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Abstract

Recently, sparsity-based algorithms are proposed forrgegelution spectrum estimation. However, to achieveqadeely
high resolution in real-world signal analysis, the diction atoms have to be close to each other in frequency, thesswting
in a coherent design. The popular convex compressed sensitigods break down in presence of high coherence and large
noise. We propose a new regularization approach to handidgelneollinearity and obtain parsimonious frequency séect
simultaneously. It takes advantage of the pairing strectfrsine and cosine atoms in the frequency dictionary. A giodistic
spectrum screening is also developed for fast computatiomigh dimensions. A data-resampling version of high-disiamal
Bayesian Information Criterion is used to determine theulaigation parameters. Experiments show the efficacy #idemcy
of the proposed algorithms in challenging situations witha sample size, high frequency resolution, and low sigoaloise
ratio.

Keywords: spectral estimation, sparsity, super-resolution, noneomptimization, iterative thresholding, model selegtispectra
screening.

I. INTRODUCTION

The problem of spectral estimation studies how signal pdwelistributed over frequencies, and has rich applicatians
speech coding, radar & sonar signal processing and many atbas. Suppose a discrete-time real-valued signal is\dise
at finite time points contaminated with i.i.d. Gaussian aoi® common with all spectral models, we assume the signal ca
be represented as a linear combination of sinusoids, andairacover the spectrum of the signal at a desired resolution
However, the problem becomes very challenging when theinedjfirequency resolution is high. In particular, the numbe
of the frequency levels at the desired resolution can be ingoeater than the sample size, referred to as super-tesolu
spectral estimation. For such discrete-time signals ofefil@ngth, the classical methods based on fourier analykisr[least-
squares periodogram (LSP) [2]] [3] suffer from power leakagd have very limited spectral resolutidn [1]. Some moceme
algorithms, such as Bur@l[1], MUSICI[4] and RELAXI[5] only adliate the issue to some extent.

We assume that the signal is sparse in the frequency-domairthe number of its sinusoidal components is small ikedat
to the sample size, referred to as tmectral sparsitylt is a realistic assumption in many applications (e.gtrca®my [6)]
and radar signal processing [7]), and makes it possible pyathe revolutionarycompressed sensing (CS) technique. In
[6], Chen and Donoho proposed the basis pursuit (BP) to kaoeitrcomplete dictionaries and unevenly sampled sighAals.
number of similar works followed, see, e.d.| [8]H[15] ané tieferences therein.

We point out two crucial facts that cannot be ignored in supsolution spectrum reconstruction. (a) When the desired
frequency resolution is very high, neighboring dictionatpms become very similar and thus necessarily result ih hig
coherence or collinearity. As is well known in the literauithe popular conveX, technique as used in the BP yields
inconsistent frequency selection and suboptimal ratesiimation and prediction under such coherent setups [26]-[b)
The grouping structure of the sinusoidal components is aarg®l feature in spectrum recovery: if frequerfcys absent in
the signal, the coefficients faios(27 ft) andsin(2x ft) shouldboth be zero.

In this paper we investigate super-resolution spectravexy from a statistical perspective and proposg eup iterative
spectrum thresholding (GIST) framework to tackle the aforementioned challenges. Gldwa for (possibly nonconvex)
shrinkage estimation and can exploit the pairing structumerestingly, we find that neither tHe nor thel, regularization
is satisfactory for spectrum estimation, and advocate aithyh + [» type shrinkage estimation. Theoretical analysis shows
that the new regularization essentially removes the strihgoherence requirement and can accommodate much lowRr SN
and higher coherence. Furthermore, a GIST variant proadegeening technique for supervised dimension reductiateal
with applications in ultrahigh dimensions. The rest of thaper is organized as follows. We formulate the problem feom
statistical point of view and briefly survey the literatunreSectioril. In Sectiof ]I, we propose the GIST framework+-more
details, a novel form of regularization, a generic algamitfor fitting group nonconvex penalized models, a data-resam
based model selection criterion, and a probabilistic spestreening for fast computation. Experimental resuléssiown in
SectionTV. We summarize the conclusions in Secfidn V. Tloaneal details are left to the Appendices.

Il. MODEL SETUP AND THE SUPER-RESOLUTION CHALLENGE

In this section, we introduce the problem of super-resotusipectrum estimation and review some existing methoats &0
statistical point of view. Ley = [y(t,)]1<n<n be areal-valued signal contaminated with i.i.d. Gaussian ndi&@, o2). (We
focus on real signals in this paper but our methodology eamver to complex-valued signals; see Sedfibn V.) The sagpl
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time sequencét, }1<n<n IS NOt required to be uniform (cfL[6]). In order to achieve supesalution spectral recovery, an
overcompletdrequency dictionary must be applied. Concretely, we useidiaf evenly spaced frequencigg = fiax - k/D

for k=0,1,---,D to construct the sine and cosine frequency predictors,cbe(2xt fi.) andsin(2xtf;). Let F denote the

set of nonzero frequencigs, - - - , fp}. The upper band limitfu.x can be(2 minj<,<n(t, — t,—1))~! or estimated based

on the spectral window [21]. The cardinality of the dictiopn@ontrols the frequency resolution given By..x/D. The true
spectra of the signal are assumed to be discrete for com@midecause the quantization error can always be reduced by
increasing the value ab. The signal can be represented by

D
Yn = y(tn) :ZAkcos(Qﬁfktn—l-gbk)—l-en,l <n<N, Q)
k=0
where Ay, ¢, are unknown, and the noide,, })_, are i.i.d. Gaussian with zero mean and unknown variartc@raditionally,
D < N. But in super resolution spectral analysi3,can take a much larger value than It still results in a well-defined
problem because only a few, are nonzero under thepectral sparsityassumption.
From Ay, cos(27 fit, + ¢r) = Ak cos(¢r) cos(2m fxt,) — Ak sin(dy ) sin(27 fit,) = ag cos(27 fxt,) + by sin(27 fit,) with
ap = Ag cos ¢y, b, = — Ay sin ¢, we introduce two column vectors

X*(f) £ [COS(Qthf)]lgngN )
X*(f) £ [Sin(277tnf)]1gn§1v )
and define the predictor matrix

X = [Xcos(fl)v"' 7XCOS(fD)7XSin(f1)7"' 7XSin(fD)]- (2)

(Some redundant or useless predictors can be removed insteqecoblems, segl(4).) Denote the coefficient vectqs ryR2P
and the intercept (zero frequency componentnbyNow the model can be formulated as a linear regression

y=a+XB+e, ®3)

where 3 is sparse an@& ~ N(0,02I). In super-resolution analysid) > N, giving a small-sample-size-high-dimensional
design. Linear analysis such as Fourier transform failsstmmh an underdetermined system.

As a demonstration, we consider a noisy ‘TwinSine’ signafratjuencies).25 Hz and0.252 Hz with 100 observations.
Obviously, the frequency resolution needs to be as fingé @R HZ to perceive and distinguish the two sinusoidal compaient
with different coefficients. We sef,.x = 1/2, and thus2D must be at leas500 — much larger than the sample size. The
concrete design matrix (without the intercept) is given by

cos(mt1) -+ cos(nBt1) sin(mLt1) - sin(Tnglh)

X = : : : : : : : )

cos(mhtn) -+ cos(mBiy) sin(rhtn) - sin(TrDBltN)

The last sine atom disappears because,alire integers. This yields a super-resolution spectraiasiion problem.

There are many algorithms for identifying the spectrum ofigcrete-time signal. But not all of them can super-resolve.
From a modeling perspective, we classify them as nonspaetkeotts and sparse methods. Most classical methods (€.g., [2
[3], [21]) are nonsparse and assume no knowledge on the pgpeetra. For super-resolution spectrum estimation, thay m
seriously broaden the main lobes and introduce side Idbethis paper, we focus on sparse methods. aforementioned,
one popular assumption for solving underdetermined sysismignal sparsity: the number of present frequency comsn
is small relative to the number of samples. The problem I hard because the frequency location of the truly releva
sinusoidal components is unknown and the number of careicatponents can be very large. In fact, the frequency grid
used for constructing the dictionary can be made arbiyrdirie by the customer.

Early attempts to enforce sparsity effects include greedgxiaustive searches |22], [23] and genetic algorithmé \ait
sparsity constraint [24]. Harikumar [25] computes the mally sparse solutions under a constraint on the fittingre#o
breakthrough is due to Chen & Donoho who proposed the bassupBP) for spectrum estimatioh![6]. A number of similar
works followed [8]-[11]. BP is able to superresolve for uesly sampled signals. In our notation, the noiseless versfo
BP solves the convex optimization problenin ||3||; s.t. « + X3 = y. The noisy versions can be defined similarly, in a
penalty/constraint form. Thé-norm provides the tightest convex relaxation to thenorm and achieves a sparse spectral
representation of the signal within feasible time and cost.

In recent years, the power and limitation of this convex xateon have been systematically studied in a large body of
compressed sensing literature. In short, to guarantee gtatidtical performance in either prediction, estimation model
selection, the coherence of the system must be low, in tefins.@., mutual coherenceonditions [16],restricted isometry
property (RIP) [17] andirrepresentable conditionfLl9] among others. For example, the RIP of ordaequires that for any
index setl C F with |I| = s, there exists an RIP constafit > 0 such that(1 — §,)||v||3 < | Xv|3 < (1 + 6)|v]|3,

Yv € R®; whend, is small, anys predictors inX are approximately orthogonal. In theory, to guararite® effectiveness



in statistical accuracy, frequency selection consisteaog algorithmic stability, such RIP constants have to ballsm.g.,
d3s + 3045 < 2 in a noisy setup, wher§ = || 3|0 [17]. Similarly, the mutual coherence, defined as the maxrinabsolute
value of the off-diagonal elements in the scaled Gram maXxX /NN, has to be as low a®(1/S) [16]. Such theoretical
results clearly indicate that the super-resolution cingiéecannotbe fully addressed by thg-norm based methods, because
many similar sinusoidal components may arise in the diatigrand bring in high coherence.

To enhance the sparsity of the BP, Blumensath & Davies pexptte iterative hard thresholding (IHT) [12], [13]. Ske|[14
[15] for some approximation methods. Intuitively, noncex\penalties can better approximate thenorm and yield sparser
estimates than the convéx-penalty. On the other hand, we find that when the signaleisenratio (SNR) is low and/or the
coherence is high, thiy penalization may give aover-spar se spectral estimate and miss certain true frequency comg®nen
The high miss rates are due to the fact that theegularization is through (hard) thresholding only, afigrno shrinkage
at all for nonzero coefficients. Therefore, it tends to kilbtmany predictors to achieve the appropriate extent ohkage
especially when the SNR is low. An inappropriate nonconvesgity may seriously mask true signal components. Thisissu
will be examined in the next section.

Ill. GIST FRAMEWORK

This section examines the super-resolution spectrum astimin details. The complete group iterative spectrurasholding
(GIST) framework is introduced at the end.

A. A novel regularization form

In this subsection, we study a group penalized least-squapglel and investigate the appropriate type of regulaoizat
The BP finds a solution to an underdetermined linear systeim the minimumi; norm. When the signal is corrupted by
noise as in[(8), the following,; -penalized linear model is more commonly used:

1
§Hy—a—XﬁH§+/\HBH1, (5)

where \ is a regularization parameter to provide a trade-off betwtbe fitting error and solution sparsity. The intercept or
zero frequency component is not subject to any penalty. To include more sparsity-erifigg penalties, we consider a more
general problem in this paper which minimizes

2D
Slly = o= XBI3+ 3" P8 = F(8: ), (6)
k=1
where P(-; A) is a univariate penalty function parameterizedbgnd is possiblynonconvex.

Some structural information can be further incorporateddactrum estimation. From the derivation [df (3), = 0 implies
Br = Bp+r = 0, i.e., the sine and cosine predictors fat vanish simultaneously The pairing structure shows it is more
reasonable to impose the so-called group sparsity or blwelsgy [26], [27] on{ (5k, Bp+k) }1<k<p rather than the unstructured
sparsity on{Sx}1<k<2p. The group penalized model with the model design (2) mingsiz

D
Ly — o~ XBI3 + 3P (VB + i) = P8, ™)

(In the problem with the design matrix given byl (4), the lasespredictor disappears and thus we alwayset to be0.)
The penalty functionP is the same as before and is allowed to be nonconvex. For pasariputation, the first term if(6)
and [7) will be replaced by||y — o — X8[|3/C for someC large enough; see the comment after Thedrém 1.

A crucial problem is then to determine the appropriate foimPofor regularization purposes. The popularpenalty
Py (t; \) = AJt| may result in insufficient sparsity and relatively largedicéion error, as shown in SectiénllV. There is still
much room for improvement in super-resolution spectrahesion. Before we proceed, it is worth pointing out thatréhare
two objectives involved in this task
Objective 1 (01): accurateprediction of the signal at any new time point in the time dema
Objective 2 (02): parsimoniousspectral representation of the signal in the Fourier domain
01+02 complies withOccam’s razor principle—the simplest way to explain the data is the bespeffect approach must
reflect both concerns to produce a stable sparse model wiiti generalizability.

From the perspective dD2, the [y-norm constructs an ideal penalty

/\2
Py(t; N) = ?1157&07 (8)



where the indicator function,.o is 1 whent # 0 and0 otherwise. Yet it is discrete and strongly nonconvex. kegéngly,
given any model matrix, the class of penaltieBy (¢; \/+/a) for any a > 1 mimics the behavior of{8), wherBy, referred
to as thehard-penalty is defined by

—t2/2 4 M|, if [t < A

9
\2/2, if 1t > A\ ®)

PH(t; /\) = {

Based on[[28], we can show that all penalties, including tbetinuous penalty[{9)a( = 1) and the discrete penalt{/](8)
(a = c0), result in the same global minima in optimization. Hig). lustrates the penalty family in a neighborhood around 0.

a)

aPy(t;1/

Fig. 1: The nonconvex ‘hard’ penalty family. & 1) in a neighborhood aroun@ All penalties lead to the sant@-estimators.
The discretd,-penalty P, corresponds ta = co. The one with the smallest curvature is given By with a = 1.

A different type of regularization is desirable for objeetiO1. Even if all truly relevant sinusoidal components could be
successfully located, these atoms are not necessarilyptat an the frequency domain, and thus collinearity may ocbu
statistical signal processing, Tikhonov regularizatisran effective means to deal with the singularity issue wisiehiously
affects estimation and prediction accuracy. It is in therf@f anl;-norm penalty

1
Pr(t;n) = 5W2, (10)

also known as the ridge penalty in statistics. The necessity benefit of introducing such shrinkage in multidimenalon
estimation date back to the famous James-Stein estinidhrEf2en for the purpose of detectio®,1 plays an important role
because most parameter tuning methods are designed tcerpcediction error.

Taking into account both concerns, we advocate the follgwipbrid hard-ridge (HR) penalty as a fusion of19) and{10):

L2, 0t < 2
PHR(tv)\an) = 1 22 1 A2 . 11—7] (11)
SLRE S e=T I U e

The hard portion induces sparsity for small coefficientsilavthe ridge portion, representing Tikhonov regulariaatihelps
address the coherence of the design and compensates feraralscollinearity. In the following subsections, we willogh
that such defined hard-ridge penalty also allows for easgiimization and has better frequency selection perforrmanc

Finally, we point out the difference between HR and the @asét [30] which adds an additional ridge penalty in the
lasso problem[{5). However, this + > penalty, i.e.,\1||8]1 + A3]|3]/3/2, may over-shrink the model (referred to as the
double-shrinkageeffect [30]) and can not enforce higher level of sparsityntitfae /;-penalty. In contrast, using @function
trick [31], it is shown thatPy r results in the same estimator as the+ /5’ penalty

1 A2 1,
P(t; A\ n) = 51+n1t¢o+§nt - (12)

The ridge part does not affect the nondifferential behawfothe /o-norm at zero, and there is no double-shrinkage effect for
nonzero coefficient estimates.

B. GIST fitting algorithm

We discuss how to fit the group penalized mod¢l (7) for a widsslof penalty functions. We assume bathandy have
been centered so that the intercept term vanishes in theln@demain tool to tackle the computational challenge isclzess
of ©-estimators[[32]. Le®(-; A) be an arbitrarily given threshold function (withas the parameter) which is odd, monotone,



and a unbounded shrinkage rule (se€ [32] for the rigorousitlefi) with A as the parameter. A group-estimator is defined
to be a solution to

B=06(8+X"(y—XPB);N. (13)
Here, for any¢ € R27, é(é; \) is a2D-dimensional vectog’ satisfying
[€5s &ksp] = (€5 k4010 (1€, ErDlll2; N) /11 Tk Ert D]l 25

for 1 < k < D. In the simpler case when no grouping is assumed Gthesstimator equatiori (13) reduces to

B=0B+X"(y—XB):A). (14)

A ©-estimator is necessarily B-penalized estimator provided that
[t]
P(t;\) — P(0; \) = / (sup{s : ©(s; \) < u} —u)du+ q(t; \) (15)
0

holds for some nonnegativg-; \) satisfyingq(©(s; A); A\) = 0 for any s € R [28]. Based on this result, we can compute
P-penalized estimators by solving {13) for an appropriate

Algorithm 1 GIST-fitting algorithm.

given X (design matrix, normalized)y (centered)\ (regularization parameter(s)® (thresholding rule)w (relaxation
parameter), anfll (maximum number of iterations).
1) X « X /70, y < y/70, With 79 > || X||2 (Spectral norm).
2) Letj <« 0 and3(¥ be an initial estimate, sagp.
while |8V — 81| is not small enough of <  do
3.1) €UHY (1 —w)eW) + w(BY + XT(y — XB9)) if j >0, andeVUt) « U 4 XT(y — X3 if j = 0;
GROUP FORM

3.2a)17" (V) + (052 1 <k < D.

3(2b)1)lfl Ut 20, BYTY  eTVOEIT N /19T and BYTS) el 0 1Y, Otherwiseg! ™ =
ﬁkJ:D =0.
NON-GROUP FORM
3.2)) /3<j+1) - @(5(.7'-&-1); A);
end while _
deliver 3 = gUtY,

We establish the convergence of Algorithin 1 in the followthgorem. For simplicity, assume that there is no interceqmh t
in the model (which is reasonable whéh andy have both been centered), and=1 > || X|,. Let ¥ = X7 X. Construct
an energy function for any, ¢, 3, ¢ € R?P as follows

G(v,¢.8,6) = —I\X7 yl3+ Py A) + (7—E)T(I—E)(7—ﬁ)
g <c—5>+17“rv+<1—2>*1xTy

~I =) I -2+ T -2) ' Xy — (I - %) ¢
1-w _

+ 5T =D)B-XTY U -D) (- I -2)B- X"y
1—-w _

—T[S—(I—E)ﬁ—XTy]T(I—E) - -2)8- X"y, (16)
with the non-group and group versions@fy; A) being) ~, P(|vx|; A) andeD:1 P ( Y2+ VD /\), respectivelyG(v, ¢, 3, &)
is always greater than or equal to the objective functitiry) as defined in[{7) o {6). This energy function can be used to
prove the convergence of the iterates t®-astimator.

Theorem 1:For any0 < w < 1 and a thresholding rul® satisfying [I5), under the contmuity assumptiinn Appendix

[Al Algorithm [ in either group form or non-group form convegy and the |terate($3(ﬂ) )) satisfy
(ﬂ(]+1) Ut gUth ¢+, \) < G(ﬁ(” ¢V Bl ¢l ‘X) — 81 — 6, (17)

whered, = lz_—ww(é(ﬁl) UNT(1 %)UY —¢V)) anddy = 2 [w(I - 2)(B8Y) - YY)+ (1-w) (€W -0 T (1 -
) Hw(I — %) (39 ,6(J+1))+( w) (€9 — gy, Furthermore any limit poin8° of {3)} is a group (or non-group)




©-estimator that satisfie§ {13) (dr{14)), and the sequengd’), ¢ g1 £ \) decreases to the limif'(3°; \) with F
defined in [¥) (or[(B)).

Applying the theorem to Algorithrill1, we know the nongroupnfosolves the optimization probled|ly — X 8|13/73 +

2D P(|Bk]; A), and the group form solveb|ly — X 8(|3/73 + S, P(y/58? + 5%, \) for any arbitrarily givenX,, y.
Algorithm[1 is justified for computing a penalized spectrustirmate associated witR, provided that a prope® can be found
to satisfy [I5).

The P-0O strategy covers most commonly used penalties, either inpgform or non-group form. We give some examples
below. (i) When®© is the soft-thresholding, th&-function according to[(15) is thg-norm penalty used in BP, and the non-
group version of our algorithm reduces to the iterative gufsholding([38]. The groufs penalty (called the group lasso [26])
is more suitable for frequency selection, and can be harlojedigorithm[d as well. (i) When© is the hard-thresholding,
for ¢q(-; A\) = 0 we get the hard-penalt{](9), and fo(i; \) = (A’Qlt‘)210<|t‘<k we get thely-penalty [8). The algorithm, in
non-group form, corresponds to the iterative hard threlhgl[12], [13]. (iii) Finally, if we define® to be the hard-ridge
thresholding:

0, if [t <A

e (] =

(18)

then Py, ,, is the hard-ridge penalty (1L1). Settigd; \,n) = 1+7’7(|t| — A)?*1o< )<, We successfully reach thg+ I, penalty
(12). Seel[28] for more examples, such as SCAD(0 < p < 1), and elastic net.

Algorithm[1 includes a relaxation parametey which is an effective means to accelerate the convergeSee.the recent
work by Maleki & Donoho [[34]. (Our relaxation form is novel @is of Type | based on [35]). In practice, we set= 2, and
the number of iterations can be reduced by about 40% in casgmato nonrelaxation form.

C. Statistical analysis

Although thel; regularization is popular (see, e.g., BP [6]), in the follogewe show that the HR penalty has better selection
power and can remove the stringent coherence assumptionamedccommodate lower SNRs. We focus on the group form
based on the discussion in Section Il1.

Let F be the entire frequency set covered by the dictionary. Fed#ssign matrix defined (2} = {f1,--- , fp}. Given
any frequencyf € F, we useX; to denote the submatrix ok formed by the sine and cosine frequency atomg ,aénd
B the corresponding coefficient vector. IfC 7 is an index setX; and3; are defined similarly. In generaK; is of size
N x 2 and3; 2 x 1 (but not always—cf.[{4)). Given any coefficient vecfgywe introduce

2(B) ={f € F: Bl = 0}, nz(B) = {f € F: ||Byl2 # 0} (19)

to characterize the frequency selection outcome. In paaticwe writez* = 2(3%), nz* = nz(8"), associated with the true
coefficient vector3*, and letp,,.- = |nz*| be the number of frequencies present in the true signalpane- |z*| the number
of irrelevant frequencies.

We introduce two useful quantities and u. Recall X = X7 X and 7 = ||z = umax(E) (the largest eigenvalue
of X). GivenI C F, letX¥;p = Xpr andX; = X,TXI. In this subsection, we assume the design matrix has been
column-normalized such that the 2-norm of every columy/is. Let =) = 3/N. Define

= pmin (S ), AN = max|[ 2o/ vBo

where umin denotes the smallest eigenvalue dhd||» refers to the spectral normEéf)

.« Is Of size2 x 2p,.~ typically.)
Intuitively, x measures the ‘mean’ correlation between the relevant éreguatoms and the irrelevant atoms. Wheis high,
the coherence of the dictionary is necessarily high. Dehgt® the probability that with soft-thresholding being appligtere
exists at least one estimatefrom Algorithm 1] such thatnz(B) = nz*. Pys is similarly defined for hard-ridge thresholding.
TheorenT® bounds these two probabilities.

Theorem 2:Assumep > 0.
(i) Let © be the soft-thresholding. Under the assumption that 1./ p,,. and X is chosen such thatin s, .- HB}HQ > AVPnzr

Nu/75 "
we have

€ pz*M2 pnz*L2
1_P1§Z(ejw2/4 + eL2/4 ) (20)
\rg K * . * AT /P \ VN
where M := TDN(I — *P22) and L = (mingenz- |82 — %)T“.

1 AuN+n7d)

(ii) Let © be the hard-ridge thresholding. Assumhg) are chosen such that < AT ey

¢ :=minfepnz |[(Brnze +



nI) = 8, B fll2 > ﬁ, andn < uN/7Z. Then

pz*M/ pnz*L/2
1= P < 4 < YZEyrens eL?/4 ) ’
where M’ := —1_(xrg — ﬁ VBB ll2) and I o= (1 — - ) Ve Enmi Vil
Seen from|[( ) and (21), both inconsistent detection prtibaeb are small. It is worth mentioning that in practicegfound
the value ofy is usually small, which, however, effectively handles silagity/collinearity in comparison tg = 0, as supported
by the literature (e.g.[.[36]). In the following, we make angmarison of the assumptions and probability bounds. Thepseft
p.+ > N > p,.« is Of particular interest, which means the number of trulggent frequencies is small relative to the sample
size but the number of irrelevant frequencies is overwhajtyilarge. Thes-conditions characterize coherence accommodation,
while the conditions omnin ye,,.- |3}/ and. describe how small the minimum signal strength can be. (i)tRel; penalty,
Kk < 11/pn.~ 1S @ version of the irrepresentable conditions and canneoelased in general [19]. In contrast, for the+ Is, the
bound forx becomes large whemnis small, and so the stringent coherence requirement casdeaally removed! (ii) When
is small in the hard-ridge thresholding, the noiselessaigigtimatos,,.« +nI) 13,3 . is close ta3} . ., but the minimum
signal strength can be much lower than that of thedue to the fact thalVp /73 = Mmm(Effz nze)/ Pmax (2 e <1<147
and in particular, the disappearance,@p,- . (iii) Finally, for small values ofy, A/’ > M, L’ > L, and sol, + /> has a better
chance to recover the whole spectra correctly.
Remark.Including the ridge penalty in regularization is helpfuléahance estimation and prediction accuracy, especially
when the frequency resolution is quite high and the trueaignmulti-dimensional. Even when the purpose is selectione,
it is meaningful because most tuning strategies\ @fre prediction error (generalization error) based.

(21)

D. Model comparison criterion

This part studies the problem of how to choose proper regaléon parameters for any given datX,y). In (@), the
general parametex provides a statistical bias-variance tradeoff in regalag the model, and ought to be tuned in a data-
driven manner. In common with most researchers (say [LT], [38]), we first specify a gridA = {Ay, -, A, , AL},
then run AlgorithnL for every in the grid to get asolution path,fi(/\l), 1 <1 < L, and finally, use anodel comparison
criterion to find the optimal estimaté)opt. The commonly used model comparison criteria are Akaikerimation criterion
(AIC), Bayesian information criterion (BIC), and crosdidation (CV). But we found none of them is satisfactory ireth
high-dimensional super-resolution spectral estimation.

Ideally, in a data-rich situation, one would divide the whalataset into a training subset denoted(B§'"", *™) and
a validation subset X" yve). For any\ € A, train the model on X' y*") and evaluate the prediction accuracy
on the validation subset by, sayy”® — X 3(\ )||3. However, this data-splitting approach is only reasonatien the
validation subset is large enough to approximate the tradigtion error. It cannot be used in our problem due to insiefficy
of observations. A popular data-reusing method in smallpasnis the x-fold CV. Divide the dataset intox folds. Let
(X© 4 K)) denote thetth subset, andX (~©), y(~©)) denote the remaining data. To obtain the CV error at &ng A, one
needs to fitx penalized models. Concretely, settiXg= X0 andy = y(—%) as the training data, solve the penalized problem
associated with\;, the estimate represented B§7K)(Al). Then calculate the validation error ¢ (¥, y(®)): cv-er(\;, &) =
[y — X(@B( k)(/\l)||§. The summarized CV error, cv-€N) = Zle cv-erf(\;, K)/N, serves as the comparison criterion.
After the optimal),,; is determined, we refit the model on the global dataset tqéggtt

However, when a nonconvex penalty is applied, the above @& has an inherent drawback: tle trained models at a
common value of\; may not be comparable, and thus averaging their validatimremay make little sense. The reasons are
twofold. (i) The regularization paramet@rappears in a Lagrangian form optimization problem (cf. (6{&)). In general, the
optimal A to guarantee good selection and estimation must be a funofiboth the true coefficient vect@* and the data
(X,y). Notice that in the trainings of-fold CV, (X,y) changes. The same value dfmay have different regularization
effects for different training datasets althoy@h remains the same. Figl 2 shows the numbers of nonzero cesffiestimates
under thely penalization inb-fold CV—they are never consistent at any fixed valué\ofii) The solution path@()\) associated
with a nonconvex penalty is generally discontinuousiinFig.[3 plots thel, solution path for the default TwinSine signal.
Even a small change ih may result in a totally different estimate and zero-nonzwatiern. In consideration of both (i) and
(ii), cross-validating\ is not a proper tuning strategy in our problem.

To resolve the training inconsistency, we advocate a gesetéctive cross validatiolsCV) for parameter tuning in sparsity-
inducing penalties. First the sparsity algorithm is run be éntire dataset to get a solution paff()\l), l=1,---,L. Every
estimate3(\;) determines a candidate model with the predictor set givendpy= nz(8(\)) = {fx € F : B} + B2, # O}.
Next, wecross-validatenz; (instead of)\) to evaluate the goodness-of-fit of each candidate modehisnwvay, all X trainings

are restricted to theamesubset of predictors. Concretely, for penalties withiguthrinkage, such as thg-penalty,3 * (\)
is the unpenalized regression estimate fittedagm <), Xﬁ;f)), while for penalties witH, shrinkage, such as tlig+[>-penalty,
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shown.

379 (\) is the ridge regression estimate fitted @i, X.0) (cf. TheorenflL), ie.3 ) = (XTI xR +
nI)T(X(9)Ty(0 . Finally, the total SCV error is summarized by SQY) = >°¢, [[y® — X(@B(_O(AZ)H%

Motivated by the work of([37], we add a high-dimensional Bl@rection term to define the model comparison criterion:
SCV-BIC()\;) = SCV(\;) 4+ DF(B(\;)) log N, where DF is the degrees of freedom function. When the trgeasihas a
parsimonious representation in the frequency domainthe.number of present frequencies is very small, such &cion is
necessary—see [B7] for a further theoretical justificatiéor thely or [, penalty, DF is approximately the number of nonzero
components in the estimate; for thhe+ > penalty, DRA(\;)) is given by Tr((X 1, Xz, + nI) ' X1, X 02,) [36]. The
optimal estimateé’opt is chosen from the original solution paffB(\;)}% , by minimizing SCV-BIQ\,).

We point out that in SCV, the sparsity algorithm is only reqdito run on the whole dataset to generate one solution path,

while CV needsx such solution paths. SCV is more efficient in computation.



E. Probabilistic spectra screening

Computational complexity is another major challenge inestnesolution studies. In Algorithid 1, each iteration steplves
only matrix-vector multiplications and componentwisestiolding operations. Both have low complexity and can lotovized.
The total number of flops is no more th&hDN + 8D)S2, which is linear inD. In our experiments2 = 200 suffices and
thus the complexity of Algorithril1 i©(DN). (Restricting attention to uniformly sampled data and fiexacy atoms in the
dictionary construction, we can use the Fast Fourier tans{FFT) in computation to reduce the complexity@4D log D),
as pointed out by an anonymous reviewer, see [39] and SdBfiPnOn the other hand, with a superbly high resolution
dictionary (whereD is very large), dimension reduction is still desirable tatlier reduce the computational cost.

This is indeed possible under the spectral sparsity assompthere the number of true components is supposed to b muc
smaller thanV. One may reduce the dimension fr@® to ¥ N (sayd = 0.5) before running the formal algorithm. If th&V
candidate predictors are wisely chosen, the truly releasmins will be included with high probability and the perf@mnce
sacrifice in selection/estimation will be mild. Hereinaftere call the candidate ratio A well designed screening algorithm
should not be very sensitive td as long as it is reasonably large. Significant decrease irputational time can be achieved
after this supervised dimension reduction.

We propose an iterative probabilistic screening by adgpiilgorithm[1 for dimension reduction. This has the benefit the
screening principle is consistent with the fitting criteriéVe recommend using the hard-ridge thresholding and thecased
Algorithm[2 is stated below.

Algorithm 2 GIST-Screening algorithm.

given X (design matrix, normalized) (centered)y (I> shrinkage parametery, (candidate ratio—ratio of new dimension to
sample size)w (relaxation parameter), arfd (maximum number of iterations). (For simplicity, assuf® is an integer.)
1) X «+ X /70, y < y/70, With 75 > || X||2 (spectral norm).
2) Letj <« 0 and3” be an initial estimate say.
while |8V — 81| is not small enough of <  do
3.1) €U (1 - w)gW + w(BY + XT(y — XBYD)) if j > 0andg ) « g 4 XT(y — XBY) if j =0, and
setm) = YN;
GROUP FORM
3.2a)1"Y (V)2 4 (€02 1<k <D
3.2b)Let A be the medlan of thexU)th Iargest and () + 1)th Iargest elements igl; (G+1) }. Foreachk: 1 <k <D,
if (7Y 20, set[8Y ), BUIY] « [0 9 N0mr1Y TN ) /10T setaU T = gUTY = 0 otherwise.
NON GRoOuUP FORM
3.2) BYUTD O hR(€YY: A 1), where) is the median of then(/)th largest component and then(?) + 1)th largest
component ofﬁ(3+1)|
end while _
deliver Remaining dimensions after screenidd: € F : ||,8§?“)||2 # 0} (group version) ok : 1 < k < 2D, 3, (G+1) # 0}
(non-group version).

The differences in comparison to Algorithith 1 lie in (3.2bydB.2’), where a dynamic threshold is constructed in penfog
the hard-ridge thresholding. We next show that this screemersion still has convergence guarantee. Similar to fiéma(,
assumery = 1 > || X||2. Let G be the same energy function constructedin (16) vitigiven by [11) or[(IR). For simplicity,
supposen := YN € N. TheoreniB shows that Algorithid 2 solves larconstrained problem.

Theorem 3:For any0 < w < 1, the sequence of |terat(e,§ ' 5@) from Algorithm[2 has the same function value decreasing
property [I¥) for the energy functio, andﬁ 7 sat|sf|eSnz(ﬁ( ')) < m. In addition, undem > 0 and the no-tie-occurring
assumption®B in Appendix[C, the sequence @) has a unique limit poing3° which corresponds to the ridge estimate
restricted t0X,,.(gey With |nz(8°)| < m.

We can use SCV to tungor simply sety at a small value (say 1le-2). In practice, the screening cacegd in a progressive
fashion to avoid greedy selection: we use a varying sequehoe(-j) that decreases tdN in Step 3.1), and add ‘squeezing’
operations after Step 3.2) or 3.2¢%: « {f € F : ||ﬁ(f'7+1)||2 # 0}, 8YTY « gUtld] X « X, d] (group version), or
d« {k:1<k<2D Y™ £0},aU*+)  gU+V[d] X « X[ d] (non-group version). We have found that empirically,
the sigmoidal decay cooling schedut€?) = [2D/(1 + exp(cj))] with a = 0.01 achieves good balance between selection
and efficiency.

GIST-Screening works decently in super-resolution spéemnalysis seen from the experiments: after dimensionctemiu
the true signal components are included with high probghkdind the computational cost can be significantly reduced.

An interesting observation is that wit,ﬁ(o) = 0, the first iteration step of Algorithrll 2 ranks the frequescimsed on
XTy. In other words, the correlation between the signand each dictionary atom is examined separately, to deterthie
candidate dimensions, see [40]. Of course, this type oflsifrgquency analysis is merely marginal and does not amimunt
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joint modeling, the resulting crude ranking not suitable $aper resolution problems due to the existence of manlzted
frequency predictors. Algorithi 2 iterates and avoids sgicediness.

GIST screening is pretty flexible and useful, even if spgiisinot desired. It can be applied at any given valué ¢bossibly
greater than 1) and yields a meaningful result for supestuéien spectral problems.

F. GIST framework

We introduce the complete GIST framework to solve the speestimation problem. Fidl 4 shows the flowchart outline.

1) Dictionary Construction and NormalizatioWe construct an overcomplete dictionary throuigh (2) wiiffisiently high
resolution. Then standardize the data, by (a) centayimgd (b) normalizing each predictor columna to have mean
0 and variance 1. After the standardization, all predictyesequally extended in the predictor space.

2) GIST Spectrum Screeninghis step can greatly reduce the computational compleity perform the iterative proba-
bilistic screening to remove a number of nuisance frequeacyponents and keepV candidate predictors witht < 1
(sayd = 0.5) to achieve supervised dimension reduction. See Selciidf for details.

3) Model Fitting For each given value of the regularization parameter in edgfined grid, run the iterative group-
thresholding algorithm developed in Section TlI-B to obta local optimum to[{7). All such solutions are collected
to form a solution path parameterized by the regularizgparameters.

4) Model SelectionAn optimal solutionBopt is selected from the solution path based on a data-resagnpéirsion of
high-dimensional BIC (Sectidn II-D).

5) Spectrum RecoveryThe signal can be reconstructed from the coefficient estimiBhe amplitudes are estimated by

~2 ~2
A(fk) = \//Gopt,k + ﬁopt,D-ﬁ-k’ 1 < k < D.

Signal y(t,.)

Dictionary Construction and Normalization

p

GIST Spectrum Screening

-

Model Fitting

y.

Model Selection

! &

- ~

Spectrum Recovery
- -

Fig. 4: The flowchart of the GIST framework for solving the spectrstiraation problem.

IV. EXPERIMENTS

We conduct simulation experiments to show the performan¢@I8T fitting Algorithm[d in sparse spectral estimation, and
the power of GIST screening Algorithid 2 in fast computatiwiitlf little performance loss in frequency detection).

A. Simulation setup
Consider a discrete real-valued signal given by

y(tn) = Z A cos(2m fitn, + o) + e(tn), (22)

frENZ*

wheree(t,,) is white Gaussian noise with varianeé. N = 100 training samples are observed at time=n, 1 <n < N. The
spectrum frequency dictionary is constructed by settirgrttaximum frequencym,.x = 0.5 Hz, resolution leveb = 0.02H z,
and the number of frequency bin® = f,.x/0 = 250 (and thus500 atoms). Using the notation in Sectign 1I-C (cf.
(19)), we setnz* = {0.248,0.25,0.252,0.398, 0.4}, the associated amplitudes, and phasegy, given by[2,4,3,3.5, 3] and
[r/4,7/6,7/3,7/5,7/2], respectively. We vary the noise level by = 1,4,8 to study the algorithmic performance with
respect to SNR.

Due to random fluctuation, reporting frequency identifisatfor one particular simulation dataset is meaningless. Instead,
we simulated each model 50 times to enhance stability, waeeach rure(t,,) are i.i.d. following ' (0, o2).

Our simulations were performed in MATLAB R2010b and Win7 féssional 32-bit OS, on a desktop with an Intel(R)
Core(TM)2 Quad 2.66 GHz processor and 4GB memory.
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B. Experimental Results

1) Comparison with some existing methods compare with the advocategloup hard-ridge GIST (or GIST for short),
we implemented BF_[6], IAA-APES (or 1AA for short) [41], SPEJ42], LZA-F [14], CG-SLIM (or SLIM for short) [39]. To
make a fair and realistic comparison, we used a common stgpapiterion: the number of iterations react2¥$ or the change
in 3 is less than 1e-4. In GIST, we sét= 0.25 to give the cardinality bound in screening, and used SCV-®iCparameter
tuning. The algorithmic parameters in the other methodg& ttefault values suggested in the literature. (For exantpkeg
parameter in SLIM is chosen to ke as recommended and used in the numerical examplés lof B8F)[(B and b show the
frequency identification rates in 50 simulation runs forrea€ the methods under? = 1 ando? = 8, respectively. That is,
given each algorithm, we plotted the percentage of ideintfyf; or Bfk # 0 in all runs, for everyf, in the dictionary. The
blue solid lines show such identification rates, while the detted lines (with star marks 400%) label the true frequencies.
The plot foro? = 4 is similar to Fig.[6; we do not show it here due to the page liMie also included the running time
(averaged over 50 runs) in Talile | to reflect the computaticost.

TABLE I: Average runtime in seconds of different algorithmeéth varying values ot? at 1, 4, andS.

BP 080 0.72 0.71
LZAF 164 1.88 1.97
S AA 118 109 113
SLIM  3.77 3.71 3.70
SLIM with FFT ~ 0.10 0.10 0.10
S SPICE 431 423 422
GIST  1.40 1.40 1.39

IAA, SPICE, LZA-F, and SLIM arenot capable of producing inherently sparse estimates. One make a somewhat
ad-hoc choice of the cutoff value to discern the present frequencies. Weset 1e — 2 in performing such post-truncation.
It behaved better than = 1e — 3 or 7 = le — 4 in experimentation (which gave similar yet worse detecpienformance).

BP, though super fast, missed the frequency componerii@atand 0.4 all the time. An improvement is offered by the
CG-SLIM which makes use of the group regularization. In[[39], CG-SLIM is recommended to run farly 20 iteration
steps (whereas the simulated signals there had very milsenmntamination, witlv?> = 0.001). Here, we increased the
maximum number of iterations to 200 for better identificativithout sacrificing much efficiency. Otherwise CG-SLIMvga
much poorer spectrum recovery in experiments.

SLIM is free of parameter tuning, because from a Bayesiaspeetive SLIM estimates the noise variancein addition to
the coefficient vectof3. Unfortunately, we found all the variance estimates froniNBlwere severely biased downward—for
example, foro? = 8, the mears2 in 50 runs is abouse — 5. This is perhaps the reason why SLIM failed in super-resmiut
recovery: with such a smalt? estimate, the threshold level tends to be very low, and tHuM Siways overselects. Seen
from the figures, SLIM results in many spurious frequencgsne arising in more than 60 percent of the datasets. IAA is
even worse and does not seem to have the ability to supdieeso

It is observed that LZA-F may seriously mask the true comptmen addition, with moderate/large noise contamination
we found that LZA-F may be unstable and produce huge errogsalse the design of LZA-F is to approximate the
regularization, we substituted the hard-thresholdingdan GIST, which solves the exaéj-penalized problem. However, the
high miss rates of thé&-type regularization are still commonly seen, and the tegyimodels are often over-sparse. To give
an explanation of this under-selection, notice thatltheegularization either kills or keeps, thereby offering rwiskage at
all for nonzero coefficients. To attain the appropriate et shrinkage especially when the noise is not too smahai
to kill more predictors than necessary. As a conclusionppnapriate nonconvex penalties may seriously mask trueasig
components.

In our experiments, SPICE performs well. GIST is much betted shows more concentrated signal power at the true
frequencies. It produces very few spurious frequencied,iarterms of computation, it is much more efficient than SPICE
(Table[d). GIST adapts to SNR and is both stable and scalable.

Finally, a recent proposal of using tié&T for matrix-vector multiplication[[39] was shown to be verffeetive: for SLIM,
the average running time dropped from about 3.7 secondslt@ékonds. The computational trick can be applied to all of
the methods discussed here. However, it restricts to unlfosampled data with Fourier dictionaries. We did not use th
FFT implementation for the other methods. (GIST algorittand analyses are general and do not have such restrictems, s
Section1l] and Sectioh V.)

2) Probabilistic spectral screeningiWe examine the performance of the GIST-screening Algor{ghin this experiment.
The candidate rati@? determines the dimensionsg{) of the reduced predictor space. Therefore, the lower theevaf 9,
the more efficient the computation, but also the higher thle of mistakenly removing some true components. Our sangeni
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Fig. 5: Frequency identification rates wittf = 1 in 50 simulation runs, using BP, LZA-F, IAA, SLIM, SPICE, a@&iST.

technique turns out to be pretty successful: even if we ahddé to be as small ag85 (which can be even lower), it never
misses any true frequency component. Eig. 7 shows the fneguecation of100, 50, and25 remaining atoms, respectively,
in GIST screening. The selected frequencies are non-umjfand the density near the true spectra is much higher.

Next, we make a much more challenging problem by modifyirg $lgnal to have 10 present frequency components at
0.24,0.242,...,0.282 and large noise varianeg® = 10. Fig.[§ shows both the detection miss rates and the compnttthe,
averaged over 50 runs. The miss rate is the meal{iof 37 # 0, 3; = 0}|/|{i : 87 # 0} in all simulations, wheré - | is
the cardinality of a set. The plotted time is the total rugntime of both GIST screening and model fitting and selection.
The empirical experience is that GIST-screening is safermh€ is roughly 3 times greater than the number of truly relevant
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Fig. 6: Frequency identification rates wittf = 8 in 50 simulation runs, using BP, LZA-F, IAA, SLIM, SPICE, a@&IST.

atoms. It reduces the computation complexity significantith little performance lost.

3) Misspecified resolution levelin super-resolution spectral selection, the frequencglogéien level § used in dictionary
construction is customized by users. This requires the ledye of a lower bound on frequency spacing. We are partigula
interested in the performance of GIST wheiis misspecified in reference to the truth.

In this experiment, we set the signal frequencie8.2476, 0.2503, 0.2528, 0.3976, 0.4008, with amplitudesA; and phases
¢r unchanged. Clearly, the ideal frequency resolution tolvesthis signal should be no more thart001 Hz.

We chosed = 0.002, 20 times as large as the required resolution. The resudtsnaarly identical to Figs[(bf)[ (6f)
(not shown due to space limitation). The crude resolutioecBigation makes GIST unable to recover the true frequencie
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On the other hand, the most frequently identified frequenei®0.248, 0.25, 0.252, 0.398, 0.4, and a comparison shows
that this is the best approximation in the given frequendy.giFor example0.398Hz is the closest frequency in the grid
{0,0.02,---,0.396,0.398, - -- ,0.5} to 0.3976Hz.) This phenomenon is also seen in many other experim&m&t gives the
best possible identification to approximate the true fregies, with the quantization error determined by the reasmidevel.

V. CONCLUSIONS

We have presented a sparsity-based GIST framework to taleklesuper-resolution challenge in spectral estimatioris It
able to handle nonconvex penalties and take the pairingtates of sine and cosine atoms into account in regulariziy t
model. Thely + [2 type hard-ridge penalty was shown to be able to dramatigalpyove the popular convelx penalty as well
as the nonconvek, penalty. Its variant, the iterative probabilistic spentrgcreening, can be used for supervised dimension
reduction and fast computation. In parameter tuning, th¥ 8erion overcomes the training inconsistency issuehef plain
CV and is much more computationally efficient. GIST can beliaggo unevenly sampled signals (in which case the sampling
time sequencét, }1<,<n is not uniform) with guaranteed convergence (cf. Thedrénmd Bheoreni3).

It is worth mentioning that in our algorithm design and tretmal analyses, the only use of the Fourier frequencyatietiy
was to extract the atom grouping manner. Our methodologyesanver to any type of dictionary as arising in signal pssieg,
wavelets, and statistics. For example, although we focesedeal-valued signals in the paper, for complex-valuedaig
say,y = [y(t,)] € CN*! observed at, (1 < n < N) and the candidate frequency grid given lfiy (1 < k < D), a
complex dictionaryX can be constructed dexp(i27 fit,)] € CV*P in place of [2), with@ = [31,--- , Bp|T € CP. The
group penalized model then minimizédy — a — X 3|3 +ZkD:1 P (||Bk|l2; A) where||8k]|2 = \/Re(Bk)? + Im(By)?2, simply
the complex norm of3. It is straightforward to extend all our algorithms and gsek to this problem. On the other hand,
for real-valued signals, the formulation using the sinsige predictor matrix in[{2) does not involve any imaginaoyplex
number processing in implementation.

Some future research topics include the extension of GlSToteGaussian and/or multivariate signals.

APPENDIXA
PrROOF OFTHEOREM[I

We show the result for the group form only. The proof for thenqgwoup form is similar and simpler. The following
continuity assumption is made throughout the proof:

Assumptior®l: © is continuous at any point in the closure £§/}.
For continuous thresholding rules such as soft-threshgldhis regularity condition always holds. Practicallydghresholding
rules (such as hard-thresholding) have few discontinuiings and such discontinuities rarely occur in any real igpfibn.
Forw =1, see[[28] for the proof details. In the following, we assune w < 1.

Note thatG is quadratic and convex if, &, and¢, but possibly nonconvex and nonsmoothin

Lemma A.1:Given an arbitrary thresholding rule, let P be any function satisfying

P(0;A) — P(0;A) = Po(6; A) +q(0; A)

where Po(6; \) = Iel(sup{s : O(s;\) < u} —u)du, ¢(f;)\) is nonnegative and(©(¢; \)) = 0 for all t. Then, the
minimization problem

1
min 2y — BlI3 + P(I1Bl2: 1)

has a unique optimal solution given Ig/= é(y; A) for everyy provided that9(-; A) is continuous at|y||-.
See [28] for its proof.
Given 8 and¢, the problem of minimizing= over (v, ¢) can be simplified to (detail omitted)

1
min 5y - w(I - )8 - wX Ty — (1= w)€|3+ Py \),

and
min 37— 2(¢ — (I - BB —wX Ty — (1~ — £) ¢~ wll - £)F - wXTy — (1 - w)g].

Based on Lemmpa_Al1, the optimal solutions are

Yopr = OwI —£)B+wXTy + (1 -w)&\)
Copt W(I E)ﬂ + WXTy + (1 - W)S

Therefore, we obtain

w

G(ﬁ(j-kl)’é(j-%l)”g(j)’g(j);)\) < G(,B(j),é(j),ﬁ(j),ﬁ(j); A) — 1- (S (+1) S(J)) (I 2)*1(5(3’-%1) _ é(-j)). (23)

2w
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On the other hand, givesy and ¢, G can be expressed as a quadratic formgirthat is positive definite. The same fact
holds forg. It can be computed that

VG =w(I =Z)(B—7)+ (1 -w)(§—-¢)

VGe = 1521 = 2) Hw( = 2)(B —7) + (1 - w)(€ = )],
from which it follows thatG can be written ag;[w(I — =)(8 —~) + (1 —w) (€ — )] 7w —1(I ) Hw(I =) (B—~)+(1-
w)(&€ = ¢)] in addition to the terms involving only/ and¢. Henceg,,, = 8 and§, (though not unlque) achieve the
minimum. We obtainG/(8U+1 g0 glth U1, \y < q(gU+h), £t g, g<p> A) = s [w(I - =)(BY — gUTY)
(1—w) (€9 — U (I - ) w(I — z)(e@ —BUTDY L (1 —w)(gW) — Uty Comblnlng this with [2B) yieldS(17).

Assume a subsequen@®’’ — 3° asl — co. Because
G(/@(jl)’g(jl)7/G(jl)7£(jl)) _ G(ﬁ(jﬂrl)’S(jz+1)’ﬁ(jz+1)7£(jl+1)) —0,

we haveé(jz) _ 6(.7'14--1) — 0 and thUS(,B(jl) _ 6(.7'1-‘.4-1)) N O_. That iS,(l _ w)&(jz) +w(ﬁ(jz) + XT(y _ Xﬁ(jz))) _ é(jz) =0
and ©(£9); \) — gUY - 0. From X T (y Xﬁ( ) — ¢UD 5 0 and the continuity assumptio®° is a group©-estimate
satisfying [IB), andim, . G(8Y", ¢U), gL ¢y = p(3°).

APPENDIXB
PROOF OFTHEOREM[Z

Recall thatF denotes the frequency set covered by the dictionéinand we assume all column norms &f are /N (or
the diagonal entries aE = X7 X are equal taV). R
Applying Theorentill, we can characterize any gréupstimated from Algorithm[d by

B=6(8+X"y/r5 — 2B/ \) (24)
with © being the soft-thresholding function. Let= s(3) denote a function oB satisfying
Isflla < 1,Vf € 2(8), sf=B;/lIByll2,Vf € nz(B), (25)
ands(8;) := [s (ﬁ)] We have|| s(Bs)l2 < 1, Vf € F. (In the groupl; case,s is a subgradient o} .~ [|3,[2.) Then
(@3) reduces tgB + \s(3,\) = B+ Xy /72 — £B/7¢ or
36 = X"y - Ags(B), (26)

for somes satisfying [(25).
Lemma B.1:AssumeX,,.- is nonsingular. Ther (26) is equivalent to
S.-B,. = X e+ M2, .- 351 s(B8,,..) — A2s(B,.)
ﬁnz* = ﬁnz* + Enz (Xzz*e )‘TOS(/an*)) Enz* EZ mnz* Bz*

XT

nz* nz*:*

(27)

whereS.. :=3.. —S.. .2 L8 L, and X L = X0 — 2.2
The proof details are given in_[32].
0

Lemma B.2:Suppose zl ~ N ([ ] ,V), whereV is a correlation matrix. Then for any/, P(z7 + 23 > M?) <
2

0

P& > M?/2) with £ ~ x*(2).

From ||V]2 < |\V||F < 2,2I —V is positive semi-definite. Let{, 2, be independent standard Gaussian random variables.
We getP(z7 + 253 > M?) < P((zl\/_) + (25v/2)2 > M?) = P(¢ > M?/2) from Anderson’s inequality [43].

Lemma B.3:Suppose ~ y2(2). Then for anyM, P(¢ > 2M?) < M2e~(M*=1),

See, e. g [44] for a proof of thl§2 tail bound.

Let X = = X} — Zfne B0 X0, Vf € 27, From LemmeBlL, we havé > P(ANV), with A := = {1X[e+
)\TOEfnZ*Enz*S( )H2 < /\T37VS Satleylng KZS)Vf € z } V = {”[Enz*XZ *e]fH2 + )‘Tg”[ nz*s(ﬁ )]f”2 <
Vs satlsfymg (2H)Vf € nz*}. Therefore 1— P < P(A°U VC) < P(A°) + P(V©).
From the definition ofs, |3, = Ls(B,. )|z < K/Drzr L oN\/Pnz+1 = KpPnz- /1, Vf € 2*. It follows that

P(A%) < po-P(|€fllz = (1 = kpuzs /m)ATS [ (0VN) (28)

wheree’ = X Le/(cv/N) ~ N(0,S.-/N) becauseX .ZX .. = S... Define M := (1 — KPnz /) ¢ /(o/N). Based on
Lemma[B.2 and Lemmia_B.3 and the fact that the diagonal entfies. - = X, — X, nz*Em*Enz + are all less than or
equal toN, we obtain a bound fof(28):

P(A°) < Tpo- M2~ M1, (29)
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Next we boundP(V¢). Suppose the spectral decompositiorthy.- is given byU DU with theith row of U given byul,
then we can represe®; . as [ul D 'u;], and thus diag=; ) < 1/(Np). Moreover, from||S; L s|l2 < /Prar/(Np),
112 s]tll2 € /Prar/(Nu), Vf € nz*. Introducee” = VuNE, L XT .e/(0) ~ N(0,uNX,L). From the last two
lemmas,

)\Tg,/pm* ) v uN

P Vc < nz*P 1 > . * _
(VE) < poz- Plllesllz = (min, 187l - =75 .

)

< anz* L2€_L2/4,

whereL := (min e, /370”2 — A8 /Prnzs | (1N)) ¥ ‘;N.

The proof of [21) for the hard-ridge thresholding followsdar lines. First, defines(3; A\, n) as
lsslle <1,V € 2(8) and s = {B;.Vf € nz(B). (30)
Then similar to [[26) we have
B4 = X"y — Ags(B: A m), (31)
Let X7 = XL - %.u -3 L [T — 9(Zpae +0I) "X T... To boundPyy, from Lemmd Bl and(30), we write (31) as

)‘Tgs(ﬁz* 5 /\7 77) + SZ*Bz* = X/z/:;re + nTgEz*,nz* (Enz* + 7773[)_13:12*7
an* = (Zpar + nTgI)_lanﬂrzz* + (Bner + UT(?I)_lXZz* €,

where we use® L (.- + 973I) 1. = (Zp.- + 072 I) L. It follows that
P2 > P(3s satisfying [3D) s.t3.. = 0 and ||B;]l2 > A/(1 +n),Vf € nz*) > P(ANV)
with
A= {1 X e+ 1B e (Snee + 073D 7 B ll2 < M3V € 273,

— * — A *
Vo= {||[(Bna +777'3 ) lznZ*ﬁnz*]f + [(Bna "’777'31) 1ng*e]f||2 > ——,Vf enz"}.

1+n’
Fore' = X;Te/(U\/N) ande” = ‘”V+\/_7VT3(EM* +n2I)~' XL .e/o, their covariance matrices are computed as
(Bav = Bae o [T = 1P (Ber +0I) I LS00 /N
and N 9
WN )" 52 g2 D)8 (S + m72D)
uN
respectively. Furthermore, it is not difficult to see thatitidiagonal entries are bounded by 1 (unglet N/72). Therefore,
’ 1 WT(?H\/pnz*Hﬁfzz* 2
1 — Py < P(3f € 2*s.t|les|la > —= (A3 —
b < PGS € 2sitleylls > — (i - TEEEEE )
RN A pN +a7g

< zpz*M’Qe’M/z/‘l + ZpZ*L/QefLQM,

p) and [/ = (1 — )it

2
. 1 2 N7
where M’ := — (7§ — I K/Prz it/ ViNo -

oV N uN+nte k

/3*
nz*

APPENDIXC
PROOF OFTHEOREM[3|

We show the proof for the group form only. The proof in the rgyoup case is similar (and simpler). First, we introduce
a group quantile thresholding ru[é#(-;m,n) as a variant of the hard-ridge thresholding. Givesx m < |F| andn > 0,
O7(;m,n) : a € R*P — b € R?P is defined as followsb; = a;/(1 +n) if |las|2 is among them largest norms in the
set of {|lay|2 : f € F}, andb; = 0 otherwise. In the case of ties, a random tie breaking rulesexiuWith the notation,
g(jJrl) — é#(ﬁ(jJrl);m, n).

From the algorithmnz(ﬁ(j)) < m is obvious. To prove the function value decreasing propereyintroduce the following
lemma.
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Lemma C.1:3 = 6#(&;m, ) is a globally optimal solution to

min 316 = B3+ 2113 = folBin)  stns(8) <m. (32)

Let I ¢ F with |I| = m. Assumingﬁ,c = 0, we get the optimal solutiod with 3, = &,/(1 + 7). It follows that

fo(Bim) = 3lI€13 20 fel [¢1|3. Hence the group quantile thresholdifigf (¢; m, ) yields a global minimizer.
Based on this Iemmaﬁll?) can be proved following the linedmbendix[A. Details are omitted.

Now suppose thay > 0 and the foIIowingno tie occurring assumption holds: _
Assumptiori3: No ties occur in performing# (&;m, ) for any £ in the closure of ¢}, i.e., either(|€ )12 > 1€ ll2
or | ll2 = |€(m+1yll2 = 0 occurs, wherg|§,,,)[|2 and [[£,,,11)l|2 are them-th and (m + 1)-th largest norms in{[[€ |2 :
i o |

From P(ﬁ(”l);n) < G(3 (G+1) £(j_+1)aﬂ(j+l)7£(3+l);n) < G(_ﬁ(l),ﬁ(l),ﬂ(l),ﬁ(l); n) andn > 0, ﬁ(]) is uniformly
bounded. Le3° be a limit point ofﬁ(” satisfying3° = lim;_,. 8. Then from

G(ﬁ(jl), S(jz)7 ﬁ(jz)7 S(jl)) _ G(ﬂ(jz-i—l)7 S(jz+1)’ ﬂ(jH-l)’ £(jz+1)) -0,

we haveg(-jl) - é(jz-ﬁ-l) -0 and thUS,B(jl) _ ﬁ(jz+1) — 0. That is, (1 - w)é’(jl) + w(ﬁ(jl) + XT(y _ Xﬁ(jl))) _ 6(.7'1) N
0 and 6#(5(-“);171,17)_— BUY — 0. We obtain8® = lim_,., 6#(3Y) + X" (y — XB8Y));m,n). Because the limit of
BUY + XT(y — XxBU) exists, it is easy to show th@® is a fixed point of

B=06%B+X"(y— XB);m,n).

Let nz° = nz(8°). By the definition of6#, 8. = B2../(1+n) + XL .(y — XB°)/(1+7), and thusyB°,. + X o (y —
X 203, ..) = 0. But this is the KKT equation of the convex optimization pleh

1 Ui
min = ||y — X v[5 + =73 (33)
vy 2 2

with I = nz° given. Therefore3° is the ridge regression estimate restricteckig... Note thaty > 0 guarantees its uniqueness
given . _ _ _

Next, based on Ostrowski’s convergence theorem, the balmess ofﬁ(” andlim ||,6(3) — ﬁ(ﬂ+1>|| = 0 imply that the set
of limit points of 31V (denoted byl) must be connected. On the other hand, the set of all resdriaige regression estimates
(denoted byR) is finite. Thereforelim 8Y) = 3°. The convergence g is guaranteed as well.
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