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Abstract

Research on chemotherapy, heart surgery, and vaccines has indicated that the risks and ben-

efits of a treatment could vary depending on the time of day it is administered. A challenge

with performing studies on timing treatment administration is that the optimal treatment time

is different for each patient, as it would be based on a patient’s internal clock time (ICT) rather

than the 24-hour day-night cycle time. Prediction methods have been developed to determine a

patient’s ICT based on biomarker measurements, which can be leveraged to personalize treat-

ment time. However, these methods face two limitations. First, these methods are designed to

output predictions given biomarker measurements from a single tissue sample, when multiple

tissue samples can be collected over time. Second, these methods are based on linear mod-

elling frameworks, which would not capture the potentially complex relationships between

biomarkers and a patient’s ICT. To address these two limitations, this paper introduces a re-

current neural network framework, which we refer to as LassoRNet, for predicting the ICT at

which a patient’s biomarkers are measured as well as the underlying offset between a patient’s

ICT and the 24-hour day-night cycle time, or that patient’s dim-light melatonin onset (DLMO)

time. A novel feature of LassoRNet is a proposed variable selection scheme that minimizes

the number of biomarkers needed to predict ICT. We evaluate LassoRNet on three longitudinal

circadian transcriptome study data sets where DLMO time was determined for each study par-

ticipant, and find that it consistently outperforms state-of-the art in both ICT and DLMO time

prediction. Notably, LassoRNet obtains a median absolute error of approximately one hour in

ICT prediction and 30 to 40 minutes in DLMO time prediction, where DLMO time prediction

is performed using three samples collected at sequential time points.

Keywords: Circadian rhythm; Dim-light melatonin onset; Longitudinal data; Proximal gradi-

ent descent; Recurrent neural network; Variable selection
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1 Introduction

The circadian clock is an internal timekeeping mechanism that coordinates behavioral and phys-

iological processes over the course of a 24-hour day (Lane et al., 2022). This coordination re-

sults in biological phenomena such as a person’s body temperature (Refinetti and Menaker, 1992),

cognitive performance (Blatter and Cajochen, 2007), and heart rate (Malpas and Purdie, 1990) to

display oscillatory behavior over a 24-hour period. An understanding of the times at which these

phenomena peak and trough has implications in improving patient care and quality of life, as the

risks and benefits of treatments such as chemotherapy (Dallmann et al., 2016), open-heart surgery

(Montaigne et al., 2018), and vaccines (Long et al., 2016) could differ depending on the time of

day they are administered.

A current challenge with performing studies on timing treatment administration is that treat-

ment time must be based on a patient’s internal clock time (ICT), which can be uniquely offset rela-

tive to the 24-hour day-night cycle time (Zeitgeber time, or ZT; Duffy et al., 2011; Huang and Braun,

2024; Levi and Schibler, 2007; Ruben et al., 2019). The offset of a patient’s ICT relative to ZT,

which is typically defined as the ZT at which a patient’s melatonin levels start to rise under dim-

light conditions (dim-light melatonin onset, or DLMO, time), can be determined from laboratory

tests (Lewy, 1999; Ruiz et al., 2020; Wittenbrink et al., 2018; Wright et al., 2013). These labo-

ratory tests require the collection and processing of multiple tissue samples from a patient over

an extended period of time to monitor melatonin levels (Kantermann et al., 2015; Reid, 2019;

Kennaway, 2019), which increases the cost of performing a study. The use of ZT rather than

ICT for study analysis to reduce costs, however, would reduce the accuracy of study conclusions

(Gorczyca et al., 2024a,b).

To address the cost of DLMO time determination, research has increasingly focused on de-

veloping models that predict the ICT at which a distinct set of study-relevant biomarkers were

measured (Braun et al., 2018; Huang and Braun, 2024; Laing et al., 2017; Hughey, 2017). While

consistent improvements have been made in predicting the ICT of biomarker measurement over

the past decade, these research efforts have largely relied on linear modelling frameworks for pre-

diction (Braun et al., 2018; Huang and Braun, 2024; Laing et al., 2017). The use of linear models

indicates that the potentially complex interactions among different biomarkers may not be ade-

quately captured, and prediction accuracy could be further improved by accounting for these inter-

actions. Further, these modelling frameworks have been assessed on data sets where biomarkers

were measured longitudinally (Archer et al., 2014; Braun et al., 2018; Möller-Levet et al., 2013),

but these previous frameworks have focused on predicting ICT given biomarkers measured at a

single time point.

In response to these two limitations, we present a recurrent neural network (RNN) modelling

framework, which we refer to as LassoRNet (“Lasso Recurrent Network”), that is capable of pre-

dicting both ICT and DLMO time. A novel feature of LassoRNet is an extension of the Lasso, a

data-driven technique that automates variable selection for a linear regression model (Tibshirani,

1996), to recurrent neural networks. The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Section

2 gives an overview of the data, current state-of-the-art for ICT prediction, LassoRNet, and the

experimental protocol for comparing current state-of-the-art to LassoRNet. Section 3 provides the

results from this comparison. Finally, Section 4 discusses the significance of these experimental

results.
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2 Materials and Methods

In this section, it is assumed that tissue samples have been collected longitudinally from a cohort

of M people. The i-th person in this cohort provides Ni tissue samples, which are processed to

obtain the expression levels of G different genes (G different biomarkers). We define X i,j =
[Xi,j,1 . . . Xi,j,G] to be a 1 × G dimensional vector of normalized gene expression levels, where

Xi,j,k denotes the j-th measurement of the k-th gene’s expression levels from the i-th person. In

particular, these gene expression levels are normalized under a Z-score transform, where

Xi,j,k =
X̃i,j,k −mk

sk
.

Here, X̃i,j,k represents the expression level of the k-th gene in the j-th sample from the i-th per-

son recorded in a data set, mk denotes the mean expression level for the k-th gene across ev-

ery person and sample, and sk denotes the corresponding standard deviation. We also define

Y
†
i = [Y †i,1 . . . Y †i,Ni

]T to be a Ni × 1 vector of ZTs for the i-th person, with Y †i,j denoting the

ZT at which X i,j was collected. Finally, we define Z = [Z1 . . . ZM ]T to be an M × 1 vector of

DLMO times, where Zi denotes the i-th person’s DLMO time, with Y ∗i = Y
†
i + Zi denoting the

corresponding ICTs of sample collection for the i-th person.

2.1 Data Overview

This paper considers three longitudinal transcriptome study data sets commonly used to benchmark

the accuracy of ICT prediction methods (Braun et al., 2018; Huang and Braun, 2024; Laing et al.,

2017; Hughey, 2017). In each of the corresponding studies that curated these data sets, two sets

of tissue samples were obtained from each study participant over time: one set was used to derive

the expression levels of multiple genes, and another set was used to determine a study participant’s

DLMO time. Each data set has already been processed and made publicly available, with each

data set consisting of expression data from 7615 different genes (Huang and Braun, 2024).

The first data set will be referred to as the “Archer data set.” This data set was created during a

study where 22 people participated in a sleep desynchrony protocol. In this protocol, each person

stayed awake for 20 hours and slept for eight hours in a cycle over a total duration of 96 hours.

Before and after the protocol, blood samples were collected from each person participating in the

study once every four hours over a 24-hour period. The blood samples that were processed for

gene expression levels yielded microarray data (Archer et al., 2014). We note that, in line with

assumptions from previous benchmark studies, the blood samples collected before the protocol

are treated as a separate set of samples from those collected after the protocol (Braun et al., 2018;

Laing et al., 2017; Huang and Braun, 2024). In other words, we consider the pre-protocol and

post-protocol samples as if they belong to two different people.

The second data set will be referred to as the “Braun data set.” This data set was developed

to provide an additional benchmark for evaluating the performance of different ICT prediction

methods. Specifically, this data set was created from blood samples gathered from 11 people with

similar sleep schedules, health statuses, and ages. Each person provided a blood sample once every

two hours over a 29-hour period. The blood samples that were processed for gene expression levels

yielded next generation sequencing data (Braun et al., 2018).
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The third data set will be referred to as the “Möller-Levet data set.” This data set was curated

during a study on the effects of how insufficient sleep affects gene expression. The study involved

24 people being placed under two interventions. The first intervention allowed each person to sleep

for up to ten hours each night. The second intervention allowed each person to sleep for up to six

hours each night. After each intervention, each person contributed a blood tissue sample once

every three hours over a 30-hour period. The blood tissue samples that were processed for gene

expression levels yielded microarray data (Möller-Levet et al., 2013). Similar to the Archer data

set, each set of intervention samples obtained from a single person is treated as if it were obtained

from two different people.

While each of these data sets have been processed, we perform two additional processing

steps that follow the protocol of other studies (Gorczyca et al., 2024a; Gorczyca and Sefas, 2024;

Gorczyca, 2024). First, data from people whose DLMO time could not be determined are excluded.

Second, any genes with missing expression level measurements in a given sample population’s data

set are removed. A summary of how these processing steps affect each sample population’s data

set is provided in Table 1.

2.2 Overview of ICT Prediction Methods

In this study, we will consider three state-of-the-art methods for predicting the internal circadian

time (ICT) at which a tissue sample is collected from a person. Each method aims to estimate

a function f(Xi,j,1, . . . , Xi,j,G) that predicts ICT given expression levels of G different genes.

Specifically, the output of this function is a 1× 2 dimensional vector

[

T̂ ∗i,j,1 T̂ ∗i,j,2
]

= f(Xi,j,1, . . . , Xi,j,G),

where the corresponding true values of T ∗i,j,1 and T ∗i,j,2 are defined as

[

T ∗i,j,1 T ∗i,j,2
]

=
[

sin
(

πY ∗
i,j

12

)

cos
(

πY ∗
i,j

12

)]

.

The reason these methods predict the vector [T ∗i,j,1 T ∗i,j,2] instead of directly predicting the ICT

Y ∗i,j is that time exhibits periodic behavior, or repeats on a 24-hour cycle. To illustrate why this

transformation is useful, suppose Y ∗i,j = 23, which is near the end of a 24-hour cycle. If the model

predicts Ŷ ∗i,j = 1, this prediction is only 2 hours away from the true value and this prediction is

at the beginning of a 24-hour cycle. However, due to differences in location relative to the cycle

boundary, the arithmetic difference between these two quantities is Y ∗i,j − Ŷ ∗i,j = 23 − 1 = 22
hours, which is larger than the true difference of 2 hours. The transform of Y ∗i,j to [T ∗i,j,1 T

∗
i,j,2] is

a mapping of time to account for predictions and true values being at different ends of a 24-hour

interval when estimating this function.

It is emphasized that once the function f(Xi,j,1, . . . , Xi,j,G) is estimated, the ICT prediction

Ŷ ∗i,j can be obtained from the transform

Ŷ ∗i,j =
12

π

{

atan2
(

T̂ ∗i,j,1, T̂
∗
i,j,2

)

mod 2π
}

.

Here, atan2(a, b) is the two-argument arctangent function with arguments a and b. It is also noted

that for the ICT prediction methods, we will also give consideration to an augmented version of
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this estimation task, where we instead aim to estimate a function
[

T̂ ∗i,j,1 T̂ ∗i,j,2
]

= g(Xi,j,1, . . . , Xi,j,G, T
†
i,j,1, T

†
i,j,1),

with

[

T †i,j,1 T †i,j,2
]

=

[

sin

(

πY
†
i,j

12

)

cos

(

πY
†
i,j

12

)]

.

The inclusion of T †i,j,1 and T †i,j,2 as additional input variables is due to the World Health Organiza-

tion advocating that ZT be recorded during blood sample collection (World Health Organization,

2010).

2.2.1 Partial Least Squares Regression

A challenge in predicting ICT from the expression levels of G different genes is that G can be larger

than the total number of samples collected. Partial least squares regression (PLSR) addresses this

issue by transforming both the input variables and the ICTs at which a tissue sample is collected

into smaller dimensional latent spaces, where this transformation is algorithmically designed to

maximize the covariance between the latent variables representing the input variables and ICT.

Least squares regression is then performed on these output latent variables (Hastie et al. 2009,

Section 3.5.2; Geladi and Kowalski 1986).

When predicting ICT with a PLSR model, there are two hyper-parameters, or user-specified

quantities, that need to be defined before regression. The first hyper-parameter is the dimension of

the latent space for the input variables. The second hyper-parameter is a threshold parameter K,

which takes the top K input variables that have the largest weights associated with them when pro-

jected into the latent space. This paper considers the same hyper-parameter optimization protocol

as the PLSR method used for ICT prediction, which considered projecting input variables to a 5

to 40 latent dimensional space (in increments of 5), and considering values of K between 100 and

5000 (Laing et al., 2017).

2.2.2 TimeMachine and TimeSignature

The remaining two ICT prediction methods use penalized least squares regression to obrain a linear

model for predicting ICT given gene expression levels. Specifically, when given gene expression

levels as input variables, TimeSignature would assume that [T ∗i,j,1 T
∗
i,j,2] can be modelled as

[

T ∗i,j,1 T ∗i,j,2
]

= β0 +X i,jβ + η. (1)

Here, β0 denotes a 1×2 dimensional intercept weight vector, β a G×2 dimensional weight matrix,

and η a 1× 2 dimensional vector of random noise.

The parameters of the model in (1) are estimated by solving the optimization problem

β̂0, β̂ = argmin
(β0,β)∈R(G+1)×2







1

2
(

∑M

l=1Nl

)

M
∑

i=1

Ni
∑

j=1

∥

∥

[

T ∗i,j,1 T ∗i,j,2
]

− β0 −X i,jβ
∥

∥

2

2







+ λ

[{

(1− α)

2

G
∑

k=1

(β2
k,1 + β2

k,2)
2

}

+

(

α
G
∑

k=1

√

β2
k,1 + β2

k,2

)]

.

(2)
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In the objective function of (2), the first term corresponds to the optimization problem used in

least squares regression. The second term penalizes the magnitude of the parameter estimates.

To clarify, there are two hyper-parameters in this penalty term, λ and α. The term λ represents

the severity of the penalty applied (a larger value of λ decreases the magnitude of each element

in β towards zero). The term α represents how this penalty is distributed between the quantities
∑G

k=1(β
2
k,1 + β2

k,2)
2 and

∑G
k=1

√

β2
k,1 + β2

k,2. We follow the same hyper-parameter optimization

protocol specified in the methodology for TimeMachine and TimeSignature for identifying λ and

α.

The key difference between TimeMachine and TimeSignature is the number of genes consid-

ered. TimeMachine first selects 37 genes before solving the optimization problem in (2), whereas

TimeSignature uses every gene available (Braun et al., 2018; Huang and Braun, 2024).

2.3 LassoRNet Overview

2.3.1 Background on Bidirectional Recurrent Neural Networks

Recurrent neural networks (RNN) describe a modelling framework for representing longitudinal

data. Specifically, a RNN computes a sequence of hidden vectors for the i-th person, denoted as

hi = {hi,1, . . . , hi,Ni
}, as well as a sequence of output vectors, denoted as oi = {oi,1, . . . , oi,Ni

}.
For data obtained from the i-th person, these two sequences are derived by iterating over the fol-

lowing equations from j = 1 to j = Ni:

hi,j = H(X i,jWX,h + hi,j−1Wh,h + bh),

oi,j = hi,jWh,o + bo.

Here, WX,h, Wh,h and Wh,o represent weight matrices (Graves et al., 2013). Specifically, WX,h

represents the weight matrix that interacts with gene expression data from the j-th sample of the

i-th person, or X i,j , to produce a hidden vector hi,j; Wh,h the weight matrix that interacts with the

hidden vector hi,j ; and Wh,o the weight matrix utilized to compute the output vector oi,j , which

would be modelled further for predicting ICT. In addition to these three weight matrices, bh and bo
represent intercept weight vectors that are used in computing hi,j and oi,j , respectively; andH(U)
represents a hidden layer function with respect to an argument U .

While H(U) can be defined as any function, this paper defines H(U) to be a long short-term

memory (LSTM) unit, which is popular for RNNs (Graves, 2012; Hochreiter and Schmidhuber,

1997; Gers et al., 2003). A LSTM unit is defined by the composite functions

ei,j = σ(X i,jW
(1) + b(1) + hi,j−1W

(5) + b(5)),

pi,j = σ(X i,jW
(2) + b(2) + hi,j−1W

(6) + b(6)),

ai,j = tanh(X i,jW
(3) + b(3) + hi,j−1W

(7) + b(7)),

oi,j = σ(X i,jW
(4) + b(4) + hi,j−1W

(8) + b(8)),

ci,j = pi,j ⊙ ci,j−1 + ei,j ⊙ ai,j,

hi,j = oi,j ⊙ tanh(ci,j).

(3)

Here, σ(U) = [1/{1+exp(−U1)} . . . 1/{1+exp(−UK)}] represents an element-wise logistic sig-

moid function with respect to a K-dimensional vector U , and tanh(U) an element-wise hyperbolic

tangent function. Further, ⊙ represents the Hadamard product (Paszke et al., 2019).
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A limitation of conventional RNNs is their reliance solely on past context. When every tissue

sample is processed prior to prediction, it is feasible to use both past and future context provided by

each sample relative to the other samples. Bidirectional RNNs (BRNNs) address this by processing

data in both directions using two distinct hidden layers, which then feed into the same output

layer (Schuster and Paliwal, 1997). Specifically, a BRNN computes a forward hidden sequence
−→

h i = {
−→
h i,1, . . . ,

−→
h i,Ni

}, a backward hidden sequence
←−

h i = {
←−
h i,1, . . . ,

←−
h i,Ni

}, and an output

sequence oi = {oi,1, . . . , oi,Ni
} for the i-th person by iterating through the equations

−→
h i,j = H(X i,jWX,

−→
h
+
−→
h i,j−1W−→h ,

−→
h
+ b−→

h
),

←−
h i,j = H(X i,jWX,

←−
h
+
←−
h i,j−1W←−h ,

←−
h
+ b←−

h
),

oi,j =
−→
h i,jW−→h ,o

+
←−
h i,jW←−h ,o

+ bo.

Combining BRNNs with a LSTM unit results in bidirectional LSTMs, which can leverage long-

range context in both input directions (Graves and Schmidhuber, 2005).

2.3.2 Variable Selection for LassoRNet

We propose a new approach that extends the optimization problem used to estimate the weights for

TimeMachine and TimeSignature in (2) to estimating the weights of bidirectional LSTMs. This

new approach defines a neural network architecture for predicting [T ∗i,j,1 T
∗
i,j,2] as

[

T̂ ∗i,j,1 T̂ ∗i,j,2
]

= oi,jθ + [X i,j T
†
i,j,1 T

†
i,j,2]β.

Here, oi,j represents the j-th output vector for the i-th person from (3) for a nonlinear bidirectional

LSTM when given both gene expression levels X i,j and transformed ZT, or [T †i,j,1 T
†
i,j,2], as input

variables. Further, [X i,j T
†
i,j,1 T †i,j,2]β, which is referred to as a residual connection in machine

learning literature (He et al., 2016; Lemhadri et al., 2021), can be interpreted as the linear model

specified by TimeMachine and TimeSignature.

The weights of the linear component [X i,j T
†
i,j,1 T

†
i,j,2]β and the weights of the nonlinear com-

ponent oi,jθ are estimated jointly under the optimization problem

min
β,θ,W







1

2
(

∑M
l=1Nl

)

M
∑

i=1

Ni
∑

j=1

||
[

T ∗i,j,1 T ∗i,j,2
]

− oi,jθ + [X i,j T
†
i,j,1 T

†
i,j,2]β||

2
2







+ λ

G+2
∑

k=1

√

β2
k,1 + β2

k,2

subject to |{
←−
W (m)}k,l| ≤ τ

√

β2
k,1 + β2

k,2, ∀k, ∀l, andm ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4},

|{
−→
W (m)}k,l| ≤ τ

√

β2
k,1 + β2

k,2, ∀k, ∀l, andm ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4},

(4)

Here, W represents the weights of the bidirectional LSTM, while the weights {
←−
W 1, . . . ,

←−
W 4,
−→
W 1, . . . ,

−→
W 4}

are those from the bidirectional LSTM that interact with the input variables, [X i,j, T
†
i,j,1, T

†
i,j,2], to
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produce oi,j . The motivation for (4) is to select relevant input variables (such as the G genes) for

the entire neural network. This input variable selection is due to the constraints

|{
←−
W (m)}k,l| ≤ τ

√

β2
k,1 + β2

k,2, ∀k, ∀l, andm ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4},

|{
−→
W (m)}k,l| ≤ τ

√

β2
k,1 + β2

k,2, ∀k, ∀l, andm ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4},

which enforce all weights that interact with the k-th input variable in a bidirectional LSTM unit to

be no larger than the corresponding linear weights [βk,1 βk,2] used to predict ICT. To clarify, this

optimization problem is designed such that the nonlinear contribution for the k-th input variable is

based on the linear contribution of [βk,1 βk,2], with the magnitude of the elements of β controlling

the sparsity of the entire neural network. When

√

β2
k,1 + β2

k,2 = 0, the k-th input variable does

not provide any contribution to ICT prediction. Further, when the quantity τ in the constraints are

set equal to zero, the optimization problem (4) is the same as that used for augmented versions of

TimeMachine and TimeSignature from (2) where α = 1, which is known as the Lasso for data-

driven variable selection (Tibshirani, 1996). It is noted that as τ increases, the influence of β for

sparsity in the number of selected variables decreases, and an unconstrained bidirectional LSTM

is obtained as τ converges to infinity.

The optimization problem in (4) requires a researcher to specify two hyper-parameters: the

penalty parameter λ, which controls sparsity in the number of selected input variables, and the

hierarchy parameter τ , which adjusts the contribution of the linear component from the residual

connection relative to the nonlinear component from the bidirectional LSTM. In Appendix A,

we describe our procedure for solving this optimization problem given specified values for these

hyper-parameters.

2.4 Extending Each Method to Predict DLMO Time

While each of the methods have been designed to predict ICT given biomarker measurements,

the underlying offset of a person’s ICT relative to ZT is dictated by that person’s DLMO time.

To enable identification of DLMO time, we propose an extension for each of the ICT methods

previously described. Specifically, for PLSR, TimeMachine, and TimeSignature, we define DLMO

time prediction as

Ẑi = (Ŷ∗
i,j̃i
− Y †

i,j̃i
) mod 24. (5)

Here, j̃i is the index of the closest recorded ZT for the i-th person relative to the ZT at which ICT

prediction error was minimized across every person participating in a study. For LassoRNet, we

instead estimate the weights

α∗ = argmin
α

M
∑

i=1

(

Zi −
[

(Ŷ∗
i,j̃i
− Ŷ†

i,j̃i
) (Ŷ∗

i,j̃i+1
− Ŷ†

i,j̃i+1
) (Ŷ∗

i,j̃i+2
− Ŷ†

i,j̃i+2
)
]

α
)2

(6)

and define the i-th person’s DLMO time prediction as

Ẑi =
[

(Ŷ∗
i,j̃i
− Ŷ†

i,j̃i
) (Ŷ∗

i,j̃i+1
− Ŷ†

i,j̃i+1
) (Ŷ∗

i,j̃i+2
− Ŷ†

i,j̃i+2
)
]

α∗
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To clarify, we instead identify a sequence of three time points and a corresponding weight vector

α∗ that minimize the mean squared error in predicting DLMO time, where the optimal ZT for

minimizing this error is identified in the same manner as PLSR, TimeMachine, and TimeSignature.

We consider three sequential time points due to its prior interest in evaluating ICT prediction

frameworks (Laing et al., 2017).

2.5 Model Training and Assessment

The objective of this study is to evaluate different methods for their ability to predict ICT and

DLMO time. To provide a brief summary of the training and assessment protocol given a data

set, it is first divided into three parts: a training data set (consisting of samples from 0.4M peo-

ple), a validation data set (consisting of samples from 0.3M people), and a test data set (consisting

of samples from 0.3M people). The training data set is used to obtain a model given hyper-

parameters specified before the training process. To optimize these hyper-parameters, the model

obtained is then assessed on the validation data set. This paper selects the model that minimizes

the mean squared error in ICT prediction on the validation set, which has been used as the selec-

tion criterion in prior studies (Laing et al., 2017; Braun et al., 2018; Huang and Braun, 2024). It is

emphasized that PLSR, TimeMachine, and TimeSignature models were trained in the R statistical

software (R Core Team, 2021) using the same hyper-parameter search procedure from their cor-

responding studies. For LassoRNet, the hyper-parameters were optimized using a random search

(Bergstra and Bengio, 2012). In this study, 50 random searches are performed for LassoRNet using

PyTorch (Paszke et al., 2019).

For model assessment in ICT prediction, we give consideration to two quantities commonly

reported for this task. The first quantity is the median absolute error (MAEICT), or

MAEICT = median
(i,j)∈{Test Data Set}

min
{

|(Y ∗i,j − Ŷ ∗i,j) mod 24|, 24− |(Y ∗i,j − Ŷ ∗i,j) mod 24|
}

.

The second quantity is defined as

AUCICT = 1−
1

12

∫ 12

0





1
(

∑M
l=1Nl

)

M
∑

i=1

Ni
∑

j=1

{

1δ(Yi,j ,Ŷi,j)
(U)
}



 dU,

where

1δ(Yi,j ,Ŷi,j)
(U) =

{

1, if min
{

|(Y ∗i,j − Ŷ ∗i,j) mod 24|, 24− |(Y ∗i,j − Ŷ ∗i,j) mod 24|
}

> U,

0, otherwise.

This second performance measure is referred to as the “area under the curve” in ICT prediction

tasks, and can be interpreted as a normalized form of the mean absolute error (Braun et al., 2018;

Huang and Braun, 2024). Specifically, when AUCICT = 1, then a model’s predictions equal the

true ICTs (there is no prediction error). Further, when AUCICT = 0.5, there are two common

interpretations of this performance measure. The first common interpretation is that the model’s

predictions are random and uniformly distributed over a 24-hour interval. The second common

interpretation is that if the model’s ICT predictions are a constant quantity, then the true ICT

values are uniformly distributed over a 24-hour interval. It is noted that corresponding performance

measures for DLMO time were obtained in the same manner, where determination of each j̃i in (5)

and (6) as well as computation α̂ in (6) was performed with data from the validation data set.
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3 Results

Table 2 displays the results for ICT prediction. We find that LassoRNet outperforms partial least

squares regression (PLSR), TimeMachine, and TimeSignature in predicting ICT on the out-of-

sample test data set. In particular, LassoRNet maintains at least a 30 minute reduction of the

median absolute error in ICT prediction when compared to these three methods (TimeSignature

obtains the closest performance to LassoRNet in terms of the median absolute error when com-

pared on the Möller-Levet data set). Table 2 also presents assessments of “augmented” versions

of PLSR, TimeMachine, and TimeSignature, where each of these methods include sine and cosine

transforms of Zeitgeber time (ZT) as additional predictors. While LassoRNet outperforms all three

of these methods given augmented data, the augmented versions of these methods obtain consis-

tently strong performance relative to their “baseline” (not augmented) counterparts. A noticeable

example of this occurs in the Archer data set assessment, where the median absolute error for the

augmented methods are at least one hour less than their corresponding baselines.

Table 3 displays corresponding results for dim-light melatonin onset (DLMO) time predic-

tion. We find that LassoRNet further improves in DLMO time prediction accuracy, obtaining

median absolute errors between 30 and 40 minutes. The augmented versions of PLSR, TimeMa-

chine, and TimeSignature also outperform their baseline counterparts. A notable example of this

is TimeMachine for the Braun data set, where the augmented version obtains an approximately 2

hour reduction in the median absolute error equal to approximately 44 minutes.

4 Discussion

In this paper, we propose a recurrent neural network (RNN) framework for predicting a person’s

internal circadian time (ICT) as well as their offset between ICT relative to the 24-hour day-

night cycle time (Zeitgeber time, or ZT; Lewy, 1999; Ruiz et al., 2020; Wittenbrink et al., 2018;

Wright et al., 2018). The development of this framework is motivated by the cost of determining

the offset of a person’s ICT relative to ZT. Specifically, the laboratory tests used for determining

this offset requires a technician to collect multiple tissue samples over time and extrapolate the ZT

at which melatonin levels begin to rise under dim-light conditions (dim-light melatonin onset, or

DLMO, time; Kantermann et al., 2015; Reid, 2019; Kennaway, 2019; Kennaway, 2023). We find

that the proposed RNN framework noticeably improves over state-of-the-art, obtaining a median

absolute error between 30 to 40 minutes when predicting DLMO time.

While this framework improves over current state-of-the-art for ICT and DLMO time pre-

diction, this improvement requires the collection of multiple tissue samples over time. In sce-

narios where only a single sample is collected from each person, this may not be feasible. For

these scenarios, we recommend augmenting methods for ICT prediction by including information

about the ZT of biomarker measurement, which we have shown consistently improves ICT pre-

diction accuracy. This improvement is particularly evident when comparing augmented versions

of TimeMachine and TimeSignature obtained from the Archer data set to their baseline counter-

parts (Table 2), as these baseline counterparts did not select any genes for prediction (an intercept

model was output from computation). This result is not surprising given the additional context that

the experimental conditions from Archer et al., 2014 led to a substantive changes in the behav-

ior of each gene’s expression levels over time. This recommendation also aligns with guidelines

10



from World Health Organization, 2010, which advocates that the ZT of biomarker measurement is

recorded for blood tissue samples.
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Table 1: Summary of each data set before and after processing.

Processing Stage Archer Braun Möller-Levet

Number of Unique People
Before 22 11 24

After 19 11 20

Total Sample Size
Before 286 153 427

After 258 153 355

Number of Genes
Before 7615 7615 7615

After 3689 7615 7615

Number of Genes (TimeMachine)
Before 37 37 37

After 22 37 37
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Table 2: Model performance on out-of-sample test data for ICT prediction. Here, a “‡” in the

superscript of a method’s performance measure indicates that the none of the input variables were

selected for prediction.

Archer

Method Median Absolute Error Area Under Curve

LassoRNet 1.000 0.902

PLSR 3.181 0.685
TimeMachine 5.176‡ 0.545‡

TimeSignature 5.176‡ 0.545‡

PLSR (Augmented) 2.012 0.787
TimeMachine (Augmented) 1.189 0.885
TimeSignature (Augmented) 1.239 0.883

Braun

Method Median Absolute Error Area Under Curve

LassoRNet 1.058 0.877

PLSR 2.113 0.772
TimeMachine 1.795 0.760
TimeSignature 4.154 0.581

PLSR (Augmented) 2.550 0.741
TimeMachine (Augmented) 1.470 0.875
TimeSignature (Augmented) 1.409 0.877

Möller-Levet

Method Median Absolute Error Area Under Curve

LassoRNet 0.925 0.901

PLSR 1.924 0.819
TimeMachine 1.794 0.806
TimeSignature 1.504 0.816

PLSR (Augmented) 2.747 0.693
TimeMachine (Augmented) 1.801 0.849
TimeSignature (Augmented) 1.765 0.849
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Table 3: Model performance on out-of-sample test data for DLMO time prediction. Here, a “‡” in

the superscript of a method’s performance measure indicates that the none of the input variables

were selected for prediction.

Archer

Method Median Absolute Error Area Under Curve

LassoRNet 0.514 0.912

PLSR 3.253 0.726
TimeMachine 1.093‡ 0.905‡

TimeSignature 1.093‡ 0.905‡

PLSR (Augmented) 2.493 0.748
TimeMachine (Augmented) 1.325 0.887
TimeSignature (Augmented) 1.340 0.889

Braun

Method Median Absolute Error Area Under Curve

LassoRNet 0.500 0.971

PLSR 1.030 0.869
TimeMachine 2.528 0.713
TimeSignature 3.618 0.701

PLSR (Augmented) 1.242 0.882
TimeMachine (Augmented) 0.730 0.932
TimeSignature (Augmented) 1.770 0.840

Möller-Levet

Method Median Absolute Error Area Under Curve

LassoRNet 0.673 0.915

PLSR 2.366 0.797
TimeMachine 3.194 0.724
TimeSignature 0.907 0.887

PLSR (Augmented) 3.108 0.686
TimeMachine (Augmented) 1.316 0.860
TimeSignature (Augmented) 1.319 0.860
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A Overview of LassoRNet Training

We utilize proximal gradient descent to solve the optimization problem for LassoRNet from (4).

To briefly provide some background, proximal gradient descent is an extension of gradient descent,

which is a common paradigm for training neural networks (Goodfellow et al., 2016, Section 4.3).

The optimization problem that motivates proximal gradient descent is defined as

min
γ

f(γ) + g(γ). (7)

Here, f(γ) is a differentiable and smooth function with respect to the weights γ, while g(γ) is a

potentially non-differentiable, but convex function with respect to γ. The key idea behind proximal

gradient descent is to decompose minimizing the objective function f(γ)+g(γ) into two steps that

are repeated until convergence: first, a gradient descent step for the smooth function f(γ), followed

by a “proximal” step for the function g(γ).
Given the objective function f(γ)+g(γ) as an example, we would perform the gradient descent

step by computing the gradient of the smooth function f(γ) with respect to γ, or ∇f(γ), and

updating the current solution to this optimization problem after the k-th proximal step, which we

denote as γ(old), using the equation

γ(new) = γ(old) − α∇f(γ(old)).

Here, α is a user-specified “step size”, and γ(new) is the quantity obtained after the k+1-th (current)

gradient descent step. The k + 1-th proximal step then obtains a quantity ρ(new) by solving the

optimization problem

ρ(new) = argmin
ρ

g(ρ) +
1

2
||γ(new) − ρ||22.

The quantity ρ(new) is a correction of γ(new) and solves the optimization problem in (7) after con-

vergence (Beck, 2017, Chapter 10). For each new update step performed, γ(old) is set equal to

ρ(new), and proximal gradient descent outputs ρ(new) at convergence.

The derivation of the proximal step for LassoRNet extends the derivation presented by Lemhadri et al.,

2021. Specifically, we consider solving a generalized form of the optimization problem presented

in (4),

min
b,W1,...,WL

1

2
||v − b||22 + λ||b||2 +

L
∑

l=1

(

||Ul −Wl||
2
2 + λ̄||Wl||1

)

subject to ||Wl||∞ ≤ τ ||b||2 ∀l ∈ [L].

In the context of the optimization problem from (4), v would represent the weights [βk,1 βk,2] after

a gradient descent update. Further, if L = 8, we would have

{U1, . . . , U8} = {
←−
W

(1)
k,· , . . . ,

←−
W

(4)
k,· ,
−→
W

(1)
k,· , . . . ,

−→
W

(4)
k,· }

be the set of corresponding weight vectors that interact with the k-th input variable from a bidirec-

tional LSTM after a gradient descent step.

Similar to Lemhadri et al., 2021, the closed-form expressions derived for this proximal step in

Appendix A.1 rely on a vector s = [s1 . . . sL], which does not admit a closed-form expression. To

reconcile this, we perform a global search procedure for identifying the optimal vector s, which is

summarized in Appendix A.2.
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A.1 Derivation of the Proximal Step for LassoRNet

Definition 1. The soft-thresholding operator Sλ(V ) = sign(V )max(|Z|−λ, 0) given a univariate

argument V .

Definition 2. Suppose V ∈ R
M . The i-th sorted coordinate of V is denoted as V(i), and the sorted

coordinate system satisfies |V(1)| ≥ |V(2)| ≥ ... ≥ |V(M)|.

Definition 3. The subset of natural numbers {1, . . . , V } is denoted by [V ].

Theorem 1. Let v ∈ R
k and Ul ∈ R

K , l = 1, . . . , L, denote fixed vectors. Consider the optimiza-

tion problem

b∗,W ∗
1 , . . . ,W

∗
L = argmin

b,W1,...,WL

1

2
||v − b||22 + λ||b||2 +

L
∑

l=1

(

||Ul −Wl||
2
2 + λ̄||Wl||1

)

subject to ||Wl||∞ ≤ τ ||b||2 ∀l ∈ [L].

(8)

The minimizers of this optimization problem are given by

W ∗
l = sign(Ul)min {τ ||b∗||2,Sλ̄(Ul)} ,

b∗ =

(

1

1 + τ 2
∑

l∈[L] sl

)

max

(

1−
as
||v||2

, 0

)

v,

where s = [s1 . . . sL] is a vector of L different elements sl, with each element sl relating to the

magnitude of elements within v and each Wl. Further,

as = λ+



λ̄τ
∑

l∈[L]

sl



−



τ
∑

l∈[L]

∑

j∈[sl]

|Ul,(j)|



 .

Proof. We break the proof into two parts: first by solving for each W ∗
l , and then solving for b∗.

Derivation for W ∗

l
.

To derive closed-form expressions for each W ∗
l , l = 1, . . . , L, we first simplify the optimization

problem from (8) to

{W ∗
1 , . . . ,W

∗
L} = argmin

W1,...,WL

1

2

∑

l∈[L]

||Ul −Wl||
2
2 +

∑

l∈[L]

λ̄||Wl||1

subject to ||Wl||∞ ≤ τ ||b∗||2 ∀l ∈ [L],

which excludes the terms that concern estimation of b∗ in the objective function. Further, each

W ∗
i does not rely on W ∗

j for all i 6= j when estimating W ∗
i . As a consequence, a closed-form

expression for each W ∗
l can be obtained separately, and the optimization problem for estimating

each W ∗
l is given by

W ∗
l = argmin

Wl

1

2
||Ul −Wl||

2
2 + λ̄||Wl||1

subject to ||Wl||∞ ≤ τ ||b∗||2.

(9)
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To solve the optimization problem in (9), first note that both the objective function and its constraint

are convex, as well as that feasible solutions exist for this optimization problem. These conditions

of convexity and feasibility indicate that Slater’s condition holds, which implies that strong duality

also holds. Strong duality indicates that there exists a dual variable νl ∈ R
K
+ such that W ∗

l will

minimize the Lagrangian

W ∗
l = argmin

Wl

1

2
||Ul −Wl||

2
2 + λ̄||Wl||1 +

∑

j∈[K]

νl,j(|Wl,j| − τ ||b∗||2).

Strong duality also indicates that each element of W ∗
l , W ∗

l,j for j = 1, . . . , K, must satisfy the

following KKT conditions (Boyd and Vandenberghe, 2004, Section 5.5.3):

1. W ∗
l,j − Ul,j + (λ̄+ νl,j)η

∗
l,j = 0 for some η∗l,j ∈ δ(|W ∗

l,j|) (stationarity).

2. νl,j(|W
∗
l,j| − τ ||b∗||2) = 0 (complementary slackness).

3. νl,j ≥ 0 (dual feasibility).

4. |W ∗
l,j| ≤ τ ||b∗||2 (primal feasibility).

It is noted that for the stationarity condition, δ(| · |) denotes the subderivative for the absolute value

function, where

η∗l,j ∈ {−1} when W ∗
l,j < 0, η∗l,j ∈ [−1, 1] when W ∗

l,j = 0, η∗l,j ∈ {1} when W ∗
l,j > 0. (10)

We first consider the case where νl,j = 0 for the dual feasibility condition. In this case, the

stationarity condition simplifies to

W ∗
l,j − Ul,j + λ̄η∗l,j = 0

for some η∗l,j ∈ δ(|W ∗
l,j|). In the scenario where W ∗

l,j 6= 0, we would then obtain

W ∗
l,j = Ul,j − λ̄η∗l,j . (11)

We note that W ∗
l,j and η∗l,j must also have the same sign by definition of the subderivative in (10),

and as a consequence Ul,j has the same sign as W ∗
l,j for the stationarity condition to hold. In the

scenario where we instead have W ∗
l,j = 0, the stationarity condition now implies that

Ul,j ∈ [−λ̄, λ̄]. (12)

In other words, the stationarity condition would indicate that W ∗
l,j = 0 whenever |Ul,j| ≤ λ̄.

Consideration of (11) when W ∗
l,j 6= 0 and (12) when W ∗

l,j = 0 yields

W ∗
l,j = Sλ̄(Ul,j), (13)

where Sλ̄(Ul,j) is the soft-thresholding operator from Definition 1. It is emphasized that when

νl,j = 0, the primal feasibility condition implies that |W ∗
l,j| = Sλ̄(|Ul,j|) ≤ τ ||b∗||2.
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Now, consider the case where νl,j > 0. In order to satisfy the complementary slackness condi-

tion, the equality |W ∗
l,j| = τ ||b∗||2 must hold. Further, from the stationarity condition, the equality

W ∗
l,j = Ul,j −

(

λ̄+ νl,j
)

η∗l,j

must also hold for some η∗l,j ∈ δ(|W ∗
l,j|). As sign(W ∗

l,j) = sign(η∗l,j) by definition of the sub-

derivative in (10) and λ̄ as well as νl,j are non-negative quantities, sign(W ∗
l,j) = sign(Ul,j) for the

stationarity condition to hold. We must conclude that

W ∗
l,j = sign(Ul,j)τ ||b

∗||2 (14)

when νl,j > 0. Combining (13) and (14) together, we obtain

W ∗
l,j = sign(Ul,j)min {τ ||b∗||2,Sλ̄(|Ul,j|)} . (15)

Derivation for b∗.

To derive the update for b∗, we note

τ ||b∗||2 ∈
[

Sλ̄(|Ul,(sl+1)|),Sλ̄(|Ul,(sl)|)
)

(16)

for all l = 1, . . . , L. The identity in (16) is due to (15), as Sλ̄(|Ul,(j)|) ≥ τ ||b||2 for all j ≤ sl. It is

also noted that in this portion of the derivation we will express each W ∗
l as W ∗

l (b) given that (15)

depends on b∗.
Following Definition 2, let W ∗

l,(j)(b) be the j-th sorted coordinate of W ∗
l (b), where W ∗

l,(1)(b) ≥

W ∗
l,(2)(b) ≥ ... ≥ W ∗

l,(K)(b). Further, given the optimization problem in (8), define the objective

function with respect to b as

F (b) =
1

2



||v − b||22 +
∑

l∈[L]

||Ul −W ∗
l (b)||

2
2



 + λ||b||2 + λ̄
∑

l∈[L]

||W ∗
l (b)||1

=
1

2



||v − b||22 +
∑

l∈[L]

∑

j∈[sl]

{

Ul,(j) − sign(Ul,(j))τ ||b||2
}2





+ λ||b||2 + λ̄







∑

l∈[L]

∑

j∈[sl]

∣

∣sign(Ul,(j))τ ||b||2
∣

∣







+ c (17)

=
1

2



||v − b||22 +
∑

l∈[L]

∑

j∈[sl]

{

Ul,(j) − sign(Ul,(j))τ ||b||2
}2





+ λ||b||2 + λ̄τ ||b||2





∑

l∈[L]

sl



+ c. (18)
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Here, (17) defines

c =
∑

l∈[L]

∑

j∈{sl+1,...,L}

(

{Ul − Sλ̄(Ul,j)}
2

2
+ λ̄ |Sλ̄(Ul,j)|

)

,

as W ∗
l,(j)(b) = Sλ̄(Ul,(j)) when j ≥ sl + 1 in (15); and (18) is due to

λ̄
∑

l∈[L]

∑

j∈[sl]

∣

∣sign(Ul,(j))τ ||b||2
∣

∣ = λ̄τ ||b||2





∑

l∈[L]

sl



 .

It is noted that c will encompass terms that do not affect to estimation of b∗ for the remainder of

this derivation.

To further simplify this objective function, we find
∑

l∈[L]

∑

j∈[sl]

{

Ul,(j) − sign(Ul,(j))τ ||b||2
}2

=
∑

l∈[L]

∑

j∈[sl]

{

U2
l,(j) − 2Ul,(j)sign(Ul,(j))τ ||b||2 + τ 2||b||22

}

=







∑

l∈[L]

∑

j∈[sl]

(

−2|Ul,(j)|τ ||b||2 + τ 2||b||22
)







+ c

= −2τ ||b||2





∑

l∈[L]

∑

j∈[sl]

|Ul,(j)|



+ τ 2||b||22





∑

l∈[L]

sl



+ c,

and it follows that

F (b) =
1

2







||v − b||22 − 2τ ||b||2





∑

l∈[L]

∑

j∈[sl]

|Ul,(j)|



+ τ 2||b||22





∑

l∈[L]

sl











+ λ||b||2 + λ̄τ ||b||2





∑

l∈[L]

sl



+ c.

Finally, ||v − b||22 = ||b||
2
2 − 2vT b+ ||v||22 = ||b||

2
2 − 2vT b+ c, which yields

F (b) =
1

2







||b||22 − 2vT b− 2τ ||b||2





∑

l∈[L]

∑

j∈[sl]

|Ul,(j)|



+ τ 2||b||22





∑

l∈[L]

sl











+ λ||b||2 + λ̄τ ||b||2





∑

l∈[L]

sl



+ c

=
1

2









1 + τ 2
∑

l∈[L]

sl



 ||b||22 − 2vT b







+







λ+ λ̄τ





∑

l∈[L]

sl



− τ
∑

l∈[L]

∑

j∈[sl]

|Ul,(j)|







||b||2 + c

=
1

2









1 + τ 2
∑

l∈[L]

sl



 ||b||22 − 2vT b







+ as||b||2 + c,
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where

as = λ+ λ̄τ





∑

l∈[L]

sl



− τ
∑

l∈[L]

∑

j∈[sl]

|Ul,(j)|.

Given that F (b) is convex, b∗ can be obtained from the first-order optimality condition

∇F (b∗) =









1 + τ 2
∑

l∈[L]

sl



 b∗ − v







+
asb
∗

||b∗||2
= 0

when b∗ 6= 0. Specifically,








1 + τ 2
∑

l∈[L]

sl



 +
as
||b∗||2







b∗ − v = 0,

which yields

b∗ =









1 + τ 2
∑

l∈[L]

sl



+
as
||b∗||2







−1

v. (19)

Taking the L2 norm on both sides of (19) results in

||b∗||2 =









1 + τ 2
∑

l∈[L]

sl



+
as
||b∗||2







−1

||v||2,

where this expression can be stated in terms of ||v||2 as

||v||2 = ||b
∗||2









1 + τ 2
∑

l∈[L]

sl



+
as
||b∗||2







= ||b∗||2



1 + τ 2
∑

l∈[L]

sl



 + as.

This enable identification of

||b∗||2 =
||v||2 − as

(1 + τ 2
∑

l∈[L] sl)
,

and we can conclude that b∗ equals

b∗ =









1 + τ 2
∑

l∈[L]

sl



 +
as

||v||2−as
(1+τ2

∑
l∈[L] sl)







−1

v

=

(

1

1 + τ 2
∑

l∈[L] sl

)

(

1 +
as

||v||2 − as

)−1

v

=

(

1

1 + τ 2
∑

l∈[L] sl

)

(

1−
as
||v||2

)

v (20)
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when b∗ 6= 0.

If it is instead the case that b∗ = 0, the subderivative of F (b) yields









1 + τ 2
∑

l∈[L]

sl



 b∗ − v







+ asη
∗ = −v + asη

∗ = 0, (21)

where η∗ ∈ δ(||b∗||2) = {η
∗ | ||η∗||2 ≤ 1}. The equality in (21) implies that

||v||2
as

= ||η∗||22 ≤ 1,

which indicates that b∗ = 0 whenever ||v||2 ≤ as. Combining this and (20) together, we conclude

b∗ =

(

1

1 + τ 2
∑

l∈[L] sl

)

max

(

1−
as
||v||2

, 0

)

v.

A.2 Search Procedure for s

The proximal step derived in Theorem 1 depend on an additional parameter, s = [s1 . . . sL]. To

determine s, a search procedure is first applied to identify all candidate vectors s† that satisfy the

condition

τ ||b(s†)||2 ∈
[

Sλ̄(|Ul,(s†
l
+1)|),Sλ̄(|Ul,(s†

l
)|)
)

for all l ∈ [L] from (16). The parameter s is then defined as the vector that minimizes the optimiza-

tion problem in (8) among the identified candidates given the solutions b∗ and each W ∗
l derived in

Theorem 1 relative to each identified candidate s†.
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