transcript πT and a group G ⊆ X . Let
TG(πT ) = |{t ≤ T : xt ∈ G}| denote the number of rounds in which xt ∈ G. The regret that
a straightforward decision maker with utility function u has with respect to a strategy modification
rule ϕ : A → A on group G is:

r(πT , u, ϕ,G) =
1

TG(πT )

∑
t:xt∈G

u(ϕ(at), yt)− u(at, yt),

where at = δu(pt) for each t. Let Φ be a collection of strategy modification rules and let G be a
collection of groups. We say that a decision maker has (Φ,G)-groupwise regret α for a function
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α : R → R if for every G ∈ G and for every ϕ ∈ Φ, r(πT , u, ϕ,G) ≤ α(TG(πT )). We say that the
decision maker has G-groupwise swap regret α if they have (ΦSwap,G)-groupwise regret α for the
set ΦSwap of all strategy modification rules.

To solve this variant of the experts problem, we continue to have prediction space C = [−1, 1]n,
A = {1, . . . , n}, and 1-Lipschitz utility function u : A × C → R defined as u(i, p) = pi. The
only change is that we now instantiate our prediction algorithm to produce unbiased predictions
with respect to the |G| · n events E = {Eu,a,G}a∈A,G∈G defined such that for each action i ∈ A and
G ∈ G, Eu,i,G(xt, pt) = 1 if and only if xt ∈ G and i = argmaxi′∈[n] pt,i. We can now apply the
following straightforward modification of Theorem 29, adapted to groupwise swap regret:

Theorem 61 Fix a collection of L-Lipschitz utility functions UL, an action set A = {1, . . . ,K}, a
collection of groups G ∈ 2X , and any transcript πT . Let E = {Eu,a,G : u ∈ UL, a ∈ A, G ∈ G} be
the set of binary events defined as Eu,a,G(xt, pt) = 1 if and only if xt ∈ G and δu(pt) = a. Then
if πT is α-unbiased with respect to E , for every u ∈ UL, the straightforward decision maker with
utility function u has G-groupwise swap regret at most:

max
ϕ:A→A

r(πT , u, ϕ,G) ≤
2L
∑

a∈A α(nT (Eu,a,G, πT ))

TG(πT )

for every group G ∈ G. If α is concave, then this bound is at most:

max
ϕ:A→A

r(πT , u, ϕ,G) ≤
2LKα(TG(πT )/K)

TG(πT )
.

The proof requires only additional notation compared to the proof of Theorem 29, and can be
found in the Appendix. We can now read off group-wise swap-regret bounds for the machinery we
have built up to get the following bound on anytime groupwise swap regret:

Theorem 62 Fix any collection of groups G ⊂ 2X . The canonical Predict-Then-Act Algorithm
parameterized with C = [−1, 1]n and E = {Eu,a,G :, a ∈ A, G ∈ G} obtains for every t ≤ T
group-wise swap regret at most:

E
πt

[
max
ϕ∈ΦSwap

r(πt, u, ϕ,G)−Θ

(√
n ln(n|G|T )
tG(πt)

)]
≤ 0.

We can compute the minimax equilibrium using Algorithm 3, with per-round running time polyno-
mial in n and t on every round t ∈ [T ].

Proof From Theorem 14, the predictions of the canonical algorithm with event set E have expected
bias bounded at round t by:

α(T, nt(Eu,a,G, πt)) = O

(
ln(n|G|T ) +

√
ln(n|G|T ) · nt(Eu,a,G, πt)

)
.

Plugging this bound into Theorem 61 we get that the canonical algorithm has G-groupwise swap
regret bounded by

E
πt

[
max
ϕ∈ΦSwap

r(πt, u, ϕ,G)−Θ

(√
n ln(n|G|T )
tG(πt)

)]
≤ 0.

The events that we condition on are no longer disjoint, and thus our predictions will take per-round
running time that is polynomial, rather than polylogarithmic, in the round’s index t.
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F.2. Subsequence Regret in Online Combinatorial Optimization and Extensive Form Games

In Section D we gave two qualitatively different regret guarantees that follow from making pre-
dictions that are unbiased with respect to E = {Eu,a : u ∈ U , a ∈ A}, the set of binary events
corresponding to straightforward decision makers with utility functions u ∈ U taking each action
a ∈ A. This is a natural collection of events to condition on in settings in which the action set A
is modestly sized — but when A is exponentially large, then in general it is not possible to offer
non-trivial guarantees over this collection of events without exponentially large data requirements.

In this section, we show that in the online combinatorial optimization problem, despite the
fact that A is exponentially large (in the number of base actions), it is nevertheless possible to
efficiently obtain subsequence regret with respect to the subsequences defined by any polynomially
large collection of events E . Recall that subsequence regret corresponds to no external regret on
each subsequence — i.e. no regret to each of the exponentially many actions in A, simultaneously
on each subsequence E ∈ E .

The online combinatorial optimization problem is an instance of the online linear optimization
problem (defined in Section C.2.2 in the context of deriving our main algorithm via FTPL) defined
by a set of base actions B = {1, . . . , n} and a collection of feasible subsets of the base actions
D ⊆ 2B . In rounds t ∈ {1, . . . , T}:

1. The algorithm chooses a distribution over feasible action subsets Dt ∈ ∆D

2. The adversary chooses a vector of gains gt ∈ [−1, 1]n over the base actions.

3. The algorithm experiences gain ĝt = ESt∼Dt [
∑

i∈St
gt,i].

For example, if the base actions B correspond to the roads in a road network, the feasible sub-
sets D correspond to collections of roads that form s − t paths in the underlying network, and the
gains correspond to the (negative) road congestions for each edge in the network, then we have the
online shortest paths problem [62, 84]. More generally, D could represent any combinatorial struc-
ture, such as spanning trees, Hamiltonian paths, or anything else. The Follow-the-Perturbed-Leader
algorithm [62] reduces the problem of obtaining efficient external regret bounds for combinatorial
optimization problems to the offline problem of solving linear optimization problems over D. Here
we show how to efficiently get the stronger guarantee of no subsequence regret (defined in Section
B.2) for any polynomial collection of events E by reduction to the offline problem of optimizing
over D.

To cast online combinatorial optimization in our framework, we set our prediction space to
be C = [−1, 1]n, our action space to be A = D, and the decision maker’s utility function to be
u(St, pt) =

∑
i∈St

pt,i, which is linear in pt as required.
Recall that the events E ∈ E can depend on the chosen set St that the learner plays at each

round. If the payoffs of different compound actions St were unrelated to one another, then we would
have to resort to conditioning on events Eu,S as in Section F.1 — i.e. the events that correspond
to a downstream decision maker with utility function u playing action S. The difficulty is that in
the online combinatorial optimization problem, there are exponentially many actions S, and hence
exponentially many such events. Here we take advantage of the linear structure. The idea is that we
can condition on events defined by base actions b ∈ B. In particular, we condition on the events that
the downstream decision maker chooses an action S that contains base action b. Although there are
as many as 2n compound actions S, there are only n base actions, and hence n such conditioning
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events. The linear structure of the payoff makes these events sufficient to guarantee the learner no
external regret. If we now want the learner to additionally have a no subsequence regret guarantee
with respect to a collection of arbitrary events E , we instead condition on the intersection of the
events E ∈ E with the events that the downstream learner plays each of their base actions b, which
results in only n · |E| conditioning events. This is enough to give us efficient algorithms promising
no subsequence regret on any polynomially sized collection of subsequences:

Theorem 63 Fix a base action set B = {1, 2, . . . n}, prediction space C = [−1, 1]n, an action
set D ⊆ 2B , a collection of events E , and utility function u(St, pt) =

∑
i∈St

pt,i. Let I = {Ib,E :
b ∈ B,E ∈ E} be the set of binary events defined as Ib,E(pt) = 1 if and only if b ∈ δu(pt) and
E(πt−1, xt, pt) = 1. Then if πT is α-unbiased with respect to I ∪ E , the straightforward decision
maker with utility function u has E-subsequence regret at most:

max
E∈E,ϕ∈ΦExt

r(πT , u, ϕ,E) ≤
∑
b∈B

α(nT (E, πT )) + α(nT (Ib,E , πT ))

T

The proof of Theorem 63 is in Appendix M. We can read off concrete anytime subsequence
regret bounds using the machinery we have built up:

Corollary 64 Fix any collection of events E . The canonical Predict-Then-Act algorithm parame-
terized with C = [−1, 1]n,A = D, E ′ = I ∪E , where I = {Ib,E : b ∈ B,E ∈ E}, obtains expected
subsequence regret at each round t ≤ T at most:

E
πt

[
max

E∈E,ϕ∈ΦExt
r(πt, u, ϕ,E)

]
≤ O

(
n
√

ln(n|E|T )√
t

)
.

We can implement the Predict-Then-Act algorithm using Algorithm 3, with runtime in every round
t ∈ [T ] polynomial in n and t.

Remark 65 We have described the result as if there is a single decision maker. However we can
equally well handle the case in which there are many different decision makers j who experience
affine gain gjt,i(y

t) for base action i (as a function of some common state y), and who experience

total gain ĝjt (St) =
∑

i∈S g
j
t,i(y

t) for compound action St. For example, in the context of an online
shortest paths problem, yt could be a vector of congestions on each road segment, but different
downstream agents could have different disutilities for delay, could have preferences for or against
toll roads, scenic routes, etc, and could have different action sets corresponding to different source-
destination pairs in the road network. If we have m such downstream agents, we can produce
forecasts that are unbiased according to the events defined in Theorem 63 for each of their utility
functions, which will have the effect of increasing the running time of the algorithm linearly with
m, and increasing the regret guarantee logarithmically in m. The result will be forecasts that yield
regret guarantees simultaneously for all of the m downstream agents.

F.2.1. REGRET IN EXTENSIVE-FORM GAMES

Extensive-form games are a generalization of normal form games in which players may take actions
in sequence, have multiple interactions with one another, and reveal some (but possibly not all)
information about their actions to one another over the course of their interaction. Many real-world
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interactions are fruitfully modeled as extensive form games — for example, superhuman poker
players were developed by modelling poker as a large extensive form game [12, 13].

An extensive form game can be represented by a game tree, where at each node of the tree,
a particular agent plays an action, until a terminal node is reached and utilities for all players are
revealed. Players are able to condition on past play in the game, as specified by the information
set, or a set of nodes for which the revealed past play is the same, capturing the notion of imperfect
information.

Recent work in extensive-form game solving has explored the connection between various no-
regret dynamics and equilibrium concepts, in attempts to find the largest set of strategy modifica-
tion functions, or deviations, such that polynomial time convergence to equilibria is still possible.
[26, 27] find that minimizing regret defined by a set of trigger deviations and linear swap deviations
on sequence-form strategies converge to extensive-form correlated equilibrium (EFCE) and linear
correlated equilibrium (LCE) respectively. On the other hand, [74, 75] categorize families of non-
linear (with respect to sequence-form strategies) behavioral deviations which converge to equilibria
concepts that are subsets or supersets of EFCE.

In this section, we present regret minimization in the extensive-form game setting as a special
case of online combinatorial optimization.

Extensive-form Games An extensive-form game of n players {1, 2, . . . , n} ∪ {c} is represented
by a tree, which includes a set of nodes H and a set of directed edges, or actions A. There is a
chance player c, representing Nature, who at each of their nodes plays actions with fixed probability
determined when the game begins. There are two types of nodes: a terminal node z ∈ H is a leaf
of the tree, while all other non-terminal nodes are referred to as internal nodes. Let Z be the set of
all terminal nodes in the game. An information set I ∈ I is a set of internal nodes such that the
information available to the player at these nodes is indistinguishable, i.e. the known history of past
play is the same. The partition function H : H → I defines this partition of H into information
sets. At each information set I ∈ I, a single player i ∈ [n] selects an action from the available
actions at that information set, denotedA(I) (a basic consistency condition requires that the actions
available at each node of an information set all be the same, and equal to A(I)). Let Ii be the set of
all information sets at which player i chooses an action. Once a terminal node z ∈ Z of the tree is
reached, the game ends and the vector of gains {g1(z), g2(z), . . . gn(z)} for all players is revealed.

An assignment function ρ : I → [n] ∪ {c} takes as input an information set I ∈ I and returns
the player who takes an action at that information set. We overload ρ to also return the acting
player for single nodes in H. Note that for any two nodes h1 and h2 in the same information set,
ρ(h1) = ρ(h2). The successor function c : H × A → H maps any node-action pair (h, a) to the
node resulting from taking action a at h. For any two information sets I, I ′ ∈ Ii, we write I ≺ I ′ if
there exists a path from any node h ∈ I to any node h′ ∈ I ′.

Strategy Representations and Reachability A standard extensive-form strategy representation is
the behavioral strategy, where at each one of the player’s information sets, a probability is assigned
to each of the actions that the player may take.

Definition 66 A behavioral strategy σi : I → ∆(A(I)) for player i assigns a valid probability
distribution over actions at each information set I ∈ Ii. Let σi(I, a) be the probability action a
is played in the distribution over information set I . A deterministic behavioral strategy, denoted
si, assigns probability 1 to some action at each information set I ∈ I. Let Si be the set of all
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deterministic behavioral strategies of player i, and Σi be the set of all (randomized) behavioral
strategies of player i.

One disadvantage of the behavioral strategy representation is that it results in nonconvexity in the
computation of important quantities, such as the probability of reaching any terminal node. In our
framework, we use a terminal node-based representation of deterministic strategies, representing
each strategy by the subset of terminal nodes it makes reachable, which is a sufficient statistic
to compute the payoff of that strategy. This representation relies on the concept of reachability.
Reachability can be reasoned about as a binary-valued property (whether or not there is a chance a
node is reached) or as a probability (the exact probability of reaching a node). We discuss the former
in the context of a learner’s strategy σi, and the latter with respect to a collection of opponents’
strategies σ−i:

Definition 67 A node h ∈ H (or information set I ∈ I) is made reachable by player i under
behavioral strategy σi if, for a path Ph = {(I1, a1), (I2, a2), . . . , (IK , aK)} from the root to h (or
I), for all k ∈ [K] such that ρ(Ik) = i, σi(Ik, ak) > 0.

Definition 68 The reach probability rh (or rI ) of a node h ∈ H (or information set I ∈ I) under
opponents’ strategies σ−i is

rh =
∏

k∈[K],ρ(Ik )̸=i

σρ(Ik)(Ik, ak)

given a path Ph = {(I1, a1), (I2, a2), . . . , (IK , aK)} from the root to h (or I).

With these concepts, we can define our notion of a “leaf-form strategy”, which represents any be-
havioral strategy σi by an indicator vector specifying which subset of leaf nodes are made reachable
by σi. For the purposes of this work, it is sufficient to restrict our attention to the collection of pure
leaf-node strategies induced by deterministic behavioral strategies.

Definition 69 A leaf-form strategy representation of a deterministic behavioral strategy si is a bi-
nary vector π ∈ {0, 1}|Z| indexed by all terminal nodes z ∈ Z , with πz = 1 if z is reachable under
si. Let Πi be the space of all leaf-form strategies of player i induced by the set of all deterministic
behavioral strategies Si.

We can similarly define a representation of opponents’ strategies in terms of the probabilities of
reaching each of the terminal nodes, weighted by the learner’s payoff at each of them:

Definition 70 Fix a collection of opponents’ strategies σ−i. The payoff-weighted reachability vec-
tor v induced by σ−i is a vector v ∈ R|Z| indexed by terminal nodes z ∈ Z with vz = rz · gi(z),
where gi(z) is the payoff for player i at z.

For a strategy profile σ where player i is playing a deterministic strategy, if a node is made reach-
able under σi, then the node’s reach probability under σ−i is the exact probability of reaching
it. Therefore, for any such strategy profile, we can compute the expected payoff for the learner
(playing a deterministic strategy) as the inner product of a corresponding leaf-form strategy and
payoff-weighted reachability vector:

Lemma 71 Fix a learner’s deterministic behavioral strategy si and opponent’s strategies σ−i. Let
π be the leaf-form strategy representing si. Let v be the payoff-weighted reachability vector induced
by σ−i. Then, the expected utility for the learner is ⟨π, v⟩.
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Oracle-Efficient Optimization over Leaf-form Strategies The learning algorithms we present
will be efficient reductions to the problem of solving linear optimization problems over the space of
leaf-form strategies. In the remaining exposition, we will assume that we have an oracle for solving
this best response problem. Whenever an extensive form game satisfies the properties of perfect
recall and path recall for the learner, a best-response oracle can be efficiently implemented using
backwards induction — we give details in Appendix L.1.

Definition 72 A best response oracle for a game G is an algorithm that, when given as input game
G, player i, and vector of values v ∈ R|Z|, returns π∗ = argmaxπ∈Πi

⟨π, v⟩.

Extensive-form Games as Online Combinatorial Optimization We can now cast learning in
extensive-form games as an instance of online combinatorial optimization by viewing each player
as a learner operating with the leaf-form representation of their strategies, maximizing their expected
payoff against an adversary, who chooses a payoff-weighted reachability vector at each round. In
the setup of online combinatorial optimization, for rounds t ∈ {1, 2, . . . , T}:

1. The learner (representing player i) picks a leaf-form strategy πt ∈ Πi.

2. The adversary picks a payoff-weighted reachability vector vt fixing any σ−i ∈ Σ−i.

3. The learner experiences a gain of gt = ⟨πt, vt⟩.
The algorithm for achieving subsequence regret for the learner in this framework proceeds by at
each round t first making a prediction pt ∈ R|Z| of the opponents’ payoff-weighted reachability
vector for that round. The straightforward decision maker then picks a leaf-form strategy πt that
maximizes their expected payoff with respect to pt, using the best response oracle, after which the
true payoff-weighted reachability vector vt is revealed. We can obtain E-subsequence regret bounds
of the form described in Theorem 63, where the action space is A = Πi, the set of all leaf-form
strategies, using base actions B, the set of all one-hot vectors of length |Z|.

As written, the running time of our algorithm is linear in the number of terminal nodes in
the game tree. This comes from the fact that we have represented the payoff of strategies in the
extensive form game as linear functions over the payoff obtainable at each terminal node. More
generally, however, if payoffs can be described as linear functions over a lower dimensional space,
then the same algorithm can be run with running time dependence on this lower dimension. In
Appendix L.2 we describe conditions under which the running time can be taken to depend only on
the number of information sets of a player, rather than the number of terminal nodes in the game
tree, which can sometimes be a large improvement.

Informed Causal Deviations Choosing different sets of events E will define different classes of
strategy deviations. Our guarantees will allow us to state that we can obtain no-regret over the set
of all deviations that map the periods for which an event E has occurred (E(xt, pt) = 1) to any
another fixed strategy. In the following, we show how to pick a small collection of events E to
recover the well-studied notion of regret to informed causal deviations, which lead to convergence
to extensive-form correlated equilibrium [86].

We show that regret to informed causal deviations [23, 45] is bounded as a special case of regret
to subsequence deviations defined by a polynomial number of events. Informed causal deviations
of a strategy allow a player to consider, in hindsight, the best strategy they could have taken given
that they reach a particular information set (among their own information sets) and take a particular
action at that information set, known as the trigger sequence. A formal definition is given below:
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Definition 73 Fix an information set I ′ ∈ Ii, subsequent action a′ ∈ A(I ′), and strategy s′i. An
informed causal deviation ϕ of strategy si ∈ Si returns a strategy such that at each information set
I ∈ I,

ϕ(si) =

{
s′i(I), I ⪰ I ′, si(I ′) = a′

si(I), otherwise

Let Φcausal = {ϕI,a,s : I ∈ Ii, a ∈ A(I), s′ ∈ Si} be the set of all informed causal deviations.

We set up our algorithm to make predictions that are unbiased with respect to the |I|·|maxI∈I A(I)|
events defined as E = {EI,a : I ∈ Ii, a ∈ A(I)}. The event EI,a(pt) = 1 if and only if the strategy
played at time t makes the information set I reachable and plays a at information set I . We now
directly apply Theorem 63 to obtain the following theorem:

Theorem 74 Fix an extensive-form game G. Let the base action set B be the set of all one-hot
vectors bz with dimension |Z|. Fix the action space of the learner as the leaf-form strategy space
Πi ⊆ 2B . Fix events defined as E = {EI,a : I ∈ Ii, a ∈ A(I)}, and fix any transcript πT . Let
Q = {qbz ,EI,a

: bz ∈ B,EI,a ∈ E} be the set of binary events defined as qbz ,EI,a
(pt) = 1 if and only

if bz ∈ δu(pt) andEI,a(pt) = 1. Then if πT is α-unbiased with respect toQ∪E , the straightforward
decision maker has E-subsequence regret at most:

max
E∈E,ϕ∈ΦExt

r(πT , u, ϕ,E) ≤
∑
bz∈B

(
α(nT (EI,a, πT )) + α(nT (qbz ,EI,a

, πT ))
)

T
.

Corollary 75 Fix an extensive-form game G and collection of events E = {EI,a : I ∈ Ii, a ∈
A(I)}. The canonical Predict-Then-Act Algorithm parameterized with C = R|Z|,A = Πi, E ′ =
Q ∪ E , where Q = {qbz ,EI,a

: bz ∈ B,EI,a ∈ E}, obtains expected subsequence regret at each
round t ≤ T at most:

E
πt

[
max

E∈E,ϕ∈ΦExt
r(πt, u, ϕ,E)

]
≤ O

(
|Z| ln(|Z||I||maxI∈I A(I)|T )√

t

)
.

From this guarantee, we can show that having no subsequence regret implies having no causal
regret.

Theorem 76 Fix an extensive-form gameG and transcript πT . If the algorithm has E-subsequence
regret with event set E = {EI,a : I ∈ Ii, a ∈ A(I)} bounded by:

max
E∈E,ϕ∈ΦExt

r(πT , u, ϕ,E) ≤ α,

then we have that causal regret, or Φ-regret with respect to the set Φcausal, is bounded by:

max
ϕ∈Φcausal

r(πT , u, ϕ) ≤ α.

The proof can be found in Appendix L. An immediate consequence of this result is if all players
minimize subsequence regret with respect to the events defined in Theorem 74, the empirical fre-
quency of play will converge to a solution subset of the set of extensive-form correlated equilibria
(EFCE).
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In general, the kinds of subsequence deviations we define are incomparable to the behavioral
deviation landscape defined by [74] or linear swap deviations as studied by [26]. It appears that
none of these three families of deviations subsumes any of the others. We note that the machinery
we have developed for subsequence deviations is easily able to take into account external context x
and past history, and so can be used to give regret conditional on features that may be relevant but
are not represented within the action space of the game.

Appendix G. Additional Details from Section C.2.1

We solve for an ϵ-approximate solution of linear program 4 using a weak separation oracle, using
an approximate version of the Ellipsoid algorithm.

Definition 77 For any ϵ > 0 and any convex set S, let

S+ϵ = {p : ||p− q||2 ≤ ϵ for some q ∈ S} S−ϵ = {x : B2(x, ϵ) ⊆ S}

be the positive and negative ϵ-approximate sets of S, where B2(x, r) is a ball of radius r under the
ℓ2 norm.

Definition 78 A weak separation oracle for a convex set S is an algorithm that, when given input
ψ ∈ Qd and positive ϵ ∈ Q, confirms that ψ ∈ S+ϵ if true, and otherwise returns a hyperplane
a ∈ Qd such that ||a||∞ = 1 and ⟨a, ψ⟩ ≤ ⟨a, ψ′⟩+ ϵ for all ψ′ ∈ S−ϵ.

We express a separation oracle for linear program 4 as the convex program that solves for the most
violated constraint given a candidate solution ψ, which is simply the best response problem for the
maximization player in minimax problem 3. This is the problem of maximizing a d-variable linear
function over the convex set C. To make sure that we can control the bit complexity of the constraint
returned by the separation oracle we round the coordinates of the constraint a ∈ Rd output by the
separation oracle to a rational-valued vector within ± ϵ

2 of the exact solution by truncating each
coordinate of a to log(1ϵ ) bits.

Definition 79 A solutionψ ∈ S+ϵ is ϵ-weakly optimal if, given ϵ > 0, Ep∼ψ[u(p, y)] ≤ Ep∼ψ′ [u(p, y)]+
ϵ for all ψ′ ∈ S−ϵ and for all y.

For an ϵ-approximate solution to minimax problem 3, it suffices to find an ϵ-weakly optimal
solution to linear program 4, which we can do using the Ellipsoid method. However, the solution to
the weak optimization may not even be a valid probability distribution (since it only approximately
satisfies the constraints) – in this case, we can project our infeasible solution back to feasibility. We
use the simplex Euclidean projection algorithm given by [18] to project the candidate solution back
to a feasible region and show that this projected feasible solution is still ϵ-approximately optimal.

Theorem 25 Given a polynomial-time separation oracle for C, for any ϵ > 0, there exists an
algorithm (Algorithm 2) that returns an ϵ-approximately optimal solution ψ∗

t to minimax problem 2
and runs in time polynomial in d, |E|, log(1ϵ ).

Proof Linear program 4 encodes minimax problem 3. To solve LP 4, we use the Ellipsoid algorithm,
which gives an approximate solution in polynomial time under the following conditions:
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Theorem 80 ([47], Theorem 4.4.7) Given a weak separation oracle over convex constraint set S
and ϵ > 0, the Ellipsoid algorithm finds a ϵ-weakly optimal solution over S in time polynomial
in the bit complexity of the constraints returned by the separation oracle, the bit complexity of the
objective function, and the bit complexity of ϵ.

Fix some ϵ > 0. Let S be the constraint set, which are a set of linear constraints over a convex
compact set (i.e. y ∈ C) and constraints enforcing a probability simplex (i.e. ψ ∈ ∆(P)), implying
that S is a convex set. Let ϵ′ = ϵ

2C
√

|E|
. Given an exact separation oracle over C, preserving

log( 1
ϵ′ ) bits of the most violated constraint given by the separation oracle and rounding to a rational

number yields an rational ϵ′-approximate most violated constraint, which satisfies the conditions
for a weak separation oracle. Thus, we can find an ϵ′-weakly optimal solution (γ′, ψ′) to minimax
problem 3, where ψ′ ∈ S+ϵ. In the case that ψ′ is a valid probability distribution, we have found an
ϵ-approximate optimal solution ψ∗

t = ψ′.
Otherwise, ψ′ may violate conditions for a valid probability distribution if the linear constraints

do not constrain the feasible set (i.e. S = ∆(P )). Since ψ′ ∈ S+ϵ, there exists some ψϵ ∈ S such
that ||ψϵ − ψ′|| ≤ ϵ′. We find this point ψϵ via the simplex projection algorithm in [18].

We show that this projection back to a feasible probability distribution still leaves us with an
ϵ-approximately optimal solution. Let ut(p∗t , y) be the |E|-dimensional vector such that each coordi-
nate E has entry ut(p

∗,E
t , y). First, we show that |ut(p∗,Et , y)| is bounded by C = 2maxy∈C ||y||∞

for E ∈ E :

|u(p∗,Et , y)| ≤
d∑
i=1

∑
σ∈{−1,1}

∑
E∈E

qt,(i,σ,E) · |σ| · E(xt, p
∗,E
t ) · |p∗,Et,i − yi|

≤
d∑
i=1

∑
σ∈{−1,1}

∑
E∈E

qt,(i,σ,E) · |p
∗,E
t,i − yi|

≤
d∑
i=1

∑
σ∈{−1,1}

∑
E∈E

qt,(i,σ,E) · C

= C

where we used that E(xt, p
∗,E
t ) ≤ 1 and |σ| = 1, and that q ∈ ∆(2d|E|), implying it must sum to

1. From this, we find that ||ut(p∗t , y)||2 ≤
√
C2
1 + . . .+ C2

|E| ≤ C
√
|E|.

Next, by continuity of inner product, given ϵ > 0, y ∈ C, there exists δ > 0 such that ||ψϵ −
ψ′|| ≤ δ implies that ||Ep∼ψϵ [ut(p, y)]−Ep∼ψ′ [ut(p, y)]|| ≤ ϵ. By Cauchy-Schwarz, we can bound
the difference between the expectations as follows:

|| E
p∼ψϵ

[ut(p, y)]− E
p∼ψ′

[ut(p, y)]||2 = ⟨ψϵ − ψ∗, ut(p
∗
t , y)⟩

≤ ||ψϵt − ψ′||2 · ||ut(p∗t , y)||2
≤ δ · ||ut(p∗t , y)||2
≤ δ · C

√
|E|.

Thus, using ψ∗
t = ψϵ as the solution and setting δ = ϵ′ gives us an solution that is ϵ′ ·C

√
|E|+ ϵ′ =

ϵ
2 + ϵ

2C
√

|E|
≤ ϵ approximate. By Lemma 24, any optimal solution to minimax problem 3 is an
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optimal solution to minimax problem 2, so we must have that ψ∗
t is an ϵ-approximate solution to

minimax problem 2.
Now we consider the runtime of the algorithm. In order for LP 4 to be well-formulated, we first

solve |E| convex programs (one for each p∗,E), which takes time polynomial in d. Now, consider the
bit complexity of the constraints. For the inequality constraints, the bit complexity of each constraint
bounding the objective function is given by the bit complexity of Ep∼ψ[u(p, y)]. Each coefficient
of ψ(p∗,Et ) is ut(p

∗,E
t , y), which is bounded by C from above. Since there are |E| variables in this

constraint, the maximum bit complexity of any constraint is bounded by O(log(C|E|)). Similarly,
the objective function has polynomial bit complexity on the scale of O(log(C|E|)). Finally, ϵ has a
bit complexity of log(1ϵ ). The simplex projection algorithm has quadratic runtime in the dimension
of the vector, which takes O(|E|2) time.

Thus, the runtime of the algorithm is polynomial in d, |E|, log(C|E|), and log(1ϵ ).

Appendix H. Proofs from Section C.2.1

Lemma 81 Simultaneously for all y ∈ C, we have:

p∗,Et ∈ argmin
p:E(πt−1,xt,p)=1

ut(p, y).

Proof The constraint that E(πt−1, xt, p) = 1 together with the fact that the set of events E is
disjoint and binary implies that for all other events E′ ∈ E , E′(πt−1, xt, p) = 0. For any p such that
E(πt−1, xt, p) = 1, we therefore have that ut(p, y) reduces to:

ut(p, y) =

 d∑
i=1

∑
σ∈{−1,1}

qt,(i,σ,E) · σ · pi − qt,(i,σ,E) · σ · yi


But in this expression, the p terms have no interaction with the y terms, and hence we have that for
any y:

argmin
p:E(πt−1,xt,p)=1

ut(p, y) = argmin
p:E(πt−1,xt,p)=1

 d∑
i=1

∑
σ∈{−1,1}

qt,(i,σ,E) · σ · pi − qt,(i,σ,E) · σ · yi


= argmin

p:E(πt−1,xt,p)=1

 d∑
i=1

∑
σ∈{−1,1}

qt,(i,σ,E) · σ · pi


= p∗,Et

Lemma 82 Fix any optimal solution ψ∗
t to minimax problem 3. Then ψ∗

t is also an optimal solution
to minimax problem 2.

Proof We first observe that minimax problem 3 is only a more constrained problem for the mini-
mization player than minimax problem 2, as Pt ⊂ C. Thus it suffices to show that given a solution
ψ̂t for minimax problem 2, we can transform it into a new solution ψt such that:
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1. ψt has support only over points in Pt, and

2. For all y ∈ C, Ept∼ψt [u(pt, y)] ≥ Ept∼ψ̂t
[u(pt, y)].

Given ψ̂t, we construct ψt as follows: for each event E, we take all of the weight that ψ̂t places on
points p such that E(πt−1, xt, p) = 1, and place that weight on p∗,Et ∈ Pt:

ψt(p
∗,E
t ) = ψ̂t({p : E(πt−1, xt, p) = 1})

By construction ψt has support over points in Pt. It remains to show that ψt has objective value that
is at least as high as ψ̂t for every y ∈ C:

E
pt∼ψ̂t

[u(pt, y)] =
∑
E∈E

Pr
pt∼ψ̂t

[E(πt−1, xt, pt) = 1] E
pt∼ψ̂t

[u(pt, y)|E(πt−1, xt, pt) = 1]

≤
∑
E∈E

Pr
pt∼ψ̂t

[E(πt−1, xt, pt) = 1]u(p∗,Et , y)

= E
pt∼ψt

[u(pt, y)]

The inequality follows from Lemma 23.

Appendix I. Proofs From Section C.2.2

Lemma 83 Playing FTPL for T ′ rounds with perturbation parameter δ =
√

2d
T ′ , for a learner with

decision space C and adversary with state space S = {st(p) | p ∈ C} yields a regret bound:

RT ′,y ≤
√
2dC2T ′

for all y ∈ C, where d is the dimension of all vectors in C and C = 2maxy∈C∥y∥∞.

Proof Recall from Theorem 26 that regret at round T ′ for any decision y ∈ C is bounded by:

RT ′,y ≤ 2
√
∆KAT ′

when we choose δ =
√

∆
KAT ′ , where K = supy,p∈C |⟨y, st(p)⟩|, A = supp∈C∥st(p)∥1 and

∆ = supy1,y2∈C∥y1 − y2∥1.

From the definition of state vectors in Equation 5, for any p ∈ C, we have that

∥st(p)∥1 =
d∑
i=1

|st,i(p)| =
d∑
i=1

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑

σ∈{−1,1}

∑
E∈E

qt,(i,σ,E) · σ · E(xt, p)

∣∣∣∣∣∣
≤

d∑
i=1

∑
σ∈{−1,1}

∑
E∈E

∣∣qt,(i,σ,E) · σ · E(xt, p)
∣∣

=

d∑
i=1

∑
σ∈{−1,1}

∑
E∈E

qt,(i,σ,E) · |σ · E(xt, p)|
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≤
d∑
i=1

∑
σ∈{−1,1}

∑
E∈E

qt,(i,σ,E) = 1

since qt ∈ ∆[2d|E|] and by definition, |σ · E(xt, p)| ≤ 1. Thus, we can set A = 1. Since ∥y∥∞ ≤
C/2, we similarly have:

|⟨y, st(p)⟩| ≤
d∑
i=1

|yi · st,i(p)| ≤
C

2
·

d∑
i=1

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑

σ∈{−1,1}

∑
E∈E

qt,(i,σ,E) · σ · E(xt, p)

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ C

2

for all y, p ∈ C, so K = C/2. Finally, since |yi,1 − yi,2| ≤ C for all y1, y2 ∈ C, it is clear that
∆ ≤ dC.

Note that for this setting, we have indeed set δ to the desired value, since√
∆

KAT ′ =

√
2dC

CT ′ =

√
2d

T ′

and now substituting the relevant quantities into the regret bound,

RT ′,y ≤ 2
√
dC · C/2 · 1 · T ′ =

√
2dC2T ′

Algorithm 3 for achieving unbiased predictions makes the implicit assumption that the expected
value of FTPL’s output is efficiently computable at each round. In conditions where this is not true,
we can approximate the expectation via a sampling procedure over the distribution with respect to
which we are taking the expectation, and use this approximation to achieve similar results. We make
use of the following concentration inequalities:

Theorem 84 (Hoeffding’s Inequality) Let {Xj}nj=1 be independent random variables such that
Xj ∈ [a, b] for each j ∈ [n]. Let Sn =

∑n
j=1Xj be their sum. Then, for any ϵ > 0,

Pr [|Sn − E[Sn]| ≥ ϵ] ≤ 2 exp

(
− 2ϵ2

n(b− a)2

)
Corollary 85 Let {Xj}nj=1 be independent random variables such that Xj ∈ [a, b] for each j ∈
[n]. Let X = 1

n

∑n
j=1Xj be the average of their sum. Then, for any ϵ > 0,

Pr
[
|X − E[X]| ≥ ϵ

]
≤ 2 exp

(
− 2nϵ2

(b− a)2

)
Lemma 86 Given a sample {yjτ}nj=1 ∼ Dn

τ , define pτ =
∑n

j=1 y
j
τ as the average of the sampled

values. For n = C2

2ϵ20
ln
(
2d
δ0

)
, we have that with probability 1− δ0

|Ey∼Dτ [yi]− pτ,i| < ϵ0

simultaneously for all i ∈ [d].
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Proof For each i ∈ [d], the set of values {yjτ,i}nj=1 are independent draws from the same distribution
such that yjτ,i ∈ [−C/2, C/2] for all i ∈ [d], j ∈ [n]. By direct application of Corollary 85,

Pr [|E[yi]− pτ,i| ≥ ϵ0] ≤ 2 exp

(
−2nϵ20
C2

)
Taking a union bound,

Pr
[
|E[y1]− pτ,1| ≥ ϵ0

⋃
|E[y2]− pτ,2| ≥ ϵ0

⋃
· · ·
⋃
|E[yd]− pτ,d| ≥ ϵ0

]
≤ 2d exp

(
−2nϵ20
C2

)
=⇒ Pr

[
|E[y1]− pτ,1| < ϵ0

⋂
|E[y2]− pτ,2| < ϵ0

⋂
· · ·
⋂
|E[yd]− pτ,d| < ϵ0

]
≥ 1− 2d exp

(
−2nϵ20
C2

)
With our choice of n, 2d exp

(
−2nϵ20

C2

)
simplifies to δ0, completing the proof.

Lemma 86 details a sampling procedure to select pτ that is close to Eyτ∼Dτ [yτ ] with high probabil-
ity. We can use this to slightly modify Algorithm 3 to return a strategy for the learner with similar
guarantees, but which doesn’t make any assumptions on our ability to compute Ey∼Dτ [y]. This is
captured by the following Algorithm 6:

Initialize st(p0) to 0.

Set T ′ = 8dC2

ϵ′2 , δ =
√

2d
T ′ , n = 2C2

ϵ′2 ln
(
2dT ′

δ′

)
Fix distribution Z = Unif[0, 1δ ]

d.
for τ = 1, . . . , T ′ do

for j = 1, . . . , n do
Sample zjτ ∼ Z
Compute yjτ =M

(∑τ−1
k=0 st(pk) + zjτ

)
Set pτ = 1

n

∑n
j=1 y

j
τ

Compute st(pτ ) as defined in Equation 5.
Define p as the uniform distribution over the sequence (p1, p2, · · · , pT ′).
return p

Algorithm 6: Get-Approx-Equilibrium-Sampling(t, ϵ′, δ′)

Theorem 87 For any t ∈ [T ] and ϵ′, δ′ > 0, with probability 1 − δ′, Algorithm 6 returns a
distribution over actions p which is an ϵ′-approximate minimax equilibrium strategy for the zero-
sum game with objective ut.

The proof of Theorem 87 is similar to the proof of Theorem 27. The primary difference is that
we must now control and keep track of sampling error that comes from estimating Ez∈Z

[
M
(∑τ−1

k=0 st(pk) + z
)]

from samples, which we do with standard concentration inequalities.
Proof We bound the adversary’s maximum sum of scores in hindsight with respect to ut:

max
y∈C

T ′∑
τ=1

ut(pτ , y) ≤

(
RT ′,y∗ +

T ′∑
τ=1

E
y∼Dτ

[
u′t(pτ , y)

])
+

T ′∑
τ=1

⟨pτ , st(pτ )⟩ (9)
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where

y∗ = argmax
y∈C

T ′∑
τ=1

u′t(pτ , y
∗) = argmax

y∈C

T ′∑
τ=1

ut(pτ , y).

Now, we choose pτ as the average of n = 2C2

ϵ′2 ln
(
2dT ′

δ′

)
independently drawn samples from Dτ ,

which ensures we satisfy the guarantee detailed in Lemma 86. By our choice of n, we have ϵ0 = ϵ′/2
and δ0 = δ′/T ′. Since now pτ is an estimate of Ey∼Dτ [y] rather than the exact expectation, for any
specific τ ∈ [T ′] we can only bound the expected utility with high probability:

E
y∼Dτ

[ut(pτ , y)] =

〈(
E

y∼Dτ

[y]− pτ
)
, st(pτ )

〉
≤
∣∣∣∣〈( E

y∼Dτ

[y]− pτ
)
, st(pτ )

〉∣∣∣∣
≤

d∑
i=1

∣∣∣∣( E
y∼Dτ

[yi]− pτ,i) · st,i(pτ )
∣∣∣∣

≤ ϵ0 ·
d∑
i=1

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑

σ∈{−1,1}

∑
E∈E

qt,(i,σ,E) · σ · E(xt, pτ )

∣∣∣∣∣∣
≤ ϵ0

where the second last inequality is true with probability 1 − δ0, from Lemma 86. We can quantify
the probability that this inequality holds for all τ ∈ [T ′] simultaneously using a union bound:

Pr

[
T ′⋃
τ=1

E
y∼Dτ

[ut(pτ , y)] > ϵ0

]
≤ T ′δ0

=⇒ Pr

[
T ′⋂
τ=1

E
y∼Dτ

[ut(pτ , y)] ≤ ϵ0

]
≥ 1− T ′δ0 = 1− δ′

So with probability 1−δ′, the sum of expected utilities can be bound, once again following Theorem
27,

T ′∑
τ=1

E
y∼Dτ

[
u′t(pτ , y)

]
+

T ′∑
τ=1

⟨pτ , st(pτ )⟩ =
T ′∑
τ=1

E
y∼Dτ

[ut(pτ , y)] ≤ ϵ0T ′ = ϵ′T ′/2

=⇒
T ′∑
τ=1

E
y∼Dτ

[
u′t(pτ , y)

]
≤ ϵ′T ′/2−

T ′∑
τ=1

⟨pτ , st(pτ )⟩

Substituting this into equation 9,

max
y∈C

T ′∑
τ=1

ut(pτ , y) ≤

(
RT ′,y∗ + ϵ′T ′/2−

T ′∑
τ=1

⟨pτ , st(pτ )⟩

)
+

T ′∑
τ=1

⟨pτ , st(pτ )⟩

= RT ′,y∗ + ϵ′T ′/2

≤
√
2dC2T ′ + ϵ′T ′/2
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Since 1
T ′
∑T ′

i=1 u(pτ , y) = Ep∼p[ut(p, y)], it follows that

max
y∈C
· E
p∼p

[ut(p, y)] ≤
√
2dC2T ′ + ϵ′T ′/2

T ′

and so with probability 1 − δ′, p is a
(√

2dC2

T ′ + ϵ′

2

)
-approximate equilibrium strategy for the

learner. By our choice of T ′ = 8dC2

ϵ′2 , this simplifies to ϵ′, as desired.

Appendix J. Proofs from Section D

Theorem 30 Fix a collection of L-Lipschitz utility functions UL, an action set A = {1, . . . ,K},
and any transcript πT . Let E = {Eu,a : u ∈ U , a ∈ A} be the set of binary events corresponding
to straightforward decision makers with utility functions u ∈ UL taking each action a ∈ A. Then
if πT is α-unbiased with respect to E , for every u ∈ UL, the straightforward decision maker with
utility function u has type regret with respect to UL at most:

max
u′∈UL

r(πT , u, u
′) ≤ max

u′∈UL

L
∑

a∈A
(
α(nT (Eu′,a, πT )) + α(nT (Eu,a, πT ))

)
T

For any concave α, this bound implies:

max
u′∈UL

r(πT , u, u
′) ≤ 2LKα(T/K)

T

Proof [Proof of Theorem 30] Fix any pair u, u′ ∈ UL. We need to upper bound r(πT , u, u′). Using
linearity of u in its second argument, we can derive:

1

T

T∑
t=1

u(δu(pt), yt) =
∑
a∈A

1

T

∑
t:δu(pt)=a

u(a, yt)

=
∑
a∈A

1

T

T∑
t=1

Eu,a(pt)u(a, yt)

=
∑
a∈A

u

(
a,

1

T

T∑
t=1

Eu,a(pt)yt

)

≥
∑
a∈A

(
u

(
a,

1

T

T∑
t=1

Eu,a(pt)pt

)
− Lα(nT (Eu,a, πT ))

T

)

=
1

T

T∑
t=1

u(δu(pt), pt)−
L
∑

a∈A α(nT (Eu,a, πT ))

T

where the inequality follows from the α-unbiasedness condition with respect to event Eu,a and the
L-Lipschitzness of u. Similarly, because of the α-unbiasedness condition with respect to event
Eu′,a we have that:

1

T

T∑
t=1

u(δu′(pt), yt) ≤
1

T

T∑
t=1

u(δu′(pt), pt) +
L
∑

a∈A α(nT (Eu′,a, πT ))

T
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We can therefore bound the regret r(πT , u, u′) as:

r(πT , u, u
′) =

1

T

T∑
t=1

u(δu′(pt), yt)−
1

T

T∑
t=1

u(δu(pt), yt)

≤ 1

T

T∑
t=1

(u(δu′(pt), pt)− u(δu(pt), pt)) +
L
∑

a∈A
(
α(nT (Eu′,a, πT )) + α(nT (Eu,a, πT ))

)
T

≤
L
∑

a∈A
(
α(nT (Eu′,a, πT )) + α(nT (Eu,a, πT ))

)
T

Here the last inequality follows from the fact that by definition of δu(pt), u(δu(pt), pt) ≥ u(a′, pt)
for all a′ ∈ A (including a′ = δu′(pt)).

The simplified bound follows from the concavity of α and the fact that for every utility function
u, the events {Eu,a}a∈A are disjoint, which implies that

∑
a∈A nT (Eu,a, πT ) ≤ T .

Appendix K. Proofs From Section F.1

Theorem 61 Fix a collection of L-Lipschitz utility functions UL, an action set A = {1, . . . ,K}, a
collection of groups G ∈ 2X , and any transcript πT . Let E = {Eu,a,G : u ∈ UL, a ∈ A, G ∈ G} be
the set of binary events defined as Eu,a,G(xt, pt) = 1 if and only if xt ∈ G and δu(pt) = a. Then
if πT is α-unbiased with respect to E , for every u ∈ UL, the straightforward decision maker with
utility function u has G-groupwise swap regret at most:

max
ϕ:A→A

r(πT , u, ϕ,G) ≤
2L
∑

a∈A α(nT (Eu,a,G, πT ))

TG(πT )

for every group G ∈ G. If α is concave, then this bound is at most:

max
ϕ:A→A

r(πT , u, ϕ,G) ≤
2LKα(TG(πT )/K)

TG(πT )
.

Proof [Proof of Theorem 61] Fix any ϕ : A → A, u ∈ UL, and G ∈ G. We need to upper bound
r(πT , u, ϕ,G). Using the linearity of u(a, ·) in its second argument for all a ∈ A, we can write:

r(πT , u, ϕ,G) =
1

TG(πT )

∑
t:xt∈G

u(ϕ(δu(pt)), yt)− u(δu(pt), yt)

=
1

TG(πT )

∑
a∈A

∑
t:δu(pt)=a,xt∈G

u(ϕ(a), yt)− u(a, yt)

=
∑
a∈A

1

TG(πT )

T∑
t=1

Eu,a,G(xt, pt) (u(ϕ(a), yt)− u(a, yt))

=
∑
a∈A

(
u

(
ϕ(a),

1

TG(πT )

T∑
t=1

Eu,a,G(xt, pt)yt

)
− u

(
a,

1

TG(πT )

T∑
t=1

Eu,a,G(xt, pt)yt

))

≤
∑
a∈A

(u

(
ϕ(a),

1

TG(πT )

T∑
t=1

Eu,a,G(xt, pt)pt

)
− u

(
a,

1

TG(πT )

T∑
t=1

Eu,a,G(xt, pt)pt

)
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+
2Lα(nT (Eu,a,G, πT ))

TG(πT )
)

≤
∑
a∈A

(
2Lα(nT (Eu,a,G, πT ))

TG(πT )

)
=

2L
∑

a∈A α(nT (Eu,a, πT ))

TG(πT )

Here the first inequality follows from the α-unbiasedness condition and the L-Lipschitzness of u:
indeed, for every a′ (and in particular for a′ ∈ {a, ϕ(a)}) we have∣∣∣∣∣u

(
a′,

1

TG(πT )

T∑
t=1

Eu,a,G(xt, pt)pt

)
− u

(
a′,

1

TG(πT )

T∑
t=1

Eu,a,G(xt, pt)yt

)∣∣∣∣∣
≤ L| 1

TG(πT )

∑
t

(pt−yt)Eu,a,G(pt)|∞ =
L

TG(πT )
max
i∈[d]
|
∑
t

(pt,i−yt,i)Eu,a,G(pt)| ≤
α(nT (Eu,a,G, πT ))L

TG(πT )
.

The 2nd inequality follows from the fact that by definition, whenever δu(pt) = a (and hence when-
everEu,a(pt) = 1), u(a, pt) ≥ u(a′, pt) for all a′ ∈ A, and the fact that by Lemma 8, the levelsets of
δu are convex, and hence u(a, 1

TG(πT )

∑T
t=1Eu,a,G(xt, pt)pt) ≥ u(a′,

1
TG(πT )

∑T
t=1Eu,a,G(xt, pt)pt)

for all a′.
For any utility function u and group G, the events {Eu,a,G}a∈A are disjoint, and so for any u,

G, and any πT ,
∑

a∈A nT (Eu,a,G, πT ) ≤ TG(πT ). Therefore, whenever α is a concave function (as
it is for the algorithm we give in this paper, and as it is for essentially any reasonable bound), the
term

∑
a∈A α(nT (Eu,a,G, πT )) evaluates to at most Kα(TG(πT )/K).

Appendix L. Additional Details from Section F.2

L.1. A Best-Response Oracle for Leaf-Form Strategies

In Section F.2, we reduced the problem of obtaining subsequence regret in an extensive-form game
to the problem of optimizing over the set of all leaf-form strategies for that game, to find the learner’s
best response to any collection of opponent strategies. Here, we present a best-response oracle that
efficiently returns a learner’s best response for the subset of games for which the learner has perfect
recall and path recall. While perfect recall is a well-studied and standard property in the literature,
we introduce path recall as a new but related property specific to the requirements of our best-
response oracle.

Definition 88 A player i has perfect recall in an extensive-form game G if, for any information set
I ∈ Ii and any two nodes x, y ∈ I , for any node x′ ∈ I ′ ∈ Ii that is a predecessor of x, there is
also a node y′ ∈ I ′ that precedes y, such that the action played at x′ on the path to x and the action
played at y′ on the path to y are the same. If all players have perfect recall, then the game G itself
is said to have perfect recall.

Intuitively, a player has perfect recall if the partition of their nodes into information sets does
not lose them any information about their past actions, i.e. the full history of a player’s own actions
is deducible from their current information set.
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1/2

P2
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Figure 1: Examples of extensive-form games. In the game on the left, Player 1 has path recall, but
not perfect recall. In the game on the right, Player 1 has perfect recall, but not path recall.

Definition 89 A player i has path recall in an extensive-form game G if, for any information set
I ∈ Ii and any two nodes x, y ∈ I ,

• For any node x′ ∈ I ′ ∈ Ii that is a predecessor of x, there is also a node y′ ∈ I ′ that precedes
y.

• For any node h such that ρ(h) ̸= i, if h is a predecessor of x, then h is a predecessor of y.

Intuitively, a player has path recall if the partition of their nodes into information sets does not
lose them any information about the past sequence of their own information sets and opponents’
nodes along the path to any information set, i.e. the full history of the player’s information sets
and opponents’ nodes reached so far is deducible from their current information set. Thus, perfect
recall allows us to reason about the past in terms of one’s own actions, while path recall allows us
to reason about the past in terms of the sequence of learner’s information sets and opponents’ nodes
passed so far. A game can satisfy perfect recall and not path recall, and vice versa (see Figure 1). In
conjunction, however, these properties imply a useful structure to the game which we can exploit.

Lemma 90 Define an extensive-form game G for which player i has perfect recall and path recall.
For any node h such that ρ(h) ̸= i, define Ch as the set of all children of h, i.e.

Ch = {h′ ∈ H | h′ = c(h, a) for some a ∈ A(Π(h))}.

For any of player i’s information sets I ′ ∈ Ii, either all nodes of I ′ are contained in Ch, or none of
them are.

Proof Fix a node h played by someone other than player i and an information set I ′ ∈ Ii. Assume
by way of contradiction that there exist nodes h1 and h2 in I ′ such that h1 ∈ Ch and h2 /∈ Ch. By
definition of path recall, h must be an ancestor of h2. Since h2 /∈ Ch, there must be some node h′2
on the path between h and h2. If ρ(h′2) ̸= i, this contradicts the assumption of path recall (since
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h′2 is an ancestor of h2 but not of h1). If ρ(h′2) = i, then in order for path recall to be satisfied,
some ancestor h′1 of h1 must be in the same information set as h′2. Since any ancestor of h1 is also
an ancestor of h′2, h′1 and h′2 being in the same information set violates the assumption of perfect
recall. Thus, for any node h such that ρ(h) ̸= i, if any node in I ′ is in Ch, then all nodes of I ′ must
be in Ch.

Lemma 91 Define an extensive-form game G for which player i has perfect recall and path recall.
For any information set I such that ρ(I) = i and action a ∈ A(I), define CI,a as the set of all
nodes resulting from playing action a at nodes in I , i.e.

CI,a = {h′ ∈ H | h′ = c(h, a) for some h ∈ I}.

For any information set I ′ ∈ Ii, either all nodes of I ′ are contained in CI,a, or none of them are.

Proof The proof parallels that of 90. Fix any two information sets I, I ′ ∈ Ii, and any action
a ∈ A(I). Assume by way of contradiction that there exist nodes h1 and h2 in I ′ such that h1 ∈ CI,a
and h2 /∈ CI,a. By definition of perfect recall, h2 must be a descendant of some node in I along
the path taken after playing action a. That is, h2 is the descendant of some node h′2 ∈ CI,a. if
ρ(h′2) ̸= i, then path recall is not satisfied, since h′2 is an ancestor of h2 but not of h1. If ρ(h′2) = i,
then in order for path recall to be satisfied, some ancestor h′1 of h1 must be in the same information
set as h′2. However, this means that h′1, an ancestor of a node in I (call it h′′1), and h′2, a descendant
of a node in I , are in the same information set. In order for perfect recall to be satisfied, there must
be some ancestor of h′′1 (a node in I) that is also in I , which itself violates the property of perfect
recall. Thus, if any node in I ′ is in CI,a, then all nodes of I ′ must be in CI,a.

For any game that satisfies perfect recall and path recall for the learner, the children of any
of the learner’s information sets (or any opponent’s nodes) is a union of learner’s information sets
and opponents’ nodes. Thus, we can reason inductively about the leaf-form strategies restricted by
any subtree of the game in terms of the leaf-form strategies restricted by the children of the root
node of the subtree (or the information set rooting the subtree). This gives us a natural recursive
algorithm able to return the optimal leaf-form strategy at any subtree rooted either at a learner’s
information set, or at an opponent’s node, given a collection of opponents’ strategies (in terms of a
payoff-weighted reachability vector).

Firstly, note that Algorithm 7 returns a set of leaf nodes rather than a leaf-node strategy. We
use this representation for ease of proof, with the observation that it is trivial to convert a set of leaf
nodes to a leaf-node strategy, i.e. some −→s ∈ {0, 1}|Z|. For any subset of leaf nodes s ∈ 2Z , we use
−→s to represent the corresponding vector representation. Secondly, Algorithm 7 takes a set of nodes
I as input. In practice, this will either be a single node played by an opponent (or a terminal node),
or an information set played by the learner (player i).

For notational purposes in following proofs, for any deterministic behavioral strategy π ∈ Πi,
let sπ be the corresponding leaf-form strategy. For any set of nodes I ∈ 2H, let π|I be the restriction
of π to nodes in the subtree rooted at I , and let sπ|I be the restriction of sπ to the collection of leaf
nodes reachable from I , that is, z ∈ sπ|I iff z ∈ sπ and z is a descendant of some node in I .

Theorem 92 Fix an extensive-form game G, a player i, a set of nodes I representing either one of
player i’s information sets or a single node of another player, and a payoff-weighted reachability
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// Base case - terminal nodes
if I = {h} ∩ h ∈ Z then

return ({h},−→v (h)) // return payoff-weighted probability of
reaching terminal node h and the corresponding leaf-form
strategy

else
if I ∈ Ii then

// Player i’s information set
for a ∈ A(I) do

Initialize sa = ∅, va = 0.
for h′ ∈ CI,a such that ρ(h′) ̸= i do

Let (s, v) = Best-Response-Leaf-Form({h′},−→v , i, G)
sa = sa ∪ s, va = va + v

for I ′ ∈ CI,a such that ρ(I ′) = i do
Let (s, v) = Best-Response-Leaf-Form(I ′,−→v , i, G)
sa = sa ∪ s, va = va + v

Let amax = maxa∈A(I) va
return (samax , vamax)

else if I = {h} and ρ(h) ̸= i then
// Opponent node
Initialize sI = ∅, vI = 0.
for h′ ∈ Ch such that ρ(h′) ̸= i do

Let (s, v) = Best-Response-Leaf-Form({h′},−→v , i, G)
sI = sI ∪ s, vI = vI + v

for I ′ ∈ Ch such that ρ(I ′) = i do
Let (s, v) = Best-Response-Leaf-Form(I ′,−→v , i, G)
sI = sI ∪ s, vI = vI + v

return (sI , vI)

Algorithm 7: Best-Response-Leaf-Form(I,−→v , i, G)

vector v ∈ R|Z|. If player i has both perfect recall and path recall in G, then the backwards induc-
tion algorithm (Algorithm 7) returns an optimal leaf-form strategy sI that maximizes the player’s
expected payoff over the set of all restrictions of leaf-node strategies to the subtree rooted at I , and
the corresponding expected payoff vI . That is,

sI = argmax
sπ |I ,π∈Πi

⟨−→v ,−→s π|I⟩

vI = ⟨−→v ,−→sI ⟩.

Proof We proceed by induction. Our base case is when I consists of a single terminal node (some
h ∈ Z). In this case, no more actions are to be played and since there must exist some strategy
π ∈ Πi such that h is reachable, there is exactly one leaf-form strategy restricted to the current
sub-tree: s = {h}. So Algorithm 7 returns the only viable (and thus optimal) strategy, and the
corresponding expected payoff for player i is −→v (h).
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If I is not just a terminal node, there are two cases to consider; when I is an information set
playable by player i, and when I consists of a single node playable by some opponent. When I /∈ Ii,
I = {h} such that player i does not control the action taken at h. Define SI = {sπ|I | π ∈ Πi}
as the collection of all leaf-node strategies restricted to the current sub-tree (rooted at h). Consider
Ch, the set of children of node h. By Lemma 90, Ch can be written as a disjoint union ∪mk=1Ik
such that each Ik is either an information set played by player i or a single node played by some
opponent. For any strategy π ∈ Πi, the restricted strategy π|I is described entirely in terms of
strategies restricted by each of the sets Ik. That is, for any information set I ′ ∈ Ii within the current
subtree, π|I is defined as follows:

π|I(I ′) = π|C(I ′)

where C is the unique Ik which roots the subtree containing I ′. Further,

⟨−→v ,−→s π|I⟩ =
m∑
k=1

⟨−→v ,−→s π|Ik⟩

since each terminal node in the subtree rooted at I will be in the subtree of exactly one of the subtrees
rooted at each of the subsets Ik. Therefore, we can optimize for sI by separately optimizing for each
of the strategies sIk . By the inductive hypothesis, Algorithm 7 applied to each of these sets of nodes
will return the optimal strategies, and the resulting leaf-node strategy (i.e. the set of reachable leaf
nodes via this strategy) will be the union of all the resulting sIk . The corresponding expected payoff
will accordingly be the sum of the childrens’ payoffs.

Finally, we must consider the case when I ∈ Ii. For any action a ∈ A(I), the set CI,a (using
Lemma 91) of children of nodes in I reached upon taking action a can be written as a disjoint union
∪mk=1Ik of information sets played by player i and single nodes played by opponents. Therefore,
the maximum expected payoff conditioned on taking action a at I is the sum of the maximum
expected payoffs with respect to each of the Ik making up CI,a - and by the inductive hypothesis,
the payoff returned by Algorithm 7 for eack Ik is the payoff corresponding to the optimal leaf-
form strategy restricted to Ik. Having computed the maximum expected payoff received for taking
each possible action at I , selecting the optimal distribution over actions at I is straightforward - we
deterministically choose the single action which maximizes this value ex post.

As Algorithm 7 implements the logic described above in each case, the proof is complete.

Running Algorithm 7 on the root node of any gameG satisfying the necessary properties will return
a best-response leaf-form strategy for the learner along with the corresponding expected payoff.

L.2. Improving Algorithm Efficiency

The algorithm for obtaining subsequence regret has computational efficiency depending largely on
two factors - the length of the vector predicted at each round (upon which the algorithm mak-
ing unbiased predictions has a linear dependence) and the efficiency of the best-response oracle.
The best-response oracle described in the previous section (Algorithm 7) uses the payoff-weighted
reachability vector vt with length |Z|, the number of terminal nodes in the game being played. This
representation was chosen in order to be able to describe the expected payoff of a learner’s strategy
as a linear function of the strategy. For extensive-form games where there is a more compact rep-
resentation that satisfies this linearity property and is still sufficiently informative in order for the
algorithm to compute a best-response, the general principle described in Section F.2 still works -
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now with the algorithms introduced in Section C running in time linear with respect to this smaller
vector dimension. Below, we describe a class of extensive-form games for which the length of the
vector prediction scales with the number of the learner’s information sets, as opposed to the number
of terminal nodes, and for which the best-response oracle described in the previous section (with
very minor alterations) still outputs best-responses.

At a high level, Algorithm 7 reasons about the maximum possible payoff at any node of a tree
in terms of the payoffs of its children, and, starting from the terminal nodes, backtracks through
the tree to choose, at each of the learner’s information sets, the action which maximizes expected
payoff. Thus, any linear representation of the opponents’ (predicted) strategy which allows us to
compute the expected payoff for each action at each of the learner’s information sets will suffice.

Definition 93 An information set I ∈ Ii of player i is a terminal information set if for each node
h ∈ I , none of the descendants of h are playable by player i.

Definition 94 The predecessor function Pi : Z → Ii ∪ ∅ for player i maps each terminal node z
to the last information set of player i that is played along the path from the root to z. If no such
information set exists, then Pi(z) = ∅.

For any game G where Pi(z) is a terminal information set for each z ∈ Z10 (assuming the
learner is player i), rather than predict the probability of reaching each terminal node, we can predict
v as the expected payoff for taking each viable action at each of the learner’s terminal information
sets. Correspondingly, instead of picking a leaf-form strategy, the learner can pick a “terminal
information set” strategy π indexed by pairs of terminal information sets I and actions a ∈ A(I),
such that πI,a = 1 iff action a is taken at information set I . Then, the net payoff using strategy π
is ⟨π, v⟩, where vI,a is the expected payoff from taking action a at information set I , and we once
again have a linear optimization problem, now in dimension scaling linearly with the number of
information sets and available actions at each of these information sets. Since the payoff for each
non-terminal information set is deducible from the payoffs at each terminal information set (since
the path to any leaf node must cross some terminal information set), the same Algorithm 7, modified
only to consider terminal information sets as base cases instead of terminal nodes, will be able to
compute a best-response.

L.3. Connecting Subsequence Regret to Other Forms of Regret in Extensive-Form Games

To define subsequence regret in a similar framework as causal regret, or more generally, Φ-regret,
we must define deviations in terms of behavioral strategies, rather than in terms of leaf-form strate-
gies. In the rest of this section, we work only with behavioral strategies, and we assume efficient
conversion of leaf-form strategies to behavioral strategies via an oracle.

Definition 95 Fix a collection of binary events E and behavioral strategy space Si. Fix some E ∈
E . A subsequence deviation is a function ϕE : Si → Si such that

ϕE(si) =

{
s′i, E = 1

si, otherwise

Let Φsub be the set of all possible subsequence deviations.

10. The games shown in Figure 1 are examples of games satisfying this property. Figure 2 is an example of game that
does not satisfy this property.
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Figure 2: A two-player extensive-form game. Of Player 2’s three information sets, only I2 and I3
are terminal. Note that P2(z9) = P2(z10) = I1, which is not a terminal information set.

Translating the events defined by Theorem 74 to a set of subsequence deviations, we obtain:

Corollary 96 Fix an information set I ′, subsequent action a′ ∈ A(I), strategy s′i, events E =
{EI,a : I ∈ Ii, a ∈ A(I)}, and transcript πT . Let a subsequence deviation ϕI′,a′ of strategy
si ∈ Si return a strategy such that at each information set I ∈ I,

ϕI′,a′(si)(I) =

{
s′i(I), EI′,a′ = 1

si(I), otherwise

Let Φsub be the collection of all ϕI′,a′ . If the learner has (E , α)-subsequence regret, then the learner
has Φ-regret with respect to the class of subsequence deviations bounded by:

max
ϕI′,a′∈Φsub

r(πT , u, ϕI′,a′) ≤ α

The proof of this follows straight from definition – for each eventEI′,a′ , the learner deviates to some
fixed strategy s′i in the transcript whenever EI′,a′ = 1. To show that no subsequence regret over
events E implies no causal regret, we will define a related, but slightly different notion of a causal
deviation that we will use to directly compare to a subsequence deviation known as a reachable
informed causal deviation.

Definition 97 Fix an information set I ′, subsequent action a′ ∈ A(I), and strategy s′i. A reachable
informed causal deviation ϕ of strategy si ∈ Si returns a strategy such that at each information set
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I ∈ I,

ϕ(si) =

{
s′i(I), I ⪰ I ′, si(I ′) = a′, I ′ reachable under si
si(I), otherwise

Let Φr-causal = {ϕI,a,s : I ∈ Ii, a ∈ A(I), s ∈ Si} be the set of all reachable informed causal
deviations.

Lemma 98 Fix an extensive-form game G and any transcript πT . Let the action space A = Si
be the set of all deterministic behavioral strategies of player i. Then, for all ϕI,a,s ∈ Φr-causal and
ϕ′I,a,s ∈ Φcausal,

r(πT , u, ϕI,a,s) = r(πT , u, ϕ
′
I,a,s)

Proof Suppose the transcript of behavioral strategies in πT is (s1, s2, . . . sT ). Observe that for
all strategies sk where k ∈ [T ] such that the trigger information set I is reachable under sk,
ϕI,a,s(sk) = ϕ′I,a,s(sk), by definition.

Thus, the modified strategies differ only between strategies sj such that I is not reachable under
sj . When I is not reachable under sj , ϕI,a,s(sj)(I ′) = sj(I

′) and ϕ′I,a,s(sj)(I
′) = sj(I

′) for all
I ′ ∈ Ii except for information sets I ′ ⪰ I . However, since I is not reachable under sj , play will
never reach I , and thus the regret must also be equal between the two modified strategies.

Lemma 99 The set of reachable informed causal deviations Φr-causal is a subset of the subsequence
deviations Φsub defined by events E = {EI,a : I ∈ Ii, a ∈ A(I)} in Theorem 74.

Proof Fix any ϕI′,a′,s′ ∈ Φr-causal with trigger sequence (I ′, a′) and trigger deviation s′. By defini-
tion,

ϕI′,a′,s′(s) =

{
s′(I), I ⪰ I ′, s(I ′) = a′, I ′ is reachable under s
s(I), otherwise

Clearly, when I ′ is reachable under s and s(I ′) = a, and thus EI,a = 1. Thus, ϕI′,a′,s′(s) can be
expressed as a subsequence deviation:

ϕI′,a′,s′(s) = ϕsubI′,a′,s!(s) =

{
s!(I), EI,a = 1

s(I), otherwise

where s!(I) is the behavioral strategy equal to s′(I) at all information sets I ⪰ I ′, and equal to s(I)
otherwise.

Theorem 76 Fix an extensive-form game G and transcript πT . If the algorithm has E-subsequence
regret with event set E = {EI,a : I ∈ Ii, a ∈ A(I)} bounded by:

max
E∈E,ϕ∈ΦExt

r(πT , u, ϕ,E) ≤ α,

then we have that causal regret, or Φ-regret with respect to the set Φcausal, is bounded by:

max
ϕ∈Φcausal

r(πT , u, ϕ) ≤ α.
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Proof We can apply Corollary 96, showing that if we have E-subsequence regret at most α, we must
have Φ-regret with respect to Φsub bounded by:

max
ϕ∈Φsub

r(πT , u, ϕ) ≤ α

Next, by Lemma 98, we can safely consider only the set of reachable causal deviations Φr-causal
as relevant to causal regret. By Lemma 99, we have that Φr-causal ⊆ Φsub, and thus, we must have

max
ϕ∈Φcausal

r(πT , u, ϕ) = max
ϕ∈Φr-causal

r(πT , u, ϕ) ≤ max
ϕsub∈Φsub

r(πT , u, ϕ) ≤ α

Remark 100 The set of linear-swap deviations [26] is not a superset of the deviations that can be
captured by subsequence regret over a fixed collection of events E . In their paper, the authors give
an example of a nonlinear swap (see their Example E.3), where strategyA1B2 is swapped toA1B1,
and strategy A2B1 is swapped to A1B1. A simplified game tree is given below this remark. This
can be represented with subsequence deviations with event set E = {E1,2, E2,1}, where Ei,j = 1
if Ai is played at information set I1 and Bj is played at information set I2, deviating to the fixed
strategy A1B1 whenever an event occurs.

Figure 3: A simplified game tree given in [26], Example E.3.

Remark 101 The deviations of the behavioral deviation landscape [74] are not a superset of the
deviations that can be captured by subsequence regret over a fixed collection of events E . For
example, instantiating an event set E = {EI1,I2,I3,a3 : I1, I2, I3 ∈ Ii, a3 ∈ A(I3)} such that
EI1,I2,I3,a3 = 1 if a strategy makes I1, I2 reachable under the learner’s strategy but also plays the
action a3 at information set I3 does not correspond to any deviation type enumerated within the
behavioral deviation landscape.
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Appendix M. Proofs From Section F.2

Theorem 63 Fix a base action set B = {1, 2, . . . n}, prediction space C = [−1, 1]n, an action set
D ⊆ 2B , a collection of events E , and utility function u(St, pt) =

∑
i∈St

pt,i. Let I = {Ib,E :
b ∈ B,E ∈ E} be the set of binary events defined as Ib,E(pt) = 1 if and only if b ∈ δu(pt) and
E(πt−1, xt, pt) = 1. Then if πT is α-unbiased with respect to I ∪ E , the straightforward decision
maker with utility function u has E-subsequence regret at most:

max
E∈E,ϕ∈ΦExt

r(πT , u, ϕ,E) ≤
∑
b∈B

α(nT (E, πT )) + α(nT (Ib,E , πT ))

T

Proof [Proof of Theorem 63] Fix any ϕ ∈ ΦExt and E ∈ E . We need to upper bound r(πT , u, ϕ,E).
Using the linearity of u(St, pt) =

∑
i∈St

pt,i in its second argument for all St ∈ A, and observing
that ϕ(·) is a constant strategy modification function (i.e. ϕ(D) = D′ for all D ∈ D), we can write:

r(πT , u, ϕ,E) =
1

T

T∑
t=1

E(xt, pt, πt−1) · (u(ϕ(δu(pt)), yt)− u(δu(pt), yt))

=
1

T

T∑
t=1

E(xt, pt, πt−1) ·
(
u(D′, yt)− u(δu(pt), yt)

)
=

1

T

T∑
t=1

E(xt, pt, πt−1) ·
∑
b∈D′

yt,b −
1

T

T∑
t=1

E(xt, pt, πt−1)
∑

b∈δu(pt)

yt,b

=
1

T

(∑
b∈D′

T∑
t=1

E(xt, pt, πt−1)yt,b −
∑
b∈B

T∑
t=1

Ib,E(pt) · yt,b

)

≤ 1

T

(∑
b∈B

T∑
t=1

E(xt, pt, πt−1) · pt,b − Ib,E(pt) · pt,b

)

+
∑
b∈B

α(nT (E, πT )) + α(nT (Ib,E , πT ))

T

≤
∑
b∈B

α(nT (E, πT )) + α(nT (Ib,E , πT ))

T

Here the first inequality follows the α-unbiasedness condition over I: for every b ∈ B, we have∣∣∣∣∣
T∑
t=1

(pt,b − yt,b)Ib,E(pt)

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ α(nT (Ib,E , πT )).
Similarly, α-unbiasedness over E gives us, for every b ∈ B:∣∣∣∣∣

T∑
t=1

(pt,b − yt,b)E(xt, pt, πt−1)

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ α(nT (E, πT )).
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The 2nd inequality follows from the fact that by definition of the straightforward decision maker,
u(δu(pt), pt) ≥ u(D′, pt) for any D′ ∈ D, and the second term in the previous expression can be
simplified:

∑
b∈B

T∑
t=1

Ib,E(pt) · pt,b =
T∑
t=1

∑
b∈δu(pt)

E(xt, pt, πt−1) · pt,b =
T∑
t=1

E(xt, pt, πt−1) · u(δu(pt), pt).

Corollary 102 Fix any collection of events E . The canonical Predict-Then-Act algorithm parame-
terized with C = [−1, 1]n,A = D, E ′ = I ∪E , where I = {Ib,E : b ∈ B,E ∈ E}, obtains expected
subsequence regret at each round t ≤ T at most:

E
πt

[
max

E∈E,ϕ∈ΦExt
r(πt, u, ϕ,E)

]
≤ O

(
n
√

ln(n|E|T )√
t

)
.

We can implement the Predict-Then-Act algorithm using Algorithm 3, with runtime in every round
t ∈ [T ] polynomial in n and t.

Proof From Theorem 14, at round t the predictions of the canonical algorithm with event set E ′
have expected bias bounded by

E
πt

[
α(T, nt(E

′, πt))
]
= O

(
ln(n|E ′|T ) +

√
ln(n|E ′|T ) · nt(E′, πt)

)
= O

(
ln(n|E|T ) +

√
ln(n|E|T ) · nt(E′, πt)

)

for each event E′ ∈ E . Since nt(E′, πt) ≤ t, we can plug this into Theorem 63 to get that the
canonical algorithm has E-subsequence regret bounded by

max
E∈E,ϕ∈ΦExt

r(πT , u, ϕ,E) ≤ O

(
n
√
ln(n|E|T )√

t

)
.
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