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Abstract

Max-margin learning is a powerful approach to building sifisrs and structured output pre-
dictors. Recent work on max-margin supervised topic moldatssuccessfully integrated it with
Bayesian topic models to discover discriminative latentaetic structures and make accurate pre-
dictions for unseen testing data. However, the resultiagiieg problems are usually hard to solve
because of the non-smoothness of the margin loss. Exispipgpaches to building max-margin
supervised topic models rely on an iterative procedure liwesoultiple latent SVM subproblems
with additional mean-field assumptions on the desired piosteistributions. This paper presents
an alternative approach by defining a new max-margin losmélig we present Gibbs max-margin
supervised topic models, a latent variable Gibbs classdidiscover hidden topic representations
for various tasks, including classification, regressiod anulti-task learning. Gibbs max-margin
supervised topic models minimize an expected margin loB&ghws an upper bound of the existing
margin loss derived from an expected prediction rule. Bsoihicing augmented variables and in-
tegrating out the Dirichlet variables analytically by cegacy, we develop simple Gibbs sampling
algorithms with no restricting assumptions and no need lies8VM subproblems. Furthermore,
each step of the “augment-and-collapse” Gibbs samplingrifigms has an analytical conditional
distribution, from which samples can be easily drawn. Expental results demonstrate signifi-
cant improvements on time efficiency. The classificatioriggarance is also significantly improved
over competitors on binary, multi-class and multi-labelkssification tasks.

Keywords: supervised topic models, max-margin learning, Gibbs iflass latent Dirichlet allo-
cation, support vector machines

1. Introduction

As the availability and scope of complex data increase, Idpirg statistical tools to discover la-
tent structures and reveal hidden explanatory factors basrbe a major theme in statistics and
machine learning. Topic models represent one type of suetulu®ols to discover latent semantic
structures that are organized in an automatically learathi topic space, where each topic (i.e., a
coordinate of the latent space) is a unigram distributiogr dkie terms in a vocabulary. Due to its
nice interpretability and extensibility, the Bayesiannfalation of topic models (Blei et al., 2003)
has motivated substantially broad extensions and apiolitcsato various fields, such as document
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analysis, image categorization (Fei-Fei and Perona, 2@@8)network data analysis (Airoldi et al.,
2008). Besides discovering latent topic representatior@s)y models usually have a goal to make
good predictions, such as relational topic models (ChanbBiei, 2009) whose major goal is to
make accurate predictions on the link structures of a dootmetwork. Another example is su-
pervised topic models, our focus in this paper, which leapnegliction model for regression and
classification tasks. As supervising information (e.gerusput rating scores for product reviews)
gets easier to obtain on the Web, developing supervisedtlaipic models has attracted a lot of
attention. Both maximum likelihood estimation (MLE) andxyaargin learning have been applied
to learn supervised topic models. Different from the MLEBdd approaches (Blei and McAuliffe,
2007), which define a normalized likelihood model for resg@rariables, max-margin supervised
topic models, such as maximum entropy discrimination LDAMIDA) (Zhu et al., 2012), directly
minimize a margin-based loss derived from an expected @naging) prediction rule.

By performing discriminative learning, max-margin supsed topic models can discover pre-
dictive latent topic representations and have shown phiomigerformance in various prediction
tasks, such as text document categorization (Zhu et al2)28id image annotation (Yang et al.,
2010). However, their learning problems are generally baigblve due to the non-smoothness of
the margin-based loss function. Most existing solvers oglya variational approximation scheme
with strict mean-field assumptions on posterior distriinsi, and they normally need to solve multi-
ple latent SVM subproblems in an EM-type iterative procedBy showing a new interpretation of
MedLDA as a regularized Bayesian inference method, thentegerk (Jiang et al., 2012) success-
fully developed Monte Carlo methods for such max-margindopodels, with a weaker mean-field
assumption. Though the prediction performance is imprdeghuse of more accurate inference,
the Monte Carlo methods still need to solve multiple SVM sobfems. Thus, their efficiency
could be limited as learning SVMs is normally computatibnalemanding. Furthermore, due to
the dependence on SVM solvers, it is not easy to paralletieeet algorithms for large-scale data
analysis tasks, although substantial efforts have beere toadevelop parallel Monte Carlo meth-
ods for unsupervised topic models (Newman et al., 2009; Saradl Narayanamurthy, 2010; Ahmed
etal., 2012).

This paper presents Gibbs MedLDA, an alternative formairetif max-margin supervised topic
models, for which we can develop simple and efficient infeesmlgorithms. Technically, instead of
minimizing the margin loss of an expected (averaging) mtézh rule as adopted in existing max-
margin topic models, Gibbs MedLDA minimizes the expectedgimdoss of many latent prediction
rules, of which each rule corresponds to a configuration pictassignments and the prediction
model, drawn from a post-data posterior distribution. Teg&oally, the expected margin loss is an
upper bound of the existing margin loss of an expected piiedicule. Computationally, although
the expected margin loss can be hard in developing vargedtelgorithms, we successfully develop
simple and fast collapsed Gibbs sampling algorithms witlamy restricting assumptions on the
posterior distribution and without solving multiple late8VM subproblems. Each of the sampling
substeps has a closed-form conditional distribution, freiich a sample can be efficiently drawn.
Our algorithms represent an extension of the classicakidédata augmentation (Dempster et al.,
1977; Tanner and Wong, 1987; van Dyk and Meng, 2001) and ésntedevelopments in learn-
ing fully observed max-margin classifiers (Polson and $@6tt1) to learn the sophisticated latent
topic models. We further generalize the ideas to developbdh$SMedLDA regression model and
a multi-task Gibbs MedLDA model, and we also develop efficmilapsed Gibbs sampling algo-
rithms for them with data augmentation. Empirical resutis@al data sets demonstrate significant
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improvements in time efficiency. The classification perfante is also significantly improved in
binary, multi-class, and multi-label classification tasks

The rest of the paper is structured as follows. Section 2 sanaes some related work. Sec-
tion 3 reviews MedLDA and its EM-type algorithms. Sectionrégents Gibbs MedLDA and its
sampling algorithms for classification. Section 5 presemtsextensions of Gibbs MedLDA for re-
gression and multi-task learning. Section 6 presents érapiiesults. Finally, Section 7 concludes
and discusses future directions.

2. Related Work

Max-margin learning has been very successful in buildirgsifiers (Vapnik, 1995) and structured
output prediction models (Taskar et al., 2003) in the lastade. Recently, research on learning
max-margin models in the presence of latent variable mduesdsreceived increasing attention be-
cause of the promise of using latent variables to capturaitiderlying structures of the complex
problems. Deterministic approaches (Yu and Joachims,)Z00& the unknown values of the hid-
den structures by using some estimates (e.g., MAP estijnatasthen a max-margin loss function
is defined with the filled-in hidden structures, while proliatic approaches aim to infer an entire
distribution profile of the hidden structures given evideaod some prior distribution, following the
Bayes’ way of thinking. Though the former is powerful, we discmn Bayesian approaches, which
can naturally incorporate prior beliefs, maintain the rendistribution profile of latent structures,
and be extensible to nonparametric methods. One repréigentaork along this line is maximum
entropy discrimination (MED) (Jaakkola et al., 1999; Jab&001), which learns a distribution of
model parameters given a set of labeled training data.

MedLDA (Zhu et al., 2012) is one extension of MED to infer hétictopical structures from data
and MMH (max-margin Harmoniums) (Chen et al., 2012) is aeo#xtension that infers the hidden
semantic features from multi-view data. Along similar Bpneecent work has also successfully
developed nonparametric Bayesian max-margin models,asgitfinite SVMs (iISVM) (Zhu et al.,
2011b) for discovering clustering structures when bugdsVM classifiers and infinite latent SVMs
(ILSVM) (Zhu et al., 2011a) for automatically learning preti/e features for SVM classifiers. Both
iISVM and iLSVM can automatically resolve the model comptgxe.g., the number of components
in a mixture model or the number of latent features in a faat@lysis model). The nonparametric
Bayesian max-margin ideas have been proven to be effectivkedling with more challenging
problems, such as link prediction in social networks (ZHl,2) and low-rank matrix factorization
for collaborative recommendation (Xu et al., 2012, 2013).

One common challenge of these Bayesian max-margin lateighle models is on the pos-
terior inference, which is normally intractable. Almosk thle existing work adopts a variational
approximation scheme, with some mean-field assumptionsy Iide research has been done on
developing Monte Carlo methods, except the work (Jiang.e2@12) which still makes mean-field
assumptions. The work in the present paper provides a n@yelawformulate Bayesian max-margin
models and we show that these new formulations can have wepjesand efficient Monte Carlo in-
ference algorithms without making restricting assumpgiorhe key step to deriving our algorithms
is a data augmentation formulation of the expected marg#eth loss. Other work on inferring the
posterior distributions of latent variables includes mma&rgin min-entropy models (Miller et al.,
2012) which learn a single set of model parameters, diffdfrem our focus of inferring the model
posterior distribution.
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Data augmentation refers to methods of augmenting the wix$elata so as to make it easy to
analyze with an iterative optimization or sampling aldamit For deterministic algorithms, the tech-
nigue has been popularized in the statistics community byséminal expectation-maximization
(EM) algorithm (Dempster et al., 1977) for maximum likelgt estimation (MLE) with miss-
ing values. For stochastic algorithms, the technique has lpepularized in statistics by Tanner
and Wong’s data augmentation algorithm for posterior samgdTanner and Wong, 1987) and in
physics by Swendsen and Wang’s sampling algorithms foglaimd Potts models (Swendsen and
Wang, 1987). When using the idea to solve estimation or posieference problems, the key step
is to find a set of augmented variables, conditioned on whietdistribution of our models can be
easily sampled. The speed of mixing or convergence is anatigortant concern when design-
ing a data augmentation method. While the conflict betwesmpliity and speed is a common
phenomenon with many standard augmentation schemes, sorkehas demonstrated that with
more creative augmentation schemes it is possible to emi$EM-type algorithms (Meng and van
Dyk, 1997) or Markov Chain Monte Carlo methods (known asesBampling) (Neal, 1997) that
are both fast and simple. We refer the readers to (van Dyk amagM2001) for an excellent re-
view of the broad literature of data augmentation and arctéffe search strategy for selecting good
augmentation schemes.

For our focus on max-margin classifiers, the recent workg@oland Scott, 2011) provides
an elegant data augmentation formulation for support veotchines (SVM) with fully observed
input data, which leads to analytical conditional disttibns that are easy to sample from and
fast to mix. Our work in the present paper builds on the metbfoBolson et al. and presents a
successful implementation of data augmentation to dedl thi¢ challenging posterior inference
problems of Bayesian max-margin latent topic models. Opragch can be generalized to deal
with other Bayesian max-margin latent variable models, egx-margin matrix factorization (Xu
et al., 2013), as reviewed above.

Finally, some preliminary results were presented in a gemiee paper (Zhu et al., 2013a). This
paper presents a full extension.

3. MedLDA

We begin with a brief overview of MedLDA and its learning alijloms, which motivate our devel-
opments of Gibbs MedLDA.

3.1 MedLDA: a Regularized Bayesian Model

We consider binary classification with a labeled training®e= {(wq,Yq)}5_,, where the response
variableY takes values from the output spae= {—1,+1}. Basically, MedLDA consists of two
parts — an LDA model for describing input documews= {wg}J_,, wherewy = {de}wil denote
the words appearing in documeahtand an expected classifier for considering the supervisamal
y = {ya}5_;. Below, we introduce each of them in turn.

LDA : Latent Dirichlet allocation (LDA) (Blei et al., 2003) is adnarchical Bayesian model that
posits each document as an admixtur& abpics, where each top®y is a multinomial distribution
over aV-word vocabulary. For documedi the generating process can be described as

1. draw a topic proportio®y ~ Dir(a)

2. for each wordh (1 < n<Ny):
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(@) draw a topic assignmeérntyn|@q ~ Mult(6y)
(b) draw the observed womlyn|Zgn, ® ~ Mult(®;, )

where Dil(-) is a Dirichlet distribution; Mul¢-) is multinomial; and®,, denotes the topic selected
by the non-zero entry &f,. For a fully-Bayesian LDA, the topics are random samplesvdritom
a prior, e.g.®y ~ Dir(B).

Given a set of documentd/, we letzg = {zdn}r'\]'il denote the set of topic assignments for
documentd and letZ = {z3}3_; and® = {84}}_; denote all the topic assignments and mixing
proportions for the whole corpus, respectively. Then, LIDfers the posterior distribution using
Bayes’ rule
Po(©,Z,®)p(W|Z, @)

p(W) ’

wherepo(©,Z,®) = X_; po(Pk|B) M15-1 Po(8ala) [Th¢; P(zan|B4) according to the generating pro-
cess of LDA; andp(W) is the marginal evidence. We can show that the posteriorilalisibn by
Bayes' rule is the solution of an information theoreticatimjization problem

P(O©,Z,®|W) =

min KL [q(©,Z,®)|[po(0,Z,®)] —Eq[logp(W|Z, )]
q(e.z,®)

st.: q(0,Z2,P)c P, 1)

where KL(qg||p) is the Kullback-Leibler divergence ar#l is the space of probability distributions
with an appropriate dimension. In fact, if we add the cortsiagnp(W) to the objective, the prob-
lem is the minimization of the KL-divergence Kty(©,Z,®)||p(©,Z,®|W)), whose solution is
the desired posterior distribution by Bayes’ rule. One athge of this variational formulation
of Bayesian inference is that it can be naturally extendethd¢tude some regularization terms
on the desired post-data posterior distributgpnThis insight has been taken to develop regular-
ized Bayesian inference (RegBayes) (Zhu et al., 2011a),n@puatational framework for doing
Bayesian inference with posterior regularizaiorAs shown in (Jiang et al., 2012) and detailed
below, MedLDA is one example of RegBayes models. Moreoweweashall see in Section 4, our
Gibbs max-margin topic models follow this similar idea too.

Expected Classifier Given a training setD, an expected (or averaging) classifier chooses a
posterior distributionq(h|D) over a hypothesis spac# of classifiers such that thg-weighted
(expected) classifier

hg(w) = signEq[h(w)]

will have the smallest possible risk. MedLDA follows thigmaiple to learn a posterior distribution
q(n,®,Z,®|D) such that the expected classifier

y = signF(w) (2)

has the smallest possible risk, approximated by the trgieimor Ry (q) = zgzlﬂ(yd #Yd). The
discriminant function is defined as

F(W) = Eq(n,z\@) [F(I’],Z;W)], F(n>Z;W) = nTZ

1. AK-dimension binary vector with only one nonzero entry.
2. Posterior regularization was first used in (Ganchev e28all0) for maximum likelihood estimation and was later
extended in (Zhu et al., 2011a) to Bayesian and nonparanidgiesian methods.
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wherez is the average topic assignment associated with the werdsvector with element, =
L3N.1Z, andn is the classifier weights. Note that the expected classifidtae LDA likelihood
are coupled via the latent topic assignmefitd he strong coupling makes it possible for MedLDA
to learn a posterior distribution that can describe the mfeskwords well and make accurate pre-
dictions.

Regularized Bayesian Inference To integrate the above two components for hybrid learning,
MedLDA regularizes the properties of the topic represémtat by imposing the following max-
margin constraints derived from the classifier (2) to a saathd DA inference problem (1)

de(Wd) ZE_Edy Vdv (3)

where/ (>1) is the cost of making a wrong prediction; afer {€4}5_; are non-negative slack vari-
ables for inseparable cases. l&) = KL (q||po(n,©,Z,®)) —Eqllog p(W|Z, ®)] be the objective
for doing standard Bayesian inference with the classifiandpp(n,©,Z,®) = po(n)po(©,Z,P).
MedLDA solves the regularized Bayesian inference (Zhu.e®étl1a) problem

a(n.8.Zz,®)e?r &
s.t.: yaF (wg) > 0 —&q, &g > 0,Vd,

D
min £(q(n,0,Z,®)) + Zc; &4 4)
=]

where the margin constraints directly regularize the priog® of the post-data distribution ads
the positive regularization parameter. Equivalently, MBA solves the unconstrained problém

in ~ 0.Z.®))+2 0.2,¢ 5
e (a(n,®©,Z,®)) +2cR (q(n,0,Z,®)), 5)

where R (q) = T3_;max0,¢ — ygF (wq)) is the hinge loss that upper-bounds the training error
Rp(q) of the expected classifier (2). Note that the constant 2 isded simply for convenience.

3.2 Existing Iterative Algorithms

Since it is difficult to solve problem (4) or (5) directly berse of the non-conjugacy (between priors
and likelihood) and the max-margin constraints, corredpanto a non-smooth posterior regular-
ization term in (5), both variational and Monte Carlo methbdve been developed for approximate
solutions. It can be shown that the variational method (Zhal.e 2012) is a coordinate descent
algorithm to solve problem (5) with the fully-factorizedsasnption that

D Ny
mmezﬁnzmm<ypwﬁgﬂmm>mm¢m

while the Monte Carlo methods (Jiang et al., 2012) make a areadsumption that

Q(n>@>z>¢) = q(n)q(@,Z,d))

All these methods have a similar EM-type iterative procedwrhich solves many latent SVM
subproblems, as outlined below.

3. If not specifiedq is subject to the constraigte 2.
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Estimate q(n): Givenq(©,Z,®), we solve problem (5) with respect@on). In the equivalent
constrained form, this step solves

in KL 2 6
dmy (- amr(n *CGZE" ©

st.: yqu[r]] Eq[Zd] >/0—&q, &g > 0,Vd.

This problem is convex and can be solved with Lagrangian austh Specifically, lefly be the
Lagrange multipliers, one per constraint. When the ppgm) is the commonly used standard
normal distribution, we have the optimum solutigm) = A(k,1), wherek = 55_; YapaEq[Za]. It
can be shown that the dual problem of (6) is the dual of a stdriaary linear SVM and we can
solve it or its primal form efficiently using existing higregormance SVM learners. We denote the
optimum solution of this problem b§g*(n),k*, &, 1).

Estimate q(©,Z,®): Givenq(n), we solve problem (5) with respect t©,Z,®). In the
constrained form, this step solves

D
min  £(q(0,Z,®P))+2c 7
LI (a( ) glid (7)

t.: ya(K*) ' Eqza] > € — &g, &4 > 0,Vd.

Although we can solve this problem using Lagrangian methibeguld be hard to derive the dual
objective. An effective approximation strategy was usehu et al., 2012; Jiang et al., 2012),
which updatesy(®,Z,®) for only one step witrg fixed at&". By fixing & at &*, we have the
solution

q(©,Z,®) 0 p(W,0,Z,® exp{ Zpdzd}

where the second term indicates the regularization efidatsto the max-margin posterior con-
straints. For those data with non-zero Lagrange multipliee., support vectors), the second term
will bias MedLDA towards a new posterior distribution thawérs more discriminative represen-
tations on these “hard” data points. The Monte Carlo metl{didsg et al., 2012) directly draw
samples from the posterior distributioi®,Z, ®) or its collapsed form using Gibbs sampling to
estimateEq[zy], the expectations required to leaym). In contrast, the variational methods (Zhu
et al., 2012) solve problem (7) using coordinate descenstimateEqy[zy] with a fully factorized
assumption.

4. Gibbs MedLDA

Now, we present Gibbs max-margin topic models for binargsifecation and their “augment-and-
collapse” sampling algorithms. We will discuss furtheramgions in the next section.

4.1 Learning with an Expected Margin Loss

As stated above, MedLDA chooses the strategy to minimizénihge loss of an expected classi-
fier. In learning theory, an alternative approach to bugditassifiers with a posterior distribution of
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models is to minimize an expected loss, under the framewaokvk as Gibbs classifiers (or stochas-
tic classifiers) (McAllester, 2003; Catoni, 2007; Germatrale, 2009) which have nice theoretical
properties on generalization performance.

For our case of inferring the distribution of latent topisigamentsZ = {zd}g’:1 and the clas-
sification modeh, the expected margin loss is defined as follows. If we havediasample of the
topic assignment& and the prediction mode from a posterior distributioq(n,Z), we can define
the linear discriminant function

F(n,zw)=n'z

as before and make prediction using thtent prediction rule

y(n,2) = signF(n,zw). (8)

Note that the prediction is a function of the configurationz). Let{q = ¢ —y4n ' Zg, Where/ is a
cost parameter as defined before. The hinge loss of the stachkassifier is

D
K(nvz) = Ezlmax(oa Zd)>

a function of the latent variable$),Z), and the expected hinge loss is

D
R'(q) =Eq[R(n,Z)] = ;Eq [max(0,%q)],

a function of the posterior distributiom(n,Z). Since for any(n,Z), the hinge losR (n,Z) is an
upper bound of the training error of the latent Gibbs class{®), that is,

D
R(N.Z) = ; I(ya # Ya(n,2a)) .,
=]

we have

D
R'(q) > chEq [I(ya # Ya(N,2d))] .

wherel(-) is an indicator function that equals to 1 if the predicatelbatherwise 0. In other words,
the expected hinge lo$®'(q) is an upper bound of the expected training error of the Gibdssiier
(8). Thus, it is a good surrogate loss for learning a posteaigtribution which could lead to a low
training error in expectation.

Then, with the same goal as MedLDA of finding a posterior igtion q(n,®,Z,®) that on
one hand describes the observed data and on the other halttgees well as possible on training
data, we define Gibbs MedLDA as solving the new regularizegeBian inference problem

min £(q(n,8,Z,®))+2cR’(d(n,0,Z,®)). 9)
q(n.©.Z,®)
Note that we have written the expected margin I&ssas a function of the complete distribution
q(n,®,Z,®). This doesn’t conflict with our definition &}’ as a function of the marginal distri-
bution q(n,Z) because the other irrelevant variables (i@.and ®) are integrated out when we
compute the expectation.

Comparing to MedLDA in problem (5), we have the following lexa by applying Jensen’s

inequality.
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Lemma 1 The expected hinge los®’ is an upper bound of the hinge loss of the expected classi-
fier (2):

D
R'(q) > R(q) = dz max(0, Eq[Cal);
=1
and thus the objective in (9) is an upper bound of that in (5¢mvb values are the same.

4.2 Formulation with Data Augmentation

If we directly solve problem (9), the expected hinge I&gsis hard to deal with because of the
non-differentiable max function. Fortunately, we can depea simple collapsed Gibbs sampling
algorithm with analytical forms of local conditional digtutions, based on a data augmentation
formulation of the expected hinge-loss.

Let @(yq|zq4,n) = exp{—2cmax(0,{q)} be the unnormalized likelihood of the response variable
for documend. Then, problem (9) can be written as

q(nrgigmL(q(n,@,Z,(D)) —Eq[log@y|Z,n)], (10)

whereg(y|Z,n) = ﬂgzlcp(yd|zd,n). Solving problem (10) with the constraint thgin,©,Z, ®)
P, we can get the normalized posterior distribution

n,0,Z,®)p(W[Z,®)ply|Z,n)
W(y, W) ’

wherey(y,W) is the normalization constant. Due to the complicated fofnp,at will not have
simple conditional distributions if we want to derive a Gsbdmmpling algorithm foq(n,©,Z, ®)
directly. This motivates our exploration of data augmeatatechniques. Specifically, using the
ideas of data augmentation (Tanner and Wong, 1987; PolsbBewtt, 2011), we have Lemma 2.

an,0,z,®) =

Lemma 2 (Scale Mixture Representation) The unnormalized likelihood can be expressed as

0 1 A 2
@(yd|zg,n) = /0 ﬁaq)(—%) dAq

Proof Due to the fact theamax(0,x) = max(0,ax) if a> 0, we have-2cmax(0,{q) = —2max0,clq).
Then, we can follow the proof in (Polson and Scott, 2011) tctige results. [ |

Lemma 2 indicates that the posterior distribution of GibleMDA can be expressed as the marginal
of a higher-dimensional distribution that includes theraegted variablek = {A\q}5_,, that is,

q(n>eaza¢) :/ / q(n>Aae>Z>¢)d)\l"'d)\D:/Dq(n>xae>z>¢)dxa (11)
0 0 RD

whereR . = {x:x € R, x> 0} is the set of positive real numbers; the complete postersrilolition
is

Po(n,©,Z, ®)p(W|Z,®)p(y,A|Z,Nn)

AO.Z D)= ;
q(n? ) ) ) ) lIJ(y’W)
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and the unnormalized joint distribution pfandA is

D 2
wzm =[] rmen(-2 )

In fact, we can show that the complete posterior distrilbuiscthe solution of the data augmentation
problem of Gibbs MedLDA
min L AO,Z ®))—FEqlo AlZ

q(n.)\.e.z.‘D) (q(na ) Ty ey )) Q[ g(p(ya ‘ an)]7
which is again subject to the normalization constraint H{gtA,©,Z,®) € ?. The first term in
the objective is£(q(n,A.©,Z,®)) = KL(q(n,,0,Z,®)|/po(n,©,Z,®)) — Eqllog p(W|Z, ®)].
If we like to impose a prior distribution on the augmentedialalesA, one good choice can be an
improper uniform prior.

Remark 3 The objective of this augmented problem is an upper bourteagthjective in (10) (thus,
also an upper bound of MedLDA'’s objective due to Lemma 1)s iBhbecause by using the data
augmentation we can show that

) [log@(y|Z,n)] log / WY\ Z, n)d)\]

“av
[I q 7\|
v By

Az, n)d)\}

qAV) Iogcp(y,)\|Z "l)] Eqaw) loga(A[V)]]
—E . 09 @y, AZ,n)] —Eq ) [loga(A|V)]

whereV = {n,0,Z,®} denotes all the random variables in MedLDA. Therefore, wesha

L(q(V)) —Eqv)llogely[Z,n)]<L(A(V)) — Eqy ) logely,A[Z,n)] + Equ a) [loga(A V)]
=L(a(V,A)) —Eqglloge(y,A|Z,n)].

4.3 Inference with Collapsed Gibbs Sampling

Although with the above data augmentation formulation we da Gibbs sampling to infer the
complete posterior distributiog(n,A,©,Z,®) and thusq(n,®,Z,®) by ignoring A, the mixing
rate would be slow because of the large sample space of 8 iariables. One way to effectively
reduce the sample space and improve mixing rates is to ateegut the intermediate Dirichlet
variables(®, ®) and build a Markov chain whose equilibrium distributionhie tresulting marginal
distributionq(n,A,Z). We propose to use collapsed Gibbs sampling, which has heeessfully
used in LDA (Griffiths and Steyvers, 2004). With the data aegtation representation, this leads
to an “augment-and-collapse” sampling algorithm for GiMesdLDA, as detailed below.

For the data augmented formulation of Gibbs MedLDA, by iradigg out the Dirichlet vari-
ables(@, ®), we get the collapsed posterior distribution:

an,A,Z) O po(n)p(W,Z|a,B)e(y,A|Z,n)

B D §(Cq+a)| K 6(Ck+l3 (A +CLa)?
—po(n)h]l a7 J‘| e op(- ).
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where

dim(x
o) = ML 100

Mz %)

1=
[(-) is the Gamma functior€}, is the number of times that the tetnis assigned to topik over the
whole corpusCy = {CL}Y_; is the set of word counts associated with togi€ is the number of
times that terms are associated with tdpigithin thed-th document; an€q4 = {CK}K_, is the set of
topic counts for documerdt. Then, the conditional distributions used in collapsediSisampling
are as follows.
For n: Let us assume its prior is the commonly used isotropic Gansdistributionpg(n) =

|‘|E:1 N(nk;o,vz), wherev is a non-zero parameter. Then, we have the conditionailaigtin of
n given the other variables:

D
q(n|z,A) O po(n exp( AdHZd))
=1

K n2 D
Dexp< Zn_kz )‘d+dd >

k=1 =1
.
B 1 .(1 D Zyzg O Agtcl_
exp(2 (W'“ZEW n+ Cglyd N @] N
=AN(n;p2), (12)

aK-dimensional Gaussian distribution, where the posterieamand the covariance matrix are

-1
+c€ 1 D 742!
=3 d cz= (5 c2 M%)
Therefore, we can easily draw a sample from this multivar@aussian distribution. The inverse
can be robustly done using Cholesky decompositionQ#3) procedure. Sinc& is normally
not large, the inversion can be done efficiently, especialapplications where the number of

documents is much larger than the number of topics.
For Z: The conditional distribution of given the other variables is

aZIn.A) DJ_l d+0 exp<_()\d+CZd)2> < 5(Ck+B)

2)\d k=1 6([3)

By canceling common factors, we can derive the conditioisttidution of one variabley, given
othersZ_, as:

(Cfgﬁn + Bt)(clciﬁn + ) exp(Wd (cf+Ad)Nk
SaClont 31 B Ad

_szznﬁ+2v(l—v)nk/\('§n>
2\g

A(Zn=1Z-,n, A wgn=1) O

: (13)
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Algorithm 1 Collapsed Gibbs Sampling Algorithm for GibbsMedLDA Cldiesition Models

1: Initialization: setA = 1 and randomly drawgg, from a uniform distribution.
2: for m=1to M do

3: draw the classifier from the normal distribution (12)

4. ford=1toDdo

5: for each worch in documend do

6: draw a topic from the multinomial distribution (13)

7 end for

8: draw)\g1 (and thushq) from the inverse Gaussian distribution (14).

9: end for
10: end for

whereC. _, indicates that term is excluded from the corresponding document or topie;N—ld; and

k 1 < K
Njn= —— z /C
dn Nd_lkzlnk dﬁn

is the discriminant function value without word We can see that the first term is from the LDA
model for observed word counts and the second term is froraupervised signal.

For A: Finally, the conditional distribution of the augmentediahlesA given the other vari-
ables is factorized and we can derive the conditional distion for each\y as

1 _(7\d+CZd)2>

ahalz.m) 0 exp( 2
1 Mg

0 -~ Ad
(3 2)

where 1 b
G161 p.a.b) =C(p.a.b)* exp(—5( + 1)

is a generalized inverse Gaussian distribution (Devro$86) andC(p,a,b) is a normalization
constant. Therefore, we can derive thglil follows an inverse Gaussian distribution

1
pOGY1Z0) = 16 (Adl; m;) | (14)

. /b b(x — a)?
1G(xab) =y WGXD<‘W>
fora> 0 andb > 0.

With the above conditional distributions, we can constraidflarkov chain which iteratively
draws samples of the classifier weighfsusing Eq. (12), the topic assignmetausing Eq. (13)
and the augmented variablkasing Eq. (14), with an initial condition. To sample from amérse

where

12
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Gaussian distribution, we apply the transformation methibl multiple roots (Michael et al., 1976)
which is very efficient with a constant time complexity. Calerthe per-iteration time complexity
is O(K3 4 NeotalK), whereNyotal = 25’:1 Ny is the total number of words in all documents. KIf
is not very large (e.gK < v/Niotal), Which is the common case in practiceMg; is often very
large, the per-iteration time complexity &NotalK); if K is large (e.9.K > v/Notal), Which is
not common in practice, drawing the global classifier wedghiil dominate and the per-iteration
time complexity isO(K2). In our experiments, we initially sé{y = 1, vVd and randomly dravZ
from a uniform distribution. In training, we run this Markahain to finish the burn-in stage with
M iterations, as outlined in Algorithm 1. Then, we draw a sapas the Gibbs classifier to make
predictions on testing data.

In general, there is no theoretical guarantee that a Markainconstructed using data augmen-
tation can converge to the target distribution (See (Hol2&11) for a failure example). However,
for our algorithms, we can justify that the Markov trangitidistribution of the chain satisfies the
condition X from (Hobert, 2011), i.e., the transition probability framne state to any other state
is larger than 0. Conditior implies that the Markov chain is Harris ergodic (Tan, 2008irima
1). Therefore, no matter how the chain is started, our sagaligorithms can be employed to ef-
fectively explore the intractable posterior distributidn practice, the sampling algorithm as well
as the ones to be presented require only a few iterationd &ia@e prediction performance, as we
shall see in Section 6.5.1. More theoretical analysis ssatpavergence rates requires a good bit
of technical Markov chain theory and is our future work.

4.4 Prediction

To apply the Gibbs classifig], we need to infer the topic assignments for testing docunut
noted byw. A fully Bayesian treatment needs to compute an integrardeioto get the posterior
distribution of the topic assignment given the trainingadAtand the testing document content

pzw, 2) 0 [ pzw.@|D)d0 = [ p(zw|®)p(@|D)do,
\ \

where R, is theV — 1 dimensional simplex; and the second equality holds dubdaaonditional
independence assumption of the documents given the togirsus approximation methods can
be applied to compute the integral. Here, we take the apbrapplied in (Zhu et al., 2012; Jiang
etal., 2012), which uses a point estimate of tog@dsom training data and makes predictions based
on them. Specifically, we use a point estiméle{a Dirac measure) to approximate the probability
distribution p(®|D). For the collapsed Gibbs sampler, an estimaté)cn‘sing the samples is the
posterior mean

@ OCL+Br.

Then, given a testing documewt we infer its latent componemzsusing&) by drawing samples
from the local conditional distribution

p( = 1[z-0,W, D) 0 G, (Cn+ i) (15)
whereCX,, is the number of times that the terms in this documerassigned to topi& with the

n-th term excluded. To start the sampler, we randomly set wactl to one topic. Then, we run the
Gibbs sampler for a few iterations until some stop criteigosatisfied, e.g., after a few burn-in steps

13
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or the relative change of data likelihood is lower than sohreghold. Here, we adopt the latter,
the same as in (Jiang et al., 2012). After this burn-in stagekeep one sample affor prediction
using the stochastic classifier. Empirically, using therage of a few (e.g., 10) samplesotould
lead to slightly more robust predictions, as we shall seeertiGn 6.5.4.

5. Extensions to Regression and Multi-task Learning

The above ideas can be naturally generalized to develops@ilalx-margin supervised topic models
for various prediction tasks. In this section, we preseiat éwamples for regression and multi-task
learning, respectively.

5.1 Gibbs MedLDA Regression Model

We first discuss how to generalize the above ideas to develgrassion model, where the response
variableY takes real values. Formally, the Gibbs MedLDA regressionehalso has two compo-
nents — an LDA model to describe input bag-of-words docusiand a Gibbs regression model
for the response variables. Since the LDA component is the s in the classification model, we
focus on presenting the Gibbs regression model.

5.1.1 THE MODELS WITH DATA AUGMENTATION

If a sample of the topic assignmeriisand the prediction modej are drawn from the posterior
distributionq(n,Z), we define the latent regression rule as

yin,z)=n'z (16)

To measure the goodness of the prediction rule (16), we aldeptidely use@-insensitive loss
D
Rx(nvz) = CZ maX(O, |Ad| - S)v
=1

whereAq =Yg — N ' Zg is the margin between the true score and the predicted SEoeg-insensitive
loss has been successfully used in learning fully obserupgat vector regression (Smola and
Scholkopf, 2003). In our case, the loss is a function of mta@é modeln as well as the topic
assignmentZ which are hidden from the input data. To resolve this unaggtawe define the
expectec-insensitive loss

D
Re () = Eq[Re(n,2)] = dzlEq [max(0, |Ag| —€)],

a function of the desired posterior distributigm, Z).
With the above definitions, we can follow the same princigeGibbs MedLDA to define the
Gibbs MedLDA regression model as solving the regularizegeBen inference problem

in  £(q(n,0,Z,®)) 42 ,0,Z,®)). 17
oo (a(n ) +2cRe (a(n ) (17)

Note that as in the classification model, we have put the cetmplistributiong(n,©,Z, ®) as the
argument of the expected lo$g, which only depends on the marginal distributigin,Z). This
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does not affect the results because we are taking the etipacta compute®, and any irrelevant
variables will be marginalized out.

As in the Gibbs MedLDA classification model, we can show tRats an upper bound of the
e-insensitive loss of MedLDA's expected prediction rule, dgyplying Jensen’s inequality to the
convex functiorh(x) = max(0, |x| — €).

Lemma 4 We haveR: > 55 ; max0, |Eq[Aq]| — ).

We can reformulate problem (17) in the same form as probléiy (¢ith the unnormalized likeli-
hood

®(ya[n,za) = exp(—2cmax(0, |Aq| —€)).
Then, we have the dual scale of mixture representation, bygthat

max(0, [x| —€) = max(0,x— €) + max0, —x—€). (18)

Lemma 5 (Dual Scale Mixture Representation) For regression, the unnormalized likelihood can
be expressed as

w 2
(P(Ydmazd)Z/O ﬁex{3<—(xd+c§j 2) >d7\d

B 2
exp<_(wd <;(f)j+s)) )dwd

X/om\/m

Proof By the equality (18), we hav@(y4|n, z4) = exp{—2cmax0,Aq —€) } exp{ —2cmax(0, —Ag —
€)}. Each of the exponential terms can be formulated as a scatam@iof Gaussians due to Lemma
2. [

Then, the data augmented learning problem of the Gibbs MédieQression model is

[ L AW O, Z ®)) —Eqyl AwZ
q(r])jlllg,z,q)) (q(nv , W, U, &, )) q[og(p(y’ ’ | ’n)]

whereg(y, A, ®|Z,n) = §-1 P(Ya, A, 4| Z, @) and

(Ag+c(Dg —€))? 1 (g — C(Ag +¢€))?
exp(‘ 2\ )mexp<‘ 20 )

Solving the augmented problem and integrating @t®), we can get the collapsed posterior
distribution

A Z =
@(Yd,Ad,wq|Z,N) o

qn,A,w,Z) O po(n)p(W,Z|a,B)e(y,A,w|Z,n).

5.1.2 A COLLAPSED GIBBS SAMPLING ALGORITHM

Following similar derivations as in the classification mpdlee Gibbs sampling algorithm to infer
the posterior has the following conditional distributiomsth an outline in Algorithm 2.
For n: Again, with the isotropic Gaussian prips(n) = HE:lN(nk;O,vz), we have

D _ 2 _ )
anjz0.e) 0 po(n) [ exp( - 2GR0 ) xR0 L)

=1
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Algorithm 2 Collapsed Gibbs Sampling Algorithm for GibbsMedLDA Regiea Models

1: Initialization: setA = 1 and randomly drawgg, from a uniform distribution.
2: for m=1to M do

3: draw the classifier from the normal distribution (19)

4. ford=1toDdo

5: for each worch in documend do

6: draw a topic from the multinomial distribution (20)

7 end for

8: draw)\g1 (and thushq) from the inverse Gaussian distribution (21).
9 drawooa1 (and thuswy) from the inverse Gaussian distribution (22).
10: end for
11: end for

Dexp<— > n_ﬁz —ﬁ (O‘ﬁc(ﬂd—s))z + (‘*’d—C(AdJrS))Z))
=1

K1 2\ 20y
1 T 1 D - D _ T
=exp| —3n @chglpdzdzd n+c leLIJdZd n

where the posterior covariance matrix and the posteriomrmaea

-1
1 o __ O _
2= ﬁl%—Cz; PdZdZy , H=cz dXlleZd ;
=1 =1
andpg = % + & andyyg = %t 1 YIf are two parameters. We can easily draw a sample from a
K-dimensional multivariate Gaussian distribution. Theense can be robustly done using Cholesky

decomposition.
For Z: We can derive the conditional distribution of one variakjgegiven other< _, as:

(Ctk,—'n + Bt)(Cé,—'n + k)

q(Z§n=1/Z-.n. A, @wWgn=1t) O SR exp(cytpdnk
2
(P 1 yipancYiy). (20)

wherey = s andYk, = 7 Y61 nwCk _, is the discriminant function value without word The
first term is from the LDA model for observed word counts. Themd term is from the supervised
signaly.

For A and w: Finally, we can derive that;* andwy* follow the inverse Gaussian distributions:

1
—1 21
nat) @1)

A 1z.n.0) = 16 (A g

—1 _ —1. 1
q((’od |Zvn7A)_Ig <wd ’C‘Ad_i_s’»l) . (22)

The per-iteration time complexity of this algorithm is slanito that of the binary Gibbs MedLDA
model, i.e., linear to the number of documents and numberpits ifK is not too large.
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5.2 Multi-task Gibbs MedLDA

The second extension is a multi-task Gibbs MedLDA. Mulskidearning is a scenario where mul-
tiple potentially related tasks are learned jointly witk tiope that their performance can be boosted
by sharing some statistic strength among these tasks, had dttracted a lot of research attention.
In particular, learning a common latent representatiomezhly all the related tasks has proven to
be an effective way to capture task relationships (Ando dmehg, 2005; Argyriou et al., 2007; Zhu
etal., 2011a). Here, we take the similar approach to legmminltiple predictive models which share
the common latent topic representations. As we shall seedtidh 6.3.2, one natural application
of our approach is to do multi-label classification (Tsouasakt al., 2010), where each document
can belong to multiple categories, by defining each task asamybclassifier to determine whether
a data point belongs to a particular category; and it can ladsapplied to multi-class classifica-
tion, where each document belongs to only one of the mangaeaés, by defining a single output
prediction rule (See Section 6.3.2 for details).

5.2.1 THE MODEL WITH DATA AUGMENTATION

We consideL binary classification tasks and each tagkassociated with a classifier with weights
n;. We assume that all the tasks work on the same set of inputdata{wgy}5_,, but each datd
has different binary label§y},}- ; in different tasks. A multi-task Gibbs MedLDA model has two
components — an LDA model to describe input words (the saniie @bbs MedLDA); and mul-
tiple Gibbs classifiers sharing the same topic representwtiWwhen we have the classifier weights
n and the topic assignmengs drawn from a posterior distributiog(n,Z), we follow the same
principle as in Gibbs MedLDA and define the latent Gibbs rolegfach task as

Vi=1,...L: ¥(n;,2) =signF(n;,z;w) = sign(n;' 2). (23)
LetZ, = ¢ —yin;" z4. The hinge loss of the stochastic classifier

nn dz max(O Zd

and the expected hinge loss is

R/ (q) = Eq[®R(N;,Z dz Eq maX(O Zd)]

For each task, we can follow the argument as in Gibbs MedLDA to show thatdkpected loss
R/(q) is an upper bound of the expected training erggr ; Eq[I(Yy # ¥,(Ni,2d4))] of the Gibbs
classifier (23). Thus, it is a good surrogate loss for legrramposterior distribution which could
lead to a low expected training error.

Then, following a similar procedure of defining the binanbf@MedLDA classifier, we define
the multi-task GibbsMedLDA model as solving the followingdgBayes problem:

min _£(q(n,0,Z,®)) +2cRy1 (9(n,0,Z,9)), (24)
qn.0.2,®)

where the multi-task expected hinge loss is defined as a stiomad the expected hinge loss of all
the tasks:

L
Rir (4(n.0.2,®)) = 3 &/ (4(n.0.2,®)). (25)
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Algorithm 3 Collapsed Gibbs Sampling Algorithm for Multi-task Gibbsl€dA
1: Initialization: setA = 1 and randomly drawgg, from a uniform distribution.
2: for m=1to M do
3. fori=1toLdo

4 draw the classifien; from the normal distribution (26)
5. end for

6. ford=1toDdo

7 for each wordh in documend do

8: draw a topic from the multinomial distribution (27)
9 end for

10: fori=1toLdo

11 draw()\' )1 (and thus\! q) from the inverse Gaussian distribution (28).
12: end for

13:  end for

14: end for

Due to the separability of the multi-task expected hings,lag can apply Lemma 2 to reformu-
late each task-specific expected hinge Iﬁﬁsas a scale mixture by introducing a set of augmented
variables{A}2_,. More specifically, leta (y}|z4,n) = exp{—2cmax(0,Z};)} be the unnormalized
likelihood of the response variable for documdrih taski. Then, we have

@ (Yalza,n) =/Om em(—%) dA;.

2m\

5.2.2 A COLLAPSED GIBBS SAMPLING ALGORITHM

Similar to the binary Gibbs MedLDA classification model, vandalerive the collapsed Gibbs sam-
pling algorithm, as outlined in Algorithm 3. Specificallgt|

e (Ny+cty)? Ot )

2)\I

@(y.A'z,n) ﬂ\/ﬁ

be the joint unnormalized likelihood of the class labgls: {y';],}d , and the augmentation variables
A= {AL}2_,. Then, for the multi-task Gibbs MedLDA, we can integrate thet Dirichlet variables
(©, ®) and get the collapsed posterior distribution

L .
Q(m)\az) 0 pO(n)p(W’Z‘(LB) u(ﬂ(yw\l’z?n)

D 5(Cd—|—d) K 5Ck+[3

w155 it

Then, we can derive the conditional distributions used Ifapsed Gibbs sampling as follows.

oxn(- o ;;zd) )
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For n: We also assume its prior is an isotropic GausgiMm) = [1—; [Tk_1 Al(Nik; 0,v?).
Then, we havg(n|Z,\) = [, 9(ni|Z,\), where

D i i\2
an2.A) 0 pol) [ exp( - 25580 ) — i ). (26)

where the posterior covariance matrix and posterior mean ar

1 D z4z! Lcl_
- (3 “Ema> e (oguth )

Similarly, the inverse can be robustly done using Cholesigodposition, atd(K?3) procedure.
SinceK is normally not large, the inversion can be done efficiently.
For Z: The conditional distribution of is

L ()\i Zi )2 K3 B
oz [5G (-5 16

By canceling common factors, we can derive the conditiomstidution of one variabley, given
othersZ_, as:

Cd—l—d

q(Zn = 1|Z-,n, A, wgn=1) O

K . .
(Cfgﬁn + Bt)(cdﬁn +0k) L exp(Wld (C€ + )\:j)nik

SaChont YiaBe A
VPR + 2y - vniAy,
2 ik
) (27)

where Ay, = 1 Y1 NiwCk _, is the discriminant function value without word We can see
that the first term is from the LDA model for observed word dguand the second term is from the
supervised signaﬂy"d} from all the multiple tasks.

For A: Finally, the conditional distribution of the augmentediahlesA is fully factorized,
d(A1Z,n) = M1 N5-1a(A,|Z,n), and each variable follows a generalized inverse Gausgsind

bution
i i\2
1 _ exp<_0‘d;7iczd)> = GIG <Aid;%,1,c2<zg)2> .
2Tr)\{j d

Therefore, we can derive thét},)~* follows an inverse Gaussian distribution

a(Aglz,n) O

Pl iz = 16 () 1) (29)
c|Zql
from which a sample can be efficiently drawn with a constanetcomplexity.
The per-iteration time complexity of the algorithm (&(LK3+ NiotalK + DL). For common
large-scale applications whelkeandL are not too large whil® (thusNta)) is very large, the step
of sampling latent topic assignments takes most of the tifrieis very large, e.g., in the PASCAL
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large-scale text/image categorization challenge taskshattave tens of thousands of categdtjes
the step of drawing global classifier weights may dominateio& property of the algorithm is that
we can easily parallelize this step since there is no cogplinong these classifiers once the topic
assignments are given. A preliminary investigation of theaflel algorithm is presented in (Zhu
et al., 2013b).

6. Experiments

We present empirical results to demonstrate the efficiemcly paediction performance of Gibbs
MedLDA (denoted by GibbsMedLDA) on the 20Newsgroups dataf@eclassification, a hotel
review data set for regression, and a Wikipedia data set mvdhe than 1 million documents for
multi-label classification. We also analyze its sensifitit key parameters and examine the learned
latent topic representations qualitatively. The 20Newspgs data set contains about 20K postings
within 20 groups. We follow the same setting as in (Zhu et2012) and remove a standard list
of stop words for both binary and multi-class classificatidtor all the experiments, we use the
standard normal prigoo(n) (i.e.,v? = 1) and the symmetric Dirichlet priors = £1, B=0.01x1,
wherellis a vector with all entries being 1. For each setting, werntghe average performance and
standard deviation with five randomly initialized runs. &le experiments, except the those on the
large Wikipedia data set, are done on a standard desktoputemp

6.1 Binary classification

The binary classification task is to distinguish postingthefnewsgroujlt.atheismand postings of
the newsgroupalk.religion.misc The training set contains 856 documents, and the test s&ine
569 documents. We compare Gibbs MedLDA with the MedLDA mdkat uses variational meth-
ods (denoted by vMedLDA) (Zhu et al., 2012) and the MedLDA tiees collapsed Gibbs sampling
algorithms (denoted by gMedLDA) (Jiang et al., 2012). We atelude unsupervised LDA using
collapsed Gibbs sampling as a baseline, denoted by GibbsEDAGIbbsLDA, we learn a binary
linear SVM on its topic representations using SVMLight @luens, 1999). The results of other
supervised topic models, such as sLDA and DiscLDA (Lacdsthken et al., 2009), were reported
in (Zhu et al., 2012). For Gibbs MedLDA, we set=1, / = 164 andM = 10. As we shall see in
Section 6.5, Gibbs MedLDA is insensitive ¢ £ andM in a wide range. Although tuning(e.g.,
via cross-validation) can produce slightly better resuits fix c = 1 for simplicity.

Figure 1 shows the accuracy, training time, and testing tidifferent methods with vari-
ous numbers of topics. We can see that by minimizing an eggddidnhge-loss and making no re-
stricting assumptions on the posterior distributions,iSNMedLDA achieves higher accuracy than
other max-margin topic models, which make some restriatiregn-field assumptions. Similarly,
as gMedLDA makes a weaker mean-field assumption, it achishgistly higher accuracy than
vMedLDA, which assumes that the posterior distributionulyffactorized. For the training time,
GibbsMedLDA is about two orders of magnitudes faster tharedlVDA, and about one order of
magnitude faster than gMedLDA. This is partly because botledl. DA and gMedLDA need to
solve multiple SVM problems. For the testing time, GibbsMB4 is comparable with gMedLDA
and the unsupervised GibbsLDA, but faster than the variatialgorithm used by vMedLDA, espe-
cially when the number of topids is large. There are several possible reasons for the fastimd

4., http://Ishtc.iit.demokritos.gr/; http://www.imaget.org/challenges/LSVRC/2012/index
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Figure 1: Classification accuracy, training time (in logds¢ and testing time (in linear scale) on
the 20Newsgroups binary classification data set.

than vMedLDA, though they use the same stopping criterioor. é&xample, vMedLDA performs
mean-field inference in a full space which leads to a low cagesmce speed, while GibbsMedLDA
carries out Gibbs sampling in a collapsed space. Also, thesgp of the sampled topics in Gibb-
sMedLDA could save time, while vMedLDA needs to carry out gaation for each dimension of
the variational parameters.

6.2 Regression

We use the hotel review data set (Zhu and Xing, 2010) builtamdomly crawling hotel reviews
from the TripAdvisor websitewhere each review is associated with a global rating scorgimg
from 1 to 5. In these experiments, we focus on predicting thbaj rating scores for reviews us-
ing the bag-of-words features only, with a vocabulary o00B, terms, though the other manually
extracted features (e.g.,, part-of-speech tags) aregedviAll the reviews have character lengths
between 1,500 and 6,000. The data set consists of 5,00Qveewath 1,000 reviews per rating.
The data set is uniformly partitioned into training anditegsets. We compare the Gibbs MedLDA
regression model with the MedLDA regression model that wagational inference and supervised
LDA (sLDA) which also uses variational inference. For GitdedLDA and vMedLDA, the preci-
sion is set a¢ = 1e~3 andc is selected via 5 fold cross-validation during training.adwy we set the
Dirichlet parameteo = 1 and the number of burn-ikl = 10.

Figure 2 shows the predictive?’RBlei and McAuliffe, 2007) of different methods. We can see
that GibbsMedLDA achieves comparable prediction perforteawith vMedLDA, which is better
than sLDA. Note that vMedLDA uses a full likelihood model footh input words and response
variables, while GibbsMedLDA uses a simpler likelihood rabir words onlyf. For training time,
GibbsMedLDA is about two orders of magnitudes faster tharedlMDA (as well as sLDA), again

5. http://www.tripadvisor.com/
6. The MedLDA with a simple likelihood on words only doesrérform well for regression.
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Figure 2: Predictive R2, training time and testing time o hiotel review data set.

due to the fact that GibbsMedLDA does not need to solve malt§M problems. For testing
time, GibbsMedLDA is also much faster than vMedLDA and sL@apecially when the number of
topics is large, due to the same reasons as stated in Section 6

6.3 Multi-class classification

We perform multi-class classification on 20Newsgroups &lti20 categories. The data set has a
balanced distribution over the categories. The test setisisnof 7,505 documents, in which the
smallest category has 251 documents and the largest categ®B99 documents. The training set
consists of 11,269 documents, in which the smallest anchtiges$t categories contain 376 and 599
documents, respectively. We consider two approaches hgaoilti-class classification — one is to
build multiple independent binary Gibbs MedLDA models, dmeeach category, and the other one
is to build multiple dependent binary Gibbs MedLDA modelslenthe framework of multi-task
learning, as presented in Section 5.2.

6.3.1 MULTIPLE ONE-VS-ALL CLASSIFIERS

Various methods exist to apply binary classifiers to do raldiss classification, including the pop-
ular “one-vs-all” and “one-vs-one” strategies. Here wead®the “one-vs-all” strategy, which has
shown effective (Rifkin and Klautau, 2004), to provide sopmeliminary analysis. Lef); be the
sampled classifier weights of the 20 “one-vs-all” binaryssifiers after the burn-in stage. For a test
documentv, we need to infer the latent topic assignmentsnder each “one-vs-all” binary classi-
fier using a Gibbs sampler with the conditional distribut{@b). Then, we predict the document as
belonging to the single category which has the largestidigtant function value, i.e.,

y=argmax(f;' z),

i=1,...,L

wherelL is the number of categories (i.e., 20 in this experiment)aiAgsince GibbsMedLDA is
insensitive toa and/, we seta = 1 and/ = 64. We also fixc = 1 for simplicity. The number of
burn-in iterations is set ad = 20, which is sufficiently large as will be shown in Figure 7.

22



GIBBS MAX-MARGIN TOPICMODELS WITH DATA AUGMENTATION

0.85 10°r ‘
=+= GibbsMedLDA
oz -F-F-_3._.F MedLDA
_m-E + -~ - g
0.8~ I #--8 1 -3 + vMedLDA
I -- - 10°] GibbsLDA+SVM i
7 = + = pGibbsMedLDA

078 B _gesE—ET podnin
> 8 e * M :— o
15 - @ = | - =
g { R R 2 et AT L
5 07 © 10°F -
g gL
< T =

£
0.65 g JPCTEL Sy
2| - -
—+=" GibbsMedLDA 10 _m--E-"TTCT
o.er gMedLDA -
+ ' vMedLDA
‘ GibbsLDA+SVM .,
055k ‘ ‘ : : 10tk ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘
20 40 60 80 100 20 40 60 80 100

# Topics # Topics

(a) (b)
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fiers for multi-class classification on the whole 20Newsgsodata set.

Figure 3 shows the classification accuracy and training,tiniere GibbsMedLDA builds 20
binary Gibbs MedLDA classifiers. Note that for GibbsMedLDAethorizontal axis denotes the
number of topics used by each single binary classifier. Simee is no coupling among these 20
binary classifiers, we can learn them in parallel, which weotke by pGibbsMedLDA. We can see
that GibbsMedLDA clearly improves over other competitonstioe classification accuracy, which
may be due to the different strategies on building the nulétss classifiefs However, given the
performance gain on the binary classification task, we weltbat the Gibbs sampling algorithm
without any restricting factorization assumptions is &eotfactor leading to the improved perfor-
mance. For training time, GibbsMedLDA takes slightly ldgsset than the variational MedLDA as
well as gMedLDA. But if we train the 20 binary GibbsMedLDA skifiers in parallel, we can save
a lot of training time. These results are promising since naw not uncommon to have a desktop
computer with multiple processors or a cluster with tenswsrdneds of computing nodes.

6.3.2 MULTI-CLASS CLASSIFICATION AS A MULTI-TASK LEARNING PROBLEM

The second approach to performing multi-class classifinat to formulate it as a multiple task
learning problem, with a single output prediction rule. &fieally, let the label space b =
{1,...,L}. We can define one binary classification task for each catagand the task is to dis-
tinguish whether a data example belongs to the dlgasth binary label+1) or not (with binary
label—1). All the binary tasks share the same topic representtibmapply the model as we have
presented in Section 5.2, we need to determine the trueybiabel of each document in a task.
Given the multi-class labsgly; of documend, this can be easily done by defining

o L [ Hlifyg =i
i=1...L: yIOI_{—1otherwise'

Then, we can learn a multi-task Gibbs MedLDA model using tatadvith transferred multiple
labels. Letq; be the sampled classifier weights of tagkter the burn-in stage. For a test document

7. MedLDA learns multi-class SVM (Zhu et al., 2012).
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w, once we have inferred the latent topic assignmenising a Gibbs sampler with the conditional
distribution (15), we compute the discriminant functioriueaﬁiTZfor each task, and predict the
document as belonging to the single category which has tgedadiscriminant function value, i.e.,

y = argmax(fj;' 2).
i=1,..L

Figure 4 shows the performance of the multi-task Gibbs Metlkiith comparison to the high-
performance methods of the one-vs-all GibbsMedLDA and gh#d Note again that for the one-
vs-all GibbsMedLDA the horizontal axis denotes the numida@opics used by each single binary
classifier. We can see that although the multi-task Gibb4¥déduses 20 times fewer topics than
the one-vs-all GibbsMedLDA, their prediction accuracyrsscare comparable when the multi-task
GibbsMedLDA uses a reasonable number of topics (e.g.,ldnga 40). Both implementations of
Gibbs MedLDA yield higher performance than gMedLDA. Loddiat training time, when there is
only a single processor core available, the multi-task &ubddLDA is about 3 times faster than
the one-vs-all GibbsMedLDA. When there are multiple prgoesores available, the naive parallel
one-vs-all Gibbs MedLDA is faster. In this case, using 20cpesor cores, the parallel one-vs-
all GibbsMedLDA is about 7 times faster than the multi-taskliSMedLDA. In some scenarios,
the testing time is significant. We can see that using a stwmie, the multi-task GibbsMedLDA is
about 20 times faster than the one-vs-all GibbsMedLDA. Ad@iwever, in the presence of multiple
processor cores, in this case 20, the parallel one-vs-albhsBledLDA tests at least as fast, at the
expense of using more processor resources. So, dependihg pnocessor cores available, both
the parallel one-vs-all GibbsMedLDA and the multi-task &EMedLDA can be excellent choices.
Where high efficiency single-core processing is key, thenntiulti-task GibbsMedLDA is a great
choice. When there are many processor cores availablethbgrarallel one-vs-all GibbsMedLDA
might be an appropriate choice.
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on the Wiki data set.

6.4 Multi-label Classification

We also present some results on a multi-label classificatish. We use the Wiki data set which
is built from the large Wikipedia set used in the PASCAL LSH@lkkenge 2012, and where each
document has multiple labels. The original dat& seextremely imbalanced. We built our data
set by selecting the 20 categories that have the largest ensnatb documents and keeping all the
documents that are labeled by at least one of these 20 citegdihe training set consists of 1.1
millions of documents and the testing set consists of 5,@@ichents. The vocabulary has 917,683
terms in total. To examine the effectiveness of Gibbs MedlIdAich performs topic discovery
and classifier learning jointly, we compare it with a linedrNs classifier built on the raw bag-
of-words features and a two-step approach denoted by GlibhsEVM. The GibbsLDA+SVM
method first uses LDA with collapsed Gibbs sampling to discdatent topic representations for
all the documents and then builds 20 separate binary SVMifirs using the training documents
with their discovered topic representations. For mukki&ibbs MedLDA, we use 40 burn-in steps,
which is sufficiently large. The model is insensitive to atharameters, similar to the multi-class
classification task.

Figure 5 shows the precision, recall and F1 measure (i@ hdhmonic mean of precision and
recall) of various models running on a distributed clusté&hw0 nodes (each node is equipped
with two 6-core CPUS) We can see that the multi-task Gibbs MedLDA performs mudtebehan
other competitors. There are several reasons for the irmprents. Since the vocabulary has about
1 million terms, the raw features are in a high-dimensiopaice and each document gives rise to
a sparse feature vector (i.e., only a few elements are nonz€hus, learning SVM classifiers on
the raw data leads not just to over-fitting but a wider failto@eneralize. For example, two doc-

8. Available at: http://Ishtc.iit.demokritos.gr/

9. For GibbsLDA, we use the parallel implementation in Yathd@A, which is publicly available at:
https://github.com/shravanmn/Yaha®A. For Gibbs MedLDA, the parallel implementation of ourtBs sampler
is presented in (Zhu et al., 2013b).
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Figure 6: (Left) testing accuracy, (Middle) training acacy, and (Right) training time of Gibb-
sMedLDA with different numbers of burn-in steps for binatgssification.

uments from the same category might contain non-intersgdets of words, yet contain similar
latent topics. Using LDA to discover latent topic represd¢ions can produce dense features. Build-
ing SVM classifiers using the latent topic features imprawesoverall F1 measure, by improving
the ability to generalize, and reducing overfitting. Buteda its two-step procedure, the discov-
ered topic representations may not be very predictive. Bgglmax-margin learning and topic
discovery jointly, the multi-task GibbsMedLDA can discovaore discriminative topic features,
thus improving significantly over the two-step GibbsLDA-H®&\algorithm.

6.5 Sensitivity analysis

We now provide a more careful analysis of the various GibbgINDE\ models on their sensitivity
to some key parameters in the classification tasks. Spédlifiege will look at the effects of the
number of burn-in steps, the Dirichlet priar the loss penalty, and the number of testing samples.

6.5.1 BURN-IN STEPS

Figure 6 shows the classification accuracy, training acsuaad training time of GibbsMedLDA
with different numbers of burn-in samples in the binary sifasation task. Whe = 0, the model

is essentially random, for which we draw a classifier withréaredomly initialized topic assignments
for training data. We can see that both the training accusay testing accuracy increase very
quickly and converge to their stable values with 5 to 10 barsteps. As expected, the training
time increases about linearly in general when using mone-tsusteps. Moreover, the training time
increases linearly as increases. In the previous experiments, we have chigkenl0, which is
sufficiently large.

Figure 7 shows the performance of GibbsMedLDA for multisslalassification with different
numbers of burn-in steps when using the one-vs-all strat¥gy show the total training time as
well as the training time of the naive parallel implememtatof pGibbsMedLDA. We can see that
when the number of burn-in steps is larger than 20, the pedoce is quite stable, especially when
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task GibbsMedLDA with different numbers of burn-in stepsrfaulti-class classification.

K is large. Again, the training time grows about linearly as tlumber of burn-in steps increases.
Even if we use 40 or 60 steps of burn-in, the training time ik @bmpetitive, compared with
the variational MedLDA, especially considering that GildleslLDA can be naively parallelized by
learning different binary classifiers simultaneously.

Figure 8 shows the testing classification accuracy, trgiioccuracy and training time of the
multi-task Gibbs MedLDA for multi-class classification Witlifferent numbers of burn-in steps.
We can see that again both the training accuracy and testowgacy increase fast and converge to
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Figure 9: Classification accuracy of GibbsMedLDA on the binaassification data set with dif-
ferenta values.

their stable scores after about 30 burn-in steps. Also,rtiging time increases about linearly as
the number of burn-in steps increases.

6.5.2 DRICHLET PRIORQ

For topic models with a Dirichlet prior, the Dirichlet hypparameter can be automatically esti-
mated, such as using the Newton-Raphson method (Blei &0f13). Here, we analyze its effects
on the performance by setting different values. Figure Svshitie classification performance of
GibbsMedLDA on the binary task with differeatvalues for the symmetric Dirichlet priar = 2 1.

For the three different topic numbers, we can see that tHenpeance is quite stable in a wide range
of a values, e.g., from Q to 10. We can also see that it generally needs a largerorder to get
the best results wheld becomes larger (e.g., when< 0.1, using fewer topics results in slightly
higher performance). This is mainly because a l&dends to produce sparse topic representations
and an appropriately largeis needed to smooth the representations, as the effectii@hl@t prior
isok=a/K.

6.5.3 LOSS PENALTY/

Figure 10 shows the classification performance of GibbsND#lbn the binary classification task
with different? values. Again, we can see that in a wide range, e.g., from @8%pthe performance
is quite stable for all the three differeKt values. In the above experiments, we &et 164. For
the multi-class classification task, we have similar obetsons, and we sét= 64 in the previous
experiments.

6.5.4 THE NUMBER OF TESTING SAMPLES

Figure 11 shows the classification performance and tesiting of GibbsMedLDA in the binary
classification task with different numbers Damples when making predictions, as stated in Sec-
tion 4.4. We can see that in a wide range, e.g., from 1 to 1% ltssification performance is quite
stable for all the three differed€ values we have tested; and the testing time increases abeout |
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Figure 11: (Left) classification accuracy and (Right) tegtiime of GibbsMedLDA on the binary
classification data set with different numbersaamples in making predictions.

early as the number afsamples increases. For the multi-class classification veskave similar
observations.

6.6 Topic Representations

Finally, we also visualize the discovered latent topic espntations of Gibbs MedLDA on the
20Newsgroup data set. We choose the multi-task Gibbs Medlsipke it learns a single common
topic space shared by multiple classifiers. We set the nuofitepics at 40. Figure 12 shows the
average topic representations of the documents from edetarg, and Table 1 presents the 10 most
probable words in each topic. We can see that for differetg@goaies, the average representations
are quite different, indicating that the topic represeatet are good at distinguishing documents
from different classes. We can also see that on average thergmts in each category have very
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few salient topics (i.e., topics with a high probability afstribing the documents). For example,
the first two most salient topics for describing the documemthe categonglt.atheismare topic
20 and topic 29, whose top-ranked words (see Table 1) refled@dmantic meaning of the category.
For graphicscategory, the documents have the most salient topic 23 hwtds topic wordemage
graphics file, jpeg and etc., all of which are closely related to the semantigraphics. For other
categories, we have similar observations.

7. Conclusions and Discussions

We have presented Gibbs MedLDA, an alternative approackaming max-margin supervised
topic models by minimizing an expected margin loss. We hgpied Gibbs MedLDA to various
tasks including text categorization, regression, andiragk learning. By using the classical ideas
of data augmentation, we have presented simple and hidiitieat “augment-and-collapse” Gibbs
sampling algorithms, without making any restricting asptioms on posterior distributions. Empir-
ical results on real data demonstrate significant improvisnen time efficiency and classification
accuracy over existing max-margin topic models. Our apgres are applicable to building other
max-margin latent variable models, such as the max-mamgiparametric latent feature models for
link prediction (Zhu, 2012) and matrix factorization (Xuat, 2012). Finally, we release the code
for public usé®.

The new data augmentation formulation without any need keeswonstrained sub-problems
has shown great promise on improving the time efficiency of-margin topic models. For future
work, we are interested in developing highly scalable sargglgorithms (e.g., using a distributed
architecture) (Newman et al., 2009; Smola and Narayand&y)#010; Ahmed et al., 2012) to deal
with large scale data sets. One nice property of the sampliggrithms is that the augmented
variables are local to each document. Therefore, they caffbetively handled in a distributed
architecture. But, the global prediction model weightsigrin new challenges. Some prelimi-
nary work has been investigated in (Zhu et al., 2013b). Aewihteresting topic is to apply the
data augmentation technique to deal with the multiclass-margin formulation, which was pro-
posed by Crammer and Singer (2001) and used in MedLDA foniegrmulti-class max-margin
topic models. Intuitively, it can be solved following anritive procedure that infers the classifier
weights associated with each category by fixing the othémsjas as in polychomotous logistic
regression (Holmes and Held, 2006), in which each substgrmaalve solving a binary hinge loss
and thus our data augmentation techniques can be appliegsténsatical investigation composes
our future work.
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Table 1: The ten most probable words in the topics discovieyddulti-task Gibbs MedLDAK =
40) on the 20Newsgroups data set.

Topic 1 Topic 2 Topic 3 Topic4 | Topic5 | Topic 6 Topic 7 Topic 8 | Topic 9 | Topic 10
data sale woman space team writes mr db |windows file
mission offer told nasa game don president cs writes | congress
center shipping afraid launch | hockey time |stephanopoulds mov | article | january
sci dos building writes play article jobs bh file centers
jpl mail couldn earth season |information russian si files bill
planetary price floor article nhl number |administration  al problem| quotes
mass condition beat orbit ca people meeting byte dos hr
probe good standing moon games make george theory | don states
ames interested/immediately shuttle | players work russia bits run march
atmospherg  sell crowd gov year part working larson | win included
Topic 11 | Topic 12 | Topic 13 | Topic 14 | Topic 15 | Topic 16 Topic 17  |Topic 18| Topic 19| Topic 20
organizations  gun msg jesus mac drive ma wiring | writes | writes
began people health god apple scsi nazis supply | power | people
security guns medical people writes mb mu boxes | article article
terrible weapons food christian drive card conflict bnr don don
association| firearms article bible problem | system ql plants | ground god
sy writes disease | sandvik mb controller te reduce| good life
publication| article patients | christians| article bus ne corp | current| things
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voting directory data usenet |perspective xterm nsa protected truth good
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