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Abstra
t. Given a random binary sequen
e X(n)
of random variables, Xt,

t = 1, 2, . . . , n, for instan
e, one that is generated by a Markov sour
e (tea
her)

of order k∗ (ea
h state represented by k∗ bits). Assume that the probability

of the event Xt = 1 is 
onstant and denote it by β. Consider a learner whi
h

is based on a parametri
 model, for instan
e a Markov model of order k, who

trains on a sequen
e x(m)
whi
h is randomly drawn by the tea
her. Test the

learner's performan
e by giving it a sequen
e x(n)
(generated by the tea
her)

and 
he
k its predi
tions on every bit of x(n). An error o

urs at time t if

the learner's predi
tion Yt di�ers from the true bit value Xt. Denote by ξ(n)

the sequen
e of errors where the error bit ξt at time t equals 1 or 0 a

ording

to whether the event of an error o

urs or not, respe
tively. Consider the

subsequen
e ξ(ν) of ξ(n)
whi
h 
orresponds to the errors of predi
ting a 0, i.e.,

ξ(ν) 
onsists of the bits of ξ(n)
only at times t su
h that Yt = 0. In this paper

we 
ompute an estimate on the deviation of the frequen
y of 1s of ξ(ν) from

β. The result shows that the level of randomness of ξ(ν) de
reases relative to

an in
rease in the 
omplexity of the learner.

1. Introdu
tion

Let X(n) = X1, . . . , Xn be a sequen
e of binary random variables drawn a
-


ording to some unknown joint probability distribution P
(

X(n)
)

. Consider the

problem of learning to predi
t the next bit in a binary sequen
e drawn a

ording

to P. For training, the learner is given a �nite sequen
e x(m)
of bits xt ∈ {0, 1} ,

1 ≤ t ≤ m, drawn a

ording to P and estimates a model M that 
an be used to

predi
t the next bit of a partially observed sequen
e. After training, the learner is

tested on another sequen
e x(n)
drawn a

ording to the same unknown distribution

P. Using M he produ
es the bit yt as a predi
tion for xt , 1 ≤ t ≤ n. Denote by

ξ(n) the 
orresponding binary sequen
e of mistakes where ξt = 1 if yt 6= xt and is 0
otherwise. We pose the following main question: how random is ξ(n) ?

It is 
lear that the sequen
e of mistakes should be random sin
e the test se-

quen
e x(n)
is random. It may also be that be
ause the learner is using a model

of a �nite stru
ture (or a �nite des
ription-length) then it may somehow introdu
e

dependen
ies and 
ause ξ(n) to be less random than x(n)
. And yet by another in-

tuition, perhaps the fa
t that the learner is of a �nite 
omplexity limits its ability

to 'deform' (or distort) randomness of x(n)
? These are all valid initial guesses

that relate to this main question. We note that our basis for saying that M has

a �nite stru
ture stems from it being an element of some regular hypothesis 
lass,

for instan
e, having a �nite VC-dimension as is often the 
ase in a learning setting

(see for instan
e stru
tural risk minimization of [18℄). In the 
urrent paper, we are

not interested in the learner's performan
e (as modeled for instan
e by Valiant's
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PAC framework [17, 15℄) but instead we take a data-
entri
 view and ask how mu
h

in�uen
e does the learner has on the sto
hasti
 properties of the errors. We view

the learner as an entity that 'interferes' with the randomness that is inherent in the

sequen
e to be predi
ted and through his predi
tions 
reates a sequen
e of mistakes

that has a di�erent sto
hasti
 
hara
ter.

To the best of the our knowledge, this main question has not been raised nor

studied in information or learning theory. Our aim in this paper is to make a

�rst attempt at answering it. Our approa
h will be a pra
ti
al one, where we

build on a spe
i�
 learning setting and use it for our analysis. In this setting we


onsider a tea
her that uses a probability distribution P based on a Markov model

with a 
ertain 
omplexity. The learner has a

ess to a hypothesis 
lass of Boolean

de
ision rules that are also based on Markov models. Hen
e, learning amounts to

the estimation of parameters of a �nite-order Markov model (this has been studied

extensively, see for instan
e [7, 13℄). As this is only a �rst attempt, it is obvious

that many di�erent settings 
an be analyzed, in parti
ular, more general ones.

For instan
e, 
onsidering a learner that in addition to parametri
 estimation, does

statisti
al-model-sele
tion [4℄.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows: in se
tion 2 we give a brief

introdu
tion to the notion of randomness, in se
tion 3 we de�ne the problem and

state our result (theorem), and in se
tion 4 we prove the theorem.

2. Randomness of a finite sequen
e

The notion of randomness of �nite obje
ts (binary sequen
es) aims to explain

the intuitive idea that a sequen
e, whether �nite or in�nite, should be measured

as being more unpredi
table if it possess fewer regularities (patterns). There is no

formal de�nition of randomness but there are three main properties that a random

binary string of length n must intuitively satisfy [16℄. The �rst property is the

so-
alled sto
hasti
ity or frequen
y stability of the sequen
e whi
h means that any

binary word of length k ≤ n must have the same frequen
y limit (equal to 2−k
).

This is basi
ally the notion of normality that Borel introdu
ed and is related to

the degree of unpredi
tability of the sequen
e. The se
ond property is 
haoti
ity

or disorderliness of the sequen
e. A sequen
e is less 
haoti
 (less 
omplex) if it

has a short des
ription, i.e., if the minimal length of a program that generates the

sequen
e is short. The third property is typi
alness. A random sequen
e is a typi
al

representative of the 
lass Ω of all binary sequen
es. It has no spe
i�
 features

distinguishing it from the rest of the population. An in�nite binary sequen
e is

typi
al if ea
h small subset E of Ω does not 
ontain it (the 
orre
t de�nition of a

'small' set was given by Martin Löf [12℄).
As mentioned in se
tion 1, our interest in this paper is essentially to ask what

'interferen
e' does a learner have on the randomness of a test sequen
e. It appears

essential that we look not only on the randomness of the obje
t itself (the test

sequen
e x(n)
) but also at the interfering entity�the learner, spe
i�
ally, its algo-

rithmi
 
omponent that is used for predi
tion. Related to this, there is an area

of resear
h that studies algorithmi
 randomness whi
h is the relationship between


omplexity and sto
hasti
ity of �nite and in�nite binary sequen
es [3℄. Algorithmi


randomness was �rst 
onsidered by von Mises in 1919 who de�ned an in�nite binary

sequen
e α of zeros and ones as random if it is unbiased, i.e. if the frequen
y of ze-

ros goes to

1/2, and every subsequen
e of α that we 
an extra
t using an admissible

sele
tion rule (see de�nition below) is also not biased. Kolmogorov and Loveland

[11, 10℄ proposed a more permissive de�nition of an admissible sele
tion rule as any

(partial) 
omputable pro
ess whi
h, having read any n bits of an in�nite binary

sequen
e α, pi
ks a bit that has not been read yet, de
ides whether it should be
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sele
ted or not, and then reads its value. When subsequen
es sele
ted by su
h a

sele
tion rule pass the unbiasedness test they are 
alled Kolmogorov-Loveland sto-


hasti
 (KL-sto
hasti
 for short). Martin Löf [12℄ introdu
ed a notion of randomness

whi
h is now 
onsidered by many as the most satisfa
tory notion of algorithmi
 ran-

domness. His de�nition says pre
isely whi
h in�nite binary sequen
es are random

and whi
h are not. The de�nition is probabilisti
ally 
onvin
ing in that it requires

ea
h random sequen
e to pass every algorithmi
ally implementable statisti
al test

of randomness.

Let us brie�y de�ne what is meant by a sele
tion rule. As mentioned above,

this is a prin
ipal 
on
ept used as part of tests of randomness of sequen
es. Let

{0, 1}∗ be the spa
e of all �nite binary sequen
es and denote by {0, 1}n the set of

all �nite binary sequen
es of length n. An admissible sele
tion rule R is de�ned

([8, 19℄) based on three partial re
ursive fun
tions f, g and h on {0, 1}∗. Let x(n) =
x1, . . . , xn. The pro
ess of sele
tion is re
ursive. It begins with an empty sequen
e

∅. The fun
tion f is responsible for sele
ting possible 
andidate bits of x(n)
as

elements of the subsequen
e to be formed. The fun
tion g examines the value of

these bits and de
ides whether to in
lude them in the subsequen
e. Thus f does

so a

ording to the following de�nition: f(∅) = i1, and if at the 
urrent time

k a subsequen
e has already been sele
ted whi
h 
onsists of elements xi1 , . . . , xik

then f 
omputes the index of the next element to be examined a

ording to element

f(xi1 , . . . , xik) = i where i 6∈ {i1, . . . , ik}, i.e., the next element to be examined must

not be one whi
h has already been sele
ted (noti
e that maybe i < ij , 1 ≤ j ≤ k,
i.e., the sele
tion rule 
an go ba
kwards on x). Next, the two-valued fun
tion g
sele
ts this element xi to be the next element of the 
onstru
ted subsequen
e of

x if and only if g(xi1 , . . . , xik) = 1. The role of the two-valued fun
tion h is to

de
ide when this pro
ess must be terminated. This subsequen
e sele
tion pro
ess

terminates if h(xi1 , . . . , xik ) = 1 or f(xi1 , . . . , xik) > n. Let R(x(n)) denote the

sele
ted subsequen
e. By K(R|n) we mean the length of the shortest program


omputing the values of f , g and h given n.
From the previous dis
ussion, we know that there are two prin
ipal measures

related to the information 
ontent in a �nite sequen
e x(n)
, sto
hasti
ity (unpre-

di
tability) and 
haoti
ity (
omplexity). An in�nitely long binary sequen
e is re-

garded random if it satis�es the prin
iple of stability of the frequen
y of 1s for any of
its subsequen
es that are obtained by an admissible sele
tion rule [8℄. Kolmogorov

showed that the sto
hasti
ity of a �nite binary sequen
e x may be pre
isely ex-

pressed by the deviation of the frequen
y of ones from some 0 < p < 1, for any
subsequen
e of x(n)

sele
ted by an admissible sele
tion rule R of �nite 
omplexity

K(R|n) where for an obje
t x given another obje
t y he de�ned in [9℄ the 
omplexity

of x as

K(x|y) = min{l(π) : φ(π, y) = x} (2.1)

where l(π) is the length of the sequen
e π, φ is a universal partial re
ursive fun
tion

whi
h a
ts as a des
ription method, i.e., when provided with input (π, y) it gives
a spe
i�
ation for x (for more on that see the ni
e paper by [19℄). The 
haoti
ity

of x(n)
is large if its 
omplexity is 
lose to its length n. The 
lassi
al work of

[8, 1, 2, 19℄ relates 
haoti
ity to sto
hasti
ity. In [1, 2℄ it is shown that 
haoti
ity

implies sto
hasti
ity. For a binary sequen
e s, let us denote by ‖s‖ the number of

1s in s, then this 
an be seen from the following relationship (with p = 1/2):

∣

∣

∣

∣

‖R(x(n))‖

l(R(x(n)))
−

1

2

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ c

√

n−K(x(n)|n) +K(R|n) + 2 logK(R|n)

l(R(x(n)))
(2.2)



HOW RANDOM ARE A LEARNER'S MISTAKES ? 4

where l(R(x(n))) is the length of the subsequen
e sele
ted by R and c > 0 is some

absolute 
onstant. From this it is apparent that as the 
haoti
ity of x(n)
grows the

sto
hasti
ity of the sele
ted subsequen
eR(x(n)) grows (the bias from 1/2 de
reases).
Also, the information 
ontent of the sele
tion rule, namely K(R|n), has a dire
t

e�e
t on this relationship: the lower K(R|n) the stronger the stability (smaller

deviation of the frequen
y of 1s from 1/2). In [5℄ the other dire
tion whi
h shows

that sto
hasti
ity implies 
haoti
ity is proved.

So referring ba
k to the initial guesses we made in se
tion 1 
on
erning our

expe
tation about the randomnes of the error sequen
e ξ(n), we now have a better


lue and expe
t that the more algorithmi
ally 
omplex a learner's predi
tion rule

is the more that it 
an distort (introdu
e bias into) the randomness of the test

sequen
e x(n)
. As will be shown, rather than resorting to algorithmi
 randomness

theory (whi
h requires dealing with the non-pra
ti
al and hard to analyze notion

of Kolmogorov 
omplexity) a dire
t 
ombinatorial will do.

3. Probelm definition

Let us denote by {0, 1}∗ the spa
e of all �nite binary sequen
es. The learning

problem 
onsists of predi
ting the next bit value in a sequen
eX(n) = X1, X2, . . . Xn

of binary random variables drawn randomly a

ording to a probability distribution

P whi
h is de�ned based on a Markov 
hain with a �nite number of states s. For

onvenien
e, we let the state spa
e be the set of natural numbers between 0 and

2k − 1 and represent ea
h state s ∈ Sk ≡
{

0, 1, . . . , 2k − 1
}

by its unique binary

ve
tor b = [b(1), b(2), . . . , b(k)] ∈ {0, 1}k. We alternatively refer to states either by

their de
imal number s or their binary ve
tor b.
Asso
iated with these states is the transition matrix T where the ith row rep-

resents the 
onditional probability distribution given state i. Consider drawing a

random sequen
e X(n)
using the 
hain by repeatedly making a transition from the


urrent state St at time t to the next state St+1 as di
tated by Tk. Suppose that

St = i and St+1 = j then the tea
her emits for Xt+1 the bit value that is appended

to bt in order to obtain bt+1, i.e., the value Xt+1 satis�es

bj = [bi(2), bi(3), . . . , bi(k), Xt+1]

where bj and bi are the binary ve
tors 
orresponding to the states j and i, re-
spe
tively. Clearly, the stru
ture of the Markov model allows only two outgoing

transitions from any given state sin
e Xt+1 is binary; we 
all them a type-1 and

type-0 transitions. Let us denote by Mk a Markov model (
hain) based on transi-

tion matrix Tk. We use k∗ to denote the order of the tea
her's Markov 
hain (on

whi
h P is based). For any binary sequen
e x(k+n)
of length at least k > 0 if we let

bk ≡ [bk(1), . . . , bk(k)] = [x1, . . . , xk] and de�ne re
ursively the value of

bt = [bt−1(2), . . . , bt−1(k), xt] (3.1)

for all times t > k, where xt ∈ {0, 1} then the probability of x(k+n)
with respe
t to

the tea
her's model is de�ned by

P

(

x(k+n)
)

= P (S1 = bk)P

(

S2 = b1+k

∣

∣

∣

∣

S1 = bk

)

· · ·P

(

Sn+1 = bn+k

∣

∣

∣

∣

Sn = bn−1+k

)

. (3.2)

Hen
eforth, all random binary sequen
es are assumed to be drawn a

ording to

this probability distribution P whi
h is based on model Mk∗
. Neither the value k∗

nor the parameters of Mk∗
are known to the learner. From basi
 theory on �nite

Markov 
hains, sin
e the matrix Tk∗
is sto
hasti
 (i.e., the sum of the elements in
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any row equals 1) then Mk∗
has a stationary probability distribution, whi
h we

denote by P
∗
. Let us denote by

β = P
∗ (Xt = 1) (3.3)

at any time t.
As a learner, we 
onsider an algorithm that assumes a Markov model Mk of

dimension k ≥ 1. The learner estimates the probability parameters

pij ≡ P(St+1 = j|St = i), i, j ∈ Sk

by

p̂ij =
# {St+1 = j, St = i}

# {St = i}

where # {St = i} denotes the number of times state i appeared in the training

sequen
e x(k+m)
whi
h drawn randomly by the tea
her a

ording to P and so p̂ij

are the frequen
y of transitions. The �rst k bits of x(k+m)
indi
ate the initial state

of the learner's model as it reads the training sequen
e, m is the number of state

transitions taken by the tea
her's model to generate the sequen
e. Note that pij
are unknowns sin
e they represent the probability of transition from state i to state
j in the learner's model Mk given a random sequen
e generated a

ording to the

tea
her probability distribution P (whi
h is based on the unknown model Mk∗
).

After training, the learner is tested on a random test sequen
e X(k+n)
obtained

from the tea
her based onMk∗
. The learner is repeatedly asked to predi
t the next

bit for ea
h of the last n random bits Xk+1, . . . , Xk+n, where as above, the �rst k
bits of X(k+n)

indi
ate the starting state of the learner's model as it reads the test

sequen
e. The learner 
omputes the posterior probability P (Xt+1 = 1|St), based
on the learnt model Mk, whi
h is the probability that the next bit Xt+1 = 1 given

that the 
urrent state is St (at any given time t the 
urrent state 
onsists of the

last k bits seen in the test sequen
e up to t). The learner's de
ision (predi
tion) is

based on the maximum a posteriori probability whi
h is de�ned as follows: suppose

that the 
urrent state is i then the de
ision is

d(i) ≡

{

1 if p̂(1|i) > 1− p̂(1|i)
0 otherwise,

(3.4)

i ∈ Sk, where p̂(1|i) is de�ned as p̂ij for the state j whose bj = [bi(2), . . . , bi(k), 1]
(a type-1 transition from state i) and the 
orresponding true probability (measured

a

ording to P) is denoted by p(1|i) = pij . Note that (3.4) may be expressed

alternatively as

d(i) =

{

1 if p̂(1|i) > 1
2

0 otherwise.
(3.5)

Denote by mi ≥ 0 the number of times state i was entered as the tea
her s
ans the

training sequen
e x(k+m)
from t = k + 1 up to t = k + m (as mentioned above,

the initial state at time t = k + 1 is the state whose b = [x1, x2, . . . , xk]). We

will sometimes refer to mi as the ith subsample size. Note that mi, i ∈ Sk, are

dependent random variables sin
e the Markov 
hain may visit ea
h state a random

number of times and they all must satisy

∑2k−1
i=0 mi = m. We 
laim that the

p̂(1|i), i ∈ Sk, are independent random variables when 
onditioned on the ve
tor

[m0, . . . ,m2k−1] (whi
h we hen
eforth denote by m). In order to see this, 
onsider

a training sequen
e x(m+k)
generated by the tea
her a

ording to (3.2). Let us

denote the 
orresponding sequen
e of states by σ(m) = (σ1, . . . , σm) with σi ∈ Sk.
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Then by (3.2) we have

P

(

x(m+k)
)

= P

(

σ(m)
)

= P (S1 = σ1)P

(

S2 = σ2

∣

∣

∣

∣

S1 = σ1

)

P

(

S3 = σ3

∣

∣

∣

∣

S2 = σ2

)

· · ·P

(

Sm = σm

∣

∣

∣

∣

Sm−1 = σm−1

)

For any i ∈ Sk denote by Nσ(1|i) the number of type-1 transitions from state i in
the sequen
e σ. Without loss of generality, let us assume that always initially the

state is i = 0 so that we 
an write for the �rst fa
tor P

(

S1 = σ1

∣

∣

∣

∣

0

)

. Sin
e all

state transitions are either type-0 or type-1 transition then we have

P

(

x(m+k)

∣

∣

∣

∣

m

)

=
∏

i∈Sk

(p(1|i))Nσ(1|i) (1− p(1|i))mi−Nσ(1|i)
(3.6)

where p(1|i) was de�ned above. Let α be a non-negative integer 
onstant and de�ne

the ve
tor fun
tion N(i) ≡ [N(1|i), α−N(1|i)]. Asso
iate a 
onditional probability
fun
tion for the random variable N(i) as

P

(

N(i) = [ℓ, α− ℓ]

∣

∣

∣

∣

α

)

= (p(1|i))ℓ (1− p(1|i))α−ℓ
.

Then (3.6) may be written as

P

(

x(m+k)

∣

∣

∣

∣

m

)

=
∏

i∈Sk

P

(

N(i) = [Nσ (1|i) ,mi −Nσ (1|i)]

∣

∣

∣

∣

mi

)

. (3.7)

Note, 
onditioned on mi, the event �N(i) = [Nσ (1|i) ,mi −Nσ (1|i)]� is equivalent

to the event � p̂(1|i) = Nσ(1|i)
mi

�. Hen
e alternatively (3.7) 
an be expressed as

P

(

x(m+k)

∣

∣

∣

∣

m

)

=
∏

i∈Sk

P

(

p̂(1|i) =
Nσ(1|i)

mi

∣

∣

∣

∣

m

)

. (3.8)

The right side of (3.8) is a produ
t of 
onditional probability fun
tions of the random

variables p̂(1|i). So 
onditioned onm, the event that a sequen
e x(m+k)
is generated

by the tea
her is equivalent to the event that a sequen
e of state transitions has

frequen
ies p̂(1|i) that independently take the parti
ular values

Nσ(1|i)/mi a

ording

to x(m+k)
.

Let us state the main result of this paper.

Theorem 1. Let 0 < δ < 1 and k, ℓ,m, n be positive integers. Let P be an unknown

probability distribution based on a Markov 
hain and denote by P
∗
the 
orrespond-

ing stationary probability distribution. Suppose that a tea
her generates a binary

sequen
e X(n) = X1, X2, . . . , Xn by repeatedly drawing Xt a

ording P. Denote by

β = P
∗ (Xt = 1) and let x(k+m)

be a given randomly drawn training sequen
e.

Suppose that a learner uses x(k+m)
to estimate the values of the parameters of a

Markov model Mk with 2k states and denote by ρ the average of the probabilities

(a

ording to P) that the frequen
y (with respe
t to x(k+m)) of emitting a 1 (when

transitioning from a 
urrent state to the next state in Mk) is larger than

1/2. Sup-

pose that the learner is tested in
rementally on a randomly drawn sequen
e x(k+n)

generated a

ording to P. The learner predi
ts an output bit yt for every input bit

xt in x(k+n)
using Mk.

Denote by ξ(k+n)
the sequen
e of mistakes where ξt = 1 if yt 6= xt, and ξt = 0

otherwise, k + 1 ≤ t ≤ k + n. Suppose that the subsequen
e ξ(ν) of mistakes
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orresponding to 0-valued predi
tions is of length ν ≥ ℓ. Denote by

ǫ(ℓ, k, ρ, δ) ≡

√

max

{

1

ℓ

(

ln

(

4

δ

)

+ 3ρ2k−1

(

ln

(

1

ρ

)

+ 1

)

+ k

)

,
1

2k−2ρ
ln

(

4

δ

)}

.

Then for any 0 < δ < 1, with 
on�den
e at least 1− δ the deviation between β and

the frequen
y of 1s of ξ(ν) is bounded as

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

1

ν

ν
∑

j=1

ξj − β

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ ǫ(ℓ, k, ρ, δ)

where it is assumed that (1 + ǫ(ℓ, k, ρ, δ))ρ < 1/2 and ǫ(ℓ, k, ρ, δ) < 1/2.

4. Proof of Theorem 1

Referring to (3.5), as the de
ision rule of the learner let us denote by the binary

ve
tor

d = [d(0), . . . , d(2k − 1)]. (4.1)

The d(i) depend on the random variables p̂(1|i) hen
e d fully des
ribes the learner's

predi
tion rule after having learint the model Mk based on the random training

sequen
e x(k+m)
. That is, d des
ribes every possible predi
tion that 
an be made

for all possible situations (present states).

We have from (3.5) that

P(d(i) = 1) = P

(

p̂(1|i) >
1

2

)

≡ ρi (4.2)

from whi
h it is 
lear that the elements of d are nonidenti
ally distributed Bernoulli

random variables. Note that 
onditioned on m they are independent (see above

argument 
on
erning the 
onditional independen
e of the random variables p̂(1|i)).
For a binary ve
tor d denote by ‖d‖ the l1-norm (or Hamming weight) of d.

Denoting by

ρ ≡





1

2k

2k−1
∑

i=0

ρi





(4.3)

then the expe
ted number of 1s in d is

E[‖d‖] = E





2k−1
∑

i=0

d(i)



 = 2kρ.

Let us de�ne the following set,

A(k)
ǫ =

{

d ∈ {0, 1}2
k

: 1− ǫ ≤
‖d‖

2kρ
≤ 1 + ǫ

}

. (4.4)

The probability of not falling in A
(k)
ǫ is

P

(

d 6∈ A(k)
ǫ

)

=
∑

m

P

(

d 6∈ A(k)
ǫ

∣

∣

∣

∣

m

)

P (m) (4.5)

where the sum ranges over all non-negative sub-sample size ve
tors [m0, . . . ,m2k−1]
that satisfy

∑

imi = m. We now bound the �rst fa
tor inside the sum by a quantity

whi
h only depends on m (not on the spe
i�
 ve
tor m). We have,
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P

(

d 6∈ A(k)
ǫ

∣

∣

∣

∣

m

)

= P

(

{

d : ‖d‖ > (1 + ǫ)2kρ
}

⋃

{

d : ‖d‖ < (1− ǫ)2kρ
}

∣

∣

∣

∣

m

)

≤ P

(

‖d‖ > (1 + ǫ)2kρ

∣

∣

∣

∣

m

)

+ P

(

‖d‖ < (1− ǫ)2kρ

∣

∣

∣

∣

m

)

. (4.6)

As stated above, 
onditioned on m the d(i) are independent thus ‖d‖ is a sum of

independent non-identi
ally distribtued Bernouli random variables (also known as

Poisson trials). We will use the following lemma.

Lemma 2. Let X1, . . . , Xn be independent Bernouli random variables P (Xi = 1) =
pi where 0 ≤ pi ≤ 1 and denote by p = 1

n

∑n
i=1 pi. Then for any 0 < ǫ ≤ 1 we have

P

(

1

n

n
∑

i=1

Xi < (1 − ǫ)p

)

< e−npǫ2/2

and

P

(

1

n

n
∑

i=1

Xi > (1 + ǫ)p

)

≤ e−npǫ2/4.

The slight asymmetry in the bounds 
an be seen from the proof of the lemma whi
h

is based on applying Cherno� bound on the tail probability of the sum of Poisson

trials (see Theorem 4.1 and 4.3, in [14℄)℄.

By the above lemma and from (4.4), (4.5), (4.6) it follows that the probability

that a random d does not fall in A
(k)
ǫ is bounded as

P

(

d 6∈ A(k)
ǫ

)

≤ 2e−2kρǫ2/4. (4.7)

Next, we estimate the 
ardinality of the set A
(k)
ǫ . From (4.4) we have,

∣

∣

∣A(k)
ǫ

∣

∣

∣ ≤

⌈(1+ǫ)2kρ⌉
∑

i=⌊(1−ǫ)2kρ⌋

(

2k

i

)

.

Denote by B(k, n) =
(

n
k

)

, then it is easy to verify (see for instan
e [6℄) that the

ratio

φ(k) =
B(k, n)

B(k − 1, n)
=

n− k + 1

k

de
reases monotoni
ally as k in
reases from 1 to n. For k > n/2 this ratio is smaller

than 1 hen
e it follows that for

(

n
k+v

)

(

n
k

) = φ(k + 1)φ(k + 2) · · ·φ(k + v) ≤

(

n− k

k + 1

)v

.

It follows that for any c > n/2 if we denote by αc+1 ≡ φ(c + 1) = n−c
c+1 then the

following upper bound holds,

c+v
∑

k=c

(

n

k

)

≤

(

n

c

)

(

1 + αc+1 + α2
c+1 + · · ·+ αv

c+1

)

≤

(

n

c

)

1

1− αc+1
.

Similarly, the inverse φ−1(k) in
reases monotoni
ally as k in
reases and for k < n/2
is smaller than 1 hen
e it follows that for any c < n/2 we have

c
∑

k=c−v

(

n

k

)

≤

(

n

c

)

(

1 + α−1
c + α−2

c + · · ·+ α−v
c

)

≤

(

n

c

)

1

1− α−1
c

.
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Therefore, as a bound on the 
ardinality of A
(k)
ǫ we have

∣

∣

∣A(k)
ǫ

∣

∣

∣ ≤







(

2k

⌊(1−ǫ)2kρ⌋

)

1
1−α+

if ǫ < 1− 1
2ρ

(

2k

⌈(1+ǫ)2kρ⌉

)

1
1−α−1

−

if ǫ < 1
2ρ − 1

(4.8)

where

α+ =
2k − ⌊(1− ǫ)2kρ⌋

⌊(1− ǫ)2kρ⌋+ 1

and

α−1
− =

⌈(1 + ǫ)2kρ⌉

2k − ⌈(1 + ǫ)2kρ⌉+ 1
.

By the assumption of the theorem, ρi (de�ned in (4.2)) have an average value (4.3)

that satis�es (1 + ǫ)ρ < 1
2 so the bottom bound in (4.8) applies. Hen
e the bound

simpli�es to

∣

∣

∣
A(k)

ǫ

∣

∣

∣
≤

(

2k

(1 + ǫ)2kρ

)

1

1− α−1
−

(4.9)

where we hen
eforth drop the ⌈·⌉ from the lower entry and leave it impli
it.

We now 
ontinue the analysis in order to obtain a bound on the possible deviation

in randomness of the learner's mistake sequen
e. Let us denote by Rd : {0, 1}∗ →
{0, 1} the learner's de
ision rule whi
h is de�ned based on the model Mk learnt by

the learner where d is de�ned in (4.1). When given a �nite random binary sequen
e

X(t)
, Rd produ
es a binary predi
tion at time t + 1, referred to as an output bit,

whi
h equals

Yt+1 = Rd(X
(t))

= d(St)

where St is the state of the learner at time t and d(St) is as de�ned in (3.4). Let us

denote by ξ(n) the sequen
e of errors where the error bit ξt at time t equals 1 or 0
a

ording to whether the event of an error in predi
tion o

urs or not, respe
tively,

that is, for a given input sequen
e x(n)
and a predi
tion sequen
e y(n) we de�ne

ξt =

{

1 if yt 6= xt

0 otherwise.

Consider the subsequen
e ξ(ν) of ξ(n) 
orresponding to the errors asso
iated with

the predi
tion of a 0, i.e., ξ(v) 
onsists of the bits of ξ(n) at times t when the

predi
tion bit yt = 0. Clearly, ξ(ν) is a subsequen
e of the input x(n)
sin
e when the

predi
tion is 0 the error bit equals the input bit. The length ν of this subsequen
e

is a random variable sin
e it depends on the learnt model Mk. Sin
e ξ(ν) is a

subsequen
e of the error resulting from predi
tion by Rd and is also a subsequen
e

of the input x(k+n)
we asso
iate a sele
tion rule Γd (see se
tion 2) with the de
ision

rule Rd and say that Γd sele
ts ξ(ν) from x(n)
.

Let E
(ℓ)
d,ǫ denote the event that based on a given �xed rule Γd the sele
ted sub-

sequen
e ξ(ν) from a random input sequen
e x(n)
is of length at least ℓ and its

frequen
y of 1s deviates from the expe
ted value by at least ǫ, formally,

E
(ℓ)
d,ǫ =

{

x(n) : ξ(ν) = Γd

(

x(n)
)

, ν ≥ ℓ,

∣

∣

∣

∣

‖ξ(ν)‖

ν
− β

∣

∣

∣

∣

> ǫ

}

,

where ‖ξ(ν)‖ denotes the number of 1s in the binary sequen
e ξ(ν) of length ν.
We use the following lemma whi
h states a rate on the strong law of large num-

bers for Bernoulli trials.
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Lemma 3. [10℄ Let X1, . . . Xn be n i.i.d. Bernoulli random variables with EX1 = p.
Then

P

(

sup
k≥n

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

1

k

k
∑

i=1

Xi − p

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

> ǫ

)

≤ 2e−2nǫ2(1−ǫ).

From Lemma 3 it follows that for any �xed d ∈ {0, 1}2
k

we have

P

(

E
(ℓ)
d,ǫ

)

=
∑

ν≥ℓ

P

(

∣

∣

∣

∣

‖ξ(ν)‖

ν
− β

∣

∣

∣

∣

> ǫ

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

ν

)

P (ν)

≤
∑

ν≥ℓ

P

(

sup
ν≥ℓ

∣

∣

∣

∣

‖ξ(ν)‖

ν
− β

∣

∣

∣

∣

> ǫ

)

P (ν)

≤ 2e−2ℓǫ2(1−ǫ)
∑

ν≥ℓ

P (ν)

≤ 2e−2ℓǫ2(1−ǫ). (4.10)

Denote by d̂ the binary ve
tor asso
iated with the learnt model Mk (whi
h is based

on a random training sequen
e x(k+m)). We are interested in the probability of the

event E
(ℓ)

d̂,ǫ
that after learning, given a random test sequen
e x(n)

for predi
tion, the

learner based on the sele
tion rule Γd̂ sele
ts a subsequen
e ξ
(ν)

from x(n)
of length

at least ℓ whi
h is biased away from β by an amount greater than ǫ.

Denoting by A
(k)c

ǫ the 
omplement of the set A
(k)
ǫ then we have

P

(

E
(ℓ)

d̂,ǫ

)

= P

(

E
(ℓ)

d̂,ǫ

∣

∣

∣

∣

d̂ ∈ A(k)
ǫ

)

P

(

A(k)
ǫ

)

+ P

(

E
(ℓ)

d̂,ǫ

∣

∣

∣

∣

d̂ 6∈ A(k)
ǫ

)

P

(

A(k)c

ǫ

)

= P





⋃

d∈A
(k)
ǫ

E
(ℓ)
d,ǫ



P

(

A(k)
ǫ

)

+ P

(

E
(ℓ)

d̂,ǫ

∣

∣

∣

∣

d̂ 6∈ A(k)
ǫ

)

P

(

A(k)c

ǫ

)

≤ P





⋃

d∈A
(k)
ǫ

E
(ℓ)
d,ǫ



+ P

(

A(k)c

ǫ

)

(4.11)

≤ 2
∣

∣

∣A(k)
ǫ

∣

∣

∣ e−2ℓǫ2(1−ǫ) + 2e−2kρǫ2/4
(4.12)

where the last inequality follows from (4.7) and (4.10). To have the right side be

no larger than δ > 0 it su�
es to ensure that ǫ satis�es as a �rst 
ondition

ǫ ≤ 2

√

1

2kρ
ln

4

δ

and, assuming that

ǫ ≤
1

2

whi
h implies that

1
2ǫ

2 ≤ ǫ2(1− ǫ), a se
ond 
ondition on ǫ is

ǫ ≤

√

1

ℓ

(

ln
∣

∣

∣A
(k)
ǫ

∣

∣

∣+ ln

(

4

δ

))

. (4.13)

Now, from (4.9),

∣

∣

∣
A(k)

ǫ

∣

∣

∣
≤

(

2k

(1 + ǫ)2kρ

)

1

1− α−1
−

.
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Hen
e we may bound

ln
∣

∣

∣A(k)
ǫ

∣

∣

∣ ≤ ln

(

2k

(1 + ǫ)2kρ

)

+ ln
1

1− α−1
−

. (4.14)

Now, the following bound on the 
ombination number is easy to verify,

(

n

k

)

≤
nk

k!

from whi
h we obtain

ln

(

n

k

)

≤ k lnn− ln

k
∏

j=1

j

= k lnn−
k
∑

j=1

ln j

≤ k
(

ln
(n

k

)

+ 1
)

where we used

∑k
j=1 ln j ≥

� k

1
lnx dx. Hen
e the �rst term of (4.14) is bounded as

ln

(

2k

(1 + ǫ)2kρ

)

≤ (1 + ǫ)ρ2k
(

ln

(

1

(1 + ǫ)ρ

)

+ 1

)

≤ 3ρ2k−1

(

ln

(

1

ρ

)

+ 1

)

.

Now,

α−1
− =

⌈(1 + ǫ)2kρ⌉

2k − ⌈(1 + ǫ)2kρ⌉+ 1
≤

2k−1

2k − 2k−1 + 1
=

2k−1

2k−1 + 1

hen
e

1

1− α−1
−

≤ 2k−1 + 1 ≤ 2k.

It follows that the se
ond term of (4.14) is bounded from above by k. Therefore

(4.14) is bounded from above by

3ρ2k−1

(

ln

(

1

ρ

)

+ 1

)

+ k.

Hen
e, for any 0 < δ ≤ 1, with 
on�den
e at least 1− δ the deviation between the

frequen
y of 1s and β of the subsequen
e ξ(ν) sele
ted by the rule Γd̂ based on the

learnt model Mk is bounded as

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

1

ν

ν
∑

j=1

ξj − β

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤

√

max

{

1

ℓ

(

ln

(

4

δ

)

+ 3ρ2k−1

(

ln

(

1

ρ

)

+ 1

)

+ k

)

,
1

2k−2ρ
ln

(

4

δ

)}

.

This 
on
ludes the proof of Theorem 1.

5. Con
lusions

Con
erning Theorem 1, it is 
lear that the more 
omplex the learner (larger k)
the higher the bound ǫ (ℓ, k, ρ, δ) whi
h implies that the mistake sequen
e ξ(ν) 
an
deviate 
onsiderably in randomness from a typi
al random subsequen
e of the

input test sequen
e x(k+n)
. Note that the only expli
it dependen
e of the bound

on the tea
her's probability distribution P 
omes through ρ (and not k∗).
However, impli
itly, it does depend on k∗ sin
e when the learner model has order

k ≪ k∗ then the 'memory' of the tea
her is mu
h larger than the learner's window

size (re
all that k represents the number of bits per state). The learner s
ans the

training sequen
e using a small window (
ompared to the tea
her's memory) and

estimates the state-transition probabilities pij . Thus p̂(1|i) will be on average
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lose to

1/2 and so will the ρi and hen
e ρ. If k is 
lose to k∗ then the learner's

window is 
lose to the tea
her's memory length whi
h means that (in general) the

p̂ij may deviate 
onsiderably from

1/2. In this 
ase the ρi 
an be 
lose to zero

hen
e make ρ small whi
h will in
rease ǫ (ℓ, k, ρ, δ).
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