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Sharpening O ccam ’'s R azor

M ing Li, John Tromp, PaulV itanyi

A bstract

W e provide a new representation-independent form ulation of O ccam ’s razor theo—
ram ,based on K olm ogorov com plexity. T hisnew form ulation allow susto: (i) O btain
better sam ple com plexity than both length-based B] and VC-based [B] versions of
O ccam ’s razor theoram , In m any applications; and (i) A chieve a sharper reverse
0f O ccam ’s razor theorem than that of B]. Speci cally, we weaken the assum ptions
m ade In B] and extend the reverse to superpolynom ial running tim es.

Key words: Analysis of algorithm s, pacJdeaming, K oln ogorov com plexity,
O ccam 's razor-style theoram s

1 Introduction

O ccam 's razor theorem as formulated by [3,4] is arguably the substance of
e cient pac lkeaming.Roughly speaking, it says that in orderto (pac)leam, it
su  oes to com press. A partial reverse, show Ing the necessity of com pression,

hasbeen proved by Board and P itt [B]. Since the theoram is about the relation

between e ective com pression and pac kaming, it isnaturalto assum e that a
sharper version ensuesby couching it in tem softhe ultim ate Iim it to e ective
com pression which is the K oln ogorov com plexiy. W e present results in that
direction.

D espite abundant research generated by is in portance, several aspects of
O ccam ’'s razor theorem rem ain unclkar. T here are basically two versions. T he
VC dim ension-based version of O ccam ’s razor theoram (Theoram 3.1.1 of [3])
gives the follow Ing upperbound on sam pl com plxity : For a hypothesis space
HwithvCdm #)=d,1 d< 1,
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T he follow ing lower bound was proved by Ehrenfeucht et al [6].
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T he upperbound in (1) and the owerbound n ) di erby a factor (log*).
It was shown In [B] that this factor is, in a sense, unavoidable.

W hen H is nite, one can directly obtain the follow ing bound on sample
com plexity for a consistent algorithm :
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For a graded boolan space H ,, we have the follow Ing relationship between
the VC din ension d ofH , and the cardinality ofH .,
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W hen Iog H ,J= O (d) holds, then the sam ple com plxity upper bound given
by (3) can be s=en to equali © @) + n?) which m atches the Iower bound
of ) up to a constant factor, and thus every consistent algorithm achieves
optin al sam ple com plexity for such hypothesis spaces.

T he ength-ased version of O ccam ’s razor theorem then gives the follow Ing
sam ple com plexity m to guaranty that the algorithm pacleams: For given
and
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Thisbound isbassd on the ength-Joased O ccam algorithm [B]:A determ inistic
algorithm that retums a consistent hypothesis of length at mostm s , where
< 1 and s is the length of the target concept.

In summ ary, the VC din ension based O ccam ’s razor theorem m ay be hard to
use and it som etin es does not give the best sam pl com plexity. T he length—
based O ccam s razor ism ore convenient to use and often gives better sam plk
com plexity in the discrete case.

However, as we dam onstrate below , the fact that the length-based O ccam ’s
razor theoram som etin es gives nferior sam ple com plkxity, can be due to
the redundant representation fom at of the concept. W e believe O ccam ’s ra—
zor theorem should be \representation-independent". T hat is, i should not
be dependent on accidents of \representation fom at". (See [16] for other



representation-independence issues.) In fact, the sam ple com plkxities given

In (1) and Q) are Indeed representation-independent. H owever they are not
easy to use and do not give optin al sam ple com plexiy. Here, we give a K o~
m ogorov com plexiy based O ccam ’s razor theorem . W e w ill dem onstrate that
ourK C -based O ccam ’s razortheorem is convenient to use (@s convenient asthe
Jength based version), gives a better sam ple com plexity than the length based

version, and is representation-independent. In fact, the length based version

can be considered as a soeci ¢ ocom putable approxin ation to the KC -bassd
O ccam 's razor.

A sone ofthe exam ples, we w illdem onstrate that the standard trivial leaming
algorithm for m onom ials actually often has a better sam pke com pkxity than
the m ore sophisticated H aussler’s greedy algorithm [7]. This is contrary to
the comm en, but m istaken, belief that H aussler’s algorithm is better in all
cases (to be sure, H aussker’'s m ethod is superior for target m onin ials of am all
length) . Another issue related to O ccam ’s razor theoram is the status of the
reverse assertion. A lthough a partial reverse of O ccam ’s razor theoram has
been proved by [B], it applied only to the case of polynom ial running tim e and
sam ple com plexity. They also required a property of closure under exception
list. T his Jatter requirem ent, although quite general, excludes som e reasonable
concspt classes. O ur new form ulation of O ccam ’s razor theorem allow s us to
prove a m ore general reverse of O ccam 's razor theoram , allow Ing the arbitrary
running tin e and weakening the requiram ent of exception list of [B].

[

D iscussion of Result and Technique: In our approach we cbtain bet-
ter bounds on the sam ple com plexity to lam the representation of a tar-
get conospt In the given representation system . T hese bounds, however, are

representation-independent and depend only on the K olm ogorov com plexity of
the target conospt. Ifwe don’t care about the representation ofthe hypothesis

(out that is not the case in this paper) then better \i O ccam stylk" charac-
terizations of polynom ial tin e leamability /predicatability can be given. T hey

rely on Schapire’s result that \weak leamability" equals \strong leamability"

In polynom jaltin e [L3] exploited In P]. For a recent survey of the im portant

related \boosting" technique see [14].

The use of K olm ogorov com plexiy is to obtain a bound on the size of the
hypotheses class fora xed (out arbitrary) target conospt. O bviously, the re—
suls described can be obtained using other proofm ethods| all true provable
statem entsm ust be provabl from the axiom sofm athem aticsby the inference
m ethods ofm athem atics. The question is whether a particular proofm ethod
facilitates and guides the proving e ort. The m essage we want to convey is

1 A prelin nary version was presented at the 8th Intn’1C om puting and C om bina-
torics Conference (COCOON ), held In Singapore, A ugust, 2002.



that thinking In tem s of coding and incom pressbility suggest in provem ents
to long-standing results. A survey of the use of the K olm ogorov com plexiy
m ethod In com binatorics, com putational com plexity, and the analysis of algo—
rithm s is [12] Chapter 6.

2 Occam 's R azor

Let us assum e the usualde nitions, say Anthony and B iggs [L], and notation
of B]. ForK oln ogorov com plexiy we assum e the basics of [12].

In the ©Dllowing ; isare nite alhabets:W e consider only discrete leaming
problem s in this paper. The sst of nite stringsover isdenoted by and
sin ilarly for .An element of is an examplk, and a concept is a st of
exam ples (@ lJanguage over ).An representation is an elem ent of

D e nition 1 A representation system isatupk R; ;c; ), wherR is
the set of representations, and c :R ! 2 m aps representations to concepts,
the atter being languages over

Hence, given R the m apping ¢ detem ines a concept class. For exam pl, kt

is the alphabet to express Bookan formulas, = £0;1g, and ket R be the
subset of disjinctive nom al form O NF) formulas. Let cm ap each elem ent
r2 R,say aDNF formula over n variabls, to c(xr) £0;1g" such that every
examplk e 2 c(r) viewed as truth-value assignm ent m akes r \true". T hat is, if
e= e :::g, and weassign \true" or \false" to the ith variable In r according to
whether e; equals \0" or \1" then r becom es \true".Each concept in the thus
de ned oconospt class is the set of truth assignm ents that m ake a particular
DNF formula \true".

D e nition 2 A pacalgorithm fora rpresentation system R = R; ;¢ ) is
a random ized algorithm L such that, orevery s;n 1; > 0; > 0;r2 R S,
and every prokability distrbbution D on 7, ifL isgiven s;n; ; asinputand
has aceess to an orack providing exam ples of c(r) (the conaspt represented by
r) according to D , then L, with prokability at least 1 , outputs a represen—
tation r°2 R approxin ating the target r in the sense thatD (€% c())
Here, denotes the symm etric set di erence.

The acronym \pac" coined by D ana Angluin stands for \probably approxi-
m ately correct”" which aptly captures the requiram ent the output represen—
tation must satisfy according to the de nition. The question of interest in
pacleaming is how m any exam ples (@nd running tin e) a kaming algorithm

has to qualify as a pacalpgorithm . T he running tim e and and num ber of ex—
am ples (sam pke com pkxity) of the pacalgorithm are expressed as functions



th;s; ; )andm (n;s; ; ).The following de nition generalizes the notion of
O ccam algorithm In [B]:

D e nition 3 An O ccam -algorithm fora representation system R = R; ;¢ )
is a random ized algorithm which for every s;n 1; > 0, on input ofa sam —
pk consisting ofm exampksofa xed targetr 2 R %, with prokability at Jeast
1 outputs a representation ¥ 2 R consistent with the sample, such that
K °drn;s) < m=f m;n;s; ), wih £ m ;n;s; ), the com pression achieved,
being an increasing function ofm .

The ngth-lased version of (possibly random ized) O ccam algorithm can be
obtained by replacing K (r° jrjn;s) by ¥jin thisde nition.The running time
ofthe O ccam -algorithm is expressed asa function tm ;n;s; ), wheren isthe
maxinum length of the input exam ples.

Rem ark 1 An Occam algorithm satisfying a given f, achieves a lower bound
on the number m of exam ples required In tem s of K (° jr;n;s), the Kok
m ogorov com plexity of the outputted representation conditioned on the tar-
get representation, rather than the (m axin al) length s of r as In the ordiginal
Occam algorithm [B] and the length-based version above. T his in provem ent
enables one to use nfom ation drawn from the hidden target for reduction of
the K oln ogorov com plexity of the output representation, and hence further
reduction of the required sam ple com plexiy.

W eneed to show thatthem ain propertiesofan O ccam algorithm are preserved
under thisgeneralization.O ur rsttheoram isa K oln ogorov com plexity bassd

O ccam 's Razor. W e denote the m lninum m such that £ m ;n;s; ) X by
f 'x;n;s; ),whereweset f '(x;n;s; )= 1 iffm;n;s; )< x Porevery
m .

Theorem 1 Suppose we have an O ccam -algorithm forR = R; ;c; ) with
com pression £ (m ;n;s; ). Then there is a paclkaming algorithm for R with
sam pk com plkxity

(
2.2 _,2l2
m@M;s; ; )=max —h—;f ¢

in;s; =2) ;

and running tin e tpac Mis; 7 )= bccam M (;s; ; )injs; =2).

Proof. On nnput of ; ;s;n, the lraming algorithm w ill take a sam ple of
lengthm = m (;s; ; ) from the orack, then use the O ccam algorithm w ith
= =2to nd ahypothesis with probability at least 1  =2) consistent w ith
the sam pl and w ith Iow K olm ogorov com plexity. In the proofwe abbreviate
fm;n;s; )tofm)wih the other param eters in plicit. Leamability follow s
in the standard m anner from bounding (y the rem aining =2) the probability



that allm exam pls of the target concept 21l outside the, probability or
greater, symm etric di erence wih a bad hypothesis. Letm = m (n;s; ; ).

Thenm £ '(22;n;s;5) gives
n2
fm) 2

and therefore m 22 gives

n2 2
m ( —) n-:
fm)

This in plies (taking the exponent on both sides and using 1 <e)

A

T he probability that som e concept the O ccam -algordthm can output has all
m exam ples being bad is at m ost the num ber of concspts of com plexiy less
thanm=f m ), tines (1 J', which by the above isatmost =2.2

C orollary 1 W hen the com pression is of the form

m1

finis; )= ————
p@js; )

one can achieve a sam pk com pkxity of

8 | 9

<2 2 @n2pns; =2) 0T
max_ —In-—;
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In the special case of total com pression, where = 0, this further r=duces to

2 2
- max(n—; M2)ph;s; =2)) : ©)

For determ inistic O ccam -algorithm s, we can furthem ore replace 2= and =2
in Theorem 1 by 1= and respectively.

R em ark 2 Essentially, our new K olm ogorov com plexity condition is a com —
putationally universal generalization of the length condition in the original
O ccam ’s razor theoram of B]. Here, in Theoram 1, we consider the shortest
description length over all e ective representations, given the target repre—
sentation, rather than in a speci ¢ (syntactical) representation system . This



allow s us to bound the required sam ple com plexity not by a function of the
num ber of hypotheses (retumed representations) of length at m ost the bound
on the length ofthe target representation, but by a sin ilar function ofthe num -
ber of hypotheses that have a certain K oln ogorov com plexity conditioned on
the target conoept, see Rem ark 1.N onetheless, ke In the originalO ccam 's ra—
zor Theorem of #], we retum a representation ofa concept approxin ating the
target concept in the given representation system , ratherthan a representation
outside the system like in Boosting approaches.

Suppose we have a concept ¢ and a m isclassi ed exam ple x| an exception.
Then,thessymmetdcdi erence ¢ fxg classi es x correctly: if x B8 c then
c fxg= c fxg,and ifx 2 cthen ¢ fxg= cn fxg.

D e nition 4 An exosption handler for a representation system R = R; ;¢ )
is an algorithm which on input of a rpresentation r 2 R of kength s, and an

X 2 of kength n, outputs a representation r°2 R of the concept c(r) f£xg,
of ength at most e(s;n), where e is calked the exosption expansion function.

T he running tim e of the exasption-handler is expressed as a function t(n;s) of
the representation and exasption lengths. If t(n;s) is polynom ial in n;s, and
furtherm ore e (s;n) is of the form s+ p @) for som e polynom ialp, then we say

R ispolynom ially closed under exosptions.

Theorem 2 Let L ke a detem inistic pacalgorithm with m (n;s;%; ) the
sam pk size, and ket E ke an excsption handlr for a representation system

R . Then there is an O ccam algorithm for R that for m exam plkes achieves
com pression £ M ;n;s; )= ﬁ.Moreover,m 2nm (n;s;%; ) and where ,
depending on m ;n;s; , issuch thatm (n;s; ; )= m holds.

P roof. Theproofisobtained in a fashion sin ilarto [B]. Suppose we are given
a samplk of length m and con dence param eter . A ssum e without loss of
generality that the sam pl containsm di erent examples. De ne a uniformm
distrdoution on these examplswih ) = 1l=m for each x In the samplk.
Let Dbe asdescribed. The function m n;s; ; ) decreases w ith increasing ,
while the function m ncreaseswith  so the two necessarily intersect, under
the assum ption in the theoram , orsome o, although tmay yied an o> -,
giving no actual com pression. For exam ple, ifm (;s; ; ) = He or some
constant b, then o=m Y Apply L wih = and = ,.W ih proba-
bility 1 , I produces a concept which is correct w ith error , giving up to
m exceptions.W e can jist add these one by one using the exosption handler.
This w ill expand the concept size, but not the K oln ogorov com plexiy. T he
resulting representation can be described by the m exam pls used plus
the m exosptions found, Shce L is determ nistic, this uniquely determm ines
the required consistent concept. T he com pression achieved is 7 — = ﬁ .This
is an Increasing function ofm , sihce Increasing the slope of the function m
m oves is Intersection with the function m (n;s; ; ) to the lft, that is, to




analler .2

De nition 5 Let R = R; ;¢ ) be a rmpresentation system . The conaspt
MAJ(r;50;13) isthe set £x : x belongs to at kast two out of the three conaspts
clr);c);cz)g. A mapry-ofthree algorithm for R is an algorithm which
on input of three representation ri;1,;r3 2 R S, outputs a representation r°2
R ofthe concept M A J (ry; 1 ;13) of ngth at most e(s), where e is calld the
m a prity expansion function. The running tim e of the algorithm is expressed
as a function t(s) of the m axim um representation length. Ift(s) and e(s) are
polmnom ialin s then we say R ispolynom ially closed underm a prity-ofthree.

Theorem 3 Let L ke a detemm inistic pacalgorithm with sam pk com plexity
mm;s; ; )2 ol=?), and Bt M ke a m aprity-ofthree algorithm for the
representation system R . Then there is an O ccam algorithm for R that form
exam pls has com pression f m ;n;s; )= m=3nm n;s;=F—; =3).

2 m/

P roof. Letusbegiven a smplkoflngthm .Take = =3and =z—.

2
Stage 1:De ne a uniform distrbution on them examplswih ; (x) = 1=m
for each x in the samplk. Apply the lraming algorithm . It produces (W ih
probability at least 1 =3) a hypothesis 5 which haserror lessthan , giving
up to m = m =2 exceptions. D enote this set of exoeptions by E ;.

Stage 2: De ne a new distrbution , ) = foreach x 2 E;, and , x) =
1 £33 m)=m F£,) Preach x B E;.Apply the lraming algorithm . It
produces (W ih probability at least 1 =3) a hypothesis , which is correct
on allofE; and with error less than _ on the ram aining exam ples. T his gives
upto M FiI)=0 F1F¥2 m)< m exceptions.This set, denoted E 5, is
dispint from E;.

Stage 3:De ne a new distrbution on them examplswih &)= 1=F [
E,j> foreach x n E; [ E,, and &) = 0 elsswhere. Apply the leam-—
Ing algorithm . The algorithm produces (W ith probability at least 1 =3) a
hypothesis r; which is correct on allofE; and E,.

In total the number of exam ples consum ed by the pacalgorithm is at m ost
3m (n;s;gp% ; =3),each requiring n bitsto describe. T he three representations
are combined into one representation by the m a prity-ofthree algorithm M .
T his isnecessarily correct on allofthem exam ples, since the three excosption—
sets are all dispint. Furthem ore, it can be descrbed in temn s of the ex—
am ples fad to the determ inistic pacalgorithm and thus achieves com pression
fm;n;s; )= m=3nm (n;s;gp%; =3). This is an Increasing function ofm

given the assum ed subquadratic sam ple com plexity. 2

T he follow ing corollaries use the fact that if a representation system is leam-



abl, t must have nite VC-dim ension and hence, according to (1), they are
Jeamable w ith sam ple com plexity subquadratic n *.

C orollary 2 Leta rpresentation system R ke closed under either exasptions
or m aprity-ofthree, or both. Then R is pacdmamabk i there is an O ccam
algorithm forR .

Corollary 3 Let a representation system R ke polynom ially closed under ei-
ther exasptions orm a prity-ofthres, orboth. Then R is determ inistically poly—
nom ially pac-kamabk i there is a polynom ialtim e O ccam algorithm forR .

E xam pk. C onsider threshold circuits, acyclic circuits whose nodes com pute
threshold functions ofthe form a;x; + axx,+ Fxa % 2 £0;1g;a;; 2
N (ote that no expressive power is gained by allow ing rational weights and
threshold). A simplk way of representing circuits over the binary alphabet
is to num ber each node and use pre xfree encodings of these num bers. For
nstance, encode i as 1P @i pin (1), the binary representation of i preceded
by is length In unary.A com plete node encoding then consists of the encoded
Index, encoded weights, threshold, encoded degree, and encoded indices ofthe
nodes corresponding to its nputs. A com plete circuit can be encoded w ith a
node-count followed by a sequence of node-encodings. For this representation,
a m a prity-ofthree algorithm is easily constructed that renum bers two of its
three nput representations, and com bines the three by adding a 3=nput node
com puting the m aprity function x; + x, + x3 2. Ik is clear that under this
representation, the system ofthreshold circuits are polynom ially closed under
m a prity-ofthree. O n the other hand they are not closed under exosptions, or
under the exception lists of [B].

Exam pk. Let h;;h,;h; be 3 k-DNF formulas. Then MAJ h;;hy;h3) = 0y ©
hy) _ by ® h3) _ (s ” h;) which can be expanded into a 2k-DNF formula.
This is not good enough for Theorem 3, but it allows us to conclude that
pacleamability of K-DNF im plies com pression of k-DNF into 2k-DNF.

3 A pplications

Our KC-based O ccam ’s razor theoram m ight be conveniently used, providing
better sam ple com plkxity than the length-based version. In addition to giving
better sam ple com plexity, our new KC-based O ccam ’s razor theorem , T heo—
ram 1, iseasy to use, as easy as the length based version, as dem onstrated by
the llow ng two exam ples. W hile it is easy to construct an arti cial system
w ith extrem ely bad representations such that our Theoram 1 gives arbitrarily
better sam ple com plexity than the length-based sam pl com plexity given in
(5), we prefer to give natural exam pls.



A pplication 1: Learming a String.

The DNA sequencing process can be m odeled as the problm of leaming a
super-long string in the pac model [10,11]. W e are Interested In leaming a
target string toflength s, say s= 3 10° (length ofa hum an DNA sequence).
At each step, we can obtain as an exam plk a substring of this sequence of
length n, from a random location of t (Sanger’s P rocedure). At the tine of
w riting, n 500, and sam pling is very expensive. Fom ally, the conospts
we are lraming are sets of possbl length n substrings of a superstring, and
these are naturally represented by the superstrings. W e assume a m inin al
target representation Wwhich m ay not hold in practice). Suppose we cbtain a
sam ple of m substrings (all positive exam ples). In biological labs, a G reedy
algorithm which repeatedly m erges a pair of substringsw ith m axim um overlap
isroutinely used. It is con ectured that G reedy producesa com m on superstring
t® of }ength at m ost 2s, where s is the optin al length NP-hard to nd). In
R], we have shown that s }*j 4s.Assume that % 2s[f] Using the
length-based O ccam ’s razor theorem , that is, Theoram 2 wih K (° jr;s;n)
in De nition 3 replaced by 5 this length of 2s would detemm ine the sam ple
com plkxity, as in (6), with pn;s; =2) = 2 2s (the extra factor 2 is the 2—-
logarithm ofthe size ofthe alphabet fA ;C ;G ;T g). Isthisthe best we can do?
Tt iswelkknow n that the sam pling process In DNA sequencing is a very costly
and slow process. W e In prove the sam ple com plexiy using our KC-bassd
O ccam ’'s razor theoram .

Lemm a 1 Let t be the target string of kength s and t° ke the superstring re—
tumed by G reedy of ength at m ost 2s. Then

K ¢ jts;n) 2sQlbgs+ ogn)=n:

P roof. W e give t° a short description using som e inform ation from t. Let

these substrings w ith the comm on superstring t°, from left to right. D ivide
them into groups such that each group’s keflm ost string overlaps w ith every
string in the group but doesnot overlap w ith the lefim ost string ofthe previous
group . T hus there are at m ost 2s=n such groups. To specify t°, we only need to
Soecify these 2s=n groups. A ffter we obtain the superstring for each group, we
re-construct t? by optin ally m erging the superstrings of neighboring groups.
To specify each group, we only need to soecify the rst and the last string
of the group and how they are m erged. T his is because every other string in
the group is a substring of the string cbtained by properly m erging the rst
and last strings. Specifying the st and the last strings requires 2 log s bits of

2 A lthough only the 4s upper bound was proved in 2], which has since been in —
proved, i is w idely believed that 2s is the true bound.
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Inform ation to indicate their Jocations In t and we need another logn bits to
indicate how they aremerged. ThusK ° jt;s;n) 2sRlgs+ logn)=n.2

Thislmm a show sthat (6) can alsobeappliedwithpn;s; =2)= 2 2s( logs+
logn)=n, giving a factorn=(2 logs+ logn) In provem ent in sam ple-com plexisy.
Note that in m amm al) genom e com putation practice, we have n = 500 and
s= 3 10°.The sampl com plexity using the K olm ogorov com plexity-based
O ccam ’s razor is reduced over the \length based" O ccam ’s razor by a m ulti-

plicative factor of n=QR ogs + ogn) ;32— 7.

A pplication 2: Learming a M onom ial.

Consider boolean space of £0;1g" . There are two wellknown algorithm s for
leaming m onom ials. O ne is the standard algorithm .

Standard A Igorithm .

(1) Initially setthe concspt representation M = x:X; :::X, X, (@ conjunction
ofall literals ofn vam'ab]es| which contradicts every exam pk).

(2) For each positive exam ple, delete from the current M the literals that
contradict the exam ple.

(3) Retum the resulting m onom ialM .

Haussler [/] proposed a m ore sophisticated algorithm based on sst-cover ap—
proxin ation as follow s. Let k be the num ber of variables In the target m ono-
m ial, and m be the num ber of exam ples used.

H aussler’s A Igorithm .

(1) Use only negative exam ples. For each literalx, de ne S, to be the set of
negative exam ples such that x falsi es these negative exam pls. T he sets
associated with the literals In the target m onom ial form a sst cover of
negative exam pls.

(2) Run the approxin ation algorithm of sst cover, this will use at most
k logm sets or, equivalently, literals In our approxin ating m onom ial.

Tt is comm only believed that Hausskr's algorithm has better sam ple com —
plexity than the standard algorithm [’] W e dem onstrate that the opposite is
som etin es true (in fact for m ost cases), using our K C-based O ccam 's razor
theorem , Theoram 1.A ssum e that ourtargetm onom ialM isoflength n n.
Then the length-based O ccam ’s razor theoram gives sam plk com plexiy n=

or both algorithm s, by Fomula 6. However, K M ° jM ) nlg3+ 0 (1),
where M ° is the m onom ial retumed by the standard algorithm . T his is true

3 In fact, Hausslker’s algorithm is speci cally ain ed at reducing sam ple com plexity
for am all target m onom ials, and that it does.
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since the standard algorithm always produces a m onom ialM ° that contains
all literals of the target m onom ialM , and we need at most ™ nlog3+ O (1)
bits to specify whether other literals are .n (positive or negative) ornot n M °
for the variables that are in M °but not n M . Thus our (6) gives the sam ple
com plexity ofO (p n= ).Ih fact,aslongas M j> n=logn Which ism ost lkely
to be the case ifevery m onom ialhas equal probability), it m akes sense to use
the standard algorithm .

4 Conclusions

Several new problem s are suggested by this work. If we have an algorithm
that, given a length-m sampl of a conospt In Euclidean space, produces a
consistent hypothesis that can be described with only m ; < 1 symbols
(including a sym bol for every real num ber; we're using uncountable represen—
tation alphabet), then it seem s ntuitively appealing that this inplies som e
form of lraming. However, as noted In [B], the standard proof of O ccam ’'s
R azor does not apply, since we cannot enum erate these representations. T he
m aln open question is under what conditions (gpoeci cally on the realnum ber
com putation m odel) such an in plication would nevertheless hold.

Can we replace the exception elem ent or m a prity of 3 requirem ent by som e
weaker requirem ent? O r can we even elin nate such closure requirem ent and
cbtain a com plete reverse ofO ccam ’s razor theoraem ? O ur current requirem ents
do not even nclude things lke k-DNF and som e other reasonable representa—
tion system s.
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