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Abstract

Robust estimators for Generalized Linear Models (GLMs) are not
easy to develop because of the nature of the distributions involved.
Recently, there has been an increasing interest in this topic, espe-
cially in the presence of a possibly large number of explanatory vari-
ables. Transformed M-estimators (MT) are a natural way to extend
the methodology of M-estimators to the class of GLMs and to obtain
robust methods. We introduce a penalized version of MT-estimators
in order to deal with high-dimensional data. We prove, under ap-
propriate assumptions, consistency and asymptotic normality of this
new class of estimators. The theory is developed for redescending p-
functions and Elastic Net penalization. An iterative re-weighted least
squares algorithm is given, together with a procedure to initialize it.
The latter is of particular importance, since the estimating equations
might have multiple roots. We illustrate the performance of this new
method for the Poisson family under several type of contaminations in
a Monte Carlo experiment and in an example based on a real dataset.
Keywords: high-dimension, GLMs, MT-estimators, penalized meth-
ods, robustness.



1 Introduction

Generalized linear models (GLMs) are an important tool in data analysis.
In high dimensional problems, traditional methods fail, because they are
based on the assumption that the number of observations is larger than the
number of covariates. The problem of high dimensional data has been widely
studied and penalized procedures have been proposed to address it. For
linear models, [Hoerl and Kennard| [1970] have proposed the Ridge, Tibshirani
[1996] the Lasso and |Zou and Hastie| [2005] the Elastic Net, while [Friedman
et al| [2010] have studied their generalization to GLMs. [Fan and Li [2001]
have introduced the smoothly clipped absolute deviation (SCAD) penalty.
Penalized estimators for linear regression have also been studied by Knight
and Fu [2000] and |Zou, [2006].

All the mentioned proposals have a very good performance if all the ob-
servations follow the assumed model. However, if a small proportion of the
observed data are atypical, they become completely unreliable.

Robust estimators for high dimensional linear models have been proposed
by Maronna|[2011] and [Smucler and Yohai|[2017], among others, while Bianco
et al.| [2023] have proposed penalized robust estimators for logistic regression.
Avella-Medina and Ronchetti [2018] have introduced a family of penalized ro-
bust estimators for GLMs, with the aim of performing variable selection. An-
other proposal for robust variable selection in GLMs was given by Salamwade
and Sakate|[2021], who introduced penalized MT-estimators and proved their
oracle properties. The family of penalty functions considered by these last
two papers includes the SCAD and the Lasso penalties but does not include
the Ridge penalty or other Elastic Net penalties. Moreover, neither the sim-
ulation study nor the real examples in Salamwade and Sakate [2021] deal
with high dimensional data. In fact, Agostinelli et al.| [2019] showed that a
new computational method is required for this type of data and in particular
that the initial estimators are extremely influential to the performance of the
whole procedure.

In this paper we introduce penalized MT-estimators based on the Elastic
Net penalty function. We study their theoretical properties such as con-
sistency and asymptotic normality under suitable assumptions. We also
introduce a computational algorithm and a procedure to obtain an initial
estimate. The results of an extensive Monte Carlo study are presented, as
well as an application to a real data set in which we seek to predict the length
of hospital stay of patients using several covariates.



The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section [2| reviews the defini-
tion of MT-estimators for GLMs, while Section [3] introduces their penalized
version based on the Elastic Net penalty function. Section 4| discusses the se-
lection of the penalty parameters by Information Criteria or Cross-Validation,
while Section 5] provide asymptotic results. Section[6|and [7]contain the Monte
Carlo setting, a summary of its results and an the application example. Sec-
tion [§] provides some concluding remarks. Appendix [A] contains the complete
proofs of the theorems given in Section [5, whereas Appendix [B] provides de-
tails on how to obtain a robust starting value and the description of the
Iterative Re-Weighted Least Squares (IRWLS) algorithm. Finally, Appendix
[C] reports further results of the Monte Carlo experiment.

2 Me-estimators based on transformations

Let (y,x) be a random vector of dimension p + 2 and F' = F(.,u,¢) a
distribution function depending on two parameters p and ¢, with p € (1, i)
where p; can be +oo and ¢ > 0. We say that (y,x) follow a GLMs with
parameter 3, link function ¢ and distribution function F' if

ylx ~ F(op ),  glp) =n=x'p, (1)

where 8 = (py, BlT)T is the parameter of the linear predictor n, 5, € R,
Bi=B,....5) eR, x=(1,2")", 2= (21,...,7,)" € RP and ¢ is a
nuisance scale parameter which is assumed to be known. We assume that g
is defined on (1, p2), and that it is continuous and strictly increasing. We
also assume that lim,,,, g(#) = —oo and lim,_,,, g(1r) = +o00. Let t be a
variance stabilizing transformation, that is, such that Var(t(y)) ~ a(¢) is
approximately constant and a is a known function. We define

L(B) = Eg, (p (t(y) - mig(;)(x ﬂ))>> (2)

and the m function is given by

m = arg min t(y)_—y
(n) = argmin E, <p< a(¢)>>, (3)

where p is a bounded p-function such as Tukey’s bisquare function (see Sec-
tion [5| for the definition of a p-function) and ¢ is a variance stabilizing trans-
formation; for instance, in the Poisson case t(z) = y/z. The function m
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is necessary to ensure the Fisher consistency of the estimator. We assume
that this function is uniquely defined for all u. We denote by mg~' the
composition m o g~

By Eg, (h(y,x)) we denote the expectation of h(y,x), when (y,x) follows
a GLMs with parameter 3,, as defined in . This notation is used in the
definition of L in order to emphasize the different roles of 3 and 3,. In the
sequel, we will denote it either by Eg_(h(y,x)) or simply by E(h(y,x)) when
the distribution of (y,x) is clear.

Introduced by Valdora and Yohai [2014], M-estimators based on trans-
formations (MT), are the finite sample version of . Given an independent
and identically distributed (i.i.d.) sample (y1,%1),. .., (Yn,X,) of size n, we

define
L.(8) = %Zp (t(yi) - mj(¢)(xz ﬂ)) (4)

i=1
and the MT-estimator is 3, = arg ming L, (8).

Taking p(z) = 2% we get a least squares estimate based on transformations
(LST) for GLMs:

Brs = arguin 3 (t(y:) = mas (97 (</8)))" (5)

where mpg(p) = E,(t(y)). Hence, MT-estimators can be seen as a robus-
tification of LST-estimators. LST- and MT-estimators are investigated in
Agostinelli et al.| [2019], where an initial estimator based on the idea of Pena
and Yohai [1999] is proposed and an IRWLS algorithm to solve the mini-
mization problem is studied.

3 Penalized MT-estimators for Generalized
Linear Models

Consider the following penalized objective function

n

LB)= 5 (t(yi) - mj(:m (x5 )> + AP.(B), (6)

=1



where P,(3) is a penalization term depending on the vector 3, and o and A
are penalization parameters. We define penalized MT-estimators as

~ A

/671, = ﬁn,)\,a = arg rnﬁin [A’n(/g) (7>

For instance, as in [Zou and Hastie [2005], let

1
P(B)=(1 —a)—||ﬁ1||§+06||ﬂ1\|1 (8)
:Z% 1 - a)B? + alf|

be the Elastic Net penalty, which corresponds to the Ridge penalty for a = 0
and to the Lasso penalty for a = 1. Notice that we are not penalizing the
intercept 5. However, the theory we devolope also applies to the case in
which the intercept is penalized.

For the computation of these estimators we use an IRLWS algorithm
which is described in Appendix [B] The use of a redescending p function, es-
sential to get a high breakdown point robust estimator, leads to a non convex
optimization problem, in which the loss function may have several local min-
ima. For this reason, the choice of the initial point for the IRWLS algorithm
is crucial. In particular, we need to start the iterations at an estimator that
is already close to the global minimum in order to avoid convergence to a dif-
ferent local minimum. In low dimensions, solutions to this problem are often
obtained by the subsampling procedure e.g., the fast S-estimator for regres-
sion of [Salibian-Barrera and Yohai [2006]. Penalized robust procedures can
use the same approach e.g., in|Alfons et al. [2013]. However, when the dimen-
sion of the problem becomes large, the number of sub-samples one needs to
explore in order to find a good initial estimator becomes soon computation-
ally infeasible. For this reason, we propose deterministic algorithm, reported
in Appendix , inspired by |[Pena and Yohail [1999]. A similar algorithm is
introduced in Agostinelli et al| [2019] for the unpenalized MT-estimators,
and it is proved to be highly robust and computationally efficientos de.

4 Selection of the penalty parameters

Robust selection of the penalty parameters can be performed using informa-
tion like criteria, such as AIC or BIC, or by Cross-Validation. Information



criteria are of the form
IC(\, a) = Goodness of the fit + Complexity Penalty x Degree of Freedom.

For penalized methods the degrees of freedom, which measure the complexity
of the model, have been studied extensively; see e.g. [Friedman et al., 2001,
Zou et al.| 2007, Tibshirani and Taylor} [2012] and the references therein. For
the Elastic Net penalty the degrees of freedom are based on an “equivalent
projection” matrix H that in our context is given by

H= VWX, (XWX 4+ A1 - o)I,) ' X|VW (9)

where W is a diagonal matrix of weights given by w2(x, 3, )w*(x, 3,) (i =
1,...,n) defined in equation in Appendix [B| and X 4 is the matrix con-
taining only the covariates corresponding to the active set A, which is defined
as the set of covariates with estimated coefficients different from 0.

Then, the equivalent degrees of freedom are given by

df(\, o) = tr(H)
which leads to the definitions of their penalized versions

AIC(N, ) = Lo(B,) + 2df(\, )
BIC(\ @) = Lo(B,,) + log(n) df (), )

and to the choice of A and « that minimise these measures.

Alternatively, we can select the penalty parameters by cross-validation.
We first divide the data into K disjoint subsets of approximately the same
number of observations. Let c¢i,...,cx be the number of observations in

each of the subsets. Let Bfl be an estimator of B computed with penalty
parameters (A, a) and without using the observations of the j-th subset. The
robust cross-validation criterion chooses A, @ that minimize

RCV(), a) ch (B

where LY is the loss function defined in @ for the observations belonging

to the j-th cross-validation subset.



5 Asymptotic results

In this section we discuss some asymptotic properties of the penalized MT-
estimators. Throughout this and the following section, we assume (y1,x1), .. .,
(Yn, Xn) and (y,x) to be i.i.d. random vectors following a GLMs with param-
eter 3,, distribution F' and continuous and strictly increasing link function g
and we consider the estimator ,@n defined in (7). The following assumptions
are needed to prove consistency of the penalized MT-estimators, and they
are the same used for the MT-estimators, see [Valdora and Yohai| [2014].

Al sup, Var,(t(y)) = A < .

A2 m(u) is univocally defined for all p and py < pe implies m(p;) <
m(uz).

A3 F(u, ) is continuous in g and ¢.

A4 Suppose that g < po, X7 ~ F(u1,¢) and Xy ~ F(ug, @) then X is
stochastically smaller X5.

A5 The function t is strictly increasing and continuous.
A function is a p-function if it satisfies the following assumptions
B1 plu) > 0, p(0) = 0 and p(u) = p(—u).

B2 lim, ,o p(u) = a < oo. Without loss of generality we will assume
a=1.

B3 0 < wu < v implies p(u) < p(v).

B4 0 <wu<wvand p(u) < 1 implies p(u) < p(v).

B5 p is continuous.

B6 Let A be as in Al, then there exists 7 such that p(AY2 +1n) < 1.

We also consider the following assumption on the distribution of the covariate
vector x

B7 Let S = {t € RF™ : ||t|| = 1}, then inf {P (t'x #0) ,t € S} > 0.



The following lemma has been proved in [Valdora and Yohai [2014], as part
of the proof of their Theorem 1. We include it here because it is needed to
state the next assumption.

Lemma 1 Assume A1-Ab5 and B1-B7, then

e (o (2)) g0

The following assumption on the distribution of the covariate vector x, which
is a little stronger than B7, is needed for consistency.

B8 Let 7 be defined as in (L0), then inf {P (t"'x #0) ,t € S} > 1 — 7.

Note that assumption B8 is trivially verified if x = (1,z) and z has a density.
The following theorem establishes the strong consistency of penalized
MT-estimators. All the proofs are deferred to Appendix [A]

Theorem 2 (Consistency) Assume Al-A5 and B1-B6 and BS hold, and
that A\, Py, (B,) 25 0 when n — oo. Then B, is strongly consistent for 3,.

The following assumptions will be needed to derive the order of convergence
and the asymptotic normality of the proposed estimators. It is worth men-
tioning that Lemma 5 in [Valdora and Yohai| [2014] proves that the function
m is twice differentiable, since this is needed for assumption C4.

C1 F}, has three continuous and bounded derivatives as a function of ;1 and
the link function g(u) is twice continuously differentiable.

C2 p has three continuous and bounded derivatives. We write ¢ = p/.
03 E,(i/(t(y) — m(u))) # 0 for all

C4 Let ®(y,x, ) be the derivative of p((t(y) —mg 1(x"B))/\/a(¢)) with
respect to B and J(y,x,3) be the Hessian matrix. There exists n > 0

such that E(Supl\ﬂ—ﬁ*llén ‘Jj7k(y,x,,3)‘) < oo, forall 1 < jk < p,
where || - || denotes the Ly norm, and E(J(y,x, 3,)) is non singular.

Theorem 3 (Order of convergence) Assume A1-A5, B1-B6, B8, C1-Cj
and E(|[x|[?) < oo. Then ||B, — B.|| = Op(An +1/y/n). Hence, if Ay =
Op(1/+/n), we have that 18, — B.l| = Op(1/y/n), while if A\yy/n — o0,
18, — B.ll = Op(An).



In order to establish the asymptotic normality of penalized MT-estimators
we define the expectation of the Hessian matrix J and the variance of the
gradient vector W together with their empirical versions

A =Ep (J(y.x,8,), B=Es (T(y.x,8.)%(y,x.6,)"). (11)
A,(B) = %ZJ(%’,Xiaﬁ), B.(B) = %Z\P(yi,xi,ﬁ)\ll(yi,xi,ﬁf.

i=1 i=1
Theorem 4 (Asymptotic normality) Assume C1-CJj hold. Furthermore
assume that E(||x||?) < oo, v/n(B,,—B,) = Op(1) and that \/n), —= b, with

0<b< +oo. Then, if ||3,]] # 0, vn(B, —B.) —Ly arg miny, R(w) where the
process R : RPT1 — R is defined as

1
R(w)=w"wq+ §WTAW + bw ' q(w).

with wq ~ p+1<07 B)7 q(W) = (qO(W), ql(w)’ < 7qP<W))T’

@(w) =(1—0a)f.+ {sign(ﬁ*ﬁg)]l{ﬁ*ﬁéo} + Sign(wg)]l{ﬁ*’ézo}} :
and w = (wop, wy, ..., wy) .

Remark 5 Note that, if \/n\, — 0, R is minimized when w = A 'wqy ~
N,+1(0, A7'BA™Y).  Therefore, the penalized MT-estimator defined in @
has the same asymptotic distribution as its unpenalized version introduced in
Valdora and Yohai (2014). Also note that, if o = 0, then P,(8) = \||8]|/2,

then \/ﬁ(Bn - 3.,) L — A=Y (wo +b8,) so in this case Bn is asymptotically
distributed as Ny, 1(—bA™'3,, A7 BA™!).

In the next theorem we study the behaviour of Bn when /n\, == oco.

Theorem 6 Assume C1-C4 hold. Furthermore assume that E(||x||*) < oo,
B.—B. = Op(\n), A = 0, y/nh, = o0 and ||B,]| # 0. Then, (1/X,)(B,—
B,) <+ argminy, R(W), where the process R : RP*! — R is defined as

1
R(w) = §WTAW +w'q(w).

with q(w) be the function defined in Theorem [4]
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6 Monte Carlo study

In this section we report the results of a Monte Carlo study where we compare
the performance of different estimators for Poisson regression with Ridge and
Lasso penalizations. For the Ridge penalization we have two estimators: the
estimator introduced in [Friedman et al|[2010] and implemented in the pack-
age glmnet (ML Ridge) and the estimator introduced here (MT Ridge). For
the Lasso penalization we have three estimators: the estimator introduced
in [Friedman et al|[2010] (ML Lasso), the estimator introduced here (MT
Lasso) and the estimator introduced in |Avella-Medina and Ronchetti| [2018§]
(RQL Lasso).

We report in this section two simulation settings labelled as AVY and
AMR respectively, a third setting is reported in Appendix [C] Setting AVY is
similar to “model 1”7 considered in|Agostinelli et al. [2019]. The differences are
that we increase the number of explanatory variables p and that we introduce
correlation among them. Setting AMR is the same as in [Avella-Medina and
Ronchetti [2018].

Let us first describe setting AVY. Let x = (1,2z) be a random vector in
RP*! such that z is distributed as A, (0, %), where 3, ; = pli=il and p = 0.5.
Let e; be the vector of RP*! with all entries equal to zero except for the
i-th entry which is equal to one. Let B, = ey, ux = exp(x'3,) and y
be a random variable such that y|x ~ P(ux). In this setting, we consider
dimensions p = 10, 50 and sample sizes n = 100, 400, 1000.

In the AMR setting, 3, = 1.8es+e3+ 1.5e6, 2z = (x1,...,x,) is such that
z; ~ U(0,1) and Cor(z;, ;) = pl'=l with p = 0.5 and y|x ~ P (). In this
setting, we considered p = 100,400, 1600 and sample sizes n = 50, 100, 200.

In both settings, we generated N = 1000 replications of (y,x) and com-
puted ML Ridge, MT Ridge, ML Lasso, MT Lasso and RQL Lasso for each
replication. We then contaminated the samples with a proportion € of out-
liers. In setting AMR, we only contaminated the responses, which were gen-
erated following a distribution of the form y|x ~ (1 — b)P (ux) + OP (yopix),
b ~ B(l,¢) and yo = 0,5,10,100. In setting AVY we also contaminated
the covariates, replacing a proportion € of the observations for (yo,xo), with
Xy = e; + 3ep and yp in a grid ranging from 0 to 400. In both settings, we
considered contamination levels € = 0.05,0.1,0.15.

As a performance measure we computed the mean squared error of each
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Figure 1: Mean squared errors of MT Ridge and ML Ridge for AVY setting,
with p = 50, n = 100 and € = 0.1 (left) and for AMR setting with p = 1600,
n =50 and € = 0.1 (right).

estimator as

1L
MSE(B) = - > 118, — 8.1,
Jj=1

where Bj is the value of the estimator at the j-th replication and N is the
number of Monte Carlo replications.

Figure [I| summarizes the results for MT Ridge and ML Ridge in AVY
setting, while Figure [2[ summarizes the results for MT Lasso, ML Lasso and
RQL Lasso for AVY (left) and AMR (right) setting. In these figures we plot
the MSE of the estimators as a function of the contamination .

These results show that, in these scenarios, as the size of the outlying
response increases, the mean squared errors of MT Ridge and MT Lasso
remain bounded, while the mean squared errors of ML Ridge, ML Lasso and
RQL Lasso seem to increase without bound. The results of the complete
simulation study are given in Appendix [C]
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MSE

Figure 2: Mean squared errors of MT Lasso, ML Lasso and RQL Lasso for
AVY setting, with p = 50, n = 100 and € = 0.1 (left) and for AMR setting
with p = 1600, n = 50 and € = 0.1 (right).

7 Example: Right Heart Catheterization

To illustrate the proposed procedures, we analyze the rhc datset. This data
set was used by (Connors et al.| |[1996] to study the effect of Right Heart
Catheterization (RHC) in critically ill patients and has been analyzed in
Agostinelli et al.|[2019]. A detailed description of the covariates can be found
in (Connors et al| [1996]. The data were downloaded from the repository at
Vanderbilt University, specifically from

http://biostat.mc.vanderbilt.edu/wiki/pub/Main/DataSets/rhc.csv

We concentrate on the data corresponding to patients with chronic obstruc-
tive pulmonary disease (COPD) as primary disease category. This leaves us
with 457 observations, for which we want to use the available variables to
explain the length of hospital stay. Since the study only involves patients
that have been in hospital for 2 or more days, we define the response vari-
able as y = length of hospital stay — 2, computed as discharge date minus
admission date minus 2. The matrix of covariates contains information on 57
variables for each of the 457 patients. We assume that y|x follows a Poisson
distribution with mean pu = exp(x'3) and we seek to estimate 3 and predict
the length of hospital stay. We compute all the estimates using a training

12
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Figure 3: RHC dataset. Boxplots of absolute deviance residuals for several
methods.

set composed of 75% of the observations and then compute predictions and
deviance residuals for the test set, composed of the rest of the observations.
The training and test set were chosen at random. Figure |3| gives boxplots of
the absolute deviance residuals for each method. We also give the medians
of the absolute deviance residuals for each fit in Table [I

ML MT ML Ridge MT Ridge ML Lasso MT Lasso RQL Lasso

1 226 1.91 2.80 1.39 2.80 1.47 59.55

Table 1: RHC datatset. Median of absolute deviance residuals for several
methods.

Figure [3] and Table [1] show that MT Ridge and MT Lasso give a better
prediction for the majority of the data in the test set than ML Ridge, ML
Lasso and RQL Lasso. In particular, RQL Lasso gives a very bad fit for this
data set so, in what follows, we exclude it from the analysis.
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Figure 4: RHC dataset. Deviance residuals vs. fitted values for MT Ridge
and MT Lasso. Broken lines correspond to ¢; and ¢s.

We next focus on outlier detection. With this aim, we generate a boot-
strap sample of deviance residuals of size B = 100000 in the following way.
For k =1,..., B, we randomly choose an index i € {1,...,n} and we gener-
ate a response y ~ P(XZT,B), where x; is the i-th row of the matrix of covari-
ates and B is a robust estimate (MT Lasso or MT Rigde) and we compute
the corresponding deviance residual. Let ¢; and ¢o be the 1/n and 1 —1/n
quantiles of the bootstrap sample of deviance residuals, where n is the sample
size. Observations with a deviance residual smaller than ¢; or larger than ¢,
will be considered outliers. For MT Lasso we obtain ¢; = —2.9, ¢ = 2.7 and
100 outliers, that is approximately 29% of the training observations while for
MT Ridge we obtain ¢ = —2.8 and ¢ = 2.7 and 105 outliers, that is aproxi-
mately 31% of the training sample. Figure [4 shows the deviance residuals vs.
the fitted values for MT Ridge and MT Lasso; observations with residuals
outside the band determined by ¢; and ¢, are considered outliers.

14



We now compute ML Ridge and ML Lasso using only the observations
with deviance residuals in the interval (g, ¢2). We denote these estimates
ML*Ridge and ML* Lasso respectively. Computing absolute deviance resid-
uals for these estimators we obtain median values 1.61 and 1.5 respectively,
similar to those obtained with M'T Ridge and MT Lasso.

Finally, we take a look at the coefficient estimates. ML Lasso selects zero
covariates, since all coefficient estimates equal 0 except for the intercept.
Something similar happens with ML Ridge: all the coefficient estimates are
almost zero (with absolute value smaller than 1073%), except for the intercept.
However M'T Lasso selects 15 covariates and ML* Lasso selects 19. MT Ridge
and ML* Ridge estimates are larger than 0.0001 for 22 and 31 coefficients

respectively, as shown in Table [3]

ML Lasso ML* Lasso MT Lasso
(Intercept) 2.8500 -0.4100 0.0100
age 0.0000 0.0000 0.0100
raceother 0.0000 -0.0800 0.0000
ninsclasPrivate 0.0000 -0.1600 0.0000
caYes 0.0000 -0.1100 0.0000
surv2md1 0.0000 -0.8100 0.0000
apsl 0.0000 0.0000 0.0100
templ 0.0000 0.0700 0.0600
respl 0.0000 -0.0000 -0.0100
paco21 0.0000 -0.0000 -0.0100
phl 0.0000 0.1000 0.0000
wblcl 0.0000 0.0000 0.0100
creal 0.0000 0.0400 0.0000
bilil 0.0000 0.0200 0.0000
hemaYes 0.0000 0.3800 0.0000
sepsYes 0.0000 0.1200 0.0000
liverhx1 0.0000 0.0300 0.0000

Table 2: RHC dataset. Estimated coefficient by Lasso methods up to the

fourth decimal digit.
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8 Conclusion

This paper addresses the issue of robust estimation in the context of high-
dimensional covariates for generalized linear models (GLMs). To this end,
we introduce penalized MT-estimators. These estimators are constructed by
incorporating a penalty term into the MT-estimators defined in |Valdora and
Yohai [2014] and further studied in Agostinelli et al. [2019]. We focus on
the elastic net penalization, though most of the results in this paper can be
extended to other penalties, as far as they are locally Lipschitz. The elastic
net penalty includes, as particular cases, the Ridge and the Lasso penalties

We give theoretic results regarding strong consistency, convergence rate
and asymptotic normality for the general class of GLMs. We also give a
numerical algorithm which allows to efficiently compute the proposed esti-
mators.

We study the performance of the proposed estimators in finite samples by
a Monte Carlo study, for the case of Poisson response. This simulation study
shows the good robustness properties of the proposed estimators. We also
consider a real data set in which we seek to explain and predict the length
of hospital stay of patients with chronic obstructive pulmonary disease as
primary disease category, using a large number of covariates. In this example,
we see that both MT Lasso and MT Ridge give a better prediction for the
majority of the data than their non-robust counterparts and that MT Lasso
allows variable selection. We also show how both MT Lasso and MT Ridge
can be used for outlier detection.

To sum up, the proposed estimators constitute useful methods for the
analysis of high dimensional data, allowing to perform good predictions even
in the presence of outliers, to perform robust variable selection and also to
effectively detect outliers.
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ML Ridge ML* Ridge MT Ridge

(Intercept) 2.8464 -0.0215 0.3947

age -0.0000 0.0017 0.0068

sexMale 0.0000 0.0151 0.0002
raceother -0.0000 -0.0808 -0.0001
racewhite 0.0000 0.0061 0.0000

edu 0.0000 -0.0031 0.0001
income$25-$50k -0.0000 -0.0214 0.0000
income> $50k 0.0000 0.0288 0.0000
incomeUnder $11k 0.0000 0.0213 0.0001
ninsclasMedicare 0.0000 -0.0203 -0.0001
ninsclasMedicare & Medicaid -0.0000 0.0263 0.0001
ninsclasNo insurance -0.0000 0.0352 0.0000
ninsclasPrivate 0.0000 -0.1094 -0.0001
ninsclasPrivate & Medicare -0.0000 0.0267 0.0001
das2d3pc -0.0000 -0.0017 0.0007
dnrlYes -0.0000 0.0023 -0.0000

caNo 0.0000 0.0311 0.0001

caYes -0.0000 -0.0740 -0.0001
surv2md1 -0.0000 -0.3812 -0.0000

apsl 0.0000 0.0032 0.0054

scomal 0.0000 0.0013 0.0024

wtkilol 0.0000 0.0012 0.0040

templ -0.0000 0.0378 0.0033
meanbpl -0.0000 -0.0015 -0.0026

respl -0.0000 -0.0019 -0.0024

hrtl -0.0000 -0.0002 -0.0001

pafil 0.0000 -0.0003 0.0012

paco2l 0.0000 -0.0012 -0.0003

phl 0.0000 0.1516 0.0005

whblcl 0.0000 0.0020 0.0041

hemal -0.0000 -0.0014 -0.0015

sod1 -0.0000 0.0002 0.0077

potl 0.0000 0.0026 0.0003

creal -0.0000 0.0326 0.0005

bilil 0.0000 0.0187 0.0007

albl -0.0000 -0.0320 0.0001

respYes -0.0000 -0.0010 0.0001
cardYes -0.0000 0.0103 0.0000
neuroYes 0.0000 0.1270 0.0001
gastrYes 0.0000 0.0617 -0.0001

renal Yes -0.0000 -0.0658 -0.0000
metaYes -0.0000 -0.0467 -0.0000
hemaVYes 0.0000 0.5874 0.0000
sepsYes 0.0000 0.1542 0.0001
cardiohx1 -0.0000 -0.0141 -0.0002
chfthx1 -0.0000 0.0352 0.0002
dementhx1 -0.0000 -0.0007 0.0001
psychhx1 0.0000 -0.0244 -0.0000
chrpulhx1 0.0000 0.0031 0.0001
renalhx1 -0.0000 -0.1116 -0.0000
liverhx1 0.0000 0.1753 -0.0000
immunhx1 -0.0000 0.0087 -0.0000
transhx1 -0.0000 0.0086 0.0001
amihx1 -0.0000 0.0569 0.0000

Table 3: RHC dataset. Estimated coefficient by Ridge methods up to the
fourth decimal digit. 17



A  Proofs

In this appendix we provide auxiliary results and detailed proofs of the results
presented in Section Throughout this Appendix, we assume (y1,X1), - - . (Yn, Xn),
and (y, x) follow a GLMs with parameter 3,, link function g and distribution
function F', that p and ¢ are functions R — R and that m is the function
defined in ([3). We use the notation introduced in Section[2]to 5] furthermore
to simplify the notation we assume without loss of generality that a(¢) = 1.

A.1 Proofs of the results in Section [5

The following Lemma states the Fisher consistency of MT-estimators and
has already been proved in [Valdora and Yohai [2014]. We include it here for
the sake of completeness.

Lemma 7 (Fisher-Consistency) Let L(3) be the function defined in
Under assumption A2, L(B) has a unique minimum at 3 = B,. Therefore
MT-estimators are Fisher consistent.

Proof. Let y|x ~ F(uyx, ®) and py = exp(x'3,), then
E(p(t(y) —mg ' (x'B))) = E [E(p(t(y) — mg~'(x'B)) | x)]

The conditional expectation on the right is minimized in 3 = 3, by definition
of m, for all z. Therefore, so is its expectation. m

The following concerns the Vapnik-Chervonenkis (VC) dimension of a
class of functions; see a definition in Kosorok [2008]. The proof is similar to
Lemma S.2.1 in Boente et al.| [2020]; see also Lemma 4.2.2 in |Smucler| [2016].

Lemma 8 (VC-index) Assume A2, Bl and B3 hold. Then the class of
functions

F={f :RxR" > R, f(v,w)=p(t(v)=mg~' (Bo+wp1)): fo €R, B € R"} .
is VC-subgraph with VC-index at most 2(p + 3) — 1.

Proof. Consider the set of functions

]:1={f(U,W):50+WT51350€R7 B € R} .
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JF1 is a subset of the vector space of all affine functions in p+1 variables, hence
e.g. by Lemma 9.6 of Kosorok| [2008], F; is VC-subgraph with VC-index at
most p + 3. Using Lemma 9.9 (viii) of [Kosorok! [2008] we get that

Fo={flv,w)=mg ' (Bo+w'B1): P €R, By € R’}

is also VC-subgraph with VC-index at most p + 3 and, using item (v) of the
same lemma we get that the class of functions

Fs={f(v,w)=t(v) —mg ' (Bo+wWTB1): 5 €R, B1 € R"}

is VC-subgraph with at most VC-index p+3. Consider the functions p*(s) =
p(5)j0,00)(s) and p~(s) = p(5)L(—o0,0)(s) which are monotone by Bl and B3,
and p(s) = max{p™(s), p~(s)}. Hence, by appling Lemma 9.9 (viii) and (ii)
of [Kosorok| [2008] we have that both

Fr={flo,w)=p*(t(v) —mg~ (o +WTPB1)): o €R, B1 € R’}
F={f(v,w)=p (t(v) —mg " (Bo+w'B1))) : By €R, B1 € R"}.

are VC-subgraph and F = F*V F~ is VC-subgraph with VC-index at most
2p+3)—1. =

The following four lemmas have been proved in Valdora and Yohai| [2014],
as part of the proofs of Theorem 1 and Lemma 1. We give statements and
proofs here, for the sake of completeness. Let B(t,€) = {s € RP™!/||s — t|| < €}.

Lemma 9 1. Let w, t € RPT! be such that w't > 0, then there exist
¢ > 0 and Cy a compact set in RPYY such that for all s € B(t,€) and
w € (, sign (WTt) = sign (WTS) and ‘WTS| > €.

2. If x is a random vector such that P(x"t = 0) < §, then the set Cy can
be chosen in such a way that P(x € Cy) > 1 —14.

Proof.

1. Let ¢ be such that w't > ¢ and K be such that ||w|| < K. Take
e=¢/(2K) and Cy = {u e R jult] > ¢, ||ul| < K}.

2. Note that, since P(x"t = 0) < 4, there exist £ and ¢ such that P(x"t >
¢) >1—09—¢& Also note that there exists K > 1 such that P(||x|| <
K)>1-¢ Then P (|x"t| > ¢, [|x]| < K) > P (|x"t| > <) — P(||x| >
K)y>1-64+&(—-¢=1-0.
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Lemma 10 Assume A1-A5 and B1-B6. Then there exists a function ®* :
R x {—1,0,1} — R such that, for all t,w € RP™! v € R,

L p(t(e) — mg ™! (Cwt)) = &*(v.sign(wt)) (12)

and if w't # 0 there exists a neighborhood of (t,w) where this convergence
s uniform.

Proof. Let m; = lim,,,, m(p), me = lim,,,, m(u) and mo = mg=1(0),
where p; and pg are the values defined in Section [2 These limits exist due
to A2, though they may be co. Then follows by taking

p(t(v) — my) if j = —1
O (y,4) = { plt(v) —mo) i j =0 (13)
p(t(v) — my) if j = 1

®*(v, j) is well defined due to B2, where, if m; = +00 we understand p(t(v) —
m;) as lim,, 400 p(t(v) —m) = 1 and it is continuous due to Lemma 3 in
Valdora and Yohai [2014].

Let € > 0 and Cy be those given in Lemma [9] We have that, for all
s € B(t,e) and w € Cy, lime_o p(t(v) — mg= ({w's)) = p(t(v) —m;) for
i =1 or 2. Using B4 and the fact that B(t,e) x Cy is compact, we conclude
that the convergence is uniform in w and s; see for instance, Theorem 7.13
in [Rudin| [1976]. =
Proof of Lemma [1 Note that assumption B3 together with imply
that 7 > 0. By assumption B7 there exists 6 > 0 such that inf;—; P (th + 0) =
5. Let K, K> € R be such that P (8, x € [K;, K]) > 1 —6/2 and consider
the event Vg = {tTx # 0,8]x € [K, K>},

P(V;) >P(t'x #0) —P(B/x ¢ [Ki, K»]) > 6 —6/2=0/2.
For each i = 1,2, the function C;(p) = E, (p (t(y) — m;))—E, (p (t(y) — m(p)))

is positive and continuous by assumption B5. Then there exists ¢y > 0 such
that, for each i = 1,2, C;(u) > ¢ for all p € [g7'(K;),97 ' (K2)]. Denote
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fx =g " (,6IX> Then

E ((ID* (y, sign (th))) - L(B,)
> E (IE (CID* (y, sign (th)) —p (t(y) —mg! (,B*TX)) | x))
= E (B, (& (v,sign (t7x)) = p (t(y) —m (1)) | x)
> E(C; () I(x € V;)) fori=1or 2 since t'x # 0 for x € V,
>cE(I(xeW))
> cp0/2 > 0.

Since the bound is independent of t, follows. m

Lemma 11 Assume conditions A1-A5 and B1-B6 and B8. Then, for all
t € S, there exists € > 0 such that

L(B,) < Eg, (lim inf p(t(y) — mg_l(CXTs))) . (14)

(—oo0 SEB(te)

Proof. Because of B8, P(x't = 0) < 1 —7 for all t € S. Let C; be the
compact set given in Lemma @,then P(Cy) > 7. Given v € R and w € RPTL,
by Lemma [10], we have

lim inf p(t(v) —mg~'(Cw's)) < lim p (t(v) —mg™ ((W't))

(—o0 s€B(t,e) T (=00

= &*(v,sign(w't)).

Let us assume that the strict inequality holds for some point w € C} and
v € R, that is

lim inf p(t(v) —mg~'(Cw's) < ®*(v,sign(wt)),
C—)OOSGB(tva)

then, there exist ¢ > 0, a sequence of positive numbers (,, — oo and a
sequence s, € B(t,¢) such that

p(t(v) —mg H(Cow's,) < ®*(v,sign(w't)) — . (15)

We can assume without loss of generality that s, — sg, where sq € B(t,¢)
and w'sy # 0. Moreover the sign of w's, is the same as the sign of w's
and of w't. By Lemma [10] we have

lim p(t(v) — mg (W 's,) = ®*(v,sign(w'sg)) = &*(v, sign(w't)).

n—o0
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contradicting . Then

lim inf p(t(v) —mg ' (¢(w's)) = (v, sign(w 't)).

¢—00 SEB(t.)

Given a set A, we denote A its complement. Then since P(Cf) < 1 — 7 and
sup ®* < 1, because of Lemma [10| we get

Eg, (glfilo Lt plty) - mg~((x"s)) > Eﬁ*(clggo Lt plt(y) - mg~ ((x"8)le, (x))
= Eg, (O (y,sign(x"t))le, (%))
= Eg, (*(y, sign(x"t)) — ®*(y,sign(x"t))leg (x))
> Eg, (®*(y,sign(x't))) — P (Cy)
> Eg, (O*(y,sign(x"t))) —
> L(B,)

This concludes the proof. m The following is a general consistency theorem
valid for a large class of estimators that includes penalized MT-estimators.
It has been stated and proved in Theorem S.2.1 in the Supplement to |[Bianco
et al.|[2023] for the particular case of logistic regression. However, the same
proof is valid for general GLMs.

Theorem 12 Let Bn be an estimator defined as

~

= argmin— (ID X B) + 1 16
B, = argmi nz vi- % B) + 1.,.(8), (16)
where ® : R? — R and I, : RF' — R. Assume L(8) = E (®(y,x'8))

has a unique minimum at B3 = B, and that I, (B,) —> 0 when n — oo.
Furthermore, assume that, for any e > 0,

||B_igf”>eL(ﬁ) > L(B.) (17)

and that the following uniform Law of Large Numbers holds

P (hm sup ZCID vi,X; 3) — E (CID(y,XT,B))' = O) = 1. (18)

Then, Bn 1s strongly consistent for 3,.
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Proof. The proof is the same as the proof of Theorem A.2 in [Bianco
et al.| [2023], with L, (8) = 2> ", @ (y;,x/ B), L(B) =E (® (y,x'B)) and
wx)=1. m

Proof of Theorem [2|. It is enough to show that the conditions in Theorem
hold, with ®(y,x"8) = p(t(y) — mg~* (x'B)). First note that, because
of Lemma , L(B) has a unique minimum at 3,. Second, we prove by
applying Corollary 3.12 in |Geer| [2000]. To apply this corollary, note that
|®(y,x"B)| = |p(t(y) —mg~" (x"B))| is uniformly bounded and that, by
Lemma [§] the family

F={lslv,w) = 2(v.w'B).B R}

is VC-subgraph with envelope F' = 1. The mentioned corollary then implies
that the family F satisfies the Uniform Law of Large Numbers and
follows. It remains to prove holds for all € > 0. Assume there exists
€ > 0 such that does not hold. Then there exists a sequence (3,,),, such
that |3, — B.]| > € and lim,, . L(B,) = < L(B,). Assume first 3, is
bounded, then it has a subsequence 3, such that lim,_ . L(8,) = L(B..)
for some B,, with ||8,, — B,]| > e Since L(B,) < L(B,,.) by Lemma [7]
we arrive at a contradiction. This means that the sequence 3, must be
unbounded. Let v, = 3,,/||8,]|- We can assume without loss of generality
that lim, e, = v, with v, = 1 and that lim,_, ||3,||. By Lemma [11]
there exists € > 0 such that

L(B,) <Eg (lim inf &(y,x"av)). (19)

a—0o0 VEB(’Y* 78)

For each M > 0 we can choose ng € N such that, for all n > ng, ||3,|| > M
and =,, € B(7,,¢). Then

Sy.x"'B.)=d(y. Mx'~.) > inf inf &(y.ax' ~).
(y.x B,) = @(y, X'Yn)—JSMVEé?.,*,E) (y,ax ')

lim ®(y,x'B,) > lim inf ®(y,ax'~)

n—oo a—00 YEB(7.6)

By the dominated convergence theorem and ,

lim L(8,) = E ( lim @(y,xTﬁn)) >E (lim inf CID(y,aXT'y)> > L(B.),

n—00 a—roo YEB(7.€)

which is a contradiction. This implies and the theorem follows. m
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The following lemma is a direct consequence of Lemma 4.2 in [v.J. Yohai
[1985]. We include it here, together with its proof, for the sake of complete-
ness.

Lemma 13 Let Bn be a sequence of estimators such that ,Bn — B, a.s..
Suppose C1, C2 and C} hold. Then

lim A,(B,) =A a.s.,

n—oo
where A,, and A are given in (11)).

Proof. First note that it is enough to prove that, for all ¢ > 0

lim, oo An(B,) <A4+e and  lim, . A.(8,) >A—¢
Then it is enough to show that for all € > 0 there exists 6 > 0 such that

lim, e sup A,(B) < Ate and lim, ... inf A,(8)<A—¢
[1B—B.[l<d [1B—B.[l<d
(20)

To prove the first inequality, note that, by the dominated convergence theo-
rem and the continuity of J, there exists ¢ such that

E( sup J(y,x,8)) <E(J(y,x,8,)) +e
18-B.||<s

Using the Law of Large Numbers we get the first inequality in (20). The
second inequality is proved similarly. m

Lemma 14 Assume conditions A1-Ab5, B1-B7 and C1-Cj. Then,

(a) limg_p E(J(y,x,8)) = E(J(y, x, B.,))

(b) Letn be the constant given in assumption C4. Then, for all 6 € (0,7n),

1 &
= J(yi,x;, 8) — EJ(y,x, 0. 21
B_SEEKMZZI (v, x:,8) — E(J(y,x, 8)) (21)

Proof. Part (a) follows from the dominated convergence theorem and con-
ditions C1, C2 and C4. To prove part (b) we follow the lines of the proof of

Lemma 1 in Bianco and Boente|[2002]. We prove the result componentwise.
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Fix a component of J* of J and 6 € (0,7). From Theorem 2 in Chapter 2
in [Pollard| [1984], it is enough to show that for all € > 0, there exists a finite
class of functions F, such that for all f in the class

F={fa(v,w) = J*(v,w,B), |18 - B.]| < 6},

there exist functions f, f. € F, such that

fosf<f" and  E(f7(y.x) - fo(y,x) <e (22)
Let Ax = {(v,w) € RF™?||w|| < K, |v| < K}, then, for all v € R,w € RP™,

limg o0 Lae (v, w) = 0, s0

lim sup [J"(v, w,B)]| Lae (v, w) = 0. (23)
K=o, 1<s

Because of C4 and the dominated convergence theorem, there exists Ky, such
that for all K > K and 6 < 7,

E( sup | S (y, x, B)I]IA;((y,X)) < ¢€/8. (24)
188, ||<s

Because of C1, C2 and Lemmas 3 and 5 in [Valdora and Yohai [2014], J*! is
uniformly continuous in Agx X {||3 — B,|| < 0}, then there exists £ such that

‘Jk’l(vlywlaﬁl) - Jk’l(v2,W2,52)‘ <e/4 (25)

for all (v, wy), (v2, W2) € Ak, B1,8; € {||B — B.|| < 0} such that ||B; —
Boll <&, [|[wi—wal| < € and |v; —vs| < &. Since {||8 — B.|| < 0} is compact,
there exist By, ..., By balls with radius smaller than £ and centers at certain

points By, By € {|[8 — B./| < 6} such that {||8 - B.]] <} € UL, By.
The class F, is then the class of functions

fao,w) = T, w,B) £ [ S+2 sup [T (v, w, B)| Lac (v, w) |,
’ 4 p-p, <6 K

for i € 1,...,N. To show the first inequality in (22), let fg(v,w) =
JE (v, w,B8) € F. If (v,w) € Ak, then there exists i € {1,..., N} such
that [|3 — B, ]| < € and

|Jk,l(v7wa/8) - JkJ(UaWa/BiO” < 6/4
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Then

f;»o(v,w) = Jk’l(v,w,ﬁio)—e/ll < Jk’l(v,w,ﬁ) < Jk’l(v,w,ﬁ )+e/4 = EZO(U,W).

If (v,w) € A5, because of the triangular inequality,

[T (v, w, 8) = T (v, w, B,)| <2 sup [ TM (v, w, B)].
18-8. 1<

Then

T, w,B) < T (v, w,B;)+2 sup  |JM (v, w,B)] <
[1B—B.|I<6

€ ’Lo (U7 W)

and

T (v, w,8) > JM (v, w, B;,) =2 sup  |J5(v,w, B)| = [, (v, w).
[EREN(EY

To show the second inequality in , note that, by definition of fz and

(24),

_ €
(/5 (4, %) = feio (4, %)) = 5 +4E (IIBSEPK(S |7y, x, B)| Tag, (y,x)> <e

[ |

Proof of Theorem [3} Let W,(8) = L,(8) + Ay Pa(B) and A and A, (8)
as defined in (11]). Because of the definition of 3,, W,.(8,) — W.(8,) < 0.
Using a Taylor expansion of L,(3,,) about 3,, we obtain that for a certain

point &, = B, + 1.(8, — B,) with 7, € [0, 1],

02 S W% B)7(B, B+ (B~ B AENB, - B.)
#0PlB) = MF(B)
=—Z (i %, 8.) (B, — B.) + (B, — B.) T (An(€,) — A)(B, — B.)
(,6 = B.) AB, — B.) + MFa(B) = MPa(B)
Z\If vixi,8,)" (B, — B.) + (B, — B.) (An(€,) — A)(B, — B.)
+ <1||ﬁn = BuP + A{Pa(B,) — Pa(B.)},
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where (; is the smallest eigenvalue of A which we know is positive by C4.
Since the third term in the above sum is positive, the sum of the other three
terms must be negative and therefore equal to minus its absolute value.
Applying the triangle inequality we get that the complete sum is

>__Z||‘Ilyzvxu B, = Bull = 1B, — B.II|AL(E,) — All
+C1||ﬂ = Bull® = AalPa(B,) — Pa(B.)] -

Let € > 0. To bound the first term note that the Central Limit Theorem and
Lemma [7] imply that

Vi S Wi 8.) = O(1)

Therefore there exists a constant M; such that, for all n, P(C,) > 1 — ¢/4,
where C,, = {||v/nt >0, ¥ (yi,x;, 3,) }. )
To bound the second term, note that, since 3, L, B,, from Lemma

, we have that An(,@n) 25 A, so there exists n; such that for every
n > ny, P(B,) >1—¢/4, where B, = {||A.(&,) — A| < (1 /2}.

Finally, to bound the third term, note that the function P,(.) is Lipschitz
with constant K independent of «a, in a neighbourhood of 3, and define the

event }

> 1 —¢€/2. Hence,
1 — €. Besides, in

_ﬁ*

a€0,1]

D, = { sSup |P06(Bn) — Pa(B.)

Then, there exists ny € N such that for n > ny, P(D,)
for n > max {ny,ne} we have that P(B, NC,ND,) >
B, N C, N'D,, we have that

M1+

which implies

1 M+ K
(A”%) a

= Op(An + 1/4/n), which completes the proof. m

Hence, ‘ "=
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A.2 Proofs of the results in Section [5

We now turn to the proof of the asymptotic normality of the proposed esti-
mators. To derive the proof of Theorem [4] we will need two lemmas.

Lemma 15 Assume C1, C2 nd C4. For each w € RP*!, define

1
Ri(W) = wqw + §WTAW

where wo ~ N,11(0,B) with B given in (11)). Furthermore, let R, 1(w) be
n B W B

Rpa(w) = Z {P (t(yz) —mg~! (XzT [ﬂ* + %]>) —p (t(y;) —mg™" (X:,@*))} :
i=1

Then, the process R, 1 converges in distribution to R;.

Proof. The proof is similar to the proof of Lemma A.7 in Bianco et al.
[2019]. According to Theorem 2.3 in Kim and Pollard| [1990], it is enough to
prove that

(a) For any wyq,--- , W, we have
(Raa(wi), - Raa(w,)) =5 (Ri(wi), -+, Ri(w,))

(b) Given € > 0,7 > 0 and M < oo there exists 6 > 0 such that

lim sup P* sup  |Rpi(u) — Rya(v)| >e€e| <n
n—00 Il <nlvi<n

where P* stands for outer probability.

First note that it is enough to consider s = 1 since for any other s the proof
follows similarly using the Cramer-Wald device. Hence, we fix w € RPTL. A
Taylor expansion of R, ; around w = 0 yields

R (w) = Viw VL(8.) + 5w Au(BL)w.

with A,,(3) as defined in and B, = B, +7,w/\/n with 7,, € [0,1]. Note
that VL,(8) = £ 3" ¥(y;,x;,3). The Multivariate Central Limit Theo-

rem and Lemma (7] entail that /nVL,(8,) N N,11(0,B). On the other
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hand, Lemma [13| implies that A,(B,,) — A, so using Slutsky’s Theorem

we obtain that R, ; N wow + 2w’ Aw, concluding the proof of (a).
To derive (b), we perform a first order Taylor expansion of R, ;(u) and
R, 1(v) around 0 obtaining

Rua(W) = R (¥) = VAV L(8) T (0 =) + 2u" Au(By)u— v  Au(B)v

where Bv = B, + Tvav/y/n and Bu = B, + Tunu/v/n with 7y, Tun € [0, 1].
Noting that \/nVL,(83,)"(u—v) < Op(1)|Ju—v| and
uTAn(Bu)u - VTAn(Bv)V = uTAn(Bu)u - uTAn(Bv)u + uTAn(Bv)u

- uTAn(/BV)V + uTAn(ﬂv)V - VTA”(/BV)V
we obtain that, if |[ul|, [|[v| < M,

(R (W) = Roa(v)] SO,(1)[u = vi[ + M2 | A,(B,) — An(B,)

+ 20w = v M |[An(B,)

where ||C|| stands for the Frobenius norm if C is a matrix. Lemma
entails that A, (8,) — A.(B,) = 0 and A, (8,) == A, uniformly over all
{u,v e RP*' : max{|[u|,||v]|} < M} and (b) follows, concluding the proof.
m [n the next Lemma and in Theorem [4] A, is allowed to be random.

Lemma 16 Let P, be as in and assume \/nX\, = Op(1). Let w =
(wo, w1) € R and

Rya(w) =), {Pa (B* + %) - Paw*)} -

Then, the process R,o 15 equicontinuous, i.e., for any € > 0,n > 0 and
M < oo there exists 0 > 0 such that

lim sup P* sup  |Rp2(u) — Ruo(V)| > €| <.
n—00 HuHﬁJXI‘;\}‘\;HégM

Proof. Since the function P,(.) is Lipschitz with constant K independent
of «, in a neighbourhood of 3,, there exists M such that, if ||u|| < M and
Il < M,

|Rn2(u) = Rop(v)| = nA,

NG
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Since /nA, = Op(1), there exists C' such that P(y/n\, > C) < n, then, if
lu—v[| < €e/(CK), [lu]| < M and [|v|| < M,

€

P*(|Ru2(u) — R,a(v)| >€) < P (\/ﬁ)\n > m) < P (vnAn > M) <n.

The result follows taking 6 = ¢/(CK). =

Proof of Theorem The proof is similar to the proof of Theorem
5.3 in |Bianco et al|[2019]. Let R,(w) = R,1(w) + R,2(w), with R, ;(w)
and R, 2(w) defined as in Lemmas and respectively and note that
arg miny R, (w) = /n(3, — B,). So what we need to prove is that

argmin,, R,(w) — argming, R(w).

We will use Theorem 2.7 in Kim and Pollard| [1990] with ¢, = —/n(83,, -B.);
Z = —R(w) and Z,, = R,. Condition (iii) is verified since R,(y/n(83, —
B,)) < infy R,(t) while condition (ii) follows from Theorem [3} To verify (i)

we need to prove that R,,(w) KN R(w). As explained in the proof of Lemma
15} it is enough to show that

(a) Forany wy,--- ,wgwehave (R,(w1), -, R,(wy)) N (R(wy),- -+, R(wy)).

(b) Given € > 0,7 > 0 and M < oo there exists 6 > 0 such that

lim sup P* sup  |Ru.(u) = R,(v)|>€e] <n
n—00 I\U||H§1K1»HHV<H6§M

where P* stands for outer probability.

First note that (b) follows easily from Lemmas[15|and[16] To prove (a), recall
from the proof of Lemma [15] that it is enough to consider the case s = 1 and
fix w € RP*. We already know R, ;(w) s wlw + iwTAw, so we only
have to study the convergence of R, o(W).

Note that R, 2(W) = Ry 21(W) + R, 22(W) where w = (wp, wy, ..., w,)
and

Rooa(w) = n, - {Z (0 22) - W}

=1
- |ﬁ*,e\}

Wy

N

6*,6 +
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—ad P 9
Rn,2,1<w)=mn17“2{2ﬁ*,g% } Vih(1-a ;{ﬁ*ngQf}

=1
For each ¢ =1,...,p, if 8., > 0 and n is large enough, then B*N—f > 0 as

well, and the ¢-th term of R, 22(W) is /nA\,aw,. If B.r < 0 and n is large
enough, then the (-th term of R, 22(W) is —v/nA,qwy, while, if §,, = 0, the
(-th term in R, 22(W) is /nA,a|w|. So we have that

p
Ropa(w) = Vi > wysign(Beo)lis, 20y + lwel Ls, —oy -

(=1

And then,
p
Ropi(w) —5b(1— @) Y B, ow
) -
Ry 22(w) Lsba Z {we sign(ﬂ*,g)]l{ﬁ*#o} + |wg|]l{ﬁ*l:0}} .

(=1

Therefore, R, o(w) — bw ' q(w) and the result follows from Slutzky’s lemma.
u
Proof of Theorem [6l Let

R () mzZ{p ) —mg (< (B, + Aaw)) = p(t(ys) = mg ™ (] B.))

Rpo(w) = )\_n {Pa(B, + Aaw) — Po(B.)}

and R,(W) = R,1(W) + R, 2(w).

Note that arg miny, R,(w) = (1/A,)(3,—B8.). As in the proof of Theorem
[], we begin by showing that given € > 0,17 > 0 and M < oo there exists § > 0
such that

lim sup P* sup  |Rny(u) — Ry (V)| >€e] <npforl=1,2. (26)
n—00 wl<hrvi<n

For [ =2 follows from the fact that P, is locally Lipschitz.
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To prove for I = 1, we use Taylor expansions of R, ;(u) and R, 1(v)
around 3, and we get

1

(BT ()t guT A B v AL B,y

Rn,l(u)_Rn,l( V) = \/—

where Bu and BV are intermediate points defined as
Bu =B, +\musu  and Bv =B, + \TynV

with Tyn, 7v.n € [0,1]. Asin the proof of Lemma 5}, using that v/nV L, (8,) LN
N,11(0,B), we conclude that /nVL,(8,)" (u— V) < Op(1)|lu—v]. On the
other hand,
uTAn(Bu)u - VTAH(BV)V = uTAn(Bu>u - uTAn(Bv)u + uTAn(Bv)u
TAN(BL)V +ul An(BL)V =V A,V
so, if [[ul], lv]| < M
1
| R (0) — Rn1 (V)] Sm
+2llu = v M |[An(B,)

Op(1)|lu— || + M* || Au(By) — Au(By)

Using that \,y/n — oo and that A, (8,) — A.(B,) == 0 and A,(3,) ==
A uniformly over {u,v € R? : max{||u|, [|v||} < M} by Lemma [14] we get
that holds for ¢ = 1. It remains to see that given wq,...,w, €
R we have (R, (w1), ..., R.(wy)) N (R(w1),...,R(ws)), where R(w) =
(1/2)w"Aw +w'q(w). As in the proof of Theorem [4] it is enough to show
the result when s = 1. Fix w € RP*L. Using again a Taylor expansion of
order one, we obtain

Roa(W) = ——/nVL.(8.) z+%zTAn(Bw)w (27)

\/_

where BW = B, + \y7w, with 7, € [0,1]. Since
ViV Ly(B.) =5 Npia (0, B),

The fact that \,y/n — oo, implies that

)\\/_\/_VL( B.) 'w 0.
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The second term in (27)) converges to (1/2)w " Aw in probability by Lemma
[14l This proves
wi(w) 2 (1/2)w Aw.

We now show Ry, o(w) - WTq(W). First note that

1 1—
=2y (2B M) +allBee+ v = [5..])
1

p
=

Note that, for £ > 0 if n is large enough, then B, , + A,w, has the same sign
as [, then, as in the proof of Theorem [ we get

3

nw7) + a (wesign(Ba.e)lis, 20y + [we| Igs, —o0y)

1=
3

B Computational details and algorithm

We introduce an Iteratively Re-Weighted Least Square (IRWLS) algorithm
in Subsection [B.1] while in subsection [B.2] we discuss how to obtain feasible
starting values.

B.1 Iteratively Re-Weighted Least Square algorithm

An IRWLS procedure to compute the MT-estimator is described in|Agostinelli
et al.| [2019], where we show that the solution to the minimization of (4] can
be approximated by the following

“}}“Z p(t(y;) — s(x; B*) — &' (x] B")x/ (B - BY), (28)

where s(x; 8%) = mg~1(x; B").

Since the Elastic Net penalty is not differentiable, we wish to keep the
minimization problem instead of replacing it by the estimating equations.
The iterative procedure developed in |Agostinelli et al.| [2019] is based on the
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estimating equations. However, the same iterative method can be written in
the following way

min Z“(W —s(x{ B") = 5'(x] B")x] (B — B)wi (%] B")  (29)

where w}(v) = ¥(t(y;) — s(v))/(t(y;) — s(v)) and ¢ = p'. In fact, the esti-
mating equations corresponding to problem ([29) are

n

> () = s BY) = o' (x! B (B = B))wi (] B)s'(x] B)x; = 0. (30)
i=1
The IRWLS introduced in Agostinelli et al. [2019] to solve the equations
above is the following. If the solution on step k is 8%, the solution on step
k + 1 is given by

B — BEH(XTW2(XBY) T WH(XAYX) X W (XA W (XB")(T—s(XAY))

(31)
where X is the n x (p + 1) matrix whose i-th row is x;, W is a diagonal
matrix whose elements are s'(x; 3")x; 8" and W* is a diagonal matrix of
robust weights (wj, ..., w?) as defined below equation (29)). Now we turn to
the problem of solving the penalized optimization problem

B = agmin Y- p(t(s) —mg (<] B) + APa(B).
1=1

At each step of an IRWLS algorithm we can approximate our optimization
problem by

n

1 ¥
Bt = argmin oo 3 (#(yi) —s(x) B%) = (xf B)x] (B=B"))"wi (x! B)+APa(B)
i=1
(32)
which is a form of weighted Elastic Net with weights evaluated at a previous step
k. This problem can be written as

1 n
B! = argmin o Z;(zf =V (B85 + APa(B) (33)
with 28 = (t(y;) — s(x] B%))\/wi(x] B¥) and vF = ' (x] B)xi\/wi(x] BF). Solu-

tions to can be obtained with several algorithms depending on « and on the
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dimension of the problem. Here we follow the approach in |Friedman et al.| [2007]
which is specialized to the GLMs case in Friedman et al.|[2010] using a coordinate
descendent algorithm. At step k& we can define :ﬁf U 6(’)“ +> £ vilﬁl’f as the fitted
value excluding the contribution from z;;, and zf — é’lk 0) the partial residual for
fitting 3;. Hence, as explained in [Friedman et al|[2010], an update for 3; can be
obtained as
K

i — S (% > vij (2 — “i (]))7)\04)

’ DD U?j + A1 —a)

where S(z,7) = sign(z)(|z| —7)+ is the soft-thresholding operator, while for j = 0,

j=1,...,p. (34)

n

1
B = =3 - ) (35)

=1

where 25 © _ > Vil Blk. In the special case @ = 0 we have the Ridge penalty and
instead of the coordinate descent algorithm we can solve directly to obtain
the Ridge normal equations

k+1 _ -k _ kT gk+1
=2 =V 3

I@lk:-i-l _ (Vk:TVk: + )\I)—lva(Zkz _ /B(I)H_lln)
where 31" = (b1, .. ., Bp), V¥ is the matrix with rows v¥, z8 = (2§, ... 25T vF
is the vector of the means of the columns of V¥ and z* is the mean of z*.

On the other hand, if @ = 1, we have the Lasso penalty and can also be
solved with a weighted Lasso algorithm based on least angle regression as done in
Alfons et al.| [2013] and [Smucler and Yohai [2017]. This was implemented using
the function fastLasso from package robustHD, see |Alfons| [2019].

B.2 Procedure for obtaining a robust initial estimate

In our penalized version of MT-estimators we consider redescending p-functions
and hence the goal function f/n(ﬁ) might have several local minima. As a con-
sequence, it might happen that the IRWLS algorithm converges to a solution of
the estimating equations that is not a solution of the optimization problem. In
practice, to avoid this, one must begin the iterative algorithm at an initial esti-
mator which is a very good approximation of the absolute minimum of ﬁn(ﬁ) If
p is small, an approximate solution may be obtained by the subsampling method
which consists in computing a finite set A of candidate solutions and then replace
the minimization over RP*! by a minimization over A. The set A is obtained by
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randomly drawing subsamples of size p + 1 and computing the maximum likeli-
hood estimator based on the subsample. Assume the original sample contains a
proportion € of outliers, then the probability of having at least one subsample free
of outliers is 1 — (1 — (1 — €)?)"¥ where N is the number of subsamples drawn. So,
for a given probability « such that 1 — (1 — (1 — €)?)" > a we need

log(a)
(1—e)p|’

log(«)

N g = (1-on)”~

This makes the algorithm based on subsampling infeasible for large p. We instead
propose an adaptation of the procedure in Agostinelli et al. [2019] which is a
deterministic algorithm.

Consider a random sample following a generalized linear model. The following
procedure computes an approximation of B, which will be used as an initial esti-
mator in the IRWLS algorithm for the estimating equation describe in Subsection
IB.1l The procedure has two stages. Stage 1 aims at finding a highly robust but
possibly inefficient estimate and stage 2 aims at increasing its efficiency.

Stage 1. In this stage, the idea is to find a robust, but possibly inefficient, estimate
of B, by an iterative procedure. In each iteration k > 1 we get
A (k

J¢; ) = arg min ﬁn(ﬁ) (36)

BeAg
In the first iteration (k = 1) the set A; is constructed as follows. We begin
by computing the penalized LST estimate ,BS; with the complete sample and
the principal sensitivity components [Pena and Yohai, |1999] obtained as follows.
We define the fitted values g = gil(XB(l)) and for each index j the fitted

values ﬂg; = g_l(XB(Ll;(j)) obtained by computing the penalized LST estimate

A (1
B(L;(j) with the sample without using observation with j index. We compute the
sensitivity vector r;) = t— ‘E(j) which is the difference between the predicted

value t = m()) based on the complete sample and ‘E(]-) = m(,&gg) based on the
sample without the observation with j index. The sensitivity matrix R is built
from the sensitivity vectors r(y),...,r(,). We obtain the direction vy in which the
projections of the sensitivity vectors is largest, i.e.,

n
2
.
vi = argmax 1 Y (V)
j=1

and z; = Rv; where the largest entries in z; correspond to the largest terms in
the sum Z?Zl (vTr(j))z, which in turn correspond to the observations that have
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the largest projected sensitivity in the direction vi. Recursively we compute v;,
2 < ¢ < n as the solution of

T 2
V; = arg max (V I'(J))
vil=1

subject to v;v; =0forall 1 <j <4

and the corresponding principal sensitivity components z; = Rv;. Large entries
are considered potential outliers. For each principal sensitivity component z; we
compute three estimates by the penalized LST method. The first eliminating the
half of the observations corresponding to the smallest entries in z;, the second elim-
inating the half corresponding to the largest entries in z; and the third eliminating
the half corresponding to the largest absolute values. To these 3p initial candi-
dates we add the penalized LST estimate computed using the complete sample,

obtaining a set of 3p+ 1 elements. Once we have A; we obtain ,3(1) by minimizing
Ln(B) over the elements of A;.

Suppose now that we are on stage k. Let 0 < o < 0.5 be a trimming constant,
in all our applications we set a = 0.05. Then, for k£ > 1, we first delete the obser-
vations (i = 1,---,n) such that y; > F;;Ll)(l —af2) or y; < F_(,Ll)(oz/2) and,

My
~ (k
with the remaining observations, we re-compute the penalized LST estimator ,B(L;
and the principal sensitivity components. Let us remark that, for the computation

(k—=1)

~(k .
of 6(LS)' we have deleted the observations that have large residuals, since f are

A (k—1
the fitted values obtained using ,B(LS ). In this way, while candidates on the first

- (k
step of the iteration are protected from high leverage outliers, candidate B(L,S)‘ is

protected from low leverage outliers, which may not be extreme entries of the z;.
A (k) (k=1
The set Ay will contain B(L ;, B( ) and the 3p penalized LST estimates com-

puted deleting extreme values according to the principal sensitivity components
~ (k N
as in the first iteration. [5’( ) is the element of Ay minimizing L, (3).

~ (K a(k— -
The iterations will continue until ﬁ( ) ~ ﬁ( 1). Let ﬁ(l) be the final estimate
obtained at this stage.
Stage 2. We first delete the observations y; (i = 1,--- ,n) such that y; > Ff&) (1—
My

a/2) or y; < F[:(}) (a/2), where ) = g1 (XB(1)> and compute the penal-

ized LST estimate 3(2) with the reduced sample. Then for each of the deleted
observations we check whether y; > Ff(;)(l —af2) or y; < Ffé)(a/Z), where
H; H;

a? =gt (XB(Q)). Observations which are not within these bounds are finally
eliminated and those which are, are restored to the sample. With the resulting set
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of observations we compute the penalized LST estimate 8 which is our proposal
as a starting value for solving the estimating equations of the MT-estimates.

B.3 Asymptotic variance

Let n = x '3, m, (g;l) and 1,!) be the derivatives with respect to their arguments

and z(y;n,¢) = (t(y) —mg~'(n))/\/a(9).
U(y,x,8) = 3ﬂ(z’(y; 7,9))Ven

( (. 0))rin(g () (g™ ) ()a(9) "/ *x

b(2(ysn, ¢)) K1(n)a(¢) "/ *x
where we let K1(n) = ( L(n ))( ) (n). Hence

B(8) = %, B)¥(y, x, ﬁ N
= Var < ( )) Ki(n)2a(¢) txx"
and since 9
%Kl(n)=m(9_1)(9 )+ (g™ (g™Y) = Ka(n)

we have

I(y,x,8) = V¥(y,x,8)

0 t(y) —mg~'(n) ald) - 2xxT
- aﬂw( s >K1(77) (©

+w<z<y;n,qs));]m(n)a(@—vaxxv
b(z(y;m, ¢) KT (n)a(d) ' xx"
b(2(y;n, ¢) Ka(n)a(e) ™ *xx"
N [w(z(y?m‘b))a((b) V2R () + 0((yim, 6) Ka(m)| a(@) ™ 2xxT
we have that
A(B) =EJ(y,x,8))
— (B0 ety 00)a(@) 2 EE ) + B (i, 8))) ()] () 2xxT
= [A1(n, §)K3(n) + A2(n, §)K2(n)] a(¢) ™/ *xx"
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So that, the asymptotic variance is given by

AN (B)B(B)A(B) = B(n, &) K2(n) [A1(n, &) K2 (1) + As(m, ) Ka(n)] > (xx )~

C Monte Carlo results

In this Section we report full results for simulation settings AVY and AMR to-
gether with the results of a third setting namely AVY2 which is similar to “model
2”7 considered in |Agostinelli et al.|[2019]. The difference with AVY described in
Section [0]is in the value of parameters, which in AVY?2 are given by 3, = 2e; +es.
All the figures are in the Supplementary Material.

C.1 False Negative and False Positive for Lasso Meth-
ods

In Tables [4] to [6] we report a summary of the performance of Lasso methods for
variable selection for the AMR setting. These tables are similar to Table 1 in
Avella-Medina and Ronchetti [2018]. For each measure, we give the median over
100 simulations and its median absolute deviation in parentheses. Size is the
number of selected variables in the final model, #F N is the number of parameters
that are incorrectly estimated as 0, #F' P is the number of parameters that are
zero but their estimates are not. Tables[7]to[9]give the selected value of the penalty
parameter, the BIC and the degrees of freedom for this value.
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p =100 v= v= v =10 v =100
n Method ~ Size #FN #FP  Size #FN #FP  Size #FN #FP  Size #FN #FP
50 0.05 MT 1 3 0 1.03 2,97 0.03 1 3 0 1 3 0
© o O 03 03 03 © © © © (© ©
ML 1339 0 1239 21.01 011 2001 2257 049 2157 1464 223  13.64
(6.3) (0) (6.3) (11.16) (0.35) (11.16) (12.93) (0.61) (12.93) (11.19) (0.92) (11.19)
RQL 1231 0 1131 1345  0.02 1245 1371  0.02 1271 1382 0.06 12.82
(3.66)  (0) (3.66) (4.39) (0.14) (4.39) (5.07) (0.14) (5.07) (5.43) (0.28) (5.43)
0.1 MT 1 3 0 1.02 298  0.02 1 3 0 1 3 0
(0) 0 (0 02)  (02) (02) (0 0 (0 (0) ) ()
ML 12.02  0.05 11.02 2124 0.23 2024 20 1.05 19 7.16 2.64  6.16
(5.2) (0.26) (5.2) (12) (0.47) (12) (14.54) (0.97) (14.54) (8.03) (0.59) (8.03)
RQL 1392 001 1292 1872 0.04 1772  20.53 0.23  19.53 2314  0.65  22.14
(3.31)  (0.1) (3.31) (4.68) (0.2) (4.68) (6.45) (0.42) (6.45) (8.53) (0.8) (8.53)
0.15 MT 1.04 297 0.04 1 3 0 1 3 0 1 3 0
0 03 09 © © © © © © © (© ©
ML 11.98 012 1098 1873 044 1773 1514 147 1414 647 2.64 547
(5.84)  (0.36) (5.84) (10.86) (0.66) (10.86) (11.72) (1.02) (11.72) (6.8) (0.61) (6.8)
RQL 1563  0.04 14.63 2007 019 19.07 23.02 051 2202 2874 139 27.74
(2.75)  (0.2) (2.75) (4.09) (0.39) (4.09) (4.54) (0.61) (4.54) (6.25) (0.97) (6.25)
100 0.05 MT 1 3 0 1 3 0 1 3 0 1 3 0
(0) 0 (0 (0) ) (0) (0) () (0 (0) ) (0
ML 14.37 0 13.37 21.74 0.03 20.74 26.36 0.24 25.36 15.26 2.23 14.26
(5.76)  (0) (5.76)  (13.3)  (0.17) (13.3) (16.36) (0.47) (16.36) (17.91) (0.98) (17.91)
RQL 1428 0 1328  19.05 0 18.05 2121 0 20.21 2263  0.07  21.63
(6.68)  (0) (6.68) (11.87) (0) (11.87) (14.8)  (0) (14.8)  (17.33) (0.29) (17.33)
0.1 MT 1.03 297 0.03 1 3 0 1 3 0 1 3 0
(0.3)  (0.3) (03)  (0) 0 (0 (0) 0 (0 (0) 0 (0
ML 1451 0 13,51 22.03  0.05 21.03 2469 056 23.69 9.72 233 872
(6.85)  (0) (6.85)  (15.54) (0.22) (15.54) (20.54) (0.7) (20.54) (12.41) (0.88) (12.41)
RQL 2054 0 19.54 3346 0 3246 3781  0.02 36.81 439 0.34 429
(8.46)  (0) (8.46)  (9.77)  (0) (9.77)  (12.29) (0.14) (12.29) (15.44) (0.59) (15.44)
0.15 MT 1.07 294 0.07 1 3 0 1 3 0 1 3 0
(0.5)  (042) (0.5)  (0) ) (0) (0) © (0 (0) ) (0
ML 1324 0 1224 2073 006 19.73 189 0.6 17.9 7.89 2.2 6.89
(7.18)  (0) (7.18)  (15.74) (0.24) (15.74) (17.52) (0.74) (17.52) (9.92) (0.97) (9.92)
RQL 2549 0 2449 36.68 0.02 35.68 40.83 0.14 3983  50.39 0.82  49.39
(8.27)  (0) (8.27) (3.86) (0.14) (3.86) (4.71) (0.35) (4.71) (5.83) (0.74) (5.83)
200 0.05 MT 1 3 0 1 3 0 1 3 0 1 3 0
(0) 0 (O (0) ) (0 (0) 0 (0 (0) ) (0
ML 1594 0 1494 1923 0 1823 2279 011 21.79 1329 214 1229
(9.39)  (0) (9.39)  (13.24) (0) (13.24) (17.14) (0.31) (17.14) (20.01) (0.96) (20.01)
RQL 11.1 0 10.1 1458 0 1358 2415 0 23.15 3332 0.02 3232
(6.7) (0) (6.7) (15.17)  (0) (15.17)  (26.09) (0) (26.09) (32.75) (0.14) (32.75)
0.1 MT 1.06 294  0.06 1 3 0 1 3 0 1 3 0
(0.42)  (0.42) (0.42) (0) ) (0) (0) 0 (0 (0) 0 (0
ML 15.09 0 14.09  19.06  0.01 18.06  19.53  0.21 18.53  9.79 1.96  8.79
(868) (0)  (8.68) (14.22) (0.1) (14.22) (15.54) (0.43) (15.54) (10.81) (0.93) (10.81)
RQL 16.88 0 1588 51.83 0 50.83  64.57  0.01  63.57 7045 0.2 69.45
(11.18) (0)  (11.18) (24.1) (0)  (24.1) (17.06) (0.1) (17.06) (19.06) (0.43) (19.06)
0.15 MT 1.03 297 0.03 1 3 0 1 3 0 1 3 0
(0.3)  (0.3) (03)  (0) ) (0 (0) 0 (0 (0) 0 (©
ML 154 0 14.4 18.14  0.04 1714 17.06 0.23 16.06 11.09 1.25  10.09
(8.29)  (0) (8.29) (12.36) (0.2) (12.36) (12.52) (0.49) (12.52) (10.1)  (0.97) (10.1)
RQL 3016 0 29.16  65.63 0 64.63  68.48  0.02 6748 7411 04 73.11
(17.66) (0) (17.66) (8.81) (0) (8.81)  (2.93) (0.14) (2.93) (4.56) (0.49) (4.56)

Table 4: Summary of results for Lasso methods for AMR setting and p = 100
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p =400 v= v= v =10 v =100

n e Method Size  #FN #FP Size  #FN #FP Size  #FN #FP Size  #FN #FP
50 0.0 MT 1 3 0 1 3 0 1 3 0 1 3 0
(0) ©) () (0) 0 (0 (0) (0 (0 (0) 0 (0
ML 16.66  0.04 1566 209 016 289 3091 057 2991 1943 246 1843
(7.82)  (02) (7.82) (13.23) (0.42) (13.23) (15.41) (0.79) (1541) (12.08) (0.87) (12.08)
RQL 1381 0 1281 1459 001 1359 1458 002 1358 1484 002 13.84
(33)  (0)  (33) (391) (0.1) (3.91) (3.84) (02) (384) (4.75) (0.2) (4.75)
0.1 MT 103 297 003 1 3 0 103 297 003 103 297 003
(03)  (03) (03) (0 0 (0 (03)  (03) (03) (0.3) (03) (0.3)
ML 1632 02 1532 2615 048 2515 2199 143 20.99 838 279  7.38

(7.01)  (0.51) (7.01) (14.67) (0.76) (14.67) (16.9) (1.12) (16.9) (7.35) (0.43) (7.35)
RQL 1571 006 1471 2074 014 1974 2417 04 2317 2825 096  27.25
(351)  (0.24) (3.51) (5.31) (0.4) (5.31) (8.2)  (0.65) (8.2)  (11.36) (1.04) (11.36)

015  MT 1 3 0 1 3 0 105 297 005 1 3 0
(0) 0) (0 (0) 0) (0.5 (0:3) (0.5  (0) 0
ML 1471 034 1371 2366 067 2266 2026 15 1926 85 275 75

(6.53)  (0.65) (6.53) (12.83) (0.84) (12.83) (15.2) (1.03) (15.2) (7.64) (0.48) (7.64)

RQL 1723 016 1623 2287 039 21.87 2843 093 2743 3737 183 3637
(2.5)  (0.44) (25)  (5.26) (0.6) (5.26) (6.11) (0.81) (6.11) (5.84) (0.8) (5.84)
100 0.05 MT 1 3 0 1 3 0 1 3 0 1 3 0
(0) 0 (0 (0) ) (0 (0) 0 (0 (0) ) (0
ML 1938 0 1838 37.07  0.04 3607 4391 027 4291 1466 257  13.66
(10.97) (0)  (10.97) (20.46) (0.2) (20.46) (26.39) (0.53) (26.39) (15.46) (0.74) (15.46)
RQL 1809 0 17.09 2775 0 2675 2918 0 28.18 3259  0.06  31.59
(7.93)  (0)  (7.93) (1543) (0)  (1543) (1844) (0)  (18.44) (23.76) (0.24) (23.76)
0.1 MT 1 3 0 1 3 0 1 3 0 1 3 0
(0) 0 (0 (0) ) (0 (0) () (0 (0) ) (0
ML 1866 0 1766 4074 014 3974 4111 059 4011 1147 266 1047
(9.71)  (0)  (9.71) (23.73) (0.38) (23.73) (28.63) (0.78) (28.63) (11.51) (0.62) (11.51)
RQL 2282 0 21.82 4152 0.02 4052 5166 0.1  50.66 62.67 0.75 6167
(885) (0)  (885) (13.07) (0.14) (13.07) (15.5) (0.33) (15.5) (20.49) (0.74) (20.49)
0.15 MT .03 297 003 1 3 0 1 3 0 1 3 0
(0.3)  (0.3) (03)  (0) ) (0 (0) ) (0 (0) ) (0
ML 1774 003 16.74 4043 018 3943 3379 0.87 3279 842 26 742
(9.20)  (0.22) (9.29) (25.85) (0.39) (25.85) (26.54) (0.86) (26.54) (11.51) (0.64) (11.51)
RQL 2996 0 2896 4417 004 4317 5593 028 5493 704 125  69.4
677 (0) 6770 (7)) (02) (77)  (151)  (0.45) (7.51) (10.08) (0.81) (10.08)
200 0.05 MT 1 3 0 1 3 0 1 3 0 1 3 0
(0) 0 () (0) ) (0 (0) () (0 (0) ) (0
ML 1852 0 1752 4065  0.01 39.65 57.62 0.1 56.62 1816 234 17.16
(12.18) (0)  (12.18) (27.92) (0.1) (27.92) (41.83) (0.35) (41.83) (26.07) (0.91) (26.07)
RQL 1371 0 1271 3643 0 3543 5497 0 5397 687  0.03 67.7
(834) (0)  (834) (34.82) (0)  (34.82) (44.19) (0)  (44.19) (57.23) (0.17) (57.23)
0.1 MT 1 3 0 1 3 0 1 3 0 1 3 0
(0) ) (0 (0) ) (0 (0) (0) (0 (0) ) (0
ML 1722 0 1622 3811 003 3711 4522 027 4422 1109 221  10.09
(10.51) (0)  (10.51) (31.39) (0.17) (31.39) (41.55) (0.49) (41.55) (13.13) (0.87) (13.13)
RQL 2295 0 21.95 7804 0 7704 931 003 921 11934 038 11834
(17.13) (0)  (17.13) (18.05) (0)  (18.05) (23.65) (0.17) (23.65) (28.78) (0.58) (28.78)
0.15 MT 106 294 006 1 3 0 1 3 0 1 3 0
(0.42)  (0.42) (0.42) (0) ) (0 (0) 0 (0 (0) ) (0
ML 1874 0 1774 4135 0.03 4035 3191 03 3091 1218 1.8 1118
(10.92) (0)  (10.92) (34.4) (0.17) (34.4) (26.49) (0.46) (26.49) (12.98) (1.01) (12.98)
RQL 4277 0 4177 7812 0 7712 9511 005 9411  123.22 058  122.22

(1876) (0)  (18.76) (7.25) (0)  (7.25) (8.91) (0.22) (8.91) (7.53) (0.64) (7.53)

Table 5: Summary of results for Lasso methods for AMR setting and p = 400
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p = 1600 v=20 v=>5 v =10 v =100
n € Method  Size #FN #FP  Size #FN #FP  Size #EFN #FP  Size #EN #FP
50 0.05 MT 1 3 0 1 3 0 1 3 0 1 3 0
© © © © © © © © © © (© @
ML 19.56  0.08 18.56  33.71 027 3271 3462 08 33.62 2348 279 22.48
(8.09) (0.31) (8.09) (13.93) (0.49) (13.93) (15.58) (0.89) (15.58) (13.39) (0.46) (13.39)
RQL 15.71 0.04 14.71 16.62 0.05 15.62 16.86  0.07 15.86 17.03  0.11 16.03
(2.85)  (0.2) (2.85) (4.13) (0.26) (4.13) (4.56) (0.33) (4.56) (5.3) (0.4)  (5.3)
0.1 MT 1 3 0 1 3 0 1 3 0 1 3 0
(0) © (0 (0) 0 (0 (0) 0 (0 (0) 0) (0
ML 14.63  0.36 13.63  34.1 0.56  33.1 28.27 1.58  27.27 1134 294 10.34
(6.84) (0.58) (6.84) (15.68) (0.81) (15.68) (18.27) (1.07) (18.27) (8.59) (0.28) (8.59)
RQL 17.51 0.13 16.51 21.54  0.31 20.54 26.95 079 2595  31.76 1.5 30.76
(3.07)  (0.37) (3.07) (5.82) (0.53) (5.82) (8.44) (0.81) (8.44) (10.93) (1.06) (10.93)
0.15 MT 1 3 0 1.03 297  0.03 1 3 0 1 3 0
(0) © (0 (03)  (0.3) (03)  (0) 0 (0 (0) 0 (0
ML 14.22 0.69 13.22 28.95 0.9 27.95 19.56 2.03 1856 891 2.96 791
(7.33)  (0.75) (7.33) (16.2) (0.96) (16.2) (17.37) (1.05) (17.37) (7.74) (0.2) (7.74)
RQL 18.41 0.36 17.41 23.21 0.66 2221 29.84 1.31 28.84  38.85 232 37.85
(2.25)  (0.56) (2.25) (6.09) (0.61) (6.09) (6.48) (0.8) (6.48) (5.21) (0.8) (5.21)
100 0.05 MT 1 3 0 1 3 0 1 3 0 1 3 0
(0) (0 (0 (0) (0 (0 (0) ) (0 (0) 0) (0
ML 21.95 0 20.95 54.56 0.04 5356  63.31 0.33 6231 18.89  2.73 17.89
(11.83) (0) (11.83) (27.05) (0.2) (27.05) (28.79) (0.65) (28.79) (17.32) (0.58) (17.32)
RQL 19.7 0 18.7 29.06 0 28.06  30.36  0.01 2936 3294 0.1 31.94
(8.35)  (0) (8.35)  (14.96) (0) (14.96) (17.88) (0.1) (17.88) (22.52) (0.33) (22.52)
0.1 MT 1 3 0 1 3 0 1 3 0 1 3 0
(0) (0 (0 (0) 0 (0 (0) ) (0 (0) ) (0
ML 19.7 0 18.7 55.25 0.11 54.25 4627  0.91 45.27 10.6 2.93 9.6
(9.12)  (0) (9.12)  (27.32) (0.31) (27.32) (33.72) (0.98) (33.72) (11.96) (0.33) (11.96)
RQL 26.06 0 25.06  46.2 0.03 452 5498  0.19 5398  64.81 0.87  63.81
(8.31)  (0) (8.31)  (14.2) (0.17) (14.2) (18.17) (0.42) (18.17) (24.13) (0.81) (24.13)
0.15 MT 1 3 0 1 3 0 1.04 297  0.04 1 3 0
©  © © O © © (049 ©3) 09 © (© (©
ML 21.92 0.03 2092 4764 0.19  46.64 3545 1.14 3445  9.66 2.69 8.66
(11.12) (0.17) (11.12) (25.92) (0.44) (25.92) (27.91) (0.96) (27.91) (9.1) (0.58)  (9.1)
RQL 3196 0 30.96 51.37  0.11 50.37  64.01 0.37  63.01 78.49 1.64 7749
(6.61) (0) (6.61) (8.1) (0.31) (8.1) (8.08)  (0.54) (8.08) (8.6) (0.8) (8.6)
200 0.05 MT 1 3 0 1 3 0 1 3 0 1 3 0
(0) © (0 (0) 0 (0 (0) 0 (0 (0) 0) (0
ML 23.03 0 22.03  66.29 0 65.29  87.2 0.12 86.2 21.33  2.69 20.33
(13.83) (0) (13.83) (45.11) (0) (45.11) (50.12) (0.33) (50.12) (27.54) (0.63) (27.54)
RQL 1519 0 1419 4884 0 4784 6418 0 63.18  79.41 0.04 7841
(8.42)  (0) (8.42)  (40.04) (0) (40.04) (51.43) (0) (51.43) (67.65) (0.24) (67.65)
0.1 MT 1 3 0 1 3 0 1 3 0 1 3 0
(0) © (0 (0) 0 (0 (0) 0 (0 (0) 0) (0
ML 2098 0 19.98  62.1 0.02 61.1 66.71 0.27  65.71 12.15  2.63 11.15
(14.54) (0) (14.54) (47.07) (0.14) (47.07) (52.91) (0.49) (52.91) (14.48) (0.58) (14.48)
RQL 28.01 0 27.01 97.5 0 96.5 120.71  0.04 119.71  151.21 0.38 150.21
(18.37) (0) (18.37) (16.15) (0) (16.15) (19.71) (0.2)  (19.71) (23.57) (0.56) (23.57)
0.15 MT 1.03 297  0.03 1 3 0 1 3 0 1 3 0
(03)  (03) (03)  (0) 0 (0 (0) 0 (0 (0) 0) (0
ML 2197 0 2097  51.53 0.03  50.53  49.69  0.34  48.69 1524 212 14.24
(14.73)  (0) (14.73) (41.12) (0.17) (41.12) (48.23) (0.57) (48.23) (15.8) (0.83) (15.8)
RQL 51.63 0 50.63  95.75 0.01 94.75 122.6  0.07 121.6 154.92  0.63 153.92
(20) (0) (20) (10.35) (0.1)  (10.35) (8.89) (0.26) (8.89) (6.82) (0.72) (6.82)

Table 6: Summary of results for Lasso methods for AMR setting and p = 1600
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p =100 v=0 v=>5 v =10 v =100

n e Method A BIC df A BIC df A BIC df A BIC df
50 0.05 MT 79838 2881 1 805.04 2871 103 83067 2897 1 816.45 2899 1
(1523)  (25)  (0) (167.26) (2.55)  (0.3)  (144.79) (2.59)  (0) (166.17) (2.59)  (0)
ML 0.25 2.71 1239 0.29 6.53 2001 0.49 1721 2157 711 30533  13.64

(0.12)  (0.94) (63)  (021)  (354)  (11.16) (0.5) (10.48)  (12.93) (8.02)  (213.27) (11.19)
RQL 1713 17179 1131 17.77 19461 1245 17.72  260.66 1271 17.71 74319  12.82
(2.63)  (27.79) (3.66) (261)  (30.6)  (4.39) (2.61)  (49.07) (5.07) (263)  (216.81) (5.43)

0.1 MT 779.11 3008 1 812 2099 102 83895 3053 1 83895 3083 1
(132.49) (2.45)  (0) (160.32) (2.41)  (0.2)  (106.23) (2.54)  (0) (117.9)  (3.06)  (0)
ML 0.33 438 1102 0.48 1221 2024 126 3455 19 25.6 57198 6.16
(0.14)  (1.38) (52)  (0.42)  (5.56) (12)  (1.3) (17) (1454) (17.52)  (271.65) (8.03)

RQL 1648 23677 1292 17.18 26535 1772 1691 3746 1953  16.89 109459 22.14
(3.05)  (34.46) (3.31) (249)  (47.95) (4.68) (245)  (104.52) (6.45) (249)  (666.74) (8.53)

015  MT 7.68 31 104 821 312 1 3.38 3207 1 174 3354 1
(1.96)  (246) (04)  (1.52)  (252)  (0) (1.28)  (262)  (0) (25.68)  (5.3)  (0)
ML 0.38 58 1098 071 1688 17.73 203 4876 1414 3696  T61.27 547

(0.15)  (1.62)  (5.84) (0.56)  (6.43)  (10.86) (1.67)  (20.04) (11.72) (22.29) (302.36) (6.8)
RQL 1521 29814 1463 1527  319.66 1907 1455 4241 2202 1424  890.28  27.74
(2.86)  (4276) (275) (257)  (60.19) (4.09) (2.56)  (118.18) (4.54) (2.69)  (716.03) (6.25)

100 0.05 MT 8114 544 1 84258 5415 1 83986 5461 1 85328 5473 1
(12033) (34)  (0) (87.64) (3.52)  (0) (114.02) (3.43)  (0) (78.09)  (3.43)  (0)
ML 0.19 243 1337 0.33 6.52 2074 057 18.68 2536 1055  330.57  14.26

0.05)  (0.55) (5.76) (0.17)  (229) (133) (0.44)  (7.37)  (16.36) (8.37)  (137.47) (17.91)
RQL 2059  353.02 1328 2204  407.82 1805 2217  557.25 20.21  22.09 157248 21.63
(3.69)  (39.39) (6.68) (3.49)  (43.67) (11.87) (3.82)  (72.75) (14.8) (3.76)  (474.64) (17.33)

0.1 MT 76104 5631 1.03 84046  56.24 1 83875  57.22 1 84652 57.4 1
(153.88) (347)  (0.3)  (91.07) (3.29)  (0) (107.7)  (3.26)  (0) (99.26)  (3.25)  (0)
ML 0.23 371 1351 051 1125 2103 1.09 33.20 2369 2085 55880 872

(0.07)  (0.81)  (6:85) (0.29)  (3.16)  (15.54) (0.84)  (9.93)  (20.54) (11.76) (170.7)  (12.41)
RQL  21.67 47757 1954 2449 54047 3246 2414 75861 3681 2412  1817.05 429
(352)  (51.14) (846) (238)  (61.32) (9.77) (242)  (141.44) (12.29) (2.39)  (997.08) (15.44)

0.15  MT 73015 5786 1.07 82694 5825 1 856.91  59.6 1 853.28  60.31 1
(197.28) (342)  (0.5)  (118.74) (3.33)  (0) (1243)  (32)  (0) (77.26)  (4.98)  (0)

ML 0.28 503 1224 0.72 1587 1973 1.82 4749 179 2956 75468  6.89

0.09)  (0.97) (7.18) (0.44)  (4) (15.74) (1.2)  (12.68) (17.52) (13.99) (194.12) (9.92)

RQL 2174 59052 2449 2347 64642 35.68 2246 90925  39.83 2215  1860.97 49.39

(3) (60.33) (8.27) (211)  (62.34) (3.86) (215)  (119.89) (4.71) (23)  (603.83) (5.83)
200 005  MT 801 10651 1 346 10588 1 856 10675 1 849 10698 1
(1.24)  (5.43)  (0) 0790 (35 (0) 07 (548  (0) (0.88)  (547)  (0)

ML 0.14 231 1494 0.36 6.4 1823 0.69 19 2179 1125 349 12.29

0.04)  (0.38)  (9.39) (0.16)  (1.57)  (1324) (0.38)  (5.41)  (I17.14) (6.63)  (106.38) (20.01)
RQL 2202 70138 101 2391 8402 1358 2606 11759 2315 27.95  3353.64 32.32
(2.84)  (63.03) (6.7)  (4.83)  (70.21) (15.17) (7.02)  (96.03) (26.09) (8.11)  (631.43) (32.75)

0.1 MT 70048 109.66 1.06 82553  109.63 1 828.25 11165 1 848.13 11206 1
(168.42) (8.28)  (0.42) (82.73) (5.35)  (0) (105.89) (5.35)  (0) (80.95) (5.38) (0

ML 0.18 3.5 1409 052 1067 1806 112 3253 1853 1751 569.97  8.79

(0.05)  (043) (8:68) (023)  (1.63) (1422) (053)  (5.25)  (1554) (749)  (93.37) (10.81)

RQL 2273 96514 1588 33.38  1170.64 50.83 3518 171806 63.57 3404  4361.97 69.45

(3.99)  (70.28) (11.18) (6.74)  (68.92) (24.1) (465)  (120.39) (17.06) (461)  (934.6)  (19.06)
015  MT 66.8 1379 103 8113 11364 1 83.72 11655 1 8498 11724 1
(19.21)  (6.74)  (0.3)  (11.46) (5.06)  (0) (792)  (5.1)  (0) (84)  (5.14)  (0)

ML 02 465 144 062 1396 17.14 145 4256 1606 19.69  711.83  10.09

(0.06)  (0.54) (8.29) (024)  (17)  (1236) (058)  (5.58)  (1252) (657)  (88.81)  (10.1)

RQL 26 121088 20.16 3568 139576 G4.63 3384 212352 6748 3176 549845 73.11

(5.43)  (82.25) (17.66) (2.58)  (95.41) (8.81) (1.99)  (164.45) (2.93) (242)  (843.78) (4.56)

Table 7: Selected value of tuning parameter and the corresponding BIC and
df for Lasso methods for AMR seting and p = 100
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p =400 v=0 v=>5 v =10 v =100
n e Method A BIC  df A BIC df A BIC df A BIC df
50 0.05 MT 81.92 28.79 1 82.85 28.73 1 82.77 28.93 1 83.48 28.97 1
(10.85)  (259) (0) (14.47) (2.72)  (0) (14.18) (2.71)  (0) (13.46) (2.69) (0)
ML 0.31 3.02 15.66 0.27 7.22 28.9 0.49 18.21 29.91 6.68 311.27 18.43
(0.15)  (1.14)  (7.82) (0.27) (3.56)  (13.23) (0.66) (10.69) (15.41) (7.68) (237.85) (12.08)
RQL 13.58 178.86 12.81 13.9 208.17  13.59 13.85 275.06 13.58 13.84 776.34 13.84
(2.5) (26.43) (3.3)  (2.24) (20.95) (3.91) (224) (50.39) (3.84) (223) (217.52) (4.75)
0.1 MT T77.71 29.94 1.03 82.38 29.95 1 84.42 30.34 1.03 83.6 31.37 1.03
(15.93)  (257) (0.3)  (15.72) (268) (0) (13.89) (2.62)  (0.3)  (13.45) (4.74) (0.3)
ML 0.4 5.19 15.32 0.62 14.54 25.15 1.63 39.73 20.99 30.98 635.25 7.38
(0.17)  (1.69) (7.01) (0.62) (7.2)  (14.67) (1.65) (21.38) (16.9) (20.27) (322.13) (7.35)
RQL 11.94 252.52  14.71 12.91 27543 19.74 12.57 367.98 23.17 12.51 970.14 27.25
(2.62)  (34.5) (351) (219) (58.68) (5.31) (2.18) (134.89) (8.2)  (2.23) (767.57)  (11.36)
0.15 MT 7.71 30.86 1 8.31 31.04 1 8.44 31.84 1.05 22.93 34.29 1
(173)  (23)  (0) (1.35)  (248)  (0) (148)  (25)  (05)  (3119) (6.65)  (0)
ML 0.49 7.02 13.71 0.84 19.46 22.66 2.36 53.6 19.26 43.46 827.97 7.5
0.23)  (1.93) (653) (0.82) (8.24) (12.83) (2.17) (23.33) (152) (26.81) (337.71)  (7.64)
RQL 10.38 31499 16.23 11.05 305.87  21.87 10.46 357.46 27.43 10.18 463.22 36.37
(257)  (4219) (25)  (211) (70.89) (5.26) (2.28) (134.94) (6.11) (2.44) (511.34) (5.84)
100 0.05 MT 80.97 54.51 1 84.24 54.14 1 85.36 54.68 1 85.47 54.77 1
(11.18)  (347)  (0) (899)  (35) (0 (7.44)  (3.48)  (0) (82)  (3.49) (0)
ML 0.24 2.7 18.38 0.32 7.16 36.07 0.55 20.58 42.91 13.48 369.99 13.66
0.08)  (0.65) (10.97) (0.21) (2.72)  (2046) (0.55) (8.88)  (26.39) (9.21) (173.52)  (15.46)
RQL 17.26 368.44  17.09 18.73 413.67  26.75 18.56 553.31 28.18 18.55 1524.68 31.59
(2.6) (44.22) (7.93) (2.63) (46.36) (15.43) (2.55)  (94) (18.44) (2.56)  (619.44)  (23.76)
0.1 MT 74.76 56.57 1 83.22 56.01 1 84.31 57.03 1 85.47 57.27 1
(1721)  (343) (0) 9.47)  (357)  (0) (9.1)  (3.49)  (0) (7.81)  (3.43) (0)
ML 0.3 4 17.66 0.44 11.82 39.74 1.03 35.02 40.11 24.68 582.18 10.47
(0.09)  (0.79) (9.71) (0.34) (35)  (23.73) (1.01) (11.17) (28.63) (13.52) (186.87) (11.51)
RQL 16.65 488.27  21.82 18.61 491.26  40.52 18.54 616.65 50.66 18.53 1234.53 61.67
(242)  (47.23) (8.85) (L.77) (74.2)  (13.07) (L78) (179.9) (15.5) (1.82) (1163.35) (20.49)
0.15 MT 68.98 58.23 1.03 82.87 57.93 1 83.01 59.6 1 93.93 60.39 1
(20.99)  (3.77)  (0.3)  (10.34) (347)  (0) (11.84) (3.43)  (0) (92.04) (5.59) (0)
ML 0.35 5.25 16.74 0.61 15.73 39.43 1.64 46.37 32.79 35.37 741.67 7.42
(012)  (113)  (9.20) (0.54) (4.63) (25.85) (1.37) (13.55) (26.54) (15.14) (204.69) (11.51)
RQL 16.68 585.67  28.96 17.12 556.89  43.17 16.61 651.13 54.93 16.5 958.29 69.4
(247)  (5658) (6.77) (1.51) (67.16) (7.7)  (1.56) (120.25) (7.51) (1.53) (857.56) (10.08)
200 0.05 MT 780.4 106.42 1 838.5 105.72 1 836.1 106.73 1 837.8 106.89 1
(113.21) (5.73)  (0) (71.36) (5.93)  (0) (87.28) (5.79)  (0) (83.26) (5.76) (0)
ML 0.2 2.46 17.52 0.34 6.75 39.65 0.53 19.58 56.62 13.43 365.67 17.16
0.05)  (043) (12.18) (0.2)  (1.88)  (27.92) (0.44) (6.04)  (41.83) (8.05) (121.64) (26.07)
RQL 19.01 725.57 12.71 22.07 839.85  35.43 23.39 1094.2 53.97 23.45 2580.13 67.7
(2.2) (66.52) (8.34) (4.21) (56.6)  (34.82) (4.39) (118.71) (44.19) (4.38) (1163.42) (57.23)
0.1 MT 72.22 110.73 1 83.27 109.62 1 82.95 111.65 1 84.32 111.99 1
(12.85)  (5.64) (0) (77 (584)  (0) (8.33)  (5.76) (0 (7.44)  (5.73) (0)
ML 0.24 3.65 16.22 0.55 11.15 37.11 1.11 33.58 44.22 21.43 581.54 10.09
(0.06)  (0.58) (10.51) (0.31) (249)  (31.39) (0.74) (7.56)  (41.55) (7.92) (131.65) (13.13)
RQL 19.48 977.57  21.95 25.06 1053.78  77.04 24.74 131042 92.1 24.79 2272.9 118.34
(2.8) (8247) (17.13) (2.03) (82.58) (18.05) (2.21) (214.72) (23.65) (2.18) (1519.32) (28.78)
0.15 MT 6.69 113.32  1.06 8.29 11347 1 8.34 116.44 1 8.56 117.9 1
(2.03)  (7.62) (042) (0.91) (5.82) (0) 0.91) (572)  (0) 0.77)  (9.79) (0)
ML 0.26 4.72 17.74 0.62 14.16 40.35 1.54 43.26 30.91 25.53 723.54 11.18
0.07)  (0.62) (10.92) (0.36) (2.23)  (344) (0.77) (6.99)  (26.49) (8.4)  (110.04)  (12.98)
RQL 21.22 1200.9 41.77 23.37 1206.06 77.12 22.71 1532.97  94.11 22.62 2387.7 122.22
(2.76)  (81.69) (18.76) (1.36) (76.59) (7.25) (1.41) (147.18) (8.91) (1.38) (481.78) (7.53)
Table 8: Selected value of tuning parameter and the corresponding BIC and

df for Lasso methods for AMR seting and p = 400
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p = 1600 v=0 v=>5 v=10 v =100
n o e Method A BIC df A BIC df A BIC df A BIC df
50  0.05 MT 80.9 2871 1 8174 286 1 831 2879 1 8393 28.84 1
(11.28)  (2.31)  (0) (9.02)  (232)  (0) (1243)  (2.34)  (0) (11.04)  (2.32) (0)
ML 0.37 4 1856 0.3 8.22 3271 0.54 2026 33.62 747 328.33 2248
(017)  (1.38)  (8.09) (0.31)  (4.28) (13.93) (0.67)  (12.07) (15.58) (8.13)  (223.86) (13.39)
RQL 1094 20215 1471 114 22511 1562 1126 29419 1586 1124  803.11  16.03
(2.34)  (32.74) (2.85) (1.86)  (34.99) (4.13) (1L77)  (5343) (4.36) (1.8) (215.95)  (5.3)
0.1 MT 75459 3002 1 819.98 2985 1 83148 3031 1 85136 31.03 1
(176.75) (2.28)  (0) (140.05) (2.28)  (0) (126.98) (2.27)  (0) (86.7)  (3.8) (0)
ML 0.57 6.23 13.63 0.5 1528 331 155 4074 2727 2935 61021 10.34
(0.19)  (L61) (6.84) (0.68)  (6.45) (15.68) (1.92)  (19.42) (1827) (16.31) (265.71) (8.59)
RQL 94 27148 1651  9.95 301.03 2054  9.66 36351 2595  9.57 827.1 30.76
(2.19)  (36.33) (3.07) (1.83)  (61.46) (5.82) (1.92)  (136.66) (3.44) (2) (768.46)  (10.93)
0.15 MT 74 3093 1 8171 3088 1.03 8346  31.84 1 14139 35.1 1
(18.57)  (2.27)  (0) (1541)  (217)  (0.3)  (10.85) (2.3) (0) (218.15) (7.36) (0)
ML 0.67 8.1 1322 0.95 2155  27.95  3.39 57.73 1856  47.96  809.79 7.1
(0.25)  (1L.76) (7.33) (1.12)  (7.8)  (162) (2.92)  (2242) (17.37) (26.62) (288.2)  (7.74)
RQL 791 32912 1741 85 34017 2221 7.6 359.05 28.84  7.37 403.67  37.85
(215)  (37.96) (2.25) (1.89)  (87.55) (6.09) (1.83)  (141.79) (6.48) (1.95)  (487.54) (5.21)
100 0.05 MT 8003 5457 1 8231 542 1 8358 5475 1 8345  54.85 1
(120.13) (3.46)  (0) (108.51) (3.61)  (0) (115.97) (3.52)  (0) (1134)  (3.5) (0)
ML 0.29 273 2095 0.26 6.82 5356 0.38 1914 6231 1346  337.01  17.89
(0.09)  (0.61) (11.83) (0.23)  (2.09) (27.05) (0.47)  (7.03)  (28.79) (8.89)  (144.86) (17.32)
RQL 1473  369.65 187 1611 41874 2806 1595 56493 29.36 1596 15832  31.94
(206)  (37.5)  (8.35) (211)  (46.01) (14.96) (2.12)  (9257) (17.88) (2.11)  (5724)  (22.52)
0.1 MT 7562 5657 1 8358 5592 1 8415 5712 1 8488  57.3 1
(16.83)  (3.32)  (0) (10.08) (3.6)  (0) (803)  (351)  (0) (10.7)  (3.45) (0)
ML 0.37 4.25 187 04 1242 5425 1.3 3644 4527 30.1 579.42 9.6
(0.1) (0.91)  (9.12) (0.38)  (3.3)  (27.32) (1.31)  (11.35) (33.72) (15.13) (184.82)  (11.96)
RQL 1419 49297 2506 15.6 495.63 452 1536 63157  53.98 1531 139471  63.81
(218)  (50.38) (8.31) (1.78)  (85.68) (14.2) (1.85)  (226.96) (18.17) (1.86)  (1347.2) (24.13)
0.15 MT 72149 5825 1 821.18 5786 1 83178 59.32  1.04 95145  60.64 1
(172.11)  (3.02)  (0) (121.61) (3.41)  (0) (133.19) (3.33)  (0.4)  (916.42) (6.73) (0)
ML 0.4 5.57 2092 0.64 16.63  46.64 203 4885 3445 3896 75793  8.66
(0.13)  (1.09) (11.12) (0.58)  (4.6)  (25.92) (1.62)  (14.07) (27.91) (13.97) (201.84) (9.1)
RQL 1326  599.07 30.96 1394 51883 50.37 13.28  568.82 63.01 1315 73545  77.49
(2.1) (53.76) (6.61) (1.69)  (69.39) (8.1)  (1.66)  (100.22) (3.08) (1.65)  (748.54) (8.6)
200 0.05 MT 79.87  106.06 1 8398 10532 1 8514 10629 1 8557 10652 1
(10.57)  (5.16)  (0) (849)  (5.19)  (0) (6.25)  (5.13)  (0) (5.64)  (5.1) (0)
ML 0.23 2.48 2203 0.32 6.4 6529  0.45 1871 862 1347 34715 2033
(0.05)  (0.35) (13.83) (0.22)  (1.6)  (45.11) (042)  (5.15)  (50.12) (7.75)  (98.07)  (27.54)
RQL 1699  730.88 1419  20.2 830.26 47.84 2046  1061.01 63.18 2045  2468.16  78.41
(1.9) (53.8)  (842) (3.55)  (55.54) (40.04) (3.67)  (15248) (51.43) (3.68)  (1341.9)  (67.65)
0.1 MT 739.96 11036 1 84127  109.16 1 849.85 11114 1 849.14 1116 1
(122.07) (5.17)  (0) (58.61)  (5.19)  (0) (64.75)  (5.05)  (0) (91.36)  (5.06) (0)
ML 0.29 3.79 19.98  0.51 119 611 1.08 3399 6571 2513 58079 1115
(0.07)  (0.53) (14.54) (0.35)  (2.09) (47.07) (0.87)  (6.99)  (52.91) (9.34)  (115.62) (14.48)
RQL 17 995.1  27.01 214 959.23 965 2123  1085.92 119.71 21.19 141912  150.21
(246)  (70.51) (18.37) (1.41)  (64.08) (16.15) (1.36)  (183.52) (19.71) (1.37)  (1121.32) (23.57)
0.15 MT 63.63 113.41 1.03 82.42 112.8 1 85.25 116 1 85.12 117.45 1
(23.06)  (6.49) (0.3)  (9.9) (4.91)  (0) (6.65)  (4.85)  (0) (7.3) (9.61) (0)
ML 0.32 4.96 2097 0.72 1501 50.53  1.73 4534 4869  29.64 74399  14.24
(0.08)  (0.67) (14.73) (0.43)  (255) (41.12) (1.08)  (7.83)  (48.23) (10.59) (130.25) (15.8)
RQL  17.8 1223.33 50.63 1941 107687 9475 18.93  1207.68 121.6 1881 141321  153.92
(242)  (81.93) (200  (1.19)  (65.18) (10.35) (1.22)  (77.51) (8.89) (1.18)  (171.44) (6.82)

Table 9: Selected value of tuning parameter
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