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Abstract— Learning in the reproducing kernel Hilbert space
(RKHS) such as the support vector machine has been recognized
as a promising technique. It continues to be highly effective and
competitive in numerous prediction tasks, particularly in settings
where there is a shortage of training data or computational
limitations exist. These methods are especially valued for their
ability to work with small datasets and their interpretability. To
address the issue of limited training data, mixup data augmenta-
tion, widely used in deep learning, has remained challenging to
apply to learning in RKHS due to the generation of intermediate
class labels. Although gradient descent methods handle these
labels effectively, dual optimization approaches are typically
not directly applicable. In this study, we present two novel
algorithms that extend to a broader range of binary classification
models. Unlike gradient-based approaches, our algorithms do not
require hyperparameters like learning rates, simplifying their
implementation and optimization. Both the number of iterations
to converge and the computational cost per iteration scale linearly
with respect to the dataset size. The numerical experiments
demonstrate that our algorithms achieve faster convergence to
the optimal solution compared to gradient descent approaches,
and that mixup data augmentation consistently improves the
predictive performance across various loss functions.

I. INTRODUCTION

Techniques based on learning in reproducing kernel Hilbert
spaces (RKHS), including support vector machines (SVM)
and kernel methods, have gained recognition as powerful
approaches. These methods remain highly effective and con-
tinue to outperform in various prediction tasks, especially
in situations where training data is limited or computational
resources are restricted (e.g. [1]).

As a method to overcome the issue of insufficient training
data, mixup data augmentation is often used in the context
of deep learning [2]. However, the mixup cannot be applied
in an uncomplicated manner to some learning algorithms for
kernel methods. Using mixup augmentation generates interme-
diate class labels. When gradient descent-based optimization
algorithms are applied to the primal problem, intermediate
class labels do not pose an algorithmic difficulty. However, it
is not straightforward to apply the conventional optimization
algorithms to the dual problem. Mochida et al. [3] found that in
the case of SVM, optimization to the dual problem is possible
with the classical theories as an exception, even though these
theories are not applicable in a direct manner.

In this paper, we introduce two new algorithms applicable to
a broader range of learning models. The two new algorithms
are based on the stochastic dual coordinate ascent algorithm
(SDCA) [4] that is a framework to solve the dual problem.
Both algorithms inherit the favorable properties of SDCA:

they do not require any hyperparameters, such as learning
rates, and the number of iterations required to converge to
the optimal solution and the computational cost per iteration
are both guaranteed to scale linearly with respect to the dataset
size. Additionally, numerical experiments confirmed that using
these two algorithms developed in this study led to faster
convergence to the optimal solution than classical gradient
descent-based methods, and that mixup data augmentation
improved predictive performance across various loss function.

This paper is organized as follows. In the next section, we
first review the existing research on mixup and highlight the
significance of this study. Section III formalizes the learn-
ing problem in RKHS with the mixup data augmentation,
which is the focus of this study. Section IV demonstrates
that the maximization problem does not become trivial when
taking the dual problem in a naïve way. In response, the
two solution methods developed in this study are presented
in Sections V and VI, respectively. Section VII reports the
results of experiments using real-world data, investigating the
impact of the mixup data augmentation on the predictive
performance. Additionally, we demonstrate the efficiency of
the two algorithms developed in this study. The final section
concludes this study.

II. RELATED WORK

The success of mixup [2], a well-known simple data
augmentation technique, has led to various extensions and
applications across different domains including computer vi-
sion [5]–[7], facial expression recognition [8], natural language
processing [9], and time series forecasting [10]. Several studies
provided theoretical insights into the effectiveness of the
mixup technique [11]–[14].

However, there has been little research contributing to
optimization algorithms for performing mixup learning in
RKHS. To the best of our knowledge, the only exception is
the work by Mochida et al. [3]. They applied mixup data
augmentation to the training of SVM. Learning problems
in RKHS such as SVM are usually expressed as a convex
formulation, and for numerical stability, approaches based on
solving the dual problem are generally preferred [15]–[22].
However, a technical challenge lies in the dual function that
contains the convex conjugate of the mixup loss function.
This convex conjugate is expressed by an infimal convolution,
and generally, computing the value of an infimal convolution
requires numerical searching. In contrast, Mochida et al. [3]
showed that, in the case of hinge loss used with SVMs, the
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infimal convolution has a closed form. This was an exception
in the broader context of learning models. When training
other kernel methods under the mixup setting, the issue of
the convex conjugate has not been addressed so far. In this
paper, we propose new solutions to address this issue.

III. PRIMAL PROBLEM

In this section, we formulate the learning problem that arises
when the number of examples is increased using the mixup
method [2]. The mixup method randomly selects two examples
from the training dataset, (xo

i , y
o
i ) and (xo

j , y
o
j) ∈ R

d ×{±1},
and uses a value η ∈ [0, 1] sampled from a Beta distribution.
Then, the two examples are combined to create a new example
by linearly interpolating both the features and labels:

xnew = (1− η)xo
i + ηxo

j , ynew = (1− η)yo
i + ηyo

j . (1)

This results in a new label that is not strictly binary but
lies between the two binary class labels ±1, which is a key
characteristic in the mixup data setting. The augmentation
process can be repeated to generate additional examples and
enhance the training dataset.

We wish to determine a binary classifier f : R
d → R

from the dataset with continuous class labels
(x1, y1), . . . , (xn, yn) ∈ R

d × R generated with some
data augmentation method.

In order to learn a predictor f from mixup data, the mixup
loss function defined as

φmup(s ; y) :=
1 + y

2
φ0(s) +

1− y

2
φ0(−s) (2)

is used, where the function φ0 : R → R is a standard
loss function used without intermediate labels (e.g., a binary
class label). Examples of the loss functions φ0 include the
binary cross entropy (BCE) function, the smoothed hinge
function, and the quadratic hinge function. Their definitions
are given in Appendix A. Suppose that the loss function φ0 is
monotonically decreasing, φ0(0) > 0, and 1/γsm-smooth with
γsm > 0 [23], and the value of the convex conjugate can be
computed in constant time.

The core idea of kernel methods is to find a function f in
the RKHS Hκ, where the function f minimizes the regularized
empirical risk. The function κ : Rd × R

d → R is a positive
definite kernel such as the RBF kernel and polynomial kernel.
We employ the standard regularized empirical risk defined as:

R[f ] :=
λ

2
‖f‖2Hκ

+
1

n

n∑

i=1

φmup(f(xi) ; yi), (3)

where λ > 0 is the regularization constant. The first term
λ
2 ‖f‖

2
Hκ

is called the regularization term that helps control the
complexity of the model to avoid overfitting, where ‖f‖Hκ

is
the norm of f in the RKHS. The second term in (3) measures
how well the model f fits the training examples using the
mixup loss function.

For more complex models like deep learning models, gradi-
ent descent is typically the only feasible optimization method,
although it requires careful tuning of step sizes. In contrast,

kernel methods benefit from optimization algorithms like
SDCA [4], which solve the dual formulation of the problem.
This is a more efficient method in the case of kernel-based
learning as it does not require hyperparameter tuning (like
step size adjustment in gradient descent).

When applying the mixup augmentation in RKHS, technical
challenges lie in a naïve dual problem. The straightforward
approach may not work efficiently in such a problem in
the presence of the mixup data augmentation, which adds
complexity to the optimization process. The next section inves-
tigates the details of this issue and explains why optimization
becomes more complicated in the mixup data augmentation
setting.

IV. NAÏVE DUAL PROBLEM AND ITS CHALLENGE

If the regularized empirical risk function is convex, solving
the dual problem instead of the primal problem is advanta-
geous. One of the advantages is that the dual variables offer
a way to avoid storing the infinite-dimensional vector f . The
following function is a standard choice for the dual function
of the regularized empirical risk:

D0(α) := −
λ

2
‖f0,α‖

2
Hκ

−
1

n

n∑

i=1

φ∗
mup(−αi ; yi) (4)

where

f0,α :=
1

λn

n∑

i=1

αiκ(xi, ·); (5)

Therein, φ∗
mup(·; yi) : R → R ∪ {+∞} represents the convex

conjugate of the mixup loss function φmup(·; yi). If the dual
variable vector α⋆ that maximizes the dual function is found
successfully, the primal variable optimal to the primal problem
is obtained by f⋆ = f0,α⋆

.
The challenge in solving the dual problem comes from

the fact that the convex conjugate of the mixup loss for
i ∈ [n] such that |yi|< 1 can be expressed as an infimal
convolution [24]:

φ∗
mup(−αi; yi) = inf

u∈R

{
1 + yi

2
φ∗
0

(
2u

1 + yi

)

+
1− yi

2
φ∗
0

(
2(αi + u)

1− yi

)}
.

(6)

The infimal convolution requires a computationally expensive
numerical operation in most cases even if each of φ∗

0 can be
computed with a low computational cost. As a result, using this
in the dual problem (such as in SDCA) introduces additional
complexity. In what follows, we shall describe how this convex
conjugate complicates optimization when SDCA is applied
straightforwardly.

Consider an iterative algorithm that determines the value
of the dual variable vector at the tth iteration, denoted by

α
(t) :=

[
α
(t)
1 , . . . , α

(t)
n

]⊤
, and let f (t) := f0,α(t) . Denote the

primal and dual objective errors, respectively, by:

h
(t)
P := R[f (t)]−R[f⋆], h

(t)
D := D0(α⋆)−D0(α

(t)). (7)



Lemma 1: Consider a randomized algorithm that com-
putes α

(t) ∈ R
n from α

(t−1) ∈ R
n. Suppose that

there exists a constant β such that 0 < β < 1 and

β ·max
{
h
(t−1)
P , h

(t−1)
D

}
≤ E[h

(t)
D ]− h

(t−1)
D . (8)

Then, for any constant ǫP > 0, it holds that E
[
h
(t)
P

]
≤

ǫP for

t ≥
1

β
log

(
h
(0)
D

βǫP

)
. (9)

Indeed, SDCA guarantees the inequality (8) with β−1 =
O(n), suggesting that the required number of iterations is
linear with respect to the dataset size if the logarithmic term
is regarded as a constant.

At each iteration t of SDCA, a single example i ∈ [n]
is selected at random, and the corresponding dual variable
αi is updated with the other dual variables α1, . . . , αi−1,
αi+1, . . . , αn fixed. The updated value at the tth iteration
can be expressed as α

(t) = α
(t−1) + ∆α

(t−1)
i ei where

∆α
(t−1)
i ∈ R is the difference from the ith dual variable in the

previous iteration, and ei is the unit vector with ith entry one.
It is ideal to determine the value of ∆α

(t−1)
i by maximizing

J0
t (∆α

(t−1)
i ) := D0(α

(t−1) +∆α
(t−1)
i ei)−D0(α

(t−1)).
(10)

However, this ideal maximization usually complicates com-
putation. Instead, the lower bound, say Jvan

t (η), is maximized:
for all η ∈ [0, 1],

J0
t (ηqi,t) ≥ Jvan

t (η) :=
ηF

(t−1)
van,i

n
+

γsmq
2
i,tη

2n

(
1−

η

s̄t

)
(11)

where z
(t−1)
i := f (t−1)(xi), u

(t−1)
i := −∇φmup(z

(t−1)
i ; yi),

qi,t := u
(t−1)
i − α

(t−1)
i , Ki,i := κ(xi,xi),

F
(t−1)
van,i := φmup(z

(t−1)
i ; yi) + φ∗

mup(−α
(t−1)
i ; yi)

+ α
(t−1)
i z

(t−1)
i , s̄t :=

λnγsm

Ki,i + λnγsm
.

(12)

Therein, ∇φmup(z ; y) denotes the derivative of φmup(z ; y)
with respect to z. The lower bound forms a simple parabola,
making the line search quite simple:

ηvan,t := min

{
1, s̄t ·

F
(t−1)
van,i + 1

2γsmq
2
i,t

γsmq2i,t

}
. (13)

Thus, the vanilla SDCA includes the update rule that de-
termines the step size optimal to the introduced parabola
function. This eliminates the need for hyperparameter tuning,
enabling numerically stable optimization.

The vanilla SDCA applied to maximizing D0(α) is summa-
rized in Algorithm 1. When this update rule is implemented in
practice, the dual objective error decreases geometrically with
β−1 = O(n), ensuring the linear convergence to the minimum.
However, there is a significant obstacle to executing this update

Algorithm 1: MIXUPSDCAnaïve.

1 begin

2 Choose α
(0) ∈ dom(−D0);

3 f (0) := 1
λn

∑n

i=1 α
(0)
i κ(xi, ·);

4 for t := 1 to T do

5 Select i at random from {1, . . . , n};

6 z
(t−1)
i := f (t−1)(xi);

7 Compute F
(t−1)
van,i and s̄t by (12);

8 Use (13) to compute ηvan,t;
9 α

(t) := α
(t−1) + qi,tηvan,tei;

10 f (t) := f (t−1) + 1
λn

κ(xi, )̇qi,tηvan,t;
11 end

12 end

rule. The variable F
(t−1)
van,i involves the convex conjugate of the

mixup loss function, and its computation requires a numerical
search method, as previously discussed. To overcome this
obstacle, the authors have identified two approaches. Each
approach shall be introduced in a separate section that follows.

V. APPROXIMATION APPROACH

As discussed in the previous section, handling the infimal
convolutions poses a challenge for maximizing the dual func-
tion D0(α). The infimal convolution requires numerical search
to compute the variable F

(t−1)
van,i , which appears in the step-

size update rule of the vanilla SDCA. This section presents
a solution by approximating the computation of F

(t−1)
van,i . The

algorithm introduced in this section is capable of performing
this approximation while guaranteeing the existence of the
coefficient β satisfying (8).

The approximation approach is described in Algorithm 3.
As explained in the previous section, the step size in vanilla
SDCA is determined by the vertex of the parabola Jvan

t (η),
where F

(t−1)
van,i is the coefficient of that parabola. Replacing

the coefficient F
(t−1)
van,i with a smaller value F̃t does not

exceed the parabola for any η ∈ [0, 1]. The approximation
algorithm introduced here finds a lower value F̃t that closely
approximates F (t−1)

van,i while maintaining the property of linear
convergence.

For the case of yi ∈ {±1}, it is straightforward to compute
the value of F (t−1)

i . Let F̃t := F
(t−1)
i in this case. Hereinafter,

we shall focus on the case that |yi|< 1. In this case, the value
of F̃t is determined by

F̃t = φmup(z
(t−1)
i ; yi)− α̃ζ̃t + α

(t−1)
i z

(t−1)
i − φmup(ζ̃t ; yi)

(14)
where α̃ and ζ̃t are computed in Algorithm 2. These ζ̃t ∈ R

and α̃ ∈ R satisfy

ζ̃t = −∇φ∗
i (−α̃) and φ∗

i (−α̃) ≤ φ∗
i (−α

(t−1)
i ). (15)

The following lemma is used to prove the linear convergence
of this approximation approach.



Algorithm 2: Determine F̃t.

1 begin

2 Let α⋄
i := −∇φmup(0 ; yi);

3 if α⋄
i < α

(t−1)
i then

4 Find ζ̃t ∈ R such that

ζ̃t ≤ 0 and −∇φmup(ζ̃t ; yi) ≤ α
(t−1)
i

5 else

6 Find ζ̃t ∈ R such that

ζ̃t ≥ 0 and −∇φmup(ζ̃t ; yi) ≥ α
(t−1)
i

7 end

8 Let α̃ := −∇φmup(ζ̃t ; yi); Use (14) to compute F̃t;
9 end

Lemma 2: Algorithm 2 ensures the inequality: F̃t ≤

F
(t−1)
i .

Our implementation of Line 4 and Line 6 that determine
the value of ζt is described as follows. Define

Li := {ζ ∈ R |φmup(ζ ; yi) ≤ nφ0(0)} ,

bu,i := inf Li and bℓ,i := supLi.
(16)

Let α⋄
i := −∇φmup(0 ; yi) as defined in Algorithm 2. There

are two cases: (i) α
(t−1)
i < α⋄

i and (ii) α⋄
i ≤ α

(t−1)
i . For the

first case, the value of ζ̃t is determined by

ζ̃t := min

{
ζ ∈ Zp,i

∣∣∣∣α
(t−1)
i ≤ −∇φmup(ζ ; yi)

}
(17)

where

Zp,i :=

{
exp

(
k

n
(4 + log bℓ,i)− 4

) ∣∣∣∣ k ∈ {0} ∪ [n]

}
.

(18)
For the second case (i.e. (ii) α⋄

i ≤ α
(t−1)
i ), the value of ζ̃t is

set to

ζ̃t := max

{
ζ ∈ Zn,i

∣∣∣∣ −∇φmup(ζ ; yi) ≤ α
(t−1)
i

}
(19)

where

Zn,i :=

{
− exp

(
k

n
(4 + log(−bu,i))− 4

) ∣∣∣∣ k ∈ {0} ∪ [n]

}
.

(20)
The step size for this approximation approach is determined

by

ηapprox,t := min

{
1, s̄t ·max

{
1,

F̃t +
1
2γsmq

2
i,t

γsmq2i,t

}}
. (21)

With this implementation for Line 4 and Line 6, Algorithm 2
ensures that the time taken for each iteration is proportional
to the size of the dataset, maintaining linear scalability.

The approximation approach also guarantees that the num-
ber of iterations scales in a linear fashion with respect to the
dataset size.

Algorithm 3: MIXUPSDCAapprox for maximizing
D0(α).

1 begin

2 Choose α
(0) ∈ dom(−D0);

3 f (0) := 1
λn

∑n
i=1 α

(0)
i κ(xi, ·);

4 for t := 1 to T do

5 Select i at random from {1, . . . , n};

6 z
(t−1)
i := f (t−1)(xi);

7 Compute s̄t by (12);

8 Run Algorithm 2 to compute F̃t;
9 Use (13) to compute ηvan,t;

10 α
(t) := α

(t−1) + qi,tηvan,tei;

11 f (t) := f (t−1) + 1
λn

κ(xi, )̇qi,tηvan,t;
12 end

13 end

Theorem 1: Let Rmx := maxi∈[n]

√
Ki,i. Using the

approximation algorithm, E

[
h
(t)
P

]
≤ ǫP holds for

iteration t such that (9) is satisfied by

β−1 = n+
R2

mx

λγsm
. (22)

VI. DECOMPOSITION APPROACH

This section provides a second approach to tackle the issues
caused by the mixup loss in the dual problem. The dual
function in (4), denoted as D0, is not unique in general: for
a given primal objective function, there can be an infinite
number of corresponding dual functions. Choosing which dual
function to use impacts the ease of optimization. This section
introduces a new dual function D̃ that is an alternative choice
to D0. The new dual function D̃ is obtained by rearranging
the regularized empirical risk:

R[f ] =
λ

2
‖f‖2Hκ

+
1

ñ

∑

i∈I

φ̃i(σif(xi)) (23)

where

∀i ∈ [n], σi := 1, σi+n := −1, yi+n := −yi,

xi+n := xi, I := {i ∈ [2n] | 1 + yi > 0} , ñ := |I|,

∀i ∈ I, φ̃i := (1 + yi)φ0.
(24)

Equation (23) is derived by substituting the definition of the
loss function into the regularized empirical risk. In (23), the
losses are decomposed into at most two per example. Notice
that this reformulation retains a form of a typical regularized
empirical risk minimization problem, where the loss for ñ
training examples (xi, σi)i∈I ⊆ R

d ×{±1} is evaluated with
φ̃i, and no intermediate labels are involved. The dual function
to (23) is given by

D̃(α) := −
λ

2

∥∥∥f̃α
∥∥∥
2

Hκ

−
1

ñ

∑

j∈I

φ̃∗
j (−αj). (25)



where

f̃α :=
1

λñ

∑

j∈I

αjσjκ(xj(mod n), ·) (26)

The smoothness of φ̃i : R → R affects the convergence speed
of this decomposition approach.

Lemma 3: Function φ̃i is 2/γsm-smooth, and its convex
conjugate can be computed in constant time.

This property ensures the efficiency of direct application
of the vanilla SDCA to maximizing the alternative dual
function D̃ without the approximation approach described in
the previous section.

Theorem 2: Let Rmx := maxi∈[n]

√
Ki,i. If we apply

the vanilla SDCA to maximizing D̃(α), then the

inequality E

[
h
(t)
P

]
≤ ǫP holds for iteration t such that

(9) is satisfied by

β−1 = 2n+
2R2

mx

λγsm
. (27)

TABLE I
AUROC FOR TOXITY PREDICTION.

Neurotoxicity Cardiotoxicity
Classical Mixup Classical Mixup

Smoothed hinge loss 0.881 0.909 0.818 0.857

BCE loss 0.888 0.923 0.832 0.902

Quadratic hinge loss 0.685 0.797 0.643 0.862

TABLE II
RUNTIMES UNTIL THE PRIMAL OBJECTIVE ERROR REACHES BELOW A

THRESHOLD OF 10
−5 . THE UNIT IS SECONDS.

magic04 bank spambase
MIXUPSDCAnaïve 7.25 · 10

2
2.36 · 10

2
4.36 · 10

2

MIXUPSDCAapprox 2.52 · 10
2

1.02 · 10
2

1.24 · 10
2

MIXUPSDCAdecomp 5.98 · 10
2

2.32 · 10
2

2.57 · 10
2

SGD with η = 10
−1 N/A N/A N/A

SGD with η = 10
−2 N/A 1.35 · 10

3
3.53 · 10

2

SGD with η = 10
−3

2.69 · 10
2

4.51 · 10
2 N/A

SGD with η = 10
−4 N/A N/A N/A

VII. EXPERIMENTS

A. Prediction performance

We examined the predictive performance for mixup learning
on toxicity prediction from gene expressions [25], [26]. The
experimental conditions followed the methodology outlined
in [3]. Specifically, we used gene expression data obtained
by exposing stem cells to 24 different chemicals, as used by
Yamane et al. [26]. The neurotoxicity and cardiotoxicity sta-
tuses of these 24 chemicals are already known. Based on this,
we prepared two benchmark datasets for binary classification.

For neurotoxicity, there were 13 positive chemicals and 11
negative chemicals, while for cardiotoxicity, there were 15
positive chemicals and nine negative chemicals.

Prediction performance was evaluated using leave-one-out
cross-validation, where one of the 24 chemical substances was
used as the test set, and the remaining 23 were used for
training. The 23 training examples were augmented using the
mixup data augmentation, increasing the number of examples
by 50. Three types of loss functions were employed: smoothed
hinge loss, BCE loss, and squared hinge loss. The RBF kernel
was used for the kernel function. The regularization parameter
λ and the kernel width of the RBF kernel were optimized by
performing another leave-one-out cross-validation on the 23
training examples.

The prediction performance was assessed using the Area
Under the Receiver Operating Characteristic (AUROC) curve.
Since the data augmentation using mixup involves randomiza-
tion, the results vary across trials. Therefore, the average AU-
ROC from five trials was used for evaluation. The prediction
performance for neurotoxicity and cardiotoxicity is presented
in Table I. For both types of toxicity, and for all loss functions
used, mixup was found to improve the prediction performance.
For both neurotoxicity and cardiotoxicity, BCE loss achieved
higher AUROC values than smoothed hinge loss. These results
suggest that mixup enhances generalization across various
machine learning models.

B. Runtime

To evaluate the convergence speed of the new algorithms
to the optimal solution, we conducted numerical experiments.
We here denote by MIXUPSDCAnaïve, MIXUPSDCAapprox

and MIXUPSDCAdecomp the algorithms presented in Sec-
tions IV, V and VI, respectively. We compared the two new
algorithms with the stochastic gradient descent (SGD). Four
step sizes for SGD were tested: η = 10−4, 10−3, 10−2, 10−1.
We employed BCE as the loss function. The datasets used
in these experiments include magic04, bank, and spambase.
Each dataset contains 10,000, 4,532, and 4,601 examples, re-
spectively. For each dataset, 5,000 examples were added using
the mixup data augmentation. Four values of the regularization
parameter were explored (λ = 100/n, 10−1/n, 10−2/n) and
the total runtime was measured. If the primal objective error
did not converge to 10−5 within 5,000 epochs, the optimization
algorithm was terminated.

Table II displays the runtimes. Therein, N/A indicates that
the primal objective error did not reach 10−5 for any setting
of the regularization parameter within 5,000 epochs. The
approximation approach converged the most rapidly across all
datasets. For the three datasets, the decomposition approach
took 2.37, 2.22, 2.07 times longer than the approximation
approach. As proven in Theorem 2, the increase in the required
number of iterations led to this result. Solving the naïve dual
problem was slower than the approximation approach due to
its dependence on numerical search for computing the convex
conjugate. For SGD, the step size that completed convergence
within 5,000 epochs varied depending on the dataset. For the



bank dataset, learning converged within 5,000 epochs when
η = 10−2 and η = 10−3, but for other step sizes, the
primal objective error failed to reach 10−5 within the 5,000
epochs. For the magic04 and spambase datasets, learning was
completed within 5,000 epochs only when η = 10−3 and
η = 10−2, respectively. For any step size of SGD, the runtime
was slower than that of the approximation approach.

VIII. CONCLUSIONS

This paper investigates the optimization problem of learning
from a mixup-augmented dataset in RKHS and presents two
novel algorithms: the approximation method and the decom-
position method. Both algorithms are guaranteed to converge
linearly to the minimum value. We empirically showed that
mixup improves generalization performance in learning binary
classification problems on RKHS. Furthermore, numerical
experiments demonstrated that the approximation method con-
verges more rapidly than gradient descent-based approaches
and the naïve algorithm.

While this paper primarily addresses binary classification,
future work remains to analyze the optimization of mixup data
augmentation in other machine learning tasks. Moreover, the
application of mixup learning to federated learning, especially
extensions that strengthen privacy and security, is an intriguing
direction.
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APPENDIX A
SMOOTH LOSS FUNCTIONS

This section gives some examples of the loss functions φ0.
The binary cross-entropy (BCE) loss

φbce(s) := log(1 + exp(−s)), (28)

is an example of the function φ0. This loss function is
calculated based on the log of the sigmoid function. The
smooth hinge loss function

φsmh(s) :=





−s+ 1− γsm
2 if s < 1− γsm,

1
2γsm

(s− 1)2 if 1− γsm ≤ s < 1,

0 if 1 ≤ s,

(29)

where γsm ∈ (0, 1) is a constant, is a variant of the hinge
loss function, which smooths the region where the margin is
violated. It is commonly used in SVM. The quadratic hinge
loss

φqh(s) :=
1

2γsm
max(0, 1− s)2 (30)

is another variant of the hinge loss function that penalizes
margin violations more gradually. The next section introduces
the dual function, which includes the convex conjugate of the
loss function. The convex conjugate of a function φ : R → R

is defined as:

φ∗(a) := sup
ζ∈R

aζ − φ(ζ). (31)

We assume that

φ0(0) > 0, ∀s ≤ 0, ∇φ0(s) < 0. (32)

Furthermore, assume that the conjugate φ∗
0 is twice differen-

tiable, and there exists γsm > 0 such that

∀a ∈ dom(φ∗
0), ∇2φ∗

0(a) ≥ γsm (33)

where dom(f) is the effective domain of a function f [27].
The original function φ0 is said to be a 1/γsm-smooth func-
tion [23]. Then, it is a well-known fact that ∀η ∈ [0, 1],
∀u, α ∈ −dom(φ∗

0),

ηφ∗
0(−u) + (1− η)φ∗

0(−α)

≥ φ∗
0(−ηu− (1− η)α) +

γsm

2
(u − α)2(1− η)η.

(34)

APPENDIX B
PROOF FOR LEMMA 1

The assumption (8) leads to the bound of the expected
primal objective error with respect to randomness at previous
iterations:

E[h
(t)
P ] ≤ β−1

E

[
h
(t)
D − h

(t+1)
D

]
≤ β−1

E

[
h
(t)
D

]

≤ β−1
E

[
h
(t−1)
D

]
(1 − β)

≤ β−1h
(0)
D · (1− β)t ≤ β−1h

(0)
D exp (−βt) .

(35)

Hence, it holds that E[h
(t)
P ] ≤ ǫP conditioned on

β−1h
(0)
D exp (−βt) ≤ ǫP. This condition can be rearranged

as

t ≥
1

β
log

(
h
(0)
D

ǫPβ

)
. (36)

�

APPENDIX C
PROOF FOR THEOREM 1

We shall first show that

Jvan
t (s̄t) ≤ Jvan

t (ηapprox,t). (37)

Let

η̂II := s̄t ·
F

(t−1)
van,i + 1

2γsmq
2
i,t

γsmq2i,t
(38)

and

η̃0 := s̄t ·
F̃t +

1
2γsmq

2
i,t

γsmq2i,t
. (39)

From Lemma 2,

η̃0 ≤ η̂II. (40)

Function Jvan
t : R → R is increasing in the interval (−∞, η̂II)

and decreasing in the interval (η̂II,+∞), since the derivative
of Jvan

t is given by

∇Jvan
t (η) =

γsmq
2
i,t

ns̄t
(η̂II − η) . (41)

There are two cases: i) η̃0 ≤ s̄t, ii) s̄t < η̃0.

• In case of η̃0 ≤ s̄t, we have ηapprox,t = s̄t, thereby

Jvan
t (ηapprox,t) = Jvan

t (s̄t). (42)

• In case of s̄t < η̃0, we have

s̄t < ηapprox,t = min {1, η̃0} ≤ η̂II. (43)

Recall that the function J2
t : R → R is increasing in the

interval (−∞, η̂II). Therefore, we get

Jvan
t (s̄t) ≤ Jvan

t (ηapprox,t). (44)

Thus, the inequality (37) has been established.



We next observe that

‖f0,α(t−1)‖2 =

〈
f0,α(t−1) ,

1

λn

n∑

j=1

α
(t−1)
j κ(xj , ·)

〉

=
1

λn

n∑

j=1

z
(t−1)
j α

(t−1)
j

(45)

leading to

h
(t−1)
P + h

(t−1)
D = R[f0,α(t−1) ]−D0(α

(t−1))

=
1

n

n∑

j=1

φmup(z
(t−1)
j ; yj) + φ∗

mup(−α
(t−1)
j ; yj)

+ λ‖f0,α(t−1)‖2 =
1

n

n∑

j=1

F
(t−1)
j .

(46)

We now use the inequality (37) to have

h
(t−1)
D − h

(t)
D = J0

t (qi,tηapprox,t) ≥ Jvan
t (ηapprox,t)

≥ Jvan
t (s̄t) =

s̄t
n
F

(t−1)
van,i .

(47)

Taking the expectation with respect to the randomness for
selection of i ∈ [n] at tth iteration, we obtain

h
(t−1)
D − E

[
h
(t)
D

]
≥

1

n

λnγsm

R2
mx + λnγsm

n∑

i=1

F
(t−1)
van,i

≥
λγsm

R2
mx + λnγsm

·
(
h
(t−1)
P + h

(t−1)
D

)

≥
1

n+R2
mx/(λγsm)

·max
{
h
(t−1)
P , h

(t−1)
D

}
.

(48)

This implies that (8) is satisfied with

β−1 = n+
R2

mx

λγsm
. (49)

which allows us to apply Lemma 1. Hence, Theorem 1 is
established. �

APPENDIX D
PROOF FOR LEMMA 3

The convex conjugate of φ̃i is expressed as

φ̃∗
i (a) = sup

s∈R

(
sa− φ̃i(s)

)

= sup
s∈R

(sa− (1 + yi)φ0(s))

= (1 + yi) sup
s∈R

(
sa

1 + yi
− φ0(s)

)

= (1 + yi)φ
∗
0

(
a

1 + yi

)
.

(50)

Recall the assumption that the value of φ∗
0 can be computed

with O(1) cost, and so is that of φ̃∗
i .

The second order derivative is:

∇2φ̃∗
i (a) =

1

1 + yi
∇2φ∗

0

(
a

1 + yi

)
≥

γsm

1 + yi
≥

γsm

2
(51)

which implies that φ̃i is a 2/γsm-smooth function. �

APPENDIX E
PROOF FOR THEOREM 2

Let
h̃
(t)
D := D̃(α⋆)− D̃(α(t)). (52)

Using the similar proof technique used in Theorem 1, we
have

h̃
(t−1)
D − E

[
h̃
(t)
D

]
≥

λγsm/2

R2
mx + λñγsm/2

·
(
h
(t−1)
P + h̃

(t−1)
D

)

≥
1

2n+ 2R2
mx/(λγsm)

·max
{
h
(t−1)
P , h̃

(t−1)
D

}

(53)
implying the assumption in (8) is satisfied with

β−1 = 2n+
2R2

mx

λγsm
. (54)

Applying Lemma 1 concludes the proof. �
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