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Abstract

The generalized lasso is a natural generalization of the celebrated lasso approach to han-
dle structural regularization problems. Many important methods and applications fall into
this framework, including fused lasso, clustered lasso, and constrained lasso. To elevate its
effectiveness in large-scale problems, extensive research has been conducted on the compu-
tational strategies of generalized lasso. However, to our knowledge, most studies are under
the linear setup, with limited advances in non-Gaussian and non-linear models. We propose a
majorization-minimization dual stagewise (MM-DUST) algorithm to efficiently trace out the
full solution paths of the generalized lasso problem. The majorization technique is incorpo-
rated to handle different convex loss functions through their quadratic majorizers. Utilizing
the connection between primal and dual problems and the idea of “slow-brewing” from stage-
wise learning, the minimization step is carried out in the dual space through a sequence of
simple coordinate-wise updates on the dual coefficients with a small step size. Consequently,
selecting an appropriate step size enables a trade-off between statistical accuracy and compu-
tational efficiency. We analyze the computational complexity of MM-DUST and establish the
uniform convergence of the approximated solution paths. Extensive simulation studies and
applications with regularized logistic regression and Cox model demonstrate the effectiveness
of the proposed approach.
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1 Introduction

Regularization techniques are fundamental in modern statistics and machine learning. Arguably,
one of the most popular regularization methods is the lasso method (Biihlmann and Van De Geer,
2011), while the generalized lasso (Tibshirani and Taylor, 2011) method is one of its natural gen-
eralizations. Instead of penalizing the /; norm of a parameter vector, say, 3 € RP, the generalized
lasso applies the ¢; penalty on a linear transformation of 3 to enable structural regularization.

Without loss of generality, we consider the following generalized lasso formulation,
miniﬁmize f(B) + A|Dg|1, (1)

where A > 0 is the tuning parameter, 3 € RP? is the coefficient vector, f(-) is a convex and
differentiable loss function, and D € R™*? is the structural matrix defined based on the specific
problem of interest.

The flexibility of specifying D enables broad applications, and several well-known regularized
estimation problems can be cast as special cases within this general framework in (1). For exam-
ple, the fused lasso and trend-filtering are widely applied for signal approximation or denoising
with time series and image data (Wang et al., 2015; Arnold and Tibshirani, 2016), in which the ma-
trix D is usually designed to enforce sparsity on the differences between neighboring data points
or parameters. More broadly, different variations of the generalized lasso can be represented with
different D matrices to capture structural patterns among features or parameters. In the most triv-
ial case, when D is the identity matrix, the generalized lasso reduces to a lasso problem. Several
non-trivial scenarios were discussed in Tibshirani and Taylor (2011), where the transformation to
lasso becomes impossible when D is not of full row-rank. Examples include the clustered lasso
(She, 2010), the spatially varying coefficients regression (Zhao and Bondell, 2020), the relative-
shift regression (Li et al., 2022) in which the D matrix is designed to allocate heterogeneity effects

among features, and the feature selection and aggregation problems (Yan and Bien, 2021) where



D is constructed from a hierarchical structure among the features. Further, constrained lasso is
also strongly connected with generalized lasso and can be converted to it under certain conditions
(Gaines et al., 2018).

With various important applications, extensive research has been conducted on the optimiza-
tion methods for the generalized lasso. It is worth noting that, in general, its optimization is more
complicated than the lasso problem, as the D matrix makes the penalty part non-separable. The
existing studies and discussions have mainly concentrated on the case when the loss f(-) is a
quadratic function in 3. While Hoefling (2010) and Arnold and Tibshirani (2016) designed the
LARS path-following algorithms for low-dimensional cases, the proximal gradient descent (PDG)
and alternating direction method of multipliers (ADMM) were shown to be more efficient when
dealing with high-dimensional problems (Wang et al., 2015; Chung and Renaut, 2022; Zhong
et al., 2023). There are many other similar algorithms, including those proposed in Liu et al.
(2010), She (2010), and Gaines et al. (2018).

Optimization techniques for the generalized lasso with general loss functions remain under-
explored. Efficient algorithms for the fused lasso under generalized linear models have been
developed (Ye and Xie, 2011; Xin et al., 2014; Tang and Song, 2016), but their extension to a
more general D matrix can be highly non-trivial. Zhou and Wu (2014) proposed a path-following
method applicable to general loss functions and D matrices; however, the method requires solv-
ing an ordinary differential equation, which is not desired for large-scale or high-dimensional
problems. Alternative approaches, such as Chen et al. (2012), Lin et al. (2014), and Zhu (2017),
offer a wider applicability for generalized lasso, but remain computationally expensive due to the
complexity of gradient updates for general loss functions.

We propose a novel majorization-minimization dual stagewise (MM-DUST) algorithm to ef-
ficiently trace out the solution paths of the generalized lasso problem with a general loss function.
Our algorithm utilizes three key ideas. First, the main architecture of our algorithm is based on

the majorization-minimization (MM) technique (Hunter and Lange, 2004), which is used to handle



the general loss function (Schifano et al., 2010; Yang and Zou, 2013; Jiang and Huang, 2014; Yu
et al., 2015). Specifically, we iteratively alternate between a majorization step and a minimization
step; with some initial values or the current estimates, the majorization step constructs a surrogate
objective function, i.e., a majorizer of the original objective function, that becomes much easier to
optimize in the subsequent minimization step. In our work, we take the quadratic approximation of
the complicated loss function (when it is convex) in the majorization step to result in a regular gen-
eralized lasso problem with squared error loss. Second, instead of directly solving the generalized
lasso problem, we target its dual problem, which becomes a box-constrained convex problem. Fi-
nally, the minimization is conducted by solving the problem from the dual space with a stagewise
descent strategy. We borrow the “slow-brewing” idea from stagewise learning, where the model
complexity gradually grows through a sequence of simple updates, and potential computational
benefits can be obtained by properly selecting the “learning rate” in each simple update (Zhao
and Yu, 2007; Tibshirani, 2015; Tibshirani and Taylor, 2011; Chen et al., 2022). Instead of fully
solving the optimization problem in each minimization step, we only update the dual parameters
with a limited number of iterations. In each iteration, the dual parameters are changed by a small
step size along the directions that lead to the greatest descent of the dual objective. Our algorithm
then proceeds to generate approximated solution paths with increasing model complexity until an
early stopping criterion is met and a desired solution is reached.

Our work is among the first to provide a path algorithm for a generalized lasso problem with
a general loss function. The choice of step size in the minimization step provides a venue to
balance computational efficiency and statistical accuracy. Theoretical analysis provides a strong
uniform convergence guarantee and potential computational complexity reduction, and extensive
numerical studies further demonstrate the effectiveness and scalability of our approach.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 presents the dual problem of gener-
alized lasso and gives a new algorithm to solve the dual problem. We introduce the MM-DUST

algorithm and discuss its theoretical properties in Section 3. In Section 4, we conduct simula-



tion studies to demonstrate the convergence of the path algorithm and explore its accuracy and
efficiency. Two real data applications are presented in Section 5 with further discussions in Sec-

tion 6.

2 Primal & Dual Problems of Generalized Lasso

While the generalized lasso problem in (1) has a unique solution when the loss function f(-) is
strictly convex, direct optimization can be complicated as the penalty function is non-separable
and non-smooth with a general D matrix. A common strategy in optimization is to consider the
dual problem. In this section, we explore the duality of the generalized lasso and provide an

algorithm to solve it through its dual.

2.1 Dual Problem

To study the duality, we first augment the original problem in (1) by introducing a new vector

z € R™ as the following

mirllgjmize f(B)+ M|z, sit. z=Dg. ()
Its Lagrangian form is then
minimize f(8) + A|z[, +u’ (DB - 2), (3)

»Z, 0

where u € R™ is the Lagrangian multiplier. We adopt the standard terminologies from convex

optimization and consider problem (3) as the primal problem. It follows that the dual problem of



(3) has the following form

minimize f*(—D u), s.t. [[ule < A, 4)

u

where f*(-) is the convex conjugate function of f(-); detailed derivation for the dual problem is
provided in Appendix A. We can solve the dual problem and get the solution of the primal variable

3 through the primal-dual stationarity condition at the optimal point
Vf(B) + D'u = 0, (5)

where V is the gradient operator.

It is worth noting that a large \ value suggests heavy regularization on the primal problem but
little restriction on the dual problem, while a small \ value indicates the reversed scenario. Thus,
it is natural to build the solution paths starting at an empty primal model but a full dual model

along a decreasing sequence of \ values.

2.2 Dual Algorithm

Since the conjugate function f*(-) is always convex, we can see that the dual problem is actually
a box-constrained problem with a convex objective function f*(-). It can be readily proved that a
convex box-constrained problem can be solved by a coordinate-wise algorithm with suboptimality

as stated in Lemma 2.1; see detailed proof in Appendix B.

Lemma 2.1 Consider a box-constrained problem with a loss function f(-), which is convex, dif-

ferentiable and L-smooth. With boundary value )\ in the constraint, consider a point 1 such that

fa+ely) > f(w), ;] < A,

fla—elysgn(uy)) > f(a), [ = A



Then f (1) converges to f(u*) when ¢ — 0, and u* is a minimizer of the box-constrained problem.

Based on Lemma 2.1, we design a stagewise descent algorithm to solve the dual problem (4)
with a non-decreasing A\ sequence over the iterations. Different from coordinate descent which
updates each dimension in a cyclic order, the stagewise approach selects the direction that leads to
the greatest decrease in the loss function, and then takes only a small step in the chosen direction.

Without loss of generality, let f(-) represent the loss function in a box-constrained problem.
Denote u’’ as the solution to the dual problem when A = oo, where there is no constraint imposed
on u. The details are stated in Algorithm 1.

The convergence of Algorithm 1 is guaranteed by Lemma 2.1. Note that the parameter \ serves
as a “boundary” for the dual parameter u, and any descent step will not happen in the direction
that widens the boundary. Additionally, the step size will determine the number of A values in
the sequence and the number of points on the full solution paths. For every u, at )\; along the
dual solution paths, we can find a corresponding primal vector 3, by solving the primal-dual
stationarity condition specified in (5).

As an example, consider the dual problem (4) under the special case of a squared error loss

function. Assume the primal loss is f(3) = 1/2|y — X3

2, with X € R™? and (X) < p.
It turns out that the explicit form of the dual can be derived with a simple quadratic loss as the

following

miniumize F (=D"u), s.t. D u € row(X), and ||[ulje < A,
where

(=D"u) = 1/2(X"y - D" (X"X)*(Xy - D"u),

and (X" X)* is the Moore-Penrose inverse of X' X. When r(X) = p, the extra constraint D u €



Algorithm 1: Stagewise Descent Algorithm for Box-Constrained Problem

Input: X, y, u”, a small step size constant ¢ > 0.
Step 1: Initialization. Round uy by . Then take an initial backward step

Ko = argmax |u! |,

1<i<m
uy = u’ — esgn(u’)oly,,
Ao = 1%’?5,1|u0"|’

where o stands for element-wise multiplication, and 1y, is a m-dimensional vector with
the ¢th entry to be 1 for all : € Ky and 0 otherwise.

Step 2: Stagewise descent at fixed )\; value. At the tth iteration, check if there exists a
feasible descent direction. Find the steepest descent direction on the loss function f
among all the feasible directions:

(i, 3;) = argmin f(u;, + s1;), s.t. [[u; + slifjc < .
s=%¢

If f(u; + 5;1;) — f(u;) < 0, then take the update:
Uiy = Wy + §215
Otherwise, force a backward step and decrease A,

K, = arg max|uy|,

1<i<m
w1 = w — esgn(uy) o Iy,
)\t+1 = )\t — &.

Iteration. Increase ¢ by one and repeat step 2 until \; < e.




row(X) is automatically satisfied. When (X)) < p, as suggested by Tibshirani and Taylor (2011),
we can add a small ¢, penalty on 3 in the original primal problem to remove the constraint. It is
then straightforward to implement Algorithm 1 to solve a quadratic generalized lasso problem.
With the simple squared loss, another similar dual algorithm was discussed in Tibshirani and
Taylor (2011), and the theoretical properties of the solutions have also been studied (Tibshirani
and Taylor, 2012; Arnold and Tibshirani, 2016). Nonetheless, adapting these algorithms to more

complex loss functions is non-trivial and remains an open problem.

3 Primal-Dual Iterations with Majorization & Stagewise Learn-
ing
3.1 Motivating Examples

When more complicated loss functions are considered in the generalized lasso problem, finding
the conjugate function can be challenging, or the conjugate function does not have an explicit
form, rendering Algorithm 1 in Section 2 “useless”.

Specifically, we focus on two widely-used statistical models in this work:

* Logistic regression: Let y € R"™ be the binary response vector. The loss function is the

negative log-likelihood, where

n

F(B) =" —yix; B+ log(1 + exp(x; B)).

i=1

» Cox regression: Let D be the index set of subjects that have the observed event, and R, be

the risk set of the sth event in the data set. We consider the negative log partial likelihood



when there are no ties as the loss function, where

F(B) =Y (—x.B+1log > exp(x; B)).
seD 1€Rs
Generalized lasso have been combined with these two regression models with broad applications
including but not limited to spectral data with temporal structure (Yu et al., 2015), brain data
with spatial structure (Lee et al., 2014; Xin et al., 2014), genomic data with location informa-
tion (Chaturvedi et al., 2014), and network data (Tran et al., 2020).

In either case, the loss function is convex, but the explicit form of the conjugate function is
intractable. Besides, calculating the gradient of the loss function can be a time-consuming process,
yet it is required in every iteration step by most of the algorithms. Furthermore, to get the primal
solution, we need to evaluate the primal-dual stationarity condition for each pair of 3, and u;.
When equation (5) cannot be simplified, solving the primal parameter from the dual parameter

amounts to dealing with a “root-finding” problem, which can also be expensive in computation.

3.2 Proposed Algorithm

We develop a majorization-minimization dual stagewise (MM-DUST) algorithm to appriximately

trace out the full solution paths of the generalized lasso problem.

First, to solve the generalized lasso problem from the dual, we incorporate the idea of “majorization-

minimization” with the primal-dual iterations. Instead of solving the initial primal problem with

a complicated loss function, in the majorization step, we approximate the original loss function

with a quadratic majorizer and optimize the approximated problem in the minimization step.
Assume that the primal loss function f(-) is convex and twice continuously differentiable.

Suppose we can find a matrix M € RP*?, such that M — V2 f([3) is positive semi-definite for all

10



B € RP, then a quadratic majorizer of f(-) at an initial point 3, € R? can be taken as

F(B18y) = (") + VF(80)" (B~ o) + 5(8— By) M(B — By).

We then take f (B|3,) as the loss function in the primal problem (12) with a fixed tuning parameter
A. Further, when M is a diagonal matrix and M can be expressed as M = LI, with L being a

positive constant, the primal minimization problem can be simplified as
o T~ ~
migimize o5 — LI + Al +u' (D9 —2). § = L8y~ T (80) (©)

For the logistic loss, it is well known that the constant L can be taken as o,,/4, where o, is
the largest eigen value of X" X with X being the primal design matrix. For the Cox model, the
constant L is calculated based on our derivations in Appendix C.

After the quadratic approximation, the primal problem is in the form of a least square problem
with a full rank design matrix LI,. Building on the derivations of the dual problem in Section 2.2,

the corresponding dual problem can be formulated as
o I~ ~
mll’llumlle ﬁ”y - DTuHQv y = LBO - Vf(ﬁo)a s.t. ||u||oo <A (7

When problem (7) is optimized at 10, the primal estimate B can be derived from the primal-dual

stationarity condition (5), which can be simplified to the following updating rule

A

B =By, — —(Du+Vf(By)). ®)

S

With the discussions above, we consider the optimization strategy as alternating between taking

the majorizer as in (6), solving the dual problem as in (7), and updating the primal estimate as in

(8).

11



Further, to obtain the advantages of “slow-brewing”, we combine the primal-dual iterations

with the stagewise descent Algorithm 1. The updating flow is illustrated in Figure 1.

> update A: 1 = 1-¢
!

> majorization on primal problem
v
solve the dual

quadratic loss;
evaluate Vf ()

v
update stagewise descent minimization
majorizer | step

reach N; or dual objective
cannot decrease?

no l ves
L reach Ny, or primal
objective cannot decrease?
! yes
no

Figure 1: Overview of the MM-DUST algorithm.

Starting with the first majorization step on the primal at current A\, we transition to the dual
space and update u for several iterations with a small step size €. The stagewise descend rule is
applied for the dual updating. Instead of taking the backward step and reducing A\ when there is
no descent direction, we terminate the dual updates after a limited number of simple iterations. At
the same time, 3 can be updated and the next majorizer at the current \ is measured.

We ensure the minimization step by monitoring the change in the initial primal objective func-
tion. However, in practice, updating the dual will usually lead to a decrement in the primal prob-
lem. Once the initial primal objective function cannot be further reduced, A is decreased by ¢
and we take the backward step on u. The updating details are summarized in Algorithm 2 and
Algorithm 3. We use N,,, N; to denote the maximum number of majorization steps for each A,

and the maximum number of iterations in each dual problem, respectively.
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Algorithm 2: Majorization-Minimization Dual Stagewise Algorithm (MM-DUST)

Input: loss function f, X, y, D, N,,, Ny, €
Initialization:
1. Calculate constant L based on loss function f, X and y;

2. Solve initial values 3, and 11y from

By = argmin £(8), st. DB = 0,
A 1 SN
Uy = argmmiHLﬁo - V£(By,) —D ul;

3. Round 0y by ¢ ;

4. Get )\0 = IMaxXi<i<m ’ﬁOi‘, N)\ = )\0/8, and F()\()) = f(B(]) + )‘OHD/BoHl
for1 <t < N, do
Take an initial backward step on A and u:

At = M1 — €, K = arg maxi<j<pm |Up—1y], Uy = Q1 — esgn(y_1) o I ;
Surrogate update: ¥, = LB, , — Vf(B,_,) ;
Set: B, = B_1. T'(A) = f(By) + M|IDB |1
for1 <j; <N, do
1.’ = Dual-Solver(y;, D, u;, Ny, ¢);

2. Bhner = Be — £[D e + V(B
3. anner = f(lggnner) + /\t”DIBgnner 15
4. Update surrogate function with the same A value only when the objective
function I is decreasing.
if T/ >T(\))then
‘ break;
else
W = Wyers Be = Bluners
S’t = L/gt - Vf(ﬁt)’ F()\t) = anner‘
end;

end

end
Output: All values of u and 3 with a decreasing sequence of .

13



Algorithm 3: Dual-Solver

Input: Dual response vector y, dual design matrix DT, dual initial value ug, Ny, €.
C = maXlgigm |U()Z|

for1 <t < N,do

(i, 3;) = argmin|[y — D" (u+ sL)|2, st. Ju+ sl < c

if |y — D' (u+3L)|]> < |¥ — D" ul® then
| take the update: u = u + §1; ;

else
| break.

end
end

Output: u at the last iteration.

3.3 Algorithmic Convergence & Complexity

We present the algorithmic convergence and complexity of the proposed MM-DUST approach.
All the detailed derivations are provided in Appendix D.

Under certain conditions, we show that the solution paths provided by MM-DUST converge
to the exact solution paths of a generalized lasso problem, which is stated in the next theorem.
Recall that N,, and N, denote the maximum number of majorization steps for each A\ value and

the maximum number of iterations in each dual problem, respectively.

Theorem 3.1 Let Ny be the minimum number of iterations required for all the dual problems to

reach a point where no descent direction exists for an ¢ step size. If the loss function f(3) is

p-strongly convex and L-smooth, then as the step size ¢ — 0, |[Ng — Ny| = O(1) and when we

take N,, = 1, the MM-DUST paths converge to the generalized lasso paths uniformly.

Intuitively, € controls the number of majorizers we need to compute along the entire solution
paths, as well as the number of A values. It is worth noting that the time-consuming evaluation
of the first-order gradient of the initial primal loss only occurs at the majorization step, and the
number of such steps is controlled by € and N,,,. On the other hand, having more A values allows

us to approach the exact solution paths more accurately. As a result, the magnitude of ¢ strikes a

14



balance between the path-fitting accuracy and the computational efficiency. In addition to it, the
number of dual iterations, Ny, affects the optimality of the dual solution. Insufficient iterations in
the dual may violate the primal-dual stationarity condition derived at the optimal points of both
the dual and primal problems.

The computational complexity results are shown in Theorem 3.2.

Theorem 3.2 Consider the tth step of Algorithm 2 with A = \;. The computational complexity
is O(Nyp(n + Ngm)) in logistic regression and O(N,,p(nk + Ngym)) in Cox regression with k

being the number of observed events.

We remark that the complexity is dominated by the number of majorization steps, /V,,, while
the complexity of the minimization step is always O(Ngmp) for all loss functions. With a
fixed value of ), gradient/sub-gradient based methods typically have computational complexity of
O(npT'), where T is the total number of iterations (Chen et al., 2012). With large-scale datasets,
our proposed MM-DUST algorithm can significantly reduce the computational time by using a
small N, value. The efficiency can be resulted from the fact that the dual problem has reduced

dimensions and the dual updates are not affected by the sample size n.

3.4 Implementation Issues

There are several key aspects of applying the MM-DUST algorithm, and we discuss them in the
following sections.

3.4.1 Initial Value

An initial estimate of 3 is required to start the first majorization step, calculate the initial u,
and give the largest A value in the sequence. From the theoretial derivations and the numerical

experiments, we have found that the algorithm is sensitive to the initial values. Since the path

15



algorithm starts at the fully-penalized end of the primal problem, getting the initial 3 amounts to

solving the following optimization problem
minliamize f(B), s.t. [|[DBJ, = 0. )

When D is of full column rank, we will have Bo = 0. When D is not of full column rank, the
optimal BO may not be a zero vector. Instead, the solution should be in the Null space of D. Let
V = (v, -+ ,v,) € RP*9 be a set of basis in the Null space of D with ¢ being the nullity of D.

Problem (9) is then equivalent to
minimize f(Vs), (10)

where s € R?. In practice, the V matrix can be found by doing a singular value decomposition on
D. Besides, we will add a small ¢, penalty on s and take the solution from ridge regression when

certain singular conditions happen in problem (10).

3.4.2 Degrees of Freedom and Early Stopping

In real applications, the early stopping technique is widely applied with path algorithms to enhance
computational efficiency. The information criteria, AIC, BIC, and GIC are commonly considered
for model selection, which balance the model complexity and the goodness of fit. It is typical to
use the degrees of freedom to describe the complexity of the model.

Under the classical settings of linear regression with the normal error assumptions, the gener-

alized lasso problem takes the form
o1 2
mln%mze §HY—XBH + A|Dg];. (11)

The degrees of freedom results are derived in Tibshirani and Taylor (2011), which is stated in the

16



next proposition.

Proposition 3.3 Suppose that rank(X) = p. For fixed ), the fit XB \ Of the generalized lasso (11)

has degrees of freedom

df(X3,) = Elnullity(D_g)),

where B is the index set of the dimensions that hit the boundary in a dual solution u. The matrix

D_ g is defined by removing the corresponding rows in D according to the set B.

As we approximate the original generalized lasso problem by a quadratic majorizer for each
specific A value, we take the degrees of freedom of the approximated problem as an approximation
of the true complexity of the model. The application of Proposition 3.3 is then straightforward.

In practice, we calculate the information criterion when A is updated, and we record the value
of the information criterion whenever there is a change in the degrees of freedom. The path algo-
rithm will terminate when the criterion keeps increasing along a consecutively growing sequence
of the degrees of freedom. In our numerical studies, the AIC rule is shown to provide better model

selection and prediction results.

4 Simulation Studies

We compare the MM-DUST algorithm with the competing methods on the convergence of the
solution paths and the model prediction performance. As the solution of the generalized lasso
problem under the least square settings has been discussed elaborately in Tibshirani and Taylor
(2011), in the simulation studies we mainly focus on the comparison of the algorithm under the
logistic regression and Cox regression settings. The Smoothing Proximal Gradient (SPG) algo-

rithm (Chen et al., 2012) is selected as the competitor due to its flexibility in handling a wide

17



range of convex loss functions. For both methods, we standardize the features for optimization

and unstandardize the estimates for model outputs and prediction.

4.1 Convergence of the Solution Paths

4.1.1 The Caseof D =1

We show that solution paths provided by MM-DUST will approach the exact solution paths as the
step size € decreases toward zero when D = 1.

An example is given under the logistic regression settings. We simulate 400 observations with
10 covariates, in which we have each row of the design matrix X generated as x ~ Nyo(0, I1p).
The binary response y is generated as y ~ Bernoulli(q), where ¢ = exp(n)/{1 + exp(n)}, and
n=—4+x bwithb = (-3,3,-2,2,-1,1,0.5,0,0,0)".

We set D = I, in the generalized lasso problem, which reduces to a lasso penalized logistic
regression. For primal parameter 3, we compare the solution paths from MM-DUST to the exact
paths provided by glmnet (Friedman et al., 2010). It is worth noting that the SPG algorithm only
provides the solution to an approximated problem. Thus, we do not use solution paths from SPG
for comparison.

Figure 2 shows the zoomed-in solution paths for both the primal parameter 3 and the dual
parameter u with different step sizes e. We set V,,, = 5 and N; = 20. The plots for the full
solution paths are provided in Appendix E.1.

The MM-DUST method approximately traces out the solution paths, and the disparities be-
tween MM-DUST and glmnet decrease as € becomes smaller. Interestingly, the step size € acts
as a regularization parameter and larger ¢ tends to shrink the coefficient more toward zero. With
decreasing step sizes, both the primal paths and the dual paths grow smoother and the MM-DUST
algorithm stops at a closer point toward the full model. Moreover, for any step size ¢, the dispari-

ties between MM-DUST and glmnet are smaller for larger A values. In other words, MM-DUST
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Figure 2: Simulation: Solution paths of 3 and u with varying step sizes. The exact solution paths
from glmnet are shown in red dashed lines, while the paths from MM-DUST are shown in black
solid lines. The top figures are paths for the primal coefficient 3, while the bottom four are paths
for the dual coefficient u, with the x-axis as log(\). The vertical dashed line marks the point when
|i||c < € and the algorithm stops.

tends to more accurately estimate sparser models; this is desirable for high-dimensional problems.

4.1.2 The Caseof D # 1

When D # I, we give an illustration under the Cox model. We simulate 400 observations with 10
covariates, where we have x ~ Nyo(0,I¢). The failure time 7" is given by 7" = — log(u)/{0.1 x
exp(n)}, where u ~ Uniform(0,1),7=x b,and b = (1,1,2, -2, —2,3,1.5,—0.5,0,0)". The
censoring time C' is sampled from an exponential distribution with rate parameter 0.9, and the

final observed time y is set as min(7, C'). We take D € R'3*1_in which the first three rows are
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set as

1 -1 0 0 0 O0O0OO0O
01 -10 0 0O0O0O0O0];
o 0o 01 -1000O0O0

and the rest ten rows at the bottom is I;5. Note that, this D matrix is of full column rank. We set
N,, = 5 and Ny = 20.

Under the settings of Cox regression with an arbitrary D matrix, there are few related algo-
rithms that can directly be applied to get the exact solution paths. Thus, we report the solution
paths from MM-DUST only. Based on D, the regularization intends to shrink the differences
By — Ba, B — B3, and B4 — P to 0. According to the true parameter b, we expect the paths of [,
and [, and the paths of 4 and (35 to be close. The path of 33 can be close to the paths of ; and
b2 when ) is large, but it will diverge when \ decreases. Besides, the paths of (9 and ;o should
be always close to 0.

Figure 3 shows the zoomed-in primal paths with varied step sizes. Similar patterns are ob-

served as in the previous example. The full paths are provided in Appendix E.1.

4.2 Model Performance Comparison

We compare the prediction performance between the MM-DUST algorithm and the selected com-
peting method, the SPG algorithm. For the MM-DUST algorithm, we use AIC for both model
selection and early stopping. We consider four models from the MM-DUST algorithm: full path
model with step size 0.1 (DUST(0.1)), full path model with step size 0.05 (DUST(0.05)), MM-
DUST model of early stopping with step size 0.1 (DUST-A(0.1)), and MM-DUST model of early
stopping with step size 0.05 (DUST-A(0.05)). In the early stopping models, the algorithm will
terminate when the AIC keeps increasing over a sequence of 7 consecutive degrees of freedom

values along the path. In all cases, models with the smallest AIC value will be selected. Besides,
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Figure 3: Simulation: Primal solution paths of 3 for varying step sizes. The settings are the same
as in Figure 2. Note that (a) is further zoomed in on the y-axis to show the patterns clearer.

we also report the results from the oracle Cox regression model with the true features (ORE).

For the SPG method (SPG-cv), the best tuning parameter A is selected from 50 candidates via
5-fold cross validation. We adopt the warm start technique to speed up the calculation in SPG, and
with each \ value, the iteration will terminate when the absolute change in the objective function
over the previous absolute objective function value is smaller than 1074,

We consider the generalized lasso problem based on the feature aggregation model proposed
in Yan and Bien (2021), which is applied when there is a given hierarchical structure among the
predictors. A synthetic tree structure is provided in Figure 9 of Appendix E.4, and is used to
construct the D matrix for the rest of the simulation studies. We remark that the resulted D matrix
is always of full column rank.

The simulations are conducted under the Cox regression settings, in which the evaluation of
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the gradient is computationally intensive. More details for the data generation process are left in
Appendix E.

For each of the simulation studies, we train the model with 300 observations and measure the
model performance on 1000 independently sampled observations. Each simulation is repeated
100 times and we report the C-index values on the test sets and the execution times for model

fitting.

4.2.1 Effects of Signal-to-Noise Ratio

We investigate the performance of the MM-DUST algorithm under different signal-to-noise ratio
(SNR): {0.5,1, 1.5, 2}. In this study, the D matrix is of dimension 109 x 67. That is, the dimension
of the dual parameter u is 109. This is the case when both the primal and the dual problem are
low-dimensional. We take N,, = 1 and N; = 15 in the simulations. The prediction performance
measures and the execution times are reported in Table 1.

In all cases, the DUST(0.05) is the best MM-DUST model and exhibits comparable prediction
performance, compared to the SPG-cv model, while significantly reducing the computational time.
The early stopping models provide slightly lower C-index compared to models with the full paths
traced out, but the differences get smaller when the step size gets smaller. The decrement in
executing time is not substantial, which may be explained by the preference for a denser model
over a sparser model under these model settings.

Moreover, we report the time to trace out the full solution paths by both SPG and MM-DUST
when SNR = 1. For SPG, we find the solutions with the same A sequence as in MM-DUST when
the step size ¢ = 0.25. The metrics are reported in Figure 4. When step size reaches 0.05, the
change in prediction accuracy is not substantial, but the increment in computational time is still
non-negligible. Moreover, compared to MM-DUST, the SPG algorithm requires more time to
generate the paths with an equal number of points.

Nevertheless, the simulations demonstrate that the MM-DUST algorithm can largely enhance
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computational efficiency while still giving comparable prediction performance by proper selection

of the step size.

Table 1: Simulation: prediction performance with different step sizes and SNR values. Reported
are the means and standard errors over 100 repetitions.

Method C-index Time (s) C-index Time (s)
SNR =0.5 SNR=1
ORE 0.753 (0.001) NA 0.827 (0.001) NA
DUST(0.1) 0.708 (0.003) 47.4(1.5) 0.780 (0.003) 44.4 (1.3)
DUST(0.05) 0.710 (0.002) 94.8 (5.8) 0.785 (0.002) 89.2(5.4)
DUST-A(0.1) 0.696 (0.003) 42.2(1.3) 0.769 (0.003) 40.5(1.3)
DUST-A(0.05) 0.706 (0.002) 86.2(5.4) 0.781 (0.002) 82.4(5.1)
SPG-cv 0.713 (0.002) 207.9 (4.0) 0.788 (0.002) 197.8 (4.2)
SNR=1.5 SNR =2
ORE 0.867 (0.001) NA 0.892 (0.001) NA
DUST(0.1) 0.823 (0.003) 43.1(1.3) 0.848 (0.003) 42.0(1.4)
DUST(0.05) 0.827 (0.002) 86.3(5.2) 0.853 (0.002) 83.6(5.3)
DUST-A(0.1) 0.810(0.003) 39.8(1.2) 0.836 (0.003) 39.7 (1.4)
DUST-A(0.05) 0.821 (0.002) 80.8 (5.1) 0.847 (0.002) 78.7 (5.0)
SPG-cv 0.830 (0.002) 199.2 (4.5) 0.858 (0.002) 204.3 (4.5)

4.2.2 Effects of Parameter Dimension

We also study the performance of MM-DUST under different dimensions of the parameters. For
the matrix D of dimension m X p, p links to the dimension of the initial primal problem, while m
corresponds to the dimension of the dual problem.

In the simulations, we test the MM-DUST algorithm with increased p and m with the feature
aggregation model. Again, the dimension of D relies on the hierarchical tree structure among
the features. Thus, we adjust the tree structure consecutively by the following steps to get D of

different dimensions:

* p =67, m = 109: Tree in Figure 9 of Appendix E.4 with 42 leaf nodes.
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Figure 4: Simulation: comparison with varied step sizes and the SPG algorithm with SNR=1.
Reported are the measures over 100 repetitions.

e p = 131, m = 231: Add 5 nodes under the root node, each with 10 child nodes. Add

another node with only 8 child nodes under the root node. Final tree is with 100 leaf nodes.

* p = 186, m = 336: Add 5 nodes under the root node, each with 10 child nodes. Final tree

is with 150 leaf nodes.

* p =406, m = 756: Add 20 nodes under the root node, each with 10 child nodes. Final tree

1s with 350 leaf nodes.

For all the cases, the true data follows the same model with SNR =1 as described in Section 4.2.1,
but the case with a larger tree structure gets a more complicated regularization term. We still
take V,, = 1 and N; = 15. Besides, we report the results from SPG with a convergence toler-
ance of 1073 in the last three cases, as it provides a much better prediction performance than the
convergence tolerance of 10~%.

The model comparison results are presented in Table 2. As the dimensions of D increase, the
MM-DUST algorithm provides better prediction performance than the SPG algorithm, especially
when p or m exceeds the sample size n. When the dimensions reach (p = 131, m = 231),
the MM-DUST model selected with a step size of 0.1 already outperforms the model selected

through cross validation from SPG, and the differences become larger as the dimensions increase.
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Moreover, the computational time of SPG grows rapidly with growing dimensions. The execution
time of MM-DUST also goes up. However, as suggested by Table 2, a significant amount of time
can be saved by either using a larger step size, or implementing the early stopping technique, with
slight sacrifice on the prediction performance. Additionally, the time reduction achieved through
early stopping becomes more pronounced in high-dimensional scenarios.

To summarize, the results demonstrate the strength of our algorithm in high-dimensional gen-
eralized lasso problem and suggest that potential benefits in prediction may also be obtained with

proper step size selection.

Table 2: Simulation: prediction performance with different step size and SNR. Reported are the
means and standard errors over 100 repetitions.

Method C-index Time (s) C-index Time (s)

(p =67, m = 109) (p =131, m = 231)
ORE 0.827 (0.001) NA 0.830 (0.001) NA
DUST(.1) 0.780 (0.003) 44.4 (1.3) 0.768 (0.003) 155.8 (7.3)
DUST(0.05) 0.785 (0.002) 89.2 (5.4) 0.770 (0.002) 254.7 (9.0)
DUST-A(0.1)  0.769 (0.003) 40.5 (1.3) 0.761 (0.003) 85.1 (2.5)
DUST-A(0.05) 0.781 (0.002) 82.4(5.1) 0.769 (0.002) 171.8 (4.9)
SPG-cv 0.788 (0.002) 197.8 (4.2) 0.766 (0.003) 285.4(5.6)

(p = 186, m = 336) (p = 406, m = 756)
ORE 0.829 (0.001) NA 0.829 (0.001) NA
DUST(0.1) 0.761 (0.003) 302.0 (8.0) 0.740 (0.003) 483.3(15.8)
DUST(0.05) 0.761 (0.002) 447.2(11.4) 0.740 (0.002) 922.1 (25.3)
DUST-A(0.1)  0.754 (0.003) 119.2 (4.1) 0.729 (0.006) 340.7 (10.7)
DUST-A(0.05) 0.757 (0.003) 248.0(8.2) 0.741 (0.002) 698.8 (20.7)
SPG-cv 0.756 (0.003) 528.0(11.1) 0.719 (0.003) 1135.5(25.0)

5 Application

In this section, we investigate the performance of MM-DUST on two real datasets for the feature

selection and aggregation problem (Yan and Bien, 2021) under the classification settings. Unlike
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the simulation studies in which a multivariate normal distribution is assumed for x, we have a
design matrix of counts data in the first application and binary data in the second application.
Specifically, in the second application, we explore the algorithm performance when the design
matrix is extremely sparse with imbalanced response and a relatively large sample size. This sce-
nario often results in substantial computational cost, underscoring the need for efficient algorithms

to manage such challenging data structure.

5.1 TripAdyvisor Rating Prediction

In the first application, we analyze the data contained in the R package rare, originally sourced
from TripAdvisor. The predictor matrix, X, is a 500-by-200 document-term matrix, where each
row stands for a review and each column represents one of the 200 adjectives. The elements of X
contain the frequency counts of each adjective within a given review. After removing 38 columns
consisting entirely of zeros, the final predictor matrix is reduced to 500-by-162. The initial re-
sponse is the hotel rating, which ranges from 1 to 5. We approach this as a binary classification
problem, considering a high score as a rating of 4 or higher. This results in 81 reviews being
categorized as high-score reviews.

A hierarchical clustering results of the 200 adjectives is provided in the package, which is
obtained by first applying word embeddings on the adjectives and then conducting a hierarchical
clustering of the word vectors. As the words with close meanings may have similar effects on
the response, feature aggregation of the original features guided by the hierarchical structure is
considered. We use the clustering result to generate the D matrix in the generalized lasso problem
and the resulted D is a 521-by-359 matrix of full column rank.

We evaluate the out-of-sample prediction performance of all methods with a 10-fold splitting
procedure. The observations are randomly divided into 10 folds, and each time we use 9 folds for
training and one fold for testing. For MM-DUST, we set N,, = 1 and N; = 20, with the AIC

models terminating when the AIC increases over 7 consecutive degrees of freedom. For SPG, a
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sequence of 50 A values are used with 5-fold cross validation. The out-of-sample AUCs and the
execution times are shown in Table 3. The DUST(0.1) model provides the highest AUC with the

execution time reduced by almost 60% and 84% when compared to SPG-cv-3 and SPG-cv-4.

Table 3: TripAdvisor rating prediction: reported are the means and standard errors of AUC over
the 10 folds. SPG-cv-3 and SPG-cv-4 stand for SPG model with a convergence tolerance of 1073
and 1074, respectively.

| AUC Time (s)
DUST(0.1) 0.643 (0.036) 205.7 (16.8)
DUST(0.01) | 0.617(0.022) 2162.5(117.8)
DUST-A(0.1) | 0.629 (0.037) 162.1(10.9)
DUST-A(0.01) | 0.621 (0.027) 1656.6 (111.1)
SPG-cv-3 0.624 (0.019) 521.9 (47.2)
SPG-cv-4 0.631 (0.030) 1272.8 (114.3)

5.2 Suicide Risk Prediction

In the second application, we use an electronic health records (EHR) dataset introduced in Chen
et al. (2024) for suicide risk prediction. In this study, the outcome of interest is the occurrence of
suicide attempts during the study period. The dataset consists of 13,398 patients, in which 1,218
have committed suicide.

The features are derived from historical diagnosis recorded by the International Classification
of Disease (ICD-10) codes under the “F” chapter, which is about mental, behavioral and neurode-
velopmental disorders. Historical occurrence of the ICD-10 codes are aggregated and converted
to binary predictors. We use a predictor set of 173 ICD-10 codes after a pre-screening process
with an averaged prevalence of 0.54%. Age and gender are also included as the predictors.

The ICD-10 codes are organized in a hierarchical structure, where the higher-level codes rep-
resent more generic disease categories and the lower-level codes represent more specific diseases
and conditions. Consequently, we can consider feature aggregation guided by the hierarchical

structure to deal with the severe sparsity issue of the design matrix. We construct the D matrix
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from the hierarchical structure of the ICD-10 codes and the resulted D matrix is 413-by-240.

The same 10-fold splitting procedure is employed. We set V,,, = 5 and N; = 70 with the AIC
models terminating after 3 consecutive increases in AIC across degrees of freedom. For SPG, we
only use a sequence of 20 A values with 5-fold cross validation. The out-of-sample AUCs and
the execution times are presented in Table 4. The MM-DUST models consistently achieve higher
AUC values, though the differences are not substantial. On the other hand, although the dimen-
sions of the D matrix are smaller than those of the first application, the increased sample size and
sparse structure of X lead to a substantial rise in computational cost. With comparable prediction
performance, DUST-A(10) model reduces computational costs by 90% compared to SPG-cv-3,
which has an averaged execution time of 38 hours. These findings indicate the advantages of
MM-DUST for handling sparse features. Further, as suggested by our computational complexity
analysis in Section 3.3, the efficiency of MM-DUST with large-scale data is also enhanced as the
dual updates are independent with the sample size.

We remark that while reducing the convergence tolerance value or increasing the number of A
values can boost prediction performance of SPG, the resulting substantial increase in the compu-

tational cost can overweight the benefits in prediction accuracy.

Table 4: Suicide risk study: reported are the means and standard errors of AUC over the 10 folds.

| AUC Time (m)

DUST(10) 0.722 (0.009) 253.5(17.4)
DUST(5) 0.723 (0.009) 312.0 (24.3)
DUST-A(10) | 0.722 (0.009) 215.1 (16.8)
DUST-A(5) | 0.721 (0.010) 286.7 (20.4)
SPG-cv-3 0.720 (0.009) 2310.3 (180.6)
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6 Discussion

In this work, we have proposed a majorization-minimization dual stagewise (MM-DUST) algo-
rithm for efficiently approximating the solution paths of the generalized lasso with a broad class
of convex loss function. By formulating the model in the dual space and incrementally updat-
ing the dual coefficients with carefully chosen step sizes, the method provides a principled way
to “slow-brew” the solution paths. We have established theoretical convergence guarantees and
demonstrated, through simulation and real-world experiments, that MM-DUST achieves a com-
pelling balance between computational efficiency and solution accuracy, especially for large-scale
problems.

There are several directions for future research. First, the overall computational time can be
further reduced by incorporating adaptive step sizes. Specifically, one could use a relatively larger
step size at the beginning of the path to rapidly explore sparser models, and gradually shrink
the step size as the model becomes denser. Second, although we focused on a stagewise learning
framework, alternative optimization strategies such as ADMM could be explored in the dual space
if the “slow-brewing” feature is not suitable for specific applications. Last but not the least, it may
be interesting to investigate extensions to other penalty structures, including overlapping group
lasso or even non-convex penalties, as well as to explore the effects of more complex data-driven

tuning strategies.

Supplementary Materials

The online supplementary materials include an R implementation of the proposed approaches,

derivations of computational algorithms, theoretical analysis, and supporting numerical results.
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Supplement

A Derive the Dual Problem

Consider the generalized lasso problem: ming f (B) + A||DBJ|1. We first augment the original

problem by introducing a new vector z € R as the following

mirlgmize f(B)+ Az, sit. z=Dg.

\Z

The Lagrangian form is then

minimize f(8) + A||z||; + u (DB —2), (12)

»Z, 0

where u € R™ is the Lagrangian multiplier.

By definition of the dual problem, we have the dual as

maximize{mi%mize F(B) + Nz[, +u’ (DB —2)}. (13)

yZ

As the inner minimization problem is separable for 3 and z, the inner minimization is easy to be

solved. The optimal 3 is the solution to

T

minliBmize f(B)+u DB =— maxiﬁmize{—f(,@) —u' DB} =—f*(-D u),

where f*(-) is the convex conjugate of f(-) defined as f*(y) = max,{y x— f(x)}. On the other
hand, for z, we try to minimize L(z) = A||z||; — u’ z, and the optimal point satisfies 0 € dL(z) =
A0||z|| — u, where O is the sub-gradient operator. Consequently, z = 0 when ||ul/,. < A, and the

minimum of L(z) is 0. Otherwise, L(z) = —oo when ||u||o. > A. To have a proper definition for
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min L(z), we must have |[u|. < A

Thus, the dual problem can be written as

maximize —f*(—DTu), s.t. ||ufjee < A,
u

— minimize f*(—=D u), s.t. [|ulje < A.
u

B Proof of Lemma 2.1

In this section, we want to show that for 0 < A < )\, a solution 1 that satisfies the stopping rule in
Algorithm 1 has suboptimality, that is, the objective function value f(11) converges to the global
minimum.

Without loss of generality, we write the box-constrained problem (4) as
minimize f(u), s.t. ||ufje < A, (14)

where f is a convex, L-smooth, and differentiable function, and u € R™.

Based on the results in Jaggi (2013), for problem (14), a valid duality gap is

h(u) = mHevlclinii)\ze Vi)' (u—z).

When u* is a solution of the problem, f(u) — f(u*) < h(u) for all feasible points u such that

|ul|so < A. Moreover, we can further simplify h(u) as

h(u) = Vf(u) u+ Amaximize{V f(u) z} = Vf(u) u+ A|f(u),

l[2]lco<1

where we use the property that ||az||. = |a|||z||«, Va, in the first equality, and use the fact that

the dual norm of the infinity norm is the ¢; norm in the second equality.
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Suppose 1 is the solution of Algorithm 1 when the stopping rule is satisfied. We define the
index set C = {j : |a;| =X\, j=1,...,m}. Forall j € K¢ we have no descent direction with a

step size of ¢. It indicates that
f(ately) > f(a).

Since f is L-smooth, we have

flEel;) < f(a) + 5Vf(f1)T1j + 552.

Combine the above two inequalities, we can conclude that

Do |t~

" L
FeVI() 1, < 58 = [V ()] < Je, Vj € K7 (15)

On the other hand, for 5 € K, update in the feasible direction will increase the loss function. For
the infeasible direction, a trivial case is that the update also increases the loss. Under such j, we
still have inequality (15) satisfied. We focus on the case when the infeasible direction is a descent

direction. Assume ; = A, we have
fla+ely) < f(Q), fa+ely) > f(@) +eVF(R) 15,

where the second inequality uses the first order condition of convexity. Therefore, we get V; f(11) <

0 for 4; = A. Similarly, when @; = —\, we have V, (i) > 0. It then follows that

Vif(@)a; + MV, f(a)] = (16)
AV, f(Q) + AV f() =0, d; ==
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Combine result (15) and result (16), the duality gap at 1 is

h() = Vf(fl/cg)Tflicg + AV f (Ggee )1 + Z Vi f(@)a; + AV, f(a)]

Jj€Ko
N T ~ N
< IV f(axg) llulltxg lloo + AV f(txcg) 1 + 0

L
< 2)\|IC8|§5 < LAme,

where IC§ = KU {j € K : (15) is satisfied}.

Therefore, as £ — 0, we have
f(@) = f(u") < h(a) = 0.

Since f(u) — f(u*) > 0 as f(u*) is the global minimum, we can conclude that f(1) — f(u*) as
e — 0.

2 we have

Specifically, when (1) = ||y — D" a

ly=D"af* —ly =D w|* = [D'a - D u|* +2(y -D u’) (D'u" - D @),
By definition of global minimum, we have
2y—D'u*) (D' u* =D a)=Vf(u) (a—u*)>0.

We can conclude that |[D" i — D" u*||> — 0 as ¢ — 0. We remark that this result does not require

strongly convexity for f, and the D matrix does not need to have full row rank.
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C Proof of Lipschitz Constant in Cox Regression

Let D be the index set of subjects that have the observed event, and R, be the risk set of the sth
event in the dataset. We consider the negative log partial likelihood when there are no ties as the

loss function, where

(B) =Y (—x.B+1log Y exp(x; B)).

seD 1€ERs

The goal is to find a diagonal matrix M, such that M > V2£(ﬁ), V3, which is also simple in
computation.

First of all, we have

)= (s Do)y

s€D ZieRs exXp (XzTB)

Define /,(8) = —x, B+log D icR. exp(x, B), then £(3) = > sep Us(B). We have the jth element

in the first derivative of /,(3) as

/ o ' ZiGRS xijexp(XZ-TB)
gsj(ﬁ) = —Tgj + Ziele exp(x;rﬁ) .

Similarly, we can also conduct the decomposition for V*((8) = }°,_» VZ2{(3). The element at
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the position (4, k) in the matrix V2/(3) can be expressed as

. B ZZ.GRS xijxike:cp(x;rﬁ) X ZieRs ea:‘p(xiTB) B ZiERS :cl-jea:p(x;rﬁ) y ziE’RS :cike:cp(x;rﬁ)

o) = e, cor5 B)) Sl D SRy
_y <xij  Yier $ij6$p<f;r/8)) (fm  Dier, xikexp(fjﬁ)) exp(xfﬁ)T
iCR. ZieRS exp(x; B) ZiERS erp(x; B) ZiGRS erp(x; B)
£ Z Qi AikPi,
1€ER
¢ () - D wheap(xi B) _ (Ziens Tyeap(X B))Q_
ZZ‘GRS exp(x; B) ZieRs exp(x; B)

Consider M, = diag(ms1, Mg, ..., msp) and M = > - M. Then for Vz € R?,

z (M- (—V2(B)z=> (z (M, — (—V(B3))z)

seD

= (Z (msj - SJJ Z + Z Zj Z 2r(= Z aijaikpi))

Jj=1 k#] i€Rs

J=1

p

E (msj - 5]] Z - § Di E Z5Qqj § Zkazk
seD j=1 1E€ERs j=1 k#£j

p

(mS] - 5]] Z - sz szaz] + szz

seD j=1 1€ERs j=1 ZERS j=1
- (Z(msj_ SJJ +sz Qij)%; _Zplzzﬂa”
s€D  j=1 i€Rs i€Rs =1
p
DD NCHRINES STIERD DI SED W
s€D  j=1 1€ERs €Rs  j=1 Jj=1
p
_ 2 2
- ( § :(mSJ - sy] + E bia ’Lj § :plzaw)zj)
seD  j=1 i€ERs i€Rs  j=1

The inequality follows from the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality. It is not hard to show that £ i(B) =
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> ik, Piaz;. Finally, we get

p p P p
T 2
z (M- V?((B))z > Z (Z (ms; — Z Di Z a?j)232'> = (Z (ms; — Z gsjj(ﬁ))zjz)
seD  j=1 i€Rs  j=1 s€D  j=1 j=1
p p p p
=2 (D (my =D L)) = D (my = D 055(8)) 5,
j=1 seD j=1 j=1 j=1
where m; is the jth diagonal element in M.
As it is proved in Yang and Zou (2013),
* 1 . 2 > gn
;= 2 gl — min ) > 6,(0)

Therefore, we can take m; = Z?Zl m} and the resulted M matrix will always satisfy the condi-

tion. In practice, we may also use m; = cmax m; where c is a user-defined constant.

D Convergence and Complexity Results for MM-DUST

D.1 Complexity

Assume that design matrix is n-by-p, and we initialize the ¢th iteration at Bt_l with A = \.. We
mainly conduct three steps: the majorization step to update surrogate function, the minimization

step via Dual-Solver, and the primal-dual updating step.

* Majorization step: For the majorization step, we need to calculate the gradient of the orig-
inal primal problem V f (Bt_l) and the current objective function value. Under logistic
regression, the evaluation of XBt_l dominates the computational time, and the computa-
tional complexity is O(np). For the Cox regression, we assume there are & events in the
data. Additional to the evaluation of XBt_l, the gradient and the loss function involve the

risk set searching for each event. Thus, the complexity in the worst case is O(npk).
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* Minimization step: For the minimization step, the computational time can be significantly
saved as the dual updates do not involve sample size n. The design matrix of the dual least-
square problem is of dimension p-by-m. Thus, the complexity to get the change with ¢
step update in each direction is O(mp), and the complexity to find the largest decrement is

O(m). As we take N, dual steps, the final complexity is O(Ngmp).

* Primal-dual updating step: After the minimization step, we use formula (8) to update the pri-

mal coefficient, in which the dominate step is to evaluate D' . The complexity is therefore

O(mp).

Each majorization step will be followed by a minimization step and a primal-dual update.
Overall, when we take N, majorization step in the tth iteration, the computational complexity is

O(N,,(np + Ngmp)) under logistic regression and O(N,, (npk + Nygmp)) under Cox regression.

D.2 Lemma D.1 and Proof

Before giving the convergence results for the MM-DUST algorithm, we first prove the following

Lemma.

Lemma D.1 The initial primal parameter Bo defined in Algorithm 2 is the solution to
minliénize f(B) + No||DBY|1,

where f(-) is strictly convex and Ay = || 0o || as defined in Algorithm 2 before rounding.

Based on the design of Algorithm 2, at the initialization step, we have the initial primal pa-

rameter as
Bo = argmin f(3), s.t. DG =0, (17)
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which can be explicitly solved when f(-) is strictly convex. Based on BO, we further construct a

surrogate primal objective function as the following

90(8) = 57 |1LBy — V f(By) ~ LBIP. s1. DB = 0. (18)

We denote the solution that minimizes problem (18) as Bo-

First of all, we show that ,530 = Bo- Let V. = (vy,---,Vv,) as a p X ¢ matrix with columns
being a set of orthogonal basis for the Null space of D. Then solving problem (17) is equivalent to
find a ¢g-dimensional vector Sy, such that Bo = V§p and 8§y = arg min f(Vs). From the optimality

condition, we have
Vf(8) =V Vf(By) =0. (19)
Similarly, solving problem (18) is equivalent to find a s, € RY, such that ,BO = V5sj and

Vgo(50) = =V (LB, — VF(B,) — LVS)) = —LV V&, + V Vf(B,) + LV V5,

— — L& + L&, = 0.

The second equality is obtained be plugging in Bo = V§; and the last equality is resulted from
the fact that the columns of V are orthogonal basis. Therefore, we get S; = S and it follows that
Bo = Bo-

Note that, the constraint D3 = 0 corresponds to the case when there is no restriction on the
dual parameters. The solution for the dual problem of the surrogate primal problem (18), uy is

used as the initial value for the dual updates, which is

) N .
@y = argmin | LB, — Vf(B,) — D ul®
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Here we have replaced Bo with ﬁo.

Let Ao = ||@lg||o. Then (B,, 0o) is a pair of solution to the following problem

VR G 5
mlrllémue ﬁHLﬁO —V£(By) — LBII> + Xol|zl1, s.t. DB = z,

\Z

which has the Lagrangian form as

UV ST . T
minimize ;|8 — Vf(8,) — LBII* + Xollz[l +u (DB — 2).

»Z,1

From the stationarity conditions of the above Lagrangian problem at (BO, Uy) , further we have

V£(B,) +D 11 =0, (20)

A

Aod — 1 3 0, 2D

where the ith element of & takes value sgn{(Dg3,);} if (D3,); is nonzero, and takes any value in

(—1,1) o.w. Here, (D@,); is the ith element of D3,. By plugging in (21) into (20), we get
V£(By) + XD § 30, (22)
which is exactly the stationary condition for

miniize £(5) + Aal[DB.

It then follows that BO is the solution to the generalize lasso problem with tuning parameter \g.
This completes the proof.
Note that, although BO is the unique minimizer of the primal problen when f is strictly convex,

there can be multiple minimizers for the dual problem when D is not of full row rank. However,
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D" ug is unique. By the stationarity condition (20), we have a single Bo corresponds to several 1y,

and we take ug as the least norm solution when D does not have full row rank.

D.3 Proof of Theorem 3.1

Recall that in the MM-DUST path algorithm, we consecutively produce the estimations of 3 for
a sequence of generalized lasso problems, in which the ¢th problem has a fixed tuning parameter
¢, and we have \; = \;_; — ¢ with ¢ being the fixed step size parameter. Consequently, the total
number of points on the solution path equals to Ny = A0/ = Ao/e.

Let Bt be the estimation of 3 from MM-DUST when the tuning parameter takes value );.

Consider the original optimization problem and the majorized problem at \;, we have

B; = argmin ¢;(8) = argmin f(3) + \||DB||1, (23)

B, = argmin §;(8|B,_,) = arg min f(8|3,_,) + M| DB}, (24)

where g, f, G, and f are the objective function, loss function, majorized objective function and
majorized loss function, respectively. By design, the (¢ — 1)th estimate Bt_l from MM-DUST
with tuning parameter \;_; is used as the initial value to construct the surrogate function in the
majorization step for the ¢th optimization problem.

To prove that the MM-DUST path converges to the generalized lasso path uniformly, we will

show that
18, — B|| < Ce, t =1,2,..., Ny,

where (' is a constant not depending on . The above distance between the output from MM-
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DUST, Bt, and the exact solution 37, can be well-bounded with

18 = Bill < 118, = Bull + 118, — Bl (25)
We will discuss the two parts on the RHS to construct the desired upper bound.

D.3.1 Bound ||3, — 3,|

In this section, we try to bound the first part on the RHS of (25), which measures the distance
between the optimal solution of the majorized problem and the output from MM-DUST.
Based on the exact stationarity condition at the optimal point of the {th majorized problem (24),

we have
Bt - Bt—l - %{DTﬁt + vf(Bt—l)}>

where 1, is the exact solution of the dual problem (24), which is a convex box-constrained problem
with squared loss. Let u; be the point that requires the fewest dual updating steps, /V;, to satisfy
the terminating conditions in Lemma 2.1. Further, we take Ny = max; N, fort =1,2,..., N,.

On the other hand, from the updating rule of MM-DUST with at most N, steps, we also have
. 1 . R
Bi=PB1 — Z(D U+ VI(Bio1)),

where 1, is the output from MM-DUST. As we restrict the maximum number of dual iterations as
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N, the result from MM-DUST, 1, can be different from u,. It then follows that

- ~ 1 N N 1 . .
18 — Byl = EHD(ut — )| = ZHD(ut — 1 + iy — )|

1 L
< 7 (IDll#l[t = ([ + v/ LiAme)
1
< Z(HDHF’No — Ny|v/me + / LiA\gme). (26)

The first inequality is derived based on the results in Appendix A, where we derive the subopti-
mality bound for 1; and L, is the smoothness parameter for the dual problem. The last inequality
follows from the fact that in each of the dual updates, at most m elements of u are updated by the

fixed step size ¢.

D.3.2 Bound |3, — 3|

Next, we try to bound the second part on the RHS in (25), which measures the distance between
the optimal point of the exact objective function g; and the majorized objective functiong;. Assume
that the loss function f is p-strongly convex, L-smooth, and twice-differentiable. The upper bound

is then constructed by discussing the following three gaps: ¢:(3,) — ¢:(8;), 3:(8;) — G:(83;), and
9:(B7) — 9:(87)-
Firstly, we quantify g,(3,)—g:(3; ). Based on the y-strongly convexity of f, for V3,, 8, € R,

we have

F(8)) = F(82) + V£(B2)" (By = Bo) + 518, = B>

Since the penalty function is also convex, we also have

AIDB, [l > ADBsli +A(D 82) (B; — By), YA > 0,

46



where d, € R™ takes value sgn(D(3,); at the ith position. Therefore, we can get

9(B1) > 9(82) + (VF(B,) + AD"82)" (B, = Ba) + 5118, — Boll”, &)

where V f(3,) + AD" 8, = 0g(B,) is the subgradient of the objective function g evaluated at 3,.
Set B, = 3, and B, = (3. Since 3; is the minimum point of g;, we have 0 € V f(8}) + \,D" 4,.

It indicates that

9:(B.) > 9:(8;) + 5118 - B, 28)

Next, we discuss the gap §,(3,|3,_,) — G:(37|3,_,). Recall that the second order gradient
of the majorized loss function f (3] Bt:l) equals to LI, which indicates that the majorized loss is
L-strongly convex. The penalty part in the majorized problem is the same as that in the original

problem. By the same arguments used to show (27), it is straightforward to verify that
~ *| ~ ~ T/ ax p L * a2
9B 1Bi—1) = §:(Bu|B—1) + 0G:(B,1B,-1) (Bf — By) + §||ﬂt = Bil*
As B, € argmin §,(8|3,_,), we have 0 € 93,(8,|3,_,). As a consequence,
~ *1 7 ~ AL L * 2 112
9:(B¢1B8i-1) = 3:(B41By—1) + §||:3t = By" (29)

Finally, we try to bound (8|8, ;) — g:(3;), which measures the gap between the original
and majorized objective function at the optimal of the original problem. Recall that in the MM-

DUST algorithm, we take the majorized objective function as

. . AT . L 5
gt(ﬁ‘/@t—l) = f(/gt—l) + Vf(/Bt—l) (/6 - /615—1) + 5”:6 - 5t—1“2 + >‘tHD5Hl

with L being the Lipschitz continuous constant of the loss function f. Define the gap h,(8) =
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3:(81B;_1) — :(B). Then

W(B) = F(Bis) — FB) + VI (Brr) (B = Brs) + 2 18— Bl
Vhi(B) = =V f(B) + VF(Bi1) + LB~ By ).

VZh(B8) = LI -V f(B).

Since both LI—V2f(3) and LI — (LI— V?f(3)) are positive semi-definite for all 3, the function

h: is convex and L-smooth. Consequently, we get

. . T . L -
hi(Br) < hi(Bioy) + VIi(Bya) (By = Bia) + 5118 — Bl

As the majorization is taken at 3, ,, we have (3, ,) = 0 and Vi, (8, ,) = 0. Thus, we get

L A
[he(BY)] < S 1187 = Beall” (30)

According to the property of the majorization step, we also have ¢,(3,) < §:(3,|8,_,). Com-

bining this property with inequalities (28), (29), and (30), we get

~ L ~ o L N
9/(By) + S 118; = Bil? < :(BilB,—1) + S 18t — B,lI”
by (29) < §t(5:|Bt71)

= 9(B7) + h(B;)

- . L .
by (28),30) < gu(B,) = 5118; = B + 518! = Bi_al”

That is

- L .
187 = Bull* < 7 187 = BuaI” (31)
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Since L/(L + p) is smaller than 1, inequality (31) indicates that for the ¢th optimization problem,
the optimal solution Bt from the one-time majorization-minimization is always improved when

compared with the initial estimate Bt_l.

D.3.3 Bound ||3, — 3|

Combining (25), (26) and (31), we get

) o1 7
18 = Bill < (IDIl#| No = Nalv/me + / Lidome) + mllﬁt =Bl (32)

Further, we have ||3: — B,_,|| < |8; — B8_.|| + |18;_, — B,_,||. The above result indicates that
the final bound can be derived by induction.
Next, we try to bound ||3; — B;_,|| by a function of the step size . Still from the p-strongly

convexity of the loss function f, by setting 3, = B; and 3, = 3;_, in (27), we have

9(81) 2 9i(B_1) + (VH(BL1) + AD"6,)" (8 = B1) + 51187 = B I,

where the subgradient §;_; is evaluated at 3; ;. Since (3] is the minima, it holds that ¢;(3;) <

g+(B;_,). By applying the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality, we get

* T * * M * *
0 > _va(/Bt—l) + )‘tD ‘st—1||||ﬁt - ﬁt—l” + 5”/81: - ﬁt—lHQ-
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It then follows that

187 = Bi-all <
<
<

<

< ;EIIDIIF\/E-

2 *
;va</3t—1)

2 T T
pHVf(,@f,l) + (/\t + 5>D 0,1 —eD 5t—1||

+AD 8,y

2
IED "6, 4|
L

2 (33)

The third inequality follows from the fact that A, + ¢ = \,_; and 0 € Vf(8;_,) + \_1D" 8,1 =

0g9:-1(B;_1), as B;_, is the mimia of the optimization problem at \;_;.

Letc=+/L/(L+ p) < 1landcy = 1/L||D||g|N; — Ng|v/me + 2¢/ pe||D|| py/m. Finally,

R . 1 . 2
18 = Bill < T (IDIl#[No = Nalv/me + v/ Lndome) + ¢[|B; = By |
1 2c - "
< 7 (ID[#|No = Nalv/me + / Lidome) + EEHDIIF\/EnL cllBi—1 — Bl

=A+ C”th - 6:—1H

<A+ c(A+c|By — Brall)

<A(l+c+ct+..

1 ~
< 1——cA + M| By —

1

1—c

LT+ By - Bl

Bol

1 1 2c . .
T (ZIDllr[No = Nalv/me + 7/ Lndome + E@IIDIIF\/E) +c1By = Boll-

Recall that in Algorithm 2, we round the first dual estimate 11, and obtain the first tuning

parameter \g, and 3 is the exact primal solution corresponding to \,. Let Ao be the infinity

norm of 1y before rounding and 63 be the exact solution corresponding to No. We take Bo as

the first estimate from MM-DUST, which is also the initial value for the majorization step when
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A = )Xo —¢. By Lemma D.1, we have ﬁo = ﬁ;

As we round g by €, we have |\ — 5\0| < ¢. By same argument as inequality (33), we have

. § - . 9
180 — Boll = 1By — Boll < ;€||D||F\/ﬁ

It then follows that ||3, — 37| — 0 as ¢ — 0. This completes the proof.

E Additional Materials for Simulations

E.1 Additional Results for Section 4.1.1 and 4.1.2

We provide the full solution paths for the example in Section 4.1.1 in Figure 5, in which the range
of the x-axis is determined by the range of A\ sequence provided by the glmnet package.

We provide the full solution paths the example in Section 4.1.2 in Figure 6 and 7.

E.2 A Generalized Lasso Problem for Feature Aggregation

We consider the generalized lasso problem proposed in Yan and Bien (2021), which is devel-
oped to aggregate a large number of features into a relatively smaller number of features that
provide better predictions to the response under the guidance of a known tree structure. To be
self-included, we briefly introduce the feature aggregation method, and discuss how to apply our
algorithm on the optimization.

Under the settings of linear regression, two original predictors x; and x5 can be aggregated by

summation, if their regression coefficients 3; and (3 satisfy the following equality constraint:

b1 = Po. (34)
Given an original design matrix X € R™*?° and a tree structure where all the original features are
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Figure 5: Simulation: full solution paths of 3 and u with different step sizes. The exact solution
paths from glmnet are shown in red dashed lines, while the paths from MM-DUST are shown in
black solid lines. The top four figures are the paths for the primal coefficient 3, with the x-axis as
log(A). The bottom four figures are the paths for the dual coefficient u, with the x-axis as log(\).
The vertical dashed line marks the point when |||« < ¢ and the algorithm stops.

at the leaf nodes, a reparameterization step is performed to examine the equality constraints and
conduct aggregation. An intermediate parameter 7, is assigned to each node « in the tree, and the

regression coefficient for the jth original predictor 3; can be expressed as

Bj = Z Vs

u€ancestor(j)U{j}

where ancestor(j) stands for ancerstor node set of the jth leaf node. An illustration is shown in
Figure 8. Let v = (v,) € Rl be the vector collecting all the intermediate coefficients with ||
being the number of nodes in the given tree. The transformation from 3 to -~ is linear and can be
expressed as 3 = A~y with A of dimension py X |T|.

With the reparameterization step, it can be verified that the equal-sparsity on 3 can be con-

verted to zero-sparsity on . To pursue feature aggregation, the following optimization problem
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Figure 6: Simulation: full primal solution paths of 3 for different step sizes.

1s considered:

(8.4) € ar% min f(X8) + Ae|v]: + (1 — @) ||B1), s.t. B = A~,
Y

Feature
Vi
v2
v3

-~ V4

Y.
- V6

—- V7
v8
Vo
V10

where f(-) is a loss function depending on the response. As the sparsity in the original features is

also desirable, an ¢; penalty is applied on the 3 coefficient. When taking v = 1/2 and plugging in

the constraint 3 = A-~y, the above optimization problem can be considered as a generalized lasso

problem with respect to

v e arg;nin FXAY) + Al + [ABIL),

€ argmin f(XA~v) + \||Dv|1,
Y
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Figure 7: Simulation: full dual solution paths of u for different step sizes.

where D = (Ijp,A")" € R®HTDXITI and it is of full column rank. We can then apply the

MM-DUST algorithm to solve for the « coefficient.

E.3 Data Generation for Simulation Studies

Without loss of generality, we assume there are no unpenalized covariates. Based on the synthetic
tree structure in Figure 9, we have py = 42 original features in the design matrix X. For each row
x in the design matrix X, we have x ~ N, (0,T), where I' = (74;),,xp, With 7;; = 0.5/"=7I. The
simulations are conducted under the Cox regression settings. We generate the true event time as

T = exp(n + ¢), where

n=(r1+ 4+ x12) — 2(x13 + - + 218) + L.5(@19 + T20 + T21) — 1.5290 — 323 + 3295,

54



B B2 B3 Ba Bs

Figure 8: Tree-guided reparameterization. This is a case with py = 5 original features and each
circle stands for a node in the tree. For example, we take 31 = v + V6 + 7s-

and ¢ ~ N(0,0?%) with 0? determined by the desired signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) defined as

2

var(n)/o?. The censoring time C' is generated from an exponential distribution with rate pa-

rameter 5000. The final survival time of the ith observation is then given as y; = min(7;, C;) with
no ties in the simulation studies.

In this feature aggregation problem, we apply the MM-DUST algorithm to on the ~ parameter.
Since the tree in Figure 9 has py = 42 leaf nodes and 25 internal nodes with | 7’| = 67, the D matrix
is of dimension 109 x 67 for simulations in Section 4.2.1. As for simulations in Section 4.2.2, the
true response y is generated from the same process. We add more nodes to the tree structure and
increase the complexity of the structure, but the corresponding added features do not contribute to

the true model.

E.4 Tree Structure

Figure 9 gives the hierarchical structure for simulation studies under the Cox regression settings.
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Figure 9: Tree structure for Cox regression.

56



	Introduction
	Primal & Dual Problems of Generalized Lasso
	Dual Problem
	Dual Algorithm

	Primal-Dual Iterations with Majorization & Stagewise Learning
	Motivating Examples
	Proposed Algorithm
	Algorithmic Convergence & Complexity
	Implementation Issues
	Initial Value
	Degrees of Freedom and Early Stopping


	Simulation Studies
	Convergence of the Solution Paths
	The Case of D= I
	The Case of D=I

	Model Performance Comparison
	Effects of Signal-to-Noise Ratio
	Effects of Parameter Dimension


	Application
	TripAdvisor Rating Prediction
	Suicide Risk Prediction

	Discussion
	Derive the Dual Problem
	Proof of Lemma 2.1
	Proof of Lipschitz Constant in Cox Regression
	Convergence and Complexity Results for MM-DUST
	Complexity
	Lemma D.1 and Proof
	Proof of Theorem 3.1
	Bound t - t
	Bound t - t*
	Bound t - t*


	Additional Materials for Simulations
	Additional Results for Section 4.1.1 and 4.1.2
	A Generalized Lasso Problem for Feature Aggregation
	Data Generation for Simulation Studies
	Tree Structure


