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Abstract

Most existing classification methods aim to minimize the overall misclassification
error rate. However, in applications such as loan default prediction, different types
of errors can have varying consequences. To address this asymmetry issue, two pop-
ular paradigms have been developed: the Neyman-Pearson (NP) paradigm and the
cost-sensitive (CS) paradigm. Previous studies on the NP paradigm have primar-
ily focused on the binary case, while the multi-class NP problem poses a greater
challenge due to its unknown feasibility. In this work, we tackle the multi-class NP
problem by establishing a connection with the CS problem via strong duality and
propose two algorithms. We extend the concept of NP oracle inequalities, crucial in
binary classifications, to NP oracle properties in the multi-class context. Our algo-
rithms satisfy these NP oracle properties under certain conditions. Furthermore, we
develop practical algorithms to assess the feasibility and strong duality in multi-class
NP problems, which can offer practitioners the landscape of a multi-class NP prob-
lem with various target error levels. Simulations and real data studies validate the
effectiveness of our algorithms. To our knowledge, this is the first study to address
the multi-class NP problem with theoretical guarantees. The proposed algorithms
have been implemented in the R package npcs, which is available on CRAN.
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1 Introduction

1.1 Asymmetric classification errors and an example in loan de-
fault prediction

Classification is one of the central tasks in machine learning, in which we train a classifier
on training data to accurately predict the labels of unseen test data based on predictors.
In practice, we rarely achieve a perfect classifier that can correctly classify all the unknown
data. There are different types of errors that a classifier can make. In binary classification
with classes 1 and 2, denote the predictor vector X € X C R? and the label Y € {1,2}. For
any classifier ¢ : X — {1,2}, we usually define type-I error R; = Px|y—1(¢(X) # 1) and
type-II error Ry = Pxjy—2(¢(X) # 2), where Px|y—; represents the probability measure
induced by the conditional distribution of X given ¥ = k, £k = 1 or 2. The overall
misclassification error can be viewed as a weighted sum of type-I and type-II errors.

In many classification approaches, classifiers are designed to minimize the overall mis-
classification error. However, in many scenarios, different types of errors can have varying
degrees of consequences, rendering the overall misclassification error minimization inappro-
priate. One such example is loan default prediction, where a default borrower is denoted as
class 1 and a borrower who pays the full amount on time as class 2. In this context, making
a type-I error, i.e., misclassifying a default borrower as a non-default borrower and lending
money to them, is typically more serious than making a type-II error, i.e., misclassifying a
non-default borrower person as a default one and refusing to lend money to them. In such
cases, the criterion of overall misclassification error minimization may need to be revised.
Consequently, researchers developed two paradigms — the Neyman-Pearson paradigm and
the cost-sensitive learning paradigm — to address this error asymmetry. In the following

two subsections, we introduce these paradigms separately.



1.2 Neyman-Pearson paradigm

The Neyman-Pearson (NP) paradigm changes the classical classification framework by
prioritizing different types of errors differently. In binary classification, the NP paradigm

seeks the classifier ¢ that solves the following optimization problem

m(gﬂ Pxjy=2(p(X) # 2)

s.t. ]P’X|y:1(¢(X) 7é 1) S Qaq, (1)

with a given target error level o; € [0, 1].

There have been many studies on the binary NP paradigm, and researchers have devel-
oped many useful tools to solve problem (1). Cannon et al. (2002) initiated the theoretical
analysis of NP classification. Scott and Nowak (2005) proved theoretical properties of the
empirical error minimization (ERM) approach, including the so-called NP oracle inequal-
ities. Scott (2007) combined two types of errors to measure the performance under the
NP paradigm. Rigollet and Tong (2011) transformed the original problem into a convex
problem through some convex surrogates. They solved the new problem and proved that
the optimal classifier could successfully control the type-I error with high probability. Tong
(2013) tackled this problem by combining the Neyman-Pearson lemma with the kernel den-
sity estimation and developed the so-called plug-in method, which enjoys the NP oracle
inequalities. Zhao et al. (2016) extended the NP framework into the high-dimensional case
via naive Bayes classifier, where the number of predictors can grow with the sample size.
More recently, Tong et al. (2018) proposed an umbrella NP algorithm that can adapt to
any scoring-type classifier, including linear discriminant analysis (LDA), support vector
machines (SVM), and random forests. Using order statistics and some thresholding strat-

egy, the umbrella algorithm can provide high probability control for all classifiers under



some sample size requirements. Tong et al. (2020) further studied both parametric and
non-parametric ways to adjust the classification threshold for an LDA classifier, which
were proved to solve (1) with NP oracle inequalities. Scott (2019) proposed a generalized
Neyman-Pearson criterion and argued that a broader class of transfer learning problems
could be solved under this criterion. Li et al. (2020) first connected binary NP problems
with CS problems and proposed a way to construct a CS classifier with type-I error control.
Xia et al. (2021) applied the NP umbrella method proposed by Tong et al. (2018) into a
social media text classification problem. Li et al. (2021) proposed a model-free feature
ranking method based on the NP framework. The works we list may be incomplete. We
refer interested readers to the survey paper by Tong et al. (2016) and another recent paper
discussing the relationship between hypothesis testing and NP binary classification by Li
and Tong (2020).

However, all the works mentioned above primarily focus on the binary NP paradigm.
In many real-world scenarios, for example, the loan default prediction problem, there may
be more than two possible outcomes, such as default, fully paid, and late payment but not
default. Controlling errors under certain target levels in the multi-class scenario is a less
explored yet more practically relevant problem. In this paper, we consider such a multi-
class classification problem and propose algorithms to solve it under the NP paradigm.
Suppose there are K classes (K > 2), and we denote them as classes 1 to K. The training
sample {(x;,y;)}", are i.i.d. copies of (X,Y) C X ®{1,..., K}, where X C RP. Denote
7 = P(Y = k) and we assume 7} € (0, 1) for all &’s. Also denote w* = (n},...,m5)". To
formulate a multi-class NP problem, we need to extend the two types of errors in binary

classification to the multi-class case. We now introduce two possible formulations.

e Mossman (1999) and Dreiseitl et al. (2000) extended binary receiver operating char-

acteristic (ROC) to multi-class ROC by considering Pxy—(¢(X) # k|Y = k) as the



k-th error rate of classifier ¢ for any k£ € {1,..., K}. Then the NP problem can be
constructed to minimize a weighted sum of {Px|y—x(¢(X) # k)}—, while controlling

]P))qy:k(gb(X) 7£ k’) for k € A Q {]., .. ,K}

e Another way is to consider the confusion matrix I' = [['4] g x i, Where 'y, = Pxjy—p(6(X) =
r) for r # k (Edwards et al., 2004). Then we can formulate the NP problem as
minimizing a weighted sum of {Pxjy—x(¢(X) = r)}5,_, while controlling I, for

(r,k) € AC [K]® [K].

To begin, we focus on the first formulation, which aims to minimize a weighted sum of

{Px)y—(d(X) # k) }1—, and controls Pxy_(¢(X) # k) for k € A, where A C {1,..., K}.

The more general confusion matrix control problem is more complicated and will be dis-

cussed in Section S.2 of the supplementary materials due to space constraints. We formally

present the Neyman-Pearson multi-class classification (NPMC) problem as

m(gn J(¢) = Zwk]P)X\Y:k(¢(X) # k)

s.t. Px‘y:k((ﬁ(X) 7A k’) S o, ke .A, (2)

where ¢ : X — {1,...,K} is a (measurable) classifier, ay, € [0,1], wx > 0 and A C

{1,...,K}. The linear combination format of the objective function J(¢) is chosen for

ease of interpretation. Here, w;, represents the “cost” of misclassifying an observation from

class k. If we set wy, = 7}, for all k, then J(¢) equals the overall misclassification error rate

P(¢(X) # Y). Furthermore, our analysis and proposed algorithms can be extended to the

case of J(¢) = maxpgs Px|y=r(¢(X) # k), which represents the worst performance among

classes not in A !, and the details can be found in Section S.3 in the supplements.

The formulation of (2) is closely connected to the distributional hypothesis testing prob-

'We thank one of the reviewers for pointing this out.
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lem with a composite null hypothesis consisting of finite arguments. For example, suppose

T~ some distribution P and we would like to

that we have collected data X,, = (z1,...,x,)
test Hy: P € {PW}E  v.s. Hy : P =PE+. The goal is to find the optimal deterministic
testing function ¢ : X,, — {0,1} that maximizes the statistical power P51 (p(X,,) = 1)
and controls the type-I error rate under level «a, i.e., maxy_1.x P(k)(gp(Xn) =1 < a.
These two problems are interconnected, and both necessitate control over multiple errors.
However, there are some intrinsic differences between these two problems. First, in the hy-
pothesis testing problem, P®*) is known, whereas in the NP problem (2), the distribution of
X given Y = k is unknown. Second, multiple P*)’s belong to the same null hypothesis Hy,
inherently constituting a binary problem. Consequently, the hypothesis testing problem is
always feasible. However, in the NP problem (2), K classes are distinct and are associated
with potentially different target control levels ay’s, rendering it a multi-class problem where
feasibility is not guaranteed (as elaborated later). More comparisons between the hypoth-
esis testing and NP problems can be found in Li and Tong (2020). Additional discussions
will be provided in Section S.1.4 of supplementary materials.

Previously, there have been few works on solving the NPMC problem. Landgrebe and
Duin (2005) proposed a general empirical method to solve the NPMC problem, which
relies on the multi-class ROC estimation. Our work tackles the NPMC problem by linking
it with the cost-sensitive learning problem (to be introduced), which is partly motivated by
their approach. However, there are notable differences between our work and theirs. First,
their algorithm requires a grid search to determine the appropriate cost parameters. When
dealing with a large number of classes K and demanding high accuracy, the computation
cost will be too high to be affordable. Despite the efficient multi-class ROC approximation
via decomposition and sensitivity analysis proposed in a later work (Landgrebe and Duin,

2008), it remains somewhat restrictive without a formal connection to a cost-sensitive



learning problem. Our algorithms connect the NPMC problem to cost-sensitive learning
by duality and search the optimal costs in cost-sensitive learning by a direct optimization
procedure, which is much more straightforward than their method. Second, their approach
lacks theoretical guarantees, whereas we prove the multi-class NP oracle properties for our
methods under certain conditions. More recently, Ma et al. (2020) developed a regularized
sub-gradient method on non-convex optimization problems, which can be applied to solve
the NPMC problem with specific linear classifiers with non-convex losses. Their method
is only suitable for linear classifiers with certain loss functions, while our methods are
adaptable to any classification method. To our knowledge, our work is the first to solve
the NPMC problem via cost-sensitive learning techniques with theoretical guarantees.
Compared to the binary NP problem (1), the multi-class version (2) is significantly
more challenging to solve. One of the major challenges lies in the fact that the binary NP
problem (1) is always feasible (in the most extreme case, all observations can be classified
to the class whose error rate is to be controlled) while the problem (2) can be infeasible.
To provide readers with insight into how feasibility interacts with target error levels and
the conditional distribution of X given Y, let’s consider a simple example: a 3-class NPMC
problem with X|Y =k ~ N(py, I,) for £ = 1,2,3, A = {1,2}, and the target levels a;,
as. Even in this basic setup, characterizing the feasibility condition remains challenging
because problem (2) encompasses all deterministic classifiers. However, thanks to our
Theorem 1 (to be introduced in Section 3.1), we can derive the following lemma, which

explicitly provides the feasibility condition.

Lemma 1 The 3-class NPMC problem (2) with X|Y = k ~ N(py, I,) for k = 1,2,3,

A = {1,2}, and the target levels ay, g € [0, 1], is feasible if and only if

I — pllz > @7 (1= ag) + © (1 - aw),



where @ is the inverse CDF function of N(0,1).

We observe a trade-off between o7 and ay given p; and po, indicating that we cannot
make both arbitrarily small. In general, it is difficult to characterize the feasibility condition

on the joint distribution of (X,Y") for the NPMC problem (2).

1.3 Cost-sensitive learning

As discussed in Section 1.1, cost-sensitive learning (CS) provides another approach to
addressing the issue of asymmetric errors in classification. There are two types of cost-
sensitive learning problems where the cost is associated with features or classes, respectively
(Fernandez et al., 2018). Here, we focus on the second type, where the cost is associated
with different classes. Ling and Sheng (2008) further divided methods dealing with this
type of CS problem into two categories: direct and meta-learning methods. Direct methods
design the algorithm structure for specific classifiers, e.g., support vector machines (Kat-
sumata and Takeda, 2015), k-nearest neighbors (Qin et al., 2013), and neural networks
(Zhou and Liu, 2005). Meta-learning methods create a wrapper that converts an existing
classifier into a cost-sensitive one. Instances of this type of approach include rescaling
(Domingos, 1999; Zhou and Liu, 2010), thresholding (Elkan, 2001; Sheng and Ling, 2006;
Tian and Zhang, 2019), and weighted-likelihood methods (Dmochowski et al., 2010), among
others.

Similar to the multi-class NP problem, there are also two ways to formulate the multi-
class CS problem. One is to consider the per-class error rates Pxy—i(¢(X) # k|Y = k)
for k = 1,..., K, and the other one is to consider the confusion matrix. In this paper,

we would like to connect (2) to the following cost-sensitive (CS) multi-class classification



problem

K
m(gn COSt(¢) = ZWZCkEDX\Y:k((b(X) 7£ k), (3>
k=1

where ¢ : X — {1,..., K}, mf = P(Y = k), and {¢;, }}*, are the costs associated with each
class. The relationship between the NPMC problem with the confusion matrix control and
the CS problem will be discussed in Section S.2 of supplementary materials.

The following lemma shows that CS problem (3) has an explicit solution.

Lemma 2 Define classifier ¢* : © — argmax,{c;Py|x—(Y = k)} 2. Then ¢* is an

optimal classifier of (3) in the following sense: For any classifier ¢, Cost(¢*) < Cost(¢).

1.4 Multi-class NP oracle properties

In this section, we extend the NP oracle inequalities proposed in Scott and Nowak (2005)
to the multi-class case for problem (2). We call them the multi-class NP oracle properties.

Algorithms satisfying these two properties satisfied are desirable. For any classifier ¢, we
denote Ry(¢) = Px|y=x(¢(X) # k).
Multi-class NP oracle properties for the NPMC problem:

(i) If the NPMC problem is feasible and has an optimal solution ¢*, then the algorithm
outputs a solution (;3 that satisfies

~

(a) Ri(¢) < ax+ Op(e(n)), Vk € A;

~

(b) J(¢) < J(¢") + Op(es(n)),
where €(n) and €;(n) — 0 as n — oc.

(ii) Denote the event that the algorithm indicates infeasibility of NPMC problem given

{(z;, i)}, as G,. If the NPMC problem is infeasible, then P(G,,) — 1, as n — oc.

2If there is a tie, let ¢*(z) be the smallest index within the tie.
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It is important to remark that multi-class NP oracle properties can only guarantee an
“approximate” control for problem (2), in the sense that the actual error rate could fluctuate
around the target level, and the scale of fluctuation vanishes with high probability as the
sample size n — oo. This form is motivated from the NP oracle inequalities in the binary
case used in literature (e.g., Cannon et al., 2002; Scott and Nowak, 2005; Scott, 2019; Kalan
and Kpotufe, 2023, 2024). Therefore, our goal is to obtain a classifier ¢ which can control

Pxy=r(¢(X) # k) around oy, with high probability for all k € A.

1.5 Organization

We organize the rest of this paper as follows. In Section 2, we develop two algorithms to
solve the NPMC problem (2), denoted as NPMC-CX (ConveX) and NPMC-ER (Empirical
Risk), respectively. In Section 3, we show that NPMC-CX enjoys multi-class NP oracle
properties under Rademacher classes, and NPMC-ER satisfies multi-class NP oracle prop-
erties under a broader class of models, as long as the model can fit the data well enough.
We validate the effectiveness of our approaches via simulations and real data experiments
in Section 4. Section 5 summarizes our contributions and points out a few potential future
research directions. Due to the page limit, some additional discussions, extra numerical

results, and all the proofs are provided in the supplementary materials.

1.6 Notations

Before closing the introduction, we summarize the notations used throughout this paper.
For any set D, |D| represents its cardinality. For any real number a, |a| denotes the

maximum integer no larger than a. Define the non-negative half space in R” as Rf. = {x =

(z1,...,2p)" € (RU{+00})? : min; x; > 0}. For a p-dimensional vector & = (z1,...,x,)7,
its fo-norm is defined as ||x||; = 173 For a p x p matrix A, Apax(A) and Apin(A)

10



represent its maximum and minimum eigenvalues, respectively. We mean A is positive-
definite or negative-definite by writing A > 0 or A < 0, respectively. For a function
f: X = R where X is some metric space, we define its sup-norm as || f||cc = Supger |f()|.
For the empty set (), we define mingeg f(2) = +00. For two non-zero real sequences {a, }>°
and {b,}>°,, we denote sup,, |a,/b,| < oo by a, < b,. For two random sequences {a,}>°,
and {b,}5°,, a, = Op(b,) indicates that for any e > 0, there exists a positive constant
M such that sup, P(|a,/b,] > M) < e. We use P and E to represent probabilities and
expectations. Sometimes we add subscripts to emphasize the source of randomness. For
example, Py|x—-(Y = k) means the probability of ¥ = k given X = x. Ex means the
expectation is taken w.r.t. the distribution of X. If there is no subscript, we mean the

probability and expectation are calculated w.r.t. all randomness.

2 Methodology

2.1 The first algorithm: NPMC-CX

Before formally introducing our first algorithm, we would like to derive it through heuristic

calculations. For problem (2), consider its Lagrangian function as

LX) =D wiPxpy—i(d(X) # k) + Y (i + M)Pxpyr(d(X) # k) = Y Me

kA keA keA
K
= — wkIP)X|y:k(gb(X) = ]{?) — (wk + /\k)PX‘y:k(gZﬁ(X) = ]{?) + Wi + /\k(l — ozk),
2.
kg A keA k=1 keA
(4)
where A = {A;}xea. Then, the dual problem of (2) can be written as
max min L(A, ¢). (5)

4]
AerlA ¢
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We can see that (5) looks for a lower bound of the objective function in (2), i.e., SUD,\ cglAl
ming L(A, ¢) < infyee Zle wiPx|y=r(¢(X) # k), where € includes all feasible classifiers
for problem (2). We often call this fact as weak duality. In many cases, the exact equality
holds, which is called strong duality. Under strong duality, (2) and (5) can be seen as two
different approaches to address the same problem. If one has an optimal solution, the other
one will have an optimal solution as well. If the original NPMC problem (2) is infeasible,
then (5) must be unbounded from above, and vice versa. Another key observation is that,
for a given X € ]R‘f‘, looking for ¢ that minimizes L(\, ¢) in (4) effectively translates into

a CS problem (3) with costs

wy /T, k¢ A,
Ck<)\,7'l'*) =

(U)k +>\k>/ﬂ'z, ke A

This observation motivates our first algorithm, where we endeavor to solve the more
tractable CS problem (5) to address the more challenging original problem (2).

To derive our first algorithm, let’s rewrite (4) as

L(X,¢) = —Ex [coo0 (A7) - Pyx (Y = ¢(X))] + > _wi + > Me(1 = ay).
k=1 keA

Then by Lemma 2, we can define

I arginax{ck()\, T )Pyix—a(Y =k)} € arg;nin L(A, ), (6)
G(A) = m(gn L(X\, ¢) = L(X, ¢"). (7)

Therefore, on the population level, we can find A which maximizes G(\), then plug A into

(6) to obtain the final classifier. On the other hand, due to weak duality, since the objective

12



function in (2) is no larger than 1 when it’s feasible, we must have sup, erlA GA) < 1L
Thus, if SUP cp A G(A) > 1, the original NP problem (2) must be infeasible.
In practice, there is no access to L(X, ¢) and G(A) since we do not know the true model.
We estimate L(, ¢) by training data as
n K
BN 0) = == 3 cmn O By (V = 6@) + S we+ S M=), (8)

n
i=1 k=1 ke A

where

wk/frk, ]{?¢.A,
Ck()\,fl') =

(wk + )\k)/ﬁ'ka ke .A,
7y = ng/n with ny, = #{i - y; = k}, # = {m |, and @Y‘X is the estimated conditional
probability. E\Dy| x can be obtained from any function class by fitting the data, and we do

not impose any conditions on it here. Here are two examples.

e For a parametric example, we may use the data to fit a multinomial logistic regression
model and obtain the estimates of (K — 1) contrast coefficients {B(k)}f:_ll with B® €

™ exp{z? B 2
R?. Then Pyjx—o(Y = k) = < 2 where 549 = 0,

e For a non-parametric example, we may use the k-nearest neighbors (kNN) to obtain
the estimate @y‘ x=- Given such an « and the number of the nearest neighbors kg, we
can use the proportion of training observations of class £ among ky nearest neighbors

to o as an estimate @wX:m(Y = k).

Similar to Lemma 2, it is easy to show that one of the optimal classifiers that minimize

LEX(X, ¢) for a given A is
Ox T > arg max{ck(}\,ﬁ')anX:w(Y =k)} € argmin LN, ). 9)
k ¢
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Denote

GNA) = GNPy ) = min LN, 6) = LA 6). (10)

which is a well-defined function of A given I/Esy| x and 7. Similar to (5), we solve

max minECX(A, ¢) = max ECX()\, $x) = max @CX()\) (11)
rerl M ¢ AerlA Aer/

to find solution A, then plug it in (9) to obtain the final solution 4235\ to the original NPMC

problem (2). On the other hand, considering the estimation error, if sup, g4 @CX()\) >
+

1 4+ § with a small positive constant ¢, then we declare that the NPMC problem (2) is

infeasible.

Algorithm 1: NPMC-CX
Input: training data {(x;,y;)}", target upper bounds of errors «, the weighting

vector of objective function w, a function class M to estimate Py x, a
small constant ¢ > 0
Output: the fitted classifier é or report the NP problem as infeasible
1 I/PSY‘X, 7t < the estimates of Py x (chosen from M) and 7* on training data
(@l
if SUP, (plAl GCX()\; Py|X, ﬁ) <1+ ¢ then
A + ~ ~
3 A € argmax, o4 G Py x, 7) (12)
+

N

4 Report the NP problem as feasible and output the solution
P(x) = arg max; {cx (A, 7)Py | x=o (Y = k)}

5 else

6 ‘ Report the NP problem as infeasible

7 end

Note that GEX () is a concave function (as we will show in Proposition 1), which implies
that the optimization problem (12) is convex. Therefore, we refer to the algorithm above as
NPMC-CX, summarized in Algorithm 1. It is worth noting that GEX(X) is also a piecewise
linear function on le:u. In practice, despite the concavity of aCX(A), the common convex

optimization methods are difficult to apply due to the difficulty in calculating the gradient
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of @CX()\) w.r.t. A. Instead, we implement the optimization step via direct search methods
like the Hooke-Jeeves method (Hooke and Jeeves, 1961) and Nelder-Mead method (Nelder
and Mead, 1965). More implementation details will be described in Section 4 and Section

S.4 of the supplementary materials.

2.2 The second algorithm: NPMC-ER

In Section 2.1, we introduced an estimator (8) for the Lagrangian function (4). In the
literature on NP classification, a more popular estimator is constructed using empirical error
rates on a separate data set (Landgrebe and Duin, 2005; Tong, 2013). In this section, we
develop a new algorithm, NPMC-ER, based on a different estimator for (4) using empirical
error rates. We will compare NPMC-CX and NPMC-ER both theoretically (Section 3) and
empirically (Section 4). Some take-away messages will be summarized in Section 5.

For convenience, throughout this section, we assume the training sample size to be 2n.
Consider the following procedure. First, we divide the training data randomly into two
parts of size n: Dy = {(z;, )}y and Dy = {(x;,y;)}7"y1- D1 will be used to calculate

the value of LFR(X, ¢) (to be defined), and D, will be used to estimate Py x and . We

estimate (4) on Dy = {(x, y:) iy = {{( i 7% )}?’H k1 DY

EER<)\7¢):—Zwk Z]l o) = k) — Z(war)\k szﬂ (@) = k)

ngA ke A

ke A

where {(a:zk ,yl(k)) vk are the observations from class k£ in D;. Then, similar to (11), we
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solve

A € arg max EER(A, ox),
AcrA

where gz%\ is defined as in (9) while @y| x and 7 are calculated by data in Dy. Define
GPR(A) = GPR(N; Py, %) = LFR(A, da). (14)

Note that in NPMC-CX, given any X, ¢y is a minimizer of ECX()\, ¢) w.r.t. any classifier
¢. In contrast, for NPMC-ER, given A, we still define (ﬁA as in (9), which is not necessarily
a minimizer of LER(X, ¢), and GER(X) is not necessarily equal to SUP gl ming LER(X, ).
The remaining steps are the same as NPMC-CX.

The reason we do not define ¢ as arg min ZER()\, ¢) is that there might be many (even
infinitely many) minimizers, leading to instability in the estimated model. This issue often
arises when fitting models via minimizing the training error. For instance, rescaling all
coefficient components in logistic regression does not change the classification results and
error rates.

We name the second algorithm NPMC-ER because it uses the empirical error to esti-
mate the true error rate, and we summarize it as Algorithm 2. Similar to @CX(/\) defined in
(10), GER(X) in (14) is also a piecewise linear function of A. However, it is not necessarily
concave. Similar to NPMC-CX, we use the direct search method to conduct the optimiza-
tion step (15) in practice. Note that since @ER(A) is not necessarily concave, for technical
reasons, we need to restrict the search range of the best A to a bounded region. Hence,
compared to NPMC-CX (Algorithm 1), there is an additional argument representing the
search range R in NPMC-ER (Algorithm 2). The condition on R in the theoretical analysis

will be described in the next section. The empirical results are not very sensitive to the

3This A is different from the A estimated in NPMC-CX. We ignore the superscript for simplicity.
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Algorithm 2: NPMC-ER
Input: training data {(z;, y;)}?",, target upper bound of errors a, the weighting

vector of objective function w, a search range R > 0, a function class M
to estimate Py x, a small constant § > 0
Output: the fitted classifier (/5 or report the NP problem as infeasible
Randomly divide the whole training data (and reindex them) into
DUDs = (i) Vi Ul 5020
2 ]P’Y‘X, 7t < the estimates of ]P’Y‘X (chosen from M) and 7* on Dy = {(x;, y:) } 71
A GER(X; P here GER is estimated
3 argmaerR#A\’H)\”ng R( v|x, ), where is estimated on
D}\: {A(wiyyi)}izl (15)
if G*FR(A) <1+ 6 then

=

4

5 Report the NP problem as feasible and output the solution
o(x) = arg max, {cp (X, T)Pyx—o(Y = k)}

6 else

7 ‘ Report the NP problem as infeasible

8 end

choice of R, and we pick R = 1000 in all numerical studies.

3 Theory

In this section, we delve into the theoretical properties of the two algorithms introduced in
Section 2. We begin with Section 3.1, where we establish sufficient and necessary conditions
for strong duality, shedding light on the circumstances under which it holds. Sections
3.2 and 3.3 are dedicated to presenting the theoretical foundations of NPMC-CX and
NPMC-ER, respectively. In Section 3.4, we undertake a theoretical comparison of the two
algorithms, unearthing additional insights that encompass discussions on the assumptions
and other essential properties of NP algorithms. For further details, including discussions
on assumptions and other properties of NP algorithms, please refer to Section S.1 of the

supplementary materials.
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3.1 Checking strong duality and feasibility

As described in the heuristic arguments in Section 2.1, the strong duality between the
original NPMC problem (2) and the dual problem (5) is vital for our algorithms to work
well. Therefore, we formalize the requirement of strong duality through the following

assumption.
Assumption 1 (Strong duality for the NPMC problem) It holds that

inf J(¢) = sup G(A),

el |A]
AeRY

where € includes all feasible classifiers for the NPMC problem (2). If € # 0, the infimum

over ¢ € € is achievable, and the supremum over X € R‘f‘ can be attained at a finite X.

There are various sufficient conditions for strong duality in literature, e.g., Slater’s
condition (Luenberger, 1997; Boyd and Vandenberghe, 2004). However, most of them are
applicable only to convex problems, while the original NPMC problem (2) is not necessarily
convex. The following theorem elucidates a tight relationship between the feasibility of the
induced classifier from the dual CS problem (5) and the strong duality in the NPMC

problem (2).

Theorem 1 (Sufficient and necessary conditions for NPMC strong duality) Suppose

{X|Y = k}E | are continuous random variables (i.e. have Lebesgue density).

(i) When the NPMC problem (2) is feasible, the strong duality holds if and only if there
exists A0 = {/\,(CO)}keA such that ¢}, is feasible for the NPMC problem (2), i.e.,

Pxjy—1(950 (X) # k) < ay for all k € A.

(ii) Suppose Py|x—o(Y = k) > a > 0 for a.s. « (w.r.t. the distribution of X) and

all k € A. When the NPMC problem (2) is infeasible, the strong duality holds (i.e.,

18



sup, plal G(A) is unbounded from above) if and only if for an arbitrary X € R'j:", oy 1S
+
infeasible for NPMC problem (2), i.e., 3 at least one k € A such that Pxy—(#3(X) #

k) > .

Building upon Theorem 1, we derive the following corollary, which proves to be very

useful in practical assessments of feasibility and strong duality.

Corollary 1 Suppose {X|Y = k}E | are continuous random variables (i.e. have Lebesgue

density). The following equivalences hold:

(i) The NPMC problem is feasible, and strong duality holds < 3 a finite \* € arg Max, gl G(N)

and @3- 15 feasible;

(i) The NPMC' problem is infeasible, and strong duality holds < 3 an infinite X* and

G(A*) = +o0;

(ii) e The NPMC problem is feasible, and strong duality fails = For any X* € arg max, _pia1 G(A),
+

A\ is infinite * or X* is finite but ¢}. is infeasible, and G(X*) < 1;

o For any A* € arg max

AcrlA G(X), X" is infinite or X* is finite but ¢X. is infeasi-

ble, and G(AX*) < 1 = strong duality fails, and the NPMC' problem can be either

feasible or infeasible;

(iv) e The NPMC problem is infeasible, and strong duality fails = For any A* €
Arg MAX, ol G(X), X* is infinite or X* is finite but 3. is infeasible, and G(X*) <
+00.

o For any A\* € arg IAX, p G(X), A" is infinite or X* is finite but ¢3. is in-
feasible, and 1 < G(X*) < 400 = strong duality fails, the NPMC problem is

infeasible.

“When we say infinite A*, we refer to a sequence {(A*)(™1>_ st. |[(A)™)], — oo,
limy, 00 G((A*)(™) = SUD ) cp A G(A) exists and is denoted as G(A*).
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Corollary 1 establishes a connection between NPMC strong duality and feasibility with
the optimal A* and the value of G(A*). In practice, A* and G(A*) can be estimated by
A and GO¥(A) from NPMC-CX or A and GER(A) from NPMC-ER. The equivalences in
Corollary 1 can then be used to assess whether feasibility and strong duality hold. Due to
space constraints, further details are provided in Section S.1.1 in the supplements, while

related empirical results will be discussed in Section 4.

3.2 Analysis on NPMC-CX

It is well-known that regardless of the primal problem, the Lagrangian dual function is
always concave (Luenberger, 1997; Boyd and Vandenberghe, 2004), implying that G(A) in
(7) is concave w.r.t. A. For NPMC-CX, the empirical version G(A) in (10) is a concave

function as well, making (12) a convex optimization problem.
Proposition 1 G(\) and @CX(A) are concave and continuous on ]R'j:‘l.

Suppose we estimate Py|x—,(Y = k) with a function class M that can be indexed by
an index 3 € B, where B is some metric space. Suppose the data dimension p is fixed.

To prove the NP oracle properties of NPMC-CX, we impose the following assumptions.

Assumption 2 (Model consistency) max;, ]E|I/P;y|x(y = k) —Pyx(Y = k)| = 0 as

n — o0.

Assumption 3 (Strict concavity) G(A) is continuously twice-differentiable at X* and

V2G(A*) < 0, where X\* = argmax, __4 G(X) is unique.
+

AR
Assumption 4 (Rademacher classes) The function class for estimating conditional prob-
ability M = {{I/PSHX:QB(Y =k;3)}, : B € B} has a vanishing Rademacher complexity

n

1 ~
- ZQPY|X::L'¢(Y =k;B)| =0,

i=1

CRad(n) = max E sup
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T

as n — oo, where € = (e1,...,€,)" is a vector of independent Rademacher variables.

Assumption 5 (Margin condition) Denote the function characterizing the decision bound-
ary of class k as ¢p(x) = cp(N, T )Py x=2(Y = k) — max; 2t {c;( XN, )Py x=a (Y = j)},
where X* = argmax, _pia G(A) is unique. It holds that

+

_ <)<
max Pyy—x(lpp(X)| < 7) S 77,

with some 7 > 0 and any non-negative T smaller than some constant C € (0,1).

Remark 1 Assumption 2 ensures that the conditional probability can be accurately es-
timated. Assumption 3 is motivated by the second-order information condition used in
proving MLE consistency (Wald, 1949; Van der Vaart, 2000).

Algorithm j restricts the model complexity °. Many parametric model classes fulfill
this condition, such as the multinomial logistic model with bounded coefficients when Px
has second-order moments. Additionally, certain non-parametric classes also satisfy this
requirement, such as Lipschitz function classes with @y| x=z(Y = k; B) Lipschitz in x when
Py is supported on a bounded set of RP. Note that the function class M does not necessarily
correspond to the underlying true model, and we do not require the true model to belong to
a Rademacher class.

Assumption 5 is commonly referred to as “margin condition” in literature (Audibert
and Tsybakov, 2007; Tong, 2013; Zhao et al., 2016), and it requires most data points to
be away from the optimal decision boundary. In many cases, this assumption can lead to
convergence rates faster than Op(n="/?). Previous binary NP classification papers such as
Tong (2013), Zhao et al. (2016) and Tong et al. (2020) do not require it when arbitrary

convergence rates are acceptable. Besides, it is often employed with an opposite condition

5More precisely, such a restriction also depends on Px because E is w.r.t. all the random ness.
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called “detection condition” (Tong, 2013; Zhao et al., 2016; Tong et al., 2020) to aid in
accurately estimating the optimal classification threshold. Here, we do mot need such a
detection condition, but Assumption 5 is crucial and required to hold.

More discussions can be found in Section S.1.3 of the supplementary materials.

Next, we establish that NPMC-CX satisfies the multi-class NP oracle properties under

the conditions above.

Theorem 2 (Multi-class NP oracle properties of NPMC-CX) NPMC-CX satisfies

multi-class NP oracle properties in the following senses.

(1) When the NPMC problem (2) is feasible, if Assumptions 1-5 hold, and § 2, [RRad(n)—i—
maxy, E|@y‘X<Y =k)—Pyx(Y = l{;)|]w2, then there exist a solution ¢* and a constant

C > 0 such that

_2v(+9)

mSXPﬂRk((Ig)—Rk((?*)’ > 1) S exp{=Cnr*/ T} 47773 max | ‘@YD((Y =k) —Pyix(Y = k)|,

when 1> 7 2 [Craa(n) + maxg BBy x (Y = k) — Pyyx (Y = k)]

(i) When the NPMC' problem (2) is infeasible, if Assumptions 1, 2 and 4 hold, and
6 2 [Rraa(n) 4+ maxy, E|@y|X(Y = k) —Pyix(Y = k)|] 1/2, then there exists a constant

C > 0 such that
P(G(A) £ 146) S exp{~Cn} + maxE [Py (¥ = k) = Py (Y = k)|,

where 0 is an input parameter in Algorithm 1.

Remark 2 Observe that J(¢) — J(¢*) is a linear combination of {Ri(¢) — Re(¢*)}<,.
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Hence, when the NPMC problem (2) is feasible,

Ri(¢) — a < Ri(9) — Ri(¢") < Ople(n)), Vk € A,

J(9) = J(¢7) < Os(e(n)),

where (n) = n~ 74+ (max BBy x (Y = k) = Py (Y = B))7*" 4 (Craa ()72 = 0.

Theorem 2 verifies multi-class NP oracle properties as defined in Section 1.4.

3.3 Analysis on NPMC-ER

One advantage of NPMC-ER over NPMC-CX is that it does not require @y‘ x=z(Y = k)
to belong to a Rademacher class. We will explain the intuition in the next subsection.
Unlike NPMC-CX, for NPMC-ER, the empirical dual function G(A) in (14) is not
necessarily concave. This discrepancy arises from the “mismatch” of ZER()\, ¢) and gz%\. As
discussed in Section 2.2, given A, gz%\ is not necessarily a minimizer of EER(A, ¢), leading to
a dual function not of the “max-min” type and hence not necessarily concave. Nonetheless,

the multi-class NP oracle properties still hold under similar conditions.

Theorem 3 (Multi-class NP oracle properties of NPMC-ER) NPMC-ER satisfies

multi-class NP oracle properties in the following senses.

(i) When the NPMC problem (2) is feasible, if Assumptions 1, 2, 77 and 5 hold, § 2
n~74 and R > || A*||e with X* = arg MAX, 4 G(A), then there exist a solution ¢*

and a constant C > 0 such that

_2v(+7)

max P(|Ri(6)—Re(6")| > 7) S exp{~Cnr 75 maxE [Byix (v = ) — Prix(Y = B)

when 1 > 71 > n~ /4,
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(i) When the NPMC problem (2) is infeasible, if Assumptions 1 and 2 hold, § = n=/4,

and R satisfies supy . <r G(A) > 1+ 6, then there exists a constant C' > 0 such that
i (@ER(S\) <1+ 5) S exp{~Cn} + maxE |Pyx (v = k) = Pyjc (Y = k).

where § is an input parameter in Algorithm 1.

Analyzing similarly in Remark 2, we conclude that Theorem 3 confirms the multi-
class NP oracle properties of NPMC-ER. As discussed in Section 2.2, because @ER()\) is
not necessarily concave, for technical reasons, we can only search for optimal A within a
bounded region [|[Alloc < R where R > 0 is a constant. On the other hand, to ensure
that this search region covers the true optimal A* (when the NPMC problem is feasible)
or is large enough to find a large G(A) value (when the NPMC problem is infeasible),
we need to ensure that R is not very small, leading to the conditions R > [|A*||, and
sup|x|.<r G(A) > 1+ 6 in (i) and (i), respectively. The empirical results are not very

sensitive to the choice of R, and we set R = 1000 in all numerical studies.

3.4 Comparison of NPMC-CX and NPMC-ER from theoretical
perspective

We now summarize the difference between the two algorithms from theoretical perspectives.

e Both NPMC-CX and NPMC-ER exhibit NP oracle properties under certain condi-

tions.

e NPMC-CX assumes the function class used to estimate the posterior Py, x=z(Y = k)
has a vanishing Rademacher complexity, while NPMC-ER does not impose such a re-

striction. This distinction arises because NPMC-CX utilizes all training data simulta-
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neously, necessitating control over model complexity for certain uniform convergence
results. In contrast, NPMC-ER leverages sample splitting, creating independence
that only requires pointwise convergence instead of uniform convergence, regardless
of the model class considered. Further details are available in the corresponding

proofs provided in supplementary materials.

4 Numerical Experiments

We demonstrate the effectiveness of NPMC-CX and NPMC-ER through a simulation ex-
ample and a real data study on loan default prediction. All numerical experiments were
conducted using R. Our proposed algorithms, NPMC-CX and NPMC-ER, have been im-
plemented in the package npcs (https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=npcs). In the
simulations, we vary the training sample size n from 1000 to 9000 with an increment of
2000, while keeping the test sample size fixed at 20,000. Without specific notice, each
setting in both simulations and real data studies is repeated 500 times. Due to space
constraints, we provide additional numerical results and more implementation details, in-

cluding the choice of tuning parameters in Section S.4 of the supplementary materials.

4.1 Simulation

Consider a three-class independent Gaussian conditional distributions X |Y =k ~ N(puy, I,),
where p =5, iy = (—1,2,1,1,1)", py = (0,1,0,1,0)", p3 = (1,1,—1,0,1)" and I, is the p-
dimensional identity matrix. The marginal distribution of Y isP(Y =1) =P(Y =3) = 0.3
and P(Y =2) = 04.

We aim to solve the following NPMC problem:

m(gn ]P)X‘yzg((ﬁ(X) 7é 3)
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Figure 1: Per-class error rates under each classifier and training sample size setting in
simulation. Horizontal lines in corresponding colors mark the target control levels. In
some graphs, additional values are displayed in brackets beneath the training sample size, n.
These values represent the number of instances where the algorithms reported infeasibility
during evaluation.

We run the proposed algorithms NPMC-CX and NPMC-ER with four function classes
to estimate Py|x, including logistic regression, LDA, kNN, and non-parametric naive Bayes
model with Gaussian kernel. For comparison, we also fit four corresponding vanilla classi-
fiers trained without error controls as benchmarks. Box plots show the per-class error rates

under each method and training sample size setting in Figure 1.
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One can see that vanilla classifiers fail to control the error of class 1 and “over-control”
the error of class 2. In contrast, NPMC-CX and NPMC-ER work very well by controlling
the error rates around the target control level, which matches our theoretical results in
Section 3. By comparing the error rates of class 2 between NPMC methods and vanilla
classifiers, we observe that to achieve a successful control over Px|y—;(¢(X) # 1) ¢ and
Pxjy=2(¢(X) # 2) around the corresponding levels, there is a cost in terms of the perfor-
mance on class 3. When the training sample size n increases, the variance of error rates
for each method tends to decrease. For NPMC-CX-LDA and NPMC-CX-NNB, when n
is small, sometimes the algorithm outputs the infeasibility warning. For NPMC-CX-LDA,
this behavior might be due to LDA’s higher sample size requirements (because of the need
to estimate the covariance matrix) compared to other methods like logistic regression. For
NPMC-CX-NNB, this phenomenon could be caused by the improper choice of bandwidth.

Another noteworthy observation is the higher variances of error rates on class 3 com-
pared to the other two classes, particularly evident when n is small. This phenomenon
arises because the decision boundary of NP classifiers traverses the densely populated area
for class 3 but not for classes 1 and 2 when stringent error controls are imposed on the
latter. Consequently, even a small change in the decision boundary can lead to a relatively
bigger change in the error of class 3 compared to classes 1 and 2.

To validate the feasibility and strong duality checking algorithms induced by Corollary
1 (see the algorithms in Section S.1.1 of the supplements and note that the feasibility
prediction is the same as in NPMC-CX and NPMC-ER), we conducted experiments for
them with NPMC-CX-logistic and NPMC-ER-kENN by fixing the random training data
of size n = 10° and considering all choices of (aq, ay) within range [0.01,1]* with a grid

size 0.01. Note that the feasibility and strong duality can be theoretically verified for any

6To be more precise, the graphs only show the empirical error rates on the test data.
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specific (aq, as) in this example. The following lemma, in conjunction with Lemma 1,

establishes the ground truth regarding strong duality and feasibility.

Lemma 3 The strong duality in Assumption 1 holds for 3-class NPMC problem (2) with
XY =k~ N(ug, I,) for k=1,2,3, A= {1,2}, and the target levels oy, as € [0,1], if
and only if

1 = palz # @711 — 1) + 271 — ag),
where @ is the inverse CDF function of N(0,1).

We then compared the true feasibility and strong duality with the predictions generated
by our feasibility and strong duality checking algorithms in Figure 2. It shows that our
algorithms can accurately predict the feasibility and strong duality with sufficient data.
Hence, practitioners can first utilize algorithms in Section S.1.1 to assess the feasibility
and strong duality for various target error levels, thereby gaining insights into the problem
difficulty, especially when they are unsure about the appropriate target levels for error
controls. In other words, our feasibility and strong duality checking algorithms offer a

prediction of the landscape of an NPMC problem with various target levels.

4.2 A real data study: loan default prediction

Identifying high-risk customers prone to late payments or default is paramount for banks
and lending institutions in managing risk. Providing loans to high-risk customers often
results in greater losses than denying loans to low-risk customers, underscoring the impor-
tance of effective risk assessment strategies. The Neyman-Pearson classification framework
is particularly valuable in this context for its ability to address asymmetric errors.
LendingClub, a peer-to-peer lending company, caters to borrowers seeking personal

loans ranging from $1000 to $40000. The LendingClub dataset (https://www.kaggle.
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Figure 2: Strong duality and feasibility of simulation: ground truth and predicted results.

com/code/emmaruyiyang/lending-club-loan-default-prediction-eda/input) encom-
passes loan data spanning from 2007 to 2015. It includes details such as loan amount,
term length, current status, and borrower information like annual income and number of
bankcard accounts. The objective is to predict the loan status based on these variables.
The original dataset contains various labels for loan status, including “fully paid”, “late
payment” with varying durations, “in grace period”, “default”, and “charge off”. For sim-
plicity, we categorize them into three groups: class 1 (bad status: default or charge off),
class 2 (fair status: late payment but not default), and class 3 (excellent status: fully
paid). Following some preprocessing steps (refer to Section S.4.3.1 for details), the dataset
comprises 264274 observations with 25 features and 1 response variable. The sample sizes
for the three classes are 45072 (17.1%), 19265 (7.3%), and 199937 (75.6%), respectively.
The significant class imbalance poses an additional challenge in addressing this problem.

We would like to solve the following NPMC problem
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Figure 3: Strong duality and feasibility of NPMC problem for the LendingClub dataset
with different target error levels: predicted by Algorithm 3 with NPMC-CX-logistic.

min Pxjy=3(¢(X) # 3)

st Payoi(9(X) #1) S ar, Pyy=s(o(X) # 3) < s,

where « is typically chosen to be smaller than as because misclassifying observations of
class 1 is more detrimental than misclassifying those of class 2.

As described in Section 4.1, practitioners can experiment with various target levels
(a1, ag) using our feasibility and strong duality checking algorithms (Algorithms 3 and 4
in Section S.1.1) to assess the problem’s complexity and select the target level based on
feasibility and practical considerations. We present the predicted strong duality, feasibility,
and objective values using Algorithm 3 with NPMC-CX-logistic (NPMC-CX with M as
logistic regresion) and Algorithm 4 with NPMC-ER-RF (NPMC-ER with M as random
forests) on the entire dataset for different (v, ) € [0,1]?, in Figures 3 and 4, respectively.
These figures illustrate the tradeoff between error rates for the three classes.

Next, we fix a; = 0.3 and ay = 0.5, and conduct experiments with NPMC-CX-logistic
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Figure 4: Strong duality and feasibility of NPMC problem for the LendingClub dataset
with different target error levels: predicted by Algorithm 4 with NPMC-ER-RF.

and NPMC-ER-RF, alongside vanilla logistic regression and random forests as benchmarks.
We randomly split the entire data into 50% training and 50% testing data over 500 repli-
cations. Box plots in Figure 5 display the per-class error rates under each classifier and
across various training sample size settings. Notably, vanilla logistic regression and random
forests tend to assign all observations to class 3 due to the significant imbalance in sample
sizes. In contrast, NPMC-CX-logistic and NPMC-ER-RF effectively control the error rates
of classes 1 and 2 around the specified target levels.

We also run similar experiments on the confusion matrix control problem outlined in

Section 1.2 and the detailed results are presented in Section S.4.3.1.

4.3 Comparison of NPMC-CX and NPMC-ER from experimen-

tal perspective

From the previous numerical results, we can observe that:

e NPMC-CX works better under parametric models (e.g., logistic and LDA) by con-
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Figure 5: Per-class error rates and objective function values under each classifier for the
NPMC problem on the LendingClub dataset. Horizontal lines in corresponding colors mark
the target control levels.

trolling the error rates well and achieving a lower objective function value compared

to NPMC-ER, but can sometimes fail to control error rates under target levels for

non-parametric models (e.g., kNN, RF, and SVM with RBF kernel).

e Compared to NPMC-CX, NPMC-ER requires a larger sample size to perform well

due to sample splitting in Algorithm 2, but it is more robust to different model types.

These observations align well with our intuition from theoretical analysis (Section 3.4).
Therefore, for practitioners, if a Rademacher class (usually parametric) is believed to be
suitable for the problem at hand, we suggest using NPMC-CX. If the non-parametric model

is believed to work better and the sample size is not very small, we suggest using NPMC-

ER.

5 Discussions

5.1 Summary

In this paper, we connect Neyman-Pearson multi-class classification (NPMC) problems
with cost-sensitive learning (CS) problems, and propose two algorithms, NPMC-CX and

NPMC-ER, to solve the NPMC problem (2) via CS techniques. To our knowledge, this
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is the first work solving NPMC problems with theoretical guarantees. We have presented
some theoretical results, including conditions for strong duality and multi-class NP oracle
properties for the two algorithms. Furthermore, we propose practical algorithms to verify
the NPMC feasibility and strong duality, which can offer practitioners a landscape of the
NPMC problem with various target error levels. Our algorithms are shown to be effective

through extensive simulations and real data studies.

Comparing NPMC-CX and NPMC-ER, we find:

e Both algorithms are shown to satisfy multi-class NP properties. However, NPMC-CX
necessitates a function class with a vanishing Rademacher complexity for estimating

Py|x=(Y = k), while NPMC-ER has no such constraints.

e In practice, NPMC-CX works well for parametric models but may struggle with some
non-parametric models. Due to data splitting, NPMC-ER requires a larger sample

size but is more robust to diverse model types.

e Therefore, we suggest the practitioners go with NPMC-CX when a parametric model
is favored. When the non-parametric model is believed to work better, and there is

enough training data, we suggest using NPMC-ER.

Furthermore, the general confusion matrix control problem outlined in Section 1.2 is
discussed in detail in Section S.2 of supplementary materials, and we extended our two

NPMC algorithms to solve that problem. The theoretical results are also provided.

5.2 Future research directions
There are many interesting future avenues to explore. Here, we list three of them.

(i) There are many approaches to fitting a CS classifier. We use (9) to fit the CS classifier

in our NPMC algorithms, which sometimes is called the thresholding strategy in
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binary CS problems (Dmochowski et al., 2010). It might be interesting to explore

other approaches and replace (9) accordingly.

(ii) Liet al. (2020) studied the methodological relationship between the binary NP paradigm
and CS paradigm, and constructed a CS classifier with type-I error controls. In this
paper, we focus on the multi-class NP paradigm and build a multi-class NP classifier
via CS learning, which can be viewed as the inverse to Li et al. (2020). Exploring the
other direction in the multi-class cases would be interesting: developing multi-class

CS classifiers with specific error controls.

(iii) As one reviewer pointed out, the current multi-class NP oracle properties might not
be strong enough in some degenerated cases where the NPMC problem can vary with
n and J(¢*) = o(1) or oy, = o(1) for some k € A. It would be intriguing to generalize

~

the existing multi-class NP oracle properties from Rg(¢) < oy + op(1), Vk € A and

~ ~ ~

J(¢) < J(¢*)+0p(1) to Ri(¢) < ar+op(ag), Yk € A and J(¢) < J(¢*) +op(J(¢%)).
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S.1 Additional Details of NPMC Problem

In this section, we delve deeper into the NPMC problem, offering additional insights to
complement the discussions in Section 3. In Section S.1.1, we continue discussing checking

strong duality and feasibility in practice, building upon the theoretical development in Sec-
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tion 3.1. Two algorithms motivated by Corollary 1 and the associated theory are presented.
Beyond the NP oracle properties, we introduce the concept of strong consistency for NP al-
gorithms in Section S.1.2. By slightly enhancing the existing assumptions, we attain strong
consistency for NPMC-CX. In Section S.1.3, we will validate most of these assumptions
in a logistic regression problem, where the logistic regression model serves as the function
class M to estimate the posterior Py x in both algorithms. Finally, in Section S.1.4, we
further explore the underpinnings of the NPMC problem (2) and the connection to other
problems. This discussion encompasses various aspects, including the interplay between

hypothesis testing and NPMC, feasibility considerations, and the role of randomization.

S.1.1 Checking strong duality and feasibility

In Section 3.1, we outlined sufficient and necessary conditions for strong duality (Theorem
1) along with a powerful corollary (Corollary 1) that facilitates the design of algorithms
to verify strong duality and feasibility for NPMC problems in practice. The fundamental
idea, as discussed, is to replace A* and G(A*) in Corollary 1 with A and @CX(X) from
NPMC-CX or A and GER(A) from NPMC-ER, leading to Algorithms 3 and 4.

We have the following result for Algorithms 3 and 4, which assures that Algorithms 3
and 4 can accurately predict strong duality and feasibility with high probability,

Theorem 4 Suppose {X|Y =k} | are continuous random variables (i.e. have Lebesque

density). Suppose the following conditions hold:

e For (i) and (ii): Assumptions 2-5 (for Algorithm 3) or Assumptions 2, 3, 5 (for
Algorithm 4) hold, and § 2, [Craqa(n) + maxy E“/E\Dyp((y = k) — Py x(Y = k)|]7/? (for
Algorithm 3) or § 2 n=7* (for Algorithm /).

o For (iii): Assumptions 2, 4 (for Algorithm 3) or Assumption 2 (for Algorithm 4)
hold, and § = [Craa(n) + max, B[Py x (Y = k) — Pyix (Y = k)||Y2 (for Algorithm 3)
or & > n~Y* (for Algorithm /).

"Note that GCX(/\) is piecewise-linear in A with finite non-differentiable points, therefore
SUpP, cplAl GOX(X) is either finite and achievable at some finite A or infinite and approached by a sequence
=84

{AMIYeewith |AM)| o — +oo.
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Algorithm 3: Test strong duality and feasibility with NPMC-CX

Input: training data {(x;,y;)}", target upper bounds of errors a, the weighting
vector of objective function w, a function class M to estimate Py x, a
small constant ¢ € (0, 1)

Output: strong duality indicator § and feasibility indicator f

~

1 A finite X and a corresponding CS classifier q%, or L (we obtain a sequence
{AmYe_ with A, — +oo and @CX(S\(m)) — +00”) « Steps 1, 3 of
NPMC-CX with M

if we obtain finite X and a corresponding CS classifier ¢ then

2

s | Check if Ry(¢) < ap(1+6) for all k € A and GX(X) < 1+ 8, where Ry () is
the empirical classification error calculated on {(x;, v;)}7,

4 if Yes then

s | | Sets=1f=1

6 | elseif GX(A) <1+ 6 then

7 | Sets=0,f=1

8 else

9 ‘ Set § =0, f =0

10 end

11 else if 1 then

12 ‘ Set§:1,f:0
13 end

14 Output § and f

e For (iw): Assumptions 2, 3, 4 (for Algorithm 3) or Assumptions 2, 3 (for Algorithm
4) hold, and 6 2 [Craa(n) + max EUIA”HX(Y = k) — Py\x(Y = k)|V/% (for Algorithm
3) or & 2 n=Y* (for Algorithm 4).

Then we have the following results for Algorithms 3 and 4.

(1) If the NPMC problem is feasible and strong duality holds, then

—2v(147)

P(f=1,8=1)>1-Cexp{—C'né*}—C6~ = m}‘?XE@y‘X(Y = k)—Pyx (Y = k)|

(i1) Suppose the NPMC problem is feasible and strong duality fails.

(a) For Algorithm 3, if X* is finite and Ry(¢y.) < ax(1 4+ 0), then with probability

—2v(1+7)

at least 1 — C exp{—C'né*7} —C6~ 7  max, E|@y|X(Y =k) = Pyix(Y = k)|,
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Algorithm 4: Test strong duality and feasibility with NPMC-ER

Input: training data {(x;,y;)}", target upper bounds of errors a, the weighting
vector of objective function w, a function class M to estimate Py x, a
small constant § € (0, 1), a search range R > 0, a treshold Rz > 1+ 4

Output: strong duality indicator § and feasibility indicator f
A, ngS + Steps 1-3 of NPMC-ER with M and search range R

=

if we obtain a finite A and a corresponding CS classifier QAS then

2
3 Check if Ry(¢) < ax(1+6) for all k € A and GER(X) < 1+ 8, where Ry() is
the empirical classification error calculated on the splitted data set D; in
NPMC-ER
4 if Yes then
5 ‘ Set =1, f=1
6 | else if GFR(A) <1+ 4 then
7 ‘ Set § =0, f =1
s | else if GF®(A) > R then
9 | Sets=1,f=0
10 else
1 | Sets=0, f=0
12 end

13 Output $ and f

we will obtain X and ¢ from Step 1, and Ry(9) < ap(1 + 25) for all k € A;

(b) For Algorithm 4, if || A*]|ec < R and Ry(¢5.) < ar(l + ), then with probability
—2v(1+7)

at least 1 — C exp{—C'né*7} —C6~ 7  max, E|I/P\)y|x(y =k) = Pyix(Y = k)|,
we will obtain X and ¢ from Step 1, and Ry(9) < a(1 + 26) for all k € A;

(¢) If X* is finite and Ry(¢y.) > ow(1 + 26), then

—2v(147)

P(f = 1, §= O) > 1—C’exp{—0’n(54ﬁ}—05 ¥ m]?XE‘@Yp((Y = k)—]P)y‘X(Y = k)|

(111) If NPMC problem is infeasible and strong duality holds, then

P(f=0,8=1)>1—Cexp{—C'n} — Cm’?XE@wX(Y = k) — Pyix(Y = k).

(iv) If NPMC problem is infeasible and strong duality fails, X* is finite, and G(¢p3.) >
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1+ %5, then

P(f=0,8=0)>1—Cexp{—C'né*} —C5" m,?xEu@m(Y = k) —Pyx(Y = k)|.

Theorem 4 guarantees that Algorithms 3 and 4 can correctly predict the strong duality
and feasibility of NPMC problems with high probability, when strong duality holds. When
strong duality fails, additional conditions are required to maintain similar high-probability
guarantees. Surprisingly, according to the points (ii).(a) and (ii).(b), when the NPMC
problem is feasible, even if strong duality fails, feasible classifiers can still be derived from
NPMC-CX and NPMC-ER under certain circumstances. Therefore, in practice, we rec-
ommend the practitioners focus solely on checking the feasibility using Algorithms 3 and
4 (or equivalently, using the feasibility check in NPMC-CX and NPMC-ER presented in
Algorithms 1 and 2). Figure 6 illustrates the regime where Algorithms 3 and 4 can correctly
predict strong duality and feasibility with high probability.

Furthermore, the following result demonstrates that in instances where strong dual-
ity and feasibility are upheld, the empirical optimal value of the objective function can
effectively estimate the true optimal value of the objective function in the dual CS prob-
lem. This provides a means to estimate the optimal objective value for the primal NPMC

problem, when strong duality holds.

Theorem 5 Under the same assumptions required by Theorem 4, we have the following
results for Algorithms 3 and /. To distinguish A from NPMC-CX and NPMC-ER, we use
different notations ACX gnd NER.

If the NPMC problem 1is feasible and strong duality holds, then
P(‘@CX(S\CX) — sup G(A)' < 7'1)

AerA
#(

I

>1— Cexp{-Cnri} — COr? mI?X]E ‘@Y‘X(Y =k)—Pyix(Y =k)

GER(S\ER) — sup G(A)’ < 72)

[Al
AERY

> 1- Cexp{—~Cnri} - Cr;* maxE ‘@Y‘X(Y — k) — Pyyx (Y = k)

Y
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NPMC feasible NPMC infeasible
Strong duality holds

Strong duality holds

Detectable w.h.p. by Algorithms 3 and 4

Figure 6: The detectable regions (for strong duality and feasibility) of Algorithms 3 and
4. The green shaded area represents the regime where Algorithms 3 and 4 can correctly
predict strong duality and feasibility with high probability (w.h.p.).

1/2

when 1> 1 > [C’Rad(n) + maxy, IE@Y‘X(Y =k) —Pyx(Y = k:)|] and 1> 15 > n~ Y4,

Note that when the strong duality in Assumption 1 holds, we have sup, pia G (A) =

+
mingee J(¢), therefore GEX(AX) and GFR(AFR) can serve as reliable estimates for the
objective function of the optimal NPMC classifier. This elucidates how the predicted

objective values are calculated in Figures 3 and 4.

S.1.2 Strong consistency

Besides the oracle properties introduced in Section 1.4, we can also consider the following
so-called strong consistency as another ideal property of NPMC algorithms. The definition
is motivated by the strong consistency proposed for binary NP problems in Scott and
Nowak (2005).
Strong consistency for the NPMC problem:
(i) If the NPMC problem is feasible and has an optimal solution ¢*, then the algorithm
outputs a solution qg such that lim,,_, o Rk(gzg) and lim,,_,o J ((ﬁ) exist Vk € A, and

~

(a) lim, o Rp(¢) < oy as., Vk € A;
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~

(b) lim,, o J(¢) = J(0*) a.s..

(ii) Denote the event that the algorithm indicates infeasibility of NPMC problem given
{(zi,y:) 1=, as G,. If the NPMC problem is infeasible, then P(liminf, ,. G,) = 1.

Besides the conditions required for NP oracle properties, we require the function class
used to estimate Py|x to be indexed by a parameter 3 € B, where B is a compact set in a
finite-dimensional metric space. Then imposing a stronger almost sure version of Assump-
tion 2 and another continuity condition (Assumption 4’) can imply strong consistency for

NPMC-CX.

Assumption 2’ lim,_,. I@nX:m(Y = k) = Py|x=2(Y = k) a.s. (w.r.t. the training data
{(x;,y:)}1) for almost everywhere  (w.r.t. the distribution of X ), for all k.

Assumption 4’ For almost all x (w.r.t. the distribution of X ), the estimated conditional

probability EA”y|X:w(Y = k;3) is a continuous function of the parameter (3.

Theorem 6 (Strong consistency of NPMC-CX) NPMC-CX satisfies strong consis-
tency in the following senses.
(i) When the NPMC problem (2) is feasible, if Assumptions 1, 2°, 3 and 4’ hold, then

~

there exists a solution ¢*, such that lim,, . Rp(¢) = Ri(¢*) a.s. for all k’s.

(11)) When the NPMC problem (2) is infeasible, if Assumptions 1, 2" and 4’ hold, then for
any M > 0, liminf, . CAJCX(X) > M a.s..

S.1.3 Discussions on assumptions

In Section 3, we impose a series of assumptions to show the NP oracle properties and strong
consistency. Among these conditions, Assumption 1 is central and necessary to make the
whole argument work. In general, since the original NPMC problem is not necessarily
convex, it is challenging to demonstrate the strong duality. Theorem 1 connects the strong
duality with the feasibility of solutions to the CS problem under the NPMC problem, mak-
ing the strong duality condition more explicit and transparent. Assumption 2 requires the

estimate I/PSY‘ x to be close to the true conditional probability Py|x, which is often trivial to
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hold when the estimator is constructed with the knowledge of the true model. Assumption
4 imposes restrictions on the Rademacher complexities of the function class M used to es-
timate [Py x, which can be verified for most parametric models and certain non-parametric
models. Assumption 5 is a margin condition and can be verified when the distribution
Px|y—k is nice. Regarding the assumptions for the strong consistency, Assumption 4’ re-
quires the continuity of conditional probability estimator w.r.t. the coefficient and can be
easily verified for many parametric models.

Among these assumptions, Assumption 1 is generally hard to check. Nevertheless,
thanks to Theorem 4, we can assess the strong duality and feasibility in practice through
Algorithms 3 and 4 in practice. Assumptions 2, 2’, 3, 4, 4, and 5 can be checked given
the estimated model and the underlying true model. Next, we verify them using the
multinomial logistic regression model as an example.

Suppose the true conditional distribution of ¥ given X = x is Py x(Y = k) =
ﬁfﬁiﬁ—%, where £ = 1,..., K, B; € R? and B = 0. And we estimate it by
ﬁy‘X(Y =k) = %. Denote 3 = (,@1, . ,BK_l), which is the maximum like-
lihood estimator (MLE). In addition, suppose X has bounded and continuously differen-
tiable density function fx in R?, i.e. fy is continuous and [ fx|lsc < co. Also assume EX?

exists for all j = 1 : p, where X is the j-th coordinate of X.

e First let’s check Assumption 2 and 2’. By similar arguments in Wald (1949), we can
prove the MLE B is strongly consistent to 3, i.e., lim,, B = (3* a.s., which verifies
Assumption 2’. Then for any * € RP, lim,,_, I?Pyp(:w(Y = k) = Pyix=a(Y = k)
a.s.. Then by dominated convergence theorem, lim,,_,,, E XUIADY‘ x(Y =Fk)=Pyx(Y =
k)| = 0 a.s., where the expectation Ex is w.r.t. X. This implies Ex|@y|X(Y =k)—
Py x(Y = k)| = 0. Then for any € > 0, let € = ¢/2 = 20', such that IP’(EX@Y‘X(Y =
k) —Pyx(Y = k)| > ¢) < ¢ when n > N(e). Therefore,

E |Ex[Pyix (Y = k) = Pyx (Y = k)@ < €+2P (IEX@Y‘X(Y — k) = Pyix (Y = k)| > e’) <e

when n > N(€), which is equivalent to lim,, ]E[EXUI?’HX(Y =k)=Pyix(Y =Fk)|] =

0. This verifies Assumption 2.
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e Next let’s verify the first part of Assumption 3, i.e. G(A) is continuously twice dif-
ferentiable. Denote the conditional density of X|Y = k as fx|y—x, then by Bayes
rule, fxjyy—i(x) = Py|x=2(Y = k)fx(x)/7}. According to (4), it suffices to show
Pxy—r(¢3(X) = k) is continuously twice differentiable w.r.t. A at A*. In fact, we
can show the twice continuous differentiability at any A with all A, > 0. To see this,
consider 3; = —B; + 8 for j € {1,..., K}\{k}, and we construct {B;}jmkki1..p tO

.....

be linearly independent of {,Bj}Je{l ,,,,, K- Let Z = (Zy,...,Z,)7, where Z = BX,
X = (X1,...,X,)", and B = [By,...,8,]7 € R™™P. By the construction proce-
dure of B, B is invertible. Through the linear transformation formula of densities,
we know that the density of Z is fz(2) = |B|™ - fxjy=x(B™'2) = Pyjx_p-1.(Y =
k)fx (B 'z)/m}, which is continuously differentiable w.r.t. z € RP. Denote Z =
(Zy,... . Zx )" = (Zv,..., Zyr, Zisr,s - .., Z5)T € RE-1 which has the density
fz(2z). By dominated convergence theorem, fz(z) is continuously differentiable w.r.t.

z € RE-1. Therefore,

Py (3(X) =

= Pxjy—« na

(Ck (A T3) - Pyjx—2(Y = k) > max [CJ()\j,T(J) Pyix—a(Y = j)])
= Pxjy=k (Ck Aky ) > mglzi [CJ()‘JﬂTg) exp{BjTX}})

= Pxjy— ( log cx(Ag, mp) > max [logcj()\j,ﬁ;) +[§;‘FX])

=Pxjy= (ﬂ {B]TX < log cx(Ae, ;) — log Cj(>‘j77r;)}>

i#k

:P(Zl <Zl7"'7ZK—1 <Zk’—1)7

where 2;(Ar, Aj) = log c( Ak, 7;) —log ¢j(Aj, 77) when j < k, and z; = log ¢ (g, 7)) —

0?P(Z1<21, 0K —1<Zk—1)

o, DAy exists and

log ¢j11(Ajy1,75,1) when j > k. Next we will show
is continuous for any j; and j,. For simplicity, we consider the case £ > 3 and j; = 1,

J2 = 2. By straightforward calculations,

0’P (Zl < Z1yeeny T < Zkfl)
OO0
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23(Ak,A3) 2 —1( A Ak —1)
:/ / fz(z1(Mes A1), 22(Aes A2), s, ooy ug—1)dug . .. dug o

0z (A, M) 022(Ags Ao)
O\ 0Aa
23(Ak,A3) 2K -1 (A AK—1)
:/ / fZ(Zl()\k,Al),ZQ()\k,A2)7U3,--qu—l)duZ&”-duK—l

e, m) ] fen(Kg, ) ms)

which exists and is continuous as long as A\; > 0 and Ay > 0 (avoiding the case that

O?P(Z1<z1,0 s 2 —1<2k—1)
3)\]'18)\]'2

c1(A, ) = 0 or ca(Ag,m3) = 0). Similarly, we can show that
exists and is continuous for any j; and j, as long as A; > 0 for all j. Thus we proved
the second-order continuously differentiability of G(A). Besides, by Proposition 1,
G(X) is concave, therefore we know that V2G(X) < 0. However, it is hard in general
to show that V2G(X) < 0.

Next we check Assumption 4. Recall that the class of estimated conditional proba-
bility M = {{Pyx—a(Y = k; B}, : 8= (B1,...,8x1)" € B C (R?)®E-D} has

the Rademacher complexity

n

1 ~
o Z 6Py |x=a, (Y = k; B)|,

=1

Craa(n) = o e, 510
where B is a compact subset of (R?)®(5~1)_ Note that for logistic regression models,
Pyix—x(Y = k;B) is a Lipschitz function of {Bfz};_' € RE~! with a constant
Lipschitz parameter w.r.t. fo-metric in RE=!. Then, by applying Corollary 1 (a
vector contraction inequality for Rademacher complexities) in Maurer (2016), we

immediately have

n

1
EeE{mi}?zl Zug E Z EZ'IP)Y|X=CC¢(YV = k; /8)‘ 5 Z EéE{wz}?:l sup
€ i=1
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where the last two inequalities are due to Jensen’s inequality. Hence Craq(n) <

~

n~ 1?2 5 0asn— oo.
Assumption 4’ is trivial to hold by the format of @y‘ X-

Finally, let’s verify Assumption 5. Without loss of generality, suppose ¢j = cx(A*, 7*) >
0 for all &’s and ¢ = (miny ¢;)~'. And we only check Pxy—x(|ox(X)] < t) < ¢7 when
t is smaller than some constant C' € (0,1) and 7 > 0. Pxjy—x(Jor(X)| < t) S t7 can
be similarly discussed. Especially the simplest way is to change the reference level in
the multinomial logistic regression model, as we did above, to verify Assumption 3.

Note that

lor(X)| <t

*\T'
— |c — max {ce®) X}
j<K-1- 7

B)TX _ (BT X
<t+t 4;16 i<t t(K 1)9j21;?§1{cje s
<k

C?{ _t % (ﬁ*)TX C;(“"t
K - < i < — |
T aelk —1) = S dae™ S T m o

Suppose ¢t < (ming ¢;) A (¢(K —1))~'. Denote the density of (8;)"X as fi. Ttis
bounded by some constant M > 0 on R due to the boundedness of the density of X.
Then, the marginal probability

cto—t T cxg +1
P X <<pP|_—&—" ~ oB)TXY o TK TR
ow)] <) < P (T < ma (e < TRt

1+te(K—1) = T 1—te(K—1)

+
K-1 « *
S ]P) ( CK —t S Cﬂfe(ﬁ;)TX < CK + t )

-2 P log(c;ufi(f;—m) < (B X < dog (c;f[lj(gjf;—”]))

<> e e (=) o (=)

< (K - 1)MC’/ c;'f[l — tQ(K _ 1)] c}‘f[l + tQ(K - 1)]

i+t e —t ‘
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< Ct,

where C' and C' are some positive constants and &;, is some constant falling between

log (C][lffg—h> and log ((}J[lffg—h) Therefore, Assumption 5 holds with 4 = 1.

Assumption 4 can also be verified with some non-parametric classes. For example, when
M = {{ﬁP\’y‘X:m(y =k B)}: @Y‘X:m(y = k; B) is L-Lipschitz in , 8 € B} with L > 0 and
Px has a bounded support in RP, then by the analysis in Example 13.10 of Wainwright
(2019), we can verify that Assumption 4 holds.

The estimation error maxy IE@Y‘X(Y = k) — Pyx(Y = k)| is a crucial part of the
convergence rates of NPMC-CX and NPMC-ER. In the logistic regression example above,
we verified that this estimation error indeed vanishes as n — oo, which verifies Assumption
2. Moreover, standard non-asymptotic analysis on M-estimators shows that the estimation
error of 3* satisfies max E[|3%) — B®*||;, < n~1/2 which implies max; E[Pyx (Y = k) —
Pyix(Y = k)| < max;, E[| 3% —3®*||, < n~'/2 — 0 by Lipschizness of logistic functions and
the bounded domain of X. We can also verify this assumption for some non-parametric
classes. For example, consider kernel regression with box kernels K(x) = 1(Jz] < h)

and bandwidth h =< n~/(@*2) By standard results in classical non-parametrics (e.g., see

Tsybakov, 2009), we have maxy, E’@yp{(y =k) — Py x(Y = k)| < n= /@2 - 0.

S.1.4 Discussions on NPMC problem, hypothesis testing, and

randomization
In Section 1.2, we have connected the NPMC problem (2) to the distributional hypothesis
testing problem with a composite null hypothesis consisting of finite arguments and listed
their similarities and differences. Here, we would like to provide some additional insights. In

the hypothesis testing problem, suppose that we have collected some data X, = {x;}/; ~

some distribution P and we would like to test

Hy:P e {PPYE  vs Hy : P =P
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We want to maximize the statistical power of the test while controlling the type-I error in
every case under a target level . This can be formulated as an optimization problem over
a deterministic testing function ¢ : X,, — {0, 1}, where ¢(X,,) = 0 or 1 means accepting or

rejecting Hy, respectively. For simplicity, assume {P*) kK:+11 has a family of corresponding

densities {p;} ' under a base measure u (e.g. Lebesgue measure). Then, the hypothesis

testing problem is

max / o(Xon)pr41(X,,)dp

5.t max /@(Xn)pk(Xn)du <a. (S.1.16)

k=1:K

In general, directly solving (S.1.16) is challenging. People usually connect it to the dual
problem, where we try to find the least favorable distribution (LFD, Lehmann and Lehmann,

1986) {qx}1<, on {pp} K, satistying g, > 0 and Y r | g = 1 by solving

i max [ (Xt (X)du

{Qk}}i;l ¥

St. / [iqkpk(Xn)]go(Xn)du <a (S.1.17)

In problem (S.1.17), given any {qx}2_,, the best testing function ¢ can be obtained through
the NP lemma. Comparing the CS classification problem (5) with the dual of hypothesis
testing problem (S.1.17), the A\;’s play a similar role as the {qgx}&, does. The underlying
ideas are quite similar, i.e., using strong duality to connect the primal and dual problems,
then solving the dual, which leads to a primal optimal solution. Nevertheless, as we men-
tioned earlier in Section 1.2, the two problems have some intrinsic differences. Moreover, in
the hypothesis testing problem, since {pk}szﬁl is known, in many cases, we can first guess
the LFD and then verify it. However, in the NP problem, this is impossible since we do
not have access to the distribution of X given Y = k.

Note that in both the NPMC problem (2) and the hypothesis testing problem (S.1.17),
we are considering deterministic classifiers and testing functions. The family of determin-
istic classifiers or testing functions works well when the strong duality holds. But in some

cases, especially when the distribution of X given ¥ = k (for the NPMC problem) and
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the distribution of X, given 6 = 0, (for the hypothesis testing problem) are not absolutely
continuous, the strong duality could break under the family of deterministic classifiers
or testing functions. In this case, for the hypothesis testing problem, randomization has
been shown to be a powerful method to solve the issue. For example, if we consider an
enriched family of randomized testing functions {¢ : ¢ = ¢ with probability w and ¢ =
o probability (1 — w),0 < w < 1,¢1, 9y map X, to {0,1}}, then the strong duality will
hold again, which motivates the randomization part in the NP lemma. For the NPMC
problem (2), for simplicity, most of our theoretical results assume the strong duality (As-
sumption 1) holds. In this situation, randomization does not help. However, it may help
when the strong duality breaks, in which case an enlarged family of randomized classifiers
may fix the strong duality. For simplicity, we do not discuss this case in the current paper
and leave it to future studies.

Different from the hypothesis testing problem (S.1.16), which is essentially a binary
problem and always feasibile, the feasibility of the NPMC problem (2) is not always guar-
anteed. However, if the strong duality holds (which can be characterized by Theorem 1),
then an unbounded dual problem (5) is equivalent to an infeasible primal problem (2). If
the strong duality does not hold, then by weak duality, an unbounded dual problem (5)

implies an infeasible primal problem (2).

S.2 Extension to Confusion Matrix Control Problem

In Section 1.2, we proposed two extensions of the binary NP problem. Previously, we have
comprehensively studied the first one. In this section, we consider the other extension that
leads to an entry-wise confusion matrix control problem. We will show how our previous
algorithms and theory can be extended to this new setting.

For any classifier ¢, we denote the component of confusion matrix at k-th row and
r-th column as Ry, (¢) = Pxjy—x(¢(X) = r), where v, k = 1,..., K. We may abuse the
notations used in the previous sections, and the readers shall keep in mind that we are
discussing a different version of the NP problem in this section.

We are interested in the following generalized Neyman-Pearson multi-class classification
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(GNPMC) problem:

min  J(¢) = Z Z Wi, Pxjy—x(¢(X) =1)

¢ k=1 r#k

s.t. PX‘y:k(¢(X) = 7") < Al (k‘,T') € .A, (8218>

where ¢ : X — {1,..., K} is a classifier, oy, € (0,1), wg, > 0 and A C ({1,..., K} X
{1,..., KP)\{(k, k) : 1 < k < K}. The NPMC problem (2) we defined in Section 1 can
be viewed as a simplified version of problem (S.2.18). Compared to the NPMC problem,
GNPMC problem allows more sophisticated error controls.

We want to connect (S.2.18) to the following cost-sensitive (CS) multi-class classification

problem:
K

min  Cost(9) = DY mrenPxy—i(6(X) = 1), (S.2.19)

k=1 r#k
where ¢ : X — {1,..., K} and ¢, > 0.
Similar to Lemma 2, we can define an optimal classifier of problem (S.2.19) from the

costs and conditional probabilities {Py|x—z(Y = k) }H-,.

Lemma 4 Define classifier ¢* : x v argmin, _y. {1, ePyix=2(Y = k)}. Then o
is one of the optimal classifiers of (S.2.19) in the following sense: for any classifier ¢,

Cost(¢*) < Cost(¢).

With Lemma 4 in hand, we can successfully extend our algorithms NPMC-CX and
NPMC-ER to the confusion matrix control problem. Imposing similar assumptions as in
the simplified case discussed in Section 3, we can prove that NPMC-CX satisfies the multi-
class NP oracle properties and strong consistency, and NPMC-ER satisfies the multi-class
NP oracle properties, under the generalized framework. Before getting into the details,
we first extend the multi-class NP oracle properties and strong consistency described in

Section 1.4 for the GNPMC problem (S.2.18).

Multi-class NP oracle properties for the GNPMC problem:

(i) If the GNPMC problem is feasible and has an optimal solution ¢*, then the algorithm

outputs a solution é which satisfies
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(a) Rir(d) < apr + Ople(n)), V(k,7) € A;

(b) J(9) < J(¢7) + Or(es(n)),
where €(n) and €;(n) — 0 as n — oo.

(ii) Denote the event that the algorithm indicates infeasibility of GNPMC problem given
{(z;,y:)}, as G,. If the GNPMC problem is infeasible, then P(G,) — 1, as n — .

Strong consistency for the GNPMC problem:

(i) If the GNPMC problem is feasible and has an optimal solution ¢*, then the algorithm

outputs a solution $ such that lim,,_, er(é) and lim,,_, o J (qg) exist V(k,r) € A, and
(a) lim, o er(gg) < agr a.s., Y(k,r) € A;

(b) lim,, o J(¢) = J(0*) a.s..

(ii) Denote the event that the algorithm indicates infeasibility of GNPMC problem given
{(z;, )}, as G,. If the NP problem is infeasible, then P(liminf, ,., G,) = 1.

Since the intuition and most parts of the derivation for the GNPMC problem (S.2.18) are
similar to those for the NPMC problem (2), we present the algorithms and the associated

theory directly without deriving from sketches.

S.2.1 Two algorithms: GNPMC-CX and GNPMC-ER

For problem (S.2.18), consider its Lagrangian form as

L) = > wiPxy—i(@(X) =r)+ > (Wi + M) Pxiy(6(X) =7) = > Ao

(k)¢ A (k,r)eA (k,r)eA

— Z Cr N, T ) Pxy(p(X) =1rY =k) — Z Ao Qe

r=1 k#r (kr)eA
= ]EX|: Z o) (A, )Py x (Y = k)] - Z Akor Ot
k#(X) (k,r)eA
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where A = { A} (k,r)ea and

Wi/ T5 (k,r) ¢ A;
(wkr + Akr)/”ia (ka T) € A

Cor( N, %) =

Therefore, we can define the dual problem as max, _pi4) G(A), where G(A) = ming, L(X, ¢) =
+
L(A @) and ¢§ = arg min, _y {3, 1, (A )Py ix—a(Y = k)} by Lemmma 4. Define

Wiy [ Tk (k,r) & A;
(wkr + )\kr‘)/ﬁ_ka (ka T) S A

C/CT(A, fl‘) =

Then we can extend the NPMC-CX and NPMC-ER to the algorithms GNPMC-CX and
GNPMC-ER for the GNPMC problem (S.2.18) in a straightforward way.
Similar to NPMC-CX, GNPMC-CX estimates L(X, ¢), G(A), and ¢5 by

ECX Z Z Cko(x >\ 7"'PY\X x; Y k‘ Z Aker Ok

i=1 k() (k,r)EA

G = GNPy x, 7) = min LN, 6) = LN, ),

¢>\ wHargmm{chr (A W)IP’y|X C,3(Y:k)},

r=1:K lootr

respectively, where @Yl x 1s the estimated conditional probability, and @y| x can be obtained
by fitting different models on the data.

For GNPMC-ER, assume the training sample size to be 2n. Similar to NPMC-ER,
we divide the training data randomly into two parts of size n. For simplicity, denote
them as Dy = {(@:, y:) Yoy = {{(af”,yi")}25 M, ® and Dy = {(@1,4:) 12,4, Similar to
NPMC-ER, GNPMC-ER estimates L(A, ¢), G(A), and ¢} by

PG = S —Z]l o) =14 3 ot ) - o) =
=1

(k,r)¢A (k,r)eA

8{(x (k) )}Z”"1 are the observations from class k in D;.

1 ? Z
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GPR(A) = GR(A: By x, ) = LPR(A, ),

gEA : @ — arg min { chr()\, ﬁ')@yp(:w(}/ = k:)},
r=1:K

respectively. Note that LER is calculated on D, while @y‘ x and 7 (hence QASA) are calculated

on DQ.

Details of the two algorithms are presented in Algorithms 5 and 6, respectively.

Algorithm 5: GNPMC-CX

Input: training data {(x;,y;)}, target upper bounds of errors a, the weighting
vector of objective function w, a function class M to estimate Py x, a
small constant 6 > 0
Output: the fitted classifier é or report the GNPMC problem as infeasible
1 Py|x, 7 < the estimates of Py|x (through M) and 7* on training data {(x;,v;)}/-,

if sup, RIA GX(A; IP’Y|X, 7t) <1+ then

3 A\ arg Max, plA GC (/\'IF’y|X, )

N

4 Report the NP problem as feasible and output the solution

¢($) = arg mlnr 1: K{Zk’;ﬁr Ck?‘()‘ W)IP)YLX w(Y - k)}
else

‘ Report the GNPMC problem as infeasible
end

N o o

S.2.2 Theory on GNPMC-CX and GNPMC-ER

In this section, we extend the theoretical analysis in Section 3 for the NPMC problem (2)
to the case of GNPMC problem (S.2.18). Some assumptions we made in Section 3 (for
example, Assumptions 2 and 4) are still necessary for the GNPMC problem (S.2.18). The
others, like Assumptions 1, 3, and 5, may be subject to slight changes for the GNPMC

problem.

S.2.2.1 Checking the strong duality and feasibility

Similar to the NPMC case, strong duality is the bridge between the GNPMC problem
(S.2.18) and the cost-sensitive learning problem (S.2.19).
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Algorithm 6: GNPMC-ER

Input: training data {(z;, y;)}?",, target upper bound of errors a, the weighting
vector of objective function w, a search range R > 0, a function class M
to estimate Py x, a small constant § > 0

Output: the fitted classifier é or report the GNPMC problem as infeasible

Randomly divide the whole training data (and reindex them) into

Dl UD2 = {(zi, y:) e 1U{(wuyz) i=n-+1

2 PY‘X, 7 < the estimates of PY‘X (through M) and 7 on Dy = {(@;, yi) } 7" 01
GE R(X; ]P’Y‘X, ), where GER is estimated on

[y

3\« ATGMAX, plAl 3y <

DL: {A(wm %)}?:1
if G*R(A) <1+ 6 then

4

5 Report the GNPMC problem as feasible and output the solution
¢)‘(CC) = arg minr:l:K{Zk;ﬁr Ck?"()\7 ﬁ-)PY‘X:m(Y = k)}

6 else

7 ‘ Report the GNPMC problem as infeasible

8 end

Assumption 6 (Strong duality for the GNPMC problem) Suppose it holds that

inf J(¢) = sup G(N),

pel Al
AERY

where € includes all feasible classifiers for the GNPMC problem (S.2.18). If € # (), the
nfimum over ¢ € € is achivable, and the supremum over A € le:ll can be achieved at a

finite .
We have a sufficient and necessary characterization for strong duality as below.

Theorem 7 (Sufficient and necessary conditions for GNPMC strong duality) Suppose

{X|Y = k}E | are continuous random variables (i.e., have Lebesgue density).

(i) When the GNPMC problem (S.2.18) is feasible, the strong duality holds if and only
if there exists X = { i }kryca such that ¢y is feasible for the NP problem, i.e.,
Pxy—k(ox(X) = 1) < ag, for all (k,r) € A.

(ii) Suppose Py|x—o(Y = 1) > a > 0 for a.s. x (w.r.t. the distribution of X) for all
r e {r:(k,r) € A}. When the GNPMC problem (S.2.18) is infeasible, the strong
duality holds (i.e., sup, g4l G(A) is unbounded from above) if and only if for an

+
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arbitrary A € R'fl, ¢y is infeasible for GNPMC problem (S.2.18), i.e., 3 at least one
pair of (k,r) € A such that Pxy—(o3(X) = 1) > .

Similar to Corollary 1, we have the following corollary which connects the strong duality
and feasibility of GNPMC problem (S.2.18) to arg max, g4 G(A) and G(X*). The proof
+

is almost the same as the proof of Corollary 1, so we omit it.

Corollary 2 Suppose {X|Y = k}E_ | are continuous random variables (i.e. have Lebesque

density). We have the following equivalence.

(1) GNPMC problem is feasibile, strong duality holds < 3 a finite X* € arg Max, o4 G(A)
+

and @3- 1s feasible;

(i1) GNPMC problem is infeasibile, strong duality holds < 3 an infinite X* and G(X*) =
+00;

(i) o GNPMC problem is feasible, strong duality fails = For any X* € argmax, 14 G(X),
+
\* s infinite O or X* is finite but ¢%. is infeasible, and G(X*) < 1;

e For any A" € argmax, pial G(A), X\* is infinite or A* is finite but ¢. is in-
+
feasible, and G(X*) < 1 = strong duality fails, GNPMC' problem can be either

feasible or infeasible;

(iv) e GNPMC problem is infeasible, strong duality fails = For any X* € argmax, 4 G(A),
+

AER
A* is infinite or X* is finite but ¢3. is infeasible, and G(X*) < 4o0.
e For any A" € argmax, g4 G(X), A" is infinite or X" is finite but ¢3. is infeasi-
+

ble, and 1 < G(A*) < 400 = strong duality fails, GNPMC problem is infeasible

We can replace A* and G(A*) in Corollary (2) with the their estimates A and G(X)
from GNPMC-CX or GNPMC-ER and obtain two algorithms to check strong duality and
feasibility in practice. We summarize them in Algorithms 7 and 8, which are GNPMC
counterparts of Algorithms 3 and 4.

‘When we say infinite A*, we refer to a sequence {(A*)™1}_, st. [[(A*)™|o — oo,
limyy, 500 G((A*)M) = sup, cpl4l G(A) exists and is denoted as G(A*).
+

0Note that GCX (A) is piecewise-linear in A with finite non-differentiable points, therefore
sup ACRIA! GOX() is either finite and achievable at some finite A or infinite and approached by a sequence

{AmYeewith |AM)] o — +oo.
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Algorithm 7: Test strong duality and feasibility with GNPMC-CX
Input: training data {(x;,y;)}", target upper bounds of errors a, the weighting

vector of objective function w, a function class M to estimate Py x, a
small constant ¢ € (0, 1)
Output: strong duality indicator § and feasibility indicator f

~

1 A finite X and a corresponding CS classifier q%, or L (we obtain a sequence
{AmYe_ with A, — +oo and @CX(S\(m)) — +00'%) < Steps 1, 3 of
GNPMC-CX with M

if we obtain finite X and a corresponding CS classifier ¢ then

N

s | Check if Ry (¢) < age(1+6) for all (k,7) € A and GX(A) < 1+ 4, where
}Afkr(gzg) is the empirical classification error calculated on {(;,v;)}",

4 if Yes then

s | | Sets=1f=1

6 | elseif GX(A) <1+ 6 then

7 | Sets=0,f=1

8 else

9 ‘ Set § =0, f: 0

10 end

11 else if 1 then

12 ‘ Set§:1,f:0
13 end

14 Output § and f

We have the following result, which serves as a theoretical guarantee of Algorithms 7

and 8. The proof is the same as the proof of Theorem 4, so we omit it.

Theorem 8 Suppose {X|Y =k} | are continuous random variables (i.e. have Lebesgue
density). Suppose Assumptions 2-5 (for Algorithm 3) or Assumptions 2, 3, 5 (for Algorithm
4) hold. Then, we have the following results for Algorithms 3 and 4.

(i) If the NPMC problem is feasible and strong duality holds, then

P(f=1,5=1)>1-Cexp{—Cné¥y—co— 5" max B[Py (V = k) —Py i (¥ = k).

(i1) Suppose the NPMC problem is feasible and strong duality fails.
(a) For Algorithm 3, if X* is finite and Ry, (¢3+) < ag(1 4 6), then with probability
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Algorithm 8: Test strong duality and feasibility with GNPMC-ER

=

N

10

11

12

13

Input: training data {(x;,y;)}", target upper bounds of errors a, the weighting
vector of objective function w, a function class M to estimate Py x, a
small constant § € (0, 1), a search range R > 0, a threshold Rz > 1+ 4
Output: strong duality indicator § and feasibility indicator f
A, ngS + Steps 1-3 of GNPMC-ER with M and search range R
if we obtain a finite A and a corresponding CS classifier QAS then
Check if Ry (¢) < o (1 + 6) for all (k,r) € A and GER(X) < 1+ 8, where
ﬁm(gg) is the empirical classification error calculated on the splitted data set
D, in NPMC-ER
if Yes then
| Sets=1,f=1
else if G®R(A) < 1+ 6 then

‘ Set § =0, f: 1

else if GER(A) > R then
| Sets=1,f=0

else
| Sets=0, f=0

end

Output § and f

—2v(14%)

at least 1 — C exp{—C'néd*7} —C6~ 5  max, IEUIA”HX(Y =k) —Pyix(Y = k)|,
we will obtain X and ¢ from Step 1, and Ry (§) < over (14 36) for all (k,r) € A;

(b) For Algorithm 4, if [[A*]|cc < R and Ry, (¢3+) < ag,(1+6), then with probability
—2v(1+9)

at least 1 — C exp{—C'né*7} —C6~ 5  max, E\@HX(Y =k) —Pyix(Y = k)|,
we will obtain X and ¢ from Step 1, and Rm(g%) < (14 %5) for all (k,r) € A;

(¢) If X* is finite and Ry(¢y.) > ouw(1 + 26), then

—2v(1+7)

P(f =1,8=0)>1-Cexp{—C'nd"7}-C$

(111) If the NPMC problem is infeasible and strong duality holds, then

P(f=0,8=1)>1—Cexp{—C'n} — Cm’?xmﬁy,x(y = k) — Pyix (Y = k).
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(iv) If the NPMC problem is infeasible and strong duality fails, X* is finite, and G(¢3.) >
1+ %(5, then

]P(f = 0, §= O) > 1-— Cexp{—C”néQ} — 0571 HlkaXEU/I\Dy|X(Y = k) — Py|X(Y = k)l

S.2.2.2  Analysis on GNPMC-CX

The following two assumptions are adapted from Assumptions 3 and 5 for the GNPMC

problem.

Assumption 7 (Strict concavity) G(A) is continuously twice-differentiable at X* and

V2G(A*) < 0, where X* = arg max G(\) is unique.

Assumption 8 (Margin condition) Denote the function characterizing the decision bound-

ary of class r as o (x) = 324, Crr (N 7°) Py x=a (Y = k)—ming 2 {> ) cr (N, )Py x—a (Y =
k)}, where A* = arg max G(\) is unique. It holds

ax Pyy_ X)| <t
By P01 <0 26

with some 7 > 0 and a non-negative t smaller than some constant C' € (0,1).

With these conditions, we can show that the NP oracle properties hold for GNPMC-CX.

Theorem 9 (Multi-class NP oracle properties of GNPMC-CX) GNPMC-CX sat-

i1sfies the multi-class NP oracle properties in the following senses.

(i) When the GNPMC problem (S.2.18) is feasible, if Assumptions 2, 4, 6, 7, and 8 hold,

then there exist a solution ¢* and a constant C' > 0 such that

~

Jnax P(| Rir(¢) — Rir(¢7)] > 7)

_2v(+9)

Sexp{—Cnt*7} + 7773 m}?XE ]I/SY‘X(Y =k) = Pyix(Y =k)

9

when 1 > 7 > [Craa(n) + max, BBy x (Y = k) — Py (Y = £)|]7*.
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(1i)) When the GNPMC' problem (S.2.18) is infeasible, if Assumptions 2, 4, and 6 hold,

then there exists a constant C > 0 such that

P (‘@cx@, <1+ 5) < exp{—Cn} +maxE [Py (Y = k) — Py (¥ = k).

Remark 3 Similar to Remark 2, when the GNPMC problem (S.2.18) is feasible,

~ ~

Ry (¢) = ke < Rir(9) — Rin(07) < Op(e(n)),  V(k,7) € A,
J(9) = J(¢") < Op(e(n)),

—7/@2v(1+7))
> + C’Rad(n) — 0.

where e(n) = n=7/* + (maxk E@Y‘X(Y = k) —Pyix(Y = k)|
Hence, Theorem 9 verifies that GNPMC-CX satisfies the multi-class NP oracle properties.

Under certain conditions, we can also show that strong consistency holds for GNPMC-
CX. We require the function class used to estimate Py|x to be indexed by a parameter

B € B, where B is a compact set in a finite-dimensional metric space.

Theorem 10 (Strong consistency of GNPMC-CX) GNPMC-CX satisfies strong con-

sistency wn the following senses.

(i) When the GNPMC problem (S.2.18) is feasible, if Assumptions 2°, 4, 6, 7 hold, then

~

there exists a solution ¢*, such that lim, . Ry-(¢) = Rg.(¢*) a.s. for all k and
red{l,...,K}.

(11)) When the GNPMC problem (S.2.18) is infeasible, if Assumptions 2°, 4°, and 6 hold,
then for any M > 0, liminf,_, écxo\) > M a.s..
S.2.2.3 Analysis on GNPMC-ER

Under certain conditions, we can verify the NP oracle properties for GNPMC-ER. Similar
to NPMC-ER, GNPMC-ER does not require a Rademacher class (Assumption 4’) to satisfy

NP oracle properties.

Theorem 11 (Multi-class NP oracle properties of GNPMC-ER) GNPMC-ER sat-

i1sfies the multi-class NP oracle properties in the following senses.
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(i) When the GNPMC problem (S.2.18) is feasible, if Assumptions 2, 6, 7, and 8 hold,
and B > [[X*|[oo with X* = argmax, o4 G(X), then there exist a solution ¢* and
+

some constants C,C" > 0 such that

~

max P(| Ry (¢) — Rir(¢")| > 7)

k,r:k#r
_2v(d+y)

Sexp{~Cnr'7} +777 5 maxE Pyix (Y = k) — Pyix (Y = k)|,

when 1 > 1 > n~ /4,

(ii) When the GNPMC problem (S.2.18) is infeasible, if Assumptions 2 and 6 hold, and
R satisfies sup| x| <p G(A) > 1+ 9, then there exists a constant C' > 0 such that

P (|@ER(3\)’ < 1> S exp{—Cn} + mkaXIE @HX(Y =k)—Pyix(Y =k)|.

Analyzing in the same way as in Remark 3, we know that Theorem 11 verifies multi-class

NP oracle properties of GNPMC-ER.

S.3 Extension to Worst-case Objective Functions

In Section 1.2, we delineated the NPMC problem as follows:

m(;n J(p) = ZkaX\Y:k(¢(X) # k)

st Pxyuo(d(X) £ k) <o, ke A, (S.3.20)

where ¢ : X — {1,...,K} is a classifier, oy € [0,1), wy > 0 and A C {1,...,K}.
In certain scenarios, rather than minimizing the weighted misclassification errors across
different classes as the objective function, we may want to minimize the worst-case error
rate among classes not in A for the sake of fairness. This motive leads us to consider the
following NPMC-max problem:

m;n r]£1¢aj(PX\Y=k<¢<X) # k)
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st Payo(d(X) £ k) <op, k€A, (S.3.21)

with ag, € [0,1), wy > 0 and A C{1,...,K}.
In the following, we will elucidate how the heuristics for the NPMC problem (S.3.20)
in Section 2 can be extended to address the NPMC-max problem (S.3.21).

First, for convenience, let us rewrite problem (S.3.21) as

min t
¢,t€(0,1]
st Pyyop(o(X) #k) <t, k¢ A

Then we have the Lagrangian function

Lot =t+ > N[l =Py (0(X) = k) — 1] + Y Ml = Py—i(d(X) = k) — ow]

k¢A keA
:—ZAkIP’X|Yk CEYCED DENITD SEED Bt}
kA kA keA
The dual problem of (S.3.22) is
L(A
Ar?@g ,min, (A, 8, 1).
Note that the first term in Fx(¢,t) can be reformulated as
SV
Z AMePxpy—i(0(X) =k) = ) —  mPxy=r(o(X) =k)
=1 |k
A
— B | 20y = 0(X)
To(X)

Then given any A = {\}X_ | and ¢ € [0, 1], we have the following CS classifier minimizing
the cost function Fx(¢,t):

A
¢y 1 © — arg max {—]:Py|X:m(Y = k)} € argmin L(A, ¢, t). (S.3.23)
¢

k=1:K T
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Given A and ¢3, we have

A, B3, 1) Z/\kPX\Y g ( )=/€)+Zx\k+2/\k(1—ak)+(l—Z)\k)t.

kg A keA kg A

TV
unrelated to ¢

Therefore,
1, if 1 =3 0 A <0;
=10, i 1= Y > 05 € argmin L(X, 03,1).
freein [0, 1], if1—37, A =0;
Hence we can define
L ¢Aa tA
— >y AP Xy ok (OR(X) = k) + 2 M1 — o) + 1, if 1 =2 pga e <0;
Zk 1 APy = HOAX) =Fk) + ZkgéA Ak + ZkeA Ae(1—ay), if 1 — ZkgA Ak 2 0.

(S.3.24)

Similar to the strong duality defined in Assumption 1 for NPMC problem (2), we can define
the following strong duality for NPMC-max problem.

Assumption 9 (Strong duality for NPMC-max problem) It holds that

inf J(¢) = sup G(N),

peC |4
AeRY

where € includes all feasible classifiers for the NPMC-max problem (S.3.21). If € # (), the
infimum over ¢ € € is achievable, and the supremum over A € Rf can be achieved at a

finite X

Similar to the analysis for NPMC problem (2), if NPMC-max problem (S.3.21) (or
equivalently, (S.3.22)) is feasible and strong duality holds, then on the population level,
we can find A that maximizes G(X). Subsequently, we can substitute it into (S.3.23) to

obtain the CS classifier, which also serves as the solution to the NPMC-max problem.
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Conversely, if the NPMC-max problem is infeasible and strong duality holds, then we must
have supycgx G(A) = +o0.

Building upon these heuristic insights, algorithms akin to NPMC-CX and NPMC-ER
can be proposed, and their theoretical foundations can be explored. Given the extensive
coverage in this paper, we defer the detailed exposition to future research endeavors. We
hope the idea of utilizing duality between NP problems and CS problems can be help-
ful for researchers working on NP problems and pave the way for a novel series of NP
methodologies.

Before concluding this section, it is worth mentioning that the formula of G(A) can
be further simplified. The current formulation (S.3.24) contains two pieces, and it might
be hard to find its maximizer. However, it can be shown that it suffices to seek the

maximizer under the constraint » ;. Ax = 1. Under this constraint, G(A) simplifies to

= S MPx =k (B3(X) = F) + Dpga e+ e ML — ).
Lemma 5 Suppose Assumption 9 holds.
(i) If NPMC-maz problem is feasible, then there exists optimal X* = {A;}H_| € arg MaXy g G(A)
satisfying Zk¢A A = 1.

(ii) If NPMC-maz problem is infeasible, then there exists a sequence {A™3}>_ with
M) — {)\,(cm)}szl € RX and D kg )\Ecm) =1 such that G(A™) — 400 as m — .

S.4 Additional Numerical Results

S.4.1 More implementation details

The optimization procedure in step 3 of Algorithms 1 and 2 to find A is implemented
through the function hjkb in the package df optim, which solves derivative-free optimization
problems by Hooke-Jeeves algorithm (Hooke and Jeeves, 1961; Kelley, 1999). For the error
control tolerance parameter 6 in NPMC-CX and NPMC-ER, we set 6 = 0.1 for NPMC-CX
and § = 0.2 for NPMC-ER, respectively. Regarding the algorithms for checking the strong
duality and feasibility, we take 6 = 0.1 in Algorithm 3 and 7, while we take 6 = 0.2 and

Rg = 10 in Algorithm 4 and 8. A larger 0 is used for ER methods by considering the loss of
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sample-size efficiency by data splitting. We set the search range R = 1000 in NPMC-ER,
GNPMC-ER, Algorithm 4, and Algorithm 8.

Various packages are used to fit different classification methods and produce estimates
for posterior probability Py|x. These methods include logistic regression (logistic, pack-
age nnet), linear discriminant analysis (LDA, package MASS), k-nearest neighbors (kNN
package caret), non-parametric naive Bayes classifier with Gaussian kernel (NNB, pack-
age naivebayes), support vector machines with RBF kernel (SVM, package e1071), and
random forest (RF, package randomForest), where the corresponding abbreviations and
packages are indicated in the parentheses. For ENN, the number of nearest neighbors is
set to k = |\/n/K |, where n is the training sample size, and K is the number of classes.
For NNB, the kernel bandwidth is selected based on Silverman’s rule of thumb (Silverman,
2018). All parameters for SVM are set to default values as suggested in package e1071.
For instance, the RBF kernel has the form exp{—~v|u — v|} with v = 1/p where p is the
number of variables in the data. Moreover, the constant of the regularization term in the
Lagrange formulation is set to be 1. More details can be found in Meyer et al. (2019).
For RF, all parameters are set to default values as suggested in package randomForest.
For example, the number of trees is set to be 500, and the number of variables randomly
sampled as candidates at each split is set to be [/p| where p is the number of variables in

the data. More details are available in Liaw and Wiener (2002).

S.4.2 Simulations

This section collects simulation results in addition to the results in Section 4.1 of the main
text (denoted as Case 1). Case 2 is a 4-class NPMC problem. Case 3 is a variant setting
of Case 1 where the marginal probabilities of three classes are very imbalanced. Case 4
follows the same setting as Case 1 but tackles a GNPMC problem with confusion matrix

control.

S.4.2.1 Casel

In this subsection, we provide additional details for the simulation case 1.

As discussed in Section 1.2, Landgrebe and Duin (2005) proposed a general empirical
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apporach to solve the NPMC problem based on the multi-class ROC estimation. The
method looks for the cost-sensitive learning classifiers with different weights and aims to
identify the feasible cost-sensitive learning classifier that minimizes the objective function.
The main idea of their method aligns with ours for the NPMC problem. However, they
rely on grid search across all classes to determine the optimal weight vector, which becomes
computationally impractical for more than four classes. Additionally, their method uses
only one weight for each class, which distinguishes our method from theirs in the GNPMC
problem. As demonstrated in Section S.4.2.4, their method performs notably poorer than
ours when there are multiple constraints for a row of the confusion matrix in the GNPMC
problem.

For comparison purposes, we denote their method as MNPO (Multiclass Neyman-
Pearson Optimization, Algorithm 1 in Landgrebe and Duin, 2005) and plot the error rates
of MNPO for different function classes to estimate Py|x in Case 1 in Figure 7. Since
their method also requires sample splitting, we adopt the splitting ratio 0.5 the same as in
NPMC-ER. Moreover, we set the grid search accuracy for MNPO to 0.01. Because MNPO
shares similar conceptual underpinnings with our methods, the performance of MNPO,
NPMC-CX, and NPMC-ER exhibits notable similarities. However, NPMC-CX has less

variance when the sample size n is small because it does not use sample splitting.

MNPO-logistic MNPO-LDA MNPO-kNN MNPO-NNB

i
o
3
13
P
o
S}

08- H 0.8- s
woe- ) woe_ . cu0.75- I . mo_75- .
504- l v ' éoa- l 730.50- (—3050- l .

o ? ? = s 02- ? ; ; % %’ 0251 é‘ é‘ % % 0257 T ’; % % %
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e o

error class 1 class2 F class 3

Figure 7: Per-class error rates under each classifier and training sample size setting in
simulation case 1 for MNPO. Horizontal lines in corresponding colors mark the target
control levels. For some graphs, there are additional numbers with brackets under the
training sample size n, which indicates the number of simulations when the algorithm
reports infeasibility.

Additionally, we depict the average computational time of each method for various sam-
ple sizes in Figure 8, where it is evident that NPMC-CX and NPMC-ER are approximately
20 times faster than MNPO in this example.
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Figure 8: Logarithm (base: e) of the average computational time (in seconds) for different
methods with different approaches to estimate Py x. The average is taken over 500 repli-
cations for each sample size from 1000 to 10000 with increments of 1000.

S.4.2.2 Case 2

In the first example, all five variables are independent Gaussian; therefore, four classifiers
can estimate the posterior accurately. In this example, we consider a four-class correlated
Gaussian conditional distribution, where X|Y =k ~ N(v, %) for k=1,...,4. And v, =
(1,-2,0, -1, )7, vy = (=1,1,-2,-1, )7, v3 = (2,0,—-1,1,-1), vy = (1,0,1,2,-2)T,
> = (0.1'0#9)) ., p = 5. The marginal distribution of Y is P(Y = 1) = 0.1, P(Y = 2) =
0.2, P(Y =3)=0.3, and P(Y =4) = 0.4.

The goal is to solve the following NPMC problem

min ZkaX|Y:1(¢(X) # 1)

¢ k=1

s.t. ]P)X|y:1(¢(X) 7£ 1) S 004, ]ID)(|Y:3<¢<X) 7£ 3) S 008,
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Figure 9: Per-class error rates and objective function values under each classifier and train-
ing sample size setting in simulation case 2. Horizontal lines in corresponding colors mark
the target control levels. For some graphs, there are additional numbers with brackets
under the training sample size n, which indicates the number of simulations that the algo-
rithm reports infeasibility.

where wy = P(Y = k). Note that the objective function here includes errors of all four
classes and is actually equal to the overall misclassification error rate P(¢(X) # Y).

Like in case 1, we study NPMC-CX, NPMC-ER, and vanilla classifiers with different
function classes: logistic regression, LDA, kNN, and non-parametric naive Bayes models
with Gaussian kernels. The results are summarized in Figure 9. It can be observed that
all four vanilla classifiers failed to control the error rates around the target levels. At the
same time, NPMC-CX and NPMC-ER perform much better and successfully controlled
Pxjy=1(¢(X) # 1) and Pxy—3(¢(X) # 3) around 0.04 and 0.08, respectively. When the
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training sample size n increases, the variances of error rates for each method tend to shrink.
When n is small, except for the NPMC-CX-logistic, the other NPMC methods sometimes
lead to infeasible results. An interesting phenomenon here is that although the variables are
not independent, NPMC-CX-NNB and NPMC-ER-NNB still work well in controlling the
error rates. Besides, NPMC-CX-ENN seems to be over-conservative by strictly controlling

Px|y=1(¢(X) # 1) under level 0.04 when n is large.

S.4.2.3 Case 3: a variant of Case 1 with imbalanced sample sizes

In this subsection, we investigate a variant of Case 1 characterized by imbalanced sample
sizes across three classes to assess the robustness of NPMC-CX and NPMC-ER against
sample size imbalances. Such imbalances are common, particularly in many real-world
problems, as misclassifying observations from the rare class typically has greater conse-
quences.

We maintain the same 3-class NPMC problem in Case 1, but alter the marginal dis-
tribution of the three classes to P(Y = 1) = P(Y = 2) = 0.1, P(Y = 3) = 0.8. The
performance of different methods is visualized in Figure 10. It is evident that, except for
NPMC-CX-kNN, which produces numerous infeasibility reports (potentially due to the
suboptimal choice of k), all other NPMC-CX and NPMC-ER methods perform well by
controlling the error rates around the respective target levels. This underscores the robust-
ness of our methods to data imbalance. In contrast, compared to Figure 1, we can see that
the data imbalance significantly damages the performance of vanilla methods on classes 1
and 2. Furthermore, MNPO methods (Landgrebe and Duin, 2005) produce classifiers with
an error rate of 1 on class 3 in some situations, which is not observed for NPMC-CX and

NPMC-ER.

S.4.2.4 Case 4: a variant of Case 1 with a GNPMC problem

In our final simulation example, we explore a variant of Case 1 involving a GNPMC problem.

Specifically, we consider the following GNPMC problem with the same joint distribution

70



NPMC-CX-logistic NPMC-ER-logistic vanilla-logistic MNPO-logistic

M 1.00- . . . .
. 06- % % %
06" o T 0754
! H @ 0.4- t%. % % %. % @ o
2 Zo0s0- ¢
> >
02- 0.25-
004 * + - * + 0.00-
1000 3000 5000 7000 9000 1000 3000 5000 7000 9000 " 1000 3000 5000 7000 9000 1000 3000 5000 7000 9000
(55) @) (51) )]
n n n n
NPMC-CX-LDA NPMC-ER-LDA vanilla-LDA MNPO-LDA

1.00- . . .

A
I

value

+ + * - >

' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' 0.0- ' ' ' ' '
1000 3000 5000 7000 9000 1(%8)0 3000 5(080 7000 9000 1000 3000 5000 7000 9000
n n n
NPMC-CX-kNN NPMC-ER-kNN vanilla-kNN
06- & & = I
1 % 'L ' % % '%
g el o} s I I T
g g

-~ -~ & Y -

1000 3000 5000 7000 9000 1000 3000 5000 7000 9000 1000 3000 5000 7000 9000 1000 3000 5000 7000 9000
(342)  (381) (393) (390) (372 (394)  (201)  (69) (22) ®) (362) (143) (55 (19 ®
n n n n
NPMC-CX-NNB NPMC-ER-NNB vanilla-NNB MNPO-NNB

1.00- . 3 3 . .

wd b33 s
w¥ b 3 3 3

= ]
= = 050~
> >
]
0.2- 0.25-
£y * -~ -*> <+ 0.00-
' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' 00- ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' '
1000 3000 5000 7000 9000 1000 3000 5000 7000 9000 1000 3000 5000 7000 9000 1000 3000 5000 7000 9000
(11) (115) @ 1) (108) ©
n n n n

error EI class 1 EI class 2 $ class 3

Figure 10: Per-class error rates under each classifier and training sample size setting in
simulation case 3. Horizontal lines in corresponding colors mark the target control levels.
For some graphs, there are additional numbers with brackets under the training sample
size n, which indicates the number of cases that algorithms report infeasibility.

setting of (X,Y) as in Case 1:

3

min  J(¢) = Z ZwkrPX|Y:k(¢(X) =)

¢ k=1 r#k

st Pxpy=1(o0(X) =2) <005, Pxy_s(o(X)=1) <001, Pxy-3(¢(X)=2)<0.1,

where wiy = w13 = 0.2, wo; = wo3z = 0.4, and w3y, = w3y = 0.3. Notably, with this specific
weight setting, the objective function J(¢) corresponds to the overall misclassification error

rate P(p(X) #Y).
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We study GNPMC-CX, GNPMC-ER, and vanilla classifiers equipped with different
function classes to estimate Py x: logistic regression, LDA, kNN, and non-parametric naive

Bayes models with Gaussian kernels. The results are summarized in Figure 11.
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Figure 11: Per-class error rates and objective function values under each classifier and
training sample size setting in simulation case 4. Horizontal lines in corresponding colors
mark the target control levels. For some graphs, there are additional numbers with brackets
under the training sample size n, which indicates the number of cases that algorithms report
infeasibility.

From the results, it can be seen that all GNPMC-CX and GNPMC-ER methods can
successfully control the error rates around the target levels, except for GNPMC-CX-kNN
with n = 1000, which demonstrates the power of our GNPMC methods. In contrast,
all vanilla classifiers fail to control the error rate. We also include the method MNPO

(Algorithm 1 in Landgrebe and Duin, 2005) into comparison. Similar to the setting in Case
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1, we set the sample spitting ratio to be 0.5 and the grid accuracy to be 0.01 for MNPO.
Compared to GNPMC methods, MNPO tends to over-control the error rate P(¢(X) #
2|Y = 3), leading to an inflation of the objective value. This occurs because MNPO
assigns only one weight to each class during classification. In this example, there is a
much more stringent constraint on Pxjy—3(¢(X) = 1), which forces MNPO to assign a
large weight to class 3 to satisfy this constraint, and such a large weight is an overkill for
Pxjy=s(¢(X) = 2). In contrast, GNPMC methods utilize different Lagrangian multipliers
A3 and Asp for different constraints Pxjy—3(¢(X) = 1) and Pxjy—3(¢(X) = 2). A strict
control on Pyy—3(¢(X) = 1) can only make the GNPMC methods choose a large Az,
instead of large \3o, which resolves this issue. This observation aligns with our theoretical
findings, indicating that GNPMC methods satisfy GNPMC oracle properties under strong
duality and mild conditions, showcasing their optimality compared to other approaches,

such as MNPO.

S.4.3 Real data studies
S.4.3.1 LendingClub dataset

In this subsection, we delve deeper into the LendingClub dataset, providing additional
details beyond what was covered in Section 4.2. We also extend our analysis to the GNPMC
problem on this dataset and provide more experimental results.

First, we want to introduce more details about LendingClub dataset in addition to the
information we provided in Section 4.2. The original dataset contains 887379 observations
and 74 features, including the loan status as the response variable. Initially, we excluded
observations labeled as “Current” or “Issued”, indicating ongoing or just-started loan pro-
cesses, as they are not pertinent to our analysis. The remaining classes were grouped
into three categories, as discussed in Section 4.2. Next, due to varying data availability
across states, we aggregated the “state” variable into a new “region” variable, which has
five levels: “West”, “SouthWest”, “SouthEast”, “MidWest”, and “NorthEast”. Similarly,
to address the lack of data in certain categories, we merged some levels of the categori-
cal variable “purpose” into four levels: “credit_card”, “debt_consolidation”, “other”, and

“purchase”. Subsequently, features and observations containing over 10% missing data
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were removed. The remaining missing values were then imputed using the median or
mode of each feature, depending on the variable type (median for numerical features and
mode for categorical features). Additionally, variables collected after loan issuance, such
as “last_pymnt_amnt” (last total payment amount received), “total_pymnt” (payments re-
ceived to date for total amount funded), and “recoveries” (post charge off gross recovery),
which contain information related to loan status, were removed to focus on predicting
loan status at issuance. After preprocessing, the dataset consists of 264274 observations
and 26 features, including the loan status as the response variable, A detailed descrip-
tion of the features can be found at https://www.kaggle.com/datasets/adarshsng/
lending-club-loan-data-csv/dataand http://rstudio-pubs-static.s3.amazonaws.
com/290261_676d9bb1942ae4c9882f599e7c0a808f2.html.

We already explored the NPMC problem on this dataset in Section 4.2. We now want
to extend our analysis to the GNPMC problem. As previously discussed, misclassifying
observations across different classes can have varying impacts on lenders. For instance,
extending a loan to an individual who ultimately defaults can result in a complete loss
of funds, representing a significant risk for the lender. Conversely, declining a loan to
an individual who would have repaid the full amount on time only results in the loss of
potential interest income. The GNPMC framework in (S.2.18) allows for more sophisticated
constraints on misclassification errors compared to the NPMC framework (2). For example,
misclassifying an applicant from class 1 as class 2 (or vice versa) may not have substantial
consequences. However, misclassifying applicants from either class 1 or 2 as class 3 can

potentially lead to significant issues. Motivated by this insight, we formulate the following

GNPMC problem:

3

min Z Z Wi Pxjy—k(¢(X) = 7)

¢ k=1 r#k

st. Pxpy=1(¢(X) #3) <aus, Pxiy—a(o(X) # 3) < ass,

where w3 = wez = 0.1706, we; = wez = 0.0729, and wsz; = w3 = 0.7565. These numbers
0.1706, 0.0729, and 0.7565 represent the marginal probabilities of three classes, ensuring

that the objective function corresponds to the overall misclassification error rate P(¢(X) #
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Y).

Similar to our discussion in Sections 4.1 and 4.2, the practitioners can experiment with
different target levels (a3, aag) using our feasibility and strong duality checking algorithms
(Algorithms 7 and 8) to assess problem difficulty and determine the target level based
on feasibility and practical considerations. We show the strong duality, feasibility, and
objective values predicted by Algorithm 7 with GNPMC-CX-logistic (GNPMC-CX with
M as logistic regresion) and Algorithm 8 with GNPMC-ER-RF (GNPMC-ER with M
as random forests) on the entire data set with different (a3, ass) € [0.01,1]* with a grid
precision of 0.01, in Figures 12 and 13, respectively. In the contrast to Figures 3 and 13, we
do not observe a tradeoff between controlling Pxy—1(¢(X) # 3) and Pxjy—a(¢(X) # 3).
Instead, we see a correlative relationship. For example, fixing a specific a3, increasing o3
from 0 to the level around ay3 will decrease the predicted objective value. However, the
predicted objective value remains unchanged when increasing ass from the level around
a3 to 1. This phenomenon indicates that classes 1 and 2 behave very similarly, which
is reasonable because both represent loans that cannot be repaid on time with different
default levels. Furthermore, the problem is predicted to be feasible for all choices (a1, az)

we tried.
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Figure 12: Strong daulity and feasibility of GNPMC problem on the LendingClub dataset
with different target error levels: predicted by Algorithm 7 with GNPMC-CX-logistic.
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Figure 13: Strong duality and feasibility of GNPMC problem on the LendingClub dataset
with different target error levels: predicted by Algorithm 8 with GNPMC-ER-RF.

Next, we set ay3 = 0.1 and a3 = 0.15, and run GNPMC-CX-logistic and GNPMC-
ER-RF with vanilla logistic regression and random forests as benchmarks. We randomly
split the entire data into 50% training and 50% testing data in 500 replications. Box plots
in Figure 5 illustrate the error rates Px|y—1(¢(X) = 3) and Px|y—2(¢(X) = 3) under each
classifier and training sample size setting. We observe that vanilla logistic regression and
random forests tend to classify all observations into class 3 due to the high imbalance of
sample sizes. In contrast, GNPMC-CX-logistic and GNPMC-ER-RF effectively control
the error Pxjy—;(¢(X) = 3) around 0.1. Additionally, the error Pxy_s(¢(X) = 3) is lower
than the target 0.15. This serves as further evidence of the correlative relationship between

two errors and the similarity between classes 1 and 2.

S.4.3.2 Dry bean dataset

This dataset comes from the transformed images of 13,611 grains of 7 different registered
dry beans (Koklu and Ozkan, 2020). The seven types and their corresponding sample sizes
are Barbunya (1322), Bombay (522), Cali (1630), Dermosan (3546), Horoz (1928), Seker
(2027), and Sira (2636). The goal is to predict the bean type correctly. There are 16

predictors of the grains in total, consisting of 12 dimensions and four shape forms. The
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Figure 14: Error rates to be controlled and objective function values under each classifier
for the GNPMC problem on the LendingClub dataset. Horizontal lines in corresponding
colors mark the target control levels.

data is available on the UCI machine learning repository (https://archive.ics.uci.
edu/ml/datasets/Dry+Bean+Dataset).

For convenience, we recode the bean types into classes 1 through 7. In each replication,
we randomly split the data into 10% training and 90% test data per class. Consider the
following NPMC problem

m(gn i [Pxy—3(¢(X) # 3) + Pxjy=s(0(X) #5) + Pxjy=s(¢(X) # 6) + Px|jy=r(¢(X) #7)]

st Pxpy=1(@(X) #1) <0.05, Pxpy—a(a(X) #2) <0.01, Pyjy—a(o(X) #4) < 0.03.

We study NPMC-CX, NPMC-ER, and vanilla classifiers based on logistic regression,
SVM, kNN, and random forest. The performance of these methods is summarized in Figure
15. Firstly, we can see that four vanilla classifiers can only control the error rate of class
2 while failing to control the error rates of classes 1 and 4. NPMC-CX and NPMC-ER
work well to control the error rates around the target levels, except for NPMC-ER-SVM
and NPMC-CX-RF. NPMC-ER-SVM leads to a large variance in the error rate of class
2, which might be caused by the limited sample size of class 2. Furthermore, NPMC-CX-
RF fails to control the class 1 error rate. This may be caused by overfitting, because the
random forest is a very complex model and the training data is used both in fitting the

model and searching for X in Algorithm 1).
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Figure 15: Per-class error rates and objective function values under each classifier for the
dry bean dataset. Horizontal lines in corresponding colors mark the target control levels.
In some graphs, additional values are displayed in brackets beneath the training sample
size, n. These values represent the number of instances where the algorithms reported
infeasibility during evaluation.

S.4.3.3 Statlog (Landsat satellite) dataset

This dataset contains the multi-spectral values of pixels in 3 x 3 neighborhoods in satellite
images. We aim to predict the central pixel label in each neighborhood. There are 36
predictors for each of the 6435 observations, representing the multi-spectral values. Central
pixel labels and their corresponding sample sizes are red soil (1533), cotton crop (703), grey
soil (1358), damp grey soil (626), soil with vegetation stubble (707), and very damp grey
soil (1508). We recode the six classes into classes 1 to 6, respectively. In each replication,

we randomly split the data into 10% training and 90% test data per class.
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We consider the following NPMC problem

min %ZPXY:k(¢<X) # k)

¢ k=1

s.b. Pxjy=s(¢(X) #3) <015, Pxjy_a(¢(X) #4) <02, Pxjy_s(¢(X) #5) <0.1.

Asin Section S.4.3.2, we explore NPMC-CX, NPMC-ER, and vanilla classifiers based on
logistic regression, SVM, kNN, and random forest. The results are available in Figure 16.
It can be seen that vanilla-logistic and vanilla-kNN only control Px|y—3(¢(X) # 3) well,
while vanilla-SVM and vanilla-RF successfully control Pxy—s(¢(X) # 3) and Pxjy—s(
¢(X) # 5) around the target levels. NPMC-CX and NPMC-ER successfully control all
three error rates around the target levels in all cases. In addition, it is interesting that
all vanilla methods over-control Px|y—3(¢(X) # 3), which might damage the performance
on other classes. NPMC-CX and NPMC-ER can fix this issue and relax this control by
increasing Pxy—3(¢(X) # 3) while still controlling other classes’ error rates around the
target levels. Thanks to this, compared to the vanilla methods, we observe that NPMC-
CX and NPMC-ER can create classifiers that control the error rates around the levels

approximately without increasing the objective function value too much.

S.4.3.4 Dementia dataset

Worldwide, the prevention, treatment, and precise diagnosis of subtypes of dementia is a
top healthcare priority and a critical clinical focus. This dataset comes from a preliminary
study based on medical and neuropathology records from participants enrolled in an NIH-
funded AD research center (ADRC) at New York University. Each participant signed
an IRB-approved form to donate the brain for post-mortem examination. Their clinical
evaluation included an interview according to the Brief Cognitive Rating Scale, rating on
the Global Deterioration Scale (GDS) (Reisberg et al., 1993), and Geriatric Depression
Scale. Subjects with brain pathology, such as tumors, neocortical infarction, or diabetes,
were excluded.

The selection of records that included post-mortem dementia diagnosis yielded a total

of 302 observations. The original dataset contains 10 dementia subtypes. Since sample
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Figure 16: Per-class error rates under each classifier for the statlog dataset. Horizontal lines
in corresponding colors mark the target control levels. In some graphs, additional values
are displayed in brackets beneath the training sample size, n. These values represent the
number of instances where the algorithms reported infeasibility during evaluation.

sizes of some subtypes are too small, we keep subtypes Normal (class 1) and Alzheimer’s
disease (class 2), and merge the other eight subtypes into one class (class 3). And the final
sample sizes of them are 103, 89, and 110, respectively. For each observation, we retrieved
information from the most recent clinic visit. There are 13 predictors, including age, sex,
race, education, and the nine most relevant clinical measures after list-wise deletion.

Our goal is to solve the following NPMC problem

Pxjy=s(¢(X) # 3)

min
@

Similar to the previous two real data studies, we fit NPMC-CX, NPMC-ER, and
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Figure 17: Per-class error rates under each classifier for the dementia dataset without 0.5-
SMOTE. Horizontal lines in corresponding colors mark the target control levels. In some
graphs, additional values are displayed in brackets beneath the training sample size, n.
These values represent the number of instances where the algorithms reported infeasibility
during evaluation.

vanilla classifiers based on logistic regression, SVM, kNN, and random forest. The re-
sults are available in Figure 17. It can be seen that NPMC-CX-logistic, NPMC-CX-SVM,
NPMC-ER-SVM, NPMC-CX-RF, NPMC-ER-RF, and vanilla-RF approximately control
the Pxjy—1(¢(X) # 1) and Pxy—(¢(X) # 2) around the target levels, while the other
methods fail. Besides, NPMC-ER-logistic often fails to give a feasible solution. These
issues may be due to the limited sample size.

Motivated by the over-sampling strategy often used in imbalance classification to create
synthetic observations for minor classes (Feng et al., 2021), next, we try to enlarge the
training dataset before running NPMC algorithms. One of the most popular over-sampling

is the synthetic minority over-sampling technique (SMOTE) (Chawla et al., 2002), which
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Figure 18: Per-class error rates and objective function values for the dementia dataset
with 0.5-SMOTE. Horizontal lines in corresponding colors mark the target control levels.
In some graphs, additional values are displayed in brackets beneath the training sample
size, n. These values represent the number of instances where the algorithms reported
infeasibility during evaluation.

creates synthetic samples via nearest neighbors. We can briefly describe the SMOTE
algorithm with the number of nearest neighbors & as follows. To enlarge the sample size
of class k, for each class-k sample x(, randomly choose one of its k nearest neighbors x;
and generate a uniform random variable u ~ Unif(0,1). Then a new synthetic observation
of class k is generated as & = ux; + (1 — u)xy. Compared to other over-sampling methods
with replacement, SMOTE benefits from more variations and uncertainty.

In our case, we have limited observations for all classes. Therefore, we need to enlarge
the whole dataset instead of a single class. To make our over-sampling procedure less ag-
gressive, we adjusted the original SMOTE algorithm and conducted a conservative version

called “0.5-SMOTE” by replacing the Unif(0, 1) with Unif(0, 0.5). Compared to the original
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SMOTE, the synthetic samples generated by 0.5-SMOTE are closer to the real samples.
Next, in each of the 500 replications, we conduct 0.5-SMOTE with 5NN to generate a
new training set with five times the sample size of the original data, then run NPMC and
vanilla algorithms on this new training set. We summarize the results in Figure 18. Com-
pared to the results without 0.5-SMOTE, the performance of NPMC algorithms improves
significantly, and all of them successfully control the error rates around the corresponding
levels. At the same time, all vanilla approaches fail to control Pxy—s(¢(X) # 2). It can also
be seen that NPMC methods tend to be conservative when controlling Pxy—1(¢(X) # 1),
which might be caused by overfitting. When the sample size is small, doing 0.5-SMOTE

can help NPMC methods succeed, making our algorithms more useful in practice.

S.5 Technical Lemmas and Propositions

Lemma 6 Consider Algorithm 1 (NPMC-CX). Under Assumptions 3 and 4, for any

bounded A C R‘f‘, we have

P <Sup IL(X, d2) — LA, ¢3)] > 7) < exp{=n(r’AD)}+7"" maxE Pyix(Y = k) — Pyix (Y = k)|,
A€EA

for any T 2 Craqa(n) + maxy E@Y‘X(Y =k) —Pyx(Y = k).

Lemma 7 Consider Algorithm 1 (NPMC-CX). Suppose Assumptions 2°, 3, 4’ hold. For
any bounded set A C R'f', lim,, 0 SUPycA IL(X, d2) — LA, da)| = 0 a.s..

Lemma 8 Consider Algorithm 1 (NPMC-CX). Suppose Assumptions 2°, 3, 4’ hold. For
any bounded set A C R'j:‘l, 1My, 00 SUPscp | LA, &x) — L(X, ¢%)| = 0 a.s..

Lemma 9 Consider Algorithm 2 (NPMC-ER). We define L(A, ¢) as in (13). Under As-

sumptions 1 and 3, for any bounded set A C le:‘l,

P <sup IL(X, d2) — LA, ¢3)] > 7') < exp{—Cn(T°A1)}+771 mI?XE ]}./J\)y'p((y =k)—Pyx(Y =k)|,
AEA

: 1
ZfTZ\/;
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S.6 Proofs

We mean “without loss of generality” by writing “WLOG”.

S.6.1 Proof of lemmas
S.6.1.1 Proof of Lemmas 1 and 3

Denote the density of N(ux,I,) as fr. First, let us consider a classifier ¢} indexed by
A= ()\1, )\2)T S Ri as

1
@y 1 ¢ — argmax{\fr(x)} = argmax {u;‘gm — 5””%”3 + log /\k}.
k=1:2 k=1:2

Note that the misclassification error rate of 3 for class 1 can be written as

Ri(p3) = PX\Y:l(SOK(X) #1)

1 1
—P(ufe gl +oghs < e = Jlall + oo
1
= PG = (o = ) < gl — gl + T~ o v
log \y — log )\1)
1 — pall2 )

1
= ol =l +

Similarly, the misclassification error rate of 3 for class 2 is

log \; — log )\2)

1
Ra(g}) = P :<so*<X>7é2>=<1>(—||u — tmalls +
2 ¥\ X|Y=2\¥x 9 1 2112 ||M1_N2||2

Next, consider the CS classifier ¢} indexed by XA = (A1, A2)" € R2 as

A A 1
QS; : & —argmax {—1Py|xzw(y = 1)7 _iIP)YLX:w(Y = 2)7 —*Py|X:m(Y = 3)}
T 2 3

= argmax{\; fi(x), Ao fo(x), f3(x)}.

(i) When [[pt1 — pal2 > @711 — a1) + @7 1(1 — ag): There exists A = (A, \2)” € R% such

that
10g /\1 — IOg )\2

g1 — pall

1 1
—§||N1 — ol — @7 an) < < §||ﬂ»1 — pal2 + @7 (ay).
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Therefore Ry (¢3) < aj for k =1 : 2, which implies the feasibility of the NPMC problem.
Consider A™ = (A AUNT with A™ = mA; and AU = m),, for m > 1. Then
Oyom () = 0x(x), for all z € RP, &k = 1: 2, and @5, () — @3 () = 0, Oy () —
ox(x), as m — oo, for as. T ~ Zi:l 7 fr. Hence by dominated convergence theorem,
Ri(¢5omy) — Bi(py) for k =1:2 when m — oco. Therefore, when m > M where M is a
large constant, we must have Ry(¢5.) < o for & =1:2. Then, the strong duality holds
due to Theorem 1.(i).

(ii) When ||pg1—pa|l2 = @71 (1—a1)+P ' (1—az): There exists a unique A = (A1, Ag)" € R

such that
1 _ logA\; —log Xy 1 1
=5l = pafla = 27 en) < < Sl = w2 + @7 (a2),
2 s = pafle = 2
where the “=” holds for both inequalities. Hence we have Ry(p}) = o for k =1 : 2

and this A = (A, \2)7 € R2 is the only A € R? satisfying Ry(¢}) < oy for k =1 : 2.
This proves the feasibility of the NPMC problem. On the other hand, if the strong duality
holds, then by Theorem 1, there exists a finite X = (), 5\2) € R2 such that Ri(03%) < au,
for k=1:2.

Note that we must have X # A because Ri(¢%) > Ri(¢}) = oy for k = 1 : 2 which
violates the feasibility of ¢%. But then we have a contradiction because Rx(¢3) < Ri(¢5) <
ay, for kK =1 : 2, which violates the uniqueness of A such that Ry(¢3}) < a4 for k =1: 2.
Therefore, the strong duality must fail.

(iii) When |1 — pall2 < @71 (1 — 1) + @71 (1 — ap): The inequality

log Ay — log )\2
1 — pa22

1 B 1 _
—§||M1—H2||2—‘I> Hoy) < §||M1 polls + @7 (an)

must fail.

If —1|lp1 — palla — @7 (a1) < 0, consider A = (A, A2)” € R? such that

0 < Milos — Pxy—1 (63(X) # 1)] < da[Pry—a(@4(X) #2) — ag] (5.6.25)
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Such a X exists because we can consider A = (A, A2)" € R2\{(0,0)"} with

log A1 — log Ao
1 = ol

1 _ 1 _
—§||M1 — palla — @7 (an), §||N1 — palla + @M () <

log )\1 —log )\2

. Sin
Tl - Since

and —3 |1 — poll2 — (o) very close to

1 _ 1 _
|- Sl sl = 27 )| = Gl = gl + 97 )| 0.

we have

0< oy — ]Px|yzl<¢*>\(X) 7£ 1) < Px|y:2(¢;(X) 7é 2) — Qa.

(S.6.25) follows with this A because the fact that % is very close to — 3|1 — pall2—
®~1(a;) < 0 implies A\; < A\y. Going back to (S.6.25), consider a sequence {A™}_, with
/\]gm) =mA for m > 1and k = 1:2. Then ¢}, (x) = pi(x) for all x € R? and m > 1.
And

2

Fyem) (@hom) = Pxjy—s(@3om (X) # 3) + > M [Py —i(@hom (X) # &) — ]

k=1
2

= Pxjy=3(03om (X) # 3) + 1m0 ) MlPxjy=r(@iom (X) # k) — ]

k=1

—r +00,

as m — oo, due to (5.6.25). This implies G(AM™) = Fyom (@}m) — +00 as m — 00
because Ryp(¢3u) = Ri(@yom) for & = 1 : 2 therefore mYr_ A [Pxpy =k (@5 (X) #
k) —ai] — oo. Hence by weak duality, the NPMC problem is infeasible. And by definition,
the strong duality holds.

On the other hand, if —3||p1 — palla — @7 '(aq) > 0, we must have 3|l — poll2 +
d Y an) > =3[l — polla — (1) > 0. By switching classes 1 and 2 in our analysis
above, we can obtain the same conclusion that the NPMC problem is infeasible and the

strong duality holds.
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S.6.1.2 Proof of Lemma 2

We can easily write the cost function of any classifier ¢ as

]~

Cost(#) = 3 micx — EleyL(6(X) = V)]

b
Il
—

M)~

mhck — Ex {Eyix[ey 1(6(X) = Y)]}

e
Il
—_

M)~

Ty — Ex {ZWWX) = k) - cxPyx (Y = k)]} .

k=1

i

1

By the last expression and the definition of ¢*, we have Cost(¢) > Cost(¢*) for any ¢.

S.6.1.3 Proof of Lemma 4

Similar to the proof of Lemma 2, let’s first simplify the cost function of any classifier ¢ as

Cost(¢) =E | Y ey, L(¢(X) = m]
r#Y
= Ex {Enx > ey, 1(¢(X) = r)] }
rZ£Y

=Ey {Z ST (O(X) =7) - cuPyx(Y = k)] } .

k=1 r#k

Therefore by the definition of ¢*, we have Cost(¢) > Cost(¢*) for any ¢.

S.6.1.4 Proof of Lemma 5

(1) If ZMZA )\Z > 1, we have G()\*> = — Zle )\ZPX\Y:k(¢;* (X) = k)+ZkEA )\Z(l-O&]J‘Fl
Consider X = { M\ }I<, with A, = % < A; forall k =1: K. Then it can be seen that
P5- () = ¢5 () for all x € RP. By weak duality, since NPMC-max problem is feasible, we

must have G(A*) < 1, which implies that

K
- Z NP x|y =k (03 (X) = k) + Z (1 —ay) <0.
k=1 keA
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Hence

K
_ZAk]P)XW k(¢)\* +Z )‘k 1 ak ZS\ Px|y k Qﬁ}\ = k‘)—l—Z S\k(l—ak),
k=1

k=1 keA ke A

which leads to G(A*) < G(A).

If0 <) heaMe <1, we have G(A) = — SE NePxy k(O3 (X) = k) + > pea M1 —
o) + Ypea M- Consider A = {AH, with A, = zk:ﬁ > A forall k=1: K. We
k

also have ¢3.(x) = ¢5(z) for all z € RP. By strong duality, since NPMC-max problem is

feasible, then G(A*) > 0, which implies that

_Z)\kPX‘Y k ¢A* —/{? +Z>\* l—ozk +Z)\k

k=1 ke A kg A
K ~ ~ ~
ZA Pxy—r(¢ ):k)+z)\k(1—04k)+z)\k,
k=1 ke A k¢ A

ie. GAY) < G(N).

I Yeea M = 0, then GON) = — Yy MPxyr(63(X) = k) + Xy N1 — ) 2 0
by strong duality. Therefore we can construct X with X = {\}5 | Ay = 25 > At for
ke A and A\, = 0 for k ¢ A. It is easy to see that ¢}.(x) = ¢5(x) for all x € RP,
hence G(A) > G(X*) if G(A*) > 0, which is contradicted. If G(A*) = 0, then by strong
duality, ¢3. defined in (S.3.23) is feasible and maxyg¢ 4 Px|y—i(¢3-(X) # k) = G(A*) = 0.
However, by the definition of ¢3. in (S.3.23), since A; = 0 for all £ ¢ A, we must have
Px|y—r(¢3(X) # k) = 1 for some k ¢ A, which is again contradited.

Therefore (i) holds.

(ii) By strong duality, there exists a sequence {A(™}%_, such that G(A(™) — +oo.
WLOG, assume )\,(Cm) < C <ooand ) qy )\,(Cm) > 0, for all £ ¢ A and m > 1 (other-

wise we can construct such a sequence from {A™}_ ). Hence

keA ke A

)\(m)
>
= T O Ll for

all k € A. It is easy to see that ¢3.,(z) = ¢5,, (x) for all x € R? and m > 1. Therefore,

as m — oo. Consider a new sequence {A(™}%°_ with A} (m) —
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we have

=3 A By k(G (X) = k) + DA (1~ )
ke A

keA
1
2 ST >\ Pty (@hom (X) = &) + )\( 1—041@}
0<K—|A|>[ 2N i 2N
— +00,
as m — o0o. Hence G(A(™) — 400 as m — oo and {A™}%_ satisfies D kg A M A — 1 for

all m > 1.

S.6.1.5 Proof of Lemma 6

Lemma 10 (Corollary 1 in Maurer, 2016) Suppose {€i }icpnkeix] and {6}, are in-
dependent Rademacher variables. Let F be a class of functions f : RY — & C RE
and h : § — R is L-Lipschitz under ly-norm, i.e., |h(y) — h(y')| < L|ly — y'|l2, where
y=(y,..yx), v =, .,y)t €S. Then

]Es.upZeZ (x;) <\/_LESUPZZQkfk

fer = FeF st k=1
where fy(x;) is the k-th component of f(z;) € S C RE.

First, we prove that for any bounded sets A C R‘f‘, we have

P(iuIA) IL(X, d2) — LA, dx)| > 7 + CChaq + C’ gﬁ}éE@y‘X(Y = k) — Pyix (Y = k)|,
- =

K
() il < 72/2}) S exp{nr?)
k=1

for any 7 > 0. Denote the estimate @Y\sz(y =k) = @Y‘X:m(Y = k;,é), gg(a:;ﬁ, AT) =
arg max, {cx (A, )Py ix—a (Y = k; 8)}, and Il = {m € SK~': 1, > 7/2 for all k}, where
SK=1is the ¢; unit sphere in R¥. Note that

sup [L(X, 6) — L(A, éx)| < supsup |~
A€EA AEA well

chw) (A W)PY|X =, (Y = ¢(wuﬁ A, T); B)

n
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—E [ 500 (A m)Pyix (Y = 6(X; 8, A, )| ‘

n <
=1

< sup sup
A€ well

~-E [%(X)(A, mPyix(Y = 6(X; 8, A,w);B)} ‘

+supsup |E [%m(& mPyx (Y = (X B, A,ﬂ);ﬁ)}

A€ well

—E [%(X)()“ )Py x (Y = &(X§ B, A, 7"))] '

n

. Z Cha) (s TPy x—a: (Y = &(xi; B, X, 7); B)

n <
=1

< supsup sup
A€EA BeB well

~E [%(X)(A, Py ix (Y = 6(X; B, A, 7); 6)] ‘

+ " max E[Pyx(Y = k) — Pyx (Y = k).
Let
g(x; B, A\, ) = mgx{ck()\, ﬂ)@yp(:w(Y =k B} — E[m&x{ck()\, ﬁ)@yp(:w(Y =k; 3)}].

Then Eg(X) = 0 and supyep Supges SUPrer |9(X)[[oo < C a.s. with some large constant

C > 0. It suffices to upper bound U ({X;}i ) = supyea SUPgep SUPxer [ Doy 9(X5: B, A, 7).
Consider { X/}, which differs from { X} , at only one single entry i. Then |U({X;}},)—

U({X[})| < 1/n by boundedness of A, B, and II. Applying bounded difference inequality

(Corollary 2.21 in Wainwright, 2019),

P(U —EU > 7) < exp{—Cnt?}.

It remains to bound EU. By standard symmetrization argument, with € = (e1,...,€,)7
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independent Rademacher variables, we have

n

1 ~
EU({X;},) S EEx supsupsup |— Z € m}fxx{ck()\, )Py x=a(Y = F; ﬂ)}‘

AeA BeBmell |V =
n
1 .
SEXEx sup sup|— Z e; max{aPy x—o(Y = k; 8)}|, (S.6.26)
lallc<C peB | K
where a = (ay, ... ,aK)T and C' is some constant. It is easy to see that maxy_q.x % is a
1-Lipschitz function of & = (z1,...,2x)T w.r.t. fo-norm. Then applying the vectorized

Rademacher contraction inequality (Lemma 10), we can further bound the RHS of (S.6.26)

as
1 & ~
EEx sup sup|— ZG" max{a;Py|x=z,(Y = k; B)}
lao<C BeB |V F
1 K n
SEsEx sup sup|— €k Py | x=2, (Y = k; B)
lall<C BEB |1 ;; ’
K 1 n
S EeExsup|— Y e Pyix—q, (Y = k; 8)
k=1 peB |1
< max EEx sup |— ei@y x—z.(Y =k; 3
k=1:K BeB ; | ( )
= CRad(n),
where € = {€}ic1mr—1.x contains independent Rademacher variables. Putting all the

pieces together, we have
]P)(iUIA) ILA, 63) — LA, 65)| > 7 + CCRag + C’ £%§E|@Y\X(Y =k) = Pyix(Y = k)],
c =1:

K
(i — il < ww}) < exp{—nr?},
k=1

for any 7 > 0. Note that by Hoeffding’s inequality and union bound,

2t il > 72} ) S exp(-n).

k=1
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Therefore, for any 7 > 0,

P(Sup |Z()\, QASA)—L()\, Qg)\)| > 74+CCRraq+C’ ,g?}f(E@YIX(Y =k)—Pyx(Y = k:)|> < exp{—n(TQ/\l)}.

AEA
(S.6.27)

Next, we will show that

P <Sup IL(A, 65) — LA, 6)| > 7) S 7 maxE ‘@W(Y — k) = Py (Y = k‘)‘—l—exp{—C'nTQ}.
AEA
(S.6.28)

By the proof of Lemma 8, combined with Markov inequality and union bounds,

P <SUP LA, 62) — L(A, ¢7)| > 7') <> P <EX|@Y|X(Y =k) = Pyx(Y =k)| > 2£K>

A€A P

+3¢ (1 -ni> 257)

k=1

<7t m]?xmfpylx(y = k) — Pyx(Y = k)| + exp{—Cnr?}.
(S.6.29)

Finally, combining (S.6.27) and (S.6.28), we get the desired conclusion, which completes

the proof of Lemma 6.

S.6.1.6 Proof of Lemma 7

Denote @ = (3, X\, )T, U(x;0) = 59 )IP’y|X (Y = ¢(x;0);: B)— [c¢(X)Py|X(Y ?(X;0):8)],
and ¢(x; B, A, ) = argmaxk{ck()\,w)P”X:m(Y = k;3)}. First, we prove that for any
compact sets A C R‘f‘, B CRP and I C (0,1)%, it holds

lim sup sup sup =0, a.s., (S.6.30)

n—00 \eA BeB well

nZU x;; 0

We follow the proof idea of Theorem 5.14 in Van der Vaart (2000), which was first stated
in Wald (1949). We first check the following two conditions:

(i) U(x;0) is a continuous function of @ = (8, A, 7) for a.s. & w.r.t. the distribution of

X.
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(ii) There is a function m(x) satisfying

Sup sup sup |c¢ ()\, W)I/EBHX::E(Y = <;~5(:c;,6', A7) B) <m(x), Em(x) < oo.
AeA BeB mell
First, (ii) is trivial according to the fact that @yp(:w(Y = ¢(x; B, A, ); B) is bounded. For
(i), note that U(x; @) can be written as a maximum of K continuous functions of € by the
definition of ¢, then the continuity of the maximum follows.
Define W(z;7,0) = supg.g_gj,<- U(x;0'). By the continuity of U(z;0) wr.t. 6,
W (ax;r,0) is continuous w.r.t. r. In addition, by the dominated convergence theorem,

lim E[W (X;7,60)] = E [lim W(X;, 0)] -

r—0

Then for any 8 € B® A @ I1, any € > 0, Ir.(0), such that E[W (X;r.(0),0)] < €. Because
B®A®IIis compact, there exists a finite subcover of | Jgcgorsn Br.(6)(€), which we denoted
as U, B,,(6,). Then

su U(xz;;0) < sup — Wi(xs;m,0) =3 sup E[W(X;r,6)] <e
OGB®£®HHZ ‘ - :1’{)’an i3 71, 01) N p E[W( 1,01)]

Constructing a vanishing series {¢,}22; — 0 leads to

P (hmsup sup ZU x;; 0 ) = lim P (hmsup sup ZU x;0) < er> = 1.
n—oco  GeBRARIL TV 5 r—00 n—oo  OEBRARII TV ©
(S.6.31)
On the other hand, we can show P (lim inf, .o infeesorsn % Yoo U(x;0) > 0) =1 in the
same way, which combines with (S.6.31) implies (S.6.30). Therefore, by plugging 3 = 3
and 7 = 7 into (S.6.30), we have

lim ‘L L dx) — Ex [c¢ JAR)Byx (Y = da(X HzO,a.s.. (S.6.32)

n—oo

Next, we want to show

lim sup sup
n—o00  AEA

Ey [% SRy x (Y = da(X)) — 5, o0y (A )By x (Y = Q%\(X))H —0,a.5..
(5.6.33)
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Note that the left-hand side is no larger than

lim sup max E x HIP’y|X( =k)—Pyx(Y = k:)H ‘max ¢x+2 lim sup sup max |cx (A, 7©)—ci (X, )| = 0,
n—00 k k n—oo AeA Kk
a.s., which is derived by Assumption 2’ with dominated convergence theorem combined

with the strong consistency of 7. Combining (S.6.32) and (S.6.33), we finish the proof of

Lemma 7.

S.6.1.7 Proof of Lemma 8

lim sup |L(A, (%) — L(X, 6"

n—oo AEA

= Jim sup [Ex [egg.00(A By ix (Y = 63(X)) = ¢4, (A7) Byix (¥ = 6a(X)) |

n—oo AEA

< lim Z |:EX ‘@Y\X(Y = ]{3) — Py‘X(Y = k) - sup maxck()\,ﬂ-*) + sup |Ck(>\,7?l') — Ck()\,ﬂ'*)|:|
nreo i — AeA kK AeA

=0,

a.s., where the last equation holds because of Assumption 2’ and the strong consistency
of 7. It suffices to verify the intermediate inequality. For any X = @ and A € A, denote

~

k= k(x) = oa(z), k* = k*(x) = ¢%(x). Then by the definition of ¢y and @5,

0 < o5 @A T )Py ix—a (Y = ¢7(T)) = ¢4, (o)A T )Py x—o(Y = da())
< [Pyix—a(Y = k")er (A, ) = Pyx—o(Y = k") (A, )]

+ Pyix=o(Y = k)ew (A, 7) = Pyjx—a(Y = k)cp(X, 7)]

~ ~

+ Pyix—a(Y = k)ep( A7) = Pyix—a(Y = k)i (A, 7))

<2y ‘@Y|X(Y = B)en(A 7) — Pyx (Y = k)ep(A, 7°)
k=1

=

<23 [Brix(Y = k) = Prix(Y = k)| - max ey (A7) + 2Je(A, 7) — (A, 7).
k=1

(S.6.34)
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where we used the fact that Py|x—(Y = k*)cp (A, ) — Py x—a(Y = l%)c,;()\, 7*) > 0 and
@Y‘X:m(Y = k*)epe (A, ) — ]IADY‘X:m(Y = I%)Cfc()\,ﬁ') < 0. Taking the supremum w.r.t. A

and the limit n — oo leads to the desired conclusion.

S.6.1.8 Proof of Lemma 9

Let’s fix Dy and ny first. Denote Ry (dy) = nt ST 1(d(x Wy = ) = ngt S0k ]l( (@) >
0), where gg\ )(:c) = cp(A, W)Pyp(:m(Y = k) — max;jz, [¢;(A, fr)IP’y|X:m(Y = j)]. Given any
D,, we claim that the VC dimension of A; = {]1(9&’” (x) > 0) : XA > 0} is finite for any k.

The proof is straightforward. Recall that given Dy and A,

Wy /T k¢ A,
oA, 7) = v/ g

(wk—l—)\k)/frk, ke A.

For k € A, 03 (x) = (w + \)/7 - Pyix—a(Y = k) — max { maxjea iy [(w; + \)/7; -
@y‘xzz(y = j)} s maxj¢A [wj/frj . ]:/P\)yp(:a;(Y = ])] } Note that

{:g(@) >0 = () {=:(w+N\)/F Pyix—a(Y = j) < (0 + M) /Fi - Pyix—a(Y = k)}
JjeA\{k}

(Y = wy/7 - Brix—a(Y = 5) < (i + M)/ - Bx—a(Y = B)},
j¢A
where each of {@ : (w; + A\;)/7; - Pyix—a(Y = j§) < (wp + \p)/7% - @Y‘X:fc(Y = k)}
belongs to the classification decision boundary of a linear classifier with parameter \; if we
see {@Y‘X:m(Y = j)}; as the predictors. Denote sy, (z) = 1((w; + A;)/7; 'I/Eiyp(:w(y =
j) < (wp + M)/7 - Pyix—a(Y = k)) and 5y (x) = L(w;/7; - Pypx—a(Y = j) < (wy +
M)/ - Pyix—a(Y = k)). For any @ data points {a;}7,, denote {{sx (@)}, = A >
0} as S;({mitiy) for j € Ak}, {{n, @)}y Ay > 0} as S({m}ly) for j ¢ A
{10 (@) > 03, : A e RV as S® ({a;}7,), which include all possible classification
result of {x;}", for all possible \; values. Since linear classifiers have finite VC dimension

di., by Sauer’s lemma, when 1 > di, |S;({z;}1;)| < Cn, |§]/({:1:,}f:1)| < Cnd. And it’s
easy to see that [S®)({z}]_;)] < [Tjeax |S;({z )] IT;¢a ‘gj({mz}?ﬂ” < 'k If

95



VC(Ay) > @1, then we must have |S,({z;} )| = 2" > C'nf% when 7 is larger than some

constant, which is contradicted. Therefore VC(Ay) must be finite. The same arguments
hold with k ¢ A.

Then the e-coverin ber of = 5\ (M) 5\ () :

g number of G¢(A) = {(1(gx"(«1") > 0),..., 1(gx (zn,) > 0)) :

A€ A} wrt. (2 -norm satisfies N'(e, G, (2 ) < (C/e)V with ||z = \/n~1 )" «F for

x = (11,...,2,)T, where V is a universal constant for any k. By Lemma 26.2 in Shalev-

Shwartz and Ben-David (2014),

B [sup [Ru(d) - Rk@x)\]mnk] < 9 Rad, (Ge(A)).

where Rademacher complexity Rad,(A) = n 'E,sup,eylo’al and ¢ = (0y,...,0,)"
where each of g; independently follows Unif({+1, —1}). Denote n, = #{i=1,...,n:y; =
k}. Then by applying Dudley’s entropy integral (e.g., Theorem 3.1 in Koltchinskii, 2011),

for any {z'™, ...z}, we get

12 [log N (e, G, 2 B 1/2 I
Rad, (Gr(A)) < / \/ o8 (; G n’“)de Sny 1/2/ V1og(C/e)de < \/ o
0 k 0 k

leading to

E {supu%,g(qx) _ Rk@)y‘%,nk} < \/I
AEA ng

Then by the bounded difference inequality,

P (sup \Ek(gbfx) - Rk(¢2>\)| > 7+ anl/Q‘Dg,nk) < exp{—Cn; 7%},
AEA

Thus,

P (iu[/z ]ék(qg)\) — Rk(qg)\)| > 74 C’n_l/z‘D2>
€

<E {P (SUp |Ri(dx) — Ri(dn)| > 7 + Cnj/?

1 1
Dy, ny, > —er) ‘D2:| +P (nk < —mr,’:)
AEA 2 2

< exp{—Cn7?} + exp{—Cn},
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where the constants are not related to D,. By taking the expectation w.r.t. Do, we get

P (sup |R(dx) — Ri(dx)] > 7+ C’n_l/Q) <exp{-Cn(r* A1)}

AEA

Since L(X, ¢x) — L(A, ¢») is a linear combination of Ry (¢x) — Ri(dx) with different ’s, by

union bounds, we have

P (Sup IL(X, éx) — LA, 6| > 7+ Cn_l/Q) <exp{—Cn(T* A1)}. (S5.6.35)
AeA

Applying similar arguments in (S.6.29), we get

P (SUP LA, 6a) — LA 63)] > 7 + (]n—l/2) ST ml?XE@Y\X(Y = k) = Pyix(Y = k)|
AeA

+ exp{—Cn7?}. (5.6.36)
Combine (S.6.35) and (S.6.36), we obtain

P (SUP |Z(A7 QASA) — L(X, ¢3)] > T) S mSXE@wX(Y =k)—Pyx(Y = k)|[+exp{—Cn(r*A1)}.
AeA

when 7 > n~1/2,

S.6.2 Proof of propositions
S.6.2.1 Proof of Proposition 1

Because G(A) = min, L(X, ¢) and L(A, ¢) is an affine function in A, by definition G/(X) is
concave. Similarly, by definition, @()\) = min, F A (@), where F A(¢) is an affine function in

A. Therefore G (A) is concave as well, which completes our proof.
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S.6.3 Proof of theorems
S.6.3.1 Proof of Theorem 1

(i) When the strong duality holds, suppose ¢* is a solution to the NPMC problem (2). We
claim that

¢" € argmin L(A*, ¢).
¢

To see this, note that

J(¢%) = LAY, 9)-)
= m(gnL()\*, ®)

< LAY, ¢7)
= J(6") + Y Ml Ri(") — il

ke A

< J(¢"),

which implies that >, - 4, A\i[Rr(¢*) — ax] = 0 and J(¢*) = L(AX*, ¢3.) = L(A*, ¢*). Hence,
our claim is correct. In addition, by the proof of Lemma 2, any classifier ¢~ having form
x — arg max; {cp (X, 7 )Py x—o(Y = k)} ' is “pointwise” optimal in the CS problem (5),

in the sense that

K K

S mia m)1(0(@) £ k) = 3 mie A, T (64 (2) £ B),

k=1 k=1
for a.s. x w.o.t. Py and any measurable deterministic function ¢ : X — 1 : K.
Since X|Y = k is absolutely continous, for any ¢ € arg ming L(A*, ¢), ¢ must be of
form x — argmax,{c(A*, 7")Py|x—o(Y = k)}, as. wrt. Py. Combine this with
the fact that ¢* € argming L(A*, ¢), there must exist a classifier ¢~ having form x
arg max; {cy(A*, 7*)Py|x—2(Y = k)} coincides with ¢* for a.s. @ w.r.t. Px, which proves
the “only if” part.

In the following, we will prove the “if” part by assuming such an A(® exists.

WLOG, suppose Px|y—i (¢} (X) # k) < ay, for all k € A. In fact, if some constraints

UTf there is a tie, then the arg max,, can be any k within that tie.
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hold with equality, then we can directly jump into Step 2. It is because, in each step, we
either tune the corresponding A value to make the constraint hold with equality or shrink
the X to zero. We can treat these classes in A for which the constraint holds with equality
at the beginning in the same way as the classes for which the constraint holds with equality
after tuning in Step 1.

(1) Step 1: Let \x = A 4 (¢ — Dwy, with ¢ € |maxgea{w,(we + A) 1}, 1], for all
k € A. As t decreases from 1, Pxy—;(¢5(X) # k) is non-decreasing for all £ € A. To see
this, note that {z : ¢} (x) = k1, ¢} () = k2} does not change with ¢ for any ki, ky € A,
while event {z : ¢3(x) € A, ¢} (x) ¢ A} is non-decreasing in t. Let’s assume one of
Pxy—(¢3(X) # k) — a;, will reach zero before ¢ hits max{w;(wy, + A,io))_l} for now, and
we will revisit the case that Px|y—i(¢3(X) # k) < o when t = maxy{wy(wy, + )\,(CO))”}
by the end of the proof. Denote ¢t as the maximum ¢ such that at least one of equations
Pxjy=r(¢3(X) # k) — ax = 0 holds. WLOG, suppose Pxy_1(¢5.)(X) # 1) = a1 and
Pxy—i(¢%0) (X) # k) < ai, when k € A\{1}, where A{” = tONY 4 (10 — 1),

(2) Step 2: Let A\ = t/\l(:) + (t — Dwy, with t € [maxkeA\{l}{wk(wk + )\g))’l}, 1], for
all k € A\{1}. We would like \; to satisfy

Pry—1(¢3(X) # 1)

A A
= ]Px|Y=1( L wlep{(Y =1)< max{ max { kT wk]P)YIX(Y = k)] )
1 ke A\{1} Tk
max {%Pypg(y = k)‘| })
k¢ A | Tk
= > (S5.6.37)
Therefore we can solve A\; = A;(t) from (S.6.37) as an increasing function of t. Note

that when ¢t = 1, \; = AP. Similar to Step 1, as ¢t decreases from 1, it can be shown
that Px|y—xr(¢x(X) # k) are non-decreasing for all £ € A\{1}. Again, we assume one of
Px|y=k(¢x(X) # k) — oy, will be zero before t hits maxye a\ 13 {wr (wy —l—)\,(ﬁo))_l}, and denote
t1) as the maximum ¢ such that at least one of equations Pyjy—i(¢3(X) # k) — ax = 0
holds. WLOG, suppose Pyjy—1(¢3:)(X) # 1) = a1, Pxjy—2(¢5x(X) # 2) = az and
Pxjy—k(d5 (X) # k) < ap when k € A\{1,2}, where AP = @AW @) )y,
A2 = A (),
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(3) Step 3: Let A\x = t/\,(f) + (t = Dwy, with t € |maxjgea 1,23 {wi (wi, + )\,(:))_1}, 1], for
all k€ A\{1,2} ...

Continue this process, until the final classifier ¢3 corresponding to the final X satisfies all
constraints with equality. That is, in the final step, we obtain X such that P X|y:k<¢§(X ) #
k) = ay, for all k € A. Define the Lagrangian function L(X, ¢) = >, 4 M [Pxjy=x(0(X) #
k) — o] + o0, wiPx|y=r(#(X) # k). Then since ¢5 is feasible in NP problem,

L(X, ¢%) = inf L(X, )

|
()= =

kaX\Y:k(¢§‘<X) # k)

k=1

K

> ZkaX\Y:k(¢*(X) # k)
k=1

=inf sup L(A, ).
¢ AeR‘f‘

However, by definition,
L(A, ¢5) < sup inf L(X, ¢) <inf sup L(A, ¢). (S5.6.38)
Aer ¢ ¢ AerA

Therefore SUP,\cplA infy L(A, ¢) = inf, SUP, cplA L(A, ¢), which implies the strong duality.

The last thing left is to discuss the issue we mentioned in Step 1, i.e. what happens if
Pxy—r(dx(X) # k) < oy, when ¢t = max {wy(wy, + /\,(CO))*l}. At this time, at least one )y
will be zero. WLOG, suppose A; = 0 while the other Ay > 0. Let A, (t) = tAr + (t — 1wy,
where ¢ € [maxgea 13 {wr(wy, + A\p) 7'}, 1], for k& € A\{1}. Again, it can be shown that
as t decreases from 1, Pyjy—i(¢3(X) # k) are non-decreasing for all £ € A. Then we will
either find some ¢ such that Pxy—(¢5% (X) # k) = a; holds for some k& € A\{1}, or get
Pypy—r(¢3(X) # k) < ay for all k when ¢ = maxyea 13{wi(wy + A\g) '}, Repeating the
process will lead to two possible outcomes. One is that Pxy—i(¢3(X) # k) = oy holds
for at least one k with some A. The other one is that Pxjy—i(¢g(X) # k) < oy, for all

k € A. In the first case, we can continue the steps above to finally get some A” such that
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Pxy=r(d3(X) # k) < ay if and only if A\] = 0. This implies

sup inf L(X, ¢) = L(A", ¢3)

lA] @
A6R+

K
zZ Wiy k(S50 (X) # k)

ZkaXW k ) # /f)

Combining this with (S.6.38), SUP,\cplA infy L(A, ¢) = inf, SUP, gl L(\, ¢), i.e. the strong
duality holds. The case that Pyy—(¢5(X) # k) < ai for all k& € A can be justified to
imply strong duality with the same reason. Therefore, the case we omit in Step 1 leads to

strong duality as well, so do the same cases in other steps.

(ii) When the strong duality holds, if there exists some A such that ¢} is feasible for NP
problem, then by (i) the NP problem should be feasible as well, which is a contradiction.
Therefore the “only if” part holds. Next, we will prove the “if” part, where we assume that
for any A € R 3 at least one k € A such that Ry(¢}) = Pxjy—r(3(X) # k) > .

Define the cost

wy /7T, k¢ A;
b= (A = K/ T ¢

(wg + )/, k€ A

(1) Step 1: We arbitrarily pick one A € ]le:". Suppose Ry, (¢3) > ai, for some k.
Due to the assumption that minge 4 Py|x—o(Y = k) > a > 0 for a.s. & w.r.t. Px and the
assumption that Y| X = k is absolutely continuous, if we increase A\, and keep other \;’s
fixed, then Ry, (¢%) will decrease and finally equal ay,. Denote the current A as AV

(2) Step 2: By the condition, there exists ky € A\{ki} such that Rp,(¢3)) > u,,
Ry, (¢50)) = ar,. Next, we increase )\’(612) and )\,(611) at the same time, to decrease Ry,(¢}q))
while keeping Ry, (¢} )) = ax,. Here we cannot increase )\,(:2) only and leave all the other

)\,(Cl)’s unchanged, otherwise we must have Ry, (¢}a)) > ax,. Consider all the possible

(At Aty )’s which belongs to @ = {(Aey, Mey) € B2t Ay > A, Ay = A, Ri(63) =
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Q. Ry (63) = g, with A satisfying Ay, = Ay Aey = Ay, v = Aj for other & # ki, ko).
If Q # (), then we can arbitrarily pick a pair of (Ax,, A\x,) in Q, denote the corresponding A
as A? and proceed with Step 3. If Q = 0, then for any X with A\, = )\l(:) for k € A\{k1, ko}
and Ry, (¢5) = a,, we must have Ry, (¢3) > ax,, no matter what A, is. Taking one such
A such that P(¢3(X) = k|Y = ki) = P(¢5(X) = k|Y = ko) = 0 for all k # ki, ko 12,
increasing g, to :\kl, Ak, tO S\kQ while keeping other A\, fixed, we denote the new A as
X. We require such a X to satisfy Rk2(¢§‘) = ay,. Then due to the absolute continuity
of X|Y = k for any k, we must have Ry, (¢5) > Ry, (#3) + € > o, + ¢, for some € > 0.
Then consider A = X(t) satisfying e, = the, + (t — Dwpy, My = tApy 4+ (6 — Dwg,,
M = 5‘1(:) for k € A\{k1, ko}, with t > 1. It is easy to see that when ¢ increases, we have
P(p5(X) = k|Y = ki) = P(¢5(X) = k|Y = ky) = 0 for all k # ki, ko, and Ry, (¢5) and
Ry, (¢%) stay the same. Hence,

G(A(t)) = Fx(¢3)
= Z kaX|Y:k(¢*5\<X> # k) + Z(wk + ;\k)PX\Y:k(¢§<X) 7 k) o Z j‘ka’“

ot — keA
> C + (wr, + Miy) [Rkl(ﬁb;) - O‘lﬂ]
= C + t(wg, + Ap, e

—r +00,

as t — 400, where C'is a constant which does not depend on t.
(3) Step 3: We can continue the procedure described in Step 2, and it will finally

terminate with an unbounded G(A(t)) as t — +oo. Otherwise, we will have Ry(¢) < oy

holds with some classifier ¢ for all £ € A, which is contradicted. This completes our proof.

S.6.3.2 Proof of Theorem 2

Part (i) of the proof of Theorem 2 is the same as part (i) of the proof of Theorem 3. So
we sketch the main procedure here and omit the details.

Due to Assumption 3, for any sufficiently small 75 > 0, when A € Ba,, (A*), VZ2G(A) <

12This is possible due to the assumption that minge 4 Py|x—2(Y = k) > a > 0. In fact, any A satisfying
Milg=p, &, Ck(A, TF)a > maxpLy, k, ck(X, 7)(1 — a) would work.
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TV2G(A*) < 0. Then through Taylor expansion,

G(A) — GAY) = VGA)T(A = X) + %(A “AVIVEGA + (A — A (A — A%)

< ()‘ - A*)T)‘maux(v2G<A*))(A - )‘*)7

A

where tx € (0,1). For A € Bory (N )\B, (A*), G(A) — G(A*) < 17 Amax(VEG(A¥)). There-
fore, for any A € Ba, (A*), 3ta € (0,1) such that (1 — tx)A* + taAX € Bary (A )\By, (A¥),

which combines with concavity leading to
1
(1= tA)GA) +HGA) < G = BN +5A) < GA) + 575 dnax (VIE(X)).

It follows that G(A) < G(A*) + g Anax(VEG(XY)) for any A ¢ Bay, (X*). Besides, for

T < 279,

P ( sup GA) — G\ > o>

AEBary (A)\B-(A*)

IN

P sup GA)+2 sup  |GA)—GA)| > G(A)
AEBary (A*)\Br(A*) AEBary (A*¥)

<P ( s |G(A) — G| —émmxwwu*))) -

)\EEQ-,—O(A*)
Similarly, for any X & Ba,, (A*), 3ta € (0,1) such that (1 —#x) A"+ € Bary (A*)\ By (A¥).

It implies that

(1= t2)GN) + tAGA) < G((1 — t3)A* + tAA)
SGL=t)A +6A)+  sup  [GA) =GN

)\EBQ‘,—O(A*)
1 ~
<G + =T Amax(VPG(X)) + sup  |G(A) — G(A)]
4 AEBary (A)
. 1 .
< G + 27 Amax(VEGA)) +2 - sup  [G(X) = G,
4 AEBary (A)
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implying

~ ~ 1 ~
GA) <G + 8, ZTS/\maX(V2G()\*))+2 sup  |G(A) — G|

AGBQTO (A*)

By the proof of Theorem 6, for any 7 € [Craq(n) + max;y E|I/P\’y|X(Y =k)—Pyx(Y =
k)|]'/2,270), similar to (S.6.43) and (S.6.44), we can obtain

~

P(A-=X2>7)<P| sup GA) =G| +P sup  G(A) = G(A)
A¢Bary (A%) AEB2ry (A*)\Br (%)

<P ( sup )@(A) — G()\)‘ > —éTzAmax(VQG()‘*)O

AEBar, (A*)

AGBQTO (A*) >‘¢B2TO

+P ( sup  |G(A) —G(A)| > —é ( inf(}\*)tf) T2)\maX(V2G()\*))>

< 2P sup
AEBary (A*)

G(A) — G(A)‘ > —%TQAmax(VQG@\*)))

S P < sup |E(A7 ék) - L(Av ¢;)| > OlTQ)

AGBQTO (A*)

Sexp{—Cn(t* A1)} + 772 mkaXIE ‘I@HX(Y =k)—Pyx(Y = k:)’ ,

(S.6.39)

where the last inequality comes from Lemma 6 and the third last inequality comes from the
fact ty' > 1 for any A ¢ Ba,(A*). Note that ty € (0,1) is defined as the largest ¢ € (0,1)
value such that (1 — t)A* + tA € Ba, (A*)\B,(A*). On the other hand, if 7 > 27y, by a

similar analysis as in (S.6.39), we have

P(|A = X2 > 7) < P(|A = X2 > 7)
< exp{—C’nTé} + 7'0_2 m}?XE ]/}\Dyp((y =k) - Pyix(Y =k)|.

(S.6.40)
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Combining (5.6.39) and (S.6.40), we have
P(IA= Ao > 7) < exp{—Cn(r* A1)} + (1 A1)72 ml?XIE @wX(Y =k)—Pyx(Y =k)|.

Then we follow (S.6.46) and (S.6.47) in the proof of Theorem 3 to get the desired bound.

For part (ii), by recalling part (ii) in the proof of Theorem 6 and letting M = 2 + 9,
there exists a compact set A C R'j:", such that supycy G(AX) > 24 6. Therefore, by Lemma
6,

P| sup GA)>1+6]|>P (sup IGA) — G| < LsupG(A) > 2+ 5)
AcRIA AeA A€

=P (Sup IG(A) — G(A)| < 1>

AEA

>1-C (m]?xE@wX(Y — k) — Pyix(Y = k)| + exp{—cn}) ,

when § 2 [Craa(n) + maxy E|@y|X(Y = k) — Py x (Y = k)|]"/2, which completes the proof.

S.6.3.3 Proof of Theorem 6

. A
(i) By Lemmas 7 and 8, for any bounded set A C RL )

lim sup |G(A) — G(A)| = 0, a.s.. (5.6.41)
n—00 \ecA

Due to Assumption 3, for any sufficiently small 75 > 0, when A € By, (A*), V2G(A) =
TV2G(A*) < 0. Then by Taylor expansion,

GA) — GAY) = VGA)T(A — X + %(A —A)TVEGA + t (A — A ) (A — )

<A = A A max (VEG(A)) (A = X%, (S.6.42)

o |

where ¢ € (0,1). For A € Bary (A )\Br, (A*), G(A) — G(A*) < 173 Amax(VEG(AX)). There-
fore, for any A € Ba, (A*), 3ta € (0,1) such that (1 — tx)A* + tAX € Bary (A )\Br (A¥),
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which combines with concavity leading to
1
(1 —tA)GA) + tAG(A) < G((1 = ta)X + 1) < G(A*) + ZTgAmaX(VQG(A*)).

It follows that G(A) < G(A*) + 173 Amax(V2G(A*)) for any X ¢ B (A*). Besides,

.

<P ( sup G(A) + 2limsup  sup  |G(A) — G(A)| > G(A*))
)\65270(

A)\Bry (A*) n—=00  AeBar,(A*)

o~

P | limsup sup G(A) — @O‘*)
n—oo AEB_QTO ()\*)\B‘ro (A*)

n—00  AeBar, (A%)

~ 1
<P <lim sup  sup |G(A) = G(A)| = _gT(?/\max(VQG(A*))>
= 0. (S5.6.43)
Similarly, for any A ¢ Ba, (A*), 3ta € (0,1/2] such that (1—tx) A +taAX € Bary (A*)\ By, (A¥).
Combining this fact and (S.6.42) with the concavity of G(X), it implies that

(1 —t3)GA") + taG(A) < G((1 — ta)A* + taN)
<@

(L =t)A + A+ sup  |GA) — G|
AEBary (A*)

< GO) + (A TGN+ sup G = GO

AEBQTO()\*)
N 1 N
<G+ =T Amax(VPG(A)) +2 sup  [G(A) — G(A)],
4 AEB2ry (A%)

implying

G(A) < GAY) + 85! }lrgxmm(v%;()\*))w sup \é(,\)—a(w].

AEBary (A*¥)

Therefore,

.

ngAmaX(WG(,\*)) +2 sup |GA) - G(A)|” > 0)
A*)

4 AEBQTO(

P <lim sup [ sup  G(A) — G(A)

n—00 >‘¢BQTO (A%)

<P (lim sup  sup {t}\l
%)

n—00 )‘¢1§27_0 (
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<P ( sup {txl ETOZ)\maX(VQG()\*)) +2limsup  sup |G(A) — G(A)]
)

A¢Bar, (A* n—00  AeBary(A*)

<P ( sup {t;l : ingmaX(VQG()\*))} > o)

A¢Bary (M%)

= 0. (S.6.44)

Note that the second inequality holds because the supremum over X ¢ B, (A*) is unrelated

to training data, therefore it’s independent of the process n — oo and we can switch the

.

order of limit with supremum. Due to (S.6.43) and (S.6.44),

P <limsup 1A = X*|lp > 7'0> < P | limsup sup G(A) — G\
n—00 n—=00 | AeBary (A*)\Bry (A*)
-0}

Because the conclusion holds for arbitrarily small 7y, by letting 7 — 0, we have lim,, A=

+P <limsup [ sup  G(A) — G(AY)

n—00 >\¢B_270 (A%)

= 0.

A* a.s.. Recall that by strong law of large numbers, lim,, ,,, r = 7* a.s.. And by Assump-
tion 2, limy, 0 Pyjx—a(Y = k) = Pyjx—a(Y = k) and @ a.s., w.r.t. the distribution of X
(as well as the distribution of XY = k for any k, since 7, > 0 which implies Px|y—; < Px),
for all k’s.

Denote gy (x; X, T, Py x=z) = ek (X, 7)Pyix=z (Y = k) —max,z ¢;( A, 7)Pyx—a (Y = j),
where ]iDy| x can be any posterior distribution of Y|X. Then by dominated convergence

theorem and the continuity of ¢i(z; X, 7, Py x—p) w.r.t. (X, 7, Pyjx—e(Y = k),

~

lim Ry(¢) = 7}1—{20 PX\Y:k(@k(X;j\aﬁ'y@Y\X) <0)

n—oo

= Ri(¢"), a.s.,

for any k. Followed by basic calculations, part (i) of Theorem 6 is proved.
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Furthermore, if P(S\k > 7,) — 1 for any vanishing sequence {7,}>°, — 0, then by the

consistency A; > 0, which implies Ry(¢*) = ay by complementary slackness (Luenberger,
1997; Boyd and Vandenberghe, 2004).
(ii) By strong duality, the infeasibility of the NP problem leads to supy.o G(A) = +o0.
There exists a sequence of compact sets {A;}22, satisfying sup,, A G(A) — +o0 as j — o0.
Then for any M > 0, 3 a positive integer J = J(M), such that when j > J, supyey, G(A) >
2M. Tt follows that

P <1iminfsup G(A) > M) >P (hmsup sup |G(A) — G(A)| < M, sup G(A) > 2M> =1,

n—00 A-0 n—oo AEAj; AEA;

due to (S.6.41). Specially, by letting M = 1+ 4, we have proved part (ii).

S.6.3.4 Proof of Theorem 3

Since all norms are equivalent in a finite-dimensional space, there exists Ry, Ry > 0 such
that
{A Al < Raf SH{A: Ao < B <X [[A]l2 < Ro}

(i) Due to Assumption 3, for any sufficiently small 7 > 0, when A € By, (A*), V2G(A) =
$V2G(A*) < 0. Then by Taylor expansion,

1
2
(A = A Ao (VEG(A)) (A = X%).

GA) = GA) = VG T A =A%) + (A = A)IVEE(A* + (A = A") (A =A%)

<

N

Denote the /.-ball centered at A* with radius R as B¥(X*). For A € B¥(A*)\B,(A*) C
Br, A)\B-(A*), G(A) — G(X*) < 172X0(VEG(XY)). Therefore, for any X ¢ Ba (X*),
Jta € (0,1) such that (1 — tx)A* + tAX € Bar(A*)\B,(A*), which combines with concavity

leading to

(1= )G +GA) < (1~ X+ 1A) < GO + A (T CN).
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It follows that G(A) < G(A*) + 17 A max(VEG(A*)) since t3' > 1. Therefore, for 7 € (0, Rs],

P(|A =Xy >7) =P sup G(A) > G(AY)
AEBR, (A)\Br(A*)
<P sup GA)+2 sup |GA) =G| > G(A*))
AEBRy (A*)\Br(A*) AEBR, (A*)
1
<P| sup G(A)— ZTZAmaX(V2G()\*)) > G()\*)>

AEB-(A*)

+P ( sup  |G(A) — GA)| > —éT2Amax(V2G<>\*)))

)\EBRQ (A*)

S exp{=Cn(r' A} + 7 max B[Py x (Y = k) = Pyjx (Y = &),

(S.6.45)

where the last inequality comes from Lemma 9. Denote f]g‘k)(w) = ck()\ﬂi')f?n x=z(Y =

k) — max;[c; (A, 7)Pyix—e(Y = j)] and ¢\7(@) = cx(A, 7)) Py x—a(Y = k) — max;
[c;j(A, )Py x=2(Y = j)]. Note that gg\k)(az) = () for all . We have

|Ri(9) — Ri(9%)| = PX\Y:k:(QAS(X> # ¢*(X))
=Py ({21 00 (@) < 0}A{w - (@) < 0})

k ~(k k
< Py (1080001 < 150 () = g ().

By the triangle inequality,

K
\ﬁék)(X) — gy (X)] < Z (N, )Py x—a (Y = k) — (N, )Py x—a(Y = k)|

k=1

Sl =l + I = X1+ ) IPyix—e(Y = k) — Pyjx—a(Y = k)|,
k

when || A]|o < C” with a constant C” > (2||A*||sc) V(| A*||c+1). Therefore, by Assumption
5,

|Ri(0) — Ri(¢")] < Pxpy=i(|g52 (X)| < Cll7 — 7*[11) + Pxpy=k(J95 (X)| < CIA = A" ||h)
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+ ]PX|y_k(|g§’i)(X)| < CY ByixealY = k) = Pyjxma(Y = k;)|)
k
Sl =T+ I = X1
 Prryos (482001 £ 0 3 Briacaly = )~ Priaealy = B ),
k
when ||Al|so < C” with a constant C” > (2| A*||e) V (|A*]|oc + 1). Hence,
P(|Ri($) — Ri(¢7)| > 7)
<P(|lF — 7] > 7/3) + P(IA = X[ > 7/3) + P([ Ao > C")
P(P Bx)<cS P Y =k) —P Y =k 3
+ xy=k | g2 (X)] < Z| yix=al( ) — Pyjx=al )W) >/
k
< exp{—nt"7} + 172 m’?x]EU/E\DwX(Y =k) —Pyix(Y = k)|
+P(P 1) <SP Y =k) —P Y =k
xy=k | |92 (X)] < Z| yix=a( ) — Py x—a( )W) >7/3],
k

(S.6.46)

when 1 > 7 > n~7/*, where the last inequality comes from the standard concentration
results of ||# — 7*||; and the concentration of || A — A*[|5 in (S.6.45). Note that we assume
fixed K in this paper, therefore the concentration rates of |A — A*||; and |[A — A*||; only
differ by constants. Finally, it suffices to bound the last term above. By Markov inequality,
with ¢ = (7/12)"/7, we have

P<nyzk (Igi’? (X)| < CY " [Pyjx—al(Y = k) — Pyjx—o(Y = k)\) > 7/3)
< P(Pxy—i(lg (X)| < t) > 7/6)
+ P PXY: C |@YX:w(Y:k)_PYX:w(Y:k)| >t >T/6
(Bora( O B ' ) > o)

<P(t7 > 7/6) + ]P(CKfl max Expy—[Pyix-a(Y = k) = Pyjx—a(Y = )| > 7/6>

AN

iyt ml?xE@y‘X:w(Y = k) — Pyjx—a(Y = k)|

<7 max B[Py x—a(Y = k) = Pyjx=a(Y = k)| (S.6.47)
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Combining (5.6.46) and (S.6.47), we get

. . _2v(+) ~
P(R(9) — Ru(6")| > 7) S exp{=nr 1} 477 maxE [Byx(Y = k) = Pyx(V = k),

(S.6.48)
when 1 > 7 > n~7/4 which completes our proof.

(ii) Recall part (ii) in the proof of Theorem 6. When R is sufficiently large such that
ARy > 0 satisfying {X : [[All2 < R1} C{A || A|le < R} and SUP\RlA! A lo<Ry G(A) > 2+6.

Therefore,
P sup GA)>140|>P sup IG(A) — G| <1, sup GA) >2+96
ARA A Joo<R AR A2< Ry AR IN2< Ry

—P sup |GA) =GN <1

AeRAL A2 <Ry

>1-C (m’?xE@m(Y — k) — Pyix(Y = k)| + exp{—cn}) ,

which completes the proof.

S.6.3.5 Proof of Theorem 7

The proof is almost the same as the proof of Theorem 1, which is done by starting from
an NP feasible classifier obtained by the cost-sensitive learning problem, manipulating the

A step by step, and reaching the desired conclusion. We omit the details here.

S.6.3.6 Proof of Theorem 9

The proof is almost identical to the proof of Theorem 2. We can first prove a similar
uniform concentration result as in Lemma 6, then apply a similar analysis used in the

proof of Theorem 2.
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S.6.3.7 Proof of Theorem 11

The proof is almost identical to the proof of Theorem 3. We can first prove a similar
uniform concentration result as in Lemma 9, then apply a similar analysis used in the
proof of Theorem 2. The only difference is in the proof of Lemma 9, we shall replace the

inequality (S.6.34) with the following one: For any X = @ and A, suppose k= qBA(w) and
k= ¢x(),

0<> i 7)Pyx—a(Y = k) = D (A, )Py jx—o (Y = k)

k#k k#k
= A )Py x—a (Y = k) = Y (A7) Py x—a (Y = k)
k#k k#£k
+ AT Pyix—a(Y = k) = D s (A7) Py x—o (Y = k)
k#k k#k*
+ D AT Pyx—a (Y = k) = D i (A, )Py x—a(Y = k)
ktk™ ktk
< r:fa:}li' ;[ckr(A; ’fr)@y‘X:w(Y = k’) — Ckr(Ay 'ﬁ')]P)y|X:a:(Y = ]C)]‘
i | Sl By oY = £) — (0, 1) Py oY = k:)]‘
< 27112?2)}% ;[Ck:r(Ayﬁ') — (A, 7"*)]'
+2 max ;[PYX:w(Y =k) = Pyjx=a(Y = k)]' max Chr(A, )
< 252%)[% ;[Ckr(Ayﬁ-) — Chr(A, 7"*)]'
+ 27}11%}](( Pyix=a(Y =7) = Py|x=2(Y =7)| r’rﬁ:( Cer( A, 7")

= By ixma(Y = k) = Pyjx_alY = k)',

2 | — | + mace

where we used the fact that >, ; ¢;z(A, ﬁ)@y‘X:m(Y = k) = > e Crrr (A, ﬁ')@nX:m(Y =
k) < 0.
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S.6.3.8 Proof of Corollary 1

(i) “=": The proof is quite similar to the proof of the “only if” part in the proof of Theorem
1.(1). Suppose ¢* is a solution of the NPMC problem. By the definition of strong duality,

we have

L(X",3.) = min P (63)

= max min L(A\,
o min L8 9

= 70)

= J(¢")
> J(¢*) + Z NePxpy=r(¢"(X) # k) — ay]

ke A
= L(X", ¢")

> m(gn LA, ¢3+).

Therefore, we must have ¢* € argming, Fx-(¢). In the proof of the “only if” part in the
proof of Theorem 1.(i), we have argued that for any ¢ € arg min, L(A*, ¢), ¢ must be
of form x — arg max, {ci(A*, 7" )Py|x=2(Y = k)}, a.s. wr.t. Px. Here we can further
claim that argming L(A*,¢) = ¢}. as. wart. Px. In fact, by Assumption 5, there
is no mass on the decition boundary w.r.t. Px, which implies that there is no tie in
argmax; {cy (A", 7*)Py | x=2(Y = k)} a.s. wrt. & ~ Px. Then the pointwise optimality
of ¢3. guarantees that argmind)L(A*,(b) = ¢y\. a.s. wrt. Pyxy. Hence, we must have
o*(x) = . (x) a.s. wr.t. © ~ Py, which entails the feasibility of ¢3.

“«<": This is due to Theorem 1.(i).
(iii) “=": Because of the definition of strong duality, sup, erlA G(A) = +o00. And note
that for any finite A, G(X) must be finite. Hence A* must be infinite.

“«<": This is due to the weak duality.
(ii) “=": By the equivalence in (i), we must have A* infinite or A* finite but ¢3. infeasible.
Since the NPMC problem is feasible, by weak duality, we must have G(A*) < mingee J(¢) <
1.

“«<”: This is due to the equivalence in (i).
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(iv) “=": By the equivalence in (ii) and the fact that NPMC is infeasible, we must have
A* infinite but G(A*) < 400 or A* finite but ¢3. infeasible.
“<": The strong duality must fail due to (i) and (ii). The NPMC infeasibility comes

from the weak duality.

S.6.3.9 Proof of Theorem 4

(i) The bound comes from a similar argument as in (S.6.48). Note that here (S.6.48) holds
when § 2 [Craa(n) + maxy, E@wX(Y =k)—Pyx(Y = k)”WQ which is true for sufficiently
large n and constant 9.

(ii) Note that the convergence of ||A — A*|| in the proof of Theorem 2 does not depend
on the strong duality. Even if strong duality fails, we can still obtain the same high-
probability upper bound for ||5\ — X*||2, which implies the high-probability upper bound of
|R(¢) — Ri(¢%-)| by a similar argument in (S.6.48). Therefore for Algorithm 3, we must

have

]P’(Rk(dS) > a1+ §5>) < P(Rk(qz) C Ru(dh) > %5)

2v(1+7)

Sexp{-C'nd"T} +677 7 maxE[Pyix(Y = k) - Pyix(Y = k)],

which proves part (a). The same results hold for Algorithm 4 which proves part (b). Part

(c) comes from a similar argument by replacing the inequality above with

P(fd) < an(1+)) < P(Ruld) - Rulos) < ~30)

2v(149)

< exp{—C'né*7} + 67 7 ml?xE@y‘X(Y =k) — Pyix(Y = k),

(S.6.49)

and

P(GX(N) > 1+ 0) < P(GX(N) — G(A*) > 0)

Sexp{—-C'né*} + 571 m]?xE@y‘X(Y =k) = Pyix(Y = k)|
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or

P(GPR(A) > 14 6) < P(GPR(A) — G(A*) > §)

Sexp{—C'né*} + 47! m]?X]E|fP\>y|X(Y =k) - Pyix(Y =k)|

by similar arguments in the proofs of Lemma 6 and Lemma 9. Inequality (S.6.49) is
obtained by combining the high-probability upper bounds of |§k(q5) — Rk(qg)| and |Rk(q3) —
AN

second one is due to a similar argument in (S.6.48).

, where the first one is due to a similar argument in the proof of Lemma 6 and the

(iii) The bound is an immediate result by part (ii) of Theorem 2.
(iv) Note that the convergence of \@CX(X) — G(A*)| and |GER() — G(A*)| in the proofs of

Theorems 2 and 3 does not depend on the strong duality. Therefore we must have

P(GX(A) < 1+0) <P(GX) — G(A*) < —6/2)

< exp{—C'nd*} + & mng\@y,X<Y = k) — Pyix (Y = k)|,
and

P(GPRA) < 14 6) < P(GPRA) — G(A*) < —5/2)

< exp{—C'nd*} + 5 m]?XE|@y|X(Y = k) — Pyix (Y = k).

S.6.3.10 Proof of Theorem 5

Suppose A* = argmax, g4 G(A). Then by Assumption 3,
+

P(IGA) = G| > 1) < P(IGXA) = G| > 11/2) + P(IGA) = G(A)| > 71/2)

< IP( sup  |GX(A) = GA)| > /2)

AEBL(A*)
+P(A=X*ls > 1) +P(CIA = X¥||y > 1)

< eXp{—Can} + Tf2 HlkaXE )I/P\)y|X(Y = ]{I) — ]P)y|X(Y = k) ,
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where 1 > 71 2 /CRaq + [maxk ]E|]IADY‘X(Y =k) =Py x(Y = k)” 1/2, and the last inequality
comes from (S.6.39) and Lemma 6. Similarly we can prove the bound for [GER(A) — G(A*))].
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