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Abstract

The use of regularization, or penalization, has becomeeasingly common in high-
dimensional statistical analysis over the past decadereva&ommon goal is to simultaneously
select important variables and estimate th&eds. It has been shown by several authors that these
goals can be achieved by minimizing some parameter-depéfgi@odness of fit” function (e.g.,
a negative loglikelihood) subject to a penalization thainpotes sparsity. Penalty functions that
are nonsmooth (i.e. notfiierentiable) at the origin have received substantial attenarguably
beginning with LASSO.(Tibshirani, 1996).

The current literature tends to focus on specific combinatiof smooth data fidelity (i.e.,
goodness-of-fit) and nonsmooth penalty functions. Ondtrekthis combined specificity has been
a proliferation in the number of computational algorithresidgned to solve fairly narrow classes of
optimization problems involving objective functions tlae not everywhere continuoushyfidiren-
tiable. In this paper, we propose a general class of algosttor optimizing an extensive variety of
nonsmoothly penalized objective functions that satisfyaie regularity conditions. The proposed
framework utilizes the majorization-minimization (MM)garithm as its core optimization engine.
The resulting algorithms rely on iterated soft-threshaddimplemented componentwise, allowing
for fast, stable updating that avoids the need for any highedsional matrix inversion. We establish
a local convergence theory for this class of algorithms umdsmaker assumptions than previously
considered in the statistical literature. We also dematesthe exceptionalkectiveness of new ac-
celeration methods, originally proposed for the EM alduorit in this class of problems. Simulation
results and a microarray data example are provided to danatsmshe algorithm’s capabilities and
versatility.

Keywords:lterative Soft Thresholding, MIST, MM algorithm.

1 Introduction

Variable selection is an important and challenging issuehim rapidly growing realm of high-
dimensional statistical modeling. In such cases, it isofanterest to identify a few important variables
in a veritable sea of noise. Modern methods, increasingdgdan the principle of penalized likelihood
estimation applied to high dimensional regression probleattempt to achieve this goal through an
adaptive variable selection process that simultaneowsinits estimation of regressioffects. Indeed,
the literature on the penalization of a “goodness of fit” fumt (e.g., negative loglikelihood), with a
penalty singular at the origin, is quickly becoming vasgliferating in part due to the consideration of
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specific combinations of data fidelity (i.e., goodness-9)faind penalty functions, the associated statisti-
cal properties of resulting estimators, and the developmieseveral combination-specific optimization
algorithms, (e.g!, Tibshireni, 1996; Zou, 2006; Zou andtlda2005| Zou and Zhahg, 2009; Fan and Li,
2001 Park and Hastie, 2007; Friedman et al., 2008).

In this paper, we propose a unified optimization framewor&t thppeals to the Majorization-
Minimization (MM) algorithm (Lange, 2004) as the primarytopization tool. The resulting class
of algorithms is referred to as MIST, an acronym for Minintiaa by Iterative Soft Thresholding. The
MM algorithm has been considered before for solving speciéisses of singularly penalized likelihood
estimation problems (e.q., Daubechies et al., 2004; Hamer i, 2005| Zou and LI, 2008); to a large
extent, this work is motivated by these ideas. A distinctaaud&ge of the proposed work is the excep-
tional versatility of the class of MIST algorithms, theiisasiated ease of implementation and numerical
stability, and the development of a fixed point convergeheery that permits weaker assumptions than
existing papers in this area. We emphasize here the fochssgidper is on the development of a stable
and versatile class of algorithms applicable to a wide taé singularly penalized estimation prob-
lems. In particular, the consideration of asymptotic aracler properties of estimators derived from
particular combinations of fidelity and penalty functiomas, well as methods forffectively choosing
associated penalty parameters, are not focal points op#psr. A comprehensive treatment of these
results may be found in_Johnson et al. (2008), where asyimoptand oracle properties for estimators
derived from a general class of penalized estimating egustre developed in some detail.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we introdatation and provide sticient condi-
tions for local convergence of the MM algorithm applied taggk class of data-fidelity and non-smooth
penalty functions. In Section 3, we present a specializesia of this general algorithm, demonstrat-
ing in particular how the minimization step of the MM algbnt can be carried out using iterated
soft-thresholding. In its most general form, iterated slofesholding is required at each minimization
step; we further demonstrate how to carry out this mininidwestep in one iteration through a judicious
choice of majorization function. As a consequence, we ptessimplified class of iterative algorithms
that are applicable to a wide class of singularly penaligederalized linear regression models.

Simulation results are provided in Section 4, while an aaion in survival analysis to Huse
Large B Cell Lymphoma expression data (Rosenwald et al.zPR0presented in Section 5. We con-
clude with a discussion in Section 6. Proofs and other raetenasults are collected in the Appendix.

2 MM algorithmsfor nonsmooth objective functions

Let £(B) denote a real-valued objective function to be minimizegde= (84, ... ,ﬁp)T in some convex
subsetB of RP. Let é&SURB, @) denote a real-valued “surrogate” objective function, whe € 3.
Define the minimization map

M(e) = arﬂqérgin ESYRB, a). 1)

Then, if£SYRB, ) majorizesz(B) for eacha, a generic MM algorithm for minimizing(8) takes the
following form (e.g., Lange, 2004):
1. Initialize ©

2. Forn > 0, computg8™1) = M(B™M), iterating until convergence.



Provided that the objective function, its surrogate anchtlgpingM(-) satisfy certain regularity condi-
tions, one can establish convergence of this algorithmaoa br global solution. Lange (2004, Ch. 10)
develops such a theory assuming that the objective furssigh andsS YR8, o) are twice continuously
differentiable. For problems that lack this degree of smooth(eg., all singularly penalized regres-
sion problems, including lasso, Tibshirani (1996); adaptasso, Zou (2006); and SCAD, Fan and Li
(2001)), a more general theory of local convergence is reduiOne such theory is summarized in
Appendix[A.1; related results for the EM algorithm may berfdun |Wu (1983), Tseng (2004) and
Chrétien and Hera (2008).

Let||- || denote the usual Euclidean vector norm. Based on the thaomnarized in Appendix’/All,
we propose a new and general class of algorithms for minmgipenalized objective functions of the
form

£(B) = 9(B) + p(B; A) + Ae(BI>, 1>0, 220 )

whereg(B) and p(B; A) are respectively data fidelity (e.g., negative loglikebd) and penalty functions
that satisfy regularity conditions to be delineated belds.will be shown later, the class of problems
represented by 12) contains all of the penalized regregsiniems commonly considered in the current
literature. It also covers numerous other problems by edipgnthe class of permissible fidelity and
penalty functions in a substantial way.

We assume throughout thg(B) is convex and coercive f@ € B, where8 is an open convex subset
of RP. We further assume that

P
pB: ) = > BBJI 4y), 3)
j=1

I

where the vecton = (17,...,47)" and; denotes the block of associated witis;. It is assumed that
each4; has dimension greater than or equal to one, that all blocks thee same dimension, and that
the 4j; = A for eachj > 1. Evidently, the case where dif)j = 1 for j > 1 simply corresponds to
the setting in which each cfiient is penalized in exactly the same way; permitting tmeesfision of

A; to exceed one allows the penalty to depend on additionahpeieas (e.g., weights, such as in the
case of the adaptive lasso considered in Zou (2006)). Wenteeested in problems with penalization;
therefore,A is assumed bounded and strictly positive throughout thiepaSeveral specific examples
will be discussed below. For any bound@davith 2 > 0 as the first element, and the remainde# of
collecting any additional parameters used to define thelfyetize scalar functiorp(¥; 8) is assumed to
satisfy the following condition:

(P1) p(r;6) > 0 forr > 0; B(0;0) = 0O; p(r; ) is a continuously dferentiable concave function with
p'(r;0) > 0forr >0, and,g(0+;0) € [Ma‘l, My] for some finiteMg > O.

Evidently, (P1) implies thap'(r;8) > 0 forr € (0, Kgy), whereKy > 0 may be finite or infinite. The
combination of the concavity and nonnegative derivativeditions thus imply that the penalty increases
away from the origin, but with a decreasing rate of growth thay become zero. The case whére (3)
is identically zero for > 0 is ruled out by the positivity of the right derivative at thegin imposed in
(P1); similarly, the concavity assumption also rules oaetgbssibility of a strictly convex penalty term.
Neither of these restrictions is particularly problematf@ur specific interest lies in the development
of algorithms for estimation problems subject to a penaltgwdar at the origin. Werd {3) absent, or



replaced by a strictly convex penalty term, the convexitg(@) implies [2) can be minimized directly
using any suitable convex optimization algorithm, suchhas discussed in Theordm B.2 below.

Theoreni 2.1l establishes local convergence of the indicdéess of MM algorithms for minimizing
objective functions of the fornm2). A proof is provided in pgndix[A.2, where it is shown that
conditions imposed in the statement of the theorem affic@nt conditions for the application of the
general MM local convergence theory summarized in AppelAdik

Theorem 2.1. Let g[B) be convex and coercive and assun(g; @) satisfies botlf3) and condition (P1).
Let W8, @) > 0 be a real-valued, continuous function@tnda that is continuously dierentiable ing
for eacha and satisfies {8, ) = Owheng = a. Let

p
A8, @ 2) = > Bjl lel; A)), (@)
i=1

whereq(r, s, 0) = p(s;0) + P'(s,6)(r — ) forr, s> 0, and define
¥(B. @) = h(B, @) + q(B. @; A) - p(B; A).
Assume the set of stationary poidtsor £(8), 8 € B is finite and isolated. Then:
() &(B) in @) is locally Lipschitz continuous and coercive;
(i) q(B,a; ) — p(B; ) is either identically zero or non-negative for @l «;

(i) £SYRB, @) = £(B) + ¥(B, @) majorizes£(B) and the MM algorithm derived fror® YR8, @) con-
verges to a stationary point @f(g) if £SYRB, @) is uniquely minimized i for eache and at
least one of (B, @) or q(B, a; ) — p(B; 1) is strictly positive for eacl # .

Condition (iii) of Theoreni Z]1 establishes convergenceeutite assumption th&gf YR8, @) strictly
majorizesé(B) and has a unique minimizer ghifor eacha. Such a uniqueness condition is shown by
Vaida (2005) to ensure convergence of the EM and MM algostiiona stationary point under more
restrictive diferentiability conditions. Importantly, the assumptiongbbbally strict majorization is
only a suficient condition for convergence; this condition is only mnfant insofar as it guarantees a
strict decrease in the objective function at every iteratids can be seen from the proof, it is possible
to relax this condition to locally strict majorization, inhich £SYRB, @) majorizesé(B), with strict
majorization being necessary only in an open neighborhootaingM («).

The use of the MM algorithm and selection Bf (4) are motivdigdhe results Zou and|Li (2008);
we refer the reader to Remdrk 3.1 below for further commentkis direction. The assumptions on
g(B) clearly cover the case of the linear and canonically patanzed generalized linear models upon
settingg(B) = —¢(B), where{(B) denotes the corresponding loglikelihood function. Esation under
the semiparametric Cox regression model (Cox, 1972) andlereted failure time models are also
covered upon setting(B) to be either the negative logarithm of the partial likeblofunction (e.g.,
Andersen et all, 1993, Thm VI1.2.1) or the Gehan objectivection (e.g.,|_ Fygenson and Ritov, 1994;
Johnson and Strawderman, 2009).

The assumption (P1) on the penalty function covers a widetyaof popular and interesting exam-
ples; see Figurel 1 for illustration. For example, the lassS( e.g., Tibshirani, 1996), adaptive lasso
(ALAS; e.g.,.Zou, 2006), elastic net (EN; e.g., Zou and Has2005), and adaptive elastic net (AEN;



e.g.,.Zou and Zhang, 2009) penalties are all recovered asaspases upon considering the combi-
nation of [3) and the ridge-type penalty||8]|2. Specifically, withd; = (1,w;)T for wj > 0, taking
f(r; ;) = Awjr in @) gives LAS (j = 1,€ = 0), ALAS (wj > 0,e = 0), EN (; = 1,€ > 0) and the
AEN (wj > 0,e > 0) penalties. It is easy to see that selectfg A;) = Aw;jr also implies the equality
of (3) and [(4), a result relevant in both (ii) and (iii) of Thea[2Z.1 above.

LASSO [6=A=1] SCAD [8=(\,a)=(1.25,3.7)] Geman & Reynolds, 1992 [8=(A,8)=(5,1)]

B(1r, 8)
B(1r, 6)
B(1r, 6)

Figure 1: Three examples of penalties satisfying (P1).

The proposed penalty specification also covers the smootigged absolute deviation (SCAD;
e.g.LFanand [ i, 2001) penalty upon settip@; ;) = ps(r; 4, a) for eachj > 1, whereps(r; 4, ) is
defined as the definite integral of

=700 _ (a/l B u)+

Ps(u;a,@) = A[1(u < A) + @- 11 [(u> Q)] (5)
on the interval (< u < r and some fixed value af> 2 (e.g.,a = 3.7). The resulting penalty function is
continuously diferentiable and concave ore [0, o). The concavity ofps(:; 4, a) on [0, o), combined

with Pps(0; 4, a) = 0 and the fact thapg(0+; 4, @) is finite, implies
Ps(r;4,@) < Ps(si4,a) + Ps(s 4, a)(r — 9) (6)

for eachr,s > 0, the boundary cases for = 0 andor s = O following from
Hiriart-Urruty and Lemaréchal (1996, Remark 4.1.2, p. 24 pther wordsps(r; 4, @) can be majorized
by a linear function of.

The lasso penalty, its variants, and SCAD have receivedrdegest attention in the literature. More
recently, Zhang (2007) introduced the minimax concave IpeiiCP), which similarly to SCAD is
defined in terms of its derivative. Specifically, one takgs 1;) = pm(r; 4, a) for eachj > 1 in (3),
wherepw(r; 4, a) is defined fora > 2 as the definite integral of

(Ui .8) = (-2 ™

on the interval 0< u < r and some fixed value @& > 2 (e.g.,a = 3.7 as in_Fan et al., 2009b). Further
examples of dferentiable concave penalties incluo@; ;) = ps(r; 4, 6) for

or

Pe(r;A,0) =4 ,
Pe(r ) 1+6r

6>0 (8)
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(e.g.Geman and Reynolds, 1992; Nikolava, 2000); pfndA;j) = pv(r; 4, 6) for
Py(r; 4,6) = Alog(er + 1), 6 > 0; (9)

(e.glAntoniadis et al., 2009). These penalties represshtjsmall sample of the set of possible penal-
ties satisfying (P1) that one might reasonably consider.

Remark 2.2. The SCAD and MCP penalties are not strictly concave and leaitrogate majorizers
that fail to satisfy the globally strict majorization cotidin in (iii) of TheorenT 21l unless(B, @) is
strictly positive wheneves # «; see Remark 3|1 for further discussion and also Thedremeaehb

3 MIST: Minimization by Iterated Soft Thresholding
3.1 TheMIST algorithm

In general, the statistical literature on penalized edionahas proposed optimization algorithms tai-
lored for specific combinations of fidelity and penalty fuaos. The class of MM algorithms suggested
by Theoren 2]1 provides a very general and useful framevasrgrbposing new algorithms, the key to
which is a methodology for solving the minimization probl¢h), a step repeated with each iteration of
the MM algorithm. In this regard, it is helpful to note thaetproblem of minimizing:S YR, @) for a
givena is equivalent to minimizing

P
9(B) + A&lIBI + h(B, @) + D B (lejl; 4))IBi| (10)
=1

in B. In particular, ifg(8) + A<||BII> + h(8, @) is strictly convex for each bounded which clearly occurs
if both g(B) andh(B, @) are convex inB and at least one is strictly convex, thén](10) is also syrictl
convex and the corresponding minimization problem has @uensolution.

Remark 3.1. Fore = h(B, @) = 0and gB) = —¢(B) for ¢(B) = X\, €i(B) with £ (B) a twice continuously
differentiable loglikelihood function, the majorizer used hg MM algorithm induced by the surrogate
function (10) corresponds (up to sign) to the minorizer employed in the blgdrithm of Zou and Li
(2008), an improvement on the so-called LQA algorithm psmgbin Hunter and i (2005). Zou and Li
(2008, Proposition 1) assert convergence of their LLA alipon under imprecisely stated assumptions
and are additionally unclear as to the nature of convergere=ilt actually estabished. For example,
while!Zou and L.il(2008, Theorem 1) demonstrate that the Llghrithm does indeed have an ascent
property, their result appears to be infaient to ensure that the proper analog of condition Z3(ii) of
Theoreni All holds in the case of the SCAD penalty. As a comsegjut is unclear whether even weak
“subsequence” convergence results (cf./\Wu, 1983) hold wsiful generality in the case of the LLA
algorithm. In contrast, Theorem 2.1 shows that strict miamtion, under a few precisely stated condi-
tions, is syficient to ensure local convergence of the resulting MM alioni to a stationary point o))

In Sectior 3.R, it is further demonstrated how a particulboice of {8, @) yields a strict majorizer that
permits both closed form minimization and componentwisiatipg at each step of the MM algorithm,
even in the case of penalties that fail to be strictly concave

Numerous methods exist for minimizing afférentiable convex objective function (e.qg.,
Boyd and Vandenberghe, 2004). However, becdude (10) isflietahtiable, such methods do not apply
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in the current setting. Specialized methods exist for nmwproblems of the forni_(10) in settings
whereg(B) has a special structure; a well-known example here is LAE®NO et al.| 2004), which can
be used to #iciently solve lasso-type problems in the case wigge is replaced by a least squares ob-
jective function. Recently, Combettes and Wajs (2005, &sitipn 3.1; Theorem 3.4) proposed a very
general class of fixed point algorithms for minimizifigh) + f»(h), wherefi(:),i = 1, 2 are each convex
andh takes values in some real Hilbert sp&deHale et al.[(2008, Theorem 4.5) specialize the results of
Combettes and Wajs (2005) to the case wiéns some subset &P and f»(h) = Z?zl |hi|. The collec-
tive application of these results to the problem of minimig{10) generates an iterated soft-thresholding
procedure with an appealingly simple structure. Thedréfndiven below, states the algorithm, along
with conditions under which the algorithm is guaranteeddioverge; a proof is provided in Appendix
[A.3. The resulting class of procedures, that is, MM algonighin which the minimization of(10) is car-
ried out via this iterated soft-thresholding procedurdjaseatfter referred to as MIST, an acronym for
(M)inimization by (Dterated (S)oft (T)hresholding. Twamportant and useful features of MIST include
the absence of high-dimensional matrix inversion and thiyato update each individual parameter
separately.

Theorem 3.2. Suppose the conditions of Theorem 2.1 hold. L@)re g(B) + h(B8, @) + Ae€||B]|* be
strictly convex with a Lipschitz continuous derivative odey L™1 > 0 for each bounded. Then, for
any suchr and a constants € (0, 2L), the unique minimizer of10) can be obtained in a finite number
of iterations using iterated soft-thresholding:

1. Set n= 1 and initializeb©
2. Computa® = b1 — ZVm(b™D)

3. Computd® = S(d™: ), where for any vectors, v € RP,
p
S(u;v) = > s(uj.v))e, (11)
=

e denotes the' unit vector forRP,
s(uj, vj) = sign(uj)(ujl = Vi), (12)
is the univariate soft-thresholding operator, and

T = (F'(lal; ), - .., P lapl; )"

4. Stop if converged; else, setem + 1 and return to Step 2.

The proposed algorithm, as originally developed in Conssedind Wajs (2005), is suitable for min-
imizing the sum of a dierentiable convex functiom(:) and another convex function; hence, under
similar conditions, one could employ this algorithm ditgdd minimize (2) in cases where the penalty
@) is derived from some convex functig-;8). Theorem 3.4 of Combettes and Wajs (2005) further
shows that the update in Step 3 can be generalized to

bM = p-D 4 5 [S (b(n—l) — @, Vm(b™); wnT) _ b(n—l)]’



where, for evenn, @y, € (0, 2L) andés,, € (0, 1] is a suitable sequence of relaxation constants. Judiciou
selection of these constants, possibly updated at eachra@pimprove the convergence rate of this
algorithm.

Theoreni 3.2 imposes the relatively strong condition thaitradient ofn(8) is L~ -Lipschitz con-
tinuous. The role of this condition, also imposed_in Condxetnd Wajs (2005, Proposition 3.1; The-
orem 3.4), is to ensure that the update at each step of theggdmlgorithm is a contraction, thereby
guaranteeing its convergence to a fixed point. To see this,that the update from™ to b(™1 in the
algorithm of Theoren_3]2 involves the mappiB¢p — @Vm(b); wt). For any bounded anda, it is
easily shown that

IS(b — @wVm(b); wt) — S(a— @wVm(a); w7) || < |Ib —a— @ (Vm(b) — Vm(a)) ||.

WhenVm(b) = Vm(a), the right-hand side reduces|jio— al|, and the resulting mapping is only nonex-
pansive (i.e., not necessarily contractive). Howeverguastrict convexity, this situation can occur only
if b = a In particular, suppose thafV # b(™1; then,vm(b(™) = Vm(b(*1) and, using the mean value
theorem,

™D —b®) = S(b™ - @Vm(b™); wr) - (b - ZYMBY); @) |
Il = wHE®. o)™ — b,

IA

whereH(b,a) = fol vm(b + t(a — b))dt. The assumption that the gradientrofB) is L~1-Lipschitz
continuous now implies that choosing as indicated guaranteds — wH(b™, b(™1)|| < 1, thereby
producing a contraction.

In view of the generality of the Contraction Mapping Theoré&rg., [Luenberger and Ye, 2008,
Thm. 10.2.1), it is possible to relax the requirement %ai(B) is globally L~=2-Lipschitz continuous
provided that one selects a suitable starting point. Tlevaalk extension is summarized in the corollary
below; one may prove this result in a manner similar to Theofes of Hale et al. (2008).

Corollary 3.3. Let the conditions of Theordm 2.1 hold. Suppes&a bounded vector and assume that
m(B) = g(B) + h(B, @) + A€||B]|? is strictly convex and twice continuouslyfdrentiable. Then, for a given
boundedr, there exists a unique minimizgt. LetQ be a bounded convex set containigand define
Amax(B) to be the largest eigenvalue Bfm(8). Then, the algorithm of Theordm B.2 convergeg'tin

a finite number of iterations provided thaf) € Q, 1* = Maxseq Amax(B) < oo, andw € (0, 2/1%).

Some useful insight into the form of the proposed threshgldilgorithm can be gained by consid-
ering the behavior of the penalty derivative teph(r 7). As suggested eatrlier, (P1) implies th#fr} 6)
decreases from its maximum value towards zero awves away from the origin. For some penal-
ties (e.g., SCAD, MCP), this derivative actually become® z some finite value af > 0, resulting
in situations for whichrj = (lejl; 4;) = O for at least ong. If this occurs for component, then
j™" component of the vectd®(b®™ - wVm(b™); mr) simply reduces to th¢™ component of the ar-

gument vectob™ — wVm(b™). In the extreme case whete= 0, the proposed update reduces to
b1 = b — mVmM(b(M), an inexact Newton step in which the inverse hessian matriggkaced by
@lp, | denoting thep x p identity matrix, and with step-size chosen to ensure thafupdate yields a
contraction. Hence, if each of the component®®f — wVm(b(™) are sdficiently large in magnitude,
the proposed algorithm simply takes an inexact Newton stefards the solution; otherwise, one or
more components of this Newton-like update are subjectftetisesholding.
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3.2 Penalized estimation for generalized linear models

The combination of Theorenis 2[1, 8.2 and Corollary 3.3 leaaluseful and stable class of algorithms
with the ability to deal with a wide range of penalized regies problems. In settings whegéB) is
strictly convex and twice continuously fierentiable, one can safely assume thi@, «) = 0O for all
choices of anda provided thatp'(r; 8) in (P1) is strictly positive for > 0; important examples of sta-
tistical estimation problems here include many commonbdusear and generalized linear regression
models, semiparametric Cox regression (Cox, 1972), anatad versions of the accelerated failure
time regression model (cf.__Johnson and Strawderman/ 2008.SCAD and MCP penalizations, as
well as other penalties having/(f;8) > 0 forr > 0, can also be used; however, additional care is
required. In particular, and as pointed out in an earlieramnif one setd(B, ) = 0 for all g and«
then convergence of the resulting algorithm to a statiopaipt is no longer guaranteed by the above
results due to the resulting failure of these penaltiesdade strict majorization.

The need to use an iterative algorithm for repeatedly mizimgi (10) is not unusual for the class
of MM algorithms. However, it turns out that for certain cbes ofg(B), a suitable choice dfi(B, @)
in Theoren 3.2 guarantees both strict majorization and permme to minimize[(T0) in a single iter-
ation, resulting in a single soft-thresholding update @heteration. Below, we demonstrate how the
MIST algorithm simplifies in settings wheggB) corresponds to the negative loglikelihood function of a
canonically parameterized generalized linear regressiotel having a bounded hessian function. The
result applies to all penalties satisfying condition (Rd¢luding SCAD and MCP. A proof is provided
in Appendix(A.4.

Theorem 3.4. Lety be Nx 1 and suppose the probability distribution pfollows a generalized linear
model with a canonical link and linear predictaiB, whereX = [1y, X] is Nx (p+1) andg = [Bo,BT]T
is (p + 1) x 1 with By denoting an intercept. Assume th#By= —£(B8), where

() = 1" (cly) - b@) +y'n

denotes the corresponding loglikelihood; hajes XE and Hy;] = b'(#;) fori = 1... N for b(:) strictly
convex and twice continuouslyfféirentiable. Let the penalty function be defined ag3nand satisfy
(P1); note thaiBp remains unpenalized. Define

h(B,@) = ¢(B) - (@) - V(@) (B-@) + = (B-@)" (B-a); (13)
whered = [ag, "] is (p + 1) x 1, andw is defined as in Corollary 313. Then:

1. The objective functio(®), say§g|m(B), is majorized by
EnRB.@) = —U@) - Vi@) (B - &)
p
+o B -a) (B &)+ ) (1l +y) + Ae?) (14)

j=1

wheretj = (lejl; 4j) andyj = pllejl; 4j) — P'(lejl; 2j)lejl are bounded, nonnegative, and func-
tionally independent g8.

2. The functions @) = —¢(B) and h(B, &) satisfy the regularity conditions of Theorems| 2.1 Bnd 3.2;
hence, the corresponding MM algorithm converges to a statip point of (2).
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3. For each bounded,

(@) the minimizeB” of & B, &) is unique and satisfies

ﬂ*
Bo

where ;) is the soft-thresholding operator defined(id) and A = {1,..., p}.
(b) for each = [ko,x"]T € R(P+D),

w - w
1+ W/IES (a/ * E[Vf(a)]ﬂ’ ET) ’

a0 + 5 [V(@)o (15)

Egm (B +%.@) 2 &5 B @) + o kI (16)

In view of previous results, the result in # 3 of Theoreni 3.dvehthat the resulting MM algorithm
takes a very simple form: given the current iterfa@,

1. update the unpenalized intercﬁ’ﬁ? :
,Bg'ﬂ) _ ﬁgn) 4 % [V 5([3(”))]0

2. update the remaining parametgf3:

S8+ ZveE ) T2, an

(n+1) _
B 1+ wle

wherer™ = (f)’(lli’(ln)l; ), ..., ITJ’(IB(;?)“ )"

The specific choice of functiom(ﬁ,af) clearly serves two useful purposes: (i) it leads to
componentwise-soft thresholding; and, (ii) it leads tacstmajorization, as is required in condition
(iii) of Theorem[2.1, allowing one to establish the conveige of MIST for SCAD and other penalties
having ' (r, ) = 0 at some finite > 0.

Evidently, the algorithm above immediately covers theisgtof penalized linear regression. For
example, suppose thgthas been centered to remgsgfrom consideration and that the problem has
also been rescaled so thétwhich is nowN x p, satisfies the indicated conditions. Then, the results of
the Theoren 314 apply directly with

1 1
~Up) = 5 IXB-YI*, VEB) = XT(y = XB), h(B,e) =& MIB - alf’ - 5IIXB - Xel”,

wherew is defined as in Corollafy 3.3. For the class of adaptiveielast penalties (i.ep(f; ;) = Awjr

in @)), the resulting iterative scheme is exactly that psaal inl(De Mol et all, 2008, pg. 17), specialized
to the setting of a Euclidean parameter. In particular, weha= iw; andy; = 0 in Theorem_3 4, and
the proposed update reduces to

1 ’ 4
ﬂ(k+1) _ ms((w - X’X) ,B(k) + X'y; /1),

wherey = 2oL, Settingy = 1 ande = 0 yields the iterative procedure proposed in Daubechiek et a
(2004), provided thaX’X is scaled such that- X’X is positive definite. The proposed MIST algorithm
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extends these iterative componentwise soft-thresholdnegedures to a much wider class of penalty
and data fidelity functions.

The restriction to canonical generalized linear models liedreni 3.4 is imposed to ensure strict
convexity of the negative loglikelihood. Our results arsilyamodified to handle non-canonical gener-
alized linear models, provided the negative loglikelihaedhains strictly convex iﬁ and the hessian
can be appropriately bounded. Interestingly, not all cazadly parameterized generalized linear mod-
els satisfy the regularity conditions of Theoreml 3.4. Onghsmportant class of problems is penalized
likelihood estimation for Poisson regression models. &angle, in the classical setting Nfindepen-
dent Poisson observations WEiYilf(i] = d; exp{>~<iT/3} for a known set of constanty ... dy, we have

(i.e., up to irrelevant constantsjg) = - XN, (X 8), where
fi(u) = die" - yju.

It is easy to see thaw(ﬁ), henceVm(ﬁ), is locally but not globally Lipschitz continuous; henceisit
not possible to choose a matitx = @l such that[(I4) everywhere majoriz&gm(B). Nevertheless,
progress remains possible. For example, Corollary 3.3ignphat that one can still use a single update

of the form [IT) provided that a suitab{® henceC andﬁ(o), can be identified. Alternatively, using
results summarized in Becker et al. (1997), one can instegdrize—{(B) for any boundedr using

k(ﬂ a) = ij(ﬂha’j) for kJ(ﬂJ’Q’J) = Zl Xij # 0} 9” f|( (ﬂj CYJ)+)?'TF(;),
i=1

where, for every, 6;; > 0 are any sequence of constants satisfﬁrfgo 6ij = 1 andg;j > 0 if x;; # O.
Of importance here is the fak;(ﬂ,,aj) is a strictly convex function gf; and does not depend ¢ia
for k # j. One may now takda(ﬂ @) in Theoren{ 2.1l as being equal k(ﬁ ) + f(ﬂ) leading to the
minimization of

_ p
5URB.@) o ) [Ki(Bjs ) + AeB7 + B (lejli A))IBi 1 + Ko(Bo, o). (18)

j=1

In particular, componentwise soft-thresholding is repthby componentwise minimization ¢f (18), the
latter being possible using any algorithm capable of mining a continuous nonlinear function of one
variable.

Remark 3.5. The Cox proportional hazards model (Cox, 1972), while notaegalized linear model,
shares the essential features of the generalized lineareingdized in Theoreri 314. In particular, the
negative log partial likelihood, say(8) = —£,(B), is strictly convex, twice continuouslyffirentiable,
and has a bounded hessian (elg., Bohning and Lindsay, 198&er8en et al., 1993). Consequently,
Theoren{ 314 and its proof are easily modified for this settipgn taking ¢8) as indicated, setting
h(B, @) = £p(B) — tp(@) — Vip(@)T (B - @) + @ YIB - e|?, and takingw as defined as in Corollafy3.3.

3.3 Accelerating Convergence

Similarly to the EM algorithm, the stability and simplicityf the MM algorithm frequently comes
at the price of a slow convergence rate. Numerous methodsadlerating the EM algorithm
have been proposed in the literature; see MclLachlan andifais (2008) for a review. Recently,
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Varadhan and Roland (2008) proposed a new method for EMICR{IHJAREM, obtained by “squaring”
an iterative Stensen-type (STEM) acceleration method. Both STEM and SQEMRre structured

for use with iterative mappings of the foréq.1 = M(6,), n = 0,1,2,..., hence applicable to both the
EM and MM algorithms. Specifically, the acceleration updateSQUAREM is given by

Onir = On—2yn(M(6n) — 6hn) + Yﬁ[M(M(Hn)) — 2M(6hn) + 6n]
= Gn - 27nrn + ’yﬁVn, (19)

wherer, = M(6,) - 6, andv, = (M(M(6y) — M(6y) — r, for an adaptive steplengthy.
Varadhan and Roland (2008) suggest several steplengtbneptivith preference for choicg, =
—lIrall/lIvall. Roland and Varadhamn (2005) provide a proof of local convargefor SQUAREM under
restrictive conditions on the EM mappindg(6), while|Varadhan and Roland (2008) outline a proof for
global convergence for versions of SQUAREM that employ akHeacking strategy. We study the
effectiveness of SQUAREM applied to the simplified form of theWlalgorithm, hereafter denoted
SQUAREM, in Sectiorf 4.B.

4 Simulation Results

The simulation results summarized below are intended topapenthe estimates ¢ obtained from
existing methods to those obtained using the simplified Mé&&jorithm of Theoreni 3]4. In partic-
ular, we consider the performance of MIST for the class ofapeed linear and generalized linear
models, demonstrating its capability of recovering theisohs provided by existing algorithms when
both algorithms are forced to use the same set of “tuningampaters (i.e., penalty parameter(s), plus
any additional parameters required to define the penakif)itdn cases where multiple local minima
can arise, we further show that the MIST algorithm often setwdfind solutions with lower objective
function evaluations in comparison with existing algamith provided these algorithms utilize the same
choice of starting value.

4.1 Examplel: Linear Model

Let 1, and O, respectively denotan-dimensional vectors of ones and zeros. Then, following
Zou and Zhang (2009), we generated data from the lineargsigre model

y=xXB"+¢ (20)

whereg* = (3- 13,05, )" is ap-dimensional vector with intrinsic dimensian= 3[p/9], & ~ N(0, 02,
andx follows a p-dimensional multivariate normal distribution with zer@am and covariance matrix
having elementE;y = pll X, 1 < k, j < p. We considered- € {1,3}, p € {0.0,0.5,0.75} andp € {35, 81}
for N = 100 independent observations.

Penalized least squares estimation is considered for fipelaochoices of penalty functions, all of
which are currently implemented in tiesoftware language (R Development Core Team, 2005): LAS,
ALAS, EN, AEN, and SCAD. The LAS, ALAS, EN and AEN penaltiexaill convex and lead to
unique solutions under mild conditions; the SCAD penaltgdacave and the resulting minimization
problem may have multiple solutions. In each case, we usistirax software for computing solutions
subject to these penalizations and compared those resulte tsolutions computed using the MIST
algorithm.

12



Regarding existing methods, we respectively useddte(Hastie and Efron, 2007) arelasticnet
(Zou and Hastie, 2008) packages for computing solutiondiéncase of the LAS and EN penalties.
For the ALAS and AEN penalties, we used software kindly pdedi by Zou and Zhahg (2009) that also
makes use of thelasticnetpackage. The weights for the AEN penalty are computed usjng |B'J?N|‘7,

i=1L...,p where,BEN is an EN estimator ang is a positive constant. Using EN-based weights in
the AEN fitting algorithm necessitates tuning parameteci§ipation for both EN and AEN. As in
Zou and Zhang (2009), thg parameterst (1; in their notation) are allowed to filer, whereas thé,
parameterg (1, in their notation) are forced to be the same. Evidentlyjreptt = 0 (1> = 0) results
in the ALAS solution. For the SCAD penalty, we considered dsmator of Kim et al.[(2008) (HD),
as well the one-step SCAD (1S) and LLA estimators of Zou an(2DD8). The code for the first two
methods was kindly provided by their respective authors;thA estimator was computed using the
R packageSIS The choicea = 3.7 was used for all implementations of SCAD.

We considered finding solutions using penalties in theAset{0.1, 1,5, 10, 20, 100}. In particular,
for LAS and SCAD,A = A1 € A. For EN, botha = 1; € A andle = A2 € A. For simplicity, we

fixed the weights for AEN for a given, by selecting the ‘bes]@EN among the six estimators involving
A = A1 € A based on a BIC-like criteria. Likewise for ALAS, the weightgere computing using the

‘best’ BLAS among the six estimators involving= 11 € A. The parametey for the ALAS and AEN
penalties was respectively set to three and fivegpfer35 andp = 81.

For the strictly convex objective functions associatedhhie LAS, ALAS, EN, and AEN penalties,
we simply used a starting value gf) = 0p. For SCAD, three dferent starting values for the MIST, HD,
and LLA SCAD algorithms were considered® = 0, 8% = B, (.., the unpenalized least squares
estimate), ang©® = ,Els’ ;1 (i.e., the one-step estimate computed using the peagalts inlZou and Li
(2008), the one-step estimator 1S is computed Lfé,i,mgan appropriate choice wheé > p.

The convergence criteria used by the existing softwaregmakwere used without alteration in this
simulation study. The convergence criteria used for MISTenas follows: the algorithm stopped if
either (i) the normed dlierence of successive iterates was less thah (fdnvergence of cdgcients);
or, (i) the difference of the objective function evaluated at successivatés was less than foand the
number of iterations exceeded®l@onvergence of optimization). Due to the large number ofigar-
isons and highly intensive nature of the computations, weBra 100 simulations for each choice of
o, andp. We report the results for the convex penalties in Table 1thase for the SCAD penalty in
Tables[2 and]3.

In Table[1, we summarize the average normétedénce between the solution obtained using exist-
ing software and that obtained using leﬁﬁexist—ﬁmistH , over theB = 100 simulations; in particular,
we report in the two leftmost panels the maximum value of tlference, computed across all com-
binations of tuning parameters. These maximuffiedénces (all of which are multiplied by T)0are
remarkably small for all (A)LAS and (A)EN penalties, indicey that MIST recovers the same (unique)
solutions as the existing algorithms. Interestingly, thtugs for LAS are slightly larger than the rest,
where the maximum étierences all resulted from the smallest valuelafonsidered { = 0.1). In
these cases, the algorithm tended to stop using the olgdctnction criteria rather than the (stricter)
codficient criteria, resulting in slightly larger filerences on average.

The results for SCAD are reported in Taklés@2=( 35) and_B p = 81) and display (i) the average
normed diferences, multiplied by Pofor each combination of, o, o, pand starting value; and, (ii) the
proportion of simulated datasets in which the MIST solutyaglds a lower evaluation of the objective
function in comparison with the solution obtained usingthro method for the indicated choice of
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Table 1: Maximum average normedftierencesX10°) over B = 100 simulations for Examples 1 (LM) and 2
(GLM).

LM:o=1 LM:o=3 GLM

o 0 05 0.75 0 05 0.75 0 05 0.75

p=35 q=25
LAS 0.10 035 145 0.10 0.37 156/ 0.07 4.28 6.17
ALAS 0.03 0.14 064005 021 1004 184 286 3.76
EN 0.07 0.19 0.50 0.07 020 0.51] 230 561 8.68
AEN 0.03 0.10 0.33 0.04 0.13 0.36] 147 3.35 5.27

p=81 q=75
LAS 1.73 3.82 11.74 2.33 5.78 18.99] 0.10 6.97 9.94
ALAS 0.12 0.38 158 035 1.03 439 134 255 3.30
EN 031 049 0.87031 049 0.88 235 4.64 6.56
AEN 0.14 0.22 056 0.16 0.26 056 127 229 285

starting value. The results far= 100 are not shown, as the solution viagn all cases. In comparison
with the convex penalties, larger normedeliences are observed, even when controlling for the use of
the same starting value. Suclfftdrences are a result of two important features of the SCAIPnigation
problem: (i) the possible existence of several local miniarad, (ii) the fact that the MIST, HD, and
LLA algorithms each take a fierent path from a given starting value towards one of thekdicos.
For example, while each of the LLA, MIST, and HD algorithmsdlve majorization of the objective
function using a lasso-type surrogate objective functimth the majorization and minimization of the
resulting surrogate function are carried oufeliently in each case. In particular, the LLA algorithm, as
implemented inSI§ majorizes only the penalty term and adapts the lasso codknpathin order to
minimize the corresponding surrogate objective functibaaeh step. The HD algorithm is similar in
spirit, but instead decomposes the penalty term into a statohcave and convex function and utilizes
the the algorithm of Rosset and Zhu (2007) to minimize theesmonding surrogate objective function.
The MIST algorithm instead uses the same penalty majooizats the LLA algorithm, but additionally
majorizes the negative loglikelihood term in a way that gesminimization of the surrogate function
in a single soft-thresholding step. Each procedure thezdalikes a dferent path towards a solution,
even when given the same starting value.

We remark here that flierences must also expected between any of LLA, HD, MIST aadtte-
step solution 1S; from an optimization perspective, thesiep estimate is the result of running just one
iteration of the LLA algorithm, starting from the unpenaiizleast squares estimaﬁ};ﬂ (Zou and Li,
2008), and only provides an approximation the solution éodésired minimization problem. All other
methods (LLA, MIST, HD) iterate until some local minimizeor(stationary point) is reached. For ex-
ample, when using elth¢irm| or,BlS} as the starting value, MIST always found a solution that peced

a lower evaluation of the objective function in comparlsoyiqs’d. However, when using the null start-
ing value of0,, the one-step estimator did occasionally result in a loviaggaiive function evaluation in
cases involving smaller values #f This behavior is not terribly surprising; with smallthe one-step
solution should generally be close to the unpenalized E@sares solution, as the objective function
itself is likely to be dominated by the least squares term.

Of all the SCAD algorithms considered here, MIST and LLA tedido find the most similar solu-
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tions (i.e., have the smallest normedfeiiences). For the cases in which the LLA solution had lower
objective function evaluations, all of the MIST solutionsne also LLA solutions; i.e, when starting the
LLA algorithm with the MIST solution, the algorithm termiteal at the starting value (i.e., the LLA so-
lution coincides with the MIST solution). With the exceptiof three of these cases, starting the MIST
algorithm with the LLA solution also resulted in the samedébr. For the most part, the HD and MIST
algorithms also gave similar results, with one source fiédence being the respective stopping criteria
used. The stopping criteria for HD, assessed in order, dialaws: (1) ‘convergence of optimization’:
stop if the absolute value of thefférence of the objective evaluated at successive iteratessghan
le-6; (2) ‘convergence of penalty gradient’: stop if the sointhe absolute value of theftirences of
the derivative of the centered penalty evaluated at suiveeissrates is less than 1e-6, (3) ‘convergence
of codficients:’ stop if the sum of the absolute value of thatiences of successive iterates is less than
le-6, and (4) ‘jump-over’ criteria: stop if the objectivethé previous iterate plus 1e-6 was less than the
objective at the current iterate. After careful analysishefresults, we can assert the following:

e The MIST solution usually has the same or a lower evaluatidhe objective function in com-
parison with HD, regardless of starting value.

e HD tends to have the greatestfiulty in cases of high correlation between predictors, alyik
result of the fact that this algorithm relies on the variaotthe unpenalized least squares estima-
tor, hence matrix inversion, to take steps towards solutiorcontrast, MIST requires no matrix
inversion.

On balance, the MIST algorithm performs as well or bettentihiaA and HD in locating minimizers
in nearly all cases. As suggested above, variation in thgieak found can be traced to the path each
algorithm takes towards a solution andféiences in stopping criteria. Remarkably, in cases when the
correlation among predictors was low, the choice of stgrnielue made little dierence for MIST; either
the same solution was found for all starting values or nortb@fttarting values dominated in terms of
finding the lower or equivalent objective evaluations. Ittisgs involving higher correlation, however,
using eithe, or the 1S starting values tended to result in the lower evaluatiorte@bbjective function
in comparison with using the unpenalized least squaresi@oluSimilar behavior was observed for the
LLA algorithm. In contrast, the choice of starting value l@achuch larger impact on the performance of
the HD estimator; in particular, the use@f as a starting value typically resulted in the lowest obyecti
function evaluations when compared to using a non-nultistavalue.

4.2 Example2: Binary Logistic Regression

As in Example 1, we considered the LAS, ALAS, EN, AEN, and SCpdhalties. There are at least
two R packages that allow penalization using the LAS and EN pesalglmpath (Park and Hastie,
2007), which handles binomial and poisson regression wsipgedictor-corrector” method, argimnet
(Eriedman et all, 2008), which handles binomial and multirad regression using cyclical coordinate
descent. Both methods can be tuned to find the same solutioifgr; ease of presentation we only con-
sider the results ajlmnetfor comparison in the tables and analysis below. $Hepackagel(Fan et al.,
2009a) permits computations with the ALAS, AEN, and SCADaglges using modifications of the
Park and Hastie (2007) code. For SCAD, we compared the sesuMIST to the results from the one-
step (1S) algorithm (GLM version, Zou and Li, 2008) using tbde provided from the authors and the
LLA algorithm as implemented in Fan et/ al. (2009a).
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Table 2:Algorithm performance in Example 1 (LMp = 35, N = 100) for SCAD penalty. The column ‘avg’ is
the average normedftiérencesc10® between the MIST solution and the existing method’s sofutiprop’ is the
proportion of MIST solutions whose objective function exation was less than or equal to that of the existing
method’s solution.

o=1 oc=3
B Op Bmi Bisa Op Bmi Bisa
p method avg  prop avg  prop avg  prop avg _ prop avg _ prop avg _ prop
1=.1
0 HD 15.71 1.00 1541 1.00 17.93 1.00 468.55 1.00| 2076.40 1.00 55.17 1.00
1S 99.13 1.00 99.13 1.00 99.13 1.00 211.17 1.00f 211.16 1.00f 211.16 1.00
LLA 0.43 1.00 0.46 1.00 0.46 1.00 2.07 1.00 1.96 1.00 2.02 1.00
0.5 HD 7.07 0.99 10.72 1.00 204 1.00 269.85 0.97| 21894 0.94| 130.76 0.98
1S 192.22 1.00f 192.01 1.00f 192.00 1.00 483.89 0.98| 421.17 1.00f 419.15 1.00
LLA 6.65 0.99 0.62 1.00 0.60 1.00 57.87 0.96 12.84 0.99 2.37 1.00
0.75 HD 29.25 0.99] 105.39 0.92 66.83 0.96|| 2335.23 1.00| 2758.43 0.98| 2731.10 0.99
1S 575.09 1.00f 488.09 1.00( 486.19 1.00|| 1417.97 0.86| 604.26 1.00| 629.21 1.00
LLA 23.81 0.98 23.34 0.99 1.67 0.99 558.56 0.73 69.30 0.96 44.87 0.98
1=1
0 HD 6.22 1.00 22.87 1.00 19.99 1.00 9.44 1.00 35.16 1.00 14.65 1.00
1S 694.59 1.00] 694.57 1.00| 694.57 1.00 844.68 1.00| 844.67 1.00( 844.67 1.00
LLA 1.64 1.00 1.71 1.00 1.74 1.00 1.47 1.00 1.47 1.00 1.43 1.00

0.5 HD 300.62 0.98 3409 1.00| 11576 0.98| 303.98 0.96| 140.26 1.00 9490 1.00
1S 4489.01 1.00| 4276.77 1.00| 4261.64 1.00{| 3547.69 1.00| 3254.16 1.00| 3254.16 1.00
LLA 296.53 0.98 7.10 1.00 88.14 0.98|| 248.82 0.96 2.66 1.00 2.66 1.00
0.75 HD 3083.00 0.68 1980.40 0.89| 1138.53 0.96|| 1476.59 0.84| 1669.60 0.93| 868.21 0.97
1S 722477 1.000 5491.09 1.00| 5622.21 1.00|| 5682.04 0.96| 3835.30 1.00| 3748.35 1.00
LLA 2802.66 0.66| 1121.80 0.85| 293.50 0.96|| 1365.76 0.83| 918.63 0.89| 433.66 0.96

1=5
0 HD 18.18 1.00 18.18 1.00 18.18 1.00 17.73  1.00 17.73  1.00 17.73 1.00
1S 48.23 1.00 48.23 1.00 48.23 1.00 63.63 1.00 63.63 1.00 63.63 1.00
LLA 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00
0.5 HD 0.01 1.00 0.01 1.00 0.01 1.00 0.01 1.00 0.01 1.00 0.01 1.00
1S 3696.85 1.00 3696.85 1.00| 3696.85 1.00|| 3751.96 1.00{ 3751.96 1.00| 3751.96 1.00
LLA 0.02 1.00 0.09 1.00 0.08 1.00 0.03 1.00 0.14 1.00 0.08 1.00
0.75 HD 0.27 1.00 0.27 1.00 98.05 1.00 19.20 0.99 19.21  0.99 99.95 0.99
1S 3977.93 1.000 3977.93 1.00| 4045.81 1.00|| 4170.49 1.00| 4170.49 1.00| 4180.79 1.00
LLA 0.27 1.00 0.45 1.00 98.35 1.00 19.00 0.99 19.20 0.99| 100.05 0.99
1=10
0 HD 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00
1S 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00
LLA 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00
0.5 HD 57.33 1.00 57.33 1.00 57.33 1.00 53.80 1.00 53.80 1.00 53.80 1.00
1S 501.86 1.00; 501.86 1.00( 501.86 1.00|| 497.87 1.00| 497.87 1.00| 497.87 1.00
LLA 0.01 1.00 0.03 1.00 0.01 1.00 0.01 1.00 0.04 1.00 0.01 1.00
0.75 HD 0.41 1.00 0.41 1.00 0.41 1.00 0.53 1.00 0.53 1.00 0.53 1.00
1S 4206.65 1.00| 4206.65 1.00| 4206.65 1.00(| 4261.12 1.00| 4261.12 1.00| 4261.12 1.00
LLA 0.09 1.00 0.30 1.00 0.14 1.00 0.07 1.00 0.36 1.00 0.10 1.00
1=20
0 HD 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00
1S 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00
LLA 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00
0.5 HD 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00
1S 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00
LLA 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00
0.75 HD 33.90 1.00 33.90 1.00 33.90 1.00 35.46 1.00 35.46 1.00 35.46 1.00
1S 47.21 1.00 47.21 1.00 47.21 1.00 46.90 1.00 46.90 1.00 46.90 1.00
LLA 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.06 1.00 0.00 1.00

16



Table 3:Algorithm performance in Example 1 (LMp = 81, N = 100) for SCAD penalty. The column ‘avg’ is
the average normedfierencesx10°) between the MIST solution and the existing method’s sotuti‘prop’ is

the proportion of MIST solutions whose objective functiealeiation was less than or equal to that of the existing
method’s solution.

o=1 o=3
BO Op Bmi Bisa Op Bmi Bisa
p method avg  prop) avg  prop avg _ prop avg  prop avg  prop avg  prop
1=.1
0 HD 828.22 1.00{ 1211.97 1.00 962.10 1.00 4615.10 1.00| 5414.49 1.00| 5350.54 1.00
1S 753.85 1.00| 753.84 1.00 753.84 1.00 2836.29 0.90| 1314.46 1.00| 1366.62 1.00
LLA 1.60 1.00 1.67 1.00 1.64 1.00 1181.62 0.76 382.17 0.82 223.32 0.94
0.5 HD 5992.88 1.000 6008.14 1.00] 5994.86 1.00 8002.08 1.00| 9530.30 1.00{ 9546.21 1.00
1S 1217.02 1.00 1202.01 1.00| 1201.30 1.00 4619.22 0.88| 1473.61 1.00| 1403.36 1.00
LLA 2478 0.97 1.33 1.00 850 0.99 2123.22 0.57 576.65 0.83 232.10 0.91
0.75 HD 12018.61 1.00 12042.97 1.00{ 12042.90 1.00|| 13582.93 1.00| 16580.85 1.00| 16569.80 1.00
1S 2492.18 1.00 2327.76 1.00| 2330.54 1.00 8204.45 0.60| 121598 1.00| 1181.16 1.00
LLA 36.95 0.98 90.89 0.97 90.69 0.96 3517.93 0.50 607.08 0.78 252.75 0.89
A1=1
0 HD 1421.70 1.00{ 3595.88 1.00{ 2296.03 1.00 1552.11 0.98| 3258.39 1.00f 2231.63 1.00
1S 7121.11 1.000 6977.35 1.00| 6976.16 1.00 7485.99 1.00| 7182.76 1.00| 7182.76 1.00
LLA 50.48 0.99 64.69 0.99 4.59 1.00 231.48 0.97 107.36 1.00 140.97 1.00
0.5 HD 4505.31 0.93] 6764.71 0.88] 497351 0.98|| 4571.62 0.97| 6473.05 0.89| 6150.70 0.96
1S 11973.29 1.00 10301.59 1.00{ 10238.21 1.00|| 12411.82 1.00{ 9674.64 1.00| 9781.43 1.00
LLA 1622.24 0.89 661.69 0.95 622.25 0.96 1682.66 0.89| 1785.73 0.86 517.91 0.97
0.75 HD 11166.35 0.75 16786.90 0.57| 11642.59 0.84|| 12834.39 0.81| 14964.11 0.66| 10110.16 0.90
1S 16953.51 1.00 9125.82 1.00{ 9225.76 1.00|| 1717491 0.99| 8828.81 1.00| 8549.86 1.00
LLA 6379.56 0.50| 4295.69 0.63 787.30 0.93 6904.11 0.52| 3637.68 0.74 812.28 0.94
1=5
0 HD 12.35 1.00 12.35 1.00 12.35 1.00 13.00 1.00 13.00 1.00 13.00 1.00
1S 1072.70 1.000 1072.70 1.00| 1072.70 1.00 1114.13 1.00| 1114.13 1.00| 1114.13 1.00
LLA 0.01 1.00 0.05 1.00 0.01 1.00 0.01 1.00 0.07 1.00 0.01 1.00
0.5 HD 28.71 1.00 28.71 1.00 28.71 1.00 0.43 1.00 0.42 1.00 0.43 1.00
1S 6793.73 1.000 6793.73 1.00| 6793.73 1.00 6831.01 1.00| 6831.01 1.00| 6831.01 1.00
LLA 0.38 1.00 054 1.00 049 1.00 0.43 1.00 0.58 1.00 0.57 1.00
0.75 HD 4998.08 0.8 4963.08 0.88| 4292.65 0.97 5753.61 0.92| 5772.76 0.95| 5192.19 0.98
1S 11191.83 1.00 11188.02 1.00{ 12029.12 1.00|| 11917.77 1.00| 11971.47 1.00| 12485.14 1.00
LLA 1217.39 0.90 1252.65 0.89( 1060.08 0.99 861.72 0.95 937.76 0.94| 1018.59 0.98
1=10
0 HD 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00
1S 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00
LLA 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00
0.5 HD 6.69 1.00 6.69 1.00 6.69 1.00 580 1.00 580 1.00 580 1.00
1S 2883.52 1.00 2883.52 1.00| 2883.52 1.00 2906.35 1.00| 2906.35 1.00| 2906.35 1.00
LLA 0.03 1.00 0.20 1.00 0.03 1.00 0.02 1.00 0.20 1.00 0.02 1.00
0.75 HD 122.19 1.00 122.19 1.00 122.19 1.00 107.93 1.00 107.93 1.00 107.93 1.00
1S 8835.88 1.00 8835.88 1.00| 8835.87 1.00 8874.85 1.00| 8874.85 1.00| 8874.84 1.00
LLA 0.08 1.00 0.54 1.00 0.32 1.00 0.10 1.00 0.53 1.00 0.35 1.00
1=20
0 HD 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00
1S 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00
LLA 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00
0.5 HD 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00
1S 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00
LLA 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00
0.75 HD 21.76 1.00 21.76 1.00 21.76 1.00 17.70 1.00 17.70 1.00 17.70 1.00
1S 3997.88 1.00 3997.88 1.00{ 3997.88 1.00|| 4014.29 1.00{ 4014.30 1.00{ 4014.29 1.00
LLA 0.05 1.00 0.43 1.00 0.06 1.00 0.07 1.00 0.38 1.00 0.08 1.00
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As before, we only considered comparing solutions thathuse@ame combination of tuning parame-
ters; for the present example, the set considered here-i$0.001, 0.01, 0.05,0.1, 0.2, 1.00}, reflecting a
need to accommodate thdférent scaling of the problem. The data generation schenthifoexample
was loosely based on the simulation study found in Friedmah ¢€2008). Binary response data were
generated according to a logistic (rather than linearjeegion model using; = [1+exp(—xi’,8*)]‘1, i=
1,...,N = 1000, whergg" is ap—vector with elementg; = 3x (-1)! exp(-2(j —1)/200) j=1,...,q,

g € {2575}, and the remaining 108 g components set to zero. Heng, follows a p-dimensional
multivariate normal distribution with zero mean and coaadeX = 37?P where correlation matri®

is such that each pair of predictors has the same populatioelationp. We considered three such
correlationsp € {0.0,0.5,0.75}.

For theB = 100 simulations, the maximum (acrossféient tuning parameters) average normed
difference between the existing and proposed methods, medtip} 10, are reported for each of the
strictly convex cases in the right-most panel of Tdlle 1. A®ke, these maximums are generally
remarkably small, indicating that MIST can recover the sgomque) solutions as the existing algo-
rithms. The results for SCAD are reported in Table 4, whicpléiys the same information as in the
corresponding tables from Example 1; the HD comparison®niged here as the methodology and
code were only developed for the case of penalized leastreguln the GLM setting, the 1S estimator
is computed by applying the LARS (Efron et al., 2004) aldoritto a quadratic approximation of the
negative loglikelihood function evaluated at the MLE. ThuS takes ‘one step’ towards minimizing
the objective function; in contrast, both MIST and LLA iterauntil a stationary point, usually a local
minimizer, is found. As in the linear model case, LLA uggspathto minimize the surrogate at each
step, whereas the MIST algorithm uses a single applicafitmecsoft thresholding operator to minimize
the surrogate at each step.

In this example, the starting value carried even greateoitapce in comparison with the linear
model setting. In particular, in the case of MIST, the comabion of a0, starting value and small
penalty parameter led to solutions with objective functmaluations that were substantially larger in
comparison with those obtained using eitﬁﬁg andﬁls’ 1- Such behavior may be directly attributed to
the fact that the ML and 1S starting values either minimizeearly minimize the negative loglikelihood
portion of the objective function, the dominant term in thgeative function when is “small.” In
contrast, &, starting value led to the best minimization performancelnge” A; upon reflection, this
is also not very surprising, since large penalties indueatgr sparsity and, is the sparsest possible
solution.

There were a few settings in which the 1S estimator resuttedawer objective function evaluation
in comparison with applying MIST started At,. This reflects the fact that several local minima can
exist for non-convex penalties like SCAD. In addition, asdwas observed before, using the 1S solution
as a starting value always led to MIST finding a solution wilbveer evaluation of the objective function
in comparison with that provided by the 1S solution. Regaydhe use of LLA, which also requires
a starting value specification, we again examined the caseshich LLA resulted in lower objective
function evaluations. For these cases, all MIST solutiorsew LA solutions, and all LLA solutions
were MIST solutions with the exception of one. Hence, bothhwods find valid, if often dferent,
solutions, a behavior that we again attribute to thfBedences in paths taken towards a solution.
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Table 4: Algorithm performance in Example 2 (GLM) for SCAD penaltyhd column ‘avg’ is the average
normed diferencesX10°) between the MIST solution and the existing method’s sofutiprop’ is the proportion

of MIST solutions whose objective function evaluation wassl than or equal to that of the existing method’s
solution.

q=25 q=75
B Op Bmi Bisa Op Bmi Bisa
p method avg  prop avg  prop avg  prop avg _ prop avg _ prop avg _ prop
A1=.001
0 1S 26.50 0.27 0.39 1.00 0.39 1.00 31.70 042 0.22 1.00 0.18 1.00
LLA 18.55 0.68 0.15 1.00 0.13 1.00 17.31 0.76 0.22 1.00 0.11 1.00
0.5 1S 33.90 0.15 0.08 1.00 0.07 1.00 3543 0.26 0.10 1.00 0.07 1.00
LLA 2765 0.64 0.01 1.00 0.00 1.00 18.45 0.82 0.10 1.00 0.00 1.00
0.75 1S 56.29 0.04 0.06 1.00 0.05 1.00 42.85 0.23 0.05 1.00 0.04 1.00
LLA 46.48 0.71 0.05 1.00 0.00 1.00 26.05 0.82 0.04 1.00 0.00 1.00
A1=.01
0 1S 945.60 0.11 30.65 1.00 31.42 1.00|| 1318.20 0.02 8.61 1.00 8.61 1.00

LLA 416.15 0.64 549 0.93 186 0.99 406.62 0.72 0.98 1.00 0.49 1.00
0.5 1S 1082.65 0.0 23.60 1.00 22.97 1.00(| 1088.23 0.01 5.62 1.00 575 1.00
LLA 427.10 0.72 1.33 0.99 0.03 1.00 398.05 0.74 0.56 0.99 0.16 1.00
0.75 1S 1462.74 0.00 16.81 0.98 17.37 1.00(| 1629.73  0.00 553 0.99 497 1.00
LLA 548.07 0.79 1.71  0.97 0.82 1.00 578.09 0.79 1.73  0.99 0.06 1.00

0 1S 1845.64 0.99 501.45 1.00|{ 530.14 1.00(| 9575.27 0.82| 252.36 1.00| 263.41 1.00
LLA 75.94 0.99 93.46 0.73 76.33 0.98 97.80 0.91 27.73 0.96 13.86 0.99
0.5 1s 4351.14 0.33 433.10 1.00| 473.27 1.00|| 832346 0.98| 171.08 1.00f 181.11 1.00
LLA 394.16 0.60| 12551 0.74 7417 0.94| 106.69 0.87 1559 0.96 9.10 1.00
0.75 1S 5041.69 0.97 359.74 1.00| 379.26 1.00|| 7907.54 1.00| 156.65 0.99| 164.34 1.00
LLA 337.48 0.90| 124.48 0.67 46.58 0.91 2437 0.98 31.31 0.95 2.19 1.00

1=.1
0 1S 4095.33 1.00 818.64 1.00f 815.48 1.00|| 8626.86 1.00| 834.01 1.00f 832.92 1.00
LLA 0.00 1.00 0.04 1.00 15.14 1.00 0.00 1.00 73.78 0.89| 14955 0.98
0.5 1S 4330.64 1.00 660.87 1.00| 682.83 1.00|| 7626.58 1.00| 628.29 1.00{ 718.12 1.00
LLA 456 1.00 32.36  0.93 34.80 0.99 0.00 1.00( 115.84 0.85| 121.60 0.98
0.75 1S 4536.24 1.00 626.38 1.00| 693.65 1.00|| 7457.80 1.00f 550.76 1.00{ 618.94 1.00
LLA 0.00 1.00 81.21 0.87 87.10 0.99 0.00 1.00 88.95 0.86 62.41 0.98

1=.2
0 1S 3712.07 1.00 2888.10 0.81| 3712.07 1.00|| 4346.96 1.00| 4346.96 1.00| 4346.96 1.00
LLA 0.00 1.00 0.04 1.00 0.01 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.01 1.00 0.01 1.00
0.5 1S 3768.77 1.0Q 3167.21 0.98| 3602.53 1.00|| 3781.29 1.00| 3781.29 1.00| 3781.29 1.00
LLA 0.00 1.00 4280 0.99 70.75 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.01 1.00 0.01 1.00
0.75 1S 3825.82 1.00 2542.80 0.97| 3076.24 1.00|| 4331.74 1.00| 4331.74 1.00| 4331.74 1.00
LLA 0.00 1.00| 404.72 0.83| 387.72 0.86 0.00 1.00 0.01 1.00 0.01 1.00

A=1
0 1S 54.18 1.00f 54.18 1.00 54.18 1.00 61.54 1.00 61.54 1.00 61.54 1.00
LLA 0.00 1.00 0.01 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.02 1.00 0.00 1.00
0.5 1S 40.38 1.00 40.38 1.00 40.38 1.00 49.01 1.00 49.01 1.00 49.01 1.00
LLA 0.00 1.00 0.01 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00
0.75 1S 3285 1.0 3285 1.00 3285 1.00 38.36 1.00 38.36 1.00 38.36 1.00
LLA 0.00 1.00 0.01 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00

4.3 Effectiveness of SQUAREM?

We explored the fectiveness of SQUARER) defined in Sectiofi 313, when applied to several sim-
ulated datasets taken from the previous two simulationiesudTable b indicates the relative reduc-
tion in elapsed time (‘RRT’) and numbers of MM updates, iimpcations of mappindv(-), required

for the original and SQUARERtaccelerated algorithms to converge for five randomly chaseu-
lation datasets across the five penalty functions. The SQEMRalgorithm converged without dif-
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Table 5:Acceleration from SQUARENapplied to simplified MIST algorithm for five randomly seledtsimu-
lation datasets. The reduction in elapsed time is given RT'Rwhile the number of MM updates are given for
the original MIST implementation and SQUARENmMplementation in ‘# orig’ and ‘# sqf, respectively.

LAS ALAS EN AEN SCAD
Dataset| RRT #orig #sqm | RRT #orig #sqmd | RRT #orig #sqri | RRT #orig #sqrd | RRT #orig #sqr
LM
p=350=1

62 | 0.67 260 62| 0.81 169 44| 0.63 46 26| 0.82 42 23| 091 485 68
71| 0.76 221 59| 0.75 163 41| 0.67 49 29| 0.62 44 29| 0.83 302 65
86 | 0.67 271 68| 0.70 149 44| 0.67 51 29| 0.75 43 26| 0.93 987 104
95 | 0.86 317 74| 0.88 187 41| 0.92 49 29| 0.73 46 26| 0.90 500 71
88 | 0.88 330 68| 0.87 162 41| 0.78 51 29| 0.77 45 26| 0.90 528 v

62 | 0.90 2059 242| 0.89 589 92| 0.65 68 35| 0.75 64 29| 0.88 594 101
71 | 0.93 1426 164| 0.93 838 83| 0.76 77 321 0.70 71 32| 0.94 2608 215
86 | 0.90 1351 212| 0.92 956 98| 0.59 77 38| 0.79 69 32| 0.92 1038 110
95| 0.93 1500 167| 0.86 367 71| 0.67 72 35| 0.74 68 29| 0.90 663 92
88 | 0.92 1547 185| 0.90 716 101| 0.60 70 32| 0.68 66 32| 092 1798 203

62 | 0.93 4928 431| 0.96 6227 272 0.89 3201 359| 0.93 3316 236| 0.95 22044 1442
71| 0.92 4195 416| 0.95 5045 239| 0.90 2796 281 0.94 2843 170| 0.95 16225 1052
86 | 0.92 4488 470| 0.95 5449 242| 0.92 2971 257| 0.93 3044 206| 0.95 20133 1193
95 | 0.93 4553 374| 0.94 5419 341| 0.92 3059 269| 0.95 3096 152| 0.95 15250 1064
88 | 0.92 5212 527| 0.95 6850 371 0.91 3237 314| 0.94 3393 203| 0.96 26477 1367

62 | 0.88 4334 674| 091 3573 377 0.85 3055 575| 0.90 2435 293| 0.95 88994 5687
71 | 0.91 3805 446| 0.92 3046 281| 0.85 2761 536| 0.89 2194 281| 0.94 82615 5588
86 | 0.87 3615 602 0.91 2900 329| 0.87 2653 434| 0.92 2110 185| 0.93 42652 3686
95 | 0.89 3870 554| 0.90 3121 380 0.90 2820 338| 0.89 2264 314| 0.94 40002 3095
88 | 0.88 4177 641| 0.94 3395 251| 0.87 2972 482| 0.91 2415 242| 0.94 77484 5885

ficulty in these cases and required substantially fewer MMabps than the original algorithm; the
percent reduction in time was as high as 96%. We remark hatdlth regularity conditions imposed
in[Roland and Varadhan (2005) and Varadhan and Roland |(2p@8&)cularly smoothness conditions,
are not satisfied in this particular class of examples. Hewbde the simulation results are certainly
very promising, the question of convergence (and its aasatirate) of SQUARERIin this class of
problems continues to remain an interesting open problem.

5 Example: ldentifying genes associated with the survival of lymphoma
patients

Diffuse large-B-cell ymphoma (DLBCL) is an aggressive typeai-flodgkins lymphoma and is one
of the most common forms of lymphoma occurring in adults. dR@gld et al.|(2002) utilized Lym-
phochip DNA microarrays, specialized to include genes kmowbe preferentially expressed within
the germinal centers of lymphoid organs, to collect andyamafiene expression data from 240 biopsy
samples of DLBCL tumors. For each subject, 7399 gene expresgeasurements were obtained. The
expression profiles along with corresponding patient mition can be downloaded from their supple-
mental website httglimpp.nih.goyDLBCL/. Since the original profiles had some missing expression
measurements, we used the dataset subsequently analyteadny Gui (2004) which estimated the
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missing values using a nearest neighbor approach. Duranintie of followup, 138 patient deaths were
observed with median death time of 2.8 years.

Rosenwald et al! (2002) used hierarchical clustering tagthe genes into four gene-expression
signatures: Proliferation (PS), which includes cell-eycbntrol and checkpoint genes, and DNA syn-
thesis and replication genes; Major Histocompatibilityn@@ex Classll (MHC), which includes genes
involved in antigen presentation; Lymph Node (LNS), whisbludes genes encoding for known mark-
ers of monocytes, macrophages, and natural killer celtsGarminal Center B (GCB), which includes
genes that are characteristic of germinal center B cellsAizadeh et al.[(2000) for more information
on gene signatures. Based on the gene clusters, they budk @@portional hazards model (Cox,
1972 /1975) to predict survival outcomes in the DLBCL paserSubsequently, this dataset has been
analyzed numerous times, typically to evaluate methodga@lto subgroup identification agiod sur-
vival prediction (e.g., Liand Gui, 2004; Gui and Li, 2005bL.aand Luan, 2005; Annest et al., 2009;
Engler and Li, 200¢; Tibshirani, 2009).

Here, we instead focus on the performance of tvifedént penalties, namely SCAD and MCP, with
regard to the identification of genes associated with DLB@ivisal. The simulation results of Zhang
(2007) suggest that MCP has superior selective accuraaytiweSCAD penalty, at least for the case
of a linear model. There, selection accuracy was measurdeggoportion of simulation replications
with correct classification of both the zero and non-zerdfogents, with MCP outperforming SCAD
in all simulation settings. To illustrate the utility andXikility of the MIST algorithm, we reanalyzed
the DLBCL data, fitting a penalized Cox regression modeleespely using SCAD and MCP penalty
functions, and running these procedures in combinatioh tué Iterative Sure Independence Screening
procedure (ISIS, Fan etlal., 2009b) in order to ensure tlatiimension of the parameter space was
maintained at a manageable level. For SCAD, we considerddthe 1S and LLA estimators. The
existing optimization functions provided in tf&Spackage for the ISIS procedure were used for the
1S estimator, whereas relevant modifications to the ISI® eoete made in order to accommodate the
fully iterative LLA and MCP estimators. Optimization at éestep of the ISIS algorithm in the case of
the MCP penalty utilized the MIST algorithm, as we are awdneaoother algorithm capable of fitting
the Cox regression model subject to MCP penalization. TH&uttesettings in theSISpackage were
used to determine the maximum number of predictoit%ég] = 10) and to define the additional ISIS
parameters (e.g., use of the unpenalized MLE as a startitog,veanking method, tuning parameter
selection) for all three analyses (1S-SCAD, LLA-SCAD, MIBICP). The parametea was set to 3.7
for all analyses; hence, only the selectiomagtquired any tuning.

Table[6 displays the 11 genes identified by at least one oftife® tanalyses. The x’s in a given
column indicate the genes with non-zero §méents resulting from the corresponding penalization.
The final column provides references for genes previouskeli to DLBCL in the literature. Genes
belonging to the original Rosenwald et al. (2002) gene esgioa sighatures are indicated with paren-
thetical initials. Note that the references provided aremneant to be an exhaustive list, but instead to
demonstrate the relevance of certain genegaarideir altered expression levels in DLBCL survival.

Interestingly, the LLA-SCAD and MIST-MCP penalizationses#ted the same subset of genes, with
a nearly a complete overlap with those selected from the@&EBSpenalization. The number of genes
selected in each case is 10, the maximum specified by ISIS;t®est were shared across the three
penalizations. According to NCBI Entrez Gene search (ftgpiw.ncbi.nim.nih.goy), many of these
genes are biologically relevant. For example, CDK7 codea forotein that regulates cell cycle progres-
sion and is represented in the Proliferation Signaturbpatyh reported under aftirent Lymphochip
ID as this gene was spotted multiple times on the array. Alembrers of the Proliferation Signature are

21


http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/

SEPT1, coding for a protein involved in cytokinesis, and BJJBoding for a mitotic checkpoint protein.
DNTTIP2 regulates transcriptional activity of DNTT, a gefoea protein expressed in a restricted pop-
ulation of normal and malignant pre-B and pre-T lymphocytesng early diferentiation. HLA-DRA,

a member of the MHC Signature, plays a central role in the imemsystem and is expressed in anti-
gen presenting cells, such as B lymphocytes, dendritis,celacrophages. From the GCB Signature,
the ESTs weakly similar to thyroxine-binding globulin puesor is highly cited. Additionally, RFTN1
plays a pivotal role in regulating B-cell antigen recepimediated signaling (Saeki et al., 2003).

A description of Al568329 was not provided in the originatateet, thus its function is unknown.
Similarly, although cited at least twice, a descriptionA@&830781 was also not provided in the original
dataset. However, both of these may be related to lymphomiagkoof death from lymphoma, as it is
possible that these genes (and potentially others) weeetedl because of coexpression or correlation
with other relevant genes.

Interestingly the two genes not commonly identified acrbssthree penalizations were both cited
in Martinez-Climent et al. (2003). They found altered gerpression of TSC22D3 and ITGAL (both
involved in a variety of immune phenomena) in one case whiallyi presented with follicle center
lymphoma and subsequently transformed to DLBCL.

Table 6: Genes associated with DLBCL survival with SCAD (one-st&f and LLA) and MCP penalizations,
sorted by the gene order in the original data set. ID refetgainique Lymphochip identification number. The
X's in a given column indicate the genes identified by theesponding penalization.

ID Name (Symbol) SCAD MCP References
1S LLA
27774  cyclin-dependent kinase 7 (CDK7) X X X _Rosenwald €2802) (PS), Ma and Huang (2007)
Binder and Schumacher (2008, 2009)
31242  acidic 82 kDa protein mRNA (DNTTIP2) X X  x_Binder and 8etacher (2008, 2009)
31981 septin 1 (SEPT1) X X X Rosenwald et al. (2002) (PS), Li and Luan (2005)

Sinisi et al. (2006), Sha et al. (2006)
Zhang and Zhang (2007),Annest et al. (2009)
Binder and Schumacher (2008, 2009)

29652 BUBS3 budding uninhibited by benzimidazoles 3 (BUB3) xx x Rosenwald et al. (2002) (PS)

27731  major histocompatibility complex, X x  x_Rosenwaldle{2002) (MHC),Li and Luan (2005)
class I, DR alpha (HLA-DRA) Gui and Li (2005a,b),Sohn et al. (2009)
Binder and Schumacher (2009)
24376  ESTs, Weakly similar to A47224 X X  x_Rosenwald et al0D@QGCB),Ando et al. (2003)
thyroxine-binding globulin precursor Gui and Li (2005albhpnd Luan (2005)

Annest et al. (2009), Sohn et al. (2009)
Binder and Schumacher (2008, 2009)
22162 delta sleep inducing peptide, immunoreactor (TSG22D X  x Martinez-Climent et al. (2003)

23862 (Al568329) ESTs X X X
24271  integrin, alpha L (ITGAL) X Martinez-Climent et al.0@3)
33358 (AA830781) X X  x Liand Luan (2005)

Binder and Schumacher (2009)
32679  KIAA0084 protein (RFTN1) X X X_Guiand Li (2005b), Shaaét(2006)

Zhang and Zhang (2007),Annest et al. (2009)
Binder and Schumacher (2008, 2009)

The results of this analysis demonstrate equivalence etseh performance between MCP and
LLA-SCAD for the case of Cox proportional hazards model.réasing the maximum number of pre-
dictors to 21 again resulted in equivalent selection peréorce between MCP and LLA-SCAD, with
21 predictors ultimately selected (results not shown). T8eestimator also resulted in the selection
of 21 predictors, but with increased dissimilarity betwdd@P/LLA-SCAD and 1S: only 13 of the 21
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genes were selected by all three methods. It should be noédhangl(2007) did not use any form
iterative variable selection (e.g., ISIS) in his compansbetween SCAD and MCP for the case of the
linear model; in addition, Zhahg (2007) fixed values for bpémalty parameters in his simulations and
also did not use = 3.7. Thus, use of the ISIS procedure, the particular method fareselecting?,
and the use oh = 3.7 (as suggested in Fan et al. (2009b)) in both the MCP and SG¥alfies may
all play a role in the results summarized above.

6 Discussion

This paper proposed a versatile and general algorithm éajgdlolealing with a wide variety of nons-
moothly penalized objective functions, including but rigtited to all presently popular combinations
of data fidelity and penalty functions. We established aabldt convergence theory, as well as new
results on the convergence of general MM algorithms. We @dsononstrated the remarkabl@estive-
ness of the SQUARER/acceleration procedure in these problems as tool for aetiig the slow but
steady convergence of the proposed class of MM algorithnesioBd specification of the penalty pa-
rameter(s), virtually no dfort was expended in tuning or otherwise specializing the Majorithm
for solving a given problem. Thus, at the expense of greatalytical work, the convergence rate of the
MIST algorithm can likely be improved. Through the use ralion techniques and other methods for
controlling the step-size behavior (e.g., line-searcloédIST, we further expect that the local nature
of the convergence theory presented here can be made ghafetuire.

The simulation results of this paper highlight the fact thabhconvex penalties tend to endow the
corresponding objective function with multiple local mim. The resulting sensitivity of computational
algorithms to the choice of starting value, while known, agiably been deemphasized in the current
literature. In this regard, the one-step method_of Zou an(20Q08) provides a meritorious choice of
starting value for fully iterative SCAD-based algorithnis.addition to being unique under mild regu-
larity conditions, it is easily generalized to other nonenpenalties, such as MCP. Unfortunately, the
utility of this approach for identifying starting valuesasso limited to settings wherd > p, for the
justification of the 1S estimator relies heavily on the usthefunpenalized MLE as its starting value.

The simulated examples in this paper only consider settivigs N > p, mainly to ensure that
m(B) is strictly convex. Specifying > 0 in the ridge-like penalty term ensures tma{s) is strictly
convex provided only thag(B) + h(8, @) is convex, as might be encountered in cases where p.
Thus, for example, one might consider combining the ridge t@ith any penalty satisfying condition
(P1) (e.g., SCAD), providing alternatives to the elastit penalty; our results on the convergence of
the proposed algorithms to some stationary point of theatilgge function would continue to apply in
this setting. It would be interesting to investigate thdisti@al properties of estimators derived under
such combinations in settings whape> N but pg < N, with pg denoting the number of “important”
predictors.
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A Appendix

This appendix is divided into several sections. Sedfion raviews and extends the convergence the-
ory for the EM algorithm established lin Wu_(1983); the exienautilizes results of Meyer (1976) to
establish stronger convergence results for general MMridfgos. Sectioh AR contains the proof of
Theorem 2.1l and makes direct use of these new convergendésreBinally, Section§"Al3 and A.4
respectively contain the proofs of Theorelms 3.2 3.4pbshing the convergence of iterated soft
thresholding when used to minimiZe {10) and convergenchepptoposed class of MIST algorithms in
the case of the generalized linear model.

A.1 Local convergence of MM algorithmsin nonsmaooth problems

Using convergence theory for algorithms derived from ptdrset maps developed by Zangwill (1969),
WU (1983) established the convergence of the EM algorithsuragg twice diferentiability of the
loglikelihood function. In what follows, we first restatesthey convergence resultlof Zangwill (1969);
this result, given in Theorem A.1 and adapted from Wu (19B33tated in a form convenient for use
with the MM algorithm and provides for a very general (and panatively weak) form of convergence.
We then draw on stronger convergence results due to Mey@6]1f order to establish a more useful
convergence theory for MM algorithms designed to minimiaediferentiable objective functions; this
result is stated in Theoreim A.3. Finally, we provide a setufiiGent regularity conditions that ensure
the validity of the conditions of both theorems in a wide slastatistical estimation problems.

Let £(B) be the real-valued function to be minimized, whgre 8 and$8 is some convex subset of
RP. LetM : 8 — B be the minimization maf{1), whee€ UK., ) is any function that majorize&(8)
for p € B. In general,M(:) is a point-to-set map, and therefore a set. We sayghsata generalized
fixed point of M(") if 8 € M(B); we say thap is a fixed point ofM(-) if M(B) = {B} (i.e., a singleton).

The main result of Zangwill (1969, Theorem A), also utilizadVu (1983), is stated below.

Theorem A.1. Suppose&(B) is a continuous, real-valued function Bfe 8 that is uniformly bounded
below. LetS c 8B denote the (nonempty) set of stationary pointg(@) for 8 € 8 and assume the
sequencéB®, k > 0} is generated as follows:

e B9 ¢ B8, wherep© and&(8©) are bounded:;
o B ¢ M(BX), where M.) is the point-to-set mafi).
Suppose that

Z1. EachB® e 8By, where the compact s c B;

Z2. M(") is closed and non-empty f@re SN By.

Z3. We have:

(i) £(B) < &(a) for eacha € S and anyB € M(a);
(i) £(B) < &(a) for eacha ¢ S and anyp € M(a).

Then, the following conclusions hold:

M1. The sequencg8®, k > 0} has at least one limit point i§, and the set of all limit points, sa§o,
satisfiesSg C S;
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M2. Each limit pointB € So satisfiedimi_,. £(B%) = £(B).
M3. Each limit pointge Sp is a generalized fixed point of (V.

Remark A.2. Assumptions [Z1]-[Z3] are imposed in Wu _(1983). The assionpZ1] implies that
(8%, k > 0} is a bounded sequence, ensuring the existence of at leatrinpoint. Further comments
on [Z2] will be made below, as it is possible to impose readbmaficient conditions that ensure this
condition. The assumption [Z3] enforces the descent pig@reach update, as would be expected in
any EM, GEM or MM algorithm. An equivalent formulation ofgltiondition follows (e.q. Meyer, 1976,
p. 114):

Z3. For eacha € BgandB € M(a) :

(i) £(B) < &(a) if @ ¢ M(a) (i.e., a strict decrease occurs at pointghat are not generalized
fixed points);

(i) £(B) < &() if @ € M() (i.e., if @ is a generalized fixed point, it is possible to observe no
change in the objective function).

The above theorem essentially guarantees convergencbssquences, but not global convergence
of the iteration sequence itself. Subsequential convesy@ermits, for example, oscillatory behavior
in the limit sequence. Meyer (1976, 197 fjays several refinements of TheoremlA.1, strengthening the
statements of convergence. His results, adapted for the Iigdtithm, follow below; in particular, see
Theorem 3.1, Corollary 3.2, and Theorems 3.5 and 3.6 of MEE46).

Theorem A.3. Let the conditions of Theorem A.1 hold. Consider the folgwivo additional condi-
tions:

Z4. For eacha € By and anyB € M(a), we have£(B) < &(a) whenever M) # {a} (i.e., a strict
decrease in the objective function occurs at any paitttat is not a fixed point);

Z5. there exists an isolated limit poifit such that MB") = {8} (i.e., a true fixed point).

Suppose [Z1]-[Z4] hold. Then, in addition to results [MIWB] of Theoreni_All, the following
conclusions hold:

M4. Each limit pointB € Sy, satisfies MB) = {8}, and is therefore a fixed point of (V;

M5. limse 1B® — &Y = 0, in which case one either has (i) the set of limit poiStsconsists of a
single point to whictB® converges; or, (i) the set of limit pointSy forms a continuum, and®
fails to converge;

M6. If the number of fixed points having any given valug(9fis finite, then8®, k > 0} converges to
one of these fixed points;

M7. If the sequencgB™, k > 0} has an isolated fixed poigt, theng® — B. If B is also an isolated
local minimum of4(-) on By, then there exists an open neighborhaBd € B, of g such that
BY - gif pO e B,.

Suppose instead that [Z1-Z3] and [Z5] hold. Then, in additto results [M1]-[M3] of Theorem
[A.7, the following conclusion can be drawn:
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M8. If the sequegcw("i, k > 0} has an isolated generalized fixed pol?]that satisfies I\(B_) = {,E},
theng® — B. If B is also an isolated local minimum &f-) on By, then there exists an open
neighborhoodB, C B, of B such thapp® — gif O e B..

Remark A.4. Assumption [Z4] strengthens [Z3] by imposing the conditioat the iteration scheme is
strictly monotonic; as such, all generalized fixed points df)Mre also fixed points, a situation that
permits stronger statements of convergence results. AggmiZ5] imposes the somewhat weaker
assumption that there exists at least one isolated fixed pbthe iteration sequence; similarly to [M7],
[M8] implies that the iteration converges to this point.

Conclusions [M1]-[M7] essentially mirror those in (Vaid05, Theorems 1-3), who obtains strong
convergence results for the EM and MM algorithms under dldiféerentiability assumptions on the
objective and majorization functions and the additionaidition that¢S YR8, @) has a unique global
minimizer in B for eacha € S, whereS is a finite set of isolated stationary points. This uniquenes
condition, encapsulated in [Z4], provides a verifiable ¢oond for convergence of the MM algorithm
that is often satisfied in statistical applications.

Suficient conditions that ensure [Z1]-[Z4], but weaker thandibons imposed in_Vaida (2005),
are now provided. In particular, suppose that the objedtinetion, its surrogate and the mappilty-)
satisfy the following regularity conditions:

R1. £(B) is locally Lipschitz continuous and coercive e B; thatis,L(£(2)) = {b € B : £(b) < £(2)}
is compact for eack € 8. Consequently(B) achieves a finite minimum somewhere interior to
B; assume the set of stationary poistss finite and isolated.

R2. £(8) = £SYRB, B) for eachB € B.

R3. ¢SURB, @) > £SYRB, B) for B+ a, B,a € B.

R4. £SYRB, @) is continuous ford, B) € B x B and locally Lipschitz ing for g neara.
R5. M(B) exists and is a singleton set for eg®k 5.

The above conditions do not imply that the objective furcti@B) is differentiable everywhere.
Condition R1 does imply that(8) is bounded fog interior to B and thatv£(B) exists for almost alB.
Conditions R2 and R3 imply th&f YR8, «) strictly majorizest(8) and, in addition,

¢V, @) = £B) + y (8. @), (21)

wherey (B8, ) := £¢SYRB, a) — £(B) satisfiesy(B, @) > 0 for @ # B andy(B,8) = 0. Assumptions R4
& R5 imply that the mapVi(B) is continuous, hence bounded on compact sets (Rolak, P98, 3.2).
Conditions R1, R4, and R5 further imply that{21) is boundelbw for (a, 8) € 8 x 8 and that)(8, )
is uniquely minimized atr = 8 for any fixed poinig.

Suppose conditions R1-R5 hold. As commented earlier, tiondi R4 and R5 imply tha(B) is
a continuous point-to-point map; hendd(-) is closed (e.g. Luenberger and Ye, 2008, pp. 203-204),
establishing [Z2]. Propositioris A.5 and A.6, given belovd ammoved under conditions R1-R5, now
establish [Z1], [Z3] and [Z4].
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Proposition A.5. Supposg™ is bounded for a given & 0. Then 8™ = M(B™) exists, is bounded
and is unique. In addition, for & O,

£SURB™D., p0) < 5RO, B0) < oo 22)

and

g(ﬁ(ml)) _ §(ﬁ(”)) < —l//(ﬁ(ml),ﬂ(n)) <0, (23)

where the second inequality is strict unlgg&) = M(8™) = M.

Proposition A.6. Let8© be bounded. Defing™ = £(8™) for n > 0. Then,{¢™, n > 0} is a bounded,
monotone decreasing sequence. Moreover, the seqygfiten > 0} is bounded and contained in the
compact set (£©).

Proof of Proposition Let @ be bounded but otherwise arbitrary. The continuityvif), along with
assumption R5, implies tha () exists, is bounded, and is unique. Usihy (1) and AssumR@rwe
have thatSYRM(«), @) < £€3YRe, @) = &(a) < «. Hence,[[2R) holds upon setting= 8.

To establish[{23), note thdf (21]}, {22) and the definitiop®f imply

gS U%(n+1),ﬁ(n)) — f(ﬂ(ml)) + l//(ﬂ(n+1),ﬂ(n)) < 0o,
By (22) and the fact thatSYRB™, gM) = £(BM) + y (B, M) = £(BM), we further observe
™D + y(B™D, B < £(BM).

from which [23) is immediate. Under R3 and R4, this ineqydbtnecessarily strict unleg&™? =
M(B™) = B proving the resulto

Proof of Proposition [&.6! SinceB® is bounded, Assumption R1 impli¢€) is boundedB© e L(£©),
and L(¢©) is compact. From Propositidn A.5 and Assumption R5, wehfartobserve thgg® =
M(B?) is bounded and satisfigg?) e L(£®). Using Assumption R1 once mored = ¢(BM) is
bounded and, by (23), satisfigd) < £0); thus,L(®) c L(&©).

We now use induction. Le8™ be bounded for some > 1 and satisfyt®™ < £©; then, ¢ is
necessarily bounded a” e L(£M) c L(&©). It again follows from PropositioR Al5 and Assumption
R5 thatB™1 = M(8™) is bounded and satisfig™ ¢ L(¢M). Hence £™Y is bounded and satisfies
£ml) < &) < £0) Consequently, we hauge™ D) c L) ¢ LE@) andB™D e L(E©) and it now
follows thateé™D < £0, | (D) c L(M) c LED), andB™ e L) for n > 0. Sinces(-) is bounded
below, {£™, n > 0} evidently forms a bounded, monotone decreasing sequedd@@hn > 0} forms a
bounded sequence contained wholly within the compadt&®). o

A.2 Proof of Theorem 2.1

The assumptions stated in the theorem immediately yieldé(# is locally Lipschitz continuous and
coercive for each boundet!> 0, hence (i) is satisfied.
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To show (i), we first write

DM T

A(B, @; ) - p(B; A) 6831 lajl; 5) = BUBIE A3)

> [Bllil: 27) + B/l 21811 = lerj) ~ BUBS: A7) (24)

J

Il
s

This difference is obviously equal to zero wheneget «. ForB # «, we shall separately consider the
case wherg(f; 4;) is linear versus nonlinear.

First, suppose that(f; 8) = a; + ar, wherea; > 0 anda, > 0 and each may depend @nlt then
follows immediately that

Plajl; 4j) + B (jl; )(Bj] = lajl) = BUB;|; Aj) = (a1 + azlajl) + ax(|8j| — lerjl) — (a1 + @2|Bjl) = 0.

Thus, the claimed equality betweén (3) and (4) holds in thsec

Now, suppose thagb(f; 8) is nonlinear inr. Under (P1), we claim thaltl4) strictly majorize§s; 1)
provided the derivative of the penalfy(-; 4;) is strictly positive. To see this, observe that concavity
(e.g., sed(6)) implies the inequality

A(r, s, 6) — p(r; 0) = —=1[p(r;0) — (s, 0) - P'(s;0)(r — 9)] > O,

with equality holding if and only ifr = sand p'(s;0) > 0. For penalties such that their derivatives
are nonnegative, i.ep/’(s;0) > 0, we obtain the same inequality as above, with equality aatdiily
holding forr ands suficiently large. Therefore,

p
A(B, ; 2) - p(B; A) = ), [a0B;, lerjl; A7) - U5 47)] = O,
=1

and (ii) is established.

In order to establish the majorization property specifiegiin we begin by noting that our assump-
tions ong(B), (8, @), and i(-; ) imply that£S YR8, @) andy(B8, @) = h(B, @) + q(B, «; A) — p(B; A) are
both continuous iB anda. Our assumptions further imply tha{B, @) > O; if at least one oh(B, ) or
a8, a; ) — p(B; A) is strictly positive forB # a, theny(B, @) > 0 for @ # B andy(B, B) = 0. Therefore,
the objective functio(B) is strictly majorized by:SURB, @) = £(8) + v(B, a).

In order to establish the convergence of the correspondilibaldiorithm in (iii), it suffices to prove
that the assumptions of the theorem and consequent assetitablished thus far areBcient to ensure
that Conditions R1-R5 of Appendix'A.1 are met, in which cabedreniA.B applies directly. The result
(), combined with the assumption that the stationary goare all isolated, immediately establishes
Condition R1; as proved above, conditions R2 and R3 alsa tiofdB, a) = h(B, @)+q(B, a; )—p(B; 1)
is continuous inr andp and locally Lipschitz continuous B neara, then (i) implies that R4 also holds.
By assumptionh(B, @) is continuous in¥ and continuously dierentiable inB, hence locally Lipschitz
in B. Continuity ofq(B, a; 1) — p(B; 2) in botha andg is also immediate. Hence, R4 holds provided
thatq(B, a; 2) — p(B; ) is locally Lipschitz continuous i neare. To see that this is the case, we note
that [24) is a linear combination of functionsgnof the form [ (|l; 2;)18;| — P(IB;l; 4;), where] - | and
—p(-; A) are both convex, hence locally Lipschitz. Since both tha send composition of two locally
Lipschitz functions are locally Lipschitz, the result noalléws. Finally, R5 is ensured by R1-R4 and
the condition in (iii) tha&S YR8, @) is uniquely minimized irB for eacha.
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A.3 Proof of Theorem[3.2

Under the stated conditions and for any boundedn(8) = g(8) + h(8, @) + A€l|BI|? is strictly convex
with a Lipschitz continuous derivative of order! > 0; in addition,z';’:1 P’ (lajl; 4;)1B;1 is also convex
in B. Hence, for each boundedthere exists a unique solutigti = (@) when minimizing [(10).

In the notation of Combettes and Weljs (2005), we may idetitiéyHilbert spaceH with RP, f»(B)
with m(B) and f1(8) with Z}’zl P’ (lerjl; 2j)IBjl. The assumptions of the theorem ensure that the regularity
conditions of Proposition 3.1 and Theorem 3.4 of CombettelsVdajs (2005) are met. In particular, be-
causam(p) is coercive and strictly convex, Proposition 3.1 guarestie existence of a unique solution
to

min f2(6) + 2(6)

as well as provides the relevant fixed point mapping; Thedetestablishes the weak convergence
of the corresponding iterative scheme to this unique smiutiSince weak convergence is equivalent
to strong convergence in a finite dimensional Hilbert spaaeh results imply componentwise conver-
gence of the resulting iteration sequenc@to

Both Proposition 3.1 and Theorem 3.4.of Combettes and WaR5H2rely on the gradient of,(8)
and the so-called “proximity operator” df(8). Example 2.20 in_Combettes and Wajs (2005) shows
that the proximity operator fofy(8) = Zle P’ (lajl; 4;)18;1 is exactlyS(:; 7). The algorithm summarized
in the statement of the theorem is therefore observed to pedfie instance of that described in the
Theorem 3.4 with (in their notatiorg, = b, = 0 anda, = 1 for everyn.

Hale et al.|(2008, Theorem 4.5) undertake a detailed stuttyegbroposed algorithm for the special
case of a convex, flerentiablef,(B8) and f1(8) = Zf:l I8jl. In this case, they prove that the algorithm
converges in a finite number of iterations.

A minor extension of their arguments may be used to estalthshsame result forfy(8) =
zle P’ (lejl; 2))18;], provided that(lajl; 4;) € [0, o) for eachj.

A.4 Proof of Theorem[3.4

To establish (1.), note that the choicehﬁﬁ @) in (I3) with appropriates guarantees majorization of
—f(ﬂ) provided V2(— f(ﬂ)) can be bounded (e.g., Lange, 2004, Ch 6). Penalties of @yrsatisfying
assumption (P1) can be Ilnearly majorized so that (14) nmsfgm(ﬂ) For (2.), K(ﬂ) isindeed strlctly
convex and coercive, W|th(ﬂ @) > 0 continuous in botw anda and continuously dierentiable |r)8
for eacha, with h(ﬂ @) = Owhenﬁ a. We provide a more detailed proof of (3.) below. ket 2z
Note that the surroga&gup(ﬁ,&) is differentiable in3; only if g; # 0. Assumings; # 0 for j # 0 and
excluding irrelevant constants,

(9,3,
Setting [25) equal to zero implies

8 = st (V@) + Zaj—7j) >0 |
[Vl(@)]; + {a; +Tj) Bj <0

[Vf(a)]l +§,BJ laj +Tjsign(8j)+2/1€/3’j. (25)

7oz (

For sign consistency, we must impose thabr- ([V((@)]; +{ej) > j whenp; > 0 and
755 ([VU@)]; + Laj) < -7 wheng; < O,
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When

§+—%/l€ ([W(Ey)]j + {aj)| < 7j, we sef8j = 0. In summary,

B = o 2,165([%&)]1 +{aj. 1)),

from which the first part of[(15) directly follows fof € {1,..., p}. We do not penalize the intercept,
thus ~
IESB; @)

G = V@0 + 2o~ cao

so thatgy = ([Vi(@)]o + {ao)/<.

Furthermore, tak@ + k for anyB € RP*! and& = (ko,xT)T € RP*is arbitrary. Then, following
arguments similar to thoselin Daubechies et al. (2004, xdp,

ESURB+RE) = (@) - V@Y B+R-a)+ g([f+l~<—(~l)’(B+T<—(;)
p
+Z(Tj|ﬂj +Kj| +%j +/1€(ﬂj +Kj)2)
i

ESURB, )+ 5 + AWK + 5 + Koo - Zao ~ [VE@)o)

p
+Z [7i08; + il = 1B11) + k(A + 24€)B; — Larj - [VE@)];)]-
-1
ConsidetB = 8" = [8;, 871" whereg’ defined in[(Ik), and define sefs={1,2,...,p}, Jo={j € J :

/B’J.‘ =0} and g1 = J\Jo. Noting thatB]f satisfies { + 2/15)/3’; —{aj—[Vi(a)]; = —Tjsign(B].‘) for j € J1,
and noting that s — fao — [VE(@)]o = O, we have

EqB + k&) - €507, @)

(& + 10k + 548 + kol¢B ~ oo ~ [VE@)o)

P
+ )78 + kil = B]1) + Ki(( + 24€)B; — Laj - [VE@)];)
i=1

G+ AWk + 53+ 3 [eyhel = xy(¢a + [VE@))]
i€Jo

+ 3 [7108; + i1 - 1)) - kj7signgs))) .

ISV

Forj e Jo, [aj+[Vi(@)]jl < 7}, so thatrj|«j| — «j({aj+[VE(@)];) > O. For j € J1, there are two cases,
corresponding to the sign ﬁi;‘ First conside;ﬁ’j‘ > 0, then

Tj(|,3]-<+Kj|—|/3>jk|)—KjTjSign(3]-<) = Tj(|,3]-<+Kj|—(ﬂ]-k+Kj))20.
If,B]f < 0, then
Tj(|,3]-<+Kj|—|/3>jk|)—KjTjSign(3]-<) = Tj(|,3]-<+Kj|+(ﬂ]-k+Kj))20.

Thus,ggslrgp(ﬁ* +k@) - &0 B',@) > (5 + Ak + 5k2 > KK, sincede > 0, hence guaranteeing a
unique minimum, and proving the propositian.
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