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Abstract—As a variant of the Area Under the ROC Curve (AUC), the partial AUC (PAUC) focuses on a specific range of false positive rate
(FPR) and/or true positive rate (TPR) in the ROC curve. It is a pivotal evaluation metric in real-world scenarios with both class imbalance
and decision constraints. However, selecting instances within these constrained intervals during its calculation is NP-hard, and thus
typically requires approximation techniques for practical resolution. Despite the progress made in PAUC optimization over the last few
years, most existing methods still suffer from uncontrollable approximation errors or a limited scalability when optimizing the approximate
PAUC objectives. In this paper, we close the approximation gap of PAUC optimization by presenting two simple instance-wise minimax
reformulations: one with an asymptotically vanishing gap, the other with the unbiasedness at the cost of more variables. Our key idea is
to first establish an equivalent instance-wise problem to lower the time complexity, simplify the complicated sample selection procedure
by threshold learning, and then apply different smoothing techniques. Equipped with an efficient solver, the resulting algorithms enjoy
a linear per-iteration computational complexity w.r.t. the sample size and a convergence rate of O(ϵ−1/3) for typical one-way and two-
way PAUCs. Moreover, we provide a tight generalization bound of our minimax reformulations. The result explicitly demonstrates the
impact of the TPR/FPR constraints α/β on the generalization and exhibits a sharp order of Õ(α−1n−1

+ + β−1n−1
− ). Finally, extensive

experiments on several benchmark datasets validate the strength of our proposed methods.

Index Terms—AUC Optimization, Partial AUC, Binary Classification, Class Imbalance

✦

1 INTRODUCTION

THE Area Under the Receiver Operating Characteristic
(ROC) curve, denoted as AUC, is a pivotal metric sum-

marizing the classifier’s performance across various thresh-
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Fig. 1. Illustration of AUC and its two typical variants (OPAUC & TPAUC).

olds in terms of True Positive Rate (TPR) and False Positive
Rate (FPR) [1]. The insensitivity towards the class imbalance
has positioned it as a widely used performance measure
over imbalance data [1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8]. Accordingly, the
AUC optimization problem has garnered significant interest
within the machine learning community to improve the
AUC performance [9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15], and been applied
to a spectrum of real-world applications such as financial
fraud detection [16], spam detection [17], and medical diag-
nosis [2, 18].

In many high-stakes applications, decisions are con-
strained to a specific region of the ROC curve. For instance,
in malware detection a high FPR implies many benign files
are undesirably flagged as malware, which is unacceptable
even if TPR is high. Analogously, some tasks operate only in
a low-TPR regime. The Partial AUC (PAUC), focusing only
on the specific region in the ROC curve, has then emerged
as a more proper metric in the production environment [23].
As illustrated in Fig.1, there are two typical types of PAUC:

• One-way PAUC (OPAUC) computes the area within a
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TABLE 1
Comparison with existing PAUC optimization algorithms. The convergence rate represents the number of iterations after which an algorithm can

find an ϵ-stationary point (denoted as ‘ϵ-sp’) or a nearly ϵ-critical point (denoted as ‘nearly ϵ-cp’). △ implies a natural result of non-convex SGD. nB
+

(nB
− resp.) is the number of positive (negative resp.) instances in each mini-batch B.

SOPA [19] SOPA-S [19] AGD-SBCD [20] TPAUC [21] Ours [22] Ours (journal)

Convergence Rate (OPAUC) O(ϵ−4) O(ϵ−4) O(ϵ−6) O(ϵ−4)△ O(ϵ−3)
Convergence Rate (TPAUC) O(ϵ−6) O(ϵ−4) - O(ϵ−4)△ O(ϵ−3)

Convergence Measure ϵ-sp (non-smooth) ϵ-sp nearly ϵ-cp ϵ-sp ϵ-sp
Smoothness ✗ ✓ ✗ ✓ ✓

Unbiasedness ✓ ✗ ✓ ✗
with bias O(1/κ)

when ω = 0
✓

Per-Iter. Time Complexity O(nB
+n

B
−) O(nB

+n
B
−) O(nB

+n
B
−) O(nB

+n
B
−) O(nB

+ + nB
−)

specified FPR interval (0 ≤ FPR ≤ β);
• Two-way PAUC (TPAUC) computes the area with the

constraints FPR ≤ β, TPR ≥ α.
Directly optimizing PAUC is more challenging than the full
AUC. Beyond the inefficiency of the pairwise formulation,
PAUC requires selecting instances inside the constrained
bands, which induces an NP-hard combinatorial compo-
nent. Hence the development in this field often lags behind
that of full AUC optimization. Early efforts rely on full-
batch optimization and approximate sample selection (or
ranking) process, suffering from uncontrolled biases and
limited efficiency [17, 24, 25, 26].

Most recently, the rise of deep learning has also sparked
various stochastic mini-batch end-to-end PAUC optimiza-
tion algorithms. [21, 27] propose the early trial in this line
of research by introducing surrogate weighting functions
to approximate the ranking process, but the estimation
of PAUC is still biased. Later, [19] cleverly leverage the
distributionally robust optimization framework to learn the
sample weights, deriving an exact but nonsmooth objective
and an inexact but smooth objective. [20] cast the problem
as a non-smooth difference-of-convex program, naturally
inducing an unbiased formulation for OPAUC optimization.
However, these approaches primarily focus on deal with
the non-differentiable sample selection step, but still keep
an explicit positive-negative pairing, leading to a O(nB+n

B
−)

per-iteration time complexity and a slow convergence rate,
as listed in Tab.1.

This paper closes the approximation gap of PAUC
optimization by introducing two novel instance-wise
formulations1. Our approach fundamentally differs from
existing methods by first decoupling the pairwise depen-
dencies through a minimax reformulation, transforming
the problem into an instance-wise learning task. We then
introduce a differentiable, sorting-free sample selection tech-
nique to efficiently handle the top/bottom-k ranking pro-
cedure, overcoming a key computational bottleneck. This
framework subsequently branches into two pathways: a
smooth surrogate approximation and an exact unbiased
reformulation, both ultimately yielding a standard minimax
objective amenable to efficient stochastic optimization. With
an efficient training algorithm, both formulations can enjoy
a convergence rate of O(ϵ−3). Our methods reduce the per-
iteration complexity to a linear O(nB+ + nB−), a comparative

1. We focus on the region FPR ≤ β for OPAUC, while FPR ≤ β and
TPR ≥ α for TPAUC.

summary of which is in Tab.1. Our contributions can be
summarized as follows:

• We propose two minimax instance-wise formulations
for PAUC (OPAUC and TPAUC) maximization, where
one is with an asymptotically vanishing gap while
the other is exactly unbiased. The instance-wise design
removes explicit pair enumeration and ranking, achiev-
ing a O(nB+ + nB

−) per-iteration cost and a convergence
rate of O(ϵ−3).

• Building on the instance-wise reformulation, we estab-
lish a tight generalization bound with a much easier
proof than prior results [21, 25, 27]. The bound makes
explicit the effects of the TPR/FPR constraints α/β and
exhibits a sharp order of Õ(α−1n−1

+ + β−1n−1
− ).

• We conduct extensive experiments on multiple imbal-
anced image classification tasks. The results speak to
the effectiveness of our proposed methods.

A preliminary version of this paper is published in
NeurIPS [22], where we propose an efficient instance-wise
PAUC maximization algorithm with an asymptotically van-
ishing approximation bias. In this long version, we have
introduced the following major extensions:

• New Formulation: We take a step further by proposing
a new unbiased formulation to completely eliminate the
approximation gap, ensuring that the estimation is as
accurate as possible.

• New Generalization Analysis: The analysis is im-
proved with the local Rademacher complexity based
technique, reaching a much tighter bound than [22].

• New Experiments: We involve new empirical results in
terms of datasets, competitors, sensitivity analysis and
fine-grained visualization to make the evaluation more
comprehensive.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. Sec.2
reviews the related work and Sec.3 provides the preliminary
knowledge for AUC/PAUC optimization. Then Sec.4 de-
scribes the proposed formulations, followed by a stochastic
optimization algorithm in Sec.5 and a generalization analy-
sis in Sec.6. Moreover, comprehensive empirical results are
illustrated in Sec.7. Finally, Sec.8 provides the concluding
remarks for this paper.
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2 RELATED WORK

2.1 Deep AUC Optimization
Optimization is central to machine learning research, as
algorithmic advances often hinge on efficient reformulations
of complex objectives [28, 29]. Among these, AUC maxi-
mization has been a key object since the late 1990s [30].
In the past few decades, AUC optimization has already
achieved remarkable success in long-tailed/imbalanced
learning [2]. A partial list of the related literature includes [9,
10, 11, 12, 13, 31, 32, 33]. The main challenge in this field is to
efficiently optimize the pairwise formulation over positive
and negative instances. Early approaches only apply to the
full-batch setting and are usually computationally expensive
[11, 32].

In recent age, many studies focused on AUC optimiza-
tion with stochastic gradient methods. As a milestone, on
top of the square surrogate loss, [13] first proposed a min-
imax reformulation of the AUC, which is the average of
individual data points. Such an instance-wise formulation
significantly facilitates the stochastic optimization. With a
strongly convex regularizer, [34] improved the convergence
rate of the stochastic algorithm for AUC to O(1/T ). Then
[35] further extends the minimax objective to nonconvex
deep neural networks. In succession, many efforts are de-
voted to improving the minimax deep AUC optimization
performance. For example, [15] builds a compositional ob-
jective combining both AUC loss and cross-entropy loss
to improve the feature representation and get rid of the
warm-up stage. [36] applies the squared hinge function
in the objective and induces an AUC margin loss with
better robustness. Attracting more and more attention, AUC
optimization is widely applied in various scenarios such
as recommender systems [37, 38], robust learning [39, 40],
multi-task learning [41, 42], domain adaptation [43], feder-
ated learning [44] and multi-instance learning [45], semantic
segmentation [46], and has great potential in other learning
settings [47, 48, 49, 50] and computer vision tasks [51, 52, 53,
54, 55, 56, 57]. Recently, [23] transforms AUC optimization in
various weakly supervised scenarios into the maximization
of a new type of PAUC, further connecting the AUC and
PAUC optimization problems.

2.2 Partial AUC (PAUC) Optimization
The concept of PAUC could be dated back to 1989 [58]. The
additional region constraints make PAUC more difficult to
optimize than full AUC, and thus the research progress on
PAUC optimization always trails that of AUC optimization.
Earlier studies related to PAUC only paid attention to the
simplest linear models. In [31], PAUC is first optimized by a
distribution-free rank-based method. [59] developed a non-
parametric estimate of PAUC, and selected features at each
step to build the final classifier. [17] develops a cutting plane
algorithm to find the most violated constraint instance,
decomposing PAUC optimization into subproblems and
solving them by an efficient structural SVM-based approach.

However, most of the above approaches often fall into
the non-differentiable property or intractable optimization
problems, posing a significant obstacle to the end-to-end im-
plementation. In the end-to-end learning direction, [60] first
proposes a naı̈ve mini-batch stochastic method for PAUC

that applies to deep neural networks, but it is not guar-
anteed to converge for minimizing the pAUC objective [2].
Using the Implicit Function Theorem, [26] formulated a rate-
constrained optimization problem that modeled the quantile
threshold as the output of a function of model parameters.
As a milestone study, [21] simplifies the challenging sample-
selected problem in a bi-level manner and thus facilitates
the end-to-end optimization for PAUC. Concretely, the inner
level achieves instance selection, and the outer level min-
imizes the loss. Nevertheless, their estimation may suffer
from an approximation error with the true PAUC. [20] for-
mulates the problem as a non-smooth difference-of-convex
program for one-way PAUC and develops an approximated
gradient descent method (AGD-SBCD) based on Moreau
envelope smoothing to solve it. [19] proposes both non-
smooth and smooth estimators of PAUC based on DRO
named SOPA and SOPA-S respectively, and provides sound
theoretical convergence guarantee of their algorithms.

As the comparison in Tab.1 shows, these existing meth-
ods are limited by either an approximation error (SOPA-S
and TPAUC [21]), or a slow convergence rate in some cases
(SOPA and AGD-SBCD). More importantly, they mainly
devote to addressing the quantile calculation but still adopt
the pairwise formulation. In contrast, based on the instance-
wise reformulation and min-max swapping technique, our
proposed methods enjoy an asymptotically biased approxi-
mation gap or even without the gap, together with a lower
computational cost and a higher convergence rate.

2.3 Generalization Analysis for PAUC Optimization

The pairwise form of AUC-based losses also causes dif-
ficulties for its generalization analysis, since common
independent-loss-term-based techniques in PAC learning
theory or statistical learning theory are not applicable [61].
By introducing new notions of data-dependent hypothesis
complexities, [62, 63, 64] propose various studies on the gen-
eralization property of AUC optimization. Generalization
bounds for such pairwise losses could also established on
the concept of uniform stability [65, 66] which also takes the
optimization algorithm into consideration.

There are fewer generalization analyses for PAUC opti-
mization. [25] presents the first generalization analysis for
OPAUC and derives a uniform convergence generalization
bound. Following their work, a recent study [21] extends
this generalization bound to TPAUC. However, limited by
the pairwise form of AUC, all of the above studies require
complicated decomposition. Moreover, these generalization
analyses only hold for hard-threshold functions and VC-
dimension. Although [27] improves the order of the bound
in [21], the result ignores the impact of the constraints α/β.
Based on our instance-wise reformulation, we show that the
generalization of PAUC is as simple as other instance-wise
algorithms and can be tightly bounded for real-valued score
functions with a proper dependence on α/β.

3 PRELIMINARIES

3.1 Notations

Let X ⊆ Rd be the input space, and Y = {0, 1} be the
label space where y = 1 (0 resp.) is for the positive (negative
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resp.) class. Given a set of n training samples S = {zi =
(xi, yi)}ni=1 drawn from distribution DZ = X × Y , we
denote P (N resp.) as the set of positive (negative resp.)
instances in the dataset, with a size of n+ (n− resp.). The cor-
responding positive and negative instance distribution are
denoted as DP and DN , respectively. The scoring function
f : X 7→ [0, 1] to be learned is parametrized by θ, which can
be simply implemented by any deep neural network with
sigmoid outputs. The indicator function 1A is 1 if the condi-
tionA holds, otherwise it is 0. Êz∼S [g(z)] = 1/n·

∑n
i=1 g(zi)

is the empirical expectation on S.

3.2 Standard AUC and Partial AUCs

Standard AUC. The standard AUC calculates the entire area
under the ROC curve. As shown in [1], AUC measures the
probability of a positive instance having a higher score than
a negative instance:

AUC(f) = Pr
x∼DP ,x′∼DN

[f(x) > f(x′)] . (1)

OPAUC. According to [24], OPAUC is equivalent to the
probability of a positive instance x being scored higher than
a negative instance x′ within the specific range f(x′) ∈
[ηβ(f), 1] s.t. Prx′∼DN [f(x′) ≥ ηβ ] = β:

OPAUC(f) = Pr
x∼DP ,x′∼DN

[f(x) > f(x′), f(x′) ≥ ηβ(f)] .

(2)
Practically, we do not know the exact data distributions DP ,
DN to calculate Eq.(2). Therefore, we turn to its empirical
estimation. The empirical OPAUC over a finite dataset S
could be expressed as [17]:

ÂUCβ(f, S) = 1−
n+∑
i=1

nβ
−∑

j=1

ℓ0,1
(
f(xi)− f(x′

[j])
)

n+n
β
−

, (3)

where nβ
− = ⌊n− · β⌋; x′

[j] has the j-th largest score among
negative samples; ℓ0,1(t) = 1t<0 is the 0-1 loss, which
returns 1 if t < 0 and 0 otherwise.
TPAUC. More recently, [67] argued that an efficient classi-
fier should have low FPR and high TPR simultaneously.
Therefore, we also study a more general variant called
TPAUC, where the restricted regions satisfy TPR ≥ α
and FPR ≤ β. Similar to OPAUC, TPAUC measures
the probability that a positive instance x ranks higher
than a negative instance x′ where f(x) ∈ [0, ηα(f)]
s.t. Prx∼DP [f(x) ≤ ηα] = α, and f(x′) ∈ [ηβ(f), 1]
s.t. Prx′∼DN [f(x′) ≥ ηβ ] = β:

TPAUC(f) = Pr
x∼DP ,x′∼DN

[f(x) > f(x′),

f(x) ≤ ηα(f), f(x
′) ≥ ηβ(f)].

(4)
We can also adopt its empirical estimation [21, 67]:

ÂUCα,β(f, S) = 1−
nα
+∑

i=1

nβ
−∑

j=1

ℓ0,1
(
f(x[i])− f(x′

[j])
)

nα+n
β
−

, (5)

where nα+ = ⌊n+ · α⌋ and x[i] has the i-th smallest score
among all positive instances.

4 OPTIMIZING PARTIAL AUCS: FROM OPAUC TO
TPAUC
4.1 Challenges and Roadmap
Efficiently optimizing the PAUC variants (Eq.(3) and (5))
presents significant challenges: (C1) the 0-1 loss is indif-
ferentiable and the pairwise formulation imposes a high
computational cost of O(n+n−); (C2) it is inherently com-
plicated to determine the positive (negative resp.) quantile
function ηα(f) (ηβ(f) resp.).

Our roadmap is illustrated in Fig.2. We address (C1) by
deriving an instance-wise reformulation (Thm.1) and (C2) by
converting top-k selection into a sorting-free threshold learn-
ing problem (Thm.2). Then to mitigate the consequent non-
smoothness issue, two smoothing strategies are presented
in Sec.4.3.1 and Sec.4.3.2 with and without introducing an
asymptotic gap, respectively. The same pipeline applies to
TPAUC.

4.2 Differentiable Instance-Wise Reformulation for
OPAUC
To tackle the challenge (C1), we first adopt a differentiable
loss ℓ as the surrogate of the 0-1 loss following the conven-
tion. Then maximizing ÂUCβ(f, S)

2 on a finite dataset S is
equivalent to solving the following surrogate problem:

min
f

R̂β(f, S) =

n+∑
i=1

nβ
−∑

j=1

ℓ
(
f(xi)− f(x′

[j])
)

n+n
β
−

. (6)

In this work, to simplify the subsequent reformulation,
we will use the most popular surrogate squared loss
ℓ(x) = (1 − x)2. Sharing a similar merit to the stochastic
AUC maximization [13], this ℓ yields a favorable instance-
wise reformulation of the OPAUC optimization problem by
introducing some extra global variables, naturally eliminat-
ing the issue in (C1) (please see Appx.D.2.1 for the proof):

Theorem 1. (Instance-wise Reformulation.) For f(x) ∈
[0, 1] and β ∈ [0, 1], ∀z = (x, y) ∈ DZ , the instance-wise
loss function Fop(f, a, b, γ, t, z) is defined as:

Fop(f,a, b, γ, t,z) = P (f, a, γ,x) · y/p− γ2

+N(f, b, γ,x) · [(1− y)1f(x)≥t]/[β(1− p)],
(7)

where p = Pr[y = 1] is the positive class prior probability, and

P (f, a, γ,x) =(f(x)− a)2 − 2(1 + γ)f(x),

N(f, b, γ,x) =(f(x)− b)2 + 2(1 + γ)f(x).
(8)

Then we have the following equivalent formulation for OPAUC:

min
f

R̂β(f, S)

⇔ min
f,(a,b)∈[0,1]2

max
γ∈[−1,1]

Ê
z∼S

[Fop(f, a, b, γ, η̂β(f),z)] ,
(9)

where η̂β(f) is the empirical quantile of negative instances in S.

Remark 1. Here, P (·) andN(·) represent the individual positive
and negative losses. The variables a and b serve as reference

2. For clarity, we present the empirical form throughout the paper.
The population counterpart is analogous by replacing empirical aver-
ages with expectations (see Appx.A).
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Fig. 2. Roadmap of our formulation derivation for OPAUC. TPAUC formulation follows the same steps.

averages for positives and top quantile negatives, respectively.
Minimizing over (a, b) adaptively calibrates the scores for each
class. Meanwhile, the dual variable γ highlights the score gap
between classes. This maximization step emphasizes the discrim-
inability between positives and negatives. In this sense, each
sample only interacts with global statistics rather than all pairs.

Thm.1 removes explicit positive-negative pairing and
provides a support to convert the pairwise loss into
instance-wise for OPAUC. Once the quantile computation
is instance-wise, the entire formulation exhibits a linear
computational cost w.r.t. the sample size. However, the
quantile-based operation 1f(x′)≥η̂β

requires sorting nega-
tive instances for selection. A second key step is to trans-
form the top-k selection into a selection threshold learning
problem, making the quantile operation differentiable and
thus solving the issue (C2).

We denote N(f, b, γ,x) as ℓ−(x) for short when f, b, γ
are not discussed. Since ℓ−(x) is increasing in f(x) for γ ∈
[b − 1, 1], the selection based on f(x) can be equivalently
cast in terms of ℓ−(x). By Lem.1 of [68], the top-k operator
admits a sorting-free threshold reformulation:

Êx∼N [1f(x)≥η̂β(f) · ℓ−(x)]

= min
s′

1

β
· Êx∼N [βs′ + [ℓ−(x)− s′]+],

(10)

where s′ serves as a learnable threshold for the selection.
This yields Thm.2 with a differentiable negative sample
selection (please see Appx.D.2.2 for the proof):

Theorem 2. (Differentiable Sample Selection.) For f(x) ∈
[0, 1] and β ∈ [0, 1], ∀z = (x, y) ∈ DZ , we have the equivalent
optimization problem for OPAUC:

min
f,(a,b)∈[0,1]2

max
γ∈[−1,1]

Ê
z∼S

[Fop(f, a, b, γ, η̂β(f),z)]

⇔ min
f,(a,b)∈[0,1]2

max
γ∈Ωγ

min
s′∈Ωs′

Ê
z∼S

[Gop(f, a, b, γ,z, s
′)],

(11)

where Ωγ = [b− 1, 1], Ωs′ = [0, 5] and

Gop(f,a, b, γ,z, s
′) = P (f, a, γ,x) · y/p− γ2

+
(
βs′ + [N(f, b, γ,x)− s′]+

)
· (1− y)/[β(1− p)].

(12)

So far, we have obtained an instance-wise formulation
with a simplified and differentiable quantile calculation,
successfully address issues (C1) and (C2). However, this
new min-max-min formulation, in turn, gives rise to new
difficulties on optimization. An ideal solution to navigate
this complexity is to swap the order of maxγ and mins′ ,
thereby reframing it as a minimax problem that can be more
effectively tackled with advanced optimization techniques.
In order to realize this idea, we must address the non-
smoothness issue caused by the non-smooth function [·]+.

4.3 Handling Non-Smooth Selection: Surrogate Ap-
proximation vs. Unbiased Reformulation

At this point, two options emerge for handling the non-
smoothness: (i) employ a smooth surrogate, leading to an
asymptotically unbiased optimization; (ii) adopt an unbi-
ased reformulation via auxiliary weights, which preserves
exactness at the cost of more variables. We next detail each
formulation in turn.

4.3.1 Surrogate Approximation with Asymptotically Vanish-
ing Gap

The simplest strategy to deal with the non-smooth function
is to replace it with a smooth surrogate. Using a very
common way, we apply the softplus surrogate function
[69] to smooth [·]+:

rκ(x) =
log (1 + exp(κ · x))

κ
. (13)

It is easy to show that rκ(x)
κ→∞→ [x]+. We then

proceed to optimize the smooth surrogate objective
Gκ

op(f, a, b, γ,z, s
′) where the [·]+ in Gop(f, a, b, γ,z, s

′) is
replaced with rκ(·).

Undoubtedly, the introduction of a surrogate will in-
corporate a degree of bias into the optimization objective.
When f, b, γ are fixed, smoothing the loss with rk results in
a different optimal selection threshold s′ from using [·]+.
This new threshold actually selects the top-β̃ quantile of
negative instances, diverging from the original intent of
top-β selection. In other words, the surrogate essentially
causes a deviation over the proportion of negative instances
involved for OPAUC optimization, as illustrated in Fig.3.
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Fig. 3. Illustration of the quantile deviation caused by the smoothed
objective for OPAUC in the univariate case.

Nevertheless, we can prove the approximation gap in-
duced by rk has a finite convergence rate O(1/κ) by the
following theorem. Namely, this gap vanishes when κ→ ∞,
and the quantile deviation will correspondingly dimin-
ish. Consequently, our surrogate optimization problem is
guaranteed to be asymptotically unbiased towards its non-
smooth counterpart. Please see Appx.D.2.3 for the proof.

Theorem 3. (Asymptotically Vanishing Approximation
Gap.) Denote the bias induced by the approximation as

∆op
κ = min

f,(a,b)∈[0,1]2
max
γ∈Ωγ

min
s′∈Ωs′

Ê
z∼S

[
Gκ

op (f, a, b, γ,z, s
′)
]

− min
f,(a,b)∈[0,1]2

max
γ∈Ωγ

min
s′∈Ωs′

Ê
z∼S

[
Gop(f, a, b, γ, z, s

′)
]
.

For f(x) ∈ [0, 1], we have the following convergence result:

∆op
κ = O(1/κ).

However, rk itself has brought new obstacles to the
min-max swapping — the concavity of the objective
w.r.t. γ, which is necessary for the swapping, does not
hold. Fortunately, it is easy to check that rκ(x) has a
bounded second-order derivative. In this way, we can re-
gard Gκ

op(f, a, b, γ, z, s
′) as a weakly-concave function [70]

of γ. By employing an ℓ2 regularization, we turn to a
regularized form:

Gκ,ω
op (f, a, b, γ,z, s′) = Gκ

op(f, a, b, γ,z, s
′)− ω · γ2. (14)

With a sufficiently large ω, Gκ,ω
op (f, a, b, γ,z, s′) is strongly-

concave w.r.t. γ. Note that the regularization scheme will
inevitably introduce some bias. Nonetheless, it is known to
be a necessary building block to stabilize the solutions and
improve generalization performance.

We then reach a minimax problem in the final step.
Min-Max Swapping. For fixed (f, a, b), the inner domains
Ωγ and Ωs′ are convex and compact. Moreover, Gκ,ω

op is
convex in s′ and concave in γ. Applying the minimax
theorem [70], we can interchange maxγ and mins′ :

min
f,(a,b)∈[0,1]2

max
γ∈Ωγ

min
s′∈Ωs′

Ê
z∼S

[Gκ,ω
op ]

⇔ min
f,(a,b)∈[0,1]2,s′∈Ωs′

max
γ∈Ωγ

Ê
z∼S

[Gκ,ω
op ],

(15)

where Gκ,ω
op = Gκ,ω

op (f, a, b, γ,z, s′). In this sense, we come
to a regularized non-convex strongly-concave problem. In
Sec.5, we will employ an efficient solver to optimize it.

4.3.2 Unbiased Reformulation without Asymptotic Gap
Although the gap ∆op

κ vanishes asymptotically as discussed
in Thm.3, the smoothness of the function will also vanish
undesirably when κ → ∞. To make the optimization effi-
cient, we must consider a limited value of κ, for which the
asymptotic gap cannot be ignored. In this case, the quantile
deviation could have a potential impact on the variable
estimation to some extent.

We now present an alternative unbiased reformulation that
exactly preserves the original non-smooth objective. By inte-
grating a continuous auxiliary weighting variable c ∈ [0, 1],
we can effectively cast [·]+ as an equivalent maximization
problem:

[x]+ = max
c∈[0,1]

c · x. (16)

It maintains the natural smoothness of the function and
preserves the convexity w.r.t. x.

With this fact at hand, we can further reformulate the
sample selection procedure as

min
s

1

β
· Êx′∼N [βs+ [ℓ−(x

′)− s]+]

=min
s

max
c(x)∈[0,1]

1

β
· Êx′∼N

[
βs+ c(x′) · (ℓ−(x′)− s)

]
.

(17)

Here c(x′) is instantiated as a set of weights c = {cj ∈
[0, 1]}n−

j=1. Namely, each negative instance is explicitly as-
signed a selection weight.

Consequently, we derive the following equivalent opti-
mization problem for Eq.(11):

min
f,(a,b)∈[0,1]2

max
γ∈Ωγ

min
s′∈Ωs′

Ê
z∼S

[Gop(f, a, b, γ, z, s
′)]

⇔ min
f,(a,b)∈[0,1]2

max
γ∈Ωγ

min
s′∈Ωs′

max
c

Ê
z∼S

[Hop(f, a, b, γ,z, s
′, c)],

(18)
where
Hop(f, a, b, γ,z, s

′, c) = P (f, a, γ,x) · y/p− γ2

+ (βs′ + c(x) · (N(f, b, γ,x)− s′)) · (1− y)/[β(1− p)].
(19)

Remark 2. One might recall that [21] and [19] also introduce
sample weights to deal with the quantile selection. The fun-
damental distinction of our approach from these methods lies
in the fact that our sample weighting scheme is established on
the instance-wise reformulation. This simultaneously ensures a
reduced computational complexity and an unbiased estimation.

Even though the resulting problem exhibits a min-max-
min-max form, its convexity/concavity with respect to the
inner variables enables a direct swapping of the min and
max operations, ultimately converting it into a conventional
minimax problem.
Min-Max Swapping. Due to the convexity w.r.t. s′ and
concavity w.r.t. c, γ of Hop on the convex and compact
inner domains (fixing (f, a, b)), the minimax theorem can
be applied twice to swap the respective inner minimization
and maximization operations, yielding:

min
f,(a,b)∈[0,1]2

max
γ∈Ωγ

min
s′∈Ωs′

max
c

Ê
z∼S

[Hop]

⇔ min
f,(a,b)∈[0,1]2

max
γ∈Ωγ ,c

min
s′∈Ωs′

Ê
z∼S

[Hop]

⇔ min
f,(a,b)∈[0,1]2,s′∈Ωs′

max
γ∈Ωγ ,c

Ê
z∼S

[Hop], (20)
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where Hop = Hop(f, a, b, γ,z, s
′, c).

Remark 3. In practice, the choice between the two formulations
hinges on the trade-off between efficiency and exactness. The sur-
rogate approximation is preferable when training cost or memory
is the primary concern, while the unbiased reformulation is more
suitable when the elimination of approximation bias is critical.

Remark 4. Our derivations can extend beyond the squared
margin loss to a broad family of convex and continuous surrogates
(e.g., logistic, exponential). By Bernstein-polynomial approxi-
mation [71], such losses can be uniformly approximated while
preserving convexity/monotonicity, so the instance-wise minimax
structure and linear per-iteration complexity remain intact. Over-
all, the extension requires no change to the training pipeline; only
the surrogate-specific coefficients/updates differ.

4.4 Extension to TPAUC
According to Eq.(5), given a surrogate loss ℓ and finite
dataset S, maximizing ÂUCα,β(f, S) is equivalent to solv-
ing the following problem:

min
f

R̂α,β(f, S) =

nα
+∑

i=1

nβ
−∑

j=1

ℓ
(
f(x[i])− f(x′

[j])
)

nα+n
β
−

. (21)

The extension to TPAUC follows the same pipeline devel-
oped for OPAUC. The key difference lies in incorporating
the TPR constraint α, which introduces an additional thresh-
old variable s for selecting hard positive instances. Due to
the limited space, we present the result directly, please refer
to Appx.B for more details.

• Surrogate Approximation:

min
f,(a,b)∈[0,1]2,

(s,s′)∈Ω2
s′

max
γ∈Ωγ

Ê
z∼S

[
Gκ,ω

tp (f, a, b, γ,z, s, s′)
]
, (22)

where Ωγ = [max{−a, b− 1}, 1] and

Gκ,ω
tp (f, a, b, γ,z, s, s′)

= (αs+ rκ (P (f, a, γ,x)− s)) · y/(αp)− (ω + 1)γ2

+ (βs′ + rκ (N(f, b, γ,x)− s′)) · (1− y)/[β(1− p)].
(23)

When α = 1, it degenerates to Gκ,ω
op .

• Unbiased Reformulation:

min
f,(a,b)∈[0,1]2,

(s,s′)∈Ω2
s′

max
γ∈Ωγ ,c

Ê
z∼S

[Htp(f, a, b, γ,z, s, s
′, c)] , (24)

where Ωγ = [max{−a, b− 1}, 1],

Htp(f, a, b, γ,z, s, s
′, c)

=(αs+ c(x) · [P (f, a, γ,x)− s]) · y/(αp)− γ2

+(βs′ + c(x) · [N(f, b, γ,x)− s′]) · (1− y)/[β(1− p)],
(25)

and the weight function c(x) ∈ [0, 1] can be instantiated
by setting individual weight variable for each instance.

Note that the domain Ωγ is still coupled with a and b in
all the above formulations. According to Thm.3.4 in [72], we
can use Lagrange multipliers to decouple these constraints
and obtain standard unconstrained minimax forms. For
example, the unbiased formulation can be formalized as
follows.

Corollary 1. (Lagrangian Decoupling.) Eq.(24) is equivalent to
the following minimax problem with Lagrange multipliers θb, θa:

min
f,(a,b)∈[0,1]2,

(s,s′)∈Ω2
s′

max
γ∈[max{−a,b−1},1],c

Ê
z∼S

[Htp]

⇔ min
f,(a,b)∈[0,1]2,

(s,s′)∈Ω2
s′ ,

θa∈[0,M2],θb∈[0,M3]

max
γ∈[−1,1],c

Ê
z∼S

[Htp]

− θb(b− 1− γ)− θa(−a− γ).
(26)

Remark 5. For OPAUC, θa can be set to 0. The tight constraints
θb ∈ [0,M1], θa ∈ [0,M2] come from the fact that optimum
θb, θa are both finite since the objective function is bounded from
above. To make sure that M1,M2 are sufficiently large, we set
M1 =M2 = 109 in experiments.

Similar to Coro.1, we can also obtain the equivalent
Lagrangian form for the approximated formulations Gκ,ω

(·)
in Eq.(15) and Eq.(22). For brevity, the Lagrangian form
objective functions are denoted as H̆(·) and Ğκ,ω

(·) .

5 STOCHASTIC OPTIMIZATION ALGORITHM

Our goal is then to solve the resulting empirical non-convex
concave minimax optimization problems Eq.(26). Follow-
ing the similar spirit of [73], we optimize the nonconvex
strongly-concave surrogate H̆ω

(·) = H̆(·)−ω ·(γ2+∥c∥2) with
a small ω for faster convergence. Then based on the work
[74], we employ an accelerated stochastic gradient descent
ascent (ASGDA) method to solve the minimax problem.

Denote θ ∈ Rd as the parameters of function f , τ =
{θ, a, b, s, s′, θa, θb} ∈ Ωτ as the variables for the outer min-
problem, γ = {γ, c} ∈ Ωγ as the variables for the inner
max-problem. H̆ω

(·) on a minibatch B can be denoted as
H̆ω

(·)(τ ,γ;B). Then Alg.1 shows the procedure of ASGDA
following [74]. There are two key steps: (1) Line 5-6:
variables τt+1 and γt+1 are updated in a momentum way.
Moreover, the convex combination ensures that they are
always feasible given that the initial solution is feasible.
(2) Line 9-10: using the momentum-based variance re-
duction technique, we can estimate the stochastic first-order
partial gradients vt and wt in a more stable manner.

The convergence rate of Alg.1 is presented in Thm.4.

Theorem 4. (Thm.9 of [74]) Supposing that H̆ω
(·)(τ ,γ;B) has

LH -Lipschitz gradients w.r.t.τ and γ, let {τt,γt} be a sequence
generated by Alg.1, and µ be the strongly-concavity constant of
the objective, if the learning rates ν, λ satisfy:

ι1 ≥ 2

3k3
+

9µ2

4
, ι2 ≥ 2

3k3
+

75L2
H

2
, k > 0

m ≥ max(2, k3, (ι1k)
3, (ι2k)

3), λ ≤ min

(
1

6LH
,
27µ

16

)
ν ≤ min

( λµ

2LH

√
2

8λ2 + 75(LH/µ)2
,

m1/3

2LH(1 + LH

µ )k

)
,

(27)
then we have:

1

T

T∑
t=1

E
[∥∥∥∥1ν (τt − PΩτ (τt − νF(·)(τt))

)∥∥∥∥] ≤ O
( (LH/µ)

3/2

T 1/3

)
,

(28)
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Algorithm 1 ASGDA
1: Input: Dataset S, hyperparameters {ν, λ, k,m, ι1, ι2, T}
2: Initialize: Randomly select τ0 = {θ0, a0, b0, s0, s′0, θa,
θb} from Ωτ , v0 = 0d+6, γ0 from Ωγ , w0 = 0.

3: for t = 0, 1, · · · , T do
4: Compute the coefficient ηt = k

(m+t)1/3
;

5: Update τt+1 = (1− ηt)τt + ηtPΩτ (τt − νvt);
6: Update γt+1 = (1− ηt)γt + ηtPΩγ (γt + λwt);
7: Compute ρt+1 = ι1η

2
t and ξt+1 = ι2η

2
t ;

8: Sample a mini-batch of data Bt+1 from dataset S;
▷ Replace H̆ω

(·) with Ğκ,ω
(·) for the approximated form

9: Update vt+1 = ∇τ H̆
ω
(·)(τt+1,γt+1;Bt+1) + (1 −

ρt+1)[vt −∇τ H̆
ω
(·)(τt,γt,Bt+1)];

10: Update wt+1 = ∇γH̆
ω
(·)(τt+1,γt+1;Bt+1) + (1 −

ξt+1)[wt −∇γH̆
ω
(·)(τt,γt,Bt+1)];

11: end for
12: Return τT+1 and γT+1

where ∥ 1
ν (τt−PΩτ (τt−ν∇F(·)(τt)))∥ is the l2-norm of gradient

mapping metric for the outer problem [75, 76, 77] with F(·)(τt) =

maxγ∈Ωγ H̆
ω
(·)(τt,γ).

Remark 6. By replacing H̆ω
(·) with Ğκ,ω

(·)
3 and using γ = {γ},

we could obtain a similar result for the approximated formulation,
i.e., the convergence rate is O( (LH/µ)3/2

T 1/3 ). By (LH/µ)3/2

T 1/3 ≤ ϵ,
then the iteration number to achieve the ϵ-first-order saddle point
satisfies: T ≥ (LH/µ)

4.5ϵ−3.

6 GENERALIZATION ANALYSIS

In this section, we theoretically analyze the generalization
performance of our proposed estimators (please see Appx.E
for the proof).

For OPAUC, the population risk can be defined as

Rβ(f) = E
x∼DP ,x′∼DN

[
1f(x′)≥ηβ(f) · ℓ(f(x)− f(x′))

]
.

(29)
To prove the uniform convergence result over a hypothesis
class F of the scoring function f , we need to show that:

sup
f∈F

[
Rβ(f)− R̂β(f)

]
≤ ϵ,

holds with high probability.
According to Thm.2 in Sec.4.2, we know that the gener-

alization error of OPAUC with the surrogate loss ℓ can be
measured as:

Rβ(f) ∝ min
(a,b)∈[0,1]2

max
γ∈Ωγ

min
s′∈Ωs′

E
z∼DZ

[Gop(f, a, b, γ,z, s
′)],

(30)
and

R̂β(f) ∝ min
(a,b)∈[0,1]2

max
γ∈Ωγ

min
s′∈Ωs′

Ê
z∼S

[Gop(f, a, b, γ, z, s
′)].

(31)

3. It is easy to check that they are strongly-concave w.r.t γ whenever
κ ≤ 2 + 2ω.

Consequently, we only need to prove that:

sup
f∈F

[
min

(a,b)∈[0,1]2
max
γ∈Ωγ

min
s′∈Ωs′

E
z∼DZ

[Gop(f, a, b, γ, z, s
′)]

− min
(a,b)∈[0,1]2

max
γ∈Ωγ

min
s′∈Ωs′

Ê
z∼S

[Gop(f, a, b, γ,z, s
′)]
]
≤ ϵ.

After relaxation, the instance-wise loss function Gop

allows us to easily employ the standard Rademacher com-
plexity based technique [61] together with the covering
numbers, forming a generalization bound usually with the
order of Õ(n

−1/2
+ + β−1n

−1/2
− ). Nevertheless, this order is

suboptimal in some situations [78]. Here we take a step
further by incorporating the local Rademacher complexity
measure [78] into the analysis. Since the local Rademacher
complexity only considers a small region in the hypothe-
sis class (e.g., the hypothesis function will small empirical
errors), it often leads to a sharper bound.

Theorem 5. Assume there exist three positive constants R,D
and h such that the following bound holds for the covering number
of F w.r.t. ∥·∥2 norm:

logN (ϵ,F , ∥·∥2) ≤ D logh(R/ϵ). (32)

Then for any δ > 0, with probability at least 1− δ over the draw
of an i.i.d. sample set S of size n (n ≥ R−2), for all f ∈ F and
K > 1 we have:

min
(a,b)∈[0,1]2

max
γ∈Ωγ

min
s′∈Ωs′

E
z∼DZ

[Gop(f, a, b, γ,z, s
′)]

≤ K

K − 1
min

(a,b)∈[0,1]2
max
γ∈Ωγ

min
s′∈Ωs′

Ê
z∼S

[Gop(f, a, b, γ,z, s
′)]

+ Õ(n−1
+ + β−1n−1

− ).

Similarly, we could derive the generalization bound of
TPAUC which is with the order of Õ(α−1n−1

+ + β−1n−1
− )

(please see Appx.E.2 for the details). When α = 1, it could
recover the case of OPAUC.

Remark 7. The assumption for the covering number applies to
most popular models ranging from linear models to deep neural
networks [79, 80]. For example, the proof of Lem.2.3 in [80]
shows that when a network is (B, d)-Lipschitz parametrized, our
assumption holds by setting R = 3B,D = d, h = 1. [80] also
demonstrates that such B is usually large for neural networks
(which could degenerate to linear models), and thus the condition
n ≥ R−2 is also very easy to satisfy.

Remark 8. Compared with previous studies [21, 25, 27], our
generalization analysis is simpler and does not require complex
error decomposition. Moreover, our results are sharp and hold for
all real-valued hypothesis class with outputs in [0, 1], while the
results in [21, 25] only hold for hard-threshold functions with a
limited order of Õ(n

−1/2
+ + n

−1/2
− ). On the other hand, unlike

[27], our bound is dependent on α/β, explicitly illustrating the
impact of the TPR/FPR constraints on the generalization.

Remark 9. SinceHop is an unbiased formulation ofGop, its gen-
eralization gap also takes the order of Õ(n−1

+ +β−1n−1
− ). For the

surrogate approximation Gκ
op, it is easy to derive that the bound

exhibits an extra term of O(κ−1) which is the approximation bias.
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TABLE 2
Dataset statistics.

Dataset Pos. Class ID Pos. Class Name # Pos #Neg

CIFAR-10-LT-1 2 birds 1,508 8,907
CIFAR-10-LT-2 1 automobiles 2,517 7,898
CIFAR-10-LT-3 3 birds 904 9,511

CIFAR-100-LT-1 6,7,14,18,24 insects 1,928 13,218
CIFAR-100-LT-2 0,51,53,57,83 fruits and vegatables 885 14,261
CIFAR-100-LT-3 15,19,21,32,38 large omnivores herbivores 1,172 13,974

Tiny-ImageNet-200-LT-1 24,25,26,27,28,29 dogs 2,100 67,900
Tiny-ImageNet-200-LT-2 11,20,21,22 birds 1,400 68,600
Tiny-ImageNet-200-LT-3 70,81,94,107,111,116,121,133,145,153,164,166 vehicles 4,200 65,800

iNaturalist2021 / Fungi 20,460 151,560

TABLE 3
OPAUC (FPR ≤ β) on CIFAR-10-LT with different β. The best and second best results are both highlighted.

Method CIFAR-10-LT-1 CIFAR-10-LT-2 CIFAR-10-LT-3

0.3 0.5 0.3 0.5 0.3 0.5

CE 0.7417 ± .0033 0.8350 ± .0046 0.9431 ± .0028 0.9551 ± .0037 0.7428 ± .0007 0.8387 ± .0018
AUC-M [13] 0.7334 ± .0044 0.8267 ± .0057 0.9609 ± .0009 0.9729 ± .0015 0.7442 ± .0084 0.8411 ± .0097
MB [60] 0.7492 ± .0079 0.8425 ± .0092 0.9648 ± .0098 0.9768 ± .0109 0.7500 ± .0034 0.8469 ± .0047
SOPA [19] 0.7659 ± .0067 0.8481 ± .0070 0.9688 ± .0045 0.9801 ± .0058 0.7651 ± .0052 0.8500 ± .0063
SOPA-S [19] 0.7548 ± .0042 0.8470 ± .0055 0.9674 ± .0017 0.9794 ± .0029 0.7542 ± .0076 0.8491 ± .0089
AGD-SBCD [20] 0.7526 ± .0031 0.8459 ± .0044 0.9615 ± .0056 0.9735 ± .0070 0.7497 ± .0005 0.8468 ± .0016
AUC-poly [21] 0.7542 ± .0075 0.8475 ± .0088 0.9672 ± .0031 0.9792 ± .0044 0.7538 ± .0026 0.8497 ± .0039
AUC-exp [21] 0.7347 ± .0012 0.8280 ± .0025 0.9620 ± .0084 0.9740 ± .0097 0.7457 ± .0097 0.8416 ± .0109

PAUCI [22] (Ours) 0.7721 ± .0086 0.8454 ± .0099 0.9716 ± .0092 0.9838 ± .0105 0.7746 ± .0001 0.8505 ± .0014
UPAUCI (Ours) 0.7764 ± .0063 0.8472 ± .0045 0.9702 ± .0049 0.9809 ± .0043 0.8061 ± .0036 0.8692 ± .0030

TABLE 4
OPAUC (FPR ≤ β) on CIFAR-100-LT with different β.

Method CIFAR-100-LT-1 CIFAR-100-LT-2 CIFAR-100-LT-3

0.3 0.5 0.3 0.5 0.3 0.5

CE 0.8903 ± .0046 0.9070 ± .0060 0.9695 ± .0082 0.9725 ± .0074 0.8321 ± .0015 0.8553 ± .0024
AUC-M [13] 0.8996 ± .0002 0.9163 ± .0066 0.9845 ± .0032 0.9875 ± .0078 0.8403 ± .0060 0.8635 ± .0075
MB [60] 0.9003 ± .0066 0.9170 ± .0059 0.9804 ± .0041 0.9834 ± .0082 0.8575 ± .0057 0.8807 ± .0030
SOPA [19] 0.9108 ± .0073 0.9275 ± .0057 0.9875 ± .0088 0.9905 ± .0076 0.8483 ± .0096 0.8715 ± .0029
SOPA-S [19] 0.9033 ± .0029 0.9200 ± .0067 0.9860 ± .0061 0.9890 ± .0080 0.8449 ± .0087 0.8681 ± .0026
AGD-SBCD [20] 0.9105 ± .0011 0.9272 ± .0061 0.9814 ± .0069 0.9844 ± .0090 0.8406 ± .0044 0.8638 ± .0068
AUC-poly [21] 0.9027 ± .0084 0.9194 ± .0076 0.9859 ± .0072 0.9889 ± .0085 0.8441 ± .0053 0.8673 ± .0034
AUC-exp [21] 0.8987 ± .0071 0.9154 ± .0062 0.9850 ± .0022 0.9880 ± .0094 0.8407 ± .0038 0.8639 ± .0045

PAUCI [22] (Ours) 0.9155 ± .0014 0.9172 ± .0064 0.9889 ± .0053 0.9919 ± .0074 0.8492 ± .0020 0.8722 ± .0039
UPAUCI (Ours) 0.9225 ± .0051 0.9221 ± .0051 0.9905 ± .0069 0.9937 ± .0071 0.8503 ± .0062 0.8851 ± .0049

TABLE 5
OPAUC (FPR ≤ β) on Tiny-ImageNet-200-LT with different β.

Method Tiny-ImageNet-200-LT-1 Tiny-ImageNet-200-LT-2 Tiny-ImageNet-200-LT-3

0.3 0.5 0.3 0.5 0.3 0.5

CE 0.8023 ± .0081 0.8681 ± .0056 0.8917 ± .0077 0.9296 ± .0049 0.8878 ± .0004 0.9226 ± .0010
AUC-M [13] 0.8102 ± .0023 0.8760 ± .0028 0.9011 ± .0078 0.9390 ± .0054 0.9043 ± .0067 0.9391 ± .0053
MB [60] 0.8193 ± .0018 0.8851 ± .0007 0.9072 ± .0049 0.9451 ± .0025 0.9091 ± .0063 0.9439 ± .0049
SOPA [19] 0.8157 ± .0035 0.8815 ± .0029 0.9037 ± .0021 0.9416 ± .0011 0.9066 ± .0059 0.9414 ± .0043
SOPA-S [19] 0.8180 ± .0048 0.8838 ± .0022 0.9087 ± .0079 0.9466 ± .0053 0.9095 ± .0099 0.9443 ± .0085
AGD-SBCD [20] 0.8135 ± .0095 0.8793 ± .0067 0.9081 ± .0043 0.9460 ± .0017 0.9057 ± .0012 0.9405 ± .0004
AUC-poly [21] 0.8185 ± .0086 0.8843 ± .0058 0.9084 ± .0065 0.9463 ± .0041 0.9100 ± .0030 0.9448 ± .0018
AUC-exp [21] 0.8127 ± .0073 0.8785 ± .0046 0.9026 ± .0050 0.9405 ± .0026 0.9049 ± .0016 0.9397 ± .0002

PAUCI [22] (Ours) 0.8267 ± .0040 0.8825 ± .0021 0.9214 ± .0036 0.9492 ± .0010 0.9217 ± .0051 0.9465 ± .0037
UPAUCI (Ours) 0.8559 ± .0013 0.9064 ± .0028 0.9515 ± .0027 0.9612 ± .0075 0.9558 ± .0053 0.9616 ± .0038
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TABLE 6
TPAUC (TPR ≥ α, FPR ≤ β) on CIFAR-10-LT with different (α, β).

Method CIFAR-10-LT-1 CIFAR-10-LT-2 CIFAR-10-LT-3

(0.3, 0.3) (0.5, 0.5) (0.3, 0.3) (0.5, 0.5) (0.3, 0.3) (0.5, 0.5)

CE 0.2855 ± .0034 0.6420 ± .0038 0.8811 ± .0073 0.9353 ± .0067 0.3636 ± .0008 0.6798 ± .0014
AUC-M [13] 0.2955 ± .0058 0.6520 ± .0064 0.8839 ± .0084 0.9381 ± .0078 0.3659 ± .0077 0.6821 ± .0083
MB [60] 0.2872 ± .0008 0.6437 ± .0012 0.8950 ± .0095 0.9492 ± .0089 0.3751 ± .0013 0.6913 ± .0017
SOPA [19] 0.3531 ± .0049 0.7096 ± .0052 0.9051 ± .0028 0.9593 ± .0024 0.4058 ± .0055 0.7220 ± .0071
SOPA-S [19] 0.3038 ± .0075 0.6603 ± .0081 0.8914 ± .0041 0.9456 ± .0035 0.3755 ± .0013 0.6917 ± .0027
AUC-poly [21] 0.3239 ± .0043 0.6804 ± .0049 0.9001 ± .0057 0.9543 ± .0051 0.3812 ± .0070 0.6974 ± .0086
AUC-exp [21] 0.3104 ± .0091 0.6669 ± .0097 0.8951 ± .0017 0.9493 ± .0011 0.3768 ± .0030 0.6930 ± .0044

PAUCI [22] (Ours) 0.3627 ± .0059 0.7192 ± .0065 0.9021 ± .0053 0.9663 ± .0047 0.4143 ± .0083 0.7305 ± .0099
UPAUCI (Ours) 0.3886 ± .0035 0.7486 ± .0047 0.9015 ± .0053 0.9772 ± .0035 0.4386 ± .0023 0.7632 ± .0025

TABLE 7
TPAUC (TPR ≥ α, FPR ≤ β) on CIFAR-100-LT with different (α, β).

Method CIFAR-100-LT-1 CIFAR-100-LT-2 CIFAR-100-LT-3

(0.3, 0.3) (0.5, 0.5) (0.3, 0.3) (0.5, 0.5) (0.3, 0.3) (0.5, 0.5)

CE 0.7074 ± .0096 0.8467 ± .0080 0.9350 ± .0061 0.9603 ± .0031 0.4841 ± .0127 0.7311 ± .0099
AUC-M [13] 0.7112 ± .0073 0.8505 ± .0059 0.9569 ± .0048 0.9822 ± .0020 0.4854 ± .0097 0.7324 ± .0071
MB [60] 0.7272 ± .0038 0.8665 ± .0026 0.9424 ± .0123 0.9677 ± .0095 0.5113 ± .0067 0.7583 ± .0041
SOPA [19] 0.7321 ± .0046 0.8714 ± .0034 0.9602 ± .0047 0.9855 ± .0019 0.5015 ± .0073 0.7485 ± .0046
SOPA-S [19] 0.7224 ± .0060 0.8617 ± .0048 0.9559 ± .0102 0.9812 ± .0074 0.4949 ± .0040 0.7419 ± .0013
AUC-poly [21] 0.7225 ± .0087 0.8618 ± .0075 0.9582 ± .0096 0.9835 ± .0068 0.4961 ± .0115 0.7431 ± .0089
AUC-exp [21] 0.7220 ± .0075 0.8613 ± .0063 0.9574 ± .0085 0.9827 ± .0057 0.4977 ± .0062 0.7447 ± .0036

PAUCI [22] (Ours) 0.7411 ± .0053 0.8814 ± .0037 0.9601 ± .0051 0.9874 ± .0023 0.5027 ± .0034 0.7497 ± .0018
UPAUCI (Ours) 0.7444 ± .0035 0.8878 ± .0056 0.9667 ± .0045 0.9882 ± .0039 0.5465 ± .0035 0.7801 ± .0046

TABLE 8
TPAUC (TPR ≥ α, FPR ≤ β) on Tiny-ImageNet-LT with different (α, β).

Method Tiny-ImageNet-200-LT-1 Tiny-ImageNet-200-LT-2 Tiny-ImageNet-200-LT-3

(0.3, 0.3) (0.5, 0.5) (0.3, 0.3) (0.5, 0.5) (0.3, 0.3) (0.5, 0.5)

CE 0.4211 ± .0035 0.7223 ± .0051 0.6662 ± .0073 0.8517 ± .0064 0.6541 ± .0088 0.8478 ± .0072
AUC-M [13] 0.4349 ± .0080 0.7361 ± .0084 0.6662 ± .0056 0.8517 ± .0048 0.6661 ± .0111 0.8598 ± .0097
MB [60] 0.4336 ± .0062 0.7348 ± .0069 0.6796 ± .0040 0.8651 ± .0032 0.6687 ± .0069 0.8624 ± .0055
SOPA [19] 0.4405 ± .0039 0.7417 ± .0053 0.6826 ± .0060 0.8681 ± .0045 0.6716 ± .0079 0.8650 ± .0062
SOPA-S [19] 0.4342 ± .0036 0.7354 ± .0056 0.6811 ± .0107 0.8666 ± .0091 0.6694 ± .0044 0.8628 ± .0038
AUC-poly [21] 0.4337 ± .0057 0.7349 ± .0077 0.6821 ± .0037 0.8676 ± .0021 0.6693 ± .0068 0.8627 ± .0054
AUC-exp [21] 0.4316 ± .0078 0.7328 ± .0098 0.6817 ± .0029 0.8672 ± .0015 0.6692 ± .0057 0.8626 ± .0043

PAUCI [22] (Ours) 0.4606 ± .0029 0.7618 ± .0033 0.7020 ± .0093 0.8875 ± .0080 0.6923 ± .0034 0.8860 ± .0029
UPAUCI (Ours) 0.4927 ± .0035 0.7941 ± .0036 0.7480 ± .0034 0.8940 ± .0016 0.7165 ± .0024 0.9047 ± .0024

7 EXPERIMENTS

7.1 Datasets

We adopt three imbalanced binary classification datasets:
CIFAR-10-LT [81], CIFAR-100-LT [82] and Tiny-ImageNet-
200-LT following the instructions in [21], where the binary
datasets are constructed by selecting one super category
as positive class and the other categories as negative class.
Besides, we also construct a larger binary dataset based on
iNaturalist20214 to make a more realistic evaluation. Their
statistics are detailed in Tab.2.

• Binary CIFAR-10-LT. The CIFAR-10 dataset contains
60,000 images, each of 32x32 shapes, grouped into
10 classes of 6,000 images. The training and test sets
contain 50,000 and 10,000 images, respectively. We

4. https://github.com/visipedia/inat comp/tree/master/2021

construct the binary datasets by selecting one super
category as positive class and the other categories
as negative class. We generate three binary subsets
composed of positive categories, including 1) birds, 2)
automobiles, and 3) cats.

• Binary CIFAR-100-LT. The original CIFAR-100 dataset
has 100 classes, with each containing 600 images. These
100 classes could be divided into 20 superclasses. By
selecting a superclass as the positive class, we create
CIFAR-100-LT following the same process as CIFAR-10-
LT. The positive superclasses are 1) fruits and vegeta-
bles, 2) insects, and 3) large omnivores and herbivores,
respectively.

• Binary Tiny-ImageNet-200-LT. There are 100,000
256x256 colored pictures in the Tiny-ImageNet-200
dataset, divided into 200 categories, with 500 pictures
per category. We also choose 3 positive superclasses to

https://github.com/visipedia/inat_comp/tree/master/2021
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TABLE 9
OPAUC on iNaturalist2021 with different β.

Method iNaturalist2021

0.3 0.5

CE 0.9204 ± .0025 0.9358 ± .0098
AUC-M [13] 0.9283 ± .0029 0.9437 ± .0071
MB [60] 0.9374 ± .0041 0.9527 ± .0055
SOPA [19] 0.9338 ± .0021 0.9492 ± .0091
SOPA-S [19] 0.9361 ± .0046 0.9515 ± .0073
AGD-SBCD [20] 0.9316 ± .0018 0.9470 ± .0058
AUC-poly [21] 0.9366 ± .0052 0.9519 ± .0069
AUC-exp [21] 0.9308 ± .0039 0.9462 ± .0082

PAUCI [22] (Ours) 0.9348 ± .0063 0.9501 ± .0044
UPAUCI (Ours) 0.9587 ± .0048 0.9741 ± .0061

create binary subsets: 1) dogs, 2) birds, and 3) vehicles.
• Binary iNaturalist2021. The large-scale real-world

dataset iNaturalist2021 consists of images of 10,000
species of plants and animals and is naturally long-
tailed. We create a binary subset by taking the Fungi
super category as the positive class, and the Insects as
the negative.

All data are divided into training, validation and test
sets with a proportion of 0.7 : 0.15 : 0.15. For the first three
datasets, sample sizes decay exponentially in each class, and
the ratio of sample sizes of the least frequent to the most
frequent class is set to 0.01.

7.2 Competitors

We compare our algorithm with 8 competitive baselines: (1)
the approximation algorithms of PAUC, denoted as AUC-
poly [21] (poly calibrated weighting function) and AUC-
exp [21] (exp weighting function); (2) the DRO formulations
of PAUC, SOPA [19] (exact estimator) and SOPA-S [19]
(soft estimator); (3) the large-scale OPAUC optimization
method AGD-SBCD [20]; (4) the naı̈ve mini-batch version
of empirical partial AUC optimization, denoted as MB [60];
(5) the AUC minimax [13] optimization, denoted as AUC-
M; (6) the binary CE loss. The proposed methods with
and without asymptotically vanishing gap are denoted as
PAUCI (NeurIPS version) and UPAUCI (journal version),
respectively.

7.3 Implementation Details

All experiments are conducted on an Ubuntu 16.04.1 server
equipped with an Intel(R) Xeon(R) Silver 4110 CPU and four
RTX 3090 GPUs, and all codes are developed in Python
3.8 and pytorch 1.8.2 environment. We use the ResNet-
18 as a backbone. With a Sigmoid function, the output is
scaled into [0, 1]. The batch size is set as 1024. Following the
previous studies [18, 21, 83], we warm up all algorithms for
10 epochs with CE loss to avoid overfitting. All competitors
are trained using SGD as the basic optimizer. The evalua-
tion metrics in experiments are ÂUCβ and ÂUCα,β with
different α and β. The experiments are repeated ten times
randomly and we report the mean and std values. Please
see Appx.F for more details of parameter tuning.

TABLE 10
TPAUC on iNaturalist2021 with different (α, β).

Method iNaturalist2021

(0.3, 0.3) (0.5, 0.5)

CE 0.8075 ± .0054 0.9077 ± .0153
AUC-M [13] 0.8154 ± .0058 0.9136 ± .0127
MB [60] 0.8245 ± .0070 0.9226 ± .0111
SOPA [19] 0.8209 ± .0037 0.9181 ± .0147
SOPA-S [19] 0.8232 ± .0075 0.9204 ± .0124
AUC-poly [21] 0.8237 ± .0081 0.9218 ± .0115
AUC-exp [21] 0.8179 ± .0068 0.9161 ± .0133

PAUCI [22] (Ours) 0.8219 ± .0092 0.9195 ± .0099
UPAUCI (Ours) 0.8458 ± .0029 0.9431 ± .0056

7.4 Overall Results

In Tab.3–8, we record the performance on test sets of all
the methods on subsets of CIFAR-10-LT, CIFAR-100-LT, and
Tiny-Imagent-200-LT. Besides, the results on iNaturalist2021
are recorded in Tab.9 and 10. Each method is tuned indepen-
dently for OPAUC and TPAUC metrics. From the results,
we make the following remarks:
(1) Our proposed methods outperform all the baselines in

most cases for OPAUC and TPAUC. Even for the fail-
ure cases (e.g., OPAUC with FPR≤ 0.5 on CIFAR-100-
LT-1, TPAUC with TPR≥ 0.3 and FPR≤ 0.3 on CIFAR-
10-LT-2), our methods could attain fairly competitive
results compared with the best competitors.

(2) We can see that the normal AUC optimization method
AUC-M has less reasonable performance under PAUC
metric. This demonstrates the necessity of developing
the PAUC optimization algorithm to focus on the par-
tial area.

(3) Approximation methods SOPA-S, AGD-SBCD, AUC-
poly and AUC-exp have lower performance than the
unbiased algorithm SOPA and our instance-wise algo-
rithm PAUCI/UPAUCI in most cases. Therefore, op-
timization based on the unbiased approximation of
PAUC is a better choice than biased ones.

(4) The proposed UPAUCI achieves higher performance
than PAUCI in all but one setting, implying that an
unbiased formulation may be more important for op-
timization. Although the approximation gap in PAUCI
vanishes asymptotically, such a bias will inevitably
induce biased parameters in practice due to the limited
value of κ. On relatively simple benchmarks such as
CIFARs, UPAUCI exhibits more consistent advantages
over PAUCI under the TPAUC metric. This suggests
that the approximation bias will be amplified in the
presence of both TPR and FPR constraints. Moreover,
this issue is particularly evident on Tiny-ImageNet-LT
and iNaturalist2021, which exhibit more severe class
imbalance or fine-grained categories with small inter-
class margins. In such extreme settings, the approxi-
mation bias of PAUCI is strongly amplified, whereas
UPAUCI’s unbiased reformulation remains faithful to
the true partial AUC objective, leading to significantly
larger gains.

Above all, the experimental results show the effectiveness
of our proposed methods.
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Fig. 4. Score distribution over positive and negative samples by OPAUC optimization (FPR ≤ 0.3) on Tiny-ImageNet-200-LT.
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Fig. 5. Score distribution over positive and negative samples by TPAUC optimization (TPR ≥ 0.3, FPR ≤ 0.3) on Tiny-ImageNet-200-LT.

1 10 20 30 40 50
epochs

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6

0.7

0.8

O
PA

U
C

 (t
ra

in
in

g 
se

t)

UPAUCI
PAUCI
AUC-poly
AUC-exp
SOPA
SOPA-S
MB
CE
AUC-M
AGD-SBCD

(a) CIFAR-10-LT-1

1 10 20 30 40 50
epochs

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6

0.7

0.8

0.9

O
PA

U
C

 (t
ra

in
in

g 
se

t)

UPAUCI
PAUCI
AUC-poly
AUC-exp
SOPA
SOPA-S
MB
CE
AUC-M
AGD-SBCD

(b) CIFAR-10-LT-2

1 10 20 30 40 50
epochs

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6

0.7

0.8

0.9

O
PA

U
C

 (t
ra

in
in

g 
se

t)

UPAUCI
PAUCI
AUC-poly
AUC-exp
SOPA
SOPA-S
MB
CE
AUC-M
AGD-SBCD

(c) CIFAR-10-LT-3

Fig. 6. Convergence of OPAUC optimization(FPR ≤ 0.3) on CIFAR-10-LT.

7.5 Score distribution of PAUCI and UPAUCI

For a fine-grained comparison, we visualize the score dis-
tributions for positive and negative instances obtained by
PAUCI and UPAUCI. Taking the results on Tiny-ImageNet-
200-LT as an example. According to Tab.5 and Tab.8, the
absolute performance gain of UPAUCI is obvious (up to
0.034 for OPAUC and 0.046 for TPAUC). Such a gain is
also reflected in the learned score distributions in Fig.4 and
Fig.5. By comparing the results of PAUCI and UPAUCI on
three subsets, i.e., comparing (a)/(b)/(c) with (d)/(e)/(f), we
can observe (1) both the positive and negative score distribu-
tions are much sharper in UPAUCI, and (2) UPAUCI is able
to significantly reduce the overlap between positive and
negative distributions. Subsequently, the partial area under
high FPR and low TPR constraints is better optimized.

7.6 Convergence Analysis

In the convergence analysis, for the sake of fairness, we
did not use warm-up. All algorithms use hyperparameters
in the performance experiments. We show the plots of
training convergence in Fig.6 and Fig.7 on CIFAR-10 for
both OPAUC and TPAUC. According to the figures, we
can make the following observations: (1) Our algorithms
and SOPA converge faster than other methods for OPAUC.

However, for TPAUC optimization, the SOPA converges
very slowly due to its complicated algorithm, while our
method still shows the best convergence property in most
cases. (2) It’s notable that our algorithms converge to sta-
bilize after twenty epochs in most cases. That means our
methods have better stability in practice.

7.7 Sensitivity Analysis
Sensitivity towards Variable Initialization. Except for the
network parameters θ, the major learnable variables in UP-
AUCI are (1) a, b, γ introduced in the instance-wise reformu-
lation, and (2) s, s′, c introduced in the differentiable sample
selection and the smoothing steps. To facilitate the practical
implementation, we need to study how to initialize these
values through the sensitivity analysis towards their ini-
tialization. Results over OPAUC (FPR ≤ 0.5) and TPAUC
(TPR ≥ 0.5, FPR ≤ 0.5) on CIFAR-10-LT-1 are visualized
by boxplots in Fig.8 and Fig.9, respectively. The sensitivity
behavior over OPAUC and TPAUC is different to a certain
extent. For example, among these variables, UPAUCI is most
sensitive to the choice of initial c over OPAUC, where the
performance gap between the initial value of 1 and 0.2 is
approaching 0.1. Also we can see the trend is that the larger
ci is initialized, the better the performance is. Such an inef-
ficiency might be attributed to the limited selected instances
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Fig. 7. Convergence of TPAUC (TPR ≥ 0.3, FPR ≤ 0.3) optimization on CIFAR-10-LT.
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Fig. 8. Sensitivity towards the variable initialization of UPAUCI over OPAUC (FPR ≤ 0.5) on CIFAR-10-LT-1.

with small c that make the optimization insufficient. How-
ever, in terms of TPAUC, UPAUCI is not as sensitive to c as
OPAUC, but becomes very sensitive towards the choice of
s, s′. The reason might be that TPAUC optimization depends
on both the top-quantile of negative instances and bottom-
quantile of positive instances, which are calculated based
on the selection threshold s, s′. Moreover, blindly increasing
the initial c does not necessarily improve the performance
on TPAUC, considering the joint effect of positive and
negative instances. Besides, it is recommended to choose
a large a, a small b and γ = 0 for initialization over both
OPAUC and TPAUC. This is consistent with the optimal
solution for a, b, γ. Under different FPR or TPR constraints,
the method shows a similar tendency. Please see Fig.11 and
Fig.12 in Appx.F.3 for more results.

Necessity of Hyperparameter ω. Unlike PAUCI which

requires the additional ω · γ2 term to achieve strongly-
concavity w.r.t. γ, the unbiased objective Hop/Htp in UP-
AUCI is already concave w.r.t. the inner variables γ and c.
One may think it is not necessary to involve the ω-related
term in UPAUCI. However, it is noteworthy that existing
minimax optimizers only achieve a convergence rate of
O(ϵ−6) under the concavity property, which is much slower
than the rate of O(ϵ−3) under strongly-concavity. Consid-
ering this, we still add the term with a small coefficient ω
to make the objective strongly-concave w.r.t. γ and c for
more effective optimization. The sensitivity boxplots over
OPAUC and TPAUC are presented in Fig.10. Apparently,
compared with the mere concavity case (ω = 0), introducing
the squared term significantly improves the performance,
especially over TPAUC. Furthermore, when ω becomes too
large (e.g., ω = 1.0 over OPAUC), the performance gain
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Fig. 9. Sensitivity towards the variable initialization of UPAUCI over TPAUC (TPR ≥ 0.5, FPR ≤ 0.5) on CIFAR-10-LT-1.
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Fig. 10. Sensitivity towards ω of UPAUCI on CIFAR-10-LT-1.

will be weakened by the introduced approximation bias.
Therefore, a slight ω is sufficient for our method.

8 CONCLUSION

To overcome the efficiency bottleneck of existing approxi-
mate PAUC optimization methods, we derive two smooth
minimax instance-wise formulations to efficient optimize
OPAUC and TPAUC in this paper. Specifically, the compli-
cated top/bottom instance ranking process is formulated as
a differentiable sample selection problem. And the problem
is further smoothed by either a smooth surrogate function
or an auxiliary variable based reformulation to reach a
standard minimax formulation. By employing an efficient
stochastic algorithm we can find an ϵ-first order saddle point

after O(ϵ−3) iterations, faster than existing results. More-
over, we present a theoretical analysis of the generalization
error of our formulation. The result is tight with the order of
Õ(α−1n−1

+ +β−1n−1
− ) for TPAUC. Finally, extensive empir-

ical studies over a range of long-tailed benchmark datasets
speak to the effectiveness of our proposed algorithm.
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APPENDIX A
POPULATION REFORMULATION FOR OPAUC
Lemma 1.

∑k
i=1 x[i] is a convex function of (x1, · · · , xn) where x[i] is its top-i element. Furthermore, we have

1

k

k∑
i=1

x[i] = min
s

{s+ 1

k

n∑
i=1

[xi − s]+},

where [a]+ = max{0, a}. For the population version, we have

Ex[x · 1x≥η(α)] = min
s

1

α
Ex[αs+ [x− s]+],

where η(α) = argminη∈R[Ex[1x≥η] = α].

Instance-wise Reformulation. With the above lemma, we can obtain

min
f

Rβ(f) ⇔ min
f,(a,b)∈[0,1]2

max
γ∈[−1,1]

E
z∼DZ

[Fop(f, a, b, γ, ηβ(f),z)] , (33)

where ηβ(f) = argminηβ∈R
[
Ex′∼DN [1f(x′)≥ηβ

] = β
]
.

Smoothing Approximation. Since

Ex′∼DN [1f(x′)≥ηβ(f) · ℓ−(x
′)]

= min
s′

1

β
· Ex′∼DN [βs′ + [ℓ−(x

′)− s′]+],
(34)

we have
min

f,(a,b)∈[0,1]2
max

γ∈[−1,1]
E

z∼DZ
[Fop(f, a, b, γ, ηβ(f),z)]

⇔ min
f,(a,b)∈[0,1]2

max
γ∈Ωγ

min
s′∈Ωs′

E
z∼DZ

[Gop(f, a, b, γ,z, s
′)],

(35)

With the softplus surrogate and regularization, the surrogate optimization problem becomes:

min
f,(a,b)∈[0,1]2

max
γ∈Ωγ

min
s′∈Ωs′

E
z∼DZ

[Gκ,ω
op ]

⇔ min
f,(a,b)∈[0,1]2,s′∈Ωs′

max
γ∈Ωγ

E
z∼DZ

[Gκ,ω
op ],

(36)

Unbiased Reformulation.

min
f,(a,b)∈[0,1]2

max
γ∈Ωγ

min
s′∈Ωs′

E
z∼DZ

[Gop(f, a, b, γ,z, s
′)],

⇔ min
f,(a,b)∈[0,1]2

max
γ∈Ωγ

min
s′∈Ωs′

max
c

E
z∼DZ

[Hop(f, a, b, γ,z, s
′, c)],

⇔ min
f,(a,b)∈[0,1]2

max
γ∈Ωγ ,c

min
s′∈Ωs′

E
z∼DZ

[Hop],

⇔ min
f,(a,b)∈[0,1]2,s′∈Ωs′

max
γ∈Ωγ ,c

E
z∼DZ

[Hop].

(37)

APPENDIX B
REFORMULATION FOR TPAUC
According to Eq.(5), given a surrogate loss ℓ and the finite dataset S, maximizing TPAUC and ˆAUCα,β(f, S) is equivalent
to solving the following problems, respectively:

min
f

Rα,β(f) = Ex∼DP ,x′∼DN

[
1f(x)≤ηα(f) · 1f(x′)≥ηβ(f) · ℓ(f(x)− f(x′))

]
, (38)

min
f

R̂α,β(f, S) =

nα
+∑

i=1

nβ
−∑

j=1

ℓ
(
f(x[i])− f(x′

[j])
)

nα+n
β
−

. (39)

Similar to OPAUC, we have the following theorem with an instance-wise reformulation of the TPAUC optimization
problem:

Theorem 6. Assuming that f(x) ∈ [0, 1], ∀x ∈ X , Ftp(f, a, b, γ, t, t
′, z) is defined as:

Ftp(f, a, b, γ, t, t
′, z) = (f(x)− a)2y1f(x)≤t/(αp) + (f(x)− b)2(1− y)1f(x′)≥t′/[β(1− p)]

+ 2(1 + γ)f(x)(1− y)1f(x′)≥t′/[β(1− p)]− 2(1 + γ)f(x)y/p1f(x)≤t/(αp)− γ2,
(40)

where y = 1 for positive instances, y = 0 for negative instances and we have the following conclusions:
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(a) (Population Version.) We have:

min
f

Rα,β(f) ⇔ min
f,(a,b)∈[0,1]2

max
γ∈[−1,1]

E
z∼DZ

[Ftp(f, a, b, γ, ηα(f), ηβ(f),z)] , (41)

where ηα(f) = argminηα∈R
[
Ex∼DP [1f(x)≤ ηα

] = α
]

and ηβ(f) = argminηβ∈R
[
Ex′∼DN [1f(x′)≥ ηβ

] = β
]
.

(b) (Empirical Version.) Moreover, given a training dataset S with sample size n, denote:

Êz∼S [Ftp(f, a, b, γ, η̂α(f), η̂β(f),z)] =
1

n

n∑
i=1

Ftp(f, a, b, γ, η̂α(f), η̂β(f),z),

where η̂α(f) and η̂β(f) are the empirical quantile of the positive and negative instances in S, respectively. We have:

min
f

R̂α,β(f, S) ⇔ min
f,(a,b)∈[0,1]2

max
γ∈[−1,1]

Ê
z∼S

[Ftp(f, a, b, γ, η̂α(f), η̂β(f),z)] , (42)

Thm.6 provides a support to convert the pair-wise loss into instance-wise loss for TPAUC. Actually, for Rα,β(f), we
can just reformulate it as an Average Top-k (ATk) loss. Here we denote P (f, a, γ,x) and N(f, b, γ,x′) as ℓ+(x) and ℓ−(x′)
for short respectively when f, a, b, γ are not discussed. In the proof of the next theorem, we will show that ℓ+(x) is a
decreasing function and ℓ−(x′) is an increasing function w.r.t. f(x) and f(x′), namely:

Ex∼DP [1f(x)≤ηα(f) · ℓ+(x)] = min
s

1

α
· Ex∼DP [αs+ [ℓ+(x)− s]+], (43)

Ex′∼DN [1f(x′)≥ηβ(f) · ℓ−(x
′)] = min

s′

1

β
· Ex′∼DN [βs′ + [ℓ−(x

′)− s′]+], (44)

The similar result holds for R̂α,β(f, S). Then, we can reach to Thm.7.

Theorem 7. Assuming that f(x) ∈ [0, 1], for all x ∈ X , we have the equivalent optimization for TPAUC:

min
f,(a,b)∈[0,1]2

max
γ∈[−1,1]

E
z∼DZ

[Ftp(f, a, b, γ, ηα(f), ηβ(f),z)]

⇔ min
f,(a,b)∈[0,1]2

max
γ∈Ωγ

min
s∈Ωs,s′∈Ωs′

E
z∼DZ

[Gtp(f, a, b, γ,z, s, s
′)],

(45)

min
f,(a,b)∈[0,1]2

max
γ∈Ωγ

Ê
z∼S

[Ftp(f, a, b, γ, η̂α(f), η̂β(f),z)]

⇔ min
f,(a,b)∈[0,1]2

max
γ∈Ωγ

min
s∈Ωs,s′∈Ωs′

Ê
z∼S

[Gtp(f, a, b, γ,z, s, s
′)],

(46)

where Ωγ = [max{b− 1,−a}, 1], Ωs = [−4, 1], Ωs′ = [0, 5] and

Gtp(f, a, b, γ,z, s, s
′) =

(
αs+

[
(f(x)− a)2 − 2(1 + γ)f(x)− s

]
+

)
y/(αp)

+
(
βs′ +

[
(f(x)− b)2 + 2(1 + γ)f(x)− s′

]
+

)
(1− y)/[β(1− p)]− γ2.

(47)

Similar to OPAUC, we can get a regularized non-convex strongly-concave TPAUC optimization problem:

min
f,(a,b)∈[0,1]2

max
γ∈Ωγ

min
s∈Ωs,s′∈Ωs′

E
z∼DZ

[Gκ,ω
tp ] ⇔ min

f,(a,b)∈[0,1]2,s∈Ωs,s′∈Ωs′
max
γ∈Ωγ

E
z∼DZ

[Gκ,ω
tp ], (48)

min
f,(a,b)∈[0,1]2

max
γ∈Ωγ

min
s∈Ωs,s′∈Ωs′

Ê
z∼S

[Gκ,ω
tp ] ⇔ min

f,(a,b)∈[0,1]2,s∈Ωs,s′∈Ωs′
max
γ∈Ωγ

Ê
z∼S

[Gκ,ω
tp ], (49)

where Gκ,ω
tp = Gκ,ω

tp (f, a, b, γ,z, s, s′).
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APPENDIX C
THE CONSTRAINED REFORMULATION

In this section, we will prove that the constrained reformulation which is used in the proof of Thm.2 and Thm.7. Our proof
can be established by Lem.2, Lem.3, and Thm.8. Throughout the proof, we will define:

a∗ = Ex∼DP [f(x)] := E+

b∗ = Ex′∼DN [f(x′)|f(x′) ≥ ηβ(f)] := E−

b∗ − a∗ := ∆E

ã∗ = Ex∼DP [f(x)|f(x) ≤ ηα(f)] := Ẽ+

b∗ − ã∗ := ∆Ẽ

Ex∼DP [(f(x)− a)2] := Ea

Ex∼DP [(f(x)− a)2|f(x) ≤ ηα(f)] := Ẽa

Ex′∼DN [(f(x′)− b)2|f(x′) ≥ ηβ(f)] := Eb

Ex∼DP [f(x)
2|f(x) ≤ ηα(f)] := E+,2

Ex′∼DN [f(x′)2|f(x′) ≥ ηβ(f)] := E−,2

(50)

Lemma 2 (The Reformulation for OPAUC). For a fixed scoring function f satisfying f(x) ∈ [0, 1], ∀x, the following two
problems share the same optimum:

(OP1) min
(a,b)∈[0,1]2

max
γ∈[−1,1]

Ex∼DP [(f(x)− a)2] + Ex′∼DN [(f(x′)− b)2|f(x′) ≥ ηβ(f)]

+2∆E + 2γ∆E − γ2,

(OP2) min
(a,b)∈[0,1]2

max
γ∈[b−1,1]

Ex∼DP [(f(x)− a)2] + Ex′∼DN [(f(x′)− b)2|f(x′) ≥ ηβ(f)]

+2∆E + 2γ∆E − γ2.

(51)

Remark 10. (OP1) and (OP2) have the equivalent formulation:

(OP1) ⇔ min
(a,b)∈[0,1]2

max
γ∈[−1,1]

Ez∼DZ

[
[(f(x)− a)2 − 2(1 + γ)f(x)]y/p− γ2

+ [(f(x)− b)2 + 2(1 + γ)f(x)] · [(1− y)1f(x)≥ηβ(f)]/[(1− p)β]
]
,

(OP2) ⇔ min
(a,b)∈[0,1]2

max
γ∈[b−1,1]

Ez∼DZ

[
[(f(x)− a)2 − 2(1 + γ)f(x)]y/p− γ2

+ [(f(x)− b)2 + 2(1 + γ)f(x)] · [(1− y)1f(x)≥ηβ(f)]/[(1− p)β]
]
.

(52)

Proof. From the proof of our main paper, we know that (OP1) has a closed-form minimum:

Ea∗ + Eb∗ + (∆E)2 + 2∆E. (53)

Hence, we only need to prove that (OP2) has the same minimum solution. By expanding (OP2), we have:

min
(a,b)∈[0,1]2

max
γ∈[b−1,1]

Ez∼DZ [Fop(f, a, b, γ, ηβ(f),z)] = 2∆E + min
a∈[0,1]

Ea + min
b∈[0,1]

max
γ∈[b−1,1]

F0, (54)

where
F0 := Eb + 2γ∆E − γ2. (55)

Obviously since a is decoupled with b, γ, we have:

min
a∈[0,1]

Ea = Ea∗ . (56)

Now, we solve the minimax problem of F0. For any fixed feasible b, the inner max problem is a truncated quadratic
programming, which has a unique and closed-form solution. Hence, we first solve the inner maximization problem for
fixed b, and then represent the minimax problem as a minimization problem for b. Specifically, we have:(

max
γ∈[b−1,1]

2γ∆E − γ2
)
=

{
(∆E)2, ∆E ≥ b− 1

2(b− 1)∆E − (b− 1)2, otherwise
. (57)

Thus, we have:
min

b∈[0,1]
max

γ∈[b−1,1]
F0 = min

b∈[0,1]
F1, (58)

where

F1 =

{
F1,0(b) := Eb + (∆E)2, b− 1 ≤ ∆E

F1,1(b) := E−,2 − 2bE− + 2b− 1 + 2(b− 1)∆E, otherwise
. (59)
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It is easy to see that both cases of F1 are convex functions w.r.t.b. So, we can find the global minimum by comparing the
minimum of F1,0 and F1,1.

• CASE 1: ∆E ≥ b − 1. It is easy to see that b∗ = E− ∈ (−∞, 1 + ∆E], by taking the derivative to zero, we have, the
optimum value is obtained at b = E− for F1,0.

• CASE 2: ∆E ≤ b− 1. Again by taking the derivative, we have:

F1,1(b)
′ = −2E− + 2 + 2∆E = 2− 2E+ ≥ 0. (60)

We must have:
inf

b≥1+∆E
F1,1(b) ≥ F1,1(1 + ∆E) = F1,0(1 + ∆E) ≥ F1,0(E−) = F1,0(b

∗). (61)

• Putting all together Hence the global minimum of F1 is obtained at b∗ with:

F1(b
∗) = F1,0(b

∗) = Eb∗ + (∆E)2. (62)

Hence, we have (OP2) has the minimum value:

Ea∗ + Eb∗ + (∆E)2 + 2∆E. (63)

Now, we use a similar trick to prove the result for TPAUC:

Lemma 3 (The Reformulation for TPAUC). For a fixed scoring function f , the following two problems shares the same optimum,
given that the scoring function satisfies: f(x) ∈ [0, 1], ∀x:

(OP3) min
f,(a,b)∈[0,1]2

max
γ∈[−1,1]

Ex∼DP [(f(x)− a)2|f(x) ≤ ηα(f)]

+Ex′∼DN [(f(x′)− b)2|f(x′) ≥ ηβ(f)] + 2∆Ẽ + 2γ∆Ẽ − γ2,
(64)

(OP4) min
f,(a,b)∈[0,1]2

max
γ∈[max{−a,b−1},1]

Ex∼DP [(f(x)− a)2|f(x) ≤ ηα(f)]

+Ex′∼DN [(f(x′)− b)2|f(x′) ≥ ηβ(f)] + 2∆Ẽ + 2γ∆Ẽ − γ2.
(65)

Remark 11. (OP3) and (OP4) have the equivalent formulation:

(OP3) ⇔ min
(a,b)∈[0,1]2

max
γ∈[−1,1]

Ez∼DZ

[
[(f(x)− a)2 − 2(1 + γ)f(x)] · [y1f(x)≤ηα(f)]/p− γ2

+ [(f(x)− b)2 + 2(1 + γ)f(x)] · [(1− y)1f(x)≥ηβ(f)]/[(1− p)β]

]
,

(66)

(OP4) ⇔ min
(a,b)∈[0,1]2

max
γ∈[max{−a,b−1}1]

Ez∼DZ

[
[(f(x)− a)2 − 2(1 + γ)f(x)] · [y1f(x)≤ηα(f)]/p

+ [(f(x)− b)2 + 2(1 + γ)f(x)] · [(1− y)1f(x)≥ηβ(f)]/[(1− p)β]− γ2
]
.

(67)

Proof. Again, (OP3) has the minimum value:

Ẽã∗ + Eb∗ + (∆Ẽ)2 + 2∆Ẽ. (68)

We prove that (OP4) ends up with the minimum value. By expanding (OP4), we have:

(OP4) = 2∆Ẽ + min
(a,b)∈[0,1]2

max
γ∈[max{−a,b−1},1]

F3, (69)

where
F3 := Ẽa + Eb + 2∆Ẽ + 2γ∆Ẽ − γ2. (70)

For any fixed feasible a, b, the inner max problem is a truncated quadratic programming, which has a unique and
closed-form solution. Specifically, define c = max{−a, b− 1}, we have:(

max
γ∈[c,1]

2γ∆Ẽ − γ2
)
=

{
(∆Ẽ)2, ∆Ẽ ≥ c

2c∆Ẽ − c2, otherwise
. (71)

Thus, we have:
min

(a,b)∈[0,1]2
max
γ∈[c,1]

F3 = min
(a,b)∈[0,1]

F4, (72)

where

F4 =


F4,0(a, b) := Ẽa + Eb + (∆Ẽ)2, c ≤ ∆Ẽ

F4,1(a, b) := Ẽa + E−,2 − 2bE− + 2(b− 1)∆Ẽ + 2b− 1, b− 1 ≥ ∆Ẽ,−a ≤ b− 1

F4,2(a, b) := Eb + E+,2 − 2aẼ+ − 2a∆Ẽ,−a ≥ ∆Ẽ, b− 1 ≤ −a
. (73)
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It is easy to see that both cases of F1 are convex functions w.r.t b. So, we can find the global minimum by comparing the
minimum of F1,0 and F1,1.

• CASE 1: ∆Ẽ ≥ max{−a, b− 1}.
It is easy to check that when a = Ẽ+, b = E−, we have −a ≤ ∆Ẽ and b − 1 ≤ ∆Ẽ. It is easy to see that a, b are
decoupled in the expression of F4,0(a, b). By setting:

∂F4,0(a, b)

∂a
= 0,

∂F4,0(a, b)

∂b
= 0.

(74)

We know that the minimum solution is attained at a = ã∗, b = b∗. Then the minimum value of F4,0(a, b) at this range
becomes:

Ẽã∗ + Eb∗ + (∆Ẽ)2. (75)

Moreover, we will also use the fact that Eã∗ and Eb∗ are also the global minimum for Ea and Eb, respectively.
• CASE 2: b− 1 ≥ ∆Ẽ, −a ≤ b− 1.

It is easy to see that Ea ≥ Eã∗ in this case. According to the same derivation as in Lem.2 CASE 2, we have:

E−,2 − 2bE− + 2(b− 1)∆Ẽ + 2b− 1 ≥ Eb∗ + (∆Ẽ)2 (76)

holds when b− 1 ≥ ∆Ẽ. Recall that CASE 2 is include in the condition b− 1 ≥ ∆Ẽ. So, under the condition of CASE
2:

F4,1(a, b) ≥ Ẽã∗ + Eb∗ + (∆Ẽ)2. (77)

• CASE 3: −a ≥ ∆Ẽ, b− 1 ≤ −a.
In this case, we have Eb ≥ Eb∗ . It remains to check:

g(a) = −2aẼ+ − 2a∆Ẽ. (78)

By taking derivative, we have:
g′(a) = −2Ẽ+ − 2∆Ẽ = −2Ẽ− ≤ 0. (79)

Similar as the proof of CASE 2, when −a ≥ ∆Ẽ, we have:

g(a) ≥ Ẽã∗ + (∆Ẽ)2, (80)

and thus
F4,2(a, b) ≥ Ẽã∗ + Eb∗ + (∆Ẽ)2 (81)

holds. Since the condition of CASE 3 is included in the set −a ≥ ∆Ẽ:

F4,2(a, b) ≥ Ẽã∗ + Eb∗ + (∆Ẽ)2 (82)

holds under the condition of CASE 3.
• Putting altogether: The minimum value of (OP4) reads:

Ẽã∗ + Eb∗ + (∆Ẽ)2 + 2∆Ẽ, (83)

which is the same as (OP3).

Finally, since for each fixed f (OP3) = (OP4), and (OP1) = (OP2). We can then claim the following theorem.

Theorem 8 (Constrainted Reformulation).

min
f

(OP1) = min
f

(OP2), min
f

(OP3) = min
f

(OP4) (84)

Remark 12. Since the calculation is irrelevant to the definition of the expectation, the replace the population-level expectation with
the empirical expectation over the training data.

Remark 13. By applying it on Thm.1, we can get the reformulation result in Thm.2
for OPAUC

min
f,(a,b)∈[0,1]2

max
γ∈[b−1,1]

min
s′∈Ωs′

Ez∼DZ [Gop(f, a, b, γ,z, s
′)] (85)

where
Gop(f, a, b, γ,z, s

′) = [(f(x)− a)2 − 2(1 + γ)f(x)]y/p− γ2

+
(
βs′ +

[
(f(x)− b)2 + 2(1 + γ)f(x)− s′

]
+

)
(1− y)/[β(1− p)].

(86)
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for TPAUC
min

f,(a,b)∈[0,1]2
max

γ∈[max{−a,b−1},1]
min

s∈Ωs,s′∈Ωs′
Ez∼DZ [Gtp(f, a, b, γ,z, s, s

′)] (87)

where
Gtp(f, a, b, γ,z, s, s

′) =
(
αs+

[
(f(x)− a)2 − 2(1 + γ)f(x)− s

]
+

)
y/(αp)− γ2

+
(
βs′ +

[
(f(x)− b)2 + 2(1 + γ)f(x)− s′

]
+

)
(1− y)/[β(1− p)].

(88)

APPENDIX D
PROOFS FOR SECTION 4
D.1 Proof for Lem. 1
Proof. For the summation case, please see Lem. 1 in [68] for the proof. We only prove the expectation case here. Specifically,
calculating the sub-differential of the term Ex[αs+ [x− s]+] w.r.t.s, we get:

α− Ex[1x≥s] ∈ ∂ (Ex[αs+ [x− s]+]) (89)

Since s is convex for αs+ [x− s]+, we can get the optimal s by letting it be 0:

Ex[1x≥s] = α (90)

It is clear that optimal s achieves top-α quantile.

D.2 Proofs for OPAUC
D.2.1 Step 1 (Thm. 1)
Restate of Theorem 1. Assuming that f(x) ∈ [0, 1], ∀x ∈ X , Fop(f, a, b, γ, t, z) is defined as:

Fop(f, a, b, γ, t, z) =[(f(x)− a)2 − 2(1 + γ)f(x)]y/p− γ2

[(f(x)− b)2 + 2(1 + γ)f(x)](1− y)1f(x)≥t/(1− p)/β,
(91)

where y = 1 for positive instances, y = 0 for negative instances and we have the following conclusions:
(a) (Population Version.) We have:

min
f

Rβ(f) ⇔ min
f,(a,b)∈[0,1]2

max
γ∈[−1,1]

E
z∼DZ

[Fop(f, a, b, γ, ηβ(f),z)] , (92)

where ηβ(f) = argminηβ∈R Ex′∼DN [1f(x′)≥ ηβ
= β].

(b) (Empirical Version.) Moreover, given a training dataset S with sample size n, denote:

Ê
z∼S

[Fop(f, a, b, γ, η̂β(f),z)] =
1

n

n∑
i=1

Fop(f, a, b, γ, η̂β(f),zi),

where η̂β(f) is the empirical quantile of the negative instances in S. We have:

min
f

R̂β(f, S) ⇔ min
f,(a,b)∈[0,1]2

max
γ∈Ωγ

Ê
z∼S

[Fop(f, a, b, γ, η̂β(f),z)] , (93)

Proof. Firstly, we give a reformulation of OPAUC:

min
f

Rβ(f) = min
f

Ex∼DP ,x′∼DN

[
1f(x′)≥ηβ(f) · ℓ(f(x)− f(x′))

]
= min

f
Ex∼DP ,x′∼DN [ℓ(f(x)− f(x′))|f(x′) ≥ ηβ(f)] · P

x′∼DN
[f(x′) ≥ ηβ(f)]

= min
f

Ex∼DP ,x′∼DN [ℓ(f(x)− f(x′))|f(x′) ≥ ηβ(f)] · β

= β ·min
f

Ex∼DP ,x′∼DN [ℓ(f(x)− f(x′))|f(x′) ≥ ηβ(f)] .

(94)

Applying the surrogate loss (1− x)2 to the estimator of OPAUC, we have:

E
x,x′∼DP ,DN

[(1− (f(x)− f(x′)))2|f(x′) ≥ ηβ(f)]

= 1 + E
x∼DP

[f(x)2] + E
x′∼DN

[f(x′)2|f(x′) ≥ ηβ(f)]− 2 E
x∼DP

[f(x)]

+ 2 E
x′∼DN

[f(x′)|f(x′) ≥ ηβ(f)]− 2 E
x∼DP

[f(x)] E
x′∼DN

[f(x′)|f(x′) ≥ ηβ(f)]

= 1 + E
x∼DP

[f(x)2]− E
x∼DP

[f(x)]2 + E
x′∼DN

[f(x′)2|f(x′) ≥ ηβ(f)]

− E
x′∼DN

[f(x′)2|f(x′) ≥ ηβ(f)]
2 − 2 E

x∼DP
[f(x)] + 2 E

x′∼DN
[f(x′)|f(x′) ≥ ηβ(f)]

+ ( E
x∼DP

[f(x)]− E
x′∼DN

[f(x′)|f(x′) ≥ ηβ(f)])
2.

(95)
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Note that
E

x∼DP
[f(x)2]− E

x∼DP
[f(x)]2 = min

a∈[0,1]
E

x∼DP
[(f(x)− a)2], (96)

where the minimization is achieved by:
a∗ = E

x∼DP
[f(x)], (97)

where a∗ ∈ [0, 1]. Likewise,

E
x′∼DN

[f(x′)2|f(x′) ≥ ηβ(f)]− E
x′∼DN

[f(x′)|f(x′) ≥ ηβ(f)]
2 =

min
b∈[0,1]

E
x′∼DN

[(f(x′)− b)2|f(x′) ≥ ηβ(f)],
(98)

where the minimization is get by:
b∗ = E

x′∼DN
[f(x′)|f(x′) ≥ ηβ(f)]. (99)

where b∗ ∈ [0, 1]. It’s notable that(
E

x′∼DN
[f(x′)|f(x′) ≥ ηβ(f)]− E

x∼DP
[f(x)]

)2

=

max
γ

{
2γ

(
E

x′∼DN
[f(x′)|f(x′) ≥ ηβ(f)]− E

x∼DP
[f(x)]

)
− γ2

}
,

(100)

where the maximization can be obtained by:

γ∗ = E
x′∼DN

[f(x′)|f(x′) ≥ ηβ(f)]− E
x∼DP

[f(x)]. (101)

It’s clear that γ∗ = b∗ − a∗. Then we can constraint γ with range [−1, 1] and get the equivalent optimization formulation:

E
x,x′∼DP ,DN

[(1− (f(x)− f(x′)))2|f(x′) ≥ ηβ(f)] ⇔

min
(a,b)∈[0,1]2

max
γ∈[−1,1]

E
x∼DP

[(f(x)− a)2 − 2(γ + 1)f(x)]− γ2

+ E
x′∼DN

[(f(x′)− b)2 + 2(γ + 1)f(x′)|f(x′) ≥ ηβ(f)].

(102)

Taking expectation w.r.t., z, we have:

min
f

Rβ(f) ⇔ min
f,a,b

max
γ∈[−1,1]

E
z∼DZ

[Fop(f, a, b, γ, ηβ(f),z)], (103)

and the instance-wise function Fop(f, a, b, γ, ηβ(f),z) is defined by:

Fop(f, a, b, γ, t, z) =[(f(x)− a)2 − 2(1 + γ)f(x)]y/p− γ2

[(f(x)− b)2 + 2(1 + γ)f(x)](1− y)1f(x)≥t/(1− p)/β,
(104)

where p = Pr[y = 1]. The same result holds for empirical version Ê
z∼S

[Fop(f, a, b, γ, η̂β(f),z)].

D.2.2 Step 2 (Thm. 2)
First we need the following proposition to complete the proof in this subsection.

Proposition 1. If γ ∈ Ωγ = [b−1, 1], ℓ−(x′) = (f(x′)−b)2+2(1+γ)f(x′) is an increasing function w.r.t.f(x′) when x′ ∼ DN
and f(x′) ∈ [0, 1].

Proof. We have:
∂ℓ−(x

′)

∂f(x′)
= 2(f(x′)− b+ 1 + γ). (105)

Assuming that f(x′) ∈ [0, 1], then the feasible solution of b is nonnegative. When γ ∈ [b− 1, 1], the negative loss function’s
partial derivative ∂ℓ−(x′)/∂f(x′) ≥ 0. Then ℓ−(x′) is an increasing function w.r.t.f(x′).

Remark 14. For negative instances, if the loss function is an increasing function w.r.t.the score f(x′), then the top-ranked losses are
equivalent to the losses of top-ranked instances.

Restate of Theorem 2. Assuming that f(x) ∈ [0, 1], for all x ∈ X , we have the equivalent optimization for OPAUC:

min
f,(a,b)∈[0,1]2

max
γ∈[−1,1]

E
z∼DZ

[Fop(f, a, b, γ, ηβ(f),z)] ⇔ min
f,(a,b)∈[0,1]2

max
γ∈Ωγ

min
s′∈Ωs′

E
z∼DZ

[Gop(f, a, b, γ,z, s
′)], (106)

min
f,(a,b)∈[0,1]2

max
γ∈[−1,1]

Ê
z∼S

[Fop(f, a, b, γ, η̂β(f),z)] ⇔ min
f,(a,b)∈[0,1]2

max
γ∈Ωγ

min
s′∈Ωs′

Ê
z∼S

[Gop(f, a, b, γ,z, s
′)], (107)
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where Ωγ = [b− 1, 1], Ωs′ = [0, 5] and

Gop(f, a, b, γ,z, s
′) = [(f(x)− a)2 − 2(1 + γ)f(x)]y/p− γ2

+
(
βs′ +

[
(f(x)− b)2 + 2(1 + γ)f(x)− s′

]
+

)
(1− y)/[β(1− p)].

(108)

Proof. According to the Thm.8 in Appx.C, when we constraint γ in range Ωγ = [b− 1, 1], we have:

min
f,(a,b)∈[0,1]2

max
γ∈[−1,1]

Ez∼DZ [Fop] ⇔ min
f,(a,b)∈[0,1]2

max
γ∈[b−1,1]

Ez∼DZ [Fop] (109)

According to Thm.1, we have:

E
z∼DZ

[Fop(f, a, b, γ, ηβ(f),z)] ⇔ E
x∼DP

[(f(x)− a)2 − 2(1 + γ)f(x)]− γ2

+ E
x′∼DN

(
[(f(x′)− b)2 + 2(1 + γ)f(x′)] · 1f(x)≥ηβ(f)

)
/β.

(110)

We denote ℓ−(x′) = (f(x′)− b)2 +2(1+ γ)f(x′). Prop.1 ensures that the negative loss function ℓ−(x′) is an increasing
function when γ ∈ [b− 1, 1]. Then we can get:

Ex′∼DN [1f(x′)≥ηβ(f) · ℓ−(x
′)] = min

s

1

β
Ex′∼DN [βs+ [ℓ−(x

′)− s]+], (111)

Applying Lem.1 to the negative loss function, we have:

E
z∼DZ

[Fop(f, a, b, γ, ηβ(f),z)] = min
s′

E
x∼DP

[(f(x)− a)2 − 2(1 + γ)f(x)]− γ2

+ E
x′∼DN

(
βs′ +

[
(f(x′)− b)2 + 2(1 + γ)f(x′)− s′

]
+

)
/β.

(112)

Then, we get:
E

z∼DZ
[Fop(f, a, b, γ, ηβ(f),z)] = min

s′∈Ωs′
E

z∼DZ
[Gop(f, a, b, γ,z, s

′)], (113)

where
Gop(f, a, b, γ,z, s

′) = [(f(x)− a)2 − 2(1 + γ)f(x)]y/p− γ2

+
(
βs′ +

[
(f(x)− b)2 + 2(1 + γ)f(x)− s′

]
+

)
(1− y)/[β(1− p)].

(114)

We have the equivalent optimization problems for OPAUC:

min
f,(a,b)∈[0,1]2

max
γ∈[−1,1]

E
z∼DZ

[Fop(f, a, b, γ, ηβ(f),z)] ⇔

min
f,(a,b)∈[0,1]2

max
γ∈Ωγ

min
s′∈Ωs′

E
z∼DZ

[Gop(f, a, b, γ,z, s
′)],

(115)

where Ωγ = [b− 1, 1], Ωs′ = [0, 5], p = P[y = 1]. The same result holds for the empirical version Ê
z∼S

[Gop(f, a, b, γ,z, s
′)].

D.2.3 Step 3 (Thm. 3)
Proof. According to the definition:

∆op
κ =

∣∣∣∣ min
f,(a,b)∈[0,1]2

max
γ∈Ωγ

min
s′∈Ωs′

E
z∼DZ

[
Gκ

op (f, a, b, γ,z, s
′)
]

− min
f,(a,b)∈[0,1]2

max
γ∈Ωγ

min
s′∈Ωs′

E
z∼DZ

[
Gop(f, a, b, γ,z, s

′)
]∣∣∣∣,

first we have:

lim sup
κ→+∞

∆op
κ ≤ lim sup

κ→+∞
sup

f,(a,b)∈[0,1]2,γ∈Ωγ ,s′∈Ωs′ ,z∼DZ

∣∣∣∣ log(1 + exp(κ · g))
κ

− [g]+

∣∣∣∣︸ ︷︷ ︸
(a)

,
(116)

where g = (f(x)− b)2 + 2(1 + γ)f(x)− s′ and [x]+ = max{x, 0}. Since g ∈ [−5, 5] in the feasible set, we have:

(a) ≤ lim sup
κ→+∞

sup
x∈[−5,5]

∣∣∣∣ log(1 + exp(κ · x))
κ

− [x]+

∣∣∣∣ . (117)

Next we prove that

lim sup
κ→∞

sup
x∈[−5,5]

[∣∣∣∣ log(1 + exp(κ · x))
κ

− [x]+

∣∣∣∣] ≤ 0. (118)
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For the sake of simplicity, we denote:

ℓ(x) =

∣∣∣∣ log(1 + exp(κ · x))
κ

− [x]+

∣∣∣∣ . (119)

It is easy to see that, when x < 0, we have:

∇ℓ(x) = ∇
(
log(1 + exp(κ · x))

κ

)
≥ 0. (120)

When x > 0, we have:

∇ℓ(x) = ∇
(
log(1 + exp(κ · x))

κ
− x

)
≤ 0. (121)

Hence, the supremum must be attained at x = 0. We thus have:

(a) ≤ lim sup
κ→+∞

log(1)

κ
= 0. (122)

Obviously, the absolute value ensures that:
lim inf
κ→+∞

∆op
κ ≥ 0. (123)

Then the result follows from the fact:
0 ≤ lim inf

κ→+∞
∆op

κ ≤ lim sup
κ→+∞

∆op
κ ≤ 0. (124)

Moreover, from the proof above, we also obtain a convergence rate:

∆op
κ = O(1/κ). (125)

D.3 Proofs for TPAUC
D.3.1 Step 1
Restate of Theorem 6. Assuming that f(x) ∈ [0, 1], ∀x ∈ X , Ftp(f, a, b, γ, t, t

′, z) is defined as:

Ftp(f, a, b,γ, t, t
′, z) = (f(x)− a)2y1f(x)≤t/(αp) + (f(x)− b)2(1− y)1f(x′)≥t′/[β(1− p)]

+ 2(1 + γ)f(x)(1− y)1f(x′)≥t′/[β(1− p)]− 2(1 + γ)f(x)y1f(x)≤t/(αp)− γ2,
(126)

where y = 1 for positive instances, y = 0 for negative instances and we have the following conclusions:
(a) (Population Version.) We have:

min
f

Rα,β(f) ⇔ min
f,(a,b)∈[0,1]2

max
γ∈[−1,1]

E
z∼DZ

[Ftp(f, a, b, γ, ηα(f), ηβ(f),z)] , (127)

where ηα(f) = argminηα∈R Ex∼DP [1f(x)≤ ηα
= α] and ηβ(f) = argminηβ∈R Ex′∼DN [1f(x′)≥ ηβ

= β].
(b) (Empirical Version.) Moreover, given a training dataset S with sample size n, denote:

Ê
z∼S

[Ftp(f, a, b, γ, η̂α(f), η̂β(f),z)] =
1

n

n∑
i=1

Ftp(f, a, b, γ, η̂α(f), η̂β(f),z)

where η̂α(f) and η̂β(f) are the empirical quantile of the positive and negative instances in S, respectively. We have:

min
f

R̂α,β(f, S) ⇔ min
f,(a,b)∈[0,1]2

max
γ∈Ωγ

Ê
z∼S

[Ftp(f, a, b, γ, η̂α(f), η̂β(f),z)] , (128)

Proof. Firstly, we give a reformulation of TPAUC:

min
f

Rα,β(f) = min
f

Ex∼DP ,x′∼DN

[
1f(x)≤ηα(f) · 1f(x′)≥ηβ(f) · ℓ(f(x)− f(x′))

]
= min

f
Ex∼DP ,x′∼DN [ℓ(f(x)− f(x′))|f(x′) ≥ ηβ(f), f(x) ≤ ηα(f)]

· P
x′∼DN

[f(x′) ≥ ηβ(f)] · P
x∼DP

[f(x) ≤ ηα(f)]

= min
f

Ex∼DP ,x′∼DN [ℓ(f(x)− f(x′))|f(x′) ≥ ηβ(f), f(x) ≤ ηα(f)] · αβ

= αβ ·min
f

Ex∼DP ,x′∼DN [ℓ(f(x)− f(x′))|f(x′) ≥ ηβ(f), f(x) ≤ ηα(f)] .

(129)

Similar to the proof of Thm.1, using the square surrogate loss, we can get the equivalent optimization formulation:

min
f

Rα,β(f) ⇔ min
f,(a,b)∈[0,1]2

max
γ∈[−1,1]

E
z∼DZ

[Ftp(f, a, b, γ, ηα(f), ηβ(f),z)], (130)
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and the instance-wise function Ftp(f, a, b, γ, ηα(f), ηβ(f),z) is defined by:

Ftp(f, a, b, γ, ηα(f), ηβ(f),z)

= (f(x)− a)2y1f(x)≤ηα(f)/(αp) + (f(x)− b)2(1− y)1f(x)≥ηβ(f)/[β(1− p)]

+ 2(1 + γ)f(x)(1− y)1f(x)≥ηβ(f)/[β(1− p)]− 2(1 + γ)f(x)y1f(x)≤ηα(f)/(αp)− γ2.

(131)

The same result holds for empirical version Ê
z∼S

[Ftp(f, a, b, γ, η̂α(f), η̂β(f),z)].

D.3.2 Step 2
First we need the following proposition to complete the proof in this subsection.

Proposition 2. If γ ∈ Ωγ = [max{b− 1,−a}, 1], ℓ+(x) = (f(x)− a)2 − 2(1+ γ)f(x) is a decreasing function w.r.t.f(x) when
x ∼ DP and f(x) ∈ [0, 1].

Proof. We have:
∂ℓ+(x)

∂f(x)
= 2(f(x)− a− 1− γ). (132)

Assuming that f(x) ∈ [0, 1], then the feasible solution of a is nonnegative. When γ ∈ [max{b− 1,−a}, 1], the positive loss
function’s partial derivative ∂ℓ+(x)/∂f(x) ≤ 0. Then ℓ+(x) is an decreasing function w.r.t.f(x).

Remark 15. For positive instances, if the loss function is an decreasing function w.r.t.the score f(x), then the top-ranked losses are
equivalent to the losses of bottom-ranked instances.

Restate of Theorem 7. Assuming that f(x) ∈ [0, 1] for all x ∈ X , we have the equivalent optimization for TPAUC:

min
f,(a,b)∈[0,1]2

max
γ∈[−1,1]

E
z∼DZ

[Ftp(f, a, b, γ, ηα(f), ηβ(f),z)]

⇔ min
f,(a,b)∈[0,1]2

max
γ∈Ωγ

min
s∈Ωs,s′∈Ωs′

E
z∼DZ

[Gtp(f, a, b, γ,z, s, s
′)],

(133)

min
f,(a,b)∈[0,1]2

max
γ∈[−1,1]

Ê
z∼S

[Ftp(f, a, b, γ, η̂α(f), η̂β(f),z)]

⇔ min
f,(a,b)∈[0,1]2

max
γ∈Ωγ

min
s∈Ωs,s′Ωs′

Ê
z∼S

[Gtp(f, a, b, γ,z, s, s
′)],

(134)

where Ωγ = [max{b− 1,−a}, 1], Ωs = [−4, 1], Ωs′ = [0, 5] and

Gtp(f, a, b, γ,z, s, s
′) =

(
αs+

[
(f(x)− a)2 − 2(1 + γ)f(x)− s

]
+

)
y/(αp)

+
(
βs′ +

[
(f(x)− b)2 + 2(1 + γ)f(x)− s′

]
+

)
(1− y)/[β(1− p)]− γ2.

(135)

Proof. According to the Thm.8 in Appx.C, when we constraint γ in range Ωγ = [max{−a, b− 1}, 1], we have:

min
f,(a,b)∈[0,1]2

max
γ∈[−1,1]

E
z∼DZ

[Ftp] ⇔ min
f,(a,b)∈[0,1]2

max
γ∈[max{−a,b−1},1]

E
z∼DZ

[Ftp] (136)

According to the Thm.7, we have:

E
z∼DZ

[Ftp(f, a, b, γ, ηα(f),ηβ(f),z)] ⇔ E
x∼DP

(
[(f(x)− a)2 − 2(1 + γ)f(x)] · 1f(x)≤ηα(f)

)
/α

+ E
x′∼DN

(
[(f(x′)− b)2 + 2(1 + γ)f(x′)] · 1f(x′)≥ηβ(f)

)
/β − γ2.

(137)

When we constraint γ in range Ωγ = [max{b− 1,−a}, 1], Prop.1 and Prop.2 ensure that the positive and negative loss
functions are monotonous. Then we can get:

Ex∼DP [1f(x)≤ηα(f) · ℓ+(x)] = min
s

1

α
· Ex∼DP [αs+ [ℓ+(x)− s]+], (138)

Ex′∼DN [1f(x′)≥ηβ(f) · ℓ−(x
′)] = min

s′

1

β
· Ex′∼DN [βs′ + [ℓ−(x

′)− s′]+]. (139)

Applying the Lem.1 to positive and negative loss, we have:

E
z∼DZ

[Ftp(f, a, b, γ, ηα(f), ηβ(f),z)] ⇔ min
s,s′

E
x∼DP

(
αs+

[
(f(x)− a)2 − 2(1 + γ)f(x)− s

]
+

)
/α− γ2

+ E
x′∼DN

(
βs′ +

[
(f(x′)− b)2 + 2(1 + γ)f(x′)− s′

]
+

)
/β,

(140)

Then, we get:
E

z∼DZ
[Ftp(f, a, b, γ, ηα(f), ηβ(f),z)] ⇔ min

s∈Ωs,s′∈Ωs′
E

z∼DZ
[Gtp(f, a, b, γ, z, s, s

′)]. (141)
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where Ωγ = [max{b− 1,−a}, 1], Ωs = [−4, 1], Ωs′ = [0, 5], p = P[y = 1] and

Gtp(f, a, b, γ,z, s, s
′) =

(
αs+

[
(f(x)− a)2 − 2(1 + γ)f(x)− s

]
+

)
y/(αp)

+
(
βs′ +

[
(f(x)− b)2 + 2(1 + γ)f(x)− s′

]
+

)
(1− y)/[β(1− p)]− γ2.

(142)

we have the equivalent optimization for TPAUC:

min
f,(a,b)∈[0,1]2

max
γ∈[−1,1]

E
z∼DZ

[Ftp(f, a, b, γ, ηα(f), ηβ(f),z)]

⇔ min
f,(a,b)∈[0,1]2

max
γ∈Ωγ

min
s∈Ωs,s′∈Ωs′

E
z∼DZ

[Gtp(f, a, b, γ,z, s, s
′)],

(143)

The same result is hold for empirical version Ê
z∼S

[Gtp(f, a, b, γ,z, s, s
′)].

APPENDIX E
PROOF OF GENERALIZATION BOUND

The proof is based on the following lemmas.

Lemma 4.
max

x
f(x)−max

x′
g(x′) ≤ max

x,x′=x
f(x)− g(x)

min
x

f(x)−min
x′

g(x′) ≤ max
x,x′=x

f(x)− g(x).
(144)

Proof. Since the difference of suprema does not exceed the supremum of the difference, we have:

max
x

f(x)−max
x′

g(x′) ≤ max
x

min
x′
f(x)− g(x′) ≤ max

x,x′=x
f(x)− g(x). (145)

For min
x

f(x)−min
x′

g(x′) ≤ max
x,x′=x

f(x)− g(x), we have:

min
x

f(x)−min
x′

g(x′) ≤ min
x

max
x′

f(x)− g(x′)

= max
x′

min
x

f(x)− g(x′) ≤ max
x,x′=x

f(x)− g(x).
(146)

Lemma 5. For any x, y ∈ R, we have that
|[x]+ − [y]+| ≤ |x− y|. (147)

Proof. We can consider the different cases:

• When x ≥ 0, y ≥ 0, the inequality holds naturally.
• When x ≥ 0, y < 0,

|[x]+ − [y]+| = |x| ≤ x− y = |x− y|. (148)

• When x < 0, y ≥ 0,
|[x]+ − [y]+| = |y| ≤ y − x = |x− y|. (149)

• When x < 0, y < 0,
|[x]+ − [y]+| = 0 ≤ |x− y|. (150)

Definition 1 (Sub-root Function [78]). A function ψ : [0,∞) → [0,∞) is sub-root if it is nonnegative, nondecreasing, and
if r 7→ ψ(r)/

√
r is nonincreasing for r > 0.

Definition 2 (Local Rademacher Complexity [78]). Let Fr = {f ∈ F : Ef2(x) ≤ r} be a subset of the function class F
with radius r. The local Rademacher complexity of the function class F on the distribution DZ is:

ℜr(F) = E
S∼Dn

Z ,σ

[
sup
f∈Fr

1

n

n∑
i=1

σif(xi)

]
, (151)

where (σ1, · · · , σn) are independent uniform random variables taking values in {−1,+1}.
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E.1 OPAUC

Restate of Theorem 5. Assume there exist three positive constants R,D and h such that the following bound holds for the covering
number of F w.r.t. ∥·∥2 norm:

logN (ϵ,F , ∥·∥2) ≤ D logh(R/ϵ). (152)

Then for any δ > 0, with probability at least 1 − δ over the draw of an i.i.d. sample set S of size n (n ≥ R−2), for all f ∈ F and
K > 1 we have:

min
(a,b)∈[0,1]2

max
γ∈Ωγ

min
s′∈Ωs′

E
z∼DZ

[Gop(f, a, b, γ,z, s
′)] ≤ K

K − 1
min

(a,b)∈[0,1]2
max
γ∈Ωγ

min
s′∈Ωs′

Ê
z∼S

[Gop(f, a, b, γ,z, s
′)]

+ Õ(n−1
+ + β−1n−1

− ).

Proof. Firstly it is easy to see that for any f ∈ F , Var(OPAUC(f)) ≤ B ·E[OPAUC(f)], ∀B ≥ 4. Thus, for any a∗, b∗, γ∗ and
s′∗ recovering the OPAUC objective, we should also have that Var(Gop(f, a

∗, b∗, γ∗, z, s′∗)) ≤ B·E[Gop(f, a
∗, b∗, γ∗, z, s′∗)].

Then letting G∗
f denote Gop(f, a

∗, b∗, γ∗, z, s′∗), according to Lem.4, for any K > 1 we have that

sup
f∈F

(
min

(a,b)∈[0,1]2
max
γ∈Ωγ

min
s′∈Ωs′

E
z∼DZ

[Gop(f, a, b, γ,z, s
′)]

− K

K − 1
min

(a,b)∈[0,1]2
max
γ∈Ωγ

min
s′∈Ωs′

Ê
z∼S

[Gop(f, a, b, γ,z, s
′)]

)
≤ sup

f∈F,Var(G∗
f )≤B·E[G∗

f ]

(
E

z∼DZ

[
G∗

f

]
− K

K − 1
Ê

z∼S

[
G∗

f

])
.

(153)

Moreover, it naturally holds that Var(G∗
f ) ≤ E[G∗2

f ] ≤ B · E[G∗
f ]. Applying Thm.3.3 in [78], for any K > 1 and δ > 0,

with probability at least 1− δ, it holds that

E
z∼DZ

[
G∗

f

]
− K

K − 1
Ê

z∼S

[
G∗

f

]
≤ c1K

B
r∗ +

(44 + c2BK) log 1
δ

n
, (154)

where c1 = 704, c2 = 26, r∗ is the fixed point5 of the sub-root function ψ(r) = ℜr({G∗
f : f ∈ F}) where the local

Rademacher complexity ℜr(·) is defined in Defn.2.
Now we bound the fixed point r∗ based on covering numbers.
For any f, f̃ ∈ F , we have the following decomposition

|G∗
f −G∗

f̃
| =

∣∣∣Gop(f, a
∗, b∗, γ∗, z, s′∗)−Gop(f̃ , ã

∗, b̃∗, γ̃∗, z, s̃′∗)
∣∣∣

≤
∣∣∣∣(P (f, a∗, γ∗,x)− P (f̃ , ã∗, γ̃∗,x))

y

p
+ γ∗2 − γ̃∗2 + (s′∗ − s̃′∗)

1− y

β(1− p)

+
(
[N(f, b∗, γ∗,x)− s′∗]+ − [N(f̃ , b̃∗, γ̃∗,x)− s̃′∗]+

) 1− y

β(1− p)

∣∣∣∣
≤
∣∣∣P (f, a∗, γ∗,x)− P (f̃ , ã∗, γ̃∗,x)

∣∣∣ y
p
+ |γ∗2 − γ̃∗2|+ |s′∗ − s̃′∗| 1− y

β(1− p)

+
∣∣∣[N(f, b∗, γ∗,x)− s′∗]+ − [N(f̃ , b̃∗, γ̃∗,x)− s̃′∗]+

∣∣∣ 1− y

β(1− p)

≤
∣∣∣P (f, a∗, γ∗,x)− P (f̃ , ã∗, γ̃∗,x)

∣∣∣ y
p
+ 2|γ∗ − γ̃∗|+ |s′∗ − s̃′∗| 2(1− y)

β(1− p)

+
∣∣∣N(f, b∗, γ∗,x)−N(f̃ , b̃∗, γ̃∗,x)

∣∣∣ 1− y

β(1− p)

≤
(
2|a∗ − ã∗|+ 2|γ∗ − γ̃∗|+ 6|f(x)− f̃(x)|

) y
p
+ 2|γ∗ − γ̃∗|+ |s′∗ − s̃′∗| 2(1− y)

β(1− p)

+
(
2|b∗ − b̃∗|+ 2|γ∗ − γ̃∗|+ 8|f(x)− f̃(x)|

) 1− y

β(1− p)

≤2y

p
|a∗ − ã∗|+ 2(1− y)

β(1− p)
|b∗ − b̃∗|+

(
2y

p
+

2(1− y)

β(1− p)
+ 2

)
|γ∗ − γ̃∗|

+
2(1− y)

β(1− p)
|s′∗ − s̃′∗|+

(
6y

p
+

8(1− y)

β(1− p)

)
|f − f̃ |,

(155)

where the third inequality follows from Lem.5.

5. That is, r∗ is the solution of r = ψ(r).
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Let q(β) := 10y
p + 14(1−y)

β(1−p) + 2 and Gβ := {G∗
f : f ∈ F}. We could decompose an ϵ-covering set of Gβ according to

Eq.(155), and then bound its covering number as follows:

logN (ϵ,Gβ , ∥·∥2) ≤2 logN
(

ϵ

q(β)
, [0, 1], |·|

)
+ logN

(
ϵ

q(β)
, [−1, 1], |·|

)
+ logN

(
ϵ

q(β)
, [0, 5], |·|

)
+ logN

(
ϵ

q(β)
,F , ∥·∥2

)
≤2 log

(
q(β)

2ϵ

)
+ log

(
q(β)

ϵ

)
+ log

(
3q(β)

2ϵ

)
+D logh

(
q(β)R

ϵ

)
≤4 log

(
3q(β)

ϵ

)
+D logh

(
q(β)R

ϵ

)
,

(156)

where the second last line follows from N (ϵ, [a, b], |·|) ≤ b−a
2ϵ .

Then we follow a similar proof as that of Cor.1 in [79] to bound the local Rademacher complexity by covering numbers.
Let ℜS

r (F) be the local Rademacher complexity defined on the set FS
r = {f ∈ F : ÊSf

2(x) ≤ r}6. According to Thm.2 in
[79], for f ∈ F with the upper bounded output Bf it holds that

ℜr(F) ≤ inf
ϵ>0

2ℜS
ϵ2(F̃) +

8Bf logN (ϵ/2,F , ∥·∥2)
n

+

√
2r logN (ϵ/2,F , ∥·∥2)

n

 , (157)

where F̃ := {f − g : f, g ∈ F}. Then with the result in Eq.(156), we have

ℜr(Gβ) ≤ inf
0<ϵ≤2R̃

2ℜS
ϵ2(G̃β) +

32
(
4 log

(
3q(β)

ϵ

)
+D logh

(
q(β)R

ϵ

))
n

+

√√√√2r
(
4 log

(
3q(β)

ϵ

)
+D logh

(
q(β)R

ϵ

))
n

 , (158)

where R̃ := min (3q(β), Rq(β)).
Now we focus on the first term ℜS

ϵ2(G̃β). Set ϵk = 2−kϵ. According to Lem.A.5 in [79], we can obtain

ℜS
ϵ2(G̃β) ≤4

N∑
k=1

ϵk−1

√
logN (ϵk/2, G̃β , ∥·∥2)

n
+ ϵN

≤2
7
2 ϵ

√
D′

n

N∑
k=1

2−k

√
log

(
3 · 2k+2q(β)

ϵ

)
+ logh

(
2k+2q(β)R

ϵ

)
+ ϵN

≤2
7
2 ϵ

√
D′

n

N∑
k=1

2−k

(√
(k + 1) log 2 +

√
log

(
6q(β)

ϵ

)
+ log

h
2

(
2k+2q(β)R

ϵ

))
+ ϵN

≤2
7+h
2 ϵ

√
D′

n

N∑
k=1

2−k

(√
(k + 1) log 2 +

√
log

(
6q(β)

ϵ

)
+ ((k + 1) log 2)

h
2 + log

h
2

(
2q(β)R

ϵ

))
+ ϵN

≤2
7+h
2 ϵ

√
D′

n

[
c(h) +

√
log

(
6q(β)

ϵ

)
+ log

h
2

(
2q(β)R

ϵ

)]
+ ϵN ,

(159)

where D′ = max(4, D), and c(h) is a constant dependent on h. The third and forth line follow from the result that (a +
b)h/2 ≤ (2max(a, b))h/2 ≤ 2h/2(ah/2 + bh/2). The last line is due the fact that the infinite series

∑∞
k=1 2

−k((k+1) log 2)h/2

converges.
Substituting this result back into Eq.(158) and let N → ∞, we obtain that

ℜr(Gβ) ≤ inf
0<ϵ≤2R̃

[
2

9+h
2 ϵ

√
D′

n

(
c(h) +

√
log

(
6q(β)

ϵ

)
+ log

h
2

(
2q(β)R

ϵ

))

+
32
(
4 log

(
3q(β)

ϵ

)
+D logh

(
q(β)R

ϵ

))
n

+

√√√√2r
(
4 log

(
3q(β)

ϵ

)
+D logh

(
q(β)R

ϵ

))
n

 .
(160)

6. It is different from ℜr(F) which is defined on Fr = {f ∈ F : Ef2(x) ≤ r}.



IEEE TRANSACTIONS ON PATTERN ANALYSIS AND MACHINE INTELLIGENCE 32

As n ≥ R−2, by setting ϵ = q(β)√
n

, we could define the sub-root function in the following form

ψ(r) :=2
9+h
2
q(β)

√
D′

n

(
c(h) +

√
log(6

√
n) + log

h
2 (2R

√
n)

)

+
32
(
4 log(3

√
n) +D logh(R

√
n)
)

n
+

√√√√2r
(
4 log(3

√
n) +D logh(R

√
n)
)

n
.

(161)

Notice that the formula r = ψ(r) is in the form of x = a +
√
bx, the solution of which is 2a+b±

√
b2+4ab

2 = O(a + b).
Therefore, for r∗ satisfying r = ψ(r), we have that

r∗ ≲
4 log(3

√
n) + 4D logh(R

√
n)

n
+
q(β)

(√
log(6

√
n) + logh/2(2R

√
n)
)

n

≲
4 log(3

√
n) + 4D logh(R

√
n)

n
+

(√
log(6

√
n) + logh/2(2R

√
n)

)(
10y

np
+

14(1− y)

β(1− p)n
+

2

n

)
≲
4 log(3

√
n) + 4D logh(R

√
n)

n+
+

(√
log(6

√
n) + logh/2(2R

√
n)

)(
10y

n+
+

14(1− y)

βn−
+

2

n+

)
.

(162)

Substituting it into Eq. (154) and using the fact x ≤ supx then finish the proof.

E.2 TPAUC

Theorem 9. Assume there exist three positive constants R,D and h such that the following bound holds for the covering number of
F w.r.t. ∥·∥2 norm:

logN (ϵ,F , ∥·∥2) ≤ D logh(R/ϵ). (163)

Then for any δ > 0, with probability at least 1 − δ over the draw of an i.i.d. sample set S of size n (n ≥ R−2), for all f ∈ F and
K > 1 we have:

min
(a,b)∈[0,1]2

max
γ∈Ωγ

min
s∈Ωs,s′∈Ωs′

E
z∼DZ

[Gtp(f, a, b, γ,z, s, s
′)] ≤ K

K − 1
min

(a,b)∈[0,1]2
max
γ∈Ωγ

min
s∈Ωs,s′∈Ωs′

Ê
z∼S

[Gtp(f, a, b, γ,z, s, s
′)]

+ Õ(α−1n−1
+ + β−1n−1

− ).

Proof. Firstly it is easy to see that for any f ∈ F , Var(TPAUC(f)) ≤ B · E[TPAUC(f)], ∀B ≥ 4. Thus, for any
a∗, b∗, γ∗, s∗ and s′∗ recovering the TPAUC objective, we should also have that Var(Gtp(f, a

∗, b∗, γ∗, z, s∗, s′∗)) ≤
B · E[Gtp(f, a

∗, b∗, γ∗, z, s∗, s′∗)]. Then letting G∗
f denote Gtp(f, a

∗, b∗, γ∗, z, s∗, s′∗), according to Lem.4, for any K > 1
we have that

sup
f∈F

(
min

(a,b)∈[0,1]2
max
γ∈Ωγ

min
s∈Ωs,s′∈Ωs′

E
z∼DZ

[Gtp(f, a, b, γ,z, s, s
′)]

− K

K − 1
min

(a,b)∈[0,1]2
max
γ∈Ωγ

min
s∈Ωs,s′∈Ωs′

Ê
z∼S

[Gtp(f, a, b, γ,z, s, s
′)]

)
≤ sup

f∈F,Var(G∗
f )≤BE[G∗

f ]

(
E

z∼DZ

[
G∗

f

]
− K

K − 1
Ê

z∼S

[
G∗

f

])
.

(164)

Moreover, it naturally holds that Var(G∗
f ) ≤ E[G∗2

f ] ≤ B · E[G∗
f ]. Applying Thm.3.3 in [78], for any K > 1 and δ > 0,

with probability at least 1− δ, it holds that

E
z∼DZ

[
G∗

f

]
− K

K − 1
Ê

z∼S

[
G∗

f

]
≤ c1K

B
r∗ +

(44 + c2BK) log 1
δ

n
, (165)

where c1 = 704, c2 = 26, r∗ is the fixed point of the sub-root function ψ(r) = ℜr({G∗
f : f ∈ F})7 where ℜr(·) denotes the

local Rademacher complexity.
Now we bound the fixed point r∗ based on covering numbers.

7. That is, r∗ is the solution of r = ψ(r).
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For any f, f̃ ∈ F , we have the following decomposition

|G∗
f −G∗

f̃
| =

∣∣∣Gtp(f, a
∗, b∗, γ∗, z, s∗, s′∗)−Gtp(f̃ , ã

∗, b̃∗, γ̃∗, z, s∗, s̃′∗)
∣∣∣

≤ |s∗ − s̃∗| y
p
+

∣∣∣∣∣ [(f(x)− a∗)2 − 2(1 + γ∗)f(x)− s∗]+
α

− [(f̃(x)− ã∗)2 − 2(1 + γ̃∗)f̃(x)− s̃∗]+
α

∣∣∣∣∣ yp + |γ∗2 − γ̃∗2|

+ |s′∗ − s̃′∗| 1− y

1− p
+

∣∣∣∣∣ [(f(x)− b∗)2 + 2(1 + γ∗)f(x)− s′∗]+
β

− [(f̃(x)− b̃∗)2 + 2(1 + γ̃∗)f̃(x)− s̃′∗]+
β

∣∣∣∣∣ 1− y

1− p

≤
(
1 +

1

α

)
y

p
|s∗ − s̃∗|+

(
1 +

1

β

)
1− y

1− p
|s′∗ − s̃′∗|+ 2y

αp
|a∗ − ã∗|+ 2(1− y)

β(1− p)
|b∗ − b̃∗|

+ 2

(
1 +

y

αp
+

1− y

β(1− p)

)
|γ∗ − γ̃∗|+

(
6y

αp
+

8(1− y)

β(1− p)

) ∣∣∣f(x)− f̃(x)
∣∣∣ .

(166)

Let q(α, β) :=
(
1 + 11

α

) y
p +

(
1 + 13

β

)
1−y
1−p + 2 and Gα,β := {G∗

f : f ∈ F}. We could decompose an ϵ-covering set of
Gα,β according to Eq.(155), and then bound its covering number as follows:

logN (ϵ,Gα,β , ∥·∥2) ≤2 logN
(

ϵ

q(α, β)
, [0, 1], |·|

)
+ logN

(
ϵ

q(α, β)
, [−1, 1], |·|

)
+ logN

(
ϵ

q(α, β)
, [−4, 1], |·|

)
+ logN

(
ϵ

q(α, β)
, [0, 5], |·|

)
+ logN

(
ϵ

q(α, β)
,F , ∥·∥2

)
≤5 log

(
3q(α, β)

ϵ

)
+D logh

(
q(α, β)R

ϵ

)
.

(167)

Then following the same steps in the proof for the OPAUC generalization bound, we can obtain

ℜr(Gα,β) ≤ inf
0<ϵ≤2R̃

[
2

9+h
2 ϵ

√
D′

n

(
c(h) +

√
log

(
6q(α, β)

ϵ

)
+ log

h
2

(
2q(α, β)R

ϵ

))

+
32
(
5 log

(
3q(α,β)

ϵ

)
+D logh

(
q(α,β)R

ϵ

))
n

+

√√√√2r
(
5 log

(
3q(α,β)

ϵ

)
+D logh

(
q(α,β)R

ϵ

))
n

 ,
(168)

where D′ = max(5, D), and R̃ := min (3q(α, β), Rq(α, β)).
As n ≥ R−2, by setting ϵ = q(α,β)√

n
, we could define the sub-root function in the following form

ψ(r) :=2
9+h
2
q(α, β)

√
D′

n

(
c(h) +

√
log(6

√
n) + log

h
2 (2R

√
n)

)

+
32
(
5 log(3

√
n) +D logh(R

√
n)
)

n
+

√√√√2r
(
5 log(3

√
n) +D logh(R

√
n)
)

n
.

(169)

Notice that the formula r = ψ(r) is in the form of x = a +
√
bx, the solution of which is 2a+b±

√
b2+4ab

2 = O(a + b).
Therefore, for r∗ satisfying r = ψ(r), we have that

r∗ ≲
4 log(3

√
n) + 4D logh(R

√
n)

n
+
q(α, β)

(√
log(6

√
n) + logh/2(2R

√
n)
)

n

≲
4 log(3

√
n) + 4D logh(R

√
n)

n

+

(√
log(6

√
n) + logh/2(2R

√
n)

)((
1 +

11

α

)
y

np
+

(
1 +

13

β

)
1− y

n(1− p)
+

2

n

)
≲
4 log(3

√
n) + 4D logh(R

√
n)

n+
+

(√
log(6

√
n) + logh/2(2R

√
n)

)(
12y

αn+
+

14(1− y)

βn−
+

2

n+

)
.

(170)

Substituting it into Eq. (154) and using the fact x ≤ supx then finish the proof.
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APPENDIX F
EXPERIMENT DETAILS

F.1 Parameter Tuning
The learning rate of all methods is tuned in [10−2, 10−5]. Weight decay is tuned in [10−3, 10−5]. Specifically, Ek for AUC-
poly and AUC-exp is searched in {3, 5, 8, 10, 12, 15, 18, 20}. For AUC-poly, γ is searched in {0.03, 0.05, 0.08, 0.1, 1, 3, 5}. For
AUC-exp, γ is searched in {8, 10, 15, 20, 25, 30}. For SOPA-S, we tune the KL-regularization parameter λ in {0.1, 1.0, 10},
and we fix β0 = β1 = 0.9. For PAUCI and UPAUCI, k is tuned in [1, 10], ν, λ, ι1, ι2 are tuned in [0, 1], m is tuned in
[10, 100], κ is tuned in [2, 6] and ω is tuned in [0, 4].

F.2 Per-iteration Acceleration
We conduct some experiments for per-iteration complexity with a fixed epoch with varying nB+ and nB−. All experiments
are conducted on an Ubuntu 16.04.1 server with an Intel(R) Xeon(R) Silver 4110 CPU. For every method, we repeat running
10000 times and record the average running time. We only record the loss calculation time and use the python package
time.time() to calculate the running time. Methods with * stand for the pair-wise estimator, while methods with ** stand
for the instance-wise estimator. Here is the result of the experiment. We see the acceleration is significant when the data is
large.

TABLE 11
Pre-Iteration time complexity experiments for OPAUC (FPR ≤ 0.3):

unit:ms
nB
+ = 64

nB
− = 64

nB
+ = 128

nB
− = 128

nB
+ = 256

nB
− = 256

nB
+ = 512

nB
− = 512

nB
+ = 1024

nB
− = 1024

nB
+ = 2048

nB
− = 2048

SOPA* 0.075 0.205 1.427 5.053 20.132 86.779
SOPA-S* 0.063 0.165 0.946 4.003 15.815 62.031

AUC-poly* 0.062 0.178 1.086 3.553 14.266 56.637
AUC-exp* 0.063 0.182 0.985 3.513 14.155 55.689

AGD-SBCD* 0.061 0.145 1.040 3.413 13.273 54.954
MB* 0.121 0.174 0.468 1.713 6.393 25.663

PAUCI** 0.026 0.029 0.033 0.043 0.072 0.107
AUC-M** 0.025 0.028 0.031 0.040 0.059 0.104

CE** 0.018 0.020 0.026 0.036 0.055 0.096

TABLE 12
Pre-Iteration time complexity experiments for TPAUC (FPR ≤ 0.5,TPR ≥ 0.5):

unit:ms
nB
+ = 64

nB
− = 64

nB
+ = 128

nB
− = 128

nB
+ = 256

nB
− = 256

nB
+ = 512

nB
− = 512

nB
+ = 1024

nB
− = 1024

nB
+ = 2048

nB
− = 2048

SOPA* 0.079 0.206 1.439 5.197 20.556 88.314
SOPA-S* 0.065 0.153 0.947 3.940 15.388 62.541

AUC-poly* 0.062 0.180 1.175 3.573 14.440 56.469
AUC-exp* 0.059 0.206 1.154 3.558 14.080 56.566

MB* 0.173 0.198 0.491 1.955 6.554 29.369
PAUCI** 0.030 0.030 0.038 0.045 0.071 0.109
AUC-M** 0.025 0.027 0.033 0.043 0.059 0.104

CE** 0.018 0.021 0.026 0.037 0.0535 0.096

F.3 Sensitivity Analysis
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Fig. 11. Sensitivity towards the variable initialization of UPAUCI over OPAUC (FPR ≤ 0.3) on CIFAR-10-LT-1.
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Fig. 12. Sensitivity towards the variable initialization of UPAUCI over TPAUC (TPR ≥ 0.3, FPR ≤ 0.3) on CIFAR-10-LT-1.
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