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Abstract

In large-scale classification problems, the data set always be faced with frequent updates when a part of the data is added to or

removed from the original data set. In this case, conventional incremental learning, which updates an existing classifier by explicitly

modeling the data modification, is more efficient than retraining a new classifier from scratch. However, sometimes, we are more

interested in determining whether we should update the classifier or performing some sensitivity analysis tasks. To deal with these

such tasks, we propose an algorithm to make rational inferences about the updated linear classifier without exactly updating the

classifier. Specifically, the proposed algorithm can be used to estimate the upper and lower bounds of the updated classifier’s

coefficient matrix with a low computational complexity related to the size of the updated dataset. Both theoretical analysis and

experiment results show that the proposed approach is superior to existing methods in terms of tightness of coefficients’ bounds and

computational complexity.

1. INTRODUCTION

Solving the large-scale classification task with datasets in

different situations is widely studied in machine learning. e.g.,

[1] study clustering approach for the data set with missing data;

[2] design the Random Forests for the dynamically growing

data set. One of the most common conditions that may be en-

countered by the large-scale classification task is that part of

the data set is modified. However, directly retraining the clas-

sifier is time-consuming and will waste a lot of computational

resources. The so-called incremental learning is designed for

the case in which we want to update the classifier in a different

way when the data set is modified [3, 4, 5]. In the literature,

there are mainly two categories of incremental learning meth-

ods.

For the first category, the updated classifier can be explic-

itly derived based on an optimization technique called para-

metric programming. For example, [6] extend the online ν-

support vector classification algorithm to the modified formula-

tion and presents an effective incremental support vector ordinal

regression algorithm, which can handle a quadratic formulation

with multiple constraints, where each constraint is constituted

of equality and inequality. [7] develop an extension of the in-

cremental and decremental algorithm which can simultaneously

update multiple data points.

As to the second category, some warm-start approaches with-

out explicitly deriving the updated formulation can also help
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reduce the incremental learning costs. [8] find that the warm

start setting is in general more effective to improve the pri-

mal initial solution than the dual and that the warm-start set-

ting could speed up a high-order optimization method more ef-

fectively than a low-order one. [9] propose a new incremental

learning algorithm involving using a warm-start algorithm for

the training of support vector machine, which takes advantage

of the natural incremental properties of the standard active set

approach to linearly constrained optimization problems.

Conventional incremental learning algorithms aim to solve

the primal problem or the dual problem of the optimization

problem, which still requires the relatively high cost of com-

puting. [10] propose an incremental support vector machines

based on Markov re-sampling (MR-ISVM) whose computa-

tional complexity is up to O(N3), where N is the number of

samples. However, sometimes it is unnecessary to figure out the

exact values of the updated classifier’s coefficient vector when

we only need to estimate the bounds of the updated classifier’s

coefficient vector. Moreover, most conventional incremental

learning algorithms can only be applied to certain classification

models, which largely limits their generalizability. For exam-

ple, [11] propose an approach for incremental learning special-

ized for Support Vector Machines. Ren et al. [12] put forward

an incremental algorithm only for bidirectional principal com-

ponent analysis used in pattern recognition and image analysis.

For these reasons, the sensitivity analysis with the broad appli-

cability of the updated classifier is necessary.

The aim of sensitivity analysis is not to obtain the exact

values of the updated classifier’s parameters, but to estimate

the bounds of the updated classifier’s parameters. It can help

researchers understand how uncertainty in the output of a model

(numerical or otherwise) can be apportioned to different sources

Preprint submitted to Elsevier September 28, 2021

http://arxiv.org/abs/2003.03351v4


of uncertainty in the model input [13]. Since sensitivity analysis

doesn’t require the calculation of exact values of the updated

classifier, it can be executed efficiently. Recently, Okumura et

al. [14] proposed a sensitivity analysis framework that can be

used to estimate the bounds of a general linear score for the

updated classifier.

The performance of sensitivity analysis highly relies on the

tightness of bounds it derived. Inspired by recent papers study-

ing feature screen in the L1 sparse learning framework [15, 16,

17, 18], we make use of a composite region test and propose a

sensitivity analysis framework which can infer bounds for rele-

vant values about the coefficient vector of the updated classifier.

Our work aims to improve the algorithm proposed in [14] and

our algorithm can estimate tighter lower and upper bounds of

a general linear score in the form of η⊤w⋆
1

, where w⋆
1

is the

coefficient vector of the updated classifier, and η⊤ is the vector

which has the same dimension as w⋆
1

.

As the proposed algorithm does not have to solve any pri-

mal problem or any relevant dual problem of the optimization

problem, it largely decreases the computing complexity com-

pared with conventional incremental algorithms and its com-

puting complexity only depends on the number of modified in-

stances, including the number of removed instances and added

instances. Besides, the proposed algorithm is more robust than

the algorithm proposed in [14]. Even with a relatively large

modification on the data set, the proposed algorithm can still

make accurate estimations. And the proposed algorithm only

requires that the estimated classifier is calculated based on the

differentiable convex L2-regularization loss function, the pro-

posed algorithm can be applied to diversified algorithms.

The estimation about lower and upper bounds of a gen-

eral linear score in the form of η⊤w⋆
1

has numerous applica-

tions in a wide range of fields. Firstly, with this scale, the mo-

ment when the classifier should be updated can be easily esti-

mated, which can prevent us from making unnecessary updat-

ing or omitting necessary updating. Secondly, when the scale is

enough tight, the classification results of the updated classifier

can be also estimated based on the linear score, which can en-

sure both low computing complexity and high classification ac-

curacy. Thirdly, the proposed algorithm can also be combined

with some model selection algorithms to reduce the computing

time of model selection algorithms.

Our contribution can be listed as follow:

• Firstly, the proposed sensitivity analysis algorithm can

estimate tight bounds of a general linear score about the

coefficient vector for the updated classifier.

• Secondly, the proposed algorithm has lower computing

complexity and higher robustness compared to existing

methods.

• Thirdly, the proposed algorithm has better applicability

than existing methods, as it only requires that the esti-

mated classifier is based on the differentiable convex L2-

regularization loss function.

• Fourthly, the proposed algorithm has numerous applica-

tions that can improve efficiency when solving a large-

scale classification problem.

The rest of paper is organized as follows. In Section II, we

will define some necessary mathematical notations and give a

brief overview of the problem setup. Then we will describe two

sensitivity analysis tasks that the proposed algorithm can deal

with. In Section III, we will give the proof of the proposed

algorithm and apply it to the sensitivity analysis tasks proposed

in Section II. In Section IV, we will present the detail of our

simulation and the analysis of simulation results. In Section V,

we will conclude our work and discuss the future direction of

our work.

2. NOTATION AND BACKGROUND

In this section, we first describe the background of our prob-

lem, including the mathematical notation, conventional meth-

ods, and our proposed algorithm. Then, we describe two sensi-

tivity analysis tasks that our proposed algorithm can be applied

to.

2.1. Problem Setup

The problem we study in this paper is that there exists a

trained classifier on the original data set, while the current data

set is modified by a small number of instances. Instead of re-

training a new classifier from scratch with high computing cost,

we propose an algorithm to make an inference, in an efficient

manner, about the bounds of the updated linear classifier’s co-

efficient vector.

We denote scalars in regular (C or b), vectors in bold (x)

and matrices in capital bold (X). Specific entries in vectors or

matrices follow the corresponding convention, i.e., the ith di-

mension of vector x is xi and 1 is a column vector where all of

its elements are 1.

We use {(xi, yi)}i∈D0
and {(xi, yi)}i∈D1

to denote the original

data set and the updated training data set respectively, where

xi ∈ Rd and yi is a binary scalar. The number of training in-

stances in the original training set and the updated training set

are denoted as n0 and n1. We consider the scenario where we

have an existing classifier f (x; w0), then a small amount of in-

stances are added to or removed from the original data set. We

denote the set of added and removed instances as {(xi, yi)}i∈A
and {(xi, yi)}i∈S, and, nA and nS are the number of instances in

setA and S respectively. Thus, we will have

n1 − n0 = nA − nS. (1)

We define a new variable

Pup = (nA + nS)/n0, (2)

which is used to describe the ratio of the modified data to the

original data set.

Here we consider a class of L2 regularized linear classifica-

tion problems with the convex loss function, hence, the original
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and updated classifiers, trained respectively with the original

data set and the modified data set, are defined as

w⋆
0 ≔ arg min

w

C

2
‖w‖2 + 1

n0

∑

i∈D0

ℓ(yi, f (xi; w)), (3)

w⋆
1 ≔ arg min

w

C

2
‖w‖2 + 1

n1

∑

i∈D1

ℓ(yi, f (xi; w)), (4)

where w⋆
0

and w⋆
1

are the optimal solution to the equations (3)

and (4) respectively; C > 0 denotes the regularization constant

and ℓ(yi, f (xi; w)) is a differentiable and convex loss function.

When ℓ is a squared hinge loss function, i.e.,

ℓ(yi, f (xi; w)) = max(1 − yiw
⊤xi, 0)2, (5)

the problem in (3) or (4) corresponds to SVM with squared

hinge loss (L2-SVM) [19, 20] 1. When ℓ is a logistic regres-

sion loss function, i.e.,

ℓ(yi, f (xi; w)) = log(1 + exp(−yiw
⊤xi)), (6)

the problem in (3) or (4) corresponds to L2-regularized logistic

regression [21, 22]. For any i ∈ D0 ∪D1, we denote individual

loss and the gradient of the individual loss as

ℓi(w) = ℓ(yi, f (xi; w)), (7)

∇ℓi(w) =
∂

∂w
ℓ(yi, f (xi; w)). (8)

Our main interest in this paper is to avoid calculating w⋆
1

explicitly as in conventional incremental learning algorithms

which has high computing cost when the whole data set is large.

Instead, we aim to bound the linear score relevant to the coeffi-

cient vector of the updated classifier

L(η⊤w⋆
1 ) ≤ η⊤w⋆

1 ≤ U(η⊤w⋆
1 ), (9)

where η can be any d dimension vector in Rd ; L(η⊤w⋆
1

) and

U(η⊤w⋆
1

) are the lower and upper bounds of η⊤w⋆
1

. In addi-

tion, our framework can also be applied to nonlinear classifi-

cation problems with kernel trick, i.e., ∀i ∈ D0 ∪ D1, η⊤w⋆
1

can be represented by the kernel function. Next, we introduce

two applications which we use to verify the performance of the

proposed algorithm.

2.2. Sensitivity analysis tasks

2.2.1. Task 1. Sensitivity of coefficients

When a small amount of instances is added or removed from

the original data set, we care about the change about the coef-

ficient vector of the updated classifier, which can help us to

decide whether we should update our classifier or not and study

the influence of new data. Unless the change is unacceptably

large, we can still use the original classifier. Let e j ∈ Rd be a

vector of all 0 except 1 in the jth element, hence we can bound

1Please note that in this paper we do not include any bias term b, since we

can deal with this term by appending each instance with an additional dimen-

sion, i.e., x⊤
i
← [x⊤

i
, 1] w⊤ ← [w⊤, b]

the jth coefficient w⋆
1, j

of coefficient vector for the updated clas-

sifier using equation (9) as

L(w⋆
1, j) ≤ w⋆

1, j = e⊤j w⋆
1 ≤ U(w⋆

1, j). (10)

In order to evaluate the tightness of the bound, we define the

variable T as following

T = |U(w⋆
1, j) − L(w⋆

1, j)|. (11)

2.2.2. Task 2. Sensitivity of test instance labels

Using the same framework, we can also determine the label

of any test instance xi ∈ Rd with the updated classifier, even

though we don’t know the exact value for the coefficient vector

of the updated linear classifier. Let ŷi be the predicted classifi-

cation result of xi, by setting η ≔ xi in (9), we can calculate the

lower and upper bounds of x⊤
i

w⋆
1

as

L(x⊤i w⋆
1 ) ≤ x⊤i w⋆

1 ≤ U(x⊤i w⋆
1 ), (12)

and by using the simple facts

L(x⊤i w⋆
1 ) ≥ 0⇒ ŷi = +1, (13)

U(x⊤i w⋆
1 ) ≤ 0⇒ ŷi = −1, (14)

we can obtain the classification result of xi without actually

solving (4). If the ratio of modified data set is small, we can

expect that w⋆
1

won’t have huge difference compared with w⋆
0

,

which means bounds in (12) can be sufficiently tight.

In this task, we calculate the error ratio of the test instances

whose lower bound and upper bound have different signs, as for

these test instance, we cannot determine the classification result

of xi. The definition of this error ratio can be written as:

Rsame = ndi f f /ntest (15)

where ndi f f is the number of instances with different signs for

their estimated lower bound and upper bound; ntest is the size

of the whole test data set. By comparing error ratios for differ-

ent sensitivity analysis algorithms, we can evaluate their perfor-

mance.

3. SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS VIA SEGMENT TEST

In this section, we demonstrate our method for sensitivity

analysis tasks. The main idea of our method is trying to restrict

w⋆
1

into a region, then we can calculate the lower and upper

bounds of the linear score η⊤w⋆
1

within that region. We call

this kind of approach as region test as in [23].

3.1. Region Test

3.1.1. Sphere

In this part, we will present the method proposed in [14]

which serves as the lemma for this paper.

Lemma 1 (Sphere Region) Let w⋆
0

and w⋆
1

be the optimal so-

lution of the problem (3) and (4) respectively. Given w⋆
0

, then

w⋆
1

is within a sphere region

S (q, r) , {w⋆
1 : ‖w⋆

1 − q‖ ≤ r}, (16)
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where q is the center of the sphere and r is the radius of the

sphere. They are defined as

q =
n0+n1

2n1

w⋆
0 −

nA+nS
2Cn1

∆s, (17)

r =

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

nA−nS
2n1

w⋆
0 +

nA+nS
2Cn1

∆s

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

, (18)

where ∆s is

∆s =
1

nA+nS

















∑

i∈A
∇ℓi(w

⋆
0 ) −
∑

i∈S
∇ℓi(w

⋆
0 )

















. (19)

By restricting w⋆
1

into a sphere S (q, r), we can calculate the

lower and the upper bounds of η⊤w⋆
1

Here we introduce the

following proposition proposed in [14].

Proposition 1 (Sphere Test) The lower and the upper bounds

of η⊤w⋆
1

in the sphere region S (q, r) = {w⋆
1

: ‖w⋆
1
−q‖ ≤ r} are

respectively

LS T (η⊤w⋆
1 ) , min

w⋆
1
∈S (q,r)

η
⊤w⋆

1

=
n0+n1

2n1

η
⊤w⋆

0 −
nA+nS
2Cn1

η
⊤
∆s

− ‖η‖
∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

nA−nS
2n1

w⋆
0 +

nA+nS
2Cn1

∆s

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

,

(20)

and

US T (η⊤w⋆
1 ) , max

w⋆
1
∈S (q,r)

η
⊤w⋆

1

=
n0+n1

2n1

η
⊤w⋆

0 −
nA+nS
2Cn1

η
⊤
∆s

+ ‖η‖
∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

nA−nS
2n1

w⋆
0 +

nA+nS
2Cn1

∆s

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

.

(21)

From (20) and (21), we notice that the main computation cost of

the sphere test only depends on the computation of ∆s in (19),

which only involves the removed data set nS and the added data

set nA. Therefore, the sphere test can efficiently decrease the

computing complexity.

3.1.2. Half Space

Considering that w⋆
1

can be also bounded in other ways, in

this part, we introduce half space test.

Theorem 1 (Half Space Region) Given w⋆
0

, then the optimal

solution w⋆
1

is within in the half space

n⊤w⋆
1 ≤ c, (22)

where n is a unit normal vector of the plane and c is the distance

of the plane from the origin as in [24]. They are defined as

n =
∇ f (wC)

||∇ f (wC)|| , (23)

c =
∇ f (wC)

||∇ f (wC)||wC , (24)

where

wC ∈ Rd . (25)

Proof: Because the loss function

f (w) =
C

2
‖w‖22 +

1

n1

∑

i∈D1

ℓ(yi, f (xi; w)) (26)

is convex with respect to w. According to [25], we have

f (w⋆
1 ) ≥ f (wC) + ∇ f (wC)⊤(w⋆

1 − wC). (27)

As w⋆
1

is the optimal solution of the loss function, we have

f (wC) ≥ f (w⋆
1 ). (28)

By adding (27) and (28), we found

∇ f (wC)⊤(w⋆
1 − wC) ≤ 0. (29)

Therefore,
∇ f (wC)⊤

||∇ f (wC)||w
⋆
1 ≤

∇ f (wC)⊤

||∇ f (wC)||wC . (30)

3.1.3. Segment

By combining Sphere Region and Half Space Region, we

get following theorem.

Theorem 2 (Segment Region) Given w⋆
0

, we can find that the

optimal solution w⋆
1

is included in a specific half space region

n⊤w⋆
1
− c ≤ 0, where

n =
(− nA+nS

n1
∆s + 1

n1
∆L)

|| − nA+nS
n1
∆s + 1

n1
∆L||

; (31)

c =n⊤
(n0

n1

w⋆
0 −

nA+nS
Cn1

∆s
)

; (32)

and

∆L =

















∑

i∈A
∇ℓi(w

⋆
0 ) +
∑

i∈S
∇ℓi(w

⋆
0 )

















. (33)

Meanwhile the optimal solution w⋆
1

is also within a sphere re-

gion ‖w⋆
1
− q‖ ≤ r. The sphere region will be divided into two

parts by this special half space region, which means that we can

restrict w⋆
1

within a smaller region called the segment region.

Proof: According to Preposition 2 and the fact that wC is a

feasible solution of the unconstrained problem (4), letting wC=
n0

n1
w⋆

0
− nA+nS

Cn1
∆s, we have

n =

CwC +
1
n1

∑

i∈D1

∇ℓi(wC)

||CwC +
1
n1

∑

i∈D1

∇ℓi(wC)||
, (34)

and

c = n⊤w⋆
C . (35)
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According the definition of wC , we have

1

n1

∑

i∈D1

∇ℓi(wC)

=
1

n1

∑

i∈D0

∇ℓi

(n0

n1

w⋆
0 −

nA + nS
Cn1

∆s
)

+
1

n1

∑

i∈DA

∇ℓi

(n0

n1

w⋆
0 −

nA + nS
Cn1

∆s
)

+
1

n1

∑

i∈DS

∇ℓi

(n0

n1

w⋆
0 −

nA + nS
Cn1

∆s
)

. (36)

By using quadratic approximation of Taylor’s Formula as in

[26], we have

∇ℓi

(n0

n1

w⋆
0 −

nA + nS
Cn1

∆s
)

= ∇ℓi

(

w⋆
0 −

nA + nB

n1

w⋆
0 −

nA + nS
Cn1

∆s
)

≈ ∇ℓi

(

w⋆
0 ) + ∇2ℓi

(

w⋆
0 )(−nA + nB

n1

w⋆
0 −

nA + nS
Cn1

∆s)

+ ∇3ℓi

(

w⋆
0 )(−nA + nB

n1

w⋆
0 −

nA + nS
Cn1

∆s)2

≈ ∇ℓi

(

w⋆
0 ). (37)

Moreover, w⋆
0

is the optimal solution of the convex loss

function f (w) = C
2
‖w‖2

2
+

1
n0

∑

i∈D0
ℓ(yi, f (xi; w)). Thus, w⋆

0

meets following equation:

Cw⊤ +
1

n0

∑

i∈D0

∇ℓ(yi, f (xi; w)) = 0, (38)

which is equal to

∑

i∈D0

∇ℓ(yi, f (xi; w)) = −n0Cw⊤. (39)

By combining the equation (36), (37) and (39), we have

1

n1

∑

i∈D1

∇ℓi

(

wC

)

=
1

n1

∑

i∈D0

∇ℓi

(

w⋆
0 ) +

1

n1

∑

i∈DA

∇ℓi

(

w⋆
0 ) +

1

n1

∑

i∈DS

∇ℓi

(

w⋆
0 )

= −C
n0

n1

w⋆
0 + ∆L. (40)

After acquired the half space region, we consider a segment

region test based on nonempty intersection of the closed sphere

{w⋆
1

: ‖w⋆
1
−q‖ ≤ r} and the closed half space {w⋆

1
: n⊤w⋆

1
≤ c}.

As in [27], the distance between the sphere center q and the

plane can written as

ψr = n⊤q − c. (41)

Thus, the coefficient ψ and the intersection point qd between

the plane and the radius of the sphere which is orthogonal to

the plane can be defined as

Figure 1: Illustration of Segment Region D(q, r; n, c).

ψ =
n⊤q − c

r
,

qd =q − ψrn,

(42)

where q, r, n and c are defined in (17), (18), (31) and (32). We

have

ψ =
n⊤
(

nA−nS
2n1

w⋆
0
+

nA+nS
2Cn1
∆s
)

∥

∥

∥

∥

nA−nS
2n1

w⋆
0
+

nA+nS
2Cn1
∆s
∥

∥

∥

∥

. (43)

So, the range of ψ is [−1, 1], which means that the intersection

point qd is located inside the sphere. Thus, the sphere region is

divided by the half space region into two parts and the size of

the generated segment region is smaller than the sphere region.

In this way, we restrict w⋆
1

into a smaller segment region. Figure

1 illustrates the segment region D(q, r; n, c) = {w⋆
1

: ‖w⋆
1
−q‖ ≤

r, n⊤w⋆
1
≤ c}.

Theorem 3 (Segment Test) Using the definition of q, r, n and

c in (17), (18), (31) and (32), we can found the upper and the

lower bound of η⊤w⋆
1

and the computing complexity of this

calculation only depends on the added and removed data set nA
and nS. The lower and the upper bound of η⊤w⋆

1
in the segment

region D(q, r; n, c) = {w⋆
1

: ‖w⋆
1
− q‖ ≤ r, n⊤w⋆

1
≤ c} are

respectively

LDT ,min
w⋆

1
∈D
η
⊤w⋆

1

=















q⊤η−r‖η‖ t>ψ‖η‖,
q⊤η−ψrt−r

√

1−ψ2
√

‖η‖2−t2 t≤ψ‖η‖,

(44)

and

UDT , max
w⋆

1
∈D
η
⊤w⋆

1

=















q⊤η+r‖η‖ t<−ψ‖η‖,
q⊤η−ψrt+r

√

1−ψ2
√

‖η‖2−t2 t≥−ψ‖η‖,

(45)

where

t , n⊤η.
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Proof: We can obtain the lower bound of η⊤w⋆
1

by solving the

following optimization problem

min
w⋆

1

η
⊤w⋆

1

s.t. (w⋆
1 − q)⊤(w⋆

1 − q) ≤ r2

n⊤w⋆
1 − c ≤ 0.

(46)

The Lagrange function [28] of (46) can be written as

L(w⋆
1 , µ, σ)=η⊤w⋆

1 +µ
(

(w⋆
1 −q)⊤(w⋆

1 −q)−r2
)

+σ(n⊤w⋆
1 −c),

(47)

where µ ≥ 0 and σ ≥ 0 are Lagrange multipliers. As in [29],

setting the derivative with regard to primal variable w⋆
1

to zero

yields

∂L
∂w⋆

1

=η + 2µ(w⋆
1 − q) + σn = 0⇒ w⋆

1 = q − η + σn

2µ
. (48)

Substituting w⋆
1

into η⊤w⋆
1

,

min
w⋆

1

η
⊤w⋆

1 = q⊤η − ‖η‖
2

2µ
− σn⊤η

2µ
. (49)

Substituting w⋆
1

into (47),

L(µ, σ) = q⊤η − ‖η‖
2

4µ
− σt

2µ
− σ

2

4µ
− µr2

+ σψr, (50)

where ψ is defined in (43), t = n⊤η and ‖n‖ = 1. Hence, we can

divide this problem into two cases:

(a) n⊤w⋆
1
< c

In order to satisfy the complementary slackness condition

σ(n⊤w⋆
1
−c) = 0 in (47), we found

σ = 0. (51)

Then substitute σ = 0 into (50) and set the derivative ofL(µ, σ)

of (50) with respect to µ equal to zero, we have

µ =
‖η‖
2r

. (52)

Based on (48), it’s simple to check out that

n⊤w⋆
1 − c =

r

‖η‖ (ψ‖η‖ − t). (53)

Therefore n⊤w⋆
1
< c is equal to t > ψ‖η‖. Substitute σ and µ

into (49), we obtain

min
w⋆

1

η
⊤w⋆

1 = q⊤η − r‖η‖. (54)

(b) n⊤w⋆
1
= c

Setting the derivatives of L(µ, σ) of (50) with respect to µ

and σ equal to zero yields, we found

‖η‖2 + 2σt + σ2
= 4µ2r2, (55)

σ = 2µrψ − t. (56)

Using (55) and (56) together, we can easily get

σ = −t + ψ

√

‖η‖2 − t2

1 − ψ2
, (57)

µ =
1

2r

√

‖η‖2 − t2

1 − ψ2
. (58)

According to the Karush–Kuhn–Tucker conditions, we have

σ ≥ 0. (59)

Thus,

ψ

√

‖η‖2 − t2

1 − ψ2
− t ≥ 0. (60)

It’s simple to prove that (60) is equal to t ≤ ψ‖η‖. Substitute σ

and µ into (49)

min
w⋆

1

η
⊤w⋆

1 =q⊤η−ψrt−r

√

1−ψ2

√

‖η‖2−t2. (61)

By combining case (a) and case (b), the lower bound in (44) is

obtained. And the upper bound (45) can be similarly derived.

3.2. Sensitivity analysis tasks

3.2.1. Sensitivity of coefficients

By using segment test, we can get the lower and upper

bound of the jth element w⋆
1, j

of the coefficient vector w⋆
1

for

the updated linear classifier by substituting η ≔ e j in (44) and

(45).

Corollary 1 (Sensitivity of coefficients) ∀ j ∈ [1, d] , the jth

coefficient w⋆
1, j

for coefficient vector of the updated classifier

satisfies

LDT (w⋆
1, j)

=















n0+n1

2n1
w⋆

0, j
− nA+nS

2Cn1
∆s j−r t>ψ,

n0+n1

2n1
w⋆

0, j
− nA+nS

2Cn1
∆s j−ψrt−r

√

1−ψ2
√

1−t2 t≤ψ,
(62)

and

UDT (w⋆
1, j)

=















n0+n1

2n1
w⋆

0, j
− nA+nS

2Cn1
∆s j+r t<−ψ,

n0+n1

2n1
w⋆

0, j
− nA+nS

2Cn1
∆s j−ψrt+r

√

1−ψ2
√

1−t2 t≥−ψ,
(63)

where ∆s j are the jth coefficient of ∆s defined in (19); r and ψ

are defined in (18) and (43) respectively; t = n⊤e j.

Given lower and upper bounds of w⋆
1, j

, we can obtain the

bounds for w⋆
1

. Here we choose the average for the tightness of

the bound of each instance 1
d

∑d
j=1(T j) as the evaluation variable

called bound tightness.
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Table 1: Data sets used for experiments

Data set ntrain dim ntest experiment

D1 w8a 49749 300 14951 I

D2 a9a 32561 123 16281 II

D3 cod-rna 59535 8 271617 III & IV

3.2.2. Sensitivity of test instance labels

Next, we use Theorem 3 for the sensitivity of test instance

labels. Substituting η ≔ xi into (44) and (45), we can get the

lower and upper bounds of x⊤
i

w⋆
1

. If the signs of the lower and

upper bound are the same, we can infer the test instance label

by calculating the bounds instead of calculating the coefficient

vector w⋆
1

of the updated linear classifier.

Corollary 2 (Sensitivity of test instance labels) For any test

instance xi, the classification result using the updated classifier

w⋆
1

is

ŷi ≔ sgn( f (x⊤i w⋆
1 )), (64)

which satisfies

ŷi =



























+1 LDT (x⊤
i

w⋆
1

) ≥ 0,

−1 UDT (x⊤
i

w⋆
1

) ≤ 0,

unknown otherwise,

(65)

where

LDT (x⊤i w⋆
1 )

=















q⊤xi−r‖xi‖ t>ψ‖xi‖,
q⊤xi−ψrt−r

√

1−ψ2
√

‖xi‖2−t2 t≤ψ‖xi‖,
(66)

and

UDT (x⊤i w⋆
1 )

=















q⊤xi+r‖xi‖ t<−ψ‖xi‖,
q⊤xi−ψrt+r

√

1−ψ2
√

‖xi‖2−t2 t≥−ψ‖xi‖,
(67)

q, r and ψ are defined in (17), (18) and (43) respectively, t =

n⊤xi.

4. Experimental Results

In this section, we conduct extensive experiments to evalu-

ate our method on real-world data sets. We first provide a brief

description of data sets and experimental setup, then we show

the simulation result of four simulations and evaluate the per-

formance of different algorithms.

Data sets. In this part, we use three data sets from LIBSVM

data set repository [30] for comparison, and data sets used for

each test are presented in Table 1. For each test, the regulariza-

tion constant C is set to be {0.2, 0.5, 1}, meanwhile the ratio of

modified data set Pup is set to be {0.01%, 0.02%, 0.05%,0.1%,

0.2%, 0.5%, 1%, 2%, 5%, 10%}.

experiment setting. We use the Matlab linear system proposed

in [31] to calculate relevant bounds or values for the coefficient

vector of the linear classifier with the L2-SVM or L2-logistic

regression. In experiments, we compare our method with the

algorithm described in [14]. Our method and the algorithm

proposed by [14] are called segment test and sphere test respec-

tively. In order to guarantee the reliability of the experiment, for

each set with a different ratio of modified data set Pup, different

regularization constant C and different data set, we repeat the

experiment for 30 times. All the experiments were performed

on a desktop with 4-core Intel(R) Core(TM) processors of 2.80

GHz and 8 GB of RAM. The Matlab 2017 is used to conduct

the simulation and the R is used for the data visualization.

4.1. Results on sensitivity of coefficients task

4.1.1. L2-SVM

Here we show the results for the sensitivity of coefficients

task described in Section 2.2.1. Comparison with respect to the

bound tightness and the computing time between sphere test

and segment test with L2-SVM can be found in Figure 2. And

detailed values can found in Table 2. In this test, we found:

When C increases, the bound tightness for both tests de-

creases, while the difference between the bound tightness of

two tests becomes larger. More specifically, when C is equal to

0.2 and Pup is equal to 10%, the bound tightness of the sphere

test is almost 3 times of the bound tightness of the segment test.

When C is equal to 0.5 and Pup is equal to 10%, the bound tight-

ness of the sphere test is almost 5 times of the bound tightness

of the segment test. When C is equal to 1 and Pup is equal to

10%, the bound tightness of the sphere test is almost 10 times

of the bound tightness of the segment test.

With the same regularization constant C, when the ratio of

modified data set Pup is inferior to 0.1%, the performances of

two tests almost have no difference. However, the advantage of

the segment test becomes more and more pronounced when the

Pup continues to increase.

In general, the computing time of the segment test is longer

than the computing time of the sphere test, while the difference

can be ignored. Plus, Compared with training a new classifier

from scratch, the computing time of the segment test is still very

short.

4.1.2. L2-Logistic Regression

Comparison with respect to the bound tightness and the

computing time between sphere test and segment test of co-

efficients bounds with L2-Logistic Regression can be found in

Figure 3. And detailed values can found in Table 3. We found:

When C increases, the bound tightness for both tests de-

creases faster than their bound tightness with L2-SVM, and the

difference between the bound tightness of two algorithms be-

comes smaller, which is the difference from the trend with L2-

SVM. When C is equal to 0.2 and Pup is equal to 10%, the

bound tightness of the sphere test is almost 14 times of the

bound tightness of the segment test. When C is equal to 0.5 and

Pup is equal to 10%, the bound tightness of the sphere test is al-

most 12 times of the bound tightness of the segment test. When
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Figure 2: Comparison of coefficients bounds with L2-SVM. Lower y values mean that smaller differences between the upper and lower bounds for coefficients.

Table 2: Results for sensitivity of coefficients experiment with L2-SVM

C = 0.1

Pup(%) 0.01 0.02 0.05 0.1 0.2 0.5 1 2 5 10

New Model Time(ms) 72.03 73.26 70.96 70.49 71.60 71.56 70.06 70.38 73.24 79.60

Sphere Test
Time(ms) 0.67 0.58 0.46 0.43 0.41 0.52 0.62 0.87 1.62 2.78

Tightness 2.03e-4 3.74e-4 4.54e-4 7.40e-4 1.10e-3 2.69e-3 4.50e-3 8.66e-3 1.97e-2 3.50e-2

Segment Test
Time(ms) 1.23 0.95 0.65 0.51 0.50 0.58 0.55 0.86 2.58 4.78

Tightness 2.03e-4 3.74e-4 4.54e-4 7.40e-4 1.10e-3 2.55e-3 3.73e-3 6.29e-3 9.46e-3 1.09e-2

C = 0.5

New Model Time(ms) 66.33 67.92 66.13 64.50 65.23 64.26 67.29 67.01 69.77 74.01

Sphere Test
Time(ms) 0.39 0.36 0.37 0.35 0.39 0.46 0.66 0.87 1.56 2.78

Tightness 6.45e-5 7.20e-5 2.23e-4 3.79e-4 7.26e-4 1.73e-3 3.44e-3 6.41e-3 1.52e-2 2.90e-2

Segment Test
Time(ms) 0.42 0.35 0.37 0.36 0.38 0.39 0.60 0.71 2.23 4.43

Tightness 6.45e-5 7.15e-5 2.23e-4 3.61e-4 6.14e-4 1.19e-3 1.77e-3 2.36e-3 4.04e-3 5.33e-3

C = 1

New Model Time(ms) 62.89 61.66 63.48 61.38 62.64 62.10 62.49 63.67 69.30 70.94

Sphere Test
Time(ms) 0.31 0.28 0.29 0.31 0.33 0.41 0.55 0.81 1.48 2.71

Tightness 3.25e-5 7.92e-5 1.60e-4 2.76e-4 5.46e-4 1.31e-3 2.74e-3 5.36e-2 1.25e-2 2.41e-2

Segment Test
Time(ms) 0.36 0.31 0.30 0.30 0.29 0.36 0.42 0.66 2.03 4.88

Tightness 3.25e-5 7.78e-5 1.60e-4 2.28e-4 3.91e-4 6.16e-4 1.05e-3 1.40e-3 1.95e-3 2.65e-3

Figure 3: Comparison of coefficients bounds with L2 logistic regression. Lower y values mean that smaller differences between the upper and lower bounds for

coefficients are smaller.
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Table 3: Results for sensitivity of coefficients experiment with L2-Logistic Regression

C = 0.1

Pup(%) 0.01 0.02 0.05 0.1 0.2 0.5 1 2 5 10

New Model Time(ms) 108.33 102.77 106.53 104.72 110.22 104.83 112.31 115.49 117.58 117.83

Sphere Test
Time(ms) 0.80 0.74 0.54 0.53 0.79 0.49 0.58 0.82 1.73 2.60

Tightness 8.60e-4 1.81e-3 4.05e-3 6.94e-3 1.49e-2 3.43e-2 7.03e-2 1.35e-1 3.34e-1 6.20e-1

Segment Test
Time(ms) 1.14 0.88 0.73 0.63 1.42 0.72 0.77 0.86 2.76 4.67

Tightness 5.63e-5 1.09e-4 2.82e-4 4.88e-4 1.01e-3 2.36e-3 4.88e-3 9.55e-3 2.30e-2 4.35e-2

C = 0.5

New Model Time(ms) 100.94 104.56 104.64 99.75 106.38 101.31 98.30 100.66 108.43 113.54

Sphere Test
Time(ms) 0.40 0.39 0.39 0.40 0.41 0.41 0.48 0.65 1.57 2.51

Tightness 3.66e-4 6.58e-4 1.92e-3 2.61e-3 5.08e-3 1.27e-2 2.68e-2 4.92e-2 1.21e-1 2.31e-1

Segment Test
Time(ms) 0.50 0.43 0.45 0.49 0.55 0.52 0.65 0.67 2.44 4.47

Tightness 3.33e-5 6.24e-5 1.45e-4 2.40e-4 4.31e-4 1.11e-3 2.23e-3 4.20e-3 1.03e-2 1.98e-2

C = 1

New Model Time(ms) 101.46 100.02 98.24 99.69 103.25 104.37 104.60 108.21 111.47 116.87

Sphere Test
Time(ms) 0.39 0.43 0.43 0.40 0.44 0.43 0.61 0.75 1.70 2.79

Tightness 1.95e-4 3.51e-4 8.12e-4 1.37e-3 2.52e-3 5.44e-3 1.18e-2 2.29e-2 5.57e-2 1.05e-2

Segment Test
Time(ms) 0.33 0.36 0.38 0.36 0.39 0.48 0.61 0.67 2.56 4.82

Tightness 1.96e-5 3.71e-5 7.47e-5 1.41e-4 2.57e-4 5.14e-4 1.07e-3 1.98e-3 4.77e-3 9.21e-3

C is equal to 1 and Pup is equal to 10%, the bound tightness of

the proposed algorithm is almost one-eleventh of the algorithm

in [14]. the bound tightness of the sphere test is almost 11 times

of the bound tightness of the segment test.

This experiment shares the second conclusion of the first ex-

periment. In this experiment, the time of training a new model

is longer than that of last experiment by using the different func-

tion in ’liblinear-2.21’, while the computing time of segment

test and that of the sphere test don’t have evident difference

with their computing time in the first experiment, as in these

two tests, they only use the nature for the convexity of the loss

function without solving relevant optimization problems.

From the analysis above, we found, in the sensitivity anal-

ysis task of coefficients, the segment test performs better than

the sphere test in the aspect of accuracy without evidently in-

creasing computing complexity.

4.2. Results on sensitivity of test instance labels task

4.2.1. L2-SVM

Here we show results for sensitivity of test instance labels

task described in Section 2.2.2. A comparison in respect of the

error ratio Rsame between sphere test and segment test with L2-

SVM can be found in Figure 4 and detailed values can be found

in Table 4. The reason for which we chose to use data set cod-

rna in this test is that in data set cod-rna, the test set is larger

than its training set. We found:

When C increases, the error ratio for proposed algorithm

decreases, while the error ratio of the algorithm in [14] doesn’t

have an evident trend. The difference between the error ratio of

the two tests also increases.

When C is equal to 0.2 and Pup is equal to 10%, the error

ratio for the sphere test is almost 2 times of the error ratio for

the segment test. When C is equal to 0.5 and Pup is equal to

10%, the error ratio for the sphere test is almost 3 times of the

error ratio for the segment test. When C is equal to 1 and Pup

is equal to 10%, the error ratio for the sphere test is almost 4

times of the error ratio for the segment test.

With the same regularization constant C, the performances

of the two tests almost have no difference when the ratio of

modified data set Pup is inferior to 0.5%. However, the advan-

tage of the segment test becomes more and more evident, when

the Pup continues to increase.

4.2.2. L2-Logistic Regression

Comparison with respect to the error ratio between sphere

test and segment test with L2-Logistic Regression can be found

in Figure 5. And detailed values can found in Table Table 5.

We found:

When C increases, the error ratio for both the sphere test

and segment test decreases. The difference between the error

ratio of the two tests also increases. When C is equal to 0.2 and

Pup is equal to 10%, the error ratio for the sphere test is almost

7 times of the error ratio for the segment test. When C is equal

to 0.5 and Pup is equal to 10%, the error ratio for the sphere test

is almost 8 times of the error ratio for the segment test. When

C is equal to 1 and Pup is equal to 10%, the error ratio for the

sphere test is almost 9 times of the error ratio for the segment

test.

This experiment shares the second conclusion of the third

experiment.

5. Conclusion

In this paper, we put forward a sensitivity analysis algorithm

named segment test to estimate the bound of a large-scale clas-

sifier’s parameter matrix without really solving it. The comput-

ing complexity of the segment test only depends on the size of

the updated dataset which is much lower than the computational

complexity of retraining the classifier from scratch. Compare

with previous sensitivity analysis algorithms, the segment test

can provide a more accurate result without largely increasing
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Figure 4: Comparison of coefficients bounds with L2-SVM. The Error ratio close to 0 means that the bounds are tighter.

Table 4: Results for sensitivity of test instance labels task with L2-SVM

C = 0.1

Pup(%) 0.01 0.02 0.05 0.1 0.2 0.5 1 2 5 10

Sphere Test Error(%) 0.04 0.07 0.12 0.20 0.20 0.41 0.65 1.21 2.63 4.88

Segment Test Error(%) 0.04 0.07 0.12 0.20 0.20 0.40 0.56 0.91 1.51 2.26

C = 1

Sphere Test Error(%) 0.02 0.04 0.07 0.12 0.17 0.33 0.59 1.10 2.67 5.10

Segment Test Error(%) 0.02 0.04 0.07 0.11 0.16 0.26 0.43 0.57 0.96 1.52

C = 10

Sphere Test Error(%) 0.02 0.04 0.06 0.09 0.18 0.35 0.62 1.15 2.72 5.25

Segment Test Error(%) 0.02 0.04 0.06 0.09 0.17 0.28 0.38 0.48 0.89 1.25

Figure 5: Comparison of coefficients bounds with L2 logistic regression. The Error ratio close to 0 means that the bounds are tighter.

Table 5: Results for sensitivity of test instance labels task with L2-Logistic Regression

C = 0.1

Pup(%) 0.01 0.02 0.05 0.1 0.2 0.5 1 2 5 10

Sphere Test Error(%) 0.08 0.15 0.26 0.36 0.69 1.65 3.00 5.57 13.73 25.72

Segment Test Error(%) 0.01 0.02 0.04 0.06 0.12 0.26 0.45 0.77 1.87 3.44

C = 1

Sphere Test Error(%) 0.06 0.13 0.20 0.31 0.51 1.27 2.24 4.36 10.40 17.74

Segment Test Error(%) 0.01 0.02 0.04 0.06 0.09 0.22 0.32 0.61 1.45 2.22

C = 10

Sphere Test Error(%) 0.05 0.08 0.16 0.26 0.40 0.96 1.83 3.47 7.72 14.02

Segment Test Error(%) 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.06 0.10 0.16 0.28 0.49 0.90 1.52
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the computational complexity and it is more robust when the

data set has a relatively huge change. Moreover, the segment

test only requires that the estimated linear classifier is calcu-

lated based on the differentiable convex L2-regularization loss

function, the proposed algorithm can be applied to more diver-

sified cases than conventional incremental learning algorithms

which are usually designed for a specific algorithm.

However, despite these advantages of the segment test, its

robustness is still limited when the ratio of modified data set

is large and it can only be applied to the linear classifier. Our

future research will concentrate on its applicability to the non-

linear classifier, e.g., neural network.

6. Acknowledgement

The authors would like to thank Kang Gao (Current PhD

student in Imperial College London) for his valuable opinions

and useful suggestions.

References

[1] X. Zhang, S. Song, L. Zhu, K. You, C. Wu, Unsupervised learning of

dirichlet process mixture models with missing data, Science China Infor-

mation Sciences 59 (1) (2016) 1–14.

[2] M. Ristin, M. Guillaumin, J. Gall, L. Van Gool, Incremental learning of

random forests for large-scale image classification, IEEE transactions on

pattern analysis and machine intelligence 38 (3) (2016) 490–503.

[3] N. A. Syed, S. Huan, L. Kah, K. Sung, Incremental learning with support

vector machines (1999).

[4] G. Cauwenberghs, T. Poggio, Incremental and decremental support vector

machine learning, in: Advances in neural information processing systems,

Vol. 13, 2001, pp. 409–415.

[5] S. Cho, S. Jo, Incremental Online Learning of Robot Behaviors From

Selected Multiple Kinesthetic Teaching Trials, IEEE TRANSACTIONS

ON SYSTEMS MAN CYBERNETICS-SYSTEMS 43 (3) (2013) 730–

740.

[6] B. Gu, V. S. Sheng, K. Y. Tay, W. Romano, S. Li, Incremental support

vector learning for ordinal regression, IEEE Transactions on Neural net-

works and learning systems 26 (7) (2015) 1403–1416.

[7] M. Karasuyama, I. Takeuchi, Multiple incremental decremental learning

of support vector machines, in: Advances in neural information process-

ing systems, 2009, pp. 907–915.

[8] C. Tsai, C. Lin, C. Lin, Incremental and decremental training for linear

classification, in: Proceedings of the 20th ACM SIGKDD international

conference on Knowledge discovery and data mining, ACM, 2014, pp.

343–352.

[9] A. Shilton, M. Palaniswami, D. Ralph, A. C. Tsoi, Incremental training

of support vector machines, IEEE transactions on neural networks 16 (1)

(2005) 114–131.

[10] J. Xu, C. Xu, B. Zou, Y. Y. Tang, J. Peng, X. You, New incremental

learning algorithm with support vector machines, IEEE Transactions on

Systems, Man, and Cybernetics: Systems (99) (2018) 1–12.
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