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Abstract

Multi-label ranking, which returns multiple top-ranked labels for each instance, has a wide range of
applications for visual tasks. Due to its complicated setting, prior arts have proposed various measures
to evaluate model performances. However, both theoretical analysis and empirical observations show
that a model might perform inconsistently on different measures. To bridge this gap, this paper
proposes a novel measure named Top-K Pairwise Ranking (TKPR), and a series of analyses show that
TKPR is compatible with existing ranking-based measures. In light of this, we further establish an
empirical surrogate risk minimization framework for TKPR. On one hand, the proposed framework
enjoys convex surrogate losses with the theoretical support of Fisher consistency. On the other hand,
we establish a sharp generalization bound for the proposed framework based on a novel technique
named data-dependent contraction. Finally, empirical results on benchmark datasets validate the
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effectiveness of the proposed framework.
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1 Introduction beach, sky, and cloud. Hence, Multi-Label Clas-
sification (MLC) has attracted rising attention in
In many real-world visual tasks, the instances are recent years ( ): ( ):
intrinsically multi-labeled ( ); ( ); ( ;
(2007); (2016); (2023); (2023); (2023).
( ). For example, a photo taken on a coast

might consist of multiple objects such as the sea,
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Fig. 1 Overview of measure comparison: (a) the definition of the proposed TKPR measure, (b) the advantages of TKPR
over existing ranking-based measures, and (c) representative ranking-based measures and their limitations.

Due to the complicated setting, a number
of measures are proposed to evaluate the model
performance ( );

( ); ( ). Generally speak-
ing, existing MLC measures can be divided into
two groups: the threshold-based ones and the
ranking-based ones. The former ones, such as the
Hamming loss ( );

( ), the subset accuracy
( ); ( ), and the F-measure
( )i (2012);

( ), require predefined thresholds to
decide whether each label is relevant. Although
these measures are widely used due to its intuitive
nature, the optimal thresholds might vary accord-
ing to the decision conditions in the test phase,
and thus predefined thresholds could produce sys-
tematic biases. By contrast, the ranking-based
ones only check whether the relevant labels are
top-ranked, which is insensitive to the selection
of thresholds. In view of this, this paper focuses
on the ranking-based measures and their opti-
mization, which is also known as Multi-Label
Ranking (MLR) ( );

(2017b); (2021).

As shown in Fig.1(c), existing ranking-based
measures fall into the following three categories,
according to the taxonomy in Learning-to-Rank

( ): (1) Pointwise approaches, such as pre-
cision@K and recall@K ( );

( ), reduce MLC to multiple
single-label problems and check whether each rel-
evant label is ranked higher than K. (2) Pairwise
approaches, such as the ranking loss

( ); (2013);

( ); ( ) and AUC
( ), transforms MLC into a series of pairwise
problems that checks whether the relevant label

is ranked higher than the irrelevant one. (3) List-
wise approaches, such as Average Precision (AP)
( ); ( ) and Nor-
malized Discounted Cumulative Gain (NDCGQG)
(2014);
( ), do not have such transformation.
Faced with these measures, prior arts have pro-
vided a series of theoretical and empirical insights
(2013); (2017);
(2018); (2019);
( ); ( ). However, two
important problems remain open. On one hand,
the Bayes optimal solutions to different measures
might be different. Consequently, optimizing a
specific measure does not necessarily induce
better model performances in terms of the
others. For example, ( ) theo-
retically shows that no multiclass reduction can
be optimal for both precision@K and recallQK.
Empirically, as shown in Fig.2(a), the model per-
formances on different measures show different
trends when optimizing the ranking loss. One
potential remedy is to optimize the more discrimi-
nating listwise measures. However, the connection
among these measures has not been well stud-
ied, though some literature has compared the
measures within the same category
(2018); (2019);
( ). On the other hand, efficient optimiza-
tion on these complicated measures is still
challenging. For instance, ( )
shows that convex surrogate losses are inconsistent
with the ranking loss. Although
( ) presents a consistent surrogate, its gener-
alization property and empirical performance are
not satisfactory ( ). Hence, a natural
question arises:
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Fig. 2 Normalized ranking-based measures w.r.t. the
training epoch on the Pascal VOC 2007 dataset in the ML.C
setting. (a) When optimizing the ranking loss, the changes
in different measures are inconsistent. (b) By contrast,
when optimizing TKPR, the changes are highly consistent.

Whether there exists a measure that
is (A) compatible with other mea-
sures and also (B) easy to optimize?

To answer this question, as shown in Fig.1(a),
we construct a novel measure named Top-K Pair-
wise Ranking (TKPR) by integrating the intel-
ligence of existing ranking-based measures. As
shown in Sec.4.1, TKPR has three equivalent
formulations that exactly correspond to the afore-
mentioned three categories of measures. On top of
the pointwise formulation, the analysis in Sec.4.2
shows that TKPR is more discriminating than
precision@K and recall@K. Then, Sec.4.3 shows
that the pairwise formulation of TKPR is the
upper bound of the ranking loss. Finally, based on
the listwise formulation, Sec.4.4 shows that TKPR
has the same order as a cut-off version of AP. To
sum up, as shown in Fig.2(b), TKPR is compat-
ible with existing ranking-based measures,
which answers (A).

Considering these advantages, it is appeal-
ing to construct an Empirical Risk Minimization
(ERM) framework for TKPR, as an answer to
(B). As shown in Sec.5, the original objective has
the following abstract formulation:

Zzzi,w;w] Y
i k

min [E
f (=)

where the loss ¢;; takes the model prediction
f(x), a relevant label i, and the top-k label as
inputs.

First, in Sec.5.1, we replace the discrete loss
;1. with differentiable surrogate losses. One basic

requirement for such surrogates is Fisher Con-
sistency, i.e., optimizing the surrogate objective
should recover the solution to Eq.(1). In this direc-
tion, prior arts ( );

( ); ( ) assume that no ties
exist in the conditional distribution P[y; =1 | ].
By contrast, we adopt a more practical with-
tie assumption since some labels could be highly
correlated in the multi-label setting. Under this
assumption, we first present a necessary and suf-
ficient condition for the Bayes optimal solution
to Eq.(1) in Sec.5.1.1. On top of this, a sufficient
condition is established for TKPR Fisher consis-
tency in Sec.5.1.2; which indicates that common
convex losses are all reasonable surrogates.

Then, we turn to minimize the unbiased esti-
mation of the surrogate objective over the training
data sampled from the distribution. But, whether
the performance on training data can general-
ize well to unseen data? First, in Sec.5.2.1, we
show that, based on the traditional techniques

( ); ( ), the proposed
framework can achieve a generalization bound
proportional to v/ K, where K is a hyperparame-
ter determined by the largest ranking position of
interest. For scenarios requiring a large K, this
bound is rather unfavorable. To fix this issue,
in Sec.5.2.2, we extend the traditional defini-
tion of Lipschitz continuity and propose a novel
technique named data-dependent contraction. On
top of this, we can obtain informative gen-
eralization bounds that not only eliminate the
dependence on K, but also become sharper under
an imbalanced label distribution. What’s more,
the proposed framework also achieves sharper
bounds on the pairwise ranking loss. Eventually,
in Sec.5.2.3, we show that the novel technique
is applicable to both kernel-based models and
convolutional neural networks by presenting the
corresponding practical results.

Finally, the empirical results presented in Sec.6
validate the effectiveness of the learning algo-
rithm induced by the ERM framework and the
theoretical results.

To sum up, the contribution of this paper is
four-fold:

® New measure with detailed comparison:
We propose a novel measure named TKPR that
is compatible with existing ranking-based MLC



measures such as precision@K, recall@K, the
ranking loss, NDCGQK, and APQK.

e ERM framework with consistent convex
surrogates: An ERM framework for TKPR
optimization is established with convex surro-
gate losses, supported by Fisher consistency.

® Technique for generalization analysis: A
novel technique named data-dependent contrac-
tion provides sharp and informative generaliza-
tion bounds.

® Induced Algorithm and Empirical Vali-
dation: The empirical results not only speak
to the effectiveness of the learning algorithm
induced by the ERM framework, but also vali-
date the theoretical results.

2 Related Work
2.1 Multi-Label Classification

In this part, we outline existing methods and some
common settings for multi-label classification.

According to the taxonomy presented in

( ), traditional methods for MLC
fall into two categories. The first category, named
problem transformation, transforms MLC into
other well-studied problems. For example, one-
vs-all approaches treat the prediction on each
label as a binary classification problem

(2001); (2010, 2012b).
Ranking-based approaches optimize the pairwise
ranking between relevant and irrelevant labels
(2008); (2013).
And ( )i (2004);
); ( ) reduce
MLC to multiple multiclass problems, where each
problem consists of a relevant label. The second
category, named algorithm adaptation, utilizes
traditional learning techniques to model multi-
label data such as decision tree
( ) and SVM ( ).

In the era of deep learning, algorithm adapta-
tion methods utilize the high learning capability of
neural networks to model the correlation between
classes. For example, ( );

( ); ( ) utilize Recurrent Neural
Networks (RNNs) or Graph Convolutional Net-
works (GCNs) to exploit the higher-order depen-
dencies among labels. ( );

( ); ( ) capture the attentional
regions of the image by exploiting the information

hidden in the label dependencies. As an orthog-
onal direction, loss-oriented methods, which
follow the inspiration of problem transformation,
ailms to boost the learning process with well-
designed loss functions. For example,

( ) proposes a weighted binary loss to han-
dle the imbalanced label distribution.

( ) designs an adaptive weight scheme for the
binary loss to pay more attention to hard-negative
labels. Recently, ( ) employs causal
inference to eliminate the contextual bias induced
by co-occurrence but out-of-interest objects in
images.

In anthor direction, an emerging trend is
to learn with partial annotations since fully-
annotated multi-label datasets are generally
expensive. However, the definition of partial anno-
tation still lacks consensus. For example, MLML

(2010); (2021);

( ); ( ) assumes that only a

part of relevant labels, even only a single relevant

label, is available. This setting is correlated to

extreme multi-label learning, where an extremely

large number of candidate labels is of interest
(2017); (2018);

( ); ( ). As a compari-
son, the other MLML setting assumes that a part
of irrelevant labels is also available ( ,

); ( ). And PML
( ); ( ) requires all relevant
labels and assumes that extra false positive labels
exist.

In this paper, the proposed framework belongs
to both problem transformation and loss-oriented
methods. Besides, this framework is naturally
applicable to MLML since the objective does not
require irrelevant labels as inputs. Thus, we also
provide the empirical results under the MLML
setting in Sec.6.

2.2 Optimization on Ranking-Based
Measures

In this part, we briefly review the optimization
methods on ranking-based measures. Note that
the scenario is not limited to multi-label
classification. In fact, a significant part of meth-
ods in this direction focuses on the binary case,
where the top-ranked instances are of interest,
rather than labels.



2.2.1 Top-K Optimization

The top-K measure, which checks whether the
ground-truth label is ranked higher than K, is a
popular metric for multiclass classification when
semantic ambiguity exists among the classes
(2014); (2019);
( ). The key issue of top-K optimization is its
Bayes optimal solution. To be specific, the early
work ( ) simply relaxes the multi-
class hinge loss. However, ( , )
point out that the induced objective is incon-
sistent with the top-K measure. In other words,
optimizing the relaxed objective does not neces-
sarily recover the solution to the original one. To
fix this issue, ( ) establishes
a sufficient and necessary condition for top-K
consistency, that is, the top-K preserving property.
Faced with multi-label data,

( ) shows that the pointwise measures, preci-
sion@K and recall@QK, is equivalent to the top-K
measure averaged on relevant labels. In Sec.4,
we show that TKPR has a similar but more
discriminating pointwise formulation.

2.2.2 Multi-Label AUC Optimization

As a representative pairwise ranking measure,
AUC measures the probability that the positive
instance is ranked higher than the negative one
in each pair ( ). In multi-label
learning, AUC has three formulations that aver-
age correctly-ranked pairs on each label, each
instance, and prediction matrix, named macro-
AUC, instance-AUC, and micro-AUC, respec-
tively ( ). Formally, the ranking
loss is equivalent to instance-AUC. However, the
theoretical analyses cannot simply adapt from the
single-labeled AUC ( );
(2022); (2023); (2023);
( ) to the ranking loss. To be spe-
cific, ( ) points out that no
convex surrogate loss is consistent with the rank-
ing loss. To address this issue,
( ); ( ) propose pointwise convex
surrogates for the ranking loss. Unfortunately, nei-
ther the theoretical generalization bound nor the
empirical results of these surrogates is satisfactory.
As shown in Sec.3.2.2 and Sec.5.2, the pro-
posed framework provides a promising solution to
minimizing the ranking loss. And the empirical
analysis in Sec.6 also validates its effectiveness.

2.2.3 AP & NDCG Optimization

AP and NDCG are two popular performance
measures for ranking systems, particularly in the

fields of information retrieval ( );
( ) and recommender
systems ( ); ( ).

AP is adaptable to largely skewed datasets since
it is an asymptotically-unbiased estimation of
AUPRC, which is insensitive to the data dis-
tribution ( ). On the
other hand, NDCG considers the graded rele-
vance values, which allows it performs beyond the
relevant /irrelevant scenario.

To the best of our knowledge, existing work
on AP & NDCG optimization generally focuses
on the setting of retrieval, where the ranking of
instances is of interest ( );

(2021); (2020);
( ); (2021);

( ). By contrast, multi-label learning focuses
on the ranking of labels ( );
(2021); (2014);

( ). In this direction, although
random forest algorithms can directly optimize
NDCG-based losses ( ), it
is not applicable to neural networks.

In Sec.4, we show that optimizing TKPR is
also favorable to the model performance on both
NDCGG@K and APQK.

3 Preliminaries

In this section, we first present basic notations
and common settings for MLC, as summarized in
Tab.1. Then, as shown in Fig.1, we review exist-
ing ranking-based measures and point out their
limitations.

3.1 Notations and Settings

Let X be the input space, and £ := {1,2,--- ,C}
denotes the set of possible labels. In MLC, each
input & € X is associated with a label vector y €
Y := {0,1}¢. Traditional MLC interprets y; =
1 or 0 as the relevance/irrelevance of label i to
the instance @, respectively. Since fully-annotated
data are generally expensive, MLC with Missing
Labels (MLML) has gained rising attention, where
y; = 0 means that the annotation of the label y;
is missing ( ); ( );

(2021); (2022);



Table 1 Some important Notations used in this paper.

Notation Description

X,y the input space and output space

C the number of classes

L the set of possible labels

K the hyperparameter of TKPR

D the joint distribution defined on Z := & x Y
(z,y) a sample belonging to Z

S the dataset i.i.d. sampled from D

n(x); the conditional probability P [y; = 1|=]

P(y),N(y) the relevant/irrelevant label set of y
N(y), N_(y) the number of relevant/irrelevant labels of y

Ts(1) the index of s; when sorting s € R® descendingly

o(s, k) the index of the top-k entry in s € R®

S[k) the top-k entry in s € RC

Tie(s) the indices of the entries that equals to sy,

Top, (s) the indices of the top-1 to top-k entries in s € R

f a score function mapping X to R®

F the set of score functions

m(f) the measure defined on D, i.e., ]ED m(f(z),y)]
zr~

m(f | x) the conditional measure, i.e., ]‘E m(f(x),y)]

yle

m(f,y) the measure defined on a sample, i.e., m(f(x),y)

m(f,S) the empirical measure defined on S

mwmc, mMi,  Abstract multiclass/multi-label measures

@ the weighting terms for pointwise measures

i, a2, Qs weighting terms for TKPR (refer to Prop.2)

reg(f;m) the regret of f w.r.t. the measure m

lo—1,4 the 0-1 loss and its surrogate loss

Cs(F) the empirical complexity of F

( ). In other words, let P(y) :={i € L |y; =
1} denote the relevant label set of y. Then, in tra-
ditional MLC, the number of relevant labels can be
directly obtained by N(y) := |P(y)| = > ;c. ¥i-
While in MLML, we only know that the number
of relevant labels is no less than N(y).

Let D be the joint distribution defined on Z :=
X x Y. Given a sample (z,y) € Z,

n@); =Pli=1lzl= ) Plyla] (2

Yy =1

represents the conditional probability of the class

1 according to D. Some prior arts assume that

no ties exist among the conditional probabilities
(2018); (2019);

( ). That is, given an input x € X, for
any ¢ # j € L,n(x); # n(x);. However, this no-
tie assumption might be a little strong since some
labels might be highly correlated in the multi-label
setting. In the following discussion, we will adopt
the following with-tie assumption:

Assumption 1. Given an input *x € X, we
assume that ties might exist in the conditional
distribution n(x). That is,

Ve e X,i#jeL,Pnx), =n(x);] >0 (3)

Given the training data sampled from D, our
goal is to learn a score function f : X — R
such that the relevant labels can be ranked higher
than the irrelevant ones. Then, one can adopt the
top-ranked labels as the final decision results. Fol-
lowing the prior arts ( );

( ), we adopt the worst case
assumption when ties exist between the scores:
Assumption 2. Ties might exist in f(x), and
all the ties will be wrongly broken. In other words,
gwen i,j € L such that n(x); > n(x);, if f(x); =
f(x);, then we have w¢ (i) > ms(j), where ms(i) €
L denotes the index of f(x); when f(x) € RC is
sorted in descending order.

Corollary 1. Given a relevant label i and an
irrelevant label j such that f(x); = f(x);, we have
71(0) > ().

Remark 1. Asm.2 will be used when the condi-
tional distribution n(x) is available, such as the
proofs of Prop.4 and Thm.3. And Cor.1 applies to
the case where the relevant and irrelevant labels
are given, such as the proof of Prop.3.

3.2 Ranking-based MLC Measures

To evaluate model performances in multi-label set-
ting, prior arts have proposed various measures.
According to the taxonomy in Learning-to-Rank

( ), we classify existing ranking-based
measures into three categories: the pointwise ones,
the pairwise ones, and the listwise ones.

3.2.1 Pointwise Measures

Essentially, pointwise measures reduce the multi-
label problem to N(y) multiclass classification
problems. Abstractly, given a sample (x,y) € Z,
we have

muL(f,y) :é > muc(fy), @)

yEP(y)

where myc : RY x £ — R, denotes a measure
for multiclass classification, and « is a weighting
term designed for different scenarios. As shown



in ( ), when selecting the top-
K measure ( , );

( ) as mumc, mvr will be exactly equiv-

alent to two pointwise measures: precision@K and
recall@QK.
Proposition 1. Let 1[-] denote the indicator
function. Given the top-K measure mg(f,y) =
1(r¢(y) < K]. When a = K, mpy, is equivalent
to

POK(f,y

K Zya(f k)3 (5)

when « = N(y), muyz is equwalent to

K
REK(f,y) : Z (6)

k=1

where o(f, k) € L denotes the top-k class in f(x).

Cor 4 of ( ) shows that, under
the no-tie assumption, the Bayes optimal solutions
to optimizing P@K and R@K are generally incon-
sistent. In other words, optimizing one measure
cannot guarantee the performance on the other
one. We will update this corollary under Asm.1 in
Appendix A. In Sec.4.4, we show that optimizing
our proposed measure, i.e., TKPR can boost both
precision and recall performance.

3.2.2 Pairwise Measures

Pairwise measures check whether in each label
pair, the relevant label is ranked higher than the
irrelevant one. Similar inspiration exists in many
paradigms such as contrastive learning

( )i ( ). For multi-label
learning, the ranking loss, which is essentially

equivalent to instance-AUC ( )
calculates the fraction of mis-ranked pairs for each
sample ( ):

rank (f ) y)

1
= NN ) 2 2 fomlsims), ™

i€P(y) jEN (y)

where s := f(x) denotes the output of the score
function, fo_1(t) := [t<0} is the 0-1 loss,
N(y) == {j € L | yj = 0} is the irrelevant
label set, and N_(y) := [N (y)| is the number of
irrelevant labels.

To optimize the ranking loss, one should
replace the non-differentiable 0-1 loss with a dif-
ferentiable surrogate loss ¢, which induces the
following surrogate objective:

Lrunk(f y) =
(8)
S XY fams)
i€P(y) JEN ()
However, as pointed out in ( ),

under Asm.1, LY, , (f,y) induced by any convex
surrogate loss is inconsistent with Lyank(f, y), and
we have to select a non-convex one to optimize.

Although ( ) proposes a
consistent surrogate, its generalization property
is not satisfactory ( ), which is

summarized later in Tab.2.

To address this issue, in Sec.4.3, we show that
the TKPR loss is the upper bound of the ranking
loss. Furthermore, Sec.5.2 shows that the Empir-
ical Risk Minimization framework for TKPR also
enjoys a sharp generalization on the ranking loss.

3.2.3 Listwise Measures

Listwise measures assign different weights to labels
according to their positions in the ranking list. In
this way, these measures pay more attention to
the top-ranked labels. For example, Normalized
Discounted Cumulative Gain at K (NDCGQK)

( ), weighs the importance of differ-
ent positions with a specified decreasing discount
functions:

i
Wk

DCGEK(f,y) : D(k)Yo(s,1)
k=1
Nk (y)
IDCGOK(y) := m?xDCG@K( fy)= Y D(k),
k=1
DCGAK(f, y)
NDCGGOK =D
(f,y) TDCGOK(y)

where Nk (y) := min{K, N(y)}, and D(k) is the
discount function. Here, we consider two common
choices ( ):

Diog(k) :=1/log, (k+ 1),

Di(k):=K+1—k. ©)



As another example, Average Precision (AP)

(2017); (2020);

( ); ( , ) averages the preci-
sion performance at different recall performances:

Q

k=1

In this paper, we consider its cut-off version

(2017a):

K

LSy - POK(f ). (11)

APOK(f,y) := N )
k=1

As shown in Sec.2.2.3, existing work on NDCG
& AP optimization generally focuses on the rank-
ing of instances, rather than that of labels. In
Sec.4.1 and Sec.4.4, we will show that optimizing
TKPR can also boost the model performance on
the two measures.

4 TKPR and its Advantages

In this section, we begin by the definition of
TKPR. Then, detailed analyses illustrate how this
measure is compatible with existing ranking-based
measures, whose outline is shown in Fig.1.

4.1 Three formulations of TKPR

To bridge the gap among existing ranking-based
measures, we average the ranking results between
relevant labels and the top-ranked ones:

ok 2 21

K &t i<k

TKPR(f,y) := Sy > S[k] (12)

where s denotes the k-largest entry in s, and «
denotes the weighting terms.

At the first glance, Eq.(12) has a pairwise
formulation. But if we review Eq.(4), it is not dif-
ficult to find that TKPR also enjoys a pointwise
formulation:

TKPR(f,y) =

LY | mw] 03)

yEP(Y) k<K

Besides, TKPR also exhibit a listwise formulation,
whose proof can be found in Appendix B.1.

Proposition 2. Given a score function f and

(x,y) € Z,

+ - DCG-LOK(f,y), a=a,

TKPR®(f,y) = { + - DCG-1n@K(f,y), o= s,

- NDCG-1@K(f,vy), « = as,

==

where DCG-1@K, NDCG-1@K represent the NDCG
measures equipped with the linear discount func-
tion Dy defined in Eq.(9), respectively;

DCG-1neK(f,y) == - DCG-10K(f,y). (14)

1
Nk (y)

denotes the linear DCG@K with a linear weighting
term; a1 = 1, as := Nk (y), as := Nx(y) Nk (y),
and ~

Nk(y) = [2K +1 - Nk(y)] /2.

Hence, optimizing TKPR is favorable to the
model performance on the NDCG measures. Next,
on top of these formulations, we will show how
TKPR is compatible with other ranking-based
measures.

4.2 TKPR v.s. P@QK and ROQK

Intuitively, TKPR is more discriminating than P@K
and REK. That is, TKPR can distinguish finer-
grained differences on model performances. For
example, given K = 4 and a sample with

=(110000),

let s1 = f1(x) and s2 = fa(x) be two predictions
such that
s1=(0.80.80.909020.2),
=(0.90.90.80.80.20.2).

It is clear that fo performs better than f; since the
relevant labels are ranked higher. However, P@K
fails to distinguish this difference:

2 2
POK(f1,y) = 11" POK(f2,y),
N 2+1 4+3 N
TKPR™ (f1,y) = = — < —— = TKPR™ (f2, ).

Although this example aligns with our intu-
itive understanding, there are evident instances of



counterexamples. Given another prediction s3 =
f3(x) such that

s3=(0.80.10.90.20.20.2),

TKPR fails to distinguish the difference:

> :PQK(f3ay)7

PEK(f1,y) =
. 211
TKPR™ (f1,9) = —— =

=~ N
SN RGUNTSN

= TKPR™ (f3,y).

In view of this, we present a precise defini-
tion of statistical discriminancy, which enables us
to conduct a comprehensive comparison between
measures.

Definition 1 (Statistical discriminancy
( )). Given two measures my and ms and two
predictions s, s’, let

P :={(s,8")|mi(s) > mi(s)

S :={(s,8")|m1(s) = mi(s"),ma(s) > ma(s')}.

Then, the degree of discriminancy between my
and mgo is defined by Dis(my,msg) = |P|/|S].
We say mq is statistically more discriminating if
and only if Dis(myi,mg) > 1. In this case, my
could discover more discrepancy that mo fails to
distinguish.

Then, the following theorem validates our con-
junction, whose details can be found in Appendix
B.2.

Theorem 1. Given K > 1, TKPR is statistically
more discriminating than P@K and REK.

Proof Sketch. The proof is based on the concept
of partition mumber in combinatorial mathemat-
ics (1998). To be concise, we first define
a partition number pnk(a,b) that exactly equals
to the number of predictions with POK(f,y) =
b/K,TKPR*' (f,y) = a/K. Then, |P| — |S]| can
be denoted as the function of pni(a,b). We fur-
ther construct a recurrence formula for pni(a,b),
which helps complete the proof.

4.3 TKPR v.s. the ranking loss

To compare TKPR with the ranking loss, we have
the following equivalent formulation of Eq.(13),
where the indicator function is replaced by the 0-
1 loss. The corresponding proof can be found in
Appendix B.3.

Proposition 3. Under Asm.2, maximizing
TKPR is equivalent to minimizing the TKPR loss

L (f,y) = QLK Z Z lo—1 (Sy_s[k]>7

yeEP(y) k<K+1

(15)
Furthermore, the following inequality holds:
Lani(£.9) € 5 Lic(fy)- - (16)
rank\J>,Y) = N(y) xk\JY)-

Since L$. is the upper bound of Lyank, mini-
mizing L% will boost the performance on Lyapnk.
Besides, the TKPR loss has the following advan-
tages:

® (Scenario). L,k can only be applied to tradi-
tional MLC since the irrelevant labels are explic-
itly required. Whereas, L loss is applicable to
both traditional MLC and MLML.

¢ (Complexity). Lyank suffers from a high com-
putational burden O(C?) ( ). By
contrast, L% enjoys a complexity of O(CK).

e (Theoretical results). Further analysis in
Sec.5.1 and Sec.5.2 shows that L% has some
other superior properties, which is summarized
in Tab.2.

4.4 TKPR v.s. APQK

The following theorem shows that benefiting from
the linear discount function, TKPR has the same
order as AP@K. In other words, optimizing TKPR
can help improve the model performance on AP@K,
whose proof can be found in Appendix B.4.

Theorem 2. Given a score function f and
(x,y) € Z, there exists a constant p > 0 such that

p - TKPR™(f,y) < APCK(f,y) (17)
< K - TRPE" (f.y),
where the upper bound of p is bounded in

[1/(K +1), K In(K +1)].

Remark 2. Abstractly, the upper bound of p has
two parts:

pSUl(va)'U2(faK)’ (18)

where Uy is increasing w.r.t. POK(f,y) but is not
monotonic w.r.t. the ranking performance of the



model; Uy is also increasing w.r.t. PEK(f,y). We
present the concrete formulations and the corre-
sponding analysis in Appendiz B./.

The training process generally improves both
POK and the ranking performance. According to
Rem.2, TKPR will bound AP@K more tightly when
POK increases. While this bound might alternate
between becoming tighter and looser when the
learning process only improves the ranking per-
formance. Fortunately, the empirical results in
Fig.2 show that optimizing TKPR can consis-
tently boost AP@K, and more results can be found
in Sec.6.

5 ERM Framework for TKPR

So far, we have known that optimizing TKPR will
be compatible with existing ranking-based mea-
sures. Thus, it becomes appealing to construct
an Empirical Risk Minimization (ERM) frame-
work for TKPR. To this end, we first present
the following risk minimization problem based on
Eq.(15):

E_[Lik(f,9)],

z~

ok 2 2 fals

yep(y YE<K+1

(OPy) m}n RE(f) =

—sm) | -

(19)
According to Eq.(19), the main challenges for
directly minimizing R% (f) are two-fold:

(C1) The loss function £y_; is not differentiable,

making graident-based methods infeasible;

(C2) The data distribution D is unavailable, making

it impossible to calculate the expectation.

Next, we will tackle the challenges (C1) and (C2)
in Sec.5.1 and Sec.5.2, respectively.

5.1 Consistency Analysis of the
ERM Framework

To tackle (C1), one common strategy is to replace
£y_1 with a differentiable surrogate loss £ : R —
R+. Let

L?{’e(fa y) =

X Y

yeP(y) k<K+1

— S[k] (20)
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Then, we have the following surrogate objective:

= E

(OP,) min REE(f)
i Rie (2.y)~D

[L?c’[(f, y)} :

(21)
As mentioned in Sec.3.2.2, convex surrogate losses
are inconsistent with the ranking loss Leka In
view of this, a question naturally arises: whether
a convex surrogate objective (OPz) is consistent
with the original one? In other words,

Given a convex ¢, can optimizing
(OP) recover the solution to (OP;)?

To answer this question, we first the present
the definition of TKPR consistency:
Definition 2 (TKPR Fisher consistency). The
surrogate loss £ : R — Ry is Fisher consistent
with TKPR if for any sequence {f1}°,

reg(f( ) RS Z) -0 = reg(f(t);R?() — 0, (22)

where

reg(f;m) = E [m(f(z),y)]-inf E [m(g(z),y)]
(z,y) 9 (x,y)

represents the regret of f w.r.t. the measure m.
Next, we present the Bayes optimal solution to
(OPy) in Sec.5.1.1. On top of this, a sufficient con-
dition for TKPR consistency, which consists of
convexity, is established in Sec.5.1.2.

5.1.1 TKPR Bayes Optimality

We first define the Bayes optimal solution to
TKPR optimization:

Definition 3 (TKPR Bayes optimal). Given the
joint distribution D, the score function f* : X —
RC is TKPR Bayes optimal if

fre argir}fR?{(f). (23)

In other words, our goal is to find the solution

to Eq.(23). The following property is necessary for
further analysis.
Definition 4 (Top-K ranking-preserving prop-
erty with ties). Given a,b € R®, we say that
b is top-K ranking-preserving with ties w.r.t. a,
denoted as RPTk(b,a), if for any k < K — 1,

Tiep (b) = Tie (a),



and

Tiex(b) C Tiex(a),
where Tiey(a) := {i € L | a; = apy} returns the
labels having ties with apy).

Then, the following proposition reveals the

sufficient and necessary condition for TKPR opti-
mization, whose proof can be found in Appendix
C.1.
Proposition 4 (Bayes optimality of TKPR). The
score function f : X — RY is TKPR Bayes opti-
mal if and only if for an input x, the prediction
f(x) is top-K ranking-preserving w.r.t. A(x) €
R, where

A)i = Y Plyla] (24)

o
yyi=1

Corollary 2. Given o = «y, the Bayes opti-
mal solution of TKPR is top-K ranking preserving
w.r.t. n(x). Given a = ag, if the hyperparameter
K is large enough, the Bayes optimal solution of
TKPR is top-K ranking preserving w.r.t. n'(zx),
which is defined in Appendiz A.

Benefiting from the additional consideration
on the ranking among the top-K labels, RPT is
stricter than the Bayes optimalities of P@K and
ROK described in Appendix A. Thus, this corollary
again validates that TKPR is more discriminating
than P@K and ROK.

5.1.2 Consistency of the Surrogate
Objective

So far, we have known the Bayes optimal solu-
tion to TKPR optimization. On top of this, we
can further present the following sufficient condi-
tion for TKPR consistency, which is much easier to
check than the top-K ranking-preserving property.
Please refer to Appendix C.2 for the details.
Theorem 3. The surrogate loss £(t) is TKPR
Fisher consistent if it is bounded, differentiable,
strictly decreasing, and convex.

Proof Sketch. The key point is to show that
if "RPT(s,A), s will not be an optimal solution
to (OP,). Given a prediction s and i,j € L,
—RPT(s,A) consists of three cases: (1) A; = A;
but s; 7& Sy (2) A; 7& Aj but s; = Sjs (3) A; < A]'
but s; > s;j. We obtain the result in each case by
a contradiction.
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In Thm.3, we have discussed the consistency
w.r.t. all measurable functions. However, com-
mon surrogate losses are not bounded. To this
end, we next restrict the functions within a spe-
cial function set F, which induces the concept of
F-consistency:

Definition 5 (TKPR F-consistency). The surro-
gate loss £ : R — Ry is F-consistent with TKPR
if for any sequence {fM1o, f € F,

reg(fD;REY) = 0 = reg(fP;RE) — 0, (25)

Then, we can find that common convex surro-
gate losses are all F-consistent with TKPR:
Corollary 3. Let F denote the set of functions
whose outputs are bounded in [0,1]. Then, the sur-
rogate loss £(t) is F-consistent with TKPR if it
is differentiable, strictly decreasing, and convex in
[0,1]. Thus, we can conclude that the square loss
lsq(t) = (1 —t)2, the exponential loss leyp(t) =
exp(—t), and the logit loss {iogi(t) = log(l +
exp(—t)) are all F-consistent with TKPR.

As pointed out in ( ), any
convex surrogate losses are inconsistent with the
ranking loss Lyank. Although
( ) proposes a consistent surrogate, its gener-
alization bound is not satisfactory ( ),
as shown in Tab.2. In the next part, we show that
the ERM framework for multi-label also enjoys a
sharp generalization bound on the ranking loss.

5.2 Generalization Analysis of the
ERM Framework

To tackle (C2), we turn to optimize its empir-
ical estimation based on the given dataset S =
{z("1N_ sampled i.i.d. from D. For the sake of
convenience, let s?(,n) denote the score of the class
y € L on the n-th sample. Then, we have the

following empirical optimization problem:
N Sl (1)) (™)
(OPs) ?gg R (f) '_NZLK (f(™),y")

n<N
(n)
i)

1 1 .
YR X X 2 gt
(26)

n<N yeP(y(m) k<K+1
In Sec.5.1, we know that optimizing (OP,) can
recover the solution to (OP;). Then,



Can optimizing (OPs) approx.
the solution to (OP,)?

In other words, it requires that the model per-

formance on S can generalize well to unknown
data. In Sec.5.2.1, we first follow the techniques
used in prior arts ( );
( ) and present a coarse-grained result. To
obtain a more fine-grained result, in Sec.5.2.2,
we extend the definition of Lipschitz continuity
and propose a novel contraction technique that
relies on the data distribution. On top of this, the
proposed ERM framework enjoys a sharper gen-
eralization bound under mild conditions. Finally,
in Sec.5.2.3, we present some practical results
for kernel-based models and convolutional neural
networks.

5.2.1 Generalization Bounds with
Traditional Techniques

In this part, our analysis is based on the tra-
ditional Lipschitz continuity property and the
following assumption:
Definition 6 (Lipschitz continuity). We say the
loss function L(f,x) is p-Lipschitz continuous, if
Vi f € FL(fy) = L(f y)l < wllf (@) = f/()]),
where || - || denotes the 2-norm.
Assumption 3. We assume that (1) the surro-
gate loss € is pg-Lipschitz continuous, has an upper
bound My, and satisfies the conditions in Thm.3;
(2) the hyperparameter K > max,~p N(y).
Remark 3. According to Cor.3, we should nor-
malize the outputs of the surrogate loss ¢ with
a bounded function such as Softmax. Note that
Softmax is 1/\/§-Lipschitz continuous
( ), which will not affect the order of the gen-
eralization bound. Thus, we will omit Softmax for
the sake of conciseness.
Following the techniques in prior arts

( ); ( ), we have the following
lemma:
Lemma 1 (Basic lemma for generalization anal-
ysis ( )). Given the function set
F and a loss function L : RY x Y — [0, M], let
G={Lof:f e F} Then, for any § € (0,1),
with probability at least 1 — § over the training set
S, the following generalization bound holds for all
the g € G:

E_[9(2)] 3 ®(L,8) + Cs(G),

. (21)
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where

log2/6
2N

N
B(L,0) = % S g(2) + 30 (28)

consists of the empirical risk and a J-dependent
term,

Cs(G) :=E |su
£ |feF

1 N
Nzémg(zml, (29)

denotes an empirical complexity measure for the
function set G, & = (€M) @) ... W)Y gre the
independent random wvariables for the complexity
measure, and 3 is the asymptotic notation helps
omit constants and undominated terms:

f(t) 2 g9(t) <= 3 a constant C, f(t) < C - g(t).

Remark 4. Different random variables € will
induce different complexity measures. For exam-
ple, given uniform random variables taking values
from {—1,+1}, it becomes Rademacher complez-
ity, denoted as Rs(G). Given the standard nor-
mal distribution, it turns to Gaussian complexity,
denoted as B5(G).

According to Lem.l, our task is to bound
€s(G). To this end, the following contraction
lemma can help us obtain the result directly:
Lemma 2 (Vector Contraction Inequality

( )). Assume that the loss function L(f,x)
is p-Lipschitz continuous. Then, the following
inequality holds:

Cs(G) < V2uls(F). (30)

According to Lem.2, we present the Lipschitz
constant of the TKPR loss L K’Z, whose proof can
be found in Appendix D.1.1.

Proposition 5. Under Asm.3, the TKPR surro-
gate loss L%Z 18 et -Lipschitz continuous and
bounded by My, where

oMK:K‘H-}-\/;MK_(K—&— 1)M; when

a:ali

o ux = B 4 Y My = (K + 1)M; when
o= ag;

‘HK:[;JElJFK — My = KLU0, when o =
as



Finally, combining Lem.1-2 and Prop.5, we

obtain the generalization bound of the proposed
ERM framework, whose proof is presented in
Appendix D.1.2.
Proposition 6. Under Asm.3, for any € (0,1),
with probability at least 1 — § over the training set
S, the following generalization bound holds for all
the f € F:

RE(f) 3 BLY,6)+

{ OWE) - Es(F), ae fo,an},
O(L/K) - Es(F), a=as.

Furthermore, combining Prop.3, we show that
optimizing TKPR can provide a sharp generaliza-
tion bound for the ranking loss, whose proof can
be found in Appendix D.1.3.

Proposition 7. Under Asm.3, let
Rﬁank(f) =

E [Lf“ank(fa y)]

(31)
(@, y)~D

denote the generalization error of the traditional

ranking loss. Then, for any § € (0,1), with prob-

ability at least 1 — § over the training set S, the

following generalization bound holds for all the

fer:

(f)

y {@(L?M) +O(VEK)-Cs(F), a€far,az},
~ LKLY 6) +00) - Cs(F), a=as.
5.2.2 Sharper Bounds with

Data-dependent Contraction
Although Prop.6 and Prop.7 have provided sharp
generalization bounds than prior arts

( ); ( ), the results under
a7 and ay suffer an order of VK , which is unfa-
vorable in the scenarios requiring a large K. After
rethinking the proofs, we find that the root cause
lies in the simple relaxation of the term ﬁ to
1. Note that the distribution of relevant labels is
generally imbalanced, with only a small subset of
instances having a large number of labels, and the
majority of instances only having a few labels.

This insight motivates us to extend the traditional
Lipschitz continuity property:
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Definition 7 (Local Lipschitz continuity). Let
{Sq}qQ:1 be a partition of S. We say the loss func-
tion L(f,y) is local Lipschitz continuous with the
partition {Sq}qQ:1 and constants {uq}(?:l if for any
fvfl eF.qe {1’27"' aQ};
LU )L 9)| < ol @)~ @), (2, 9) € S,
(32)
Then, the following data-dependent contraction
inequality helps us obtain a sharper bound under
the following assumption, whose proof can be
found in Appendix D.2.1.
Assumption 4. Next, we assume that Cs(F) ~
O(1/V/'N). Note that this result holds for kernel-
based models with traditional techniques
(2020); (2021) and neural networks
with lastest techniques (2018);
(2020).
Proposition 8 (Data-dependent contraction
inequality). Under Asm.4, if the loss function
L(f,y) is local Lipschitz continuous with a parti-
tion Sg and constants {Nq}qul- Let 7, : % be
the ratio of Sy in S, where Ny = |S,|. Then,

(33)

Remark 5. FEq.(33) is favorable when my is
decreasing w.r.t. pg. In this case, a sharper
generalization bound might be available. How-
ever, if local Lipschitz continuity degemerates to
Def.6, this inequality becomes a little loose since
S > L

Similar to Prop.5, we partition the dataset S
and calculate the Lipschitz constants for L?(’Z( fiy)
as follows, whose proof can be found in Appendix
D.2.2.
Proposition 9. Let S; := {z € S : N(y)
q}. That is, all the samples in S, have q rele-
vant labels. Then, under Asm.3, L?ge(f, y) is local

Lipschitz continuous with constants {,uq}(?:1 such
that

_ e [(K+1)yq+eVK +1

a(q)K ’

Hq (34)

where a(q) € {1,¢,q2K +1—¢q)/2} and ¢ < K.



Table 2 Systematic comparison between the TKPR loss and the ranking loss, as well as its pointwise surrogates. For

Generalization, we assume that m; oc e™

Ad

, and more details can be found in Prop.10. For Consist., v/ and X mean that a

convex surrogate loss can be consistent with the original objective or not, respectively. Complexity represents the time
complexity for each sample. And for MLML, / and X mean that the loss is applicable to MLML or not, respectively.

Loss Generalization Consist. Complexity MLML
Lrank ( ) O( %) X 0(02) X
Lu, o2y 0/ x 0(0) x
Ly, ( ) O/ ) Vv 0(C) x
Lu, (2021) O/ F) x o(C) x
L., (2021) o(/%) x 0(0) x
L%" (Ours) O/ +5) Vv O(CK) Vv

Table 3 The concrete formulations of g(KX) under
an exponential distribution and a multinomial
distribution, parameterized by .

‘ g < e~ ‘ A A

a(q) L
(07 3) KB=X)/2
1 3 3,5) In K
[5, 00] 1
(0,1) KO-/
q Ve 1,3) InK
[3, 00] 1
(071) K—(1+X)/2
9@tz | s | [1,3) K 'K
[3, o0] K1

Combining Lem.1 and Prop.9, we obtain the

following generalization bound of TKPR opti-
mization, whose proof can be found in Appendix
D.2.3.
Theorem 4. Under Asm.3 and Asm.4, for any
d € (0,1), with probability at least 1 — § over the
training set S, the following generalization bound
holds for all f € F:

RYE(f) 2 ®(LY,8) + Cs(F)O (9(K)),  (35)
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where g(K) relies on the distribution of my. In
Tab.3, we present the results under an exponen-
tial distribution and a multinomial distribution,
parameterized by .
Proof Sketch. When m, follows an exponential
distribution, we relax the bound with the defi-
nite integral from 1 to K. When m, follows a
multinomial distribution, we relax the bound with
Riemann zeta function ( ).
Note that the order of Riemann zeta function is
out of the scope of this paper. Thus, we only pro-
vide a coarse-grained result, and more fine-grained
results can be found in ( ).
Compared with the results in Prop.6, we have
the following observations:

® When 7, o< e~ *, we generally obtain a sharper
bound, where VK is replaced with A\~2 and
e~*2. This property is appealing since A is inde-
pendent of the selection of the hyperparameter
K, and the bound will become sharper as the
distribution becomes more imbalanced.

® When 7, oc ¢~*, if a(g) = 1, a sharper bound
is available when A > 2. If a(q) = ¢, a sharper
bound is consistently available under any A > 0.
As X increases, i.e., the distribution becomes
more imbalanced, that is, the generalization
bound will become sharper.

e For «a(g)=q2K+1—¢q)/2, the data-
dependent contraction technique fails to
provide a sharper bound w.r.t. K. However,




when 7, o =M,

informative due to the additional term e~

the result becomes more
A2,

Similarly, we can obtain a sharper generaliza-
tion bound for the ranking loss, whose proof can
be found in Appendix D.2.4.

Proposition 10. Let f/;((ﬁy) = N(("y)

L?f(f, y). Then, under Asm.3 and Asm.4, for any
0 € (0,1), with probability at least 1 — & over the
training set S, the following generalization bound
holds for all the f € F:

e When m, ox e,

3 DL, 8) + O(e™?) - Es(F).

® When mq o g,

3 ®(Lk, )
O(K1-M/2) . ¢g(F), Xe(0,1),
O(InK) - Cs(F), A€ L,3),
O(1) - €s(F),

_|_

Compared with the results in Prop.7, we have
the following observations:

® When 7, o e"*9, a sharper bound is consis-
tently available for any choice of «, and the
bound will become sharper as the distribution
becomes more imbalanced.

® When 7, x ¢~*, a sharper bound is available
for a € {a1,a2}. However, it does not hold for
a = (3.

e For a(q) =q@2K +1—¢q)/2, ®(L%,5) is
smaller than K - ®(L%Y6), which is also
favorable.

5.2.3 Practical Bounds for Common
Models

Next, we show that the proposed contraction tech-
nique is applicable to common models, such as
kernel-based models and neural networks. Note
that we omit the cases where 7, follows the multi-
nomial distribution for the sake of conciseness.
Practical Bounds for Kernel-Based
Models. Let H be a reproducing kernel Hilbert
space (RKHS) with the kernel function x, where
k: X x X — R is a Positive Definite Symmetric
(PSD) kernel. The set of kernel-based models can

A€ [3,00).
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be defined as:

Fu={x = W) : [Wlz2 <A}, (36)
where ¢ : X — H is a feature mapping asso-
ciated with k, W = (wi,ws, -+ ,wc)? rep-
resents the model parameters, and |[W|gz2 =
(ch:l |w;]|3)"/2. Assume that 3r > 0 such that
k(x,z) < r? for all z € X. Then, we have the fol-
lowing propositions, whose proof can be found in
Appendix D.3.1:

Proposition 11. Under Asm.3 and Asm./, for
any 0 € (0,1), with probability at least 1 — § over
the training set S, the following generalization
bound holds for all the f € Fy:

O/ G );

=1

a,l a,l 2.2
Ry (f) I (LE,0)+1 O G, a=om
O( ]%}22'; ), a=aqas.

Proposition 12. Under Asm.3 and Asm./, for
any 0 € (0,1), with probability at least 1 — § over
the training set S, the following generalization
bound holds for all the f € Fy:

~ CA2r2
=< L
2 B(Eh,0) + 00 o).

In Tab.2, we compare the TKPR loss with the
ranking loss systematically, as well as its pointwise
surrogates. The results show that only the TKPR
loss has both convex consistent surrogate losses
and a sharp generalization bound on the ranking
loss. Furthermore, the TKPR loss also enjoys a
comparable computational complexity and more
wider application scenarios. We will validate these
observations in Sec.6.

Practical Bounds for CNNs. Next, we con-
sider a family of neural networks, which consists
of N, convolutional layers and Ny fully-connected
layers. To be specific, in each convolutional layer,
a convolution operation is followed by an activa-
tion function and an optional pooling operation.
All the convolutions utilize zero-padding

( ) with the kernel KN® for
layer I € {1,---,N.}. In each fully-connected
layer, a fully-connected operation, parameterized
by V®, is followed by an activation function.



All the activation functions and pooling opera-
tions are 1-Lipschitz continuous. Finally, Let © =
{KN(l), v JKNWe) @) , VN represent
the parameter set of the networks.

Meanwhile, we assume that the inputs and
parameters are all regularized. Concretely, the
input & € R*4%¢ gatisfies ||vec(x)|| < x, where
vec(-) denotes the vectorization operation defined
on X. The initial parameters, denoted as O,
satisfy

Imt(KNS) s <140,0=1,--, N,
Wl <14w0=1,--- Ny,

where mt(-) denotes the operator matrix of the
given kernel;. And the distance from ©¢ to the
current parameters © is bounded:

B =118 -6 :=

N, Ny

l l
ST Imt(END) —mt(KNP) 2+ SV — Vil
=1 =1

Let F3,,,, denote the set of convolutional neu-

ral networks described above. Then, we have the
following propositions, whose proof can be found
in Appendix D.3.2.
Proposition 13. Under Asm.3 and Asm., for
any 0 € (0,1), with probability at least 1 — & over
the training set S, the following generalization
bound holds for all the f € Fpg . y:

O(dlog(BByywa) )’

VNAZ @ = o

al al °
R () 3O 0) +{ O(LBBasa)) o = o,
O(dlog(BByywa))’ a = a37

VNe*K

where Bgy,x = XB(1+ v+ B/Na)Ne, Ny := N, +
Ny.

6 Experiment

In this section, we perform a series of experiments
on benchmark datasets to validate the effective-
ness of the proposed framework and the theoreti-
cal results. The induced learning algorithm, which
contains a warm-up strategy, is summarized in
Appendix E.
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6.1 Efficiency Validation

In this part, we aim to validate this argu-
ment, we conduct an additional experiment,
and such a superiority is also observed. Specif-
ically, we use ResNet50 and swin-transformer
as the backbone. For ResNetb0, we set the
input size as 448 x 448, the batch size as 16,
and K as 15. For swin-transformer, we adjust
the input size to 384 x 384. The number of
classes C is set as {100,1000,5000,10000}. To
exclude the impact of implementation, we also
report the results of the official pytorch loss
torch.nn.MultiLabelMarginLoss, whose com-
plexity is also O(C?), denoted by torch.ml. We
run 300 trials and report the results averaged over
the latter 200 ones. All the experiments are con-
duct on an Nvidia(R) A100 GPU with a fixed
random seed and a synchronized setup. Tab.4
presents the time of forward-propagation, loss
computation, and back-propagation, from which
we have the following observations:

® The complexity has little effect on the time
of forward-propagation but has a significant
impact on the loss computation and back-
propagation.

® For small models such as ResNet50, the effect
of complexity is significant even with small C'.

® For large models such as swin-transformer, the
effect is not so significant until C' is large
enough.

® The computation time of pointwise surrogates,
i.e., Ly, Lyy, Luyg, Ly, is insensitive to C. The
time with C = 10,000 is almost the same as
that with C' = 100.

® The proposed TKPR loss L?(’e, which enjoys
a complexity of O(CK), achieves comparable
results with the pointwise surrogates.

® The ranking loss L;anx and the official imple-
mentation torch.ml suffer from the high com-
plexity. Their time of loss computation and
back-propagation scales fast as C' increases,
becoming a significant part of the overall train-
ing time.

® Our implementation is efficient since the rank-
ing loss L;ank has comparable or better results
than the official implementation torch.ml.



Table 4 Empirical results of time complexity, where the seconds are averaged over 200 trials.

Forward Loss Backward

Total

Forward Loss Backward  Total

ResNet50, C=100

Swin-transformer, C=100

torch.ml 0.0170  0.0001  0.0334
Lyank 0.0166  0.0066  0.0377
Lu, 0.0170  0.0002  0.0335
Lus 0.0170  0.0002  0.0336
Lu, 0.0170  0.0003  0.0336
Lu, 0.0171  0.0002  0.0336

0.0504 | 0.1506  0.0003 0.3077 0.4586
0.0609 | 0.1515  0.0067 0.3136 0.4718
0.0508 | 0.1510  0.0004 0.3087 0.4601
0.0508 | 0.1507  0.0004 0.3078 0.4589
0.0510 | 0.1512  0.0005 0.3092 0.4609
0.0509 | 0.1519  0.0013 0.3099 0.4631

L% (Ours) | 0.0167  0.0062  0.0369

0.0598 | 0.1512  0.0063 0.3125 0.4700

ResNet50, C=1,000

Swin-transformer, C=1,000

torch.ml 0.0169  0.0013 0.0351
Lyank 0.0166  0.0067 0.0410
Ly, 0.0170  0.0002 0.0336
Ly, 0.0171 0.0002 0.0336
Ly, 0.0171 0.0003 0.0337
Ly, 0.0171 0.0002 0.0336

0.0533 | 0.1506  0.0014 0.3092 0.4611
0.0643 | 0.1516  0.0068 0.3157 0.4741
0.0508 | 0.1507  0.0004 0.3081 0.4592
0.0510 | 0.1510  0.0005 0.3088 0.4602
0.0511 0.1516  0.0005 0.3099 0.4619
0.0510 | 0.1509  0.0005 0.3086 0.4600

L%" (Ours) | 0.0167  0.0062  0.0369

0.0598 | 0.1505  0.0063 0.3102 0.4671

ResNet50, C=5,000

Swin-transformer, C=>5,000

torch.ml 0.0165  0.0256  0.0706
Lyank 0.0165  0.0103  0.0894
Lu, 0.0170  0.0002  0.0336
L, 0.0171  0.0002  0.0337
Lo, 0.0171  0.0003  0.0338
Lu, 0.0171  0.0002  0.0338

0.1127 | 0.1502  0.0270 0.3408 0.5180
0.1162 | 0.1509  0.0109 0.3607 0.5226
0.0509 | 0.1513  0.0004 0.3083 0.4600
0.0511 0.1514  0.0004 0.3088 0.4607
0.0512 | 0.1517  0.0005 0.3093 0.4615
0.0512 | 0.1518  0.0004 0.3095 0.4617

L% (Ours) | 0.0167  0.0064  0.0378

0.0609 | 0.1515  0.0067 0.3122 0.4704

ResNet50, C=10,000

Swin-transformer, C=10,000

torch.ml 0.0164  0.0966 0.1777
Lyank 0.0165  0.0254 0.1887
Ly, 0.0171  0.0002 0.0337
Ly, 0.0171  0.0002 0.0338
Loy, 0.0172  0.0003 0.0340
Ly, 0.0172  0.0002 0.0339

0.2907 | 0.1496  0.0989 0.4388 0.6873
0.2306 | 0.1505  0.0261 0.4623 0.6389
0.0510 | 0.1507  0.0004 0.3073 0.4584
0.0512 | 0.1514  0.0005 0.3090 0.4608
0.0514 | 0.1518  0.0005 0.3098 0.4621
0.0513 | 0.1511  0.0005 0.3083 0.4598

L% (Ours) | 0.0168  0.0070  0.0394

0.0632 | 0.1508  0.0074 0.3130 0.4712

6.2 Multi-Label Classification
6.2.1 Protocols

Datasets. We conduct the MLC experiments on
three benchmark datasets:

® Pascal VOC 2007 ( ) is
a widely-used multi-label dataset for computer
vision tasks. This dataset consists of 10K images
coming from 20 different categories. There are
5,011 images and 4,952 images in the training
set and the test set, respectively. Each image in
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the training set contains an average of 1.4 labels,
with a maximum of 6 labels.

MS-COCO ( ) is another popu-
lar dataset for multi-label recognization tasks,
which consists of 122,218 images and 80 object
categories. The dataset is split into a training
set, consisting of 82,081 images, and a test set,
consisting of 40,137 images. On average, each
image in the training set contains 2.9 labels,
with a maximum of 13 labels.

NUSWDIE ( ) is a large-scale
multi-label dataset containing 269,648 Flickr



Table 5 The empirical results of the ranking-bases losses and TKPR on MS-COCO, where the backbone is ResNet101.

The best and runner-up results on each metric are marked with and , respectively. The best competitor on each
measure is marked with underline.
‘ Metrics ‘ P@K ‘ R@QK ‘ mAPQK ‘ NDCG@K ‘ TKPR%1 ‘ TKPR%2 ‘ TKPR®3 ‘
Type Ranking
\ K \ 3 5 \ 3 5 \ 3 5 \ 3 5 \ 3 5 \ 3 5 \ 3 5 Loss
Lyank 540 424 | .673  .821 | .473  .514 | .687  .734 | 1.143  1.492 | .533  .618 | .226  .148 .034
Luy 571 424 | 705 .817 | .609  .621 | .706  .730 | 1.204  1.538 549 626 | .234 150 .037
Lug 535 419 | .668 814 | .473 512 | .680  .726 | 1.135  1.478 527 611 | .223 146 .035
Ranking Lug 536  .414 | .663  .804 | .511  .542 | .676  .717 | 1.138  1.472 | .524  .605 | .223  .145 .033
Loss Luy 615  .443 | .753  .846 | .663  .665 | .753  .765 | 1.288  1.631 591  .664 | .251  .159 .032
LLSEP 522 .420 | .648  .816 | .419  .469 | .650  .711 | 1.078  1.444 | .498  .594 | .211  .142 .045
Logwmi, | 522 .393 | .654  .775 | .540  .554 | .667  .697 | 1.135  1.435 | .521  .594 | .222  .141 .045
ay 578 423 | 712 .816 .029
TKPR ag 752 758 81 .831 1.356 1.646 .645 688 .271 163 024
(Ours) as 575 .428 | .710  .825 | .716  .726 | .782  .805 | 1.310  1.608 | .619  .670 | .260  .159

Table 6 The empirical results of state-of-the-art MLC methods and TKPR on

MS-COCO, where the backbone is

ResNet101. The best and runner-up results on each metric are marked with and , respectively. The best
competitor on each measure is marked with underline.
‘ Metrics ‘ PAQK ‘ RAQK ‘ mAP@K ‘ NDCG@K ‘ TKPRY1 ‘ TKPR%2 ‘ TKPR*3 ‘
Ranking
Type \ K \ 3 5 \ 3 5 \ 3 5 \ 3 5 \ 3 5 \ 3 5 \ 3 5 \ Loss
Asif .668  .474 | .800  .885 | .879  .868 | .910  .910 | 1.536  1.841 | .722  .754 | .305  .181 .015
DB-Loss 676 -475 -807 -886 -892 -877 -919 2915 1.554 1.856 =730 759 -308 .182 -015
Loss cept 654  .463 | .783  .868 | .860  .848 | .894  .893 | 1.510  1.803 | .709  .740 | .299  .177 018
Oriented aint .643 462 | .775  .868 | .829  .826 | .874  .881 | 1.467  1.774 | .692  .731 | .292  .175 .019
sprct .619  .457 | .757  .866 | .754  .768 | .835  .855 | 1.389  1.715 | .660 .71l | .277  .170 .020
aq 678 476 | .810  .889 | .805  .880 | .889  .918 | 1.558  1.862 | .732  .762 | .309  .183 014
TKPR ag .810 .894 1.860 733
(Ours) ag 678 177 890 895 881 .922 )18 1.558 762 09 18: 014

images and 81 object categories. On average,
each image in the training set contains 2.4
labels, with a maximum of 11 labels.

Backbone and Optimization Method. For
CNN backbone, we utilize ResNet101
( ) pre-trained on ImageNet )
as the backbone, as used in ( );
( ). The model is optimized by
Stochastic Gradient Descent (SGD) with Nesterov
momentum of 0.9 and a weight decay value of le-
4 ( ). And an 1-cycle learning
rate policy is utilized with the max learning rate
searched in {0.1, 0.01, 0.001, 0.0001}. All input
images are rescaled to 448 x 448, and the batch size
is searched in {32, 64, 128}. For transformer back-
bone, we select swin-transformer ( )
pre-trained on ImageNet-22k as the backbone. As
suggested by ( ), we use Adam as
the optimizer with a weight decay of 1le-4, a batch
size of 32, a learning rate searched in {5e-5, le-6}
with an 1-cycle policy, and the input images are
rescaled to 384 x 384. More details can be found
in Appendix E.
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Evaluation Metric. We evaluate the model
performances on TKPR®, where a € {a1,as,as}.
Meanwhile, we also report the results on P@K,
ROK, mAP@K, NDCG@K, and the ranking loss, where
K € {3,5}. Note that NDCGEK adopts a logarith-
mic discount function, and mAP@K summarizes the
AP@K performance on different samples.
Competitors. On one hand, we focus on ranking-
based losses. Note that the pointwise surrogates
of the ranking loss are also selected to validate
Prop.3 and the generalization analyses in Sec.5.2:

® Liank ( ) is exactly the loss
defined in Eq.(7).
® Ly, ( ) has an abstract

formulation % > Li, where £; denotes the loss
on the i-th class. While primarily designed for
optimizing the Hamming loss, this loss also
serves as a traditional surrogate for Lyan-

Ly, ( ) is a consistent
surrogate for Lyank, which can be formulated as

1
NN 2 b



® Lug, Lo, ( ) are two reweighted

surrogate pointwise losses, which can be for-
Zi e:r Zz 4y Zz 4

N TN ) Y mmN LN @]
respectively, where ¢; and ¢;” denote the loss on

relevant and irrelevant labels, respectively.

e LSEP ( ) employs a smooth
approximation of pairwise ranking to make the
objective easier to optimize. Additionally, nega-
tive sampling techniques are used to reduce the
computational complexity.

e TKML ( ) aims to maximize the
score difference between the top-(k+1) score of
all the labels and the lowest prediction score of
all the relevant labels.

mulated as and

On the other hand, we also compare several state-
of-the-art loss-oriented MLC methods:

® DB-Loss ( ) modifies the binary
cross-entropy loss to tackle the imbalanced label
distribution, which is achieved by rebalancing
the weights of the co-occurrence of labels and
restraining the dominance of negative labels.

¢ The ASymmetric Loss (ASL)

( ) dynamically adjusts the weights to focus
on hard-negative samples while keeping atten-
tion on positive samples.

e Hill, SPLC ( ) are two sim-
ple loss functions designed for both MLC and
MLML. The Hill loss is a robust loss that can
re-weight negatives to avoid the effect of false
negatives. And the Self-Paced Loss Correction
(SPLC) is derived from the maximum likelihood
criterion under an approximate distribution of
missing labels.

e The Causal Context Debiasing (CCD)

( ) incorporates the casual inference to
eliminate the contextual hard-negative objects
and highlight the hard-positive objects.

6.2.2 Overall Performance

Here, we report the results on MS-COCO with
the CNN backbone. The results on the trans-
former backbone and those on Pascal VOC 2007
and NUSWDIE can be found in Appendix F.
From Tab.5b and Tab.6, we have the following
observations:

TOfficial implementation.
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Fig. 3 According to the model predictions, we visual-
ize the rank distributions of relevant labels on MS-COCO
and Pascal VOC 2007. The results show that the pro-
posed methods can rank more relevant labels on the top-1
position, which explains why the proposed methods can
improve the ranking-based measures.

Compared with the ranking-based losses, the
proposed algorithm for TKPR optimization can
significantly improve the model performances on
mAP@K, NDCG@K, the ranking loss, and the TKPR
measures. For example, the performance gap
between the proposed methods and the runner-
up method is 9.3%, 6.3%, 5.4%, and 6%oin terms
of mAP@3, NDCG@3, TKPR*2@3, and ranking loss,
respectively. Notably, the performance gains on
mAP@K, NDCG@K, the ranking loss not only vali-
date our theoretical analyses in Sec.4 and Sec.5.2
but also show the proposed learning algorithm
can be a promising solution to optimizing existing
ranking-based measures.

However, the performances on P@K and R@K are
not so impressive. To explain this counter-intuitive
phenomenon, we visualize the rank distribution of
relevant labels in Fig.3. It is clear that the pro-
posed methods rank most relevant labels at the
top-1 position, while the competitors rank most
relevant labels at the top-2 position. On one hand,
this difference explains how the pairwise/listwise
measures are improved under similar P@K and R@K
performances. On the other hand, the rank dis-
tribution is consistent with the Bayes optimality
presented in Sec.5.1.1, which again validate the
effectiveness of the proposed framework.

Compared with the state-of-the-art methods,
the proposed methods achieve the best perfor-
mances consistently on all the measures, which
again validate the effectiveness of the proposed
framework.



Table 7 The empirical results of the ranking-based losses and TKPR on MS-COCO-MLML, where the backbone is

ResNet50. The best and runner-up results on each metric are marked with and , respectively. The best competitor
on each measure is marked with underline.
‘ Metrics ‘ P@K ‘ R@QK ‘ mAPQK NDCG@K ‘ TKPR%1 ‘ TKPR%2 ‘ TKPR%3 ‘
T Ranking
ype ‘ K ‘ 3 5 ‘ 3 5 ‘ 3 5 3 5 ‘ 3 5 ‘ 3 5 ‘ 3 5 loss
Lrank 517 .402 .639 .781 .544 .570 .660 .702 1.102 1.426 .513 .590 217 .141 .0417
L'“'l .519 .360 .658 .728 .686 673 .748 .749 1.246 1.447 .602 .626 .251 .148 .0643
L“2 512 .358 .652 .724 677 .668 .738 742 1.225 1.431 .594 .620 .247 .146 0671
Ranking L“‘S .570 .426 .700 .815 .664 67T .745 770 1.252 1.569 .585 .646 .247 .155 .0312
loss Lu4 .531 .371 671 .745 700 .688 761 .763 1.268 1.482 .611 .637 .255 .150 .0714
LLSEP .542 414 672 .800 .575 .596 .696 .730 1.168 1.493 .543 617 .230 .147 .0346
LTKML .536 .387 .668 .764 575 .575 .687 .701 1.167 1.442 .540 .600 .229 .143 .0452
@1
TKPR ag .626 .446 762 .850 .820 .813 .864 .869 1.450 1.734 .687 721 .288 171 .0249
(Ours) asg
6.2.3 Fine-grained Analysis 100 e — —
. . . P@5 P@5
To further validate the theoretical results in Sec.4, 0.75 ras 0.75{ |/ ras
we visualize the normalized measures w.r.t. the 050 mAP@S 0.50 mAP@S
.. NDCG@5 NDCG@5
training epoch on the Pascal VOC 2007 dataset. 025 TbR@s 025 Tebrgs
Specifically, given a sequence of measures M := Ranking Loss Ranking Loss
. . 0.00 0.00
{m(t)}thl, where T is the maximum number of 0 25 50 75 100 0 25 50 75 100
epochs, we normalize these measures by epoch epoch
(a) Optimize Lyank (b) Optimize L.,
- ) max{M} — m®
mr = - . 1.00 —————— 1.00
max{M} — min{ M} o ’
P@s P@s
0.75 / 0.75 /
R@5 R@5
As shown in Fig.4, we have the following obser- 0.50 mAP@s 0.50 mAP@S
. . . . . NDCG@5 NDCG@5
vations: (1) For the competitors, i.e., in (a)-(c), 05 rgs 025 g
different measures reach the peak values at dif- Ranking Loss Renking Loss
0.00 0.00
ferent epochs. In other words, the tendency of T 5 = %0 T 5 0 = 1o
epoch epoch

different measures are inconsistent when optimiz-
ing these losses. (2) Optimizing the ranking loss
and its surrogates fails to guarantee the model
performances on the other measures. For exam-
ple, in (a), mAP@5 even shows a decreasing trend
at the late epochs. (3) By contrast, when opti-
mizing TKPR, all the measures display a similar
increasing trend, which is consistent with the our
analyses in Sec.4.

6.3 Multi-Label Classification with
Missing Labels

6.3.1 Protocols

Datasets. The experiments are conducted on MS-
COCO ( ) and Pascal VOC 2012

( ). VOC 2012 contains 20
classes and 5,717 training images, which are non-
overlapping with the Pascal VOC 2007 dataset. To
simulate the MLML setting, we randomly select
one positive label for each training example, as
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(c) Optimize Lisgp (d) Optimize L%* (Ours)

Fig. 4 Normalized ranking-based measures w.r.t. the
training epoch on the Pascal VOC 2007 dataset in the
MLC setting. (a)-(c) When optimizing the competitors,
the changes in different measures are inconsistent. (d) By
contrast, when optimizing TKPR, the changes are highly
consistent, which validates our analyses in Sec.4.

performed in ( ); ( );
(2022).
Backbone and Optimization Method. Fol-
lowing the prior arts ( , ; ,
: , ), we use ResNet50 ( ,
) pre-trained on ImageNet ( , )
as the backbone and Adam as the optimizer, with
a weight decay of le-4, a batch size of 64, a learn-
ing rate searched in {le-4, le-5} with an 1-cycle
policy. The input images are rescaled to 448 x 448.
More details can be found in Appendix E.



Table 8 The empirical results of state-of-the-art MLML methods and TKPR on MS-COCO-MLML, where the backbone

is ResNet50. The best and runner-up results on each metric are marked with

competitor on each measure is marked with underline.

| Metrics | PaK | R@K | mapaek

and , respectively. The best

NDCG@K ‘ TKPR%1 ‘ TKPR%2 ‘ TKPR%3 ‘

Type
P ‘ K ‘ 3 5 ‘ 3 5 ‘ 3 5

Ranking

o

3 5 ‘ 3 ‘ 3 5 ‘ 3 5 loss

ROLET
EM+APLT
aint
spLct
LL-RT
LL-ctt
LL-CpT

752
772
726
731
761
761
755

.837
.862

.801

.814
.850
.849

Loss
741
741

Oriented

.495

-831
.768
773

.734

.860
.883
.832
.836
.807
.807
.801

1.441 1.715
1.478
1.386

713
732
.690
.693
710
710
704

287
.204
.276
279
1252
.253
251

.0415
.0265
.0296
.0319

-0250
.0251

1.402
1.184
1.185

.158

1.177 L0272

@]
TKPR
(Ours)

a2

3

.640 .453 TT4 .859 .842 .831

Competitors. Besides the ranking-based losses,
Hill, and SPLC, we select the following state-of-
the-art MLML methods as the competitors:

ROLE ( ) proposes a regular-
ization that constrains the number of expected
relevant labels to tackle the single-relevant
problem.

EM+APL ( ) combines the
entropy-maximization (EM) loss and an asym-
metric pseudo-labeling (APL) scheme to
address the single-relevant problem.

LL-R, LL-Ct, and LL-Cp ( )
belong to the Large-Loss-Matter framework,
where the missing labels are regarded as noises.
Based on this observation, these methods reject
or correct samples with large losses to prevent
the model from memorizing the noisy labels.

6.3.2 Overall Performance

Here, we report the results on MS-COCO. The
results on Pascal VOC 2012 and the corresponding
fine-grained analyses can be found in Appendix
F.3. From Tab.7 and Tab.8, we have the following
observations:

Compared with the ranking-based losses,
the proposed methods demonstrate consistent
improvements. For example, the performance gap
between the proposed methods and the runner-
up method increases to 12.1%, 10.4%, 7.7%, 8.4%
in terms of mAP@3, NDCG@3, TKPR*2@3, and the
ranking loss, respectively. This phenomenon is not
surprising since the competitors explicitly require
irrelevant labels as inputs. Consequently, the miss-
ing relevant labels will bias the learning process
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.881

.882 1.483 1.769 .701 732 .295 175 .0215

and degenerate the model performance. By con-
trast, the proposed framework only takes the
relevant labels as inputs and thus alleviates the
negative impact of the missing labels.

Compared with the state-of-the art MLML
methods, the proposed methods also achieve con-
sistent improvements. For example, the perfor-
mance gap between the proposed methods and the
runner-up method is 0.7%, 0.4%, 0.3%, and 5.4%
in terms of mAP@3, NDCG@3, TKPR*2@3, and rank-
ing loss, respectively. It is worth mentioning that
although EM+APL achieves superior performance
on top-ranking measures, it fails to outperform
LL-R and LL-Ct on the ranking loss. This phe-
nomenon validates the inconsistency among differ-
ent measures. Hence, it is necessary to optimize
compatible measures such as the proposed TKPR.

6.3.3 Sensitivity Analysis

Next, we investigate the sensitivity of the pro-
posed methods to the hyperparameters K and FE,,,.
The results are shown in Fig.5 and Fig.6, where we
adopt Lyank as the warm-up loss. From the results,
we have the following observations:

For K, the best performances of the proposed
methods are achieved when K € {4,6}. A small
K will lead to a lack of supervision, while a large
K means ranking positions that are out of interest
are optimized. Hence, both of them will degrade
the performance. Besides, the best TKPR@K perfor-
mances are achieved when K is close to 5, which
is consistent with the expectation of the proposed
framework.

For FE,,, a larger F,, leads to more stable per-
formances. However, as F,, increases, the effect of
the proposed methods becomes weaker, inducing
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Fig. 5 Sensitivity analysis of the proposed methods on Pascal VOC 2012-MLML. The y-axis denotes the values of the
hyperparameter K, and the x-axis represents the value of TKPR@5 under the corresponding K.
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Fig. 6 Sensitivity analysis of the proposed methods on Pascal VOC 2012-MLML. The y-axis denotes the values of the
hyperparameter E,,, and the x-axis represents the value of TKPR@5 under the corresponding E.,.

a significant performance degradation. Hence, a
moderate E,, is preferred to balance the learning
between the global pattern and the local ranking.

7 Conclusion, Limitation, and
Future Work

This paper proposes a novel measure for multi-
label ranking named TKPR. A series of analyses
show that optimizing TKPR is compatible with
existing ranking-based measures. In view of this,
an empirical surrogate risk minimization frame-
work is further established for TKPR with theo-
retical support. On one hand, this ERM frame-
work enjoys convex surrogate losses. On the other
hand, a novel technique, named data-dependent
contraction, helps the proposed framework achieve
a sharp generalization bound on both TKPR and
the ranking loss. Finally, experimental results on
different benchmark datasets and settings speak
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to the effectiveness of the proposed framework, as
well as the theoretical analyses.

TKPR is closely related to: 1) the scenarios
where the top-ranking performance is of interest.
As shown in Sec.4, TKPR is more discriminat-
ing than P@K and R@K. Although one can select a
suitable K such that POK and R@K can find the
performance difference on a specific sample, the
number of ground-truth labels differs among sam-
ples, making the selection of K rather challenging.
Hence, TKPR is a better choice in such scenarios.
Of course, AP@K and NDCGG@K are also reasonable
options, but it is challenging to perform direct
optimization on these measures. 2) the scenarios
where multiple ranking-based measures are impor-
tant. As shown in Sec.4, if the model achieves a
good performance on TKPR, it tends to perform
well on the others. Hence, we can reduce a multi-
objective problem to a single-objective problem,
which is rather convenient.



The proposed learning algorithm is useful in:
1) the scenarios where the label distribution is
highly imbalanced such as medical image classi-
fication and remote-sensing image classification.
This is because the proposed algorithm can induce
better performance on the ranking loss and AP@K,
which are popular measures in imbalanced learn-
ing. 2) the scenarios where the ranking of the
top-K labels is of interest. The proposed algorithm
can effectively optimize the top-K ranking list.
3) the scenarios where some ground-truth labels
are missing, which is universal in multi-learning
since full annotations are rather expensive and
time-consuming. As shown in Sec.6.3, the pro-
posed algorithm shows superior performance in
such scenarios.

Theoretically, this work focuses on ranking-
based measures and does not discuss the con-
nection between TKPR and threshold-based mea-
sures such as the Hamming loss, the subset
accuracy, and the F-measure. Methodologically,
it might be a promising direction to replace the
naive ranking operators in the TKPR objective
with differentiable ranking operators
( ), such that the loss computation can be
more efficient. Additionally, the application of
TKPR in other learning tasks such as retrieval and
recommendation is also an interesting direction.
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Appendix A Bayes optimality of PQK and R@QK Optimization

( ) has presented the Bayes Optimality of POK and REK under the no-tie assumption.
Here, we extend the results under the with-tie assumption, i.e., Asm.1, which is necessary for the further
comparison in Sec.5.1.1.
Proposition 14 (Bayes optimality of P@K and REK). Under Asm.1, we have

J* € argmax PEK(f) & Va € X, Topy(n) C Topy(f*),
Topy (f*) — Topy(n) C Tiex(n),

whereTop, (n) := Topy(n) — Tiex(n), Topy(n) denotes the indices of the top-K entries of n(x) € RC.
Meanwhile, let

2), = (@), v
V@i=n@ie E 1+vaﬁ, (A1)

and y\; € {0,1}°~1 denotes the vector of all but the i-th label. Then, we have

[re argm?XR@K(f) & Ve e X, Topy (1) C Topy (f*),
Topy (f*) — Topy (n) C Tiex ().

Proof. Since the sample (x,y) is i.i.d. sampled from D, we next consider the following conditional
formulations:

K
POK(f | ) = E leyafk)]

k=1

K
REK(f | x) = [ Z fk)]

ylx
For P@K, we have

K
ros )= e 3Pl 11w
k=1

%Z [y 2] i1 € Topy (f)]
yey

€L

% X Y rwla

1€Top . (f) Yiyi=1

1
- K Z (@)
1€Top (f)
Note that |Top, (1) U Tiex(n)| might be greater than K. To maximize POK(f | x), Top, (f) must consist
of two parts: all the labels in Top () and K — |Topy (n)| labels from Tieg (n). That is,

Top (1) C Topy (f7), Topg (f*) = Topy (1) C Tiek (n).
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For ROK, we have

- Y
RaK(f | =) = ieTOzP;:((f) yI[F:m {N(y)}
- Y ®

Yi
e[+
ietope () Lvlew LN @)

= > @)

i€Topx (f)

= > (=)
1E€Top i (f)
Then, the proof follows the above analysis of P@K.
As shown in ( ), the order of n(x) and n/(x) are generally inconsistent. Thus,
optimizing one measure cannot guarantee the performance on the other one. O

Yyilz,yi=1

o
1+ N(y\;)

Appendix B Comparison Between TKPR and Other Metrics
B.1 TKPR v.s. NDCG@K (Proof of Prop.2)

Proposition 2. Given a score function f and (x,y) € Z,

-DCG-1@K(f,y), «a=ay,

TKPR*(f,y) = - DCG-1n@K(f,y), a = as,

e

- NDCG-1@K(f,y), o= as,

where DCG-1@K, NDCG-1@K represent the NDCG measures equipped with the linear discount function D
defined in Eq.(9), respectively;

DCG-1neK(f,y) == - DCG-1OK(f,y). (14)

1
Nk (y)
denotes the linear DCG@K with a linear weighting term; oy = 1, ag := Nk (y), a3 := Ng(y) Nk (y), and

Ni(y) == 2K +1 - Ng(y)] /2.

Proof. According to the definition of TKPR,

TKPR(f,y) = & Z Z 1[ms(y) < K]

yEP(y) k<K

_ O%K 37Nyt li € Top,(f)]

k<K i€l

“k X X v

k<K i€Top, (f)

1
=K > (K +1=E)yo (s,
k<K
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where the last equation comes from

k=1, ZiGTopl(f) Yi = Yo(f,1)s
k=2, Y icrop,(r) Yi = Yo(£.1) T Yo(r.2),
Yo(r,1) T Yo(r2) +o- F ;
k=K, ) icrop,(5)¥i = Yo(r1) T Va(s2) +0 + ot Yo (k)

Meanwhile, benefiting from the linear discount function, it is clear that

1
IDCG-1CK(y) = 5 - N (y)(2K +1 = Nk (y)) = Nk (¥) Nk (y),
which ends the proof. O

B.2 TKPR v.s. PQK and RQK (Proof of Thm.1)
Theorem 1. Given K > 1, TKPR is statistically more discriminating than P@K and R@K.

Proof. Without loss of generality, we assume that o = 1. Frist of all, the following listwise formulation is
useful:

1
k<K

whose derivation can be found in the proof of Prop.2. Then, we define the following partition number,
where D is written as the sum of b distinct bounded positive integers:

pnk(a,b) Z:|{(T1,T2,"' ,rb)ENZ|a=r1+r2+~--+rb,K2r1>7°2>~-->rb21}|.

Besides, if a < 0 or b < 0, png(a,b) = 0. Given the input sample (x,y), it is clear that png(a,b) is
exactly the number of predictions s such that

P@K(s,y) = b/ K, TKPR(s,y) = a/K.
On one hand, we have

[Pl =|

—_

(s, s") | TKPR(s,y) > TKPR(s',y), PCK(s,y) = POK(s',y)}|

M=

l{(s,s") | TKPR(s,y) > TKPR(s’,y),PCK(s,y) = POK(s',y) = b/ K }|
b

0

M=

L[(5)” = 1{(s. ") | TKPR(s. ) = TKPR(s". 1), POK(s.y) = POK(s'. ) = b/

o
I

K2 1 S 2
(b) _§Zzan(aab>a

b=0 a=0

=~

N =

b=

[}

where ([b() denotes the combination number, which exactly equals to the number of predictions with
POK(f,y) = b/K.
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On the other hand, let @ := w denote the maximum value of K - TKPR(f,y). And pnk(a) :=
K pn(a,b) denotes the number of predictions whose TKPR f>y) equals to a/K. Then
Zb_op ( ) p 7'!/ q )

S| = K{(s,s") | TKPR(s, y) = TKPR(s', y), PCK(s, y) > POK(s', y)}|

a=0
|
= Z 3 [pn (a)®> = |{(s,s") | TKPR(s,y) = TKPR(s',y) = a/K,PEK(s,y) = PeK(s', y)}|]
a=0
1 & 1 ALK
_ 2 2
*5 an(a) 7522177711((@51)) )
a=0 a=0 b=0
Thus, we have
K , &
2P —1S) =Y _(5) =D _pnx(a)*. (B3)
b=0 a=0

—_—— ———
) (1)
Notice that the following number equals to png(a,b), where t; =r; — 1,4 € {1,2,--- |b}:
{(t1,ta, - ) ENV [a—b=ti+ta+ - +t,, K—1>1t1 >ty >+ >1, >0}].

Thus, we have the following recurrence formula:

pnk(a,b) = png_1(a —b,b)+pnrx_1(a —b,b—1),
(a) ()

where (a) and (b) correspond to the case where ¢, > 0 and t, = 0, respectively. Notice that in each
recurrence, K — K — 1,a — a — b,b — {b,b — 1}. Thus, by applying this recurrence iteratively, the
coefficients will be exactly the Pascal’s triangle:

png(a,b) =1-png_1(a—b,0) +1-png_1(a —b, )
:1']771](,2(04—2@ )+2'an72(a_2b7 )+1'an72(a_2bv )
=1-png_3(a—3b,0) +3-png_3(a— 3b, ) + 3 png_s(a — 3D, ) +1-png_s(a— 30,

=
L

=3 (57" pnaa—b(K —1),b—1).

Il
o

Although the last term consists of K —1 combination numbers and K —1 partition numbers, it is fortunate
that only when b —¢ =1, pni(a — b(K —1),b —t) > 0. Thus,

K K
png(a) = anK(a,b) = Z (Ib(:ll)pnl(a —b(K —1),1).
b=0 b=0

Similarly, only when a — (K — 1) = 1, pny(a — b(K — 1),1) = 1. Thus, for any a such that 3b €
Ni,a—b(K —-1)=1,
K—1
pnk(a) = ((afK)/(K71)>'
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On top of this, we have

a LK ]/24+1 )
(In=>Y mx@?= > (&),
a=0 b=1

where | K |/2+1 comes from solve the equation @ — b(K — 1) = 1. Finally, since (Ib() =X (Ib(:ll) > (Ib(:ll)7
and K > |K|/2+ 1, we have (I) > (II), where the equality holds only if K = 1.

Besides, this result is clearly applicable to ROK since the weighting term « does not affect the
performance comparison between models. O

B.3 TKPR v.s. the ranking loss (Proof of Prop.3)
Proposition 3. Under Asm.2, maximizing TKPR is equivalent to minimizing the TKPR loss

Ly (f,y) - Z Z o1 ( S[k]) - (15)

K &l vérn

Furthermore, the following inequality holds:

L'rank(f7 y) = ?((f7 ) (16)

N (y)
Proof. We consider the following two situations:
e Case (a): For each relevant label y that is ranked at k¥ < K. In this case, we should not punish the

term Lo _1(sy — S[k):
Zl[ﬂs() =—1+Z <S[k]
k<K k<K
Note that if s|x] = s{x41], according to Asm.2, we have s, > s;x)] = S 41]- And if s;x) > s[x41], We
have s, > s(x] > s[x+1)- Hence, we can conclude that s, > s(xq) in this case.
e Case (b): For each relevant label y that is ranked lower than K, it is clear that

Z 1[7TS( =K = Z <S[k]

k<K k<K

Note that s, < s[x 1) in this case.

To sum up, we have the following equation for any relevant labels y:

D Lma(y) > k= —1+1[sy <spen] + D Lsy <spg] =1+ Y 1

k<K k<K k<K+1

Thus, we have

S>3 1y >k =-Nw+ >, > 1lsy<spl=-N@+ > Y lo1(sy—su).

yEP(y) k<K yEP(y) k<K +1 yeP(y) k<K+1

Since N(y) is independent with the score function, the two formulations are essentially equivalent.
Furthermore, it is clear that

1 1 1
K Z S[k]ZEZS[k]ZW Z Sjs

k<K+1 k<K JEN (y)
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Since £y_1 is non-increasing, we have

Lrank(fay) < Z Z Z0—1(821 - S[k]) = = L?((f’y)

NwK o n N(y)

O

B.4 TKPR v.s. APQK (Proof of Thm.2)

Lemma 3. For0< <z <y, Iny—Ilnz < %(y — ).

Proof. 1t is clear that

lny—lnx:ln(l—kg—l) < g—lzl-(y—x) < l(y—z:)
T T T B

O

Theorem 2. Given a score function [ and (x,y) € Z, there exists a constant p > 0 such that

p- TKPR™(f,y) < APCK(f,y) (17)

S K- TKPRal(f,y)’
where the upper bound of p is bounded in
[1/(K+1),KIn(K +1)].

Proof. For the left inequality, given (z,y) € Z, let p := K - POK(f,y) > 0 and K := {k;}¥_, such that
1<k <hky<--<kp <K andVk € K,ysr = 1. Then, we have

=

k
1 3 Yo(s.k) 3
APQ@K = : ;
(f, y) NK (y) P k gt yo’(fﬂ)

Yo(48) | Yofktty | Yo(f,K)
[ ko kt1 TR eum
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where (a) holds since

k=1, =42y ),

k=2, 242Dy, + Yo(r2)s
Yo(f.1) T Yo(r2) T+ 5

k=K, 280 gy o0+ yYopo) o+ + o Yo (£,K)

(b) is induced by replacing Zle Yo(f.k) With 3% L 4o (1 k:), (¢) is the same as (b), and (d) follows the fact

i=1 gt b
i=2, T I R o o

+o
1 =0p, i

Meanwhile, we have

K
TKPR®? (f, y) Z(K + 1= k)Yo(s.k)

- Ni(y)K 1
1 K+1-k
~ Nik(y) ];C K
1 X”:Kﬂfki
Nk(y) = Ko

Since APOK(f,y) and TKPR*?( f,y) have the same number of bounded summation terms, there must exist

a constant p > 0 such that
APCK(f,y) > p- TKPR™*(f,y).

To obtain the range of p’s upper bounds, let

D i P
i=1 k. 1
Cri= St € [L,p),Co == ki € [k, Fy).
i=1k; P
Then,
1 S| p(K 41— Cy)
AP@K(f,y) — p- TKPR*2(f,y) = C ——p-
(f.y)—p )= 5o 1;k p <
1 & 1 p(K 4+1—Cy)
>
= Nk (y) Cl;KH—z K
(@) —
g 1 {Clln K+1 p(K +1 02)}’
Nk (y) K+1-p K
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where (a) is induced by the fact that for any 1 < k < K|

1 K+1 K 1
+—>/ fdt (K +1)—lnk=1In 2
k k
In other words, when
C1-K 0 K+1
pfp(K—Fl—Cg) K+1—-p
B Cy 1 1+1/K
T K+1-C, PeK(f,y) 1+1/K —PeK(f,y)’
Ul U2

APOK(f,y) > p - TKPR*2(f,y) will hold. Next, we consider this upper bound from the two parts:

® U is increasing w.r.t. C1 and Cy that are determined by K. Since C; € [1,p],Cs € [k1, k;], we have

1 1 P
=< — <) <—"<p<K.
KSK+1-k ~UDs gy, sPs
e [J; depends on the model performance on P@K. Let
(6) = 2l e (0,1],C, = € [05,1)
g(t) == nl—Cgt 1],Cq = T .5,1).
We have 1 C (1= Cyt)In(1 = Cyt) + C,t
— — +
‘() = — - In(1 — Cyt) + - - —%— = g%) 1 g 1
g ( A o 12(1— Cyt)
Let

h(t)=(1-t)In(l —t)+t,te0,1).
Then, we have
h'(t)=-In(l1—t)—1+1>0.
Hence, h(t) > h(O) =0, that is, ¢'(¢ ) > 0. In other words, U, is increasing w.r.t. POK(f,y). As t — 0,
g(t) = Cy = And g(1) =In = = In(K +1).

To sum up, the upper bound of p is bounded in [1/(K + 1), K In(K + 1)].

- 1+K
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For the right inequality,

AP@K(f, Z Yo(£.1)
k 1
K k
= NKl(y) pot % ; Yo
K
< le(y) (1 +In K)yo(s,1) + ,é SR ya(f’k)] .

K yoiray + O [K — (k= 1)] yo—(f,m]
k=2

INE
=
= | =
S
L — |

1 K
= ) L; [K +1—E] y,,(ﬁk)]
= K - TKPR™' (f,y))

where (a) follows the derivation of Eq.(B4), (b) comes from the fact that for any k € {2,3,--- , K},

L +1</K1dt—lKl(k 1)
k K= ), o7 " ’
1 1
4=+ +—=—<14+lmK-In@2-1)=1+hkK,
2 K
and (c) is induced by Lem.3 and the fact that x > 1+ Inx. O

Further discussion about the monotonicity of the upper bound of p. So far, we have known
that U; is increasing w.r.t. PEK(f,y). Next, we analyze the monotonicity of Us. Note that two factors of
K can affect the value of Us: the number of elements p and the value of each k;. Hence, we next consider
the following two orthogonal cases:

® Two score functions share the same ranking performance but difference performances on P@K. Formally,
let K’ := {k/}"*] such that Vi < p,k; = k] < k7. 1- On one hand, since k1 /1 =k .y > 37 ki/p,

_ k;’-‘rl + Zf:l ki _ Zf:l ki

Co(K') — Ca(K > 0.
LK)~ Co(K) = T2 y
On the other hand, since p,+ k, =p+1>30 /Y
ptl P
7 +Z_ T p L
k =1 k; = -
Ci(K') = Ci(K) = =~ TSP L5 = > 0.
o i=1 T =1

Since Uy is increasing w.r.t. C; and Cy, we have Uy(K') > Us(K). In other words, Us is increasing w.r.t.
P@K(f,y) under the given the ranking performance.
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® Two score functions share the same performance on P@K but difference ranking performance. It is a pity
that in this case, Us is not necessarily increasing w.r.t. the ranking performance. For example, assume
that p =1, K > 2, and let K3 = {1}, K2 = {2}. It is clear that K; has a better ranking performance.
However, we have

1 1
UQ(ICl) = ? < ﬁ = UQ(ICQ)
Meanwhile, Us is not necessarily decreasing w.r.t. the ranking performance. Assume that p = 2, K = 10,
and let K3 = {1,2}, K4 = {1, 3}. Tt is clear that K3 has a better ranking performance. Meanwhile,

1 2
_ 1732 = ~ 0.1404
Uz (K3) P+ (o+1-42) 15.95 01404,
1, 2
B 113 _ 5 4

Thus, we have Us(Ks3) > Ua(Ky).

To sum up, as one improves the precision performance, Us tends to increase. But when one improves the
ranking performance under the given precision performance, U; does not necessarily increase.

Appendix C Consistency Analysis of TKPR Optimization
C.1 Bayes Optimality of TKPR (Proof of Prop.4)

Lemma 4 (Rearrangement inequality ( )). For any two real number sets {a;}?_, and

{bi}?:h " "
Z a[i]b[i] > Z a;b;.
=1 =1

Proposition 4 (Bayes optimality of TKPR). The score function f : X — R is TKPR Bayes optimal
if and only if for an input x, the prediction f(x) is top-K ranking-preserving w.r.t. A(x) € RY, where

Al)i = W. (24)
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Proof. We consider the conditional TKPR risk:

K
Ri(f )= B | 305w ¢T°Pkf”]
yix €L k=
) K
e LSy - tgie Topk(f)]]]
ylz iel k=1

:ii E[%}—im Sy 4
K - o K ylz «

k=11i€Top, (f)

(4]

(C6)

I
S
S
|
==
(]~
&

icL k=1i€Top, (f)
1 K
=D A@)i - > | A(x);
icL k=11i€Top,,(f)
1 K
=) Ax); — Ve Z(K +1—=k)A(x)s(s,1)
€L k=1

where the last equation follows the derivation of Eq.(B2).
Note that K + 1 — k is decreasing w.r.t. k. Thus, when no ties exist in A(x);, according to Lem.4, it
is clear that the optimal solution f* should satisfy

V< K,o(f* k) =0c(Ak).

When ties exists, that is, Ik € L, A(x)(s,k) = A(T)o(f,k+1), f* can further exchange the value of f(x)p
and f()[41]- Since |Topy (A) UTiex (A)| might be greater than K, under Asm.2, f* should satisfy

Vk < K — 1,Tiek(f*) = Tiek(A),TieK(f*) - TieK(A).

C.2 Sufficient Condition for TKPR Consistency (Proof of Thm.3)

Theorem 3. The surrogate loss (t) is TKPR Fisher consistent if it is bounded, differentiable, strictly
decreasing, and convex.

Proof. We first define the conditional risk and the optimal conditional risk of the surrogate loss:

RO (s | x) = Z dou ,

yEP (z) k<K+1 (CT7)
R (x) = ;gﬁ{c Ry (s | z).

Then, we prove the theorem by the following steps.

Claim 1. If s* € arginf, R?(’K(s | ), then RPT(s*, A(x)).
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According to the definition, we have

Ry (s|a) =

N‘\IH
&
M

Next, we show this claim by showing that if -RPT(s

—RPT(s,A) consists of the following cases:

® Case (1): Give s € R and 4,7 € £ such that A; = A; but s; # s, where 74(4),

C(si=sm) D, —o—

1Y >

1€P(x) k<K+1

*Sk]

Ply | «]

Yy =1

,A), then R (s | ©) > R%"*(s | ). Note that

Without loss of generality, we assume that s; < s;. Then, the claim can be obtained by a contradiction.

= R?(’e’*(s | ). According to the first-order condition, we

To be specific, we assume that R?(’f(s | )
have 9 9
a,l a,l
8siRK (s|:c):6—8]7€ (s]x)=0.
That is,
K+1
A; Z (8i — sk)) = ZAyF(sy -
k=1, [k]#i y#i
(n (1
K+1
Aj Y (s —sp) =Y Ayl(sy
k=1, k] #j i
(IIT) (Iv)

where [k] # ¢ means that the calculation of the derivative will be skipped when m4(i) =

A; = Aj, we have

k. Since

K+1
(D =Al(si—s))+ D > Ulsi—sp),
k=1,[k]¢{i.j}
(IT) = A/ (s + Y AL (sy— i),
v {i.i}
K+1
(II1) = Nill (s —s) + A Y (55— spp),s
k=1,Ik1¢{i.j}
(IV) = Al (s + Y AL (sy —s5).

y#{i.j}
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Then, since (I) — ([1I) = (II) — (IV), we have

K41
20l (si— ;) + A Y [0(si— ) — sy — sp)]
— »
) k=1,[k]¢{i,5}
(r)
=200 (sj —si)+ D Dy [0(sy—si) — (s — ;)]
%,_/
2 v i}

(v

Since ¢'(t) is strictly increasing and s; < s;, it is clear that (I') < (I1I'),(II") < 0, and (IV’) > 0
That is, (I") + (II") < (III') + (IV'), which induces contradiction.

e Case (2): Give s € RY and 4,5 € £ such that A; # A; but s; = s;, where 75(i),7s(j) < K + 1. The
claim can also be obtained by a contradiction. Similarly, According to the first-order condition and
s; = 55, we have

K+1
(I) = A4 (0) + A Z C(si = S))s
k=1,[k]¢{i,j}
(II) = A;00) + > Ayl (sy — s0),
y¢{ij}
K+1
(IID) = 20000 +8; > Vsi— s,
k=1,[k]¢{i,5}
(IV)=AL0)+ > Ayl(sy — si).
y&{i.j}
Then, since (I) — (I1I) = (II) — (IV), we have
K+1
(A= A;) D l(si—spg) =2(A; — A,)C'(0)
k=1,[k]¢{i,5}

which leads to a contradiction since £(t) < 0 and A; # A,.

e Case (3): Give s; € RY and i,j € £ such that A; < A; but s;; > s1,;, where 75(i), 7s(j) < K + 1.
Next, we obtain the claim by showing that any swapping breaking the ranking of Ta will induce a larger
conditional risk. To be specific, let s, € RC sucht that s2; = 517,52 = s1; and Vk & {4,5}, 826 = S1.k-
Then, we have

K [R (51 @) = Ry (s | )]

K+1 K+1 K+1
A; Z E(Sl,i - 51,[k]) + Aj 6(817]' — 51,[k]) — | A + Aj Z E(éga So [k])‘|
= k=1 k=1
K+1 K+1 K+1
Ai Z E(Sl,i — sl,[k’]) + A]‘ K(sl,j — 51,[k]) — Az -+ Aj Z 6(51 i S1 [k])‘|
= k=1 k=1
K+1
= (8 =80 D [Us1y = s1wy) — Lsti — s1m)]
k=1

>0,
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where the inequality is induced by A; > A;, s1; < s2,; and the surrogate loss ¢ is strictly decreasing.

Given any a € RY, let T, := {Tiey(a)};\' = {71, T2, ,Tj7.|} denote the set of tie sets. Note that
|7Ta] < C due to the possible ties in a. From the analysis in Case (1) and Case (2), we know that
Ts+ = Ta. Without loss of generality, we assume that Vi < |Ta|,Ta; = Ts+ ;. Definet the partial ranking
between tie sets as

Ti <= T; & Vyr € Ti,y2 € Tj, 8y < Sy,
Then, from the analysis in Case (3), we know that if Ta1 < Tae < -+ < Ta 72, Ter1 < Ter2 <+ <
Ts+,|7,.|> which obtains the claim.

Claim 2.

. a,l . a,l
s:ﬁRll)I}l'f(s,cc) RK (S | -'13) - s:RPl'Il'l(fs,cc) RK (3 ‘ -'13)

It is clear that Claim 2 follows Claim 1.

Claim 3. For any sequence {S(t)}tel\u, st e RC,

Ric' (s @) = il Rig'(s | @) = Ric(s) | 2) = il Ric(s | @)

According to Prop.4 and Claim 1, we only need to show that when t — oo, RPT(s(), A(x)). Define

a,l . a,l
§:= RY (s|w)—51€IgCRK (s|x).

inf
s:=RPT(s,A(x))
According to Claim 2, 0 < § < oc. Suppose that when ¢t — oo, =RPT(s("), A(x)). Then, there exists a
large enough T such that

R (s | a) — nf, Ry (s | x) > 4,

which is contradicts with R (s®) | &) — infcpe R (s | ). Thus, we obtain Claim 3.

Claim 4. For any sequence of score functions {f(t)}t€N+,

R (1) = mfRE () = R (FV) = mf RE(f).

It is clear that Claim 4 holds with Claim 3 and
a,l a,l
R (F) =B [RE (7 | 2)]

Then, the proof of Thm.3 ends.
O

Appendix D Generalization Analysis for TKPR Optimization

D.1 The Generalization Bound by Traditional Techniques
D.1.1 Lipschitz Property of the TKPR Surrogate Loss (Proof of Prop.5)

Proposition 5. Under Asm.3, the TKPR surrogate loss L?(’é 18 pep g -Lipschitz continuous and bounded
by Mg, where
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oﬂK:I\;‘ﬂ—&-\/ﬁ My = (K + 1)M, when o = a;;
aMK:I;‘Ll+V L My = (K +1)M; when o = ao;

K+1 K+1
® g = K"E +K\/—1,MK— I‘}' My, when o = as.

Proof. Given two score functions f, f' € Fk, then we have

LS (fy) — L ()

DD Usy=su) = D D sy~ s

yeP(w) k<K +1 yeP () k<K+1

@ 1

i d DD IR TR DD DRI CA [
yeP () k<K+1 yEP(z) k<K +1

m 1
= — Z max U(sy — sg) — Z max (s, — s},)

Kclc]
yeP(x) IKI=K+1 keK P (w) KISk 11 ek
(0 1 / /
S > max > [, — s — s, — 5]
yEP(x) IKI=K+1 |kek
1
< 3T max 7|l ) — (s, — sh)].

yEP(x) IKI=K+1 ke

In this process, (a) houds since ¢ is strictly decreasing. (b) holds since

K K
— c
Zt[k] = glg{(Ztk,Vt € R"™.
k=1 = k=1
And (c) holds since

lmax {ay,...,ax} —max{by,...,bx}| <max{|ay —bi|,...,|ax —bx|}, Va,becRE.

Furthermore, since /¢ is pg-Lipschitz continuous, the last term is bounded by

ST max 37|y s)) — (x5

yeP(x) IKI= K+1 keK

/LZ(K + 1) / ,UZN(y) /
STAR 2 ISl T e Dl sid
yEP(x) IKI=K+1 ke
1

Sue(KJralI){ N(y) S (s, ) L mNVEFT [Z(Sk—%f]

aK Kc[C]
yEeP(x) IK|l=K+1 Lkek

Nl

Nl

(K+1)y/N(y)+ Ny)vVK +1
S/L@[ — } Z(Sy_s;)Q

e [(K +1)y/N(y) + Ny)VE+1] o
N aK s—s
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When a = ay, it is clear that

L2 ) — LS )] < (Kf ¢K+1) s — <]
and
LY (f,y) g Z MS(K+1)M

When a = aq, it is clear that

K+1 K+1 K+1 K+1
La,l , Laz _ + s—gl < ( + ) 878’,
L5 () = L w)| = w( et R ) I <ne( "+ ) Is =5l

and
LY (fy) <

(KZ ZMZ +1)Me.

yeP(x) k<K+1
When a = a3, we have

2p
L% (Fy) — LR ()l =

Kl VEST 1
Ny)2K +1—-N(y)) 2K +1— N(y) s—s|.

Let g(t) := Vt(2K + 1 —t),t € [1, K]. Then, it is clear that ¢’(t) > 0 when ¢ € [1, 25+L] and ¢/(t) < 0
when t € [25H K]. Since 2K < VK (K + 1), we have

N . Que (K+1 K+ K+1 2
LS (foy) = L (f )] < 2F Is —s'|| = + Is — |,
K \ 2K K+1 K2 KVK +1
Meanwhile, we have
2 K+ 1
Lt < Y M< M,.

yeP(z) k<K +1

D.1.2 Generalization Bound of TKPR Optimization (Proof of Prop.6)

Proposition 6. Under Asm.3, for any 6 € (0,1), with probability at least 1 — & over the training set S,
the following generalization bound holds for all the f € F:

RE(f) 3 B(LY",6)+

{O(\/f?)ézg(]:), (NS {041,042},
O(1/K) - €s(F), a=as.

Proof. According to Lem.1, let G% := {L?‘{’e o f: f € F}. Then, with probability at least 1 — ¢ over the
training set S, the following generalization bound holds for all the f € F, we have

R (f) < ®(LG,8) +2€s(Gk).
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When a = a1, based on Lem.2 and Prop.5, we have

. K+1 - -
Cs(G) < V2ue (\/? + VK + 1) Cs(F) ~ O(VK) - Cs(F).
Similarly, when a = a9 we have
. K+1 VET1I)\ - .
e:gfgx/ﬁ( - >¢f~(9\/?-¢f
s(9k) e\ =75 i s(F) ~ O(VK) - €s(F)
Similarly, when o = a3 we have
. K+1 2 . 1. -
Cs(G5) < V2 Cs(F) ~O(=) Cs(F
$(010) < Vi (*Z + e ) €(F) ~ O() - Es()
O
D.1.3 Generalization Bound of the Traditional Ranking Loss (Proof of Prop.7)
Lemma 5. The following inequality holds:
L8 (o y) < —— LY (f,y). DY
Proof. The proof is similar to that of Prop.3, except that ¢ is strictly decreasing. O
Proposition 7. Under Asm.3, let
Rf"cmk(f) = E [Lf’ank(fa y)] (31)
(m7y)ND

denote the generalization error of the traditional ranking loss. Then, for any 6 € (0,1), with probability
at least 1 — § over the training set S, the following generalization bound holds for all the f € F:

(f)

< { (LY, 8) + O(VK) - é:§(.7), a € {ag,az},
~ LKLY 6) +00) - Cs(F), a=as.

Proof. According to Prop.6 and Lem.5, when o = a7, we have

¢ _ ‘ I ap
Rrank(f) - (w,ng [Lrank(f7 y)] S (w,ng [N(y) LK (f7 y)
< B[ U] =R (D 32 6) + OWE) &),

Similarly, when o = as we have

R D)= E [Lhallw)] < E [LR(f9)] =RE () 3 0LY0) + OWE) - Es(F).
(@, y)~D (®,y)~D
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Similarly, when a = a3 we have

Rtawidf) = E [Lhulfw)] < E [2K+1-N)]/2 Ly (fy)]

(z,y)~D (z,y)~D

<K B[R] = KRG S K 0(LF,0) + 0(1) - Es(F).
T, Y)~

D.2 The Generalization Bound by the Data-dependent Contraction
Technique

D.2.1 Data-Dependent Contraction Inequality (Proof of Prop.8)

Proposition 8 (Data-dependent contraction inequality). Under Asm.4, if the loss function L(f,y) is

local Lipschz’tz continuous with a partition Sg and constants {uq}(?zl. Let my := % be the ratio of Sq in
S, where Ny = |S,|. Then,

Cs(G) < Es(F) Y V/qhq- (33)

Proof. Let {£q}qQ:1 be a partition of £ such that Vg € {1,2,---,Q}, €, € {—1,+1}Ne. Then, according
to the definition of the complexity measure, we have

Q

N N,
€st0) - [y 6| - S S | < S oy 3t
€ q

g€gq 1n=1 qg=1 g€g

E
13
Q @ 2 A o Q
= Z meCs, (G) < \[22 Talq€s, (F) ~ ( Z )
q=1 q=1
where (a) comes from Lem.2, and (b) is induced by @5 Ve =/ erq N Cg O

D.2.2 Local Lipschitz Continuity of the TKPR Loss (Proof of Prop.9)

Proposition 9. Let S, := {z € S : N(y) = q}. That is, all the samples in S, have q relevant labels.
Then, under Asm.S3, L?(’e(f, y) is local Lipschitz continuous with constants {Mq}qul such that

= (K +1)y/g+qVE +1] (34)
! alq) K ’
where a(q) € {1,¢,q(2K +1—¢q)/2} and g < K.
Proof. The proof follows that of Prop.5 O

D.2.3 Generalization Bound of ’R,(;(’l( f) Induced by Data-dependent Contraction
(Proof of Thm.4)

Theorem 4. Under Asm.3 and Asm.4, for any 6 € (0,1), with probability at least 1 — & over the training
set S, the following generalization bound holds for all f € F:

RE(f) 2 @LY,8) + Cs(FO (9(K)) (35)

41



where g(K) relies on the distribution of mq. In Tab.3, we present the results under an exponential
distribution and a multinomial distribution, parameterized by A.

Proof. We can obtain Eq.(35) directly by Lem.1 and Prop.8, and Prop.9. Next, we focus on the two
concrete cases.

If 1y o< €7, since pg ~ O(,/q/a(q)), we have

K K
> Hay/Tg~ O (ZM)

q=1

When a(q) = 1, we have

K K K
t 4 20K +4 1
E }/§§§ q g/ dt:_""m(')(),
era/2 era/2 eAt/2 A2 )\2e)K/2 2
q=1 q=1 0
When a(q) = ¢, we have
EK L <1+/K ! dt<1+/K1dt
= eAq/Z\/Z] — N2 1 e>‘t/2\/7? — N2 1 eAt/2

! 2 2 (1
S + N2 e K2 T Yp

When «(q) = w, we have

K 2 1 &2 1
> c Ly o 1Y
/2 JG(2K +1—¢q) = K+14= /2 /g Ker?

g=1 q=1

If mq o< ¢*, A > 0, since pg ~ O(y/q/(q)), we have

K K 1
Z“qﬁq”@(ZM)'

q=1 q=1

When a(q) = 1, we have

K K 1

Zf“q\/ﬁq ~0 <Z q(A1)/2> :

q=1 q=1
Essentially, this bound is a cut-off version of Riemann zeta function ( ). Since the
order of Riemann zeta function is out of the scope of this paper, we next provide a coarse-grained result,
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and the fine-grained results can be found in ( ).

K K 3—X
1 1 2-K=2 -2 32
)\6(0,3)5 q(>\—1)/2§/0 t()\—l)/th: 3_)\ NO(K2>7
q=1

1 1
:1q :1(]
q q
K K o]
3 1 Zl Zl ?
q:]q q:lq q:lq

When a(q) = ¢, we have

q=1 q=1
Similarly,
K K 1-a
1 1 2-K—=2 -2 1—X2
AG(O,l).z:lq(AH)/Q S/0 1OF1)/2 dt = 11—\ NO(K ’ )’
(I:
S 1
Ae(1,3):) (m)/QngNO(an),
=1q =1q
q q
K K 9]
1 1 1 w2
AEB,OO].;WS;QGS;EZFNO(D'

When a(q) = w, we have

K K 1
Z%\/Fq ~0 (Z (2K +1— q)q(/\+1)/2> :

g=1

Similarly,

A€ (0,1):

Mx

1 1 L | 1
< / dteo—L1
QK +1—q)q2 =K +1J, tO+)/2 KO/

e
Il
—

Mx

1 In K
. <
Al Gr T g (A“)/?NO(K)’

=)
Il
-

Mw

1 1
. <
A€ [3,00]: Gk 11— (A+1)/2~O<K>'

=]
Il
_

O

D.2.4 Generalization Bound of Rfank( f) Induced by Data-dependent Contraction
(Proof of Prop.10)

Proposition 10. Let Ii%(f,y) = N(y) Lae(f, y). Then, under Asm.3 and Asm.4, for any 6 € (0,1),

with probability at least 1 — & over the training set S, the following generalization bound holds for all the
fer:
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® When mq e,

2 B(LY,8) + OeN?) - Es(F).

e When my < ¢,
3 (L. 9)
O(KU=/2) . €5(F), A€ (0,1),
+4 O(nK) - Es(F), A€ [L,3),
0() - Cs(F), A € [3,00).
Proof. According to Lem.5, we have
Rl = B [tiw] < B |0 05| = B [Lktw)

Similar to Prop.9, it is clear that f/;(( f,v) is local Lipschitz continuous with constants {[Lq}qul such that

e [(K+1)a+oVE+T] (1
/j'q— qK O(\/a)7

Then, let C;f( = {Zﬁ( o f: f € F}. According to Lem.1, with probability at least 1 — § over the training
set S, the following generalization bound holds for any f € F, we have

Riank(f) < ©(Lig, 6) +2€s(Gk)-

Furthermore, according to Prop.8§,

If my o e~ we have

K K 1
> im0 (3 s )
s et e Q/ \/a
Following the proof of Thm.4,
K

1 —)\/2
2 o SO,
q=1

Thus, we have ~ .
Reank(f) 3 @(Lic, ) + O(e™?) - Es(F).

rank

If my o g, we have

K K 1
Zﬂq\/ﬂ'»q ~0 (Z q(’\+1)/2> :
qg=1

q=1
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Following the proof of Thm.4,

p O(K%) -€s(F), Ae(0,1),
1 )

> G S| OWK)-Es(F),  AelLd),

=t 0(1)- &s(F), X e [3,00).

Thus, we have
A

O(K%), xe (0,1),
Rian(f) 3 (L%, 0) + O(nK), XelL,3),
o), A € [3,00).

D.3 Practical Generalization Bounds
D.3.1 Practical Bounds for Kernel-Based Models (Proof of Prop.11 and Prop.12)
Lemma 6 (The Rademacher complexity of the kernel-based models ( )). The

Rademacher complezity of kernel-based models has the following upper bound:

. CA2r2
Rs(Fu) < N (D10)

Proposition 11. Under Asm.3 and Asm.4, for any 6 € (0,1), with probability at least 1 — § over the
training set S, the following generalization bound holds for all the f € Fy:

O( Cjeif), o=

R (F) 3 S(LE"8) + 0(/SL22), a=ay

Proof. The proof completes by Thm.4 and Lem.6. O

Proposition 12. Under Asm.3 and Asm.4, for any § € (0,1), with probability at least 1 — § over the
training set S, the following generalization bound holds for all the f € Fu:

CAZ%r2
Ne

3 (L, 0) + O( )-

Proof. The proof completes by Prop.10 and Lem.6. O

D.3.2 Practical Bounds for Convolutional Neural Networks (Proof of Prop.13)

Lemma 7 (The Gaussian complexity of Convolutional Neural Networks ( );
( )). The Rademacher complezxity of F, has the following upper bound:

(D11)

R dlog (Bg N
Bs(Foun) 2O (Og(ﬁx)> .

VN

45



Proposition 13. Under Asm.3 and Asm.4, for any 6 € (0,1), with probability at least 1 — § over the
training set S, the following generalization bound holds for all the f € Fp . :

dlog(Bs o N
O(HEZenl)) - = q,

R () 3 LE0) + 4 O(H8Pesa)) g =

dlog(Bg,u,xN) o
O(iﬁNe/\K ), a=as,

where Bg,,\ = xB(1 + v+ B/Ny)Ne, Ny := N, + Ny.

Proof. Due to the additional term log N in the upper bound of &s(Fs..), we need to make minor
adjustments to Prop.8. Let Gg,., := {L% o f : f € F5.,5}. Then, we have

Q
s(G..x) Zﬂq 5,(Gpwn) < \[Zﬁqﬂqes (FBw) ~ (Zﬂqﬂqes (]:Bvx)>v

q=1 q=1 q=1
Q
. 4o BﬁuXqu)> ( dlog (Bs.y,N)
=0 Tq <0 Fquq—”

=0 (éS(}-ﬁw,x) Z \/qu>

q=1

Then the proof ends by Prop.10 and Lem.7. O

46



Appendix E More Implementation Details

Infrastructure. For CNN backbone, we carry out the experiments on an ubuntu 16.04 server equipped
with Intel(R) Xeon(R) Silver 4110 CPU and an Nvidia(R) TITAN RTX GPU. The version of CUDA is
10.2 with GPU driver version 440.44. Our codes are implemented via python (v-3.8.11) with the main
third-party packages including pytorch ( ) (v-1.9.0), numpy (v-1.20.3), scikit-learn
(v-0.24.2) and torchvision (v-0.10.0).

For transformer backbone, we carry out the experiments on an ubuntu 20.04 server equipped with
AMD(R) EPYC(R) 7763 CPU and an Nvidia(R) A100 GPU. The version of CUDA is 11.6 with GPU
driver version 510.108.03. The packages are same as those in the CNN backbone.

Warm-up strategy. Note that TKPR focuses on the predictions of top-ranked labels. However,
focusing on a few labels at the early training process ignores the learning of the other labels and can bring
a high risk of over-fitting. To address this issue, we adopt a warm-up training strategy that encourages
the model learning the global information. To be specific, in the first E,, epochs, the models is trained
by a global loss. Afterwards, the warm-up loss is replaced with the proposed TKPR losses. The whole
learning process is summarized in Alg.1.

In MLC, for the comparison with the ranking-based losses, all the methods adopt the warm-up strategy
with the warm-up loss L.,k. For the comparison with state-of-the-art methods, the proposed method
uses DB-loss/ASL as the warm-up loss for the CNN/transformer backbones, respectively. For the CNN
backbones, we set £ = 100,200 on Pascal VOC 2007 and MS-COCO, respectively, and E, is searched in
{10, 20, 30, 40, 50, 60}. For the transformer backbones, we set E = 80, and E,, is searched in {5, 10, 15,
20, 25}.

In MLML, for the comparison with the ranking-based losses, all the methods use Lk as the warm-up
loss. For the comparison with state-of-the-art methods, the proposed method uses SPLC as the warm-up
loss. We set E = 80, and FE,, is searched in {2, 4, 6, 8, 10}.

Implementation of competitors. It is not a trivial task to evaluate the competitors on the pro-
posed TKPR measures due to the significant differences among their settings. In the official setting,
Lyank, Ly s Luy s Ly, Ly, and TKML conduct the experiments on traditional datasets such as emotions,
bibtex, delicious ( ), which are no longer popular benchmark datasets for modern
backbones. LSEP uses VGG16 as the backbone, which is somewhat outdated. DB-Loss trains the model
on a modified version of MS-COCO and Pascal VOC. Fortunately, ASL, CCD, Hill, and SPLC share the
same protocols and implementation details, and EM+APL, ROLE, LL-R, LL-Ct, and LL-Cp share the
other implementation. Hence, we adopt the following implementation strategy for fair comparison:

® For Lrank, Lu,, Luy, Ly, Ly, , TKML, LSEP, and DB-Loss, we re-implement the methods based on the
code released by ASL ( ). For fair compar-
ison, we align the training details with ours, including warm-up, optimizer, batch size, learning rate,
input size and so on. The hyperparameters are also searched as suggested in the original paper.

e For ASL, CCD, Hill, SPLC, EM+APL, ROLE, LL-R, LL-Ct, and LL-Cp, we adopt the official imple-
mentation and the hyperparameters suggested in the original paper. The mAP performance is also
evaluated to guarantee our checkpoints share similar performances as those reported in the original
paper.

Besides, as analyzed in ( , ) and ( , )s larc(t) = —arctan(t) and leyp
are consistent surrogates for the ranking loss and L,,, respectively. Our implementation follows these
theoretical results.

Hyper-parameter search. We withhold 20% of the training set for hyper-parameter search. After
this, the model is trained on the full training set with the best hyper-parameters. For fair comparison,
the common hyper-parameters, such as learning rate and batch size, are searched for competitors in the
same space. The specific hyper-parameters of each method are also searched as suggested in the original
paper. If the original paper has provided the optimal hyper-parameters, we will use them directly. Since
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the search space is somewhat large, we adopt an early stopping strategy with 5 patience epochs. The
hyper-parameters of the warm-up loss follows those of the main loss, requiring no explicit validation set.

Algorithm 1 Learning Algorithm of the ERM Framework
Require: Training set S, the model parameterized by O, the hyperparameters {«, ¢, K}, the warm-up
loss Ly,.
1: Initialize the model parameters ©.
2: fore=1,2,--- ,E do
3: B + SampleMiniBatch(S,m)

4: if e < E,, then

5: Update © by minimizing L,,.

6: else

7 Update © by minimizing L%’e.

8: end if

9: Optional: anneal the learning rate 7.
10: end for
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Appendix F More Empirical Results

F.1 MLC experiments on Pascal VOC 2007

Overall Performance. Tab.F1 presents the comparison results with the ranking-based losses in the
MLC setting, from which we have the following observations:

The proposed methods demonstrate consistent improvements on mAP@K, NDCG@K, the ranking loss, and
the TKPR measures. All these performance gains again validate our theoretical analyses in Sec.4 and
Sec.5.2.

Similar to the results on MS-COCO, the improvement on P@K and REK is not so significant. This shows
that the performance enhancement comes from the improvement on ranking of predictions, which is
consistent with the label distributions presented in Fig.3(b).

The performances of the competitors are inconsistent on different measures. For example, L, achieve
the best NDCG@K and TKPR performance. However, on P@K, mAP@K, and the ranking loss, L,,, and Li,sgp
are the best. By contrast, the superior performance of TKPR optimization is consistent, which again
validates the necessity of the proposed framework.

Tab.F2 presents the comparison results with the state-of-the art loss-oriented methods in the MLC setting,
from which we have the following observations:

Compared with the state-of-the-art methods, the proposed methods achieve the best performances
consistently on all the measures, which again validate the effectiveness of the proposed learning
framework.

The DB-Loss and ASL are competitive in this setting. Their success might come from the enphasis
on inherent imbalanced label distributions in multi-label learning. However, the proposed methods
still outperform the two methods, as the analysis in Sec.5.2 show that the proposed method can also
generalize well on imbalanced label distributions.

Similarly, performances of the competitors are inconsistent on different measures while the proposed
methods achieve the best performances consistently.

Sensitivity Analysis. In Fig.F1, we present the sensitivity of the proposed framework w.r.t.

hyperparameter K on Pascal VOC 2007 with E,, = 50. From the results, we have the following
observations:

The model tends to achieve the best median performance with K € {3,4,5}, which suggests that an
appropriately larger K is necessary for the proposed framework.

The performance degeneration under K = 2 is more significant when o = a3. In other words, TKPR
optimization with oo = a3 is more sensitive than those with o € {1, as}.

Table F1 The empirical results of the ranking-based losses and TKPR on Pascal VOC 2007, where the backbone is
ResNet101. The best and runner-up results on each metric are marked with and , respectively. The best
competitor on each measure is marked with underline.

| Metries | PeK | ROK | mapex | ~Npccek | TKPR®1 | TKPR®2 | TKPR®3 | _—
anking
Type
| K | s 5 | s 5 | s 5 | s 5 | s 5 | s 5 | s 5 | Loss
Lyiank 444 278 | 959  .989 | .613  .625 | .826  .840 | 1.045  1.181 | .762  .850 | .273  .177 .043
Ly 443 278 | 960  .989 | .653  .665 | .766  .780 | .985 1.144 | .708  .818 | .255  .171 .041
Ly2 .443 958  .988 | .652  .665 | .764  .778 | .984  1.144 | .707  .817 | .255  .171 .041
Ranking Ly3 .443 .279 .956 .650 .664 796 .812 1.008 1.160 .730 .832 .262 174 .040
Loss Lya 446 278 080 | .674  .683 | .785  .796 | 1.015  1.162 | .733  .833 | .264  .174 .038
LLSEP 442 .959 626 .641 | .817  .833 | 1.033  1.175 | .752  .845 | .270  .176 .042
Logmr | 422 272 | 915 972 | .614  .634 | .788  .815 .998 1.138 | .720  .823 | .262  .171 .052
aj 437 272 | 945 969 | .912  .921 | .930  .041 | 1.154 1.233 | .864  .904 | .308  .188 .021
TKPR g 277 987
(Ours) as 277 | .948  .965
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Table F2 The empirical results of state-of-the-art MLC methods and TKPR on Pascal VOC 2007, where the backbone

is ResNet101. The best and runner-up results on each metric are marked with and , respectively. The best
competitor on each measure is marked with underline.
Metrics PAQK RAQK mAP@K NDCG@K ‘ TKPRY1 TKPR%2 ‘ TKPR%3
. Ranking
ype ‘ K ‘ 3 5 ‘ 3 5 ‘ 3 5 3 5 3 5 3 5 ‘ 3 5 Loss
AsLf 52 .278 | .973  .989 | .956  .963 | .966  .973 | 1.203 277 | .899  .933 .008
DB-Loss 53  .279 | .973  .988 | .956  .962 | .966  .973 | 1.205 .900  .933 | .321 .008
Loss cept 451 .279 | .969 .948 956 | .960 970 | 1.194  1.272 | .893 930 | .319  .194 .009
Oriented aint 446 276 | 960  .981 | .932  .940 | .948 957 | 1.179  1.256 | .881  .919 | .315  .192 014
sprct 451 .278 | .969  .986 | .947  .954 | .959  .967 | 1.195  1.271 | .892  .928 | .319  .193 010
aq 975 989 .903
TKPR ag .454 .279 961 .966 971 977 1.208 1.282 .936 .322 .196 .007
(Ours) as .989
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Fig. F1 Sensitivity analysis of the proposed methods on Pascal VOC 2007. The y-axis denotes the values of the hyperpa-
rameter K, and the x-axis represents the value of TKPR@5 under the corresponding K.
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F.2 MLC experiments with Transformer Backbone

Overall Performance. Tab.F3 and Tab.F4 present the comparison results with the state-of-the-art
loss-oriented methods with the swin-transformer backbone in the MLC setting, from which we have the
following observations:

® The proposed methods still outperform the competitors consistently on all the measures, which validates
the robustness of the proposed framework.

® Compared with the improvements with the CNN backbone, the performance gains on the transformer
backbone are more significant on MS-COCO. This phenomenon shows that the proposed framework
can better exploit the potential of powerful pre-trained backbones.

® Benefiting from the powerful backbones, CCD achieves the best performance among the competitors.
However, its performances on the ranking-based measures with K = 3 are comparable/inferior to ASL.
In other words, CDD pay more attention to the whole ranking list, rather than the top-ranked ones.

Case study. Fig.F2 and Fig.F3 present visual results on the MS-COCO and NUS-WIDE datasets,
respectively, where the proposed methods perform better than all the competitors. For each input image,
we present the ground-truth labels and the top-5 predicted labels of the proposed methods and the
competitors. All the ground-truth labels are marked with green. From the results, we have the following
observations:

e TKPR tends to rank the ground-truth labels higher than the competitors. This improvement brings
the enhancement on mAP@K, NDCG@K, TKPR, and the ranking loss, which is consistent with the Bayes
optimality of TKPR and again validates the effectiveness of the proposed framework.

® For some cases, TKPR ranks all the ground-truth labels in the top-5 list, which brings the improvement
on P@K and ROK.

Table F3 The empirical results of state-of-the-art MLC methods and TKPR on MS-COCO, where the backbone is
swin-transformer. The best and runner-up results on each metric are marked with and , respectively. The best
competitor on each measure is marked with underline.

| Metries | P@K | R@K | mapek | NDcGek | TKPR®I | TKPR®2 | TKPR®3 |
- Ranking
e
e K | s 5 | s 5 | s 5 | s I 5 | s 5 | s 5 | Loss
asLt 705 496 | .838  .o17 | 932 919 | .951 .047 | 1.606 1928 | 754 786 | .318  .189 10096
DB-Loss | .698  .480 | .831  .007 | .024  .008 | .044  .938 | 1.505 1.908 | .749  .779 | .316  .187 0125
Loss cepf 705 .498 | .839  .920 | .933  .921 | .951  .948 | 1.606  1.930 | .74  .787 | .318  .189
Oriented mint 696 .493 | .832  .915 | .918  .909 | .940  .940 | 1.585  1.909 | .745  .780 | .314  .187 0101
spLet | 676 .as7 | .815  .009 | .883  .883 | .914  .022 | 1.532  1.862 | .724  .765 | .305  .183 0116
o 10096
TKPR s
(Ours) o 707 .499 | .842  .922 | .935  .923 | .953  .950 | 1.600  1.935 | .755  .788 | .319  .189 .0096
3
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Table F4 The empirical results of state-of-the-art MLC methods and TKPR on NUS-WIDE, where the backbone is
swin-transformer. The best and runner-up results on each metric are marked with and blue, respectively. The best
competitor on each measure is marked with underline.

‘ Metrics ‘ P@K ‘ RQK ‘ mAP@QK ‘ NDCG@K ‘ TKPRY1 ‘ TKPR*2 ‘ TKPR*3 ‘
Ranking
Type ‘ ‘ : : . :
K 3 5 3 5 3 5 3 5 3 5 3 5 3 5 Loss
AsLt 573 420 .799 .906 817 .830 .855 .876 1.318 1.601 .708 757 .284 175 .0132
DB-Loss 572 .419 .798 1904 .815 .828 .853 .875 1.316 1.597 707 .756 283 174 .0149
Loss CCDT 574 .422 -801 -910 .816 -831 .854 877 1.317 1.602 707 .758 .284 175 .0127
Oriented mint .570 420 .798 .908 .803 .820 .844 .869 1.299 1.589 .699 .753 .280 174 .0132
sprct .564 420 .793 .908 .789 .810 .833 .862 1.278 1.574 .689 747 276 172 .0137
aq 579 124 807 914 824 838 861 883 1.328 1.613 713 763 28¢ 176 0126
TKPR ag
(Ours) ag .578 .423 .806 912 .824 .837 .861 .882 1.328 1.612 713 762 .286 176 .0128
GT: [person, remote, chair, couch, laptop] GT: [oven, bowl, sink, bottle] GT: [person, handbag, pizza]
Top-5 predictions: Top-5 predictions: Top-5 predictions:
TKPR (Ours): [chair, laptop, remote, couch, person] TKPR (Ours): [oven, sink, microwave, bowl, bottle] TKPR (Ours): [pizza, handbag, sandwich, dining table, person]
ASL: [dining table, laptop, couch, remote, person] ASL: [sink, spoon, bowl, oven, microwave] ASL: [handbag, hot dog, dining table, sandwich, person]
CCD: [kite, couch, keyboard, laptop, remote] CCD: [bowl, sandwich, donut, bottle, oven] CCD: [pizza, banana, orange, person, sandwich]
Hill: [bowl, laptop, person, remote, couch] Hill: [bottle, spoon, microwave, bowl, oven] Hill: [orange, bottle, pizza, sandwich, person]
SPLC: [bowl, chair, person, couch, remote] SPLC: [bottle, microwave, bowl, spoon, oven] SPLC: [handbag, hot dog, sandwich, pizza, person]

GT: [person, book, bed, laptop] GT: [person, cup, fork, knife, sandwich, hot dog, dining table] GT: [person, oven, sink, refrigerator, vase, potted plant]
Top-5 predictions: Top-5 predictions: Top-5 predictions:

TKPR (Ours): [laptop, bed, keyboard, person, book] TKPR (Ours): [hot dog, dining table, bowl, fork, person] TKPR (Ours): [sink, refrigerator, bottle, oven, person]
ASL: [tv, cell phone, keyboard, person, book] ASL: [bowl, dining table, hot dog, fork, person] ASL: [bottle, refrigerator, sink, person, oven]

CCD: [bed, book, laptop, keyboard, mouse] CCD: [cake, hot dog, apple, pizza, sandwich] CCD: [orange, sink, toilet, refrigerator, oven]

Hill: [laptop, cell phone, keyboard, person, book] Hill: [bowl, fork, person, dining table, hot dog] Hill: [microwave, person, sink, bottle, oven]

SPLC: [teddy bear, laptop, keyboard, person, book] SPLC: [spoon, person, fork, hot dog, dining table] SPLC: [microwave, refrigerator, sink, oven, bottle]

-

Fig. F2 Case study on the COCO dataset with the swin-transformer backbone, where the proposed methods rank the
relevant labels higher than the competitors do.
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GT: [sky, animal, water, whales, ocean] GT: [road, sky, tree, grass]

Top-5 predictions: Top-5 predictions:

TKPR (Ours): [sky, ocean, whales, animal, water] TKPR (Ours): [grass, road, plants, sky, tree]
ASL: [lake, sky, water, whales, animal] ASL: [road, plants, clouds, sky, tree]

CCD: [mountain, surf, lake, animal, whales] CCD: [tree, flowers, grass, sign, plants]
Hill: [clouds, whales, sky, water, animal] Hill: [road, plants, sky, grass, tree]

SPLC: [clouds, water, sky, animal, whales] SPLC: [road, frost, sky, plants, tree]

GT: [sky, lake, beach]

Top-5 predictions:

TKPR (Ours): [lake, beach, clouds, sky, water]
ASL: [sky, rocks, lake, beach, water]

CCD: [lake, rocks, beach, grass, flowers]

Hill: [lake, ocean, clouds, sky, water]

SPLC: [beach, ocean, sky, clouds, water]

GT: [buildings, cityscape] GT: [running, animal, dog]

Top-5 predictions: Top-5 predictions:

TKPR (Ours): [lake, cityscape, bridge, buildings, water] TKPR (Ours): [toy, running, snow, dog, animal]
ASL: [sky, bridge, lake, buildings, water] ASL: [sand, toy, snow, dog, animal]

CCD: [bridge, airport, plane, buildings, sign] CCD: [toy, mountain, running, animal, snow]
Hill: [snow, bridge, lake, buildings, water] Hill: [toy, sky, snow, animal, dog]

SPLC: [lake, sky, cityscape, water, buildings] SPLC: [toy, cat, snow, dog, animal]

GT: [plants, sunset, grass]

Top-5 predictions:

TKPR (Ours): [sand, sunset, sky, plants, grass]
ASL: [mountain, sand, sky, plants, grass]
CCD: [garden, sand, sign, flowers, grass]

Hill: [mountain, sand, plants, sky, grass]
SPLC: [sand, clouds, plants, sky, grass]

Fig. F3 Case study on the NUS-WIDE dataset with the swin-transformer backbone, where the proposed methods rank

the relevant labels higher than the competitors do.
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F.3 More MLML experiments on Pascal VOC 2012

In Tab.F5 and Tab.F6, we present the results on Pascal VOC 2012 in the MLML setting. From these
results, we have the following observations:

® Compared with the ranking-based losses, the proposed methods also demonstrate significant improve-
ments on mAP@K, NDCG@K, the ranking loss, and the TKPR measures. Note that for the competitors,
the performance degeneration induced by missing labels seems insignificant. This phenomenon is not
surprising since the relevant labels are inherently sparse in Pascal VOC 2012.
® Compared with state-of-the-art methods, the proposed methods achieve consistent improvements on
all the measures. Note that these performance gains are not so impressive than those in MS-COCO,
i.e., Tab.8, which might again comes from the sparse property of the dataset.
® The best competitors differ on different measures, which again validates the necessity of the proposed
framework.

Table F5 The empirical results of the ranking-based losses and TKPR on Pascal VOC 2012-MLML, where the backbone

is ResNet50. The best and runner-up results on each metric are marked with and , respectively. The best
competitor on each measure is marked with underline.
‘ Metrics ‘ PQK ‘ R@K ‘ mAPQK ‘ NDCG@K ‘ TKPRY1 ‘ TKPR®2 ‘ TKPR®3
Ranking
Type ‘ . . . . 5 ;
K 3 5 3 5 3 5 3 5 3 5 3 5 3 5 Loss
Liank .438 277 .943 .976 .893 .906 917 .932 1.131 1.227 .850 .897 .304 .187 .0199
L1 444 279 .955 .983 .926 .938 .944 .957 1.166 1.253 877 916 .313 L1191 .0136
L2 444 .279 .955 .983 .926 .937 .944 .956 1.166 1.253 877 916 .313 .191 .0137
Ranking L3 .445 .280 .956 .984 .919 .930 .939 .951 1.160 1.251 .871 .913 .311 .191 .0139
loss Loya 444 279 | 955 983 | .926  .937 | .044  .956 | 1.166  1.253 | .877  .916 | .313  .191 .0137
LisEP 444 .280 .954 .983 .915 .927 .936 .949 1.157 1.249 .869 911 .310 .190 .0148
LTKML .443 .280 .951 .983 .910 .923 .931 .946 1.149 1.244 .863 .908 .308 .189 .0158
@1
TKPR o
(Ours) asg .447 .280 961 .985 .938 .947 .953 .963 1.180 1.264 .886 .923 .316 .192 L0117

Table F6 The empirical results of state-of-the-art MLML methods and TKPR on Pascal VOC 2012-MLML, where the

backbone is ResNet50. The best and runner-up results on each metric are marked with and , respectively. The
best competitor on each measure is marked with underline.
| Metries | Pa@K | R@K | mapexk | NpDceak | TKPR1 | Tkpro2 | TkPRO3 |
Type Ranking
| K | s 5 | s 5 | s 5 | s 5 | s 5 | s 5 | s 5 Loss
ROLET 443 276 | 955 978 | 935 044 | 951 961 | 1.175  1.254 | .885 .920 | .316  .192 0163
EM+APLY | 446 277 | 959 979 | .937  .944 | .952  .961 | 1.179  1.259 | .886  .920 | .316  .192 0157
Hint 444 279 | .956  .984 | .924 935 | .942  .955 | 1.165  1.253 | .876  .916 | .313  .191 .0137
Loss spLct .446  .280 | .958  .984 | .929  .939 | .947  .958 | 1.170  1.257 | .879  .918 | .314  .192 .0137
Oriented LL-rT 427 266 | .962  .986 | .924  .934 | .942 954 | 1.132  1.207 | .883  .922 | .311  .191 .0131
LL-Ctt 427 266 | .962 087 | .925 937 | .943  .956 | 1.134  1.209 | .884  .924 | .312  .191 L0128
LL-Cpt 428 .265 | .963  .986 | .926  .936 | .944  .955 | 1.137  1.210 | .885  .924 | .312  .191 .0131
o
TKPR ag .986 1.267
(Ours) ag 450  .280 | .965  .986 | .941  .949 | .956  .965 | 1.183 .887  .924 | .317  .192 0114
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