arXiv:1709.02896v1 [cs.CV] 9 Sep 2017

Simultaneously Learning Neighborship and Projection Matrix for Supervised Dimensionality Reduction

Yanwei Pang, Senior Member, IEEE, Bo Zhou, and Feiping Nie, Senior Member, IEEE

Abstract—Explicitly or implicitly, most of dimensionality reduction methods need to determine which samples are neighbors and the similarity between the neighbors in the original highdimensional space. The projection matrix is then learned on the assumption that the neighborhood information (e.g., the similarity) is known and fixed prior to learning. However, it is difficult to precisely measure the intrinsic similarity of samples in high-dimensional space because of the curse of dimensionality. Consequently, the neighbors selected according to such similarity might and the projection matrix obtained according to such similarity and neighbors are not optimal in the sense of classification and generalization. To overcome the drawbacks, in this paper we propose to let the similarity and neighbors be variables and model them in low-dimensional space. Both the optimal similarity and projection matrix are obtained by minimizing a unified objective function. Nonnegative and sum-to-one constraints on the similarity are adopted. Instead of empirically setting the regularization parameter, we treat it as a variable to be optimized. It is interesting that the optimal regularization parameter is adaptive to the neighbors in low-dimensional space and has intuitive meaning. Experimental results on the YALE B, COIL- 100, and MNIST datasets demonstrate the effectiveness of the proposed method.

Index Terms—Dimensionality reduction, subspace learning, projection matrix, feature extraction.

I. INTRODUCTION

G^{ENERALLY, input image (concatenated as a vector) of a}

computer vision system is high-dimensional. It is known that the curse of the dimensionality occurs when the number of training samples per class is smaller than the dimension of the samples. On the one hand, the high dimension of the data gives arise to the overfitting problem and limits the generalization ability of the system. On the other hand, the high dimension of the data leads to low efficiency in classifying an image. Therefore, dimensionality reduction is a fundamental task of many applications of computer vision and other pattern recognition.

Linear methods of dimensionality reduction are more efficient [15] than the nonlinear counterparts and are basis of the nonlinear methods. Therefore, this paper focuses on linear methods.

The main goal of linear dimensionality reduction method is learning a projection matrix from high-dimensional training

Y. Pang and B. Zhou are with the School of Electrical and Information Engineering, Tianjin University, Tianjin 300072, China (e-mail: pyw@tju.edu.cn; zhoubo@tju.edu.cn).

F. Nie is with the Center for OPTical IMagery Analysis and Learning (OPTIMAL), Northwestern Polytechnical University, Xi’an, 710072, Shaanxi, China (e-mail: feipingnie@gmail.com).

data with a proper criterion and some constraints. Lowdimensional representation is achieved by the projection matrix whose number of columns is smaller than the dimension of the input data. To learn the projection matrix, it is required by almost all methods that the relationship of the highdimensional training samples is known or computed. The relationship information includes which samples are neighbors and the similarity (affinity or connection weight) between a pair of samples. For example, in classical LPP (Locality Preserving Projection) [1], a predefined number of neighbors are selected according to the Euclidian distance in high-dimensional space and the similarity (affinity) between each pair of the samples are computed using an exponential function. As a supervised algorithm, LFDA (Local Fisher Discriminant Analysis) [3] computes the neighbors and the similarity between them in class-wise manner.

It is note that in classical methods such as LPP LFDA process of selecting neighbors and computing the similarity is independently from the process of learning the projection matrix. We argue that the neighbors in high-dimensional space are not necessarily neighbors in the underlying lowdimensional space and the similarity obtained in the highdimensional space can not hence capture the intrinsic similarity. A toy example is shown in Fig. 1. In the original high-dimensional (i.e., two-dimensional) space, one feature x_1 stands for lightness and the other feature x_2 stands for length. Assume that the lightness feature is unstable, which is true in

Fig. 1. Because ||a − b||_2 < ||a − c||_2, the nearest neighbor of a in two-dimensional space is b. When projected onto the one-dimensional space (vertical axis), a, b, and c are transformed to a^′, b^′, and c^′, respectively. In the one-dimensional space, the nearest neighbor of a^′ is c^′ instead of b^′ because ||a^′ − c^′||_2 < ||a^′ − b^′||_2.

many applications. Now compare the nearest neighbors of a in the original two-dimensional space spanned by axis x_1 and axis x_2 and a one-dimensional space where the samples can be correctly classified by the classifier of Nearest Neighbor. Because ||a − b||_2 < ||a − c||_2, the nearest neighbor of ain two-dimensional space is b. Because the feature of lightness is not discriminative, the three samples (i.e., a, b, and c) are transformed to the one-dimensional space spanned the vertical axis. Specifically, a, b, and c are transformed to a^′, b^′, and c^′, respectively. In the one-dimensional space, the nearest neighbor of a^′ is c^′ instead of b^′ because ||a^′ − c^′||_2 < ||a^′ − b^′||_2. The toy example demonstrates that the neighbors obtained in high-dimensional space might not be correct and computing the neighbors in proper low-dimensional space might be better for the purpose of classification.

It is inspired by the toy example shown in Fig. 1 that the similarity computed in high-dimensional space can not directly be used as the similarity in the low-dimensional space. That is, the similarity should not be fixed and should vary with the low-dimensional representation. Based on this insight, we propose an objective function where both the similarity and the projection matrix for mapping high-dimensional space to low-dimensional space are unknown variables. In summary, the novelties and contributions of the paper are as follows.

1) We formulate both the similarity of each pair of samples and the projection matrix as variables to be found. In traditional methods, only the projection matrix is expressed as a variable whereas the similarity is fixed and is computed in the original high-dimensional space. By jointing optimizing the similarity and the projection matrix, it is expected that our method is able to yields more optimal solutions. Therefore, the proposed similarity is classification-oriented whereas existing similarity is feature-oriented.

2) In our method, the proposed similarity satisfies sum-to-one constraint and non-negative constraint. The sum of the similarities between one sample and all the other samples equals to one. Thus, the proposed non-negative similarity satisfies the properties of the probability. Within each class, this condition makes that each sample can be a neighbor of the other sample. Theoretical analysis shows that the optimal similarity is a function of the projection matrix.

3) In the proposed unified objective function, there is a regularization parameter for the similarity norm penalty term. The penalty term makes the similarity is sparse to some extent. That is, not all samples are neighbors of one sample and only a fraction of the samples are neighbors of the sample. Instead of empirically setting the regularization parameter, we treat it as a variable to be optimized. Theoretical analysis shows that the regularization parameter is related to the sum of the squared distances of neighbors in low-dimensional space. That is, the optimal regularization parameter is also a function of the projection matrix.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows: In Section 2, related work is discussed. The proposed SLNP algorithm is described in Section 3. Experimental results are given in Section 4 before summarizing and concluding in

Section 5.

II. RELATED WORK

There are many dimensionality reduction methods [15]. The methods can be divided into supervised, unsupervised [33], and semi-supervised methods from the point of view of whether or not and how the class labels are utilized. The proposed method belongs to the supervised category. According to how the similarity between samples is obtained and used, the dimensionality reduction methods can be divided into two categories: methods with label-oriented similarity [8], [13] and methods with feature-oriented similarity [7], [10], [11], [14]. Because our method differs from existing methods from the point of view of similarity between samples, in this section we mainly review the methods with label-oriented similarity and the methods with feature-oriented similarity.

Note that beyond of the scope of this paper there are several classical kinds of dimensionality reduction methods: manifoldbased methods [20], [21], [25], [26], tensor-based methods [19], [22], probabilistic methods [23], [24], covariance based methods [16]–[18], non-negative methods [28], [29], [34], and sparseness and low-rank based methods [30]–[32].

A. Methods with Label-Oriented Similarity

In the dimensionality reduction method with label-oriented similarity, the similarity between two samples depends only on their labels. Generally, all pairs of samples share the same similarity. For supervised method, all pairs of samples in each class have the same similarity and the similarity in one class can be either equal to or unequal to the similarity in another class. Representative supervised methods are LDA (Linear Discriminant Analysis) [8] and its variants [27]. For unsupervised method, all pairs of samples in the whole training set have the same similarity. Representative unsupervised methods are PCA (Principal Component Analysis) and its variants [23].

PCA. Suppose that the training set have N samples: x_1, x_2, . . . , x_N . Let w be a basis vector (a.k.a., projection vector) and w^∗ be optimal solution of w be used for dimensionality reduction. PCA learns the optimal basis vector w^∗ from the training set based on the least squares reconstruction criterion or equivalently the maximum variance criterion:

w^∗ = arg min_{wT w=1} w^T Cw

= arg min_{wT w=1} 1 N w^T ∑_N i=1 (x_i − x̄)(x_i − x̄)^T w

= arg min_{wT w=1} ∑ i≠j 1 N (w^T x_i − w^T x_j )^2, (1)

where C = (1/N) ∑_N i=1 (x_i − x̄)(x_i − x̄)^T is the covariance matrix, x̄ = (1/N) ∑_N i=1 x_i is the mean of the N training samples, and w^T w = ||w||^2 = 1 constrains the norm of the basis vector. Defining s_{ij} = 1 N , (2) the problem of PCA can be expressed as

w^∗ = arg min_{wT w=1} ∑ i≠j s_{ij} (w^T x_i − w^T x_j )^2. (3)

From the point of view of graph embedding, s_{ij} = 1/N implies that the similarities are equal for any pair of samples of the training set. The label-oriented similarity can also be interpreted that all the samples are neighbors of one sample and there is no difference in similarities.

LDA. Suppose that the N training samples {x_1, x_2, . . . , x_N } are divided into C different classes and the class labels are {1, 2, . . . , C}. The class label of a sample x_i is denoted by l(x_i) with l(x_i) ∈ {1, . . . , C}. The number of samples class i is N_i. LDA aims at finding the optimal basis vector w^∗ that maximizes the Rayleigh coefficient or equivalently minimizes the inverse of the Rayleigh coefficient:

w^∗ = arg min w^T S_ww w^T S_bw

, (4)

where S_w and S_b are the within-class scatter matrix and the between-class scatter matrix:

S_w = C∑ j=1 ∑ l(x_i)=j

(x_i − x̄_j )(x_i − x̄_j )^T , (5)

S_b = 1 C C∑ j=1 (x̄_i − x̄)(x̄_i − x̄)^T . (6)

In (5) and (6), x̄ is the mean of all the training samples and x̄_i is the mean vector of the samples of class i:

x̄_i = ∑ l(x_k )=i

x_k. (7)

Substituting (7) into (5) and (6) yields

S_w = 1 2 N∑ i,j=1 1 n_{l(xi)} (x_i−x_j )(x_i−x_j )^T , if l(x_j )=l(x_i)

0, if l(x_j )≠l(x_i) ,

(8) and

S_b = 1 2 N∑ i,j=1 (_1 N −^1_{Nl(xi)} ) (x_i−x_j )(x_i−x_j )^T , if l(x_j )=l(x_i) 1 2 N∑ i,j=1 1 N (x_i−x_j )(x_i−x_j )^T , if l(x_j )≠l(x_i) ,

(9) respectively.

Defining respectively the similarity s^w_{ij} for within-class scatter and the similarity s^w_{ij} as s^w_{ij} = 1 N_{l(xi)} if l(x_j ) = l(x_i)

0 if l(x_j ) ≠ l(x_i)

, (10) and s^b_{ij} = 1 N − 1 N_{l(xi)} if l(x_j ) = l(x_i) 1 N if l(x_j ) ≠ l(x_i)

. (11)

With the similarities s^w_{ij} and s^b_{ij} , LDA can be expressed as the following optimization problem:

w^∗ = arg min w^T S_ww w^T S_bw

= arg min N∑ i≠j s^w_{ij} (w^T x_i − w^T x_j )^2 N∑ i≠j s^b_{ij} (w^T x_i − w^T x_j )^2 . (12)

The similarities s^w_{ij} and s^b_{ij} in (12) are related to the class labels.

B. Methods with Feature-Oriented Similarity

The label-oriented similarity of two samples is completely determined by the labels of the samples. Therefore, the labeloriented similarity is irrelevant to the features of the samples. However, the values of the feature vectors are important for measuring the similarity of two samples. Generally speaking, feature-oriented similarity is superior to label-oriented similarity because not only class labels (if given) but also features are used for computing similarity. Representative feature-oriented methods include LPP (a.k.a., Laplacianface in the community of face recognition) [1], MFA (Marginal Fisher Analysis) [2], and LFDA (Local Fisher Discriminant Analysis) [3], SOLDE (Stable Orthogonal Local Discriminant Embedding) [14], JGLDA (Joint Global and Local Structure Discriminant Analysis) [7].

LPP. In LPP, the similarity s_{ij} between x_i and x_j is :

s_{ij} = exp ( − (x_i − x_j )^2 t ) . (13)

It can be seen from (13) that the similarity is a function of the difference between the feature vector x_i and feature vector x_j . Therefore, the similarity in LPP is called featureoriented. The similarity also depends on the parameter t which is usually empirically chosen.

With the feature-oriented similarity, the optimal projection vector w^∗ is obtained by solving the following optimization problem:

w^∗=arg min N∑ i=1 (_N ∑ j=1 s_{ij} ) (w^T x_i)^2=1 N∑ i≠j s_{ij} (w^T x_i−w^T x_j )^2. (14)

The effect of weighting the difference (w^T x_i − w^T x_j )^2 with the feature-oriented similarity is to ensure that, if x_i and x_j are close in the original high-dimensional space, then their low-dimensional representations w^T x_i and w^T x_j are close as well [1].

LFDA. The similarity in LFDA can be seen as a combination of the label-oriented similarity of LDA (i.e., Eq. (10) and Eq. (11)) and the feature-oriented similarity of LPP (i.e.,

Eq. (13)). Specifically, the similarity s^w_{ij} for the within-class scatter and the similarity s^b_{ij} for the between-class scatter are: s^w_{ij} = s_{ij} N_{l(xi)} if l(x_j ) = l(x_i)

0 if l(x_j ) ≠ l(x_i)

, (15) and s^b_{ij} = s_{ij} ( 1 N − 1 N_{l(xi)} ) if l(x_j ) = l(x_i) 1 N if l(x_j ) ≠ l(x_i)

. (16)

respectively. The s_{ij} in (15) and (16) is the same as the s_{ij} in (11). Because the feature-oriented similarity in a local way, the resulting similarity of LFDA makes LFDA is capable of dealing with multimodal class which is composed of samples of several separate clusters. With the similarities expressed in (15) and (16), the optimization problem of LFDA is in the same form of (12).

Investigating the formulas (3), (12), and (14), one can see that the computation of the label-oriented and feature-oriented similarities is prior to the computation of the projection vectors.

III. PROPOSED METHOD The analysis in Section 2 shows that existing methods employ fixed similarities for learning projection vectors (matrix). The computation of the similarities is prior to and independent to the computation of the projection vectors. As shown in Fig. 2, the traditional label-oriented similarity and featureoriented similarity can be categorized as fixed similarity. In this paper, we propose variable similarity for learning better projection vectors. The proposed variable similarity varies with projection vector and is classification-oriented. Both the variable similarity and projection vector are formulated in a unified objective function with proper constraints on the similarity and projection vector.

Fig. 2. Fixed similarity versus the proposed variable similarity.

In this section, we begin by formulating the objective function and the constraints of the proposed method followed by describing how to solve the corresponding optimization problem.

A. Objective Function and Constraints with Variable Similar- ity 1) Data: The training stage is to learn an optimal projection matrix W ∈ R^{D×d} from the N training samples X = {x_{11}, x_{12}, . . . , x_{1N1} , x_{21}, x_{22}, . . . , x_{2N2} , . . . , x_{CNC} } with x_{ij} ∈ R^{D×1} , d < D, and N = ∑_C i=1 N_i. The N training samples can be divided into C different classes and each class i consists of N_i samples. The subscripts i and j of x_{ij} index the class and the sample in the class, respectively. For the sake of notation simplicity, it is assumed that N_i = N_j = M, i ≠ j. Note that the proposed theory and algorithm work also for N_i ≠ N_j . The d-dimensional representation y_{ij} ∈ R^d of the D-dimensional sample x_{ij} ∈ R^D is obtained by y_{ij} = W^T x_{ij} .

2) Similarity: Let similarity s_{ijk} denote the similarity between the sample x_{ij} and the sample x_{ik} of the class i. The similarities for class i form a symmetric similarity matrix S_i ∈ R^{M×M} . The j-th column vector s_{ij} ∈ R^{M ×1} stands for the similarities for the j-th sample of class i and the k-th element of s_{ij} is s_{ijk} . The similarity matrices (S_1, S_2, . . . , S_C ) for all the C classes form a similarity tensor S ∈ R^{C×N×N} . Traditional methods pre-defined (pre-computed) the similarity according to the class labels or the values (features) of the samples x_{ij} and x_{ik}. In our method, the similarity s_{ijk} is a variable and satisfies the properties of probability:

0 ≤ s_{ijk} ≤ 1, (17) N_i∑

k=1 s_{ijk} = 1. (18)

3) Objective Function, Constraints and Regularization Term: The similarity tensor S (whose elements are s_{ijk} ) and the projection matrix W are obtained by minimizing a unified objective function J(S, W, R): J(S,W,R)= C∑ i=1

N_i∑

j=1

N_i∑

k=1 (s_{ijk} ||W^T x_{ij} −W^T x_{ik} ||^2 +γ_{ij} s^2_{ijk} )

(19) with non-negative constraints on s_{ijk} s_{ijk} ≥ 0, i = 1, . . . , C, i, j = 1, . . . , N_i, (20) sum-to-one constraints on s_{ijk} N_i∑

k=1 s_{ijk} = 1, i = 1, . . . , C, (21) and whitening constraints on W

W^T S_tW = I. (22)

The non-negative constraints (20) and the sum-to-one constraints (21) guarantee that the similarity s_{ijk} is a probability. The effect of the whitening constraints on W is letting the features of the total training samples having the equal variance. In (22), S_t is the total scatter matrix:

S_t = C∑ i=1

N_i∑

j=1 (x_{ij} − x̄)(x_{ij} − x̄)^T , (23)

with x̄ being the mean of the total training samples:

x̄ = 1 N C∑ i=1

N_i∑

j=1 x_{ij} . (24)

The regularization term (penalty term) γ_{ij} s^2_{ijk} is very important for solving meaningful similarities. In some degree, the effect of the regularization term is to let the similarities are sparse. This effect is in line with the intuition that only a small number samples are very similar to one sample and the neighboring samples are in a small region of the sample. The regularization parameters γ_{ij} with i = 1, 2, . . . , C and j = 1, 2, . . . , N_i form a matrix R ∈ R^{C×Ni} with its ij entry being γ_{ij} . The i-th row of R are the regularization parameters corresponding to class i. We denote the transpose of the ith row of R by the column vector r_i ∈ R^{Ni ×1}. We call R regularization matrix.

Note that the regularization parameter γ_{ij} is also a variable and hence we express the objective function J(S, W, R) as a function of S, W, and R.

B. Optimization

For the sake of clarity, the optimization problem corresponding the objective function (19) and the constraints (20), (21), and (22) is written as min S,W,R C∑ i=1

N_i∑

j=1

N_i∑

k=1 (s_{ijk} ||W^T x_{ij} − W^T x_{ik} ||^2 + γ_{ij} s^2_{ijk} ).

s.t. s_{ijk} ≥ 0, N_i∑

k=1 s_{ijk} = 1, W^T S_tW = I

(25)

The task is to find the optimal similarity tensor S ∈ R^{C×N×N} , the projection matrix W ∈ R^{D×d} , and the regularization parameter γ ∈ R. We propose an alternative algorithm to seek the optimal variables S, W, and γ in turn.

1) S-step (Compute S when W and γ_{ij} are fixed): The goal of S-step is to learn optimal S-step when W and γ_{ij} are fixed. With fixed W and γ_{ij} the optimization problem is reduced to

min_S s_{ijk} ≥0, Ni∑ k=1 s_{ijk} =1 C∑ i=1

N_i∑

j=1

N_i∑

k=1 (s_{ijk} ||W^T x_{ij}−W^T x_{ik} ||^2+γ_{ij} s^2_{ijk} ).

(26) The three-order tensor S contains C similarity matrices S_1, S_2, . . . , S_C . The similarity matrix S_i consists of the similarities for class i and its j − k entry is s_{ijk} . Because the similarity matrix S_i is independent to other similarity matrices S_j , j ≠ i, the optimal matrix S_i can be individually calculated. The optimization problem for S_i becomes:

min_{Si} s_{ijk} ≥0, Ni∑ k=1 s_{ijk} =1

N_i∑

j=1

N_i∑

k=1 (s_{ijk} ||W^T x_{ij} −W^T x_{ik}||^2+γ_{ij} s^2_{ijk} ).

(27) Because the projection matrix W is fixed and the samples x_{ij} and x_{ik} are given, the squared distance in ||W^T x_{ij} − W^T x_{ik} ||^2 in the low-dimensional space is a constant which we denote by d_{ijk} :

d_{ijk} ≜ ||W^T x_{ij} − W^T x_{ik}||^2. (28)

Then (27) can be written as

S^∗_i =arg min_{Si} s_{ijk} ≥0, Ni∑ k=1 s_{ijk} =1

N_i∑

j=1

N_i∑

k=1 (d_{ijk} s_{ijk}+γ_{ij} s^2_{ijk} )

=arg min_{Si} s_{ijk} ≥0, Ni∑ k=1 s_{ijk} =1

N_i∑

j=1

N_i∑

k=1 [ γ_{ij} ( s_{ijk}+ 1 2γ_{ij} d_{ijk} )_2 − d^2_{ijk} 4γ_{ij} ]

=arg min_{Si} s_{ijk} ≥0, Ni∑ k=1 s_{ijk} =1

N_i∑

j=1

N_i∑

k=1 [ γ_{ij} ( s_{ijk}+ 1 2γ_{ij} d_{ijk} )_2]

=arg min_{Si} s_{ijk} ≥0, Ni∑ k=1 s_{ijk} =1

N_i∑

j=1 γ_{ij} N_i∑

k=1 ( s_{ijk}+ 1 2γ_{ij} d_{ijk} )_2 .

(29) Define q_{ijk} ≜ 1 2γ_{ij} d_{ijk} , (30) q_{ij} ≜[q_{ij1}, q_{ij2}, . . . , q_{ijM} ]^T , (31) d_{ij} ≜[d_{ij1}, d_{ij2}, . . . , d_{ijM} ]^T , (32) then the last line of (29) can be written as a minimization problem of quadratic function:

S^∗_i = arg min_{Si} s_{ijk} ≥0, Ni∑ k=1 s_{ijk} =1

N_i∑

j=1 γ_{ij} N_i∑

k=1 (s_{ijk} + q_{ijk} )^2. (33)

Because the similarity vector s_{ij} is not related to the similarity vector s_{ik} for j ≠ k, each similarity vector can be computed separately:

s^∗_{ij} = arg min_{sii} s_{ijk} ≥0, Ni∑ k=1 s_{ijk} =1

N_i∑

k=1 (s_{ijk} + q_{ijk} )^2

= arg min_{sii} s_{ijk} ≥0, Ni∑ k=1 s_{ijk} =1 ||s_{ij} + q_{ij} ||^2. (34)

Because ||s_{ij} + q_{ij} ||^2 is a convex function (quadratic function), the inequality constraints s_{ijk} ≥ 0 is also convex, and

the equality constraint^{Ni} ∑ k=1 s_{ijk} = 1 is an affinity function, one can adopt the technique of Lagrangian multiplier to convert to the constrained optimization problem to the unconstrained optimization problem whose objective function L(s_{ij} , η, b) is:

L(s_{ij} , η, b) = 1 2 ||s_{ij} + q_{ij} ||^2 − η(s^T_{ij} 1 − 1) − b^T s_{ij} . (35)

In (35), η ≥ 0 and b ≥ 0 are the Largrangian multipliers, 1 is the vector with each element being 1 and its dimension identical to that of s_{ij} . The Karush-Kuhn-Tucker (KKT) condition ∇ 1 2 ||s_{ij} + q_{ij} ||^2 − η∇(s^T_{ij} 1 − 1) − ∇b^T s_{ij} = 0 (36) for optimizing (36) results in a feasible minimizer

s^∗_{ij} = −q_{ij} + η + b = − d_{ij} 2γ_{ij} + η + b (37)

with the constraints s^∗_{ij} ≥ 0, s^T_{ij} 1 = 1, and b ≥ 0. For the sake of simplicity, we let b = 0. The corresponding feasible minimizer becomes

s^∗_{ij} = −q_{ij} + η = − d_{ij} 2γ_{ij} + η (38)

with the constraint being s^∗_{ij} ≥ 0 and s^T_{ij} 1 = 1.

2) γ-step (Compute γ when W is fixed): In (38), there are two unknown parameters: η and γ_{ij} . Now the question is how to determine η and γ_{ij} under the constraints s^∗_{ij} ≥ 0 and s^T_{ij} 1 = 1. Because s^∗_{ij} is a function of η and γ_{ij} , the optimization problem is transformed from (27) to: min_{γij ,η} s_{ijk} ≥0, Ni∑ k=1 s_{ijk} =1 C∑ i=1

N_i∑

j=1

N_i∑

k=1 (s_{ijk} ||W^T x_{ij}−W^T x_{ik} ||^2+γ_{ij} s^2_{ijk} ).

(39) We first state how to compute the optimal value of η. Then the low bound and high bound of γ_{ij} are derived. Finally, the method of calculating the optimal γ_{ij} within the bounds is described.

Computation of Optimal η. Because of the sum-to-one constraint_M ∑ k=1 s_{ijk} = K∑ k=1 s_{ijk} = 1, (40)

it holds that K∑ k=1 s_{ijk} = K∑ k=1 ( − d_{ijk} 2γ_{ij} + η ) = 1. (41)

Therefore, the parameter η can be determined by η = 1 K ( 1 2γ_{ij} K∑ k=1 d_{ijk} + 1 ) . (42)

Eq. (42) shows that η is also a function of γ_{ij} .

Computation of Low and High Bounds of γ_{ij} . In order to guarantee s^∗_{ij} ≥ 0, it is reasonably assumed that the similarity s_{ijk} > 0 for the low-dimensional samples W^T x_{ik} which are the K nearest neighbors of the low-dimensional sample W^T x_{ij} . The distance d_{ijk} = ||W^T x_{ij} − W^T x_{ik} ||_2 is used for determining neighbors of W^T x_{ij} . Without loss of generality, assume that the distances are in ascent order (i.e., d_{ij1} ≤ d_{ij2} ≤ · · · ≤ d_{ijK} ≤ d_{ij(K+1)} ≤ · · · ≤ d_{ijM} ). Consequently, we have s_{ijk} > 0 for k = 1, . . . , K and s_{ijk} = 0 for k = K + 1, K + 2, . . . , M: s_{ijk} = − d_{ijk} 2γ_{ij} + η > 0 k ≤ K, s_{ijk} = − d_{ijk} 2γ_{ij} + η = 0 k > K. (43)

Now the only unknown parameter is γ_{ij} . Substituting (42) into (43) yields γ_{ij} > K 2 d_{ijk} − 1 2 K∑ k=1 d_{ijk} k ≤ K, γ_{ij} < K 2 d_{ij(k+1)} − 1 2 K∑ k=1 d_{ijk} k > K. (44)

The inequalities (43) can be reduced to K 2 d_{ijk} − 1 2 K∑ k=1 d_{ijk} ≤γ_{ij} ≤ K 2 d_{ij(k+1)} − 1 2 K∑ k=1 d_{ijk} . (45)

Inequality (45) gives a low bound and a high bound for selecting γ_{ij} . Note that both the low bound and the high bound are non-negative.

Computation of the Optimal γ_{ij} within the Bound. Now we describe how to obtain the optimal γ_{ij} within the bounds given in (45).

Because s_{ijk} > 0 for k = 1, . . . , K and s_{ijk} = 0 for k = K + 1, K + 2, . . . , M, the objective function of (26) can be written as: C∑ i=1

N_i∑

j=1

N_i∑

k=1 (s_{ijk} ||W^T x_{ij} − W^T x_{ik}||^2 + γ_{ij} s^2_{ijk} )

= C∑ i=1

N_i∑

j=1

N_i∑

k=1 (s_{ijk} d_{ijk} + γ_{ij} s^2_{ijk} )

= C∑ i=1

N_i∑

j=1 K∑ k=1 (s_{ijk} d_{ijk} + γ_{ij} s^2_{ijk} ). (46)

Substituting (38) into the last line of (46) yields: C∑ i=1

N_i∑

j=1 K∑ k=1 (s_{ijk} d_{ijk} + γ_{ij} s^2_{ijk} )

= C∑ i=1

N_i∑

j=1 K∑ k=1 [( − d_{jk} 2γ_{ij} + η ) d_{ijk} + γ_{ij} ( − d_{ijk} 2γ_{ij} + η )_2]

= C∑ i=1

N_i∑

j=1 K∑ k=1 [ d_{ijk} + d^2_{ijk} 4γ_{ij} + η^2γ_{ij} − ηd_{ijk} ] . (47)

Then substitute (42) into (47), we have

arg min_{γij} C∑ i=1

N_i∑

j=1 K∑ k=1 [ d_{ijk} + d^2_{ijk} 4γ_{ij} + η^2γ_{ij} − ηd_{ijk} ]

= arg min_{γij} C∑ i=1

N_i∑

j=1 K∑ k=1 [ d_{ijk} + d^2_{ijk} 4γ_{ij} + 1 K^2

(1 + d^2_{ijk} 4γ_{ij}^2 + d_{ijk} γ_{ij} )γ_{ij} − 1 K (1 + d_{ijk} 2γ_{ij} )d_{ijk} ] . (48)

Define q_{ij} ≜ ∑_K k=1 d^2_{ijk} and omit the terms irrelevant to γ_{ij} , then the problem of (48) can formulated as:

arg min_{γij} C∑ i=1

N_i∑

j=1 K∑ k=1 [ 1 γ_{ij} q_{ij} 4 ( 1 − 1 K )_2 + 1 K^2 γ_{ij} ]

= arg min_{γij} C∑ i=1

N_i∑

j=1 K∑ k=1 [ a γ_{ij} + bγ_{ij} ] (49)

where a = q_{ij} 4 ( 1 − 1 K )_2

and b = 1 K^2 . Because both the low bound and high bound of γ_{ij} nonnegative, according to the inequality of arithmetic and geometric means, the objective function of (49) is bounded: C∑ i=1

N_i∑

j=1 K∑ k=1 [ a γ_{ij} + bγ_{ij} ] ≥ 2 C∑ i=1

N_i∑

j=1 K∑ k=1 ab (50)

Note that^C ∑ i=1 N_i∑ j=1 K∑ k=1 [ a γ_{ij} + bγ_{ij} ] = 2^C ∑ i=1 N_i∑ j=1 K∑ k=1 ab holds if

and only if a γ_{ij} = bγ_{ij} (51)

holds. Eq. (51) implies the optimal value of γ_{ij} is γ^∗_{ij} = √ a/b = √ K^2 q_{ij} 4 ( 1 − 1 K )_2

= 1 2 (K − 1) √ q_{ij} = 1 2 (K − 1) √ ∑_K k=1 d^2_{ijk} . (52) Eq. (52) implies that the regularization parameter is related to the sum of the squared distances of neighbors in lowdimensional space. The regularization parameter increases with the distances in low-dimensional space. If the sum of the low-dimensional distances of the neighbors is large, it will give large penalty on the similarity. Therefore, in our method, the regularization parameter is adaptive to the neighbors in low-dimensional space and has intuitive meaning.

3) W-step (Compute W when S and R are fixed): The goal of W-step is to learn optimal projection matrix W^∗ when the similarity tensor S and regularization R are fixed. The corresponding optimiza-tion problem becomes

W^∗=arg min_W

W^T S_tW=I C∑ i=1

N_i∑

j=1

N_i∑

k=1 (s_{ijk} ||W^T x_{ij}−W^T x_{ik} ||^2+γ_{ij} s^2_{ijk} )

=arg min_W

W^T S_tW=I C∑ i=1

N_i∑

j=1

N_i∑

k=1 s_{ijk} ||W^T x_{ij}−W^T x_{ik} ||^2

(53) The minimization problem (53) can be regarded as supervised LPP or LFDA and thus can be formulated as an eigendecomposition problem. Let D ∈ R^{N×N} be a diagonal matrix with its ii-entry being D_{ii}. D_{ii} = M∑ k=1 s_{ijk} . (54)

The corresponding Laplacian matrix is

L = S − D. (55)

The optimization problem (53) is then equivalent to

min_W

W^T S_t W=I tr ( W^T X^T LXW ) . (56)

where “tr” stands for the trace operator. Consequently, the basis vectors w_i (columns of W) are the eigen-vectors of the following generalized eigen-decomposition problem:

Lw_i = λw_i. (57)

4) The Complete Training Algorithm: Iterations of the Sstep, R-step, and W-step form the training algorithm given in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1 The training algorithm of the proposed SLNP method Input: C classes of N training samples X = {x_{11}, x_{12}, . . . , x_{1N1} , x_{21}, x_{22}, . . . , x_{2N2} , . . . , x_{CNC} } with x_{ij} ∈ R^{D×1} . The number K of neighbors. The number P of iterations.

Output: Projection matrix W ∈ R^{D×d} , similarity tensor S ∈ R^{C×N×N} , regularization matrix R ∈ R^{C×Ni} Initialization: Initialize S. Iteration:

for p = 1 : P do

for c = 1 : C (for each class) do 1:W-step.

Compute the diagonal matrix D by D_{ii} = ∑_M k=1 s_{ijk} . Computer by Laplacian matrix by L = S − D. Compute the columns w_i of W by eigendecomposition Lw_i = λw_i, i = 1, . . . , d. 2:R-step. γ_{ij} = 1 2 (K − 1) √∑_K k=1 d^2_{ijk} .

3:S-step η = 1 K ( 1 2γ_{ij} K∑ k=1 d_{ijk} + 1 )

s_{ij} = − d_{ij} 2γ_{ij} +η. end for end for

IV. EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS We call the proposed method SLNP (Simultaneously Learning Neighborship and Projection Matrix). The training algorithm for the optimal projection matrix W is given in Algorithm 1. In the test stage, low-dimensional representation y of a test sample x is obtained by y = W^T x. Classifiers can be trained from the low-dimensional version of the training samples. Any type of classifiers can be adopted. Because the emphasis is on the contribution dimensionality, the classical classifier of the nearest neighbor is employed for evaluation of the proposed SLNP method.

Experiments are conducted on the Extended Yale Face Database B (Yale B) [4], [9], the COIL-100 object dataset

[5], and the MNIST hand-written digits dataset [6]. The proposed method is compared with LDA (PCA+LDA) [8], FLDA (Fisher Local Discriminant Analysis) [3], MFA (Marginal Fisher Analysis) [1], LSDA (Locality Sensitive Discriminant Analysis) [7].

It is noted that many variants of the above-mentioned methods have been proposed. Despite their success, these methods do not break through the basic frameworks of the classical LDA, FLDA, MFA, and LSDA in the sense of finding neighbors and computing the similarities in the original highdimensional space.

Note also that almost all methods employ PCA (Principal Component Analysis) to pre-reduce the dimension of the highdimensional data in order to avoid the singularity problem or to speed up the training process. Our method also follows the strategy. Let W_{P CA} ∈ R^{D×DP CA} be projection matrix of PCA. Let W_{SLNP} ∈ R^{DP CA ×d} be projection matrix of SLNP learning from the transformed samples W^T_{P CA}x_{ij} . The final projection matrix is W = W_{P CA}W_{SLNP} . The number D_{P CA} of features extracted by PCA is relatively large and the number D_{SLNP} of features extracted from the PCA features is relatively small. The parameters of D_{P CA} and D_{SLNP} are experimentally determined.

A. Experimental Results on the Extended Yale Face Database B The extended Yale Face Database B contains 16,128 images of 28 human subjects under 9 poses and 64 illumination conditions [9]. Examples of the face images are shown in Fig. 3. In our experiments, the image size is normalized to 48 × 42 pixels. That is, the original image is in D = 48 × 42 = 2016 dimensional space.

Fig. 3. Examples of the face images of the Extended Yale Face Database B.

In this section, the convergence of the proposed method and the properties of the learned similarity and regularization parameter are visualized and then the comparison with other methods is described.

1) Convergence and the Properties of the Learned Similarity, the Regularization Parameter, and the number of neighbors:

Convergence. To investigate the convergence of the proposed, 10 images per subject are randomly selected as training images. Let D_{P CA} = 180, d = D_{SLNP} = 38, and K = 5. Fig. 4 shows how the objective function J(S, W, R) (see Eq. (19)) varies with iteration number #. One can see that convergence is achieved when the iteration number is 10. Therefore, the proposed method has good convergence property.

Property of the Learned Similarities. Fig. 5 shows how the similarities change with iteration. In Fig. 5, all the face images belong to the same class and class label is 38. The face image in the red rectangle is denoted by the vector x_{38,1}.

Fig. 4. The objective function J as iteration proceeds.

From left to right, the rest face images are denoted by x_{38,j} , j = 2, . . . , 10. In the 38-dimensional subspace, the similarities s_{38,1,k} between the first sample and the rest 9 samples are computed. Prior to iteration, the similarities are equal to 0.1. As iteration proceeds, the similarities change. One see that after the last iteration the similarity between s_{38,1} and x_{38,4} is s_{38,1,4} = 0.1307 and it is the largest similarity among the similarities between x_{38,1} and all the other samples (i.e., x_{38,k}, k ≠ 1, 4). Moreover, after the last iteration the similarity between x_{38,1} and x_{38,3} is s_{38,1,3} = 0.0891 and it is the smallest similarity among the similarities between x_{38,1} and all the other samples (i.e., x_{38,k}, k ≠ 1, 3). Comparing the images x_{38,1}, x_{38,4}, and x_{38,3}, we can see that the image x_{38,4} has the most similar illumination condition to the image s_{38,1} whereas the image x_{38,3} is quite different from x_{38,1}. The computed similarities are consistent to our intuition. In summary, the following two phenomena can be observed. (1) The image with the most similar appearance has the largest similarity to reference image and the image with quite different appearance has the smallest similarity to the reference image. (2) Though the similarities between the reference image and all the training images are different, the different is not very large because they belong to the same class.

Fig. 5. The similarities s_{38,1,k} ,k = 1, . . . , 9, changes with iteration.

Now we compare the learned similarity and the traditional similarity (i.e., Eq. (13)) used in LPP. The similarity in our method is closely related to the projection matrix and the similarity in LPP is irrelevant to the projection matrix.

The face vector x_{38,1} is taken as the reference. The other 9 face vectors (i.e., x_{38,2}, x_{38,3}, . . . , x_{38,10}) are decently sorted according to the similarities between them and the reference x_{38,1}. Fig. 6(a) shows the sorted results where the proposed similarities are employed and Fig. 6(b) shows results corresponding to the traditional similarities. It is observed that our method is able to give more reasonable sorting results. For example, x_{38,1} is most similar to x_{38,4} in Fig. 6(a) and is most similar to x_{38,7} in Fig. 6(b). Both x_{38,1} and x_{38,4} do not have attached shadow below the nose whereas attached shadow exists in x_{38,7}. Because our similarity is optimal in low-dimensional space, our method is capable of filling the semantic gap. If traditional similarities are employed, the following two phenomena can be observed. (1) The traditional similarity is inferior to the proposed one in the sense of capturing semantic similarity. (2) Though the images belong to the same class, their difference in similarity is very large. For example, s_{38,1,7} = 0.5063 whereas s_{38,1,6} = 0.0061.

Fig. 6. Comparison of the order of similarity in original space (a) and the low-dimensional space (b).

Property of the Learned Regularization Parameter. Eq. (52) tells that the regularization parameter is a function of the sum of distances of neighbors in low-dimensional space. The optimal regularization parameter γ^∗_{ij} is obtained by iteratively

applying γ^∗_{ij} = 1 2 (K − 1) √∑_K k=1 d^2_{ijk} (i.e., (52)). Different sample j of class i corresponds to different regularization parameter γ^∗_{ij} . To intuitively understand the regularization parameter, we compute the average regularization parameter γ^∗_i for class i:

γ^∗_i = 1 N_i N_i∑

j=1 γ^∗_{ij} (58)

Fig. 7 shows the images of class 27, class 23, and class 24. The corresponding average regularization parameters are γ^∗_{27} = 40.45, γ^∗_{23} = 20.17, and γ^∗_{24} = 10.02, respectively. The order of the average regularization parameters is γ^∗_{24} < γ^∗_{23} < γ^∗_{27}. The order relationship can be explained as follows. The intrinsic variation in class 27 is the largest and the variation in class 24 is the least. The regularization parameter is sensitive to the intrinsic variations of the samples.

In above experiments, the setup of the parameters is: D_{P CA} = 180, D_{SLNP} = 38, K = 9.

Fig. 7. The average regularization parameter γ^∗_i reflects the variations in low-dimensional space.

Robustness to the number of the neighbors. From Algorithm 1, one can see that the parameters γ_{ij} , η, s_{ijk} , and W are learned automatically whereas the number K of neighbors is manually set. Therefore, it is worth investigating whether or not the proposed method is sensitive to the number K of neighbors.

Let K varies from 2 to 9 and compute the recognition rate for each K. Fig. 8 shows the curves of recognition rate versus K. It can be seen that the recognition rate is robust to K. In the following experiments, we let K = 5.

Fig. 8. Recognition rate versus the number of nearest neighbors.

2) Comparison with Other Methods: D_{P CA} and D_{SLNP} (i.e., d) are experimentally determined. When N_i = 10 (i.e., 10 images of each class is randomly selected for training and the rest images are used for test) and D_{P CA} = 180, we plot in Fig. 9 how the recognition rate changes with d (i.e., the dimension of final dimension). One can find that the recognition rate increases fast with d until d = 38 and then become stable and slightly decreases with d. So d = 38 is used for our method to compare with other methods.

The values of D_{P CA} and D_{SLNP} for different N_i are given in Table I.

Table II gives the recognition rates of different methods when different number of samples per class is for training. One can see that the recognition rates increase with N_i. Importantly, for each N_i, the proposed SLNP method achieves the best performance.

Fig. 9. Recognition rate (%) versus the final dimension d.

TABLE I D_{P CA} AND D_{SLNP} FOR DIFFERENT N_i ON THE EXTENDED YALE

DATABASE B.

N_i 5 10 15 20 25 30

D_{P CA} 110 180 220 400 420 460 D_{SLNP} 38 38 40 38 38 38

TABLE II COMPARISON IN TERMS OF RECOGNITION RATE (%) ON THE EXTENDED YALE DATABASE B.

N_i 5 10 15 20 25 30

LDA 64.55 80.65 86.51 89.89 91.61 92.96 MFA 51.23 66.67 70.36 70.74 71.71 73.96 LSDA 21.30 48.89 62.11 71.58 77.86 81.39 LFDA 61.88 78.43 83.79 86.77 88.89 90.02 Ours (SLNP) 70.14 84.02 88.50 93.71 95.29 96.62

B. Experimental Results on the COIL-100 Database The COIL-100 database consists of 100 objects (classes) with 72 images per class [5]. The objects were placed on a motorized turntable, which was rotated through 360 degrees at every 5 degrees a time. In our experiment, each image is down-sampled to the size of 16×16 pixels. Examples of the images are shown in Fig. 10.

Fig. 10. Examples of the COIL-100 database.

The number K of neighbors is set to 3. Different number N_i (i.e., M) of samples in each class is used for training and the rest samples are used for test. The parameters D_{P CA} and D_{SLNP} (D_{SLNP} = d) corresponding to different N_i are given in Table III.

The recognition rates of the proposed SLNP method, LDA, MFA, LSDA, and LFDA are given in Table IV. One can find that the proposed SLNP achieves the highest recognition

TABLE III D_{P CA} AND D_{SLNP} FOR DIFFERENT N_i ON THE COIL-100 DATABASE.

N_i 6 12 18 24 30

D_{P CA} 30 32 30 32 40 D_{SLNP} 13 14 17 14 14

rates for all the cases. The superiority of SLNP is remarkable when N_i is 6. In this situation, the recognition rates of SLNP is 85.89% whereas the recognition rates of LDA, MFA, LSDA, and LFDA are 78.20%, 76.28%, 76.03%, 76.03%, and 81.14%, respectively. LSNP outperforms LDA, MFA, LSDA, and LFDA by 7.69%, 9.61%, 9.85%, and 4.75%, respectively.

TABLE IV COMPARISON IN TERMS OF RECOGNITION RATE (%) ON THE COIL-100

DATABASE.

N_i 6 12 18 24 30

LDA 78.20 87.99 92.40 94.57 95.92 MFA 76.28 84.22 87.72 89.61 91.04 LSDA 76.03 88.30 92.82 95.09 96.43 LFDA 81.14 89.45 92.92 95.05 96.35 Ours (SLNP) 85.89 92.77 95.83 97.48 98.48

C. Experimental Results on the MNIST Database The MNIST database consists of images of handwritten digits [6]. Fig. 11 shows some examples of the database.

Fig. 11. Examples of the MNIST dataset.

We randomly samples 6000 images from the dataset. The images are normalized to 14×14 pixels. We first investigate in Fig. 12 how the recognition rate changes with the number K of neighbors when D_{P CA} = 32, D_{SLNP} = d = 18, and N_i = M = 10. Specially, K = 6 results in the best recognition performance. Therefore, K = 6 is used for the following experiments. However, it should be noted that the differences in recognition rates when K = 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8 are not significant. That is, the performance is insensitive to K.

Table V shows the values of D_{P CA} and D_{SLNP} = d for different N_i.

With the above parameters, the recognition rates of the proposed SLNP are given Table VI where comparison with

Fig. 12. Recognition rate varies with K on the MNIST dataset.

TABLE V D_{P CA} AND D_{SLNP} FOR DIFFERENT N_i ON THE MNIST DATASET.

N_i 5 10 15 20 25 30

D_{P CA} 34 32 32 32 32 26 D_{SLNP} 18 18 26 16 30 21

other methods is also given. Generally speaking, the advantage of the proposed SLNP over the other methods becomes significant when the number of samples per class is small. When N_i = M = 25, the recognition rates of SLNP, LFDA, LSDA, MFA, and LDA are 83.17%, 81.01%, 80.42%, 77.64%, and 77.10%, respectively. When N_i = M = 5, the recognition rates of SLNP, LFDA, LSDA, MFA, and LDA are respectively 67.51%, 60.23%, 54.95%, 59.51%, and 62.22%. SLNP outperforms LFDA by 7.28% when N_i = M = 5 and outperforms LFDA by 2.16% when N_i = M = 25.

TABLE VI COMPARISON IN TERMS OF RECOGNITION RATE (%) ON THE MNIST

DATASET.

N_i 5 10 15 20 25 30

LDA 62.22 70.10 73.21 75.16 77.10 77.85 MFA 59.61 69.38 72.60 75.88 77.64 78.75 LSDA 54.95 69.67 74.86 77.76 80.42 81.82 LFDA 60.23 72.78 76.72 79.08 81.01 82.11 Ours (SLNP) 67.51 76.34 79.88 82.00 83.17 84.16

V. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we have presented a supervised dimensionality reduction. By letting the similarity and neighbors depend on projection matrix, we have proposed an objective function consists of a similarity data term and a similarity norm penalty term and imposed nonnegative and sum-to-one constraints on the similarity. An alternative algorithm has been developed to the optimal similarities, projection matrix, regularization parameter, Lagrangian multiplier. Theoretical analysis showed that the optimal similarities, regularization parameter, and Lagrangian multiplier are functions of distances in lowdimensional space spanned by the projection matrix. There are almost no parameters to be tuned except the number of neighbors and the algorithm is not sensitive to the number of neighbors.

REFERENCES

[1] X. He, S. Yan, Y. Hu, P. Niyogi, and H. Zhang, “Face recognition using Laplacianfaces,” IEEE Trans. Pattern Anal. Mach. Intell., vol. 27, no. 3, pp. 328340, Mar. 2005.

[2] S. Yan, D. Xu, B. Zhang, H. Zhang, Q. Yang, and S. Lin, “Graph embedding and extensions: A general framework for dimensionality reduction,” IEEE Trans. Pattern Anal. Mach. Intell., vol. 29, no. 1, pp. 4051, Jan. 2007.

[3] M. Sugiyama, “Dimensionality reduction of multimodal labeled data by local fisher discriminant analysis,” J. Mach. Learn. Res., vol. 8, pp. 10271061, Jan. 2007.

[4] K. Lee, J. Ho, D. Kriegman, “Acquiring linear subspaces for face recognition under variable lighting,” IEEE Trans. Pattern Anal. Mach. Intell., vol. 27, no.5, pp. 684-698, May. 2005.

[5] S. Nene, S. Nayar, and H. Murase, “Columbia Object Image Library (COIL-100),” Columbia University, 1996.

[6] Y. LeCun, L. Bottou, Y. Bengio, and P. Haffner, “Gradient-based learning applied to document recognition,” Proc. IEEE, vol. 86, no. 11, pp. 2278- 2324, Nov. 1998.

[7] D. Cai, X. He, K. Zhou, H. Han, and H. Bao, “Locality Sensitive Discriminant Analysis,” Proc. 20th Int’l Joint Conf. Artificial Intelligence, pp. 708-713, 2007.

[8] P. N. Belhumeur, J. P. Hespanha, and D. J. Kriegman, “Eigenfaces vs.

Fisherfaces: Recognition using class specific linear projection,” IEEE Trans. Pattern Anal. Mach. Intell., vol. 19, no. 7, pp. 711720, Jul. 1997.

[9] A. S. Georghiades, P. N. Belhumeur, and D. J. Kriegman, “From few to many: Illumination cone models for face recognition under variable lighting and pose,” IEEE Trans. Pattern Anal. Mach. Intell., vol. 23, no. 6, pp. 643-660, Jun. 2001.

[10] T. Mu, J. Jiang, Y. Wang, and J. Y. Goulermas, “Adaptive data embedding framework for multiclass classification,” IEEE Trans. Neural Netw. Learn. Syst., vol. 23, no. 8, pp. 1291-1303, Aug. 2012.

[11] Y. Xu, X. Fang X, Wu J, X. Li, and D. Zhang, “Discriminative transfer subspace learning via low-rank and sparse rep-resentation,” IEEE Trans. Image Process., vol. 25, no. 2, pp. 850-863, Feb. 2016.

[12] Q. Gao Q, J. Liu, H. Zhang, X. Gao, and K. Li, “Joint global and local structure discriminant analysis,” IEEE Trans. Inf. Forensics Security, vol. 8, no. 4, pp. 626-635, Apr. 2013.

[13] W. Deng, J. Hu, and J. Guo, “Linear ranking analysis,” Proc. IEEE Conf.

Comput. Vis. Pattern Recognit., 2014.

[14] Q. Gao, J. Ma, H. Zhang, X. Gao, and Y. Liu, “Stable orthogonal local discriminant embedding for linear dimensionality reduction,” IEEE Trans. Image Process., vol. 22, no. 7, pp. 2521-2531, Jul. 2013.

[15] J. P. Cunningham and Z. Ghahramani “Linear dimensionality reduction:

survey, insights, and generalizations,” J. Mach. Learn. Res., vol. 16, pp. 2859-2900, 2015.

[16] Y. Pang, Y. Yuan, and X. Li, “Gabor-based region covariance matrices for face recognition,” IEEE Trans. Circuits Syst. Video Technol., vol. 18, no. 7, pp. 989-993, Jul. 2008.

[17] M. T. Harandi, M. Salzmann, and R. Hartley, “From manifold to manifold: Geometry-aware dimensionality reduction for SPD matrices,” Proc. 13th Eur. Conf. Comput. Vis., pp. 17-32, Sep. 2014.

[18] R. Sivalingam, D. Boley, V. Morellas V, and N. Papanikolopoulos, “Tensor sparse coding for positive definite matrices,” IEEE Trans. Pattern Anal. Mach. Intell., vol. 36, no. 3, pp. 592-605, Mar. 2014.

[19] Y. Pang, X. Li, and Y. Yuan, “Robust tensor analysis with L1-norm,” IEEE Trans. Circuits Syst. Video Technol., vol. 20, no. 2, pp. 172-178, Feb. 2010.

[20] Z. Li, Z. Lai, Y. Xu, J. Yang, and D. Zhang, “A Locality-Constrained and Label Embedding Dictionary Learning Algorithm for Image Classification,” IEEE Trans. Neural Netw. Learning Syst., vol. 28, no. 2, pp. 278-293, 2017.

[21] L. Wang, L. Liu, and L. Zhou, “A Graph-Embedding Approach to Hierarchical Visual Word Mergence,” IEEE Trans. Neural Netw. Learning Syst.,vol. 28, no. 2, pp. 308-320, 2017.

[22] D. Tao, X. Li, X. Wu, and S. J. Maybank, “General tensor discriminant analysis and gabor features for gait recogni-tion,” IEEE Trans. Pattern Anal. Mach. Intell., vol. 29, no. 10, pp. 1700-1715, Oct. 2007.

[23] M. E. Tipping and C. M. Bishop, “Probabilistic principal component analysis,” J. R. Stat. Soc., Series B, vol. 61, no. 3, pp. 611-622, 1999.

[24] N. D. Lawrence, “A unifying probabilistic perspective for spectral dimensionality reduction: insights and new models,” J. Mach. Learn. Res., vol. 13, no. 1, pp. 1609-1638, 2012.

[25] S. T. Roweis and L. K. Saul, “Nonlinear dimensionality reduction by locally linear embedding,” Science, vol. 290, no. 5500, pp. 2323-2326, 2000.

[26] J. B. Tenenbaum, V. D. Silva, and J. C. Langford, “A global geometric framework for nonlinear dimensionality reduction,” Science, vol. 290, no. 5500, pp. 2319-2323, 2000.

[27] Y. Pang, S. Wang, and Y. Yuan, “Learning regularized LDA by clustering,” IEEE Trans. Neural Netw. Learn. Syst., vol. 25, no. 12, pp. 2191- 2201, Dec. 2014.

[28] D. D. Lee and H. S. Seung, “Learning the parts of objects by nonnegative matrix factorization,” Nature, vol. 401, pp. 788-791, 1999.

[29] W. Buntine, “Variational extensions to EM and multinomial PCA,” Proc.

European Conf. Machine Learning, 2002.

[30] E. J. Candes, X. Li, Y. Ma, and J. Wright, “Robust principal component analysis?” J. ACM, vol. 58, no. 1, pp. 1-37, 2010.

[31] G. Liu, Z. Lin, S. Yan, J. Sun, Y. Yu, and Y. Ma, “Robust recovery of subspace structures by low-rank representation,” IEEE Trans. Pattern Anal. Mach. Intell., vol. 35, no. 1, pp. 171-184, Jan. 2013.

[32] P. O. Hoyer, “Non-negative matrix factorization with sparseness constraints,” J. Mach. Learn. Res., vol. 5, pp. 1457-1469, 2004.

[33] L. Liu and L. Shao, “Sequential Compact Code Learning for Unsupervised Image Hashing,” IEEE Trans. Neural Netw. Learning Syst. vol. 27, no. 12, pp. 2526-2536, 2016.

[34] T. Liu and D. Tao, “On the Performance of Manhattan Nonnegative Matrix Factorization,” IEEE Trans. Neural Netw. Learning Syst., vol. 27, no. 9, pp. 1851-1863, 2016.