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Abstract

The k-dimensional coding schemes refer to a collection of methibdt attempt to rep-
resent data using a set of representatidtmensional vectors, and include non-negative
matrix factorization, dictionary learning, sparse codikgneans clustering and vector

guantization as special cases. Previous generalizatiandsofor the reconstruction
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error of thek-dimensional coding schemes are maidisnensionality-independenA
major advantage of these bounds is that they can be usedlyzartiae generalization
error when data is mapped into an infinite- or high-dimenrsliteature space. However,
many applications use finite-dimensional data features.v@aobtain dimensionality-
dependent generalization bounds fedimensional coding schemes that are tighter
than dimensionality-independent bounds when data is inig-fiimensional feature
space? The answer is positive. In this paper, we addresgrbiidem and derive a
dimensionality-dependent generalization boundifalimensional coding schemes by
bounding the covering number of the loss function classéediby the reconstruction
error. The bound is of orde&? ((mk ln(mk:n)/n))‘"> , Wherem is the dimension of fea-
tures,k is the number of the columns in the linear implementationaaficg schemes,

n is the size of sample\,, > 0.5 whenn is finite and),, = 0.5 whenn is infinite. We
show that our bound can be tighter than previous resultgusecit avoids inducing the
worst-case upper bound @nof the loss function. The proposed generalization bound
is also applied to some specific coding schemes to demaomstiatithe dimensionality-
dependent bound is an indispensable complement to the diomaiity-independent

generalization bounds.

1 Introduction

The k-dimensional coding schemes (Maurer & Pontil, 2010) ard¢rabsand general

descriptions of a collection of methods, all of which encadgata pointr € H as a

representative vectay € R* by a linear magl’, where# denotes the Hilbert space.



These coding schemes can be formulated as follows:
j = argmin ||z — Tyl
§ = argmin [|lz — Ty,

whereY C R* is called thecodebookand the linear mafg® € R™** is called the
implementatiorof the codebook. The implementation projects the codebaak Ibo
the data source space. The dimension of a data paah be either finite or infinite. In
this paper, we consider the data as having finite dimensidieatures, that i${ = R™.
Each data point ifi{ can be exactly or approximately reconstructed lmpdey in

the codebook. Theeconstruction erroof a data point: is defined as
fr(x) = min [}z = Ty|* (1)

The functionf(z), whose variables areandT, is also called théoss function Non-

negative matrix factorization (NMF) (see, e.q. ) Févotte et al.,

2009), dictionary learning (see, e. al, 2011), sparse

coding (see, e.g., Olshausen & F 96; Amiri & Ha IQQA), k-means cluster-

ing (see, e.g., MacQueen et al., QLSI_ADLLQI erg,!1973) aatbvquantization (see,

e.g.,.Gray, 1984; Schneider et al., 2009a) are specific faftsdimensional coding

schemes, because they share the same form of the recoiostraator as equation
(@). They have achieved great successes in the fields ofrpa#eognition and ma-

chine learning for their superior performances on a broagdtspm of applications (see,

e.g., Pehlevan et al., 2015; Mairal et al., 2012; Hunt e 2;!Wrigh l., 2009;

Schneider et al., ZOOJDJ_DhiLLQD_e_[' ., 2007; Quiroga 3L‘2ﬂ£kl Kanungo et al., 2002;

bbott & Dayan/ 1999).

Any coding scheme should find a proper implementafio\ natural choice fofl’
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is the one that minimizes thexpected reconstruction error

R(T) = / fr()dp(z) = / fr(2)p(z)de,

where p(x) is a Borel measure of the data source, afd) is the probability den-
sity function. However, in most casesz) is unknown, and?(7") cannot be directly

minimized. An alternative approach is teenpirical risk minimizatiofERM) method

Vapnik, 2000; Cucker & Smale, 2002). Given a finite numbendépendent and iden-

tically distributed observations,,...,z, € R™, the empirical reconstruction error

with respect tdl" is defined as

R.(T) = %Z Fr(x;).

The ERM method searches foffg that minimizesR,,(7'), and in the hope thak(7,,)

has a small distance to the expected reconstruction &(fbt), where
T = in R(T
arg min R(T'),

and7 denotes a particular class of linear operatbrs

A probabilistic bound on the defect

sup [R(T') — Ry (T)]
TeT

is called thegeneralization (error) bound This paper focuses on this error bound in
the framework ofk-dimensional coding schemes. Although different resorng are
imposed on the choices gf andY for different concrete forms df-dimensional cod-

ing schemes (for example, NMF requires b@tlandY” to be non-negative, and sparse

coding requires sparsity i), they are closely related. For example, Ding etial. (2005)




showed that NMF with orthogondys, ..., ,)" is identical tok-means clustering of
{z1,...,z,}. Since these different forms étdimensional coding schemes are closely
related, analyzing the generalization bounds togethdriscbontext has the advantages

of exploiting the common properties and mutual cross4ieation.

1.1 Related work

Maw_eL&_BQDJI (2010) and Gribonval etlal. (2015) have perfed the only known

theoretical analyses on the generalization error in thedrork ofk-dimensional cod-

ing schemes. Other works have concentrated only on spéedimensional coding
schemes. Since some previous works have studbegistencyperformance, which
considers the quantiti(7,,) — R(T*) of the related ERM-based algorithms, we demon-
strate the relationship between the generalization emdransistency performance

here:

R(T,) — R(T")
= R(T,) — Ru(T}) + Ro(T}) — Ro(T*) + R (T*) — R(T*)
< R(T,) — Ru(T,) + R (T*) — R(T*)

< 2sup [R(T) — Rn(T)].
TeT

Thus, analyzing the generalization error provides an ardor analyzing the consis-
tency performance, and the consistency performance mewulections to generaliza-
tion error analysis. We review the generalization error emusistency performance of

k-dimensional coding schemes together:

e Non-negative matrix factorization (NMF). The only knowmgealization bounds
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of NMF are developed

e Dictionary learning.

vy Maurer & PonJ'LL(Z(

MM&L&_BQDL'
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0) have develogmgiimensionality-

2015).

independent generalization bou

120

Gribonval et ¢

2015) have studied the dimensionality-dependent geratigin bounds.

e Sparse coding. A generalization bound for sparse codingfinsisderived by

mance in a transfer learning setting.

e K-means clustering and vector quantization. Consistendpimeances ofk-

means clustering and vector quantization have mostly bieelnesl forH = R™.

Asymptotic and non-asymptotic consistency performanees been considered

by/Pollar

(1982),

Ch

(190

), Linder e

al. (1994), Batt al.
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Antos et al.
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nd Levrard
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») developed

dimensionality-independent generalization bounds:fareans clustering.

| (2010), and subsequently extended by Xu & 2012),
Mehta & Gray (2013), Maurer et 13), and Gribonval e{2015). Maurer et al.
2013) derived a faster convergence rate upper bound ofathgistency perfor-

We are aware that these specific formg-afimensional coding schemes have many ap-

plications for finite-dimensional data, and only a few dirsienality-dependent meth-

ods have been developed to analyze the generalization bdondll these coding

schemes.

In this paper, we develop a dimensionality-dependent niktb@analyze the gen-

eralization bounds for the framework éfdimensional coding schemes. Our method



is based on Hoeffding’s inequality (Hoeffding, 1963) and Bennett type inequalities

Boucheron et all, 2013), and directly bounds the coveringlrer of the loss function

class induced by the reconstruction error, which avoidsémdy the worst-case upper
bound onk of the loss function. Our method allows a generalizationrobaf order
O ((mk In(mkn)/n)™), wherey, is much bigger thaf.5 whenn is small, which del-
icately describes the non-asymptotic behavior of the legrprocess. However, when
n goes to infinity,y,, approaches t06.5. The obtained dimensionality-dependent gen-
eralization bound can be much tighter than the previous wies the numbek of
columns of the implementation is larger than the dimensitgna:, which could often
happen for dictionary learning, sparse codihgneans clustering and vector quanti-
zation. We therefore obtain state-of-the-art generatimabounds for NMF, dictionary
learning, sparse coding;means clustering and vector quantization.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. We ptem@nmotivation in
Section 2 and main results in Sectidn 3. In Secfibn 4, ourtesre applied to spe-
cific coding schemes and are empirically compared with si&tbe-art generalization

bounds. We prove our results in Sectidn 5 and conclude ther pay$ectionb.

2 Motivation

We first introduce the dimensionality-independent gemeatbn bounds and demon-
strate why our dimensionality-dependent bound complesiieim.
Assume that data points are drawn from a Hilbert spydaeeith distributiony.. For

anyr > 0, let P(r) denote the set of probability distributions @hsupported on the



closed ball of radius centered at the origin. In other words,€ P(r) means that

P{||z|| < r} = 1. Let T be bounded in the operator norm, that is for evErg T, it

holds that|7v|| < ¢ for all v with ||v|| < 1. Then, we also have that the columnsiof

are bounded d§l'e;|| < c¢,i = 1,...,k, where{e;|1 <i < k} is the orthonormal basis

of R*.

The following two theorems are equivalent to the main thexsrproved b

Maurer & Po

2010), but are represented in a different way. They are nsmeality-independent

generalization bounds obtained in the frame of khdimensional coding schemes.

They exploited the Rademacher complexity technique (B4l Mendelson, 2003)

which is suitable for deriving dimensionality-indepentleounds (see Biau et al., 2008).

Theorem 1 Assume thatr € P(r) andY is a closed subset of the unit ball B,

and that there is: > 0 such that for alll’ € T, ||Te;|| < ¢,i = 1,...,k. Suppose

that the reconstruction error functiong- for 7' € 7 havea range contained iro0, b].

For anyd € (0, 1), with probability at leastl — ¢ in the independently observed data

Ti,..., Ty ~ i, We have

In 2
supIR(T)—Rn(T)|g(4crk+2czkz)\/ﬁ+b 81n2/6
TeT N -

Remark 1 The dimensionality-independent generalization boundieorent 1 is valu-

able because it showsanvergence rate of ordé€p(/1/n).

Theorem 2 Assume that, € P(r) and || T |ly = suppeysup,cy [ Ty(|, and that the

reconstruction error functiongr for 7 € 7 havea range contained irf0, b]. For

anyd € (0,1), with probability at leastl — ¢ in the independently observed data
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T1,...,Ty ~ i, We have

sup |R(T) — R (T)
TeT

ln2 bk 16n||7'HY 4+4||7'Hy+\/87rrk:HTHY
\/7

<b

If H is finite dimensional, the above result will be improved to

sup |R(T) — Ry (T)]
TeT

- /1n2/ mkIn (16n|72) 4+4||T||Y+\/8_7rrk||T||y
n vn

Remark 2 The condition that” is a closed subset of the unit ball Bf can be easily
achieved by controlling thapperbound of columns df, because there is a trade-off

between the bounds of columns/oénd the entries of € Y.

Remark 3 We note that Theorenis 1 ahd 2 are more complicated than tlggnali

results presented in_(Maurer & Pontil, 2010). This is becaus have removed the re-

strictions thatc > 1 and ||7 ||y > 1, which are required to simplify their results, to
reveal the intrinsic relationships between the ordek @ind the Rademacher complexi-

ties (discussed below). The proof methods of Thedrems[Iiartti paper are exactly

the same as thoggesentedy Maurer & Pontil (2010).

We note that ify is in the unit ball ofR*, then

= m —Ty|? < mn 24T <r?24+ min ||Ty|?
fr(z) eleril |z —Ty|* < e (H$|| [Ty|?) <r yelerilH Y|
k k
=T2+y$§£1 a (yiTei, y;Te;) S7“2+ygl{i,£1;||yiT€i||||ij€j||
<r?4+ 2k



wherer, the upper bound of the data point, can be reduced by noratializ However,

k is a fixed integer, whose value is usually large in practideusfc?k? is thedominant
factor in the upper bound gf;. It is evident thatf; has the worst-case upper bound on
k of orderO(k?), i.e.,the dependencw.r.t. k of the upper bound of; has the worst
case orde®(k?). However, for some special forms bfdimensional coding schemes,
the upper bound of has a very small order abokit Taking NMF as an example, the

order about is zero because
fr(z) = min ||z — Ty||* < ||=]]* + ||T0]* < r*.
yERi

It is evident that the termc*k?\/7/n in Theorem]L has the same order as that of

the worst-case upper bound énof fr. It will therefore be loose for some specific

k-dimensional coding schemes. Maurer & Pontil (2010) intiet the proof method

of Theoreni2 to overcome this problem; however, the teki7 ||y /87 /n implies
that the problem is only partially solved, becaugerepresents the worst-case upper
bound onk of \/fr (details can be found in the proof therein). For example, MAN
the termrk|| T ||y /87 /n is of orderO(,/k3/n) (discussed below in Remalk 4). The
dimensionality-dependent bound in Theorem 2 faces the saot#em because the
proof method computes the Rademacher complexity, cornepg to which part the
obtained bound is dimensionality-independent and inwolkie worst-case upper bound
onk of /fr.

We try to avoid the aforementioned worst case by employingwerng number
method to measure the complexity of the induced loss funatiassFr = {fr|T €

T}. However, in our setting, the dimensionalityof data space must be finite.
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3 Main results

Before presenting our main results, we first introduce tHimidi®on of covering number

N, (F,e,n) (T.Zhang| 2002).

Definition 1 Let3 be a metric space with metrit Given observation¥” = {1, ..., z,},
and vectorsf(X) = {f(z1),..., f(z,)} € B", the covering number ip-norm, de-
noted asV,(F, &, X), is the minimum numbern of a collection of vectors, ..., v, €

B", such thatvf € F,Juv;:

1/p
[d(f(X),v5)llp, = [Zd f(@i), v5) p] < n'/7¢,
wherev! is thei-th component of vectar,. We also defind/,(F, £, n) = supy N, (F, &, X).

Let 7 = R™*. We can upper bound the covering number of the induced loss

function class of any-dimensional coding scheme.

Lemmal LetFy = {f7|T € T, T = R™*} be the loss function class induced by the

reconstruction error for &-dimensional coding scheme. We have

thl(FT, 5/77@) < mkln (4(7' + cf/)\/mck) .

By employing Hoeffding’s inequality (Hoeffding, 1J63), wan derive a dimensionality-

dependent generalization bound fedimensional coding schemes.

Theorem 3 (main result one) Assume that € P(r) andY is a closed subset of the
unit ball of R*, and that there ig > 0 suchthatforalll' € T, |Te;|| < c,i=1,...,k,
and that the functiong, for " € 7 havearange contained if0, b]. For anyé € (0, 1),

with probability at leastl — ¢, we have

sup |R(T) — R,(T)| < 2. b\/mk In (4(r + cké\:ﬁckn) +n2/6

TeT
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Our result is dimensionality-dependent. Compared to thandan Theorem]2, our

bound could be tighter ifo Inm < k|| 7|3

Remark 4 Let us take NMF for example to show how our method avoids indube
worst-case upper bound dnof the loss function compared to those of Theorelms 1 and

[2. Regarding NMF,

|Tlly = sup sup || Ty|| = sup sup
TeT yeY TeT yeY

k k
ZyiTei = Supcz lyies|| = eVE.
i=1 vey 5

If we only consider the order oi,, k andn, our bound is of orde©(+/km In (mkn)/n)

while Theorerfill has ord€?(+/k*/n) and Theorerl2 is of orde? (1/k3 /n++/k2 In(kn) /n).

Our bound is tighter whem Inm < k2.

Remark 5 For dictionary learning, sparse coding;means clustering and vector quan-
tization, the numbek: of the columns of the linear implementation may be largentha
the dimensionalityn. If £ > m, our bound will be much tighter than the dimensionality-

independent generalization bound.

Remark 6 According to the proofs of Lemrha 1 and Theokém 3, our resbiased on
the estimation of the Lipschitz constant of the loss funcfigz) w.r.t. the implemen-
tation 7. Particularly, we proved the propertyfr(z) — fr/(x)| < L|T — T"| for all

T andT” in T, whereL is a constant depending on a speciiaimensional coding

scheme. Similar to our idea, Gribonval et al. (2015) alsoedeped dimensionality-

dependent generalization bounds fodimensional coding schemes. However, their
method is different from ours. Their results are essentibfised on the property that

|fr(z) — fr(x)| < L'||T —T'||1-2 forall T and7” in T, whereL' is also a constant
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and the operator nornf| - ||,_, of anm x k matrix A = [Ay, ..., A;] is defined as
[All12 = supjq, <1 [[Aalls. As a result, under some assumptions (see assumptions

Al-A4,B1-B3 and C1-C2 therein) and with high probabilibgy have that

suprer |R(T) — Ry(T)| < 3c

\/mk: -max(In 2£€ 1) Inn
n

\/mk: -max(In 2£€ 1) + In2/§
+c

n

Y

wherec, C, T are constants depending on a spedifidimensional coding scheme. Note
that in most applicationsh# > 1l andIlnn > 1. Their bound could be looser
than the derived bound in Theoréin 3 because in the caseddi timtin % Inn >

In 22€ + In n. Detailed comparisons are presented in Sedfion 4.

The result in Theorerml 3 can be improved by exploiting Bentygte inequalities.
We can make the upper bound to have either a smaller constariaster convergence
rate as follows.

By employing Bernstein’s inequality, we show that a tiglgeneralization bound

of k-dimensional coding schemes than that in Thedrem 3 can eeder

Theorem 4 (main result two) Assume that, € P(r) andY is a closed subset of the

unit ball of R*, and that there is > 0 such thatfor alll’ € T,

Te|| <c,i=1,....k,
and that the functiong, for T" € 7 havearange contained if0, 1]. Foranyd € (0, 1),

with probability at leastl — ¢, we have

supper |[R(T) — R.(T)| < 2 n 5 (mkIn (4(r + Ck;kan) +1n2/6)

N \/ 2R, (T) (mkIn (4(r + ck)y/mckn) +1n2/5)

n
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Remark 7 The upper bound in Theordrh 4 can be much tighter than thatéorEmi 8.

.25” (T) (mk ln(4(r+ckz)\/ﬁckzn) +In 2/6)

The dominant termin the upper bound ofThedEém\%

Since the empirical reconstruction erré, (1) is no bigger and sometimes much smaller
than 1, the upper bound in Theorem 4 can therefore be much tighger that in Theo-

rem[3.

We can represent the result by using the inequlaity thatlfar,& A > 0, v2ab <

Aa + \7'b/4.

Proposition 1 Assume that € P(r) andY is a closed subset of the unit ball &f,

and that there is: > 0 such that for alll” € T,

Tei|| <c,i=1,...,k, and that the
functionsf; for T' € T havea range contained if0, 1]. ForanyT € T, any\ > 0

and anys € (0, 1), with probability at least — §, we have

R(T) < (1+ WRAT) + 2 + (i " 5) (mkIn (4(r + ck)y/mckn) + n2/8)

4\ n

We have claimed that Theordm 4 and Propositibn 1 can be tighde Theorem
by saying that?, (7') can be very small. However, sometimes, such a term could be
large. IfR,,(T") > 1/4 (note that the reconstruction error functign e [0, 1]), Theorem
@ and Propositionl1 will be looser than Theoriem 3.

The following theorem implies that by employing Bennetypé inequality, the

generalization bound can be improved no matter what theevafi&,, (7') is.

Theorem 5 (main result three) Assume that € P(r) andY is a closed subset of the
unit ball of R*, and that there ig > 0 suchthatforalll' € T, [|Te;|| < c,i=1,...,k,

and that the functiong, for " € 7 havearange contained if0, 1]. Foranyd € (0, 1),
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with probability at leastl — ¢ it holds for allT" € T that

R(T) — Ru(T)] < 2 + (

Y

n

mkIn (4(r 4+ ck)y/mckn) + In % 27%
bn

whenV satisfies thatR(T) — R, (T)| < V < 3/8f andf3 is any positive constant.

Remark 8 Since fr(z) < 1 in Theorenl b, we have thzﬁ% > 0 if the
condition85V < 3 holds. Let simply sef = 2. If we further have thatR(7) —
R,(T)| < V < 3/16, the upper bound in Theorefm 5 will be the same as that in
Theoreni B except for a faster convergence.rdteus, the upper bound in Theoréin 5
can be much tighter than that in Theoréin 3 in the sense thahiterges much faster.

);

while the generalization bound in TheorEm 5 is of or@ef(mk In(mkn)/n)™), where

NI

Remark 9 The generalization bound in Theoréim 3 is of ordb((mk: In(mkn)/n)

v, > 1/2 whenn is finite. The generalization bound in Theorem 5, derivedrbpley-
ing Bennett’s inequality, converges faster when the sasipée is small, which is often

the case in practice and more detailedly describes the reymr@atotic behavior of the

learning process. More empirical discussions can be fomvE.iZhang (2013). How-

ever, when the sample sizgoes to infinity, the ter@w will approach toZ,
T W [R(T)~ R (T)]

which means that the upper bounds in Theorems 9 and 3 deshetsame asymptotic

behavior of the learning process.

Remark 10 Theorenib looks complex, since the exponent in the conwergate de-
pents itself on the sample size in an implicit way. Here wewsti@ superiority of
Theoreni b by comparing it with Theoréin 3. From the proof obféra[$, we can see
that the theorem depends on the following inequdlity (15):

P{IR(T) = Ry(T)| = €} < 2exp (—th <§>> < 2exp <—6n62_%) 7
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wheree < V. Note that for Hoeffding’s inequality, with arywe also have

P{|R(T) — R,(T)| > €} <2exp (—27162) = 2exp (—57152_1"5,%2)) )

Thus, according to Hoeffding’s inequality and the provehmodtof Theorerhl5, for all

T € T, with probability at leastl — ¢ it holds that

R(T) — Ry(T)| < 2 N mkIn (4(r + ck)y/mckn) +In 2\ oo @72 .
" n bn

Comparing the above bound with that in Theofedm 5, we can sgeiffwe interpret

Theoreni B with a faster convergence rate, the upper boundithis looser than that

in Theoreni.b whel” < 3/16.

Our main results in Theoreni$ 3, 4, dnd 5 apply to all thdimensional coding
schemes because the covering number in Lemma 1 measuresntipderity of the
loss function class that includes all the possible losstfans of k-dimensional coding
schemes. However, for some speckidimensional coding schemes, the complexity
of the corresponding induced loss function class can beacfide discuss the details

in the next sectiofi.

4 Applications

In this section, we apply our proof methods to spedifidimensional coding schemes.
We show that our methods provide state-of-the-art dimemdity-dependent general-

ization bounds.

1Even though the faster convergence interpretation in Téreld is interesting, it looks complicated
and the upper bound is almost the same tight as that of Thddrefimerefore, we do not disscuss its

applicaitons for specifié-dimensional codeing schemes.
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4.1 Non-negative matrix factorization

NMF factorizes a data matriX € R’"*" into two non-negative matricés € R’** and

Y € R’f”, wherek < min(m,n). NMF has been widely exploited since Lee and Seung

1999) provided a powerful psychological and physiolobicterpretation as a parts-

based factorization and an efficient multiplicative update for obtaining a local so-

lution. Many fast and robust algorithms are then followesk(se.g., Gillis & Vavasis,

2014). In all applications, both the data points and theorsdte;,i = 1,...,k are

contained in the positive orthant of a finite-dimensionacs In this case, our method
for deriving dimensionality-dependent generalizationtus is likely to be superior to
the method for obtaining dimensionality-independentltesu

Letting X = (z1,...,2,) € RT*", NMF can be formulated as follows:
minpy || X — TY|%,
mxk kxn
st. TeRM"Y eRY™

where| - || » is the matrix Frobenius norm.

Becausel'Y = TQ'QY if Q is a scaling matrix, we can normaliZé without
changing the optimization problem by choosing
173 ]

172l

17|

If we restricty € P(r) and normalizé’, columns ofY” will also be upper bounded

by r. This can be seen in the following lemma, which generalizgaina 2 in Maurer & Ponti

2010):
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Lemma 2 For NMF with normalizedr’, if . € P(r), then every column &f is upper

bounded by; thatis||y|| < rforally € Y.

For a fixedT', Y is determined by a convex problem. Thus, the reconstrueticor

for NMF is

fr(x) = min [l — Ty]]?,
yERi

and the generalization error of NMF can be analyzed undefrémeework of thek-
dimensional coding schemes.

Using the same proof method as that of Leniiina 1, we have tlenioly lemma.

Lemma 3 Lety € P(1) and Fr = {fr|T € T,T = R7**} be the loss function class

induced by the reconstruction error of NMF. We have

In Ny (Fr, &' n) < mkln (M—I)W) .

Then, according to the proof methods of Theorehhs$ 3, 4hnd Bawethe following

dimensionality-dependent generalization bounds for NMF.

Theorem 6 For NMF, assume that € P(1) and that7 is normalized. For any <

(0, 1), with probability at least — ¢ it holds for allT" € T that

[R(T) — R (T)]
2 , mklIn (2(1 + k)y/mkn) +1n2/6
= n +min {\/ 2n '

n n

5 (mkIn (2(1 + k)\/mkn) + In 2/9) +\/217—3,1(T) (mk1In (2(1 + k)/mkn) + In2/3) } |

Since the value oR, (T") is unknown in this paper (it is usually known in an opti-
mization procedure), in the rest of the paper, we will onlynpare the bound in Theo-
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Figure 1. Comparisons of the generalization bounds of NMJThe convergence of
the bound in[(R), where: = 1000. (b) Comparing the convergence with state-of-the-
art generalization bounds, whete= 50, m = 1000. (c) Comparing the generalization
bound with state-of-the-art generalization bounds in seafnthe parameter, where

k = 50,n = 10°. (d) Comparing the generalization bound with state-ofdhegener-

alization bounds in terms of the parametewherem = 103, n = 106.

19



rem[3 with state-of-the-art bounds. Theofldm 3 gives theolig bound for NMF

2, \/mk: In (2(1 4 k)y/mkn) +1n2/6 )
n 2n '
Under the setting of Theorelm 6, Theorem 2 yields the follgrbdound
k 1 In2/§
Gribonval et al. (2015)’s result gives the following bound
3 [mkn(12v8mk)Inn 1 |[mkIn(12v/8mk) +1n2/6
— + —= . (4)
V8 n V8 n

We then carefully compare the above generalization bouRds NMF problems,
the dimensionalityn is usually very large compared to the reduced dimensignalit
We setm = 1000, k = 50,6 = 0.01. The comparisons are illustrated in Figlfe 1. The
figure shows that in most cases, the derived generalizatiandis tighter than state-
of-the-art bounds. In Figufe ILd, the bound in (3) is tighkent the derived bound in a
small range because it is dimensionality-independentand 1000 is set to be much

larger than the corresponding reduced dimensionality

4.2 Dictionary learning

Dictionary learning tries to find a dictionary such that ddserved data points can be
approximated by linear combinations of atoms in the diaryn Let the columns of
T be the atoms of the dictionary; for an observatioe R™, the dictionary learning

method will represent by a linear combination of columns @fas

k
x/:ZaiTi,aieR,izl,...,k.

i=1
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Thus, the reconstruction error of dictionary learning esstame as those bfdimensional
coding schemes.

Vainsencher et ll. (2011) provided notable dimensionaégendent generalization

bounds for dictionary learning by considering two types ofigtraints on coefficient

selection, respectively. For thfg-norm regularized coefficient selection, where every
signal is approximated by a combination of, at mpgtictionary atoms, the generaliza-
tion bound (Theorem 14 therein) is of ord®(\/mk In(np)/n) under an approximate
orthogonality assumption on the dictionary. For thanorm regularized coefficient se-
lection, the generalization bound (Theorem 7 therein) isrder O(\/mk In(n\)/n)
under the requirements that which is the upper bound of thig-norm of the coeffi-
cient, is larger tham/4, and that the signal is mapped onto thén — 1)-sphere. Our
result onk-dimensional coding scheme can also be applied to dictyolearning and
provides a more general bound, which does not requioebe on thém — 1)-sphere or
the near-orthogonality requirement and directly appltealt dictionary learning prob-

lems.

Theorem 7 For dictionary learning, assume that € P(1) and thatY is a closed
subset of the unit ball dk*, and that every atorit;,i = 1, ..., k is bounded by|7;|| <

c,i=1,...,k. Then, forany € (0, 1), with probability at leastl — § it holds for alll

T € T that

|R(T) — R,(T)]

2 +mm{\/m/{;ln (4(1+ck)2\/ﬁckn)+ln2/57
n n

n n

5 (mkIn (4(1 + ck)y/mickn) + n2/6) \/23”@) (mkIn (4(1 + ck)y/mckn) + In2/3) } |
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The proof of Theorem]7 is the same as that of Thedrem 6.

Remark 11 If we substitute an upper bound< vk into the bound in Vainsencher et al.

2011), the bound in Theorem 7 therein will be of ord¥r,/mk In(kn)/n), which has

4(1+ck)y/mckn)+In 2/
n

5 . Howeverour bound in Theoreii 5

mklIn
the same order as terr(/ (

also shows a faster convergence rate.

Remark 12 The method Vainsencher et al. (2011) used to upper boundotvering

number of the induced loss function class is very different burs. To upper bound the

covering number of the induced loss function class fordlizry learning, Vainsencher et al.

2011) used the knowledge that a unifofnkipschitz mapping between metric spaces

convertst /L covers inte¢ covers. Then, they focused on analyzing the Lipschitz prop-
erty of the reconstruction error function that maps a dinaoy into a reconstruction
error, i.e,V, : D+ hg, p, Ry = {a : ||a|ly < A}, as shown in Lemma 7 therein. Also
note that to upper bound the Lipschitz constant of the mappin: D — hy, p, Hi, =

{a : ||lallo < Kk}, they introduced the approximate orthogonality conditfarbound on

the Babel function) on the dictionary.

Remark 13 Analyzing the Lipschitz properties of the induced losstions is essential

for upper bounding the generalization error/efdimensional coding schemes. Different

form the method used in Vainsencher etial. (20 (2010) employed

Slepian’s Lemma to exploit the Lipschitz property; whiléhis paper, we also proposed

a novel method as presented in the proof of Thediem 3.

The comparisons of the generalization bounds of dictiomeayning are similar
to that of NMF because NMF can be regarded as dictionary ilegiin the positive
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orthant. We therefore omit the comparison. Many algorithreed in applications
require sparsity int”, because sparsity has advantages, such as for computation a

storage. We therefore analyze sparsity in the next sulosecti

4.3 Sparse coding

Sparse coding requires sparsity in the codebook. We useatidecbnstraint discussed

in Maurer & Pontil (2010), that ig” = {T : RF — R™||Te;|| < c,i = 1,...,k},

Y = {yly € R |jy|l, < s},andl/p+1/¢=1,2 < p < co. Thus, we have

1Tyl =

k k
Y ouTe|| <> lwillTel
=1 i=1

(Using Holder’s inequality)

k 1/q
<s (Z ||Te,-||q> < sckt = sck' VP,
i=1

The following generalization bound for sparse coding i® d®m the work of

1 (2010), derived using the proof method of Giean2.

Theorem 8 For sparse coding, assume that P(1). LetY = {y|ly € R*, |ly||, < s}
wherel < p < co. Let also assume that for &l € T, ||Te;|| < 1,i=1,...,k. Then,

for anyé € (0, 1), with probability at least — § it holds for allT" € T that

k \/m (16ns22k2-2/p) N \/m 2/8 , 4+ Ask'=VP 4 \/8rsk?~ /P

[R(T) = Ba(T)] < 5 - o T

We now consider the generalization bound of sparse codiing wsir method. The

following lemma is proved in Sectidn 5.7.

Lemma 4 Follow the setting of Theoreht 8. L&Y} be the loss function class of sparse
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coding. We have

21.1-1/p 1-1/p
I (Fr, € n) < mkIn <4(‘9+‘9 RP)mk ) .

5/

Then, we have the generalization bounds for sparse codiftjl@ass:

Theorem 9 Follow the setting of Theore 8. For anye (0, 1), with probability at

leastl — § it holds for allT" € T that

[R(T) = Rn(T)]

< mm{%+ Bemofs 2 5@ | [oRT) <A+1n2/5>}7
n 2n n n n

whereA = mk1n (4(s + s>k ~V/7)/mk'~1/rn).

The proof of Theorem]9 is the same as that of Thedrem 6.

Theoreni ® gives the following bound for sparse coding

2, \/mk In (4(s + s2k=1/p)/mk!=1/rn) +1n2/6
- .

5 (5)

The upper bound for sparse coding derived by Maurer & F’JZH]'L(L) is presented in

Theoreni8:

k \/m (16n.522k2-2/p) \/m 2/0 A+ Ask!VP 4 \/8rsk2-1/r
= + + .
2 n 2n vn

Gribonval et a\. (2015)’s result gives the following bouid $§parse coding.

1 (3\/mk max (ln (6\/§sk1—1/1’) ,1) Inn N \/mk max (ln (6\/§sk1‘1/1”) , 1) +In 2/5) @)

(6)

V3 n n
We then compare the above generalization bounds of spadsggdo Figure 2 by
settingm = 100, k = 50,9 = 0.01,p = 1, ands = 10. The comparisons show that the

derived generalization bound is tighter than state-ofetidounds.
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Figure 2: Comparisons of the generalization bounds of speawosling. (a) The con-
vergence of the bound if](5), whene = 100. (b) Comparing the convergence with
state-of-the-art generalization bounds, where- 50, m = 100. (c) Comparing the
generalization bound with state-of-the-art bounds in teainthe parametet, where

k = 50,n = 10°. (d) Comparing the generalization bound with state-ofahebounds

in terms of the parametér, wherem = 100, n = 10°.
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4.4 Vector guantization andk-means clustering

The k-means clustering (or vector quantization) method aimsnia Aicluster centers
such that observations can be partitioned intdusters and represented by theluster
centers with a small reconstruction error. Taking everyiowi of 7" as a cluster center
and setting” asthe standard basds,, ..., e, }, we see that solving&means cluster-
ing problem is equal to finding an implementatibnThe corresponding reconstruction

error is

So, the reconstruction error hfmeans clustering and vector quantization is also within
the framework of the reconstruction errorfeflimensional coding schemes.
The following lemma is essential for proving our dimensidgadependent gener-

alization bounds.

Lemma 5 Assume that € P(1). Let I+ be the loss function class éfmeans clus-

tering and vector quantization. Then

In Ny (Fr, &' n) <mkln (8\5/?) .

Theorem 10 For k-means clustering and vector quantization, assume ghatP(1),
and that the functiong, for ' € 7 havea range contained inf0, 1]. Then, for any

0 € (0, 1), with probability at leasti — ¢ it holds for all7” € T that

[R(T) = B (T)] < % + min {\/ mkIn <8@n> +In2/5

5 (mkIn (8v/mn) +n2/8) \/anm (mkIn (8 /mn) + In2/4) } |

n n
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The proof of Theorem 10 is the same as that of Thediem 6.
Theoreni 1D gives the following bound fbfrmeans clustering and vector quantiza-

tion

(8)

\/mkln 8\/771 +1n2/5

MﬂiLQL&_EQDJI (2010) derived the following bound

3V2rkr?  , [8Inl/§
SV 4y .
Vn n

9)

ribonval .1(2015) provided the following bound

3 mkIn(12v/8)Inn i\/mkln(lQ\/g)—l—an/é
\/g\/ - +\/§ . . (10)

Remark 14 The bound in[(9) has orde®(k/+/n), which is the same as the bound
.‘V4mkln(8\/mnr2)+ln2/5
2n

obtained by Biau et all (2008). The te in Theoreni_I0 has or-

der O(y/mkln (mn)/n). If mIn(mn) < k, our bound can be tighter than that of

Maurer & Pontil (2010) and the result L_Bﬁu_e_LaJL_(ﬂ 08).egeneralization bounds
derived b)M@ULer_@ﬂJil (2010) and Biau et JI. (2008) alsavie an advantage that

they converge faster. As discussed in Bartlett et al. l‘iﬂm (1994), and

.1(1996), the factarlnn in Theoreni_I0 can be removed by the sophis-

Devr

ticated uniform large-deviation inequalities |of Alexan¢#984) or| Talagrand|(1994).

However, Devroye et 6) proved that (Theorem 12.&@eth) the fast conver-

gence upper bound has an astronomically large constant. cbnesponding conver-
gence bound is therefore loose. Our generalization bouhi;iwis derived by exploit-
ing Bennett's inequality, will be tighter if the empriciagonstruction error,, (T') is

small.
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We compare the above generalization bounds-ofieans clustering and vector
quantization in Figurél3 by setting = m = 100. For k-means clustering and vec-
tor quantization problems, the dimensionalitycan be independent of the reduced
dimensionalityk. Figure[3 shows that whehis not very large, the derived bound is

tighter than state-of-the-art generalization bounds.

5 Proofs

In this section we prove the main results in Section 2 and safrtiee results presented

in Section 3.

5.1 Concentration inequalities

In this subsection, we introduce the concentration inetieathat will be used to prove

our assertions.

We first present Hoeffding’s inequality (Hoeffding, 196@hich is widely used for

deriving generalization bounds.

Theorem 11 (Hoeffding’s inequality) Let X = {z4,...,z,} € H" be a sample set of
independent random variables such that< B for someB > 0 almost surely for all

i < n. Then for anyX € H" ande > 0, the following inequality holds:

-2
P{ 26}§2exp(37;€).

We will also use Bernstein’s inequality and Bennett’s ir@dy (Boucheron et al.

1 « 1 «

2013; C. Zhang, 2013) to derive generalization bounds.
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Theorem 12 (Bernstein’s inequality) Let X = {1, ...,z,} € H" be a sample set of
independent random variables such that< B for someB > 0 and Ez? is no bigger
thanV for someV > 0 almost surely for alk < n. Then for anyX € H" ande > 0,

the following inequality holds:

(e s ()

Theorem 13 (Bennett’s inequality) Let X = {z,...,z,} € H" be a sample set of

le__zxz

independent random variables such that< B for someB > 0 and Ex? is no bigger
thanV for someV > 0 almost surely for alk < n. Then for anyX € H" ande > 0,

the following inequality holds:

1 — 1 — nV [ Be
P{EE;@—E;@ 26}§2exp<—§h<v)>,

whereh(z) = (1 + z)In(1 + x) — x for z > 0.

5.2 Proof of Lemmall

Proof. We will bound the covering number of the loss function clasdy bounding the
covering number of the implementation clg8s Cutting the subspade-c, c|™ C R™

into smallm-dimensional regular solids with widt} there are a total of

=) =(5)

such regular solids. If we pick out the centers of these egaolids and use them to

EECE
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choices, denoted hy. Then|S| is the upper bound of theecover of the implementation
classT.

We will prove that for eveny’, there exists &” € S such that
sup | fr(z) — fr(z)] < €,
where¢’ = (r + ck)y/mk§. The proof is as follows:

| fr(z) — fr(z))|

= |min ||z — Ty||* — min |z — Ty|
Y Y

= |min |z — Ty|[* + max (~[|lz = T'y|?)

IN

max ([lz = Tyl* — flo = T'y|")

IN

a7 = 7

max 2z Ty — 2z Ty
y

k
max Z vy (T +T")e;, (T —T)e;)
v

2

+

k
— (22, (T = T)e,
m;wxiz:;y(l“( Jei)

(Using Holder's inequality)

YT +Tei, (T =T)ey) |

2

+

=< Z | 2z, (T = T")es) |

(Using Cauchy-Schwarz inequality)

IN

+

DT+ Tl I(T = T'e|

Z‘?j

k
> 12z I[(T = T)es
i=1

: ¢ : ¢
< 3 el S |+ [+ e |1
i=1 ,J
< Vmrké + v/mcek*¢

= (r+ ck)y/mké = €.

The last inequality holds because of the triangle inequalile have
k k k
DT +Thel <D (ITesl + 1 Tel)) < 2 = 2ck*.
irj i.j i.j
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Let £+ denote the loss function class for the algorithms when kaagdor imple-
mentationd” € 7 and the metrid be the metric thad( fr(z), fr(z)) = sup, | fr(z)—

fr(x)|. According to Definitio 1L, fol/ f1 € Frr, there is & € S such that

<ng.

[d(fr(X), fr(X))[l: = [Z d(fr(x:), fr(2:))

i=1

Thus,

Ni(Fr, &) < 8] < <4_)m _ <4<r+ck>mck)mk
'S >~ < é‘ g/ .

Taking log on both sides, we have

In Ny (Fr, &' n) < mkln (4(T + Ck>\/m0k) .

é‘/

5.3 Proof of Theorem 3

We first prove the following theorem, which is useful to praesoreni B.

Theorem 14 Let X = {z;,...,z,} ~ u" be a set of independent random variables
such thatfr(z;) < bfor someb > 0 almost surely for allfr € F andi < n. Then for

any X ~ p"andd € (0, 1), with probability at least — §, we have

sup |R(T) — R,(T)] < %+b\/lnN1(FT, 1/n,n) +1n2/6’

freFr 2n
whereR,(T) = £ 3" | fr(z;) andR(T) = E,R,(T).
Proof. SinceFr(X) = {fr(z1),..., fr(z,)} is a set of independent random vari-

ables, according to Hoeffding’s inequality, for afiy= (0, 1), with probability at least

1 — 4, we have

(D)~ Ry(1)] < by 220
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Let Fr . be a minimak-cover of Fr. Then,|Fr .| = Ni(Fr,e,n). By a union bound

of probability, we have that with probability at least- ¢, the following holds

(11)

In 2N (Fr,e,n) /o b\/lan(FT,e,n) +1In2/6

sup |R(T) — R,(T)| < b\/ om 2n

fTeFT,e

It can be easily verified that

sup |R(T) — Ru(T)| < 2¢+ sup |R(T) — Ru(T)]. (12)

frefr freFr,.
Combine inequalitieg (11) and (12), and éet 1/n, we have that with probability at

leastl — ¢, the following holds

1 1
sup |R(T) — Ro(T)| < %M\/ n VL (Fr, 1/27; m + /3

frefr
which concludes the proof. |
TheoreniB can be proven by combining Theofei 14 and Lefma lcawelso

prove Proposition 1 using the same method as that of Thedrem 3

5.4 Proof of Theorenl4

According to Bernstein’s inequality, we have the followithgorem, which is useful to

prove Theorerhl4.

Theorem 15 Let X = {zy,...,z,} ~ u" be a set of independent random variables
such thatfr(x;) < 1 almost surely for allfr € Fr andi < n. Then for anyX ~ p"

andd € (0, 1), with probability at leasti — ¢, we have

sup |R(T) — R, (T

frekFr

2 5(InNi(Fr,1/n,n) +1n2/68) N \/2Rn(T) (In N, (Fr,1/n,n) +1n2/6)

<
n n

n
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Proof. SinceFr(X) = {fr(z1),..., fr(z,)} is a set of independent random vari-

ables, according to Bernstein’s inequality, for ang (0, 1), with probability at least

(D)~ Ry(r)| < 2200y | J2VIR20 (13)

We also have that' < R(T) becauseF fr(z;)*> < Efr(xz;) = R(T). Collecting

1 — ¢, we have

the terms inR(7'), completing the square and solving fof R(7") shows that with

probability at least — 9, we have

VRT) < VET) + 3y 2 (14

Straightforward substitution of inequalify (14) into inedity (13) shows that with prob-

ability at leastl — 9, we have

5In2/§ L 2R, (T)In2/4

n n

|R(T) = Bn(T)| <

Similar to the proof of Theorei 14, by a union bound of proligbive then have that

with probability at least — ¢, the following holds

sup |R(T') — Rn(T)]

frefr

L2 5(nNy(Fr,1/n,n) +1n2/6) N \/an(T) (In Ny (Fr,1/n,n) +1n2/6)

- n n n '
which concludes the proof. |

Theoreni# can be proven by combining Theofei 15 and Lemma 1.

5.5 Proof of Theorem™®

The following theorem, derived by exploiting Bennett'sqguolity, is essential to prove
Theorenib.
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Theorem 16 Let X = {z;,...,x,} ~ u" be a set of independent random variables
such thatfr(x;) < 1 almost surely for allf; € Frandi < n. Then for anyX ~ u"

ando € (0, 1), with probability at leasti — ¢ it holds for all7” € T that

InNi(Fr,1/n,n) + 1112/5) s

" W[R(T)—Rn (T)]
bn

whenV is no smaller thanR(7") — R,,(T")| and there is a positive constafitsuch that

R - R < 2

8BV < 3.

Theorem 16 can be easily proven by using Berenstain’s inigguaiowever, to
show the faster convergence propery, we propose a new methpydve Berenstain’s

inequlity, which needs the following lemma.

Lemma 6 Fore € (0,1] andV > ¢, there exists some > 0 and0 < v < 2 such that

the following holds
€
—Vnh <V) < —pBne” <O (—nez) .

Let{x,...,z,} bei.i.d. variables suchthat; < 1, Fz? <V and|R(T) — R,(T)| <

V' are almost surely for alf < n. Then, for any € (0, 1), with probability at least
1 — 4, we have

1
In(88V/3)
In2/6\ o= et .
bn

R(T) — Ru(T)| < (

Proof. We prove the first part. We have

—Vnh (%) < —fne’
e () )z

(Because that < 1)

G mg) - 0)

Ine
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It holds that

(5 (14§ (14 ) - §))

Ine
1
(Because{1+x) (1+2)> Tz +xforg:>0)
3

vV _3 €2 3¢2
- In <§6+2Ve (+) ) _ In (6(6V+2e)
- Ine Ine
., In(28(v+39)

Ine

< 2, whene < V and85V < 3.

Thus, there are many pairs @f, ) such that the first part of Lemn& 6 holds.
We then prove Berenstain’s inequality and the second paxdowling to Bennett's

inequality, we have

P{|R(T) = Ro(T)| > ¢} < 2exp (‘”W’ <§))

In(28(V+%))
S 2€Xp (-5”62_1“63) (15)

— %ex i
P vty )

which is the Berenstain’s inequality.

To prove the second part, lekc V. We have

PAIR(T) ~ Ru(T)] > ¢} <2exp(2 )

Foranys € (0,1), let

2 exp (—57162_ (lne )> = 4. (16)



Then, with probability at least — ¢, we have
|R(T) — R,(T)| < e (17)

Combining [(16) and_(17), with probability at ledst- §, we have

n( 88V n( 88V
In2/6 _ o (f) > (2~ WIRE =R
pn -
and
W
In
e < In2/9 2 TR Fa (] (18)
=\"an

Combining [17) and (18), with probability at ledst- ¢, we have

In 18’[?,‘/
|R(T) — R,(T)] < (lnﬁﬂ) > R AT
n

Thus, the Second part of Lemila 6 holds. [ |
Similar to the proof of Theorem 14, Theorén 16 can be proveadiyg Lemmab
and a union bound of probability.

Theorenib can be proven by combining Theolein 16 and Lelmima 1.

5.6 Proof of Lemmal2

U

-

The proof method is the same as that of Lemma 2.in (Maurer &ik

Proof. Let
2

h(y) =

k
€r — Z Tiy;
i=1

Assume that is a minimizer ofh and||y|| > r. Becausel' is normalized,

Tl =

1,4,...,k. Then

2

k
Z Tiy;
i=1

= lyl®+ > vy (T, T5) > 1.
i#]
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Let the real-valued functiolfi be defined as

f(t) = h(ty).

2 k
f(1)y=2 ( ' - <xZTy>)

k
Z Tiy;
i=1
(Using Cauchy-Schwarz inequality)

:2<_ _r> S 1y,

k
Z Tiy;
i=1 i=1
So f cannot have a minimum dt whencey cannot be a minimizer oi. Thus, the

Then

k k

> 0.

minimizery must be contained in the ball with radiusn the m-dimensional spacdll

5.7 Proof of Lemma4

mk
Proof. As in the proof of Lemmall, we can pick out a setwhere|S| < (%) :

having the property that for everyj, there exists &” € S such thatsup, |fr(z) —

fro(z)] < & with &' = (rs + es?k'1/P)\/mékI~1/P. The detail is as follows.

= il = min o = Tyl = min o — T

< [max (Jle = Ty|* — lz = T'y|%)

< |max2z' Ty — 22" Ty (19)
y

T — T

k
max Z vy (T +Te;, (T — T')ey)
Yy

ihj

k
- Z'2,T—T/ i
max Yy (2, (T = T')e)

i=1

_|_
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Using Holder’s inequality, we have

IN

<

k
(22, (T — T
m;txgy(:c( Jei)

k 1/q
max [|y[, <Z| (22, (T = T")es)] )

=1

k 1/q
max [|y[, <Z|||2!E|||| T - T')61|||q>

=1

< /msrékta
< /msréki P,

Using Holder’s inequality again, we have inequalities)(2dd [22):

and

IN

<

maXZ vy (T +Te;, (T —T")e;)

2

k

2.(

J

k
< malyl, (z

k
Z (T 4 Te;, (T —T"e;) y;
k YVa /g
ST+ T)es, (T - T’)ey>> (Z\yﬂ‘)
J J
k 1/q k 1/p
> T+ Te[[(T = T")ey]l) ) (Z\M")
J J

Y

k
(T +T")e;, (T —T')e;) y;

7

(I> 1/q

1/p

1/q k 1/p
[Tl + 1T el DINT — T")ey1)* ) (ZI%I”)
J

< Vmsc€kYT = /mscek TP
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(21)

(22)



Combining inequalitie (21) and (22), it gives

k
max Z viy; (T +T")e;, (T —T)e;)
y

i7j

k 1/q
max ], (Z Wscgkl-l/p\q>

< /ms?ckFTHP

< (23)

Combining inequalities (19),_(20) and (23), we have

|fr = frr| <

k
max Z viy; (T +T")e;, (T —T)e;)
Vo4

< VmsrékTYP 4 /ms?ec kPP

k
i27T_T/ 7
man;y<$( )ei)

+

= (rs + cs?kYP) /meRt P = ¢
According to Definitiol 1, foi fr € Frr, there is d” € S such that

1d(fr(X), fr(X))[1 = [Z d(fT(CCi%fT'(Ii))] <2¢.

Thus,

4c

mk
N (Fr,€n) < IS] < (f) _ (

4(rs + sk 1P)/mck! /P ) "
¢ .

Taking log on both sides, we have

21.1-1/p 1-1/p
WA (Fr. €. 1) < mkIn (4(rs + cs’k )vmck ) |

é‘/
which concludes the proof. |

5.8 Proof of Lemma®

The proof method of Lemnid 5 is similar to that of Lemimha 1.
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Proof. For k-means clustering and vector quantization, we can easidyepthat
|Te;|| <r,i=1,..., k. Asinthe proof of Lemmall and Lemrh& 4, we can pick out a
mk
setS, where|S| < <4£—’”> , having the property that for evefly there exists &” € S

such thatup, | fr(z) — fr(z)] < & with ¢’ = 2r\/mé&. The proof is as follows:

|fr — fr|

< — Te: 2 _T/ 112
< | s (o= Ted? = o = T )

< | max ZxTTeZ- —2xTT'eZ-

i \ max |[Te]? — [ T'e,|?

ie{l,..k} ell,..k}
= 2z, (T = T")e;) | + T+Te;, (T —T)e;
e, @ (T =Thed | + | max (T'+Tes, (T = T)es

(Using Cauchy-Schwarz inequality)
< 2z|[|(T — T")e;
< |, max 12017 T

< Vmré 4+ /mré
=2rymg =¢'.

+ ‘ max ([[Te:| + [ T"e:) |(T' = T")e|
€{l,....k}

Thus,

mk mk
Nl(FTv glvn) < |S| < (%) = (87.26\//%) :

Taking log on both sides, we have

2
A (Fr, €, m) < mikIn (87” f) |

which concludes the proof. |

6 Conclusion

Here we propose a method to analyze thmensionality-dependent generalization
boundsfor £-dimensional coding schemes, which are the abstract anergehescrip-
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tions of a set of methods that encode random vectors in HiliparceH . There are sev-
eral specific forms ok-dimensional coding schemes, including NMF, dictionagrie
ing, sparse coding;-means clustering and vector quantization, which haveeaehl
great successes in pattern recognition and machine lgarnin

Our proof approach is based on an upper bound for the coveuntper of the
loss function class induced by the reconstruction error. eiaained that the cov-
ering number is more suitable for deriving dimensionatigpendent generalization
bounds fork-dimensional coding schemes, because it avoids the wosst depen-
dencyw.r.t. the numbelk of the columns of the linear implementation. Afis larger
than the dimensionalityz, our bound could be much tighter than the dimensionality-
independent generalization bound. Moreover, accordifBgtmett’s inequality, we de-
rived a dimensionality-dependent generalization bourat@ér® (mk In(mkn) /n)™",
where)\,, > 0.5 when the sample size is finite, for k-dimensional coding schemes.
Our method therefore provides state-of-the-art dimeradityadependent generaliza-
tion bounds for NMF, dictionary learning, sparse coditigmeans clustering and vector

guantization.
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