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Abstract

The classification of random objects within metric spaces without a vector structure has attracted
increasing attention. However, the complexity inherent in such non-Euclidean data often restricts ex-
isting models to handling only a limited number of features, leaving a gap in real-world applications.
To address this, we propose a data-adaptive filtering procedure to identify informative features from
a large-scale of random objects, leveraging a novel Kolmogorov—Smirnov-type statistic defined on
the metric space. Our method, applicable to data in general metric spaces with binary labels, exhibits
remarkable flexibility. It enjoys a model-free property, as its implementation does not rely on any
specified classifier. Theoretically, it effectively controls the false discovery rate while guaranteeing
the sure screening property. Empirically, equiped with a Wasserstein metric, it demonstrates supe-
rior sample performance compared to Euclidean competitors. When applied to analyze a dataset on
autism, our method identifies significant brain regions associated with the condition. Moreover, it re-
veals distinct interaction patterns among these regions between individuals with and without autism,
achieved by filtering hundreds of thousands of covariance matrices representing various brain con-
nectivities.

1 Introduction

We consider metric binary classification, where features are represented as random objects in general
metric spaces. Specifically, letY € {—1, 1} be a class label and X = (X, ..., X},) be an ordered p-tuple
of features. Each X; (1 < j < p) is assumed to be a random object from the metric space (M;, d;),
where M is a set, and d; is the corresponding metric (or distance). When (M;, d;) lacks an additional
vector structure, it is often referred to as a non-Euclidean space. Typically examples include the space
of symmetric positive definite (SPD) matrices (Lin, 2019), directional objects (Mardia et al., 2000),
phylogenetic trees (Billera et al., 2001), subspaces like Grassmannians (Lim et al., 2021), and probability
functions equipped with Wasserstein metric (Chen et al., 2023). Analyzing such non-Euclidean data
poses inherent challenges due to the absence of extensive algebraic structures.

Binary classification, given a joint probability measure P defined over M x{—1, +1}, seeks a function
h: M — {-1,+1} that minimizes the risk of P{4(X) # Y}. Here, M = Hle M, denotes the Cartesian
product space of M;, and the function & is usually constrained to a pre-specified class 4. Commonly
employed classes H include the Lipschitz large-margin classifiers (von Luxburg and Bousquet, 2004;
Gottlieb et al., 2014), nearest neighbor classifiers (Cover and Hart, 1967; Chaudhuri and Dasgupta, 2014;
Kontorovich et al., 2018), and metric logistic regression models (Lin and Lin, 2023), to name a few.
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Despite their utility, these metric classifiers often suffer from limited computational efficiency, restricting
their applicability to datasets with few features.

In many scenarios, a relatively small sample size n may coexist with a large or even huge value of p
(e.g., p = exp{O(n*)} for some a > 0), which is kown as the curse of dimensionality in the Euclidean
setting. Nonetheless, it is commonly believed that the underlying classification rule depends only on
a few important features {X;, j € D}, where D represents a subset of {1,..., p} with a cardinality
d significantly smaller than n (eg., d = o(n)), and is termed as the informative set. This assumption
not only facilitates the effective handling of a large-scale of metric features but also provides a deeper
understanding of the original classification problem. Our primary focus is on identifying such D.

For Euclidean features, an effective solution involves leveraging the celebrated feature screening
technique (Fan and Lv, 2008, 2018), extensively studied in the literature with diverse variants (Zhu et al.,
2011; Mai and Zou, 2013; Cui et al., 2015). Essentially, feature screening aids in constructing a subset
of features covering 9 with high probability. A classic application is locating key genes contributing
significantly to tumor classification using high-dimensional micro-array data. However, in scenarios
where features are random objects in general metric spaces, the identification of 9 becomes more chal-
lenging and remains relatively unexplored. To the best of our knowledge, the most promising approach
so far is the ball correlation screening procedure (Pan et al., 2019), designed for objects in separable
Banach spaces. Although it can be extended to metric spaces according to the Banach-Mazur theorem
(Kleiber and Pervin, 1969), this extention is less straightforward and may loss some power in a binary
classification setting.

In this paper, we estimate the informative set 9 by developing an effective filtering procedure that
operates on a large set of random objects in metric spaces with binary labels. This filtering procedure is
designed to avoid relying on strong model assumptions, making it applicable to arbitrary classifier classes
9H. Additionally, it exhibits flexibility to handle various metric spaces. To achieve this, we leverage a
Kolmogorov—Smirnov-type statistic defined on the metric space. Our filtering procedure, based on this
novel statistic, extends the approach proposed in Mai and Zou (2013) to the non-Euclidean setting. To
balance classification performance and computational efficiency, the proposed method filters out as many
irrelevant objects as possible while retaining informative features. We demonstrate this by showing that it
enjoys the sure screening property while effectively controlling the false discovery rate, when combined
with a data-adaptive threshold selection procedure.

As another contribution of this work, we apply the proposed method to detect abnormal functional
connectivities in autism brains. We first construct a large pool of symmetric positive definite matrices
as metric features to characterize various brain functional connectivities and then apply our filtering
method. The identified informative features are highly interpretable, revealing significant differences in
brain connectivity patterns between individuals with autism and controls. Some of these findings are less
reported in existing autism studies and may warrant future investigation. Moreover, in the subsequent
classification task, the classifier based on these informative features demonstrates significantly enhanced
prediction performance under various criteria.

Besides binary classification, recent interest in non-Euclidean data analysis has also spurred the
development of many other methods. These encompass Fréchet mean estimation in metric spaces (Mc-
Cormack and Hoff, 2021), Fréchet linear regression (Petersen and Miiller, 2019), Fréchet single index
models (Bhattacharjee and Miiller, 2023), sufficient dimension reduction for random objects (Ying and
Yu, 2022; Zhang et al., 2023), functional models for time-varying random objects (Dubey and Miiller,
2020), and more. Again, despite their wide range of applications, these methods are not specifically
designed to handle a large-scale of non-Euclidean features.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Examples of metric spaces

We briefly introduce some metric spaces that will be encountered later in the paper.



Example 1 (The Wasserstein space of univariate distributions). Let (X, B(X)) be a measurable space,
where X is either R or a closed interval of R, and B(KX) is the associated Borel o-field. The Wasserstein
space ‘W (X) is the set of probability distributions F on (X, B(X)) such that fX x2dF (x) < oo, equipped

with quadratic Wasserstein distance d., (Fy, F») = (fol [Fl_1 (s) —Fz_l (5)]%ds)'/?, where Fy, F» € W and

Fr Uand F; ! are the quantile functions corresponding to Fy and F, respectively. Then (W (X),d,,) is
a metric space with a Riemannian structure (Chen et al., 2023).

Example 2 (The space of SPD matrices with a fixed dimension). Let S}, denote the set of m X m symmet-
ric positive-definite (SPD) matrices. Generally, S, forms a smooth submanifold embedded in R™(m+2)/2,
When equipped with the inherited Euclidean metric, it becomes a Riemannian manifold. However, the
determinant of Euclidean average of SPD matrices may larger than any of the original determinants,
leading to the well-known phenomenon of swelling effect (Arsigny et al., 2007). This limitation, along
with others, motivates the development of various alternative metrics for S;,, such as the Log-Euclidean
metric, the Cholesky distance (Dryden et al., 2009), and the Log-Cholesky (Lin, 2019), among others.
See illustrative examples in section 4.2.

2.2 Metric distribution function

Suppose X is a random object taking values in a general metric space (M, d) and u is the associated Borel
probability measure. Throughout this article, we assume (M, d) is a complete and separable (i.e., Polish)
space without the linear structure. To perform nonparametric statistical inference on samples from this
non-Euclidean space M, Wang et al. (2023) introduced a fundamental tool termed metric distribution
function (MDF). They proved that MDF, as a quasi-distribution function, uniquely determines u when
(M, d) is a Polish space and d satisfies some mild conditions; see Theorem 1 in Wang et al. (2023) for
details. This key result suggests that MDF can serve a role in metric space-based statistical inference akin
to the distribution function in the Euclidean setting. We provide a brief review of MDF before moving
on.

Roughly speaking, the metric distribution function is constructed upon all open balls in (M, d),
which is a base of the metric topology. Denote B(u,r) = {v : d(u,v) < r} as the open ball in (M, d)
where u is the center and r > 0 is the radius. Let B(u,r) = {v : d(u,v) < r} be the corresponding closed
ball. For Yu,v € M, the metric distribution function of y on M is defined as

FM(u,v) = u [E{u, d(u,v)}] =E{6(u,v,X)},

where 6(u,v,x) =1 [x € B{u,d(u, v)}], 1(+) is the indicator function, and the superscript M indicates
the metric space. Based on i.i.d. samples {Xi,..., X,,} from u on M, a natural estimate of MDF is the
empirical metric distribution function (EMDF)

1 n
FM(u,v) = - Z S(u, v, X;).
i=1

The following lemma from Wang et al. (2023) establishes the uniform convergence result for EMDEF,
indicating it enjoys a Glivenko-Cantelli-type property.

Lemma 1 (Theorem 3 in Wang et al. (2023)). Let ¥ = {6(u, v, -) : u,v € M} be the collection of indica-
tor functions of closed balls on M. Let {X, ..., X,} be i.i.d. samples from p. Define X{' = (X1, ..., Xy)
and F(XT) = {(f(X1),..., f(Xn) | f € F}. If u satisfies that %Ex[log(card(T(Xln)))] — 0, where
card(-) is the cardinality of a set, then

lim sup |an(u,v) - FM(u,v)| =0, a.s.
=0 e MveM



3 The Metric Kolmogorov Filter

3.1 Method

LetX; | Y =+1~ ,uj+ and X; | Y =-1~p s where y;.r and pu -~ represent two unknown Borel probability
measures on the metric space (M;, d;). Define F f;’ (u,v) as the metric distribution function of d;(u, v)
for u,v ~ ,u]f“, and similarly, F fwj(u, v) for u,v ~ u . Apparently, a significant distinction between ,uj’.r
and K implies X; contributes to predicting label Y. Due to the one-to-one correspondence between
a probability measure and its metric distribution function, we are motivated to consider the following
statistical divergence

MKS i) = [ s | P ) = 2 ) | do ()
Y veMy

to distinguish ,u;f from pi- It works by first measuring the Kolmogorov-Smirnov divergences between
F i‘;’ (u,v) and F f”j(u, v) for each fixed ball center u ~ ;1;, then integrates them by expectation. This
statistic is termed the Metric Kolmogorov-Smirnov (MKS) divergence, which has been first visited in

a manuscript of Wang et al. (2021) for homogeneity test. Here we symmetrize MKS to measure the
importance of X; to Y by considering the following nonnegative statistic

w; = MKS(gf [lp;) + MKS (5 [|147).- €))

Intuitively, w; quantifies the marginal association of X; and Y, that is, the larger w; is, the more important
X; is. Conversely, when w; tends to zero, it indicates an independent relationship between X; and Y, as
shown by Proposition 2.

Proposition 2. X; and Y are statistically independent if and only if w; = 0.

At the sample level, we estimate w; based on the empirical metric distribution. For ease of presen-
tation, let X* be a dataset containing n; i.i.d. samples with positive labels. Thus fori € {1,...,n;}
and j € {1,..., p}, the ith random tuple is denoted as X;" € X*, with the jth object XZJ. ~ ,uJJF. Simi-
larly, denote X~ as a dataset containing n, samples with negative labels. The complete dataset is then
X = X' U X7, and the total sample size n = n* + n~. We utilize

_ R
MKS (4} ) = — ) maxuex
i=1

N 6L ov) = B2 O 500)

and -
__ 1 < _ _
MKS(,UJ' ||,u]+) = - Z maXyex Fiv,[n* (Xi,j, v) — Fi\/[’,ﬁ (Xi,j, V)’
i=1

to estimate wj, that is,

@; = MKS (4f l;) + MKS (17 [|1)). @
Now we define S = {j : w; > 0,7 =1,..., p} as the selected set that contains all important features,

with cardinality s. In binary classification, we further suppose S equals to the informative set 9, or more
conservatively, © C S. This assumption is essential for our theoretical study and aligns with similar
assumptions in Euclidean screening literature; see Theorem 1 in Mai and Zou (2013) for reference. To
estimate S, we rank all random objects X; based on @; and select those among the $th largest, where a
theoretical choice of § is the integer [n/log(n)]. Equivalently, we can also specify a threshold T to filter
out uninfomative features, resulting

S(T)={j:@;>T, forl <j < p}. 3)

In this case, we slightly abuse notation by using §(7') to represent the size of S when employing a
threshold 7. We term the above procedure the Metric Kolmogorov filter (MK-Filter), considering @ is
constructed based on a symmetrized metric Kolmogorov-Smirnov divergence.
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3.2 Sure screening property

The MK-Filter is designed to identify the underlying informative set with high probability. We demon-
strate this by showing that the MF-Filter enjoys the sure screening property, a key characteristic com-
monly shared by various Euclidean screening techniques. To establish the theoretical groundwork for
subsequent discussions, we first introduce the following lemma, which provides a uniform concentration
inequality for the EMDF.

Lemma 3 (A uniform concentration inequality). Let u be a probability measure defined on the metric
space (M, d) and {X1, ..., X,} be i.i.d. observations sampled from u. For each € > 0, there exists a
universal constant N(€) € N such that for all n > N (€), we have

1 ¢ M ne’
P{—Z sup |FM (X;,v) — FM (X, v)| > e} < 2exp(-7).

nllve

Lemma 3 extends the classical Dvoretzky—Kiefer—Wolfowitz inequality (Dvoretzky et al., 1956) to
metric spaces, showing that the EMDF exhibits uniform concentration over the sample set at an exponen-
tial rate. This finding parallels Corollary 3 in Wang et al. (2023), but instead of taking the supremum, we
compute the sample average across various ball centers, thus leading to a slightly improved bound. Us-
ing this result, Lemma 4 establishes the consistency of @;, followed by demonstrating the sure screening
property in Theorem 5.

Lemma 4. Under the conditions of Lemma 3, for w; defined by (2), we have P(|w; — w;| > cn™*) <
O(exp{-Cn'=2*}) with0 < x < 1/2.

nm.€ nn_e

2
Theorem 5 (Sure screening property). Define £(€) = 4exp(— 2562) + 2 exp(—"55¢ )+ exp(—<5%) +

cznn

exp(—
the mformatlve set D C S. Let §s = minjes wj — maxjese w; > 0. Then we have P{D C S(dn)} >
1 - pé(ds/2). Thus, lfés > {log(p)/n}'/?, the sure screening property holds with probability going to
1.

), where my, = P(Y = y) for y = +1,-1. Assume there exists a selective set S such that

3.3 A data-adaptive threshold for FDR controlling

The MK-Filter yields a selected set S (T) with a given threshold 7', where T controls the set size and,
consequently, influences the filtering procedure’s quality. Generally, a conservative strategy tends to
choose a small value of T to include all informative features with high probability. While ensuring the
sure screening property, this strategy also elevates the risk of retaining more uninformative predictors. As
a more reliable approach, we propose controlling the false discovery rate (FDR, Benjamini and Hochberg
(1995)) for MK-Filter through a data-adaptive threshold selection procedure. Our approach is inspired
by Guo et al. (2023) but is adapted for handling Non-Euclidean features.

Mathematically, S (T) makes a false discovery if there exists a j € S (T) NS¢, where S¢ denotes
the underlying true uninformative set. The false discovery rate is then defined as

E[FDP{S(T)}],

where ~
#Hj:jeST)NSY
#{j:jeS)}
stands for the false discovery propotion (FDP). With a pre-specified level @, we say using threshold T
controls the FDR asymptotically if lim sup,,_,, E[FDP{S(T)}] < a.

We take a data splitting strategy to determine the threshold 7' for FDR control. Firstly, the whole
dataset X is randomly divided into disjoint parts X; and X, of different sample sizes n; = n(K — 1)/K

FDP{S(T)} =




and ny = n/K, where K > 3 and n/K are assumed to be integers for simplicity. Let w;; and @;> be the
symmetrized Metric Kolmogorov-Smirnov statistics calculated on X; and X, respectively. Define

W = sign(n?&lj - ngcﬁzj)max(nfcﬁlj, n;[sz), 4

then a data-adaptive threshold is obtained via

(&)

1+4#{7: W, < —t
T:inf{t>0: bW <) }

<«
max(#{j : W; > t},1)

Combined with this data-adaptive threshold selection procedure, the MK-Filter works as follows.

Algorithm 1: The MK-Filter with a data-adaptive threshold.
1. Randomly divide the dataset X into disjoint parts X and X>;
2. Calculate @ and w,; on Xj and X, separately using (2) for j = 1,..., p;
3. Obtain W; via (4) and choose the threshold T by (5);
4. Output S(T) = {j : W; > T}.

Prior to delving into the details of our threshold selection procedure, we present a short discussion
on the statistic W; defined in formula (4) , which distinguishes between the behaviors of informative

and uninformative predictor X;. Specifically, for j € S, by Lemma 4 we have w; L wj > 0, thus
W; > 0 with probability tending to one, given that n)@;; > n)@,; > 0. Conversely, for j € S¢,
W; is asymptotically symmetric about zero due to the independence of X; and X,. Since this marginal
symmetry property holds for all uninformative predictors, we can use #{j : W; < —t} to approximate
both #{j € S : W; < —t} and #{j € §° : W; > t}. Additional theoretical insights into W; and T are
available in Guo et al. (2023).

We demonstrate that Algorithm 1 enables the MF-Filter to control the false discovery rate asymp-
totically under mild conditions. For clarity, we introduce following notations. Let §, = c¢n™* and
£(8,) = exp(—=Cné2), where constants ¢ > 0, C > 0, and 0 < k < 1/2. Define CG={jeS: w >
26,a/(a — 1)}, with 8 representing the cardinality of C and a = (K — 1)!/2. Conceptually, the set Cp
collects predictors with identifiable signal strengths. We also define G, () = (p — 5)~! 2jese P(W; > 1)
and G_(t) = (p —5)~! 2jese P(W; < —t). The following technical conditions, introduced in Guo et al.
(2023), are required to guarantee the result in proposition 6. Intuitively, the fraction in Condition 1 es-
timates the false discovery proportion, while the Condition 1 characterizes the convergence of emprical
distribution {(p — s)G,(t)} ™! 2jese 1(W; > 1) and {(p - $)G_(1)}! 2jese 1(W; < —1).

~ d —~ . .
Condition 1. For j € 8¢ we have nl/zwj — N; and P(nl/zwj > 1)/(1 = Fy;) — 1 uniformly in
j€S8Sandrt € (0, nl/ 2), asn — oo andt — oo, where N; is some nondegenerate random variable with
distribution function Fy;.

Condition 2. For 8 — oo, we have

sup {((p = )G (1)}! Z 1(W; 1) —1] = o(1)

0<t<G;'(aB/p) jese

and

sup {(p-9)G_(1)}! Z 1 (W <—1) = 1|=o(1).

0<t<Gz'(aB/p) jese

Proposition 6. Assume p = exp{o(n'~2*)} and Condition 1-2 holds. If B — oo, (p — 5)&(5,) — 0 and
(1-1/K)'25, — 0 as (n, p) — oo, then Algorithm 1 yields a set S(T) that ensures lim SUP (., p) 00 FDR <
a forany a € (0,1).



4 Simulations

4.1 Distributional predictors

It is interesting to compare the MK-Filter with existing Euclidean screening methods. Consider a feature
vector X = (Xi,...,X,)" € R” and alabel Y € {-1,+1}. In this scenario, classical methods such
as Kolmogorov-Filter (Mai and Zou, 2013), MV-SIS (Cui et al., 2015), DC-SIS (Zhu et al., 2011), and
Ball-SIS (Pan et al., 2019) can be readily applied. Meanwhile, applying the MK-Filter necessitates spec-
ifying a suitable metric space first. A reasonable choice is the Wasserstein space (W, d,,) of univariate
distributions, as described in Section 2.1. Here, for eachi € {1,...,n} and j € {1,..., p}, we denote
the ith sample of the jth feature with the label Y; = y as X ly I Then, its distribution function Fz ; can be
treated as an object in (W, d,,).

As discussed earlier, the MK-Filter identifies the informative set by ranking w; for each feature Xj,
which relies on estimating the metric distribution functions F f;’ g+ and F %n_ A crucial step in this pro-

>

cess involves computing Wasserstein distances d,, ( Fl.y 2 Flf j) for pairs of random objects Fl.y ; and Flf i

In practice, however, these Fl.y . and Flf g are distribution functions that are often not fully observed,
requiring estimation. A straigﬁtforward S/et effective approach is to use the empirical distribution func-
tions. To be specific, we use m,; observations {X ll j Z“ij with label y to obtain the estimate I?ly 2 where
Iff“zj(t) = ZZ’Y T (oot (Xf’j)/myj for all + € R. We then estimate dw(Fiy,j, FLX:].) by dw(ﬁzj’ I::IX:].), see
Fournier and Guillin (2015) and Lei (2020) for the theoretical justiﬁcation,. Without loss of generality, we
further set m,; = m_; = m, simplifying the computation to dw(fzj, F\ly,]) = [Z;’il{Xi(’l]? - Xi(,{)].}z] 12,
Here, Xl.(’lj) and Xi(,{)]. represent the /th order statistics of the sample sets {X f,j};’i , and {X f,’j};’i |» respec-
tively.

We conside the following model in our simulatoin. Suppose Y is generated from the discrete uniform
distribution with two categories {+1,—1} where P(Y = +1) = 1/2. Given Y = y, the p-dimensional
feature vector X = (Xi,...,X,)" is generated as follows.

1. X} ~N(0.3,1) and X; ~ N(=0.3,1);

2. X; ~ Uniform(-1, 1) and X5 ~ Uniform(-0.8, 1.2);

3. X3 ~N(0,1) and X5 ~ N(0, 1.5);

4, X;{ ~ Uniform(-1, 1) and X, ~ Uniform(-1.4,1.4);

5. X3 ~N(0,1) and X5 ~ #(3);

6. X ~t(3)and X ~t(1);

7. X;f ~ GEV(u, o1, ¢) and X7~ GEV (u, 0%,¢&), where u =0, 0 =0.1, 05 = 0.2, and ¢ = 0;
8. Xg ~ GEV(u,0,¢1) and Xg ~ GEV(u, 0, &>), where u =0, 0 =0.1,¢; =0.1,and &, = 0.4;
9. Both Xj+ and X ~ N(0,1) for j € {9,...,p}.

Clearly, the first 8 features are informative. Setting 1-2, for example, characterize the mean differences
between the distribution of XJ * and Xj‘. Setting 3-4 represent instances with the identical means but
varying degrees of variation. Setting 5-6 stress heavy-tailed cases, comparing Student’s t-distributions
with different degrees of freedom. Lastly, Setting 7-8 explore generalized extreme value distributions,
varying in scales (controlled by o) or shapes (controlled by &).

We compare our MK-Filter with the Kolmogorov-Filter (Mai and Zou, 2013), MV-SIS (Cui et al.,
2015), DC-SIS (Zhu et al., 2011), and Ball-SIS (Pan et al., 2019). To handle a feature dimension of
p = 10000, the MK-Filter employs m = 20 samples to compute each I::ly I resulting in a dataset of n = 40
random objects. To ensure fair comparision, all other Euclidean screening methods use n x m = 800
samples for their estimation. To evaluate the effectiveness of each method, we compute the minimum



model size (MMS, FAN and SONG (2010)) to include all informative features. Additionally, we compute
the proportion Pis of a single informative feature X; within a selected set of size s, across 400 repeated
experiments. Table 1 summarizes the quantiles of MMS, along with PJ‘ (j=1,...,8) for a given model
size s = [n/logn], where [x] represents the integer part of x.

Table 1: Simulation results for distributional predictors.

Quantile of MMS

S S S S N S S S
ProP Py Py P P P Py asa 509 759%

Kolmogorov-Filter 1 1 028 098 0 002 09 002 608 1311 2110
MV-SIS 1 1 038 0.83 0 0.02 1 004 659 1154 1860
DC-SIS 1 1 086 098 0.04 0.69 1 0.64 47 101 316
Ball-SIS 1 1 1 1 024 094 1 0.09 77 212 534
MK-Filter 1 1 096 096 093 1 1 096 8 8 10

We can see from Table 1 that all methods demonstrate excellent performance in detecting mean
differences. However, the Kolmogorov-Filter and MV-SIS show less effectiveness when handling normal
distributions with the same mean but slightly different variances, while most methods struggle in heavy-
tailed settings. Our method consistently exhibits screening efficiency comparable to or better than others
across all scenarios. This positive outcome can be reasonably attributed to the effective characterization
of subtle distributional differences by the Wasserstein distance. Our MK-Filter, designed for use in
metric spaces, seamlessly integrates with Wasserstein distance, resulting in satisfactory performance
across various distributional differences.

4.2 Symmetric positive definite matrices

We consider a scenario where features consist of symmetric positive definite matrices. Given the label
Y =y, assume each random object X; of the p-tuple features X = (Xi,..., X)) follows a Wishart
distribution, denoted as ij ~ Wn(m, Zy) € R™™ where v,, > m — 1 represents the degree of
freedom, and X, > 0 is the scale matrix. We generate Y from the discrete uniform distribution with
P(Y =+1) =P(Y = —1) = 1/2, then draw X; from the following models.

1. For j € {1,2}, XJ.+ ~W(vin, I,) and Xj_ ~ Wi (v, 0.6 % Iy,);

2. For j € {3,4}, X;r ~ W (i, ) and X ~ Wi (Vin, AR, (0.4));

3. For j € {5,6}, X;r ~ WV, Iy) and X~ W (Vin, HC, (0.5, Ay));

4. For j € {7,8}, XJ.+ ~ W (Vin, AR, (—0.25)) and X~ Wi (v, AR, (0.25));

5. For j € {9, 10}, X].+ ~ W, (v, HC,,, (0.2, A),)) and X ~ W, (vin, HC,,, (0.5, A1),

6. For j € {11,...,p}, both Xj’r and Xj‘ ~ Wi (i, 1), where X, is randomly chosen from 1,,,,
AR,,(-0.2), AR,,(0.5), or HC,,(0.5, A,,,).

In the above settings, I,,, denotes a m X m identity covariance matrix, and AR,, (o) denotes a m X m auto-
regressive covariance matrix, with the (k,[)th element X ; = p!*~!I. Similarly, HC,,(p, A,,,) represents
a m X m heterogeneous compound covariance matrix with (k, /)th element X ; = pAxd; for k # [ and
Xkl = Ai for k =1, where k, [ =1,...,m and Ay is the kth element of the diagonal matrix A,,.
We use three different metrics to measure the distance between X]fr and X, namely, the Euclidean
metric
de(X7, X7) =X/ - X/ |IF,

the Cholesky metric
de (X, X7) = llehol(X;") = chol (X,



and the Log-Cholesky metric proposed by Lin (2019),
1/2
dpe (X7, X)) = [[Lchol (X)) = Lchol(X,)][1% + Il log D{chol (X)) — log D{chol(X; )} I3

Here, ||A|lr = {tr(ATA)}'/? denotes the Frobenius norm of matrix A, chol(A) represents the lower
triangular matrix L in the Cholesky decomposition A = LL", | A] denotes the strictly lower triangular
part of A, and D(A) is the diagonal part of A.

In our experiments, we consider m = 3 and m = 5 seperately, with vz = vs = 10, A3 = diag(1, 1.1, 1.2),
and As = diag(1, 1.05, 1.1, 1.15, 1.2). For each setting, we fix p = 2000 and generate n = 100 observa-
tions. We control the FDR using the threshold given by Algorithm 1, with significant level @ = 0.1 and
0.2, respectively. We evaluate the performance of MK-Filter by computing the quantiles of MMS and the
proportions Pis for j = 1,3,5,7,9 based on 400 replicates. The size of informative set is controlled by
the threshold computed using Algorithm 1. Additionally, we calculate the false discovery rate for each
setting. Results are presented in Table 2 and 3.

Table 2: Simulation results of the MF-Filter with different metrics for S; features.

Quantile of MMS

S S N N N

FDR 4 P P P P 25% 50% 75%
Euclidean 0.053 0871 0.7 0279 0.686 0.307 11 14 23

a =0.1 Cholesky 0.03 0493 0.8 0.3 0714 0457 10 10 11

Log-Cholesky 0.027 0.414 0.743 0.293 0.693 0.457 10 10 11

Euclidean 0.099 0929 0.764 0364 0.714 0379 12 16 25
a =0.2 Cholesky 0.092 0671 09 0507 0.893 0.657 10 10 12
Log-Cholesky 0.088 0.643 0.893 0.507 0914 0.629 10 10 12

Table 3: Simulation results of the MF-Filter with different metrics for S;’ features.

s s s s s Quantile of MMS
FDR %) s Ps 1 P 25% 50%  75%

Euclidean 0.072 0.929 0.857 0.557 0.786 0.557 10 10 10

@ =0.1 Cholesky 0.038 0.7 0.857 04 0821 0.614 10 10 10
Log-Cholesky 0.037 0.75 0936 0436 0.85 0.636 10 10 10

Euclidean 0.166 1 0.957 0.714 0936 0.771 10 10 11
a =0.2 Cholesky 0.186 0.879 0964 0.636 0.936 0.843 10 10 10
Log-Cholesky 0.169 09 0986 0.764 0.95 0.864 10 10 10

In both tables, we observe that the actual false discovery rates are below the corresponding nominal
levels, indicating the effectiveness of Algorithm 1. The MMS of MK-Filter also closely approximate the
true informative set size for all three metrics. Additionally, the proportions of informative features are
selected significantly increase when using the Cholesky metric or Log-Cholesky metric, excerpt for 7.
This can be understood by noticing that in Setting 1, we are comparing two m X m identity covariance
matrices of different scales, which can also be seen as degenerate m-dimensional vectors. The Euclidean
metric is more suitable in this case because it does not involve misleading correltions among different
elements. For all other settings, both Cholesky and Log-Cholesky metrics are preferable due to their
attractive geometric properties.



S Application: abnormal connectivity detection in autism brains

5.1 Study background

Autism is a neurodevelopmental disorder characterized by deficits in social interaction and repetitive be-
haviors (Muhle et al., 2004). While its neurobiology largely remains unknown, subtle alterations in brain
regions, along with resulting abnormal functional connectivity patterns, are believed to play a crucial
role in understanding autism (Ha et al., 2015; Postema et al., 2019; Dekhil et al., 2021). Researchers
often explore these patterns by constructing covariance matrices of blood-oxygen-level dependent sig-
nals derived from brain activities in specific regions, using resting-state functional magnetic resonance
imaging (fMRI) observations (Friston, 2011). Such covariance matrices naturally form features in S*
when equipped with a suitable metric.

Traditional autism studies typically begin by selecting a set of m regions of interest and then analyze
their functional connectivities. However, our study suggests to take a different angle. We directly exam-
ine all possible m X m covariance matrices, representing interactions among arbitrary m regions. This
comprehensive exploration results in a large pool of potential features in metric spaces. We then apply
the MK-Filter to identify informative features, specifically covariance matrices representing abnormal
connectivities in autistic brains. The altered regions are identified by locating elements in these infor-
mative matrices. This inverse study procedure thoroughly investigates m X m functional connectivities
without any omissions, aligning with the whole-brain analysis advocated by Miiller et al. (2011) and oth-
ers. We ensure the significance of our findings by controlling the false discovery rate. This meticulous
filtering process aims to uncover previously unknown abnormal brain connectivities, offering valuable
insights for further investigation.

We analyze resting-state fMRI data from the Autism Brain Imaging Data Exchange (ABIDE, Di Mar-
tino et al. (2014). Our main goal is to use the proposed MK-Filter to identify distinct brain functional
connectivities between individuals with autism and controls. These detected abnormal connectivities can
further serve as informative features for detecting autism. Below, we describe our procedure in detail.

5.2 Data processing

In this study, we utilize 149 fMRI samples from the ABIDE data collected at the NYU station, comprising
51 samples from subjects with autism and 98 from controls. All samples have been preprocessed using
the Python package nilearn (Abraham et al., 2014), employing the Configurable Pipeline for the Analysis
of Connectomes (C-PAC, Craddock et al. (2013)). Each preprocessed sample is a tensor of dimension
61 x 73 X 61 X 176, representing a time series of length 176, with each time index corresponding to an
fMRI measurement voxel of size 61 x 73 x 61.

Based on the Harvard-Oxford cortical and subcortical structural atlases (Desikan et al., 2006), the
entire brain is segmented into 48 cortical regions, denoted by R = {Rj, ..., R4g}. Notice here we chose
the Harvard-Oxford atlases for ease of illustration; however, other brain parcellation methods can also be
utilized. Given this parcellation, the preprocessed voxel-specific time series are divided into 48 groups
according to related regions and averaged, resulting in a 48 X 176 array of fMRI measurements.

5.3 Construct a feature pool of SPD matrices

For each subjecti € {1,..., 149}, we compute a 48 X 48 covariance matrix X; using the corresponding
48 x 176 fMRI data. Such a matrix characterizes the functional connectivity of the entire brain and
potentially contains information about abnormal brain connectivity related to autism, although might
be obscured. To detect subtle differences in local connectivities, we explore pairwise and triplewise
connectivities between different brain regions, represented by covariance matrices of size 2x?2 and 3 X 3,
respectively. These matrices are easily obtained by selecting corresponding elements in X;. For instance,
utilizing the interactions of the jth and kth rows and columns of %;, we derive a 2 X 2 sub-matrix denoted
as X; (R}, Ry), characterizing the functional connectivity between regions R; and Ry, where R;, R € R.
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Treating X;(R;, Ry) and X/ (R;, Ry), calculated from the subject i with autism and i’ the control,
as random objects in S3, various distances can be employed to compare their similarities. Here, we
employ the log-Cholesky metric drc(-,-) for its nice properties (Lin, 2019). Roughly speaking, when
drc{Zi(R;, R), 2 (R}, Ry)} is notably large, it suggests significant differences between Z; (R;, Ry) and
%' (R;, Rx), implying that X(R;, Rx) might be an informative feature for detecting autism. This inspires
us to examine all such 2 X 2 matrices. Considering combinations of selecting 2 regions from the set R
of 48 elements, we obtain Cig = 1128 covariance matrices, resulting in a collection of features X, =
{Z(Rj,Rx) € 85 : Rj,Rx € R,and j # k}. Similarly, we take X(R;, Ri, R;) to describe the triplewise
connectivies among regions R;, Ry, and R;. Combining all such 3 X 3 sub-matrices also constructs a
feature pool X3 = {Z(R;, Ry, R;) € 8] : R, Rk, R € R,and j # k # [} of size Ci’g = 17296. The whole
procedure is illustrated in Figure 1. Detecting autism based on these large-scale features is challenging,
given the limited sample size of n = 149. This motivates us to first obtain an informative feature set.

R2 R3, R48,
R1 R1 RAT n
R1 R1 * "t Rar 2
R2 R3| R48

X, of size C'428 = 1128

R R4, R48,
R R2, R47,
R1 R46,
{ €S
R1 R1 e o o o6 3
R2 R2 R47
R3 R4 R48
X3 of size C’i’s = 17296
(a) The whole-brain covariance matrix X. (b) The sub-matrices of X in S; and S; .

Figure 1: A feature pool derived from the whole-brain covariance for autism detection. Panel (a) dis-
plays the covariance matrix of 48 brain regions of interest, utilizing fMRI data from a chosen subject.
Panel (b) illustrates C‘%S random objects in S5 and Cis objects 87 as potential features, which represent
combinations of sub-matrices derived from X, with size 2 X 2 and 3 X 3, respectively.

5.4 Abnormal connectivities detection

We apply the MK-Filter to (X, drc) and (X3, drc), respectively. With significant level @ = 0.1, a
few covariance matrices are identified as informative features that effectively differentiate functional
connectivities between individuals with and without autism, as shown in Table 4.

The last column of Table 4 lists significantly altered brain regions in autism compared with controls.
Some, such as frontal pole, middle temporal gyrus, and parahippocampal gyrus, have been widely re-
ported in MRI-based autism studies to show reduced connectivity to other regions (see Rane et al. (2015)
for a detailed review). Others, like temporal pole and cuneal cortex, have been less frequently reported
and may warrant future investigation. Importantly, our findings extend beyond individual brain region
analyses, directly identifying abnormal interactions among brain regions in autism. In this case study, the
abnormal connectivities are filtered from an exhaustive analysis of 1128 pairwise and 17296 triplewise
interactions, covering all conceivable combinations. Consequently, the reported set of informative fea-
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Table 4: Informative features obtained by MK-Filter.

Informative features Related regions
R;: Frontal Pole;
S Y(Ri,Ri1) Rg: Temporal Pole;
Y (Rg, R3») R11: Middle Temporal Gyrus (anterior division);

R1>: MiddleTemporal Gyrus (posterior division);
S; 2(Ri,R11,R12) R13: Middle Temporal Gyrus (temporooccipital part);
2(R1, R12, R35) R3,: Cuneal Cortex;
2(R1,R11, R34) R34: Parahippocampal Gyrus (anterior division);
2(R1, R11,R13) R35: Parahippocampal Gyrus (posterior division).

tures is expected to capture all potentially significant pairwise and triplewise connectivities for detecting
autism with a high probability, while controling the false discovery rate at @ = 0.1. By precisely identify-
ing the involved brain regions and their related connectivities, our results provide a helpful understanding
of the disorder’s neural mechanisms.

The findings presented in Table 4 can also be explained geometrically. Notice the matrix X(R;, Ry)

takes the form:
a

Z(Rj,Rk):(b lc))’ ac-b*>>0, a>0, (6)

representing a point (a, b, c)™ € R3. All such matrices form a cone S; in R3, and X; is a set of points
situated in this cone. For each feature £(R;, Rx) € X>, we compute its sample averages based on different
sample classes (i.e., autism or control), resulting in a pair of points within this cone. In Figure 2, red
and blue points represent informative features X(R;, R1) and Z(Rg, R3;), respectively, while the black
points correspond to uninformative features randomly chosen from X,. Here, the symbol “+” denotes
the autism class, and the dot represents the control. By comparing the pairs of black points to the red
(or blue) points, we observe a larger distance within the latter, indicating more distinct characteristics
between autism and control. The use of 87 serves as an intuitive visual example, but similar conclusions
apply to features in S3.

5.5 Classification

In the final step, we evaluate the prediction performance using the informative features identified by MK-
Filter. The k-Nearest Neighbors (k-NN) classifier is a natural choice for binary classification within a
metric space. It predicts the label of a new sample x( based on the majority vote of its k closest neighbors,
determined by measusing distances or metrics between xg and exisiting samples. In our experiments, we
employ the k-NN classifier on two different feature sets: the whole-brain covariance matrix of size
48 x 48, or the informative features identified by the MK-Filter in Step 5.4, utilizing the Log-Cholesky
metric.

In the second scenario, determining the nearest points of xg requires considering multiple features,
posing a multivariate ranking challenge. We propose two strategies to address this: the first one is
“voting”, which applies the k-NN classifier on each feature separately and then combines the results via
voting to obtain the prediction; the second approach, termed “merging”, works by assigning a new metric
on the product space of the informative features, thus allowing for a univariate ranking. Specifically, for
the tuple X = (X, ..., X) comprising informative features X; € (M;,d;), j = 1,...,s, we define a
new metric space (M, d). Here, M = szl M, represents the Cartesian product of M;, and d(u,v) =
{Z;zl d%(uj, vs)}!1/2 for u,v € M is the corresponding metric. The k-NN classifier can then be applied
using this metric d(-, -).

We conduct experiments for each setting with k values 3, 6, and 9. In each experiment, the samples
are randomly split into training and testing sets in a ratio of 7 : 3, and the classification performance on
the testing set is recorded. Table 5 summarizes the averaged results from 400 replicates, with standard
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Figure 2: Informative features (marked with red or blue colors) within S; exhibit more distinct values
between individuals with austism (denoted by “+”) and controls (denoted by circles), compared to unin-
formative counterparts.

errors shown in parentheses. It’s evident that the k-NN classifier using identified informative features

exhibits significant improvements for both strategies.

Table 5: The performance of k-NN classifier using different features.

k Feature Accuracy Recall rate F1-Score
Whole-brain 0.652 (0.06) 0.172 (0.09) 0.241 (0.10)
3 MK-Filter + merging 0.729 (0.06) 0.523 (0.11) 0.559 (0.09)
+ voting 0.720 (0.05) 0.559 (0.11) 0.567 (0.08)
Whole-brain 0.666 (0.06) 0.270 (0.12) 0.343 (0.12)
6 MK-Filter + merging 0.730(0.05) 0.515(0.11) 0.559 (0.09)
+ voting 0.708 (0.06) 0.636 (0.10) 0.594 (0.08)
Whole-brain 0.680 (0.06) 0.156 (0.09) 0.239 (0.11)
9 MK-Filter + merging 0.723 (0.06) 0.497 (0.11) 0.546 (0.10)
+ voting 0.723 (0.06) 0.505 (0.13) 0.549 (0.09)

6 Discussion

In this paper, we proposed a filtering method designed to identify informative features for binary classifi-
cation from a large set of non-Euclidean objects in metric spaces. We conduct a comprehensive analysis,
exploring both its theoretical properties and application performance. While our discussion primarily
focuses on its effectiveness with SPD matrices, our method’s applicability can be extended to handle a
broader range of metric features.

It is worth noting that the effectiveness of our approach hinges on the choice of the metric used to
differentiate between various random objects. Selecting an appropriate metric is an essential problem of
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independent interest, closely related to the application background, and should be justified case by case.
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