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Abstract

Consider semi-supervised learning for classification, where both labeled and un-
labeled data are available for training. The goal is to exploit both datasets to
achieve higher prediction accuracy than just using labeled data alone. We develop a
semi-supervised logistic learning method based on exponential tilt mixture models,
by extending a statistical equivalence between logistic regression and exponential
tilt modeling. We study maximum nonparametric likelihood estimation and de-
rive novel objective functions which are shown to be Fisher consistent. We also
propose regularized estimation and construct simple and highly interpretable EM
algorithms. Finally, we present numerical results which demonstrate the advantage
of the proposed methods compared with existing methods.

1 Introduction

Semi-supervised learning for classification involves exploiting a large amount of unlabeled data and
a relatively small amount of labeled data to build better classifiers. This approach can potentially be
used to achieve higher accuracy, with a limited budget for obtaining labeled data. Various methods
have been proposed, including expectation-maximization (EM) algorithms, transductive support
vector machines (SVMs), and regularized methods (e.g., Chapelle et al. 2006; Zhu 2008).

For supervised classification, there are a range of objective functions which are Fisher consistent in
the following sense: optimization of the population, nonparametric version of a loss function leads
to the true conditional probability function of labels given features as for the logistic loss, or to the
Bayes classifier as for the hinge loss (Lin 2002; Bartlett et al. 2006). In contrast, a perplexing issue we
notice for semi-supervised classification is that existing objective functions are in general not Fisher
consistent, unless in the degenerate case where unlabeled data are ignored and only labeled data
are used. Examples include the objective functions in transductive SVMs (Vapnik 1998; Joachims
1999) and various regularized methods (Grandvalet & Bengio 2005; Mann & McCallum 2007;
Krishnapuram et al. 2005). The lack of Fisher consistency may contribute to unstable performances
of existing semi-supervised classifiers (e.g., Li & Zhou 2015). Another restriction in existing methods
is that the class proportions in labeled and unlabeled data are typically assumed to be the same.

We develop a semi-supervised extension of logistic regression based on exponential tilt mixture
models (Qin 1999; Zou et al. 2002; Tan 2009), without restricting the class proportions in the
unlabeled data to be the same as in the labeled data. The development is motivated by a statistical
equivalence between logistic regression for the conditional probability of a label given features
and exponential tilt modeling for the density ratio between the feature distributions within different
labels (Anderson 1972; Prentice & Pyke 1979). Our work involves two main contributions: (i) we
derive novel objective functions which are shown not only to be Fisher consistent but also lead
to asymptotically more efficient estimation than based on labeled data only, and (ii) we propose
regularized estimation and construct computationally and conceptually desirable EM algorithms.
From numerical experiments, our methods achieve a substantial advantage over existing methods
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when the class proportions in unlabeled data differ from those in labeled data. A possible explanation
is that while the class proportions in unlabeled data are estimated as unknown parameters in our
methods, they are implicitly assumed to be the same as in labeled data for existing methods including
transductive SVMs (Joachims 1999) and entropy regularization (Grandvalet & Bengio 2005).

A simple, informative example is provided in the Supplement (Section [lI)) to highlight comparison
between new and existing methods mentioned above.

2 Background: logistic regression and exponential tilt model

For supervised classification, the training data consist of a sample {(y;, z;) : ¢ = 1,...,n} of (y, z),
where @ € RP and y € {0, 1} representing a feature vector and an associated label respectively.
Consider a logistic regression model
1y — (55 + Ble)
Py =1|z) = IR (1)
1+ exp(f§ + Bix)

where [3; is a coefficient vector associated with , and 3§ is an intercept, with superscript ¢ indicating
classification or conditional probability of y = 1 given z. The maximum likelihood estimator (MLE)
(5, B1) is defined as a maximizer of the log (conditional) likelihood:

S [i(85 + Brai) — log{1 + exp(B5 + Afw)}]- @

=1

In general, nonlinear functions of = can be used in place of 5]z, and a penalty term can be incorpo-
rated into the log-likelihood such as the ridge penalty || 313 or the squared norm of a reproducing
kernel Hilbert space of functions of z. We discuss these issues later in Sections [3.3]and [6]

Interestingly, logistic regression on P(y|x) can be made equivalent to an exponential tilt model on
P(z|y) (Anderson 1972; Prentice & Pyke 1979; Qin 1998). Denote by Gy or G the conditional
distribution P(z|y = 0) or P(z|y = 1) respectively, and m = P(y = 1). By the Bayes rule, model
() is equivalent to the exponential tilt model

dP(xw =1) — LGH — eﬂo+[31T3€ (3)

dP(zly=0) dGo ’
where dG /dGq denotes the density ratio between GG; and G with respect to a dominating measure,
and By = B85 + log{(1 — 7)/7}. Model (3) is explicitly a semi-parametric model, where Gy is an
infinitely-dimensional parameter and (8y, 51) are finitely-dimensional parameters. In fact, logistic
model () is also semi-parametric, where the marginal distribution of z is an infinitely-dimensional
parameter, and (53§, 1) are finitely-dimensional parameters. Furthermore, the MLE (35, 81) in model
H can be related to the following estimator (BO, Bl) in model (3)) by the method of nonparametric
likelihood (Kiefer & Wolfowitz 1956) or empirical likelihood (Owen 2001). Formally, (BO, Bl, GO)
are defined as a maximizer of the log-likelihood,

7 (1= 9) + w0 + Bws) + log Go({ai})|, o)
i=1
over all possible (5, 81, Go) such that Gy is a probability measure supported on the pooled data
{z; :i=1,...,n} with [exp(By + BTx)dGy = 1. Analytically, it can be shown that 3; = f31,
BS = Bo + log{#/(1 — &)}, where & = >, yi/n. See Qin (1998) and references therein.

By the foregoing discussion, we see that there are two statistically distinct but equivalent approaches
for supervised classification: logistic regression or exponential tilt models. It is such a relationship
that we aim to exploit in developing a new method for semi-supervised classification.

3 Theory and methods

For semi-supervised classification, the training data consist of a labeled sample S = {(y;, ;) : i =
1,...,n} and an unlabeled sample S* = {z; : i =n +1,..., N}, for which the associated labels
{y; :i=n+1,..., N} are unobserved. Typically for existing methods including transductive SVMs,
the two samples S* and S* are assumed to be from a common population of (y, z). However, we
allow that S¢ and S* may be drawn from different populations, with the same conditional distribution
P(z|y), but possibly different marginal probabilities P*(y = 1) and P"(y = 1).



3.1 Exponential tilt mixture model

Although it seems difficult at first look to extend logistic model (T)) for semi-supervised learning, we
realize that both the labeled sample S* and the unlabeled sample S* can be taken account of by a
natural extension of the exponential tilt model (3)), called an exponential tilt mixture (ETM) model
(Qin 1999; Zou et al. 2002; Tan 2009). Denote

S1={zi:y; =0,i=1,...,n} drawn from P, (z) = P(z|y = 0),
So={zi:y; =1,i=1,...,n} drawn from Pz(x) = P(z|ly = 1),
Ss={x;:i=n+1,...,N} drawn from Ps(z) = P“(x).
An exponential tilt mixture model for the three samples (S, S2, S3) postulates that
dP(z) = dGo(x), 5)
dPy(z) = dGy(z), (6)
dPy(x) = (1 — p)dGo(x) + pdG (), %

where G or 1 represents the conditional distribution of = given y = 0 or y = 1 respectively in both
the labeled and unlabeled data such that

dG1 _ go+se

4G, ~© ; ®)
and p = P%(y = 1) is the proportion of y = 1 underlying the unlabeled data. While Eqs —@
merely give definitions of Gy and G, Eq says that the feature distribution in the unlabeled
sample is a mixture of Gy and G'1, which follows from the structural assumption that the conditional
distribution P(x|y) is invariant between the labeled and unlabeled samples. Eq imposes a
functional restriction on the density ratio between G and G, similarly as in (3).

The ETM model, defined by @—@ is a semi-parametric model, with an infinitely-dimensional
parameter Gy and finitely-dimensional parameter p and 5 = (5o, 6])". We briefly summarize
maximum nonparametric likelihood estimation previously studied (Qin 1999; Zou et al. 2002;
Tan 2009). For notational convenience, rewrite the sample S; as {z;; : ¢ = 1,...,n;}, where
ni=mn-—na,ng =y ., Y,andnz = N — n. Eqs l) can be expressed as

dP; = (1= p;)dGo + p;dG1,  j=1,2,3,

where p; = 0, p2 = 1, and p3 = p. For any fixed (p, 8), the average profile log-likelihood of (p, 3)
is defined as pl(p, B) = max(;o l(p, B,Go) with

l(p, B,Go) = Z Z {log{l pj + pjexp(Bo + Bl wji)} + log G()({xﬂ})] ©))

jlll

over all possible G which is a probability measure supported on the pooled data {z;; : ¢ =
1,...,n;,7=1,2,3} with [exp(By + S72)dGo = 1. Denote

- Zil { —pi+pj exp(ﬁo‘Fﬁiji)}_]o N
k(p, B, a j 1i=1 1 —a+aexp(Bo + B xj;) o

which can be easily shown to be concave in p € (0,1) and convex in « € (0, 1). Then Proposition 1
in Tan (2009) leads to the following result.

Lemma 1. The average profile log-likelihood of (p,3) can be determined as pl(p,8) =
mingeo,1) 5(p, B, ) = rw{p, B,a(B)}, where &(3) is a minimizer of x(p, 3, ) over a, satisfy-
ing the stationary condition (free of p)

1
ZZ 1—a+aexp(Bo+ BFzji) 4o

317,1

The maximum likelihood estimator of (p, 3) is then defined by maximizing the profile log-likelihood,
that is, (p, 8) = argmax(p,ﬁ)pl(p, B). From Lemma we notice that the estimators {p, 5, &(5)}
jointly solve the saddle-point problem:

max min k(p, 0, 11
maxmi (p, B, ). (11



Large sample theory of (p, 3) has been studied in Qin (1999) under standard regularity conditions
as N — oo and n;/N — n; with some constant ; > 0 for j = 1,2, 3. The theory shows the
existence of a local maximizer of pl(p, 3), which is consistent and asymptotically normal provided
the ETM model (3)—(8) is correctly specified. However, there remain subtle questions. It seems
unclear whether the population version of the average profile log-likelihood x{p, 5, &(3)} attains a
global maximum at the true values of (p, 8) under a correctly specified ETM model. Moreover, what

property can be deduced for (p, B) under a misspecified ETM model?

3.2 Semi-supervised logistic regression

We derive a new classification model with parameters (p, ) for the three samples (S, S2, S3) such
that an MLE of (p, 3) in the new model coincides with an MLE (, 3) in the ETM model, and vice
versa. Letz;, = 14+ y;ifi =1,...,nand 2; = 3if¢ =n+1,...,N. Consider a conditional
probability model for predicting the label z; from z;:

) !
Ple=10) = N T=30) + a) explo + Bia)’ "
no exp(fBo + f1 )
Pl =212 = N T=30) + alp) exp(o + Fra)’ o
P(z=3jz) = =2 1= p+ pexp(Bo + Ar) (14)

N 1—alp) + a(p)exp(Bo + 7))’

where a(p) = Zj 1(n]/N)p] = (n2 + n3p)/N, which ensures that 23 1 P(z=jlz) = 1. The
model, defined by (12] , will be called a semi-supervised logistic regression (SLR) model The
average log- hkehhood functlon of (p, 8) with the data {(z;,z;) : 4 =1,..., N} in model (12]
can be written, up to an additive constant free of (p, 3), as

nj

2 — pj + pjexp(Bo + Bizji)
e 5 & ;;bg{l —alp ) —|—on( )exp(ﬁo—ﬁ-ﬁfa:p)} ~log V.

Proposition 1. If and only if (p, B) is a local (or respectively global) maximizer of the average
log-likelihood x{p, 3, &(p)} in SLR model (12} ), then it is a local (or global) maximizer of the
average profile log-likelihood k{p, 3, &(8 )} in ETM model ©)-@).

Proposition[I| shows an equivalence between maximum nonparametric likelihood estimation in ETM
model (3)—(8) and usual maximum likelihood estimation in SLR model (I2Z)—(T4), even though
the objective functions x{p, 5, &(8)} and x{p, B, &(p)} are not equivalent. This differs from the
equivalence between logistic regression (I)) and exponential tilt model (3) with labeled data only,
where the log-likelihood (2)) and the profile log-likelihood from () are equivalent (Prentice & Pyke
1979). From another angle, this result says that saddle-point problem can be equivalently solved
by directly maximizing x{p, 3, &(p)}. This transformation is nontrivial, because a saddle-point
problem in general cannot be converted into optimization with a closed-form objective.

By the identification of k{p, 8, &(p)} as a usual log-likelihood function, we show that the objective
functions x{p, B, &(8)} and k{p, 5, &(p)}, with the linear predictor 5y+ 57 x replaced by an arbitrary
function h(z), are Fisher consistent nonparametrically, i.e., maximization of their population versions
leads to the true values. This seems to be the first time Fisher consistency of a loss function is
established for semi-supervised classification. By some abuse of notation, denote

k(p,h,a) = 221 { pj+pjeXp(h(mji))}—logN.

j < a+ aexp(h(zj;))
Proposition 2. Suppose that S; = {z;; : i = 1,...,n;} is drawn from P; in (5)—(7) for j = 1,2
(

with p = p* and dG1/dGy = exp(h*(z)) for some fixed value p* € (0, 1) and function h*
Denote x*(p, h, @) = E{k(p, h,)}. For any p € (0, 1) and function h(x), we have

min 1 (p.h.0) < 5 {p.h.a(p)} < K" (0.1 (")),
ae

s

, 93

where both equalities hold if p = p* and h = h*. Hence the population objective functions
k*{p, h,a(p)} and ming¢(o,1) K" (p, h, o) are maximized at the true value p* and function h*(z).



Proposition [2] fills existing gaps in understanding maximum likelihood estimation in ETM model
(3)—(8), through its equivalence with that in SLR model (12)—(T4). If the ETM model is correctly
specified, then the population version of x{p, 3, &(3)} has a global maximum at the true values of
(p, 3), and hence a global maximizer (j, 3) is consistent under suitable regularity conditions. If the
ETM model is misspecified, then by theory of estimation with misspecified models (Manski 1988;
White 1982), the MLE (p, B ) converges in probability to a limit value which minimizes the difference
between k*{p, h, &(p)} with h = By + ST« and £*{p*, h*, &(p*)}. This difference as shown in the
Supplement (Section is the expected Kullback-Leibler divergence

E{KL(w(, 507 1) w2 0,0)) }

where w(j, z; p, h) is the conditional probability (12)-(14) for j = 1, 2,3, KL(¢*||g) is the Kullback—
Leibler divergence between two probability vectors (¢;) and (g;), and E(-) denotes the expectation
with respect to (1 — &(p*))dGo + a(p*)dG.

Finally, we point out another interesting property of SLR model —. If p is fixed as p’ = ny/n,
the proportion of y = 1 in the labeled sample, then &(p’) = (ng+n3p’)/N = ny / n. In this case, the
conditional probability (14) reduces to a constant, and the objective function n{ 0, B,a(p*)} can be
easily shown to be equivalent to the profile log-likelihood of 3 derived from (4) in the exponentlal tilt
model based on the labeled data only or equivalently the log-likelihood of (60, B1) as (2) from logistic
regression based on the labeled data only, after the intercept shift 55 = 8y + log(na/n1). We show
that the MLE 3 from ETM model — or equivalently SLR model — is asymptotically
more efficient than that from logistic regression based on the labeled data only.

Proposition 3. Denote by 3¢ the estimator of 3 obtained by maximizing x{p’, 3, ~( )} or equiva-
lently by lOngth regression based on the labeled data only. Then the asymptotic variance matrix of
the MLE 5 from ETM model (5 . is no greater (in the usual order on positive-definite matrices)
than that of ﬂé under standard regularity conditions.

3.3 Regularized estimation and EM algorithm

The results in Section [3.2] provide theoretical support for the use of the objective functions
w{p, B,a(B)} and x{p, B,a(p)}. In real applications, the MLE (p, 3) may not behave satisfac-
torily as predicted by standard asymptotic theory for various reasons. The labeled sample size may
not be sufficiently large. The dimension of the feature vector or the complexity of functions of
features may be too high, compared with the labeled and unlabel data sizes. Therefore, we propose
regularized estimation by adding suitable penalties to the objective functions.

For the coefficient vector 3, we employ a ridge penalty A|| 313, although alternative penalties can
also be allowed including a Lasso penalty. For the mixture proportion p, we use a penalty in the
form of the log density of a Beta distribution, 71 log(1 — p) + 72 log p, where 71 = (1 — p")nz/N
and 75 = yp°n3/N for a “center” p° € (0,1) and a “scale” v > 0. This choice is motivated by
conceptual and computational simplicity in the EM algorithm to be discussed. Combining these
penalties with k{p, 5, &(5)} gives the following penalized objective function

k{p, B,6(8)} = A|B1l3 +~(1 = p°)(n3/N) log(1 — p) +7p°(n3/N)log p. (15)
Similarly, the penalized objective function based on x{p, 5, &(p)} is
k{p, B,6(p)} = A1l + (1 = p°)(n3/N)log(1 = p) + 7" (n3/N)log p. (16)

Maximization of (T5) or (T6) will be called profile or direct SLR respectively. The two methods in
general lead to different estimates of (p, 5) when v > 0, although they can be shown to be equivalent
similarly as in Propositionwhen ~ = 0. In fact, as v — oo (i.e., p is fixed as po), the estimator of 3
from profile SLR is known to asymptotically more efficient than from direct SLR (Tan 2009).

We construct EM algorithms (Dempster et al. 1977) to numerically maximize (I5) and (I6). Of
particular interest is that these algorithms shed light on the effect of the regularization introduced.
Various other optimization techniques can also be exploited, because k{p, 3, &(p)} is directly of a
closed form, and x{p, 8, &(/3)} is defined only after univariate minimization in «.

We describe some details about the EM algorithm for profile SLR. See the Supplement (Section [lII)
for the corresponding algorithm for direct SLR. We return to the nonparametric log-likelihood (9)



and introduce the following data augmentation. For j = 1,2, 3, let u;; ~ Bernoulli (p;) such that
(;1:]7|uﬂ =0) ~ Go and (z;|u;; = 1) ~ G1 Recall that p; = 0 and po = 1 and hence uy; = 0 and
= 1 fixed. Denote the penalty term in (I5)) or as pen(p, 3).

E-step. The expectation of the augmented objectlve given the current estimates (p(*), () is

Q" (p, B, Go) = sz[lfﬂ wji)log{(1 — p;)Gol{z;:})}

j=11:=1

*’E(wlﬁilog{Pjexp(ﬂo‘¥/3f$j0(;0({lﬁi})}] +pen(p,8),  (17)

where E(t)uﬂ = p( )exp( (t) + ﬁy)iji)/{l (t) + pgt) exp( + B mﬂ)}

M-step. The next estimates (p(t“), ,B(t“)) are obtained as a maximizer of the expected objective
with G profiled out, that is, pQ(t) (p, B) = maxg, QW (p, B, Go) over all possible Go which

is a probability measure supported on the pooled data {z;; : ¢ = 1,...,n;,j = 1,2,3} with
J exp(Bo + BTx)dGy = 1. In correspondence to (p, 3, @), denote
3 1y
0 (1 - B0, 1-p; }
K P, 1—-E%uy;)lo
0.8 gg< . g{l_amxp(ﬁoww
pj exp(Bo + Biwji)
+EWu;lo { J J }—lo N + pen(p, B).

Instead of maximizing pQ®) (p, ) directly, we find a simple scheme for computing (p(t+1), (E+1)),
Proposition 4. Let

-1 3 wt),, . 0 3 My
1) _ M ey Bugi 4 p @ _ 1 E® .. 18
p Hv , « N;; uji. (18)

If and only if B¢+1) is a local (or global) maximizer of £ )(p(t'H) B, at+1) then (p(t+1) pt+1))

is a local (or respectively global) maximizer of pQ(t)( 0, B).

Proposmon@m useful both computationally and conceptually. First, p(**+1) is of a closed form, as
a weighted average, w1th the weight depending on the scale ~y, between the prior center p° and the

empirical estimate n Z iil E(t)u]z, which would be obtained with v — oo or v = 0 respectively.
Moreover, 3(*+1) can be equivalently computed by maximizing the objective function

3 nj
1 .
~ Z Z {E(t)u]‘i(ﬂo + Blaj;) — log{l — altth) 4 o+ exp(Bo + ﬁiji)}} — )\|\51||§7 (19)

j=1i=1

which is concave in /3 and of a similar form to the log-likelihood (2)) with a ridge penalty for logistic
regression. Each imputed probability E(t)uji serves as a pseudo response.

In our implementation, the prior center p is fixed as p* = no/n, the proportion of y = 1 in
the labeled sample, and the scales (), ) are treated as tuning parameters, to be selected by cross
validation. Numerically, this procedure allows an adaptive interpolation between the two extremes:
a fixed choice p’ or an empirical estimate by maximum likelihood. For direct SLR (but not profile
SLR), our adaptive procedure reduces to and hence accommodates logistic regression with labeled
data only at one extreme with v — oco. See the Supplement (Section [[TI) for further discussion.

4 Related work

There is a vast literature on semi-supervised learning. See, for example, Chapelle et al. (2006) and
Zhu (2008). For space limitation, we only discuss directly related work to ours.

Generative models and EM. A generative model can be postulated for (y,x) jointly such that
p(y, z; p, 0) = p(y; p)p(x|y; 0), where p denotes the label proportion and 6 denotes the parameters
associated with the feature distributions given labels (e.g., Nigam et al. 2000). In our notation, a
generative model corresponds to Eqs (3)—(7)), but with both G and G; parametrically specified. For
training by EM algorithms, the expected objective in the E-step is similar to Q) (p, 3, Gy) in ,



except that G, ({z;; }) is replaced by p(z;;|y;; = k; 0) for k = 0 or 1. The performance of generative
modeling can be sensitive to whether the model assumptions are correct or not (Cozman et al. 2003).
In this regard, our approach based on ETM models is attractive in only specifying a parametric form
(8) for the density ratio between G and G while leaving the distribution Gy nonparametric.

Logistic regression and EM. There are various efforts to extend logistic regression in an EM-style
for semi-supervised learning. Notably, Amini & Gallinari (2002) proposed a classification EM
algorithm using logistic regression (I)), which can be described as follows:

e E-step: Compute E®us; = {1+exp(— C(t)—ﬁgt)T /) }. Fix EMuy; = 0and EWug; = 1.

e C-step: Let u(t») =1if E(t)um > .5 and 0 otherwise. Fix u( ) — 0 and ué? =1.

e M-step: Compute (3, 3 by maximizing the objective Z?Zl S (t)(ﬁo
Bizji) —log{l + exp(B§ + B{xji)}]-

Although convergence of classification EM was studied for clustering (Celeux & Govaert 1992),

it seems unclear what objective function is optimized by the preceding algorithm. A worrisome

phenomenon we notice is that if soft classification is used instead of hard classification, then the

algorithm merely optimizes the log-likelihood of logistic regression with the labeled data only. By

comparing and (20), this modified algorithm can be shown to reduce to our EM algorithm with
p® and o clamped at p* = ny /n, the proportion of y = 1 in the labeled sample.

() i replaced by E(t)uji as

Proposition 5. If the Ob]eCthC in the M-step is modified with u;
Z Z [BOuji(5 + B1ji) — log{1 + exp(F + B} . 20)

Jj=11i=1
then ( (c)(t), [31 ) converges as t — oo to MLE of logistic regression based on the labeled data only.

We notice that the conclusion also holds if (20) is replaced by the cost function proposed in Wang et
al. (2009), Eq (2), when the logistic loss is used as the cost function on labeled data.

Regularized methods. Various methods have been proposed by introducing a regularizer depending
on unlabeled data to the log-likelihood of logistic regression with labeled data. Examples include
entropy regularization (Grandvalet & Bengio 2005), expectation regularization (Mann & McCallum
2007), and graph-based priors (Krishnapuram et al. 2005). An important difference from our methods
is that these penalized objective functions seem to be Fisher consistent only when they reduce to the
log-likelihood of logistic regression with labeled data only alone, regardless of unlabeled data. For
another difference, the class proportions in unlabeled data are implicitly assumed to be the same as
in labeled data in entropy regularization, and need to be explicitly estimated from labeled data or
external knowledge in the case of label regularization (Mann & McCallum 2007).

S Numerical experiments

We report experiments on 15 benchmark datasets including 11 UCI datasets and 4 SSL benchmark
datasets. We compare our methods, profile SLR (pSLR) and direct SLR (dSLR), with 2 supervised
methods, ridge logistic regression (RLR) and SVM, and 2 semi-supervised methods, entropy regu-
larization (ER) (Grandvalet & Bengio 2005) and transductive SVM (TSVM) (Joachims 1999). For
each method, only linear predictors are studied. All tuning parameters are selected by 5-fold cross
validation. See the Supplement (Section [V)) for details about the datasets and implementations.

For each dataset except SPAM, a training set is obtained as follows: labeled data are sampled for a
certain size (25 or 100) and fixed class proportions and then unlabeled data are sampled such that
the labeled and unlabeled data combined are 2/3 of the original dataset. The remaining 1/3 of the
dataset is used as a test set. For SPAM, the preceding procedure is applied to a subsample of size 750
from the original dataset. To allow different class proportions between labeled and unlabeled data,
we consider two schemes: the class proportions in the labeled data are close to those of the original
dataset (“Homo Prop”), or larger (or smaller) than the latter by an odds ratio of 4 (“Flip Prop”) if the
odds of positive versus negative labels is < 1 (or respectively > 1) in the original dataset. Hence the
class balance constraint as used in TSVM is misspecified in the second scheme.

Care is needed to define classifiers on test data. In the Homo Prop scheme, the 4 existing methods
are apphed as usual, and accordingly the classifiers from our methods are the sign of log(na/n1) +

50 + Bl x, where (ny,ns) are the class sizes in the labeled training data. In the Flip Prop scheme, the



Table 1: Classification accuracy in % (mean =+ sd) on test data over 20 repeated runs, with labeled
training data size 100. Subscript , indicates that intercept adjustment is applied (see the text).

Homo Prop RLR ER pSLR dSLR SVM TSVM
AUSTRA 8537 +2.00 8550+194 8543+£207 8533+£203 8537+£196 85.15+1.79
BCW 9576 +1.04 95.644+1.08 9571+1.07 9580+1.07 96.13+1.04 96.44 £+ 0.92
GERMAN 72.16 £2.69 7222+2.60 72394271 72.12+2.68 70.65+285 69.01+3.94
HEART 80.94 £3.56 81.04 £4.23 81.46+341 80.94+3.78 80.00+4.35 80.36+5.00
INON 8438 £229 84.17+2.16 85.00£1.21 8438229 8392+251 83.33+3.18
LIVER 65.57 437 6583 +£420 66.35+4.65 6622+422 67.87+3.22 64.83£5.00
PIMA 7471 £2.99 75.06 +=3.07 75.024+290 7471 +£3.04 74.65+2.69 72.58+£3.97
SPAM 8798 £2.70 88.04 £2.95 87.90+£249 87.94+£270 8574+£390 87.04+5.37
VEHICLE 93.104+2.73 92594+2.80 92454283 93.24+2.82 9238+331 93.03+3.39
VOTES 93.66 £2.55 93.59+2.59 93.66+232 93.45+259 9417 £2.57 94.03 £2.92
WDBC 95.924+1.65 9561 +1.70 95894148 9592+1.65 9567 +155 96.06+1.31
BCI 66.50 +4.06 65.83 +3.80 65.86+4.89 6586+440 68.46+5.01 67.48+£5.20
COIL 7895+ 3.15 78964324 79.07+3.89 7870+342 80.10£2.53 81.39 +2.38
DIGIT1 89.90 £ 1.11 89.29+2.70 90.00 £1.18 89.87+1.16 89.30£1.33 89.73 = 1.45
USPS 8539 +238 85.62+226 8597+£191 8554+245 8550+2.13 84.71+£2.27
Average accuracy 83.35 83.27 83.48 83.33 83.34 83.01
# within 1% of highest 12/15 12/15 12/15 12/15 10/15 7/15
Flip Prop RLR, ER, pSLR, dSLR, SVM, TSVM
AUSTRA 8498 £2.18 85.00+243 85.07+£286 8546+235 8511+£2.32 71.78£7.05
BCW 96.27 £1.39 96.07£1.50 96.64 £1.46 9647 £136 96.00£1.76 95.80 £ 2.80
GERMAN 68.77 £236 6835+£227 68.05+£242 69.61 £2.25 68.30+2.27 57.57+4.00
HEART 80.36 £4.75 80.10 £4.62 81.82+£3.60 8198 +3.61 79.06+4.73 62.71 £4.34
INON 83.96 £3.52 82.75+390 8281394 83.75+2.64 80.96%5.02 59.22+8.40
LIVER 60.70 £ 6.60 6030 £6.71 62.00£691 62.83+580 59.70+8.82 54.30+2.19
PIMA 7139 £3.53  71.50+£3.38 72.03+£295 71.84+328 71.66+£3.28 61.80+2.86
SPAM 88.52 £238 89.06 £2.97 88.60+£275 88.44+234 86.68+4.28 87.22+5.30
VEHICLE 89.93 £631 8879570 91.55+£555 93.34+197 88.66+4.02 70.62+4.63
VOTES 9272 £2.04 92.66 £2.25 9331+£155 93.31+1.58 92.724£2.92 81.03 £ 6.02
WDBC 96.20 £1.59 9633 +£1.40 96.71 £1.58 97.22+£1.68 9597+143 80.23 £4.81
BCI 62.78 £3.81 6271 £4.10 6586 £5.13 6635 +491 65.04+4.21 60.83 £+ 3.83
COIL 71.86 £6.59 7236+693 72204772 73.45+6.56 69.01+£9.81 66.28 +2.90
DIGIT1 8793 £2.11 87.08 £4.38 87.68+2.60 88.89+2.73 87.16+2.39 73.10+2.03
USPS 82.05+3.42 8229+329 83.74+£321 83.65+3.17 81.16£3.06 64.95+1.90
Average accuracy 81.23 81.02 81.87 82.44 80.48 69.83
# within 1% of highest 8/15 6/15 10/15 15/15 4/15 1/15

classifiers from RLR, LR, and SVM are the sign of —log(ns/n1) + 38 + BlTx, and those from our

methods are the sign of BO + BlT x. Hence the intercepts of linear predictors are adjusted by assuming
1:1 class proportions in the test data. This assumption is often invalid in our experiments, but seems
neutral when the actual class proportions in test data are unknown. The “linear predictor” is converted
by logit from class probabilities for SVM, but this is currently unavailable for TSVM. Alternatively,
class weights can be used in SVM, but this technique has not been developed for TSVM.

Table [I] presents the results with labeled data size 100. See the Supplement for those with labeled
data size 25 and AUC results. In the Homo Prop scheme, the logistic-type methods, RLR, ER, pSLR,
and dSLR, perform similarly to each other, and noticeably better than SVM and TSVM in terms of
accuracy achieved within 1% of the highest (in bold). While unstable performances of SVM and
TSVM have been previously noticed (e.g., Li & Zhou 2015), such good performances of RLR and ER
on these benchmark datasets appear not to have been reported before. In the Flip Prop scheme, our
methods, dSLR and pSLR, achieve the best two performances, sometimes with considerable margins
of improvement over other methods. In this case, all methods except TSVM are applied with intercept
adjustment as described above. Because which proportion scheme holds may be unknown in practice,
the results with intercept adjustment in the Homo Prop scheme are reported in the Supplement. Our
methods remain to achieve close to the best performance among the methods studied.

6 Conclusion

We develop an extension of logistic regression for semi-supervised learning, with strong support
from statistical theory, algorithms, and numerical results. There are various questions of interest for
future work. Our approach can be readily extended by employing nonlinear predictors such as kernel
representations or neural networks. Further experiments with such extensions are desired, as well as
applications to more complex text and image classification.
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I Introduction

We provide additional material to support the content of the paper. All equation and proposition
numbers referred to are from the paper, except S1, S2, etc.

II Illustration

We provide a simple example to highlight comparison between new and existing methods. A labeled
sample of size 100 is drawn, where 20 are from bivariate Gaussian, G, with mean (—6, —6) and
diagonal variance matrix (52, 152), and 80 are from bivariate Gaussian, G, with mean (6,6) and
diagonal variance matrix (5%, 10%). An unlabeled sample of size 1000 is drawn, where 500 are from
Gy and 500 from G and then the labels are removed. This is similar to the Flip Prop scheme in
numerical experiments in Section [5] where the class proportions in unlabeled data differ from those
in labeled data. The training set including both labeled and unlabeled data is then rescaled such that
the root mean square of each feature is 1, as shown in Figure[ST}

Training data (labeled) Training data (labeled and unlabeled)
°
2.5+ Y 2.5
A
N &A@AA
v A A Class
N v Class °
V v neg.
0.0+ ﬂ AT v neg. 0.0+
v A A A pos.
v A A pos.
v v, © unlab.
w
—2.5- —2.5-
v
°
-2 -1 o] 1 2 -2 -1 o] 1 2

Figure S1: Training data from bivariate Gaussian

Figure[S2](rows 1 to 5) shows the decision lines from, respectively, ridge linear regression (RLR),
entropy regularization (ER), SVM, TSVM, and direct SLR (dSLR). In the left column are the
decision lines without intercept adjustment (corresponding to an assumption of 1:4 class proportions
in test data as in labeled training data), and in the right column are those with intercept adjustment
(corresponding to an assumption of 1:1 class proportions in test data as in unlabeled training data),
as described in Section[5] In practice, the class proportions in test data may be unknown and hence
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Figure S2: Decision lines with bivariate Gaussian data




some assumption is neededﬂ For ease of comparison, the intercept adjustment is directly applied
to wTz + b for SVM and TSVM, instead of the “linear predictor” converted by logit from class
probabilities (if available), which would yield a nonlinear decision boundary. Alternatively, class
weights can be used in SVM to account for differences in class proportions between training and test
data. But this technique has not been developed for TSVM.

For each method, eight decision lines (black or blue) are plotted, by using 8 values of a tuning
parameter. Some of the lines may fall outside the plot region. The blue lines correspond to the least
amount of penalization used, that is, smallest A, A\, and v and largest C. See Section [V|later for a
description of the tuning parameters involved. For RLR, log,, () is varied uniformly from [—5, —1].
For ER, ). is varied uniformly from 0.01 from 1, while A is fixed at 0, to isolate the effect of entropy
regularization. For SVM and TSVM, log,,(C) is varied uniformly from [—2, 2]. For TSVM, the
parameter C* is automatically tuned when using SVM" (Joachims 1999). For dSLR, log;,(7) is
varied uniformly from [—4, 0], while X is fixed at 0.

Two oracle lines are drawn in each plot. The red line is computed by logistic regression and the
purple line is computed by SVM with C' = 1000, from an independent labeled sample of size 4000
with 1:4 class proportions (left column) or 1:1 class proportions (right column), which is transformed
by the same scale as the original training set. The red and purple oracle lines differ only slightly in
the left column, but are virtually identical in the right column. It should be noted that these oracle
lines are not the optimal, Bayes decision boundary, because the log density ratio between the classes
is linear in 1 but nonlinear in x5 due to the different variances of 5.

From these plots, we see the following comparison. First, the least penalized line (blue) from our
method dSLR is much closer to the oracle lines (red and purple) than those from the other methods,
whether or not intercept adjustment is applied. This shows numerical support for Fisher consistency
of our method, given the labeled size 100 and unlabeled size 1000 reasonably large compared with
the feature dimension 2. On the other hand, in spite of the relatively large labeled size, the lines from
non-penalized logistic regression and SVM based on labeled data alone still differ noticeably from
the oracle lines. Hence this also shows that our method can exploit unlabeled data together with
labeled data to actually achieve a better approximation to the oracle lines.

Second, with suitable choices of tuning parameters, some of the decision lines from existing methods
can be reasonably close to the oracle lines. In fact, such cases of good approximation can be found
from the supervised methods RLR and SVM, but not from the semi-supervised methods ER and
TSVM. This indicates potentially unstable performances of ER and TSVM, particularly in the current
setting where the class proportions in unlabeled data differ from those in labeled data. Moreover,
SVM seems to perform noticeably worse in the right column, possibly due to intercept adjustment,
than in the left column, where the class proportions in test data underlying the oracle lines are
identical those in labeled training data (hence a more favorable setting).

IIT EM algorithm for direct SLR

We present an EM algorithm to numerically maximizer (I6) for direct SLR, based on the SLR
model defined by (I2)—(14). We introduce the following data augmentation. Given the pooled data
{(zi,z;) :i=1,...,N} let

(ShH

u;|(2; = j, ;) ~ Bernoulli { ps explfo + B mZ)T } )

1 —pj + pjexp(Bo + B1 ;)
Equivalently, {u; : ¢ = 1,..., N} can be denoted as {u;; : ¢ = 1,...,n;,j = 1,2,3}, such that
uji|x ;i ~ Bernoulli [p; exp(Bo + 51 xi) /{1 — pj + p; exp(Bo + S x;)] for j = 1,2, 3. Similarly as
in Section[3.3] uy1; = 0 and ug; = 1 fixed, because p; = 0 and p2 = 1.

!The assumption of 1:1 class proportions in test data is used to define classifiers in the Flip Prop scheme in
SectionE} even though this assumption is violated for a majority of datasets studied (see Table E[)



E-step. The expectation of the average penalized log-likelihood from the augmented data, given the
current estimates (p(*) B(t)) is, up to an additive constant free of (p, 3),

Q" (p, Z Z[ (1= EWuy)log(1 = pj) + EWuji{log(p;) + (Bo + B0}

—log{1 — a(p) + a(p) exp(Bo + Bizji) }| + pen(p, B),
where E®aj; = p(®) exp(Bo™® + B@Tm]‘i)/[l —p + p® exp(ﬁo(t + ﬂ(t)T ji)]-

M-step. The next estimates (p(**1), 3(t+1)) are obtained as a maximizer of the expected objective
Q™ (p, B). Recall that K )(p, B, «) defined in Sectionis

3 nj
1—p;
0,57 Z::Z::[ u” log{l —a+aexp(5jo+5fffji)}

pi exp(Bo + B ;i)
1—a+aexp(Bo + BTxji)
It directly follows that Q) (p, ) = Iig){ p,B,a(p)} up to an additive constant. Therefore, the

expected objective Q) (p, ) is related to pQ' (p, B) = mQ){p, B, &(B)} in the profile method, in a

similar manner as the average log-likelihood x{p, 8, &(p)} in the SLR model is related to the average
profile log-likelihood pl(p, 8) in the ETM model before data augmentation.

—&—E(t)uji log{ }} —log N + pen(p, 5).

Unfortunately, when p is penalized with v > 0, there is no simple, closed-form expression for
computing p**1) as in Proposition@ Nevertheless, we show that p(*+1) can be obtained as a solution
to a simple equation, independently of 3(t+1)

Proposition S1. The estimate p = p(!*1) satisfies
221 E(t)usi Y(p) + ,00 g
ng () +y T v+

where 1(5) = 1—ngp(1— 7)/{NG(7)(1—a(5))} € (0, 1) because G(3)(1—G(7)) > (ns/N)(1—
p) for any p € (0, 1) as shown in the proof of Proposition

e (S2)

The formula shows that p = p{**1) implicitly remains a weighted average of the prior center
p® and the empirical estimate ng ! > E(®us;, with the weight depending on . If v = 0, then
P reduces to ng t 327" EMug; and hence the EM iterations (p(*), 3()) coincide with those for

profile SLR in Section If 7 — oo, then p(**+1) becomes fixed at p° and then 3(*) conver estoa
maximizer of k{p°, 3, ( N} — )\H 1|3, the ridge estimator of 3 in the SLR model (12)—(14) with
p = p° fixed. When p° is set to p® = ny/n, this estimator of 3 is identical to that from rldge logistic
regression with labeled data only, except for an intercept shift.

In contrast, if p = pY is fixed in the EM algorithm for profile SLR, then () converges to a maximizer
of k{p°, B, &(B)} — A|| 1|3, the ridge estimator of 3 in the ETM model (5)—(8).

IV Technical details

IV.1  Proof of Proposition 1]

By some abuse of notation, denote 5y + Sz as S7z. Let R be a fixed open set of (p, 5). First,
suppose that (5, () is a maximizer of x{p, 3, @(p)} over R. Then r{p, B, &(B)} < r{p, B, a(p)} <
#(p, B, a(p)) for any (p,3) € R. Denote & = &(p). To prove that (p, f3) is a maximizer of
{p, B, &(B)} over R, we show that & is a minimizer of x(p, f,a), which then implies that

k{p, B, &(B)} achieves a maximum value w(p, B, @) at (p, ,6’). Because k(p, 8, «) is convex in
«, it suffices to show A = 0, where

Ok(p, B, )
oo

j

= % 23: Z 1~— e’ip(BTIji)
=1

A= .
a — = 1 —a+aexp(BTry)




Because (, () is a maximizer of x{p, 3, &(p)}, the stationary condition in (p, 8,) yields

0= 3H{p,ﬂ, }’
3 ny
exp Tas;) ? 1—exp 5 Tji)
= ) (S3)
N Z 1—p+ pexp(,Bng ; ; 1—a+ aexp(BTa@ﬂ)
0— (%{p,ﬂ,a p }’
9o

Nj:“.:ll—pj—i—p]exp 5T o 11—a+aexp(ﬁTx )

.7
where p1 = 0, po = 1, and p3 = p. Eq (§4) is equlvalent to
Pj l-a
J— = - (S5)
N;;l—pj—i—p]expﬁT ;l “1—a+ aexp(frry)

Summing Eq (S3) multiplied by 5(1 — p) and Eq (S5)) gives
1—a+ (n3/N)p(1—p)A—(1—a)(1+ad) =0,

or equivalently

{a(l —a) — (n3/N)p(1 - p)}A = 0.
Because & = Z?Zl(nj /N)p; and t(1 — ¢) is concave in ¢, Jensen’s inequality implies that &(1 —
a) > Z?Zl(nj/N)ﬁj(l — p;) = (n3/N)p(1 — p). The inequality holds strictly, &(1 — &) >
(n3/N)p(1 — p), because p; = 0 # ps = 1. Hence A = 0.
Next suppose that (, ) is a maximizer of r{p, B, &(pB)} over R. Denote & = a(B3). We show that

a=a(p) = Z] L(n;/N)p;. Because (p, 3, @) is a solution to the saddle-point problem (11}, the
stationary condition in « or equivalently Eq (I0) gives

Z > . (S6)

j i 1705+046Xp(5T1’ﬂ)

The stationary condition in (p, 5y) yields

0: aﬁ(pvﬁaa) Ni 1fexpﬂ xSZ)

| (s7)
o lesa 1—p+ pexp(Bras)’
0= 3%(/),/3’,01)’
b lp.B.a)
n, 3 n, R ~
0 9) gL RN o) S [
N il e RN exp(Bray) N Do L a+aexp(Brag)
where p; = 0, po = 1, and p3 = p. Eq 7) implies
1-p;
(1 - p;) I _ , j=1,2,3. (S9)
N VON Z 1= p+ pexp(BTas)
Eq (S8) is equivalent to
1 & 1—p; 1-é
0=—— J — =Y (510
N ; ; — pj + pj exp(BT Jz; ; 1— &+ aexp(fra;;)
Combining Eq multiplied by 1 — & and summlng Eq (S9) over j = 1,2,3 and Eq (SI0)
shows 1 —a = > 75, (n;/N)(1 — p;), thatis, & = Z] l(nJ/N)pj Let (p,ﬁ) be a maximizer

of k{p, B, a(p)} over R. The preceding proof shows that x{p, 8, &(/)} achieves the same maxi-

mum value k(p, ﬁ, (p)) as does /{{p, B,a&(p)} over R. Hence k(p, 8, &) as the maximum value
of k{p, 5,&(B)} is also the maximum value of x{p, 5,a(p)} over R. Because & = &(p) and

K(p, B, &) = k(p, B, @(p)), this shows that (p, 3) is a maximizer of {p, 8, @(p)} over R.



IV.2  Proof of Proposition

Denote
nj 1—pj+pjexp(h(z))
N 1—a(p) + a(p) exp(h(z))

First, we show k*{p, h, &(p)} < k*{p*, h*, &(p*)} for any p € (0,1) and h(z). By direct calcula-
tion, notice that up to an additive constant,

w(j,z;p,h) =

Hmha}—/ijl%WLxmﬂﬂ ot + i exp(h* (2)) 4G ()

= /ZIOg{w(jvx§p’ h)}w<.]a €; P*, h*){l - d(p*) + &(p*) exp(h*(a:))}dGo(a?)

where p7 = 0, p5 =1, and p3 = p*. Hence
" 7 alp™)} — k¥ {p, h,alp)}

/}:1<{'7222?}w@zmtmﬂld@ﬂ+d@)%ﬂ *(2))}dGo(x)

:/KL(W('J;/)*,h*)llw(wm;p,h)){l*@(P*)er(ﬂ ) exp(h™(x))}dGo(z) =

where KL(q*[|q) = >, ¢} log(q; /q;) is the Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence between two proba-
bility vectors (¢;) and (g;).

*

Next we show that min,e(o,1) £*(p*, h*,a) = k*{p*,h*,a(p*)}, that is, x*(p*,h*,a) >
k*{p*, h*,a(p*)} forany o € (0,1). B 1rect calculation, we obtain

RH(p", b7 ) = mH{p", I, d(ﬂ*)}

nj 1—a(p*) + a(p*) exp(h*(z))
/Z o { 1 — o+ aexp(h*(z)) }{1 pj + pj exp(h”(2)) }dGo(z)

[, (Lo ) et @)
= [rop { RS IRBE (1~ () 4 ) expl0” () 0Gio(e) >

where the left hand side is the KL divergence between two probability distributions {1 — &(p*) +
a(p*) exp(h*(z))}dGo(x) and {1 — a + aexp(h*(z))}dGo(x).

IV.3  Proof of Proposition 3]

By definition, 3 is a maximizer of pl(3) = max,c(o,1) Pl(p, ). By abuse of notation, rewrite
(1,2T)" as « and hence Sy + STz as 8" x. Denote the log-likelihood, after rescaling, for logistic
regression based on labeled data only as

ke(B) = (N/n)r{p’, B, a( j{jjgjlo { — pj + pjexp(B7z;:) },

ne = 1—a* +a(p") exp(BT2ji)

where p; = 0 and p» = 1 as before. The goal is to compare the asymptotic efficiency of /3 and B¢,
We use Lemmas [STHS3| presented later in the subsection.

For notational simplicity, assume that n; /N is fixed as a constant 0 < n; < 1 as N — oco. The
results can also be extended to the case where n; /N tends to a constant 0 < n; < 1, as in previous
asymptotic analysis (Qin 1999). Unless otherwise stated, (p, 3) are evaluated at the true values
(p*, B*), and « is evaluated at a* = Z;nzl n;p;, where p7 = 0, p5 = 1, and p3 = p*.

By Lemma[S2] it suffices to show
1 1
—V i< ZH'GH™!, (S11)
N n



where V, G, and H are from Lemma|S2] For dpl*(3)/9/3 in Lemma[S2] the inequality
ar{aﬂe(ﬁ) _ 190! (5)} >0

ap ap
implies
—1 -1 opl*(B) 9ke(B) Oke(B) Opl*(B) -1 -1 —-1
n G- HV E{ PR 5 }—E{ PR a5 }V H+N"HV "H >0.

(S12)
Substituting the result of Lemma[S3]into Eq (S12) yields Eq (STI).

In the following, we present the three lemmas used above. See Sections [V.4HIV.6| for proofs. Denote
by « the function x(p, 5, ). As above, (p, 5, ) are evaluated at (p*, 5*, a*).

Lemma S1. (i) As N — oo, we have

9%k %k 9%k
8586"1" 9805 DD S11 Sz Sis
731)8@ 2—55 apoa | — Ut Sa1 S22 823

9%k Ok 531 532 533
0adpT  dadp da?

in probability, where

n; — pi)p} exp(B* T x)za”™ (1 — a*)a* exp(B8* " z)xa™
Sy = n / iP5 4G / ST 4G,
" Z L= p; +piexp(BTa) Tl et exp(BTx) "

n exp(f* )z
512 = 52T1 = -2 p(ﬂ ) dG(),

N J 1—p*+p*exp(f*x)
T exp(8* x)x
= = d
S13 = 551 /1 o tarexp(F ) G,
_ns (1 —exp(8*"x))? _ (1 —exp(8*"x))?
S22 = — 7—~dGo, s33=— T
N J 1—p*+prexp(f*x) 1 —a*+ a*exp(f* )

S23 — S32 — 0.

dG07

(i) Denote § = 2?21 njp;'fZ —a*?. As N — oo, VN(0k/OB™,0k/Dp, 0K /Da)"™ converges to
multivariate normal with mean 0 and variance matrix
Si11— 6813831 Si2+ (n3/N)Sis —0513833
‘/'Jr = | So1 + (n3/N)S31 S99 (77/3/N)833
—0531833 (n3/N)s33 —s33 — 0533

Lemma S2. (i) Under standard regularity conditions, v/ N (B — (%) converges in distribution to
N(0,V~1), withV = Var{\/ﬁapl* (8)/08} = S11 — 5521512521 — s§31513531, where
opl*(B) 0Ok 10k 1 8%
=—-=5 -5
85 86 12829 5~ ap 13533 53— da

(ii) Under standard regularity conditions, /n(3* — 3*) converges in distribution to N (0, H~*GH "),

with
k(B Oke(f
H———E{ W(T)} SH, G—_var{\/ﬁ roe( )} Sfl—ééS’ 127

where
5 = a(p") (1 —a(p"),

0 _ 50 exp(f*")za”

S =0 / 1 —a(pt) 4 alp’) exp(B*"x) 4G,
0 _ exp(f*" x)x

512 = / 1 —a(p’) + a(pt) exp(B*Tx) dGo.



Lemma S3. The inner product of dpl*(3) /93 and dr,(3)/98 equals N"'H, i.e.,

Opl"(B) Oke(B) | _ A1
E{ B o5 }—N H.

IV4 Proof of Lemma[ST|

(i) We give the calculation of S1; as an example. The remaining elements in U can be calculated in
a similar way. First, direct calculation yields

J i1 {1 —Pj "’ Pj exp(ﬁTacﬂ)}Q {1 —a+aexp(Brz;;)}?
Because {xj; : i =1,...,n;} are independent and identically drawn from
dP (1 — pJ )dGO + p]dGl = {1 — ,0] + pJ eXp( )}dGo,

we obtain

E{aﬁaﬂT} Z 15E,

P (1 —p3) exp(B8* x)zx / a*(1— a*)exp(B* x)za™
Z L= pi + p; xp(B7) e+ [T xp(BTa) T

p5(1—p5)exp(B* 2)za™  a*(1— o) exp(B x)za”
{1 —p; +pixexp(Ba)}? {1 —ar +arexp(8*a))?

where the simpliﬁcat1on in the second term on the right hand side uses

3

> ni{1 = p} + p; exp(B* "2)}dGo = N{1 - a* + a*exp(8* ) }dGo.
Jj=1

(i) For a vector x € RPT!, denote 282 = zz™. We show the derivations of VIT1 and V1T3 as examples
and the remaining elements in VT can be derived similarly. First, we calculate V;fl as

Ok
VlT]. = Var{\/ N@ﬂ}
13 { p; exp(8* @)z o exp(8* w)x }
njvarp, )

= T 4 op(870)  1—ar +at (87
= (I) — (1),
where
®2
IS S GO e IS
N = A P54+ piexp(B*ir) 1 —a* +a*exp(fx)
v / oy e’ (B w)aa™ / o exp?(B a)aa
- N * * * 0 * * 0
SN T=p+ pen(5T) o tar ()
g (=)o esp(3 " paa” |
N ‘)

*exp(f*Tx)zzTdG —/
/p] p(f™x) ° 1 — p¥ + pt exp(B*

oo, - [ G0

_ N\ (1= pj)p; exp(B" w)wz” (1 —a*)a* exp(B*"z)za”
- %/ =05 + 0} exp(5* ") TG I ey Gl




and

T
(1) :iin,Em pjexp(8 @) afexp(B* a)x
N &0 1= py 4 pjexp(B ) 1—a* +aexp(f*x)
:iin,E@a (P} — o) exp(B* )z
N VI (1= g+ gy exp(BTa) H1 — a” + a” exp(57 )}

1 exp(5*" ) -
* %12 Xp x)r

_ (p* — dG

=0513531.

Hence VlT1 = S11 — 0513531. Second, we calculate VlJr3 as

Ok oK
T \/ v/
VlSCov{ Naﬁ’ N&a}

T
- = i n,;CovV p;exp(B* x)z B o exp(ﬁ*Tm)x 1- exp(ﬂ*Tx)
N = At P + 0} exp(f*Tx)  1—a*+a*exp(f x) 1 —a*+a*exp(B8* z)
= () — (AV),

where

1= pj + p; exp(p+" ) C1-a*+a*exp(fT ) 1 —a* +a*exp(f* )

(III):ijinjEpj{ p; exp(8* x)x o exp(8" 1) }{ | — exp(5"z) H
j=1

3
1
= ﬁ Z ’I'LjEPj
j=1

(p; —a¥) exp(B* 2)(1 — exp(8* z))x
{1—p5 + pyexp(B ) H1 — o + a* exp(*" 2)}?

I [esp(8 w)(1— exp(B 2))a
N ;nj(pj —a) {1 — a* + a*exp(B*" x)}2 dGo

1, { pj exp(8" 2z o exp(8*)a }EP{ L oxp(5* ) }

1—pi+p; exp(8*" ) Cl-a*+a exp(f*" ) 1—ao* +a*exp(B* x)

1—a* + a* exp(f7 ) 1—a* +a*exp(B8* z)

! { [ eeat dGO} [ JEE R R G e ]
= — n; 0

3 —exp(B* @ —pt 4 prexp(B* x
LS oy | [ LT =05+ ()

dGo — [ 1— " 2)d
1—a* +a*exp(B*"z) Go / exp(f” x)dGo

=0

j=1

== i Zm(ﬂj - Oz*)2513/ 7 (1~ exp(5” 2))* dGy

—a* + a*exp(f* x)

Hence VlT3 = —0513833.



IV.5 Proof of LemmalS2]

(i) Note that pl(8) = k(p, 8, @) with p = p(B) and o = &(B) satisfying 9x(p, 5, a)/0p = 0 and
Ok(p, B, a)/0a = 0. By implicit differentiation, the gradient and Hessian of pl(3) are

opl 0Ok
oo , (S13)
08 9Blo=iis)
o’pl 0%k B 0%k Pk \ %k (S14)
0BOBT | OBABT  9PIGT \ DpIPT 0pOBT ¢:¢;(5)’

where (p, B, ) is treated as K (8, ) with ¢ = (p, )" and 3(8) = {5(8), &(8)}".
We use similar arguments as in the proof of Proposition 2 in Tan (2009). Write UT as a 2 x 2 block

matrix
t_ (X1 X0
v (Zm E00)
where X is the right-bottom 2 x 2 diagonal matrix with diagonal elements s25 and s33. By the

asymptotic theory of M-estimators, the equation 0 = 9r/0¢|g=p- admits a solution ¢(5*) =
¢* + 0,(N~Y/2) with ¢* = (p*, a*)™. More specifically,

. 0%k >_1 ok 1
) P o +o0,(N~1/2).
N N O I R s
By a Taylor expansion of (9pl/98)(5*) in Eq , with ¢(3*) around ¢*, we find
-1
mi [ o (yTod)
9B | s—p- 0B 0B0¢™ \ 0¢0¢d 00 | |5—p o

By the law of large numbers, (9%x/0B0¢")(5*, ¢*) and (9k/0pd¢™ ) (%, ¢*) converge in prob-
ability to X1¢ and X respectively as N — oo. With 2102601 = (55215127 35315’13), we have

(9pl/DB)(8*) = (Opl* /0B)(B*) + 0,(N~'/2). Then, as N — oo, v/N(dpl/dB)(B*) converges to
multivariate normal with mean zero and variance matrix by Lemma |S_Tkii),

V = var {\/Napl* (5*)} = (I, -S10550 ) V1 <_E ! >

B o0 Zot
=51 - 82_21512521 - 8§31513S31~

The simplification follows because (I, —X19% 54 ) (S5, 0, s33)" = 0 and

S\ /Siz\ " S13 0\ 0 Siz\ "
vi=Uut—6( 0 0] +( o0 n3/N | + [ ns/N 0] .
533 533 533 -1 -1 533

Moreover, by Lemma i) and Eq (S14), —(0%pl/0B037)(/3*) converges in probability as N — 0o
toU = X1 — 210260 o1, which is identical to V' = S;; — 8521512521 — 8531513531. Hence
VN (3 — B*) converges in distribution to N (0, V~1).

(ii) The result follows from the sandwich variance for M-estimation and direct calculation.
IV.6 Proof of Lemmal[S3|

By Lemma|[S2] we have

opl*(B) Oke(B) | _ Ok 0k 10k 9ke(B)
E{ 0B 0BT }‘E{(aﬂ S5 5, 51383%) aﬁT}
_ Ok Ok (B) _1 [ Ok Orke(B)
_E{ﬁﬂ 08T }—513333 {30{ 9B7 }7 (S15)
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where the second equality holds because x, is based on labeled data {z1;} and {z;} only and hence
independent of

Op N

ok 1 i —1 + exp(BTx3;)
“1—p+pexp(frzs;)

It suffices to show that the two inner products on the right-hand side of Eq (ST3) are

O Orke(B) ~1(ct ¢ ¢r
E {aﬁ apT = N"(S1; —9°513512)s (S16)
O Orke(B) -1 £gl”
E {(“)a ap" = —N""(s330°575). (S17)
The calculation proceeds in a similar way as in the proof of Lemma|S1} Because 0x/98, Oke/08,
and Ok /0« all have means 0 and {z;; : ¢ = 1,...,n;} are independent and identically drawn from
Pj, we have

2 2
ME {ggagzﬁ(f) } = Neov {gg’ 3%@;5) } =2 %EPJ‘ (4;B;) = Z " Ep, (47)Ep, (B)),

j=1 J=1
Ok Oke(B) | Ok Ore(B) 2 nj _ : nj _
NE {8& 95" } = Ncov {80/ o5 } = ; ;EPj(CB]) - ; ;EPJ(C)Epj(BJ)v
where
AP exp(fx)z  arexp(Bz)a
T l—pr+prexp(BTx) 11— af +afexp(fx)’
b SeRBTO ) exp(d e
T 1= pi+ plexp(B* ) a(pt) + a(pt) exp(B*rx)’
o— - exp(f*"x)

Cl—a*+arexp(BTa)

For the first inner product, we calculate

SRS

Ep,(A;B;)

J
1

22:71]/ p;fz exp?(8* x)xa” dGo—/ a(ph)? exp?(B* " x)za™ e
= n ) 1=pj+pjexp(f ) 1—a(p’) + a(p’) exp(8*"x)

<
Il

2 T ~ ~
_ nj (1= pj)p; exp(B* " z)xa™ (1 —a(p?))a(p’) exp(B* " z)xx™ e
X T e ot | a0 T a0 eatsrray G0 =S
2
> "B, (4))Er,(B))
j=1
2 n; (0} — o) exp(B* x)x (5 — a(p’)) exp(B*"z)x"
4o {/ e e ea T | ToR £ e

2
n * * *
= Z ! (p; —a)(pj —alp ))513512 =4 5135

11



For the second inner product, we calculate
2

Z%Epj(CBj)
Gl (1~ exp(”" x) exp(5*" a)a”
2 "/ (0= a0 a0 exp(F e H1L — " + @ exp(5 )}

j=1

_ O, =0
(1 —exp(8 ) {1 — 4 + p} exp(8"" )
Ep,(C) = / 1 —a* + a*exp(B*'z)

dGy — / 1-— exp(ﬁ*Tx)ng

=0
* * (1 B eXp(ﬁ*T‘r))2
= — p dG
(a pj)/ T rarp—r 0= (pj —a")sss,

2 2
n; n; % ~ T T
Z —LEp,(C)Ep,(B)) = Z n](P] —a*)(p; — a(p"))ss3STy = 6°s3351, -

i=1 i=1

Putting the foregoing results together, we obtain Eqs (ST6) and (ST7).

IV.7  Proof of Proposition [

Similarly as in Proposition 1 in Tan (2009) or Lemmal[T} it can be shown by Jensen’s inequality that

pQV(p,8) = min 5 (p. 5 0) = g {p. 5. 6(H)},

0,1)

where G4(/3) is a minimizer of mg) (p, B, @) over a, satisfying Eq le Then p**Y is a maximizer
of pQ(t) (p, B) over p, independently of 3, by direct calculation of the gradient. Hence it suffices to
show that if and only if 3(*+1) is a local (or global) maximizer of HS) (p**D, 3, at+1), then it is a
local (or respectively global) maximizer of /@8) {p,B,&(B)}.

By some abuse of notation, denote 5y + 87« as fTx. Let R be a fixed open set of 8. Sup-
pose that 3 is a maximizer of mg)(p(tﬂ),ﬁ,a(t“)) over R. Then mg){p(t“),ﬂ,&(ﬂ)} <
mg) (ptt, 3, alt+)) < ng)(p(t“),ﬁ,a(t“)) for any 8 € R. To prove /3 is a maximizer of
ng){p(”l), 3, 4&(B)} over R, we show that a*+1) is a minimizer of Hg)(p(t“), /3, ), which then
implies that ng){p(tﬂ), B,&(B)} achieves a maximum value ng) (P 3, attD) at 3. Because

3 is a maximizer of ng) (pt*1), 3, a(t“)), the stationary condition in /3y yields

1 —atth

3 ny
_E®
Z Z(l EC¢ u]z Z Z — at+1) 4 t+1) eXp(BTiji) '

j=1i=1 j=11i=1

Combined with the definition of a(*t1) in (18}, this shows that a(**1) satisfies

nj

1
Z Z a(t+1) + alt+1) exp(BTzﬂ)

]111

which is the stationary condition for minimization of K )( Pt 3 o ), convex in a.

Next suppose that 3 is a maximizer of Iié){p(t+1) 3,(B)} over R. Then {j3, &(3)} is a solution to

the saddle-point problem, maxg min, n(t)( t+1) 3, «). The stationary condition in « gives

N = 1 - aB) + alp) exp(Brazi)

12



The stationary condition in 3y yields

3 ny nj ~r D
1—
>0 B ) =3 o
j=11i=1 prrirll O‘(ﬁ) + Of(ﬂ) exp(8Txj;)
These two equations together imply that &(3) = N1 Z ' > E®ayy; = o+, Then the

stationary condition for {3, &(/3)} to be a saddle point of n%) (pt*1), 3, ) gives
0= 8’{8) (p(tJrl)’ﬂaO‘) ‘ o aﬁg)(p(ﬂrl)’ﬂ’a(ﬂrl)) ‘
op (B.a(B) op )
Because HS) (p**D, 3, at+1) is concave in 3 as mentioned in Section this implies that 3 is a

maximizer of mg) (ptD), B, 1) over R.

IV.8 Proof of Proposition 5]

By construction, the estimate (ﬁg(tﬂ), ﬁit“))

20):

satisfies the stationary condition for maximization of

0=> {E( wji — {1+ exp(—g5"" — B a0} ](17%)-

j=11i=1

et y e the limit ot the sequence ast — oo. en y satisties

O—EZEZ[EWMﬂ—{1+em<ﬂO = B} (e
Jj=11i=1
2

S0 [ (1 (B — By (L
j=11i=1

c(oo)

because E(®)uj; = y;; for j = 1,2, or {1+exp( %Oo)ijl-)}*l if j = 3. This is precisely
the score equation for the MLE of (8§, 1) in loglstlc regression based on the labeled data only.

IV.9  Proof of Proposition ST

Rewrite (1,2")" as « and By + S{« as 8Tx. Denote & = &(p) and

1 1 —exp(B8Tx;)
A== J
N;; 1—a+aexp(frzj;)
Suppose (j, ) is the maximizer of Q) (p, 8). The stationary conditions in (p, o) gives
_9QY(p, ﬂ)‘
O 1h
1 N an E(f)(l — U3i) + NTl Zn3 E(t)U3i + NT2
= — Z — &=l _ NRES = Bl +mngzA (S18)
- 1-p
_9QW(p, ﬂ)‘
9o (7.8)
& exp(57z;)
== EWuy; ! S19
”2+Z Usi ;;1—a+aexp(5T i) | 1

where 71 = (1 — n3 N and 75 = vp"n3/N. Taking a difference between Eq (S18) multiplied
by p(1 — p) and Eq (S19) yields

o N[)(Tl + 7'2) Nty

- nzp(l—p) — Na(l —a)

(S20)
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In addition, Eq (ST9) is equivalent to

ngp— it EWugg
Na(l—a)

Combining Eq (S20), Eq (S21)) and the definitions of 7; and 7 leads to Eq (S2).

A— (S21)

V Experiment details

The 11 UCI datasets are available from https://archive.ics.uci.edu/ml/datasets.php
and the 4 SSL benchmark data sets are from fhttp://olivier.chapelle.cc/ssl-book/
benchmarks . html. Table[ST|gives the statistics of the datasets.

Table S1: Statistics for data sets in numerical experiments

No Data #of obs #of positive # of negative % of positive  feature dim
1 AUSTRA 690 383 307 55.51 14
2 BCW 683 444 239 65.01 9
3 GERMAN 1000 700 300 70.00 24
4 HEART 297 137 160 46.13 13
5 IONO 331 126 225 38.07 34
6 LIVER 345 145 200 42.03 6
7 PIMA 768 500 268 65.10 8
8 SPAM 4601 2788 1813 60.60 57
9 VEHICLE 435 218 217 50.11 18
10 VOTES 435 257 168 59.08 16
11 WDBC 569 357 212 62.74 31
12 BCI 400 200 200 50.00 117
13 COIL 1500 750 750 50.00 241
14 DIGIT1 1500 766 734 51.07 241
15 USPS 1500 1200 300 80.00 241

Each dataset is randomly divided into training and test data as described in Section[5] For the training
set including labeled and unlabeled data, each feature is standardized to have mean 0 and variance 1.
No further standardization is performed during cross validation.

The methods RLR, ER, SVM, and TSVM are implemented using the following computer packages
respectively:

e glmnet, https://cran.r-project.org/web/packages/glmnet/index.html,

e RSSL,https://cran.r-project.org/web/packages/RSSL/index.html,

e libsvm, https://www.csie.ntu.edu.tw/"cjlin/libsvm/, and

e SUYMe" http://svmlight.joachims.org/.

Our methods, pSLR and dSLR, are implemented using R. The codes are available from the authors
upon request.

For each method, the tuning parameters are selected by 5-fold cross validation over 8 possible values
as follows. The search range for each tuning parameter is determined from exploratory experiments.

e RLR: The objective function for RLR is n=1¢(3) + M||81]|3, where £(f3) is the negative
likelihood function for logistic regression on labeled data. Possible values for the log ridge
parameter log,, () are fixed uniformly from [—5, —1] for UCI datasets and from [—4, 0]
for SSL benchmark datasets.

e ER: The objective function for ER is N~ {{(8) + Ac H(B)} + A||B1]|3 where £(B) is the
same as in RLR and H () is the entropy regularizer on the unlabeled data. Possible values
for A are fixed in the same manner as in RLR, and values for the entropy parameter ). are
fixed uniformly from [0, 1] for all datasets.
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e pSLR and dSLR: Recall that the penalty function is pen(p, 3) = A||S1]3 + v(1 —
p)(n3/N)log(1 — p) + vp°(n3/N)log p. Possible values for the ridge parameter \ are
fixed in the same manner as in RLR and ER, and values for log, () are fixed uniformly
from [—2, 2] for all datasets.

e SVM: SVM solves the following optimization problem
min lew +C En:f-
w,bE 2 '
subject to g (wTx; +b) >1—-&, i=1,...,n,
szO’ i:17"'7n7
where §; = 2y; — 1 € {—1,1} fori = 1,...,n. Possible values for log,,(C) are fixed
uniformly from [—2, 2] for all datasets.
e TSVM: TSVM with the class balance constraint solves the following optimization problem

n N
wmén %wTw—&-C’Z&—i—C* Z &
i=1 i=n-+1
subject to g;(wTx; +b) >1—-&, i=1,...,n,
gji(wai—Fb)zl—f;‘, t=n+1,...,N,
&>0, i=1,...,n,
>0, i=n+1,...,N,

R 1
N _n Z Z]i:EZZ?i,
1=n—+1 =1

where §; € {—1, 1} is the predicted label for i = n+1, ..., N. Possible values for log,,(C)
are fixed uniformly from [—2, 2] for all datasets. The parameter C* is automatically tuned
in the implementation of SVM'ight,

Logistic-type methods, RLR, ER, pSLR, and dSLR, are cross validated over the binomial deviance
based on the labeled data, and SVM-type methods, SVM and TSVM, are cross validated over the
accuracy. For our methods, the binomial deviance is computed on the CV test set, using the coefficient
vector (o +log(ns' /nSY), BF)T, where (nS", nS') are the class sizes of labeled data in the CV training
set. Because the performance measures (binomial deviance and accuracy) are based on labeled data
only, the entire set of unlabeled data is used without split in training during CV for semi-supervised
methods. In the case of a tie, the smaller \ or C will be selected for RLR, SVM and TSM. For ER,
pSLR, and dSLR, the smaller A and the larger v or A\, will be selected.

VI Additional experiment results

For labeled training data size 100, Table[S2] presents the accuracy results where intercept adjustment
is applied in the Homo Prop scheme, but not applied in the Flip Prop scheme. Table[S3] presents the
AUC results, which are not affected by whether intercept adjustment is applied. Comparison between
Tables [T] and [S2] shows that, with intercept adjustment versus no adjustment, the accuracies of the
methods, RLR, ER, pSLR, dSLR, and SVM, are decreased only slightly in the Homo Prop scheme,
but become substantially improved in the Flip Prop scheme.

For labeled training data size 25, Table [S4] presents the accuracy results similarly as in Table [T}
where intercept adjustment is not applied in the Homo Prop scheme, but applied in the Flip Prop
scheme. Table [S5|presents the accuracy results where intercept adjustment is applied in the Homo
Prop scheme, but not applied in the Flip Prop scheme. Table [S6|presents the AUC results, which are
not affected by whether intercept adjustment is applied.
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Table S2: Classification accuracy in % (mean =+ sd) on test data over 20 repeated runs, with labeled
training data size 100. Subscript , indicates that intercept adjustment is applied. Compared with
Table|l} intercept adjustment in applied in the Homo Prop scheme, but not in the Flip Prop scheme.

Homo Prop RLR, ER, pSLR, dSLR, SVM,
AUSTRA 8548 £1.81 8574+1.92 85394189 85504179 85.2242.05
BCW 96.31 £1.08 96.09 £1.07 9622+ 1.16 9629+ 1.07 96.62+1.00
GERMAN 66.40 £3.09 66.73 £3.02 67.15+2.84 6623 +3.12 63.89+7.30
HEART 80.26 +4.20 80.73 £4.39 80.94 +3.48 80.21 =4.17 79.69+4.37
INON 82.08 £2.74 83.79+3.00 81.88+322 82.08+2.74 80.67+£3.73
LIVER 6291 £6.11 63.04 £639 6291 +£6.27 63.22+6.32 64.83+3.40
PIMA 7297 +£3.72  73.01 £3.51 7293 +3.71 7277 £3.85 72.40+2.55
SPAM 88.52 £2.38 89.06 +2.97 88.60+2.75 88.44 +2.34 86.68+4.28
VEHICLE 93.10£2.73 9259+£280 9245+2.83 93.24+2.82 92.4543.60
VOTES 93.59 £2.56 93.62+237 9348+244 9348+2.66 94.00+2.57
WDBC 9528 £1.73 9558 +£1.70 9558+ 148 95.19+1.78 95.75+2.11
BCI 66.50 £4.06 65.83 £3.80 65.86+4.89 6586+440 69.10+5.10
COIL 7895 +£3.15 7896 £3.24 79.07 +3.89 7870+ 342 80.224+2.62
DIGIT1 89.77 £1.11 8932+2.67 90.07+1.16 89.88+1.10 89.47£1.40
USPS 81.39 £431 81.91+3.99 81.06+395 81.68+431 80.63£3.88
Average accuracy 82.23 82.40 82.24 82.18 82.11
# within 1% of highest 11/15 12/15 11/15 11/15 10/15
Flip Prop RLR ER pSLR dSLR SVM TSVM
AUSTRA 79.50 £3.46 80.87 £4.10 80.59 £4.66 82.07+3.39 84.24+3.38 71.78 +7.05
BCW 97.16 £ 1.18 96.62 £ 126 96.87+£147 97.11 £1.23 96.64 +1.24 95.80 +2.80
GERMAN 5595 +5.12 5799 £6.21 58.06£5.77 5935+£453 6032+3.64 57.57+4.00
HEART 7281 £6.11 7396 +4.65 74.06+397 7531+445 7042+7.50 62.71 £4.34
INON 7417 £6.50 7458 +723 72.194+557 73.12+5.18 78.75+6.89 59.22 + 8.40
LIVER 4630 £3.31 46.78 £3.63 47.09+£2.67 47.26+3.09 44224334 5430 £2.19
PIMA 6240 £498 62.87+561 63.05+£526 63.18+6.04 63.40+4.84 61.80+2.86
SPAM 87.98 +£2.70 88.04 £2.95 8790+£249 8794+£270 8574+390 87.22+5.30
VEHICLE 83.76 £9.50 80.21 £8.38 83.41 £891 91.07 £2.77 83.72£7.72 70.62 +4.63
VOTES 91.03+3.00 91.66+2.21 92.03+233 91.90+2.07 91.52+3.80 81.03+6.02
WDBC 95.00+2.11 9519+ 1.71 94.68 £2.50 96.20+1.71 95.08 £1.67 80.23 +4.81
BCI 5853 +£5.63 5820+5.67 61.58+7.39 61.58+6.75 57.74+6.92 60.83 +3.83
COIL 61.90 547 62.19+£6.52 63.13£6.79 6505+£7.79 71.87£7.04 66.28 +2.90
DIGIT1 82.11 399 82.07£5.11 8547 +£3.63 86.04+3.84 8092+515 73.10+2.03
USPS 82.05+342 8229+329 83.74+£3.21 83.65+3.17 81.44+3.08 64.95+1.90
Average accuracy 75.38 75.57 76.26 77.39 76.40 69.83
# within 1% of highest 3/15 4/15 7/15 11/15 7715 3/15
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Table S3: Classification AUC in % (mean =+ sd) on test data over 20 repeated runs, with labeled
training data size 100. The AUC is not affected by whether intercept adjustment is applied.

Homo Prop RLR ER pSLR dSLR SVM
AUSTRA 91.22+£1.70 91.52+1.46 91.23+£1.62 91.21+£1.70  91.09£2.03
BCW 99.18+£0.52 99.23+0.47 99.15£0.55 99.18+0.52  99.30+0.38
GERMAN 72.20£3.12  72.494+2.99 72.46+2.99 72.20+3.13  69.44+10.22
HEART 89.03+3.06 88.96+3.34 88.96+3.13 89.05+3.06 87.90+3.67
INON 86.36+£0.81 85.67£4.99 86.66+0.61 86.36+0.81  83.03+5.86
LIVER 67.98+£6.07 67.90+6.11 68.24+£6.07 68.37+6.05  70.91+2.58
PIMA 79.88+£3.86 80.03+3.84 79.89+3.82 79.83+£3.83  79.64+3.36
SPAM 93.83£2.11 94.26+2.07 93.58+2.24 93.79+2.14  92.36+3.21
VEHICLE 97.28+1.75 96.194+2.11 96.21+2.13 97.28£1.77  95.86+2.97
VOTES 98.10+£1.13 98.03+1.08 98.07+1.14 98.05+1.17  97.97£1.25
WDBC 99.12+£0.81  99.10+0.82 99.13£0.77 99.08+0.85  99.14+0.78
BCI 73.17£4.33 72.824+3.98 72.45+4.69 72424425 76.11+5.18
COIL 85.18+3.63 85.22+3.84 85.48+3.83 85.07+3.55  84.86+2.72
DIGIT1 96.69£0.70 96.32+1.51 96.70£0.69 96.69+0.70  96.40+0.76
USPS 86.12+2.89 86.28+2.82 86.07£2.90 86.10+2.87  83.47+4.63
Average AUC 87.69 87.60 87.62 87.65 87.17
# within 1% of highest 13/15 12/15 12/15 13/15 9/15
Flip Prop RLR ER pSLR dSLR SVM
AUSTRA 91.02£1.98 9091+2.12 91.15+£2.14 91.24+1.96  90.69+2.11
BCW 99.27£0.36 99.23+0.40 99.18+£0.41 99.28+0.36  99.33+0.32
GERMAN 74.18£2.22 74424233 75.22+£2.27 75.17£2.09  74.46£2.30
HEART 88.31+£2.75 88.27+2.83 89.32+2.39 89.19+2.76  87.03£3.30
INON 86.20+£4.17 86.19+4.54 85.73£4.95 85.46+4.87  83.49+4.27
LIVER 65.49+£8.37 65.524+8.68 67.71+£7.70 68.13+6.74 62.14+15.22
PIMA 79.19£2.97 79.30+2.82 80.10+2.53 79.80+2.85  78.98+2.77
SPAM 93.83£2.11 94.26+2.07 93.58+2.24 93.79+2.14  92.36+3.21
VEHICLE 94.37£591 93.49+5.66 95.35+£5.46 97.41+1.62 94.19£4.10
VOTES 97.64£1.04 97.72+0.92 97.95+0.97 97.82+1.01 97.09£1.27
WDBC 99.19+£0.78 99.144+0.80 99.10£1.04 99.19+0.87  99.13£0.57
BCI 68.90£6.06 68.74+6.70 72.94+7.56 73.14+7.16 71.10£4.87
COIL 76.77£736 77.44+7.07 79.56+£8.22 80.33+7.46 74.60+13.19
DIGIT1 95.68£1.29 94.76+3.81 96.04£1.30 96.49+1.32 94.97£1.76
USPS 89.25+£2.19 89.39+2.11 90.39+1.61 90.00+1.96  88.66+2.30
Average AUC 86.62 86.59 87.55 87.76 85.88
# within 1% of highest 8/15 8/15 14/15 15/15 5/15
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Table S4: Classification accuracy in % (mean =+ sd) on test data over 20 repeated runs, with labeled
training data size 25. Subscript , indicates that intercept adjustment is applied similarly as in Table

Homo Prop RLR ER pSLR dSLR SVM TSVM
AUSTRA 82.37 +£2.47 81.80+256 81.76£3.05 81.35+3.62 80.57+3.87 80.46 1 4.84
BCW 94.84 £2.08 9476 £2.72 9582+ 1.65 94.62+2.11 9420+2.22 96.67 + 0.81
GERMAN 69.50 £2.22 69.76 £2.36 69.83 £2.10 6947 £2.40 68.03+£4.02 63.89 +5.09
HEART 7948 =390 79.01 =420 7880=£3.74 79.27+£3.97 78.54+4.44 76.72+4.22
INON 7721 597 7533 +£6.75 76.04£6.77 7638+6.12 77.04£6.51 76.71 +£6.98
LIVER 5770 £6.40 5691 £520 56.78£5.29 57.70+6.25 60.17+6.63 58.04 & 8.68
PIMA 68.09 +3.61 67.66+3.67 67.03+3.73 67.83+3.68 67.60+3.62 65.25+4.95
SPAM 82.76 £3.35 83.10 £3.67 83.74+2.57 82.68 £3.28 81.28+3.77 85.40 +2.81
VEHICLE 7393 +£6.71 7390+7.06 76.00+7.20 74314632 79.21+£5.01 76.28 +8.24
VOTES 92.10 +£3.68 9134 +3.63 91.93+3.64 91.90+3.63 91.62+3.36 92.07 +3.28
WDBC 92.17+£321 8994 +791 9228+3.83 91.83+3.37 91.39+295 92.56 + 2.51
BCI 56.88 +4.98 5496 +497 5545+532 56324508 56.024+5.26 54.85+4.67
COIL 60.62 +547 58.63+6.85 57.18+7.21 61294525 63.65+6.64 64.78 £ 6.83
DIGIT1 82.04 +3.83 82.09+3.83 83.05+4.13 82.08+3.78 80.39+4.82 84.74 +3.29
USPS 81.15+2.67 81.13£2.60 80.89+2.66 81.34+229 81.62+£2.96 77.57+£4.15
Average accuracy 76.72 76.02 76.44 76.56 76.76 76.40
# within 1% of highest 9/15 6/15 7/15 8/15 8/15 /15
Flip Prop RLR, ER, pSLR, dSLR, SVM, TSVM
AUSTRA 82.13 £3.67 8022+7.61 81.04+4.68 81.65+427 7726+1546 68.70+£5.25
BCW 94.00 £1.78 89.18 +£18.66 9511 +148 9433 +194 93.84+3.05 92.04+521
GERMAN 60.45 £4.89 60.86 =473 5949+502 59.58+6.80 5577+£10.17 52.01 £5.18
HEART 7672 £5.84 7635+£5.69 7635+586 76.72+5.08 7443+7.72  62.76 £3.76
INON 7621 £5.18 7554 +4.46 7467785 7796 555 6792+ 1491 58.25+£2.69
LIVER 51.83£6.79 51.09+£594 52224815 51.70+10.02 54.04+8.81  49.00 £ 7.49
PIMA 66.89 £4.01 6654 £390 64.18+4.62 67.79+2.77 60.51+£13.44 56.00£5.18
SPAM 81.60 £4.72 81.84+4.64 79.02+762 81.16+£690 80.02£5.32  62.69+ 521
VEHICLE 7321£939 7324 £9.76 78.00 =10.01 76.14 £10.74 6541+ 1895 64.48 £8.52
VOTES 88.62+4.03 8879+£3.76 87.93+729 8945+£470 90.28+4.16 77.52 % 11.69
WDBC 92.69 £2.38 9289 +£221 91.86+4.80 93.03+1.78 9247+330 71.22+5.78
BCI 53.65+£5.18 51.39+4.04 51.58+354 5440+632 50.56+6.72  50.60 £ 4.26
COIL 56.61 £5.02 5570+4.44 56.50+£549 57.25+517 49.56+926  57.92+5.96
DIGIT1 7723 +4.78 7743 +4.18 7513+£291  7507+6.05 80.00+3.79 7098 +2.34
USPS 73.41+£6.27 7327+£630 71.04+7.07 7485+785 71.47+9.44 6248 £3.27
Average accuracy 73.68 72.96 72.94 74.07 70.90 63.78
# within 1% of highest 7/15 4/15 3/15 11/15 4/15 1/15
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Table S5: Classification accuracy in % (mean =+ sd) on test data over 20 repeated runs, with labeled
training data size 25. Subscript , indicates that intercept adjustment is applied. Compared with
Table[S4] intercept adjustment in applied in the Homo Prop scheme, but not in the Flip Prop scheme.

Homo Prop RLR, ER, pSLR, dSLR, SVM,,
AUSTRA 81.98 +2.37 81.80+258 81.54+291 81.22+4.09 80.87 +3.38
BCW 9553+ 1.81 9524 +237 9596 +143 9536+190 95.96 + 1.39
GERMAN 5994 +5.16 5850+7.01 57.16+641 61.91+4.19 4736+ 13.28
HEART 79.64 +4.12 78.85+399 79.17+3.87 79.53+4.17 79.06 +4.39
INON 78.67 £ 544 77.08 641 7579+5.73 7729+6.08 69.17+ 17.61
LIVER 5491 +£7.69 5496 +799 5578 +7.83 55.65+8.35 5291+ 10.55
PIMA 65.51 441 64.79+5.17 6543 +5.06 66.04 +4.35 56.05+ 16.86
SPAM 8298 +2.55 8342 +3.15 84.18+2.26 83.14+2.74 82.46+2.82
VEHICLE 74.00 +£ 649 7397+6.56 76.10+6.69 74.80+ 5.84 76.55+ 11.76
VOTES 91.34 +3.74 90.72 +3.81 91.24+3.53 91.28+3.75 90.38 +4.18
WDBC 92.78 +3.05 89.92+8.05 9258 +426 92.19+337 91.83+297
BCI 56.99 +4.25 5549+489 5579+539 56.32+463 50.68+8.15
COIL 60.39 580 59.83 +6.48 5836+ 7.09 60.49 +598 58.28 + 12.80
DIGIT1 8226 +£3.95 8223 +3.82 83.07+4.24 82.08+3.86 80.97+3.71
USPS 7546 £7.80 74.054+9.72 70.75+8.30 76.22+ 6.98 58.90 + 22.80
Average accuracy 75.49 74.72 74.86 75.57 71.43
# within 1% of highest 12/15 8/15 10/15 12/15 5/15
Flip Prop RLR ER pSLR dSLR SVM TSVM
AUSTRA 69.61 £ 12.81 6891+ 14.05 72.50 +8.84 74.22+11.25 72.50+£15.76  68.70 + 5.25
BCW 96.00 £ 0.56 90.00 £ 18.88  95.56 + 1.48 96.44 + 0.56 96.29+1.47 92.04 £5.21
GERMAN 4641 £ 8.80 4242+ 11.86 4248 +12.10 46.13 +10.22 45.54+13.13 52.01 £ 5.18
HEART 5792 £10.26 62.03 £9.10 63.54 +£10.21 65.00 £ 10.69 65.36+ 1097 62.76 £ 3.76
INON 68.50 £ 6.46 60.67 £13.56 61.25+ 1248 71.21+7.06 57.96+17.93  58.25 +2.69
LIVER 43.13 £ 591 42.65 £+ 5.65 4391 £5.95 44.61 £+ 8.07 44.26+7.27 49.00 + 7.49
PIMA 50.86 £ 12.57 50.72 +13.32 52,13 £1049 5346+ 11.96 53.11£14.04 56.00 + 5.18
SPAM 72.78 £ 8.65 72.68 £9.45 74.06 £10.03 75.30 +10.74 70.26£11.45  62.69 £5.21
VEHICLE 60.31 +£10.27 6045+ 10.23 68.34 +11.82 67.17 + 12.31 60.72+11.52  64.48 +8.52
VOTES 85.86 + 4.83 86.17 £ 4.75 85.31 £ 8.50 87.24 £ 5.85 86.07+£4.93  77.52 £ 11.69
WDBC 91.94 +£2.44 92.33 +2.27 90.53 £ 6.26 9231 £2.13 90.754+3.23 7122 £5.78
BCI 52.03 +£3.78 50.30 + 3.53 50.34 £ 3.63 52.03 + 4.24 50.60+3.79 50.60 £ 4.26
COIL 51.22 £4.34 50.72 £ 4.19 51.30 £ 4.48 51.33 £4.36 51.224+4.87 57.92 + 5.96
DIGIT1 65.07 £ 3.84 65.14 + 3.62 63.45 £ 3.18 57.00 £ 3.54 66.80+£5.95 70.98 + 2.34
USPS 7224 £ 636 68.33 £ 14.46 66.60+ 1442 73.30 + 8.74 72.94+6.23 62.48 +3.27
Average accuracy 65.59 64.23 65.42 67.12 65.63 63.78
# within 1% of highest 3/15 1/15 2/15 9/15 3/15 5/15
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Table S6: Classification AUC in % (mean =+ sd) on test data over 20 repeated runs, with labeled
training data size 25. The AUC is not affected by whether intercept adjustment is applied.

Homo Prop RLR ER pSLR dSLR SVM
AUSTRA 89.39+2.09 89.27+2.26  88.91+£2.23 89.10£2.23 88.78+3.04
BCW 99.15+0.40 98.97+0.82  99.13+0.43 99.19+0.36 99.09+0.87
GERMAN 61.80+£5.11 60.80+5.14  59.92+5.50 60.76+£5.52  48.83£15.78
HEART 86.56+3.57 86.48+3.64  86.38+3.66 86.55+£3.52  86.60+4.60
IONO 78.52+6.41 78.03£6.92  75.29+9.21 75.54+9.25  69.83£19.66
LIVER 58.4749.90 57.64£10.62 59.06+£10.52 59.35+10.42 55.93£14.49
PIMA 69.94+8.03  69.87+8.38  69.33+£8.48 70.03+8.09  58.31£22.00
SPAM 90.96+2.14  91.01+2.77  90.31+2.73 90.89+2.18 89.99+2.84
VEHICLE 79.24+6.76  79.50+£6.94  81.4516.18 80.71+£6.46  80.60+17.10
VOTES 96.88+2.07 97.09+1.51  96.96£1.89 96.91+2.03 97.03£1.79
WDBC 97.98+1.38 96.87+4.01  97.87£1.46 97.94+1.43 97.49+1.53
BCI 60.30£5.44  57.76£5.74  58.30+6.41 60.75+5.50  50.98+10.58
COIL 64.29£5.79 63.11+5.74  62.40+5.88 64.61+5.45  60.35£14.91
DIGIT1 90.85+£3.84  90.86+3.87  91.26+4.09 90.85+3.83 90.16+3.85
USPS 74.09+6.85 73.46+£6.86  73.93+6.44 74.05+6.82  60.99+£23.77
Average AUC 79.89 79.38 79.37 79.82 75.66
# within 1% of highest 13/15 9/15 10/15 12/15 6/15
Flip Prop RLR ER pSLR dSLR SVM
AUSTRA 88.784+2.28 88.31+£2.81 88.54+2.81  88.81+2.70 83.97+17.95
BCW 99.23+£0.43  99.16+0.45 98.78+1.17  99.21+£0.41  99.37+0.36
GERMAN 66.70+4.43 66.50+4.41 66.43+490 66.42+4.44 58.80+14.71
HEART 85.28+6.01 85.20+6.20 85.15+5.28  85.40+£5.49  82.45+7.68
IONO 77.33+£5.53 77.084+5.39  76.91+6.19  77.74£5.76  67.38+21.01
LIVER 53.70£9.55 52.9448.56 53.78+11.19 54.34+12.23 53.70+£11.89
PIMA 70.45£6.55 69.72+£6.97  70.54+5.94  71.64+5.21 62.14+18.14
SPAM 90.41+2.58 90.304+2.37 88.224+5.26  90.40+£3.19  88.00+3.69
VEHICLE 79.18+8.79  78.82+9.53  82.57+£9.94 81.04+10.07 68.724+25.54
VOTES 96.20+£1.71 96.39+1.54 95.564+2.77  96.36+1.98  96.12+1.78
WDBC 98.18+1.35 98.22+1.18 98.12+1.71 98.16+1.26  97.85+1.67
BCI 56.50+£5.88 54.00+4.47 53.53+4.83  55.74+£7.26  49.58+8.75
COIL 59.49+6.30 57.67£6.05 57.73+6.41  59.34+6.19  48.33£10.57
DIGIT1 89.974+2.97 90.06+2.72 89.46+3.02  88.38+3.43  88.68+3.59
USPS 79.73+£3.68  79.50+3.70  80.16£3.50  80.46+£3.39  76.85+13.65
Average AUC 79.41 78.92 79.03 79.56 74.80
# within 1% of highest 13/15 10/15 11/15 13/15 4/15
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