arxXiv:1504.07235v1 [stat.ML] 27 Apr 2015

Sign Stable Random Projections
for Large-Scale Learning

Ping Li
Department of Statistics and Biostatistics
Department of Computer Science
Rutgers University
Piscataway, NJ 08854, USA
pingli@stat.rutgers.edu

Abstract

In this paper, we study the use of “sigpstable random projections” (whebe< o < 2) for building ba-

sic data processing tools in the context of large-scale madbarning applications (e.qg., classification,
regression, clustering, and near-neighbor search). Aiteiprocessing by sign stable random projec-
tions, the inner products of the processed data approxivasiteus types of nonlinear kernels depending
on the value ofxv. Thus, this approach provides an effective strategy for@pmating nonlinear learn-
ing algorithms essentially at the cost of linear learnindhéWa = 2, it is known that the corresponding
nonlinear kernel is the arc-cosine kernel. Wheg 1, the procedure approximates the arc-gddernel
(under certain condition). Whein — 0+, it corresponds to the resemblance kernel, which provitkes t
exciting connection between two popular randomized allgors: (i) stable random projections (bibit
minwise hashing. No theoretical results are known so faofoer« values except forv = 2, 1, or0+.

From practitioners’ perspective, the method of sigistable random projections is ready to be tested
for large-scale learning applications, wherecan be simply viewed as a tuning parameter. What is
missing in the literature is an extensive empirical studgtow the effectiveness of sign stable random
projections, especially foix £ 2 or 1. The paper supplies such a study on a wide variety ofielass
fication datasets. In particular, we compare shoulderdnukler sign stable random projections with
the recently proposed “0-hit consistent weighted sampl®@/S)” [12] (which is only for nonnega-
tive data). We provide the detailed comparisons on all thel@ésets used by [12]. In addition, we
present the comparison on a larger dataset with 350,000@=antor all datasets, we experiment with
a € {0.1,0.25,0.5,0.75,1,1.25,1.5,1.75,2}. For most datasets, sign stable random projections can
approach (or in some cases even slightly exceed) the peafarenof 0-bit CWS, given enough projec-
tions. Typically, to reach the same accuracy, sign stalldamn projections would require significantly
more projections than the number of samples needed by Ovii§.CThere are also datasets for which
sign stable random projections could not achieve the sameacy as 0-bit CWS regardless®f

While the comparison results seem to favor 0-bit consisteighted sampling (which is only for non-
negative data), the distinct advantage of sign stable manmlojections is that the method is applicable
to general data types, not only for nonnegative data. Isis ah interesting research problem to combine
0-bit CWS with sign stable random projections, for examalstrategy similar to “CoRE kernels”[11].


http://arxiv.org/abs/1504.07235v1

1 Introduction

In this paper, we focus on the idea of “signstable random projections” and the applications in maehin
learning with massive (and possibly streaming [18]) datansider two data vectors, v € R” from a data
matrix, the central idea is to multiply them with a randomjpation matrix{s;;},: =1,...,D,j =1,..., k,
whose entriesy;;, are sampled i.i.d. from am-stable distribution, denoted 8/« 1). That is,

D D
T = Zuisij, Y; = Zvisij, Sig ~ S(Oé, 1), i.4.d. ] = 1, 2, ceey k (l)
=1 i=1

The use ofa-stable distributions was studied in the context of estingafrequency moments of data
streams[[[7,_10] and in the recent work on “one scan 1-bit cesgad sensingl [13]. Here, we adopt the

parameterizatior [20, 19] such thatsif- S(«, d), then the characteristic functionE(emst) = e dltl*,

Whena = 2, S(2,d) is equivalent to a Gaussian distribution(0, 0> = 2d). Whena = 1, S(1,1) is the
standard Cauchy distribution. Although in general no defsem density functions af-stable distributions
are available, one can easily sample fronnastable distribution by (e.g.,) the classical CM$ [3] metho

Stable distributions witlx < 2 are also known to be “heavy-tailed” distributions becafise~d S(«, 1),
then unlessx = 2, we always have?(|s|*) = oo if A > «. This is probably the reason why stable
distributions were rarely used in machine learning and daténg applications.

1.1 Sign Stable Random Projections

By property of stable distributions, we have ~ S (a, Zi’;l |ui|0‘> andy; ~ S (a, Ei’;l |vi|0‘>, j=
1,2, ..., k. Unlessa = 2, it might be difficult to imagine how one can make use of thesar(ually gener-
ated) heavy-tailed data for of machine learning applicetiolndeed, we do not directly use the projected
data. Instead, in this paper, we only utilize the projectatd through their signs, i.exign(x;) andsign(y;),
which are well-behaved and can be used for building tooléaige-scale machine learning.

If 2; < 0, we can code:; as a two-dimensional vectw 1]. If z; > 0, then we code itafl 0]. Then
we concatenaté such two-dimensional vectors to form a vector of lengkh(with £ 1's). We apply the
same coding scheme ig (and all the projected data). The sigrsyn(x;) andsign(y;), are statistically
dependent and it is interesting (and in general challengm@nd out how the signs are related.

Whena = 2, the relationship betweesign(z;) andsign(y,) is well-known [6/4[15]

D
1 U3 Vg
p2 = — 2zt — 2)
\/Zizl IUzIQ\/Zizl |vi]?

Thus, the “collision probability” is monotonic ip,, which is the correlation coefficient. Althoughs~! p,
is nonlinear, the estimator of the probability, i.%.z;?zl 1{z; = y;} can be viewed as an inner product
once we expand a sign as eitti@r1] or [1 0]. In other words, we only need to pay the cost of linear legrnin
to approximately train a classifier originally based on nmogdr kernels.

It is not so straightforward to calculate the collision pabbity oncea < 2. A recent work[[16] focused
ona = 1 and showed that, when > 0,v; > 0,32 u; = 37 v; = 1, we have

1
a=2: Pr(sign(z;) = sign(y;)) =1 — —cos™" pa,
T

2ui’ui
U; + v;

1
a=1: Pr(sign(z;) = sign(y;)) ~ 1 — —cos™* Py2s Py = (3)
T

1=1

Note that the so—callegz—kernel,pxz, is popular in computer vision, for data generated fronogjisims.
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Whena — 0+, [16] mentioned in the “future work” that the collision pallity is related to the
“resemblance” when the data are nonnegative:
R— EZD:1 l{ui > 0 andv; > 0}
S 1{u; > 00rv; > 0}
Interestingly, this collision probability is essentiatlye same as the collision probability of “1-bit minwise
hashing” [14].

(4)

) ) 1 1
a=0+: Pr(sign(z;) = sign(y;)) = 5 + 537

For othera values, at this moment we can not relate the collision pritibab to any known similarity
measures. On the other hand, the estimgtﬁé‘?zl 1{z; = y;} (which is an inner product) is of course still
a valid positive definite kernel for arty. Thus, we can anyway use signstable random projections for
building large-scale learning algorithms, wherean be viewed as an important tuning parameter. What is
missing in the literature is an extensive empirical study anr paper supplies such a study.

1.2 Resemblance, Min-Max Kernel, and 0-Bit Consistent Weighted Sampling (CWS)

As mentioned above, the collision probability of sign statsindom projections at = 0+ is related to the
resemblancé? when the data (e.gu, andv) are nonnegative. From the definition

D
—~, {u; > 0andv; >0
R = R(u,v) = Elfyl us u },
zi:l l{ui >0orv;, > 0}
we can see thak only makes sense when the data are sparse (i.e., most em&iesro). When the data are

fully dense, we havé: = 1 always. This may seriously limit the use of resemblance wtherdata are not
sparse. This issue can be largely fixed by the introducticghemin-max kernel which is defined as

22‘21 min{u;, v;}
Zi’il max{u;, vi}7

The recent work([12] also provides a variant, called the fimaized min-max kernel”:

K (u,v) = oz min{us, vi) f: =1 f: =1 (7)
AR Zzpzl max{u;, "Ui}’ i=1 " ’ i=1 "

The resemblance is a popular measure of similarity for pinkata and can be sampled efficiently by
minwise hashing [2, 14]. The min-max kernels can also be &nysing the technique called consistent
weighted sampling (CWS)) [17] 8]. Traditionally, each saengl CWS consists of two values, one of which
is unbounded. The so-called "0-bit” CWS [12] simply diseddhe unbounded value to make CWS much
more convenient for large-scale machine learning tasks.

Because [12] experimented with a large collection of dasasee hope to compare, shoulder-by-shoulder,
sign stable random projections with 0-bit CWS, although a@d reiterate that O-bit CWS is only designed
for nonnegative data and is hence not as general as sige staiglom projections.

’U,Z'ZO, ’UZ'ZO (5)

Ky (u,v) = u; >0, v; >0 (6)

2 Experiments

2.1 Datasetsand Summary of Results

We have experimented all the 34 datasets used in the reqastfoa”0-bit CWS” [12] to provide a shoulder-
by-shoulder comparison. The results are summarized ineTabl The results show that, given enough
projections, sigm-stable random projections can often achieve good ac@asdend better than linear).
The value of is an important parameter which needs to be individuallgtufor each dataset.
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Table 1: Datasets and classification accuracies (in %). Wellishe datasets in the recent work on “0-bit”
CWS [12]. We report the results of linear kernels, min-maxnkés [6), normalize min-max kernels (7)
and signa-stable random projections with € {0.1,0.25,0.5,0.75,1,1.25,1.5,1.75,2} andk = 8192.
The values for the linear kernel, min-max kernels, and n-max (or n-m-m) kernels are directly quoted
from [12]. For the min-max (and n-m-m) kernels, the accweaeiere computed on the original data using
LIBSVM “pre-computed” kernel functionality and-regularized kernel SVM (which has a tuning parameter

C). The reported test classification accuracies are the bestacies from a wide range 6f values. The
reported accuracies of sigmstable random projections (i.e., the last 9 columns) aneali kerneld--
regularized linear SVM were computed by LIBLINEAR [5]. Weghlight (in bold) the highest accuracies
among all methods as well as the highest accuracies obsigable random projections amongealues.

Dataset # train #test linear min-max n-m-m 0.1 0.25 0.5 0.75 11.25 15 1.75 2
Covertypel0k 10,000 50,000 709 804 80.2 745 767 779 783 784785 784 783 782
Covertype20k 20,000 50,000 711 833 83.1 76,5 784 798 80.3 804 80.480.7 805 80.3
IJCNN5k 5,000 91,701 91.6 94.4 95.3 91.0 928 937 945 952.79 954 953 954
IJCNN10k 10,000 91,701 91.6 95.7 96.0 912 933 942 954 957 959 957 95.99.0
Isolet 6,238 1,559 95.4 96.4 96.6 90.9 937 949 953 957 956958 958 95.6
Letter 16,000 4,000 624 96.2 95.0 88.0 922 941 948 953 953 954956 95.6
Letterdk 4,000 16,000 61.2 91.4 90.2 849 881 90.1 911 91®W.9 921 920 91.7
M-Basic 12,000 50,000 90.0 96.2 96.0 959 960 960 959 957 955 954 952 95.0
M-Image 12,000 50,000 70.7 80.8 77.0 556 641 679 699 709 714 719721 720
MNIST10k 10,000 60,000 90.0 95.7 95.4 95.6 957 956 955 953 952 950 948 947
M-Noisel 10,000 4,000 60.3 714 68.5 47.0 53.2 56.8 582 589 59.7 604 604609
M-Noise2 10,000 4,000 62.1 724 70.7 46.4 546 575 594 606 615 619 61517
M-Noise3 10,000 4,000 65.2 736 71.9 50.1 57.1 606 623 631 640 644 64.648
M-Noise4 10,000 4,000 68.4 76.1 75.2 53.0 592 629 652 66.0 66.7 672 67.%78
M-Noise5 10,000 4,000 723 79.0 78.4 55.4 624 664 686 689 70.2 704 70715
M-Noise6 10,000 4,000 78.7 84.2 843 509 684 726 742 755 76.1 76,5 76.677.3
M-Rand 12,000 50,000 78.9 84.2 84.1 60.2 69.1 725 742 752 76.1 765 76871
M-Rotate 12,000 50,000 48.0 848 83.9 826 830 825 816 809 802 795 788 782
M-Rotimg 12,000 50,000 31.4 410 38.5 241 268 293 306 320 327 334 33341
Optdigits 3,823 1,797 95.3 97.7 97.4 95.7 96.4 96.7 97.3 975 978 978 97.7
Pendigits 7,494 3,498 87.6 97.9 98.0 96.6 97.0 975 97.7 97999 98.0 981 981
Phoneme 3,340 1,169 91.4 925 92.0 88.0 904 913 915 91.7 916 915919 916
Protein 17,766 6,621 69.1 724 70.7 69.0 699 706 70.7 705 70.3 69.7 694 68.8
RCV1 20,242 60,000 96.3 96.9 96.9 948 949 949 949 949 948 947 946 944
Satimage 4,435 2,000 785 905 87.8 843 861 871 871 873 87.78.0 878 87.7
Segment 1,155 1,155 92.6 981 97.5 96.1 97.0 974 972 973 972 97.2 969 96.9
Sens|T20k 20,000 19,705 80.5 86.9 87.0 855 86.2 86.6 8.7 867 863 86.0 853 847
Shuttlelk 1,000 14,500 90.9 997 99.6 99.2 99.2 994 996 995 996 99.5 99.6 99.6
Spam 3,065 1,536 92.6 950 94.7 950 950 949 947 947 944 944 942 94.0
Splice 1,000 2,175 85.1 95.2 94.9 87.4 90.7 917 916 910 90.7 89.6 889 87.3
USPS 7,291 2,007 91.7 95.3 95.3 946 95355 954 953 953 951 951 951
Vowel 528 462 409 59.1 53.5 41.2 413 438 46.1 472 493 512 52629
WebspamN1-20k 20,000 60,000 93.0 97.9 97.8 96.9 97.3 975 975 975 974 973 972 97.0
YoutubeVision 11,736 10,000 63.3 724 72.4 59.7 65.0 684 694 69.2 689 679 662 64.8




2.2 Detailed Results of Sign «-Stable Random Projections

Figured1 to[ ¥ presents the detailed classification restisgyn a-stable random projections for selected
4 datasets, using-regularized linear SVM (with a regularization parameferc [10~2,10?%]). In each
figure, we present the results far € {64, 128,256,512, 1024, 2048, 4096,8192} projections andx €
{0.1,0.25,0.5,0.75,1,1.25,1.5,1.75,2}. All experiments were conducted using LIBLINEAR [5] and we
repeated each randomized experiment 5 times and repoged¢hage results. The classification results are
very stable (i.e., very small variance) unlésis too small.

The results (together with Tadlé 1 and other figures latehénpaper) show that, given enough projec-
tions (e.g.8192), the method of sigm-stable random projections can typically achieve good rawies.
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Figure 1:CovertypelOk. Classification accuracies of sigastable random projections usifgregularized
SVMs (with a tuning parametef’ € [10~2,10%]) for o € {0.1,0.25,0.5,0.75,1,1.25,1.5,1.75,2} and

k € {64,128,256,512,1024, 2048, 4096,8192} projections. In each panel, the highest point (i.e., best
accuracy) ak = 8192 was reported in Tabld 1. In addition, each panel also preskataccuracies of linear
SVM (the pink curve marked by *). All experiments were conigacby LIBLINEAR.
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Figure 2:Letter. Classification accuracies of signstable random projections usiagregularized SVMs
(with a tuning paramete€ < [1072,10%]) for a € {0.1,0.25,0.5,0.75,1,1.25,1.5,1.75,2} and k €
{64, 128,256,512, 1024, 2048, 4096, 8192} projections. In each panel, the highest point (i.e., besiracy)
atk = 8192 was reported in Tablg 1. In addition, each panel also preskataccuracies of linear SVM (the
pink curve marked by *). All experiments were conducted bBILINEAR.



100 100 100
MNIST10k: o = 0.1 MNIST10k:

)

102 10* 10° 100 10 10° 0% 10" 10° 100 10 10° 102 10" 10° 10 10° 10°

Cc C C

100 100 100
MNIST10k: a = 0.75

©
o
©
o
(o]
o

Accuracy (%)

~ o]

o o

mv
N

Accuracy (%)

[0

o

Accuracy (%)
o]
o

~
o
~
o

(9]
o

©
o

Accuracy (%)
~ [0
o o
W
Ny

(o]
o

Accuracy (%)
o]
o
)
N
Accuracy (%)
o]
=

(o]
o

70ﬁ 70 ﬁ

60 60 60

0% 10* 10° 100 10° 10° 0% 10* 10° 100 10 10 102 10" 10° 100 10° 10°
c c c

100 100 100

MNIST10k: a =2

7 —

64

MNIST10k: a = 1.

©
o
©
o
(o]
o

Accuracy (%)
[0
o
Accuracy (%)
(o]
o

~
o

o

j
~
o

Accuracy (%)
[0
o

~
o

60 60 60

0% 100 10° 100 10° 10° 102 100 10° 100 10 10° 102 100 10° 100 10° 10

c c c

Figure 3: MNIST10k. Classification accuracies of sigrstable random projections usingregularized
SVMs (with a tuning parametef’ € [10~2,10%)) for o € {0.1,0.25,0.5,0.75,1,1.25,1.5,1.75,2} and

k € {64,128,256,512,1024,2048,4096,8192} projections. In each panel, the highest point (i.e., best
accuracy) ak = 8192 was reported in Tablg 1. In addition, each panel also preskataccuracies of linear
SVM (the pink curve marked by *). All experiments were conigacby LIBLINEAR.
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Figure 4: Segment. Classification accuracies of signstable random projections usirig-regularized
SVMs (with a tuning parametef’ € [10~2,10%)) for o € {0.1,0.25,0.5,0.75,1,1.25,1.5,1.75,2} and

k € {64,128,256,512,1024,2048,4096,8192} projections. In each panel, the highest point (i.e., best
accuracy) ak = 8192 was reported in Tablg 1. In addition, each panel also preskataccuracies of linear
SVM (the pink curve marked by *). All experiments were conigacby LIBLINEAR.



2.3 Detailed Comparisonswith 0-Bit Consistent Weighted Sampling (CWYS)

Figures'h td B compare sigm-stable random projections with 0-bit CWS[12] on selectathsets. For
clarity, we only show the results of sign stable random mtigas fork = 128, 256, 1024, 8192 projections,

and the results for 0-bit CWS with = 128, 256, 1024 samples. These results demonstrate that 0-bit CWS

requires much fewer samples, although we should keep in thatd®-bit CWS is only for nonnegative data.
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Figure 5:MNIST 10k (top 2 rows) andVl-Rotate (bottom 2 rows). We compare sigrstable random pro-
jections with 0-bit consistent weighted sampling (CWS)cltpanel (for eacl) consists of 8 curves. The
solid (pink) curve marked by * represents the results ofdir®VM. Four solid curves (labelled ldy= 128,

k = 256, k = 1024, andk = 8192, respectively) represent the results of sigistable random projections
for 4 differentk values. The 3 dashed curves correspond to the results 6fDANS for kb = 128, 256, 1024
(a higher curve for a highet value). These experimental results, all conducted usiii INEAR, show
that 0-bit CWS requires much fewer samples to achieve th@lsamecuracies.
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Figure 6: Pendigits and Satimage. We compare sigm-stable random projections with 0-bit consistent
weighted sampling (CWS). Each panel (for eagltonsists of 8 curves. The solid (pink) curve marked by
* represents the results of linear SVM. Four solid curvebdled byk = 128, k = 256, £k = 1024, and

k = 8192, respectively) represent the results of sigistable random projections for 4 differehtvalues.
The 3 dashed curves correspond to the results of 0-bit CWS8 for128, 256, 1024 (a higher curve for a
higherk value). These experimental results, all conducted usiBi.INEAR, show that 0-bit CWS requires
much fewer samples to achieve the sample accuracies.
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Figure 7: Shuttlelk and Splice. We compare sigrm-stable random projections with 0-bit consistent
weighted sampling (CWS). Each panel (for eaghconsists of 8 curves. The solid (pink) curve marked
by * represents the results of linear SVM. Four solid curdabdlled byk = 128, k = 256, k = 1024,
andk = 8192, respectively) represent the results of sigistable random projections for 4 differehtval-
ues. The 3 dashed curves correspond to the results of 0-b§ @wWk = 128, 256,1024 (a higher curve
for a higherk value). These experimental results, all conducted usiil. INEAR, show that 0-bit CWS
requires much fewer samples to achieve the sample accsiracie
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weighted sampling (CWS). Each panel (for eagltonsists of 8 curves. The solid (pink) curve marked by
* represents the results of linear SVM. Four solid curvebdled byk = 128, k£ = 256, £k = 1024, and
k = 8192, respectively) represent the results of sigistable random projections for 4 differehtvalues.
The 3 dashed curves correspond to the results of 0-bit CWS8 for128, 256, 1024 (a higher curve for a
higherk value). These experimental results, all conducted usiB.INEAR, show that 0-bit CWS requires
much fewer samples to achieve the sample accuracies.
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24 Experiment on aLarger Dataset

The paper on 0-bit CWS$ [12] only experimented with dataskttsamlerate sizes for an important reason. To
prove the correctness, they need to show that the resulbaf@wWS with enough samples could approach
that of exact min-max kernel. A straightforward and faithfuplementation of SVM with min-max kernel
is to use the LIBSVM pre-computed kernel functionality byrquuting the kernel explicitly and feeding it
to SVM from outside. This strategy, although most repeatablvery expensive for datasets which are not
even largel[ll]. On other hand, once we have proved the cogsstof 0-bit CWS, applying the method to
larger datasets is easy, except that we would not be ablerpute the exact result of min-max kernel.
Figure[® presents the detailed results on \thbspamN1 dataset, which has 350,000 examples. We
use 50% of the examples for training and the other 50% foingestVith linear SVM, the test classification
accuracy is abot3%. Both signa-stable random projections and 0-bit CWS can achiew8% accuracies
given enough samples. The figure also confirm that 0-bit CWj8ires significantly fewer samples than the
number of projections needed by sign stable random projextito achieve comparable accuracies.
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Figure 9: WebspamN1. We compare sigm-stable random projections with O-bit consistent weighted
sampling (CWS). Each panel (for eaehconsists of 8 curves. The solid (pink) curve marked by *espnts
the results of linear SVM. Four solid curves (labelledby= 128, k = 256, k = 1024, andk = 8192,
respectively) represent the results of sigstable random projections for 4 differéntalues. The 3 dashed
curves correspond to the results of 0-bit CWS#oe 128, 256, 1024 (a higher curve for a highér value).

13



3 Conclusion

This paper provides an extensive empirical study of siggtable random projections for large-scale learn-
ing applications. Although the paper focuses on presentirgesults on classification tasks, one should
keep mind that the method is a general-purpose data progesil which can be used for classification,
regression, clustering, or near-neighbor search. Givengmn projections, the method can often achieve
good performance. The comparison with 0-bit CWS should e iateresting to practitioners.

Future work: The processing cost of sigi+stale random projections can be substantially improved by
“very sparse stable random projections| [9]. An empiridaidy is needed to confirm this claim. Another
interesting line of research is to combine sign stable randmjections with 0-bit CWS, for example, by a
strategy similar to that in the recent work of “CoRE kerndlkl].
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