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Abstract: In this paper, we focus on the all together model of the support vector machine (SVM) for
multiclass classification, which constructs a piece-wise linear discriminant function. It is formulated as a
single-objective optimization problem maximizing the sum of margins between all pairs of classes, which is
defined as the distance between two normalized support hyperplanes parallel to the corresponding discrim-
inant hyperplane where any sample is not contained. However, it is not necessarily equal to the geometric
margin defined as the minimal distance of patterns in a pair of classes to the corresponding discriminant
hyperplanes. Then, we formulate the proposed model as a multiobjective problem which maximizes all of the
margins simultaneously. Moreover, we derive two kinds of single-objective second order cone programming
(SOCP) problems based on scalarization approaches, Benson’s method and e-constraint method to solve the
proposed multiobjective model, and show that the methods can find Pareto optimal solutions of the model.
Furthermore, through numerical experiments we verify the generalization ability of discriminant functions
obtained by the proposed SOCP problems.
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Introduction

The support vector machine (SVM) is a powerful machine learning method for binary-
class classification problems. Some kinds of extensions to multiclass classification have been
investigated [1, 9], which can be mainly classified into two kinds of approaches. One is
constructing a discriminant function by training multiple binary SVMs and combining them
and the other is finding a discriminant function directly by solving an optimization problem
with all patterns. As the former approach, one against others and one against one methods
are more commonly used [4, 11, 14], while as the latter approach, all together method is most
popular [5, 8, 17, 18]. In this paper we focus on the all together method, where all patterns
are classified into the corresponding classes by using a piece-wise linear function. Moreover,
several improved or decomposition methods have been proposed [6, 9, 10, 15]. This model
is formulated as a single-objective optimization problem of maximizing the sum of margins
between all of the pairs of classes. The margin between each pair of classes is defined
as the distance between two normalized support hyperplanes parallel to the corresponding
discriminant hyperplane where any pattern is not contained.

However, as we point out in this paper, the margin is not always equal to the geomet-
ric margin which is defined as the minimal distance of patterns in a pair of classes to the
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corresponding discriminant hyperplane classifying all patterns in both classes correctly, and
thus, the geometric margin can exactly indicate the relation between each pattern and the
discriminant function. Therefore, in this paper, we emphasize that maximizing the geomet-
ric margins is important for the generalization of multiclass classification, and propose a
SVM model which maximizes all of the geometric margins of all pairs of classes. Moreover,
since the multiclass classification can be essentially regarded as an optimization problem of
maximizing all of the margins simultaneously, we formulate the proposed model as a mul-
tiobjective problem. However, since the multiobjective model is difficult to solve directly,
we derive two kinds of single-objective optimization problems by using two scalarization
approaches for multiobjective optimization, Benson’s method and e-constraint method, and
transform them into single-objective second-order cone programming (SOCP) problems,
respectively, which are solvable convex programming problems. Furthermore, we show the-
oretically that the proposed models can find Pareto optimal solutions of the multiobjective
problem and apply them to some examples to demonstrate that the proposed models can
achieve maximization of the geometric margins and to verify their generalization abilities.

This paper consists of six sections. In Section 2, we introduce the multiclass classifi-
cation problem and the existing all together model. Next, in Section 3 we propose a new
multiobjective SVM model, and in Section 4 we derive the proposed SOCP models based
on the scalarization approaches. In Section 5, we verify the results shown in Sections 4 and
5 through numerical examples. Finally, we conclude in Section 6.

Multiclass Classification

All Together Model

In this paper, we consider the following multiclass classification problem: For given data:
D = {2%,y;},i = 1,...,m, where ' € " is an input pattern and y; € K := {1,...,k}
denotes the corresponding class, we construct a classifier which divides all patterns into the
corresponding classes:

f(z) = arg mgx{prx + bP}.

where w? € R" and b?, p € K are decision variables and the linear function w?'z + bP
indicates the degree of confidence when a point z is classified into class p. Now, suppose
that data D are piecewise linearly separable, which means that for all ¢ # p, p,q € K, there
exists w = (w',...,w*")T b= (b',...,b")T such that

(wP —w?) Tat + (WP —b9) >0, i € I?, (2.1)
where IP denotes an index set defined by I? := {i € {1,...,m} | ¥* = p}. Here,
(w? —w?) Tz + (O —b?) =0, ¢ #p, p,q €K, (2.2)

is the discriminant hyperplane which distinguishes between classes p and ¢. Note that the
representation of discriminant hyperplanes (2.2) is not unique. For any constants t(# 0), s
€ R and any vector v € R*, (wl', ... wkT), (b1,...,bF) and (tw'T +oT,...  twkT +0T),
(tb' + s,...,tb* + 5) are different representations of the same discriminant function.
Furthermore, there exist an infinite number of discriminant functions to distinguish all
classes correctly. In the binary classification, the discriminant hyperplane (2.2) is selected
by maximizing 1/|w! —w?|| subject to w! +w? = 0, which is equivalent to minimization of
|wt||?, that is, the standard binary SVM model. Then, it is guaranteed that the discriminant
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hyperplane (2.2) maximizes the margin defined as the minimal distance of patterns in two
classes 1 and 2 to the hyperplane, and thus the obtained discriminant function has the high
generalization ability [13].

Therefore, in the multiclass classification, on the analogy of the binary SVM, the model
maximizing 1/||jw? — w?|| for each pair {p, ¢} of all classes was proposed [17].

k k
o) M S =330 3wt

p=1g=1,q7#p
s.t (wP —w?) Tt + (P —b0) 21, i€1,, q#p, p,qc€K.

In addition, different models have been investigated from similar viewpoints, respectively
[5, 8, 18], however, it is shown that these models are equivalent to the model (O) [8]. In this
paper, we discuss only the model (O).

The model (O) can be interpreted as maximizing the margins called the functional mar-
gins in this paper:

1

m (’LUp - wq)TIi + (bp — bq) Z 17 l'i S Ip7

)= {

(w? —wP) Tzt + (b9 —bP) 2 1, o qu}, q#p, pgE€K.

Note that if D is piecewise linearly separable, (2.1) guarantees that ||w? — w?| > 0, ¢ #
p, p,q € K and thus the margins dﬁ,q(w, b) are bounded. The functional margin denotes a
half of the distance between the following two normalized support hyperplanes,

(wP —w!) Tz + P —b7) =1 and (w? —w?) z+ (b7 ) =1, (2.3)

where any pattern is not contained between the hyperplanes. However, the functional margin
is not necessarily equal to the geometric margin defined as the distance of the nearest pattern
in a pair of classes to the corresponding discriminant hyperplane classifying all patterns in
both classes correctly.

P )T ot D _ hd P )Tyt D _ hd
dé (w,b) := min { min |(w? —w?) 2"+ (b — b >|, min [(w? —wi) "2+ (b7 — b7)| ,
Pq iel, ||wP — wi| i€l, lwP — wa||

q>p, pgeK,

which denote a half of the distance between the following two support hyperplanes

(w? — wq)Tm + (BF = b7) = opg(w, b),

(w? — wP) Tz + (07 — V) = opg(w, b),

and ope(w,b) is defined by

Opg(w, b) := min {Heuln |(wP — w?) T’ 4 (b — b7)], rreuln |(w? — wP) Tz’ 4 (b7 — bp)|} )

q>p, p,q€K.

Note that the right-hand sides of these equalities are different from those in (2.3). Thus, al-
though by minimizing ||w? —w?||, ¢ # p € K in the model (O), we can obtain the discriminant
function having at least one pair (r, s) such that df (w,b) is equal to the geometric margin
d8,(w,b), it cannot guarantee that all df, (w,b) are equal to the corresponding d8,(w,b),
which can be shown in the following theorem.
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Theorem 2.1. For any discriminant function (2.1) which correctly classifies a piecewise
linearly separable data D,

f
3, (w,0) Z dyy(w,b), ¢>p, pg€K,
holds. We have the equalities if and only if the following normalization condition holds:
opg(w,b) =1, ¢>p, p,q€ K. (2.4)
Proof. This result is easily verified by noticing the definitions of two kinds of margins. [

If £ = 2, that is, in the binary classification, the condition (2.4) always holds for any
discriminant function. On the other hand, in the multiclass classification there often exist
discriminant functions having no representation satisfying (2.4), as we will show in the next
subsection. Therefore, it often cannot guarantee that the model (O) achieves maximization
of the geometric margins. Meanwhile, the geometric margin can exactly represent the dis-
tance of each class to the corresponding discriminant hyperplane in comparison with the
functional margin.

Therefore, in this paper we emphasize that maximizing geometric margins is important
for the generalization of multiclass classification and propose a new SVM which maximizes
them. Moreover, since the multiclass classification means maximizing all margins simulta-
neously, it should be essentially regarded as a multiobjective optimization problem. Hence,
we formulate the proposed model as a multiobjective problem.

@ Examples

Example 1:

Consider data D! = {ml =0,1)",y1=1,2%2= (1,00, =1, 2% = (2,0)T,y3 = 2,
4 =1(0,2)T,y4 =3 }. Then, the optimal solution of model (O) for D! is w} = (—1,-1)T,
w2 = (1,007 , w3 =(0,1)7 and b, = (2,—1,—1)". The obtained discriminant hyperplanes
are shown in Figure 1, where the dashed lines denote the obtained discriminant hyperplanes
and the circle, square and triangle denote patterns with label 1, 2 and 3, respectively. Now,

o)
(0,2) )
atyr=1)
(0,1)
df3
dé, = 0.447
2=, 23(y3 = 2)
\ 1 3;1
(1,0) Vo (2,0)
P(yp=1)

Figure 1: Model (O) for Example 1
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the corresponding functional margins for the obtained discriminant function are
diy (wo, bo) = 0.447, d4(wo, by) = 0.447, dby(w,,by) = 0.707,
while its geometric margins are
d$o(wo, bo) = 0.447, d5(wo, by) = 0.447, d54(wo, by) = 1.414.
Hence, we can see ds(wo, bo) > dbs(w,, b,), which indicates that two kinds of margins are

not equal. At the same time, we can observe that there exists no representation of these
discriminant hyperplanes satisfying (2.4).

Next, we show the case that model (O) cannot maximize the geometric margins.

2
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Figure 2: Model (O) for Example 2

Example 2:

Let us consider data D? = {xl =(0,00T,y1 =1, 22 = (1,0) T,y = 2, 2 = (0,1)7,
y3 = 3}. The optimal solution for model (O) for D? is w} = (=1,-1)T, w2 = (1,0)7,
w? = (0,1)" and b, = (2,—1,—1)". Figure 2 shows an obtained discriminant hyperplanes,
where functional and geometric margins are given by

diy(wo, bo) = diy(wo, bo) = 0.447, dis(wo, bo) = dis(wo, bo) = 0.447,
dbs (1o, b) = d53(wo, bo) = 0.707.

In this case two kinds of margins are equal at (w,,b,). However, there exists another
discriminant function with larger geometric margins given by w!'™ = %(71 -nT, w? =
22 =17, w3 = 2(-12)7 and b* = %(2,—1,-1)", as shown in Figure 3, where the
functional and geometric margins are given by

diy(w*,b*) = 0.5, dis(w*,b*) = 0.5, dbs(w*,b*) = 0.354,
d$o(w*,b*) = 0.5, df5(w*,b*) = 0.5, d53(w*,b*) = 0.707.

This fact shows that two kinds of margins are not equal at (w*,b*) and that (w,,b,) is
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Figure 3: The best discriminant hyperplanes for Example 2

not optimal in the sense of maximization of the sum of geometric margins, which can be
also verified from f,(w,) = 12 < 16 = fo(w*). Furthermore, note that the solution (w*,b*)
is complete optimal in the sense of Pareto optimality for maximizing geometric margins
and thus it dominates the solution (w,,b,), which implies that the multiclass classification
problem should be formulated as a multiobjective optimization problem.

Therefore, in the next section, we propose a new model which can maximize the geometric
margins in terms of the multiobjective optimization.

Multiobjective Model Maximizing Geometric Margins

In this and the following sections, we shall use the following notations for the orders of x, y
€ R

x§ya if xi§yi7i:17"'an7

x <y, if xigy%i:la"wn? andx;«éy,

x <y, if ¢;<wy;,i=1,...,n.

First, as we mentioned in the previous section, we formulate the multiclass classification
problem as the following multiobjective optimization problem which maximizes multiple
geometric margins.

max d(w,b)
(Ml) w,b )
st. (WP —w) Tzt + WP —b9) 21, i€l, q#p, pq€K,

where d(w, b) is defined by
g g g T
d(w,b) = (dlz(w, b), ds5(w,b), ..., dig, (W, b)) .

The model (M1) maximizes the geometric margins of all pairs of classes subject to correct
classification for all patterns. Although this formulation is natural, it is difficult to solve
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it directly because of its complexity. Thus, we propose the following model (M2) using a
vector o € RFF=1/2 and a function 0(w,0):

max 6(w,o)

w,b,o
(M2) st (wP — w?) Ta? 4 (P — be
(w? — wP) Tzt + (b7 — bP
O'qulv q>Dp paqEKy

Opq> iEI,ZN q>p7 paquv

>
2 0pg, 1€14, q>p, pgEK,

where the objective function is defined by

-
O(w,o) = (012(10, 0),013(w,0),. .., 01k (w, 0)) ,

and
Opq

Opg(w, 0) = TP — wd]]

, ¢>p, pq€K.

In addition, for convenience, F(M1) and F(M2) represent the feasible regions of (M1) and
(M2), respectively. Notice that if data D is piecewise linearly separable, F(M1) and F(M2)
are not empty, respectively, and thus, ||w? —w?|| >0, ¢ > p, p,q € K, as mentioned in the
previous section.

Now, let us consider the relation between two models (M1) and (M2). We begin to
discuss the boundedness of objective function d(w,b) of (M1). Thus, we define the minimal
distance between classes p and ¢ by

dy o=min{|lz* — 27| | i € I,,, j €1}, ¢>p, pg€K.

Then, it is easily shown that d /2 is the upper bound of df, (w,b) for feasible solutions
(w, b) of (M1) for any ¢ > p, p,q € K.

Next, we show some lemmas to see the boundedness of 6(w,o) for feasible solutions
(w,b,0) of (M2).

Lemma 3.1. If (w,b,0) is feasible for (M2), then (w,b) is feasible for (M1).
Proof. Since (w,b,0) € F(M2), we have
(wP —w?) T2+ (P —b1) 2 0p, 21, i€ 1,, ¢>p, pgEK,

and
(wq—wp)-rxi—i—(bq—bp)iopqzl, iel,, ¢g>p, pge K.

Thus, (w,b) is feasible for (M1). O
Now, we define o(w, b) by using o, (w, b) as

o(w,b) = (012w, b), o13(w,b), .., o1y (w, b)) .

Lemma 3.2. If (w,b) is feasible for (M1), then (w,b,o(w,b)) is feasible for (M2) and we
have d(w, b) = 0(w, o(w,b)).

Proof. Since (w, b) is feasible for (M1), (w,b) satisfies

(WP —w?) 'z + O —b) 21, i€1,, ¢g#p,pqg€K.
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Thus, from the definition of o(w,b) we have that for any x;,7 € I?, g > p, p,q € K,

(wP —w?) "zt + (bP — b?)

1\

iclP

min {min |(wP — w?) Tz’ + (b — b7) min

, min |(w? — wP) T xt + (b7 — bp)‘}
= opg(w,b) 21, i€,
and similarly we have

(w? —wp)Txi + (7 =) 2 opg(w,b) 21, 1€y, ¢>p, p,g€ K.

Therefore, (w, b, o(w, b)) is feasible for (M2). Moreover, we have for any ¢ > p, p,q € K

= w) e b [ — ) e (40— b))
2 _—
df o) = min {yup (O, g
Opal,})
Tuw ey = Opa(w 0w, D).

O

Lemma 3.3. If (w,b,0) is feasible for (M2), then (w,b,o(w,b)) is also feasible for (M2)
and O(w,o(w,b)) = O(w, o).

Proof. If (w,b,0) € F(M2), then (w,b) € F(M1) from Lemma 3.1. In addition, from Lemma
3.2 (w,b,0(w, b)) is feasible for F(M2), and from constraints of (M2) we can derive

miln{|(wp*wq)TIi+(bp -0} 2 o™ g>peK,
1ely
min{|(wqpr)TxiwL(bq*bp”} = o, g>peK,

which, together with the definition of o,,(w,b), yields that

Tpq(w, b) > Opq
= K.
[P —wi]| = Jwp — wi]] >p, g€
Therefore, we have 6(w, o(w,b)) = 0(w, 7). -

By applying these lemmas, the boundedness of 0(w, o) for feasible solutions (w,b, o) of
(M2) can be shown as follows.

Lemma 3.4. A set {6(w,b) |(w,b,0) € F(M2)} is bounded.

Proof. From Lemmas 3.1-3.3, we have that for any feasible solution (w,b, o) of (M2), (w,b)
€ F(M1) and §(w, o) = 0(w,o(w,b)) = d(w,b). Here, since d2, (w, b) for all feasible solutions
of (M1) is bounded above by the constant dy; /2 for any ¢ > p, p,q € K and 0(w,b) = 0, we
can see that {6(w,b)| (w,b,0) € F(M2)} is also bounded. O

Next, we present the conditions which guarantee the existence of Pareto optimal solutions
of (M2). Hence, let us define Fy; ; (M2) for a feasible solution (w, b, ) of (M2) by

Fyp,5(M2) := {(w,b,0) € F(M2) | 6(w,5) < 6(w,0)},

and consider the following assumption.
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Assumption 3.5. For any feasible solution (w,b,&) of (M2), a set {#(w,o) | (w,b,0)€
Fy5.5(M2)} is closed.

Then, we can show the following theorem.

Theorem 3.6. Suppose that Assumption 3.5 holds. Then there exist Pareto optimal solu-
tions of (M2).

Proof. Lemma 3.4 and Assumption 3.5 yield that {6(w,b)| (w,b,0) € Fy 5 (M2)} is closed
and bounded, which guarantees the existence of Pareto optimal solutions of (M2) [7]. O

In practice, we can expect that the assumption holds for almost all classification prob-
lems. Hence, throughout this and the following sections we suppose that Assumption 3.5
holds.

Finally, we show that the optimal solutions of (M2) can be considered to be equivalent
to those of (M1).

Lemma 3.7. If (w*,b*,0%) is Pareto optimal for (M2), then we have §(w*,c*) = 0(w*,
o(w*,b*)).

Proof. Since (w*,b*,0*) € F(M2), we have 6(w*,c*) < 0(w*, o(w*,b*)) from Lemma 3.3.
Moreover, if 8(w*, o*) < 6(w*, o(w*,b*)) holds, then it contradicts the Pareto optimality of
(w*,b*,0*) . Therefore, we have 6(w*, o*) = 6(w*, o(w*,b*)). O

Theorem 3.8. If (w*,b*,0*) is Pareto optimal for (M2), (w*,b*) is Pareto optimal for
(M1). Conversely, if (w*,b*) is Pareto optimal for (M1), (w*,b*, o(w*,b*)) is Pareto optimal
for (M2).

Proof. Frist, we show that (w*, b*) is Pareto optimal for (M1) if (w*, b*, o*) is Pareto optimal
for (M2). We assume that (w*,b*) is not Pareto optimal for (M1). In view of Lemma 3.1,
(w*, b*) is feasible for (M1) and hence there exists a feasible solution (w,b) for (M1) such
that

d(w*,b") < d(w,b). (3.1)

Then, Lemma 3.2 leads to
d(w*,b*) = 6(w*, o(w*,b")). (3.2)

From the Pareto optimality of (w*,b*,c*) for (M2) and Lemma 3.7, we have
O(w*,0*) = 0(w*,o(w*,b")). (3.3)
By using the feasibility of (w,b) and Lemma 3.2,
d(w,b) = 0(w, o (w,b)). (3.4)
Then, from (3.1), (3.2), (3.3) and (3.4) we can derive
O(w,o(w,b)) = d(w,b) > d(w*,b*) = 0(w*, o(w*, b)) = (w*, o).
This fact contradicts the Pareto optimality of (w*,b*,0*). Therefore, we conclude that
(w*,b*) is Pareto optimal for (M1).

Secondly, we show that (w*,b*, o(w*, b*)) is Pareto optimal for (M2) if (w*, b*) is Pareto
optimal for (M1). We assume that (w*,b*, o(w*,b*)) is not Pareto optimal for (M2). From
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the feasibility of (w*,b*) for (M1) and Lemma 3.2, (w*,b*, o(w*,b*)) is feasible for (M2).
Then, there exists a feasible solution (w, b, o) for (M2) such that

O(w*,o(w*,o%)) < O(w, o), (3.5)
and
d(w*,b") = 0(w*,o(w*,b")). (3.6)
Since (w, b) is feasible for (M1), by Lemma 3.2 we have
d(w,b) = 0(w,o(w,b)). (3.7)
Moreover, by Lemma 3.3 we have
O(w, o) < 0(w,o(w,b)). (3.8)
Thus, from (3.5), (3.6), (3.7) and (3.8), we can derive
d(w*,b*) = 0(w*, o(w*,b")) < H(w,0) < H(w,o(w,b)) = d(w,b).
This fact contradicts the Pareto optimality of (w*,b*). Therefore, we conclude that
(w*, b*, o(w*,b*)) is Pareto optimal for (M2). O

Theorem 3.9. If (w*,b*,0*) is weakly Pareto optimal for (M2), (w*,b*) is weakly Pareto
optimal for (M1). Conversely, if (w*,b*) is weakly Pareto optimal for (M1), (w*,b*, o(w™*, b*))
is weakly Pareto optimal for (M2).

Proof. This theorem can be easily shown similarly to Theorem 3.8. O

Theorems 3.6 and 3.8 show the existence of Pareto optimal solutions of (M1) and (M2).
In addition, Theorems 3.8 and 3.9 imply that we can solve (M2) instead of (M1). However,
since (M2) is multiobjective, in the next section we derive two kinds of single-objective
optimization problems by scalarization approaches to multiobjective optimization, Benson’s
method and e-constraint method, and furthermore transform them into solvable problems.

Single-objective Model

SOCP Model Based on Benson’s Method

In this subsection, we first consider the following single-objective problem which is derived
from a scalarization approach to multiobjective optimization called Benson’s method.

max Z Z lpg

w,b,o,l
q€K ¢>peK
s.t. lpq_() q>p, p,q€eK,
O' qu

I —wqm T~

=lpg;, 9>p, Pq€K,
1) 2 0pg, i €L, q>p, pgeK,
(wq ) 't +(bq*bp)20pq7 i€ly, ¢q>p, pgeK,
quil, q>p, pqgc kK.

(Pmax-sum)

This method improves some initial feasible solution (u‘;,f), 7), by maximizing the sum of
nonnegative deviation variables l,q, = 0pq(w, b, 0) — O,y (0,b,5), ¢ > p, p,q € K. It is known
that an optimal solution of (Pmax-sum) is Pareto optimal for (M2) [7].
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However, (Pmax-sum) is still difficult to solve because of its fractional constraints. Thus,
secondly, we consider the following solvable problem in which some constraints of (Pmax-
SUM), (o2t — T o] = lpg and 0pq 2 1, are replaced with oy — 24y [wP — wi| 2 Iy
and 1 £ op4 < ¢y by using constants cpq, respectively.

max E E l
w,b,o,l pa

qeK g>peK
st. 120, ¢>p, pgEK,
o
(P2max-sum) Opg — [JwP — wqum 2lpg, 9>p, pg€K,

wP —w) Tzt + (P —b9) 2 0,,, i €1, g>p, pgeK,
, Pa P

(w9 —wP) Tt + (b7 —bP) = 0y, i €1, ¢>p, pg€K,

1S 0pg S gy ¢>p, pq € K.

This model can be regarded as a second-order cone programming problem (SOCP), as shown
in the following transformation. By defining

Pl = wP —w?, g>p, pgeK,
Ppg = Opg—1, ¢>p, pgEK,
Mpg = M(quflm), q>p, pq€K,
Pq
Epgi = (wp_wq)T$i+(bp_bq)_qua i€y, q>p, pqEK,
Egpi = (wq_wp)T$i+(bq_bp)_qua i€ly, q>p, pgeK,

(P2max-sum) can be transformed into the following second-order cone programming problem
(SOCP1):

max Z Z lpg

v,m,b,p,l,§,n
qeK g¢>peK
s.t. Mpq 2 VP9, ¢>p, pge K,
P —ipd
Mpq — ”wﬁp;ﬂ H(l + Ppg = lpg) =0, ¢>p, p,q€K,

(qu)Tzi+(bpqu)fppq—qui:1, 1€ I,
_ q>p, pgeK,
(SOCP1) (—oP)) Tt 4 (b9 — bP) — ppg — Eqpi = 1, i € I,
q>p, pg€EK,
Cpq = Ppg —Mpg =1, ¢>p, p,qE€EK,
VP = oP® 4"k € K\ {p,q}, ¢>p, p,q € K,
gpqizov ielpa p#Qv p7qu7
lpqzov quzoa npqz(L q>p7 p,qu,
b, 20, pe K.

The SOCP is a convex programming problem having a linear objective function and linear
and second-order cone constraints, which can be efficiently solved by a number of methods
such as the primal-dual interior point method within the almost same time as a quadratic
programming problem of the same size [2]. Moreover, several commercial and noncommercial
solvers have been developed [3, 12].

Next, let us consider what kind of solution we can obtain by solving (P2max-sum). Here,
by focusing on the constraints of (P2max-sum) and (M2), we can easily confirm that for
any feasible solution (w,b,0,1) of (P2max-sum), (w,b, o) is always feasible for (M2), while
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for any feasible solution (w,b, o) of (M2), o does not necessarily satisfy the constraints of
(P2max-sum), 1 < opg < ¢pgy ¢ > p, p,q € K. Thus, let us consider the relation between
feasible solutions of (M2) and (P2max-sum).

Now, we define t(c) by

t(o) := max{1/opq | ¢ > p, p,qg € K}.

Then, for any feasible solution (w,b,o) for (M2), t(o) is the minimal t > 0 such that
(tw, tb,to) € F(M2) and 0(t(o)w,t(o)o) = ( o). Next, we define ¢ .55 DY using Fyp.5(M2)

ME - Sup{t( )qu ‘ q > D, P, q € K7 (w?bvg) € Fw,B,&(M2)}-
Then, the relation between two feasible solutions is shown in the following lemma.

Lemma 4.1. If parameters cpq in (P2max-sum) satisfy cpq 2 cME for any g > p, p,q €

K, then for any solution (w,b,0) € Fyj 5(M2), (t(o)w,t(o)b,t(0)o,l(w,0)) is feasible for
(P2max-sum), where l(w, o) is defined by

o
by (0,0) 1= (o) — |H0)(? w0 > b, pg € K.

and we have O(w, o) = 0(t(o)w,t(c)o).
Proof. Since (w,b,0) € Fg 3 5(M2), we have 0(w, o) = 6(w, 7). Thus,

lalw.0) = ()0 = )] (e - )

w? —wd)|| - oP — wP|
= lto)(w” = w)[| (Bpg(w, 0) = bpg(@,5)) 2 0, ¢ > p, p,q € K.

From the definitions of ¢(o) and cgf 55> and the assumption of the lemma, we have 1 =

t(o)opg S ¢ Ca. b _ = ¢pq, forany ¢ > p, p,q € K. In addition, since (t(o)w, t(0)b, t(o)o, l(w, o))
satisfies other constraints of (P2max-sum), it is feasible for (P2max-sum). Moreover, from
the definition of 6(w, b) we have 8(w, b) = 6(t(c)w, t(o)b). O

From this lemma we can see that cgl—) 5 < oo is required and ¢y, should be selected
appropriately. Hence, let us consider the following assumption.

Assumptlon 4.2. For any feasible (w,b,5) € F(M2), ¢ 5 < o0 and ¢, in (P2max-sum)
satisfy cpq = Cwl’;& for any ¢ > p, p,q € K.

In general, it can be expected that ¢, < oo for any feasible (w,b,5) € F(M2) in all
classification problems because any feasible solution (w,b, o) is constrained to classify all
patterns correctly. Throughout this subsection, we suppose that Assumption 4.2 is satisfied.

Theorem 4.3. If the optimal value of (P2max-sum) is 0 and its optimal solution is
(w*,b*,0*,1%), then (w*,b*,0*) is Pareto optimal for (M2) and 6(w*,c*) = 6(w,5). Con-
versely, if (w,b, ) is Pareto optimal for (M2), then the optimal value of (P2max-sum) is 0,
and (t(5)w,t(5)b,t(5)5,0) is optimal for (P2max-sum).

Proof. First, we show that if the optimal value of (P2max-sum) is 0 and its optimal solution
is (w*, b*, 0*,1*), then (w*,b*, 0*) is Pareto optimal for (M2). Thus, assume that (w*, b*,c*)
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is not Pareto optimal for (M2). Then, since (w*,b*,c*) is feasible for (M2), there exists a
feasible solution (1, b,5) of (M2) such that 8(w*,o*) < 0(w, 5). Now, let us define

Ipg = 1(6)Gpq — IIL(6) (WP — @?)]|

> € K.
”wp pr,q P, P4

Then, we have Y. ;o S o cxlpg > 0. In addition, (t(6)i,t(5)b,(6)6,1) is feasible for
(P2max—sum) from Lemma 4.1. These facts contradict that the optimal value of (P2max-

sum) is 0. Therefore, (w*,b*,0") is Pareto optimal for (M2). Moreover, since o, —

ey W™ = w?|| =0, p < g, p,q € K, we have 0(w,5) = 0(w", ).

Next, we show that if (w,b,&) is Pareto optimal for (M2), then the optimal value of
(P2max-sum) is 0. Assume that (w*,b*,o*,1*) is an optimal solution for (P2max-sum) and
dogek 2agspek lpg > 0. Then, for some s >r € K

and for any ¢ > p, p,q € K

6?‘1 > l

— =0
[P —wa]| -

* *
Tpg — [P —w?||

pa
These inequalities yield that 6(w,5) < O(w*,o*) and (w*,b*,0*) is feasible
for (M2). Thus, the facts contradict the Pareto optimality of (w,b,&). Therefore, the
optimal value quK > gspek lpg of (P2max-sum) is 0. Moreover, we define lpg == t(5)5pq —
lt(a)(wP — w%”m q>p, p,q € K. Then, from | = 0 and Lemma 4.1, (¢(5)w, t()b,
t(5)a, 0) is optimal for (P2max-sum). O

Theorem 4.4. Let (w*,b*,0*,1*) be an optimal solution of (P2max-sum). If its optimal
value Y- c i D gsper g @5 greater than 0, then O(w, o) < 0(w*,0*).

Proof. From the assumption of theorem, we have [* > 0. Since we have o g

Pq J[wP—wd]]
|wP* —w?*||=13,, ¢ > p, p,q € K from optimality of (w*,b*,0*), we can derive the result
of the theorem. O

Theorems 4.3 and 4.4 imply that if an obtained optimal value for (P2max-sum) is 0,
the obtained solution is Pareto optimal for (M2), and otherwise, the obtained solution
(w*,b*,0*) dominates the initial solution (w0, b, ). Furthermore, we propose the following
iterative method of solving (M2) by exploiting these properties of (P2max-sum).

Iterative method based on Benson’s method: IMB

Step 0. Set 7:=0 and (w(®, b ¢©) = (w,b,5).

Step 1. Solve (P2max-sum) using (w(™,5(") (7)) as an initial solution and c,(,Z) >0,q>
p € K, and obtain the optimal solution (w*,b*,o*,1*).

Step 2. Set (w(TtD p(THD (D Jr+DY .= (w* b*, o*, 1%).

If Z Z léf;rl) < 4, then terminate. Otherwise, 7 := 7+ 1 and go to Step 1.
qEK g>peEK
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Here, ¢ is a sufficiently small positive constant.

If quK Zq>p€K lz(ffl) = 0 holds at some 7, then IMB obtains a Pareto optimal solution
for (M2). Otherwise, the method may generate an infinite sequence {w(™, b(") ¢} 7 =
0,.... Thus, let us consider the case where the condition JEK > lz(,z) = 0 does not
hold at any 7.

q>peK

Theorem 4.5. Assume that cl(jq) in IMB satisfies that cpq = cwm b e 4> P E K for
any T = 0. If 6 =0 and I > 0 for any 7 in IMB, then a sequence {G(w(T ,o™)Y generated
by IMB converges to a point 0(w, ) such that (,b,5) € Fgy 5(M2) is Pareto optimal for

(M2). In addition, {quK DS pek l,(,f])} converges to 0.

Proof. First, we show the convergence of the sequences {0(w ™), (7))} and {quK D gspek
115,3;)}. Since (P2max-sum) solved at iteration 7 in IMB uses (w(™),b(") (7)) as an initial
solution and the obtained optimal solutions is given by (w1 p("+D &(7+1) we have
H(w™), (M) <H(w™+D | o7+ from Theorem 4.4. In addition, the sequence {8(w(™), (7))}
is monotone nondecreasing and included in {6(w,o) | (w,b,0) € Fyj5(M2)}, which is
bounded and closed from Lemma 3.4 and Assumption 3.5. Therefore, {6(w(™),a(")} con-
verges to a point 6(w, ) such that (w,b,6) € Fy 5 5(M2).

H(w®, @) < 9w, o(7)) and O'(T) < c,(;z) from the
or

Furthermore, since 6(w, o)
(r) (P2max-sum), we have

feasibility of (w(T b o1

) fo

() _ gt ofy M
WP paM) < S ————,q>p, pgeK.
I |2 5p2) = . )

Thus, |[w?™ —w?™)|| is bounded from above. At the same time, we have
™) (1) _ 1™ oy "
T) __ p(T) __ q(T
7 lw w7 [wr™=D — a1
= pr(‘r) - wq(T)H <9pq(w(7)a9(ﬂ) - epq(w(T_1)79(T_1))) )

g<p, p,gEK, T=1,..,

ot

which, together with the upper boundedness of ||w?™ — w?()|| and the convergence of
{6(w™), o)}, yields that D ogeK Dp<qeK 11(77,;) — 0as T — oo.

Next, we show (i, b, &) is Pareto optimal for (M2). Assume that (,b,&) is not Pareto
optimal. Then, let us consider the problem (P2max-sum) using (w0, b, &) as an initial solution
and suppose that (w, b, o,1) is its optimal solution. Then, we have quK Zp<qu lpg > 0,
[ >0and

o
Opg — pr - wq” ||’LZJp iq’LZJqH = lpqa q > p, p,q € K.
Moreover, from Theorem 4.4 we have 6,,/||wP — w9|| 2 aé?/”wp(ﬂ —wi™M|| for any 7 > 0
and any g > p € K. Thus, we have

oy

_— > >
[0r® — i Zlpg, 720, ¢>p, pgEK,

Opg — lw? —w?||
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which means (w, b, o,1) satisfies the second constraints of (P2sum-max) using (w(™), b(™),
o(™)) as an initial solution. In addition, since (w, b, o, 1) satisfies other constraints, it is feasi-

. (741) (T+1)
ble. Furthermore, since quK Zp<qu lpg' 7 — 0as T — o0, we have quK 2p<qu Ipq

<> geK Zp <qek lpq for a sufficiently large 7. However, the result contradicts the fact that
(w1 p(+D) 5(T+1)) i5 optimal for (P2sum-max) using (w(™, b, o(7)) as an initial solu-
tion. Therefore, (w,b, &) is Pareto optimal for (M2). O

Theorem 4.5 implies that if the constant ¢ is small positive, then IMB terminates

1 . . . .. . T+1
within a finite number of iterations. Additionally if >° x> o cx l,(,q ) = 0, the ob-
tained solution is Pareto optimal for (M2). Otherwise, the obtained solution is approx-
imately Pareto optimal Moreover, since §(w(™, b7 (7)) < G(w(”‘l),b(T‘*‘l),U(T“‘l))7 we

M
have ¢ . w<7+1) DD o+ from the deﬁnltlon of M, for any 7 = 0. Thus, we

>c
) b () = w,b,0

can use the same constant vector ¢ such that ¢ = aj\j[,b,& as ¢(™) at each iteration 7.

In this subsection, we have shown that the proposed method IMB can obtain a Pareto
optimal solution. In order to obtain various Pareto optimal solutions, we can extend (P2max-
sum) by replacing the objective function with > G K > o>pe i Wpalpg, where wy is a positive
weight for each l,q, ¢ > p € K. In the next subsection, we discuss another scalarization
approach which is more suitable to finding many kinds of Pareto optimal solutions.

SOCP Model Based on e-constraint Method

Here, we propose another model based on the e-constraint method. By applying the e-
constraint approach to (M2), the following problem can be derived:

max  g1(w,0) = _ Ors
w,b,o ||,wr _’wS”
O'
s.t. Zepg 4>p (1,0) #(rs), pgeK,
(e-P) [P — wa] waJT 8
wp—wq -T+bp_bq)>0-pq7 Ze[p) q>p7 p7qu

(wq—wp) o' 4 (0T = WP) 2 0pg, 1 €1y, q>p, PqEK,
opq 21, ¢>p, pqeK,

where a pair (r,s) and constants e,4, ¢ > p, (p,q) # (1,8), p,q € K are appropriately
selected such that the feasible reagin of (e-P) is not empty. This method maximizes only
one of the objectives of (M2) while the others are transformed to constraints with €,,. Then,
the following theorems are known about e-constraint method.

Theorem 4.6 ([7]). Let (w,b,0) be an optimal solution of (e-P) for some (r,s). Then
(w, b, 0) is weakly Pareto optimal for (M2).

Theorem 4.7 ([7]). (w,b, o) is Pareto optimal for (M2) if and only if there exists an e_,
such that (w,b, o) is optimal for (e-P) for any (r,s) C K.

Here ¢_,¢ denotes a vector in which the element &, is removed from . These theorems
show that we can obtain any Pareto optimal solution of (M2) by solving (e-P) with an
appropriate choice of £_.;.

However, (e-P) is also difficult to solve because of its fractional constraints and objective
functions. Hence, by making use of one degree of freedom of (e-P), we add a constraint
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ors = Crs With an appropriate constant ¢, = 1 to obtain the following model:

max (w) _ s
Wb TN ||wr —w’]
ag.
o [|wp quq 2 epgs 4>p, (pq) # (1,5), pg€K,
(w" — ot (0" = 0%) 2 ¢rs, i€ Dy,
(e-P2) (w® —w )sz (b =b") 2 s, i€,
(wP — w?) Tt + (P — ) = 0y, i € I,, q>p,

(p,q) # (r,5), p,g €K,
(w? —wP) "ot + (b4 — bP) = 0y, i € I, q> D,

(p,q) # (r,s), p,g €K,
opg 21, ¢>p, (p,q) #(r,s), p,qe K,

where (w,b,0_,5) denotes the vector in which the element o, is removed from (w,b, o).
Moreover, for a solution (w,b,0_,s) of (e-P2), we define a vector (w,b, (0_,s,¢rs)) Whose
element o, is ¢,s and other elements are equal to (w,b, o_,s).

Then, similarly to (P2max-sum), we can show that (e-P2) is equivalent to the SOCP.
Now, we define

P4 = wP —wl q¢>p, pge K
Ppq = Opg— 1, ¢>p, pge K
Epgi = (wP— wq)Ta:i + (b7 = b7) —0pg, i €1y, ¢>p, p,qEK,
Epi = (w!— wp) + (V1 —=bP) —0pq, 1€, ¢>p, pgE K.

By using these variables, (e-P2) can be transformed to the following problem:

min l
0,0,0 _rs,l,p—rs,§
s.t. L2,
Opg Z Epgllv?Pl, (pyq) # (r,8), ¢>p, p,q€K,
Opq — ppq =1, (p,q) #(r,5), ¢>p, p,geK,
(qu)T (bp —b7) - Opg — &pgi =0, © € Ip,
‘ (p,q) # (r,s), ¢>p, p.q€EK,
(SOCPZ) (—qu)—l—wz + (bq — bp) — Opq — fqpi =0, 2 € Iq,
(p,q) # (r,s), ¢>p, p,q€K,
() Tt 4+ (b7 — b°) — &pgi = Crs, 4 € I,
(7UST)T'TZ' + (bs - br) - €sri = Crs, { S Is7
P =oP* + oM s € K\ {p,q}, ¢ >p, p,g € K,
§pgi 20, i€I?, p#q, pgeK,
Ppq 20, (pyq) # (r,8), ¢>p, p,g€K,
b, 20, pe K.

Therefore, (e-P2) can be effectively solved similarly to (P2max-sum).
Next, let us consider the properties of optimal solutions of (e-P2). Here, we define ¢
by using ¢(o).

M = sup{t(0)opg | ¢ >, P, q € K, (w,b,0) € Qe-P)},

where Q(e-P) denotes the set of all optimal solutions of (e-P). Moreover, we consider the
following assumption:
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Assumption 4.8. For any ¢_,, such that Q(e-P) # 0, ¢ < oo and ¢, in (e-P2) satisfy
crs 2 M.

Note that this assumption is similar to Assumption 4.2 mentioned in the previous sub-
section. Since we can also expect that ¢ < oo for any classification problem, we suppose
that this assumption holds throughout this subsection. Then we can show the following
theorems.

Theorem 4.9. Let (w*,b*,0*) be an optimal solution of (e-P), then CL>'<‘()'(11)*,l)*,c',r

optimal for (e-P2).

*
—Ts

) is
s

Proof. First, we show that Zz=(w*,b*,0* ) is feasible for (e-P2). From the feasibility of
(w*,b*,0*) for (e-P), Assumption 4.8 and the definition of ¢, we have t(c*)o, < cM < ..

From the definition of ¢(o), we have

1
t(o")op, = 21, 9> K.
(0%)o3, qgae%{g;q}am— » 4> P g€
Thus,
CTS CTS
of = ———t(c"oX =1, (p, r,s), ¢>p, p,q € K.
O—:s prq t(a*)aﬁs ( ) pqg = (p Q)#( ) q b, P,q

Moreover, the feasibility of (w*,b*,0*) for (e-P) yields that

Crs T wS\T i Crs 157 %8 Crs & .
(W —w*) 2t (" b)) 2 — o = crs, 1€,

*

Ors Ors Ors

Crs *S *T\T 1 Crs b*s b*r > Crs * . I
*(’LU —w ) T+ *( - ): = Ors = Crs, 1€ Ls.

Ors Ors Ors

In addition, it is easily shown that other constraints of (e-P2) are satisfied by &= (w*, b*,
o*,,). Therefore, L= (w*,b*,0*,,) is feasible for (e-P2).

—Ts
*

Next, we show that &= (w*,b*, 0" ..) is optimal for (e-P2). It is easily confirmed that for

—Ts

any feasible solution (w,?), o_rs) of (e-P2), (w,b, (0_rs, Crs)) is feasible for (e-P) and

1(, (0—rgs Crs)) s ga(w). (4.1)

=t

In addition, since (w*,b*, o*) is optimal for (e-P), we have

= g1(w",0%) Z g1(w, (0rs; ¢rs)). (4.2)

*T

At the same time, we have

Crs Ors
- rs 4.3
n(Z0) = (4

rSs

Therefore, from (4.1), (4.2) and (4.3) we can derive that

Crs
m( w)z@mx

*
UT'S

for any feasible solution (w,b,0_,s) of (e-P2). Therefore, Z=(w*,b*,0*) is optimal for

rs

(e-P2). O
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Theorem 4.10. Let (w*,b*,0*,,) be an optimal solution of (e-P2). Then (w*,b*,(c*,,
¢rs)) is optimal for (e-P).

Proof. Tt is obvious that if (w*,b*,0* ,.,) is feasible for (e-P2), (w*,b*, (¢*,,,¢rs)) is feasible

for (e-P). Now, let us suppose that (w*,b*, (¢, ¢rs)) is not optimal for (e-P). Then, there
exists an optimal solution (i, b, &) such that g; (i, 5) > gy (w*, (6% 4, ¢rs)), which means

Ors Crs
> .
[@r — @[] = flw” —w*|

(4.4)

Now, since &= (b, b,6_,s) is optimal for (e-P2) from Theorem 4.9 and (w*,b*,o* ) is also

optimal for (¢-P2), we have

6.7'8 CT'S A 3 CTS
=g <6w) =gpw')= ——m— (4.5)

[ — @] s T —we|

Thus, (4.4) and (4.5) contradict. Therefore, (w*,b*, (6% _rs,¢rs)) is optimal for (e-P). O

Theorem 4.10 shows that for an optimal solution (w*,b*, o* ..) of (¢-P2), (w*,b*, (¢*,.,

¢rs)) is optimal for (e-P). Thus, Theorem 4.6 implies that the optimal solution is weakly
Pareto optimal for (M2). In addition, the result, together with Theorems 4.7 and 4.9,
suggests that we can obtain any (weakly) Pareto optimal solution of (M2) by solving (e-P2)
with an appropriate choice of e_,.;. Consequently, we can conclude that various discriminant
functions maximizing the geometric margins can be obtained by solving (e-P2) as a pair (r, s)
and the corresponding parameter _,.; are varied.

Finally, in the next section, we apply the proposed models to some examples as mentioned
in Section 3 and other examples.

Numerical Examples

In this section, we report the results of numerical experiments, where we compared the
proposed models based on Benson’s and e-constraint methods with the existing model (O).
We used the optimization tools in MathWorks Matlab 7.0.1 * and Mosek version 5.0 T to
solve the QP and SOCP problems.

We applied the existing and proposed models to examples mentioned in Section 2, an
example having no complete optimal solution, and real-world data sets.

Examples 1 and 2

For Examples 1 and 2, we classified D! and D? by using IMB and (e-P2). For both examples,
we set (r,s) = (1,2) and ¢12 = 10 in (e-P2). Parameters €13 and 23 were set as e_12 =
0_12(we, 0,), where (w,,b,,0,) is the solution obtained by the existing model (O) for D*
and D2, respectively, as shown in Section 2.2. In addition, IMB used § = 1075, ¢,, = 10,
q>p, p,q€{1,2,3} and (w,, by, 0,) as an initial solution (w, b, &) for both examples.

For Example 1, (e-P2) obtained a solution: w! = (—6.6552,—6.6804)", w? =
(13.3448, —6.6806) T, w® = (—6.6896,13.3610) ", b = (20.0024, —9.9976, —10.0048) ", 013 =
9.4524, 0493 = 40.0757. The corresponding geometric margins for the solution were given by

5, (w,b) = 0.5000, dB4(w,b) = 0.4973, di,(w,b) = 1.4142,

*http://www.mathworks.com/
Thttp://www.mosek.com/
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Besides, for Examples 1, IMB obtained the following solution in four iterations.
w' = (—0.6673, —0.6673)T, w? = (1.3345,-0.6673)7, w® = (—0.6673,1.3345)", b =
(2.0018, —1.0009, —1.0009) ", & = (1.0009, 1.0009,4.0036) . The corresponding geometric
margins of the solution were

5, (w,b) = 0.5000, dB4(w,b) = 0.5000, di,(w,b) = 1.4142,

Table 1 shows the geometric margins obtained at each iteration in IMB, which indicates
that margins obtained finally were achieved at iteration 2.

Table 1: Obtained geometric margins at each iteration in IMB

Iteration \ di, dfs d3s
1 0.4900 0.4960 1.4142
2 0.5000 0.5000 1.4142
3 0.5000 0.5000 1.4142
4 0.5000 0.5000 1.4142

The discriminant hyperplanes obtained in two models are shown in Figures 4(a) and
4(b), where the dashed lines denote the discriminant hyperplanes and the circle, square and
triangle denote patterns with label 1, 2 and 3, respectively, similarly to Figures 1-3. We
can observe that the geometric margins and the corresponding discriminant hyperplanes for
the solution obtained by both methods are almost same. Moreover note that the obtained
solution is the complete optimal solution of (M1), which dominates the geometric margins
obtained by solving model (O) (cf. Figure 1).

2 2

(0,2) A 2*(ys = 3) ,”/ (0,2) A z%(ys = 3)

xq i a -

(1,0 (2,0) Lo 1 20
a?(yp = 1) E w2(yp = 1) E
(a) (e-P2) (b) IMB

Figure 4: Proposed models for Example 1

For Example 2, (¢-P2) obtained w! = (—6.6603, —6.6746) ", w? = (13.3397, —6.6742) T,
w3 = (—6.6794,13.3488) T, b = (6.6673, —3.3327, —3.3347) ", 013 = 9.3116, 093 = 20.0209.
The corresponding geometric margins for the solution are

df5(w,b) = 0.5000, df;(w,b) =0.4995, d5,(w,b) = 0.7071.

Besides, IMB obtained the following solution in five iterations, w! = (—0.6667, —0.6668)T,
w? = (1.3333,-0.6665) ", w® = (—0.6667,1.3333)", b = (0.6667, —0.3333, —0.3334)7,
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o = (1.0000,1.0001,2.0000) ". The corresponding geometric margins for the solution are
given by
%, (w, b) = 0.5000, d%(w,b) = 0.4995, di,(w,b) = 0.7071.

We can see that the geometric margins and the corresponding discriminant hyperplanes
for the solution obtained by both methods are same, additionally, which are the same ones
shown in the Figure 3. Note that the obtained solution is also the complete optimal solution
of (M1).

These results show that the proposed model can obtain a Pareto optimal solution of
(M1) which is better than the solution obtained by solving (O) in the sense of maximizing
the geometric margins.

Example 3

Next, we consider Example 3 given by D> = {xl =0,1)",y =1, 22 = (2,0)7, yp = 1,
23 = (3,007, y3 =2, 22 =(0,3)T,ys = 3}, which has also only three points but has no
complete optimal solution. Thus, the problem has many Pareto optimal solutions.

We applied the existing model (O) and proposed models to this problem. In both pro-
posed models, similarly to the previous subsection, we set ¢,q = 10, ¢ > p, p,q € {1,2,3}
and used the solution obtained by the model (O) as an initial solution (w, b, &) in IMB, while
we executed (e-P) with all combinations of pairs of classes as the fixed pair (r, s), that is,
(r,s) = (1,2), (1,3), (2,3), and set e_,, = 0_,(w,b, 7).

Obtained results are shown in Figures 5-6 and Table 2, where (e-P2)(; 2) denotes the
model (e-P2) with (r,s) = (1,2). The table shows that the geometric margins for the
discriminant hyperplanes obtained by the model (O) are smaller than those obtained by any
proposed model. In particular, the margin d$; obtained by the model (O) is considerably
small, while there is no large difference of obtained margins among proposed models.

Table 2: Results of each methods for Example 3

Model Parameters dfy di, ds,
©) = 04851 0.8044 0.0437
IMB c=10 0.4919 0.9996 2.1181

(e-P2)12 c2=10  0.5000 0.9940 1.7645
(e-P2)as 3 =10 04991 1.0000 1.8990
(-P2)23) 3 =10 04980 0.9856 2.1213

Furthermore, we applied (e-P2) to Example 3 so as to obtain various solutions, where
we set (r,s) = (2,3) and co3 = 10, and varied (e12,e13) in [0.01,0.5]x[0.01,1.0]. Figure 7
(a) indicates that many kinds of weakly Pareto optimal solutions were obtained by (e-P2).
Figure 7 (b) shows the magnified region of the Pareto curve near to the point (0.5, 1.0, 2.12),
which is a set of Pareto optimal solutions. We can observe that many Pareto optimal
solutions were obtained. Therefore, it can be concluded that (e-P2) can obtain many kinds
of Pareto optimal solutions by appropriate choices of e_,.

Real-world Data Sets

Finally, in this subsection, we applied models (O), IMB and (e-P2) to two real-world data
sets from the UCI machine learning repository [16], Wine and DNA. For model (e-P2)
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Figure 7: Proposed model (e-P2) for Example 3

we set (r,s) = (1,2),(1,3) or (2,3) and ¢,s = 10, and determined constants €_,, by
€_rs = O_rs(wWo,0(woy, b)), while for model IMB we used (c12,¢13,c23) = (100,100, 100)
and (w,, bo, 0(Wo, b)) as an initial solution (w0, b, 7), where (w,, b,) was a solution obtained
by the model (O) for each problem. In addition, we executed IMB using a solution obtained
by model (e-P2) as an initial solution, which is called the hybrid model. If a solution ob-
tained by (e-P2) is weakly Pareto optimal, this model can improve the solution to obtain
a Pareto otpimal solution. However, we could not obtain the satisfactory solution by IMB
for DNA data, where IMB required solving a large number of problems (P2max-sum) iter-
atively, and the optimal solutions of some problems were not properly obtained. That is
attributed to the fact the problem (P2max-sum) gradually becomes ill-conditioned because
DNA data has a large number of instances and attributes. Meanwhile, the difficulty was not
observed in model (e-PS2) because a weakly Pareto optimal solution is obtained by solving
a single problem.

Tables 3 shows classification rates and objective function values of solutions obtained by
(0), IMB, (e-P2) and the hybrid model for Wine, and those obtained by (O) and (e-P2) for
DNA, where “# of Ite.” denotes the number of iterations in which problems (P2max-sum)
were solved by IMB and the hybrid model, and hybrid(; 3y denotes the hybrid model, that
is, IMB using a solution obtained by (e-PS2)(; 2y as an initial solution. We can observe that
all solutions obtained by the proposed three models dominate ones by the existing model
and that test classification rates of proposed models are better than or equal to those of
the existing model. On the other hand, although Theorem 4.6 guarantees that a solution
obtained by the hybrid model dominate the corresponding initial solution, which is obtained
by (e-PS2), the results of Table 3 are slightly inconsistent with it. They can be considered to
be due to the numerical instability of IMB. However, the numerical error is small enough to
neglect in practical use, and the hybrid model boosts the test classification rate of (e-PS2).

In addition, we evaluated the 10-fold cross-validation estimate of four models for Wine,
and two models for DNA to compare the generalization abilities of them as shown in Tables 4
and 5, respectively, where the figure in parenthesis denotes the average number of iterations
required in IMB. The tables indicate that (¢-P2) and hybrid model are superior to (O)
and IMB in the sense of the generalization, and that in the hybrid model, IMB improved
the solution obtained by (e-P2) for Wine. Therefore, we can conclude that there exist
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Table 3: Comparison of results obtained by four models

Classification rate Geometric margins #

Data Model (training)  (test) ds, ds, ds, of Tte.
(0) 100.00 88.89 0.3812 0.4858 0.4368 -
IMB 100.00 88.89 0.3812 0.8451 0.4368 2

(e-P2)12)  100.00 88.89  0.3875 05130  0.4479 -

. (e-P2)13  100.00 88.89  0.3811  0.8452  0.4368 -
Wine  (c.p2),4)  100.00 94.44  0.3816  0.4889  0.5127 -
hybrid(; 5y 100.00 94.44  0.3857  0.7155  0.4478 2
hybrid 3 100.00 88.89  0.3811  0.8455  0.4368 2
hybrid5)  100.00 94.44 03799 05186  0.5119 10

(0) 100.00  93.00 01148 01241 01194 -

(-P2)1 10000 93.00 01178 01241  0.1194 -

DNA" (=P2)4 10000 9350  0.1148  0.1263  0.1194 -
(-P2)ns 10000  93.00  0.1148 01241  0.1213 -

Table 4: 10-fold Cross-validation results of four models for Wine

(0) (E'PS2)(1,2) (E‘PSQ)(1,3) (E'PSQ)(Q,?,)
95.51 96.07 95.51 96.63
IMB hybrid(lg) hybrid(173) hybrid(273)

95.51 (2.1) 96.63 (4.2) 9551 (3.4)  96.07 (5.2)

Table 5: 10-fold Cross-validation results of two models for DNA

(0)  (e-PS2)12) (e-PS2)13)  (6-PS2)(2.3)
92.15 92.25 92.25 92.15
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discriminant functions better than those obtained by (O), and they can be found by (e-P2)
and the hybrid model. On the other hand, since IMB is numerically instable, especially for
large-scale problem, (e-P2) is comprehensively superior to other models.

Besides, in this experiment, the initial solutions (w,b,&) required in IMB were set by
solutions obtained by (O) or (e-P2), while constants €_,; for (e-P2) were determined on
the basis of the solutions obtained by (O). However, we can obtain many (weakly) Pareto
optimal solutions of the proposed multiobjective model (M2) by using other various initial
solutions or constants. In particular, we can find various kinds of weakly Pareto optimal
solutions by (e-P2) as constants €_,4 are varied as mentioned at 4.2. Therefore, note that
the proposed model may have better discriminant functions as (weakly) Pareto optimal
solutions of (M2).

(6] Conclusion

In this paper, we have focused on the all together model of the support vector machine
(SVM) for multiclass classification, which uses a piece-wise linear function to construct a
discriminant function. We have pointed out that for each pair of classes, the functional
margin maximized in the original all together method is not necessarily equal to the geo-
metric margin which is defined as the minimal distance of patterns of a pair of classes to
the corresponding discriminant hyperplane classifying all patterns in both classes correctly,
and that maximizing geometric margins is important for the generalization of multiclass
classification. Moreover, although the sum of functional margins between all pairs of classes
is maximized in the existing model, we have emphasized that the multiclass classification
should be essentially formulated as a multiobjective optimization problem which maximizes
all of the geometric margins simultaneously.

Therefore, we have proposed a multiobjective SVM model whose objective functions rep-
resent exactly the geometric margins of discriminant hyperplanes. In order to solve the mul-
tiobjective model, we have derived single-objective models by the scalarization approaches,
e-constraint and Benson’s methods, and transformed them into solvable second-order cone
programming (SOCP) problems, (¢-P2) and (P2max-sum), which can be efficiently solved by
several interior point methods. Moreover, we have theoretically shown that a weakly Pareto
optimal solution of the multiobjective problem is obtained by solving a single (e-P2), while
a Pareto optimal solution is obtained by solving (P2max-sum) iteratively, which is called
IMB, and we have verified those results through some numerical examples. In particular, we
have observed that many kinds of weakly Pareto optimal solutions can be found by solving
(e-P2) as the parameter vector ¢ is varied. In addition, we have applied the existing and
two proposed models and a hybrid model of them to two classification problems using real-
world data sets. The results show that the three proposed models can maximize geometric
margins, and that (e-P2) and the hybrid model are better than IMB and the existing model
in the sense of generalization for those data sets, while IMB and the hybrid model are not
suitable for a large-scaled problem. Thus, we can conclude that (¢-P2) is comprehensively
superior to other models.

In this paper, we have mainly focused on the analysis of solutions obtained by the existing
and proposed models in the sense of Pareto optimality. Therefore, for further tasks we should
investigate various kinds of Pareto optimal solutions of the proposed multiobjective model
to evaluate its potential ability properly, and, moreover, we should apply them to a wide
variety of classification problems. Additionally, we have to develop the proposed models
further in order to apply it to classification problems including noisy data or outliers. At
the same time, through numerical experiments, we need to inspect the relation between the
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geometric or functional margin and the generalization ability, which is an issue in the future.
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