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Abstract

Visualizing high dimensional data by projecting them intmtor three dimensional
space is one of the most effective ways to intuitively untderd the data’s underlying
characteristics, for example their class neighborhoadire. While data visualiza-
tion in low dimensional space can be efficient for reveallmgdata’s underlying char-
acteristics, classifying a new sample in the reduced-d#o@al space is not always
beneficial because of the loss of information in expresdiregdata. It is possible to
classify the data in the high dimensional space, while Viging them in the low di-
mensional space, but in this case, the visualization isefteaningless because it fails
to illustrate the underlying characteristics that are iaifor the classification process.
In this paper, the performance-preserving property of tliegipusly proposed Re-
stricted Radial Basis Function Network in reducing the disien of labeled data is
explained. Here, it is argued through empirical experiméimat the internal represen-
tation of the Restricted Radial Basis Function Network, akhiluring the supervised
learning process organizes a visualizable two dimensioagl, does not only preserve
the topographical structure of high dimensional data ks ehptures their class neigh-
borhood structures that are important for classifying thelance, unlike many of the
existing dimension reduction methods, the Restricted &d&#fsis Function Network
offers two dimensional visualization that is strongly &ated with the classification
process.
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1. Introduction

In the era of big data, visualization is one of the powerfutimods for intuitively
discovering the underlying structure of complex data. &imeaningfull data are likely
to be multidimensional, visualizing them requires some mseaf dimension reduc-
tions. One of the most traditional dimension reduction®atgms is the Principal
Component Analysis (PCA)[1]. In PCA, the original coordimaxes of the data are
rotated, so that the new axises, the so called Principal ©@aemts (PCs), stretch along
the distribution of the data in descending order. The datatican be visualized by
using the first two or three PCs as new axises. PCA is a methdidéarly composing
new axises from the original ones by considering the dafatsiloution in an unsuper-
vised way, i.e. the class labels of the data do not have amyimalleciding the PCs.
On the other hand, Linear Discriminant Analysis (LDA) [2]rgeates a new metric
distance which maximizes distances between the centrbilshset of data belonging
to different classes while at the same time minimizes theet@ons of the subsets of
data belonging to a same class. GenerallyNoclasses data, the maximum rank for
the transformation matrix i8” — 1, so by limiting the rank of transformation matrix to
1 to 3, the dimension of the data can be reduced and visuallnetie general sense
of classification, the LDA-reduced space is more descetian that of PCA, in that
it offers the visualization of the underlying structure lbétdata in the context of their
categories, whereas in PCA, the visualization is detactad the actual class struc-
ture of the data. Naturally, applying LDA to categoricalalahd then classifying new
data points using the generated distance metric oftens/@¢rhificantly better classi-
fication rate compared to when classifying them in the eigrats produced by PCA,
although some exceptions were argued [3]. Regardless oéthuetion methods, when
the dimension of the data is reduced to 2 or 3 for the purposieeofisualization, the
classification performance in the reduced dimension castraphically degenerate. It
means that the visualization in the reduced dimension doeseflect the actual class
structure of the data in their original dimension.

This paper tries to argue that the previously proposed ResirRadial Basis Func-



tion Network (rRBF) [4, 5] offers two dimensional represaian of high dimensional
categorical data without compromising the classificatidelity. The rRBF is a hier-
archical supervised neural network that during its leaymrocess generates a two di-
mensional internal representation called Context-ReleSalf-Organizing Maps (CR-
SOM) that reflects the topographical relation of the givetada the context of their
class labels. As this internal representation is two dinoerad, it can be readily visu-
alized and is useful in understanding the class structutieeoflata in the space where
the classification takes place. Although the basic chatiatitss of the rRBF have been
previously introduced, the correlation between its vimadion and generalization per-
formance is not sufficiently studied and tested againstratimension reduction meth-
ods, which will be the primary objective of this paper.

Other than PCA and LDA there are rich collections of dimens&duction meth-
ods [6]. The traditional ones include the Multidimensio8aalling (MDS) [7| 3]. The
objective of MDS and its variants, is to map high dimensiateih into a low dimen-
sional space by preserving a criterion of distance in thagjimal high dimension. This
criterion can be distance in a well defined metric or a subjecjualitative measure.
While it is possible for MDS to reduce the dimension of datadlevpreserving some
relations of the data, it does not produce a transformatiatnirito map new data into
the reduced-dimension space, hence it is not possible tih imseclassification. More
recently, many dimensional reduction and metric learnj@plsave been proposed. For
examples, Locally Linear Embedding (LLE) [10] is a dimemsieduction method that
preserves the piecewise linearity of the data. It assuna¢atthata pointis the weighted
sum of its neighbors in the data’s original dimensions, aredgrves the weights in the
low dimensional space. In the Stochastic Neighborhood Eiaibg (SNE)[[11] and its
variant t-SNEI|[12], the stochastic relationships of thexdatich is the probability that
a point is in the neighbor of other points, in the original dimsion is preserved in the
reduced dimension space. LLE, SNE, and t-SNE are proposstilem very elegant
mathematical fondations, but as in the MDS, they do not dfeemsformation matrix
to map new data points into the reduced dimension space.eWtal offer strong al-
ternatives for PCA in dimension reduction, they cannot aiize the underlying class

structure of the data because the class labels are noedtillkeighborhood Component



Analysis (NCA) [13] is an elegant algorithm to learn a distametric that maximizes
the probability of the data being successfully classifiegemvthe Nearest Neighbors
classification|[14] is executed utilizing the learned dismetric. Unlike the LDA,
the maximum number of dimensions in NCA is not limited by thenber of classes
of the data. However, similar to LDA, although it providesranisformation matrix,
the successful classification in high dimensional spack thi¢ learned distance met-
ric does not guarantee the successful classification inetieced dimensional space
where the data can be visualized. In the occurance of thetogphic degeneration
of the classification performance in the low dimensionatspéhe visualization using
NCA offers no insight for understanding the class structin&e data. In this paper, it
is empirically shown that the rRBF does not suffer from thiskppem.

The output of the hidden layers of hierarchical neural neke@an also be used
to reduce the dimension of the input. For example, autoestocmmposed from deep
layers network/[15, 16], where one of the layers containsrewrons, can be trained
and used to produce two dimensional mapping of the high dsioeal input. While
with this mechanism new data points can be projected intotiqe however, similar to
PCA, for categorical data the two dimensional map is detétoen the class structure
of the data. It is obviously possible to train a multilayessdifier where one of the
layers contains two neurons that can be used to visualizkitfiedimensional input.
In this case, there will be some correlation between the tiwedsional internal rep-
resentation and the labels of the data. However, due to tiplexity of the internal
representation, for example the one generated by theivtemtecutions of Restricted
Boltzmann Machine (RBM)_[17], the relationship between thiginal high dimen-
sion inputs and their low dimensional representation idaarc The rRBF offers more
comprehensive relation between the high dimensional iapdthe reduced dimension
representations.

The paper is composed as follows. Section 2 is dedicatekfdai@ing the struc-
ture and the learning process of the Restricted Radial Basigtion Network. In
section 3, experiments where rRBF was compared against PBOA,and NCA are
explained. For comparing the generalization performahmgrest Neighbors [14]

classifications were executed in the reduced dimensionsenP€A, LDA and NCA



were executed. Conclusions and future works are discusgeé final section.

2. Restricted RBF with 2-Dimensional Internal Representation

Restricted Radadial Basis Function Network (rRBF), shawimiFig.[, is a hier-
archical neural network inspired by the conventional RaBésis Function Networks
(RBF) [18]

The internal layer of the rRBF is a two dimensional grid of mas, similar to the
Self-Organizing Maps (SOM) [19], where thieh neuron is associated with a reference
vector,W; with the same dimensionality as the input. Receiving inut R<, attime

t, the winnerwin among the hidden neurons is calculated as follows.

win(t) = argmjinlj(t) 1)
Lit) = X -w;@l

The output of the-th hidden neuronp”¢ and thek-th output of the rRBFD(t),

at timet, are then calculated as follows.

O?id(t) = o(win, j, t)e_lj(t) (2)
In Eq.[20(win, j,t) is a neighborhood function defined as,
X 3 _ dist(win,j)
o(win,j,t) = e 5 3)
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wheredist(win, j, t) is the distance from the winning neuron to thth neuron in
the two-dimensional grid, while andt.., 4, is the current epoch, and the target epoch
when the learning process is terminated. The differencedest the rRBF and the
conventional RBF is that in the rRBF the output of the hiddearons are topologically

restricted by the winning neuron through the neighborhaodtion.

Ok(t) = FO_ w0} — by) (4)
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In Eq.[4,v,, andd), are the weight connecting theth hidden neuron and theth

output neuron, and the bias of the output neuron, respéctive

teacher
signal

input

Figure 1: Outline of rRBF

The error function is defined as follows.

E(t) = 3 > (Th(t) — Ok(t))? (5)

HereT}, is thek-th component of the teacher signal.
Executing gradient descent as in Backpropogation|[20, tA&]corrections of the
connection weights between the hidden and output layertadth reference vector,

W;, in the hidden neurons can be calculated as follows.

Sk = Aol ©
aE(t) out
() = —(Ti(t) — Ok(1) Ok (1) (1 — Ox(t))
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Hence, the reference vector is modified according td Eq. 9.

Wit +1) Wi(t) + noldo(win, i, t) (X (t) — Wi(t)) (9)

Srt)y = eI 5 (i (t)
k

Although the formula for the modification of the referencetees in Eq[® is simi-
lar to that of traditional SOM, the inclusion of the tefigt* (¢) significantly influences
the map formation. In organizing the map, the conventiofa\iSloes not access the
data labels, hence the generated map preserves ony thedaablsimilarities of the
data while ignoring their class neighborhood structureEdn[9, 67/ (¢) is the back-
propagated error information from the output layer. Sirhés term is influenced by
the output of the network and the true label of the input, dudes the categorical
information of the data. Without loss of generality, the uefhce of this term is bet-
ter to be explained in the case of two-class problems. Inddé®, two similar inputs
with opposing classes will likely generafét with opposing signs. Since in this case
the winning hidden neuron is likely to be the same, the opppsign will result in
the reference vector to be modified towards one of the inphitiewepelled from the
other. This dynamics will generate margins between theeptimjns of the two inputs,
hence the generated map does not only preserve the topalagighborhood but also
the class neighborhood of the data. As the output of thisdriddyer is propagated
to the output layer, the classification results of the rRBE fsinction of the activity
in the map, which means that the map visualizes the actualgrospace where the
decision is being made. This visualization characterssgoificantly distinguish rRBF
from many visualization methods that are often detached the actual classification

process.



3. Experiments

3.1. Classification in the Reduced Dimension

In this preliminary experiment, classification of MNIST hiwriting data set (10
classes, 784 features) [22] was performed in the reducedrdiion space, where the
traditional dimension reduction methods of PCA and LDA wapplied. These two
methods were chosen because of their contrasting natureslicing the dimension
of the data, in which the former does not access the labelseodata, while the later
does.

Figurd2 shows the error rate when the nearest neighbossfitation was executed
on the PCA-reduced dimension against MNIST problem. As tigéral dimension of
this problem is 784, and since PCA is a linear transformag®acuting nearest neigh-
bor classification in the 784 PCA-transformed dimensionjsivalent with doing so
in the original dimension. Figufd 2 shows that the clasdificain two dimension is
about 6 times worse than the classification in the originadetision. The significant
difference in generalization performances in the origanad the reduced dimension
indicate that the representation in the reduced dimensiits1tb retain the class struc-
ture of the problems, which makes the visualization usel€iggire 3 shows the result
of the nearest neighbors classification in LDA-reduced disien. As the number of
classes for this problem is 10, the maximum allowed numbeh®freduced dimen-
sion is 9. This figure shows that the classification error ghhéven on the allowed
maximum dimensions space. While it is true that the clasdifio of high dimensional
data does not have to be performed in the reduced dimenb®rjdualization of the
data in three or two dimensional space does not truely iilitistthe characteristics of
the data in their original dimension. Hence, in the case gifl dimensional with many
non-correlated components like MNIST, there is a tradeseffveen the classification
performance and the fidelity of the visualization.

Figure[4 shows the distribution of MNIST data in 2 dimensiiayea space of PCA,
where each class is represented with different color angdeshais obvious from this
figure that in two dimensional eigenspace there are no distclusters of classes,

hence consequently nearest neighbor classification pesdutarge error value, as in-
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Figure 2: Classification MNIST (PCA) Figure 3: Classification MNIST (LDA)

dicated in Fig[R. Figurgl5 shows the projection of the probieto two dimensional
space, where a projection matrix with the rank of 2 was tidiimging LDA. The two
dimensional projection of LDA did not generate any obviolissters either. which

consequently produced a large classification error asaneticin Fig[B.
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Figure 4: PCA: 2-D Figure 5: LDA: 2-D

This preliminary experiments illustrate the trade-offiaeén visibility of high di-
mensional data in low dimensional space and their claskifiga While MNIST data
set are not difficult to classify in their original dimensj@s indicated by the low error
rate as shown in Figl]2, trying to classify them in two dimensi space produced

a poor result. It can be argued that the two dimensional septation through PCA,



which does not access the data labels, and LDA, which uiilike labels, failed to
preserve the underlying neighborhood structure of the. ddtnce, in this case, the

visualization in two dimensional space is not useful in ustinding the data.

3.2. Comparison Tests

Here, the performance of the rRBF in visualizing high dimenal data through
its internal representation and its generalization pertorce are empirically compared
with those of PCA, LDA and NCA against datasets shown in TdBlerabld 2 shows
the means and standard deviation in the bracket for eachogketihen 10-fold cross
validation tests were executed. Here, rRBF was compareidsigeearest neighbors
classification on visualizable two dimensional space incwtihe dimension reduction
was done using PCA, LDA and NCA, denoted as PCA(2-D), LDA{)2and NCA
(2-D) in the TabléR. It should be noted that for two classeblams, the LDA projects
the data into a one dimensional space. The lowest clasficatrors in the reduced
dimensions are highlighted in bold.

Although the focus of this experiment is to compare the gaimation perfor-
mances of those methods in reduced, and thus visualizataklepn space, as refer-
ences the classifications in each problem’s original diregnare also given. In Table
[2, NCA denotes the classification in the original space, where adistance metric
was obtained by NCA is utilized, ardN shows the nearest neighbor classification in
the original dimensional space.

Generalization results in Tallé 2 indicate that for prokdemith relatively low di-
mensions, rRBF did not always outperform other method®alh its performance is
never to far from the best performing methods.The rRBF peréal significantly better
than other methods for high dimensional problems like MNIBUsic and ISOLET.
This is due to the oversimplified representation of thosa @atwo dimensional space
by the conventional dimension reduction methods., for g{arm case of PCA, it is
shown by the low cumulative contribution rates of the twoHgigt principal compo-
nents. The rRBF is not exposed to this drawback, since tkenal representation,
CRSOM, is not based on the reduced features of the data, btéxteoriented align-

ment of high dimensional data in two dimensional space.
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Table 1: Datasets

Dataset Dimension| Classe| Instances
Iris 4 3 150
Wine 13 3 178
Fertility 9 2 100
Bupa 6 2 345
Thyroid 5 3 215
Pima 8 2 200
Music 2508 2 866
B-cancer 9 2 683
Balance 4 3 625
Hayesroth 4 3 132
(subset of ) MNIST 784 10 2499
ISOLET 617 26 6238

The visualizations of some of the problems are given asvallo

Figure$ 67 anld8 show the two dimensional projections sRroblemi[2] through
PCA, LDA and NCA respectively. This is a well known problemvimich one of
the class is linearly separable from the rests, while therdthio are not. This class-
characteristics are nicely captured in all the methods whie also indicated by the
similar generalization performances, although rRBF et slightly better.

Figured 1011 12 arld 13 show the two dimensional projestdThyroid Prob-
lem. This is an easy classification problem where each of tblasses forms a dis-
tinctive cluster, as illustrated by all of the compared moeihh Consequently, all of
the methods generate similar generalization performamggstwo dimensional NCA
performs slightly better.

Figured I¥[ 15,16 arfd 17 show the two dimensional repretemieof Balance
problem. This problem is interesting in that all the compameethods generated vi-

sually different representations. Table 2 indicates thatrRBF performed worst than
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Table 2: Error Rate (%) (Standard Deviation)

Dataset rRBF PCA(2-D) | LDA(1,2-D) | NCA (2-D) NCA NN
Iris 2747 | 33@7 | 47665 | 4765 | 5363 | 40047
Wine | 39(46) | 6.0(7.0) | 7847 | 7961 | 2739 | 3.9@.s6)
Fertilty | 16(9.7) | 14.0(15.1)| 140(117) | 18(13.2) | 18.0(11.4) 15.0 (12.7)
Bupa | 33.3(93) | 455(9.6)| 36.3(7.3) | 44.9(9.7) | 37.7(7.8)| 35.1(8.5)
Thyroid | 5.6(6.0) | 6.1(55) | 69(44) | 4738 || 65(.8) | 6.0.4)
Pima | 295(9.6) | 31.5(14.0)| 30.5(10.1)| 35.0(2.4) | 31.5(9.1) | 38.5(11.1)
Music | 21.0(4.2) | 30.3(5.2)| 453(4.8) | 36.1(2.4) | 19.9(3.8)| 37.6(5.3)
B-Cancer| 3.7(24) | 34(1L7) | 3521 | 41(@25) || 51(3.0) | 3.5(L9)
Balance | 14.2 (4.6) | 46.7(20.3)] 9.8(3.7) | 96(49) | 9.3(5.4) | 29.4(5.2)
Hayesroth| 35.7 (13.1)| 47.7 (17.8)] 31.0(13.0) | 35.5 (14.9)| 37.1(13.5)| 41.8 (18.3)
MNIST | 103(20) | 61.2(2.6)| 81.0(4.0) | 50.8(8.8) | 7.7(1.3) | 10.0(2.8)
ISOLET | 19.5(26) | 74.3(16)| 57.2(1.7) | 75.6(1.3) 2.9 17.6 (1.4)
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Figure 6: PCA (Iris): 2-D

Figure 7: LDA (Iris): 2-D
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Figure 10: PCA (Thyroid): 2-D

Figure 11: LDA (Thyroid): 2-D

Figure 12: NCA (Thyroid): 2-D
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Figure 13: CRSOM (Thyroid)
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the best performing NCA but still has significantly bettesukt than two dimensional
PCA. In this problem, one of the three classes is represdmtedcessively low num-
ber of samples, which is clearly captured by the CRSOM, wtiereinderrepresented
class is depicted by only one winning neuron that is surredrm/ neurons belonging
to the other classes. The CRSOM in Higl 17 is interestingdhitinepresents one of the
classes with two separate clusters, a class neighborhopeny that is not captured

by other dimension reduction methods.
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Figure 16: NCA (Balance): 2-D Figure 17: CRSOM (Balance)

Figure$ I8 and 20, are the two dimensional projection of 2@&nsions, 2 classes

Music data used for psychological bi-musical experimenP@#A and NCA-reduced
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space, while Fig._19 is the LDA's two dimensional projectafrthis problem. As this
is a two classes classification problem, LDA transfers the @#o a line, where the
data are projected into two opposite ends of the line, in kit sets from both classes

are aligned very close to each other, resulting in high eater as indicated in Talé 2.

Figure 18: PCA (music): 2-D Figure 19: LDA (music): 2-D

The CRSOM generates a representation where each classstristidely repre-
sented by two two separate clusters which clearly resublgimificantly high general-
ization performances compared to other two dimensionaksgmtations that failed to

untangle the two different classes.
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Figure 20: NCA (music): 2-D Figure 21: CRSOM (music)

The NCA projection and CRSOM for MNIST problem are shown ig.[E22 and
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Fig.[23, while the PCA's and LDA's two dimensional repressians are shown in Fig-
ured4 andl5. It is obvious that the rRBF generated a two diimeakrepresentation
where the classes are distinctively separated, while edfedimensional representa-
tions failed to do so. In two dimensional space, rRBF perfmtraignificantly better

than the other methods. From Table 2 it can be learned thajeheralization per-

formance of the rRBF is very close to the generalizationqreréd in the original

dimensional space. This performance similarity is an iatiiey that CRSOM has the
ability to preserve the underlying class neighborhood ertigs of high dimensional
data in visualizable low dimensional space while other disi@nal reduction methods
often fail to do so. As the organization of the low dimensiaeg@resentation of the
training data for the rRBF is based on error minimizatiog, 24 is presented to depict

the average of the learning process over 10 different runs.
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Figure 22: NCA (MNIST): 2-D Figure 23: CRSOM (MNIST

In the experiments, the number of the nearest neighborsléssifications was
uniformly and empirically set to 3 because in average it poed the best classification
rates over all the problems. The classification rates foh gmoblem slightly differs
with the change of the number of the nearest neighbors, Higigoificantly. For the
same reason, the size of the CRSOM for all of the problems at® $0 x 10, while
the learning iterations for the rRBF was set to 580Q,,,: andS.,.q in Eq.[3 are set to

50 and 0.01, respectively.
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Figure 24: Learning Curve (MNIST)

4, Conclusions

In this paper, an empirical analysis on the non-degradimgggization of dimen-
sion reduction of the rRBF is explained. The experimentscate that the nearest
neighbors classification of categorical data on the redwi@@nsion often gives poor
results. The primary cause for the poor results is that méutlyeoattributes are often
uncorrelated, hence reducing them into visualizable dsioeral size causes the lost
of many important features for correctly classifying theaddn the experiment, this
property was shown by the significant degradations of theigdization performances
along with the decreasing dimension. For visualizing highethsion data, the dimen-
sion of the data has to be reduced, but in this case, the lowrditonal appearance of
the data offers little insight as the class neighborhoadt#tre is not well represented.

The rRBF offers visualization in two-dimensional space bgserving not only the
topographical structure of the data but also their clagghi®irhood structure, thus it vi-
sualizes not only the data but the problem. The mathemakaralation of the learning
process shows that the CRSOM is an optimal representatitrediigh dimensional
data in the two dimensional internal layer of the rRBF. Thigfs that the appearance
of the CRSOM is directly related with the classification prss of the rRBF. The gen-
eralization performance of the rRBF may be inferior to dedgger networks, but its

structural simplicity is an advantage in executing faséaming and it also presents

17



mathematically more comprehensive two dimensional rgmtasion of high dimen-
sional data, in that the derivation of the learning procésarty indicate the formation
of context-relevant topological structure.

As the CRSOM generates sparse representations, the futuks wclude the in-
vestigation of the learning properties of rRBF in avoidihg tatastrophic forgetting
that is known to occur in hierarchical neural networks wittnssparse representa-
tion.The ability of the rRBF in executing incremental leaqwill also be thoroughly
studied, while the investigation on the different formatsmf the internal representa-
tions with regards to different learning algorithm, for exale reinforcement learning,

will also be considered in the future.
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