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Preface

When I started this project, all that was well defined was the starting point
but the exact direction that should be taken from there was still unclear. After
familiarizing myself with an already existing method that can be used to speed
up leave-one-out cross-validation for a linear model, the first step was to add a
ridge penalty to this linear model and find out if the method would still work.
It turned out that the method still worked fine and resulted in exact answers in
the linear ridge model.

A rather natural way to proceed from here was to apply a slightly altered
version of the method to a different model, namely the logistic (ridge) model.
In this way an efficient procedure to approximate leave-one-out cross-validation
results was obtained. Although the same procedure was already suggested by
others, little attention had been paid to examining its usefulness in practical
situations.

After reaching this point, some choices had to be made. Since I wrote my
literature survey on survival analysis, an obvious choice would be to extend the
approximation method to work for survival models. However, there were other
possibilities. The first one was to change the penalty parameter from the ridge
into the lasso penalty and try to find out if the method could be adjusted in
order to work with this new penalty. The second option was to turn to k-fold
cross-validation instead of leave-one-out cross-validation and try to find out if
a similar approximation method would work there and would possibly even be
exact in the linear case.

Looking back, I can say that I in fact explored all paths mentioned. However,
not all my findings made it into the final article. Fortunately, this report consists
of two parts: a work document (the first part) and an article. In the final article,
the focus lies on an approximation method that works for survival models with
either a ridge or a lasso penalty. However, the chapter on k-fold cross-validation
that can be found in the work document is also worth reading. Additionally,
in the first few chapters of the work document I tried to find optimal values of
the penalty parameters by means of derivatives, so a more theoretical approach.
Since the methods failed to produce reliable answers (or did not produce answers
at all), I did not refer to them in the final article but the interested reader
might still want to look into them briefly. Furthermore, in the chapter on lasso
regression, one can find an extension of the method that is used in the article.
Since I am still doubting its usefulness, it is not included in the final article.

Although nothing is ever finished, this is as close as it gets (for now).
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1 Introduction

In many areas, statistical models are used. Regardless of the precise model,
the final step in the model building sequence will always be a model validation
procedure. In this validation step, one tries to find out whether the created
prediction model really predicts well, not only on the training data set, but also
on an independent test set. Using an independent test set is very important,
since the results obtained from training and validating the model on the same
data set will be too optimistic.

When independent validation data is absent (which is usually the case) and
an estimate of the predictive accuracy is needed, resampling the original data to
create an independent test set is a commonly used approach. There are many
ways in which this can be done, but one of the most frequently used methods
is called cross-validation. The most important cross-validation methods are
leave-one-out cross-validation and k-fold cross-valdiation.

In leave-one-out cross-validation (LOOCV), each observation is chosen once to
be the test set. The model is fitted n times and is validated every time on
one single test object. The results can then be averaged. An advantage of this
method is that the n training sets contain only 1 element less than the poten-
tial training set (i.e. the full data set) and therefore the obtained predictive
performance will closely resemble the real performance. A disadvantage of this
approach is that it can be very time-consuming.

A more general version of LOOCYV is k-fold cross-validation. The data is
divided in k (nearly) equal parts. Subsequently the model is created by using
k — 1 parts and validated using the only part of the data that was not involved
in the model building. For small values of k, a lot of potential training data is
not used in the model building step and the obtained predictive performance
will for that reason probably be worse than the real performance. When k gets
larger, this problem diminishes.

Another problem of k-fold cross-validation is that its outcomes are not directly
reproducible. Where leave-one-out cross-validation is purely deterministic, k-
fold cross-validation depends on the actual partition. To reduce this problem,
multiple paritions can be used and the results can again be averaged, but in
this way the method gets more time-consuming and in order to average over all
possible partitions, one will need a tremendous amount of calculations.

Although leave-one-out cross-validation can be very time consuming, the method
usually works fine as long as all there is to estimate is a vector of regression co-
efficients. Unfortunatly, when the number of covariates comes close to or even
exceeds the number of samples, a different problem arises since the regression
model should be adapted to deal with this new situation. In regression meth-
ods suitable for high dimensional covariate spaces (ridge or lasso regression for
example), not only the regression coefficient has to be estimated, but also the
value of some tuning parameter. The optimal value of this penalty parameter
has to be established by cross-validation, which can take much time (many dif-



ferent values of the tuning parameter has to be examined in order to find the
one most suitable for the final model) and in order to maintain an independent
test set even double LOOCYV should be used.

The objective of this study is to come up with a method that produces sim-
ilar output to ordinary cross-validation, but is less time consuming. Estimating
the optimal values of penalty parameters in ridge and lasso regression will be-
come less time-consuming and carrying out (an approximated version of) double
LOOCV will become practically feasible in this way. We derive a method in
which approximations of the real maximum likelihood leave-one-out regression
coefficients are used to find optimal values of the tuning parameters in ridge
and lasso regression, without actually having to refit the model. In linear ridge
regression, our approximation is exact. In more complex models (generalized
linear models and Cox’ proportional hazards model) the approximations are
based on a first order Taylor approximation of the gradient of the log-likelihood
around the maximum penalized likelihood estimator of the full model. When
the number of observations increases, the real cross-validated estimates will be
closer to the estimate of the full model and the error term in the Taylor ap-
proximation will diminish. Therefore, the approximation method is especially
suitable for large datasets, for which ordinary cross-validation takes much time.

In the upcoming chapters the approximation method will be described in de-
tail. First it will be shown that the method gives exact answers in linear ridge
regression and then the method will be extended to generalized linear models
and Cox’ proportional hazards model. The ridge and lasso penalties will be
discussed seperately.

To compare the results of this method to the results that would have been
obtained by using ordinary LOOCYV, both methods are applied to several mi-
croarray datasets. The usefulness of the method is based on two criteria:

- are the actual values of the approximated leave-one-out estimates on average
close to the real values, and

- can the optimal tuning parameter be estimated accurately based on the ap-
proximations?

In addiation to the leave-one-out cross-validation approximation procedure, a
k-fold cross-validation approximation procedure will be discussed in chapter 6.



2 Linear regression

Since we will need the Sherman-Morrison-Woodbury theorem (as given in [9])
in almost all future derivations, let’s start this chapter with writing down this
theorem and its proof:

Theorem 2.0.1. Sherman-Morrison- Woodbury theorem
Let A be a nonsingular p X p matriz, and w and v be two p-dimensional column
vectors. Then

A luwT A

1+vTA

(A + uvT) ot

To proof this theorem, one must show that (A + uvT) Y=Y (A + u'uT) =1,
where Y equals the right-hand side of the Sherman-Morrison-Woodbury equa-
tion. In the proof, we use the fact that vZ A~ u is just a scalar.

Proof.
A luwT A AA T AT uvT A uwT AT
A+ uo” (A—l — ) = AA ' fuvTAT -
( ) 1+vTA 'y 1+vTA
R wvT A7 +uvT A fuwT AT
N 1+0vTA '
I+ uol A (1+ vTAflu) uvT A™!
= uv -
1+0vTA
IT+uvT™A P —uvTA !
I
and
A 'uvT A A 'uvTA7TA + A T A T
A7 - — — J(A+w’) = A'A+ A w" -
< 1—|—UTA1U> ( ) 1+vTA
T4+ A T - A T + A un” AT e
N 1+0vTA
I+ A-luoT (1+ 'UTA_lu) A o
= v’ —
1+0vTA
= I+ A 'uv” — A 'uo?
I
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A general form of a linear model is:
y=XB+e,

where y (the response variable) and € are n-dimensional random vectors, X
is an n X p regression-matrix of known constants (often also called the design-
matrix) and 3 is a p-dimensional parameter vector.

The question is how to find a good estimate for 3 and after we found this esti-
mate, the next question is how good this estimate really is.

The optimal 3 should approximate the values of the response variable as good
as possible. In other words, the residuals

ei(B) =yi — (XB):

should be as small as possible.
Therefore, we look for the 3 that minimizes the residual sum of squares (RSS),
given by

n n

RSS(B) = ei(B) => (v — (XB):)* = [ly — XB|*.

i=1 i=1
To minimize this equation, we differentiate RSS(83) with respect to 8 and find
the value of 3 for which this equation equals 0, which gives us

p=X"X)"'X"y. (1)

This 3 is the so called ”least squares estimator”, but it can easily be shown
that this estimator equals the maximum likelihood estimator, when the errors
€ have a multivariate normal distribution with mean 0 and variance matrix o21I.

The likelihood for the linear model will in this case be given by:

11 (;(yXﬁ)T(yXﬁ)).

2. — i
L(ﬂ,a 7y) - (271_)“/2 on eXp 0_2

Maximizing this equation will give the maximum likelihood estimator. Since
the log-likelihood is easier to maximize and will result in the same estimator,
we work with

1(y-XB)(y— Xp)
2

1(B,0%y) = —g In(27) — nln(o) = .

Differentiating this expression with respect to 8 will give the maximum likeli-
hood estimator (MLE) for 3:

T T
(3. o2 1 (—2X"Ty +2X7Xp X
(ﬂa; y) :—2< — ) =0 = pB=X"Xx)"'xTy.




It is clear that the MLE and the least squares estimator are completely identical.

One assumption still has to be made. In order to make sure that the inverse of
X7 X exists, we assume that the columns of the design matrix X are linearly
independent and the number of covariates p is smaller or equal to the number
of individuals n, so X has rank p. We know that the following holds:

rank(XT X) = rank(X).

Proof. Since X TX is a p x p matrix and therefore has the same number of
columns as X, we know:

rank(X) + nullity(X) = p = rank(X* X) + nullity( X T X),

so it is enough to show that the null space of X X equals the null space of X.
Let b be in the null space of X, so Xb = 0. Then we know that X7 Xb =
XT0 =0, so b is in the null space of X7 X. In addition, for all vectors b for
which X7 Xb=0, we also have b* X7 Xb = 0 = || Xb||?, thus b is in the null
space of X. O

Since rank(X) = p we know that rank(X?X) = p which implies that
(XTX)*1 exists. Note that as soon as p gets larger than n, this does no longer
hold. (That is the moment where ridge regression can become useful.)

When we found the value for 3 based on the training data set, we would like
to test our model on an independent test set, but unfortunately, independent
test data is usually absent. To get an indication of the true performance, we
can use leave-one-out cross-validation and train the model n times, using only
n — 1 observations and testing this model on the one observation that was left
out. The corresponding cross-validated residual sum of squares is given by:

n

RSSC’U = Z(yz - $Zﬂ7i)2, (2)

=1

where 3_, is given by (1), only this time X is a (n — 1) x p matrix (from now
on denoted by X _;) and the i*" element of y is left out (y_;).

To find the value of RSS.,, n inverses have to be calculated, namely all
(XT,X _;)~Vs, where i ranges from 1 to n. To save time, we can use the fact
that all those inverses are very similar, which can be seen from the Sherman-
Morrison-Woodbury theorem.



Let A (in theorem 2.0.1) equal X7 X let u” be the ith row of the X-matrix
(denoted by ;) and take v = —u. The equation now becomes

(X' X) tzzl(X'X)!

X X ) '=(X'X —xiz)) ' = (X' X))
( —1 ) ( Z w’L) ( ) + l—iL';(X/X)*l:EZ

» (3)

where X' ;X _; is the X'X matrix with the sth individual left out. To see
that (X'X)_; is indeed given by (X'X — x;a}) we should use the following
equality:

n
X'X = E x, T,
i=1

Multiplying equation (3) by X'y — z;y; gives:

_ _ X'X _11131':)3; X' X)) NX' — T;Y;
(X/,Z-X—i) 1(X/y—$iyi) _ (X/X) 1(X/y—$iyi)+( ) ( ) ( Y y)

1-—zl(X'X) e,
(X'X) e (X' X)Xy — @iyi)
1— 2/ (X'X) 'a;

B_; = B — (X'X) @iy +

(X' X))~ (X' X)Xy — @iyi)

2 1 —1,....,.

B (X'X) " ziy: + T 2l (XX Ta,

5 (X'X) iy (1 — ) (X'X) ) — (X'X) ez (X'X) N (X'y — ziys)

1—2/( X' X)) 1z;

7

5 (X' X) ey, — (X'X) iyl (X' X) e, — (X'X) Lozl (X'X) "N Xy — ziy;)
1— 2/(X'X) 'z,

5 - (X' X) ey — (X' X))t (X' X) " YNy + X'y — xiyi)

1-zl(X'X) e,

5 (X' X) ey — (X'X)tazl (X' X)~H (X y)

p 1- 2/(X'X) 'z,

3 (X' X) " wy; — (X'X) a8

1—zl(X'X) e,
5 _ WX 'my—p)
1—2/(X'X) 1a;
3 (X'X) " aie

1—h



As a result, we have now:

R R / 1y
p=p- XX (@

where e; = y; — :):;,3 and h;; is the i*" diagonal element of the hat-matrix H,
given by X (X'X)~'X’. This is an already know result and can be found for
example in [2].

This expression can now be substituted in the cross-validated residual sum of
squares, as given in equation (2):

n n

’ —1,.\2 n e \2

i=1 i=1 i=1
and eventually we get:

n

> (v-ap) = Z (75) )

i=1 i=

The next question is if there’s an easy way to compute this sum by means of
matrix multiplication.

Let’s denote the vector with predicted y-values, based on the cross-validated
B by y.,. Then, by using equation (5), we can write

Y~ Yoo = (diag(l, — H)) "y — 9).
If we use the fact that g equals Hy, we get

Eventually, we want to have an equation for the residual sum of squares, which
means that we have to take the inner product of the just derived vector with
itself:

RSSe, = ((diag([n - H))_1<In - H)y)'((diag(fn - H))_l(ln - H)y)

/ , — (6)

:y([n—H)(dzag(In—H)) (Ian)y
The last equality hold because (diag(l, — H))™! and (I,, — H) are symmetric
matrices. (The first is a diagonal matrix and (I,, — H) is symmetric because H
is symmetric 1.)

Now we have one formula with which we can immediately find the cross-validated
residual sum of squares, once we have our data set (and thereby the hat-matrix),
without having to fit the model over and over again.

I(X(Xlx)—lxl)/ — (Xl)/((Xlx)—l)/X/ — X((xlx)/)—lxl — X(X/X)_IX,



A problem occurs when the denominator in equation (4) becomes 0, so when
(one of) the diagonal elements of the hat-matrix equal 1. One situation where
this occurs is when the design-matrix X is an invertible square matrix, so when
the number of covariates equals the number of individuals. In that case, the
hat-matrix X (X'X) !X’ is exactly the identity matrix. This can be seen by
proving that (X’X)~* X’ equals X ~'. Since X is invertible, so is X’ and thus
(X'X)"'X' = X 1(X')"'X’ = X '. The geometric interpretation is that
the predicted values for y are exactly equal to the real values. This makes sense
because the original equation y = X 8 can be solved exactly since X is invert-
ible.

It is important to note that the expression for ﬁ_i is based on the fact that
there exists a closed formula for [:} In other models (for example logistic or
survival models), B can only be found in an iterative way and the derivation of
an approximated version of ,@ﬂ» will be different from the one described in this
first section and will not result in an exact solution. The approximation will be
based on a taylor expansion (described in detail in section 5) and will look like

B(—i) =B- (lE/—i)(lé))ill,—i) (B), (7)
with I(_;)(8) the log-likelihood based on n — 1 observations. The error we make
in this approximation is:

R
LBy - B,

for some 3" € (ﬁ(,iyﬁ)-

It can easily be seen that this approximation method will in the linear model re-
sult in the same approximation for B(_i) as the direct formula and will again be
exact. The exactness results from the fact that the log-likelihood is a quadratic
function in B and therefore, its third derivative equals 0.

If we substitute the expressions for the first and second derivative of the log-
likelihood in equation (7), we get:

Xy + XX B
2

A A 1
L= XX,
/6(—1) /6 + (02 —1 Z) P
= B+ (X, X ) ' X y_,— (X"
= B+(XLiX—i)71XLiy—i *B
= (X, X)) 'X"y_,.

X )X X B

2

Applying the Sherman-Morrison-Woodbury theorem would again result in (4).

10



3 Linear ridge regression

The important difference is that the hat-matrix is not longer X (X'X)~1 X’ but
is now given by X (X'X + AI,,)X'. Let’s denote this new hat-matrix by H .

It’s important to note that the inverse of (X'X + \I p) will always exist, also
when p is bigger than n and the matrix X’X is for that reason not invertible
anymore.

The inverse always exists because X'X is symmetric and is therefore orthog-
onally diagonalizable. This matrix can thus be written as V.DV’, where D is
the diagonal matrix with the eigenvalues of X’X on the diagonal. Since X'X
is positive semi definite?, we know that all diagonal-elements will be bigger or
equal to zero. If we now write X'X + A, as VDV' + VI, V'  we see that
X'X + M, is also orthogonally diagonalizable: X'X + A\, = V(D + \I,,)V’
and that all eigenvalues of this matrix are bigger than zero (given that X is big-
ger than zero). When all eigenvalues differ from zero, the corresponding matrix
is invertible.

Since X'X is symmetric, (X'X + AI,) is symmetric and therefore H is a
symmetric matrix too.

Exactly by the same reasoning as in the previous chapter, the cross-validated
residual sum of squares can be defined in the following formula:

RSScy(N) = y' (I, — Hy)(diag(I,, — H)))*(I, — Hy)y (8)

One remark regarding the just introduced hat-matrix should be made. The extra
term given by AI, implies that all covariates are equally penalized. However,
one could think of situations where some covariates should not get an extra
penalty while others do. In that case, the matrix I, could be replaced by a
matrix A, with zeros as well as ones on the diagonal. Of course, one should be
careful not to incorporate to many unpenalized covariates in the model since
the hat-matrix still has to be invertible.

3.1 finding the optimal \

Since we want to minimize the RSS,.,, we would like to find the A for which

ARSSew(N) oo . clos
=252 equals zero (or comes close to zero).

The first step is to compute this derivative. Since d(UV) = (dU)V + U(dV)
for matrices U and V and this can be extended to d(UVW) = (dU)VW +
U(dV)W + UV (dW) and so on, the first step is to use this product rule.

2To proof that the matrix X’X is positive semi definite, we have to show that 2z’ X' Xz
is bigger than or equal to zero for all vectors z. This can be easily shown by rewriting the
expression:
ZX'Xz=(Xz)(Xz)=||Xz|]> > 0.

11



dRSch(A) _ d(y/) (In — H)\)(dzag(fn - HA))72(I7L - HA)y

dA dA
o M I g (1, — 1)) (1~ Hay
(I, — HA)d((diag(I:}; Hy))?) (I, — H\)y 9)
o/ (L Hy)diag(1, — Hy) > 2D,
o/ (1, ) diag (1, — 1)) 21, — ) S0
Since y is just a vector of constants that do not depend on A, d(y ) and d(y are

both zero. To find an expression for %

we use the rule that d(F b =

—F~Y(dF)F~!. From now on, I will usually write d(.) instead of %.

d(In — Hx) = d(I,) — d(H)
= —d(X(X'X + M,)"'X")
= -Xd((X'X + \I,)"H X'
=X —(X'X +A,) (X' X + M) (X' X + \,) ' X'
= X(X'X +AL,) ' L(X'X +\,)" X’
= X(X'X + \,) %X’
The last expression we look for is the one belonging to d((diag(I,, — Hy))~2). To
derive this expression, we again use the rule for differentiating the inverse of a
matrix and furthermore we use the rule that says d(diag(X)) = diag(dX). We
start by finding d((diag(I, — Hy))™!) since d((diag(I,, — Hy)) %) = d((diag(I,, —
Hy))~H(diag(In — Hx))™")
d((diag(I, — H)))™") = —(diag(I, — Hx)) ™ d(diag(I, — Hyx))(diag(I, — Hx))™"
= —(diag(I, — Hy))™'diag(d(I, — Hy))(diag(I, — Hy))™"
= —(diag(I, — Hy)) *diag(X (X'X + \,)"2X")(diag(I,, — Hy)) ™"

Using the product rule gives know:

d((diag(I, — H))™*(diag(I, — Hx))™")

= —(diag(I, — Hy)) *diag(X (X'X + \,)"2X")(diag(I,, — Hy))" " x (diag(I, — Hy))™*
+ (diag(I, — H))) ™" x —(diag(I, — Hy)) 'diag(X (X'X + M) 2 X')(diag(I, — Hy))™*
= —2(diag(I, — Hy)) diag(X (X'X + \,)2X")

Since all matrices in the equation are diagonal matrices, it’s allowed to change
the specific order the matrices are in.

12



It’s nice to note that using the chain rule would have given the same expression:

d((diag(I, — Hy))™?) = —2(diag(I, — Hy)) 3d(diag(I, — H)))
= —2(diag(I, — Hy)) *diag(X (X'X + \I,)2X’)

Now we have found these derivatives, we can plug them into equation (9):

ARSBeA) o X (XX 4 M) X (diag (L, — ) (I — Hy)y
+y' (I, — Hy) - —2(diag(I,, — Hy)) *diag(X (X'X + \,) >X") (I, — H\)y
+y/'(I,, — Hy)(diag(I,, — H\)) 2 X(X'X + \,) *X'y

(10)

The first and third term can be added, since y' X (X'X + \,)2X'(diag(I, —
Hy))"2(I, — Hy)y is a scalar and is therefore equal to its transpose y'(I,, —
Hy)(diag(I, — H))) X (X'X + A,) 72X 'y. This results in:

%ﬁm =y/'(I, — Hy) - —2(diag(I, — Hy)) *diag(X (X'X + M) 2X")(I, — H\)y
+2y/(I,, — Hy)(diag(I, — H\)) 2X(X'X + AI,) X'y
(11)
Which can also be written as:
RSB 9y (1 — 1) (diag(1, — )
(—(diag(I,, — Hy)) 'diag(X (X'X + M) 72X") (I, — H\) + X (X'X + M\[,)7°X") y
(12)

Unfortunately, finding the root of this equation is far from trivial and therefore,
I did not make use of this derivative in the end. I did compute the second
derivative (although the derivation is not shown here) because I wanted to use
the Newton algorithm to find the root of the first derivative, but the expression
for the second derivative was, even after simplification, so difficult that I did
not implement the Newton algorithm.

Still, it would be nice to examine whether a root-finding algorithm (such as the
secant method) could be used in combination with the algebraic expression for
the first derivative.

13



4 Binary logistic regression

In binary logistic regression, we assume that the binary response variables are
independent and Bernoulli distributed: y; ~ Ber(p;). The aim is to find an
estimate for p; based on covariates x;; - - - ;. If we still want to use the linear
P
predictor n; = 3 Bjz;; a link-function has to be chosen in order to map the
j=1
interval [0, 1] to the whole real line (since n; can take on any value). In logistic
regression, this link function is the logit and the model becomes:

togit (i) = fog ({2450 = Zﬂjxu,

1_pz ml

which is equivalent to

p p
pi(x;) = exp Z Bizij | /| 1+ exp Zﬁjxij
i=1 =1

The likelihood function corresponding to this model is given by

szz _ (1 i)

from which the log-likelihood can be derived:

Z Yi 10g pz ]- - yz) log(l - pz)

As always, we are looking for a vector B that predicts the values of the y;’s
as well as possible. Since y; can only have two values (0 and 1) and p;(x;)
gives the probability that y; = 1, given the value of @; = (21, -+ ,®;p)’, it is
not completely straightforward to define the prediction error. Three frequently
used measures (see also [1]) are the following:

(1) classification error

1 1

CE=1 ifynewzlandf)<gorynew:Oandﬁ>§
1 1
= — .fA:—
2 "PT3

=0 otherwise

(2) squared error
SE = (Ynew _ﬁ)z

(3) minus log-likelihood error

ML = — (ynew log(ﬁ) + (]- - ynew) IOg(]. _}3))

14



Normally, the optimal 3 is chosen to be the maximum likelihood estimator
(MLE), denoted by B. Since this estimator maximizes the log-likelihood, it
minimizes the minus log-likelihood error and is therefore especially useful in
combination with this measure.

The question becomes how to find this B, and since we usually don’t have
an independent validation set, the next question is if there is a way to find (an
approximation of) the cross-validated MLE’s B(—s), without having to fit the

model n times. To find ,3, corresponding to the whole dataset, the Newton-
Raphson maximization procedure can be used. For this, all we need is the first
and second derivative of I(3,y) and some initial point Bo.

To find the derivatives, first the log-likelihood has to be rewritten:

Z yilog(pi) + (1 — yi) log(1 — p;)

A i 1
= ;Z/z(mzﬁ) —yilog (1 + exp(z;)) + (1 — y;) log (1+exp(m§6)>

= D yil@iB) —yilog (1 + exp(@}f)) — (1 — ) log (1 + exp(}5))

i=1

1(B,y)

= > uil@iB) — log (1 +exp(xlf)
i=1

The first derivative (the gradient) now becomes:

iw‘ ~ ziexp(x;P)
LT T exp (@] B)

- sz Yi — Di xz)
~ X (y—p)'

The second derivative (the hessian) becomes:

~ ((@)? exp(aif)(1 +exp(xiB))  (x)® exp(aip)®
2 ( (1 + exp(x;f3))? (1+eXp(€c§ﬁ))2>

U (B,y)

"(B,y) =

=1
n

= Z —((x})*pi(es) — () ?pi(:)?)

= —-X'WX,
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where W is a diagonal matrix with wgr = pr(1 — pg)-

The Newton-Raphson method will converge since the hessian matrix is negative
semi definite (X' X is positive semi definite and the elements of W can only be
non-negative) and therefore the log-likelihood function is concave, but still, it
can take much time to find 3. If we want to find all the @(_i)’s in this way, this
can be very time consuming.

A different idea is to start with B and adjust this value a little bit. In [11],
this idea is discussed in more detail. First some notation has to be introduced.
The contribution of observation i to the log-likelihood is defined as

1i(B) = U(B) = (=i (B),
where [(_;)(3) is the log-likelihood when observation i is left out. The value of

B that maximizes [(_;)(8) is the earlier introduced ﬁ(ﬂ-).

We can make a first order Taylor approximation of lEfi) (B) at B = B which
gives:

(0B =1_y(B)+ (B=B{_(B).

Now, we can use the fact that [3(_1-) maximizes [(_;)(3) and therefore lzﬂ.) (ﬁ(_i))
equals 0: R
0=1{_(B) + By — PN (B),
from which . . .
By =B—({_y(B) Ui_y(B)
follows. (Which equals 1 Newton-Raphson step with (3 as initial point.)

If we put in the formulas for the hessian and the gradient we get:
. . . . .
By =B+ (X)W X (<) X(_y(yp) — P-i),

where the values of the p;’s (and thus also the w;;’s) are calculated based on the
value for 3.

The only term in this formula that is difficult to calculate is the inverse of
the hessian-matrix. However, the Sherman-Morrison-Woodbury theorem as dis-

cussed in section 2 can be used to simplify this term. Because Wis a diagonal
matrix

i=1

and therefore we can rewrite (X’(_i)VAV(_i)X(_i))’l in the desired form:

(X g W pX ) = (XWX — i)~

16



Using the Sherman-Morrison-Woodbury theorem this results in:

(X'W X)) Ligax, (X W X))~

X/_iW—'X—' -1 (X'WX -1y >
(X yWnX(-p) ( ) 1 — i ( X'WX)

which eventually gives

(X/WX)il'lZ)mmZ.’B;(X/WX)*l / ( A )
1 — bzl (X'W X)Lz (i)Y (—i)y=P(—q))-
(13)
A L 1
We can introduce new variables Z = W*> X and v = W *(y — p) and rewrite
(13) into

B(_i) = ,B—F <(X,WX)1 +

(Z'Z)1z,2l(Z2'Z)7!
1-24(Z2'Z) 12

Biy=B+ ((Z’Z)—1 + ) (Z'v — zv;). (14)

Now we want to simplify this expression. (In this simplification process we
can use the fact that the Newton-Raphson algorithm converged to 38 so 8 +
(Z'Z)=1Z'v equals 3, which implies that (Z'Z)~1Z'v equals 0.)

(Z2'Z2)12,2(Z2'Z) Y (Z'v — zv;)

3 / —1 / -1

B + (Z'Z2)"'Z'v—(Z'Z) 'zvi + 1= 2(ZZ) 'z

5 (Z'Z)zvi(1 — 20(Z2'Z2) " 2) — (Z2'2) 12202/ Z) "1 (Z' v — zv5)

A= 1—2/(Z'2) "2

5 - (Z'Z) 1 zv; — (Z/Z)_lziviz;(Z’Z)_lfi —(Z2'2)7'2:20(Z'Z) "1 (Z'v — ziv;)
1-20(Z'Z)" 12

R (Z'Z) 1z — (Z'Z) 222" Z) Y (vizi + Z'v — z4v;)

A= 1—2/(Z2'2) 12

. (Z'Z) 'z —(Z2'Z2) 1 2:2(Z2'Z2) 1 Z'v

A - 1—2/(Z2'Z) 2

3 (Z'Z) 1z,

1-20(2'Z) 1z
So eventually, we get:

A n "W L — D
ﬁ(,i):,@—(XWX) zi(yi — pi)

15
— , (15)

where vj; is the i*" diagonal element from the matrix which is given by w? X(X’VAVX)”X/WE .
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Now we want to use this approximated ,CA')(%) in the cross-validated version of
the mean minus log-likelihood which is given by

n

MMLey = —n"" " (yilog(B(—s (@) + (1 — ;) log(1 — - (1)), (16)
i=1

exp(z;B(_;)
1+ eXP(mQB(_i)).

where p(_;)(x;) is just

The first option would be to substitute the approximated B(_i)’s in the actual

formula for MM Lcy. Because all approximated ﬁ(fi)’s only depend on one
inverse calculation (the inverse of the hessian matrix in the model where all
observations are still included) and some matrix multiplications, this will defi-
nitely be a faster approach than calculating M M Ly based on the real values
of the leave-one-out MLE’s. However, we wanted to see if we could make the
calculations even faster by not only using a Taylor approximation of the B(ﬂ-)’s
but also of the M M Lsv-formula itself.

Let’s first denote (y;log(p(—q(@:)) + (1 — yi)log(1 — P (:))) by f(B(_iy)-
A first order Taylor approximation around 3 is now given by:

f(B(—i)) = f(B)+ f/(B)(B(—i) - B),
where the error term is given by O ((B(_i) — 3)2)
Note that a higher order Taylor approximation would not give more precise

results, since the expression 8(_;) — 3 (where we take the expression for B—i

as given in formula(12)) has itself an error term of O ((,@(ﬂ-) — 3)2) because it

is derived using again a first order Taylor approximation.

If we plug in the expressions for the first and second derivative (as derived
earlier) we get:

~ ~

F(B(—sy) = (wilog(p(x:) + (1 — yi) log(1 — p(a:))) + i (yi — p(:))(B—s) — B),

exp(x})
1+ exp(x!3)

When the expression from formula (12) is used, this can be rewritten as:

where p(x;) is given by

(X/WX)_lﬂ%(yi — i)

f(B—iy) = (yilog(p(@:) + (1 = y:) log(1 = p(:)))—f (yi—h(x:)) :

— Vi

(17)
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This equation can now be plugged in equation (16) to find an approximation of
the cross-validated mean minus log-likelihood:

MMLCV ~

- Z < yilog(p(x:)) + (1 — yi) log(1 — p(=;))) — @i (yi — p(:))

(X'WX) " ai(y; — pi)
1 — vy .

The degree of the error term stays quadratic.

This formula can still be simplified a little, if we realize that @}(X’WX)~!

is just the 4*" diagonal element of the matrix X (X'W X)~'X’ which is almost
equal to the earlier defined matrix V. Actually «}(X’ WX )~ lx; is just vy di-
vided by w;;. The formula now becomes:

MMLCV ~

B Z < yilog(p(x:)) + (1 — yi) log(1 — p(:))) — (vs ﬁ(iBi))W) .

1 — vy
In matrix notation, we get:

MMLCV ~

—n~! (y'log(B) + (1 — y)'log(1 — p) — (y — B)'(diag(I, — V)) ™} (diag(V))W ' (y — P))
Although this expression would be very convenient to work with, since there
is a direct matrix multiplication to calculate an approximated version of the

mean-minus log-likelihood, simulations showed that the approximation was a
little too inaccurate.
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5 Binary logistic ridge regression

5.1 Finding an expression for B(ﬂ')

Just as in the case of linear regression, the standard logistic regression model is
not suited for data sets with a large number of covariates. That’s where logistic
ridge regression comes in.

The log-likelihood function looks almost the same as the log-likelihood func-
tion in standard ridge regression, only a quadratic penalty term is added:

1(B,y) = _Z (yi log(p) + (1 — y;) log(1 — p;)) — AB'B.

The first and second derivative can be calculated in exactly the same way as
done in the previous section and become:

I'(B,y) = X'(y —p) —2)\8
and
1"(B,y) = —X'WX — 2XI,,

where W is still the diagonal matrix with wrr = pr(1 — pr).
For a given A, the way of finding 3 is exactly the same as before: just apply the
Newton-Raphson algorithm.

To find approximations of the B(_i) ’s a Taylor approximation of lEﬂ‘) (B) around

B = B can again be made and this time this results in

By =B+ (X(_yWnX(i +2),) 7" (Xf—i)(y(_i) —P—i)) — 2>\B) )

where the values of the p;’s (and thus also the @;;’s) are calculated based on the
value for 3.

Since calculating the inverse of a matrix is a time-consuming operation, we

would like to find a better expression for (XE_i)W(,i)X(,i) +2AI,)~! and this

can be done by using the Sherman-Morrison-Woodbury theory:

(Xé_z)W(,Z)X(,Z) + 2)\[1,)_1 = (X/WX + 2/\Ip — UA)iiSCiII);)_l

(X'WX + 2\, Mgz (X' WX + 201,) !

= (X'WX +2)\,)" ' + .
1-— 11A)“£E2(X/WX + 2)\Ip)71$7;
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So we get:

Biy=B+ ((X’WX oAl (X'WX +2),) My (XWX + QM,,)l)
= ,

1 — byl (X'WX + 2\ ,) " a;
(Xé—i) (Y(—i) = P—i)) — 2/\B>

We can introduce the same variables (Z = W2 X and v = W2 (y — p)) as in
the previous section to rewrite this equation in a simpler form:

By =B+ ((Z/Z+2/\Ip)1 (2'2 +2My) " 2i2(2'Z + 2My) )

1= 20(2'Z +2X\,)7 1z
(Z’v — zv; — 2)\3)

In the simplification step, we again use the fact that the Newton Raphson algo-
rithm converged to 3 and therefore (Z'Z + 2AI1,) " (Z'v — 2AB) equals 0.

B + <(Z’Z Foag,) 4 22 T?zj ()2,12 ;éf}z)tijjp)l) (Z/v — zv; — QAB)
B + (ZZ+2x)"" <Z’v - 2/\,8)
ey e (Z'Z + 2M\I,) "' 222/ Z + 2)I,,) ( v — zvi — 2)\[3)
p) Eili 1—z(Z’Z—|—2>\I)
5 — 7 e (Z'7 + 2\L) ' 2:2(Z'Z + 2)\1,) (Z’v ~ zvi— 2>\B>
P 1—2U(2'Z +2X\],) 1z
) (Z'Z +20L) " Lz0; — (2'Z + 2AL,) L2, 2/(2' Z + 2A\I,) (zivi + 2 — zv; — 2)\B)
s - 1 —2)(Z2'Z +2\I,) "1z,
5 - (Z'Z +2\I,) Lz,

1—20Z'Z +2M,) 1z,

When we go back to the original notation we have now found:

. - (X'WX + 2X\L,)  ai(y; — pi)
1—wy 7

(18)

where v;; = wiimg(X’VAVX + 2AI,) ~l@;, which is the i" diagonal element of the
matrix V given by W2 X (X'WX + 2\[,) "' X'Wz.
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As before, we want to have an expression for the cross-validated mean minus
log-likelihood, given by:

n

MMLov(A) = —n"" Y (yilog(p—iy (i) + (1 — yi) log(1 — Py () -

i=1

Note that the name is a bit misleading, since we first introduced a likelihood
with an extra penalty term and this term is left out in the previous expression.
However, the p(_;y’s are constructed with the penalized likelihood and now we
are only interested in the goodness of the prediction.

This formula depends on the value of A (chosen beforehand), because the values
of the p(_;)’s depend on the values of the 3(_;)’s which in turn depend on the

value of B which of course depends on the chosen .

In an attempt to calculate the values of the M M Loy -formula faster than by
just plugging in the approximated values for the B(_i)’s, we use another Taylor
approximation as before. The only thing that changes, compared to the normal
logistic regression model, is the expression for B(_i) — B and the cross-validated
minus log-likelihood is now approximately given by:

MMLcy(\) ~

o Z < yilog(p(xi)) + (1 — yi) log(1 — p(:))) — i (ys — B(:))

(X'WX +2AL) i (y; — pi)>
1 — v '

Again, this expression can be simplified a little. The expression | (X'W X +
2MI,)"'x; equals ( (X’WX + 2/\Ip)‘1X’) ~ which equals vj; /;; where V' =
W2 X (X'WX +2X,) ' X' W,

This gives us:

MMLcy(\) ~

- Z < yilog(p(zi)) + (1 — wi) log(1 — p(:))) — (vi — ()

(i — ﬁi))
11—y ’
In matrix notation, we get:
MMLey (M) ~
—n (' log(B) + (1 - y)'log(1 — B) — (y — B) (diag(L, — V)~ (diag(V))W ' (y — B))

It would be nice to find the value of A that minimized the above expression and
to find this value of A it would be very convenient to have an expression for the
derivative of MM Loy (\) with respect to A. However, later on we found out
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that using the formula of the M M Loy based on the approximated version of
the leave-one-out estimates did have advantages over using the Taylor version
of the MM L¢cy and we changed our focus to accurate predicting instead of
solving equations analytically.

5.2 Computational problems

When we have a data set with many covariates, it may be difficult to calculate
the matrix V' because in this calculation the inverse of an p X p matrix has to be
found and this is not only a time-consuming operation, but it also takes much
computer memory. To avoid this problem, some reparametrization trick can be
used.

When the Newton-Raphson algorithm converges, the gradient of the penalized
likelihood will eventually become zero:

X'(y—p)—228=0.
From this we can conclude that 3 lies in the column space of X’. Therefore, we
can write 3 = X'~. Here, « is a n-dimensional vector and in the corresponding

model the former p X p matrices will now be replaced by n x n matrices, as will
be shown below.

This time we work with the formula:
Yy =7~ (lE’_n(’?))’llE_i)(ﬁ),
where the gradient and the hessian are given by:
I'(vy) =X (X'(y - p) - 20X"y)
and
(v, y) = —-X(X'WX +2)I,,) X’
where W is still the diagonal matrix with wgr = pr(1 — pk).

After substitution of these formulas, we get:

1
Vi) = ‘7+<X(X{_¢)W(—i)X(—i) + 2A1p, )X/) X (X{—i) (Y(—i) —P(—i)) — 2/\X”Y) :

As before, X{_i)W(_i)X(_i) equals (X'WX —w;x;x}) and X(’_i) (Y—iy —P(—1)
is just X'(y — p) — zi(yi — pi)-
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If we rename XX’ by A and Xx; by a; since this is just the i*” row in A,
we get:

Vi = Y+ (AWA+2XA - wiiaia/i)71 (Aly —p) — ai(yi — pi) — 2\ A7)

The Sherman-Morrison-Woodbury theorem can again be applied and if we let
Z=Wz2Aand v = W*%(y —p), we get

1 (ZZ+DA) 222+ 204) 7

Y—i) =7 Z'7 +2)\A)~ Z'v — zv; — 20AY) .
If we use that (Z'Z + 2AX)~1(Z'v — 2AAv) equals zero (due to convergence of

the NR algorithm), we eventually get:

X . (AWA+204) Ya;(y; — pi)
Y- =7~

; (19)

17’[),;1'

where vy; is the i*" diagonal element of the matrix V given by W%A(A’ WA+
2NA) AW 2,

Starting with 4 we have now a way to find ¥._;) and ,@(_i) can now be eas-
ily obtained since B_;) = X'4(_;).

Sometimes, it is also useful to find 4 from a known (3 (which is for example
found by the RApackage "penalized”). This can be done in the following way:
4= (XX")"1Xp.

The formula for the approximation of the mean minus log-likelihood can now
also be given in terms of :

MMLcy () ~

nt Z ( ilo(i) + (1~ yo)log(1 — 5(w)) @)y — ()’ AW ATIMA el ‘ﬁi)> ,

where V is still given by W2 A(A'WA + 20A) 1AWz,

This expression can still be simplified when we take the &} and the X’ together
(2, X' = a;):

MMLCV()\) ~

- Z < yilog(p(ei)) + (1 — i) log(1 — p(=i))) — (yi — p(:))

1 — vy
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5.3 Results

To test the usefulness of the approximations for the leave-one-out estimators
B(—i), we made several comparisons between the actual cross-validated mean

minus log-likelihood, the MM L., based on the approximations of ﬁ(_i) and

the approximated M M L.,,, where the B(q)’s as well as the function itself were
the result of a Taylor approximation. We used mostly simulated data but we
also used one real data set, namely the well-known Golub data set ([5]). It
showed that the approximated leave-one-out estimates were really similar to
the real leave-one-out estimates (as found by the R-package "penalized”) and
that the mean minus log-likelihood based on these approximations was almost
identical to the one based on the real values. Simulations also indicated that
the larger the number of observations, the better the approximations, as could
also be expected from the theory of the Taylor approximation. Unfortunately,
results generated from the Taylor approximation of the M M Ley could be quite
inaccurate.

Since the result are really similar to the ones that will later be discussed in the
survival context, graphs and tables will be omitted, except for the one below,
that shows that the M M Loy curve based on the approximated ﬁ(_i)’s (green
curve) is really similar to the one based on the real leave-one-out estimates (blue
curve). Furthermore, it is clear that the first order Taylor approximation of the
MM Lecy does not give reliable answers (purple curve), but the second order
Taylor approximation (yellow curve) does. The derivation of this second order
Taylor approximation is not written down in this work document because it is
a straight-forward algebraic exercise and the actual formula will from this point
on not be used anymore.

Another remark is that, although the approximated ﬁ(_i)’s rely on the value

of B, the estimate based on the full model, the curve based on these approxi-
mations nicely follows the shape of the real cross-validated M M L and not the
curve belonging to the apparent error.
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Figure 1: different approximations for the M M Ly, based on first 100 covari-
ates in the Golub data set.
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5.4 Mean squared error

Not only the MML is a commonly used error measure, but also the mean
squared error (MSE) is often used to measure predictive performance. The
cross-validated MSE is given by

n
_ . 2
MSEe =n""Y  (yi — b))+
i=1
exp(@}B(_;))

1+ exp(x;B(_;))
We could make a derivation that looks like the derivation of the cross-validated
residual sum of squares in the linear (ridge) regression model. The derivation in

where p(_; is given by

the logistic model is however slightly more difficult, because the wgﬁ(_i)—term
eXp(w;B(—i))

1+ exp(w;ﬁ(_

One idea is to find an expression for p(_; in terms of p;, which is just the
" element of p. We can first define p; as a function of 3

exp(z;f)
1+ exp(x}B)

from the linear model is now replaced by the term

f(B) =

and now we can approximate f(,é(ﬂ-)) (which is just p(_;)) with a first order

Taylor expansion around ,@:

~ T
o) =16+ (U2 6y -h)

We already found an expression for (,8( — ), so we only have to find an
of(B)

o8
It turns out that the derivative, evaluated for 3 = 3 is given by x:pi(1 — pi),
and this can also be written as x;w;;, where W is the same matrix as in the
previous sections.
If we fill in all known expressions in the Taylor expansion, we get

expression for

Tiw (XWX +2)L,) ai(yi — pi) i — vii(yi — Di)

D(—i) = Di —

1 — vy 1 — vy

If we use this expression in the formula for M SFE,., and denote y; — pi by €
(comparable to the e; in the linear model wich was given by y; — «;3) we get:

n 2 n
Vi€ (L — i) + vize; €;
MSE — 71 i 11> 71 [ 1161 — 71 1
CU ! ;(67«—’_ 1_Uii Z 1_Uu " Z 1_Uii

i=1
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This expression is also given in [1].

A different idea is to make a Taylor series expansion directly of the formula
(yi — ﬁ(,i))z. If we denote this formula by f(3), a second order Taylor expan-
sion would look like this:

fByy) = f(B) + (B — B) + 05(3(4) - m,c’?afﬂ(f) (B(fi) - B).

Let’s start with a;{;(ﬂﬁ). We already know that 33%‘ equals x;p;(1 — p;) and by
using this, we get

01 (B) o
—= = —2(Yi — pi)zipi(1 — pi).
a5 (yi — pi)xipi(1 — pi)
This expression can then be used to find the second order derivative:
0*f(B P i v
35(2 ) _ 222 (i (1 — p:))° — 2(yi — po) iz (pi(1 — pi) — 202 (1 — i)

2,2, (5 (1 — pi)* — 2(yi — pi)iaipi(1 — pi) (1 — 2p;)
2z pi(1 — pi) (Pi(1 — pi) — (yi — pi) (1 — 2s))

In the next 2 picture, the training MSE / apparent error (red), the real cross
validated MSE (blue), the MSE based on approximations (green), the MSE as
given in [1] (pink) and the MSE based on the just described Taylor approxima-
tion (yellow) are plotted.
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Figure 2: different approximations for the M S E ¢y, based on first 100 covariates
in the Golub data set.

It is clear that the green line (the MSE based on the approximated leave-one-
out estimates) is preferable to the other ones. Note that the optimal A found by
either using the M SE¢y as done here, or the M M Loy as done in the previous
section will be very similar.
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5.5 Finding the optimal )\

It is not completely straightforward to find the derivative of MM Lcy (M), since
it is no explicit formula of A. We know that p depends on ), since B does, but
this dependence is not explicitly defined because B is found iteratively. There-
fore, before we can find an expression for the derivative, some simplifications
have to be made.

The (strong) assumption that will be made is that 3 is only one Newton-
Raphson step away from the real 3. Thus 3 = 3 + (X'WX +2XL,) "N (X (y —
p)—2A0), where W and p are also based on the real 3. Since 3 does not depend
on A, we now have a created an explicit dependence between B and A. Now we
have defined ['3 in this way, we can do something similar for p.

We have: .
exp(XB)

P oK)

Let’s denote this function by f (B) Making a first order Taylor expansion around
the real 3 gives

FB) = 1B+ F (BB -B)+0(B~p)?
The only term that still has to be calculated is f'(8). If we introduce n = X8,
we have
of _0fom
B omop’
Of course, g—g is just equal to X. The other derivative is given by:

of _ _epm) _  ep(n) 1
on  (l+exp(n))* 1l+exp(n)l+exp(n)

=p(l-p)
Now we can write p in terms of the real p :
P=p+WX(X'WX +2\,) (X' (y — p) — 2)8).

If we use this expression for p in the earlier derived formula for MM Lcy (M)
(and replace all W’s by W) we get a formula that explicitly depends on .

The formula does now look like this:

MMLC\/()\) ~
—n~" (y' log(p) + (1 — y)'log(1 — p) — (y — p)'(diag(L, — V)~ (diag(V))W ™ (y — b)),
where all p’s are equal to p+ WX (X'WX +2XI,) "1 (X'(y — p) — 2)B).

From this formula we can take the derivative.
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First I will derive the derivatives of the separate pieces.

’ 1—y) 1
, %i/\, % and W are all equal to

Since y and W do not depend on A
zero.

The derivative of p is given by:

0B

871;' = QWX (X'WX +2M],) " 2(X'(y —p) — 2AB8) — 2W X (X'W X +2AI,) 3.

The derivative of log(p) becomes

dlog(P) .. . 71@

The derivative of log(1 — p) is almost the same:

dlog(1 — p)

o = —(diag(1—p))~"!

The derivative of (y — P) is given by:

Ny—p) _ _9p
oA oA
and since the derivative of the transpose is just the transpose of the derivative
we have ,
oy-p) _ (b
oA oN)
The remaining terms depend on the derivative of V', which is given by:
g—‘; — QW X(X'WX +2M,) 2X' Wz,

Now the derivative of diag(V') becomes

ddiag(V)
o\

and the derivative of (diag(I, — V))~" is

A%
= diag( )

d(diag(L, — V))~!
oA

V)(dz‘ag(fn -Vt

= —(diag(I, = V))™'diag(- 5+

The derivative as a whole looks like this:
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OMM Ley (N

oA
! (y diagh) O + (1~ y)' - ~(diag(1 ~ p)) ' O
— (- (y(diag(r, ~ V) diag(V)W (g )
b (y ) - ~(diag(L, — V) diag(~ 5 diag(L, ~ V) (diag(V)) W (y - $)
+ (=) (diag(L, — V) diag(S0W )
+ (= Y (diag(T, — V)~ (diag(V )W -~ 5B)).

Since we do not know the real 3 and p but we do know the values for 3 and p, we
replace the real values by these estimates in order to get outcomes. (Note that
we then get an expression like this: 8 = 3+ (X’WX—&-Q)\IP)_l(X’(y—ﬁ) —2)8)
which is again B since the Newton-Raphson algorithm converged and therefore
(X'WX +2X\,) (X' (y — p) — 2)\B) equals zero.)

To check whether this formula looks like the real derivative of MM Lgy 1 en-
tered the actual formula in R (as can be seen in the "derivative’-function, given
on the next page) and compared the values with those found by a different
approximation formula, the "approximated-derivative”-formula. This formula is
based on the values of MM Lcy and calculates so called "Newton’s difference
quotients”.
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derivative <- function(X,Y,lambda)
{

n <- nrow(X)

m <- ncol(X)

eye_n <- diag(rep(l,n))

eye_m <- diag(rep(1l,m))

res <- VindBeta(X,Y,lambda)
beta <- res$beta

eta = as.vector(X %x% beta)

p <- exp(eta)/(l+exp(eta))

W <- diag(p*(1-p))

neghessiaan <- crossprod(X, W %*% X)+2*lambda*diag(rep(1,m))
V <= W™ (1/2)%*%X%*%solve (neghessiaan) %*t (X) %*%W~ (1/2)
invneghessiaan <- solve(neghessiaan)

dpdl <- -2*W/*%X)*hinvneghessiaany*%invneghessiaani*} (t (X)%*%(Y-p)
-2xlambdaxbeta) -2*W)*}X/*)invneghessiaanj*¥beta

dvdl <- -2*W~(1/2)%*%X%*)%invneghessiaany*)invneghessiaani*%t (X)%*%W~(1/2)

div <- diag(diag(eye_n-V))

invdiv <- solve(div)

<= t(Y)¥x*¥%solve(diag(p) ) %*%dpdl + t(1-Y)%x*¥%-solve(diag(1-p))%*%dpdl

<= -t (dpdl) %*%invdivi*Y%diag(diag(V))%*%solve (W) %% (Y-p)

t (Y-p) %*Yi-invdivix*idiag (diag(-dvdl) ) ¥ *%invdivy*diag (diag (V) ) %*%solve (W) %x% (Y-p)
<= t(Y-p) %x%invdivyxdiag(diag(dvdl) ) %x¥%solve (W) %*% (Y-p)

<= t(Y-p)%xVinvdivi*idiag(diag(V)) %hx%solve (W) %*%-dpdl

MmoQw=
Ay
|

result <- -1/n*x(A-(B+C+D+E))

return(result)

real_derivative = function(X,Y,lowerbound,upperbound,stepsize)
{
lambda <- as.matrix(seq(from=lowerbound,to=upperbound,by=stepsize))
realvalue <- as.matrix(seq(from=lowerbound,to=upperbound,by=stepsize))
for(i in 1:nrow(lambda))
{
realvalue[i] <- derivative(X,Y,lambdal[i])

}

return(list(realvalue=realvalue,lambda=lambda))
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approximated_derivative = function(X,Y,lowerbound,upperbound,stepsize)
{

lambda <- as.matrix(seq(from=lowerbound,to=upperbound,by=stepsize))
appr <- as.matrix(seq(from=lowerbound,to=upperbound,by=stepsize))

#for every interval, calculate the approximated derivative

for(i in 2:nrow(lambda))

{

MML1 <- MMLcvp(X,Y,lambdali]) #real cross validated MMLcv
MML2 <- MMLcvp(X,Y,lambdal[i-1])

appr[i] <- (MML1-MML2)/stepsize

+

return(list (appr=appr,lambda=lambda))

The graph shown here is based on a simulated data set:

X<-matrix(rnorm(1000,0,1),50,20)

eta <- X%%%c(1,1,3,0,0,2,0,0,0,0,0,5,7,1,1,0,0,0,0,1)

p < exp(eta)/(l+exp(eta))

Y <- round(p)

resl <- approximated_derivative(X,Y,0.5,5,0.05)

res2 <- real_derivative(X,Y,0.5,5,0.05)

allrange <- le-4 + range(res2$realvalue,resi$appr)

plot(res2$lambda, res2$realvalue, type="1", xlab = "lambda", ylab = "derivatives",
ylim=allrange, col="green")

lines(resi$lambdal-1],res1$appr[-1], type="1",col="blue")

legend("topright", legend=c("derivative formula", "appr derivative"),
col=c("green","blue"),lwd=5)
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Figure 3: comparison of Newton’s difference quotient and formula for the deriva-
tive

It is clear that the formula does not resemble the “actual” derivative at all.
Again, this algebraic approach will not be continued.
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6 k-fold cross-validation

In the previous sections, we were only considering leave-one-out cross-validation.
Although the approximated version of leave-one-out cross-validation is much
faster than actual LOOCV and for that reason there may be less need to use
k-fold cross-validation, it is very likely that k-fold cross-validation will still be
preferred by some researchers to (an approximated version of) leave-one-out
cross-validation.

Despite the fact that k-fold cross-validation is less time-consuming than leave-
one-out cross-validation, finding a penalty parameter by means of double k-fold
cross-validation can be time consuming. (Especially when using complex sta-
tistical models in combination with large data sets.) A procedure to find an
efficient approximation of ﬁ7 k (similar to Bﬂ- but now based on all data points
except for those in the k" group, the capital K thus refers to a set of observa-
tions) can therefore be very valuable.

In finding approximations for the B_i’s in previous sections, we always used
the Sherman-Morrison-Woodbury theorem to find the inverse of the Hessian
matrix belonging to the model with one observation left out, by using the Hes-
sian matrix of the full model. If we would use the same approach for k-fold
cross-validation as for leave-one-out cross-validation, we would either have to
use this Sherman-Morisson-Woodbury theorem multiple times in a row or we
could use the "matrix inversion theorem” which is a more general form of the
Sherman-Morisson-Woodbury theorem. The matrix inversion theorem (as given
in [6]) says the following:

Theorem 6.0.1. Matrixz Inversion theorem
If both A and I — VAU are invertible, then A — UV is invertible and

(A-UV)l=A"'+ A 'Ud-vA'U)'vA™.

In the linear model, we know that B_j is given by (X' X _x) "X vy .
We would like to find an expression for 3_ k in terms of B.

Starting from the equality
n
X'X = Z x; T,
i=1
we derive
X X g=XX- XXk

where the matrix X g is the matrix which has the covariate vectors x; from the
kth group as its rows. If we now substitute A = X'X,V = X g and U = X'
in the matrix inversion theorem, we get

Bog = ((X'X)7 + (X' X)X (I - X (X' X) 7' X)X (X' X)) X ey
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which equals
B—(X'X) ' Xy +(X'X) T X (T-X e (X' X) ' X ) X (X' X) ' X ey

If we put in an extra identity matrix of the following form:
(I-X (X' X) 1 X%) M I - X (X' X)L X)) and rewrite the above equation
we get:

B—(X'X) T X (I-X (X' X) 7 X507 (1= X (X'X) ' Xy = X (X' X)X ey ).
which is just
B— (X'X) X (I - X (X' X) 7 X707 (yie — XcB).

(Note that y is a vector, containing the y;’s belonging to the k" group and
is not just the k" element of y.) So, just as we found an expression for 3_; in
terms of B we know found B_ g in terms of B:

B =B—(X'X)"' X (I - Xr(X'X)7'X}) 7" (yie — XicB) . (20)

Usually, we have to calculate (X' X )~ ! k times, so the inverse of an p x p
matrix. With this new formula, the inverse that has to be calculated multiple
times is (I — X (X' X )71 X' )1, which is an [ x [ matrix (with [ the number of
individuals in the the &' group). This new method will therefore be especially
useful when [ is a lot smaller than p.

Earlier, we found a simple expression for the leave-one-out cross-validated resid-
ual sum of squares. The question is if the same can be done for the k-fold
cross-validated RSS. This time the RSS looks like

RSSkfora =Y (yx — XkB ) (yx — XxB_x). (21)
K

When we substitute (20) into this formula and simplify the expression, we get

RSSsora = Y I = X (X' X) ' X') "y — XxB)II*. (22)
K
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To find an approximation for 37 x in alogistic model, we will again use a Taylor
approximation.

In approximating the B_i’s, we made a first order Taylor approximation of the
derivative of the log-likelihood which resulted in:

B—i = B - (ZEI,Z‘)(B))_”E%)(B)-

By assuming that ,@_ x 1s still quite similar to ,3, we could by the same reasoning
come to the following approximation:

Bk =B—({_1)(B){_1(B),

where .
{yB) =X W g Xk

and )
E—k)(ﬁ) = X/(—k) (Y- —P_k)-

The values of W _g and p_ g are based on [‘3
The hessian matrix based on all but the k" group can be rewritten into
X' (W g X g=XWX - X (WX)g.

From this expression we see that the matrix inversion theorem can again be
used. This time we take A = X' WX,V = (WX)g and U = X%

After some simplifications, the final formula becomes:

B = B—(X'WX) ' X (I-(WX)g(X'WX) ' X)) Nyx —pr)- (23)

Extending this formula to logistic ridge regression and survival regression will
be straightforward.
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A different idea is to add multiple indicator variables to the model. In [11] the
suggestion is made to use one indicator variable in order to find an approxima-
tion for the leave-one-out regression coefficients, but this idea can be extended
to regression coefficients corresponding to k-fold cross-validation, by adding [
indicator variables, where [ is the number of samples in a group (in case of an
equal distribution over the groups, [ will be n/k).

For leave-one-out regression, the old model X 3 is replaced by X 8" + z;, where
z; is an indicator variable for individual i. Because the dependent variable y; can
be estimated perfectly just based on the appropriate value of v, the estimate for
B* will not depend on the it observation and the maximum likelihood estimate
of 3" will (at least in models with independent components) be Bﬂ-. To save
time, we will again only take one Newton-Raphson step, with B and 0 as initial
values for 3" and v respectively. Extending this model to k-fold cross-validation
can be done by just adding more indicator variables. When there is an extra
penalty term in the model, it is important that the new regression coefficients
(the ones corresponding to the indicator variables) should be unpenalized.

In case of leave-one-out regression, this “indicator-method” will result in exactly
the same approximations as we found by using a first order Taylor approxima-
tion in combination with the Sherman-Morrison-Woodbury theorem.

To proof this (in the logistic regression context), we use the following theorem
on partitioned matrices, as given in [8]:

Theorem 6.0.2. Let A be an m X n matriz of the following form:
Ay Agp
A =
( Ay A )’
where A1 is mq1 X n1, Ao is mq X na, Asr is mo X Ny, Ago is mo X no and
mi +mg =m,ny; +ng =n.

If A is non-singular and D = Agz — A21A1_11A12 is also non-singular, then
A1 AT+ AT AL D T Ay AT — A AD Y
—D 1Ay AT D1 '

The new design matrix X ™ is just the old design matrix with an extra column
added:

11 Tip 0

X* = 1
- Tl Tip

Tnl -+ Tnp 0

The approximation is now given by the first p components of:

( g ) — (XWX X (y - p),
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where p and W are based on B

We know that ’
. X"(y-p) )
X (y—p)=
(y —p) ( Vi — s
and -

W] Wij
We can now use the above stated theorem to calculate the inverse of X*T W X*:

(XTWX)_l + (XTWX)_lw”miD_lwiiscf(XTWX)_l

X*T X* —1:
( wX7) ( D 'wyxT (XTWX) !

with D = (wi; — wyzl (XTW X))~ w;;). Since D is just a scalar, D=1 = 5.
Since we are only interested in the first p coefficients of the new parameter
vector, we can forget about the last row of this inverse and we find as an ap-
proximate for B_,:

—(XTW X)) Ywyx; D!
D—l

((XTWX) + (XTWX) w0 el (XTW X)) X7 (y-p) = (XTWX) ws@i D (o).

Since an earlier Newton-Raphson procedure converged to Zi we now that X T(y—
p) equals 0 and the above expression reduces to

(XT"W X)) wz; D (yi — pi)

So, we found:
B~ (X"WX)wimi(yi — pi)
T wy — wz‘iﬂ?;fr(XTVVX)*wiia:i7

which is equal to
(XT"WX) " ai(yi — pi)
1 — wuzl (XTWX)1la;’

which is exactly the approximation that we found earlier (equation (15)).

For k-fold cross-validation, it should be possible to prove in the same way that
adding ! indicator variables and taking one Newton-Raphson step will result in
the same approximation as a first order Taylor expansion in combination with
the matrix inversion theorem.

I did not prove this equality formally, but by running simulations (with a logis-
tic ridge regression model) I could see that the answers were indeed exactly the
same.
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To test the usefulness of the derived approximation method, on several simu-
lated data sets the mean-minus log-likelihood is calculated based on either the
real values of the k-fold estimates or the approximated ones. The graph below
is based on the following dataset and 10-fold cross-validation is used.

X<-matrix(rnorm(15000,0,1),500,30)

eta <- X%*%c(1,1,3,0,0,2,0,0,0,0,0,5,7,1,1,0,0,0,0,1,5,6,1,0,0,0,2,4,5,1) + rnorm(500,3,2)
p <- exp(eta)/(1+exp(eta))

Y <- round(p)

The purple line represents the approximation based on the matrix inversion
theorem. The green line represented the approximation based on the indicator-
method but overlaps completely with the purple curve. The real optimum (so
the one of the blue curve) lies at A = 0.76 and the optimum of the approximated
curve lies at A = 0.68. Of course, the approximation is not perfect but it still
seems to do well.
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Figure 4: real 10-fold cross-validation vs. approximated 10-fold cross-validation
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Even for 5-fold cross-validation the graph still looks nice:

:.!)ai,euer

/_}eﬂer/
appr.error
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errors

lambda

Figure 5: real 5-fold cross-validation vs. approximated 5-fold cross-validation
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7 Survival analysis

After describing a method to find an approximation for ,@(_i) in linear and lo-
gistic (ridge) regression, it would be really useful to find a way to extend this
idea to Cox regression. Since fitting a Cox proportional hazards model is usu-
ally more difficult than fitting a logistic model, the amount of time that can be
saved in this way will probably even be more substantial.

In survival analysis, we have data of the following form: (¢;,d;, X;). Here the
(censored) survival time is denoted by ¢;, the censoring indicator is given by d;
(with d; = 0 in case of censoring) and X is a p-dimensional vector of covariates
for the i*" individual. In the Cox proportional hazards model ([3]), the hazard
function for individual ¢ depends on a common baseline hazard, denoted by hg
and the covariates of this person in the following way:

hl(t) = ho(t) exp(ﬂ’XZ-).

To find an estimate for the unknown vector of regression coefficients, two strate-
gies can be adopted. The first one uses the partial (log-)likelihood, the second
one the full (log-)likelihood. Maximizing the partial likelihood has the advan-
tage that we do not have to take the baseline hazard into account. However, the
information matrix (i.e. the negative of the matrix of second derivatives) that
comes with this partial likelihood is of the form X'W X, where W is given by

diag(et, ...,e,) — PP,

where
€xXp (X i3 )

= T, oP(Xi)

e; =

and
exp(X;f3)

ZkGR]‘ eXp(Xkﬁ)’

pij = It = 7]

as given in [13].
The W-matrix is, unlike the one in the logistic regression model, no longer a
diagonal matrix. In previous derivations, we used the following equality:

XWX = wi X, X,
i=1
which does not hold anymore. We used to write (Xéﬂ.)W(,i)X(,i))_l = (X'WX-
w;; X;X!)™! in order to apply the Sherman-Morrison-Woodbury theorem, but
now we have to find a different derivation. However, if we would use the full

likelihood instead of the partial likelihood, we would not run into this problem,
as will be shown next.
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The full log-likelihood of the proportional hazards model is given by:

n

1B, ho) = 3 (— exp(XI8) Ho(t:) + d; (In(ho(£:)) + X168))

=1

with

as can be found for example in [7].

A penalization term can be added to this likelihood. In ridge regression, we
get:
lpen(/Ba hO) = l(ﬁa hO) - 05)‘6/6

The first and second derivative with respect to 8 are now given by:

Alpen (B, ho)

S = XA
with
A; = d; — Ho(t;) exp(X]5)
e lpen (B, o) /
T = ~(X'DX + L)
where

D = diag(exp(X/8)Ho(t;))-

The same notation is used as in [7].

We see that D (equivalent to W in the logistic regression model) is again a
diagonal matrix. Therefore, we can apply the same techniques as before.

We still denote the log-likelihood where the i*” observation is left out by l—iy(B)

and after constructing a first order Taylor approximation of lEfi)(ﬁ) around (3
we find:

By =B—(y(B) " U_y(B)-
If we put in the formulas for the gradient and the hessian we just found, we get:
B(—i) =B+ (X{_oy Dy X (—iy + M) " Xy Aiy — AB),

where the values of the A(_;) and D(_;) are calculated based on the value for
B. To estimate the values of Hy(t;), we use the Breslow estimator:

ho(t:) =1/ ) exp(X}3).

tj>t;
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Note that it does not matter in what way the actual value of B is computed,
since maximizing the partial or the full-likelihood will give the same results.
That we use the full log-likelihood in the derivation does not mean that this
same likelihood has to be used in the calculation of the maximum penalized
likelihood estimator B

Now, the Sherman-Morrison-Woodbury theorem can be applied:
(X'DX + A\, —di; X; X))~ *
(X'DX + \,)'dy X; X[(X'DX + \I,)~!

(X{_i)D(,Z-)X(,i) + At

= (X'DX+X,) '+

1—-duX/(X'DX + \,)7 X,
Furthermore, we rewrite (X{_i)A(_i) as XA — X;A;. We can introduce similar
variables as before: Z = D2 X and v = D~2A. This gives us:
(Z'Z 4+ N,) "t 22(2' Z + M\I,) !
1-20(Z2'Z + \I,) 1z
(Z’v — zv; — AB) :

B(—i) = B + ((Z/Z + )\Ip)il +

Because the Newton Raphson algorithm converged to ﬁ, we know that (X' DX+
ML) UX'A = M\B) = (Z'Z + A\,)"Y(Z'v — \B) equals 0, when D and A are
calculated based on B Now we have exactly the same situation as we had in
the case of logistic ridge regression. Therefore, we can directly jump to the
conclusions of the corresponding derivation, which gives us:

N A (Z/Z + /\Ip)_lzivi
B =8~ 7 ot
1-202'Z + \I,) "1z,

In the original notation, we get:

B . —p (X'DX 4 M) ' XA,
(=~ 1—duX/(X'DX 4+ \,)"1X;’

(24)

The term d;; X/ (X'DX + M,)~1X; is the i*" diagonal element of the matrix
D2 X(X'DX + M,)"'X'D=, which we will call V' from now on.

A computational problem may arise when the number of covariates is really
large. The matrix (X'DX + A\,,) is a p x p matrix and finding its inverse will
take a lot of computations and computer memory when p is big. To overcome
this problem, we can rewrite the equations in terms of ~.

Because we know that (if the Newton Raphson algorithm converged) X' A—\g =
0, we see that § lies in the column space of the design matrix X’ (see also [7]).
For that reason, we can write 3 = X', for some 7. If we rewrite the likelihood
function in terms of v, we get:

n

(v, ho) = > (—exp(X[X'y) Ho(t:) + d; (In(ho(t;)) + X[ X'7)) — 0.50y' X X'

i=1

45



If we rename the matrix X X’ into A, we get:

1(y,ho) = 3 (— exp(Aly) Ho(t:) + d; (In(ho(t:)) + A7) — 0.57 A,
i=1

for which the corresponding first and second derivative with respect to 7 are
given by:
alpen (P)/a hO)

G = A8 Ay,
with
A; = d; — Ho(t;) exp(Aly)
e Plyenrh0)
T ) - (DA ).
where

D = diag(exp(Ajy) Ho(t:)).

Using these expressions, together with the Sherman-Morrison-Woodbury theo-
rem, gives as final result:

R R A'DA+ NA 7laiA7;
V) =7~ ( 1_”)‘ ) (25)

where vy; is the " diagonal element of the matrix V given by D%A(A’ DA+
AA) 1A' Dz,

(A more detailed explanation can be found in subsection 6.2: "Computational
problems”, where the same strategy is already used in the logistic ridge regres-
sion case.)

Starting with 4 we have now a way to find ¥._;) and B(_i) can now be eas-
ily obtained since B(ﬂ-) = X’f?(ﬂ»).
Sometimes, it is also useful to find 4 from a known B (which is for example

found by the R package "penalized”). This can be done in the following way:
4= (XX")"1Xp.
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In linear regression we used the cross-validated sum of squares as a perfor-
mance measure and in logistic regression we used cross-validated mean minus
log-likelihood or the cross-validated mean squared error. The question is what
measure we can use in survival analysis.

Because of the censoring, it is impossible to define a measure which is com-
parable to the sum of squares, but we can use a cross-validated likelihood. In
the full likelihood we could simply fill in all the values of the B(_i) ’s (for a given
value of ), but the problem lies in the construction of the estimated baseline
hazard. The baseline hazard only differs from zero in observed event points and
therefore equals zero for all new observations. In this case, the i*" observation
is treated as a new observation and for that reason, the cross-validated full (log-
)likelihood can not be used.

Since the partial likelihood does not depend on the baseline hazard, the cross-
validated partial likelihood can be used. The cross-validated partial log-likelihood,
as derived in [11] looks like this:

copl(N) = Zpli(ﬁ?ﬂ'))
i=1

Since the partial likelihood is not defined for a single observation, the term

A
pli(B (=) ), which gives the contribution of individual i to the partial log-likelihood,
is a difference between the contribution of all n observations and the contribu-
tion of n — 1 observations:

Pli(B(—y) = PUBL_o) = Pl (Bl_i))-

In [11] it is shown that the cross-validated partial log-likelihood can be written

as
n

copl(\) = Z Z djIn(1 — pi;) +di In(ps;) |,

i=1 \t;<t;
with \
EXP(Xz{IB(fi))
bij = X
> eXP(kaG(fi))
tr 2>t

The just described cvpl is derived under the assumption that no ties are present
in the data set, so all time points are distinct. Unfortunately, when we use some
real data set it can of course happen that there are ties. I adjusted the cupl in
order to work with ties, following the same reasoning from which the above cvpl
resulted.

The final formula only changed in one specific location, namely the index of the
inner summation, which changed from ¢; < t; to t; < ¢;,1 # j.
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To decide whether the approximations of the ﬁ?ﬁi)’s are useful in practice, the
cupl based on the real leave-one-out estimates (as calculated by the R-package
"penalized”) can now be compared to the cupl based on the approximated leave-
one-out estimates.

7.1 Adjustments

In the actual simulations, as given in the article, we did change the approxi-
mation procedure a little. In the just described approximation procedure, the
approximation for B(ﬂ-) depends on the baseline hazard of the full model (this
baseline hazard is incorporated in the matrix D and the vector A). Of course
the actual baseline hazard in the model with one observation left out will differ
(a little) from the one belonging to the full model. Unfortunately, there is not
much that can be done about this, since all the information we have is based
on the full model, but in order to allow for multiplicative changes we can incor-
porate an extra intercept term in the model. Normally, a Cox regression model
is fitted without an intercept term since this term is "absorbed” in the baseline
hazard, but this time the extra intercept term may result in a baseline hazard
that is closer to the real leave-one-out baseline hazard.
The approximation formula, as given in equation (24) can still be used, but a
few changes have to be made:
The matrix X has to be replaced by the new matrix X;,; which has an extra
column:

1
KXint = X )

1
the identity matrix I, is replaced by a new p+1 x p + 1 diagonal matrix which
has a 0 as its first element to make sure that the new intercept term is not

penalized
0 ... 0

LIint = Lo, . and finally, the initial 3, which used to be 3 is now

0
given by

R 0
,B?nt:<l[§/\>-

The B(_i) we find in this way is still a vector of length p + 1, but we are
only interested in the last p regression coefficients.
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If we again want to reduce the dimension of the covariate space by the y-method,
we have to be careful. Before, we used the fact that, if the Newton-Raphson
algorithm had converged, X’A — A3 = 0. For the regression coefficients not
corresponding to the intercept term, this equation still holds, but for the added
coefficient, we can not formulate an expression like this, However, we can use
the reparametrization matrix G of the form:

1 ... 0
G=|1 x )

and now it is clear that 3 = GT~.

As before, we want to find an expression for y_, in terms of . The first remark
we should make is that we can use the same reparametrization matrix in case
of v_;, because B_; lies in the column space of X%, and for that reason also in
the column space of X 7.

In the first and second derivative, given by:

9 () T
=GX; A —)\A 2
8’)/ int A Y ( 6)
and SN ()
Py T T
— = —GX;,, DX;: G* — A\A, 27
ovo~yT int t (27)

where A = GI;,;GT we thus only have to remove individual i from Xj,,;, D and
A but not from G. Therefore, the leave-one-out hessian can be written as:

—(G(XE . DXjpi—midsixD )GT+XA) = —(GXTL DX, GT —Gxidyyxl GT+)A).

nt int

If we now introduce a new matrix B = X;,,;GT and notice that Gx; is just the
it" row of this matrix, above expression is just

— (BTDB — b;d;;b] + \A)

and to find the inverse of this matrix, we can again apply the Sherman-Morrison-
Woodbury theorem. The final formula can be found in the article.
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8 Lasso regression

Until now, the focus lay on models with a ridge penalty. In this section a differ-
ent penalty that is used often, the lasso penalty, will be discussed. This penalty
will be discussed in combination with a survival model, but the final formulas
can easily be adjusted to work with generalized linear models as well.

In lasso regression, the penalized likelihood looks like:
P
lpen(ﬁv hO) = Z(Bv hO) - AZ |6z|
i=1

O
To come up with the approximation formula for the leave-one-out estimate 3_,,
we again use the earlier derived formula

A

By =8 —U_yBN) U _y(B).

As long as the all 3;’s are unequal to zero, the first and second derivative do
exist and are given by

p
Open(B:h0) _ 1A 3™ sign(s).

86 =1
with
Ai = di — Ho(tz) eXp(Xz/ﬁ)
and B0 (5. ho)
pen\M, 10 _ /
o (X'DX),
where

D = diag(exp(X]B)Ho(t:))-

The first approach is to look only at those coefficients of B)\ that are unequal
to zero (the coeflicients belonging to the active set A), to alter these values in
order to come up with an approximate for [3_1» and assume that the zeros in
B)\ will still be zero in Bil Although the active set might change a little after
eliminating one observation, the lasso is designed to be a stable (see [10]) and
therefore the changes will be small which justifies the assumption.

If we denote the design matrix corresponding to the active set by X 4, we have
(for the nonzero elements):

AN AN —
i€A
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Using the Sherman-Morrison-Woodbury theorem and the fact that the Newton-
A A
Raphson algorithm converged to 3 from which we know that the gradient,
<A
calculated based on 3 will be zero, we get:

A 2 (XEDX )tz
5(71') ~ B —( =L )

28
1-— Vij ’ ( )
with V = D%XA(XQDXA)_lXJTL\D%. The B?ﬂ-)’s outside the active set stay
0.

All graphs in the final paper are based on above formula and the assumption that
the active set stays the same. However, it is clearly visible that the curves based
on this method do have many local optima. Although this is an phenomenon
that we also see in the real leave-one-out cross-validated log-likelihood, the ap-
proximated curves definitely have more optima and this is a problem when the
global optimum has to be found.

Our first idea was that (part of) the spiky behavior may result from the as-
sumption that the active set stays the same when an observation is left out.

In trying to come up with better approximation, we decided to choose the
active set of the model with one observation less in a different way. The new
derivation is based on an article by Goeman ([4]). In this article it is shown that
the gradient g(3) = (¢1(8),...,9p(8))" of the Cox model with a lasso penalty
is given by

hi(B) — A sign(B;) if B; # 0
9:(B) = § hi(B) — Asign(hi(B)) if i = 0 and [hi(B)] > A

0 otherwise,
where
1 ifz>0
sign(z) = 0 ifz=0
-1 ifx<0

and h(B8) = 0l(B)/9B = (h1(B), ..., hp(B)) is just the gradient of the unpenal-
ized log-likelihood.

This formula shows that a regression coefficient that equals zero once during
the optimization process does not necessarily have to stay at zero, because its

A
gradient can differ from zero. If we look at B8 as an intermediate point in the
9\
we could look at h(_;) (3 )
A

(which is just X' ,A_;, with A based on 3" ) to determine if a regression coef-
ficient belongs to the active set.

The new active sets consist of coefficients for which:

« B;£0,0r

A A
optimization process in which we try to find 8_
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A P
e B; =0and |h_;), (B )] >\
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Equation (28) can again be used, but in the new situation more coefficients will
be changed.

A disadvantage of this new approach is that the active set can be different for
every observation that is left out and for that reason more than one matrix in-
verse has to be calculated to find one value of the cross-validated log-likelihood.
Since the matrices are really similar there will probably be clever ways to keep
the computational costs at a minimum but I have not looked into that.
Unfortunately, the first test results based on this new approach did not look too
promising. In the graph below, based on the Van de Vijver data set with only
the first 100 covariates, 4 curves are visible. The blue line still represents the
real curve, the green one represents the standard approach and the purple curve
belongs to the approach where the size of the active set can vary.

-? cvpl

appr cvpl
| e— g cvpl
e {rain cv|

-450

)
|

cvpl
=550

-600

-650
|
\

lambda

Figure 6: real LOOCYV vs. 2 approximation methods

An advantage of the purple curve is that it seems to be less "spiky” than the green
curve and finding its global optimum will for that reason be easier. However,
it is clear that the new approximation procedure predicts the actual values less
accurate, at least for small values of \. More experiments are needed in order
to find out if these findings can be generalized to other data sets.

One remark about the new method can already be made. Although one might
be tempted to assume that an extension can only lead to better results, in this
case the extension has a drawback. Simulations showed that the new method
overestimates the size of the real active set in many cases. It happens quite

A A
often that an regression coefficient that equals 0 in 8 but is made part of the
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O
active set in approximating 3_, should actually not be part of this set (but this
only shows after more Newton-Raphson steps).

9 Future Work

In this last section a few ideas for future work are discussed briefly.

Although an approximation method for k-fold cross-validation is discussed in
chapter 6, more research is needed to find out if the results of this approximation
procedure are really useful in practice. An important question is if the amount
of time that is saved outweighs the loss of accuracy. For different values of k,
the answer to this question may vary.

A different method which leaves room for improvement is the approximation
method for models with a lasso penalty. The method which allows for changes
in the size of the active set, as proposed in the previous section, should be
investigated in more detail.

A third remark is that we only looked at a limited amount of error measures. In
case of survival models, we only looked at the cross-validated likelihood and for
the logistic model, we just looked at the minus log-likelihood and mean squared
error. In those situations, the approximations work well, but for discontinuous
measures, like the classification error, the approximations might very well result
in quite different values of the tuning parameters than those found by real cross-
validation. More work is needed to find out which error measures can be used
safely in combination with the approximation method.

A final observation is that the new approximation method is only compared to
real cross-validation. Although this comparison is a very important one, more
comparisons should be made. Methods like AIC and generalized cross-validation
are also designed to approximate cross-validation results and our method should
for that reason be compared to those approximation methods in order to find
out which approximation method is most useful in terms of computational costs
and accuracy.
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Efficient approximate leave-one-out
cross-validation for ridge and lasso

Rosa Meijer and Jelle Goeman

Abstract

In evaluating statistical models, leave-one-out cross-validation (LOOCYV)
is often used. In regression methods suitable for high dimensional covari-
ate spaces, not only the regression coeflicient 8 has to be estimated, but
also the value of some tuning parameter. The objective of this study is to
come up with a method that produces similar output to ordinary cross-
validation, but is less time consuming. Estimating the optimal values of
ridge and lasso parameters will take less time and carrying out (an ap-
proximated version of) double LOOCYV will become practically feasible in
this way.

We derive a method in which approximations of the real maximum
likelihood leave-one-out regression coefficients are used to find optimal
values of the tuning parameters in ridge and lasso regression, without ac-
tually having to refit the model. The approximations are based on a first
order Taylor approximation of the gradient of the log-likelihood around
the maximum penalized likelihood estimator of the full model. When the
number of observations increases, the real cross-validated estimates will
be closer to the estimate of the full model and the error term in the Taylor
approximation will diminish. Therefore, this method is especially suitable
for large data sets, for which ordinary cross-validating takes much time.
The method can be used in generalized linear models as well as in Cox’
proportional hazards model. To compare the results of this method to the
results that would have been obtained by using ordinary LOOCYV, both
methods are applied to several microarray data sets.

1 Introduction

As high dimensional data sets are nowadays frequently encountered in statis-
tical analysis, penalized likelihood functions (as used for example in ridge and
lasso regression) are more frequently used than ever before. These penalization
methods are widely applicable and are used in various settings ranging from
linear regression models to Cox’ proportional hazards model. The effectiveness
of penalization methods depends strongly on the used value of the penalty (or
tuning) parameter, which controls the degree of penalization. Hence, selecting
this penalty parameter should be done carefully.

Unfortunately, determining the optimal value of this parameter can be trou-
blesome and computationally intensive. The more complex the model (where
complexity relates to the specific relation between the predictor and response
variables, ranging from a linear relation to for example Cox’ proportional haz-
ards model), the more difficult it becomes to find a reliable estimate of the



optimal penalty parameter within a reasonable amount of time. Many different
methods have been proposed to find the optimal value of the penalty parame-
ter, but the faster methods can result in crude approximations while the more
exact methods can be very time-consuming when there are many observations
in combination with a statistical model that is difficult to fit.

The methods most commonly used in order to find a good approximation
of the penalty parameter are (variations on) the well known model selection
criteria AIC, BIC and the generalized information criterion (GIC) which is a
combination of the two [29], generalized cross-validation (GCV) and leave-one-
out or k-fold cross-validation methods. Although having a direct formula from
which the optimal penalty parameter could be derived immediately would by
far be the most appealing option, until now, there are no direct methods that
work in many situations. In a recent article by Ueki and Fueda a so called
"direct plug-in method" is proposed [20], but this method is definitely not yet
applicable in complex statistical models.

The method that is easiest adaptable to all possible models is the so called
leave-one-out cross-validated log-likelihood (cwl), as described in [22]. The op-
timal penalty parameter can be found by maximizing the value of the cvl. This
method is used for example in [28], [11], [8] and [12]. A major advantage of the
cvl is that the penalty parameter is estimated by maximizing the actual fit of
the model and for this reason can hardly be considered as an approximation.
Besides, it is applicable to every regression model. Unfortunately, the method
can be very time-consuming, especially when the number of observations and
covariates gets large and the used regression model is difficult to fit.

One suggested solution in order to speed up the procedure is to turn to the
k-fold cross-validated log-likelihood (where k is usually chosen to be either 5 or
10), which is done by many researchers ([10], [1], [16]). Some authors argue that
this approach is not only faster, but might also give better results, because there
are studies conducted that show that k-fold cross-validation outperforms leave-
one-out cross-validation in specific situations, but which resampling method is
the best overall option is still a subject of ongoing debate. Furthermore, a huge
disadvantage concerning the use of k-fold cross-validation is that the division
into train and test groups is completely random and the outcome (the specific
value of the tuning parameter in this case) will vary according to this partition.
The only way to overcome this problem is to average over all possible partitions
(see [3]), which would take far more time than leave-one-out cross-validation
(LOOCV).

In an attempt to save computational time, one could also use more approx-
imative methods. The main advantage of AIC/BIC methods and generalized
cross-validation is that the computational costs involved with these methods are
relatively low. Much attention has been paid to the performance of AIC and
BIC in a linear regression framework and it has been shown that good approx-
imations of tunings parameter values can be found by applying these methods
([19], [25]). However, in more advanced models, like the Cox’ proportional haz-
ards model, these criteria can fail spectacularly as is shown by Schumacher et al.
[16]. Therefore, extensive research is needed before methods derived from AIC
or BIC can be introduced to find penalty parameters in more complex models.

Generalized cross-validation is also mostly applied in linear regression set-
tings. In comparison with the methods derived from AIC and BIC, GCV seems
to result in overfitting ([19], [25]). Besides, generalized cross-validation is used



less frequently when the model complexity increases. In combination with Cox
regression for example, GCV is not often used (although there are exceptions
18], [26]).

The solution we suggest in this article is to stick to LOOCV and use approx-
imations of the real cross-validated parameters that can be found in a relatively
easy way. In that case, the model has not to be refitted n times (with n the
number of observations) to calculate one specific value of the cvl. In this arti-
cle, we will derive a approximated cvl-method in which approximations of the
real maximum likelihood leave-one-out regression coefficients are used to find
optimal values of the tuning parameters in ridge and lasso regression, with-
out actually having to refit the model. The approximations are based on the
maximum penalized likelihood estimator of the full model. In a linear (ridge)
regression model, the method will even result in exact results, whereas in other
generalized linear models and the Cox’ model Taylor approximations will be
used. Some work on this subject has already be done ([5], [4], [22]), but despite
the fact that the possibility of using these approximative leave-one-out regres-
sion coeflicients is mentioned multiple times, these approximations have only
been used in logistic ridge regression [4] and in linear regression [2]. In this
article, we will extend its use to the Cox proportional hazards model en we will
also investigate its useability in combination with lasso regression.

The penalty parameter estimation method we will obtain in this way is far
less time-consuming than the original leave-one-out cross validation method and
is still less approximative than for example GCV or AIC. In addition, when the
number of observations grows, the approximations of the cross-validated param-
eters get closer to the actual values, while this is exactly the situation where
real LOOCYV will take a considerable amount of time. With this method, even
an approximated version of double LOOCYV will become practically feasible.

The approximation procedure will be derived in section 2 for generalized lin-
ear models and Cox’ proportional hazards model with a ridge or lasso penalty.
In section 3, the method will be tested on four well-known survival data sets.
The actual results as well as the efficiency of the approximation method will
be discussed in detail. In addition, the dependence of the performance of the
approximation method on the size as well as the effective dimension of the data
set is investigated.



2 Approximation procedure

In building a regression model, the aim is to find the value of the regression
coefficient 3 that best fits the data. Since the model is supposed to be tested
on an independent test set, but independent test data is usually absent, some
resampling method should be used. In case of LOOCYV, each observation is
chosen once to be the test set. The optimal value of 3 is calculated based on
the remaining n — 1 observations (where n is the total number of observations).
Let us denote this estimate by 3_,. For every i (i = 1...n) B_, has to be
calculated by refitting the model.

If the model also depends on some tuning parameter A, not only 3 but also
A has to be estimated. To find the optimal value of A, for different values of A
the above procedure should be carried out and the value of A\ that leads to the
optimal value of some chosen measure of predictive performance should be used

in the final model. The ﬁ_i’s now depend on A and can be denoted by Biz To
determine 5\, we have to refit the model many times.

Instead of using the real values of Bii’s, approximations can be used that
are based on B/\, the optimal value of 3 based on all observations (and some

specific value of ). In this way, the model does not have to be refitted n times
per value of A and finding the optimal value of A will be far less time consuming.

A
In this section, it will be shown that the exact value of B_, can be calculated
O
based on 3 in a linear ridge regression model and this method can be extended

to generalized linear models and Cox’ proportional hazards model with a ridge
or lasso penalty, although the calculations are then based on Taylor expansions

and the values of the Bii’s are no longer the exact values but approximations.
In all calculations, the Sherman-Morrison-Woodbury theorem is applied.

This theorem states (as given in [14])

B 'uv’B™! (1)

1+o"TB 'u’

where B is a nonsingular p X p matrix, and u and v are p-dimensional column

vectors.

(B + uvT)71 =B !'-

2.1 Linear Model

We start by deriving a closed formula for ,@_i in an ordinary linear ridge model.
Let (y;,x;) (¢ = 1...n) be n independent and identically distributed observa-
tions, where y; is the response of interest and @; = (z1,. .. ,xip)T is the asso-
ciated p-dimensional vector of regressors. We assume the data to be generated
according to the following model:

y=XpB+e (2)

where E[e] = 0 and Var(e) = 021. X is the n x p design matrix, with the x;’s
as its rows and 3 is a p-dimensional vector of unknown parameters.

Just as in ordinary linear regression, we minimize the residual sum of squares
(RSS) in order to find the best approximation of 3, but now with an extra
penalty term added:

RSS(\) = (y— XB)"(y — XB) + 8" AB. (3)



Here A is a diagonal matrix which can be the identity matrix if all covariates
should be penalized, or a diagonal matrix with zero’s as well as ones on the
diagonal, in case there are any additional covariates that should remain unpe-
nalized. In our calculations, the only restriction we need to impose on A is that
it must be a symmetrical matrix and the inverse of (X7 X + A\A) must exist.
Minimizing (3) with respect to 3, for a fixed value of A gives us

3= (XTX +2A)'xTy. (4)

To find the optimal value of A by means of LOOCYV the cross-validated sum of
squares should be minimized:

n

RSS.,(N) = > (i —2lB,)*, (5)

i=1

AN
where B_, is given by (4), only this time X is a (n — 1) x p matrix (from now
on denoted by X ;) and the i*" element of y is left out (y_;).
AX
Instead of calculating all 3_,’s directly, which would involve n different inverse

matrices, we can compute these ﬁii’s in an easier way from ,@/\ by making
convenient choices for the matrix B, and the vectors u and v as defined in
theorem 1.

Setting B = X7 X + M\, u = z; and v = —x;, we get:

(XT.X ;+2A)7' = (XTX +)A—zizl)™! (6)

(XTX + 2 A) 2l (XTX +2A4)7!

XTX +2A)" 1+
( ) -2l (XTX + ) A)1a;

After multiplying (6) by (X”y — x;;) we find, after some simplifications:

A ax (XTX 4 2A) e

where h is the i*" diagonal element of the hat-matrix H* given by

A
X(XTX +XA)"' X" and e” is the vector of residuals given by e* = y— X3".
From equation (7) we can conclude that only one inverse is needed in order to

A
compute all n B_;’s.

To find the optimal value of the ridge parameter A, equation (5) needed to
be minimized. By substituting (7) into (5), we get the following expression:

RSSu(A) = 2_; (1_202 . ®)

In order to make the calculation of this sum as fast as possible, we looked for a
way to express this sum as a matrix multiplication.
From (5) and (8) we can deduce

Y — Yo, = (diag(I, — HY) (y — §) = (diag(I, — H"))"'(I,, — H)y,



where 9., is the vector with predicted y-values, based on the cross-validated
@’s. Taking the inner product of this vector and using that (diag(I, — H*))™!
and (I, — H/\) are symmetric matrices, we get:

RSSeo(N) = yT(I,, — H)(diag(I, — H)"*(I, — HM)y. (9)

Using equation (9), for every value of A the cross-validated sum of squares can
be directly calculated without having to fit the model multiple times. It is even
possible to find the derivative of equation (9) with respect to A, which can be
used in minimizing RSS., () in order to find the optimal value of .

In above derivations, we started from a linear ridge model. If one would want
to use a similar expression for the cross-validated residual sum of squares in an
unpenalized linear regression model, for instance to use as a measure of predic-
tive performance to compare several models, one could just use A = 0 in above
formulas. However, in that case one should make sure that the matrix X7 X is
invertible and therefore the number of covariates can not exceed the number of
observations.

<A A
A very important aspect of the derivation is that 8 (and therefore 3_,) is

~ X
not found in an iterative way, but results from a closed formula. When 3 is
found by means of some numerical procedure, as will be the case in the mod-
els discussed in the upcoming sections, it will not be possible to find a direct

formula based on ,é'/\ that gives the exact value of Bil Derivations analogous
to the one just described will result in approximative rather than exact values.
However, based on the results in the linear model, these approximations can be
expected to come close to the real values.

2.2 Generalized linear models

After some adjustments, the procedure as described in the previous subsection
can be applied to other generalized linear models as well. Our data still con-
sists of the pairs (y;, z;) (i = 1...n) only this time y follows a distribution in
the exponential family with mean p = E[y] and variance V' = Var(y). The
linear predictor is denoted by 1 and is given by X 3. In the linear model, the
relationship between p and 1 was just p = m but now this relationship is given
by p = g~1(n), where g(.) is said to be the link function.
The probability density function of y is given by

fy(y;0,6) = exp{(y0 — b(0))/a(®) + c(y, d)} (10)

where a(.), b(.) and ¢(.) are functions that vary according to the specific dis-
tributions [13]. Let us denote the corresponding log-likelihood by I(3) and the
penalized log-likelihood by

P(B) = 1(8) ~ 5187 AP, ()

with A a symmetric p X p matrix as defined earlier.
If we only consider the models with a canonical link function, we know that



there exists a diagonal weightmatrix W (which equals V = Var(y)), such that
the first and second derivative of the penalized log-likelihood with respect to 3
are of the following form:

o
a(ﬁﬁ ) XT(y— ) - 248 (12)
and -
o (ﬁT) = - XTWXx - )\A, (13)
BB

A A

As we already mentioned, usually there exists no closed formula for 3 and
its value may be obtained by some numeric maximization procedure such as the
Newton-Raphson algorithm.

N 9
To find an approximation of ,Bii based on B8 we make a first-order Taylor
O
approximation of the derivative of lE\ﬂ.) at B =3 as suggested in [22] where
lf\ﬂ.) is given by
Iy (B) =1(8) — 1}(8) (14)

with [2(8) the contribution of observation i to the likelihood. This gives us

A

oy (8) o B R (B
= +
PL] B oBos”"

B-8)+0(B-87). ()

If we replace 3 by ,@il in (15) and use that Bil by definition maximizes lE\_i)(ﬁ)
(and is therefore the root of its derivative), we find

. -1 AN
o [erBh) a3 2 i
e e T 5 tO(BL-AY). a9

Note that this expression exactly equals one iteration of the Newton-Raphson
algorithm, starting form the maximum likelihood estimator (MLE) belonging
to the full model. From now on, for notational simplicity, we will leave the error
term out of the equations, and use the approximation sign (=) instead of the
equality sign.

If we substitute the expression for the first and second derivative, as given
in (12) and (13), use the Sherman-Morrison-Woodbury theorem and introduce

1

the variables Z = W>X and v = W

1
*(y — fr) we can rewrite (16) into

(ZTZ + NA)12,27(Z7Z + 2A) !
1-27(Z7Z + \A)~ 1z,

B~ ((ZTZ +AA) (2" v—z0-VAB),

(17)
where the values of W and [t are based on the value for B)\. Since the Newton-

LA A
Raphson algorithm has converged to 8~, we know that Z7v — AAB~ equals 0
and our result simplifies to:

R R Ty Lo (0. — ).
ﬁ,i%ﬁ)\—(X WX +MA) ', (y; uz)7 (18)

1 —wy




Wh?re v;; is the i*" diagonal elemlent of the matrix V given by
WEX(XTVAVX + )\A)_lXTWE. Again, all n ﬁii’s can be found by simple
matrix calculations and only one inverse calculation.

A problem can still occur if this inverse is computationally hard to calculate.
This may happen when the number of covariates (p) is extremely large, since
(XTWX + AA) is a p X p matrix. To overcome this problem, we can repa-
rameterize the model in terms of ~ instead of B, where 8 = G~ in order to
reduce the dimension of the covariate space from p to n, as explained in [11]. In
[11] the simplifying assumption is made that the matrix A equals the identity
matrix I,. Although this assumption is not strictly necessary, for now, we will
make this same assumption for simplicity reasons.

The first and second derivative, as given by equations (12) and (13), can now
be given in terms of v and become

ol (v)

=GXT(y—p) - \A 1
oy (y—n) 2 (19)
and o2 )\( )
™y _ T T 1
78’78’7T =-GX " WXG —)A, (20)

where A = GAG”.

To find 47, in terms of 4, we can again use equation (16), this time
with « instead of 8. To make the formula’s more specific, we will choose the
reparametrization matrix G to be equal to the design matrix X, as is done in
[11]. If we leave out one observation (which gives the design matrix X _;), we

O
can still use the same reparametrization matrix considering the fact that if 8_,
T

lies in the column space of X~ ,,
LA A

space of X7 as well. (8~ € span{X~,} = B_, € span{X*}.)

From the fact that we only have to remove observation ¢ from the "inner" ma-

trix XW X7 and the observation that the " column of the matrix X X7 is

just Xa; it follows that the Sherman-Morrison-Woodbury theorem can again

be applied and this will eventually lead to the following equation:

as proven in [11], it certainly lies in the column

R X BTW B + \A) b, (y; — fis
SASEA A bl =) (21)

~ A L ~ ~ A L
with B=XX", A= XAXT and V =W?’B(B"WB + ) A)"'B"W~.

The approximations of the Bii’s (which are if necessary also easily obtainable
by multiplying ”yii with X T) can now be used in combination with some error
measure (like the residual sum of squares in the linear case). In the result sec-
tion we will use the cross-validated log-likelihood as an indicator for predictive
performance, but a different continuous error measure (the squared error for
example) could also be used as a performance measure.

In the result section it will be shown that the cross-validated log-likelihood

A X
based on the approximations for 3_, resembles the real cross-validated log-
likelihood very well. Especially when n grows large, which is exactly the situa-
tion in which regular cross-validation can be very time consuming. This can also



be concluded from equation (16), where we see that the error between the ap-
AN A
proximated an the real cross validated estimate of 3 is of the order (3~, — 3 )2.
The more observations, the smaller the effect of leaving out one of them will be
on the optimal value of the regression coefficient and therefore, the difference

AN A
between 3_, and B will be smaller, which results in a smaller error.

2.3 Cox’ proportional hazards model

O O
In the previous section, an approximation method to find 3_, based on 3 was
derived for GLM’s. In this section a similar method will be derived for Cox’
proportional hazards model.

Again, we have n samples, this time of the form (¢;,d;,x;) (i = 1...n). Here
the (censored) survival time is denoted by t;, the censoring indicator is given
by d; (with d; = 0 in case of censoring) and x; is still a p-dimensional vector
of covariates. In Cox’ proportional hazards model ([6]), the hazard function for
individual ¢ is given by:

hi(t) = ho(t) exp(z! B),

where hg(t) is the well-known baseline hazard.
Usually one finds B by maximizing the partial log-likelihood, given by

n

pl(B) =Y di(z{B)—In | Y exp(=!B) | (22)

i=1 >t

However, we choose to work with the total log-likelihood instead, because the

second derivative of the partial log-likelihood has not the desired form. Although

the hessian matrix is given by —X” W X, this time the matrix W is not a

diagonal matrix. The hessian of total log-likelihood is similar to those described

in the previous section and is therefore more suitable if we want to apply (a

slightly altered version of) the already described approximation procedure.
The total log-likelihood (as used for example in [11]) is given by:

n

(B, ho) = Z [—exp(x] B)Ho(t;) + d; (In(ho(t;)) + =] B)], (23)

i=1

with

Ho(t) = 3" ho(s). (24)

s<t

As before, we add a ridge penalty to this likelihood, which results in:

1
(B, ho) = (B, ho) — 578" AB. (25)
The first and second derivative with respect to 3 are now given by:

O(B.ho) _ g7 AAB, (26)

B



with
A; =d; — Ho(t;) exp(z] B)

and

01 (B, ho)

— =—-X"DX - \A, (27)
opop

where
D = diagonal(exp(z! B)Ho(t;)).

The only difference between equation (12) and (26) is that the vector y — p is
replaced by the vector A. The formula for the hessian in the Cox model is also
similar to the one found in the previous section (equation (13)). The diagonal
weightmatrix W is replaced by D, which is again a diagonal matrix.

Since the expressions are very similar, we can use exactly the same procedure

<A
as we used before to find an approximative value of B_,. This time, we find the
following formula:

A axn (XTDX + ) A)"1z,A,;
B~p J"mdi (28)

1 — v

L1 . L1
with V = D> X(X"DX + \A)"' X" D",
The values of Hy(t;) are calculated with the Breslow estimator:

Fo(t) =1/ 3 exp@?B)).

tj2>ti

The approximations of the leave-one-out estimates are thus based on the base-
line hazard corresponding to the full model. Usually, the baseline hazard corre-
sponding to the model where one sample is left out, will be different from the
one belonging to the full model. A little adjustment in the approximation proce-
dure can be made in order to allow for small changes in the baseline hazard. By
altering the design matrix X by adding an extra column of ones (or a different
number, for computational reasons) and adding an extra zero to the matrix A
(to make sure that this new intercept term will not be penalized) we allow for
multiplicative changes in the baseline hazard. In the result section, it will be
shown that this small change will indeed result in better approximations.

The new approximations are thus given by equation (28), but this time with

1 0 ... 0
>\_

R 0
Xint = X ) Aint = A and ﬁznt < Ié)‘ > .
1 0

In this way, p + 1 regression coefficients are calculated, but only the last p
of them are the approximations we are interested in. The first coefficient is only
to find better approximations of the remaining p coefficients.

As mentioned before, problems can occur when the inverse in equation (28)
is a very large matrix (this time a (p + 1) x (p + 1) matrix). In view of the
fact that Cox’ proportional hazards model is very similar to generalized linear

10



models, it is not surprising that the reparametrization procedure can again be
applied.

This time, we have an intercept term incorporated in the model and there-
fore we can not take the reparametrization G to be equal to X. However, the

following form suffices:
1 ... 0

G=1:1 x |
0

where X is the design matrix without the extra column for the intercept term.
(Note that this reparametrization matrix could also be used when we want to
add an intercept term to a generalized linear model.)
Applying the same procedure as in the previous section, we obtain the fol-
lowing formula:
A A (BT.bB + )\A)ilblAZ

AT — 2
YRy o , (29)

~ . L N - . L
with B = X;:GT, A = GAjp:GT and V = D’ B(BT"DB + MA)"'BTD”.

In the results section, the real leave one out estimates will be compared to
the ones obtained by the formula above. It will be shown that the approxi-
mated estimates are close to the real estimates and can be found in far less time.

2.4 A different penalty: the lasso

Up to this point, the approximation procedure has only been derived for a model
with a ridge penalty (or no penalty at all). In this section, the procedure will be
adjusted in order to be used in combination with lasso regression. The proce-
dure will be derived in a Cox regression model, but the derivation for generalized
linear models is completely analogous.

The log-likelihood is still denoted by I(3, ho) as given in equation(23), but this
time the penalized log-likelihood is given by:

P
MB.ho) = 1(B.ho) = A 1851, (30)
j=1
Again, we want to use this approximation:
a0\ 1L A
PR H(B) o, (B)
A i i
[CAPESYC S (s o (31)

0BoBT oB

However, the penalty term in equation (30) is only differentiable at points where
all 8;’s (j = 1...p) are unequal to zero, since the function f(z) = |z| is not
differentiable in x = 0.

To make sure that the first and second derivative of the penalized log-

A
likelihood do exist, we only take those coefficients of 3 that are not equal
to 0 (the so called “active set”, denoted by A) and alter these values to find the

11



coefficients of B: For all j for which B]’\ = 0 holds, we will take the approxima-
tions of Bf‘_i)j to be equal to 0 as well. Since the lasso is designed to be stable
([17]) it can be expected that the active set will not be influenced much by small
changes in the data (or leaving out one observation), especially for large data
sets.

If we assume that the elements of 3 are unequal to zero, the derivatives of
the penalized log-likelihood are now given by the following expressions:

8l>\(ﬁ, hO) _ T :
o = XA (@) (32)
where sign(3) is defined to be a vector with sign(3;) as its j*" element and
272
0BIp

where A and D are defined in the same way as in the previous section.

After substituting these equations in equation (31) and applying the Sherman-
Morrison-Woodbury theorem to rewrite the leave-one-out hessian matrix, we
find again an approximation formula.

Since we only look at the non-zero regression coefficients, we can eliminate the
covariates in the design matrix which correspond to the zero’s in the parameter
vector. This smaller design matrix will be denoted by X 4 (the design matrix
of the active set).

The approximations (for the nonzero coeflicients) become:

~ ~ XTbX -1 iAi
B~ p - EaDX) wals (34)

1 —w

1 1
with V.= D? X 4(X4DX 4) ' X4 D".

This time it will not be necessary to use a reparametrization trick in order
to be able to calculate the inverse of XﬁbXA. The matrix is not longer a p X p
matrix, but a & x & matrix, where k is the number of elements in the active set.
Usually, k£ will be much smaller than p and taking the inverse of a k x k matrix
will for this reason not be a problem.

To account for multiplicative changes in the baseline-hazard, the design ma-
trix X 4 can again be extended with an extra column of ones. In the result
section it will be shown that adding this intercept term will have a less benefi-
cial influence on the outcomes in a lasso model than in a ridge model.

3 Results

In this section we investigate the usefulness of the approximation method in
practice. The focus will be on two different aspects of the approximated leave-
one-out maximum (penalized) likelihood estimates. First of all, we want to know
if the approximations are on average close to the real leave-one-out estimates, so
that they can be used in cross-validated measures of predictive performance, for
example to compare different prediction models. Furthermore, we are interested
in the specific value of the penalty parameter we obtain by maximizing (or

12



minimizing) some measure of predictive performance based on the approximated
values for the leave-one-out estimates. The specific values of the approximations
do not necessarily have to be close to the real values in order to be able to find
a reasonable estimate for the penalty parameter.

In the remainder of this section, we will compute the cross-validated log-
likelihood based on the real leave-one-out estimates as well as the approximated
leave-one-out estimates in four different microarray data sets. The results will
be compared and discussed for ridge as well as lasso regression.

3.1 Measure of predictive performance: leave-one-out cross-
validated log-likelihood

In order to compare the approximated leave-one-out regression coefficients to
the real ones in a meaningful way, we have to introduce a measure of predic-
tive performance. In principle, every measure that depends on the regression
parameter 3 could be used.

We choose to work with the cross-validated partial log-likelihood (cvpl), as
given in [22]. The cupl is given by the following sum:

cvpl(\) = Z LB (35)

where [;(3) is the contribution of the i'” component to the likelihood and is
given by

L(B)= Y djln(l —pyy) +d;In(py) (36)
Jiti<t;
J#i
with ( . )
exp (z; B
Pij = T (37)
> exp (zB)
k:tkztj

The original formula from [22] has already been modified so it works also when
ties are present in the data.

In several datasets, for different values of A, we will calculate the cupl, either
based on the real leave-one-out estimates (as found by the R package penalized)

O
or on the approximated version of the 3_,’s. We will compare the actual values
and the optimal value of A, found in these two different ways.

3.2 Several real-data examples

The approximation procedure will be tested on four gene expression data sets
with a survival response. They will be referred to as Van de Vijver ([24], 295
subjects, 79 events, 4919 covariates, time to event is the actual survival time),
Rosenwald ([15], 240 subjects, 138 events, 7399 covariates, time to event is
the actual survival time), Wang([27], 286 subjects, 107 events, 22283 covariates,
time to event is distant metastasis free survival) and Desmedt ([7], 198 subjects,
62 events, 22283 covariates, time to event is distant metastasis free survival).
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3.2.1 Ridge regression

First, a Cox model with a ridge penalty is fitted on all four data sets. All covari-
ates are penalized equally and since there is no intercept term in Cox regression
(this term is incorporated in the baseline hazard), we have the model as given
in equation (25) where A is just the identity matrix and can therefore be left
out.

To find the right amount of penalization in the final model, the model perfor-
mance (as given by the cvpl) is plotted for several values of A and is maximized.
In figure 1, four lines are plotted for every data set. The line corresponding to
"cupl" is the cupl based on the real leave-one-out estimates, the line denoted by

"appr cupl" is the cvpl based on the approximated versions of the ,@ii’s as given
in equation (28) and the line labeled "appr int cupl" gives the cvpl based on
approximations with an extra intercept term incorporated. Since in every data
set the number of covariates is large compared to the number of individuals, all
approximations are calculated using the 7-reparametrization trick. The fourth
line, "train cupl", is calculated using the cupl as given above, but this time all

O
B_,’s are replaced by B , the estimate based on the complete data set.
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Figure 1: cupl based on real leave-one-out estimates or approximations
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From this figure it can be seen that the cvpl based on the approximations does
closely follow the shape of the real cvpl and although the approximations are

based on B)\, the cupl based on these approximations will apparently not lead
to too small values of A (which would result in an overtrained model).

Although the cupl curves based on the approximations look very similar to
the real cupl, still differences are to be expected and to gain better insight in
these differences the graphs are displayed in more detail in figure 2. In table
1, the X values corresponding to the maximum of the three cvpl-functions are
given.
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appr cvpl
= appr int cvpl
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-482 -480 -478 -476
L
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Wang Desmedt

Figure 2: cupl based on real leave-one-out estimates or approximations in more
detail

From figure 2, we can conclude that for a certain A, the function values of the ap-
proximated functions are very close to the real one. The approximation method
with the extra intercept term involved does consistently better than the one
without this term and is therefore the recommended approximation procedure.
Since its values are so close to the real cross-validated values, the method can
safely be used for comparison purposes.

From table 1 it can be seen that the optimal A values found with the ap-
proximation method are also reasonably close to the values found by real leave-
one-out cross-validation. Although the approximated A may not be close to
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Table 1: Optimal value for the penalty parameter in the ridge model

real cvpl A | appr cvpl A | appr int cvpl A
Rosenwald 4706.7 4457.3 4561.6
van de Vijver 458.5 438.3 448.3
Wang 12386 11997 12040
Desmedt 22376 20104 20265

the real A in absolute value, the final model based on the approximated value
of the penalty term will perform almost as good as the one based on the real
cross-validated )\, as can be seen from table 2, where for every data set the real
copl is calculated twice. Once based on the optimal A value and once based
on the approximated value. The very small differences in function values for
N's near the optima reflect rather "flat" maxima and the small differences also
imply that the optimal A found by our approximation method will result in a
nearly optimal model.

Table 2: Difference in model performance for different values of A

A real cupl(A)
4706.7 | -812.7202
4561.6 | -812.7246
458.5 -476.2204
448.3 -476.2223
12386 -667.2978
12040 -667.3034
22376 -360.7596
20265 -360.7774

Rosenwald

van de Vijver

Wang

Desmedt

3.2.2 Lasso regression

For Cox regression with a lasso penalty, we made exactly the same figures and
tables. From figure 3 we can conclude that the curves based on the approximated
leave-one-out estimates again resemble the one based on the real estimates, but
the differences are more substantial than in the previous analysis, which is even
more visible in figure 4.

Although the exact function values will not always be estimated properly
by the approximation methods, the curves do follow the shape of the real cupl
and the optimal value of the penalty parameter found by the approximation
methods, are close to the real optimum, as can be seen from table 3. The
optimal A values found by the two different approximation procedures almost
completely coincide and this time the procedure with the extra intercept term
is not superior to the simpler procedure.

In table 4, two final models are again compared; the first one found by real
cross-validation, the second one by the approximation procedure. As before,
the two models are comparable (although to a lesser extent than in the model
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with a ridge penalty).

ol

cvpl

Table 3: Optimal value for the penalty parameter in the lasso model

real cvpl A | appr cvpl A | appr int cvpl A
Rosenwald 33.37 32.57 32.57
van de Vijver 7.70 7.61 7.61
Wang 45.85 47.14 47.14
Desmedt 25.39 25.36 25.36
A= =
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Figure 3: cupl based on real leave-one-out estimates or approximations
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Table 4: Difference in model performance for different values of A

A real cupl(\)
33.37 -816.188
32.57 -816.392

7.70 | -479.4856
7.61 -479.5521
45.85 | -681.2446
47.14 | -681.3321
25.39 | -358.2709
25.36 | -358.2719

Rosenwald

van de Vijver

Wang

Desmedt
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Figure 4: cupl based on real leave-one-out estimates or approximations in more
detail

It can be seen from the graphs that the approximated curves are less smooth
than the curve corresponding to the real copl. For this reason, more local optima
are present and maximizing the approximated curve by a standard maximiza-
tion procedure can result in wrong answers. To check whether an optimum
found is really the global optimum, it is suggested to look at a rough plot of
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the curve itself. The same suggestion holds for maximizing the real cvpl since
this function is not unimodal either, but the chance of finding a suboptimal A
is higher if the approximated function is maximized.

3.3 Computation Time

The approximation method works well, but the efficiency of the method is as
important as the outcomes. To get an indication of the amount of time that can
be saved by using this approximation procedure in table 5 several calculation
times are shown. For every data set the value of the cupl for one specific value
of A (the optimal cross-validated estimate) is calculated, either by using the
real leave-one-out regression coefficients or the approximated estimates. The
corresponding computation times are displayed in this table.

Table 5: Computation time

ridge regression I lasso regression
time (in seconds) needed to calculate:
cupl(A) | appr int copl(A) || copl(N) | appr int copl(N)
Rosenwald 322.85 10.00 38.95 3.68
van de Vijver | 380.09 10.64 46.46 4.76
Wang 1490.33 38.78 281.27 10.63
Desmedt 5965.88 19.81 180.93 8.00

The values clearly indicate that the approximation procedure takes much less
time than actual cross-validation. For ridge regression, the ratio between the
computation times can be expected to vary little over different values of A. For
lasso regression, the amount of time saved will be much bigger for smaller values
of A. However, the approximation method will not give very reliable answers for
these values of A. Nevertheless, in optimizing the approximated cvpl this does
not have to be a problem since the approximated cvpl is expected to have its
maximum in approximately the right place.

Furthermore, most time is saved in data sets with a high number of individ-
uals and covariates (like the Wang data set), especially for the lasso approxima-
tion procedure.

In the introduction, the claim was made that with this approximation pro-
cedure double leave-one-out cross-validation would become practically feasible.
To get an indication on how much time double LOOCV will take using the ap-
proximation procedure, we look at the most time-consuming analysis (perform-
ing ridge regression on the Wang data set, with 286 observations) and assume
that the procedure that maximizes the cvpl needs 20 steps to converge to the
optimum. Real double LOOCV will take 286 x 20 x 1490.33 seconds, which
equals 98.7 days. The approximation method on the other hand would take
286 x 20 x 38.78 seconds, the equivalent of 2.6 days. So where real leave-one-
out cross-validation will take more than 3 months, the approximated version
will give answers in less than 3 days. Of course, this is just an indication, but
it does show that performing an approximated version of double leave-one-out
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cross-validation could be worth considering.

3.4 Influence of n, A and amount of censoring on approx-
imations

In this last part of the result section, some remarks will be made on the appli-
cability of the approximation method under different circumstances.

All four data sets used to demonstrate the usefulness of the approximation
method are large data sets, where the number of individuals is in between 200
and 300. The method is supposed to work well exactly in this situation, since

the leave-one-out estimates ﬁii’s are closer to [3/\ when there are more obser-
vations and the error term in the Taylor approximation diminishes in that case.
Although it is difficult to find out if the method will work even better for larger
data sets since we did not have access to much larger data sets and extending a
data set by for example bootstrapping will result in many ties and will probably
not be representative for large real data sets, examining the method on smaller
data sets was possible.

In order to create multiple smaller data sets, we took respectively the first
25, 50, 100, 150 and 200 observations of the Van de Vijver data set and used
these data sets to test whether our approximation procedure (in ridge as well
as lasso regression) gave less reliable answers in smaller data sets. The function
values of the approximated cupl for ridge regression are already very close to
the real values in the data set with 50 individuals and the approximated op-
timal value of \ will also result in a model which comes close to the optimal
model (based on LOOCV) in terms of model performance. When the number
of individuals increases, the approximated A values get even closer to the real
values. So we observe exactly the behavior we expected. In table 6 the real and
approximated values of the tuning parameters are given for every data set we
constructed.

Table 6: Values for the penalty parameter by varying values of n

size of | ridge regression || lasso regression

data set | real A | appr A || real A | appr A
25 554.7 | 248.6 3.83 3.85
50 922.3 | 817.7 6.69 6.27
100 283.4 265.4 4.28 3.69
150 264.3 | 252.5 9.06 8.81
200 268.2 | 257.6 5.82 5.63
295 458.5 | 448.3 7.70 7.61

From the table it can be seen that for lasso regression approximately the
same conclusions can be drawn as for ridge regression, except for the smallest
values of n. By looking only at the approximated values of A, the approxima-
tion method for lasso regression seems to perform very well for small data sets.
Unfortunately, these values are a little misleading, since for the data sets of size
n = 25 and n = 50 the null model was found to be the best model by real
LOOCYV and if all coefficients equal zero, the approximation method will be
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very accurate. Another remark that should be made is that the actual function
values of the approximated cvpl for lasso models can be rather inaccurate when
the function is calculated for small A-values.

This last observation holds in general: the approximation procedure works
better for larger values of A\. The higher the value of A\, the more restricted
the possible values of the regression coefficients and for that reason the leave-
one-out estimates will be closer to the penalized maximum-likelihood-estimate
and the approximations will be more accurate. In ridge regression, the accuracy
of the approximations is also dependent on the actual A-value, but to a lesser
extent.

We also examined the influence of the amount of censoring on the approxima-
tion procedure. One may argue that more censoring leads to a smaller number
of influential observations (i.e. observations whose in- or exclusion result in
substantial changes in the regression parameter) and therefore leaving out one
of these will result in a bigger change in the regression coefficients which could
result in worse approximations. To test this, we again used the Van de Vijver
dataset (295 observation, 79 events, maximum follow-up time 18.3 years). To
vary the amount of censoring, we altered the maximum follow-up time by taking
a new time t,,,, < 18.3 and rearranged the data in such a way that all tuples
(tiydi, ;) with t; > t4. Were set to (tmaz, 0, @;). Different values of ¢,,,, were
chosen resulting in four new data sets with respectively 68, 46, 34 and 16 events.
No clear patterns were observed for the first three data sets, but the approxi-
mation method’s accuracy seemed to decline a little in the data set with just 16
events, suggesting that too few events can lead to a worse approximation result.
The real and approximated values of A can be found in table 7.

Table 7: Values for the penalty parameter by varying effective dimensions

effective | ridge regression || lasso regression
dimension | real A | appr A | real A | appr A
16 80.4 68.7 6.22 6.16
34 242.6 | 234.7 4.71 4.81
46 359.6 | 353.0 4.96 4.92
68 3449 | 339.6 6.65 6.75
79 458.5 | 448.3 7.70 7.61

4 Discussion

In this article a method has been described that approximates leave-one-out
cross-validation results. The method can be used in generalized linear models
as well as in Cox’ proportional hazards model and works with ridge and lasso
penalty terms. It has been shown that the method performs well in finding the
optimal penalty parameter and works efficiently.
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When the sample size increases, the accuracy of the approximation method im-
proves. So especially in situations where regular leave-one-out cross-validation
can be very time-consuming, this approximation method will perform well in
finding the appropriate amount of penalization and can also be used for model
validation.

In this report, only leave-one-out cross-validation has been studied but a
similar method could also be used to approximate k-fold cross-validation. An-
other generalization of the method would be to extend the method to work
with different penalty terms as well. One could for example think of using this
method in combination with elastic net models.

References

[1] Bevelstad HM. et al. (2007) Predicting survival from microarray data - a
comparative study. Bioinformatics, 23(16), 2080-2087

[2] Cawley CC, Talbot NLC. (2004) Fast exact leave-one-out cross-validation of
sparse least-squares support vector machines. Neural Networks 17 1467-1475

[3] Celisse A, Robin S. (2008) Nonparamtric density estimation by exact leave-
p-out cross-validation. Computational Statistics and Data Analysis, 52, 2350-
2368

[4] le Cessie S, van Houwelingen JC. (1992) Ridge estimators in logistic regres-
sion. Applied Statistics, 41, 191-201

[5] Cook RD, Weisberg S. Residuals and influence in regression, Chapman and
Hall, New York, 1982.

[6] Cox DR. (1972) Regression models and life-tables. J.R. Statist. Soc. B, 34,
187-220

[7] Desmedt C. et al. (2007) Strong time-dependency of the 76-gene prognostic
signature for node-negative breast cancer patients in the transbig multi-centre
independent validation series. Clin. Cancer Res. 13 3207-3214

[8] Gui J, Li H. (2005) Penalized cox regression analysis in the high-dimensional
and low-sample size settings, with applications to microarray gene expression
data. Bioinformatics, 21(13), 3001-3008

[9] Hager WW. (1989) Updating the inverse of a matrix. Society for Industrial
and Applied Mathematics, 31, 221-239

[10] Haibe-Kains B. et al. (2008) A comparative study of survival models for
breast cancer prognostication based on microarray data: does a single gene
beat them all? Bioinformatics, 24(19), 2200-2208

[11] van Houwelingen JC et al. (2006) Cross-validated Cox regression om mi-
croarray gene expression data. Statistics in Medicine, 25, 3201-3216

[12] Huang J, Harrington D. (2002) Penalized partial likelihood regression for
right-censored data with bootstrap selection of the penalty parameter. Bio-
metrics, 58, 781-791

22



[13] McCullagh P, Nelder JA. (1989) Generalized Linear Models, 2nd edition.
London: Chapman and Hall.

[14] Myers RH. Classical and modern regression with applications, 2nd edn,
PWS-Kent, Boston, 1990.)

[15] Rosenwald A. et al. (2002) The use of molecular profiling to predict survival
after chemotherapy for diffuse large-b-cell lymphoma. New England Journal
of Medicine, 346(25), 1937-1947

[16] Schumacher M. et al. (2007) Assesment of survival prediction models based
on microarray data. Bioinformatics 23 1768-1774

[17] Tibshirani R. (1996) Regression shrinkage and selection via the lasso. Jour-
nal of the Royal Statistical Society, Series B, 58(1), 267-288

[18] Tibshirani R. (1997) The lasso method for variable selection in the Cox
model. Statistics in Medicine, 16 385-395

[19] Tran MN. (2009) Penalized maximum likelihood principle for choosing ridge
parameter. Communication in Statistics - Simulation and Computation, 38,
1610-1624

[20] Ueki M, Fueda K. (2010) Optimal tuning parameter estimation in maxi-
mum penalized likelihood models Annals of the Institute of Statistical Math-
ematics, 62 413-438

[21] Verweij PIM et al. (1998) A goodness-of-fit test for Cox’s proportional
hazards model based on martingale residuals. Biometrics, 54, 1517-1526

[22] Verweij PJM, van Houwelingen HC. (1993) Cross-validation in survival
analysis. Statistics in Medicine, 12, 2305-2314

[23] Verweij PJM, van Houwelingen HC. (1994) Penalized likelihood in Cox
regression. Statistics in Medicine, 13, 2427-2436

[24] Van de Vijver M. et al. (2002) A gene-expression signature as a predictor of
survival in breast cancer. New England Journal of Medicine, 347(25), 1999-
2009

[25] Wang H. et al. (2009) Shrinkage tuning parameter selection with a diverging
number of parameters. J.R. Statist. Soc. B, 71 671-683

[26] Wang S. et al. (2008) Doubly penalized Buckley-James method for survival
data with high-dimensional covariates. Biometrics, 64 132-140

[27] Wang Y. et al. (2005) Gene-expression profiles to predict distant metastasis
of lymph-node-negative primary breast cancer. Lancet 365 671-679

[28] van Wieringen WN. et al. (2009) Survival prediction using gene expression
data: A review and comparison. Computational statistics & data analysis 53
1590-1603

[29] Zhang Y. et al. (2010) Regularization parameter selections via generalized
information criteria. Journal of the American statistical association, 105 312-
323

23



	eerstepagina's.pdf
	voorwoord_en_dankwoord
	work_document
	voorkantartikel
	het_artikel

