
(a) By-CDR. (b) By-trajectory. (c) Overlap.

Figure 2: A population of 298 MCI subjects in ADNI (approximately 75% of the MCI population size of 400 targeted by ADNI) is shown here, broken up according

to the two criteria discussed in Sec. 3.2.1: (a) by-CDR criterion, (b) by-trajectory criterion; with overlap shown in (c).

same sets);
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ii) we can make the training sets of the two clas-

sifiers identical rather than merely same-sized, as well as make

the test sets identical. This latter approach, though, will have

some bias because, in selecting samples for the by-trajectory

classifier, we will have to make use of knowledge of the sam-

ples’ conversion-by-CDR status (and vice versa for the by-CDR

classifier). The first approach, on the other hand, clearly does

not have this bias. As both approaches are valid ways of dealing

with by-CDR data limitations, we will compare generalization

accuracies of by-CDR and by-trajectory classifiers under both

these data selection schemes, referring to these approaches as

“random” and “identical” in the sequel.

Our training/test set selection procedure for the “identical ap-

proach” is as follows. For the C-CDR-CT group (Fig. 2(c)),

randomly select 80% of the group (the yellow striped group of

size 30 in Fig. 3(a)) such that a corresponding group within N-

CDR (white portion in Fig. 2(a)) can be found that is both NT
and satisfies age-matching. This corresponding group is illus-

trated in Fig. 3(a) as the white striped group (of size 30), placed

opposite from the yellow striped area it is paired (matched)

with. Likewise for the C-CDR-NT group (Fig. 2(c)), randomly

select 80% of the group (the yellow striped group of size 9 in

Fig. 3(a)) such that a corresponding group within N-CDR can

be found that is both CT and satisfies age-matching. This cor-

responding group is illustrated in Fig. 3(a) as the white striped

group (of size 9). Notice by comparing this figure to Fig. 2(c)

that the two white striped areas are separated by the CT-NT

border. We take the training set – shared by the by-CDR and

by-trajectory classifiers – to be precisely the union of these four

striped areas.
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Subsequently, we take the test set – shared by

the two classifiers – to be the subjects who are neither in 1) the

training set (striped areas) nor in 2) the special set of subjects

shown in solid gray in Fig. 3(a) (also shown identically in Fig.
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Note that this means that the training sets for the converter and noncon-

verter classes of the conversion-by-CDR classifier are randomly selected from

the yellow and white regions in Fig. 2(a), respectively, with no consideration

of trajectory-based (i.e. red/white) labeling illustrated in Fig. 2(b).
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For the by-CDR classifier, the class membership of any of these four sub-

sets of the training set is illustrated by the color being yellow or white in Fig.

3(a). Likewise, for the by-trajectory classifier, class membership is illustrated

by red or white color in Fig. 3(b).

3(b)).
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That is, the test set is the tiled areas in Fig. 3(a) (or,

identically, in Fig. 3(b)).

Note above that some random selection is being employed in

choosing the training/test sets even in the “identical approach”

(whereas, in the “random approach” the selection is completely

random). Thus, for both approaches, the accuracy of perfor-

mance comparison will benefit from averaging accuracy results

over multiple training/test split “trials”. Results averaged across

10 trials are given in Fig. 3(c) for a linear-kernel SVM
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; µ±σ
notation is used to indicate the mean µ and standard deviation

σ of quantities across the trials.
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Note that by-trajectory’s gen-

eralization performance is as high as 0.83, whereas by-CDR’s

generalization performance is very poor – as poor as random
guessing (see 0.5 and 0.56 table values) – due mainly to poor

performance on nonconverters-by-CDR. Fig. 3(d) and Fig. 3(e)

show by-trajectory and by-CDR results, respectively, for one of

the 10 trials (for the “random approach”), with each bar indi-

cating distance to the classification boundary
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for an MCI sub-

ject in a test population of size 88 and nonconverters/converters

shown in left/right figures, respectively. Among the 88 subjects,

by-trajectory correctly classified 79 whereas by-CDR correctly

classified only 40.

In a separate experiment, we evaluated using one of 27 sub-

samples (rather than one of 216 subsamples), i.e. essentially

a 10-fold increase in the number of (voxel-based) features, and

found that the by-trajectory generalization accuracy rose to 0.91

in the “random” case. We then tried building 27 separate by-

converter classifiers, one for every 1/27th subsample (thus ef-

fectively using the whole 3D image), with majority-based vot-

ing used to combine the 27 decisions. This ensemble scheme

again achieved 0.91 accuracy, i.e. there was no further accuracy
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We exclude this “special set” (in gray) from the test set so that all our

experiments under the “identical approach” can have a shared, fixed test set

(for fair comparison with each other), including, crucially, an experiment that

will include this “special set” of samples in the training set.
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For generating all classification results herein, including those in Fig. 3(c),

we used SVM classifiers that were built by employing the common approach of

bootstrap-based validation for selecting the classifier’s (trial’s) hyperparameter

values (Aksu et al., 2010).

15µ and σ of integer quantities (e.g. sample counts) are shown rounded up.

16
Positive/negative distance means nonconverter/converter side of the bound-

ary, respectively.
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