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Abstract

Debate has been recently proposed as a training protocol that is hoped to produce more
aligned models even as model capabilities scale. The idea is that the human, instead of providing
supervision in the form of labels, judges a debate between two models that compete to prove the
correctness of opposite labels. It can be shown that functions of a much higher computational
complexity can be correctly judged in this way, compared to the complexity of functions that can
be directly evaluated using a computationally weak evaluator. This suggests that perhaps debate
can be used to teach very complicated functions to models. However, previous work has largely
ignored the fact that this is a training protocol, and simply analyzes the game being played
between the two debaters for a known judge. We take the first steps towards understanding the
learning problem implicit within the protocol, by formulating it as an online learning problem.
We show that once we formulate the learning problem precisely, there are cases where the best
way to learn given access to a judge is different from running an adversarial debate. This
motivates us to define a cooperative version of the protocol, whose learnability we characterize
using a combinatorial dimension. We also consider the possibility of the human judge being
fallible and occasionally judging the debate incorrectly. We show that a small number of errors
in judgement can lead to a large error in learning.

Keywords. Learning via debate, online learning, interactive learning

1 Introduction
As AI models grow in capabilities, how do we ensure that they continue to act in the interest of
humans? A long line of work (Yudkowsky, 2008; Soares et al., 2015; Russell et al., 2015; Amodei
et al., 2016; Everitt et al., 2017; Soares and Fallenstein, 2017; Armstrong and Mindermann, 2018;
Soares, 2018; Hubinger et al., 2019; Taylor et al., 2020; Skalse et al., 2022) has argued that this is a
hard problem, and recent events such as the infamous HuggingFace incident (OpenAI, 2026) have
demonstrated the difficulties in practice.

One way to study this problem more formally has been termed scalable oversight. Here, it is
assumed that our true preferences are encoded by a function f : X → Y that is hard for us to
compute, but easy for an AI. For example, suppose x ∈ X encodes the current state of the world
and y ∈ Y is the desired action. If this involves long-term planning then f can be hard to compute
for us. There are many reasons for why an AI can be more powerful than us. The scalable oversight
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literature assumes that the reason is largely computational. For example, early works assumed
that f was a PSPACE-complete problem and that an AI was able to solve it (Irving et al., 2018),
while a human was only able to solve problems in P. Some more recent works assume other kinds of
computational superiority (Brown-Cohen et al., 2024, 2025). Since we are not able to compute f
ourselves, it is unclear how we can: a) design a training process that teaches a model to compute f ,
and b) check that a trained AI is indeed computing f . Scalable oversight aims to provide an answer.
However, the currently existing literature has mostly focused on (b) while largely ignoring (a).

That (b) might be achievable can be seen using the following analogy that appeared in Irving
et al. (2018). Suppose x represents a SAT instance and y denotes whether it is satisfiable. To prove
to the human that y = true, the AI just needs to provide the satisfying assignment along with y. In
general, the scalable oversight literature assumes that f sits within some level of the polynomial
hierarchy, thus providing a means to certify whether AI’s solution is correct. For example, suppose
f lies in the intersection of the two classes at level 2n of the polynomial hierarchy (at level 1,
these are NP and co-NP).1 Then there exists a polynomial time verifier v such that for all x, the
correct answer is y iff ∃c1∀c2 . . . ∃c2n−1∀c2n v(x, y, c1, . . . , c2n) = true. This motivates the debate
protocol (Irving et al., 2018; Brown-Cohen et al., 2024), where the AI is thought of as a pair of
debaters (also implemented as AI models). Given x, the Proposer proposes a y and tries to defend
it. The Responder argues for the opposite label. The two debaters generate alternating arguments
c1, c2, . . . , c2n−1, c2n, and the human judge v judges whether the debate transcript proves that the
answer to x is y. The Proposer’s goal is to make the verdict ‘yes’ and the Responder’s goal is the
opposite. Due to the definition of this complexity class, one has the guarantee that the Proposer
has a winning strategy for a given x if and only if its proposed label is equal to f(x). If we allow
the number of rounds of the debate to grow polynomially with the size of x, the problems whose
answers can be certified this way are exactly those in PSPACE, and thus it is tempting to say that a
human judge could potentially supervise models that solve problems in PSPACE (which was indeed
the motivation presented in the first paper on debate in Irving et al., 2018).

However, as mentioned above, the current literature ignores the important part (a), namely, how
do we ensure that a model learns the correct function f . Just because the existence of Proposer’s
winning strategy is equivalent to the Proposer returning the correct label, it does not imply that the
winning strategy can be found. Moreover, it is likely that the advantage that an AI might have over
humans is not as much about computation as about the ability to learn facts about the universe that
humans haven’t learned. Indeed, according to the extended Church-Turing thesis (Vergis et al., 1986;
Aaronson, 2005), every phyically realizable computer can be efficiently simulated by a (quantum)
Turing machine. Thus, a computational intelligence, no matter how “superhuman” it gets, is unlikely
to be solving worst case instances of NP-hard problems, let alone PSPACE-hard problems. If an
AI is seemingly able to solve NP-hard problems (such as AlphaFold (Jumper et al., 2021)), it is
likely because it has learned something about the distribution from which the universe is creating
the input instances. Thus, we claim that learning should be at the centre of any investigation into
scalable oversight.

1.1 Our results

We model debate as an online learning problem. Nature produces a sequence of xt’s, and at each
round t, two debaters produce a sequence c̄t of certificates. The human is modeled by a verifier
v∗ as above. Thus, given xt, a proposed ŷt, and a debate transcript c̄t, v∗ can decide whether the
transcript proves that ŷt is the correct label for xt and provides this feedback to the learner. Each

1Formally, this is the class ΣP
2n ∩ ΠP

2n.
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verifier v induces a ground truth hypothesis h. The debaters need to learn the true h∗. They don’t
know the true v∗ (because otherwise they would also know h∗) but know a class V that v∗ lies in. A
mistake is when the label ŷt proposed by the Proposer is different from the true label h∗(xt). In
the realizable case, we assume that the feedback is consistent with the true v∗ at each round.

Modeled this way, the learning problem becomes explicit and already opens up intriguing
questions: First, what objective should adversarial debaters optimize? We show that the loss
objective from previous work is not as useful in a learning setting, and propose a regret objective
instead. Second, is it always better for the debaters to play adversarially? For example, can there
be a case where the learning problem is solved more quickly if the two debaters cooperate? We
answer this in the affirmative, where we show that there exist instances of the debate problem where
learning is impossible when the debaters act adversarially to each other, but can be done with a
constant number of mistakes if they cooperate. These results are presented in Section 4.

Motivated by this example, we define the cooperative version of the problem, in which the
debaters work towards the joint goal of using access to v in the most efficient way in order to learn
the ground truth. We present a characterization of the optimal mistake bound by (deterministic)
cooperative debaters in the realizable setting (Section 3), using a new combinatorial dimension
that we define, termed debate learning dimension. A significant challenge in this setting is that in
contrast with standard online learning protocols, the learner never observes the true labels that it is
trying to predict.

A common criticism of the debate protocol is that it assumes the infallibility of humans (Irving
and Askell, 2019; Brown-Cohen et al., 2024; Parrish et al., 2022b,a). It is unclear that a human can
implement such a v that aligns with the ground truth on all x. Thus, we also consider an unrealizable
version of the problem, in which we assume that v’s output can be arbitrarily corrupted during some
of the rounds. We call these rounds misspecified, and show that for every constant d > 1, there are
instances of the problem such that in the realizable setting, the optimal deterministic mistake bound
is d, while if there are k misspecified rounds, then every learner makes at least Ω(dk) mistakes. This
contrasts with Online Learning, in which any hypothesis class with a finite Littlestone dimension
L admits a “no-regret” algorithm for the k-non-realizable setting with a mistake upper bound of
k + O(

√
k · L + L), implying that the prediction error rate converges to the misspecification rate

(Filmus et al., 2023; Ben-David et al., 2009; Alon et al., 2021). Our lower bound for debate learning
shows that debate learning is significantly more sensitive to misspecification errors: even a small
rate of misspecification errors can induce an unreasonably large prediction error, and the error rate
may never approach the misspecification rate.

For some of our results, the proofs are deferred to the appendix.

1.2 Related work

There is very little previous work that analyzes learning in the setting of debate. Perhaps the two
that are closest to our work are Chen et al. (2024) and Buzaglo et al. (2025). Both model debate as
a repeated game between the two debaters with a fixed payoff matrix. Since the space of arguments
is too large to enumerate, the debaters access this matrix through an optimization oracle, and both
papers give efficient no-regret strategies under this access. By classic results, the time-averaged play
then converges to an equilibrium (Freund and Schapire, 1999; Hart and Mas-Colell, 2000). In this
model, the debaters never need to learn the verifier, and it is assumed that the equilibrium answer
is correct. In our model, the verifier is unknown, each round reveals a single verdict on a new input,
and we measure success by the number of mistakes with respect to the ground truth.
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2 Formal Setup
We let X denote a domain, Y = {0, 1} a binary label space, and a finite C a certificate space. A
hypothesis is a function h : X → Y, and we use H to denote a hypothesis class. A debate of length
n is a sequence (c1, c2, . . . , c2n) of 2n certificates ci ∈ C. We think of these certificates as being
produced alternately by two debaters. That is, we think of the certificates ci of odd index as being
produced by the first debater, which we will call the Proposer, and the certificates ci of even index
by the second debater, which we will refer to as the Responder. To clarify the role of the arguments
in the debate, we usually will use the notation (p1, r1, p2, r2, . . . , pn, rn) for a debate of length n

The debate is moderated through a verifier, which takes in a domain point and a debate of
length n and produces a label for x given the arguments in the debate. The following definition
specifies the relationship between hypotheses and verifiers in our framework.

Definition 1. Let h : X → Y be a hypothesis. We say that verifier v : X × C2n → Y validates
hypothesis h through debate of length n if for all x ∈ X there exists a unique y ∈ Y such that

∃p1 ∈ C ∀r1 ∈ C ∃p2 ∈ C ∀r2 ∈ C . . . ∃pn ∈ C ∀rn ∈ C, v(x, p1, r1, p2, r2, . . . , pn, rn) = y,

and h(x) = y for this y. In this case, we also say that v is a verifier for hypothesis h. We call a
verifier valid if there exists a hypothesis h that is validated by v.

Note that a given valid verifier v validates exactly one hypothesis h in the above sense. We will
use notation hv for this hypothesis when we want to make this relationship between verifier and its
hypothesis explicit. On the other hand, a given hypothesis h may be validated by multiple verifiers
v. We call a given set of valid verifiers a verifiers class, and denote it V . Further, we let HV denote
the hypothesis class of all functions that are validated by verifiers v ∈ V. If clear from context, we
may simply write H for HV . For a hypothesis class H we say that H is supported by verifier class V
if H = HV .

Learning via debate The goal of learning via debate is to recover an underlying true hypothesis,
which we denote by h∗. We assume that the two debaters interact with a verifier v∗ ∈ V that
validates the true hypothesis h∗ (and thus h∗ ∈ H = HV). In the realizable case all label feedback is
provided by the verifier v∗. In the k-non-realizable case, the label feedback in at most k rounds may
be different from that of v∗. We call these rounds misspecified. Of course, debaters Proposer and
Responder do not know the identity of h∗ nor the identity of v∗ ∈ V . They only have access to the
verifier class V, and thereby also to its induced hypothesis class HV .

We first give the debate protocol for the realizable setting.

The debate protocol:

• For rounds t = 1 . . . T repeat:

1. The environment poses an xt ∈ X
2. Debater Proposer hypothesizes label ŷt (also called “prediction” or “predicted label”)
3. For i = 1 . . . n repeat:

– Debater Proposer brings argument pi
t (in support of label ŷt)

– Debater Responder brings argument ri
t (aiming to falsify label ŷt)

Let c̄t = (p1
t , r1

t , . . . , pn
t , rn

t ).
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4. The debaters receive ỹt = v∗(xt, c̄t).
5. The environment records (but does not reveal) yt = h∗(xt)

A run of the debate protocol is evaluated through the number of mistakes in predicting the label
yt. For a fixed interaction sequence, denote the number of mistakes by M(T ) = ∑T

t=1 1[ŷt ̸= yt].
A standard approach for using debate as a learning strategy considers the two debaters as

playing the zero-sum game of winning the argument (Irving et al., 2018; Chen et al., 2024; Brown-
Cohen et al., 2024, 2025). Standard formalizations (Irving et al., 2018; Brown-Cohen et al., 2024)
define a loss for each debater.2 Debater Proposer aims to defend its hypothesized label ŷt and
is therefore evaluated through the following loss: LP (T ) = ∑T

t=1 1[ỹt ̸= ŷt]. Debater Responder,
on the other hand, is evaluated against its aim to falsify the hypothesis that the first debater
proposed, by setting its certificates in such a way that the verifier will conclude with a label ỹt

that is not the hypothesized label ŷt. Therefore, Responder is evaluated through the opposite loss:
LR(T ) = ∑T

t=1 1[ỹt = ŷt] = T − LP (T ). If the learning problem is ignored, so that v∗ is known to
both debaters, then a Proposer optimizing LP (T ) with respect to a Responder that optimizes LR(T )
leads to Proposer always proposing the true label of h∗ verified by v∗, with proposer certificates
that cannot be refuted. Moreover, this leads to M(T ) = LP (T ) = 0, motivating this optimization
objective. We discuss below the setting of two debaters that optimize their objectives separately,
which we term the oppositional setting.

We can also consider Proposer and Responder that can be cooperative, with the joint goal to
minimize M(T ). In this case, Responder provides its certificates in good faith “for the sake of the
argument” so as to lead the verifier to the correct conclusions, having taken into account relevant
potential counter-arguments. In this case, the two debaters can optimize their behavior together
and can be thought of as a single entity that we also sometimes refer to as the learner in this case.
We study this learning setting below.

3 Cooperative Debaters
In this section, we start by exploring learning via debate using cooperative debaters. As mentioned
above, we will call them jointly the learner in this case. To analyze which classes V of verifiers allow
for learning with finite mistake bound, we will define a tree structure that represents potential runs
of the debate protocol for debate length n.

In our tree construction, edges correspond to all possible learner actions and nodes correspond
to worst-case actions of the environment. This type of construction has been previously used in
Bar Oz et al. (2026) for a different interactive learning protocol, Discriminative Feature Feedback.
Nonetheless, as we will see below, our definition of dimension based on the tree will be quite different
from standard ones, due to the special challenges of the debate protocol.

In our case, the learner’s action in each round includes the label ŷ that the Proposer poses, as
well as the debate c̄ of length n that then ensues between the two debaters. The environment’s
actions include a verifier evaluation ỹ for some verifier consistent with the previous rounds, as well
as the domain instance that the environment poses for the next round. The root node only records
the instance that the protocol is initiated with.

Definition 2 (Debate Tree). Given a debate length n and a verifier class V, we define a length-n-
debate tree for class V to be a directed tree T with the following properties:

2Some works let the verifier output a score rather than a binary verdict, measuring how strongly the debate
transcript supports the proposed label (Chen et al., 2024; Arnesen et al., 2024; Brown-Cohen et al., 2025); we use
binary verdicts throughout.
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1. Every node α in T is a pair of a domain point and a label α = (xα, ỹα).

2. The root node is denoted by ρ. Its domain point is denoted by xρ, and its label is ỹρ = ⊔,
where ⊔ /∈ Y.

3. The root node ρ is the only node in T with associated label ỹρ /∈ Y: for all nodes α ̸= ρ, we
have ỹα ∈ Y.

4. Edges (α, β) in T are directed away from the root node, and annotated with a label ℓα
β =

(ŷα
β , c̄α

β), where c̄α
β = (p1

αβ, r1
αβ, p2

αβ, r2
αβ, . . . , pn

αβ, rn
αβ) is a debate of length n.

5. For each non-leaf node α and each possible edge annotation (ŷ, c̄), there is exactly one child
node β to α with ℓα

β = (ŷ, c̄)

6. All directed paths in T are finite, and consistent with a verifier v ∈ V (in the sense defined
below).

We let ∆n(V) denote the set of all length-n-debate trees T for verifier class V.

Let (α, β) be an edge in the tree T and let v ∈ V be a verifier. We say v is consistent with edge
(α, β) if

v(xα, c̄α
β) = v(xα, p1

αβ, r1
αβ, p2

αβ, r2
αβ, . . . , pn

αβ, rn
αβ) = ỹβ.

Let p be a directed path (down the tree) in T . We say that the path p is consistent with verifier v
if all edges in p are consistent with v.

To analyze learnability, we will define version spaces of verifiers that agree with paths in the
debate tree. We define the verifier version space of path p to be the set

Vp = {v ∈ V | v is consistent with all edges in p}.

Recall that each verifier v induces one hypothesis h. Therefore, a verifier version space Vp induces a
corresponding hypothesis version space Hp. Recall also that more than one verifier may induce the
same hypothesis.

For a descendant node β of a node α in T , we let pα
β denote the directed path from α to β. In

case α = ρ is the root node, we may simply use the notation pβ = pρ
β to denote the path from root

to node β. We will let P α denote the set of all root-to-leaf paths in T that start at α.
For version spaces, we may use the shorthand notations Vα

β = Vpα
β

and Vβ = Vpβ
. That is Vβ

is the verifier version space at a node β in the tree: Vβ contains exactly those verifiers that are
consistent with the debate protocol as run from the beginning ρ to node β in the tree. Analogously,
we use Hα

β and Hβ for the corresponding induced hypothesis version spaces.
For any hypothesis h : X → Y, we let m(h, p) denote the number of disagreements between

h and the hypothesized labels on the edges of path p. That is m(h, p) = ∑
(α,β)∈p 1[h(xα) ̸= ŷα

β ].
Note that if a verifier v is consistent with path p and hv is the hypothesis corresponding to v, then
m(hv, p) corresponds to the number of mistakes the debaters incur in case candidate verifier v is the
true v∗.

For a tree T and node α in T , we let T α denote the subtree rooted at α in T . Recall that P α is
the set of all root-to-leaf paths in T that are starting at α. We define the depth of subtree T α with
respect to verifier class V as follows:

depth(T α, V) = min
q∈P α

max
h∈Hα∩Hq

(m(h, pα) + m(h, q)).

6



Note that the depth of a subtree rooted at α counts the number of (past and future) mistakes
that the debate could incur with verifiers that are consistent with the path up to α. The use of
past mistakes in the depth of a subtree is crucial: because the learner (the debaters) never directly
finds out the true labels yt, it must keep track of all consistent hypotheses and its mistakes with
respect to them throughout the run. The depth of the whole tree T is simply its depth at root node
ρ, that is depth(T ) = depth(T ρ). Note that at the root node, there is no past, and thus only future
mistakes are counted:

depth(T , V) = depth(T ρ, V) = min
q∈P ρ

max
h∈HV ∩Hq

(m(h, pρ) + m(h, q)) = min
q∈P ρ

max
h∈Hq

m(h, q).

With this, we are ready to define the debate learning dimension for debate length n of a verifier
class:

Definition 3 (debate learning dimension). Let V be a verifier class for domain X . Let Y be a
label space, C be a certificate space, and n ∈ N be a debate length. The length-n-debate learning
dimension DLdim(V, n) of V is the largest possible depth of a debate tree for debate length n:

DLdim(V, n) = sup
T ∈∆n(V)

depth(T , V).

If the debate length n is fixed (or clear from context) we will also use the shorthand notation
DLdim(V) = DLdim(V, n).

We will show that the debate learning dimension characterizes when a hypothesis class H that
is supported by a verifier class V is learnable via deterministic debate with a finite mistake bound.

Theorem 4. Let H ⊆ YX be some hypothesis class. Then H is learnable from length-n-debate with
finite mistake bound by a deterministic learner if and only if the learner has access to a verifier
class V with H = HV and DLdim(V, n) < ∞. Moreover, the optimal mistake bound for learning H
through access to V is exactly DLdim(V, n), the length-n-debate learning dimension of V.

The theorem follows directly from the subsequent two lemmas in this section. Lemma 5 shows that
our dimension lower bounds the optimal mistake bound, while Lemma 6 provides the corresponding
upper bound. We start by showing that the debate learning dimension induces a lower bound on
the number of mistakes that the environment can enforce.

Lemma 5. Let H ⊆ YX be some hypothesis class, for which there exists a verifier class V with
H = HV and DLdim(V, n) = d ∈ N. Then, for any deterministic choices of the debaters in the
debate protocol with verifier class V, the environment can enforce d mistakes within finitely many
rounds.

Proof. Assume DLdim(V, n) = d. Since d ∈ N is finite, there exists a debate tree T with
depth(T , V) = d. From the definition of depth

depth(T , V) = min
p∈P ρ

max
h∈Hp

m(h, p)

it follows that for any p ∈ P ρ, there is some h that induces d mistakes. Let tp denote the round
after which this h has induced d mistakes in path p. Note that every p in T is finite, and the fan-out
of the tree T is finite (since C is finite). Hence, maxp∈P ρ tp is some b ∈ N. It follows that for any
sequence of outputs chosen by the learner, the environment has verifier responses and a consistent
choice of h that enforce d mistakes in at most b steps.
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For the upper bound, we define the Standard Optimal Algorithm (SOA) for the length-n-debate
protocol. Assume that the debate protocol is now in round t, and let pt be the path (of a debate
tree) recording the previous rounds. Letting xt, ŷt, c̄t, ỹt be the record of round t, we define pt to
include xt but not ŷt, c̄t, ỹt.

Then the current verifier version space is Vpt . An optimal learner needs to take the action (ŷ, c̄)
that minimizes the maximal number of mistakes the environment will be able to enforce. The
environment can enforce mistakes by combining past mistakes that happened on pt with future
mistakes that may happen in a debate tree from this point on through the same function h. Thus,
the learner chooses a pair (ŷ, c̄) in arg minŷ,c̄ Qt(ŷ, c̄) for

Qt(ŷ, c̄) = max
ỹ∈{0,1}

sup
T ∈∆n(V

(pt,ŷ,c̄,̃y)
)

min
q∈T ρ

max
h∈H

(pt,ŷ,c̄,̃y)
∩Hq

(m(h, pt) + m(h, q) + 1[h(xt) ̸= ŷ]),

where we use the notation (pt, ŷ, c̄, ỹ) for the path pt expanded with learner actions (ŷ, c̄) and verifier
response ỹ. Note that for the version spaces defined through this expanded path, the domain point
component xt+1 of the environment response is not relevant, and we thus omit it here to not overload
the notation.

Lemma 6. Let H ⊆ YX be some hypothesis class, for which there exists a verifier class V with
H = HV and DLdim(V, n) ∈ N. Then, at every step t of the SOA learner above, minŷ,c̄ Qt(ŷ, c̄) ≤
DLdim(V, n). Moreover, DLdim(V, n) is also an upper bound on the total number of mistakes that
the SOA learner makes during the run.

4 Oppositional Debaters
We now turn to consider the oppositional setting. As described in Section 2, the standard approach
from the literature (that does not involve learning) considers debaters that optimize the worst case
LP and LR with respect to a worst-case opposing debater. However, we show here that in a learning
setting, an approach minimizing a notion of regret is more suitable.

4.1 Using regret to upper bound prediction mistakes

Given v∗, there is a strategy for Proposer that obtains LP (T ) = 0, since for any xt, it can choose
p1, . . . , pn that satisfy the validation requirement of v∗ for any r1, . . . , rn (as in Definition 1). We
call a round in which Proposer selected ŷt = hv∗(xt) and such certificates an irrefutable round. For
Responder, even given v∗, it cannot avoid incurring a loss in irrefutable rounds. Therefore, for
Responder a notion of regret instead of loss is relevant even in a realizable setting: Let U(T ) be
the number of irrefutable rounds in a given interaction. The smallest possible loss for Responder
is therefore U(T ). Thus, its regret is defined as RR(T ) = LR(T ) − U(T ). For Proposer in the
realizable setting, its regret is equal to its loss: RP (T ) = LP (T ).

The following claim shows that the total regret of the debaters upper bounds the total mistakes
of the debate protocol.

Claim 7. In any run of the debate protocol, M(T ) ≤ RP (T ) + RR(T ).

Proof. In an irrefutable round, Proposer’s choices force v∗ to output ỹt = ŷt, regardless of the
choices of Responder. Since v∗ validates h∗ = hv∗ , this means that ŷt = h∗(xt), so there are no
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prediction mistakes in these rounds. Hence, M(T ) ≤ T − U(T ). In every round, exactly one of the
debaters incurs a loss, so T = LP (T ) + LR(T ). Therefore

M(T ) ≤ LP (T ) + LR(T ) − U(T ) = RP (T ) + RR(T ).

As claimed.

This upper bound motivates new objectives for Proposer and Responder in the oppositional
setting when learning is involved: if each debater minimizes their worst-case regret with respect to a
worst-case opposing debater, this upper bounds the worst-case number of debate protocol mistakes:
if the worst-case regret for Proposer over T rounds is RT

P and the worst-case regret for Responder
over T rounds is RT

R, then for any sequence, M(T ) ≤ RT
P + RT

R.
Moreover, we show next that unlike the regret optimization approach, the loss optimization

approach discussed above does not provide similar guarantees and can in fact completely fail.

4.2 Loss optimization vs. regret optimization

We show that even if each debater optimizes its worst-case loss against worst-case environment and
opposing debater, this does not provide helpful guarantees for learning. First, we observe that for
Responder, this optimization criterion is meaningless, since all Responder strategies are optimal
according to this criterion.

Claim 8. For any verifier class V and any number of rounds T , the worst-case optimal loss for
Responder is T .

Proof. Consider a sequence (xt, ŷt, p1
t , . . . , pn

t )t∈[T ] that is consistent with some verifier v∗ ∈ V such
that for each t, ∀r1

t , . . . , rn
t , v∗(xt, p1

t , r1
t , . . . , pn

t , rn
t ) = ŷt. Note that such ŷt and choices p1

t , . . . , pn
t

exists for every x ∈ X according to the definition of a verifier. For this sequence, any response of
Responder has ŷt = ỹt. Hence, Responder incurs a loss in every round, leading to LR(T ) = T .

In addition, in the next theorem we show that the loss of Proposer cannot be used to upper
bound the debate protocol mistakes M(T ) for loss-optimizing debaters, that is debaters that are
worst-case optimal with respect to their loss as indicated above. In contrast, if the debaters are
worst-case optimal with respect to their regret, then according to the bound in Claim 7, these regrets
upper bound M(T ). In the same example, we show that M(T ) is large under the loss optimization
scenario but small under the regret optimization scenario.

Theorem 9. There is a verifier class V such that loss-optimizing debaters lead to E[M(T )] ≥ T/4
for all environment inputs, whereas E[LP (T )] ≤ 1.5. On the other hand, regret-optimizing debaters
lead to E[M(T )] ≤ E[LP (T )] = 1.5 for all environment inputs.

Proof. Let X = {x} and C = {0, 1}. Let H = {h0, h1}, where hb(x) = b for b ∈ {0, 1}. Let V be
the class of all verifiers {vb,c | b, c ∈ {0, 1}} such that ∀r ∈ C, vb,c(x, c, r) = b, and for 1 − c we have
vb,c(x, 1 − c, r) = r for r ∈ C, as illustrated below.

vb,c(x, p, r) r = 0 r = 1
p = c b b

p = 1 − c 0 1

Note that vb,c verifies hb.
First, consider an optimal Proposer. Note that loss optimization and regret optimization are

equivalent for Proposer. Let b∗ ∈ {0, 1}, c∗ ∈ C such that v∗ = vb∗,c∗ . Consider the following
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Proposer strategy: It maintains a set of active pairs of label and certificate, initialized to {0, 1} × C.
In the first round, it selects ŷ, p uniformly at random from the set of active pairs. In each round, if
it incurs a loss using some pair, it removes this pair from the active set and selects another pair for
the next round uniformly at random. If it does not incur a loss in a round, it continues to use the
same pair in the next round.

To see that this is worst-case optimal, observe that whenever Proposer proposes some ŷ
and p for some x ∈ X and incurs a loss with some Responder certificate r, this means that
ỹ = vb∗,c∗(x, p, r) ̸= ŷ. This implies that vb∗,c∗ ̸= vŷ,p, since vŷ,p(x, p, r) = ŷ. Hence, this Proposer
strategy only incurs a loss at most once for every pair until selecting b∗, c∗. The expected number of
pair selections before selecting this pair is 1.5, hence the expected loss of Proposer is at most 1.5.
This is worst-case optimal, since any strategy that does not replace a pair that has incurred a loss
will incur the loss again in the next round against a worst-case Responder, thus its worst-case loss
cannot be smaller.

Moreover, let j be the last round before b∗, c∗ is found, then using this Proposer strategy we get
M(T ) ≤ j, since no prediction mistake is made after this round. However, the value of j depends
on the strategy of Responder, as we now show.

First, consider the optimal Responder according to loss minimization. As shown in Claim 8,
all Responder strategies are optimal with respect to worst-case loss minimization. In particular,
consider the strategy that in every round, upon observing (xt, pt, ŷt), selects the response rt = ŷt.
Under this strategy, if pt = 1 − c∗, then ỹt = vb∗,c∗(xt, pt, rt) = vb∗,c∗(xt, 1 − c∗, ŷt) = ŷt. Therefore,
when the optimal Proposer strategy described above is used, if in the first round Proposer selects
(ŷ, p) = (1−b∗, 1−c∗), it incurs no loss and does not change its strategy for the rest of the run, never
trying b∗, c∗, and incurring a prediction mistake in every round. The probability that Proposer
tries (ŷ, p) = (1 − b∗, 1 − c∗) in the first round is 1/4. Hence, using these two debaters leads to
E[M(T )] ≥ T/4.

Second, consider the optimal Responder according to regret minimization. Consider the following
strategy: In every round, Responder selects rt = 1 − ŷt. Then, if pt = 1 − c∗, we have ỹt =
vb∗,c∗(xt, pt, rt) = vb∗,c∗(xt, 1 − c∗, 1 − ŷt) ̸= ŷt and Responder does not incur a loss. If pt = c∗, then
this is an irrefutable round, hence Responder may incur a loss but it does not accumulate regret.
Thus, this strategy obtains zero regret and so it is optimal with respect to regret minimization.

Using this strategy against the optimal Proposer strategy described above leads to Proposer
incurring a loss with every pair except for (ŷ, p) = (b∗, c∗). Therefore, the expected number of
rounds until it tries (ŷ, p) = (b∗, c∗) is 1.5, leading to M(T ) ≤ 1.5. This can also be derived from
Claim 7.

The results above motivate setting the objective of oppositional debaters to regret instead of
loss. Nonetheless, as we show next, even with this objective, oppositional debaters can still fail
where cooperative debaters succeed.

4.3 Gap between cooperative and oppositional debaters

The following example shows that oppositional debaters optimizing worst-case regret can fail to
obtain a low number of prediction mistakes, even when cooperative debaters succeed.

Example 1. Let X = {e} ∪ N, where e /∈ N, and let C = {0, 1}. Consider length-1 debate. For
b ∈ {0, 1}, define

hb(x) =
{

b, x = e,

0, x ∈ N.

10



For each b ∈ {0, 1} and s : N → {0, 1}, define

vb,s(x, p, r) =


b, x = e,

0, x ∈ N and (p = s(x) or r = 0),
1, otherwise.

Set V = {vb,s : b ∈ {0, 1}, s : N → {0, 1}}. The following table illustrates the verifier output for
x ∈ N.

vb,s(x, p, r) r = 0 r = 1
p = s(x) 0 0
p ̸= s(x) 0 1

Note that vb,s validate hb.

Theorem 10. For Example 1, worst-case regret minimizer strategies for Responder and Proposer
obtain RP (T ) ≤ T/2 and RR(T ) = 0, and in the worst case, M(T ) = T/2. On the other hand,
DLdim(V) = 1, hence deterministic cooperative debaters incur at most one prediction mistake.

5 Non-Realizability with Cooperative Debaters
In the k-non-realizable setting for k ∈ N, we consider the same debate protocol as described above,
except that in at most k rounds, the environment may provide ỹ ≠ v∗(xt, c̄t). In the cooperative
setting, we show upper and lower bounds for learning in the k-non-realizable setting. Our analysis
shows that debate learning is more adversely affected by feedback noise or model misspecification
than standard online learning.

Separation between non-realizable and realizable learning First, we show a simple verifier
class that is easy to learn in the realizable cooperative case (with randomized debaters), but not
when there are misspecifications.

Example 2. Consider debates of length one. Let X = N, C = {0, 1}, and let pt and rt be the
certificates at step t. For b ∈ {0, 1}, let hb be the constant hypothesis hb(x) = b, and let H = {h0, h1}.
For every bit b and every function e : X → C × C, define

vb,e(x, p, r) =
{

1 − b, (p, r) = e(x),
b, otherwise,

To illustrate, suppose that e(x) = (c0, c1), then the value of vb,e(x, p, r) is as follows.

vb,e(x, p, r) r = c1 r = 1 − c1
p = c0 1 − b b

p = 1 − c0 b b

Let V = {vb,e : b ∈ {0, 1}, e : X → C × C}.
Clearly, for any b, e, vb,e validates hb, using the p that gives b for any r.

Theorem 11. For Example 2, the following two properties hold. In the realizable case with
cooperative debaters, there is a randomized strategy that obtains E[M(T )] < 9 for every T , every
v∗ ∈ V and every sequence of input instances. In the unrealizable case, for every k ≥ 1 and every
T ≥ 3k, the environment can choose the inputs and draw v∗ ∈ V and the misspecified rounds at
random in advance, so that the expected number of misspecified rounds is k and every strategy of the
debaters has E[M(T )] ≥ 3

2k.
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A lower bound for general verifier classes Our next result shows that misspecification can
result in a loss that is linear in k · DLdim(V).

Theorem 12. For every d and every n, there exists a class Vd,n with DLdim(Vd) = d and such that
every learner makes Ω(kd) mistakes in the k-non-realizable case.

An upper bound for the k-non-realizable setting We provide a matching mistake upper
bound of O(k · DLdim(V)) for any verifier class V , using a randomized strategy. Bar Oz et al. (2026)
provides a general deterministic strategy for obtaining such an upper bound for interactive learning
protocols. However, that strategy relies on the learner having access to its incurred loss, which is
not available in debate learning. Our upper bound employs instead a simple randomized algorithm
based on majority voting, whose structure is inspired by the Private Online Procedure of Kaplan
et al. (2023).

Theorem 13. Assume the k-non-realizable setting. For any verifier class V with DLdim(V) = d ∈ N,
there is a randomized learning strategy for cooperative debaters that incurs at most 16kd mistakes in
expectation.

6 Conclusion
In this work, we initiated the formal study of learning through debate. While debate has been used
in training pipelines, no formal framework for understanding its effectiveness for learning had been
developed so far. Our analysis highlights some important considerations from a safety perspective.
We show that the practice of setting the debaters up as opponents, rather than cooperating agents,
can be sub-optimal. This finding suggests that developing training pipelines with cooperating,
rather than competing agents, might be a promising avenue, which is yet underexplored. Moreover,
our results demonstrate the brittleness of learning through debate to noise in the verifier feedback
or slight model misspecifications. This result shows that employing debating agents as facilitators
for learning demands caution: if the verifier that these agents interact with is not fully reliable, the
learning process may suffer disproportionately in accuracy.
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A Deferred proofs
Proof of Lemma 6. For an instance x, define the set of trees ∆n(V, x) to be the set of trees in ∆n(V)
that have x at the root. Define the set of trees ∆n(V, x, ŷ, c̄) to be the set of trees that result from
taking any tree from ∆n(V, x) and removing all the edges (and corresponding sub-trees) coming out
of x except the one labeled ŷ, c̄.

First, we show that minŷ,c̄ Qt(ŷ, c̄) is non increasing in t. Consider a round t in some run of
SOA. We have

min
ŷ,c̄

Qt(ŷ, c̄) = min
ŷ,c̄

max
ỹ∈{0,1}

sup
T ∈∆n(V

(pt,ŷ,c̄,̃y)
)

min
q∈T ρ

max
h∈H

(pt,ŷ,c̄,̃y)
∩Hq

(m(h, pt) + m(h, q) + 1[h(xt) = ŷ])

≤ min
ŷ,c̄

sup
T ∈∆n(Vpt ,xt,ŷ,c̄)

min
q∈T ρ

max
h∈Hpt ∩Hq

(m(h, pt) + m(h, q))

For a path q ∈ T ρ, denote f(q) := maxh∈Hpt ∩Hq (m(h, pt) + m(h, q)), and let

qT ∈ arg min
q∈T ρ

f(q).

denote the path in tree T that minimizes the sum of mistakes an h can incur in qT and pt combined.
Note that if T ∈ ∆n(Vpt , xt, ŷ, c̄) then qT must start with (xt, ŷ, c̄). Let q′

T be the rest of the path
of qT and write qT = (xt, ŷ, c̄); q′

T . Then we have

min
ŷ,c̄

Qt(ŷ, c̄) ≤ min
ŷ,c̄

sup
T ∈∆n(Vpt ,xt,ŷ,c̄)

f(qT ) = min
ŷ,c̄

sup
T ∈∆n(Vpt ,xt,ŷ,c̄)

f((xt, ŷ, c̄); q′
T ) =: R

Define Tŷ,c̄ ∈ arg maxT ∈∆n(Vpt ,xt,ŷ,c̄) f((xt, ŷ, c̄); q′
T ) (if a maximum exists)3 and let T ∗ be the

tree constructed by joining each of the trees Tŷ,c̄ at the root xt. Note that T ∗ ∈ ∆n(Vpt , xt). Let
Xŷ,c̄ be the set of paths that start with (xt, ŷ, c̄). Then

min
q∈(T ∗)ρ

f(q) = min
ŷ,c̄

min
q∈T ∗∩Xŷ,c̄

f(q) = min
ŷ,c̄

f((xt, ŷ, c̄); q′
Tŷ,c̄

) = R.

Hence,
sup

T ∈∆n(Vpt ,xt)
min
q∈T ρ

f(q) ≥ min
q∈(T ∗)ρ

f(q) ≥ R ≥ min
ŷ,c̄

Qt(ŷ, c̄).

We now upper bound the LHS.

sup
T ∈∆n(Vpt ,xt)

min
q∈T ρ

f(q) = sup
T ∈∆n(Vpt ,xt)

min
q∈T ρ

max
h∈Hpt ∩Hq

(m(h, pt) + m(h, q))

= sup
T ∈∆n(V

(pt−1,ŷt−1,c̄t−1 ,̃yt−1)
,xt)

min
q∈T ρ

max
h∈H

(pt−1,ŷt−1,c̄t−1 ,̃yt−1)
∩Hq

(m(h, pt−1) + m(h, q) + 1[h(xt−1) = ŷt−1])
≤ max

ỹ∈{0,1}
sup

T ∈∆n(V
(pt−1,ŷt−1,c̄t−1 ,̃y)

)
min
q∈T ρ

max
h∈H

(pt−1,ŷt−1,c̄t−1 ,̃y)
∩Hq

(m(h, pt−1) + m(h, q) + 1[h(xt−1) = ŷt−1])
= min

ŷ,c̄
max

ỹ∈{0,1}
sup

T ∈∆n(V
(pt−1,ŷ,c̄,̃y)

)
min
q∈T ρ

max
h∈H

(pt−1,ŷ,c̄,̃y)
∩Hq

(m(h, pt−1) + m(h, q) + 1[h(xt−1) = ŷ])

= min
ŷ,c̄

Qt−1(ŷ, c̄).

3A similar argument can be made if there is no maximum, by using a sequence of Tŷ,c̄ choices that are larger than
a sequence converging to the supremum
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We conclude that minŷ,c̄ Qt(ŷ, c̄) ≤ minŷ,c̄ Qt−1(ŷ, c̄). Now consider Q1. By definition, m(h, p1) = 0
since p1 includes no hypothesized labels, and similarly to the above,

min
ŷ,c̄

Q1(ŷ, c̄) = max
ỹ∈{0,1}

sup
T ∈∆n(V

(p1,ŷ,c̄,̃y)
)

min
q∈T ρ

max
h∈H

(p1,ŷ,c̄,̃y)
∩Hq

(m(h, q) + 1[h(xt) ̸= ŷ]).

Since Vp1 = V, we get

min
ŷ,c̄

Q1(ŷ, c̄) ≤ sup
T ∈∆n(Vp1 ,x1)

min
q∈T ρ

max
h∈Hp1 ∩Hq

(m(h, p1) + m(h, q))

= sup
T ∈∆n(V,x1)

min
q∈T ρ

max
h∈Hq

(m(h, q)) ≤ DLdim(V, n).

The latter follows from the definition of DLdim(V, n). Lastly, to upper bound the total number of
mistakes of the SOA run, note that for path pt taken by SOA, at any round t,

max
h∈Hpt

(m(h, pt))

≤ min
ŷ,c̄

max
ỹ∈{0,1}

sup
T ∈∆n(V

(pt−1,ŷ,c̄,̃y)
)

min
q∈T ρ

max
h∈H

(pt−1,ŷ,c̄,̃y)
∩Hq

(m(h, pt−1) + m(h, q) + 1[h(xt) = ŷ])

= min
ŷ,c̄

Qt−1(ŷ, c̄) ≤ DLdim(V, n).

The first inequality follows by the realizability assumption, which implies that there is at least
one q with a non-empty Hq.

Proof of Theorem 10. Consider a cooperative learner: it can predict ŷ = 0 for any xt ∈ N without
making any mistake. For xt = e, it needs to make at most one mistake, since for xt = e, ỹ = b is
provided, revealing the label of e.

On the other hand, consider possible worst-case regret-optimizing debaters. First, define a regret-
optimizing strategy for Responder. This strategy refutes whenever possible: for any input (xt, ŷt, pt),
it selects pt = 1 − ŷt. Whenever x ∈ N and pt ≠ s(x), this gives ỹt = vb,s(xt, pt, rt) = rt ̸= ŷt. Thus,
its regret is zero and so optimal.

Second, define a regret-optimizing strategy for Proposer. For xt = e, this strategy predicts a
uniformly random label with pt = 0. For xt ∈ N, it predicts ŷ = 0 with a uniformly random pt. Its
expected loss on a given sequence is equal to half the number of rounds in which e appears, thus
LP (T ) = RP (T ) ≤ T/2 and T/2 is also its worst-case regret over all sequences. This strategy is
worst-case regret optimal, because any strategy obtains a regret of T/2 in the following scenario:
If the environment selects v∗ uniformly at random, and presents distinct xt ∈ N in each round,
and if Responder always selects pt = 1, then Responder always has a probability of 1/2 to select
ŷt = 1[pt ̸= s(xt)] = v∗(xt, pt, 1) = ỹt. Thus it suffers a loss and regret of T/2 in expectation.

Now, observe that running these regret-optimizing Proposer and Responder against each other
with input e results in a prediction mistake. Hence, if xt = e in every round, M(T ) = T/2.

Proof of Theorem 11. We will consider debates of length one. Let X = N, C = {0, 1}, and let pt

and rt be the certificates at step t. For b ∈ {0, 1}, let hb be the constant hypothesis hb(x) = b, and
let H = {h0, h1}. For every bit b and every function e : X → C × C, define

vb,e(x, p, r) =
{

1 − b, (p, r) = e(x),
b, otherwise,
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To illustrate, suppose that e(x) = (c0, c1), then the value of vb,e(x, p, r) is as follows.

vb,e(x, p, r) r = c1 r = 1 − c1
p = c0 1 − b b

p = 1 − c0 b b

Let V = {vb,e : b ∈ {0, 1}, e : X → C × C}.
Clearly, for any b, e, vb,e validates hb, using the p that gives b for any r. Next, we give a

randomized strategy for learning h∗ in the realizable case. Fix v∗ ∈ V and a sequence of inputs, and
let h∗ = hv∗ = hb.

In each round, both Proposer and Responder choose their arguments p, r uniformly and
independently. Proposer proposes as a label the majority of the earlier feedback ỹ1, . . . , ỹt−1,
breaking ties arbitrarily. The values ỹt are independent, and each value equals b with probability
3/4. After s rounds, the majority is wrong only if at most s/2 of the s values equal b, while their
expected number is 3s/4. By Hoeffding’s inequality, this has probability at most e−2(s/4)2/s = e−s/8.
Summing over rounds gives E[M(T )] ≤

∑
s≥0 e−s/8 = 1/(1 − e−1/8) < 9.

Next, we prove a lower bound in the unrealizable case. Suppose that v∗ is selected such that
for each instance, 1 − b appears at a uniformly random entry of the response matrix. Consider
a sequence of non-repeating instances x1, x2, . . . xT = 1, 2, . . . , T , and assume that each round is
misspecified with probability 1/3, and that in such a round the response is always 1 − b for any
p, r. In rounds that are not misspecified, the probability of observing b is 3/4, while it is zero in
misspecified rounds. Hence, the probability of observing b is exactly 1/2. It is thus impossible to
gain any information on b from the interaction, which implies that any prediction strategy of p will
result in an expected mistake rate of 1/2. Since the rate of misspecifications is 1/3, the expected
number of misspecification rounds is k = T/3. Thus, the expected mistake rate is 3

2k.

Proof of Theorem 12. Let X = {x0} and C = [4d]. Define the following verifiers. Let v0 : X × C2 →
{0, 1} defined by v0(x0, c1, c2) = 0 for every c1, c2 ∈ C. Furthermore for every j ∈ [4d], let
vj : X × C2 → {0, 1} be defined by

vj(x0, c1, c2) =


1 if c1 = j

1 if c2 = j

0 otherwise.

Now let Vd = {vj : j ∈ [4d]} ∪ {v0}.
We note that v0 is a verifier for the all-zero hypothesis h0 : X → {0, 1}, h0(x0) = 0. Furthermore,

we note that every vj is a verifier for the all-one hypothesis h1 : X → {0, 1}, h1(x0) = 1. We set
H = {h0, h1}.

Claim 14. H is learnable through debate of length 1 through access to Vd in the realizable case with
a mistake bound of d.

We will argue that the following learning strategy is successful: In round t, predict the label
ŷt = 1 if t is odd and ŷt = 0 if t is even. As certificates (ct

1, ct
2) choose (2t − 1, 2t). After 2d rounds,

if the learner has seen one round r with verifier feedback ỹr = 1, keep predicting ŷt = 1 for t > 2d.
After 2d rounds, if the learner has only seen verifier feedback ỹ1 = · · · = ỹ2d = 0, keep predicting
ỹt = 0 for t > 2d.

We are in the realizable case, so we know the true verifier is either vj for some j ∈ [4d] or it is v0.
If the true verifier is v∗ = vj for some j ∈ [4d], then in one of the rounds from 1 to 2d, i.e., round

⌈ j
2⌉, the verifier feedback will have been ỹ⌈ j

2 ⌉ = 1. In this case the learner will have made d mistakes
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in rounds 1 to 2d and no subsequent mistakes as the learner kept predicting 1 after 2d rounds and
the true verifier vj verifies the hypothesis h1.

If the true verifier is v∗ = v0, then the true hypothesis is h0. Furthermore, in rounds from 1 to
2d the verifier feedback received by the learner is ỹ1 = · · · = ỹ2d = 0. In this case the learner will
have made d mistakes in rounds 1 to 2d and no subsequent mistakes as the learner kept predicting
0 after 2d which is consistent with the true hypothesis h0.

Thus this learning strategy makes at most d mistakes.

Claim 15. Every randomized learner for H through access to Vd via debate of length 1 makes at
least Ω(kd) mistake in expectation.

To show this we will fix a randomized adversary that picks the true verifier in advance, and can
decide to give a different response in up to k rounds after having seen the learners action (ŷt, ct

1, ct
2)

for that round. The adversary picks v∗ as v0 with probability 1/2 and for every j ∈ [4d] picks every
vj with probability 1/8d. Thus the true hypothesis is h∗ = h0 with probability 1/2 and h∗ = h1
with probability 1/2.

Now for any sequence, the adversary will flip to 0 the first k verifier responses that would have
been 1 if it responded according to the true verifier.

Now consider any fixed (potentially randomized) learning strategy A : (X × Y × C2 × Y)∗ × X →
Y × C2, that in every round t maps the history of previous examples

H = ((x1, ŷ1, c̄1, ỹ1), . . . , (xt−1, ŷt−1, c̄t−1, ỹt−1))

and current example xt to the next action (ŷt, c̄t).
We will call a history Ht with ỹ1 = · · · = ỹd−1 = 0 a null-history. We will analyse both the

learners behaviour given a null-history and the likelihood of obtaining a null-history in round t. We
will combine these observations in order to show that the likelihood of obtaining a null-history is
high and that when given a null-history in most cases the learner will not be able to successfully
distinguish between verifiers for hypothesis h0 and verifiers for hypothesis h1.

For every j, we consider the count Nj(t) = |{c̄r : 1 ≤ r ≤ t − 1 with ct
1 = j or ct

2 = j}|.
We note that given a null-history, if v∗ = v0, then independent of the learner’s output in round

t, we have yt = 0 with probability 1. Furthermore, given a null history if v∗ = vj then the adversary
will output

ỹt =
{

0 if Nj(t) ≤ k

1 otherwise.

with probability 1.
Thus, the only case in which Ht is a nullhistory but Ht+1 is not a null-history is the case where

v∗ = vj and Nj(t) = k. It follows that Ht is a nullhistory unless v∗ = vj with Nj(t) > k.
We note that for every sequence of t rounds, we have

4d∑
j=1

Nj(t) ≤ 2t − 2,

since in every round r ∈ [t] the learner can only increase the count for two different j1, j2 , namely
j1 = cr

1 and j2 = cr
2. Thus,

4d∑
j=1

1[Nj(t) > k] ≤ ⌊2t

k
⌋
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Thus, after t rounds for every sequence of choices by the learner, there are at most 2t
k different

possible verifiers from {vj : j ∈ [4d]} that if the adversary picked it as the true verifier, it resulted
in interactions between adversary and learner results in a history Ht that is not a null-history.

The probability that the adversary picked such vj is therefore at most
2t
k

8d
= t

4kd
.

We note, that given a null-history Ht every learner makes a mistake with probability 1/2 in the
next round. That is because if the precition is 0, it will fail in the case in which v∗ = vj for j ∈ [4d],
which happens with probability 1/2. And if the learner predicts 1, it will fail in the case in which
v∗ = v0, which happens with probability 1/2. Thus for every round t,

E[1[ŷr ̸= hv(x)]|Hr is nullhistory] ≥ 1/2
Using the probability of the sequence being a non-nullhistory at time t together with the above

inequality for the prediction error, given that the history is a nullhistory, we obtain the following:

E[
t∑

r=1
1[ŷr ̸= hv(x)]]

≥ E[
t∑

r=1
1[ŷr ̸= hv(x)|Hr is nullhistory]1[Hr is nullhistory]]

≥
t∑

r=1

1
2 ·

(
1 − r

4kd

)
≥ t

2 − t(t + 1)
16kd

= t(8dk − t − 1)
16kd

.

For t = 4kd the above evaluates to kd − 1
4 ∈ Ω(kd). This proves the lower bound.

Proof of Theorem 13. The strategy works as follows:
• Initialize 4k copies of SOA for V.

• In each round t

– Set ŷt to the majority label proposed by the 4k copies.
– Set c̄t to the certificate c̄ suggested by one of the copies it, where it selected uniformly at

random from [4k]. Get ỹt and feed it to the same copy.

Call a copy “uncorrupted at time t” if it has not been provided with a corrupted feedback until round
t. Since there can be at most k misspecified rounds, at least 3k copies are uncorrupted at each time
t. For round t, let Mt = 1[ŷt ̸= yt]. Let ŷi

t be the label proposed by copy i at round t, and define
Zt = 1[ŷit

t ̸= yt ∧ it is uncorrupted at time t]. Any copy it can make at most d mistakes in rounds
in which its copy is updated, as long as it is uncorrupted. Hence, ∑

t Zt ≤ 4kd. On the other hand,
if Mt = 1, then at least 2k copies i have ŷi

t ̸= yt in round t, and at least k of these are uncorrupted
at time t. Therefore, for any history Ht of the run until round t, Pr(Zt = 1 | Mt = 1, Ht) ≥ 1/4.
Thus,

E[Zt | Ht] ≥ Pr(Zt = 1 | Mt = 1, Ht) · Pr(Mt = 1 | Ht) ≥ Pr(Mt = 1 | Ht)/4 = E[Mt | Ht]/4.

Taking expectation over Ht, we get E[Zt] ≥ E[Mt = 1]/4. Therefore,
4kd ≥ E[

∑
t

Zt] = E[
∑

t

Mt]/4.

It follows that E[∑t Mt] ≤ 16kd.
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