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Sharpening O ccam ’s R azor

M ing Li, John Trom p, PaulVit�anyi

A bstract

W e provide a new representation-independentform ulation ofO ccam ’s razor theo-

rem ,based on K olm ogorov com plexity.Thisnew form ulation allowsusto:(i)O btain

bettersam ple com plexity than both length-based [4]and VC-based [3]versionsof

O ccam ’s razor theorem ,in m any applications;and (ii) Achieve a sharper reverse

ofO ccam ’srazortheorem than thatof[5].Speci�cally,weweaken theassum ptions

m adein [5]and extend the reverse to superpolynom ialrunning tim es.

Key words: Analysisofalgorithm s,pac-learning,K olm ogorov com plexity,

O ccam ’srazor-style theorem s

1 Introduction

Occam ’s razor theorem as form ulated by [3,4]is arguably the substance of
e� cientpaclearning.Roughly speaking,itsaysthatin orderto(pac-)learn,it
su� cesto com press.A partialreverse,showing the necessity ofcom pression,
hasbeen proved by Board and Pitt[5].Sincethetheorem isabouttherelation
between e� ectivecom pression and paclearning,itisnaturalto assum ethata
sharperversion ensuesby couchingitin term softheultim atelim ittoe� ective
com pression which isthe Kolm ogorov com plexity.W e presentresultsin that
direction.

Despite abundant research generated by its im portance,severalaspects of
Occam ’srazortheorem rem ain unclear.Therearebasically two versions.The
VC dim ension-based version ofOccam ’srazortheorem (Theorem 3.1.1 of[3])
givesthefollowingupperbound on sam plecom plexity:Forahypothesisspace
H with V Cdim (H )= d,1� d < 1 ,

m (H ;�;�)�
4

�
(dlog

12

�
+ log

2

�
): (1)
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Thefollowing lowerbound wasproved by Ehrenfeuchtetal[6].

m (H ;�;�)> m ax(
d� 1

32�
;
1

�
ln
1

�
): (2)

Theupperbound in (1)and thelowerbound in (2)di� erby afactor� (log1
�
).

Itwasshown in [8]thatthisfactoris,in a sense,unavoidable.

W hen H is � nite,one can directly obtain the following bound on sam ple
com plexity fora consistentalgorithm :

m (H ;�;�)�
1

�
ln
jH j

�
: (3)

Fora graded boolean space H n,we have the following relationship between
theVC dim ension d ofH n and thecardinality ofH n,

d � logjH nj� nd: (4)

W hen logjH nj= O (d)holds,then thesam plecom plexity upperbound given
by (3) can be seen to equal 1

�
(O (d)+ ln 1

�
) which m atches the lower bound

of(2)up to a constantfactor,and thus every consistent algorithm achieves
optim alsam plecom plexity forsuch hypothesisspaces.

The length-based version ofOccam ’s razor theorem then gives the following
sam ple com plexity m to guaranty thatthe algorithm pac-learns:Forgiven �

and �:

m = m ax(
2

�
ln
1

�
;(
(2ln2)s�

�
)1=(1� �)); (5)

Thisbound isbased on thelength-based Occam algorithm [3]:A determ inistic

algorithm thatreturnsa consistenthypothesisoflength atm ostm �s�,where
� < 1 and s isthelength ofthetargetconcept.

In sum m ary,theVC dim ension based Occam ’srazortheorem m ay behard to
use and itsom etim esdoesnotgive the bestsam ple com plexity.The length-
based Occam ’srazorism oreconvenientto useand often givesbettersam ple
com plexity in thediscretecase.

However,as we dem onstrate below,the fact that the length-based Occam ’s
razor theorem som etim es gives inferior sam ple com plexity, can be due to
the redundantrepresentation form atofthe concept.W e believe Occam ’sra-
zor theorem should be \representation-independent".That is,it should not
be dependent on accidents of \representation form at".(See [16]for other
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representation-independence issues.) In fact,the sam ple com plexities given
in (1)and (2)are indeed representation-independent.However they are not
easy to use and do notgive optim alsam ple com plexity.Here,we give a Kol-
m ogorov com plexity based Occam ’srazortheorem .W ewilldem onstratethat
ourKC-based Occam ’srazortheorem isconvenienttouse(asconvenientasthe
length based version),givesa bettersam plecom plexity than thelength based
version,and isrepresentation-independent.In fact,the length based version
can be considered as a speci� c com putable approxim ation to the KC-based
Occam ’srazor.

Asoneoftheexam ples,wewilldem onstratethatthestandard triviallearning
algorithm form onom ials actually often has a better sam ple com plexity than
the m ore sophisticated Haussler’s greedy algorithm [7].This is contrary to
the com m en,but m istaken,beliefthat Haussler’s algorithm is better in all
cases(to besure,Haussler’sm ethod issuperiorfortargetm onim ialsofsm all
length).Anotherissue related to Occam ’srazortheorem isthe statusofthe
reverse assertion.Although a partialreverse ofOccam ’s razor theorem has
been proved by [5],itapplied only tothecaseofpolynom ialrunning tim eand
sam ple com plexity.They also required a property ofclosure underexception
list.Thislatterrequirem ent,although quitegeneral,excludessom ereasonable
conceptclasses.Ournew form ulation ofOccam ’srazortheorem allowsusto
proveam oregeneralreverseofOccam ’srazortheorem ,allowingthearbitrary
running tim eand weakening therequirem entofexception listof[5].

1

D iscussion of R esult and Technique: In our approach we obtain bet-
ter bounds on the sam ple com plexity to learn the representation ofa tar-
getconcept in the given representation system .These bounds,however,are
representation-independentand depend onlyontheKolm ogorovcom plexityof
thetargetconcept.Ifwedon’tcareabouttherepresentation ofthehypothesis
(butthatisnotthecasein thispaper)then better\i� Occam style" charac-
terizationsofpolynom ialtim elearnability/predicatability can begiven.They
rely on Schapire’sresultthat\weak learnability" equals\strong learnability"
in polynom ialtim e[13]exploited in [9].Fora recentsurvey oftheim portant
related \boosting" technique see[14].

The use ofKolm ogorov com plexity is to obtain a bound on the size ofthe
hypothesesclassfora � xed (butarbitrary)targetconcept.Obviously,there-
sultsdescribed can beobtained using otherproofm ethods| alltrueprovable
statem entsm ustbeprovablefrom theaxiom sofm athem aticsby theinference
m ethodsofm athem atics.The question iswhethera particularproofm ethod
facilitates and guides the proving e� ort.The m essage we want to convey is

1 A prelim inary version waspresented atthe 8th Intn’lCom puting and Com bina-

toricsConference (COCOON),held in Singapore,August,2002.
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thatthinking in term sofcoding and incom pressibility suggestim provem ents
to long-standing results.A survey ofthe use ofthe Kolm ogorov com plexity
m ethod in com binatorics,com putationalcom plexity,and theanalysisofalgo-
rithm sis[12]Chapter6.

2 O ccam ’s R azor

Letusassum etheusualde� nitions,say Anthony and Biggs[1],and notation
of[5].ForKolm ogorov com plexity weassum ethebasicsof[12].

In thefollowing � ;� isare� nitealphabets:W econsideronly discretelearning
problem sin thispaper.The setof� nite stringsover� isdenoted by �� and
sim ilarly for � .An elem ent of�� is an exam ple,and a conceptis a set of
exam ples(a languageover� ).An representation isan elem entof��.

D e�nition 1 A representation system isa tuple(R;� ;c;� ),whereR � �� is
the setofrepresentations,and c:R ! 2�

�
m apsrepresentationsto concepts,

the latterbeing languagesover� .

Hence,given R the m apping c determ ines a conceptclass.Forexam ple,let
� isthe alphabetto expressBoolean form ulas,� = f0;1g,and letR be the
subset ofdisjunctive norm alform (DNF)form ulas.Letc m ap each elem ent
r2 R,say a DNF form ula overn variables,to c(r)� f0;1gn such thatevery
exam plee2 c(r)viewed astruth-valueassignm entm akesr\true".Thatis,if
e= e1:::en andweassign \true"or\false"totheithvariableinraccordingto
whetherei equals\0" or\1" then rbecom es\true".Each conceptin thethus
de� ned concept class is the set oftruth assignm ents thatm ake a particular
DNF form ula \true".

D e�nition 2 A pac-algorithm fora representation system R = (R;� ;c;� )is
a random ized algorithm L such that,forevery s;n � 1;� > 0;� > 0;r2 R� s,

and everyprobabilitydistribution D on �� n,ifL isgiven s;n;�;� asinputand

hasaccessto an oracle providingexam plesofc(r)(the conceptrepresented by
r)according to D ,then L,with probability atleast1� �,outputsa represen-

tation r02 R approxim ating the targetr in the sense thatD (c(r0)� c(r))� �.

Here,� denotesthe sym m etric setdi�erence.

The acronym \pac" coined by Dana Angluin stands for \probably approxi-
m ately correct" which aptly captures the requirem ent the output represen-
tation m ust satisfy according to the de� nition.The question ofinterest in
pac-learning ishow m any exam ples(and running tim e)a learning algorithm
hasto qualify asa pac-alpgorithm .Therunning tim e and and num berofex-
am ples (sam ple com plexity) ofthe pac-algorithm are expressed as functions
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t(n;s;�;�)and m (n;s;�;�).The following de� nition generalizesthenotion of
Occam algorithm in [3]:

D e�nition 3 An Occam -algorithm forarepresentation system R = (R;� ;c;� )
isa random ized algorithm which forevery s;n � 1; > 0,on inputofa sam -
pleconsistingofm exam plesofa �xed targetr2 R � s,with probability atleast

1�  outputs a representation r0 2 R consistentwith the sam ple,such that

K (r0jr;n;s)< m =f(m ;n;s;),with f(m ;n;s;),the com pression achieved,
being an increasing function ofm .

The length-based version of(possibly random ized) Occam algorithm can be
obtained by replacing K (r0jr;n;s)by jrjin thisde� nition.Therunningtim e
oftheOccam -algorithm isexpressed asa function t(m ;n;s;),wheren isthe
m axim um length oftheinputexam ples.

R em ark 1 An Occam algorithm satisfying agiven f,achievesalowerbound
on the num ber m ofexam ples required in term s ofK (r0 jr;n;s),the Kol-
m ogorov com plexity ofthe outputted representation conditioned on the tar-
getrepresentation,ratherthan the(m axim al)length s ofr asin theoriginal
Occam algorithm [3]and the length-based version above.Thisim provem ent
enablesoneto useinform ation drawn from thehidden targetforreduction of
the Kolm ogorov com plexity ofthe outputrepresentation,and hence further
reduction oftherequired sam plecom plexity.

W eneedtoshow thatthem ainpropertiesofanOccam algorithm arepreserved
underthisgeneralization.Our� rsttheorem isaKolm ogorovcom plexity based
Occam ’s Razor.W e denote the m inim um m such that f(m ;n;s;) � x by
f� 1(x;n;s;),where we setf� 1(x;n;s;)= 1 iff(m ;n;s;)< x forevery
m .

T heorem 1 Suppose we have an Occam -algorithm for R = (R;� ;c;� )with
com pression f(m ;n;s;).Then there is a pac-learning algorithm for R with

sam ple com plexity

m (n;s;�;�)= m ax

(

2

�
ln
2

�
;f

� 1(
2ln2

�
;n;s;�=2)

)

;

and running tim e tpac(n;s;�;�)= toccam (m (n;s;�;�);n;s;�=2).

Proof. On input of�;�;s;n,the learning algorithm willtake a sam ple of
length m = m (n;s;�;�)from the oracle,then use the Occam algorithm with
 = �=2to� nd ahypothesis(with probability atleast1� �=2)consistentwith
thesam pleand with low Kolm ogorov com plexity.In theproofwe abbreviate
f(m ;n;s;)to f(m )with theotherparam etersim plicit.Learnability follows
in thestandard m annerfrom bounding(by therem aining�=2)theprobability
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that allm exam ples ofthe target concept falloutside the,probability � or
greater,sym m etric di� erence with a bad hypothesis.Let m = m (n;s;�;�).
Then m � f� 1(2ln2

�
;n;s;�

2
)gives

� �
ln2

f(m )
�

�

2
;

and thereforem � 2

�
ln 2

�
gives

m (� �
ln2

f(m )
)� ln

2

�
:

Thisim plies(taking theexponenton both sidesand using 1� � < e� �)

2m =f(m )(1� �)m � �=2:

The probability thatsom e concept the Occam -algorithm can outputhasall
m exam plesbeing bad isatm ostthe num berofconceptsofcom plexity less
than m =f(m ),tim es(1� �)m ,which by theaboveisatm ost�=2.2

C orollary 1 W hen the com pression isofthe form

f(m ;n;s;)=
m 1� �

p(n;s;)
;

one can achieve a sam ple com plexity of

m ax

8
<

:

2

�
ln
2

�
;

 

(2ln2)p(n;s;�=2)

�

! 1=(1� �)
9
=

;
:

In the specialcase oftotalcom pression,where � = 0,thisfurtherreducesto

2

�

�

m ax(ln
2

�
;(ln2)p(n;s;�=2))

�

: (6)

Fordeterm inistic Occam -algorithm s,we can furtherm ore replace 2=� and �=2
in Theorem 1 by 1=� and � respectively.

R em ark 2 Essentially,ournew Kolm ogorov com plexity condition isa com -
putationally universalgeneralization ofthe length condition in the original
Occam ’s razortheorem of[4].Here,in Theorem 1,we consider the shortest
description length over alle� ective representations,given the target repre-
sentation,ratherthan in a speci� c (syntactical)representation system .This
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allowsusto bound the required sam ple com plexity notby a function ofthe
num berofhypotheses(returned representations)oflength atm ostthebound
onthelengthofthetargetrepresentation,butbyasim ilarfunctionofthenum -
berofhypothesesthathavea certain Kolm ogorov com plexity conditioned on
thetargetconcept,seeRem ark 1.Nonetheless,likein theoriginalOccam ’sra-
zorTheorem of[4],wereturn arepresentation ofaconceptapproxim atingthe
targetconceptin thegiven representation system ,ratherthanarepresentation
outsidethesystem likein Boosting approaches.

Suppose we have a concept c and a m is-classi� ed exam ple x| an exception.
Then,the sym m etric di� erence c� fxg classi� es x correctly:ifx 62 c then
c� fxg = c

S
fxg,and ifx 2 cthen c� fxg = cnfxg.

D e�nition 4 An exceptionhandlerforarepresentation system R = (R;� ;c;� )
isan algorithm which on inputofa representation r2 R oflength s,and an

x 2 �� oflength n,outputsa representation r02 R ofthe conceptc(r)� fxg,
oflength atm oste(s;n),where e is called the exception expansion function.

Therunningtim eoftheexception-handlerisexpressed asa function t(n;s)of
the representation and exception lengths.Ift(n;s)is polynom ialin n;s,and

furtherm oree(s;n)isoftheform s+ p(n)forsom epolynom ialp,then wesay
R ispolynom ially closed underexceptions.

T heorem 2 Let L be a determ inistic pac-algorithm with m (n;s; 1

2n
;) the

sam ple size,and letE be an exception handler for a representation system

R .Then there is an Occam algorithm for R thatfor m exam ples achieves

com pression f(m ;n;s;)= 1

2�n
.M oreover,m � 2nm (n;s; 1

2n
;)and where �,

depending on m ;n;s;,issuch thatm (n;s;�;)= �m holds.

Proof. Theproofisobtained in afashion sim ilarto[5].Supposewearegiven
a sam ple oflength m and con� dence param eter .Assum e without loss of
generality that the sam ple contains m di� erent exam ples.De� ne a uniform
distribution on these exam ples with �(x) = 1=m for each x in the sam ple.
Let� be asdescribed.The function m (n;s;�;)decreaseswith increasing �,
whilethefunction �m increaseswith � so thetwo necessarily intersect,under
theassum ption in thetheorem ,forsom e�0,although itm ay yield an �0 >

1

2n
,

giving no actualcom pression.For exam ple,ifm (n;s;�;) = (1
�
)b for som e

constantb,then �0 = m � 1=(b+ 1).Apply L with � =  and � = �0.W ith proba-
bility 1� ,itproducesa conceptwhich iscorrectwith error�,giving up to
�m exceptions.W ecan justadd theseoneby oneusing theexception handler.
Thiswillexpand the conceptsize,butnotthe Kolm ogorov com plexity.The
resulting representation can be described by the � �m exam ples used plus
the� �m exceptionsfound,SinceL isdeterm inistic,thisuniquely determ ines
therequired consistentconcept.Thecom pression achieved is m

2�m n
= 1

2�n
.This

isan increasing function ofm ,since increasing the slope ofthe function �m

m oves its intersection with the function m (n;s;�;) to the left,that is,to

7



sm aller�.2

D e�nition 5 LetR = (R;� ;c;� ) be a representation system .The concept

M AJ(r1;r2;r3)isthesetfx :x belongsto atleasttwo outofthethreeconcepts
c(r1);c(r2);c(r3)g.A m ajority-of-threealgorithm forR isan algorithm which

on inputofthree representation r1;r2;r3 2 R � s,outputsa representation r02

R ofthe conceptM AJ(r1;r2;r3)oflength atm oste(s),where e is called the
m ajority expansion function.The running tim e ofthe algorithm isexpressed

asa function t(s)ofthe m axim um representation length.Ift(s)and e(s)are
polynom ialin sthen wesayR ispolynom ially closed underm ajority-of-three.

T heorem 3 LetL be a determ inistic pac-algorithm with sam ple com plexity

m (n;s;�;�) 2 o(1=�2), and let M be a m ajority-of-three algorithm for the

representation system R .Then there isan Occam algorithm forR thatform

exam pleshascom pression f(m ;n;s;)= m =3nm (n;s; 1

2
p
m
;=3).

Proof. Letusbegiven a sam pleoflength m .Take� = =3 and � = 1

2
p
m
.

Stage 1:De� ne a uniform distribution on the m exam pleswith �1(x)= 1=m
for each x in the sam ple.Apply the learning algorithm .It produces (with
probability atleast1� =3)ahypothesisr1 which haserrorlessthan �,giving
up to �m =

p
m =2 exceptions.Denotethissetofexceptionsby E 1.

Stage 2:De� ne a new distribution �2(x)= � foreach x 2 E1,and �2(x)=
(1� jE 1j=2

p
m )=(m � jE 1j)foreach x 62 E 1.Apply thelearning algorithm .It

produces(with probability atleast1� =3)a hypothesisr2 which iscorrect
on allofE 1 and with errorlessthan � on therem aining exam ples.Thisgives
up to �(m � jE1j)=(1� jE 1j=2

p
m )<

p
m exceptions.Thisset,denoted E 2,is

disjointfrom E 1.

Stage 3:De� ne a new distribution on the m exam ples with �(x)= 1=jE1 [
E 2j> � for each x in E1 [ E 2,and �(x) = 0 elsewhere.Apply the learn-
ing algorithm .The algorithm produces(with probability atleast1� =3)a
hypothesisr3 which iscorrecton allofE 1 and E 2.

In totalthe num ber ofexam ples consum ed by the pac-algorithm is atm ost
3m (n;s; 1

2
p
m
;=3),each requiringn bitstodescribe.Thethreerepresentations

are com bined into one representation by the m ajority-of-three algorithm M .
Thisisnecessarily correcton allofthem exam ples,sincethethreeexception-
sets are alldisjoint.Furtherm ore,it can be described in term s of the ex-
am plesfed to thedeterm inistic pac-algorithm and thusachievescom pression
f(m ;n;s;) = m =3nm (n;s; 1

2
p
m
;=3).This is an increasing function ofm

given theassum ed subquadraticsam plecom plexity.2

Thefollowing corollariesusethefactthatifa representation system islearn-
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able,itm usthave � nite VC-dim ension and hence,according to (1),they are
learnablewith sam plecom plexity subquadraticin 1

�
.

C orollary 2 Leta representation system R beclosed undereitherexceptions

or m ajority-of-three,or both.Then R is pac-learnable i� there is an Occam

algorithm forR .

C orollary 3 Leta representation system R be polynom ially closed underei-

therexceptionsorm ajority-of-three,orboth.Then R isdeterm inisticallypoly-

nom ially pac-learnable i� there isa polynom ialtim e Occam algorithm forR .

Exam ple.Consider threshold circuits,acyclic circuits whose nodes com pute
threshold functionsoftheform a1x1+ a2x2+ � � � + anxn � �,xi2 f0;1g;ai;� 2

N (note thatno expressive powerisgained by allowing rationalweightsand
threshold).A sim ple way ofrepresenting circuits over the binary alphabet
is to num ber each node and use pre�x-free encodings ofthese num bers.For
instance,encode ias1jbin(i)j0bin(i),the binary representation ofipreceded
by itslength in unary.A com pletenodeencoding then consistsoftheencoded
index,encoded weights,threshold,encoded degree,and encoded indicesofthe
nodescorresponding to itsinputs.A com plete circuitcan be encoded with a
node-countfollowed by a sequenceofnode-encodings.Forthisrepresentation,
a m ajority-of-three algorithm iseasily constructed thatrenum berstwo ofits
threeinputrepresentations,and com binesthethreeby adding a 3-inputnode
com puting them ajority function x1 + x2 + x3 � 2.Itisclearthatunderthis
representation,thesystem ofthreshold circuitsarepolynom ially closed under
m ajority-of-three.On theotherhand they arenotclosed underexceptions,or
undertheexception listsof[5].

Exam ple.Leth1;h2;h3 be 3 k-DNF form ulas.Then M AJ(h1;h2;h3)= (h1 ^
h2)_ (h2 ^ h3)_ (h3 ^ h1) which can be expanded into a 2k-DNF form ula.
This is not good enough for Theorem 3,but it allows us to conclude that
pac-learnability ofk-DNF im pliescom pression ofk-DNF into 2k-DNF.

3 A pplications

OurKC-based Occam ’srazortheorem m ightbeconveniently used,providing
bettersam plecom plexity than thelength-based version.In addition to giving
bettersam ple com plexity,ournew KC-based Occam ’srazortheorem ,Theo-
rem 1,iseasy to use,aseasy asthelength based version,asdem onstrated by
the following two exam ples.W hile itiseasy to constructan arti� cialsystem
with extrem ely bad representationssuch thatourTheorem 1 givesarbitrarily
bettersam ple com plexity than the length-based sam ple com plexity given in
(5),wepreferto givenaturalexam ples.
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A pplication 1:Learning a String.

The DNA sequencing process can be m odeled as the problem oflearning a
super-long string in the pac m odel[10,11].W e are interested in learning a
targetstringtoflength s,say s= 3� 109 (length ofahum an DNA sequence).
At each step,we can obtain as an exam ple a substring ofthis sequence of
length n,from a random location oft(Sanger’s Procedure).At the tim e of
writing,n � 500,and sam pling is very expensive. Form ally,the concepts
we are learning are setsofpossible length n substringsofa superstring,and
these are naturally represented by the superstrings.W e assum e a m inim al
targetrepresentation (which m ay nothold in practice).Suppose we obtain a
sam ple ofm substrings (allpositive exam ples).In biologicallabs,a Greedy
algorithm which repeatedlym ergesapairofsubstringswith m axim um overlap
isroutinelyused.Itisconjectured thatGreedyproducesacom m onsuperstring
t0 oflength atm ost2s,where s isthe optim allength (NP-hard to � nd).In
[2],we have shown that s � jt0j� 4s.Assum e that jt0j� 2s.2 Using the
length-based Occam ’srazortheorem ,thatis,Theorem 2 with K (r0 jr;s;n)
in De� nition 3 replaced by jr0j,thislength of2s would determ ine thesam ple
com plexity,as in (6),with p(n;s;�=2)= 2� 2s (the extra factor2 is the 2-
logarithm ofthesizeofthealphabetfA;C;G;Tg).Isthisthebestwecan do?
Itiswell-known thatthesam pling processin DNA sequencing isa very costly
and slow process.W e im prove the sam ple com plexity using our KC-based
Occam ’srazortheorem .

Lem m a 1 Lettbe the targetstring oflength s and t0 be the superstring re-

turned by Greedy oflength atm ost2s.Then

K (t0jt;s;n)� 2s(2logs+ logn)=n:

Proof. W e give t0 a short description using som e inform ation from t.Let
S = fs1;:::;sm g bethesetofm exam ples(substringsoftoflength n).Align
these substrings with the com m on superstring t0,from left to right.Divide
them into groupssuch thateach group’sleftm oststring overlapswith every
stringinthegroupbutdoesnotoverlap withtheleftm oststringoftheprevious
group.Thusthereareatm ost2s=n such groups.Tospecify t0,weonly need to
specify these2s=n groups.Afterweobtain thesuperstring foreach group,we
re-constructt0 by optim ally m erging the superstringsofneighboring groups.
To specify each group,we only need to specify the � rst and the last string
ofthe group and how they are m erged.Thisisbecause every otherstring in
the group isa substring ofthe string obtained by properly m erging the � rst
and laststrings.Specifying the� rstand thelaststringsrequires2logsbitsof

2 Although only the 4s upperbound was proved in [2],which hassince been im -

proved,itiswidely believed that2s isthe truebound.
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inform ation to indicate theirlocationsin tand we need anotherlogn bitsto
indicatehow they arem erged.ThusK (t0jt;s;n)� 2s(2logs+ logn)=n.2

Thislem m ashowsthat(6)canalsobeappliedwithp(n;s;�=2)= 2� 2s(2logs+
logn)=n,givingafactorn=(2logs+ logn)im provem entin sam ple-com plexity.
Note thatin (m am m al)genom e com putation practice,we have n = 500 and
s= 3� 109.The sam ple com plexity using theKolm ogorov com plexity-based
Occam ’srazorisreduced overthe \length based" Occam ’srazorby a m ulti-
plicativefactorofn=(2logs+ logn)� 500

2� 31+ 9
� 7.

A pplication 2:Learning a M onom ial.

Consider boolean space off0;1gn.There are two well-known algorithm sfor
learning m onom ials.Oneisthestandard algorithm .

Standard A lgorithm .

(1) Initiallysettheconceptrepresentation M := x1x1:::xnxn (aconjunction
ofallliteralsofn variables| which contradictsevery exam ple).

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

(3) Return theresulting m onom ialM .

Haussler[7]proposed a m ore sophisticated algorithm based on set-coverap-
proxim ation asfollows.Letk bethenum berofvariablesin thetargetm ono-
m ial,and m bethenum berofexam plesused.

H aussler’s A lgorithm .

(1) Useonly negativeexam ples.Foreach literalx,de� neSx to bethesetof
negativeexam plessuch thatx falsi� esthesenegativeexam ples.Thesets
associated with the literals in the target m onom ialform a set cover of
negativeexam ples.

(2) Run the approxim ation algorithm of set cover, this will use at m ost
klogm setsor,equivalently,literalsin ourapproxim ating m onom ial.

It is com m only believed that Haussler’s algorithm has better sam ple com -
plexity than the standard algorithm 3 W e dem onstrate thatthe opposite is
som etim es true (in fact for m ost cases),using our KC-based Occam ’s razor
theorem ,Theorem 1.Assum ethatourtargetm onom ialM isoflength n�

p
n.

Then the length-based Occam ’s razor theorem gives sam ple com plexity n=�

forboth algorithm s,by Form ula 6.However,K (M 0jM )�
p
nlog3+ O (1),

where M 0 isthe m onom ialreturned by the standard algorithm .Thisistrue

3 In fact,Haussler’salgorithm isspeci�cally aim ed atreducing sam ple com plexity

forsm alltargetm onom ials,and thatitdoes.
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since the standard algorithm always producesa m onom ialM 0 thatcontains
allliteralsofthe targetm onom ialM ,and we need atm ost

p
nlog3+ O (1)

bitsto specify whetherotherliteralsarein (positiveornegative)ornotin M 0

forthevariablesthatarein M 0butnotin M .Thusour(6)givesthesam ple
com plexity ofO (

p
n=�).In fact,aslongasjM j> n=logn (which ism ostlikely

to bethecaseifevery m onom ialhasequalprobability),itm akessenseto use
thestandard algorithm .

4 C onclusions

Severalnew problem s are suggested by this work.Ifwe have an algorithm
that,given a length-m sam ple ofa concept in Euclidean space,produces a
consistent hypothesis that can be described with only m �;� < 1 sym bols
(including a sym bolforevery realnum ber;we’reusing uncountablerepresen-
tation alphabet),then it seem s intuitively appealing that this im plies som e
form oflearning.However,as noted in [5],the standard proofofOccam ’s
Razordoesnotapply,since we cannotenum erate these representations.The
m ain open question isunderwhatconditions(speci� cally on therealnum ber
com putation m odel)such an im plication would neverthelesshold.

Can we replace the exception elem entorm ajority of3 requirem entby som e
weakerrequirem ent? Orcan we even elim inate such closure requirem entand
obtainacom pletereverseofOccam ’srazortheorem ?Ourcurrentrequirem ents
do noteven includethingslikek-DNF and som eotherreasonablerepresenta-
tion system s.
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