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Abstract

It has recently been shown that supervised learning withptipular logistic loss is equivalent to
optimizing the exponential loss over sufficient statisib®ut the classRademacher observatiofisa-
dos). We first show that this unexpected equivalence camlyiche generalizedo other example / rado
losses, with necessary and sufficient conditions for thévatpnce, exemplified on four losses that bear
popular names in various fields: exponential (boostingpmaeariance (finance), Linear Hinge (on-line
learning), ReLU (deep learning), and unhinged (statistiecond, we show that the generalization
unveils a surprising new connectionregularizedlearning, and in particular a sufficient condition un-
der which regularizing the loss over examples is equivaleregularizing the radogwith Minkowski
sums) in the equivalent rado loss. This brings simple andepimrado-based learning algorithms for
sparsity-controlling regularizatiorthat we exemplify on a boosting algorithm for the regulaedizxpo-
nential rado-loss, which formally boosts oveur types of regularization, including the popular ridge
and lasso, and the recently coinedoPE — we obtain the first proven boosting algorithm for this last
regularization. Through our first contribution on the eailénce of rado and example-based los§es,
R.ADABoOSTappears to be an efficient proxy to boost the regularizedticjossover exampleasing
whicheverof the four regularizers (and any linear combination of therg, for elastic net regulariza-
tion). We are not aware of any regularized logistic loss falrbboosting algorithm with such a wide
spectrum of regularizers. Experiments display that regudtion consistently improves performances
of rado-based learning, and may challenge or beat the dtaie @rt of example-based learning even
when learning over small sets of rados. Finally, we connegntlarization tee-differential privacy, and
display how tiny budgetse(g. ¢ < 10~3) can be afforded on big domains while beating (protected)
example-based learning.

1 Introduction

A recent result has shown that minimising the popular ligistss over examples in supervised learning
is equivalent to the minimisation of the exponential lossraufficient statistics about the claksown as
Rademacher observatiorfgados, [(Nock et all, 2015)), for treameclassifier. In short, we fit a classifier
over data that is different from examples, and the sameifttasgeneralizes well to newbservations
It is known that sufficient statistics carry the intractépilof certain processes that would otherwise be
easy with data (Montanari, 2014). In the case of rados, summngputational caveat turns out to béig
advantage as privacy is becoming crucial (Enserink & Ch015). Indeed, rados allow to protect data
not just from a computational complexity standpoint, bugtoafrom geometric, algebraic and statistical
standpoints| (Nock et al., 2015), while still allowing tofeaccurate classifiers.

Two key problems remain: learning from rados can competeraxgntally with learning from exam-
ples, but there is a gap to reduce for rados to be not just amgaberial to learn from in a privacy setting, but
also a serious alternative to learning from examplielarge, yielding new avenues to supervised learning.
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Second, theoretically speaking, it is crucial to undeit@this equivalence holds only for the logistic and
exponential losses, or if it can be generalised and shedigbton losses and their minimisation.

In this paper, we provide answers to these two questions, faitr main contributions. Our first con-
tribution is to show that this generalization indeed holdther example losses admit equivalent losses in
the rado world, meaning in particular that their minimistssifier is thesame regardless of the dataset
of examples. The technique we use exploits a two-player fieno game representation of convex losses,
that has been very useful to analyse boosting algorithmisaf8iez, 2003;_Telgarsky, 2012), with one key
difference: payoffs are non-linear convex, eventually-ddferentiable. These also resemble the entropic
dual losses (Reid etlal., 2015), with the difference that waat enforce conjugacy over the simplex. The
conditions of the game are slightly different for exampled sados. We provide necessary and sufficient
conditions for the resulting losses over examples and radbs equivalent. Informally, equivalence hap-
pens iff the convex functions of the games satisfy a symnrelationshipand the weights satisfy a linear
system of equations. We gifeur casesof this equivalence. It turns out that the losses involvedrbe
popular names in different communities, even when not athem are systematically used as lospes
se exponential, logistic, square, mean-variance, ReLl&dirHinge, and unhinged losses (Nair & Hinton,
2010; Gentile & Warmuth, 1998; Nock & Nielsen, 2008; Teldgar2012; Vapnik, 1998; van Rooyen el al.,
2015) (and many others).

Our second contribution came unexpectedly through this/algunce. Regularizing a loss is common in
machine learning (Bach etlal., 2011). We show a sufficientitimm for the equivalence under which reg-
ularizing the example loss is equivalent to regularizing radosin the rado lossi.e. making a Minkowski
sum of the rado set with a classifier-based set. This projeingependenof the regularizer, and holds for
all four cases of equivalence.

Third, we propose a boosting algorithf;R.ADABOOST, that learns a classifier from rados using the
exponential regularized rado loss, with regularizatiooict belonging to the ridge, lass,, or the recently
coined sLOPE (Bogdan et al., 2015). A key property is thdtR.ADABOOST bypasseshe Minkowski
sums to compute regularized rados. It is therefore comiputdly efficient. Experiments display théX-
R.ADABoOOSTIs all the better vs AABOOST (unregularized and, -regularized) as the domain gets larger,
and is able to learn both accurate and sparse classifieréngrialk good contender for supervised learning
at large on big domains. From a theoretical standpoint, wevghat forany of these four regularizations,
Q-R.ADABOOST s a boosting algorithm — thus, through our first contribati®2-R.ADABOOST is an
efficient proxy to boost the regularized logistic lasger examplesisingwhicheverof the four regularizers,
and by extension, any linear combination of tharmg( for elastic net regularization (Zou & Hastie, 2005)).
We are not aware of any regularized logistic loss formal bogsalgorithm with such a wide spectrum of
regularizers.

Our fourth contribution is a direct application of our finggstoe-differential privacy (DP). We protect
directly theexamplesgranting the property thatll subsequent stages are DP as well. We show theoreti-
cally that a most popular mechanism (Dwork & Roth, 2014) useatotect examples in rados amounts to a
surrogate form of regularization of tlideanexamples’ loss; furthermore, the amount of noise can be com-
mensurate to the one for a direct protectiorermples In other words, since rados’ norm may be much
larger than examplesg(g.on big domains), we can expect noise to be much less damddaagning from
protected rados, and afford tiny budgedsy(e ~ 10~%) at little cost in accuracy. Experiments validate this
intuition.

The rest of this paper is as follow§2,[3 and_# respectively present the equivalence betweenpgam
and rado losses, its extension to regularized learningaRIADABOOST. §5,[6 and¥ respectively present
differential privacy vs regularized rado losses, detapekments, and conclude. In order not to laden the
paper’s body, an appendix, starting pagé 15 of this draftiatos the proofs and additional theoretical and
experimental results.



2 Games and equivalent example/rado losses

We first start by defining and analysing our general two pkygame setting. To avoid notational load,
we shall not put immediately the learning setting at playysidering for the moment that the learner fits
a general vectoe € R™, which depends both on data (examples or rados) and clasdifet [m| =

{1,2,...,m} and%,, = {-1,1}"", form > 0. Lety, : R — Randy, : R — R two convex and

lower-semicontinuougenerators We define functiong, : R™ x R™ — R andf, : R?" x R™ — R:

Le(p7 Z) = Z Pizi + He Z Qoe(pl) ) (1)
1€[m] i€[m]

Lr(qv Z) = Z q Z Zi + Z Sor(qj) ) (2)
IC[m]  i€J IC[m]

whereyp,, 1, > 0 do not depend oms. For the notation to be meaningful, the coordinateg are assumed
(wlog) to be in bijection with2[™. The dependence of both problems in their respeaieeratorsis
implicit and shall be clear from context. The adversary’algs to fit

p*(z) = arg min L.(p,z) , (3)
peR'nL

q'(z) = arg min Li(q,2) , (4)
qEHQIn

with H2" = {q € R?" : 1T q = 1}, so as to attain
Li(z) = Le(p™(2),2) , ®)
Li(z) = Liq*(2),2) , (6)

and letoL}(z) and 9L} (z) denote their subdifferentials. We view the learner’s tasktee problem of
maximising the corresponding problems in e@] (5) (with eplas) or [6) (with rados), or equivalently
minimising negative the corresponding function, thenezhtloss function The question of when these
two problems are equivalent from the learner’s standpomtivates the following definition.

Definition 1 Two generatorsp,, ¢, are saidproportionate iff for any m > 0, there existg ., 1,) such that

Li(z) = Li(z)+b,VzeR™. (7)

(b does not depend og) Vm € N,, let

- O;—mfl 1;n71 mx2m
Gn = (e {0, 1}™) (8)
Gn-1 Gm-1

if m > 1, andG; = [0 1] otherwise &, denotes a vector iR?). Each column of5,, is the binary indicator
vector for the edge vectors summed in a rado; wlog, we leethesjive the bijection betwee?i™ and
coordinates of*) (z).

Theorem 2 ¢, p, are proportionate iff the optimal solutions'(z) andg*(z) to egs[(8) and{4) satisfy

p'(z) € 9L7(2), 9)
Gng*(z) € 0L%(z) . (10)

In the case where,, ¢, are differentiable, they are proportionate #f (z) = G,,q*(2).
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(Proof in Appendix, Subsectidn 9.1) Theorem 2 gives a nacgssd sufficient condition for two generators
to be proportionate. It does not say how to construct one fitwemother, if possible. We now show that
it is indeed possible and prune the search space:, i proportionate to some,, then it has to be a
“symmetrized” version ofp,, according to the following definition.

Definition 3 Let , such thatdom(y,) 2 (0,1). We callpg)(2) = ¢i(2) + ¢ (1 — z) the symmetrisation
of p,.

Lemma 4 If . and¢, are proportionate, thewp.(2) = (K /He) - ¢4 (2) + (b/ 1), whereb appears in eq.
(@).

(Proof in Appendix, Subsectign 9.2) To summarizeandy, are proportionate iff (i) they meet the structural
property thatp, is (proportional to) the symmetrized versionf(according to Definitio]3), and (ii) the
optimal solutiong*(z) andq*(z) to problems[(lL) and {2) satisfy the conditions of Theorém @pé&nhding
on the direction, we have two cases to craft proportionateeigdors. First, if we have,, then necessarily
Pe O (p5(;) SO We merely have to check Theorkm 2. Second, if we havehen it matches DefinitiodB In
this case, we have to find = f + g whereg(z) = —g(1 — z) andp.(2) = f(2) + f(1 — 2).

We now come back td*(z), £L*(z) as defined in Definitionl1, and make the connection witample
andrado losses. In the next definition, afoss/.(z) is a function defined over the coordinateszofand
arloss/.(z) is a function defined over the subsets of sums of coordin&esctions can depend on other
parameters as well.

Definition 5 Suppose-loss/.(z) and-loss/,(z) are such thatthere exist (f) : R — Randf,(z) : R — R
both strictly increasing and such thet € R™,

_L:(z) = fe(ée(z)) ’ (11)
—Li(z) = fi(t(z)) . (12)

Then the couplé/,, ¢,) is called a couple of equivalent example-rado losses.

Hereafter, we just writey, instead ofp,,).

Lemma6 ¢,(z) = zlogz — z is proportionate tap, = ¢, = zlog z + (1 — z) log(1 — z) — 1, whenever
He = L.

(Proof in Appendix, Subsectidn 9.3)

Corollary 7 The following example and rado losses are equivalent forramy0:

lo(z,n) = Z log <1 + exp <—i . zz>> ) (13)

1€[m]
Gz = Y e (—i-ZzZ) . a4)

(Proof in Appendix, Subsectidon 9.4)

Lemma 8 ¢,(z) = (1/2)-22 is proportionate tap, = ¢, = (1/2)-(1—2z(1—2)) wheneveg, = /2" L.

Alternatively, — e is permissiblel(Kearns & Mansour, 1999).



(Proof in Appendix, Subsectidn 9.5)

Corollary 9 The following example and rado losses are equivalent, fgriar 0:

2
ge(zy H’) = Z <1 — l . Zz'> ) (15)
i€[m] H
A SEI R PRI 0
m n ’

Er(z, }‘L) = - (EJ
€] €7

whereE;[ X (J)] and V4[X (J)] denote the expectation and varianceXfwvrt uniform weights od C [m)].

(Proof in Appendix, Subsectidn 9.6) We now investigate sas@on differentiable proportionate generators,
the first of which is self-proportionate{ = ¢,). We letx 4 (z) be the indicator functiony 4(z) = 0if z € A
(and+oo otherwise), convex sincé = [0, 1] is convex.

Lemma 10¢,(z) = x[o,1(z) is self-proportionatey, , .
(Proof in Appendix, Subsectidn 9.7)

Corollary 11 The following example and rado losses are equivalent, fgriany,:

1
Ee(zvpe) - Z max{ov_E 'zi} ) (17)

1€[m] €

1
max{O,j%%{—E-Zzi}} . (18)

l(z, 1)

(Proof in Appendix, Subsectidn 9.8)

Lemma 12 ¢, (z) = X[,5 ](z) is proportionate top, = ¢, = X{l}(z), for any i, u,.
277L 2

1
2

(Proof in Appendix, Subsectidn 9.9)

Corollary 13 The following example and rado losses are equivalent, fgrian,:

Ee(zvpe) = Z_}li T2, (19)
blz,) = By —& : Zzz] . (20)
" geg

(Proof in Appendix, Subsectian 9]10) Table 1 summarize$dheequivalent example and rado losses.

3 Learning with (rado) regularized losses

We now plug the learning setting. The learner is given a sexampless = {(x;,y;),i = 1,2,...,m}
wherex; € R, y; € 3, (fori = 1,2,...,m). It returns a classifieh : R — R from a predefined set
H. Letz;(h) = yh(x;) and definez(h) as the corresponding vector RI”, which we plug in the losses
of Table[1 to obtain the corresponding example and rado $oskesses simplify conveniently whek



i lo(z, 1) bz, 1) @i(2) te andy, Qe Ref

| > iepm) log (1 +exp (2f)) 2_9C[m] €XP (24) zlogz—2z | Ve =, . | Cor.[d
I D iegm (1+ %) —(Bg [=2] = - Vo [=25]) | (1/2)-2% | Vie=1 pe/4 | Cor[3
1] Zz’e[m} max {0, 27} max {0, mangm}{zg}} X[0,1](2) Ve, Wy w | Cor[11
v i 2 Eyg [25] x[%%](z) Vite, Uy e | Cor.[13

Table 1: Examples of equivalent example and rado lossesellafithe rado-losséy z, 1,) are respectively
the Exponential (I), Mean-variance (Il), ReLU (lll) and Unbed (IV) rado loss. We use shorthangs=
—(1/ue) - zs andzj = —(1/w,) - 3,5 2. Parameteu, appears in eqL(22). Colummy andy,” gives the
constraints for the equivalence to hold (see text for dgtail

consists of linear classifierg(z) = 6" x for somed € © C R?. In this case, the example loss can be
described using edge vectdts= {y; - ;.3 = 1,2,....,m} sincez; = 8 (y; - =;), and the rado loss can be
described using rademacher observations (Nock et al.|)28itfse) ., z; = 0'n, foro; = y; iff i € J
(and —y; otherwise) andt, = (1/2) - Y .(0; + ;) - ;. Let us defineS} = {n,,0 € %,,} the set of

all rademacher observations. We rewrite any couple of edgriv example and rado losses/gs., €) and
(.(8%,0) respectivel, omitting parameterg, andy,, assumed to be fixed beforehand for the equivalence
to hold (see Tablel1). Let us regularize the example loshatdhe learner’s goal is to minimize

0(86,0,9Q) = £.(S.,0)+Q(6) (21)

with © a regularizer/(Bach et al., 2011). The following shows thaewy. in eq. [11) is linear, there is a
rado-loss equivalent to this regularized laggardlessof 2.

Theorem 14 SupposeH contains linear classifiers. Lét.(S., 8),¢,(S*,0)) be any couple of equivalent
example-rado losses such thatin eq. [11) is linear:

fe(2) = ae-z+be , (22)

for somea, > 0,b, € R. Then for any regularizef)(.), the regularized example logs(S., 0,?) is
equivalent to rado losé (8+>9, 8) computed overegularized rados:

§P = 8ra{-Q(0) 6}, (23)
where® is Minkowski sum anf(8) = a.-Q(8)/]|0|3 if 8 # 0 (and0 otherwise, assuming wldg(0) = 0).

(Proof in Appendix, Subsectidn 9]11) Theorem 14 appliedlt@do losses (I-1V) in Tablgll. The effect of
regularization on rados is intuitive from the margin stamdp assume that a “good” classifi@ris one that
ensures lowerbounded inner produ@tsz > 7 for somemargin thresholdr. Then any good classifier on a
regularized radar,, shall actually meet, oveaxamples

Y 0 wiox) = T+a.-Q) . (24)
1Y =0;

Notice that ineq[(24) ties an "accuracy” 6f(edges, left hand-side) and its sparsity (right-hand si@eje
important question is the way the minimisation of the regméal rado loss impacts the minimisation of the
regularized examples loss when mubsampleghe rados, and learrgsfrom someS, C 8 with eventually

2To prevent notational overload, we blend the notions oft(pise) loss and (samplewise) risk, as just “losses”.



IS,| < |8F|. We give an answer for the log-loss (Nock et lal., 2015) (row Table[1), and for this objective
define the)-regularized exp-rado-loss computed o§gmwith |8,| = n andw > 0 user-fixed:

(%0(8,.,6,9)

1 Q0
oy (0 (o))

J€[n]

wheneverd # 0 (otherwise, we discard the factor dependingworin the formula). We assume th@tis

a norm, and let>® (8, @) denote the unregularized loss (= 0 in eq. [25)), and we let!°s (., 0,Q) =
(1/m)>";log (1 + exp (=0T (y; - =;))) + €2(0) denote thed-regularized log-loss. Notice that we normal-
ize losses. We define the open Al (0,r) = {z € R? : Q(z) < r} andrk: = (1/m) - maxg: Q*(7,),
where2* is the dual norm of). The following Theorem is a direct application of Theorenm Nlock et al.,
2015), and shows mild conditions 8nC §* for the minimization of(™*?(S§,., 6, §2) to indeed yield that of
/e (8,,0,Q).

Theorem 15 Assumé C B 1, (0,7¢), withrg > 0. Leto(8) = (supg ce maxnp, sy exp(—0'T1,)) /L¥P (8, 9).
Then ifm is sufficiently largeys > 0, there is probability> 1 — & over the sampling a3, that any@ € ©
satisfies:

0% (8,,0,Q) < log2+ (1/m) -log £=P(8,,0,9)

<<o> \/9 —lgdzs)’

as long asw > um for some constani > 0.

4 Boosting with (rado) regularized losses

-R.ADABOOST presents our approach to learning with rados regularizél iggularizer() to min-
imise loss¢<P(8,,0,0) in eq. [25). Classified, is defined a®;, = >%,_, @y - Ly, Wherely is
the k*" canonical basis vector. A key property is tif&R.ADABOOST bypasseshe Minkowski sums to
compute regularized rados. It is therefore computatigrefficient. Frameboxes highlight the differences
with RADOBoOsST(Nock et al.| 2015). Thexpected edge used to compute; in eq. [27) is based on the
following basis assignation:

wa e (€ [-1,1]) (32)

"y Tl (t)

The computation of; is eventually tweaked by the weak learner, as displayed go#thm Q-wL. We
investigate four choices fdr. Foreachof them, we prove the boosting ability 6-R.ADABoOST (I is

symmetric positive definite$, is the symmetric group of ordet, || is the vector whose coordinates are
the absolute values of the coordinate®uf

el = |6)"1 Lasso

_ ) lelg = e're Ridge
6O = ol = may 10 0 (33)

|0e = maxmes,(M[0])T€ sLOPE

(Bach et al., 2011; Bogdan et al., 2015; Duchi & Sihger, 29& Candés, 2015). The coordinatesgof
in sLoPEare&;, = ®~1(1 — kq/(2d)) where®~1(.) is the quantile of the standard normal distribution and
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Algorithm 1 Q-R.ADABOOST
Input radoss, = {7, 7o, ..., M, }; T € N,; w € Ry;y € (0,1);
Step 1: lethy < 0, wp <+ (1/n)1;
Step2:fort=1,2,..,T
Step 2.1 : call the weak learner

([f(t)art) <~ Q-WL(Srawt7Y7 wagt—l) ; (26)
Step 2.2 : let
1 1+ Tt
1 ; 27
g G 08 T, (27)
( )
o <+ w-(26:) — Q6;-1)) ; (28)
Step2.3forj=1,2,...n
N
w _ .
Wy @Ttm - exp (—athL(t) + 6t) ; (29)
. J

Return 6r;

q € (0,1); thus, the largest coordinates (in absolute valug) afe more penalized. We now establish the
boosting ability of(2-R.ADAB0OOST. We give no direction for Step 1 ii?-wL, which is consistent with the
definition of a weak learner in the boosting theory: all weuieg from the weak learner is | no smaller
than some weak learning threshalg, > 0.

Definition 16 Fix any constantyy, € (0,1). Q-wL is said to be ayy, -Weak Learner iff the featurdt) it
picks at iteratior¢ satisfiesr, )| > yw., foranyt =1,2,...,T.

We also provide an optional step for the weak learneR4wL, which we exploit in the experimentations,
which gives a total preference order on features to optifoitber the convergence 6f-R.ADABOOST.

Theorem 17 (boosting with ridge). TakeQ(.) = ||.]|2. Fix any0 < a < 1/5, and suppose thab and the
number of iterationd” of 2-R.ADABOOSTare chosen so that

w < (Qamkinm]a}(ﬁ?k)/(T?\p), (34)

whereAr > 0 is the largest eigenvalue &f. Then there exists some> 0 (depending o, and given to
Q-wL) such that for any fixe < yw. < v, if Q-wL is ayw,-Weak Learner, thef2-R.ADABOOSTreturns
at the end of thd" boosting iterations a classifié#; which meets:

(P8, 07, ||IE) < exp(—ayi, T/2) . (35)

Furthermore, if we fixa = 1/7, then we can fiy = 0.98, and if we consider. = 1/10, then we can fix
v = 0.999.



Algorithm 2 Q-wL, for Q € {||.||1, ||-I%; [|-/loc, |-/l }
Input set of radosS, = {7y, o, ..., 7, }; weightsw € A,,; parametery € (0,1), w € R ; classifier
0 c R
Step 1: pick weak feature € [d];

rOptional — use preference order: )

L= s ] =6, > |re| = 6y (30)
(6, =w-(QO0+a,-1,)—Q0)))

\// r, is given in [32),a, is given in [2T)
Step 2 :if Q = ||.||2 then

T, it r,el=vvl |
e {sign(n*)-y otherwise ’ (31)

elser, «+ r,,;
Return (., 74);

(Proof in Appendix, Subsectidn 9112) Two remarks are in oré@st, the cases = 1/7,1/10 show that
Q-wL can still obtain large edges in eq_{32), so even a “strongdkmearner might fit in forQ-wi,
without clamping edges. Second, the right-hand side of.ir{@8d) may be very large if we consider that
ming max; T‘?k may be proportional tan?. So the constraint ow is in fact loose, andv may easily meet
the constraint of Thrin 15.

Theorem 18 (boosting with lasso or /). TakeQ(.) € {|.|li,[-[|cc} Suppose-wL is a yw. -Weak
Learner for someyy,. > 0. Supposell < a < 3/11 s. t. w satisfies:

w = ayWLmkinmaX|thk|. (36)
J

ThenQ2-R.ADABOOSTreturns at the end of th& boosting iterations a classifigt; which meets:

05P(8,,0p,9Q) < exp(—fya,L/Z), (37)
where
RS ayw T if Q:||||1
e {(T—T*)JravWL-T* it Q=] (38)

andT is the number of iterations where the feature computing/th@orm was updat&j

(Proof in Appendix, Subsectidn 9]13) We finally investigdte SLOPE choice. The Theorem is proven for
w = 1in Q-R.ADABOOST, for two reasons: it matches the original definition (Bogedaal., 2015) and
furthermore it unveils an interesting connection betweeosking and theLoPE properties|(Su & Candes,
2015).

3If several features match this criteridh, is the total number of iterations for all these features.



Algorithm 3 DP-RADOS
Input radoss, = {7, 7o, ..., 7, }; budgets > 0;
Step 1 : [eSPP « 0;
Step2:forj=1,2,...n
Step 2.1 : sample; asz;;, ~ Lap(z|nre/e) ,Vk;
Step 2.2 8PP < 8PP U {m; + z;};
Return 8P7;

Theorem 19 (boosting with sLoPE). TakeQ(.) = |[.[l¢. Suppose wWlogdrr| > [07(41)l, Yk, and fix
w =1. Let

A min{?wWL <I>‘1(1—q/(2d))} ' (39)

11 ' ming max; |7

Suppose (if2-wL is ayw, -Weak Learner for some,,, > 0, and (ii) theg-value is chosen to meet:

220 (e )/ (2) -

Then classifiefr returned by2-R.ADABOOST at the end of thd” boosting iterations satisfies:

(P28, 07, ||le) < exp(—avg T/2) . (40)

(Proof in Appendix, Subsectidn 9]14) Constraint (ii) @ris interesting in the light of the properties of
SLOPE (Bogdan et al), 2015%; Su & Candés, 2015). Modulo some assomspsLOPE yields a control the
false discovery rate (FDR) — that is, sparsity errors, gl coefficients in the "true” linear modét*

that are actually found significant in the learn@d—. Constraint (ii) links the "small” achievable FDR
(upperbounded by) to the "boostability” of the data: the fact that each featkrcan be chosen by the
weak learner for a "large¥,., or hasmax; |7t;;| large, precisely flags potential significant features, thus
reducing the risk of sparsity errors, and allowing sngalvhich is constraint (ii). Using the second order
approximation of normal quantiles (Su & Candes, 2015), flicgent condition for (ii) is that, for some
constanti,

Yw. minmax [7,| > K - \/logd +logqg~! ; (41)
i

but min; max; |71, | is proportional tam, so ineq. [(41l), and thus (ii), may hold even for small samptes
g-values.

We can now have a look at the regularized log-los80bver examples, as depicted in Theoterh 15, and
show that it is guaranteed a monotonic decrease Wijtlvith high probability, for any applicable choice of
regularization, since we get indeed that the regularizgddes off; output byQ2-R.ADABOOST, computed
on examplessatisfies with high probability's (8., 0,Q) < log2 — « - T + t(m), with T(m) — 0 when
m — oo, andk does not depend di. Hence £2-R.ADAB0OOSTiIs an efficient proxy to boost the regularized
log-loss over examples, usinghicheverof the ridge, lassol., or SLOPE regularization, establishing the
first boosting algorithm for this last choice. Notice finalhat we can also choose any linear combinations
of the regularizers and still keep the formal boosting prgpehereby extending our resulésg, to the
popular elastic nets regularization (Zou & Hastie, 2005).
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ADABOOSTA (2-R.ADABOOST
¢1-ADABOOST w=0 Q=7 Q= 2=l Q=|.le
domain m d err+o err+o err+o A err+o A errto A err+o A
Fertility 100 9 ©40.00+£14.1 40.00+:14.9 41.00+16.6 8.00 e 41.00:145 4.00 o 41.00+21.3 6.00 38.00+:14.0 7.00
Sonar 208 60 Mo 24579.11 e 27.88+4.33 25.05+7.56 8.14 24.05+8.41 4.83 24.52+-8.65 10.12 o 25.00+13.4 3.83
Haberman 306 3 Mo 25.15+6.53 e 2578+7.18 e 2483+6.18 1.62 25.80+6.71 1.32 25.48+7.37 1.62 o 25.78+7.18 1.65
lonosphere 351 33 Mo 13.114+6.36 e 1451+7.36 13.64+£5.99 5.43 14.24+6.15 2.83 o 13.38+4.44 3.15 o 14.25+5.04 3.41
Breastwisc 699 9 Mo 3.00+1.96 3.43+2.25 2.57+1.62 114 o  3.29+2.24 0.86 2.86+2.13 0.86 e 3.00+2.18 0.29
[Transfusion 748 4 Mo 39.177.01 o 37.9AH7.42 37.57+£5.60 2.40 o 36.50+6.78 2.14 o 37.43+8.08 1.21 e 36.10+-8.06 3.21
Banknote 1372 4 Mo 2.70+1.46 o 14.00+4.16 o 12.02+-2.74 0.73 13.63+2.75 1.39 o 1217277 0.80 13.63+3.02 1.39
Winered 1599 11 Mo 26.33+2.75 o 28.02+3.32 e 27.83+:3.95 1.19 o 27.45+4.17 1.00 o 27.58+3.76 1.12 e 27.45+3.34 1.25
Abalone 4177 10 W 22.98+2.70 e 2657231 o 24.18+2.51 0.00 24.13+2.48 0.14 o 24.18+2.51 0.00 24.1142.59 0.07
Winewhite 4898 11 Mo 30.73+2.20 e 32.63+2.52 e 31.85+1.66 1.18 32.16+1.73 131 32.164+2.02 0.90 o 31.9AH2.26 1.12
ISmartphone 7352 561 0.00+0.00 o 0.67+0.25 0.194-0.22 0.00 o 0.444+0.29 0.03 e 0.20+0.24 0.01 0.19+0.22 0.04
Firmteacher 10 800 16 Mo 44.44+1.34 40.58+4.87 e 40.89+3.95 2.35 39.814+4.37 2.89 o 3891+451 3.56 o 38.01+6.15 5.02
Eeg 14980 14 ©45.38+2.04 o 44.09+2.32 o 44.01+1.48 0.40 e 43.89+2.19 0.89 o 44.072.02 0.81 e 43.871.40 0.95
Magic 19020 10 21.071.09 o 37.511+0.46 e 2211+1.32 0.28 o 26.41+1.08 0.00 23.00+1.71 0.66 o 26.41+1.08 0.00
Hardware 28179 96 16.77£0.73 o 9.41+0.71 6.43+0.74 0.18 o 11.72+1.24 0.41 e 6.50+0.67 0.10 6.42+0.69 0.13
Marketing 45211 27 W 30.68+1.01 27.704+0.69 27.33£0.73 0.33 o 28.02+0.47 0.00 e 27.19+0.87 0.51 o 28.02+0.47 0.00
Kaggle 120269 11 W 47.80+0.47 e 39.22+8.47 o 16.90+0.51 0.00 16.90+0.51 0.00 16.89+0.50 0.01 16.90+0.51 0.00

Table 2. Best result of BABOOST/-ADABOOST (Schapire & Singer, 1999; Xietal., 2009), ¥
R.ADABoOOST (with or without regularization, trained with = m random rados (above bold horizontal
line) /n = 10000 rados (below bold horizontal line)), according to the expddrue error. Table shows the
best result over allvs, as well as the difference between the worst and kst $haded cells display the
best result of2-R.ADABOOST. For each domain, the sparsestbR.ADAB0OOSTs method (in average)
is indicated with %", and the least sparse is indicated wi#i.”WWhen ADABOOST (resp./1-ADABOOST)
yields the least sparse (resp. the sparsest)l ofiethods (including2-R.ADAB0OOST), it is shown with 'l”
(resp. »"). All domains but Kaggle are UC| (Bache & Lichman, 2013).

5 Regularized losses and differential privacy

We show here that the standard differential privacy (DP)hmaatsm |((Dwork & Roth, 2014) to protect ex-
amples in rados — not investigated in_(Nock etlal., 2015) —owuambs to a surrogate form of randomized
regularization ovecleanexamples. We leLap(z|b) = (1/2b) exp(—|z|/b) denote the pdf of the Laplace
distribution. AlgorithmbP-RADOS states the protection mechanism. Let us define two trairangpiess,
and8. as being neighbours, notéd ~ 8., iff they differ from one example. We show how the Laplace
mechanism obP-RADOS can gives-DP, and furthermore the minimisation of a rado-loss oveteuted
rados resembles the minimisation of an optimistic bound megalarization of the equivalent example loss
over clean examples. We make the assumption that any twovedt@se, e’ satisfy||e — €’||; < re, Which

is ensureck.g.if all examples belong to & -ball of diameter-,.

Theorem 20 DP-RADOS delivers e-differential privacy. Furthermore, pick2, 2*) any couple of dual
norms and assung = 87 (|S,| = 2™). Thenv@, (=P (8PP, 0) < exp{m-(\°8 (8,0, (1/m) - max; Q*(z;) - Q)}.
(Proof in Appendix, Subsection 9J15)

6 Experiments

We have implementef2-wL using the order suggested to retrieve the topmost featuteeiorder. Hence,
the weak learner returns the feature maximiging— 6,. The rationale for this comes from the proofs of
Theorem§ 17 -£19, showing th, exp(—(r?(t)/2—5L(t) )) is an upperbound on the exponential regularized
rado-loss. We do not clamp the weak learner fr) = ||.||2, so the weak learner is restricted to the
framebox in2-wLl. We have tested two types of random rados, the plain randdos i@Nock et al!, 2015),

“the values forw that we test, in{10~*,u € {0,1,2,3,4,5}}, are very small with respect to the upperbound in inég] (34)
given the number of boosting iteratioris & 1000), and would yield on most domains a maxinyak: 1.
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andclass-wiseados, for which we first pick a class at random and then sampléset of its examples to
compute one rado (and repeat forados). The supplementary information (Appendix, Sed@@nprovides
the complete experiments, whose summary is given here.

Experiments I: (regularized) rados vs examples The objective of these experiments is to evaluate
R.ADABOOST as a contender for supervised learnipgr se We compared)-R.ADABOOST to AD-
ABOOST/1-ADABOOST (Schapire & Singel, 1999; Xietal., 2009). All algorithmsaun for a total of

T = 1000 iterations, and at the end of the iterations, the classifithe sequence that minimizes the empir-
ical loss is kept. Notice therefore that rado-based classiéire evaluated on the training set which computes
the rados (in a privacy setting, the learner send the sequifrdassifiers to the data handler, which then se-
lects the best according to its training sample). To obtaity gparse solutions fdi-ADABOOST, we pick

its w (B in (Xietal,[2009)) in{10~%, 1,10*}. The results we give, in Tallé 2, report only the lowest efor

all of AbABooOsTvariants. The Appendix (Subsection 70.1) details the suppsults, that are summarized
in Table[2. Experiments support several key observatioirst, Fegularizing consistently reduces the test
error ofQ-R.ADABOOST, by more thanl 5% on Magic, and20% on Kaggle. Second)-R.ADABOOSTIs
able to obtain both very spara@ad accurate classifiers (Magic, Hardware, Marketing, Kagdiéjrd, with

the sole exception of domain Banknofe;R.ADABOOST competes or beats®BoosTon all domains,
and is all the better as the domain gets bigger. Fourth,ntjmrtant to have several choices of regularizers at
hand. Fifth, as already remarked (Nock €tlal., 2015), sicpnifily subsampling rados.g. Marketing, Kag-
gle) still yields very accurate classifiers. Finally, regidation inQ2-R.ADABOOST successfullyreduces
sparsity to learn more accurate classifiers on several dan{@ransfusion, Banknote, Winered, Magic,
Marketing), achieving efficierddaptivesparsity control.

Experiments II: differential privacy = We have testedP-RADOS for a fixed number of rados of = 100.
Such a small number of rados has three advantages: (i) tecprbudget does not blow up, (ii) accurate
classifiers can still be learned with a small number of raddsck et al.,[ 2015), (iii) with such a small
number of rados, we are within the reach of additional psivgoarantees (Nock etlal., 2015). We have
compared with AAB0OOST, trained over a subset ef= 100 (protected) examples, randomly sampled out
of the full training fold. To make sure that this does not ifngae algorithm just because the sample is
too small, we compute the test error for very large values a$ a baseline. Last, for tight comparisons,
we use the same set of random vecter® protect the radoand the examples. This choice is justified
and discussed at the end of the proof of Thedrem 20 (AppeBdiBsection 9.15). Yet, as we shall see, the
results are exceedingly in favor 0FR.ADABOOSTIn this case. To give a more balanced picture, we chose
to compute an “approximate” example-equivalent privacgdaic, = ¢,(,n, m) for ADABoOOSTandn
examples, which we fix to be

fy = n-ln(l—l—%) . (42)

m

We always have, < ¢. The “optimal” DP picture of AABoosTshall thus be representable as a stretching
of its curves in between the figures fay ande. We insist on the fact that the noise fois conservative
but always safe, while computingfrom ¢, would sometimes fail to provide,-DP (Appendix, Subsection
©.15).

Table[3 presents the results obtained for three big domainimdicated in parenthesis), in which we
have run unregularized algorithms for a fixed numbefl’'of= 1000 iterations, keeping the last classifier
01000 for testing. GaussNLin is & = 2 simulated domain, non linearly separable but for which thinaal
linear classifier has erret 2%. The results are a clear advocacy in favor of using rados\agakamples
for the straight DP protection: with plain random radost tsors thatcompete with clean datean be

12



observed for privacy budget~ 10—, that is, more than a hundred times smaller than most repsttglies
(Hsu et al.; 2014). In comparison,DABOOSTS results, even plotted against the weak protection budget
€4, are very significantly worse. Finally, on UCI domains Su8g &liggs, non-trivial protections (typically,

e € [0.01,1]) allow to beat classification on clean data, as witnessed @+ test error reduction for
Higgs. In addition to “coming for free’ (Wang etlal., 2015) nmachine learning, DP may thus also be a
worthwhile companion to improve learning.

7 Conclusion

We have shown that the equivalence between the log loss raermes and the exponential loss over ra-
dos, as shown in_(Nock etlal., 2015), can be generalized tr d¢tkses via a principled representation of
a loss function in a two-player zero-sum game. Furthermaechave shown that this equivalence extends
to regularized losses, where the regularization in the tas®is performed over the rados themselves with
Minkowski sums. Because regularization with rados has sushmple form, it is relatively easy to de-
rive efficient learning algorithms working with various fos of regularization, as exemplified with ridge,
lasso,/, and sLOPEregularizations in a formal boosting algorithm that weaduice,(2-R.ADABOOST.
Experiments confirm that this freedom in the choice of regzddion is a clear strength of the algorithm,
and that regularization dramatically improves the perfamoes over non-regularized rado learning-
R.ADABooOsT efficiently controlssparsity, and may be a worthy contender for supervisedilgaat large
outside the privacy framework. Experiments also displat $10PE regularization tends to achieve top
performances, and call for an extension to rados of the fospaasity results already knowin (Su & Candes,
2015).
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9 Proofs

9.1 Proof of Theorem2

We split the proof in two parts, the first concerning the caker& both generators are differentiable since
some of the derivations shall be used hereafter, and theraeewhere they are not. Remark that because
of Lemmd_ 4, we do not have to cover the case where just one ofithgenerators would be differentiable.
Case 1 ., o, are differentiable. We show in this case that being propodie is equivalent to having:

P(2) = Guq'(z) . (43)

Solving egs.[(8) and4) bring respectively:

piz) = o (—i-zi> , (44)
He
_ 1 A
a(z) = ¢ 1(——-Zz,-+—> : (45)
Lt e Lt

where) is picked so thag*(z) € H?", that is,

Z goﬁ_l <—&-Zzi+3> = 1. (46)

IC[m] i€d
We obtain
* " 1
Le(z) = —He Z Pe <_E : zi) ) (47)
1€[m]

" N 1 A
Lr (Z) = A_Hr Z ©r __Zzz+_ ) (48)

IC[m] He e Hr

wherep*(z) = sup,,{zz’ — p(z')} denotes the convex conjugate.aflt follows from eq. [47) that:
d ., o 1
gt = o (o x)

Y L
= $e < e 7«> (49)

= p;k(z) ) (50)
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where eq.[(409) follows from properties @f. We also have

9 ..
a_ZZ‘Lr(Z)

_ 1 A OA
( 9C[m] M jeI M azi

+ Y W (i’zzﬂr}\)

JC[m]:i€d
OA
azi

OA —1 1 A
D e R A R N
IC < < azz) 7 ( e X J H-r)
C[m] J

oA AN
= + <1i€] - 8_7:,> -q7(2)
9C[m]

OA . X
= 9 1 - qu(z) + Zlieﬂ‘%(z)
’ IC[m] IC[m]
= Z Lies - q5(2) , (51)
IC[m]

sinceq*(z) € H?".

Now supposep. and¢, proportionate. It comes that there exists, 1) such that the gradients of eq.
(@) yieldVL:(z) = VL (z), and from eqs.[(80) and(b1) we obtagif(z) = G,,q*(2).

Reciprocally, havingp*(z) = G,,q"(z) for someyp,, ¢, and ., i, > 0 implies as wellVLX(z) =

VL*(z) from egs. [(BD) and (51), and therefore egl. (7) holds as wedlis €nds the proof of Case 1 for
Theoreni2.

Case 2 ¢, p, are not differentiable. To simplify the statement and psp@fe assume that, = u, = 1.
We define the following problems

Le(z) = inf z'p+e(p) , (52)
peR'nL

L(z) = inf 2"Gug+wp(q), (53)
qceH2™

whereg, : R™ — R andy, : R*" — R are convex. Recall thatl, andoL, are their subdifferentials, and
p(z) andg(z) the arguments of the infima, assuming without loss of geitetakt they are finite. We now
show that being proportionate is equivalent to having, fora

p(z) € 9L(z), (54)
Gmg(z) € 0L.(z) . (55)

This property is an immediate consequence of the followiagerty, which we shall in fact show:
p(z) € 0L.(2) , (56)
Gnq(z) € 0L.(2) . (57)
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Granted all[(54-£57) hold, Eq[_(#3) of Theorérn 2 follows wharesubgradients are singletons. To see
why the statement of the Theorem follows frdm](E4-55), if filmections are proportionate, then their sub-
differentials match from Definitioh] 1 and we immediately &) and [(55) from[(56) and (57). If, on the
other hand, we have both (54) andl(55), then we get ftorh (56){&) thatoL.(z) N 9L,(z) # 0,Vz and
s00 € 9(L.(z) — £,(2)), yieding the fact that the epigraphs 6f(z) and £,(z) match by a translation
of someb that does not depend an and by extension, the fact that andy, meet Definitior ]l and are
proportionate.

To show [56), we first remark thatz’ € dp.(p(z’)) for any 2’ because of the definition gf in (52).
So, from the definition of subdifferentials, for agy

pe(P(2) + (=2) (p(2) = p() < welp(2)) -
Reorganising and substracting p(z) to both sides, we get

—pe(p(2)) = 2'Tp(2)
> —pe(p(2)) — 2" p(2) + (—p(2)) " (z' — 2)

which shows that-p(z) € 9 — (p.(p(2)) + 2 p(2)), and sop(z) € IL.(2).

We then tackle[(57). We show that there existg R such thatA - 1om — 6, 2 € dp,(q(2)) at the
optimal g(z). Suppose it is not the case. Then because of the definitionbgfradients, for any € R,
there exists; € H2", q # q(z) such that

e(q(2) + (A 1om —6,2) (g —q(2)) > olq) -

Reorganising and using the fact thatg. € H?", we gety(q(2)) + 2 6nq(2) > ¢(q) + 2 Gna,
contradicting the optimality of(z). Consider any’ and its corresponding optimag(z’). SinceX’ - 1om —
| z € dp.(q(z)) for someN € R, we get from the definition of subgradients that

> o(q(z")+ N -1am — 6, 2") T (q(z) — q(2)) .
Reorganising and using the fact thgt), g(z') € H?", we get

—(p(q(2) + 2T ema(2))
> —(@lq(2) + 2" ena(2))
+(—6ma(2)T (' - 2) | (°8)

showing that-c,,q(z) € 9 — (¢.(q(2)) + 2" 6,,q(2)), and s0s,,q(2) € AL, (2).

9.2 Proof of Lemmal4

Takem = 1, and replace by realz;. We havel.(p, z1) = pz1+¢e(21) andL.(q, 2) = quy21+@i(qqy) +
¢.(qp). Remark that we can drop the constrajnt H? since thenyy = 1 — qq1y- SO we get

Li(q) = Z%iﬂlél qz1 + wer(q) + (1 — q)

= mingz + s ()

1
= _Hr('p:(r) <_E : Zl) ;
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whereas

and sincep, andy, are proportionate, then

N 1 - 1 b
@r <_— ) Zl> = & Ps(r) <—— : Zl> - (59)
He He M He

We then make the variable change= —z; /u. and get

« He o [ He b
ez = . S(r - Z — 5 60
#l2) He W’(ur ) He (0)

which yields, sincep., ¢, and by extensiop,,), are all convex and lower-semicontinuous,
K
QOe(Z) = E ’ Qos(r)(z) +— (61)

as claimed.

9.3 Proof of Lemmal6

We use the fact that wheneveiis differentiables*(z) = z-¢' ! (2) — (¢’ "1 (2)). We havey!(z) = log z,

¢ "1(2) = exp z = ©*(z). Therefore, the Lagrange multipliarin (48) is

A= u,dog(Z exp <1ZZZ>) , (62)
which yields from [(54):

G(z) = e (5 Yoo ) NI ]

23 m) ©XP (‘ﬁ e Zj)

On the other hand, we also hayf(z) = log(z/(1 — 2)), ¢, ' (2) = exp(2)/(1 + exp(z)) and g (z) =
1+ log(1 + exp(z)), which yields from[(94):

. B exp <—i . zi) .
pi(z) = P <_é ' Zi) Vi e [m] . (63)

19



We then check that for anye [m], we indeed have

Z Lies - 45 (2)
IC[m]

S
= ) L )
9¢[m] 29 m] ©XP (‘E 2jes Zﬂ‘)
< 1 > 2 fm)\ (i} XP (_i'zjeﬂzﬂ')
exp| ——-z; |-
2 5C(m) ©XP (—i Ljed ZJ’)

e

C

1
= exp <__ . Zi) .
He (1+eXp (—i'zi»-c

_ exp (—i . Zi) (64)

1+ exp (—i . zi)

with ¢ = Zagm}\{z} exp (—i e zj>. We check that eq.[(64) equals e@. 1(63) whenever ..
Hence eq.[(43) holds. We conclude thatandy, = ¢, are proportionate whenevag = .
9.4 Proof of Corollary[7
Considery,(z) = zlog z — z andy, = ¢,. We obtain from eq[(47):
—L:(z)
1
= fe (Z log <1 + exp <—— . z,))) )

1€[m] He

with fo(z) = e - 2+ pemn. We have als@;(z) = exp(z), and so using in eq. [62) and eq[(48), we obtain
—L7(2)

Il
x*
5}
0E]
Q
N
> EM
@
X
o]
/|\
Fl-
Py
«
N
N———
v




with f,(z) = w, - log z + 1,. We get from LemmBl6 that the following example and rado rasksequivalent
wheneven, = w,:

le(z,1e) = Z log <1 + exp <—ui . z,)) ) (65)

1€[m] €
1
gr(z> H'r) = Z €xp <__ : Z zi) ) (66)
IC[m] " oieg

from which we get the statement of the Corollary by fixing= p. = w,.

9.5 Proof of Lemmal8

We proceed as in the proof of Lemifia 6. We hayé:) = z, ¢/~ '(z) = z and@?(z) = ¢,(z). Therefore,
the Lagrange multipliek in (46) is

w1 4
A= 2m+2—m‘zzzz (67)

U ,
= oty Zzz, (68)

On the other hand, we also hay(z) = 2z—1, ¢, ' (2) = (1+2)/2 andg}(z) = —(1/4)+(1/4)-(142)2,
which yields from[(94):

pE = 5 (1-oes) vie. (©9)
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We then check that for anye [m], we have

Z Lieg - q5(2)
JC[m]

= Z Lieg - (;nir-Zzi—i-;ur- Zz:)

IC[m] i€] i€[m]
1 1 2m—2
- 5 T le Tar i Y
Hr IC[m] i€J Hr i€[m)
1 2m—1

1
T S S
IC[m\{i} €9
2m—2

. 2
T

1 2m—1 2m—2
:5_u'z"_u'zzi

+

i€[m]\{i}
2m—2
+ . Z Z
He 1€[m)|
- 1 2m—1 2m—2
B 5 a W it r i
m—1

We check that eq[{T0) equals €g.1(69) wheneyet 1. /2™~1. Hence eq.[{43) holds. We conclude that
is proportionate t@, = ¢, wheneven, = /2™ 1

9.6 Proof of Corollary @
Considery,(z) = (1/2) - 22 andy, = .. We obtain from eq[{47):
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with fo(2) = (Ke/4) - z + (Hem/4). We have als@*(z) = (1/2) - 22, and so using eq[(#8) ardin eq.
(&7), we obtain
L7 (z)
w1
- . P
TRETPIPD
2
1 T
¥ (S k-m T
Jg[m} 1€] JC[m] i€J
- _Qur;b Z ZZZ 2m+1
[m] i€
ey (zzz ¥
IC[m] \ i€J IC[m] €]
=0
2
Ly (z x4
IC[m €] JC[m] i€J
= 2m+1 - Z} 2; Zi
1€
-1 2
T 15 ) EEE 35 2 o8
He IC[m] \ i€J IC[m] €I
R
- om+1
om— 1
—EJN ZZZ VJN ZZZ
i€J i€J
_ He
- om+1
My EJN[m} [27:1—:1 e Zz}
+2m—1 N om—1
gt Vifm) [T > ies Zi]
. EJN[m} [277;_:1 e Zi] (71)
r m—1 bl
— gt Vonfm] [QT > e Zi]
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with f,(2) = (u, /2™ 1) - 2z — (u,/2™*1). Therefore, it comes from Lemnia 8 that the following example
and rado risks are equivalent wheneuer= /2™~ 1:

le(z,0e) = > <1—i-z,->2 ,

i€[m]
2m—1
ér(zJ’Lr) = _<EJ N Zzz]
' i€d
1, om—1

There remains to fix. = u, = p,/2™~! to obtain the statement of the Corollary.

9.7 Proof of Lemmal[10
Define A\, as thed-dimensional probability simplex. Then it comes with thabice ofy,(g9):

min £,(q, z)
geH2™

= mAin q E 2
€
T2 9Ctm) e

_ {Z 0 if Sz >0,¥I£0D 72)

izi<0 % Otherwise ’

since whenever ng; is negative, the minimum is achieved by putting all the ma$®siK¢;, and when some
are negative, the minimum is achieved by putting all the roasthe smallest over allof ), _, z;, which is
the one which collects all the indexes of the negative coaitds inz.

On the other hand, remark that fixing = ¢, still yields ¢.(z) = xj0,11(2) = @:(2), yet this time we
have the following orC.(p, z):

in £.(q, = i iZi
prgl%&l'l" (9.2) pén[%l,?]m iez[;n]p :
1
= —We- max {O,—— -zl} , (73)
iez[;n] He

since the optimal choice fgr} is to put 1 only wherr; is negative. We obtaip*(z) = G,,q*(z) for any
choice ofy,, 1, and sop,(z) is self-proportionate for any,, 1. This ends the proof of Lemnial10.

9.8 Proof of Corollary 11
We obtain from LemmR10 thatL'(z) = f.(4.(z, 1)) with f,(z) = W, - z and:

1
l(z,1,) = max< 0, max < —— - % . 74
(= 1) { ag[ml{ m ZE; }} 7
On the other hand, it comes from eQ.1(73) that(z) = f,(¢e(z, te)) With fo(z) = pe - z and:

lo(z,1e) = ZmaX{O,—i-zi} . (75)

1€[m] ©

This concludes the proof of Corollary]11.
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9.9 Proof of Lemmal12
The choice of
(:Dr(z) = X[L l]('z) ) (76)

under the constraint that € H>", enforcesg; = 1/2™,vJ C [m]. Furthermore, fixingp. = ¢ indeed
yields

Yo = X[d](2) X711 2)
}(Z) ) (77)

which enforceg? = 1/2, Vi. Since each belongs to exactlz™~! subsets ofm], we obtainp*(z) =
Gnq*(z), for any ., p,, and sop, is proportionate t, = ¢, for any ., .

9.10 Proof of Corollary[13
We obtain from LemmBR 12 thatL*(z) = f.(4.(z, 1)) with f,(z) = z and:

1
gr(zaur) - EJ _E’Zzi]

This concludes the proof of Corollary]11.

9.11 Proof of Theoren 1#

The key to the poof is the constraigte H™ in eq. [4). Sincef.(z) = a. - z + b., we havel’(z) =
e - (le(2) + w) + be — a. - w for anyw € R. It follows from eq. [7) that, - (¢e(2) + W) +be — ae - w =
L7(2) +b =2 gcim) G 2iey Zi + M 2gcm) #:(47) + b, and so

e - (be(z) + w) + be

= - {quﬁ% (Z @Yzt Y %(%)) aew}
1C[m]

i€] IC[m]
+b
= _qnelﬁgn (Z qy <Z Zi — aew> + Z QO,(QJ))
JC[m)] i€J IC[m]
+0

sinceq € H™ anda,, w, a are not a function of. We thus geti, - (/.(z) + w) + b, = a, - f; <l7,(z)) + b,

wherelﬁ(z) equals/,(z) in which each) ., 2; is replaced by) ,; z; — a.w. Forz; = 0" (y; - x;) and
w = (), we obtain that whenevé +# 0, VI C [m],

£2(0
Ssitaw = 0T<my—“—(2)-0> , (78)
icJ
for o; = y; iff i € J (and—y; otherwise), and the statement of the Theorem follows.
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9.12 Proof of Theoreni1¥

The proof of the Theorem contains two parts, the first of whdadlows ADABOOSTS exponential conver-
gence rate proof, and the second departs from this proofvterébR.ADA BoosT.

We use the fact that, ;) 7t;,) = o) - L(t)n] = (67 — 0r_1) "7, to unravel the weights as:
wTj
W(r-1
- (ZT = exp ( Q1) TGu(T) + 5T)
W(T-1); < —(0r —O0r_1) ' m; )
= *eX
Zr TP\ 4w HOTHz HeT 1113)
_ Wr-n; —07 (1 — w - Or)
- ZT eXp( 9;«— — W - OT 1)
wo 0; —w - 0T) >
= - ex 79
Hle Zy p< +8g (7 — w - 6) (79)
wo T
= ~exp (=0 (m; —w - 07) ) (80)
.z )

since the sums telescope in €q.1(79) when we unravel the tugiglate and), = 0. We therefore get

T
g?XP(S“g’ HH%) = HZt ) (81)
t=1
as in the classical BABOOST analysis [(Schapire & Singer, 1999). This time however, weehéetting
’ﬁjb( t) — T, /T[*L(t [ 17 1] anddL(t) = T[*L(t) - O for short,

Ziy1
= Zwtﬂ exp (=) Ty (1) + 0t)

JEn]
= exp(8) - > wij - exp (—aym )
J€n]
= exp(d) - ) wyj - exp (~ Gy ()
J€n]
< exp(dt)
- 2
Yy (U ) e ) ) >
' +(1 = 1)) - exp (G p))
J€n]
=exp(&;) - /1 — 17 (83)
9 9 1 1
= exp | w- (|03 — [|0:-112) — B) In 1-,2) -
¢

This is where our proof follows a different path fronDABooOSTSs: in eq. [83), we do not upperbound the
\/1 —r? term, so it can absorb more easily the news(;) factor which appears because of regularization.
Ineq. [82) holds because of the convexityeah, and eq.[(83) is an equality whep < y. If r > v is
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clamped to; + v by the weak learner in_(31), then we have instead the desivati

Z} wy < (1+ 7)) - exp (—auw) >

i +(1 = 7t,0)) - exp (Gyp)

1—vy 1+vy
- (1 N it GRS I Y e &
(Ttr)yJy t =)y 1

S 2V1_Y27 (84)

since function in[(84) is decreasing ep > 0. If r, < —vy is clamped tor; < —y, we get the same
conclusion as in ined(84) because this tig) = (1/2) - In((1 —vy)/(1 + v)). Summarising, whether,
has been clamped or not by the weak learnelr ih (31), we get

Ziy1

1 1
< e (w (164]13  Be-1[13) — 5 1n < _rz) 7 (85)
t

with the additional fact thaj,| < y. For any feature indek < [d], let F;, C [T'] the iteration indexes for
which((t) = k. LettingAr (> 0) the largest eigenvalue &f we obtain:

T
12
t=1
9 1 1
< exp W'HOTHF—Zilogm
t t
9 1 1
< exp w}\p-\|0T||2—Z§log1_T2
t

t

— exp (; A (86)

keld]
With
1
Ak = log
Ht:L(t)E?k (1 - Tt2)
w?\l" 2 1 + Tt

— 1 . 87
o2, ° 11 (1—rt> (®7)

t:u(t)eFy

Since(3 L, a)? < wud )t af andming max; |7y| < |7, Ay satisfies:

1
Ak > Z {IOg 1 7‘%

t:u(t)eFy

T WA 21—|—T‘t
— 1 88
on? 8 1—rt}’ (88)

with T}, = |F%| and M = ming, max; |7t;;|. For anya > 0, let

1 1 1
falz) = —-<log1_z2—a-log21+z>—1 .

az? —z
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It satisfies

; (5 - 4_5> oY) (89)

Sincef,(z) is continuous for any, # 0, V0 < a < 1/5, 3z.(a) > 0 such thatf,(z) > 0,Vz € [0, z.]. So,
for any sucha < 1/5 and anyw satisfyingw < (2aM?)/(TxAr), as long as each, < z.(a), we shall
obtain

A > a Z r2 . (90)
t:(t)eFy

There remains to tune < z,.(a), and remark that if we fix. = 1/7, then numerical calculations reveal that
z«(a) > 0.98, and ifa = 1/10 then numerical calculations givg(a) > 0.999, completing the statement
of Theoreni 1l7.

9.13 Proof of Theoreni 18

We consider the cage(.) = ||.||~, from which we shall derive the ca$¥.) = ||.||;. We proceed as in the
proof of Theoreni 17, with the main change that we have §iow w - (||6;|loc — ||6:-1]|), SO in place of
Ay inineq . [86) we have to use, lettikg any feature that gives thig, norm,

Zt:L(t)e?k log ﬁtz _
Ae = o | 2tut)eT, 108 T, : (91)
th(t)e?k log ﬁtz otherwise

It also comes

Ak,
1 w 1+ |re
> Z {log 5 — log }
tiu(t) €T, L=r Tk, L= |ril
1 w 1+ ’T‘t’
> 1 ——1 92
>y {ogl_rg A OS T (92)

t:u(t)eFy,

with M = miny, max; |7 ;|. Let us analyze\,, and define for any > 0

1 142
= ] —p-1
=) = log g —b-log 1
2023
—(—2bz+zz—TZ> : (93)

Inspectingg, shows thaiy,(0) = 0, g;(0) = 0 andg,(z) is convex over0, 1) for anyb < 3, which shows
thatg,(z) > 0, Vz € [0,1), Vb < 3, and so, after dividing byz? and reorganising, yields in these cases:

1 1 1+2
— (log—— —p-1 1
bz? <Og1—z2 b Ogl—z>

2 (1 22
> (—;+<5—1>—§> : (94)




Hence, both functions being continuous @n1), the function in the left-hand side zeroes before the one in
the right-hand side (when this one does(6nl)). The zeroes of the polynomial
222 1

py(z) = —7+<5—1>z—2 (95)

exist iff b < v/3/(4 + 1/3), in which case any < [0, 1) must satisfy

3 [1 1 2 16
z > 4.(b1\/<b1> 3) (96)

to guarantee that,(z) > 0. Whenever this happens, we shall have frbm (94):
1+z2
—b-1
1— 22 b-log 1—-2z —
SinceQ2-wL is ayy.-weak learner, if we can guarantee that the right-hand digeq. (96) is no more than
Ywe, then there is nothing more to require from the weak leaméate ineq.[(97) — and therefore to have
Ay, > by2, - || This yields equivalently the following constraint én

3ywL

bo< 3 . (98)
= 16vq 8ywL 16
9o T3 T3

bz? . (97)

log

Sinceyy, < 1, ineq [98) ensured as long as

SY% 3ywe
b < = ; (99)
FryrE o
which also guaranteds< v/3/(4 + v/3). So, lettingT, = |}, | and recollecting
b= —— (100)
ming max; |7t |
from eq. [92), we obtain from ineqs (92) andl(97):
T.v2
Ay, WLV (101)

miny max; 75|
We need to ensur@ < 3 ming max; |7t yw. /11 from ineq . [99), which holds if we pick it according to
eqg. [36). In this case, we finally obtain

Ar, > (aywTy) ‘Y%VL . (102)
Now, sincelog(1/(1 — 22)) > 2?2, we also have fok # k. in eq. [91),
1
A, = Z log =72
t:(t)EFy
> > o7
t:u(t)EFy
> |Tklviw oYk # ke - (103)

So, we finally obtain from eq[(84) and inef.86),

Ty2
(28,0, 1.15) < exp (—%) : (104)
with T = (T — T,) + ayw. - T, as claimed whef(.) = ||.||«. The case) = ||.||; follows form the fact

that all A, match the bound of, .
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9.14 Proof of Theorenl19
We use the proof of Theorem]18, since when) = ||.||¢, €g. [91) becomes

Ay = > log — (105)
t:(t)EFy, t
B &k Z o 1+r
Tk — Tt
t:u(t)eFy
1 1
> 3 {log s '“'} , (106)
. 1—rf max;|ml 1 — |y
L(t)EeFy

assuming without loss of generality that the classifier eation T, 07, satisfies|0ry| > |07 41| for
k=1,2,...,d — 1. We recall thatt, = ®~(1 — kq/(2d)) where®~1(.) is the quantile of the standard
normal distribution and € (0, 1) is the user-fixedj-value. The constrairtt < 3y, /11 from ineq. [99)
now has to hold with

b=1b, = S , (107)
max; |77
Now, fix
-1 .
11 7 miny max; |7 |
Remark that

- -1 _@
& o= @ <1 2d>

> o (1-5)
> an}ginmax\ﬂjkr\ . (109)
Lo
Supposey is chosen such that
& < T max|mel vk eld) (110)

This ensure$;, < 3yw. /11 (Vk € [d]) in ineq. [99), while ineq.[{109) ensures

Ay = by > 1} (111)

t:(t)eFy

& S ot (112)

ming max; |70 | e

a|Frve - (113)

v

Ineq. [111) holds because of inefis (1106) (97). Ineq.))(Adids because of the weak learning assump-
tion and ineq.[(110). So, we obtain, under the weak learnisgraption,

aT’Y%vL )

(114)

06,001 0e) < o (-2
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Ensuring ineq.[(110) is done if, after replacifgby its expression and reorganising, we can ensure

4dN,k

qg > 2-max—= (115)

k 4Dk

with

. 3ywL

0,1)>qne = 1-@ T-maﬂﬂjkl , (116)
j
ok

0.1 >apx = - (117)

(118)

9.15 Proof of Theorenm 2D

Suppose wlog that the example index on whichand 8/, differ is m, and lete,, ande), denote the two
distinct edge vectors of the neighbouring datasetsnkerl, let t denote a rado created from first picking
uniformly at randon? € 2™ and then usin@P-RADOS on the singletor$, = {7t} with:

Zyi 7 (119)
icJ
Leta(Se) = X ycim—1 ,u(7'l7|7t1 = my,8 = 8.), whereu(m|.) is the density of the singleton output of
DP-RADOS, andb(8,) = Z m),mey MM = 777, 8 = 8.). We have:
p(rSe)  _ alSe) +b(Se)
(ml8;) a(8¢) + b(8¢)
a(8e) + b(Se)
= 120
a(8.) + b(8)) (120)
b(3.) b(S,)
< £ 121
< ms{ iarh e A

Eq. (120) follows from the fact that wheh C [m — 1], p(mt|my = 79,8 = 8,) = p(mjm = 7y, 8 = 8L).
Now, for anyfixedJ’ C [m] such thatn € 7', we have

(| = 19,8 = 8e)

d
. £
= —& - ||Ttyr — TT e
() exple: Im =l

d
= <2i ) exp(—e - ||ty — T+ en — el |l1/re) (122)

° dex RV
27, P Te T !

= (] =y S=84)

€ /
exp (Z e el
€ /
=exp | — - |lem — eyl
/r‘e

(=7, 8 =8) .

IA
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wheren/, = 1y — e, + €, in eq. [122) is the rado that is created from the sdfrisut usings,, and
its potentially different example/,,. The inequality holds because of the triangle inequalitncs||e,,, —

el lli < re by assumption, we gei(ntjmt; = my,8 = 8.) < exp(e) - u(mm = my, 8 = 8.), and so,
summing over all’ C [m] such thatm € 7', we getb(S.)/b(8.) < exp(e). Furthermore, we also have by
symmetryb(8.)/b(8.) < exp(e). So the delivery of one rado isdifferentially private. The composition
Theorem (Dwork & Roth, 2014) achieves the proof of the firsghpof Theoreni2D. To prove the second
point, we first define the (unregularized) log-loss,

(8 (8,,0) = %-Zlog(l+exp<—9T(yi-mi))> . (123)

We exploit the following inequalities that hold for the lémss and exp-rado loss:

1
— - log £77 (577, 6)
m

= % -log — Z exp <—0 (e + zc,.)>
ocYXm
1 1
< —-log P exp (-0, ) . < exp (-0 zo )) (124)
s (57 3 oo (07m) ) (3 w0 (-o75)
1 1 1
= log om aezzzm exp <—0T7cg) + — log aezzzm exp (—OTzo.)
= log2+ % log — exp ( 0T7'tc,> + % log 2% Z exp (—OTza)
UEZm ocYXm
< log2+l log— p( 0T7to.> +imaxt9 Zo
m ocYXm
1 1
< log2+ — log — exp (-0, ) + — max 0 (z4)2(0) (125)
g X0 e (0T +
— (o5 (,,0) + % ma 0 (20)(6) (126)

= (s (se,e, (1/m) - max Q*(zo) - Q) ,

where ineq. [(124) comes from the fact thaf a;b; < (>, a;)(> ", b;) when alla;,b; > 0, ineq. [125) is
Cauchy-Schwartz and ed. (126) is Lemma 2_in (Nock et al., 015

Remarks one,: let us explain why the protection of examples using the saoise level as rados is
conservative but in fact necessary in the worst case, cerisgifor simplicity the protection of a single rado
/ example. The proof of TheoremI20 exploits a conservatiyeetipund for the likelihood ratio:

) a5 HUB) o (5) 6D
p(mIS,) a8+ b = M BE) BS)

} , (227)

and then upperbounds theax by exp ¢ to get the DP requirement. The same strategy can be usedécipro
the example, but the bound is sometimes more conservatitlisicase. Indeed, whereas one examples
participates in generating half the total number of DP radog example participates in onlym of the
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generation of DP examples. For a single DP exanepkbe equality in[(12]7) becomesge|S.)/u(elS)) =
(a'(8e) +V/'(8e)/(a(8e) + V'(8L) with ' (8e) = (1 — (1/m)) - u(e|S.\{en}) and:

H(5) = ulel{en}) H(8) = - el {€u}) - (129)

Letu = p(el{el,})/u(elS.\{e.,}) (= u(el{el,})/n(e|S:\{en})). If we use the same amount of protec-
tion as for one rado, then we get

(elS.)
wesy) =

fule) (129)

wheree is the rado privacy budget and

fule) = ;j)ff_‘fzp(g). (130)

fu(e) is always< exp(e), so if we use thigxp(s) bound to pick the noise level, then we are in fact putting
more protection over examples than necessary (rememhghéhprotection is also conservative for rados,
but to a lesser extent). However, this choice would not beagbil the worst case sinden,,_,« fu(c) =
exp(e). To summarise, without constraints enand to be sure to meet the DP requirements in any case, we
would err on the conservative side, as we did for rados in.ifEgl), and pick. = ¢, i.e. the same amount

of noise for examples. Yet, as we explain in the body of theepahe results are exceedingly in favor of
-R.ADABOOSTIn this case. To give a more balanced picture, we chose to atengn “approximate”
privacy budget, = ¢, for n examples, which we simply fix to bg, = n - In(f,-;(¢/n)) (< €) wheree is

the privacy budget forn rados. So, we have

cy = n-ln(l—l—%) . (131)

m

Again, whenu > 1, fixing € = ¢, to protect examples would fail to achiewalifferential privacy.
Nevertheless, one can reasonably consider that the “optiiffarentially private picture of dMABoosTshall
thus be representable as a stretching of its curves in betthedigures foe, ande.

10 Additional experiments

10.1 Supports for rados (complement to Table]2)
Tablel4 in this Appendix provides the supports used to sunzendable .

10.2 Experiments onclass-wise rados

Tabled b andl6 provide the test errors and support@fBr. AbABoosTwhen trained with class-wise rados,
that is, rados that sum examples of the same class. The exqres do not display that class-wise rados
allow for a better training of)-R.ADABOOST, as test errors are on par withR.ADABoOOSTtrained with
plain random rados (see Table 2).

10.3 Test errors and supports for rados (comparison last vsdst empirical classifier)

In the paper’s main experiments, the classifier kept out efgbquence, for both BaBoosT and (-
R.ADABOOST, is the best empirical classifier, that is, the classifierclvhninimizes the empirical risk
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out of the training sample. This setting makes sense if tfectie is just the minimization of the test error
without any constraint, and it is also applicable in a piyvaetting where the data and the learner are distant
parties (in this case, the learner sends the sequence sifigless, 9., ..., 87 to the party holding the data,
which can then select the best in the sequence). Yet, one mages how the algorithms compare when the
classifier returned is just the last one in the sequenceistitat.

Tabled ¥ andlI8 provide errors and supports comparing thewsrsf(2-R.ADABOOST when the best
empirical classifier is selected)( or when the last classifier in the sequence is kBptThey are therefore
subsuming Tablds 2 (for test errors) and 4 (for supports).

The intuition tells that not selecting the classifier in teesence produced)(should produce either no
better, or eventually worse results than when selectingltssifier to keep from the sequeréig 6+, ..., 0.
The results display that it is the case, for bothABoosTand2-R.ADAB0OOST, and the phenomenon is
more visible as the domain size increases. The degradatiéirR. ADABOOSTappears to be significantly
worse than that for AABOOST on three domains, Fertility, Firmteacher and Kaggle, simaeselecting
the classifier using the training data incurs an increas€o&g8d more on the test error for these domains.
However, for the majority of the domains, the variation istterror does not exceed/l and on three
domains (Winewhite, Smartphone, Eeg), the absence ofteelexf the classifier actually does not increase
the test error at all.

Therefore, even when not marginal, the fact that the test srgnificantly increases only on a minority
of the domains fof2-R.ADABOOST calls for a rather domain-specific selection procedure efcthssifier
in the sequence, rather than an all-purpose selection guoee Furthermore, on domains for which not
selecting the classifier produces the worst results, sucbra afficient selection procedure of the classifier
might actually be bypassed by a more carefalfting of the rados, since when class-wise random rados are
used (results not shown), picking the last classifier for @iorKaggle reduces the test error by approximately
10% compared to random rados (the test error drops to 32168 instead of 42.4#9.32 forsLOPE). Such
a specific crafting of rados is an interesting and non tripiablem that deserves further attention.
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Table 3: DP experiments on big domains £ 0 in 2-R.ADAB0OOST). Test error as a function of privacy budgetande, for ADABOOST, and as a
function ofe for Q-R.AbAaBooOsTtrained with plain random rados (rand) or class-wise randaos (rand+c).
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ADABOOST | /;-ADABOOST Q-R.ADABOOST

w =0 Q=112 | 2=k | 2=lls | 2=Ils

domain m d supp=+o | supp=+o supp=+o supp=+o supp=+o supp=+o supp=+o
Fertility 100 9| 36.6436.3 14.44+5.36 37.78t31.1| 36.67434.8| ¢42.22-31.0| 024.44+22.1| 32.22t17.7
Sonar 208 60| 57.83+-3.69 1.83+0.52 || ¢ 14.143.62| 14.00:3.16| 13.6A43.99| 12.83t4.45| 012.67+4.17
Haberman 306 3| 70.00+10.6 33.33t0.00 || © 66.6422.2 | ¢ 66.67415.7| 56.6/416.1| 60.00+26.3| 050.00+17.6
lonosphere 351 33 76.9748.23 3.64+1.27 || 13.64+-3.85| 13.03+3.51| 11.82+3.63| 011.21+4.75| 011.214+-4.53
Breastwisc 699 9| 90.00+3.51 11.114-0.00 51.114-12.0| 84.44L7.77| 048.89:9.37 | 84.44+10.7 |  86.644.68
Transfusion 748 4| 77.50+14.2 25.00+0.00 || 0 67.50:20.6| 70.00:23.0| 067.50:£16.9 | 0 67.50:23.7 | e 72.50+:14.2
Banknote 1372 4| 100.006+0.00 25.00+0.00 || ©40.00+12.9 | ¢50.00+0.00| 47.50t7.91| ¢ 50.00+0.00| 47.50+7.91
Winered 1599 11| 79.09+6.14 9.0H4-0.00 || 0 25.45+-5.75 |  27.2746.06 | @ 27.27£7.42 | 0 25.45+7.17 | ¢ 27.2747.42
Abalone 4177 10| 64.00+:6.99 19.00+3.16 || ¢ 30.00+6.67 | o 10.00+0.00| 12.00+6.32| 010.00t0.00| 11.00+3.16
Winewhite 4898 11| 66.36+9.63 9.094+-0.00 || ©28.18+-2.87 | ¢ 28.18+2.87 | 20.91+4.39| 27.2740.00| 018.18+0.00
Smartphone 7352 56l 5.53+0.24 0.36+:0.00 | 00.18:0.00| 71.21420.1| o00.18:0.00| e 74.72:19.7| 24.69:9.87
Firmteacher 10800 14 48.12+30.8 10.00+3.22 24.38+7.48 | @ 25.62+£9.52 | 21.25+4.37 | 020.62+4.22 | 0 20.62+9.34
Eeg 14980  14f| 14.29+3.37 8.5743.01 || ©39.294-13.2| 038.54-9.04 | ¢39.29:14.0| 0 38.57:13.1 | ¢ 39.29+-10.8
Magic 19020 10| 45.00t+7.07 10.00+0.00 || 0 10.00+0.00 |  51.00+3.16 | o0 10.00+0.00 | 49.00£7.38 | o 10.00+0.00
Hardware 28179 96| 11.98+7.56 2.1940.33| 01.04:0.00| 20.94+3.12| 01.04:0.00| ¢22.08:1.89| 21.25+1.49
Marketing 45211 27| 65.19+3.58 7.40+0.00 7.41+0.00| 12.96+3.60| o03.70+0.00| ¢ 13.33+4.35| 0 3.70+0.00
Kaggle 120269 11| 28.18+5.16 18.18+0.00 || ¢ 17.2A42.87| 0©9.09+-0.00| 15.45+4.39| 10.00t2.87| 14.55+4.69

Table 4: Supports of BABoosTand/;-ADABOOSTvVs2-R.ADABoOOSTfor the results displayed in Talilé 2 (supp@p& 100 - ||0]]o/d). For each

domain, the sparsest 6R.ADAB0O0OSTSs method (in average) is indicated with™ and the least sparse is indicated wisi.”
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ADABOOSTA Q-R.ADABOOST
(1-ADABOOST | @ =0 Q= Q= Q= o Q= lle
domain m d errto errto errto errto A errto A errto A
+ Fertility 100 9 40.0G+14.1 || 48.00+16.1 | 42.00£9.19 10.00| 47.0G:12.5 7.00| 42.00+13.2 10.00| 37.0G+10.6 16.00
- Sonar 208 60 245H9.11 27.86+11.4 | 25.52+-7.29 5.74| 26.40t7.80 3.90| 24.98:10.6 4.40| 25.02:9.05 4.38
- Haberman 306 3 25.15+6.53 26.76+:6.92 | 25.48+-6.32 1.28| 25.78+:6.72 1.30| 25.7A7.93 1.99| 25.78+7.18 1.31
- lonosphere 351 33 13.11£6.36 17.646.17 | 14.22+:6.08 3.43| 15.65:£5.51 2.29| 13.645.65 5.11| 15.08+6.38 3.73
- Breastwisc 699 9 3.00+1.96 3.43+1.93 3.5+2.54 0.86 35M2.15 1.29| 3.72-2.44 1.14| 3.43+1.93 1.00
+ Transfusion 748 4 39.1A47.01 35.56+5.15 | 34.90+5.09 4.01| 34.76:7.25 4.68| 33.43+:5.53 5.46| 33.95:5.14 4.27
- Banknote 1372 4 2.70+1.46 13.70£2.30 | 13.78+3.48 0.73| 13.92£3.16 1.46| 13.78+:3.73 1.09| 13.70+£3.83 1.31
+ Winered 1599 11 26.33+:2.75 27.64:3.16 | 26.2A-2.11 2.06| 27.39£2.86 1.12| 26.64+3.12 1.56| 27.64+3.34 0.69
+ Abalone 4177 10 22.98+2.70 2459-2.65 | 24.18+2.51 0.00| 24.112.39 0.48| 24.18+2.51 0.19| 24.08+2.67 0.26
+ Winewhite 4898 11 30.73+2.20 31.941.57 | 31.44+:1.49 0.65| 31.0%2.17 0.74| 31.32:1.99 0.49| 31.38+2.05 0.63
+ Smartphone 7352 56] 0.00+0.00 0.67+0.25 0.18+0.24 0.04 0.46+0.29 0.00| 0.18+0.22 0.05| 0.16+0.22 0.05
- Firmteacher 10800 16 44.44+1.34 || 40.10+4.65 | 40.34£7.09 3.35| 40.86:£5.16 1.98| 40.8A43.91 1.44| 40.88t5.29 1.86
- Eeg 14980 14 45.38:2.04 || 44.79:1.62 | 44.47H1.49 0.69| 44.45:£1.27 0.51| 44.411.96 0.49| 44.54+1.41 0.45
+ Magic 19020 10 21.0A:1.09 21.540.99 | 21.38+1.17 0.24| 26.411.08 0.00| 21.42+-0.99 0.18| 25.84+-1.94 0.57
+ Hardware 28179 96 16.7#0.73 8.85+0.68 6.39+0.71 0.20 9.06+3.76 2.04| 5.78£1.85 0.71| 5.43+1.57 1.10
- Marketing 45211 27 30.68+1.01 28.03:0.45 | 27.79:0.50 0.23| 27.840.58 0.14| 27.94+0.53 0.06| 27.90+0.61 0.08
+ Kaggle 120269 11 47.80+0.47 15.99+2.89 | 16.88+0.51 0.02| 15.99:2.89 0.90| 16.16+2.36 0.74| 16.02+:2.88 0.88

Table 5: Results of AABoOST(Schapire & Singer, 1999) 3-R.ADAB0OOST (trained with randontlass-wiseados). Conventions follow Taklé 2.
On each domain, the leftmost column shows a "+"” wlieR.ADABOOST performs better when trained with class-wise rados (inlstégust plain
random rados), and "-” when it performs worse.
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Table 6: Supports of BABoOOST vs Q2-R.ADABOOST for the results displayed in Tablé 5 in this Appendix. Cortigrs follow Table[4 in this

Appendix.

ADABOOST

{1-ADABOOST

2-R.ADABOOST

w=0 | Q=% | 2= | 2=lls | 2=l

domain m d supp=to | supp=to supp=to supp=to supp=to supp=to supp=to
Fertility 100 9 36.674-36.3 14.44+5.36 || 47.78:41.0 | 42.22+42.2 | 42.22+38.1 | 32.22+£19.9 | 37.78+28.8
Sonar 208 60| 57.83t+3.69 1.83+0.52 || 13.6A6.61 | 12.174.78 | 12.83+3.24 | 13.33t5.56 | 15.00+4.51
Haberman 306 3| 70.00+10.5 33.33:0.00 || 73.33+14.1 | 70.00+10.5 | 83.33t17.6 | 80.00+23.3 | 80.00£17.2
lonosphere 351 33| 76.9A48.23 3.64+1.27 || 16.36+5.57 | 18.18+4.29 | 16.9747.03 | 15.15+5.15 | 16.36+4.99
Breastwisc 699 9| 90.00+3.51 11.114-0.00 || 46.6A411.5 | 47.78t9.15 | 43.33+9.73 | 52.22+12.9 | 53.33+12.6
Transfusion 748 4| 77.50t14.2 25.00+0.00 || 67.50+20.6 | 82.50+16.9 | 67.50t12.1 | 82.50+12.1 | 75.00£16.7
Banknote 1372 4| 100.0Gt0.00 25.00+0.00 || 45.00+10.6 | 42.50+12.1 | 45.00+10.5 | 45.00+10.5 | 45.00+10.5
Winered 1599 11)| 79.09:6.14 9.09+0.00 || 30.91+6.36 | 24.55+7.48 | 27.276.06 | 30.91-7.67 | 29.09t5.75
Abalone 4177 10| 64.00t+6.99 19.00£3.16 || 57.00+10.6 | 10.00£0.00 | 14.0G+5.16 | 10.00£0.00 | 13.00+4.83
Winewhite 4898 11|| 66.36+9.63 9.09+0.00 || 20.00+3.83 | 19.09+2.87 | 20.91+6.14 | 20.9144.39 | 19.09+2.87
Smartphone 7352 56 5.53+0.24 0.36+0.00 0.18+0.00 | 30.78+19.7 | 0.18+0.00 | 29.86+20.5 | 30.09+13.3
Firmteacher 10800 16| 48.12+30.8 10.00£3.22 || 30.00+16.9 | 26.25+13.1 | 25.00+7.22 | 25.62£12.0 | 23.75:8.74
Eeg 14980  14|| 14.29+3.37 8.573.01 || 38.5A4-7.68 | 42.14+4.05 | 40.00+3.69 | 42.86+0.00 | 39.29+3.76
Magic 19020 10|| 45.00+7.07 10.0G+0.00 || 20.0G+0.00 | 38.00+4.22 | 10.00+0.00 | 32.00+4.22 | 11.00+3.16
Hardware 28179 96| 11.98+7.56 2.1940.33 5.00+0.96 | 20.10£7.15 1.6740.54 | 17.08t7.51 | 25.21422.5
Marketing 45211 27|| 65.19:3.58 7.40+0.00 5141.91 5.56+1.95 5.56+1.95 5.56+1.95 5.93+2.59
Kaggle 120269 11| 28.18+5.16 18.18+0.00 || 17.2A-2.87 | 19.09+2.87 | 17.2A4-2.87 | 18.18+0.00 | 17.2A4-2.87
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ADABOOSTA -R.ADABOOST
£1-ADABOOST w=0 Q= |\.||,2d Q= Q= ||-lloc Q=.lls

domain m d errto errto errto A errto A errto A errto
FertilityT 100 9 48.00£15.5 49.00£13.7 49.00+14.5 4.00 48.00£16.9 5.00 48.00+11.4 7.00 50.00£13.3 3.00
Fertility* 100 9 40.00:14.1 40.00:14.9 41.00:16.6  8.00 41.00£14.5 4.00 41.00+21.3 6.00 38.00£14.0 7.00
Sonaf 208 60 24.02+5.43 29.38+8.45 24.50+7.53 6.81 24.50+9.10 6.81 26.00+5.83 7.21 26.45+7.76  1.93
Sonar 208 60 24.5A49.11 27.88+4.33 25.05£7.56 8.14 24.05+8.41 4.83 24.52+8.65 10.12 25.00+13.4 3.83
Haberma 306 3 30.45+12.4 27.19+11.2 26.15+9.75 5.62 26.49+9.21 3.26 28.12+10.3 3.65 27.4H9.18 9.54
Haberman 306 3 25.15+6.53 25.78+7.18 24.83t6.18 1.62 25.80+6.71 1.32 25.48+7.37 1.62 25.78+7.18 1.65
Ionospheré 351 33 10.56+4.88 17.68+7.38 15.14-6.05 4.86 16.54+6.46 3.42 15.10+8.74 2.86 17.38+10.6 2.30
lonosphergé 351 33 13.11+:6.36 14.51+7.36 13.64+5.99 5.43 14.24+6.15 2.83 13.38+4.44 3.15 14.25+5.04 3.41
Breastwist 699 9 3.444+-2.46 3.72+:2.06 3.874+3.38 1.43 3.16+2.44 3.14 3.44+-2.65 2.14 4.72+3.02 1.14
Breastwis¢ 699 9 3.00+1.96 3.43+2.25 257162 1.14 3.29+2.24 0.86 2.86+2.13 0.86 3.00+2.18 0.29
Transfusiof 748 4 39.68£6.39 39.02£6.60 38.35+t7.06 1.99 39.01£7.63 1.88 38.75+7.15 2.28 38.74:£6.67 2.14
Transfusior 748 4 39.17:7.01 37.97:7.42 37.545.60 2.40 36.50:6.78 2.14 37.43£8.08 1.21 36.10£8.06 3.21
Banknoté 1372 4 2.704+1.69 15.09+3.50 14.043.80 0.51 14.14+3.25 1.02 14.43+3.90 0.51 13.2A3.45 2.70
Banknot¢ 1372 4 2.70+1.46 14.00+4.16 12.02+2.74 0.73 13.63+2.75 1.39 12.1A2.77 0.80 13.63+3.02 1.39
Winered 1599 11 26.08+2.14 28.14+3.23 27.7H3.83 1.38 28.14+3.71 1.26 28.02+3.64 0.88 27.83+3.73 1.06
Winered 1599 11 26.33+2.75 28.02+3.32 27.83t3.95 1.19 27.45+4.17 1.00 27.58+3.76 1.12 27.45+3.34 1.25
Abaloné 4177 10 23.03+2.13 26.48+1.75 25.81+1.49 0.55 24.18+0.94 0.43 25.93+1.38 0.50 24.40+0.87 0.32
Abalone 4177 10 22.98+2.70 26.5A42.31 24.18t2.51 0.00 24.13+2.48 0.14 24.18+2.51 0.00 24.114+2.59 0.07
Winewhitef 4898 11 30.67:1.96 31.774251 32.32£2.51 1.29 32.50£1.92 0.51 32.12+2.67 0.98 32.26:1.82 1.14
Winewhite© 4898 11 30.73£2.20 32.63£2.52 31.85+t1.66 1.18 32.16£1.73 1.31 32.16+2.02 0.90 31.9A42.26 1.12
Smartphoné 7 352 561 0.00+0.00 0.67+0.24 0.20+0.13 0.00 0.46+0.16  0.00 0.19+0.11 0.03 0.22+0.13 0.00
Smartphone 7 352 561 0.00+0.00 0.67+0.25 0.19+0.22 0.00 0.44+0.29 0.03 0.20+0.24 0.01 0.19+0.22 0.04
Firmteachet 10800 16 46.00:1.32 46.62-1.86 46.12:1.80 1.22 46.472.18 0.72 46.58+2.38 0.78 46.04:2.47 1.24
Firmteachet 10800 16 44.44+1.34 40.58+4.87 40.8H43.95 2.35 39.81+4.37 2.89 38.91+4.51 3.56 38.01£6.15 5.02
Eed 14980 14 45.60:1.96 43.86+1.97 44.03:2.04 0.57 43.95+2.04 0.53 43.88+1.57 0.28 44.05£1.88 0.49
Eeg 14980 14 45.38+2.04 44.09+2.32 44.041.48 0.40 43.89+£2.19 0.89 44.0H2.02 0.81 43.84+1.40 0.95
Magict 19020 10 21.81-0.81 37.23:1.02 22.38t0.78 0.26 26.414-0.85 0.00 23.111.16 1.43 26.414-0.85 0.00
Magic* 19020 10 21.0A41.09 37.51+0.46 22.11+1.32 0.28 26.41+1.08 0.00 23.00+1.71 0.66 26.41+1.08 0.00
Hardwaré 28179 96 16.84+0.74 9.414+0.55 11.52+0.91 0.07 11.541.20 0.57 13.88+:0.91 0.09 7.20+0.64 0.05
Hardwareg 28179 96 16.7A0.73 9.414+0.71 6.43+0.74 0.18 11.72+1.24 0.41 6.504+-0.67 0.10 6.42+-0.69 0.13
Marketing 45211 27 30.67:0.61 28.37A:1.21 28.06£1.04 0.45 28.02+0.88  0.00 27.87:1.33 1.27 28.02+0.88  0.00
Marketing® 45211 27 30.68+1.01 27.70+0.69 27.33£0.73 0.33 28.02+0.47 0.00 27.19+0.87 0.51 28.02+0.47 0.00
Kaggld 120269 11 48.30+0.67 44.99+1.98 44.04:5.80 2.34 44.373.93 1.38 43.19+7.17 3.04 42.414+9.32 4.25
Kaggler 120269 11 47.80£0.47 39.22+8.47 16.90+0.51 0.00 16.90+0.51 0.00 16.89+-0.50 0.01 16.90+0.51 0.00

Table 7: Best result of BAB0o0sT/¢;-ADABOOSTISchapire & Singer (1999); Xi et al. (2009), ¥sR.ADABOOST (with or without regularization,
trained withn = m random rados (above bold horizontal line) ~ 10000 rados (below bold horizontal line)), according to the expédrue error
of @7, when the classifief; returned is the last classifier of the sequend& @ = 61000), or when it is the classifier minimizing the empirical risk
in the sequence {"; O = O<1000). Table shows the best result over ai$, as well as the difference between the worst and est$haded cells
display the best result ¢2-R.ADAB0OOST. All domains but Kaggle are UCI Bache & Lichman (2013).
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ADABOOST | ¢1-ADABOOST Q-R.ADABOOST

w=0 | Q= | 2=k | @=lle | Q@=Ile

domain m d supp=to supp=to supp=to supp=to supp=to supp=to supp=xo
Fertility’ 100 9 || 100.000.00 11.110.00 || 86.6A-10.2 | 86.6A4-10.2 | 82.22-15.0 | 93.33+7.77 | 83.33:10.8
Fertility™ 100 9 36.67:36.3 14.44+5.36 || 37.78:31.1 | 36.67-34.8 | 42.22:-31.0 | 24.44+22.1 | 32.22+17.7
Sonaf 208 60 58.50+4.04 2.50+1.41 || 15.64-3.62 | 16.50+2.88 | 15.1A-3.09 | 14.643.50 | 14.50+2.94
Sonaf 208 60 57.83+3.69 1.83+0.52 || 14.143.62 | 14.00+3.16 | 13.67:3.99 | 12.83t4.45 | 12.674.17
Habermah 306 3 || 100.06+0.00 33.33£0.00 || 66.67422.2 | 60.00+26.3 | 73.33+21.1 | 66.6A4-22.2 | 76.64-22.5
Habermanh 306 3 70.00+10.6 33.33£0.00 || 66.6A422.2 | 66.6A415.7 | 56.67/4-16.1 | 60.00+26.3 | 50.00+17.6
lonospheré 351 33 80.30+4.34 3.94+2.04 || 15.15+2.47 | 14.24-2.05 | 13.64+3.27 | 13.64+2.58 | 15.15+2.86
lonosphere 351 33 76.97:8.23 3.64£1.27 || 13.64+3.85 | 13.03:3.51 | 11.82+:3.63 | 11.214+4.75 | 11.214+4.53
Breastwis¢ 699 9 || 100.00t0.00 11.110.00 || 50.00+12.0 | 90.00+3.51 | 57.78+8.76 | 87.78:3.51 | 84.44+7.77
Breastwist 699 9 90.00+3.51 11.110.00 || 51.11-12.0 | 84.44+-7.77 | 48.89+-9.37 | 84.44+10.7 | 86.67-4.68
Transfusiof 748 4 || 100.0060.00 25.00+0.00 || 75.00+11.8 | 87.50+13.2 | 80.00+15.8 | 80.00+15.8 | 85.00+12.9
Transfusion 748 4 77.50+14.2 25.00+0.00 || 67.50+20.6 | 70.00+23.0 | 67.50+16.9 | 67.50+23.7 | 72.50+14.2
Banknoté 1372 4 || 100.0Gt0.00 25.0G£0.00 || 37.50+13.2 | 50.00+0.00 | 50.00+0.00 | 50.00+0.00 | 35.00+12.9
Banknoté 1372 4 || 100.0G6t0.00 25.00+0.00 || 40.00+12.9 | 50.00+0.00 | 47.50+7.91 | 50.00+0.00 | 47.50+7.91
Winered 1599 11| 84.55t+6.14 9.09+0.00 || 27.2A-7.42 | 27.2H7.42 | 31.82:6.43 | 29.09+:9.39 | 26.36+7.96
Winered 1599 11| 79.09+6.14 9.09+0.00 || 25.45:5.75 | 27.2H6.06 | 27.2A-7.42 | 25.45-7.17 | 27.2°H7.42
Abaloné 4177 10| 65.00+5.27 19.00+3.16 || 40.00+13.3 | 83.00+4.83 | 10.00+0.00 | 86.00+5.16 | 25.00+24.2
Abalone 4177 10| 64.00+6.99 19.00+3.16 || 30.00+6.67 | 10.0G+0.00 | 12.0G+6.32 | 10.006+0.00 | 11.00+3.16
Winewhite 4898 11| 65.45+7.17 9.09+0.00 || 27.2A-0.00 | 30.00:6.14 | 19.09+2.87 | 28.18+5.16 | 18.18+0.00
Winewhite* 4898 11| 66.36+9.63 9.09+0.00 || 28.18+2.87 | 28.18+2.87 | 20.914-4.39 | 27.2A40.00 | 18.18+0.00
Smartphoné 7352 561 5.63+0.27 0.36+0.00 0.18+0.00 | 78.810.33 | 0.18+0.00 | 81.48+0.27 | 40.98+0.27
Smartphongé 7352 561 5.53+0.24 0.36+0.00 0.18+0.00 | 71.2120.1 | 0.18+0.00 | 74.72£19.7 | 24.69+9.87
Firmteachetr 10 800 16|| 100.0Gt0.00 10.00+3.23 || 40.62+:6.07 | 39.38+7.82 | 42.50+7.10 | 40.00+7.34 | 42.50+6.45
Firmteachet 10 800 16|| 48.12+30.8 10.00+3.23 || 24.38+:7.48 | 25.62:9.52 | 21.25+4.37 | 20.62:4.22 | 20.62+9.34
Eed 14 980 14|| 15.00+2.26 8.57+3.01 || 47.14+6.90 | 47.861-5.88 | 42.14+-7.86 | 45.00+:4.82 | 47.14+6.02
Eeg' 14 980 14|| 14.29+3.37 8.57+3.01 || 39.29+13.2 | 38.5A9.04 | 39.29+-14.0 | 38.57413.1 | 39.29+10.8
Magic’ 19 020 10|| 78.00£6.32 10.00+0.00 || 11.00+3.16 | 49.00+3.16 | 10.0G+0.00 | 50.0G+0.00 | 10.0G+0.00
Magic* 19 020 10|| 45.00+7.07 10.00+0.00 || 10.00+0.00 | 51.00+3.16 | 10.0G+0.00 | 49.06+7.38 | 10.0G+0.00
Hardwaré 28179  96|| 16.35t0.70 2.91+0.82 1.04+0.00 | 91.67A40.00 | 1.04+0.00 | 91.64-0.00 | 65.214+-0.54
Hardwaré 28179 96| 11.98t7.56 2.19+0.33 1.04+0.00 | 20.94+3.12 | 1.04+0.00 | 22.08+1.89 | 21.25+1.49
Marketing 45211 27| 64.0A43.51 7.41+0.00 8.89+1.91 | 15.93t3.51 | 3.70+0.00 | 16.6743.15 | 3.70+0.00
Marketing* 45211 27| 65.19:3.58 7.40+0.00 7.41+0.00 | 12.96+3.60 | 3.70+0.00 | 13.33t4.35 | 3.70+0.00
Kaggle 120 269 11| 36.36+:0.00 18.18+0.00 || 19.09+2.87 | 33.64+6.14 | 18.18+-0.00 | 40.00+6.36 | 19.09+2.87
Kaggler 120 269 11| 28.18+5.16 18.18+0.00 || 17.2A4-2.87 | 9.09+-0.00 | 15.45-4.39 | 10.00+2.87 | 14.55+4.69

Table 8: Supports of BABoosTand/;-ADAB0OOSTVS2-R.ADABoOOSTfor the results displayed in Talilé 7 (supp@p& 100 - ||6]|o /d), when the
classifier@; returned is the last classifier of the sequené& @ = 0100), or when it is the classifier minimizing the empirical riskthe sequence
(", 01 = O<1000)-
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