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Capped norm linear discriminant analysis and its
applications

Jiakou Liu, Xiong Xiong, Pei-Wei Ren, Da Zhao, Chun-Na Li, Yuan-Hai Shao

Abstract—Classical linear discriminant analysis (LDA) is based
on squared Frobenious norm and hence is sensitive to outliers
and noise. To improve the robustness of LDA, in this paper,
we introduce capped l2,1-norm of a matrix, which employs non-
squared l2-norm and “capped” operation, and further propose
a novel capped l2,1-norm linear discriminant analysis, called
CLDA. Due to the use of capped l2,1-norm, CLDA can effectively
remove extreme outliers and suppress the effect of noise data.
In fact, CLDA can be also viewed as a weighted LDA. CLDA is
solved through a series of generalized eigenvalue problems with
theoretical convergency. The experimental results on an artificial
data set, some UCI data sets and two image data sets demonstrate
the effectiveness of CLDA.

Index Terms—Capped norm; linear discriminant analysis;
capped norm linear discriminant analysis; dimensionality reduc-
tion

I. INTRODUCTION

The aim of dimensionality reduction is to embed high
dimensional data into a low-dimensional space such that the
most discriminative information is preserved. The projected
data obtained by dimensionality reduction can be used in sub-
sequent data mining tasks including classification, computer
visualization, etc. In supervised learning, linear discriminant
analysis (LDA) [1], [2] is one of the most useful and popular
dimensionality reduction methods, and has been applied in
many area, including multimodal dimensionality reduction [3],
audiovisual speech recognition [4], image recognition [5], [6],
clustering [7], and tensor extension [8], [9]. LDA aims to learn
a set of optimal projections to extract useful discriminative
information, through maximizing the between-class distance
and simultaneously minimizing the within-class distance in
the projected space.

However, the construction of LDA was based on squared
Frobenious norm (F-norm), or squared l2-norm in essence.
When facing data with noise or outliers, LDA will be the
sensitive to them, which may in turn lead the drifting of
projections away from the desired directions. To alleviate this
problem, many researchers tried to improve the robustness
of LDA. For example, using subspace information [10]–[13],
considering robust counterparts of sample means and covari-
ance matrices [14]–[17], using data uncertainty and optimizing
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for the worst-case [18], incorporating data local information
[19]–[22]. As an effective robust replacement of squared l2-
norm, l1-norm was usually used to resist outliers. By directly
replacing l2-norm with l1-norm in LDA, several ratio form
l1-norm based LDA along with different solving algorithms
and applications were studied [23]–[26], for example, sum
of l1-norm based LDA [27], constraint l1-norm based LDA
[28]–[30], and error minimized l1-norm based LDA [31], [32].
Some l1-based methods were also extended to lp-norm ones
[33]–[35] or corresponding matrix input LDAs [36]–[39].

Since l1-norm was not rotational invariant [40], another ro-
bust and rotational invariant R1-norm based LDA was studied
in [41]. R1-norm of a matrix was defined as an l1-norm sum of
vector l2-norms. R1-norm used the l2-norm rather than squared
l2-norm as basic norm, and considered the l1-norm sum, which
largely reduced the importance of outliers, and therefore had
robustness. R1-norm was also known as l2,1-norm in [42],
and was generalized to lp,q-norm for arbitrary p, q > 0. l2,1-
norm based LDA was also studied [43]. However, though
l2,1-norm is robust, it still will suffer from the existence
of odd points with extremely large norm. In this situation,
even l2,1-norm is not robust enough to reduce the effect of
outliers. What if we can remove this influence or limit it
within some boundary? In fact, this idea was employed in
previous study to construct robust machine learning models,
named capped norm. The central ideal of “capped” operation
is to add an upper bound on common norms. For example,
capped l2-norm for robust feature learning [44], capped l2,1-
norm for regression and classification [45], [46], capped lp-
norm for classification [47], capped nuclear norm for matrix
factorization or completion [48], [49], capped trace norm [50]
for robust principal component analysis. We found that though
most of the above methods seemed to use different capped
norms, and were applied to different machine learning models,
most of them were essentially of the form

s∑
j=1

min{||mj ||2, ε}, (1)

where mj , j = 1, 2, . . . , s, was a series of column vectors
and ε > 0. From (1), it can be seen that the capped operation
can effectively remove outliers and noise beyond ε and benefit
the input control. Therefore, ε is a thresholding parameter for
picking out extreme data outliers. If we do not cap the data
with extremely large norm, it will affect the recognition result
dramatically.

In (1), if we deem mj as the j-th column of a matrix Mr×s,
j = 1, 2, . . . , s, then we may define a “norm” for the matrix
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Mr×s. This motivates us to give the definition of capped norm
of a matrix. As shown above, the existing works either define
a capped norm directly as a loss or apply the capped operation
on elements or vectors. In fact, in [51], the authors defined a
capped l2,1-norm of a matrix. In this paper, we introduce a
general capped norm of a matrix, named capped lp,q-norm. In
specific, given some ε > 0 and p, q > 0, we formally define a
capped lp,q-norm of a matrix Mr×s as

‖M‖cap p,q =

 s∑
j=1

min{||mj ||qp, ε}

 1
q

, (2)

where p, q > 0. It should be noted that even we call
them norms, capped l2,1-norm and capped lp,q-norm are not
actual norms. In fact, as T`1-norm [52], they do not satisfy
homogeneity. However, when p, q ≥ 1, it satisfies the positive
scalability and triangle inequality. Clearly, ‖M‖cap p,q ≥ 0 and
it can be easily verified that

‖A+B‖cap p,q ≤ ‖A‖cap p,q + ‖B‖cap p,q. (3)

However, as T l1-norm, it does not affect the robustness
property, and we still call it a norm.

Considering the robustness of vector l2-norm and l1-norm,
in this paper we only consider matrix capped l2,1-norm, whose
definition is based on vector l2-norm and l1-norm. Compared
to Frobenius norm (F-norm) which is defined as ‖M‖F =√∑s

j=1

∑r
i=1m

2
ij =

√∑s
j=1 ||mj ||22, squared F-norm, and

l2,1-norm which is defined as ‖M‖2,1 =
∑s

j=1

√∑r
i=1m

2
ij =∑s

j=1 ||mj ||2, capped l2,1-norm can effectively suppress the
effect of outliers and resist noise. The illustration of capped
l2,1-norm is demonstrated in Fig.1. In reality, while data
outliers exist, feature noise can also exist. Suppose M is a data
matrix with each column being a data sample. Since capped
l2,1-norm is summed over all “capped” data samples, it is
robust to outliers. In addition, since capped l2,1-norm adopts
l2-norm as a basic norm that acts on the j-th data sample mj ,
it is also robust to feature noise.
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Fig. 1: Illustration of capped l2,1-norm.

In this paper, based on the above defined capped l2,1-norm,
we propose a capped l2,1-norm linear discriminant analysis
(CLDA). Compared with classical LDA which utilized squared
F-norm, the proposed CLDA is robust to outliers and noise.
In specific, CLDA has following characteristics:

(i) A capped lp,q-norm for arbitrary p, q > 0 of a matrix is
formally introduced, and a novel linear discriminant analysis
based on capped l2,1-norm named CLDA is proposed.

(ii) The capped l2,1-norm used in CLDA makes it robust to
data outliers and feature noise.

(iii) An effective algorithm is designed to solve the pro-
posed non-smooth and non-convex optimization problem. The
theoretical analysis of the proposed algorithm is also given.

(iv) Experimental results on an artificial data, some UCI data
and two image data demonstrate the effectiveness of CLDA.

The paper is organized as follows. Section II briefly reviews
LDA. Section III proposes CLDA and its corresponding anal-
ysis. Section IV makes comparisons of CLDA with its related
approaches. Concluding remarks are given in Section V.

The notation of the paper is listed as follows. All vectors
are column ones, and vectors and matrices are shown in bold.
We consider the training data set T = {x1, x2, . . . , xN}
with associated class labels y1, y2, . . . , yN belonging to
{1, 2, . . . , c}, where xl ∈ Rn for l = 1, 2, . . . , N . Write
X = (x1, x2, . . . , xN ) ∈ Rn×N as the corresponding data
matrix of T . Assume the i-th class contains Ni samples,

i = 1, 2, . . . , c. Then
c∑

i=1

Ni = N . Let x = 1
N

N∑
l=1

xl be

the mean of all samples and xi = 1
Ni

Ni∑
j=1

xj
i be the mean

of samples in the i-th class, where xji is the j-th sample in the
i-th class, i = 1, 2, . . . , c, j = 1, 2, . . . , Ni. For simplicity, we
write ‖ · ‖2 as ‖ · ‖.

II. LINEAR DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS

LDA performs dimensionality reduction by seeking a linear
transformation matrix W ∈ Rn×d, d ≤ n such that the
between-class scatter distance is maximized and meanwhile
the within-class scatter distance is minimized in the projected
space. In specific, LDA formulates as

max
W

c∑
i=1

Ni‖WT (xi − x)‖2

c∑
i=1

Ni∑
j=1

‖WT (xji − xi)‖2
. (4)

Write

Hb = (
√
N1(x1−x),

√
N2(x2−x), · · · ,

√
Nc(xc−x)) ∈ Rn×c

(5)
and

Hw = ((x11−x1), · · · , (xN1
1 −x1), · · · , (x1c−xc), · · · , (xNc

c −xc)) ∈ Rn×N ,
(6)

then (4) is equivalent to

max
W

‖WT Hb‖2F
‖WT Hw‖2F

. (7)

The optimal solution W = (w1, . . . ,wd) ∈ Rn×d of (4) can
be obtained from a generalized problem Sbw = λSww with
λ 6= 0, where Sb and Sw are between-class scatter matrix and
within-class scatter matrix defined by

Sb =
1

N
HbHT

b (8)
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and
Sw =

1

N
HwHT

w (9)

respectively. If Sw is nonsingular, then W is given by the first
d largest eigenvalues of (Sw)−1Sb.

III. THE PROPOSED CAPPED l2,1-NORM LINEAR
DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS

A. Problem formulation

As we see, in LDA, the within-class distance and between-
class distance are based on squared F-norm, which makes
LDA sensitive to outliers and noise. The squared operation on
F -norm or l2-norm metric will enlarge the effect of outliers
and noise. If we discard the square operation and consider
just F-norm or l2-norm, the robustness will be improved [53].
However, even F-norm or l2-norm may lose control to some
outliers with large norms. In this situation, it is necessary to
set a bar to remove outliers. This motivates us to introduce
the aforementioned capped l2,1-norm into LDA and construct
a novel capped l2,1-norm based LDA (CLDA). In specific, the
proposed CLDA has the following optimization problem

min
W

‖WT Hw‖cap 2,1

‖WT Hb‖cap 2,1

=

c∑
i=1

Ni∑
j=1

min
(
‖WT (xji − xi)‖, ε

)
c∑

i=1

min
(
‖
√
NiWT (xi − x)‖, ε

) ,
(10)

where ε > 0 is a thresholding parameter. It can be seen that
both the within-class distance and between-class distance are
measured by capped l2,1-norm. In these two capped l2,1-norm
terms, the application of l2-norm on projected data WT (xj

i −
xi) and

√
NiWT (xi − x) reduces the negative influence of

noise and outliers, and the l1-norm sum over the “capped”
projected data restricted by parameter ε removes the effect of
extreme data outliers. To solve (10), we first recast it to an
equivalent form

min
W

c∑
i=1

Ni∑
j=1

min(‖WT (xj
i − xi)‖, ε)

s.t.
c∑

i=1

min(‖
√
NiWT (xi − x)‖, ε) = 1.

(11)

The above formulation of CLDA in fact can be viewed as a
formally generalized eigenvalue optimization problem. Define
Fij = ‖WT (xji − xi)‖−1 · Ind(‖WT (xji − xi)‖ ≤ ε), where
Ind(·) is the indicator function satisfying Ind(‖WT (xji −
xi)‖ ≤ ε) = 1 if ‖WT (xj

i − xi)‖ ≤ ε, and 0 otherwise, and
define F ∈ RN×N as the diagonal matrix with its diagonal
element Fij , i = 1, 2, . . . , c, , j = 1, 2, . . . , Ni. Then

min
W

c∑
i=1

Ni∑
j=1

min(‖WT (xji − xi)‖, ε)

= min
W

c∑
i=1

Ni∑
j=1

Fij‖WT (xji − xi)‖2

= min
W

tr(WT HwFHT
wW)

= min
W

tr(WT S1W),

(12)

where S1 = HwFHT
w.

Similarly, denote Gi = ‖
√
NiWT (xi − x)‖−1 ·

Ind(
√
Ni‖WT (xi − x)‖ ≤ ε) and G ∈ Rc×c as the diagonal

matrix with its (i, i)-th element Gi. Then the left side of
constraint of (11) is equivalent to

c∑
i=1

Gi‖
√
NiWT (xi − x)‖2 = tr(WT S2W), (13)

where S2 = HbGHT
b . Therefore, CLDA (11) can be recast as

min
W

tr(WT S1W)

s.t. tr(WT S2W) = ∆,
(14)

where ∆ is some constant. By observing (14), we may deem
CLDA as a generalized eigenvalue optimization problem in
form, since S1 and S2 are both related to W. We call S1 as
within-class scatter and S2 as between-class scatter of CLDA.

It should be noted that the within-class scatter S1 and
between-class scatter S2 in CLDA are in fact weighted Sw and
Sb in LDA, and F and G are their corresponding weighting
matrices. These weights make CLDA robust to outliers and
noise. On one hand, non-squared l2-norm brings robustness to
feature noise. One the other hand, for projected data that have
norm larger than ε will be ignored since the corresponding
weight is 0, and these data are considered as outliers. For
projected data having large norms but less than ε, small
weights are given to these data, and these data may be noise
data. Therefore, CLDA is robust to outliers and noise.

B. The solving algorithm of CLDA and convergence analysis

In the following, we solve (14). For fixed S1 and S2, (14) is
a generalized eigenvalue problem. Clearly, S1 and S2 depend
on F and G respectively, and hence depend on W. Therefore,
to solve this problem, we employ an iterative technique. In
specific, we first initialize W(0) as the first d columns of the
identity I ∈ Rn×n. Then in the t-th iteration, S(t)

1 and S(t)
2 are

computed according to

S(t)
1 = HwF(t)HT

w

S(t)
2 = HbG(t)HT

b ,
(15)

where the diagonal elements of F(t) and G(t) are given by

F
(t)
ij = ‖(W(t))T (xj

i − xi)‖−1 · Ind(‖(W(t))T (xji − xi)‖ ≤ ε)

and

G
(t)
i = ‖

√
Ni(W(t))T (xi−x)‖−1·Ind(‖

√
Ni(W(t))T (xi−x)‖ ≤ ε).

After obtaining S(t)
1 and S(t)

2 , the optimal solution W(t+1)

of (14) is computed by solving the following problem

W(t+1) = arg min
W

tr(WT S(t)
1 W)

s.t. tr(WT S(t)
2 W) = ∆.

(16)

The optimal solution W(t+1) of (16) can be given by the first
d eigenvectors corresponding to first d smallest nonzero eigen-
values of the generalized eigenvalue problem S(t)

1 w = λS(t)
2 w,

where λ is its eigenvalue. After reaching maximum iteration
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number or convergence, the optimal W∗ is set to W(t+1).
After obtaining W∗, for a new coming sample x ∈ Rn, its
representation in low dimension space is x̂ = (W∗)T x.

The solving procedure is summarized in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1. CLDA solving Algorithm

Input: Training data set T = {x1, x2, . . . , xN}, reduced
dimension d ≤ n, maximum iteration number Itmax, and
parameter ε > 0.
Process:

1. Initialize W(0) as the first d columns of the identity
matrix I ∈ Rn×n;

2. For t = 0, 1, 2, . . ., repeat
Compute S(t)

1 and S(t)
2 by (15);

Compute W(t+1) by solving (16);
Set t = t+ 1;

Until reaching maximum iteration number Itmax or
convergence.
Output: W∗ = W(t+1) and x̂ = (W∗)T x.

We have the following convergency result about Algorithm 1.

Proposition 1. The procedures of CLDA shown in Algorithm
1 monotonically decrease the objective of (11) in each step
and converge to a local optimum.

Proof: Let K(t) be the index set of i = 1, 2, . . . , c, j =
1, 2, . . . , Ni that satisfies ‖(W(t))T (xji − xi)‖ ≤ ε, that is
K(t) = {(i, j) : ‖(W(t))T (xji − xi)‖ ≤ ε}, t = 0, 1, 2, . . ..
Denote |K(t)| as the number of elements in K(t). Since
W(t+1) minimizes (16),∑

(i,j)∈K(t)

F
(t)
ij ‖(W(t+1))T (xji − xi)‖2

≤
∑

(i,j)∈K(t)

F
(t)
ij ‖(W(t))T (xji − xi)‖2.

(17)

On one hand, note that when (i, j) ∈ K(t), F (t)
ij = ‖WT (xj

i −
xi)‖−1, we have ∑

(i,j)∈K(t)

‖(W(t+1))T (xj
i − xi)‖2

2‖(W(t))T (xj
i − xi)‖

≤
∑

(i,j)∈K(t)

‖(W(t))T (xj
i − xi)‖2

2‖(W(t))T (xji − xi)‖
.

(18)

From the inequality
√
a − a

2
√
b
≤
√
b − b

2
√
b

for arbitrary
a, b > 0, we have∑

(i,j)∈K(t)

(
‖(W(t+1))T (xji − xi)‖ −

‖(W(t+1))T (xji − xi)‖2

2‖(W(t))T (xji − xi)‖

)

≤
∑

(i,j)∈K(t)

(
‖(W(t))T (xj

i − xi)‖ −
‖(W(t))T (xj

i − xi)‖2

2‖(W(t))T (xji − xi)‖

)
(19)

By adding (18) and (19) together, we obtain∑
(i,j)∈K(t)

‖(W(t+1))T (xj
i − xi)‖ ≤

∑
(i,j)∈K(t)

‖(W(t))T (xj
i − xi)‖.

(20)

Now adding term (N − |K(t)|)ε to both sides of the above
inequality, it follows∑

(i,j)∈K(t)

‖(W(t+1))T (xj
i − xi)‖+ (N − |K(t)|)ε

≤
∑

(i,j)∈K(t)

‖(W(t))T (xji − xi)‖+ (N −K(t)|)ε.
(21)

On the other hand, since K(t+1) = {(i, j) : ‖(W(t+1))T (xji −
xi)‖ ≤ ε}, it can be verified that∑

(i,j)∈K(t+1)

‖(W(t+1))T (xj
i − xi)‖+ (N − |K(t+1)|)ε

≤
∑

(i,j)∈K(r)

‖(W(t+1))T (xji − xi)‖+ (N − |K(r)|)ε

(22)

for arbitrary r = 1, 2, . . . , t. In fact, if K(r) = ∅, (22) is obvi-
ous true from the definition of K(t+1). If K(r) 6= ∅, we first
write K(r) = K(r′)

⋃
(K(r)\K(r′)), where K(r′) ⊆ K(t+1).

Then for (i, j) ∈ K(r)\K(r′), ‖(W(t+1))T (xji − xi)‖ ≥ ε.
Therefore,∑

(i,j)∈K(r)

‖(W(t+1))T (xj
i − xi)‖+ (N − |K(r)|)ε

=
∑

(i,j)∈K(r′)

‖(W(t+1))T (xji − xi)‖

+
∑

(i,j)∈K(r)\K(r′)

‖(W(t+1))T (xj
i − xi)‖+ (N − |K(r)|)ε

≥
∑

(i,j)∈K(r′)

‖(W(t+1))T (xji − xi)‖+ (|K(r)| − |K(r) ∩K(r′)|)ε

+ (N − |K(r)|)ε

≥
∑

(i,j)∈K(r′)

‖(W(t+1))T (xji − xi)‖+ (N − |K(r′)|)ε

≥
∑

(i,j)∈K(t+1)

‖(W(t+1))T (xji − xi)‖+ (N − |K(t+1)|)ε.

(23)

The last inequality of (23) follows from the fact that∑
(i,j)∈K(t+1)

‖(W(t+1))T (xji − xi)‖+ (N − |K(t+1)|)ε

=
∑

(i,j)∈K(r′)

‖(W(r′))T (xji − xi)‖

+
∑

(i,j)∈K(t+1)\K(r′)

‖(W(t+1))T (xj
i − xi)‖+ (N − |K(t+1)|)ε

≤
∑

(i,j)∈K(r′)

‖(W(r′))T (xji − xi)‖+ (|K(t+1)| − |K(r′)|)ε

+ (N − |K(t+1)|)ε

=
∑

(i,j)∈K(r′)

‖(W(r′))T (xji − xi)‖+ (N − |K(r′)|)ε

(24)
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In addition, (23) is clearly true for K(r′) = ∅ and K(r′) =
K(r). Therefore, (22) holds. Taking r = t in (22), and combing
(21), it follows∑

(i,j)∈K(t+1)

‖(W(t+1))T (xji − xi)‖+ (N − |K(t+1)|)ε

≤
∑

(i,j)∈K(t)

‖(W(t))T (xji − xi)‖+ (N −K(t)|)ε,

(25)

which is just
c∑

i=1

Ni∑
j=1

min(‖(W(t+1))T (xji − xi)‖, ε)

≤
c∑

i=1

Ni∑
j=1

min(‖(W(t+1))T (xji − xi)‖, ε).

(26)

Therefore, Algorithm 1 monotonically decreases the objective
of (11) in each step. Since the objective of (11) is obviously
lower bounded by 0, this completes the proof. �

IV. EXPERIMENTS

In this section, we evaluate the performance of the proposed
CLDA compared with its related methods, including LDA [1],
[2], RDA [15], RLDA [29], LDA-L1 [23], [24], and L2BLDA
[32]. The regularization parameter for RDA is selected from
the set {10−5, 10−4, . . . , 10−1, 1, 10}, ρ for RLDA is selected
from {0.1, 0.5, 1, 5, 50, 100, 1000}, the learning rate parame-
ter for LDA-L1 is chosen from {10−6, 10−5, . . . , 102}. All
methods are carried out on a laptop with Intel i5 processor
(2.60 GHz) with 4 GB RAM memory using MATLAB 2017a.
Experiments are conducted on an artificial data set, some
benchmark UCI data sets and two image data sets. Test
classification accuracy (%) is used to compare performance,
which is obtained by applying nearest neighbor classifier on
the projected test data after training dimensionality reduction
methods.

A. An artificial data set

We first consider a two-class two-dimensional artificial data
set, and project it to a one-dimensional space. Class 1 of the
data is generated from a uniform distribution that horizontally
distributed with 120 samples, and Class 2 is generated from
a uniform distribution that vertically distributed with 120
samples. 50% samples of each class are randomly selected
for training, and the rest ones are used for testing. To test the
robustness of the proposed method, we add three extra outliers
for each class, as shown in Fig.2(a). Test data are shown in
Fig.2(b).

We apply all methods to the above polluted training data,
and use the obtained projection directions to project both
training data and test data to one-dimensional space. The
classification results on projected test data are shown in Table
I, which demonstrates that L2BLDA and our CLDA can
separate two classes well. To see the results more clearly,
we also show the obtained projection directions. From the
construction of the data, we see the ideal projection direction

is parallel to x-axis. We plot the projection direction of each
method in Fig.2. From the figure, we see the proposed CLDA
obtains projection direction that is very close to the ideal one,
while other methods have deviation more or less. By further
observing the projection data obtained by each method in
Fig.3, it can be seen that except L2BLDA and our CLDA,
other methods will misclassify samples.

TABLE I: Classification results on artificial test data.

Method LDA RDA RLDA LDA-L1 L2BLDA CLDA

Accuracy 95.00 95.00 95.00 95.83 100.00 100.00

B. Benchmark UCI data sets

TABLE II: UCI data sets information.

Data set Sample no. Feature no. Class no.

Australian 690 14 2
BUPA 345 6 2
Car 1782 6 4
Credit 690 15 2
Diabetics 768 8 2
Echo 131 10 2
WPBC 198 34 2
German 1000 20 2
Haberman 306 3 2
Waveform 5000 21 2
House votes 435 16 2
Iris 150 4 3
Monks3 432 6 2
Sonar 208 60 2
Spect 267 44 2
CMC 1473 9 2
Dermatology 366 34 6
Glass 214 9 6
Heartc 303 14 2
Ionosphere 351 34 2
Seeds 300 2 2

In this subsection, the proposed CLDA and its compared
methods are applied on 21 benchmark data sets, whose in-
formation is listed in Table II. In our experiment, all data
are normalized to [0, 1]. 10-fold cross validation is used
for searching optimal parameter, and 10-time average test
classification accuracy is adopted. Classification accuracies
along with standard deviations for all methods are listed in
Table III. “Acc” is short for accuracy (%), and “Std” is short
for standard deviation. By observing the results in Table III,
we see that the proposed CLDA outperforms other methods
on most of the data sets. On other data sets, CLDA performs
comparable to the one with highest accuracy for most cases.
To clearly see the superiority of CLDA, we compute the rank
of each methods, as shown in Table IV. It can be seen that on
most data sets CLDA has the highest rank, and on most other
data sets its rank is also on the front. This leads to its highest
average rank over all data sets.
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Fig. 2: Training and test artificial data and projection directions obtained by all methods.

TABLE III: Classification results on original UCI data sets.

Data set LDA RDA RLDA LDA-L1 L2BLDA CLDA
Acc±Std Acc±Std Acc±Std Acc±Std Acc±Std Acc±Std

Australian 82.14 ± 4.62 81.95 ± 4.85 83.74 ± 4.02 83.76 ± 3.31 83.76 ± 3.31 82.02 ± 5.46
BUPA 57.66 ± 4.53 56.21 ± 8.73 66.03 ± 7.30 67.39 ± 4.13 67.39 ± 4.13 69.13 ± 5.99
Car 84.21 ± 4.84 84.86 ± 4.28 85.91 ± 7.85 94.34 ± 6.14 95.43 ± 2.69 94.04 ± 4.17
Credit 81.46 ± 4.02 81.15 ± 4.94 83.44 ± 4.02 83.69 ± 4.84 83.69 ± 4.84 83.30 ± 4.03
Diabetics 67.35 ± 4.61 70.18 ± 4.15 73.38 ± 3.53 71.31 ± 4.30 76.67 ± 3.79 73.80 ± 5.64
Echo 89.34 ± 8.97 87.19 ± 10.5687.56 ± 12.18 91.59 ± 8.47 91.59 ± 8.47 97.02 ± 3.86
WPBC 78.39 ± 8.17 76.53 ± 13.88 82.57 ± 8.09 80.95 ± 7.08 80.95 ± 7.08 81.55 ± 9.49
German 67.50 ± 3.69 68.60 ± 3.66 72.90 ± 2.60 73.80 ± 4.21 75.80 ± 2.66 75.40 ± 3.95
Haberman 63.87 ± 11.70 67.46 ± 9.16 62.18 ± 10.46 67.53 ± 5.03 67.53 ± 5.03 69.94 ± 6.75
Waveform 79.99 ± 1.45 80.23 ± 1.78 80.93 ± 2.19 87.12 ± 1.18 87.12 ± 1.18 83.94 ± 1.62
House votes 93.10 ± 1.87 93.60 ± 3.00 94.50 ± 3.62 95.38 ± 2.68 95.38 ± 2.68 95.19 ± 2.26
Iris 96.00 ± 3.44 96.00 ± 3.44 94.67 ± 6.89 96.67 ± 5.67 94.00 ± 4.92 96.67 ± 4.71
Monks3 69.21 ± 13.8361.34 ± 10.95 68.88 ± 4.84 70.34 ± 8.82 70.34 ± 8.82 84.02 ± 12.53
Sonar 71.69 ± 12.0873.63 ± 10.29 89.51 ± 8.36 89.54 ± 6.79 90.82 ± 5.64 91.90 ± 5.52
Spect 72.89 ± 9.25 69.32 ± 9.45 81.95 ± 6.45 84.84 ± 6.09 84.84 ± 6.09 88.01 ± 5.56
CMC 68.91 ± 3.66 72.85 ± 2.26 69.17 ± 3.43 70.60 ± 2.17 72.93 ± 2.00 74.51 ± 2.49
Dermatology 97.26 ± 2.60 96.99 ± 3.03 96.49 ± 2.84 97.51 ± 3.08 94.44 ± 4.14 97.83 ± 1.74
Glass 64.68 ± 11.6471.84 ± 11.2869.32 ± 10.14 69.69 ± 7.70 64.62 ± 11.40 82.56 ± 8.65
Heartc 96.32 ± 3.34 89.17 ± 7.41 88.66 ± 31.23 92.73 ± 5.41 88.50 ± 6.10 96.40 ± 2.90
Ionosphere 81.60 ± 8.63 94.02 ± 3.42 84.86 ± 30.03 91.20 ± 4.99 93.44 ± 2.72 94.06 ± 3.33
Seeds 96.19 ± 4.38 95.71 ± 2.70 97.14 ± 4.02 93.81 ± 5.04 92.86 ± 4.63 94.29 ± 5.41

To test the robustness of the proposed CLDA, we consider
noise polluted data. Specifically, random 30% features of ran-
dom 10% percent samples are selected and added with random
Gaussian noise of mean zero and variance 0.05, respectively.
The classification results on noise data are listed in Table V.
From the table, we have the following observations: (i) The
performance for all methods degenerates on most data sets.
(ii) Robustness designed methods generally perform better
than L2-norm ones. In specific, RLDA, LDA-L1, L2BLDA
and CLDA perform much better than LDA and RDA; (iii)
The proposed CLDA is less affected by noise comparing to
other methods. (iv) The rank results demonstrated in Table VI
support the advantage of CLDA. In fact, the average rank of
CLDA becomes higher on noise data comparing to its average
rank on original data.

C. Image data sets

1) Coil100 data set: In this subsection, the behaviors of
various methods are investigated on two image data sets. The
first one is the COIL100 data set that includes 100 image
objects. For each object, its images were taken five degrees
apart as the object was rotated on a turntable. All images are
resized to 16×16 pixel. In our experiments, 50% images are
randomly chosen to form the training set, and the rest images
form the test set. To test the robustness of each method, we not
only perform experiments on original data, but also consider
polluted training data. In specific, we add random Gaussian
noise of mean zero and variance 0.05 that covers 30% and 40%
rectangular area of each training image, and use the projection
matrix obtained on polluted data for testing. Original sample
training images and corresponding polluted ones are shown in
Fig.4.

The recognition results of all methods on these data sets are
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Fig. 3: Training and test artificial data and projection directions obtained by all methods.

Fig. 4: Original and noise sample images from Coil100 data set.

listed in Table VII. From the table, we see on original data, the
proposed CLDA has comparable performance to LDA-L1 and
L2BLDA, and is better than LDA, RDA and RLDA. However,
when noise is added, the performance of CLDA is barely
affected, while performance of other methods is influenced by
noise dramatically. The results show the robustness of CLDA,
and it has better discriminant ability on noise data. We also
list the ranks of various methods in Table VIII. The highest
rank of CLDA on noise data supports its robustness.

To further investigate the behavior of CLDA under different
reduced dimensions, Fig.5 describes the variation of accuracies
of all methods along reduced dimensions. The figure shows
that in general, as the number of dimensions varies, the
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TABLE IV: Classification ranks on original UCI data sets.

Data set LDA RDA RLDA LDA-L1 L2BLDA CLDA
Rank Rank Rank Rank Rank Rank

Australian 4 6 3 1.5 1.5 5
BUPA 5 6 4 2.5 2.5 1
Car 6 5 4 2 1 3
Credit 5 6 3 1.5 1.5 4
Diabetics 6 5 3 4 1 2
Echo 4 6 5 2.5 2.5 1
WPBC 5 6 1 3.5 3.5 2
German 6 5 4 3 1 2
Haberman 5 4 6 2.5 2.5 1
Waveform 6 5 4 1.5 1.5 3
House votes 6 5 4 1.5 1.5 3
Iris 3.5 3.5 5 1.5 6 1.5
Monks3 4 6 5 2.5 2.5 1
Sonar 6 5 4 3 2 1
Spect 5 6 4 2.5 2.5 1
CMC 6 3 5 4 2 1
Dermatology 3 4 5 2 6 1
Glass 5 2 4 3 6 1
Heartc 2 4 5 3 6 1
Ionosphere 6 2 5 4 3 1
Seeds 2 3 1 5 6 4

Average rank 4.7857 4.6429 4.0000 2.6905 2.9524 1.9286

accuracies for all methods in general arise. For LDA and RDA,
due to their rank limit, their maximum number of reduced
dimensions is restricted by c − 1, where c is the number of
class. For Coil100 data set, the maximum number is 99. It
should also be noted that for our CLDA, it may also encounter
similar situation, since the number of reduced dimensions is
decided by the rack of S1 = HwFHT

w in (12). Then rank of S1

is clearly related to Hw and F, while F is changing during the
solving procedure iteration. Therefore, the rank of S1 is not
deterministic. However, through experiments, we find out that
CLDA can achieve high reduced dimensions. In fact, CLDA
can extract the maximum number of reduced dimensions on
original and 40% noise Coil100 data, and almost achieve
maximum number on 30% noise Coil100 data, which is much
lager than LDA and RDA. The results in Fig.5 show that
reduced dimension has a great influence to the behavior of
all methods, and it is necessary to choose an optimal one.
Under optimal dimensions, the proposed CLDA behaves well.

2) USPS data set: We then consider USPS handwritten
data set. USPS data set has 9298 digits images containing
numbers 0-9, with each of them constituting a class. Each
image is resized to 8×8 pixel. Random 50% samples from
each class are used for training, while the rest data are used for
testing. To investigate the robustness of the proposed method,
we further add ‘salt & pepper’ of noise density 0.05 on each
training sample that covers 30% and 40% rectangular area of
the image, as shown in Figure 6. We apply each dimensionality
method on the above original and polluted training data, and
obtain projection matrix. The classification results on test data
are shown in Table IX, and the corresponding rank results
are listed in Table X. From the tables, we see our CLDA
outperforms other methods. To see the influence of reduced

dimension to accuracy, we depict the variation of accuracies
along dimensions in Fig.7. The highest accuracy on each data
is also shown in the figure. From the figure, we see as the
number of reduced dimensions increases, the accuracies of all
methods have general upward trend. Also, selecting an optimal
dimension is important to all methods. For all three cases, the
proposed CLDA owns the highest accuracies under its optimal
dimensions.

V. CONCLUSION

This paper introduced a capped lp,q-norm for a matrix,
where p, q > 0, and proposed a novel linear discrimi-
nant analysis based on l2,1-norm, named CLDA. Capped
l2,1-norm brought robustness to CLDA, and CLDA can be
viewed as a weighted LDA. For a given ε, the objec-
tive of CLDA was proved convergent. Experimental results
showed that compared to related LDAs, CLDA can effec-
tively remove extreme outliers and suppress the effect of
noise data. How to determine an appropriate thresholding
parameter in CLDA and investigate a more efficient algo-
rithm are our future works. Extending CLDA to matrix and
tensor data is also interesting. The corresponding Matlab
code for CLDA can be downloaded from http://www.optimal-
group.org/Resources/Code/CLDA.html.
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Fig. 5: The variation of accuracies along different dimensions on Coil100 data set.

Fig. 6: Original and noise sample images from USPS data set.

[13] Lai Z, Mo D, Wong W K, et al. Robust discriminant regression for
feature extraction. IEEE Transactions on Cybernetics, 2018, 48(8): 2472-
2484.

[14] Randles R H, Broffitt J D, Ramberg J S, et al. Generalized linear and
quadratic discriminant functions using robust estimates. Publications of
the American Statistical Association, 1978, 73(363):564-568.

[15] Guo Y, Hastie T, Tibshirani R. Regularized linear discriminant analysis

and its application in microarrays. Biostatistics, 2006, 8(1): 86-100.
[16] Hubert M, Van Driessen K. Fast and robust discriminant analysis.

Computational Statistics & Data Analysis, 2004, 45(2): 301-320.
[17] Yu S, Cao Z, Jiang X. Robust linear discriminant analysis with a

Laplacian assumption on projection distribution. IEEE International
Conference on Acoustics, Speech and Signal Processing (ICASSP),
2017: 2567-2571.

[18] Kim S J, Magnani A, Boyd S. Robust Fisher discriminant analysis.
Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems. 2005: 659-666.

[19] Sugiyama M. Dimensionality reduction of multimodal labeled data
by local Fisher discriminant analysis. Journal of Machine Learning
Research, 2007, 8(1): 1027-1061.

[20] Wang Z, Ruan Q, An G. Projection-optimal local Fisher discriminant
analysis for feature extraction. Neural Computing and Applications,
2015, 26(3): 589-601.

[21] Zhang Z, Chow T W S. Robust linearly optimized discriminant analysis.
Neurocomputing, 2012, 79(3):140-157.

[22] Okwonu F Z, Othman A R. Comparative performance of classical
Fisher linear discriminant analysis and robust Fisher linear discriminant
analysis. Matematika, 2013, 29: 213-220.

[23] Zhong F, Zhang J. Linear discriminant analysis based on L1-norm
maximization. IEEE Transactions on Image Processing, 2013, 22(8):
3018-3027.

[24] Wang H, Lu X, Hu Z, et al. Fisher discriminant analysis with L1-norm.
IEEE Transactions on Cybernetics, 2014, 44(6), 828-842.



JOURNAL OF LATEX CLASS FILES, VOL. , NO. , 10

0 10 20 30 40 50 60

Reduced dimension

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

100

A
cc

u
ra

cy

LDA

RDA

RLDA

LDA-L1

L2BLDA

CLDA

Acc:94.62%

(a) Original data

0 10 20 30 40 50 60

Reduced dimension

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

100

A
cc

u
ra

cy

LDA

RDA

RLDA

LDA-L1

L2BLDA

CLDA

Acc:94.49%

(b) 30% noise data

0 10 20 30 40 50 60

Reduced dimension

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

100

A
cc

u
ra

cy

LDA

RDA

RLDA

LDA-L1

L2BLDA

CLDA

Acc:94.37%

(c) 40% noise data

Fig. 7: The variation of accuracies along different dimensions on USPS database.

TABLE VI: Classification ranks on noise UCI data sets.

Data set LDA RDA RLDA LDA-L1 L2BLDA CLDA
Rank Rank Rank Rank Rank Rank

Australian 6 4 1 3 2 5
BUPA 6 5 4 3 2 1
Car 6 4 5 1 3 2
Credit 5 6 4 3 2 1
Diabetics 6 5 3 2 4 1
Echo 5 6 3 2 4 1
WPBC 5 6 4 1 2 3
German 5 6 2 3 4 1
Haberman 6 5 4 2 3 1
Waveform 6 5 4 1 2 3
House votes 3 6 4 2 5 1
Iris 1.5 3 6 4 5 1.5
Monks3 6 4.5 2 4.5 3 1
Sonar 5 6 3 4 2 1
Spect 6 5 3 2 4 1
CMC 5 6 1 3 4 2
Dermatology 4 3 6 1 5 2
Glass 5 6 4 3 2 1
Heartc 1 3 4 5 6 2
Ionosphere 5 6 4 1 2 3
Seeds 3.5 2 3.5 5 6 1

Average rank 4.8095 4.8810 3.5476 2.6429 3.4286 1.6905

TABLE VII: Classification results on Coil100 data.

Data set LDA RDA RLDALDA-L1L2BLDACLDA

Coil100ori 60.58 60.61 75.17 76.40 76.00 76.10
Coil100g30 57.84 57.34 70.82 73.66 71.88 77.38
Coil100g40 55.02 55.46 69.87 71.68 70.70 76.12

TABLE VIII: Classification ranks on Coil100 data.

Data set LDA RDA RLDA LDA-L1 L2BLDA CLDA
Rank Rank Rank Rank Rank Rank

Coil100ori 6.0 5.0 4.0 1.0 3.0 2.0
Coil100g30 5.0 6.0 4.0 2.0 3.0 1.0
Coil100g40 6.0 5.0 4.0 2.0 3.0 1.0

Average rank 5.6667 5.3333 4.0000 1.6667 3.0000 1.3333

TABLE IX: Classification results on USPS data.

Data set LDA RDA RLDA LDA-L1 L2BLDACLDA

USPSori 90.60 91.56 84.79 94.22 93.81 94.62
USPSs30 90.97 90.66 88.52 94.13 93.68 94.49
USPSs40 91.78 90.69 88.88 93.12 93.59 94.37

TABLE X: Classification ranks on USPS data.

Data set LDA RDA RLDA LDA-L1 L2BLDA CLDA
Rank Rank Rank Rank Rank Rank

USPSori 5.0 4.0 6.0 2.0 3.0 1.0
USPSs30 4.0 5.0 6.0 2.0 3.0 1.0
USPSs40 4.0 5.0 6.0 3.0 2.0 1.0

Average rank 4.3333 4.6667 6.0000 2.3333 2.6667 1.0000
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