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Abstract

Variable screening is a fast dimension reduction technique for assisting high dimen-
sional feature selection. As a preselection method, it selects a moderate size subset of
candidate variables for further refining via feature selection to produce the final model.
The performance of variable screening depends on both computational efficiency and
the ability to dramatically reduce the number of variables without discarding the im-
portant ones. When the data dimension p is substantially larger than the sample size n,
variable screening becomes crucial as 1) Faster feature selection algorithms are needed;
2) Conditions guaranteeing selection consistency might fail to hold. This article studies
a class of linear screening methods and establishes consistency theory for this special
class. In particular, we prove the restricted diagonally dominant (RDD) condition is a
necessary and sufficient condition for strong screening consistency. As concrete exam-
ples, we show two screening methods SIS and HOLP are both strong screening consis-
tent (subject to additional constraints) with large probability if n > O((ps+a/7)?log p)
under random designs. In addition, we relate the RDD condition to the irrepresentable

condition, and highlight limitations of STI.S.

1 Introduction

The rapidly growing data dimension has brought new challenges to statistical variable se-
lection, a crucial technique for identifying important variables to facilitate interpretation
and improve prediction accuracy. Recent decades have witnessed an explosion of research in
variable selection and related fields such as compressed sensing [1l, 2], with a core focus on
regularized methods [3|, 4, (5] [6], [7]. Regularized methods can consistently recover the sup-

port of coefficients, i.e., the non-zero signals, via optimizing regularized loss functions under
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certain conditions [8, [0, 10]. However, in the big data era when p far exceeds n, such regu-
larized methods might fail due to two reasons. First, the conditions that guarantee variable
selection consistency for convex regularized methods such as lasso might fail to hold when
p >> n; Second, the computational expense of both convex and non-convex regularized

methods increases dramatically with large p.

Bearing these concerns in mind, [I1] propose the concept of “variable screening”, a fast
technique that reduces data dimensionality from p to a size comparable to n, with all predic-
tors having non-zero coefficients preserved. They propose a marginal correlation based fast
screening technique “Sure Independence Screening” (SIS) that can preserve signals with
large probability. However, this method relies on a strong assumption that the marginal
correlations between the response and the important predictors are high [I1], which is eas-
ily violated in the practice. [12] extends the marginal correlation to the Spearman’s rank
correlation, which is shown to gain certain robustness but is still limited by the same strong
assumption. [I3] and [I4] take a different approach to attack the screening problem. They
both adopt variants of a forward selection type algorithm that includes one variable at a
time for constructing a candidate variable set for further refining. These methods eliminate
the strong marginal assumption in [I1] and have been shown to achieve better empirical per-
formance. However, such improvement is limited by the extra computational burden caused
by their iterative framework, which is reported to be high when p is large [15]. To ameliorate
concerns in both screening performance and computational efficiency, [15] develop a new type
of screening method termed “High-dimensional ordinary least-square projection” (HOLP).
This new screener relaxes the strong marginal assumption required by SIS and can be

computed efficiently (complexity is O(n?p)), thus scalable to ultra-high dimensionality.

This article focuses on linear models for tractability. As computation is one vital concern
for designing a good screening method, we primarily focus on a class of linear screeners that
can be efficiently computed, and study their theoretical properties. The main contributions

of this article lie in three aspects.

1. We define the notion of strong screening consistency to provide a unified framework
for analyzing screening methods. In particular, we show a necessary and sufficient
condition for a screening method to be strong screening consistent is that the screening
matrix is restricted diagonally dominant (RDD). This condition gives insights into the
design of screening matrices, while providing a framework to assess the effectiveness of

screening methods.

2. We relate RDD to other existing conditions. The irrepresentable condition (IC) [§]

is necessary and sufficient for sign consistency of lasso [3]. In contrast to IC that is
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specific to the design matrix, RDD involves another ancillary matrix that can be cho-
sen arbitrarily. Such flexibility allows RDD to hold even when IC fails if the ancillary
matrix is carefully chosen (as in HOLP). When the ancillary matrix is chosen as the
design matrix, certain equivalence is shown between RDD and IC, revealing the diffi-
culty for SIS to achieve screening consistency. We also comment on the relationship
between RDD and the restricted eigenvalue condition (REC) [6] which is commonly
seen in the high dimensional literature. We illustrate via a simple example that RDD

might not be necessarily stronger than REC.

3. We study the behavior of SIS and HOLP under random designs, and prove that a
sample size of n = O((ps+0/7)*logp) is sufficient for SIS and HOLP to be screening
consistent, where s is the sparsity, p measures the diversity of signals and 7/c evaluates
the signal-to-noise ratio. This is to be compared to the sign consistency results in [9]

where the design matrix is fixed and assumed to follow the IC.

The article is organized as follows. In Section 1, we set up the basic problem and describe
the framework of variable screening. In Section 2, we provide a deterministic necessary
and sufficient condition for consistent screening. Its relationship with the irrepresentable
condition is discussed in Section 3. In Section 4, we prove the consistency of SI.S and HOLP
under random designs by showing the RDD condition is satisfied with large probability,

although the requirement on S15 is much more restictive.

2 Linear screening
Consider the usual linear regression
Y = X[ +e¢,

where Y is the n x 1 response vector, X is the n x p design matrix and € is the noise. The
regression task is to learn the coefficient vector §. In the high dimensional setting where
p >> n, a sparsity assumption is often imposed on 3 so that only a small portion of the
coordinates are non-zero. Such an assumption splits the task of learning 5 into two phases.
The first is to recover the support of /3, i.e., the location of non-zero coefficients; The second
is to estimate the value of these non-zero signals. This article mainly focuses on the first

phase.

As pointed out in the introduction, when the dimensionality is too high, using regular-

ization methods methods raises concerns both computationally and theoretically. To reduce



the dimensionality, [I1] suggest a variable screening framework by finding a submodel
Mgy ={i : || is among the largest d coordinates of |3]} or M, ={i : |B;] > ~}.

Let @ = {1,2,---,p} and define S as the true model with s = |S| being its cardinarlity.
The hope is that the submodel size | M| or [M,| will be smaller or comparable to n, while
S C MgorSC M, Toachieve this goal two steps are usually involved in the screening
analysis. The first is to show there exists some vy such that min;cg | BZ| > ~ and the second
step is to bound the size of |M,| such that |[M,| = O(n). To unify these steps for a
more comprehensive theoretical framework, we put forward a slightly stronger definition of

screening consistency in this article.

Definition 2.1. (Strong screening consistency) An estimator 3 (of 3) is strong screening

consistent if it satisfies that

min |5 > max |5] (1)
and
sign(ﬁ}) = sign(f;), Vie€S. (2)

Remark 2.1. This definition does not differ much from the usual screening property studied
in the literature, which requires min;cg |B,| > maxgggs) |B,|, where max™®) denotes the k'

largest item.

The key of strong screening consistency is the property () that requires the estimator to
preserve consistent ordering of the zero and non-zero coefficients. It is weaker than variable
selection consistency in [§]. The requirement in () can be seen as a relaxation of the sign
consistency defined in [§], as no requirement for Bi,z' ¢ S is needed. As shown later, such
relaxation tremendously reduces the restriction on the design matrix, and allows screening

methods to work for a broader choice of X.

The focus of this article is to study the theoretical properties of a special class of screeners

that take the linear form as
B =AY

for some p x n ancillary matrix A. Examples include sure independence screening (S1.5)
where A = X7 /n and high-dimensional ordinary least-square projection (HOLP) where

A= XT(XXT)~1. We choose to study the class of linear estimators because linear screening
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is computationally efficient and theoretically tractable. We note that the usual ordinary
least-squares estimator is also a special case of linear estimators although it is not well

defined for p > n.

3 Deterministic guarantees

In this section, we derive the necessary and sufficient condition that guarantees B = AY to
be strong screening consistent. The design matrix X and the error e are treated as fixed
in this section and we will investigate random designs later. We consider the set of sparse

coefficient vectors defined by

maXi€5upp(B) |B2‘ < p}
N supp(B) |B2‘ N

Bls,p) = {ff e R : |supp(B)| < s,

The set B(s, p) contains vectors having at most s non-zero coordinates with the ratio of the
largest and smallest coordinate bounded by p. Before proceeding to the main result of this

section, we introduce some terminology that helps to establish the theory.

Definition 3.1. (restricted diagonally dominant matriz) A p X p symmetric matriz ® is

restricted diagonally dominant with sparsity s if for any I CQ, [I| <s—1andie Q\ [
®;; > C max{z |j + Ppsl, Y |0y — @kj|} + || VEA£Q ke @\,
jel jeI
where Cy > 1 is a constant.

Notice this definition implies that for i € Q \ I

D > CO(Z |ij + Dpl + Y |Di — @kj\)/z > Co Y |1, (3)

jEI jEI jEI
which is related to the usual diagonally dominant matrix. The restricted diagonally dominant
matrix provides a necessary and sufficient condition for any linear estimators B = AY to be

strong screening consistent. More precisely, we have the following result.

Theorem 1. For the noiseless case where € = 0, a linear estimatorﬁ = AY s strong
screening consistent for every 5 € B(s, p), if and only if the screening matric ® = AX is

restricted diagonally dominant with sparsity s and Cy > p.

Proof. Assume @ is restricted diagonally dominant with sparsity s and Cy > p. Recall
B = ®f. Suppose S is the index set of non-zero predictors. For any i € S,k & S, if we let



I =5\ {i}, then we have

‘Bz‘ = | il (q)ii + Z &q)ij) |Bil {(I)m + Z ﬁa (Pij + Prj) + Prs — Z ﬁj Dp; — @ z}

3 Z A

Jel jeI jel
jer jer
and
‘51‘ - |ﬁ2 (q)m_'_z 5](]}2]) ‘5@ {(I)m_'_zﬁj i (I)kj) q)kz+z ](I)k] +(I)k2}
jel Z jel Z jel g

> |Gl (Z @q)kj + (I)m') = sign(B;) - B
jer 7t

Therefore, whatever value sign(;) is, it always holds that |3;| > |3x| and thus min;cg |3;| >

mast |Bk|

To prove the sign consistency for non-zero coefficients, we notice that for i € .S,

Bzﬂi = O, + Z ;B8 = B? <(I)ii + Z &@ij) > 0.

jeI jer
The proof of necessity is left to the supplementary materials.

O

The noiseless case is a good starting point to analyze B . Intuitively, in order to preserve
the correct order of the coefficients in 3 = AX 3, one needs AX to be close to a diagonally
dominant matrix, so that B,-,i € Mg will take advantage of the large diagonal terms in AX

to dominate Bi,i ¢ Mg that is just linear combinations of off-diagonal terms.

When noise is considered, the condition in Theorem [ needs to be changed slightly to
accommodate extra discrepancies. In addition, the smallest non-zero coefficient has to be
lower bounded to ensure a certain level of signal-to-noise ratio. Thus, we augment our

previous definition of B(s, p) to have a signal strength control

B(s,p) ={B € Bls,p)| _min |5 > 7}.

Then we can obtain the following modified Theorem.

Theorem 2. With noise, the linear estimator 3 = AY is strong screening consistent for
every B € B.(s,p) if ® = AX — 2771 A¢l|oo I, is restricted diagonally dominant with sparsity
s and Cy > p.



The proof of Theorem [ is essentially the same as Theorem [0 and is thus left to the
supplementary materials. The condition in Theorem ] can be further tailored to a necessary
and sufficient version with extra manipulation on the noise term. Nevertheless, this might
not be useful in practice due to the randomness in noise. In addition, the current version of
Theorem [2 is already tight in the sense that there exists some noise vector € such that the

condition in Theorem [2is also necessary for strong screening consistency.

Theorems [Il and 2] establish ground rules for verifying consistency of a given screener and
provide practical guidance for screening design. In Section 4, we consider some concrete
examples of ancillary matrix A and prove that conditions in Theorems [I] and 2] are satisfied

by the corresponding screeners with large probability under random designs.

4 Relationship with other conditions

For some special cases such sure independence screening (”SIS”), the restricted diagonally
dominant (RDD) condition is related to the strong irrepresentable condition (IC) proposed
in [§]. Assume each column of X is standardized to have mean zero. Letting C' = X7 X/n

and [ be a given coefficient vector, the IC is expressed as
||CSC7SC§’IS - sign(Bs)]|ee <1 —6 (4)

for some 6 > 0, where Cy p represents the sub-matrix of C' with row indices in A and column
indices in B. The authors enumerate several scenarios of C' such that IC is satisfied. We

verify some of these scenarios for screening matrix ®.

Corollary 1. If ®; = 1, Vi and |®;;| < ¢/(2s), Vi # j for some 0 < ¢ < 1 as defined in
Corollary 1 and 2 in [8], then ® is a restricted diagonally dominant matriz with sparsity s
and Cy > 1/c.

If |®;;| < r=Il Wi j for some 0 < r < 1 as defined in Corollary 3 in [§], then ® is a

restricted diagonally dominant matriz with sparsity s and Co > (1 —1)?/(4r).

A more explicit but nontrivial relationship between IC and RDD is illustrated below
when |S| = 2.

Theorem 3. Assume ®; = 1, Vi and |®;;| < r, Vi # j. If ® is restricted diagonally

dominant with sparsity 2 and Cy > p, then ® satisfies
ol

| @s: 55 - sign(fs)loo < —




for all B € B(2,p). On the other hand, if ® satisfies the IC for all B € B(2,p) for some 6,

then ® is a restricted diagonally dominant matriz with sparsity 2 and

1
1—01+7r

—_

<

Co >

Theorem [B] demonstrates certain equivalence between IC and RDD. However, it does not
mean that RDD is also a strong requirement. Notice that IC is directly imposed on the
covariance matrix X7 X /n. This makes IC a strong assumption that is easily violated; for
example, when the predictors are highly correlated. In contrast to IC, RDD is imposed on
matrix AX where there is flexibility in choosing A. Only when A is chose to be X/n, RDD
is equivalently strong as IC, as shown in next theorem. For other choices of A, such as
HOLP defined in next section, the estimator satisfies RDD even when predictors are highly

correlated. Therefore, RDD is considered as weak requirement.

For 7SIS”, the screening matrix ® = X7 X/n coincides with the covariance matrix,

making RDD and IC effectively equivalent. The following theorem formalizes this.

Theorem 4. Let A = XT /n and standardize columns of X to have sample variance one.

Assume X satisfies the sparse Riesz condition [10], i.e,

min - A\n XfrFX7r n) > u,
mCQ, |r|<s ( / ) a

for some > 0. Now if AX 1is restricted diagonally dominant with sparsity s+1 and Cy > p
with p > +/s/u, then X satisfies the IC for any B € B(s,p).

In other words, under the condition p > +/s/u, the strong screening consistency of SIS

for B(s 4+ 1, p) implies the model selection consistency of lasso for B(s, p).

Theorem [ illustrates the difficulty of SI.S. The necessary condition that guarantees
good screening performance of S1.5 also guarantees the model selection consistency of lasso.
However, such a strong necessary condition does not mean that SIS should be avoided in
practice given its substantial advantages in terms of simplicity and computational efficiency.
The strong screening consistency defined in this article is stronger than conditions commonly

used in justifying screening procedures as in [11].

Another common assumption in the high dimensional literature is the restricted eigen-
value condition (REC). Compared to REC, RDD is not necessarily stronger due to its flexi-
bility in choosing the ancillary matrix A. [I7, 18] prove that the REC is satisfied when the
design matrix is sub-Gaussian. However, REC might not be guaranteed when the row of

X follows heavy-tailed distribution. In contrast, as the example shown in next section and



in [I5], by choosing A = X7 (X XT)~!  the resulting estimator satisfies RDD even when the

rows of X follow heavy-tailed distributions.

5 Screening under random designs

In this section, we consider linear screening under random designs when X and e are Gaus-
sian. The theory developed in this section can be easily extended to a broader family of
distributions, for example, where € follows a sub-Gaussian distribution [19] and X follows
an elliptical distribution [II, I5]. We focus on the Gaussian case for conciseness. Let
€ ~ N(0,0%) and X ~ N(0,%). We prove the screening consistency of SIS and HOLP by
verifying the condition in Theorem 2l Recall the ancillary matrices for SIS and HOLP are

defined respectively as
Asrs = X/n, Aporp = XT(XXT)71.
For simplicity, we assume >; = 1 for ¢ = 1,2,--- ,p. To verify the RDD condition, it is

essential to quantify the magnitude of the entries of AX and Ae.

Lemma 1. Let ® = Ag;sX, then for anyt >0 and i # j € QQ, we have

t?’n  tn
Pl|®; =Yyl >t) <2 —min ( =——,=—— | ¢»
(1= 521> ¢) < 200 { —min (37 )}

and

, t*n  tn

where K = ||X*(1) — 1|y, is a constant, X*(1) is a chi-square random variable with one

degree of freedom and the norm || - ||y, is defined in [19].

Lemma [Tl states that the screening matrix ® = Ag;¢X for SIS will eventually converge to
the covariance matrix ¥ in [, when n tends to infinity and logp = o(n). Thus, the screening
performance of SIS strongly relies on the structure of ¥. In particular, the (asymptotically)
necessary and sufficient condition for ST1.5 being strong screening consistent is > satisfying

the RDD condition. For the noise term, we have the following lemma.

Lemma 2. Let n = Agrse. For anyt >0 and i € QQ, we have

t’n tn
> < — mi i
P(|n;| > ot) < Gexp{ min (7262 ' 6o )},



where K is defined the same as in Lemma[1.

The proof of Lemma [2]is essentially the same as the proof of off-diagonal terms in Lemma
[ and is thus omitted. As indicated before, the necessary and sufficient condition for SIS
to be strong screening consistent is that 3 follows RDD. As RDD is usually hard to verify,

we consider a stronger sufficient condition inspired by Corollary [l

1

Theorem 5. Let r = maxz; [Xy|. Ifr < 5,

then for any 6 > 0, if the sample size satisfies

1+ 2ps+20/7
1 —2psr

n>1MK< )1%@M@, (5)

where K is defined in Lemmalll, then with probability at least 1—6, ® = AgrsX —2771|| Asrse|l oo,
15 restricted diagonally dominant with sparsity s and Cy > p. In other words, SIS is screening

consistent for any 5 € B.(s, p).

Proof. Taking union bound on the results from Lemma [Il and 2] we have for any ¢ > 0 and

p>2,
P min®; <1 —tor max|®;| > 7+t or|n|e >ot) <7p’ex " min —tz !
i = 1— X |®ij| = 0o Z < - 0= s ) (-
i€Q i n pexp K 72e2’ 6e

In other words, for any § > 0, when n > K log(7p*/§), with probability at least 1 — ¢, we

have

K log(7p2%/6
max ] <46V Klog(7p*/9)
1#]

Klog(7p?/9)
n n

1€Q

Kl 2/
i€Q n

A sufficient condition for ® to be restricted diagonally dominant is that
min ®;; > 2ps max |®;;] + 277 max |n;].
7 1#£] )

Plugging in the values we have

/ 2 / 2 2
1 —6v2e —K log(7p*/9) > 2ps(r + 6v/2e —K log(7p /6)) +12V2em 7o —K log(7p /5)
n n n

Solving the above inequality (notice that 7p*/§ < 9p?/§% and p > 1) completes the proof. [
The requirement that max;; |¥;;| < 1/(psr) or the necessary and sufficient condition
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that ¥ is RDD strictly constrains the correlation structure of X, causing the difficulty for

SIS to be strong screening consistent. For HOLP we instead have the following result.

Lemma 3. Let ® = AgorpX. Assume p > con for some cq > 1, then for any C > 0 there
exists some 0 < ¢ < 1 < ¢y and ¢35 > 0 such that for any t > 0 and any i € Q,j # i, we

have
P(‘(I)“| < Clli_lﬁ) < 2€—Cn7 P(‘(I)“‘ > CQHE) < 26_Cn
b p
and
P(‘(I)Z” > C4I€t@) < 5€—C’n + 26_t2/2,
p
where ¢4 = 7”2(60_61).

c3(co—1)

Proof. The proof of Lemma [3 relies heavily on previous results for the Stiefel Manifold
provided in the supplementary materials. We only sketch the basic idea here and leave
the complete proof to the supplementary materials. Defining H = X7(XX7)~/2 then
we have ® = HHT and H follows the Matrix Angular Central Gaussian (MACG) with
covariance Y. The diagonal terms of HH” can be bounded similarly via the Johnson-
Lindenstrauss lemma, by using the fact that HH” = SY2U(UTSU)"'UY, where U is a
p X n random projection matrix. Now for off-diagonal terms, we decompose the Stiefel
manifold as H = (G(Hy)H, Hs), where Hy is a (p —n + 1) x 1 vector, Hy isa p x (n — 1)
matrix and G(H») is chosen so that (G(Hy) Hs) € O(p), and show that H; follows Angular
Central Gaussian (ACG) distribution with covariance G(H,)? ©G(H,) conditional on Hy. It
can be shown that e;xHH e, @ exG(Hy)Hi|eTHy = 0. Let 2 = el HH" ey, then el Hy =
0 is equivalent to e] G(Hy)H; = t;, and we obtain the desired coupling distribution as
e HH e, @ el G(Hy)H,|eTG(Hy)H, = t;. Using the normal representation of ACG(Y),
ie., if x = (2, -+ ,2,) ~ N(0,X), then z/|z|| ~ ACG(X), we can write G(Hs)H; in terms

of normal variables and then bound all terms using concentration inequalities. O

Lemma [3] quantifies the entries of the screening matrix for HOLP. As illustrated in the
lemma, regardless of the covariance Y, diagonal terms of ® are always O(%) and the off-
diagonal terms are O(%). Thus, with n > O(s?), @ is likely to satisfy the RDD condition

with large probability. For the noise vector we have the following result.

Lemma 4. Let n = Agorpe. Assume p > con for some cq > 1, then for any C > 0 there

11



exist the same ¢y, ca, c3 as in Lemmal3d such that for anyt > 0 and i € Q,

2 t
P(|77i| 2z fi/_KJ \;7) < 4e= " —l—2e‘t2/2>

an > 8C/(CO — 1)2

The proof is almost identical to Lemma[2 and is provided in the supplementary materials.

The following theorem results after combining Lemma [B] and @l

Theorem 6. Assume p > con for some co > 1. For any 6 > 0, if the sample size satisfies

n > max {2C/I<L4(p8 +o/7)*log(3p/9), %}, (6)

404
, W} and ¢y, o, 3, cq, C are the same constants defined in Lemma

[3, then with pmbabzlzty at least 1 — 0, ® = AporpX — 277 Y| Aporpel| ol is restricted

where C" = max{—*

diagonally dominant with sparsity s and Cy > p. This implies HOLP is screening consistent

for any B € B.(s,p).

Proof. Notice that if
min |®;;] > 2spmax | ;| + 27| XT(XXT) || o, (7)
i iJ

then the proof is complete because ® — 277 1|| X7 (X X7T)~1¢||, is already a restricted diago-
nally dominant matrix. Let t = v/Cn/v. The above equation then requires

n 204\/5/<aspn 20 coCKt n ( 1 204\/5/<asp 20/ coCk )n >0
o - ———————— = (K — — — :
A v p (I—cHvp ! v (1—cyHrv’p
which implies that
2c4V/Cr?ps 204/ caCr?
> WCr P + v _,f = C1k%*ps + Cor?*17 o > 1,
1 (1 —cy )T
where C = 204\/_ Cy = 012( I_czc Ty Therefore, taking union bounds on all matrix entries, we

have
1
<{(Iﬂ) does not hold}) (p+5p*)e " + 2p e~ Cniv (7 + _)p2e—Cn/v27
n

where the second inequality is due to the fact that p > n and v > 1. Now for any ¢ > 0, ()
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holds with probability at least 1 — ¢ if

1/2

n> (log(7+1/n)+210gp—log5),

Q|

which is satisfied provided (noticing v8 < 3) n > % log %p. Now pushing v to the limit

gives ([6]), the precise condition we need. O

There are several interesting observations on equation (&) and (@). First, (ps + o/7)?
appears in both expressions, suggesting this term might be a common requirement across
all linear screening methods. We note that ps evaluates the sparsity and the diversity of
the signal § while o/7 is closely related to the signal-to-noise ratio. Furthermore, HOLP
relaxes the correlation constraint r < 1/(2ps) or the covariance constraint (3 is RDD) with
the conditional number constraint. Thus for any ¥, as long as the sample size is large enough,
strong screening consistency is assured. Finally, HOLP provides an example to satisfy the

RDD condition in answer to the question raised in Section 4.

6 Concluding remarks

This article studies the theoretical properties of a class of high dimensional variable screening
methods. In particular, we establish a necessary and sufficient condition in the form of
restricted diagonally dominant screening matrices for strong screening consistency of a linear
screener. We verify the condition for both SIS and HOLP under random designs. In
addition, we show a close relationship between RDD and the IC, highlighting the difficulty

of using SIS in screening for arbitrarily correlated predictors.

For future work, it is of interest to see how linear screening can be adapted to compressed
sensing [20] and how techniques such as preconditioning [2I] can improve the performance

of marginal screening and variable selection.
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Appendix A: Proofs for Section 3

In this section, we prove the two theorems in Section 3.

Proof of Theorem [1l. If ® is restricted diagonally dominant with sparsity s and Cy > p,
we have for any I C @ and |I| <s—1,

Dy > pmax{Z\% + Dyl > [Py — cbkj|} +|Ps| VEk#£ieQ\I

jel jeI

Recall B = ®f. Suppose S is the index set of non-zero predictors. For any i € S,k & S, of
we fix [ = S\ {i}, we have

1Bi] = |®is3; + Z i 8;] > 18l (i + Z @q)ij)

(3

jer jerl
= 8il(®is + > &(‘E’j + D) + Ppi — &¢kj — Q)
jer 7t jer 7t
I i+ 0) = ~BLS iy 4
> ‘5@‘(2 '(I)k] + (I)kz) - B (Z /BQ(I)IC] + qu)kz>
jer 7t v jer

~

= —sign(5i) - B

Similarly we have

1Bil = @B + Z D ;] = |8l (i + Z &‘pij)

jel jel

= | B[ (s + Z %(q)ij — ®pj) — Py + Z %(ij + dyy)

jer 7t jer
> |B2‘(Z @ij + @) = sign(B;) - B

jer 7t

Therefore, whatever value sign(3;) is, it always holds that |3;| > |3|. Since this result is
true for any ¢ € S, k € S, we have

min |3;| > max |5y].
icS 15l k&S Bl
To prove the sign consistency for non-zero coefficients, notice that for i € .S,

Oii > p(Y_ |Pij + Cpg + D [0y — Biy]) /2> p Y [Dy1.

Jjel jel jel
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Thus,

Bifi = Cuff? + Y ®iBiBi = B Qi+ Y &‘%’) > 0.
EI (2

Jjel

On the other hand, ifB is screening consistent, i.e., |BZ| > |Bk| and B,ﬂi > 0, we can construct
S =T Ui} for any fixed i, k, I. Without loss of generality, we assume &, > 0. If we select
[ such that §; > 0, then the strong screening consistency implies Bz > Bk and BZ > —Bk.

From Bz > Bk we have

;i3 + Z i85 > Z D85 + Prif;.

jel jel

By rearranging terms and selecting 5 € B(s,p) as §; = 1,8; = —p - sign(®;; — $i;),7 € S

we have

By > = (Pyy — Oiy) By + Bos = p Y [Dij — B + [ D,

jel jeI

Following the same argument on BZ > —Bk with a choice of §; = 1,5, = —p - sign(P;; +
Py;),7 € S we have

D, > pz |D;; + Pij| + | D

jeI
This concludes the proof. O

Proof of Theorem [2. Proof of Lemma 3 follows almost the same as the sufficiency part

of Theorem [Il Notice that now the definition of B becomes
B=XT(XXT)'Xxp+ XT(XXT) e,
If the condition holds, i.e., for any i € S, I = S\ {i} and k € S, we have

®;; > pmax { D 1P+ Byl D |0y — q>kj|} + [ @i + 2 X (X XT) e .

jel jel
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Defining n = XT(X XT)~te, we have for any i € S,

1Bi] = @3 + Z ;i85 + mil > |Bil(Pii + Z &‘E’j + 67 mi)

1

jel jer
‘@q%+§:@®w+@v+®m+5 (mi + 1) Z:j%y Opi — B k)
Jel Z jel 4
Bi |ﬁ2
_|ﬁz Z (I)kj + Oy + 5 nk Zﬁ]q)kj + ﬁl(bkz + nk)
jer 7t el

Similarly, we can prove | BZ| > sign(5;) - By, and thus | BZ| > | Bk|, which implies that
i AZ' > 3 .
min |5 > max| 5|
The weak sign consistency is established since

Bifi = i} + Z O 88 + nifi = B (P + Z 5—]:(1%;' + B i) > 0,

jerl jer 7t

for any f; # 0.

The tightness of this theorem is given by the case when ¢ = 0, for which the condition

has already been shown to be necessary and sufficient in Theorem [I} O

Appendix B: Proofs for Section 4

In this section, we prove results from Section 4 that are not covered in the main article.

Proof of Corollary [l Letting I C Q,|I] <s—1, we have forany i #k € Q \ I,
Bi— L ma D @+ Pasl, D Pig — Dyl ¢+ [P |>1—1 2s—1)— + < _ Loy
i c X ' iJ kjl» ' iJ kj k| Z c 28 28 25 .
Jjel jeI
This completes the proof for the first case.

Now for the second case, notice that the sum of an entire row (except the diagonal term)

can be bounded by > || <2377 r# < 2= Therefore, we have

@.._(1_T)2 D+ P, O — P\ — D, 1 — (1—r) O] —r =0
1 Ay max Z| Z]_l_ k]|’ Z| 1 kj| | zk|> o Z| 1j| r=Vu.

JeI Jjel jFi
U
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Proof of Theorem [3. First, from RDD to IC: Without loss of generality, we assume S =
{1,2}. For any k € Q \ S, we have

sign(B1)(Pr1 — P12Pro) + sign(Ba)(—P12Pr1 + Pr2)
1—d3,

'[‘Pkl Do) @5 gsign(fBs)

The r.h.s. becomes @y + Ppo|(1 — Py12)/(1 — ®%,) when sign(f;) = sign(B2) and | Py —
Dpa|(1+ D19)/(1 — ®2,) when sign(B;) = —sign(Bz). In either case we have

maX{‘q)lk+q)2k‘u‘q)lk_q)2k‘} 1
- P

< .
1—r 1—r

‘[q)m (I>k2]®§7lssign(55)

Second, from IC to RDD: Let I C @, |I| = 1 and i # k € Q\I. Without loss of generality,
we assume i = 1,k = 2, and we construct S = {1,2}. Now for any j € I, using the same
formula as shown above, we have

sign(B1)(Pj1 — P12Pjo) + sign(B2)(—P12Pj1 + Pjo)

1-6> '[cbjl D jo] ' gs19n(5s)

Using the same result on the r.h.s., i.e., it becomes [Py + Ppa|(1 — ®y5)/(1 — P%,) when
sign(B1) = sign(fz) and | @y — Pyo|(1+ P12) /(1 — P3,) when sign(B;) = —sign(Ss), we have
for any j € I that

max {|(I)1j + Dy, [Py — (I)2j|} <(1-=0)1+r).

As a result, we have

147
Zmax{@lj +(I)2j|, |(I)1j — (I)Qj|} < (1 — 9)(1 —|—7”) < (1 —9)1 —T((I)H — |(I)12‘),

jel
which implies

1 1—r

(I)n > ml—l—’r‘ ;max{\q)lj -+ ®2j‘, ‘(I)lj — q)Qj‘} -+ ‘(I)lg|.

O

Proof of Theorem [}] We just need to check (). We prove the absolute value of the
first coordinate of Clge SC§15 - sign(Bs) is less than one, and the rest just follow the same

argument. From the condition we know C' = X7 X/n is restricted diagonally dominant.
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Then equation (B]) implies that for any I C @ with |I| = s, we have for any k & I,

PZ |Chil < 1.

el

Now for any S C @ with |S| = s, we choose I = S and let a” be the first row of Cge, g =

XT.Xg/n, we have

o' (X§ Xs/n) " sign(Bs)| < llallzllsign(Bs)llzn~".

Because p Y 7, Ja;| < 1, we have

#3 a2 < (3 Jeul)? < 1,
i=1 i=1
which implies that

NG

o (X Xs/m) sign(3s)] < o7 Vap = L2 <1

Appendix C: Proofs for Section 6 (SIS)

Proofs in Section 6 are divided into two parts. In this section, we provide the proofs related
to SIS, and leave those pertaining to HOLP to the next section. The proof requires the

following proposition,

Proposition 1. Assume X; ~ X?(1),i = 1,2,---,n, where X*(1) is the chi-square distri-

bution with one degree of freedom. Then for any t > 0, we have

Zﬂ—l Xi . t’n tn
i= _ > < _ -
P(|7n 1] >1t) <2exp min Sk 30k ) [

where K = ||X?(1) — 1||y,. Alternatively, for any C' > 0, there exists some 0 < c3 < 1 < ¢4
such that,

"X,
P(Zpi1 <eg) < e O, (8)
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and

Proof. 1t is a direct application of Proposition 5.16 in [I9]. Notice that in the proof of
Proposition 5.16 we have C' = 2¢? and ¢ = ¢/2 for X?(1) — 1. O

Proof of Lemma [1. For diagonal term we have for any i € {1,2,---,p}

Z = x2k
d ) k=1"1
n

Y

where z;, k = 1,2,--- /n’s are n iid standard normal random variables. Using Proposition

[, we have for any ¢t > 0,

t2n  tn
v > < —min | o, o= | -
P(‘q)“ Sl > t) < Qexp{ min (862K’ 2€K)} 9)

For the off-diagonal term, we have for any i # 7,

n
_ D ko1 TikTjk -y

bij — X = - i
_ > (Tir + 25x)° _ D et T _ D ke x?k oy
2n 2n 2n “
n n n 2
2 n 2 n 2 n

Notice that ;; + xj; ~ N(0,2 4 2%;;). Hence the three terms in the above equation can be

bounded using the same inequality before, i.e., for any ¢ > 0,

t’n t
P<|(I>Z-j - X > 2+ Z,-j)t) < 6exp{ — min (8—67;’ 2—2) }

Clearly, we have Y;; < v/¥;;1/2;; < 1. Therefore, we have

: t*n  tn

0

Proof of Lemma [2. The proof is essentially the same for proving the off diagonal terms
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of ® as in Lemma [l The only difference is that E(®;;) = X;; while £(Xe) = 0. Note

nijo = Db Tiver/0 Dy (a + er/0)’ _ Dbt Th -~ >k 6r/0°
7 - - .
n

2n 2n 2n

Using Proposition [Il we have

_ t*n  in

Now we turn to the proof of Theorem [

Proof of Theorem [3. Taking union bound on the results from Lemma [I] and 2] we have

for any t > 0,

t?’n  tn
P nd.. <1 -— <9 — mi _—
<5%1Qn = t) = peXp{ i <8e2K’ %K)}’

P( max|®;| >r+t) <6(p*—p)e min En_
X | = J— - X - - 97170 1.7 )
ity P = Byexp 72e?K’ 6eK

and

P | > ot) <6 ) t?n  tn
max |n; —min [ ——, —— | §.
iEaQ il = ot | = bPexp 722K’ 6eK

Thus, when p > 2 we have

Pl min®; <1t || >+t In;| > ot ) < 7p? i Fn_ _tn
min ®;; <1 —+¢ or max |®;;| > r or max |n;| > ot | < ex —min | ——,—— | ¢.
e0 ha 1P ico " presp 722K’ Ge kK

In other words, for any § > 0, when n > K log(7p*/§), with probability at least 1 — ¢, we

have
2 2
min®;; > 1 — 6\/56 M’ max|<1>,-j| < T—l—6\/§e Klog(?p /5)’
and
Klog(Tp%/6
max |7;| < 6v/2e0 K log(7p*/9) )
i€qQ n
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A sufficient condition for ® to be restricted diagonally dominant is that
min ®; > 2ps max| @] + 27" max |-
7 17 ?

Plugging in the values and solving the inequality, we have (notice that 7p?/§ < 9p*/6?) @ is
RDD as long as

14 2ps+20/T
1 —2psr

n> 144K< )2 log(3p/9).

This completes the proof. O

Appendix D: Proofs for Section 6 (HOLP)

In this section we prove Lemma [Bl Ml and Theorem [l Several propositions and lemmas are
needed for establishing the whole theory. We list all prerequisite results without proofs but

provide readers references for complete proofs.

Let P € O(p) be a p x p orthogonal matrix from the orthogonal group O(p). Let H
denote the first n columns of P. Then H is in the Stiefel manifold [22]. In general, the
Stiefel manifold V,, , is the space whose points are n-frames in R” represented as the set of

p X n matrices X such that X7 X = I,,. Mathematically, we can write
Vip={XeR": X"X =1,}.

There is a natural measure (d.X) called Haar measure on the Stiefel manifold, invariant under

both right orthogonal and left orthogonal transformations. We standardize it to obtain a
probability measure as [dX] = (dX)/V (n,p), where V (n,p) = 2"7"?/2/T,,(1/2p).

Lemma 5. [22, Page 41-44] Supposed that a pxn random matriz Z has the density function
of the form
f2(2) = 5| ™"?g(Z2T572),

which is invariant under the right-orthogonal transformation of Z, where Y is a p X p positive
definite matriz. Then its orientation H, = Z(ZTZ)~Y? has the matriz angular central

Gaussian distribution (MACG) with a probability density function
MACG(X) = |X|™2|HI'S H,|*/2.

In particular, if Z is a p X n matriz whose distribution is invariant under both the left- and
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right-orthogonal transformations, then Hy, with Y = BZ for BBT =3, has the MACG(X)

distribution.

When n = 1, the MACG distribution becomes the angular central Gaussian distribution,

a description of the multivariate Gaussian distribution on the unit sphere [23].

Lemma 6. [22, Page 70, Decomposition of the Stiefel manifold] Let H be a p x n random

matriz on V, ,, and write
H = (H, H,),

with Hy being a p X q matrix where 0 < ¢ < n. Then we can write
Hy, = G(H,)Uy,

where G(Hy) is any matriz chosen so that (Hy G(Hy)) € O(p); as Hy runs over V,_,,, U;
runs over V,_q,—q, and the relationship is one to one. The differential form [dH| for the

normalized invariant measure on V, , is decomposed as the product
|[dH]| = [dH,][dU;]

of those [dH,] and [dUy] on V,, and V,,_, ,—,, respectively.

Lemma 7. [Lemma 4 in [11]]Let U be uniformly distributed on the Stiefel manifold V,, .

Then for any C > 0, there exist ¢}, cy with 0 < ¢; <1 < ¢, such that
P(e{UUTel < c'lﬁ) < 2e7m,
p

and
n
P(elTUUTel > cé—) < e,
p
Some of our proof requires concentration properties of a random Gaussian matrix and

X2 random variables. For a Wigner matrix, we have the following result.

Lemma 8. Assume Z is a n X p matriz with p > con for some ¢y > 1. FEach entry of Z
follows a Gaussian distribution with mean zero and variance one and are independent. Then

for any t > 0, with probability at least 1 — 2 exp(—t?/2), we have

(L—cg' —t/p)* < XMuin(ZZ7 /D) < Anaa( 227 Jp) < (145" +t/p)>.
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For any C > 0, taking t = v/2Cn, we have with probability 1 — 2 exp(—Cn/2),

V20 V2C
cov/n co/n

Proof. This is essentially Corollary 5.35 in [19]. O

(1= " = ) < Ain(Z27Jp) < (1 + G5 + )2

The conditional number of ¥ is controled by x, which simulaneously controls the largest

and the smallest eigenvalues.

Proposition 2. Assume the conditional number of ¥ is k and ¥y =1 fori =1,2,--- ,p,

then we have

Amin(Z) > k71 and Amaz(X) < K.
Proof. Notice that p = tr(X) = >_» | ;. Therefore, we have

P/ Amaz > ph~ and  p/Apin(2) < pr,

which completes the proof. O

Now we prove the main results for HOLP.

Proof of Lemma [3. Consider a transformed n x p random matrix Z = XX ~/2, which,

by definition, follows standard multivariate Gaussian. Consider its SVD decomposition,
Z=VDUT,

where V' € O(n), D is a diagonal matrix and U is a p X n random matrix belonging to the

Stiefel manifold V;, ,. With such notion, we can rewrite the projection matrix as
XT(xXxT)y'X =xV2uutsu)'uTsY? = HHT,

where H = SY2U(UTSU)~Y2 and H € V,,,_1. Therefore, the two quantities that we are
interested in are ®; = e HH"e; (diagonal term) and ®;; = e HH"e; (off-diagonal term),
where el is the p—dimensional unit vector with the i*" coordinate being one. The proof is
divided into two parts, where in the first part we consider diagonal terms and the second

part takes care of off-diagonal terms.
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Part I: First, we consider the diagonal term e HH”e;. Recall the definition of H and
eTHH  ¢; = IS U(UTSU) U S 2e;.

There always exists some orthogonal matrix () that rotates the vector Y2e; to the direction
of ey, i.e,

N2y = 1520]|Qer.
Then we have
eTHH e, = |26, 2T QTUUTSU) ' UT Qey = ||S20|2eT U(UTSU) e,

where U = QTU is uniformly distributed on V;, ,, because U is uniformly distributed on V;,,
(see discussion in the beginning). Now the magnitude of e HH”e; can be evaluated in two

parts. For the norm of the vector Y20, we have
Anin(%) < € Ser = [[S2e)il]” < Ao (), (10)
and for the remaining part,
e U(UTSU) " Uer < Ao (UTSU) ™) [Uen]* < Ain (2) 7" [[Ten %,

and
FTUTSU) ey > Apin (UTSU) || Uer||? > Anaa(2) 7| Uen |1

Consequently, we have

)\max (Z)

THH e, <
GEE as A (2)

elUUe;,  elHH"e; > elUU ;. (11)

Therefore, following Proposition [7, for any C' > 0 we have
P(eiTHHTeZ- < C/IC4I<L_1E) < 2e7m
p

and
nl
P(e?HHTei > cgcgln—) < 27,
p

Denoting ;¢4 by ¢ and chyey' by ¢z, we obtain the equation in Lemma [l

Part II: Second, for off-diagonal terms, although the proof is almost identical to the

proof of Lemma 5 in [15], we still provide a complete version here due to the importance of
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this result.

The proof depends on the decomposition of Stiefel manifold. Without loss of generality,
we prove the bound only for el HH%e;, then the other off-diagonal terms should follow
exactly the same argument. According to Lemma [ we can decompose H = (T}, Hs) with
Ty = G(H2)Hy, where Hy is a p x (n— 1) matrix, Hy is a (p—n+1) x 1 vector and G(H,) is
a matrix such that (G(Hs), H2) € O(p). The invariant measure on the Stiefel manifold can

be decomposed as
[H] = [H1][Hs]

where [H;| and [H,| are Haar measures on Vi ,_,.1, V1, (Notice that ¢ = n — 1 in this
decomposition) respectively. As pointed out before, H has the MACG(X) distribution,

which possesses a density as
p(H) oc |[H'S ™ H|P2[dH].
Using the identity for matrix determinant

A B

- = |A||D - CA™'B| = |D||A - BD'C],

we have

P(Hy, Hy) o< |[HIST Hy|P2(TES=' 1y — TP Hy(HI S~ Hy) P HI =1y ) ~P/2
= |HIS  Hy | P2(HTG(Hy) (57 — S Hy(HI SV H,) Y HE S =Y G(Hy) Hy ) 7P/
= |[HI S Ho| PPP(HT G(H,) TS V(I — To)S7 V2 G(Hy) Hy) P2,

where Ty = S7Y2 Hy(HI' Y71 Hy) P HI'Y71/2 is an orthogonal projection onto the linear space
spanned by the columns of X~Y2H,. It is easy to verify the following result by using the
definition of G(H,),

[SY2G(Hy)(G(Hy)TSG(Hy)) ™YV, S~ YV2Hy(HES " Hy) =V € O(p),

and therefore we have

[ =Ty, = ©"°G(H,)(G(Hy)"SG(Hy)) ' G(Hy) "5,
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which simplifies the density function as
P(Hy, Hy) o< |HI S Hy | P2 (HE (G(Hy)"SG(Hy)) ™ Hy ) P2,

Now it becomes clear that H;|Hs follows the Angular Central Gaussian distribution ACG(X'),

where
Y = G(Hy)"SG(Hy).

Next, we relate the target quantity el HH” e, to the distribution of H;. Notice that for

any orthogonal matrix @ € O(n), we have
e’HH ey = e"HQQTH ey = e’ H'H' e,.

Write H' = HQ = (17, H}), where T] = [Tll(l),Tll(Z), e ,Tll(p)], H} = [H;(i’j)]. If we choose
@ such that the first row of H) are all zero (this is possible as we can choose the first column

of @ being the first row of H upon normalizing), i.e.,

efH/ = [Tll(l)’ O’ e ’O] 65H/ = [T1/(2)a H;(ll)a ) H;(zm_l)]

Y

then immediately we have el HH ey = el H'H'Tey = T1'(1)T1'(2)' This indicates that

THHTe, Y TOT® | TH, =0,

As shown at the beginning, H; follows ACG(Y') conditional on Hy. Let Hy = (hy, ha, -+, h,)T

and let 27 = (21,22, ,Tp_nt1) ~ N(0,Y), then we have

@ zi

2 2 '
\/1'1+"'+Ip_n+1

Notice that T} = G(H)H;, a linear transformation on H;. Defining y = G(Hs)x, we have

—
=

T @ s , (12)

R

where y ~ N(0,G(H)X'G(H)T) is a degenerate Gaussian distribution. This degenerate
distribution contains an interesting form. Letting z ~ N(0,X), we know y can be expressed

asy = G(H)G(H)Tz. Write G(H,)" as [g1, ga] where gy is a (p —n+1) x 1 vector and g5 is
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a(p—n+1)x (p—1) matrix, then we have

G(H3)G(H,)" = (nggl 91T92) |

9391 9592

We can also write HZ = [0,_1.1, he] where hy is a (n — 1) X (p — 1) matrix, and using the
orthogonality, i.e., [Hy G(H,)|[Hy G(Hz)|]" = I,,, we have

91T91 =1, 91T92 =01p-1 and 92Tg2 =lp1— hghg.

Because hy is a set of orthogonal basis in the p — 1 dimensional space, g2 g, is therefore an
orthogonal projection onto the space {hy}* and gl g, = AAT where A = g (gog)~1/2 is a

(p — 1) x (p — n) orientation matrix on {hy}+. Together, we have

1 0
= z.
Y 0 AAT

This relationship allows us to marginalize y; out with y following a degenerate Gaussian

distribution.

We now turn to transform the condition e Hy = 0 onto constraints on the distribution of
T Letting t2 = T HH ey, then ¢7 Hy = 0 is equivalent to T\"? = eT HHTe; = 2, which
implies that

THHTe, Y TOT® | 72 2 THHTe,.

Because the magnitude of el HH”e; has been obtained in Part I, we can now condition on

the value of el HH"e; to obtain the bound on T1(2). From Tl(l)2 = t?, we obtain that,

(L =ty =ti(ys +ys + - +yp). (13)

Notice this constraint is imposed on the norm of § = (y2, s, - ,¥,) and is thus independent
of (y2/I9lls- -+, yp/||7ll)- Equation (I3) also implies that

=ty + - +y) =y +y3+- -+ (14)
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Therefore, combining (I2) with (I3), (I4)) and integrating y; out, we have

i V1—ty
Tl() ‘ Tl(l) :tl @ Y ) 7':2737

where (y2, Y3, -+, Yp) ~ N(0, AAT S99 AAT) with Y9 being the covariance matrix of zg, - - - , 2,.

D,

To bound the numerator, we use the classical tail bound on the normal distribution as
for any ¢t > 0, = /var (Y;) < v/ Amaz(AATS 90 AAT) < Ao (2)H2),

P(lys| > toy) = P(|lys] > tAdae (D)) < 2¢772, (15)
For the denominator, letting Z ~ N(0, I,_1), we have
j= AATSY?: and T = FTRYPAATYY: @ Z NP1

where X?(1) are iid chi-square random variables and ); are non-zero eigenvalues of matrix
21/ 2AATZ§42. Here \;’s are naturally upper bounded by A, (X). To give a lower bound,

notice that Zl/ 2AATZ%2 and AY9y AT possess the same set of non-zero eigenvalues, thus

min A; > Apin(AZ92 A7) > Min (2).

Therefore,
P~ x2(1 T P v2(1
)\mzn(z) i=1 7 ( ) S yy < )\max( )L’()
p—n p—n p—n
The quantity S j can be bounded by Proposition [l Combining with Proposition [2]

we have for any C > 0, there exists some c3 > 0 such that
i <y7Tz)/ (p—mn) < ch%(z)) < ¢~ Clo—n),

Therefore, noticing that )\,17{395( )/)\1/2 (2) = &'/2, T( ) can be bounded as

min

V1— ket
P<|T1(2)| S At WL (O tl) < O 4 9e 12,
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Using the results from the diagonal term, we have

P(t2 > Cok— ) <2e 9" and P(t% < cm_lﬁ> < 2e7 0,
p p

Consequently, we have

(\el HH"e,| > 04f<ot£> - P(\T(l N> ey m&f T = )
p

t cn
< P(TM? > ¢, T(1>=t)+P<T(2> e P )
~ (1 2p|1 1 |1| \/_\/Tn ‘

ca(co—1)

where Cy = m

Proof of Lemma []] Notice that conditioning on X, for any fixed index i, el X7 (X XT)~1
follows a normal distribution with mean zero and variance o?||el X7 (X XT)71||2. We can
first bound the variance and then apply the normal tail bound (&) again to obtain an upper

bound for the error term.

The variance term follows
el XT(XXT) 7 Xe; < 0 X oo (XXT) el HH €,
The el HH"e; part can be bounded according to Lemma B, while the first part follows

Aoz (XXT) ™) = Moo (Z227)7Y) < M h (ZZ0)N0(8) = —x (ptzz").

min min

Thus, using Lemma [8 and [ we have

40%cy  nK?

20T v T(x xT\—1|2
o”fle; X7 (XXT) ||2§m?a

(16)

with probability at least 1 — 4 exp(—Cn) if n > 8C/(co — 1)?. Now combining (I8]) and (IH)

we have for any ¢ > 0,

2 /
P<|efXT(XXT)—1e| > ﬂ@) < 4eCn 4 2612,

1—c' p

O

Proof of Theorem [B. The proof depends on Lemma [Bl and F] and a careful choice of the
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value of ¢ in these two lemmas. We first take union bounds of the two lemmas to obtain

n
P(min |®;;] < c1x71=) < 2pe= ",
(min 4] < e~ 2) < 2p

P(mj?i D5 > C4f€t\/—ﬁ) < 5(p* —ple "+ 2(p* — p)e /2,
1FE] p
and

20\ /Cakt
P<||XT(XXT)‘1E||OO > %@) < dpe=Cn 4 2pe P12,
_ CO p

Notice that once we have
min |®;;| > 2spmax |D;;| + 27'_1||XT(XXT)_1€||OO, (17)
i ij

then the proof is complete because ® — 2771|| XT(X XT)~L¢||, is already a restricted diago-
nally dominant matrix. Let t = v/Cn/v. The above equation then requires

n 204\/6/<aspn 20y caCkt n
v o p (l—cHrvp
. 204\/5/{sp B 204/cCk )@

= (k™ —
(e v (1—cyHrv'p

C1KR

> 0,

which implies that

2¢4V COK? 2 Cr?
v 04\/_/<Jps+ oy UK

= C1k%*ps + Cor*t7 1o > 1, 18
1 ci(l —cgh)r PSR T e (18)

where C = 20%@, Cy = —2¥2C_ Therefore, the probability that (I7) does not hold is

c(l—cyh)
1
P({ () does not hold}) < (p+5pY)e " + 2p%e MY < (T4 =)pe OV,
n

where the second inequality is due to the fact that p > n and v > 1. Now for any 6 > 0,
(I7) holds with probability at least 1 — 0 requires that

V2

n > (log(7+1/n)+210gp—log5),

Q|
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which is certainly satisfied if (notice that v/8 < 3),

2 2
nz%logi%p.

Now pushing v to the limit as shown in (I8]) gives the precise condition we need, i.e.

n > 2C"k"(ps + 7 '0)?log %,

2
! 4ci 4eo
where C' = max{—c% : 705(1—051)2}'
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