EMFE 7LV ALICEITHERERE
ANEEMHET DX

T. Kanamori (Nagoya Univ.), A. Takeda (UT),
T. Suzuki (Titech), and S. Fujiwara

Sep. 2, 2015

Er ZIRINDBMZF &2 DEI (LX)



2

Iz

R DR
HMPE IR 2 2 BHBIRE

207 7O—FDOEEZRAND

o IBREM

o NMEXMESR

AEEMEES

IBRBEEL ((2) DHEHREZ () D level set TxRED

AMEXEES 7 7O0—FOMmETHGEE

ZDRDER : O/ MNEBTADIGE

1/39



2 E+5l

Lid. T—% (z1,11),. ., (T ym) € X x {+1, —1}.
x;, - NIRRT KNIV, - BATXNI

E I RAN 2 DS ye {41, -1} BT3B,

training data estimated decision boundary
o O
< ° ° ° <
o so °° [) :
N °n° n?: °?. com , o~
o o2 Y ‘o0 oto% °
(qV] b :mn ° ° ao"%- P ° N
o 4 o .ﬁﬂon Poo a?n oy : o
g° %II: I:||:| ; ° .a
I:lu (= =] o "o
i afa ¥ 0 i
o o m
s ¥ ® Ty
<t o o <
4 2 0 2 4 4 2 0 2 4
1 1

2/39



I.IJII

BARRH { EAD' DB UEZRE. T Y NAREICIES

FET—5 (EH)

P. Viola & M. J. Jones, Robust Real-Time Face Detection Journal International Journal of Computer Vision, 2004

BREFER

~

3/39



%IV vy RV

CIREE /R — RU {+o0}

IWIv Y RIVERE . 0*(a) =sup{az —£(2) }.

(CaFRE = EHR DS

z€eR

& CxKIE)

((2) DB ZREH (convex, closed, proper) Z i/
— ()" =/

ARFERTIE R EOOBEBDILY v RIVEE ZEICIRD.

4/39



HZME D L(z) TEFTTWSHDZ (o) TERULED,
TDOHEZZCDT 5.
e BMFEZILIT ) XLDERICER
o /(z) I 2fBFHIRIDI/KEEL
EVIVER, 2FEK BEIEXK, etc.

5/39



)LD FH

1. F— 5 h SETHIBIEE f(2) = w'e + b BHE

M

2. f(z) DEFETINLETR, BEMICE - - -

(¢, y) = (x,+1) = f(x) >0

(z,y) = (¢, —1) = f(a:)<()} = flz)y>0

r = (11,79) IEITTIRL & = (21, T2, 7%, 15, 1172) TR EHH D,

r R k(,x) £ D EN—XIVE

6/39



i

TRIERZE 2 | B:

f(o) DHREFRELE -

Pr{Y — sign(f(X))} = E[l(—yf(x)))

0-11BK : ly(2) =[2>0].

X T B (—y,f(z) > 0) BAY YK

Bayes error := inf Pr{Y #sign(f(X))} ZZENT %

f(z) D&,

foa Al

7/39



T— m —>00 DEE:

=3ty + 1) L Bfto(—y(wTz + b))

1=1

’ 22RO T — 5 ¥ERIML )

min —Zéo —y;(w mﬁ—b)) st. weRY beR

w,b M

HTTRAREZ/ NS TEHIHEEENSOND (LBFIND)

8/39




Surrogate loss (X&1EX)
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Overfitting & [FAI{E
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% : Maximum margin MPM

max-margin MPM uses ellipsoidal uncertainty sets:

{x;, : vy, =+1} — U+:{ﬁ+——§]i/2u:
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U

U
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fb+, 2.4 : estimated mean and variance-covariance matrices

maximum margin hyperplane between two ellipsoids.

min,, ||z, — 2_||* st. z+ € Us.
(optimization: SOCP)
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e consistency of regularized kernel classifiers [i0]

e classification-calibrated loss (1
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DHICT I BIRE :© non-deterministic assumption,
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e classifier can be significantly affected by outliers.
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e Outliers should be ignored to prevent overfitting.
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