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Abstract
For practical applications, an object detection system requires huge number of classes to meet real world needs.
Many successful object detection systems use part-based
model which trains several filters (classifiers) for each class
to perform multiclass object detection. However, these
methods have linear computational complexity in regard to
the number of classes and may lead to huge computing time.
To solve the problem, some works learn a codebook for the
filters and conduct operations only on the codebook to make
computational complexity sublinear in regard to the number of classes. But the past studies missed to consider filter
characteristics, e.g., filters are weights trained by Support
Vector Machine, and rather they applied method such as
sparse coding for visual signals’ optimization. This misuse results in huge accuracy loss when a large speedup is
required. To remedy this shortcoming, we have developed
a new method called Regularized Sparse Coding which is
designed to reconstruct filter functionality. That is, it reconstructs the ability of filter to produce accurate score for
classification. Our method can reconstruct filters by minimizing score map error, while sparse coding reconstructs
filters by minimizing appearance error. This different optimization strategy makes our method be able to have small
accuracy loss when a large speedup is achieved. On the
ILSVRC 2013 dataset, which has 200 classes, this work represents a 16 times speedup using only 1.25% memory on
single CPU with 0.04 mAP drop when compared with the
original Deformable Part Model. Moreover, parallel computing on GPUs is also applicable for our work to achieve
more speedup.

1. Introduction
In object detection, many works based on part-based
model such as the Deformable Part Model (DPM) [8] have
achieved high accuracy in recent years. However, long detection time has raised concerns on whether it is suitable
for real applications. Most of the computing time of these
methods comes from convolution operations between filters

and images. Moreover, to overcome the deformation nature
of objects, an object class often comprises 20 or even 100
more filters and such a huge number of filters will unacceptably prolong detection time. In general, object detection
can be divided into two stages. The first stage collects object proposals, while the second stage uses a bank of filters
to decide the class of each proposal. Trying to scale down
the number of convolution operations, an efficient method
has been proposed [18], which tries to reconstruct all filters
with a fixed size codebook. Therefore, convolution operations are only conducted between the codebook and input
image to make computational complexity not linear in regard to the number of classes. It proves that sparse coding
can be a good method for efficient object detection.
We question that if sparse coding is still suitable for scalable object detection when the number of classes grows in
the ILSVRC 2013 detection task. When a large speedup is
required, it has to scale down size of codebook and use the
codebook to reconstruct huge number of filters. However,
sparse coding cannot fully reconstruct all filters with the
small codebook and results in accuracy loss. It means that
we need a method to reconstruct filters with limit budget
(i.e., small memory consumption, small model and small
computation) and achieve larger speedup. In object detection, filters are used to convolve with images to get score
maps (Figure 2) and then leverage these score maps to
produce reliable detection results which consist of several
bounding box-label pairs. But as we know, sparse coding
is inspired by the function of the human vision system and
frequently used to reconstruct visual signals. Using sparse
coding to reconstruct filters appearance will be the reason
why accuracy drops with limit budget as confirmed by our
experiments in Section 4.
To tackle the problem, we proposed Regularized Sparse
Coding which is optimized for filter functionality1 . The intuition is that we should reconstruct filter functionality directly rather than reconstruct filter appearance and ask it
to perform like the original filter. In other words, understanding functionality of filter and codebook will be the
1 In this work we call the ability of filter to produce accurate score map
in object detection as filter functionality.

Figure 1. System architecture. In the offline stage, a bank of filters (classifiers) are collected from part-based models and used to learn a
codebook. By conducting convolution operations with training set images, Regularized Sparse Coding transforms filters and the codebook
into performance augmented space, where filter can match codewords which have similar responses, i.e., classification results. In performance augmented space, meaning of reconstruction is the same as minimizing score map error and we can learn performance augmented
sparse activation which is optimized to reconstruct filter functionality and improve detection performance. In the online stage, convolution
operations are only conducted between codebook and input image to produce the intermediate matrix. With the intermediate matrix and
the performance augmented sparse activation, we can efficiently calculate score maps and produce the final result without conducting all
convolution operations between input image and filters to get the score maps.

key to reconstruct filters with less budget and achieve a
larger speedup. Our method first introduces regularization
process. As shown in Figure 1, it transforms filters and
codebook into performance augmented space by conducting
convolution operations with regularization features. In the
performance augmented space, a transformed filter is a set
of classification results of the regularization features. Their
positions in performance augmented space clearly represent
their functionality, that is, the ability to produce score for
classification. In other words, these regularization features
regularize filters and codebook to show their functionality.
The physical meaning of performance augmented space enforces filters to reconstruct functionality in it and improve
detection accuracy. With this different optimization strategy, our method can fully reconstruct filter functionality and
achieve a large speedup with negligible accuracy loss. To illustrate the effect of Regularized Sparse Coding, we show
some score maps produced by Regularized Sparse Coding
(details can be seen in Section 3.2) and sparse coding [18]
in Figure 2. To prove our work’s scalability regarding the
number of classes and to ensure that we have the same or
even better performance on a larger dataset with negligible
mAP loss, we conduct experiments on the ILSVRC 2013
dataset which is thought to be the largest object detection

dataset in recent years. In summary the main contributions
of this work are:
• We propose Regularized Sparse Coding to reconstruct
filter functionality which sparse coding cannot reconstruct successfully.
• We conduct experiments on several large datasets with
up to 200 classes to prove scalability of our method.
• We achieve 16 times speedup using only 1.25% memory with less than 0.04 mAP drop compared to the
original Deformable Part Model.

2. Related Work
In general, object detection can be reduced to proposal
extraction and object classification. So, the computational
complexity of object detection could be O(LC), where L is
the number of proposals and C is the number of classes.
These two stages and the impacts on scalability are discussed separately in this section.

2.1. Proposal Extraction
The computational complexity of object detection is linear in regard to the number of proposals. However, in the
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Figure 2. Comparison between Regularized Sparse Coding and
sparse coding. A foot filter from person model is used to illustrate difference between the two methods. (a) Input image. (b)
Score map produced by the original filter. (c) Score map produced
by Regularized Sparse Coding. (d) Score map produced by sparse
coding. Apparently, Regularized Sparse Coding can reconstruct
filter functionality better, that is, it produces score map which is
able to provide more accurate detection result than sparse coding.
It shows that our method successfully makes reconstruction perform better on filters.

traditional method, proposals are extracted by sliding windows approach and the huge number of proposals results
in very long computing time. From the famous cascade
method [23], many works have focused on reducing the
number of object proposals by utilizing weak classifiers. In
[6, 13] the authors use the part hierarchies and spatial information to implement cascade object detection to reduce
computation. Some works have discovered that most of the
object classes have clear boundary and possess common attributes of objects. Using this information, they developed
fast algorithms to extract class-generic object proposals and
eliminate background proposals. Methods such as exploiting segmentation [21, 20], interest points [22] and salience
information [1, 15] efficiently produce a small number of
object proposals with high recall rate, losing only negligible
accuracy. Our method works on the other stage, object classification, and has complementary advantages2 with these
methods to reduce computation even further for object detection.

2.2. Object Classification
With the exception of few object detection frameworks
[2, 12], each object proposal represents a candidate bound2 In [3], complementary advantages are shown helpful with acceptable
accuracy loss.

ing box for all classes, which means that each proposal
should pass through all classifiers to determine its class.
Several methods provide efficient ways to avoid this heavy
computing process which has linear computational complexity in regard to the number of classes. [3] introduced
a hash based method. They try to transform convolution
operations into queries in several hash tables and reach almost class-independent computational complexity. However, memory usage is still linear in terms of the number
of filters, which is a weak point in developing a scalable
object detection system. [19] jointly trains object models
by finding common features that can be shared across the
classes. But this method needs to train all the classes again
when a new class joins. Other methods such as [14, 18, 17]
state that learning a sharable codebook for filters can be a
solution to reduce computation without building hash tables and consuming lots of memory resources. However,
these methods are still unable to solve the problem when
the number of classes grows. Our method tries to fix this
problem by introducing regularization process into sparse
coding and reduces computational complexity from linear
to sublinear in regard to the number of classes. In addition,
our method can complement other methods which focus on
reducing computation in the proposal extraction stage and
parallel computation on GPUs to achieve more speedup.

3. Technical Details
In this section we describe a framework based on the Deformable Part Model (DPM) which uses Histogram of Oriented Gradients (HOG) as a feature type. Some other feature types will be able to adapt the framework as well because the optimization subject of our method is the weight
trained by SVM. We use part filters in DPM as basic elements (in the following simply called filters). Since the
number of root filters in DPM is only about 4% the number
of part filters, the root filters will not be considered as target
of reducing computation in order to simplify problems.

3.1. Sparse Coding
In order to decrease the number of involved filters when
convolution operations take part in object detection, we
can represent each filter as a linear combination of codewords of a predefined codebook. [18] has shown that learning based codebook construction methods perform better
than matrix factorization methods, such as Singular Value
Decomposition (SVD) method, for the filters. Here we
quickly go through the process. First, we have filters X =
{X1 , ..., XN } which are collected from a set of part-based
models trained on a chosen dataset. Next, we use these filters to learn a codebook D = {D1 , ..., DK }. Codewords
of the codebook D can be thought as a set of basic elements consisting of edges and shapes. Redundant information of filters can be eliminated, reserving only informative

elements to reconstruct filters. The optimization method of
sparse coding can be formulated as follows.
min
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3.2. Regularized Sparse Coding
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By leveraging the Orthogonal Matching Pursuit algorithm (OMP) [11], we can efficiently compute an approximate solution to avoid this NP-hard optimization problem. We also test a variety of sparse coding methods (e.g.,
[10, 4]) which do not have a notable difference from the
OMP method. The original convolution process in object
detection can be transformed into the following form:
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In Equation 3 we denote the feature pyramid of an image
as Ψ, ∗ the convolution operation, αi the ith filter’s sparse
activation, Di the codeword of the learned codebook and Xi
the filter. We can get the brief representation AM as the last
term in Equation 3. A is a matrix of sparse activation and
M is a matrix of intermediate representation. We illustrate
these representation in Figure 1. Here we use DPM as our
experiment target. In DPM scores of a single proposal can
be calculated as
score(φ) = scoreroot (φ) +

P
X

scorepart (φ + δi ) + cost(δ)

i=1

= scoreroot (φ) +

K
P X
X

In Equation 5, N and d are fixed for a given dataset such
that we should reduce K and kαk0 to yield more speedup.

αij (Ψ ∗ Dj ) + cost(δ).

i=1 j=1

(4)
In Equation 4, φ is the placement in a feature pyramid and
δ represents displacements of the parts. Notice that we can
calculate the matrix of intermediate representation M instead of calculating the score of each class separately for
multiclass object detection. In other words, we can amortize the computation cost of the intermediate matrix. The
original DPM requires N d operations to compute N filters
where d corresponds to the dimension of the filters, while
our method requires only Kd + N kαk0 . We can yield
speedup
Nd
(5)
speedup =
Kd + N kαk0

The previous section has shown the capability of sparse
coding, but here we provide some observations to help revise sparse coding into our method, which is called Regularized Sparse Coding.
First, filters in object detection system are the weights
trained by SVM and we have known that image and SVM
weight are very different in statistical characteristics. The
sparse coding method simply takes filters as images, learns
a codebook and use codewords of the codebook to reconstruct filters by minimizing L2 distance between original
and reconstructed filters; that is, it minimizes difference
of filter appearance. However, we should directly reconstruct filter functionality instead of filter appearance. Another problem is that due to the difficulty of some object
classes in the given dataset and limitations of the learning
algorithm, some of the classes with low mAP consist of very
noisy filters and these noisy filters become a main source of
error in reconstruction. To illustrate the idea more clearly,
we describe how sparse coding and our method perform on
a d-dimension filter: Sparse coding reconstructs each dimension equally, minimizing L2 distance between the original and the reconstructed filter. Our method reconstructs
different dimensions with different weights and the weights
are learned by introducing regularization features to best reconstruct filter functionality (Equation 7). That is, we use
limit budget (codewords of a codebook) to reconstruct part
of filter which is important for filter functionality rather than
reconstruct filter appearance. Therefore, our method can
find that noisy part of filter has no specific functionality and
reconstruct informative part with higher weight.
Here we propose to solve this problem by introducing regularization features from the training set of a given
dataset to regularize the whole process. It makes functionality receive higher weights than appearance in reconstruction. In detail, we can divide our method into two stages,
in the first stage we train a general codebook for filters collected from part-based models. In the second stage we use
regularization features to transform filters and the codebook
into performance augmented space. Then we reconstruct
the transformed filters with the transformed codebook in
performance augmented space as shown in Figure 1. As
mention before, the physical meaning of performance augmented space will enforce filters to reconstruct functionality
in it. The whole process of Regularized Sparse Coding can
be formulated as an optimization problem:
D = min
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∀i = 1, ..., N
Equation 6 suggests that the codebook is trained in the original sparse coding way. Based on our experiments, there
exist little difference of performance by using the different
optimization algorithms to learn a codebook such as [10],
[4] and [11]. Equation 7 describes how we involve regularization features in filter reconstruction and generate performance augmented sparse activations. Freg is a matrix
of regularization features which is the key to our method.
To construct this matrix, we collected lots of images from
the training set of the dataset to avoid unfair situation between other methods and our method. Next, we extract feature pyramids from the collected images and randomly pick
some feature patches which have the same size of filters.
Finally, we use the feature patches as the rows of Freg and
use this matrix to regularize sparse coding. Multiply Freg
2
into clause of Equation 7, k·k2 term in Equation 7 becomes

Freg · Xi − Freg · (

K
X

αij Dj ) = Scorei − Scorei ′ . (8)

j=1

We can consider it as norm2 distance between the original and the reconstructed score, that is, the classification error between two filters. As we proposed earlier, we should
reconstruct filter functionality, i.e., the ability of filter to
produce accurate score map in object detection, instead of
filter appearance. In this work, we use the algorithm provided by [9] to optimize Equations 6 and 7.

4. Experiment Results
4.1. Datasets and Implementation
Pascal Visual Object Classes Challenge 2012
(VOC2012) [5]. This famous object detection benchmark
consists of 20 classes. We use this dataset to show our
work’s capability in reducing computing time. Training
set and validation set are used to train models while the
test set is used to evaluate performance. Notice that this
dataset only has a relative small number of classes but the
experiment result proves that we can perform well on it.
ImageNet Large Scale Visual Recognition Challenge
2013 (ILSVRC2013) [16]. To show scalability of our
work we choose ILSVRC2013 as our evaluation dataset.
ILSVRC2013 is the largest object detection dataset in recent years, containing 200 classes. Due to the ILSVRC2014
competition, the test set evaluation server was shut down
temporarily. Instead, we use the training set to train models
and the validation set to evaluate performance.
Deformable Part Model release 5 (DPM) [8] [7]. In
this work, we use DPM as our detection model and the de-

fault configuration as in [8]. In this configuration, each object model consists of 3 components and each component
consist of 8 parts. Hence a N object classes dataset indicates that we have 24N filters. Although we can use root
filters to learn another codebook and speedup whole object
detection process, we do not consider it in our work to keep
simplicity.

4.2. Performance Analysis
In Equations 6 and 7, there are three parameters, K, λ1
and λ2 , to be tuned. However, there are so many combinations of these three parameters that it would cost too
much time to try all of them to retrieve performances such
as mAP. Therefore, we use a faster way to test how a parameter set performs in few seconds. As we have proposed
in Section 3.2, filter functionality should be reconstructed
first rather than filter appearance. In the same way as we do
in Regularized Sparse Coding, we collect some validation
features from the training set. Notice that these validation
features are different from regularization features to prevent
overfitting. Comparing convolution responses between the
original and the reconstructed filter, we can average the differences of the convolution responses from several validation features to view as reconstruction error. Here we call it
score error and it can be formulated as

δscore =

|Fval | N
K
X
X X (m)
1
(m)
αij Dj ).
(Fval ·Xi −Fval ·
|Fval | · N m=1 i=1
j=1

(9)
Using this method as a performance estimator, we only
choose few representative parameter sets to go through the
standard object detection evaluation process and then produce the final results. Practically, we choose parameter sets
with lowest score error for each fixed K (i.e., codebook
size).
In the beginning, we examine how the size of regularization features influences Regularized Sparse Coding. In
Figure 3, as expected, the more regularization features involved in Regularized Sparse Coding, the lower δscore we
can get. In addition, the marginal utility of regularization
features diminishes at about 1000 samples. So we only use
1000 regularization features in future experiments.
Starting with the experiment on the popular VOC2012
object detection dataset, we compare our method with the
sparse coding method [18] in Figure 4. Although it is a
relatively small dataset, we can still get a 6 times speedup
with merely 0.08 mAP drop while sparse coding has 0.15
mAP drop. We achieve this speedup using a CPU-only implementation and we can easily achieve a larger speedup by
utilizing parallel computing. This experiment shows that
our method can solve the mAP drop problem which happens when sparse coding shrinks the codebook size to gain

Figure 3. Effect of the number of regularization features used in
Regularized Sparse Coding3 . As the solid line illustrates, the score
error drops with more features involved. The dotted line is the
original sparse coding method. Although sparse coding also has
low score error, small difference of score error between the two
method will result in a huge performance difference (mAP) in later
experiments.

Figure 5. Effect of the filter size on speedup. This experiment
shows that how our method performs in object detection systems
with different filter size. Results show that our method can perform better, i.e., get higher accuracy in a fixed speedup requirement, in object detection system with larger filter size. For real
world applications, object detection system will have extremely
huge number of filters and our method can perform better, while
other method may fail in it.

4.3. Scalability

Figure 4. Comparison of sparse coding and Regularized Sparse
Coding on VOC2012. The two lines illustrate that Regularized
Sparse Coding outperforms sparse coding when a higher speedup
is required. Although VOC2012 has only 20 object classes,
our work can still achieve a 6 times speedup with merely 0.08
mAP loss while sparse coding has 0.15 mAP loss with the same
speedup. Shaded area shows memory usage of our method and
only 50% to 12.5% memory is needed compared to the original
Deformable Part Model (diamond symbol).

a speedup. We utilize regularization process to avoid such a
situation, reconstructing part of the filter which is important
for its functionality with higher weights.

3 Regularization features are also used in training stage of part-based
model and involving this kind of feature in our method would not make an
unfair situation.

In the scalability experiment we use ILSVRC2013 as
our dataset. To understand how our method performs
with different filter size, we create several subsets of
the ILSVRC2013 dataset for evaluation. ILSVRC4800,
ILSVRC3600, ILSVRC2400 and ILSVRC1200 are the
new subsets of ILSVRC2013 and each contains 4800, 3600,
2400 and 1200 filters respectively, i.e., 200, 150, 100 and
50 classes. In order to compare these 4 datasets, we only
evaluate the performance of their common classes, which
actually are filters of ILSVRC1200. Performance is shown
in Figure 5. This experiment shows that our method can
perform better on object detection system with more filters.
Explanation is that more filters in an object detection system
means there are more redundant information among them.
Our method works well on recognizing redundant information through regularization process and therefore performs
better with larger filter size.
To compare sparse coding with our method, we conduct
experiments on ILSVRC2013 to see if our method can perform well on a large dataset. In Figure 6, the result shows
that we can get a huge speedup with only negligible mAP
loss. In the ILSVRC2013 dataset, we only have limit budget
(codewords) to reconstruct huge number of filters. However, we get different results when the two optimization
methods try to use a very small number of codewords of
the codebook to reach a large speedup. Sparse coding tries
to reconstruct filter appearance by looking through codewords to pick best fit one. Such method cannot succeed in
this strict situation, while Regularized Sparse Coding can

filter size can have better accuracy-speedup trade off. Our
method can also complement other methods which focus on
reducing computation in the proposal extraction stage and
parallel computation on GPUs to achieve more speedup. In
future, we plan to apply our method on other applications,
such as classification and segmentation, to provide speedup
without accuracy loss and huge memory usage.
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