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Abstract We revisit the adaptive Lasso as well as the thresholded Lasso with
refitting, in a high-dimensional linear model, and study prediction error, £,-error
(¢ € {1,2}), and number of false positive selections. Our theoretical results for
the two methods are, at a rather fine scale, comparable. The differences only
show up in terms of the (minimal) restricted and sparse eigenvalues, favoring
thresholding over the adaptive Lasso. As regards prediction and estimation,
the difference is virtually negligible, but our bound for the number of false
positives is larger for the adaptive Lasso than for thresholding. Moreover, both
these two-stage methods add value to the one-stage Lasso in the sense that,
under appropriate restricted and sparse eigenvalue conditions, they have similar
prediction and estimation error as the one-stage Lasso, but substantially less
false positives.
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1 Introduction

Consider the linear model
Y = X3+,

where 8 € R? is a vector of coefficients, X is an (n x p)-design matrix, and Y
is an n-vector of noisy observations, € being the noise term. We examine the
case p > n, i.e., a high-dimensional situation. The design matrix X is treated
as fixed, and the Gram matrix is denoted by 3 := XTX /n. Throughout, we
assume the normalization flm =1forall j €{1,...,p}.

This paper presents a theoretical comparison between the thresholded Lasso
with refitting and the adaptive Lasso. Both methods are very popular in prac-
tical applications for reducing the number of active variables.

We emphasize here and describe later that we allow for model misspecification
where the true regression function may be non-linear in the covariates. For such
cases, we can consider the projection onto the linear span of the covariates.
The (projected or true) linear model does not need to be sparse nor do we
require that the non-zero regression coefficients (from a sparse approximation)
are “sufficiently large”. As for the latter, we will show in Lemma B3] how this
can be invoked to improve the result. Furthermore, we also do not require the
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stringent irrepresentable conditions or incoherence assumptions on the design
matrix X but only some weaker restricted or sparse eigenvalue conditions.

Regularized estimation with the fi-norm penalty, also known as the Lasso
(Tibshirani [1996]), refers to the following convex optimization problem:

fi= arguin Y — X5l -+ A3l |, )
where A > 0 is a penalization parameter.

Regularization with /;-penalization in high-dimensional scenarios has become
extremely popular. The methods are easy to use, due to recent progress in
specifically tailored convex optimization (Meier et al! [2008], [Friedman et al.
[2010])).

A two-stage version of the Lasso is the so-called adaptive Lasso

p .
5adap ‘= arg HIBID{HY - Xﬁ”%/n + /\init/\adap Z |6]| } (2)

=1 1Bjimit

Here, Binit is the one-stage Lasso defined in (I), with initial tuning parameter
A = Ainit, and Aaqap > 0 is the tuning parameter for the second stage. Note
that when | Bj7init| = 0, we exclude variable j in the second stage. The adaptive
Lasso was originally proposed by [Zou [2006].

Another possibility is the thresholded Lasso with refitting. Define
Sthres = {] : |Bj,init| > /\thres}a (3)

which is the set of variables having estimated coefficients larger than some given
threshold Ayres. The refitting is then done by ordinary least squares:

bthres = arg min ||Y — Xﬁgthres ||%/n,
Sthres
where, for a set S C {1,...,p}, Bs has coefficients different from zero at the
components in S only.

We will present bounds for the prediction error, its ¢4-error (¢ € {1,2}), and
the number of false positives. The bounds for the two methods are qualita-
tively the same. A difference is that our variable selection properties results for
the adaptive Lasso depend on its prediction error, whereas for the thresholded
Lasso, variable selection can be studied without reference to its prediction er-
ror. In our analysis this leads to a bound for the number of false positives
of the thresholded Lasso that is smaller than the one for the adaptive Lasso,
when restricted or sparse minimal eigenvalues are small and/or sparse maximal
eigenvalues are large.

Of course, such comparisons depend on how the tuning parameters are chosen.
Choosing these by cross validation is in our view the most appropriate, but it
is beyond the scope of this paper to present a mathematically rigorous theory
for the cross validation scheme for the adaptive and/or thresholded Lasso (see
Arlot and Celisse [2010] for a recent survey on cross validation).



1.1 Related work

Consistency results for the prediction error of the Lasso can be found in|Greenshtein and Ritov
[2004]. The prediction error is asymptotically oracle optimal under certain con-

ditions on the design matrix X, see e.g. Bunea et _al. [2006,12007a,h], van de Geer

[2008], Bickel et al. [2009], Koltchinskii [2009a,b], where also estimation in

terms of the ¢1- or f5-loss is considered. The “restricted eigenvalue condition”

of Bickel et all [2009] (see also [Koltchinskii [2009a,h]) plays a key role here. Re-

stricted eigenvalue conditions are implied by, but generally much weaker than,
“incoherence” conditions, which exclude high correlations between co-variables.

Also ICandes and Plan [2009] allow for a major relaxation of incoherence con-

ditions, using assumptions on the set of true coefficients.

There is however a bias problem with ¢i-penalization, due to the shrinking of
the estimates which correspond to true signal variables. A discussion can be
found in Zou [2006], and [Meinshausen [2007]. Moreover, for consistent vari-
able selection with the Lasso, it is known that the so-called “neighborhood
stability condition” (Meinshausen and Biihlmann [2006]) for the design matrix,
which has been re-formulated in a nicer form as the “irrepresentable condi-
tion” (Zhao and Yu [2006]), is sufficient and essentially necessary. [Wainwright
[2007, 2009] analyzes the smallest sample size needed to recover a sparse signal
under certain incoherence conditions, Because irrepresentable or incoherence
conditions are restrictive and much stronger than restricted eigenvalue condi-
tions (see van de Geer and Biihlmann [2009] for a comparison), we conclude
that the Lasso for exact variable selection only works in a rather narrow range
of problems, excluding for example some cases where the design exhibits strong
(empirical) correlations.

Regularization with the £,-“norm” with ¢ < 1 will mitigate some of the bias
problems, see [Zhang [2010]. Related are multi-step procedures where each of
the steps involves a convex optimization only. A prime example is the adaptive
Lasso which is a two-step algorithm and whose repeated application corresponds
in some “loose” sense to a non-convex penalization scheme (Zou and Li [2008]).
Zou [2006] analyzed the adaptive Lasso in an asymptotic setup for the case
where p is fixed. Further progress in the high-dimensional scenario has been
achieved by [Huang et al! [2008]. Under a rather strong mutual incoherence
condition between every pair of relevant and irrelevant covariables, they prove
that the adaptive Lasso recovers the correct model and has an oracle property.
As we will explain in Subsection[6.5] the adaptive Lasso indeed essentially needs
a - still quite restrictive - weighted version of the irrepresentable condition in
order to be able to correctly estimate the support of the coefficients.

Meinshausen and Yu [2009] examine the thresholding procedure, assuming all
non-zero components are large enough, an assumption we will avoid. Thresh-
olding and multistage procedures are also considered in [Candes et al. [2006],
Candes et all [2008]. In|Zhou [2009, 2010], it is shown that a multi-step thresh-
olding procedure can accurately estimate a sparse vector 5 € RP under the
restricted eigenvalue condition of Bickel et al! [2009]. The two-stage procedure



in [Zhang [2009] applies “selective penalization” in the second stage. This pro-
cedure is studied assuming incoherence conditions. A more general framework
for multi-stage variable selection was studied by [Wasserman and Roedern [2009].
Their approach controls the probability of false positives (type I error) but pays
a price in terms of false negatives (type II error). The main contribution of this
paper is that we provide bounds for the adaptive Lasso that are comparable
to the bounds for the Lasso followed by a thresholding procedure. Because the
true regression itself, or its linear projection, is perhaps not sparse, we more-
over consider a sparse approximation of the truth, somewhat in the spirit of
Zhang and Huang [2008].

1.2 Organization of the paper

The next section introduces the sparse oracle approximation, with which we
compare the initial and adaptive Lasso. In Section Bl we present the main
results. Eigenvalues and their restricted and sparse counterparts are defined in
Section @l Some conclusions are presented in Section [l

The rest of the paper presents intermediate results and complements for estab-
lishing the main results of Section Bl In Section [6] we consider the noiseless
case, i.e., the case where e = 0. The reason is that many of the theoretical issues
involved concern the approximation properties of the two stage procedure, and
not so much the fact that there is noise. By studying the noiseless case first,
we separate the approximation problem from the stochastic problem.

Both initial and adaptive Lasso are special cases of a weighted Lasso. We discuss
prediction error, £ -error (¢ € {1,2}) and variable selection with the weighted
Lasso in Subsection Theorem in this section is the core of the present
work, as regards prediction and estimation. Lemma in this section is the
main result as regards variable selection. The behavior of the noiseless initial
and adaptive Lasso are simple corollaries of Theorem and Lemma We
give in Subsection the resulting bounds for the initial Lasso and discuss
in Section its thresholded version. In Subsection we derive results for
the adaptive Lasso by comparing it with a thresholded initial Lasso. Moreover,
Subsection briefly discusses the weighted irrepresentable condition, to show
that even the adaptive Lasso needs strong conditions on the design for exact
variable selection. This subsection is linked to Corollary B.2, where it is proved
that the false positives of the adaptive Lasso vanish if the coefficients of the
oracle are sufficiently large.

Section [[studies the noisy case. It is an easy extension of the results of Sections
6.1 6.2] and We do however need to further specify the choice of the
tuning parameters Aini; and Aaqap. After explaining the notation, we present
the bounds for the prediction error, estimation error and for the number of false
positives, of the weighted Lasso. This then provides us with the tools to prove
the main results.

All proofs are in Section 8 Here, we also present explicit constants in the



bounds to highlight the non-asymptotic character of the results.

2 Model misspecification, weak variables and the or-
acle

Let
EY = f°,

where 0 is the regression function. First, we note that without loss of generality,
we can assume that f¥ is linear. If fO is non-linear in the covariates, we consider
its projection X Biye onto the linear space {X : 5 € RP}, i.e.,

X Birue = argrgiﬁn ||f0 — XAz

It is not difficult to see that all our results still hold if f° is replaced by its pro-
jection X Sirue. The statistical implication is very relevant. The mathematical
argument is the orthogonality

X7 (X Birue — £°) = 0.
For ease of notation, we therefore assume from now on that f¥ is indeed linear:

fo = Xﬂtrue .

Nevertheless, Birue itself may not be sparse. Denote the active set of SBirue by

Sg = {] : ﬁj,true 7& 0},

which has cardinality Sipye := |Strue|- It may well be that siye is quite large,
but that there are many weak variables, that is, many very small non-zero co-
efficients in Biue. Therefore, the sparse object we aim to recover may not be
the “true” unknown parameter Siue € RP of the linear regression, but rather a
sparse approximation. We believe that an extension to the case where £ is only
“approximately” sparse, better reflects the true state of nature. We emphasize
however that throughout the paper, it is allowed to replace the oracle approx-
imation 8" given below by Birue. This would simplify the theory. However, we
have chosen not to follow this route because it generally leads to a large price
to pay in the bounds.

The sparse approximation of £ that we consider is defined as follows. For a set
of indices S C {1,...,p} and for 8 € RP, we let

,Bjﬁ = ,8]].{] S S}, j = 1,. .., P.
Given a set S, the best approximation of f using only variables in S is

fo = Xb° := arg min — £,
s 5 i If — £l



Thus, fg is the projection of fO on the linear span of the variables in S. Our
target is now the projection fg,, where

o= arg guin { s~ 3/ -+ DR8I/ 6.5) .
SCStrue

Here, |S| denotes the size of S. Moreover, ¢2(6,5) is a “restricted eigenvalue”
(see Section H for its definition), which depends on the Gram matrix 3 and
on the set S. The constants are chosen in relation with the oracle result (see
Corollary B3]). In other words, fg, is the optimal fy-penalized approximation,
albeit that it is discounted by the restricted eigenvalue ¢?(6,Sy). To facilitate
the interpretation, we require Sy to be a subset of Sirue, S0 that the oracle is
not allowed to trade irrelevant coefficients against restricted eigenvalues. With
So C Strue, any false positive selection with respect to Siue is also a false
positive for Sp.

We refer to fg, as the “oracle”. The set Sy is called the oracle active set, and
b0 = b5 are the oracle coefficients, i.e.,

fg, = Xb.
We write so = [Sp|.

Inferring the sparsity pattern, i.e. variable selection, refers to the task of esti-
mating the set of non-zero coefficients, that is, to have a limited number of false
positives (type I errors) and false negatives (type II errors). It can be verified
that under reasonable conditions with suitably chosen tuning parameter A, the
“ideal” estimator

B = argmﬁin{uY XG4 N B £ 0}|},

has O(\?sg) prediction error and O(sg) false positives (see for instance Barron et
[1999] and lvan de Geer [2001]). With this in mind, we generally aim at O(sg)
false positives (see also [Zhou [2010]), yet keeping the prediction error as small
as possible (see Corollary [B.]).

As regards false negative selections, we refer to Subsection B.5, where we derive
bounds based on the ¢,-error.

3 Main results

3.1 Main conditions

The behavior of the thresholded Lasso and adaptive Lasso depends on the
tuning parameters, on the design, as well as on the true f°, and actually on the
interplay between these quantities. To keep the exposition clear, we will use
order symbols. Our expressions are functions of n, p, X, and f%, and also of
the tuning parameters Ainit, Athres, and Aagap. For positive functions g and h,

al.



we say that g = O(h) if ||g/h||s is bounded, and g < h if in addition [|h/g||cc
is bounded. Moreover, we say that g = Ogug(h) if ||g/h||c is not larger than a
suitably chosen sufficiently small constant, and g =<g.¢ h if in addition ||h/g|co
is bounded.

Our results depend on restricted eigenvalues ¢(L,.S, N), minimal restricted
eigenvalues ¢min(L, S, N), and minimal sparse eigenvalues ¢gparse(S, N) (which
we generally think of as being not too small), as well on maximal sparse eigen-
values Agparse(s) (which we generally think of being not too large). The exact
definition of these constants is given in Section [l

To simplify the expressions, we assume throughout that

IEs, — £213/n = O(Nsies0/9* (6, S0)) (4)

(where ¢(6,50) = &(6,S0,50)), which roughly says that the oracle “squared
bias” term is not substantially larger than the oracle “variance” term. For
example, in the case of orthogonal design, this condition holds if the small non-
zero coefficients are small enough, or if there are not too many of them, i.e.,
if

Do Bimel = 0O(Wies0)-

|Bj,true‘2§7)‘i2nic

We stress that () is merely to write order bounds for the oracle, bounds with
which we compare the ones for the various Lasso versions. If actually the
“squared bias” term is the dominating term, this mathematically does not alter
the theory but makes the result more difficult to interpret.

We will furthermore discuss the results on the set
=14 X /nl < Ainj
T { glfgxp‘e ]/n’ > 1n1t}7

where X is the j-th column of the matrix X. For an appropriate choice of i,
depending on the distribution of €, the set T has large probability. Typically,

Ainit can be taken of order
V1ogp/n.

The next lemma serves as an example, but the results can clearly be extended
to other distributions.

Lemma 3.1 Suppose that ¢ ~ N(0,021). Take for a givent > 0,

2t +2lo
Ainit = 40y [ ———— &P,

P(T) > 1—2exp[—t].

Then

The following conditions play an important role. Conditions A and AA for
thresholding are similar to those in [Zhou [2010] (Theorems 1.2, 1.3 and 1.4).



Condition A For the thresholded Lasso, the threshold level Ainres @S chosen
sufficiently large, in such a way that

1
[M] Ainit = Osuff (Athres)-

Condition AA For the thresholded Lasso, the threshold level A\iyres %S chosen
sufficiently large, but such that

1
[m] /\init ~suff /\thres-

Condition B For the adaptive Lasso, the tuning parameter Aaqap 5 chosen
sufficiently large, in such a way that

Asparso(SO)
¢3 (27 507 280)

:|>\init = Osuff()\adap)-

min

Condition BB For the adaptive Lasso, the tuning parameter \aqap S chosen
sufficiently large, but such that

Asparse(SO)
¢3 (67 SOa 230)

:|)\init =suff )\adap-

min

The above conditions can be considered with a zoomed-out look, neglecting
the expressions in the square brackets ([--:]), and a zoomed-in look, taking
into account what is inside the square brackets. One may think of Ajn;; as the
noise level (see e.g. Lemma B1] with the log p-term the price for not knowing
the relevant coefficients a priori). Zooming out, Conditions A and B say that
the threshold level A¢nres and the tuning parameter A\,qap are required to be at
least of the same order as Ay, i.e., they should not drop below the noise level.
Assumption AA and BB put these parameters exactly at the noise level, i.e.,
at the smallest value we allow. The reason to do this is that one then can have
good prediction and estimation bounds. If we zoom in, we see in the square
brackets the role played by the various eigenvalues. As they are defined only
later in Section Ml it is at first reading perhaps easiest to remember that the ¢’s
can be small and the A’s can be large, but one hopes they behave well, in the
sense that the values in the square brackets are not too large.

3.2 The results

The next three theorems contain the main ingredients of the present work. The-
orem [3.1] is not new (see e.g. [Bunea et al. [2006, 2007a,h], Bickel et all [2009],
Koltchinskii [20094]), albeit that we replace the perhaps non-sparse Siyye by the
sparser b° (see also ivan de Geer [2008]). Recall that the latter replacement is
done because it yields generally an improvement of the bounds.



Theorem 3.1 For the initial Lasso By = 3 defined in (1), we have on T,

A . g0)2/, 1 2
X~ 130 = | 37555 | O0Buso)
and )

A . 10y, — .

||51n1t b ||1 |:¢2(6,S(]):|O(/\lmt80)’
and

5 0, — 1 o
||51n1t b ||2 — |:¢2(6,S(],280):|O(>\1mt\/%)‘

The next theorem discusses thresholding. The results correspond to those in
Zhou [2010], and will be invoked to prove similar bounds for the adaptive Lasso,
as presented in Theorem [B.3l

Theorem 3.2 Suppose Condition A holds. Then on T,

~ T M\2
”X/Bthres - fo”%/n = [Agparse(so) %O(A?nits()%
J init
and A (s0) 1A
l; e — U sparse (S0 thresO Aini
H th Hl |:¢sparse(507 230)_ )\init ( tSO)’
and A (s0) )
8 o — b() _ sparse S0 thres )\ini
H th H2 |:¢sparse(507230) )\init O( t\/%%
and \2
N 1 “ .
Sres\Sol = 0 (s0).
‘ th \ 0‘ |:¢4(67507230):| )\%hms ( 0)

Theorem 3.3 Suppose Condition B holds. Then on T,

A As arse (S /\a a
HXBadap _fo”%/n - [ q S ] - pO()"znitSO),

Gmin(6,50,250) | Ainit '
and
R 1/2 3
iy 891 = | e 209200 ),
oo (6,0, 250) 1 | At
and
A A1/2 (SQ)¢1/~2 (6 S() 280) A d
- da. _ bO — sparse min b) b) a apO Alnl ,
gy = 7 = | R0 Bl [ 0, )
and

. A2 o(50)  Asparse(50) 1 in
Sa . Sql = sparse sparse :| init O(s0).
’ d p\ 0‘ |:¢4(67 SOa 230) ¢min(67 507 230) )\adap ( 0)



We did not present a bound for the number of false positives of the initial Lasso:
it can be quite large depending on further conditions as given in Lemma [7.1]
A rough bound is presented in Lemma

Theorem and [3.3] show how the results depend on the choice of the tuning
parameters Aghres and Aadap- The following corollary takes the choices of Condi-
tions AA and BB, as these choices give the smallest prediction and estimation
€rTor.

Corollary 3.1 Suppose we are on T. Then, under Condition AA,

|Xb — 03 /n = M O(X2...50) (5)
thres 2 @4(6, 50,280) init©0/»

and

Asparse(SO)

(bsparse(SOy 230)(252 (67 SO; 230)

[ [ :|O()\init30)7

and
Asparse (30 )

gbsparse(s(]y 250)¢2 (67 S(], 280)

”i)thros - b0H2 = |: :|O()\init\/%)7

and X
‘Sthres\50’ = O(SO)' (6)
Similarly, under Condition BB,

X Badap — £°1I3/n = _Asparelzo) O(Xi¢50) (7)

adap 2 - ¢ﬁqin(67507280) init°0/»
and A (s0)

Aa o — b() _ sparse\S0 1) )\ini

Bty =l = | 77220 O 050),
and A (s0)
Aa a — b() _ sparse S0 10 )\ini
Hﬁ dap H2 |:¢I2nin(67 507380)¢min(67 SO) 280) ( t\/%),

and

Agparse(so) 121’1in(67 So, 230)
$1(6. So.250) ]O(SO)' ¥

Remark 3.1 Note that our conditions on Aghres and Aygap depend on the ¢’s
and A’s, which are unknown. Indeed, our study is of theoretical nature, reveal-
ing common features of thresholding and the adaptive Lasso. Furthermore, it is
possible to remove the dependence of the ¢’s and A’s, when one imposes stronger
sparse eigenvalue conditions, along the lines of |Zhang and Huang [2008]. In
practice, the tuning parameters are generally chosen by cross validation.

|Sadap\50| = |:

10



3.3 Comparison with the Lasso

At the zoomed-out level, where all ¢’s and A’s are neglected, we see that the
thresholded Lasso (under Condition AA) and the adaptive Lasso (under Con-
dition BB) achieve the same order of magnitude for the prediction error as the
initial, one-stage Lasso discussed in Theorem Bl The same is true for their
estimation errors. Zooming in on the ¢’s and the A’s, their error bounds are
generally larger than for the initial Lasso.

For comparison in terms of false positives, we need a corresponding bound for
the initial Lasso. In the paper of Zhang and Huang [2008], one can find results
that ensure that also for the initial Lasso, modulo ¢’s and A’s, the number of
false positives is of order sg. However, this result requires rather involved con-
ditions which also improve the bounds for the adaptive and thresholded Lasso.
We briefly address this refinement in Subsection [7.3] imposing a condition of
similar nature as the one used in [Zhang and Huang [2008]. Also under these
stronger conditions, the general message remains that thresholding and the
adaptive Lasso can have similar prediction and estimation error as the initial
Lasso, and are often far better as regards variable selection

In this section, we confine ourselves to the following lemma. Here, A2 is the
largest eigenvalue of X, which can generally be quite large.

Lemma 3.2 On T,
2

G Amax
’Sinit\50’ < [m} O(So).

3.4 Comparison between adaptive and thresholded Lasso

When zooming-out, we see that the adaptive and thresholded Lasso have bounds
of the same order of magnitude, for prediction, estimation and variable selection.

At the zoomed-in level, the adaptive and thresholded Lasso also have very
similar bounds for the prediction error (compare (Bl) with (7)) in terms of the ¢’s
and A’s. A similar conclusion holds for their estimation error. We remark that
our choice of Conditions AA and BB for the tuning parameters is motivated
by the fact that according to our theory, these give the smallest prediction
and estimation errors. It then turns out that the “optimal” errors of the two
methods match at a quite detailed level. However, if we zoom-in even further
and look at the definition of ¢sparse, ¢, and Gmin in Section M, it will show
up that the bounds for the adaptive Lasso prediction and estimation error are
(slightly) larger.

Regarding variable selection, at zoomed-out level the results are also comparable
(see (@) and (8)). Zooming-in on the the ¢’s and A’s, the adaptive Lasso may
have more false positives than the thresholded version.

A conclusion is that at the zoomed-in level, the adaptive Lasso has less favorable
bounds as the refitted thresholded Lasso. However, these are still only bounds,

11



which are based on focussing on a direct comparison between the two methods,
and we may have lost the finer properties of the adaptive Lasso. Indeed, the
non-explicitness of the adaptive Lasso makes its analysis a non-trivial task.
The adaptive Lasso is a quite popular practical method, and we certainly do
not advocate that it should always be replaced by thresholding and refitting.

3.5 Bounds for the number of false negatives

The £4,-error has immediate consequences for the number of false negatives: if

upper
Og

for some estimator /3, some target »°, and some constant one has

2 0
18 = b7llg < 6577

then the number of undetected yet large coefficients cannot be very large, in

the sense that
5upper

{5 B = 0,161 > o}V < ~—.

Therefore, on 7, for example

RN 1
'{] : Bj,init = 07 [m} \/%)\init = Osuﬁ(’b?’)}' =0.

Similar bounds hold for the thresholded and the adaptive Lasso (considering
now, in terms of the ¢’s and A’s, somewhat larger ]b?])

One may argue that one should not aim at detecting variables that the oracle
considers as irrelevant. Nevertheless, given an estimator £, it is straightforward
to bound ||8 — Biruellq in terms of ||3 — b°||4: apply the triangle inequality

HﬁA - /Btruqu < ”B - bqu + ”bo - Btrue”tr

Moreover, for ¢ = 2, one has the inequality

HfSo B fOH%

b — Biruell3 < — %
H trueHz nA?nm(Strue)’

where Apin(S) is the smallest eigenvalue of the Gram matrix corresponding to
the variables in S. One may verify that ¢(6, Strue) < Amin(Strue). In other
words, by choosing Sirue as target instead of b°, does in our approach not lead
to an improvement in the bounds for HB — Biruell2-

3.6 Having large coefficients
Let us have a closer look at what conditions on the size of the coefficients can

bring us. We only discuss the adaptive Lasso (thresholding again giving similar
results, see also [Zhou [2010]).

12



We define
0| min := min [bY].
8l = min 1
Moreover, we let
012 1 1 \!
0" [harm = - > e
0 jeso
be the harmonic mean of the squared coefficients.

Condition C For the adaptive Lasso, take Naqap sufficiently large, such that

‘bo‘harm = Osuﬁ()\adap)'

Condition CC For the adaptive Lasso, take Aagap sufficiently large, but such
that

‘bo ‘harm =suff )\adap .

Lemma 3.3 Suppose that for some constant 6s5°° , on T,
HBinit - bOHoo é 5£per'

Assume in addition that
10| pmin > 261PPCT,

Then under Condition C,

A2 0112 1 )‘gdap 2
X4 —fnynz[ L O(2050),

ada initS
o 626, 50) | POy 4
and ) \
Aa ap — bo = adap O )\ini
HIB dop Hl |:¢2(67SO):| |b0|harm ( t30)7
and . \
Aa ap — bo = adap )\ini
Baaap =&l [&(6, 50,280)] Bl V)
and

A AZparse(50) At
_ sparse init >0
| Sadap \S0| = [¢2(6, 50)454(6,50,280)} O<‘b0‘ﬁarm>.

It is clear that by Theorem [3.1],

A S0 1
H/BIIllt Hoo |:¢2(27SO) @2(2,50,280)] ( 1n1t\/%)
This can be improved under coherence conditions on the Gram matrix. To
simplify the exposition, we will not discuss such improvements in detail (see
Lounici [2008)).

Under Condition CC, the bound for the prediction error and estimation error
is again the smallest. We moreover have the following corollary for the number
of false positives.

13



Corollary 3.2 Assume the conditions of Lemmal3.3 and
¢2(67 507 230)/\init\/5— = O(|b0|harm)-
Then on T,

N A2 S

By assuming that |b°[,amm is sufficiently large, that is,

Asparse(SO) 0
Ainitv/S0 = O b
@(6, So)¢2(6, SO, 280) init 0 suff(| |harm)7
one can bring \S’adap\So] down to zero, i.e., no false positives. One may verify
that this boils down to a situation where the weighted irrepresentable condition
holds: see Example in Subsection [6.5]

As discussed in Section [B.5], large non-zero coefficients also lead to a small
number or eventually zero false negative selections. Therefore, the adaptive
and thresholded Lasso are recovering the support of Sy if all of its non-zero
coefficients are sufficiently large (in absolute value), assuming much weaker
conditions on the design than the (unweighted) irrepresentable condition, which
is necessary for the Lasso.

4 Notation and definition of generalized eigenvalues

We reformulate the problem in Lo(Q), where @ is a generic probability measure
on some space X. (This is somewhat more natural in the noiseless case, which
we will consider in Section[Bl) Let {1;};_; C La(Q) be a given dictionary. For
Jj = 1,...,p, the function 1; will play the role of the j-th co-variable. The
Gram matrix is

5= /wdeQ, = Wsee s ty).

We assume that ¥ is normalized, i.e., that [ Q,Z)JQ-dQ =1 for all j. In our final

results, we will actually take = ¥, the (empirical) Gram matrix corresponding
to fixed design.

Write a linear function of the v; with coefficients 3 € RP as

p
fa = ;B
j=1
The Lo(Q)-norm is denoted by || - ||, so that
I £5l1* = BT28.

Recall that for an arbitrary 8 € RP, and an arbitrary index set S, we use the
notation

Bj.s = Bil{j € S}.

14



We now present our notation for eigenvalues. We also introduce restricted
eigenvalues and sparse eigenvalues.

4.1 Eigenvalues

The largest eigenvalue of ¥ is denoted by A2, | i.e.,

A2 = max BTSp.
1Bl =1
We will also need the largest eigenvalue of a submatrix containing the inner
products of variables in S:

A% (S):= max BL¥g3s.
I1Bsll2=1

Its minimal eigenvalue is

A2..(S) == min BLYs.
1Bsll2=1

4.2 Restricted eigenvalues

A restricted eigenvalue is of similar nature as the minimal eigenvalue of 3,
but with the coefficients 5 restricted to certain subsets of RP. The restricted
eigenvalue condition we impose corresponds to the so-called adaptive version as
introduced in lvan de Geer and Biithlmann [2009]. It differs from the restricted
eigenvalue condition in [Bickel et all [2009] or [Koltchinskii [2009a/b]. This is due
to the fact that we want to mimic the oracle fg,, that is, do not choose O as
target, so that we have to deal with a bias term ||fs, — f°||. For a given S, our
restricted eigenvalue condition is stronger than the one in [Bickel et all [2009]
or Koltchinskii [2009a,b]. On the other hand, we apply it to the smaller set Sy
instead of to Sirue-

Define for an index set S C {1,...,p}, and for a set N’ O S and constant L > 0,
the sets of restrictions

RSN = {85 1wl < DVl max |3 < i 1551},

Definition: Restricted eigenvalue. For N > |S|, we call

I£s11?
18113
the (L, S, N)-restricted eigenvalue. The (L, S, N)-restricted eigenvalue condi-
tion holds if ¢(L,S,N) > 0.

For the case N = |S|, we write ¢(L,S) := ¢(L, S,|S|).

The minimal (L, S, N)-restricted eigenvalue is

Grnin (L, S, N) ND£1|%:N¢( N)

#*(L,S,N) := min{ : ND S, IN| <N, ﬂGR(L,S,N)}

15



It is easy to see that ¢min(L,S,N) < ¢(L,S,N) < ¢(L,S) < Apin(S) for all
L > 0. It can moreover be shown that

¢*(L, S,2|S]) > min{|!f5|!2 P NO S, INT=218], [1Bnellz <1, [1Bull2 = 1}.

4.3 Sparse eigenvalues

The fact that we also need sparse eigenvalues is in line with the sparse Riesz
condition occurring in [Zhang and Huang [2008].

Definition: Sparse eigenvalues. For N € {1,...,p}, the maximal sparse

eigenvalue is
Asparso(N) = max Apax (N)

N: [N|=N
For an index set S C {1,...,p} with |S| < N, the minimal sparse eigenvalue is
S,N):=  min  Apn(WN).
qbsparse( ) NS IN|=N mm( )

One easily verifies that for any set N with |N| = ks, k € N,
Amax(N) < \/EAsparso(s)-
Moreover, for all L > 0,

(bsparse(sa N) = (25(0,5, N) > ¢(L757 N)

5 Conclusions

We present some comparable bounds for the adaptive Lasso and the thresholded
Lasso with refitting and we also compared them to the ordinary Lasso. The
framework of our analysis allows for misspecified linear models whose best linear
projection is not necessarily sparse and with possibly small non-zero regression
coeflicients, i.e., many weak variables. This setting is much more realistic than
the usual high-dimensional framework where the model is true with only a few
but strong variables.

Estimating the support Sy of the non-zero coefficients is a hard statistical prob-
lem. The irrepresentable condition, which is essentially a necessary condition
for exact recovery of the non-zero coefficients by the one-step Lasso, is much
too restrictive in many cases. In this paper, our main focus is on having O(sq)
false positives while achieving good prediction and estimation. This is inspired
by the behavior of the “ideal” fy-penalized estimator.

We have examined thresholding the Lasso with least squares refitting and the
adaptive Lasso. Our main conclusion is that both methods can have about the
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same prediction and estimation error as the one-stage ordinary Lasso, and that
both gain over the one-stage Lasso in the sense of having less false positives.
Moreover, according to our theory (and not exploiting the fact that the adaptive
Lasso mimics thresholding and refitting using an “oracle” threshold), thresh-
olding with least squares refitting and the adaptive Lasso perform equally well,
even when considered at a rather fine scale. Our bounds for the adaptive Lasso
are more sensitive to small (minimal) restricted eigenvalues or small minimal
sparse eigenvalues, or large sparse maximal eigenvalues. Both thresholded and
adaptive Lasso benefit from a situation with large non-zero coefficients of the
oracle.

We do not give an account of the tightness of our bounds. The thresholded
Lasso allows a rather direct analysis, and we believe there is little room for
improvement of the bounds for this method. The analysis of the adaptive
Lasso more involved. Our comparison to thresholding might not do justice
to the adaptive Lasso. Indeed, we have not fully exploited the finer oracle
properties of the adaptive Lasso.

In practice the the tuning parameters are often chosen by cross validation,
which may correspond to a choice giving the smallest prediction error. It is
not within the scope of this paper to prove that with cross validation, thresh-
olding and the adaptive Lasso again have comparable theoretical performance,
although we do believe this to be the case. As for the computational aspect,
we observe the following. For the solution path for all Ayqap, the adaptive
Lasso needs O(n|Siit| min(n, | Sinit|)) essential operation counts. The same or-
der of operation counts is needed when computing the thresholded Lasso for
the whole solution path over all Ayypes. Therefore, the two methods are also
computationally comparable.

6 The noiseless case

Consider a fixed target fO = fg,.. € L2(Q). Let S C {1,...,p} and let fg :=
argming—y, || fss — Y| be the projection of f* on the |S|-dimensional linear

space spanned by the variables {1;};cs. We denote the coefficients of fg by b2,
ie.,

fo =Y b = fis.
JES
The oracle set Sy is defined by trading off dimension against fit, namely
3A2 1S
= : fo — f(] 2 init
0= arg g {1 172 + S, )

where the constants are now from Theorem (or its Corollary BI). We call
fs, the oracle, and we let b" := b5, ie., fs, = fio.

true

For simplicity, we assume throughout that

Hfso - fOH2 = O(A2 80/¢2(27SO))7

init
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which roughly says that the approximation error does not overrule the penalty
term.

The initial Lasso is
B = axgmin{ 155 = 1P + X611 |

We assume that the tuning parameter Aj,;¢ is set at some fixed value. Of course,
in the noiseless case, the optimal - in terms of prediction error - value for Aji
is Ainit = 0. However, in the noisy case, a strictly positive lower bound for Aj,jt
is dictated by the noise level. Write

finit = FBiser Sinit 7= {5 ¢ Bjinit 7 0}, Simit := || finie — £2|. (10)

Let for § > 0,
Slmt = { E |ﬁj,init| > 5}
Then fsa = f S8 is the refitted Lasso after thresholding at . Note that we

express exphcltly “the dependence of the thresholded estimator on the threshold
level, which we now call § (instead of Aypres as we did in the introduction).
The reason for this is that the analysis of the adaptive Lasso will go via the
thresholded Lasso with a choice of the threshold § that trades off prediction
error against estimation error (see (I8) in the proof of Theorem [6.4)).

The adaptive Lasso is

185
‘BJ 1n1t’

Badap = arg II]II] ”fﬁ fO ”2 + )\mlt)\adap Z

The second stage tuning parameter A\,qap is again assumed to be strictly posi-
tive. We denote the resulting adaptive variants of (I0) by

fadap = fﬁadapy Sadap = {,7 : /Bj,adap 7& 0}7 5adap = Hfadap - fOH

As the initial and adaptive Lasso are special cases of the weighted Lasso, many
of the results in Subsections [6.2], and are consequences of those for the
weighted Lasso as studied in Subsection [6.1l The weighted Lasso is

p
Breight 1= arg mﬁin 1/8 = £211* + Ainit Aweight Z w;|Bjl ¢ s
j=1
where the {w; };’:1 are non-negative weights.

We set fueight = fBoeigner Oweight = {7+ Bjweight # 0}. Moreover, we define

wg —Zw WP = minw,
sl = 3 3 min v,
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By the reparametrization 8 — v := W3, where W = diag(wy, - - -, wp), one sees
that the weighted Lasso is a standard Lasso with Gram matrix

Yweight = WIS L

We emphasize however that Yyeign: is generally not normalized, i.e., generally
diag(zwcight) 7& I

6.1 The weighted Lasso

We first present a bound for the prediction and estimation error and then
consider variable selection.

Theorem 6.1 Let S be an index set with cardinality s := |S|, satisfying for
some constants M >0 and L > 0,

w§ > M/L, |wsll2/v's < M.
Then for all 8, we have

6M2. 02 . MZs
012 0112 init‘weight
||fweight —f H < 2||fBS —f H + @2(214, S)

Moreover, for all 3, we have

< 3 f8s — fO11* | BAinitAweight M s

\/gu(ﬁweight)s - 55”2 + H(ﬁweight)SCHI/L = >\init/\weightM @2(2[/, S)

Finally, it holds for all 3, that

< 6L||fﬁs - fOH2 GLAinit)\weightM(s + 50)
T AinitAweight M/S0  #2(2L, S, s + s0)v/5,

”chight - /85”2

We will apply the above theorem with S the set of the smaller weights.

Corollary 6.1 Fiz some arbitrary § > 0, and let
S\(zsveight ) {j LWy < 1/6}7 (S\?veight)c ) {] LWy > 1/5}

The indices j with wj = 1/§ can be put in either S

weight OT 11 its complement.
Suppose that for some a > 0,

0
’Sweight\s()’ < asp.

Taking S = vaeight, L=1and M =1/§ in Theorem[G, we get that for all B,

2 2
| fueight — £211% < 2|1 £5 — )2 4 6Ait Aeigns (1 + @)so |
weig = S eight 52¢I2nin(2, So, (1 + a)sp)
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Moreover,

_ 0112
H/@ . _ 5 s ” < 35”fﬁsgveight f H 3)‘init)\weight(1 + a)so
weight chight 1= )\init)\weight 5(252(27 507 (1 n a)SO) )
and
60 _ fO 2
Hfﬁsgvcight | 6 Ainit Aweight (2 + @) /S0

/Bw ight — B s 2 S '
|Bveigne = Bsg,,, | /50 Ainit Aweight 07in (2,50, (2 + @)so)

In the case o = 0, one may replace in the last bound, ¢>. (2,50, (2 + a)so) =
¢min(27 S(]v 280) by ¢(27 507 280)‘

Our next theme is variable selection. The Karush-Kuhn-Tucker (KKT) condi-
tions (see Bertsimas and Tsitsiklis [1997]) can be invoked to derive Lemma
below, where we use the notation

10/l = Y =

jes
Lemma 6.1 It holds that

”fweight - f0H2 H(l/w)Sweight\SoH%
A2 '

init

|Sweight\50 |2 < 4A3nax(sweight\50)

(11)

If ’vaeight\50’ > Sp, we have

waeight - fOH2 ”(1/w)5wcight\50 ”%
A2 A2 '

wcightso init

‘ Swoight \SO ‘ < 8A§parse (SO )

6.2 The initial Lasso

Recall that
Sinit = || finie — £°]]-
For ¢ > 1, we define
g = || Binit — bo“q-
Theorem 6.2 The prediction error of the initial Lasso has

2 _ ;_ 2
5init - |:¢2(2’ SO)_ O()‘initSO)y

and its estimation error has

) 1
51 = [m} O(/\init30)7 52 = _m

The initial estimator has number of false positives

A ax (Sinit\So)
ol = | oo

:|O(>\init\/%)'

ot
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Considering the variable selection result, it is clear that A2 (Sinit\So) < A2

max max*
Without further conditions, this cannot be refined, and the eigenvalue A2 _

can be quite large (yet having the minimal eigenvalue of ¥ bounded away from
zero). Therefore, the result of Theorem needs further conditions for good
variable selection properties of the initial Lasso.

6.3 Thresholding the initial estimator

Variable selection results by thresholding are not difficult to obtain:

Sha\Solte < %,

init
Hence, for § > d1/s9 A 62//50, we get for ¢ € {1,2},

1S5, \So| < so. (12)

If the coefficients of the oracle are sufficiently large, thresholding will improve
the prediction and estimation error. Here, we do not impose such minimal size
conditions. The estimation error of the thresholded Lasso is then still easy to
assess. Our bound for the prediction error, however, now depends on maximal
sparse eigenvalues.

At this stage, we invoke the noiseless counterparts of Conditions A and AA.
Condition a We have Ainit/$?(2,.50) = Ogut (9).
Condition aa We have Ainit/$(2, S0, 250) Xsutt 6.

Theorem 6.3 Assume Condition a. Then

||fSi‘5nit - f0H2 = Agparso(so) |:—

As arse(SO) |: 0 :|
b1l = . O(Aini ;
” ”2 ¢Sparso(s(], 250) | Ainit ( t\/%)

and

§ _ 1 )‘i2ni
| Sinit \So| = [¢4(27507280)} [ 52t]0(80).

The expressions for the prediction and estimation error lead to favoring the
choice Ainit/9%(2, S0, 250) =eust 0 of Condition aa, which yields

A2
f _ 02 = sparse 2
H Siénit H |:¢4(2’50’280)]0()‘1n1t80)7

As arso(SO)
bStuie — O, — P O (Ainitv/
H t ||2 |:¢Sparse(507230)¢2(27507230):| ( ‘ 80)’

and
1S5, \So| = O(s0).
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6.4 The adaptive Lasso

Observe that the adaptive Lasso is somewhat more reluctant than thresholding
and refitting: the latter ruthlessly disregards all coefficients with |5 nit| < 0
(i.e., these coefficients get penalty oc), and puts zero penalty on coefficients
with |5 mit| > . The adaptive Lasso gives the coefficients with |5; nit| < ¢
a penalty of at least Ainit(Aadap/0) and those with |5} init| > ¢ a penalty of at
most Ainit(Aadap/0). (Looking ahead, we will actually need to choose A\yqap > 0
in the noisy case, see Theorem [3.3])

Recall
5adap = Hfadap - fo”

The noiseless versions of Conditions B and BB are:

Condition b We have

(bmin(za SO; 230)Asparse(30)
¢4(27 507 230)

)\init |: :| = Osuff()\adap)-
Condition bb We have

(bmin(za SO; 230)Asparse(30)
¢4(27 507 280)

)\init|: :| suff )\adap'

Note the slight discrepancy with the noisy versions: the noiseless versions are
somewhat better. This is due to the fact that we also will need to choose Aagap
large enough to handle the noise.

Theorem 6.4 Assume Condition b. Then

As arse(SO) /\ada
52 = P PO,
adap |:¢min(27507280):| >\init O( 1n1t30)7
and
A;/grso S )\ada
|Badap — b7 ll1 = [ 3/2p (s0) ] y O (Ninit50),
min(27 SQ, 280) init
and
A1/2 (SQ)¢1/-2 (2 S() 280) A d
o — bo _ sparse min \4s 205 adap Aini :
oy — 0 = | S o ] 000 v
and It (s0)
sparse \S0 As arse(SO) /\init
Sadap \So| = P [ P } O(sp).
’ dp\ 0‘ ¢4(27507230) ¢min(27507230) )\adap (0)

Considering the bounds for the prediction and estimation error leads to favoring
the choice of Condition bb, giving

52 . |: Agparse(so)

eV 2
dap — (2, So, 280):|O(/\1n1t30)’
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As arse(SO)
ada _bo = - )\ini ;
Bt =Pl = | 52000
A arse(30)¢min(2 So 280)
adap ~ bo — P : : O )\ini 9
I =l = | ey |00
and It (s0)
S0
Sadan \S — __sparse’ i’ ) .
| d. p\ 0| r2n1n(27507280) (80)

6.5 The weighted irrepresentable condition

This subsection will show that, even in the noiseless case, exact variable selec-
tion needs rather strong conditions. It serves as a motivation for the perhaps
more moderate aim of having O(sg) (< O(sgue)) false positives and detecting
only the larger coefficients. Moreover, we illustrate in Example of this sub-
section that the lower bound on the non-zero coefficients as given in Corollary
is tight.

It is known that the initial Lasso essentially needs the irrepresentable condition
in order to have no false positives (Zhao and Yu [2006]). Similar statements
can be made for the weighted Lasso.

For a (p x p) -matrix ¥ = (0 1). we define
E1,1(8) := (0jk)jkes;
22.1(5) = (0k) j¢s, kes-
We let Wy := diag({w; }jes).

Definition We say that the weighted irrepresentable condition holds for S if
for all vectors Ts € RIS with ||7s]|ec < 1, one has

W' 22,1 (8) 211 (S)WsTs oo < 1.

The reparametrization 8+ v := W13 leads to the following lemma, which is
the weighted variant of the first part of Lemma 6.2 inivan de Geer and Biihlmann
[2009]. Here, we actually take fy as target, instead of its {y-sparse approxima-
tion fg,. Recall

Struo = {j : ﬁj,truo 7£ 0}'

Lemma 6.2
Suppose the weighted irrepresentable condition is met for Sirue. Then Syeight C
Struo'

We now consider conditions for the weighted irrepresentable condition to hold.
Lemma 6.3 Suppose that
Jwslle < Aumin(S)wii™. (13)

Then the weighted irrepresentable condition holds for S.
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The next example shows that the result of Lemma cannot be improved
(essentially, up to the strict inequality) without assuming further conditions.

Example 6.1 Let Siue = {1,..., s}, with cardinality s := |Siuel, be the active
set, and write
5 <21,1 E1,2> '
o1 Y22
We now will take a special choice for 3, which is perhaps not very representative
when X is an empirical Gram matriz X, but it is legitimate for a worst case
analysis (as we study here). We suppose that 311 = I is the (s X s)-identity

matriz, and

with 0 < p < 1, and with ¢; an s-vector and c2 a (p — s)-vector, satisfying
lleilla = lle2ll2 = 1. Moreover, we suppose Yoo is the ((p —s) X (p — s))-
identity matriz. Then Apin(Strue) = 1 and the smallest eigenvalue of ¥ is
1 — p. Its largest eigenvalue is 1 + p. Take ¢1 = wg,,../ || WS ll2, and co =
(0,...,1,0,...)T, where the 1 is placed at arg minjege w;. Then
sup (Wl 221 S Wi TS lloc = pllwsie, l2/w8E, .
(175 pue lloo <1

As a special case, suppose ¢1 = (1,1,...,1)T/\/s, and p = 1/2. The adaptive
Lasso generally has O(l/wg’tcm ) = Ainit- The irrepresentable condition then
needs
2 2 -2
Z 1/|5J71n1t| = ||wstruc||2 = O(Alnlt)
jEStrue

(which holds for example when Ainity/s = O(minjeg,, .. |Bjtrue|)-) This condition
also shows up in Corollary[3.3, i.e., the result there is tight.

7 Adding noise

After introducing the notation for the noisy case (Subsection [T1]), we will give
the extension of the results for the weighted Lasso to the noisy cas (see Theo-
rem [I.T]). Once this is done, results for the initial Lasso, its thresholded version,
and for the adaptive Lasso, follow in the same way as in Subsections [6.2]
and The new point is to take care that the tuning parameters are chosen
in such a way that the noisy part due to variables in S§ are overruled by the
penalty term. In our situation, this can be done by taking A, as well as
Aadap = Ainit sufficiently large.

1Of separate interest is a direct comparison of the noisy initial Lasso with the noisy fo-
penalized estimator. Replacing f° by Y in Corollary &1l (and dropping the requirement

S C Strue) gives
3)‘iznitlsl
$%(2,5) ]

1Y = ol < 2o { Y B2+
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We provide the result for the noisy weighted Lasso in Subsection [7.2l Theorems
B11 and B3] follow from this and from some further results for the noisy case
(their proofs are in Subsection B3]). In Section [(.3] we look at more restrictive
sparse eigenvalue conditions in the spirit of |[Zhang and Huang [2008].

7.1 Notation for the noisy case

Consider an n-dimensional vector of observations
Y =f+e.

where f0 := (fO(X7),...,f%(X,))T, with X1, ..., X, co-variables in some space
X. Let {9); };’:1 be a given dictionary.

The regression f°, the dictionary {1;}, and fz := > 1,; are now considered
as vectors in R™. The norm we use is the normalized Euclidean norm

LA =11 £l == [l fll2/Vn s f € R,

induced by the inner product
. 1 & 5 B .
(f, Fn = EZfoZ, f,feR™
i=1

In other words, the probability measure @ is now @ = Q, = Y ., dx,/n, the
empirical measure of the co-variables X7, ..., X,,. With some abuse of notation,
we also write

1Y = flI7 = 1Y = £li3/n,

and

(& f)n = % > af(X).
i=1

The design matrix X is
X =(Y1,...,10p).

We write the eigenvalues involvgd as before, e.g., Anax 18 the largest eigenvalue
of the empirical Gram matrix ¥ := X7X/n, and ¢?(L, S, N) is the (L, S, N)-
restricted eigenvalue of ¥. The projections in Lo(Q,,) are also written as before,
i.e.

fg := Xb° := arg min — £0,,.

s 5 in [f = £,

The £p-sparse projection fg, = > .. b(])- is now defined with a larger constant (7
instead of 3) in front of the penalty term, and a larger constant (L = 6 instead
of L = 2) in the restrictions of the restricted eigenvalue condition:

722 |S|
= i — £02 4 Cinit1~1
S0 := arg SC Sumue {Hfs Elln + 2(6,5) }
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(compare with formula ([@])).
The weighted Lasso is
R p
5weight = arg Inén{ HY - fﬁ”% + Ainit)\weight Z wj|5j|} (14)
j=1
Let
fweight = waeighc’ Sweight = {] : ﬁj,weight # 0}'
The initial and adaptive Lasso are defined as in Section[Il We write finit = f oo
and fadap = fBadap’ with active sets Syt := {j: Bj,init # 0} and S’adap ={j:
Bj,adap # 0}, respectively. Let
29 02
5init = ”fﬁinic —f an
be the prediction error of the initial Lasso, and and, for ¢ > 1,
Sq = ”Binit - bOHq
be its {,-error. Denote the prediction error of the adaptive Lasso by

5§dap = ||fBadap - fo”?L

The least squares estimator using only variables in S is also written with a
“hat”:
fs = fis :=arg min [|[Y — fag|ln-
f=rsg

A threshold level will be denoted by 9, instead of Ainres as we do in Section
[ The reason is again that we need to explicitly express dependence on the
threshold level. With A¢hres the notation will be too complicated. We define,
for any threshold § > 0,

Stwie 7= {7+ 1Bjimis| > 0}
The refitted version after thresholding, based on the data Y, is fgg
init

To handle the (random) noise, we define the set

T = {gjagp‘ll(e,%)nl < /\init}-

This is the set where the (empirical) correlations between noise and design is
“small”.

Here Ajpjt is chosen in such a way that
P(T)>1-«a

where (1 — «) is the confidence we want to achieve.

26



7.2 The noisy weighted Lasso

Theorem 7.1 Suppose we are on T. Let S be a set with cardinality s = |S],
which satisfies for some positive L and M

Aweight (w?Cm A M) > 17

and .
wge" > M/L, ||lwsll2/v's < M.

Then for all 8,

R 1AN2 (A2 o M Ps
. _ fo 2 9 . f() 2 init ‘weight
”f ght ” = Hfﬁs ”n + ¢2(6L7 S) ’
and A .
\/EH(ﬁweight)S - 53”2 + ||(5Weight)sc||1/L
51 fss — 112 TAinit Aweight M s
o )\init)\weightM ¢2(6L7 S) 7
and

”chight - /BSH2
10L|| 55 — £°l17 VAL A% igni M (5 + s0)
T MMAinit Aweight /50 #2(6L, S, 5 + 50) Ainit Aweight /50

Moreover, under the condition )xweightwglcin >1,

’(gwoight N SC)\SO ‘2

) g — P2 1L /w0)s s, 3
< 16A2 . ((Sweight mSC)\SO)Hf );g;t ” A2 m

weight init

When |(Sweight N S)\So| > so, this implies

waelght - f0||12’L |’(1/w)gwc1ght\so ”%
A2 A2 '

weight 50 init

‘(Sweight N SC)\S()’ < 32A§parse(30)

7.3 Another look at the number of false positives

Here, we discuss a refinement, assuming a condition corresponding to the one
used in [Zhang and Huang [2008].

Condition D It holds for some s, > sq, that

A2 (s
D(ss,80) = {w

¢2(27SO)3* } = Osuff(l).
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Lemma 7.1 Suppose we are on T . Then under Condition D,

Agparse(s*) D(S*,So)
¢2(67SO) :| (1 - Osuff(l)

Moreover, under Condition B,

| Sinit\So| = [ >_10(80)-

Asparse(SO) 1/2 /\init O(So)
)

G = As arse \ 2 *
|Sadap\50| P (S ) |:¢min(6y So, 250)¢4(67 S0, 2s0 >\adap

+ |: Asparse(30)¢2 (67 SO)
¢min(67 S(]v 280)¢4(67 507 280)
Under Condition BB, this becomes

Ag arse(s*) ¢?nin(67507230)¢2(6,50) 1/2
6.5 H 52(6, So, 250) ] Oso) - (15)

n |:¢I2nin(67 So,250)¢*(2, S0)
¢4(67 507 230)

D53 0
adap

|gadap\50 | = |:

]D(s*, 50)O0(s0).

Under Condition D, the first term in the right hand side of (%)) is generally
the leading term. We thus see the adaptive Lasso replaces the potentially very

large constant
<1 _ D(s*’ 30) ) -
Osuff ( 1)
in the bound for the number of false positives of the initial Lasso by

2.(6,.50,250)02(6, 50) |/
¢4(67 507230) ’

a constant which is close to 1 if the ¢’s do not differ too much.

Admittedly, Condition D is difficult to interpret. On the one hand, it wants s,
to be large, but on the other hand, a large s, also can render Agparse(ss) large.
We refer to |Zhang and Huang |2008] for examples where Condition D is met.

8 Proofs

We present three subsections, containing respectively the proofs for Section [G,
Section [7] and finally Section 3]

8.1 Proofs for Section [6: the noiseless case
8.1.1 Proofs for Subsection the noiseless weighted Lasso

Proof of Theorem Take
wd™ > M/L, |wsll2/v's < M.
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We have

p
| Fweight — £ 1I” + Ainit Aweight Z w;|Bjweight| < 11 F55 — 2112+ Ainit Aweight Z w;|Bj,
= jes

and hence

”fweight - fOH2 + )\init)\woightwg']cm”(/chight)Scul

< |1 £8s — £21I” + Anit Aweight > w518)weight — Bil
jes

< Hfﬁs - f0”2 + )\init)\weightM\/gH(Bweight)s - /85”2-
Let N DS, IN| = N. Then

H (ﬁweight)/\/’c ||1 < || (ﬁweight)sc ||17

and

H(Bweight)s - 65'“2 < H(chight)/\f - /85”27 \/g < \/N

Therefore, .
”fwcight - f0”2 + )\init)\wcightwgncm” (/Bwoight )NC Hl

< ||fﬁs - f0H2 + Ainit)\weightM\/NH(ﬁweight)/\f - 55”2-
Case i). If

”fﬁs - f0”2 < )\init)\wcightM\/NH(Bweight)./\/' - /85”27
we get .
”fwcight - fo”2 + )\init)\wcightwglcm”(/Bwoight )./\/'Cul (16)

< 2)\init)\woightM\/N” (/Bwoight )N - /BSH2-
It follows that

| (Buweight)aell1 < 2LVN || (Bweignt ) — (8)s|2-

But then, by the definition of restricted eigenvalue, and invoking the triangle
inequality,

”(/Bwoight)./\/' - /BSH2 < waoight - fﬁs“/¢(2LyN)
< | feignt — £011/@(2L, N) + || £55 — £ /$(2L, N).

This gives
| Fweignt — 2117 + Ainit AweightWSe™ || (Buweight )ave |1
< 2Ainit Aweight M VN || fueighe — £01/0(2L, N)
+2init Aweight MV N || fa5 — £ /6(2L, N)
32 A2 NM?

2. o
”fwcight - fOH2 + Hfﬁs _ f0”2 + init*weight

= $2(2L, N)

N =
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Hence,
2 42 2
6)‘init Awei ght NM

waeight_fo||2+2>\init)\weightw?gn”(ﬁweight)/\/’c||1 < 2Hfﬁs_f0||2+ ¢2(2L,N)

Case ii) If

”fﬁs - f0”2 > )\init)\wcightM\/NH(Bweight)./\/' - /85”27

we get

waeight - f0H2 + Ainit)\weightw?gnn(ﬁweight)/\/c||1 < 2”st - f0||2'

The first result of the Lemma now follows from taking N' = S.

For the second result, we add in Case i), Ainit Aweight M VN || (Bweight )\ — Bs||2 to
the left and right hand side of (L6]):

waoight - f0”2 + )\init)\wcightM\/NH(Bweight)/\f - 55'”2

+)\init )\wcight w?gn ” (/Bwoight )./\/'C H 1
< 3)\init)\weightM\/N||(Bweight )N - BSH2-
The same arguments now give
3init VN || (Bweight )& — Bsll2 + Ninit Aweight W I || (Bweight )ae 1 <
32 A2 NM?

0112 0112 init‘weight
waeight —f || +3Hf63 —f H + @2(21/,./\/’)

In Case ii), we have

Ainit)\weightwg’lcinu(ﬁweight)./\fc||1 < 2Hfﬂs - f0||27

and also
)\init)\weightM\/NH(Bweight)/\f - BSH2 < ”fﬁs - f0”2’

So then

Ainit Aweight M VN || (Bweight )& — B5][2 Ainit Aweight WS || (Bweight )ave [|1+
<3 f5s — £I1%.
Taking NV = S gives the second result.

For the third result, we let N be the set S, complemented with the sq largest -
in absolute value - coefficients of (Byeight)se. Then ¢(2L,N) < ¢(2,5, s + o).
Moreover, N > sg. Thus, from the second result, we get

)\init)\woightM\/%H (Bweight )./\/' - /BS ”2 + )\init)\weight ” (/Bwoight )NC ”1
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i2nit)‘3veight(30 + S)M2

®*(2L, S, s+ so)
Moreover, as is shown in Lemma 2.2 invan de Geer and Biithlmann [2009] (with
original reference |Candes and Tad [2005], and |Candes and Tad [2007]),

||(5weight)NCH2 < H(ﬁweight)SCHl/\/%
_ BLIIfss — £O1° + BLAL;, (5 + 50)M?/¢*(L, S, s + s0)
o )\init)\woightM\/% ‘

<3| fas — £ +

So then
H/Bwoight - 55”2 < ”(/Bwoight)./\/ - /85”2 + ”(/Bwoight)/vc”Q
_ 60 — O+ 6LAR A5+ 50)M/2L, S, 5 + 50)

init ‘weight

M\/ 50 Ainit Aweight

O

We now turn to the proof of Lemma An important characterization of the
solution Byeight can be derived from the Karush-Kuhn-Tucker (KKT) conditions
(see Bertsimas and Tsitsiklis [1997]).

Weighted KKT-conditions We have
2E(Bweight - /Btrue) = _)\weight)\initWTweight-

Here, ||Tweight oo < 1, and moreover

Tj,wcightl{ﬂj,woight 7& 0} = Sign(ﬂj,wcight)y ] = 17 <oy D-

Proof of Lemma By the weighted KKT conditions, for all j
2(¢j7 fweight - fo) = _>\init/\weightijj,weight-
Hence,

0V2 < 12 12 2
> 2/ Fueignt — TP = A Mrecight 108, 0115
jesweight\so

> Muit Aweight [ Sweight \S0[ /11 (1/10) 8, s\ 5013
On the other hand
Do 1@, Fucignt — £ < Af s (Sweight \S0) | fueign — £°1%.
J€Sweight \So
Thus, we arrive at inequality (II):

2
wacight - f0”2 Hl/waeight\‘&) H
A2 A2

weight init

|Sweight\‘5'0|2 < 4A12nax(sweight \SO)
Clearly,

Swei S
Agnax(sweight\so) < A?nax A <|g87}:\0| + 1) Agparso(s(])'
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8.1.2 Proofs for Subsection the noiseless initial Lasso

We first present the corollaries of Theorem and Lemma when we apply
them to the case where all the weights are equal to one.

Corollary 8.1 For the initial Lasso, w; = 1 for all j, so we can apply Corollary

6.1 with § =1 and vaeight = Sp. Let
302l Sol
52 — |If _fO 2 init )
oracle ” So ” + ¢2(2750)
We have
6/\i2nit|50|

= 202 acle-
¢2(2’ SO) 50racle

The estimation error can be bounded as follows:

SAinit | S0l
0112 init [0 2
01 < 3|lfsy — £7]]7/ Ainit + 222, 5) < 30Z, acle/ Ainit »

Oinie < 2||fs, — £2% +

init

and

Sy < |: ¢2(2750) :| 6(Sgracle

$%(2,50,250) | Ainity/S0

Moreover, application of Lemma 6.1l bounds the number of false positives:

52
[ Sinie\Sol < 407 (Sinic\So) 5

init

Proof of Theorem
This is now a direct consequence of Corollary Rl 0

8.1.3 Proofs for Subsection the noiseless thresholded Lasso

We first provide some explicit bounds.

Lemma 8.1 We have

H(ﬁinit)sgnit — 09|y < 261 + 50,
and

||(5init)gi6nit — %2 < 205 + d+/s0,

and
Hfsi(snit o fo” S Hf(ﬁinit)s,é. o fo”

init

52
< sy = 21+ /| 522 + 1| Acpae(o0) 282 + v50),
and, for 6 > d2/+/s,
I£ss  —£°]
Hbsi&ﬂit _ b0H2 < Smlt

a qbsparse(SOy 230) '
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Proof of Lemma Bl To obtain the first result, we use

1(Binie)ss =l = 16" = Bunie)ss_ 1 + (6" g0 -

Now,
H( Blmt) Hl < 51
Moreover
”(bo)so\s;‘mul < 1(v° ~ ﬂinit)so\s;‘mul + H(ﬁinit)so\s;‘mul
< [|(®° — 5init)50\sfnit”1 + dsg < 61 + dso.
Hence

||(5init)gi6nit — %1 <201 + ds0.
The fy-error of the second result follows by the same arguments.

The first inequality of the third result follows from the definition of f55 as
projection, and the second follows from the triangle inequality, where we invoke

that
2

0.
1S8%i0\Sol < 2

so that
2

05
+ So,

‘ Slnlt ’ (52

and thus

52
A?nax(slémt) ’VE + 1-‘ Agparse( 0)'

The final result follows from

Amin(Si(Snit U SO) > ¢sparso(507 |Si6nit\50| + 50) > @bsparsc(SO, 230)-

Proof of Theorem

Inserting the bound 82 = O(Ainit\/30/¢(2, S0,250)) (see Theorem [6.2]), and
”fSO — fo” = O(Ainit\/%/¢2(2750))a we get for )\init/¢2(2750) = 0(5), o >
02/+/50;

1 &2
—fO 2 s arse |: * :|O )\izni "o
1fss I* = Adparse(s0) ¢*(2,50,250) Ay Pieso)
A (s50)
bsﬂlit _ bO — _ “Tsparse\7Y/
| 2 Beparse(S0, 250)

1 5
|:¢2(2, So,2s0) T >‘init1| O(Ainit\/%),

and
)\2

S — init
‘Slﬂlt\SO, |:52¢4(27507280):|O(80).
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8.1.4 Proofs for Subsection the noiseless adaptive Lasso

We use that when 6 > d5/,/50, then anit\So < sg. Application of Corollary
then gives

Corollary 8.2 We have, for all § > 02/+/50, and all 3

52 <9 fo 2 iznit)‘idapso
o < 2 fagy = Ot g 2se)
and 0|2
s — ar < s, 7T ity
adap Simie 11 = )\init)\adap 6¢?nin(2’ S0, 280) 7
and 0|2
65”fﬁsi6nit — 7 12Ainit Aadap /S0
Hﬁadap - 55.5. ||2 < + 2 ’
init \/%AinitAadap 5¢min(27 SO? 380)

and, from Lemma [8.]),

1By es — 017 < 25y — £°]1% + 36A2

2
sparse (80)5 50-
init

Furthermore, from Lemmal6.1] ,

52 2
’Sadaup\SO‘2 < A?nax(Sadap\SO) adap 5—2

2 2
)‘adap )\init
If |Sadap \So| > so, we have
62 iar 02 Oadap 02
[Sadap\Sol < 8T arse(50) 75— 35— A 2Amaxy o
adap pe /\gdap S0 Afhig " Nadap Ainit

We note that in the above corollary, the use of the fo-error ds is rather crucial
for the variable selection result: with the weights w; = 1/|5; init|, we have

[(1/w)s\sl2 = [|(Binit)s\85 12 < 02

With alternative weights w; = 1/4/|B;,nit|. the theory can also be developed
using only the ¢1-error 6.

A further observation is that the above corollary is an obstructed oracle in-
equality, where the oracle is restricted to choose the index set as a thresholded
set of the initial Lasso. Concentrating on prediction error, it leads to defining
the “oracle” threshold as

1202 X2, s
S = . f . f(] 2 init‘adap ) 17
0 us 52?21}?/% { || Si&nit H " 52¢r2nin(27 SO) 280) ( )

This oracle has active set Sf;fit, with size \Sﬁ%t] = O(sp). Our following con-

siderations however will not be based on this optimal threshold, but rather on
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thresholds that allow a comparison with the results for the thresholded initial
Lasso. This means that we might loose here some further favorable properties
of the adaptive Lasso.

Proof of Theorem Corollary combined with Lemma [B1] gives that

for all § > d2/+/50,
12)‘i2nit)‘§dap30
0267 5,(2, 50, 250)

min

6§dap < 4”f50 - f0”2 + 72A§parse(30)5230 +

Using moreover that ||Badap — 0°llg < || Badap — ﬁsfsnith + HBSEM — b0||, and the

bound of Lemma 8.1 we get for 6 > d5//50,

66Hf5’0 - f0H2 108A§parse(30)5330 6)\init)\adap30

|| Badap — b°[11 < 3650 +

)\init)\adap )\init)\adap 5¢r2nin(2’ 507 230) ’
e SlEs, — £°I°
120|/fg, —
dan — DC|l2 < 36 2 7
Bty = Wl < 385y + e
216A§parse(30)53\/%+ 9/\init/\adap\/%
)\init)\adap 5¢?nin(27 S(]a 380) .
Finally, again for § > d2/./50,
‘Sadap\sd S
8A§ arse\S 52 4||fs, — fo 2 12)‘12n1 )‘3 a
e (90)03 (A0 = O 4 792 (ooya? 4 it )
)\init)\adap 50 P 52 ¢min(27 SOa 230)

By Corollary B.1],

02 O< Ainit >
\/% ¢2(27507230) ’

Taking

Ainit Aad
5 = adap 1
¢min(27 S(]a 280)Asparso(30) 7 ( 8)

the requirement that 6 > d5/,/s¢ is fulfilled if take

(bmin(za SO; 230)Asparse(30)
¢4(27 507 230)

)\init |: :| = Osuff()\adap)y

that is, if Condition b holds. We then obtain

52 _[M

- )\ini )\a a, )
adap ¢min(27507230):|0( +AadapS0)

A;/grse(SO)
| Badap — 0%l = [p—]O(\//\ini Aadap50),
' ¢fr{ii(27507280) t ’
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A1/2 (SQ)¢1/~2 (2 S() 280)
adap — bo = iiak min : 0 V /\ini >\a a )
||5 dop H2 |: ¢r2nin(27 S(]v 380) :| ( thad PSO)

and

A2 A .
sparse(so) |: sparso(SO) :| )\mlt 0(80).

|Sadap\SO| = ¢4(2750,230) ¢min(27507280)

)\adap

8.1.5 Proofs for Subsection on the weighted irrepresentable con-
dition

Proof of Lemma This is the weighted variant of the first part of Lemma

6.2 in lvan de Geer and Biithlmann [2009]. O

Proof of Lemma We define, as in van de Geer and Biithlmann [2009],

the adaptive restricted regression

|(fBge> f85)]
19a aptive S = Jmax 375.
aspiive(15) = max 15112

Here, (f, f) denotes the inner product between f and f as elements of Ly(Q).
We will show that

_ _ w
sup Wl Lo ()51 (S)Warslloo < —L8I2 g e(S). (19)

Irslloo<1 VISTwgi

It is moreover not difficult to see that Jagaptive(S) < v/[S]/Amin(5), so then the
proof of Lemma is done.

To derive ([I9]), we first note that

W 82,1 (S) 211 (S)WsTslloo < [182,1(S)S11(S)WTs oo /W™

Define
Bs := Ei%(S)WSTS-
Then
W $2,1(S)211(S)WsTslloo = Wt & W5 521 (S)511(S)Wes|
Ysell1<1
= sup  [B§221(8)Bsl = sup  [(fase, fos)]
[WseBsell1<1 [WseBsell1<1

< sup  |(fBges fs)]
1Bselli<1/wge”

- sup 1(Fbse, fos)l
18sells <llwsl21Bslla/wizin [[wsll2]Bs]l2
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_ [(Foses F3s)| Il fssll®
= sup 5 .
18sel <llwsl2liBslafwmn sl llwsll2lBsll2

But
Ifssll> TEWsST1(S)WsTs [WsTs]|2

= <1
HwS||2HBSH2 \/TgngS\/TSWSZi%(S)WSTS ||U)SHQ

We conclude that

_ _ fages [
IW5151(8) S H(S)Wsrslloe < sp  (Wser Jeo)l
Iselli<lwsll21Bsll/wmin 1 fosll
Jws |2
= Wﬁadaptive(s)-
Sc

8.2 Proofs for Section [Tt the noisy case

Theorem [TTl gives bounds for prediction error, estimation error and the number
of false positives of the noisy weighted Lasso.

Proof of Theorem [7.1l We can derive the prediction and estimation results
in the same way as in Theorem [6.1, adding now the noise term:

p
”fwcight - fOH% + )\init)\weight Z wj ‘Bj,woight‘

j=1
< 2(67 fwcight - fﬁs)n + ”fﬂs - fOHzL + )\init)\weight Z wj‘ﬂj’
JES
< Ninitl| Bueignt. — Bsll1/2 + | fa5 = £112 + Amit Aweignt Y, w1551
JjES

and hence, using Aweightwgljn >1,

| Feignt = 2117 + Ainit Aweight wse™ || Bse |1 /2
< Hfﬁs - fOHi + >\int/2 + )\init>\weight||w5||2/\/§:| \/EHBWeight - 55”2-

As )‘woightHwSH2/\/§ > 1 it gives

waoight - fOH%L + )\init)\woightwg’]cm”BSC”1/2

< Hfﬁs - foH% + 3>\int>\weight||w5||2HBWeight - 55”2/2-

Now insert wge™ > M/L, 1 < Ayeight M and ||wgl|2/+/s < M:
| Faeignt — £O11% + Ainit Aweight M| Bse |1/ (2L)
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< Hfﬁs - fo”% + 3)\int)\woightM\/§”Bweight - /85”2/2

The rest of the proof for the prediction and estimation error can therefore
carried out in the same way is the proof of Theorem

As for variable selection, we use as in Lemma[6.1] the weighted KKT conditions:
for all j

2(¢j7 fweight - fo)n - 2(1/}]'7 E)n = _)\init)\weightwj%j,woight7

where H%weigh‘g”oo < 1 and 7A—j,woight1{/3]',wcight # O} = Sign(/@j,wcight)- Invok-
ing Aweightwge” > 1, we know that for all j € 5S¢ Ayeignw; > 1. Moreover,
2|(€,%j)n < Ainit/2 by the definition of 7. Therefore,

£ 0y |2 2 2 2
Yo 200 feeigne — Fal 2 M beignellwg, . nsevs, 13/4:
jegweightﬂsc\sﬂ

One can now proceed as in Lemma [6.11

8.2.1 Proof of Lemma [7.1] with the more involved conditions

To prove this lemma, we actually need some results in from Section Bl and an
intermediate result in their proof. One may skip the present proof at first
reading and first consult the next subsection (Subsection B.3]).

The bound for the number of false positives of the initial lasso follows from the
inequality
A2 (ginit\SO)
max O .
#6.5) O
This follows from Theorem [.I] and from inserting the bound of Theorem [3.1]
for dinit. One can then proceed by applying the inequality

|Sinit\So| <

A2 (Simit\So) < (M + 1> A2 (s4). (20)

max sparse
Sx

The result for the adaptive Lasso can be derived from

: A2 (Sadap\S0) [ Asparse(50) ] it
Sa a S 2 < max \~adap [ sparse :| ini O sa).
| ¢ p\ 0| B ¢4(67S(]7280) ¢min(67507280) )\adap ( 0)

This follows from (22) (which can be found at the end of the proof of Theorem
B.3), invoking Condition B, and applying the bound of Theorem B3] for dadap,

and the bound of Theorem Bl for dy. Insert again ([20) to complete the proof.
O
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8.3 Proofs for Section
8.3.1 Proof of the probability inequality of Lemma [3.1]

This follows easily from the probability bound IP(|Z| > v/2t) < 2exp[—t] for a
standard normal random variable Z. O

8.3.2 Proof of Theorem B.1k the noisy initial Lasso

Theorem [B.]is a simplified formulation of Corollary [8.3] below. This corollary
follows from Theorem [T by taking L = 1 and S = Sj.

Corollary 8.3 Let

7)‘i2nit ‘ SO‘

02racte = |5y — FO)|2 + —mt
oracle H So ”n + (252(6, 50,280)

Take Xinit > 2 noise- We have on T,

2 2
6init < 250racle .

Moreover, on T,
: 2
01 < 550racle//\init7

and
03 < 1062 016/ (Ainit v/50)-
Also, on T,
S . 52,
[Sinit \So| < 16Aiax(sinit\50)%.

init
8.3.3 Proof of Theorem 3.2t the noisy thresholded Lasso

The least squares estimator f g5 using only variables in Si‘snit (i.e., the projection

of Y = £+ ¢ on the linear space spanned by {1} ) has similar prediction

jegiénit
properties as fgs (the projection of fO on the same linear space). This is
init

because, as is shown in the next lemma, their difference is small.

Lemma 8.2 Let § > 52/\/%. Then on T,

2
_ £ )‘init 50
56

i, 2 < :
H 56 initHn - 2¢gparse(507280)

init

Proof of Lemma This follows from

145

init

_fﬁfmt”% <2(e,fes  —fas ns

init init

and &8 &s
2efs  —fg In < Ainit |65t — b%nit |1 /2
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~ A6 Aé A
< Aqnit V 280||bsi“it — bSi““HQ/Q < AinitV/ 280||f‘§i6nit - fs’iénit”n/(2¢sparse(507 280))'
g

Proof of Theorem The bound for H(ﬁinit) 0 h — 02 < 259 + dy/50 can
be derived in the same way as in Lemma [B.Il The same is true for the bound

||f‘§i6nit N fo”" < Hf(ﬁinic)ggs a fo”"

init

3 A
< |Ifsy — £O)ln + {52— + 1} Asparse(50) (202 + 04/50).

Assumption A together with Lemma complete the proof for the bounds for
prediction and estimation error, with the /1-bound being a simple consequence
of the ¢o-bound. Also, the variable selection result follows from

and Assumption A. O

8.3.4 Proof of Theorem B.3t the noisy adaptive Lasso

We first apply Theorem [7.1] to the adaptive Lasso.
Corollary 8.4 Suppose we are on T. Take Ayqap > 6 > 32/\/%.
We have, for all § > 52/\/3_, and all B

28)\2

)\ S0
(5 <9 _ 0 init"adap 7
adap Hfﬁ ;snlt Hn 52¢12n1n(6’ SO, 280)
and on2
T TR Pkl LS U R W
adap = P50 N1 = AnntAadap 5¢gnn(6 So,250)’
and o2
H/@ /8 H 105”‘fﬁ fsmt —f Hn + 42)\init)\adap\/%
adap 53 2= \/S_Alnlt)\adap 5¢I2nin (67 So, 330) '
Moreover
) 62 52 B) b
Sadap N Sol < so + 32A i R W B
|( adap ( 1n1t) )\ 0| so+ sparso(SO) )\gdapso )\1n1t e )‘adap )‘init

Proof of Theorem [3.3l
By the same arguments as used in Lemma R for § > 4, /\/50,

1 ) g — £l < |Ifsy — £2112 + BV2AZ 16 (50)67 50,

init
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and || (Binit) g5~ 0|2 < 35,/50. The prediction and estimation results now
it
follow from Corollary B4 comblned with Condition B.

We apply Corollary B.4] with

Ainit Aad
6% = e : 21
¢min(67 S(]a 280)Asparso ( )

Condition B requires that

|: Asparso (30)

o | Minit = Osuff (Aadap)-
¢?nin(67507230):| ¢ # (Aadap)

This ensures that § > d,/,/5o on the set 7. Moreover, equation (ZI]) gives that
Aadap = 0 as soon as

\ 1
adap o ¢m1n(6 507230)Asparse(30)

which is also ensured by Condition B.

] Ainit s

The variable selection result follows from: for § > ds /\/50,

|gadap\50| < |(Sadap ( 1n1t) \SO|+|Sln1t\SO| < |( adap ( 1n1t) \SO|+80 (22)

O

8.3.5 Proof of Lemmal3.3, where coefficients are assumed to be large

On T, for j € Sy, ]ﬂAj7init\ > 500, and ’/éj,init‘ > \bg\/2, since ]b?] > 2500. More-
over, for j € S§, ‘Bj,init’ < beo. Let

Y
]GS

So
lws, |13/50 < M.

Note that M < 1/ 5 Since w?m > 1/ (500, the condition A\yqapM > 1 implies

)\adapwsc > 1

Apply Theorem [71] to the adaptive Lasso with S = Sy, and 5 = b°:

2 2 2 2
(5 < 2”fS _ f()”2 )‘mlt)‘adapM 50 _ )‘mlt)‘adapM 50
e = 92(6,5) ¢%(6,5) )’
and
0 5”fSO —f0 H2 7/\init>\adap]\430 /\init)\adapMSO
Hﬁadap — b < 2 =0 2 ’
)\mlt)\adapM o) (67 So, ) ¢ (67 SO)
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and

50 10[/fs, — £O12  28XinitAadapM /50, ( Ainit AadapM /50
”Badap b ”2 < —1 .

o M\/%/\initAadap ¢2 (67 S(]a 280) ¢2 (67 507 230)
Also, when \S’adap\So\ > sg, it holds that

| fadap — 12 101/ 0)g 5,113
)\2 S0 )\2

|Sadap\So| < 3242 (s0)

sparse

adap init
adap — 12 53
< 32A2 ”fadap n Y2
= Sparse(SO) )\gdapSQ )\iznit
A2 M2s
:A2 1) init .
“parse(50) <¢2(6,So)¢4(6, So,2sO>>
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