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A bstract. LetF bea sst ofM classi cation procedures w ith valies in

[ 1;1]. Giwen a loss function, we want to construct a procedure which
m In ics at the best possble rate the best procedure in F . This fastest
rate is called optin al rate of aggregation. C onsidering a continuous scale
of loss functions w ith various types of convexity, we prove that optin al
rates of aggregation can be either ((logM )=n)*~% or (IogM )=n.W eprove
that, if allthe M classi ers are binary, the (enalized) Em pirical R isk
M inin ization procedures are suboptin al (even under the m argin/low

noise condition) when the loss fuinction is som ew hat m ore than convex,
whereas, In that case, aggregation procedures w ith exponential weights
achieve the optim al rate of aggregation.

1 Introduction

Consider the problem ofbinary classi cation.Let X ;A ) be am easurable space.
Let X ;Y ) be a couple of random variables, where X takes its values n X and
Y is a random label taking valies in £ 1;1g.W e denote by  the probability
distrbution of X ;Y ).Forany function :R 7! R;de nethe risk ofa real
valued classi er f :X 7! R by

A E)=E[ LX)

M any di erent losses have been discussed in the literature along the last decade
(cf. [10/13)26/14/€)), for instance:

0 &)= Iy o classicallossor 0 1 loss
1 ®X)=max(0;1 x) hinge loss (SVM Iloss)
x 7! log, 1+ exp( x)) logitboosting loss
x 7! exp( x) exponential boosting loss
x7! @1 x)? squared Ioss
x7! max(0;1 x)? 2-nom soft m argin loss

W e will be especially Interested In losses having convex properties as it is con—
sidered in the follow ing de nition (cf. [L7)).
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De nition 1. Let :R 7! R ke a function and ke a positive number. W e
say that is convex on [ 1;1]when

[ %) T P&); 8% 1:

For exam ple, logitdoosting loss is (e=log2) oonvex, exponential boosting loss
ise oonvex, squared and 2 nom soff m argin lossesare 2 convex.
W edenote by £ a function from X to R which m Inim izesA overall real

valued functions and by A def (f ) them inim al risk . In m ost of the cases

studied £ or its sign is equalto the Bayes classi er
f ®K)=sogn@2 &) 1);

where is the conditional probability finction x 7! P (¥ = 1X = x) de ned
on X (cf. 3)26)34]). The Bayes classi er £ is a m inim izer of the  risk (cf.
[L1]).
O ur fram ew ork is the sam e as the one considered, am ong others, by R27!33}7]
and RIL7].W ehave a fam ily ¥ ofM classi ers f1;:::;fy and a loss function
.Ourgoalistom in ictheoraclkem Insor @ (£) A )bassdonasamplkeD, of
n iid.observations X 1;Y1);:::; X n;Y,) of X ;Y ). These classi ersm ay have
been constructed from a previous sam ple or they can belong to a dictionary of
sin ple prediction rules like decision stum ps. The problem is to nd a strategy
which m In ics as fast as possble the best classi er in F . Such strategies can
then be used to construct e cient adaptive estin ators (cf. [27}22,23}9]). W e
consider the follow Ing de nition, which is ingpired by the one given in [29] for
the regression m odel.

De nition 2. Let be a loss function. The rem ainder term ;M ) is called
optim alrate ofaggregation for the risk, if the follow ing two inequalities
hold.

i) Forany nie setF ofM functions from X to [ 1;1], there exists a statistic
£, such that for any underlying probability m easure and any integern  1;

ER () A ] 1;n2jnA ) A +Ci1 O;M): @)
F

i) There existsa nite set F of M functions from X to [ 1;1] such that for
any statistic f, there exists a probability distriution such that for all
n 1

EA () A mih A () A +C, @;M): 2)
£2F
Here C; and C, are absolute positive constants which m ay depend on . M ore—
over, when the above two properties i) and ii) are satis ed, we say that the
procedure £, appearing in [I), is an optim al aggregation procedure for
the risk.



T he paper is organized as follow s. In the next Section we present three aggre—
gation strategies that will be shown to attain the optin al rates of aggregation.
Section 3 presents perform ance of these procedures. In Section 4 we give som e
proofs of the optim ality of these procedures depending on the loss function. In
Section 5 we state a result on suboptim ality of the penalized Em pirical R isk
M inin ization procedures and of procedures called selectors. In Section 6 we give
som e ram arks. A 11 the proofs are postponed to the last Section.

2 A ggregation P rocedures

W e introduce procedures that w ill be shown to achieve optin al rates of aggre—
gation depending on the loss fiinction :R 7! R.AIthese procedures are
constructed w ith the em pirical version of the risk and the m ain idea is that
aclassi er £ with a snallem pirdcal  risk islkely to havea small risk.W e

denote by
xn

1
A, )= — (Y:f X 1))
R
the em pirical  risk ofa realvalued classi er f.
The Em pirical R isk M inim ization ER M ) procedure, is de ned by
£8Y 2 ArgminA, (£): @)
£2F
This isan exam pl ofwhat we calla selector which is an aggregate w ith values
in the fam ily F' . Penalized ERM procedures are also exam ples of selectors.
T he A ggregation w ith E xponentialW eights A EW ) procedure is given by

X
f7EY = w®O)f; @
f2F

where the weights w @’ (f) are de ned by
exp nA_ (f)

w™ ()= p ; 8f2F: ®)
g2r €XP  NAp @)

The Cumulative A ggregation wih Exponential W eights CAEW ) proce-
dure, is de ned by

11X
f§~AEW - f]?'EW ; (6)
; 0 ;
k=1
where %" is constructed as in [4) based on the sample K 1;Y1);:::; K x;Yx)
of size k and w ith the "tem perature’ param eter > 0.Nam ely,
1
exp kA, (f)
F£ET = w E)f; wherew ) (£) = p ; 8f2F:

f2F g2F exp 1kAk (g)



The idea of the ERM procedure goes to Le Cam and Vapnik. Exponential
weights have been discussed, for exam ple, in [2)15)19,33}7}25)35)1/] or in [32,8] in
the on-line prediction setup.

3 Exact O racle Inequalities.

W e now recall som e known upper bounds on the excess risk. The st point of
the follow ing T heoram goes to [31], the second point can be found in [18] or [9]
and the last point, dealing w ith the case ofa convex loss finction, isC orollary
4.4 of [L7].

Theorem 1.Let :R 7! R ke abounded loss function. LetF ke a fam ily of
M functions f;;:::;fy with valuesin [ 1;1], where M 2 is an integer.

i) The EmpiricalRisk M inim ization procedure £, = ££ %" satis es

r

. logM
ER () A ] mm@ () A )+C i (7)
£2F n

where C > 0 is a constant depending only on

il) If is convex, then the CAEW procedure £, = £{2E" with \tem permture
param eter" = 1 and the AEW procedure £, = £25" satisfy [7)).

i) If is convex for a positive number , then the CAEW procedure with
\tem perature param eter" , satis es

logM

ER EA") Al mh@ () A )+
! f2F

4 Optin alR ates of A ggregation.

To understand how behaves the optim al rate of aggregation depending on the
Josswe Introduce a \continuous scale" of loss finctions indexed by a non negative
num ber h,

h;1&®)+ @ h) ox)if0 h 1

pET Dk x4+ 1 ifh> 1;

de ned orany x 2 R,where ( isthe 0 1 lossand ; isthe hinge loss.

This set of losses is representative enough since it describes di erent type
of convexity: forany h > 1, y is convex on [ 1;1]with h def 2h

1= h 1)) 2, forh = 1 the loss is linearand forh < 1, ; isnon-convex.
Forh 0, we consider

def

An ) SR v (6);6, £, andA, A=A " (f):



Theorem 2. LetM 2 e an integer. A ssum e that the space X is in nite.
If0 h< 1, then the optim al rate of aggregation for the 1 risk is achieved
by the ERM procedure and is equalto
r

logM
n

For h = 1, the optim al rate of aggregation for the ; risk is achieved by the
ERM ,the AEW andthe CAEW (with "tem perature’ param eter = 1) procedures

and is equalto T

logM
n

Ifh > 1 then, the optim al rate of aggregation for the , risk is achieved by
the CAEW , with "tem perature’ param eter ; and is equalto

logM
n

5 Suboptim ality of Penalized ERM P rocedures.

In this Section we prove a lower bound under the m argin assum ption for any
selector and we give a m ore precise lowerbound forpenalized ERM procedures.
F irst, we recall the de nition of the m argin assum ption introduced in [30].

M argin A ssum ption M A ): The probability m easure satis es the m argin
assum ption M A ( ), where 1 if we have

EFX®) £ ®)I c@oE) Ay ; ®)

for any m easurabke function £ with valuesin £ 1;1g
W e denote by P the set of all probability distrbbution satisfyingM A ().

Theorem 3. LetM 2 e an integer, 1lleamlnumber, X ke in nie

and :R 7! R kea Dbss finction such thata = (1) (1) > 0.There
existsa fam iy F ofM clhssi ers with valies in £ l;}sgsatjs@mgﬂ'le follow ing.
Let f be a sekctorwith valuesin F .Assumethat (logM )=n 1=2.There
exists a probability measure 2 P and an absolute constant C3 > 0 such that

f;, satis es
h i

. ]ogM 2 1
E A () A minh A () A + Cs :
f2F n

©)

Consider the penalized ERM procedure £2% *M"  associated with F, de ned by

EPERM 2 Argmin @, (£) + pen (£))
F

P
where the penalty function pen( ) satis es pen (f)] C (ogM )=n;8f 2 F;
with0 C < 2=3.Assumethat1188 C2M °° IogM n.If > 1 then, there



exists a probability measure 2 P and an absolute constant C4 > 0 such that
the penalized ERM procedure £fPERM  satis es
r

h i

IogM
E A (") A min A (f) A +C, —2
f2F n

Rem ark 1 Inspection of the proof shows that T heorem [3 is valid for any fam ily
X17i15%m In X satisfying  (f1 (k5)iiesifu x9)) 3= 12 = £ 1;1dY .

Rem ark 2 Ifwe use a penakty finction such that pen(f)j n %;8f2 F,
where > 0 is an absolute constant (1e. 0 C (logM ) 172), then the
condition \1188 C2M °¢° IogM n" of Theorem [3 is equivalent to \n greater
than a constant".

T heoram (3 states that the ERM procedure (and even penalized ERM proce-
dures) cannotm in icthebest classi erin F w ith rates fasterthan ((logM )=n)=2
ifthe basis classi ers In F are di erent enough, under a very m ild condition on
the loss . If there is no m argih assum ption Which corresponds to the case

= +1 ), the resul of Theorem [3 can be easily deduced from the lower bound
in Chapter 7 of [L1]. The m ain m essage of T heorem |3 is that such a negative
statem ent rem ains true even under the m argin assum ption M A ( ). Selectors
aggregate cannot m in ic the oraclke faster than ((ogM )=n)!"? in general. Un—
derM A ( ), they cannot m in ic the best classi er In F w ith rates faster than
(logM )=n) =©® 1 @hich is greater than (ogM )=n when > 1).W e know,
according to T heorem [I, that the CAEW procedure m in ics the best classi er
In F at the rate (logM )=n if the loss is convex. T hus, penalized ERM pro—
cedures (and m ore generally, selectors) are suboptin al aggregation procedures
when the loss function is convex even ifwe add the constraint that satis es
MA ().

W e can extend T heorem [3 to a m ore general fram ework [24] and we obtain
that, if the loss function associated with a risk is som ewhat m ore than con-
vex then it is better to use aggregation procedures w ith exponential weights
instead of selectors (in particular penalized ERM or pure ERM ). W e do not
know whether the lowerbound [9) is sharp, ie., whether there exists a selector
attaining the reverse Inequality w ith the sam e rate.

6 D iscussion.

W eproved in Theorem [ that the ERM procedure is optin alonly for non-convex
losses and for the borderline case of the hinge loss. But, for non-convex losses,
the in plem entation of the ERM procedure requires m inin ization of a finction
which isnot convex.This ishard to in plem ent and not e cient from a practical
point ofview . In conclusion, the ERM procedure istheoretically optim alonly for
non-convex lossesbut in that case it is practically ne cient and it is practically
e cient only for the caseswhere ERM is theoretically suboptin al.



P
For any convex loss ,wehave% bo A (f}f‘;EW) A (FCREW ) Next,

less observations are used r the construction of ff;E .1 k n 1;than
for the construction of ££F" .W e can therefore expect the  risk of ££7" to
be smaller than the  risk of £f£*" foralll k n 1 and hence snaller

than the  risk of f{**" .Thus, the AEW procedure is likely to be an optin al
aggregation procedure for the convex loss functions.

T he hinge loss happens to be really hinge for di erent reasons. For losses
"between" the 0 1 lossand thehingeloss (0 h 1), the E%M isan optin al
aggregation procedure and the optim al rate of aggregation is  (logM )=n.For
losses "over" the hinge loss hh > 1), the ERM procedure is suboptin al and
(logM )=n is the optin al rate of aggregation. T hus, there is a breakdown point
in the optin al rate of aggregation jist after the hinge loss. T his breakdown can
be explained by the concept ofm argin : this argum ent has not been introduced
here by the lack of space, but can be found in 24].M oreover for the hinge loss
we get, by lineariy

minAy(f) A,=minA;(E) A,;
f2cC f2F

where C is the convex hullof F' . T hus, for the particular case of the hinge loss,
\m odel selection" aggregation and \convex" aggregation are identical problem s
(cf. 1] orm ore details).

7 P roofs.

P roof of Theorem [2l: The optin al rates of aggregation of Theorem [ are
achieved by the procedures introduced in Section [2. D epending on the value of
h, T heorem [ provides the exact oracke fnequalities required by the point [I) of
D e nition [2. To show optin ality of these rates of aggregation, we need only to
prove the corresponding lower bounds. W e consider two cases: 0  h 1 and
h> 1.Denoteby P the set of all probability distributions on X f 1;1qg.

Let 0 h 1. It iseasy to check that the Bayesrule £ is a m inin izer of
the , risk.M oreover, using the lnequality A, () A, Ag(f) A,;which
holds for any realvalied function £ (cf. [34]), we have for any prediction rules
fi;::005fy Wih valuesin £ 1;1g) and Prany nie set F of M realvalied
finctions,

h i
nfsup E An(fy) A, mh@,E) A,) (10)
£ 2p £2F
h i h i
nf  sup E A, ) A, nf  sup E Ao () A,
£, 2P £, 2P
f 2ff ;05w g f 2ff1;05fw g



and P* (fxyg) =1 ® 1)w.We consider the cube = f 1;1gY !.Let

O0< h< 1l.Forall = (1;:::5; v 1)2 we consider
®) = I+ sh)=2ifx= xi;::5xn 17
1 ifx = xy :

Forall 2 wedenoteby the probabilty measureon X £ 1;lgde ned
by itsm argnalP ¥ on X and is conditional probability fiinction

W e denote by the Hamm ing distance on . Let ; ° 2 such tha

(; % = 1.Denote by H the Hellinger’s distance. Sice H 2 n. no-

n

r—
21 1 H2?( ; o=2 and H?( ; o = 2w 1 h?); then, the

n

Hellinger's distance between them easures " and , satis es

2 n n p n
H ;oo =21 1 wa 1 h?))
P 1 2 n
Take w and h such that w (1 1 h?) n ':Then, H n. o
2(1 e ')< 2 prany integern.
Let 2 and fn be an estin atorw ith values In £ 1;1g (only the sign ofa
statistic isused when we work with the 0 1 loss).For = , we have

hy 1 i
E Bof,) A,] hwE ¥ 5) 53

=1

U sing A ssouad’s Lenm a (cf. Lemm a[ll), we cbtain
h i

. 2 N 1
mfsmz,lp E Ao () Ay hw 1 :

11)

n

Takenow w = mh?) !, N = dogM =Iog2e, h= n ‘dogM =lg2e = .We
com plete the proofby replacingw, h and N in [1d) and [I0) by their values.

Forthe casesh > 1, we consider an integer N such that 28 * M ,N 1
di erentpointsxi;:::;xy 0fX and apositive numberw such that N 1)w 1.
W e denote by P* the probability m easure on X such that P* (fx59) = w
rj= 1;::5N landP* (fxyg)=1 ®N 1)w.Denoteby the cube
f 1;1g" l.Forany 2 andh > 1,we consider the conditional probability
flunction Intwodierentcases. If2h 1) 1 we take

1+2 50 1)=2ifx= x1;::37xx 1

“= 2n 1 Ex=xy;

and if2h 1) > 1 we take

@+ 5)=2ifx=x1;::5;%Xy 1

&) = 1 ifx= xy :

Forall 2 wedenoteby the probability m easureon X £ 1;1gw ih the
marginalP * on X and the conditionalprobability finction  ofY knowingX .



C onsider

1 if2h 1) 1 3 ifx=x1;0%y 1

Q=" un 1) tizn 1)>1 P49 KT e w

A m inin izer ofthe , risk when the underlying distrdution is is given by

£ d=ef2 x) 1

= i 2X;
; 6 D h)g &);i 8x2X

forany h> 1and 2
W hen we choose ffh; : 2 g forthe set ¥ = ffq;:::;fy g of basis
fiinctions, we ocbtain

h i
sup infsup E An(f) A, mi @n(E) A,)
ff;05f g fn 2P J=1;::5M i
h i
f  sp E An(fn) A,

Let beanelmentof .Undertheprobabiliy distrbbution ,wehaveAy ()
A= Gh DLDEEEXK) fh; X ))2]; for any realvalued function £ on X . Thus,

for a real valued estin ator f’; based on D ,,, we have

IX 1
Anf) A, b 1w fn &5) @) )%
j=1
W e consider the profction function , ®) = &= ()) Prany x 2 X, where
y)=max( 1L;min(@;y));8y 2 R.W e have
PX 1
E Ry(fh) ALl wh 1) E (n@ &) 05?2
=1
I‘x 1
wh (0P E (@G &) 57
=1
2 3
Ix 1

wh 1(®)Y nf maxE 4 5 535;
A2 0;1F 1 2 .

wherethein mum infs, p,;p 1 istaken overallestin ators * based on one obser-
vation from the statisticalexperiencef "j 2 gand wih valuesin ;11 .
Forany ; °2 such that (; % = 1;the Hellinger's distance between

themeasures " and , satis es

( pP——
21 @1 2w(@ 1 h?))" if2h 1)<1

14 awa T3y #2m 1 1°



W e take
w = @nh 1)?)if2h 1)< 1
8n ! if2h 1) 1:
Thus,wehave brany ; °2 suchthat (; 9= 1;
H2 ;220 e y:

To com plkte the proofwe apply Lemm alllwith N = d(logM )=ne.

on the space X , we consider, in w hat follow s, functions and probability m easures
on Sy .Rem ark that for the bifction / we have

£5(¢ ®) = x); 8x= (x';:::;x" )2 Sy ;872 fl;:::;M gt
W ith a slight abuse of notation, we still denote by F the set of functions

First rem ark that for any f;g from X to £ 1;lg,ushgE[ Y £ X ))X 1=
E[l W)X Tex)-y) T E[ ( Y)X T x)- 1)7wehave

E[EfX)NX] E[ ¥gR)NX]=a (=2 KNEX) gX)):

Hence, we obtan A (f) A @@ = a @o(E) Ay@Q)): So, we have for any

A (f5) A (E)=a Aol Ay):

M oreover, orany £ :Sy 7! f l;lgwehaveA (f)= @)+ a A °(f) and
a > 0 by assum ption, hence,

FPERM 2 Argrfnzjn @, E)+ pen(f)):
F

Thus, it su ces to prove Theoram [3, when the loss function is the classical
0 1 Joss function ¢.

Wedenoteby Sy 41 theset £ 1;1g" T and by X %;::5;Xx™ , M + 1 inde-
pendent random variables wih valies in £ 1;1g such that X © is distrdouted
according to a BemoulliB (w ;1) with param eterw (that isP X °= 1) = w and
PX%= 1)=1 w) and theM othervariablesX ;:::;X " are distrbuted



according to a Bemoulli B (1=2;1). T he param eter 0 w 1 will be chosen
w isely In what follow s.

) (x) is the regression fiinction at the point x 2 Sy 4+ 1, ofY = 1 know ing that
X = x, given by

8
<1 ifx® =1

(j)(x)=_l=2+h=2jfx0= 1;x3:= 1; 8x= @%x';iixd™ )28y 415
1=2+h ifx’= 1;xI=1

where h > 0 is a param eter chosen wisely in what follows. The Bayes ruke £ ,
associated with the distrbution 5 = @*; @), is identically equalto 1 on
SM +1-

If the probability distribbution of X ;Y ) is 5 fora j2 f1;:::;M g then, for
any 0< t< 1,wehaveP [ K) 13 t] 1l w)II +:Now,we take

1 w=h 1;

then,wehaveP[ (X) 13 t] £ © andso ;2P
W e extend the de nition of the fj’s to the set Sy +1 by f5&) = %I Hor
any x = ®%;::5;%x™ ) 2 Sy +1 and j= 1;::3;M .ConslderF = ff;;:::;fy g:

X . 3hd w) w
Ao () Ag= J &) 123K 1P = xl= ——+ <
X288y +1
and the excessrisk of f5 isgiven by Ag (f5) Ag= (1 w)h=4+ w=2:Thus,we
have
minAyg(f) Ay=2Ap(E;) Ayg= (1 w)h=4+ w=2:
f2F
F irst, we prove the lower bound for any selector. Let £, be a selector w ith
values in F . If the underlying probability measure is § fora j 2 fl;:::;M g
then,

b
ED B ) Bgl= @o(fk) Ao 4" = fil
k=1
: hd w)
=mn@o(E) A+ —p— ;" E 6 5

where Er(lj) denotes the expectation w xrit. the observationsD , when X ;Y ) is

distribbuted according to 5.Hence, we have

hd . oA .
nf max " [ 6 JI

max fEV R, () Ayl min@o () Ayg
1 3 M f2F 1 3 M

n



where T isthe natural algebraon £ 1;1g.M oreover, forany j2 fl;:::;M g,

we have
nh?

40 h 2h?)’
phere K @ D) is the Kulback-Ledbler divergence between P and Q (that is
IogdP=dQ )dP ifP << Q and +1 otherwise).Thus, ifwe apply Lemm a [

with h= ((ogM )=n){ =€ 1 ye obtain the resul.
Second, we prove the lower bound for the pERM procedure f;, = fPERM |
Now, we assum e that the probability distrdbution of X ;Y ) is y and we take

K ( jnjln)

1

plogM 7
S :

h= C 12)

. h@ w)_ A
WehaveEBo(fn) Ayl= Ilezlgl(Ao(f) Ay + TP £, 6 fy 1:Now, we

P = fu ¥
=PRBj= 1;::5;M L;A °(fy )+ pen(fy ) AL (E)+ pen(f)]
=PBj=1;::;M  1; 5+ nen(f;) pen(y NI

=

where j= [ 1,5 ,i85=1;:::5M andXi= K [)j-o0;m 2 Sw +1;8i=
1;:::;n. M oreover, the ooordjnateinj;i= 1;::5n;3 = 0;::5;M are Inde-

Pen(f5)3 h ¢ Y;83= 1;::5;M .So,we have

R X My 1
Plfn= fu ¥1= Plu =k¥] Pk 3+ nfen(f;) pen(fu )]
k=0 Jj=1
xn M 1
Ply =k¥1Pk 1+2nh ¢ Py]
k=0

Ply k¥]+ Pk 1+2nh ¢ Dy1" %

w here

k=E[y ¥] 2nh =¢ P
1X' 2 4n 1+ hl=0C D p=2 1=2)
=3 ]I(Yi= 1) + 1=¢( 1) _ _
2_, 2 3n 1+ h Bh=4 1=2)

i=

Ty,-1 2nh -0 Y

U sing E Inm ahland M asson’s concentration inequality (cf. [12]), we obtain

Ply k¥1 exp( 2nh® =0 Yy



U sing Berry-E sseen’s theorem (cf. p 471 in M), the fact that Y is independent
of®/1 i n;1 3 M 1)andk n=2 9nh ~( Y=4,weget

— n=2 1 __pP-— p— 66
Pk 1+2nh T ¥] P P 6h™ T n (6h™ T n)+ p=;
n= n

where stands for the standard nom aldistribution function. T hus, we have

ERo ) Ayl min@o(E) A 3)
1 h _ B _ M 1
+% 1 exp( 2nh? =0 1) (6h =¢ 1’pn)+ 66= 1

Next, for any a > 0, by the elem entary properties of the tails of nom al
distribbution, we have

z
1 @)= pe o ( 2=2)dt a a’=2 14)
2 . P 2 @+ 1)

jo
Besides, we have ©r 0 < C < 2=6 (@modi cation or C = 0 is cbvious) and
(3376C)2 @2 M 35" bgM ) n, thus, ifwe replace h by its value given in [12)
and ifwe apply [14) with a= 16C" logM , then we obtain

h 1 18c? i
_ — _ M 1 M 66 1

(6h = 1’pn)+ 66— 1 exp = + (Mp )

18C° 2 logM

— : (15)
n

Combining [I3) and [[3), weobtain theresutwithC, = C=4) 1 exp( 8C?)

exp( 1=G6C° 2 Bg2)) > 0

The Hllow ing Jemm a is used to establish the low er bounds of T heorem [2. Tt
is a version of A ssouad’s Lemm a (cf. 28]) . P roof can be found in 24].

Lemma 1. Let X;A) be a measurabk space. Consider a set of probability

fP,=! 2 g indexed by the cube = f0;1g™ .Denote by E, the expectation
under P, . Let 1 be a num ber. A ssum e that:
81;192 = (1;19=1;H%@,;P0) <2

then we have
2 3
X
nf maxE, 4 3y w3id m2° @ )?
w2 0;1 2 =1

where the in mum infs; p,1p istaken over allestim ator based on an observation
from the statistical experience fP, j' 2 g and with values in [0;1]™ .



W e use the ©llow ing lem m a to prove the weakness of selector aggregates. A
proofcan be found p. 84 In [28].

Lemma 2. Let Py;:::;Py ke M probability m easures on a m easurablke space
1 X
(z ;T ) satsfying — K PyP1) IogM ; where 0< < 1=8.W e have
Mo
p— r
. A . M
inf max P5( 6 J) —p—= 1 2
~1 3 M 1+ M

14

log2
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