arXiv:2402.04163v2 [cs.LG] 8 Feb 2024

Tempered Calculus for ML: Application to Hyperbolic Model Embedding

Richard Nock^: Ehsan Amid^; Frank Nielsen^˝ Alexander Soen^˚ Manfred K. Warmuth^:

:Google Research,^;Google DeepMind,^˝Sony CS Labs, Inc., ˚The Australian National University & RIKEN AIP

trichardnock,eamid,manfredu@google.com frank.nielsen@acm.org,alexander.soen@anu.edu.au

Abstract Most mathematical distortions used in ML are fundamentally integral in nature: f-divergences, Bregman divergences, (regularized) optimal transport distances, integral probability metrics, geodesic distances, etc. In this paper, we unveil a grounded theory and tools which can help improve these distortions to better cope with ML requirements. We start with a generalization of Riemann integration that also encapsulates functions that are not strictly additive but are, more generally, t-additive, as in nonextensive statistical mechanics. Notably, this recovers Volterra’s product integral as a special case. We then generalize the Fundamental Theorem of calculus using an extension of the (Euclidean) derivative. This, along with a series of more specific Theorems, serves as a basis for results showing how one can specifically design, alter, or change fundamental properties of distortion measures in a simple way, with a special emphasis on geometric- and ML-related properties that are the metricity, hyperbolicity, and encoding. We show how to apply it to a problem that has recently gained traction in ML: hyperbolic embeddings with a “cheap” and accurate encoding along the hyperbolic vs Euclidean scale. We unveil a new application for which the Poincaré disk model has very appealing features, and our theory comes in handy: model embeddings for boosted combinations of decision trees, trained using the log-loss (trees) and logistic loss (combinations).

1 Introduction

The design, use, and refinement of mathematical objects comes with the special purpose in machine learning to tie them to solving data-related problems. Consider one of the most ubiquitous of those: integration. Integration is the cornerstone of most distortions used in ML, from f-divergences [1, 18] to Bregman divergences [11], (regularized) optimal transport [19], integral probability metrics [35, 9] and geodesic distances [44], etc.^*. Integration is analytically additive, a trivial consequence of its

*This comes from the definition for all these distortion measures, except for the Bregman divergence, for which a lesser known property states that a Bregman divergence is a path integral in disguise, see e.g. [56, Slide 99].

definition as in e.g. Riemann integral for scalar functions. Some divergences are also additive as a consequence of the properties of the systems they study. For example, the KL divergence, which is both an f-divergence and a Bregman divergence [2], is additive over the direct product of measurable spaces [54, Section G]. Sometimes, however, additivity does not – and cannot – hold because of properties of the underlying system, as e.g. in nonextensive statistical mechanics [53]. A more general property than additivity, called t-additivity, then holds. For example, Tsallis divergence (an fdivergence [1]) is t-additive on the simplex [37], the tempered relative entropy (a Bregman divergence) is t-additive on the co-simplex [4, 39], etc. Pure mathematics has also early embraced non-additive integrations: Italian mathematician Vito Volterra (1860 - 1940) designed a product integral that can be motivated by the study of a particular ordinary differential equation [20, 55], which later found a variety of applications in statistics [27, 51].

Our first contribution starts with a Theorem that brings together Riemann, Tsallis, and Volterra: we show that any t-additive (scalar) function behaves in the limit like a non-linear function of Riemann integral. The result, which is interesting in itself, roughly states if we let S^{ptq}n denote the n-sum of a t-additive function, that (S^{ptq}_8^.“ lim_{nÑ`8} S^{ptq}n )

S^{ptq}_8 “ log_t exp S^{p1q}_8 , @t P R, with log_tpzq^.“

"_{z1´t´1} 1´t , t ‰ 1, log z t “ 1.

, (1)

and the particular case S^{p1q}_8 (t “ 1) is Riemann’s integral (conditions for integration are the same for all ts and thus match Riemann’s). Case t “ 0 is Volterra’s integral up to additive constant 1. We then embed this Theorem in a generalization of Leibniz-Newton’s fundamental theorem of calculus, which involves a generation of the classical derivative. We believe this tool can be of broad appeal to ML. We make this more concrete in the context of distortion measures.

Our second contribution shows how this simple additional parameter t can be useful to design, alter, or change the properties of distortions according to key notions, including hyperbolicity, metricity, encoding, convexity, etc. To appreciate how our first two contributions naturally extend to the many properties and use of classical integration, we provide (in an Appendix, Sections II.3, II.4) a range of extensions orbiting in the context of our paper, ranging from basic ones like Chasles relationship, additivity, monotonicity, to intermediate ones like the mean-value Theorem and more specific ones like the hyperbolic Pythagorean Theorem, the data processing inequality and the nature of population minimizers. Some of these results are used to address a very specific ML problem that has recently gained traction.

Our third contribution shows how t can be used in the context of hyperbolic geometry to tackle the problem of numerical accuracy in hyperbolic embeddings, with a special focus on the Poincaré disk model, for which this problem is crucial [46]. Specifically, we show how tuning t can allow to improve encoding requirements while keeping hyperbolicity under control, without altering geodesics. Our main application is one we believe has never been investigated despite its attractivity for ML, in particular regarding hyperbolic embeddings.

Our main application is the problem of model embedding in hyperbolic geometry, and in particular embedding sets of boosted decision trees (DTs), to accurately capture both the symbolic (tree representation, branching logical rules, etc.) and numeric part of DT classification, the latter covering both the local level of each DT node (classification and confidence) and the global level of the DT’s leverage in a boosted ensemble (leveraging coefficient). This application comes with two side contributions of independent interest: (i) we show a link between training with the log-loss (posterior estimation) and logistic losses (real-valued classification) and hyperbolic distance computation in Poincaré disk which makes this particular model of hyperbolic geometry very appealing for our purpose; (ii) we show how to overcome a technical difficulty for a “clean” embedding of DTs, via a new class of tree-shaped models we nickname monotonic decision trees, used to model monotonic classification paths in DTs – itself providing an explainable alternative to DTs via monoticity [49]. Experiments complete this application.

To ease reading, all proofs of results appearing in the main body are given in the Appendix.

2 Related work

The understanding and formalization of ML has grown from numerous mathematical fields, in particular over the past decade. Mathematical objects are built from a subjective truth: first principles [6]. Refinements can be necessary to properly “fit” into ML shoes, such as to take into consideration an accurate encoding of such objects. Doing otherwise can lead to catastrophic approximations, as witnessed, among others, in hyperbolic geometry [34]. Sometimes also, basic properties need to be altered as a consequence of the system studied. For example, decomposing a system as the product of two independent systems decomposes its Shannon entropy as a sum of the two systems’ entropies. In nonextensive statistical mechanics – whose theory has found many applications in ML – [53], this cannot hold: the decomposition satisfies a more general notion known as t-additivity. What happens if we carry this decomposition ad infinitum? To our knowledge, this fundamental question does not yet have an answer. Sticking to a simple mathematical perspective, this can be understood by replacing additivity by t-additivity in e.g. Riemann integration. Solving it in such a context ideally imposes generalizing the Fundamental Theorem of calculus, i.e. eliciting the corresponding generalization of a derivative.

While this question is already interesting from a pure mathematical standpoint, putting it in MLcontext brings a quite fascinating perspective linked to its origins. Nonextensive statistical mechanics allow to substantially expand the realm of Boltzmann-Gibbs theory [53, Chapter 1]. This theory emphasizes a key thermodynamic measure, entropy [28], whose links with information theory were later highlighted in Shannon’s own work [50], with the considerable footprint on ML that we know for this latter one. On top of it, integration is the basic tool allowing to compute such quantities in the limit, beyond the realm of distortion measures summarized in the introduction.

Concerning our specific application, models of hyperbolic geometry have been mainly useful to embed hierarchies [25, 36, 59, 57], with a sustained emphasis on coding size and numerical accuracy [34, 46, 58]. In unsupervised learning and clustering, some applications have sought a simple representation of data on the form of a tree or via hyperbolic projections [14, 13, 32, 52]. Approaches dealing with supervised learning assume the data lies in an hyperbolic space: the output visualized is therefore an embedding of the data itself, with additional details linked to the classification method, either support vector machines [16], neural nets, logistic regression [26] or (ensembles of) decision trees [15, 21]. We insist on the fact that those latter methods do not represent the models in the hyperbolic space, even when those models are indeed tree-shaped, which makes hyperbolic geometry an especially appealing framework. This question of embedding classifiers is potentially important to improve the state of the art visualization: in the case of decision trees, popular packages stick to a topological layer (the tree graph) to which various additional information about classification are superimposed but without link to the “embedding”^†.

†https://github.com/parrt/dtreeviz.

3 T-calculus and a fundamental theorem

At the core of our generalization is the replacement of the addition by the tempered addition [38], z ‘_t z^{1 .}“ z ` z^1 ` p1 ´ tqzz^1. The additional term is a scaled saddle point curve zz^1, which is positive when the sign of z and z^1 agree and negative otherwise. We let rns^.“ t1, 2, ..., nu for n P N_{ą0} . Hereafter, f is a function defined on an interval ra, bs. We define a generalization of Riemann integration to the tempered algebra (see [5] for a preliminary development) and for this objective, given an interval ra, bs and a division Δ of this interval using n ` 1 reals x_0^.“ a ă x_1 ă ... ă x_{n´1} ă x_n^.“ b, we define the Riemann t-sum of f over ra, bs using Δ, for a set tξ_i P rx_{i´1}, x_isu_{iPrns},

S^{ptq}_Δ pfq^.“ p‘_tq_{iPrns}px_i ´ x_{i´1}q ¨ fpξ_iq, pa ‘_t b^.“ a ` b ` p1 ´ tqabq . (2)

(S^{p1q}_Δ pfq is the classical Riemann summation) Let spΔq^.“ max_i |I_i| denote the step of division Δ. The conditions for t-Riemann integration are the same as for t “ 1.

Definition 3.1 Fix t P R. A function f is t-(Riemann) integrable over ra, bs iff there exists L P R such that

@ε ą 0, Dδ ą 0 : @ division Δ with spΔq ă δ, ˇ ˇS^{ptq}_Δ pfq ´ L ˇ ˇ ă ε. (3)

When this happens, we note_{ptq} ż_b a fpxqd_tx “ L. (4)

The case t “ 1, Riemann integration, is denoted using classical notations. We now prove our first main results for this Section, namely the link between t-Riemann integration and Riemann integration.

Theorem 1 Any function is either t-Riemann integrable for all t P R simultaneously, or for none. In the former case, we have the relationship ptqż_b a fpuqd_tu “ g_t

^ż_b a fpuqdu ˙ , @t P R, with g_tpzq^.“ log_t exp z. (5)

(Proof in Appendix, Section II.1) Interestingly, for the case t “ 0, we get 1` p0qż_b a fpuqd_tu “ exp ş_b a fpuqdu, which is Volterra’s integral [51, Theorem 5.5.11]. Classical Riemann integration and derivation are fundamental inverse operations. Classical derivation is sometimes called “Euclidean derivative” [8] by opposition to other forms of derivative, such as hyperbolic derivatives: the former uses the Euclidean difference quotient, the latter the hyperbolic difference quotient. We now elicit the notion of derivative which is the “inverse” of t-Riemann integration. Unsurprisingly, it generalizes Euclidean derivative. The Theorem stands as a generalization of the classical fundamental Theorem of calculus.

Theorem 2 Let

D_tfpzq^.“ lim_{δÑ0} fpz ` δq a_t fpzq δ , ^ a a_t b^.“ a ´ b 1 ` p1 ´ tqb ˙ . (6)

Figure 1: Plot of g_tpzq (5) for different values of t (color map on the right bar), showing where it is convex / concave. The t “ 1 case (g_1pzq “ z) is emphasized in red.

Suppose f t-Riemann integrable. Then function F : ra, bs Ñ R z ÞÑ ptqż_z a fpuqd_tu (7)

is such that D_tF “ f. We call F a t-primitive of f (which zeroes when z “ a) and D_tF the tderivative of F .

The function g_t (Figure 1) is key to many of our results; it has quite remarkable properties summarized below which follow from Theorem 1, D_t (6) and the properties of log_t.

Lemma 1 g_t satisfies the following properties:

1. g_tpzq is strictly increasing for any t P R, strictly concave for any t ą 1, strictly convex for any t ă 1 and such that signpg_tpzqq “ signpzq, @t P R;

2. D_tg_tpzq “ 1;

3. (t-integral mean-value) Suppose f Riemann integrable over ra, bs. Then there exists c P pa, bq such that

pb ´ aq ¨ g_t1 ˝ fpcq “ ptqż_b a fpuqd_tu pt^{1 .}“ 1 ´ p1 ´ tqpb ´ aqq.

Looking at [2.] and [3.], one can remark that replacing g_t by the identity function z ÞÑ z brings two well known properties of classical derivation and integration. In that sense, g_t is somehow the “identity function” of tempered calculus. Many more results are provided in Appendix (Section II.3) showing how Theorems 1 and 2 naturally “percolate” through many properties known for classical integration and the fundamental Theorem of calculus.

4 Sets endowed with a distortion and their t-self

The basic element of this Section is a set X endowed with some function d : X ^ X Ñ r0, `8s that serves as a comparison measure between its elements.

Definition 4.1 Let X be endowed with function d : X ^ X Ñ r0, `8s. The t-self of X is the set (implicitly) endowed with d^{ptq .}“ g_t ˝ d.

When d is derived from an integral, we have the link between d and d^{ptq} of Theorem 1: the purpose of this Section is to demonstrate how, by just sliding t, for classical distortion measures new properties can appear and existing ones can change. Due to the sheer number of examples that can be found in ML and the focus of our paper, we concentrate here on geometric examples (so it is useful to think that d is a geodesic length) and defer to Section II.4 in Appendix additional examples where statistical information replaces geometric information. Let us first start with an important result, trivial because g_t is strictly increasing for any t P R: if one curve has smaller length than another one according to d^{ptq}, it remains smaller if we change t for any t^1 ‰ t. Hence,

Lemma 2 Geodesics are invariant to the change of t: they are the same in the t-self of X and in X.

To be very specific, invariance is defined using pregeodesics on the t-self because (5) allows to define a geodesic length parameterized by a diffeomorphism on arc length. In terms of visualization, there is no difference, which is why we stick to the term ”geodesic” to avoid ladening our narrative. In the case of geometric information, classical properties for d are (R)eflexivity (dpx, xq “ 0), (S)ymmetry (dpx, yq “ dpy, xq), the (I)dentity of indiscernibles (dpx, yq “ 0 ñ x “ y) and of course the (T)riangle inequality (dpx, zq ď dpx, yq ` dpy, zq), for any x, y, z P X. Another property that is important for our purpose, that we state keeping aside some technical details that can be found in [10].

Definition 4.2 (H) d is τ-hyperbolic for some τ ě 0 iff for any three geodesic curves γ^1, γ^2, γ^3 linking three points, there exists x P X such that max_i dpx, γ^iq ď τ, where dpx, γq^.“ inf_j dpx, γ_jq.

Let us first show how we can create hyperbolicity from d being solely non-negative.

Lemma 3 For any τ ą 0, if we let t “ 1 ` p1{τq, then the t-self of X satisfies (H) for hyperbolic constant τ.

The proof consists in remarking that since d is non negative, d^{ptq} satisfies (H) for hyperbolic constant τ iff

1 ´ expp´pt ´ 1qzq t ´ 1 ď τ, for any z ě 0, which is clearly achieved for t “ 1 ` p1{τq. We can also tune hyperbolicity, which is a trivial consequence of Lemma 1 (point [1.]).

Lemma 4 If d is τ-hyperbolic then d^{ptq} is g_tpτq-hyperbolic, for any t P R.

We now investigate two models of hyperbolic geometry, the Lorentz model and Poincaré disk model, with a special emphasis on the latter one because of our application.

Lorentz model We consider the Lorentz model for a simple illustration in which one creates approximate metricity in the t-self. This d-dimensional manifold is embedded in R^{d,1} via the hyperboloid with constant ´c ă 0 curvature and defined by H_c^.“ tx P R^{d,1} : x_0 ą 0 ^ x ˝ x “ ´1{cu, with x ˝ y^.“ ´x_0y_0` ř_d i“1 x_iy_i the Lorentzian inner product [45, Chapter 3]. In ML, two distortions are considered on H_c [32], one of which is the Lorentzian “distance” d_L:

d_Lpx, yq^.“´ 2 c ´ 2 ¨ x ˝ y.

d_L is notoriously not a distance because it does not satisfy the triangle inequality, yet we show that we can pick t and the curvature in such a way that the t-self is arbitrarily close to a metric space.

Lemma 5 For any δ ą 0, choose parameter t and curvature c as:

t^.“ 1` 1 δ ; c “ 2 δ . Then the t-self of H_c is approximately metric: d^{ptq}_L satisfies (R), (S), (I), and the δ-triangle inequality,

d^{ptq}_L px, zq ď d^{ptq}_L px, yq ` d^{ptq}_L py, zq ` δ, @x, y, z P H_c . (8)

(Proof in Appendix, Section II.5)

Poincaré disk model We now switch to Poincaré disk model, B_1 (negative curvature, -1). It is well-known that this model has the advantage to have a small hyperbolic constant τ (Definition 4.2) but requires very high precision for a numerical encoding to prevent fatal error, in particular, near the border (which will be a critical region for our application) [34, 46]. Our objective is to show show how one can balance hyperbolicity and encoding by just tuning t in the t-self B^{ptq}_1 . The following defines the critical region where high numeric error can occur [34, 46].

Definition 4.3 A point x in the Poincaré disk is said k-close to the boundary if }x} “ 1 ´ 10^{´k}. It is said encodable iff }x} ă 1 in machine encoding (it is not “pushed to the boundary”).

Machine encoding constrains the maximum possible k: in the double precision floating-point representation (Float64), k « 16 [34]. The question is then what is the corresponding maximal distance d_˚ from the origin 0 that this brings, because numerical error prevents us from encoding points between this zone and the boundary of the disk. In the case of Poincaré disk, this distance is a small affine order in k [34]:

d_˚ ď logp2q ` logp10q ¨ k ` Op10^{´k}q, (9)

which means in practice that only a ball of radius d^˚ « 38 around the origin can be accurately represented. This is in deep contrast with the Euclidean representation, where d_˚ “ Ωp2^kq. The following Lemma explains how to get a middle ground, whereby careful selection of t results in a t-self which provides a new d_˚ anywhere in the “hyperbolic vs Euclidean” scale, while keeping a guaranteed (finite) hyperbolic constant.

Lemma 6 Pick any increasing function gpkq ě 0. For the choice t “ 1 ´ fpkq where fpkq P R is any function satisfying

log p1 ` fpkqgpkqq fpkq ď logp10q ¨ k, (10)

we get in lieu of (9) the maximal d^{ptq}_˚ satisfying

d^{ptq}_˚ ě gpkq, (11)

and the new hyperbolic constant τ_t of the t-self satisfies

τ_t “ exp pfpkqτq ´ 1 fpkq . (12)

(Proof in Appendix, Section II.6) Since both logp1 ` xq “ x ` opxq and exppxq ´ 1 “ x ` opxq in a neighborhood of 0, we check that (10) and (12) get back to properties of the Poincaré model as fpkq Ñ 0 [34]. Depending on the sign of fpkq, the triangle inequality (T) can still hold or be replaced by a weaker version that parallels (8). We indeed have:

d^{ptq}_{B 1} px, zq ď d^{ptq}_{B 1} px, yq ` d^{ptq}_{B 1} py, zq ` maxt0, fpkqu ¨ d^{ptq}_{B 1} px, yq ¨ d^{ptq}_{B 1} py, zq,

and d^{ptq}_{B 1} has a particularly simple expression, shown here for the distance between the origin and some z P B_1 with Euclidean norm }z}:

d_{B 1} pz, 0q “ log ^ 1 ` r 1 ´ r ˙ ñ d^{ptq}_{B 1} pz, 0q “ log_t ^ 1 ` r 1 ´ r ˙ , r^.“ }z}. (13)

We then have two cases. We can easily approach back the Euclidean d_˚ by picking fpkq ą 0: choosing fpkq “ 1 gets there and we still keep a finite hyperbolic constant, albeit exponential in the former one. If however we want to improve further the hyperbolic constant, we can pick some admissible fpkq ă 0, but then (10) will constrain gpkq to a very small value.

Let us now dig into another convenient property of the t-self regarding the mapping of the region close to the border BB_1 . Indeed, in our case (nodes of a decision tree), the better the models (MLwise), the higher portion of the model (nodes) is embedded close to BB_1 . Given the risk of numerical instability in this region, we ideally want a t-self where (i) distortions are fair to the embedding in the Poincaré disk model, i.e. if some z P B_1 (e.g. the coordinate of a node) gets mapped to z^{ptq} P B^{ptq}_1 (the t-self), then

d^{ptq}_{B 1} pz^{ptq}, 0q “ d_{B 1} pz, 0q; (14)

we also want (ii) that z^{ptq} be mapped sufficiently within B^{ptq}_1 when z is close to BB_1 , and finally (iii) because the risk of numerical instabilities is minimal near the center of B_1 , we want this region to be mapped with minimal or null non-linear distortion in the t-self B^{ptq}_1 . Conditions (ii) and (iii) impose a non-linear embedding

p_t : B_1 Ñ B^{ptq}_1 . (15)

Figure 2: Suppose r^.“ }z} is the norm a point z in Poincaré disk B_1 . Fix t P r0, 1s (color bar). The plot gives the norm r^{ptq} of a point z^{ptq} in the t-self such that d^{ptq}_{B 1} pz^{ptq}, 0q “ d_{B 1} pz, 0q.

t “ 1.0 (B_1 ) t “ 0.6 t “ 0.3 t “ 0.0

Table 1: Starting from t “ 1 (Poincaré disk B_1 , left), we compute the t-self B^{ptq}_1 in which we progressively decrease t to t “ 0 (right). We display the same set of isolines among plots when invariance (14) holds. Isolines parameterized by a probability p P r0, 1s which gives the norm r^.“ |2p ´ 1| in B_1 . Remark e.g. that if we regularly space p P t0.6, 0.7, 0.8, 0.9, 1.0u, the corresponding isolines in B_1 are also regularly spaced (this holds symmetrically for p ă 1{2). More, equidistance approximately remains even for t ă 1 for many isolines (up to isoline p P t0.1, 0.9u) while the distortion we need clearly happens near the border: outermost isoline p P t0.001, 0.009u (plotted with bigger width) is smoothly and substantially “moved” within the t-self as t decreases, guaranteeing good readability and coding convenience for the most accurate model parts of our embedding application (see text).

It turns out that the design of p_t is trivial: it suffices to just change the (Euclidean) norm r^{ptq .}“ }z^{ptq}} as a function of the norm r^.“ }z} using (14). Figure 2 displays the corresponding relationship between r and r^{ptq}. While it is clear for (iii) above that there is indeed minimal non-linear distortion near the center (r “ 0) for any t P r0, 1s, condition (ii) is also conveniently satisfied: even for t ă 1 very close to 1 and z close to BB_1 (r close to 1), the mapping can send z^{ptq} substantially “back in” the t-self B^{ptq}_1 (for t “ 0.7 and r “ 1 ´ 10^{´4} – i.e. k “ 4 in Definition 4.3 –, we get r^{ptq} « 0.96).

To start connecting this with our forthcoming application, Table 1 provides a visual assessment of what the t-self achieves in the disks themselves, from which we can spot clearly the achievement of both (ii) and (iii). We also remark that for the parameterization that matters to our application (probabilities), isolines corresponding to regularly spaced probabilities are also equidistant from each other in B_1 , which is highly convenient for visualization.

5 Model Embedding in Hyperbolic Geometry

S^.“ tpx_i, y_iq, i P rmsu denotes a training sample of m examples, where x_. P X and y_. P t´1, 1u (labels or classes). A decision tree (DT) consists of a binary rooted tree H, where at each internal nodes the two outgoing arcs define a Boolean test over observation variables (see Figure 3, left, for an example); NpHq is the set of nodes of H, ΛpHq Ď NpHq is the set of leaf nodes of H; λ_i is the leaf reached by example px_i, y_iq and p^`_λ is the local relative proportion of positive examples at leaf λ (a posterior).

Proper losses and the log loss We briefly present the theory of losses for class probability estimation (CPE, which has been instrumental in DT induction). We follow the notations of [33]: A CPE ℓ : Y ^ r0, 1s Ñ R, is

ℓpy, pq^.“ �y “ 1� ¨ ℓ_1ppq ` �y “ ´1� ¨ ℓ_{´1}ppq, (16)

where �.� is Iverson’s bracket [31]. Functions ℓ_1, ℓ_{´1} are called partial losses. A CPE loss is symmetric when ℓ_1ppq “ ℓ_{´1}p1 ´ pq, @p P r0, 1s. The log-loss is a symmetric CPE loss with ℓ^{LOG}_1 ppq^.“ ´ logppq. The fundamental property of a CPE loss is properness, which enforces the optimality of Bayes rule for classification: letting Lpπq^.“ inf_p E_{Y„π}ℓpY, pq denote the minimal pointwise achievable risk (called Bayes risk) where we sample labels according to the prior PrrY “ 1s “ π, properness imposes Lpπq “ E_{Y„π}ℓpY, πq, @π P r0, 1s and strict properness imposes in addition E_{Y„π}ℓpY, pq ą E_{Y„π}ℓpY, πq, @p ‰ π. The log-loss is strictly proper; its Bayes risk is very familiar in DT induction: it is the splitting criterion used in C4.5 [43]:

L^{LOG} ppq “ ´p ¨ log p ´ p1 ´ pq ¨ logp1 ´ pq. (17)

DT induction usually proceeds with a top-down induction of a big tree following the minimization of the Bayes risk, thus relying on a model that predicts a posterior at the leaves, P̂rrY “ 1|Xs. There exists a connection between CPE classification and the real-valued classification setting familiar to e.g. deep learning: optimizing Bayes risk for the posterior is equivalent to minimizing its convex surrogate using the canonical link of the loss to compute real classification [41, Theorem 1]. The canonical link of the log-loss, ψ_{LOG} : r0, 1s Ñ R is the inverse sigmoid, which has a very convenient form for our purpose,

ψ_{LOG} ppq “ log ^ p 1 ´ p ˙ . (18)

Notably, the absolute value |ψ_{LOG} ppq| is a confidence and the sign the class predicted. In the case of the log-loss, the convex surrogate is hugely popular in ML: it is the logistic loss.

Top-down induction of a DT, the log-loss and hyperbolic distance the top-down induction of a DT in many popular packages for DT induction boils down to repeatedly minimizing the expected Bayes risk at the leaves of the current DT H [12, 43], a loss we define as

LpH, Sq^.“ E_{i„rms} rLpH_{r0,1s}px_iqqs ` “ E_{λ„ΛpHq} rLpp^`_λ qs ˘ , H_{r0,1s}px_iq^.“ p^`_{λi} (19)

(the index notation in H emphasizes its range). (19) computes a loss that relies on estimated posteriors at the leaves, but quite remarkably, as already briefed, it can also be formulated using real-valued classification using the canonical link, which gives, for the log-loss,

L^{LOG} pH, Sq “ E_i rlogp1 ` expp´y_i ¨ H_Rpx_iqqqs, H_Rpx_iq^.“ ψ_{LOG} pp^`_{λi} q “ log ^ p^`_{λi} 1 ´ p^`_{λi} ˙ . (20)

Let us put next to each other the absolute confidence of a leaf prediction and the hyperbolic distance to the origin of some z P B_1 , which hopefully clarifies the choice of parameterization made in Table 1: |ψ_{LOG} pp^`_ν q| “ log ^ 1 ` r_ν 1 ´ r_ν ˙ , r_ν^.“ |2p^`_ν ´ 1| ; d_{B 1} p0, zq “ log ^ 1 ` }z} 1 ´ }z} ˙ . (21)

Objective for hyperbolic geometric embedding of a DT At the end of the top-down induction of a DT, all nodes have participated at some point during induction in the classification of examples, the root being the first leaf of a DT without arcs. A full mapping of this training history may help to interpret substantial local improvements, relate different such events if they appear in the same path, visualize options for subsequent pruning in their tree context [30], etc. . So, a good embedding should map the largest number of nodes in a clean and readable way, representing, for each of them, how good or confident they are / were. Looking at (21), we see that the best nodes should then be mapped close to the border BB_1 . Here comes another side advantage of hyperbolic representation: for such nodes, the hyperbolic distance between them gives an approximate estimation of their joint absolute confidence [46, Figure 1]. Let us go straight to the embedding objective, in three parts:

Embedding objective (A) the largest part of the tree in DT H is represented and easily readable for semantics about H (tree organization, embedding of Boolean branching tests, etc. ), (B) locally speaking, each embedded node ν of H gets mapped at some z_ν such that r_ν is close to }z_ν } (21), (C) globally speaking, the whole embedding remains convenient and readable to compare, in terms of confidence in classification, different subtrees in the same tree or even between different trees. This includes their leveraging coefficient in an ensemble.

Satisfying accurately all three objectives (A-C) mean a very easy way to visually cross classification, confidence in classification and the semantic of the model. But it is not hard to show that this is hard for a whole DT. There is, fortunately, a simple workaround which involves embedding the monotonic part of the DT classification on the form of a new class of models we now introduce.

Monotonic Decision Trees and hyperbolic embeddings Let us start by explaining why a complete DT embedding cannot even remotely guarantee (A-C) in general: the sequence of absolute confidences in a path from the root to a leaf is in general not monotonic. For example, one can have a root mapped to the center of the disk (p^`_{root} “ 0.50), with a child with p^`_ν ‰ 0.50 and a grandchild with p^`_ν1 “ 0.50, creating a double arc Ø in the embedding. In the same way, loops can happen for longer paths, making tricky even approximate solutions to (A-C) of good quality. Note that the source of the disorder is the presence of nodes of poor predictive quality in the tree. Our solution is simple in principle:

Embed only the monotonic classification part of a DT

(meaning for each path from the root to a leaf in H, we end up embedding the subsequence of nodes whose absolute confidences are strictly increasing); to do so, we replace the DT by a path-monotonic approximation using a new class of models we introduce, called Monotonic Decision Trees (MDT).

Definition 5.1 A Monotonic Decision Tree (MDT) is a rooted tree with a Boolean test labeling each arc and a real valued prediction at each node. Any sequence of nodes in a path starting from the root is strictly monotonically increasing in absolute confidence. At any internal node, no two Boolean tests at its outgoing arcs can be simultaneously satisfied. The classification of an observation is obtained by the bottommost node’s prediction reachable from the root.

We now introduce an algorithm which takes as input a DT H and outputs a MDT H^1 satisfying the following invariant:

(M) for any observation x P X, the prediction H^1pxq is equal to the prediction in the path followed by x in H of its deepest node in the strictly monotonic subsequence starting from the root of H. Figure 3 (right) presents an example of MDT H^1 that would be built for some DT H (left) and satisfying (M) (unless observations have missing values, H^1 is unique). Figure 3 adopts some additional conventions to ease parsing of H^1:

(D1) some internal nodes of H^1 are also tagged with labels corresponding to the leaves of H. If a node in H^1 is tagged with a label of one of H’s leaves λ, it indicates that examples (and predictions) which reach λ in the original H are being ‘rerouted’ to H^1’s tagged node, where the original prediction at λ may change in H^1 (we emphasize that some are internal nodes of H^1);

(D2) arcs in H^1 have a width proportional to the number of boolean tests it takes to reach its tail from its head in H. A large width thus indicates a long path in H to improve classification confidence.

It is also worth remarking that H^1 satisfying (M) has in general a smaller number of vertices than H (but never more), but it always has the same depth. Finally, any pruning of H is a subtree of H and its corresponding MDT is a subtree of the MDT of H. The aforementioned troubles to embed the DT in the Poincaré disk considering (A-C) do not exist anymore for the corresponding MDT because the best embeddings necessarily have all arcs going outwards in the Poincaré disk. We now present algorithm GETMDT, in Algorithm 1. To produce H^1, after having initialized it to a root = single leaf, we just run

GETMDT(rootpHq, true, rootpH^1q, rmintp^`_{root}, 1 ´ p^`_{root}u, maxtp^`_{root}, 1 ´ p^`_{root}us)

At the end of the algorithm, the tree rooted at rootpH^1q is the MDT sought.

Algorithm 1 GETMDT(ν, b, ν^1, I)

Input: Node ν P NpHq (H = DT), Boolean test b, Node ν^1 P NpH^1q (H^1 = MDT being build from H), interval of forbidden posteriors I Ă r0, 1s; 1 : if ν P ΛpHq then 2 : if p^`_ν P Ithen 3 : ν^1 Ð TAGDTLEAFpνq; // tags node ν^1 P NpH^1q with info from leaf ν P ΛpHq 4 : else 5 : ν^2 Ð H^1.NEWNODEpνq; // ν^2 will be a new leaf in MDT H^1 6 : H^1.NEWARCpν^1, b, ν^2q; // adds arc ν^1 Ñ_b ν^2 in H^1 7 : endif 8 : else 9 : if p^`_ν R Ithen 10 : ν^2 Ð H^1.NEWNODEpνq; // ν^2 will be a new internal node in MDT H^1 11 : H^1.NEWARCpν^1, b, ν^2q; // adds arc ν^1 Ñ_b ν^2 in H^1 12 : I_{new} Ð rmintp^`_ν , 1 ´ p^`_ν u, maxtp^`_ν , 1 ´ p^`_ν us; // I Ă I_{new} 13 : ν^1_{new} Ð ν^2; 14 : b_{new} Ð true; 15 : else 16 : I_{new} Ð I; ν^1_{new} Ð ν^1; b_{new} Ð b; // node ν does not produce any change in H^1 17 : endif 18 : GETMDT(ν.leftchild, b_{new} ^ ν.TESTpleftchildq, ν^1_{new}, I_{new}); 19 : GETMDT(ν.rightchild, b_{new} ^ ν.TESTprightchildq, ν^1_{new}, I_{new}); 20 : endif

We complete the description of GETMDT: When a leaf of H does not have sufficient confidence and ends up being mapped to an internal node of the MDT H^1, TAGDTLEAF is the procedure that tags this internal node with information from the leaf (see (D1) above). We consider a tag being just the name of the leaf (Figure 3, leaves #5, 9, 11), but other conventions can be adopted. The other two methods we use grow H^1 by creating a new node via NEWNODE (and passing the information of the corresponding node in the DT it ”copies”) and adding a new arc between existing nodes via NEWARC.

Theorem 3 When run with DT H, the MDT H^1 built by GETMDT satisfies (M).

Proof sketch Take any observation x P X. Trivially, H^1pxq is a real value that belongs to the path followed by x in H. Furthermore, if we consider any path from the root to a leaf in H, all the vertices in its strictly monotonically increasing subsequence of absolute confidences appear in H^1 (conditions 4, 8 in GETMDT), which guarantees the condition on prediction in (M). Hence (M) is satisfied.

Embedding a sequence of trees and leveraging coefficients: boosting The interesting link between distances in the Poincaré model of hyperbolic geometry and tree prediction in the CPE loss theory (21) can be extended to linear combinations of tree predictions learned using one of ML’s most celebrated optimization setting: boosting [29, 48]. What we mean is there exists an efficient boosting algorithm for the logistic loss which produces leveraging parameters that also comply with the convenient form of DT predictions (with respect to the Poincaré hyperbolic distance) making them

Decision Tree H Monotonic Decision Tree H^1

Figure 3: A small decision tree (DT) learned on UCI abalone (left) and its corresponding monotonic decision tree (MDT, right) learned using GETMDT. Colors (red, green) denote the majority class in each node. In each node, the real-valued prediction (20) is indicated, also in color. Observe that, indeed, H does not grant path-monotonic classification but H^1 does (Definition 5.1). Observe also that in H^1, some nodes have outdegree 1; also, internal node #6 in the DT, whose prediction is worse than its parent, disappears in H^1. One arc in H^1 is represented in double width because its Boolean test aggregates both tests it takes to go from #3 to #10 in H. Finally, the depths of H and H^1 are the same.

easily and reliably representable on the disk, in addition to the embedding of the DT they leverage. To get there, we need to rely on the optimization of the logistic loss (20) and we need to design a tailored boosting algorithm which parallels all tricks for the derivation and analysis of AdaBoost’s confidence rated prediction boosting in [48] – note that this is different from LogitBoost [23], which applies Friedman’s functional gradient boosting prescription [24].

To preserve readability, we fully derive and describe the boosting algorithm, called LOGISTIC- BOOST, in the Appendix (Section II.7). Assuming basic knowledge of boosting algorithms, we just give here the main ingredients. First, the unnormalized weight update after adding DT H_j to the combination is

w_{pj`1qi} Ð w_{ji} w_{ji} ` p1 ´ w_{ji}q ¨ exppα_j y_iH_j px_iqq

, (22)

all weights being initialized at value 1{2 at the beginning. α_j is the leveraging coefficient learned during boosting for “weak” classifier H_j. In the case of the log-/logistic-losses, the final model H_T (linear combination of DTs) produces a classification which depends only on ψ_{LOG} and thus can be easily embedded in Poincaré disk (21):

H_T pxq^.“ Tÿ j“1 pψ_{LOG} q_j pψ_{LOG} q^˚_j

¨ H_jpxq “ Tÿ j“1 pψ_{LOG} q_j pψ_{LOG} q^˚_j

¨ ψ_{LOG} ´ p^`_{jλpxq} ¯ , (23)

where pψ_{LOG} q^˚_j is the maximal absolute confidence of H_j :

pψ_{LOG} q^˚_j^.“ max_{λPΛpHj q} ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇlog ~ p^`_{jλ} 1 ´ p^`_{jλ} ¸ˇ ˇ ˇ (24)

(index ‘j’ in p^`_. emphasize the use of normalized boosting weights to compute all posteriors) and p^`_{jλpxq} is the posterior estimation at leaf reached by observation x. Notice that pψ_{LOG} q^˚_j can be read directly from the Poincaré embedding, since it is not hard to show that the maximal absolute confidence for the MDT is also that of the DT. The second part in leveraging in (23) is

pψ_{LOG} q_j^.“ log ~ p^`_j 1 ´ p^`_j ¸ , p^`_j^.“

1 ` r_j 2 , r_j^.“ E_{i„w̃j} « 1 pψ_{LOG} q^˚_j

¨ log ~ p^`_{jλpxiq} 1 ´ p^`_{jλpxiq} ¸ff , (25)

where w̃_j denotes weights (22) normalized. It is not hard to show that p^`_j ě 1{2 and so pψ_{LOG} q_j ě 0, so it can easily be displayed and read from Poincaré disk as the confidence of an imaginary vertex with posterior p^`_j (we choose to represent it with a circle, see Figure 4).

At this stage, we have (i) detailed the relationships between training a classifier with the log- /logistic-loss and Poincaré model of hyperbolic geometry, (ii) explained how to design an embedding of the monotonic part of a DT classification on the form of a MDT tackling objectives (A-C), (iii) briefed training a boosted ensemble of DTs using the logistic loss and with leveraging coefficients easily embeddable in Poincaré disk. There remains to present how we embed the MDT corresponding to a DT. This last part is the simplest.

A modified Sarkar algorithm to embed trees and their leveraging information Sarkar’s algorithm [47] gives a clean low-distortion embedding when the tree is binary or the arc length is constant

Figure 4: Summary of the representation adopted for the j “ 7^{th} DT in a boosted ensemble, using its MDT embedded in Poincaré disk B_1 (UCI domain online shoppers intention, see Section 6 for the complete experiment). See (26) for the definition of ρ, (24) for the defintion of pψ_{LOG} q^˚_j , (25) for the defintion of pψ_{LOG} q_j.

[46]. Things are different in our case: MDT nodes have arbitrary out-degree and lengths depend on the absolute confidence at the corresponding MDT nodes. Plus, a direct implementation of Sarkar’s algorithm would violate the constraint for strict path-monotonicity in a MDT that nodes in a path from the root need to progressively come closer to the border – equivalently, it would create substantial embedding errors for confidences and violate (B). Without focusing on an optimal solution (that we leave for future work), one can remark that all these problems can be heuristically addressed by changing one step of Sarkar’s algorithm, replacing the use of the total 2π fan out angle for mapping children (Step 5: in Algorithm 1 of [46]) by a variable angle with a special orientation in the disk. We defer to Appendix for a more detailed exposure of the tweak (Section II.8). We evaluate the quality of the MDT embedding using an expected error for the embedding of each node:

ρpH^1q^.“ E_{ν„NpH}1_q „ˇ ˇ|α^ν | ´ d^{B 1} p0, z^ν q |α_ν | ˇ ˇ ˇ ȷ , (26)

where α_ν refers to the relevant ψ_{LOG} ` p^`_{jλ} ˘ in (23), i.e. the confidence computed at the iteration t when ν was a leaf, λ, in H (and z_ν P B_1 is its embedding in Poincaré disk). Hence, the error covers all nodes of MDT H^1. The final representation of a MDT is shown on an example in Figure 4, learned on an UCI domain^‡. Notice the small embedding error ρ.

‡https://archive.ics.uci.edu/dataset/468/online+shoppers+purchasing+intention+dataset.

Using the t-self We implement the simple non-linear scaling mapping p_t (15) satisfying (14) (otherwise detailed at the end of Section 4). In short, we scale the norm of all relevant parameters in B_1 (nodes’ embeddings, boosting’s leveraging coefficients, isolines) via (14) to preserve the hyperbolic distance. For example, any node ν of a MDT H^1, which is embedded using z_ν P B_1 , becomes in the t-self z^{ptq}ν P B^{ptq}_1 by changing the norm to satisfy (14), given that in the t-self we have

d^{ptq}_{B 1} p0, z^{ptq}_ν q “ log_t exp d_{B 1} p0, z^{ptq}_ν q “ log_t ~ 1 ` }z^{ptq}ν } 1 ´ }z^{ptq}ν } ¸ . (27)

All parameters depending on ψ_{LOG} in (23) get the same non-linear mapping. Notice the interest of the t-self in the context of numerical accuracy and readability, since for example pψ_{LOG} q^˚_t (24) is computed from the node that is the closest from the border of the disk.

6 Experiments

We detail experiments carried out, with the complete set of experiments and additional ones in Appendix, Section III. In the top-down induction scheme for DT, the split is the one that minimizes L^{LOG} p., Sq (19) among all choices. The leaf chosen to be split is the heaviest non pure leaf, i.e. the one among the leaves containing both classes with the largest proportion of training examples, as measured by the initial distribution (first tree) or the boosting updated distribution (next trees). Induction is stopped when the tree reaches a fixed size, or when all leaves are pure, or when no further split allows to decrease L^{LOG} p., Sq. We do not prune DTs. The computation of the corresponding MDTs, the embeddings in Poincaré disk are done as described in Section 5. The domains we consider are all public domains, from the UCI repository of ML datasets [22], OpenML or Kaggle (details in Appendix). All test errors are estimated from a 10-folds stratified cross-validation.

Visualizing a DT via its MDT One can always choose to directly learn Monotonic DTs instead of DTs, given their natural fit for embedding in the Poincaré disk. In this case, the hyperbolic representation of the MDT can be immediately used for assessment. Suppose we stick to learning DTs (because e.g. they have been standard in ML for decades) and wish to use the visualization of its corresponding MDT to make inferences on the original DT itself. Can we make reliable conclusions? We explore this question by observing that the prediction from DT to MDT can only change if the leaf λ that an example reaches in the DT satisfies two conditions: (a) λ does not appear as a leaf in the MDT and (b) it is tagged to an internal node of the MDT with a confidence of the opposite sign (this is (D1), Step 3: in GETMDT). Without tackling the formal aspect of this question, we have designed a simple experiment for a simple assessment of whether / when this is reasonable. We have trained a set of T =200 boosted DTs, each with maximal size 201 (total number of nodes). After having computed the corresponding MDTs, we have compared the test errors of the boosted set of trees and that of the ensemble where each DT is replaced by its MDT, but the leveraging coefficients do not change. Intuitively, if test errors are on par, the variation in classification of DTs vs MDTs (including confidences) is negligible and we can “reduce” the interpretation of the DT to that of its MDT in the Poincaré disk. The results are summarized in Table 2. From Table 2, we can safely say that our hypothesis reasonably holds in many cases, with two important domains for which it does not: ionosphere and hillnoise. For the former domain, we attribute it to the small size of the domain, which prevents training big enough trees; for the latter domain, we attribute it to the fact that domain DT MDT p-val breastwisc 4.15 ˘ 2.18 5.00 ˘ 2.38 0.2408 ionosphere 5.71 ˘ 2.70 9.11 ˘ 5.34 0.0237 tictactoe 2.61 ˘ 1.85 2.09 ˘ 1.10 0.1390 winered 18.39 ˘ 2.02 18.32 ˘ 2.27 0.9227 german 24.00 ˘ 4.37 23.90 ˘ 4.25 0.8793 analcatdata supreme 23.40 ˘ 1.85 22.56 ˘ 1.75 0.0134 abalone 22.15 ˘ 2.20 21.14 ˘ 2.44 0.1267 qsar 12.98 ˘ 2.63 12.89 ˘ 4.05 0.8772 hillnoise 37.04 ˘ 2.73 45.88 ˘ 4.72 0.0008 firmteacher 6.87 ˘ 1.23 7.04 ˘ 1.17 0.4292 online shoppers intention 9.90 ˘ 0.78 10.67 ˘ 0.54 0.0057 hardware 1.33 ˘ 0.27 1.44 ˘ 0.19 0.0534

Table 2: Results of the experiments checking whether ”reducing” the interpretation of a DT to that of its MDT (using its hyperbolic embedding) can give accurate information about the tree as well. Numerical columns, from left to right, give the average˘std dev error for DTs, for MDTs and provide the p-value of a Student paired t-test with H0 being the identity of the average errors. Entries in bold faces correspond to keeping H0 for a 0.05 first-order risk. See text for details.

the domain contains substantial noise, which makes it difficult to substantially improve posteriors by splitting and thus make many DT nodes, including leaves, “disappear” in the MDT conversion (Steps 2: and 14: in GETMDT).

Poincaré embeddings of MDTs We first summarize in Table 3 a number of experiments on the domains of Table 2 (conventions and notations in Section 5; the training setting is same as Table 2). The complete set of plots is in Appendix, Section III.2. On each of these plots, the ratio between the hyperbolic radii of the smallest over the largest red circle gives boosting’s leveraging coefficient of the DTs. Node colors are labels and the thicker an arc ν Ñ_{MDT} ν^1 appears, the more “digging” we need in the DT to go from node ν down to another (ν^1) with larger absolute confidence (see also Figure 4 for a summary). Hyperbolic distances from the origin directly approximate a node’s absolute confidence (error ρ (26, indicated), so the closer a node is from the border, the better it is for classification. The center of the disk represents “poor” classification (confidence 0), or, alternatively in the context of boosting, random classification.

All experiments display (expectable) common patterns, seen in Table 3: as boosting iterations increase, low-depth tree nodes tend to converge to the center of the disk, indicating increased hardness in classification. This is also an effect of boosting, which increases the weight of “hard” examples. Highly imbalanced domains get a root predictably initially embedded “far” from the origin (online shoppers intention, analcatdata supreme) while more balanced domains get their roots embedded near the origin (abalone).

Stark differences also emerge between domains: Table 2 displays that online shoppers intention yields small test error. The plots display that for many iterations the bottom-most nodes indeed get embeddings close to the border, and there is an early good split, at the root, which makes a good partition between positive and negative examples (one of the edge is the longest in MDT #1 in Table 3). This property still survives to some extent in the 10^{th} tree. For abalone, we keep a reasonably

online shoppers intention analcatdata supreme abalone hardware

MDT # 1

MDT # 10

Table 3: Embedding in Poincaré disk of the Monotonic Decision Trees corresponding to the DTs learned at the first (top row) and 10^{th} (bottom row) boosting iteration, on four UCI domains. Stark differences emerges between these domains from the plots alone, see text for details.

good split at the root for the first tree, but very soon this nice property disappears: many nodes are aggregated near the origin in the 10^{th} tree, with subtrees almost equally balanced between classes. The case of analcatdata supreme is worse: very soon during boosting iterations all nodes get dragged close to the origin, and many nodes keep negative classification, which displays the hardness of classifying the positive (green) class. Those visible embedding differences translate in differences in performances (Table 2) that align quite well with the “observed” hardnesses.

Interest of the t-self for visualization We now test the experimental impact of switching to the t-self in Poincaré disk model (Section 4). Recall that switching to the t-self moves way model parts close to BB_1 but keeps a low non-linear distortion around the center, which is thus roughly only affected by a scaling factor. Table 5 presents a few results. For domain online shoppers intention, we note that the part of the tree that is within the isoline defined by posterior p^`_. P t0.1, 0.9u gets indeed just scaled: both plots lots quite identical. Very substantial differences appear near the border: the best parts of the model could easily be misjudged as equivalent from B_1 alone (orange rectangle) but there is little double from B^{ptq}_1 that one of them, which crosses the p^`_. P t0.001, 0.009u isoline, is in fact much better than the others. When many subtrees seem to be aggregating near the border as in buzz in social media, stark differences can appear on the t-self: the best subtrees are immediately spotted from the t-self (orange rectangles). In between, the t-self makes a much more visible ordering between the best nodes and subtrees, compared to Poincaré disk. hardware demonstrate that such very good nodes that are hard to differentiate from the others in B_1 can appear at any iteration.

online shoppers intention pj “ 0q twitter pj “ 0q

hardware pj “ 70q hardware pj “ 139q

Figure 5: Top pane: comparison between Poincaré disk embedding and its t-self for t “ 0 for a MDT learned on UCI online shoppers intention (left) and twitter (right). On the left panel, we have not plotted the boosting coefficients information. The isoline distinguished in magenta is the big width one in Table 1. Note the difference in (non-linear) distortion created in the t-self, in which the central part just enjoys a scaling. Bottom pane: stark differences in visualization between B_1 and the t-self do not just appear initially: they can appear at any iteration. We display two MDTs learned on UCI hardware at two different iterations (indicated). It would be very hard to differentiate the best leaves from just the Poincaré disk embedding, while it becomes obvious from the t-self (orange arrows). Note also the set of red nodes in the Poincaré disk for t “ 70 that mistakenly look aligned, but not in the t-self (blue rectangle). See text for details.

7 Discussion and conclusion

Our contributions start with a generalization of classical integration and derivation to a context encompassing the concept of additivity, upon which integration is built. This generalization is rooted in the theory governing nonextensive statistical mechanics, in which additivity needs to be replaced by a more general notion of t-additivity. The standard properties of integration and derivation that we have investigated are extended in a natural way, for many of them involving a generalization of the arithmetic over the reals also tied to the field of nonextensive statistical mechanics. That such properties can be obtained without additional technical “effort” offers a perspective of developments and applications in other subfields of ML where such tools could be used, not just in the context of hyperbolic embeddings or more broadly distortion measures on which we have focused. We note the recent developments of tools in connection with nonextensive statistical mechanics, that have been used in ML problems as diverse as clustering [4], boosting [39], optimal transport [3], etc. .

More specific avenues for future work are related to our application. First, we experimentally observed that Mototonic Decision Trees (MDTs) can be substantially better than DTs even when using the DTs’ leveraging coefficients in boosting. This could be attributable to the fact that being smaller in general (and sometimes much smaller), they reduce the risk of overfitting on big models. This could make them a good alternative to DT for ML and deserves further investigation. Second, our embedding algorithm for MDTs, based on Sarkar’s approach, is heuristic and, while it does seem to provide good visual results in general (modulo some fine tuning of some of its parameters), it does not give any formal guarantees with respect to the embedding quality; this problem would deserve a full treatment of its own to get to a provably good embedding. This seems to be a very promising direction since popular packages to represent decision trees rely on a simple topological layer provided by the tree graph, to which various additional information are superimposed without link to the embedding. We believe our approach is the first to provide all layers of a full geometric embedding with a geometry directly interpretable in terms of classification performances, considering trees alone or in a boosted ensemble.

Acknowledgments

Many thanks to Mathieu Guillame-Bert for discussions and suggestions around the material presented.

Code availability

The code and an example public dataset to process can be obtained from

http://users.cecs.anu.edu.au/~rnock/code/boosting-tempered-and-hyperbolic.html

References

[1] Syed Mumtaz Ali and Samuel D Silvey. A general class of coefficients of divergence of one distribution from another. Journal of the Royal Statistical Society: Series B (Methodological), 28(1):131–142, 1966.

[2] Shun-Ichi Amari. α-Divergence is unique, belonging to both f-divergence and Bregman divergence classes. IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, 55(11):4925–4931, 2009.

[3] E. Amid, F. Nielsen, R. Nock, and M.-K. Warmuth. Optimal transport with tempered exponential measures. In AAAI’24, 2024.

[4] E. Amid, R. Nock, and M.-K. Warmuth. Clustering above exponential families with tempered exponential measures. In 26^{nd} AISTATS, 2023.

[5] Ehsan Amid, Frank Nielsen, Richard Nock, and Manfred K Warmuth. The tempered Hilbert simplex distance and its application to non-linear embeddings of TEMs. arXiv preprint arXiv:2311.13459, 2023.

[6] F. Bach. Learning Theory from First Principles. Course notes, MIT press (to appear), 2024.

[7] A. Banerjee, S. Merugu, I. Dhillon, and J. Ghosh. Clustering with bregman divergences. In Proc.

of the 4^{th} SIAM International Conference on Data Mining, pages 234–245, 2004.

[8] A.-F. Beardon and D. Minda. The hyperbolic metric and geometric function theory. In Proc. of the International Workshop on Quasiconformal Mappings and their Applications, 2005.

[9] Jeremiah Birrell, Paul Dupuis, Markos A Katsoulakis, Yannis Pantazis, and Luc Rey-Bellet.

pf, Γq-Divergences: interpolating between f-divergences and integral probability metrics. The Journal of Machine Learning Research, 23(1):1816–1885, 2022.

[10] B.-H. Bowditch. A course on geometric group theory. Math. Soc. Japan Memoirs, 2006.

[11] Lev M. Bregman. The relaxation method of finding the common point of convex sets and its application to the solution of problems in convex programming. USSR computational mathematics and mathematical physics, 7(3):200–217, 1967.

[12] L. Breiman, J. H. Freidman, R. A. Olshen, and C. J. Stone. Classification and regression trees.

Wadsworth, 1984.

[13] I. Chami, A. Gu, V. Chatziafratis, and C. Ré. From trees to continuous embeddings and back:

Hyperbolic hierarchical clustering. In NeurIPS*33, 2020.

[14] I. Chami, A. Gu, D. Nguyen, and C. Ré. Horopca: Hyperbolic dimensionality reduction via horospherical projections. In 38^{th} ICML, volume 139 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, pages 1419–1429. PMLR, 2021.

[15] P. Chlenski, E. Turok, A. Khalil Moretti, and I. Pe’er. Fast hyperboloid decision tree algorithms.

In 12^{th} ICLR, 2024.

[16] H. Cho, B. Demeo, J. Peng, and B. Berger. Large-margin classification in hyperbolic space.

In 22^{nd} AISTATS, volume 89 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, pages 1832–1840. PMLR, 2019.

[17] Z. Cranko and R. Nock. Boosted density estimation remastered. In 36^{th} ICML, pages 1416– 1425, 2019.

[18] Imre Csiszár. Information-type measures of difference of probability distributions and indirect observation. studia scientiarum Mathematicarum Hungarica, 2:229–318, 1967.

[19] Marco Cuturi. Sinkhorn distances: Lightspeed computation of optimal transport. Advances in neural information processing systems, 26, 2013.

[20] J.-D. Dollard and C.-N. Friedman. Product integration with application to differential equations.

Addison-Wesley, 1979.

[21] L. Doorenbos, P. Márquez-Neila, R. Sznitman, and P. Mettes. Hyperbolic random forests. CoRR, abs/2308.13279, 2023.

[22] D. Dua and C. Graff. UCI machine learning repository, 2021.

[23] J. Friedman, T. Hastie, and R. Tibshirani. Additive Logistic Regression : a Statistical View of Boosting. Ann. of Stat., 28:337–374, 2000.

[24] J. H. Friedman. Greedy function approximation: a gradient boosting machine. Ann. of Stat., 29:1189–1232, 2001.

[25] O.-E. Ganea, G. Bécigneul, and T. Hofmann. Hyperbolic entailment cones for learning hierarchical embeddings. In 35^{th} ICML, volume 80 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, pages 1632–1641. PMLR, 2018.

[26] O.-E. Ganea, G. Bécigneul, and T. Hofmann. Hyperbolic neural networks. In NeurIPS*31, pages 5350–5360, 2018.

[27] R.-D. Gill and S. Johansen. A survey of product integration with a view toward application in survival analysis. Ann. of Stat., 18:1501–1555, 1990.

[28] E.-T. Jaynes. Gibbs vs Boltzmann entropies. American J. of Physics, 5:391–398, 1965. [29] M.J. Kearns. Thoughts on hypothesis boosting, 1988. ML class project. [30] M.J. Kearns and Y. Mansour. On the boosting ability of top-down decision tree learning algorithms. J. Comp. Syst. Sc., 58:109–128, 1999.

[31] D.-E. Knuth. Two notes on notation. The American Mathematical Monthly, 99(5):403–422, 1992.

[32] M.-T. Law, R. Liao, J. Snell, and R.-S. Zemel. Lorentzian distance learning for hyperbolic representations. In 36^{th} ICML, volume 97 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, pages 3672–3681. PMLR, 2019.

[33] Y. Mansour, R. Nock, and R.-C. Williamson. Random classification noise does not defeat all convex potential boosters irrespective of model choice. In 40^{th} ICML, 2023.

[34] G. Mishne, Z. Wan, Y. Wang, and S. Yang. The numerical stability of hyperbolic representation learning. In 40^{th} ICML, 2023.

[35] Alfred Müller. Integral probability metrics and their generating classes of functions. Advances in applied probability, 29(2):429–443, 1997.

[36] M. Nickel and D. Kiela. Poincaré embeddings for learning hierarchical representations. In NeurIPS*30, pages 6338–6347, 2017.

[37] F. Nielsen and R. Nock. On Rényi and Tsallis entropies and divergences for exponential families.

CoRR, abs/1105.3259, 2011.

[38] L. Nivanen, A. Le Méhauté, and Q.-A. Wang. Generalized algebra within a nonextensive statistics. Reports on Mathematical Physics, 52:437–444, 2003.

[39] R. Nock, E. Amid, and M. Warmuth. Boosting with tempered exponential measures. In NeurIPS’23, 2023.

[40] R. Nock, W. Bel Haj Ali, R. D’Ambrosio, F. Nielsen, and M. Barlaud. Gentle nearest neighbors boosting over proper scoring rules. IEEE Trans.PAMI, 37(1):80–93, 2015.

[41] R. Nock and A. K. Menon. Supervised learning: No loss no cry. In 37^{th} ICML, 2020. [42] M.-C. Pardo and I. Vajda. About distances of discrete distributions satisfying the data processing Theorem of Information Theory. IEEE Trans. IT, 43:1288–1293, 1997.

[43] J. R. Quinlan. C4.5 : programs for machine learning. Morgan Kaufmann, 1993. [44] Calyampudi Radhakrishna Rao. Information and the accuracy attainable in the estimation of statistical parameters. Bulletin of the Calcutta Mathematical Society, 37(3):81–91, 1945.

[45] J.-G. Ratcliffe. Foundations of Hyperbolic Manifolds. Springer Graduate Texts in Mathematics, 1994.

[46] F. Sala, C. De Sa, A. Gu, and C.Ré. Representation tradeoffs for hyperbolic embeddings. In 35^{th} ICML, volume 80 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, pages 4457–4466. PMLR, 2018.

[47] R. Sarkar. Low distortion Delaunay embedding of trees in hyperbolic plane. In GD’11, volume 7034, pages 355–366. Springer, 2011.

[48] R. E. Schapire and Y. Singer. Improved boosting algorithms using confidence-rated predictions.

MLJ, 37:297–336, 1999.

[49] Andrew D Selbst and Solon Barocas. The intuitive appeal of explainable machines. Fordham L.

Rev., 87:1085, 2018.

[50] C.-E. Shannon. A mathematical theory of communication. The Bell Systems Thecnical Journal, 27:623–656, 1948.

[51] A. Slavik. Product integration, its history and applications. Matfyzpress, Praze, 2007. [52] R. Sonthalia and A.-C. Gilbert. Tree! I am no tree! I am a low dimensional hyperbolic embedding. In NeurIPS*33, 2020.

[53] S. Umarov and C. Tsallis. Mathematical Foundations of Nonextensive Statistical Mechanics.

World Scientific, 2022.

[54] T. van Erven and P. Harremoës. Rényi divergence and kullback-leibler divergence. IEEE Trans.

IT, 60:3797–3820, 2014.

[55] V. Volterra. Sui fondamenti della teoria delle equiazioni differenziali lineari (in Italian). Società Italiana Delle Scienze, 1886.

[56] M.-K. Warmuth. Online learning and Bregman Divergences. In Machine Learning Summer School, Taipei, Taiwan, 2006.

[57] M. Yang, M. Zhou, R. Ying, Y. Chen, and I. King. Hyperbolic representation learning: Revisiting and advancing. In 40^{th} ICML, volume 202 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, pages 39639–39659, 2023.

[58] T. Yu and C. De Sa. Numerically accurate hyperbolic embeddings using tiling-based models. In NeurIPS*32, pages 2021–2031, 2019.

[59] T. Yu, T.-J.-B. Liu, A. Tseng, and C. De Sa. Shadow cones: Unveiling partial orders in hyperbolic space. CoRR, abs/2305.15215, 2023.

Appendix

This is the Appendix to Paper ”Tempered Calculus for ML: Application to Hyperbolic Model Embedding”. To differentiate with the numberings in the main file, the numbering of Theorems, etc. is letter-based (A, B, ...).

Table of contents

t-algebra and t-additivity Pg 27

Supplementary material on proofs Pg 28 ãÑ Proof of Theorem 1 Pg 28 ãÑ Proof of Theorem 2 Pg 30 ãÑ Additional and helper results for Theorems 1 and 2 Pg 30 ãÑ Sets endowed with a distortion and their t-self: statistical information Pg 34 ãÑ Proof of Lemma 5 Pg 35 ãÑ Proof of Lemma 6 Pg 36 ãÑ Boosting with the logistic loss à-la AdaBoost Pg 37 ãÑ Modifying Sarkar’s embedding in Poincaré disk Pg 38

Supplementary material on experiments Pg 38

I t-algebra and t-additivity

We provide here a few more details on the basis of our paper, the t-algebra and the t-additivity of some divergences.

I.1 Primer on t-algebra

Classical arithmetic over the reals can be used to display duality relationships between operators using the log, exp functions, such as for example logpa{bq “ log a ´ log b, exppa ` bq “ exppaq ¨ exppbq, and so on. They can also be used to define one operator from another one. There is no difference between the operators appearing inside and outside functions. In the t-algebra, a difference appears and such relationships can be used to define the t-operators from those over the reals, as indeed one can define the tempered addition

x ‘_t y^.“ log_tpexp_tpxq ¨ exp_tpyqq,

the tempered subtraction,

x a_t y^.“ log_tpexp_tpxq{ exp_tpyqq,

(both simplifying to the expressions we use), and of course the tempered product and division,

x b_t y^.“ exp_tplog_tpxq ` log_tpyqq ; x m_t y^.“ exp_tplog_tpxq ´ log_tpyqq,

whose simplified expression appears e.g. in [3]. See also [38].

I.2 Functional t-additivity

As is well-known, Boltzman-Gibbs (and so, Shannon) entropy is additive while Tsallis entropy is t-additive. Note that additivity for BG requires being on the simplex, but t-additivity of Tsallis technically requires only positive measures – the simplex restriction ensures the limit exists for t Ñ 1 and then TÑBG.

Divergences can also be t-additive The KL divergence

D_{KL}pp}qq^.“ ÿ k p_k logpp_k{q_kq

is additive on the simplex but not t-additive: using a decomposition of p, q as product of (independent) distributions (p_1, p_2 and q_1, q_2) using the cartesian product of their support, we indeed check D_{KL}pp}qq “ D_{KL}pp_1}q_1q ` D_{KL}pp_2}q_2q with p_{ij} “ p_{1i}p_{2j} and q_{ij} “ q_{1i}q_{2j} . On the other hand, Tsallis divergence [37] is t-additive on positive measures with such a decomposition, with

D_Tpp}qq^.“ ř k p_kpp_k{q_kq^{1´t} ´ 1 1 ´ t , and we check that D_Tpp}qq “ D_Tpp_1}q_1q ` D_Tpp_2}q_2q ` p1 ´ tq ¨ D_Tpp_1}q_1q ¨ D_Tpp_2}q_2q (additional requirement to be on the simplex for convergence to D_{KL} as t Ñ 1). For t R p1, 2q and on the simplex, Tsallis divergence is an f-divergence with generator z ÞÑ pz^{2´t} ´ 1q{p1 ´ tq. Similarly, the tempered relative entropy is t-additive on the co-simplex, where in this case

D_tpp}qq^.“ 1´ ř k p_kq^{1´t}_k 1 ´ t , p, q P Δ̃_m. The tempered relative entropy is a Bregman divergence with generator z ÞÑ z log_t z ´ log_{t´1} z.

II Supplementary material on proofs

II.1 Proof of Theorem 1

The Theorem is tautological for t “ 1 so we prove it for t ‰ 1. Denote PpSq the set of subsets of set S and P_˚pSq^.“ PpSqztHu. We first transform S^{ptq}_{Δn} pfq (index n shown for readability) in a better suited expression:

S^{ptq}_{Δn} pfq^.“ p‘_tq^n_{i“1}|I_i|fpξ_iq “ ÿ P PP_˚prnsq

p1 ´ tq^{|P |´1}¨ ź iPP |I_i|fpξ_iq “ 1 1 ´ t ¨ ÿ P PP_˚prnsq ź iPP p1 ´ tq|I_i|fpξ_iq

“ 1 1 ´ t ¨ ~_n ź i“1 p1 ` p1 ´ tq|I_i|fpξ_iqq ´ 1 ¸ , (28)

where we have used I_i^.“ rx_{i´1}, x_is for conciseness. We now need a technical Lemma.

Lemma G Fix any 0 ď v ă 8{10 and consider any n reals q_i, i P rns such that |q_i| ď v, @i P rns. Then 1 ď ` 1 `^1_n¨ ř i q_i ˘_n ś ip1 ` q_iq ď exp pnv ¨ vq . (29)

Proof Suppose all the q_i, i P rns satisfy q_i P ru, vs and let φ be strictly convex differentiable and defined over ru, vs. Then it comes from [17, Lemma 9] that we get the right-hand side of

0 ď E_i rφpq_iqs ´ φpE_i rq_isq ď D_φ ^ w › › ›pφ^1q^{´1} ^ φpuq ´ φpvq u ´ v ˙˙ , (30)

where we can pick w P tu, vu and D_φ is the Bregman divergence with generator φ (the left-hand side is Jensen’s inequality). Picking u^.“ ´v (assuming wlog v ą 0) and letting

Y_v^.“

1 ´ v 2v ¨ log ^ 1` 2v 1 ´ v ˙ , (31)

for the choice φpzq^.“ ´ logp1 ` zq and w^.“ ´v, we obtain after simplification

0 ď log ~ 1` 1 n ¨ ÿ i q_i ¸ ´ 1 n ¨ ÿ i logp1 ` q_iq ď Y_v ´ logpY_vq ´ 1. (32)

Analizing function v ÞÑ Y_v ´ logpY_vq ´ 1 reveals that it is upperbounded by v ÞÑ v^2 if v P r´8{10, 8{10s. Hence, multiplying by n all sides and passing to the exponential, we get that 1 ď ` 1 `^1_n¨ ř i q_i ˘_n ś ip1 ` q_iq ď exp ` nv^2 ˘ , @0 ď v ă 8 10 , which leads to the statement of the Lemma.

Let us come back to our Riemannian summation setting and let q_i^.“ p1 ´ tq ¨ |I_i|fpξ_iq, @i P rns, v^.“ max_i |q_i|.

Assume now that f is Riemann integrable, which allows to guarantee that, at least for n large enough and a step of division Δ_n not too large, we have |q_i| ď 8{10, @i P rns and so we can use Lemma G. We get from (28) and Lemma G, if t ă 1

S^{ptq}_{Δn} pfq “ 1 1 ´ t ¨ ~_n ź i“1 p1 ` q_iq ´ 1 ¸

P « 1 1 ´ t ¨ ~~ 1` 1 n ¨ ÿ i q_i ¸_n

¨ expp´nv ¨ vq ´ 1 ¸ , 1 1 ´ t ¨ ~~ 1` 1 n ¨ ÿ i q_i ¸_n ´ 1 ¸ff ,(33)

and we permute the bounds if t ą 1. Importantly, we note that ÿ i q_i “ p1 ´ tq ¨ S^{p1q}_{Δn} pfq. (34)

So suppose lim_{nÑ`8} S^{p1q}_{Δn} pfq^.“ L_1^.“ ş_b a fpuqu is finite and choose the step of division Δ_n not too large so that

n ¨ max_i |q_i| “ p1 ´ tq ¨ max_i pn|I_i|q|fpξ_iq| ď K ¨ pp1 ´ tq|b ´ a| max fpra, bsqq, for some constant K ě 1 (this is possible because f is (1-)Riemann integrable; we also note that if the division is regular then we can choose K “ 1). The value of K is not important: what is important is that nv remains finite in (33) as n increases, while lim_{nÑ`8} v “ 0. Hence, expp´nv ¨ vq Ñ 1 as n Ñ `8 and (33) implies, because lim_{nÑ`8}p1 ` a{nq^n “ exp a, the two first identities in lim nÑ`8

S^{ptq}_{Δn} pfq “ 1 1 ´ t ¨ ~ lim nÑ`8 ~ 1` 1 n ¨ ÿ i q_i ¸_n ´ 1 ¸

“ 1 1 ´ t ¨ ~ exp ~ ÿ i q_i ¸ ´ 1 ¸

“ 1 1 ´ t

¨ pexp pp1 ´ tqL_1q ´ 1q (35) “ log_t exppL_1q “ log_t exp

^ż_b a fpuqdu ˙

((35) follows from (34)) and by definition lim_{nÑ`8} S^{ptq}_{Δn} pfq^.“ ptqż_b a fpuqd_tu. So we get that Riemann integration (t “ 1) grants ptqż_b a fpuqd_tu “ log_t exp ż_b a fpuqdu, which, in addition to showing (5) (main file) also shows that t “ 1-Riemann integration is equivalent to all t ‰ 1-Riemann integration, ending the proof of Theorem 1.

Remark 1 The absence of affine terms in upperbounding v ÞÑ Y_v ´ logpY_vq ´ 1 in the neighborhood of 0 is crucial to get to our result.

II.2 Proof of Theorem 2

Using Theorem 1, we just have to analyze the limit in relationship to the Riemannian case:

D_tF pzq^.“ lim_{δÑ0} ptqż_{z`δ} a fpuqd_tu a_t ptqż_z a fpuqd_tu δ “ lim_{δÑ0} log_t exp ş_{z`δ} a fpuqdu a_t log_t exp ş_z a fpuqdu δ (36)

“ lim_{δÑ0} 1 δ ¨ log_t ~ exp ş_{z`δ} a fpuqdu exp ş_z a fpuqdu ¸ (37)

“ lim_{δÑ0} 1 δ ¨ log_t exp

^ż_{z`δ} a fpuqdu´ ż_z a fpuqdu ˙

“ lim_{δÑ0} 1 δ ¨ ^ż_{z`δ} a fpuqdu´ ż_z a fpuqdu ˙ (38)

.“ D_1F pzq “ f,

where the last identity is the classical Riemannian case, (36) follows from Theorem 1, (37) follows from a property of log_t (log_t a a log_t b “ log_tpa{bq), (38) follows from the fact that log_t exppzq “_0 z ` opzq. This completes the proof of Theorem 2.

II.3 Additional and helper results for Theorems 1 and 2

We list a series of consequences to both theorems.

General properties of t-integrals Some properties generalize those for classical Riemann integration.

Theorem D The following relationships hold for any t P R and any functions f, g t-Riemann integrable over some interval ra, bs: ptqż_b a fpuq t` or ´u gpuqd_tu “

~_{ptq}ż_b a fpuqd_tu ¸ t‘_t or a_tu

~_{ptq}ż_b a gpuqd_tu ¸ padditivityq, ptqż_b a λfpuqd_tu “ λ¨ p1´p1´tqλqż b

a fpuqd_tu pλ P Rq pdilativityq, ptqż_b a fpxqd_tu “ ptqż_c a fpuqd_tu ‘_t ptqż_b c fpuqd_tu pc P ra, bsq pChasles’ relationshipq, ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ptqż_b a fpuqd_tu ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ď p1´|1´t|qż b

a |fpuq|d_tu ptriangle inequalityq, ptqż_b a fpuqd_tu ď ptqż_b a gpuqd_tu pf ď gq pmonotonicityq.

Proof We show additivity for ‘_t{` (the same path shows the result for a_t{´):

ptqż_b a fpuqd_tu ‘_t ptqż_b a gpuqd_tu “ log_t exp ż_b a fpuqdu ‘_t log_t exp ż_b a gpuqdu “ log_t ^ exp ż_b a fpuqdu ¨ exp ż_b a gpuqdu ˙

“ log_t exp ż_b a pf ` gqpuqdu “ ptqż_b a pf ` gqpuqd_tu. We show dilativity, using t^{1 .}“ 1 ´ p1 ´ tqλ: ptqż_b a λfpuqd_tu “ log_t exp ż_b a λfpuqdu “ log_t exp λ ż_b a fpuqdu “ 1 1 ´ t ¨ ^ exp ^ λp1 ´ tq ż_b a fpuqdu ˙ ´ 1 ˙

“ 1 ´ t^1 1 ´ t ¨ 1 1 ´ t^1 ¨ ^ exp ^ p1 ´ t^1q ż_b a fpuqdu ˙ ´ 1 ˙

“ λ¨ 1 1 ´ t^1 ¨ ^ exp ^ p1 ´ t^1q ż_b a fpuqdu ˙ ´ 1 ˙

“ λ ¨ log_t1 exp ż_b a fpuqdu “ λ¨

pt^1qż b

a fpuqd_tu “ λ¨

p1´p1´tqλqż b

a fpuqd_tu. The triangle inequality follows from the relationship: | log_t exppzq| ď log_{1´|1´t|} exp |z|, @z, t P R, from which we use the fact that Riemann integration satisfies the triangle inequality and log_{1´|1´t|} is monotonically increasing on R_` in the penultimate line of: ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ ptqż_b a fpuqd_tu ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ .“ ˇ ˇ ˇlog_t exp ż_b a fpuqdu ˇ ˇ ˇ

ď log_{1´|1´t|} exp ˇ ˇ ˇ ż_b a fpuqdu ˇ ˇ ˇ ď log_{1´|1´t|} exp ż_b a |fpuq|du “ p1´|1´t|qż b

a |fpuq|d_tu. We show Chasles relationship:

ptqż_c a fpuqd_tu ‘_t ptqż_b c fpuqd_tu^.“ log_t exp ż_c a fpuqdu ‘_t log_t exp ż_b c fpuqdu “ log_t ^ exp ż_c a fpuqdu ¨ exp ż_b c fpuqdu ˙

“ log_t exp

^ż_c a fpuqdu` ż_b c fpuqdu ˙

“ log_t exp ż_b a fpuqdu “ ptqż_b a fpuqd_tu, where the second identity uses the property log_t a ‘ log_t b “ log_tpabq. Monotonicity follows immediately from the fact that z ÞÑ log_t exp z is strictly increasing: ptqż_b a fpuqd_tu “ log_t exp ż_b a fpuqdu ď log_t exp ż_b a gpuqdu^.“ ptqż_b a gpuqd_tu. This ends the proof of Theorem D.

Computing t-integrals Next, classical relationships to compute integrals do generalize to t-integration. We cite the case of integration by part.

Lemma H Integration by part translates to t-integration by part as: ptqż_b a fg^1du “^{ptq} rfgs^b_a a_t ptqż_b a f^1gdu, where we let

ptq rhs^b_a^.“ log_t expphpbqq a_t log_t expphpaqq.

(Proof immediate from Theorem 1)

Geometric properties based on t-integrals This is a more specific result, important in the context of hyperbolic geometry: the well-known Hyperbolic Pythagorean Theorem (HPT) does translate to a tempered version with the same relationship to the Euclidean theorem. Consider a hyperbolic right triangle with hyperbolic lengths a, b, c, c being the hyperbolic length of the hypothenuse. Let a_t, b_t, c_t denote the corresponding tempered lengths, which are therefore explicitly related using g_t as

a_t “ log_t exp a, b_t “ log_t exp b, c_t “ log_t exp c.

Define the tempered generalization of cosh:

cosh_t z^.“ exp_t z ` exp_tp´zq 2 . (39)

The HPT tells us that cosh c “ cosh a cosh b. It is a simple matter of plugging g_t, using the fact that log_t and exp_t are inverse of each other and simplifying to get the tempered HPT, which we call t-HPT for short.

Lemma I (t-HPT) For any hyperbolic triangle described as above, the tempered lengths are related as cosh_t c_t “ cosh_t a_t cosh_t b_t.

Now, remark that for any t ‰ 0, a series expansion around 0 gives

exp_tpzq “ 1` tz^2 2 ` opz^3q

(exp_t is always infinitely differentiable around 0, for any t) So the t-HPT gives 1` tc^2_t 2 ` opc^3_t q “ ^ 1` ta^2_t 2 ` opa^3_t q ˙ ¨ ^ 1` tb^2_t 2 ` opb^3_t q ˙ , which simplifies, if we multiply both sides by 2{t and simplify, into

c^2_t ` opc^3_t q “ a^2_t ` b^2_t ` opa^3_t q ` opb^3_t q,

which for an infinitesimal right triangle gives c^2_t « a^2_t ` b^2_t , i.e. Pythagoras Theorem, as does the HPT one gives in this case (c^2 « a^2 ` b^2), which is equivalent of the particular t “ 1-HPT case.

t-mean value Theorem The t-derivative yields a generalization of the Euclidean mean-value theorem.

Lemma J Let t P R and f be continuous over an interval ra, bs, differentiable on pa, bq and such that ´1{p1 ´ tq R fpra, bsq. Then Dc P pa, bq such that

D_tfpcq “ pfpbq a_t fpcqq ´ pfpaq a_t fpcqq b ´ a .

Proof We can obtain a direct expression of D_tf by using the definition of a_t and the classical derivative:

D_tfpxq “ lim_{δÑ0} 1 δ ¨ fpx ` δq ´ fpxq 1 ` p1 ´ tqfpxq “ 1 1 ` p1 ´ tqfpxq

¨ lim_{δÑ0} fpx ` δq ´ fpxq δ “ f^1pxq 1 ` p1 ´ tqfpxq . (40) From here, the mean-value theorem tells us that there exists c P ra, bs such that

f^1pcq “ fpbq ´ fpaq b ´ a Dividing by 1 ` p1 ´ tqfpcq (assuming fpcq ‰ ´1{p1 ´ tq) and reorganising, we get

D_tfpcq “ 1 b ´ a ¨ fpbq ´ fpaq 1 ` p1 ´ tqfpcq “ 1 b ´ a ¨ fpbq ´ fpcq 1 ` p1 ´ tqfpcq ´ 1 b ´ a ¨ fpaq ´ fpcq 1 ` p1 ´ tqfpcq “ pfpbq a_t fpcqq ´ pfpaq a_t fpcqq b ´ a , which completes the proof of the Lemma.

In fact, the t-derivative of f at some c is ”just” an Euclidean derivative for an affine transformation of the function, namely z ÞÑ fpzq a_t fpcq, also taken at z “ c. This ”proximity” between t-derivation and derivation is found in the tempered chain rule (proof straightforward).

Lemma K Suppose g differentiable at z and f differentiable at gpzq. Then

D_tpf ˝ gqpzq “ D_tpfqpgpzqq ¨ g^1pzq.

II.4 Sets endowed with a distortion and their t-self: statistical information

Here, X contains probability distributions or the parameters of probability distributions: f can then be an f-divergence (information theory) or a Bregman divergence (information geometry). Tsallis divergence and the tempered relative entropy are examples of t-additive information theoretic and information geometric divergences. A key property of information theory is the data processing inequality (D), X being a probability space, which says that passing random variables through a Markov chain cannot increase their divergence as quantified by f [42, 54]. A key property of information geometry is the population minimizer property (P), which elicits a particular function of a set of points as the minimizer of the expected distortion to the set, as quantified by f [7]. We let (J) denote the joint convexity property, which would state for f and any x_1, x_2, y_1, y_2 that

fpλ ¨ x_1 ` p1 ´ λq ¨ x_2, λ ¨ y_1 ` p1 ´ λq ¨ y_2q ď λfpx_1, y_1q ` p1 ´ λqfpx_2, y_2q, (41)

and convexity (C), which amounts to picking y_1 “ y_2 (convexity in the left parameter) xor x_1 “ x_2 (in the right parameter).

Lemma L For any t P R, the following holds true:

(D) f satisfies the data processing inequality iff f^{ptq} satisfies the data processing inequality;

(P) μ_˚ P arg min_μ ř i fpx_i, μq iff μ_˚ P arg min_μ p‘_tq_i f^{ptq}px_i, μq; (42)

(J) f satisfies (41) iff the following pt, t^1, t^2q-joint convexity property holds:

f^{ptq}pλ ¨ x_1 ` p1 ´ λq ¨ x_2, λ ¨ y_1 ` p1 ´ λq ¨ y_2q ď λf^{pt1q}px_1, y_1q ` p1 ´ λqf^{pt2q}px_2, y_2q, (43)

with t^{1 .}“ mintt, 1 ´ λ ` λtu and t^{2 .}“ mintt, λ ` p1 ´ λqtu.

Proof (D) and (P) are immediate consequences of Lemma 1 (point [1.], main file) and properties of log_t. We prove (J). g_t being strictly increasing for any t, we get for t ď 1

f^{ptq}pλ ¨ x_1 ` p1 ´ λq ¨ x_2, λ ¨ y_1 ` p1 ´ λq ¨ y_2q ď g_t pλfpx_1, y_1q ` p1 ´ λqfpx_2, y_2qq ď λ ¨ g_t ˝ fpx_1, y_1q ` p1 ´ λq ¨ g_t ˝ fpx_2, y_2q “ λf^{ptq}px_1, y_1q ` p1 ´ λqf^{ptq}px_2, y_2q, (44)

because g_t is convex. If t ą 1, we restart from the first inequality and remark that

g_t pλfpx_1, y_1q ` p1 ´ λqfpx_2, y_2qq “ g_t pλfpx_1, y_1qq ‘_t g_t pp1 ´ λqfpx_2, y_2qq ď g_t pλfpx_1, y_1qq ` g_t pp1 ´ λqfpx_2, y_2qq

“ λ ¨ g_{1´λ`λtq} ˝ fpx_1, y_1q ` p1 ´ λq ¨ g_{λ`p1´λqt} ˝ fpx_2, y_2q “ λf^{p1´λ`λtq}px_1, y_1q ` p1 ´ λqf^{pλ`p1´λqtq}px_2, y_2q. (45)

The inequality is due to the fact that a ‘_t b “ a ` b ` p1 ´ tqab ď a ` b if ab ě 0 and t ě 1. The last equality holds because, for t^{1 .}“ 1 ´ p1 ´ tqb, we have

log_t ` a^b ˘ “ a^{p1´tqb} ´ 1 1 ´ t “ 1 ´ t^1 1 ´ t ¨ a^{1´t1} ´ 1 1 ´ t^1

“ b ¨ log_t1 paq.

Putting altogether (44) and (45), we get that for any t P R,

f^{ptq}pλ ¨ x_1 ` p1 ´ λq ¨ x_2, λ ¨ y_1 ` p1 ´ λq ¨ y_2q ď λf^{pmintt,1´λ`λtuq}px_1, y_1q ` p1 ´ λqf^{pmintt,λ`p1´λqtuq}px_2, y_2q, (46)

as claimed for (J). This ends the proof of Lemma L.

We note that (43) also translates into a property for (C); also, if t ď 1, then t “ t^1 “ t^2 in (43).

II.5 Proof of Lemma 5

d^{ptq}_L still obviously satisfies reflexivity, the identity of indiscernibles and non-negativity, so we check the additional property it now satisfies, the weaker version of the triangle inequality. Given any x, y, z in H_c , condition d^{ptq}_L px, zq ď d^{ptq}_L px, yq ` d^{ptq}_L py, zq ` δ for t ą 1 is

1 ´ exp ` ´pt ´ 1q ` ´^2_c ´ 2 ¨ x ˝ z ˘˘ t ´ 1 ď 1 ´ exp ` ´pt ´ 1q ` ´^2_c ´ 2 ¨ x ˝ y ˘˘ t ´ 1 ` 1 ´ exp ` ´pt ´ 1q ` ´^2_c ´ 2 ¨ y ˝ z ˘˘ t ´ 1 ` δ, which simplifies to

exp p2pt ´ 1q ¨ x ˝ yq ` exp p2pt ´ 1q ¨ y ˝ zq ď exp ^ ´ 2pt ´ 1q c ˙ ` pt ´ 1qδ exp ^ ´ 2pt ´ 1q c ˙

` exp p2pt ´ 1q ¨ x ˝ zq .

We have x ˝ y ď ´1{c by definition, so a sufficient condition to get the inequality is to have

exp p2pt ´ 1q ¨ y ˝ zq ď pt ´ 1qδ exp ^ ´ 2pt ´ 1q c ˙ . (47)

Function hpzq^.“ zδ expp´2z{cq is maximum over R_` for z_˚ “ c{2, for which it equals hpz_˚q “ cδ{p2eq. Fix t “ 1 ` pc{2q. We then have exp p2pt ´ 1q ¨ y ˝ zq ď 1{e so to get (47) for this choice of t, it is sufficient to pick curvature c “ 2{δ, yielding relationship t “ 1 ` p1{δq.

II.6 Proof of Lemma 6

We start by proving (11). Using the proof of [34, Proposition 3.1], we know that any point x k-close to the boundary (Definition 4.3) satisfies

d^{ptq}px, 0q “ log_t ^ 1 ` }x} 1 ´ }x} ˙ “ log_t ` 2 ¨ 10^k ´ 1 ˘ , so to get (11), we want log_tp2 ¨ 10^k ´ 1q ě gpkq. Letting t “ 1 ´ fpkq with fpkq P R, we observe log_tp2 ¨ 10^k ´ 1q “ ` p2 ¨ 10^k ´ 1q^{fpkq} ´ 1 ˘ {fpkq, so we want, after taking logs,

logp2 ¨ 10^k ´ 1q ě log p1 ` fpkqgpkqq fpkq (48)

(this also holds if fpkq ă 0 because 1`fpkqgpkq ă 1), and there remains to observe logp2¨10^k ´1q “ k logp10q ` logp2 ´ 1{10^kq with logp2 ´ 1{10^kq ě 0, @k ě 0. Hence, to get (48) it is sufficient to request

log p1 ` fpkqgpkqq fpkq ď logp10q ¨ k,

which is (11). For such t, the new hyperbolic constant satisfies

τ_t “ log_t exp τ “ 1 fpkq ¨ pexp pfpkqτq ´ 1q

II.7 Boosting with the logistic loss à-la AdaBoost

Algorithm 2 LOGISTICBOOST(S)

Input: Labeled sample S^.“ tpx_i, y_iq, i P rmsu, T P N_{ą0} ;

1 : w_{1i} Ð 1{2, @i P rms; // initialize all weights (equivalent to maximally unconfident prediction) 2 : for j “ 1, 2, ..., T 3 : H_j Ð WEAK-LEARNpS, w_jq; // request a DT as a ”weak hypothesis” 4 : α_j P R; // picks leveraging coefficient for H_j 5 : for i “ 1, 2, ..., m // weight update, not normalized

w_{pj`1qi} Ð w_{ji} w_{ji} ` p1 ´ w_{ji}q ¨ exppα_j y_iH_j px_iqq

; (49)

Output: Classifier H_T^.“ ř j α_j H_jp.q;

We want a boosting algorithm for the liner combination of DTs which displays classification that can be easily and directly embedded in the Poincaré disk. Algorithm LOGISTICBOOST is provided above. For the weight update, we refer to [40]. We already know how to embed DTs via their Monotonic DTs. What a boosting algorithm of this kind does is craft

H_T^.“ Tÿ j“1 u_jp.q, u_jpxq^.“ α_j ¨ H_jpxq; (50)

Remark that we have merged the leveraging coefficient and the DTs’ outputs H_., on purpose. To compute the leveraging coefficients α_. in Step 4, we use AdaBoost’s secant approximation trick^§, applied not to the exponential loss but to the logistic loss: for any z P r´R, Rs and α P R,

logp1 ` expp´αzqq ď

1 ` u 2 ¨ logp1 ` expp´αRqq`

1 ´ u 2 ¨ logp1 ` exppαRqq. (51)

Hence, to compute the leveraging coefficient α^˚_j that approximately minimizes the current loss, ř i w_{ji} logp1` expp´αy_iH_j px_iqqq, we minimize instead the upperbound using (51). Letting

pψ_{LOG} q^˚_j^.“ max_{λPΛpHj q} ˇ ˇ ˇlog ^ p_{jλ} 1 ´ p_{jλ} ˙ˇ ˇ (52)

(we remind that Λp.q denotes the set of leaves of a tree; the index in the local proportion of positive example p^`_{jλ} reminds that weights used need to be boosting’s weights) which we note can be directly approximated on the Poincaré disk by looking at the leaf nearest to the border of the disk because the maximal absolute confidence in the DT is also the maximal absolute confidence in its MDT, we obtain the sought minimum,

α^˚_j “ 1 pψ_{LOG} q^˚_j

¨ log ^ 1 ` r_j 1 ´ r_j ˙ , §Explained in [48, Section 3.1].

where r_j P r´1, 1s is the normalized edge

r_j^.“ 1 ř i w_{ji} ¨ ÿ iPrms w_{ji}¨ y_iH_jpx_iq max_k |H_j px_kq| “ E_{i„w̃j} « 1 pψ_{LOG} q^˚_j

¨ log ~ p^`_{jλpxiq} 1 ´ p^`_{jλpxiq} ¸ff , (53)

where w̃_j indicates normalized weights. It is not hard to show that because we use the local posterior p^`_{jλ} at each leaf, α^˚_j ě 0 and also r_j ě 0. Hence, everything is like if we had an imaginary node ν_j with p^`_{jνj}^.“ p1 ` r_j q{2 (ě 1{2) and positive confidence

pψ_{LOG} q_j^.“ ψ_{LOG} pp^`_{jνj} q “ log ~ p^`_{jνj} 1 ´ p^`_{jνj} ¸

that we can display in Poincaré disk (we choose to do it as a circle, see Figure 4, main file). We deduce from (50) that

u_jpxq “ pψ_{LOG} q_j pψ_{LOG} q^˚_j

¨ log ~ p^`_{jλpxq} 1 ´ p^`_{jλpxq} ¸ , and note that all three key parameters can easily be displayed or computed directly from the Poincaré disk.

II.8 Modifying Sarkar’s embedding in Poincaré disk

We refer to the concise and neat description of Sarkar’s embedding in [46] for the full algorithm. Our modification relies on changing one step of the algorithm, as described in Figure 6. The key step that we change is step 5: in the description of [46, Algorithm 1]. This step embeds the children of a given node (and then the algorithm proceeds recursively until all nodes are processed). Sarkar’s algorithm corresponds to the simple case where all arcs to/from a node define a fixed angle, which does not change during reflection because Poincaré model is conformal. Hence, if the tree is binary, this angle is 2π{3, which provides a very clean display of the tree. In our case however, some children may have just one arc to a leaf while others may support big subtrees. Also, arc lengths can vary substiantially. We thus design the region of the disk into which the subtrees are going to be embedded by choosing an angle proportional to the number of leaves reachable from the node, and of course lengths have to match the difference between absolute confidence between a node and its children. There is no optimization step to learn a clean embedding, so we rely on a set of hyperparameters to effectively compute this new step of the algorithm.

III Supplementary material on experiments

III.1 Domains

The domains we consider are all public domains, from the UCI repository of ML datasets [22], OpenML, or Kaggle, see Table A4.

Figure 6: Schematic description of our modification (bottom) of Sarkar’s algorithm (up). Our modification solely changes the step in which the children of a node (here, a) are computed, this node having been reflected back to the origin. Instead of using a fixed angle and length to position arcs (and thus children of the node), the angle depends on the number of leaves that can be reached from a children and the length depends on the difference between absolute confidence between the node and the corresponding child. We also define an angle which represents the domain (before reflecting back) in which the embedding is going to take place, shown with the thick dashed line (here, this angle is π).

Domain m d breastwisc 699 9 ionosphere 351 33 tictactoe 958 9 winered 1 599 11 german 1 000 20 analcatdata supreme 4 053 8 abalone 4 177 8 qsar 1 055 41 hillnoise 1 212 100 firmteacher 10 800 16 online shoppers intention 12 330 17 give me some credit 120 269 11 Buzz in social media (Tom’s hardware) 28 179 96 Buzz in social media (twitter) 583 250 78

Table A4: UCI, OpenML (Analcatdata supreme) and Kaggle (Give me some credit) domains considered in our experiments (m “ total number of examples, d “ number of features), ordered in increasing m ^ n.

III.2 Supplement on experiments – Poincaré disk embeddings

MDT #1 MDT #2 MDT #3 MDT #4 MDT #5

MDT #6 MDT #7 MDT #8 MDT #9 MDT #10

Table A5: First 10 Monotonic Decision Trees (MDTs) embedded in Poincaré disk, corresponding to several Decision Trees (DTs) with 201 nodes each, learned by boosting the log / logistic-loss on UCI online shoppers intention. Isolines correspond to the node’s prediction confidences, and geometric embedding errors (ρ%) are indicated. See text for details.

MDT #1 MDT #2 MDT #3 MDT #4 MDT #5

MDT #6 MDT #7 MDT #8 MDT #9 MDT #10

Table A6: First 10 MDTs for UCI analcatdata supreme. Convention follows Table A5.

MDT #1 MDT #2 MDT #3 MDT #4 MDT #5

MDT #6 MDT #7 MDT #8 MDT #9 MDT #10

Table A7: First 10 MDTs for UCI abalone. Convention follows Table A5.

MDT #1 MDT #2 MDT #3 MDT #4 MDT #5

MDT #6 MDT #7 MDT #8 MDT #9 MDT #10

Table A8: First 10 MDTs for UCI winered. Convention follows Table A5.

MDT #1 MDT #2 MDT #3 MDT #4 MDT #5

MDT #6 MDT #7 MDT #8 MDT #9 MDT #10

Table A9: First 10 MDTs for UCI qsar. Convention follows Table A5.

MDT #1 MDT #2 MDT #3 MDT #4 MDT #5

MDT #6 MDT #7 MDT #8 MDT #9 MDT #10

Table A10: First 10 MDTs for UCI german. Convention follows Table A5.

MDT #1 MDT #2 MDT #3 MDT #4 MDT #5

MDT #6 MDT #7 MDT #8 MDT #9 MDT #10

Table A11: First 10 MDTs for UCI ionosphere. Convention follows Table A5.

MDT #1 MDT #2 MDT #3 MDT #4 MDT #5

MDT #6 MDT #7 MDT #8 MDT #9 MDT #10

Table A12: First 10 MDTs for UCI hardware. Convention follows Table A5.

t “ 1.0 t “ 0.0

MDT #1 MDT #2 MDT #3 MDT #4 MDT #5 t “ 1.0 t “ 0.0

MDT #6 MDT #7 MDT #8 MDT #9 MDT #10

Table A13: Plot of the 10 first MDTs learned on kaggle give me some credit (top panel and bottom panel). In each panel, we plot the embedding in B_1 (top row) and the t-self B^{p0q}_1 (t “ 0, bottom row). Remark the ability for the t-self to display a clear difference between the best subtrees, subtrees that otherwise appear quite equivalent in terms of confidence from B_1 alone.