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Abstract

Sparse feature selection is necessary when we fit statistical models, we have access to a
large group of features, don’t know which are relevant, but assume that most are not.
Alternatively, when the number of features is larger than the available data the model be-
comes overparametrized and the sparse feature selection task involves selecting the most
informative variables for the model. When the model is a simple location model and the
number of relevant features does not grow with the total number of features, sparse fea-
ture selection corresponds to sparse mean estimation. We deal with a simplified mean
estimation problem consisting of an additive model with gaussian noise and mean that is
in a restricted, finite hypothesis space (parameter space). This restriction simplifies the
mean estimation problem into a selection problem of combinatorial nature. Although the
hypothesis space is finite, its size is exponential in the dimension of the mean. In limited
data settings and when the size of the hypothesis space depends on the amount of data or
on the dimension of the data, choosing an approximation set of hypotheses is a desirable
approach. Choosing a set of hypotheses instead of a single one implies replacing the bias-
variance trade off with a resolution-stability trade off. Generalization capacity provides
a resolution selection criterion based on allowing the learning algorithm to communicate
the largest amount of information in the data to the learner without error. In this work
the theory of approximation set coding and generalization capacity is explored in order
to understand this approach. We then apply the generalization capacity criterion to the
simplified sparse mean estimation problem and detail an importance sampling algorithm
which at once solves the difficulty posed by large hypothesis spaces and the slow conver-
gence of uniform sampling algorithms (caused by the skewed distribution of hypothesis
costs). Finally we explore how the generalization capacity criterion can be a applied to a
more realistic version of the sparse feature selection problem where the number of relevant
features grows with the total number of features.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

It is often the case that when fitting statistical models, the majority of available features
are not informative in the sense of the underlying learning task. In other cases the lim-
ited amount of data available implies that most features can’t be used, even if they are
all informative, because the model becomes overparametrized. In both instances sparse
feature selection must be done prior or simultaneous to model fitting. In this work we deal
with the sparse feature selection problem as it applies to a simplified location model. We
first assume the number of relevant features is small and fixed and then explore the case
where the number of relevant features is small but grows with the total number of features.
Although this problem is well known and studied, for example in 7, we are interested in
how we can apply approximation set coding and generalization capacity to localize the
hypothesis class to an optimal resolution.

1.1 Structure

The report is organized as follows. Section 1.2 gives a description of the problem we
will focus on: sparse mean estimation and sparse feature selection. We want to solve
this problem using the approximation set coding and generalization capacity methodology
proposed by ?, so in Sections 1.3-1.6 we give an introduction to the theory involved.
Section 1.3 introduces the pattern analysis framework for learning problems. In section
1.4 we explore how, by defining approzimation sets of hypotheses instead of proposing a
single hypothesis as the solution, we are able to move from the normal bias-variance trade-
off of learning problems to a resolution-stability trade-off. In section 1.5, with the help of
concepts from Sections 1.3 and 1.4, we define various information theoretic concepts such
as Boltzmann weights, Gibbs distributions and partition functions, culminating in the
definition of generalization capacity. We try to give an intuitive understanding of each of
these concepts except that of generalization capacity itself. In Section 1.6 we motivate the
concept of generalization capacity in analogy to Shannon’s noisy channel coding theorem
from which it is derived.

In Chapter 2 we estimate the generalization capacity of the squared loss based, empirical
risk function for the non-sparse version of the mean localization problem. We concen-
trate on low-dimensional cases. In Section 2.1 the information theoretic concepts defined
in Section 1.5 are applied to the problem at hand culminating in an expression for the
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generalization capacity that suggests an exhaustive simulating algorithm for its estima-
tion. Section 2.2 includes the pseudo code for implementing this algorithm. Section 2.3
includes the results of implementing the exhaustive simulating algorithm to estimating
generalization capacity. Section 2.4 is a note on how to avoid underflow problems when
implementing this algorithm. In Section 2.5 we explore different ways in which we may
incoprorate the use of common random numbers into our algorithm as a variance reduction
technique.

In Chapter 3 we estimate the generalization capacity for the sparse mean localization
problem. Section 3.1 describes the changes and additional tools necessary to implement
the algorithm described in 2.2 to the sparse version of the problem. Section 3.2 includes
the results of implementing this algorithm to estimating generalization capacity. Since
the algorithm will be shown to be inadequate in the high dimensional case, in Section 3.3
we describe a sampling algorithm based on a re-expression of the generalization capacity.
Section 3.4 includes the results of this sampling algorithm. This algorithm will be shown
to converge too slowly in the number of simulations and so in section 3.5 we describe an
importance sampling algorithm for estimating generalization capacity. Section 3.6 includes
the results of this algorithm.

Chapter 4 is a brief exploration into a more realistic version of sparse feature selection
where the number of relevant features grows with the total number of features. We describe
the problem and explore some of the difficulties of estimating generalization capacity with
a simulation algorithm in this case.

Chapter 5 includes a summary of the report and a list of possible related avenues of future
research.

1.2 Problem statement

We deal with the statistical model studied in 7:

Xi=p'+¢&

where
o 10 eB?={0,1}¢
e X6 €R?
e ¢~ N(0,0%1)
e observations X; with ¢ = 1,...,n are i.i.d.

In the general case estimating ;i corresponds to selecting a hypothesis p from the hypoth-
esis space B? which has cardinality 2¢. While we first deal with this problem, we will be
more interested in a modified version of this problem where:

i) |l1lh =k
ii.) 0 €Bf ={necB:||ull =k}
iii.) B = (;)
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iv.) It is assumed that k is known.

We first deal with the general case where k,d € ZT, k < d, and then with a sparse case
where k is kept constant and d grows toward infinity. In Chapter 4 we briefly discuss
d

another sparsity condition where k ~ o)

1.3 Pattern analysis

Although the classical framework of parameter inference, in which estimators é() are maps
from a sample space X to a parameter space O, is appropriate for the problem at hand
we introduce Aprozimation Set Coding (ASC) and Generalization Capacity (GC) within
the framework of Pattern Analysis since they are more relevant in this wider context. The
rest of this introductory chapter follows 7 closely.

The problem described in Section 1.2 belongs to the class of problems which are the object
of Pattern Analysis. The goal of pattern analysis is to map a set of object configurations
to a pattern space. Concretely, we want to choose a hypothesis ¢ € C (O(”)) where:

e O; € O are objects in an object space.

e O™ ={0y,...,0,} € O™ are object sets.

e ¢: O™ — P is a hypothesis in a hypothesis class C (O(”)) and P is a pattern space.
A few remarks about this framework:

i.) The hypothesis class C(O(™) may or may not depend on the object set. Specifically,
the size of the hypothesis class may depend on the object set or not.

ii.) In this exposition the objects in the object set O; € O may be tuples of objects from
more fundamental object sets, i.e. O; = (01, ..., 0ir), 0;j € O;. However, the objects
O; are at the level of the mapping c.

iii.) The hypothesis map C(O™) is actually a composition of the maps X : O™ — X7
and t : X™ — P where A" is a measurement space.

iv.) The pattern space P may be related to the data generating process or not. It is an
interpretation space: a set of abstract, mutually exclusive properties which we wish
to assign to object configurations.

We present some examples to clarify the pattern analysis framework.

Example 1.3.0.1 (Mean estimation). We want to estimate the population mean height
of swiss women given a sample of 100. We make no assumptions regarding the data
generating process.

e O = {swiss women}

o 0(100) ig the set of sampled women.

X (0099)) are the heights of the sampled women.

X" C (RT)!0 is the set of possible heights for the 100 women.

P C RT is the set of possible population mean heights.
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e C(0100)) = ©(00) » P is the hypothesis class which does not depend on the size
n = 100 of the object set.

Example 1.3.0.2 (Clustering - Population). We want to cluster 100 people into 4 groups
according to height and weight. We assume the underlying data generating process is a
gaussian mixture with parameters {(u1,%1), ..., (114, 34)} with p; € R? and ¥; € R?*2.

e O = {people}.

e 019 ig the set of sampled people.

. X(O(mo)) = {(h1,w1), ..., (h100, w100)} are the heights and weights of the sampled
people.

o X" C R100X2 g the set of possible heights and weights for the 100 people.

o P C R?** x R2X2%4 5 the set of possible population mean and covariances.

° C(O(loo)) = O190) » P is the hypothesis class which does not depend on the size n

of the object set.

Remark: Notice how our assumptions about the data generating process inform our
choice of pattern space P.

Example 1.3.0.3 (Clustering - Sample). We want to cluster 100 people into 4 groups
according to height and weight. We do not assume anything about the underlying data
generating process and are just interested in finding a clustering that defines homogenous
groups for this sample and not the entire population.

e O = {people}.

e 019 ig the set of sampled people.

X (0090 = {(hy,wy), ..., (h1go, w100)} are the heights and weights of the sampled
people.

X" C R199%2 is the set of possible heights and weights for the 100 people.

P ={1,2,3,4}'% are all the possible ways we can group 100 people into 4 groups.

C(0100)y = ©(100) » P is the hypothesis class which in this case does depend on
the size n of the object set.

Example 1.3.0.4 (Dyadic data). We are interested in predicting if a user will make a
purchase at a given website, based on the age and gender of the person and on the type of
website (there are m types). We don’t assume anything about the data generating process
but have already decided to model the probability of purchase using a logistic regression
model.

e O =0, x 0, = {people} x {websites}.
o O = {(01p, 01w); -+, (Onp, Onw)} is the set of sampled person-website pairs.

. X(O(”)) ={(a1,91,t1,01)s -, (n, g, tn,Pn)} are the age, geneder, website-type and
purchase outcome of the sampled person-website pairs.
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o X" C RT x {male, female} x {1,...,m} x {0,1} is the sample space.
e P ={(Bo, B1,B2) € R?} is the parameter space for the logistic model.

e C(O™) = O™ x P is the hypothesis class which does not depend on the size n of
the object set.

As we can see the pattern analysis framework fits a wide range of problems. Although
problems such as mean estimation and regression, in which hypothesis classes with infinite
cardinality are involved, can be tackled using the pattern analysis framework, in the rest
of this introductory chapter we focus on classes with a finite number of hypotheses. In
other words we assume:

IC(0™)] < o0 (1.3.0.1)

1.4 Approximation sets

In classical statistical learning theory, in order to solve an inference decision problem, we
choose a loss function p(c, x) with which we construct the risk function R(c) = Ex[p(c, X)].
We then choose a single hypothesis ¢* that minimizes the empirical risk ﬁ’(c, X™) for a
given data set X (™):

¢ (X™) € arg min R(e, X™) (1.4.0.1)
cEC(O<”))
R(c, X™) Zp ¢, X;) (1.4.0.2)

If n is large then the Emprirical Risk Minimizer (ERM) will be close to the minimizer of
the risk function R(c, X™). However, in general we know that when n is not large then
the ERM will tend to overfit the data. Instead of choosing a single hypothesis we can
choose a subset of the hypothesis class which includes good hypotheses: hypothesis with
low costs. Qualitatively, we would like this set to be composed of low cost hypotheses which
we cannnot (partially) order further because their costs are statistically indistinguishable.
The goal is to choose a subset of hypotheses that are stable with respect to fluctuations
in the cost measurements. We may code this selection with a weight function wg(c, X ()
over the hypothesis class where:

w:Cx X" xRt —[0,1] (1.4.0.3)
(e, XM, B) = wg(e, X™M) (1.4.0.4)

L, R(e, X™) < R(e", X™) 4 1/

] (1.4.0.5)
0, otherwise

wg(c,X(”)) = {
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Where 3 can be interpreted as the degree of certainty we have that ¢* is the best solution.
We may generalize the concept of approximation sets by allowing fuzzy, non-binary selec-
tion where hypotheses belong to the solution set to varying degrees, i.e. wg(c, X(")) € [0,1].
In this case valid weight vectors satisfy:

wp(e, XM > wg(d, X)) & R(e, X™) < R(¢, Xx™) (1.4.0.6)

The sum of the weights over the hypothesis class indicates the equivalent number of hy-
potheses selected. The bigger this sum the more unsure we are about ¢*. We will sometimes
say that wg(c, X (")) is the approximation set of hypotheses, meaning that it encodes the
(fuzzy) membership of the hypotheses in the set. A parametric family of weights which
satisfies condition 1.4.0.6 is:

wg(c, XM = {wg(e, X)) = e BI(R(EXM) . B € R, f increasing} (1.4.0.7)

Notice that if we normalize the weights such that Zcec(o<n>)w5(c,X(")) = 1 we can
interpret the weights as a posterior probability distribution over the hypothesis class.

In the classical statistical setting, when we have limited data, obtaining unbiased estima-
tors often means these estimators have high variance: estimations change dramatically
from one data set to the next. Lowering the variance can sometimes be achieved by in-
troducing bias into our estimator. This is the bias-variance trade-off that, when there
is limited data, is usually resolved through some sort of regularization. As we shall see
in Section 1.6 the ASC approach leads to a resolution-stability trade-off which replaces
the bias-variance trade-off. Resolution refers to the equivalent number of hypotheses se-
lected while stabiity refers to obtaining similar approximation sets for different X (™ e x™.
Adopting the ASC approach the trade-off becomes, do we obtain a very stable set of good
hypotheses that don’t change a lot depending on the data set but that is quite large (low
resolution) or do we focus in on a small number of very good hypotheses but such that
they will change from one data set to the next (unstable).

Notice that the 3 parameter in our weight function wg is the resolution parameter that
determines how this trade-off is resolved. Adopting the view of our normalized weight
vector as a posterior over the hypothesis class, the higher § is the more probability is
spread or smoothed among all the hypotheses. In limited data settings, choosing the
parameter § corresponds to regularizing our empirical risk function.

In general, the justification for using the ASC approach is:

I Inference. It allows us to identify hypotheses which are similar in cost but which
might be distinct according to other criteria not included in the cost function. This
benefit is also common to bayesian inference.

II Learnability. For C(O™) to be learnable, ERM theory requires that it should not be
too complex. In other words, C(O(™) should have a finite VC-dimension. For certain
problems, such as 1.3.0.3, the size of C (O(”)) increases too quickly in n, meaning that
as n — oo the empirical risk minimizer does not converge to the true risk minimizer.
For this type of problem it is not even theoretically possible to converge to the true
c € C(0™) as n — oo so an approximation set solution seems more reasonable.
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1.5 Generalization capacity

Definition 1.5.0.1 (Boltzmann weights). If, from the parametric family 1.4.0.7, we
choose f(x) = x to construct our weight vector we obtain the so called Boltzmann weights:

wa(e, XM 1= e~ AREX) (1.5.0.1)

Definition 1.5.0.2 (Partition function). The sum over C(O™) of the Boltzmann weights
is a function of the data X™. We call it the partition function with respect to wg and
define it as:

Zg(XM) = > wgle, XM) (1.5.0.2)
ceC(0m)

Definition 1.5.0.3 (Gibbs Distribution). The normalized Boltzmann weights define a
Gibbs distribution, Pg(c; 3, X ™) over C(O™) with respect to the cost function R(c, X(™):

_ wﬁ(C7X(n))

Pg(c;/&X(”)) = Z5(X) (1.5.0.3)

This choice of weight vector can be justified from an information theoretic perspective.
The Gibbs distribution is the maximum entropy distribution among all distributions p(c)
over C(O™) such that:

Ep(o)[R(c, X)) = g (1.5.0.4)

where pg is a non-increasing function of 3. As we increase (3, the resolution parameter, the
expected cost with respect to the Gibbs distribution, decreases. In the limit, as 8 — oo, the
Gibbs distribution becomes a single point mass distribution over ¢* and pg — R(c*, X)),
The Gibbs distribution Pg(c; 8, X (™) preserves the same (partial) ordering of C(O™) as
—R(c, X™), but rescales so that differences in cost on the low end of the cost spectrum
are exaggerated and differences in cost on the high end of the cost spectrum are smoothed
out.

Figure 1.1 illustrates the mechanics of the smoothing of costs with the Boltzmann weight
function. Costs scaled by the 5 parameter are plotted on the x-axis (x = BR(C, X™)) and
the corresponding Boltzmann weights on the y-axis (y = wg(c, X (")) = e=*). The black
lines show the Boltzmann weights for two different resolution values: § = 20,1.5. The
green line represents the points (108(8)/s,1/3) which are the points that satisfy % = -1
Let the point of intersection between a given weight function wg(c, X (")) indexed by 3 and
the green line be called the critical point (w%, yg) for that 8. For a given (3, scaled costs to
the right of the critical point zf (high costs) are smoothed onto the interval (0,yg) while
scaled costs to the left of z; (low costs) are exaggerated onto the interval (yg, 1). This is
how the Boltzmann weight function wg(c, X (")) and the parameter 8 control the level of
smoothing: for high resolution S only the lowest cost hypotheses remain relevant, while
for low resolution levels most hypotheses retain some measure of relevance.
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Figure 1.1: Boltzmann smoothing: smoothing of costs with Boltzmann weight function

The characteristics discussed above, are shared by all functions from the parametric family
1.4.0.7. These characteristics allow the Boltzmann weight function to be used in global
optimization strategies such as simulated and deterministic annealing where the smooth-
ing out of less important features in the cost surface in early iterations prevent the search
algorithm from getting stuck in local minima. As is established in ?, ? and 7, particular
to the Gibbs distribution (for which f(x) = x), is the fact that for a given level of resolu-
tion, manifested as an expectation, [, []A%(c, X (”))] = ug, that is a certain distance from
R(c*,X (”)), it has maximum entropy among distributions with this characteristic This
means that if we use the Gibbs distribution to describe our uncertainty about the true
hypothesis, the only information extracted from X is that obtained using R(C,X (”)).
Interpreting the entropy of a distribution as a measure of its uncertainty and supposing
we know that E, [R(c, X(M)] = pg, then Pg(c; 3, X(™) is the maximally non-comittal
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distribution with respect to information different to that contained in this restriction. 7
established another characteristic that makes the Boltzmann weights and Gibbs distribu-
tion an appealing choice as the ASC weighting function: it is maximally stable. If we
change our desired resolution level from £; to (B2, the change in the induced Gibbs dis-
tributions is minimal, in the Ly norm sense, among any two distributions p; and po that
satisfy E,, () [R(c, X()] = g, and Eps (o) [R(c, XU)] = pg,.

We have discussed the role of the resolution parameter 3 in the context of the resolution-
stability trade-off, so how can we determine the best value of 57 For this purpose 7
developed the concept of Generalization Capacity which we will first define and then de-
scribe in analogy to the Channel Capacity concept of information theory.

Definition 1.5.0.4 (Joint partition function). Before we define Generalization Capacity
we define the joint partition function between two data sets which measures the equivalent
number of hypotheses selected by a weighting function wg(c, X) for two different data sets
X' and X":

AZg(X' X") = wgle, X Ywg(c, X") (1.5.0.5)
ceC

Remarks:

i.) We have dropped the superindex (n) for better readability: X' := X', X" .= X"("),
0" :=0'"™ and 0" := 0",

i1.) As this definition already suggests GC will involve comparing the approzimation sets
obtained with different data sets of the same size.

iii.) For some pattern analysis problems such as 1.3.0.3 the hypothesis class depends
on the object set O™ so that C(O') # C(O"). In this case we need a mapping
Y O = O so that AZg(X',X") can be properly defined as AZg(X', X") =
Seec(omy wple, (X )wg(e, X”). Although these types of problems are very impor-
tant in the context of ASC given the infinite VC dimension of the hypothesis class,
for the sparse mean estimation problem described in Section 1.2 this is not the case,
so we will simply assume, from now on, that C := C(0’) = C(O"). This also means
we can dispense with the mappings v in this exposition.

Definition 1.5.0.5 (Informa:cion Content). The information content retrievable from data
(X', X") by a cost function R(c, X) with resolution [ is:

. |C|AZ5(X’,X”)
T = loa 77 X Z,(x7)

(1.5.0.6)

Remarks:

i. Ig is a normalized and rescaled version of AZg(X', X") which measures the equivalent
number of selected hypotheses with cost function ]:2(0, X) for both data sets X" and X".

. Since limg_,o Z3(X') = limg_,o Zg(X") = limg_,0 AZg(X', X") = |C| it holds that
limg_,0 I3 = 0, which means that for resolution 3 = 0, where all hypothesis are given
a weight of 1, the information content is zero.
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iii. Let C = {c1,...,cicl}, ai = wg(ei, X') > 0 and by = wg(ci, X") > 0, then:

AZs(X', X") i aibs
0 = 1.5.0.7
S X2 T (5 ) (1.5.0.7)
S o, S o,

<1 (1.5.0.8)

c —IC = e
s ZI Lab; Y aibi + 3 25 aib;

and we can see that limg_, Ig < log|C|. This means that for maximum resolution
the information content can reach up to the log-size of the hypothesis class.

Definition 1.5.0.6 (Generalization Capacity). The generalization capacity of a cost func-
tion R(c, X) defined over a hypothesis class C and data space X™ is

I := max By xm] 1.5.0.9
max Exxm s ( )

Remarks:

i. Since limg_,0 Ig = 0 we have that limg_,o I = 0 and,s

ii. since limg_,o0 Iy < log |C| we have that limg_,o I < log |C]

1.6 GC and Shannon’s noisy-channel coding theorem

To motivate the relevance of the Generalization Capacity as an important quantity in it-
self aswell as a criterion for deciding between cost functions in a pattern analysis problem,
we briefly study Shannon’s Noisy-Channel Coding Theorem, the communication protocol
suggested therein and the role of Channel Capacity. We then move from the communi-
cation context to the pattern learning context and study an analagous learning protocol
suggested by 7 where the generalization capacity emerges as a natural counterpart to
channel capacity. The exposition of Shannon’s Noisy-Channel Coding Theorem is based
on ? and 7.

Shannon’s Noisy-Channel Coding Theorem deals with the rate at which information can
be passed through a channel so we first define what information and channels are.

Definition 1.6.0.1 (Shannon Information). The Shannon information of an outcome x
of a random variable X € X, where X is a finite set and p(x) is the probability distribution
of X 1is:

I(z) = —log p(x)

If we interpret the informativeness of an outcome in terms of the worth of knowing its
value the following properties make this a useful measure of information:
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i.) I(x) >0 Vx

i1.) Assigns 0 to a certain outcome
iii.) The rarer an outcome the more informative: p(z) = p,p(y) = q,p < g = I(z) > I(y)
w.) It is continuous in p(x): Ve >03 6 >0: if|[p—q| <d=[I(x) —I(y)| <e

v.) Additivity: pxy (z,y) = px(2)py (y) = I(z,y) = I(x) + I(y)

Definition 1.6.0.2 (Entropy). The entropy of a random variable X € X, where X is a
finite set, is its expected Shannon Information:

H(X) := —Ex[logp(X)] = Ex[[(X)] = Y p(x)log p(x) (1.6.0.1)
reX

We can interpret entropy as the average information rate of a random variable. If we
want to send messages from a finite message set W = {1,..., M}, we may define the
information rate of the message set by assuming messages will be sent according to the
uniform distribution. In this case:

M
1 1
HW) :=-> —log— =log M (1.6.0.2)
~M M

We now define joint and conditional entropy.

Definition 1.6.0.3 (Joint Entropy). For random variables X € X and Y € Y, with X
and Y finite sets, the joint entropy of X and Y is defined as:

H(X,Y):=—= > plz,y)logp(z,y) = —E(x,y)logp(X,Y) (1.6.0.3)
(z,y)EXXY

Definition 1.6.0.4 (Conditional Entropy). For random variables X € X and Y € Y,
with X and Y finite sets, the joint entropy of Y given X is defined as:

HY|X):=—= > plz,y)logplylr) = —Exy)logp(Y|X) (1.6.0.4)
(zy)€X XY

Conditional entropy is a measure of the mean information left in Y once we know the
outcome of X. It turns out that H(X,Y) = H(X) + H(Y|X) so the joint entropy can be
interpreted as the mean amount of information in X plus the mean amount of information
left in Y once the outcome of X is known.

Definition 1.6.0.5 (Mutual Information). For random variables X € X andY € Y, with
X and Y finite sets, the mutual information between X and Y is defined as:

(x;v)= Y p(%y)logp]z(a:,y) _E p(X,Y)

L S — 0g ——— 1.6.0.5
(g ey opy) T p(X)p(Y) ( )
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Using that I(X;Y) = H(X) — H(X|Y) we can interpret the mutual information as the
reduction in information left in X once Y is known (or vice versa). Alternatively, we
can interpret I(X;Y) as the information that is common to X and Y. If X and Y are
independent then they have no information in common and if X depends deterministically
on Y then they have the same information.

Definition 1.6.0.6 (Discrete Channel). Let X and Y be discrete sets and p(y|x) be a tran-
sition matriz from X to Y that is a valid distribution for all x. Then the tuple (X, p(y|z),))
is a discrete channel where X € X and Y € Y are the input and output respectively. Re-
mark: We sometimes refer to the discrete channel simply as p(y|z).

X —> p(ylx) ——>7Y

Figure 1.2: Discrete channel: schematic of input and output of a discrete channel

If Input X = z is sent through the channel then the output Y is distributed according to
p(ylz).

Definition 1.6.0.7 (Discrete Memoryless Channel (DMC)). A discrete memoryless chan-
nel is a discrete channel (X,p(y|z),Y) such that if a sequence of inputs X1, X, ... are sent
through the channel then:

Y AL {X1,Y1, X5, Y5, .., Xi 1, Y 1} X, (1.6.0.6)

Intuitively, the channel forgets all previous communication such that the ouptut of Y; only
depends on the input X; and on the distribution p(y|x).

Definition 1.6.0.8 (Capacity of a DMC). The capacity of a DMC (X,p(y|x),Y) is defined
as:

C:=maxI(X;Y) (1.6.0.7)

p(x)
Where X and Y are the input and output of the channel.

The capacity of a DMC is a measure of the amount of common information between the
input and output in the most optimistic scenario. As we will see later in this section, Shan-
non’s Noisy-Channel Coding Theorem shows why the capacity of a DMC is an important
quantity.

Since a given channel (X,p(y|z),)) only takes as input X € X we need an encoder
function to transform our message w € W into an acceptable input. If |[X| = M then we
may simply assign each message an element of the input set X', however this doesn’t help
us avoid errors in communication. If the channel transforms the message such that the
output is not the same as the input then an error will occur.

If |X| > M we have some slack in our input set X which may help us to avoid errors.
Suppose that X = {z1, 22,23} and W = {0, 1} then we can assign 0 to z; and 1 to 9 and
x3. If an xo is sent through and the channel distorts it into an x3 we still avoid error.
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If |X| < M we may add slack to our coding scheme by encoding each message w € W
with a sequence of n symbols z; € X. In this case we have |X|" sequences to encode
M messages. If we let n grow then we increase the slack in our code and so reduce the
probability of error, especially if we assign sets of sequences to each message in a smart
way. To prove the Noisy-Channel Coding theorem Shannon constructed such a smart
assignment procedure using ideas of typicality which we explore somewhat further on.

We can already touch on how the pattern analysis problem bares some resemblance to the
problem of sending a message through a noisy channel: in the former there is some truth
or property in nature which is a hypothesis ¢ € C and it is encoded in a slack way by a

data generating mechanism such that for each hypothesis there correspond many possible
data sets X (") e xm.

Having broached the idea of slack codes we now define an (n, M) code and give a schematic
description of Shannon’s communication scenario.

Definition 1.6.0.9 ((n, M) code). An (n, M) code for a DMC (X,p(y|x),Y) is defined
by an encoding function f and a decoding function g:
f:Ww—=ar g:y"r-w
Where:
e W={1,..., M} is called the message set,
o f(1),....f(M) € X" are the codewords and
o {f(1),..., f(M)} is the codebook.

S 8

) p(ylx)
i x" e 5" y" ey” WwEW
Sender mmm——= Encoder e Channel je—————— Decoder == Receiver

Figure 1.3: Communication channel: schematic of communication channel

The rate of an (n, M) code is defined as % log M. This corresponds to the rate of a uniform
random variable over the message set W divided by n so that it is in the units of bits (or
nats depending on the base of the logarithm) per symbol X € X and not bits per sequence
XM e xn,

A rate R for a DMC is said to be asymptotically achievable if there exists an (n, M) code
that for a sufficiently large n can transmit at a rate arbitrarily close to R with arbitrary
precision.

Theorem 1.6.0.10 (Shannon’s Noisy-Channel Coding Theorem ). A rate R is asymptot-
ically achievable for a DMC <— R<C

This theorem justifies the Capacity of a channel as an interesting quantity: it implies that
we can achieve error-free communication at a rate equal to the capacity of the DMC. The
proof of this part of the theorem involves proposing the (n, M) code shown below and then
proving that for an n such that the rate R = %logM of the code is close to the capacity
of the DMC, the probability of error P(w # ) is small. In this work we are especially
interested in the (n, M) code proposed in Shannon’s proof since it forms the basis of a
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similar coding scheme and communication protocol in which generalization capacity plays
an analogous role to that of channel capacity.

Definition 1.6.0.11 (Shannon’s (n,M) code). The (n, M) code proposed is the following:

1 Sample M sequences X™ wuniformly at random from X" and randomly assign each
sequence sampled to one of the messages. This establishes the encoding function f.
Both sender and receiver have the codebook {f(1), ..., f(M)}.

2 Compare the joint entropy of H(X,Y), to the empirical entropy of the the pairs of
sequences (f(1),Y™), ... (f(M),Y™). Choose message i such that the empirical en-
tropy of (f(i),Y ™) is close to the entropy H(X,Y). If there is more than one pair of
sequences that satisfies this condition decode to w = 1. This establishes the decoding
function g.

The proof that this (n, M) code can asymptotically achieve a rate R = C' involves the
concept of typicality which is an application of the Law of Large Numbers. Although we
do not give the formal proof we give a sequential illustration of the ideas.

i.) Start with a large n for a slack code. First we choose n large so that we have
a lot of slackness in our code, more than we will need, and uniformly at random
choose M sequences X € X™ as our codewords.

n

X

Figure 1.4: Shannon code: creation of codebook

ii.) Channel sends messages to non-overlapping regions. We have chosen n so
large that even with a lot of noise, when f(1),..., f(M) € X™ are transformed into
Yl(n), ...,Y]\(/;L) € V" by the channel (X, p(y|z),)) the probability that ¥; and Y; are
close for any 7 # j is essentially zero. The i-th region R; represents the sequences
Y (™ ¢ Y™ which are jointly typical with f(i). Given that the sequence passed over
the channel is f(i), the probability that the sequence received by the decoder is
outside this region is essentially zero. If Yj(n) € R; and Ak # i : Yj(n) € Ry then

gy =i,
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Figure 1.5: Shannon code: decoding

iii.) Decrease n until }" is tight around regions. Since n is large the rate R =
%logM of the code is low. Shannon’s Noisy-Channel Coding Theorem says that
we can decrease n so that the rate increases to close to C' and the error stays very
small. By decreasing n we decrease the size of )" so that all the regions R; are
tightly crowded within. If we are at capacity, the overlap between the regions is still
essentially zero, but if we make )™ any smaller by decreasing n further, the overlap
will start to grow, meaning the probability of error grows.

X" Y"
g OO0
p(y1x) O S
O 0O
O
6"

yr
p(ylx) @

Figure 1.6: Shannon code: towards capacity

As we have already hinted at, the pattern analysis problem can be seen as a special case of

the communication problem. We explore this further by proposing the following Idealized
Learning Protocol :
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Data .
. Learning
Generating ‘/.\.
Mehanism ( " ') Q Process
: | p\xx . ryn
CECM f p(x C) Xlexn X”EX” gH(X’X)E‘ECM

Sender mm——= Encoder e Channel fe————— Decoder = Receiver

Figure 1.7: Idealized learning protocol

The communication protocol has the following characteristics:

1 The sender picks M uniformly at random to construct Cp; = {c1,...,epr} C C: ¢ ~
1
p(c) = el

2 The sender selects a message ¢s € Cys uniformly at random: ¢, ~ ps(c) = M Remark
we use the tilde to separate ¢; ~ p(c) = ‘C‘ i€ {l,..., M} from ¢s ~ ps(c) = +7

3 The sender and receiver have access to the data generating mechanism p(x]c) which
they use to set up the following (n, M) code:

a The encoder function f is constructed by randomly sampling M times a data set of size
n from the data generating mechanism p(x|c) to obtain the codebook { f(c1), ..., f(car)}
where f(c;) € A™. Notice that in many problems such as clustering and regression
X =R? so that X" = R™ 4 i.e. we code each message using a data matrix.

b Our decoding function g works as in Shannon’s (n, M) code except that X is not
necessarily a finite set so we might need to use joint differential entropy instead of
joint entropy.

4 We set up a channel (X", p(z”|2"), X™) with our knowledge of the hypothesis and data
generating mechanisms p,(c) and p(z|c) respectively:

p(2”|2") o< p(2', 2" Zp (c, 2’ 2" Zps(c)p(x’,x”\c) (1.6.0.8)
ceC CGC
— Zp '|c) (1.6.0.9)
cEC

Notice that we are assuming that successive sample sets of size n from the data gener-
ating mechanism are independent given c.

With the exception that we are using what may be a set X with infinite cardinality to code
the message set Cpy = {c1, ..., car} the above Idealized Learning Protocol corresponds to
the previous communication protocol. The channel p(z”|z’) characterizes the noisiness of
the pattern analysis problem since in a noise-free scenario we would obtain the same data
set for each realization of the data generating mechanism, i.e. X’ = X”. Since messages
are always selected uniformly at random according to ps(z') = ps(c) = ﬁ we may consider
the capacity of the channel to be I(X’; X”). The capacity of the channel is a measure
of the noisiness (the higher the capacity the less is the noise) and is an upper bound on
the rate at which any learning algorithm can extract information from specific realizations
X € X", that generalizes accross realizations, i.e. information about ¢ and not about
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the noise. In the above Idealized Learning Protocol we can achieve the capacity rate, as
before, by choosing a suitable n. Since this scenario is highly idealized we make successive
changes to it until we arrive at the more useful Learning Protocol proposed by ? and from
which generalized capacity is derived:

I Change expressiveness of codebook instead of size of code sequences. Sup-
pose we can no longer change n, the size of our sequence X € X", i.e. it is fixed.
Instead we are allowed to change M the number of selected to form Cp;. We can now
achieve a rate close to capacity by increasing M instead of decreasing n. Our message
set Cps and codebook {f(c1), ..., f(car)} become more expressive as we increase M.

II Coding based on transformation set. Additionally, suppose we can only use
the data generating mechanism p(x|c) and channel p(x”|x’) once. We still know the
form of p(z|c) and p(z”|2’) (and so can calculate entropies for decoding) but can only
generate with it once. Furthermore, suppose that we don’t know what hypothesis cp
is selected and passed to the data generating mechanism p(x|c). Since we don’t have
any information about cp other than the data X’ and X”, we use a uniform prior
cp ~ p(c) = \%I to describe our uncertainty regarding the true cp. All this means we

can only generate two data sets X', X" € X™: we generate X’ using p(x|c) and then
send it through the channel p(2/|2") to get X”. Without access to the data generating
mechanism and the true ¢p we need an alternative way to construct a codebook (i.e.
another f for our (n, M) code). Consider the set of unique maps:

Th={th £u" e T :Ve#£deC=t'(c)#t"(d) and t"(c) # u"(c)}  (1.6.0.10)

Where T = {t:C — C}.

Notice the following properties about 77
(a) [T =IC|
(b) If you apply a fixed t* € T" on all ¢ € C you get C again.
(c) If you apply all t" € T" on a fixed ¢ € C you get C again.

Additionally, consider the set of maps:

TP = (1P - x" - x} (1.6.0.11)

We assume that we have a mapping ¢ : 7" — TP such that for a given t" € T",
p(t") =tP € TP and:

plele) = p(t" ()|tP (x)) (16.0.12)

Where the posteror p(c|z) is obtained from the data generating mechanism p(z|c) and
the prior p(c):
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p(elx) o p(x|e)p(c) (1.6.0.13)

This means that if data set X is generated under hypothesis ¢ with the data generating
mechanism p(z|c) then, for a given move t" within the hypothesis space C we know
how to make a corresponding move t” in the coding/data space X™. The assumption
that we can obtain a mapping ¢ is reasonable in some contexts such as in the sparse
mean estimation problem that is the main topic of this work. In other pattern analysis
problems such as in the mean estimation problem 1.3.0.1 where the hypothesis class
C has infinite cardinality, the validity of this assumption is not clear.

With the above assumption we will be able to encode M ¢; € Cps into a codebook
{f(e1), ..., f(eamr)} € X™ However we can only pass one data set through the channel
p(a”|2’) and arbitrarily choose to pass f(cp) = X' = z{, which gives the random
output X” = z{j. Observe that:

p(t (@) = _plet7 (@), 17 (=")) (1.6.0.14)
= CEZ(EP 2'),t7(2")]e) (1.6.0.15)
= CEZ;P(C)p(tiD (@)e)p(t? (z")]e) (1.6.0.16)
= Cech £ () (@) ()p(t? (")t} (c)) (1.6.0.17)
= iP(C)p(w’IC)p(x”IC) (1.6.0.18)
= ciﬁ(é)p(z’,w”k) (1.6.0.19)
= :Zcp (c,2",2") = p(a’, ") (1.6.0.20)

Where we have used assumption 1.6.0.12 and the properties of 1.6.0.10. This implies
that:

p(t? (z")[t7 (") = p(a”|2") (1.6.0.21)

We wish to mimic the channel p(z”|z’) by mimicking the noise process that contam-
inated x( to produce z(j. We may think of the output of the channel p(z”|2’) as a
function « of the input z’ and a noise realization of some N. We then have that

X" = a(xy, N) ~ p(z”|zp) (1.6.0.22)
tP(X") = a(tP (zf), N) ~ p(a”|z}) (1.6.0.23)

Since we have passed x, through the channel and have observed X" = z{ we implicitly
have a noise observation N = ng. Although, we can’t pass t”(z) through the channel
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to get tP(X") (recall we are only allowed to use the channel once, and we have already
used it to pass xf through), we can mimic the output with t”(zf) which is the result
of evaluating a on ng instead of on a new realization of V:

tP(X") = a(tP (zf), N) (1.6.0.24)
t7 (2§) = a(t? (z5), no) (1.6.0.25)

With the set 7¢ and the mapping ¢ we have the necessary elements to replace our
encoding function f. Incorporating the changes to the encoding function and channel,
the learning protocol, thus far, consists of:

1 The sender picks M transformations uniformly at random to construct 7% =
{th . thy ST th ~ p(th) = ﬁ = ﬁ Even though we don’t know what cp is
we can set up our message set Cy using 7% Car = {c1,...,ear} = {th(cp), ..., th,(cp)}.
In fact, we may now say that 7}(} s the message set.

2 The sender selects a message ¢ € Ty uniformly at random: 7 ~ py(th) = 4.

Remark: we use the tilde to separate t! ~ p(t") = % i € {1,...,M} from

|7
IZZ NPS(th) = ﬁ

3 The sender and receiver have access to the transformation set Tj@ and the mapping
¢ which they use to set up the following (n, M) code:

a The encoder function f is constructed by applying ¢ to each tzh € T]\'}[ to con-
struct 77 = {tP, .., t1} = {6(t}),...,0(th,)}. Our codebook vector is then

{f(c1), s flean)} = {f (1 (eD))s s f(thy(en))} = {tP(X), ., t7H (X))

b Since we still know the distribution p(z|c) we may use it to calculate p(z/, 2”) =
2 S ece p(2"|)p(x”|c). Notice that since we know how ¢ = t(cp) is selected
we use p,(c) = 1. With p(2/,2”) we can calculate the joint entropy H (X', X”)

and use it for decoding as before.

4 We can only send one data set X' = z(, through the channel (X", p(z”|2’), X™) and
so can only observe one output X” = x{. However, we may mimic the behavior of
the channel for other input data sets t”(X’) by using, as derived above, that:

p(t (")t (") = p(a”|2") (1.6.0.26)

This means that we may mimic the channel p(z”|z’) by outputing tP(z{) for a
given input tP(zf). This output corresponds to the output the actual channel
(X, p(2”|2"), X™) would have given for an input ¢ (x}), assuming the same real-
ization of the noise process as ocurred when X’ passed through the channel. Since
the noise realization for one data set, is made up of n components, the hope is that
the realization observed summarizes the noisiness of the channel. In other words we
hope that applying this noise realization to any input data set tZD (x(), the output
data set tP(zf)) is similar to that we would get by passing ¢”(X’) through the real
channel (to which we no longer have access).
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The assumption that we still know the distribution p(z|c) is the last idealized, un-
realistic element of our learning protocol. The last change to the protocol involves
dispensing with this assumption. To do so we will use the Boltzmann approximation
sets discussed in sections 1.4 and 1.5.

Decoding based on approximation sets. Finally suppose we don’t know the
distribution of the data generating mechanism p(z|c) or that of the channel p(a”|z’).
This means we need a new decoding function g since we don’t know p(z’,z”) and
so cannot use the joint entropy H(X’, X”) for decoding. This is where our learning
algorithm comes to the fore in the form of the cost function f?(c, X) and the Gibbs
distributions corresponding to both data sets: Pg(c; 8, X’) and Pg(c; 8, X"). We first
describe the new decoding function g and then discuss the ideas behind it and its
relationship to genealization capacity.

Let

AZL =" wa(e, t2(X))wg(e, t2 (X)) (1.6.0.27)
ceC

Then the decoding rule is

g9s(X") € arg max AZJ (1.6.0.28)
je{l,...M}

Where ties are resolved by taking the minimum j. Before discussing how to choose
the resolution parameter § we can show the final Learning Protocol schematic.

Transformation @ @) Learning
set Thand map @ Process

£ =1 (x) a(tD (X‘),no) g,(X")Earg maxaz;

1 3
th E T tiD (X') = xn tin (Xu) c X” JE{L..M} fh e TM

M

Sendel m———> Encoder p——————> Channel = Decoder > Receiver

Figure 1.8: Learning protocol

What B should we use? In general we can use any (3, however to find the channel
capacity we must choose it so that for a given M (which determines the rate R =
% log M, given n is fixed) we can achieve error-free communication. We then increase
M to M* such that if we increase it any further there exists no § that allows error-free
communication. This M* determines the maximum achievable rate of our code. We
illustrate the process of finding the maximum achievable rate of the above (n, M)
code.

i Start with low expressiveness M for slack code. We uniformly sample M
¢; € Cpr by sampling M transformations t? € 'Tﬁ and use the corresponding set
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T3 to build our codebook. We select a transformation ¢ and pass the econcoded
message t7(X’) through the channel to decoder that receives t2(X").

C

Figure 1.9: Learning protocol: creation of codebook

ii Create high resolution § approximation sets. Using high resolution 3, we
calculate M approximation sets wg(c, tjD (X)), one for each codeword in the code-
book. Using the received data set, we calculate an additional approximation set
wﬁ(c,fSD(X”)), and apply decoding rule. In the case illustrated in figure 1.10
AZ% = 0 Vj so by default we decode message to t?(cD). The red circles rep-
resent the approximation sets wg(c, tJD (X")) while the blue circle represents the
approximation set wg(c, t”(X")). Recall from Section 1.4 that although, strictly
speaking, wg(c, X) is a weight vector over the entire hypothesis class C, the circles
represent the subset of C where the majority of the weight is supported.

Figure 1.10: Learning protocol: decoding with high resolution

iii Lower resolution § to increase intersection. Since the current resolution
level doesn’t allow significant intersection between wg(c,t2(X")) and any of the
wg(c, t]D (X)) approximation sets we lower the resolution level until there is some
intersection meaning we can decode the message without error. Since the hy-
pothesis class C is not cluttered with approximation sets, because we are not near
capacity, the intersection need not represent a large percentage of the respective
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approximation sets.

C C
®Q Q%
@

B—=p
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e 9 sy \ @ ©
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Figure 1.11: Learning protocol: decoding with low resolution

iv Increase expressiveness M, while adjusting resolution . In finding the
maximum rate of our code we increase the size of the message set which means
more approximation sets over C. However, as happens in part (b) of figure 1.12,
for a given resolution 3 the approximation set wg(c, 2 (X")) intersects with more
than one approximation set wg(c, tJD (X')) meaning the probability of decoding the
wrong message increases. We can, as is shown on part (c), fix this by decreasing
the resolution but this increases the size of the approximation sets wg(c, t5(X”))
so that they intersect between themselves. This also increases the probability of
error since the set wg(c, P (X")) intersects with several wg(c, tP(X")) sets simul-
taneously. Finally in part (d) we obtain obtain the maximum rate of our code:
if we add any more approximation sets wg(c, tJD (X)), they will become cluttered
between themselves (we go back to the situation in part ¢) and if we then fix this
by increasing resolution, more than one of these sets will intersect significantly
with wg(c, tP(X")) (we go back to the situation in part b).

C C

M|_>Mll

M'>M"

Figure 1.12: Learning protocol: maximizing learning rate

We have arrived at a fundamental trade-off between, on the one hand, the expres-
siveness of our code (the cardinality of 77%) and the resolution of our decoding mech-
anism (the parameter ) and on the other, the stability of the learning protocol
measured by the probability of error, itself a function of the quality of the overlap
manE{l,...,M} AZ%

Suppose the sender sends the hypothesis ¢; = t?(cD) corresponding to the dataset tJD (X").
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We want to compare the approximation sets wg(c, tjD(X’)) and wg(c, t?(X”)) to get an
idea of what needs to happen to be able to achieve the maximum learning rate. For a
given resolution S:

1 We want to be able to increase the size of the message set, taking care that the approx-
imation sets wg(c, t]D (X’)) don’t become cluttered. We can achieve this by maximizing:

C
Zﬂ(th?(|X')) (1.6.0.29)

This criterion will tend to make Zg (t]D (X")) small.

2 We want to make sure that the quality of the overlap AZg(tf(X’),tjD(X”)) is good.
However we need a relative measure since low resolution communication will in general
lead to a bigger AZz(tP(X'),t5(X")). We can achieve this by maximizing:

AZy(t7 (X"), 17 (X"))
Zp(t7 (X"))

(1.6.0.30)

This criterion will tend to make Zg(tjD(X”)) small and AZg(t?(X'), tjD(X”)) large.

Now notice that for a given X’, X” and 8 these two quantities don’t depend on the
transformation tJD due to assumption 1.6.0.12 so that we may assume without loss of

generality that t?(c) = cand t?(X) = X. So for a given X’ and X" the bigger % and
% the larger the learning rate will be. This gives us a qualitative notion of why
generalization capacity defines the maximum learning rate of our learning algorithm.

We now analyze the probability of error of the above Learning Protocol to more formally
understand the role of generalization capacity.

Recall what the random quantities in the Learning Protocol are:
o X' X" ~ p(z|c)
o Tir = {tl,....,th}, where t} ~ p(t") = 7
o I py(th) =4

Now let J,- :={1,..., M} \ {s}. We have that:

P(" # £h|th) = P(max AZ) > AZ3[E)) (1.6.0.31)
JE€J —
=P(ORjes,_(AZY > AZ3)|tL) (1.6.0.32)
< > P(AZL > AZg|E) (1.6.0.33)
jeg -

AZ?
== IP( > 1|£§) (1.6.0.34)

. AZ

JjeJ — B
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AZd
Where we have used the union bound to establish the inequality. Note that A—Zf is a
B

random variable depending on X', X” T} and ¢?. Using the Markov inequality and the
independence of (X', X”) and t? we see the following:

) AZ}
P AT < 3 P50 2 1) (1.6.0.35)
jeJ — B
6 AZ
B 7h
JjeJ — B
@ AZ}
= Z E(X’,X”,n}/}) l:AZs (16037)
jed - B
3) AZ
jed — B
@) AZ]
=y E(X,,X,,){Et? {Azf]ug} (1.6.0.39)
jeJ B
5) AZ]
2 Y Ex X//){Eth[AZf]} (1.6.0.40)
jed - ! B
1 .
© E(X@X,,){AZSE% [AZ%” (1.6.0.41)
jeJ - B
DS g L g, |azjx x 1.6.0.42
= (X/ X/I) AZE t;-l B| 3 ( V.U, )
jed,
O ! E, |AZ)| X, X"
= Ex xS o 2. B |AZYX', X (1.6.0.43)
AZy &
Q- nE L g, |azx, x" 1.6.0.44
= — (X7, X AZE t? B| s ( .0.U. )

is due to the Markov inequality,

is due to the fact that %7; is given so there is no need to integrate over it,

is due to the chain rule of probability,

is due to the fact that AZ% is independent of t? for i # j,

and (7) are due to the fact that (X', X”) is independent of t?,
is due to the fact that AZ 3 is independent of t? for j #£ s,

is due to the linearity of expectations, and

[ ]
— — — —~ —~ —~ —~ —~
~— ~— ~— ~— ~— ~— ~— ~—

is due to the fact that t? are identically distributed for j € {1, ..., M}.



1.6 GC and Shannon’s noisy-channel coding theorem 25

Now
_ Tl
By {AZ%\X’,X”] = Z WAZJ (1.6.0.45)
ud
|Th >N wple, Jws(e, t2(X")) (1.6.0.46)
7=1 ceC
|73
|7-h| Zwﬁ o, t2(X")) Z wg(c, tjD(X')) (1.6.0.47)
ceC Jj=1
T3]
|Th’ > wa(()He), X)) > w((th) " He), X7) (1.6.0.48)
M cec Jj=1

Where for the last equivalence we have used assumption 1.6.0.12. Using the properties of
1.6.0.10 we can establish the following:

. Tyl
E,n {AZ%\X’,X”] = — > wa(() 7 e), X") D> ws((tH) (), X) (1.6.0.49)
’ |TM| ceC Jj=1
= ng (! ),X”)ng(c, X" (1.6.0.50)
|TM| ceC ceC
Z
= B(h )ng((f’;)*l(c),x") (1.6.0.51)
|T ’ CEC
wg(e, X" (1.6.0.52)
- 2 T
— Zp(X")Z5(X") (1.6.0.53)
73]
So we have that
. 1
P(" £ 77 < (M — 1)IE(X,’X/,){ A7 [AZJ X, X"} } (1.6.0.54)
Z/a(X )Zs(X")
= (M — D)Ex/ x» {} (1.6.0.55)
R WAV

Again using the properties of 1.6.0.10 we have that:
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AZ5 = wa(e, t2 (X)) wa(c, 2 (X)) (1.6.0.56)
ceC
= we(() " e), X Yws((#) " (c), X") (1.6.0.57)
ceC
= Zwﬁ(c, Xwg(e, X") (1.6.0.58)
ceC
= AZ(X', X" (1.6.0.59)
with which
. Z X”)
P(i" £ ") < (M ,,,{5 } 1.6.0.
(" # t5lts) < (M — DEx x AZS (1.6.0.60)
Zﬁ X”)
— A 1.6.0.61
(01 = DB i e ) (160.61)
Zﬂ XN)
= — 1.6.0.62
(M= DBy x {|C|AZBX’X”)} (1.6.0.62)
= Exr, xm[eBM D s] (1.6.0.63)

So error free learning is possible as long as, on average, for data sets X’ and X" it holds

that log(M

_1)<IB'

Finally we mention that since the generalization capacity defines the maximum learning
rate of a cost function R(c, X) it can be used as a criterion for deciding which cost function
to use: simply use the cost function with highest generalization capacity. We will see an
application of this in Section 3.6.



Chapter 2

Mean localization

2.1 Generalization capacity

Recall from Section 1.4 that the empirical risk function }%(u, X) is defined with respect to
a loss function p(u, X). We will mostly deal with the square loss function:

d

pula) = |l — plly = 3 (aj — )2 (2.1.0.1)
j=1

We calculate the empirical risk, which is our cost function in the context of ASC, with
respect to this loss function.

. 1 & JR d 1
R(p, X) == pu(wi) = =Y > (wij —p)* =Y = > xi — 2ujmij + 4 (2.1.0.2)
n =1 n =1 5=1 7j=1 n =1
d 1 n 1 n 1 n
=2 { doah =Y 2umy -y u?} (2.1.0.3)
L n n = n “—
7j=1 =1 =1 =1
d 1 n
=2 { > — 205X, + u?} (2.1.0.4)
p— n p—
7j=1 =1
d —
Xy {u? — 2Mij} (2.1.0.5)
j=1
d —_— —
&Yy {%2 20, X + X}} (2.1.0.6)
7j=1
d — —
= (= X)? = ln—XI3 (2.1.0.7)

<
Il
—

With which we can define the cost function as:

27
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R(pu, X) = ||n— X|I3 (2.1.0.8)

Recall that in the problem at hand C = B¢ so that:

BYAZs(X', X"
I= max Exr xmls = éré%}i E(x+ xm log [BYAZs (X, X7) (2.1.0.9)

BeR Z(X") Zp(X")
=log2¢ + E(xr xnlog AZg(X', X") — Exslog Zg(X') — Exvlog Zg(X")  (2.1.0.10)

Where:
* Z5(X) = Ypene e PR1SX) — 2 pemd e Blln=XI113 and
o AZy(X!, X") = 5 g e PROXREXD) Z 5 o8l K3 +In—Kal )

Since we don’t know the distribution of Zg(X) or AZz(X', X”) we will use simulation to
estimate I. Before describing the simulation algorithm notice that I is a function of the
two data set means X; and X5 and since X has a normal distribution:

2
X ~ N(u0,021d> - X ~ N(MO, 01d> (2.1.0.11)

If we let £ = )?f/_fﬁo ~ N(0,1I;) then X = pu° + ﬁﬁ and we have that:

IBYAZg(E1, &)
Z5(61)Zp(&2)

I = max E, ¢,)log (2.1.0.12)

BERT

Where:
o R(p,€) = lln—n® = FElB,
o ws(p,§) = e R0

_ = el
o Po(w; 8,8 = ZueBd wg(p,€)

— — 10— 2 g2

[ ) ZB(€> = EuEEde 6”# o \/Egng and
— 10— g2 _,0_ o ¢ 2
° AZﬁ(glaéQ) = ZMEBde ﬁ{HIJ’ = \/ﬁ§1||2+||/‘1’ 12 \/EEQHQ}

Using this alternate expression we can reduce the number of simulations by a factor of n.
Notice that varying both n and o doesn’t make sense since %2 characterizes the variance
of the data set. For this reason we leave n = 100 fixed and only vary ¢ in our simulation
experiments.
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2.2 Exhaustive algorithm

To estimate the generalization capacity for the mean localization problem, for a given u°
and o, take the following steps:

1. Choose a grid of relevant 3 values: 8 = (81, ..., 51)
2. Fori=1tom

a. Simulate &%, &5 ~ N(0, Iy)

b. For k=1tol

e Calculate information content:

21AZg, (€1, 63)

It =log : : (2.2.0.1)
T 25, (€) 2(8)
3. Fork=1tol
e Estimate mean information content:
_ 1 ..
Iy, = — ;ng (2.2.0.2)
e Estimate generalization capacity:
I= max Iy (2.2.0.3)

ke{l,...,l}

Remark. When dealing with real data we don’t know what u° is. This doesn’t mat-
ter since GC is independent of any particular hypothesis, rather it depends on the data
generating mechanism and on the cost function R(u, X). Provided we can simulate from
the model that we assume generated the data we will always be able to estimate GC by
simulating from the model for an arbitrary set of parameters u°. By calculating GC we
obtain a 8* that resolves the resolution-stability trade off. We may then use 5* on the
real data to obtain an appropriate approximation set of hypotheses. Alternatively we may
compare the GC associated to different cost functions and choose the cost function with
the highest GC.

2.3 Simulation results

We used the following parameters for the simulation experiments:
o d=38,
e m = 200,

100 different 8 values from 0.01 to 20, and

30 different noise levels o from 0.1 to 10.
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To check simulation results made sense we first calculated the Gibbs distribution Pg(c; 5%, €)
distribution over C = B?, where 8* is the resolution parameter that allows generalization
capacity to be reached. Since d = 8 Pg(c; 8%, &) corresponds to a vector with 28 = 258
entries. To display the results in an easy to read fashion we aggregated this vector to
produce a component-wise Gibbs distribution:

Pa(uf = 118%) = D Pa(u; 85611 (2.3.0.1)
ueB

The following graph is an illustration of the Pg(u? = 1|5*) estimate for different noise
levels.

Noise level

0.1 25 4.9 7.3 10

uoisuswiq

. . . . . ©

5
Gibbs Distribution

Figure 2.1: Component-wise Gibbs distribution

The blue dots show the true value of u° for each of its components. The lower the noise
o the less uncertainty about the value of the u® we have. We next show the average
information content for different resolutions 8 and noise levels o.
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Average Information Content vs. Resolution

Average Information Content
3
|

noise level: 0.1
noise level: 2.5
noise level: 4.9
noise level: 7.3
noise level: 10
T T T T T

0 5 10 15 20

>

beta

Figure 2.2: Average information content

The crossed circles represent the pairs (8*, ) where average information content is maxi-
mized. The lower the noise level the higher the generalization capacity is. For low noise
levels, sucha as ¢ = 0.1, we can obtain gains in average information content the higher
the resolution § (albeit at a diminishing rate) i.e. generalization capacity is basically an
increasing function of resolution for these noise levels. This means that for such low noise
we can let 5 — oo and obtain the empirical risk minimizer. For medium range noise levels,
such as 0 = 4.9, once we go past the resolution threshold g*, the average information con-
tent decreases dramatically i.e. generalization capacity is a convex function of resolution
for these noise levels. Here we see the resolution-stability trade-off clearly. For this level
of noise we can only decrease our approximation sets to a certain size parametrized by g*
before we start to get very unstable sets with little information.

We now show the generalization capacity for different noise levels.
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Generalization capacity

— o - — = gen. cap
N e gibbs true

03

1

2

|
= '
e

I L L L
01 11 21 32 42 52 62 73 8 86 97

noise.level

Figure 2.3: Generalization Capacity

The blue line shows the generalization capacity while the red line shows the true Gibbs
probabilty, i.e. Pg(u’; 5*,€). As expected the generalization capacity decreases toward
zero as the noise level becomes so big as to completely drown out the signal 1. Notice that
for noise levels o < 1.3, Pg(u®; 8*,6) =1 and I = dlog2 = 8log 2 ~ 5.55 indicating that
we can completely recover the signal p® with the empirical risk minimizer ( I = dlog?2 =

Z5(61)Zp(82) = AZp(&1,€2)!).-

2.4 Log-sum-exp trick

We can express the information content as

Ig =log|C| +log AZg(&1, &) — log Zg(&1) — log Z(&2). (2.4.0.1)

In turn, we can express the log partition functions as:

C
log Z3(§) =1log »_e“ (2.4.0.2)
i=1
C
log AZg(&1, &) =log " (2.4.0.3)
=1
where:
® a; = _/BR(galul) < 07
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o b = —B(R(&1, i) + R(E2, 1)) < 0 and

o C={p1,- e}

When implementing the algorithm of Section 2.2 we may run into the problem that for very
high resoluton values g, Zic:l e% and 21'021 eb are so small that they are represented as 0
using limited-precision, floating point numbers. This means log Zg(€) and log AZg(¢1, &2)
are represented as —oo with which our calculation of Ig breaks down. To solve this
underflow problem we use the log-sum-exp trick. Let:

A= max q; (2.4.0.4)
1€{1,...,|C|}
Then,
C C C
log Z3(§) = log Z e% = log e Z e 4 = A+ log Z e%i—A (2.4.0.5)
i=1 i=1 i=1

If we calculate log Zg(€) using the last expression, this solves the underflow problem since
S ¢4 > 1 50 that log X5 e~ 4 > 0.

2.5 Variance reduction with common random numbers
If we want to estimate by simulation:

5—g = Ex[F(X) — g(X)] = Ex[f(X)] - Ex[g(xX) (2:5.0.1)

We can either:

a. Generate 2m i.i.d. realizations of X: X1 = {x11, ..., x1m },X2 = {x21, ..., xom }. Then:

ik = B[] = £ " (o) (2502)
=1

i = B [g(X)) = 1 3 g(a) (25.0.3)
i=1

ER((X) - g(X)] = BY[£(X)] — B [g(X)] = ) — 42 (25.0.4

or we can,

b. Generate m i.i.d. realizations of X: X; = {z11,..., 1, }. Then:

fip = Ex[f(X)] = % f:f(afu) (2.5.0.5)
=1

fig = Ex[g(X)] = % ig(m) (2.5.0.6)
=1

Ex[f(X) = 9(X)] = Ex[f(X)] = Ex[g(X)] = fiy — fig (2.5.0.7)
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The second method is an example of Common Random Numbers (CRNs) since we use the
same pseudo-random numbers to estimate Ex[f(X)] and Ex[g(X)].

CRNs is a wvariance reduction technique, although, strictly speaking, it does not always
succeed in reducing the variance of an estimator. To see when it might succeed we compare
the variance of [L}c — ,&3 and fif — fig:

Vx|fy — fig] = Vx [; Emj f(z1) — % ig(ﬂ?m‘)] (2.5.0.8)
=1 =1
— vy [; S (flen) - gmi))} (2.5.0.9)
=1
_ % SV (Flan) — glan) (2.5.0.10)
=1
= LS V()] + Vxlg() (25.0.11)
i=1
= (VX [F(X)] + Vx[g(X)) (25.0.12)
R . 1 & 1 &
V(i — fig] = Vx {m > flr) — p- > g(:ru)] (2.5.0.13)
=1 =1
— vy L; S () — g(:z;u))] (2.5.0.14)
=1
= LSVl — glen) (250.15)
i=1
= LYX[F(X) ~ g(X)] (2.5.0.16)
= %Vx[f(X)] + Vx[g(X)] — 2Cov(f(X), (X)) (2.5.0.17)
(2.5.0.18)

If f and g are both either monotonically non-decreasing or mononotonically non-increasing
then:

Cov(X,X)=Vx[X]>0= Cov(f(X),9(X)) >0 (2.5.0.19)
= Vilitg — fig) < Vxljih — 2] (2.5.0.20)

We now obtain a different expression for Zg(£) and AZg(&1,&2) in order to use the CRN
technique for the estimation of E(¢, ¢,)[Ig]. We start with an alternative, but equivalent

(proportional in z) cost function R(yu, X). Using that pj € {0,1} we have that:
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R 1 n d 1 n d
R(p, X) = — oD (@ — )= - oD mylayg — 1?4 (1 — py)ai; (2.5.0.21)
i=1j=1 i=1j=1
1 n d
= ﬁzzuj(l — 2245) + T (2.5.0.22)
i=1j=1
1 n d
&= pi(1 = 2my) (2.5.0.23)
N =
N |
=> i > (1= 2zy) (2.5.0.24)
j=1 i=1
d
=Y w1 —2z;) = p" (1 - 27) (2.5.0.25)
j=1
So that pu7 (1 — 2z) & || — z[|3.
Again, using that X = ﬁf + 1% we have that:
3 T _ 99 + 50
R(p, &) =p" (1 2\/56 2p7) (2.5.0.26)
~ ~ g
R(p,&1) + R(p, &) = 2p" (1 - TR +e) - 2°%) (2.5.0.27)
Since %({1 + &) ~ N(0, I;) we have that:
Z5(€) = ¥ e PRWO) (2.5.0.28)
peBd
AZy(1,6) = AZs(€) = 3 e IR ) (2.5.0.29)
ueEB?

Where:
o R(p,&) = pu" (1 -25€—2u°)

o R(p,€)=2u"(1— F-v26 —2°)

Using these expressions we implemented 3 different CRN algorithms to estimate Ig and I,
and compared the variance estimate V(& £2) [I3-] of each, where §* = arg max IAE(&@) [15).
56{517“'75l}

All three algorithms generate 2m realizations of & ~ N(0,1;) but differ in wether they
use them for the estimation of E¢[log Z(€)], E(¢, ¢,)[log AZs(&1,£2)] = Eellog AZs(§)] or
both:

1. CRN-1 Generate 2m realizations of £ ~ N (0, I). Use first m to calculate Eﬁ [log Zg(&1)]
and Eg,[log Z5(€2)] and second m to calculate Ee[log AZg(€)].
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2. CRN-2 Generate 2m realizations of € ~ N (0, I;). Use all 2m to calculate E¢, [log Zs(&1)],
Eg,[log Z5(&2)] and Eg, ¢,)[log AZ(&1,62)]-

3. CRN-3 Generate 2m realizations of £ ~ N (0, I;). Use first m to calculate E{l llog Z3(&1)),
second m to calculate Ee,[log Z5(&2)] and all 2m to calculate IAE(&@)[log AZg(&1,8)].
This CRN algorithm is actually the algorithm proposed in Section 2.2. We simulate
(€1, &2) m times and use it to estimate both E(¢, ¢,)[log Z5(£1)Z5(82)] and E ¢, ¢,)[log AZg (&1, &2)]-

We used the following parameters for the simulation experiments:
e d=28,
e m = 100,
e 100 different S values from 0.01 to 20, and
e 30 different noise levels ¢ from 0.1 to 4.

Figure 2.4b shows the estimation of the generalization capacity I= maxgep+ ]E(&@) log I 8

and the square root of variance V(gh&)[f 3+] using all 3 methods.

generalization capacity vs. noise sd of info.content vs. noise
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Figure 2.4: Calculation of generalization capacity with CRNs

Clearly method CRN-3, the method described in Section 2.2, has the least variance. This
makes sense because if &1, &9, €3 are i.i.d.:

a. Couv(log Zs(&1),log Z3(&1)) > 0 = V[log Z3(&1)+log Z5(€1)] > Vllog Zg(£1)+log Zs(&2)],
so using the same random number to estimate Z3({1) and Zg(&2) actually increases the
variance, while,

b. Cov(log Zz(&1),log AZs(&1,82)) > 0 = V([log AZg(&1, &) —log Zs(&1)] < V[log AZs(&1,82)—
log Z3(&3)], so using the same random number to estimate AZg(&1,&2) and Zg(&;1) de-
creases the variance.
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Sparse mean localization

3.1 Exhaustive algorithm

For the sparse mean localization problem the hypothesis space is restricted to binary
vectors with k entries equal to one:

Ck={peB: ||yl =k} (3.1.0.1)

Notice that |CF| = (,‘j) In terms of the algorithm in Section 2.2, the only thing that

changes is that the sums involved in Zz(¢) and AZg(&1,&) are over C* instead of the
entire C = BY.

In the non-sparse case, to generate the vectors u; such that C = {1, ..., piea } we can simply
use the mapping « : {0, ..., 24 _ 1} — C where k maps a positive integer 0 < i < 2¢ — 1 to
its d length binary representation.

In the sparse case, to generate the vecors p; such that C* = {u, ...,/.L(d)} we use the
k

mapping v : {1, ..., (g)} — C* where v maps a positive integer 1 < i < (i) to the i-th
element of C*, assuming that C* is in lexicographical order.

The algorithm shown below, adapted from ? (pp. 27-29), can be used to produce the
mapping 7. It is based on the fact that if C* is in reverse lexicographical order then we
can represent the number 1 < i < (Z) as:

i = @‘3) T (Z’;> + (p;) (3.1.0.2)

Where p; € {1,...,d} gives the position of the j-th entry of u; that is equal to one. i.e.
pip; = 1Vj € {1,....k}.

Algorithm to obtain y;

37
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1. Initalize:
e Set pi; +— 0Vj e {l,..,d}.
e Set m <+ i —1.

2. For j from k to 1:

a. pj < arg max (;)
le{t:(ﬁ)gm}
b. m < m— (%)

C. Mip; < 1

3.2 Simulation results: exhaustive algorithm

We used the following parameters for the simulation experiments:
e d=10,
e £k=1,2,3,4,5

m = 100,

100 different 8 values from 0.01 to 20, and
e 30 different noise levels o from 0.1 to 10.

First we show the information content for different values of k, o and S. Since d = 10 we
look at k € {1,2,...,5} only. For k € {6,7,...,10} the behavior will be equivalent and the
only difference is that the role of 0 and 1 (u; € {0,1}) is reversed.

Avg. Info. Content vs. Resolution (k = 1) Avg. Info. Content vs. Resolution (k = 5)

Average Information Content
Average Information Content
3
|

= noise level: 0.1 A
=== noise level: 2.5
=== noise level: 4.9 === noise level: 4.9
= noise level: 7.3 = noise level: 7.3
noise level: 10 noise level: 10
T T T T T T T T T T T T
0 2 4 6 8 10 0 2 4 6 8 10

= noise level: 0.1
== noise level: 2.5

Figure 3.1: Average information content for different k
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Avg. Info. Content vs. Resolution (noise level = 2.5) Avg. Info. Content vs. Resolution (noise level = 4.5)
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Figure 3.2: Average information content for different o

For a given k& we see that, as in the non-sparse case, for low noise levels, increases in
resolution obtain diminishing gains in information content while for higher noise levels,
once the optimum resolution S* is surpassed, the information content decreases. Also
notice that as k increases toward % = 5 the information content also increases. This is
because the size of the hypothesis space is increasing in k£ from 0 to [%] We now show
the generalization capacity for different values of k.

Generalization capacity vs. noise level

xx xR X
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noise level

Figure 3.3: Generalization capacity for different k

Again, since values of k closer to (%} correspond to larger hypothesis spaces, the general-
ization capacity of the cost function R(,u, §) is larger for these k.
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3.3 Sampling algorithm

As was mentioned in Section 1.2 we are ultimately interested in the sparse case where
k is kept constant and d grows toward infinity. As d grows, the size of the hypothesis
space C* grows exponentially fast which means computing the partition functions Z5(&)
and AZg(&1,&2), which are sums over C*, quickly becomes unfeasible. In this section we
use the sampling algorithm suggested in ? to estimate Zg(§) and AZg(&1,&2) without
summing over the entire hypothesis space.

Recall that:

E (e, 6)[I5] = 10g|C*| + E(g, ¢5)llog AZ (€1, &2)] (3.3.0.1)
— E¢, [log Zg(&1)] — Eg,[log Zﬂ(§2)] (3.3.0.2)
=1log |C*| + E(¢, &) {log Y e ARE) TR, €2>>] (3.3.0.3)
neCk
_'E£1P0g E: e—BRUL&] Ee, Pog 2: e~ Méz} (3.3.0.4)
ueck ueCk
If we let p(pu) = ﬁ = (%) then,
k
Ee, &) 15] = log [C¥| + Eg, @)[k)glc > |ck| (R(“’&”R("“@”} (3.3.0.5)
pHeCk
—Eal[loglck! > yck| 53(“’51)} (3.3.0.6)
peck
—Efg[loglc’“! > yck\ ‘5’““@)} (3.3.0.7)
peck
= log |C*| + log |C*| + E¢, &) [log Z E, {e‘ﬁ(é(“’fl)JrR(“’&))” (3.3.0.8)
neck
—log |C*] — Eg, [log > E, [eﬁé(“’él)” (3.3.0.9)
neck
—log |C*| — K, [log Z E, [e‘ﬁR(“’fz)” (3.3.0.10)
neck
= E(&’&) [log Z E, {Q_B(R(ﬂfl)‘i‘ff(#,&))ﬂ (3.3.0.11)
uecCk
— Ee, [log Y E, [eﬁﬁfwafl)” (3.3.0.12)
neck
—Ee,|log > E, e—ﬁR(Mv@” (3.3.0.13)
neck

The last expression suggests the following sampling algorithm to estimate the generaliza-
tion capacity I:
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1. Choose a grid of relevant 3 values: 5 = (81, ..., 51)
2. Fori=1tom

a. Simulate &&, &5 ~ N(0, Iy)

b. Uniformly sample 7 hypotheses p1; € C*

c. Fork=1tol

e Calculate quasi information content:

. 1 A i1 P i
I}J’k _ log ; Z e—ﬁk(R(vafﬂ"'R(“jng)) (3.3.0.14)
j=
L~ BBy €) U B Rs.68)
—log = S e PRR(iE) _1og = N e Bei & 3.3.0.15
g~ ]ZI 8- jzl ( )

3. Fork=1tol

e Estimate mean information content:

_ 1™ .
Iy = — S I, (3.3.0.16)
1=1

e Estimate generalization capacity:

I= I 3.3.0.17
ci2x 1o ( )

3.4 Simulation results: sampling algorithm

We used the following parameters for the simulation experiments:

o d=10,
o k=4,

o m = 100,

e r =100, 1000,

20 different B values from 0.01 to 10, and
e 20 different noise levels o from 0.1 to 15.

We first compare the generalization capacity estimation using the exhaustive and sampling
algorithms for two different choices of r.
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Figure 3.4: Generalization capacity estimation for different r

It is clear that using the sampling algorithm with r = 100 we underestimate the gener-
alization capacity since for very low noise levels we know the generalization capacity is
equal to log [C¥| = log |({)| = log |('})| ~ 5.35. For r = 1000 the estimation is much better,
however since |C¥| = 210 it is cheaper to use the exhaustive algorithm. Next we check the
generalization capacity estimate for both algorithms as d increases. The parameters used

for the simulation experiments were the following:

d=15,6,...,20,

k=4,

m = 100,

r = 20,100, 500, 1000,

20 different 8 values from 0.01 to 10, and

2 different noise levels o = 2, 4.
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Figure 3.5: Generalization capacity estimation for different d and r

The figure above confirms that the sampling algorithm proposed turns out to be more
expensive than the exhaustive algorithm. For example, to estimate the generalization

capacity accurately when d = 11 we need r

1000 which is larger than the size of

the hypothesis space (141) = 330. The sampling algorithm represents a way to estimate
genearalization capacity by summing over a sample of the hypothesis class. The sample
size required must be, at most, linear in d if it is to be useful in estimating generalization
capacity for sparse conditions when k is fixed and d is large.



44 Sparse mean localization

3.5 Importance sampling algorithm

The aim of the sampling algorithm is to estimate E,, [e‘ﬁé(“’f)] with a sample from p(u) =

ﬁ instead of exhaustively calculating it as:

E, [e~ R0 yc ‘ Y e PR (3.5.0.1)

neck

This means sampling p1; € C¥, calculating the Boltzmann weights wg(p;,€) and averaging
them. In general, different hypothesis u; € C* contribute differently to the average. The
lower the cost of a hypothesis the larger the weight contributed. Those hypotheses which
contribute most of the weight are relatively small in number. This means that with a
small number of samples the proportion of important and unimportant hypotheses will
not accurately reflect the population proportions and the result will be a biased estimate
of Zs(€) and AZs(€1,&). If we take a large sample, of size bigger than the size of C*,
the simulation results seem to show that the estimates converge to those of the exhaustive
algorithm, but this defeats the purpose of sampling hypotheses: to obtain an algorithm
that is not exponential in d as the size of the hypothesis class is.

We want to design an importance sampling algorithm where:

1. We sample according to a proposal distribution g(u) which assigns more probability to
more important hypotheses.

2. When estimating the expectation with the average we assign weights w(u) to each
sample to correct for the fact we sampled according to wrong distribution:

pHeCk i=1
@ A A

Where w(p) = %.

Recall that we may write:

R(n, &) = (1~ 2%& — 2.0 (3.5.0.4)
R, €0) + R(u, &) = 20T (1 — “=(&1 + &) — 2°) (3.5.0.5)

vn

Observe that uT'1 = k is constant for the case where the hypothesis space is C*¥ and not
C = B Also note that h := p"u° € {max(0,2k — d),...,k} is the number of hits of
hypothesis p: the number of components j such that p; = M? = 1. With this in mind we

can obtain the following equivalent expression for R(y, ):
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R(p,€) = —2[h + %;ﬁg] (3.5.0.6)
R(i, &) + R(p. &) = —22h + —=p" (&1 + &)] (3.5.0.7)

NG

Where h := h(p, u°) = p” pO. This means we may express the Boltzmann weights as:

B8R ht-=uT
wg(p, €) = e~ PRULO) = HPIhFm el _ 260 20F0TE gy, €) (3.5.0.8)

The importance of a hypothesis p is given by the Boltzmann weights wg(u,§) and these

o T
depend on the functions fz and gg. We first analyse gg(u,§) := PR E . We have that,
for B8,k > 0:

2
£~ N(0, 1) = ule ~ N(0,k) = Qﬁ\/gﬂg N( (”f) k) (3.5.0.9)
S evntE logN< \?) ) (3.5.0.10)
o Elevit ) = 2 5 1 (3.5.0.11)

This means that we can expect gg(u,&) to increase wg(pu,§) for half the samples & and
decrease it for the other half, although in general, we can expect gg(u,&) to increase
wa(p,€). So we see that gg(p,§) may contribute to a hypothesis being more or less
important depending on the £ sampled. If we want to take this effect into account in
determining the proposal distribution ¢(x) we would have to make it depend on the given
¢ sampled. For simplicity we only take into account fz(h) in determining g(u).

We now analyse fz(h) = .

The more hits h that a hypothesis p has with respect
to u® the lower the costs R(u,&) which means the larger he weight wg(p, &) contributed.
Also note that there are (Z) (g:’;) hypotheses p € C* such that h(p, %) = u"pu® = h. The

following figure illustrates the importance fg(h) of a hypothesis u € C* and the number
of such hypotheses in C* as a function of h for d = 20, k =4 and § = 1.
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Figure 3.6: Importance and frequency of hypotheses
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Hypothesis p such that h(u,u°) is close to k contribute moste of the weight but are
k

relatively few in number. There are (;) (Zjl) hypotheses p € C* such that h(u, u°) =
1T 0 = h so there are Ei:max(lzk—d) (2) (Z:Z) hypotheses such that h > 0. As d grows
this becomes a low proportion of (Z), the total number of hypotheses. In other words, as d
grows, the most important hypotheses, those that contribute most of the weight, become
a smaller proportion of all hypotheses.

80
|

60
|

% of hypothesis with h>0
40

20

T T T T T T
0 200 400 600 800 1000

d

Figure 3.7: % of hypotheses u € C* such that h > 0

This means that to sample a representative proportion of important hypotheses we need
a very large sample. To find a way around this we use a proposal distribution ¢(u) such
that the probability of sampling a hypothesis with A hits is the same for all h.

Let,

1
~ % —d), ... - 5.0.12
h ~ U{max(0,2k — d),....k} = q(h) b= max(0,2% —d) + 1 (3.5.0.12)
k\(d—k Lrpo—ny
ulh~ U{l, ( ) ( )} = q(ulh) = =y (3.5.0.13)
h)\k—h () ()
This means that:
k k
gw)= > qwh)= > qulh)q(h) (3.5.0.14)
h=max(0,2k—d) h=max(0,2k—d)
- ¥ {uTo=h (3.5.0.15)
hemax(02k—d) (K —max(0,2k —d) + DGR
1
= (3.5.0.16)

(k — max(0,2k — d) + 1)(MTk#0) (kiﬁuo)
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(3.5.0.17)

The above suggests the following importance sampling algorithm for estimating general-

ization capacity.
I. Choose a grid of relevant § values: 8 = (51, ..., 5)
II. Fori=1tom
1. Simulate &, &% ~ N(0, I;)
2. Forj=1tor
a. Sample from hj ~ q(h) = m

L(uT u0=ny

T This can be done by:

h/\k—h

b. Sample from pj|h; ~ q(plh) =
i. Calculate number of misses mj; =k — h;
ii. Identify Ag = {a:pd =0} and A} = {a: pd =1}

iii. Set pj  pO

iv. Uniformly sample m; times r € Ag and s € A; setting pj = 1 and pjs =0

each time.
3. Fork=1tol

e Calculate quasi information content:

=73 1 " » i > 7
I%k — 10g ; Z e_Bk(R(Mj 7§1)+R(Nj7§2))
j=1

]. T » 1 1 r » 7
_ log _ efﬁkR('u’] 751) _ log _ efﬁkR(/‘L] 752)

IITI. For k=1to!l

e Estimate mean information content:
Iﬁk = Z wilék
i=1
d—k
(ufuo)(kfu?uo)

()

o Estimate generalization capacity:

Where w; = w(p;) =

I= I,
kerffll?%,l} P

(3.5.0.18)

(3.5.0.19)

(3.5.0.20)

(3.5.0.21)
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3.6 Simulation results: importance sampling algorithm

We used the following parameters for the simulation experiments:

e d =10,

o k=4

e m = 100,

e =100, 1000,

e 20 different 8 values from 0.01 to 10, and

e 20 different noise levels o from 0.1 to 15.

We first compare the generalization capacity estimation using the exhaustive, sampling
and importance sampling algorithms for two different choices of r.
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Figure 3.8: Generalization capacity estimation for different r

The figures suggest that the generalization capacity estimated with the importance sam-
pling algorithm converges to the exhaustive algorithm results for a sample size much
smaller than is required for the sampling algorithm. Next we check the generalization
capacity estimate for all three algorithms as d increases. The parameters used for the
simulation experiments were the following:

e d=5,6,...,20,

o k=4,

o m = 100,

e 7 = 20,100,500, 1000,

20 different 8 values from 0.01 to 10, and
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e 2 different noise levels o = 2, 4.
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Figure 3.9: Generalization capacity estimation for different d and r

The above figures seem to confirm that the importance sampling algorithm need a much
smaller sample size to converge than does the sampling algorithm suggesting it will be
useful in estimating generalization capacity for large values of d when we can no longer
erhaustively evaluate the partition functions.
we estimate the generalization capacity of the cost function R(M,ﬁ) in sparse settings
where k is constant and d is large. We used the following parameters for these simulation

experiments:
e d=10,...,10000,
o k=4,

In the following simulation experiments
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e m = 100,
o 1 =100,
e 100 different S values from 0.01 to 30, and

4 different noise levels o0 = 3,4, 5, 6.

Recall we ended Section 1.6 by mentioning that we can use generalization capacity to
choose between alternative cost functions. The following simulation experiments, car-
ried out with the above parameters, were performed for two different cost functions, the
squared-loss based risk function and an absolute-loss based risk function. Recall expression
2.1.0.8 for the squared-loss based risk function:

R(p, X) = [ln— X|[3 (3.6.0.1)

If we replace the L2 norm with the L1 norm we get te absolute-loss based risk function:

R(p, X) = ||u = X|If (3.6.0.2)

The following figure shows the estimated generalization capacity of both cost functions for
different number of components d and noise levels o. Each scatter point represents the
estimation, by simulation, of the generalization capacity for a given d and cost function
R(u, €). Blue points represent the generalization capacity of the L1 norm cost function and
black points that of the L2 norm cost function. The blue and black lines are smoothing

splines applied to the blue and black points respectively.
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Figure 3.10: Generalization capacity estimation for different d and o

We can see that the generalization capacity for both cost functions, as a function of
the number of components d, displays concave behavior. Initially, as the hypothesis set
size grows we see rapid increase in the generalization capacity however after a certain
threshold, the large number of hypotheses makes detection of the relevant components

difficult so that additional gains in generalization capacity are marginal. The value of

this threshold depends on the noise level of the data: the higher the noise level the lower
the threshold. Additionally, observe that, as we would expect given that the data has
a gaussian distribution, the L2 norm cost function has a greater generalization capacity
than that of the L1 norm cost function.
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Chapter 4

Towards sparse feature selection
for correlated features

As with the model described in Section 1.2 we deal with the statistical model:

XiZ/LO-i-GZ‘

Except in this case we have that:

o |lK’lli =k,

o 0 eBf ={neB:||ull =k},
B = (),

e It is assumed that k is known,

e ¢ ~ N(0,T) where I';; = 0% for all i € {1,...,d}, and
e observations X; with ¢ = 1,...,n are i.i.d.

Notice that in contrast to the problem statement in section 1.2, the features are now
correlated. This is because each entry represents a variable or feature and the normal
situation is that features are correlated. We now change the sparsity condition from a
small, fixed k& and large d to k =~ ﬁ. This reflects the assumption that the number of
relevant features grows as the number of total features grows, albeit at a slower rate.

We are ultimately interested in estimating, by simulation, the generalization capacity of
the quadratic loss based, empirical risk function. We could try to use the importance
sampling algorithm of Section 3.5 although we haven’t tested for the case where k ~ %
and ¥ # I;. In this Chapter we explore an alternate way to approximate the expected
value of the log partition function Ex[log Zg(X)], which, as we have seen, is a component

of the generalization capacity. The following derivations and approximations are based on
2

In this case we have that

53



54 Towards sparse feature selection for correlated features

. r
X ~ N(;ﬂ,l“) =X ~ N(uo, ) (4.0.0.1)
n

So we let & = )?f/_f; ~ N(0,%), where ¥ = % so that X = pu® + ﬁf. Recall from 2.5.0.26

that we may write the square based empirical risk function as:

ﬁwﬁvzuﬂl—zﬁﬁ—zw) (4.0.0.2)

(4.0.0.3)

Let #(&§) =1— 2%5 —2p% and CF = {pu € C*: uTp® = h}. Then:

R(p, &) = p"#(¢) (4.0.0.4)
Zg(&) = > wa(u, ) = Y e RS (4.0.0.5)
pueck pueck
k

= 3 AT o 3 3 e O (4.0.0.6)

pneck h=maz(0,2k—d) ,uGC;i'

with which
k o

]Eg{log Zﬁ(g)] = Eg[log > Soe T@)] (4.0.0.7)

h=max(0,2k—d) peCk

k—1
= E¢ [log{ Z e PRI 4 Z Z e_B“Tf(g)}] (4.0.0.8)

,uEC’k“ h=maz(0,2k—d) MGCZ

but since CF = {u°} we have that

E¢ {log Zﬂ(f)] = E; [log {eﬂuon(f) + kz_:l <:> <Z : Z

Z e—BuTi(€) H
k\ (d—k
h=maxz(0,2k—d) HGCZ (h) (kfh)

(4.0.0.9)

_ k—1 —BuT
— OTT-” 0T7¢. k d — k e B/’L T(E)
=L, _log {e BuP* 7 (€) (1 4 P Z (h) <k: . h) Zk (k)(d_k)> }]
= peck \h) \k—h
(4.0.0.10)

_ k-1 B\ (d—k e Blu—n®)T#(E)
=E¢| — Bu’T#(€)| +Ee|log 31+ <>< > TN
(| |+ s i ) ) 2 E i
(4.0.0.11)
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Let
_ e Bu—p0)T#(€)
Z B

Notice that By = 1 so that

Be |log 25(6)| = ~9u'TEe|#(6)] + e log > (i) (Z_’;)Bh} (4.0.0.13)

h=maz(0,2k—d)

If we take a hypothesis p at random the number of hits h := h(u) is a hypergeometric
random variable:

H ~ Hypergeometric(S =k, N =d,n = k) (4.0.0.14)

Where
e H measures the number of succesesses from n draws without replacement,
e S is the number of success states and
e 1 is the number of draws.

In this case we pick a p at random which represents picking £ components to be equal to
one (without replacement), from a population of d where there are exactly k components
equal to one. This random variable has the following probability distribution function:

P(H = h) = W (4.0.0.15)
k

Where h € {max(0,n+S — N),...,min(n, S)} = {max(0,2k — d), ..., k} which means that

¢ | log 5(5)}— Bu™ Be|7(6)| +Eg|log| >, ; Bh] (4.0.0.16)
B N B h=max(0,2k—d) (k)

- - - d k ~
= —BuTEe |#(€)| + E¢| log <k> > P(H = h)Bh] (4.0.0.17)
- - - h=max(0,2k—d)

:log (Z) Ey [BH” (4.0.0.18)

— —BUTE|#(¢)| +E

o

Now ]C,’j| is exponential in d and By, is a sum over a very large hypothesis space so we will
need a way to approximate it. We have that:
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T4 T 0 g T T,0 g T
= 1-2u —2—) = 1-2 —2— 4.0.0.19
por(€) =p' (1 —2p \/ﬁ) I s 3 ( )

=k —2h—n(p) (4.0.0.20)

where n(u) = 2ﬁuT§. First notice that if u = pu® then h = k, p’#(¢) = —k — n(u) and

since £ ~ N(0,%) we have that u?E¢

73(5)] = —k so that:

E¢ {log Zﬁ(f)] = Sk + E¢ log (Z) Eg _BHH (4.0.0.21)
I d ' e Blu—n)T7(€)
=Bk +E 1og< )E S — (4.0.0.22)
L\ HZ (R ”
r ' —B{(k—2H—n(u))—(~k—n(u°))}
= Bk + Eg | log <d>EH 3 - : QH: o o H (4.0.0.23)
- k - uECZ (H) (k—H)
= Bk + E¢ _log <d> e_Qﬁke_ﬁn(“o)EH[ G Z eB"(“)” (4.0.0.24)
s OED 2,
r d 0 26H
= Bk +Ee|log | |, | =26k~ Bn(u’) +logEgy [MYH(@”
(4.0.0.25)
d e2BH
:—Bk+1g<>+E — Bn(u®) | + B¢ | log By | —————Y#(£)
o8 () el o] + e gyt |
(4.0.0.26)
Where Y}, := Zpec’,j ePn() | Since
Ee [ - /377(#“)} = E [ ~ 28 5| = 28T TEele) = 0 (4.0.0.27)
so that
d e2BH
Ee [log Zﬂ(g)} — Bk +log <k> + Eg[logEH [MYH(@” (4.0.0.28)

The problem with evaluating Y} is that it is a sum over C,’j which is very large if d is large

and k = @. If we can come up with a good approximation Y; of Y} then the above

formula suggests the following algorithm for estimating E¢ {log 25(5)], for a given 3, d
and k:

1. Fori=1tom
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a. Simulate ¢ ~ N(0,%)
b. For j=1top
e Simulate H; ~ Hypergeometric(k,d, k)

e Calculate a;

aj = ———Yp, (&) (4.0.0.29)
BkEA
c. Calculate @' = %Z?Zl a;
2. Estimate Eg¢ [log Zﬁ(f)}
A d 1 s _q
E¢ {log Zg(&)] = —fk + log <k> + p— Zloga (4.0.0.30)
i=1

In order to explore possible ways to approximate Y} we take a look at its distribution.

D D O S (4.0.0.31)
pecy peck

Since

E~NO0,S) = ple ~ N, uT2p) (4.0.0.32)
200 4o T
= n(p) NG 3 (0, o u) (4.0.0.33)
4 2 2
= ) logN(O, TMTZ#) (4.0.0.34)
and

20.2

4
Cov(uF&,15€) = uF Sy = Cov(Bn(un), Bn(pa)) = T Spiy (4.0.0.35)

we have that even in the case that ¥ = I, Y},(£) is a sum of |CF| correlated log-normals
with correlation matrix A such that

4 202
Ay = 5 S (4.0.0.36)

If ¥ = I; we have that
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Bn(p) ~ N(O, 4ﬁ2§2k> (4.0.0.37)
L B logN(O, 45 2;2]“ ) (4.0.0.38)
and
Cou(Bn(yn). Bn(y)) = g = 2200 (10.0.39)
Cor(Bn(), Bnuy)) = ¢A*A&A7] - % (4.0.0.40)
Where ¢;; = ,u;fp,uj is the number of overlapping ones in p; and p;. If we can use the

approximation proposed in 7 where we assume 7(u) &~ 1, we have that:

; ) ]
Eg[long(g)} = —Bk +log + E¢| logEn )
- “\H/\k—H

o2BH

YH(g)H (4.0.0.41)

x>

d

= — Bk + log + E¢|logEq > eﬁ’ﬂ#)” (4.0.0.42)

(DR 2

Y
Y
~ —Bk + log <d> + E¢ :logIEH _% > eﬁnHH (4.0.0.43)
Y
Y

; (D %
d r r 2B8H
: (1) G hr)
= —Bk + log Z +E¢|logEg eQBHeB”H” (4.0.0.45)
d _ _
= —Bk + log (k) +E¢|logEn 65(2H+77H)” (4.0.0.46)

However it is not clear that this approximation will be helpful since it corresponds to as-
suming that if ju;, p1; EkC,]fl ;mnkd tp € CF, then C’or(kﬁn(gi’)ﬁ, Bn(p;)) = 1and Cor(Bn(s), Bn(pp)) =
0 for all 4,5 € {1,..., () G—py) Y and p e {1, ..., (;5) (\a) b



Chapter 5

Summary

The work presented in this report falls into the following three categories:

i.) Exposition of the theory related to approximation set coding and generalization
capacity: Sections 1.3-1.6,

ii.) Implementation of the generalization capacity concept to the sparse mean localiza-
tion: Section 1.2 and Chapters 2-3, and

iii.) Exploration of how generalization capacity can be implemented for a more realistic
version of the sparse feature selection problem: Chapter 4.

In the first case we introduce pattern analysis which is a broad framework with which
to deal with learning problems. We describe the approximation set approach to learning
where we look for a set of hypotheses with similar performance instead of looking for just
one. With the definitions from pattern analysis and approximation sets we then introduce
information theoretic concepts, originally developed within the field of statistical physics,
which we need to define GC. To motivate the meaning of GC we study Shannon’s noisy
channel coding theorem and related theory drawing an extensive analogy between channel
capacity and generalization capacity. We describe in detail the differences and similarities
between the communication scenario from which Shannon’s concept of channel capacity
arises and the learning scenario from which ?’s concept of generalization capacity can be
derived.

The second type of contribution presented here involves the implementation of general-
ization capacity to the problem of sparse mean localization. In 7 an expression for GC
for the sparse mean localization problem (with respect to the squared loss based empiri-
cal risk function) is derived that suggests a simulating algorithm for its estimation. The
simulating algorithm is briefly described and results are presented. Based on this work we
designed and detailed successive simulating algorithms for GC estimation for non-sparse
and sparse mean localization problems. We first designed an ezhaustive sampling algo-
rithm for non-sparse mean localization in low dimensional cases where the dimension d of
the mean vector u° is in the order of 10. We implemented various versions of common
random numbers to reduce variance and chose the best one. We then applied it to the
sparse mean localization problem and tried to scale it up to deal with high dimensional
cases, but found that since the size of the hypothesis class is exponential in the dimension d
the exhaustive algorithm is unfeasible since it involves summing over the entire hypothesis
space. To deal with this we designed a uniform sampling algorithm, also suggested in 7,

99
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but found that for this algorithm to converge the number of sampled hypotheses necessary
was actually larger than the hypothesis class size. We solved this difficulty by designing
an importance sampling alogorithm which seems to be adequate for high dimensions in
the order of 10,000 (asymptotic confidence intrevals need to be derived to verify this). In
? results showing the estimation of GC for high dimensional sparse mean localization are
shown however the simulation method is not detailed. The contribution of this work is to
detail and justify numerical estimation of GC for the sparse mean localization problem.
It is also worth mentioning that the results of the estimatation of GC are qualitatively
different to those found in ?:compare for example figures 1 and 2 in ? to figure 3.10.

Finally, based on ?, we explored estimating GC in a more realistic version of the sparse
feature selection problem and sketched a general simulation algorithm, describing certain
difficulties that need to be resolved.

5.1 Future work

Possible ways to extend the work presented here are:

e Derive asymptotic confidence intervals for the different GC estimators (exhaustive,
sampling, importance sampling) so as to verify when these are fullfilled and so de-
termine the number of simulations necessary. This is especially important for the
sparse high dimensional cases (d large) so as to establish the reliability of the esti-
mates produced and the feasability of the algorithms.

e Explore the sparse feature selection problem further: does the n(u) & 1, approxima-
tion work? What other approximations can we use to make the estimation of Y, ()

feasible for large d and k =~ @.

e Implement the importance sampling algorithm to the more general sparse feature
selection problem and compare with simulation methods based on approximations
of the type discussed in Chapter 4.

e Extend the study to include estimation of sparse histograms. In this case a histogram
can be represented as a vector X; composed of a mean ° and noise e: i.e. X; = u+¢;
as in the sparse mean localization problem. However in this case pu® € [0, 1]¢ instead
of u° € {0,1}? and |u°|; = 1 instead of |u°|; = k. The number of non-zero entries is
still assumed to be k to enforce a sparsity condition.
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Appendix A

R Code

We include the code in R that was used to implement the importance sampling algorithm.
Other algorithms described to estimate generalization capacity are very similar so we omit
them.

A.1 Functions

HUEARBRBRARBABABRRARBRBRBRBRRRRRRBA BB BB RBRBRBR BB R RR RN BABRRBR AR BN BRRRRRR AR BRRARH
# Aproxzimation Set Coding

# Sparse Mean localization

# Importance Sampling Algorithm
HURRARBABRRRRRARRRRRRBRRRRARERARBRBRERRRBHRRRRRRRBRRRRRRRRRRRRBRRRRRHRBRRRRARRRA

L EEE T EFFE TS EFEFEFFEEEEE T T T FFEEEEEEFFFFEEEFE T T T FFEEEEES
# Functions
Ry EEEFy sy y T T T T TTTFEEEEES

#Generate any of the 1,...,choose(d,k) hypothesis
get.hyp.i < function(i,d,k){

one.pos ¢ as.numeric ()
m< i-1

for(l in k:1){
candidates < d:(1-1)
try.ck < choose(candidates, 1)
indx.ck < which(try.ck <= m) [1]
ck < candidates[indx.ck]
one.pos ¢ c(one.pos,ck)
m < m - choose(ck,1l)

}

res « rep(0,d)
res [one.pos+1] «+1
return(res)

}

#Generate unsrestricted hypothestis space
get.hyp.sp < function(d){
hyp.size < 27°d
as.numeric(strsplit (substr(paste(as.integer (intToBits(2°d-1)), collapse=""),1,d
),"") 1)
C < sapply(0:(2°d-1), function(i) as.numeric(strsplit(substr(paste(as.integer(
intToBits(i)), collapse=""),1,d),"")[[11]1))
dim(C)
dimnames (C) < list (component=seq(d), hypothesis=seq(hyp.size))
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return (C)

}

#Generate a hypothesis with a certain number of errors out of the k 1-components
get.hyp.hit < function(muO, num.hit){

d < length(mu0)

k < sum(mu0)

num.miss < k-num.hit

indx.1 < which(mu0O==1)

indx .0 < which (mu0==0)

mu < apply(num.miss, c("hypothesis","repetition"), function(miss){
indx.one < as.numeric(sample(as.character(indx.1), size=miss, replace=F))
indx.zero < as.numeric(sample(as.character (indx.0), size=miss, replace=F))
res < mu0
res[indx.one] < O
res[indx.zero] «+ 1
return(res)

b

names (dimnames (mu)) [1] < "component"

dimnames (mu) [[1]] « 1:d

return (mu)

}

#Generate restricted hypothesis spaces
get.res.hyp.sp < function(d, k){

Cs < lapply(k, function(ak) sapply(l:choose(d,ak), function(i) get.hyp.i(i, d,
ak)))

names (Cs) «+ k

return(Cs)

}

#Generate restricted hypothesis spaces

get.res.hyp.sp2 < function(C, k){
Cs < lapply(k, function(numl) C[,which(apply(C,2,sum)==numi)])
names (Cs) «+ k
return(Cs)

}

#Simlate Data
sim.data < function(n, noise.level, dim.data, dimnames.data){
d <+ dim.data["component"]
num.noise < dim.data["noise"]
reps ¢ dim.data["repetition"]
num.spars < dim.data["sparsity"]

if("Zs" %in% names(dim.data)){
num.Zs < dim.data["Zs"]

} elsed
num.Zs < 1

}

#simulate mnormal data

data.norm < rnorm(num.spars*d*reps*num.Zs*num.noise,0,rep(noise.level/sqrt(n),
rep(num. spars*d*reps*num.Zs, num.noise)))

data.arr < array(data.norm,dim=dim.data, dimnames=dimnames.data)

return(data.arr)

}

#Create cost array
cost.mean.n2.0ld + function(mu, muO, X){

a<«+ 1

b+ 2

resl < apply (X, c("repetition","Zs","noise.level"), function(vec) a*t(mu)¥%*%(1-
b*vec-2*mu0l))

a <+ 2




A.1 Functions 65

b+ 1

Y «— (X[,,1,1+X[,,2,1)

res2 < apply(Y, c("repetition","noise.level"), function(vec) axt(mu)%*%(1-b*vec
-2%mu0))

dimnames < dimnames (resl)

dimnames$Zs < c(dimnames$Zs, "nZ12")

res < abind(res1[,1,],res1[,2,],res2, along=3)
res < aperm(res, c(1,3,2))

dimnames (res) < dimnames

return(res)

}
cost.mean.n2 < function(mu, muO, X){

res < apply (X, c("repetition","Zs","noise.level"), function(vec) t(mu- (vec+muO
1) %*% (mu- (vec+mu0)))
dimnames < dimnames (res)
dimnames$Zs < c(dimnames$Zs, "nZi2")
res < abind(res[,1,],res[,2,],res[,1,]+res[,2,], along=3)
res < aperm(res, c(1,3,2))
dimnames (res) < dimnames
return(res)

}
cost.mean.nl < function(mu, muO, X){

d < length(mu0)
res < apply (X, c("repetition","Zs","noise.level"), function(vec) t(abs(mu- (vec
+mu0))) %*%rep(l, d))
dimnames < dimnames (res)
dimnames$Zs <« c(dimnames$Zs, "nZi2")
res < abind(res[,1,],res[,2,],res[,1,]+res[,2,], along=3)
res + aperm(res, c(1,3,2))
dimnames (res) < dimnames
return(res)

#Create cost array sample case
# squared loss
cost.mean.smpl.n2 < function(C, mu0, X){

rep.Z < length(dimnames (X)$repetition)
num.noise < length(dimnames (X)$noise.level)

res < sapply(l:rep.Z, function(i) apply(X[,i,,], c("Zs","noise.level"),
function(vec) t(C[,i]l- (vec+mu0))%*%(C[,i]l- (vec+mu0))), simplify="array")

res < aperm(res, c(3,1,2))

names (dimnames (res)) [1] < "repetition"

dimnames (res) [[1]] < 1:rep.Z

dimnames < dimnames (res)
dimnames$Zs + c(dimnames$Zs, "nZ12")
res < abind(res[,1,],res[,2,],res[,1,]+res[,2,], along=3)
res < aperm(res, c(1,3,2))
dimnames (res) < dimnames
return(res)

}
# absolute loss
cost.mean.smpl.nl < function(C, mu0, X){

rep.Z < length(dimnames (X)$repetition)
num.noise < length(dimnames (X)$noise.level)
d < length(dimnames (X)$component)
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#Create cost array
# squared
cost.mean.imp.smpl.n2 < function(C,

}

# absolute
cost.mean.imp.smpl.nl < function(C,

res < sapply(l:rep.Z, function(i) apply(X[,i,,], c("Zs"
function(vec) t(abs(C[,i]l- (vec+mu0)))%*%rep(1,d)),

res < aperm(res, c(3,1,2))

names (dimnames (res)) [1] < "repetition"

dimnames (res) [[1]] < 1:rep.Z

dimnames < dimnames (res)
dimnames$Zs < c(dimnames$Zs, "nZ1i2")
res < abind(res[,1,],res[,2,],res[,1,]+res[,2,],
res < aperm(res, c(1,3,2))
dimnames (res) < dimnames
return(res)

importance sampling case
loss

b ORI

mul ,

rep.Z < length(dimnames (X)$repetition)
num.noise < length(dimnames (X)$noise.level)
rep.mu < length(dimnames (C)$hypothesis)
num.Zs ¢ length(dimnames (X)$Zs)

res < sapply(l:rep.Z, function(i) sapply(l:num.Zs,
sapply (1:num.noise,
sapply (1:rep.mu
t(C[,hyp,il-

hyp,i]-
3,

simplify="array"), simplify="array"),

dimnames (res) < list(hypothesis=1:rep.mu,
,"Z22"), repetition=seq(rep.Z))
dimnames < dimnames (res)
dimnames$Zs < c(dimnames$Zs, "nZi2")
res < abind(res[,,1,],res[,,2,],res[,,1,]l+res[,,2,],

res < aperm(res, c(1,2,4,3))
dimnames (res) < dimnames
return(res)

loss

) ORI

muo ,

rep.Z < length(dimnames (X)$repetition)
num.noise < length(dimnames (X)$noise.level)
rep.mu ¢ length(dimnames (C)$hypothesis)
num.Zs ¢ length(dimnames (X)$Zs)

d < length(dimnames (X)$component)

res < sapply(l:rep.Z, function(i) sapply(l:num.Zs,

sapply (1:num.noise,

rep(1,d)
3,

simplify="array"), simplify="array"),

noise.level=seq(num.noise),

,"noise.level"),
simplify="array")

along=3)

function (z)
function(n)

, function (hyp){
(X[,i,z,n]l+mu0))%*%(CL,

(X[,i,z,n]l+mu0))
simplify="array"),simplify="array")

Zs=c("Z1"

along=4)

function(z)

function (n)

sapply(l:rep.mu,
t(abs(C[,hyp,il-

function (hyp){
(X[,i,z,nl+mu0)))%*%

simplify="array"),simplify="array")
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dimnames (res) ¢ list (hypothesis=1:rep.mu, noise.level=seq(num.noise), Zs=c("Z1"
,"Z2"), repetition=seq(rep.Z))
dimnames < dimnames (res)
dimnames$Zs + c(dimnames$Zs, "nZ12")
res < abind(res[,,1,],res[,,2,],res[,,1,]+res[,,2,], along=4)

res < aperm(res, c(1,2,4,3))
dimnames (res) < dimnames
return(res)

#Calculate boltzman weight, probabiity and partition arrays
# without log-sum-exp trick
get.arrays < function(Cs, data.arr, muO, beta, cost.fun){

d < length(dimnames (data.arr)$component)
num.betas < length(beta)

k < as.numeric(dimnames (data.arr)$sparsity)
num. spars < length (k)

hyp.size < choose(d, k)

max.hyp.size < 27d

Rs < lapply(l:num.spars, function(sp){
R < sapply(as.data.frame(Cs[[spl]),function(hyp) cost.fun(hyp,muO[,sp]l,data
.arr[sp,,,,]), simplify="array")
R < aperm(R,c(4,1,2,3))
names (dimnames (R)) [[1]] < "hypothesis"
return (R)

b

#Calculate boltzman weights

ws < lapply(Rs, function(el) {
w < outer(el, beta, FUN=function(x,y) exp(-y*x))
names (dimnames (w)) [length (names (dimnames (w)))] < "beta"
dimnames (w) [[length(names (dimnames(w)))]] < seq(num.betas)
return (w)

b
names (ws) < 1l:num.spars

#Calculate partition functions

Z < sapply(ws, function(el) apply(el, c("repetition","Zs","noise.level","beta")
,sum) , simplify="array")

Z < aperm(Z, c(5,1,2,3,4))

names (dimnames (Z)) [1] + "sparsity"

dimnames (Z) [[1]] + k

#Calculate gibbs probability distribution over hypothesis space

#prs + lapply (1:num.spars, function(i){

#

# pr < sapply(l:hyp.sizeli], function(j) ws([[i]][j,,1:2,,]1/2Z[%,,1:2,,],
simplify="array")

# pr < aperm(pr, c(5,1,2,3,4))

# dimnames < dimnames (ws [[1]])

# dimnames$Zs < dimnames$Zs[1:2]
# dimnames (pr) < dimnames

# return (pr)

#})

#names (prs) < seq(num.spars)
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}

res < list(Rs=Rs, ws=ws, Z=Z) #, prs=prs

# with log-sum-exzp trick
get.uf.arrays < function(Cs, data.arr, muO, beta, cost.fun){

#cost. fun < cost.mean.n2

d < length(dimnames (data.arr)$component)
num.betas < length(beta)

k < as.numeric(dimnames (data.arr)$sparsity)
num.spars < length (k)

hyp.size + choose(d,k)

max.hyp.size < 27d

Rs < lapply (1:num.spars, function(sp){
R < sapply(as.data.frame(Cs[[spl]),function(hyp) cost.fun(hyp,muO[,sp]l,data
.arr[sp,,,,]), simplify="array")
R < aperm(R,c(4,1,2,3))
names (dimnames (R)) [[1]] < "hypothesis"
return (R)

b

#Calculate -beta*R so that we may apply log-sum-exp trick to deal with
underflow

#Calculate boltzman weights

as < lapply(Rs, function(el) {
a < outer(el, beta, FUN=function(x,y) -y*x)
names (dimnames (a)) [length (names (dimnames (a)))] « "beta"
dimnames (a) [[length(names (dimnames(a)))]] < seq(num.betas)
return(a)

b

names (as) < l:num.spars

#Calculate boltzman weights
logZ <+ sapply(as, function(el){
res < apply(el, c("noise.level","Zs","repetition","beta"), function(vec){
b + max(vec)
return(log(sum(exp(vec-b)))+b)
b
return(res)
}, simplify="array")

logZ < aperm(logZ, c(5,1,2,3,4))
names (dimnames (logZ)) [1] < "sparsity"

dimnames (logZ) [[1]] + k

res < list(Rs=Rs, logZ=logZ) #, prs=prs

#Calculate boltzman weight, probadbiity and partition arrays - sample wversion
# without log-sum-exp trick
get.smpl.arrays < function(reps.mu, data.arr, muO, beta, cost.fun){

d < length(dimnames (data.arr)$component)
reps.Z < length(dimnames (data.arr)$repetition)
num.betas < length(beta)

k < as.numeric(dimnames (data.arr)$sparsity)
num.spars < length(k)

hyp.size < choose(d,k)

max.hyp.size < 27d

# generate a list with the possible hypothesis numbers that can be sampled
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}

hyp.no.list < sapply(hyp.size, function(size) 1:size)

smpls ¢ sapply(l:num.spars, function(sp) sapply(l:reps.Z, function(i) sample(
hyp.no.list[[sp]],size=reps.mu, replace=T) ), simplify="array")

dimnames (smpls) < list(hypothesis=1:reps.mu, repetition=1:reps.Z, sparsity=1:
num. spars)

R < sapply(l:num.spars, function(sp){
R.aux < sapply(l:reps.mu, function(j){
C < sapply(smpls[j,,sp]l, function(i) get.hyp.i(i, d, k[spl))
dimnames (C) < list (component=1:d, repetition=1:reps.Z)
return(cost.fun(C,mu0[,sp],data.arr[sp,,,,]))
}, simplify="array")
R.aux < aperm(R.aux,c(4,1,2,3))
names (dimnames (R.aux)) [1] < "hypothesis"
dimnames (R.aux) [[1]] < 1:reps.mu
return(R.aux)
}, simplify="array")

R + aperm(R, c(5,1,2,3,4))
names (dimnames (R)) [1] < "sparsity"
dimnames (R) [[1]] + k

#Calculate boltzman weights

w < outer (R, beta, FUN=function(x,y) exp(-y*x))

names (dimnames (w)) [length (names (dimnames (w)))] < "beta"
dimnames (w) [[length(names (dimnames (w)))]] < seq(num.betas)

#Calculate partition functions
Z < apply(w, c("sparsity","repetition","Zs","noise.level","beta") ,mean) #*hyp.
size

#Calculate gibbs probability distribution over hypothesis space

#pr < sapply (1:reps.mu, function (i) wl,<,,1:2,,]1/(Z[,,1:2,,]*reps.Z), simplify
="grray")

#pr < aperm(pr, c(1,6,2,3,4,5))

#dimnames < dimnames (w)

#dimnames$Zs < dimnames$Zs [1:2]

#dimnames (pr) < dimnames

res < list(R=R, w=w, Z=Z) #, pr=pr

# with log-sum-exp trick
get.smpl.uf.arrays < function(reps.mu, data.arr, muO, beta, cost.fun){

#cost. fun < cost.mean.smpl.n2

d < length(dimnames (data.arr)$component)
reps.Z < length(dimnames (data.arr)$repetition)
num.betas < length(beta)

k < as.numeric(dimnames (data.arr)$sparsity)
num.spars < length (k)

hyp.size < choose(d,k)

max.hyp.size < 27d

# generate a list with the possible hypothesis numbers that can be sampled
hyp.no.list < sapply(hyp.size, function(size) 1l:size)

smpls < sapply(1:num.spars, function(sp) sapply(l:reps.Z, function(i) sample(
hyp.no.list[[spl],size=reps.mu, replace=T) ), simplify="array")

dimnames (smpls) < list(hypothesis=1:reps.mu, repetition=1:reps.Z, sparsity=1:
num.spars)

R < sapply(l:num.spars, function(sp){
R.aux ¢ sapply(l:reps.mu, function(j){
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C < sapply(smpls[j,,spl, function(i) get.hyp.i(i, d, k[spl))
dimnames (C) < list(component=1:d, repetition=1:reps.Z)
return(cost.fun(C,mu0[,spl],data.arr[sp,,,,]))

}, simplify="array")

R.aux < aperm(R.aux,c(4,1,2,3))

names (dimnames (R.aux)) [1] < "hypothesis"

dimnames (R.aux) [[1]] < 1:reps.mu

return(R.aux)

}, simplify="array")

R + aperm(R, c(5,1,2,3,4))
names (dimnames (R)) [1] < "sparsity"
dimnames (R) [[1]] + k

#Calculate boltzman weights

a < outer (R, beta, FUN=function(x,y) -y*x)

names (dimnames (a)) [length (names (dimnames(a)))] + "beta"
dimnames (a) [[length(names (dimnames(a)))]] < seq(num.betas)

#Calculate boltzman weights
logZ < apply(a, c("sparsity","noise.level","Zs","repetition","beta"), function(
vec)q{
b < max(vec)
res < log(sum(exp(vec-b)))+b
return(res)

b
logZ < logZ - log(reps.mu)

res < list(R=R, logZ=logZ)

#Calculate boltzman weight, probabiity and partition arrays - importance sampling
version

# without log-sum-exp trick

get.imp.smpl.arrays < function(reps.mu, data.arr, muO, beta, cost.fun){

#cost. fun < cost.mean.imp.smpl.n2

d < length(dimnames (data.arr)$component)
reps.Z < length(dimnames (data.arr)$repetition)
num.betas < length(beta)

k < as.numeric(dimnames (data.arr)$sparsity)
num.spars < length (k)

hyp.size < choose(d,k)

max.hyp.size < 27d

# generate a list with the possible hypothesis numbers that can be sampled
#hyp.no.list < sapply (hyp.size, function(size) 1:size)

names (beta) « 1:length(beta)

weights < lapply(k, function(i){
hits.rng < max(0,2*i-d):i
res < rep(1/length(hits.rng), length(hits.rng))
names (res) < hits.rng
return(res)

b

num. type < lapply(k, function(i){
hits.rng < max(0,2*i-d):i
res < choose(i,hits.rng)*choose(d-i, i-(hits.rng))
names (res) < hits.rng
return(res)

b

#lapply (weights, function(el) apply(el,"beta”, sum))
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smpls < sapply(1:num.spars, function(sp) sapply(l:reps.Z, function(i)
as.numeric(sample (names (weights [[spl]),size=reps.mu, replace=T, prob=
weights [[spl])), simplify="array"), simplify="array")

dimnames (smpls) < list (hypothesis=1:reps.mu, repetition=1:reps.Z, sparsity=k)

#get the weights of each sampled hypothestis for when we calculate the weighted
mean Z

reweights < sapply(l:reps.mu, function (hyp)
sapply(l:reps.Z, function(i) sapply(l:num.spars,
function (sp){
indx < match(smpls[hyp,i,spl,names(
weights [[spl]))
(1/reps.mu)*(1/hyp.sizel[spl)*(num.typel[[
spl]l[indx]/weights [[sp]] [indx])
}, simplify="array"), simplify="array"),
simplify="array")

dimnames (reweights) < list(sparsity=k, repetition=1:reps.Z, hypothesis=1:reps.
mu)

reweights < aperm(reweights, c(1,3,2))

C < sapply(1:num.spars, function(sp){

#print (sp)

get.hyp.hit (mu0=mu0[,sp], num.hit=smpls([,,spl)
}, simplify="array")
C < aperm(C, c(4,1,2,3))
names (dimnames (C)) [1] < "sparsity"
dimnames (C) [[1]1] + k

#apply (C,c("sparsity"”, "hypothestis","repetition”), function (vec) sum(vec))
#apply (C[2,,,],c("hypothesis", " "repetition"), function (vec) t(vec)*%hmu0[,2])==
smpls/[,,2]

R < sapply(l:num.spars, function(sp) cost.fun(C=C[sp,,,], muO=muO[,sp], X=data.
arr[sp,,,,]), simplify="array")

R + aperm(R, c(5,1,2,3,4))
names (dimnames (R)) [1] < "sparsity"
dimnames (R) [[1]] + k

#apply (R, c("sparsity","noise. level "), summary)

#Calculate boltzman weights

w < outer (R, beta, FUN=function(x,y) exp(-y*x))

names (dimnames (w)) [length (names (dimnames (w)))] < "beta"
dimnames (w) [[length(names (dimnames (w)))]] < seq(num.betas)

#Calculate partition functions
Z < sapply(l:num.noise, function(noi)
sapply(1:3, function(z)
sapply (1:num.betas, function(bet)
wl,,noi,z,,bet]*reweights
,simplify="array"), simplify="array"),
simplify="array")

names (dimnames (Z)) [(length (names (dimnames (Z))) -2) : length (names (dimnames (Z)))] <«
c("beta","Zs","noise.level")

dimnames (Z) [[(length(names (dimnames (Z)))-2)]] « seq(num.betas)

dimnames (Z) [[(length(names (dimnames (Z)))-1)]] < c("Z1","Z2","nZ12")

dimnames (Z) [[(length(names (dimnames(Z))))]] + seq(num.noise)
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Z < apply(Z, c("sparsity","repetition","Zs","noise.level","beta"),sum) #*xhyp.
size

Z < aperm(Z, c(1,4,3,2,5))

#Calculate gibbs probability distribution over hypothesis space

pr < sapply(l:reps.mu, function(i) w(l,i,,1:2,,]1/(Z[,,1:2,,]l*reps.Z), simplify="
array")

pr < aperm(pr, c(1,6,2,3,4,5))

dimnames < dimnames (w)

dimnames$Zs < dimnames$Zs [1:2]

dimnames (pr) < dimnames

res < list(R=R, w=w, pr=pr, Z=Z)

}

# with log-sum-exzp trick
get.imp.smpl.uf.arrays < function(reps.mu, data.arr, muO, beta, cost.fun){

#cost. fun < cost.mean.imp.smpl.n2

d < length(dimnames (data.arr)$component)
reps.Z < length(dimnames (data.arr)$repetition)
num.betas < length(beta)

k < as.numeric(dimnames (data.arr)$sparsity)
num.spars < length (k)

hyp.size + choose(d,k)

max.hyp.size < 27d

# generate a list with the possible hypothesis numbers that can be sampled
#hyp.no.list < sapply (hyp.size, function(size) 1:size)

names (beta) < 1:length(beta)

weights < lapply(k, function(i){
hits.rng + max(0,2*i-d):i
res < rep(1/length(hits.rng), length(hits.rng))
names (res) <+ hits.rng
return(res)

b

num.type < lapply(k, function(i){
hits.rng + max(0,2*i-d):i
res < choose(i,hits.rng)*choose(d-i, i-(hits.rng))
names (res) < hits.rng
return(res)

b

#lapply (weights, function(el) apply(el,"beta”, sum))

smpls ¢ sapply(1:num.spars, function(sp) sapply(l:reps.Z, function(i)
as.numeric (sample (names (weights [[sp]]) ,size=reps.mu, replace=T, prob=
weights [[spl])), simplify="array"), simplify="array")

dimnames (smpls) < list(hypothesis=1:reps.mu, repetition=1:reps.Z, sparsity=k)

#get the weights of each sampled hypothesis for when we calculate the weighted
mean Z

reweights < sapply(l:reps.mu, function(hyp)
sapply(l1:reps.Z, function(i) sapply(1l:num.spars,
function(sp){

indx < match(smpls[hyp,i,sp],names(
weights [[spl]1))

return((1/reps.mu)*(1/hyp.size[spl) *(num.
type [[spl][indx]/weights [[sp]] [indx])
)

}, simplify="array"), simplify="array"),
simplify="array")
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dimnames (reweights) < list(sparsity=k, repetition=1:reps.Z, hypothesis=1:reps.
mu)

reweights < aperm(reweights, c(1,3,2))

#lets check that the reweights add up to one, or 1/reps.mu in this case since
we already added that
# apply (reweights, c("sparsity"”, "repetition"), sum); 1/reps.mu

C < sapply(l:num.spars, function(sp){
#print (sp)
get.hyp.hit (muO=muO[,sp]l, num.hit=smplsl[,,spl)
}, simplify="array")
C < aperm(C, c(4,1,2,3))
names (dimnames (C)) [1] < "sparsity"
dimnames (C) [[1]1] + k

#apply (C,c("sparsity"”, "hypothesis","repetition"”), function(vec) sum(vec))
#apply (C[2,,,],c("hypothesis", "repetition"), function(vec) t(vec)*x%mu0[,2])==
smpls/[,,2]

R < sapply(l:num.spars, function(sp) cost.fun(C=C[sp,,,], muO=muO[,sp], X=data.
arr[sp,,,,]), simplify="array")

R + aperm(R, c(5,1,2,3,4))

names (dimnames (R)) [1] < "sparsity"
dimnames (R) [[1]1] + k

#apply (R, c("sparsity”,"noise.level "), summary)

#Calculate -beta*R so that we may apply log-sum-exp trick to deal with
underflow

a < outer (R, beta, FUN=function(x,y) -y*x)

names (dimnames (a)) [length (names (dimnames(a)))] <+ "beta"

dimnames (a) [[length(names (dimnames (a)))]] < seq(num.betas)

b < apply(a, c("sparsity","noise.level","Zs","repetition","beta") ,max)

#Calculate boltzman weights

w < apply(a, c("sparsity","noise.level","Zs","repetition","beta"), function(vec
) exp(vec-max(vec)))

w < aperm(w, c(2,1,3,4,5,6))

#Calculate partition functions
Z < sapply(l:num.noise, function(noi)
sapply (1:3, function(z)
sapply (1:num.betas, function(bet)
wl,,noi,z,,bet]l*reweights
,simplify="array"), simplify="array"),
simplify="array")

names (dimnames (Z)) [(length (names (dimnames (Z))) -2) : length(names (dimnames (Z)))] +
c("beta","Zs","noise.level")

dimnames (Z) [[(length (names (dimnames (Z)))-2)]] < seq(num.betas)

dimnames (Z) [[(length(names (dimnames (Z)))-1)1] <« c("Z1","Z2","nZ12")

dimnames (Z) [[(length (names (dimnames (Z))))]] + seq(num.noise)

Z < apply(Z, c("sparsity","repetition","Zs","noise.level","beta"),sum) #*xhyp.
size

Z + aperm(Z, c(1,4,3,2,5))

logZ < log(Z) + D
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res < list(R=R, w=w, Z=Z, logZ=logZ)
}

#calculate information content, average info. content and generalization capactity
# exhaustive algo.
get.info < function(hyp.size, logZ){

cardinality < array(hyp.size, dim=dim(logZ[,,1,,]), dimnames=dimnames (logZ
[,,1,,1))

num.noise ¢ length(dimnames (logZ)$noise.level)
#Calculate Information Content
info.content + log(cardinality) + logZ[,,3,,] - logz[,,1,,] -logzl[,,2,,]

#Calculate average information content
avg.info.content < apply(info.content, c("sparsity","noise.level","beta"), mean

)

#Calculate standard deviation information content
sd.info.content < apply(info.content, c("sparsity","noise.level","beta"), sd)

#0btain generalization capacity and corresponding beta
indx.beta.opt < apply(avg.info.content,c("sparsity","noise.level"),which.max)
gen.capacity ¢ apply(avg.info.content,c("sparsity","noise.level") ,max)

indx.arr < melt(indx.beta.opt)

names (indx.arr) [3] < "beta"

indx.arr$sparsity < match(indx.arr$sparsity, k)

indx.arr$sd < sd.info.content[as.matrix(indx.arr)]

sd.gen.capacity ¢ cast(indx.arr, sparsity~noise.level, value="sd")
sd.gen.capacity ¢ as.matrix(sd.gen.capacity[,2:dim(sd.gen.capacity) [2]11)
dimnames (sd.gen.capacity) < dimnames (gen.capacity)

return(list(info.content=info.content, avg.info.content=avg.info.content, sd.
info.content=sd.info.content, indx.beta.opt=indx.beta.opt ,gen.capacity=gen
.capacity, sd.gen.capacity=sd.gen.capacity))
}

#calculate information content, average info. content and genmeralization capacity
# sampling algo.
get.smpl.info < function(hyp.size, logZ){

k < as.numeric(dimnames (logZ) $sparsity)

num.noise < length(dimnames (logZ)$noise.level)
#Calculate Information Content

info.content «+ logz(,,3,,] - logzl,,1,,] -logZl,,2,,]

#Calculate average information content
avg.info.content < apply(info.content, c("sparsity","noise.level","beta"), mean

)

#Calculate standard deviation information content
sd.info.content < apply(info.content, c("sparsity","noise.level","beta"), sd)

#0btain genmeralization capacity and corresponding beta
indx.beta.opt < apply(avg.info.content,c("sparsity","noise.level") ,which.max)
gen.capacity < apply(avg.info.content,c("sparsity","noise.level") ,max)

indx.arr < melt(indx.beta.opt)

names (indx.arr) [3] < "beta"

indx.arr$sparsity < match(indx.arr$sparsity, k)

indx.arr$sd < sd.info.content[as.matrix(indx.arr)]

sd.gen.capacity ¢ cast(indx.arr, sparsity~noise.level, value="sd")
sd.gen.capacity « as.matrix(sd.gen.capacity[,2:dim(sd.gen.capacity) [2]])
dimnames (sd.gen.capacity) < dimnames (gen.capacity)

return(list (info.content=info.content, avg.info.content=avg.info.content, sd.
info.content=sd.info.content, indx.beta.opt=indx.beta.opt ,gen.capacity=gen
.capacity, sd.gen.capacity=sd.gen.capacity))
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# importance sampling algo.
get.imp.smpl.info < function(hyp.size, logZ){

k <+ as.numeric(dimnames (logZ)$sparsity)

num.noise < length(dimnames (logZ)$noise.level)

#Calculate Information Content

info.content <« logZ[,,3,,] - logzl,,1,,] -logZl,,2,,] #+ log(hyp.size)

#Calculate average information content
avg.info.content < apply(info.content, c("sparsity","noise.level","beta"), mean

)

#Calculate standard deviation information content
sd.info.content ¢ apply(info.content, c("sparsity","noise.level","beta"), sd)

#0btain generalization capacity and corresponding beta
indx.beta.opt < apply(avg.info.content,c("sparsity","noise.level"),which.max)
gen.capacity ¢ apply(avg.info.content,c("sparsity","noise.level") ,max)

indx.arr < melt(indx.beta.opt)

names (indx.arr) [3] < "beta"

indx.arr$sparsity < match(indx.arr$sparsity, k)

indx.arr$sd < sd.info.content[as.matrix(indx.arr)]

sd.gen.capacity < cast(indx.arr, sparsity~noise.level, value="sd")
sd.gen.capacity < as.matrix(sd.gen.capacity[,2:dim(sd.gen.capacity) [2]1])
dimnames (sd.gen.capacity) < dimnames(gen.capacity)

return(list (info.content=info.content, avg.info.content=avg.info.content, sd.
info.content=sd.info.content, indx.beta.opt=indx.beta.opt ,gen.capacity=gen
.capacity, sd.gen.capacity=sd.gen.capacity))
}

#plot avg info. content vs beta for different mnoise levels
plot.avg.info.content < function(info, beta, noise.level, choose.noise, choose.
sparsity){

choose.num.noise < length(choose.noise)
choose.num.sparsity < length(choose.sparsity)
k < as.numeric(dimnames (info$info.content)$sparsity)

for(j in 1:choose.num.sparsity){
plot(beta, info$avg.info.content[choose.sparsity[j],choose.noise[1],], type="1"
, ylim=c(-0.5,max(info$avg.info.content [choose.sparsity[j]l,choose.noise,])*
1.1), xlab="beta",ylab="Average Information Content", main=paste("sparsity
= ",k[choose.sparsity[jl]))
for(i in 1:choose.num.noise){
lines (beta, info$avg.info.content [choose.sparsity[j],choose.noise[i],], col
=i)
lines(x=betal[info$indx.beta.opt[choose.sparsity[j]l,choose.noise[i]]], info$
gen.capacity[choose.sparsity[j],choose.noise[i]], type="p", col=i)
text (x=betal[info$indx.beta.opt[choose.sparsity[jl,choose.noise[i]l]l],y=info$
gen.capacity[choose.sparsity[j], choose.noise[i]]+0.1,labels=round(
noise.level[choose.noise[i]],1),cex=0.8)
}
}
abline (h=0, col="grey")

for(i in 1:choose.num.noise){
plot (beta, info$avg.info.content[choose.sparsity[1],choose.noise[i],], type="1"
, ylim=c(-0.5,max(info$avg.info.content [choose.sparsity,choose.noise[i],])*
1.1), xlab="beta",ylab="Average Information Content", main=paste("noise
level = ",round(noise.level[choose.noise[i]],1)))
for(j in 1:choose.num.sparsity){
lines(beta, info$avg.info.content[choose.sparsity[j],choose.noise[i],], col
=j)
lines (x=betal[info$indx.beta.opt [choose.sparsity[j],choose.noise[i]]], info$
gen.capacity[choose.sparsity[j],choose.noise[i]], type="p", col=j)
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text (x=betal[info$indx.beta.opt [choose.sparsity[jl,choose.noise[i]]],y=info$
gen.capacity[choose.sparsity[j], choose.noise[i]]+0.1,labels=k[choose.
sparsity[jl],cex=0.8)
}
}
abline (h=0,col="grey")
}

#plot gemeralization capacity vs notise level
plot.gen.capacity < function(n, noise.level, prs, info, Cs, muO, choose.sparsity)

{
d + dim(Cs [[1]]) [1]

reps < length(dimnames (prs[[1]])$repetition)
num.noise < length(noise.level)

bayes.hit < (pnorm(sqrt(mn)/(2*noise.level)))"d
bayes.error < 1-bayes.hit

num.spars < length(prs)

indx.mat < melt(info$indx.beta.opt)
colnames (indx.mat) [3] < "beta"
pr.opt < lapply(l:num.spars, function(i) apply(prs[[il]l, c("hypothesis",
repetition","Zs"), function(mat) mat[as.matrix(indx.mat[which(indx.mat$
sparsity==i),c("noise.level”,"beta")])1))
names (pr.opt) < 1l:num.spars
pr.opt < lapply(pr.opt, function(el){
names (dimnames (el)) [1] < "noise.level"
dimnames (el) [[1]] < 1:num.noise
el < aperm(el, c(2,3,4,1))
return(el)
B
indx.true.hyp < sapply(l:num.spars, function(i) which(apply(Cs[[i]]==muO[,i],
"hypothesis", all)))
pr.gibbs.true < sapply(l:num.spars, function(i) apply(pr.opt[[i]][indx.true.
hyp[il,,1,], c("noise.level"), mean))
names (dimnames (pr.gibbs.true)) < c("noise.level","sparsity")
dimnames (pr.gibbs.true)$noise.level < l:num.noise
dimnames (pr.gibbs.true)$sparsity < 1l:num.spars

"

plot (noise.level, pr.opt[[choose.sparsity]]l[indx.true.hypl[choose.sparsity
1,1,1,1, type="1",ylim=range (pr.opt[[choose.sparsity]][indx.true.hypl[choose
.sparsityl,,,]))

for(i in 1:reps) for(j in 1:2) lines(noise.level, pr.opt[[choose.sparsity]]l[
indx.true.hyp[choose.sparsityl,i,j,])

lines(noise.level, pr.gibbs.true[,choose.sparsity], col="blue")

y.gen < pretty(c(0,info$gen.capacity[choose.sparsity,]))

# add extra rToom to the left of the plot

par (oma=c(0,2,0,0))

#generalization capacity

plot(x=noise.level, y=info$gen.capacity[choose.sparsity,], col=’blue’, type=’1
>, ylim=range(y.gen), main=paste("Generalization capacity by noise level,
sparsity= ", k[choose.sparsity]), xlab=’noise level’, ylab=’’,xaxt=’n’,
yaxt=’n’, lwd=0.75)

abline (h=0, col="grey")

axis (2, col=’blue’, at=y.gen, labels=y.gen)

#gibbs probability

par (new=T)

plot (x=noise.level, y=pr.gibbs.truel,choose.sparsity]l, ylim=c(0,1),col=’red’,
type=’1’, 1lwd=0.75,xaxt=’n’, axes=F, ylab=’’)

axis(side=2, at=y.gen/max(y.gen), labels=round(y.gen/max(y.gen),1), col=’red’,
line=2)

#1-bayes error

par (new=T)

plot (x=noise.level, y=bayes.hit, ylim=c(0,1),col=’green’, type=’1l’, 1lwd=0.75,
xaxt=’n’, axes=F, ylab=’’)
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axis(side=2, at=y.gen/max(y.gen), labels=rep("",length(y.gen)), col=’green’,
line=2.1)

#legend

legend (x=0, y=.8, legend=c(’gen. cap’, ’sd. info cont’,’gibbs true’, ’1-bayes
err.’), col=c("blue","black","red","green"), lwd=c(3.5, 3.5, 3.5))

#standar deviation wnformation content

par (new=T)

plot (x=noise.level, y=info$sd.gen.capacityl[choose.sparsity,], ylim=c(0,max(
info$sd.gen.capacity[choose.sparsity,])),col="black’, type=’1l’, 1lwd=0.75,
xaxt=’n’, axes=F, ylab=’’)

axis(side=2, at=y.gen/max(y.gen)*max(info$sd.gen.capacityl[choose.sparsity,]),
labels=round(y.gen/max(y.gen)*max(info$sd.gen.capacity)), col=’black’,

line=4)
#r-axts
axis(side=1, at=noise.level, labels=round (noise.level , 1))

abline (v=noise.level, col=’grey’, lwd=0.5)

#All sparsities
y.gen < pretty(c(0,gen.capacity))
# add extra rToom to the left of the plot
par (oma=c(0,2,0,0))
#generalization capacity
plot (x=noise.level, y=info$gen.capacity[1l, ], col=’blue’, type=’1l’, ylim=
range (y.gen), main="Generalization capacity by noise level and sparsity",
xlab=’noise level’, ylab=’’, 1lwd=0.75)
for(i in 1:num.spars) lines(x=noise.level, y=info$gen.capacityl[i, ], col=i)
#T-azTis
axis(side=1, at=noise.level, labels=round(noise.level, 1))
abline (v=noise.level, col=’grey’, lwd=0.5)
legend (x=10, y=5, legend=paste("sparsity = ", 1l:num.spars), col=1:num.spars,
lwd=c (3.5, 3.5, 3.5))

}

#plot gemeralization capacity vs noise level
plot.smpl.gen.capacity < function(d, n, noise.level, info){

reps.Z < length(dimnames (info$info.content)$repetition)
num.noise < length(noise.level)

bayes.hit < (pnorm(sqrt(n)/(2*noise.level)))"d
bayes.error < 1-bayes.hit

y.gen < pretty(c(0,info$gen.capacity))

# add extra rToom to the left of the plot

par (oma=c (0,2,0,0))

#generalization capacity

plot(x=noise.level, y=info$gen.capacity, col=’blue’, type=’1l’, ylim=range(y.
gen), main="Generalization capacity by noise level", xlab=’noise level’,
ylab=’’,xaxt=’n’, yaxt=’n’, 1lwd=0.75)

#segments (z0=noise.level, yO=info$gen.capacity-info$sd.gen.capacity, zl1 =
noise.level, yl = info$gen.capacity+info$sd.gen.capacity, col="grey", luwd
=3)

abline (h=0, col="grey")

axis (2, col=’blue’, at=y.gen, labels=y.gen)

#1-bayes error

par (new=T)

plot (x=noise.level, y=bayes.hit, ylim=c(0,1),col=’green’, type=’1l’, 1lwd=0.75,

xaxt=’n’, axes=F, ylab=’’)

axis(side=2, at=y.gen/max(y.gen), labels=rep("",length(y.gen)), col=’green’,
line=2.1)

legend (x=0, y=.8, legend=c(’gen. cap’, ’sd. info cont’, ’1-bayes err.’), col=c

("blue","black","green"), lwd=c(3.5, 3.5, 3.5))
#standar deviation tnformation content
par (new=T)
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plot (x=noise.level, y=info$sd.gen.capacity, ylim=c(0,max(info$sd.gen.capacity)
),col="black’, type=’1l’, 1lwd=0.75,xaxt=’n’, axes=F, ylab=’’)

axis(side=2, at=y.gen/max(y.gen)*max(info$sd.gen.capacity), labels=round(y.gen
/max (y.gen)*max (info$sd.gen.capacity)), col=’black’, line=4)

#r-azxis
axis(side=1, at=noise.level, labels=round(noise.level ,1))
abline (v=noise.level, col=’grey’, 1lwd=0.5)

}

#obtain generalization capactity and standard deviation of information content
get.gen.capacity < function(data.arr, Cs, muO, beta, cost.fun){

hyp.size < sapply(Cs, function(x) dim(x) [2])

arrays < get.uf.arrays(Cs, data.arr, muO, beta, cost.fun)
info - get.info(hyp.size, arrays$logZ)
return(list (arrays=arrays, info=info))

}

#obtain generalization capacity and standard deviation of information content -
sample wversion
get.smpl.gen.capacity < function(reps.mu, data.arr, muO, beta, cost.fun){

d < dim(data.arr) ["component"]
k < as.numeric(dimnames (data.arr)$sparsity)
hyp.size < choose(d,k)

arrays < get.smpl.uf.arrays(reps.mu, data.arr, muO, beta, cost.fun)
info < get.smpl.info(hyp.size, logZ=arrays$logZ)
return(list (arrays=arrays, info=info))

}

#obtain generalization capacity and standard deviation of information content -
tmportance sample version
get.imp.smpl.gen.capacity < function(reps.mu, data.arr, muO, beta, cost.fun){

d < dim(data.arr) ["component"]

k < as.numeric(dimnames (data.arr)$sparsity)

hyp.size « choose(d,k)

arrays < get.imp.smpl.uf.arrays(reps.mu, data.arr, muO, beta, cost.fun)
info < get.imp.smpl.info(hyp.size, logZ=arrays$logZ)

return(list (arrays=arrays, info=info))

A.2 Script

library (ggplot2)
library (reshape)
library (abind)

source("./functions.R")

HARRAARRURRRRB BB BB RBR BB R R RRRARRRRRRR R B BB BB RRB BB RRRRRARARRRR R BBR BB R RBRB BB RRAH
# Set Parameters
HARRARRAARRRRBR R BB RBRRRBRRRRRAARRRRRR R BR BB RRRBBRRRRRRARRRRRRR R BRBRRRBRBR R RS

n < 100

reps.Z < 100
reps.mu < 1000
d < 10
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k < c(1,4)

num.spars < length (k)

hyp.size < choose(d,k)

max.hyp.size < 27d

set.seed (1)

C < get.hyp.sp(d)

Cs < get.res.hyp.sp(d, k)

mu0 ¢ sapply(Cs, function(mat) mat[,sample(l:ncol(mat),size=1)1) # the
"true" localization parameter

dimnames (mu0) < list (component=1:d, sparsity=k)

num.noise < 20

noise.level < seq(0.1,15,length.out=num.noise)

dim.data < c(sparsity=num.spars,component=d,repetition=reps.Z,Zs=2, noise=num.
noise)

dimnames.data < list(sparsity=k, component=seq(d),repetition=seq(reps.Z),Zs=c("Z1
","Z2"), noise.level=seq(num.noise))

num.betas < 100

beta < seq(le-12, 100, length.out=num.betas)

(I T I T IEI I LTI LTI T TTIET I T T TZTI T ITFZTI T TZ I T ITZ I ITTTITZ T EES
# Script
(XTI T XTI ET XTI ET XTI TT LTI ET I XTI TZLITZI XTI EZI T ETTIEZTIEZITTIEZTIEZTEES

#simulate data
set.seed (4)
data.arr < sim.data(n, noise.level, dim.data, dimnames.data)

#calculate gen capacity

res.mean.n?2 < get.gen.capacity(data.arr, Cs, muO, beta, cost.mean.n2)

res.smpl.mean.n2 < get.smpl.gen.capacity(reps.mu, data.arr, muO, beta, cost.
mean.smpl.n2)

res.imp.smpl.mean.n2 ¢ get.imp.smpl.gen.capacity(reps.mu, data.arr, muO, beta,
cost.mean.imp.smpl.n2)

res.mean.nl < get.gen.capacity(data.arr, Cs, muO, beta, cost.mean.nl)

res.smpl.mean.nl < get.smpl.gen.capacity(reps.mu, data.arr, muO, beta, cost.
mean.smpl.nl)

res.imp.smpl.mean.nl < get.imp.smpl.gen.capacity(reps.mu, data.arr, muO, beta,
cost.mean.imp.smpl.nl)

[y s e EEE LT LT EETEETEETEETEETIETEETEL T LTS
#Compare sampling and exzhaustive methods for 1 d
HAHRRBARBARBHARBARBARBHRRRARRBARBABRBRRBRRBARBHBRBR BB RBRRARH

RABUBUBUBUBUABABBABURBHABHRABBLBHH
# R(mu,X)=sum(mu-X_bar) "2
RABUBBHBUBABBABBRBHABRABRARRARHH

HABURBRBHRBHRBRAHY
# Gen. capactity
HAHUBRARRBRARHBRARY

choose.sparsity <« 2

max.gen < max(c(res.mean.n2$info$gen.capacity[choose.sparsity,],res.smpl.mean.n2$
info$gen.capacity[choose.sparsity,],res.imp.smpl.mean.n2$info$gen.capacityl
choose.sparsity,]))

plot(noise.level ,res.mean.n2$info$gen.capacity[choose.sparsity,], ylim=c(0,max.
gen) ,col="black",pch=1,type="b", xlab="noise level", ylab="generalization
capacity", main="generalization capacity vs. noise")

lines (noise.level ,res.smpl.mean.n2$info$gen.capacity[choose.sparsity,], col="blue
" s type="b" ,PCh=2)

lines(noise.level ,res.imp.smpl.mean.n2$info$gen.capacity[choose.sparsity,], col="
green", type="b",pch=3)
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legend (’topright’, legend=c(’exhaustive’,’sampling’,’imp. sampling’), col=c("
black","blue","green"),pch=c(1,2,3),1lwd=c(3.5, 3.5, 3.5))

RARRRABRARARRARHAY
# SD Info Content
RARBRABRARABRARHAS

max.gen < max(c(res.mean.n2$info$sd.gen.capacity[choose.sparsity,],res.smpl.mean.
n2$info$sd.gen.capacity[choose.sparsity,],res.imp.smpl.mean.n2$info$sd.gen.
capacity [choose.sparsity,]))

plot(noise.level ,res.mean.n2$info$sd.gen.capacity[choose.sparsity,], ylim=c(0,max
.gen) ,col="black",pch=1,type="b", xlab="noise level", ylab="std dev info",
main="std. dev. info. content vs. noise")

lines(noise.level ,res.smpl.mean.n2$info$sd.gen.capacity[choose.sparsity,], col="
blue", type="b",pch=2)

lines(noise.level ,res.imp.smpl.mean.n2$info$sd.gen.capacity[choose.sparsity,],
col="green", type="b",pch=3)

legend (’topright’, legend=c(’exhaustive’,’sampling’,’imp. sampling’), col=c("
black","blue","green") ,pch=c(1,2,3),1lwd=c(3.5, 3.5, 3.5))

RABUABUABBARRABRABABUBRBRRBRHRBHRH
# R(mu,X)=sum(/mu-X_bar/)
RABUABHHABRARRABRABABBABHRABRHRBHRH

HHUUARAABURRAARRRAAH
# Gen. capacity
HHARRARBURRAARRRARAH

choose.sparsity <+ 2

max.gen < max(c(res.mean.ni$info$gen.capacity[choose.sparsity,],res.smpl.mean.nl$
info$gen.capacity[choose.sparsity,],res.imp.smpl.mean.ni$info$gen.capacityl
choose.sparsity,]))

plot(noise.level ,res.mean.nl$info$gen.capacity[choose.sparsity,], ylim=c(0,max.
gen) ,col="black",pch=1,type="b", xlab="noise level", ylab="generalization
capacity", main="generalization capacity vs. noise")

lines(noise.level ,res.smpl.mean.nl$info$gen.capacity[choose.sparsity,], col="blue
", type="b",pch=2)

lines(noise.level ,res.imp.smpl.mean.nl$info$gen.capacityl[choose.sparsity,], col="
green", type="b",pch=3)

legend (’topright’, legend=c(’exhaustive’,’sampling’,’imp. sampling’), col=c("
black","blue","green") ,pch=c(1,2,3),1lwd=c(3.5, 3.5, 3.5))

RUHURBURHR BB RBYHHY
# SD Info Content
RUHBRARBHRRBHRHARHHY

max.gen < max(c(res.mean.nl$info$sd.gen.capacity[choose.sparsity,],res.smpl.mean.
ni$info$sd.gen.capacity[choose.sparsity,],res.imp.smpl.mean.nl$info$sd.gen.
capacity[choose.sparsity,]))

plot(noise.level ,res.mean.ni$info$sd.gen.capacity[choose.sparsity,], ylim=c(0,max
.gen) ,col="black",pch=1,type="b", xlab="noise level", ylab="std dev info",
main="std. dev. info. content vs. noise")

lines(noise.level ,res.smpl.mean.nl$info$sd.gen.capacity[choose.sparsity,], col="
blue", type="b",pch=2)

lines(noise.level ,res.imp.smpl.mean.ni$info$sd.gen.capacity[choose.sparsity,],
col="green", type="b",pch=3)

legend (’topright’, legend=c(’exhaustive’,’sampling’,’imp. sampling’), col=c("
black","blue","green"),pch=c(1,2,3),1lwd=c(3.5, 3.5, 3.5))

RARRRBARARBABARRRARBABARRRARBABRRRRRRBABRRARRARARRRARH

# Compare cost functions for exhaustive method only

HHURAARBARARBAARBRARBAARBRARBRAARBRRRBRARBRAARBARR AR H

choose.sparsity <+ 2
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max.gen < max(c(res.mean.nl$info$gen.capacity[choose.sparsity,],res.mean.n2$info$
gen.capacity[choose.sparsity,]))

plot(noise.level ,res.mean.n2$info$gen.capacity[choose.sparsity,], ylim=c(0,max.
gen) ,col="black",pch=1,type="b", xlab="noise level", ylab="generalization
capacity", main="generalization capacity vs. noise")

lines(noise.level ,res.mean.nl$info$gen.capacity[choose.sparsity,], col="blue",
type="b",pch=2)

legend (’topright’, legend=c(’squared loss’,’absolute loss’), col=c("black","blue"
) ,pch=c(1,2),1lwd=c (3.5, 3.5))

[ F T LT EETTET LT EET LT EETEETEETEETEETEETEETEETEETEE T
#Compare sampling and exzhaustive methods for a few d
fE L E s E T E e EE T E LT EETEETEETEETEETEETEETEETEE TS

#Now we obtain gen capacity and sd.gen capacity, for exhaustive and sampling
methods and for noise = 1,2 and d=3,...,d.maz

#Parameters

n < 100

reps.Z < 100

reps.mu < 500

k < c(1,4)

num.spars < length (k)

noise.level < c(2,4)

num.noise < length(noise.level)

choose.sparsity <« 2

d.max < 20

finish < 0

ds < 6:d.max

num.ds ¢ length(ds)

dimnames < list (components=ds, noise=noise.level, sim.method=c("exhaustive","
sampling","imp.samp"), cost.function=c("mean.n2","mean.nl"))

gen.capacity < array(NA, dim=c(length(ds), num.noise,3,2) , dimnames=dimnames)

sd.gen.capacity < array(NA,dim=c(length(ds), num.noise,3,2), dimnames=dimnames)

num.betas < 100

beta.min < 1e-12

beta.max < 100

beta < exp(seq(log(beta.min), log(beta.max), length.out=num.betas))
beta.opt.nl < matrix(NA, num.ds, num.noise)

beta.opt.n2 < matrix(NA, num.ds, num.noise)

for(i in 1:length(ds)){
start < proc.time () [1]

hyp.size ¢« choose(ds[i], k)

max.hyp.size < 27d.max

#set.seed (1)

C + get.hyp.sp(ds[il)

Cs < get.res.hyp.sp(ds[i], k)

mu0 < sapply(Cs, function(mat) mat[,sample(l:ncol(mat),size=1)]) #
the "true" localization parameter

dimnames (mu0) < list(component=1:ds[i], sparsity=k)

dim.data < c(sparsity=num.spars,component=ds[i],repetition=reps.Z,Zs=2, noise=
num.noise)

dimnames.data < list(sparsity=k, component=seq(ds[i]),repetition=seq(reps.Z),Zs
=c("Z1","Z2"), noise.level=seq(num.noise))

#set.seed (4)

data.arr < sim.data(n, noise.level, dim.data, dimnames.data)

res.mean.n2 < get.gen.capacity(data.arr, Cs, mu0O, beta, cost.mean.n2)

res.smpl.mean.n2 < get.smpl.gen.capacity(reps.mu, data.arr, muO, beta, cost
.mean.smpl.n2)

res.imp.smpl.mean.n2 ¢ get.imp.smpl.gen.capacity(reps.mu, data.arr, muO, beta,
cost.mean.imp.smpl.n2)

res.mean.nl < get.gen.capacity(data.arr, Cs, muO, beta, cost.mean.nl)

res.smpl.mean.nl < get.smpl.gen.capacity(reps.mu, data.arr, muO, beta, cost
.mean.smpl.nl)
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res.imp.smpl.mean.nl ¢ get.imp.smpl.gen.capacity(reps.mu, data.arr, muO, beta,
cost.mean.imp.smpl.nl)
beta.opt.n2[i,] « betal[res.imp.smpl.mean.n2$info$indx.beta.opt[choose.sparsity
11
beta.opt.n1[i,] < betalres.imp.smpl.mean.nl$info$indx.beta.opt[choose.sparsity
,1]
print ("beta opt n2")
print (beta.opt.n2[i,])
print ("beta opt nl")
print (beta.opt.n1[i,])
beta.min.aux < min(beta.opt.n2[i,],beta.opt.n1[i,])*0.5
beta.max.aux < max(beta.opt.n2[i,],beta.opt.n1[i,])*1.5
beta < exp(seq(log(beta.min.aux), log(beta.max.aux), length.out=num.betas))
print ("new beta range")
print (paste (round (beta.min.aux,4),"-",round(beta.max.aux,4), sep=""))
gen.capacity[i,,1,1] < res.mean.n2$info$gen.capacity[choose.sparsity,]
gen.capacity[i,,2,1] < res.smpl.mean.n2$info$gen.capacity[choose.sparsity,]
gen.capacity[i,,3,1] < res.imp.smpl.mean.n2$info$gen.capacity[choose.
sparsity,]
sd.gen.capacity[i,,1,1] < res.mean.n2$info$sd.gen.capacity[choose.sparsity,]
sd.gen.capacity[i,,2,1] < res.smpl.mean.n2$info$sd.gen.capacity[choose.sparsity
5]
sd.gen.capacity[i,,3,1] < res.imp.smpl.mean.n2$info$sd.gen.capacity[choose.
sparsity,]
gen.capacity[i,,1,2] < res.mean.nl$info$gen.capacity[choose.sparsity,]
gen.capacityl[i, ,2,2] < res.smpl.mean.nl$info$gen.capacity[choose.sparsity,]
gen.capacityl[i,,3,2] < res.imp.smpl.mean.nl$infoPgen.capacity[choose.
sparsity,]
sd.gen.capacity[i,,1,2] < res.mean.ni$info$sd.gen.capacity[choose.sparsity,]
sd.gen.capacity[i,,2,2] < res.smpl.mean.nl$info$sd.gen.capacity[choose.sparsity
)]
sd.gen.capacity[i,,3,2] < res.imp.smpl.mean.nl$info$sd.gen.capacity[choose.
sparsity,]
finish + c(finish, (proc.time() [1] - start))
print ("d")
print (ds[il)
print ("finish")
print (finish)
}
finish - finish[2:length(finish)]
plot(ds, finish)
RARRABHARRABHABHABHAARARRARRARRH
# R(mu,X)=sum(mu-X_bar) "2
HARABHABHABRABHABHARARRARRARRAHR
HHARBARRBRARRRBRARH
# Gen. capacity
HHURBARRBBRARRBRARY
max.gen < max(gen.capacityl,,,1])
plot (ds,gen.capacity[,1,1,1], ylim=c(0,max.gen),col="blue",pch=1,type="b", xlab="
Dimension d", ylab="generalization capacity", main="generalization capacity
vs. dimension")
lines(ds,gen.capacity[,2,1,1], col="blue", type="b",pch=2)
lines(ds,gen.capacity[,1,2,1], col="red", type="b",pch=1)
lines(ds,gen.capacity[,2,2,1], col="red", type="b",pch=2)
lines(ds,gen.capacity[,1,3,1], col="green", type="b",pch=1)
lines(ds,gen.capacity[,2,3,1], col="green", type="b",pch=2)
legend (’topleft’, legend=c(paste(’noise ’,noise.level[l],’- exhaustive’, sep="")
,paste(’noise ’,noise.level[2],’ - exhaustive’, sep=""),paste(’noise ’,noise.
level[1],’ - sampling’, sep=""),paste(’noise ’,noise.level[2],’ - sampling’,
sep="") ,paste(’noise ’,noise.level[1],’ - imp sampling’, sep=""),paste(’noise
’,noise.level[2],’ - imp sampling’, sep="")), col=c("blue","blue","red","red
","green","green") ,pch=c(1,2,1,2,1,2),lwd=rep(3.5,6))
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HHUURBRBURBRBRRHAUY
# SD Info Content
HUURBRBARBRBRRRARY

max.gen < max(sd.gen.capacityl[,,,1])

plot(ds,sd.gen.capacity[,1,1,1], ylim=c(0,max.gen),col="blue",pch=1,type="Db",
xlab="Dimension d", ylab="std dev info", main="std. dev. info. content vs.
dimension")

lines(ds,sd.gen.capacity[,2,1,1], col="blue", type="b",pch=2)

lines(ds,sd.gen.capacity[,1,2,1], col="red", type="b",pch=1)

lines(ds,sd.gen.capacity[,2,2,1], col="red", type="b",pch=2)

lines(ds,sd.gen.capacity[,1,3,1], col="green", type="b",pch=1)

lines(ds,sd.gen.capacity[,2,3,1], col="green", type="Db",pch=2)

legend (’topleft’, legend=c(paste(’noise ’,noise.level[l1],’- exhaustive’, sep="")
,paste(’noise ’,noise.level[2],’ - exhaustive’, sep=""),paste(’noise ’,noise.
level[1],’ - sampling’, sep=""),paste(’noise ’,noise.level[2],’ - sampling’,
sep="") ,paste(’noise ’,noise.level[1],’ - imp sampling’, sep=""),paste(’noise

’,noise.level[2],’ - imp sampling’, sep="")), col=c("blue","blue","red","red

","green","green") ,pch=c(1,2,1,2,1,2),lwd=rep(3.5,6))

RARUBUBHAUABBRBBRBURBRABRARBABRH
# R(mu,X)=sum(/mu-X_bar/)
RARUABHABAABABBABBHRBRABRARRHR RS

HURHRHRARARHARRBRAH
# Gen. capacity
HHERBBHARAAARRAHRHRRAY

max.gen < max(gen.capacityl[,,,2])

plot(ds,gen.capacity[,1,1,2], ylim=c(0,max.gen),col="blue",pch=1,type="b", xlab="
Dimension d", ylab="generalization capacity", main="generalization capacity
vs. dimension")

lines(ds,gen.capacity[,2,1,2], col="blue", type="b",pch=2)

lines(ds,gen.capacity[,1,2,2], col="red", type="b",pch=1)

lines(ds,gen.capacity[,2,2,2], col="red", type="b",pch=2)

lines(ds,gen.capacity[,1,3,2], col="green", type="b",pch=1)

lines(ds,gen.capacity[,2,3,2], col="green", type="b",pch=2)

legend (’topleft’, legend=c(paste(’noise ’,noise.level[1],’- exhaustive’, sep="")
,paste(’noise ’,noise.level[2],’ - exhaustive’, sep=""),paste(’noise ’,noise.
level[1],’ - sampling’, sep=""),paste(’noise ’,noise.level[2],’ - sampling’,
sep="") ,paste(’noise ’,noise.level[1],’ - imp sampling’, sep=""),paste(’noise

’,noise.level[2],’ - imp sampling’, sep="")), col=c("blue","blue","red","red

","green","green") ,pch=c(1,2,1,2,1,2),lud=rep(3.5,6))

RARBRBRRBRARHRARARY
# SD Info Content
HAHBRARBARARHARARY

max.gen < max(sd.gen.capacityl[,,,2])

plot(ds,sd.gen.capacity[,1,1,2], ylim=c(0,max.gen),col="blue",pch=1,type="b",
xlab="Dimension d", ylab="std dev info", main="std. dev. info. content vs.
dimension")

lines(ds,sd.gen.capacity[,2,1,2], col="blue", type="b",pch=2)

lines(ds,sd.gen.capacity[,1,2,2], col="red", type="b",pch=1)

lines(ds,sd.gen.capacity[,2,2,2], col="red", type="b",pch=2)

lines(ds,sd.gen.capacity[,1,3,2], col="green", type="b",pch=1)

lines(ds,sd.gen.capacity[,2,3,2], col="green", type="b",pch=2)

legend (’topleft’, legend=c(paste(’noise ’,noise.level[1],’- exhaustive’, sep="")
,paste(’noise ’,noise.level[2],’ - exhaustive’, sep=""),paste(’noise ’,noise.
level[1],’ - sampling’, sep=""),paste(’noise ’,noise.level[2],’ - sampling’,
sep="") ,paste(’noise ’,noise.level[1],’ - imp sampling’, sep=""),paste(’noise

’,noise.level[2],’ - imp sampling’, sep="")), col=c("blue","blue","red","red

","green","green"),pch=c(1,2,1,2,1,2),1lwd=rep(3.5,6))

X E I E T EFEEEE T EEETTEEET T E T T EEETIF T T EEEL TS
# Compare cost functions for exhaustive method only

HARBAARBRARBRARRRRRRRRARBARRBRARBRRARRRRRBRRRBRRRRRRRH

max.gen < max (gen.capacityl[,,1,])
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plot(ds,gen.capacity[,1,1,1], ylim=c(0,max.gen),col="black",pch=1,type="b", xlab=
"Dimension d", ylab="generalization capacity", main="generalization capacity
vs. dimension")

lines(ds,gen.capacity[,1,1,2], col="blue", type="b",pch=2)

lines(ds,gen.capacity[,2,1,1], col="black", type="b",pch=2)

lines(ds,gen.capacity[,2,1,2], col="blue", type="b",pch=2)

legend (’topleft’, legend=c(paste(’noise ’,noise.level[1],’- squared loss’, sep="
"),paste(’noise ’,noise.level[2],’ - squared loss’, sep=""),paste(’noise ’,
noise.level[1],’ - absolute loss’, sep=""),paste(’noise °’,noise.level([2],’ -

absolute loss’, sep="")), col=c("black","black","blue","blue"),pch=c(1,2,1,2)
,lwd=rep(3.5,4))

HARRRRRARRRARRRBRERRRRBRRRRRRBRRRRRRERRRBRBERRRBRBRRRRRBRRRRRRRRRRBRBRRRRBHRBRRARAH
# Now we obtain gen capactity and sd.gem capacity, for sampling methods and for

# notse = 1,2 and d=3,...,10000
HRARBABRBARBRARBABRRRRARBABRRRRRRBRRARRBRBARRARRBRBRRRRARBABRBARRRBRRARARRRARRARH

# Now we obtain genm capacity and sd.gem capacity, for ezxzhaustive and sampling
# methods and for noise = 1,2 and d=3,...,d.maz

#Parameters

n < 100

reps.Z < 100

reps.mu < 100

k < c(1,4)

num.spars < length (k)
noise.level < rep(8,2)
num.noise < length(noise.level)
choose.sparsity <+ 2

d.max < 10000

finish < 0

num.ds < 100

ds ¢ round(seq(10,d.max, length.out=num.ds))

dimnames ¢ list(components=ds, noise=noise.level, cost.function=c("mean.n2","mean
.n1"))
gen.capacity ¢ array (NA, dim=c(length(ds), num.noise, 2) , dimnames=dimnames)

sd.gen.capacity < array(NA,dim=c(length(ds), num.noise, 2), dimnames=dimnames)

num.betas < 100

beta.min < 1le-12

beta.max < 50

beta < exp(seq(log(beta.min), log(beta.max), length.out=num.betas))
beta.opt.nl < matrix(NA, num.ds, num.noise)

beta.opt.n2 < matrix(NA, num.ds, num.noise)

for(i in 1:1length(ds)){
start < proc.time () [1]

mu0 < sapply(k, function(ak){
res < rep(0,ds[i])
indx < sample(1:ds[i],size=ak)
res[indx] « 1
return(res)

b

dimnames (mu0) < list(component=1:ds[i], sparsity=k)

dim.data < c(sparsity=num.spars,component=ds[i],repetition=reps.Z,Zs=2, noise=
num.noise)

dimnames.data < list(sparsity=k, component=seq(ds[i]) ,repetition=seq(reps.Z),Zs
=c("Z1","Z2"), noise.level=seq(num.noise))

#set.seed (4)

data.arr < sim.data(n, noise.level, dim.data, dimnames.data)

res.imp.smpl.mean.n2 < get.imp.smpl.gen.capacity(reps.mu, data.arr, muO, beta,
cost.mean.imp.smpl.n2)

res.imp.smpl.mean.nl < get.imp.smpl.gen.capacity(reps.mu, data.arr, muO, beta,
cost.mean.imp.smpl.nl)
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beta.opt.n2[i,] < betalres.imp.smpl.mean.n2$info$indx.beta.opt[choose.sparsity
11

beta.opt.nl1[i,] « betalres.imp.smpl.mean.nl$info$indx.beta.opt[choose.sparsity
,11

print ("beta opt n2")

print (beta.opt.n2[i,])

print ("beta opt nl")

print (beta.opt.n1[i,])

beta.min.aux ¢ min(beta.opt.n2[i,],beta.opt.n1[i,])*0.5

beta.max.aux « max(beta.opt.n2[i,],beta.opt.n1[i,])*1.5

beta < exp(seq(log(beta.min.aux), log(beta.max.aux), length.out=num.betas))

print ("new beta range")

print (paste(round(beta.min.aux,4),"-",round(beta.max.aux,4), sep=""))

gen.capacity[i,,1] < res.imp.smpl.mean.n2$info$gen.capacity[choose.sparsity

sd.gen.capacity[i,,1] < res.imp.smpl.mean.n2$info$sd.gen.capacity[choose.
sparsity,]

gen.capacity[i, ,2] < res.imp.smpl.mean.nl$info$gen.capacity[choose.sparsity

sd.gen.capacity[i,,2] ¢ res.imp.smpl.mean.nl$info$sd.gen.capacity[choose.
sparsity,]

finish < c(finish, (proc.time()[1] - start))

print ("gen capacity")
print (gen.capacityl[i,,1])

print ("d")

print (ds[i])

print ("finish")

print (finish[length(finish)])
}

finish < finish[2:length(finish)]
plot(ds, finish)

plot(rep(ds,2), as.numeric(beta.opt.n2),ylim=range(c(as.numeric(beta.opt.n2),as.
numeric (beta.opt.n1))))

plot(rep(ds,2), as.numeric(beta.opt.nl),ylim=range(c(as.numeric(beta.opt.n2),as.
numeric (beta.opt.n1))))

RABUBUBHAUBABBABBABURBRABRABRABRH
# R(mu,X)=sum(mu-X_bar) "2
RABUABHAUBAABABRABUHRBRABRARRR RS

HAHUBRARRHRRARHARARY
# Gen. capacity
HAHAHARRARARHARARY

max.gen < max(gen.capacityl[,,1])

x < rep(ds, num.noise)

y < as.numeric(gen.capacityl[,,1])

indx < order (x)

x ¢ x[indx]

gc.mean.n2 < y[indx]

plot(x,gc.mean.n2, ylim=c(0,max.gen),col="blue",pch=1,type="p", xlab="Dimension d
", ylab="generalization capacity", main="generalization capacity vs.
dimension")

lines(ds,log(choose(ds,k[choose.sparsity])), col="red", type="1")

gc.spl.mean.n2 < smooth.spline(x,gc.mean.n2,penalty=4)

lines(gc.spl.mean.n2, col="black")

legend (’bottomright’, legend=c(paste(’noise ’, noise.level[l1l], ’ - imp sampling’,

sep=""),"trend",paste(’log(choose(d,’,k[choose.sparsityl, ’))’,sep="")), col

=c("blue","black","red") ,pch=c(1,0,0),lwd=rep(3.5,3))

HRARBRARRRRARRARARS
# SD Info Content
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HHUBRRARRBRARRRBRARY

max.gen < max(sd.gen.capacityl[,,1])

x < rep(ds, num.noise)

y < as.numeric(sd.gen.capacityl[,,1])

indx < order(x)

x + x[indx]

sdgc.mean.n2 < y[indx]

plot(x,sdgc.mean.n2, ylim=c(0,max.gen),col="blue",pch=1,type="p", xlab="Dimension
d", ylab="sd generalization capacity", main="std. dev. info. content vs.
dimension")

sdgc.spl.mean.n2 < smooth.spline(x,sdgc.mean.n2,penalty=4)

lines (sdgc.spl.mean.n2, col="black")

legend (’bottomright’, legend=c(paste(’noise ’, noise.level[1], ’ - imp sampling’,

sep=""),"trend"), col=c("blue","black"),pch=c(1,0),lwd=rep(3.5,2))

RABUABHABRARRABRABHBRABHRARRHRBHRH
# R(mu,X)=sum(|/mu-X_bar/)
RARBABHARRARRABRARAR AR HRARBHRRRH

RARRRABRARARRARHRY
# Gen. capacity
RARBRABRARABRARHRAY

max.gen < max (gen.capacityl[,,2])

X < rep(ds, num.noise)

y < as.numeric(gen.capacityl[,,2])

indx <« order(x)

x < x[indx]

gc.mean.nl < y[indx]

plot(x,gc.mean.nl, ylim=c(0,max.gen),col="blue",pch=1,type="p", xlab="Dimension d
", ylab="generalization capacity", main="generalization capacity vs.
dimension")

lines(ds,log(choose(ds,k[choose.sparsityl])), col="red", type="1")

gc.spl.mean.nl ¢ smooth.spline(x,gc.mean.nl,penalty=4)

lines(gc.spl.mean.nl, col="black")

legend (’bottomright’, legend=c(paste(’noise ’, noise.level[l], ’ - imp sampling’,

sep=""),"trend",paste(’log(choose(d,’,k[choose.sparsityl, ’))’,sep="")), col

=c("blue","black","red") ,pch=c(1,0,0),1lwd=rep(3.5,3))

HHURRRARURRAARRRAA Y
# SD Info Content
HHURRARBRRRARRRRARAH

max.gen < max(sd.gen.capacityl[,,2])

x < rep(ds, num.noise)

y <+ as.numeric(sd.gen.capacityl[,,2])

indx « order (x)

x < x[indx]

sdgc.mean.nl < y[indx]

plot(x,sdgc.mean.nl, ylim=c(0,max.gen),col="blue",pch=1,type="p", xlab="Dimension
d", ylab="sd generalization capacity", main="std. dev. info. content vs.
dimension")

sdgc.spl.mean.nl < smooth.spline(x,sdgc.mean.nl,penalty=4)

lines (sdgc.spl.mean.nl, col="black")

legend (’bottomright’, legend=c(paste(’noise ’, noise.level[l], ’ - imp sampling’,

sep=""),"trend"), col=c("blue","black"),pch=c(1,0),1lwd=rep(3.5,2))

HHARRARRABARRRRBRRRRRBRRRRRRBERBRARRRRRRRBRRRRRRRRRRRARH
# Compare cost functions for exhaustive method only
HARRARRRBRRRRRBRRRRARERRRBHRBRERRRARRRRRRRBRRARBHRRRRRARH Y

max.gen < max (gen.capacity)

plot(x,gc.mean.n2, ylim=c(0,max.gen),col="black",pch=1,type="p", xlab="Dimension
d", ylab="generalization capacity", main="generalization capacity vs.
dimension™")

lines(x,gc.mean.nl,col="blue",pch=2,type="p")

lines(gc.spl.mean.n2, col="black",lwd=3)

lines(gc.spl.mean.nl, col="blue",lwd=3)
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legend (’bottomright’, legend=c(paste(’noise ’
sep="") ,paste(’noise ’, noise.level[1], °
black","blue"),pch=c(1,2),lwd=rep(3.5,2))

s

noise.level[1],
absolute loss’,

> squared loss’,
sep="")), col=c("
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