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Abstract

We compare various variable screening methods on multiclass classification problems when the data is
ultrahigh-dimensional. Two different approaches were considered: (1) pairwise extension from binary clas-
sification via one versus one or one versus rest comparisons and (2) direct classification of multiclass re-
sponses. We conducted extensive simulation studies under different conditions: heavy tailed explanatory
variables, correlated signal and noise variables, correlated joint distributions but uncorrelated marginals,
and unbalanced response variables. We then analyzed real data to examine the performance of the methods.
The results showed that model-free methods perform better for multiclass classification problems as well as
binary ones.
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1. M2

nle] FZEXZ o]FofR TAAFE D = {(yi,x;) €E RXRP, 4 =1,...,n}E 23X X7} FoJR
S o Yo BEZ7 iR Mol o]&3H X; & A5 M4 (signal /informative variable), 12| ¢fo ™
24 (noise/uninformative variable)z} 3ttt S W42 A9 prl FEX 4 nHT} 2 11
214 (high-dimensional) Zk2.2] R4 oA = Ao 71 AA| Mo fHo A3 Arhal 7+
th S C{l,...,p}E AZTHFEY HAF A (index set)olet 51, T 7ML d = S| < pE &
A 4 o}t A5 o, AEFRTA &3] AFEEE F42}F uM 8] (microarray) A5+ BE 3
7ol vlel Y53 B2 SHHT, S FW T8 ZEE 7= Ul o] FolA A Lde) dojsh=
258 FAAE Folle A ?:_IXV—q. A BRE gty ol¢ ARy B oA WA E (variable
selection) BA|Z & 4= 9lon] LASSO%} 722 HH3st =4 v 52 53 |28 & It} (Zhang 5,
2006; Ma2} Huang, 2008; Wu -, 2009; Gui$} Li, 2005; 2] th).

B, T ARolA We] £ of| Fe gk ¢ > 00 e p = O(n) o2 FADTHY, 21
A A7E p = exp{O(n®)}<] F¢E A2t} (Fan} Lv, 2008). 2 AE AR de] »ol=
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Next Generation Sequencing (NGS) (Metzker, 2010) &7} tix A 9 23 AFg oty 2149
ArE AT o] 489 vFol eA oz 27 whgol, LAY AR Hel 2ol WU B
vhe A8 A 1 A5l AAelN AT AXHE A AVE e AL £F BTG
(Fan3} Lv, 2008).
Fan¥} Lv (2008)+
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Algorithm 1 Correlation Screening (Fan¥} Lv, 2008)

1.

!

2. Ao HART S, 8 The 2o) Al

=7

>

Sn = {j P Wwj > Ww(,) where w(g,) denotes the d, largest value among all w;,j =1,... ,p} .

Snoll FBHA] e WS BF A AT

of W, AEWA] & a7 B 27 ng WA gethn AYHE, 2y 27 d. = n &

s, e
[n/logn|o2 A& 4 9t} Fand} Lv (2008)2 JFAEO] o237 ZAZ @Al o3 A%
WHETL AAE &gl ZAFELR 0Y9E $9sly, o5 448 A Z (sure screening property) ©] 2k

RSy, =,

542 wol

B 3= 23739 o FEF (muti-categorical classification) 28 3t A2 WAl BEAE 118
= H

Sk A BUIA B RS BRY e AL WeNS Y € {1, K}E SPus
X € RPo| FojQ FHE vpgpo g ojSshs A2 £ 4 vk o] wf K = 209 o] L7 (binary
classification), K > 30| tpdFEFZ thA] U 5 e, 21 o|FEFE A3 Agad o
(Fan3} Lv, 2008; Fan3} Fan, 2008; Fan %, 2009; Mai®} Zou, 2012)3= 22|, paFEF EA)
AiFoz g d3Eo] gt ol 4o Y (one-versus-one) =2 Aojt}(one-versus-rest) H]nl 5

Fgsto] o] FEF WS AALHA et thFER 2AE 2T 5 7] wiEolth A
Ao v e B 5 AEES SEotetl BE MAE o o] 85HA Keky] digel F49 284

2 o rr ®
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ol @ojd &= glom, Aotk nlue] F s JHA tet 74 MEE AL 3717 Btk B9 A=E
23 S5 Jdoke Dol itk wEbA thFEER EANA o2 R 7N Y e oy
FEF 7R A PSS A LEEte] e vind 2e7) ok

2.1. 0|SH25H LAY grH

WA, v T o]gg ol ASE 7P WAl b ES ASEAL 9 SHE v, .., yn € {—1,1}
= ol oln, HoE 93 %@@4 xI = (@i, xip), i =1,...,n= ¥ FF23)E i 7}
Ao @i =0, Yo =1).

Fan¥} Lv (2008)3} Fan_T’J— Fan (2008)% HESH S 4, 9 A SHEE 259 ABLS A= S5, 5
FH g8 (marginal utility) 224 5§ o|RE t-FA %] &8-S Aotk

Tjt — Tj—
_ 7 2.1
© V1/ng +1/n_ 1)
AN Zjp = Diep, g/t T = Yy wi/n- SR GUA SR} 2 wsd B9 e
ATy = (1) L= (= o = L] o = (LIS CEARE 050 4
(2.1)2 X,V B2 7S vlasy] wiel, Selgte] AU, X;7H Az dol= E(XG|Y =

1) = BCGIY — —1)2hdl X, & A6 230 o] o

Fan3} Song (2010)& ISP RE &lojlA] FH 755 (marginal likelihood) S 2231 W4 1)
HE Adsidet. olgEFe txFd A A2 2y sloAe (2A)FH/NeE T4 o

5} 2t}
= " lyilogp;(a, Bs i) + (1 — yi) log{1 — p; (e, B; i)},
=1

oA 71A pi(a, B;xij) = exp(a + Bxij) /{1 + exp(a + Bx;j)} oItk Fan3} Song (2010)2 HsLAES 9
& tH29) M 755 (maximum marginal likelihood) S -85t}

w;j = max li(a, B). (2.2)

)

o

S EA RS BHAA HH, FETSE ATS) AU ARTSE ols) @ £ ik AR,
Hol juR) Suige] A tate] 68 B4R MAE B f(x;0

¥ o{o

= Lo iste] FHE LS th33} 2ol Y3t
wj = min %ZLj{f(O;%),yi}- (2.3)
=1

Fan 5 (000)& FURE 4 (9E 15T LU IS NI AEAL IFERA 5
ZE9E 7] A (supp #

o g3fe] ol

4>g

ort vector machine)& & (hinge loss function)&

L(O;215,95) = [1— w8 wig)] s + S (2.0
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A7 [a]+ = max{a,0}, A > 0= BEF [ EFJEE 2&H= EFolH, Hre FoIX SFEA A
g (semi-positive definite kernel) K(x,z’)el 2l AAHE A Ad IHE F7Hreproducing kernel
Hilbert space) @ ow|aith. AEEMEAAS 24845 f(z) T 2 (n+ )AL Ba B
0 = (00,01,...,0,)] APAF] Fej=E £I=HH (Kimeldorf2} Wahba, 1971),

f(@;0) =00+ Y 0:K (2, 25),
i=1
ANA ([ fllfe = Ximy iy 00K (zig, zy) 0tk A I K& 53l 482 &8 v4d 3
S5 7hseith A A K(z,2') = 22’ & o]8shd Ay EF EAE, 99 79 (radial kernel)
(:c,:v) = c(z —2')*& o83 HAY EF BAE 47 2 sdet T 2ERS AE A
2 uAsle] ARSI AZEME AL ShgolM REES A AEe F28 #A 1 1UP, H
Jg FAAE FHES 4] (24)9] AN Z7|9E EIEE BE SHASLTL U iﬁ}
o= 74% LI NE *F& sto] M4 FUEES ALbst s, A9 grol A uhA|A| iﬂlﬁr 22 o
L@ 2

N

FE J% WA oz FryEn of37}7] (Kolmogorov fil-
£ ouswast SPus g 4By ST XY - 19
CEAN R,

(Kolmogorov-Smirov) &7

wj= sup |Fij(z) - F(x)|, (2.5)

Hzy < 2} Fyj(z) = ni' Yier, Hmiy < a}e A7 {ziysi € 11134

{ouii € 1.}9) AVLE Foroltk. guuzz-svlens PAgolche vugd pue les
394S97) e gRuex IA7IE AR BE YK FUO] AETHE RYFGmodelfre)

2.2. O[TH2R VISME Qo] |95 CIIF2R Bame o

thaz kg ws g, € {1,..., K}7F K719 3 & shte] 3t Hatoka 7HAsR). wkgwso] ghoj
wel AR RS L = {0y = k32 B8, ny = L], y¥ = {yi,i € I}, 2812 X = {x;,i €

A 218004 AT ol FEF VR E AThY, Arheh MmE ThEE AR ADBPOR AT
A ARSI o FEF WAAEES ANoR & ArhY W) Qrich W HAL duels 23
301 72k 2.e¥5]of Siek

QT Az, 9 vla P KW Aol sk wANA ekl AN Mlw F 1 Aehgke A A
L

oJgEgel Mol EAY 4 (21) AT ol Aokstel, thiFERe WeEMEE 9
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Algorithm 2 ¥t < (one-versus-one) H| I

L 9bSRI7E 74 5= e g9 F M%)
(k1) € {L,..., K} x {1,..., KN\ {k}ol thato]
e = Dy UDy

52 10l AT o thew o] Belhrk

n
2. OJFEF A7 DYl tiek A W AL o) 2 w;(k,1)E} k. olAl,
CHEFER WeAEe AS juA A

Z A=

Algorithm 3 <tjt}(one-versus-rest) ¥l

1. 999 ke {l,..., K}l tjatd,
]D)zvr:DkUch

£ Aol s o714

E AL

3 oo F-SAEES 18T 5 ot
O (@ — )7 /(K = 1)
wj = 78 S — R (2.6)
Dokt 2t (@i — Tjk)?/(n — K)

AN T = nyg S0 Tk, Ty =0t Zi{:l P l=
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3, Fan 5 (2009)9] 273}

K
wj = %Z Or1 log pj (ka,,ék;fﬂjkl) ) (2.7)

A7 & = (&u,...,ax)T} B = (A --,ﬂK) HAUrsEFgAelL, 6 = Hym = kb,
ik (dk, Brs wimt) = exp(dik + Brwjne) /{1 + X5y exp(diy + Brajr) polth
B9, Zhu 5 (2011)5 ThAF BERGS 98 Wy JE0% MV-SISE Alekshairy.

K ng
-1 ZZ % {F x]kl ﬁ‘(l‘jkl)}2, (2.8)

k=11=1
A7 Fz) =n~t 35, 0% Haju < b, Fi(e) = ng ' 0% Hagu < o} 2 2424 Al Sae)
F4 APRT RS}, BSAST} b M) 2AR FRRFGoI WA Bl JFL WA= AT
Wet B9 Pl fol7k 27 dehd Aolth BRuzx ofwr)sh vhiiAg, 4 (28)S 3R
PSS BEIY) WhRo] BYot RE Ao R AhErie Bl Ak, EE #5209 1)
FAVIS AFARNE B3 SRRk ol frol s

Li 5 (2012)+& 43A 4 thAl A d3A 4 (distance correlation) 9] AMS-ES A3ttt o)) g2
FEUS U raHd S5 Vol thsto] Az daAsE vt 2o 3¢ "ot

dCov(U, V)
v/dCov(U, U)dCov(V, V)’

o] 714 dCov(U, V)& UL V] Aglg&4Hdistance correlation)& LR H

dCor(U,V) =

{dCov(U, V)}* = / [$uv (t,5) — du(t)du(s)|*w(t, s)dtds

r+q
olth. o371A, du(t)2} ov(s)= 22 U, V| ¥ EA g (characteristic function)& ¢u,v(t,s)=
(U, V)9 2% EA4FsE vehdch nle A8 (i, vi), i = 1,...,n7F Fo Rk sbd, A
T 28 FRHFL 24 2tk

[dCov(uv)} =81+ 8- 5y

1 n n
= (712 SN s = uglgllve — Vj|r>

i=1 j=1

(o (S wi) < (S 3wt

i=1 j=1 i=1 j=1

1 n n n
- <ns D2 D i = wllgllvs — vz||r> :

i=1 =1 1=1
A7IA | - [lae dAHE FEEIE AE vERd B4 ABASe 2, dCor(U, V) = 02 USt
V7I 5Y4E onjsith. &4 Fojd AL B8 & 5 ko] F e Ado] vtEAY oAkl A¢-
oz & AoHAr}. Li 5 (2012)7} Xﬂ 3t 7 2] &A1 ¥ (distance correlation screening)2 T3} 22
FH AYYBATE o] &3to] ASTHATE AEsith
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RS B ES A, WS g (K — DA 7P 20 = (20, ., 2ix—1) | = BB
the] AGARATE THOEAN HpAE o] 83 4 9l

wj = ’(m(wj,z) 7 (2.9)
A7NA ;9] kAR D2z v = kD ull, 19] e 7HX 2 ol W 09 ZHS 7HA]= JpHSeo| T
2.4. YIS WEMY
FRARTE o] g3te] MPAES e A, AL TS vRdte] ofejrx] FHo] AN =
HHFE 2k AFAAAE AYE dskA) Rtthke @] ok & o] oW SHHUFES v
Heel FHHogE AFF o AR AW APHoTE ARH g = AUk oI HE, &
A 2 HERE AEWY) ofch o]& B&eEr] 918 Fand} Song (2010)2 WA w4l
] (iterative screening)< A|<Fetgith. AHAM 3 &L T 2t

Algorithm 4 W27 WX (iterative screening)

1.y} Xo] thste] W8S Aqste] doy7le) ATUSE At o of Addd W A
T2 Sy, MG FHAS B X = (w15 €Sy, i = 1,...,n}E vehiA.
2. gko] TN HEE ] ke W] AR S = HESY, AT SYAS FYL X, 2 E
AL 5 ek oA X, & WP, X E SYUPE Sto] AFATAL AP F 2 23
(1)

S
g X, & Axket &,

3. yoF X, o tiste} Wipdde A
Ao AL Say US(
. o] A 238 (M — 1) wrESte] AeE W] S dyy+- -+ doan 7F F R do(= [0/ logn]
;6‘:% ’I’L)% lég-t\ﬂ ‘?-3%‘3} ﬂ%ﬁz—iii \jEHIE]\_ tﬁ‘/ﬁ"‘é‘% S(l) J--- US(]W) o] %U{_

B =RMe day =do) = dn /22 2R3, T HE REETE A Akt

3. Dol

B oA 278004 e 4 (21)FE (2.9)7FA9] WHES ThEe BT ASellA vlws] B gk
o} o]FEF 79 W EL Binary, SRR 71N HES Multi® 23t UEeRth o3&
F 719 el FHERS -BAFSE 3 W t, o3 EX2E FHIEEE o83k WY
2 Logit, AZEWE7|AS &83F 9PHL SVM, 28|1 FR12= 77 KFo|t} &3 tpdx
2 = |3

F 719 dpgel A FHEg
2 M-Logit, MVE Zd
We DCE B3Pt 3.1
32735 E 3.5%0 AHNE & ¢

PEAZOR S BEe F, 0 2428 FAM5EES o
183H wpoln, AR 4BASE 08T W

- 37 A9E gsEgt 3

A8 dlolE] Aol N P AHuT 3] 72 m Gl we]

Mr o
H:{I
o
&
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©
N
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g ot B £AL A9, AT} el AZ AT B9, WEEol AY BEAOR A
of QAT FW REFORE ABIA ¢ S, T B B WRE I/l YA BE
& 27k BAsnh BE 4904 1 = 200, p = 2,000% thehin, 2ol AF w2 S%E 5004 o]
oh. ol AA AL WAL ATWRE X, j €S = {1,...,d}2, Y7} AAE wEe S K
(Y = 1., K)= AR3geh W 219 %2 vlashe S5 theel 27118 Agsiar

—_

. Py 2837 d, & [n/log n] = 37T7NZ SHIAS w, T2 tof| Al
2. Minimum model size (MMS): SAZFS Z <AU=Z
ERoE 2 A2 272 ekl A

WA Pt 10] AHESE (248), MMS7F AR A5059 A%, dot 71e4E (4245 U
° 4% BT A 4 gtk #o] ATH P,o) BEgeln BE o) 2k MMSe] HEgkol
o},

wel Ay Ao A t= FHUEES - 5AFOR S W, Logit o|F 2A~
KF o

_‘_', N
o

Frl

S

WEER W PY F P 2

6otk &7 WE7E Ao ge W Xof =AR

M
kel
rlr
=
;.<
Il

g1 =0.5774 x (1,1,1,1,1,1,0,...,0);

p2 = 0.5774 x (1,1,—-1,—1,—-1,-1,0,...,0);
ps = 0.5774 x (=1,—-1,1,1,—1,—1,0,...,0);
pa = 0.5774 x (=1, —1,-1,—1,1,1,0,...,0),

°]v} ¥ = Diag{CSa(p), CSp-a(p)} oItk 71X paHd FE CSp(p) = (1 — p)I, + pJpolv] &
A7} pQl B3] A (compound symmetry) S84 225 YERdTE 1,9 pJ,= pA-dolH
77 Fsydn REALT 190 AP dolry. B APoAE p =052 Ttk F, Asus
=4 FAFHFES AR 5o 74 AT /Fe 25 e AdASsE 0500t Hlol= &R/
& (Bayes error rate)2 22.6%°]th.

(M2) K =3. Ao M2 d =50tk thao] o 2AAE 232 &83to] YE 443

(Y =1|X =x)
pr(Y
(

kel

log = 6x1 + 3x2 + 4x3 + Sx4 + 275,

31X =x)
pr(Y =2|X ==z)
pr(Y =3|X =)

log = 521 +4xo + Txsz + 324 + 45.

ojtf X2 M2 5YAHoE N(0,1)E weth o= 2E8FE&2 11.5% |t
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Table 3.1. Comparison under default models

Bayes d Binary Multi
error t Logit SVM KF F M-Logit MV DC
1. 1. 1. . 1. 1. 1. 1.
ML 226% 6 000 000 000 0.998 000 000 000 000
(6) (6) (6) (6) (6) (6) (6) (6)
0.976 0.972 0.944 0.930 0.982 0.882 0.910 0.920
M2 11.5% 5
£80) (8 (1 (1) (6) 45) (22 (23)
0.474 0.436 0.444 0.472 0.492 0.448 0.386 0.418
M3  35.0% 5
(996)  (979)  (1092)  (984) (977) (928) (1303)  (987)
0.565 0.805 0.825 0.998 0.680 0.837 0.590 0.835
M4 22.6% 6
(336) (56) (61) (6.0) (200) (42) (182) (50)
0.022 0.086 0.558 1.000 0.026 0.014 0.990 1.000
M5 0.7% 5
(1636) (1631) (1534) (5) (1615) (1636) (6) (5)

(M3) K =3. AgWse] 492 d=5olch. t}e) iy 2A~E 2ag B8] Y-8 AT

pr(Y =1|X =z)

pr(Y =3|X =x)

pr(Y =2|X =x)

pr(Y =3|X =x)
ol XE5& AZ EHHoE N(0,1)E Wt HWo|2 2R&FE&2 35.0%°]th.

(M4) K = 4. 5959 492 d=60lth WA MIT} 22 $A0Z WY =y ~ N(uy, 2)E 44
SFaL, X; = exp(2W;) ¢} 22 H&2 si3lrh wlo]= LE{FE2 22.6% It

(M5) K =3. A2 A d =50tk ATHsES SHHCR ofefel o] Addrt

log = —cos(z1) + =32 — Za5 +

log = —sin(z1) + log(|z2| + 1) — 3z3 + sin(z4) + exp(xs).

XY =1~ ta,
X,|Y =2~ 0.5N(2.5,1) +0.5N(—2.5,1),
X,|Y =3~ 0.5N(5,1) + 0.5N(=5,1).

~
oX, o

=]

E =

lo -z

oo

ng B

S

e
> il

M e zlild

tg{‘ 4 i H}] m:._l‘
30 el [kt fole
Lo 2 o

-
%_4

5 m|gk .
WS B Mt TRIET olle G48 45 B 4 Utk TEREI o379} 2ol
o183 MVE 7 A%5o] teofl =7 "ol Atw], ol MV} 7
A3 whel wch o] mel7 71 Aol ok Ao ol
2rnEs ol3), MV, Az4e48)e Ad Sas) A8 @

o ATE o] %0127 etk

K
~
>
-
Lo
>4
2
o oy, [
s o
ol off Y Mr X

tE o
2
o
iy
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o
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Table 3.2. Comparison under heavy-tailed models

Bayes d Binary Multi
error t Logit SVM KF F M-Logit MV DC
0.767 0.778 0.823 1.000 0.787 0.727 1.000 0.970
M1 30.9% 6
’ (94) (54) (36) (6) (80) (67) (6) 9)
M2 7.4% 5 0.960 0.888 0.940 0.922 0.972 0.866 0.924 0.960
. ()
(9 @0)  (14)  (24) © @) an (12
M3 95.9% 5 0.416 0.422 0.454 0.444 0.454 0.394 0.454 0.494
e (1302)  (1220)  (1641)  (1066) (1340)  (1316)  (1232)  (1250)
M5(1) 0.4% 5 0.030 0.108 0.694 1.000 0.040 0.032 0.992 1.000
e (1447)  (1212)  (6) (5) (1394)  (1466) (6) (5)
M5(2) 8.5% 0.042 0.122 0.380 1.000 0.050 0.028 0.728 1.000
o (1650)  (1419)  (1318) (5) (1632)  (1645) (54) (5)
Aol ZoJAPS AASATE M1, M2, M3 23X 7HH2 tar— 2 WAsen, Ms+= 27F] W3d<
THE it
(M1) XY =y ~ tag=2(py, X) 013, oJmf py, X 71 M1} 2t}
(M2) XEL N2 SPHOR tgp S WET} 712 M29] 2A2E 23| o3 v 71 A=
(M3) XE2 A& SYHOE taros THFETE 7]E M39] 2A2E Ry o) Y7+ B/ddth
(M5) %

NEHSEL SYHow ool o] ANH T, FLUFEL £ A¢ RRoy =¥dos
(0,1)& w2t}

(1) X;]Y =1~ N(0,1),

X,|Y =2~ 0.5N(2.5,1) + 0.5N(—2.5,1),

XY =3~ 0.5N(5,1) + 0.5N(—5,1).

2

(2) XY =1~ t4,
X;|Y =2 ~ 0.5t4(2.5) 4 0.5t4(—2.5),
XY =3 ~ 0.5t4(5) 4 0.5t4(—5).

Table 3.2+ 9 239 tfst 2ojAd Aot} AF7} mE7F T2 t—‘ﬂr?ﬁ%
ool ANBE F7e /o WeE Adshe 5% F-EA%S 47 3 u a—% oA &

g
é
ﬂ
m
folr
4
v}

Stk b4 e 5P Mol 238 MY (R WYoR A% ZIE Mg & HAW 4+ g,
BT Y BEIEE of7], MV 123 A4l Eo] o3t el BAgle] A8e 23
B 247 493} W09 2A2E 2Pl AR E AAsHE M2, MIAE mE PROIA A5 Aol
A9 HolA ek W Msel MFAAE () (2) BFIA AR BHTH PRS0 T A5
b MVE (2) ¥FolA tha BolAE A5 B, ol MV7E ol 4xo] §8L 2A Bt Ao
2 4% 4 ok
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Table 3.3. Comparison under models with correlated signal and noise variables.

Bayes d Binary Multi
error t Logit SVM KF F M-Logit MV DC
1. 1. 1. . 1. 1. 1. .992
ML 205% 6 00 000 000 0.998 000 000 000 0.99
(6) (6) (6) (6) (6) (6) (6) (6)
0.820 0.806 0.662 0.736 0.786 0.601 0.616 0.653
M2 10.3%
(72) (75) (201)  (149) (101) (616) (216)  (323)
0.291 0.246 0.244 0.332 0.290 0.292 0.174 0.290
M3  36.7% 5
(1858)  (1857)  (1829)  (1742) (1862)  (1865)  (1645)  (1702)

&8 F27F A7) 39 (autoregressive) Sh= B-polle ATWpT7|2]e] FHe SEH L, F5Hset
9] AFL o FolrRm g B3} g A A (compound symmetry )94 A¢HT © 22 A9E L}E}‘/HD} o}
A el AR FRes Tl 472t 53 AN S 7= AT AFEYT) o
£ 98 93" 718 23 M1, M2, M3& o]-&3le] Bo|ddS 33t

(M1) XY =y~ N(uy,CS)elaL, olul] p,= M1} 2t}

(M2) X ~ N(0,CS). 71& M29] 228 R0 o] Y7} YT}

(M3) X ~ N(0,CS). 71& M39] 2 23of 93] Y7} YAt

CS+ ATy FHad A 24 A@B3A7) 052 A5k 2S Juldity. H4-E7e)
APz A Y £F ARV FSHSE A AEe] ol =7t SEizit)

Table 3.3& Hd Auldog Table 3.100] Bj3 Mol & o]Foj2|A] S-S & 4 Utk AT 7
u| XA QFokort, M22} M:MW% 25

re

)

B AT BE 25 MIAE B550) dgo] 2 Jae x
A B2 A o) HolATh 1t FUEES LEAOE S W, Logit® o] ZAAY 61}
SEE o3k W, SVME AEENEAS $83 W, KFE ZR123 oj37] Wi ojv
oh. TPAFER AU B P FUESS FEAROR S B, M-Logit® th 229 9
NS ol§3H W, MVE ZREZHS) A9 AFS o3k Pielw DO A AaAS

(MO) Xi,..., X2 79 BE [—/3,V3], X5,..., Xp= N(0,1)0lA BAH AL o,
(1) j=1,...,po1 B3k, X; = X; %} sd(X;) = 15 W=3}.

(2) X1 = X1 — V2Xs5, Xo = Xo +V2Xs, X3 = X1 — V2X5, Xy = X4 + V2X50]300
§=5,,poAE X; = V3X;elth ol j =1, pellA sd(X;) = V3E D5t

X =7t FlRS W, Y k=1, 4014 P(Y = k|X = &) o exp{f(2)}9] BE= 447
t}. o714 a=5/V38 &, f (i) —aZ1 + aty, f2(T) = —ad1 — aza, f3(Z) = —aZs — axs,
I3 fu(Z) = —ads — ads S VEITH
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Table 3.4. Comparison under models with predictors not marginally but jointly correlated with response

Bayes d Binary Multi
error t Logit SVM KF F M-Logit MV DC
1. 1. 1. 1. 1. 1. 1. 1.
Mo(1) 141% 4 000 000 000 000 000 000 000 000
4) (4) ) (4) (4) ) (4) (4)
0.794  0.788 0.764 0.768 0.796 0.722 0.716 0.638
MO(2)  13.8% 5
(996) (984) (1014) (914) (1039) (948) (1050) (945)

Table 3.5. Comparison results for iterative versions

Bayes d Binary Multi
error t Logit SVM KF F M-Logit MV DC
1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
MO(2) 13.8% 5
(20) (20) (20) (20) (20) (20) (20) (23)

Table 3.6. Comparison under unbalanced cases

Bayes d Binary Multi
error t Logit SVM KF F M-Logit MV DC
Casel M1 18% 0.883 0.855 0.835 0.775 1.00 0.997 0.987  0.988
(18) (25 (134)  (92) ) ©) ©  ©
Case2 M1 36% 0.725 0.412 0.454  0.523 0.988 0.987 0.599 0.845
(120)  (255)  (815)  (247) (6) (6) (149) (19)

TR AEE R =yt (2) &
Ak vl dFE MAY, FUEE JOoRE off JHE JAA 4

Table 345 B8 (1)o] ¥l8] (2)9] W] E 418 whiSol Auh} AoFaA & & ek Xy %
Xa7HE A7 AEE AT, B8 R0 A Xok RRAE A 87570 ARslor AEE )
Z X0l GoAE Aol A3 ABehA skeh o)A AmelAE MEAE HPEe FHH 5

g At on,

= 2@ F vk 247004 2ET AAE vHES
=
2

oo
rt
i
i)
9
=
td
rn
ol
i)
2
>

d(l) = 19, d(g)
P,= 1.000, MMSE 207} 7Fko2 vpeh}a] vbE= o N
A AFHE A2 G5 ATk 3 A5 7 ABBAZL EASAL, YO BR AH7} AR Baw 4%
AL WA WRAES BEFORM B 4SS HAT S gt

H
oo
fu

= 1 R
o
oy
38
£
S
=
le]
w
o
rlr
rE
I

2
rE
P
2
i

3.5. CHHF B 30| 2T 27 H2

upAgto 2 st M- Yo HErt Bl A-folth Y7 B E <l A9l

O 2 Qlsto] W Aol oY = Uk o] g A

2 F 7HA A9l sl B A dS akqlcth

o Case 1: HFEE AA FE2] xol7F A2 2 A - M1)olA YE BE &9 (P(Y =1),P(Y =
2), P(Y =3),P(Y =4)) = (0.05,0.10,0.30,0.55) & WA AT}

o Case 2: oJx & £ H]go] W9 &1, ymAY vl&2 F2 ¢ - (M)A YE BS FE0]
(P(Y =1),P(Y =2), P(Y =3),P(Y = 4)) = (0.85,0.05,0.05,0.05) £ A=A}
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Figure 4.1. Density plot of response for tecator and its categorization.
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Folt} o 3 &9 ujgo] WY =2 Case 20|AE THAE B3R 7]¥ ¥ & MV G5 Aso] g

ARh MV A8 £ 34E 7|He= 3—}7] Hﬂ—r‘)ﬂ E}—r HEo] vjgo] AL A FF=7t HolA
e

o] AoAe £glo WHEo] AA AB AL oI FAFS Holk 2| AHHHE 7] Y3 Tecator AR
&85ttt Tecator AR+ oS W<l 1007H] F4-&3 W3 A4 ANERE o] Fo] A QT ’%}/‘ﬂ
gt 25 A ™2 http://lib.stat.cmu.edu/datasets/tecatoro| A & = Qth. 8+ AA A7 F o4
A& Hole 103 2k52} 1059 A5 E AT A= 213708 E-8siitt. wks Mg AEo] A%
oz o]FolA glenmg tpF o] Fa Hreo] WEEeksith:

HE vRS R y 3] W HAE5A9 N
1 yi <20 138
2 20 < y; < 40] 57
3 40 < y; 18

Figure 4.1 ¥k Wse] 25 yebd 2-ojrh. =3 AA Ao (n = 213) 2o} o SHge]
78 9 2 A%e 97 A8 ta—rolA SHACR A8 49007 FEHSE FUIerAh Ax
mo] AFe] 43S 7hekalA F2lshd n = 213, d = 100, p = 50000] 1, F-g w4

= A=
o] 1009 9HE AJlf3gitt. Table 4.1 2P 3 7]E 100702 G310 of AlEHS7 =

Table 4.19] 232 Hdl AvA oz o|gERE 7N WS thiF27 Wiscl ¥ U2 4%
= B3tk ol WS ME 227 2d@ o)) el 3.5%00A AR gE R AP A4S
sk 239e & 5 k. thFER Bl visiAE tha EojAA Y RS i ERIES
A= S o stk olA ™ AAl AtmOlM e ARTF 22 TPEE WS ofHeRR
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Table 4.1. Comparison for the real data set

d Binary Multi
t Logit SVM KF F M-Logit MV DC
0.77 0.57 0.21 0.94 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Tecator 100
(169) (320.5) (1668) (106) (100) (100) (100) (100)

|

4831 Aol FAATL o) Y7 BEYAA ool et chAF RS a4
ol

5. A=

2 =RoAE 2749 Ao thIFERE 98 W5t glo) Wi A7E SAs. R o
279 BReNA B7) 93 A ARolA 3] YE L FBELS BAAFL Tl AAH Aong
3, A4 Agels AgHRTh 1 A%, Avdos uy AHosiy Ahee PYEd Funs
= o7, APTAE, Telm MV7E ThE Wil wis) & A58 2L HA 4 otk A%
Mol AWt A2 ABE AL Yoh X7h AAZE AR Aol QAT F3 BEFORE Aztol
G LEHE A 9olAE A8 W S0] B o2 AUA T, MEA MSAES A 88 Folt 4
AehA Aol ol FolZitk WA PHE AW Wt thEEY ol RYTH P 19y 2
$oolE FRAAY, Bedow 4oY ult vEE M4AES AePoEM o £ ARE 22 4
92 Aoz QAT 4tk ¥ BF WAV BEFY Wt 27 O YL FAsge, chire
5 ol o BER whel Wal A5 L 4% B3tk WA AA] Age] ApAEe A8 o
Y7 EFHAA WA Sels F Ry R Ad iy S old A PUe A48 A A4 4 vk
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