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Abstract

We consider the problem of computationally-efficient prediction from high dimen-
sional and highly correlated predictors in challenging settings where accurate vari-
able selection is effectively impossible. Direct application of penalization or Bayesian
methods implemented with Markov chain Monte Carlo can be computationally daunt-
ing and unstable. Hence, some type of dimensionality reduction prior to statistical
analysis is in order. Common solutions include application of screening algorithms to
reduce the regressors, or dimension reduction using projections of the design matrix.
The former approach can be highly sensitive to threshold choice in finite samples,
while the later can have poor performance in very high-dimensional settings. We
propose a TArgeted Random Projection (TARP) approach that combines positive

aspects of both strategies to boost performance. In particular, we propose to use in-
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formation from independent screening to order the inclusion probabilities of the fea-

tures in the projection matrix used for dimension reduction, leading to data-informed



sparsity. We provide theoretical support for a Bayesian predictive algorithm based
on TARP, including both statistical and computational complexity guarantees. Ex-
amples for simulated and real data applications illustrate gains relative to a variety

of competitors.

Some key words: Bayesian; Dimension reduction; High-dimensional; Large p, small n;

Random projection; Screening.

Short title: Targeted Random Projection

1 Introduction

In many applications, the focus is on prediction of a response variable y given a massive-
dimensional vector of predictors x = (xy,xs,...2,)". Often enormous numbers of possibly
collinear predictors x are collected, and the sample size n is modest relative to p, so that
p > n. In such situations, it is common to assume that x can be replaced by a much
lower-dimensional feature vector comprised of sparse linear combinations of the original
predictors. However, accurate learning of the precise lower-dimensional structure is often
not possible, as the data simply do not contain sufficient information even putting aside
the intractable computational problem.

There is a large literature on variable selection in p > n settings. Much of the focus has
been on penalized optimization-based approaches, with some popular methods including
LASSO (Tibshirani, 1996), SCAD (Fan and Li, 2001)), elastic net (Zou and Hastie, 2005),
the Dantzig selector (Candes and Tao, 2007), and MCP (Zhang et al., 2010). There is



also a large literature on Bayesian approaches that attempt to characterize uncertainty
in variable selection. Most approaches use some variation on the spike and slab prior
(e.g. Ishwaran and Rao (2005)) or continuous shrinkage priors concentrated at zero with
heavy tails (e.g. Carvalho et al. (2009)). There is an increasingly rich theoretical literature
providing asymptotic support for such methods in the p — oo as n — oo setting. However,
positive results rely on strong assumptions in terms of a high signal-to-noise ratio and low
linear dependence in the columns of the design matrix.

We are interested in settings where practical performance of the above methods is poor,
due to a combination of statistical and computational intractability. In such settings, it
is common to use variable screening as a pre-processing step. In particular, independent
screening tests for association between y and each x; separately, and selects predictors with
the largest or most significant associations for second stage analysis. In general, screening
can be guaranteed asymptotically to select a superset of the ‘true’ predictors (Fan et al.,
2009). When the number of predictors is sufficiently reduced, one can apply a simple
maximum likelihood approach, penalized optimization, or Bayesian Markov chain Monte
Carlo (MCMC) algorithms in the second stage. However, when the predictors are highly
correlated and/or the true data generating process does not exhibit strong sparsity with
a high signal-to-noise ratio, it may be necessary to use a very conservative threshold for
the measure of marginal association, limiting the dimensionality reduction occurring in the
first stage.

As an alternative to variable screening, there is a rich literature on using random pro-

jections (RPs) to reduce data dimensionality prior to statistical analysis. For example,



compressive sensing uses RPs to reduce storage and communication costs in signal process-
ing. By exploiting sparsity, the original signal can be reconstructed from the compressive
measurements with high accuracy (see, e.g., Candes and Tao (2005), Donoho (2006), Dav-
enport et al. (2010)). Usual compressive sensing acts in a row-wise manner, reducing the
dimensionality of the design matrix from n X p to m x p, with m < n. This does not
solve the big p problem. There is a relatively smaller literature on column-wise compres-
sion, which instead reduces the design matrix from n x p to n x m, with m < p, while
providing bounds on predictive errors (see, e.g., Maillard and Munos (2009), Fard et al.
(2012), Kaban (2014), Thanei et al. (2017), Guhaniyogi and Dunson (2015), Pettenuzzo
et al. (2016)). Guhaniyogi and Dunson (2015) concentrate on approximating predictive
distributions in Bayesian regression. The above literature on RPs focuses primarily on
random matrices with i.i.d elements.

When predictors are very high-dimensional, existing RP methods can fail as they tend
to include many unimportant predictors in each linear combination, diluting the signal.
Potentially, one can attempt to improve performance by estimating the projection matrix,
but this results in a daunting computational and statistical problem. Alternatively, we
propose a TArgeted Random Projection (TARP) approach, which includes predictors in
the RP matrix with probability proportional to their marginal utilities. These utilities are
estimated quickly in a first stage using an independent screening-type approach. To reduce
sensitivity of the results to the different realizations of the RP matrices, we aggregate over
multiple realizations. TARP can be viewed as a type of rapid preconditioning, enabling

improved predictive performance in high-dimensional settings. Compared with applying



RPs after screening out predictors, TARP has the advantage of removing sensitivity to
threshold choice by using a soft probabilistic approach.

In Section 2, we propose the methodology including the computational algorithm, choice
of different tuning parameters and an analysis of computational complexity. We focus on
generalized linear models (GLMs) for ease in presentation and development of a strong
theoretical justification, although TARP can be applied directly in general settings to pro-
vide lower-dimensional features that can then be used in any predictive algorithm (random
forests, Gaussian processes, neural nets, etc). Section 3 provides theory on convergence
rates for the predictive distribution of y. Section 4 contains a simulation study comparing
performance with a variety of competitors. In Section 5, we apply TARP to a variety of
real data applications including a genomics dataset with millions of predictors. Section 6

contains a brief discussion, and proofs are included in an Appendix.

2 The Proposed Method

Let D" = {(yn; Xp) : ¥y € R", X, € R"*P} denote the dataset consisting of n observations
on p, predictors zi,xs,...,,, and a response y, and (y;;x;) denote the ith data point,
1 =1,2,...,n. Suppose that the data can be characterized by a generalized linear model
(GLM). The density of y is related to the predictors as

F(B.0%) = exp ﬁ {v:a(x.B) + b(xB) + ()} | 1)



where a(-) and b(-) are continuously differentiable functions, a(-) has non-zero derivative
and d(-) is a non-zero function. The vector of regression coefficients 3 € RP", and 0? € R* is
the scale parameter. We approximate the density of y in a compressed regression framework
as follows:

F (50, R, 0%) = exp % {0 (Rox,)'0) + b ((Rox.)'0) + c(y:)}

Here R, € R™*P» is a random projection matrix, @ € R™" is the vector of compressed
regression coefficients, and m,, < p,. We discuss the choice of the random matrix R, in
Section 2.1, and illustrate the method in detail in Section 2.2.

Priors. We assume that the covariates are standardized. Taking a Bayesian approach
to inference, we assign priors to @ and . The vector of compressed regression parameters
0 is assigned a N, (0,02I) prior given o2, where 0 is a vector of zeros, and [ is the identity
matrix. The scale parameter o2 is assigned an Inv-Gamma (a,,b,) prior, with ay, by > 0.
The Normal-Inverse Gamma (ING) prior is a common choice of prior for GLMs. In the
special case of a Gaussian likelihood, this prior is conjugate, and the posterior and predictive

distributions are available in analytic forms.

2.1 Choice of the projection matrix

The projection matrix R, embeds X,, to a lower dimensional subspace. If p, is not large,
the best linear embedding can be estimated using a singular value decomposition (SVD)

of X,,. The projection of X,, to the space spanned by the singular vectors associated with



the first m,, singular values is guaranteed to be closer to X,, in an appropriate sense than
any other m,-dimensional matrix. However, if p, is very large with p, > n, then it is
problematic to estimate the projection, both computational and statistically, and random
projection (RP) provides a practical alternative. If an appropriate RP matrix is chosen, due
to Johnson-Lindenstrauss (JL) type embedding results, distances between sample points
are maintained (see Dasgupta and Gupta (2003), Achlioptas (2003)).

Our focus is on modifying current approaches by constructing RP matrices that incor-
porate sparsity in a way that the predictors z; having relatively weak marginal relationships
with y are less likely to be included in the matrix. In particular, the TArgeted Random

Projection (TARP) matrices are constructed as follows:

v o= (1,75 %,)  and "% Bernoulli (g;) where
q; X |7’mj7y|5 for some constant § > 0, (2)
R7 = Omnx(pn—pq) and R,y = R:m

where 7, , is the Pearson’s correlation coefficient of x; and y,, g; is the inclusion probability
of z;, Ry and R are the sub-matrices of R,, with columns corresponding to non-zero and
zero values of v, respectively, and R}, is the m,, x py projection matrix where p, = > i

We prioritize predictors based on their marginal utilities, q = (¢1,¢2,...,4p,)’, and
consider a random subset of the predictors with inclusion probabilities q. This can be
viewed as a randomized version of independent screening. The selected subset is further

projected to a lower dimensional sub-space using . There are many possible choices of R}



which can successfully reduce the dimension of the selected variables while having minimal
impact on prediction accuracy. Two predominant classes of such projection matrices are
based on partial SVD and random projections facilitating JL type embedding. We consider

both these choices, as described below.

Random projection. Each element, Rj ;, of R} is sampled independently from a three
point distribution as

. +1/+/2¢)  with probability 1,

0 with probability 1 — 24,
where 1 € (0,0.5) is a constant.
Projection matrices of this form are widely used due to their inter point distance preser-
vation property. Incorporating zero values facilitates data reduction and improves compu-
tational efficiency. We refer to the method that generates R in (2) from (3) as RIS-RP

(Randomized Independent Screening-Random Projection).

Remark 1. The choice of projection matriz in (3) can be replaced by a wide variety of
matrices having i.i.d. components with mean zero and finite fourth moments. One of the
sparsest choices is of the form Ry ; = :tn“/Q/\/m_n with probability 1/2n", 0 with probability
(1 —1/n"), where m,, ~ n" (see Li et al. (2006)). This choice of projection matrixz reduces
the data to a great extent, and is useful in compressing extremely large dimensional data.

Our theoretical results would hold also if we consider a random matriz R}, as above.

Principal component projection. Another alternative is to use the matrix of principal
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component scores. Let X, be the sub-matrix of X,, with columns corresponding to non-zero
values of «v. Consider the partial spectral decomposition X Xy =V Dy, V4, . The

projection matrix R} we consider is

R =V (4)

The method corresponding to this choice of projection matrix combines a randomized
version of independence screening with principal component regression (PCR). Therefore,

we refer to this method as RIS-PCR (Randomized Independence Screening-PCR).

The performance of TARP depends on tuning parameters m,,, 6 and . In addition, for
any given choice of tuning parameters, different realizations of the random projection ma-
trix will vary, leading to some corresponding variation in the results. To limit dependence
of the results on the choice of tuning parameters and random variation in the projection,
we take the approach of generating multiple realizations of the matrix for different choices
of tuning parameters and aggregating these results together. Potentially, one could esti-
mate weights for aggregation using Bayesian methods (see Hoeting et al. (1999)) or other
ensemble learning approaches, but we focus on simple averaging due to its computational

and conceptual simplicity.

2.2 Posteriors and Predictive Distribution

We illustrate the proposed method in normal linear regression for simplicity, although it is

applicable to more general settings. In the compressed regression framework, we replace



the normal linear model y; = X8 + ¢; by y; = (R.x;) 0 + e;, where ¢; ~ N(0,02).
Given the NIG prior structure stated above, the posterior distribution of @ follows a scaled
my,-variate ¢ distribution with degrees of freedom (d.f.) n + 2a,, location vector u,, and
scale matrix ¥, where p, = Z(X,R.) v, 3t = (Y. yn — m, 2, + 2b,)Z/(n + 2a,) and
Z = (R, X! X,R, + I)~'. Moreover, the posterior distribution of o2, given D" and R, is
inverse gamma with parameters a, + n/2 and (y,y, — p,3; ', + by) /2.

Consider the problem of point prediction of y when n,., new data points on the pre-
dictors are obtained, given the dataset D". The predicted values of y, say ypew, can be

obtained using the Bayes estimator of @ under squared error loss as follows

Vnew = XnewR.,0Bayes Where Opayes = (Z.Zn + 1) Zy, and Z, = X,R,.
Here X, is the new design matrix. Moreover, the posterior predictive distribution of y,,c.
is a ny,e-variate t distribution with degrees of freedom n + 2a,, location vector ¥, and
scale parameter (y,y, — 1,2 'y 4 2b,) (I + XpewZ X o)/ (0 + 2a,).

When the distribution y,, is non-normal, analytical expressions of the posteriors of 0,
o? and predictive distribution of y,.., are not available. In such cases, it is common to rely
on a Laplace approximation (see Tierney and Kadane (1986)) or sampling algorithm, such
as MCMC. In the compressed regression framework, as the p,-dimensional variables are
projected to a much lower-dimensional m,-hyperplane, with m,, < p,,, we are no longer in

a high-dimensional setting. Hence, MCMC is computationally tractable.

2.3 Tuning Parameter Choice

Next, we describe the choices of tuning parameters that are involved in TARP.
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Choice of m,. The parameter m, determines the number of linear combinations of
predictors we consider. Instead of choosing a fixed value of m,,, we consider a range of
values. In particular, we suggest choosing values in the range (2logp,, min{3n/4,p,}),
consistent with our theoretical results in Section 3 requiring that m, < n and with our
experiments assessing performance for different choices in a variety of scenarios.

Choice of  and q. The parameter ¢ plays an important role in screening. Higher values
of 4 lead to fewer variables selected in the screening step. If p,, > n, one would like to select
a small proportion of predictors, and if p,, ~ n then selection of a moderate proportion is
desirable. We recommend § = max{0, (1+log(p,/n))/2} as a default. This function selects

all the predictors if p, < n, and becomes more restrictive as p, becomes larger than n. The

selection probabilities in the RIS stage are then ¢; = [y, , 9/ max; |rwj,y|5, i=12,...,pp.
Hence, the variable with highest marginal correlation is definitely included in the model.

Choice of . The value of 1 controls sparsity in the random matrix, and it is necessary
to let ¢ € (0,0.5). Achlioptas (2003) suggest choosing ¥ = 1/6 as a default value. To avoid

sensitivity of the results for a particular choice of ¢, we choose ¢ € (0.1,0.4) avoiding the

very sparse and dense cases.

2.4 Computational Algorithm and Complexity

We now illustrate the time complexity of TARP along with the algorithm for computation
in normal linear models.
RIS-RP. For a specific choice of (m,,,d,), calculation of ¥,., using RIS-RP involves the

following steps:
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1: Calculate ry, , for j =1,...,p,.

2: Generate 7; ~ Bernoulli(g;) where ¢; = |ry,,|°/max{|ry,,°}, 7 = 1,....pn

IF ~v; = 1, generate R, with R;; asin (3). ELSE set R;; = 0.

3: Post-multiply R, with X,,. Set Z, = X, R,,.

A

4: For a given X, compute Ze, = XpewRn and View = Zpew0.

The complexity of steps 1, 2-3, 4 and 5 are O(p,,), O(npymy,,), O(nm?2) and O (nyewpymn),
respectively, where p, = > ;. Thus, if n,., < n, the total complexity for a single choice

of (my,d,1) is O(p,) + 20(nm,py) + O(nm?2) without using parallelization.

RIS-PCR. RIS-PCR differs from RIS-RP in step 2 of the algorithm. After generation
of v RIS-PCR requires SVD of X, involving complexity O (np, min{n, p,}). Thus, total
complexity of RIS-PCR for a single choice of (m,,, d,1) can similarly be derived. Therefore,
the two methods have comparable time complexity unless either n or p, is much larger
than m,. Although theoretically we do not impose any restriction on p,, in practice when

pn = exp{o(n)} and 6 > 2, p, is usually of order n.

Increment of complexity due to aggregation. Suppose N different choices of (m,,, ¥, R,,)
are considered. Each choice yields a model M; : y ~ f (y|x, My, ¥, Ry,) along with a cor-
responding estimate of Ypey (S8Y Ynews), where [ € {1,2,..., N}. The proposed estimate
is the simple average of these N estimates of y ..

Step 1 in the TARP algorithm is not repeated over the aggregration replicates, while

the remaining steps are repeated N times. In addition, the first step of screening and
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aggregration are embarassingly parallelizable. Hence, given k processors, if n,., < n, the
total complexity is O(p,/k) + 20(Nnm,p~/k) + O(Nnm? /k) for RIS-RP and O(p,/k) +
O(Nnpymin{n, py}/k) + O(Nnm,p,/k) + O(Nnm?2 /k) for RIS-PCR.

3 Theory on Predictive Accuracy

We study the asymptotic performance of the predictive distribution produced by TARP
for a single random projection matrix without considering the aggregation step. We focus
on weakly sparse and dense cases where the absolute sum of the true regression coefficients
is bounded. This condition also includes strong sparsity where only a few covariates have
non-zero coefficients.

The projection matrix in TARP depends on the random variable -+, and therefore is
denoted by R,. We denote a particular realization of the response variable as y, and a
particular realization of the variables (xq,z,...,%,,) as x. Let fy be the true density of
y given the predictors, and f(y|x,«, R+, 0) be the conditional density of y given the model
induced by (v, Ry), the corresponding vector of regression coefficients @ and x. We follow
Jiang (2007) in showing that the predictive density under our procedure is close to the true
predictive density in an appropriate sense.

We assume that each covariate z; is standardized so that |z;| < M, for j =1,2,...,p,,
with M a constant. We also assume that the scale parameter o2 in (1) is known. We

require the following two assumptions on the design matrix.

Assumption (A1) Let r, , denote the correlation coefficient of the observed values
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of z; and y, 1 < j < p,. Then for each data point (y,x) and constant ¢ in (2), there exists

a positive constant ag such that

Assumption (A2) Let q(v) =[], ¢’ (1 —¢;)** ™), with ¢; defined in (2), denote the
probability of obtaining a particular v = (71,...,7p,)" in the random screening step. Let
I'y € {0,1}7" denote the set of v vectors such that p, = ?il v; =1, and let M; C I
denote the first p*» elements of T'; ordered in their g(v) values. Let A, denote the event
that v € M, for some I. Then, P(AS) = P({y : v ¢ UM,}) < exp(—ne2/4), for some

increasing sequence of integers {k,} and sequence {e, } satisfying 0 < €2 < 1 and ne? — oo.

Remark 2. As the probability of selection in the random screening step depends on the
empirical correlation between the predictor and the response, assumption (A2) is on the
data generating process. Ifl < k, orl > p, — k,, then all models of dimension | belong to
M, and none of the corresponding v vectors belong to AS. If k, <l < p, — k,, there are
more than pk» models of dimension I, but as the models are ordered in terms of their q(~y)
values, the models not falling in M; should have extremely small probabilities of selection,
hence satisfying (A2). Violations of (A2) would imply that large numbers of predictors have

empirical correlations that are not close to zero.

Measure of closeness: Let vyx(dx) be the probability measure for x, and v,(dy) be the
dominating measure for conditional densities f and fo. The dominating measure of (y,x)

is taken to be the product of v, (dy)vx(dx).
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The Hellinger distance between f and fy is given by

1.0 = [ (VI = VR) i )

The Kullback-Leibler divergence between f and fy is given by

ol 10 = [ ot (2) vty )

t

Define d;(f, fo) = t‘l(/fo (%) vk (dx) vy (dy) — 1), for any t > 0.

Consider the following two facts: (i) d(f, fo) < (do(f, fo))*/?, and (i) dy(f, fo) decreases
to do(f, fo) as t decreases to 0 (see Jiang (2007)).

Let P, be a sequence of sets of probability densities, and ¢, be a sequence of positive

numbers. Let N(e,,P,) be the ¢,-covering number, i.e., the minimal number of Hellinger

balls of radius ¢,, needed to cover P,,.

RIS-RP. The result showing asymptotic accuracy in approximating the predictive den-

sity using RIS-RP is stated below.

Theorem 1. Let @ ~ N(0,031), and f(y|x,~, Ry, 0) be the conditional density of y given
the model induced by (v, Ry), where Ry is as in (2) and (3). Let B, be the true regression
parameter with 3 |Bo ;| < K for some constant K, and assumptions (A1)-(A2) hold.
Consider the sequence {e,} as in assumption (A2) satisfying 0 < €2 < 1 and ne? — oo,
and assume that the following statements hold for sufficiently large n:

(i) my|loger| < nej /4,

(ii) kynlog p, < ne2 /4, and

(1ii) m, log (1 + D <09\/6n5%pnmn>> < ne? /4, where
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D(h*) = h* supj,<p |a'(R)| supy,<p, [a’(R)/U'(h)|, b(-) as in (1). Then,

Py, |7 {d(f, fo) > 4e,|D"} > 26*”53/4] < 9e R/,

where w{-|D"} is the posterior measure.
The proof of Theorem 1 is given in the Appendix.

Remark 3. If we consider the sparse choice of R, as described in Remark 1, the same
line of proof (as that of Theorem 1) would go though. For both the choices of R, each
component of the projection matrix has expectation zero and finite fourth moment. For the
random matriz in (3), the probability of choosing a non-zero element, P(R; ; # 0), is fized,
while the probability is decaying with n for the sparse choice of R,. However, the rate of
decay is such that distances are preserved between the sample-points, a critical property for

proving consistency.

RIS-PCR. Asymptotic guarantees on predictive approximation for RIS-PCR requires an

additional assumption.

Assumption (A3) Let X, be the sub-matrix of X,, with columns corresponding to non-
zero values of 7, and x,, be a row of X,. Let V,, be the m,, x py matrix of m,, eigenvectors

corresponding to the first m,, eigenvalues of X! X,. Then, for each v and data point x.,
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where «,, ~ (ne2)~!, where the sequence {2} is as in assumption (A2).

Remark 4. If the matriz X X, has rank less than m,,, then oy, = 1 by Perseval’s identity.
Consider the situation where rank of the gram matriz, say r,(< n), is bigger than m,,. Then
the row space of X, or that of X, X, is spanned by a set of r, basis vectors vi,va, ..., V.

Therefore, any data point x can be written as a linear combination of these r, vectors as

X =avy+asve+---+a., v, , where ay,as, ..., a,, are constants not all equal to zero. As

the vectors v; are orthonormal, V;-X =aj forallj =1,2,...,r,, which in turn implies that
x'x = 2;21 a?. Also, note that the first m,, among these r, vectors constitute V., which
implies ||[Vox||* = 377" aF. Thus |[Vox|]?/[1x[|* = 220 a7/ 370, af, and magnitude of the
ratio depends on the part of x explained by the last few principal component directions.

-1

The lower bound a,, ~ (ne2)~! is weaker than many real data scenarios where most of the

variation is explained by the first few principal components.

Theorem 2. Let @ ~ N(0,031), and f(y|x,~, Ry, 0) be the conditional density of y given
the model induced by (v, Ry), where Ry is as in (2) and (4). Let B, be the true regression
parameter with »_ . |Bo ;| < K for some constant K, and assumptions (A1)-(A3) hold. As-
sume that the conditions (i)-(iii) of Theorem 1 hold for the sequence {e,} as in assumption

(A2) satisfying 0 < €2 < 1 and ne? — oo. Then,
Pfo ™ {d(f, fo) > 4€n|'Dn} > 26_"‘531/4] < 2€—na%/57

where w{-|D"} is the posterior measure.
The proof of Theorem 2 is given in the Appendix.
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Remark 5. The conditions (i)-(iii) in Theorems 1 and 2 are related to the sizes of py,
m,, and k, in comparison with ne2. A sufficient condition for (i) is m,logn < ne?/4,
providing an upper bound on the dimension of the subspace m,,. Condition (ii) restricts the
permissible number of regressors p,, and the number of possible models of each dimension
kn. If there is a strict ordering in the marginal correlation coefficients |ry,,|, so that
k., < K for some large number k (see assumption (A2)), then the condition reduces to
log p, < ne2 /4. To illustrate that condition (i) tends to be weak, consider distributions of
y corresponding to Bernoulli, Poisson and normal. For these cases, the quantity D(h*) is
at most order O(h*). Therefore, condition (iii) does not impose much additional restriction

over (i)-(ii), except mylogp, < ne2 /4, inducing a stronger upper-bound to m.,.

4 Simulation Study

In this section, we consider different simulation schemes (Scheme I — IV) to compare
TARP with a variety of methods. We mainly focus on high-dimensional and weakly sparse
regression problems with a variety of correlation structures in the predictors. The sample
size is taken to be 200, while p, varies. Additional results for different choices of n are

provided in the Supplement.

Competitors. We compare with: SCAD screened by iterative SIS (ISIS), ISIS-SCAD:;
minimax concave penalty (MCP) method screened by ISIS, ISIS-MCP; LASSO screened
by sequential strong rule (SSR, Tibshirani et al. (2012)), SSR-LASSO; ridge regression

screened by SSR, SSR-Ridge; elastic net screened by SSR, SSR-EN; principal component

18



regression (PCR); sparse PCR, SPCR (see Witten et al. (2009)); robust PCR, RPCR (see
Candes et al. (2011)); and Bayesian compressed regression (BCR). ISIS-SCAD and ISIS-
MCP are available in the ‘SIS’ package, and LASSO, ridge and elastic net are available in
the ‘biglasso’ package (Zeng and Breheny (2017)). SPCR and RPCR are performed using
‘PMA’ and ‘rsvd’ packages in R, respectively. To estimate PC scores, we rely on approxi-
mate SVD using fast.svd in the ‘corpcor’ package. For BCR, we average over 100 different
random projections with varying m,, values within the range [2log p,,3n/4]. We use the
gr function in R to apply QR factorization in place of Gram-Schmidt orthogonalization of

the random matrix, which is computationally prohibitive for large p,.

The proposed method. We select the tuning parameters of TARP as described in Section
2.3. The parameter m,, is chosen in the range [2logp,,3n/4]. We assign 6 = 2 as the
function max{0, (1 + log(p,/n))/2} is close to 2 for all the choices of (n,p,). Further, the
hyperparameters of the inverse gamma priors are set to 0.02 to correspond to a minimally

informative prior.

Simulation Schemes. In the first three simulation schemes, the predictors were generated
from N(0,Y), with different choices of p,, ¥ and the regression coefficients. In Scheme IV
we consider a functional regression setup. Different methods are compared with respect to
their performance in out of sample prediction. We calculate mean square prediction error
(MSPE), empirical coverage probability (ECP) of a 50% prediction interval (PI) and the

width of the PI for each of a 100 replicate datasets in each simulation case.

Scheme I: First order autoregressive structure. X;; = (0.9l 4,5 = 1,...,p,, with
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Figure 1: Box-plots of MSPE for p, = 2000 in Scheme I

Pn € {2000,3000}, and B; = 0 for all but a randomly selected set of 30 predictors having
Bj = 1.

Scheme II: Block diagonal covariance structure. We choose (p,/100 — 2) blocks of 100
predictors each, along with 200 independent predictors, with p, € {10%2 x 10*}. The
within-block correlation is p and the across-block correlation is zero, with p = 0.3 for half
of the blocks and p = 0.9 for the remaining half. There are 21 non-zero ;s having 8; = 1,
with 20 of the corresponding predictors in the p = 0.9 blocks and the remaining in the

independent block.

Scheme III: Principal Component Regression. We first choose a matrix P with orthonormal
columns, and a 3 x 3 matrix D = diag(15%,102, 7). We set > = PDP’ and choose 3 = P 1,
where P ; is the first column of P. This produces an X,, with three dominant principal

components, with the response y,, dependent on the first and p, € {10% 5 x 10}.

Scheme 1V: Functional Regression. Finally, we consider a functional regression setup, where
the covariates are generated from Brownian bridge B; with ¢ € (0,5) and values ranging

from (0,10). A set of 20 covariates is randomly selected as active, each having regression

20



80

60

-
[ |
[ |
| BB . :
|
"- ! -
. | ! |
R T -4_-
Lo mm ==
P i
-~ T == L -_— ==

T T T T T T T T T
ISIS-SCAD  ISIS-MCP SSR-LASSO SSR-EN  SSR-Ridge PCR SPCR RPCR BCR RIS-RP RIS-PCR

Figure 2: Box-plots of MSPE for p,, = 10000 in Scheme II.
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Figure 3: Box-plot of MSPEs for p,, = 5000 in Scheme III.

parameters in the range (2,2.5), and p, € {10%,2 x 10*}.

Results. For each of the simulation schemes, we present the results corresponding to the
first choice of p,,, with the other results provided in the Supplement.

In Scheme I (see Figure 1) SSR-Ridge, PCR, RIS-RP and RIS-PCR show competitive
performance, with RIS-PCR showing the best overall result. Performance of RIS-PCR is
closely followed by RIS-RP, which in turn is followed by PCR and SSR-Ridge. Apart from
these four methods, ISIS based approaches and SSR-EN exhibit reasonable performance.
Although ISIS based methods have lower average MSPE, the variances of MSPEs are high
indicating less stability. SPCR, RPCR, BCR and SSR-LASSO fail to perform adequately.
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Figure 4: Box-plot of MSPEs for p,, = 10000 in Scheme IV.

For Scheme II, PCR, RIS-RP and RIS-PCR again have the best performance (see Figure
2). RIS-PCR yields lowest overall MSPE, closely followed by RIS-RP and PCR. SSR-EN;,
SSR-Ridge and RPCR exhibit moderate performance. Performance of these three methods
are followed by LASSO, SPCR and BCR. Although SPCR enjoys better average MSPE, it
yields higher dispersion as well. ISIS based methods fail to pe