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Recently, label distribution learning (LDL) has drawn much attention in machine learning, where LDL model is learned from
labelel instances. Different from single-label and multi-label annotations, label distributions describe the instance by multiple labels
with different intensities and accommodate to more general scenes. Since most existing machine learning datasets merely provide
logical labels, label distributions are unavailable in many real-world applications. To handle this problem, we propose two novel
label enhancement methods, i.e., Label Enhancement with Sample Correlations (LESC) and generalized Label Enhancement with
Sample Correlations (gLESC). More specifically, LESC employs a low-rank representation of samples in the feature space, and
gLESC leverages a tensor multi-rank minimization to further investigate the sample correlations in both the feature space and label
space. Benefitting from the sample correlations, the proposed methods can boost the performance of label enhancement. Extensive
experiments on 14 benchmark datasets demonstrate the effectiveness and superiority of our methods.

Index Terms—Label enhancement, learning with ambiguity, label distribution learning.

I. INTRODUCTION

ECENTLY, a growing number of studies have focused
on the challenging label ambiguity learning problems.
Since the single-label learning paradigm, in which an instance
is mapped to one single logical label simply, has limitations
in practice [1]], multi-label learning (MLL) is highlighted to
address this issue. During past years, a collection of scenarios
have applied this learning process [2]-[4], which can simul-
taneously assign multiple logical labels to each instance. For
example, in supervised MLL, each sample is described by a
label vector, elements of which are either 1 or O to demonstrate
whether this instance belongs to the corresponding label or not.
Since multiple logical labels with the same values contribute
equally for MLL, the relative importance among these multiple
associated labels, which is supposed to be different under most
circumstances, is ignored and cannot be well investigated.
Therefore, despite MLL’s success, in some sophisticated
scenario, such as facial age estimation [5]] and facial expression
recognition [6f], the performance of primitive MLL is hindered,
since a model precisely mapping the instance to a real-valued
label vector with the quantitative description degrees, i.e., label
distributions, is required in these tasks. To meet this demand,
the learning process for the above-mentioned model termed
label distribution learning (LDL)” [7]] has attracted significant
attention. In LDL, an instance is annotated by the label vector,
i.e., the label distribution, and each element ranging from 0 to
1 is the description degree of the relevant label and all values
add up to 1. As many pieces of literature have demonstrated
[7]-19], label distributions can describe attributes of samples
more precisely, since the relative importance of multiple labels
is much different in many real-world applications, and implicit
cues within the label distributions can be effectively used
through LDL for reinforcing the supervised training.
Nevertheless, it is difficult to get samples with label distri-
butions in practice. For example, SJIAFFE dataset contains 213
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Fig. 1: An example of label enhancement

grayscale images of 10 Japanese female models, each image is
scored by 60 persons on the 6 basic emotions (i.e., happiness,
sadness, surprise, fear, anger and disgust) with a five-level
scale (1 represents the lowest emotion intensity, while 5 rep-
resents the highest emotion intensity). The average score (after
normalization) of each emotion label is used to represent the
label distribution [7]], [10]. Obviously, the manually annotating
a dataset with label distributions is labor-intensive and time-
consuming. Requirement of label distributions among different
datasets drives progress in the label enhancement (LE), which
is proposed by [11]], [12]. More specifically, LE can be a pre-
processing of LDL, in other words, label distributions can be
exactly recovered from the off-the-shelf logical labels and the
implicit information of the given features by LE, as shown in
Fig. [1}

Obviously, according to the definition [[11], [[12], the essence
of recovering process is to utilize the information from two
aspects: 1) the underlying topological structure in the feature
space, and 2) the existing logical labels. Accordingly, several
approaches have been proposed in recent years. However, most
existing LE methods doesn’t fully investigate and utilize both
the underlying structures in the feature space and the implicit
information of the existing logical labels. For example, graphs
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and similarity matrices utilized in [11], [13]], [14] can not fully
explore the intrinsic information of data samples, since edges
in the graph or element of the similarity matrix are calculated
by a pair-wise method [13] or a K -nearest neighbors (KNN)
strategy [11]], [14]. The downside of these partial-based graph
construction processes is that only local topological features
can be leveraged, and holistic information of the feature space
is largely untapped.

Here, we aim to employ the intrinsic global sample corre-
lations to obtain the exact recovery of label distributions. To
get the global sample correlations, a choice is to construct the
high-order similarity matrix, which assumes that samples with
shared neighbors are likely to be similar. However, similar to
the construction of similarity matrix, the construction of high-
order similarity matrix require some prior knowledge for the
graph construction, that is to say, if the parameter K of KNN
is tuned slightly, the recovery performance of these algorithms
may vary on a large scale, which is not expected in practice.
Since the low-rank representation (LRR) [[15]] can unearth the
global structure of the whole feature space, it is expected to
achieve a promising LE performance by employing LRR to
supervise the label distribution recovering process.

Accordingly, a Label Enhancement with Sample Correla-
tions, termed LESC, is proposed in this paper. To be specific,
the proposed method imposes a low-rank constraint on the
data subspace representation to capture the global relationship
of all instances. Clearly, LRR is employed to benefit the LE
performance by exploiting the intrinsic sample correlations in
the feature space from a global perspective [16]-[19]. Since
both labels are also the semantic features of data samples, it
is natural and intuitive to transfer the constructed low-rank
structure in the feature space to the label space smoothly.
More importantly, by extending on the investigation of sample
correlations employed in our previous work [20], this paper
also proposes a generalized Label Enhancement with Sample
Correlations, dubbed gLLESC for short. This method can jointly
investigate the implicit information in both the feature space
and the label space by leveraging the tensor-Singular Value
Decomposition (t-SVD) [21]] based low-rank tensor constraint.
Actually, the sample correlations simply obtained from the
feature space is not the optimal choice for label distributions
recovering, since excessive ineffective information, which is
useless for LE, is also contained in the feature space. For
example, regarding to the facial emotion labels, the sample
correlations information of gender and identity in the feature
space may hinder the recovering process of LE. To address
this problem, the existing logical labels are also leverage to
attain the desired and intrinsic sample correlations, which can
be more suitable for LE. It is clear that samples with similar
label distributions have similar logical labels, but not vice
versa. Figuratively speaking, by imposing a t-SVD based low-
rank tensor constraint on both the feature space and label
space jointly, logical labels play a role to remove unwanted
information. Once the desired sample correlations are attained,
they are leveraged to supervise the recovering process of LE,
and optimal recovered label distributions can be achieved after
LE.

Our contributions can be summarized as follows:

1) Different from the most existing approaches, we propose
a novel Label Enhancement with Sample Correlations
(LESC), which investigates the underlying global sample
correlations in the feature space via the low-rank repre-
sentation to recover the label distributions. The proposed
LESC levels up the state-of-the-arts, which only explore
the local sample correlations.

2) In addition to fully explore the global sample correlations,
we introduce the tensor Singular Value Decomposition
(t-SVD) based tensor multi-rank minimization to further
unearth the global sample correlations in both the feature
space and label space, and propose a generalized Label
Enhancement with Sample Correlations (gLESC) in this
paper. The strategy of leveraging the t-SVD based tensor
multi-rank minimization fully mines the information of
samples and make the recovery results more reliable.

3) Extensive experiments are conducted on 14 benchmark
datasets, and experimental results validate the effective-
ness and the superiority of our methods compared to
several state-of-the-arts.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. The
next section reviews related works of LE. Section 3 elaborates
our proposed approaches, including LESC and gLESC. Com-
prehensive experimental results and corresponding discussions
are provided in Section 4 and Section 5. Finally, conclusions
of this paper are drawn in Section 6.

II. RELATED WORK

For the convenience of the description of related works, we
declare the fundamental notations in advance. The set of labels
is Y = {y1,y2, - -, Yo}, Where o is the size of the label set.
For an instance z; € RY, the logical label is denoted as L; =
(o 1oz, lgj)T and 1Y € {0,1}, while the corresponding

label distribution is denoted as:

D; = (a0, e, die)" st Y dur=l, (1)
m=1

where dY depicts the degree to which z; belongs to label y.
The goal of LE process is to recover the associated label dis-
tributions of every instance from the existing logical labels in
a given dataset. This definition is formally presented by [12],
in which a LE method, termed GLLE, is also proposed. It is
worth noting that some studies have concentrated on the same
issue earlier. We categorize existing related approaches into
algorithm adaptation, which extends certain existing methods
naturally to deal with the problems of label enhancement, and
specialized algorithms, which are specially designed for label
enhancement.

A. Algorithm Adaptation

Some existing methods are extended to tackle the problems
of label enhancement straightforward, such as fuzzy clustering
method (FCM) [22], [23]], which employs the fuzzy C-means
clustering and intends to allocate the description values to each
instance over diverse clusters, and kernel method (KM), which
leverages the fuzzy SVM to learn the membership degrees of
data samples.
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For FCM, it uses the fuzzy C-means clustering to get differ-
ent clusters and cluster prototypes, then obtains membership
degree of each data sample with respect to different cluster
prototypes, finally labels all samples with label distributions by
employing the fuzzy composition and softmax normalization.
Specifically, samples in the feature space are clustered into ¢
clusters via the fuzzy C-means clustering where c;, denotes the
k-th cluster center. Different from the k-means clustering, the
fuzzy C-means clustering computes coefficients of being in the
clusters for each data point, and we denote the coefficients as
cluster memberships or membership degrees here. For for each

instance x;, the membership degrees w; = {w;1,wia, - - -, wit }
with respect to ¢ and can be calculated as follows:
1
= — —, )
D (H1i*CkH2> p-1
les—c;l,

Jj=1

where [ is larger than 1 and is the hyper-parameter used to
controls how fuzzy the cluster will be. The higher it is, the
fuzzier the cluster will be in the end. Then to get the soft
connections between classes and clusters, a prototype label
matrix is constructed by

Qj = Qj + w;, s.t., lgz =1, 3)

where @; denotes the j-th row of Q. For @ € R°*, it is
initialized as a zero matrix, and can be continuously updated
according to Eq. (3). After normalizing the columns and rows
of @ to sum to 1, the label distribution is computed for each
instance x; using fuzzy composition: D; = Q) o w;.

Regarding to KM, it utilizes the fuzzy membership function
in a fuzzy SVM [24].. For a specific logical label, taking (% for
example, the dataset S = {(z1, L1), (z2, La), -+, (¥n, Lp) } is
separated into two parts, including the C¥™ and C¥™. It uses
p%™ to denote the corresponding center of C{™:

1
= > f@), )

where n4 indicates the sample numbers in the C¥™, and f(-)
denotes a nonlinear function. The corresponding radius and the

distance between x; and p'fﬁ” can be also obtained as follows:

ry = max|Jp — £())],
dist; = ||f(9cl) -

Consequently, the corresponding label distribution of a sample,
e.g., T;, to lg;" label, e.g., lg;n, can be achieved by:

®)

dist?
_ ( 5 2

dr=q i
0,if 1™ =0,

),if 9™ =1,
) (6)

where 7 is larger than 0, and the desired label distributions can
be obtained with a softmax normalization to let > 7 _, dym=1.

Although the topological structures of the feature space can
be explored by fuzzy C-means clustering in FCM and fuzzy
SVM in KM, they lack of a good investigation of the sample
correlations, and the information in both the feature and label
space can not be fully explored as well.

B. Specialized Algorithms

Recently, some specialized algorithms [11]], [13]], [[14] are
also proposed, and they obtain label enhancement by using the
graph information during the learning process. For example,
the label propagation (LP) technique, which is common used
in semisupervised learning, is utilized to get label enhancement
[13]. Based on manifold learning, ML learns the topological
structures of the feature space by the KNN linear combination
firstly, and then constrains the process of label enhancement
[14]. According to the assumption that two instances, which
are close to each other in the feature space, are more likely to
share the same label, the graph Laplacian label enhancement
(GLLE) utilizes the graph information in the feature space to
improve the recovery process of label distributions [[11]].

For LP, the label propagation process [25] is used to achieve
label enhancement. The pairwise similarity is calculated over
the complete feature space, and then a fully-connected graph
is established as follows:

2
]t L
exp | ————— | ,if i # j,
Qij = < 202 > (7
0,if i = j,

where V ¢,j €[1,n]and o is fixed be 1. For the required LP
matrix, it can be built from the formula: P= Q_%QQ‘% with
Q=diag[q1,ds, - - -, u] denoting a diagonal matrix where §;
equals to the sum of ¢-th row element in (). Thus far, The LP
is iteratively implemented, and it is proved that the recovered
label distribution matrix © = [Dy; Da; - - -; D] converges to:

D =(1-a){I—-aP)'T, (8)

with « denoting the trade-off parameter to control the contri-
bution between the label propagation P and the initial logical
label matrix T'.

Regarding to ML, it recovers the label distribution based on
the manifold learning, which ensures them to gradually convert
the local structure of the feature space into the label space. In
particular, to represent this structure, the similarity matrix @
is established based on the assumption that each feature can
be represented by the linear combination of its KNN, which
means to minimize:

2
n

Q) = Z T — Z(Jz‘jivj ) ©))

i=1 G

where ¢;; = 1, if x; belongs to the KNNs of z;; otherwise,
g;; = 0. Then they further constrain that 2?21 g;; = 1 for
translation invariance. The constructed graph is transferred into
the label space to minimize the distance between the target
label distribution and the identical linear combination of its
KNN label distributions [26]], which infers the optimization
of:

2
n

¢(D)=>_|Di =Y a;D;

i=1 J#i

(10)

by adding the constraint of V1 <7 < n,1 < j <o, diilg >
A, where A > 0. This formula is minimized with respect to
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the target label distribution D through a constrained quadratic
programming process.

For the GLLE algorithm, the similarity matrix is also con-
structed in the feature space by partial topological structure.
Different from LP, which calculates the pair-wise distance
within the whole feature space, the GLLE algorithm computes
the distance between a specific instance and its KNNs to define
the relevant element in the similarity matrix as follows:

i — 5] ,
4 — exp (—W JAf 2 € K (4),
0, otherwise,

where K (i) is the set of ;s KNNs. Then GLLE incorporates
the constructed graph into the label space to learn a mapping
model, which can get the desired label distributions effectively.

It can be observed that these methods, including LP, ML,
and GLLE, utilize the graph information in the feature space
to guide the learning process of label enhancement. However,
only local information is investigated in these methods, and
the information hidden in the logical labels is also not fully
investigated and leveraged for label enhancement.

Since intrinsic sample relationships may not be investigated
by local graph information fully, the similarity matrix based on
the pair-wise or local feature structure hinders label recovery
performance. Here, the LRR and the t-SVD based low-rank
tensor constraint are introduced to excavate the global infor-
mation and to leverage the attained proper sample correlations,
so as to overcome these aforementioned drawbacks in the label
distribution recovering process.

(1)

III. OUR PROPOSED APPROACHES

In this section, our methods, i.e., LESC and gLESC, are in-
troduced detailed. In a training set S = {(z1, L1), (z2, L2), - -
-, (¢n, Ln)}, all instances are vertically concatenated along
the column to attain the feature matrix X = [x1;z9;- - -@y),
where x; € R? and X € R?7*". After the LE process, a new
LDL training set ¢ = {(z1, D1), (z2, D2),- - -, (zn, Dy)} can
be rehabilitated to implement the LDL process. Here we use
I'=[Ly;L2;- -+ Ly) and ® = [Dy; Da; - - ;5 Dyy] to denote the
logical label matrix and the objective label distribution matrix
respectively.

A. LESC Approach

For a given instance z;, it is necessary to find an effective
model to recover the desired label distribution. The mapping
model employed in this paper can be written as follows:

Di =6 (0.6 (), (12)
where gb(é, -) indicates the linear transformation parameterized
by 6 = [0,b] = [0,602,--- ,6°,b]:

& (é,g (:177;)) — 07¢ (2;) + b,

where 6 is a weight matrix, b is a bias vector, and £ (x) embeds
z into a high-dimensional space, in which the Gaussian kernel
function is determined to be employed.

13)
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Fig. 2: The flow chart of the proposed LESC.

To get the optimal 0, the following objective function can
be formulated:

min £ (é) AU (é) ,

(14)

where £(6) denotes a loss function, ¥(6) is used to excavate
the underlying information of sample correlations, and A; is

a trade-off parameter. To be specific, we will elaborate £(0)

and ¥(6) detailed in this section.

For £(6), it is the loss function between the recovered label
distributions and the logical labels. The behind reason is that a
recovered label distributions should be close to existing logical
labels. Taking a sample with the logical label {0, 1,1} and the
recovered label distribution {d*, d?, d3} for example, it is very
reasonable to assume that d! is close to 0, d? and d° are both
near to 1, since the prior knowledge of the ground-truth label
distribution is unavailable. Therefore, E(é) can be formulated
as follows:

2
) 15)

2(0)=3 o icie) -1

in which the least-squares (LS) loss function is adopted here.

Regarding to \Il(é), it plays an important role in the recovery
process of label distributions. To be specific, the global sample
correlations are employed:

2 2
v()=|o-oc| =[ad-cmor| . ae
F F
where C' is the minimized LRR of the feature space. Different
from existing methods, which employ the local graph structure
(e.g. KNN) during the recovery process, the low-rank repre-
sentation (LRR) is applied in ¥(0) to get global topological
structure in the feature space to guide the recovery process.
Since data samples can be expressed by the linear combination
of related samples, the global sample correlations in the feature
space can be explored by LRR. The motivation under Eq. (I6)
is that leveraging the global topological information in feature
space can improve the performance of LE. Therefore, the low-

rank representation of feature space plays a critical role as the
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prior information to benefit the process of LE. Therefore, it is
expected that the low-rank recovery to the label distribution
® can be expressed, which means to discover a proper ® for
minimizing the distance between ® and 2C.

To be clear, the flow chart of LESC is presented in Fig.
As can be observed, the sample correlations are obtained by
applying the low-rank representation on the feature space. In
other words, the proposed LESC aims at seeking the LRR of
the feature matrix to excavate the global structure in the feature
space. Consequently, by assuming that X = XC + F, it is
natural and necessary to solve the following rank minimization
problem:

rgigrank(C’)~¢—)\2||E||l,$.t.,X:XC’—|—E7 (17
where E indicates the sample-specific corruptions, and A, is
the low-rank coefficients which balances the effects between
two parts. C is used to denote the desired low-rank represen-
tation of feature X with respect to the variable C'. Practically,
the rank function can be replaced by a nuclear norm to transfer
into a convex optimization problem. As a result, we have
the following problem:

rélibgHCH*+/\2\|E|\2,1,s.t.,X:XC’JrE, (18)
where ||C]|, denotes the nuclear norm of matrix C'. Specifi-
cally, it can be defined as follows:

n
ICll, =" o,
i=1

where o is the ith singular value of the matrix C'. The nuclear
norm ||C']|, is a convex envelope of the rank function rank(C),
so it can be used in mathematical optimization to search for
the low rank matrix. Since corruptions of a dataset happen on
a small fraction of data samples, so we term such corruptions,
ie., I, as “sample-specific corruptions”, and the I ;-norm is
used to handle this kind corruption:

i=1

19)

n

1B, =

Jj=1

(20)

which is the sum of Iy norm of all columns of the matrix E.

To get optimal solution, the augmented Lagrange multiplier
(ALM) with Alternating Direction Minimization strategy [27]]
is employed in this paper. Specifically, an auxiliary variable,
i.e., J, is introduced here so as to make the objective function
separable and convenient for optimization. Therefore, (I8) can

be rewritten as follows:
min ||J], + A2||E
min 1711, + Xal El o
st. X =XC+ FE,C=J,

and the corresponding ALM problem can be solved by mini-
mizing the following function:

ALM(‘L C7E7Y17Y27ﬂ’) = ||J||* + )\2||E||211
+(Y1, X — XC — B)+(Ys,C — J)

1%
B (IX - X0~ B+l - 1),

(22)
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Fig. 3: The flow chart of the proposed gLESC.

which can be solved by an off-the-shelve method, i.e., the aug-
mented Lagrange multiplier (ALM) with Alternating Direction
Minimization. We skip this optimization process over for the
compactness of this paper.

Once Eq. (22) is optimized, the desired sample correlations
can be utilized for label enhancement. Consequently, Eq. (T4)
can be rewritten as follows:

w3 [o (0.6) -z
e [(6(69) 1) o 02) )

+ it (D (1-C) (1-¢7) 27),

where = = [£ (21) , - - -, & (zp)]- Aiming to achieve the optimal
solution, i.e., é*, the optimization of Eq. can be solved by
an effective quasi-Newton method called the limited memory
BFGS (L-BFGS) [28]], of which the optimizing process can be
associated with the first-order gradient. Similar to the solution
of LRR, it is an off-the-shelve method, and we skip it over as
well.

Once the formula converges, we feed the optimal 0* into
Eq. to form the label distribution D,. Furthermore, since
the defined label distribution needs to meet the requirement
>ovi_1 dYm=1, D; is normalized by the softmax normalization
form.

| (r-en)o

(23)

B. gLESC Approach

LESC employs a low-rank subspace representation in the
feature space to get the sample correlations, which can be uti-
lized to supervise the recovering process of label distributions.
Under the assumption that both the features and the labels are
all the semantic information of samples, it is natural and rea-
sonable to impose the aforementioned constraint on the desired
label distributions. However, only the sample correlations in



JOURNAL OF KTEX CLASS FILES, VOL. 12, NO. 8, AUGUST 2015

the feature space are investigated in the proposed LESC, and
the corresponding information hidden in the existing logical
labels is ignored. Actually, the sample correlations obtained by
LRR in the feature space are influenced by some interference
information. For example, in the facial emotion dataset, the
gender and identity information may be also contained in the
sample correlations, which are attained by LRR in the feature
space. Obviously, it obstructs the exact recovering process of
label distributions.

Since the existing logical labels do not contain the unwished
information, it is a good choice to incorporate the underlying
information of these existing logical labels into the formation
process of the desired sample correlations. To this end, a gen-
eralized label enhancement with sample correlations (gLESC)
is also proposed in this paper, and the corresponding flow
chart is shown in Fig. 3] As can be observed in Fig. [3| the
underlying sample correlations of both the sample features and
existing logical label can be achieved to supervise the whole
recovering process of label distributions, so the refinement of
LE can be attained, as well as the implicit information of
data samples can be leveraged fully. To achieve this goal, the
tensor-Singular Value Decomposition (t-SVD) based low-rank
tensor constraint [21]] is introduced in this section. It should
be noted that the difference between LESC and gLESC is the
construction of sample correlations.

To be clear, we emphatically introduce how to use the t-SVD
based low-rank tensor constraint to incorporate the underlying
information of logical labels into formation process of sample
correlations. Specifically, in the proposed gLESC, we have the
following formulation:

min Il + MalEl 1

st. X =xcW 4 g, (24)
r=rc® 4+ g®,

where C and € are 3-order tensors constructed by {C(}._ |

and {E@W}. _ . respectively. [|C||, denotes a t-SVD based
tensor nuclear norm [21]], which can be calculated as follows:

2 n 2
lele =[], = X X [Ptk
=1 k=11:=1

in which Cff’) denotes a fast Fourier transformation (FFT) along
the 3-rd dimension of C, i.e, the frontal slices of C [29], and
ng)(k:, k) indicates the k-th diagonal element of ng), which
can be calculated as follows:

N CA))

¢ =uPsPvOr, (26)

According to the unitary invariance of the matrix nuclear norm,

we can reformulate ||C|| as follows:
ICllg = I[bdiag(3y)], = [[bdiag(Cr)ll, @27)

where bdiag(Cr) unfolds Cy to the matrix with the following
block-diagonal form:

C(l)
bdiag(Cy) = f c® | (28)
f

Considering the Fourier transform, the block circulant matrix
can be block diagonalized straightforward, and then, we have
the following formulation:

[bdiag(Cy)l, = [[beirc(C).., (29)
where bcirc(C) of can be formulated as follows:
) c 0@
blCrC(C) = |: 0(2) C(l) . (30)
Consequently, minimizing [|C||, can be rewritten as follows:
) o c@®
min { c@ ow || - G

As can be observed in Eq. (3I)), by using the t-SVD based
low-rank tensor constraint, we can incorporate the underlying
information of the logical labels into the formation process of
sample correlations, as well as the information in the feature
space.

To solve the minimization problem of , we can construct
the following ALM equation:

ALM(G,C, &) = [Glle + A2[€ll5,,
+{(%, X - XCW - EO)+ L (1x - xc® - EO|13)
+(¥, T =TC® - E@ )L (Jr —TC® - FO)3)

.-+ Llle -l
(32)
where G is an auxiliary tensor variable, Y7, Y5 and W are
the Lagrange multipliers. Since the corresponding optimization
algorithm is an off-the-shelve method, we also skip it over.
Once the problem of Eq. is optimized, we can obtain
desired sample correlations as follows so as to achieve an exact
recovering process of label distributions:

L1
¢ = §(C<1> +0®), (33)

The subsequent operation of gLESC is similar to Eq. (23).
For the compactness of this paper, we skip them over in this
section.

IV. EXPERIMENTS

To validate the effectiveness and superiority of the proposed
LESC and gLESC, extensive experiments are conducted, and
the corresponding experimental results are also presented in
this section. To be specific, the label recovery experiments are
performed on 14 benchmark datasetsﬂ and the corresponding
flowchart is shown in Fig. [

A. Datasets

The fundamental statistics of 14 datasets, including 13 real-
world datasets and one toy dataset, employed for evaluation
can be observed in Table [l To be specific, the first 3 real-
world datasets are created from movies, facial expression
images, the remaining 10 real-world datasets from Yeast-
alpha to Yeast-spoem are collected from the records of some

Uhttp://palm.seu.edu.cn/xgeng/LDL/index.htm
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Fig. 4: The flowchart of label recovery experiments conducted
in this section. To be specific, the true label distributions are
binarized to attain the logical labels firstly, then a LE method
can be performed to obtain the recovered label distributions.
Accordingly, we evaluate the recovered performance based on
six frequently-used LDL evaluation measures [7].

TABLE I: Some Information about 14 Datasets.

Dataset | # Instances | # Features | # Labels
Artificial 2601 3 3
Movie 7755 1869 5
SBU_3DFE 2500 243 6
SJAFFE 213 243 6
Yeast-alpha 2465 24 18
Yeast-cdc 2465 24 15
Yeast-cold 2465 24 4
Yeast-diau 2465 24 7
Yeast-dtt 2465 24 4
Yeast-elu 2465 24 14
Yeast-heat 2465 24 6
Yeast-spo 2465 24 6
Yeast-spo5 2465 24 3
Yeast-spoem 2465 24 2

biological experiments on the budding yeast genes [30]. As
for the artificial dataset, which is also adopted in [[11] to
intuitively exhibits the model’s ability of label enhancement,
each instance x; € R? is chosen following the rule that the
first two dimensions :cgl) and 551('2) are formed as a grid with an
interval of 0.04 in the range [-1,1], while the third dimension

xgg) is computed by:
xgg) =sin ((:vgl) + ngz)) X 7r)

The corresponding label distribution D; = (dgi,dgf_,dg?)T is
collected through the following equations:

(34)

wi—mae® + (29 4 (@) 4+ =12
J A i plx; +qa]_ ) 73 (35)

1= (1'1TW)2
o= (3 w+mer)”
03 = (X W+ n25)°

(36)

TABLE II: Introduction to Evaluation Measures.

Measure | Formula
Cheb | ‘ Dis1(D, D) = max; ‘dyj — dYi
_ . 0 1qYi _gvi
Canber |, Diso(D, D) = 21 |dyj % |
Clark |
KL |
Y dYi dvi
Cosine T | Sim1(D,D) = —— =1 =
VB @ £ @
=1 i=1
A~ o -~
Intersec 1 Sima(D,D) = > min (dyj , dyj)
j=1

and label distributions can be obtained as follows:

v =% i-123
Y1+ 2t o3

where w = (wy,wo,ws3), m =1, n=0.5p=02¢qg=1,

= 42,07 = (1,249, r5 = (1,4,2)", and n, =

19 = 0.01.

It is noteworthy that due to the lack of datasets with both
logical labels and label distributions, the logical labels had to
be binarized from the ground-truth label distributions in the
original datasets so as to implement LE algorithms and mea-
sure the similarity between the recovered label distributions
and the ground-truths. To ensure the consistency of evaluation,
we binarized the logical labels through the way in [11] in this
section.

(37

B. Experimental Settings

To fully investigate the performance of our algorithms, i.e.,
LESC and gLESC, five state-of-the-art algorithms, including,
FCM [23], KM [24], LP [13]], ML [14], and GLLE [12] are
employed. We list the parameter settings here. The parameters
A1 and Ay are selected among {0.0001,0.001, ...,10} in our
LESC and gLESC. In consistent with the parameters used in
[12], the parameter « in LP is fixed to be 0.5, Gaussian kernel
is employed in KM, the number of neighbors K for ML is
assigned to be o + 1, and the parameter 5 in FCM is fixed
to be 2. Regarding to GLLE, the number of neighbors K is
assigned to be o + 1 and the optimal value of parameter \ is
chosen from {0.01,0.1, ..., 100}.

Since both the recovered and ground-truth label distributions
are label vectors, the average distance or similarity between
them is calculated to evaluate the LE algorithms thoroughly.
For a fair comparison, six measures are selected, where the
first four are distance-based measures and the last two are
similarity-based measures, reflecting the performance of LE
algorithms from different aspects in semantics. As shown in
Table [l where D denotes the real label distributions, for these
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Fig. 5: Visualization of the ground-truth and recovered label distributions on the artificial dataset (regarded as RGB colors,

best viewed in color).

metrics, i.e., Chebyshev distance (Cheb), Canberra metric
(Canber), Clark distance (Clark), Kullback-Leibler divergence
(KL), cosine coefficient (Cosine), and intersection similarity
(Intersec), | states “the smaller the greater”, and 1 states the
larger the greater”.

C. Experimental Results

Firstly, we present the recovery performance on the artificial
dataset, and to illustrate the recovery performance visually, the
three-dimensional label distributions are separately converted
into the RGB color channels, which are reinforced by the
decorrelation stretch process for easier observation. In other
words, the label distribution of each point in the feature space
can be represented by its color. As shown in Fig. [5} the color
patterns can be directly observed to compare both the ground
truth and the recovered label distributions of different methods.

To further investigate the recovery performance, we present
the quantitative results of these aforementioned algorithms in
metrics of Cheb, Canber, Clark, KL, Cosine, and Intersec (as
shown in Table [[TI).

To show that the improvements of our methods are indeed
statistically significant, experiments, which adopt the ten-fold
cross validation and T-test, are also conducted in this section.
It is notable that the cross validation is not suitable for FCM,
KM, LP, and ML, since they directly recover label distributions
based on all instances rather than learn the specific recovery
model or mapping function. Therefore, for the sake of fairness,
we run experiments with a ten-fold cross validation on GLLE,
LESC, and gLESC for comparison. The experimental results
are reported in Table [[V] and [V]

V. ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION

In this section, we focus on the analysis and discussion of
experimental results.

A. Analysis of Experimental Results

As illustrated by the Table[II] the recovery performance can
be ranked as gLESC>LESC>GLLE>LP>FCM>ML>KM in
general. Additionally, the critical difference (CD) of average
rank is also reported in Fig. [6] it can be observed that gLESC
achieves the optimal recovery results on all metrics, and the
proposed LESC also attain the sub-optimal performance.

1) Comparison with FCM and KM

The recovery results of FCM and KM are shown in Fig. 5] [6]
and Table We can see that, compared with FCM and KM,
the proposed LESC and gLESC perform much better in all the
metrics of evaluation measures. Taking experimental results on
Table M) for example, 0.087 and 0.084 are achieved by LESC
and gLESC, while 0.233 and 0.408 are obtained by FCM and
KM on Yeast-spoem dataset in the metric of Cheb. The average
rank of LESC and gLESC is 2.00 and 1.00, comparing to 4.43
and 7.00 of FCM and KM in the metric of Clark. Actually, as
introduced in Section[[] although the topological structures of
the feature space and membership degrees of different labels
are employed in FCM and KM to recover label distributions,
they lack of a good investigation of the sample correlations of
samples for the recovery process.

2) Comparison with LP, ML, and GLLE

In a big picture, LESC, and gLESC achieve more promising
recovery performance on all datasets, which can be observed
in Table [T and Fig. [§ obviously. The main difference between
the proposed methods and these approaches is that the global
topological structure is investigated in the proposed LESC and
gLESC, while the local structure is used in LP, ML and GLLE.
Here we emphatically analysis experimental results of GLLE,
LESC and gLESC, since recovery results of GLLE are better
than LP and ML on the whole. Here are some statistics. On the
SJAFFE dataset, compared to the results achieved by GLLE,
the results of LESC indicate an increase of 0.015 and 0.033,
and the results og gL ESC attain an increase of 0.017 and 0.037
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TABLE III: Recovery Results (value(rank)).

| Measure Results by Cheb |

| Measure Results by Canber |

Dataset
| FCM | KM | LP | ML | GLLE | LESC | gLESC | FCM | KM | LP | ML | GLLE | LESC | gLESC
Artificial 0.188(5) | 0.260(7) | 0.130(4) | 0.227(6) | 0.108(3) | 0.057(2) | 0.055(1) 0.797(5) 1.779(7) 0.668(4) 1.413(6) 0.617(3) | 0.213(2) | 0.193(1)
Movie 0.230(6) | 0.234(7) | 0.161(4) | 0.164(5) | 0.122(3) | 0.121(2) | 0.120(1) 1.664(4) 3.444(7) 1.720(5) 1.934(6) 1.045(3) | 1.034(1) | 1.034(1)
SBU_3DFE | 0.135(5) | 0.238(7) | 0.123(2) | 0.233(6) | 0.126(4) | 0.1221) | 0.125(3) || 1.020(4) | 4.121(7) | 1.245(5) | 4.001(6) | 0.820(3) | 0.799(1) | 0.803(2)
SJAFFE 0.132(5) | 0.214(7) | 0.107(4) | 0.186(6) | 0.087(3) | 0.069(2) | 0.067(1) 1.081(5) 4.010(7) 1.064(4) 3.138(6) 0.781(3) | 0.561(2) | 0.550(1)
Yeast-alpha | 0.044(5) | 0.063(7) | 0.040(4) | 0.057(6) | 0.020(3) | 0.015(2) | 0.014(1) 2.883(4) | 11.809(7) | 4.544(5) | 11.603(6) | 1.134(3) | 0.846(2) | 0.761(1)
Yeast-cdc 0.051(5) | 0.076(7) | 0.042(4) | 0.071(6) | 0.022(3) | 0.019(2) | 0.017(1) 2.415(4) 9.875(7) 3.644(5) 9.695(6) 0.959(3) | 0.765(2) | 0.695(1)
Yeast-cold 0.141(5) | 0.252(7) | 0.137(4) | 0.242(6) | 0.066(3) | 0.056(2) | 0.052(1) 0.734(4) 2.566(7) 0.924(5) 2.519(6) 0.305(3) | 0.263(2) | 0.242(1)
Yeast-diau 0.124(5) | 0.152(7) | 0.099(4) | 0.148(6) | 0.053(3) | 0.042(2) | 0.039(1) 1.895(4) 4.261(7) 1.748(5) 4.180(6) 0.671(3) | 0.480(2) | 0.452(1)
Yeast-dtt 0.097(4) | 0.257(7) | 0.128(5) | 0.244(6) | 0.052(3) | 0.043(2) | 0.037(1) 0.501(4) 2.594(7) 0.941(5) 2.549(6) 0.248(3) | 0.206(2) | 0.175(1)
Yeast-elu 0.052(5) | 0.078(7) | 0.044(4) | 0.072(6) | 0.023(3) | 0.019(2) | 0.017(1) 1.689(4) 9.110(7) 3.381(5) 8.949(6) 0.902(3) | 0.727(2) | 0.628(1)
Yeast-heat | 0.169(6) | 0.175(7) | 0.086(4) | 0.165(5) | 0.049(3) | 0.046(2) | 0.043(1) || 1.157(4) | 3.849(7) | 1.293(5) | 3.779(6) | 0.430(3) | 0.401(2) | 0.372(1)
Yeast-spo 0.130(5) | 0.175(7) | 0.090(4) | 0.171(6) | 0.062(3) | 0.060(2) | 0.059(1) 0.998(4) 3.854(7) 1.231(5) 3.772(6) 0.548(3) | 0.533(2) | 0.521(1)
Yeast-spo5 0.162(5) | 0.277(7) | 0.114(4) | 0.273(6) | 0.099(3) | 0.092(1) | 0.092(1) 0.563(5) 1.382(7) 0.401(4) 1.355(6) 0.305(3) | 0.284(2) | 0.283(1)
Yeast-spoem | 0.233(5) | 0.408(7) | 0.163(4) | 0.403(6) | 0.088(3) | 0.087(2) | 0.084(1) 0.534(5) 1.253(7) 0.365(4) 1.226(6) 0.183(3) | 0.180(2) | 0.175(1)
Avg Rank ‘ 5.07 ‘ 7.00 ‘ 3.93 ‘ 5.86 ‘ 3.07 ‘ 1.86 ‘ 1.14 H 4.27 ‘ 7.00 ‘ 4.71 ‘ 6.00 ‘ 3.00 ‘ 1.86 ‘ 1.07
Dataset | Measure Results by Clark | | Measure Results by KL |
| FCM | KM | LP | ML | GLLE | LESC | gLESC | FCM | KM | LP | ML | GLLE | LESC | gLESC
Artificial 0.561(5) | 1.251(7) | 0.487(4) | 1.041(6) | 0.452(3) | 0.148(2) | 0.130(1) 0.267(5) 0.309(7) 0.160(4) 0.274(6) 0.131(3) | 0.013(2) | 0.012(1)
Movie 0.859(4) | L.766(7) | 0.913(5) | 1.140(6) | 0.569(3) | 0.564(2) | 0.563(1) 0.381(6) 0.452(7) 0.177(5) 0.218(4) 0.123(3) | 0.120(1) | 0.120(1)
SBU_3DFE | 0.482(4) | 1.907(7) | 0.580(5) | 1.848(6) | 0.391(3) | 0.378(2) | 0.376(1) 0.094(3) 0.603(6) 0.105(4) 0.565(5) 0.069(2) | 0.064(1) | 0.064(1)
SIAFFE | 0.522(5) | 1.874(7) | 0.502(4) | 1.519(6) | 0.3773) | 0.276(2) | 0.270(1) || 0.107(5) | 0.558(7) | 0.077(4) | 0.391(6) | 0.050(3) | 0.0292) | 0.027(1)
Yeast-alpha | 0.821(4) | 3.153(7) | 1.185(5) | 3.088(6) | 0.337(3) | 0.253(2) | 0.231(1) || 0.100(4) | 0.630(7) | 0.121(5) | 0.602(6) | 0.013(3) | 0.008(2) | 0.007(1)
Yeast-cdc 0.739(4) | 2.885(7) | 1.014(5) | 2.825(6) | 0.306(3) | 0.251(2) | 0.231(1) 0.091(4) 0.630(7) 0.111(5) 0.601(6) 0.014(3) | 0.010(2) | 0.008(1)
Yeast-cold 0.433(4) | 1.472(7) | 0.503(5) | 1.440(6) | 0.176(3) | 0.152(2) | 0.141(1) 0.113(5) 0.586(7) 0.103(4) 0.556(6) 0.019(3) | 0.015(2) | 0.013(1)
Yeast-diau 0.838(5) | 1.886(7) | 0.788(4) | 1.844(6) | 0.296(3) | 0.224(2) | 0.211(1) 0.159(5) 0.538(7) 0.127(4) 0.509(6) 0.027(3) | 0.017(2) | 0.015(1)
Yeast-dtt 0.329(4) | 1.477(7) | 0.499(5) | 1.446(6) | 0.143(3) | 0.119(2) | 0.102(1) 0.065(4) 0.617(7) 0.103(5) 0.586(6) 0.013(3) | 0.010(2) | 0.007(1)
Yeast-elu 0.579(4) | 2.768(7) | 0.973(5) | 2.711(6) | 0.295(3) | 0.241(2) | 0.213(1) 0.059(4) 0.617(7) 0.109(5) 0.589(6) 0.013(3) | 0.009(2) | 0.007(1)
Yeast-heat | 0.580(5) | 1.802(7) | 0.568(4) | 1.764(6) | 0.213(3) | 0.199(2) | 0.186(1) || 0.147(5) | 0.586(7) | 0.089(4) | 0.556(6) | 0.017(3) | 0.0152) | 0.014(1)
Yeast-spo | 0.520(4) | 1.811(7) | 0.558(5) | 1.768(6) | 0.266(3) | 0.258(2) | 0.253(1) || 0.110(5) | 0.562(7) | 0.084(4) | 0.532(6) | 0.0293) | 0.028(2) | 0.027(1)
Yeast-spo5 0.395(5) | 1.059(7) | 0.274(4) | 1.036(6) | 0.197(3) | 0.185(2) | 0.184(1) 0.123(5) 0.334(7) 0.042(4) 0.317(6) 0.034(3) | 0.031(1) | 0.031(1)
Yeast-spoem | 0.401(5) | 1.028(7) | 0.272(4) | 1.004(6) | 0.132(3) | 0.129(2) | 0.126(1) 0.208(5) 0.531(7) 0.067(4) 0.503(6) 0.027(2) | 0.027(2) | 0.026(1)
AvgRank | 443 | 700 | 457 | 600 | 300 | 200 | 100 | 464 | 700 | 436 | 579 | 28 | 18 | 1.00
Dataset | Measure Results by Cosine 1 | Measure Results by Intersec 1
| FOM | KM | LP | ML | GLLE | LESC | glESC | FCM | KM | LP | ML | GLLE | LESC | gLESC
Artificial 0.933(5) | 0.918(7) | 0.974(4) | 0.925(6) | 0.980(3) | 0.992(1) | 0.991(2) 0.812(5) 0.740(7) 0.870(4) 0.773(6) 0.892(3) | 0.943(2) | 0.945(1)
Movie 0.773(7) | 0.880(6) | 0.929(4) | 0.919(5) | 0.936(3) | 0.937(2) | 0.938(1) 0.677(6) 0.649(7) 0.778(5) 0.779(4) 0.831(3) | 0.833(1) | 0.833(1)
SBU_3DFE | 0.912(5) | 0.812(7) | 0.922(4) | 0.815(6) | 0.927(3) | 0.932(1) | 0.931(2) 0.827(4) 0.579(7) 0.810(5) 0.587(6) 0.850(3) | 0.855(1) | 0.854(2)
SIAFFE | 0.906(5) | 0.827(7) | 0.941(4) | 0.857(6) | 0.958(3) | 0.973(2) | 0.975(1) || 0.821(5) | 0.593(7) | 0.837(4) | 0.661(6) | 0.872(3) | 0.905(2) | 0.908(1)
Yeast-alpha | 0.922(4) | 0.751(7) | 0.911(5) | 0.756(6) | 0.987(3) | 0.992(2) | 0.994(1) 0.844(4) 0.532(7) 0.774(5) 0.537(6) 0.938(3) | 0.953(2) | 0.958(1)
Yeast-cdc 0.929(4) | 0.754(7) | 0.916(5) | 0.759(6) | 0.987(3) | 0.991(2) | 0.992(1) 0.847(4) 0.533(7) 0.779(5) 0.538(6) 0.937(3) | 0.950(2) | 0.954(1)
Yeast-cold 0.922(5) | 0.779(7) | 0.925(4) | 0.784(6) | 0.982(3) | 0.986(2) | 0.988(1) 0.833(4) 0.559(7) 0.794(5) 0.565(6) 0.924(3) | 0.935(2) | 0.940(1)
Yeast-diau 0.882(5) | 0.799(7) | 0.915(4) | 0.803(6) | 0.975(3) | 0.985(2) | 0.987(1) 0.760(5) 0.588(7) 0.788(4) 0.593(6) 0.906(3) | 0.933(2) | 0.937(1)
Yeast-dtt 0.959(4) | 0.759(7) | 0.921(5) | 0.763(6) | 0.988(3) | 0.991(2) | 0.994(1) 0.894(4) 0.541(7) 0.786(5) 0.546(6) 0.939(3) | 0.949(2) | 0.957(1)
Yeast-elu 0.950(4) | 0.758(7) | 0.918(5) | 0.763(6) | 0.987(3) | 0.991(2) | 0.993(1) 0.883(4) 0.539(7) 0.782(5) 0.544(6) 0.936(3) | 0.949(2) | 0.956(1)
Yeast-heat | 0.883(5) | 0.779(7) | 0.932(4) | 0.783(6) | 0.984(3) | 0.986(2) | 0.987(1) | 0.807(4) | 0.559(7) | 0.805(5) | 0.564(6) | 0.9293) | 0.934(2) | 0.939(1)
Yeast-spo | 0.909(5) | 0.800(7) | 0.939(4) | 0.803(6) | 0.974(3) | 0.975(2) | 0.976(1) || 0.836(4) | 0.575(7) | 0.819(5) | 0.580(6) | 0.909(3) | 0.912(2) | 0.914(1)
Yeast-spo5 0.922(5) | 0.882(7) | 0.969(4) | 0.884(6) | 0.971(3) | 0.974(1) | 0.974(1) || 0.838(5) | 0.724(7) | 0.886(4) | 0.727(6) | 0.901(3) | 0.908(1) | 0.908(1)
Yeast-spoem | 0.878(5) | 0.812(7) | 0.950(4) | 0.815(6) | 0.978(2) | 0.978(2) | 0.979(1) 0.767(5) 0.592(7) 0.837(4) 0.597(6) 0.912(3) | 0.913(2) | 0.916(1)
AvgRank | 486 | 693 | 429 | 593 | 293 | 179 | 114 | 450 | 700 | 464 | 58 | 300 | 213 | 107

in metrics of Consine and Intersec.

Furthermore, we also discuss results of experiments with a
ten-fold cross validation and T-test are discussed to show that
the improvements achieved by LESC and gLESC are indeed
statistically significant. As shown in Table we can see that
LESC and gLESC outperform GLLE as well. The reason is
that the intrinsic global sample correlations can be employed in
LESC and gLESC for the recovery of label distribution, while
local graph information is used in GLLE. Results of T-test are
also provided in Table [V} and we set significance level to 0.05.
In comparison between GLLE and LESC, statistically signif-
icant differences can be obtained in most cases. For example,
on the Movie dataset, statistically significant improvements
can be observed clearly on all evaluation measures (Cheb:
p=0.0179; Canber: p=0.0023; Clark: p=0.0083; KL: p=0.0062;
Cosine: p=0.0044; Intersec: p=0.0008). A similar observation
can be achieved in comparison between GLLE and gL.LESC.

Are sample correlations obtained by the low-rank repre-
sentation suitable for LE? As analyzed and discussed before,
we can conclude that LESC and gLESC, which leverage the
low-rank representation to attain global sample correlations for
LE, outperform GLLE, which use the distance-based similarity
to achieve label recovery, by a large margin. Consequently, the
sample correlations obtained by the low-rank representation
are suitable for LE.

3) Comparison between LESC and gLESC

In general, the performance of gLESC is better than LESC,
which can be observed from Table and [V] obviously.
For most cases, gLESC is more general and better than LESC.
The reason is that the global sample correlations in both the
feature space and label space are explored in gLESC, while
only information in feature space is utilized in LESC.

Are sample correlations captured from both the feature
space and label space better for LE? Comparing to LESC,
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TABLE IV: Recovery Results With a Ten-fold Cross Validation (mean=+std(rank))

Measure Results by Cheb |

Measure Results by Canber |

Dataset
\ GLLE \ LESC \ gLESC I GLLE \ LESC \ gLESC
Movie 0.12254+0.0026(3) | 0.1205+0.0015(2) | 0.119940.0014(1) 1.053740.0208(3) | 1.0345+0.0145(2) | 1.031240.0143(1)
SBU_3DFE | 0.1370£0.0051(3) | 0.121840.0050(1) | 0.124140.0048(2) 0.8700+0.0254(3) | 0.8043+£0.0222(1) | 0.827740.0259(2)
SJAFFE 0.1057+£0.0111(3) | 0.0669+0.0057(2) | 0.0667+0.0091(1) 0.7573+0.0625(3) | 0.5542+0.0374(2) | 0.532440.0381(1)
Yeast-alpha 0.0188+0.0029(3) | 0.0156£0.0004(2) | 0.014440.0004(1) 1.1982+0.2159(3) | 0.8509+0.0159(2) | 0.7619+0.0154(1)
Yeast-cde 0.0225+0.0005(3) | 0.0182+0.0007(2) | 0.0177+0.0005(1) 0.9647+0.0164(3) | 0.7450+0.0198(2) | 0.7065+0.0128(1)
Yeast-cold 0.0652+0.0021(3) | 0.0548+0.0023(2) | 0.0527+0.0019(1) 0.3030+0.0106(3) | 0.2578+0.0107(2) | 0.2477+0.0098(1)
Yeast-diau 0.0529+0.0013(3) | 0.0419+0.0011(2) | 0.0400+0.0010(1) 0.6707+0.0132(3) | 0.5039+0.0109(2) | 0.4584+0.0137(1)
Yeast-dtt 0.0528+0.0016(3) | 0.0457+0.0019(2) | 0.0379+0.0017(1) 0.2507+0.0084(3) | 0.2177+0.0108(2) | 0.1764+0.0077(1)
Yeast-elu 0.0230+£0.0004(3) | 0.0188+0.0003(2) | 0.0170+0.0006(1) 0.8930+0.0107(3) | 0.7188+0.0116(2) | 0.6254+0.0152(1)
Yeast-heat 0.0485+0.0014(3) | 0.0456=£0.0008(2) | 0.0437+0.0009(1) 0.42534+0.0099(3) | 0.3995+0.0064(2) | 0.377340.0094(1)
Yeast-spo 0.0622+0.0027(3) | 0.0603£0.0022(2) | 0.0602+0.0016(1) 0.5562+0.0217(3) | 0.5312+0.0208(2) | 0.525440.0098(1)
Yeast-spo5 0.0994+£0.0041(3) | 0.0927£0.0036(2) | 0.0908+0.0028(1) 0.3056+0.0136(3) | 0.2867£0.0112(2) | 0.2796+0.0094(1)
Yeast-spoem | 0.0888+0.0045(3) | 0.0860+0.0040(2) | 0.0840+0.0038(1) 0.1831+0.0097(3) | 0.1782+0.0079(2) | 0.1738+0.0080(1)
AvgRank | 3.00 \ 1.92 \ 1.08 I 3.00 \ 1.92 \ 1.08
Dataset | Measure Results by Clark | | Measure Results by KL |
\ GLLE \ LESC \ ¢LESC I GLLE \ LESC \ gLESC
Movie 0.5721£0.0106(3) | 0.5640£0.0074(2) | 0.5621+0.0071(1) 0.1248+0.0054(3) | 0.1198+0.0027(2) | 0.1189+0.0023(1)
SBU_3DFE | 0.4038+0.0113(3) | 0.37924-0.0100(1) | 0.3895+0.0114(2) 0.0797+0.0042(3) | 0.0648-+0.0037(1) | 0.067740.0042(2)
SJAFFE 0.3697+0.0253(3) | 0.2722+0.0208(2) | 0.2628+0.0178(1) 0.0531+0.0079(3) | 0.0271£0.0039(2) | 0.0266+0.0052(1)
Yeast-alpha 0.3491+0.0560(3) | 0.2553+0.0053(2) | 0.2313+0.0054(1) 0.014240.0045(3) | 0.0080+0.0004(2) | 0.0066+0.0003(1)
Yeast-cdc 0.3092+0.0065(3) | 0.2457+0.0068(2) | 0.2351+0.0056(1) 0.0141+0.0006(3) | 0.0092+0.0006(2) | 0.0086+0.0005(1)
Yeast-cold 0.17424+0.0062(3) | 0.1491£0.0066(2) | 0.1441+0.0057(1) 0.0181+0.0013(3) | 0.0140+0.0012(2) | 0.0136+0.0014(1)
Yeast-diau 0.2954+0.0053(3) | 0.2318+0.0053(2) | 0.214940.0066(1) 0.0269+0.0010(3) | 0.0176£0.0008(2) | 0.0156+0.0010(1)
Yeast-dtt 0.1446+£0.0047(3) | 0.1255+0.0058(2) | 0.1025+0.0046(1) 0.0128+0.0009(3) | 0.0100£0.0011(2) | 0.0068+0.0007(1)
Yeast-elu 0.2922+0.0038(3) | 0.2396£0.0044(2) | 0.2110+0.0059(1) 0.013240.0004(3) | 0.0091£0.0004(2) | 0.0070+0.0004(1)
Yeast-heat 0.2111£0.0048(3) | 0.1987£0.0030(2) | 0.189240.0041(1) 0.0169+0.0008(3) | 0.0152+0.0006(2) | 0.0138+0.0005(1)
Yeast-spo 0.2685+0.0107(3) | 0.2577+0.0090(2) | 0.2548+0.0049(1) 0.0293+0.0026(3) | 0.027540.0020(2) | 0.0270+0.0008(1)
Yeast-spo5 0.1962+0.0093(3) | 0.1865+0.0073(2) | 0.1809+0.0065(1) 0.0338+0.0032(3) | 0.0318+0.0023(2) | 0.0301+0.0023(1)
Yeast-spoem | 0.1313£0.0071(3) | 0.1281£0.0056(2) | 0.1248+0.0058(1) 0.0268+0.0027(3) | 0.0265+0.0023(2) | 0.025440.0021(1)
Avg.Rank ‘ 3.00 ‘ 1.92 ‘ 1.08 H 3.00 ‘ 1.92 ‘ 1.08
Dataset | Measure Results by Cosine 1 | Measure Results by Intersec 1
\ GLLE \ LESC \ oLESC I GLLE \ LESC \ aLESC
Movie 0.9350+£0.0026(3) | 0.9375+0.0018(2) | 0.9380+0.0017(1) 0.8290+0.0033(3) | 0.8330+0.0023(2) | 0.8338+0.0023(1)
SBU_3DFE | 0.913840.0047(3) | 0.93154-0.0042(1) | 0.9287+0.0044(2) 0.8426+0.0050(3) | 0.8544-+0.0045(1) | 0.850140.0050(2)
SJAFFE 0.9466+0.0091(3) | 0.9745+0.0036(2) | 0.9752+0.0055(1) 0.8715+0.0119(3) | 0.9070+0.0065(2) | 0.9105+-0.0081(1)
Yeast-alpha | 0.986240.0045(3) | 0.9922+0.0003(2) | 0.9936-£0.0003(1) 0.9341+0.0123(3) | 0.9529+£0.0009(2) | 0.9579+0.0008(1)
Yeast-cdc 0.9868+0.0004(3) | 0.9914£0.0006(2) | 0.9921+0.0003(1) 0.9362+0.0009(3) | 0.9509+0.0014(2) | 0.9535+0.0008(1)
Yeast-cold 0.9827+0.0013(3) | 0.9869+0.0012(2) | 0.9878+0.0010(1) 0.9246+0.0025(3) | 0.9363£0.0025(2) | 0.9390+0.0023(1)
Yeast-diau 0.9750+£0.0010(3) | 0.9843£0.0006(2) | 0.9865+0.0008(1) 0.9056+0.0021(3) | 0.9300£0.0014(2) | 0.9365+0.0018(1)
Yeast-dtt 0.9879+0.0008(3) | 0.9905+0.0009(2) | 0.9936+0.0006(1) 0.9381+0.0021(3) | 0.9463+0.0027(2) | 0.9563+0.0019(1)
Yeast-elu 0.9872+0.0003(3) | 0.9913£0.0003(2) | 0.9933+0.0004(1) 0.9364+0.0008(3) | 0.9491£0.0008(2) | 0.9558+0.0011(1)
Yeast-heat 0.9842+0.0008(3) | 0.9858+0.0005(2) | 0.9871+0.0004(1) 0.9303+0.0017(3) | 0.9342+0.0011(2) | 0.9380+0.0015(1)
Yeast-spo 0.9735+0.0022(3) | 0.9751£0.0017(2) | 0.975440.0009(1) 0.9084+0.0036(3) | 0.9124+0.0034(2) | 0.9134+0.0017(1)
Yeast-spoS 0.9706+0.0022(3) | 0.9734+0.0018(2) | 0.9745+0.0015(1) 0.9006+0.0041(3) | 0.9073£0.0036(2) | 0.909240.0028(1)
Yeast-spoem | 0.9780+0.0019(3) | 0.9784+0.0017(2) | 0.9796+0.0015(1) 0.91124+0.0045(3) | 0.9140+0.0040(2) | 0.9160+0.0038(1)
AvgRank | 3.00 \ 1.92 \ 1.08 I 3.00 \ 1.92 \ 1.08

gLESC leverages a tensor multi-rank minimization to obtain
the sample correlations from both the feature space and label
space. Since the sample correlations used in gLSEC are more
comprehensive than that in LESC, it is expected that gLESC
can attain better recovery performance. From the quantitative
experimental results, we can conclude that sample correlations
captured from both the feature space and label space are better

for LE.

B. Parameters Sensitivity

Two trade-off hyperparameters, including A\; and )\;, are
involved in our proposed methods. The influence of them
is analyzed separately by fixing one parameter and tuning
another one chosen from {0.0001,0.001,...,1000}. In this
section, we take experimental results on SBU_3DFE, Yeast-
alpha, and Yeast-cold datasets in metrics of Cheb and Cosine
for example, which can be seen in Fig. [7]and Fig. [§] Although

only the cases of three datasets are illustrated here, the same
observations can be obtained in other datasets.

For LESC, when the low-rank coefficient \y varies with
the trade-off parameter \; fixed, two shown measure results
of the recovery performance fluctuates in a very tiny range
that could not even be distinguished. As we increase the
parameter \; from 0.0001 to 0.1, the recovery performance

also turns out to change within a small scope. When \; is
geared to 1 or 10, the results even zooms up to a higher

level. Particularly, taking Yeast-alpha dataset for reference, it
is found that when )\ is chosen from {0.0001,0.001, ..., 10},
our worst measure result still far exceeds that of the previous
state-of-the-art baseline, i.e, 0.987 versus 0.973 (best result
attained by GLLE) in the metric of Cosine. Regrading to
gLESC, similar observations can be reached as well, and we
skip them here for the compactness of this paper. As discussed
before, these phenomena indicate that our algorithms, both



JOURNAL OF KTEX CLASS FILES, VOL. 12, NO. 8, AUGUST 2015

TABLE V: T-test Results

Measure Results by Cheb

Measure Results by Canber

Dataset GLLE and LESC | GLLE and gLESC | LESC and gLESC || GLLE and LESC | GLLE and gLESC | LESC and gLESC
| r-value | P | r-value | P | t-value | P || t-value | P | t-value | P | r-value | P
Movie 2.8896 0.0179 3.7356 0.0047 10.1806 | 3.08E-06 4.1985 0.0023 4.9693 7.71E-04 | 14.1472 | 1.87E-07
SBU_3DFE 6.0865 1.82E-04 7.5646 3.45E-05 -0.906 0.3882 6.0392 1.93E-04 4.8465 9.13E-04 | -2.1394 0.061
SJAFFE 12.9504 | 4.01E-07 8.9985 8.55E-06 | 70.0691 0.9464 16.8084 | 4.18E-08 10.0808 3.35E-06 1.6848 10.1263
Yeast-alpha 3.3151 0.009 4.5912 0.0013 5.3743 4.48E-04 4.9394 8.03E-04 6.1692 1.65E-04 | 12.2863 | 6.30E-07
Yeast-cdc 12.803 4.43E-07 46.4826 4.94E-12 1.63 0.1375 21.9595 | 3.98E-09 91.6064 1.12E-14 4.2433 0.0022
Yeast-cold 18.0582 | 2.23E-08 11.3127 1.27E-06 1.7457 0.1148 27.6061 | 5.21E-10 9.0292 8.31E-06 1.6152 0.1407
Yeast-diau 18.6861 1.65E-08 25.0726 1.23E-09 4.9986 7.40E-04 30.2152 | 2.33E-10 35.6724 5.29E-11 8.5495 1.30E-05
Yeast-dtt 9.6781 4.70E-06 24.3695 1.58E-09 | 16.6552 | 4.53E-08 7.6114 3.29E-05 24.5951 1.46E-09 | 15.0992 | 1.07E-07
Yeast-elu 23.7774 | 1.96E-09 28.7222 3.66E-10 8.4796 1.39E-05 32.2289 | 1.31E-10 54.6123 1.16E-12 | 16.6537 | 4.53E-08
Yeast-heat 5.1934 5.69E-04 9.7099 4.57E-06 5.5428 3.60E-04 6.5476 1.05E-04 10.8416 1.82E-06 | 10.7182 | 2.00E-06
Yeast-spo 1.5796 0.1487 2.0551 0.07 0.132 0.8979 2.458 0.0363 3.6905 0.005 0.6831 0.5117
Yeast-spo5 4.4747 0.0015 5.1503 6.03E-04 2.0249 0.0735 3.9804 0.0032 4.8572 8.99E-04 2.1382 0.0612
Yeast-spoem 1.5213 0.1625 2.2097 0.0545 0.9828 0.3514 1.2646 0.2378 1.9638 0.0811 1.0861 0.3057
| Measure Results by Clark I Measure Results by KL
Datasel "Gl IE and LESC | GLLE and gLESC | LESC and gLESC || GLLE and LESC | GLLE and gLESC | LESC and gLESC
| t-value | P | t-value | P | r-value | P || r-value | P | t-value | P | t-value | P
Movie 3.3634 0.0083 4.0836 0.0027 17.2405 | 3.35E-08 3.5518 0.0062 4.1636 0.0024 13.0287 | 3.81E-07
SBU_3DFE 5.0973 6.48E-04 3.6114 5.60E-03 | -2.1287 0.0622 7.7975 2.72E-05 8.1073 1.99E-05 | -1.5343 0.1593
SJAFFE 21.104 5.65E-09 11.0581 1.54E-06 1.5257 0.1614 13.8502 | 2.25E-07 8.8168 1.01E-05 0.3674 0.7218
Yeast-alpha 5.0905 6.53E-04 6.3699 1.30E-04 9.2764 6.66E-06 4212 2.30E-03 5.1794 5.80E-04 8.4349 1.45E-05
Yeast-cdc 17.2728 | 3.29E-08 | 120.2465 | 9.66E-16 3.0326 0.0142 15.1542 | 1.03E-07 82.0411 3.01E-14 1.8957 0.0905
Yeast-cold 21.8715 | 4.12E-09 8.4552 1.42E-05 1.3457 0.2113 17.5623 | 2.85E-08 5.8644 2.39E-04 0.5674 0.5843
Yeast-diau 25.6799 | 9.92E-10 30.1119 2.40E-10 6.7889 8.01E-05 21.9401 | 4.01E-09 27.0149 6.32E-10 5.1367 6.14E-04
Yeast-dtt 7.9846 2.25E-05 23.0548 2.58E-09 | 15.2243 | 9.92E-08 5.9598 2.13E-04 18.4522 1.85E-08 8.9697 8.78E-06
Yeast-elu 28.5291 | 3.89E-10 42.0784 1.21E-11 | 12.2026 | 6.68E-07 22.3721 | 3.37E-09 43.9034 8.24E-12 11.369 1.22E-06
Yeast-heat 6.3421 1.34E-04 10.8758 1.77E-06 8.2975 1.65E-05 5.9554 2.14E-04 9.7614 4.37E-06 6.6008 9.92E-05
Yeast-spo 2.2812 0.0485 3.2854 0.0094 0.7516 0.4715 1.6755 0.1282 2.4652 0.0359 0.6443 0.5355
Yeast-spo5 3.0832 0.0131 4.3741 1.80E-03 2.4055 0.0395 1.7095 0.1215 2.9055 1.74E-02 1.8091 0.1039
Yeast-spoem 1.149 0.2802 1.8594 0.0959 1.1265 0.2891 0.3615 0.726 1.1862 0.2659 1.1077 0.2967
| Measure Results by Cosine I Measure Results by Intersec
Dataset "Gl | E and LESC | GLLE and gLESC | LESC and gLESC || GLLE and LESC | GLLE and gLESC | LESC and gLESC
| t-value | P | t-value | P | t-value | P | -value | P | t-value | P | t-value | P
Movie 3.7784 0.0044 45154 0.0015 9.704 4.59E-06 4.9195 8.25E-04 5.945 2.17E-04 | 12.6741 | 4.83E-07
SBU_3DFE 8.33 1.60E-05 9.1258 7.62E-06 | -1.3034 0.2248 5.2726 5.12E-04 4.2478 2.10E-03 | -1.8545 0.0967
SJAFFE 11.4564 | 1.14E-06 8.6359 1.20E-05 0.4266 0.6797 13.4534 | 2.89E-07 8.9585 8.87E-06 1.2622 0.2386
Yeast-alpha 15.5619 | 8.19E-08 5.0784 6.64E-04 8.5692 1.27E-05 4.6951 1.10E-03 59112 2.26E-04 | 12.2582 | 6.42E-07
Yeast-cdc 18.2035 | 2.08E-08 86.5044 1.87E-14 2.8618 0.0187 23.447 2.22E-09 | 101.2241 | 4.55E-15 4.2933 0.002
Yeast-cold 18.6097 | 1.71E-08 7.5981 3.33E-05 1.3547 0.2085 28.1308 | 4.41E-10 10.1672 3.12E-06 1.8507 0.0972
Yeast-diau 24.3265 | 1.60E-09 31.0805 1.81E-10 7.1992 5.09E-05 30.2034 | 2.34E-10 37.6592 3.26E-11 9.2532 6.80E-06
Yeast-dtt 7.0969 5.69E-05 20.906 6.14E-09 | 11.6758 | 9.72E-07 7.7614 2.82E-05 25.134 1.20E-09 | 15.2458 | 9.80E-08
Yeast-elu 24.6254 | 1.44E-09 54.8897 1.11E-12 | 13.1411 | 3.54E-07 31.7878 | 1.48E-10 57.1208 7.78E-13 | 17.7899 | 2.54E-08
Yeast-heat 6.401 1.25E-04 10.6537 2.11E-06 10.7267 1.99E-06 6.1048 1.78E-04 10.2376 2.94E-06 10.4932 | 2.39E-06
Yeast-spo 1.6114 1.42E-01 2.4075 0.0394 0.4233 0.682 2.3603 0.0426 3.6816 0.0051 0.6842 0.5111
Yeast-spoS 3.5837 0.0059 4.304 2.00E-03 2.0049 0.0759 4.4747 0.0015 5.1503 6.03E-04 2.0249 0.0735
Yeast-spoem 0.5809 0.5755 1.8677 0.0946 1.483 0.1722 1.5213 0.1625 2.2097 0.0545 0.9828 0.3514

LESC and gLESC, are robust when the values of A\; and A,
in the objective function vary by a large scope. This ensures us
to generalize our algorithm to different datasets without much
effort in terms of adjusting the values of hyperparameters in
practice.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this paper, two novel LE methods, i.e., LESC and gLESC,
are proposed to boost the LE performance by exploiting the
underlying sample correlations. LESC explores the low-rank
representation from the feature space, and gLLESC further
investigates the sample correlations by utilizing a tensor multi-
rank minimization to obtain more suitable sample correlations
from both the feature space and label space during the label
distribution recovery process. Extensive experimental results
on 14 datasets show that LE can really benefit from the sample
correlations. Experimental results demonstrate the remarkable
superiority of the proposed LESC and gLESC over several

state-of-the-art algorithms in recovering the label distributions.
Further analysis on the influence of hyperparameters verifies
the robustness of our methods.
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Fig. 6: CD diagrams of different LE methods on six measures, including Cheb, Canber, Clark, KL, Cosine, and Intersec. CD
diagrams are calculated based on the Wilcoxon-Holm method [31]]. Specifically, the method located on the right side is better
that the method on the left side, and the line between two methods denotes that their recovery results are different within one
critical difference.
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Fig. 7: Label recovery performance of LESC on SBU_3DFE, Yeast-alpha, and Yeast-cold in metrics of Cheb and Cosine.
Specifically, different rows denote different values of A;, and different columns denote different values of As.
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Specifically, different rows denote different values of A1, and different columns denote different values of As.
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