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The majority of machine learning algorithms has predom-
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The structure of data organization is widely recognized as having a substantial influence on the efficacy of ma-
chine learning algorithms, particularly in binary classification tasks. Our research provides a statistical physics
framework from the perspective of statistical physics, revealing that the upper bound of binary classification
predictability on a given dataset is equivalent to obtaining the ground state energy of the canonical ensemble
of classifiers on fixed data patterns, primarily constrained by the inherent qualities of the data. Through both
theoretical reasoning and empirical examination on dozens of real datasets, we employed standard objective
functions, evaluative metrics, and binary classifiers to arrive at two principal conclusions. Firstly, we show that
the theoretical upper bound of binary classification on actual datasets can be theoretically attained as the ground
state energy of corresponding partition functions, regardless of any specific algorithms. This upper boundary
represents a calculable equilibrium between the learning loss and the metric of evaluation. Secondly, we have
computed the precise upper bounds for three commonly used evaluation metrics, uncovering a fundamental
uniformity with our overarching thesis: the upper bound is intricately linked to the organization of dataset’s
characteristics, independent of the classifier in use. Furthermore, our subsequent analysis uncovers a detailed
relationship between the upper limit and the level of class overlap within the binary classification data. This
relationship is instrumental for pinpointing the most effective feature subsets for use in feature engineering.
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inantly concentrated on enhancing model accuracy, yet leav-
ing the underlying mechanism of the predictability of machine
learning problems remains a black-box [1] and insufficiently
understood [2-5]. A thorough quantification of predictabil-
ity is paramount for the thoughtful design, training, and de-
ployment of machine learning models, shedding light on the
capabilities and limitations of Al in practical scenarios.

Conventional machine learning has often favored error-
based metrics as objective functions. However, these metrics
have proven to have a negligible impact on optimization out-
comes [6] and are prone to complications arising from imbal-
anced datasets in classification challenges [7]. This recogni-
tion has sparked a surge in research directed at AUC maxi-
mization within classification tasks [8], spawning a variety of
learning frameworks [9, 10], methodologies [11], optimiza-
tion techniques [12], and their successful implementation in
a myriad of fields [13]. Theoretical insights have also been
advanced regarding consistency [14] and bounding general-
ization errors [15, 16].

Although research has made strides in optimizing binary
classifiers and demonstrating that an optimal classifier pro-
duces a convex ROC curve [17], the maximal AUC remains
undisclosed. While efforts to probe link predictability using
methods such as information entropy [18] and random turbu-
lence [19] are notable, their reliance on stringent assumptions
limits their applicability to extensive, real-world datasets. A
gap persists in analytically defining the general predictability
of machine learning in practical applications.

Consider a binary dataset S = {(z;,v;) | i =1,2,...,m},
where m is the number of samples, and each consists of a k-
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and a corresponding class label y; € {1, —1}, where X is the
domain comprising all samples in S. For a given sample x;,
P(z;) and N (z;) indicate the count of positive and negative
samples, respectively. Additionally, the entire dataset contains
n4 positive and n_ negative samples. The proportion of posi-
tive instances for a particular feature vector x; is expressed as
P+ (i) = P(z)/(P(ai) + N (2:)).

The objective of binary classification models is to assign a
sample x; to a binary class by employing a real-valued clas-
sifier f : X — R to gauge the probability that an instance
belongs to each class. Nowadays, physical principles have
been widely acknowledged to be capable to provide essential
understanding of machine learning algorithms [20-26]. Es-
sentially, such process is typically an optimization problem if
one can traverse all potential classifiers, and can be naturally
expressed by statistical mechanics [27]. That is, the configu-
ration of all possible classifiers is weighted by the Boltzmann
factor e #F(f), where T = 1/ is the artificial temperature
and E(f) is the energy function. Then, the corresponding
partition function can be written as Z = ) ¥ e PEU) and
the ground state energy, i.e., the minimum cost, is Fy =
limg_s 00 —% In Z. Apparently, binary classifiers are akin to
the configurations of a canonical ensemble and its outcome
space is m! once dataset is fixed. In this Letter, we further
demonstrate that it achieves the optimal ROC and PR curves
across general datasets. This upper bound is an intrinsic prop-
erty of the dataset itself, independent of the specific classifier
employed. To assess the predictability, in the following, we
investigate three prominent evaluation metrics: the ROC curve
(AR), the PR curve (AP), and accuracy (AC), respectively
with three energy functions, E4%, EAP and FAC and parti-
tion functions, Z4%, ZAF and ZAC. Each of these metrics
evaluates classifier predictability from distinct perspectives.

ROC curve. The ROC curve is a fundamental tool for
displaying the discriminative capacity of a binary classifier



TABLE I. Comprehensive experimental results and theoretical upper bound analysis for various binary classifiers on four real datasets. The
classifiers evaluated include XGBoost, Multilayer Perceptron (MLP), Support Vector Machine (SVM), Logistic Regression (LR), Decision
Tree (DT), Random Forest (RF), K-Nearest Neighbors (KNN), and Naive Bayes (NB). Performance metrics for each classifier are presented
in terms of area under the ROC curve (AUC-ROC, abbreviated as AR), area under the Precision-Recall curve (AUC-PR, abbreviated as AP),

and Accuracy (AC).

XGBoost

Data  Metrics — - MLP SVM LR DT RF KNN NB Boundaries
Square Logistic Hinge Softmax
AR 0.6941 0.6917 0.6096 0.6223  0.5777 0.5 0.4921 0.7863 0.7961 0.7464 0.5228 09112
AID AP 0.6517 0.6491 0.5245 05373 0.4939 0.4454 0.4424 0.7232 0.7065 0.6483 0.4606 0.8806
AC 0.6491 0.6476  0.634  0.6469 0.5957 0.5546 0.5546 0.8015 0.8015 0.7533 0.5692 0.8015
AR 0.7959 0.7948 0.7249 0.7337 0.6127 0.595 0.619 0.9998 0.9997 0.7149 0.6103 1.0
HED AP 0.7702  0.769  0.6541 0.6652 0.5767 0.5562 0.574 0.9998 0.9996 0.6523 0.5667 1.0
AC 0.7349  0.7347 0.7249 0.7337 0.6126  0.595  0.619 0.9998 0.9997 0.7149 0.6103 0.9998
AR 0.9275 09239 0.7543 0.7788 0.7467 0.6229 0.6737 0.9728 0.9638 0.794 0.7336 0.9983
INE AP 0.9751 09738 0.8659 0.8778 0.8627 0.8071 0.829 0.9844 09783 0.886 0.8577 0.9993
AC 0.8734 0.8699 0.857 0.8704  0.839 0.8008 0.8043 0.9764 0.9764 0.8635 0.7913 0.9764
AR 0.9645 09322 0.8807 0.8603 0.6855 0.7206 0.665 0.8742 0.8807 0.8105 0.6773 0.9649
SUD AP 09396 09031 0.7973 0.7848 0.5309 0.5822 0.514 0.8028 0.7973 0.6845 0.5038 0.9381
AC 0.9038 0.8942 09038 0.8942 0.7596 0.7885 0.75 0.9038 0.9038 0.8462 0.7404 0.9038

across various threshold settings [17, 28]. It delineates the
trade-off between sensitivity (true positive rate) and speci-
ficity (true negative rate), assisting in the selection of an op-
timal threshold. The area under the ROC curve (AUC-ROC)
quantifies the probability that a randomly chosen positive in-
stance is ranked higher than a negative instance, serving as a
summary measure of classifier performance across all thresh-
olds [29, 30]. As proved in the Supplemental Material, we
have established the exact upper bound of the AUC (AR") for
a given binary dataset S as follows,

1
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ARY 3 max {’P(:Ci)N(xj), P(xj)./\/'(xi)},
Ti,x

)
where x; and x; are two arbitrary feature vectors from S.
This upper bound is attainable by a binary classifier if and
only if it satisfies fi(x;) ~ p4(x;), where f(z;) ~ f'(x;)
denotes that f(z;) > f(z;) if and only if f'(z;) > f'(xz;)
for every pair (z;,x;) in S. For the classifier ensemble ,
the partition function is Z4% = 37 ;s exp(—=BE(n/))

where E(nf) = 37, ; po (e )p- () +5 3 o (2] )p—(2])
is the energy function of AR, and 7/ is the set of or-
dered samples under a specific binary classifier f. As a
consequence, the upper bound of the predictability for ob-
served dataset S is exactly the complementarity of corre-

sponding ground state energy Ef\R = ma —5InZ4% =
—00

2":,”7 5" min {P(zi)/\/(arj),?(xj)./\/(a:j)} (details see
Ti,xj

Supplemental Material). Note that, it shows that the ground
state energy, yielding the binary classification predictability,
only relies on the organization of given dataset S, indepen-
dent of the concrete form of binary classifiers.

Fig. 1A-1D depicts the results of in-sample experiments
featuring a suite of well-known binary classifiers, includ-

ing XGBoost, Multilayer Perceptron (MLP), Support Vector

Machine (SVM), Logistic Regression, Decision Tree, Ran-
dom Forest, KNN, and Naive Bayes. These classifiers were
tested with a variety of objective functions. In addition, the
theoretical upper limits were computed in accordance with
Eq. 1. Across all cases, the theoretical upper bounds exceeded
the performance of each classifier as measured by the ROC
curves, thereby confirming the accuracy of our theoretical pre-
dictions.

PR curve. Unlike the ROC curve, the PR (precision-recall)
curve is particularly useful for evaluating performance on im-
balanced datasets where one class significantly outnumbers
the other [31]. The area under PR curve (AUC-PR, AP) illus-
trates the precision-recall trade-off as the classification thresh-
old is adjusted. However, the ground state energy of its cor-

responding partition function Z4F = Y, en(s) eXp( —

B(1—AP(rf)) ), can not be explicitly derived as the ex-

pression of AP is mathematically ambiguous. We alterna-
tively demonstrate that the theoretical upper bound of the area
under the PR curve (AP") for a binary dataset S is given by
(see Supplemental Material for the mathematical proof):

m i—1 i
u p(ay) [ 1 oy 1 .
AP = ; - E P+(~’Uj)+f§ p+(}) |,
, n4 71— 14 1 4
i=1 j=1 Jj=1
2

where z7 and ) are feature vectors sorted according to
fap(x;). Tt is achievable by a binary classifier if and only if
it satisfies fxp(z;) ~ p4(z;) for every x; € S, mirroring the
condition for AR".

Fig. 1E-1H presents the experimental findings with afore-
mentioned representative binary classifiers against the theo-
retical upper bounds derived using Eq. 2. As with the ROC
curve, the experimental results for binary classification do not
exceed the theoretical upper bounds (AP"), thereby support-
ing the validity of our theoretical derivation.
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FIG. 1. Demonstrating the precise upper bound of AUC with accompanying optimal ROC curves (A-D) and PR curves (E-H) across four
real-world datasets utilizing a suite of binary classifiers. The classifiers include XGBoost, MLP, SVM, Logistic Regression, Decision Tree,
Random Forest, KNN, and Naive Bayes. The red curves symbolize the theoretical optimal PR curves. Detailed values for each classifier-

dataset combination are documented in Table 1.

Accuracy. Accuracy (AC) is the fraction of instances
correctly classified by the classifier [32, 33]. The ground
state energy of its corresponding partition function Z4¢ =

Y senes 52 {8 (3 + o Xof (W) - P@) ) }.
can be obtained as Eg'“ = -3 min {P(wz),./\/'(xl)}

And the theoretical upper bound (detailed in Supplemental
Material) reads

ACY = %Zmax {P(:ci),j\f(:ri)}. 3)

This is again exactly the complementarity of its ground state
energy AC" = 1 — E4'C, indicating the statistical classifiers
ensemble classifiers on a fixed data organization indeed gov-
erns the practicability of binary classification. In addition,
This upper limit is attainable if, and only if, the optimal clas-
sifier dictates that:

1 Pxy) > N(zy)
for each z; in S. Table I compares the accuracy achieved
by various classifier configurations against the theoretical up-
per bounds, further substantiating the rigour of our theoretical
derivation.

A universal optimal classifier. The theoretical foundation
of optimal classifiers demonstrates their alignment with the

Ficlan = {

common objective functions including Square loss, Logistic
loss, Hinge loss, and Softmax loss [2] (refer to Supplemen-
tal Material for additional details). Specifically, the optimal
classifiers for both the ROC and PR curves are congruent,
denoted as fix = fap. This implies that continuous binary
classifiers converge to a unified optimal form for each feature
vector z; € S, symbolized as ggg, e = gff?gistic ~ p+(mz) =
fAr = fXp, where g* represents the objective function. Sim-
ilarly, discrete binary classifiers are equivalent, denoted as
* — % — f£x

IHinge = gSpftmax = fAC' . .

From this, we can deduce a universal representation for any
optimal classifier, encompassing both continuous and discrete
forms, that achieves the best performance across various ob-
jective functions and evaluation metrics:

1 f*(xz;) >0
-1 f (.Ifl) <0
where f*(z;) = %m is the derived optimal classifier

that minimizes loss and maximizes performance across vari-
ous objective functions and evaluation metrics. In addition,
it clearly shows that f*(x;) only depends on the data organi-
zation rather than algorithms which is the focus of previous
study [34].

Eq. 4 underscores the synergy between the learning pro-
cess, which is steered by objective functions, and the eval-
uation process within the realm of binary classification. The
efficacy of a binary classifier, irrespective of its computational
complexity or efficiency, is inherently bound by the selected



objective function and the intrinsic properties of the dataset.
This establishes a performance ceiling dictated by both the
chosen evaluation metric and the data’s innate characteristics.

Note that, the aforementioned binary boundary theory is
derived in an in-sample context, where the classification and
validation are based on the full dataset. As a consequence, a
fundamental question remains: To what extent can the bound-
ary theory derived from full dataset be applied to the out-of-
sample scenario? We further perform out-of-sample valida-
tion, and sensitivity analysis with various random separation
ratio on four real datasets and synthetic data (see Supplemen-
tal Material).

Specifically, we divide the data to a training set (S¢rqin)
and a test set (Sies¢)- The model is trained on the training set
and validated on the test set. The performance of the learned
classifier varies given different statistical characteristics of the
data in the test set, even through it is trained guided by the
objective function based on the data organization in the train-
ing set. Hence, the generalization ability of the classifier is
determined by the gap between data distributions of training
and test sets [35, 36]. Here, we perform extensive sensitivity
analysis of the optimization and evaluation process. Without
loss of generality, we focus on the analysis of Hinge loss and
accuracy (AC).

We start by defining Pyqin (7;) and Nyqin (z;) as the num-
ber of positive and negative instances with feature vector z; in
Strains Prest(T;) and Nyese(;) as the number of positive and
negative instances with feature vector x; in Siest. Given a
discrete classifier f(x;), we further define Afr win as the bias
between the actual Hinge loss and the optimal loss in S¢yqin.
Similarly, Atfest is defined as the bias between the actual ac-
curacy and optimal accuracy in S;.s¢. Therefore, the question
is converted to minimizing the summation of the two errors

A= m}n(A{rain + A{est) = mz A(I7) ®)

Here,

Alm) = {S(fﬂi)

where Qirain(z;) and Queqi(x;) are respectively given by

Ptrain (xz) - M’r’ain (.'171) and Ptest (xz) - Mest (xz)s and
6(.1%‘) - min{|Qtrain (sz)‘, ‘Qtest (.231)‘}

Apparently, there must exist a perfect classifier that reaches
the minimum Hinge loss and highest accuracy for both train-
ing set and test set when A = 0. In addition, A = 0 if and
only if (detailed mathematical proof see Sensitivity Analysis
in Supplemental Material)

{,Ptrain(iri) Z Mrain(xi) or {,Ptrain(xi) < Mrain('ri)
Ptest (xl) 2 /\/test (xl) Ptast (xz) < -A/test (lz)

if Qtrain (i) Qtest(zi) >0

6
if Qtruin(xi)QtESt(aji) <0 ’ ( )

(N

for every x; € S. Eq. 7 shows that the upper bound of bi-
nary classification on a specific data, i.e. A = 0, can be
reached only if the distribution of data between the training

and test sets are consistent. Hence, when the training set and
the test set share a similar data structure, the trained classifier
can exhibit a phenomenon known as benign overfitting [37],
showcasing exceptional generalization capability. However,
the trained classifier in real scenarios often can approach the

upper limit of corresponding loss function (Afmm=0), but

difficult to simultaneously achieve the upper bound of perfor-
mance on the test set (Afest=0) because of the discrepencies
between the distributions of data in training and test sets.

In Fig. 2, we investigate at length the characteristics of both
training and test sets in order to comprehensively understand
the generalization ability of the proposed boundary theory. It
shows that, the theoretical optimal loss for A is smaller than
that of any representative classier, suggesting that the pre-
dictability of available classifiers are still a certain distance
from the theoretical upper limit, both for a specific division
(i.e. |Strainl/|S| = 70%, Fig. 2A) or all possible random
divisions (Fig. 2C). Therefore, Atf'r'ain and A{est are respec-
tively equivalent to the learning and generalization differences
in supervised machine learning. If one aims at obtaining the
upper bound of a given dataset (corresponds to A), he or she

needs to minimize simultaneously both Afmm and Af__, [38].
However, on one hand, it requires fitting training data as much
as possible to obtain minimal Afmm, often leading to the
overfitting problem [37, 39], which further dilutes the general-
ization ability (corresponds to greater Afest and more distant
from the upper bound). On the other hand, one may try to
solve such dilemma by early-stopping, dropout or adding reg-
ularization items [39, 40], resulting in a greater learning loss
(corresponds to larger A{mm), leaving an unstable prediction.

Fig. 2D shows a general increase of learning loss with the
size of training set (|Strqin|), Which converges to a certain
limit if the feeding schema is sufficient enough. Compara-
tively, the upper bound (AC") monotonically increases with
|Strain| (Fig. 2E), which agrees with the common sense that
more knowledge can be extracted by adding more sources.
The good agreements are additional proved theoretically by
giving an arbitrary parameter governing the ratio of random
divisions (represented by solid lines in Fig. 2D-2F, see also
Sensitivity Analysis, Supplemental Material). Furthermore,
Fig. 2F shows that the optimal error (A) will be achieved
when the training set is either adequate large or small enough
as its expectation is symmetric based on Eq. 95 in Supple-
mental Material.

The relationship between the distribution pattern of feature
vectors [41], specifically the overlapping ratio of data sam-
ples, and the expected upper bounds (AR") is investigated.
To ascertain the minimum and maximum values of ARY, we
formulate two optimization problems as follows:

AR, (Ds) = min {AR“(P.\) | Ds(P,N) = Ds} (8)
and

AR}

tx(Ds) = max { AR“(P, ) | Ds(P,N') = Ds
©)
In these equations, Ds(P,N) = 1 — J(P||N) denotes the

overlapping ratio between positive and negative samples, with
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FIG. 2. Detailed evaluation of expected errors (A) across all feature vectors for each dataset. Panels A and B showcase the error dynamics for
the AID dataset during training (Afm in) and testing (Afest) phases, considering a random division ratio where the training set size |Strain |

constitutes 70% of the total set size |S|. (A) The dashed line indicates the expected error of the optimal classifier as determined by Eq. 5.
(B) Ilustrates the correlation between A{mm and A{est, contrasting the theoretical solution outlined in Eq. 5 (gray line) against empirical
observations from diverse binary classifiers (represented by dots). The legend is identical to that of Fig. 1. (C) Explores the interplay between
A{mm and A{est under a spectrum of random division ratios |Strain|/|S|, varying from 10% to 90%. The classifier we used here is XGBoost
with Square loss. (D-F) depict the expected errors or performance metrics for each dataset under different random divisions: (D) Hinge loss,
(E) upper bound of accuracy (AC™), and (F) anticipated optimal errors (A). In these panels, dots correspond to numerical results derived from

the data divisions, while lines represent the theoretical predictions adjusted for the respective division ratios (as detailed in Eqs. 93 and 95

within the Supplemental Material). More detailed experimental results on 41 datasets are shown in Supplemental Material).

J(P||N) being the Jensen-Shannon divergence [42] between
the normalized distributions P and A. At the extremes,
Ds = 1 signifies complete overlap, whereas Ds = 0 indi-
cates complete separation.

By employing numerical simulations and heuristic meth-
ods (see Supplemental Material for details), we deduce the
optimal solutions for these optimization problems as AR},
and ARy .. Fig. 3A illustrates a monotonic decrease in both
AR}, and AR} .. as Dgs increases, with the upper bounds for
all four datasets analyzed resting between these values. This
suggests that greater overlap between positive and negative
samples correlates with a reduction in the achievable upper
bound for binary classification performance. In the limit, the
upper bound can attain 1 (perfect accuracy) when Ds = 0,
and 0.5 (equivalent to random guessing) when Dg = 1.

The influence of feature selection on the upper bound is
scrutinized. Fig. 3B presents a case study utilizing the AID
dataset. It is observed that the upper bound tends to rise with
the inclusion of additional features. Nevertheless, there exists
a specific subset of features—the optimal feature subset—that
is adequate to reach the potential upper bound for the majority
of datasets. Beyond this subset, incorporating more features
does not enhance the upper bound. It is also noted that in-

tegrating transformations of features from the optimal subset
fails to provide any further increase in the upper bound. Col-
lectively, these insights underscore the efficacy of our method-
ology in streamlining the binary classification process by pin-
pointing the most effective subset of features for feature engi-
neering purposes.

This research delves into the impact that characteristics of
features have on the upper limit of predictive accuracy in bi-
nary classification endeavors. Through a combination of the-
oretical framework of statistical physics and numerical exper-
imentation, we have shed light on the pivotal roles played by
data organization and feature engineering in determining the
ceiling of a model’s performance. Additionally, we introduce
a quantitative assessment of error balance (A), which offers
insights into the practicality of reaching these upper bounds
in both training and testing scenarios.

The implications of our findings for machine learning (ML)
are substantial. We have empirically confirmed that datasets
with greater overlap among samples pose more significant
challenges for accurate classification. Our theoretical frame-
work convincingly demonstrates that expanding the feature set
can reduce overlap between classes and push the boundaries
of predictive performance higher. Therefore, in the context
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FIG. 3. Characterization of the upper bound for AUC-ROC (AR")
as influenced by key dataset properties on the AID dataset, with ex-
tended results for additional datasets available in the Supplemental
Material, Fig. S6. (A) Illustrates how AR" varies with the degree
of overlap (Ds) between positive and negative sample distributions.
The red and purple curves denote the theoretically expected max-
imum and minimum bounds, respectively. The plotted dots repre-
sent the empirically obtained optimal AUC scores corresponding to
different overlapping scenarios facilitated by feature selection. (B)
Depicts the relationship between AR" and the number of features,
where the blue curve indicates the maximum upper bounds achiev-
able with a specified number of features within the optimal feature
subset. The purple curves denote the maximal upper bounds achiev-
able when the optimal feature subset is expanded by the inclusion of
additional arbitrary feature transformations, referred to as the opti-
mal feature subset+. Additional results about feature selection can
be seen in Figs. S6, S7, S60, S61 in Supplemental Material.

of raw data, the discovery and curation of new features, along
with the strategic selection of an optimal subset, are crucial for
maximizing the efficacy of model training. On the other hand,
relying solely on transformations of existing features does not
contribute to an improvement of the upper performance limit.

Nonetheless, although the underlying physical principle for
the predictability of binary classification is comprehensively

discovered, our study still has limitations. Firstly, the the-
oretical upper bound of prediction performance is attainable
only in scenarios where all distinct samples are correctly clas-
sified, which does not account for the balance between data
availability and model complexity. In real-world applications,
achieving this upper bound is often challenging due to con-
straints on data and computational resources. The degree to
which the upper bound can be approached is contingent upon
the data distribution, and a theoretical framework to quantify
this degree is an avenue for future investigation. Secondly,
our analysis presumes that the data space is discretized. The
practical utility of the derived upper bound would benefit from
considering the distance and similarity between data samples,
which we have not addressed. We advocate for future studies
that explore the implications of limited model complexity and
the behavior in a continuous data space.

Expanding beyond the realm of binary classification, the
physical principles of our boundary theory could also enhance
our understanding of multiclass classification issues, which
can be segmented into a series of binary classification chal-
lenges. Looking ahead, our forthcoming endeavors will con-
centrate on dynamic data organization, such as time-series
classification or variable data sizes, where the grand canon-
ical ensemble is a promising approach [43], as well as on pre-
dictability and interpretability within a more applied frame-
work, particularly concerning feature engineering, classifiers,
optimization techniques, and energy landscapes. In subse-
quent research, we aim to advance the predictability of ML
and Al systems, enhancing the trustworthiness of Al by im-
proving our ability to explain, manage, and regulate these sys-
tems.
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I. PRELIMINARIES

Binary classification involves assigning elements of a set into one of two groups, or classes, based on a classification
rule. This process is crucial in various applications such as medical diagnostics, quality control, and information
retrieval. In machine learning and data analysis, binary classification is a supervised learning task aimed at predicting
one of two possible outcomes for a given input.

In this context, the data is labeled as positive (often denoted by 1) or negative (denoted by -1). The objective
is to construct a predictive model capable of accurately classifying new, unseen instances into these categories by
learning from patterns in the training data. Initially, a labeled dataset is gathered, where each instance is associated
with a known class label. The dataset is then divided into a training set for model development and a test set for
evaluating performance on new data. During training, the model identifies patterns that distinguish between the
classes. Techniques such as XGBoost, MLP, SVM, LR, DT, RF, KNN, and Naive Bayes can be utilized for binary
classification.

Let’s consider a binary classification scenario where the goal is to predict a binary label. An input-output pair is
represented as z = (z,y), where x € X is the feature vector (input data) and y € {1,—1} is the class label. Given
a training set S = {(z;,y;)]i = 1,2,...,m}, we define Sy as the subset containing n positive samples and S_ as
the subset with n_ negative samples, such that the total number of instances is m = |S| = ny + n_. Let P(x;) and
N (z;) denote the counts of positive and negative instances for a given feature vector z;.

Classifiers are mappings that assign instances to specific classes. Some produce a continuous output, allowing various
thresholds to define class membership—these are known as **continuous classifiers**. They combine a classification
function f(z) : X — R with a threshold ¢ to translate scores into binary classes. Others yield a discrete class
label—these are **discrete classifiers** and are described by the function f(x) : X — {1,—1}. Logistic regression
and neural networks are examples of continuous classifiers, while SVM, decision trees, and random forests are discrete
classifiers.

Objective functions gauge the alignment between model predictions and actual labels. During training, the aim is
to minimize the difference between these predictions and true labels. We discuss several objective functions for binary
classification problems:

2
e Square loss function: mfin % > (f(xz) — yi) ;

Zi

e Logistic loss function: mfin LS —y;log f(zi) — (1 —y;)log (1 - f(acl)),

Zi

e Hinge loss function: mfin 7 > max {O, 1-— f(xl)yl},

Zi

e Softmax function: mfin % > —log f(x;) — log (1 — f(xz))

T4

Square and Logistic loss functions are typically suited for continuous classifiers, while Hinge and Softmax losses can
be applied to both continuous and discrete classifiers.

For binary classification outcomes, we consider the instances to be either positive or negative, leading to four
potential results from the classifier:

e TP (True Positive): > 73(2%) (f(xz) + 1);
z; €S

e FP (False Positive): w (f(scl) + 1);
;€S

e FN (False Negative): > %(1 - f(xi))§
;€S

o TN (True Negative): > N(Q'“) (1 — f(xl)>
z; ES



II. OBJECTIVE FUNCTIONS

The objective function in the training process of a classification model serves as a guide for parameter adjustment
to fit the dataset. Here, we discuss four commonly used objective functions and show a direct correlation between
their optimal solutions [1] and the dataset through discrete analysis.

A. Optimal square loss and statistical ensemble on square cost function

1. Optimal square loss

Given a dataset S with feature domain X, and assuming f(z) as a continuous classification function with parameters
to be trained, the square error loss function is given by:

o1 2
min (@) —v) - (1)
The optimal solution for this objective function is expressed as:

FSquare = argmin % > (f (i) — yi)z- (2)

X4

It’s evident that:
. 2 . 2
min (f@)—w) = D min (f@)—v) (3)
Moreover, equality holds:

min 3 (fa) ) =3 min (f(a) —u) - (4)

o fz)

if and only if f(z;) and f(z;) are nearly independent for any x; # x; € S. In the binary classification context, the
square loss function can be transformed to:

min > (f(xi) - yz) =) _min (f(fi) - yz)

. fzi)

= min”P(azi)(f(xi)—1)2+N(xi)<f(a:i)+1)2.

o f(zi)
The optimal solution becomes:
. _ 2 2
Fanare(0) = arg min P(e)(F (i) =1) "+ Nar) (o) +1) (6)
and is simply:
. P(xi) — N(zi)
quuare(xi) = ’P(xz) +N("E1) (7)

for each x; € S. Finally, we have

. _ 4 P(zi)N ()
minimum square loss = - Z Plan) + N () (8)

x;



2. Statistical ensemble on square loss function

In this context, every classifier f can be transformed into a n-dimensional vector
7Tf=(${,x£,~-~ ,{Eﬁ) (9)
in which x{ = f(x;) for each 2; € S. Next, the energy of 7/ is defined as

ESquare(ﬂ_f) :i Z (ﬂ'lf _ yi)Q
m

T4

) (10)
fZP (7r —1) —I—N(xi)(ﬂlf—i-l) .
Let II(S) = R™. Then, the partition function is
ZSquare _ Z exp(iﬂESquare(ﬂ_f))
Ty €II(S)
(11)

:/Hdﬂ'lfexp{—ﬁ <;Z’P(a:i)(7rif_1)24_/\[(%)(77;4-1)2)}

And, the ground state is calculated as

l In ZSquaTe

ﬁl;n;o—fln/Hdﬁ exp{ (;ZP(:@)(W{ — 1)2+N(xi)(7rif+1)2>}
:ﬂllrrgo—%ln Hdﬂzfnexp{—fl {P(l‘l)(ﬂ'zf — 1)2 +N(xz)(7rlf + 1)2}} (12)

EE)S’quare _

Utilizing Gaussian transformation, we finally obtain

_*ZP:Q +Nx)l) (13)

ESquare

B. Optimal logistic loss and statistical ensemble on logistic cost function
1. Optimal logistic loss

The Logistic loss function, frequently used for binary classification, is defined for a dataset S and feature domain X
as:

1
min — ; ~yilog f(z:) — (1= i) 1og (1= f(22), (14)
with the optimal solution:

Fogmse = argmin — 5™ —gilog f(x) = (1= y:)log (1 - f(w2)). (15)

T4



Close to the optimal, the logistic loss function can be approximated as:

min + 3 (./\/'(xi) - P(xi)) log f(2;) — 2N (z:) log (1 - f(xi)). (16)

foom <
The corresponding optimal solution then is:
Fogisiel:) = arg min (N (s) = P(r:) ) log f(x:) — 2 (z)log (1~ F(:)) (a7)

for each z; € S. Finally, it can be simplified as

* () = ) T T 18
fLOngth(x ) ,P(Jh) +N(l’z) ( )
for each z; € S.
2. Statistical ensemble on logistic cost function
In this context, the energy of 7/ is defined as
- 1
plLogistic(fy _ = ( ) — z)] _f—2 i) L (1— f)

(wf) =— > (M) = Pla:) ) log ] — 2N/ (x:) log (1 — ] (19)

Zj

Let II(S) = R™. Then, the partition function is

ZLogistic _ Z eXp(_BELogistic(ﬂ,f))
w€II(S)

1 (20)
:/Hdm—f exp {—5 (m Z (N(xz) - P(mz)) logm/ — 2N () log (1 - 77{)) } ,

And, the ground state is calculated as

Logistic _ 1.1 st
EO ogistic _ lim —= In ZLogzatzc
B—00

_Blgrgo—— ln/ Hdw exp{ ( 1 Z (N(ifi) - P(l’i)) logwlf — 2N (z;) log (1 — wf))}

Zi

_ﬂlingo——ln/ Hd?TfHeXp{—{( (x;) — P(xl)> logwf—QN(a:i)log<l—7rf>}}
_51220_71111—[/ dm; exp{—{(]\/( i) — P(xﬂ) 10g7r{—2./\f(;vi)log <1—7r2f)}} (21)

_ZBILH;O_BIH/ dr eXp{—{(N( )—P(xz)> log7r2f—2j\/'(xi)10g (1—7{)}}
fz min —{( (xi)*P(xi))logwlf—QN(xi)log(lfﬂlf)}

~ ] fe(0,1) M

_ ) g Pl = N @) 2N (2;)
_m;<N($z) P(a:)1 Pl N @)~ N s s,
in which

. _ Plai) = N(z:)
fLogistiC(xi) - 'P(lﬁ) -l-./\/(l'l

~—

for each x; € S.



C. Optimal Hinge loss and statistical ensemble on Hinge cost function
1. Optimal Hinge loss

The hinge loss function is commonly used in Support Vector Machines (SVM) and other models employing maximum-
margin classifiers, regardless of whether the classification task is discrete or continuous. It penalizes misclassified
instances based on their distance from the decision boundary. The Hinge loss function for binary classification is
described as follows:

1 m
mfin I ;maX{O, 11—y f(z:)}, (23)
and its optimal solution is
b arg min ! Zm:ma {0,1 f(zi)} (24)
i = 5 X —Yi i)Js.
Hinge g ¥ 2m i ) Y

Unlike other objective functions, the output for any solution of the hinge loss function is discrete. We employ a similar
technique to the hinge loss function as before,

P(z;) max{0,1 — f(z;)} + N(z;) max{0,1 + f(z;)} (25)

min
f(zi)e{1,—-1}
for any x;, where its optimal solution can also be expressed as

inge(w) = arg | max | Pla) max{0, 1= f()} + A max{0.1+ (@)} (26)

for each z; € S. Since f(x;) must be equal to 1 or —1, we can rewrite the optimal solution as

* ) = ) ) 27
mege(x ) {_1’ lf P(xl) < ./\/(1'1), ( )
for each z; € §. And,
1
inimum Hinge loss = — { ), } 28
minimum Hinge loss = — ;mm P(x;), N(x;) (28)
2. Statistical ensemble on Hinge cost function
In this context, the energy of =/ is defined as
. 1
Hinge/ f\ _ — ) . f ) f
EHinge (n )meZP(:rz)maX{O,l 7} + N (z;) max{0,1 + «/}, (29)
where 7T2f € {1, -1} for each x;. Let II(S) = {1, —1}". Then, the partition function is
ZHinge — Z eXp(—ﬂEHinge(ﬂ'f))
s €Il(S)
(30)

= Z exp {—ﬂ (2; ;P(xz) max{0,1 — 7/} + N (z;) max{0,1 + ﬂ{}) } .

w5 €II(S)



And, the ground state is calculated as

Ein9e — fiy — L 1y zHinge
B—o0

= lim —%ln Z exp{—ﬁ (2; ;P(mi)max{OJ—77{}+N(xi)max{071+7rzf}>}

froo s €II(S)

. 1 - (P(aci) max{0,1—mf } 4N (z;) max{o,1+7r[})
= lim —=1In e "
om0 ]
T €N(S) i (31)

= lim —%lnH (e_BN(mi)/"l _i_e—ﬁp(m,:)/m)

D. Optimal Softmax loss and statistical ensemble on Softmax cost function
1. Optimal Softmax loss

The Softmax loss function, also known as the cross-entropy loss or log-likelihood loss, is essential in machine learning
and deep learning, particularly for classification tasks. It measures the dissimilarity between predicted class proba-
bilities and true class labels. The softmax function is typically used in conjunction with this loss function to convert
raw model outputs into probability distributions over multiple classes. Mathematically, for a feature x, the softmax
function computes the probability of the positive class as follows:

et

= 32
fa) = = (32)
Here, z; (z_) denotes the score that measures the likelihood of the data with feature x belonging to the positive
(negative) class.
The softmax loss function is defined as the negative log-likelihood of the true class in binary classification tasks:

L&
min — > [ wilog f(x:) — (1= i) log(1 = f(x:))], (33)
: i=1
with the optimal solution being
fSottmax = argmin Z [ —wilog f(x:) — (1 — y;) log(1 — f(:))]. (34)
i=1
We can simplify the objective function as
min —P(x;)log f(x;) — N(xi)log(1 — f(i)), (35)
and its optimal solution as
fgoftmax(xi) = arg ]{I(lrln) —P(l’i) log f(xl) - N(l}) log(l - f($2)>, (36)

for every x; € S. By performing the necessary derivations, we find the optimal solution for the Softmax loss function
as

fSottmax (Ti) = ma (37)

for each x; € S.



2. Statistical ensemble on Softmaz cost function
In this context, the energy of =/ is defined as
Softmam 1 - f
E = Z (z;)logm! — N(2) log(1 — 7)), (38)

Let II(S) = R™. Then, the partition function is

ZSoftmaa: — Z eXp(_ﬂESoftmax<7rf))
ﬂ'fEH(S)

= / Hdwf‘exp{ (;Z (w:) log ] N(znlog(lmf))}.

And, the ground state is calculated as

(39)

EE)S'Oftmar — lim _l In ZSoftmax

B—o0
~ lim -1 /1 [[dr! exp$ -8 + > —P(ai)logm! — N (zi)log(1 - x])
B0 5 0 ; % m ~ i i
1
:glgr;o_%ln/o gdﬂ{ge}(p{_fz {—P(wi)longf — N (z;)log(1 —w{)}}

Bh_{rgo—flnH/ dm; exp{ s {—P(ﬂci)logﬂzf —N(xi)log(l—ﬂzf)}} (40)

= i / B i = N(z; — !
= lim fgln/o dm] exp{m {fp(xl)log 7 — N (z;)log(1 l)}}

B—o0
x;

= min 1 {—P(mi) logmf — N (x;)log(1 — 7Tzf)}

in which

for each x; € S.

III. EVALUATION MEASUREMENTS AND STATISTICAL ENSEMBLES

The evaluation of the performance of binary classifiers involves various metrics, among which the Receiver Operating
Characteristic (ROC) curve and the Precision-Recall (PR) curve are prominent. These metrics offer insights into the
effectiveness of a classifier at different threshold settings. This note delves into the optimal ROC and PR curves [2, 3],
providing a mathematical exposition of their derivation and interpretation in the context of a given dataset.

A. Optimal ROC Curve and statistical ensemble on AR cost function
1. Optimal ROC Curve

The ROC curve represents the trade-off between the true positive rate (TPR) and the false positive rate (FPR)
of a classifier. The curve is constructed by plotting TPR against FPR at various threshold levels. An optimal ROC
curve approaches the top-left corner of the plot, indicating both high TPR and low FPR.



10

Consider a dataset S = {z1, z2,. .. ,xm} with a feature domain X A classiﬁer f assigns a score to each instance in
S, resulting in a sorted sequence S = {xl , xg, 2t ), where f(x] ) > f(z; ) for ¢ < j. The real label corresponding

to JC is denoted as yf To construct the ROC curve, one must calculate the TPR and FPR at various thresholds
te {l, ...,m} where each t = k indicates that instances x{, e ,xk are classified as positive. The TPR and FPR are
given by:

TP 1 1
TPR=—=—> =(1+y)), (42)

k

FP 1 1
FPR= — = — Y —(1—¢)). 4
R=_——=- E 2( Yi) (43)

To find the optimal ROC curve, the objective is to maximize TPR and minimize FPR for each threshold k. This
bi-objective optimization can be expressed as:

k
1
(1 f
In?X E 2( +yi),

l—yZ

l\Dl>—~

.

Considering that the sum of true positives and false positives equals k, the optimization problem in Eq. (44) simplifies
to:

(1+y]). (45)

1
max =
2

Ile

The calculation of FPR for a fixed k includes instances that either exceed or equal the score f (mi) However, the
optimization is primarily concerned with the maximization of true positives. Therefore we have

m

Xk:; (1+4f) = > %11 (£ > £@D) (0 +u)+ 51 (Fl@a) = £a])) 0+ 00, (46)

=1 =

k=0, 1(f(@)>f(=)))

Sy 1(f(z)=f (1))
instances with score f (mﬁ) Without loss of generality, we assume that f(z;) = f(z;) <= x; = z; for every
z;,x; € S. Then we obtain that

> 1 (144d)

in which a = is the ratio of instances with score f(xi) in the subset {27, 2], .- ,xi} to all

T, €S T, €S
N1 (e > ) —PE) SN ) — P(xi)
—;H(f( 0> 16D) sy NGy T ;H(f( )= fah) )+ NG (47)
N (e fe) — P NS s P(zi)
_;]I<f( 9> 1) 3y v (k ;H(f( 0> 1) ) oo NG
N~ P
=2 PGl N
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Denote w; = % as the non-negative weight of instance x;. Hence, the optimization problem (45) can be

regarded as a problem of how to choose a k-elements subset of S which satisfies that the total weight is maximum.
And it is naturally rewritten in the form of combinatorial optimization as follows,

m
> wiz
i=1
m
i=1

ZiE{O,l}, i:1727"'7m

(48)

Actually, this combinatorial optimization problem belongs to the classical 0-1 knapsack problems, which is the most
common problem being solved. Noting that all weights are non-negative, simple greedy algorithm can reach the
optimal solution if we select the top k instances with the highest weight. As a rule of how to select optimal k-element
subset with arbitrary k, the optimal classifier for best ROC curve is the weight function, that is,

P(x)

froc(wi) = m (49)

for every z; € S. Here, we denote that {«7, 23, -+, 2%} is the sorted sequence of S in descending order of weight.
Naturally, the best ROC curve can be drawn sequentially from a series of data points in (FPR, TPR)-plane as
follows,

1< N (a* 1 < (z7)
{@Z P NG PG SN >>} , o0

1,

The optimal ROC curve can be regarded as a combination of n linear piecewise functions, whose derivatives are
composed of the following sequence

n_P(x}
{( 1) } . (51)
n+/\/'(:vz) k=1,2,--,n
It is easy to check that, the above sequence is monotonically decreasing, since {x7, x5, -,z } is sorted by descending
order of weight and
P(x7) 1
Pa) + N(@f) 14 5 (52)
NGEH

Therefore, the best ROC curve is concave. Moreover, the area under the best ROC curve is the upper bound of AR
(textAR"). In other words, AR" is equal to the area under the curve described as ffio¢ in the following:

3 L—*> S Pl) 1 P
E n_ Pla) + N@p) \ ns ; PG TN @) | 20y Plan) + N(@h)
N (zi)P(x7)

I8 NP
(P + N @) (P + N @) 22(( D+ ND)
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2. Statistical ensemble on AR cost function

For a given dataset S := {x1, 22, - ,Zm }, one classifier f can be transformed into a ranking of S according to the
score given by f:

T = {x{71‘£7 ﬂmrfn}7 (54)

where x is the i-th sample of the ordered set ranked by f in S. Here, we define that II(S) as the rankings of all
possible 013551ﬁers for S. Then, we define the energy of 7/ as follows,

EAR(T(f) =1- AR(ﬂ'f) (55)
S =Y el @) = 5 Y e Do) (56)
=S D@+ 3 Ype @ hp- @) 657)

Treating II(S) as an ensemble, we can write the following partition function,

ZM = 3" exp(-BEA(m))

wf eTl(S)
) (58)
= > exp B D peap-=]) + §Zp+($f
xfEI(S) i>j i
And, the ground state energy E§'f (1 — AR*) can be defined as
1
E{f = lim —= In Z4E, 59
Next, we can solve E3'ft as follows.
1
B = lim ——In ZA%
0 B—o00 ﬂ
1 1
_ f f f f
= Jim —Zn > expq =B Y opi(a )p—(wj)+§zp+(x )p—(z])
w5 €II(S) > ]
[}LH;O_BIH > HeXp( Bp4 (@ )HGXP(—*ZH (@] )p—(x f))
n;€N(S) i>]
T (e Sp@Dp-]) | o4 p+(w;’>p7<w{>)
oo B L
1,7 (60)
L Spe@Dp—(=]) | ~5p+@)p_(= f))
ﬁlirr;o Zln (e 2 +e 2
=% fim 73111 (g%mz{)p_(m;) Hﬁmzf)p_(z{))
— =00 f3
2,]
1 .
=5 D min {p(e)p—(a1). p (2)p— (@)}
1,]
— S min PN ). PN ) )
2nymn_ = 1 J
0L
Then, we know that
1
AR" =1 EAR = S 3 max {P(xi)/\/(a:]) P(a:j)/\/(a:,»)}. (61)

ZTi,Tj
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Further, it is worthy noting that

Zmax {P+@p-(@)). pa(a)p-(x)}
—Zmax {p+ zi)p—(2;), p+(x;)p } Zp+ zi)p

i<j
szaX{P+($i)(1—p+($j)>7p+($j)(1 P+ (@i )} Zm (zi)p
i<j
. (62)
:Z (maX {P+($z‘)7p+($j)} p+(zi)p+ (2 ) ZP+ zi)p
i<j
= Z <p+(a:1) P4 (2i)p4 (75 ) ZP+ Ti)p
i<j: py (i) >p(25)
= Z p+(zi)p—(2;) + B ZP+(CE
i<j: p4(2:)>py () i
Naturally, we construct a ranking 7* = {z7,z3,--- ,2;,} for S satisfying that p, (z}) > py (z}) for any i < j, whose
AUC is equal to Egtf as follows,
1
B4 (m) = > p+(@i)p-(23) + 5 > p(@))p-(2)) = Eo (63)
J<k: py(zf)>p4(z},) J
It also means that, the optimal classifier f} , corresponding to E()“R is
far(xs) = py(x;), Vo, €8S. (64)

B. Optimal PR Curve and statistical ensemble on AP cost function
1. Optimal PR Curve

The precision-recall (PR) curve is a widely utilized metric for evaluating binary classifiers, emphasizing the trade-off
between precision and recall. It provides a detailed view of a classifier’s performance at various decision thresholds.
To plot a PR curve, one must compute precision and recall at numerous thresholds. This concept is analogous to
the receiver operating characteristic (ROC) curve, which allows adjustment of the threshold to balance precision and
recall.

For each threshold value, precision and recall are determined using the following formulas:

TP

TP + FP’ (65)

precision =
where TP is the number of true positives and FP is the number of false positives. Recall, also known as true positive
rate (TPR), is defined as:

TP
l=—— 66
reca TP T N (66)
where FN is the number of false negatives. Both the ROC and PR curves share a commonality in that they evaluate
the classifier’s performance by computing metrics at various thresholds. At a specific threshold k, the precision and
recall can be expressed as:

precision = %P = % x TPR, (67)
recall = TPR, (68)

where ny is the total number of positive samples.
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The objective in seeking the optimal PR curve is to maximize both precision and recall for a given threshold k.
This can be formulated as the following optimization problem:

mfax TPR, (69)

which we have addressed in the previous section. The optimal classifier that achieves the best PR curve is identical
to the one that optimizes the ROC curve and is given by:

fonl@) = Froc(®) = 57 T (70)

where x belongs to the sample space S. The optimal PR curve is constructed by plotting a series of data points in
the (recall, precision)-plane, which are calculated as follows:

Ly Pl 1y Pla)
{(”+;P(x?>+N(x?)’k;P(z:)+N(xf) e (71)

7

N FEPE

Furthermore, the upper bound of the area under the PR curve (AP*) can be calculated as follows:

i—1 7
u 1 . 1 o, 1 "
AP ZRZZM(%) mZ?ﬂ(%)‘FEZPN%) ; (72)
e =1 =1

where p (z;) is the probability of a sample x; being positive:

_ P(x;)
p+(@i) = Pla:) + N(zi) (73)

2. statistical ensemble on AP cost function

Akin to AR ensemble, we define that II(S) includes all possible classifiers for S. For any classifier 7 € II(S), we
define its energy as 1 — AP(my). As a consequence, the partition function and ground state of AP ensemble can be
written as

ZAP = Z exp ( -p(1- AP(Trf)) ) (74)

wf ell(S)

and

1
E&Y = lim _BIHZAP' (75)

B—o00
However, it is very difficult to directly calculate the above ground state because there is no explicit expression for

AP, unlike AR. Alternatively, we have proved in Sec. III B1 that, the optimal AR shares the same classifier (ranking)
with the optimal AP, that is,

fap(xi) = fag(®i) = py(xi), Vo, €S. (76)

urthermore, we can write the in an indirect expression:
Furth , te the APY direct exp

m 1—1 [
I p+(l’*) 1 * 1 *
APY— i ) SRECDY : 77
v 27’L+ i—lj:1p+(z])+ij:1p+(xj) s ( )

where 7* = {7, 23, -,z } has been mentioned in Sec. IIT A 2.
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C. Optimal Accuracy and statistical ensemble on AC cost function
1. Optimal Accuracy

Accuracy (AC) is a fundamental metric that quantifies the proportion of correctly predicted instances against the
total number of instances within a dataset. This metric is universally applicable across classifiers. Given a dataset S
and a feature space X, accuracy can be computed with the following expression:

AC = % > (1 + f(xi)yi), (78)

;€S

where m represents the total number of instances, f(x;) is the predicted label for instance x;, and y; is the true label.
The accuracy increases by ﬁ for each correctly classified instance x;; it remains unchanged for incorrect predictions.

While accuracy itself is not a conventional loss function, optimizing for the highest possible accuracy and determining
the optimal classifier functions are critical endeavors in machine learning. The mathematical upper limit of accuracy,
denoted as AC", can be formalized as:

1
Al v = P ( i i>7
C max o Z 1+ f(zi)y (79)
;€S
with the corresponding optimal classifier being:
. 1
fac = arg m?X 5 Zs (1 + f(l‘z)yz) (80)

Through further analysis, we can expand and simplify the equation by considering the relationship between probabil-
ities associated with positive and negative instances:

g 37 5 (1 Sru) = e 3 PO (14 pw)) + M2 (1 )

TEX
P(xi) N (i)
< X m (1+ fla0) + =52 (1= £la), (81)
which leads us to redefine AC" as:
w1 P(xi) N (i)
A s P 1 100) 21 ), "

and the optimal classifier for each instance x; € S becomes:

P(xi) N ()
2

(1 + f(xi)) T (1 - f(%))- (83)

ro(x;) = argmax
fac(@i) gf(x)

i

By enumeration, the solution for the optimal classifier is:

1 it Play) > N(xy),
x () = 84
Jac(@:) {—1 if Px;) < N(z;), (84)
resulting in the upper limit of accuracy being:
1
ACY = — E max ¢ P(z;), N(x;) ¢. (85)
m ;€S { }

2. statistical ensemble on AC cost function

Unlike AR and AP, AC focuses on the predicted binary label for every sample, rather than a ranking of all samples
in S. In this context, every classifier f can be transformed into a m-dimensional binary vector

Wf:(‘rfang" afo;)a (86)
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where :1:{ € {-1,1} fori =1,2,--- ,m. This also means that II(S) = {1, —1}" for AC cost function. And, the energy

of 7/ is defined as

EAC(xly =1 — AC(n7)

).

?

) R ()

S . Dol (Vo) — Pl ).

(2

Then, the partition function is

24 = 3 exp(-BEAC(xT))

TrfEH(S)

= Z exp{[3<;+271712x{</\/(x1)P(xﬁ))}

wfell(S)

And, the ground state is calculated as

1
ESC = lim ——1nz4¢
— 00
= lim —ll Z e -3 1+L2xf(N(:z:-)fP(m-)>
fﬁioo 6 n Xp 9 om i 7 )
w5 €II(S) i
= lim flln Z e*B/QHexp fﬂxf(N(as)fP(xD
B—o0 6 ; 2m ‘ ‘
w5 €II(S) i
ot L s 5 (N (@) ~P(a) 4 oo (Pla)~N(z2)
- i A T (e o)
T H(e £ W(ai)— (wi>>+ef%<7v<wi>w(m)>)
1 1 B8
oS L (N (@) ~P(a2) (P(e)=N (1)
32 Jim g e e }
=5+ 5 S min {N (o) — Plan), Ple) ~ M)}
=5+ 5, min xT; z;), Plx; T;

:% Zmin {P(%),N(%)}
Indeed,

AC* =1 E)° = — Zmax{ (xl)}

Naturally, the optimal classifier corresponding to AC" is

) 1 AEP(r) > M)
fac(wi) = {_1 if P(x;) < N(z;)’

for any z; € S.

(87)

(91)
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IV. SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS

In Sections 2 and 3, we established the mathematical relationships between the lower bound of the objective function
with respect to the training set and the upper bound of the evaluation metrics related to the test set. This section
extends that discussion within the out-of-sample framework by combining these relationships to investigate the dual
concerns of training loss and generalizability in classification tasks.

Let us denote the training and test sets by Sirqin and Siest, respectively. Furthermore, we denote Piyqin(z;) and
Nirain (i) as the respective counts of positive and negative instances with feature x; in the training set, and similarly,
Prest(z;) and Niese(x;) for the test set.

For a discrete classifier f(x), the boundary hinge loss within the training set Sy.q, is defined as:

Zmin{Ptrain(xi)aMrain (mz)} (92)

Here, Ayqin represents the discrepancy between the classifier’s hinge loss and the boundary hinge loss, expressed as:

Atrain = Z Atrain (1’1),
Ty

where
-/V.train(xi) - Inin{Ptrain(xi)aMrain (xz)} if f(xl) = ]-a
Prrain(xi) — min{Prrain (i), Nirain ()} if fz;) = —1.

In parallel, the maximum accuracy achievable on the test set Siess is:

Z maX{Ptest (l‘z) y Mest (1‘1)}

Zq

Atrain ($2) - {

Similarly, Ases¢ quantifies the error between the classifier’s actual accuracy and the maximum possible accuracy:
Apest = Z Agest (.Ti),
T;
where
maX{Ptest(xi)yMest(xi)} - Ptest (-/L‘z) if f(xz) = 17
max{lptest(xi)»j\/test(xi)} - /\/test(xi) 1f f(xz) =—1.
Therefore, the summation of these two discrepancies represents their respective optimization potential and perfor-
mance evaluation capacity. For any given feature x;, the combined error is:
max{-/\/;&rain (xz) - Ptrain (xl)a 0} + max{-/\/test (xl) - Ptest (xl)7 0} if f(l'z) = 17
maX{Ptrain (.’131) - M?'ain (xz)a O} + maX{Ptest (xl) - -/\/;fest(xi)y O} lf f(xz) =1

Atest (xz) = {

(Atrain + Atest)(xi) = {

We now introduce a lower bound for (Agpgin + Atest), defined as:

A= (Atrain + Atest)min = Z A(l‘i), (93)
where
0 if Prrain (xz) > M'r‘ain(xi); Prest (xz) > /\/test (xz)
. 0 if Ptrain (xz) < /\/‘train(xi)v Ptest (-rz) < /\/;‘/est (xz)
A(z;) = .
G(xz) lf Ptrain (l'z) Z -/\[train(xi)7 Ptest (xz) < Mest (1’7.)
E(zi) if Prain (331) < -/V;fv"ain(zi)a Prest (xz) > Mest (Iz)
and

E(Iz) = min{lptrain(xi) - A/'train(zi”a |Ptest(1'i) - -/V;test(xi)|}~

As we observed, A is a general lower bound for the sum of training error and evaluation error regardless of the specific
classifier in use. Naturally, A = 0 if and only if

{Ptrain (xz) > Mrain(xi) o {Pt'r'ain(-ri) < Mrain (xz)
Ptest(xi) Z -/\[test(mi) Ptest (mz) < -/\[test(mi)
for each x; € S.
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V. RANDOM DIVISION

Random division method is a standard approach to splitting a dataset into training and testing subsets. In this
method, each instance is independently assigned to the training subset with probability p and to the testing subset
with probability 1—p. For a given feature vector z;, the counts Pyqin (z;) and Nypqin(z;) follow binomial distributions
B(P(z;),p) and B(N(x;),p) respectively. Considering this, we can investigate the discrepancy A within the context
of probabilistic partitioning. We define the expected value of A as E[A] = = 3" E[A(x; p)], which is calculated as:

E[A(zi;p)] = E [min {Nirain (i) — Prest (%), Perain(@i) — Niest(@i)}] +
E [max {Prest (:), Niest (i) }] — B [min {Pyrain (2:), Nerain (i) }]
= E [max {Prest (), Niest (i) }] + E [max {Pirain (i), Nerain (i) }] —
max {P(x;),N(z;)},

(94)

where the expected maxima are determined by:

P(xi) N(zi) (z:) N‘@) o L
E[max{Pyrain (i), Nerain (i)} Z Z max{1, ]}< ) ( o )pP(IiHN(Ii)ZJ(l —p)Hi,

=0 j7=0 J
and
P(zi) N(x;) ( ) (.T )
E[max{Prest (xi), Niest (T Z Z max{i, ]}< )( ; i >pz+J(1 )P(Ii)*FN(Ii)*’L*J.
=0 75=0

It’s important to note that A is symmetric; its value is invariant if we exchange the roles of the training and testing
subsets Strqin and Stest. This symmetry is apparent in the equality E[A(z;;p)] = E[A(x;; 1 — p)], as both expressions
yield the same result.

We observe that A exhibits symmetrical behavior, as its value remains invariant under the interchange of the
training set Syrqin and the test set Siesr. This symmetry property is further substantiated by the equality in expected
values for complementary probabilities in the random partitioning process, expressed mathematically as E[A(x;; p)].

To enhance the interpretability of experimental outcomes, we derive mathematical representations for two key
metrics: the expected maximum accuracy of the test set, denoted as AC*, and the expected minimum hinge loss for
the training set. These metrics, in the context of random partitioning, are defined by the following equations:

e For the expected maximum accuracy of the test set:

1
EACY = Tp) ; E max {Ptest (xi),j\/test (xz)} (95)

m(

e For the expected minimum hinge loss of the training set:

E[minimum hinge loss| = Z E min {Ptmm(asl) Nirain(z Z)} (96)

The expected minimum, present in the equation for hinge loss, is elucidated as follows:

z;) N(z:)
, . (i) (i) \ Plad)+ N ()i i+
E[min{ Ptrain(T:), Nerain () } min{4, j} (I=p). (97)
; > mintat (") (M) P

In these expressions, Pyqqin(T;) and Nirqin(z;) denote the number of positive and negative instances of z; in the
training set, respectively, and analogously for Piess(x;) and Nyese(2;) in the test set. The binomial coefficients reflect
the combinatorial possibilities for selecting 4 positives out of P(z;) and j negatives out of N (z;), factoring in the
probability p of an instance belonging to the training set.



19

VI. OVERLAPPING AND BOUNDARY

Indeed, training loss and evaluation metrics inherently have a lower bound (0) and an upper bound (1). However,
as analyzed in Suppleentary Notes 2 and 3, the precise boundaries do not always align with these natural limits. The
reason is that positive and negative samples sometimes overlap, making it impossible for any classifier to achieve 100%
prediction accuracy. Consequently, this section will further explore the quantifiable correlation between the degree of
overlap among positive and negative samples in a dataset and the performance boundaries. However, prior to this
exploration, our first step will be to establish a definition for the term “overlap” within the context of a dataset.

Given positive data distribution {P(z;)/n4 }z,cx and negative data distribution {N(z;)/n_}.,cx, these two prob-
ability distributions can be abbreviated as

P = {ﬁ(ﬂ?l)kﬂz c S}
and
Q= {ﬁ(l‘l”l‘l S S}

respectively, in which p(z;) = P(z;)/ny and n(x;) = N(z;)/n_ for every x; € S. Considering that Jensen-Shannon
divergence is a symmetry and bounded measures to quantify the divergence degree between two probability distribu-
tions, we define the overlapping measures between P and Q as the complement of J(P||N), that is,

Ds =1— J(P|IN)
—1- %(KL(PHM) +KLV|M))

-1 p(x;) lo 72]5(%) n(x;)lo 7?(%)
- 2<Zp( 18 (e e ) 7608 (5 +ﬁ<xz—>)> "

)
-3 (e () e, ()

;€S

where M = %(P +N ) is a mixture distribution of P and N, and KL(P||N) is the Kullback-Leibler divergence of

any two distributions P and N. Here, Dgs is also bounded by zero and one, in particular, Ds = 0 means that they
are completely separated; Ds = 1 means that they are totally overlapped. Therefore, the specific value of Dgs € [0, 1]
quantitatively characterizes the degree of overlap between P and N.

Next, we plan to discover the quantitative relationship between Ds and AR through describing the fluctuation of
AR given a fixed overlapping Ds. At first, we define ARy . (Ds) and AR}, (Ds) as the maximum and minimum

values of upper bound of AUC (AR") of dataset S with overlapping Dgs, respectively. In other words, AR . (Ds)
and AR}, (Ds) can be obtained through solving the two following optimization problems:

min

e v (i) + 10 (5 g ) + 20 =
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and

max 7 max {p(a)ite), ae)p() )

T;,L;ES
s.t. Z p(z;)log,y <M> + n(z;) logy <M> +2Ds =0
P Bas) + () Pa) + ()
> pla) =1 (100)
;€S
Z n(z;) =1
;€S
plx)) >0 i=1,2,---,m
alz;) >0 i=1,2,---,m
Now we observed an interesting phenomenon that both AR* and Dg remain unchanged if we swap the values of
( x; ) and (ﬁ(xj),ﬁ(:rj)). Considering the computational process of AR", we assume that p(z1)/7(z1) <
D xg)/n(xg) <o < p(xm)/A(2,y,) without loss of generality. Under this assumption, the AR" can be simplified as
m i—1 1 m
AR" = ZZﬁ(l’i)ﬁ(%‘) +3 Zﬁ(mi)ﬁ(%)- (101)
i=1 j=1 i=1
Combined with the above assumption and equation, Eq. 99 and Eq. 100 can be rewritten as
m i—1 1 m
min Z Zp(xl)ﬁ(acj) + 3 Zﬁ(ml)ﬁ(xz)
i=1 j=1 i=1
st zm:p(wl) logy ( __Blz) ) + 7 (x;) log, ( __Alz) ) +2Ds =
=1 p( 1) + n(xz) p(xz) + n(xi)
(z1)/0(21) < plaa)/(2) < - < Plam)/A(zm
m (102)
> b)) =1
i=1

and
i
max E

.t iz:ﬁ(xi)logQ (W) + (1) logy (M) +2Ds =0

/’§
g
<
=
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8
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respectively. According to the symmetry of the ranking assumption

~—

A(zy) = alza) = T (T,

it follows that the feasible region is partitioned into m! pairwise symmetric sub-regions. Within each sub-region, the
mathematical formulation of AR} . (Ds) is invariant and possesses an identical maximum value. Consequently, we

can disregard the ranking assumption in Eq. (103) and deduce a simplified version as follows:

max Ziﬁ(mz)ﬁ(ﬂc]) + % Zﬁ(mz)ﬁ(xl)a

st 3 pla:) log, (p(xf)’(fi(x)) + (@) logy <W> 42D =0,

S e =1, (104)
i=1
> ia) =1,

D
I

8 -

S

N

>
—
K
<
~

We employ the SLSQP solver [4] to resolve the optimization problem outlined in (104) and acquire the corresponding
numerical solution for AR In Fig. S8A, the AR" curve versus Dy is depicted. Each datum point on the curve

max-*

represents the numerical solution of the optimization problem under specific parameters. Notably, the curve converges
swiftly as m increases, and attains the optimal AR} curve when m > 10.

max

Regarding the ARy, curve, a heuristic approach is utilized to construct its optimal solution from the feasible
region’s boundaries. Specifically, we examine a particular case where p(z1) = 1 — b, p(x2) = b, f(x1) = 0, and
fi(xg) = 1, with b being a tunable parameter in the interval [0, 1]. In this scenario, the AR" is expressed as

b
AR' =1-_, (105)
and Dg is given by
1 b 1
Ps==3 (“f’gZ PRSI b+1>
1
=— i(blongf (b+1)logy(b+1)). (106)

Furthermore, the numerical curve of ARy obtained through the SLSQP solver aligns closely with this heuristic

min

solution as given in (106), providing partial validation for our heuristic approach (see Fig. S8B).

VII. FEATURE ENGINEERING

In previous sections, we have discussed the boundaries of the objective function and evaluation metrics from the
perspective of row data (feature vectors). In fact, column data (features) can also influence the degree of overlap
and boundaries in a dataset through their impact on row data. In feature engineering, there are two classic methods
of handling column data: feature selection and feature extraction. The former emphasizes adding or removing new
features unrelated to existing ones, and the latter is based on extraction and mapping of original features. In this
section, we will discuss these two methods separately. But before that, we need to discuss the simplest case first.

Suppose we have an original dataset S = {(z;,v;) : ¢ = 1,2,--- ,m} with k features. This implies that the feature
vector x; can be expressed as x; = (z;1,%iz2, - ,%ik). We also define that there are P(x;) positive instances and
N (z;) negative instances with feature vector x; in the entire dataset. By introducing a new feature into every instance,
we can create a new dataset §’. Using feature vector x; as an example, these P(z;) + N (z;) could be added into
different feature values, which are included in {z{ = (z;1,%i2, - ,wi,k7xf7k+1) i s =1,2,---,s;}. For the sake
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of argument, we illustrate that the original feature vector is split into s; pairwise distinct feature vectors after the
addition of one row data, satisfying that

> Plad) = Pl
- : (107)
>N = M)

in which s; is defined as the diversity for z;. Consequently, we will proceed to prove the following lemma.

Lemma 1. Upon the inclusion of a new feature into the original dataset, AR will either increase or remain constant,
while Dg will either decrease or stay the same. These values will remain unchanged if, and only if, the diversity s; = 1
for each x;.

Proof. The upper bound of AUC in the original dataset S

ARY Zmax{P z)N(z;), P(x;)N (z;)}, (108)

original — 2n ny

and the new boundary is

AR, =5 oy 503 xRl Wi ), PG W)}
i, i'=1j'=1

2o n+zmax ZP ZN § ZP g ZN (109)

=1 i’=1

Zmax{?’ xi)N (25), P(x;)N (2i)}

" on_ ny

=AR,,

original

Similarly, the original Ds can be written as

pyiomt — 1 <Z p(a:) log, QW) ) g, <M >> "

and the new overlapping is

(z S ple ) log,

new __
DS _—

l\D\'—‘

< +
s 3 ilal) . 3 ilai)
< - 5 Z Zﬁ(mg ) log, s — 4 + Z n(z; ) logy 54 — , (111)

nes =l 2 pa) + ) |oo=t ¥ lai) +ifa})
— 1 T o ﬁ(xz) Az o ’fl(l’z)
o2 <w;gp( i) log <ﬁ($z) +ﬁ($i)> +ilei) log, <A(3;‘1) —l—ﬁ,(mﬂ))
:Dgriginal.

They are equal to each other if and only if there exiSUD i’ satisfying that p(z! ) = p(x;) and izl ) = a(z;) for every
i, i.e., S; = 1. O

Actually, adding new features will cause the overlapping of the positive and negative samples of the dataset to
decrease or remain unchanged, while reducing the original features will cause the overlapping to increase or remain
unchanged. The same conclusion is also applicable to the boundaries of various evaluation indicators and loss functions,
such as AR", AP" and AC".
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A. Feature Selection

Feature selection is the process of selecting a subset of relevant features (variables, predictors) for use in model
construction. A feature selection algorithm can be seen as the combination of a search technique for proposing new
feature subsets, along with an evaluation measure which scores the different feature subsets. The simplest algorithm
is to test each possible subset of features finding the one which minimizes the error rate to reach the best performance.
Actually, the exponential number of potential subset selection and the huge amount of training cost for any classifier
make this process difficult. However, the boundary theory we proposed can better select subset of all features with
high performance measured by AR, AP (best ranking) and AC and low computational cost (time complexity).

Given an integer kg, the optimal kg feature subset is targeted by AR“. This implies that we can directly compute
the AR" for each feature subset in the entire dataset S to assess the data quality and training potential, bypassing
the need for a training process. This approach significantly conserves storage space and computational resources. We
denote AR}, and D?’ as the optimal AR" and Dg, respectively, when we traverse all possible kg feature subsets. The
corresponding feature subset is named by optimal feature subset. Based on Lemma 1 and the principle of recursion,
it is evident that

Theorem 1. AR} exhibits a monotonic non-decreasing trend and Dg‘) is monotonic non-increasing when kg €
{1,2,--- ,k}. Here, k represents the total number of features in the entire dataset.

Proof. Based on the principle of recursion, we only need to prove that ARy < AR} ., and Dgo > D§°+1 for any
ko € {1,2,--- ,k — 1}. Assumed that Fj; = {f{, f5,---, f } is the optimal ko-feature subset. Then we construct a
new ko + 1-feature subset Fi,41 = Fy + {fi}, in which f; is any selected feature not belonging to F . According
to Lemma 1, we know that the AR" of Fy,,1 is higher than or equal to AR} . At the same time, we also know that
the AR" of Fj, 11 is lower than or equal to AR} ,; since the definition of ARy ;. Therefore, we successfully proved

that AR < ARj ;. In a similar way, we can also prove Dg" > DZ;”H . O

Theorem 1 elucidates the direct correlation between the performance bounds and the overlapping index within a
given dataset. Specifically, it reveals that an increase in the number of features (raw data) leads to a reduction in the
overlap between the positive and negative sample distributions, which in turn enhances the performance boundaries.
This insight informs the design of a feature selection algorithm that leverages the overlapping index, Dg, to ensure
the achievement of the highest possible performance upper limit.

Consider a dataset S composed of k features {Fy, Fb, ..., Fy}. The optimal feature subset of size kg, denoted as
the subset that minimizes Dg (or maximizes AR"), can be defined where kg = 1,2,...,k. However, exhaustively
evaluating all (kko) possible subsets may be computationally prohibitive for large k. To address this, approximation
techniques like dynamic programming can be employed to devise an efficient approximation algorithm.

For a more practical example, consider the INE dataset with 13 features; it is possible to achieve the dataset’s
performance boundary using only 8 features, such that D& = Dgs. This indicates that the remaining five features are,
to some extent, superfluous. We thus define the optimal feature selection dimension k* as:

k* = min{ko : DX = Ds}. (112)

The feature subset corresponding to k* is referred to as the global optimal feature subset.

B. Feature Extraction

Feature extraction is the procedure of deriving features (traits, properties, attributes) from raw data. It is seen as an
equivalent transformation that creates new features from the original ones. In previous subsections, we deduced that
the boundary of performance is dictated by the data structure. From a mathematical standpoint, feature extraction
can be viewed as a mapping of original features (row data). If we incorporate new extracted data into the original
dataset, the diversity for each feature vector is 1. In conjunction with Lemma 1, we can state,

Theorem 2. The inclusion of extracted features into the original dataset does not alter the boundary of training loss,
evaluation measures, and overlapping.

Proof. Any feature extraction process can be regarded as a mapping from existing feature vectors, so the diversity is
1. Combined with Lemma 1, the boundaries and overlapping should be unchanged. O
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C. Feature Generated from Other Samples

Both aforementioned two processes involve manipulating each sample’s original feature vector through operations
such as selection, transformation, or extraction. Drawing an analogy to clustering algorithms in unsupervised learning,
we here explore from the perspective of rows: augmenting samples’ features with information derived from other
samples, rather than itself, based on agreed rules. E.g. propose a new indicator of a sample, neighbors’ income, by
counting all her/his neighborhoods within certain distance [5].

For each sample z; € S, here we define its new feature vector is z} = (241, %4y, -+ , Ti2k), in which (1, 24y, -+ T k)
is its original k-feature vector and

(@i ot 15 Tigg2, - 5 Tiok) = f(Ar(23)). (113)

And, A,(z;) includes all samples whose distance from z; is less than r in the original feature space, and f represents
an arbitrary operator, such as a mean function.

We then construct a new dataset S, = {z{, 2%, -+, 2]} with a tunable parameter r € [0,00]. Notably, S/ is
equivalent to S. We can now state the following theorem:

Theorem 3. The AR" of S, is always equal to S regardless of .

Proof. Based on Theorem 1, it is evident that the AR of S/ is at least as large as that of S. Additionally, for any
two samples with identical original feature vectors, their newly added features will also be identical. According to
Lemma 1, we can say that the AR" of S/ cannot exceed that of S. Hence, the theorem is proven. O

In this section, we use the AR" measure to characterize the predictability of a given dataset, as demonstrated in
Lemma 1, Theorem 1, and Theorem 2. Notably, other measures of predictability, such as AP* and AC“, lead to the
same conclusions. The equivalence of these different measures will be thoroughly explained in Section III.

VIII. DATASETS

We utilized four datasets in main text and thirty-seven additional datasets in Supplemental Material from the
Kaggle platform (https://www.kaggle.com). The specifics of four real-world datasets used in main text are as follows:

e Airlines Delay Dataset (AID): omprised of 539,383 records across 8 distinct attributes, the objective is to forecast
flight delays based on scheduled departure information.

e Heart Disease Dataset (HED): This dataset encompasses a wide range of cardiovascular risk factors, including
age, gender, height, weight, blood pressure, cholesterol and glucose levels, smoking status, alcohol intake, physical
activity, and presence of cardiovascular diseases, from over 70,000 individuals. It serves as a valuable asset for
applying advanced machine learning methods to investigate the link between these factors and cardiovascular
health, which could enhance disease understanding and prevention strategies.

e Income Classification Dataset (INE): This dataset features variables such as education, employment, and marital
status to predict whether an individual earns more than $50K annually.

e Student Sleep Study Dataset (SUD): Originating from a survey-based analysis of US students’ sleep patterns,
this dataset utilizes factors like average sleep duration and phone usage time to infer adequate sleep among
students.

The specifics of additional 37 real-world datasets used in Supplemental Material are also as follows:

e Adult Census Dataset (ACD): Given a set of demographic and employment attributes such as age, education
level, occupation, and hours worked per week, the goal is to build a predictive model that classifies individuals
into two categories: ’over threshold’ and ’under threshold’. This task is a binary classification problem, where
the model’s output is a binary decision indicating whether an individual’s income exceeds the predetermined
threshold or not.

e Android Malware Detection (AMD): This Kaggle dataset focuses on the classification of software applications
into two categories : malware (1) and goodware (0).

e ASD questionnairs (ASD): This Kaggle dataset is dedicated to predicting whether a patient has autism using
questionnaire data on the topic of autism.
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e Asthma Disease Prediction (ADP): The ADP dataset is a comprehensive collection of anonymized health records
and patient data, which includes vital patient information, environmental factors, and medical history, enabling
the development of advanced machine learning models to forecast asthma treatment outcomes.

e Branch Prediction (BP): Branch prediction is a technique used in CPU design that attempts to guess the
outcome of a conditional operation and prepare for the most likely result. A digital circuit that performs this
operation is known as a branch predictor. It is an important component of modern CPU architectures, such
as the x86. The problem of branch prediction can be treated as a binary classification problem, where target
feature will be Branch Taken/ Branch Not.

e Cancer Prediction Dataset (CPDT): This dataset represents a synthetic collection of responses gathered from a
university-conducted survey, aimed at studying the potential risk factors for lung cancer. The survey includes
a variety of demographic, lifestyle, and health-related questions. This dataset is used to predict whether the
respondent has been diagnosed with lung cancer.

e Car Ownership Prediction (COP): The dataset contains information on the occupation, monthly income, credit
score, years of employment, finance status, finance history, number of children. This dataset is used to predict
whether each individual owns a car or not.

e Cars Purchase Decision (CPDN): This dataset contains details of 1000 customers who intend to buy a car,
considering their annual salaries. This dataset is used to predict whether each customer would buy a car.

e Cardiovascular diseases dataset (CDD): This data set predicts whether a patient has cardiovascular disease
based on information such as age, height, weight, and whether he or she smokes.

e Contraceptive Method Choice (CMC): This dataset is a subset of the 1987 National Indonesia Contraceptive
Prevalence Survey. The samples are married women who were either not pregnant or do not know if they were
at the time of interview. This dataset is used to predict the current contraceptive method choice (no use or
use).

e College Attending Plan (CAP): The purpose of this dataset is to use the basic information of high school
students to predict whether they plan to go to college, in particular, which factors can better distinguish high
school students who are willing to go to college from those who are not.

e Symptoms and COVID Presence (SCP): The purpose of this dataset is to provide symptoms as input and it
should be able to predict if COVID is possibly present or not.

e Child Sexual Abuse Awareness Prediction (CSAAP): By asking a series of questions, this dataset predicts a
person’s level of knowledge about child sexual abuse.

e Cyber Security (CS): This dataset wants to analyze whether the particular URL is prone to phishing (malicious)
or not.

e Diabetes Health Indicators (DHI): The Behavioral Risk Factor Surveillance System (BRFSS) is a health-related
telephone survey that is collected annually by the CDC. Each year, the survey collects responses from over
400,000 Americans on health-related risk behaviors, chronic health conditions, and the use of preventative
services. This dataset predicts whether a patient has diabetes based on their health indicators.

e Diabetes Dataset (DD): This dataset was collected to predict Type 2 diabetes. An article is also published
implementing this dataset [6].

e Employee Dataset (ED): This dataset contains information about employees in a company, including their
educational backgrounds, work history, demographics, and employment-related factors. It is used to predict an
employee will leave or not.

e Fraud Detection Bank Dataset (FDBD): This dataset is used to predict whether transactions within the bank
are fraudulent transactions.

e Game of Thrones (GOT): This dataset is used to predict the next death on Game Of Thrones character.

e Happiness Dataset (HD): This Dataset is based on a survey conducted where people rated different metrics of
their city on a scale of 5 and answered if they are happy or unhappy.
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e Heart Disease Nowadays (HDN): Annual CDC survey data of 400k adults related to their health status can be
used to predict whether an adult is diagnosed as heart disease.

e Heart Disease Health Indicators Dataset (HDHID): This dataset is also cellected from BRFSS survey and used
to predict whether an American has heart disease.

o Immigration Madrid (IM): This dataset comes from human resources data from Spain and other countries and
is used to predict whether individuals are hired.

e Loan: This dataset contains basic details and loan history from the last 3 months about customers, which is
used to predict whether a customer will take out a loan in the future.

e Naive Bayes Classification Data (NBCD): The dataset includes blood glucose and blood pressure data that can
be used to classify whether a patient has diabetes.

e Basketball Players’ Career Duration (BPCD): The data consists of performance statistics from each player’s
rookie year. The target variable is a Boolean value that indicates whether a given player will last in the league
for five years.

e Phishing Website Detector (PWD): This dataset is used to detect whether a website is a phishing website.

e QSAR Androgen Receptor Dataset (QARD): This dataset was used to develop classification QSAR models
for the discrimination of binder/positive (199) and non-binder/negative (1488) molecules by means of different
machine learning methods.

e Simplified Titanic Dataset (STD): This dataset is a simplified version of the famous Titanic dataset, which
contains information about passengers aboard the Titanic ship. It is designed specifically for beginners who are
learning about data analysis and classification problems.

e Ad Click Prediction (ACP): This dataset is used to predict whether customer will click Ad and make a purchase.

e Happy or Not (HON): The dataset provides information on various aspects such as housing costs, education
quality, transportation facilities, security, healthcare availability, quality of public services, food quality, events,
and happiness levels. We use this dataset to predict an individual is happy or not.

e Telecom Service Customer (TSC): This dataset predicts whether a customer will continue based on their basic
information.

e Blood Transfusion Dataset (BTD): A previous study [7] adopted the donor database of Blood Transfusion Service
Center in Hsin-Chu City in Taiwan. The center passes their blood transfusion service bus to one university in
Hsin-Chu City to gather blood donated about every three months. To build a FRMTC model, we selected 748
donors at random from the donor database. These 748 donor data, each one included R (Recency - months since
last donation), F' (Frequency - total number of donation), M (Monetary - total blood donated in c.c.), T (Time
- months since first donation), and a binary variable representing whether he/she donated blood in March 2007
(1 stand for donating blood; 0 stands for not donating blood).

¢ TUNADROMD Malware Detection (TMD): This data set is used to identify whether a piece of software is
malware [8].

e Vehicle Stolen Dataset (VSD): This dataset is used to predict whether a vehicle will be stolen.
e Web Club Recruitment (WCR): Dataset for recruitment contest for intelligence group in Web Club NITK.

e Wine Quality Dataset (WQD): The dataset contains the wine features or ingredients with the quality and the
type of wines. So, the data can be used for the prediction of Wine Quality as well as the detection of the type
of wines from ingredient analysis.

These datasets are also available for download from “The Boundary Theory of Binary Classification” on GitHub
(https://github.com/Feijing92 /The-boundary-theory-of-binary-classification). Their statistical properties are detailed
in Table S1.
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SUPPLEMENTARY TABLES AND FIGURES

Table S1. Description of 41 real datasets we used in this Letter, including 4 datasets we used in main text and additional 37
datasets we used in Supplemental Materials. It includes the number of instances (m), the number of positive instances (n4),
the number of negative instances (n—), the number of features (k), the overlapping index (Ds) and the optimal feature selection
dimension (k*).

Name m n4 n_ k Ds k*
AID 539383 299119 240264 7 0.4837 5
HED 70000 34979 35021 11 0.0015 5
INE 32561 7841 24720 13 0.0657 12
SUD 104 36 68 5 0.3181 5
ACD 48842 11687 37155 13 0.0799 12
AMD 4862 1098 3764 148 0.031 46
ASD 3743 1752 1991 17 0.006 16
ADP 316800 237600 79200 18 0.5409 2
BP 400000 64162 335838 480 0.0391 49
CPD 1000 776 224 10 0.0022 7
COP 482 181 301 7 0.0084 4
CPD 68783 34041 34742 11 0.0645 11
CDD 1000 598 402 3 0.0101 3
CMC 1472 628 844 9 0.0491 9
CAP 8000 5404 2596 4 0.0057 4
SCP 5434 4383 1051 20 0.049 13
CSAAP 3002 1291 1711 8 0.2444 8
CS 11054 6157 4897 30 0.028 23
DHI 253680 39977 213703 21 0.0252 21
DD 951 685 266 17 0.0737 8
ED 4652 1600 3052 8 0.236 8
FDBD 20467 5437 15030 112 0.0004 33
GOT 1946 495 1451 2 0.5272 2
HD 143 7 66 6 0.1197 6
HDN 319795 292422 27373 17 0.0135 17
HDHID 253680 23893 229787 21 0.0179 21
M 1523 1417 106 5 0.4956 5
LOAN 69713 1020 68693 20 0.0007 9
NBCD 995 497 498 2 0.1971 2
BPCD 1340 509 831 19 0.0333 3
PWD 11054 6157 4897 30 0.028 23
QARD 1687 199 1488 1024 0.0015 37
STD 2240 1662 578 3 0.6963 3
ACP 400 143 257 3 0.0051 3
HON 143 66 77 8 0.014 7
TSC 7043 1869 5174 19 0.0062 10
BTD 748 178 570 4 0.2405 3
TMD 4464 899 3565 241 0.0126 47
VSD 20 13 7 3 0.1026 3
WCR 20000 4388 15612 23 0.0007 12

wQD 32485 24453 8032 12 0.0006 3
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Table S2. Comprehensive experimental results and theoretical upper bound analysis of the area under the ROC curve (AUC-
ROC, abbreviated as AR) for various binary classifiers on additional 37 real datasets. The classifiers evaluated include XGBoost,
Multilayer Perceptron (MLP), Support Vector Machine (SVM), Logistic Regression (LR), Decision Tree (DT), Random Forest
(RF), K-Nearest Neighbors (KNN), and Naive Bayes (NB).

Data _XGBoost MLP SVM LR DT RF KNN NB  Boundaries
Square Logistic Hinge Softmax
ACD 0.9229 0.921 0.738 0.7779 0.7386 0.5869 0.6155 0.9664 0.9565 0.7863 0.6891 0.9975

AMD 0.9978  0.9976  0.9907  0.9881 0.994 0984 0.9643 0.9946 0.9946 0.9795 0.5239 0.9994

ASD 0.999 0.999  0.9917 0.9852  0.9881 0.8538 0.815 0.9979 0.9977 0.9345 0.8196 1.0

ADP 0.8333  0.8333  0.8333 0.5 0.538 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.6712  0.666  0.8333 0.8333
BP 0.9989  0.9989  0.9927 0.9926 0.9926 0.9917 0.9914 0.9937 0.9936 0.985 0.8907 0.9992
CPDT 0.9939  0.9753 0.8282  0.8854  0.6006 0.5 0.5907 0.9978 0.9978 0.6343 0.6037 1.0

COP 0.9997  0.9981 0.9945 09834 0.7502 0.5751 0.575 0.9967 0.9956 0.7711 0.6236 1.0

CPDN 0.809 0.8078 0.7298  0.7381  0.6742 0.6119 0.6001 0.9728 0.9726 0.7565 0.5968 0.9984
CDD 0.9859  0.9587  0.849 0.8887  0.5533 0.5 0.5 0.9938 0.9946 0.7428 0.5352 0.9999
CMC 0.9471  0.9014 0.7847 0.8254 0.6792 0.582 0.5843 0.9794 0.9762 0.7228 0.5935 0.999
CAP 0.9287  0.9108 0.8259  0.8441  0.7892 0.5 0.7889 0.9958 0.9963 0.7074 0.7889 1.0

SCP 0.9986  0.9986  0.9755  0.9755 0.9813 0.9755 0.9442 0.9755 0.9755 0.9802 0.8491 0.9986
CSAAP 09788 0.9776 0.9353 0.9344 0.9214 0.9276 0.8588 0.9361 0.9353 0.9179 0.8196 0.9797
CS 0.995 0.9946 0.9635 0.9585 0.9839 0.9554 0.9227 0.989 0.9894 0.975 0.6425 0.9997
DHI 0.8237  0.8228 0.5137  0.5711  0.5969 0.5 0.5439 0.9881 0.9787 0.6286 0.6667 0.9997
DD 0.9978  0.9975 0.9678  0.9678 0.9454 0.8388 0.8499 0.9609 0.9632 0.9513 0.8366 0.9978
ED 0.9349 0.9241 0.8296 0.8369 0.7897 0.586  0.623 0.9131 0.9024 0.787 0.6421 0.9806
FDBD 0.9816  0.9812 0.9178  0.9208  0.5692 0.5 0.7658 0.9999 0.9997 0.7794 0.7962 1.0

GOT 0.8413  0.8041 0.602 0.5955 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.7287 0.7061 0.6181 0.5 0.895
HD 0.994 0.964  0.9372  0.9426 0.7684 0.7392 0.645 0.9481 0.9481 0.6948 0.6429 0.9942

HDN 0.8469  0.8471  0.5319 0.543 0.5281 0.5 0.5022 0.9791 0.9804 0.5494 0.6521 0.9999
HDHID 0.8554 0.8549 0.5199  0.5494  0.5322 0.5 0.5423 0.9892 0.9787 0.6003  0.685 0.9999
IM 0.8859  0.8552  0.5138 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.565 0.5693 0.5251 0.5 0.9052
LOAN 0.8981  0.8938 0.5147  0.5093  0.5051 0.5 0.5 0.9994 0.9941 0.5005 0.5132 1.0

NBCD 0.9856  0.9822  0.9417 0.9397 0.6895 0.7165 0.5729 0.9427 0.9427 0.9246 0.591 0.9869
BPCD 0.9962  0.9874 0.9503  0.9571  0.7495 0.5 0.5299 0.9868 0.9823 0.6698 0.6055 0.9995
PWD 0.9956  0.9954  0.962 0.9614  0.9795 0.9574 0911  0.989 0.9893 0.9731 0.628 0.9997

QARD 1.0 0.9992  0.9667 0.9796  0.9975 0.8005 0.9925 0.9997 0.9997 0.7136 0.8218 1.0
STD 0.8385  0.8329  0.7036 0.687 0.6402 0.5894 0.5932 0.6857 0.6857 0.6474 0.5997 0.8396
ACP 0.9977  0.9772  0.9507 0.9246  0.5147 0.5 0.5128 0.9981 0.9965 0.6918 0.5174 1.0
HON 0.9999  0.9979 0.9924 0.9924 0.8431 0.7511 0.605 0.9935 0.9924 0.7273 0.7013 0.9999
TSC 0.9296 09138 0.7314  0.7823  0.5407 0.5 0.6364 0.9977 0.9962 0.6511 0.7484 1.0
BTD 0.9413  0.9255 0.802 0.8172  0.5314 0.5 0.5 0.8954 0.8722 0.6268 0.5 0.9796
TMD 0.9998  0.9997  0.9954 0.996 0.9837 0.9849 0.986 0.9965 0.9965 0.9848 0.5284 0.9999
VSD 0.9945 0.8022 0.9615 0.8187 0.7088 0.8187 0.7088 0.9286 0.9615 0.8132 0.7088 0.9945
WCR 0.8485 0.8529 0.6914 0.6999  0.5872 0.5 0.5973 0.9998 0.9996 0.6138 0.6835 1.0

WQD 0.9962  0.9922 0.9307 0.9248  0.6951 0.5 0.5084 0.9998 0.9998 0.9884 0.5227 1.0
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Table S3. Comprehensive experimental results and theoretical upper bound analysis of the area under the PR curve (AUC-PR,
abbreviated as AP) for various binary classifiers on additional 37 real datasets. The classifiers evaluated include XGBoost,
Multilayer Perceptron (MLP), Support Vector Machine (SVM), Logistic Regression (LR), Decision Tree (DT), Random Forest
(RF), K-Nearest Neighbors (KNN), and Naive Bayes (NB).

Data _XGBoost MLP SVM LR DT RF KNN NB  Boundaries
Square Logistic Hinge Softmax
ACD 0.9731 0.9727 0.859 0.8783 0.8597 0.7938 0.8054 0.9808 0.9742 0.883 0.8373 0.999

AMD 0.9993  0.9992 0.9954 0.9941 0.9972 0.9919 0.9807 0.9975 0.9975 0.9892 0.7845 0.9997

ASD 0.9991  0.9991 0.9872 09783 0.9816 0.836 0.7818 0.9971 0.996 0.9136 0.7838 1.0
ADP 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.25 0.2785  0.25 0.25 0.25  0.3784 0.3745 0.5 0.5
BP 0.9997  0.9997 0.9974 0.9974 0.9974 0.997 0.9969 0.9978 0.9977 0.9945 0.9603 0.9998
CPDT 0.9826  0.9223  0.649 0.7754  0.3232 0.224 0.3124 0.9965 0.9965 0.3643 0.3192 1.0
COP 0.9998  0.9988 0.9934 09805 0.7733 0.6619 0.6621 0.9975 0.9954 0.7903 0.6892 1.0

CPDN 0.7966  0.7947 0.6638 0.6741 0.6155 0.5697 0.5629 0.9652 0.9566 0.6941 0.5599 0.9979
CDD 0.9817  0.9407 0.7964 0.8365  0.4473 0.402 0.402 0.9926 0.9906 0.6218 0.4393 0.9998
CMC 0.9537  0.9101 0.7587  0.7978  0.6797 0.6167 0.6183 0.9785 0.9683 0.7126 0.6238 0.9988
CAP 0.8798  0.8392 0.6079  0.6661  0.5479 0.3244 0.5467 0.9943 0.9937 0.5216 0.5467 0.9999

SCP 0.9936  0.9937 0.9203 0.9203 0.9191 0.9203 0.8707 0.9203 0.9203 0.9109 0.4427 0.9933
CSAAP 0.9843 0.9833 0.9281  0.9267 0.9123 0.9158 0.8555 0.9307 0.9281 0.9098 0.8091 0.9849
CS 0.9941  0.9936 0.9366  0.9362  0.9748 0.9307 0.8809 0.9843 0.9827 0.9641 0.5266 0.9996
DHI 0.9597  0.9598 0.8461  0.8617 0.869 0.8424 0.8542 0.9957 0.9921 0.878 0.8897 0.9999
DD 0.9944  0.9937 0.9329 0.9329 0.8886 0.6882 0.691 0.9384 0.9365 0.9043 0.655 0.9927
ED 0.9587  0.9508  0.8495 0.856 0.822 0.6975 0.7173 0.9217 0.9095 0.8198 0.7291 0.9885
FDBD 0.9927  0.9926  0.9457 0.9478 0.7624 0.7344 0.8569 0.9999 0.9998 0.864 0.8817 1.0

GOT 0.9337 0.9156 0.7864  0.7837  0.7456 0.7456 0.7456 0.8445 0.8332 0.7936 0.7456 0.958
HD 0.9923  0.9617 0.8973 09159 0.6772 0.6478 0.5605 0.9361 0.9361 0.6189 0.5552 0.9908
HDN 0.3751  0.3714 0.1194 0.1346  0.1141 0.0856 0.0866 0.9609 0.9599 0.1477 0.1638 0.9985
HDHID 0.9814 0.9815 0.9092 0.9143 0.9113 0.9058 0.9131 0.9978 0.9956 0.9233 0.9387 1.0

IM 0.3857  0.2898  0.0889  0.0696 0.0696 0.0696 0.0696 0.1692 0.1715 0.0883 0.0696 0.4433
LOAN 0.998 0.9979  0.9858  0.9856  0.9855 0.9854 0.9854 1.0 0.9998 0.9854 0.9857 1.0

NBCD 0.9868  0.9845 0.913 0.9095 0.632 0.6514 0.5425 0.9219 0.9163 0.8889 0.5556 0.9877
BPCD 0.9976  0.9926  0.9465 0.9543 0.7728 0.6201 0.6346 0.9886  0.98  0.7148 0.6755 0.9995
PWD 0.9948 0.9946 09318 0.9364 0.9665 0.9317 0.8577 0.9843 0.9831 0.961 0.5167 0.9996

QARD 1.0 0.9999 0.9912  0.9946 0.9993 0.9494 0.998 0.9999 0.9999 0.9289 0.9559 1.0
STD 0.6545 0.6476 0.4616  0.4565  0.4017 0.3433 0.3495 0.4566 0.4566 0.3603 0.3419 0.6551
ACP 0.9987  0.9882 0.9491 09276 0.6493 0.6425 0.6484 0.9986 0.9961 0.7475 0.6506 1.0
HON 0.9998  0.9981 0.9872  0.9872 0.8043 0.7137 0.5998 0.994 0.9872 0.6904 0.6705 0.9998
TSC 0.9738  0.9682 0.8383  0.8657  0.7508 0.7346 0.7924 0.9987 0.9974 0.7991 0.8535 1.0
BTD 0.9774 09719 0.8902 0.8981 0.7736 0.762  0.762 0.9402 0.9266 0.8112 0.762 0.9922
TMD 0.9999  0.9999 0.9978  0.9981 0.9921 0.993 0.9936 0.9984 0.9984 0.9927 0.8097 1.0
VSD 0.9821 0.697 0.875 0.6952 0.531 0.6952 0.531 0.9071 0.875 0.6214 0.531 0.9821
WCR 0.9441  0.9476 0.8524 0.8559  0.8148 0.7806 0.8155 0.9999 0.9998 0.8217 0.8498 1.0

WQD 0.9901  0.9772 0.8505  0.8557  0.4233 0.2473 0.2525 0.9992 0.9992 0.9694 0.2669 1.0
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Table S4. Comprehensive experimental results and theoretical upper bound analysis of Accuracy (AC) for various binary
classifiers on additional 37 real datasets. The classifiers evaluated include XGBoost, Multilayer Perceptron (MLP), Support
Vector Machine (SVM), Logistic Regression (LR), Decision Tree (DT), Random Forest (RF), K-Nearest Neighbors (KNN), and

Naive Bayes (NB).

XGBoost

Data — : MLP SVM LR DT RF KNN NB Boundaries
Square Logistic Hinge Softmax

ACD 0.8697 0.8684 0.8555  0.8685 0.839 0.7874 0.7852 0.9717 0.9717 0.8603 0.7934 0.9717
AMD 0.9877 0.985  0.9891  0.9866  0.9918 0.9827 0.9733 0.9922 0.9922 0.9813 0.2668 0.9922
ASD 0.985 0.9842 0.992 0.9856  0.9885 0.8496 0.8135 0.9979 0.9979 0.9348 0.8191 0.9979
ADP 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75
BP 0.9936  0.9936 0.9936 0.9936 0.9934 0.993 0.9928 0.994 0.994 0.991 0.9516 0.994
CPDT 0.969 0.936 0.901 0.938 0.799 0.776 0.796 0.999 0999 0.812 0.794 0.999
COP 0.9917 0.9834 0.9959 09876 0.7842 0.6701 0.6494 0.9959 0.9959 0.7967 0.6909 0.9959
CPDN 0.7394  0.7395 0.7308 0.7387 0.6756 0.614 0.6015 0.9727 0.9726 0.7569 0.5991 0.9727
CDD 0.942 0.89 0.873 0.903 0.633 0.598 0.598 0.995 0.995 0.767  0.625 0.995
CMC 0.8872  0.8315 0.8132 0.8444 0.7079 0.6352 0.6277 0.9783 0.9783 0.7452 0.6332 0.9783
CAP 0.8666  0.8462 0.8042 0.8482 0.7493 0.6756 0.7473 0.9972 0.9972 0.7732 0.7473 0.9972
SCP 0.9827  0.9827 0.9827 0.9827 0.9827 0.9827 0.9707 0.9827 0.9827 0.9809 0.7565 0.9827
CSAAP 0.934 0.933 0.934 0.9334  0.9204 0.9284 0.8511 0.934 0.934 0.9161 0.8165 0.934
CS 0.9631 0.9631 0.9636  0.9602 0.9845 0.957 0.9254 0.9897 0.9897 0.9765 0.6019 0.9897
DHI 0.8524  0.8515 0.8444 0.8511 0.843 0.8424 0.8436 0.9925 0.9925 0.8669 0.7717 0.9925
DD 0.9769 0.9769 0.9769 0.9769 0.9611 0.8854 0.8864 0.9769 0.9769 0.9664 0.8707 0.9769
ED 0.8852  0.8788 0.8768 0.8779 0.8364 0.6975 0.7109 0.9256 0.9256 0.8366 0.6909 0.9256
FDBD 0.9411  0.9406 0.9427 0.9436  0.7579 0.7344 0.8377 0.9998 0.9998 0.8518 0.7647 0.9998
GOT 0.8114  0.7939 0.7955 0.7888 0.7456 0.7456 0.7456 0.8376 0.8376 0.76  0.7456 0.8376
HD 0.951 0.9021 0.9371  0.9441 0.7692 0.7413 0.6503 0.951 0.951 0.7063 0.6434 0.951
HDN 0.9177  0.9175 0.916 0.9175 0.9154 0.9144 0.9144 0.9963 0.9963 0.9192 0.8612 0.9963
HDHID 0.9102 0.9097 0.9077 0.9098 0.9086 0.9058 0.9066 0.9955 0.9955 0.9164 0.8248 0.9955
™M 0.9343  0.9304 0.9317 0.9304 0.9304 0.9304 0.9304 0.9376 0.9376 0.9284 0.9304 0.9376
LOAN 0.9883 0.9865 0.9858 0.9856 0.9812 0.9854 0.9854 0.9998 0.9998 0.9854 0.9809 0.9998
NBCD 0.9417  0.9367 0.9417 0.9397 0.6894 0.7166 0.5729 0.9427 0.9427 0.9246 0.591 0.9427
BPCD 0.9739  0.9507 0.9567 0.9619 0.7672 0.6201 0.6261 0.9851 0.9851 0.709 0.6485 0.9851
PWD 0.9637 0.9634 0.9617  0.9622 0.98 0.9586 0.9127 0.9897 0.9897 0.9747 0.5856 0.9897
QARD 09994 0.9917 0.9911  0.9947 0.9994 0.9514 0.9982 0.9994 0.9994 0.9247 0.8162 0.9994
STD 0.8098 0.8085 0.8071 0.8094 0.7893 0.7674 0.7705 0.8098 0.8098 0.7246 0.7585 0.8098
ACP 0.98 0.935  0.9625 0.935 0.6475 0.6425 0.6425 0.9975 0.9975 0.7375 0.635 0.9975
HON 0.993 0.986 0.993 0.993 0.8462 0.7552 0.6084 0.993 0.993 0.7343 0.7063 0.993
TSC 0.8697 0.8495 0.8316 0.8533  0.7477 0.7346 0.7617 0.9974 0.9974 0.7806 0.7312 0.9974
BTD 0.9118 0.8944 0.8984 0.9011 0.7687 0.762  0.762 0.9318 0.9318 0.7874 0.762 0.9318
TMD 0.9966  0.9953 0.9966 0.9969 0.9906 0.9866 0.9877 0.9971 0.9971 0.9904 0.2507 0.9971
VSD 0.95 0.8 0.95 0.85 0.75 0.85 0.75 0.95 0.95 0.8 0.75 0.95
WCR 0.8516  0.8497  0.845 0.8496  0.4293 0.7806 0.803 0.9997 0.9997 0.8057 0.7925 0.9997
wQD 0.9759 0.964  0.9547  0.9555  0.7938 0.7527 0.7527 0.9998 0.9998 0.9913 0.7566 0.9998
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Figure S1. Exact upper bound of AUC and corresponding optimal ROC curves for four real-world datasets when |Strain|/|S| =
0.1 (A), [Strainl/IS| = 0.2 (B), [Strainl/IS| = 0.3 (C), |Sirain|/|S] = 0.4 (D), |Strainl|/IS| = 0.5 (E), [Sirain|/|S| = 0.6 (F),
|Strain]/|S] = 0.7 (G), |Strainl|/|S] = 0.8 (H), |Strain|/|S| = 0.9 (), |Strain|/|S| =1 (J). The binary classifiers we used in this
experiment include XGBoost, MLP, SVM, Logistic Regresion, Decision Tree, Random Forest, KNN and Naive Bayes. Red
curves represent the theoretical optimal ROC curves.
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Figure S2. Exact upper bound of AP and corresponding optimal PR curves for four real-world datasets when |S¢rain|/|S| = 0.1
(A), [Strainl/IS] = 0.2 (B), |Strainl/|S| = 0.3 (C), |Strainl/|S| = 0.4 (D), |Sirain|/IS| = 0.5 (E), [Strain|/|S| = 0.6 (F),
|Strain]/|S| = 0.7 (G), |Strainl|/|S| = 0.8 (H), |Strain|/|S| = 0.9 (), |Strain|/|S| =1 (J). The binary classifiers we used in this
experiment include XGBoost, MLP, SVM, Logistic Regresion, Decision Tree, Random Forest, KNN and Naive Bayes. Red
curves represent the theoretical optimal PR curves.
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Figure S3. The loss errors of for four datasets in training (A7 . ) and test sets (AL ;) when |Sirain]/|S| = 0.1 (A), [Strain|/|S| =

0.2 (B), [Strainl/IS| = 0.3 (C), |Strainl/|S| = 0.4 (D), [Sirainl/|S| = 0.5 (E), [Strain|/|S| = 0.6 (F), |Sirain|/|S| = 0.7 (G),
|Strain|/|S] = 0.8 (H), |Strain]/|S| = 0.9 (I). Dash line represents the expected error of optimal classier based on Eq. 93.
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Figure S4. The loss errors of four datasets in training (A{mm) and test sets (Afest) when |Strain|/|S| = 0.1 (A), |Strain|/|S] = 0.2
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35

04r 04r 02 04
2 03F 03F 015 03
g 02t 02t 01t 02
0.1 AID 01 HED 0.05 INE 01 SUD
oks I A L ok L L A L ok L L L L 0 A A A
-y 0 01 0.2 0.3 0.4 05 T 0.1 0.2 03 04 05 =u Dy 0.05 0.1 0.15 0.2 0.25 - 0 0.1 0.2 03 04
B(i) B(iif B(iif) B(iv)
.. .5 0.25 .5
04F 04F 02 04
aﬂ.:i’ 03 015} 03}
< 02t 02f 01t 02f
01 AID 01 HED 0.05 INE 01f SUD
Ok L L L 0k L L L L 0 L L L L L L L
01 0.2 0.3 04 0. T 0.1 0.2 03 04 05 - 0.05 0.1 0.15 02 0.25 0.1 0.2 03 04
c(i) C(uf C(iif) C(IV)
0.25
04t 04t 02f 04t
5 03f 03f 015 03
3
< o0z} 02t 04t 02
orf AID o1t HED | ooof INE ot} suD
(] L L L 0Lk L L L L 0 El L L L L 0k L L L
0 0 01 0.2 03 0.4 0.5 T 0.1 0.2 03 0.4 0.5 T 0.05 0.1 0.15 0.2 0.25 - 0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4
D(i) D(iif D(iif) D(iv)
.. .5 0.25 .5
04r 04r 02 04
= 03 03 015 03
< o02f 02t 04} 02f
o AID o HED 005 INE 01| SuD
[ L L L L L L L 0k L L L L] L L L
o 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0. 0 0.1 0.2 03 04 0.5 - 0.05 0.1 0.15 0.2 0.25 0.1 0.2 03 0.4
E(i) E(ii) E(iii) E(iv)
0.25
04F 04f 02f 04
o 03 03 015 03
g 02t 02} 01 02p
01 AID 01 HED 0.05 INE 01F SUD

" 0
0.05 0.1 0.15 0.2 025 F(ﬂl r) 01 02 03 0.4
.5

Am‘ﬂ3’ 03 015 03
Qﬂ 02f 02 01} 02}
o1t AID o1 HED oo INE ot SuD
L] I L L n o n n n n Ll n L L L 0Okt L L L
-y 0 0.1 0.2 03 04 05 way0 0.1 0.2 0.3 04 05 T 0.05 0.1 0.15 0.2 0.25 . 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4
G(i) G(ii) Ggu) Gglv)
.5 .5 0.25 .5
04} 04F 02fF 04
;0.3’ 03} 015 03}
g 02f 02 01 02}
o1 AID o1 HED oo INE ol SuD
0k, n I I ] I I I I 0bL I n L L [} L n I
0.1 0.2 03 04 0. wuy0 0.1 0.2 03 04 0.5 wunl 0.05 0.1 0.15 0.2 0.25 - 0.1 0.2 03 04
H(i) H(ii) H(ZIII) Hglv)
.5 0.25 .5
04| 04 0.2 04+
= 0.3 03F 015} 03
8
< 0.2 02 01 0.2
ot AD | o HED | oof INE | o )
0k n I I (13 I I I I o I I I I 0k I I I
- 0 01 0.2 03 04 0.5 wuy0 0.1 0.2 03 04 0.5 T 0.05 01 0.15 0.2 0.25 - 01 0.2 03 04
1(i) I(ii) I(iiif I(iv)
.5 0. 0.25 0.5
04+ 04+ 02 04
% 0.3 0.3 0.15 03
13
< 0.2 02} 01} 0.2
o1f AID o1t HED oos - INE o SuD
0k L L L L 0L L L L L 0 L L L L [].3 L L L
=y 0 0.1 0.2 03 04 05 T 0.1 0.2 03 0.4 05 T 0.05 0.1 0.15 0.2 0.25 - 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4
J( J(iif J(iif) J(iv)
ﬂ.? 0.5 .25 0.5
04F 04F 02}f 04+
mnaf 03F 015} 03}
< o02f 02f 01t 02f
0.1} AID 01 HED 0.05 INE 01} sUD
Ok L " " oL " " " " (] 3% " " " " ok " " "
=y 0 0.1 0.2 03 04 0.5 - 0.1 0.2 03 04 0.5 - 0.05 0.1 0.15 0.2 0.25 - 0.1 0.2 03 04
K(i) K(ii} K(ii) K(iv)
K .5 0.25 .5
04+ 04+ 02} 04
uﬂaf 03} 015 03}
8
< 02 02fF 01 02}
01F AID 01f HED 0.05 INE 01} SUD
[ I " " (13 " " " " ] " " " " L] " " "
0 01 0.2 03 04 05 0 01 02 0.3 04 05 0 0.05 01 0.15 0.2 0.25 0 0.1 0.2 03 04
Dtrain Dtrain Dtrain Dtrain
0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9

I o) and test sets (Af_,) of different
binary classifiers, including XGBoost with four classical objectives (A-D), MLP (E), SVM (F), Logistic Regression (G), Decision
Tree (H), Random Forest (I), KNN (J). Colorful dots and lines represent different |Sirain|/|S| ranging from 0.1 to 0.9.

Figure S5. The loss errors of four datasets (AID, HED, INE and SUD) in training (A
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Figure S6. The AR}, versus the optimal ko feature subset in feature selection (blue lines and dots). After we selected the
optimal ko feature subset, we would use the feature extraction skill (LDA) to create new extracted features and add them into
the original ko feature one by one (see red lines and dots). The datasets we used in this experiment includes AID (A), HED

(B), INE (C) and SUD (D).
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Figure S7. The Déo versus the optimal ko feature subset in feature selection (blue lines and dots). After we selected the
optimal ko feature subset, we would use the feature extraction skill (LDA) to create new extracted features and add them into
the original ko feature one by one (see red lines and dots). The datasets we used in this experiment includes AID (A), HED
(B), INE (C) and SUD (D).
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Figure S8. AR} .«(Ds) curve (A) and ARp;,(Ds) curve (B). (A) ARjax(Ds) curves is numerically solved by the SLSQP
solver when m = 2,4,6, 8, 10, 20, 30, 40, 50, 60, 70, 80. We find that these curves are quickly converged as m increases. Therefore
the final AR%.«(Ds) curve can be approximated to the numerically solved curve when m = 10. (B) The heuristic curve for
ARpin(Ds) is calculated by (106). And the numerically approximated ARy, (Ds) curve is derived by the SLSQP solver.
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Figure S9. Minimum Hinge loss across synthesized datasets with varied label distributions. Each dataset is bifurcated into
distinct training and testing subsets, synthesized using a trio of statistical distributions: Poisson, Normal (Gaussian), and Power-
law. Feature vectors for training and testing are generated accordingly. The binary labels are assigned with a probability p for
class 1 and 1 — p for class 0, where p spans the set {0.1,0.2,...,0.9}. This process yields nine unique dataset configurations,
denoted as: Poisson & Poisson (A), Normal & Poisson (B), Power-law & Poisson (C), Poisson & Normal (D), Normal & Normal
(E), Power-law & Normal (F), Poisson & Power-law (G), Normal & Power-law (H) and Power-law & Power-law (I). Each subset
of this matrix is visualized as a heat map, charting the minimal Hinge loss achieved across varying label probabilities within the
respective training and testing subsets, under specific distribution pairings. Notably, the minimal Hinge loss for the training
subset is computed independently of the testing subset, resulting in identical columns for each heat map.
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Figure S10. Maximum accuracy (AC") across synthesized datasets with varied label distributions. Each dataset is bifurcated
into distinct training and testing subsets, synthesized using a trio of statistical distributions: Poisson, Normal (Gaussian), and
Power-law. Feature vectors for training and testing are generated accordingly. The binary labels are assigned with a probability
p for class 1 and 1—p for class 0, where p spans the set {0.1,0.2,...,0.9}. This process yields nine unique dataset configurations,
denoted as: Poisson & Poisson (A), Normal & Poisson (B), Power-law & Poisson (C), Poisson & Normal (D), Normal & Normal
(E), Power-law & Normal (F), Poisson & Power-law (G), Normal & Power-law (H) and Power-law & Power-law (I). Each subset
of this matrix is visualized as a heat map, charting the maximum accuracy (AC™) achieved across varying label probabilities
within the respective training and testing subsets, under specific distribution pairings. Notably, the maximum accuracy for the
testing subset is computed independently of the training subset, resulting in identical rows for each heat map.
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Figure S11. Joint error bound (A) across synthesized datasets with varied label distributions. Each dataset is bifurcated
into distinct training and testing subsets, synthesized using a trio of statistical distributions: Poisson, Normal (Gaussian), and
Power-law. Feature vectors for training and testing are generated accordingly. The binary labels are assigned with a probability
p for class 1 and 1—p for class 0, where p spans the set {0.1,0.2,...,0.9}. This process yields nine unique dataset configurations,
denoted as: Poisson & Poisson (A), Normal & Poisson (B), Power-law & Poisson (C), Poisson & Normal (D), Normal & Normal
(E), Power-law & Normal (F), Poisson & Power-law (G), Normal & Power-law (H) and Power-law & Power-law (I). Each subset
of this matrix is visualized as a heat map, charting the joint error bound (A) achieved across varying label probabilities within
the respective training and testing subsets, under specific distribution pairings. Notably, A for the training and testing subset
is computed based on Eq. (54) for each heat map.
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Figure S12. Exact upper bound of AUC and corresponding optimal ROC curves for 4 additional real-world datasets (ACD,
AMD, ASD and ADP) when |Strain|/|S| = 0.1 (A), |Strain|/|S| = 0.2 (B), |Strainl/|S| = 0.3 (C), |Strainl/|S| = 0.4 (D),
Strainl|/|S| = 0.5 (E), |Strain|/|IS| = 0.6 (F), [Strainl/IS| = 0.7 (G), |Strain|/|S| = 0.8 (H), [Strain|/|S] = 0.9 (I) and
|Strain]/|S] = 1 (J). The binary classifiers we used in this experiment include XGBoost, MLP, SVM, Logistic Regresion,
Decision Tree, Random Forest, KNN and Naive Bayes. Red curves represent the theoretical optimal ROC curves.
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Figure S13. Exact upper bound of AUC and corresponding optimal ROC curves for 4 additional real-world datasets (BP,
CPDT, COP and CPDN) when |Sirain|/|S| = 0.1 (A), |Strainl/|S| = 0.2 (B), |Strainl/|S| = 0.3 (C), |Strain|/|S| = 0.4
(D), [Strainl/IS| = 0.5 (E), [Strain|/|IS| = 0.6 (F), |Strain|/IS| = 0.7 (G), [Strain|/|S| = 0.8 (H), |Strain|/|S| = 0.9 (I) and
|Strain]/|S] = 1 (J). The binary classifiers we used in this experiment include XGBoost, MLP, SVM, Logistic Regresion,
Decision Tree, Random Forest, KNN and Naive Bayes. Red curves represent the theoretical optimal ROC curves.
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Figure S14. Exact upper bound of AUC and corresponding optimal ROC curves for 4 additional real-world datasets (CDD,
CMC, CAP and SCP) when |Sirain|/|S| = 0.1 (A), |Strainl/IS| = 0.2 (B), |Strainl/|S| = 0.3 (C), |Strain|/|S| = 0.4 (D),
Strainl|/|S| = 0.5 (E), |Strainl/|S| = 0.6 (F), |Strainl/IS| = 0.7 (G), |Strain|/|S| = 0.8 (H), [Strain|/|S] = 0.9 (I) and
|Strain]/|S] = 1 (J). The binary classifiers we used in this experiment include XGBoost, MLP, SVM, Logistic Regresion,
Decision Tree, Random Forest, KNN and Naive Bayes. Red curves represent the theoretical optimal ROC curves.
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Figure S15. Exact upper bound of AUC and corresponding optimal ROC curves for 4 additional real-world datasets (CSAAP,
CS, DHI and DD) when [Sirain|/|S| = 0.1 (A), |Strainl/|S| = 0.2 (B), |Strain]/IS| = 0.3 (C), [Strain|/|S| = 0.4 (D),
Strainl/|S| = 0.5 (E), |Strain|/|IS| = 0.6 (F), [Strainl/IS| = 0.7 (G), |Strain|/|S| = 0.8 (H), [Strain|/|S] = 0.9 (I) and
|Strain]/|S] = 1 (J). The binary classifiers we used in this experiment include XGBoost, MLP, SVM, Logistic Regresion,
Decision Tree, Random Forest, KNN and Naive Bayes. Red curves represent the theoretical optimal ROC curves.
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Figure S16. Exact upper bound of AUC and corresponding optimal ROC curves for 4 additional real-world datasets (ED, FDBD,
GOT and HD) when |Strain|/|S| = 0.1 (A), |Strainl/IS| = 0.2 (B), |Strain|/|S| = 0.3 (C), |Strain|/|S| = 0.4 (D), |Strainl/|S| =
0.5 (E), [Strain|/|S| = 0.6 (F), [Strain|/|S| = 0.7 (G), [Strain|/|S| = 0.8 (H), [Strain|/|S| = 0.9 (I) and [Sirain|/|S| =1 (J). The
binary classifiers we used in this experiment include XGBoost, MLP, SVM, Logistic Regresion, Decision Tree, Random Forest,
KNN and Naive Bayes. Red curves represent the theoretical optimal ROC curves.
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Figure S17. Exact upper bound of AUC and corresponding optimal ROC curves for 4 additional real-world datasets (HDN,
HDHID, IM and LOAN) when [Sirain|/|S| = 0.1 (A), |Strainl/IS| = 0.2 (B), |Strainl|/|S| = 0.3 (C), |Strainl/|S] = 0.4
(D), [Strainl/IS| = 0.5 (E), [Strain|/|S| = 0.6 (F), |Strain|/IS| = 0.7 (G), [Strain|/|S| = 0.8 (H), |Strain|/|S| = 0.9 (I) and
|Strain]/|S] = 1 (J). The binary classifiers we used in this experiment include XGBoost, MLP, SVM, Logistic Regresion,
Decision Tree, Random Forest, KNN and Naive Bayes. Red curves represent the theoretical optimal ROC curves.
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Figure S18. Exact upper bound of AUC and corresponding optimal ROC curves for 4 additional real-world datasets (NBCD,
BPCD, PWD and QARD) when |Strain]/|S| = 0.1 (A), |Strainl/|S] = 0.2 (B), |Strainl/|S| = 0.3 (C), |Strainl/|S| = 0.4
(D), [Strainl/IS| = 0.5 (E), [Strain|/|IS| = 0.6 (F), |Strain|/IS| = 0.7 (G), [Strain|/|S| = 0.8 (H), |Strain|/|S| = 0.9 (I) and
|Strain]/|S] = 1 (J). The binary classifiers we used in this experiment include XGBoost, MLP, SVM, Logistic Regresion,
Decision Tree, Random Forest, KNN and Naive Bayes. Red curves represent the theoretical optimal ROC curves.
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Figure S19. Exact upper bound of AUC and corresponding optimal ROC curves for 4 additional real-world datasets (STD, ACP,
HON and TSC) when [Sirain|/|S| = 0.1 (A), [Strain|/|S| = 0.2 (B), [Strain|/|S| = 0.3 (C), |Strain|/|S| = 0.4 (D), |Strain|/|S| =
0.5 (E), [Strain|/|S| = 0.6 (F), [Strain|/|S| = 0.7 (G), |Strain|/|S| = 0.8 (H), [Strain|/|S| = 0.9 (I) and [Sirain|/|S| =1 (J). The
binary classifiers we used in this experiment include XGBoost, MLP, SVM, Logistic Regresion, Decision Tree, Random Forest,
KNN and Naive Bayes. Red curves represent the theoretical optimal ROC curves.
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Figure S20. Exact upper bound of AUC and corresponding optimal ROC curves for 5 additional real-world datasets (BTD,
TMD, VSD, WCR and WQD) when |Strain|/|S| = 0.1 (A), |Strain]/IS| = 0.2 (B), |Strain|/|S| = 0.3 (C), |Strainl|/|S| = 0.4
(D), [Strainl/IS| = 0.5 (E), [Strain|/|IS| = 0.6 (F), |Strain|/IS| = 0.7 (G), [Strain|/|S| = 0.8 (H), |Strain|/|S| = 0.9 (I) and
|Strain]/|S] = 1 (J). The binary classifiers we used in this experiment include XGBoost, MLP, SVM, Logistic Regresion,
Decision Tree, Random Forest, KNN and Naive Bayes. Red curves represent the theoretical optimal ROC curves.
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Figure S21. Exact upper bound of AP and corresponding optimal PR curves for 4 additional real-world datasets (ACD, AMD,
ASD and ADP) when |Strain|/|S] = 0.1 (A), [Strain|/|S| = 0.2 (B), [Strain|/|S| = 0.3 (C), |Strain|/|S| = 0.4 (D), |Strain|/|S| =
0.5 (E), [Strain|/|S| = 0.6 (F), [Strain|/|S| = 0.7 (G), [Strain|/|S| = 0.8 (H), [Strain|/|S| = 0.9 (I) and [Sirain|/|S| =1 (J). The
binary classifiers we used in this experiment include XGBoost, MLP, SVM, Logistic Regresion, Decision Tree, Random Forest,
KNN and Naive Bayes. Red curves represent the theoretical optimal ROC curves.
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Figure S22. Exact upper bound of AP and corresponding optimal PR curves for 4 additional real-world datasets (BP, CPDT,
COP and CPDN) when |Sirain|/|S] = 0.1 (A), |Strainl|/|S]| = 0.2 (B), |Strain|/|S| = 0.3 (C), |Strain|/|S| = 0.4 (D), |Strainl/|S| =
0.5 (E), [Strain|/|S| = 0.6 (F), [Strain|/|S| = 0.7 (G), |Strain|/|S| = 0.8 (H), [Strain|/|S| = 0.9 (I) and [Sirain|/|S| =1 (J). The
binary classifiers we used in this experiment include XGBoost, MLP, SVM, Logistic Regresion, Decision Tree, Random Forest,
KNN and Naive Bayes. Red curves represent the theoretical optimal ROC curves.
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Figure S23. Exact upper bound of AP and corresponding optimal PR curves for 4 additional real-world datasets (CDD, CMC,
CAP and SCP) when [Sirain|/|S| = 0.1 (A), [Strainl/|S]| = 0.2 (B), |Strain|/|S| = 0.3 (C), |Strainl|/|S| = 0.4 (D), |Strainl/|S| =
0.5 (E), [Strain|/|S| = 0.6 (F), [Strain|/|S| = 0.7 (G), |Strain|/|S| = 0.8 (H), [Strain|/|S| = 0.9 (I) and [Sirain|/|S| =1 (J). The
binary classifiers we used in this experiment include XGBoost, MLP, SVM, Logistic Regresion, Decision Tree, Random Forest,
KNN and Naive Bayes. Red curves represent the theoretical optimal ROC curves.
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Figure S24. Exact upper bound of AP and corresponding optimal PR curves for 4 additional real-world datasets (CSAAP, CS,
DHI and DD) when |Sirain|/|S] = 0.1 (A), |Strain|/|S| = 0.2 (B), |Strain|/|S] = 0.3 (C), |Strain|/|S| = 0.4 (D), |Strain|/|S| = 0.5
(E), [Strain|/|S] = 0.6 (F), [Strain|/|S] = 0.7 (G), |Strain|/|S| = 0.8 (H), |Strain|/IS| = 0.9 (I) and |Strain|/|S| =1 (J). The
binary classifiers we used in this experiment include XGBoost, MLP, SVM, Logistic Regresion, Decision Tree, Random Forest,
KNN and Naive Bayes. Red curves represent the theoretical optimal ROC curves.
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Figure S25. Exact upper bound of AP and corresponding optimal PR curves for 4 additional real-world datasets (ED, FDBD,
GOT and HD) when |Strain|/|S| = 0.1 (A), |Strainl/IS| = 0.2 (B), |Strain|/|S| = 0.3 (C), |Strain|/|S| = 0.4 (D), |Strainl/|S| =
0.5 (E), |Strain|/|S] = 0.6 (F), [Strain|/|S| = 0.7 (G), |Strain|/|S| = 0.8 (H), |Strain|/|S| = 0.9 (I) and [Sirain|/|S| =1 (J). The
binary classifiers we used in this experiment include XGBoost, MLP, SVM, Logistic Regresion, Decision Tree, Random Forest,
KNN and Naive Bayes. Red curves represent the theoretical optimal ROC curves.
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Figure S26. Exact upper bound of AP and corresponding optimal PR curves for 4 additional real-world datasets (HDN,
HDHID, IM and LOAN) when [Sirain|/|S| = 0.1 (A), |Strainl/IS| = 0.2 (B), |Strainl|/|S| = 0.3 (C), |Strainl/|S] = 0.4
(D), [Strainl/IS| = 0.5 (E), [Strain|/|S| = 0.6 (F), |Strain|/IS| = 0.7 (G), [Strain|/|S| = 0.8 (H), |Strain|/|S| = 0.9 (I) and
|Strain]/|S] = 1 (J). The binary classifiers we used in this experiment include XGBoost, MLP, SVM, Logistic Regresion,
Decision Tree, Random Forest, KNN and Naive Bayes. Red curves represent the theoretical optimal ROC curves.
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Figure S27. Exact upper bound of AP and corresponding optimal PR curves for 4 additional real-world datasets (NBCD,
BPCD, PWD and QARD) when |Strain]/|S| = 0.1 (A), |Strainl/|S] = 0.2 (B), |Strainl/|S| = 0.3 (C), |Strainl/|S| = 0.4
(D), [Strainl/IS| = 0.5 (E), [Strain|/|IS| = 0.6 (F), |Strain|/IS| = 0.7 (G), [Strain|/|S| = 0.8 (H), |Strain|/|S| = 0.9 (I) and
|Strain]/|S] = 1 (J). The binary classifiers we used in this experiment include XGBoost, MLP, SVM, Logistic Regresion,
Decision Tree, Random Forest, KNN and Naive Bayes. Red curves represent the theoretical optimal ROC curves.
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Figure S28. Exact upper bound of AP and corresponding optimal PR curves for 4 additional real-world datasets (STD, ACP,
HON and TSC) when [Sirain|/|S| = 0.1 (A), [Strain|/|S| = 0.2 (B), [Strain|/|S| = 0.3 (C), |Strain|/|S| = 0.4 (D), |Strain|/|S| =
0.5 (E), [Strain|/|S| = 0.6 (F), [Strain|/|S| = 0.7 (G), |Strain|/|S| = 0.8 (H), [Strain|/|S| = 0.9 (I) and [Sirain|/|S| =1 (J). The
binary classifiers we used in this experiment include XGBoost, MLP, SVM, Logistic Regresion, Decision Tree, Random Forest,
KNN and Naive Bayes. Red curves represent the theoretical optimal ROC curves.
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Figure S29. Exact upper bound of AP and corresponding optimal PR curves for 5 additional real-world datasets (BTD,
TMD, VSD, WCR and WQD) when |Strain|/|S| = 0.1 (A), |Strain]/IS| = 0.2 (B), |Strain|/|S| = 0.3 (C), |Strainl/|S| = 0.4
(D), [Strain|/IS| = 0.5 (E), [Strain|/|S| = 0.6 (F), |Strainl/|S| = 0.7 (G), [Strain|/|S] = 0.8 (H), [Strain|/|S| = 0.9 (I) and
|Strain]/|S] = 1 (J). The binary classifiers we used in this experiment include XGBoost, MLP, SVM, Logistic Regresion,
Decision Tree, Random Forest, KNN and Naive Bayes. Red curves represent the theoretical optimal ROC curves.
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Figure S30. The loss errors of for 4 additional datasets (ACD, AMD, ASD and ADP) in training (A] ) and test sets (A],,,)
when [Sirain|/|S| = 0.1 (A), [Strainl/IS| = 0.2 (B), |Strainl/|S| = 0.3 (C), |Strainl/|IS| = 0.4 (D), |Sirain|/|S| = 0.5 (E),
[Strain|/|S] = 0.6 (F), |Strain|/|S| = 0.7 (G), |Strainl/|S| = 0.8 (H), |Strain|/|S] = 0.9 (I). Dash line represents the expected

error of optimal classier based on Eq. 93.
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Figure S32. The loss errors of for 4 additional datasets (CDD, CMC, CAP and SCP) in training (Afmin) and test sets (Af,)
when |Sirain|/|S| = 0.1 (A), [Strain|/IS| = 0.2 (B), |Strainl/IS| = 0.3 (C), |Strainl|/|S| = 0.4 (D), [Sirainl/|S| = 0.5 (E),
[Strain|/|S] = 0.6 (F), |Strain|/|S] = 0.7 (G), |Strainl/|S| = 0.8 (H), |Strain|/|S] = 0.9 (I). Dash line represents the expected
error of optimal classier based on Eq. 93.
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Figure S33. The loss errors of for 4 additional datasets (CSAAP, CS, DHI and DD) in training (A/ . ) and test sets (A7, .,)
when [Sirain|/|S| = 0.1 (A), [Strainl/IS| = 0.2 (B), |Strainl/|S| = 0.3 (C), |Strainl/|IS| = 0.4 (D), |Sirain|/|S| = 0.5 (E),
[Strain|/|S] = 0.6 (F), |Strain|/|S| = 0.7 (G), |Strainl/|S| = 0.8 (H), |Strain|/|S] = 0.9 (I). Dash line represents the expected

error of optimal classier based on Eq. 93.
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error of optimal classier based on Eq. 93.
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Figure S35. The loss errors of for 4 additional datasets (HDN, HDHID, IM and LOAN) in training (A . ) and test sets
(Aeer) When [Strain|/IS] = 0.1 (A), [Strain| /S| = 0.2 (B), [Strain|/|S| = 0.3 (C), |Strainl/|S| = 0.4 (D), |Strain| /S| = 0.5 (E),
|Strain]/|S| = 0.6 (F), |Strain|/|S| = 0.7 (G), |Strain|/|S| = 0.8 (H), |Strain|/|S| = 0.9 (I). Dash line represents the expected

error of optimal classier based on Eq. 93.
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Figure S37. The loss errors of for 4 additional datasets (STD, ACP, HON and TSC) in training (AJ . ) and test sets (Af,,)
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error of optimal classier based on Eq. 93.
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Figure $38. The loss errors of for 5 additional datasets (BTD, TMD, VSD, WCR and WQD) in training (A/ . ) and test sets
(Aear) When [Strain|/IS] = 0.1 (A), [Strain|/|S| = 0.2 (B), [Strain|/|S| = 0.3 (C), |Strainl/|S| = 0.4 (D), |Strain| /S| = 0.5 (E),
[Strain|/|S] = 0.6 (F), |Strain|/|S] = 0.7 (G), |Strainl/|S| = 0.8 (H), |Strain|/|S] = 0.9 (I). Dash line represents the expected

error of optimal classier based on Eq. 93.
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Figure $39. The loss errors of for 4 additional datasets (ACD, AMD, ASD and ADP) in training (AJ . ) and test sets (A7,,)
when |[Sirain|/|S| = 0.1 (A), |Strainl/|S| = 0.2 (B), |Strainl/|S| = 0.3 (C), |Strain|/|S| = 0.4 (D), |Strainl/|S| = 0.5 (E),
|Strain]/|S] = 0.6 (F), |Strainl/|S| = 0.7 (G), |Strain]/|S| = 0.8 (H), |Strain|/|S| = 0.9 (I). Gray line represents the expected

error of optimal classier based on Eq. 93.
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Figure S40. The loss errors of for 4 additional datasets (BP, CPDT, COP and CPDN) in training (Af ) and test sets
(Afear) when [Strain|/IS| = 0.1 (A), |Strain| /S| = 0.2 (B), |Strain| /|S| = 0.3 (C), |Serain|/|S| = 0.4 (D), |Strain|/IS| = 0.5 (E),
|Strain|/|S] = 0.6 (F), |Strainl/|S| = 0.7 (G), |Strainl/|S| = 0.8 (H), |Strain|/|S| = 0.9 (I). Gray line represents the expected

error of optimal classier based on Eq. 93.
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1rain) and test sets (A{est)
when |Sirain|/|S| = 0.1 (A), [Strainl|/IS| = 0.2 (B), |Strainl|/|S| = 0.3 (C), |Strainl/|IS| = 0.4 (D), [Sirainl/|S| = 0.5 (E),
|Strain|/|S| = 0.6 (F), |Strain|/|S| = 0.7 (G), |Strain|/|S| = 0.8 (H), |Strain|/|S| = 0.9 (I). Gray line represents the expected
error of optimal classier based on Eq. 93.

Figure S41. The loss errors of for 4 additional datasets (CDD, CMC, CAP and SCP) in training (Af
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trm,'n) and test sets (A{est)
when |Sirain|/|S| = 0.1 (A), [Strain|/|IS| = 0.2 (B), |Strainl|/|S| = 0.3 (C), |Strainl/|IS| = 0.4 (D), [Sirainl/|S| = 0.5 (E),
|Strain|/|S] = 0.6 (F), |Strainl/|S] = 0.7 (G), |Strain|/|S| = 0.8 (H), |Strain|/|S| = 0.9 (I). Gray line represents the expected
error of optimal classier based on Eq. 93.

Figure S42. The loss errors of for 4 additional datasets (CSAAP, CS, DHI and DD) in training (A7,



73

3 .6
02
0.2 02f 04
. 0.15
< 0.1
0.1 011 02
005
ED FDBD GOT HD
L] S — L L [ L L op T L 0f L L
[ 0.1 0.2 0.3 04 [ 01 0.2 0.3 ] 0.05 0.1 0.15 0.2 0.25 0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4
Bglj) Bgl) Bgu) Bglv)
.. .3 0.25 .6
02
0.2 02F 04
N 0.15
< 0.1
0.1 01 0.2
0.05
ED FDBD GOT HD
[ T— . oby . . [ — . obr— . .
0 0.1 0.2 0.3 04 o 0.1 0.2 0.3 ] 0.05 0.1 0.15 ] 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4
Cglj) Cgl) Cgu) Cglv)
.. .3 0.25 .6
02
0.2 02 04
o 0.15
< 0.1
0.1 01 02
ED GOT HD
of T ok, . ob— | . .
] 0.1 0.2 03 ] 0.1 01 0.15 0 01 02 03 0.4
Dglj) Dg i) D(iv)
- -3 0.4
02
02 02 o3
N 0.15
$ 02f
< 0.4
0.1 0.1
005 01F
ED FDBD GOoT HD
of . ok . b T . of >~ . .
0 01 02 03 o 0.1 0.2 03 0 0.05 0.1 0.15 0.1 0.2 0.3 04
E |) E(’u E(iii E(’IV
(i 1) ({ii) Iv)
02
0.2 02 04
. 0.15
< 0.1
0.1 01 0.2
ED FDBD oSt GOT HD
ok . of . ok \ . . ok~ , . .
0 0.1 02 03 o 0.1 0.2 03 0 0.05 0.1 015 0.1 02 03 04
F(nl) F(nu F(iii) F(alv)
.. .3 0.25 .6
02f
0.2 02 04
. 0.15
g 01
0.1 01 0.2
0.05
N ED FDBD \ GOT HD
0 ofy L ok, L L ob >~ L L L
o 0.1 0.2 03 o 0.1 0.2 03 0 0.05 0.1 015 0 0.1 02 03 04
Ggl) Ggu) G{(iii) GSIV)
.3 .3 0.25 .4
02f 03
0.2 0.2
. 0.15
g 02}
< 01
0.1 01
01F
005
N ED FDBD \ GoT \ HD
of s s s s s of; s 0k, s s O, s s s
o 0.05 01 015 0.2 0.25 o 0.1 02 03 0 0.05 01 015 0 01 02 03 04
H(i ng H(iii H(IV
) i) (i iv)
0.2
0.2 02fF 04
. 0.15
g 01
0.1 0.1 0.2
0.05
\ ED FDBD \ GoT HD
o, L L L L ‘ Ll L of, L L of ‘\ L L L
] 0.05 01 0.15 0.2 0.25 o 0.1 02 03 o 0.05 01 0.15 0 0.1 0.2 03 0.4
1(i) I(||) I(iii I(iv
03F o. 0.25 0.6
0.2
o 02 o0zf 0.15 o4
g 01
0.1 01 0.2
0.05
\ ED FDBD \ GOT HD
o, L L L L Ll L L o, L L L L o L L L
o 0.05 01 0.15 0.2 0.25 o 0.1 0.2 0.3 o 0.02 0.04 0.06 0.08 0.1 01 0.2 03 0.4
Derain Drrain Derain Derain
q ing MLP Logistic Regression Random Forest Naive Bayes
XGBoost+Logistic XGBoost+Softmax sVMm Decision Tree KNN

Figure S43. The loss errors of for 4 additional datasets (ED, FDBD, GOT and HD) in training (A]

train

) and test sets (A{est)

when [|Sirain|/|IS| = 0.1 (A), [Strain]/IS| = 0.2 (B), |Strain|/IS| = 0.3 (C), |Strain|/|S| = 0.4 (D), |Strainl/IS| = 0.5 (E),
[Strainl/|S] = 0.6 (F), [Strainl/|S] = 0.7 (G), |Strain|/|S| = 0.8 (H), |Strainl/|S| = 0.9 (I). Gray line represents the expected
error of optimal classier based on Eq. 93.
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Figure S44. The loss errors of for 4 additional datasets (HDN, HDHID, IM and LOAN) in training (A]

train

) and test sets

(Afeer) when [Serain|/IS| = 0.1 (A), [Strainl/IS| = 0.2 (B), [Strain|/|S] = 0.3 (C), |Strain|/|S| = 0.4 (D), [Strain|/IS] = 0.5 (E),
|Strain]/|S] = 0.6 (F), |Strainl/|S| = 0.7 (G), |Strain|/|S| = 0.8 (H), |Strainl|/|S| = 0.9 (I). Gray line represents the expected

error of optimal classier based on Eq. 93.
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Figure S45. The loss errors of for 4 additional datasets (NBCD, BPCD, PWD and QARD) in training (A7 . ) and test sets
(Afear) when [Strain|/IS| = 0.1 (A), [Strain| /S| = 0.2 (B), |Strain| /S| = 0.3 (C), |Serain|/|S| = 0.4 (D), |Strain|/IS| = 0.5 (E),
|Strain|/|S] = 0.6 (F), |Strainl/|S| = 0.7 (G), |Strain|/|S| = 0.8 (H), |Strain|/|S| = 0.9 (I). Gray line represents the expected

error of optimal classier based on Eq. 93.
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Figure S46. The loss errors of for 4 additional datasets (STD, ACP, HON and TSC) in training (Af . ) and test sets (Af,,)
when [Sirain|/|S| = 0.1 (A), [Strainl/IS| = 0.2 (B), [Strain|/|S| = 0.3 (C), |Strainl/|IS| = 0.4 (D), |Serain|/|S| = 0.5 (E),
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error of optimal classier based on Eq. 93.
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Figure S47. The loss errors of for 5 additional datasets (BTD, TMD, VSD, WCR. and WQD) in training (A7 . ) and test sets

train
(Ales) when [Serain| /S| = 0.1 (A), [Strain|/[S| = 0.2 (B), [Strain|/|S] = 0.3 (C), [Strain|/|S| = 0.4 (D), |Strainl/|S| = 0.5 (E),
|Strain]/|S] = 0.6 (F), |Strainl/|S| = 0.7 (G), |Strain|/|S| = 0.8 (H), |Strainl|/|S| = 0.9 (I). Gray line represents the expected
error of optimal classier based on Eq. 93.
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) and test sets (A7 ,,)
of different binary classifiers, including XGBoost with four classical objectives (A-D), MLP (E), SVM (F), Logistic Regression
(G), Decision Tree (H), Random Forest (I), KNN (J). Colorful dots and lines represent different |Strain|/|S| ranging from 0.1



79

Ai A(ii) A(jii) Aiv)

< 01 01
BP CcPDT cop CPDN
B(i) B(ji) B(iii) B(iv)
4 o o
BP cPDT cop CPDN
C(i) C(ii) C(iii) C(iv)
o
<
BP cPDT cop CPDN
D(i D(ii) D(iii) D(iv)
o
< 01k
BP cPDT cop CPDN
E(i E(ii) E(iii) E(iv)
0.0015 |- oz 03l 03k
% oom| 0z} ozl
< 01
BP cPDT cop CPDN
F(i) F(ii Fiii) F(iv)
0.0015 [~ oz 03
B ool ozl
< 01
o
BP cPDT cop CPDN
G(i) G(ii) Giiii) G(iv)
0.0015 02 03 03
% oo 02 02
< 01
BP cPDT cop CPDN
H(i) H(ii) H(iii) H(iv)
<
BP CcPDT cop CPDN
(i) I(if) I(iii I(iv
0.0015 02 02
o
£ oom
< 01 01
o
BP cPDT cop CPDN
J(i) J(ii J(iiif J(iv§
i oz 02
<
BP cPDT cop CPDN
K(i K(ii) K(iii) K(iv)
3 02 02
< o002 01
sort BP sl cPDT cop CPDN
Dtrain Dtrain Dtrain Dtrain
0.1 0.2 0.3 04 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9

Figure $49. The loss errors of four additional datasets (BP, CPDT, COP and CPDN) in training (A7 . ) and test sets (A7, .,)
of different binary classifiers, including XGBoost with four classical objectives (A-D), MLP (E), SVM (F), Logistic Regression
(G), Decision Tree (H), Random Forest (I), KNN (J). Colorful dots and lines represent different |Sirain|/|S| ranging from 0.1
to 0.9.
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Figure S50. The loss errors of four additional datasets (CDD, CMC, CAP and SCP) in training (A/ . ) and test sets (A7 _,)
of different binary classifiers, including XGBoost with four classical objectives (A-D), MLP (E), SVM (F), Logistic Regression
(G), Decision Tree (H), Random Forest (I), KNN (J). Colorful dots and lines represent different |Strain|/|S| ranging from 0.1
to 0.9.
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Figure S52. The loss errors of four additional datasets (ED, FDBD, GOT and HD) in training (A7 . ) and test sets (Af,,)
of different binary classifiers, including XGBoost with four classical objectives (A-D), MLP (E), SVM (F), Logistic Regression
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Figure S53. The loss errors of four additional datasets (HDN, HDHID, IM and LOAN) in training (

AS
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) and test sets (A7 ,,)

of different binary classifiers, including XGBoost with four classical objectives (A-D), MLP (E), SVM (F), Logistic Regression
(G), Decision Tree (H), Random Forest (I), KNN (J). Colorful dots and lines represent different |Strain|/|S| ranging from 0.1

to 0.9.
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of different binary classifiers, including XGBoost with four classical objectives (A-D), MLP (E), SVM (F), Logistic Regression
(G), Decision Tree (H), Random Forest (I), KNN (J). Colorful dots and lines represent different |Strain|/|S| ranging from 0.1

to 0.9.
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Figure S56. The loss errors of five additional datasets (BTD, TMD, VSD, WCR and WQD) in training (Af )
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(A7) of different binary classifiers, including XGBoost with four classical objectives (A-D), MLP (E), SVM
Regression (G), Decision Tree (H), Random Forest (I), KNN (J). Colorful dots and lines represent different |Sirain|/|S| ranging

from 0.1 to 0.9.
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Figure S57. Minimum Hinge loss for 37 additional datasets under different random divisions In these panels, dots correspond
to numerical results derived from the data divisions, while lines represent the theoretical predictions adjusted for the respective
division ratios (see Eqgs. 54 and 56).
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Figure S58. Upper bound of accuracy (AC*") for 37 additional datasets under different random divisions In these panels, dots
correspond to numerical results derived from the data divisions, while lines represent the theoretical predictions adjusted for
the respective division ratios (see Egs. 54 and 56).
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Figure S59. Anticipated optimal errors (A) for 37 additional datasets under different random divisions In these panels, dots
correspond to numerical results derived from the data divisions, while lines represent the theoretical predictions adjusted for
the respective division ratios (see Egs. 54 and 56).
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Figure S60. The AR}, versus the optimal ko feature subset in feature selection (blue lines and dots) for 37 additional datasets.
After we selected the optimal ko feature subset, we would use the feature extraction skill (LDA) to create new extracted features
and add them into the original ko feature one by one (see red lines and dots).
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Figure S61.
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The Df;“ versus the optimal ko feature subset in feature selection (blue lines and dots) for 37 additional datasets.
After we selected the optimal ko feature subset, we would use the feature extraction skill (LDA) to create new extracted features
and add them into the original ko feature one by one (see red lines and dots)



