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OBSERVABLE ADJUSTMENTS IN SINGLE-INDEX MODELS FOR
REGULARIZED M-ESTIMATORS

PIERRE C BELLEC

ABSTRACT. We consider observations (X, y) from single index models with unknown link
function, Gaussian covariates and a regularized M-estimator ,3 constructed from convex loss
function and regularizer. In the regime where sample size n and dimension p are both
increasing such that p/n has a finite limit, the behavior of the empirical distribution of ,@
and the predicted values X B has been previously characterized in a number of models: The
empirical distributions are known to converge to proximal operators of the loss and penalty
in a related Gaussian sequence model, which captures the interplay between ratio Z, loss,
regularization and the data generating process. This connection between (B, X ,@) and the
corresponding proximal operators require solving fixed-point equations that typically involve
unobservable quantities such as the prior distribution on the index or the link function.
This paper develops a different theory to describe the empirical distribution of ,3 and X ,@:
Approximations of (,@, X ,@) in terms of proximal operators are provided that only involve
observable adjustments. These proposed observable adjustments are data-driven, e.g., do
not require prior knowledge of the index or the link function. These new adjustments yield
confidence intervals for individual components of the index, as well as estimators of the
correlation of ,@ with the index. The interplay between loss, regularization and the model is
thus captured in a data-driven manner, without solving the fixed-point equations studied in
previous works. The results apply to both strongly convex regularizers and unregularized M-
estimation. Simulations are provided for the square and logistic loss in single index models
including logistic regression and 1-bit compressed sensing with 20% corrupted bits.

1. INTRODUCTION

1.1. Single index model. Consider iid observations (x;,y;)i=1,..» with Gaussian feature
vectors @; ~ N(0,X), ¥ € RP*P and response y; valued in some set ) following a single
index model

(1.1) yi = F(x]w,U;)

where F' : R?2 — R is an unknown deterministic function, w € RP an unknown index, and
U; is a latent variable independent of x;. The index w is normalized with Var[z!w] =
|=1/2w||? = 1 by convention, since | X'/2w|| can be otherwise absorbed in F(-). The triples
(zi,Ui, yi)i=1,..n are iid but only (x;, ¥;)i=1,..n are observed. Typical examples that we have

in mind for F" and U; in (1.1) include

e Linear regression: F(v,u) = ||Z'28*||v + u for some B* € RP, U; ~ N(0,0?) and
w = B*/||=Y?B*||. Equivalently, y;|z; ~ N(z!8*,52).

e Logistic regression: F(v,u) =1if u < 1/(14 e~ 187I?) and 0 otherwise for some 8* €
R, U; ~ Unif[0, 1] and w = B*/||E'/28*||. Equivalently, y;|z; ~ Bernoulli(p'(x! 8*))
where p'(u) = 1/(1 4 e™") is the sigmoid function.

e 1-bit compressed sensing: F(v,u) = sign(v) so that y; = sign(zl w).

e 1-bit compressed sensing with an e-proportion of bits flipped: F(v,u) = usign(v) for
U; € {—1,1} such that P(U; = —1) = .

1
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Throughout the paper, B is a regularized M-estimator of the form

~

R
(1.2) B(y, X) = argmin — g ly, (:c;fb) + g(b)
beRr T

where g : RP — R is a convex penalty function and for any yo € Y, the map ¢,, : R — R,
t — ly(t) is a convex loss function. For a fixed yp, the derivatives of ¢, are denoted by
0, (t) and £ (t) where these derivatives exist. If y; € {~1,1} or y; € {0,1} as in logistic
regression or 1-bit compressed sensing, one natural loss function is for instance the logistic
loss £y, (t) = log(1+e7t) if y; = 1 and £,,(t) = log(1+€") if y; # 1. This paper focuses on the
behavior of estimators of the form (1.2) in the single index model (1.1) when the dimensions
and sample sizes are both large and of the same order, as well as confidence intervals for
individual components of the index w.

1.2. Prior works in asymptotic behavior of M-estimators. There is now a rich liter-
ature on the behavior of M-estimators in the regime where p/n converges to a constant in
linear models [1, 19, 30, 32, 33, 18, 23, 12, 27, 24, among others] and generalized models,
including logistic regression [31, 28] and general teacher-student models [22]. To present typ-
ical results from this literature, assume in this section that n,p — 400 with n/p — § for
some constant § > 0 and isotropic covariance matrix ¥ = %Ip.

Consider first a linear model with y; = wiTB* + ¢; for ¢; independent of x; and the unreg-
ularized estimator 8 = argmingcge S 1, L(yi — x b) for some convex loss £ : R — R. This
corresponds to g = 0 and ¢y, (u) = L(y; — v) in (1.2). The works [19, 17, 21, 18] showed that
the behavior of 3 is characterized by the system of two equations

5 lo? = E[(prox[vL](e1 + 0Z) — &1 — O'Z)2],
(1.3) B
1-0t= E [prox[vL] (g1 4+ 02)],

with two unknowns (o, ), where Z ~ N(0, 1) is independent of €;. In (1.3) and throughout
the paper, for any convex function f : R — R, the proximal operator prox[f] of f is defined
as prox[f](u) = argmin, g (u — v)?/2 + f(v), and we denote by prox[f]’ its derivative. While
[21] uses notation (r,c) for the two unknowns in (1.3), we use (o,7) instead to reveal the
connection with the larger systems (1.6) and (1.7) below. The solution (&,7%) to (1.3) is
such that p~1||@ — B*||2> — &2 in probability, and for each fixed component j = 1,...,p
the convergence in distribution §; — B85 —< N(0,5%) holds [19], so that the system (1.3)

and its solution captures the asymptotic distribution of B. Equipped with the system (1.3)
and these results, [2] studied the optimal loss function £(-) that minimizes |3 — 3*|? for a
given § = lim% and given noise distribution for (e1,...,£,). In linear model with normally
distributed noise, Bayati and Montanari [1] used Approximate Message Passing to establish
a similar phenomenon for the Lasso 8 = argmingcgs ||y — X B|?/2 + A||b||1, showing that the
empirical distribution of (Bj) j=1,..,p is close in distribution to the empirical distribution of of
(n(B; + 7Zj;A%))j=1,...p where n(z;u) = sign(z)(|z| — u)4+ is the soft-thresholding operator
and (7,b) is solution to a nonlinear system of two equations of a similar nature as (1.3)
[1, Theorem 1.5]; the works [24, 27, 13] provides explicit error bounds between functions
of the Lasso B and their prediction from the nonlinear system of two equations. Inspired
by early works from Stojnic [30], Thrampoulidis et al. [33] developed the Convex Gaussian
Min-max Theorem and obtained analogous systems of equations to characterize the limit of
p | B — B |2 for a given loss-penalty pair in linear models, see for instance the system with
four unknowns [33, Eq. (15)] for separable loss and penalty.
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With the model (1.1), our focus in this note is on nonlinear models. Results of the same
nature as in the previous paragraph have been also established. To present some representa-
tive existing results, we now turn to logistic regression, a particular case of the single model
(1.1). Consider iid observations from the logistic model

(1.4) yile; ~ Bernoulli(p/(:c;frﬂ*)) for p/(u) = 1/(1 +e™"),

and the M-estimator (1.2) with the logistic loss £, (u;) = p(u;) — yiu; for p(u) = log(1 +
e"). With no regularization, i.e., g = 0, B in (1.2) is the logistic Maximum Likelihood
Estimate (MLE). Sur and Candes [31] describe the asymptotic distribution of the MLE as
follows. For a sequence of logistic regression problems with n, p, 3* such that ||3*|*/p — K2
and n/p — § > 0, the MLE exists with overwhelming probability if § > minep [[(z —
tv)2 ()20 (kv)p(v)dzdv [11] where ¢(2) = (v2m) ™! exp(—%) is the standard normal pdf.
In this case, assuming additionally that the components of 8* are iid copies of a random
variable (3, then for any Lipschitz function ¢ : R? — R

(15) fZ¢( —ag;. ;) =" E|9(02.8)]

where Z ~ N(0, 1) is independent of 3, = denotes convergence in probability, and (&, &, %)
is solution of the nonlinear system of 3 equations

5 10? = 2B [/ (—rZ1) (v (prox|ypl (ks + 0Z2)))?],
(1.6) 0 =2E[p'(—rZ1) Z1vp (prox[yp)(kaZy + 0Z2))],
1— 61 =2E[p/(=kZ1)prox[yp| (kaZi + 0 2Z5)].

Above, p'(u) = 1/(1 + e™) is the sigmoid function as in (1.4), p"(u) = p'(u)(1 — p/'(u)) its
derivative, and inside the expectation in the third line prox[yp]'(u) = 1/(1+7p" (prox[yp](u))).
Salehi et al. [28] extended such results to the M-estimator (1.2) constructed with the same
logistic loss, £, (ul) = p(uz) — yiu; for p(u) = log(1 + €"), and separable penalty function of
the form g(b) = _, f(b;) for some convex f : R — R. Assume that the coefficients of 3*
are iid copies of a random variables 8 with finite variance, and let (Z, Z1, Z2)? ~ N(0, I3)
be independent of 3. Let x2 = E[3?] and consider the system of 6 equations

[,Bprox f ) (oT(68 + 6_1/27°Z))],
\frfy E[Zprox f (o7 (68 + 5*1/27”Z))]
k2a? + 02 = [ prox[o f )(oT (08 + 6~ 1/27“Z))} }

{
r?y? = 2]E[ —kZ1)(kaZy + 0Zy — prox|[ypl(kaZy + 0Z3)) ],

/{Oé_

(1.7)

—0y = 2E[p" (—rZ1)prox[ypl(kaeZy + 0 Z3)],
1 —~/(o7) = 2E[p'(—rZ1)proxyp) (kaZy + 0 Z5))

with unknowns (o, 0,7,6,7,7). As in the case of the MLE in [31] with (1.6), the system
(1.8) captures the interplay between the logistic model (1.4), the penalty and the limit § of
the ratio n/p: The main result of [28] states that if the nonlinear system (1.7) has a unique
solution (&, @,%,0,7,7) then for any locally Lipschitz function ® : R? — R,

(1.8) Z (ﬁj, ) —F IE[(I) (prox[c‘ﬁf(-)] (67(08 + 5‘”%2)),5)]
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as n,p — oo with n/p — §. An informal interpretation of (1.8) is the approximation

(1.9) Bj ~ prox (7 f ()| (67(08; + 67*7Z))),

where Z; ~ N(0,1), and (1.9) holds in an averaged sense over j = 1, ..., p. This approximation
means that in order to understand B, it is sufficient to understand the simple estimator
b; = prox[&%f(-)](aTyseq) in the Gaussian sequence model y; ~ N(f z ’"52) j=1,..,p.
The works [20, 22] further extend these results to loss and penalty functions that need not
be separable, provide a unified theory for the systems (1.3), (1.5) and (1.7), and describe the
relationship of these results with predictions from the replica method in statistical physics.

The above system (1.7) may reduce to simpler forms for specific penalty functions. With
Ridge penalty g(b) = %HbHQ, in the isotropic setting with covariance ¥ = %Ip, the system
(1.7) reduces to

67 'o? = 2E[p/ (—kZ1)(kaZy + 0 Z5 — prox[ypl(kaZy + 0 Z2))?],
(1.10) —6 o = 2E[p" (—rZ1)prox[ypl (ke Zy + 0 Z5)],
1-6 1+ Ny =2E [0/ (= Zy)prox[yp) (kaZy + 0 Z3)],

see [28, Eq. (14), (16)]. By integration by parts, (1.10) is equivalent to (1.6) when A = 0,
and the convergence (1.8) with ®(u,v) = ¢(u aw,v) reduces to (1.5) due to the simple form
of the proximal operator prox[tf](z) = Ty Where fu) = Mu2/2.

As explained in [31, 28] among others, the systems (1.6), (1.7) and (1.10) combined with
the asymptotic results (1.5) and (1.8) are powerful tools to analyze various characteristics of
the M-estimator B, for instance the correlation p~! ,BT/@* with the true regression vector 3*
by using ®(a,b) = ab in (1.8), giving p 187 3* —F ar? by the first line in (1.7). The Mean
Squared Error (MSE) p~!||3 — 3*|? is analogously characterized using ®(a,b) = (a — b)2
(1.8). If the penalty is of the form g = Agy for some tuning parameter A > 0, solving the
above nonlinear systems for given (), d) provide curves of performance metrics of interest
(e.g., correlation p~1373* or MSE p—! ||B — B*||?) as a function of the tuning parameter and
the limit § of n/p [28]. Plotting such curves by computing the solutions (a,,%,6,7,7) of
(1.7) require the knowledge of the distribution 5 of the components of 3*, or in the case of
(1.6) and (1.10) the second moment x? = E[3%] ~ p~!||3*||?>. Solving the system also requires
the knowledge of the single index model: If the Bernoulli parameter in (1.4) is of the form
p(xlB*) for p: R — [0,1] different than the sigmoid function p, the systems (1.6) and (1.7)
require an appropriate modification, and solving the new system requires the knowledge of p
(see for instance the system in [22, Section B.8]).

In practice, k2 and more generally the law of 3 are typically unknown. In this case the
above results are not readily useful since (@, 7,7, 0, 7, 7) cannot be computed only by looking
at the data (y,X). To illustrate this, given two loss-penalty pairs (¢,g) and (¢,§), the
practitioner may wish to pick the loss-penalty pair such that the resulting M-estimator in
(1.2) has larger correlation with the true logistic coefficient 3* in (1.4). With this application
in mind, the above theory suggests to solve the system (1.7) for each loss-penalty pair and
to pick the pair with the largest @ since @ is the limit of 87/3*/||3*||2. This is feasible only
if the law of 8 in (1.7) is known, [or only if 2 is known in (1.5) and (1.10) as by rotational
invariance the systems for the MLE and Ridge regularization only depend on the law of 3
through the second moment]. The drawback that solving the above systems require typically
unknown quantities is also present in linear models: (1.3) requires the knowledge of the
noise distribution and the systems in [1, 33] additionally require the knowledge of the prior
distribution  on the components of 3*.
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For the MLE, (1.5)-(1.6) also provide confidence intervals for components g7 [31, 39].
Let z4/2 > 0 be such that P(|N(0,1)] > z,/2) = a. The result (1.5) applied to a smooth
approximation of the indicator function ¢(a,b) = I{|a| < 2,2} yields that approximately
(1 — a)p covariates j = 1,...,p are such that

6]* € é[B] - 6Za/27Bj + 62:04/2]'

This provides a confidence interval in an average sense. Zhao et al. [39] later proved that
the same confidence interval is valid not only in this averaged sense, but also for a fixed,
given component j = 1,...,p under conditions on the amplitude of 57. As in the previous
paragraph, such confidence interval can be constructed provided that x? is known so that the
solution (&, ,7%) to the system (1.6) can be computed. This motivated the ProbeFrontier
[31] and SLOE [37] procedures to compute approximations of x2 and of the solutions (&, 7, %)
of the system (1.6). These procedures [31, 37] to estimate (&, 7,d) in (1.6) for the logistic
MLE require the single-index model (1.1) to be well-specified (i.e., y;|z} 8* must follow an
actual logistic model (1.4)): If the single-index model (1.1) for y;|z} 3* deviates from the
assumed model (1.4) then (1.6)-(1.7) must be modified to account for the generative model
of y;|xzl' 8%, as in [22, Section B.8].

For regularized logistic regression with non-smooth penalty, even if the solution (&, 7,7, 0, 7, 7)
were known, constructing confidence intervals for [5’; from (1.8) alone is typically not possible
since prox[7f] is not injective (e.g., for the non-smooth penalty f(u) = |u|, the proximal
of f is the soft-thresholding operator which is not injective). The lack of injectivity comes
from the multi-valued nature of the subdifferential: = = prox[uf](z) holds if and only if
2 € df(x), but (z,u) alone are not sufficient to recover z if the subdifferential Jf(x) is
multi-valued. Even if the value

(1.11) prox[67 [ (-)] (67(08; + 67/*7Z)))

were known exactly (or approximately through Bj as in (1.9)), recovering 7 from the value

(1.11) still requires to choose a specific element of the subdifferential of f at (1.11), and
results such as (1.8)-(1.9) are not informative regarding which element of the subdifferential
of f at (1.11) should be used. Because of this difficulty, in general nonlinear models such as
(1.4) with non-smooth penalty, confidence intervals for components of 3* are lacking.

1.3. A peek at our results. This paper develops a different theory to provide proximal
approximations, confidence intervals as well as data-driven estimates of the bias of 3 and
of the correlation 37w with the index w. If ¥ = %Ip and g(b) = ]% ?:1 f(bj) as in the
previous subsection, a by-product of this paper is the approximation

(1.12) B ~ prox{%f} <iw]% + \}ggzj)

for Z;j ~ N(0,1) and +wj the j-th component of the index w in (1.1) up to an unidentifiable
sign, where (0, %, 7) are observable scalars defined below in (3.8). The informal approximation
(1.12) is made rigorous in Corollary 4.2. The approximation (1.12) mimics (1.9) with 8*
replaced by the normalized index w, with the important difference that the adjustments
(0,7,7) of the previous display are observable from the data (y, X), while the deterministic
adjustments (7,7,0,7) in (1.9) requires the knowledge of k? and of the distribution of the
components of 3* to solve the system (1.7). This means that the rich information contained
in the system (1.7) and the limiting result (1.8) can be captured from the data (y, X) by
computing (9, 7,%) in a data-driven fashion, bypassing solving (1.8) and the theory described
in the previous subsection.
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Some of the techniques used below to derive results of the form (1.12) have been used
previously to derive asymptotic normality results in linear models for penalized least-squares
estimators [7, 5] and robust/regularized M-estimators [4, 8]. We build upon these techniques
to tackle single-index models. While the factor 7/ of the Gaussian part Z; in (1.12) is
reminiscent of the construction of confidence intervals for linear models in [7, 5, 8], this
paper introduces the new adjustments (,a2, 5%)—defined in (3.8) below— which captures
the interplay between the non-linearity of the model (1.1) and the M-estimator (1.2).

1.4. Organization. Section 2 lists our working assumptions. Section 3 obtains formula for
the derivatives of 3 with respect to X and defines the observable adjustments and related
notation that will be used throughout the paper. Section 4 states the main results in the
paper regarding confidence intervals, proximal mapping representations for ,@ the predicted
values X B, and estimation of the correlation of B with the index. Section 5 develops similar
results for unregularized M-estimation. Section 6 presents some examples and simulations.
Most proofs are delayed to Section 7.

2. ASSUMPTIONS

We now come back to the single index model (1.1) with unknown function F'. That is, we
assume from now on

yi = Flaxlw,U;), U; independent of z;, Var[z! w] = w' Sw = 1.

Each of our results will require a subset of the following assumptions. Let )V C R be the set
of allowed values for y;, i.e., a set such that P(y; € V) = 1. For instance, ) = R in linear
regression and Y = {£1} or Y = {0, 1} in binary classification.

Assumption 1. Let 0,k > 1 be constants independent of n,p. Consider the model (1.1) for
some unknown nonrandom w € RP with Var[z!] w] = 1. Assume that 0.01 < p/n <71, that
X has iid N(0,X) rows for 3 with || X|op||Z " |lop < &, that Ly, (-),g(+) are convex with o (+)
1-Lipschitz for all yg € V.

Assumption 2. For all b,b € R? we have g(0) < g(b) and for some constant T > 0
independent of n,p,

(2.1) (b-—b)7"(d—d)>7|Z2b-b)|>, Vde,dg(g),dc dg(b).

Here, dg(b) = {d € R? : ¥b, g(b) > g(b) + d” (b — b)} denotes the subdifferential of g at b.
Assumption 3. Assume p/n < 37! <1 and that the penalty is g = 0.

Assumption 4. Assume that {y, is twice continuously differentiable for all yo € Y, that
sup,,eg maxy ey [0, (w)| < 1, and that the maps u — miny, ey (¢, (u)? and u — mingey £y (u)
are both positive and continuous. Here, the loss £ (as a function ) x R — R) is assumed
independent of n, p.

3. DERIVATIVES AND OBSERVABLE ADJUSTMENTS

Let us define some notation used throughout. Denote by dg(b) C RP the subdifferential of
a convex function g : RP — R at a point b € RP. The KKT conditions of the minimization
problem (1.2) with convex penalty g and convex loss ¢,, read

(3.1) X"9p(y, X) € ndg(B(y. X))

where y € R"™ is the response vector with components Y5 o5 Y X is the design matrix
with rows «{ , ..., 2], and ¢(y, X) € R" has components ¢;(y, X) = —£, (] B(y, X)). The
minus sign here is used so that, in the special case of linear models with the square loss
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Cy;(u) = (y; —u)?/2, the usual i-th residual is ¥;(y, X) = y; — mlTﬁ Similarly to B(y, X)
n (1.2), we view (y, X) as a function of (y, X), ie., ¥ : R" x R"? — R". We let ¢/
act componentwise and denote by £, (u) € R" the vector with components £, (u;) for every
u,y € R", so that

(3.2) P(y, X) = —,(XB(y, X)).

Similarly, £” acts componentwise on vectors in R™ so that £, (u) has components [£y (u)]; =
%’Z(Uz) for y,u € R™ and each ¢ = 1,...,n. This notation hlghhghts that derivatives will

always be with respect to u for a fixed value of y. If the context is clear, we write simply 3
for B(y,X ) and W for 'a,ﬁ(y, X); in this case the functions B and v are implicitly taken at
the observed data (y, X).

The observable adjustments (£,9) in (1.12) are constructed from the derivatives of 3 with
respect to X. The following proposition provides the structure of these derivatives, extending
the corresponding result for linear models [4, Theorem 1] to the present setting.

Proposition 3.1. Assume that E’yo is 1-Lipschitz for all yo € Y and that (2.1) holds for some

some T > 0 and positive definite 3 € RP*P. Then for any fized y € Y™ the function B(y, )
is differentiable almost everywhere in R™ P with derivatives

(0/02j)B(y, X) = A(ejii — X" De;f3))
where D % diag(%(XB)) and some matriz A € RP*P with
(33) |=2AS 2 g < (n) !

and such that the following holds: If DXB * 1ﬁ we have

(3.4) o< df <n where df & Tr[ X AX " D,
T[D]/(1+¢&) < T[V] <Tr[D]  where V¥ D-DXAX"D,

where ¢ = L HDl/QXE 1/2||Op, while if DX 3 = 1 we have the slightly weaker

(3.5) —¢< df <n+eé

3.6 —4¢+ Tr[D]/(1+¢) < Tr[V] < Tr[D] + 4é.

If ¢ # DX/, which we expect to happen in practice, (3.5)-(3.6) become the simpler

bounds in (3.4), which shows that Tr[D] = Zz 1y (x x!'3) and Tr[V] are of the same order.

It is unclear why the special case lﬁ = DX 3 needs to be handled separately, and we believe
that it is an artefact of the proof. If ¢» = DX we can still obtain (3.5)-(3.6) with ¢ of
constant order by (7.24) below, which is sufficient for the purpose of the our results.

By Proposition 3.1, since ) in (3.2) is given by P = —E;(XB) we find by the chain rule
(8/0zi;)p = D[-X Aejiy; — (I, — X AXT D)e;3;]. Summarizing the derivatives of both )
and 3 side by side, for all i € [n],7 € [pl,

(8/02:;)B(y, X) = Aeji; — AXT De;f3;,

(3.7) .
(0/0wi)p(y, X) = —DX Aejih — Veif;.

Equipped with these derivatives of B , our main result requires the following scalar adjustments
to correct the bias and scaling of 3 for estimation and confidence interval about components
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of the index w. Define the scalars (0,7, 4,2, a2, 5%) by

o & LTV, tf2cif#HE’“ZXWHQJr@WX/BWﬁHXB 4|12 — 242,
(3.8) ¢ 7= (L)H)V2, a2d=eff—2(@||XBfW|2 LATX B — 472,
PSS =y P IXB APl - a

Next, for each covariate index j € [p], define the de-biased estimate Bj(d) by

def

B+ TrV]tel st X T4

(3.9) E el 1y T,%
=B+ 0 e; (nX) " X"
where e; is the j-th canonical basis vector in RP. Finally, let €;; 2ot (2_1)]-]- be the j-th
diagonal element of X1

Alternatively to the adJustments (4,t,a%,62) in (3.8), the quantities 1 HXB 44b||? and
4 in the expressions for (f,a%,42) in (3.8) may be replaced by ||§]1/2ﬁ||2 and ~, = Tr[ZA]
thanks to the approximations - 1 | X B—4|? ~ | Z/28||> and 4 ~ 7, justified in Theorem 4.4
below. This gives the alternatlve estimates

2= |=72X T /n+ 0826)* — (p/n)i,
(3.10) a2 =1 2(0|ZV2BI2 + PTXB/n — 1i?)?,
7 = |88~ a

The expressions (£2, a2, 62) in (3.8) are preferred when the covariance X is unknown, as ¥ only
occurs in (3.8) in the expression of £2. For unregularized M-estimation (penalty g = 0), the
term X71/2XT4) in £ is equal to 0 by the optimality conditions of the optimization problem
(1.2), so that (#,0,7%,12,a2%,62) are all computable without any knowledge of the covariance
3. The special form of (7,0,4,#%,a%,62,df) in unregularized M-estimation is detailed in
Section 5.

4. MAIN RESULTS WITH STRONG CONVEXITY

4.1. Confidence intervals for individual components of the index.

Theorem 4.1. Let Assumptions 1 and 2 be fulfilled. Then for all j = 1,...,p, there exists
Zj ~ N(0,1) such that

I e ORI

where + denotes the sign of the unknown scalar t. & wl(Tr[V|E8 + XTP)/n, and t =
max(0,42)Y/2. If additionally Assumption / holds then for some event E with P(E) — 1,

p n A
15" L V(0 - Hu,) -0z, [ < 40nn0)
j=1 77

VP
In the single index model (1.1), the sign of w is not identifiable as replacing w with —w

and F with (a,u) — F(—a,u) in (1.1) leaves y unchanged. Consequently, for each covariate
Jj =1,...,p we focus on confidence intervals for w; up to an unidentifiable sign.
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Unpacking the proof of Theorem 4.1 reveals that (4.1) is a consequence of

1 RelEGA - ) - a)] < A

Cy(d,7)
N

The first line is of the same form as (4.1) with #f replaced by t, and a right-hand side of

order ;1), much smaller than the right-hand side of (4.1). The right-hand side of order % in

(4.1) is paid due to the approximation t? ~ 2 in (4.3), which features an error term of order
. The approximation (4.3) is only used in the terms of (4.1) for which w; # 0, so that if

(4.3) E[% [ - <

=4

={j=1..,p:w= 0} denotes the set of null covariates, (4.2) implies the bound
3 2
1 Z [( (g (d)) —Z-) }  O5(8,7 )
1/2 P J P

with a right-hand side of order 1 5
We now describe the confidence intervals that stem from Theorem 4.1. By (4.1), for any € >
0 there exist at most \/pC (0,7, k) /e covariates j € [p] such that W5 (N(0,1), Q_I/Qﬁ(%ﬁéd) —

% + wj) > ¢ where W5 is the Wasserstein distance. This justifies the approximation

G B L ~1/2
(4.4) V(B — tiw;) ~ 7 Q1 Z;.
Since convergence in 2-Wasserstein distance implies weak convergence, for all j € [p] \ J, for
some set .J, with cardinality |.J,| < /pCs(0, T, K, cr, €) we thus have

D) _ T E5 0172 D) TS 1/2) ( )‘
su ]P’(7 e <dw; < B+ =—=007 ) - (1-a)| <¢
je}i tﬁj h f JJ J tﬁj £/ 9

where P(|N(0,1)| > z¢ ) = a. This provides a confidence interval for the j-th component w;
of the index w, up to the unknown sign + = sign(¢.). To perform an hypothesis test of

Hy:w; =0 against Hy:|wj| >0
at level o € (0, 1), the test that rejects Hy if

(4.5) 2VnlBY) > za )

has type I error at most a + ¢ for all components j € [p] \ Jp.

By the same argument and taking ¢ = €,, depending on n,p and converging to 0, for
instance €, , = 1/logn, we obtain
D@ T E5 12 Ua@ | T

4.2. Proximal mapping representation for Bj- For isotropic designs with ¥ = I,,/n, the
de-biased estimate (3.9) reduces in vector form to B(4) = B+ 1XT9 with X7 € n@g(fi‘),
where 8g(f]) is the subdifferential of the penalty g at 3. By the definition of the proximal
operator in RP, we thus have for any b € R?

~

B+o'XThp=b  iff B =prox[(n/d)g](b).
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That is, in this isotropic setting, Theorem 4.1 lets us express ,@ as a proximal operator of the
penalty function g scaled by n/o. The following result makes such proximal approximation
precise in the case of separable penalty.

Corollary 4.2. Let Assumptions 1 and 2 be fulfilled and set ¥ = %Ip. Assume that the
penalty g is separable, of the form g(b) = % ?:1 gj(bj) for convex functions g; : R — R.

Then

TR L R e[ R

B
where Z; ~ N(0,1) for each j € [p] and + = sign(t.) as in Theorem j.1.

Proof. By the KKT conditions, with 3 = %Ip and separable penalty g, B§d) € Bj +@_189j (BJ)
Since ;; = n, Theorem 4.1 gives that 3; + 99g;(5;)) > L7 + (:l:%)wj + LRem; where
0g; (Bj) is the subdifferential of g; at 3; and Rem; are such that % Z?:l E[Remjz] < Cy(0,7,K)//D-

Equivalently, Bj = prox[@_lgj](%ijL (:l:%)wj + %Remj) by definition of the proximal operator.
Since x +— prox[h](z) is 1-Lipschitz for any convex, proper lower semi-continuous function h,
the left-hand side of Corollary 4.2 is bounded from above by %25:1 E[(Rem;)?]. O

Corollary 4.2 provides the proximal approximation

(4.7) Bj ~ prox[%gj] <ng + i;wj>

for Bj, in an averaged sense over j € [p]. If ¥ = %Ip is used (instead of ¥ = 11, in
Corollary 4.2) and the penalty is g(b) = % ?:1 f(bj), the same argument yields (1.12),
which is analogous to (1.9) from [28, 20] with the important difference that the adjustments
(7,9,1%) are observable and computed from the data, while the deterministic adjustments
in (1.9) are not observable. We note in passing that Theorem 4.1 is more informative than
Corollary 4.2 because the subgradient is explicit: If ¥ = %Ip and g(b) = % ?:1 gi(b5),
Theorem 4.1 provides

~

. 1 A t 7 D 3
Bitie X~ tup+ Zis with ] XT4p € 0g;(B)).

On the other hand, the information that e;‘-FX T@ is the subgradient of g; at B]- appearing in
the KKT conditions of the proximal operator is not visible from results such as (4.7).
In Corollary 4.2 the index w is nonrandom. If g; = go for all j € [p] and some function
go : R — R, and if w is random independent of X with exchangeable entries then
52

v
max E |:A72
j r

j=1,...p = )ﬁ < M'

. 1 /7
o hl Lo s
B prox[@goK@ it ]S /P

Indeed, by exchangeability the expectation inside the maximum is the same for all j =1, ..., p,
so that the maximum over [p] is equal to the average over [p]. The previous display is thus a
consequence of Corollary 4.2 conditionally on w, followed by integrating with respect to the
probability measure of w.

4.3. Proximal mapping representation for predicted values. The same techniques as
Theorem 4.1 provide a proximal representation for the predicted value x 3 for a fixed i € [n].
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Theorem 4.3. Let Assumptions 1 and 2 be fulfilled. Define a, = wT'S3, 02 = ”21/2B|’2—a3
and v, = Tr[XA]. Then

2] B — prox[vly, ()] (a.Us + 0. Z:) 2} < 1)

(4.8) max E[ ! .

i=1,...,n

where U; = xTw and Z; are independent N(0,1) random variables.

Inequality (4.8) justifies the approximation a:;rB A2 prox [V*Eyi ()} (a* U, + O'*ZZ'), or equiva-
lently by definition of the proximal operator,

a:-TB + fy*ﬁl (a:TB) ~ a,U; + 0.7;.

This provides a clear description of the predicted value mTﬁ, although (7x,a?,02) is not
observable. The topic of the next subsection is the estimation of these quantities by (¥, a2, 52).

4.4. Correlation estimation. Recall that a. = w23, 02 = |ZY/28|? — a2 and 7, =
Tr[EA} as in Theorem 4.3, and let ¢, be defined as in Theorem 4.1. While the adjustments
(0,7,t) for the proximal representation (4.6) are observable from the data, the quantities
(ax,04) in (4.8) are not. Estimation of the quantity a, is of interest in itself: An estimate
a? with a2 ~ a2 would allow the Statistician to estimate the correlation a*/Hzl/QBH up to a
sign, or other performance metrics for 3. The following result shows that (a2,02,7,,12) can

can be estimated by (a2, 52, 7,12).

Theorem 4.4. Let Assumptions 1 and 2 hold. Let (#,9,%,t2, a2 &%) be as in (3.8), and let

(ty, ax,04) be as in Theorems 4.1 and J.5. Then

(4.9) E[|o 7 ¥)|] < Cra(8,m)n 2,
(4.10) E[5[% — t2]] < Ci3(8,7)n" Y2,
(4.11) E[[21X8 - 4 - rzl%u J<a (5, rw/?,
(4.12) E[ZF(|a% - a2| + |67 — 02|)] < C15(8, 7)n "2,

If additionally Assumption J holds, then there exists an event E with P(E) — 1 such that
(413)  E[1(|5 |+ B = 2|+ [21XB8 - 3817 - 152B1])| < Cuo(6,m, 012

Theorem 4.4 justiﬁes the approximations 4 ~ 7., t2 ~ t2, 4> ~ a2 and 6% ~ ¢2, so that

the quantities (7., a2,02) appearing in the proximal representation for :cT,@ in Theorem 4.3
are estimable by (’y, ,&2). We focus on estimation of a2 here instead of a., because the

sign of a, = w’ 3 is unidentifiable in the single index model (1.1) as any sign change can be
absorbed into F'(-).

5. MAIN RESULTS FOR UNREGULARIZED M-ESTIMATION

For unregularized M-estimation with p < n, the optimality conditions of the optimization
problem (1.2) read X T4 = 0. In this case, the adjustments (df,4,#2,a2,6?) in (3.8) reduce
to the simpler forms

A X312 ~2 £
(5.1) dr=p 4=Pr @ IXBE P P\ #=2(1)"
n n n-v n\v

Here, the fact that df = p justifies the notation df for the quantity defined in Proposition 3.1:
In unregularized M-estimation df is the number of parameters, or degrees of freedom of
the estimator. A similar justification for the notation df will be given for L1 regularized
M-estimation in Section 6.4.
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Theorem 5.1. Let Assumptions 1, 5 and 4 be fulfilled so that the penalty is g = 0.

(i) Let y € Y" and X € R™? be fized. If a minimizer 3 exists at (y, X) and XTX is
invertible, then there exists a neighborhood of X such that B(y, ) exists in this neighborhood,
the map X — B(y, X) restricted to this neighborhood is continuously differentiable, and (3.7)

R A -1
holds with A = (31, mzﬁgl(:f;[,@)m;[) )

(ii) Assume P(minimizer 3 in (1.2) exists and 1| X B||* < K) > 1 —¢ for some constants
K,e > 0. Then there exists an event E with P(E) > 1—¢—o0(1) as n,p — 400 and standard
normal Z; ~ N(0,1) for each j = 1,...,p such that, with the adjustments (¥,0,#,a*) in (5.1),
7

(5.2) - ZE[IE 1/2< idwj> — ng 2} < Cir(9,k, K, £)

\/]3 )

with a, = BTSw and + = sign(ay). For ~, = Tr[ESA] we have

2‘)] < 018((57](76).

(5.3  E[s(jy— |+ [I=28)2 - 4 7

6. EXAMPLES AND SIMULATIONS

6.1. Linear models: Square loss and Huber loss. It is first instructive to specialize
Theorem 4.1 to loss functions usually used in linear models. For the square loss £, (u;) =
2(yi — u;)* and convex penalty g in (1.2) we have Cy(u) =1 for all yo € R and

— X382
oy x5

n

3%
o
-

1
6.1 b=1— 4 — =1,
(6.1) 0 , ¥ p

where df is defined in (3.4), and the quantity df equals Tr[%XB(y,X))] by [4, Theorem

2.1]. Thus, df is the usual notion of degrees-of-freedom of the estimator /é in linear models
as introduced in Stein [29], and 0 = 1 — df /n captures the difference between sample size and
degrees-of-freedom. On the other hand, n#? is the usual residual sum of squares.

If the Huber loss H (u) = 0‘“‘ min(1,v)dv is used and 3 is the estimate (1.2) with £,, (! b) =
H(y; — xI'b) and convex penalty g, then

62) ponodi A H - X

n n — df n
where [ % {i=1,..,n:|yi—x! B] <1} and 7 = |I| denotes the number of residuals that fall
within the interval [—1, 1] where the loss H(-) is quadratic. The estimate 72 is the averaged
of the squared residuals clipped to [—1, 1], since here the derivative H' of the Huber loss is
H'(u) = max(—1 ,min(1,u))). The integer 1 = |I] represents the effective sample size, since
observations i ¢ I do not participate in the fit of (1.2) in the sense that 8 [B(y, X) =0 for

i ¢ I [4]. Similarly to the square loss case, nd = i — df captures the effectlve sample size left
after subtracting the degrees-of-freedom of the estimator 3.

For the square loss, both (n —df) and ||y — X 3|2 are expected to appear in the confidence
interval about 3} for regularized least-squares [5], while (7 — df) and |H'(y — XB)|? are
expected to appear in confidence intervals about 6}‘ for the Huber loss [8]. In Theorem 4.1 on
the other hand, the confidence interval is about the component w; of the normalized index w.
This is where £ enters the picture: the role of # is to bring the index w (which is normalized
with ||£/2w|| = 1) on the same scale as 93. The following proposition makes this precise.
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Proposition 6.1. Let Assumptions 1 and 2 be fulfilled and additionally assume a linear
model where observations y; = :BZ-TB* +&; are tid with additive noise g; independent of ;. Set
w = 3/ XV28%||, and assume that |EY2B*|| equals a constant independent of n,p. Then

£ =olIB'28" | + 0~ 2Op() [ + 12287

Above, Op(1) denotes a random variable W such that for any n > 0 there exists a constant
K depending on (1,6, 7, ||=Y28*|)) only such that P(JW| > K) <.

Proposition 6.1 justifies the approximation ¢ ~ o||32'/28*|, and combined with (4.4),
\/ﬁ@(ﬁj(d) - B =7 Q;]/-QZ]- with Z; ~ N(0,1). This recovers the asymptotic normality
result proved for regularized least-squares in [5] and for some robust loss functions in [8].
Proposition 6.1 illustrates that ¢ brings the normalized index w on the scale as 93* and
98@ in this linear model setting.

We note in passing that Proposition 6.1 justifies the use of /0 to estimate the signal
strength ||3'/28*||, when an initial M-estimator B is provided to estimate to high-dimensional
parameter 8*. For 8 =0 (which can be seen as a special case of (1.2) with penalty satisfying
g(0) = 0 and g(b) = +oo for b # 0), the quantity #?/9? reduces to the estimator of the signal
strength in [16]. Table 1 reports experiments demonstrating the accuracy of Proposition 6.1.
The approximate normality of #/v — HZI/ 23*|| observed in the QQ-plot of Table 1 is not
currently proved theoretically.

‘ Estimate ‘ Signal strength ‘
| #/0 [I=28 |
| 2.071 £ 0.122 (average =+ std) | 2.000

Count

2.2

2.0 A

Sample Quantiles

1.84

T T T T T
-2 -1 0 1 2

TABLE 1. Estimate /0 of the signal strength || £/28*|| in a linear model
yi + I B* + &; with standard Cauchy noise ¢; independent of x;, with n =
1500,p = 1501 and ||3*|lo = 200 with all non-zero coordinates equal to the same
value. The M-estimator 3 is chosen with £, (u) = H(u — ;) for the Huber loss
H(u) = Olul min(1,v)dv and Elastic-Net penalty g(b) = n~'/2||b||; + 0.05||b||3. Av-
erage, standard deviation, histogram and QQ-plot of f/v were computed over 100
independent realizations of the dataset. Over the 100 repetitions, B has False Nega-
tives 47.4 + 7.3, False Positives 271.36 £ 13.4 and True Positives 152.6 4 7.3.

In summary, for the square loss and Huber loss,

2

e 7 is a generalization of the residual sum of squares,
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e ¢ is the difference of an effective sample size minus the degrees of-freedom of B, and
e /i brings the normalized index w on the same scale as /@

6.2. Least-squares with nonlinear response. Let p/n < v < 1. We now focus on the
square loss, £y, (u) = (y; — u)? with no penalty (¢ = 0 in (1.2)), so that 3 is the least-squares
estimate 3 = (X7 X) ! XTy. We emphasize that here, y does not follow a linear model:
y; is allowed to depend non-linearly on z}w as in the single index model (1.1). In this
setting, 72 = 1|y —AX,5||2 is the residual sum of squares as in (6.1), o = 1 — £ since the
degrees-of-freedom df equals p, and (a,t) defined in (5.1) satisfy
2@ XBIE

o XB—y? n-p

Assuming p/n <y < 1, Theorem 5.1 yields the approximation

n—p B dwi IXBIP p NV
(3) 1/2[111 X5 v XG_gf wep)s ] NOD

where + is the sign of wI'¥B. If ¥ is unknown, the quantity €2;; is linked to the noise
variance in the linear model of regressing Xe; onto X_;: €);; can be estimated using

Q|| [ — X5 XLX ) X)) Xej || ~ 42 o

where X_; € R™ (=1 has the j-th column removed. While (6.3) does not formally follow
from Theorem 5.1 because the square loss fails to satisfy Assumption 4, the argument of
the proof of Theorem 5.1 only requires minor modifications to obtain (5.2) and (6.3) for the
square loss (thanks to €’y/0 = 1, the proof for the square loss is actually much simpler than for
the logistic loss and other loss functions covered by Theorem 5.1).

For fixed p and n — 400, asymptotic normality and confidence intervals for the least-
squares in single index models with Gaussian covariates dates back to at least Brillinger [10].
High-dimensional estimation performance of the least-squares and penalized least-squares is
studied in [38, 26, 25]. With ¥ = I, to simplify comparison, asymptotic normality in [10]
concerns the random variable 3 — paw and the estimation bounds in [38, 26, 25] bounds the
estimation error of || 3 — pw|| where i = Egn(0,1)[9F (9, Us)] where F'is the function defining
the single index model in (1.1). The scaled vector pw appears here because it is the minimizer
of the population minimization problem mingcge ]E[(a:;[b —;)?]. The constant  is typically
unknown. A major difference with these previous results is that the multiplicative coefficient
of w; in (6.3) is an estimate from the data.

We illustrate the normal approximation (6.3) in Table 2 with n = 3000,p = 2400 and
four different models: linear, logistic, Poisson, and 1-Bit compressed sensing with a 20%
probability of flipped bits (P(u; = —1) = 0.2 = 1 — P(u; = 1) with u; independent of ;).

6.3. Ridge regularized M-estimation. Consider now an isotropic design with ¥ = %Ip

and the Ridge penalty g(b) = A||b||2/(2p) as for the fixed-point equations (1.10) of [28]. The
optimality conditions of the optimization problem (1.2) are

(6:4) X" = (n/p)AB
so that the terms ¥ X 3/n and ||2~/2XT4)||2/n? in (3.8) and (3.10) reduce to
(6.5) $TXB/n=NIBIP/p,  |=TVEXTHIP /0 = NIBI /p.

Computing explicitly (0/0x;;)3 (y7 X)) in Proposition 3.1 for this Ridge penalty yields A=
(XTDX + ASLy)” L This implies that v, & Tr[ZA] satisfies nAy, 4 df = p by definition
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| | Linear | Logistic y; € {0,1} | 1-bit y; € {1} | Poisson
‘ yilzi ‘ yi ~ N(z]w,0.5) ‘ Elyilas] = - 3

a | 1999 +.021 | 407 +.072 | 475+ .05 | 1.629 +.163
| a. | 999 +.027 | —.413 £ .033 | 483 +.037 | 1.637 +.141

QQplot o NN I S B B E

TABLE 2.  Quantile-quantile plots of the left-hand side of (6.3) for n = 3000, p =
2400, £ = I, and B = (XTX)'XTy. For each model, the QQ-plot features
the quantities (6.3) for all j = 1,...,p for a single realization of (X, y). For the 1-Bit
compressed sensing model, P(u; = —1) = 0.2 = 1 —P(u; = 1) and u; is independent of
x;. The quantity a, = wTEB and its estimate a are computed over 100 independent
realizations of the data (X,y); the corresponding columns in the table show the
average and standard error over these 100 repetitions.

‘ ¥ = w;sign(x; w) ‘ yilae; ~ Poisson(emiTw) ‘

of df in Proposition 3.1, and (4.9) provides df/n = 07, + Op(n~/?) so that (A 4 0)y. =

B Op(n=1/2). This justifies replacing 7, by (X4 9)~! in the expression of a?, which

provides the approximations
£

(0 + N3 18I = (p/n)i,

~2 _ 111Al12 p/n A2 )
a = 2lIBI° - ™ = Gz
5 = JIBIP - & ~ i ~ Bl

In this setting, the normal approximation (4.4) from Theorem 4.1 becomes

/ .
(66) (77,/];)12 [(@ + )\)5] — :I:fw]} ~ Zj with Z; ~ N(0,1).

We illustrate these results for Ridge regularized M-estimation with the simulation study in
Table 3 with the logistic loss in logistic model.
Because the simple structure of the matrix A and the KKT conditions (6.4), for isotropic

design the estimation error a2 = w’ $3 and of 02 = || £1/28||2—a2 can be improved compared
to the estimation error in (4.12). With ¥ = %2 as in the present subsection, we have

Ve = %Tr[A], s = %wT,B and o2 = %HBHQ —a?.

Proposition 6.2. Let Assumption 1 be fulfilled with 3 = %Ip. Let g(b) = \||b||3/p be the
penalty in (1.2). If additionally sup, cy €| <1 then

60 B[(od-20) < LN gl (Zyapr- 1)) < D

The proof of Theorem 4.4 for general penalty functions actually encompasses (6.7). We
give here a short proof of (6.7), in order to present techniques that are representative of the
proof of the more general Theorem 4.4 in the appendix.

Proof of Proposition 6.2. By rotational invariance and without loss of generality, assume that

. . . . T
1/2¢, where e; is the first canonical basis vector in RP. Let P = I, - ﬁ‘g‘ip =

w =p
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1/2

I, —e; el’. Proposition 7.4 applied to the Gaussian matrix (p u = ’l,z; and

= (Bj//P)j=2...p gives
E[(¢7XPB - Sy L2 )] <E WHQHPﬁH ZZ*H 12213 ]

Ox
=2 i= 1p Tij

xij)ie[n],jzz,...,p’

In the left-hand side, P X PB = %HP,@HQ by (6.4). By (3.7) we also have

15) N A A
szz Ui _qpA)|g| - 3" PAX" DY,

8%]
S ﬁ-znj i = -y "DXAPB - Tr[V]|PB|
j=2 ! i=1 agg” .

Since Tr[PA] = Tr[A] — A1, moving the terms involving A1; and 9" DX AP to the right-
hand side, this proves

n2E [((A + )02 — wﬁﬂ

:EK(M+TF[;’DHPBH2 TrlA ]WH ) ]

<omE[||«z>uﬂ[W+<p+ 1 iear] + 3y S| HER)

We further bound the right-hand side using 18] < &1 X |lopll®b|| by (6.5), || D]lop < 1 by
AsAsumption 1, ||[9]|*> < n granted by the additional assumption max,, [0y, < 1, inequality
|Allop < &, the derivatives formula in (3.7) for the rightmost term, and E[|| X[|5,] < C22(d, ¢)

for any numerical constant ¢ > 0 by (7.24). The conclusion (6.7) is then obtained by dividing
by n?(\ + 9). O

6.4. L1 regularized M-estimation. The last example concerns L1 regularized M-estimation,
with penalty g(b) = A||b||1/p. Let S = {j € [p] : B; # 0} be the set of active covariates of the
corresponding L1 regularized M-estimator in (1.2). Then, by now well-understood arguments
for the Lasso (cf. [35, 34][6, Proposition 3.10],[3, Proposition 2.4]), the KKT conditions of
(1.2) hold strictly with probability one, and the formulae (3 7) hold true with A symmetric
and diagonal by block with ASS = (X;FDX 5) " and AS ge = 0. This implies that df
defined in (3.4) is simply

~ A

df = THAXTDX) = Tr[A; 5(Ag o)) = |9

for almost every X if the diagonal matrix D has at least |§ | positive entries. This motivates
the notation df for the effective degrees-of-freedom of 3, following tradition on the Lasso in
linear regression [40, 35] in the context of Stein’s Unbiased Risk Estimate [29].

7. PROOFS

7.1. Derivatives.
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| A | 0.01 | 0.10 |

HIXB - A9)? - 25 | 0.62194240.160021 | 0.16815940.043360 | 0.01648340.004789 |
| 2118I1? - Ese? | 0.630087£0.167536 |  0.1708620.039237 |  0.016765+:0.003354 |
| 2= 1l2By | 0.610240:£0.030087 | 0.1647140.009765 | 0.016184%0.000914 |

(6.6) for j : w; =0 S O L R S —

(6.6) for j :w; #0

‘ <v+;)2

o

= L[|(L, - #25)B]2 | 8.560584+0.110858 | 2.111824+0.014522 | 0.18636440.001680 |

Proposition 3.1. Assume that £, is 1-Lipschitz for all yo € Y and that (2.1) holds for some

some T > 0 and positive definite 3 € RP*P. Then for any fized y € Y™ the function [5'(3;7 )

TABLE 3.  In the logistic model y; € {0,1}, P(y; = 1) = 1/(1 4+ exp(—z] w))
with @; ~ N(0,3) and isotropic covariance ¥ = %Ip, the M-estimator 3 is
constructed with logistic loss £y, (u) = log(1 + €") — y;u and Ridge penalty
g(b) = MA||b||?/p. Dimension and sample size are (n,p) = (5000,10000) and
the three tuning parameters A € {0.01,0.1,1.0}. For a?, its estimates l||X,6A—

A2 — UIZ;L ;72 and 1 H,@H2 Ui/j\l)g 72, as well as 02 and its estimate G JZ/\) 72,
we report the average:i:standard deviation over independent 50 repetitions of

the dataset. The index w has s = 100 entries equal to \/]% and p — s entries
to 0. Middle rows show standard normal QQ-plots of {fﬁl(n/p)l/z[(f)—i-)\)ﬁj -
+tw;]}j=1...p (as in (6.6)) for the null covariates (j € [p] : w; = 0) collected
over the 50 repetitions (the QQ-plot thus featuring 50(p — s) points), and for
the non-nulls (j € [p] : w; # 0) (the QQ-plot thus featuring 50s points).

72 \ 8.540738i0.265670\ 2.10567710.047351\ 0.185784i0.001738\

is differentiable almost everywhere in R™*P with derivatives
(0/025)B(y, X) = A(ejhi — X" Deif;)

where D % diag(%(XB)) and some matriz A € RP*P with

(3.3) |Z2ASY2||,, < (n7) 7!

and such that the following holds: If DX £ 1) we have

< df <n where df & T X AX T D],

(3.4) 0
T[D)/(1+¢&) < T[V] <Tr[D]  where V¥ D-DXAX"D,
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where ¢ = %HDUQXE_UQH?W while if DX 3 = 1 we have the slightly weaker
(3.5) —e< df <n+eé
(3.6) —4¢+ Tr[D]/(1 + &) < Tr[V] < Tr[D] + 4é.

Proof of Proposition 3.1. Throughout let y € R™ be fixed. Let X, X € R™? with corre-
sponding minimizers B = B(y7 ), B = B(y7 ), for the same - response vector y € R™. Let
also ¢ = ¢(y, X ,8) be the counterpart of W = P(y, X) for X. The KKT conditions read
XTep e n@g(,@) and X7y € n@g(ﬁ) Multiplying by 3 — 3 and taking the difference we find

n(B —B)" (99(8) - 99(B)) + (XB — XB)" (£,(XB) — £,(XB))
(7.1) =(B-B)"[X" - XTP)| + (XB - XB)" (¢ — )
=B-8)"(X - X) "+ B1(X - X)" (¢ — ).
Note that by convexity of g and of ¢, the two terms in the first line are non-negative. If g
is strongly convex (7 > 0), the first term on the first line is bounded from below as follows:

wlB—8l1% < n(B-B8)T(dg(8)—dg(B)) for some constant p > 0 (e.g, jt = Pmin(X)7n works).
For the second term in the first line of (7.1),

(7.2) |l —$l* = 16,(XB) - 4,(XB)|* < (XB - XB)" (4,(XPB) — £,(XB))
since £, is increasing and 1-Lipschitz for all yo € R. Using (B — ,@)T(X — X)T’(Z; + BT(X' -
X)T (@ =) < |X = Xlop([I1118 = Bl + 1BIlll¢> — %]|) we find

ullB =B + 119 =PI < 18 = BIIX = Xlopll ]l + (X = X)BI|I13 — 5.
Since X ,@(y,X ) is continuous as B(y,X ) is the unique minimizer, by strong con-
vexity, of the continuous objective function Ly (X,b) = 13" ¢, (27b) + g(b), by conti-

nuity supxe g |9 (y, X)|| + |3(y, X)| is bounded for any compact K. This proves that
X — B(y, X)) is Lipschitz in any compact and differentiable almost everywhere in R"*?P by
Rademacher’s theorem.

Now assume that X — B(y, X)) is differentiable at X and we study the directional de-
rivative in some fixed direction X € R™P. Let B = %B(y,X +tX )|t=0. Then we have

L(X +tX)By, X +tX)|i=0 = XB+ XB and 44p(y, X +tX))|i=o = —D(XB+ X3) by
the chain rule. By bounding n(ﬁ B (,3) dg(B)) from below by nr||Z2(8 — B)|? in
(7.1) for X = X +¢X and 8 = B(y, X + tX), dividing by ¢? and taking the limit as ¢ — 0,
we find

™| 2282 + (XB+ XB)'D(XB+ XB) < BTX"TP + BTXTD(XB + XB).
Equivalently, noting that the terms (XB)TD(XB + XB) cancel out,
(7.3)  ml|SV28)2+ |IDV2XB|?P < BTL(X) with £(X)=XT¢ - XTDX}.

The matrix nT¥ + X TI?X is positive definite thanks to 7 > 0. Thus ﬁ = 0 for every
direction X such that XT¢ — XTDX3 = 0. We have established the inclusion of kernel of
linear mappings R"*P — RP

ker(X — L£(X)) C ker(X — ).
This implies the existence of A € RP*P with ker(A) ¢ Range(£(-)) = {£(X), X € R"*?}
such that 3 = AL(X). The choice X = eie]T for canonical basis vectors e; € R",e; € RP
gives the desired formula for (0/ 8xij)3(y, X).
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Inequality (7.3) implies that for all u € Range(£(+)) D ker(A)*,
(7.4) || SY2 Au|? + | D2 X Au|? < uT ATu.

Let v with [|v|| = 1 such that | Z/2A%/?|,, = | Z/2A%!/?|| and v € ker(AX/?)L. Then
u = X'/2p satisfies | ZV/2AX?||,, = HZl/zAuH and u € ker(A)T with [|Z~12u|| = 1, so
that the previous display gives

| B2ASY|2, < uT ATu < |BV2ARV2,,

which proves (3.3).

We now bound Tr[V] from below. For any v € R", we would like to find some X with
L(X) = XTDv. Consider X of the form SDX for symmetric § € R™". Then £(X) =
XTDS(¢p — DX3). Since for any two vectors a,b of the same dimension, there exists a
symmetric S such that Sa = b, if 1,5 -DX B = 0 then we can always find some X such that
XTDv = £(X) and

|| SY2AXT Dv|? + |DY?X AXTDv|? < v' DX AT X" Dv.

The LHS is further lower bounded by (Tn||DX§]_1/2||;p2 +1)|DY2X AXT Dv||?. Since for
any v’ € R” we can find v € R™ such that D'/2¢/ = Dw, this shows that

(rn|| DV2XE7Y2||22 + 1) | MY |? < v T MY < | M||op|[v'|*  for M = D'?XAXT D2
This proves || M ||op < (rn|[DXE71/2||72 4 1)1, Thus
Tr[V] = Tr[D]-Tr[D? M D?] = Tv[D]-Tr[D2 M* D3] > Tr[D](1—(rn|| D2 X =73 |, 241) ")
1

for M* = (M + MT) the symmetric part. We have established the desired lower bound on
TrV in the case 1,b DX B # 0. The previous displays also show that M? is psd, so that
Tr[V] < Tr[D] < n and 0 < df = Tr[M?*] < n also hold in this case.

The situation is more delicate if ¥» — DX@ = 0. In this case, E(X) (XTDX —
XTDX)3. If 3 = 0 then ker(A)+ c Range(£ ) = {0} implies that A = 0 and all stated
results (3.3)-(3.4) hold trivially. Now assume 8 # 0 and Denote by ' the pseudo-inverse.
Define the subspace V = {v/ € R™: I/JT(DI/2)T’U = 0} For any v’ EV, let v = (D)t so
that Dv = D'/2v’ and ¢Tv = 0. Set X = v@7||3||2 so that £(X) = X7 D'/?v'. By (7.4)
and M = DY2X AXTD'V? we find (rn|| DX V2| 24+1)| MV'||> < o' T Mv'. If P, € R
is the orthogonal projector onto V with rank at least n — 1, this proves that the symmetric
matrix Py M*P) is positive semi-definite with eigenvalues at most (rn|D/2XX%~1/ 2\lo2 +
1)~1, so that

0= [[M?]lop < df = Tr[M®] < (n = 1) + || M*|[op-
For V' we find
Tr[V] — Tr[D] + Tr[DY2PyM?* P, D'/?] = — Tr| DY/ (M* — PyM*Py,)D'/?.

The matrix M*— Py M* P, is rank at most 2 and operator at most 2|| M #||. Thus the absolute

value of the RHS is at most 4||M?||,,. Since Opx, < PyM* Py < (T?’L||D1/2X21/2||;p2 +

1)~11,, we find the following upper and lower bounds on Tr[V]:
Tr[V] > Tr[D](1 — (o[ D2 X =722 4 1)) — 4| M|l =
Tr[V] < Tr[D] + 4[| M?|[op.

L Tr[D

e 11[D] — 4| M |op,

We conclude with [|[M?||o, < ||M|op < ¢ = (Tn)_1||D1/2X2_1/2||gp thanks to (3.3). O
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7.2. Rotational invariance, change of variable. In several proofs, the following change
of variable will be useful to transform the correlated design problem to an isotropic one such
that the index is concentrated on the first component. With this in mind, let Q € O(p) be
any rotation such that QTQ = QQT = I, and QX'/?2w = e; is the first canonical basis
vector in RP. Define

(75) G=X312Q", 4(y.G)= Qzl/%—agger@;ngmz 76) + h(6)

where h(0) = g(3~1/2Q70) is convex and where g; = GTe; for each i = 1,...,n are the rows
of G. Then G has iid N(0,1) entries, X8 = GO, h(0) = g(B), (6 — 6)" (dh(0) — dh(F)) >
7]|@ — 6|2 for all 6,6 € RP thanks to (2.1). Since QEY2w = e; is the first canonical
basis vector in RP, the matrix G(I, — eje]l) is independent of Ge; = G6* = Xw and
thus G(I, — ejel) is independent of y. Furthermore, by the chain rule we can deduce the
derivatives of @ with respect to the entries of G for a fixed y from the derivatives (3.7) of
B, 1& with respect to the entries of X:

(76) 09 = Aej@f)i - AXTDeiéj, 81,0 == —DGAejzﬁi - Ve,-éj
i 09ij
where A = QXY2A4%1/2QT and the quantities
D = diag (£ (X B)) = diag(¢,(G9)),
(7.7) V=D-DXAX"D =D-DGAG"D,
) = —£,(XP) = —1,(GO)

are unmodified by the change of variable. The bound (3.3) then reads || Al|op < 1/(nT).

7.3. Probabilistic tools.

Lemma 7.1 (Variant of [5]). Let z ~ N(0,1I,) and f : R™ — R" be weakly differentiable.
Then Z = ||E[f(2)]||*2TE[f(2)] ~ N(0,1) is such that

B (72— 3 P - 1(212)] <15E[ZZ(32 Ot
i=1

=1 =1

Proof. Variants of the following argument were developed in [6, 8]. A short proof is provided
for completeness, and because the exact statement in Lemma 7.1 slightly differ from previous
vesults. Let Z — [E[f(2)]| 2T E[f(2)] ~ N(0,1), g(=) = £(2)~E[f(2)] and W = || £(2)] -
|E[f(2)]|l. Then the square root of the left-hand side is E[(z7g(z) - >, ggz (z) —WZ)?/?
which is smaller than +/E; + v/Es by the triangle inequality, where E; = E[(27g(z) —
S0 99(2))2] and By = E[Z2W?]. For Ey, by [6] applied to g we find

Z=18zi
0 al =0
—E[I5) - Bl + 303 L 2] <omy 2 e
i=1 ’

i=1 [=1

by the Gaussian Poincaré inequality [9, Theorem 3.20] for the first term and the Cauchy-
Schwarz inequality for the second. For Es, by the triangle inequality Fy < E[Z2|g(z)|%.
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Write Z = 3" | 052; for some o; > 0 with > " = 1. By Stein’s formula,

=1 z

E|Z%|g(2)|?] = ZE[azzzzng( >|F}=Z{UEEH|g< 2+ ok [ 25 (l9()1P)] }

1=

~Ellg()I+2 )" Y E[riZai(5) 22 (2]

i=1 [=1
< RHS + Q(i ZE[Ug(Zgl(z))QDW (RHS>1/2
i=1 [=1

where RHS =" | > E [(8‘”( ))?] thanks to E[||g(2)]|?] < RHS by the Gaussian Poincaré
inequality for the first term and the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality for the second term. By
completing the square, (E[Z2||g(2)|/?]'/? — (RHS)'/?)?> < 2RHS and E, < E[Z?|g(2)|?] <
(1++/2)2RHS. Hence VE;, +VE; < (V24 1+ v2)(RHS)'/2. O

Corollary 7.2. Let X € R™P with iid N(0,X) rows with invertible . If a € RP and
h:R™P — R" is a weakly differentiable function then for some Z ~ N(0,1),

P
(9h 2
Ts 13T 1/2
Eo H > 1XTh(X Z )~ =~ 2a) Z||h(X H’ } <15EOZHZakaxm X)H
i=1 k=1
where Eq is either the conditional expectation given X (I, — %) or the unconditional
expectation.
Consequently if w is such that Varlwlz;] = w'Sw = 1 and (Xw,y) is independent

of XE71(I, — Tww?) as in the single index model (1.1), then for P = I, — Sww! and
al) = Pe; for each j =1,...,p, we have

(7.8) ZEH NTs=1xTh(X zn:zp:a

i=1 k=1

ORI 5 3{ Dt LT 0 s [waxm\nz—wwn—a;-ff

j=1i=1 k=1
(7.10) < 15EZHZ§M )afPHF+ZE[Z§|yh(X)H2]w2

where Qj; = 6?2_ e; where E[] is either the conditional expectation given (y, Xw) or the
unconditional expectation.

)~ 2,0 n(x) ||

Proof. Without loss of generality, assume that a’ ¥ 'a = 1. Following the notation and
conditioning technique in [7, 5], 2 = XX 'a is independent of X (I, — ¥ 'aa’) so that
the conditional distribution of z given X (I, — X~taa®) is N(0, I,). The proof is completed
by application of Lemma 7.1 to z conditionally on X (I, — ¥ laa’) with f(z) = h(za® +
X (I, — £ taa?)).

Inequality (7.8) is then obtained by application of the first part of the theorem to a =
al) = Pej, and the second term in (7.9) appears due to the triangle inequality when replacing

|=~1/2a0)|| by 91/2 in the term Z;||h(X)|| in (7.8). To obtain (7.10) from (7.9), for the first
term a(j) =e; a(]) = e] Pe;, while for the second term ||| Z~1/2Pe;|| — 1/2] < ||ZV3(I, -

P)e;|| by the triangle inequality and £~Y2(I, — P)e; = XY?ww; has squared euclidean
norm equal to wjz thanks to ||=Y2w| = 1. O
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7.4. Proofs: Approximate normality and proximal representation for Bj.

Theorem 4.1. Let Assumptions 1 and 2 be fulfilled. Then for all j = 1,...,p, there exists
Zj ~ N(0,1) such that

(41) 72 [( 1/2( By j;fwj) _Zj)2:| SCB(\(S’@T’H)

where £ denotes the sign of the unknown scalar t. o wl(Tr[VIEB + XT4p)/n, and i =
max(0, £2)'/2. If additionally Assumption J holds then for some event E with P(E) — 1,

*Z *E[IE“/E@@ - jj“’j) - Q}fzjg < W

] 1|~ (I — b 5) 52— by the product rule.
ij

)

Proof of Theorem /.1. We have W[

[ 1412
Define for each j =1, ...,
act Tr[V P& (ef PTB) "V
L S RN ALY
18Il e (] ]l

where the last equality follows from the derivatives in (3.7). Notice that >2%_, Rem? <
IPTBIPIIVIIZ,/ 9[>, With h(X) = 4/|[s] in Corollary 7.2,

1Zp:ij]E[<e]TPT( S1XTo) + BTr[V]) _ Rem; Zj>2}

oAl ;2
<Y o] kuz) > g kP ol by (T9(1.10
15E Z H’(/)H2H( Ti}j;)(DXAlﬁi—l—Vei,@T)PH;—l— |w]|? using (3.7)

< 30E[HDXAP||F +30[VIEIPTBIP/11917] + wl?,
thanks to (a+b)? < 2a®+2b? and Y. | || Me;|*> = || M||% for the last inequality. We further
use ming—1,__, Qxr < Q55 and ij% —Rem? < Qyj(uj— ézejr:/]z )2 to lower bound the first line,
so that

J TpT(u-1XTy + BTr[V]) 2
7.11) R *d:f§ E[(< _ —Z
(P e =2 ( I8l )]

-1 N ~ a
(7.12) < O min ) (E[IDX AP} + [ VIFIPTAP/I$I] + |awl?).

The matrices inside the Frobenius norms have rank at most n and we bound their operator
norm as follows: XX~1/2 has iid N(0,1) entries, [|ZY/2A%Y?|,, < (n7)~! by (3.3) and
| D|lop < 1 since £, is assumed 1-Lipschitz. By (2.1) and since 0 € argmingcg, g(b) we have
have 0 € 0¢(0) and BT X" =nBT0g(B) = n(B — 0)T(8g9(3) — 0) > nr|| =232 so that

(7.13) n||SV28)1% /1917 < [nV2X V22 /7
This implies that (7.12) is bounded from above by
—1/2 _ —1/2 _
o E[|ZZ=2=72P|2,  E[IZZ5~|5,1PTS12|2, N | w]|? )
* T2minj— .. p Q5 Timinj—y,. p Q5 minj—y,..pQj;/°



OBSERVABLE ADJUSTMENTS 23

We then use max;—i,__p ijl < |1 Zlop as well as |Jw]|? < |E71|op thanks to | B/ 2w]|| = 1,
and HE_l/QPng = |=-12Pxl/2xn- 1/2||Zp < |2~ 1/2||gp since X~1/2PX1/2 is an orthogonal
projection. Combined with E[[!n*1/2X2*1/2]]gp] < O97(0) due to p/n < 671 (cf. (7.24)
below) we have proved that

Rem, = (7.11) EZ( 1/2( - %*)wj - Zj)2 < Cos(S)r(r 2+ 74 +1).

Finally, using (a4 b)? < a® + b? we have with ¢ = (max(0, t2)1/2

p ~ > 2 p 2

NN = n(t — [t]) wj

2> (o (G5 - =2 SQRemHQE[T}ZW
j=1 3455 j=1""71

Since Var[z!w] =1 and max;ep) (€2 1) < IZ|lop we find Z] 1 QQ < |1 Z|lopllw]? < k. Since

+ is the sign of ¢, |t.| = £t, and the bas1c inequality | 4 t, — |2 § [t2 — max(0, #2)| < [t2 — 2|
and E[n|t2 — £2|/7?] < Ca9(6, 7)/p from Theorem 4.4 completes the proof. O

7.5. Proofs: (%,12,4%,6%) estimate (74,2, a2, 02). Before reading the following arguments,
we recommend to first go throught Proposmon 6.2 and its short proof. The techniques there
are used in a simpler and more restricted setting than the general setting of the present
section, but are still representative of the arguments below.

7.5.1. Notation and deterministic preliminary. Consider the change of variable and notation
defined in Section 7.2. Next, define

def - A -
(7.14) 2= LG Y+ Tr[V]0|? — L
and consider I'}, I'9, I's, I';, I'g, I'7 defined by the equalities
( TGPJ_G 2
2 oY) +0% — v =17,
7“2 2
trAjt* = F27
202 TGP | . .
—vz% - v% + 0y =I5+ 1Ty,
(7.15) ] ) ]
IGP-6|* _ o2 PTGPLO | o0
T TR T e TR =1,
01(Ge1) T (GPLO—y.ap) — T
np2 65
L03(|Ge|2—n) _
k e =T

The quantities I'; and I'] will be proved to be of order n~2 in Lemma 7.5 below, so that
each right-hand side is of negligible order. Before proving that the I';, I'} are at most of order
n~1/2 under our working assumptions, which follows from techniques already developed in the
linear model [4], we explain how well-chosen weighted combinations of the above quantities
provide the desired relationships (4.9)-(4.12). We have

(7.16) B4 — v) = T30 + Ty + Ts.

Thus, in order to prove (4.9), it is enough to show that moments of I'f, "2, I's are at most of
order n~1/2. If the previous display is of negligible order, then 94 & ¢,: This means that
after multiplication by ©, we can replace . by 4 in (7.15) without significantly enlarging
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the right-hand sides in the three equations involving I'7,I';, I'f. With this in mind, define
I't,T'5,T' by

TGP6 o2 N . AN~ def
('ll’T_,_ =) =0T+ (w — 7)o =T,
L IGPL6|12 o2 L PTGPLEO | .. o2 A GPo def
o(IERAE _ g — 4GB0 1 59%) = a3 + (3 — )0 500 =T,
~ 01 (G GP0— ~01(Ge1) T def
b 1(Ger)T 5“"2 71P) P6+(’Y* ’}/)U 1( nilQ) P 1.

HereI'y,I's5, I'g are the analogous of I'T, I';, I'¢ after multiplication by ¢ and replacing . by ¥ in

the left-hand side of (7.15). Completing the square, we find using I's, T'; and 4272 = || 42| /n
~ 1 IGP- 64| 2
U[II (i A %]

nr2

—T5 — AT.
Expanding now the square with GO — 42 = (GPf‘é - %/A)) + Ge1b; and a2 = 9?,

g Aqb||2 24 42 R o
(7.17) (IS0l — 258 — (15 — A1) + Iy + 2T < Ts.

nr
This will justify the approximation 4||GO—4p||2/n ~ ©(024a2) = ©/|0||* when the right-hand
side of the previous display is of negligible order.

We now focus on 2 in (7.14), t% in (3.8), and t, =
We have by simple algebra and the definition of I,

(Gel) b +vay as defined in Theorem 4.1.

(7.18) PP — T,

72

2 —¢2

=Ty —0l%.

P2
This will justify the approximation #? ~ t2 in (4.10) when the right-hand sides are negligi-
ble. With I'y defined above and using GPILO = GO — Geja,, we find YT GO/n — t,a, =
PYT'GP{0/n — 1a? so that

T CH NGO 12 N . G 2ah 12 B

v[wnge +UHG0M;¢H — A %} _ U2(IIG9 A9I2 a2 +a 54 d_fF9

7 ni2

with T'g & vlg + I'y. If the right-hand side is small, this means that the approximation
2 5 52712
d’zg O +d ”Ganfzd’” - = “;—; holds and one can estimate the product a;% by the left-hand
side of the approximation.

~ - A A A2 R R
To find an estimate for a? = 67, let W = ’”Zf;'” +0 HGBMZQIJH — 4 so that U(W — %) = Ty.

EAxpanding the square (0W)?2 = (@a;% + T'g)? and noticing that W? = tz by definition of
(£2,a2,72), we obtain

~2§242 ~2a2t2 N
’U2tAa — 20«**_1_21}&;;*1—19_'_1—\2

X

(7.19)  $?CET) 2GR | gpaslapg 4 T2 = §2% (T — 61'g) + 2094 Ty + I3

I3

This will justify the approximation

2 22

4% ~ a2 when I'y, T'g, T'g have negligible order and v, ¢, 72, a* all have constant order.

7.5.2. Al T;,T'Y are of order at most n~1/2. Controlling the terms Rem; relies on the two
following probabilistic propositions developed for analysing M-estimators in linear models.

Proposition 7.3. [Theorem 2.6 in [3]] Let Z € REX? be a matriz with iid N(0,1) entries.
Let u : REXQ — RE be weakly differentiable such that |w(Z)|| < 1 almost surely. Then, with
e, the g-th canonical basis vector in RY,

Q K
(7.20)  E|Q|lu(2)|? - Z(eqTZT )= oz ) ( < Oy(/Q(1 +EY?) +2)

q:l k=1
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whereu—]EZk 12 1”5%( )|I2.

Proposition 7.4. [Proposition 2.5 in [3]] Let Z € REXQ be a matriz with iid N(0,1) en-
tries. Let f : REXQ — R?Q, u : REXQ — R be weakly differentiable. Then, omitting the
dependence on Z in u(Z), f(Z) and their derivatives,

B[ (u"2f - ZZW’“ )] <E[jul? ”f||2+ZZHfazk ()]

k=1 g=1

Lemma 7.5. Let Assumptions 1 and 2 be fulfilled. Then E[['}2 + T3 + T2 + T2 + ') <
C31(0,7)/n and E[|T|] < Cs2(0,7)/+/n.

Let us recall some bounds that will be useful throughout the proof:

(7.21) IVep <14 |In 2G| 2, /7 [by (3.3) and def. of V in (3.4)],
(7.22) o] = IT'VI <n(l+n"2Gl2,/T) by (7:21) or (3.6)],

(7.23) W L < 2GR, [see (7.13)],

(7.24)  E[ln"2G5,) < Css(6,¢)

for any absolute constant ¢ > 1. Here the last line follows, for instance, from [36, Corollary
7.3.3] or [15, Theorem II.13]. The bound on E[|I';|] follows from Proposition 7.3 while the
bounds E[['}?], E[['3], E[':%], E[T§?] are consequences of Proposition 7.4.

Proof of Lemma 7.5. Proof of E[I'2] < C34(d,7)/n. By the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,
with ||Ge1||? ~ x2 we have E[I'2] < E[(x2 — n)42E[5468 /78112 /n2. Next, E[(x2 —n)4/* <
Cs5+/n by concentration properties of the x2 distribution, and E[['2] < Cs(d, 7)/n is obtained
by combining (7.22)-(7.24). O

Proof of E[[Ty|] < C37(6,7)n"Y2.  We apply Proposition 7.3 with respect to the
Gaussian matrix G with the first column removed. By construction, since y is independent
of the submatrix of G made of columns indexed in {2,...,p}, we are in a position to apply
Proposition 7.3 conditionally on (y, Ge;) where e; is the first canonical basis vector in RP.
The choice u = %/||¢p|| in Proposition 7.3 yields

p
(7.25) ‘ Z (e] GMu Z 8“’ ‘ < Cs3(1 + VE) /P + Cso=

J=2

where E=E0_, 3", Hagz |?. By (7.6) and the chain rule,

(0/995)(157) = (U — 145)|-DGAe;ii — Veid)]

so that

du; 0 by Tr[(I,, — PpT /||3p][2) V] 4
Z _ <¢ ):_ (L. — 99" [II9IIP)V],

(7.26) - - :
“ 0gi; = 9g9ij \ ||| 19| !



26 PIERRE C BELLEC

in the left-hand side of (7.25). In the right-hand side of (7.25),

ZZHagU <er>” ~ 9l ZZH;;Z

=1 j=
IDGAej|>)?  ||Ve;|?0?
<2 = L+ -
;;2< [[4]|2 1|2 )
(7.27) <2(|DGA|F +n|V|2,11617/111%).

Using inequalities (7.21)-(7.23) we find

= < 2E[n|| G5,/ (n7)*] + 2E[(1 + |In~ 2G5,/ 7) In 2 Gl2,/ 7] < Caol6,7).
Thanks to (7.24) this yields
G+ Tr[V]0]2 . (el GTp + Tr[V]el§)?

where V' = (I, — T /||9||>)V. We have €70 = §76* = w283, Ge; = GO* = Xw and
IGT4 + Tr[V]0] = |=1/2XTap + Tr[V]E/23| since Q € O(p) is a rotation. Note that
p — 1 can be replaced by p in the left-hand side by changing the right-hand side constant

if necessary. It remains to show that we can replace Tr[V] by Tr[V] in (7.28). Thanks to
la|* = ||b]|*> = 2(a — b)T (a + b) we have with P = I, — e;el

(IP(GT ¢+ VIO — PG + TrVIO)?) /11
= (@TV 0TPQG P + (TrV]+ T{V])O)) /4]

which is smaller in absolute value than 2||V||op(|Gllopll @1/ 11 + n1|8]1%/||35]|?). Thanks to
the bounds (7.21)-(7.23) and E[|]n_1/2Gng} < C42(0), by the triangle inequality Tr[V] in
(7.28) can be replaced by Tr[V']. We have thus established

(7.28) E‘(p 1)

2 — 2 G + Tr[V1]4|? TG4 + Tr[V]el 6)?
nE|—5*| = E|p - 167 + ;[ I , @G v+ ;[ Je, 0) | < Cus(6,7) Vb
r [ ]] 1Al
or equivalently ]E]Fg] < Cyu(6,7)n "2, 0

Proof of E[[T}|?] < Cy5(0,7)/n. Let K =n,Q = p— 1 and let Z be the matrix G
with the first column removed. Then Z is independent of (y, Ge;) and Proposition 7.4 is

applicable conditionally on (y,Ge;). Chose f = j=2...p valued in RP~! and u = Ge;

0;
()

valued in R” Here, u has zero derivatives with respect to Z, and for the denominator in f
we have agz (|b]~Y) = =9I~ 31/)T . Then in the left-hand side, using the derivatives in
(7.6) we have uT Zf — 1, Zqul a%@}:’“) = Remg + Remg + Remg, where Remg = \/ﬁFgﬁ =
1lI7 [(Ger)" (GP-6 — Tr[A4))] and

Remg = [|9]| 7 [A11(Ge1)TP + 0" PLAXTDGe]

Remg = ||¢[|~* [T (DGAP{ 6" + V||P{0|*)Ge].

Here, Remg comes from differentiation of the denominator in f. Now, Remg and Remy
both have second moment bounded by Cys(d,7) thanks to (7.23), (3.3) and (7.24). In the
right-hand side of Proposition 7.4, ||u||?||f||?> has expectation smaller than Cy7(8,7) again
thanks to (7.23) and (7.24). The derivative term in the right-hand side of Proposition 7.4
is bounded by Cyg(d, 7) by explicitly computing the derivatives using (7.6) and using again
(7.23), (3.3). 0
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Bounds on I'], I's, I'f are obtained similarly by the following applications of Proposition 7.4.
As the precise calculations using (3.3)-(7.24) follow the same arguments as for I'y, I'§ above,
we omit the details.

Proof of E[|[T'}|?] < C49(d,7)/n. The bound on I'f is obtained similarly using Proposi-
tion 7.4 with the same Z, this time with f valued in R?~! with components f; = v/nf;/||||
for each j = 2,...,p and w = ¥ /||||.

Proof of E[I'3?] < Cs0(6,7)/n. The bound on I's is obtained similarly using
Proposition 7.4 with the same Z, this time with f valued in RP~! with components fi =
el (n=12G) T4 /||4p|| for each j =2,...,p and u = tp/|[4p|.

Proof of E[|T';|?] < C51(4,7)/n. The bound on I' is obtained similarly using Proposi-
tion 7.4 with the same Z, this time with f valued in RP~! with components f; = \/ﬁéJ/H'tﬁH
for each j = 2,...,p and u = GP{-0/|%|.

O

Theorem 4.4. Let Assumptions 1 and 2 hold. Let (#,9,%,1%,a%,6%) be as in (3.8), and let

(ty, ax,04) be as in Theorems 4.1 and J.5. Then

(4.9) E[|0(5 — 7)[] < Cs2(6,7)n~ "2,
(4.10) E[4]8 — t2[] < Cs3(5, 7)n~1/2,
(411) E[2]51XB — 49| — |='28)*|] < Cs <5, r)n—1/2,
(4.12) E[;f(ag—aQ‘—{—‘a ‘ ] <Css =12,

If additionally Assumption J holds, then there exists an event E with P(E) — 1 such that
(413)  E[Ig([5 - |+ B = 2|+ [51XB8 - 3917 — 152B1])| < Cso(6, 7,012

Proof of Theorem 4.4. Using (3.3) and (7.21)-(7.23), we have almost surely

Go 2 GPJ-GQ 2442
(7.29)  max{[3], |, 0], 1B, 15|, KO ICPLOR ey < oo (5,7)(1 + 1 )2,)°

for some numerical constant ¢ > 1. The event E = {anl/QGHop < 24 6~1/2} has exponen-
tially large probability, P(E¢) < e~"/2, by [15, Theorem II.13]. Let

Rem = [0(5 — va)| + |2 — 2| + DL X8 - 49| - |9]*] + &

Using (7.16), (7.17), (7.18) and (7.19) for the first term and the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality
for the second, we find

ERem < E[IzRem] + E[Iz.Rem] < Css(7, 7)E[L| + P(E°)/? E[Rem?)'/?

2t2

—a.

where T = max{|T%|, [T2|, |Ts], |z, |F |,|T7|}. Lemma 7.5 shows that E|T'| < Cso(6, 7)n /2.
By (7.29) and (7.24) we have ERem? < Cgo(8, 7) so that the exponential small probability of
E¢ completes the proof of (4.9)-(4.12).

Under the additional Assumption 4, we have |2 ||2 /n < 1 hence by (7.23) and in E, ||6]|2 <
Cs1(0,7) and ||GO|>/n < Cea(6, 7). Hence with u; = el GB, there exists at least n/2 indices
i € [n] such that |u;| < K for some constant K = C63((5 7). By Assumption 4, continuity
and compactness, there exists deterministic constants c., m, > 0 depending only on K and
the loss £ such that inf,,cy min,ep.jy < £y, (v) > co and infy ey mingep.ju<x 4, (u)? > ms.
Since at least n/2 components u; are such that |u;| < K, this implies #2 = ||¢||2/n > m, /2
and Tr[D] = Y7 | £/ (u;) > (n/2)ce. The lower bound in (3.6) then yields no = Tr[V] >
Ce4(0,7) Tr[D] — Cp5(5,7) > nCeg(0, T, ¢x) = nCe7(d, 7,¢) for n > Cgg(d, 7,¢). In this event,
0 > Cgo(0,T,£) > 0 and the proof of (4.13) is complete. O
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7.6. Proofs: Proximal representation for predicted values.

Theorem 4.3. Let Assumptions 1 and 2 be fulfilled. Define a, = w X8, 02 = |Z1/23|]2—a?
and v, = Tr[XA]. Then

2} < C70(6,7)

n

1
(4.8) ‘max E [772

i=1,...,n

z B — prox[vily, ()] (a:U; + 04.Z;)

where U; = xw and Z; are independent N(0,1) random variables.

Proof of Theorem /j.3. Consider the change of variable and notation defined in Section 7.2.
Then (4.8) holds if and only if

E[+2(gl6 — prox[Tr[A]Ly, ()](a.U; + 0.Z;))%] < Cri (6,7, 8) /v/n

for independent standard normals U;, Z; where U; is the (i,1) element of the matrix G.
Furthermore the quantities in (3.8) can be expressed in terms of 6, G; we thus work with G,
0 and its derivatives instead of 3. Next, we have the decomposition

aciT,é:giTé:a*Ui—l—szTf

where we define a, et eF{é = wTZB, the standard normal z; ~ N(0,I,—1) as z; =

(gik)k=2,.p and f € RP7L as f = (07’“);.3:27_,_@. We apply Lemma 7.1 conditionally on
(y, (I, — eie] )G, G;1). Since z is independent of (y, (I, — e;el )G, G;1), the expectations
in Lemma 7.1 are simply integrals with respect to the Gaussian measure of z. Rewriting
Lemma 7.1 with the notation of the present context yields

Pg 0 2 LTI 6 2
(730)  E|(fF-z '—;agik (W)) < %E%HM(W)H

where o, = | P{-8|| for P~ = & (I, — erel). We focus first on the sum in the left-hand side.
By the product rule

o /6 110 $710 a4
(7.31) ()= [ 0] - B[ e,
ik Ml 7 (1l LOgik 1p1* L0k
the derivatives (7.6), the definition of v, 7 and Y 7_, e} Aey, = Tr[A] — Ay,

z”: (fek) e n Anﬂh ka ~p Ot

~ )

=2 ]l r 5 bl Ogin
A1
(7.32) - _ 1}1”’ + Z \F T (DGAPl 0v; + Veo )
r [
k=2
For the first term on the right-hand side, all ¢ = 1,...,n have a symmetric role so that
E[A% :{)2] =15 E[A} 1@] = E[A?|] since 72 = ||¢]||? /n By a similar symmetry argument

for the second term on the right-hand side,

™ ”4HDGAH 2] = ;E[ H4\DGAH }—E[;;%HDGAHEP]

and the third term in the right-hand side, again by symmetry, satisfies
Elnol||P]| "¢ (" Ve)?) = Elod(|] [V |%] < E[of][b ]|~V [13,).
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The bounds (3.3), (7.21) and (7.23) thus show that E[(7.32)%] < Cr3(6, 7, k)/n. It remains
to bound from above the right-hand side of (7.30). By symmetry in ¢ = 1, ..., n, the product
rule (7.31),

ZH% <H¢H/\F) - igEZHaZk(W) [ oy symmetry)

1 o~ V/n 00 fu)T o2,
B "EZEZ’ 519 T T (e )
1~ HW\2
(7.33) = nE; — ,¢‘2<Hag,ku ||¢||2H8glkH )

by (a + b)? < 2a? 4 2b%. For the first term, using the explicit derivatives in (7.6) and again
(a+b)? < 2a? + 2b%,

AG"D|%| 6|
Hi/)H ]|
while 370, 370, W”Q HagldeHQ is already bounded in (7.27). The bounds (3.3), (7.21) and
(7.23) completes the proof of (7.30)% < (7.33)? < Cry(8, 7, k) /n. O

7.7. Proof in the unregularized case with p < n.

Theorem 5.1. Let Assumptions 1, 3 and 4 be fulfilled so that the penalty is g = 0.

(i) Let y € Y™ and X € R™P be fived. If a minimizer B exists at (y,X) and XTX is
invertible, then there exists a neighborhood of X such that B(y, X)) exists in this neighborhood,
the map X — B(y, X) restricted to this neighborhood is continuously differentiable, and (3.7)
holds with A = (30, mzégz(m?,@)a}?)_l

(ii) Assume P(minimizer B in (1.2) exists and %HXBHQ < K) > 1—¢ for some constants
K,e > 0. Then there ezists an event E with P(E) > 1—¢—o0(1) as n,p — +0o0 and standard
normal Z; ~ N(0,1) for each j = 1,...,p such that, with the adjustments (¥,0,#,a*) in (5.1),

7

(5.2) - ZE[IE 1/2( i&ug) — ng 2} < Cr5(9, k. K, £)

Y

with a, = BT Sw and + = sign(ay). For ~, = Tr[XA] we have

2‘)] < 076((57 K7 E)
TP

Proof of Theorem 5.1. If a minimizer 3 of (1.2) exists and X7 X is invertible, the optimality

conditions read p(X,3) = 0 for (X ,b) = >\ | i, (xI'b) (for the derivatives in this para-

graph, y is considered a constant). Then the Jacobian g}—“; € RP*P is the symmetric matrix

(5.3) [IE()W e

+ |I=1/28)2 - &

S mzﬁgz(m?b)az;‘r which is continuous and nowhere vanishing. By the implicit function

theorem, there exists a continuously differentiable function b : R®*P — RP in a neighborhood

of X such that (X ,b(X)) = 0 in this neighborhood. In other words, in this neighborhood,

b(X) is a solution of (1.2) and X — B(y, X) is continuously differentiable. By differentiation

of Y it wily, (xI'B) = 0, we obtain (3.7) with A = >Xr, mlﬁgl(mgp,@)w;ﬁ)_l This proves (i).
To prove (ii), the gist of the argument is the following lemma.
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Lemma 7.6. Assume (1 —a)>§"1>p/n>0.01. For I C[n], let Pr =" e;el and

P X P X172,
vERP:|S1/2p||=1 /T vn
o . . / 2
()= mn [f{g}l%( )} ma(l) | min lnin(fy, (u)7.

Let Z={I Cn]|:|I|=[(1—«a)n}. For anyy define
(7.35) Uy ={X eRV?P: B exists, %HXBA||2 <K}nU,
7 d_ef Iy : Tk * = s — :
where U = {¢* < Ilnel%lgb*(l)a " > I}leaIXQZ) (I), ¢ < rlnel%lc*(l)a My < rlnel%ln*(l)}

for some nonrandom ¢, d*, G, My > 0. For the next statements and the proof, we will use
the convention

(7.36) Ca.,Cls... denote constants depending on (0, K, a, Gy, dx, ¢, 1) only .

With the above definitions, then for some Z; ~ N(0,1) for each j € [p],

(7.37) ZP:E[IXGU; ((;(72 (Bj - a*wj) _ gzjﬂ < KOy,
= ji
(7.38) B[ Ixeu; (15 = | + |8 = &) + | =1/28))? - B ] < cggn /2

as well as E[IXGU;WE — a2 < Cgn~V2

Proof of the lemma. 1f I C [n] is such that co < min;erei—arn 4y, (u) and u,v € R™ are
su%h that u;,v; € [-M, M] for i € I then by the mean value theorem co > ;e (u; — v;)? <
S (s — 00) (), (1) — £, (v1). N

Let X, X € U, be two design matrices and 3, 3 the two corresponding minimizers in (1.2).
Then 1 (|| X3|? + || XB||?) < 2K by definition of Uy, so that by Markov’s inequality there is
a subset I C [n] with cardinality larger than (1 — a)n such that (27 3)% + (#7 8)? < 2K /«.
Applying the previous paragraph to u; = ! 3, v; = I 3 and M = /2K /a

e (DIPHXB— XA)I? < (XB— XBT(6(XB) — £,(XB)) oy previous paragraph

<B-B'X-X)P+ X -X)T (@ -P) [y (7).

By expanding the square, || P;X (8 —3) + Pr(X — X),6||2 = |P(XB— Xﬁ)”2 the first line

is no smaller than ¢, (I)né.(I)?|ZY2(8 — B)||> +2¢.(I)(8 - B)T XTP;(X — X)[3. Using also
(7.2), we find

e(Dnou(D*|SV2B = B)I° + |19 — |
< 2+ 2e.(DF (D)X = Z)= 2, (I=72(3 - B) | v L22L) (§=1/28) v L2L) v,

Furthermore Amin (X ZV/2)||=Y28| < | X8| < V2K, and since for all i € I we have
(xI'B3)? < 2K/a, the lower bound 1 H¢H2 (1 — a)ymy(I), holds by definition of m. ().
This implies

(7.39) IZV2B7 < Auwin (02X B2 72 214 ? /m.
We have thus established that that if {X, X} C U, then
(7.40) VAIZ2(B = B)| + 19 — ]l < (X = X)=72op B
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This shows that the mapping

n GXl/2
UsT2 SR G Yy, G2) : 2)
14 (y, GE'/2)]|
is Ln~1/2-Lipschitz in U;E_l/Q for L = 2C%;. By Kirzbraun’s theorem, there exists there
exists a function h : R"*? — R™ such that h(X) = /||| for X € U,, and such that

G — h(GX'?) is Ln~'/?-Lipschitz and supgnxy |[h(-)|| = 1. Applying Corollary 7.2 to h,
we find

- ZE[IXGU*

since [|h(X)[| = 1 for X € U, and XT4p = 0 in the left-hand side by the optimality condition
of the optimization problem (1.2). In the left-hand side, h(X) and 1 coincide in the open
set U, so gmi? = %ﬂ:ﬁ”). In the right-hand side, the first term is bounded from above by

3|3 g it e, =33 e oo e,

The directional derivative of G +— h(GXY?) with respect to the (i,7)-th entry of G is
Zi:l(zl/Q)Jkaz by the chain rule, so that the previous display is equal to to || X~ 1/2P||2
times the squared Frobenius norm of the Jacobian of the map R"*? — R", G — h(GX/?).
This Jacobian is a matrix with n rows and np columns, has rank at most n and operator norm
at most Ln~'/2 since G~ h(GX'/?) is Ln~'/2-Lipschitz. Since |M||2 < rank(M)|| M]|2,
for any matrix M, this proves that the squared Frobenius norm of this Jacobian matrix with
n rows and np columns is bounded from above by L?. In summary,

1 p
3 ZE[IXEU*
j=1

and the right-hand side is bounded by (15L% + 1)[|2~"||,p thanks to | Z~1/2PXY?|,, < 1

and ||2'/2w|| = 1. Finally, in the left-hand side a(]) = e Pej for P = I, — Sww’ so that

(J) o /Pl _ (T, — df}!’T) 0%
O I llwpl|? 7 Oz

oh

Y a2 x4 0[] < L P+ w2

=1 k=1

op

n

Z o (1) 0/ 191 s Ql/z‘ } < I5L*|=7V2P|2, + |[wl?
i=1 k=1 O

= I;_, — w;je} Lw. By (3.7) and the product rule

0O/ o8 Pe e B — (BT Sw)wy
22 e Vg T T g

where V = V (I, \T@bHQ

V', incurring an additive error of

p "TV h R PTA 2
SB[ ey (M2 7 Pe)) ] < B[rxe VIR EE] < 15y
j=1

where the second inequality follows from (7.39) and ||V ||op < [|D|op < 1 for A = (X wiﬁgi(mTﬁ)wT)_l
by definition of V' in (3.4) and because £, is 1-Lipschitz. This completes the proof of

iQ] [IXGU (ﬁi(ﬁj —a*w]‘) - Zj)? < ||2_1H0p0§5'
Jj=1 77

). Above in the rightmost term, ,BTEw = a4. One can replace 1% by
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Finally o = 1 Tr[DY2(I, — P)D'/?] where P = D'2XT(XTDXT)"'XTD'? is an or-
thogonal projector of rank P. By definition of c.(I) and since D = diag{/;, (xI'3)} we have
¢«(I)P; < D in the sense of psd matrices. This proves that

(7.41) Tr[V] > e.(I) Tr[Pr(I, — P)Py] > e (I)(|I| — p) > eo(I)(1 —a — 6 H)n
since |[I|/n > (1 —a) > 61 > p/n. Hence © > c,(I)(1 —a —5~1). Since \E;O| < 1 for all yg
we also have 72 < 1. This gives Ixeuy (:—z) > Ixeu; (2(1 —a—01)?) and (7.37) is proved.
We now focus on (7.38). It is easier to work with the change of variable described in
Section 7.2; in the remaining of the proof let the notation of this section be in force. This
is equivalent to assuming that ¥ = I),, w = e1, a, = 01, and we can leverage the results of
the previous paragraph proved for general 3. We will keep the notation of Section 7.2 to
emphasize that we now argue in the isotropic setting. By (7.40) and (7.39), for any fixed y
the mapping

~

H : U* - RNXP — Rp+n; G — (ﬁé(y,G)a Ile(y’ G) )
’ 19w, O [4$(.G)l

is Ln~Y2-Lipschitz for some L = Cis, taking values in an L2 ball of R"*? of radius at most
C§; by (7.39). The Jacobian of H is a matrix with n + p rows and np columns, of rank
at most n + p and operator norm at most Ln~'/2 so that the Frobenius norm is at most

Vi pLn~/? and Y1, > gg’?j ’ < MPJ2 < 2[2 thanks to p < n. By Kirzbraun’s
theorem, there exists an extension H of H such that H and H are equal in Uy, H has
the same Lipschitz constant as H and is valued in the same Euclidean ball of constant
radius. We are thus in a position to apply Proposition 7.3 with u(Z) € RP being the last
n components of H and to Z € R™®-1 equal to G with the first column removed. The
previous display ensures that = in Proposition 7.3 is bounded from above by Cgg so that
the RHS of Proposition 7.3 is at most ,/pCgq, and the same algebra as for Lemma 7.5 in

the strongly convex case thus provides E[I XeU;|F2|] < Cgon_l/ 2 by using where necessary
[Viep < 1, o = Tr[V]/n < 1, (7.39) in the event Uy. Applying Proposition 7.4 as for
Lemma 7.5 to the Lipschitz extension H given by Kirzbraun’s theorem, we similarly obtain
Ellxep; (T1? + T35 +T5 +T5%)] < Cg; /n by the same algebra as in Lemma 7.5. By the same
algebra described after (7.15), we thus obtain (7.38). To prove E[Ixcu; a2 —a?%)] < Cgn~1/2,
we use the simple relationship 92(a?, a2) = (#2,t2) (this relationship is specific to unregularized
case) and the bound 0 < Cg3 <9 < 1in Uy (cf. (7.41) for the lower bound on 9). The bound
E[IXEU;ME — a%|] < Cgn~? implies that (7.37) holds with a. replaced with 4+ provided
that the right-hand side is enlarged to Cg5/n. O

Equipped with Lemma 7.6, in order to prove Theorem 5.1, it remains to prove that the
event X € Uy has probability at least 1 —e — o(1). First, the existence of B and %HXB\P
in an event of probability 1 — ¢ is assumed in the statement of Theorem 5.1. It remains to
prove that P(U) — 1 for U in (7.35). By Assumption 4, since the loss ¢ is independent of
n,p and miny,ey £y (u) is positive continuous, it is bounded from below uniformly on the

compact [—1/2K/a, \/2K/a] by some constant ¢, depending on (K, «, ¢) only. By the same

argument,

. , ,
MiN, ¢ RTa /2R a) Pilyoey by (1)° > ma

for a constant m. depending on (K, a,¢) only. Similarly

P(maxser ¢ (1) < [ PIXT o < | X512 lop/ v/ < 67) = 1
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for ¢* = 1.01(5_1/ 2 + 1) by standard results on the largest singular value of a matrix of size
n x p with iid N(0, 1) entries. Finally, the constant ¢, > 0 is given by the following Lemma,
which completes the proof, by choosing 1 —a = /2 to ensure 1 —a > 6! holds (since here
we assume 0 > 1).

Lemma 7.7. If 2 < 57! < (1 — ) for constants 6,a > 0 and G € R™*P has iid N(0,1)
entries then for Pr = Zie[ eieZT we have

G'P,G ety e
]P’[ min Amin <7l> < CQ} < Z P{Amin(%) < CQ} —0
fEm =] " Il =T -am) "
as n,p — oo for some constant ¢y = cy(0, ) > 0 depending on (8, ) only.
Proof. By [14, proof of Lemma 4.1] (with % there equal to ¢t > 0 here), if N = |I|
T N—p+1
G P[G) < tz) < (tN) < etN )N—p+1 1
I'(N—-—p+1) N-p+1 27(N —p+1))1/2

where the second inequality follows from the lower bound on I'(N — p+ 1) given for instance

in [14, p10, Proof of Theorem 4.5]. Taking the union bound over (]7\1[) possible sets I C [n], it
is sufficient to show that for a small enough constant ¢ > 0,

() o)V antv = 1))

P(Amm(

N)*N—-p+1

converges to 0. First, (}) < exp(ni log(e4)) by a standard bound on binominal coefficient,
so that () < exp(nlog(e(l — a)™') < exp((N — p+ 1)C(6,)) where C(6,) depends on
6, only. This proves that the previous display converges to 0 exponentially fast in n if
t = ¢o(, ) is a small enough constant depending only on 4, «. O

O
7.8. Proof: /0 estimates the signal strength in linear models.

Proposition 6.1. Let Assumptions 1 and 2 be fulfilled and additionally assume a linear
model where observations y; = wiTB* +&; are tid with additive noise g; independent of ;. Set
w = 3*/||XV28%||, and assume that |EY2B*|| equals a constant independent of n,p. Then

=022 + nPOR(1) 7+ |=1287]].
Above, Op(1) denotes a random variable W such that for any n > 0 there exists a constant
K depending on (1,6, 7, || EY28*||) only such that P(|W| > K) <.

Proof of Proposition 6.1. Recall that ¢, & wT (X7 /n+93B). It is easier to work with the

change of variable of Section 7.2, so that after the change of variable t, = el (GT9+Tr[V]0)/n
with e; € RP the first canonical basis vector. Let also ® be the true regression vetor after
change of variable, that is, ® € R? such that y = GO +¢ (i.e., ® = e,||X'/23*||). We apply
Lemma 7.1 to z = Ge; ~ N(0, I,,) conditionally on G(I, — ejel) (i.e., conditionally on the
b
(Il2+n07)1/2"
into account that gy is not independent of Geq, and to take into account the derivatives of y
with respect to Ge; conditionally on the last p — 1 columns of G and the noise €. This gives

9 papT 1 9 9\ »

F_ (In vy ) { +91*}’¢

Bz "~ denom?/ denom \ 9g;q y;

last p — 1 columns of G), and to the function f(z) = Here, we have to take

_ (In _ IZ)J;T ) 1 [— DGAeﬂﬁi +Vei(0; — él)

denom?/ denom
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where we use Denom = (|2 + n©2)'/2 for brevity, and the second line follows from [4,
Theorem 2.1]. The matrix in the first parenthesis has operator norm at most 1, so that using
(a+b)2/2 < a® + b? gives

5112 é —9,)2
LS < e 98 iy 2

denom?

By (7.21), (7.23) and (7.24), the expectation of the previous display is at most Cys(d, 7)/n.
We also have that |7, 9 4 M! < Cy7(7,0)Op(n~1/?) again thanks to (7.21),

i=1 9z; denom

(7.23) and (7.24). We conclude that, ommiting constants depending only on 7,4,

|t* _ ,[}Hzl/QB*m — |efGT¢+T:£V](91_®1)| < Op(n_3/2)den0m < Op(n_l)(f + Hzl/Qﬁ*H)
The bound |f — t,| < Op(n~1/?)# is provided by (4.10) and completes the proof. O
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