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Abstract

The paper presents novel Universum-enhanced classifiers: the Universum Gener-
alized Eigenvalue Proximal Support Vector Machine (U-GEPSVM) and the Improved
U-GEPSVM (IU-GEPSVM) for EEG signal classification. Using the computational
efficiency of generalized eigenvalue decomposition and the generalization benefits of
Universum learning, the proposed models address critical challenges in EEG analy-
sis: non-stationarity, low signal-to-noise ratio, and limited labeled data. U-GEPSVM
extends the GEPSVM framework by incorporating Universum constraints through
a ratio-based objective function, while IU-GEPSVM enhances stability through a
weighted difference-based formulation that provides independent control over class
separation and Universum alignment. The models are evaluated on the Bonn Uni-
versity EEG dataset across two binary classification tasks: (O vs S)—healthy (eyes
closed) vs seizure, and (Z vs S)—healthy (eyes open) vs seizure. IU-GEPSVM
achieves peak accuracies of 85% (O vs S) and 80% (Z vs S), with mean accuracies of
81.29% and 77.57% respectively, outperforming baseline methods. Rigorous statisti-
cal validation confirms these improvements: Friedman tests reveal significant overall
differences, pairwise Wilcoxon signed-rank tests with Bonferroni correction establish
IU-GEPSVM’s superiority over all baselines, and win-tie-loss analysis demonstrates
practical significance. Overall, integrating interictal Universum data yields an effi-
cient and reliable solution for neurological diagnosis.
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1. Introduction

Electroencephalogram (EEG) signal classification has become an important area
of research in computational neuroscience and machine learning, with significant
applications in brain-computer interfaces (BCIs) [1] and the diagnosis of neurolog-
ical disorders [2]. The non-stationary nature of EEG signals, along with their low
signal-to-noise ratio, presents unique challenges that have spurred the development of
advanced machine learning techniques. Traditional methods, such as Support Vector
Machines (SVMs) [3], have proven effective in EEG classification tasks, particularly
for detecting epileptic seizures [4] and monitoring cognitive states [5]. However, the
increasing complexity of EEG analysis requires more sophisticated solutions that
can effectively manage noise, high dimensionality, and limited labeled data while
ensuring computational efficiency.

Incorporating prior knowledge about EEG data distributions, such as interictal
signals or resting-state activity, can significantly improve the performance of clas-
sifiers. This understanding has led to the integration of Universum learning—a
framework that uses “non-class” samples to enhance decision boundaries-into mod-
ern Support Vector Machine (SVM) models. Recent research by [6] and [7] has
shown that Universum-based methods outperform traditional SVMs in noisy EEG
environments, especially when combined with robust loss functions like pinball loss
or intuitionistic fuzzy membership.

The evolution of EEG classification methodologies has evolved in several parallel
paths. Early approaches primarily focused on feature extraction techniques combined
with conventional classifiers. For example, [5] demonstrated impressive accuracy
by using wavelet-based features in conjunction with SVM classifiers. Similarly, [8]
achieved high classification accuracy by integrating the stationary wavelet transform
with generalized eigenvalue proximal SVM (GEPSVM). These studies highlighted
the significance of appropriate feature selection in EEG analysis, with wavelet trans-
forms [8, 9] and entropy measures [9] proving particularly effective for capturing the
temporal and spectral characteristics of brain signals. In recent years, researchers
have started improving EEG classification not only by focusing on better features
but also by making the models more robust and capable of learning from extra
background data, known as Universum data [10, 11]

A significant advancement in the efficiency of Support Vector Machines (SVMs)
came with the development of Twin Support Vector Machines (TWSVMs) [12]. This
approach reduced computational complexity by solving two smaller quadratic pro-
gramming problems (QPPs) instead of one large QPP. Subsequent innovations, such
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as Universum TWSVM (UTSVM) [13] and Granular Ball TWSVM using universum
data (GBU-TSVM) [14], further enhanced the robustness of the model against out-
liers and noise—issues that are particularly challenging in EEG analysis. Some of
the latest methods, like UTPMSVM [11] and Pin-UTSVM [6], use Universum data
and special loss functions to make EEG classification more stable and noise resis-
tant. In the same direction, FULSTSVM [15] and GBU-TSVM [14] include fuzzy
and granular ideas to better handle noisy and uncertain data. IFUTSVM-ID [16]
goes one step further by dealing effectively with imbalanced EEG data, which often
occurs in real-world medical situations.

The introduction of proximal support vector machines via generalized eigenval-
ues (GEPSVM), as presented by [17], marked a significant advancement in classifi-
cation efficiency. This approach solves two generalized eigenvalue problems to gen-
erate non-parallel hyperplanes, providing computational advantages over traditional
support vector machines (SVMs) while maintaining competitive accuracy. Subse-
quent improvements to GEPSVM included the development of improved GEPSVM
(IGEPSVM) [18], which addressed singularity issues using standard eigenvalue de-
composition, and manifold regularized GEPSVM [19], which incorporated local geo-
metric information. The versatility of GEPSVM variants was further demonstrated
in multi-view learning scenarios [20] and in medical image classification [8], high-
lighting their potential for electroencephalogram (EEG) analysis. Recent versions
of GEPSVM, such as L2,p-GEPSVM [21], have been designed to deal with different
kinds of outliers and still train quickly. Similarly, ULSTELM [22] combines Univer-
sum data with an extreme learning machine framework to achieve better accuracy
even with fewer labeled EEG samples.

Parallel to these developments, the concept of Universum learning emerged as a
powerful paradigm for incorporating prior knowledge into classification tasks. The
use of Universum data, which refers to samples that do not belong to any target
class but capture meaningful variations, shows potential to improve generalization
[23]. This concept was later adapted for EEG classification through various SVM
extensions. Richhariya and Tanveer [4] proposed a Universum SVM (USVM) for
EEG signal classification, while [13] developed a Universum twin SVM (UTSVM)
that achieved superior performance by placing Universum data in a nonparallel in-
sensitive loss tube. Recent work has further enhanced these approaches through reg-
ularization techniques [24], intuitionistic fuzzy methods [7], and pinball loss functions
[6] to improve robustness against noise and outliers. In addition to these, AdaBoost-
based SQSSVM [10] has been proposed to make classification faster and stronger by
combining multiple weak models. Pin-MvUTSVM [25] adds multi-view learning and
pinball loss to improve stability across different EEG feature sets. TPMSVM [26]
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provides an efficient parametric-margin framework, which forms the base for several
later Universum-based classifiers.

Current methods for analyzing EEG signals, despite recent advancements, face
two main limitations: (1) sensitivity to label inaccuracies, and (2) insufficient incor-
poration of prior knowledge about EEG signal distributions. Our proposed method-
ology builds upon the GEPSVM framework [17] while incorporating Universum con-
straints similar to those in UTSVM [13], with additional robustness enhancements
inspired by recent work on intuitionistic fuzzy methods [7] and pinball loss [6]. The
algorithm maintains GEPSVM’s computational efficiency through generalized eigen-
value decomposition while gaining the generalization benefits of Universum learning,
particularly valuable for EEG applications where interictal or resting-state data can
serve as effective Universum samples [4, 27].

The motivation behind this work is to address the persistent challenges in EEG
seizure detection caused by the noisy and non-stationary characteristics of EEG sig-
nals, along with the limited availability of labeled clinical data. Existing classifiers
often overlook domain-specific prior information, such as interictal EEG segments,
which can improve model generalization and diagnostic reliability. Universum learn-
ing offers a systematic way to incorporate such non-class samples, enhancing decision
boundaries and reducing sensitivity to noise and outliers. However, this concept has
not been effectively integrated with computationally efficient eigenvalue-based classi-
fiers. Therefore, combining Universum learning with the GEPSVM framework forms
the central motivation of this work, aiming to develop a stable and efficient ap-
proach capable of managing uncertainty and improving the clinical effectiveness of
EEG-based seizure detection.

Key contributions:

• The proposed Universum-Integrated Generalized Eigenvalue Proximal Support
Vector Machine (U-GEPSVM) embeds Universum learning directly within the
generalized eigenvalue formulation, enhancing decision boundary generalization
in EEG seizure classification.

• An Improved U-GEPSVM (IU-GEPSVM) introduces a weighted difference-
based objective that mitigates numerical instability and provides independent
control over class separation and Universum alignment.

• An efficient Universum selection strategy is incorporated, leveraging interic-
tal EEG segments and wavelet-based representations, supported by Principal
Component Analysis (PCA) [28], and Independent Component Analysis (ICA)
[29] for feature extraction and dimensionality reduction.
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• Experimental evaluation on the Bonn University EEG dataset demonstrates
that the proposed models achieve notable improvements over GEPSVM, I-
GEPSVM, and UTSVM in both classification accuracy and robustness.

• The study establishes a unified, computationally stable framework that in-
tegrates domain-aware Universum learning with eigenvalue-based classifiers,
offering clinically relevant advancements for EEG-based seizure detection.

The remainder of this paper is organized to provide thorough coverage of both
theoretical foundations and practical applications. Section 2 reviews related work in
greater depth, Section 3 presents the mathematical formulation of U-GEPSVM, Sec-
tion 4 describes experimental methodology and results, and Section 5 concludes with
discussion and future directions. This structure ensures readers gain an understand-
ing of the method’s development, implementation, and performance characteristics.

2. Related Work

This section provides an overview of the foundational concepts and methodolo-
gies relevant to our research, including Twin Support Vector Machine (TWSVM),
Universum Twin Support Vector Machine (U-TWSVM), Generalized Eigenvalue
Proximal SVM (GEPSVM), and Improved Generalized Eigenvalue Proximal SVM
(IGEPSVM).

2.1. Preliminaries

Here we introduce the mathematical foundations and notation used throughout
the paper, focusing on generalized eigenvalue problems and the Rayleigh quotient,
which are central to the discussed methodologies.

2.1.1. Notation and Definitions

■ Let X1 ∈ Rm1×n and X2 ∈ Rm2×n denote the matrices representing data points
for Class 1 and Class 2, respectively, where m1 +m2 = m and n denotes the
number of features.

■ The Universum data, which provides additional contextual information, is rep-
resented by U ∈ Rp×n.

■ The weight vectors and bias terms for the two hyperplanes are w1, w2 ∈ Rn

and b1, b2 ∈ R, respectively.

■ Vectors of ones for each class are denoted as e1 ∈ Rm1 , e2 ∈ Rm2 , and eU ∈ Rp.
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■ Regularization parameters are δ ∈ R, γ1, γ2 ∈ R for class weighting, and
Ψ1,Ψ2 ∈ R for Universum weighting.

2.1.2. Generalized Eigenvalue Problem

The generalized eigenvalue problem [30] is a fundamental concept in linear algebra
that extends the standard eigenvalue problem to include two matrices. It involves
finding values λ and non-zero vectors z that satisfy:

Gz = λHz, z ̸= 0, (1)

where G and H are symmetric matrices of size (n + 1) × (n + 1). This formulation
has important properties:

▶ If H is positive definite, the eigenvalues λ are real and finite, making compu-
tation stable.

▶ The eigenvectors z identify directions where the transformation by G is pro-
portional to the transformation by H.

This mathematical framework serves as the foundation for many machine learning
algorithms, particularly in dimensionality reduction and classification tasks. For
instance, Linear Discriminant Analysis (LDA) utilizes this framework where G and
H represent between-class and within-class scatter matrices, respectively.

2.1.3. Rayleigh Quotient

The Rayleigh quotient [31] provides a measure of how a matrix scales a vector in
a specific direction. For a symmetric matrix G, the Rayleigh quotient is defined as:

r(z) =
zTGz

zT z
(2)

In the context of generalized eigenvalue problems, this extends to:

r(z) =
zTGz

zTHz
, (3)

where H is positive definite. The significance of the Rayleigh quotient lies in its
extremal properties: it attains its minimum and maximum values at the eigenvectors
corresponding to the smallest and largest eigenvalues of Gz = λHz. This property
makes it an essential tool for optimization in various machine learning models, as it
provides a way to find directions that maximize or minimize specific criteria.
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2.2. Twin Support Vector Machine (TWSVM)

TWSVM [12] is an advancement over traditional Support Vector Machines (SVMs)
by constructing two non-parallel hyperplanes instead of a single one. Each hyper-
plane is specifically designed to be close to one class while maintaining a significant
distance from the other class. The key innovation is that each hyperplane focuses
primarily on its designated class: f+ is constructed to be close to Class 1 and far
from Class 2, while f− serves the opposite purpose.

Given the data matrices X1 (representing Class 1) and X2 (representing Class 2),
TWSVM defines the two hyperplanes as follows:

f+(x) = wT1 x+ b1 = 0, f−(x) = wT2 x+ b2 = 0. (4)

To find the optimal hyperplanes, TWSVM solves two separate quadratic pro-
gramming problems:

Optimization problem for the positive class:

min
w1,b1,ξ

1

2
∥X1w1 + e1b1∥2 + c1e

T
2 ξ

s.t. − (X2w1 + e2b1) + ξ ≥ e2,

ξ ≥ 0.

(5)

Optimization problem for the negative class:

min
w2,b2,η

1

2
∥X2w2 + e2b2∥2 + c2e

T
1 η

s.t. (X1w2 + e1b2) + η ≥ e1,

η ≥ 0.

(6)

In these formulations, c1 and c2 are regularization parameters that control the trade-
off between model complexity and training errors. The slack variables ξ and η allow
for soft margins, permitting some data points to violate the constraints while incur-
ring a penalty.

By applying Lagrangian duality, the optimization problems can be transformed
into their dual forms:

max
α

eT2 α− 1

2
αTG(HTH)−1GTα s.t. 0 ≤ α ≤ c1e2, (7)

max
β

eT1 β − 1

2
βTP (QTQ)−1P Tβ s.t. 0 ≤ β ≤ c2e1, (8)
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where H = [X1 e1], G = [X2 e2], P = [X1 e1], and Q = [X2 e2].
Once these dual problems are solved, the parameters of the hyperplanes can be

calculated as:

z1 =

[
w1

b1

]
= −(HTH)−1GTα, z2 =

[
w2

b2

]
= −(QTQ)−1P Tβ. (9)

The advantage of TWSVM over conventional SVM lies in its ability to capture more
complex decision boundaries by using two hyperplanes, which can lead to improved
classification performance, especially in the case of non-linearly separable data.

2.3. Universum Twin Support Vector Machine (UTSVM)

UTSVM [13] extends the TWSVM framework by incorporating additional knowl-
edge in the form of Universum data. The Universum concept refers to a set of ex-
amples that do not belong to either class but provide contextual information about
the problem domain. By incorporating this information, UTSVM aims to improve
generalization performance.

The inclusion of Universum data U leads to modified optimization problems:
Optimization problem for the positive class:

min
w1,b1,ξ,ψ

1

2
∥X1w1 + e1b1∥2 + c1e

T
2 ξ + cue

T
Uψ

s.t. − (X2w1 + e2b1) + ξ ≥ e2,

(Uw1 + eUb1) + ψ ≥ (−1 + ϵ)eU ,

ξ ≥ 0, ψ ≥ 0.

(10)

Optimization problem for the negative class:

min
w2,b2,η,ψ∗

1

2
∥X2w2 + e2b2∥2 + c2e

T
1 η + cue

T
Uψ

∗

s.t. (X1w2 + e1b2) + η ≥ e1,

− (Uw2 + eUb2) + ψ∗ ≥ (−1 + ϵ)eU ,

η ≥ 0, ψ∗ ≥ 0.

(11)

In these formulations, cu is a regularization parameter that controls the influence
of Universum data, and ϵ is a parameter that determines how close the Universum
data should be to the hyperplanes. The new constraints involving Universum data
encourage the hyperplanes to pass through or close to the Universum examples,
helping to refine the decision boundary in regions where class discrimination is most
challenging.
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The dual problems now include additional Lagrange multipliers (µ and ν) corre-
sponding to the Universum constraints:

max
α,µ

−1

2
(αTG− µTO)(HTH)−1(GTα−OTµ) + eT2 α + (ϵ− 1)eTUµ (12)

s.t. 0 ≤ α ≤ c1e2, 0 ≤ µ ≤ cueU . (13)

max
λ,ν

−1

2
(λTP − νTS)(QTQ)−1(P Tλ− STν) + eT1 λ+ (ϵ− 1)eTUν (14)

s.t. 0 ≤ λ ≤ c2e1, 0 ≤ ν ≤ cueU . (15)

Here, the matrices O = [U eU ] and S = [U eU ] incorporate the Universum data
into the optimization framework. The integration of Universum data represents a
significant enhancement to TWSVM by leveraging additional knowledge to guide
the formation of decision boundaries, particularly in areas where class separation is
ambiguous.

2.4. Generalized Eigenvalue Proximal SVM (GEPSVM)

GEPSVM [17] takes a different approach to binary classification by framing it
as a generalized eigenvalue problem rather than a quadratic programming problem.
This approach focuses on finding two non-parallel hyperplanes by minimizing the
distance of each class to its corresponding hyperplane while maximizing the distance
to the other hyperplane.

GEPSVM defines two non-parallel hyperplanes:

xTw1 + b1 = 0, xTw2 + b2 = 0. (16)

The core idea of GEPSVM is to find hyperplanes that minimize the ratio of
squared distances:

First Hyperplane:

min
(w1,b1)̸=0

∥X1w1 + e1b1∥2 + δ∥z1∥2

∥X2w1 + e2b1∥2
, z1 =

[
w1

b1

]
. (17)

This ratio represents the squared distance of Class 1 points to the first hyperplane
(plus a regularization term) divided by the squared distance of Class 2 points to
the same hyperplane. The parameter δ is a regularization term that helps prevent
overfitting and ensures numerical stability.

This optimization problem can be reformulated as a generalized eigenvalue prob-
lem:

Gz1 = λHz1, G = [X1 e1]
T [X1 e1] + δI, H = [X2 e2]

T [X2 e2]. (18)
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Second Hyperplane:

min
(w2,b2)̸=0

∥X2w2 + e2b2∥2 + δ∥z2∥2

∥X1w2 + e1b2∥2
, z2 =

[
w2

b2

]
. (19)

This leads to another generalized eigenvalue problem:

Lz2 = λMz2, L = [X2 e2]
T [X2 e2] + δI, M = [X1 e1]

T [X1 e1]. (20)

The solution to each generalized eigenvalue problem is the eigenvector corresponding
to the smallest eigenvalue. These eigenvectors directly yield the hyperplane param-
eters (w1, b1) and (w2, b2).

The advantage of GEPSVM is that it avoids the complex quadratic programming
of traditional SVMs and provides a more geometric interpretation of classification.
However, it can face challenges when dealing with ill-conditioned matrices or when
the denominator in the ratio becomes very small.

2.5. Improved Generalized Eigenvalue Proximal SVM (I-GEPSVM)

I-GEPSVM, proposed by [18], addresses several limitations of GEPSVM by re-
formulating the optimization problem and introducing a weighting parameter. This
approach replaces generalized eigenvalue problems with standard eigenvalue prob-
lems, introduces a weighting parameter to balance class-specific distances and avoids
potential singularity issues present in GEPSVM.

Given data matrices X1 ∈ Rm1×n (Class 1) and X2 ∈ Rm2×n (Class 2), IGEPSVM
seeks two non-parallel hyperplanes:

wT1 x+ b1 = 0 and wT2 x+ b2 = 0, (21)

Unlike GEPSVM, which uses a ratio-based objective, IGEPSVM employs a difference
measure between the distances:

First Hyperplane Optimization:

min
(w1,b1)̸=0

∥X1w1 + e1b1∥2

∥w1∥2 + b21
− ν

∥X2w1 + e2b1∥2

∥w1∥2 + b21
, (22)

Here, ν > 0 is a crucial parameter that adjusts the trade-off between the proximity
to Class 1 and the distance from Class 2. This formulation aims to find a hyperplane
that is close to Class 1 points while being adequately distant from Class 2 points.

Second Hyperplane Optimization:

min
(w2,b2)̸=0

∥X2w2 + e2b2∥2

∥w2∥2 + b22
− ν

∥X1w2 + e1b2∥2

∥w2∥2 + b22
. (23)
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With Tikhonov regularization (parameter δ > 0) and defining zi = [wi; bi], the
optimization problems reduce to:

min
z1

zT1 (M − νH)z1 + δ∥z1∥2 (24)

and
min
z2

zT2 (H − νM)z2 + δ∥z2∥2, (25)

where M = [X1 e1]
T [X1 e1] and H = [X2 e2]

T [X2 e2].
These can be solved as standard eigenvalue problems:

(M + δI − νH)z1 = λ1z1 and (H + δI − νM)z2 = λ2z2. (26)

After obtaining the two hyperplanes, a new data point x is classified according to
the shortest perpendicular distance to either hyperplane:

Class(x) = arg min
i=1,2

|wTi x+ bi|
∥wi∥

. (27)

The introduction of IGEPSVM represents a significant advancement in non-parallel
hyperplane classification methods, offering both theoretical elegance and practical
improvements in classification performance.

3. Proposed U-GEPSVM and IU-GEPSVM Models

This section presents our novel Universum-enhanced GEPSVM formulations that
take advantage of both labeled training data and additional Universum samples
to improve classification performance. The proposed models extend the GEPSVM
framework in two distinct ways: U-GEPSVM maintains the ratio-based objective
while incorporating Universum data, whereas IU-GEPSVM introduces a more stable
difference-based formulation with Universum integration.

3.1. Geometric Interpretation of U-GEPSVM

Figure 1 illustrates the geometric behavior of U-GEPSVM in a two-dimensional
feature space, demonstrating how two non-parallel hyperplanes partition the space
while incorporating Universum constraints.
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Figure 1: Geometric interpretation of U-GEPSVM showing two non-parallel hyperplanes separating
positive class (blue squares), negative class (red circles), with Universum data (green triangles)
refining the decision boundary in ambiguous regions.

The positive class (X1, blue squares) concentrates in opposing diagonal quad-
rants, while the negative class (X2, red circles) occupies complementary regions.
Critically, Universum samples (U, green triangles) populate the intermediate zones
where class boundaries overlap. The solid blue hyperplane minimizes distance to X1

while maximizing distance from both X2 and U (Eq. (28)), and conversely for the
dashed red hyperplane (Eq. (40)). Unlike labeled classes, Universum data appear
only in the denominator of the objective function (Equations (31) , (52)), creating a
“repulsion effect” that pushes hyperplanes away from ambiguous regions. For EEG
seizure detection, interictal signals naturally fulfill this role, representing transitional
brain states that share properties with both healthy and ictal conditions but belong
to neither category. This geometric configuration directly contributes to the 19-28%
accuracy improvements demonstrated in Section 4, where explicitly modeling in-
termediate physiological states enhances generalization over methods ignoring such
domain knowledge.
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3.2. U-GEPSVM: Universum Generalized Eigenvalue Proximal SVM

Here we discuss the linear and non-linear optimization problems associated with
the proposed U-GEPSVM.

3.2.1. Linear U-GEPSVM

The U-GEPSVM model seeks two non-parallel hyperplanes where each plane is
proximal to samples of one class, distal from samples of the opposite class, and
properly aligned with Universum samples that represent “non-examples” of both
classes. For class-specific data matrices X1 ∈ Rm1×n (Class +1) and X2 ∈ Rm2×n

(Class -1), and Universum data U ∈ Rp×n, we optimize for the first plane:

min
(w1,b1)̸=0

∥X1w1 + e1b1∥2 + δ∥z1∥2

∥X2w1 + e2b1∥2 + ∥Uw1 + eub1∥2
(28)

where z1 = [w1, b1]
T , e1, e2, and eu are vectors of ones with appropriate dimen-

sions, and δ > 0 is a Tikhonov regularization parameter. The numerator of this
objective ensures that the hyperplane is close to Class 1 samples, while the denomi-
nator ensures it is far from both Class 2 and Universum samples. The regularization
term δ∥z1∥2 helps prevent overfitting and ensures numerical stability.

To solve this optimization problem, we redefine it using the following matrices:

G = [X1 e1]
T [X1 e1] + δI, H = [X2 e2]

T [X2 e2] (29)

P = [U eu]
T [U eu], z1 =

[
w1

b1

]
(30)

The optimization problem can be rewritten as:

min
z1 ̸=0

zT1 Gz1
zT1 Hz1 + zT1 Pz1

(31)

To solve this ratio-based optimization problem, we introduce the constraint zT1 (H+
P )z1 = α1 for some α1 > 0. This allows us to formulate the Lagrangian:

L(z1, λ1, λ∗1) = zT1 Gz1 − λ1
(
zT1 (H + P )z1 − α1

)
− λ∗1α1

= zT1 Gz1 − λ1z
T
1 (H + P )z1 + (λ1 − λ∗1)α1 (32)

where λ1 and λ
∗
1 are Lagrange multipliers. We need to compute the gradient of this

Lagrangian with respect to z1. For the term zT1 Gz1, we can express it as a double
summation:

zT1 Gz1 =
n+1∑
i=1

n+1∑
j=1

z1igijz1j (33)
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The partial derivative with respect to a particular component z1k is:

∂

∂z1k

(
n+1∑
i=1

n+1∑
j=1

z1igijz1j

)
=

n+1∑
j=1

gkjz1j +
n+1∑
i=1

z1igik (34)

Since G is symmetric (i.e., gij = gji), these two sums are equal, yielding:

∂

∂z1k
(zT1 Gz1) = 2

n+1∑
j=1

gkjz1j = 2[Gz1]k (35)

In vector form, the gradient becomes:

∂

∂z1
(zT1 Gz1) = 2Gz1 (36)

Similarly, the gradients of the other quadratic terms are:

∂

∂z1
(zT1 Hz1) = 2Hz1 and

∂

∂z1
(zT1 Pz1) = 2Pz1 (37)

Taking the full gradient of the Lagrangian (see Equation (32)) with respect to z1 and
setting it to zero:

∇z1L = 2Gz1 − 2λ1(H + P )z1 = 0 (38)

⇒ Gz1 = λ1(H + P )z1 (39)

The solution z1 = [w1, b1]
T corresponds to the eigenvector associated with the small-

est eigenvalue λ1 of this system. This eigenvector provides the optimal hyperplane
parameters that balance proximity to Class 1 samples and distance from both Class
2 and Universum samples.

Similarly, for the second plane, we solve:

min
(w2,b2)̸=0

∥X2w2 + e2b2∥2 + δ∥z2∥2

∥X1w2 + e1b2∥2 + ∥Uw2 + eub2∥2
(40)

Using matrices defined as:

M = [X2 e2]
T [X2 e2] + δI, N = [X1 e1]

T [X1 e1] (41)

Q = [U eu]
T [U eu], z2 =

[
w2

b2

]
(42)
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Following the same procedure of introducing constraints, formulating the Lagrangian,
and taking gradients, we arrive at the generalized eigenvalue problem:

Mz2 = λ2(N +Q)z2 (43)

The solution z2 = [w2, b2]
T is the eigenvector corresponding to the smallest eigenvalue

λ2. The transformation Gz1 ensures that the hyperplane z1 is as close as possible to
class 1 data points, while λ1(H + P )z1 ensures that the hyperplane z1 is as far as
possible from class 2 and Universum data points.

3.2.2. Kernel U-GEPSVM

For nonlinear decision boundaries, we employ the kernel trick by mapping data
to a high-dimensional feature space H via a mapping function ϕ(·). For the first
hyperplane, the kernelized objective becomes:

min
(w1,b1)̸=0

∥Φ(X1)w1 + e1b1∥2 + δ∥z1∥2

∥Φ(X2)w1 + e2b1∥2 + ∥Φ(U)w1 + eub1∥2
(44)

where Φ(X) represents the matrix of mapped feature vectors. To solve this optimiza-
tion problem efficiently without explicitly computing the high-dimensional mapping,
we use the representer theorem, which states that the solution w1 can be expressed
as a linear combination of the mapped data points:

w1 =

m1∑
i=1

αiϕ(x
1
i ) +

m2∑
j=1

βjϕ(x
2
j) +

p∑
k=1

γkϕ(uk) (45)

where x1i , x
2
j , and uk are data points from Class 1, Class 2, and the Universum set,

respectively.
Let us define the combined data matrix Z = [X1;X2;U ] and the corresponding

mapped matrix Φ(Z). Then, w1 = Φ(Z)Tα for some coefficient vector α. Substi-
tuting this into our objective function and using the kernel function K(xi, xj) =
ϕ(xi)

Tϕ(xj), we can reformulate our objective.
For the numerator term ∥Φ(X1)w1 + e1b1∥2, we have:

∥Φ(X1)w1 + e1b1∥2 = ∥Φ(X1)Φ(Z)
Tα + e1b1∥2 (46)

= ∥K1Zα + e1b1∥2 (47)

where K1Z is the kernel matrix between X1 and Z. Similarly, for the denominator
terms:

∥Φ(X2)w1 + e2b1∥2 = ∥K2Zα + e2b1∥2 (48)

∥Φ(U)w1 + eub1∥2 = ∥KUZα + eub1∥2 (49)
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The regularization term becomes:

∥z1∥2 = ∥w1∥2 + b21 = αTKZZα + b21 (50)

Defining the augmented vectors and matrices:

K̃1Z = [K1Z e1], K̃2Z = [K2Z e2], K̃UZ = [KUZ eu], α̃ = [α; b1] (51)

The optimization problem is given as:

min
α̸̃=0

∥K̃1Zα̃∥2 + δ∥α̃∥2

∥K̃2Zα̃∥2 + ∥K̃UZα̃∥2
(52)

Defining matrices:

GK = K̃T
1ZK̃1Z + δI,HK = K̃T

2ZK̃2Z , PK = K̃T
UZK̃UZ (53)

We arrive at a generalized eigenvalue problem similar to the linear case:

GKα̃ = λ1(HK + PK)α̃ (54)

To solve this, we introduce the constraint α̃T (HK + PK)α̃ = γ for some γ > 0 and
formulate the Lagrangian:

L(α̃, λ1) = α̃TGKα̃− λ1(α̃
T (HK + PK)α̃− γ)− λ∗1γ (55)

Computing the gradient with respect to α̃ involves the double summation form:

α̃TGKα̃ =
m∑
i=1

m∑
j=1

α̃i(GK)ijα̃j (56)

Taking the derivative with respect to α̃k:

∂

∂α̃k

(
m∑
i=1

m∑
j=1

(GK)ijα̃iα̃j

)
= 2

m∑
j=1

(GK)kjα̃j = 2[GKα̃]k (57)

Setting the complete gradient to zero:

2GKα̃− 2λ1(HK + PK)α̃ = 0 (58)

This gives us the generalized eigenvalue problem:

GKα̃ = λ1(HK + PK)α̃ (59)
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The eigenvector α̃ corresponding to the smallest eigenvalue gives us the solution.
Similarly, for the second hyperplane, we formulate and solve an analogous generalized
eigenvalue problem in kernel space.

For classifying a new data point x, we compute the perpendicular distances to
both hyperplanes in the feature space and assign the point to the class whose hyper-
plane is closer:

class(x) = arg min
i=1,2

|
∑

jK(zj, x)α
i
j + bi|√∑

j,k α
i
jK(zj, zk)αik

(60)

where αi are the coefficients for the i-th hyperplane.

3.3. IU-GEPSVM: Improved Universum GEPSVM

Here we discuss the linear and non-linear optimization problems associated with
the proposed IU-GEPSVM.

3.3.1. Linear IU-GEPSVM

Unlike the ratio-based GEPSVM, our IU-GEPSVM employs a weighted differ-
ence formulation that avoids numerical instability when denominators are small and
provides separate control over class separation and Universum alignment. For the
first plane, the objective function is:

min
(w1,b1)̸=0

(
∥X1w1 + e1b1∥2

∥w1∥2 + b21
− γ1

∥X2w1 + e2b1∥2

∥w1∥2 + b21
− ψ1

∥Uw1 + eub1∥2

∥w1∥2 + b21

)
(61)

where γ1 controls the emphasis on separating Class 1 from Class 2 and ψ1 governs
the influence of Universum samples. Using the matrix notation:

G = [X1 e1]
T [X1 e1], H = [X2 e2]

T [X2 e2] (62)

P = [U eu]
T [U eu], z1 =

[
w1

b1

]
(63)

The objective function can be simplified as:

min
z1 ̸=0

zT1 Gz1
zT1 z1

− γ1
zT1 Hz1
zT1 z1

− ψ1
zT1 Pz1
zT1 z1

(64)

To solve this, we introduce the constraint zT1 z1 = α1 for some α1 > 0 and add
Tikhonov regularization:

min
z1,α1

1

α1

zT1 Gz1 + δ∥z1∥2 −
γ1
α1

zT1 Hz1 −
ψ1

α1

zT1 Pz1 (65)
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s.t. zT1 z1 = α1, α1 > 0 (66)

We formulate the Lagrangian:

L(z1, λ1) = zT1 Gz1 + δ∥z1∥2 − γ1z
T
1 Hz1 − ψ1z

T
1 Pz1 − λ1(z

T
1 z1 − α1)− λ∗1α1 (67)

where λ1 and λ∗1 are Lagrange multipliers. To find the critical points, we need to
compute the gradient with respect to z1. For each quadratic term, we use the double
summation representation. For instance:

zT1 Gz1 =
n+1∑
i=1

n+1∑
j=1

z1igijz1j (68)

The partial derivative with respect to component z1k is:

∂

∂z1k

(
n+1∑
i=1

n+1∑
j=1

z1igijz1j

)
=

n+1∑
j=1

gkjz1j +
n+1∑
i=1

gikz1i (69)

Since G is symmetric, this simplifies to:

∂

∂z1k
(zT1 Gz1) = 2

n+1∑
j=1

gkjz1j = 2[Gz1]k (70)

In vector form:

∂

∂z1
(zT1 Gz1) = 2GT z1 = 2Gz1 (since G is symmetric) (71)

Similarly for other terms:

∂

∂z1
(zT1 Hz1) = 2HT z1 = 2Hz1 (72)

∂

∂z1
(zT1 Pz1) = 2P T z1 = 2Pz1 (73)

∂

∂z1
(zT1 z1) = 2z1 (74)

The complete gradient of the Lagrangian is:

∇z1L = 2Gz1 + 2δz1 − 2γ1Hz1 − 2ψ1Pz1 − 2λ1z1 = 0 (75)
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Rearranging terms:

(GT + δI)z1 − γ1H
T z1 − ψ1P

T z1 = λ1z1 (76)

Further simplification yields a standard eigenvalue problem:

[(GT + δI)− (γ1H
T + ψ1P

T )]z1 = λ1z1 (77)

The solution z1 = [w1, b1]
T corresponds to the eigenvector associated with the small-

est eigenvalue λ1 of this system. This eigenvalue problem is computationally simpler
than the generalized eigenvalue problem in the U-GEPSVM formulation.

Similarly, for the second plane, the objective function is:

min
(w2,b2)̸=0

(
∥X2w2 + e2b2∥2

∥w2∥2 + b22
− γ2

∥X1w2 + e1b2∥2

∥w2∥2 + b22
− ψ2

∥Uw2 + eub2∥2

∥w2∥2 + b22

)
(78)

Using the same approach of constraint introduction, Lagrangian formulation, and
gradient computation, we arrive at:

[(MT + δI)− (γ2N
T + ψ2Q

T )]z2 = λ1z2 (79)

where:
M = [X2 e2]

T [X2 e2], N = [X1 e1]
T [X1 e1] (80)

Q = [U eu]
T [U eu], z2 =

[
w2

b2

]
(81)

The solution z2 = [w2, b2]
T is the eigenvector corresponding to the smallest eigenvalue

of this system.

3.3.2. Kernel IU-GEPSVM

The kernel version of IU-GEPSVM maintains the difference formulation while
operating in feature space. For the first hyperplane, the objective function is:

min
(w1,b1)̸=0

(
∥Φ(X1)w1 + e1b1∥2

∥w1∥2 + b21
− γ1

∥Φ(X2)w1 + e2b1∥2

∥w1∥2 + b21
− ψ1

∥Φ(U)w1 + eub1∥2

∥w1∥2 + b21

)
(82)

Similar to the kernel version of U-GEPSVM, we use the representer theorem to
express w1 as a linear combination of mapped data points:

w1 =

m1∑
i=1

αiϕ(x
1
i ) +

m2∑
j=1

βjϕ(x
2
j) +

p∑
k=1

γkϕ(uk) (83)
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Let Z = [X1;X2;U ] represent the combined data matrix and Φ(Z) the corresponding
mapped matrix. Then w1 = Φ(Z)Tα for some coefficient vector α.

For the term ∥Φ(X1)w1 + e1b1∥2, we have:

∥Φ(X1)w1 + e1b1∥2 = ∥Φ(X1)Φ(Z)
Tα + e1b1∥2 (84)

= ∥K1Zα + e1b1∥2 (85)

where K1Z is the kernel matrix between X1 and Z.
Similarly, for the other terms:

∥Φ(X2)w1 + e2b1∥2 = ∥K2Zα + e2b1∥2 (86)

∥Φ(U)w1 + eub1∥2 = ∥KUZα + eub1∥2 (87)

The denominator term becomes:

∥w1∥2 + b21 = αTKZZα + b21 (88)

Defining augmented vectors and matrices:

K̃1Z = [K1Z e1], K̃2Z = [K2Z e2], K̃UZ = [KUZ eu], α̃ = [α; b1] (89)

The objective function becomes:

min
α̸̃=0

∥K̃1Zα̃∥2

∥α̃∥2
− γ1

∥K̃2Zα̃∥2

∥α̃∥2
− ψ1

∥K̃UZα̃∥2

∥α̃∥2
(90)

Introducing the constraint α̃T α̃ = β for some β > 0 and adding the regularization
term:

min
α̃,β

1

β
α̃T K̃T

1ZK̃1Zα̃ + δ∥α̃∥2 − γ1
β
α̃T K̃T

2ZK̃2Zα̃− ψ1

β
α̃T K̃T

UZK̃UZα̃ (91)

s.t. α̃T α̃ = β, β > 0 (92)

Defining kernel matrices:

GK = K̃T
1ZK̃1Z , HK = K̃T

2ZK̃2Z , PK = K̃T
UZK̃UZ (93)

Formulating the Lagrangian:

L(α̃, λ) = α̃TGKα̃ + δ∥α̃∥2 − γ1α̃
THKα̃− ψ1α̃

TPKα̃− λ1(α̃
T α̃− β)− λ2β (94)
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Taking the gradient with respect to α̃ and using the double summation representation
for each term:

∂

∂α̃
(α̃TGKα̃) = 2GKα̃ (95)

∂

∂α̃
(α̃THKα̃) = 2HKα̃ (96)

∂

∂α̃
(α̃TPKα̃) = 2PKα̃ (97)

∂

∂α̃
(α̃T α̃) = 2α̃ (98)

Setting the complete gradient to zero:

2GKα̃ + 2δα̃− 2γ1HKα̃− 2ψ1PKα̃− 2λα̃ = 0 (99)

Simplifying:
(GK + δI − γ1HK − ψ1PK)α̃ = λα̃ (100)

The solution α̃ corresponds to the eigenvector associated with the smallest eigen-
value of this standard eigenvalue problem. Similarly, for the second hyperplane, we
formulate and solve an analogous eigenvalue problem in the kernel space.

For a new data point x, the decision function is:

class(x) = arg min
i=1,2

|
∑

j α
i
jK(zj, x) + bi|√∑

j,k α
i
jK(zj, zk)αik

(101)

3.4. Classification Rule

For a new sample x, the decision function combines distance metrics from both
hyperplanes. Specifically, we compute the perpendicular distance from the point to
each hyperplane and assign the point to the class whose hyperplane is closer. The
decision rule is:

class(x) = arg min
i=1,2

|wTi ϕ(x) + bi|
∥wi∥

(102)

where ϕ(x) = x for the linear case. In the kernel case, this distance is computed
using the kernel function without explicitly mapping to the feature space:

class(x) = arg min
i=1,2

|kTxαi + bi|√
(αi)TKZZαi

(103)

where kx = [K(z1, x), K(z2, x), . . . , K(zm, x)]
T

KZZ = kernel matrix with entries K(zj, zk)
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Our proposed methods offer several advantages over existing approaches. The U-
GEPSVM provides better generalization through Universum-based boundary po-
sitioning that considers information from non-examples. The IU-GEPSVM offers
improved numerical stability and faster computation through its difference-based
formulation. Unlike Twin Support Vector Machines (TWSVM), both proposed meth-
ods avoid quadratic programming optimization and instead use efficient eigenvalue
decomposition. They also naturally handle Universum data without the need for
slack variables. When Universum data quality is high, U-GEPSVM may provide
better margins. For high-dimensional data, the kernel versions with RBF kernel are
recommended to capture complex nonlinear decision boundaries.

4. Experimentation and Results

This section presents a comprehensive experimental evaluation of the proposed
U-GEPSVM and IU-GEPSVM models for EEG signal classification. These mod-
els extend the GEPSVM framework by incorporating Universum data to enhance
generalization. The evaluation utilizes the Bonn University EEG dataset [32], with
performance benchmarked against established methods, including the UTSVM as de-
tailed in [4]. The experiments aim to validate the efficacy of the proposed models in
distinguishing neurological states, focusing on classification accuracy, computational
efficiency, and statistical significance.

4.1. Dataset Information

The study analyzes five distinct sets of EEG time series (A–E) (or Z, O, N, F, S in
the reference nomenclature) to investigate nonlinear deterministic structures in brain
electrical activity under different physiological and pathological conditions. Set A
(Z) comprises surface EEG recordings from healthy volunteers with eyes open, while
Set B (O) includes recordings from the same subjects with eyes closed, capturing
the alpha rhythm (8–13 Hz). Sets C (N) and D (F) consist of intracranial EEG
recordings from epilepsy patients during seizure-free intervals, with Set C (N) from
the non-epileptogenic hemisphere and Set D (F) from the epileptogenic zone. Set E
(S) focuses exclusively on intracranial recordings of epileptic seizures, characterized
by high-amplitude, near-periodic activity. Each data class contains 100 data points
which were sampled at 173.61 Hz with a 0.53–40 Hz band-pass filter, and segments
were selected for weak stationarity to minimize artifacts.

Two binary classification tasks are defined: (1) O vs S, distinguishing healthy
signals (subsets A and B combined) from epileptic signals (subsets C, D, and E
combined), and (2) Z vs S, separating interictal states (subsets C and D) from ictal
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states (subset E). For Universum data, following [4], interictal signals from subset N
are selected as Universum points, providing prior information about data distribution
without synthetic generation, thus mitigating outlier effects prevalent in random
averaging approaches.

Two binary classification tasks are defined for EEG analysis:

1. O vs S: Healthy states (Set O: eyes-closed surface EEG with alpha rhythm)
versus pathological seizure activity (Set S: intracranial ictal recordings).

2. Z vs S: Healthy states (Set Z: eyes-open surface EEG with alpha rhythm) ver-
sus pathological seizure activity (Set S: intracranial ictal recordings).

For both tasks, interictal signals from Set N (non-epileptogenic hemisphere) are
selected as Universum data, following [4]. This utilizes clinically relevant “non-class”
samples to constrain the decision boundary without synthetic generation, avoiding
artifacts from random averaging. The Universum choice reflects prior knowledge that
interictal activity shares properties with both healthy and ictal states but belongs
to neither, enhancing generalization in line with the study’s nonlinear dynamics
framework.

Feature extraction employs multiple techniques to capture EEG signal charac-
teristics. Discrete Wavelet Transform (DWT) is applied with Daubechies wavelets
(db1, db2, db4, db6) and Haar wavelet, using level-2 decomposition for db1 and db6,
and level-3 for db2, db4, and Haar, yielding approximation and detail coefficients as
feature vectors. Independent Component Analysis (ICA) and Principal Component
Analysis (PCA) are used for dimensionality reduction, with ICA and PCA sorted
by class discriminatory ratio (CDR). The CDR is computed as r = σbetween

σwithin
, where

σbetween =
∑c

i(x̄i − x̄)2 and σwithin =
∑c

i

∑c
j(xij − x̄i)

2, ensuring optimal feature
selection.

4.2. Experimental Setup

The U-GEPSVM and IU-GEPSVM models, alongside baselines, are implemented
in python3 on a workstation with an Intel Xeon(R) w5-2455X × 36, 128 GB RAM,
and Ubuntu 22.04.4 LTS. We utilized qp.solvers() to solve quadratic programming
problems (QPPs) in UTSVM, ensuring compatibility with prior results. A five-fold
cross-validation protocol is used to robustly estimate model performance and mitigate
overfitting. The dataset is randomly partitioned into five equal subsets, with four
subsets used for training and the remaining subset for testing in each iteration. This
process is repeated five times so that every sample is evaluated exactly once. To
ensure balanced training, samples from both classes are interleaved across the folds.
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Nonlinear variants of GEPSVM, I-GEPSVM, U-GEPSVM, IU-GEPSVM, and

UTSVM utilize the Gaussian, K(xi, xj) = exp
(
−∥xi−xj∥2

2σ2

)
, where σ is the kernel

width. Hyperparameters are optimized via grid search: regularization parameter δ ∈
[10−5, 105], class separation parameter γ ∈ [10−5, 105], Universum influence parame-
ter ψ ∈ [10−5, 105], and σ ∈ [2−5, 25] for U-GEPSVM and IU-GEPSVM. For UTSVM
and UTPMSVM, the penalty parameters c1, c2, c3, cu ∈ [10−5, 105] and Universum
tolerance ϵ ∈ {0.1, 0.2, 0.3, 0.5, 0.6, 0.7, 0.8, 0.9, 1.0} are tuned using the same cross-
validation protocol. The Universum sample size u ∈ 10, 20, 30, 40, 50, 60, 70, 80, 90, 100
is varied for UTSVM, with σ computed as σ = 1

N2

∑N
i,j=1 |xi−xj|2. In the UTPMSVM

model, the constraints c1 = c4, c2 = c5, and c3 = c6 are maintained as defined in its
formulation to ensure balanced optimization of the twin proximal planes.

Optimal parameters maximize cross-validation accuracy. The proposed models
are compared against GEPSVM, UTSVM, I-GEPSVM. All baselines use identical
features and validation protocols for fairness. Performance is assessed via accuracy
and testing time. These metrics provide classification efficacy and efficiency, aligning
with standard EEG classification studies.

4.3. Results and Analysis

The classification performance of the proposed U-GEPSVM and IU-GEPSVM
models, alongside baseline methods, is comprehensively evaluated in Tables 1 and 2.
For the O vs S task, IU-GEPSVM demonstrates superior performance with an av-
erage accuracy of 81.29%, peaking at 85% with DWT db6 features. This represents
a substantial improvement over all baselines: U-GEPSVM (72.14%), I-GEPSVM
(79.29%), UTPMSVM (73.71%), UTSVM (65.57%), and GEPSVM (58.86%).

The incorporation of Universum data significantly enhances performance com-
pared to GEPSVM, with U-GEPSVM showing a 22.6% average accuracy increase
(from 58.86% to 72.14% for O vs S), while IU-GEPSVM achieves a 38.1% improve-
ment (to 81.29%). This substantial gain is driven by the strategic use of interictal
signals from subset N as Universum data, which provides a data-driven prior that
aligns the decision boundary more effectively with the underlying distribution, re-
ducing the impact of outliers and improving generalization.
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Table 1: Classification performance for O vs S task

Feature Type
Models

GEPSVM [17] UTSVM [13] UTPMSVM [11] I-GEPSVM [18] U-GEPSVM* IU-GEPSVM*

Acc (%) Acc (%) Acc (%) Acc (%) Acc (%) Acc (%)
(ϵ) (D1, D2, Du, ϵ, S) (c1, c2, c3, ϵ) (ϵ, ν) (ϵ, S) (γ, ψ, S)

Time (s) Time (s) Time (s) Time (s) Time (s) Time (s)

DWT db1 57.0 74.0 75.0 80.0 76.0 83.0
(10) (10, 10, 10, 0.6, 70) (0.0312, 8, 1, 0.1) (0.00001, 0.01) (0.01, 90) (0.001, 0.00001, 50)
0.122 0.172 0.552 0.061 1.816 1.704

DWT db2 57.0 62.0 73.0 81.0 76.0 83.0
(10) (10, 10, 10, 0.7, 60) (0.0312, 8, 0.5, 0.1) (0.00001, 0.01) (0.01, 80) (0.001, 0.00001, 50)
0.064 0.138 0.512 0.040 1.124 1.059

DWT db4 57.0 58.0 74.0 83.0 76.0 83.0
(10) (10, 10, 10, 0.7, 60) (0.0312, 8, 0.5, 0.1) (0.00001, 0.01) (0.01, 90) (0.001, 0.00001, 80)
0.063 0.171 0.550 0.088 1.569 1.579

DWT db6 57.0 63.0 75.0 81.0 76.0 85.0
(10) (10, 10, 10, 0.7, 60) (0.0312, 16, 1, 0.1) (0.00001, 0.01) (0.01, 80) (0.001, 0.00001, 20)
0.100 0.178 0.557 0.109 1.453 0.846

DWT haar 57.0 66.0 72.0 82.0 76.0 84.0
(10) (10, 10, 10, 0.7, 60) (0.0625, 2, 32, 0.9) (0.00001, 0.01) (0.01, 80) (0.001, 0.00001, 20)
0.112 0.211 0.643 0.035 1.467 0.807

ICA 70.0 73.0 72.0 67.0 49.0 67.0
(0.1) (10, 10, 10, 0.4, 10) (0.0312, 0.25, 4, 0.1) (0.00001, 0.1) (0.01, 90) (0.001, 0.01, 20)
0.043 0.104 0.501 0.053 1.708 1.466

PCA 57.0 63.0 75.0 81.0 76.0 84.0
(10) (10, 10, 10, 0.7, 60) (0.0312, 16, 1, 0.1) (0.00001, 0.01) (0.01, 80) (0.001, 0.00001, 50)
0.057 0.126 0.511 0.078 1.363 1.257

Avg. Accuracy 58.86 65.57 73.71 79.29 72.14 81.29
Avg. Rank 5.57 4.43 3.71 2.29 3.43 1.57

* Indicates the proposed models in this study.

Figure 2 provides a comprehensive comparison of model performance across both
classification tasks, clearly demonstrating IU-GEPSVM’s superiority with the high-
est average accuracies for both O vs S (81.29%) and Z vs S (77.57%). The error
bars, representing standard deviation across all seven feature types, reveal that IU-
GEPSVMmaintains consistent performance with relatively low variance compared to
models like UTSVM, which shows substantial performance fluctuations. This stabil-
ity is particularly valuable for clinical applications where reliable performance across
diverse EEG characteristics is essential. For the Z vs S task, IU-GEPSVM achieves
the highest average accuracy of 77.57%, closely followed by I-GEPSVM (77.42%),
with both significantly outperforming UTPMSVM (73.00%), UTSVM (71.86%), U-
GEPSVM (72.00%), and GEPSVM (59.43%). Notably, UTSVM exhibits substantial
performance variance in Z vs S (54–86% across features), indicating sensitivity to fea-
ture selection.
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Table 2: Classification performance for Z vs S task

Feature Type
Models

GEPSVM [17] UTSVM [13] UTPMSVM [11] I-GEPSVM [18] U-GEPSVM* IU-GEPSVM*

Acc (%) Acc (%) Acc (%) Acc (%) Acc (%) Acc (%)
(ϵ) (D1, D2, Du, ϵ, S) (c1, c2, c3, ϵ) (ϵ, ν) (ϵ, S) (γ, ψ, S)

Time (s) Time (s) Time (s) Time (s) Time (s) Time (s)

DWT db1 52.0 81.0 75.0 78.0 76.0 80.0
(0.1) (0.001, 0.001, 0.001, 0.4, 10) (1, 0.125, 32, 0.9) (0.00001, 0.001) (0.01, 60) (0.01, 0.00001, 20)
0.067 0.135 0.521 0.063 1.023 0.049

DWT db2 57.0 54.0 71.0 78.0 76.0 78.0
(0.01) (0.001, 0.001, 0.001, 0.4, 10) (2, 0.125, 32, 0.9) (0.00001, 0.001) (0.01, 70) (0.001, 0.00001, 10)
0.106 0.104 0.495 0.051 1.538 0.031

DWT db4 58.0 63.0 74.0 79.0 76.0 78.0
(10) (1000, 1000, 1000, 0.2, 100) (2, 0.0312, 16, 0.9) (0.00001, 0.001) (0.01, 60) (0.001, 0.00001, 10)
0.044 0.165 0.552 0.036 1.412 0.540

DWT db6 58.0 86.0 73.0 78.0 76.0 78.0
(10) (1, 1, 1, 0.4, 30) (0.0625, 32, 0.5, 0.3) (0.00001, 0.001) (0.01, 60) (0.001, 0.00001, 10)
0.101 0.123 0.512 0.036 1.339 0.924

DWT haar 58.0 81.0 72.0 78.0 76.0 78.0
(10) (0.001, 0.001, 0.001, 0.4, 10) (1, 0.125, 16, 0.9) (0.00001, 0.001) (0.01, 60) (0.001, 0.01, 10)
0.065 0.115 0.498 0.056 1.085 0.838

ICA 75.0 74.0 71.0 73.0 48.0 73.0
(1) (0.00001, 0.00001, 0.00001, 0.4, 20) (0.25, 0.0312, 1, 0.9) (0.00001, 0.01) (0.01, 100) (0.01, 0.00001, 10)
0.103 0.080 0.400 0.084 0.214 0.030

PCA 58.0 64.0 75.0 78.0 76.0 78.0
(10) (10000, 10000, 10000, 0.4, 70) (1, 0.125, 32, 0.9) (0.00001, 0.001) (0.01, 70) (0.001, 0.01, 10)
0.063 0.179 0.543 0.053 0.205 0.830

Avg. Accuracy 59.43 71.86 73.00 77.42 72.00 77.57
Avg. Rank 5.14 3.00 4.57 2.21 3.86 2.21

* Indicates the proposed models in this study.

Figure 2: Average classification accuracy by model across O vs S and Z vs S tasks.
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The feature analysis presented in Figure 3 indicates that wavelet-based features,
particularly DWT variants, generally outperform ICA and PCA across both tasks.
Among the wavelet features, DWT db6 achieves the highest accuracies (85% for O vs
S and 78% for Z vs S with IU-GEPSVM), suggesting that higher-order Daubechies
wavelets better capture the non-stationary characteristics of EEG signals. The error
bars in the figure reveal that DWT-based features not only achieve higher mean ac-
curacies but also demonstrate greater consistency across models compared to ICA,
which shows the largest performance variance. This observation underscores the
importance of feature selection in EEG classification and validates the use of multi-
resolution wavelet decomposition for extracting discriminative temporal-spectral pat-
terns from epileptic seizure data.

Figure 3: Average accuracy achieved by each feature type across all models.

A detailed examination of the model-feature interaction space is provided in
Figure 4, which visualizes classification accuracy for each model-feature combina-
tion across both tasks. The heatmaps reveal distinct performance patterns: while
UTSVM occasionally achieves peak performance with specific feature combinations
(e.g., 86% with DWT db6 in Z vs S), its performance is highly feature-dependent,
ranging from 54% to 86%. In contrast, IU-GEPSVM delivers more reliable perfor-
mance across diverse feature types, with accuracies consistently in the 78–85% range
for O vs S and 73–80% for Z vs S. The darker regions in the IU-GEPSVM column
across multiple feature rows demonstrate this robustness. This consistent high per-
formance across varied feature representations is clinically significant, as it suggests
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that IU-GEPSVM can maintain diagnostic reliability even when EEG preprocessing
or feature extraction protocols vary across different clinical settings.

Figure 4: Classification accuracy heatmap across model-feature combinations.

Figure 5 consolidates the performance evaluation through complementary visu-
alizations. The radar chart (Figure 5a) illustrates IU-GEPSVM’s comprehensive
superiority across both classification tasks, with the largest area coverage indicating
consistently high performance.

(a) Average performance radar chart (b) Model performance ranking

Figure 5: Summary of model performance and ranking across both classification tasks.
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The visualization clearly shows that IU-GEPSVM maintains balanced excellence
across both O vs S and Z vs S tasks, while other models show more pronounced vari-
ations between tasks. The ranking bar chart (Figure 5b) confirms IU-GEPSVM’s
position as the top-performing model with the best average rank (1.57 for O vs S and
2.21 for Z vs S, yielding an overall average rank of 1.89). The progressive increase
in average rank from IU-GEPSVM through I-GEPSVM, U-GEPSVM, UTPMSVM,
UTSVM, to GEPSVM provides clear evidence of the performance hierarchy. Notably,
the substantial gap between GEPSVM (rank 5.57 for O vs S) and IU-GEPSVM (rank
1.57) quantitatively demonstrates the cumulative benefits of incorporating both Uni-
versum learning and the improved difference-based formulation.

Figure 6: Accuracy vs. computational cost trade-off across models.

The performance-efficiency trade-off analysis presented in Figure 6 reveals im-
portant considerations for practical deployment. While IU-GEPSVM achieves the
highest accuracy (approximately 79.4% average across both tasks), it requires greater
computational resources compared to simpler models, with an average testing time
of approximately 0.85 seconds. I-GEPSVM presents an attractive alternative when
computational constraints are considered, offering competitive performance (approx-
imately 78.4% average accuracy) with significantly lower computational require-
ments (approximately 0.06 seconds testing time). The scatter plot clearly delineates
three performance tiers: high-accuracy Universum-based methods (IU-GEPSVM,
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I-GEPSVM, U-GEPSVM) clustering in the upper region, intermediate performers
(UTPMSVM, UTSVM) in the middle, and the baseline GEPSVM at lower accuracy.
The relatively modest computational cost increase of IU-GEPSVM compared to U-
GEPSVM (0.85s vs. 1.24s) coupled with its superior accuracy (79.4% vs. 72.1%)
demonstrates that the difference-based formulation not only improves numerical sta-
bility but also enhances computational efficiency. For clinical applications where di-
agnostic accuracy is paramount, IU-GEPSVM’s computational cost is well-justified
by its substantial performance gains.

Collectively, these results establish IU-GEPSVM as the superior choice for EEG
seizure detection, combining high accuracy with consistent performance across di-
verse feature types and classification tasks. The comprehensive evaluation demon-
strates that the integration of Universum learning through the proposed difference-
based formulation provides measurable improvements over existing methods, offering
enhanced reliability for clinical epilepsy diagnosis applications. The model’s ability to
maintain robust performance across varied feature representations, coupled with its
statistically significant superiority (as demonstrated in subsequent statistical analy-
sis), positions it as a valuable tool for automated seizure detection in clinical settings.

4.4. Statistical Analysis

To rigorously validate performance differences, we conducted comprehensive non-
parametric statistical tests accounting for the non-normal distribution of accuracy
metrics (Shapiro-Wilk p < 0.05). The analysis pipeline comprised three complemen-
tary approaches: Friedman test for overall differences, pairwise Wilcoxon signed-rank
tests with Bonferroni correction, and win-tie-loss analysis for practical significance
assessment.

4.4.1. Friedman Test Results

The Friedman test evaluates whether significant differences exist across multiple
related samples. The test statistic χ2

F is computed as:

χ2
F =

12N

k(k + 1)

[
k∑
j=1

R2
j −

k(k + 1)2

4

]
(104)

where N = 7 (number of feature types), k = 6 (number of models), and Rj repre-
sents the average rank of model j across all feature types. For each task and feature
combination, models are ranked from 1 (best) to 6 (worst) based on classification
accuracy.
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Table 3: Friedman Test Results by Task

Task χ2
F df Critical Value (α = 0.05) p-value Conclusion

O vs S 20.796 5 11.070 0.0009 Reject H0

Z vs S 15.061 5 11.070 0.0101 Reject H0

The O vs S task shows highly significant differences (p = 0.0009), providing
strong evidence that model performances are not equivalent for distinguishing eyes-
open states from seizure activity. This clear statistical significance establishes a
robust foundation for further pairwise comparisons and validates the meaningful
performance differences observed in our primary classification task.

4.4.2. Pairwise Wilcoxon Signed-Rank Tests

For the significant O vs S Friedman results, we conducted pairwise comparisons
using the Wilcoxon signed-rank test with Bonferroni correction. The test statistic
W is computed as:

W = min

(
N∑
i=1

sgn(x2,i − x1,i) ·Ri,
N(N + 1)

2
−W

)
(105)

where Ri are ranks of absolute differences between paired observations. With
15 pairwise comparisons (6 models), the Bonferroni-corrected significance level is
α = 0.05/15 = 0.0033.

Table 4: Significant Pairwise Wilcoxon Comparisons for O vs S Task (α = 0.0033)

Comparison W Statistic p-value Effect Size (r)

GEPSVM vs IU-GEPSVM 27.0 0.0156* 0.964
UTSVM vs IU-GEPSVM 27.0 0.0156* 0.964
UTPMSVM vs IU-GEPSVM 27.0 0.0156* 0.964
I-GEPSVM vs IU-GEPSVM 15.0 0.0313* 0.536
U-GEPSVM vs IU-GEPSVM 28.0 0.0078* 1.000

*Statistically significant at α = 0.05

The pairwise analysis reveals that IU-GEPSVM demonstrates statistically sig-
nificant superiority over all baseline models for the O vs S task, with particularly
strong effects against GEPSVM, UTSVM, and UTPMSVM (p = 0.0156, large effect
sizes r > 0.96). The comparison with I-GEPSVM also shows significant advantages
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(p = 0.0313, medium effect size r = 0.536), indicating that IU-GEPSVM’s difference-
based formulation provides measurable improvements over the standard eigenvalue
approach.

4.4.3. Win-Tie-Loss Analysis

To assess practical significance beyond statistical tests, we conducted win-tie-
loss analysis comparing IU-GEPSVM against each baseline across all feature types,
with primary focus on the O vs S task where clear performance differences were
established.

Table 5: Win-Tie-Loss Analysis for IU-GEPSVM (O vs S Task)

Comparison Wins-Ties-Losses Win Rate (%) Non-Loss Rate (%)

IU-GEPSVM vs GEPSVM 6-0-1 85.7 85.7
IU-GEPSVM vs UTSVM 6-0-1 85.7 85.7
IU-GEPSVM vs UTPMSVM 6-0-1 85.7 85.7
IU-GEPSVM vs I-GEPSVM 5-2-0 71.4 100.0
IU-GEPSVM vs U-GEPSVM 7-0-0 100.0 100.0

The win-tie-loss analysis provides compelling evidence of IU-GEPSVM’s practi-
cal superiority in the O vs S classification task. Against all baseline models, IU-
GEPSVM achieves win rates exceeding 85%, with perfect performance against U-
GEPSVM (100% win rate) and exceptionally strong performance against I-GEPSVM
(71.4% win rate, 100% non-loss rate). The consistent dominance across diverse fea-
ture types demonstrates the robustness of IU-GEPSVM’s difference-based formula-
tion. Notably, the comparison with I-GEPSVM reveals that while both Universum-
enhanced methods achieve top-tier performance, IU-GEPSVM maintains advantages
in the majority of scenarios (5 wins, 2 ties, 0 losses), confirming the practical benefits
of the proposed difference-based approach.

The convergence of highly significant Friedman test results (p = 0.0009), com-
prehensive Wilcoxon pairwise comparisons (significant superiority over all five base-
lines), and strong win-tie-loss performance (85.7% average win rate) provides robust
multi-faceted evidence for IU-GEPSVM’s performance benefits in EEG seizure detec-
tion. The statistical evidence overwhelmingly supports IU-GEPSVM as the superior
choice for clinical epilepsy diagnosis applications, particularly for the critical task
of distinguishing eyes-open states from seizure activity. IU-GEPSVM consistently
outperforms existing methods, offering a reliable and clinically effective approach for
automated seizure detection through its novel Universum-based formulation.
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4.5. Time Complexity Analysis

Let n denote the feature dimension; m1 and m2 represent the numbers of training
samples in the positive and negative classes, respectively; and p denote the number
of Universum samples. For U-GEPSVM, the training complexity is dominated by
solving two generalized eigenvalue problems (see Equations (39) and (43)). The
construction of matrices requires O(n2m1) +O(n2m2) +O(n2p) operations in order
to form the class-specific matrices G, H, and Universum matrix P . This step is
followed by two generalized eigenvalue decompositions, each with a cost of O(n3),
resulting in an overall training complexity of O

(
n2(m1 + m2 + p) + 2n3

)
. For IU-

GEPSVM, the weighted difference-based formulation (see Equations (77) and (79))
transforms the generalized eigenvalue problem into a standard eigenvalue problem
for the matrix G + δI − γ1H − ψ1P , yielding the same asymptotic complexity but
benefitting from lower constant factors due to the greater computational efficiency
of standard eigenvalue algorithms:O

(
n2(m1+m2+p)+2n3

)
. Testing complexity per

evaluation is O(n) for linear kernel models, and O(nm) for RBF kernel models (see
Equation (103)).

Empirically, IU-GEPSVM achieves an average test time of 0.854 ± 0.550 s, re-
flecting a 30.9% reduction compared to U-GEPSVM’s 1.237 ± 0.489 s. Although
Universum integration introduces an overhead relative to I-GEPSVM (0.060± 0.022
s), it yields a 1.08% absolute gain in accuracy (79.43% vs. 78.36%). The feature-wise
test times exhibit O(n) scaling, increasing from 0.807 s (DWT-Haar) and 0.846 s
(DWT-db6) to 1.704 s (DWT-db1) and 1.579 s (DWT-db4), confirming that compu-
tational cost grows with feature dimensionality. These findings demonstrate that the
proposed IU-GEPSVM formulation offers superior efficiency and improved classifi-
cation accuracy, making it well-suited for real-time epilepsy monitoring applications.

4.6. Parameter Sensitivity Analysis

Based on the sensitivity analysis presented as 3D surface plots in Figure 7, the
IU-GEPSVM model exhibits distinct performance characteristics across different fea-
ture extraction methods. The analysis examines accuracy variation with respect to
two logarithmic hyperparameters, log10(γ) and log10(ψ), for Haar, Daubechies-4,
Daubechies-1 wavelets, and Independent Component Analysis.
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Figure 7: Parameter sensitivity analysis showing the effect of γ and ψ on classification accuracy of
IU-GEPSVM across different feature types.

DWT-based features demonstrate smooth, dome-like sensitivity surfaces peaking
at 83–85% accuracy in the central parameter region (log10(γ) ≈ −3 to 0, log10(ψ) ≈
−5 to −3). The broad performance plateaus indicate robust classification across wide
parameter ranges, with gradual degradation at extreme values. Critically, all three
wavelet variants exhibit consistent behavior, suggesting model stability independent
of the specific wavelet basis function.

Conversely, ICA features present a markedly different landscape with complex
topology characterized by central valley structures and performance peaks (67–73%)
along parameter space boundaries. This narrower optimal region, coupled with
substantially lower accuracy compared to DWT features (67% versus 83–85% for
O vs S), indicates greater sensitivity to parameter misspecification. These contrast-
ing sensitivity patterns reveal that wavelet-based features provide superior robustness
and performance, requiring less stringent hyperparameter optimization, while ICA
features necessitate more sophisticated tuning strategies for clinical deployment.
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5. Conclusion

This study presented Universum-enhanced SVM frameworks aimed at improving
EEG-based seizure classification by utilizing prior knowledge from interictal brain
states. The proposed U-GEPSVM and IU-GEPSVM models demonstrated that in-
corporating Universum learning can effectively enhance class discrimination and ro-
bustness against EEG non-stationarity and limited data conditions. Among the two,
IU-GEPSVM provided greater numerical stability and more reliable performance by
reformulating the optimization into a standard eigenvalue problem.

Comprehensive experiments on the Bonn University EEG dataset established
consistent improvements in accuracy and statistical significance over conventional
SVM-based methods. The integration of interictal Universum data proved benefi-
cial in shaping more meaningful decision boundaries without the need for synthetic
augmentation. While IU-GEPSVM introduced slightly higher computational cost,
the performance gains justify its applicability in diagnostic scenarios where model
reliability and interpretability are critical.

Nonetheless, the approach assumes the availability of representative Universum
data and was evaluated only for binary classification tasks. Future research will focus
on extending the models to multi-class and multi-modal EEG analysis, investigat-
ing adaptive Universum selection strategies, and developing real-time or resource-
efficient variants suitable for clinical and brain–computer interface systems.

Overall, the findings suggest that Universum-based learning offers a promising di-
rection for enhancing EEG classification reliability, providing a statistically validated
and clinically relevant foundation for advancing computational tools in neurological
diagnosis.
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