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Abstract

An approach to the acceleration of parametric weak clasbifiest-

ing is proposed. Weak classifier is called parametric if & fieed
number of parameters and, so, can be represented as a foint in
multidimensional space. Genetic algorithm is used instéfazk-
haustive search to learn parameters of such classifier. oBedp
approach also takes cases when effective algorithm fonitegr
some of the classifier parameters exists into account. Erpats
confirm that such an approach can dramatically decreassifeas
training time while keeping both training and test errorabm

Keywords: boosting, genetic algorithm, classification, haar fea-
ture

1 Introduction

Boosting is one of the commonly used classifier learning ap-
proaches. It is machine learning meta-algorithm that fiterty
learns additive model consisting of weighesak classifiers that
belong to some classifier family/’. In case of two-class classifica-
tion problem (which we will consider in this paper) boostéaksi-

fier usually has form

s(y) = sgn <Z aiwi(y)> . Q)

Therey € Y is a sample to classifyy; € W are weak classifiers
learned during boosting procedure, are weak classifier weights,
wi(y) € {—1,1}, s(y) € {—1,1}. SetW is referred to asveak
classifier family. That is because it elements should hanar esite
only slightly better than random guessing. It expresseg&efiedea
of boosting: strong classifier can be built on top of many weak

There are many boosting procedures that differ by the typessf
being optimized for the final classifier. But no matter whaickof
boosting procedure is used, on each iteration it shouldsgéarn)
a weak classifier with minimal weighed loss frdii family using
special algorithm calledreak learner. Fast and accurate optimiza-
tion methods are often not applicable there (especiallyéndase
of discrete classifier parameters), so exhaustive seamhvesak
classifier parameter space is used as a weak learner. Unditety,
exhaustive search can take a lot of time. For example, legucas-
cade of boosted classifiers based on haar featuresAdaBoost
and exhaustive search over classifier parameter space ¢vetas
weeks in the famous work [Viola and Jones 2001]. That's wiity it
often very important to decrease weak classifier learning tising
some appropriate numerical optimization approach.

One of the widely used approaches to the numerical optimiza
genetic algorithm/[Goldberg 19B89]. It is based on biolobmao-
lution ideas. Optimization problem solution is codedchsomo-
some vector.Initial population of solutions is created using random
number generatorFitness function is then used to assign fitness
value to every population member. Solutions with the bigdes
ness values are selected for the next step. In the nextgeiegtic

chromosomes to produce new solutions and to modify existires
slightly. That modified solutions form up a new generatiomei
described process repeats. That's how evolution is mod#ledn-
tinues until global or suboptimal solution is found or tinaed

for evolution is over. Genetic algorithms are often usedgiobal
extremum search in big and complicated search spaces. ksnak
genetic algorithm good candidate for weak classifier laarne

2 Related work

Usage of genetic algorithm for weak learner acceleration
was already proposed in several works. For example,
in [Treptow and Zell 2004] genetic weak learner with special
crossover and mutation operators was used to learn clagsfied

on extended haar feature set. [In [Ramirez 2007] geneticitigo
was used to select a few thousand weak classifiers with small-
est error on unweighed training set before boosting prosesss.
Then exhaustive search over selected classifiers was perfioon
each boosting iteration to select the one with minimal weijh
loss. In[Masada et al. 2008] boosting procedure was colgpiet
tegrated with genetic algorithm. Few classifiers were seteon
each boosting iteration from solution population and adaethe
strong classifier. That selected classifiers were then oggwtiuce
new population members by applying genetic operators. ;Timen
[Abramson et al. 2006] authors used for weak learner somaape
evolutionary algorithm they've calleBvolutionary Hill-Climbing.
Crossover operator was not used in it. Instéedifferent mutations
were applied to every population member on each algoritera-it
tion. Result of each mutation was rejected when it did notrowe
fitness function value.

There were two main reasons for using genetic search instead
any other approaches in these works. Most of the classifsa in
mentioned works were some extensions of the haar classfier f
ily originally proposed in[[Viola and Jones 2001]. So, huge of

a weak classifier family do not allow to apply exhaustive sear
based optimization. And complicated discrete structura wieak
classifier blocks all other optimization options.

Another important observation is the fact that every timeknaw-
thors were forced to implement some specialized solutiorgés
netic weak learner. So, ability to generalize evolutiorgpproach
to learning weak classifier is investigated in this work.

3 Proposed method

We are interested in developing some general approachriuriga
weak classifier. This approach should work much more falter t
exhaustive search over classifier parameter space. In Hogvfo
ing document sections one such approach is presented. ds&lb
on the fact that when number of classifier parameters to dgiia
fixed, weighed loss optimization problem simply turns ot imul-
tivariate function minimization problem which is well-dgeped

operators (crossover and mutation usually) are applied to selected area of genetic algorithm application.


http://arxiv.org/abs/0906.0872v1

3.1 Population member

Let W be some parametric family of weak classifiers. It means that
every weakw € W can be described by set of it's real-valued
parameters, ..., z,. Let's also assume that for lasparameters

(I can be equal to zero) there exists some effective learnopa al
rithm L : R*~" — R!. We will refer to such parameters as to
linked. For given values of parameters, ..., z,_;, calledfree,

L finds optimal values for linked parameters that minimizeslos
function E : R® — R*. It means that our task is to find val-
ues of free parameters that deliver the minimum to the loss-fu
tion E[z1,...,%n—i, Le(x1,...,20n—1)]. SO, set of parameters
x1,...,Tn—; FEpresents solution to our optimization problem and
form up a member of genetic algorithm population.

3.2 Fitness function

It is natural to assume that classifier with small error oiming
set should have greater probability to get to the next g¢ioeraf
genetic algorithm. That allows us to introduce fitness fiomcF :
R*~! — R* as follows:

F(z1,...,xn—1) =

=1/E[z1,...,Zn—1, LE(21,...,2n=1)]. (2)

We do not consideF; = 0 case. Classifier can not be called weak if
it has zero error value on training set. If such a classifiprésented

in a weak classifier family, we can select only that classdiel
whole boosting procedure result.

3.3 Genetic representation

Every approach that allows us to code a set of free paramisters
appropriate for population member representation. Inviois we
have selected binary string representation which was coefirto
be effective in function optimization problems. Some atdive
representations can be found, for example] in [Goldber@[L98

To form the binary string classifier representation, eaelssifier
parameter should be first represented as a binary string ed fix
length, using fixed-precision encoding. Then all the patarse
can be simply concatenated to form the final binary stringafdfi
length.

Sometimes poinp € R™ can have no corresponding classifier. For
the different families of image region classifiers it is pbks for
example, when one of the free parameters representingfopek-
ner of a classifier window is below zero. In this case fitnessfu
tion value for the population member representing that tpcéam

be forced to be zero. That is how such situations were de#ft wi
in experiments described in sectidn 4. Another possiblecsmih

is to select representation and genetic operators in a ved\siim-
ply does not allow such points to appear. But that approatdsss
general.

3.4 Genetic operators

In this work we've used two most common genetic operators: mu
tation and crossover. For binary string representatioration and
crossover are usually defined as follows:

e Crossover operator selects random position in the binary
string. Then it swaps all the bits to the right of the selected

position between two chromosomes. Such crossover imple-

mentation is called 1-point crossover.

e Mutation operator changes value of the random chromosome
bit to the opposite.

In our case, crossover operator produces two new solutiams f
the two given chromosomes as following: some of the parasete
(placed to the left of the selected position) are taken froenfirst
classifier, some of the parameters (placed to the right) - fitee
second. And one parameter, probably, can be made from beth th
the first and the second classifier. Mutation operator sirppby
duces new solution by changing value of the random clasgifier
rameter.

3.5 Algorithm summary

Algorithm 1 Genetic weak learner

1: Generate initial population aV random binary strings;
2:fori=1,...,Kmnas do

3:  Add [NR.] members to the population by applying
crossover operator to the pairs of the best population mem-
bers;

4:  Apply mutation operator tof NR,,| random population
members;

5. Calculate value of{_2) for each population member;

6: Remove all the population members except of Mebest
(the ones with highest value &fl(2));
7: end for
8: return weak classifier associated with point represented by
best population member as a result;

Algorithm [ uses elitism as a population member selection ap
proach. It has 4 parameters:

e N > 0 — population size.
e Kinae > 0 — number of generations.
e R. € (0,1] — crossover rate.

e R, € (0,1] — mutation rate.

3.6 Discussion

Advantage of the proposed method lies in the fact that coaput
tional complexity of the weak learner does not depend onittee s
of the weak classifier family. One can achieve balance betwee
training time and classifier performance only by changirlges.of

N, Knma. and S (discussed later). Similar effect can be achieved
by shrinking weak classifier family itself. But in most cagegor
knowledge about weak classifier performance in boostingriply

not available.

One of the main disadvantages of the proposed weak learttex is
fact that many potentially interesting weak classifiers nah be
represented as a parameter vector of constant length. Bome,
decision trees, widely used in boosting, can have variabiehber

of nodes. Misclassification loss we want to optimize shoust a
be more or less stable as a function of classifier free pammet
If small perturbations of the free parameter vector leach&oun-
predictable changes in the loss function value, genetionigdtion
does not make much sense, becoming just a random search. But,
unfortunately, that situation happens quite often, esplgaf clas-
sifier parameter count is small. Common example is a sitonatio
when one of the free parameters represents feature nunmibézaan
tures with close numbers are not correlated at all.



4 Experiments ,
Table 1: Viola-Jones, acceleration

4.1 Algorithms for experiments g Rujr:[pattf{r:az Time (sec) Acceterafion
1 50 10 2.82 329.38

Two boosting-based algorithms were implemented to compare 1 100 20 9.40 98.77

posed genetic weak learner with original learners propbgego- 1 400 40 100.29 9.26

rithm authors.Mola-Jones [Viola and Jones 2001] arféace align- 10 10 20 4.00 231.94

ment via boosted ranking model [Wu_et al. 2008] were selected for 20 20 40 28.74 32.31

that purpose because both algorithms use parametric wask cl Brute force 023.59 1.00
sifiers applied to image regions. These algorithms are based
distinct boosting proceduregdaBoost and GentleBoost), so loss,
sample weight and classifier weight functions used in thefferdi
a lot. Another difference between selected algorithms isohlpm
they solve: two-class classification in [Viola and JonesI}Gthd
ranking in [Wu et al. 2008]. Training time of the naive implem
tation is quite long for both algorithms, so acceleratiotobsting
process is necessary.

Table 2: Viola-Jones, error

Run pattern Error
S N  Kpmax Learning Test
1 50 10 0.0005 0.0356
1 100 20 0.0002 0.0380
1 400 40 0.0000 0.0328
10
20

Weak classifiers used in both algorithms are based on haar 10 20 0.0003  0.0378
features and have common set of adjustable parameters. So, 20 40 0.0000  0.0391
weak classifier in both problems can be representedvas— Brute force 0.0000 0.0349
(i, yi, width;, height;, type;, gi, t;). Therex;, y;, width; and

height; describe image regiomype; encodes haar feature typg,

is a haar feature sign ang represents weak classifier threshold. 44 Hardware

Parameterg; andt; are linked because both algorithms have an ef-

fective algorithm for learning them. Parametgpe; was alsomade A the experiments were performed on PC equipped @is GHz
linked: changing feature type during genetic optimizatioes not Intel Core2 Quad processor artiGB of DDR2 RAM.
make much sense because it can change fitness function igdue s

nificantly after just one mutation or crossover. Separageréghm

run was performed instead for each feature type. Best risuft

all the runs was then selected. We've used the Saimear feature
types as in[[Wu et al. 2008] for training both classifiers.

45 Results

Tabled 1 and]3 show average durationidboosting iteration to-
gether with comparison to exhaustive search. TdHles 2Zlahow s
error rate of the final classifiers on the training and test.sgéte

4.2 Run patterns have not trained any classifier using exhaustive searchdostbd
ranking model because it would take about a year to finishithe p
Comparison of two different genetic algorithm run pattewes cess on our training set.

also performed in this work. One pattern considered wasingnn
genetic optimization once with big population size. Anothattern
used was running optimization algorithm multiple timesnoked
asS) with small population size and then selecting best fouad-cl
sifier. When population size is small, final solution depends
initial population a lot. So, considerably different resutan be
obtained for different algorithm runs. While this run pattero-
duces worse classifiers, it can be implemented on multigsmre
and multicore architectures very efficiently: each proicessinit
can run it's own genetic simulation. That makes perfect [ra
algorithm acceleration possible.

Experiments with Viola-Jones object detector showed theegst

fier trained using genetic weak learner performs only sghibrse
than classifier trained using exhaustive search over filrsspace.
For N = 400 final classifier even shows better performance. Clas-
sifier trained withS = 1, N = 50 and K.« = 10 acceler-
ates boosting nearB00 compared to exhaustive search times while
still performing good on test set. Classifiers trained witre§ N

and big S values (using second run pattern) perform worse than
any other. But, as it was mentioned before, such classif@rde
trained on multiprocessor or multicore systems very effittye

Experiments with face alignment via boosted ranking model
showed how exactly classifier performance depends on valies
S, N and K.q-. Increasing value of the each parameter results

. in increased training time, but also in increased classffesfor-
f‘s In dW(t)rIk() (Treptow ang tZe{I 2004], p [tCatr b(l)net.tf(.) 2(;021}{1-;1uman mance. Nevertheless, difference in training time is muchensig-
aces datapbase was used fo train and test classier for-Jmeas — yigicant compared to the difference in prediction error. sGifier

algorithm. Database was divided in half to form the trainamgl WithsS = 1. N = 25 K — 10 was trained 50 times faster
. . — 4 - mar —

test sets. Each sample has sizebtx 24 pixels. than the best obtained classifier for BRM, but it's error iyon2

times worse. It makes such a classifier a perfect candidafrde

liminary experiments that usually take place before trajrfinal

classifier starts.

4.3 Training and test sets

Face images with landmarks from FG-NET aging database were
used to form the database for learning face alignment ramicer
posed in [[Wu et al. 2008]. 600 face images were selected from
database and then resized to sizé@®k 40 pixels. 400 images were .
used to produce training set and other 200 — for testing. 10 se 5 Conclusion

quential 6-step random landmark position perturbationsevieen

applied to selected face images to produce images of migalig  An approach to boosting procedure acceleration was prdpiose
faces, as described in original paper. Training and testasaples this work. Approach is based on usage of special genetic weak
were then made of pairs of images with increasing alignmeat-q learner for learning weak classifier on each boosting i@naiGe-

ity. netic weak learner uses genetic algorithm with binary clorom



Table 3: Face alignment via BRM, acceleration

Run pattern Time (sec) Acceleration
S N K’ITLG.IE
1 25 10 68.15 5195.88
1 50 10 173.33 2043.09
2 75 15 909.55 389.34
4 100 20 3582.37 98.85

Table 4: Face alignment via BRM, error

Run mode Error

S N Kpnee Learning Test

1 25 10 0.0278 0.0317

1 50 10 0.0246 0.0297

2 75 15 0.0199 0.0268

4 100 20 0.0173 0.0259

somes. That genetic algorithm is designed to solve an agdiion
problem of selecting weak classifier with the smallest weibtoss
from some parametric classifier family. Proposed methodgeas
eralized for the case when there exists an effective alyariior
learning some of the parameters of a weak classifier. Exjpeitisn
have shown that such approach allows us to acceleratenmgind-
cess dramatically for practical tasks while keeping prigaticerror

small.

Genetic weak learner proposed in this work can't be used ¢stho

any tree-based classifiers. That fact limits its usage inyseaanar-
ios because stump weak classifiers can not represent atipmela
ships between different object features. So, in the futurekwe
plan to generalize our approach for accelerating treeebbeest-

ing.

Another option for future research is performing additicewperi-
ments with classifiers not related to haar features in any Whgt
will confirm proposed algorithm’s profit in computer visionop-
lems not biased towards haar feature usage. In fact, it woald
nice to determine different parametric classifier famittest can be
efficiently boosted using proposed weak learner.
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