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Abstract

Let X be a random variable distributed according to the binomial distribution
with parameters n and p. It is shown that P(X > EX) > 1/4if 1 > p > ¢/n,
where ¢ :=In(4/3), the best possible constant factor.
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1. Summary and discussion

Theorem 1. Let X = X,,, be a random variable (r.v.) with the binomial
distribution with parameters n and p. Then

PIX>EX)>1/4 (1)
if
1>p=c¢/n, (2)
where
c:=1n(4/3) = 0.28768.... (3)

Under condition , the equality in is attained only if n =2 and p = 1/2.
The constant factor c in is the best possible.

Complementing Theorem [1] is the following simple proposition.

Proposition 2. If¢/n>2p >0, then P(X > EX) =1—(1—p)™ > max(1,bn)p,
where b:= (1 —e¢)/c=0.86901.. ..

A very short proof of Theorem [I] will be given in Section [2] This proof is
based on a monotonicity result due to Anderson and Samuels [2], which in turn
follows from a more general result due to Hoeffding [7].
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A bit longer proof of Theorem [I| which may still be of interest, is relegated
to the appendix. This second proof is based on a version of the Berry—Esseen
bound, which takes care of the main case when np > 2 and n(1 — p) > 2, that
is, when 2 < EX < n — 2. The remaining cases are rather easy to deal with,
since all the values of X are in the set {0,...,n}.

Previously it was shown [B] that, for X as in Theorem [1} one has

PX>EX)>1/4 (4)
if
p>1/n. (5)
Theorem |1| improves the result of [5] in two ways at once:

(i) The (optimal) constant factor ¢ = 0.28768... in is better than the
corresponding constant factor 1 in . (Concerning the strictness of the
inequality P(X > EX) > 1/41in 7 here one may recall that the inequality
P(X>EX)>1/4in is strict unless n = 2 and p = 1/2 — in which
latter case condition ([5) fails to hold.)

(ii) Instead of the probability P(X > EX) in (), we have the (possibly)
smaller probability P(X > E X) in ().

Improvement (i) and the optimality of the constant factor ¢ are illustrated
in Figure |1} showing the graphs

e {(p,P(Xnp>np)):1/n<p<1} (solid)

o {(p,P(Xnp>np)): ¢/n <p<1/n} (dashed, black)

e {(p,P(Xnp>np)): 0 <p<c/n} (dashed, gray)

for n = 5. This figure is similar to [5l Figure 2], where the graphs over the
interval (¢/n,1/n] were dashed, too.
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Figure 1: Graphs of P(X > EX).

However, concerning improvement (i), one should note that the case when
¢ < np < 1 — considered in the beginning of the proof of Theorem [I] — is
comparatively simple. As for improvement (ii), inequality follows from its



non-strict counterpart P(X > EX) > 1/4 upon noting that P(X > EX) =
P(X,,p > np) is right-continuous in p and P(X > EX)=P(X 2 EX) > 1/4if
np is not an integer.

So, the main distinction of the present note from [5] is perhaps that each of
the two proofs of Theorem [I] given here appears to be significantly simpler than
the proof in [5].

As noted in [B], inequality (4)) was used several times in the machine learning
literature, including [4, 14, 3], to bound the probability of the so-called rela-
tive deviation of frequencies from the corresponding probabilities for certain
classes of events. Such results have applications to the so-called probably-
approximately-correct (PAC) models of machine learning; concerning PAC
models, see e.g. [12] [6] 8] ].

In [3], the non-strict version, P(X > EX) > 1/4, of inequality was
obtained, but only for large enough n and p > 2/n.

In [I1] Lemma 13], it was shown that

P(X > EX) > min(p,1/4) (6)

for
p€(0,1/2]. (7)

This was used to prove a part of [I1, Proposition 8]. To state that result, we
need to reproduce several definitions from [I1]. Let (X,Y") be a random vector in
X x {—1,1}, where X is a Borel subset of R%. A classifier is a Borel-measurable
map from X to {—1,1}. For any classifier h, consider the two types of error
probabilities,

R™(h) :=P(h(X) >20]Y = —1) and R'(h):=P(h(X)<0|Y =1),
and also the empirical counterpart

1 n
R™(h) := e
of R~ (h), where Xy,..., X, - is a (training) iid sample from the conditional
distribution of X given Y = —1, and 1(A) denotes the indicator of an assertion
A (so that 1(A) =1 if A is true and 1(A4) = 0 if A is false).

The mentioned result in [I1] is as follows: there exist classifiers h; and hg
and a probability distribution for (X,Y) such that, for any o € (0,1/2] and
any r.v. A with values in [0,1] such that for the random “pseudo-classifier”
ha := Ahy + (1 — A)hy we have R_(h/\) < a, the event that the “excess type II
risk”

RT(hy) — RT(hy)

min
AE[0,1]: R+(hy)
is > a occurs with a probability P > min(«, 1/4).
Using inequality with condition — instead of inequality @ with con-
dition (7)), we can replace the conditions a € (0,1/2] and P > min(c, 1/4) in



the cited result in [I1] by the respective conditions & € [¢/n,1] and P > 1/4,
which will constitute a substantial improvement, in the case when o > ¢/n. For
the simpler case of « € (0, ¢/n], an improvement over the result in [II] can be
similarly obtained using Proposition [2]

2. Proofs

Here and in what follows,
q:=1-p. (8)

Proof of Theorem[] If n =1, then
PX>EX)=P(X>p)=PX=1)=p=np>c>1/4,

so that holds, with the strict inequality.
Fix now any natural n > 2. Consider first the case when ¢ < np < 1. Then

In(1—p) 1

PX>np)=1-q"21-¢P=1-(3) » >1-(3)"'=%1 (9

so that P(X > np) > i. Moreover, if ¢ = In % is replaced here by any ¢; € (0, ¢),
and if p = ¢1/n with n — oo, then P(X >np) =1—-¢"=1-(1—-c1/n)" —
l—e @ <1—e¢=1/4.

Therefore, the constant factor ¢ in cannot be improved and, moreover,
without loss of generality (wlog)

np > 1. (10)
So,
m:=m, = [np|+1€[2,n] (11)
Introduce also
Pj = pnj = (Mo —1)/j = (m—=1)/j (12)
for j € {m,...,n}. Then
P(X >EX) =P(X,, >np) =P(X,, >m) > P(X,,, >m). (13)

The latter inequality, which follows from the (strict) stochastic monotonicity
of X,, , in p and the inequality p > p,, is strict unless p = p,, (that is, unless
np is an integer). Next, by part (i) of [I0, Theorem 3] (which immediately
follows from the second inequality in [2, Theorem 2.1], again by the stochastic
monotonicity of Xy, , in p), we have P(X; 11, , = m) > P(X;,, > m) for all
je{m,...,n—1}. So, P(X,,,, = m) = P(X,,,p, = m), and this inequality is
strict unless m = n. Also, P(Xyp,, = m) = (1—-1/m)™ > (1—-1/2)? = 1/4, and
P(Xm,p,, > m) > 1/4 unless m = 2. It follows that P(X > EX) > 1/4 unless
n = m = 2 and np is an integer. Thus, in view of , P(X >EX) > 1/4
unless n = 2 and p = 1/2. That P(X > EX)=1/4ifn=2and p=1/2is
trivial. This completes the proof of Theorem O



Proof of Proposition[3. If ¢/n > p > 0, then P(X > EX) =1 — (1 —p)"™.
Next, (1 — (1 — p)™)/(np) is decreasing in p € (0,1], so that for p € (0,¢/n]
we have (1 — (1 —=p)")/(np) =2 1= (1 —¢/n)")/c = (1 —e ) /c = b, so that
1—(1—p)™ > bnp. The inequality 1 — (1 — p)™ > p is obvious. This completes

the proof of Proposition O
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Appendix

Second proof of Theorem[1 At least one of the following five cases must occur:

Case 1: np 2 2 and ng > 2 (recall the convention ¢ := 1 — p in )

Case 2: c<np<1andn > 1, where c is as in .

Case 3: 1 <mp<2andn > 3.

Case 4: 1 <nqg<2andn > 3.

Case 5: 0<ng<1andn > 2.

In particular, note that the cases when either (i) n = 1 or (ii) n = 2 and
p < 1/2 are covered by Case |2, whereas the case when n = 2 and p > 1/2 is
covered by Case

Consider now each of the five listed cases.

Case The version of the Berry—Esseen bound given in [9, Theorem 1]
implies

P(X >EX)=P(X >np) > % —e(n,p), where ¢e(n,p):= %(% + 62>7

p=pq+@®p, 0 = /Pq, c3 1= ToTE 0y = 15

Note that p3q/o® = p?/2(1 — p)~/2 is convex in p and, similarly, ¢°p/c>
is convex in p, so that p/o® and e(n,p) are convex in p. Therefore and in
view of the Case |1| conditions np > 2 and ng > 2, we have e(n,p) < €(n,2/n)
= e(n,1 — 2/n) =: e.(n), which is a simple algebraic function of n. For the
derivative £’ (n) of £,(n) in n, we see that £’ (n)n>/?(n — 2)*/2 is a polynomial
in (n — 2)'/2, of degree 5. Therefore, it is easy to see that £,(n) is decreasing
in n € [4,6], increasing in n € [7,89], and decreasing in n € [90,00). Also,
the conditions np > 2 and ng > 2 imply n = np +ng > 4. So, in Case [I]
P(X > np) > 1 — max(e.(4),£.(89),£.(90)) > 0.25587 > 1/4.

C’aselﬁ Then, by, P(X > np) > i. Moreover, it was shown in the
paragraph containing (9)) that the constant factor ¢ in cannot be improved.

Case[3% Then

PX>np)=PX>1)=1-¢"— ng" 'p,



which is increasing in p, by the stochastic monotonicity of X, , in p. So, wlog
p = 1/n, in which case P(X > np) = f3(n) := 1— (2 —1/n)(1 — 1/n)""L.
The second derivative of In(1 — f3(n)) is 1/((2n — 1)*(n — 1)n) > 0, so that
In(1 — f3) is convex. Also, In(1 — f3(n)) — In(2/e). Therefore, In(1 — f3(n)) is
decreasing (in n > 3) and f3(n) is increasing, from f3(3) = 7/27 > 1/4. Thus,
P(X >np)>1in Case

Case Thenn—2<np<n—1,p>1-2/n, and

P(X >np) =P(X >n—1)= fi(p) := filp,n) :=p" +np" " 'q,

and f1(p) is increasing in p, by the stochastic monotonicity of X, , in p. There-
fore, here wlog p =1 — 2/n, and

3n—2

fin) :== (1 —2/n,n) = — (1=2/n)".
Letting
Dfitw)i= fito) [ L2 iy gy R

we have
4 (3n? — 4n +4)

Dfi)'(n) = —
(DA () = =0 =5yt — 2)2m
So, Dfy is decreasing. Also, Dfl(oo—) = 0. It follows that Df; > 0 and hence

f1 is increasing, from f1(3) = o= > 1. Thus, P(X > np) > § in Case
C’ase@ Thenn >np>n—1,p>1—1/n, and hence

< 0.

PX>np)=PX=n)=p">(1-1/n)",

and (1—1/n)™ is increasing in n > 2, from (1—1/2)% = 1/4. So, P(X > np) > 1
in Case 7 except when n =2 and p = 1/2, in which case P(X > np) = i.
This completes the second proof of Theorem

O
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