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Abstract

tion algorithms get stuck at local minima [16].
Feature overload is especially problematic in computer
vision. Not only do images contain many pixels, each encapsulating several color values, but synthetic data construction is common in computer vision. Feature generation
algorithms are used to extract highly non-linear structure
from pixels using, for example, Fourier information, Gabor
energy functions, SIFT features [31], or HOG features [14].
The potential number of features available for a given vision
problem is essentially unlimited [4].

Feature selection has become an essential tool in machine learning – by distilling data vectors to a small set
of informative dimensions, it is possible to significantly accelerate learning algorithms and avoid overfitting. Feature
selection is especially important in computer vision, where
large image vectors are often combined with huge synthetically generated feature sets.
Inspired by recent theoretical work on dimensionality reduction for k-means clustering, we introduce an unsupervised feature selection method and evaluate its performance
on fundamental vision tasks. Our approach is based on
a new measure for feature importance, ‘subspace scores’,
which we derive from statistical leverage scores. Sampling
by subspace scores is provably effective for k-means clustering and low rank approximation – it can significantly reduce the number of features in a dataset before solving these
problems and still get nearly optimal results [11]. We verify this work by applying subspace sampling to clustering
handwritten digit and face datasets.
Additionally, we address a broader range of applications
by proposing subspace scores as a general purpose feature
selection tool for vision data, akin to Fisher [18] or Laplacian scores [39]. We provide a theoretical justification for
subspace scores, in addition to experimental results. Evaluation on a facial recognition task is promising: subspace
scoring significantly outperforms eigenface methods and
a variety of standard unsupervised feature selection algorithms. In fact, it is nearly competitive with popular supervised methods for selection. These preliminary experimental results justify further exploration for vision applications.

1.1. Dimensionality Reduction
To cope with feature overload, dimensionality reduction has become an important tool in any machine learning
toolkit, including for vision applications. The goal is to significantly reduce the number of features in a dataset before
running a learning algorithm. Ideally, eliminating features
only leads to a minor reduction in the algorithm’s effectiveness or, by avoiding overfitting and local minima, actually
improves learning performance [10]. Dimensionality reduction breaks into two main categories [29]:
Feature Extraction A feature extraction algorithm generates a small set of new data features by transforming the
original data. Principle Component Analysis (PCA) is a
standard example of linear feature extraction, although nonlinear methods are common as well. The bag-of-words
model is especially popular in computer vision [13, 35].
Feature Selection A feature selection algorithm chooses
and possibly reweights a small set of original data features
based on some measure of importance, like feature variance,
Laplacian score, or Fisher score. Either the highest ranked
features are chosen or features are randomly sampled, with
probability proportional to importance.

1. Introduction

Both types of dimensionality reduction are popular and
a variety of techniques have been studied theoretically and
empirically. Theoretical analysis is often inspired by observed effectiveness in practice and, in turn, often inspires
new algorithms that work well experimentally.

In modern machine learning tasks, the number of available data features is typically enormous – often larger than
the number of available data examples. While the ability
to collect and store rich data is essential for building accurate models, features are usually polluted by noise and
redundancy, which can make it difficult to extract meaningful information [10]. Extraneous features slow learning
algorithms and can lead to overfitting via the curse of dimensionality or increase the chance that certain optimiza-

1.2. Applications to Clustering
One area that has seen an especially fruitful interchange
between theory and practice is dimensionality reduction for
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clustering problems. The goal is to reduce the dimension
of data points significantly before clustering, hoping to obtain a good partition in a fraction of the time. Research
has focused heavily on the ubiquitous k-means clustering
objective, an unsupervised learning technique included in a
recent list of ‘Top 10 Algorithms in Data Mining’ [38].
It has long been observed that k-means can be accelerated by projecting data points to a small set of top principal
data components before clustering, without sacrificing quality. Typically, O(k) principal components are used, which
can be a substantial reduction since k, the number of target
clusters, is usually small. Inspired by this observation, several theoretical results attempt to understand the connection
between k-means and PCA, noting that PCA can be characterized as a relaxation of k-means clustering [40, 15].
This fact was applied rigorously to show that projecting
to O(k) principal components as a dimensionality reduction
step is guaranteed to give a good k-means clustering [17,
19]. In recent work, we tighten these results and, using the
same basic ideas, prove that several alternative reduction
techniques are also useful for k-means [11]. In particular,
inspired by preliminary results in [7], we introduce a feature
selection algorithm that chooses a subset of original data
features based on subspace scores ([11], Theorem 14). This
new measure of statistical importance is based on leverage
scores, an important concept from linear regression.
Subspace score sampling also applies to a general class
of constrained low rank approximation problems, which includes k-means clustering, unconstrained PCA, and several
other natural problems – provably good solutions are obtainable even after significant dimensionality reduction.

We give evidence towards an affirmative answer of Question 1 in Section 3 through an application to handwritten
digit and face clustering. Subspace scoring shows promise
as the first provably accurate and practically effective feature selection method for k-means clustering.
2. Given their applicability to k-means and a variety of low
rank approximation problems, are subspace scores effective
for general purpose feature selection in vision?
Again, we focus on feature selection since Principal
Component Analysis and Johnson-Lindenstrauss methods
have been evaluated as general dimensionality reduction
tools. In the case of PCA, so called eigenspace methods are
fundamental for objection recognition [33], motion tracking
[5], image modeling [12], and face recognition [37].
Our work points to an affirmative answer to this second
question as well. In Section 4.1, we give new mathematical interpretation that suggests subspace scores may be a
valuable metric beyond their intended purpose for k-means
clustering. Additionally, in Section 4.2 we address Question 2 experimentally via an application to facial recognition. When used as a dimensionality reduction technique
before nearest neighbor classification, subspace score sampling significantly outperforms PCA (eigenfaces) and all
other unsupervised feature selection methods tested. Subspace scores are only outclassed by a supervised Fisher
score method and a supervised Laplacian score variant,
which both use label information to choose features.

2. Background
Before evaluating subspace scores in Sections 3 and 4, it
is helpful to give a brief introduction to the k-means clustering problem and relevant dimensionality reduction techniques, including our recent results in [11], which inspired
this study of subspace scores for vision.

1.3. Goals
However, the theoretical results in [11] remain untested
in practice, leading to several natural directions for future
experimental research. This paper seeks to initiate an investigation through canonical computer vision applications –
high dimensional image data is an ideal test bed for dimensionality reduction algorithms. We ask two main questions:

2.1. k-means Clustering
Data clustering is one of the most common approaches to
unsupervised learning. Without access to label information,
clustering algorithms use some distance metric to partition
data points into groups that seem likely to share a common
label. In computer vision, clustering is used for image segmentation, face detection, training bag-of-words classifiers,
and a variety of other common tasks [36].
k-means is a particularly natural clustering objective
function, although the name is sometimes used to reference
a common heuristic, Lloyd’s algorithm [30], for minimizing
the objective. We use the former meaning.
The goal is to partition data into k clusters that minimize
total intra-cluster variance. Suppose we wish to divide n
vectors in Rd , {a1 , . . . , an }, into clusters, {C1 , . . . , Ck }.
Let C(aj ) denote the cluster aj is assigned to. Let µi be
the centroid (i.e. average) of the vectors in Ci . Then, the

1. Is subspace scoring effective for k-means in practice?
PCA and other methods evaluated theoretically in [11]
(e.g. Johnson-Lindenstrauss embedding [24]) have been
tested extensively [15, 20]. PCA in particular works
remarkably well, so we are interested in understanding
whether subspace scoring can give comparable results. Feature selection methods are often preferred in practice over
feature extraction because they maintain data interpretability and can preserve important data structure (e.g. sparsity).
Selection also incurs a small space overhead, simply requiring pointers into existing data matrices. For computer vision, which often relies on synthetic features, it can eliminate the need to compute many features in the first place.
2

optimal k-means clustering is given by


n
X
arg min 
kaj − µC(aj ) k22  .
{C1 ,...,Ck }

λ = 1 + . Bounds have also been shown for alternative dimensionality reduction methods, including feature selection
[7, 8, 6], but always with an approximation of λ > 2.
Recently, we improve on the PCA results, showing that
projecting to just dk/e principal components suffices for
λ = 1 + . We also give improved error analysis for
Johnson-Lindenstrauss projections and feature selection –
subspace score sampling needs to select just O(k log k/2 )
dimensions for a λ = 1 +  approximation.

j=1

In other words, we just compute the squared `2 distance
from every data vector to its cluster centroid. Our goal is
to minimize the sum of these distances. By rearranging our
summation, we see that this is equivalent to computing the
variance for each cluster and summing over all clusters:


k
X
X
kaj − µi k22  .
arg min 
{C1 ,...,Ck }

We should be careful to note that these bounds only provide an initial insight into the effectiveness of dimensionality reduction for k-means. As mentioned, k-means is often
solved using a heuristic algorithm, which is vulnerable to
local minima. It is not clear how dimensionality reduction
effects the probability of reaching a global minimum. Objective function loss could be worse or better than predicted
depending on the heuristic used.

i=1 aj ∈Ci

In general, this function is NP-hard to optimize [1]. Nevertheless, it can be solved effectively in practice using either
heuristic algorithms (e.g. Lloyd’s algorithm) or a variety of
provably good approximation algorithms [30, 25, 2, 22].

Additionally, it is important to remember that optimizing
the k-means objective is usually not the final goal of unsupervised learning – the objective is simply a coarse mathematical indicator of a partition’s quality. The ultimate test
for clustering is the quality of answer obtained for the problem k-means is being applied to, measured by classification
rate, segmentation accuracy, etc.

2.2. Dimensionality Reduction for k-means
Any of these algorithms can be accelerated by preprocessing data to reduce the dimension of each point aj from
d to some d0  d. Of course this can be done in a huge
variety of ways, so what do we mean for a dimensionality
reduction method to be provably good for k-means? Denote our original data matrix, whose rows are the vectors
{a1 , . . . , an }, as A ∈ Rn×d . Denote the data matrix con0
taining our dimension reduced rows as Ã ∈ Rn×d . For any
clustering C, we will write the k-means cost for data matrix
A and clustering C = {C1 , . . . , Ck } as Cost(C, A).
Suppose C ∗ is the optimal clustering for A and C̃ ∗ is
the optimal clustering for Ã. One natural goal is to seek out
dimensionality reduction methods that guarantee

Nevertheless, a concrete theoretical goal is valuable in
roughly predicting the effectiveness of dimensionality reduction and, for feature selection, understanding what it
means to be ‘important’ for clustering.

2.3. Subspace Scores
Variations on subspace scores have been studied in the
theoretical computer science literature for a variety of problems including linear regression and matrix decomposition
[32, 28]. For k-means clustering, we formulate them as a
weighted sum of a feature’s rank-m leverage score, `, and
its residual score, r [11]. Recall that we seek to sample
columns from a data matrix A ∈ Rn×d . Let A = UΣV>
denote the singular value decomposition of A. U ∈ Rn×r
and V ∈ Rd×r have orthogonal columns (the left and
right singular vectors of A) and Σ ∈ Rr×r is a positive diagonal matrix containing the singular values of A,
σ1 ≥ σ2 ≥ ... ≥ σd , from top left to bottom right. If our
data is centered, the right singular vectors V are equivalent
to the principal components of our data. For example, if
each row of A held pixel values for a face image, then V’s
columns would give us pixels values for the eigenfaces of
A. Now, for a chosen rank parameter m, let V(m) be V
with all but its first m columns (the top m principal components of A) zero’d out.

Cost(C̃ ∗ , A) ≤ λ · Cost(C ∗ , A),
for some approximation factor λ. In other words, if we find
the optimal k-means clustering for our dimension reduced
data, it will be close to optimal for our original data. Since
k-means is rarely solved exactly, this guarantee is typically
strengthened so that any approximately optimal clustering
for Ã works as well. I.e. if we find some C̃ 0 such that
Cost(C̃ 0 , Ã) ≤ α · Cost(C̃ ∗ , Ã) for some α ≥ 1, then
Cost(C̃ 0 , A) ≤ αλ · Cost(C 0 , A).
Achieving α = 1 corresponds to exactly solving k-means
on Ã, recovering our original guarantee.
Several results achieve this sort of guarantee, starting
with [17], which shows that projecting A’s columns to their
top k principle directions is sufficient for an approximation
of λ = 2. This work was generalized in [19], which shows
that taking O(k/2 ) principle components is sufficient for

For weighting parameter γ, the subspace score of the ith
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column of A, Ai , is denoted vi and defined by:

tion and lighting conditions [21, 27]. We only consider the
face-on position for each subject and remove images with
very poor illumination – i.e. average brightness much below the average for the full data set. This leaves us with
1978 images in total, approximately 50 for each subject.
All images are centered, cropped, and normalized for
brightness. A sample of prepared images is included in Figure 2. Each image is 192 × 168 pixels, and so originally has
32256 features.

vi = `i + γ · ri
(m)> 2
k2

= kVi

+ γ · kAi − Ai V(m) V(m)> k22 .

(m)>

`i = kVi
k22 is the rank-m leverage score of column
Ai , which measures how important the ith feature is in
composing the top m principal components of A. ri =
kAi −Ai V(m) V(m)> k22 is the residual score of column Ai ,
which measures the variance of the ith feature once the top
principle components are controlled for (projected out). For
provably good k-means approximation, we set m = 2k and
γ = Pd k σ2 [11]. However, in general m and γ should be
i=k i
considered free parameters. In Section 4.1 we give intuition
for why balancing a feature’s leverage score and residual
score gives an ideal measure for feature selection.
Subspace scores are simple and relatively fast to compute. Algorithms for the singular value decomposition are
widely available and can be accelerated when we do not require a full SVD of A – for subspace score computation
we just need A’s top m singular vectors. For example, we
are able to quickly compute scores for all test problems using MATLAB’s svds() function, an implementation of
the Lanczos algorithm [26].
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Figure 2: Selected set of centered, cropped, and normalized
images from the Extended Yale Face Database B.
To compute subspace scores, we set m and γ as described in Section 2.3. We sample features (i.e. pixels) with
probability proportional to their subspace scores, reweighting selected features according to the inverse of these probabilities. This ensures that the sampled image is equal to the
original in expectation.
For comparison, PCA feature reduction is implemented
by first computing the top singular vectors of our dataset
and projecting each data point onto these vectors.
We use MATLAB’s standard k-means implementation
for clustering, which uses Lloyd’s algorithm with the kmeans++ initialization rule [2]. This approach can get stuck
at a local minimum, but the initialization rule guarantees a
solution within a O(log k) factor of optimal. Since practical implementations of exact or (1 + ) error approximation algorithms are not widely available, this algorithm is
used nearly universally in practice. For each test, we run kmeans++ with 5 different initializations and 300 iterations
of Llyod’s algorithm. In all tests the algorithm converged
before the final iteration. For handwritten digits there are 10
natural classes so we set k = 10. For faces, we set k = 38,
the number of subjects in the dataset.

3. k-means Clustering Evaluation
Our first goal is to test subspace score feature selection
for clustering, comparing to PCA based methods, which
are popular in practice. We test on the USPS handwritten
digit database [23], which was downloaded from [34]. This
dataset contains 9298 16 × 16 pixel images of the ten numerical digits, with roughly equal counts of each digit. A
sample set of images is included in Figure 1. We test clustering with both the original image pixels (256 features) as
well as generated HOG descriptors (1764 features) obtain
using MATLAB’s extractHOGFeatures function.
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3.1. Results

90

Our results are included in Figures 3, 4, and 5 for handwritten digits, handwritten digit HOG features, and faces.
After computing a baseline k-means objective value using
all data features, we test the value obtained by minimizing k-means using dimension reduced data in a variety of

Figure 1: Selected images from the USPS handwritten digit
database.
For faces, we use the Extended Yale Face Database B,
which contains images of 38 subjects under various posi4
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smaller dimensions.
PCA feature reduction is extremely effective. For all
datasets, fewer than 10 principal components give nearly
optimal clusters. This result may seem surprising – in general, a (1+) approximately optimal clustering requires projection to dk/e principal components. However, as noted
in [11], many fewer principal components are required if
the principal components of our data matrix decay quickly.
As shown in Figure 6, this is indeed the case for all datasets
tested. Although consisting of many features, our data is
“close” to low dimensional since it can be well approximated by just a few principal components.
Although it underperforms PCA, subspace score sampling is also quite effective. We see close to optimal performance after sampling approximately 100 features. While
unimpressive for the standard handwritten digit dataset
(which has just 256 features originally), this reduction is
substantial for the HOG dataset (1764 original features) and
face images (32256 original features).
The cost function for figures Figures 3, 4, and 5 is the
standard k-means squared Euclidean distance cost. Using
available labels, we were also able to compute a supervised
objective value, penalizing points that appear in the same
cluster but have different ground truth labels. PCA and subspace score sampling both performed well under this metric, indicating that these methods are effective for optimizing our underlying objective, in addition to the surrogate
k-means object. Note that for handwritten digits, HOG features significantly improved performance when measured
with ground truth labels. This seemed to come at the cost of
a larger feature set. However, using feature reduction, we
are able to eliminate this cost.
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Figure 4: Effect of feature reduction on k-means clustering for handwritten digits. Original feature set: 1764 HOG
features.
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Figure 5: Effect of feature reduction on k-means clustering
for face images. Original feature set: 32256 pixels.
ture selection in machine vision. In this section, we provide
theoretical and experimental evidence to suggest they are.
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4.1. Mathematical Intuition
Recall that the subspace score for the ith column (feature)
of a data matrix A is computed as:

4.1
4
3.9
3.8

vi = `i + γ · ri

3.7

(m)> 2
k2

3.6

= kVi

3.5

+ γ · kAi − Ai V(m) V(m)> k22 .
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The columns of V(m) are the top m singular vectors of
A – i.e. its top principal components for mean centered
(m)>
data. Thus, the ith row of V(m) , Vi
contains the value
th
of the i feature in each of the top m principal components
of A. By computing the squared norm of this row, the ith
leverage score `i sums the ‘importance’ that a given feature
plays in the top principal components of our data matrix.
On the other hand, ri measures the variance of a feature outside of the top m principal components. We begin by subtracting Ai V(m) V(m)> from our feature vector
Ai , which computes the component of the ith feature out-
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Figure 3: Effect of feature reduction on k-means clustering
for handwritten digits. Original feature set: 256 pixels.

4. Subspace Scoring for Face Recognition
Since they give theoretically justified and empirically
confirmed approximation results for k-means, it is natural
to ask if subspace scores are more widely applicable to fea5
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kVi
k22 . This observation leads to some additional intuition. Typically top principal directions are believed to
capture true data variance, while lower principal components are suspected to be polluted by noise. If we knew
our features contained only informative data, normalization
would be essential. Otherwise, valuable discerning information could be washed out by very high variance in a few
directions – this is especially an issue with quickly decaying
principal components, like those shown in Figure 6.
On the other hand, in the presence of noise, we may not
want to consider smaller principal directions, which we suspect may not be informative at all. Subspace scores balance
this trade off by applying selective normalization. Setting
m is an attempt to guess the cut off between data directions
and noise directions. By not excluding everything below the
cut off entirely, our r term adds robustness.
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(a) USPS digit images.

(b) USPS digit HOG features
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4.2. Experimental Evaluation

Figure 6: All datasets exhibit rapid spectral decay, indicating that they are well approximated by few prinicipal components. This helps explain the strong performance of PCA
based feature extraction for k-means clustering.

With intuition that subspace scores give a useful measure of feature importance, we test their effectiveness a well
known application of dimensionality reduction in vision –
facial recognition [37]. Typically, a set of training faces are
projected onto their largest principal components, which are
known as eigenfaces. To identify a new face, the face image
is first projected onto these eigenfaces before classification
– for example we might simply find the nearest neighbor of
the dimension reduced vector in the training set.
Projection onto few top principal components can significantly accelerate image classification. It may also serve as
an implicit denoising operation by dropping contributions
from small data directions. However, our experiments do
not indicate that this effect is significant – a nearest neighbor classifier that uses full face images always outperforms
PCA reduced data, albeit at additional runtime cost. This
observation matches results from prior work [3].
Instead of applying PCA, we can modify the eigenface method by using feature selection to choose a small
subset of pixels for use in classification. At first glance,
this method may seem naive, as selecting individual pixels could eliminate information present in correlations between neighboring pixels. However, given a proper importance measure, pixel selection can significantly outperform
the eigenface method as well as classification using all image features [39]. Feature selection also avoids a projection
step during classification, which is required by the eigenface method, so it helps further accelerate face recognition.
We test whether subspace scores give a good enough
measure of feature importance to see these benefits.

side of the span of our top principal directions. Evaluating kAi − Ai V(m) V(m)> k22 computes the variance of that
component.
Generally, projecting onto the largest principal directions
preserves global patterns in images (the rows of A) – this
largely explains why PCA is such an effective dimensionality reduction tool. The leverage score component of our
subspace score ensures that we select pixels important to
global variation. On the other hand, the residual score captures pixels that have high local variance. Even if these
features do not participate in global patterns, they may be
important in classification, clustering, and other tasks. γ
balances the weight we place on global vs. local pixel importance, while m parameterizes the intrinsic dimensionality of our ‘global variation’.
It is important to note that subspace scores go beyond
computing a weighted sum of feature variance in the top
principal directions and variance outside of the top directions. If this were the case, our feature score would be:
kAi V(m) V(m)> k22 + γ · kAi − Ai V(m) V(m)> k22
(m)> 2
k2

= kΣVi

+ γ · kAi − Ai V(m) V(m)> k22 .

The equality follows from writing A = UΣV> via the singular value decomposition and noting that multiplying by U
does not effect norm since it’s an orthonormal matrix. If γ
was set to 1, this would exactly equal kAi k22 , the variance
of feature i.
Instead, subspace scores normalize the top principal
components by eliminating Σ before computing `i =

4.3. Setup
We begin by establishing a baseline via the standard
eigenface method as well full feature classification. Again
using the Extended Yale Face Database B, we select 20%
6

Supervised Laplacian scores: Here the similarity graph
contains an edge between any two training images with the
same label (i.e. are pictures of the same individual).

of our data to serve as a training set, with the rest used
for testing. We use an SVD to compute eigenfaces for the
mean centered training set. Every test and training image
is projected onto the top k eigenfaces before running nearest neighbor classification. Classification rates for different
values of k, along with the rate obtained without dimensionality reduction are included in Figure 7.

Fisher scores: Another common supervised technique
[18]. Higher scores are given to features that have small
within-class variance in comparison to their total variance.
We expect the last two feature selection methods to prove
more powerful than subspace scores and other unsupervised
approaches, which do not incorporate label information.
For intuition, all scores are visualized in Figure 8, with
lighter pixels corresponding to higher scores. Despite being
unsupervised, our subspace scores closely match the supervised Laplacian and Fisher scores, a promising observation.
Interestingly, unsupervised Laplacian scores produce a very
different image – pixels in important areas near the eyes and
mouth are actually weighted down. Adjusting the underlying similarity matrix did not change the result substantially
and, predictably, unsupervised Laplacian scores proved ineffective in our experiments.
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Figure 7: Classification rate using nearest neighbor classifier after projection onto top k eigenfaces.
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As the number of eigenfaces increases, classification rate
approaches performance for the full feature set (i.e. unmodified images), as expected. The best classification rate is not
especially high – nearest neighbor classification is a simple
approach and we apply it with little image preprocessing
(brightness normalization, centering, and cropping). Nevertheless, this approach will be sufficient for comparing feature reduction methods.
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4.4. Comparision of Feature Selection Methods
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Data variance: After normalizing brightness across the
training set, we set each pixel’s score to its variance across
the images. This is a simple, common approach to scoring.
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Uniform scores: All pixels are scored equally and sampled
uniformly at random. This method provides a reference for
other selection techniques – it seems unlikely to outperform
nearest neighbor classification with complete images.
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Next we compare a variety of feature selection methods, including subspace scoring, to the baseline. The tested
methods are all based on scoring image pixels:

40

40

60

80

100

120

140

160

20

40

60

80

100

120

140

160

(e) Subspace Score, m = 10 (f) Subspace Score, m = 40

Figure 8: Different feature scoring methods. Lighter pixels
indicate higher feature score.

Laplacian scores [39]: A common feature selection technique based on the eigenvectors of a similarity graph for the
training data. We use a 5-nearest neighbor graph based on
Euclidean distance to compute scores, adapting code available at [9].

4.5. Recognition Results
Face recognition results for sampling by importance
score are included in Figure 9. We compute two different
7

sets of subspace scores, one with m = 10 and
P the other
with m = 40. In both
cases
γ
is
set
so
that
i `i is apP
proximately equal to i γ · ri . Equalizing the total weight
of our leverage scores and residual scores gave good performance in general. A more nuanced understanding of how to
choose m and γ is an interesting question for future study.
For both settings of m, subspace scores perform very well,
outperforming the baseline method, uniform sampling, data
variance, and unsupervised Laplacian scores.
In Figure 10, we also include results for selecting top
scoring features instead of sampling with probability proportional to score. As more pixels are selected, performance
typically increases to a point, after which it converges back
to the baseline rate. For all methods, we obtained higher
peak performance using pixel selection rather than sampling. This is somewhat in opposition to theoretical results,
where sampling is always required, and understanding why
selection is better in practice is also an interesting question.
Overall, subspace scores seem a promising choice for
feature selection. They appear to capture much of the same
information as supervised Fisher and Laplacian scores,
without relying on labeling information. While labels were
available for our application, in semi-supervised or unsupervised applications, this may not be the case.
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Figure 10: Classification rate for different selection methods. Pixels are chosen in order of decreasing feature score.
tasks, ideally where unsupervised selection is the only option. In doing so, we hope to gain a better understanding of
how to appropriately set parameters m and γ and how sampling performs in comparison to highest score selection.
Finally, given the perspective described in Section 4.1,
we might hope to explore alternative selective normalization functions for computing data variance. While the function underlying subspace scores comes directly from theoretical analysis of k-means, smoother approaches may
be better for practical applications. For example, instead
of normalizing all top principal components completely, a
more gradual normalization factor may be preferable.
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