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Abstract

In the supervised learning setting termed Multiple-Instabearning (MIL), the examples are bags
of instances, and the bag label is a function of the labelssahstances. Typically, this function
is the Boolean OR. The learner observes a sample of bags afcghlabels, but not the instance
labels that determine the bag labels. The learner is tharireztito emit a classification rule for
bags based on the sample. MIL has numerous applicationanang heuristic algorithms have
been used successfully on this problem, each adapted tdissettings or applications. In this
work we provide a unified theoretical analysis for MIL, whieblds for any underlying hypothesis
class, regardless of a specific application or problem donvse show that the sample complexity
of MIL is only poly-logarithmically dependent on the sizetb€ bag, for any underlying hypothesis
class. In addition, we introduce a new PAC-learning algonittor MIL, which uses a regular
supervised learning algorithm as an oracle. We prove tliiatesft PAC-learning for MIL can be
generated from any efficient non-MIL supervised learnirgpethm that handles one-sided error.
The computational complexity of the resulting algorithnoigly polynomially dependent on the
bag size.

Keywords: Multiple-instance learning, learning theory, sample carity, PAC learning, super-
vised classification.

1. Introduction

We consider the learning problem termed Multiple-Instahearning (MIL), first introduced in
Dietterich et al.|(1997). MIL is a special type of a superdistassification problem. As in classical
supervised classification, in MIL the learner receives a@arof labeled examples drawn i.i.d from
an arbitrary and unknown distribution, and its objectivedigliscover a classification rule with a
small expected error over the same distribution. In MIL #ddal structure is assumed, whereby the
examples are received bagsof instancessuch that each bag is composed of several instances. Itis
assumed that each instance has a true label, however therleaty observes the labels of the bags.
In classical MIL the label of a bag is the Boolean OR of the lalbé&the instances the bag contains.
Various generalizations to MIL have been proposed (sedRaeot, 1998; Weidmann et/al., 2003).
Here we consider both classical MIL and the more generaingetivhere a function other than
Boolean OR determines bag labels based on instance lalf@ssfuhiction is known to the learner
a-priori. We term the more general settipgneralized MIL

It is possible, in principle, to view MIL as a regular supesed classification task, where a bag
is a single example, and the instances in a bag are merelgfdtstinternal representation. Such a
view, however, means that one must analyze each specific kblhlgm separately, and that results
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and methods that apply to one MIL problem are not transferabbther MIL problems. We propose
instead a generic approach to the analysis of MIL, in whighgloperties of a MIL problem are
analyzed as a function of the properties of the matchingMtnproblem. As we show in this work,
the connections between the MIL and the non-MIL propertiessérong and useful. The generic
approach has the advantage that it automatically extehéa@kledge and methods that apply to
non-MIL problems into knowledge and methods that apply td Mithout requiring specialized
analysis for each specific MIL problem. Our results are thpglieable for diverse hypothesis
classes, label relationships between bags and instanugsai@et losses. Moreover, the generic
approach allows a better theoretical understanding ofdlaionship, in general, between regular
learning and multi-instance learning with the same hypthelass.

The generic approach can also be helpful for the design ofighgns, since it allows deriving
generic methods and approaches that hold across diffesttimpgs. For instance, as we show below,
a generic PAC-learning algorithm can be derived for a latgescof MIL problems with different
hypothesis classes. Other applications can be found iovalip research of the results we report
here, such as a generic bag-construction mechanism (Sethbat(p2010), and learning when bags
have a manifold structure (Babenko et lal., 2011). As geraradysis goes, it might be possible to
improve upon it in some specific cases. Identifying thesesasid providing tighter analysis for
them is an important topic for future work. We do show thatdmg important cases—maost notably
that of learning separating hyperplanes with classical-Mdur analysis is tight up to constants.

MIL has been used in numerous applications._In Dietterichl|gt1997) the drug design appli-
cation motivates this setting. In this application, thelge#o predict which molecules would bind
to a specific binding site. Each molecule has several passtoiformations (shapes) it can take.
If at least one of the conformations binds to the binding, siten the molecule is labeled positive.
However, it is not possible to experimentally identify wiiconformation was the successful one.
Thus, a molecule can be thought of as a bag of conformationsreneach conformation is an in-
stance in the bag representing the molecule. This apmicainploys the hypothesis class of Axis
Parallel Rectangles (APRs), and has made APRs the hypettiass of choice in several theoretical
works that we mention below. There are many other applicatfor MIL, including image clas-
sification (Maron and Ratan, 1998), web index page recomatand(Zhou et al., 2005) and text
categorization (Andrews, 2007).

Previous theoretical analysis of the computational aspeicMIL has been done in two main
settings. In the first setting, analyzed for instance_in_Aeteal. (1998)] Blum and Kalal (1998);
Long and Tan[(1998), it is assumed that all the instancesrarendi.i.d from a single distribution
over instances, so that the instances in each bag areis#dliysindependent. Under this indepen-
dence assumption, learning from an i.i.d. sample of bags éaay as learning from an i.i.d. sample
of instances with one-sided label noise. This is statedarfaiowing theorem.

Theorem 1 (Blum and Kalal,[1998) If a hypothesis class is PAC-learnable in polynomial time
from one-sided random classification noise, then the samethgsis class is PAC-learnable in
polynomial time in MIL under the independence assumptiohe domputational complexity of
learning is polynomial in the bag size and in the sample size.

The assumption of statistical independence of the instaimceach bag is, however, very limiting,
as it is irrelevant to many applications.

In the second setting one assumes that bags are drawn frorhirarg distributionover bags
so that the instances within a bag may be statistically d#gren This is clearly much more useful in
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practice, since bags usually describe a complex objectintiénnal structure, thus it is implausible
to assume even approximate independence of instances q &btrthe hypothesis class of APRs
and an arbitrary distribution over bags, it is shown_in Aueaile(1998) that if there exists a PAC-
learning algorithm for MIL with APRs, and this algorithm i®lgnomial in both the size of the
bag and the dimension of the Euclidean space, then it ishjedsi polynomially PAC-learn DNF
formulas, a problem which is solvable only&P = NP (Pitt and Valiant| 1986). In addition, if
it is possible to improperly learn MIL with APRs (that is, talrn a classifier which is not itself an
APR), then it is possible to improperly learn DNF formulagrablem which has not been solved
to this date for general distributions. This result implieat it is not possible to PAC-learn MIL on
APRs using an algorithm which is efficient in both the bag simd the problem’s dimensionality.
It does not, however, preclude the possibility of perforgnMiIL efficiently in other cases.

In practice, numerous algorithms have been proposed for, Edich focusing on a different
specialization of this problem. Almost none of these alhons assume statistical independence of
instances in a bag. Moreover, some of the algorithms efigliexploit presumed dependences be-
tween instances in a bag. Dietterich etlal. (1997) propograkheuristic algorithms for finding an
APR that predicts the label of an instance and of a bag. D3eensity ((Maron and Lozano-Pérez,
1998) and EM-DDi(Zhang and Goldman, 2001) employ assumptiarthe structure of the bags of
instances. DPBoost (Andrews and Hofmann, 2003), mi-SVMMR&VM (Andrews et al., 2002),
and Multi-Instance Kernels (Gartner et al., 2002) are aaghes for learning MIL using margin-
based objectives. Some of these methods work quite welldctioe. However, no generalization
guarantees have been provided for any of them.

In this work we analyze MIL and generalized MIL in a generanfiework, independent of a
specific application, and provide results that hold for angtarlying hypothesis class. We assume a
fixed hypothesis class defined over instances. We then igagsthe relationship between learning
with respect to this hypothesis class in the classical sigmd learning setting with no bags, and
learning with respect to the same hypothesis class in MILaddress both sample complexity and
computational feasibility.

Our sample complexity analysis shows that for binary hygsithand thresholded real-valued
hypotheses, the distribution-free sample complexity &rayalized MIL grows only logarithmically
with the maximal bag size. We also provide poly-logarithsample complexity bounds for the case
of margin learning. We further provide distribution-degent sample complexity bounds for more
general loss functions. These bound are useful when onlatbege bag size is bounded. The
results imply generalization bounds for previously prambslgorithms for MIL. Addressing the
computational feasibility of MIL, we provide a new learniatorithm with provable guarantees for
a class of bag-labeling functions that includes the Bool@&) used in classical MIL, as a special
case. Given a non-MIL learning algorithm for the desireddtiapsis class, which can handle one-
sided errors, we improperly learn MIL with the same hypoithekss. The construction is simple to
implement, and provides a computationally efficient PA@4téng of MIL, with only a polynomial
dependence of the run time on the bag size.

In this work we consider the problem of learning to classég® using a labeled sample of bags.
We do not attempt to learn to classify single instances usiladpeled sample of bags. We point out
that it is not generally possible to find a low-error classificn rule for instances based on a bag
sample. As a simple counter example, assume that the labdiayf is the Boolean OR of the labels
of its instances, and that every bag includes both a positstance and a negative instance. In this
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case all bags are labeled as positive, and it is not possildestinguish the two types of instances
by observing only bag labels.

The structure of the paper is as follows. In Secfidon 2 the Iprobis formally defined and
notation is introduced. In Sectibh 3 the sample compleXigemeralized MIL for binary hypotheses
is analyzed. We provide a useful lemma bounding coveringbaimfor MIL in Sectior¥4. In
Section[b we analyze the sample complexity of generalized With real-valued functions for
large-margin learning. Distribution-dependent resudisdinary learning and real-valued learning
based on the average bag size are presented in Sgction GtionSewe present a PAC-learner for
MIL and analyze its properties. We conclude in Secfibn 8. djweendix includes technical proofs
that have been omitted from the text. A preliminary versiérinis work has been published as
Sabato and Tishby (2009).

2. Notations and Definitions

For a natural numbek, we denotelk] = {1,...,k}. For a real number, we denotelz], =
max{0, x}. log denotes a base 2 logarithm. For two vectery € R”, (x,y) denotes the inner
product ofx andy. We use the functiogign : R — {—1,+1} wheresign(z) = 1if z > 0
andsign(z) = —1 otherwise. For a functiorf : A — B, we denote byf | its restriction to a set
C C A. For a univariate functiorf, denote its first and second derivativesyand f” respectively.

Let X be the input space, also called the domain of instances. Asbadinite ordered set of
instances fromX'. Denote the set of allowed sizes for bags in a specific MIL j@obby R C N.
For any set4 we denoted(® £ U, crA™. Thus the domain of bags with a sizefhand instances
from X is X(F). A bag of sizen is denoted by = (z[1],...,z[n]) where each[j] € X is an
instance in the bag. We denote the number of instanc&sbiy |x|. For any univariate function
f: A — B,we may also use its extension to a multivariate functiomfeequences of elements in
A to sequences of elementsih defined byf (a[1],...,alk]) = (f(a[1]),..., f(alk])).

Let I C R an allowed range for hypotheses over instances or bagsnétance/ = {—1,+1}
for binary hypotheses antl= [ B, B] for real-valued hypotheses with a bounded rarfgec I
is a hypothesis class for instances. Every MIL problem isnéeffiby a fixed bag-labeling function
¢ : IH) — T that determines the bag labels given the instance labelsndfly, every instance
hypothesish : X — I defines a bag hypothesis, denotedibyX' () — I and defined by

vxe XB R(x) £ ¢h(z[1]), ..., h(z]r]).

The hypothesis class for bags givirandy is denoted{ = {h | h € H}. Importantly, the identity
of ¢ is known to the learner a-priori, thus eagtdefines a different generalized MIL problem. For
instance, in classical MIL] = {—1,+1} and is the Boolean OR.

We assume the labeled bags are drawn from a fixed distribltioner X' () x { —1, +1}, where
each pair drawn fronD constitutes a bag and its binary label. Given a rahge R of possible
label predictions, we define a loss function{—1,+1} x I — R, wherel(y, 9) is the loss incurred
if the true label isy and the predicted label & The true loss of a bag-classifier: X)) — T'is
denoted by/(h, D) = Ex yv)~pll(Y, h(X))]. We say that a sample or a distribution azalizable
by A if there is a hypothesig € H that classifies them with zero loss.

The MIL learner receives a labeled sample of bd¢®:,41),..., Xm,ym)} € X x
{—1,+1} drawn fromD™, and returns a classifiér: X(#) — I. The goal of the learner is to return
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h that has a low losé(, D) compared to the minimal loss that can be achieved with thépgth-
esis class, denoted (7, D) £ inf, _5; ¢(h, D). The empirical loss of a classifier for bags on a
labeled samples' is £(h, S) £ E(x y)~s[{(Y, h(X))]. For an unlabeled set of bags= {X;};c(m-
we denote the multi-set of instances in the bags bfy SY = {z;[j] | i € [m],j € [|X;|]}. Since
this is a multi-set, any instance which repeats in severgs raS is represented the same amount

of time in S“.

Classes of Real-Valued bag-functions

In classical MIL the bag function is the Boolean OR over byntabels, that isf = {—1,+1}
andy = OR : {—1,+1}) — {1 +1}. A natural extension of the Boolean OR to a function
over reals is thenax function. We further consider two classes of bag functiovnsr geals, each
representing a different generalization of #hex function, which conserves a different subset of
its properties.

The first class we consider is the class of bag-functionsetktahd monotone Boolean functions.
Monotone Boolean functions map Boolean vectorg+d, +1}, such that the map is monotone-
increasing in each of the inputs. The set of monotone Bodigaations is exactly the set of func-
tions that can be represented by some composition of AND ddu@ctions, thus it includes the
Boolean OR. The natural extension of monotone Boolean iiumeto real functions over real vec-
tors is achieved by replacing OR withax and AND withmin. Formally, we define extensions of
monotone Boolean functions as follows.

Definition 2 A function fromR™ into R is an extension of an-ary monotone Boolean functidh
it belongs to the seM,, defined inductively as follows, where the input to a functiane R™:

(V) eln], zmz[j]e My
(2) vk € N+, .- freM, =z~ mane[k}{fj(Z)} € My;
(3) Vk € N+, fl, ceey fk eEM, =z~ minje[k]{fj(z)} e M,.

We say that a bag-function : R(Y) — R extends monotone Boolean functions if forrale R,

The class of extensions to Boolean functions thus genesatfremax function in a natural way.

The second class of bag functions we consider generalieaa:k function by noting that for
bounded inputs, theiax function can be seen as a variant of the infinity-ndm.. = max |z[i]].
Another natural bag-function over reals is the averagetfoncdefined as)(z) = %Zie[n] Zis
which can be seen as a variant of thaorm ||z[[; = >, [2[i]|. More generally, we treat the
case where the hypotheses map ifte [—1, 1], and consider the class of bag functions inspired
by ap-norm, defined as follows.

Definition 3 For p € [1, 00), thep-norm bag functiony,, : [~1, +1]® — [~1, +1] is defined by:

n

1/p
Vz € R", 1,(z) 2 (% > (ali] + 1)7”) ~1.

1=1

For p = oo, Definey = limy, o0 9.
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Since the inputs ofy, are in[—1, +1], we havey,(z) = n~'/? ||z + 1||, — 1 wheren is the length
of z. Note that the average function is simply, andyoc = ||z + 1||cc — 1 = max. Other values of
p fall between these two extremes: Due to pheorm inequality, which states that for alle [1, o)
andx € R, 1{x||; < n~'/P|x[|, < |||, we have that for alz € [-1, +1]"

average = 11(z) < ¥,(2) < ¥oo(2z) = max. 1)

Many of our results hold when the scale of the output of thefloagtion is related to the scale
of its inputs. Formally, we consider cases where the outptiteobag-function does not change by
much unless its inputs change by much. This is formalizederfdllowing definition of a Lipschitz
bag function.

Definition 4 A bag functiony) : R(Y) — R is ¢-Lipschitz with respect to the infinity norior ¢ > 0
if
Vn € R,Va,b € R", [¢(a) —(b)| < clla—bl|x.

The average bag-function and thexx bag functions aré-Lipschitz. Moreover, all extensions of
monotone Boolean functions arelipschitz with respect to the infinity norm—this is easy &rify
by induction on DeflR. Allp-norm bag functions are alseLipschitz, as the following derivation
shows:

W’p(a) - T/JP(b)’ =n /P [ fla+ 1Hp —|Ib + 1Hp‘ < nH la — b”p < [la = bl|w-

Thus, our results for Lipschitz bag-functions hold in parkar for the two bag-function classes we
have defined here, and in specifically for thex function.

3. Binary MIL

In this section we consider binary MIL. In binary MIL we 1&t= {—1, +1}, thus we have a binary
instance hypothesis clags C {—1,+1}*. We further let our loss be the zero-one loss, defined
by 4o/1(y,9) = L[y # 9]. The distribution-free sample complexity of learning teato a binary
hypothesis class with the zero-one loss is governed by thaif@nsion of the hypothesis class
(Vapnik and Chervonenkis, 1971). Thus we bound the VC-dsitenof H as a function of the
maximal possible bag size = max R, and of the VC-dimension of{. We show that the VC-
dimension ofH is at most logarithmic in, and at most linear in the VC-dimension &t for any
bag-labeling functiony : {—1,+1}(%) — {—1,+1}. It follows that the sample complexity of
MIL grows only logarithmically with the size of the bag. ThiHL is feasible even for quite large
bags. In fact, based on the results we show henceforth, Gabal. (2010) have shown that MIL
can sometimes be used to accelerate even single-instamome We further provide lower bounds
that show that the dependence of the upper boundaom on the VC-dimension 6{ is imperative,
for a large class of Boolean bag-labeling functions. We alsmwv a matching lower bound for the
VC-dimension of classical MIL with separating hyperplanes

3.1 VC-Dimension Upper Bound

Our first theorem establishes a VC-Dimension upper boundyémeralized MIL. To prove the
theorem we require the following useful lemma.
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Lemma5 For any R C N and any bag function) : {—1,4+1}(®) — {—1, +1}, and for any
hypothesis clas# C {—1,+1}* and a finite set of bags € x (%),

His| < |Hysol.

Proof Lethi,hy € H be bag hypotheses. There exist instance hypothgses ¢ H such that
g; = hi fori = 1,2. Assume thati;|g # hz|g. We show thaly;|su # go2|su, thus proving the
lemma.

From the assumption it follows thaf; s # 9,5 Thus there exists at least one bag
x € S such thatg,(x) # gs(x). Denote its size by.. We havey (g1 (x[1]),...,g1(x[n])) #
P(g2(x[1]), ..., g2(x[n])). Hence there exists 4 € [n] such thatg, (z[j]) # g¢2(z[j]). By the
definition of S¥, z[j] € S“. Thereforeg; | su # g2|su. [ |

Theorem 6 Assume tha#{ is a hypothesis class with a finite VC-dimensibnLetr € N and
assume thal? C [r]. Let the bag-labeling function) : {—1,+1}(®) — {—1,+1} be some
Boolean function. Denote the VC-dimensiorHoby d,.. We have

d, < max{16,2dlog(2er)}.

Proof For a set of hypothese$, denote by7| 4 the restriction of each of its membersAg so that
Ja 2 {hja | h € J}. Sinced, is the VC-dimension o, there exists a set of bags C X%

of sized, that is shattered b§{, so that|Hs| = 2%. By Lemmalb|Hs| < |Hsu|, therefore
2dr < |H|5ul. In addition, R C [r] implies|S“| < rd,. By applying Sauer’s lemma (Sauer, 1972,
Vapnik and Chervonenkis, 1971) ¢ we get

S9N\ erd, \?
dr' < < e’ < s
27 < [Hsu| < ( g <\ )

Wheree is the base of the natural logarithm. It follows thiat< d(log(er) — logd) + dlog d,.. To
provide an explicit bound fad,., we boundd log d,- by dividing to cases:

1. Eitherdlogd, < 1d,, thusd, < 2d(log(er) —logd) < 2dlog(er),
2. orid, < dlogd,. Inthis case,

(a) eitherd, < 16,

(b) ord, > 16. In this caseyd, < d,/logd, < 2d, thusdlogd, = 2dlog+/d, <
2dlog 2d. Substituting in the implicit bound we get. < d(log(er) — logd) +
2dlog 2d < 2dlog(2er).

Combining the cases we hawg < max{16,2d log(2er)}. [
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3.2 VC-Dimension Lower Bounds

In this section we show lower bounds for the VC-dimension iokty MIL, indicating that the
dependence odandr in Theoreni 6 is tight in two important settings.

We say that a bag-function : {—1,+1}(%) — {—1, +1} is r-sensitivef there exists a number
n € R and a vectoc € {—1,+1}" such that for at least different numbersj,...,j. € [n],
Y(el],...,cljil, ... cn]) # ¥(1],...,—cljil,...,c[n]). Many commonly used Boolean func-
tions, such as OR, AND, Parity, and all their variants thatrstrom negating some of the inputs, are
r-sensitive for every € R. Our first lower bound shows if is r-sensitive, the bound in Theorém 6
cannot be improved without restricting the set of considénstance hypothesis classes.

Theorem 7 Assume that the bag functiah : {—1,4+1}®) — {—1,+1} is r-sensitive for some
r € N. For any naturald and any instance domai®’ with |X| > rd|log(r)], there exists a
hypothesis clas${ with a VC-dimension at most, such that the VC dimension &f is at least

d[log(r)].
Proof Since) is r-sensitive, there are a vector € {—1,+1}" and a set/ C n such that

|J| = randVj € J(c[l],...,c[n]) # ¥(c[l],...,—c[j],...,c[n]). Sincey» maps all inputs
to {—1,+1}, it follows thatV; € J o(c[1],...,—c[j],...,c[n]) = —¢(c[1],...,c[n]). Denote
a=1(c[1],...,¢c[n]). Then we have

ViedJiye{-1,+1}, o(c[l],....c[j] y,...,c[n]) =a-y. 2

For simplicity of notation, we henceforth assume w.l.olgtt, = r and.J = [r].

Let S C X" be a set ofl|log(r)| bags of sizer, such that all the instances in all the bags
are distinct elements of'. Divide S into d mutually exclusive subsets, each witlg(r) | bags.
Denote bag in subset by %, ). We define the hypothesis class

H 2 bk, ... kg | Vi€ |d],k e [20eM]]),

whereh[ki, ..., kq] is defined as follows (see illustration in Table 1): Eoe X which is not an
instance of any bag i, ik, ..., ks = —1. Forz = x(,4[j], letb, ) be bitp in the binary
representation of the numberand define

cljl -a@bp 1) —1) j= ki,
cl] J # k.

We now show thaF is shattered by, indicating that the VC-dimension 6{ is at least S| =
d|log(r)|. To complete the proof, we further show that the VC-dimemsib# is no more thar.

hlki, ... kal(z@ppli]) = {

S is shattered by#: Let {Y(p.t) }pelog(r)] tc[q) D& SOMeE labeling ovef—1, +1} for the bags in
S. For eacht € [d] let
log(r

[log(r)]
A 2 : Yp,) +1 —1

Then by Eq.[(R), for alp € [|log(r)]|] andt € [d],

hlki, ..o kal (X)) = Y(ell], ... elke] - a(2bg 1) — 1), - .-, c[r])
= @*2pk-1) = 1) = pr-1) ~ 1 = Y-
Thushlky, ..., kq] labelsS according to{y, ;) }-

8
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t|p Instance labeh(z(, ) [r]) Bag labelh(x;)
1[- = = + = - - - +
12— — — + — — — - +
3| - — - - - - - _ —
1[- - = = - - - + +
22— - - — - — — + +
3|- - - - - — — 4+ -
1] = = - - - - - _ —
32— + - - — — — - +
3|l - - - - - - - _ _

Table 1: An example of the hypotheses- R[4, 8, 3], with ¢» = OR (so that is the all—1 vector),
r = 8, andd = 3. Each line represents a bagSineach column represents an instance in
the bag.

The VC-dimension of H is no more thand: Let A C X of sized + 1. If there is an element

in A which is not an instance i then this element is labeledl by all h € H, thereforeA is

not shattered. Otherwise, all elementsdirare instances in bags 51 Since there aré subsets of

S, there exist two elements iA which are instances of bags in the same subs&enote these
instances by:(p1,t)[j1] andx(p2,t)[j2]. Consider all the possible labelings of the two elements
by hypotheses it{. If A is shattered, there must be four possible labelings foretledsments.
However, by the definition of[ky,..., k] it is easy to see that if; = jo = j then there are
at most two possible labelings by hypotheseg{inand if j; # js then there are at most three
possible labelings. Thu4 is not shattered b, hence the VC-dimension @{ is no more thar. &

Theorem_ID below provides a lower bound for the VC-dimensibMIL for the important
case where the bag-function is the Boolean OR and the hysistblass is the class of separating
hyperplanes iR™. Forw € R”, the functionh,, : R" — {—1,+1} is defined byh (x) =
sign((w,x)). The hypothesis class of linear classifiers\ls = {hy | w € R"}. Letr € N. We
denote the VC-dimension a#,, for R = {r} andy> = OR by d,,,. We prove a lower bound for
dr, using two lemmas: Lemnia 8 provides a lower boundiffgy, and Lemmal9 links,. ,, for small
n with d,.,, for largen. The resulting general lower bound, which holds foe= max R, is then
stated in Theorem 10.

Lemma 8 Letd, , be the VC-dimension o1, as defined above. Thehs > [log(2r)].

Proof DenoteL = |log(2r)|. We will construct a se$ of L bags of size that is shattered byVs.
The construction is illustrated in Figure 1.

Letn = (n1,...,nx) be a sequence of indices frofhi|, created by concatenating all the
subsets ofL] in some arbitrary order, so that = L2%~!, and every index appea2$—! < r times
in n. Define a setl = {a;, | k € [K]} C R3 whereay, £ (cos(27k/K),sin(27k/K),1) € R3, so
thatay,...,ax are equidistant on a unit circle on a plane embeddeé&PinDefine the set of bags
S ={x1,...,x1} such that; = (z;[1],...,z;[r]) where{z;[j] | j € [r]} = {ak | nx = i}.



SABATO AND TISBHY

Figure 1: An illustration of the constructed shattered wéih) r = 4 andL = log4 + 1 = 3. Each
dot corresponds to an instance. The numbers next to thaaestalenote the bag to which
an instance belongs, and match the sequénaifined in the proof. In this illustration
bagsl and3 are labeled as positive by the bag-hypothesis represegtdetizolid line.

We now show thatS is shattered byWs: Let (y1,...,yr) be some binary labeling of
L bags, and le” = {i | y; = +1}. By the definition ofn, there existj;,j, such that
Y = {ny | j1 <k < j»}. Clearly, there exists a hyperplare € R? that separates the vectors
{a; | j1 < k < jy} from the rest of the vectors id. Thussign((w,a;)) = +1 if and only if
1 < k < jo. It follows thath (%;) = +1 if and only if there is a € {ji,...,j2} such that
a;, is an instance irx;, that is such that, = 7. This condition holds if and only if € Y, hence
hw classifiesS according to the given labeling. It follows thatis shattered by/Vs, therefore
drs > |S| = [log(2r)). m

Lemma 9 Letk,n,r be natural number such that< n. Thend,.,, > [n/k|d, .

Proof For a vectorx € R* and a numbet € {0,...,|n/k]} define the vectos(x,t) =

0,...,0,z[1],...,z[k],0,...,0) € R™, wherez[1] is at coordinaté:t + 1. Similarly, for a bag
% = (x[1],...,x;[r]) € (RF)", define the bag(x;,t) £ (s(x;[1],1),...,s(x;[r],t)) € (R™)".
Let S, = {Xi}ic(a,,,) C (R¥)" be a set of bags with instances®f that is shattered byV.
DefinesS,,, a set of bags with instancesl: S,, = {s(Xi: O] }ic(a, ) te(ln/k)) © (R™)". ThensS, is
shattered byV,,: Let {y(i,t)}ie[dr,k},teun/kﬂ be some labeling fo§,,. Sy is shattered byV,, hence

there are separatovs, , ..., wy, ;| € R¥ such thati € [d,;],t € [n/k], hw, (%) = yup-
Setw = tLZ{]kJ s(wy, t). Then(w, s(x,t)) = (w, x). Therefore
P (5(%;, 1)) = OR(sign((w, s(x;[1], 1)), .., sign((w, s(x;[r], 1))
= OR(sign((we, xi[1])), - .., sign((We, X4[r]))) = hw, (Xi) = y(;.1)-
Sy, is thus shattered, hendg,, > |S,,| = [n/k|d, k. [

The desired theorem is an immediate consequence of the mmds above, by noting that when-
everr € R, the VC-dimension oV, is at least,. ,.

Theorem 10 Let W,, be the class of separating hyperplanesRif as defined above. Assume that
the bag function isa) = OR and the set of allowed bag sizesRs Letr = max R. Then the
VC-dimension ofV,, is at least|n /3] |log 27 |.

10
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3.3 Pseudo-dimension for thresholded functions

In this section we consider binary hypothesis classes teagenerated from real-valued functions
using thresholds. LeF C R* be a set of real valued functions. The binary hypothesiss abis
thresholded functions generated Byis Tr = {(x, z) — sign(f(xz) — 2) | f € F,z € R}, where

z € X andz € R. The sample complexity of learning wiffi- and the zero-one loss is governed
by the pseudo-dimension @, which is equal to the VC-dimension @f- (Pollard, 1984). In this
section we consider a bag-labeling function R(% — R, and bound the pseudo-dimension/of
thus providing an upper bound on the sample complexity cdrgitMIL with 7%=. The following
bound holds for bag-labeling functions that extend monet®aolean functions, defined in DE&f. 2.

Theorem 11 Let F C R¥ be a function class with pseudo-dimensibnLet R C [r], and assume
that ) : RY) — R extends monotone Boolean functions. debe the pseudo-dimension &t
Then

d, < max{16,2dlog(2er)}.

Proof First, by Def[2, we have that for any which extends monotone Boolean functions, any
n € Rand anyy € R",

sign(¥(y[1], ..., y[n]) — 2) =sign(¥(y[1] — 2,...,y[n] — 2))
= Y(sign(y[l] — z,...,y[n] — 2)). (3)

This can be seen by noting that each of the equalities holdsafth of the operations allowed by
M, for eachn, thus by induction they hold for all functions i#1,, and all combinations of them.

For areal-valued functiofilett; : X xR — {—1,+1} be defined by (y, z) = sign(f(y)—z).
We haveTr = {t; | f € F}, andTz = {t5 | f € F}. In addition, forallf € 7,z € R,n € R
andx € X", we have

t7(%, 2) = sign(f (%) — 2) = sign(y(f(2[1]),..., f(z[n])) - 2)
= ¢(sign(f(2[1]) = 2,..., f(z[n]) — 2)) (4)
= Y(ty(z [1],z),---7tf(w[n],z)) = t5(x,2),

where the equality on ling¢{(4) follows from E@J (3). Therefor
Tr={tz|feFt={t|feFy={h|heTr} =Tr.
The VC-dimension of = is equal to the pseudo-dimensionBf which isd. Thus, by Theorern|6

and the equality above, the VC-dimensiongf is bounded bynax{16, 2d log(2er)}. The proof
is completed by noting that,, the pseudo-dimension &, is exactly the VC-dimension ar-. |

This concludes our results for distribution-free samplmptexity of Binary MIL. In Sectior b
we provide sample complexity analysis for distributiorpeiedent binary MIL, as a function of the
average bag size.

11
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4. Covering Numbers bounds for MIL

Covering numbers are a useful measure of the complexity oihatibn class, since they allow
bounding the sample complexity of a class in various sedtibgsed on uniform convergence guar-
antees (see e.g. Anthony and Baitlett, 1999). In this seaetie provide a lemma that relates the
covering numbers of bag hypothesis classes with those afritierlying instance hypothesis class.
We will use this lemma in subsequent sections to derive saqinplexity upper bounds for ad-
ditional settings of MIL. LetF C R4 be a set of real-valued functions over some doméinA
~y-cover of F with respect to a nornij-||, defined on functions is a set of functiodsC R4 such
that for anyf € F there exists @ € C such thatl| f — g||o < ~. The covering numbefor given

v > 0, F ando, denoted byV (v, F, o), is the size of the smallest sughcovering forF.

Let.S C A be a finite set. We consider coverings with respect tolthes) norm forp > 1,
defined by

1 1/p
1£llL,cs) = (EZU(SW’) :

ses

Forp = oo, Loo(S) is defined byj| f[| . (s) = max,es|f(S)|. The covering number oF for a
sample sizen with respect to the, norm is

Nm(77f7p) é Sllp N(’Y,f, LP(S))
SCA:|S|=m

A small covering number for a function class implies fastaifarm convergence rates, hence
smaller sample complexity for learning. The following lemrbounds the covering number of
bag hypothesis-classes whenever the bag function is Ligsefith respect to the infinity norm
(see Def[#4). Recall that all extensions of monotone Boofeantions (Def[2) and alp-norm
bag-functions (Def.]3) aré-Lipschitz, thus the following lemma holds for them with= 1.

Lemma 12 Let R C N and suppose the bag functign: R — R is a-Lipschitz with respect to
the infinity norm, for some > 0. LetS € X () be a finite set of bags, and lebe the average size
of a bag inS. For anyy > 0, p € [1, o], and hypothesis clasg C RY,

N H, Ly(S)) < N(—1— H, L(5Y)).

arl/p’

Proof First, note that by the Lipschitz condition afy for any bagx of sizen and hypotheses
h,g € H,

[P(x) =g(®)| = [ (h(z[1]), ..., h(z[n])) = (g (1)), .., g(x[n]))| < amax |h(x) - g(z)|. (5)

Let C be a minimaly-cover of H with respect to the norm defined hy,(S"), so that|C| =
N(v,H, Ly(SY)). For everyh € H there exists g € C such that|h — g/, su) < 7. Assume

12
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p < oo. Then by Eq.[(b)

1/p o 1/p
1% 3l QﬂEjm ) S(EI %gW@%w@W>

xXES X
1/p 1/p
< (5T ) S (z ot
xeS TEX zeSY

<|5u|>1/p< 5 L
A (

U

|5 15°] S50

= ar'/P||h = gl (s0) < ar'/? -y

It follows thatC is a(ar'/P~)-covering for#. Forp = oo we have

I~ Gl ey = max () — 9(%)] < amax max () — (z)|

= amas |h(z) — g(z)| = allh = gllL (sv) < ay = a- Py

Thus in both caseg, is aar'/Py-covering for#, and its size isV/(y, H, L,(SY)). Thus
N (ar'/Py, 1, Ly (SY)) < N(v, H, Ly(S)).

We get the statement of the lemma by substitutingith [ |

1/p
As an immediate corollary, we have the following bound fovering numbers of a given sample
size.

Corollary 13 Letr € N, and letR C [r]. Suppose the bag functiah: R(*) — R is a-Lipschitz
with respect to the infinity norm for sonae> 0. Lety > 0,p € [1,00], andH € R¥. For any
m >0,

N (777'[ p)<Nrm( 7a/ Hp)

5. Margin Learning for MIL: Fat-Shattering Dimension

Large-margin classification is a popular supervised legr@pproach, which has received atten-
tion also as a method for MIL. For instance, MI-SVM (Andrevisik, 2002) attempts to optimize
an adaptation of the soft-margin SVM objective (Cortes aadrik,[1995) to MIL, in which the
margin of a bag is the maximal margin achieved by any of ittaimses. It has not been shown,
however, whether minimizing the objective function of MN#8, or other margin formulations for
MIL, allows learning with a reasonable sample size. We fithis gap in Theorerm 14 below, which
bounds they-fat-shattering dimension (see e.g. Anthony and Bart@#9) of MIL. The objective

of MI-SVM amounts to replacing the hypothesis cl@sof separating hyperplanes with the class
of bag-hypothesed{ where the bag function i = max. Sincemax is the real-valued exten-
sion of OR, this objective function is natural in our MIL fouhation. The distribution-free sample
complexity of large-margin learning with the zero-one lssproportional to the fat-shattering di-
mension [(Alon et all, 1997). Thus, we provide an upper bounthe fat-shattering dimension of

13
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MIL as a function of the fat-shattering dimension of the uhdeg hypothesis class, and of the
maximal allowed bag size. The bound holds for any Lipschég-function. Lety > 0 be the
desired margin. For a hypothesis cldgsdenote itsy-fat-shattering dimension byat(y, H)

Theorem 14 Letr € N and assumer C [r]. Let B,a > 0. LetH C [0, B]* be a real-valued
hypothesis class and assume that the bag funetiofo, B](®) — [0, aB] is a-lipschitz with respect
to the infinity norm. Then for alf € (0, aB]

— v 5 (62048 - B2a? v
F < 24Fat(—— 1 ——— - Fat(— . . 6
at(y,H) < max {33, at(64a,7-l) og < 2 at(64a,7-l) r (6)

This theorem shows that for margin learning as well, the deeece of the bag size on the sample
complexity is poly-logarithmic. In the proof of the theoreme use the following two results, which
link the covering number of a function class with its fat4#édng dimension.

Theorem 15 (Bartlett et al. (1997)) Let F' be a set of real-valued functions and tet> 0. For
m > Fat (16, F),
eFat(lﬁ’y,F)/éS < Nm(’Y; F,OO)

The following theorem is due to_Anthony and Bartlett (199Fhéorem 12.8), following
Alon et al. (1993).

Theorem 16 Let F' be a set of real-valued functions with rangginB]. Lety > 0. Forall m > 1,

(7)

4Bgm> Fat(Z,F)log(4eBm/~)

Np(v, Fy00) < 2 < 5
Y

Theorem 12.8 in Anthony and Bartlett (1999) deals with theeea > Fat(7, F'). Here we only

requirem > 1, since ifm < Fat(F) then the trivial upper bound/,,, (v, H,00) < (B/y)™ <

(B/~)F4(2) implies Eq. 7).

Proof [of Theoren{I#] From Theorem 15 and Lemima 12 it follows that#o> Fat(16+, H ),

Fat(16y,H) <

Tog e log N (7, H, 00) < 6log Ny (v/a, H, 00). (8)

By Theoreni 1B, for alin > 1, if Fat(vy/4) > 1 then

B 4eB 4B2
V<5 logNim(y,H,00) <1 +Fat(%,7i) log( evm)10g< m>

,72
B 4B?
< Fat(Z, 1) log (22 10g (221 ©)
4 2
vy 4B*m
< Fat(J. M) log?(“25™). (10)

The inequality in line[(P) holds since we have addetb the second factor, and the value of the
other factors is at leagt The last inequality follows since #f < %, we haveseB/y < 4B?/+>.

14
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Eq. (10) also holds iFat(y/4) < 1, since this impliefFat(y/4) = 0 and N, (v, H,0) = 1.

Combining Eq.[(B) and Eq.(10), we get thabif > Fat (16, H) then

B o 432 2
v1< G Fat(169,7) < 6Fat (o, H) log*(—g ). (12)

Setm = [Fat(16+y,H)] < Fat(16,H) + 1. If Fat(16+,H) > 1, we have thain > Fat(16+y, H)

and alsan < 2Fat(16+,H). Thus Eq.[(1l) holds, and

4B2 2 o
Wf - (Fat(167,H) + 1))

B2 2 o
8 7;‘ - Fat(167,H)).

aB 17 v 2
<22 Fat(1 < 6Fat(-L.H)1
Vy < 5y at(16y,H) < 6 at(éme) og”(

v 2
< 6Fat(— 1
< a(4a,’H) og”(

Now, it is easy to see that Ffat(16+y,H) < 1, this inequality also holds. Therefore it holds in
general. Substituting with v/16, we have that

B — 2048 B2a? —
vy <0 Fatr, 7)< R ) log (g B ). (1)

Note that the condition ofy holds, in particular, for ally < aB.
To derive the desired E.](6) from EG.(12), Jet= 6Fat(vy/64a, H) andn = 2048B%a*/+*.

Denote FF = Fat(y,H). Then Eq.[(IR) can be restated Bs< Alog?(nrF). It follows that
VF/log(nrF) < /B, Thus

VF S F
log(nrF) log <log(an)> = \/Elog(\/ﬂ—m“)-

Therefore

VF

Tog () (0801 F) /2 =~ log(log (i F))) < JBlog(Bnr)/2,

hence

- 2lolg()§<ziivg)F)) WF < /Blog(Bnr).

Now, it is easy to verify thalog(log(z))/ log(z) < 1 for all z > 33 - 2048. AssumeF > 33
andv < aB. Then

nrF = 2048 B%arF/v* > 2048F > 33 - 2048.

Therefore log(log(nrF))/log(nrF) < %, which implies 3vVF < +/Blog(8nr). Thus
F < 4B1log?(Bnr). Substituting the parameters with their values, we get #sired bound, stated

in Eq. (8). [ |
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6. Sample Complexity by Average Bag Size: Rademacher Compligy

The upper bounds we have shown so far provide distributiea-$ample complexity bounds, which
depend only on the maximal possible bag size. In this seatiershow that even if the bag
size is unbounded, we can still have a sample complexityagiee, if theaveragebag size for
the input distribution is bounded. For this analysis we imertotion of Rademacher complexity
(Bartlett and Mendelson, 2002). Ldtbe some domain. The empirical Rademacher complexity of
aclass of functiong” C RA*{=1+1} with respect to a sampl& = {(z;, i) iepn) € Ax{—1,+1}
is
1
R]:,S é—EU su o; J\ X5, Yi )],
(F,5) & — Uf@gi%] Fai )]
whereoc = (o1,...,0,,) are m independent uniform{+1}-valued variables. The average
Rademacher complexity of with respect to a distributio® over A x {—1,+1} and a sample
sizem is
Rm(f7D) = Eg~pm [R(]:’ S)]

The worst-case Rademacher complexity over samples ofisize

RyP(F) = sup R(F,S).
SCA™

This quantity can be tied to the fat-shattering dimensiantke following result:

Theorem 17 (See e.g. Mendelson (2002), Theorem 4.118tm > 1 andy > 0. If R3P(F) < v
then they-fat-shattering dimension of is at mostn.

LetI C R. Assume a hypothesis cla&s C I+ and a loss functiod : {—1,+1} x I — R. For
a hypothesis: € H, we denote by, the function defined by, (z,y) = ¢(y, h(z)). Given H and
¢, we define the function clagd, £ {hy | h € H} C RA*{-1L+1}

Rademacher complexities can be wused to derive sample cxitgplebounds
(Bartlett and Mendelson, 2002): Assume the range of the fasstion is [0,1]. For any
9 € (0,1), with probability of 1 — § over the draw of sampleS C A x {—1,+1} of sizem drawn
from D, everyh € H satisfies

In(2
(h, D) < £(h, S) + 2R, (Hy, D) + %m/é) (13)
Thus, an upper bound on the Rademacher complexity impliegopar bound on the average loss

of a classifier learned from a random sample.

6.1 Binary MIL

Our first result complements the distribution-free sampi@glexity bounds that were provided for
binary MIL in Sectio 8. The average (or expected) bag siz#eua distributionD over X' /) x
{-1,+1}is E(xy)NDHXH. Our sample complexity bound for binary MIL depends on therage
bag size and the VC dimension of the instance hypothesis.cRecall that the zero-one loss is
defined byl (y,9) = 1[y # y]. For a sample of labeled examplés= {(x;, y:) }ic|m], We Use
Sx to denote the examples 6f that isSx = {;}ic[m)-

16
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Theorem 18 LetH C {—1,+1}* be a binary hypothesis class with VC-dimensibrLet R C N
and assume a bag functiap : {—1,+1}%) — {—1,+1}. Letr be the average bag size under
distribution D over labeled bags. Then

— dl1n(4er)
R(H@O/l,D) S 17 T
Proof Let S be a labeled bag-sample of size Dudley’s entropy integral (Dudley, 1967) states

that

12 [~ _
= m o \/lnN(’Y’%waz(S)) dy (14)
_ 2

vm Jo

The second equality holds since for any- 1, N(%ﬂgo/l,L2(S)) = 1, thus the expression in the
integral is zero.

If C is a~-cover for with respect to the normiz(Sx), thenCy,,, is av/2-cover forHy,
with respect to the nornil»(S). This can be seen as follows: L, € Hy,, for someh € H.
Let f € Csuch that|f — h| 1,(sy) < 7. We have

R(Hy, . )

\/IHN(%ﬂzO/l’Lz(S)) dv.

1/2
1
e = heopillzacs) = | > fegy ayy) — héo/1($ay)2)

(z,y)eS

1/2
— % > eo/l(y,f(x))EO/l(y,h(ﬂc)V)

(z,y)eS

1/2
B % 2 (%If(:):) B h(x))2) = %Hf = hllLys5x) < V/2.

TESX

ThereforeCy, , is a~/2-cover for Ly(S). It follows that we can bound the-covering number of
ﬁgo/l by:

N(77ﬁ€0/1>L2(S)) < N(277ﬁ7 LQ(SX)) (15)
Letr(S) be the average bag size in the samp)¢hat isr(S) = |SY|/|S|. By Lemmd12,
N (v, H, L2(Sx)) < N(v/v/7(8), H, La(SX))- (16)

From Eq.[(1#), Eq[(15) and Ed.(16) we conclude that

— 12 !
R(Hyy,008) < —= [ /N (@2y/v/r(S), H, La(SY)) d.
Vi Jo
By Dudley (1978), for anyH with VC-dimensiond, and anyy > 0,

In N (v, H, L2(S%)) < 2dIn <%> .
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Therefore

_ 12 ! S
R(%ZO/17S) < ﬁA 2dIn <er( )> dy

2
1 1
< 17\/% </0 VIn(er(S)) d7+/0 VIn(1/42) dy)
_ 17\/d(ln(er(5)) +/7/2) <17 dln(4er(S)).

m

The functiony/In(z) is concave forr > 1. Therefore we may take the expectation of both sides of
this inequality and apply Jensen’s inequality, to get

H V] dIn(4er(S
Rm(,HZO/l’D) = Egs~pm [R(Héo/lvs)] < Es~pm [17 w}

< 17\/dln(4e'Esn:Dm[r(S)]) _ 17 dlnfjer)

We conclude that even when the bag size is not bounded, th@esaomplexity of binary MIL with
a specific distribution depends only logarithmically on @iverage bag size in this distribution, and
linearly on the VC-dimension of the underlying instance dtyagsis class.

6.2 Real-Valued Hypothesis Classes

In our second result we wish to bound the sample complexiblbfwhen using other loss functions
that accept real valued predictions. This bound will dependhe average bag size, and on the
Rademacher complexity of the instance hypothesis class.

We consider the case where both the bag function and theuastidn are Lipschitz. For the
bag function, recall that all extensions of monotone Baolfeactions are Lipschitz with respect
to the infinity norm. For the loss functioh: {—1,+1} x R — R, we require that it is Lipschitz
in its second argument, i.e. that there is a constant 0 such that for ally ¢ {—1,+1} and
y1,y2 € R, |y, y1) — (y,y2)| < aly1 —yo|. This property is satisfied by many popular losses. For
instance, consider the hinge-loss, which is the loss ma@hby soft-margin SVM. It is defined as
n(y,9) = [1 — yy]+, and isl-Lipschitz in its second argument.

The following lemma provides a bound on the empirical Radgraacomplexity of MIL, as a
function of the average bag size in the sample and of the mhaf/the worst-case Rademacher
complexity over instances. We will subsequently use thisbicto bound the average Rademacher
complexity of MIL with respect to a distribution. We considesses with the rang@, 1]. To avoid
degenerate cases, we consider only losses such that thst® aXeast one labeled b&g, y) C
X)) x {—1,+1} and hypotheses, g € H such thath,(x,y) = 0 andg,(X,y) = 1. We say that
such a loss hasfall range

Lemma 19 Let % C [0, B]* be a hypothesis class. L& C N, and let the bag function :
R®) — R bea,-Lipschitz with respect to the infinity norm. Assume a losstfan ¢ : {=1,+1} x

18
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R — [0, 1], which isas-Lipschitz in its second argument. Further assume thiaas a full range.
Suppose there is a continuous decreasing funcfiori0, 1] — R such that

Vye (0,1], f(y)eN = RS‘EP)(H) <.

Let S be a labeled bag-sample of size with an average bag size Then for alle € (0, 1],

— 10 4ea? as B2rm
<4 lo 1 1
R, 5) < de + < )( +/ () )

Proof A refinement of Dudley’s entropy integral (Srebro etlal., @0lemma A.3) states that for
all e € (0, 1], for all real function classe# with range[0, 1] and for all setsS,

R(F,S) < de + —/ VInN (7, F, L2(S)) dy. (17)

Since the range dfis [0, 1], this holds forF = #H,. In addition, for any sef, the Ly(.S) norm is
bounded from above by the..(S) norm. ThereforeV (v, F, Ly (S)) < N(v,F, L(S)). Thus,
by Eq. [1T) we have

_ 10 ! —
< —— .
RO ) < de+ <o [ /NG T L(S) o (18
Now, leth, g € H and considef,, g, € H,. Sincel is ay-Lipschitz, we have
e — Tl Lee(s) = g% \he(%i,yi) — Go(Xi yi)| = g% 10y, h(%i)) — £(yi, G(%i))]
< as {Iel[&;ff \h(%;) — 9(%;)| = az||h — Il Lo (5x)-

It follows that if C C H is a~y/az-cover forH thenC, C H, is a~-cover forH,. Therefore
N (1, He, Loo(S)) < N'(7/az, 7, Loo(Sx)). By Lemmée[I2,

N(’Y/CLQ,Q, LOO(SX)) S N(’Y/alaﬂa Ha LOO(SBJ()) S Nrm(’}//achZa Ha OO)
Combining this with Eq.[{18) it follows that

— 10 !
R(He, S) < 4e + \/—m/6 VNem(v/a1as, H, 00) dy. (19)
Now, lety € (0,1], and letyo = sup{yo < 7 | f(7) € N}. SinceR} " \(H) < 7., by
Theoreni 1l the,-fat-shattering dimension 6f is at mostf(~,). It follows that

Fat(y,H) < Fat(vo,H) < f(7) <1+ f(7).

The last inequality follows from the definition ef,, sincef is continuous and decreasing. There-
fore, by Theorerh 16,

4eBm 4B*m
W< By g Heod) < 1 () + 1) log( 2 log (257

-
2
< (1) + g2 g (<5 (20)
2
< () + DI, (21)

=
©
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The inequality in line[(20) holds since we have addlegle) > 1 to the third factor, and the value
of the other factors is at least The last inequality follows since < B.

We now show that the assumption< B does not restrict us: By the assumptionsépthere
areh, g € H and a labeled ba(k, y) such thath, (%, y) = 1 andg,(%,y) = 0. Letn = |X|. By the
Lipschitz assumptions we have

1= [he(%,y) = Ge(%, y)| = [€(y, h(%)) — Ly, G(%))| < az[h(%) — G(%)|
= agly(h(z[1]), ..., h(z[n])) = P(g(z[1]), ..., g(z[n]))] < azas max |h(z[j]) — g(z[5])| < ara2B.

J€[n]

Thus1 < ajagB. It follows that for ally € (0,1], v/a1a2 < B. Thus Eq.[(2ll) can be combined
with Eq. (19) to get that for alt € (0, 1],

4 2B2
R(He, S) < de + —/ )+ 1) log deaja; Blrm dy
4a CL2 2
10 dea?a?B%rm
<4 1 — VJ d
€+ —— < > 4a1a2 )+ 1dy

10 dea aszrm
<4 lo — 1 /
“r Vm < > < i 4a1a2

The last inequality follows from the fact thata + b < +/a + v/b for non-negativex andb, and
from fgl 1<1. [ ]

Based on Lemmpa_19, we will now bound the average Rademachaplexity of MIL, as a
function of the worst-case Rademacher complexity oveamss, and the expected bag size. Since
the number of instances in a bag sample of a certain size fixadt but depends on the bag sizes in
the specific sample, we will need to consider the behavi@§f (#) for different values ofn. For
many learnable function classes, the Rademacher compisxitoportional to\/—_ orto \/(_) for
some non-negativé. The following theorem bounds the average Rademacher esihpbf MIL
in all these cases. The resulting bound indicates that berinére is a poly-logarithmic dependence
of the sample complexity on the average bag size. Followiegproof we show an application of
the bound to a specific function class.

Theorem 20 LetH C [0, B]* be a hypothesis class. L& C N, and let the bag function) :
R — R bea; -Lipschitz with respect to the infinity norm. Assume a loastfan? : {—1,+1} x
R — [0, 1], which isas-Lipschitz in its second argument. Further assume thiaas a full range.
Suppose that there a@, 8, K > 0 such that for allm > K,

C'n®(m)

Then there exists a numbéf > 0 that depends only o@', 5 and K such that for any distribution
D with average bag size, and for allm > 1,

Rin"(H) <

4 + 10log(4ea?alB*rm?) <N + %Clnﬁﬂ(l&z%a%m))
vm '

Rm(ﬁﬁD) S
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MULTI-INSTANCE LEARNING WITH ANY HYPOTHESISCLASS

Proof Let S be a labeled bag sample of size, and let7 be its average bag size. Denote
2 2
T(z) = Cn’(z), and definef(y) = % We will show thatRjjzs) <, thus allowing the
use of Lemm@Q We ha\ié < T(m)/\/ﬁ, thus it suffices to show th&t(f(v))// f(7) < 7.
Let z(y) = /f(7)/T(f()). We will now show thatz(y)T(z%(y)) > %T(l/fy?). Since

the functlonxT( ) = Cx ln ( %) is monotonic increasing for > 1, we will conclude that
z(y) > 1/yforall vy < 1.
It is easy to see that for all values 8fC > 0, there is a numbet > 0 such that for alk: > n,

C2 2 (z) < 217277,
For suchz we have

T(;U/T2(:U)) = C’lnﬁ( ) = C(In(x) — lm(C’2 11125(3:)))5

C21n?% (z)
> C(In(z) — (1 —27Y%)1n(2)))? = CInP(x)/2 = T(x)/2. (22)

Letv, € (0,1) such thatf(vy,) = k = max{n, K'}. Sincef(vy) is monotonic decreasing with,
forall v <, f(v) > k. Therefore, fory < ~,,

2 VIO () 1V f(v) 1 _ 2
(V)T (z"(7)) = T(f(,y))T(Tz(f(,y))) > QT(f(,Y))T(f(’Y)) =V =TA/")/y

The middle inequality follows from Eq[(22), and the last &lify follows from the definition of
f (). We conclude that(y) > % Therefore, for ally < ~s,

T(f(v))
f()

R (H) < — 1/2(7) < 7.

fv

Define f as follows:

sup

fon

Ry (M) = RyP (M) = Ry (M) <70 < -

Fory < 7o, cIearIyR (H) <, and fory > ~s,

Therefore for ally € (0, 1], Rj}zz) (H) < ~. By Lemmd 19, for alk € (0, 1],

_ 10 deaaB3Fm
R(H,, S) < 4e + —— 1 e 1 /
(He,5) < EJr\/ﬁog< >< " 4a1a2 >

10 deaa Bzrm darazyo
=4e+ ——=1lo < 12 ><1+ Vkd —I—/ >
vm & daraso 7 4a1a2
1 4 B2 4araz2vo
< et D 1o eala? Y (14 VE+ / ) dry (23)
vm 4&1&2
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DenoteN = 1 + v/k. Now, if 3 > 0 we have

4a1a2o 4a1a2vo 4a1a2o T 16&2(12 2
/ o< [ )iy =ty [ DU g
. daqas . 4aias c gl

daraz%o 1B (164202 /~2 16a2a2 darazvo
2 [ PR gy g |- () (5 + 1)
_ a1a2Cl 6“(16&1&2%) < ajazC ln5+1(16a%a%) '
B+1 €2 B+1 €2

The same inequality holds also f8r= 0, since in that case

4a1a27o 4ala2’Yo 16
/ / )dy = 2a1a2 1 a1a2/’Y )
4(11&2

dara2vo |
= 2a1a2C/ — d’y = 2a1a2C [In(y )]4’““2% = 2a1a2C In(

4 1
< 2a3a2C In( aia2) — aﬁl(f? <lnﬁ+1( 6(;21%)) .

Therefore we can further bound EQ.{23) to get

4ea?a3 B*rm N4 ajaC lnBH(lﬁa%a%)
B+1 €2 ’

dayazo

)

— 10
<
R(He, S) < 4de + T log < =

Settinge = 1//m we get
4 + 10log(4ea?ad B*m?) (N + ‘%“TQIC lnﬁ+1(16a%a%m))
vm '

Now, for a given samplé& denote its average bag size #5). We have

’R(ﬁg, S) <

R (He, D) = Espm[R(He, 5))]
4+ 10log(4ea?a2 B?7(S)m?) <N + “é“TQlC ln6+1(16a%a%m))

<E
—_— \/ﬁ
4 + 10log(4ea?a? B*rm?) (N + “gflc lnﬁ+1(16a%a§m))
< .
< NG
In the last inequality we used Jensen’s inequality and tbetfatEg.. pm[7(S)] = r. This is the
desired bound, hence the theorem is proven. [ |

To demonstrate the implications of this theorem, consigeicase of MIL with soft-margin ker-
nel SVM. Kernel SVM can operate in a general Hilbert spacackvive denote by/. The domain
of instances ist = {z € T | ||z|| < 1}, and the function class is the class of linear separatots wit
a bounded normW(C) = {hy | w € T,||w|| < C}, for someC > 0, whereh,, = (z,w).
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MULTI-INSTANCE LEARNING WITH ANY HYPOTHESISCLASS

The loss is the hinge-logs,; defined above, which is-Lipschitz in the second argument. We have
(Bartlett and Mendelson, 2002)

< c C'n°(m)

- Jym  Jm

Thus we can apply Theoreml20 with= 0. Note that¥w(C) C [-C, C]%, thus we can apply the
theorem withB = 2C by simply shifting the output of eadh, by C and adjusting the loss function

accordingly. By Theorem 20 there exists a numiesuch that for anyi-Lipschitz bag-function)
(such asnax) and for any distributiorD over labeled bags with an average bag size, @fe have

Rin* W(C)ey,)

4 4+ 10log(16eC%rm?) (N + CIn(16m))
Vi |

We can use this result and apply Hq.l(13) to get an upper bautitedoss of MIL with soft-margin
SVM.

Rm(gb D) S

7. PAC-Learning for MIL

In the previous sections we addressed the sample compleixigneralized MIL, showing that it
grows only logarithmically with the bag size. We now turn tmsider the computational aspect of
MIL, and specifically the relationship between computatidieasibility of MIL and computational
feasibility of the learning problem for the underlying iaste hypothesis.

We consider real-valued hypothesis clas$esc [—1,+1]%, and provide a MIL algorithm
which uses a learning algorithm that operates on singlargsis as an oracle. We show that if
the oracle can minimize error with respectio and the bag-function satisfies certain boundedness
conditions, then the MIL algorithm is guaranteed to PAQ#eH. In particular, the guarantees
hold if the bag-function is Boolean OR atax, as in classical MIL and its extension to real-valued
hypotheses.

Given an algorithmA that learns# from single instances, we provide an algorithm called
MILearn that usesA to implement aveak learnerfor bags with respect t@{. That is, for any
weighted sample of bagdILearn returns a hypothesis frof that has some success in labeling
the bag-sample correctly. This will allow the useMifL.earn as the building block in a Boosting
algorithm (Freund and Schapite, 1997), which will find a éineombination of hypotheses from
H that classifies unseen bags with high accuracy. Furthegrifarkis efficient then the resulting
Boosting algorithm is also efficient, with a polynomial degence on the maximal bag size.

We open with background on Boosting in Secfiod 7.1. We thegrilee the weak learner in and
analyze its properties in Sectibn]7.2. In Secfion 7.3 weidemguarantees on a Boosting algorithm
that uses our weak leaner, and conclude that the compuagbtomplexity of PAC-learning for MIL
can be bounded by the computational complexity of agnostc-lrarning for single instances.

7.1 Background: Boosting with Margin Guarantees

In this section we give some background on Boosting algmsthwhich we will use to derive an

efficient learning algorithm for MIL. Boosting methods (Brel and Schapire, 1997) are techniques
that allow enhancing the power ofageak learner—a learning algorithm that achieves error slightly
better than chance—to derive a classification rule thatdwasfror on an input sample. The idea is
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to iteratively execute the weak learner on weighted vessadrthe input sample, and then to return
a linear combination of the classifiers that were emittechiewteak learner in each round.

Let A be a domain of objects to classify, and ét: [—1, +1]“ be the hypothesis class used
by the weak learner. A Boosting algorithm receives as indabeled sample&S = {(x;,y;)}™, C
Ax{—1,+1}, and iteratively feeds to the weak learner a reweighedmesiS. Denote then — 1-
dimensional simplex b\, = {w € R™ | > ;... w; = 1,Vi € [m],w[i] > 0}. For a vector
w € Ay, Sw = {(wli], z;,y:) }1, is the sampleS reweighed byw. The Boosting algorithm runs
in k£ rounds. On round it sets a weight vectow,; € A,,, calls the weak learner with input,,
and receives a hypothesis € H as output from the weak learner. Afterrounds, the Boosting
algorithm returns a classifief, : A — [—1,+1], which is a linear combination of the hypotheses
received from the weak learnef; = Zte[k} azhy, whereay, ..., ap € R.

The literature offers plenty of Boosting algorithms withsdtable properties. For concreteness,
we use the algorithmdaBoost™ (Ratsch and Warmuth, 2005), since it provides suitableagua
tees on themargin of its output classifier. For a labeled exampley), the quantityy f,(z) is the
margin of f, when classifyinge. If the margin is positive, thesign o f, classifiest correctly. The
margin of any functiory on a labeled samplé = {(z;, y;)}!", is defined as

M(f,S) = min y; f(z;).
1€[m]

If M(f,S) is positive, then the entire sample is classified correctlyigm o f.

If S'isani.i.d. sample drawn from a distribution dn< {—1, +1}, then classification error of,
on the distribution can be bounded basedé(y,, S) and the pseudo-dimensiaiof the hypothesis
classH. The following bound/(Schapire and Singer, 1999, Theoreho8)s with probabilityl — §
over the training samples, for amy > d.:

P <0< 0 ( \/dln2(m/d)/M2(fo,S)+ln(1/5))' i~

m

In fact, inspection of the proof of this bound|in_Schapire &mber (1999) reveals that the only
property of the hypothesis clags that is used to achieve this result is the following bounds tiu
Haussler and Long (1995), on the covering number of a hyp@tlassd with pseudo-dimension
d:
em d
WE O, Moo < () (25)

Thus, Eq.[(24) holds whenever this covering bound holds-ettifet will be useful to us.

ForadaBoost*, a guarantee on the size of the margiryotan be achieved if one can provide
a guarantee on thedgeof the hypotheses returned by the weak learner. The edge ygahesis
measures of how successful it is in classifying labeled gtesn Leth : A — [-1,+1] be a
hypothesis and leb be a distribution oved x {—1,+1}. The edge of. with respect taD is

L'(h,D) £ E(xy)plY - h(X)].

For a weighted and labeled sample= {(w;, z;, ¥i) }icpm) € Ry x A x {—1,+1},

L'(n,S) 2 Z w;y;h(x;).
1€[m]
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(h D)

Note that if () is interpreted as the probability éfto emit1 for input z, then 1= is the
expected misclassification errorfobbn D. Thus, a positive edge implies a labeling success of more
than chance. FardaBoost*, a positive edge on each of the weighted samples fed to thk wea
learner suffices to guarantee a positive margin of its outlassifier f,.

Theorem 21 (Ratsch and Warmuth|2005) AssumeadaBoost*receives a labeled samplg of
sizem as input. Suppose thatdaBoost™ runs fork rounds and returns the classifigi. If for

every round € [k], I'(h¢, Sw,) > p, thenM (f,, S —+/2lnm/k

We present a simple corollary, which we will use when analgZ8oosting for MIL. This corol-
lary shows thaihdaBoost™ can be used to transform a weak learner that approximatesette
edge of a weighted sample to a Boosting algorithm that ajymaes the best margin of a la-
beled sample. The proof of the corollary employs the follmyvivell known result, originally by
von Neumann (1928) and later extended (see_e.g. Nash an|8e6¢). For a hypothesis clagh
denote by:o(H) the set of all linear combinations of hypotheseglinWe say thafl C [—1,+1]4
is compact with respect to a sampgle= {(z;,¥i) }icjm) € A x {—1,+1} if the set of vectors
{(h(z1),...,h(xy)) | h € H} is compact.

Theorem 22 (The Strong Min-Max theorem) If H is compact with respect t§, then

min sup I'(h, Sw) = sup M(f,95).
WEAm heH fEco(H)

Corollary 23 Suppose thakdaBoost* is executed with an input sampte and assume thalf
is compact with respect t§. Assume the weak learner used dyaBoost* has the following
guarantee: For anyw € A,,, if the weak learner receiveS,, as input, then with probability at
leastl — ¢ it returns a hypothesig, such that

F(hm Sw) > Q(SUP F(h, Sw))>
heH

whereg : [—1,+1] — [-1,+1] is some fixed non-decreasing function. Then for any inpupkam
S, if AdaBoost™ runsk rounds, it returns a linear combination of hypotheges—= Zte[,ﬂ ahy,
such that with probability at least — ko

M(fovs)zg( sSup M(f,S))— 2lnm/k7
féeco(H)

Proof By Theorem[2R,minwea,, subpep I'(h, Sw) = supjecoy M(f,S). Thus, for any
vector of weightsw in the simplex,sup;, ¢y I'(h, Sw) > suprCO(H M(f,S). It follows that
in each round, the weak learner that receifgs as input returns a hypothesis such that
L(he, Sw,) > g(suppep T'(h, Sw,)) > 9(sup secory M(f,S)). By Theorem(2LL, it follows that

M(fm ) > Q(SuprCO (f S)) 21nm/k. [
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7.2 The Weak Learner

In this section we will present our weak learner for MIL anedyde guarantees for the edge it
achieves. Our guarantees depend on boundedness propéttiebag-function), which we define
below. To motivate our definition of boundedness, consideptnorm bag functions (see Déf. 3),

defined byy,(z) £ (130, (2[i] + 1)P)1/p — 1. Recall that this class of functions includes the

n

max function @) and the average function){) as two extremes. Assume C [r] for some

r € N. Itis easy to verify that for any natural, any sequencey,...,z, € [-1,+1], and all
p € [1,00],
—ZZZ<1/Jp21,---7 Zzz +n—1.
i€[n] i€[n]
SinceR C [r], it follows that for all (1, . . . , z,) € [~1, +1]%),
—Zzl<¢pzl,..., Zzz +7r—1. (26)
i€[n] i€[n]

We will show that in cases where the bag function is lineadyrxled in the sum of its argu-
ments, as in EqL(26), a single-instance learning algoritam be used to learn MIL. Our weak
learner will be parameterized by the boundedness parasnaténe bag-function, defined formally
as follows.

Definition 24 A function ¢ : [-1,+1]® — [=1,+1] is (a,b,c,d)-bounded if for all
(217 oo 7271) € [_1’ +1](R)'
aZzi—l—bgz/J(zl,..., <cZzZ+d
ZG[TL] € TL]

Thus, for allp € [1, ), 1, over bags of size at mostis (;, 0,1, — 1)-bounded.

Before listing the weak learn@ILearn, we introduce some notationk,,,s denotes a special
bag-hypothesis that labels all bags-as Vx € X% hy.(z) = 1. We denotef{, 2 H U
{hpes}. Let. A be an algorithm that receives a labeled and weighted instsample as input, and
returns a hypothesis € . The result of runningd with input .S is denotedA(S) € H.

The algorithmMILearn, listed as Algorithniil below, accepts as input a bag sarfped a
bounded bag-functiony. It also has access to the algorithh We sometimes emphasize that
MILearn uses a specific algorithnd as an oracle by writinglILearn”. MILearn constructs a
sample of instanceS; from the instances that make up the bags jfabeling each instance ifi;
with the label of the bag it came from. The weights of the ins&s depend on whether the bag they
came from was positive or negative, and on the boundednegegnies ofiy). Having constructed
S7, MILearn calls A with S7. It then decides whether to return the bag-hypothesis idiuxy
applyingy to A(St), or to simply returnhy, .

It is easy to see that the time complexityMifLearn is bounded by (f(N) + N), whereN is
the total number of instances in the bagsSofand f (n) is an upper bound on the time complexity
of A when running on a sample of size As we presently show, the output BfLearn is a
bag-hypothesis i, whose edge o8 depends on the best achievable edgeStor

The guarantees fotILearn” depend on the properties df. We define two properties that we
consider forA. The first property is that the edge of the hypothes$iseturns is close to the best
possible one on the input sample.
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Algorithm 1: MILearn”
Assumptions

o Hel-1,+1)%

¢ Algorithm A receives a weighted instance sample and returns a hypoihé&gi
Input:
o S £ {(wi,%i,¥i) }iejm) — @ labeled and weighted sample of bags,

e ¢y —an(a,b, c,d)-bounded bag-function.

Output: h, € H..
1 gy < a, Qo) < C.
2 St <+ {(ay, - wi, z[J], vi) Yiepm) el -
3 hy + A(S[).

4 if T'(hy,S) > I'(hpes, S) then
5 ‘ ho < E[,
6 else

L ho < hpos.

8 Returnh,.

Definition 25 (e-optimal) An algorithm.A that accepts a weighted and labeled sample of instances
in X and returns a hypothesis # is e-optimalif for all weighted sample§' C R, x X' x {—1, +1}
with total weightiV,
I'(A(S),S) > supI'(h, S) — eW.
heH
The second property is that the edge of the hypothesisAhaturns is close to the best possible
one on the input sample, but only compared to the edges thdveachieved by hypotheses that
label all the negative instances §fwith —1. For a hypothesis clagg and a distributionD over
labeled examples, we denote the set of hypothesgstimt label all negative examples in with
—1, by
Q(?‘[,D) = {h eH ’ ]P’()Qy)ND[h(X) =-1 ’ Y = —1] = 1}.

For a labeled sampl§, Q(H, S) £ Q(H, Us) whereUs is the uniform distribution over the exam-
plesinsS.

Definition 26 (one-sidede-optimal) An algorithm 4 that accepts a weighted and labeled sample
of instances int’ and returns a hypothesis iH is one-sided=optimal if for all weighted samples
S CRy x X x {—1,+1} with total weightiW,

I'(A(S),S) > sup I'(h,S)—€eW.
heQ(H,S)
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Clearly, any algorithm which ig-optimal is also one-sidedoptimal, thus the first requirement
from A is stronger. In our results below we compare the edge adhigs®gMILearn to the best
possible edge for the sampe Denote the best edge achievable $dby a hypothesis i by

v* £ sup I'(h, S).
heH
We denote byy} the best edge that can be achieved by a hypothes$i$#h S). Formally,

vi & sup I'(h,D9).
heEQ(H,S)

Denote the weight of the positive bags in the input sansplby 17, = Zi:yi:H w; and the weight
of the negative bags by = Zi:yi:—l w;. We will henceforth assume without loss of generality
that the total weight of all bags in the input samplé,ishat isW, + W_ = 1.
Note that for any(a,b, ¢, d)-bounded, if there exists any sequencs,...,z, such that
¥(z1,...,2n) = —1, then
aZz,+b<—1<cZz,+d (27)

i€[n] i€[n]

This implies

_l_dﬁzziﬁ_l_b-
i€[n]

Rearranging, we get — £b — £ 41 > 0, with equality if Eq. [2¥) holds with equalities. The next
theorem provides a guarantee ftiiL.earn that depends on the tightness of this inequality for the
given bag function. As evident from Theorém 21, to guaraatpesitive margin for the output of
AdaBoost™ when used withiILearn as the weak learner, we need to guarantee that the edge of
the hypothesis returned by Learn is always positive. Since the best edge cannot be morelthan
we emphasize in the theorem below that the edge achievditaarn is positive at least when the
best edge ig (and possibly also for smaller edges, depending on the mdeas). We subsequently
show how these general guarantees translate to a specificfoeghe max function, and other bag
functions with the same boundedness properties.

Theorem 27 Letr € Nand R C [r]. Lety : [-1,+1]® — [—1,+1] be an(a, b, ¢, d)-bounded
bag function such that < a < c. Lete € [0, 1), and assume that — £b — £ + 1 = 5. Denote
Z = <. Consider running the algorlthmILearn with a weighted bag sampl@ of total weight
1, and leth, be the hypothesis returned MyLearn”. Then

1. If Aise-optimal then

oz —Z+ Lt 041y
I'(h.3) > ~ + 7 772( +1Z) rce
1+(1-30-7)
Thus,I'(ho, S) > 0 whenever
1 n, 1 1 rce
I (R E 4 (R
Vel mtgt Rty

In particular, if n < 2(1 —ree)/(Z + 1) andy* = 1 thenT'(ho, S) > 0
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2. If Ais one-sided=-optimal, andy(z1,...,2,) = —1lonlyifz; =... =z, = —1, then

Vi —HZ+1)—rceZ

I'(ho,S) >
( ) 2Z —1-4Z-1)

Thus,I'(h,, S) > 0 whenever

Vo> g(Z +1) +reeZ.

In particular, if n < 2(1 — rceZ)/(Z + 1) and~% = 1 thenI'(ho, S) > 0.

The proof of the theorem is provided in Appendik A. This theraris stated in general terms, as it
holds for any bounded. In particular, ify) is any function between an average andz&, including
any of thep-norm bag functiong), defined in Def[ B, we can simplify the result, as captured ly th
following corollary.

Corollary 28 LetH C [-1,+1]*. LetR C [r], ande € [0,1). Assume a bag functiop :
[—1,41]® — [—1,+1] such that for anyy, ..., z, € [—1,+1],

1
— Z zi < P(z1,...,2,) < max z.
n P i€[n]

Let h, be the hypothesis returned BgLearn. Then
1. If Aise-optimal for some € [0,1/r], then

Y T =12 (14€)
T'(h,,S) > .
(ho, 5) 2r —1

ThusI'(h,, S) > 0 whenever* > 1 — % + £. In particular, if y* = 1 thenI'(h, S) > 0.
2. If Ais one-sided-optimal some € [0,1/r?], then
* 2
— vy — e
D(he,S) > "¢
( ) 2r —1
ThusI'(ho, S) > 0 whenevery} > rZe. In particular, if v = 1 thenI'(ho, S) > 0.
Proof Letz,...,z, € [-1,+1]. We have
max z; < Z zi — (n —1)min(z;) < Z zi+n—1
1€[n] i€[n]
Therefore, by the assumption gn for anyn € R

V(21,5 20) < Zzi-l-n—lé Zzi—l-r—l.

1€[n] 1€[n]

%Zziﬁ%zzigw(zlw--azn)'

i€[n] i€[n]

In addition
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Thereforey is (%, 0,1, —1)-bounded. It follows thaZ = r in this case, and — Zb— Z +1 = 0.
Claim (1) follows by applying case (1) of Theorém 27 with= 0.
For claim (2) we apply case (2) of Theorénl 27. Thus we needdw $hat if {)(z1,...,2,) =

—landzy,...,z, € [-1,+1], thenz; = ... = z, = —1. We have that
1
-1< = ;< —1.
_nzzl_w(’zh 7zn)g 1
1€[n]

Therefore% Y ic n] % = —1. Since noz; can be smallerthar1, 21 = ... = 2z, = —1. Thus case
(2) of Theorerrév holds. We get our claim (2) directly by stligig the boundedness parameters
of 1) in Theorem 27 case (2). [ |

7.3 From Single-Instance Learning to Multi-Instance Learring

In this section we combine the guaranteesMahearn with the guarantees oRdaBoost*, to
show that efficient agnostic PAC-learning of the underlyimggance hypothesid implies efficient
PAC-learning of MIL. For simplicity we formalize the ressilfor the natural case where the bag
function isy) = max. Results for other bounded bag functions can be derived iimiéas fashion.

First, we formally define the notions of agnostic and onedi®AC-learning algorithms. We
then show that given an algorithm on instances that satisfiesof these definitions, we can con-
struct an algorithm for MIL which approximately maximizdgtmargin on an input bag sample.
Specifically, if the input bag sample is realizable#ythen the MIL algorithm we propose will find
a linear combination of bag hypotheses that classifies tileawith zero error, and with a positive
margin. Combining this with the margin-based generalimatjuarantees mentioned in Secfiod 7.1,
we conclude that we have an efficient PAC-learner for MIL.

Definition 29 (Agnostic PAC-learner and one-sided PAC-learer) Let 5(e,d,S) be an algo-
rithm that accepts as input ¢ € (0,1), and a labeled sampl§ € (X x {—1,+1})™, and emits
as output a hypothesis € H. BB is anagnostic PAC-learndor H with complexityc(e, §) if B runs
for no more tharc(e, §) steps, and for any probability distributioP over X’ x {—1,+1}, if Sis an
i.i.d. sample fromD of sizec(e, §), then with probability at least — ¢ over.S and the randomization
of B,
I'(B(e,0,S5),D) > sup'(h, D) — .
heH

B is aone-sided PAC-learnérunder the same conditions, with probability at least §

I'(B(e,0,5),D) > sup TI'(h,D)—e.
heQ(H,D)

Given an agnostic PAC-learngrfor H and parameters 6 € (0, 1), the algorithmofé, listed
above as Algorithm 2, is arroptimal algorithm with probabilityl — 6. Similarly, if B is a one-
sided PAC-learner, the@f(s is a one-sided-optimal algorithm with probabilityl — §. Our MIL

algorithm is then simphadaBoost™ with MILearn®<s as the (high probability) weak learner. It
is easy to see that this algorithm learns a linear combinatidwypotheses fror{_.. We also show
below that under certain conditions this linear combimafitduces a positive margin on the input
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Algorithm 2: OF;
Assumptions
e ¢,0¢c(0,1).

e Breceives a labeled instance sample as input and returnsoghiegs in.
e Algorithm B is a one-sided (or agnostic) PAC-learning algorithm witmptexity c(e, 9).

Input: A labeled and weighted instance sample
S= {(wi’whyi)}ie[m} CRy x A& x {_17+1}'
Output: A hypothesis irfH
1 Foralli € [m], pi <= wi/ 3 e wi-
2 For eacht € [c(¢, )], independently draw a randogpsuch thatj, = ¢ with probability p;.

39« {(@)0, y0) Heele(e0))-

4 h <+ B(S)
5 Returnh.

bag sample with high probability. Given this guaranteedgimame bound the generalization error
of the learning algorithm via Ed._(24).

The computational complexity @55 is polynomial inc(e, 6) and in the instance-sample size

m. Therefore, the computational complexity 10fLearn®s is polynomial inc(e,d) and in N,
whereN is the total number of instances in the input bag sansple

For1-Lipschitz bag functions which have desired boundednessapties, both the sample com-
plexity and the computational complexity of the proposed.Mlgorithm are polynomial in the
maximal bag size and linear in the complexity of the undagyinstance hypothesis class. This
is formally stated in the following theorem, for the case akalizable distribution over labeled
bags. Note that in particular, the theorem holds for alliheorm bag-functions, since they are
1-Lipschitz and satisfy the boundedness conditions.

Theorem 30 LetH C [—1,+1]* be a hypothesis class with pseudo-dimensiohet B be a one-
sided PAC-learner fof{ with complexityc(e, §). Letr € N, and letR C [r]. Assume that the bag
functions : [—1,41]® — [~1, +1] is 1-Lipschitz with respect to the infinity norm, and that for
any (z1,...,2,) € [-1,+1](®)

1
- Z z; < TIZ)(Zl,. e 7zn) < max z;.
n P 1€[n]

Assume that{ is compact with respect to any sample of sizel_et D be a distribution overt' (%) x
{—1,+1} whichis realizable by, that is there exists ah € H such thal’ x 1. p[h(X) = Y] =
1. Assumen > 10dIn(er), and lete = %; andk = 32(2r — 1)%In(m).

Forall § € (0,1), if AdaBoost™ is executed fok rounds on a random samplg ~ D™,
with MILearnogé/% as the weak learner, then with probability— 6, the classifierf, returned by
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AdaBoost™* satisfies

oy £(X) <0] <O (\/dr2 In(r) In?(m) +1n(2/5)) . 28)

m

Proof Sinces is a one-sided PAC-learning algorithit?>; /2% 18 One-sidec-optimal with proba-

bility at leastl — 6 /2k. Therefore, by case (2) of C28MILearn056/k receives a weighted bag
sampleS,,, with probability 1 — §/2k it returns a bag hypothesis, € # . such that

SUPc0 7, S9) I'(h, Sw) — r2€
2r —1

[(ho, Sw) >

Thus, by Corl 2B, ikdaBoost™* runs fork rounds then with probability — §/2 it returns a linear
combination of hypotheses frofd.. such that

SUDP oo sn M(f, S —r2e

M(f.,8) > —I< (Q(’“‘;”_ 1( ) — V2Inm/k. (29)
Due to the realizability assumption fdp, there is anh € Q(H, S) that classifies correctly the
bag sampleS. It follows that for any weightingw € A,, of S, I'(h,Sw) = 1. Itis easy
to verify that sinceH is compact with respect t§, then so isQ)(H,S). Thus, by Theorerh 22,
SUD teco(a(i,s)) M (f,S) = ming sup, o g I'(h, Sw) = 1. Substitutinge andk with their val-
ues, setting;upfeco(g(ﬁ’s)) M(f,S) =1in Eq. (29) and simplifying, we get that with probability
1-6/2

1
M(f.,S) > .
(for9) 8r—4

We would now like to apply the generalization bound in Eq)(®t for this we need to show
that Eq. [25) holds fof{. We have the following bound on the covering numberg{offor all
v € (0,1]:

(30)

d
Nm(%ﬁﬂ)o) < Nrm(%H>OO) < <€;_Z”L> .

The first inequality is due to Cdr. 13 and the fact tias 1-Lipschitz, and the second inequality is
due to Haussler and Long (1995) and the pseudo-dimensiah(seée Eq.[(Z5) above). This implies

d d d
H erm _ (& din(r) _ em d_dIn(r)
) < = . = .
N (v, H, )_<7l> <71> e <7'1 ] (e)> (101n(er))%

d
_ em . ed(In(10In(er))+In(r))
7 - 10d In(er) '

Therefore, form > 10dIn(er)

d
- . em d(In(10In(er))+In(r))
m(Y Hiy00) ST+ Nip(y, H,00) S 14 | == ]
Nin(y, Hp;00) <1+ Nn(y,H,00) <1+ <7-10dln(er)> ¢

d
< em . ¢d(In(101n(er))+In(er))
~ \\7-10d1n(er)
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Now, In(101In(er)) +In(er) = In(10) + In(In(er)) +In(er) < In(10)+21In(er) < 3+ 21n(er) <
51In(er). Therefore,

. em d sdIn(er) 62777, 5d In(er) em 10d In(er)
< () Lgsdiner) o (T < ,
Nl (3, Hoy 00) < (7 : 10dln(er)> ‘ - (7- 10dln(er)> - (7 : 10dln(er)>

Thus, form > 10d1n(er), Eq. [25) holds fofH, when substituting! with d,, = 10dIn(er). This
means the generalization bound in Eq.l(24) holds when sutistj d with d,. as well. It follows
that with probabilityl — §/2

P[Y £,(X) < 0] <O (\/dr In?(m/d,) /M2(fo, S) + 1n(1/5)) |

m

Now, with probabilityl — ¢/2, by Eq. [30) we havé/(f,,S) > 1/(8" — 4). Combining the two
inequalities and applying the union bound, we have that wittbability 1 — ¢

P[Y f,(X) < 0] < O (\/dr(gr —4)21n%(m/d,) +1n(2/5))

m

m

0 ( \/ 10dIn(er)(8r — 4)2 In?(m) +1n(2/5)) |

Due to the O-notation we can simplify the right-hand sidedbg. [28).
|

Similar generalization results for Boosting can be derif@dmargin-learning as well, using
covering-numbers arguments as discussed in Schapire(&#988). The theorem above leads to the
following conclusion.

Corollary 31 If there exists a one-sided PAC-learning algorithm¥oxvith polynomial run-time in
% and % then there exists a PAC-learning algorithm for classicdLMn H, which has polynomial
run-time inr, 2 and 3.

Cor.[3] is similar in structure to Theordm 1: Both state théte single-instance problem is
solvable with one-sided error, then the realizable MIL jeab is solvable. Theorefl 1 applies
only to bags with statistically independent instances JevBior.[31 applies to bags drawn from an
arbitrary distribution. The assumption of Theorem 1 is Eny weaker, as it only requires that
the single-instance PAC-learning algorithm handle randoesided noise, while Cdr. 131 requires
that the single-instance algorithm handle arbitrary ddees noise. Of course, Cdr. 131 does not
contradict the hardness result provided for APRs in Auet/l€1898). Indeed, this hardness result
states that if there exists a MIL algorithm férdimensional APRs which is polynomial in both
andd, thenRP = N'P. Our result does not imply that such an algorithm exists;esihere is no
known agnostic or one-sided PAC-learning algorithm for AR¥ich is polynomial ind.
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Example: Half-spaces We have shown a simple and general way, independent of hggisth
class, to create a PAC-learning algorithm for classical Nttim a learning algorithm that runs
on single instances. Whenever an appropriate polynongaki#hm exists for the non-MIL learn-
ing problem, the resulting MIL algorithm will also be polymdal in ». To illustrate, consider
for instance the algorithm proposed in Shalev-Shwartz,¢fal(0). This algorithm is an agnostic
PAC-learner of fuzzy kernelized half-spaces withahipschitz transfer function, for some con-
stantL > 0. Its time complexity and sample-complexity are at most p(ogryL . ln(%)). Since this
complexity bound is polynomial iti/e and in1/4, this algorithm can serve as the algorittfirin
Theoren 3D, and Cdr._B1 holds. Thus, we can generate anthlgoior PAC-learning MIL with
complexity that depends directly on the complexity of ti@arher, and is polynomial in, % and
%. The full MIL algorithm for fuzzy kernelized half-spacesncthus be described as follows: Run

AdaBoost* with the weak leamnenILearn®<s, whereMILearn s listed in Algorithm[1,05; is
listed in Algorithm[2, and3 is the agnostic PAC-learner from Shalev-Shwartz et al. (20T he
input toAdaBoost* is a labeled sample of bags, and the output is a real-valaagifier for bags.

More generally, using the construction we proposed hergadaancement in the development
of algorithms for agnostic or one-sided learning of any hiipseis class translates immediately to an
algorithm for PAC-learning MIL with the same hypothesisssgand with corresponding complexity
guarantees.

8. Conclusions

In this work we have provided a new theoretical analysis faidtidle Instance Learning with any
underlying hypothesis class. We have shown that the depeadef the sample complexity of
generalized MIL on the number of instances in a bag is onlymmarithmic, thus implying that the
statistical performance of MIL is only mildly sensitive tioet size of the bag. The analysis includes
binary hypotheses, real-valued hypotheses, and margmiggaall of which are used in practice in
MIL applications. Our sample complexity results can be samired as follows, wheréis the VC
dimension or pseudo-dimension of the underlying hypotheksiss, and is the maximal/average
bag size.

e The VC dimension of binary MIL i€)(dlog(r)).

e For non-trivial bag functions, there are hypothesis clasaech that the VC dimension of
binary MIL is ©(dlog(r)).

e The VC dimension of binary MIL with separating hyperplaneslimensiond is Q(d log(r)).

e The pseudo-dimension of binary MIL for bag functions thag axtensions of monotone
Boolean functions i€)(dlog(r)).

e Covering numbers for MIL hypotheses with Lipschitz bag fiimes can be bounded by cov-
ering numbers for the single instance hypothesis class.

e The fat-shattering dimension of real-valued MIL with Lipge bag-functions is poly-
logarithmic in the bag size and quasilinear in the fat shiatjedimension of the single in-
stance hypothesis class.
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e The Rademacher complexity of binary MIL with a bounded agerebag size is

O(y/dlog(r)/m) wherem is the sample size.

e The Rademacher complexity of real-valued MIL with a Lipsztass function and a Lipschitz
bag function is upper bounded by a logarithmic dependencih®mverage bag size and a
quasilinear dependence on the Rademacher complexity afgtence hypothesis class.

For classical MIL, where the bag-labeling function is theoBan OR, and for its natural ex-
tension tomax, we have presented a new learning algorithm, that classifigs by executing a
learning algorithm designed for single instances. Thiswtlgm provably PAC-learns MIL. In both
the sample complexity analysis and the computational aislywe have shown tight connections
between classical supervised learning and Multiple Iregtdrearning, which holds regardless of
the underlying hypothesis class.

Many interesting open problems remain for the generic amlgf MIL. In particular, our re-
sults hold under certain assumptions on the bag functionsni&resting open question is whether
these assumptions are necessary, or whether useful reanltse achieved for other classes of bag
functions. Another interesting question is how additiosialicture within a bag, such as sparsity,
may affect the statistical and computational feasibilifywibL. These interesting problems are left
for future research.
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Appendix A. Proof of Theorem[27

The first step in providing a guarantee for the edge achieyetibearn, is to prove a guarantee for
the edge achieved on the bag sample by the hypothesis retoyng in step [(3) of the algorithm.
This is done in the following lemma.

Lemma 32 Assume) : [—1,+1]®) — [~1,+1] is an (a, b, ¢, d)-bounded bag function with <
a < ¢, and denoteZ = <. Consider running the algorithmILearn with a weighted bag sample
of total weightl. Leth; be the hypothesis returned by the oraglén step [3) oMILearn. LetW
be the total weight of the sampts created inMILearn, step[[2). Then

1. If Aise-optimal,
D(1,5) > 29 + (5~ Z+ (1= 2)(d — ZW)W, + Zb—d .
2. If Ais one-sided=-optimal, andy(z1,...,2,) = —1onlyifz; =... =z, = —1, then

— = 1 1 1 1
> _AF — _ — — — - — _ g
I'(hy,S) > ny++(Z Z+(1 Z)(d Z)Wi+Zb—d+Z 7 ew.

Proof Forallh € H, and for allx = (z1,...,z,) € X we haveh(x) = ¢(h(z1), ..., h(z,)).
Since is (a, b, ¢, d)-bounded, it follows that

a) h(z)+b<h(x)<cd h(z)+d. (31)

TEX TEX

In addition, since: andc are positive we also have

(h( d)/e < Z h(z —b)/a. (32)

TEX

Assume the input bag sample§s= {(w;, Xi, yi) }icm)- Denotely = {i € [m] | y; = +1} and
I_ = {ie[m]|y; =—1}. Leth € H be a hypothesis. We have

P(h,S) = Y wih(x:) — > wih(x)

i€ly iel_
Z (@ h@)+b)— > wilc Y h(z)+d) (33)
TEX; el TEX;
= Z a h(z) =) wied hx)+ > wb— Y wd. (34)
el TEX; 1€l TEX; 1€l i€l

line (33) follows from Eq.[(31). As evident by stepd(1,2Maf.earn, In the samples; all instances
from positive bags have weight(+1) = «a, and all instances from negative bags have weight
a(—1) = c. Therefore

T(h,S1) = Y Y wysa(y)h(z) = > wia Y h(z) = wic Y h(z)

i€[m] TEX; i€l TEX; iel- TEX;
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Combining this equality with Eq[(34) we get
D(R,S) > T(h,S1)+ > wib— Y wid.

iels iel_
Since)_;c;, wi = Wyandy ., w; =W_ =1—W,,itfollows that

I'(h,S) >T(h,S;) + bW, —dW_ =T(h,S;) + (b+dW, —d. (35)
Now, for any hypothesié we can conclude from Ed.(B2) that

'(h,S) = ZawZZh chiZh(x)

i€l TEX; i€l TEX;
> awi(h(%:) —d) /e — > cwi(h(%:) —b)/a
icly iel_
a —,_ c -,
= Ewih(xi) - Z awih(xi) - Z adw; /c + Z cbw; /a
1< 1€l i€l 1€l
=518 + (2 =5 wih(x) — “—dW+ + wa_
a c a b
C . — — a ¢ — ad c¢b cb
T ) 4G = 0 2wl = (54 W 2
vely

In the last equality we used the fact thét. = 1 — W,.. SinceZ = ¢, it follows that

L'(h,S;) > ZT(h,S) + (= — 2) Z wih(X;) d Z+ Zb)W, + Zb. (36)
1€l
We will now lower-bound the right-hand-side of E.36). Ndihat% — Z < 0sincec > a.

Therefore we need an upper bound Jor_; w;h(%;). We consider each of the two cases in the
statement of the lemma separately.

Case 1: A ise-optimal  We havezz.el+ w;h(%;) < Zi€I+ w; = W,.. Therefore, by EqL(36) for
anyh e H

I'(h,Sr) > ZT'(h, S) + (% -7 - % — Zb)Wy + Zb. (37)
For a naturah, seth” such thaf'(h,,S) > v* — % We have (see explanations below)
L(h1,S) > T(hr, S1)+ (b+ )Wy —d (38)
>T(h?,Sr) + (b+d)Wy —d—eW (39)
zZF(Ef,g)Jr(%—Z—%—Zb)W++Zb+(b+d)W+—d—eW (40)
=2Z1(h.,S) + (% —Z4+(1- %)(d — Zb)YWy + Zb—d — W
>Z(y - %)—F(% - Z4+(1- %)(d—Zb))WJFJer—d—eW.

Eq. (38) is a restatement of EQ.(35). Hq.l(39) follows fromdtoptimality of A. Eq. (40) follows
from Eq. [3T). By taking: — oo, this inequality proves case (1) of the lemma.
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Case 2: A is one-sidede-optimal We have}",.; wih(x;) < Yo, wi = Wy. Leth €
Q(H,S). Thenfor alli € I_, h(x;) = —1. Therefore
T(h,S) =) wih(%:) — Y wih(x;)
i€l iel-
= Z wiﬁ(ii) + Z W;
icly i€l

iely

Therefore)",.; wih(X;) = T'(h,S) — W_ =T(h,S) + W, — 1. Combining this with Eq.[{36)
we get

=ZT(h,S) + (= — 2)(T(h,S) + Wy — 1) — (% + Zb)Wy + Zb.
1 d 1

1
= T(WS) 4 (52— 5~ ZOW. +Zb— . + Z. (41)

For a naturaln, seth), € Q(#,S) such thatl'(r’,S) > 4% — 1. For all bagsi € I_,
Ry (%;) = —1. Thusyp(h% (x;]1]),.. ., R (24]|%:])) = —1. By the assumption ot in case (2) of
the lemma, this implies that for alle 1_, j € [|x;]], A"} (x;[j]) = —1. Thereforer, € Q(H, St).
We have (see explanations below)

L(h1,S) > T(hr, S1)+ (b+ )Wy —d (42)
>T(h%,S1) + (b+ AWy —d — eW (43)
1= 1 d 1
> 7z _ N —d—
> P 8) + (5 =2 =~ ZOWet Zb— — + 2+ (b+ d)Wy —d — eW
(44)
i e Aoz -LYa-myw rzm—drz-L —ew
—z e 7 7 + 2N
1 1 1 1 1
> (v — = — - — \(d - - — — —W.
>0 = ) (=2t (=)A= Z0))Wy + Zb—d+ Z — — — W

Eq. (42) is a restatement of EQ.(35). Hq.](43) follows from ¢ime-sided-optimality of 4 and the
fact thath!; € Q(H, Sr). Eq. (44) follows from Eq.[(41). By considering — oo, this proves the
second part of the lemma. [ |

Proof [of Theorem 2V MILearn selects the hypothesis with the best edgeSobetweenh; and
h,.s. Therefore

I'(ho,S) = max(F(hpos,S),F(hI,S)).
We have
I‘(hp(,s,g) = Z wiYihpos(X;) = Z wiy; = Wy —W_ =2W, — 1.
1€[m]
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Thus
['(ho, S) = max(2W, — 1,T'(hy, S)). (45)

We now lower-bound’(h,, S) by boundingl'(h;, S) separately for the two cases of the theorem.
Let W be the total weight of;. SinceR C [r], a < ¢, andz m) Wi = 1, we have

Z Zawz—i— Z chzgcmwl—rc (46)

Ly, =+1 TEX; iy, =—1 TEX;

Case 1: A ise-optimal From Lemma3R and Ed. (46) we have
U'(h;,S) > Zv* + (% -Z+(1- %)(d —Zb) )Wy +Zb—d —rce
:Z’y*—k(%—Z—l—(l—%)(Z—1+77))W+—(Z—1+n)—rce
:Z’y*+(n—2)(l—%)W++1—77—Z—rce.

The second line follows from the assumptidr Zb— Z +1 = n. Combining this with Eq[(45)
we get

— 1
[(ho,S) > max{2W, — 1, Zv* + (n —2)(1 — E)W)r +1—n—2Z—rce}.

The right-hand-side is minimal when the two expressionfinrhaximum are equal. This occurs
when
Iy +2—n—2Z —rce

W+:W0é
2+ (2—n)(1-%)

Therefore, for any value di/

Case 2: A is one-sidede-optimal  From Lemma 3R and Ed._(46) we have

— = 1 1 1 1
P, S) 2 27t + (5 =2+ (1= ) d = Zb)Wy + Zb—d+ Z — — —ree

Z
. *+(1—Z+(1—1)(Z—1+ WWe—(Z -1+ )+Z—i—
=7+t 7 n)W+ n 7 e
I 1 1

The second line follows from the assumptién- Zb = Z — 1 + n. Combining this with Eq.[(45)
we get

_ 1 1 1
I'(ho, S) > max{2W, — 1, E’yi +(n-=2)(1- E)T/VJr +1—n-— 7~ ree.
The right-hand-side is minimal when the two expressionfidnrhaximum are equal. This occurs
when
Y =14+@2—-n—rce)Z
2Z 4+ (2—-n)(Z-1)

W+:WOé
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SABATO AND TISBHY

Substitutingl¥. for W, in the lower bound, we get

Vi —3Z+1) —reeZ

['(ho,S) >2W, —1=
(ho, 5) 272 —1-4Z-1)
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