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Abstract

This paper proposes a new feature screening method for the multi-response ultrahigh di-
mensional linear model by empirical likelihood. Through a multivariate moment condition,
the empirical likelihood induced ranking statistics can exploit the joint effect among responses,
and thus result in a much better performance than the methods considering responses indi-
vidually. More importantly, by the use of empirical likelihood, the new method adapts to the
heterogeneity in the conditional variance of random error. The sure screening property of the
newly proposed method is proved with the model size controlled within a reasonable scale.
Additionally, the new screening method is also extended to a conditional version so that it
can recover the hidden predictors which are easily missed by the unconditional method. The
corresponding theoretical properties are also provided. Finally, both numerical studies and

real data analysis are provided to illustrate the effectiveness of the proposed methods.
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1 Introduction

With the rapid development of science and technology, ultrahigh dimensional data with “large p,

small n” are frequently encountered in diverse fields, such as biomedical imaging, neuroscience,
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tomography, tumor classification, and so on. A central task for this kind of data is to lower the
huge dimensionality to a moderate scale using fast and effective methods. With this purpose,
Fan and Lv (2008) firstly proposed the concept of sure independence screening (SIS) to handle
the ultrahigh dimensional data. Since then, a long list of relevant literatures has been proposed,
which basically can be classified into two groups: the model-based and the model-free methods.
For the former, a concrete model should be specified before the screening, typical literature in-
clude Fan and Lv (2008), Wang (2009), Xu and Chen (2014) and Wang and Leng (2016) for linear
models, He et al. (2019) for elliptical copula regression model, Fan and Song (2010), Fan et al.
(2011) and Liu et al. (2014) for generalized linear models, additive models and varying coefficients
models, respectively. The model-based methods usually enjoy high computational efficiency but
have to bear the risk of model misspecification, which could lead to invalid screening results. To
avoid such a risk, statisticians developed the model-free methods, some typical works include but
are not limited to Li et al. (2012), Cui et al. (2015), Lu and Lin (2017), Pan et al. (2019) and
the reference therein. Additionally, to reduce the negative effect caused by the complicated cor-
relation among predictors, researchers also put forward some conditional screening methods, see
Barut et al. (2015), Hu and Lin (2017), Lin and Sun (2016) and Lu and Lin (2017).

The concept of empirical likelihood (EL) is introduced by Owen (1988) and further studied
by Qin and Lawless (1994) and Newey and Smith (2004). The empirical likelihood approach is
very famous for its nice property of self-studentized, which means that it is a data-driven method
without imposing strict distributional assumptions on variables. Chang et al. (2013a) firstly intro-
duced the empirical likelihood to SIS for the univariate response regression model, and proposed
a new screening procedure named ELSIS by constructing an empirical likelihood ratio statistics
as the new screening index. Due to the nice property of empirical likelihood, ELSIS is able to
incorporate additionally the level of uncertainties associated with estimators and adapts to the
heterogeneity in the conditional variance of random error. Motivated by the work of Chang et al.
(2013a), Hu and Lin (2017) generalized the ELSIS method to a conditional version.

In this paper, we extend the idea of Chang et al. (2013a) to the multi-response regression
model. Ultrahigh dimensional data with multi-response are widespread in many applications, for
example, in the analysis of the phenotype-genotype relationship, researchers always collect several
genotypes simultaneously such as blood pressure, blood glucose, and some other body indices (seen
as responses) and hundreds of thousands of Single Nucleotide Polymorphism (short for SNP, seen
as the ultrahigh dimensional features). In such a study, the collected lots of responses are usually
highly correlated or have a group structure. As a result, the multi-response linear model could
be very useful to fit this kind of data. Technically, to jointly consider the multiple responses and
exploit the correlation information in them, we build the empirical likelihood function through a

multivariate marginal moment condition and set the value of the empirical likelihood ratio function



at zero as a filter. As a comparison, a natural extension of Chang et al. (2013a) is to build the
empirical likelihood function for each response individually and then aggregate them together as
ranking statistics. Obviously, it can be expected that the newly proposed method taking the
responses into consideration simultaneously would result in a more accurate screening result.

It is also worth noting that there have been several papers considering the screening for the
multi-response model. For example, the well-known DCSIS proposed by Li et al. (2012) can be di-
rectly applied to the multi-response; Li et al. (2017) proposed a projection-based screening method;
Lu and Lin (2018) built a canonical correlation-based screening method for varying coefficient mod-
els. Ma et al. (2020) developed a two-stage screening method for multi-response linear model; ?
proposed a rank canonical correlation-based screening procedure. Compared with these meth-
ods, our paper contributes to the following aspects. Firstly, we apply the empirical likelihood to
the multi-response case, thus the new method is robust to the heteroscedasticity of the random
error, and is able to exploit the correlation information among responses. Secondly, we extend
the empirical likelihood induced method to a conditional version by the centralization technique,
which can help to recover the hidden predictors. Besides, when the conditioning set is blind to us,
we suggest a two-step screening approach to recruit the remaining active predictors. Finally, we
prove that the sure screening property of the newly proposed screening method can be achieved
with the model size controlled within a reasonable scale. Also, the corresponding theories for the
conditional method are also provided.

The rest of the present paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we give the details of
the methodological development of the new screening procedure. Section 3 extends the method
to a conditional version. Section 4 provides the theoretical properties of the method. Section 5
presents Monto Carlo simulations and a real data analysis. All proof of the main theoretical results

is postponed to the Appendix.

2 Screening method by empirical likelihood

2.1 Motivation to the new method

Chang et al. (2013a) introduced the empirical likelihood to the sure independence screening for
the univariate response linear model called ELSIS, based on the moment condition E{X;(Y —
X; M)} = 0. Suppose a series of i.i.d samples (X, Y;)i., from (X,Y), then the ranking statistics
can be defined as .
Li(v) =2 log{l+agi;(v)},
i=1

n gi,jk(v) _

where « is the Lagrange multiplier, g; ;5 = Xi;(yir — Xjjv) satisfying > 7", Troa @) =
¥



To make ELSIS applicable in the multi-response case, one ways is to compute the empirical
likelihood ratio (ELR) function for each response and aggregate them together. Let ;,(v) be ELR
function of the k-th response, then we can generalize it to two forms by taking the average and

the maximum of /;;(0) respectively over all responses, namely,

1 q
11(0) = p > " 1x(0) and 1}'(0) = max 1;;(0),
k=1

1<k<q

defined as ELSIS,,, and ELSIS,,., respectively.
Intuitively, ELSIS,,, and ELSIS,,,, are inefficient because both them do not take the association
among responses into consideration. We in the following conduct a numerical experiment to

illustrate this point of view. Consider the following model

(Vi = Xi +e1,

}/QIX1+X2+€2, (21)

kY;]:Xl‘I‘XQ“—"““Xq‘I‘gq,

where X; ~ N(0,1) fori=1,--- ,pande; ~ N(0,1) for j =1,--- ,¢g. By this design, the response
is g-dimensional and {X,---,X,} are active variables. We present the corresponding simulation
results in Table 1. It can be seen with the growth of the dimension ¢ of the response, ELSIS,,,
and ELSIS,,.., collapse very quickly, but MELSIS which will be developed next section performs

very well.

2.2 A new ranking index

Consider the following linear model

y=BX+e¢, (2.2)
where y = (Y1,---,Y,)" € R? is a g-dimensional response, ¢ is allowed to diverge to infinity at
some certain rate, B = (8;)1<i<q1<j<p is a ¢ by p coefficient matrix, and X = (X1,---, X,)" € R?

is a p-dimensional predictor. Without loss of generality, we assume that each component in X
has been standardized with zero expectation and unit variance. Define the index set of active

predictors (true model) as
A={1<j<p:IBil2#0},

where B; = (81, , B45) " and ||+ |2 is the Eculidean norm. With the sparse condition, it is always

assumed that |A] is much smaller than p, where |A| is the cardinality of A. Correspondingly, we



Table 1: The five representative quantiles (5%, 25%, 50%, 75%, 95%) of minimal model size (MMS)
under model (2.1) over 400 simulations with (n,p) = (100, 1000). Noting that MMS of ELSIS.,
means the minimal model size under which that all active predictors are recovered in any model
at least once.

q Method 5% 25% 50% 75% 95%
5 MELSIS 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
ELSIS ..., 5.0 6.0 9.0 15.0 36.3
ELSIS ;g 6.0 10.0 20.0 41.8 96.2
ELSIS, .0z 5.0 5.0 6.0 10.3 39.2
10 MELSIS 10.0 10.0 10.0 11.0 15.1
ELSIS ..., 37.9 72.5 171.5 283.3 644.1
ELSISug 80.9 148.3 217.0 315.5 444.0
ELSIS, .0z 23.0 73.3 116.5 211.0 529.0
15 MELSIS 15.0 15.8 17.0 20.0 38.3
ELSIS ..., 160.1 276.0 443.0 636.8 889.2
ELSIS0g 193.9 282.8 388.0 509.0 687.3
ELSIS, .0z 113.7 204.5 318.0 473.5 657.0

define Z = {1,--- ,p}\A as the index set of inactive predictors. We are intend to reduce the large
model (2.2) to a moderate size such that A is included in it.

For the multivariate response, we write the marginal moment equation as
E{X;(y — X;8]")} = 041 (2.3)

for BJM = (ﬂf‘f, ceey %)T, j=1,---,p, where 0,4 represents a g-dimensional vector with entries
equal to zero. From now on, we suppress the subscript of 0,41 whenever there is no confusion.
Under the independence rule, it has that ﬁj‘/[ = B;.

Let (X;,y:)", be a set of i.i.d samples from (X,y), where X; = (X;1, -+, X)) and y; =

(Yi1,+ - ,vig) " Based on (2.3), the empirical likelihood can be established as

ELj('U) = sup {ﬁwl LW, Z O,iwl = 1,iwlgw('v) = 0}
=1 =1 =1

for j =1,---,p, where g;;(v) = X;;(y; — Xi;v). Consequently, the marginal empirical likelihood
ratio can be defined as

[i(v) = —2log{ EL;(v)} — 2nlogn =2 log{1+ a'g;(v)},
=1



where « is the Lagrange multiplier satisfying

n

9i;(v)
0= — T

Similarly to Chang et al. (2013a), we take [;(0) as a ranking index becase it will be small if 3; = 0
but large otherwise. Then for a predetermined threshold value 7y, the true model can be estimated

as
A\'Yln = {1 Sj S p: lj(()) Z /7111}

For simplicity, we name this new method as MELSIS, representing a multivariate extension of
ELSIS.

2.3 Comparison with the existing methods

It can be shown that [;(0) exploits the correlation among responses while 1#(0) and 1}(0) cannot.
For simplicity, let Vi, = X;;Yi and V; = (Vig,---,Vi,)", then by Taylor expansion, [;(0) can be

expressed as

+ 0,(1), (2.4)

e o] [

while [£(0) and 1}7(0) are respectively expressed as

1(0) = n[%iVT] diag <%iva>] [%iv

=1

M0) = ma {(Zz Vi) M}jLop(l) (2.6)

+0,(1), and (2.5)

Zz 1‘/;% 7 7 Z?:l V2

Comparing formula (2.4), (2.5) and (2.6), the main difference of 1£(0) or }*(0) from ;(0) is that
the former two screening indices consider the response individually, thus the group structure among
responses is neglected, while /,;(0) exploits the correlation among responses. As Luo and Chen
(2020) claimed, the group structure in responses reflects the correlation among variables within
the group, a statistic ignoring the correlation information is not sufficient. Of course, if the re-
sponses are mutually uncorrelated, [;(0) will naturally degenerate to [2(0). Actually, from another
perspective, 1;(0) can be seen as the Mahalanobis distance between EX;y and 0 while [{'(0) is the
scalable Euclidean distance between them. It is well known that the Mahalanobis distance is more
efficient than the Euclidean one.

Additionally, Ma et al. (2020) and ? also developed the screening procedure for the multi-

response models, but both them implies a homogeneous assumption on the variance of the random

6



error, otherwise the resulting screening results would be inefficient. The numerical results in

Section 5 also confirms this viewpoint.

3 Extension of MELSIS to CMELSIS

3.1 Motivation of CMELSIS

In high dimensional data, sometimes the complicated correlation among active predictors may
produce hidden variables, which means that some active predictors with large coefficients could
have small marginal utilities because of the interaction effect among active predictors. For example,

considering the following model,

{K:2X1—2X2+81 (3 7)

Yé :4X1 —|—6X2 —9X3 + &9,

where X; ~ N(0,1) for j = 1,---,p with Corr(X;, X;) equal to 0.9 + 0.11(i = j), and € ~
N(0,1). Simple calculation shows that EX3y = (0,0)", which implies that the empirical likelihood
constructed based on EX3y will miss X3.

To address the problem, in this section, we extend the newly proposed method MELSIS to a

conditional version, named CMELSIS. Before that, we provide a proposition below to motivate
the CMELSIS.

ProprosiTION 3.1. [If

K Ama(cov(X 4, XJ )eov(Xz, X))
)\min (COV (X.Aa XI\) )

< mi |2 .
< min [EX;y |, (3.8)

where K is the number of active predictors, Apax(M) (Amin(M)) is the mazx(min) eigenvalue of M,
then it has that maxjc7 |EX;y|| < minjeq [|[EX;y]l.

The proof of the proposition is given in Supplement. This proposition indicates that to rank
active predictors before the inactive ones, two conditions are required. One is that the numerator in
the left side of (3.8) should be small, which means that the correlation between X 4 and Xz should
not be strong. The other is that the denominator in the left side should be large, which implies
that the correlation among the active predictors themselves should be small, otherwise, the hidden
variable might arise. Still taking model (3.7) as an example, it has that Ay, (cov(X 4, X)) = 0.1,

this small value will make condition (3.8) easily violated.



3.2 Ranking index by centralization

To recover the hidden predictors, the conditional screening approach is a commonly used method
which has beed studied by several literatures, see for example, Barut et al. (2015) and Yi and Wang
(2018). In our view, these method works because they can prevent the marginal utility of a hidden
variable from being canceled out, via introducing the conditional variables.

Without loss of generality, assuming that the first s¢ predictors in X are known in advance,
ie., Xe = (X1, -, X,)". When it is not available, we can set the first several predictors selected
by MELSIS as the conditioning set. Correspondingly, denoting Xp as the complement of X¢ in
X. Then, our goal is to recruit the active predictors in Xp, in other words, to identify the index
set AND = {j € D:||Bj]l2 # 0}. To this end, instead of using EX;y to construct the empirical
likelihood, we revise the moment as EX ;y, where X i = X; —E(X;|B; ;X¢) is a centralized version
of X;, Be ; is a matrix such that X is independent of X¢ given Be ;. In the following, when there
is no confusion, we neglect the dependence of B ; on the subscript j. The following proposition

demonstrates the benefit of the centralization to some extent, although under a simple setting

Be=1
PROPOSITION 3.2. Under linear condition (3.10), if Bc = I, then when

K)\max (COV()E/U X}—)COV(XI’ XI\))
Amin(COV(XAv 5(./4))

< min |EX, v/ .
_grg‘lll kY| (3.9)

where X 4 = X 4 — E(X4|B X¢), it has that max,er [|[EX;y|| < minjeq |EX;y].

The proof of this proposition is also given in Supplement. Regarding this proposition, we have
the following remark.

REMARK 3.1. The condition (3.9) might be weaker than (3.8), it allows the situation where the
correlation among active predictors is large. Intuitively, when Xe¢ is highly correlated with X 4, )ZA
can be seen as the error term E in the model X 4 = f(X¢) + E, then by extracting the information
of Xe, (5.9) can be easier to be satisfied. For example, when f(Xc¢) = B} Xc¢ and E has a low
X < T T T
D R0 _ denl N0 e a1
have a direct insight into condition (5.8) cmd (3.9), we still take model (3.7) as illustration by

setting (n,p) = (100, 500). We select the first [n/log n] = 21 wvariables ranked by MELSIS as Xc,
Amax ( COV(XA,XI)COV(XI,XA
mln(COV(XA7XT))
cov T cov T
to 814.2 while the mean of A S (X(;V);f(: XS?;[’XA)) equals to 2.8. It is also worth mentioning that
if X¢ is independent of X4, (3.9) will degenerate to (3.8), at this time, the centralization is

unnecessary.

correlation with Xz, then

simple calculation shows that the mean of

based on 200 simulations equals




Based on the moment EX ;¥, the conditional marginal empirical likelihood ratio function can

be constructed as

15(0) =2 "log{l + o g5(0)}.
=1

where g¢:(0) = )Afijyi with )Z'Z-j = Xi; — E(X;|B}Xic), e is the Lagrange multiplier satisfying
21 Tatg = O

To construct the empirical likelihood in the sample level, we have to estimate the conditional
expectation E(X;|B} Xi¢)) in g;(0). Before that we need to determine Be, to simplify and acceler-
ate the whole screening procedure, we employ the sliced inverse regression (SIR, Li, K. C. (1991))
to estimate Be. Simply speaking, SIR regresses the X¢ against X, then under the linearity con-
dition (see below), it is proved that the centered regression curve E(X¢|X;) is contained in the
linear subspace spanned by Becov(Xe). SIR is a very popular method in the sufficient dimension
reduction field, one can refer to Li, K. C. (1991) for more details about SIR. Note that SIR needs

the following linearity condition (LC),
E(X|Bl X¢) = X} Becov(Bl Xe)  cov(Bl Xe, X) (3.10)

for some matrix Be. The linear condition is widely used in the dimension-reduction literature, for
example Condition 3.1 in Li, K. C. (1991), Condition (2.2) in Wang et al. (2015) and Condition
(C2) in Zhu et al. (2011).

Denote by l§c the estimate of B by SIR, it remains to estimate the conditional expecta-
tion IAE(XJ|Z¢>’\Cr Xic). One approach to estimating the conditional expectation is to use the non-
parametric method, however, it will incur the problem of parameter selection and the possible
curse of dimensionality. Instead, with the LC condition, we can simply estimate IAE‘.(X]|Z/3\Cr Xic) as
X .Becov (B Xe) 7 (Bl Xe, X;).

With the estimation 55(0) = [X;; — IAE(Xj|l§\CrXc)]y,-, we use E(O) =2>"" log{l+ aTgf;(O)}
as the ranking index. For a predetermined threshold value 7,,, the true model is estimated as

—

AND,, ={jeD: T;(O) > ~on}.

For simplicity, we name the above method CMELSIS, representing a conditional extension of
MELSIS.

3.3 A two-step screening method: MRELS-CMRELS

The conditional screening procedure is able to overcome the screening problem caused by the

complicated correlation among predictors but it depends on the selection of the conditioning set.



If no prior information can be obtained, CMELSIS is inapplicable. In this circumstance, we can
employ MELSIS first to pre-select some predictors as a conditional set and then perform CMELSIS
to select the remaining active predictors. We name this method a two-step screening procedure.

From the two-step screening method, we can induce a sequential screening method. Let X¢,
be the predictors selected by the k-th screening procedure, then the next candidate predictor
added into X¢,, denoted as X¢, ,, is the one which maximizes the empirical likelihood ratio
15(0, X, ), where [$(v, X¢, ) is the empirical likelihood ratio function established by setting X, as
the conditioning set. We can repeat the above procedure until some stopping rule is achieved. The
starting set X¢, can be set as the top ranked variable selected by MELSIS.

Practically, we would like to recommend practitioners use the two-step screening method. On
the one hand, it is proved theoretically that CMELSIS has the sure screening property as long as
the conditioning set contains some variables that are active or are strongly correlated with active
ones. On the other hand, our numerical experience tells that the sequential method is unable to

get a more accurate screening result than CMELSIS but incurs heavy computational burden.

4 Theoretical properties

In this section, we study the theoretical properties of MELSIS and CMELSIS.

4.1 Theoretical properties of MELSIS

We first derive the sure screening properties of the proposed screening procedure and then give a

bound on the size of the selected set of variables. Before that, we assume the following conditions.

(C1) The random variables Y, (k = 1,...,q) have bounded variance. For any j € A, there exists
¢ >0 and k € [0,1) such that [[E(X;y)|l2 > cin™".

(C2) There are positive constants K7, Ky,7; and -, such that
P{|X;| > u} < Kyexp{—Kyu"} and P{|Yy| > u} < Kjexp{—Kyu"},
forj=1,....,pand k=1,...,¢ and any u > 0.

Condition (C1) is an identification condition for the set A, which is weaker than |[EX;Y;| >
cyn~ " for k=1,---,¢. Similar condition is assumed in Chang et al. (2013a) and Li et al. (2017).
Condition (C2) ensures the large deviation results that are used to get the exponential convergence
rate, it is also assumed in Zhu et al. (2011) and Chang et al. (2013a).

10



LEMMA 4.1. Under Conditions (C1)-(C2), there exists a positive constant Cy depending only on
Ky, Ko, 71 and 7y given in Condition (C2) such that for any j € A and L — oo,

2410 212 exp (—C n'=272") exp (=CLLY), if (1 =2k —2r)(1+26) < 1
{ i(0) < =7 } exp (—Cm%) +exp (—CiLY), if (1— 2k — 2r)(1 +26) > 1

where v = % and 0 = max {% -1, 0} and r 1is the order of the dimension q of response, that

is, g(n) = O(n") and satisfies the condition 0 <r + K < 3.

Lemma 4.1 states that for all j € A, the diverging rate of ¢;(0) is not slower than L—?n'~2*, If
J ¢ A, according to the argument in Owen (2001), it can be shown that the corresponding /;(0)
is O,(1). Let L = n2=""" for some 7 € (0,3 — k), then we obtain directly a more clear uniform
result that the set A can be distinguished by examining the marginal empirical likelihood ratio
[;(0) for j =1,...,p. Moreover, we establish the sure screening property for our approach in the

following theorem.

THEOREM 4.1. Under Conditions (C1)-(C2), there exists a positive constant Cy depending only
on K1, K>,7v1 and v given in Condition (C2) such that, for any 7 € (0,5 — k),

Y (-2k—27)y
exp —C’ln(l 2k—21)A\ 5

}, if (1= 26 — 2r)(1 4 26) < 1
max P {1;(0) < ¢jn*"} < Lger  (1-2k-27)y
jeA exp{ —Cyin 155 2 } s if (1—2k—2r)(1+25) > 1

and, hence, if v, = c3n*7, we have that

., {A PR REEE Oy pi-2—2nn G220 } ,if(1— 2k —2r)(1+26) < 1
C n} — —K—T —alk—aT)Yy
" 1—sexp{—Cin 5 N }, if(1—=2k—2r)(1+420)>1

where v = ﬁ and § = max {% -1, 0}, and r 1s the order of the dimension q of response, that

is, q(n) = O(n") and satisfies the condition 0 < r+ k < 1, and s = |A|, the size of the set of

non-sparse elements.

An efficient screening procedure does not only possess sure screening property, but also retains
a small set of variables after thresholding. Theorem 4.2 below shows that our proposed procedure
can control the size of the selected submodel very well. It also indicates that the dimension of

response can diverge to infinity at a certain rate not larger than %n A (% — R).

THEOREM 4.2. Under Conditions (C1)-(C2), if maxjga |E(X;y)||2 = Op(n™") with n > &, and

minjga1<k<q [E(XZY?)| > ¢y for some ¢y > 0, there exists a positive constant Cy depending only

11



on Ky, Ko, v1 and o given in Condition (C2) such that for any j ¢ A and T € (1—;”" -, % — /{)
and Y1, = An’T,

P {|ﬁm\ > s} < pexp (—ConPOrn) (4.11)

where B(vy,r,n,1) is some constant determined by v,r,n,7n, see Appendiz for the details, r is the
order of the dimension q of response, that is, q(n) = O(n") and satisfies the condition 0 < r <

A (5 — k) andy = 22 i =+ F — 5.

4.2 Theoretical properties of CMELSIS

Theoretical properties of CMELSIS is studied in this part. Compared with MELSIS, the proof
of the sure screening property of CMELSIS is just replacing X;;y; in {;(0) with )Z'ijyi. Similar to
Condition (C1), the following condition is required:

(C1’) The random variables Yy (k = 1,...,¢q) have bounded variance. For any j € AN D, there
exists ¢3 > 0 and x € [0, 5) such that

IE{X; — E(X;[B; Xe) Yyl > esn ™

The following lemma shows the goal set AN D can be clearly distinguished by [5(0).

LEMMA 4.2. Under Conditions (C1°) and (C2), there exists a positive constant Cy depends only
on K1, K>,v1 and v given in Condition (C2) such that, for any 7 € (0,3 — k),

(1—2k—27)y i
exp {—C’gn(l_%_z’")/\ 2 cif(1—2k—2r)(1+20) <1
max P {lj(O) <an’} < Loker  (1-2k-27)y
jEDNA exp {—an EEA } cif (1—2k—2r)(1+20) > 1

— 72
Y1+72

q(n) = O(n") and satisfies the condition 0 <1+ k < 3.

where ~y and 0 = max {% -1, O}, r 1s the order of the dimension q of response, that is,

Following Lemma 4.2, the theorem below proves the sure screening property of CMELSIS.

THEOREM 4.3. Under Conditions (C1°) and (C2), if max|X;;Yi| = O,(n*) where w < 1/2 — k&,
j€C and 1 <k <q, there exists a positive constant Cy depends only on Ki, Ko,y and 7 given
in Condition (C2) such that, for any T € (0, % — Ii),

_ exp {—C4n<1—2“—2m“’2””+2m L if (1— 25— 2r)(1+26) < 1
max P {lj-(O) < cgn%} < |nr  (=2rm2r)y
jebra exp {—C4n A } i (1— 26 — 27)(1 +26) > 1
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and, hence, if Vo, = c2n*7, we have that

A (1—-2k—27)~y

P{ANDc AND,,}> 1= sanpexp { ~Cun-2- 2N (1 — 2 — 2r)(1 4+ 20) < 1
R B —Cwlzigm(li%;m} , if(1—2k—2r)(1+20) > 1

where v = ﬁ and 0 = max {% -1, O}, r 1s the order of the dimension q of response, that is,

q(n) = O(n") and satisfies the condition 0 < r+ x < 3, and sanp = |[AND| is size of the set of

non-sparse elements.
The following theorem shows that CMELSIS takes good control of the model size.

THEOREM 4.4. Under Conditions (C1°) and (C2), if g}élaXDHE{[Xj —E(X;|B. Xe)|y}H2 = O(n™")
jEAN
: L RT 2y21 > ;
where n > Kk and ngr{%}?gkng{[X] E(X;|B; Xc)|?Y,'} > ca for some ¢y > 0, there exists a
147

positive constant Cs such that, for any j ¢ AND and any T € (- — 1, % — k) and Yo, = An*",

P {|men| > SAO’D} < prexp (—CsnB(w’n’ﬁ)) )
1

37
and w satisfies max|X;;Yig| = Op(n®) and w < % —n, for j €C and 1 < k < q and r satisfies the

where B(vy,r,n,n) is the same constant in Theorem 4.2, py is the size of Xp, and n =n+ %T —

dimension q of response satisfies gq(n) = O(n") and 0 < r < %n/\ % — KA (% —2w), Cs5 depends only
on Ky, Ky, 71 and o given in Condition (C2).

5 Numerical studies

5.1 General simulation settings

In this section, we conduct several numerical experiments to evaluate the performance of the pro-
posed methods in various model settings. We first check the effectiveness of MELSIS. The competi-
tors include PS (Li et al., 2017), ELSIS,,,, ELSIS, ..., DCSIS, BCorSIS (Pan et al., 2019) and RCC
(He et al., 2019)(RCC;, represents the Spearman correlation induced CC and RCCyy represents
the Kendall’s 7 correlation induced CC). Sequentially, we examine the validity of CMELSIS with
a model having hidden variables. We also compare the CMELSIS with CELSIS,,,, CELSIS, .,
DCSIS and BCorSIS (Pan et al., 2019), where CELSIS,,, and CELSIS,,,, are the conditional
versions of ELSIS,,, and ELSIS,, 4.

We repeat each experiment 400 times and employ the following criteria to evaluate the per-
formance of each method: (1) MMS, the minimum model size (MS) of the selected model that
includes all the active predictors. We report the 5%, 25%, 50%, 75% and 95% of MMS over 400

13



replications; (2) P;, the percentage of submodel A with size d, that contains X ; across 400 repeated
experiments; (3) P,, the percentage of submodel A with size d, that contains all true predictors
across 400 repeated experiments.

Selection of the thresholding value. Roughly speaking, we can take the hard thresholding rule
and soft thresholding rule to determine the model size. For the former, we can set d,, = ¢[n/log(n)]
such as Fan and Lv (2008), where [a] means the integer part of a. For the latter, a commonly used
approach is to randomly switch the rows of y and re-compute the marginal utilities of all predictors
as the auxiliary statistics, and set the upper 7-quantiles of them as the thresholding value, for
example, the 100%-quantile (maximum) or 99%-quantiles of the auxiliary marginal utilities. The
hard rule is easy to implement and can control the model size precisely but the choice of d,, is not
explainable, contrarily, the soft rule seems more reasonable but usually spends more computational
cost and results in random model size.

Throughout the simulation, to compare the results P; of different methods under certain model
size, we always select the hard thresholding rule and set d,, = [n/logn| unless otherwise specified.
Also, for practical consideration, we examine the performance of different methods under the soft
thresholding rule using Example 4.1 and Example 4.3. During the implementation of our screening
methods, we always use the adjusted empirical likelihood (AEL) algorithm proposed by Chen et al.
(2008) to solve the optimization problem. To get B, we employ the R package dr to conduct the
SIR procedure, in which the number of slices is selected as 9, which is the default settings in dr,
and the number of directions is set as b such that the sum of first b eigenvalues of the weighted
sample covariance matrix accounts for more than 80% of the sum of all eigenvalues. According
to our experience, in most situations, the threshold is achieved by only selecting the first two

eigenvalues.

5.2 Monto Carlo simulations

Example 4.1. This example uses a simple linear model to examine the effectiveness of MELSIS.

The model is set up as
(V) = 3X, 42X, + £1;

Yo =4X, + X3+ e9;

Y3 =2Xo +4X, + €3;

(Vs = 3Xy + X5 + &4,

where X, for j = 1,---,p are independently from N(0,1), &; = 0;(X)e¢; for i = 1,---,4 are the

random errors with ¢, ~ N(0,1) and corr(e;, ¢;) = p. We set p equal to 0 and 0.5 representing
independent random errors and correlated random errors, respectively. For o;(X), we consider
two types of errors: (a) 03(X) = 1fori=1,---,4; (b) 01(X) = 1/(X; + X5),03(X) = 1/(X3 +
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X2),09(X) = 04(X) = 1. Thus the error variance is homogeneous in (a) and heterogeneous in (b).
By this design, we can see that the responses are tied together through some common predictors.
X3 and X5 can be seen as two variables with weak signals because they have relatively small
coefficients and appear in the model only once. Table 2-3 report the simulation results under the
setting (n, p) = (100, 2000). We see that only PS and MELSIS can achieve the sure screening while
the other methods behave poorly. More specifically, the following conclusions can be summarized
from the tables:

(1) Table 2 shows that under the hard-thresholding rule, DCSIS, BCorSIS, ELSIS,,, and ELSIS, 4,
cannot select X3 and X5 into model, these methods have poor performance in terms of P,.
Note that some of them are the model-free methods. The above phenomenon implies that

jointly considering the responses can significantly improve the screening results.

(2) When the error variance is homogeneous, PS and RCC has a slight better performance than
MELSIS, however, in the case of heterogenous situation, the conclusion is reversed, Table 3
shows that under this situation the MMS of our method is much smaller than that of PS.
Overall, the heteroscedasticity has a negative effect on all methods but our method suffers
the least.

(3) Table 4 also displays the numerical results under the soft thresholding rule, from which we
can see that for the unconditional screening methods, the soft thresholding rule also results
in a good performance, but the heteroscedasticity brings some negative effects on the new
method. It can be seen that the model size determined by the soft-thresholding rule is much

larger than [n/logn].
(4) Tt seems that correlated random errors does not have an obvious impact on all methods.

Example 4.2. This example employs a more general model to investigate the effectiveness of
MELSIS. The model is formulated as follows:

p
Y=Y BiyXj+efori=12---5

i=1
where 3;; = 0 for j > 5 and ;; = UW for j =1,---,5 with U taking values =1 and 0 with prob-
ability 0.4 and 0.2, respectively, and W ~ Uniform(0, 1), the predictor X; follows the standard
normal distribution with corr(X;, X;/) = 0.3 for j # j'. The random errors are generated in a
similar way as Example 4.1 with (a) a homoscedastic random error ¢;(X) =1 for i = 1,--- ,5 and
(b) heteroscedastic random error o;(X) = 1/X; for i = 1,3,5 and 0;(X) = 1 for i = 2,4. Different
from the model settings in Example 4.1 where some active predictors are weak signals, the im-

portant features in this model almost contribute equally to the response. The simulation results
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are still presented in Table 6 under the setting (n,p) = (200,1000). From the tables, in addition
to some similar conclusions to Example 4.1 can be observed, we have another two findings. First
of all, the heteroscedasticity in random error has obvious negative effect on all screening methods
except ours, it can be seen that DCSIS fails to recover the active predictors, BCorSIS misses X,
and X4, and PS misses X5. Second, unlike the phenomenon observed in the previous example, here
ELSIS,.4 has a superior performance than ELSIS,,,, it is reasonable because the active predictors

almost contribute equally to the response.

Table 2: The proportion of active predictors being selected in Example 4.1, under the hard thresh-
olding rule.

Method P b Ps P, P P, P Py Py P, Py P,

p=0

DCSIS 1.00 098 0.11 1.00 0.05 0.00 0.68 0.34 0.02 0.52 0.01 0.00
BCorSIS  1.00 0.91 0.06 1.00 0.03 0.00 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.02 0.01 0.00
PS 1.00 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.59 1.00 0.63 1.00 0.44
RCCs, 1.00 1.00 0.90 1.00 098 0.96 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.90 0.79
RCCpyq 1.00 1.00 0.56 1.00 091 0.52 1.00 1.00 0.55 1.00 0.85 0.50
ELSIS,,, 1.00 0.99 0.08 1.00 0.15 0.02 1.00 0.99 0.10 0.97 0.20 0.02
ELSIS,,.. 1.00 1.00 0.24 1.00 047 0.12 1.00 0.99 0.18 0.98 0.39 0.08
MELSIS  1.00 1.00 094 1.00 1.00 0.94 1.00 096 1.00 0.93 1.00 0.88
p=0.5

DCSIS 1.00 1.00 0.08 1.00 0.08 0.01 0.68 0.36 0.03 0.57 0.04 0.00
BCorSIS  1.00 0.92 0.06 1.00 0.06 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.03 0.00
PS 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.63 1.00 0.68 1.00 0.49
RCCs, 1.00 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00 0.98 1.00 093 0.83 1.00 1.00 0.77
RCCgq 1.00 1.00 0.67 1.00 096 0.65 1.00 091 0.59 1.00 0.98 0.56
ELSIS,,, 1.00 1.00 0.06 1.00 0.17 0.01 1.00 0.98 0.07 0.98 0.23 0.03
ELSIS, .. 1.00 1.00 0.21 1.00 0.48 0.11 1.00 0.98 0.14 0.98 0.42 0.07
MELSIS  1.00 1.00 098 1.00 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.94 1.00 0.89

Example 4.3. This experiment is used to check the effectiveness of CMELSIS when there is
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Table 3: The quartiles of minimum model size of the selected models in Example 4.1.

0:i(X): case (a) 0;(X): case (b)
Method 5%  25% 50% 75% 95% 5% 25% 50% 75% 95%

p=0

DCSIS 90.0 2473 4625 7773 1339.3 220.6 7355 1196.5 1610.8 1927.0
BCorSIS  266.3 726.5 1057.0 1522.0 1895.5 939.5 1540.5 1791.5 1894.5 1977.3
PS 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 11.0 5.0 5.0 45.0  426.3 1573.8
RCCq, 5.0 5.0 5.0 7.0 95.1 5.0 5.0 6.0 12.0  131.2
RCCyyq 6.0 10.0 21.5 81.3  317.7 5.0 9.0 225 1045 330.2

ELSISqug 63.0 175.0 353.0 542.25 953.5 44.0 193.0 375.0 6185 1130.5
ELSIS .  11.0 72,5 195.0 405.5  982.9 17.0 116.0 310.5 627.8 1190.1
MELSIS 5.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 26.3 5.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 176.6

p =205

DCSIS 75.9 257.8 4345 719.3 1167.5 2329 752.8 1230.0 1632.5 1936.1
BCorSIS  233.7 679.3 1002.0 1279.8 1825.5 1072.9 1405.5 1712.0 1888.5 1970.1
PS 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 24.0 426.0 17074
RCC, 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 8.1 5.0 5.0 8.0 15.0 78.0
RCCpq 5.0 6.0 14.0 33.3 1349 5.0 9.0 17.5 46.5  204.3

ELSISqug 599.0 204.0 355.0 5428 906.1 44.0 185.8 380.5 654.0 1087.8
ELSIS, .. 120 623 1925 4515  926.2 17.9 96.0 321.0 639.3 1221.3
MELSIS 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 8.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 176.6

hidden active variables in the model. Consider the following model:

K:X1+2X2+3X3—3X4+81
}/2:2X1—2X2+2X3—3X4+52
)/},:X1+2X2+X3—3X4+X5+53

where X; ~ N(0,1) for j = 1,---,p with equi-correlation 0.5 among predictors except that we
set X5 being independent of the others. By this design, X5 can be seen as a hidden important
variable because its marginal utility by MELSIS is almost zero. Actually, it is easily seen from
the simulation results that X; is also important but is easily missed by unconditional screening
methods. To check the robustness of CMELSIS to the choice of conditioning set, we consider
the following different choices for the conditional set: (1) C; = {2,3,4}; (2) C; = {1,2,3}; (3)
Cs ={1,2,10}; (4) C4, = {1,9, 10}, where (1) and (2) are two ideal situations where all memberships
in C are active, (3) contains one inactive variable and (4) only has one active variable. The random
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errors follow similar settings to Example 1 that ¢; = 0;(X)e; with (a) 04(X) = 1 fori = 1,2, 3,
and (b) 01(X) = Xy, 02(X) = X3, 03(X) = X5, respectively, and ¢; ~ N(0,1). Simulation results
with (n,p) = (100, 1000) are shown in Table 7. From these tables, the following conclusions can

be summarized:

(1) CMELSIS has an excellent performance compared with its competitors CELSIS,,, and
CELSIS, .4z The unconditional screening method MELSIS is only able to select X5, X3

and X, into model but misses the other two active predictors.

(2) When the conditional set is chosen as C; in which all predictors are active, all the conditional
methods can successfully select the remaining active variables X; and X5 into model, but

our method provides a better result with smaller MMS and larger P,.

(3) When more inactive variables are added into the conditional set, our method still works well

but the other two methods collapse rapidly.

(4) Compared with the hard-threshold rule, the soft-thresholding rule sometimes results in a
better performance in terms of P,, but the determined model size is larger than n/logn with

a large variance.

Example 4.4. This experiment aims to check the effectiveness of the proposed two-step
screening method when the conditional set is unavailable. We still use the model in Example 4.3 and
keep all the model settings unchanged. We only present the simulation results corresponding to the
case of homogeneous variance in random errors. For the heterodastic situation, the corresponding
result is of course a little bit worse. Table 8 reports the proportion of all the active predictors being
selected under different model size d. Here, we set d,, equal to [n/logn| = 21, [1.5n/logn| = 32
and 2[n/logn| = 42 to represent a small, moderate and large model size, respectively. From this
table, it is easily seen that the proposed two stage method performs very well even when the
conditional set only contains three variables but the other two methods behave badly even when

the conditional set contains nine variables.

5.3 Real data analysis

In this section, we apply our method to a real example of genetic regulation. This data set
consists of 29 inbred rats samples with a 4 dimensional response and 770 dimensional predictors.
Specifically, the 4 dimensional response are a quantitative phenotype representing the expression
levels of four organs, including adrenal gland, heart, kidney and fat, respectively, and the predictors
are 770 single nucleotide polymorphisms. The dataset is from a study of Matthias et al. (2010)

and is available from R package R2ZGUESS. Our goal is to discover the genetic causes of variation
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Table 4: The proportion of active predictors being selected for MELSIS in Example 4.1 and
CMELSIS in Example 4.3, under soft thresholding rule. The median of MMS (MMMS) associated

with the interquartile range in the parenthesis are also reported.

0;(X): case (a) 0;(X): case (b)
7=0.99 7=0.98 7 =0.99 7 =0.98
P P, MMMS P, MMMS P, MMMS P, MMMS
MELSIS 0.0 0.79  7.0(3.0) 092 16.0(55) 071 25.0(6.0) 0.82 43.5(12.0)
0.5 0.94  5.0(2. 0.99 15.0(5.3) 0.77 26.0(8.3) 0.89 46.5(7.5)
CMELSIS C: 0.99 4.0(3. 099 7.083) 0.93 50(3.1) 095 8.0(6.0)

Cs 0.88 19.5(26.

)
)
)
5) 0.92 87.0(76.1) 0.83 34.0(56.3) 0.88 66.5(69.0)
5
Cy 083 27.5(55.4

( ( (
) 091 52.0(54.5) 081 26.5(28.4) 0.83 48.5(56.5)
( ( (

(
(2.0
(3.0
C, 0.89 19.0(36.
(26
(55.4) 0.86 78.0(64.3) 0.76 36.5(48.5) 0.79 54.5(67.3)

in the expression of genes, i.e., to identify the SNPs that explain the joint variability of gene
expression in all organs, this is the typical analysis known as expression Quantitative Trait Loci
(eQTL).

Table 9 displays the top 29 ranked SNPs selected by our method and the competitors, including
ELSIS;y4, ELSIS, 0, and PS. It can be seen that our method selects very different SNPs compared
to ELSIS,,, or ELSIS,, ., but select vary similar results to PS does. Table 9 shows that there are 20
overlapping SNPs between our method and PS but only 2 overlapping SNPs between our method
and ELSIS,,, or ELSIS,,.,. It has been identified previously by Matthias et al. (2010) that the
SNP D14Mit3 is a very important SNP associated with all organs. Our method successfully
ranks this SNP in the top position, which strongly demonstrates the effectiveness of our method.
Unfortunately, neither ELSIS,,, nor ELSIS,,,, pick out D14Mit3 as the significant SNPs.

To further check the effectiveness of our method, we in the following propose a two-stage
variable selection procedure, i.e., in the first stage, we apply the screening procedure to lower the
huge dimensionality p to a moderate scale s, then in the second stage, we employ some variable
selection methods such as lasso to make a further variable selection and parameter estimation.
For this inbred dataset, we apply the MELSIS method followed by lasso to make the variable
selection. Note that because the response is multivariate, we need to apply the lasso response by
response. We denote this two-stage method by MELSIS—LASSO. Similarly, we can also define
ELSIS,,,—LASSO, ELSIS,, ;,—LASSO and PS—LASSO. During the application of the two-stage
procedure, we set s = [n/2] = 14 for a small model and n = 29 for a large model, respectively,

we also use the BIC criterion to determine the model size in the second variable selection stage.
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Table 5 reported the corresponding residual sum of square (RSS) associated with the model size
(in the parenthesis) determined by BIC, where RSS=1/n>"" (y; — 9:)*.

From Table 5, we can obtain the following observations. First, it is consistent with the above
analysis that the newly proposed method has a superior performance than ELSIS,,, or ELSIS, 45,
the latter two methods behave badly even we set the thresholding value equal to the sample size
29, especially for the third response, kidney, lasso selects none variables into the model, this might
result from that ELSIS,,, or ELSIS,,,, have a completely wrong result. Besides, we see that
MELSIS behaves better than PS folr the 1st and the last response but worse than PS for the
remaining two responses.

By the way, we also apply the newly proposed conditional screening procedure to the inbred
dataset. As the SNPs D14Mit3, D14Cebrp312s2 and D14Rat52 are three common SNPs selected
by MELSIS and PS, we then set the three SNPs as the prior information when implementing
CMELSIS, the corresponding numerical results are still presented in Table 5, from which we see
that CMELSIS does improve the performance compared to the unconditional methods MELSIS

except for the last response.

Table 5: RSS of different methods and the associated model size(in the parenthesis). Resp 1, 2, 3

and 4 corresponds to the adrenal gland, heart, kidney and fat, respectively.

S Method Resp 1 Resp 2 Resp 3 Resp 4

14 MELSIS—LASSO 0.0434(2) 0.0577(2) 0.2943(1) 0.0537(1)
ELSIS,,,—LASSO 0.0646(0) 0.0610(2) 1.5530(0) 0.0604(1)
ELSIS, 0. —LASSO 0.0646(0) 0.0610(2) 1.5530(0) 0.0604(1)
PS—LASSO 0.0414(1) 0.0373(2) 0.2142(2) 0.0358(1)
RCC,,-LASSO 0.0414(2) 0.0468(3) 0.2943(1) 0.0358(2)
RCC}4-LASSO 0.0382(3) 0.0506(3) 0.2943(1) 0.0358(2)
CMELSIS—LASSO 0.0313(2) 0.0376(4) 0.2877(1) 0.0508(1)

29 MELSIS—LASSO 0.0079(13) 0.0467(4) 0.1693(4) 0.0166(9)
ELSIS,—LASSO 0.0483(2) 0.0355(6) 1.5530(0) 0.0604(1)
ELSIS, ,..—LASSO 0.0483(2) 0.0355(6) 1.5530(0) 0.0604(1)
PS—LASSO 0.0147(8) 0.0112(10) 0.0890(8) 0.0187(6)
RCCs,-LASSO 0.0087(13) 0.0299(4) 0.1587(3) 0.0358(2)
RCCyq-LASSO 0.0095(12) 0.0140(9) 0.2142(3) 0.0095(11)
CMELSIS—LASSO 0.0066(14) 0.0041(13) 0.1367(4) 0.0306(1)
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A  Proofs

Proof of Proposition 3.1. Let B4 = (3; : j € A) be the coefficient matrix corresponding to the
active predictors and K = |A|. Without loss of generality, assume that ﬁchov(X 4, X)B; =1 for
j € A, otherwise, we can divide 3; by a constant such that this condition is satisfied. It has that

max IEX;y|? = max IEB4X 4 X;[* < max § 1BIE(X4X;)|?
Jje
keA

< Znﬁ;f E(XAX7)[* =" B cov(Xu, X7 )eov(Xz, X ) B
ke A ke A

- Z B cov(X 4, X7 )cov(Xz, X)) B
vy p cov(X o, X ) B

< K)\max(COV(XA, X7 )COV(XI, X.A))
- Amin (cov(X 4, X))

Proof of Proposition 3.2. It has that

max IEXy|> = max IEBAX.A(X; — E(X;|B; X))

= max [E(BAX4X)) —E{B4X4X(Bc} cov (B Xe)E(Be Xe, X)) |12
J

= max [E(BaX4X;) - E(X;E(BAX4|Be Xe))|”

< max) [BIE(XX;)P

ke A
K)\max(cov()N(A, X )cov(Xz, 5(;))
)\min(COV(X.Aa i:érl))

)

where the first and second equalities hold because of the linear condition. O

Proof of Lemma 4.1 Define U, ;, = X;;Yix and p, = E(U; ). By Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,
it has that [p;e] < (E(X2))Y?(E(Y;))"?, then || can be bounded by a uniform constant.
Without loss of generality, we assume that g, > 0. If pj, < 0, we can let U; j = —U; ;. Note
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that

ELj<0) = sup {le L W; Z O,iwl = 1,iwiuij = O}
j= =1 =1

i=1
n n n
= sup Hwi:wiZO,g wizl,g wt; =0 5,
i=1 i=1 i=1
— T s (]] 7. \T
where Ui = (Ui,jla ceey Ui,jq) and Ui; = (Ui,jla ey Ui,jq) . Hence

;(0) = —2log {EL;(0)} — 2nlogn

does not depend on the sign of 1.
For given j € A, according to Owen (2001), we have that

[;(0) =2 max Zlog (14 auy),

a€hn,j <=

where A, ; = {a : aT'u,ij >nlforalli=1,... ,n}.
Set a = a = (n°max;, |Upjx]) ™ (1,...,1)T for some € > 0, then a € A, for sufficiently large
n. Hence
P{l;(0) < 2t} <P log |1 Ui <tp.
{1,(0) < 21} {z I }
By Taylor expansion,
2 i1 Ui 1 (X ko1 Uigi)?

log

1+ Z Ui = -
n¢max; i |U; jk| nemaxi [Uijn] 2 (14 ci)2 n% max; \Ui,jkE’

where |c;| < n~¢, then

Z log |1

with |R,| < n'~%. Therefore,

maxi,k |Ui,jk|

z s
— nfmax;y \Ui k|

:z": iz Uik p
— n

P{l;(0 )<2t}<IP{Z =1 it <t+n1—2ﬁ},

N max; i ‘UZ yk‘
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which means that

P{1;(0) < 2t}

n q
<P {Z D Ui < (i +n'~) max 'Uw'k'}

i=1 k=1
q
<P {ZZUZY’“ nZu]k< tn +nt 6 —HZMjk}+P{IIZ}%X‘Ui,jk‘>M}
i=1 k=1 k=1 '
(tn +n'= )M —n >0
S > {Z ik — Hjk) < . LS 4P %7%X|Uz‘,jk|>M

q n _1 1_ 1
1 tn"2 + NM —n2 S s

> (Ui — k) < (tn2 +n27) D=t ik
\/ﬁgjk i1 qo i

k=1

+P {m%X \Ui jx| > M} ,

where 0% = E(U; jx — pjr)?. For L — oo, pick e satisfies n® = L/(3°1_; j1jx). Choose n € (0, 3), let
M =nLand 2t = n(d>_7_, pjr)?/L? then tn“M/(n > 1_ i) =n/2and n' =M /(n > "0_, wr) = 1.
Hence, for sufficient large n, condition (C2) together with Lemma 1 of Chang et al. (2013a) lead

to
cin’ n||E{X;y}3 n(3 iy k)’
IP’{lj(O) <2 72 } < P{lj(o) < L—;Z} < IP’{lj(O) kL; J }
q n 3 1<y
1 <n—1 i
< P — Z(Ui,jk — k) < (G = Dn 2 iy o + Ky exp{—KyM" +logn + logq}
k=1 n20jk - q0;k

_ e (—Cnt=2727) fexp (—CLLY), if (1 —2k—2r)(1+25) <1
=] exp (—Cln—lii?) +exp (—Cy L), if (1 — 2k —2r)(1+26) > 1

O
Proof of Theorem 4.1. Note that
P {A ¢ .2%} = P { There exists j € Asuch that £;(0) < ¢jn*"}
< P e 2 2T
sr]neaj{ { ) < cn } ,
then we can get our result directly by Lemma 2.1. O

Proof of Theorem 4.2. Before proving Theorem 4.2. We first prove Lemma Al below.
LEMMA Al. Let 0 = a/||a||2, if max;y |, = max;; |E(X;Yy)| = Op(n~") for some n > 0,
then
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3

exp ( CnV(”—3T/2)A“f(1—77)/%(1—47‘)) , if v <2 and r > dand n < 0y

exp (—Cn =3r/ANA=2AU=rtny 2A1=4)) 1if 4 < 2 and 7 > 0y and 17 > 6

exp (—CnY(=3r/AAA=2AA=200/4) Fif o < 2 and 1 < 0y and 7 > 6

exp (—CnY(=3r/AAA=ny/2AA=203/4) if y < 2 and 7 < 63 and n < &

exp (—CnY(=3r/AMA=2MAA=4T)) Cif 2 <y < 4 and r > 0y

exp (—CnY(=3r/AMA=2MAA=2r7/4) 1if 2 <y < 4 and r < by

| exp (—Cn”’(” 3r/2)A(1=2mA(1— 4r)) Cify >4
where u; = 1 ZZ 1'u,”, S; =150 uju Z-Tj, a satisfies the equation 0 = Y 11+0¢u72Tu’ o =
% — 8_7—%{ and 0y = 4 e 4 , C' is some positive constant depending on K, K5,y and v, given in
Condition (C2).
Proof. Since a satisfies the equation 77, - +Z¥u = 0, thus it can be deduced that

n I
1+alu; — YL aT'u,Z
1= = =1

Define 8 = a/||ct||2, it is easily proved that

n

1 “ 1 - uZuT 1 fu,i-uT.
0= w;; =0 = R B YU gllall.
nz ! nleLaTu,-j nizz;l—l—oﬁuij lxllz

i=1

Let w; 2 37" | wyj, S, =1 P - 5 we then have

i=1 1+a T u;;?

0" u;
el = —=
975,60
Because max; o' uy; < ||e||o max; ||ugj|e, according the similar argument in Lemma 4 in 7, we
have 0
P{llals < 55rg5 1 2 P{ gray mxlusle < 1}
Pick e € (0,7 — ), then
0'u; 1

> ”Z} +P{0Ta; >n 0750}

,),LE

mlax Hule2 Z —} + P {HT’&]‘ Z n_ekmm} +]P> {BTSJH < )\mm}

N
~

(VAN
=} =}
/_/H,_/EH,_/H
®
B
V

4
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where \,,;,, is the smallest eigenvalue of Var(u;;).
We next bound the three items one by one. The first item [; can be easily bounded as

I} < exp{—Cn(*="/27}. For the second iterm I, according to Lemma 1 in ?, we can get

"1 n-en,.
L=P{0 @ >n "\t <P “U; i > men
2 { () }_q {;n gk 105 }

_ n"exp {—Cn!'=2 72} "if (1 —2r — 2¢)(1+260) < 1
1" exp {—Cn—liif} Cif (127 —2e)(1+20) > 1

For the third item, let 0,; = 0,.0;, then

;=P {OTSJG < )\mzn}

q n
1
=P {;;1 Zl 5Ui,ijz‘,jt9kt < )\min}

n

q
1
=P { >N g[(Uz,jk — 1) (Uit = 1it) = 07 3Okt + T < Ay — OTVW(UM)G}

kt=1 i=1

q n T
1 )\mzn —60'Var WU;j 0
<P { > AW = 143) (Uige = ) = o} il < 5 () }

)\min — OTVCLT(’UJU)H}
<
2
1= I3y + I3,

where T =370 ST (Ui jiOke + 115U jrOu — Orapingrs) and Var(wig) = (07 ) gxq-
By Lemma 1 in 7, I3; can be bounded as

I "1 Amin — 0"V ar(u;;)0
Iy <> P {Z ﬁ[(Uz‘,jk — i) Uije = 1je) = 07 jrel Ot < :

202
k=1 i=1 q

1-27

. n¥ exp {—Cn* %} if (1 —4r)(1+20) <1
n?" exp {—Cnﬁ} Cif (1 —4r)(1420) > 1

where ¢ = O(n") and § = max{% —1,0}. Similarly, I3, is bounded as

oo n"exp {—Cn!=2r+2} if (1 —2r +2n)(1+20) <1
2= nrexp {—Cnlzgn} i (1 —2r42n)(1420) > 1
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Finally, let 6; = 2 — <% and 09 = combing the above several results, we can obtain

~ o
that
0w 1
P{OTS 0 max||’u,l]||2 4} <
exp (—CnV(" 37“/2)/\‘Y(1—77)/2/\(1—4T’)) ,ify<2and r > 9, and n < 0y
exp (—CnY(=3r/DAA=2AA=rtn)y /20140 if oy < 2 and 7 > 6 and 1 > &
exp (—Cn (1=3r/ANA=2)AA=203/4) if o < 2 and 7 < 6, and n > §;
exp (—Cny(=3r/AAA=ny/2AA=203/4) if oy < 2 and 7 < 63 and n < &
exp ( CnY = 3’"/2)’\(1_2")/\(1_4’")) Jif2<~y<4andr>d
exp (—CnY(=3r/AMA=2MAA=2r7/4) 1if 2 <y < 4 and r < by
(n=3r/DAA-2m)A(1-4r)\
\exp( Cno\n~ K ),1f724
The lemma is proved. O

Now we turn to the proof of Theorem 4.2. It has that

ZI{Z 22T}+Z[{l 227}

JEA JjEA

<s+ ZI {1,(0) > cin*"},

JEA

'Yn

then
P{|ﬁ%| > s} <3 P {1,(0) = 2n®7}.
JgA
Hence, it is sufficient to figure out the behavior of P {/;(0) > ¢in?*"} for each j ¢ A. As 0 = o/ |||
is a unit vector, based on the vector empirical likelihood theorem, namely, Theorem 3.2 in Owen
(2001), we can prove that

= ]1 + [2 + [3,
T T 3
7'_1 o —11 uzya uz] M
where u; Zz 1 Wijs b S Ez 11— aT'u, and hij = 3(14cia T ;)3

407 Uj 460
3075,6° 30TS 9
1075;0, then max; [ uy;| < 3. Define an event

If ]2 < then max; | ;| < > max; ||ug]|o. Further, if 87w, max; |lu;lls <

and 0" maxHuleg < OTS 0}
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then by Lemma A1, we have

;

exp (—C’n7 n=3r/2 /W(l—")/Z/\(l—A:T‘)) ,ify<2and r >y and n < 0y
— Cp =3/ DAA=2)A(L=r+n)y/2A(1—4r) ) if y<2andr > 4§, and n > 6
exp (—Cn(1=3r/2ANA=2)AA=203/1) Hif o < 2 and r < J, and n > §;

( )

exp ( ( I

( ( IN(

P (M) < q exp (—CnO=3r/DAA=y2A0=2r0/4) Hif 4 < 2 and r < 8y and ) < §;
(_Cn'y(n 3r/2)A(1—=2n)A(1—4r) ) ’ if 2 S v < 4 and r Z 52

(_Cn'y(n 3r/2)A(1—277)A(1—2r)'Y/4) ,if2<y<4andr <o,

( ( I

—OnYn— 3r/2)A 1—217)/\(1—4r)) ’ if v > 4

exp

exp

exp

If M holds,
1] < C (nmax ug3) |07 (675,0)

Consequently, when setting ¢ € (0, + 27/3 — 1/3 — r), it has that

1@{13 Cl” , M holds }
< P{07S,0 < A} + P{07w; > Gn2 /3132 4 p {mlax gl > né} .

Besides, it can be proved that

P {]1 > C%ZZT} - P{nﬁjsj—l—j > C%ZQT
<P {u? ;> A““(Sgcgn%_l}
_ P{u;uj . )\mm(Sj;C%’n?T—l duin(85) < A n}
+PJaja; > )‘mln(Sj)C%n2T_l,>\min(Sj) > )\min}
<P {uin(S;) < Amin} +IP’{ Ju > %}

3

u
1 . cin?1
<IP) )\min S §>\min IP) - UZ ZL
< P Qain(S) < i) 0§ { 3 Ui >
P

exp (—Cn?™ "), if (27 —7r)(1+20) <1

<P )\mln < )\mm T .
{ (S ) H+ { exp (—CTL 2(1+0) ) i (27 —r)(1+20) > 1

In addtion,

P {\uin(S;) < Auin} = P (es 6 < >\mm0T0)
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where 6 is the corresponding eigenvector of Amin(S}). According to the similar analytics in the proof
of Lemma A.1, we can get P (éSjé < AminéTé) has the same upper bound as P {HTSjH < )xmm}.

Combining the results for P {Il > an’ }, P {[3 > an’ , M holds } and P (M°), together with

2 2
Lemma Al, it can be easily proved that

2,27 2,27
P {;(0) > 4’7} < P{Il > } +IP>{13 >~ M holds } +P (M)

< exp (_Can(%r,mﬁ)) 7

where
B(y,r,n,1)
(A1 =3r/2) A (1 =20) A (1 =7 +1)7/2,
if y<2andr>dyV2r —dzand n > o
27— 3r/2) A (1= 20 /A A (1 2n),
if vy <2and 27 — 03 <r < dy and n > 4y
Y —3r/2) A (1 =2n) A (27 —r +1)7/4,
if y<2and dy <r <27 —d3and n > o
vy =3r/2) A1 =2r)y/AN(1=2n)A (2T —r+ 1)v/4,
< if y<2andr <dy A27 —d3 and n >
Y01 =3r/2) A (L =n)v/2 A (2T — 7+ 1)7/4,
if y<2and dy <r <27 —9d3 and n < d;
27— 3/2) A (L= m)7/2 A (L= 20)3/4 A (27 — 7+ 1)9/4,
if y<2andr <dy A27 — 93 and n < 0y
v =3r/2) A (1 —2n),if2<~y<4and r >
vy =3r/2) AN(1—=2r)y/4N(1—2n),if2<y<4and r <
A6 —3r/2) A (1= 2n), if 7 > 4
Withfy:ﬂleV%,77:7]4-2%—%,51:%—8_7—%and@zi—g;47 and 03 = 1 — 26;. Then we can
directly get the result in the Theorem. O

Proof of Lemma 4.2. Note that I5(0) = 2"  log{1+ a'g;(0)}, where a is the Lagrange
multiplier satisfying 0 = Y ", ng%%(gofjm) and ¢%(0) = [X;; — E(X;|B; Xic)ly:. According to
Condition (C1’) and Theorem 4.1, we can easily prove the result. O

Proof of Theorem 4.3. To simplify the notation, we use ka = [Xi; — E(Xj|xic)]Y;k.

Similar to the proof of Lemma 4 in Hu and Lin (2017) and using the similar technique in the proof
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of Lemma 4.1, we can prove that

~

n q
]P){ZJC(O) < Qt} S P {Z Z UZ’J]Q < (tne + nl_E) TTZIE]ZX Ui,jk }
i=1 k=1 ’

{ZZka < tn +7L )max‘U”k +RQH}%X‘UZ'J1€— Ui,jk‘}
i=1 k=1 ’
{ZZka < (tn°+n'" *) max [Uy | + (tn° +n'" + nq) H”Z,I%X|Ui,jk - Ui,jk|}
i=1 k=1 ' ’
q
{ZZUJ;‘C nz,ujk< (tn +n'" )M —nZu]k—l— (tn +n'~ E+nq)max\U”k ZJ;‘C|}
i=1 k=1 k=1 k=1
+P

{max \Ui jx| > M}

n

(tn +n'" )M —n S0 pa + (0 4+ n'~ 4+ ng) max; . |Us jr — Ui il
< ZP{Z(Ui’jk _,Ujk) < k=11J - J J
k=1 i=1

+P {m%X \Ui jx| > M}

q n _1 1_ 1

1 ez +n2" M —nz > 1 u;

IP){ T § :(U',jk o ,ujk) < ( ) Zk_l ru’]k
k=1 05k =1 995k

tn® + n'~¢ + ng) max; 4 |U”k - U,

1
n2qoj

where U; j;, = [X;;—E(X;|Bl Xic)]Yir and p;, = E(U; ji). Since gc is the estimate of B¢ by SIR, and
N . )

E(X j|f52r Xc) is estimated as X, Bccov (Bzr X,-c> c/o?/(lg’\cr Xic, X;). Following the similar analysis
of the proof of lemma 4 in Hu and Lin (2017), we can get max; |Us jr — Uy x| = 0,(n“2), and

then 3
(tn° + n'™ + ng) max;, Ui jx — Ui ji

l 2 w
T = Op(n? max |U; jx — Ui jx|) = Op(n”),
n2qojy ik
and X X )
(tnd 3 )M —nd Y0

40k

1
= Op(n? max |jx]).

Moreover, under Condition (C1’), we can get n%\,ujk\ > ¢n2 = for any j € AND and 1 < k < g,
hence n¥ = 0,(n2 max; | 1jk]) following by our assumption x < 1 —w. This implies that we can

neglect the item
(tn° + n'" + ng) max; Ui jx — Ui ji

1
n2qoj
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or replace it by Op(n% maxy, |1;,]). Hence, it has that

- 1 <& e+ nE)M —nE 0
]P){l;( <2t}<Z]P){ Z(Ui,jk_lujk)<(n 2 +nz ) nz Zkzlru’]k}

n2a]k i—1 q0 ik

+P {m%X|UZ7]k| > M} s

Therefore, we can get the results based on the proof of Lemma 4.1. O
Proof of Theorem 4.4.

First, according to the proof of Theorem 4.2, we can prove that
P {lc 2 27}

2,27 2,27
< IP’{AZC?’Z }+P{ngc3g ,Mholds}+IP’{Mc}

{’ ZUW >/ mlncgnf—%—%}wwmin(sj)<Amm>

y 1
4 2P {OTSJ-O < )\min} +P {mlax l|lwi;]|2 > ne} + P {mlax l|lwi;]|2 > Zne}

IN

+P{0Tu; > en®/F 1V 1 PLOTa; > n A\ )
= Rl -+ RQ -+ Rg -+ R41 -+ R42 + R51 -+ R52,

where e € (0,9 —r), é€ (0,n+ 37— — ).
Note that E( ) =237 log{l+a a;;}, where & satisfies 0 = >, Haui‘#u, ti; = (Ui, ..., Ui jq) Tand

Umk = [Xi; — IE(XJ-HS’C Xic)]Yik. With the similar technique in the proof of Theorem 4.2, we can
get the sample version as following

R R 2,027 -
< P{Ilzc?’g }+IP’{ 32033 M holds}+P{Mc}

)\min —_r_2 Q
Z \l B anT 2 é} _'_P ()\mln( j) < )\min)

N ) 1
4 2P {eTsje < Amm} TP {mlax ;2 > n} TP {mlax ;2 > Zne}
+ P {OT’&]‘ Z 51n27—/3_1/3_é} + P {OT’&]‘ Z n_ekmm}

= Ry +Ro+Rs+Rut + Rus + Rt + Ra,

IA

]

=
—

where I, I, M\, 'fbj and Sj are the sample version of I, I3, M, u; and S;, respectively.
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In fact, P {E(O) > c§n2T} has the same upper bound as P {I5(0) > 3n®" }. Since

J RN
EZUi’jk < ZUZ]k +max Uzgk Ui,jk
i=1 i=1
and
masx U6 — Us | = Opln 1),
then
~ 1 - ~ mln _r_1
R1 =qP EZUM;Q cgn’ 272
i=1
1 u ~ . >\min r_r_1
<qP EZUi,jk +rri1%x‘Ui,jk_Ui,jk > 5 Cam 22
i=1 '
1 A Ami _r_ 1 A
= qP EZUm‘k > ;IHC?,?’LT 2z —UZ!%X Uzjk_UiJk>
Then, we can choose 63 such that
>\min F_r_1 . oy _r_1
5 Can' 7%~ max Uik — Ui jr| > Csn™ 272,
2y

when 7 — Z —

1 1
55 > W E.Asaresult

~ 1 n ~ s r_ 1
Ri < qP <'ﬁ ;Ui,jk > 03717_2_2) .

According to the proof of Theorem 4.2 and neglecting the coefficient, we can conclude that ﬁl

and R, have the same upper bound with the same order.

Due to the same technique, we can get that ﬁm and Rsq, 7€52 and Rso have the same upper
bound with the same order respectively when n < % — w. On the other hand, [|i;lls < |lw;|l2 +
|ty — wi|2 and ||l — ulj||2 < ¢'/? max; j |Ul7jk Uy jkl|. Since r < ?n and 7 < 1 — w, then we can
get ¢ tw—3 < 0, and R41 and R4 and R42 and Ry have the same upper bound with the same

order, respectlvely. In addition,
HTS 0+ Anin(AS;) < S’ 6 =0T S;0 + HTASjH < GTSjH + Anax(AS;)
A

where 6 is an unit vector, Amin(AS)), Amax(AS;) denote the maximum and minimum eigenvalue
of matrix AS; and (AS;) = (5’ St = £ =S 1( i kUm UijkUije) and k.t =1,..., q. Since,

max |[A(AS;)| Z (AS)) < qmax\Uw Uit — Ui Uz = O, (n" 2712
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where A\(AS;) denote the eigenvalue of matrix AS;. Hence, we can get
Ry =P{0780 < Auin |
<P{07S5;0 + A\uin(2S)) < Ain }
=P {0750 < A\uin — Auin(AS)) }
P{07S;0 < A\uin}
if Apin(AS;) >0,

<
=) PLOTS;0 < Aiw + O, (n7 2 12))
if )\min(ASj) < 0.

Therefore, when r 4 2w — 1/2 < 0, we can obtain R3 and R have the same upper bound with the
same order. And through the similar technique, we can get that the same result for 7€2 and Ro.
And then following by the similar argument in the first part of proof of the Theorem 4.2, we can

directly obtain the result:
P {|m7n| > SAOD} < p1exp (—C5nB(%r’"’ﬁ)) ,

where p; is the size of Xp, and w satisfies max|X;;Vi,| = Op(n®) and w < £ — 1, for j € C and r
satisfies the dimension ¢ of response satisfies g(n) = O(n”) and 0 <7 < 2npA 1 — KA (5 — 2w), 7,
01, 02 and d3 are given in Theorem 4.2, C5 depends only on K7, K5,y and v, given in Condition
(C2).

U
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Table 6: The quartiles of minimum model size of the selected models in Example 4.2.

0;(X): case (a)

0;(X): case (b)

Method 5% 25% 50%  75%  95% 5%  25%  50%  75%  95%
p=0

DCSIS 5.0 10.0 355 116.0 381.1 4879 756.5 898.0 966.3 997.0
BCorSIS 5.0 5.0 6.0 9.0 34.1 38.7 109.0 229.5 376.8 671.8
PS 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 22.0 158.8 360.0 660.5 936.5
RCCq, 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 11 6.0 15.0 32.8 582 209.1
RCCyy 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 6.2 6.0 14.0 276 61.2 168.3
ELSIS4g 5.0 50 7.0 203 941 6.0 12.0 36.0 113.0 523.2
ELSIS, . 6.0 14.0 41.0 129.0 4234 6.0 10.8 26.0 51.3 159.1
MELSIS 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 8.0 6.0 11.0 220 520 131.0
p=20.5

DCSIS 5.0 9.0 27.0 98.0 317.6 546.7 763.8 887.5 957.0 998.1
BCorSIS 5.0 50 6.0 11.0 482 169 77.2 186.5 299.3 521.2
PS 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 23.0 157.3 357.5 5923 896.4
RCCs, 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 7.1 5.0 28.0 365 555 2314
RCCpq 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 7.0 5.0 27.0 35.0 472 236.5
ELSIS4g 50 50 7.0 15.0 741 7.0 198 470 2253 627.2
ELSIS, . 6.0 15.0 52.0 141.3 466.3 5.0 11.0 26.0 60.3 1922
MELSIS 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 5.0 20.0 240 63.0 1754

36



Table 7: The quartiles of minimum model size of the selected model in Example 4.3.

0i(X): case (a)

0:(X): case (b)

Method 5% 25%  50% 5% 95% 5%  25%  50%  75% 95%
DCSIS 492.2 906.5 988.0 999.0 1000.0 357.1 776.0 971.5 999.0 1000.0
BCorSIS 286.3 695.0 918.0 982.5 1000.0 320.2 695.0 &888.0 985.3 1000.0
RCCs, 69.0 484.3 764.5 941.3 995.2 124.8 467.5 757.0 940.3  998.0
RCChq 152.8 580.3 848.0 980.0 1000 168.8 618.3 873.0 975.5 1000.0
MELSIS 196.7 398.8 667.5 867.5 992.05 196.9 595.5 882.5 988.5 1000.0
CMELSIS ¢ 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 6.0
Co 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 4.0
Cs 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 6.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 5.0 33.2
Cy 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 8.4 4.0 4.0 4.0 10.0 94.4
CELSISq.,, Ci 2.0 2.0 2.0 10.0 39.1 2.0 2.0 3.0 10.0 52.3
Co 8.9 59.5 187.5 3975 660.9 389 116.8 256.0 455.0 773.6
Cs 3.0 10.0 34.0 658 192.1 3.0 14.0 445 1048 308.5
Cy 5.0 14.0 40.0 103.0 268.3 4.0 175 88.0 2505 7121
CELSIS,0e G 2.0 2.0 2.0 3.0 9.2 2.0 2.0 2.0 3.0 18.0
Co 2.0 5.0 265 129.0 4859 20 128 52.0 169.8 6554
Cs 3.0 3.0 85 283 170.1 3.0 5.0 12,5 50.8 2519
Cy 4.0 2.0 9.0 3225 127.0 4.0 9.8 635 205.5 783.8
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Table 8: Simulation results of Example 4.4.

Method No. of variables in conditional set d=21 d=31 d =42
MELSIS-CMELSIS 3 0.99 1.00 1.00
5 0.99 1.00 1.00
7 1.00 1.00 1.00
9 1.00 1.00 1.00
ELSIS;g-CELSIS,,4 3 0.41 0.47 0.49
5 0.54 0.56 0.59
7 0.58 0.61 0.62
9 0.61 0.61 0.61
ELSIS,,,..-CELSIS, 4. 3 0.51 0.53 0.55
5 0.65 0.69 0.70
7 0.66 0.69 0.70
9 0.68 0.71 0.75
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Table 9: The selected SNPs by MELSIS, ELSIS,.,, ELSIS, ., and PS

Method The survived SNPs

MELSIS  D14Mit3 D14Cebrp312s2 D14Rat52 D14Mit8 D4Rat7
D3Mit6 D4Rat252 D14Mit9 Es13 D10Rat226
D6Rat132 D1Rat327 D14Utr6 D14Rat77 D4Rat10
D8Rat135 D14Rat36 D14Utr7 D4Rat151 D6Cebrp97s14

RCC, D14Mit3 D14Cebrp312s2 D14Ratb2 D14Mit8 D14Mit9
D16Rat72 D3Mit6 D14Utr6 D14Rat77 D14Rat36
D14Utr2 D14Utr8 D4Rat152 D1Rat327 D14Utr7
D4Rat102 D16Mith D14Rat90 Pthlh D2Rat69

RCCpq D14Mit3 D14Cebrp312s2 D14Ratb2 D4Rat152 D14Mit8
D14Mit9 D14Rat36 Lep D14Utr2 D4Rat102
D14Utr8 Pthlh D14Utr6 D14Rat77 D16Rat72
D4Rat16 D4Utrl D3Mit6 D4Mit9 D16Mith

ELSIS,,, Prl Rbp2 D17Mit3 D17Rat17 D1Rat270
D1Cebr103s1 D20Ratb5 D8Mgh4 D8Cebr204s21 D1Rat277
D11Rat47 D20Mit1 D1Rat42 D8Cebr46s2 D15Utr2
D15Rat21 D20Rat19 D8Rat135 D3Mit17 D20Rat52

ELSIS, .. Prl Rbp2 D17Mit3 D17Rat17 D1Rat270
D1Cebr103s1 D1Rat277 D11Rat47 D8Cebr204s21  D8Cebr46s2
D8Mgh4 D20Rat55 D20Mit1 D15Utr2 D1Rat42
D1Rat55 D1Arb17 D1Cebr21s2  D3Cebr4sb D8Rat135
D20Rat52 Inha D10Mit3 D20Rat19 D15Rat21
D3Mit17 D15Rat123 D15Cebr7s13  D15Rat68

PS D14Mit3 D14Cebrp312s2 D14Ratb2 D14Mit9 D14Rat36
D14Mit8 D16Rat72 D14Utr2 D3Mit6 D16Mith
D14Utr6 D14Rat77 D4Rat252 D14Utr7 D4Rat152
D14Utr8 D14Rat90 D11Mit4 D4Rat102 D6Rat132
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