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Abstract

We consider the prediction error of linear regression Witregularization when the number of covarigtes
is large relative to the sample size When the model i&-sparse and well-specified, and restricted isometry or

2
similar conditions hold, the excess squared-error in ptigi can be bounded on the orderfef222) | where
o? is the noise variance. Although these conditions are closeetessary for accuratecoveryof the true
coefficient vector, it is possible to guarantee good pradicccuracy under much milder conditions, avoiding

the restricted isometry condition, but only ensuring aresscrror bound of ordér2e®) | o, /192(e) Here
we show that this is indeed the best bound possible (up taitbgac factors) without introducing stronger
assumptions similar to restricted isometry.

1 Introduction

We consider a random design linear regression problempdtivariates:
y=a'f +z

wherez € RP are random covariates with covariance matixz is random noise witht [22] = ¢2, and
B* € RP are the regression coefficients. For simplicity we take tsponse to be normalizeE,[yz] =1
(otherwise all results scale accordingly).

We consider the problem of minimizing the prediction error
2
E[(y-="5)"
based on ani.i.d. sample™,yV) ..., (z(), y(™) using¢;-regularized regression:

2
3B - ~ (i) _ ()T )
= ar min X .
TS g2 (v ’

Note that up to some unknown and data-dependent correspomtetweerB and ), this is the same as

BA = argmﬁinz (y(i) - fv(i)TB)Q +A ||ﬁ||1 )
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also known as Lasso regression [Tibshirani, 1996].

Suppose that the covariates arbounded, and thahax; [y”| < O (log(np)) (for instance, this is true with
high probability in the Gaussian setting). Then, by Srebmalg2010], with high probability over the sample,
for any fixeds* with || 5*||1 < B, excess squared-error undefregularized regression is bounded as

o R T e
1

This result does not require any conditions on the cor@atdbetween the covariates, or on the nature of the
“noise” y — xT 3*, aside from the mild bound omax; }y(i>|. In particular, this noise is not required to be
independent fromx. We believe also that this result would hold for subgaussiar(rather than our current
stronger assumption that th& arel-bounded).

We can apply this result to the sparse regression settirily,ssme mild additional assumptions. Suppose that
we are interested in comparing to a sparse predictor on amowrksupport/* C [p], with |J*| < k. We now
place a lower-bound eigenvalue assumption on this suppashly:

Amin (E [z7-25.]) > A1 >0, 2)

wherez ;- = (z; : j € J*) is the random vector consisting of those covariatefor which 37 is nonzero. This
assumption is strictly weaker than the restricted isomgtoperty (RIP) conditions in the compressed sensing
literature, which require an upper-bound assumption ak amedl require the eigenvalue bounds to hold for all
setsJ C [p] of bounded size, in addition to the true suppétt

We fix the scale of the problem by assumﬂﬁgjyz} = 1. Now consider a predictgs* with support inS*,
which is better than the zero predictor — thatlis|(y — 27 8*)?] < E [(y — 270,)?] = E [y?]=1. We now

show that|5*||; = O (\/k)\l‘l). We first bound|3*||3, by observing that
I8°1 - < (3)TE [e2") 8° =B |(a76")"] =B |(w—2"8")"| - 2B [y (v - ="5)] +E "]

<2E {(y — xTﬂ*)g} +2E [yﬂ <4.

18" < VEIB* 2 < \Jk-4AT = O (\/ml—l) |

Therefore, with high probability,

- ky - ‘”TBB)Q} ~E|w-a"8)] =0 <A1§;01§?(n> " %ﬁ}fgm Elw- ITﬂ*)Q]) - G)

We then have

under the assumption that thés arel-bounded andhax; \y(i>| < O(np). Therefore, to guarantee a bound of
€ on the excess prediction error, the required sample coritpliex

n—0 (kliig(p) ) @ log® (k/)\]e)) : ()
1€ €

wheres? = E [(y — xTﬁ*)Q} is the magnitude of the noise. This sample complexity fofl@m “optimistic
rate”: in the noisy setting, if we would like to ensure a bourmh excess error which is small relativedo,



then the required sample complexity is then= © (5*2), but on the the other hand, in the noiseless setting
(i.e. wheny = =7 3*), or if the bound on excess errelis not much smaller thaa?, then we require only
n=0 (e‘l). We emphasize that this result does not assume that the timedel is a true model or require
independent noise.

In contrast, results on sparse vector recovery from the cesspd sensing framework [Candes and [Tao,|2005,
Bickel et al., 2009, Koltchinskil, 2009, Cai et al., 2009ppide stronger guarantees in a similar setting, using
either/;-regularized regression or the Dantzig selector, given by

Afs = arg min max y(i) — 278 + AMBlh -
These stronger results require several additional sgeeibhssumptions, including the requirement that the

noise must be independent from the signal. Existing resutisstated either in the deterministic or random
covariates setting, but can in general be translated to dorarGaussian setting. We restrict our attention

to ¢;-regularized regression when the covariates are i.i.dtivadlate Gaussian with zero mean{? g
N(0,%). We now summarize this setting (with some simplificatiorss)d compare it to the optimistic-rate
results discussed above.

¢ Well-specified model with independent subgaussian nois&esponsg (¥ is given byy () = (07T g* 4
o2 for a true predictop* satisfying||5*||; < B, andz(* is a subgaussian or subexponential noise term
with unit variance, and is independent frari) .

The main additional requirement here is that naigeindependent of. This in particularimplies that*
is the optimal regressor. Note that in order to obtain thétptic-rate guaranteg](3), no such assumption
is necessary, angf* can be a non-optimal regressor chosen for its sparsity ene#jue properties.

e Sparsity: 8* is k-sparse, meaning that it has (at mdstjon-zero entries.
To obtain the optimistic-rate guarantee as stated orilyiiral{), we can relax this requirement and only
assume thaf* has low¢;-norm.

¢ Restricted eigenvaluesThere exists & = (k, 3) > 0, such that for any C [p] with |J| < &, for any
nonzera3 € R? with || 55]1 < 3161,

YR > k|83 - %)

This restricted eigenvalue condition is implied by a stremgpndition:
Restricted isometry: Suppose thaday, + 30; 2x < 1, wherev?Xv € (1 4 o) ||v||2 for all 2k-sparse
vectorsy, and|v” Sw| < 6y 2 [|v]|2]|w] 2 for all k-sparsey and2k-sparsew with disjoint supports. Then

K =+/1— dg (1 — f"_ﬁg:) satisfies the restricted eigenvalue condition above.

To obtain the optimistic-rate guarantéé (3) under the #yaassumption, we required an eigenvalue
condition [2) onXg,pport(5+) ONly, Which is strictly weaker than the restricted eigenesand restricted
isometry assumptions.

Under these assumptions, withdefined as in[{5), the following guarantees hold with highbatulity, by
Theorem 7.2 of Bickel et al. [2009]:

Sparse and accurate estimationgéf HBB - B*

K2 n

=0 <G—k log(p)>  and|| 3%l = O (k) .

PN 2
Bounded excess prediction errdﬁ:{(y — xTﬂB) } =E [(y - xTﬂ*)Q} +0 (%@) . (6)



This corresponds to a sample complexity of

n:@(M), (7)

K2€

to ensure an excess error boundeoflt is crucial to note that the error bound (and the samplepierity)
scales with the magnitude of the noisé, rather than to the (unit) magnitude of the signal. In patég in

a noiseless setting, the results above guarantee a zemor@&onstruction of*, in contrast to the “optimistic
rate” result [[B) where no such guarantee is given. Furthezmo the noisy setting, the compressed sensing
guarantees give a “fast rate” result, since the sample aartplscales with% rather than with}z.

In this compressed sensing framework, the guarantees ahicfive error follow from a stronger guarantee
on the accurate recovery gf, and in particular, the recovery of the true supporpdf In order for this to

be possible, it is of course necessary to be able to disshgoetween pairs or small sets of covariates. In
particular, some sort of restricted isometry assumptiaearly necessary for bounding error in recoveriiig
(otherwise, the “best3* might not be unique). However, if the goal is merely low eiroprediction — that is,
we would like accuracy in calculating’ 5*, rather than in recovering® — then perhaps this assumption could
be weakened. For example, if a covariate is duplicated imtbéel, then it will not be possible to distinguish
between the two when attempting to recover the true supportever, adding duplicated covariates to a model
will have no effect on the problem of prediction.

More generally, we are interested in whether the propettias are necessary for the (unique) recovery of
[£*, are also necessary to obtain strong bounds on excesstiadicror, and in the role of the assumptions
that separate the “optimistic rate”, unit-scale error bsinf/Srebro et al! [2010] from the “fast rate” error
bounds in the compressed sensing literature, which sc#etlné@ magnitude of the noise. Below, we show that,
if we remove either the sparsity assumption (while stillumsig thats* has low/;-norm) or the restricted
isometry assumption from the compressed sensing framesestribed above, then up to logarithmic factors,
the “optimistic rate” bound on excess prediction erroregiin [3), is the best possible bound. In particular,
this implies that, even in the noiseless setting, we cancloiege zero error in prediction, without stronger
assumptions.

2 Results

First, we ask whether we can relax the assumption of a sparseoefficient vector to an assumption on its
£1-norm, but still guarantee a fast-rate bound on excess &pacifically, we consider the question of bounding
excess prediction error, in the well-specified Gaussiaimgetvhere the restricted eigenvalue assumption holds,
assuming only ai;-norm bound on the true vector of coefficients.

Our first result shows that, up to logarithmic factors, théimjstic-rate error bound{3) is the best possible
rate under these conditions. For simplicity, we will comsithe case of completely independent covariates,
x ~ N(0,I,). In particular, this ensures that the restricted eigervalssumption is satisfied. To place the
problem on a unit scale (or rather, to bound the scale away fiero and away from infinity), we consider only
true coefficient vectors* satisfying

1 * 2 1/2 * *

S<E[78)] =18 <187 <1
Theorem 1. Fix anyn > 30, p > 3n, ando > 0. Then there exists & € RP with 1 < [|3*[]2 < [|8*[l1 < 1,
such that for any sample, for al > 0,

148\’ 2 1
E{(y v B ) } = o Gn)
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Additionally, if 100 < v/s < p, then with probability at Ieas% over the sample, for alB > 0,

g

E [(y - xTBB) ] > g2 + 102400\/ﬁlog2 (max {3, [Vi/o]}) .

Here 5% = argming,<p Y, (y@ — :c(“Tﬁ)g, where (z(V,y(™) are i.i.d. samples from the multivari-
ate Gaussian distribution defined by drawint) ~ N(0,I,) andy® ~ N (z@73* 62). The expecta-
tions are taken over a new samgle, y) drawn from the same distribution, independently of thenirag set
{(z™,yM) ..., (x(,y(™)}. (For eachB > 0, if 57 is not unique, then we show that the inequalities hold
for some choice of5.)

Next, we ask whether the restricted eigenvalue (or restticfdometry) assumption is necessary for a fast-rate
bound on excess error, in the well-specified Gaussian gettirere the sparsity assumption holds.

Our second result shows that, up to logarithmic factorspttenistic-rate error bound(3) is the best possible
rate under these conditions. For simplicity, we restriataitention ta2-sparse true coefficient vectors. We also
only consider covariance matricgssuch that® j« = I, whereJ* = Support (5*). That is, ensuring the
restricted isometry property on the true support only, issufficient for a fast-rate bound on excess error.

To avoid issues of scaling, we restrict our attention to cevee matrice& with ||X||;, < 2, and to true
coefficient vectorg™* satisfying

1 ©2172 « «
S<E["8)] = VBT = |8 < 18 <1,
where we make use of the fact thaj- = I ;- to obtain the second equality.

Theorem 2. Fix anyn > 30, p > 3n, ando > 0. Then there exists 2asparses* € RP with % < |18z <
18*[l1 < 1, and a positive semi-definite € RP*? with [|X||s, < 2 andsupport(8+) = Isupport(s+), SUCh that
for any sample, for alB > 0,

Ao\ 2 1
E|(y—Tp" ]> R N
[(y v ) =7 7 588nlog?(3n)

Additionally, if 100 < v/s < p — 3, then with probability at Ieas% over the sample, for alB > 0,

g

E [(y - xTBB) ] > g2 + 409600\/ﬁlog2 (max {3n, [V/s]}) .

Here 3% = argming,<p Y, (y@ — :c(“Tﬁ)g, where (z(V,y(™) are i.i.d. samples from the multivari-
ate Gaussian distribution defined by drawinty) ~ N(0,%) andy ~ N (273 0%). The expecta-
tions are taken over a new sampgle, y) drawn from the same distribution, independently of thenireg set
{(zM,yM) ..., (x(,y(™)}. (For eachB > 0, if 57 is not unique, then we show that the inequalities hold
for some choice 0f5.)

In particular, Theorem] 2 shows that without placing any agsions on the covariates outsideSafpport (5*),
we cannot guarantee a bound on excess error that is bettethtbaoptimistic rate obtained by Srebro et al.
[2010] from concentration bounds, up to logarithmic fastor



3 Proofs

We begin by defining a class of predictors that are optimdl véspect to the squared-error loss and/{hrorm
regularizer:

Definition 1. GivenyY € R andz(® € R? fori = 1,...,n, a predictor3 € R? is Pareto-optimal (with
respect to empirical squared-error ahehorm) if it satisfies

> (40 - 2078) < 37 (30 ~O7E) = gl 2 131

that is, if we cannotimprove its empirical squared errohaiit increasing ité;-norm, and vice versa.

The following lemma states a well-known property/gfregularized regression; we include a proof for com-
pleteness.

Lemma 1. For anyy™, ...,y e Randz(™, ..., z(™ € RP, foranyB > 0, the class

2
Bp = arg min () _ 2(OT )
P 2 (v g

must contain a predictos? that is Pareto-optimal and satisfig$? ||y < n.

Proof. Let Errp = infyg,<p >, (¥ — :z:(i)Tﬂ)g. Since{||S||; < B} is a compact set, this infimum is
attained by somg with ||3]|; < B. Now define

. X 2
B = inf{|ﬁ||1 : Z (y(z) _x(Z)Tﬁ) < ErrB} <B.

Again, by compactness, this infimum is attained by safeWe then see that is Pareto-optimal by its
construction. Finally, by Theorem 3 bf Rosset et al. [200d&re exists &” € RP such that]| 32| < n,

BB < |18]l1, andX 3B = X 3. This is sufficient. O

Next we state two additional lemmas, proved in the nextsacti

Lemma 2. Fix n andp with . > 30 andp > 3n. Letz(® "% N(0, %) for someX € RP*?, and let* € RP
be fixed. Then with probability at least— 2¢~"1°¢() for all .J C [p] with |.J| = n,

x7x( -8

, S 12l - 16v/2 - nlog(p) - \/(B — B*)TS(6 — p*) forall f € RP with 37 =0, (8)

where the matrixX' has entriesX;; = xEZ) and X ; consists of the columns &f indexed byj € J.

Lemma 3. Letz® “&" N(0,%) for someX € RP*?, and letz € R™ be fixed, with||z||2 > 0.5n. Assume
Vi/s > 100. Then with probability at least — e=0-015 "V forall J; C [[vVi/o]] with |J;| > X2

- 25

where the matrixX' has entriesX;; = :cgl) and X ;, consists of the columns &f indexed byj € J;.

? > /\12111n (EJl) TL3/2

e 9
2 2000 ’ ©

Proji, (XJ,2)

We now prove the theorems.



3.1 Proof of Theorem1

TheorenfL.Fix anyn > 30, p > 3n, ando > 0. Then there exists & € R? with £ < [|5*[[> < ||8*|l: < 1,
such that for any sample, for at > 0,

Ao\ 2 1
E —TpB } >0l ———— . 10
{(y =P ) =7 T3, log?(3n) (10)
Additionally, if 100 < v»/s < p, then with probability at Ieas} over the sample, for alB > 0,
E|(y— 2732 ] > o2+ ? . 11
[(y =P ) =7 102400+/n log? (max {3n, [V7/o]}) (1D

Here 4% = argming), <z Y, (v — :z:(i)Tﬂ)Q, where (z(?,y@) are i.i.d. samples from the multivari-
ate Gaussian distribution defined by drawing ~ N(0,I,) andy® ~ N (z®73* 02?). The expecta-
tions are taken over a new samgle y) drawn from the same distribution, independently of thenirag set
{(zM,yM) ..., (a(,y(™)}. (ForeachB > 0, if 47 is not unique, then we show that the inequalities hold
for some choice 0f5.)

Proof. Let 5* be
1 1
i = T dogp ) T hP L By 5

Note thatf| 3*||; < 1 and||3*||3 > 1, and so the resulting distribution satisfies the desiredraptions.t

By Lemmé[l, for anyB > 0, the seturg min g, <p >, (y@ — 2@ Tﬁ) must include a Pareto-optimal vector
BB with HﬁBHo < n. Therefore, it is sufficient to show that bounfls](10) dnd idly for all Pareto-optimal
vectorsj with || 3]lo < n. We now prove these two bounds separately.

Proof of (I0). For anys with || 3o < n, we have
. 2 P/ 1 2 1 2 P 1 2
— Bl > - > - - > -
‘ 2_;<ﬁ j~4logp) - _Bzo<j-4logp) _jz (j-4logp)
- =

B= =n—+1
1 P 1 1 1 1 1
> ool ) 2 = e ) e
16log*(p) Jo=n+1 @ 16log“(p) \n+1 »p 32nlog”(p)

This proves the claim whep = 3n. However, the claim is immediately true for any larger vatiig, since
we may add in an arbitrary number of zero covariates (andagsiro coefficients to these covariates), without
affecting the results.

Proof of (I1). By Lemma 1 of Laurent and Massart [2000], with probabilityeststl — ¢=0-06257 > (.75,
|lz]|3 ~ x2 > 0.5n. For the remainder of the proof, we treat R™ as a fixed vector, and assutsg|3 > 0.5n.

Assume that{8) holds for all C [p] with |J| = n, and [9) holds for alll; C [[v7/s]] with |J1| > v7/25. (By

Lemmag? anf]3, this is true with probability at least 2~ 0e(®) — e—0:01507 "V > 75.) Now choose any
Pareto-optimab with || 8]|o < n.



Suppose that3 — 82 < 105200 Toe7(p) - First, we show that

{5 e8> 0}| = 4.

Suppose not. Then

[V/a]
A %12 *\2 1 1 1 1
”B - B H2 Z Z (BJ) ~ 161og?(p) Z 72 2 16 log?(p) Z 72
jel[vi/o1]:B; <0 jel[vr/a1]:8;<0 J=[v7/25]

1 2[Vrfac 1 1 1 1 1
2 T6Tog? @) /x e 2707 = g (W/m B 2FW/201) = ToTog? () 2[V37] = 32vmlog(p) -

This is a contradiction.

Now define.J; = {j e [[Vol] : B; > O}, and fix any.J > Support(5) with |.J| = n. Sincef is Pareto-
optimal with positive entrieﬁj forall j € J;, we have

EYB—SHﬂleilh-

Therefore, by the theory of Lagrange multipliers, we musrehﬁfly — XleB =C -1y, forsomeC € R.
We then have

0
J1

XIXB-B)=0-XT2-C-1y,. (12)

By (@), the norm of the left-hand side ¢f{12) can be boundethfabove as

|x5x(5-8

< [xhx@-89

<13l 16VZ nlog(p) - /(5 = B)TE(5 — 7).

By (@), the norm of the right-hand side 6f{12) can be boundechfbelow as

Nin (8,) 02

||O'X£Z—O]_Jl 220' T

>0 i T
>0 HPrOJliXle

I

Therefore, returning té_(12), we have

51y - 16V2 - nlog(p) -/ (3 — 8725 - ) > | X5, X (5 - 57)

/\2 (E(}l)n3/2

min

2000 '

2
:HG~X3F1Z—C'-1J1H220

Therefore,
~ A . )\2 : (EJ ) g
_ o Q* TE _ Q¥ > a min 1 — .
(B=F) 88 =57 = 102400(|2[|2, - v/nlog?(p)  102400+/nlog?(p)

This proves the claim whem= max {3n, [v7/+]}. As in the proof of[(ID), this is sufficient to prove the claim
for any larger value of.

O



3.2 Proof of Theorem2

TheoreniR.Fix anyn > 30, p > 3n, ando > 0. Then there exists 2-sparse3* € R? with 1 < |8*||» <
|8*[l1 < 1, and a positive semi-definiteé € RP*? with |||, < 2 andXg,pport(s+) = Isupport(s+), SUch that
for any sample, for alB > 0,

_ ,TjB 2 52 1
e [(y b ) ] Zot 288nlog?(3n) (13)

Additionally, if 100 < vr/s < p — 3, then with probability at Ieas} over the sample, for alB > 0,

g

E [(y "8 B) ] 2 0%+ 409600/ log? (max {3n, [Vi/o}) (14)

Here 8% = argming),<p Y, (v — :z:(i)Tﬂ)Q, where (z(,y@) are i.i.d. samples from the multivari-
ate Gaussian distribution defined by drawing@ ~ N(0,%) andy® ~ N (z(V73*,52). The expecta-
tions are taken over a new sample y) drawn from the same distribution, independently of theniraj set
{(zM,yM) ..., (a(,y(™)}. (ForeachB > 0, if 47 is not unique, then we show that the inequalities hold
for some choice 0f5.)

Proof. Letwy, wa, u1,. .., up—3 (S N(0,1). Define

1 11 1
T= (==, —= ) eRP3.
4logp 1°2 p—3

Sincep > 90, ||7]ly < 3 and||I7]|3 < gy

combination of the others:

< 0.01. Now we define an additional covariate as a linear

1
v= s (it we) /1= o'
Now definex = (u1, ..., up—3,v, w1, ws). LetE = Cov(zx), and note thatrmax = ||Z||2 < 2.
Define
11 1 1
B: arse — <0P37O’ 97 _> ’ B;ense = < © T, 5070> .
: 2°2 V2 =73 V2@ = 7lI3)
and .
YO = 2 (w1 +w2) =207 B = 20T B
Note that3;,,, s and3j,,, .. are both optimal predictors. Sinﬁégparsenl =1, ﬁ;*pameTEB;pwse = ||[3;‘pame||§ =
3. andg;,,,.. is 2-sparse, this distribution satisfies the desired assummtidowever,
1 4
Hﬁ*enseHl = 7(1 + ”THl) ~——=<1 )
‘ 20— 713 3V2

and so in a sensg},,, .. Will be preferred tog
arguments as in the proof of Theorein 1.

in ¢;-regularized regression, thus leading to the same

*
sparse



By Lemmdl, for anyB > 0, the setwrg min g, <p >, (¥ — x(i)Tﬁ)Q must include a Pareto-optimal vector
BB with ||3B]|o < n. Therefore, it is sufficient to show that bounfs](13) dnd et for all Pareto-optimal
vectorsj with ||3]o < n. For each such, we use the notation

B: (Buanmbzan) ERP_S XRxRXR.

Observe that, by definition of the covariates,

B - ﬂ;parse)TE(B - ﬂ:parse) (15)

2 2
N 1 25 1
<ﬁw1 7 llflzﬂv—7> +<ﬂw2+7§ 1—||T|25v—ﬁ> .

(Term 1) (Term 2) (Term 3)

—~

The remainder of the proof is organized as follows. Firstprave boundd (13) anf{1L4) for any Pareto -optimal
3 with 3, <3 L. Next, we prove the bound{113) for any Pareto- optlma\hth 18]l < nandB, > Fmally,

we prove the bound{14) for any Pareto-optiriatith || 3], < n andj, >

Proof of @3) and [13) whenj, < . Consider any Pareto-optimal with 3, < %. First, suppose that
Bwuﬁwg - 2\/_ Let

. _ 1 5 _ 1 3 1
8= (ﬂu \/17T 7/8’LU1 Qﬂvﬁum Qﬁ,ﬂv + ) 1_73) .
By the definition of the covariates()” 3 = ()7 3 for all i. We will now show that| 3], < ||3]|:. We have

11l = 1lBullr + Iﬁwll + [Bua| + 150l

= S S 3, — L CH——— 3 S S

= ﬂu T H E TI| + ’Bwl 2\/5‘ + ’sz 2\/5’ + |8y + WSTEE

= . 3 3 |- L 3 1

= ﬂu I T ) + ‘Bwl + ‘ng 3 + |8y + WS

<15 1. 3 S B _ 1

< |3, +3 m Il + B | 4 |Bun| = 35 + [Bo] + 5

=181 - 5 + A= < Bl — J5 + syosr + svicoor < Il —0.05.

2\/1 713 2/1=1I7]

Therefore, this case leads to a contradiction, since we ¢@vetructed a coefficient vectﬁrvvith ZEero error on
the training set, and lowef -norm than3. Therefore, we must have eithgg, < ﬁi Of By < ﬁ Without

loss of generality, we assur;zj?@1 < ﬁ

Then 1 1 1 1 1
By + —= T30 — — - —=< -,
P V2 - Irlis \/— 2\/— \/_ 3 V2 6v2

and so by (Term 2) if{15) above,

2 * T 2 1 A 1 ?
(ﬁ - Bsparse) E(ﬁ Bsparse) - (Bwl + 75 1- ”TH%B’U - ﬁ) 2 79 .

This is sufficient to show that both (113) aiid{14) are satisfied

10



Proof of (I3) whenj, > 1. Consider any Pareto-optimalwith || 3], < n andj3, > 1. We then have

2 3/ 11 5 \? 11 5 \?
Q_E(B“J“zuog(p)?'ﬁ”) > Y (g7 ®)

F€{1,..,p—3}:Bu ;=0

Bu - TBU

Y

— 1 1 P39 1 1 1 1
2—2272 ' 2= e a7z 20
1610g = 1441log*(p) Jo=n = 144log”(p) \n p—3 288nlog~(p)

But, considering (Term 1) if_(15) above, this proves that

1

A % T _ -
(ﬁ ﬁsparse) E(ﬁ Bsparse) > 288n10g2(p) :

This proves the claim whem = 3n. As in the proof of Theoref 1, this is sufficient to prove thairl for any
larger value op.

Proof of (I4) whenj3, > % By Lemma 1 of Laurent and Massart [2000], with probabilityleast1 —
e=0:0625n > (.75, ||2]|3 ~ x2 > 0.5n. For the remainder of the proof, we treat R as a fixed vector, and
assume)|z||3 > 0.5n.

Assume that{8) holds for all C [p] with |J| = n, and [9) holds for alll; C [[v7/s]] with |J1| > v7/25. (By
Lemmag® anfl]3, this is true with probability at least 2¢~"'0e®) — e~0-01507 "V > (.75.) Consider any
Pareto-optimab with ||3||o < n andp, > 3. First, suppose that

{5 e lvmols 35> 0} | < .

Then
p—3 2 2
1 1 5 1 1 .
|ﬁu_7_ﬁv”2:Z<BuJ 7'_.'ﬁv) Z Z ( '_.'/B’U)
41lo 4lo
s=1 2p) g setvmoTpa <o N 1O8E) I
4.2 [V/o]
_ ) 1 1 1
= 61057() > *> mmee D
FE[[VA/o1):Bu; <O j=[v7/25]

2[V7/20]
> —2— ldx e 1 1 _ 1 _ 1 > o )
— 144log™( [ Vitj20] z? 144log?(p) \ [V*/20]  2[V7/20] T441logZ(p) 2[Vi/20] = 288y/nlogZ(p)

Considering (Term 1) i (15), this proves that

2

A * T 2 * A A o
(ﬂ - Bsparse) E(B - ﬁspars ) ﬂu - Tﬁv 5 > 288/nlog2(p)

Next, suppose instead that

{5 ervmel: 3> 0} > £.

11



DefineJ; = {j e [[V/ol] : B; > O}, and fix anyJ > Support(3) with |.J| = n. Sincef is Pareto-optimal
with positive entriest forall j € J;, we have

9 .
m”ﬁ”l =1 .

Therefore, by the theory of Lagrange multipliers, we musrehﬁjply — X}FIXB =C -1y, forsomeC € R.

We then have R
X]X(B-B)=0-X]2z—C-1y, . (16)

By (8), the norm of the left-hand side ¢f{|16) can be boundethfabove as

|5 x5 - 5 <113l 16VZ nlog(p) - /(B — BT - 7).

< |xnxB-

By (@), the norm of the right-hand side 6f{16) can be boundeahfbelow as

. X2 (S )0
>o-||Proj. Xtz >0 min (Z,) 1
1‘]1 J1 9

"U'X£2_0'1J1 > 42000. .

[

Therefore, returning td_(16), we have

I8y - 16V2 - nlog(p) -/ (5 — 8725 - ) = | X3 X (5 - 57)

A2 (B,)n%?
2000 '

2
min

:HU'X}lZ—C'lJl"QZU

Therefore,

A pe\T A % U')\?nin(z‘]l) = g
B=F)EE-6) 2 102400]|212, - v/log®(p) — 409600y/nlog® (p)

This proves the claim whem= max {3n, [v"/s]}. As in the proof of Theoref 1, this is sufficient to prove the
claim for any larger value gf.

O

4 Proofs for Lemmas

4.1 Proof of Lemmal2

Fix any.J C [p] with |.7] = n. We will show that, with probability at leagt— 2¢~2"108(r),

|X5X(5 =5, < 1l - 16V2 - nlog(p) - /(5 — 54723 - 5) forall € R? with 5, = 0.

Since there aréﬁ) < p™ choices for the sef, this will be sufficient to prove the lemma.

12



X1 X7
Y35 X7

(5 R (5 ).

v v\’
Leta® ~ N(0,1,). Then< 0 W > a') ~ N(0,%), and so

Reorder the covariates to write = ( ) . Choose a Cholesky decomposition

(X; X;)2(AU0 A V4+AW ),

where the matrix4 has entriesd;; = a( , and A ; consists of the columns of indexed by; € J. We then
have

XTX(5 - %) 2UTAT (A;U(B = 5%)g + (AsV + A7W)(B - 6%)7)
= UT AT (AJU(B = B%)y = (AsV + AW)B5) = UT AT (4, (U(B - 87)s = V) - AzW5%)

Below, we will show that

| Asllsp < v/16n1log(p) with probability at least — e~2"1°8() | (17)
and || AW 35|, < +/16nlog(p) - || W %], with probability at least — ¢~ °&() | (18)

Assuming that these bounds hold. Then for @ny R? with Bj = 0, we have
T AT ) * * *

|7 a5 (4, (UE -5, -vEs) - A7Wﬁj) i

<N lap - 14l - (1A lep - [T (B = 875 =

< [|3llsp - /167108 (p) (\/16nlog Hw 8" J—wa—

|| )1/
2

i)

16nlog(p

il.)

< Iy - 160 108(p) - V3 (HU(B -

— Sl - 16v2 - nlog(p) - \/ (3 — B*)TS(F - B*) .

We conclude by provind (17) anﬂ18). We first prolvel (17) usingpnstruction from Keshavan et al. [2010].
First, defind/ = { (8\/_2) Hlullz < 1}. By Remark 5.1 in Keshavan et al. [2010],
Asll,, < V2 sup [u"Ajv] .

P w,veEU
For anyu,v € U,

TAJ’U = Zzuzv Azy ~ 0 ”u” HU” )

i=1j€eJ
therefore,
Pr (‘UTAJ’U‘ > 8n10g(p)) < Pr (|N(O, 1) > +/8n log(p)) < e~Anlog(p) |

13



Furthermoreli| < (2 [8y/n] +1)" < p™. So,

Pr (HAJHSP < 4/16n log(p)) < Pr (’uTAJv‘ < /8 nlog(p) forall u,v € Z/l)

>1 _p2n6—4nlog(p) >1— e—2nlog(p) )

Next we prove[(118). We have

2

lagwasly =3 | Sa (wss), | B waslly 12

t jeT

By Lemma 1 of Laurent and Massart [2000% (y? > 16nlog(p)) < e~2"1e(®). This is sufficient.

4.2 Proof of Lemma3

2 2
Choose any/; C J; with |J3| = [v7/20]. Observe tha.t‘Prole]1 (X7 2)| > ‘ ,and soitis
: 2 2

sufficient to only consider the sefs of size[vn/25].

Proji, (X7,2)

Fix any Jo C [[V/o]] with |Jo| = [V/20]. Let P € RIVY/2-1x1V7/21 pe the orthogonal projection ma-
trix corresponding toProjf,2(-). Write P, P = AAT for A € RIV/2o1x(1V/2e1=D  Then (X7 z) ~

N(0, []3-£,) and soProji, (X7,z) ~ N(0,||z[|3- PX,, P), and therefor@rojy, (X7,>2) 212|132 Au for

u ~ N (0,I[m,,7-1). By examining the definition oft, we see that.” (AT A)u > [|ull3 - Moy (Z(1vm7.71)
therefore,

. D D
||Pr0sz2 (XZ2)5 = 112113 - [ Aull3 > 057 - A (Srvmza) - XEvman) -1 -

Furthermore, the number of such sétss bounded b!""/~1. By the chi-square tail bounds fram Foygel and Dirton
[2010], using the assumption thét/- > 100, we have

vn
Pr <X%\/ﬁ/2n]—l <1005 ) =FT (X%\/ﬁ 2071 < 0.02: 35 - ([V7f20] — 1))

<exp{i([v?/20] —2) (1-0.02- 32 +1og (0.02- 32))} < exp {3 ([V?/20]-28) (1-0.02- 32 +log (0.02- 32))}
< = 0-7084[V7/a]

Therefore,

Pr (35 ¢ [[Va]] 171 = 352, [Projt, (X%, )13 < na%n (S ya1)) - 25 )

<Py (an c [Vl ) = DL, Proit, (X7,2) 18 < 0 (S7m) L)

< 2lVel . py (X%ﬁ/%]il < %) < 2l V/e] | g=0.T084[V/o] < (=0.015[VTi/o] < o—0.0150 " /i
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