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Abstract

Two popular variable screening methods under the ultra-tlijmensional setting with the
desirable sure screening property are the sure indepemdeneening (SIS) and the forward
regression (FR). Both are classical variable screenindhadst and recently have attracted
greater attention under the new light of high-dimensiorethdanalysis. We consider a new
and simple screening method that incorporates multipldigi@s in each step of forward re-
gression, with decision on which variables to incorporaeda on the same criterion. If only
one step is carried out, it actually reduces to the SIS. Tincan be regarded as a generaliza-
tion and unification of the FR and the SIS. More importantirieserves the sure screening
property and has similar computational complexity as FRaichestep, yet it can discover the
relevant covariates in fewer steps. Thus, it reduces theuatational burden of FR drastically
while retaining advantages of the latter over SIS. Furtleeeywe show that it can find all the
true variables if the number of steps taken is the same asotiect model size, even when
using the original FR. An extensive simulation study andiappion to two real data examples
demonstrate excellent performance of the proposed method.

Key words: Bayesian information criterion; Independence ScreenMggel selection / Variable
selection; Ultra-high dimensionality.
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1 Introduction

With rapid advances of modern technology, datasets invglei huge number of variables arise
frequently from biological, business, financial, genetszxial studies, etc. Mathematically speak-
ing, we often need to deal with ultra-high dimensional statal problems by which we mean that
log(p) can be as large ag' for some constant € (0, 1), wherep andn denote the dimension and
sample size, respectively. For example, in the two genetiasnples analyzed in Sectibhbis

in tens of thousands whereass only around one hundred. Here we focus on multiple linear r
gression. Extensions to other parametric or semiparacmatdels are possible but would require
additional notation and technical treatments which woldslooire the ideas.

In dealing with high-dimensional problems, sparsity is pidgl assumption in order to re-
duce the effective number of parameters and to make estimfgasible. Various penalized re-
gression methods have been proposed for simultaneougiselaad estimation under sparsity
assumptions[jllshir_ér{i_(lﬁ%) proposed lasso, whosedtieal properties are investigated by
numerous works incIudiAg_B_igkﬂl_eLa]L_CZd)Ob);_Knjghl_amliEQD_d)); QOS);
Zhao and \_(M(;Oﬂ&. Following its success, many differemigtty functions have been proposed
to deal with the known issues of lasso, and these methodslesre extended to more general

regression modelk._Ean_anAi LL(ZbOl) é.ndjio_u_dZOOG) prop88&D penalty and adaptive lasso

penalty, respectively, which are consistent in variablecten. i 5) suggested

elastic net by combining lasso and ridge penalties, whichbesdter deal with collinearity in co-
variatesl Eég ;B& égrlg_i_let Ob_&L_Huﬁ_nd M),ngu_andlha}lg_QdOQ), and

L(ZQ:IJl) investigated theoretical properties es¢hpenalties when the dimension di-
verges or grows faster than the sample siMﬂnM(Zﬂﬂhcterized the asymptotic
equivalence of different regularization methods. Fan a ) studied regularized estimation
in linear mixed effects model. In semiparametric additivearying coefficient models, penalized
estimation has been considered_b;u:luangje 2b1Q)|; ||21@:Di();|AALang_e_t_Al|_(2QJL4bJALeJ_QL|aI.
_M); Xue et alI.L(;O_iO), among many others. Such methogsliecome a standard approach to
high-dimensional or big data analysis conducted in a desepectrum of research fields.

Despite the popularity and success of these penalized ohethioey may not perform well
due to the “challenges of computational expediency, siedisaccuracy and algorithmic stabil-
ity” (lEan et al.;|;0_Q9 Fan an nb;_&blO). In particulamnpatational efficiency is a major
concern when the dimension is more than, say, a thousandearmere, because complex opti-
mization algorithms are often used in these methods. To waihethese problemm Lv
(2008) proposed a sure independence screening (SIS) mietlsotken out unimportant variables
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and reduce the dimensionality to a manageable order. SpalifiSIS achieves independence
screening by ranking marginal correlations between inldial covariates and the response vari-
able. The surprising theoretical result is that this simglecedure possesses the sure screening
property, that is, all the predictors in the true model witimpero coefficients will be included
in the estimated model, under mild assumptions. Motivatedsfavorable performance and its
ease of use in practice, many have followed the Iea\ld_ofjﬂr(b_o_oj) and proposed vari-
ous ways to improve its performance and to extend it to cﬁﬁ&models]_F&&d_S_qL 2010)
generalized SIS to generalized linear model;ls._ZhuJeLaIlJbZGndLLL_ZhQng_aﬂd_ﬂ 2)
proposed model-free screening without parametric assampased on sufficient dimension re-
duction and distance correlation, respectively. Li, P ng and Z LJ(ZO.JI.Z) proposed a robust
screening procedure based on Kendalrank correlation 14); t 011,
lZQlfh);LLiu_el_a'. [(2QJ.|4L_S_Qng_e_tJalL_(2d)14 considered irtelence screening for semiparametric
additive and varying-coefficient models. He et @Ol&)ﬂﬂd variable screening in quantile re-
gression for both parametric and semiparametric moh_eﬁ;eﬁad. k;o_lb) introduced interaction
screening for nonlinear classification.

Soon after the proposal of S@OOQ) showed that enptipular and classical variable
selection method, namely the forward regression (FR), @dssesses the sure screening property
in sparse ultra-high dimensional linear models. Althoughdid not claim in the work that FR is
the only good method for variable screening, the numerioalikations demonstrated the superior
performance of FR. In particular, while FR and SIS have sindbverage probabilities the former
has a much lower false discovery rate than the latter. Thig beadue to the fact that FR at
least partially takes into account the correlations amangGates by performing multiple linear
regression using all the currently incorporated varigbhgsile SIS ignores the effects of all the
other covariates when computing the marginal correlatidhis also shows up in the technical
assumptions required in demonstrating their sure scrggmoperty. Specifically, FR only requires
the coefficients in the true linear model are sufficientlgéafsee our definition of,;, given in
Theorem( 1) i.e. the sparsity assumption. By comparison,t@gally requires the marginal
correlations of the relevant covariates with the responsesafficiently high, which is in general
not true even if the coefficients in the true linear model argd. On the other hand, due to the
necessity to perform multiple linear regression, FR isaiely slower to compute than SIS. Thus,
it would be helpful to reduce the number of steps in FR whilegieg its superior properties at the
same time.

Motivated by the above mentioned observations, we proposat@nsion of FR, called greedy
forward regression (GFR). It incorporates multiple coatas, say/ of them, into the estimated
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model in each step of the sequential selection. Note thapdbis directly by choosing additional
J variables that reduce the sum of squares of residuals ($&Rhdst would cause extra compu-
tational burden, defeating the computational expediefcgimg variable screening methods. The
reason is this approach would require performing and co'rm@@) regression models in each
step. Instead, the key idea of our proposal is that we stiimate the reduction in SSR when
adding only one variable each time and only in the last steprilvéncorporate multiple variables.

In our theoretical study we show the sure screening propsrtite proposed GFR method.
We also show another stronger theoretical property whicteve even wher/ = 1 i.e. when the
original FR is used. Specifically, we study the number ofsteguired to find all the true important
variables, and we show that all of them will be identified if fiethe number of steps the same as
the true model size. Compared to the standard forward reigreshe theoretical challenge here
is further caused by the fact that in GFR we compute the rémtugt SSR by adding one variable
while we include multiple variables in each step. Therefore theoretical results are non-trivial.
Selection of the tuning parametdris a minor issue and we provide some general suggestions.
Our numerical studies demonstrate that the proposed methaths the advantages of FR over
SIS (and ISIS, an iterative variant of SIS) while improvingkR in terms of computational speed.

The details of our algorithm are contained in Seclibn 2, &edteoretical results are given in
Sectior B . In Sectidn 4 we examine the finite sample perfoomand compare with the traditional
FR, SIS and ISIS via an extensive simulation study. SeClipreSents and discusses application of
our method to two genetics datasets. Given in Seélion 6 arelesions and future studies. Proofs
of the theoretical results are deferred to Sedtion 7.

2 Greedy Forward Regression

We consider standard linear regression models. (Xat v,), ..., (X, y,) be a sample of inde-
pendent observations obeying the following form:

p
Yi =+ ZXijﬁj + €,
j=1

whereX; = (X;1,...,X;,)" is thep-dimensional covariate vector of tlith observationy is the
intercept,3 = (1, ..., 0,)" are the unknown coefficients aadis the mean zero error contained
in the ith observation. In the rest of the paper we assume 0 for simplicity of notation. In
matrix notation, we write

y =XB +e¢,
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withy = (y1,...,yn)7, X = (Xy,...,X,)uxp @ande = (1, ..., ¢,)T. We focus on the ultra-high
dimensional regime whene >> n and assume a sparse true model in whigh= |{j : 5, # 0}|
is smaller tham. The true model is denoted By = {; : 5, # 0} while the full model is written
asF ={1,...,p}. Forany submodeM C F, letX ,, be the submatrix oK associated witb\;
it has|. M| columns. Similarly3,, denotes the subvector gfcontaining only components if1.

In SIS, we rank the importance of variables|b§/jTy , j € F. It only requires going through
each of thep predictors once; therefore SIS is computationally expeast However, in general
B; # 0 in the true model does not implyXfy| # 0 in the marginal model. Thus SIS directly
assume$X]Ty| # 0 whenj; # 0 in order to guarantee its sure screening property. In the FR
algorithm, starting with the null model, we incorporateigates into the model one at a time.
At each step, every variable that is not already in the ctimreadel is tested and the one which
reduces the sum of squares of residuals (SSR) the most isl aoldlee model. Since fitting the
submodel in each step is necessary, FR is computationallyeslthan SIS although it has better
control on the false discovery rate. One obvious modificatibFR is to consider the best set of
J variables that reduce SSR the most if added to the currenéhbogether. However, this would
increase considerably the computational burden in eaghlseause there ar(é‘L‘]M‘) possible
ways to pick upJ variables out of the — | M| candidates, ifM is the current model. To avoid
this computational problem, in each step of our greedy FRralgn, we still compute the SSR
for each variable outside the current model, and pick.thariables that reduce SSR the most
marginally. The algorithm is more formally presented beldw the following we useéP,, =
X (X5 X )Xy for the projection matrix associated withpan{X v}, the column span of
X, Where()™ denotes the Moore-Penrose pseudo-inverse(Lgt= 1 — P, be the projection
to the subspace orthogonaldpan{X,}.

Greedy forward regression algorithm:

(i) Choose the tuning parametér> 1. Initially we start with the null modeM© = §, and set
the step numbekr ask = 1.

(i) Instepk, let N®) = {4,,...,4j,} be the index set of the predictors such that the values of
IP pe-nugpyll, j € N®), are theJ largest among all thosge F\M*~1. SetM*) =
MED Y NE),

(i) Repeat (ii) until at least: — J + 1 covariates are incorporated (with more thaoovariates
the least squares problem becomes unidentified).

Obviously [P y-vuhy 12 = Iy IIP = [Que-nu;y|I* and the procedure in (ii) is the same as

5
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choosing the predictors associated with fhemallest values dfQ -1,y |*, i.e. the SSR for
modelM®*=D U {;}, among allj € F\M*-D,

Similar to forward regression, even with > 1, in each step we perform at mgsrojec-
tionsPMWUU{j}y (or QMWl)U{j}y), j € F\M*=1 However, we need to keep track of tite
largest values along the way, which would incur some extraprdational burden. Empirically,
we find that such additional book-keeping only adds a smatiarhof computational time to the
algorithm. Detailed computational time comparisons arderia our simulation studies.

Finally, we note that if we sef to be large, say = n orn/logn and perform the procedure in
ii) only once, then our algorithm reduces to the margindejpendence screeningm Lv
(2008). Thus GFR can be regarded as an extension of both Fihdependence screening, as
takingJ = 1 it corresponds to FR and choositrglose torn it reduces to SIS. On the other hand,
empirically we suggest to choose relatively small value/&fuch as 2 or 4. Thus GFR builds a
bridge between FR and SIS. In the numerical studies we exaitgrfinite sample performance
and find that in general it is superior to both FR and SIS.

3 Theoretical Properties

Since more than one predictor is added to the model in eapha$tthe greedy FR algorithm,
certainly it will take fewer steps to reach a model with a ¢ampodel size. For example, as in
(iii) of the algorithm we stop as soon as at least J + 1 predictors are incorporated. However,
we are more interested in how this approach affects the si@msiy of the screening algorithm.
Suppose the algorithm builds a finite sequence of madéls, ..., M) usually referred to as
the solution path. We say the algorithm produces a consistéution path in variable screening if

P(T € M™® for somek) — 1.

This definition was used MMOQ) for the original fordveegression.

For greedy FR with/ > 1, the first question is of course whether it still has the ddde
screening consistency property. A more refined questioegarding the smallest value bfsuch
that7 € M®. That is, how many iterations are needed before all the aelepredictors are
included in the model? Comparing greedy FR with the origiR] intuitively, the worst case that
can happen is the additiondl— 1 covariates selected in each step are not relevant at allhend t
number of iterations required is the same as that requirdeRoyT he best case, on the other hand,
is that all the additional/ — 1 covariates included in each step are “as relevant as” thenep
and the number of iterations is thus reduced by a factok. @ur first result, given in Theorem 1,

6
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shows that the best case happens at least in the upper bowittaue for the number of iterations
required by the greedy FR. Thus, it has the potential to pama@te all the relevant predictors in
fewer steps than FR does. Our second theoretical result givieheoren R tries to answer the same
guestion, but from a slightly different perspective. Wesider the following question: under what
conditions will the greedy FR witll > 1 incorporate at least one relevant predictor in each step?
When this happens, it will incorporate all relevant prealistafter at most, steps. It turns out this
happens under reasonable assumptions. This result appdrsiew even for the case &f= 1,
i.e. the FR, to our knowledge.

We first define restricted eigenvalues and restricted airogls, which have been used for
example in Bickel et IL(;O_J)Q). For an integethe restricted eigenvalues are defined as

T T T~ T
¢(s) = min x X Xx and  ®(s) = max x X Xx

Ixfo<s 7 |x]|? Ixllo<s  nf|x]|?
and the restricted correlations are

T~T
X1 XM1 XM2X2

‘931,32 :maX{ ZMlﬁMQI(Z), |M1‘ SSl,‘MQ‘ SSQ}.

Stilie]

In particular, by definition, we havéX;||? < n®(1), whereX; is the j-th column ofX. In
some literature, it is assumed thats) and ®(s) are bounded and bounded away from zero for
s = O(n®) with some valuex < 1, which will simplify the bounds below. We choose to expligit
track these quantities for the sake of generality, and adyire they are nonzero.

Theorem 1 Assume; has a subgaussian distribution. That is, there exists atamis > 0 such
that E[exp{te; }] < exp{ct®}. Let B = minjer |5;]. Suppose is an integer satisfying

2]ly[Pe()e(1)

n o (oK T) T @)
and 0 (po Ko ) 2
PooI0g(p) = oG ),
then

P(T C Mooy — 1,

That is, all relevant variables are incorporated afig/i, steps.

Remark 1 Suppose that for a constant sufficiently large,r; < ¢(s) < ®(s) < 7, for two
positive constants when< Cp,/32,,. If we further assume reasonably thgt||* = O,(n), then

min*

7
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K, can be chosen to b&, = 0,(1/(J52%,,)) and at mostO,(py/(J52%,,)) Steps are required.
WhenJ = 1, this gives a0, (py/52;,) bound on the number steps required, which is better than
the O, (p3/Bi:,) bound stated in Theorem 1@009) The reason for theirament here
is that we use a slightly tighter lower bound in (7) of the grammpared to their equation (B.6).

Remark 2 Some assumptions are implicit in the statement of the theaf@ove. These include
d(poKoJ) # 0and B, # 0. Also implicitly assumed igy Ky < [n/J], where[n/.J] denotes the
integer part ofn/.J, since we will terminate the algorithm aftgr/.J] iterations.

Remark 3 From the proof it can be seen that the constant Z1n (1) can poed be any fixed
constant larger than 1.

From Theorenll, it is seen that usirig> 1 the greedy FR algorithm will discover all the relevant
predictors in fewer steps. However, the trade-off is thahestep of greedy FR incorporatégs
covariates which makes the computation slower when comgainie/-th step of greedy FR with
that of the original FR. Although the theorem seems to sugdes a larger value of is better,
we note that it merely provides an upper bound on the numbée@itions required. Another
hidden condition is that, singg K,/ ~ n andK, > 1, we need/ < n/py,. Empirically, we find a
relatively small value of/, sayJ = 2 or 4, works better.

Theorem 2 Assume the noises are subgaussian. Suppose forigontg

¢*(poJ)J ( 0, (po—l)J9(po—1)Jpo)2
Y s (1) (05, + 22 o) 2
d(1)po (L4n) | o P(poJ) @

n 07,(p0—1)70(po—1)Jp0 2
Jlogp = — (0 :
pO gp Op (e](b(l) ( J.po + ¢(p0j> 5111111

Then each step of the greedy FR will incorporate at least etevant predictor and thus all the
relevant predictors will be included in at mgst steps.

and

Remark 4 The expressions of our assumptions can be simplified underated isometry con-
stantd, which is defined as the smallest quantity such that

TXTX
{¥ Ixlo < s, x # 0} C[L—6,,1+0).
n|[x||

For example, following from the fact théf, ;, < d5,1s, (Lemma 1.1 df&_&w_s_&djﬂgo_(zb%)),
condition [2) is implied by

(5po+J(1 + 6poJ) +0 OJ) < J
(1 = dps)? po(L+m)(L+61)

3)
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Remark 5 Intuitively, since each step of the greedy FR includes mddit@nal covariates, the
probability that a relevant covariate is incorporated iggher than using the original FR. Mathe-
matically, it is unclear whethef12) of]3) represent a leggngient assumption for larger values of
J, as both sides of the equation are generally increasing with

In practice, one needs to select a model along the solutitin pa inhALang_el_zJI.L(ZQﬁﬂ) and

Chen and QhérL(;QbS), we use the BIC-type criterion defined as

BIC(k) = nlog(||Qurmyll?) + (kJ) logn.

Then we choose the final model as the one which minimiz&S (k) amongk = 0,1, ..., [n/J].
The following theorem shows the screening consistencyegtgpvhen we use the BIC stopping
criterion in the greedy forward regression.

Theorem 3 Under the same conditions as in Theofém 1, and the assursjitiah

¢*(poKoJ)n? B2

min )
)

J = oln/logn) and J = o(ggr o Elogn

we have
P(T C MWy =1,

wherek = argmin BIC (k).
0<k<[n/J]

4 Simulation Results

In this section, we perform Monte Carlo simulations to eaédUfinite sample performance of the
proposed greedy forward regression (GFR) algorithm faathigh dimensional variable screen-
ing. We consider the following three simulation examples.

Example 1In this example, the components & = (Xi,...,X,)" are generated from
a multivariate normal distributiodV (0, X), and ¥ is a block diagonal covariance matrix with

1 —0.4
2 x 2 blocks ( 04 1

B=1(23,23,23,23,0,...,07.

Example 2(Autoregressive correlation). For this simulation exaepX is a p-dimensional
multivariate normal random vector with mean zero and cavexé matrixo;;) with o;; = 0.5/
for1 <i,j < p. The 1st, 4th and 7th components®ére 3, 1.5 and 2, respectively, and the other
elements of3 are fixed to be zero.

). The size of the true model is chosen to flag = 8 with
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Example 3 Consider Example Ill in Section 4.2.3 of Fan and Lv (200&hwi

Y:5X1+5X2—|—5X3—15\/ 05X4+X5+€, (4)
where (X1, X», X3, X, ..., X,,)" are generated from a multivariate normal distributigfn, >)

with entries ofY = (0y;)p-2)x(p-2) beingo; = 1,i = 1,...,p — 2 ando;; = 0.6,7 # 7,
and X; ~ N(0,1) has correlation coefficien/0.5 with all the otherp — 1 variables whereas
X5 ~ N(0,1) is uncorrelated with all the other— 1 variables. In this example the true variable
X5 has an even weaker marginal correlation witihan the irrelevant variables, . . ., X, do.

In all the above three examples, the naise generated from a normal distribution with mean
0 and variancer?, and the variance? is selected so that thB? = Var{X?3}/Var(y) is ap-
proximately 50%, 70% or 90%. We considered sample size 150 and three different predictor
dimensions = 500, 1000 or 2000). For each case, we repeated the experiment 200 times. For
GFR, we used = 1,2 or 4. Obviously the GFR method reduces to the FR method peaplog
Wang @1‘9) whery = 1.

LetB(k) = (Bl(k), e ,Bp(k))T € R? denote the estimator obtained in #té simulation replica-
tion (using some stopping criterion). The selected modelken asM ;) = {j : |Bw)| > 0,5 =
1,...,p}. We use the following performance measures to evaluate #thads: (1) The average
number of false positives (AFP); (2) The average numberséfaegatives (AFN); (3) The average
model size (AMSR00 ", \M\(k)\; (4) The coverage probability (CRYO~' >, I(T C /\//\l(k)).

The simulation study was carried out using MATLAB on a depktomputer with 3.20GHz
CPU and 4GB RAM and the results under three scenarios areteedn Table§1149.

Scenario (i)We ran the GFR procedure exactly iterations, where, is the true number of
nonzero coefficients g in the true model, and compute the average computational when
running stops (Time, in seconds) and CP. This is mainly tsitate our Theorefd 2 to see whether
all the true nonzero coefficients can be identified in exgetlgteps. The results are reported in
Tabled1[# andl7, for the three examples, respectively. \Wesea from these tables that when
increasing from/ = 1 to eitherJ = 2 or J = 4, most of the time there is a significant increase in
CP while only small additional cost in computational tim@eeded.

Scenario (ii))We ran the GFR till the end (incorporating closeit@ariables in the model) and
also recorded the time point when all relevant variablesrarerporated into the estimated model
(this time point is taken to be the time when running stopsifaill relevant variables are incor-
porated when running stops). We computed the average catignal time when running stops
(timel), the average computational time when all nonzeedfioient are identified (time2), the av-
erage number of iterations (iter) and the average model&iZkS) when all nonzero coefficients

10
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are identified, and CP when running stops. The results acetezpin Table§IZ,15 arid 8. Compared
to the case/ = 1, the CP values when running stops are often, although oigiiytsl, larger when

J = 2 or 4. Note this is achieved with much shorter computatiomad t(timel reported in these
tables). Also, the time to the point when all the relevantac@tes are incorporated is in general
shorter for larger values of.

Scenario (iii)Finally, we computed CP, AFP, AFN, AMS for the model seledtgdBIC, and
the average computational time when running till BIC ackgits minimum value (time3). Note
the AMS reported here is for the model selected based on Bl whscenario (ii) the AMS is
based on the model when all relevant covariates are incatgar We also included SIS and ISIS
for comparison. Following Fan and LL@OS) Mahg_(ioma,size of the SIS model was
fixed to be[n/logn|, and for the ISIS method, a total pbgn — 1] ISIS steps were conducted and
[n/logn] variables were selected in each step. The results are eeporfTable$ 13,16 and 9. The
computational time (Time3) of GFR decreases/ascreases. In terms of the criteria CP, AFP,
AFN and AMS, the performances of GFR using different values are similar. One exception is
example 3 (Tablgl9) where the CP for= 4 is low compared to/ = 1, 2 when the signal is strong
(R? = 90%). However, by Scenario (i), when running stops the CPJfet 4 is satisfactory. This
suggests that the problem resides in the fact that the Bi€rimn stops the procedure too early.
Finding a better criterion than BIC is thus an important fpealy but very challenging one at the
same time, which is outside the scope of the current papeExémples 1 and 3, SIS often has
lower CP than GFR and FR do, but has higher CP in Example 2. tAayweote that the AMS (and
AFP) of SIS is much larger than that of GFR. CP for ISIS is ldageExamples 1 and 2, which is
however achieved with even larger AMS and AFP.

5 Applicationsto Real Datasets

We applied GFR to two real data examples and compare it withf® and ISIS. First we con-
sidered the breast cancer dataset report ' NEQQLI’), which consists of expression
levels for 24481 gene probes and seven clinical risk fadege, tumor size, histological grade,
angioinvasion, lymphocytic infiltration, estrogen re@gpaind progesterone receptor status) for 97
lymph node-negative breast cancer patients 55 years oldwrger. Among the 97 patients, 46
developed distant metastases within 5 years and the othemddined metastases free for more
than 5 yearllZ) proposed a ROC based approaahkamportance of the genes in
predicting distant metastases after adjusting for thaaainisk factors. In their analysis, genes
with severe missingness were removed, and the other 2418 gemained. The gene expression

11
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data were normalized such that all the variables have samgéde O and standard deviation 1.

Using their ranking meth012) found that, agithre 24188 genes, gene 271 is
the top one related to distant metastases within 5 yearss iThaiinteresting to find genes that are
related to gene 271. Genes identified by FR, and the propoB&dntethod with/ = 2 or 4 are
listed in Tabld_ID. In addition, SIS found 21 genes whichudel all the genes identified by the
GFR methods except gene 5342, and ISIS found 63 genes wiukliéall the genes identified
by GFR methods. Then we compare the prediction mean squaced €(PMSE) of these different
methods. For this purpose we randomly selected 90 obsengadis the training set and used the
rest 7 observations for testing purpose. This procedurerg@sated 20 times. The average of
PMSEs over the 20 repetitions are reported in Teble 11. Fhentable we observe that GFR with
J = 4 has the smallest prediction error. Furthermore, note B8 has larger PMSE than SIS
does, possibly because it includes more unimportant Masab the model.

Next we applied the proposed screening methods to a datesetgdrom a microarray study in
which expression quantitative trait locus (eQTL) mappimtaboratory rats was used to investigate
gene regulation in the mammalian eye and to identify geneti@ation relevant to human eye
disease|_(_S_Qh_e_elz_e_t| MOG). This dataset containsssipne of 31042 probe sets on 120 rats.
Our goal is to find probes that are related to that of gene TRIM@hich has been found to
cause Bardet-Biedl syndrome. The probe from TRIM32, 1384i6is thus used as the response
variable. Similar tA_Hua.ng_el_LaIL_(Zd%), 3000 probes with rgest variances in expression
values were used as covariates in our analysis.

Probes found by FR, and the GFR method witk- 2 or 4 are listed in Table_12. SIS found 25
probes which include all those identified by the GFR methadsgt 1392692t and 137809%t,
and ISIS found 75 probes which include all those identified3yR methods except 1378098.

To compare the prediction mean squared errors of theseatiffenethods, we randomly split the
data into a training set of size 80 and a testing set of sizeT#{s procedure was repeated 1000
times. The average PMSEs of the different methods over t@@ dépetitions are reported in Table
[13. Again, we can see that GFR with= 4 has the smallest prediction error whereas the prediction
error of ISIS is significantly larger than that of the otherthweals.

6 Conclusionsand Future Studies

We propose GFR, a modification of the FR for sure screeningaghbles in sparse ultra-high
dimensional linear regression, and show its theoreticdlramerical advantages over the original
FR. The main message is that GFR is faster to compute anditsm@nce is comparable in terms

12
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of CP, AFP and AFN. Besides, when the signal is weak&rié lower), the simulation results
suggest that the GFR tends to pick up more true variablestieaiR does (yielding smaller AFN)
at the expense of slightly larger AFP only. In addition, GHpears to cope with correlation
between the covariates better than FR does. The theoneisigihts into these phenomena deserve
future study. As mentioned in Sectidh 4, it remains an imgrdrand challenging problem to
construct alternative stopping criteria in order to immtive performance in terms of CP and AFN.
FR is known to be in general better than SIS or ISIS in yieldraipgonious model. The real data
examples presented in Sectldn 5 indicate that the GFR messthis property, and even improves
on FR in terms of prediction error. The GFR approach may beneldd to other parametric
models, such as generalized linear regression, and evemiparametric models such as varying
coefficient and semivarying coefficient models. Such exterssare non-trivial, however, and
require further study.

7 Technical proofs

Proof of Theorem [Il We start by assuming that no relevant predictors are cadam\ *+b).
Let X(k—i—l) = QM(k)X_N(k+1) = XN(k+1) — XM(k) (XTM(k)XM(k))_1XTM(k)XN(k+1) be the projection
of X \-+1) onto the space orthgonal tpan{M*}. We have

PM(k+1) = PM(k)UN(k+1)
= Pyw + X(k+1)(X%;g+1)X(k+l))_1X%;g+1)
= P + Quo Xy (X Quom X)) ™ X rrn Quim (5)

where in the second equality above we used that columi§,@f., and columns ofX ;) are
orthogonal. Usind (5), the change of SSR in thth step is

||QM<k)YH2 - IIQM<k+1>y||2 = yT(QM<k) - QM<k+1))y
= yT<PM(k+1) - PM(k))y

(X A Qo Xyt )_1/2Xf/<k+1) Qumyl®
1

nd(J
1

v

) X0 Quuen ¥ |2

> IXTQumyl”

JEN (1)

nd(J)
Forj € N*+1 we have
‘XJTQMMYP > no(kJ + 1)|(XJTQMWXj)_l/zngQM<k>Y|2

13
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2 ng(kJ +1) max |(X7QuwX;) ™ X Quewyl?

o(kJ +1) T 2
> S X Qe

where in the first inequality we used Lemida 1 and in the secoequiality we used thay 1)
contains the indices with thé largest values of

P piwoy 12 = P pw ¥ I+ 1(XF Qi X)X T Qo y I

(the above equality follows from the same arguments agirag@ong allj ¢ F\M® and that
no relevant covariate is containedAf**1). Thus we have

1QuwY]* = Qe+ |

o(kJ +1) T 2
.J- m XTQ
— n®(J)e(1) jeT\E}\il((k>| s Quiwy|

o(kJ+1) _J‘<

2
= 771@(])@(1) max |X?QM(’C)XT\M(1€)/6T\M(1€)|_ max |X?QM(k)e|) (6)

JET\MK) JET\MK*)

where the last inequality follows from® X+ = 0. Furthermore, let; be the number of
truly relevant covariates in1*), we have

max ‘X?QM(k)XT\M(k)ﬁT\M(M |2

JET\MK)
> # xXT X 2
= e —tr X w0 Qi X a0 By |
n*¢*(po — ti + kJ)
= w ]l
Po — ti ||ﬁT\Mk ||
> n*¢*(po — t + kJ) B, )

using Lemmall.
Under the subgaussian assumption of the noise, and notleat§ X7 Q . [|* < || X;]]* <
n®(1), we have

P(|X;FQM(;C)6| > 1) < ¢y exp{—cyt?/(n®(1))},

and by the union bound

P( sup  [X]Que| > t) = O(exp{—cat®/(n®(1)) — Mlogp}). (8)
JEF,|IM|<M

14
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If (as we have assumed)

n¢? (poKoJ) B
the second term i 16) is dominated by the first ternin (6).MMee &k = 1, ..., po Ky, we have by
@) above and{6)-(8) that

poloJ10g(p) = op(

d(poKoJ)J n*¢ (poKoJ) Bin
R0 (7)®(1) > ’

1Que yII* = Qe yl[* >

if stepk does not incorporate any relevant covariate.

SincekK is such that
Iy ll®

d(poKoJ)J n?¢?(poKoJ)B2,,
n® () (1) 2

we see that within every, steps there is at least one relevant covariate included.s after
at mostp, K, steps all the relevant covariates are included (with thal taamber of covariates
included at mospy Ky.J). O

Lemmal For two modelsM;, M,, with M; N My = 0 and |[M; U M,| = s, we have
inf | y)=1 uTXTMlQMQXMlu > ng(s).

Proof. We write
I
_ _ T 1T _
QMQXMl - XM1 XM2(XM2XM2) XMQXMI (XM17XM2) ( _<XTM2XM2)_1XTM2XM1 ) .
Then
u" X}, QX u
= uT[Iv _XTM1XM2 (XTMQXM2)_1](XTMlLJMgXMlUM2>[Iv _XTM1XM2 (XT.MQXM2)_1]TU'

Since|lu” [T, =X7,, X v, (X34, X a,) || > [Jul| = 1, and the smallest eigenvalue of
X4, ums X am,ums is bounded below byig(s), thus we see the claim is true. O

Proof of Theorem[2. Suppose each of the firststeps identifies at least one relevant covariate.
Assumet;, the number of relevant covariates*) is still less tharp,. Consider step + 1 of
the algorithm. LetR§k) = [Py ¥ |17 To show that the:-th step also identifies at least one
relevant covariate, we only need to show timalxjeﬂ ) R;k) is larger than the/-th largest value
of {RY 1 j € TAMD],

Similar to (3), we have

P uwugy = Pum + Quon X5 (XT Qi X;) ' XTI Q) (10)
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which gives

2
Qum X XTQ k)
R = |IPymyl*+ e
’ | Quem X2
|XTQM(’€)Y‘2
P, wyl|*+ 22—
Py X T2
Thus
max Rg»k)
JET\M*)
1
> ||P 24 - xT 2
= H M(’C)yH +n<I>(1) je?\?\it((kﬁ ]QM(R)Y‘

1 2
2 T _ T

Using (1), we have

¢(po — tr + kJ)

On the other hand, letting’ be the set of indices of thé largest values 0{R§k) 1 J €
T\M®)}, then the/-th largest value of R{" : j € T\ M®)} is bounded above by

T n
jeg\?\fm X Queo X B | 2

1 I XTQumyl?
IPraoyl* + 5> e
J]; Q0 X%

1
< Puwyl® + nIoeT £ 1) > X Quayl?
ied

1+n 1
S ||PM(k)yH2 + m Z (‘X?QM(k)XT\M(MﬁT\MU@) |2 -+ E‘X?QM(MEP) s
JjeJ

for anyn > 0. Furthermore,

> X Qi X Braaeo |
JjeJ

X7 Qi Xy B en |1

XX e Brouw |+ 1X5X o (X g Xopm) ™ X Xpmw B )

nod k Hk PO—
(707,01, [| B | + W 1B o |1)?

IN

IN
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Thus, we have that thé-th largest value of B\") : j € 7\ M®} is bounded above by

10,7,k J,po—t

P oy + %(nemo—tk + =) 1B |12

14n T 9
T gt D aXere\ pmo [ X5 Quqm €l

Thus if L )
n*¢*(po — tr, + kJ) I+n 10 1.1.70k.7.p0—t
> 0 _ SRy PRSP0 11
n®(1)(po —tr) — nJo(kJ+1) Ym0t o(kJ) ’ (11)
for some constanj > 0, and
1 10100k Tp0 1, \
max X7 Quumel’ = o, (j <719J7po—t;c + W) 1B ||2> ; (12)

then at least one relevant predictor will be selected inktep. Notingt, > k andpy —t, +kJ <
poJ, (1) is implied by
¢*(poJ)J ( 0. (po—l)Je(Po—l)Jpo)z
— > (1+ 0700 + — : :
AN H(p0)
In addition, by [(8),[(1IPR) is implied by

n QJ(po—l)Je(po—l)Jpo ? 2
Jiogp = o, [ = (0, + 2 ) Bl
Posl0gp 01"(J<1>(1)<"’I’°Jr (po]) -
O

Proof of Theorem[3 By Theorentil, we know thaf C MPoXo with probability approaching 1.
We only need to show that

P( min  BIC(k) — BIC(k+1) > 0) S
TAMF) 20, k<po Ko

We have shown in the proof of Theoré@mn 1 thandif**) 0T = ¢,

d(poKoJ)J n*¢* (poKoJ) Brin
R0 (7)d(1) > ‘

1Queo yII* = 1Quenyl[* >

On the other hand, i1 0T £ (), using almost the same arguments, we have with probability
approaching 1,

1
n®(J)

1 T 2
nd(J) jerjl\/l%v}il) X Quey|

1QuewyI” = Quesvyl* = Y. X Quoyl

je./\/’(kJrl)

v
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o(kJ +1) . 2
n®(J)%(1) ) X5 Quwy|

P(poKoJ) n*¢*(poKoJ) B
nd(1)®(1) > '

Note the only difference from th&’*+Y 0T = () case is the removal of a factor &fin the lower
bound. Then

BIC(k) = BIC(k+1) = nlog(|Quuwyll*) — nlog([|Quuvy|*) — Jlog(n)

||QM<k>y||2 - ||QM<k+1)Y||2)
= nlog| 1+ — Jlo )
”g( 1Qu vyl o

Using the elementary inequality 16+ z) > min{log2, x/2}, the lower bound fol|Q \, ) y||* —
Qv+ y||? above, and the fadiQ .+ y||? < ||y||? we get

& (poKoJ)n? 32

2¢uwamﬁ?}_”””

BIC(k) — BIC(k+1) = min {nlogQ,

Under our assumptions, the quantity on the RHS of the abovalitgis positive with probability
approaching 1. Hence the proof is completed. O
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Table 1: Simulation results of Example 1, scenario (i).

FR GFR({ = 2) GFR({J = 4)

P R? CP Time(s) CP Time(s) CP Time(s)
500 0.9950 1.1399 1 1.4808 1 1.8915
1000 90% 0.9850 2.3243 1 3.0221 1 3.8769
2000 0.9950 4.7588 1 6.1619 1 7.9348
500 0.9100 1.1315 0.9850 1.4753 0.9950 1.8946
1000 70% 0.8250 2.3116 0.9700 3.0089 0.9500 3.8820
2000 0.6850 4.7530 0.9250 6.1739 0.9300 7.9421
500 0.1350 1.1316 0.4350 1.4797 0.4600 1.8943
1000 50% 0.0600 2.3079 0.1600 3.0153 0.2350 3.8792
2000 0.0150 4.7561 0.0250 6.1693 0.0350 7.9297
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Table 2: Simulation results of Example 1, scenario (ii).

Dec 22, 2021

Method P R? CP AMS iter  Timel(s) Time2 (s)
FR 500 1 8.0100 8.0100 32.9721 1.1024
1000 90% 1 8.0200 8.0200 68.9648 2.2070
2000 1 8.0100 8.0100 141.7676  4.4289
500 0.9950 8.3878 8.3878 32.8481 1.8205
1000 70% 1 8.2400 8.2400 69.1548 2.3230
2000 0.9500 8.3469 8.3469 141.4304 7.4696
500 0.5250 16.8889 16.8889 33.0695 17.3780
1000 50% 0.2100 16.6000 16.6000 69.5911 57.0291
2000 0.0600 24.6667 24.6667 142.5579 135.4758
GFR(J/ =2) 500 1 8.0600 4.0300 17.0107 0.4833
1000 90% 1 8.1000 4.0500 35.3227 0.9541
2000 1 8.1200 4.0600 72.4462 1.9353
500 1 8.4400 4.2200 16.8715 0.5194
1000 70% 1 9.0100 4.5050 35.3962 1.1790
2000 0.9350 9.7778 4.8889 72.8293 9.7143
500 0.5800 14.8334 7.4167 16.9897 9.5254
1000 50% 0.2250 21.4546 10.7273 35.7115 28.9731
2000 0.0800 17.5000 8.2500 72.4546  67.5950
GFR(J =4) 500 1 8.9600 2.2400 8.2202 0.3185
1000 90% 1 9.4600 2.3650 17.3058 0.6937
2000 1 9.7800 2.4450 35.5461 1.5884
500 1 11.5600 2.8900 8.2217 0.4644
1000 70% 1 12.4252 3.1063 17.3298 1.0364
2000 0.9200 12.7112 3.1778 35.5907 5.4671
500 0.5450 19.4544 4.8636 8.2735 5.0755
1000 50% 0.2150 21.6000 5.4000 17.4886 14.4169
2000 0.0900 27.6200 6.9050 35.9331 35.0428
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Table 3: Simulation results of Example 1, scenario (iii).

Method p R CP AFP  AFN  AMS  Time3(s)

FR 500 1 0.1200 0 8.1200 1.1145
1000 90% 1 0.0100 0 8.0100 2.1929
2000 1 0.0200 0 8.0200 4.4733
500 0.5750 0.0500 0.3500 7.7000 1.0480
1000 70% 0.4500 0.3200 1.4300 6.8900 2.0102
2000 0.2550 0.1500 2.6900 5.4600 3.6044
500 0 0.0200 5.1400 2.8800 0.2783
1000 50% 0 0.0200 5.9000 2.1200 0.3805
2000 0 0.0500 6.3600 1.6900 0.5836
GFR(/ =2) 500 1 0.0400 0 8.0400 0.4675
1000 90% 1 0.0800 0 8.0800 0.9451
2000 1 0.0800 0 8.0800 1.9091
500 0.8400 0.2300 0.4500 7.7800 0.4613
1000 70% 0.5300 0.3000 1.5800 6.7200 0.7660
2000 0.3900 0.5200 2.2200 6.3000 1.4399
500 0.0100 0.3500 5.8500 2.5000 0.1035
1000 50% 0 0.4300 6.2500 2.1800 0.1704
2000 0 0.5200 6.3800 2.1400 0.3296
GFR(/ =4) 500 1 1.2800 0 9.2800 0.3210
1000 90% 1 1.7600 0 9.7600 0.6962
2000 1 1.8400 0 9.8400 1.4139
500 0.7300 1.3400 1.4200 7.9200 0.2482
1000 70% 0.3700 1.3000 2.7400 6.5600 0.3740
2000 0.2950 1.3800 4.1400 5.2400 0.5153
500 0.0100 1.4000 5.2800 4.1200 0.0804
1000 50% 0 1.5600 5.5200 4.0400 0.1545
2000 0 1.9800 5.9400 4.0400 0.3090
SIS 500 0.0200 23.4500 2.4500 29.0000 0.0218
1000 90% 0.0050 24.0250 3.0250 29.0000 0.0786
2000 0 24,2600 3.2600 29.0000 0.2974
500 0.0100 23.7900 2.7900 29.0000  0.0219
1000 70% 0 243350 3.3350 29.0000 0.0784
2000 0 24.6650 3.6650 29.0000 0.3004
500 0 24.3000 3.3000 29.0000 0.0248
1000 50% 0 24.8600 3.8600 29.0000  0.0899
2000 0 25.3300 4.3300 29.0000  0.3269
ISIS 500 1 108.0000 0 116.0000 0.0530
1000 90% 1 108.0000 0 116.0000 0.1321
2000 0.9850 108.0250 0.0250 116.0000  0.4095
500 0.8900 108.1150 0.1150 116.0000 0.0509
1000 70% 0.6700 108.4350 0.4350 116.0000 0.1301
2000 0.3250 109.1250 1.1250 116.0000 0.4103
500 0.3950 108.8400 0.8400 116.0000 0.0519
1000 50% 0.1000 109.9250 1.9250 116.0000 0.1279
2000 0.0200 111.0350 3.0350 116.0000 0.3982
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Table 4: Simulation results of Example 2, scenario (i).

FR GFR({ = 2) GFR({J = 4)

P R? CP Time(s) CP Time(s) CP Time(s)
500 1 0.2992 1 0.3776 1 0.5104
1000 90% 1 0.7010 1 0.8487 1 1.1190
2000 1 4.3744 1 4.6684 1 5.2827
500 0.9950 0.3001 1 0.3791 1 0.5083
1000 70% 0.9850 0.7114 0.9900 0.8485 1 1.1099
2000 0.9900 4.3898 0.9850 4.6705 0.9950 5.2033
500 0.7850 0.3014 0.8400 0.3787 0.9150 0.5199
1000 50% 0.7100 0.6925 0.8050 0.8560 0.8800 1.1349
2000 0.6950 4.3795 0.7700 4.7253 0.8350 5.2680
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Table 5: Simulation results of Example 2, scenario (ii).
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Method P R? CP AMS iter  Timel(s) Time2 (s)
FR 500 1 3.0000 3.0000 32.8695 0.2599
1000 90% 1 3.0000 3.0000 69.1921 0.5219
2000 1 3.0000 3.0000 144.6914 1.0535
500 1 3.0050 3.0050 32.6123 0.2606
1000 70% 0.9950 3.0101 3.0101 68.6967 0.8658
2000 0.9950 3.0653 3.0653 145.2301 1.8179
500 0.9500 3.8316 3.8316 32.9186 2.0148
1000 50% 0.8500 4.0000 4.0000 69.1772 10.9656
2000 0.7200 3.5556 3.5556 144.9864 40.2103
GFR(J/ =2) 500 1 4.0400 2.0200 16.8159 0.1746
1000 90% 1 4.0500 2.0250 35.5480 0.3521
2000 1 4.0500 2.0250 75.8053 0.7142
500 1 4.1500 2.0750 16.8271 0.2146
1000 70% 0.9950 4.1106 2.0553 35.4387 0.4281
2000 0.9850 4.0914 2.0457 75.4025 1.4179
500 0.9250 6.3530 3.1765 16.9038 1.9379
1000 50% 0.8800 5.6316 2.8158 35.6034 5.0057
2000 0.8050 4.7000 2.3500 75.8922  17.2509
GFR(J/ =4) 500 1 45000 1.1250 8.2943 0.0966
1000 90% 1 44600 1.1150 17.5272 0.1903
2000 1 4.4000 1.1000 38.8654 0.3771
500 1 49200 1.2300 8.2625 0.1213
1000 70% 1 4.7600 1.1900 17.3947 0.2149
2000 0.9950 4.9696 1.2424 36.0217 0.8492
500 0.9400 5.7192 1.4298 8.2867 0.7015
1000 50% 0.9100 5.1620 1.2905 17.8103 1.8052
2000 0.8850 5.5204 1.3801 39.0071 6.5094
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Table 6: Simulation results of Example 2, scenario (iii).

Method p R CP AFP  AFN  AMS  Time3(s)

FR 500 1 0.0333 0 3.0350 0.2669
1000 90% 1 0.0067 0 3.0050 0.5269
2000 1 0.0200 0 3.0200 1.0728
500 0.9950 0.0400 0.0050 3.0350 0.2652
1000 70% 0.9700 0.0150 0.0350 2.9800 0.5190
2000 0.9650 0.0250 0.0350 2.9900 1.0585
500 0.5000 0.0650 0.5400 2.5250 0.2158
1000 50% 0.3750 0.0400 0.6750 2.3650 0.4006
2000 0.3800 0.0350 0.6600 2.3750 0.8133
GFR(/ =2) 500 1.0000 1.0600 0 4.0600 0.1788
1000 90% 1.0000 1.0500 0 4.0500 0.3532
2000 1.0000 1.0500 0 4.0500 0.7084
500 0.8200 0.9700 0.1800 3.7900 0.1643
1000 70% 0.8150 0.9150 0.1850 3.7300 0.3194
2000 0.7450 0.8400 0.2600 3.5800 0.6107
500 0.2300 0.4800 0.9000 2.5800 0.1045
1000 50% 0.2200 0.3900 0.8700 2.5200 0.2026
2000 0.2000 0.3500 0.8700 2.4800 0.4019
GFR(/ =4) 500 1.0000 1.5000 0 4.5000 0.0969
1000 90% 0.9950 1.4450 0.0050 4.4400 0.1898
2000 1.0000 1.4000 0 4.4000 0.3745
500 0.7950 1.2900 0.2100 4.0800 0.0793
1000 70% 0.8300 1.3700 0.1700 4.2000 0.1698
2000 0.7950 1.2650 0.2050 4.0600 0.3158
500 0.6300 1.3850 0.3850 4.0000 0.0760
1000 50% 0.6800 1.3350 0.3350 4.0000 0.1532
2000 0.6250 1.3850 0.3850 4.0000 0.3057
SIS 500 1.0000 26.0000 0 29.0000 0.0216
1000 90% 1.0000 26.0000 0 29.0000  0.0773
2000 1.0000 26.0000 0 29.0000 0.4183
500 1.0000 26.0000 0 29.0000  0.0217
1000 70% 1.0000 26.0000 0 29.0000  0.0775
2000 1.0000 26.0000 0 29.0000 0.4191
500 0.9950 26.0050 0.0050 29.0000 0.0222
1000 50% 0.9950 26.0050 0.0050 29.0000 0.0791
2000 0.9750 26.0250 0.0250 29.0000  0.4169
ISIS 500 1.0000 113.0000 0 116.0000 0.0538
1000 90% 1.0000 113.0000 0 116.0000 0.1347
2000 1.0000 113.0000 0 116.0000 0.5474
500 1.0000 113.0000 0 116.0000 0.0504
1000 70% 1.0000 113.0000 0 116.0000 0.1334
2000 1.0000 113.0000 0 116.0000 0.5673
500 0.9950 113.0050 0.0050 116.0000 0.0512
1000 50% 0.9950 113.0050 0.0050 116.0000 0.1266
2000 0.9800 113.0200 0.0200 116.0000 0.5431
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Table 7: Simulation results of Example3, scenario (i).

FR GFR({ = 2) GFR({J = 4)

P R? CP Time(s) CP Time(s) CP Time(s)
500 0.5000 0.5973 1 0.7165 1 0.9788
1000 90% 0.3050 1.2458 0.9950 1.4566 0.9950 2.0121
2000 0.2350 2.6009 0.9950 3.0360 0.9900 4.1696
500 0.0550 0.6010 0.5850 0.7110 0.705 0.9752
1000 70% 0.0100 1.2486 0.4300 1.4476 0.4950 1.9991
2000 0.0200 2.5964 0.3750 3.0176 0.4400 4.1575
500 0.0050 0.5953 0.2200 0.7111 0.3450 0.9767
1000 50% 0 1.2194 0.1550 1.4564 0.2000 2.0005
2000 0 2.5473 0.0700 3.0350 0.1350 4.1425
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Table 8: Simulation results of Example 3, scenario (ii).

Method P R? CP AMS iter  Timel(s) Time2 (s)

FR 500 1 5.5150 5.5150 31.5283 0.6470
1000 90% 1 5.8550 5.8550 66.4831 1.3978
2000 1 5.8995 5.8995 136.5545  2.8402
500 0.7250 9.1379 9.1379 31.5440 12.1350
1000 70% 0.5350 11.9065 11.9065 66.5275 36.4303
2000 0.4300 8.8372 8.8372 136.7187 79.8748
500 0.2850 17.5263 17.5263 31.5433 23.3161
1000 50% 0.1400 17.2857 17.2857 66.5714  58.3595
2000 0.0400 17.8750 17.8750 137.4194 131.7264
GFR(/ =2) 500 1 7.3000 3.6500 16.1349 0.4118
1000 90% 0.9950 7.3970 3.6985 34.1177 0.8488
2000 0.9950 7.5778 3.7889 70.1851 2.4704
500 0.7650 12.1700 6.0850 16.1258 5.2963
1000 70% 0.5450 12.0918 6.0459 34.0971  19.3409
2000 0.4450 10.2022 5.1011 70.0645 43.2803
500 0.3950 19.8228 9.9114 16.147/9 11.2915
1000 50% 0.2650 19.1320 9.5660 34.0703  26.4529
2000 0.1350 19.1112 9.5556 70.1724  65.6157
GFR(/ =4) 500 1 11.2800 2.8200  7.9370 0.4282
1000 90% 1 11.5200 2.8800 16.7251 0.8762
2000 0.9900 11.5352 2.8838 34.4208 2.1484
500 0.7950 15.4968 3.8742 7.9275 2.4925
1000 70% 0.5800 14.9312 3.7328 16.7046 8.5706
2000 0.4900 14.6124 3.6531 34.3767  19.5655
500 0.4750 20.4632 5.1158 7.9367 5.1953
1000 50% 0.2800 18.7144 4.6786 16.7158  13.1580
2000 0.1850 23.2432 5.8108 34.4379  30.2443

29



Dec 22, 2021

Table 9: Simulation results of Example 3, scenario (iii).

Method p R CP AFP  AFN  AMS  Time3(s)

FR 500 0.9650 0.5300 0.0350 5.4950 0.6673
1000 90% 0.9000 0.7400 0.1000 5.6400 1.3855

2000 0.8750 0.8700 0.1250 5.7450 2.8385

500 0.1100 0.9500 0.8950 5.0550 0.5832

1000 70% 0.1150 1.3450 0.8850 5.4500 1.3032

2000 0.0600 1.6650 0.9600 5.7050 2.5906

500 0.0150 1.3250 2.2550 4.0700 0.4522

1000 50% 0.0150 1.5000 2.8300 3.6700 0.7955

2000 0.0050 1.3750 3.2850 3.0900 1.2730

GFR(/ =2) 500 0.7550 2.0550 0.2450 6.8100 0.3863
1000 90% 0.6450 2.0550 0.3550 6.7000 0.7515

2000 0.6050 2.1850 0.3950 6.7900 1.5292

500 0.2000 1.8900 0.8000 6.0900 0.3454

1000 70% 0.1550 1.9800 0.8500 6.1300 0.7010

2000 0.1150 2.0700 0.8900 6.1800 1.4215

500 0.0750 1.7300 1.4400 5.2900 0.2807

1000 50% 0.0400 1.6800 1.6700 5.0100 0.5192

2000 0.0200 1.5950 2.0050 4.5900 0.9061

GFR(/ =4) 500 0.2850 4.1350 0.7150 8.4200 0.2630
1000 90% 0.2200 4.1200 0.7800 8.3400 0.5168

2000 0.2050 4.1550 0.7950 8.3600 1.0404

500 0.1700 3.9050 0.9250 7.9800 0.2480

1000 70% 0.1300 3.8550 1.0550 7.8000 0.4766

2000 0.1000 3.8050 1.1450 7.6600 0.9367

500 0.0900 3.3000 1.4600 6.8400 0.1922

1000 50% 0.0600 3.2950 1.6350 6.6600 0.3689

2000 0.0300 3.2500 1.7500 6.5000 0.7137

SIS 500 0 25.4200 1.4200 29.0000  0.0213
1000 90% 0 25.5600 1.5600 29.0000 0.0765

2000 0 25.6300 1.6300 29.0000  0.2909

500 0 25.5400 1.5400 29.0000  0.0227

1000 70% 0 25.6750 1.6750 29.0000  0.0811

2000 0 25.7700 1.7700 29.0000  0.3040

500 0 25.7200 1.7200 29.0000  0.0227

1000 50% 0 25.8750 1.8750 29.0000  0.0769

2000 0 259950 1.9950 29.0000 0.3074

ISIS 500 0 112.0000 1.0000 116.0000 0.0549
1000 90% 0 112.0150 1.0150 116.0000 0.1387

2000 0 112.0150 1.0150 116.0000 0.4183

500 0 112.0750 1.0750 116.0000 0.0554

1000 70% 0 112.1900 1.1900 116.0000 0.1313

2000 0 112.3100 1.3100 116.0000 0.4002

500 0 112.2000 1.2000 116.0000 0.0515

1000 50% 0 112.4300 1.4300 116.0000 0.1294

2000 0 112.5650 1.5650 116.0000 0.4236

30



Dec 22, 2021

Table 10: Indices of selected genes for the breast cancar dat

Method Genes
FR 272,167,5342
GFR( = 2) 272,166

GFR(U =4) 272,166, 275, 267, 24032, 11913, 11870, 17439

Table 11: Average PMSEs of different methods when appligdedreast cancer data.

SIS ISIS FR GFR{=2) GFR({ =4)
0.4804 0.5260 0.4807  0.5081 0.4365
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Table 12: Selected probes for the rats eye data.

Method Genes
FR 1383110at, 1389584at, 1392692at
GFR({/ =2) 1383110at, 1389584at, 1392692at, 137809%t
GFR(/ = 4) 1383110at, 1389584at, 1383673at, 1386683t

Table 13: Average PMSEs of different methods when appligddgaats eye data.

SIS ISIS FR GFR{=2) GFR({ =4)
0.6291 0.8502 0.6948  0.6592 0.6026
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