arXiv:2403.08831v1 [stat.ML] 12 Mar 2024

Majority-of-Three: The Simplest Optimal Learner?
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Abstract

Developing an optimal PAC learning algorithm in the realizable setting, where empirical risk
minimization (ERM) is suboptimal, was a major open problem in learning theory for decades.
The problem was finally resolved by Hanneke a few years ago. Unfortunately, Hanneke’s algo-
rithm is quite complex as it returns the majority vote of many ERM classifiers that are trained
on carefully selected subsets of the data. It is thus a natural goal to determine the simplest
algorithm that is optimal. In this work we study the arguably simplest algorithm that could
be optimal: returning the majority vote of three ERM classifiers. We show that this algorithm
achieves the optimal in-expectation bound on its error which is provably unattainable by a
single ERM classifier. Furthermore, we prove a near-optimal high-probability bound on this
algorithm’s error. We conjecture that a better analysis will prove that this algorithm is in fact
optimal in the high-probability regime.

1 Introduction

In the setting of realizable Probably Approximately Correct (PAC) learning [Val84, VC64, VCT74],
the goal is to learn or approximate an unknown target function f* € {0,1}* from a labelled training
sample (S, f*(9)) = (X1, f*(X1)),...,(Xn, f*(X,))), where the X;’s are i.i.d. samples from an
unknown distribution P over an instance space X. In the realizable setting, we are furthermore
promised that f* belongs to a known function class F C {0,1}* of Vapnik-Chervonenkis (VC)
dimension d.

Given a labelled training sample (S, f*(S)), a learning algorithm produces a function fg €
{0,1}* with the goal of minimizing the probability of mispredicting the label of a new sample from
P, where we denote this error by errp (fg) .= Prx.p[fs(X) # f*(X)]. The simplest reasonable
learning algorithm, known as empirical risk minimization (ERM), simply reports an arbitrary
function fg € F that is consistent with f* on the training data, i.e. fg(X;) = f*(X;) for all
i =1,...,n. Classic work by Blumer et al. [BEHW89] (the same bound also essentially follows
from the earlier works [VC68, VC71]) shows that for any § > 0, it holds with probability 1 — 4 over
S that any fg € F consistent with f* on S has

errp (fs) =0 <% tog (4) + %log (%)) . (1)
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On the lower bound side, there exists an instance space X and function class F such that for
a certain ERM algorithm, there is a target function f* € F and hard distribution P for which (1)
is tight [HLW94, AO07, Sim15, Han16b]. Learning algorithms that always output a function in F
are referred to as proper learning algorithms. Generally, it is known that not only ERM, but all
proper learners fail to achieve the optimal error bound in the PAC learning framework. See the
corresponding lower bounds in [BHMZ20].

__ For improper learning algorithms — algorithms that are allowed to output an arbitrary function
fs € {0,1}* — known lower bounds on the error only imply that we must have

errp (fs) =0 <g + %log (%)) . 2)

Developing an algorithm with a matching error upper bound, or strengthening the lower bound,
was a major open problem for decades. This was finally resolved in 2015 when Hanneke [Hanl16a],
building on the work of Simon [Sim15], proposed the first optimal algorithm with an error upper
bound matching (2), leading to the optimal error bound

o[£+ Lus (1)) o

Hanneke’s algorithm is based on constructing a large number (= n%) of sub-samples Sy, S, --- C S
of the training data. This algorithm then runs ERM on each (S;, f*(S;)) to obtain functions
fsys fsy,- .. and finally combines them via a majority vote. The sub-samples S; are constructed to
have a carefully designed overlapping structure, and an intricate inductive argument exploiting this
structure is then used to argue optimality. Recent work by Larsen [Lar23] shows that the carefully
designed overlap structure may instead be replaced by the significantly simpler strategy of sampling
each S; as ©(n) samples with replacement from S. This algorithm is precisely the classic heuristic
known as Bagging, or bootstrap aggregation, due to Breiman [Bre96]. Furthermore, the proof
shows that a mere O(log(n/J)) sub-samples suffice for an optimal sample complexity. The proof is
however even more involved than Hanneke’s and uses his analysis at its core.

Another line of work studied an alternative learning algorithm, the one-inclusion graph algo-
rithm of Haussler, Littlestone, and Warmuth [HLW94] that returns a function forg. This work
also introduces the prediction model of learning, which focuses on achieving bounds on the expected
error rather than high probability bounds on the error. The one-inclusion graph algorithm was
initially shown to have an expected error of

~ d
E, [ewr (fos)] < 7o .
K. lere (foc)| = = (4)
which was later proven to be optimal within this prediction model [LLS01]. Because of the tightness
of the in-expectation bound (4), Warmuth conjectured [War04] that the one-inclusion graph algo-
rithm achieves an error upper bound matching the general lower bound (2) in the high probability
regime.

Recent work by Aden-Ali, Cherapanamjeri, Shetty, and Zhivotovskiy [ACSZ23a] unfortunately
refutes this conjecture. Concretely, they show that for any d € N, sample size n > d and confidence
parameter & > cd/n, there exists a function class F C {0,1}* with VC dimension d and a hard
distribution P such that a certain implementation of the one-inclusion graph algorithm has, with

probability at least 9,
~ d
errp (f01G> = (5—n> -
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This result essentially says that, in general, the one-inclusion graph algorithm’s high-probability
guarantee cannot be better than applying Markov’s inequality to the in-expectation guarantee
in (4). In recent work also by Aden-Ali et al. [ACSZ23b], it was shown that if one combines
the output of (n) predictions made by one-inclusion algorithms on prefixes of the training data
(X1, [*(X1))y -y (Xom, f5(Xin))) for m =n/2,...,n via a majority vote, then the resulting func-
tion is optimal in the high probability regime and, therefore, matches the error bound (3). Un-
fortunately, the one-inclusion graph algorithm (and this extension) is much less intuitive than the
aforementioned algorithms based on taking majority votes of ERMs.

1.1 The simplest possible optimal algorithm?

In light of prior work, we have several provably optimal algorithms for PAC learning in the realizable
setting. The algorithms and their analyses vary in complexity and a natural question remains:
What is the simplest possible optimal algorithm? We know from lower bounds that the algorithm
has to be improper and as such must be more complicated than ERM. Bagging is arguably the
simplest algorithm among previous proposed algorithms, but has the most difficult analysis. The
voting among one-inclusion algorithms has a somewhat simple proof, but the algorithm is not the
simplest. In this work, we consider what is perhaps the simplest imaginable improper algorithm,
Majority-of-Three (ERMs): Partition S into three equal-sized disjoint pieces Si, 52,53, run the
same ERM algorithm on each (.5;, f*( )) to obtain fg1 , fs2, f53, and combine them via a majority
vote to produce the function Maj( f5‘1 ) sz, fsg) Since a majority vote of two functions is undefined
when the functions disagree, this is arguably the simplest possible improper algorithm. Our first
main result shows that this concrete majority vote of three ERMs, which we will refer to as Majority-
of-Three throughout, is optimal in expectation.

Theorem 1.1. Fiz a function class F C {0, 1} with VC' dimension d. Fiz a distribution P over
X and target function f* € F. For any ERM algorithm f X x Z2* — {0,1} it follows that

E {errp (Maj(f317f527f33)):| =0 <§> :

S51,52,S3~P™ n

This result shows that Majority-of-Three matches the optimal expectation bound (4) achieved
by the one-inclusion graph algorithm, up to a universal constant. Furthermore, our proof of Theo-
rem 1.1 is in fact quite simple, especially compared to the previous proof that Bagging is optimal.

We note here that a single ERM alone is sub-optimal by a multiplicative In(n/d) factor in-
expectation (see the well-known lower bound in [HLW94, Theorem 4.2]). We emphasize that in
Theorem 1.1, the ERMs corresponding to Sy, S2 and S3 can be chosen by any algorithm f that
outputs functions consistent with the sample. The only restriction is that it is the same algorithm
f that is run on each S; (and that the subsets S; are disjoint and thus i.i.d.).

We now turn our attention to the high-probability regime, where we prove the following result.

Theorem 1.2. Fiz a function class F C {0,1}* with VC dimension d. Fiz a distribution P over
X and target function f* € F. Fixz any ERM algorithm f : X x Z2* — {0,1}. For any parameter
5 € (0,1/2] it holds with probability at least 1 — 6 over the randomness of Sy, Sa, S5 ~ P™ that

€rrp <Maj(ﬁ17f527f53)> =0 <% lOg <10g <m1n{d ;})) + %log <%>> .



This bound is sub-optimal due to the log(log(min{n/d,1/6})) term, however the additive
log(1/6) term dominates for 6 < d~?. Thus, Majority-of-Three is optimal both in the constant
(Theorem 1.1) and high-probability regimes (Theorem 1.2). Because of this, we conjecture that
Majority-of-Three is in fact optimal for all 6 and leave this as an open question for future research.

Conjecture 1.3. Fiz a function class F C {0, 1} with VC dimension d. Fiz a distribution P over
X and target function f* € F. Fixz any ERM algorithm f : X x Z2* — {0,1}. For any parameter
0 € (0,1) it holds with probability at least 1 — § over the randomness of Sy, S2,S3 ~ P™ that

errp <Maj(fsl,f\32,ﬁq3)) =0 <% + %log <%>> )

1.2 An alternative by Simon

In his breakthrough work, Simon [Sim15] proposed taking majority votes of three ERMs trained on
certain sub-samples of the training sample.! However, his algorithm is slightly different than ours.
Concretely, he proposed the following algorithm: given an ERM algorithm and labelled training
sample, partition S into three equal-sized disjoint pieces S, 52,53 and for ¢ = 1,2, 3, run any ERM
algorithm on ((S1,...,S5;), f*((S1,...,5;))) to obtain fsl, f(Sl,Sz f(SLSQ,SB), and combine them via

a majority vote to produce the function Maj( fsl, f (S1,52) f(sh S,,53))- Intuitively, more training
data for the ERM should be better and Simon also proved the following high-probability upper
bound on his algorithm’s error:

errp (Maj <J/C\Slaﬁ31732)’f(51,52733))) =0 <g log (log (%)) + %log (%)) . (5)

This bound is asymptotically smaller than the tight bound (1) that holds for a single ERM.

We note that Simon also discusses the applicability of his analysis to more general HlaJOI“ItleS of
ERMs including the Majority-of-Three function Maj( f5‘1 ) sz, f53) analyzed in this work.? However,
adopting the approach in [Sim15], the error of Majority-of-Three is controlled by the same upper
bound as expressed in (5), which is suboptimal as demonstrated by Theorem 1.1. Furthermore, we
additionally remark that a similar in spirit construction based on the majority of three functions
has been extensively studied in Schapire’s PhD thesis [Sch92]. However, his approach (inspired by
what we now know as boosting) works with essentially any learning algorithm and is not necessarily
limited to ERM.

In the same work [Sim15], Simon further showed that for a specific function class F for which
there is a choice of target function f* € F and hard distribution P that certify the tightness of (1)
for a certain choice ERM, his algorithm can actually achieve an optimal upper bound matching (2)
for F regardless of the choice of f* € F and P. Unfortunately, we prove the following lower bound
that shows that the upper bound (5) cannot be improved in general, answering a question posed
by Simon.

Theorem 1.4. For any sample size n that is divisible by 6 and positive integer d < n, there is
a function class F C {0,1}%1 with VC dimension 4d, distribution P over [0,1], target function

!Simon studied majority votes over any odd number L of ERMs trained on specific sub-samples of the data. He
also proved bounds on the error of these majority votes that shrunk as L increased.

2Simon’s analysis applies to any majority where each of the participating ERMs is trained on an independent
constant fraction of the training sample.



f* e F, and an ERM algorithm f: X x 2% — {0,1} such that the following holds: given i.i.d.
training samples S1, S, S3 ~ P™,

errp (MaJ (fslafsl 52)2 F(51,52,5) >> = <%log <log (%))) ’

with probability at least 2/3 over the randomness of S = (S1,S2,S3).

This result shows that Simon’s algorithm unfortunately cannot achieve the optimal bound (3)
in general. This indicates that it is important that the ERM algorithm used in Majority-of-Three
is instantiated on disjoint subsets of the training sample.

1.3 Notation

We use X to denote the instance space, F C {0,1}* to denote a function class, and let
Z = X x {0,1}. Throughout, P is a distribution over X and f* € F is the unknown tar-
get function in the class. For n € N and a distribution P, we denote by P™ the product
distribution of P. We say that a sequence S = (X;...,X,) is a training sample of size n
where X; are ii.d. samples from a distribution P. For a training sample S = (X1,...,X,),
we find it useful to write (S, f*(S)) = (X1, f(X1)),...,(Xn, f*(X,))), and we call this the
labelled training sample. For training samples S; = (Xi,...,X,) and Sy = (Xp41,---, Xn+m)
we let (S1,52) = (X1,..., X, Xnt1y- -+, Xntm), and for S, So and S5 we take (Sp,S9,S53) =
((S1,52), S3). We define the error of a binary function f under distribution P and target function
f*to beerrp (f) = Prxp[f(X) # f*(X)]. For any measurable set R C X, we define Pr to be
the conditional distribution of P restricted to R, i.e. for X ~ Pr we have that for any measurable
function g that EXNPR [g(X)] =Ex-p [g(X)]_{X € R}] /PI‘XNP [X S R] .

For a function class F and subset U = {1, ..., 24} C X of d points we let F | denote the set
{y € {0,1}¢ | 3f € F:Vi € [d], f(x;) = y;}. The Vapnik-Chervonenkis (VC) dimension is then
defined as the largest number d such that there exists a point set U C X of size d such that the
cardinality of F |y is 2¢. We use log(z) and In(z) to denote logy(z) and log,(z) respectively and
we also use Log(x) := max{2,logy(z)} to denote a truncated logarithm.

Let Z* = U, 2" be the set of all possible labelled training samples. We define a learning
algorithm f to be a mapping f X x Z* — {0,1}. That is, given a labelled training sample
(S, f*(9)) as input, f( (S, f*(S))) + & — {0,1} is the function that is learned from (S, f*(9)).
For ease of reading, we often denote the learned function by fs=Ff ( (S, f*(9))). A learning
algorithm f is an Empirical Risk Minimizer (ERM ) for the class F if, , given a labelled training
sample (S, f*(5)) as input, it output a function fs in F that satisfies fs( i) = f*(X;) for every
X; that appears in S. We define the majority vote of k binary functions f1,..., fr : X — {0, 1} to
be the function

Maj(f1,-- ., fi)(x) = H{fi(z) + - + fulz) > k/2}.

2 Majority-of-Three is optimal in-expectation

In this section, we prove the main in-expectation result for the Majority-of-Three algorithm. Before
we prove our result, we will find it helpful to introduce some auxiliary notation. Throughout this
section, we set f: X x Z* — {0,1} to be a fixed (but arbitrary) ERM algorithm. Fix a distribution
P over X and let f* € F be the target function. For any x € X we let

pa(n, £,P) = Pr [fs(@) # ()]



In words, p,(n, f*, P) is the chance that fs errs on the point x for an average sample S ~ P". We
now define a partition of X based on p,(n, f*, P). Consider the following sets for any i € N:

Ri(n, f*,P) ={z € X : py(n, f*,P) € (27¢, 27"}

We often write R; = R;(n, f*, P) and p, = p;(n, f*, P) since n, P, and f* will always be clear from
the context. With this notation in place, we are now ready to prove that Majority-of-Three has an
optimal in-expectation upper bound on its error.

Theorem 1.1. Fiz a function class F C {0,1}* with VC' dimension d. Fiz a distribution P over
X and target function f* € F. For any ERM algorithm f : X x Z* — {0,1} it follows that

[errp <Maj(f317f527f33)):| =0 <é> :

E
51,52,S3~P™ n

To prove Theorem 1.1, we require the following lemma which says that two ERMs trained on

2 i.i.d. training samples of the same size rarely makes a mistake on the same point.

Lemma 2.1. Fiz a function class F C {0,1}* with VC dimension d. Fiz a distribution P over X
and target function f* € F. For any ERM algorithm f: X x Z* — {0,1} it follows that

P [Fa () 2 00 A Fos() £ 0] <2

E [ [

S1,S2~P™ ~

where ¢ is a universal constant.
We postpone the proof of Lemma 2.1 for now and show how it implies Theorem 1.1.

Proof of Theorem 1.1. For any fixed 2 € X and fixed samples Sy, S, S, if Maj(fs,, fs,, ]/“\33)(3:) #
f*(x), then there must be at least two distinct indices i,5 € [3] such that fs,(x) # f*(z) and

fs,(x) # f*(x). So,
errp (Maj(fsi. fsa: Fs,)) = Pr [ Mai(Fs,. s Fis,)(X) # £4(20)|
<Y Pr[fs 0 # PO s (X) # £(X)]
i,j€[3]
1<J

Combining the above and Lemma 2.1 gives us

noE d
E e (Maj(Fs,, fsao fis) ) | < 3e5.
S1.SySsmepn LT aj(fs1, fsar fss) )| < 3

This concludes the proof. O

We now move on to proving Lemma 2.1, where we will use the following lemma.

Lemma 2.2. Fiz a function class F C {0,1}* with VC dimension d. Fiz a distribution P over
X, target function f* € F, and R C X such that Prx.p [X € R] # 0. For any ERM algorithm
f: X x2Z"—={0,1} it follows that

~ dLog(ePrx.p[X € Rln/d)
SNEPn |:errPR (fS)] <20 PI‘XNP[X S R]Tl )



Lemma 2.2 is an immediate consequence of the celebrated uniform convergence principle and
a simple proof can be found in Appendix A.1. We now prove Lemma 2.1.

Proof Lemma 2.1. Let S1 and S5 be independent samples from P™. By the independence of S; and
So and the definition of p, we have, for any x € X', that

Jsi(@) # 7@ A s (@) # 7 @) = [T Pr, [Fs@) # 7))
1

Sl,SQNP”

Fou@) # @) =2

51NP" |:

Using the above, the law of total expectation with partitioning (R;);cn, and swapping the order
of expectations (X and (S7,S2) being independent), we get that

B, |Pn [ (0 #7100 £ T () 2 1700 |

S1,S2~P™

_ , 2 < —2i42,
= Pr[XeR] E_[pX|X € R ;X >r [X € Ri]2

where the inequality follows from the fact that p, < 27*! for every 2 € R;. We will now show that
Pryx.p[X € R;] < cdi2'/n for every i € N (for a universal constant ¢ > 1 chosen below), which
combined with the above gives us

P 700 £ 100 A T £ 7200)] | < 4Cdz 2 < el

E
S1,52~Pm

This yields the claim with the constant 8c. Towards a contradiction, assume there is an ¢ € N such
that Prxp [X € R;] > cdi2'/n, which is equivalent to Prx.p [X € R;]n/d > ci2' > 1. Using this
assumption, the fact that ©+ — Log(ex)/z is decreasing for x > 0, and Lemma 2.2, we have

Log(ePrx.p[X € R;|n/d) < 20Log (eci2)

(Prx.p[X € R]n/d) — i (6)

E [errpRi <]":q1>} <20

Si~P™

By changing the order of expectations of the left hand side of the above and using the fact that
pe > 27 for every x € R;, we also have

E|eree, (F)] = B [bx]>27" (7)

Si~P X~Pr,

Combining the upper bound (6), the lower bound (7), and the fact that the function z — Log(ex)/x
is decreasing for x > 0, we get

L 20 L ) 2 L 2
| < 90208 (e'cz ) < 20( og (ect) N _) <20 og(ec) + .
c

ci c c

However, for ¢ large enough, the right hand side of the above is strictly less than 1. This gives us
the desired contradiction and concludes the proof. O



3 A lower bound for certain majorities

In this section, we prove that not all majorities of 3 ERMs trained on subsets of the data are
optimal. In particular, we show that Simon’s [Sim15] original partitioning scheme of the training
sample into 3 sub-samples can produce a majority of 3 ERMs with sub-optimal error. Recall
Simon’s algorithm: partition the training sample S = (S1,52,853) into 3 equal pieces 51,52, 53,
train 3 ERMs fs,, f(s,,5,)s f(51,92,55), and return the majority vote Maj(fs,, f(s,,5.)s f(51,5.55))-
Simon proved that this algorithm enjoys the PAC upper bound

errp (Maj (J/C:qw }\(51,52)7 J?(Sl,SQ,SS))) =0 <% log (log (g)) + %10g <%>> )

The next theorem shows that this algorithm unfortunately has a matching lower bound on its error.

Theorem 1.4. For any sample size n that is divisible by 6 and positive integer d < n, there is
a function class F C {0,1}0:1 with VC dimension 4d, distribution P over [0, 1], target function
fr* € F, and an ERM algorithm f : X x Z* — {0,1} such that the following holds: given i.i.d.
training samples Sy, S, S3 ~ P,

errp (Maj (J?:ql, ﬁShSQ)? .}.\(51752,53)>> =0 <% log (log (%))) ’

with probability at least 2/3 over the randomness of S = (S1, Se,S3).

Comparing the above bound with the upper bound in Theorem 1.1, we see that if the ERMs
did not overlap in their sub-samples the log factor would not be present. The construction we use
in our lower bound is a modification of the usual construction used to prove a lower bound on the
error of a single ERM (see [AO07, Sim15]). In these constructions, one takes the domain X to be
a finite set of size roughly n/log(n/d) where n > d is the sample size® and the function class F
is taken to be all functions that assign the value 1 to at most d points on X. Furthermore, the
target function is set to be the 0 function, and the sampling distribution is the uniform distribution
over X. Finally, the “bad” ERM algorithm returns any function that assigns as many 1’s to the
domain as possible, while being consistent on the observed samples. The error of this ERM is
tightly connected to the number of unique elements we sample from the domain. One can then use
a coupon collector argument to show that the error is 2(dlog(n/d)/n) with constant probability.

Simon noticed that we cannot directly use this “hard instance” to prove a lower bound on
his algorithm due to the structure of the class F [Sim15, Theorem 7]. We get around this by
considering a version of this construction that uses a continuous domain (instead of finite) and a
function class consisting of functions that are unions of intervals (instead of points).

Before we prove Theorem 1.4, it will be convenient to introduce the following notation. For
a positive integer d and non-empty set A, we define A4 to be the set consisting of the smallest
d elements of A with respect to an ordering of the elements of A. The ordering we use will be
clarified when needed. We now prove Theorem 1.4.

Proof of Theorem 1.4. Fix a sample size n divisible by 6 and positive integer d < n. Throughout,
we will assume any interval considered is left-open and right-closed. A collection of intervals
L,...,I; C[0,1] can be viewed as the binary function fr,..uz, that satisfies fr,u..ur(x) = 1 if

3These results are often stated as lower bounds on the sample complezity for some target error e.
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Figure 1: An illustration of the partitioning of the interval (0, 1] for a training sample consisting
of m = 18 points with d = 2. The interval (0,1] is partitioned into 4 intervals Iy,...,I;. Each
interval I; is further partitioned into the 4 subintervals I(; 1y, ..., I(; 4. The red points correspond
to the first half of the sample (Xi,...,X9) and the blue points correspond to the second half of
the sample (X1o,...,X15). The yellow highlighted regions are the first d intervals Iy and I that
contain no points from (Xi,...,Xg). The green highlighted regions are the first d subintervals of
I> and I4 that contaiAn no points from (Xjg, ..., X1s). The green intervals are added to the union
of intervals used by fg as their indices correspond to the set Li(S).

and only if there is an index j such that = € I;. We will consider the function class F that is the
collection of all functions corresponding to the union of at most 2d interval. It is not hard to show
that this class has VC dimension 4d. We take P to be the uniform distribution on the domain [0, 1]
and choose the target function f* to be the 0 function on the domain [0, 1].

We now describe the “bad” ERM algorithm f : X' x Z* — {0,1}. For the remainder of the
proof, C' > 0 is a large universal constant that we will determine below. For a training sample size
m, we define three collections of sets:

1. {I;(m) : i € [my]} is the unique partition of (0,1] into my := [Cm/In(Cm/d)]| intervals of
the same length.

2. {I; j(m) : i € [m1],j € [ma]} where, for a fixed i, {I; j(m) : j € [m2o]} is the unique partition
of I;(m) into mg := [4Cm/ (m11n (In (Cm/d)))] intervals of the same length.

3. {Ji(m) : i € ms} is the unique partition of (0,1] into mg = [2Cm/In (2C'm/d)] intervals of
the same length.

Given a labelled training sample (S, f*(5)) = ((X1,0),...,(Xm,0)) as input, the ERM algorithm
f constructs the function fg = f(; (S, f*(9))) in the following way:*

“This defines fs when (S, f*(S)) contains only 0 labels. On any (S, f*(S)) that contains a 1 label we return an
arbitrary consistent function.



1. For i € [my], j € [mg], and k € [mg] define the sets

jz(s) = {xlv s 7$|_m/2J} a Il(m)7
I 5y(S) = {Z|mj2)4+15 - - Tm} N L5 5y (m),

Ji(S) ={x1,...,xm} N Jp(m).

2. Define the index sets

Li(S) ={(i,§) i € {i' : Iy (S) = 0} ) L jy (S) = O}y,
Ly(S) = {k : Ju(S) = 0} ).

3. Define the union of intervals

(4,5)€L1(S) i€La(S)

4. Finally, define the function J/”:q = f1s-

Observe that g is the union of at most 2d disjoint intervals, so fg will always be in the class F.
Furthermore, fg is always consistent with the sample S by construction. See Fig. 1 for an example of
the resulting intervals considered by the set L;(S). Let m = n/3. From now on we use m; and ms to
denote the number of intervals of the form ;(2m) and I; ;)(2m) considered by fs, s,) respectively.

Consider the unions of intervals Is, and I(g, g,) corresponding to the ERM functions fg, and

f(s1,55)- The number m is divisible by 2 from our choice of n, so it follows that J;(m) = I;(2m)
and JZ(Sl) = IZ-(Sl,Sg), which implies Lg(Sl) = {k‘ : Ik((Sl,SQ)) = (D}\_dJ Thus, fgl and f(S1,Sz)
agree, and simultaneously err, on every subinterval I(; ;y(2m) with (4, j) € L1(S1,52). Because P is
the uniform distribution and every interval I(; j(2m) has length 1/(mimz) = ©(In(In (n/d)) /n),
it follows that the error of the majority vote satisfies

errp (Maj (fslyf(Sl,Sg)7ﬁ51,52733))) > |L1(S1, S2)| _ (’Ll(S;,Sz)’ In (111 (%))) :

mima

Thus, if |L1(S1, S2)| = d, we have

errp <MaJ (fSpf(Sl,Sg)v ﬁ5’175’2,53)>> =0 <% log <10g (%))) ’

so the claim of the theorem follows once we prove that

P Li(S1,52)| =d] > 2/3.
o B (L5152 = d) =2/

To this end, let E; = E1(S7) be the event that Sy satisfies |L2(S1)| = d and let Ey = Eo((S1,.52))
be the event that (S1,.52) satisfies |L1(S1,S2)| = d. Using the law of total probability we get,

Pr L1(51,9) =d] = Pr By > Pr E> | E1] Pr |Eq],
(Sl,Sg)szn/3 H 1( ! 2)‘ ] (Sl,SQ)Nsz[ 2] _(Sl,Sz)szm[ 2‘ 1] SlNPm[ 1]

®The ordering used for pairs (4,7) and (¢, ') is the natural one: (i,5) < (¢/,4') if i <’ or i =4 and j < j'.
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so it suffices to prove that Pr(g, g,).p2m [E2 | E1] > /2/3 and Prg,~pm [F1] > /2/3. We omit
the proof of the later inequality since it is very similar to the proof of the former mequahty

When FE; occurs, we have [Lo(S1)| = [{k : Ji(S1) = 0} g = [{k : Ix((S1,S2)) = 0} 4] = d.
So, showing that the event Fs occurs conditioned on FEj is equivalent to showing that at least d
subintervals in the collection {I; ;y : @ € L2(S1),j € [m2]} do not contain any points from the
sample S5. Let Y ~ @ be the random variable that counts the number of points required to sample
from P until mad — d subintervals in {I(; ;) : @ € L2(S1),j € [ma]} contain one of the sampled
points. Furthermore, let Y; ~ @Q; denote the random variable that counts the number of trials
required to cover (t+ 1) subintervals given that we have covered ¢. Notice that Y; is a geometric

random variable with parameter p; = % = mil — m1m2 and Y = Ede =1y, Tt follows that

mod—d—1

Z Y; >m]|.

We can use a concentration inequality for sums of geometric random variables together with some
simple calculations to show that

Pr [E2 | E1] > Pr [Y>m]= P

(S1,82)~P2m Y~Q Yt"Qt

mod—d—1

> vz

when C' is large enough. We defer these calculations to Appendix B. This concludes the proof. [

> \/2/3, (8)

YtNQt

4 High probability upper bound

In this section we prove our high-probability upper bound for the Majority-of-Three algorithm
which we now restate for convenience.

Theorem 1.2. Fiz a function class F C {0,1}* with VC dimension d. Fiz a distribution P over
X and target function f* € F. Fixz any ERM algorithm f : X x Z2* — {0,1}. For any parameter
d € (0,1/2] it holds with probability at least 1 — 6 over the randomness of Sy, Sa, S5 ~ P™ that

errp <Maj(ﬁgl,f:q2,f53)> =0 <% log <log <m1n { 7 ;})) + %log <%>> .

In this section it will be convenient to use the following notation: for a probability distribution
P over X and set R C X, we define P(R) = Prx.p[X € R|. Theorem 1.2 is a consequence of the
following technical lemma.

Lemma 4.1. Fiz a function class F C {0,1}* with VC dimension d. Fiz a distribution P over
X and target function f* € F. Fiz an ERM algorithm f : X x Z2* — {0,1}. For any parameter
6 € (0,1/2] it holds with probability at least 1 — 0 over the randomness of S1,Ss ~ P™ that

P, [0 # P00 A T 00 2 70)] < ¢ (4 1og (Lo (min {5 1) )+ Trog ().

where ¢ is a universal constant.

We now prove Theorem 1.2 using Lemma 4.1 and postpone the proof of Lemma 4.1.
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Proof of Theorem 1.2. Since Maj(ﬁgl,f:qz, ]?53)(x) # f*(x) happens if and only if there exists two
distinct indices i, j € [3] such that fg,(X) # f*(X) and fs;(X) # f*(X), we get that
errp (Maj(fs,. fso: ) < “2%3] Pr (T, (00) # 100 A fis (X) # £4(X)
1,)€
i
Using Lemma 4.1 with confidence parameter /3 for every distinct pair i,j € [3] together with a
union bound gives us, with probability at least 1 — ¢ over the randomness of (S1,.S2,53), that

L g d . [n 1 1 1
err (Maj(fsy, fa Jin) ) = O <E hos (L"g <m {a’ 5}>> oo <5>> |
This concludes the proof. O

Before we prove Lemma 4.1, we provide a short overview of the proof. Our first step is to reuse
the idea from Section 2 to partition the instance space X into sets {R;};en based on the chance
that an average ERM errs on a point in x € X. However, we use a different way to quantify the
errors defining R; by incorperating the failure parameter §. For i > 2, we can actually reuse our
in-expectation analysis from Section 2 together with a simple application of Markov’s inequality
and a sequence of union bounds. This gives us an upper bound on the joint error of two ERMs on
the conditional distributions for all {R;};>2, with high probability. The major technical work of
the proof lies in controlling the joint error of two ERMs on the conditional distribution of R;. To
do this, we borrow an idea from Simon [Sim15] that views the probability of fg, and fg, jointly
erring as the probability that J/":ql errs times the probability that fgz errs conditioned on J/":ql erring.”
A crucial technicality that differentiates our setting from Simon’s is that the probability that fgl
and fgz jointly err is taken over a conditional distribution Pgr rather than the distribution P from
which the samples S7 and Sy are drawn.

The following lemma formalizes how we can control the joint error of two ERMs under Pg.

Lemma 4.2. Fiz a function class F C {0,1}* with VC dimension d. Fiz a distribution P over X,
target function f* € F and R C X such that P(R) # 0. Fiz an ERM algorithm f : X x Z2* — {0,1}.
For any parameter § € (0,1/2] it holds with probability at least 1 — § over the randomness of
51,52 ~ P" that

Pr [fs(X) # /() A fsp (X) # f*(X)] < 8max {

dLog(8eLog(eP (R)n/d)) Log(8/d) } .
X~Pg

P(R)n " P(R)n
We now prove Lemma 4.1 using Lemma 4.2 and postpone the proof of Lemma 4.2.

Proof of Lemma 4.1. We use the same definition for p, (see Section 2) but redefine the sets { R; }ien
to be
Ry ={x€X:p, €(27'6/Log(1/6),1]},

and for any integer i > 2,

Ri={z€X:p, € (27'6/Log(1/5),2~""5/Log(1/5)] } .

This idea used by Simon in fact builds upon even earlier work of Hanneke [[Tan09] in the context of active
learning. It was also applied in the context of PAC learning by Darnstadt [Darl5].
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Using the law of total probability we have

Pr [ (X) # £7(X) A Jsa(X) # f1X0] = P(R1) Pr [Fsa(X) # £(X) A Ja(X) # £7(X)]

PR Pr[s(X) £ () A s (X) # ()]
2 Z.

We will prove that there is a universal constant ¢ > 0 such that the events

Ey = E1((51,52)) = {P (B1) _Pr [fs,(0) # F(X) A fsa(X) # £1(00)] <

/\./Rl

n ’ n

I { dLog(Log(min{n/d,1/§})) Log(1/4) } }’

and

By = Ey((S1, 52)) {Z PR Pr [ (X) # £ A Jou(X) £ 1(X)] < cg}

each happen with probability at least 1 — §/2 over the randomness of (Si,S53). The claim of
Lemma 4.1 then follows from a union bound. Define the set I = {i > 2 : P(R;) # 0}. To prove
that F7 and F5 each occur with high probability, we will use the following proposition.
Proposition 4.3. In the setting of Lemma 4.1 we have the following:

1. There is a universal constant ¢ such that for any i € N

P(R) < c'2'd Log (2! Log(1/6)/8) Log(1/9)
Y= on )

2. With probability at least 1 — §/2 over the randomness of (S1,S2) we have, simultaneously for
allie I ={i>2:P(R;) # 0}, that

5271 ig

Pr | fs(X) # (X)) A Jsu(X) # £1(X)] < Log?(1/0)’

X~Pp,

We defer the proof of Proposition 4.3 to Appendix A.2 as its proof is similar to that of Lemma 2.1.

We first prove that the event E; occurs with high probability. If P(R;) = 0, then we im-
mediately have that Pr(g, g,)[E1] = 1. We now consider the case that P(R1) # 0. From
Item 1 of Proposition 4.3 we can conclude there is a universal constant ¢ such that P (R;) <
min{1, CM} Using this combined with Lemma 4.2 we have, with probability at least 1—4§/2

over the randomness of (S7,.52), that

P(Ry) Pr [Jsi(X) # f1(X) A Jsa(X) # F5(X))]

dLog(8e Log(min{en/d, e¢ Log?(1/8)/6})) Log(16/9) }

< 8max{
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< cmax { dLog(Log(mzl{n/d, 1/6})) ’ Logle/é) } ,

where the last inequality holds for ¢ large enough.

We now prove that the event Fy occurs with high probability. Combining Items 1 and 2 of
Proposition 4.3 we have, with probability at least 1 — /2 over the randomness of (S7,.S2), that

D PR P [F () # 1100 A Jo(X) # 57(X)

< ZO I Z 2icldLog(2i LOg(l/(S)/é) LOg(l/(S) 5.9-1lig

’ 2
il iel on Log=(1/0)
17 X 5-0.1i i

< 5cd Z 2 Log(2' Log(1/4)/9)

n = Log(1/6)
< 5¢d i 2701 . (7 Log(2) + Log(Log(1/5)) + Log(1/))
T on = Log(1/6)

d
S c—,

n

where the last inequality holds for ¢ large enough. This concludes the proof. O

We now move on to prove Lemma 4.2. To do so, we will need the following lemma which is a
simple consequence of uniform convergence. We defer the proof of this lemma to Appendix A.3.

Lemma 4.4. Fiz a function class F C {0,1}* with VC dimension d. Fiz a distribution P over X,
target function f* € F, and R C X such that P(R) # 0. Fiz an ERM algorithm f : X x Z* — {0,1}.
For any parameter 6 € (0,1/2] it holds with probability at least 1—6 over the randomness of S ~ P"
that

errp, (fs) < 8max { dLog(eP (R)n/d) Log(4/0) } .

P(R)n " P(R)n
We are now ready to prove Lemma 4.2.

Proof of Lemma 4.2. We will prove that the event
E = E((51,52))

= { By, [F () # 70 A Faa0) 2 £200)] < e {

dLog(8e Log(eP (R)n/d)) Log(8/9) }}
P(R)n " P(R)n

occurs with high probability. Let B; denote the (random) set {z € X : ]?sl (x) # f*(z)} and define
the event By = E1(S1) == {P(RN B;y) # 0}. By the law of total probability, we have

Pr [E]= Pr [EiNE|+ Pr [ENE]. (9)
(51752)NP27L (31’52)NP27L (31’52)NP27L

Furthermore, we can write the second term on the right hand side of (9) as

(Sl,S];))I;an [El M E] - (5175:5))I;P27L [E | El] (Sl,sf;)r;an [El] - (5175*];))I;p2n [El] ’
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Combining the identities above, it suffices to show that

Pr [E N El] > Pr [El] — 0.
(S17S2)NP2TL (Sl,Sz)NP2"

Notice that when E; occurs, then for any measurable set C' C X, the distribution (Pgr)p,
(which is the conditional distribution of Pg restricted to B;) satisfies

_ Pr(CNBy) _ P(CNBNR)
P €)==, By = PN g

= Prnp, (C),

i.e., (Pr)p, = Prnp,.- Thus on Ej, the probability that both J/":ql and fs2 simultaneously err on a
new data point drawn from Pr can be written as

P T (X0 # P00 A Jsy(X) # 7°(X)| = erny (Fs,) exrpgn, (Fs)- (10)

We now bound the right side of (10). To do this, we define the following events over (S1, S2):

Ey = E5(Sy) = {errpR (fsl) < 8 max { dLogng()R?j n/d)7 L;g(;g)/i) }}

and for outcomes of S7 in E
E3 = E3((S1, 52))

- R dLog(eP (R)nerrp, <J?Sl> /d) Log(8/9) } }
= { Prns, <f52> <8 { P(R)nern, (J?Sl) ’P(R)nerrpR (J?:%) .

We now show that the event 4 N Fy N E3 happens with probability at least P[F1] — ¢ and that
it implies the event £ N E. Assume that Eq N Ey N E3 occurs. If

8 max { dLog(eP (R)n/d) Log(8/d) } _ 8dLog(eP (R)n/d)
P(R)n " P(R)n P(R)n ’

we have

crtiy (o) ertrs, (Fi) < Smax { dLog(eP (R])D e (Fs) /0 Lt/ }

dLog(8eLog(eP (R)n/d)) Log(8/9) }
P(R)n " P(R)n

< Smax{

Otherwise, if

we have
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We can thus conclude that E; N Ey N E3 implies F1 N E. Towards showiflg the bound
Pr(s, g,)~p2 [E1 N Ex N E3] > P[E1] — 6, notice that the bound Pr(g, g,).p2n [E2] < §/2 can

be established from Lemma 4.4 directly. Furthermore, for any fized realization of Sy such that
P(RN By) # 0, Lemma 4.4 implies that

dLog(eP (R)errp, (fsl) n/d) Log(8/0)
P (R)errp, <fsl> n p (R)errp, (fsl) n

eIl Py g <f52> < 8max

with probability at least 1 — §/2 over the randomness of Sy. Using the independence of S; and S
we have

Pr [El N EsN Eg] = Epn |:1E1 1g, SQ]E:I};" [Eg]:|

(Sl,SQ)szn S~
> _
= SliE;P” []‘El 1E2] (1 5/2)
S Py ] Py ()02

>( Pr [E1]—0/2)(1—-46/2
2 ((Pr [Er]—0/2)A-0/2)
> — 0.
- 51:21];” [El] d
This completes the proof. [l
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A Ommited proofs from Sections 2 and 4

In this appendix we prove Lemma 2.2, Proposition 4.3, and Lemma 4.4. These results are by-
products of the classic uniform convergence result which uniformly bounds the error of any function
in F that is consistent with the training sample. To state the result, we first introduce some
notation. For a training sample S = ((X1, f*(X1)), ..., (Xn, f*(Xy))), let Fs denote the functions
in F that are consistent with S, i.e., f € Fg if and only if f(X;) = f*(X;) for every i € [n].

Lemma A.1 (Uniform convergence [BEHWS9)). Fiz a function class F C {0,1}* with VC dimen-
sion d. Fix a distribution P over X and target function f* € F. For any parameter 6 € (0,1/2] it
holds with probability at least 1 — § over S ~ P™ that

(dlog(2en/d) + log(2/5)> ‘

n

sup errp (f) <2
fers

In what follows, we will use the slightly weaker bound

dLog(2en/d) Log(2/6) } .

(11)

sup errp (f) < 4max{
n n

feFs

A.1 Proof of Lemma 2.2
We now prove Lemma 2.2 which we restate here for convenience.

Lemma 2.2. Fiz a function class F C {0,1}* with VC dimension d. Fiz a distribution P over
X, target function f* € F, and R C X such that Prx.p[X € R] # 0. For any ERM algorithm
f:X x 2*—{0,1} it follows that

dLog(ePrx.p[X € Rln/d)
PI‘XNP[X S R]Tl

(5 o ()] <

Proof. Consider the case that Prx..p[X € R|n < 4d. In this case the claim follows easily since
errp, <fg> <1 and z — Log(ex)/x is decreasing in = for = > 0, so 20dL°g(Pfirf;[§{[é%f}"/d) > 1.

We now consider the case that Prx.p[X € R]n > 4d. For any m € N we define the event
En = En(S)={|{i € [n] : X; € R}| = m}. Similarly, we define the event

E=E(S)= U Ep,.
mZPI'XNP[XER}n/Q

It follows from a Chernoff bound and our assumption that Prx..p[X € R]n > 4d that

Prx.p[X € Rn 8
Pr [E]>1-— — >1- .
Fp Bl =1 —exp < g =T PrxpX € Rn
Using the law of total probability we have
—~ ~ 8
< .
SEEPn [errPR <fs>} - SNEP" [GHPR (fs) ‘ E] + Prx.p[X € R]n (12)

So, if we show that for any m > Prx.p[X € R|n/2 that

12d Log (ePrx~p[X € R|n/d)
PI‘XNP[X S R]Tl ’

B [erren (Js) | ] <

~ P

18



the claim follows from one more application of the law of total probability applied to the first term
on the right hand side of (12).

We now prove (13). Using the non-negativity of errp, <fg) we have

Epn [errpR (fg) ‘ Em} = /000 Pr [errpR (fg) > ‘ Em] dx

S~ S~PpPn

4d Log (2em/d) 1 -
< m + /MLOg(M/d) SE’Ign {errPR (fs) > ‘ Em] dr. (14)

m

Notice that conditioned on E,,, the m samples that land in R form an i.i.d. sample from the
conditional distribution Pr. Thus, any ERM trained on S is also consistent with m i.i.d. samples
from Ppg, so we can apply uniform convergence (Lemma A.1) to control the error of any ERM when

mx

measured with respect to the conditional distribution Pg. Setting § = 2!~ "1 we have

1 1
~ B ~ 4T.og(2/0)
/4d Log(2em/d) sfﬁn [errp R (f o > - ‘ Em} du = /4dLog<2em/d> nggn [errp R (fs > S En | du

1
< 2/ 274 dx
4d Log(2em/d)
m

. 9—dLog(2em/d)
<9 <4 2 > < 2d Log (2em/d)

mIn(2) m

Here, the first equality follows from the fact that m > Prx.p[X € R]n/2 > 2d and our choice
of 0. The second inequality follows from (11) and the final inequality follows from the fact that
dLog(2em/d) > 2. Now, using the fact that z — Log(2ex)/x is decreasing for x > 0 together with
the fact that m > Prx..p[X € R|n/2 > 2d, we conclude

6d Log (2em/d) - 12dLog (ePrx~p[X € R]n/d)
m PI'XNP[X S R]TL ’

B Lo (F5) | En] <

as claimed. O

A.2 Proof of Proposition 4.3

We now prove Proposition 4.3 which we restate here for convenience.

Proposition 4.3. In the setting of Lemma 4.1 we have the following:
1. There is a universal constant ¢ such that for any i € N

< d'2¢d Log(2' Log(1/8)/8) Log(1/9)
- on

P(R;)

2. With probability at least 1 —6/2 over the randomness of (S1,S2) we have, simultaneously for
allie I ={i>2:P(R;) # 0}, that

Pr [F5(X) £ 700 A Fo(0) £ (0] < 220
XnPp, 151 52 = Log2(1/6)
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Proof. We first prove Item 1. Towards a contradiction, assume that there is an ¢ € N such that

P (R;)n - 2! Log(2' Log(1/6)/d) Log(1/6)
da ~ )

for a constant ¢ that we will choose below. By changing the order of expectations we have

1I~E n [errPRZ_ (fsl)] - XNH%DRZ. [s}:gan [fsl(X) 7 f*(X)H - XNIE%DR px]-

‘4

Using the above together with the fact that px > 276/ Log(1/§) for any X € R;, we can conclude
that

o Ep Lo (39)] > spogrirsy (15

On the other hand, using Lemma 2.2 we conclude that there is a universal constant ¢ such that

,dLog (P (Ri)n/d)

B lemen (F5)] < =5

Combining this inequality with the fact that Log(x)/x is a decreasing function for z > 0, we have

/2% Log(2¢ Log(1/6)/9) Log(1/5)
§Log ( (2 Log(1 g >

SlgP" [eI‘I'PRZ. <f51>} <c 9 Log(2i Log(l/é)/(S) Log(l/é)

- oig Log (c’? Log(2? Log(é/é)/&) Log(l/&))

~ “Tog(1/6) ¢ Log (2Lg1/0))

_. 9-ig  Log(c') + Log (Log <%(1/6)>> + Log <2i7L°ggl/6))
~ CLOg(l/(s) C,LOg <2iLo%(1/5))

However, for ¢ large enough, the above is less than 27%§/ Log(1/§) which contradicts the lower
bound (15). Thus, we have shown that there is a constant ¢’ such that

P(Ri)n < 2 Log(2! Log(1/8)/8) Log(1/9)
d - ) ’

which proves Item 1.

We now prove Item 2. We will show that for each i € I with probability at least 1 —270-9+25/5

we have .
5-2711%

S — =

Log™(1/0)
Applying a union bound implies that the above holds simultaneously for every i € I with probability
at least 1 — 3 .o, 27091425 /5 > 1 — §/2. To see that (16) holds for each i € I, notice that we can

use the fact that S; and Sy are i.i.d. samples together with the fact that px < 27*15/Log(1/6)
for X € R; to conclude that

CPr [ (X) # F7(X) A s (X) # £(X) (16)

~Pr,

2—2i+2 52

B, |, Brp [F(0) 2 700 0 Fo) £ 70| = B, 23

e
X~Pg, |S1,82~P" X~Pg, Log“(1/6)
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Combining this with Markov’s inequality we have

R R 5. 2—1.1i5
* *
o 21 o [P, [F, () 2 1700 0 (0 # £30)] > 25
—2i+2 52 2 .
< 2 : 0~ Log (1/5) = 9709i+25 /5
Log?(1/9) 5 -2~ 11§
which proves the claim. O

A.3 Proof of Lemma 4.4
We now prove Lemma 4.4 which we restate here for convenience.

Lemma 4.4. Fiz a function class F C {0,1}* with VC dimension d. Fiz a distribution P over X,
target function f* € F, and R C X such that P(R) # 0. Fiz an ERM algorithm f : X x Z* — {0,1}.
For any parameter 6 € (0,1/2] it holds with probability at least 1—6 over the randomness of S ~ P"
that

~ og(e n o) 1)
erep, ( fs) < S max {dL ggj f R()Rn) /d)7 LP%%/H) }

Proof. 1f 8Log(4/9)/(P(R)n) > 1 we are done as errp, (f) < 1. Thus, for the remainder of the
proof we will assume that 8 Log(4/9)/(P(R)n) < 1, which is equivalent to P(R)n > 8Log(4/9).
Define the event

E=B(S)={l{i € [n]: X; € RY| > P(R)n/2}.

Using the Chernoff bound and our assumption that P(R)n > 8Log(4/d), we have

P(R)n
>1— ) >1-§/2
Sl:’rn [E] > 1 —exp < 3 ) 1-4/2

Notice that conditioned on F, the M > P(R)n/2 > 1 samples’ that land in R form an i.i.d. sample
from the conditional distribution Pr. Thus when F occurs, any ERM trained on S is also consistent

with M > P(R)n/2 > 1 i.i.d. samples from Pg, so Lemma A.1 yields, with probability at least
1 —§/2 over the randomness of S, that

errp, (fs> < 4max {dLog(ij/d)7 Logﬁ/é)}
dLog(eP(R)n/d) Log(4/5)}

= 8max{ P(Rmn P(R)n

Here, the second inequality follows from the fact that  — Log(2ex)/z is decreasing for x > 0.
Using the law of total probability we get that

Sljgn [errpR (fg) > 8 max { dLOgEDe(PR()Iz)n/d)7 L;g(;;l)/g) H

_ ~ dLog(eP(R)n/d) Log(4/9)
< br. (Bl + P, [errP « (Js) > Smax{ PR P@m S| "
<0/2446/2=4.
This concludes the proof. O

"The number of samples M is random.
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B Ommited proofs from Section 3

In this appendix we prove (8). We will show that

maod—d—1 5
Pr Y >m|= Pr Y. >m >\/:
gnlyzml=,pr, ; ! = V3
Let p* = pmyd—d—1 = 4+l 1o the smallest parameter p; of the geometric random variables

mimse
{Yt}ffod ~4=1 that we consider. We make use of the following well known concentration inequality
for sums of geometric random variables:

Pr[v<x g ] <eo (- E 0 -1-m00). an

which holds for any 0 < A <1 (see [Janl8, Theorem 3.1]). Let A = 1/4. We will show Ey g [Y] >
4m and p*Ey.q [Y] > 4 which combined with 1/4 —1 —1In(1/4) > 1/2 and (17) gives us

Pr [Y <m]< Pr [Y < E [Y]/4} < exp <—p* YINEQ Y] /2> <exp(—2) <1—+/2/3.

Yo T T YRQ Y@

This implies Pry.q [Y > m] > /2/3 as required. We first show that Ey..q[Y] > 4m. We have

maod—d—1 mad
mimsg mima ma
BV = 2 mad —t >, —— zmmln (7) (18)
t=0 i=d+1

Plugging in the definition of m; and ms into (18) and using the fact that [z] < 2x for z > 0.5

gives us
8C'm In(2Cm/d)
YIEQ[Y] = In (In (2Cm/d)) n (ln (In (20m/d))> ’

For C' large enough we have In(In(2C'm/d)) > 0, % > +/In(2Cm/d) and C > 1, so

8Cm
>
YIEQ[Y] ~ In(In(2Cm/d

) ln< 1n(20m/d)) > 4m.

We now show that p*Ey.g[Y] > 4. Using the fact that p* > 2/(m1m2) together with (18)

gives us
N my In(2C'm/d)
P E V]2 20 () > 2 <ln m@cm/a)) =+

where the last inequality holds for C' large enough.
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