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Canonical Divergence Analysis

Hoang-Vu Nguyen Jilles Vreekeh

Abstract Surprisingly, existing work does not address this gen-

We aim to analyze the relation between two random vectors tf4al Problem. Multi-view learning [40], e.g. canonical cor
may potentially have both different number of attributesnasl "€lation analysis [17], requires that andY are jointly dis-

as realizations, and which may even not have a joint digtdbu tributed; that is, they must have a sample-to-sample corre-
This problem arises in many practical domains, includirgdgy spondence. Transfer learning technigues [31] on the other
and architecture. Existing techniques assume the veaidnave hand i'f‘ general require that andY are from the same do-
the same domain or to be jointly distributed, and hence ate fain, i.e.m = [. Sample-to-sample correspondence anal-
applicable. To address this, we propose Canonical DivetgetYSis [43] assumes that each realizationXis paired with
Analysis (CDA). We introduce three instantiations, eachvbfch €Xactly one realization ok’. Thus, we can use neither to
permits practical implementation. Extensive empiricaleation analyze data from e.g. different species or buildings.

shows the potential of our method. To allow for meaningful analysis of data sets of differ-
ent sizes, dimensionality, and possibly without a jointriis
1 Introduction bution, we propose Canonical Divergence Analysis (CDA).

L . We instantiate it with three different divergence measures
In many application domains we want to analyse the relatl%n

between data sets (views) of different sizes, dimensionaf’Eldlng to practical solutions. Further, we introduce tko a

. . ternate formulations of CDA, each with specific strengths;
ity, and often also without sample-to-sample correspooeen

(i.e. no joint distribution). For instance, in metabolosibe in particular, one for global optimization and one for fagt o
S R, ' : : timization. Extensive experiments on a wide range of tasks
goal is to study (dis)similarities of metabolic profiles -col

lected from different populations, possibly different sigs, demonsrate the potential of our approach.
e.g. humans and mice [29)43]. The results enable combin'ﬂﬁg
profiles from different organisms for joint analysis, |lezgli )
to a more comprehensive view of biological properties. F¥fe denoter = min{n, k}. We also writeu for am x 1
energy efficient architecture, on the other hand, it is use¥gctor and foral x 1 vector. We define CDA as follow.
to know the impact of various energy and climate indicators

over different buildings44]. As the data sets may be on dfREFINITION 1. Canonical Divergence Analysi€PA) it-
ferent domains, e.g. different sets of indicators withetigint €ratively solves fof (u’,v")};_, whereu’ € R™ andv* €
cardinality recorded by heterogeneous technologiesctb faR' at the:™ iteration are the solutions of

itate this it is necessary to find mappings that reveal simi-

Formulation

. . T T
larities. In general, this problem also appears in e.g. com- 218 I Ssee diff (p(u” X),q(Bv"Y))
paring subspace clustefs [41], finding structural sintiksi uTul =0,¥j€[1,i—1]
between different communities in a social netwdrk [42], and vT0?=0,vj€[L,i—1]

matching schemas between (legacy) databasés [46]. . , ) , )
Formally, the problem can be cast as follow. Considfth »(-) and ¢(.) being pdfs, diff being a divergence

two random vectors, i.e. two sets of random variables. asure of pdfs, and # 0 being the scaling factor to bring

first vectorX € R™ hasn realizationsx;,...,x,. The % X andv™Y to the same domain.

secondY € R hask realizationsy;,...,yx. In general, _ )

m # [ andn # k. Thatis,X andY may differ on number There are some points to note. First, tirthonormal

of attributesas well ason number of realizations. FurthercOnstraintshere prevent the canonical vectors frakegen-

there is no sample-to-sample correspondence between tHIAfing In gddmon, thg orthogonal constraints, i.e. th_e sec-
i.e. they do not have a joint distribution. Our goal is tgnd and third constraints, are not applied when solving for

find mappings ofX and'Y maximizing their similarity, or (% +¥"); th(ejy are usedlz/jvhen Iea;grn{gu vié)jgzz-d_ I
equivalently minimizing their divergence. Second, one could compare X and v"Y directly.
They may however not be on the same domain, potentially
°Max Planck Institute for Informatics and Saarland UnivrsGer- causing bIa..SGS.. For fair comparison, we use the scaling
many. Email:{hnguyen, jilles}@mpi-inf.mpg.de factor 3, which is also learned.


http://arxiv.org/abs/1510.08370v1

Third, in CDA we quantify the (dis)similarity of the CDA is related to multi-target regression, elg. [1], in the
transformed data” X andBv”Y through the divergence ofsense that one can perce¥eas the independent variables
their pdfs. This has intuition from statistics. In partiayithe andY as the targets. This setting however also requXes
Mallows distance [34] of two univariate/multivariate rammd andY to have a sample-to-sample correspondence.
variables with no joint distribution is equal to the minimum  Sample-to-sample correspondence analysis [43] as-
of their expected difference — defined by a given metricsumes that each realization Xf is paired with exactly one
taken ovemll possible joint distributions that preserve theirealization of Y, but not necessarily the reverse. It first
marginal pdfs. Mallows distance is more commonly knowsearches for mappings & andY to bring them to a com-
as the Earth Mover’s Distance [22], a divergence measur@n domain. Then, it identifies a permutation of the realiza-
In other words, Mallows distance tells us that analyzing thiens of Y after mapping that minimizes the difference to the
relationship between two random variables, taking into anapped realizations &X. By assuming sample correspon-
count all permissible joint distributions, reduces to catap dence, it is not suited to analysing data taken from e.g. dif-
ing the divergence of their distributions. ferent species or different buildings. CDA in contrast does

Fourth, CDA has connections to the normalized imot make this assumption and hence is more flexible.
formation distance (NID)[[10] from information theory. In transfer learning[[31]X andY can stand for the
Loosely speaking, NID is based on the minimal Kolmogorasariables in the source and target domains. The goal is to
complexity of expressin& givenY, or vice versa. That is, learn transformations X andY that are then used to boost
NID considers the length of the shortest algorithm that cperformance of a learning task, e.g. classification or elust
generate one data set given the other. Mapping to CDA, timig, in the target domain. For instance, transductive feans
generation is done through findingv, andg; the complex- learning [4] identifies mappings minimizing reconstruatio
ity is expressed byiff (p(uTX), q(BUTY)). error to the respective original space and classificatien er

Furthermore, CDA could be considered as a generalizar, i.e. its mappings is tailored to classification. Tramsf
tion of transfer component analysis (TCA) [30]. In shortomponent analysis [80], assuming tt&tandY are from
TCA assumes thaK andY are from thesamedomain, the same domain, learns a common mapping where distribu-
i.e.m = [. It learns acommonmapping¢ that minimizes tions of the mappe& andY are similar. Likewise, self-
diff (p(6(X)), q(¢(X))). CDA in turn allowsm # [ and taught learning[35], structural correspondence learfifhg
hence seeks for two different mappings. In other wordmd domain adaptation with coupled subspates [6] assume
CDA considers a more general problem setting. thatX andY are from the same domain. Self-taught cluster-

Finally, CDA focuses on linear mappings, which faciliing [11] searches for mappings & andY that bring them
tates interpretation and post analysis [9, 18]. It howewessd to the same domain with the aim to help clustering in the
not limit CDA to linear relations; the complexity of the latarget domain. It however works on discrete data and as-
tent similarity discovered is determined kyff. That is, if sumes that a common feature spac&XadndY is given. A
diff is non-linear, CDA will be able to discover non-lineacomprehensive review of transfer learning literature can b
relationships. Further non-linear mappings can be actieveund in [31]. CDA on the other hand is task-independent
by searching for kernel transformations [16] or performirend works directly with real-valued data. Giv&handY
deep learning[[3]. As this is the first work on CDA, wdrom differentdomains andvithout prior knowledge about
hence focus on the problem formulation and how to instatheir common space, we learn mappings that transform them
tiate it for practical analysis — we postpone extending CDt& the same domain to facilitate joint analysis.
to non-linear mappings to future work, but do note that our Next, we solve CDA by introducing different instanti-
experiments show that with our current formulation far moegions of divergence measudgff. In Sectio b we discuss
complex relations than linear can be discovered. how to learns during the optimization process. In addition,

Having introduced CDA, next we review related workin Section 6 we propose two alternative ways to formulate

the CDA problem which enrich our options towards tack-
3 Related Work ling it. Finally, we discuss our choice of the optimizer in

Multi-view learning [40] searches for transformationsXf Sectioriy.

andY of different domains. For instance, CCA [17] and .

its extensions([3./9, 16, 45] study the relationships betwe® Divergence Measurediff

X and Y by searching for mappings maximizing theiwith diff we quantify the divergence between two univariate
correlation. For correlation analysis, the joint disttibn pdfs p(u?X) and¢(Bv?Y). If we want to optimizediff

of X andY must exist. This means that= £ and every it helps if it is differentiable. We therefore focus on three
realization ofX corresponds to a unique realization 8f such divergence measures. The first is an extension of
(and vice versa). Therewith CCA and multi-view learninylallows distancel[34]. The second and third are based on
in general address a different, more specific problem.  kernel density estimation (KDE) [39]. Note that we are



not constrained by these three measures; any differeatidbtmMmAa 4.1. Empirically, minimizingdiff (p(X), ¢(Y)) is

divergence measure, e.g. Maximum Mean Discrepancy [8], . T n k 1/t

can bge straightforwardlygplugged into our solution.p ’ [e uivalentto mlmmlzmiZi:l 2jer i = yj|t) '
Before going into the details, we introduce some nota-

tion. In general, it only makes sense to compare’ X) and Proof. We postpone the proof to Appendix A.

q(pvTY) if they are defined on the same univariate random

variable. We denote such a variablezs Hence p(u’'X)

is equivalent top(Z) and q(pvTY) is equivalent tog(Z).

Under either notation we write the i.i.d. realizationspof)

asz,...,x, wherer; = u”x;. Analogously, we write the

i.i.d. realizations ofy(.) asyx, . . . , yx Wherey; = Bvly;.

For S|r_np_I|C|ty, we use the functiop "7 | >=7, |&; —
y;|* for optimization. In this paper, we set= 2 and have

(i —y;)*.
1

diff (p(X),q(Y)) =Y
4.1 Extended Mallows DistanceFor our first measure we =t

extend the well-known Mallows distance [34]. For exp
sition, we denote:” X as X and 8v”Y asY. Our goal
is to measureliff (p(X),q(Y)). Let F be the set of joint
pdfs f(X,Y) of X andY such that the marginal distribu-
tions of f on X andY arep(X) and¢(Y), respectively. follo
That is,fdom(y)f(:c,y)dy = p(z) Vz € dom(X), and
Saomexy f(@ y)dz = qly) Yy € dom(Y').

Givent > 1, thet-th Mallows distance betweer( X)
andq(Y) is [22]

n k

Yhat is, we resembldiff (p(X),q(Y)) as a least-squares
cost function. We will refer to CDA using the extended
Mallows distance as CD#.

Interestingly, CDAy; is closely related to linear CCA
wing the below lemma by Golub and Zha [14].

LEMMA 4.2. Assume thaX and Y are whitened. Let
(u’,v7) be thei™ canonical pair of lineartCCA. Then

1/t (u',v') = arg , min [[ufX — T Y|
MA(p(X),q(Y)) = <§}g§; / Ix—yltf(a?,y)dxdy> uﬁ;iﬁeﬁj{u
vTvI=0,5€[1,i—1]

If p(X) and ¢(Y) have the same number of realiza- _
tions (@ = k), we have Mallows,(p(X),q(Y)) = Note that in the context of CCAy = k and each row of
(1 min }Zn s — y |t)1/t where{; jn}is X is connected to exactly one row ¥f. If we letz; = u”x;

n J1seesdn =1 AT 1y--+5Jn o T, . . . . .
a permutation of 1, ...,n}. If n # k, a possible solution andy; = v"y; then linear CCA is equivalent to finding

Y n e
is to replicate each realization so that both distributilozne (u, v) minimizing>_;._, (i —y;)". Therefore, CDA, could

N X . . e seen as a generalization of linear CCA wheand &
n x k realizations each. This practice yields the same Mal- =" .
. : i o may differ from each other, and there is no sample-to-sample
lows distance as it preserves the empirical distributions.

Calculating Mallows distance on empirical data requiré:é)rrespondence betwedhandY .

us to select the best permutation, which is expensgive [2&]2 Quadratic Measure As the pdfs under consideration
To avoid this, we propose a modified version of Mallows'

distance. In particular. we set are univariate, KDE is applicable and reliable for den-
NP ' sity estimation. The KDE op(Z) is defined ag(z) =

U Yk (52) = A0 kax(z — ) wherer()

diff (p(X), q(Y)) = Z / |z — y|" f(z, y)dzdy is a symmetric but not necessarily positive kernel function
feF that integrates to onegx > 0 is a smoothing parame-
ter called the bandwidth, arnd,, (z) = ém(é). Like-

The difference between this version d@iff and vanilla . N i .
Mallows distance is that the latter takes tPJ?ce minimum whilg > the KDE ofg(2) Is g(z) = ﬁ 2T ( "jj) -

we consider thesumover all f € F. This difference is %2?21 Toy (2 —y;j) With 7(+), oy, andr,, () similarly de-
reminiscent to the relationship between Cramér-von Miskzed.

and Kolmogorov-Smirnov tests. In particular, the former We next instantiateliff (p(Z), ¢(Z)) using one of the
computes the integral of the (squared) difference betwegradratic measurels [36]. In particular, we set

two cumulative distribution functions (cdfs) over the dama

of the underlying random variable. The latter in turn takes
the maximum (supremum) difference between two cdfs. We
prove the following result.

diff (p(2). 4(2)) = / (0(2) — a(2)) dz

where p(Z) and ¢(Z) are approximated by KDE. Using



KDE, empirically diff (p(Z), q(Z)) 5 Zlew(yr,x’i)w(xr,x’-), e is a d dimensional vector

J
withe; = L Sy w(xj, ), Ig is thed x d identity matrix,

k k k . .
1 1 and A > 0 is a regularization parameter chosen by cross-
7 2 2 el =) 4 g 2D e =)

validation. R
Therefore, we obtaig(z) = Zle O;w(z, x}). Empiri-

1 & 1 &K cally, PE(p(Z) || ¢(Z)) =
—kgg oy (Ti = j) —kgglﬁax(%—yj) P !

n k n
1 1 i
In practice, any kernel functions can be used to instan-~ 4n, Z: T Ak Zg vi) Z:
tiate x(-) and~(-). In this work, we use the popular Gaus- =t B B

2
sian kernel, i.e. we set(z) = 7(z) = _z=e~=. Follow- e will refer to CDA withPE divergence as CDA.
ing [9/15], we sebx = median{||x; —x;||: 1 <i,j <n}
andoy = median{||B(y: —y;)|| : 1 <4, < k}. Notethat 5 Setting scaling factor3
more advanced empirical estimation of the above quadrafiz meaningfully compute the divergence betwedX and
measure is available, e.g. [20]. We stick to the current esti'y we need to bring them to the same domain. We do so
mation due to its simplicity and its wide adoption in praeticyith scaling factor3. Obviously, we can optimizg as part
We will refer to CDA using this quadratic measure &sf the CDA optimization problem. Alternatively, reducing

CDAq. the number of variables to optimize, we propose to directly

set at each step of the optimization process, e.g. at each
4.3 Pearson DivergenceAs the third measure, wegradientdescent of ando.

instantiate diff (p(Z),q(Z)) by relative Pearson diver-  As standard in data analysis, before performing CDA

:I*—‘
[\DlP—‘

gence [[33], orPE divergence for short. That is, we Sejye rescale all attributeX, ..., X,, of X andY1,...,Y;
diff (p(Z),q(Z)) = of Y to the same domain. W.l.0.g., we assume this domain
9 to be[0, 1]. Let/n be the number of non-zero elementsuof
/ (lp(z) + lq(z)) ( p(2) _ 1) d and! be the number of non-zero elementof
2 2 30(2) + 54(2)
1 1 q(2) 2 LEMMA 5.1. If 3 = /% thenu”X and Sv”Y have the
+/ —p(2) +2q(2) ) | ——"5—— —1) dz. . N
2 2 1p(z) + 1q(2) same domain, which is-v/m, v/m].

We denote the first and second termsdaff (»(Z),q(Z)) Proof. We postpone the proof to Appendix A.

asPeE(p(Z) || q(Z)) andPE(q(Z) || p(Z)), respectively.

Next, we present the computationreﬁ(p(.Z).H q(Z)). The This implies that we can gain efficiency by settifigo

computation oPE(q(Z) || p(Z)) follows similarly. = Though straightf d. that it bust
One could comput@e(p(Z) || q(Z)) by estimating V T+ ThoUg straightforward, we prove that it is robust to

p(Z) andq(Z) using KDE. However, a®E divergence is n0|sy dimensions, as follows.

involved in ratio of pdfs, this would magnify the estimation

error. To avoid this issue, we follow [23] and model the ratieEMMA 5.2. Let (u,v) be a pair of canonlcal vectors that

—2&)__ pythe kernel mode(z; 6) = Zl L 0iw(z,2;) CDA discovers orX andY, i.e. diff (p (uTX), q(BvTY))

2p(2)+34(2) small. Given an integer > 0, let X’ € R™*¢

where 6 = (64,...,0,) are parameters to be Iearneg q d by addi . i
from empirical data,{«},...,2,} C {z1,...,2n}, and e a random vector created by adding (noisy) attributes
?gmﬂ,... m+ec 10 X. Given an integerd > 0, let

,x") is the kernel basis function. The kernel cente
w(z,z;) ¢ R+ be a random vector created by adding (noisy)

{z},..., )} are drawn randomly froniz, ..., z,} where
d = min(200,n) to increase efficiency [18]. In addition,f”‘tt“b,u,teSYl“’ - Yipa 0 Y. It holds that (u,v) are
identifiable when solvin@DA on X’ andY”.

we employ the widely used Gaussian RBF kerngl, z;) =
(z—2p)?

e *°x . The bandwidthrx is set similarly to the case ofProof. We postpone the proof to Appendix A.

the quadratic measure.

Computing ¢ requires us to minimize a squared We empirically evaluate this property by testing with
loss objective function.  Fortunately, this sub-probledata sets that include noisy attributes (see Se€fidn 8.1 and
has an analytical solution [23].  In particular, we\ppendiXD). We also compare our setting®to optimizing
have # = (E + A ) 'e where E is a d x d J; the results (see AppendiX E) show that there is no clear

1 n

matrix with E;; = 5.3 w(@,,z})w(x,,2}) + winnerwhile our method is more efficient.




6 Alternate CDA Formulations with X; = x; — u(X;) being the centered version af,

With our CDA formulation, we achieve three instantiation; = ¥; — #(Y;) being the centered version gf;, p(.)
that lead to practical solutions. This formulation howeiser 21d¢(.) being pdfsdiff being a divergence measure of pdfs,
not unique. In this section, we introduce two alternativas. A > 0 @ndd > 0 being weights of reconstruction costs, and
particular, instead of iteratively learning pairs of caiwah / # 0 being the scaling factor to bring”X andv™'Y to
vectors, we look at finding multiple pairs simultaneousi{}€ same domain.

which may be good for avoiding local optima. As the

second alternative, we replace the hard unit norm consgrain ~ We define Multi-dimensionaCDA (MRCDA) analo-
uTu = vTv = 1 by soft reconstruction costs, and henc@0usly and give the definition in Appendit C. We show that

enable the application of fast unconstrained optimizere TRCDA and the original CDA are related by proving two fol-
details are as follow. lowing properties of the reconstruction costs.

. , o , ‘< whi A -
6.1 Multi-dimensional CDA In principle, the first alter- PROPOSITIONG.1. If X is whitened, ; >y Juu™% —
native is similar to the original formulation, except fomth Xi||” is equivalentto\||uu” — L[|z wherel,, is them x m
it searches for all pairs of vectors simultaneously instefadidentity matrix and|.||» denotes the Frobenius norm.

iteratively. This may be good for avoiding local optima. +or
mally, we have: Proof. We postpone the proof to Appendi A.

DEFINITION 2. Multi-dimensionalCDA (MCDA) solves PROPOSITIONG.2. Mluu” — 1,||% is equivalent to
for U = (u',...,u") € R™"andV = (v',...,v") € XuTu—1)2 up to an additive constant.
R>" where(U, V) is the solution of

arg min diff (p(UTX)7 q(FVTY)) Proof. We postpone the proof to Appendit A.
uTu=v7Tv=I,

Based on Propositiofs 6.1 dnd]6.2, we prove the follow-
with p(.) and ¢(.) being pdfs, diff being a divergence ; P 156 P

ing.
measure of pdfs, and’ = diag(ﬂl,._..,ﬂr) being the g
scaling matrix to bring(u*)" X and (v')"'Y to the same | .y v 6.1 If X and Y are whitened,A 4 +oo, and
domain. § 1 +oo, then 1)RCDA is equivalent toCDA and 2)

To solveMCDA, we needdiff which is suited to mul- MRCDA is equivalent ta1CDA.
tivariate settings and whose analytical form is easy to com-
pute and differentiable. Note that multiplying univariaigr  Proof. We postpone the proof to Appendix A.
terms does not work as this requires dimensions in projected ) )
spaces to be statistically independent. Of the measures we With the the unit norm constraints relaxed, we can solve
introduced in Sectiofl4pE divergence meets this requireRCDA andMRCDA with fast unconstrained solvers.
ment and hence we use it for solvingCDA. o
7 Optimization
6.2 Reconstruction CDA The unit norm constraints ofFor the original CDA formulation, we try with different
the original CDA problem may lead to slow optimizationoptimizers; in particular, projected gradient descéni],[12
To boost efficiency, we relax them using reconstructi@@quential quadratic programming_[27], and natural gra-
costs [5[ 211, 28] and hence enable the application of fdg&nt descent[]2]. Empirically, we find the last option
unconstrained optimizers. We hence define the secdadyield the best results. Therefore, we use it in our
alternative formulation as follow. experiment. The update rule of this optimizer is that
U — U X exp (—t (uTVuf—VufTu)) andv + v x
exp (—t (vI'Vyf — V. fTv)) whereexp for a matrix de-
notes thematrix exponentiabndt > 0 is the step size. We
choose the optimal step size by Nelder-Mead method.
P ForMCDA, we also use natural gradient descent.
arg min (EZHWT:EZ- —%)? RCDA and MRQDA are unconstrained optimization
ZTZZS-:;EH’:H i=1 problems. As optimizer, similar t6 [21] we use L-BFGS and
’ ' Conjugate Gradient and present the results with the former.
P . ' - T In practice, we see that CDA methods using reconstruction
+ > "y — 5117 + diff (p(u"X),q(Bv"Y)) costs are about 5 times faster than their respective coeunter
J=1 part. We provide more details in Appendix F.

DEFINITION 3. ReconstructiorCDA (RCDA) iteratively
solves for{(u‘,v*)}7_, whereu! € R™ andv' € R! at the
i iteration are the solutions of



8 Experiments

In the following, we represent the data Xf as an x m
matrix Dx where thei-th row of Dx corresponds ta;. We

where||.||r stands for the Frobenius norm. Intuitively, the
smaller the value the better the result.
We experiment with three settings. First, we generate

define thek x| matrixDy similarly. We empirically evaluate Dx and Dy wheren = k and their row order is intact.
our methods on four tasks. First, using synthetic data segcond, we keep = k but randomize the row order of
we show that they are able to retrieve known relation@x andDy. Third, we generate data sets where= k;
Second, using two data sets from UCI Repositéry [13] Waen we randomly remove x k records of Dy where
show that they can be used in cross-domain regression &n§ 10-05,0.1,0.15,0.2}. In all settings,m = 7 and
classification. Third, we use them to discover interestihg= 9 i-€. X has two noisy dimensions ard has one
relations between two real-world data sets taken from etudf0iSy dimension. As SCL and DAC requires thiaandY
on architecture[[38,44]. Last, we plug our methods inf®me from the same domain, to test them we skip the 2 noisy
RESCU [24] to discover non-redundant subspace clusterdimensions ofX. Regarding our methods, for succinctness
We compare to the original CCA[[17] andVe present the outcome on CIA(normal CDA with the
LCCA [18]—a non-linear CCA method; SCL[7] andduadratic measure),RCDAM (Reconstruction CDA V\{ith
DAC [7] for transfer learning; SSC_[43] for sample-tothe extended Mallows distance), aneRCDAp (Multi-
sample correspondence detection. We implemented 8lipensional Reconstruction CDA withe divergence). For
methods in Matlab and provide the code in the supplemdifzDAs andvRCDAp, similar to [21] we seh = § = 0.5.

tary material.

We give the results in Tab[é 1. For the first two settings,
each value is the average of 10 runs; standard deviation is

whether our methods can recover associations between ¢fathe average over all runs corresponding to all valugs of
sets where we know the ground truth. To do so, we géﬁsted and 10 runs pervalue. GOIﬂg overthe reSUltS, we make

erate pairs Dx, Dy) with relationships betweeX and the following observations.

Y embedded a priori. In particular, we first generate-
1000 samples forX = (Xy,...
X; ~ N(0,1). Then we generaté samples forY =

In the first setting, CCA is best on linear relations.

,X,,) wherem > 5 and RCDAx and SSC come in second. On mixed and non-

linear relationsall of our methods give the best results. This

(Y1,...,Y,) with I > 5 according to three types of relalS remarkable as they do not use the joint distributiorKof

tions.
Linear relations:

Y1 :X1—|—2X2—|—61
Y3=X5+¢€3
Ys. .. ~N(0,1)

Y2 :X3—|—2X4+€2
Yi=Xo+X5+e€s
€1,...4a ~N(0,0.5)

Mixed relations:

Y1 :X%+2X2—|—61
Y3 = X5 + €3
Y51~ N(07 1)

Yo = X3 +2X, + e
Y4 = X.2 + X5 + €4
€1,....4 ~N(0,0.5)

Non-linear relations:

Y =X +2Xo + 6
Y3 = €X5 + €3
Y57~-~,l ~ N(07 1)

andY.

In the second setting where row order is randomized,
as expected, the performance of CBARCDA,;, and
MRCDAp is notimpacted at all. So are transfer learning and
sample-to-sample correspondence methods. CCA methods
in turn yield not good results, stemming from the fact that
they require row order to work properly.

In the third setting, CCA methods are not applicable.
Our methods in contrast are relatively stable under the own
sampling ofDv ; the increase in error stays below 12%, even
for p = 20%. This corroborates that CDA is suited for
analyzing data with neither known association nor the same
number of records.

The results so far shomCDA ), to have good perfor-
mance across different settings. Thus, for the remaining ex

Y, = X} + 2X, + €2 periments we pick it for exposition.
Y4 = COS(XQ + X5) + €4
€1...3 ~N(0,0.5), es ~ N(0,0.1)

8.2 Cross-domain Regression and ClassificatiolVe
aim at studying if the mappings identified IRCDA,,; are

We refer to the canonical vectors discovered by useful for cross-domain learning tasks, e.g. regressiah an

method adU = (ug,...,

u,) andV = (vy,...,v,) where classification. Cross-domain regression and classifizatio

r = min{m, {}. Thatis, each column df andV is a canon- &€ popular forms to assess transfer learning techniques,
ical vector. LefU,, andV ,,. be the respective ground truth®-9- SCL [7], DAC [7], and TCAI[[30]. As CDA could

Similarly to [18], we quantify performance as

vz (IUUT = Uy UG [[p +[[VVT =V, VI [F)

be perceived as a generalization of TCA, it is interesting to
study if the mappings identified by our methods, in particula
RCDA ,,, are also useful for these tasks.



CDA

Setting Type CDAgp RCDAy MRCDAp CCA LCCA SCL DAC SsC
— Linear 0.31 0.30 0.31 0.26 0.45 0.38 0.38 0.30
"= Mixed 0.34 0.34 0.35 041 0.45 0.48 051 0.46
row order intact Non-linear 0.36 0.35 0.35 0.50 0.48 0.52 0.57 0.54

_ Linear 0.31 0.30 0.31 0.48 0.53 0.38 0.38 0.31
= Mixed 0.34 0.34 0.35 0.62 0.55 0.48 0.51 0.47
row order randomized Non-linear 0.36 0.35 0.35 0.69 0.57 0.52 0.57 0.54
Linear 0.33 0.31 0.30 n/a nfa 0.44 0.41 0.35
n#k Mixed 0.36 0.36 0.38 n/a nfa 0.49 0.53 0.52
Non-linear 0.39 0.38 0.39 n/a n/a 0.53 0.60 0.56

Table 1: [Lower is better] Frobenius norm errors for differeettings. All values are obtained after 10 trials. Bettes
and comparable ones according to the Wilcoxon signed ratlate = 5% are inbold.

For cross-domain regression, we use the Bike data frorg\ 30 “RCDA-M sSCL 5 —R-CDA-M  #SCL
UCI Repository. It consists of two data sets with the samé 24 DAC -TCA "E 0.8 DAC -TCA
attribute set, one recording bike rental statistics perrhous 8 206
(Dx), one recording per daylXy). The target variable is < 12 & 04
the number of bikers. Assuming the target valueDig %" e ~_§0-2
are not available, i.d)v is unlabeled, the task is to predict 2 o 0
the number of bikers oDy using Dx. Similar to the 2 4 6 8 10 0 5 10 15 20 25 30
setup of Pan et al[[30], we first usCDA,; to learn the # Attributes # Attributes
mappings ofX andY that bring them to the same latent (a) Average Error I?istance VS. (b) CIassification_Error VS.

Number of Attributes Number of Attributes

space. We then apply Regularized Least Square Regression
(RLSR), training in the latent space using label@g and

some randomly selected recorddo{ . Finally, we evaluate
the performance using the remaining recordBgf. We use

Figure 1: [Lower is better] (left) Average Error Distance on
the Bike data and (right) Classification Error on the Energy

data against the number of attributes in the mapping space.

A;]/eragg ItEr:ror D|stancef ig performance metric. Each re }regression, we use Regularized Least Square Regression
shown IS the average o runs. For classification, we use SVM.
For cross-domain classification, we use the Energy data

described in[[25].Dx andD~ contain data collected from

the same building in two non-overlapping periods, i.e. Wg,med andamount of heating The second onel¥y) has
consider the same domain. The class label is whether 387 records and 20 attributes; some of which elex-
given day is a week day or weekend. The testing setupygity consumptionindoor CO2 concentratiorandindoor
similar to above except that we use a SVM with linear kerngl temperature Two data sets have 7 attributes in com-

as classifier, and use Classification Error as‘metric. __mon. Further, they are collected in different time periods
Note that, to enable comparison with SCL [7], DAC [7]and hence there is no direct way to match their samples.
and TCA [30], in both experiments we chdSg andDy to Regarding the resultfCDA ;, identifies that attributes

have the same number of attributes — this is not a requiremgitper of staff membeend percentage of building occu-
of CDA, however. The results are in Figufes 1(a) Bnd]1(®ationof X are related to attributamount of heatingf Y.
We can see thaCDA,, performs rather well, on par withTaking into account the fact that two buildings are close to
TCA, suggesting it is a viable technique for cross-domaich other and have similar architectural characterjstics
learning. relation is intuitively understandabl@CDA ,; also detects

. . . ~ that attributeamount of water consumexf X is related to
8.3 Discovering Novel RelationsWe useRCDA s to dis-  attributesindoor CO, concentratiorandindoor air temper-
cover relations between two data sets taken from two neagyreof Y. Interestingly, a similar relation has recently been
office buildings with similar architectural characte@sti to,nd in [26] for data from ainglebuilding. ThatRCDA
These data sets are from architectural studies [38, 44]. Thecovers this relation for two different buildings could b

first one Dx) has 4421 records and 15 attributes; somgyibuted to their close proximity and architectural sari
of which areelectricity consumptioramount of water con- jeg.



3 16 —R-CDA-M _ 1 1
< +SCL 3 —R-CDA-M  SCL m RESCU = R-CDA-M
212~ DAC u-go.s DAC -TCA 09
= N -TCA 506 i>=-__ > 0.8
e 8 ~3 = “‘*\.,\A o
& T%_\EOA < < o7
o SIS G S
4 -* 802 < 06
g o
Z 0 (] 0.5
2 3 4 5 6 2 3 4 5 6 0.4 ‘
# Attributes # Attributes & ’b‘;, \o° p & & q@ Q,‘-' S
(a) Average Error Distance vs. (b) Classification Error vs. . /S"Q & 2 a}@ N
Number of Attributes Number of Attributes o

Figure 2: [Lower is better] (left) Average Error Distancejanglr?gl::]zf RE?égg LeJr ;Sngeétég gtjs\;v?tgrgjq:z“gn(f: a\ll_?,:/lé?fd)
(right) Classification Error on the Building data against trbata sets

number of attributes in the mapping space. For regression, '

we use Regularized Least Square Regression. For classifica-

tion, we use SVM. To improve, we propose to set

[cov(C) \ UC’GCsez cov(C”)]
cost(C) Y e, dist(C,C7)

potent(C,Cser) =

: " .
Besides, we repeat the cross-domain learning setuﬁNilﬂere dist(C, C") is the distance betweeD¢ and Dcr,

H /
Sectior[ 8.P. For regression, the target variablelégtricity respectively the data i’ andC”. Note thatDo andDc
consumption For classification, for each sample of bot ay haye nonidentical sets of records and attributes. We
X andY we choose the weekday when it was recorded gfinedist as follow. For each CDA method, we set
its class label. To make SCL, DAC, and TCA applicable . y 1w .
ing wi S the ¢ - ’ dist = LY obj aluiv;
when testing with them we use the common attributes only. ita(C,C) = 5 iz Obalu, i)

The results are in Figurés 2(a) gnd 2(BEDA ) gives the \yherew is the minimum of the dimensionality d- and

best performance in both tasks. This could be attributgjc,, obj 4 is the objective function oft, and(u;, v;) is the

to the fact thaRCDA ), can use all attributes to learn thgtn pair of canonical vectors identified by.

mappings. The other three methods require- [ and hence Therefore, we take into account also the similarity of

do not take full advantage of the available information @t g the clusters irC,.;. We hypothesize that this would

joint analysis ofX andY. improve the clustering quality. Note that existing methods
for comparing clusters assume that clusters are on the same

8.4 Non-redundant Subspace ClusteringNext, we ap- spacel[377] and hence are not applicable here.

ply CDA to compare subspace clusters. Subspace clustering o evaluation, we use the same UCI data sets employed

aims at finding objects clustered in subsetsspacefall in [24]. We report average F1 scores, the harmonic mean of

dimensions. There are two available approaches. One @kl and precision, over 10 independent runs. The results

finds subspace clusters that do not overlap in terms of @ba i Figuré B. We find th&®CDA ; consistently improves

jects [32]. and one that doe_s allow overlf';\p inthe objects[lg}e clustering quality of the original RESCU for all data

We consider the latter setting. One of its major problemsdgts tested. This confirms both the applicability of CDA in

redundancy in the output, as many clusters may be syntagfhjucing redundancy of subspace clustering, as well as our

cally different but convey similar information. RESCU [24hyhothesis. Further study will have to show to what extent

is a recently proposed technique to alleviate the issue &RBA can be used further to discover interestingly different

improve post-analysis. sub-parts of a data set.
It works in an iterative manner. At each step, d&gt;

be the set of subspace clusters already found@ng; be 9 conclusion

the set of candidate subspace clusters. The potential bf . . .
CIUSIETC' € Cogna W.LL. Cau is defined agotent(C, Cou) — A% studied the problem of analyzing the relations of two

|co0(CN\Uer e, cov(C)] _ _ random vectors of potentially different number of attrimit
st (C) where cov(C) is the set of objects realizations, and possibly not even having a joint distribu
covered byC andcost(C) is the cost of mining”. RESCU tion. We proposed CDA, a formalization of this problem,
then select€™ € C..,q With largest potential. The process&nd three practical instantiations. We also introducedaiwo
goes on untiC..,,,; becomes empty. That RESCU consideternative formulations that provide a wider gamut to tackle
object counts only is simplistic. the problem. Experimental results on various tasks evielenc




the potential of our methods. For future work, we plan fa7] H. Hotelling.

look at non-linear transformations using kernel methodk an
deep learning. We are investigating how to measure privdé§l
preservation and data security between original and reteas
data using CDA.
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120, 2011. ()T’ = (v')Tv' =1 and

diff (p((v')"X), q(B(v")"Y)) = diff (p(u" X), g(Bv" Y)).

Thatis, diff (p((v')"X),q(B(v)TY)) is small, i.e.(v,v')
and hencéu, v) are identifiable by CDA.

Proof. (Proposition [6.3) Our proof is based orf [21]. In
particular, we have

A o .
= Z [|uu®%; — %;)?
=

1
_ T _ T, T _ 1 s (g \T
=Axtr [(vu” —I)* (uu” —1T) x - g X;(X;)

As X is whitened : 3" | %;(x;)T = I. Hence,

A n
=D M = %P = a1

i=1



Proof. (Proposition[6.2 Our proof again is based oh [21]with x; = x; — u(X;) being the centered version af,

In particular, we have
(uP'u —1)?
= (uTu—1)(uTu—1)
= vTuuTu — 20 u +1
= tr(vu’wu) = 2tr(uu®) + tr(L,) + 1 —m
= {r [uuTuuT —2uuT + Im} +1—m
=tr[(uu” —L,)" (wu” —1,)] +1-m

= |juu® = T,||% +1—m.

y; = y; — p(Y;) being the centered version ¢f, p(.)
andgq(.) being pdfsdiff being a divergence measure of pdfs,
A > 0ando > 0 being weights of reconstruction costs,
andI’ = diag(f, - . ., Br) being the scaling matrix to bring
(u)TX and(v")TY to the same domain.

To solveMRCDA, we again useE divergence. Note
that for bothMmCDA and MRCDA, the bandwidths are:
ox = 1 x median{||x; — x5]| : 1 < 4,j < n} and
oy = (Xhoy Bi) x median{||(yi —y;)| : 1 < 4,5 < k}.

Proof. (LemmalB.3) From Propositions 61 afid 6.2, we cal?  Sensitivity to Noisy Attributes
see that wheiX andY are whitenedRCDA is equivalentto To assess quality of all methods tested to noisy attributes,

arg ~ min
uTud=0,vj€1,i—1]
vTvI=0,Vje[1,i—1]

[/\(uTu —1)2 4+ 6(vTv —1)2

+diff (p(u"X),q(B0"Y))] .

we extend our setup in Sectibn B.1. In particular, we first
generaten samples forX € R3¢ wherec > 2 and
X; ~ N(0,1). Then we generate samples foily € R3+¢
whereY; to Y, follow the three types of relations: linear,
mixed, and non-linear; in additiofk’; ~ A/(0,1) for j €

When\ 1 +o0 andd 1 +oo, the unit norm costs reduce 195 3 4 . Hence,c controls the number of noisy attributes.

hard constraints.

B Sample Estimator of the Quadratic Measure
We havediff (p(Z), q(Z)) is equal to

diff (p(2),4(2)) :/p(Z)p(Z)dZ+/q(Z)Q(Z)dZ

—/q(Z)p(Z)dZ—/p(Z)Q(Z)dZ

Ep(4(2)) — Eq(p(2)).

whichis E,(p(2)) + Eq(¢(Z)) —
With KDE, diff (p(Z),q(Z)) becomes

Thus, we arrive at the result.

C Multi-dimensional Reconstruction CDA

We form this alternative formulation by combiningCDA

andrRCDA. Formally, it is defined as follow.

DEFINITION 4.
solves for U = (u},...,u") € R™*"
V = (vh...
tion of

arg i (5 D UUTK; - %
=1

min
uru=v7Tv=L. \ 1 4

+
ESd ST
Wk

Jj=1

Multi-dimensional RCDA (MRCDA)

,0") € R where (U, V) is the solu-

IIVVTy; — ¥j||* + diff (p(UTX),q(TVTY))

For exposition, in Tablel2 we present results on the setting:
n = k, row order intact, and non-linear relations. We can see
that our methods are relatively stable to noisy dimensions,
which is in line with our theoretical analysis in Sectignh 5.
This highlights the benefits of our setting @&f

E Optimizing vs. Not Optimizing 3

We use the setup in Sectibn B.1 to compare CDA methods
with and without optimizing3. The results are in Tablg 3.
Overall, we can see that there is no clear winner between the
two options. This could be explained as follows. When

is a variable to be optimized, the search space and hence the
optimization problem become more complex, especially for
CDAg and CDAp. With a complex search space the opti-
mizers employed may be more prone to local optimum. This
explains why optimizing3 currently does not bring a clear
improvement, while costing more time. In particular, opti-
mizing 5 incurs from 8% to 15% more time than iteratively
setting it; please see the last line of Tdhle 3 for more detail

F Efficiency

Above we show that iteratively setting gives better effi-
ciency than optimizing it. There is another factor that af-
fects the runtime, which is the reconstruction costs. Tdystu
this, we use the runtime obtained from our experiments in
Section[8.1l. We summarize the results in Tdlle 4. Over-
all, we observe that using reconstruction costs bring about
5 times speedup compared to the other variants. This could
be attributed to the fact that CDA with reconstruction costs
yields unconstrained optimization problems where fast un-
constrained optimizer, like L-BFGS, can be applied.



CDA

c CDAgp RCDAyM MRCDAp CCA LCCA SCL DAC SSC

2 0.36 0.35 0.35 0.50 048 052 057 054
4 0.38 0.36 0.36 0.53 051 055 059 0.56
6 0.35 0.38 0.36 0.53 053 053 0.63 0.59
8 0.38 0.36 0.37 0.56 056 056 0.66 0.60
10 0.39 0.38 0.39 0.58 056 058 0.67 0.61

Table 2: [Lower is better] Frobenius norm errors againstrtheber of noisy attributes for the setting:= k, row order
intact, and non-linear relations. All values are obtainidralO trials. Best values and comparable ones accorditigeto
Wilcoxon signed rank test at = 5% are inbold.

Iteratively Setting 5 Optimizing 3
Setting Type CDAgp RCDAy MRCDAp *CDAg *RCDAMm *MRCDAp
"k Linear 0.31 0.30 0.31 0.33 0.29 0.32
o Mixed 0.34 0.34 0.35 0.35 0.36 0.34
Non-linear 0.36 0.35 0.35 0.34 0.35 0.34
Linear 0.33 0.31 0.30 0.33 0.34 0.31
n#k Mixed 0.36 0.36 0.38 0.35 0.37 0.37
Non-linear 0.39 0.38 0.39 0.40 0.41 0.40
Average runtime 1473 217 284 1611 252 319

Table 3: [Lower is better] Frobenius norm errors for itarally settings vs. optimizing it. All values are obtained after 10
trials. Best values and comparable ones according to theoWéh signed rank test at= 5% are inbold. The superscript
“*’ indicates CDA methods that optimizé. The last line is the average runtime (in seconds) of all wagh

No reconstruction costs

Reconstruction costs

CDAg

CDA

MCDAp

RCDAg

RCDA v

MR

CDAPp

1473

1265

1622

245

217

284

Table 4: [Lower is better] Average runtime (in seconds) ofACethods not using reconstruction costs and the respective

ones using reconstruction costs.
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