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Abstract

We study how to learn multiple dictionaries from a dataset| approximate any
data point by the sum of the codewords each chosen from thespmnding dic-
tionary. Although theoretically low approximation erra@an be achieved by the
global solution, an effective solution has not been welbligd in practice. To
solve the problem, we propose a simple yet effective algoribroup K -Means.
Specifically, we take each dictionary, or any two selectetiaharies, as a group
of K-means cluster centers, and then deal with the approximetsoie by mini-
mizing the approximation errors. Besides, we propose aftdbrcal initialization
for such a non-convex problem. Experimental results wditlate the effective-
ness of the approach.

1 Introduction

K-means is a well-known clustering algorithm and has beemhyidpplied in numerous applica-
tions. The algorithm aims to partitioN' P-dimensional points intd clusters in which each point

arXiv:1501.00825v1 [cs.CV] 5 Jan 2015

belongs to the cluster with the nearest mean. Xet {x;,---,xy} C R be the dataset and
D ={dy,---,dx} C R” be the cluster centers. The clust@rare learned by minimizing
> min [x — di 3, D)
xeX

where|| - ||, denotes thé, norm. The objective function can be iteratively minimiz&g.[Each
iteration involves arassignment step and anupdate step. In the former step, the nearest center of
each point is calculated, while the latter computes the nuédhe points assigned into the same
cluster. Each point can be represented by the index of theesteauster center, which requires
[og, K[ bits.

The assignment of each point requit@gs P) time cost. When the number of clusters is huge, it is
prohibitive to perform the exadt -means due to the high time cost. To solve the scalabilityeiss
we can split theP-dimensional vector intd/ subvectors as in [4] 5| 8]. Then the standArgneans
algorithm is applied on each subvector, resultingiff cluster centers but wit (K P) assignment
time cost. The number of bits required to represent eacht ling, K = M log, K.

Recently, multiple dictionaries are proposed|in([9| 3, 1jack dictionary contributes one code-
word and the summation of these codewords is used to appatxione data point. Lebc =

1In the following, without confusion we omit thgz] operator, which represents the smallest integer that is
not smaller than.
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Algorithm 1 Iterative optimization in gk-means

Input: Datasett’ = {xi,---,xx}, number of dictionarie€’
Output: Multiple dictionaries{D¢,c € {1,---,C}}
. Initialize multiple dictionarie{D¢, c € {1,--- ,C}} by Sec[2.311
. Initialize the assignmentsky, - - - , k¢ '} for each poink € X by Sec[2.3]2
while !convergedio
Update multiple dictionaries by Séc.P.2
Compute assignments by SEC.]2.1
end while

QR whE

{d$,---,d%} C RY be thec-th dictionary withc € {1,--- , C'}. The objective is to minimize

X—Zdic

to learn the dictionariefD¢}¢ ;. In [9], the problem is studied on the subvector, and can be ae

a special case where the subvector is equal to the full vectibve number of subvectorsis This
problem is also explored in [10], but with an additional doaisit to make the scheme more suitable
for Euclidean approximate nearest neighbor search. Tesept each point, we neétllog, K bits

to indicate which codewords are selected from all the dicties.

min
ki, .k
xeX ! C

2
)
2

It is easily verified based on][9] that a global optimal santican give a lower distortion error
than [5/8] under the same code lengths. However, it is veaijlenging to obtain the global solution
due to the non-convexity of the problem. [n [9], an intuitreeursive algorithm is proposed, but the
complexity is exponential with the number of dictionariasd it is less scalable with a largét

In this paper, we propose a simple yet effective algorithamedGroup K-Means (shorted as
gk-meang), to solve the problem. Specifically, we take each dictiorarany two consecutive
dictionaries as a group df -means clusters, and solve the assignment with a linearctimmplexity

to the number of dictionaries. Due to the non-convexity ef pinoblem, we propose a hierarchical
scheme composed of multiple stages to initialize the dieties. Each stage solves a subproblem
where a portion of the entries in the dictionaries are emfoito be). Experimental results have
verified the effectiveness of our approach.

2 Group K-means

To minimize Egn.[(R), we iteratively perform the assignmstep and the update step as shown
in Alg. @, and introduced in the first two subsections. Therfer computes the assignments
(k1,--- ,kc) of each pointx based on the dictionaries and the assignments in the peitiEn
ation. The latter updates the multiple dictionaries basethe current assignments. Besides, the
initialization of the dictionaries and the assignmentsitsaduced in the last subsection.

2.1 Assignment Step
2.1.1 Order-1 Group Assignment

In Eqn. [2), each pointis approximated by the summation dfipie codewords, and each codeword
is chosen from a different dictionary. We first take eachidiary as a group of clusters on the
residual. For the;-th dictionary, the residual is defined as

y=x—> dj. ©)
c#cq

The assignment&k., ¢ # ¢;} are from the previous iteration. We can also assert thatubetiga-
tion error betweery and any codewordzlq € D equals the distortion error betwegrand the

2The algorithm is similar with([2], but we conduct the resémirdependently and apply it in data/feature
compression and image retrieval.



Algorithm 2 Assignment Step in the current iteration

Input: X = {x;} ¥, {d§ f;fikzl, assignmentgk, }<_, for eachx € X’ in the previous iteration.
Output: {k.}¢ , for eachx € X in the current iteration
1 Compute{T,jcll’f,ic2} according to Eqri.18
2: forxe X do
3 Compute(S;' }oX, , _, according to Eqri7
4:  while! convergeddo
5 Computék,,,c1 € {1,---,C} by Sec[21]1
or
Computeke, , ke, ), key = (ke + 1)%C, 1 € {1,---,C} by Sec[Z1R
6: endwhile
7: end for

combination of the codewords from all the dictionaries, fie — dj! I3 =[x —>_.dj |I3. Thus,
the indexk., can naturally be chosen by

1 c
ke, = argmin o ly — di? 3. @

€1

Since the assignmemt, depends on the assignméntwherec # ¢, we propose to iteratively
compute the assignments over all groups until the assigtamkennot change. If the number of
iterations needed to scan all the groups for one poifit isrequiresO(S K C P) multiplication. To
reduce the computation cost, we substitute Egn. (3) inta @)pand have

1 T 1 T
Sy —di 7= —xdi + > dp Tdi 4+ 5di g+ const ®)
c#cy
__ Qc1 C1,C
= Sp + Z T}, + const (6)
c

where const is a constanttp, and

c1 T jc1
Se, = —X dil (7)
dcl Td02 7&
ey Chy C1 C2
C1,C2 1 3c1 T 4c o o
T ke, = 3k, dil, 1= ca ke, = ke, - (8)
0 otherwise

The second item in Eqr](6) is independent of the prirdnd thus we can pre-compute a lookup
tabIe{T,jcll"f,icz} before scanning all the points. For each point, we compﬂggl } before scanning

all the group centers. Then, the computation of Egn. (4) edyiresO(C') addition by Eqn.[{), and
the complexity of multiplication is reduced ©(K CP) from O(SKCP). Since each dictionary
is referred to as one group of clusters, we call this sch@nger-1 Group Assignment (shorted as
0,GA).

2.1.2 Order-2 Group Assignment

Furthermore, we propose the sche@réer-2 Group Assignment (shorted as @GA), where any two
dictionaries can be taken as a group of clusters.

For thec; -th andcz-th dictionaries, we obtain the residual similarly as E@).ky

y=x- Y dj. (9)
c#cy,c#co



Each pair of( k., , k., ) can construct a cluster centéglc1 + dz‘; . Thus, we compute the assignment
as

(key hey) = arg min Sy —d2, —di? |3 (10)
cqfeg
_argkf?’llgzs +;T17 52 +;T2, T1’22, (11)
cFcC2 CFcC1

whereS,ji1 and T,jcll"f,icz are defined in Eqn[{7) and Eghf] (8), respectively. To com(fldg we

need onlyO(K?) addition rather than multiplication. The formulation isngeal for anyc; # cs.
To reduce the time cost, we only apply it on two consecuticéaharies.

Discussion. The assignment algorithm is illustrated in Alg. 2 fof @A and G GA. Note that
the iteration in Lind ¥4 is important because the assignm@its: # c¢1} or {k,c # c1,¢ # ¢}
may change after all the dictionaries are scanned once henassignment,, or (k.,, k.,) can be
re-computed to further reduce the distortion error.

The scheme @GA can be straightforwardly extended tg,GA. If n equalsC, the global optimal
assignment can be obtained. However, the time cost of altiaddn Eqgn. [11) isO(K™) and is
exponential withn. Thus, we set = 1,2 experimentally. Besides, the complexity is linear with
the number of dictionarieS, and is much lower than the exponential complexity of [SQfuitively,
the distortion induced by £05A should be lower than or equal to that by @A. However, this
assertion cannot be guaranteed. One reason is that in thtviéeoptimization, the dictionaries are
also optimized and become quite different even after onatgpstep. Given different dictionaries,
we cannot assert the superiority of GA over O, GA. However, in most cases, the superiority is
demonstrated experimentally.

2.2 Update Step

The objective function in Eqnl{2) is quadratic w.r.t. theltiple dictionaries. Thus, the dictionaries
can be updated by setting the derivative w.r.t. the dicti@saas 0. In the following, we derive the
equivalent results from the mean of the centers, which ismsirnilar with the traditionak’-means.

Given the assignmedt..} for thei-th point, we first introduce an indicator function

. _{1, k. = k for x;

"ik =0, otherwise. (12)

It represents whether the assignment ofitlile point on thec-th dictionary isk. Then, the residual
in Egn. [3) can be written for theth point as

yi=%i— Y r5pd;. (13)
c#cr,k
Next, we update the centdf! by the mean of the residuals within the cluster, i.e.
do = il Y Z o £ (14)
Zz z kl
Substituting Eqn[{113) into Eqri.{IL4) and simplifying theiation, we have

Yo=Y (Z T T k) dj. (15)

% k,c i

Since Eqn.[(T5) holds forany € {1,---,C} andk; € {1,---, K}, the matrix formisW = DZ,
where

W = [W% e W}( e W? e W%} (16)
wil =3 1 xi k€ {1, K},e1 €{1,--,C} (17)
D:[d} e L R« L d% (18)



The element of € RX“*XC inthe((c; — 1)K + k1)-th row and the(ca — 1) K + k2 )-th column
is
Zwe =N ra ki ke € {1, K} ene € {1,-+,C}, (19)

which can be interpreted as the number of points whose assigis on the; -th dictionary and on
theco-th dictionary arek; andk,, respectively. Then, we can solve the dictionaleby the matrix
(pseudo)inversion.

2.3 Initialization

Since the problem of minimizing Egri.](2) is non-convex, eliéint initializations fall into different
local minima, and thus the initialization is quite importan

2.3.1 [Initialization of Dictionaries

One direct method is to randomly sample the points from thas#é to construct the dictionaries as
in [9]. Empirically, we find this scheme works well for caseghna small number of dictionaries
(e.g.C = 2 asin [9]), but the performance degrades for a largetn this work, we propose two
initialization schemes. The first is based on the tradiidaneans and the second is a hierarchical
scheme based onl[8, 9].

K-Means-based initialization is to run the traditionaK -means algorithm on the residual repeat-
edly. Specifically, we first set the residual by the originatiaset, i.ey = x,Vx € X, and the index
of the to-be-initialized dictionary as= 1. Then, theK-means is performed ofy} to obtain the
K cluster centers as the first dictionasl§, - - - ,d5 }. After this, we update the residual of each
pointbyy <y —dj,_, wherek, is the assignment of, andc <— ¢ + 1. The K-means algorithm is
repeatedly run to obtain the second dictionary. By alteigatpdating the residual and performing
the K-means on the residual, we can get all the dictionaries asitatization.

Hierarchical Initialization can ensure that in theory the approach performs not worsettiea
vector partitioning approaches (e.gl [8]) under the sanmiedength. The basic idea is to solve
log, CH subproblems where different constraints are applied omihiéple dictionaries. LeD® =
[d§ --- d%]andbc € {0,1}X,||b¢||; = 1. The index ofl in b® represents which codeword is
selected. We can rewrite the objective of Eq. (2) as
b1
min x—[D' ... D¢ : . 20
2o fuin e ] M (20)
2
Before introducing the approach in a general case, wefake4 as an example. First, we minimize
Eqn. [20) with the dictionarie® = [D' D? D?® D*] constrained to be

D' 0 0 0
o D o 0
0 o DY o
0 0 o D}

D=R, ,RTR, =1, (21)

whereR; is a rotation matrix and){”’l, m € {1,2,3,4} is a real matrix of size?/4 x K. The
notationD*" denotes the block in the-th row and((u — 1)25~! + v)-th column ofD in the s-th
subproblem. This subproblem is studied[ih [8], and can beesidby alternating optimizations with
regard toR,, {D7"'} and{b°}. We initialize R, by an identity matrix andD}"'} by randomly
choosing the data points on the corresponding subvecta.optimal solution is used to initialize
the second subproblem where the objective function rentagsame but the constraint is relaxed
to be

Dy' Dy* 0 0

R.'R, =1 22
0 0 Dg,l Dg,27 2 2 ( )

D=R»

3We assume” is a power of2. Meanwhile, the dimensiotP is assumed to be divisible bg in the
following. This algorithm can easily adapt to general cases



The initialization of the second subproblem is as follows
|DHEN 1,2 0 2,1 D3 2,2 0
R2: *1D1,1:|: 1 :|1D, :|: 1% aD, = 1 aD, = *1 s (23)
1 2 0 2 D?l 2 0 2 D‘1171

where the asteriskdenotes the optimal solution. This subproblem is studig#lirand it is verified
that the distortion can be lower than ck-meaélrs [8]. We sdieesubproblem in a similar manner
with [9], except that the assignment step is replaced byith@ec[2.11. FinallyD is initialized by

. [DI . [DL?" Y . [D2?"
U_R4§)LW_R4%),N_RQWN,W_RQ%). (24)

In summary, each subproblem enforces different levels sifictions on the multiple dictionaries.
In the first subproblem, the restriction is most severe, andtrof the elements are constrained
to be0. Then it is relaxed gradually in the subsequent subprohle®esnerally, thes-th (s €
{1,---,log, C'}) subproblem is constrained B, "R, = I and

DL ... pL2z!
D - R, - . (25)
DC/23’1,1 DC/25’1,25’1

The initialization of the(s + 1)-th (s < log, C — 1) subproblem from the optimal solution of the
s-th subproblem iR, ; = R,* and

2u—1,0*
DY = [DS 0 } , ifue{l,---,C/2° ,ve{l, -, 2571} (26)
u,v 0 H s s—1 s
D, = D2uv—2°"1* Jfue{l,.---,C/2° ,ve{2°7 +1,---,2°}. (27)
The final initialization for Eqn.[{(2) is
Dl,'u * 0
D" =Rj,, ¢ [ log, C } 1<v<0/25D" = Ry ¢ [y20-c/2* |, C/2+1 <0< C
2 0 Dlog2C

2.3.2 Initialization of assignments

In Sec[2.11, the assignment is based on the residual definédrin[3) and Eqn[{9) for GGA
and QGA, respectively. To initialize the assignment, we only theinitializedk,. to compute the
residual. Taking @GA as an example, we compute the residuayby x — 221:—11 di. for thec;-th
dictionary. After iterating:; from 1 to C, we refine the assignment by Ald. 2. This is also applied
to encode new data points after obtaining the dictionafibat is, we initialize the assignments first
and then refine them by Alf] 2. Similar ideas can be applieditizlize the assignments for GA.

3 Experiments

3.1 Settings

We conduct the experiments on three widely-used high-déoeal datasets: SIFT1NM_|[5],
GIST1M [5], and MNIST [6]. SIFT1M had0°’ training features]10* query features, and0®
database features. Each feature i2&dimensional SIFT descriptor. GIST1M has< 10° train-
ing features]0® query features anth® database features with each beirg@sa-dimensional GIST
feature. MNIST contain60, 000 database images (also used as the training set) @m0 query
images. Each image ha8 x 28 pixels, and we vectorize it asi@4-dimensional feature vector.

The accuracy is measured by the relative distortion, wsctiefined as the objective function of
Eqn. [2) with the optimized solutions divided By . . [|x[|3. This indicator is important in data
compression, approximate nearest neighbor (ANN) seailcte{®. The accuracy is better with a
lower distortion. Due to the space limitation, we reportéxperiments on the application of ANN
search in the supplementary material.
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Figure 1: Relative distortion on the training set with difat numbers of iterations. The first row
corresponds to SIFT1M; the second to GIST1M; and the thiddKBST.

We compare our approach with ck-means [8] and optimizedeSian k-means(ock-means)|[9]
under the same code length. Lty and Mok be the numbers of subvectors in ck-means and ock-
means respectively, and l€c« and Cygx be the number of dictionaries on each subvector of ock-
means and the number of dictionaries of gk-means respBctiieen the code lengths of ck-means,
ock-means, and gk-means avkylog, (K), MockCocklog, (K) andCyclog, (K'), respectively. We
setMe = MockCock = Cgk to make the code length identical for all the approachedoWaig [8,

9], we setK = 256 to fit the index by one byte, anfyx = 4,8, 16 to obtain the code lengths
32, 64,128, respectively. As for the initialization of gk-means shoimnSec[2.311 30 iterations
are consumed both in eaéhmeans for the:-means-based initialization and in each subproblem
for the hierarchical initialization. The number of iteis in all the approaches is at mast or

the iteration stops if it reaches convergence. It is expkittat the performance gains with a larger
number of iterations. Here we just fix the maximum iteratiomber for the comparison purpose.
To minimize Eqn.[(R), a multiple candidate matching pur¢MCMP) algorithm is proposed on
each subvector in [9]. Since MCMP is exponential with the banof dictionaries, we séfyc = 2

by default as suggested in [9]. We also run MCMP on the fulteewith other values of’sc« and
compare it with gk-means.

The termgk-means(a, b) is used to distinguish different assignment approacheemn[3.1 and
different initialization schemes in Séc. 2.3: a = 1, 2 to esent QGA and GQGA, respectively; b
=r, k, h to represent the random initialization, the k-mebased initialization, and the hierarchical
initialization, respectively.



Table 1: Relative distortion{(10~2) on the databases with different code lengths.
gk-means
2,h)y 2,k @, @h @k (@7n

32 19.68 2047 2222 20.63 2159 2248 21.14 23.78
SIFTIM 64 11.01 13.19 1946 1156 14.10 16.16 13.37 14.45
128 454 744 1692 5.08 8.25 12.62 5.85 6.71

32 40.56 41.24 4158 4273 42.5944.32 41.64 43.19
GISTIM 64 32.11 33.86 3594 33.92 34.7536.76 33.38 34.32
128 24.48 26.87 29.12 25.93 27.5629.29 25.18 25.69

32 1425 16,52 17.62 15.29 18.182243 15.53 16.76
MNIST 64 944 1412 16.48 10.36 14.8818.38 10.83 11.81
128 591 11.63 1428 6.55 12.3716.11 7.28 7.57

ock-means ck-means

3.2 Reaults

The relative distortions on the training sets are illugtein Fig[1 with different numbers of itera-
tions. In each iteration, we report the relative distortidter Line% in Alg[1. Since ock-means and
ck-means adopt a similar alternating optimization aldnit we also collect the relative distortions
before the end of each iteration. Certain curves stop béfifréterations because of convergence.

0;GA vsO,GA. In most cases, §5A is better than @GA except for certain cases, e.g., the com-
parison of gk-means(1, r) and gk-means(2, r) in Elg. 1 (b)is Thay be because in the iterative

optimization, different assignment algorithms generaffernt assignments, and the dictionaries
are optimized in different directions. With different dararies, we cannot guarantee the superior-
ity of O2GA over O, GA. In the cases where the;GA is better, the improvement varies among

different settings. For example in F[d. 1 (a) and Eig. 1 (dg improvement of gk-means(2, h) over

gk-means(1, h) is much more significant, while in [Elg. 1 (bj &y.[3 (c), the difference is minor.

Comparison of initializations. Generally, the hierarchical initialization is the best #econd is
thek-means-based, and the worst is the random initializatidtihofigh we cannot guarantee this in
theory, this observation is true under all the settings acpice in Fig[l.

Comparison with ock-meansand ck-means. From Fig[1, we can see that the random initialization
is almost always inferior, while the hierarchical initidtion can always lead to a lower distortion
than ock-means and ck-means. This also implies that tHalinétion is quite important to such a
non-convex problem.

Similar observations can be found w.r.t. the relative dtgin on the databases illustrated in TdQle 1.

Finally, we compare the gk-means and the MCMP [9] on the feditor (Mo = 1). We evaluate
the time cost on a Linux server with a CPU of 2660MHz and 48G mrgmThe experiment is
conducted on SIFT1M, and the program rung4rthreads to encode th@®° database points.

The results are depicted in Table 2. Due to the high time eastannot run MCMP witt$ dictio-
naries. Thus, we estimate the time cost as follows. Theatiaties are trained by gk-means(2, h),
and the time cost is collected @d0 database points with the MCMP algorithm since we deglby
threads. The result 2589.66 seconds and we multiply it by0®/240 to estimate the time cost to
encode the whole0° database points. The results of gk-means are tested witheténierarchical
initialization. From the results, we can see that in termdmé cost both gk-means(1, h) and gk-
means(2, h) scale well with the number of dictionaries wNM@MP does not. This is because the
time cost of gk-means is linear to the number of dictionaniege MCMP is exponential. Mean-
while, the time cost of gk-means(1, h) is less than that ofrgdans(2, h), because the complexity of
the former isO(K) while that of the latter i€)(K?). In terms of the relative distortion, MCMP is
slightly better than gk-means(2, h) which is better thammgans(1, h).



Table 2: Encoding time and the relative distortion (R.d) lmadatabase of SIFT1M.
2 4 8

Time(s) R.d. Time(s) R.d. Time (s) R.d

k-means 1 8.6 0.30 20.3 0.21 120.4 0.12
9 2 45.2 0.29 1103 0.20 392.9 0.11

MCMP 12.2 029 7233 0.19 10790250.0 -

4 Conclusion

We proposed a simple yet effective algorithm, named as gkemeans, to effectively encode the
data point. With the desirable low distortion errors, thip@ach can represent high-dimensional
data points with less storage cost and facilitate data meanagt. Future work includes applying it
to applications, e.g., multimedia retrieval with inner guot measurement and image compression.

Appendices

This appendix reports the experimental results of appratémearest neighbor search, in which our
group K -means (gk-means) is compared with other approaches.

Following [9], we compute the approximate distance betwiberqueryq € R” and the database
pointx € R” encoded agks, - - , kc) by

q- > dj

c

2 2
1 1 .
B = 5”‘1”3 - Zqukc + - (28)
2 c 2

> di,

The first item is consistent and can be omitted during digt@awaluation. The third item is inde-
pendent of the query and can be pre-computed from the @ade- - , k) and the dictionaries. No
original data is required for the computation of the thiehit To compute the second item, we can
evaluate all the inner produatg d§ for c € {1,--- ,C} andk € {1,---, K}. Then, each distance
computation only involve®(C') + 1 addition, which is comparable to ck-meahs [8].

For each query, we compare it with every database point by[Egjrand rank all the points by the
approximate distance. We take recall as the performantazion to measure the proportion of the
gueries whose corresponding true nearest neighbors (bidean distance) fall in the top ranked
points.

As studied in the paper, initialization is important for thénimization of the objective function and
we only report the results with the best hierarchical itit&tion scheme.

The results are shown in F[g. 2 on the three datasets withleadéh32, 64, 128. The suffixes in the
legends denote the code length. We can see gk-means(2, d8taiways outperforms the others.
The performance of gk-means(1, h) is better than ock-mea®BTr1M and MNIST, but is worse
on GIST1M. The performance varies because the data distnitsulamong the datasets are different
and the numerical optimization does not achieve the thieatlst optimal solution. The advantage
of gk-means(2, h) over gk-means(1, h) is because the locatmam issue of gk-means(1, h) is more
severe. Besides, the performance comparison for ANN séaighite consistent with the relative
distortion on the database as shown in Table 1 in the paper.
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Figure 2: Recall on the three datasets with different codgttes.
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