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How complex is the microarray dataset?
A novel data complexity metric for biological

high-dimensional microarray data
Zhendong Sha, Li Zhu, Zijun Jiang, Yuanzhu Chen, and Ting Hu

Abstract—Data complexity analysis quantifies the hardness of
constructing a predictive model on a given dataset. However,
the effectiveness of existing data complexity measures can be
challenged by the existence of irrelevant features and feature
interactions in biological micro-array data. We propose a novel
data complexity measure, depth, that leverages an evolutionary-
inspired feature selection algorithm to quantify the complexity
of micro-array data. By examining feature subsets of varying
sizes, the approach offers a novel perspective on data com-
plexity analysis. Unlike traditional metrics, depth is robust to
irrelevant features and effectively captures complexity stemming
from feature interactions. On synthetic micro-array data, depth
outperforms existing methods in robustness to irrelevant features
and identifying complexity from feature interactions. Applied to
case-control genotype and gene-expression micro-array datasets,
the results reveal that a single feature of gene-expression data can
account for over 90% of the performance of multi-feature model,
confirming the adequacy of the commonly used differentially
expressed gene (DEG) feature selection method for the gene-
expression data. Our study also demonstrates that constructing
predictive models for genotype data is harder than gene expres-
sion data. The results in this paper provide evidence for the use of
interpretable machine learning algorithms on microarray data.

Index Terms—Data complexity, feature selection, feature inter-
action, genetic algorithm.

I. INTRODUCTION

THE increasing availability of micro-array datasets has
led to the use of machine learning algorithms to unveil

disease-associated genetic variables [1], [2]. These datasets are
structured in the form of X and y, where X represents the set
of input genetic variables that describe the observations, and
y represents the corresponding target variable.

While being powerful at exploring disease-associated vari-
ables, many machine learning algorithms are hard to under-
stand given their “black-box” nature of internal architectures.
It is challenging to balance the trade-off between model inter-
pretability and predictive capability. Micro-array data is often
difficult to model using interpretable approaches, owing to the
presence of a large number of irrelevant features [3] and fea-
ture interactions [4], [5]. Adopting more powerful “black-box”
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machine learning models can compromise the interpretability
of the prediction results. To address this, it is essential to
quantify the complexity of a dataset before constructing a
predictive model. This quantitative understanding helps the
design of a prediction algorithm that maintains sufficient
predictive capability while preserving as much interpretability
as possible.

Data complexity metrics are used to quantify the difficulty
of constructing predictive models for a given dataset [6], [7].
These metrics offer insights into the complexity of the dataset
and facilitate the selection of appropriate machine learning
algorithms. Data complexity metrics have been applied in var-
ious domains, including meta-learning [8], where they provide
learning task representation [9], deep learning, where they are
used to analyze the effectiveness of different layers of neural
networks in separating classes [10], and automation of deep
neural networks [11]. However, the effectiveness of current
data complexity metrics on microarray datasets remains to
be investigated. Different from conventional data, microarray
datasets are known to possess a large number of irrelevant
features and exhibit feature interaction. Feature interaction, or
epistasis, refers to the phenomenon where the effect of one
feature on the outcome is dependent on the value of another
feature [12].

A. Existing data complexity measures

Data complexity analysis is an active research field, and ex-
isting complexity measures can be classified into several types.
Feature-based measures describe the influence of features to
separate classes in a classification problem. Maximum Fisher’s
discriminant ratio (f1) is a measure of overlap between the
values of the features in different classes [6]. The directional-
vector maximum Fisher’s discriminant ratio (f1v) is a comple-
ment to f1. f1v quantifies the degree of overlapping between
different classes by utilizing vector representations that have
optimized for the separation of classes [13]. The magnitude
of the overlapping region (f2) calculates the overlap of the
distribution of feature values. The maximum individual feature
efficiency (f3) captures the maximum efficiency of each feature
in separating the classes [6], [14], while collective feature
efficiency (f4) quantifies how features work together [13].

Linearity measures quantify whether the classes are linearly
separable. l1 computes the averaged error distance of the miss-
classified instances to the hyperplane derived from support
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vector machine (SVM) [6], [15]. l2 measures the error rate of
an SVM classifier [6], [15], while l3 describes the non-linearity
of a linear classifier by measuring the classifier’s error rate on
synthesized points of the dataset [16]. The synthetic points are
obtained by linearly interpolating instances of each class.

Neighborhood measures characterize the presence and den-
sity of same or different classes in local neighborhoods. n1
creates a minimum spanning tree from the instances in the
data and computes the percentage of edges connecting data
instances from different classes [6], [17]. n2 computes the
ratio of the sum of the distances between each example and
its closest neighbor from the same class and the sum of the
distances between each example and its closest neighbor from
different classes [6], [17]. n3 is the error rate of a 1-Nearest-
Neighbor classifier [6], [17], while n4 uses the predictive
performance of the NN classifier to describe the complexity of
the dataset [6], [18]. t1 measures the ratio between the number
of hyperspheres needed to cover the dataset and the total
number of instances in the dataset [6], and LSC is calculated as
the average cardinality between all instances and their nearest
instance of different classes [19].

Network-based complexity measures [6] model a dataset
as a graph and preserve the similarity between instances for
modeling the dataset. The graph represents instances as nodes
and edges are selected based on Gower similarity [20]. density
measures the number of edges divided by the total possible
number of edges in a graph. ClsCoef measures the density of
each node’s neighborhood. For each node, the number of edges
between its neighbors is divided by the maximum possible
number of edges. The final value of ClsCoef is obtained by
subtracting the sum of all values divided by the total number
of nodes from 1. Hubs is obtained by subtracting the averaged
hub score of nodes in a graph from 1 [21]. The hub score of
node vi is the principal eigenvector of AtA, where A is the
adjacency matrix of a graph.

Dimensionality measures evaluate data sparsity based on
the number of samples relative to the data dimensionality.
t2 divides the number of instances in the dataset by their
dimensionality [22]. t3 is calculated as the number of com-
ponents needed for principle component analysis (PCA) to
represent 95% of data variability divided by the number
of instances [23]. t4 is calculated as the number of PCA
components divided by the number of features in the original
dataset [23].

Class imbalance measures consider the ratio of the numbers
of examples between classes. c1 captures the imbalance in a
dataset by computing the entropy of class proportions [23].
c2 is a well-known index computed for measuring class
balance [24].

To date, at least three open-source libraries has been
published. DCoL implements 14 basic complexity metrics
in C++ language [13]. ECoL implements 22 metrics for
classification and 12 metrics for regression task in R [21], [25].
problexity implements an equivalent amount of metrics in
Python language [7].

We identify two major limitations of existing complexity
measures. First, metrics that rely on machine learning models
are not robust to irrelevant features. This may lead to inac-

curate data complexity estimates. Second, there is currently
no metric available to directly characterize feature interaction.
Although several metrics exist for measuring linearity, but
none directly addresses feature interaction. These limitations
make it difficult to accurately describe the complexity of
high-dimensional micro-array datasets that contain feature
interactions [4].

B. Existing feature selection methods

We intend to leverage feature selection method to enable
data complexity metrics to account for irrelevant features and
feature interactions. Feature selection can extract a subset of
relevant features from data to construct predictive models.
Existing feature selection approaches can be categorized into
three types and have been utilized to identify feature interac-
tion.

The filter approach involves using metrics to rank features
based on their correlation with the target label. The top-ranked
features are then selected for model construction. In micro-
array data analysis, the most commonly used filter approach is
differently expressed genes (DEG) [26]. This approach selects
features with the highest uni-variable correlation with the
target label.

The wrapper approach performs feature selection by using a
machine learning model to evaluate the predictive performance
of feature subsets. Evolutionary algorithms, such as genetic
algorithm (GA), are popular search strategies for wrapper
approaches [27]–[31]. Various machine learning algorithms,
including linear regression [32], logistic regression [33], Naive
Bayes [34]–[36], support vector machines (SVM) [30], [35],
[37], and artificial neural networks (ANN) [38]–[40], are
used to evaluate the goodness of a feature subset. Different
evaluation algorithms can lead feature search algorithms to
discover features with different types of association.

The embedded approach performs feature selection while
constructing a predictive model. Random forest [41] is a pop-
ular learning method with embedded feature selection [42]–
[44]. During the construction of the forest, irrelevant features
are discarded. Regularization techniques, such as Lasso or
Ridge regression [45], can automatically select the most im-
portant features by incorporating the loss function to penalize
the inclusion of less important features.

Feature selection can also be utilized to identify epistasis.
For instance, multifactor dimensionality reduction (MDR) [5]
has been used to search for combinations of genetic variables
associated with epistasis. Random forest has also been applied
to genetic data analysis to identify feature interaction [42].
Evolutionary computation approaches, such as ant colony
optimization [46] and differential evolution [47], have been
utilized as search strategies to identify epistasis in high-
dimensional data [48], [49].

C. The proposed approach

We introduce a novel method named depth to evaluate
data complexity within biological micro-array datasets. This
approach effectively tackles the challenges associated with
irrelevant features and feature interaction by investigating the
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Fig. 1. Flowchart of the prediction problem complexity quantification procedure. Several cohorts of feature selection runs (based on Figure 2) are executed
using varying size limit = {s1, ..., sn} values. The resulting feature subset’s predictive performance is then evaluated using the validation data. Since the
data complexity is generated from the depth plot, so we refer to this method as depth.

predictive performance of feature subsets with varying size
limits (Figure 1). We employ feature selection algorithms
(Section II-A) to detect irrelevant features. Additionally, we
address data complexity arising from epistasis by performing
a non-linear feature selection based on decision tree fitness
evaluation (Section II-B). In the subsequent sections, we
present the proposed data complexity metrics in Section II-C.
To demonstrate the effectiveness of our approach, we first
apply it to synthetic data (Section III-B), followed by an anal-
ysis of real high-dimensional micro-array data (Section III-C
and III-D). Finally, we summarize our experimental results and
discuss the implications of depth in Section IV.

II. MATERIALS AND METHODS

The application of existing data complexity measures to
biological micro-array datasets is very challenging due to
the high dimensionality and the presence of epistasis. To
address these challenges, we propose a novel data complexity
measure depth based on a feature selection method. This
approach is designed with an improved robustness to irrelevant
features and feature interactions, as outlined in Figure 1 and
Section II-C.

A. Feature selection based on genetic algorithm

Feature selection, which selects a subset of relevant features,
seeks to optimize the performance of a predictive model.
Identifying the optimal feature subset is a combinatorial opti-
mization problem that can be solved using a genetic algorithm
(GA), a heuristic optimization strategy inspired by biological
evolution [50]. GA has been demonstrated to be effective in
finding near-optimal feature subsets for high-dimensional data.

In GA, a feature subset is represented as a binary vector
of length d, where d is the total number of features in the
data, and the value of each element of the vector indicates
whether a feature is selected (1) or not (0). GA performs
feature selection by generating a population of random feature
subsets, each of which is evaluated to determine its overall
relevancy for predictive model construction. Feature subsets
with better performance have an evolutionary advantage and
are more likely to be used for subset reproduction. Increasing
the number of subsets in GA enhances its search capability but

Stop?

Selection

CrossoverMutation

Evaluation

Initialize 
subsets

Return the best 
subset

Fig. 2. Flowchart of the GA algorithm.

requires greater computational resources. The feature subset
reproduction process includes:

1) Fitness evaluation: Each feature subset is evaluated for
fitness using the mean testing area under the receiver
operating characteristic curve (AUC-ROC) of five-fold
cross-validation based on a machine learning algorithm
(explained in Section II-B).

2) Selection: The subsets with higher fitness values are
selected from the population as parents for the next
generation using tournament selection [51].

3) Crossover: Each pair of parental subsets exchange their
selected features randomly.

4) Mutation: Some feature subsets may undergo bit-flip
mutation, which either adds or removes a feature.

The GA process (see Figure 2) continues until a specified
number of generations are reached, and the fittest feature
subset is outputted. The performance of GA depends on sev-
eral parameters such as population size, tournament selection
size, and the probabilities of crossover and mutation. Thus,
parameter tuning is necessary to achieve better result.

B. Fitness evaluations

GA evaluates a feature subset based on the prediction
performance of a machine learning model that uses the feature
subset. The selection of such a machine learning algorithm will
result in selecting features that contributing to the prediction
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in different ways. For instance, the use of an additive model
holds the assumption that the influence of each feature on the
target variable is independent of others [52], [53]. This section
introduces two fitness evaluations based on different machine
learning algorithms.

Logistic regression [54], a linear model often deployed in
polygenic risk predictive models [55], aims at discerning the
polygenic association between features and the target variable.
Thus, the fitness evaluation underpinned by logistic regression
prioritizes features demonstrating a high uni-variable associa-
tion with the target.

In contrast, a decision tree is a non-parametric model capa-
ble of capturing non-linear interactions between features [56].
The objective of the decision tree-based fitness evaluation is to
exploit the decision tree’s capacity to capture the interactions
among features present in a dataset. Unlike logistic regression,
fitness evaluation using the decision tree algorithm selects
features demonstrating both uni-variable association and non-
linear feature interaction.

Based on these two fitness evaluations, depth can detect
data complexity originating from epistasis. In the following
sections, the evaluations based on logistic regression and
decision tree algorithms will be referred to as linear and non-
linear evaluations, respectively.

C. Depth plot and prediction problem complexity quantifica-
tion

The potential of the GA-based feature selection algorithm
to discern relevant features depends on the number of features
d included in each subset. We utilize a parameter, named
size_limit, to control the maximum number of features in
each subset, which can be expressed as d ≤ size limit. By
modulating size_limit, the predictive performance of the
resulting feature subset can be used to describe the complex-
ity of the data. The correlation between size_limit and
predictive performance is illustrated in a depth plot, wherein
the horizontal axis indicates the size_limit values and
the vertical axis represents the predictive performances of the
feature subsets.

The depth plot is generated from multiple cohorts of feature
selection runs with varying size_limit values (Figure 1).
By gradually increasing the size_limit while retaining
the population size constant, the change in the predictive
performance of feature subsets with different size_limit
values can be examined. For each size_limit value, the
GA algorithm is iterated multiple times, and the predictive
performances of the resulting feature subsets are summarized
within the “depth plot”. The average predictive performance
of subsets across various size_limit values is delineated
by a curve.

The slope of the curve in the depth plot is used to char-
acterize the complexity of the prediction problem for a given
dataset. Owing to this reason, we name the proposed approach
depth. We first identify the size_limit value yielding
the best averaged predictive performance (100%). Then, the
minimum size_limit values capable of achieving 90%,
95%, 99%, and 99.5% of the peak performance are deter-
mined. Additionally, we identify the elbow point [57] in the

curve where further increasing the size_limit does not
significantly improve the predictive performance.

To address overfitting, we evaluate the predictive perfor-
mance of a feature subset using both the observations used for
feature selection runs and unseen observations. The dataset is
partitioned into three sections: training (60%), testing (20%),
and validation (20%). The training and testing folds are em-
ployed for feature selection, the testing fold is used to assess
the predictive performance of the resulting feature subsets on
known data, and the validation fold is used to access the
predictive performance on unseen data. To evaluate a feature
subset, a predictive algorithm is initially constructed based on
the training fold. Following this, its predictive performance is
evaluated across all three folds to characterize its predictive
performance. The overall complexity quantification procedure
is visualized in Figure 1.

D. Dataset preparation

In this study, we aim to assess the efficacy of our proposed
methodology across three data types: synthetic data, colorectal
cancer genotype data, and gene expression data.

1) Synthetic datasets: To evaluate the effectiveness of our
method, we utilize six pre-generated datasets provided by
the Penn Machine Learning Benchmarks (PMLB) [58], [59].
These datasets, generated using GAMETES [60], a software
extensively employed in genetic studies for benchmarking
machine learning algorithms. GAMETES simulates genetic
data embodying feature interaction models of varying com-
plexities and irrelevant features. Five of these datasets include
20 attributes generated using epistatic models with differing
complexities. We also use another dataset containing 1000
attributes that serve as irrelevant features, thereby extending
the 20-attributes datasets to configurations with 100 and 1000
attributes (Table S1). The resulting GAMETES datasets will
be used to evaluate the effectiveness of our proposed method
in the context of irrelevant features and epistasis.

2) Colorectal cancer genotype data: We will apply our
proposed method to the colorectal cancer genotype dataset
from transdisciplinary (CORECT) consortium [61]. Genotyp-
ing was conducted using a custom Affymetrix genome-wide
platform on two physical genotyping chips, with a total of
696 samples (200 colorectal cancer cases and 496 controls)
genotyped using the first chip and 656 cases genotyped using
the second chip. The data processing procedure consists of
three parts: pre-imputation processing, imputation, and post-
imputation processing.

We performed quality control using PLINK [61]. The pre-
imputation process removed samples with a genotyping call
rate less than 95%, sex labeling not consistent with the
chromosome, and sample heterozygosity not within three
standard deviations from the mean. It also removed SNPs
with a minor allele frequency less than 1%. The two cohorts
genotyped using different chips are merged and prepared to
meet the requirements of the Michigan Imputation Server
(MIS) [62] following the guidelines provided by its official
tutorial1. During the imputation step, the Michigan Imputation

1https://imputationserver.readthedocs.io/en/latest/prepare-your-data/
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Server use the eagle phasing algorithm [63], the hg19 reference
panel, and the option of mixed population to accommodate the
multi-racial population structure. The post-imputation process
excludes low-quality SNPs based on the imputation R2 of
minimac3 (R2 > 0.3) [62]. We extract all SNPs of the dataset
used for MIS submission based on chromosome position
and perform minor allele frequency (> 0.01) and linkage
disequilibrium filtering (r2 = 0.2). We will also remove first-
degree relatives based on IBD. Samples in the second dataset
were removed if the PI HAT value was above 0.5 with any
samples in the first dataset.

Finally, a total of 197,497 SNPs and 1137 individuals are
selected for subsequent analysis. Of which, 198 cases and 491
healthy controls are from the first dataset and 448 cases are
from the second.

3) GEO datasets: In addition to synthetic data and geno-
type data, we extend the application of our proposed method
to gene expression data. Specifically, we have chosen 13
gene expression datasets from CuMiDa [64], a repository
that offers publicly accessible datasets suitable for machine
learning analysis. Our selection criteria for these datasets are
that each must contain more than 100 observations and a
binary target label (Table S3).

III. RESULTS

In this study, synthetic data is used to demonstrate the
superiority of our proposed methodology in dealing with
irrelevant features and feature interactions. We also apply our
proposed methodology to genotype data and GEO datasets,
in order to evaluate the prediction complexity posed by real
micro-array datasets.

A. Evaluation of conventional data complexity metrics using
synthetic datasets

The effectiveness of existing dataset complexity metrics
for high-dimensional datasets remains underexplored. Many
current complexity metrics depend on procedures which can
be compromised by the existence of irrelevant features and
epistasis, thus undermining their efficacy.

In this section, we first employ five synthetic datasets
(referred to as G6, G7, G8, G9, and G10 in Table S1), provided
by PMLB [58], [59], to conduct complexity analysis. Each
synthetic dataset comprises two balanced classes and every
observation in the dataset is described using 20 features.
The generation of these synthetic datasets is governed by
several parameters, such as the degree of non-linear feature
interaction, just name a few. These parameters describe the
extent of correlation between the epistatic features and the
class outcome.

To investigate the impact of irrelevant features, we have
also crafted three variations for each synthetic dataset. The
first variation focuses on the complexity of the dataset sans
irrelevant features (denoted as G1, G2, G3, G4, and G5
in Table S1). The second variation focuses on the scenario
wherein the dataset encompasses a greater number of irrelevant
features (labeled as G11, G12, G13, G14, and G15 in Table
S1). The third variation concentrates on the scenario when the

dataset includes an excessive quantity of irrelevant features
(referred to as G16, G17, G18, G19, and G20 in Table S1).
Irrelevant features from a synthetic dataset of 1000 features
on PMLB are used to create these variations. These variations
are labelled ”Low”, ”Median”, and ”High” in Table S1, and
the original synthetic datasets labeled as ”Normal”.

Our complexity analysis, conducted using the Python library
problexity [65], shows that the effectiveness of multiple
complexity metrics are impacted by the quantity of irrelevant
features (Table S2). The complexity metrics can be encap-
sulated in a single scalar measure denoted as the score in
Table S2. A surge in the number of irrelevant features reduces
the average score from 0.576 (Low) to 0.513 (High). Further,
the average values of individual metrics are also affected by
the increase of irrelevant features. A substantial decrease of
f1v (from 0.995 to 0.131), f2 (from 1.0 to 0.0), and a slight
decrease of the mean f4 (from 1.0 to 0.953) are observed as
a result of the increase in irrelevant features. For linearity-
based measures, significant decreases are observed for all three
metrics when the quantity of irrelevant features is set to High.
For neighborhood-based measures, n1 decreases from 0.305
(Low) to 0.248 (High), n4 decreases from 0.464 (Low) to
0.151 (High), and t1 increases from 0.935 (Low) to 1.0 (High).
For network-based measures, minor increases of density (from
0.855 to 1.0) and hubs (from 0.754 to 0.996) are observed.
For dimensionality-based measures, significant increases in t2
(from 0.002 to 0.625) and t3 (from 0.002 to 0.459) and a minor
decrease of t4 (from 1.0 to 0.734) are observed.

The score of the synthetic data that encapsulates 3-way epis-
tasis is significantly lower than the average score in the Low
configuration. This indicates that an increase in the order of
epistasis impacts the complexity metrics of synthetic datasets
without irrelevant features (Low). The synthetic dataset with
3-way epistasis possesses lower linearity-based metrics (l1:
0.287, l2: 0.392, l3: 0.401) compared to the average (l1:
0.321, l2: 0.467, l3: 0.474). For neighborhood-based metrics,
n1 and n3 of the 3-way epistasis data are lower than those
of the 2-way epistasis data (see Table S2). For network-based
metrics, the density (0.925) and hubs (0.851) of the 3-way
epistasis data are higher than the average (density: 0.8554,
hubs: 0.754). However, these differences disappear with the
increase of irrelevant features.

In summary, the existence of irrelevant features can impact
the complexity measures, underscoring the necessity for com-
plexity metrics that are robust to irrelevant features. Further-
more, in the realm of high-dimensional biological data analy-
sis, the importance of feature interactions has been receiving
increased attention [4]. However, existing complexity mea-
sures are ineffective in capturing the classification difficulty
stemming from higher-order epistasis [66]. Although higher-
order epistasis affects some metrics, these effects disappear
when uncorrelated features are present (Table S2).

In the following sections, we elaborate on how our proposed
method characterizes feature interactions and irrelevant fea-
tures (Section III-B1). We also evaluate the synthetic datasets
using our proposed complexity metrics to demonstrate the
effectiveness of our approach (Section III-B2).
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B. Evaluation of depth using synthetic datasets

1) The effect of fitness evaluations and size_limit pa-
rameter: Our proposed approach deviates from directly apply-
ing machine learning algorithms, like Support Vector Machine
(SVM) and 1-Nearest Neighbor (1-NN), to the dataset. Instead,
it is built upon a feature selection algorithm that utilizes
GA and leverages fitness evaluation based on decision tree
algorithm to account for epistasis. This section presents the
dataset preparation and parameter configuration for GA, fol-
lowing which, we illustrate the capabilities of different fitness
evaluations in capturing epistatic features. The impact of the
size_limit parameter on the feature selection results is
also discussed.

The dataset is segmented into three parts: training (60%),
testing (20%), and validation (20%) folds. The GA algorithm
is supplied with the training and testing folds, whereas the
validation fold is employed to assess the performance of the
evolved feature subsets produced by the GA runs. To validate
a feature subset, a predictive algorithm equivalent to the one
employed in fitness evaluation, is trained using the training
fold. The quality of the evolved feature subset is determined by
assessing the area under the receiver operating characteristic
curve (AUC-ROC) of this algorithm on the training, testing,
and validation folds. The GA parameters are configured as
follows: a mutation rate of 0.2, a crossover rate of 0.8, a
tournament size of 6, a population size of 500, and a limit of
50 generations. The use of a lower mutation rate and higher
crossover rate is the rule of thumb to optimize the feature
selection result. This experiment investigates the effects of
fitness measures using different classifiers (i.e., logistic regres-
sion and decision tree) and size_limit values ranging from
1 to 10. We execute 50 feature selection runs for GAs with
diverse size_limit configurations.

We present the predictive performance results of all evolved
feature subsets using the depth plot as described in Sec-
tion II-C. Figure 3 shows that for all synthetic datasets with
epistatic interactions, the GA runs with decision tree algorithm
as the fitness measure can capture the epistatic features as
the size_limit increases. However, the performance of
GA with logistic regression as the fitness measure does not
improve with the increase of size_limit.

Our results demonstrate that the decision tree fitness eval-
uation is crucial for GA-based feature selection to capture
epistatic features. On the other hand, the logistic regression
fitness measure is not effective in identifying feature subsets
containing epistatic features, as logistic regression is based
on linear regression and cannot recognize feature interactions.
Furthermore, we find that increasing the size_limit en-
hances the GA’s ability to identify target epistatic features.
This phenomenon can be interpreted from two perspectives.
First, the size_limit value should be greater than the order
of the target epistatic features, as incomplete epistatic features
do not provide evolutionary advantages during the GA’s search
process. Second, a further increase in the size_limit boost
the GA’s overall search power, increasing the possibility of
capturing epistatic features.

2) The complexity of synthetic datasets based on
size_limit: The complexity measure, depth, leverages
the slope of the predictive performance as a function of
size_limit to quantify the complexity of dataset. This
section begins by briefly outlining how to extract the
complexity metrics from the depth plot. This is followed
by a comparison of the difficulties of synthetic datasets
with different orders of epistatic features and epistatic
heterogeneity. Epistatic heterogeneity means there are
more than one epistatic model in the data. Datasets with
higher-order epistatic interaction or more epistatic models
(heterogeneity) are considered as more challenging for
constructing a predictive algorithm.

The complexity determination procedure proposed in Sec-
tion II-C aims to identify the smallest size-limit required
to achieve a certain degree of maximum performance in a
depth plot. This procedure is repeated on training, testing,
and validation data. The depth plot derived from the feature
selection based on logistic regression is excluded from this
section as logistic regression is incapable of capturing epistatic
features.

Given the same number of features (N=20), identifying 3-
way epistasis is evidently more challenging than identifying
2-way epistasis. Table I and II compare the complexity of
synthetic datasets containing 3-way epistasis with those con-
taining 2-way epistasis. For all training, testing, and validation
predictive performances, the complexity metrics (90%) for 3-
way epistasis datasets (training: 4, testing: 4, and validation:
4) are higher than the metrics for 2-way epistasis datasets.
We also observe that the heritability parameter of synthetic
data influences the resulting validation complexity measure,
making the validation predictive performance of dataset G6
smaller than that of G7. Heritability estimates the amount of
variation in a particular trait that can be attributed to genetic
variables [67]. As for the datasets containing heterogeneous
epistatic models, their predictive performances converge when
the size_limit reaches four, suggesting the minimum
size_limit to detect two 2-way epistasis is four. The use of
the 90% cut-off is not applicable here because the performance
gain of the second epistasis model is overlooked by 90% cut-
off.

The identification of epistatic features becomes more chal-
lenging when more irrelevant features are present, which
requires larger size_limit values for GA-based feature
selection to achieve a stable identification. We observe that
the complexity metrics (90%) for the 3-way epistasis dataset
configured as Median (training: 5, testing: 6, and validation:
7) are larger than those of the Normal configuration. We also
find that the complexity metrics (90%) for the 2-way epistasis
dataset (training: 3, testing: 3, and validation: 3) are lower
than those of the 3-way dataset. So we consider the proposed
complexity metric to be effective in the Median configuration
(100 attributes). However, these metrics are not indicative
when the number of irrelevant features exceeds the discovery
capability of the GA. We observe that the feature selection
algorithm suffers from overfitting on the 3-way data configured
as High (1000 features), which causes the validation curve in
the depth plot to not reflect the complexity of the data.
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How complex is your biological microarray dataset?
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Figure 3: The depth plots for synthetic datasets. The size_limit ranges from 1 to 10 and the averaged predictive
performance on training (blue), testing (green) and validation (red) folds are represented on the y-axis. For each
synthetic data, the depth plot based on linear and non-linear evaluation are provided.
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Fig. 3. The depth plots for synthetic datasets. The size_limit ranges from 1 to 10 and the averaged predictive performance on training (blue), testing
(green) and validation (red) folds are represented on the y-axis. For each synthetic data, the depth plot based on linear and non-linear evaluation are provided.

Our results demonstrate the effectiveness of the proposed
complexity metrics in the context of epistasis. Determining
the threshold for the minimum size_limit is crucial for
the precision of the resulting complexity metric. Our findings
suggest that using a 90% threshold may overlook one of the
two heterogeneous epistasis models due to one epistatic model
capturing a sufficient amount of association. The precision of
the complexity measure should depend on the requirements
of the specific application domain. Furthermore, an increased
number of irrelevant features can significantly hamper the
effectiveness of the GA-based feature selection algorithm due
to the exponentially increased search space, resulting in the
failure of GA and crippling the efficacy of the proposed

metrics. We attribute this to the search power of GA, which is
largely determined by the population size, being overwhelmed
by the increasing search space of the data. Therefore, we em-
phasize that the power of GA should be determined with great
care, and successful deployment of the proposed approach
depends on allocating sufficient search power to GA.

C. Evaluation of depth using CRC genotype dataset

The genotype data contain individual as well as epistatic
feature associations. In addition to the complexity measure
based on decision trees, we also provide a complexity measure
based on logistic regression. We divide the genotype dataset
into training (60%), testing (20%), and validation (20%) sets
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TABLE I
COMPLEXITY MEASURES FOR LOWER DIMENTIOINAL SYNTHETIC DATA BASED ON NON-LINEAR DEPTH PLOT.

Low x Normal x
Data G01 G02 G03 G04 G05 G06 G07 G08 G09 G10

Train 90% 2 2 3 4 2 2.6 2 2 4 3 2 2.6
95% 2 2 3 4 3 2.8 2 2 4 4 3 3
99% 2 2 3 4 4 3 4 3 5 4 4 4
99.50% 2 2 3 4 4 3 4 3 5 4 4 4
100% 2 2 3 4 4 3 4 6 10 5 4 5.8
elbow 2 2 3 4 2 2.6 2 2 4 4 4 3.2

Test 90% 2 2 3 2 2 2.2 2 2 4 2 2 2.4
95% 2 2 3 4 2 2.6 2 2 4 3 2 2.6
99% 2 2 3 4 4 3 3 2 5 4 3 3.4
99.50% 2 2 3 4 4 3 3 3 6 4 3 3.8
100% 2 2 3 4 4 3 4 6 7 5 4 5.2
elbow 2 2 3 2 2 2.2 2 2 1 4 3 2.4

Validation 90% 2 2 3 4 2 2.6 2 2 4 4 2 2.8
95% 2 2 3 4 2 2.6 2 2 4 4 2 2.8
99% 2 2 3 4 4 3 2 2 5 4 4 3.4
99.50% 2 2 3 4 4 3 2 2 6 4 4 3.6
100% 2 2 3 4 4 3 2 2 6 5 4 3.8
elbow 2 2 3 4 2 2.6 2 2 1 4 2 2.2

TABLE II
COMPLEXITY MEASURES FOR HIGHER DIMENTIOINAL SYNTHETIC DATA BASED ON NON-LINEAR DEPTH PLOT.

Median x High x
Data G11 G12 G13 G14 G15 G16 G17 G18 G19 G20

Train 90% 3 3 5 4 3 3.6 4 5 4 4 6 4.6
95% 3 4 7 5 4 4.6 7 7 6 7 7 6.8
99% 4 4 10 6 4 5.6 9 10 9 9 10 9.4
99.50% 4 5 10 6 4 5.8 9 10 10 9 10 9.6
100% 4 6 10 10 4 6.8 9 10 10 9 10 9.6
elbow 3 4 7 5 4 4.6 5 7 5 4 7 5.6

Test 90% 3 3 6 3 3 3.6 3 4 2 2 5 3.2
95% 4 4 8 4 4 4.8 5 5 3 4 8 5
99% 4 4 10 6 4 5.6 9 10 7 8 10 8.8
99.50% 4 6 10 6 4 6 9 10 7 8 10 8.8
100% 9 9 10 10 6 8.8 9 10 9 9 10 9.4
elbow 4 4 2 3 4 3.4 6 5 4 4 4 4.6

Validation 90% 3 4 7 4 3 4.2 1 5 1 6 7 4
95% 4 4 10 5 4 5.4 8 9 1 8 8 6.8
99% 4 6 10 6 4 6 9 10 1 9 10 7.8
99.50% 4 6 10 8 4 6.4 9 10 1 9 10 7.8
100% 4 8 10 9 4 7 9 10 1 9 10 7.8
elbow 4 4 1 5 4 3.6 1 1 1 1 1 1

and use the same GA parameters as shown in Section III-B1.
We investigate every other size_limit value ranging from
1 to 99 by replicating feature selection runs 50 times. As
the genotype data has approximately 200,000 features, we set
the population size of GA to 2,000, ensuring that the initial
coverage of the GA population (with size_limit equals to
99) is equal to the number of features in the data. We consider
that the population size not only affects the search capability of
the GA but also determines the overall time complexity of the
proposed method. Therefore, we also replicate the experiment
with a population size of 500 to examine the performance of
the proposed complexity metrics on the real dataset with less
search power of GA.

The results confirm that increasing the size_limit im-
proves the predictive performance of the feature subsets de-
rived from GA (Figure 4). The depth plot of the logistic
regression algorithm shows that both training and testing per-
formance increase as the size_limit becomes larger. The
highest validation performance (mean: 0.845) is achieved with
a size_limit of 49, indicating that a size_limit larger

than 49 may result in overfitting. The depth plot of the
decision tree algorithm follows a similar pattern, with the
highest validation performance (mean: 0.777) achieved with
a size_limit of 39. The complexity metrics for both
logistic regression and decision tree are shown in Table III. We
observe that the GA based on logistic regression and decision
tree requires a minimum of 39 and 19 features, respectively,
to achieve 95% of the best training performance. When we
address overfitting, the minimum size_limit to achieve
95% of the best validation performance decreases to 7 and 3,
respectively.

The decrease in population size from 2,000 to 500 slows
down the convergence of predictive performance with respect
to the size_limit value. The best validation depth values
(logistic regression: 81 and decision tree: 95) are larger than
the results obtained from the GA with a population size of
2,000. In addition, the best averaged validation performances
(logistic regression: 0.8032, decision tree: 0.7592) are not as
good as the results obtained from GA with a population size
of 2,000 (logistic regression: 0.845, decision tree: 0.777).
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How complex is your biological microarray dataset?
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(b) Population size equals to 2000

Figure 4: The depth plots for genotype dataset. The size_limit ranges from 1 to 99 and the averaged predictive
performance on training (blue), testing (green) and validation (red) folds are represented on the y-axis. For each
population size configuration (500 and 2000), the depth plot based on linear and non-linear evaluation are provided.
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Figure 5: The depth plots for GEO datasets. The size_limit ranges from 1 to 99 and the averaged predictive
performance on training (blue), testing (green) and validation (red) folds are represented on the y-axis. For each GEO
datasets, the depth plot based on linear and non-linear evaluation are provided.

16

Fig. 4. The depth plots for genotype dataset. The size_limit ranges from 1 to 99 and the averaged predictive performance on training (blue), testing
(green) and validation (red) folds are represented on the y-axis. For each population size configuration (500 and 2000), the depth plot based on linear and
non-linear evaluation are provided.

TABLE III
COMPLEXITY MEASURES FOR GENOTYPE DATA BASED ON DEPTH PLOT.

Population 500 2000
Fitness Linear Non-linear Linear Non-linear

Train 90% 25 21 17 9
95% 49 39 39 19
99% 85 75 83 65
99.50% 93 91 87 75
100% 99 99 99 91
elbow 27 23 25 19

Test 90% 13 9 9 7
95% 27 23 19 25
99% 71 67 55 83
99.50% 73 87 71 93
100% 89 93 99 99
elbow 15 15 25 17

Validation 90% 13 3 3 3
95% 27 21 7 3
99% 71 49 27 19
99.50% 71 87 41 19
100% 81 95 49 39
elbow 5 3 11 3

GA is a heuristic approach to feature selection. Our goal
is to characterize the difficulty of the prediction problem for
a given dataset using the slope of the predictive performance
change. Therefore, the actual population size to be taken can
be determined with flexibility and based on the computational
resources that can be deployed. Nevertheless, when comparing
the difficulties of different datasets, the population size for
GA should be consistent across different datasets, in order to
ensure that the resulting complexity values are comparable.

D. Evaluation of depth using GEO datasets

We also investigate the complexity of 13 gene-expression
datasets available from CuMiDa [64] (Table S3). As these
datasets have a smaller number of features than the genotype
dataset, we set the population size of the GA to 500 and keep
the other parameters unchanged.

The results show that the overall pattern of the depth plot
for all GEO datasets (Figure 5) is similar to the plot of the
genotype dataset. However, the feature selection runs for three
Prostate datasets (GSE6919_U95B, GSE6919_U95Av2 and
GSE6919_U95C) are unsuccessful due to overfitting is ob-
served on the validation fold. For the remaining 10 datasets,
the complexity measures (Table IV) based on the validation

curves suggest that most datasets only need 3 features to
achieve 95% of the best validation performance. Any further
improvement in validation performance requires increasing
the number of features. The linear fitness-based validation
complexities indicate that only a fraction of the datasets have
a depth of 3 for achieving 95% validation performance, while
the rest have a difficulty of 1. If the complexity threshold
is increased to 99%, the most difficult data set changes to
GSE19804. The nonlinear fitness-based validation complexity
indicates that the most difficult datasets are GSE76427 (95%:
7) and GSE22820 (95%: 5).

In summary, the complexity of the genotype dataset is
higher than that of the GEO datasets. Due to the fact that
feature subsets in the genotype data have a higher degree
of overfitting, the validation complexity of GEO datasets
converges faster and has lower a complexity than the genotype
dataset. Nevertheless, the training complexity of the GEO data
is still significantly lower than that of the genotype data. It is
not surprising that GEO data is less complex than genotype
data, and our results elucidate this fact based on depth.
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How complex is your biological microarray dataset?
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(a) Population size equals to 500
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(b) Population size equals to 2000

Figure 4: The depth plots for genotype dataset. The size_limit ranges from 1 to 99 and the averaged predictive
performance on training (blue), testing (green) and validation (red) folds are represented on the y-axis. For each
population size configuration (500 and 2000), the depth plot based on linear and non-linear evaluation are provided.
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Figure 5: The depth plots for GEO datasets. The size_limit ranges from 1 to 99 and the averaged predictive
performance on training (blue), testing (green) and validation (red) folds are represented on the y-axis. For each GEO
datasets, the depth plot based on linear and non-linear evaluation are provided.
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and validation (red) folds are represented on the y-axis. For each GEO datasets, the depth plot based on linear and non-linear evaluation are provided.

IV. CONCLUSION

We proposed a robust complexity metric–depth, for biomed-
ical data that may contain irrelevant features and epistasis.
The limitation of existing data complexity metrics lies in that
they work well for low-dimensional synthetic data but are
challenged in the presence of increasing irrelevant features
and feature interactions, as shown in Table S2.

The main contribution of our approach is that depth inte-
grates a well-established feature selection method and gives it
a new meaning. Our methodology includes two components,
1) the implementation of a feature selection algorithm, which
diminishes the impact of irrelevant features, and 2) the deploy-
ment of a decision tree predictive algorithm. This allows the
proposed complexity measure to detect data complexity arising
from feature interactions. The results obtained from this ap-
proach suggest that by controlling the value of size_limit,
our proposed complexity measure is capable of distinguishing
the complexity of synthetic data resulted by different orders
of epistatic interactions (Figure 3 and Table I and II).

Nevertheless, our proposed methodology depth works less
effective on synthetic 3-way epistasis data with 1000 features.
There could be two major reasons for this. Firstly, the ex-
pansion of the feature set considerably enlarges the search

space for the feature selection algorithm, thereby exceeding its
search capacity. Secondly, the increasing presence of irrelevant
features could increase false positives for feature selection.
Consequently, the selected feature subsets may demonstrate
fitness values comparable to those of the target features on
the training dataset but fail to replicate their performance on
the validation dataset.

A. The power of feature selection

The effectiveness of our feature selection genetic algorithm
depends on its parameters, specifically the population size
and the size_limit. The population size determines the
quantity of feature subsets that the algorithm evaluates. An
increase in population size enhances the algorithm’s capacity
to discover new feature subsets. However, this also increases
the computational burden for the algorithm. Our complexity
analysis conducted on simulated and genotype data indicates
that the expansion of the search space and a decrease in popu-
lation size, distorts the depth plot’s curve, resulting in a higher
complexity score. Moreover, our assessment of synthetic data
with 3-way epistasis and 1000 features suggests that larger
population size can not guarantee the identification of epistatic
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TABLE IV
COMPLEXITY MEASURES FOR GEO DATAS BASED ON THE VALIDATION CURVE OF DEPTH PLOT.

Data Fitness 90% 95% 99% 99.50% 100% elbow
GSE22820 Linear 1 1 1 1 13 3

Non-linear 1 5 49 63 63 5
GSE42568 Linear 1 1 1 3 9 9

Non-linear 1 1 15 33 35 1
GSE70947 Linear 1 3 15 35 63 11

Non-linear 1 3 13 15 15 15
GSE44076 Linear 1 1 1 3 63 3

Non-linear 1 1 1 5 89 1
GSE63270 Linear 1 1 5 7 65 9

Non-linear 1 3 3 3 51 3
GSE14520_U133A Linear 1 1 7 13 93 13

Non-linear 1 1 3 3 3 3
GSE76427 Linear 1 1 17 41 67 3

Non-linear 1 7 71 79 79 7
GSE19804 Linear 1 1 23 31 93 3

Non-linear 1 1 41 77 91 1
GSE6919_U95Av2 Linear 1 1 3 3 33 3

Non-linear 3 3 3 7 7 3
GSE6919_U95B Linear 1 1 1 1 1 1

Non-linear 1 3 5 5 5 5
GSE6919_U95C Linear 1 3 5 83 83 5

Non-linear 3 3 13 13 13 3
GSE53757 Linear 1 1 1 1 11 1

Non-linear 1 1 13 13 91 3
GSE42743 Linear 1 3 45 45 45 11

Non-linear 3 3 19 29 29 3

feature. As such, we consider the proposed method augments
the resilience of the metrics to irrelevant features.

In contrast, altering the size_limit enhances the fun-
damental discovery capability of the algorithm. The result-
ing depth plot is a graphical representation illustrating the
predictive performance of the chosen feature subsets as a
function of the size of selected feature subsets. Utilizing a
larger size_limit allows the algorithm to uncover larger
feature subsets containing more relevant features. Neverthe-
less, a larger size_limit can increase the risk of overfitting.
We have noted that overfitting is a prevalent issue in real
data (Figure 4 and Figure 5). Consequently, it is essential to
consider the validation curve in the depth plot.

B. Complexity measures for micro-array data

Unlike synthetic data, real data exhibits both linear and
non-linear associations between features and target labels.
To accommodate these characteristics, we employ two com-
plementary fitness measures for evaluating data complexity.
Based on the derived complexity metrics, we subsequently
offer guidelines for interpreting the complexity outcomes.

In the context of genotype data, the complexity deduced
from the linear depth curve appears to surpass that of the
non-linear curve, as illustrated in (Table III). This disparity
may stem from the GA’s restricted search capabilities. Our
simulation study suggests that the GA-based feature selection
method may struggle to identify 3-way epistasis in synthetic
data with 1000 features (G18 in Figure 3). Furthermore, we
observe that decreasing the parameter population size results
in a flatter depth curve in the plot, thereby skewing the com-
plexity estimation. Nevertheless, a reduction in computational
power (need for a greater population size) does not influence

the relative difference between the linear and non-linear com-
plexity in terms of validation predictive performance. In other
words, the relative complexity of the data remains invariant to
the search power.

According to our complexity metrics, the GEO data seems
less complex compared to genotype data. When employing
equivalent search power (population size of 500), we find that
both the linear and non-linear difficulties (validation at 99%)
of genotype data exceed those of most GEO datasets. An
exception is the non-linear validation difficulty of GSE76427,
although its 95% validation difficulty (7) is lower than that
of the genotype data (21). Based on the validation curve of
the majority of GEO datasets, achieving a 90% predictive
performance only need the use of just one feature. This
implies that a feature selection method based on Differentially
Expressed Genes (DEG) is appropriate for most GEO datasets.

Our proposed complexity measure enables us to estimate
the difficulty of a prediction problem for a dataset from both
linear and non-linear perspectives. This helps with crafting a
prediction model that aligns with the data’s specific properties.
Moreover, the depth curve in the plot can be utilized to
determine the optimal number of features for the feature
selection method. Selecting a smaller set of features enhances
interpretability and reduces the risk of overfitting.

C. Limitations and future work

The feature selection algorithm is important for the efficacy
of our proposed data complexity measure. In our feature
selection genetic algorithm, its parameter population size is a
good indicator of its search effort. The computational overhead
resulted by increased population size can be a limitation of our
approach.
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Exploring more efficient feature selection methods can be a
promising next-step direction. A more efficient search strategy
than GA may reduce the computational cost of the complexity
measure. For high-dimensional data, the search space increase
exponentially with the number of features. So increasing
population size of the GA may not be always effective. We use
GA as the search strategy also because its working processes,
including size_limit, mutation and crossover, are highly
interpretable and controllable.

SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIALS

• Table S1: The metadata of synthetic datasets.
• Table S2: The complexity measures for synthetic datasets

based on problixity.
• Table S3: The metadata for GEO datasets.
• Table S4: The complexity measures for GEO datasets

based on problixity.

DATA AVAILABILITY

The simulation datasets can be accessed through the Penn
Machine Learning Benchmarks [58], [59]. The genotype data
can be accessed through the colorectal cancer transdisci-
plinary (CORECT) consortium [61]. The GEO datasets can
be accessed through the Curated Machine Learning Datasets
(CuMiDa) [64].

CODE AVAILABILITY STATEMENT

The code that supports the findings of this study is openly
accessible. It can be found on the GitHub platform at the
following link2.
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