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Abstract

Classification, a fundamental problem in many fields, faces significant challenges
when handling a large number of features, a scenario commonly encountered in mod-
ern applications, such as identifying tumor subtypes from genomic data or catego-
rizing customer attitudes based on online reviews. We propose a novel framework
that utilizes the ranks of pairwise distances among observations and identifies consis-
tent patterns in moderate- to high- dimensional data, which previous methods have
overlooked. The proposed method exhibits superior performance across a variety of
scenarios, from high-dimensional data to network data. We further explore a typical
setting to investigate key quantities that play essential roles in our framework, which
reveal the framework’s capabilities in distinguishing differences in the first and/or
second moment, as well as distinctions in higher moments.
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1 Introduction

In recent decades, the presence of high-dimensional data in classification has become in-

creasingly common. For example, gene expression data with thousands of genes has been

used to classify tumor subtypes [Golub et al., 1999, Ayyad et al., 2019], online review data

with hundreds of features has been used to classify reviewers’ attitudes [Ye et al., 2009,

Bansal and Srivastava, 2018], and speech signal data with thousands of utterances has been

used to classify speakers’ sentiment [Burkhardt et al., 2010]. To address the challenges in

classifying high-dimensional data, many methods have been proposed.

One of the early methods used for high-dimensional classification was the support vector

machine (SVM) [Boser et al., 1992, Brown et al., 1999, Furey et al., 2000, Schölkopf et al.,

2001]. Recently, Ghaddar and Naoum-Sawaya [2018] combined the SVM model with a

feature selection approach to better handle high-dimensional data, and Hussain [2019] im-

proved the traditional SVM by using a new semantic kernel. Another well-known approach

is linear discriminant analysis (LDA) [Fisher, 1936, Rao, 1948], which has been extended

to high-dimensional data by addressing the singularity of the covariance matrix. Exten-

sions include generalized LDA (GLDA) [Li et al., 2005], dimension reduction with PCA

followed by LDA in a low-dimensional space [Paliwal and Sharma, 2012], and regularized

LDA (RLDA) [Yang and Wu, 2014]. The k-nearest neighbor classification is also a common

approach [Cover and Hart, 1967] with many variants [Liu et al., 2006, Tang et al., 2011].

Recently, Pal et al. [2016] applied the k-nearest neighbor criterion based on an inter-point

dissimilarity measure that utilizes the mean absolute difference to address the issue of the

concentration of pairwise distances. Other methods include the nearest centroids classifier

with feature selection [Fan and Fan, 2008] and ensemble methods such as boosting and

random forest [Freund et al., 1996, Buehlmann, 2006, Mayr et al., 2012, Breiman, 2001, Ye
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et al., 2013]. There are also other methods available, such as partial least squares regres-

sion and multivariate adaptive regression splines, as reviewed in Fernández-Delgado et al.

[2014].

In addition, neural network classification frameworks have shown promising results in

various kind of tasks, such as convolutional neural networks and their variants [LeCun et al.,

1989, Ranzato et al., 2006, Shi et al., 2015, Cao et al., 2020] in image processing tasks,

recurrent neural networks in sound classification [Deng et al., 2020, Zhang et al., 2021] and

text classification [Liu et al., 2016], and generative adversarial networks in semi-supervised

learning [Kingma et al., 2014, Zhou et al., 2020] and unsupervised learning [Radford et al.,

2015, Kim and Hong, 2021].

While numerous methods exist for classification, a common underlying principle is

that observations or their projections tend to be closer if they belong to the same class

than if they come from different classes. This principle is effective in low-dimensional

spaces but can fail in high-dimensional scenarios due to the curse of dimensionality. Con-

sider a typical classification problem where observations are drawn from two distributions:

X1, X2, . . . , X50
i.i.d∼ FX and Y1, Y2, . . . , Y50

i.i.d∼ FY . Here FX and FY are unknown for the

classification task, while X1, X2, . . . , X50 and Y1, Y2, . . . , Y50 are observed and labeled by

classes. The task is to classify a future observation, W , as belonging to either class X or

class Y . In our simulation, we set Xi = A(xi1, xi2, . . . , xid)
⊤, where A ∈ Rd×d, xik

i.i.d∼ t5,

d = 1000, and AA⊤ = Σ, with Σr,c = 0.1|r−c|. Similarly, Yj = B(yj1, yj2, . . . , yjd)
⊤ + µ,

where yik
i.i.d∼ t5, BB⊤ = a2Σ, and µ = µ0

µ′

∥µ′∥ , with µ′ being a random vector from

Nd(0d, Id). By varying µ0 and a, we can generate distributions that differ in mean and/or

variance. Fifty new observations are generated from each of the two distributions and are

classified in each trial. The average misclassification rate is calculated over fifty trials.
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While many classifiers are tested in this simple setting, we show results for a few represen-

tative ones from different categories that are either commonly used or haven shown good

performance: Generalized LDA (GLDA) [Li et al., 2005], supporter vector machine (SVM)

[Schölkopf et al., 2001], random forest (RF) [Breiman, 2001], boosting [Freund et al., 1996],

FAIR (Features Annealed Independence Rules) [Fan and Fan, 2008], NN-MADD (k-Nearest

Neighbor classifier based on the Mean Absolute Difference of Distances) [Pal et al., 2016],

and several top rated methods based on the results in the review paper ([Fernández-Delgado

et al., 2014]): decision tree (DT) [Salzberg, 1994], multivariate adaptive regression splines

(MARS) [Leathwick et al., 2005], partial least squares regression (PLSR) [Martens and

Naes, 1992], and extreme learning machine (ELM) [Huang et al., 2011]. Among the var-

ious kinds of deep neural network structures, we choose the multilayer perceptron (MLP)

[Popescu et al., 2009], which is not task-specific but also illustrate the core idea of the deep

neural networks. The structure of the MLP is discussed in Appendix A.

Table 1 presents the average misclassification rate for these classification methods when

the distributions differ either in mean or variance. When there is only a mean difference,

PLSR, ELM, SVM and GLDA perform the best. When there is only a variance difference,

NN-MADD performs the best. However, NN-MADD performs poorly when there is only

a mean difference. Therefore, there is a need to devise a new classification rule that works

more universally.

Table 1: Misclassification rate (those smaller than “the lowest misclassification rate

+ 0.01” are in bold).

µ0 a GLDA SVM RF Boosting FAIR NN-MADD DT MARS PLSR ELM MLP

4 1 0.264 0.260 0.328 0.430 0.327 0.504 0.476 0.512 0.256 0.260 0.316

0 1.05 0.498 0.381 0.476 0.498 0.505 0.357 0.532 0.524 0.480 0.452 0.483
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The organization of the rest of the paper is as follows. In Section 2, we investigate the

above example in more detail and propose new classification algorithms that is capable of

distinguishing between the two classes in both scenarios. In Section 3, we evaluate the

performance of the new algorithm in various simulation settings. To gain a deeper under-

standing of the new method, Section 4 explores key quantities and mechanisms underlying

the new approach. The paper concludes with a brief discussion in Section 5.

2 Method and theory

2.1 Intuition

It is well-known that the equality of the two multivariate distributions, X ∼ F and Y ∼

G, can be characterized by the equality of three distributions: the distribution of the

inter-point distance between two observations from FX , the distribution of the inter-point

distance between two observations from GY , and the distribution of the distance between

one observation from FX and one from GY [Maa et al., 1996]. We utilize this fact as the

basis for our approach.

We begin by examining the inter-point distances of observations in both settings shown

in Table 1. Heatmaps of these distances in a typical simulation run are shown in the

top panel of Figure 1, where the data is arranged in the order of X1, X2, . . . , X50 and

Y1, Y2, . . . , Y50. To better visualize the patterns, we also include data with larger differences

in the bottom panel of Figure 1: µ0 = 15, a = 1 (left) and µ0 = 0, a = 1.15 (right).

We denote the distance between two observations both from class X as DXX , the dis-

tance between one observation from class X and the other from class Y as DXY , and the

distance between two observations both from class Y as DY Y . We see that, under the mean
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Figure 1: Heatmap of inter-point distances for observations generated from the two settings

in Table 1 (top panel) and with larger differences (bottom panel).

6



difference setting, the between-group distance (DXY ) tend to be larger than the within-

group distance (DXX , DY Y ) (left panel of Figure 1). However, under the variance difference

setting where class Y has a larger variance difference, we see that DXX < DXY < DY Y in

general (right panel of Figure 1). This phenomenon is due to the curse of dimensionality,

where the volume of the d-dimensional space increases exponentially in d, causing observa-

tions from a distribution with a larger variance to scatter farther apart compared to those

from a distribution with a smaller variance. This behavior of high-dimensional data has

been discussed in Chen and Friedman [2017].

Based on the observations above, we propose using (DXX , DXY ) and (DXY , DY Y ) as

summary statistics for class X and Y , respectively. Specially, under the mean differ-

ence setting, the between-group distance (DXY ) tends to be larger than the within-group

distance (DXX , DY Y ). This creates differences in both dimensions: between DXX and

DXY , and between DXY and DY Y ). Under the variance difference setting, we observe

DXX < DXY < DY Y (or DXX > DXY > DY Y if class X has a larger variance), so

differences exist in both dimensions as well. In either scenario, the summary statistic is

distinguishable between the two classes.

This idea can also be extended to k-class classification problems. For a k-class classifi-

cation problem with class labels 1, 2, . . . , k, let Dij be the distance between one observation

from the ith class and one from the jth class, and let Dii be the inter-point distance between

two observations from the ith class. We can use Di = (Di1, Di2, . . . , Dik) as the summary

statistic for the ith class. For two class i and j differ in distribution, (Dii, Dij) and (Dij, Djj)

also differ in distribution. Hence, the summary statistic Di can distinguish class i from

other classes.

We provide two classification approaches. Approach 1 is based on the pairwise distances,
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while Approach 2 is based on the ranks of pairwise distances. The rank-based approach

inherits the good properties of ranks and is more robust to outliers than the distance-based

approach (see Section 3.4).

2.2 Proposed method

Let S = {(Zi, gi), i = 1, 2, . . . , N} be a training set consisting of N observations, where

Zi ∈ Rd represents the i-th observation and gi ∈ {1, 2, . . . , k} is its corresponding class

label. We assume that all Zi’s are independent and unique, and that if gi = j, then

Zi is drawn from the distribution Fj. Let nj =
∑N

i=1 1 {gi = j} denote the number of

observations in the training set that belong to class j. The goal is to classify a new

observation W ∈ Rd that is generated from one of the k distributions {Fj}kj=1 to one of the

k classes.

The distance-based approach and rank-based approach are described in Algorithm 1 and

Algorithm 2, respectively. In the distance-based approach, we first compute the pairwise

distance matrix with the training set S and the distance mean matrix M (D). Then, we

compute a distance vector DW , which contains all the pair-wise distance from the new

observation W to the training set, and the group distance mean vector M
(D)
W . The last step

is to classify W using the group distance mean vector M
(D)
W and compare it with M (D). In

the rank-based approach, we add steps to compute the rank matrix(R) and vector(RW ),

along with the rank mean matrix(M (R)) and vector(M
(R)
W ), and classify the rank mean

vector based on the rank mean vector in the last step.
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Algorithm 1 Distance-based classification

1. Construct a distance matrix D ∈ RN×N : D[i, j] = ∥Zi − Zj∥22.

2. Construct a distance mean matrix M (D) ∈ RN×k:

M (D)[i, j] := M
(D)
j (Zi) =

1

nj − 1 {gi = j}
∑

gl=j,l ̸=i

D[i, l].

3. Construct a distance vector DW = (DW,1, DW,2, . . . DW,N) ∈ RN , where DW,i = ∥W −

Zi∥22.

4. Construct a group distance mean vector M
(D)
W =

(M
(D)
1 (W ),M

(D)
2 (W ), . . .M

(D)
k (W )) ∈ Rk, where

M
(D)
i (W ) =

1

ni

∑
gl=i

DW,l.

5. Use QDA to classify M
(D)
W :

g(D)(W ) = argmax
j

{
−1

2
log |Σ̂(D)

j | − 1

2
(M

(D)
W − µ̂

(D)
j )⊤Σ̂

(D)−1

j (M
(D)
W − µ̂

(D)
j ) + log

nj

N

}
,

where µ̂
(D)
j = 1

nj

∑N
i=1M

(D)
j (Zi)1 {gi = j} ,

Σ̂
(D)
j = 1

nj−1

∑N
i=1

(
M

(D)
j (Zi)− µ̂

(D)
j

)(
M

(D)
j (Zi)− µ̂

(D)
j

)⊤
1 {gi = j} .
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Algorithm 2 Rank-based classification

1. Construct a distance matrix D ∈ RN×N , where D[i, j] = ∥Zi − Zj∥.

2. Construct a distance rank matrix R ∈ RN×N , where R[i, j] =

the rank of D[i, j] in the jth column.

3. Construct a rank mean matrix M (R) ∈ RN×k:

M (R)[i, j] := M
(R)
j (Zi) =

1

nj − 1 {gi = j}
∑

gl=j,l ̸=i

R[i, l].

4. Construct a distance vector DW = (DW,1, DW,2, . . . DW,N) ∈ RN , where DW,i = ∥W −

Zi∥.

5. Construct a rank vector RW = (RW,1, RW,2, . . . RW,N) ∈ RN , where

RW,i =
1

2
+

N∑
t=1

1 {∥Zt − Zi∥ < ∥W − Zi∥}+
1

2

N∑
t=1

1 {∥Zt − Zi∥ = ∥W − Zi∥} .

6. Construct a group rank mean vector M
(R)
W = (M

(R)
1 (W ),M

(R)
2 (W ), . . .M

(R)
k (W )) ∈

Rk, where

M
(R)
i (W ) =

1

ni

∑
gl=i

RW,l.

7. Use QDA to classify M (R)(W ):

g(W ) = argmax
j

{
−1

2
log |Σ̂j| −

1

2
(M

(R)
W − µ̂j)

⊤Σ̂−1
j (M

(R)
W − µ̂j) + log

nj

N

}
,

where µ̂j =
1
nj

∑N
i=1 M

(R)
j (Zi)1 {gi = j}, Σ̂j =

1
nj−1

∑N
i=1(M

(R)
j (Zi)− µ̂j)(M

(R)
j (Zi)−

µ̂j)
⊤
1 {gi = j} .

Remark 1. In the first step of both algorithms, the distance can be chosen as the Euclidean

distance or any other suitable distance measure. For this paper, we default to using the
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Euclidean distance. In the last step of both algorithms, the task is to classify M
(·)
W based

on all M (·)(Zi)
′s, i = 1, 2, . . . , N . Since M (·)(w) is k-dimensional, where k is the number of

classes, other low-dimensional classification methods can also be used.

To illustrate how the first three steps perform in separating the different classes, for the

four datasets in Figure 1, we plot the distance mean vector M (D)(Zi), i = 1, 2, . . . , 100 in

Figure 2 and the rank mean vector M (R)(Zi), i = 1, 2, . . . , 100 in Figure 3. As shown in

Figures 2 and 3, the classes are well separated, indicating the effectiveness of the first three

steps.

Figure 2: The scatter plot of the distance mean vector M (D)(·) for the four datasets in

Figure 1. The decision boundary is given by the quadratic discriminant analysis.
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Figure 3: The scatter plot of the rank mean vector M (R)(·) for the four datasets in Figure

1. The decision boundary is given by the quadratic discriminant analysis.

Table 2: Misclassification rate under the same settings as in Table 1

µ0 a Dist Rank GLDA SVM RF FAIR NN-MADD PLSR ELM MLP

4 1 0.258 0.273 0.264 0.260 0.328 0.327 0.504 0.256 0.260 0.316

0 1.05 0.290 0.282 0.498 0.381 0.476 0.505 0.357 0.480 0.452 0.483

We applied Algorithms 1 and 2 to the two same settings as in Table 1, and the results

are presented in Table 2. We see that under the mean difference setting, the new method

performs similarly to PLSR, ELM, SVM and GLDA, which are the best performers in this

setting. Under the variance difference setting, the new approaches outperform all other

methods.
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3 Performance comparisons

Here, we examine the performance of the new methods by comparing them to other classi-

fication methods under various settings. Due to the fact that DT and MARS are not much

better than random guessing for either mean or variance differences, as indicated in Table

1, they are omitted in the following comparison.

3.1 Two-class classification

In each trial, we generate two independent samples, X1, X2, . . . , X50
i.i.d∼ FX and Y1, Y2, . . . ,

Y50
i.i.d∼ FY , with Xi = A(xi1, xi2, . . . , xid)

⊤, xik
i.i.d∼ Fx and Yj = B(yj1, yj2, . . . , yjd)

⊤ + µ,

yjk
i.i.d∼ Fy, to be the training set. We set AA⊤ = Σ, with Σr,c = 0.1|r−c|, d = 1000 ,

B = aA and µ = µ0
µ′

∥µ′∥ with µ′ a random vector generated from Nd(0, Id). The testing

samples are Wx1 ,Wx2 , . . .Wx50

i.i.d∼ FX and Wy1 ,Wy2 , . . .Wy50
i.i.d∼ FY . We consider a few

different scenarios:

• Scenario S1: Fx = N(0, 1), Fy = N(0, 1);

• Scenario S2: Fx = t5, Fy = t5;

• Scenario S3: Fx = χ2
5 − 5, Fy = χ2

5 − 5;

• Scenario S4: Fx = N(0, 1), Fy = t5.

Table 3 shows the average misclassification rate from 50 trials. We see that when there

is only a mean difference, the new methods (‘Dist’ and ‘Rank’) have a misclassfication rate

close to the best method among all other methods. When there is only a variance difference,

the new methods perform the best among all the methods. When there are both mean and

variance differences, the new methods again have the lowest misclassification rate.
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Table 3: Two-class misclassification rate for 1000-dimensional data (those smaller than

“the lowest misclassification rate + 0.01” are in bold)

µ0 a Dist Rank GLDA SVM RF Boosting FAIR NN-MADD PLSR ELM MLP

S1 6 1 0.022 0.027 0.027 0.023 0.115 0.354 0.077 0.343 0.028 0.020 0.146

S1 0 1.1 0.019 0.020 0.506 0.106 0.425 0.465 0.507 0.025 0.412 0.440 0.472

S1 6 1.1 0.002 0.003 0.044 0.005 0.107 0.368 0.107 0.024 0.064 0.076 0.201

S2 6 1 0.094 0.109 0.102 0.092 0.161 0.385 0.170 0.476 0.116 0.104 0.218

S2 0 1.1 0.105 0.100 0.483 0.172 0.424 0.473 0.493 0.145 0.536 0.548 0.534

S2 6 1.1 0.041 0.042 0.128 0.051 0.162 0.389 0.197 0.140 0.176 0.188 0.249

S3 6 1 0.181 0.198 0.191 0.184 0.172 0.378 0.335 0.261 0.487 0.336 0.422

S3 0 1.1 0.070 0.071 0.478 0.141 0.345 0.460 0.495 0.092 0.504 0.532 0.473

S3 6 1.1 0.070 0.069 0.417 0.124 0.278 0.431 0.434 0.096 0.428 0.472 0.431

S4 0 1 0.276 0.278 0.500 0.380 0.483 0.487 0.506 0.361 0.476 0.536 0.485

3.2 Multi-class classification

In each trial, we randomly generate n = 50 observations from four distributions Zij
i.i.d∼

Fi, i = 1, . . . , 4, j = 1, . . . , 50, to be the training set, with Zij = aiA(zij1, zij2, . . . , zijd)
⊤ +

µi, zijk
i.i.d∼ Fz, i = 1, . . . , 4, j = 1, 2, . . . , 50. We set d = 1000, AA⊤ = Σ, Σr,c = 0.1|r−c|

and µ = µ0
µ′

∥µ′∥ , with µ′ a random vector generated from Nd(0, Id). The a′is and µ′
is are

set as follow: a1 = a3 = 1, a2 = a4 = 1.1; µ1 = µ2 = 0, µ3 = µ4 = µ, µ0 = 12. Under

those settings, the four distributions have two different means and two different variances.

The testing samples are Wij
i.i.d∼ Fi, i = 1, . . . , 4, j = 1, . . . , 50. We consider the following

scenarios:

• Scenario S5: Fz = N(0, 1);

• Scenario S6: Fz = t5;
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• Scenario S7: Fz = χ2
5 − 5.

Table 4: Multi-class misclassification rate for 1000-dimensional data (those smaller than

“the lowest misclassification rate + 0.01” are in bold)

Dist Rank GLDA SVM RF Boosting NN-MADD PLSR ELM MLP

S5 0.028 0.023 0.495 0.118 0.444 0.502 0.640 0.498 0.479 0.482

S6 0.125 0.133 0.495 0.190 0.456 0.513 0.603 0.506 0.488 0.478

S7 0.216 0.216 0.584 0.306 0.482 0.583 0.696 0.505 0.573 0.585

The average misclassification rate of 50 trials are shown in Table 4 (FAIR can only be

applied to the two-class problem and is not included here). We see that, the new method

has the lowest misclassification rate across all these scenarios.

3.3 Network data classification

We generate random graphs using the configuration model G(v, k⃗), where v is the number

of vertices and k⃗ is a vector containing the degrees of the v vertices, with ki assigned

to vertex vi. In each trial, we generate two independent samples, {X1, X2, . . . , X30} and

{Y1, Y2, . . . , Y30}, with degree vectors k⃗x and k⃗y, respectively. The testing samples are

Wx1 ,Wx2 , . . . ,Wx20

i.i.d∼ G(v, k⃗x) and Wy1 ,Wy2 , . . . ,Wy20
i.i.d∼ G(v, k⃗y). We consider the

following scenarios:

• Scenario S8: kx
1 = kx

2 = · · · = kx
20 = 1, kx

21 = kx
22 = · · · = kx

40 = 3; ky
1 = ky

2 =

· · · = ky
20−a = 1, ky

21−a = ky
22−a = · · · = ky

20 = 2, ky
21 = ky

22 = · · · = ky
20+a = 4,

ky
21+a = ky

22+a = · · · = ky
40 = 3;

• Scenario S9: kx
1 = kx

2 = · · · = kx
40 = 20, ky

1 = ky
2 = · · · = ky

40−a = 20, ky
41−a = ky

42−a =

· · · = ky
40 = 30.

15



When comparing the performance of the methods, we convert the network data with 40

nodes into 40× 40 adjacency matrices, which are further converted into 1600-dimensional

vectors. We do this conversion so that all methods in the comparison can be applied. While

for our approach, it can be applied to network data directly by using a distance on network

data in step 1 of Algorithms 1 and 2.

The results are presented in Table 5. We see that the new method is among the best

performers in all settings, while other good performers could work well under some settings

but fail for others.

Table 5: Network data misclassification rate (those smaller than “the lowest misclassifica-

tion rate + 0.01” are in bold)

a Dist Rank GLDA SVM RF Boosting NN-MADD PLSR ELM MLP

S8 5 0.194 0.054 0.377 0.382 0.405 0.445 0.119 0.318 0.411 0.433

S8 10 0.089 0.011 0.342 0.321 0.371 0.462 0.008 0.306 0.352 0.411

S8 15 0.017 0.002 0.331 0.326 0.401 0.483 0.001 0.376 0.294 0.427

S8 20 0.006 0.000 0.315 0.290 0.380 0.470 0.000 0.476 0.482 0.504

S9 4 0.118 0.100 0.090 0.151 0.220 0.404 0.386 0.254 0.458 0.482

S9 8 0.020 0.007 0.004 0.026 0.127 0.344 0.164 0.203 0.077 0.392

S9 12 0.006 0.001 0.004 0.004 0.059 0.289 0.080 0.088 0.005 0.208

S9 16 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.041 0.271 0.045 0.059 0.000 0.213

3.4 Robustness analysis

If there are outliers in the data, the distance-based approach is much less robust. Consid-

ering the simulation setting scenario S1 (multivariate normal distribution) in Section 3.1

but contaminated by outliers Xi ∼ (5(a− 1)+ 1)A(xi1, xi2, . . . , xid)
⊤ +5µ, i = 1, 2, . . . , no,

where no is the number of outliers, and all other observations are simulated in the same
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way as before. Table 6 shows the misclassification rate of the two approaches. We see

that with outliers, the distance-based has a much higher misclassification rate than the

rank-based approach. Therefore, the rank-based approach is recommended in practice for

its robustness. However, under the ideal scenario of no outliers, the performance of the two

approaches is similar, and we could study the distance-based approach to approximate the

rank-based version as the former is much easier to analyze.

Table 6: The two-class misclassification rates of the two approaches when the data is

contaminated with outliers

µ0 a no Rank Dist µ0 a no Rank Dist

0 1.1 1 0.0243 0.3081 0 1.1 3 0.0350 0.3246

6 1 1 0.0303 0.1275 6 1 3 0.0439 0.1410

6 1.1 1 0.0114 0.1269 6 1.1 3 0.0262 0.1510

0 1.1 5 0.0433 0.3352 0 1.1 7 0.0396 0.3378

6 1 5 0.0530 0.1694 6 1 7 0.0708 0.2287

6 1.1 5 0.0451 0.1747 6 1.1 7 0.0657 0.2265

4 Explore quantities that play important roles

In this section, we aim to explore the key factors that play important roles in the framework.

We consider the following two-class setting (⋆):

Xi = A(xi1, xi2, . . . , xid)
⊤, i = 1, 2, . . . , n;

where A ∈ Rd×d, xik
i.i.d.∼ Fx,with Ex11 = 0,Ex4

11 < ∞;

Yj = B(yj1, yj2, . . . , yjd)
⊤ + µ, j = 1, 2, . . . ,m;
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where B ∈ Rd×d, yjk
i.i.d.∼ Fy,with Ey11 = 0,Ey411 < ∞,

We use this setting (⋆) as the difference between the two classes can be controlled via Fx,

Fy, A and B. Our objective is to approximate the misclassification rate using quantities

derived from Fx, Fy, A and B. Directly handling the rank-based approach is challenging

due to the complexities related to ranks; therefore, we work on the distance-based approach,

which offers similar performance but is more manageable.

Define

D(Xi) =

(
DX(Xi)

DY (Xi)

)
, D(Yi) =

(
DX(Yi)

DY (Yi)

)
,

whereDX(Xi) =
1

n−1

∑
k ̸=i ∥Xk−Xi∥22,DY (Xi) =

1
m

∑m
k=1 ∥Yk−Xi∥22,DX(Yi) =

1
n

∑n
k=1 ∥Xk−

Yi∥22, DY (Yi) =
1

m−1

∑
k ̸=i ∥Yk − Yi∥22. Under Setting (⋆), we can compute the expectation

and covariance matrix of D(Xi) and D(Yi) through the following theorems. The proofs for

these theorems are provided in the Supplemental materials.

Theorem 4.1. Let {Xi}ni=1, {Yj}mj=1 be generated from Setting (⋆), we have

E(D(Xi)) = µDX
= f(A,B, µ, Fx, Fy),

E(D(Yi)) = µDY
= f(B,A,−µ, Fy, Fx),

Cov(D(Xi)) = ΣDX
= g(n,m,A,B, µ, Fx, Fy),

Cov(D(Yi)) = ΣDY
= g(m,n,B,A,−µ, Fy, Fx).

where the f(·) ∈ R2 and g(·) ∈ R2×2:

f(A,B, µ, Fx, Fy) =

 2∥A∥2FEx2
11

∥A∥2FEx2
11 + ∥B∥2FEy211 + ∥µ∥22

 ,

g(n,m,A,B, µ, Fx, Fy) = −f(A,B, µ, Fx, Fy)f(A,B, µ, Fx, Fy)
⊤
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+



1
n−1

〈 h1(A,A,A,0,0, Fx, Fx, Fx)

h2(A,A,0, Fx, Fx)

 ,

 1

n− 2

〉
h1(A,A,B, 0, µ, Fx, Fx, Fy)

h1(A,A,B,0, µ, Fx, Fy)
1
m

〈 h1(A,B,B, µ, µ, Fx, Fy , Fy)

h2(A,B, µ, Fx, Fy)

 ,

 1

m− 1

〉


,

and h1 and h2 defined in Lemma 4.2.

Lemma 4.2. For U = C(u1, u2, . . . , ud)
⊤, V = D(v1, v2, . . . , vd)

⊤, where ui
i.i.d.∼ Fu, with

Eu = 0, Eu4 < ∞ and vi
i.i.d.∼ Fv, with Ev = 0, Ev4 < ∞, Xi = A(xi1, xi2, . . . , xid)

⊤,

i = 1, 2, . . . , n, xik
i.i.d.∼ Fx, with Ex11 = 0, Ex4

11 < ∞, A,C,D ∈ Rd×d, we have

h1(A,C,D, µu, µv, Fx, Fu, Fv) = ∥C∥2FEu2
1∥D∥2FEv21 + ∥D∥2FEv21∥µu∥22

+
d∑

i=1

d∑
j=1

(
d∑

k=1

a2ika
2
jkEx4

11 +

(∑
k1 ̸=k2

a2ik1a
2
jk2

+ 2
∑
k1 ̸=k2

aik1aik2ajk1ajk2

)
(Ex2

11)
2)

+ (∥C∥2FEu2
1 + ∥D∥2FEv21)∥A∥2FEx2

11 + (∥µu∥22 + ∥µv∥22)∥A∥2FEx2
11 + ∥µu∥22∥µv∥22

− 2
d∑

i=1

d∑
j=1

(
d∑

k=1

a2ikajk(µuk + µvk))Ex3
11 + ∥C∥2FEu2

1∥µv∥22,

h2(A,C, µu, Fx, Fu) = 2∥µu∥22(∥C∥2FEu2
1 + ∥A∥2FEx2

11) + 4∥µuC∥2FEu2
1

+
d∑

i=1

d∑
j=1

(
d∑

k=1

c2ikc
2
jkEu4

1 +

(∑
k1 ̸=k2

c2ik1c
2
jk2

+ 2
∑
k1 ̸=k2

cik1cik2cjk1cjk2

)
(Eu2

1)
2)

+
d∑

i=1

d∑
j=1

(
d∑

k=1

a2ika
2
jkEx4

11 +

(∑
k1 ̸=k2

a2ik1a
2
jk2

+ 2
∑
k1 ̸=k2

aik1aik2ajk1ajk2

)
(Ex2

11)
2)

+ 4
d∑

i=1

d∑
j=1

(
d∑

k=1

c2ikcjkµk)Eu3
1 − 4

d∑
i=1

d∑
j=1

(
d∑

k=1

a2ikajkµk)Ex3
11 + 4∥µuA∥2FEx2

11

+ 2∥C∥2FEu2
1∥A∥2FEx2

11 + ∥µu∥42 + 4∥A⊤C∥2FEu2
1Ex2

11.

For a testing sample, suppose Wx ∼ FX (the distribution of Xi’s) and Wy ∼ FY (the

distribution of Yj’s), we can also obtain the expectation and covariance matrix of D(Wx)

and D(Wy) in a similar way, where D(W ) =
(
DX(W )
DY (W )

)
with DX(W ) = 1

n

∑n
k=1 ∥Xk −W∥22

and DY (W ) = 1
m

∑m
k=1 ∥Yk −W∥22.
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Theorem 4.3. Under Setting (⋆), the the expectation and covariance matrix of D(Wx)

and D(Wy) are given by:

E(D(Wx)) = µDWx
= f(A,B, µ, Fx, Fy),

Cov(D(Wx)) = ΣDWx
= g(n+ 1,m,A,B, µ, Fx, Fy),

E(D(Wy)) = µDWy
= f(B,A,−µ, Fy, Fx),

Cov(D(Wy)) = ΣDWy
= g(m+ 1, n,B,A,−µ, Fy, Fx).

If we further add constraints on A and B, we can obtain the asymptotic distribution

of the distance mean vector D(·).

Theorem 4.4. In Setting (⋆), let s = ⌊d 1
5 ⌋, t = ⌊d/t⌋, r = d− st,

A =



aT1

aT2

...

aTd


, B =



bT1

bT2

...

bTd


, Ri =

is−m0∑
k=(i−1)s+1

 1
n−1

∑n
j ̸=i(a

T
kXj − aTkX1)

2

1
m

∑m
j=1(b

T
k Yj − aTkX1 + µk)

2

 ,

and Σt = Cov(
∑t

i=1Ri). If A and B are band matrix, where aij = 0,∀ |i − j| ≥ m0;

bij = 0,∀ |i − j| ≥ m0, with m0 is a fixed number, max{|µi|} < µ0, max {|aij|, |bij|} < c0,

with c0 and µ0 fixed numbers, and limt→∞
∑t

i=1 E
(
∥Σ− 1

2
t Ri∥32

)
→ 0, then 1√

d
(D(Xi)−µDX

)

converges to a normal distribution as d → ∞.

Remark 2. A special case for condition limt→∞
∑t

i=1 E
(
∥Σ− 1

2
t Ri∥32

)
→ 0 to hold is when

all µi’s are the same: non-zero elements in aTi ’s are the same and non-zero elements in bTi ’s

are the same, i.e. ∃ α = (α1, α2, . . . , α2m0−1) and β = (β1, β2, . . . , β2m0−1), Aij = αm0+j−i,

Bij = βm0+j−i, ∀ |i− j| < m0.

Remark 3. We can also prove the asymptotic normality of 1√
d
(D(Yj)−µD(Y )),

1√
d
(D(Wxi

)−

µD(Wx)) and 1√
d
(D(Wyj) − µD(Wy)) by changing the conditions in 4.4. By substituting A
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with B, B with A, µ with −µ, n with m and m with n, we can obtain the conditions

for 1√
d
(D(Yj) − µD(Y )); by substituting n with n + 1, we can obtain the conditions for

1√
d
(D(Wxi

)− µD(Wx)); by substituting A with B, B with A, µ with −µ, n with m+1 and

m with n, we can obtain the conditions for 1√
d
(D(Wyj)− µD(Wy)).

It should be noted that the distance vector DW is dependent on the pairwise distance

in the distance matrix. Therefore, M
(D)
W is dependent on the M

(D)
j (Zi)’s. We studied an

independent version of the distance-based approach in Supplement S3 and found that the

dependency has minimal impact on the misclassification rate. Therefore, we continue to

sample DW independently in our estimation. By sampling DW from 0.5N(µDWx
,ΣDWx

) +

0.5N(µDWy
,ΣDWy

) and applying the decision rule to each DW with

δX = −1

2
log|ΣDX

| − 1

2
(DW − µDX

)⊤Σ−1
DX

(DW − µDX
),

δY = −1

2
log|ΣDY

| − 1

2
(DW − µDY

)⊤Σ−1
DY

(DW − µDY
),

we can estimate the misclassification rate by simulating the last step.

We now test our estimation through numerical simulations. Under setting (⋆), we set

n = 50, m = 50, d = 2000, B = aA, AA⊤ = Σ, with Σr,c = 0.1|r−c|, where µ = µ0
µ′

∥µ′∥ , µ
′ is

a random vector generated from Nd(0, Id). The testing samples Wx1 ,Wx2 , . . .Wx50

i.i.d∼ FX

and Wy1 ,Wy2 , . . .Wy50
i.i.d∼ FY . We consider the following scenarios:

• Scenario S10: Fx = N(0, 1), Fy = N(0, 1); fix a = 1 and change µ0;

• Scenario S11: Fx = N(0, 1), Fy = N(0, 1); fix µ = 0 and change a.

• Scenario S12: Fx = t10, Fy = t10; fix a = 1 and change µ0;

• Scenario S13: Fx = t10, Fy = t10; fix µ = 0 and change a.
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Figure 4: Analytic (red) and simulated (rank-based approach: green; distance-based ap-

proach: blue) misclassification rates for scenarios S10 (upper-left panel), S11 (upper-right

panel), S12 (bottom-left panel), and S13 (bottom-right panel).
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Figure 4 compares the analytic misclassification rate, calculated using the formulas from

this section, with the simulated misclassification rate, obtained from 50 simulation runs of

Algorithms 1 and 2 under these scenarios. We see that the analytic misclassification rates

closely match the simulated ones. This suggests that the formulas used for estimating the

misclassification rate effectively capture the key quantities from the distributions that are

critical for the proposed approaches.

By examining these formulas, we see that the first and second moments of Fx and

Fy are particularly significant (through the f(·) function), This likely explains why the

proposed approaches performs well in scenarios with differences in means and/or variances.

Additionally, the third and fourth moments of Fx and Fy also contribute, albeit to a lesser

extent, through the g(·) function.

5 Conclusion

We propose a novel framework for high-dimensional classification that utilizes common

patterns found in high-dimensional data under both the mean difference and variance

difference scenarios. This framework exhibits superior performance in high-dimensional

data classification and network data classification. Additionally, we provide theoretical

analysis to understand the key quantities that influence the method’s performance.

While the l2 distance is the default choice for computing pairwise distances in the

proposed algorithms, it is not limited to this measure and can be extended to other types

of distance measures. Exploring the performance of the method with different distances is

an interesting avenue for future research, and we plan to investigate this further.
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A Discussion about multilayer perceptron (MLP)

In this section, we examine the impact of different parameters in a multilayer perceptron

(MLP) on high-dimensional classification tasks. All simulations are conducted under Set-

ting (⋆) with Fx = N(0, 1), Fy = N(0, 1), d = 1000, B = aA, AA⊤ = Σ, and µ = µ0
µ′

∥µ′∥ .

Here, Σr,c = 0.1|r−c|, and µ′ is a random vector generated from Nd(0d, Id). The testing

samples are Wx1 ,Wx2 , . . . ,Wx50

i.i.d∼ FX and Wy1 ,Wy2 , . . . ,Wy50
i.i.d∼ FY .

For the MLP structure, we used three hidden layers, each with the same number of nodes

and activation function, and an output layer with the softmax function as the activation

function. We first tested the performance of different activation functions with 1, 000 nodes

in each layer and 800 training samples. The results are shown in Table 7. We observed that

the “relu”(x1 {x > 0}) and “softplus” (ln(1+ex)) activation functions slightly outperformed

the “gelu”(1
2
x(1+erf( x√

2
))) function when classifying mean differences. However, only the

“gelu” function can work for classifying variance differences. Therefore, we selected the

“gelu” function for the activation function in subsequent simulations.

Table 7: The two-class misclassification rate of MLP with different activation functions

µ0 a gelu relu tanh softplus selu

6 1 0.028 0.013 0.195 0.006 0.173

0 1.1 0.462 0.502 0.496 0.498 0.488

0 1.4 0.057 0.496 0.490 0.471 0.385

Next, we examine the impact of different training set sizes on the performance of the

MLP with 1,000 nodes per layer and the “gelu” activation function. The results are shown

in Table 8. We observe that, compared to other classification methods, the MLP requires
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significantly larger sample sizes to achieve optimal performance. In practice, the perfor-

mance of MLP may be constrained by the available training set size.

Table 8: The two-class misclassification rate of MLP under different training set sizes

µ0 a 100 200 400 800

6 1 0.146 0.055 0.035 0.028

0 1.1 0.610 0.495 0.470 0.462

0 1.4 0.410 0.275 0.130 0.057

Table 9 presents the performance of other methods under the same settings as in Table

7. A comparison of these results reveals that the MLP perform comparably to the best-

performing methods when classifying mean differences. However, when classifying variance

differences, the MLP fails to perform effectively when the signal is already large enough for

other effective methods (second row of Table 9).

Table 9: The two-class misclassification rates of other methods

µ0 a Dist Rank GLDA SVM RF Boosting FAIR NN-MADD PLSR ELM

6 1 0.022 0.027 0.027 0.023 0.115 0.354 0.077 0.343 0.028 0.020

0 1.1 0.019 0.020 0.506 0.106 0.425 0.465 0.507 0.025 0.412 0.440

0 1.4 0.000 0.000 0.457 0.000 0.106 0.339 0.500 0.000 0.459 0.470
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