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Abstract

Feature selection is a crucial technique for handling high-
dimensional data. In unsupervised scenarios, many popular
algorithms focus on preserving the original data structure. In
this paper, we reproduce the IVFS algorithm introduced in AAAI
2020, which is inspired by the random subset method and pre-
serves data similarity by maintaining topological structure. We
systematically organize the mathematical foundations of IVFS
and validate its effectiveness through numerical experiments
similar to those in the original paper. The results demonstrate
that IVFS outperforms SPEC and MCFS on most datasets, al-
though issues with its convergence and stability persist.

1. Introduction

High-dimensional data is increasingly prevalent in a wide
range of machine learning applications, including trading data
analysis, natural language processing, and computer vision.
However, the curse of dimensionality often results in compu-
tational inefficiencies and less effective models. Therefore, it
is essential to select features that are both highly relevant to
the target data and minimally redundant. This relevance can be
measured using metrics such as KNN accuracy, distances be-
tween persistent diagrams, and other related methods.

Feature selection methods [5] aim to reduce the number of
features while maintaining or even improving the performance
of supervised classifiers compared to using the entire feature set
[8]. Additionally, feature selection helps identify relevant and
redundant features, reduces storage and processing time, and
mitigates the curse of dimensionality [2]. Li et al. [7] proposed
an unsupervised feature selection algorithm that effectively pre-
serves pairwise distances and the topological structure of the
full dataset. They highlighted two significant challenges in ex-
isting similarity-preserving feature selection methods: high di-
mensionality and large sample sizes. Their proposed algorithm
addresses analytically intractable problems and is efficient for

large-scale datasets, as demonstrated through extensive experi-
mentation. In this paper, we implement the algorithm using our
own code1 and reproduce the experimental results to compare
and evaluate the performance of three algorithms.

The paper is organized as follows: In Section 2, we outline
the problems to be addressed and introduce key concepts such
as inclusion value, computational topology, and distances be-
tween persistent diagrams. In Section 3, we reorganize the so-
lution approach from the original paper, focusing on its mathe-
matical foundations and implementation, and detail the methods
for comparison and evaluation metrics in the numerical exper-
iments. In Section 4, we present the main results of our nu-
merical experiments, conducted with our code, and discuss the
outcomes in terms of robustness, stability, and the efficiency-
capacity trade-off. In Section 5, we provide our conclusions.

2. Problem setup
The data matrix is denoted by X ∈ Rn×d with n samples

and d covariates. Our goal is to find the best d0 < d features
according to some criteria, associated with a loss function L.
Denote I = {1, 2, ..., d} the indices of all features, and Md̃ =

{σ ∈ I d̃ : σi ̸= σj ,∀i ̸= j}the set of all size-d̃ subsets of I.
The goal is to minimize the objective function

min
F∈Md0

LF ≜ min
F∈Md0

L(XF ).

Next, we will give some important definitions to enhance the
understanding of the algorithm later.

2.1. Inclusion value

The IVFS algorithm relies on repeatedly sampling random
subset F̃ of arbitrarily d̃ features (not necessarily equal to d0),
equipped with a subset score function s(F̃ ;X) : Rd̃ −→ Rd̃

which assigns score to each selected feature by evaluating the
chosen random subset. In principle, a high score should corre-
spond to a small loss. The individual feature score, which serves

1https://github.com/Wang-ZH-Stat/IVFS.git
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as the filter of the unified selection scheme, essentially depends
on the subset score function s(·) defined above.

Definition 1 Suppose 1 ≤ d̃ ≤ d. The inclusion value of
feature f ∈ I at dimension d̃ associated with s(·) is

IVd̃(f) =

∑
σ∈Mf

d̃

sσ(f)(d−1
d̃−1

) ,

where Mf

d̃
= {σ ∈ Md̃ : f ∈ σ} is the collection of sub-

sets with size d̃ that contains feature f , and sσ(f) is the score
assigned to feature f by computing s(σ;X).

Intuitively, the inclusion value illustrates how much gain in
score a feature f could provide on average, when it is included
in the feature subset of size d̃. Inclusion value is one of the core
concepts of IVFS algorithm. Its definition is very simple, but
when the data dimension is high, it is not feasible to calculate
the accurate value.

2.2. Computational topology

In this section, we provide some intuition to several im-
portant concepts in computational topology [1]. In Euclidean
space, the most commonly used complex is the Vietoris–Rips
complex. It is formed by connecting points with distance
smaller than a given threshold α. If we gradually increase α
from 0 to ∞, the number of edges will increase from 0 to n2

eventually. The distance associated with each edge, is called the
filtration for Rips complex. As α increases, topological features
with different dimension will appear and disappear. We call the
pair of birth and death time of a p-dimensional topological fea-
ture as a p-dimensional persistent barcode. The p-dimensional
persistent diagram is a multiset of all these barcodes. Note that
we can always normalize the filtration function to be bounded
in [0, 1]. Often, barcodes with length less than a small number ϵ
are regarded as noise and eliminated from the diagram.

In this study, we focus on Rips complex which is widely used
for real-valued data. The filtration of Rips complex is based on
distances between data points. We will mainly focus on Eu-
clidean distance. Consider a distance matrix (Dij), with the
(i, j)-th entry defined as Dij = ∥xi − xj∥2, where xi and xj

are two sample points, and ∥ · ∥2 is the l2 norm for vectors. We
divide D by its largest entry to normalize all distances to [0, 1].

2.3. Distances between persistent diagrams

Finally, we define the distances between persistent diagrams
[3]. The following two distances measures between diagrams
are widely used in topological data analysis (TDA).

A persistence diagram is a multiset of points in the extended
plane, R2. Let X and Y be two persistence diagrams. To define
the distance between them, we consider bijection η : X → Y

and record the supremum of the distances between correspond-
ing points for each. We then measure the distance between
points x, y with L∞ norm and taking the infimum over all bi-
jections, and we define the formula below as bottleneck distance
between the diagrams:

W∞(X,Y ) = inf
η:X→Y

∑
x∈X

||x− η(x)||∞.

This is Bottleneck distance.
A drawback of the bottleneck distance is its insensitivity to

details of the bijection beyond the furthest pair of corresponding
points. To remedy this shortcoming, we introduce the degree-q
Wasserstein distance between diagrams X and Y for any q > 0.
It takes the sum of q-th powers of the L∞ distances between
corresponding points and minimizing over all bijections:

Wq(X,Y ) =

{
inf

η:X→Y

∑
x∈X

||x− η(x)||q∞

}1/q

.

From the definition above we can see that both Bottleneck dis-
tance and Wasserstein distance do not have explicit solutions.
To estimate their upper-bound, we have the theorems.

Theorem 1 (Stability for filtrations) Let K be a simplicial
complex and f, g : K → R are two monotonic functions. For
each dimension p, the bottleneck distance between X,Y , which
denote the persistent diagrams built upon K using filtration
functions f and g, is bounded from above by the L∞-distance
between the functions, that is:

W∞(X,Y ) ≤ ||f − g||∞.

Theorem 2 (Stability for Lipschitz functions) Let f, g : K →
R being tame Lipschitz functions on a metric space whose tri-
angulations grow in polynomial order with constant exponent
j. Then there are constants C and k > j, k ≥ 1 such that the
degree-q Wasserstein distance between the diagrams X,Y has

Wq(X,Y ) ≤ C∥f − g∥1−k/q, ∀q ≥ k.

3. Solution
In this section, we give the solution of feature selection prob-

lem by topology preservation. We will review the original pa-
per’s idea completely.

3.1. Topology preservation

Many embedded methods are associated with clustering or
nearest neighbor graph embedding, which in some sense ad-
dress more on the local manifold structure. In this paper, we
look at similarity preservation problem from a new view: topol-
ogy. The merit of TDA comes from its capability to encode
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all the topological information of a point set X by persistent
diagram, denoted as D(X) herein. In Euclidean space, D(X)
is tightly related to pairwise sample distances. This motivates
us to consider similarity preservation from a TDA perspective.
If we hope to select covariates XF to preserve the topological
information of the original data, the persistent diagram D(XF )
generated by XF should be close to the original diagram D(X).
More precisely, TDA offers a new space (of persistent diagrams)
in which we compare and preserve the distances. We refer this
property as “topology preservation”, which is very important
especially when applying TDA after feature selection.

Now we are ready to formally state the objective function.
Recall the notations I = {1, 2, . . . , d}, and Md̃ = {σ ∈ I d̃ :
σi ̸= σj ,∀i ̸= j}. To achieve topology preserving feature se-
lection, we minimize following loss function

min
F∈Md0

ω∗(D(X), D(XF )), (1)

where ω∗ denotes Wasserstein or bottleneck distance. In this
way, we find the subset that best preserves the topological sig-
natures of original data. However, the mapping between feature
space and persistent diagram is so sophisticated that analytical
approach to (1) is hard to derive. This is exactly the circum-
stance where IVFS is particularly effective.

In Section 2.3, we have defined the distances between two
persistent diagrams and the stability Theorem 1 and Theorem 2.
The theorems say that when we change filtration from f to g,
the change in persistent diagrams would be bounded linearly
in the ∥f − g∥∞ for Bottleneck distance, and polynomially for
Wasserstein distance. Since the filtration for Rips complex is the
pairwise distances, we can alternatively control the l∞ norm of
the difference between two distance matrices. Thus, we substi-
tute our objective to

min
F∈Md0

∥D −DM∥∞, (2)

where ∥A∥∞ = maxi,j Ai,j , D and DF are the distance ma-
trix before and after feature selection. By (2), we get rid of
the expensive computation of persistent diagrams, making the
algorithm applicable to real world applications. Nevertheless,
optimization regarding l∞ is still non-trivial.

3.2. IVFS algorithm

IVFS algorithm is constructed based on inclusion value es-
timation, as summarized in Algorithm 1. Roughly speaking,
the algorithm selects features with highest estimated inclusion
value, which is derived via k random sub-samplings of both fea-
tures and observations. One benefit is that IVFS considers com-
plicated feature interactions by evaluating subset of features to-
gether in each iteration.

The IVFS scheme (Algorithm 1) can be directly adapted
to the topology preservation problem (2). We substitute score

Algorithm 1: IVFS

Input: Data matrix X ∈ Rn×d; the number of subsets
k; the number of features used for each subset d̃; the
number of samples for each subset ñ; target dimension
d0

Output: Select top d0 features with highest score
Initialize: Counters for each feature ci = 0, i = 1, ..., d;

Cumulative score for each feature Si = 0
for t = 1 to k do

Randomly sample a size d̃ feature set F ∈ Md̃

Randomly sub-sample Xsub
F ∈ Rñ×d̃, with ñ

observations and features in F
for f in F do

Update counter cf = cf + 1
Update score Sf = Sf + sF (f)

end
end
Set Si = Si/ci for i = 1, 2, ..., d

function as

sF (f) = −∥DF −D∥∞, ∀f ∈ F ,

and all other steps remain the same. This is called the IVFS-l∞
algorithm. We can easily extend this algorithm to other reason-
able loss functions. Denote ∥D −DF∥1 =

∑
i,j |Dij −DFij |

and ∥D−DF∥2 the matrix Frobenius norm. One should expect
that minimizing these two norms of (D − DF ) to be good al-
ternatives, because small ∥D −DF∥1 or ∥D −DF∥2 is likely
to result in a small ∥DF −D∥∞ as well. We will call these two
methods IVFS-l1 and IVFS-l2 algorithm respectively. Then,
we will analyze the convergence and correctness of IVFS al-
gorithm. The following two theorems are proved in the original
paper.

Theorem 3 (Asymptotic k) Suppose k → ∞, ñ = n, sσ(f)
has finite variance for any f ∈ I, and the IVd0 for different
features are all distinct, then IVFS algorithm will select top d0
features with highest IVd̃ with probability 1.

Theorem 3 ensures the convergence of IVFS algorithm. Fur-
ther more, by central theorem, when k → ∞ we have for some
τ and ∀f ,

√
k{ ˆIV d̃(f)− IVd̃(f)} →d N(0, τ2).

Assumption 1 (Monotonicity) There exists a d-dimensional
set Ω ∈ Md̃ such that ∀F ,F ′ ∈ Md̃, if (F ∩ Ω) ⊆ (F ′ ∩ Ω),
then s(F) ≤ s(F ′).

Theorem 4 (Optimality) Under Assumption 1, we have

Ω = arg max
F∈Md̃

s(F),
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and Ω is the set of d̃ features with the highest IVd̃.

Theorem 4 ensures the correctness of IVFS algorithm.

3.3. Methods and tuning parameters

We compare several popular similarity preserving methods:

• SPEC: We use the second type algorithm which performs
the best.

• MCFS: We run MCFS with the number of clusters M =
{5, 10, 20, 30}.

• IVFS− l∞ and variants: We try following combinations:
d̃ = {0.1 0.3 0.5} × d, ñ = {0.1 0.3 0.5} × n (if sam-
ple size of dataset is not more than 200) or {100} (oth-
erwise). We run experiments with k = 1000, 3000, 5000.
It is worth noting that our parameter combination here is
slightly different from that of the original paper. This is
because that our computing power of computer equipment
is not as strong as that of Baidu Research.

Here we don’t compare GLSPFS algorithm like that in the
original paper, since we don’t find the open source GLSPFS al-
gorithm in the python language. This has little effect on the
whole experiment, because according to the results of the origi-
nal paper, it is enough to compare with the other two algorithms.

3.4. Evaluation

In Section 4, we will compare method by various widely
adopted metrics that can well evaluate the quality of selected
feature set. Their details are as follows.

• KNN accuracy. Following[9], etc., we test local struc-
ture preservation by KNN classification. Each dataset is
randomly split into 80% training sets and 20% test set, on
which the test accuracy is computed. We repeat the proce-
dure 10 times and take the average accuracy. For the num-
ber of neighbors, we adopt K ∈ {1, 3, 5, 10} and report
the highest mean accuracy.

• K-means accuracy. K-means is an unsupervised cluster-
ing algorithm. Given the true labels, we can calculate the
accuracy of clustering. We use it because it is from the
documentation of skfeature module. This metric was not
considered in the original paper. Here we make a supple-
ment.

• Normalized Mutual Information. NMI [4] is often used
in clustering to measure the similarity of two clustering
results. NMI is an important measure of community de-
tection, which can objectively evaluate the accuracy of a
community partition compared with the standard partition.
The range of NMI is 0 to 1. The higher the NMI, the more
accurate the division. This metric was not considered in
the original paper. Here we make a supplement.

• Distances between persistent diagrams. For X and XF ,
we compute the 1-dimensional persistent diagram D and
DF for X and XF with α = 0.8 and drop all barcodes
with existing time less than ϵ = 0.1. Wasserstein (ω1

1)
and Bottleneck (ω∞) distances are computed between the
diagrams. It is worth noting that here we choose a different
α and ϵ from the original paper. This is because we don’t
know what third-party package the original authors used
to calculate the distances. Here we choose the parameters
that are suitable for our method.

• Norms between distance matrix. In real world some-
times the purpose of feature selection is to preserve the
sample distance, and a straightforward way to evaluate dif-
ferent algorithms’ sample distance preserving ability is to
measure the change between distance matrices D and DF .
To make the measurement more convincing, we compute
∥D−DF ∥1, ∥D−DF ∥2 and ∥D−DF ∥∞ to evaluate the
closeness between D and DF .

• Running time. We compare the running time for a single
run, with fixed parameter setting as same as original au-
thors: MCFS: k = 10 and IVFS: k = 1000, ñ = 0.1n, d̃ =
0.3d.

4. Experiments
Following the original paper, we carry out extensive experi-

ments on popular high-dimensional datasets from ASU feature
selection database[6]. The summary statistics are provided in
Table 2. For all datasets, the features are standardized to mean
zero and unit variance, and 300 features are selected. Different
from the original paper, we use three additional datasets, includ-
ing Arcene, ORL and Yale. In this way, we can more compre-
hensively evaluate the effectiveness of IVFS algorithm, similar
to the two new evaluation criteria as mentioned earlier.

4.1. Results

Table 2 (on the last page of this paper) summarizes the re-
sults. For algorithms with tuning parameters, we report the best
result among all parameters and the number of selected features
for each metric. From Table 2, most of our results are close to
the original paper. This shows that we have well reproduced the
IVFS algorithm and evaluation criteria in the original paper.

In Table 2, the bold numbers represent the optimal values of
given evaluation criteria in given dataset. We observe IVFS-
l∞ provides smallest ω1

1 , ω∞, L∞, L1 and L2 on almost all
datasets. Thus, the distance and topology preserving capability
is essentially improved. Moreover, IVFS-l∞ beats other meth-
ods in terms of KNN accuracy, K-means accuracy and NMI,
which indicates its superiority on supervised tasks and local
manifold preservation. The discussion of running time will
come later.
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4.2. Robustness

Similar to the original paper’s practice, We plot ∥D −DF ∥
and ω∞(D−DF ) against the number of selected features from
Figure 1 to Figure 9, respectively. For ∥D −DF ∥, we observe
that IVFS performs better than the other two algorithms, and
there is a clear trend that IVFS keeps lifting its performance as
the number of features increases. This robustness comes from
the fact that the inclusion value intrinsically contains rich in-
formation about features interactions. But for ω∞(D − DF ),
although IVFS also performs well, the change of ω∞(D−DF )
with the increase of the number of features is very oscillatory
and has no obvious regularity, as shown in Figure 8 and Fig-
ure 9. In the original paper, these two figures are very smooth,
because the original paper took the step of increasing # features
as 10, and we take it as 1.

Figure 1: L2 norm v.s. the number of features using Lymphoma
dataset.

Figure 2: L2 norm v.s. the number of features using Orlraws10P
dataset.

Figure 3: L2 norm v.s. the number of features using Pixraw10P
dataset.

Figure 4: L2 norm v.s. the number of features using Prostate-
GE dataset.

Figure 5: L2 norm v.s. the number of features using SMK-
CAN-187 dataset.
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Figure 6: L2 norm v.s. the number of features using Warp-
PIE10P dataset.

Figure 7: L2 norm v.s. the number of features using Yale
dataset.

Figure 8: Bottleneck distance v.s. the number of features using
Pixraw10P dataset.

Figure 9: Bottleneck distance v.s. the number of features using
SMK-CAN-187 dataset.

4.3. Stability

In principle, the selected feature pool should not vary signifi-
cantly if we only change a few samples (by bootstrap), since the
“truly” important features should be independent of the sam-
ples. We bootstrap samples from original dataset to mimic the
process of sampling from population. We use same parameters
as for testing the running time. In the discussion of stability, the
original paper did not give the specific proportion of bootstrap
data to original data, so we set it equal to 0.8. The results are
averaged over 5 repetitions. In this way, we get Table 1. Here
we use IVFS-l∞ as a representative of IVFS family.

Figure 10: The number of different selected features v.s. the
number of subsets k using Isolet dataset.

We see that IVFS-l∞ is easily affected by the bootstrapping
process. We think this is because the algorithm does not con-
verge. So we consider changing the number of subsets k to com-
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Figure 11: The number of different selected features v.s. the
number of subsets k using ORL dataset.

Table 1: Stability under bootstrap: the number of different se-
lected features between original data and bootstrap data.

SPEC MCFS IVFS-l∞
Arcene 18 87 292

CLL-SUB-111 0 230 289
COIL20 180 212 208

Isolet 100 152 144
Lymphoma 0 212 271

ORL 200 214 204
Orlraws10P 0 299 292
Pixraw10P 285 294 289

Prostate-GE 2 262 286
RELATHE 278 276 280

SMK-CAN-187 0 96 294
WarpPIE10P 266 220 258

Yale 192 212 206

pare the number of different selected features. We randomly se-
lect two datasets, and the results are shown in the Figure 10 and
Figure 11. We can see that when we increase k, the number of
different selected features shows a downward trend. This also
shows a fatal drawback of the IVFS algorithm: if we want to get
a convergent feature selection, we need to choose a very large
value of k, which will cause the algorithm to run too long.

4.4. Efficiency-capacity trade-off

From Table 2, we can see IVFS-l∞ is more efficient than
SPEC and MCFS. In terms of running time, SPEC is the fastest
and MCFS is the slowest. In particular, the convergence rate
of MCFS in high-dimensional data sets is very slow, so it is

not suitable for feature selection of high-dimensional data in
practice. IVFS not only has good effect, but also has acceptable
running time.

The computational cost of our IVFS algorithms depends
tightly on the sub-sampling rate ñ/n and the number of random
subsets k. As one would expect, there exists a trade-off between
computational efficiency and distance preserving power. Unlike
the original paper, here we plot the relative performance (set the
value for k = 1000, ñ = 0.1n as 1) of different k and ñ. The
results are shown in the Figure 12 and Figure 13. In general, L2

norm performance of IVFS boosts as k and ñ increase because
of more accurate estimate of the inclusion values.

However, bottleneck distance performance has no obvious
regularity. This may be related to the volatility of bottleneck
distance. The results here are slightly different from those of
the paper authors. This is not hard to understand. The third-
party packages and parameters used in calculation of bottleneck
distance are different from those of original authors.

Figure 12: L2 norm performance comparison across different
number of subsets k and sub-sampling ratio ñ/n.

5. Conclusion
In this paper, we implement the IVFS algorithm using our

own code and reproduce the experimental results with datasets
to compare and evaluate its performance against two other al-
gorithms, SPEC and MCFS.

In the first half of this paper, we systematically explore the
mathematical concepts underlying the IVFS algorithm, cover-
ing topics from similarity preservation to topology preservation,
and from inclusion value to bottleneck distance. This section
largely follows the original paper’s framework. In the second
half, we conduct a series of numerical experiments. Our results
closely align with those reported in the original paper, indicat-
ing that our reproduction was successful. The findings demon-
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Figure 13: Bottleneck distance performance comparison across
different number of subsets k and sub-sampling ratio ñ/n.

strate that IVFS is more effective than the other two methods.
Additionally, the IVFS algorithm has a reasonable running time
and can efficiently select features within a practical timeframe.
IVFS performs exceptionally well with high-dimensional data,
which aligns with the primary goal of feature selection.

However, some of our results differ from those in the origi-
nal paper, with the most notable being the convergence behavior
of IVFS. Specifically, when the number of subsets is relatively
small, there is a significant discrepancy between the features se-
lected from the original data and those from bootstrap samples.
Additionally, the variation of bottleneck distance with the num-
ber of target features is oscillatory, unlike the smoother behav-
ior seen with the l2 norm. The mathematical foundation of the
IVFS algorithm is commendable, as it uses topological space
distances to measure similarity, allowing the selected features
to preserve the original structure at a fundamental level. Al-
though Theorem 3 suggests that IVFS will eventually converge,
the actual convergence rate is quite slow, at O(1/

√
k). Never-

theless, IVFS represents a unified feature selection scheme, and
we anticipate that future variants will address these issues.

Our code is developed independently. To the best of our
knowledge, the original authors did not release their source
code, and all evaluation metrics are reproduced based on the
descriptions in the original paper, which may result in differ-
ences.
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Table 2: Numerical experimental results. The unit of L1/n
2 is (×10−2).

Dataset n d C Methods KNN NMI K−means ω1
1 ω∞ L∞ L1/n

2 L2 Time(s)

Arcene 200 10000 2

SPEC

MCFS

IVFS-l∞

72.5%

85.0%

85.0%

0.08

0.08

0.09

64.9%

65.0%

65.0%

0.19

0.20

0.16

0.06

0.06

0.05

0.15

0.13

0.13

3.15

2.65

2.63

11.10

9.40

9.31

2.13

196.5

10.64

CLL-SUB

-111
111 11340 3

SPEC

MCFS

IVFS-l∞

69.6%

82.6%

87.0%

0.21

0.25

0.27

53.3%

54.1%

56.9%

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.20

0.09

0.06

0.16

0.12

0.16

3.00

3.06

2.87

6.10

6.00

6.02

2.02

162.3

6.72

COIL20 1440 1024 20

SPEC

MCFS

IVFS-l∞

98.6%

99.3%

98.6%

0.74

0.77

0.76

61.5%

64.4%

63.3%

0.48

0.48

0.41

0.47

0.47

0.44

0.24

0.09

0.09

4.36

1.55

1.55

115.4

39.52

39.94

10.79

26.97

17.48

Isolet 1560 617 26

SPEC

MCFS

IVFS-l∞

85.9%

84.6%

86.2%

0.75

0.72

0.76

58.9%

55.8%

62.6%

0.42

0.33

0.26

0.11

0.10

0.08

0.11

0.10

0.10

2.09

1.71

1.60

57.22

47.06

44.13

8.00

5.93

10.87

Lymphoma 96 4026 9

SPEC

MCFS

IVFS-l∞

85.0%

100%

95.0%

0.69

0.54

0.71

63.3%

51.4%

61.2%

0.36

0.35

0.26

0.04

0.04

0.04

0.23

0.12

0.09

5.24

2.33

1.84

8.99

4.03

3.16

0.72

39.04

2.14

ORL 400 1024 40

SPEC

MCFS

IVFS-l∞

88.6%

90.0%

96.2%

0.76

0.78

0.79

57.1%

59.6%

59.1%

1.07

0.93

0.86

0.13

0.12

0.12

0.17

0.08

0.07

4.40

1.30

1.20

29.4

9.29

8.63

0.96

16.90

2.14

Orlraws10P 100 10304 10

SPEC

MCFS

IVFS-l∞

85.0%

95.0%

95.0%

0.73

0.81

0.85

69.4%

75.6%

79.2%

0.64

0.39

0.30

0.13

0.11

0.10

0.42

0.19

0.08

9.83

4.48

1.69

17.10

7.90

3.00

1.82

135.9

5.34

Pixraw10P 100 10000 10

SPEC

MCFS

IVFS-l∞

100%

95.0%

100%

0.77

0.88

0.93

77.6%

78.5%

92.8%

0.56

0.48

0.33

0.10

0.09

0.07

0.39

0.52

0.08

11.61

11.36

1.68

20.49

20.06

2.96

1.82

129.3

5.41

Prostate

-GE
102 5966 2

SPEC

MCFS

IVFS-l∞

90.5%

100%

100%

0.03

0.08

0.08

59.5%

62.8%

63.1%

0.97

0.81

0.81

0.08

0.08

0.08

0.12

0.07

0.06

2.38

1.56

1.31

4.49

2.78

2.43

1.05

69.62

3.19

RELATHE 1427 4322 2

SPEC

MCFS

IVFS-l∞

69.2%

73.4%

73.4%

0.00

0.00

0.00

54.6%

54.7%

54.7%

1.36

1.50

0.38

0.25

0.27

0.11

0.72

0.32

0.28

3.86

1.82

1.97

130.2

62.21

67.11

38.79

834.0

71.39

SMK-CAN

-187
187 19993 2

SPEC

MCFS

IVFS-l∞

68.4%

76.3%

73.7%

0.00

0.01

0.01

51.5%

56.6%

57.2%

0.92

0.70

0.55

0.10

0.09

0.08

0.18

0.12

0.08

2.74

2.51

1.53

9.59

8.47

5.17

4.12

587.1

19.14

Warp

-PIE10P
210 2420 10

SPEC

MCFS

IVFS-l∞

100%

100%

100%

0.34

0.33

0.32

31.6%

30.1%

29.2%

1.52

1.02

1.07

0.40

0.31

0.31

0.18

0.11

0.05

5.14

2.11

1.06

17.44

7.58

3.89

0.53

3.43

2.28

Yale 165 1024 15

SPEC

MCFS

IVFS-l∞

75.8%

75.8%

78.8%

0.57

0.57

0.56

44.6%

47.1%

47.9%

0.64

0.69

0.57

0.09

0.09

0.09

0.07

0.07

0.07

1.47

1.53

1.25

4.29

4.48

3.70

0.23

10.30

1.14
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