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Abstract

We consider a joint processing of n independent sparse regression
problems. Each is based on a sample (y;1,241) - - ., (Yim, Tim ) of m 1.i.d.
observations from y;; =z}, Bi+ei1, yi1 €ER, x5 €RP,i=1,...,n, and
gi1 ~ N(0,02), say. p is large enough so that the empirical risk min-
imizer is not consistent. We consider three possible extensions of the
lasso estimator to deal with this problem, the lassoes, the group lasso
and the RING lasso, each utilizing a different assumption how these
problems are related. For each estimator we give a Bayesian interpre-
tation, and we present both persistency analysis and non-asymptotic
error bounds based on restricted eigenvalue - type assumptions.

“...and only a star or two set sparsedly in the vault of heaven; and you
will find a sight as stimulating as the hoariest summit of the Alps.” R. L.
Stevenson

1 Introduction
We consider the model

Yi=XBi+ei, i=1,....n, (1)
or more explicitly

T . .
Yij = xybi i, i=1...,n, j=1...,m

where 3; € RP, X; € R"™*P is either deterministic fixed design matrix, or
a sample of m independent RP random vectors. Generally, we think of
J indexing replicates (of similar items within the group) and 7 indexing
groups (of replicates). Finally, ¢;;, ¢ =1,...,n, j =1,...,m are (at least
uncorrelated with the xs), but typically assumed to be i.i.d. sub-Gaussian


http://arxiv.org/abs/0911.5482v2

random variables, independent of the regressors x;;. We can consider this as
n partially related regression models, with m i.i.d. observations on the each
model. For simplicity, we assume that all variables have expectation 0. The
fact that the number of observations does not dependent on i is arbitrary
and is assumed only for the sake of notational simplicity.

The standard FDA (functional data analysis) is of this form, when the
functions are approximated by their projections on some basis. Here we
have n ii.d. random functions, and each group can be considered as m
noisy observations, each one is on the value of these functions at a given
value of the argument. Thus,

Yij = 9i(zij) + €ijs (2)

where z;; € [0,1]. The model fits the regression setup of (1), if g(z) =
D_1 Behe(p) where hy, ..., hy are in Ly(0,1), and x5, = hy(zi;).

This approach is in the spirit of the empirical Bayes approach (or com-
pound decision theory, note however that the term “empirical Bayes” has a
few other meanings in the literature), cf, [11, 12, 8]. The empirical Bayes to
sparsity was considered before, e.g., [15, 3, 7, 6]. However, in these discus-
sions the compound decision problem was within a single vector, while we
consider the compound decision to be between the vectors, where the vec-
tors are the basic units. The beauty of the concept of compound decision,
is that we do not have to assume that in reality the units are related. They
are considered as related only because our loss function is additive.

One of the standard tools for finding sparse solutions in a large p small
m situation is the lasso (Tibshirani [13]), and the methods we consider are
its extensions.

We will make use of the following notation. Introduce [, , norm of a set
of vectors z1,...,2,, not necessarily of the same length, z;;, i = 1,...,n,
j = 1, ey Jz

/p] /4
Definition 1.1 |21, = [y (S0, 120”) |

These norms will serve as a penalty on the size of the matrix B = (f1,. .., 5p)-
Different norms imply different estimators, each appropriate under different
assumptions.

Within the framework of the compound decision theory, we can have
different scenarios, and we consider three of them. In Section 2 we investi-
gate the situation when there is no direct relationship between the groups,
and the only way the data are combined together is via the selection of the



common penalty. In this case the sparsity pattern of the solution for each
group are unrelated. We argue that the alternative formulation of the lasso
procedure in terms of 31 (or, more generally, £, 1) norm which we refer to
as “lassoes” can be more natural than the simple lasso, and this is argued
from different points of view.

The motivation is as follows. The lasso method can be described in two
related ways. Consider the one group version, y; = :E;!—ﬁ + ¢;. The lasso
estimator can be defined by

m
Minimize ) (y; —2/B)° st |8l < A.
j=1
An equivalent definition, using Lagrange multiplier is given by
Minimize ) (y; — 2] 8)* + AllB]|{,

where a can be any arbitrarily chosen positive number. In the literature
one can find almost only o = 1. One exception is Greenshtein and Ritov [5]
where a = 2 was found more natural, also it was just a matter of aesthetics.
We would argue that v > 2 may be more intuitive. Our first algorithm
generalizes this representation of the lasso directly to deal with compound
model (1).

In the framework of the compound decision problem it is possible to
consider the n groups as repeated similar models for p variables, and to
choose the variables that are useful for all models. We consider this in
Section 3. The relevant variation of the lasso procedure in this case is group
lasso introduced by Yuan and Lin [14]:

Minimizez Z(yz] - xiTjﬁi)2 + AllBll2,1- (3)

i=1 j=1

The authors also showed that in this case the sparsity pattern of variables is
the same (with probability 1). Non-asymptotic inequalities under restricted
eigenvalue type condition for group lasso are given by Lounici et al. [10].
Now, the standard notion of sparsity, as captured by the Ly norm, or by
the standard lasso and group lasso, is basis dependent. Consider the model
of (2). If, for example, g(2) = 1(a < z < b), then this example is sparse
when hy(z) = 1(z > £/p). It is not sparse if hy(z) = (z — £/p)*. On the
other hand, a function g which has a piece-wise constant slope is sparse in



the latter basis, but not in the former, even though, each function can be
represented equally well in both bases.

Suppose that there is a sparse representation in some unknown basis,
but assumed common to the n groups. The question arises, can we recover
the basis corresponding to the sparsest representation? We will argue that
this penalty, also known as trace norm or Schatten norm with p = 1, aims in
finding the rotation that gives the best sparse representation of all vectors in-
stantaneously (Section 4). We refer to this method as the rotation-invariant
lasso, or shortly as the RING lasso. This is not surprising as under some
conditions, this penalty also solves the minimum rank problem (see Candes
and Recht [4] for the noiselss case, and Bach [1] for some asymptotic results).
By analogy with the lassoes argument, a higher power of the trace norm as
a penalty may be more intuitive to a Bayesian.

For both procedures considered here, the lassoes and the RING lasso, we
present the bounds on their persistency as well as non-asymptotic inequali-
ties under restricted eigenvalues type condition. All the proofs are given in
the Appendix.

2 The lassoes procedure

The minimal structural relationship we may assume is that the 3’s are not
related, except that we believe that there is a bound on the average sparsity
of the 8’s. One possible approach would be to consider the problem as a
standard sparse regression problem with nm observations, a single vector of
coefficients 3 = (A7 ,...,31)T, and a block diagonal design matrix X. This
solution imposes very little on the similarity among 31, ..., 8,. The lassoes
procedure discussed in this section assume that these vectors are similar, at
least in their level of sparsity.

2.1 Prediction error minimization

In this paper we adopt an oracle point of view. Our estimator is the empirical
minimizer of the risk penalized by the complexity of the solution (i.e., by its
/1 norm). We compare this estimator to the solution of an “oracle” who does
the same, but optimizing over the true, unknown to simple human beings,
population distribution.

We assume that each vector of 3;, ¢ = 1,...,n, solves a different prob-
lem, and these problems are related only through the joint loss function,
which is the sum of the individual losses. To be clearer, we assume that
for each i = 1,...,n, z;; = (yij,:niTj)T, j=1,...,m are ii.d., sub-Gaussian
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random variables, drawn from a distribution @Q;. Let z; = (y,, ) be an
independent sample from ;. For any vector a, let a = (—1,a ) , and let
3}; be the covariance matrix of z; and & = (¥1,...,%,). The goal is to find
the matrix B = (51, e ,Bn) that minimizes the mean prediction error:

=Y Eq.(yi — ] )’ ZﬂTE Bi. (4)
=1

For p small, the natural approach is empirical risk minimization, that is
replacing 3, in (4) by S;, the empirical covariance matrix of z;. However,
generally speaking, if p is large, empirical risk minimization results in overfit-
ting the data. Greenshtein and Ritov [5] suggested (for the standard n = 1)
minimization over a restricted set of possible (8’s, in particular, to either
Ly or Lg balls. In fact, their argument is based on the following simple
observations

1BT(Z5 — S5)B| < 15 — Sillol1BIF
and (5)
||iz - SZHOO = Op(m_1/2 log p)
(see Lemma A.1 in the Appendix for the formal argument.)
This leads to the natural extension of the single vector lasso to the com-

pound decision problem set up, where we penalize by the sum of the squared
L1 norms of vectors f, ..., 5, and obtain the estimator defined by:

(éi,...,ﬂ:n):argmin{ ZBTSBZ—F)\ ZHB,H }

Bly 7Bn =1

—argmmz{z yig — 2560 + Mallll2 )

Biy-Bn i=1 j=1

(6)

The prediction error of the lassoes estimator can be bounded in the
following way. In the statement of the theorem, ¢, is the minimal achievable
risk, while C,, is the risk achieved by a particular sparse solution.

Theorem 2.1 Let B, ¢ = 1,...,n be n arbitrary vectors and let C
n~IS | BESiBio. Let cp =n~t > ming BTY;3. Then

ZﬁT252<ZﬁzoEﬁzo+ = 15, Znﬁwul ——5 Zuﬁzul,

=1



where 8, = max; ||S;—Xi|loo- If also \p/m — 0 and A, /(m"/?log(np)) — oo,
then

n ~ Cn _
DBl = 0p(mn="="1) 4 (14 0(%;
i=1 "

ml/2

log np)) Z HB@OHI (7)

and
n - = n_ /\n n ~
D BTSibi <Y BRSibio+ (1+0,(1) =2 Y 1Bl -
i=1 i=1 i=1

The result is meaningful, although not as strong as may be wished, as
long as Cp, — ¢, — 0, while n= 237" [|Biol|} = o0p(m'/?). That is, when
there is a relatively sparse approximations to the best regression functions.
Here sparse means only that the L norms of vectors is strictly smaller, on
the average, than /m. Of course, if the minimizer of BT, B itself is sparse,

then by (7) B1,..., B, are as sparse as the true minimizers .
Also note, that the prescription that the theorem gives for selecting A,
is sharp: choose \,, as close as possible to mJd,,, or slightly larger than /m.

2.2 A Bayesian perspective

The estimators ﬁl, e Bm look as if they are the mode of the a-posteriori
distribution of the ;’s when y;;|5; ~ N(:EiTjﬁi, 0?), the B, ..., By are a priori
independent, and (; has a prior density proportional to exp(—A|| BZH% /o).
This distribution can be constructed as follows. Suppose T; ~ N(0, A, 1o?).
Given Tj, let w1, ..., u; be distributed uniformly on the simplex {w;, >
0,y uie = |T;|}. Let si1,..., s be iid. Rademacher random variables
(taking values 1 with probabilities 0.5), independent of T, w1, ..., Uip.
Finally let B;y = uipsie, £ =1,...,p

However, this Bayesian point of view is not consistent with the conditions
of Theorem 2.1. An appropriate prior should express the beliefs on the
unknown parameter which are by definition conceptually independent of
the amount data to be collected. However, the permitted range of \,, does
not depend on the assumed range of ||3;||, but quite artificially should be in
order between m!/2 and m. That is, the penalty should be increased with
the number of observations on f;, although in a slower rate than m. In fact,
even if we relax what we mean by “prior”, the value of A\, goes in the ‘wrong’
direction. As m — oo, one may wish to use weaker a-priori assumptions,
and permits 7" to have a-priori second moment going to infinity, not to 0, as
entailed by A\, — 0.



We would like to consider a more general penalty of the form >, || 53 ||$-
A power o # 1 of 1 norm of 8 as a penalty introduces a priori dependence
between the variables which is not the case for the regular lasso penalty with
a = 1, where all 3;; are a priori independent. As « increases, the sparsity of
the different vectors tends to be the same. Note that given the value of A,
the n problems are treated independently. The compound decision problem
is reduced to picking a common level of penalty. When this choice is data
based, the different vectors become dependent. This is the main benefit of
this approach—the selection of the regularization is based on all the mn
observations.

For a proper Bayesian perspective, we need to consider a prior with much
smaller tails than the normal. Suppose for simplicity that ¢, = C,, (that is,
the “true” regressors are sparse), and max; ||G;0lj1 < oo.

Theorem 2.2 Let By be the minimizer of BT;5. Suppose max; ||Sioll1 <
oo. Consider the estimators:

(Bis- -+ ) = argmin{m > BT Sif: + 2 S 11GilIS |
B1;--Bn i=1 i=1

for some o > 2. Assume that A\, = O(mé,,) = O(m'/?logp). Then
nt YT B = O((mba /A ),
i=1

and

S ATE6 < 3 BESiBio + 0y(n(m /) @25/ ),
i=1 i=1

Remark 2.1 If the assumption \,, = O(md,,) does not hold, i.e. if md,, /A, =
o(1), then the error term dominates the penalty and we get similar rates as
in Theorem 2.1, i.e.

n Y 8T = o),
i=1
and

Zé;rizéz < Z BEZiBio + O, (N, /m) .

i=1 =1



Note that we can take in fact A\, — 0, to accommodate an increasing
value of the Bi’s.

The theorem suggests a simple way to select A, based on the data. Note
that n= 1 32", [|8i]1? is a decreasing function of A. Hence, we can start with

a very large value of A and decrease it until n=+ Y"1 H@H% ~ A2

2.3 Restricted eigenvalues conditions and non-asymptotic in-
equalities

Before stating the conditions and the inequalities for the lassoes procedure,
we introduce some notation and definitions.

For a vector (3, let M(B) be the cardinality of its support: M(S) =
> 1(B; # 0). Given a matrix A € R"™P and given a set J = {J;}, J; C
{1,...,p}, we denote Ay = {A;;,i=1,...,n, j € J;}. By the complement
J¢ of J we denote the set {Jf,...,JS5}, i.e. the set of complements of J;’s.
Below, X is npxm block diagonal design matrix, X = diag(X1, Xs,..., X,),

and with some abuse of notation, a matrix A = (Ay,...,4,) may be
considered as the vector (A],...,AT)T. Finally, recall the notation B =
(517 R 5n)

The restricted eigenvalue assumption of Bickel et al. [2] (and Lounici
et al. [10]) can be generalized to incorporate unequal subsets J;s. In the
assumption below, the restriction is given in terms of ¢, norm, ¢ > 1.

Assumption RE,(s, ¢, k).

-
k= min{% : mZaX]J,-\ < s, A e RMPA A0}, [|Agellgr < CQHAJHqJ} > 0.
We apply it with ¢ = 1, and in Lounici et al. [10] it was used for ¢ = 2. We

call it a restricted eigenvalue assumption to be consistent with the literature.

In fact, as stated it is a definition of xk as the maximal value that satisfies

the condition, and the only real assumption is that x is positive. However,

the larger x is, the more useful the “assumption” is. Discussion of the
normalisation by y/m can be found in Lounici et al. [10].

For penalty A) . [|5i]|{, we have the following inequalities.

Theorem 2.3 Assume y;; ~ N(:EiTjﬁi,J2), and let B be a minimizer of (6),

with
A 4Ac\/mlog(np)

~ amax(Be—1, Be-1)’




where a > 1 and A > /2, B > max; ||8||; and B > max; ||3;]|1, max(B, B) >
0 (B may depend on n,m,p, and so can B) Suppose that generalized as-
sumption RE;(s,3,k) defined above holds, Z;”Zl x?jg =m for all i,¢, and
M(B;) < s for alli.

Then, with probability at least 1 — (np)L=4*/2,

(a) The root means squared prediction error is bounded by:

\/i—mHXT(B_B)W < K\/gm [ﬂ max(B*"1, B + 2AJ\/log(np)] ,

(b) The mean estimation absolute error is bounded by:

1 5 4 A .
EHB — Bl < m—,:z [3% max (B, B + 2Am/mlog(np)] ,

(¢) If ||1Bi||3~ = b2=1/2)| > 46/b>71 for some & > 0,

mgbi,max
</\04| G| /2 — Aoy/m log(np))

where ¢; max s the mazimal eigenvalue of XZ-TXZ-/m.

M(By) < 1X:(B: — B)II3

Note that for a = 1, if we take A = 2A0+/mlog(np), the bounds are of
the same order as for the lasso with np-dimensional 5 ( up to a constant of
2, cf. Theorem 7.2 in Bickel et al. [2]). For a@ > 1, we have dependence of
the bounds on the ¢; norm of 8 and .

We can use bounds on the norm of B given in Theorem 2.2 to obtain the
following results.

Theorem 2.4 Assume y;; ~ N(a:z-;ﬂi, 0?), with max; || 3|1 < b where b >0

can depend on n,m,p. Take some n € (0,1). Let B be a minimizer of (6),

with
4A
A= Wa(il\/mlog(np),

A > /2, such that b > en'/@=D) for some constant ¢ > 0. Also, assume
that Cy, — ¢, = O(mdy,), as defined in Theorem 2.1.

Suppose that generalized assumption REi(s,3,k) defined above holds,
>ty x?jz =m for all i, ¢, and M(p;) < s for all i.

Then, for some constant C' > 0, with probability at least 1— (77 + (np)l_A2/2> ,
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(a) The prediction error can be bounded by:

b\ (e-D/(a=2)]?
t+3c () ,
V1

4A%52%sn log(np)

T2 2
IXTB- B < =720

(b) The estimation absolute error is bounded by:

p \ (e-D/(a=2)
HﬂC(—) |
VN

2Ac0sn+/log(np)

— Bl <
HB BHl\ K/Q\/m

(c) Average sparsity of Bi:

1 = A 4¢max
_ § B3:) <
=1 M( 2) S0 KJ2(52

p o\ 1H1/(e=2) 2
HﬂCQ—) ,
Vi ]

where ¢ max is the largest eigenvalue of X' X/m.

This theorem also tells us how large £; norm of 5 can be to ensure good
bounds on the prediction and estimation errors.

Note that under the Gaussian model and fixed design matrix, assumption
Cp — ¢ = O(mé,,) is equivalent to ||B||3 < Cmd,.

3 Group LASSO: Bayesian perspective

Group LASSO is defined (see Yuan and Lin [14]) by

i) =mgmin| 33—t £33
=1

p
i=1 j=1 /=1

Note that (Bl, e ﬁn) are defined as the minimum point of a strictly convex
function, and hence they can be found by equating the gradient of this
function to 0.

Recall the notation B = (B,...,8,) = (b],..., b;)T. Note that (8) is
equivalent to the mode of the a-posteriori distribution when given B, Y;;,
i=1,...,n,j=1,...,m, are all independent, y;; | B~ N(x;'; Bi,0?), and
a-priori, by,..., by, are i.i.d.,

fb(bg)O(eXp{—S\HbgHg}, Ezlv"'vpv
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where \ = A/(20?). We consider now some property of this prior. For
each /, by have a spherically symmetric distribution. In particular they are
uncorrelated and have mean 0. However, they are not independent. Change
of variables to a polar system where

Ry = [[bel|2
Bei = Rwy;, wy € "7,

where S”~! is the sphere in R". Then, clearly,
f(Re,we) = Cn,,\R?_le_iRﬂ R, >0, 9)

where Cp, x = A"I'(n/2)/20(n)x"™?. Thus, Ry, wy are independent Ry ~
I'(n, 5\), and wy is uniform over the unit sphere.

The conditional distribution of one of the coordinates of by, say the first,
given the rest has the form

Foplbea, ... by, > b7 = p?) e VI P
i=2

which for small by /p looks like the normal density with mean 0 and variance
p/j\, while for large by /p behaves like the exponential distribution with
mean AL,

The sparsity property of the prior comes from the linear component of
log-density of R. If Ais large and the Y's are small, this component dominates
the log-a-posteriori distribution and hence the maximum will be at 0.

Fix now ¢ € {1,...,p}, and consider the estimating equation for b,
— the ¢ components of the (§’s. Fix the rest of the parameters and let

ffifg = Yij — Zk# Bikriji. Then Egi, 1=1,...,n, satisfy

m
NB ~ y .
O:—injg(yijg—bgixijg)-l-f, ZZl,...,ﬂ
j=1

m
= = @i(VE — buwije) + \jbs,  say.
7=1

Hence

(10)



The estimator has an intuitive appeal. It is the least square estimator of by,
Z;nzl :Eingi?Z / Z;nzl :E?j ¢» pulled to 0. It is pulled less to zero as the variance
of by, ..., by, increases (and \j is getting smaller), and as the variance of
the LS estimator is lower (i.e., when > 7" 1 x?jé is larger).

If the design is well balanced Py L2

the solution as follows. For a fixed /, bgl, , bgn are the least square solution
shrunk toward 0 by the same amount, which depends only on the estimated
variance of bgl, .. bgn In the extreme case, by = = by, = 0, otherwise
(assuming the error distribution is continuous) they are shrunken toward 0,
but are different from 0.

We can use (10) to solve for A}

A 2 ~ n Z 12 gY
() =it = (S )
Y =1\ j:1$UZ

Hence Aj is the solution of

)\2 _ i Az Z;n:l ':UZ]Z}/Z‘)Z (11)
AE*‘Ezyllxqe .

i=1

ijt = = m, then we can characterize

Note that the RHS is monotone increasing, so (11) has at most a unique
solution. It has no solution if at the limit A\j — oo, the RHS is still less than
A2, That is if

25 i(i xijgﬁ?g>2

i=1 j=1

then by = 0. In particular if

2>Zn:(§:xij5}/ijf)27 @zl,,p

i=1 j=1

Then all the random effect vectors are 0. In the balanced case the RHS is
Op(mnlog(p)). By (9), this means that if we want that the estimator will
be 0 if the underlined true parameters are 0, then the prior should prescribe
that by has norm which is o(m~!). This conclusion is supported by the
recommended value of A given, e.g. in [10].

Non-asymptotic inequalities and prediction properties of the group lasso
estimators under restricted eigenvalues conditions are given in [10].
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4 The RING lasso

The rotation invariant group (RING) lasso is suggested as a natural exten-
sion of the group lasso to the situation where the proper sparse description
of the regression function within a given basis is not known in advance.
For example, when we prefer to leave it a-priori open whether the function
should be described in terms of the standard Haar wavelet basis, a collection
of interval indicators, or a collection of step functions. All these three span
the same linear space, but the true functions may be sparse in only one of
them.

4.1 Definition

Let A = Zcixix;r, be a positive semi-definite matrix, where x1,xo,... is
an orthonormal basis of eigenvectors. Then, we define A7 =" ¢Jz;z]. We
consider now as penalty the function

B[ = traced (3= £:87)"* .
i=1

where B = (By,...,0,) = (b],..., b;';)T. This is also known as trace norm

or Schatten norm with p = 1. Note that |||B]|||1 = 202/2 where ¢1,...,¢p

are the eigenvalues of BBT = Sy Bi BZT (including multiplicities), i.e. this

is the #; norm on the singular values of B. |||B]||1 is a convex function of B.
In this section we study the estimator defined by

B =argmin{) _(yij — «[8)* + AllIBll1-} (12)

We refer to this problem as RING (Rotation INvariant Group) lasso.

The lassoes penalty considered primary the columns of B. The main
focus of the group lasso was the rows. Penalty [||B]||; is symmetric in its
treatment of the rows and columns since 8B = GBT, where GA denotes
the spectrum of A. Moreover, the penalty is invariant to the rotation of the
matrix B. In fact, |||B|||1 = |||TBU|||1, where T" and U are n x n and p x p
rotation matrices:

(TBU)(TBU) = UTB"BU

and the RHS have the same eigenvalues as BTB =" 3;8].
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The rotation-invariant penalty aims at finding a basis in which 31, ..., 8,
have the same pattern of sparsity. This is meaningless if n is small — any
function is well approximated by the span of the basis is sparse in under
the right rotation. However, we will argue that this can be done when n is
large.

The following lemma describes a relationship between group lasso and
RING lasso.

Lemma 4.1

(1) ||Bll2,1 > infuey ||UB|l2,1 = |||1Bl|l1, where U is the set of all unitary
matrices.

(i) There is a unitary matriz U, which may depend on the data, such that
if X1,...,X,, are rotated by UT, then the solution of the RING lasso
(12) is the solution of the group lasso in this basis.

4.2 The estimator

Let B = 215’/:\? agﬂg sz be the singular value decomposition, or the PCA, of

B: Bi,..., B, and by, ..., bj, are orthonormal sub-bases of R” and R" respec-
tively, a3 > a9 > ..., and BBTﬂg = agﬁ%k, BTBbZ = agbz, E=1,...,pAn.
Let T = ’5’/:\? egﬂgT (clearly, TTT = I). Consider the parametrization

of the problem in the rotated coordinates, Z;; = Twx;; and B; = TB;.

Then geometrically the regression problem is invariant: x;'; B; = :%;';gﬂi, and

11Bl]]1 = ||Bl|2,1, up to a modified regression matrix.

The representation B = 22:1 agﬂg bZT shows that the difficulty of the
problem is the difficulty of estimating s(n + p) parameters with nm obser-
vations. Thus it is feasible as long as s/m — 0 and sp/nm — 0.

We have

Theorem 4.2 Suppose p < n. Then the solution of the RING lasso is

given by Zzzl ngZT, s=38\<p, and sy \(0 as A = co. If s = p then the
gradient of the target function is given in a matrix form by

—2R+ \NBB")"'/?B
where

R= (X[ (Vi = XuB1), o, XT (Yo = Xufa) ).

14



And hence

(B8 XY,

Bi= (X X; +
That is, the solution of a Tidge regression with adaptive weight.
More generally, let B = Zzzl agﬂgbg-r, s < p, where Bf,..., B, is an
orthonormal base of RP. Then the solution satisfies

5TR= 6T (BB B, g <
* * A
’ﬁgTRdeE, s <&<p.

where for any positive semi-definite matriz A, AT1/2 is the Moore-Penrose
generalized inverse of AY/2.

Roughly speaking the following can be concluded from the theorem. Suppose
the data were generated by a sparse model (in some basis). Consider the
problem in the transformed basis, and let S be the set of non-zero coefficients
of the true model. Suppose that the design matrix is of full rank within
the sparse model: XX; = O(m), and that X is chosen such that A >
/nmlog(np). Then the coefficients corresponding to S satisfy

Bsi = (X7 X+ 5 (B B2 ' xTy,,

Since it is expected that A\(BsBE)Y/? is only slightly larger than O (m log(np)),
it is completely dominated by XZ-T X, and the estimator of this part of the
model is consistent. On the other hand, the rows of R corresponding to
coefficient not in the true model are only due to noise and hence each of
them is O(y/nm). The factor of log(np) ensures that their maximal norm
will be below A/2, and the estimator is consistent.

4.3 Bayesian perspectives

We consider now the penalty for §;, for a fixed k. Let A =n~" zk# ﬁkﬁg,
and write the spectral value decomposition n~! py Bkﬂl;r = ZijjZ';r
where {z;} is an orthonormal basis of eigenvectors. Using Taylor expansion
for not too big B;, we get

€ Bz/BTx
trace((nA+5i5iT)l/2) V/n trace( A1/2 +Z Y 9c /2 !
Jj=1 J
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1 _
= Vintrace(AY2) + 2T (3 ¢ jeT) 6

= /ntrace(A"?) + %@TA_IM&

So, this like 3; has a prior of N'(0,n6%/AA'/2). Note that the prior is only
related to the estimated variance of 8, and A appears with the power of
1/2. Now A is not really the estimated variance of §, only the variance of
the estimates, hence it should be inflated, and the square root takes care of
that. Finally, note that eventually, if 3; is very large relative to nA, then the
penalty become ||, so the “prior” becomes essentially normal, but with
exponential tails.

A better way to look on the penalty from a Bayesian perspective is to
consider it as prior on the n x p matrix B = (f1,...,5,). Recall that the
penalty is invariant to the rotation of the matrix B. In fact, |||B||l1 =
[||TBU|||1, where T" and U are n x n and p X p rotation matrices. Now,

this means that if by, ..., b, are orthonormal set of eigenvectors of BB and
1/2
Yij = b]Tﬁi — the PCA of f4,..., By, then |||B]||y = 1;:1(2?:1 %2]) -

the RING lasso penalty in terms of the principal components. The “prior”
P .

is then proportional to e A 2j=1lill2 - which is as if to obtain a random B

from the prior the following procedure should be followed:

1. Sample 7, ..., 7, independently from I'(n, A) distribution.

2. For each j = 1,...,p sample 71;,...,7V,; independently and uniformly
on the sphere with radius r;.

3. Sample an orthonormal base x1, ..., X, "uniformly”.

4. Construct g; = 2521 Yik Xk

4.4 Inequalities under an RE condition

The assumption on the design matrix X needs to be modified to account for
the search over rotations, in the following way.

Assumption RE2(s, ¢y, k). For some integer s such that 1 < s < p, and a
positive number ¢g the following condition holds:

e\
VmlPy Al
A € R\ {OL [T~ Pr)Alh < coll|PrAlfl} >0,

Kk = min{ : Vis a linear subspace of R?, dim(V') < s,

16



where Py is the projection on linear subspace V.

If we restrict the subspaces V to be of the form V = @, _,(e;, ), r < s
and (e;) is the linear subspace generated by the standard basis vector e;,
and change the Schatten norm to f2 1 norm, then we obtain the restricted
eigen value assumption REs(s, ¢g, k) of Lounici et al. [10].

Theorem 4.3 Let y;; ~ N(fij,0?) independent, fi; = a:;';ﬂi, zi; € RP,
Bi €eRP, 4 =1,...,n, 75 =1,...,m, p > 2. Assume that Z;‘n:ﬁﬂ?je =m
for all i, 0. Let assumption REZ2(s,3,k) be satisfied for X = (x;;), where
s = rank(B). Consider the RING lasso estimator fij = X;g@ where B is
defined by (12) with

A=4do\/(A+ 1)mnp, for some A>1.

Then, for large n or p, with probability at least 1 — e Anp/8

64(A +1)osp

)

1 ~

- XT _ 2 <

LxTs - gy < ALY

320v1+ As\/p
K2\/mn ’

3 64¢max
rank(B) < s 2

1 ~
1B - Bl <

)

where ¢max is the mazimal eigenvalue of X1 X/m.

Thus we have bounds similar to those of group lasso as a function of the
threshold A, with s being the rank of B rather than its sparsity. However,
for RING lasso we need a larger threshold compared to that of the group

Alogp) 1/ .
lasso (Agr = 4oy/mn (1 + %) , Lounici et al. [10]).

4.5 Persistence

We discuss now the persistence of the RING lasso estimators (see Section A.1
for definition and a general result).

We focus on the sets which are related to the trace norm which defines
the RING lasso estimator:

By ={B R |||B][lp <b(n,p)}.
Theorem 4.4 Assume that n > 1. For any F' € FJ',(V), B € By, and

B(m,n,p) — ageg;lin LF(6)7
n,p

17
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Figure 1: Component variances and eigenvalues, m = 25, n = 150

we have

L (5) — min Lr(8) < <i+ﬁ> <166VM>1/2

BEBn.p m  nm mmn
with probability at least 1 —n, for any n € (0,1).

Thus, for n sufficiently small, the conditions log(np) < ¢,m3n and b <
cpy/nm/p, for some ¢y, ¢, > 0, imply that with sufficiently high probability,
the estimator is persistent. Roughly speaking, b is the number of components
in the SVD of B (the rank of B, M(5) after the proper rotation), and if
m > logn, then what is needed is that this number will be strictly less
n/2m3/4p=1/2 That is, if the true model is sparse, p can be almost as large

as m?/2nt/2,
4.6 Algorithm and small simulation study
A simple algorithm is the following:

1. Initiate some small value of Bl,...,ﬁn. Let A = Z?:l B]B]T Fix
v € (0,1], e > 0, k, and ¢ > 1.

2. Fort=1,...,n:
(a) Compute &; = (X X; + AAY2) 1 XT (y; — Xi ;).
(b) Update A+ A — BiBi; B; + Bi + 705 A+ A+ Bif3i;

18



0 100 200 300 400 500 600

Figure 2: Lower lip position while repeating 32 times 'Say bob again’

3. if Z§:1 I(n=t3y0, Al-zj > ¢) > k update A < Ac otherwise \ < \/c.
4. Return to step 2 unless there is no real change of coefficients.

To fasten the computation, the SVD was computed only every 10 values
of 1.

As a simulation we applied the above algorithm to the following simu-
lated data. We generated random i, . .., S50 € R such that all coordi-
nates are independent, and £;; ~ N (0,e~%/%). All X;;; are i.id. N(0,1),
and y;; = x;ﬁz + €ij, where ¢;; are all i.i.d. A(0,1). The true R? obtained
was approximately 0.73. The number of replicates per value of 3, m, varied
between 5 to 300. We consider two measures of estimation error:

- > iz [1Billoo
oo = izt X8 = Bi)lles
e > e 1 XiBilloo

The algorithm stopped after 30-50 iterations. Figure is a graphical pre-
sentation of a typical result. A summary is given in Table 1. Note that m

19



has a critical impact on the estimation problem. However, with as little as 5
observations per R° vector of parameter we obtain a significant reduction
in the prediction error.

‘ m‘ Lpar‘ Lpre‘
5 1 0.9530 (0.0075) | 0.7349 (0.0375)
25 | 0.7085 (0.0289) | 0.7364 (0.0238)
300 | 0.2470 (0.0080) | 0.5207 (0.0179)

Table 1: The estimation and prediction error as function of the number of
observations per vector of parameters Means (and SDK).

The technique is natural for functional data analysis. We used the data
LipPos. The data is described by Ramsay and Silverman and can be found in
http://www.stats.ox.ac.uk/ silverma/fdacasebook/lipemg.html. The origi-
nal data is given in Figure 2. However we added noise to the data as can be
seen in Figure 3. The lip position is measured at m = 501 time points, with
n = 32 repetitions.

As the matrix X we considered the union of 6 cubic spline bases with,
respectively, 5, 10, 20, 100, 200, and 500 knots (i.e., p = 841, and X; does
not depend on 7). A Gaussian noise with o = 0.001 was added to Y. The
result of the analysis is given in Figure 3. Figure 4 presents the projection
of the mean path on the first eigen-vectors of " , @57 .

The final example we consider is somewhat arbitrary. The data, taken
from StatLib, is of the daily wind speeds for 1961-1978 at 12 synoptic meteo-
rological stations in the Republic of Ireland. As the Y variable we considered
one of the stations (station BIR). As explanatory variables we considered
the 11 other station of the same day, plus all 12 stations 70 days back (with
the constant we have altogether 852 explanatory variables). The analysis
was stratified by month. For simplicity, only the first 28 days of the month
were taken, and the first year, 1961, served only for explanatory purpose.
The last year was served only for testing purpose, so, the training set was
for 16 years (n = 12, m = 448, and p = 852 ). In Figure 5 we give the 2nd
moments of the coefficients and the scatter plot of predictions vs. true value
of the last year.
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Figure 3: Eigenvalue, coefficient variance and typical observed and smooth
path.

A Appendix

A.1 General persistence result.

A sequence of estimators B(m’"’p) is persistent with respect to a set of dis-
tributions ", for 8 € By, if for any Fy, np € F)

’rL,p7
almm,p)\ * P
LFm,n,p (/8 ) LFm,n,p (BFm,n,p) - 07
where Lp(8) = (nm)'Er Y1, > e (Yij — X;;B,-)z, Fo.n p is the empirical

distribution function of n x (p + 1) matrix Z, Z; = (Y;, Xi1,..., Xip), @ =
1,...,n, observed m times. Here Sy, = = argmingep,  Lp,,,(5), and
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Figure 4: Projection of the estimated mean path on the 2 first eigen-vectors
of Y0, 5i5iT and the true mean path.
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Figure 5: Coefficient 2nd moment and prediction vs.true value of the test
year.

Fh, stands for a collection of distributions of m observations of vectors
Zi = (}/;7Xi17'-- 7Xip)7 Z — 17 777,,

Assumption F. Under the distributions of random variables Z in F, ,
i, = ZiyZyy, satisfy B (maxl-zl,m,n maxy k—1,..p+1 f?gk) < V. Denote this set
of distributions by F;, ,(V).

This assumption is similar to one of the assumptions of Greenshtein and
Ritov (2004). It is satisfied if, for instance, the distribution of Z;, has finite
support and the variance of Z;;Z;;, is finite.

Lemma A.1 Let F € F,,(V), and denote ¥; = (oj1) and 3 = (Gike),
with o1 = EpZijZi, and Gige = m™ Z;nzl Zi(,g)Zi(g), where Z = (Zi(g)) is a
sample from F™, i=1,... . n,j=1,....m, £=1,...,p.

Let 3 be the estimator minimising Doy >y (Y — XiTjﬁi)2 subject to
8 € B where B is some subset of R™*P,

Then, for any n € (0,1),

(a) max Hz_iH <\/2€V10g(n(p+1)2)
i=1,...n v 2|]00 S ,

mn
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nm mn

) |Lr(8) — Lp(B) < [PV loelnlp T 1)) <+Zu@ul>

with probability at least 1 — .

Proof. Follows that of Theorem 1 in Greenshtein and Ritov (2004).
a) Let 650 = 0uke + €k, Ei = (€i5¢). Then, under Assumption F and by
Nemirovsky’s inequality (see e.g. Lounici et al [10]),

P(max||S; Silloo > A)

1 .
< EE(m?X 1% — 6]1%)
2¢log(n(p +1)%) 2
< P E( max o max H(Zz'sz'k — E(Zij Zir))")
2eV log(n(p +1)?)
S mA?2 ’
Taking A = 26V log(n(p+1)?) proves the first part of the lemma.

mn

b) By the definition of 3 and B,

Lr() = Lr(Bp) 20, Lp(B)—Lp(Bp) <0

Hence,
<103 1r0=10 )10 )

a0 () e (3) 420 (5) 2

<2 sup |[Lp(B) — Ly(B)l.
BEBn,p

Denote 5;-'— =(-1,Bi1,...,Bip), then
1 &Kot
Lp(B) = . ;51' Y b,
1=
where YXp; = (O'ijk) and o0;j, = ErZ;;Z;,. For the empirical distribution
function £, determined by a sample Z(J), i =1,...,n, 5 = 1,....m,
(=1,....p, Sp,; = (Gixe) and Gige = = 7" 125,1)22(/.

Introduce matrix € with éjg = A. Hence, with probability at least 1 —m,
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ILr(B) — Lp(B)] =

I &7 ,
% ;62 (EF,Z - EF,Z)5Z
1 — .
— > |6:|TElo
m i=1

1 [2eViog(n(p+1)2
- — et + Z 18:13)

A.2 Proofs of Section 2
Proof of Theorem 2.1. Note that by the definition of ﬁ:Z and (5).

n ~
mncy, + A Y |1Bill}
=1

< mZéIizﬁ:Z + An Z HézH%
i=1 i=1

<mYy  BISiBi+ (An+mbn) Y |1Billt

=1 i=1
<m Y BpSiBio+ A Y 1Bioll} +mén > 18l
=1 =1 i=1
<m§jﬂmz Bio + (An +mdy) Z\|5zo\|1+m5 Znﬂznl
i=1 i=1
= mnCy + (An + mdy) Z 1BiolIF + mdn Z 13:13-
=1 i=1

Comparing the LHS with the RHS of (13), noting that md, < Ay,:

L C, —cp )\ + mdy,
S I3 < mngtt Dwmul
i=1 "

24
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By (5) and (6):
> AT sZﬁTsma Zuﬁzul
ggél)éi@wg"zmou%—%f}uéin%%iuéiu%
<3 A0+ G2+ 00 3 1ol - (32 60 YA

=1
n /\n
< BEibio+ (2 leﬁmlll
i=1
(14)
The result follows. O

Proof of Theorem 2.2. The proof is similar to the proof of Theorem 2.1.
Similar to (13) we obtain:

n ~
mneq + A Y |IGillT

i=1

<m > ATSB + h S IIAil
i=1 1=1

<mYBISBi + A Y NIBillF +mdn Y |1Billt
i=1 i=1 i=1

N N N (15)
<m Y B5SiBio + An Y I Bioll§ +mn 1812
=1 =1 =1
< mzn: BoZiBio + A Zn: 1BiolI§ + mdn Zn: 1Bioll§ + mé Zn: il
=1 i=1 i=1 =1
= mncy, + An Enj IBioll§ + méy, EH: 1Bioll§ + mé, EH: 13413
i=1 =1 i=1
That is,
Zi(xnuéiul mé||3i]13) Z 1Bioll§ + méy Z 1Bioll? 16)
- = O(mnén).
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It is easy to see that the maximum of y ;" | || 3i||? subject to the constraint

(16) is achieved when [|B1]|2 = --- = ||Bn|?. That is when ||5;]|? solves
Au® — méu? = O(méy,). As A\, = O(mé,,), the solution satisfies u =
O (mdy /A1),

Hence we can conclude from (16)

> U815 = O(n(mdn/ra) =)
i=1
We now proceed similar to (14)
Z BB < ZB;I-SZBZ + on Z 13417
i=1 i=1 i=1
- AT Q.12 An - 2. o An - A ja - 502
< Zﬁioszﬂio t Z 1BiollT — ™ Z [1BillT + 6n Z 1Bill1
i=1 i=1 i=1 i=1
no_ An no . no noo.
< Bo%ibo + o > 1Bl + 60 > 1Bl + 60 > 18l
i=1 i=1 i=1 i=1

< Z BoSiBio + Op(n(m/r,)¥ @2 ga/(e=2)y
i=1

since A, = O(mdy,).
U

Proof of Remark 2.1. If mép, /A = o(1), then, following the proof of Theo-
rem 2.2, the solution maximising Y7, [|3;]|? subject to the constraint (16)

satisfies || [, = O(1), and hence we have
Z BB < Z BioZiBio + Op (nAn/m +ndy) .
i=1 i=1
U

Proof of Theorem 2.3. The proof follows that of Lemma 3.1 in Lounici et
al. [10]. X
We start with (a) and (b). Since § minimizes (6), then, V3

n n n n
D= XTBIB+AY BT <D Y= X Bills+ A lIBS
i=1 i=1 i=1 i=1
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and hence, for Y; = XZ-TBi + &4,
SIXTBi =Bl <Y [QQTXZ'T(@' = B) + MBS = 1Bl -
i=1 i=1
Denote V;y = Z;”ZI Tije€ij ~ N(0,mo?), and introduce event A; =
M) 1{|Vie| < u}, for some pr > 0. Then

P(AS) <Y P(|Viel > p)
1

~
Il

I
ME

: 12[1 - o{u/ovm)}

< pexp{—pi2/(2mo?)}.

For A = N7, A;, due to independence,

P(A%) = P(AS) < pnexp{—p*/(2mo®)}.

i=1

Thus, if p is large enough, P(A°) is small, e.g., for p = 0 A(m log(np))l/2,
A > /2, we have P(A°) < (np)t=4%/2.
On event A, for some v > 0,

> 168 = Bl + vlIBi = Bills
i=1
<D [20l18: = Billy + MBE = 18:113) + w18 = Bilh |

1=1

[a Amax(||3:]1$ 7 1B 115 (18351 — 18351) + (v + 21) |85 — @j\]

I
NE

@
Il
—_
.
I
—_

[a Amax(B*, BY)(|i;| — 1B3]) + (v + 2) 1855 — @j\] :

NE

I
—_

7

1

due to inequality |z%—y®| < a|z—y| max(|z|*~!, |y|*~!) which holds for a >
1 and any x and y. To simplify the notation, denote C = o max(B*~ !, Ba_l).

Denote J; = J(8;) = {j : Bij # 0}, M(B;) = |J(B;)|. For each i and
j € J(Bi), the expression in square brackets is bounded above by

IAC + v+ 2u] |Bij — Bijl,
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and for j € J¢(), the expression in square brackets is bounded above by 0,
as long as v+ 2u < AC:

—XC|Bij| + (v +2u)|Bij] <0

This condition is satisfied if v + 2u < AC.
Hence, on A, for v + 21 < AC,

n n

S (1T B — BB + 118 — Bilh] < ST + 20+ w1115 — Bl

i=1 i=1

This implies that

ZHX <INC+ v+ 20]][(8 = B)alh,

as well as that
. 20 A\ .
18 -8l < |1+ 2 + 2c] 15 - By
Take v = AC/2, hence we need to assume that 2u < \C/2:

SIXT (B - BB < [”mm]uw B,
=1 (17)

uﬂ—mm{u—]w B)sllh < 411(8 — )l
which implies

108 = B)selli < 3I1(8 = B)alh.

Due to the generalized restricted eigenvalue assumption REq(s, 3, k),

1IXT(8 =)l = ky/ml||(B — B)s||2, and hence, using (17),

IXT(3 - BB < [chu] AMBIN B - B)l:

< |Ze ] LD xT G- pl

where M(f) = max; M(3;), implying that

N 3\ nM(p)
XT3 - B2 < [7c+24 )
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_ VnM(5) [3% n 2AJ\/M} -

Ky/m
Also,
18~ Al <118 = Bl < 42X (5 - Bl
< 47177./212@ [ C+ 2Acn/mlog(np)}

Hence, a) and b) of the theorem are proved.
(c) For i, ¢: By # 0, we have

2X;.0(Y; — X' ;) = Aasgn (BM)H@‘H?_I ;

Hence,

A ~ 2
SO IXeeXT B =GB = S (1KY = XT Bl — |1 XseYi — X7 B)ll2)

0: B0 €: B10#0
A 2
> 3 (aXlBle 2 )
€:B3#0
= M(B) (@ NIBIE™ /2 = ).
Thus,
mqbi,max
o 2°
(AallBlls= /2 = )

Theorem is proved. O

M(B:) < 1Xi(Bi = Bi)ll3

Proof of Theorem 2.4. To satisfy the conditions of Theorem 2.3, we can take
B =band \ = a‘é‘éfl mlog(np).
Thus, by Lemma A.1,

log np) V1
_ 1/ =C < Oy,
mdy, aba 1 \/26V10g n(p+1)2) ab>—1 !

hence assumption A = O(md,,) of Theorem 2.2 is satisfied.
Hence, from the proof of Theorem 2.3, it follows that

1810k = 0 (oo /A=) = 0 ((b;)”(”_z)) ,
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a1\ 1/(a=2)
b 1) for some C > 0,

Hence, we can take B = b and B A: C’( NG
and apply Theorem 2.3. Then max(1, B/B) is bounded by

(a—1)/(a—2)—1 pl/(a—2) ov\ V(e=2)
max |1, C—nl/(2(a—2)) =max |1, 07771/(2(&_2)) = <%> ,
since % > C’gw\;{m > Con~(@=2)/((@=1) 5 large for small 7.

Hence,

3a -

——— max(B*"!, B*!) + 240/log(np)

2y/m

pla—1)/(a=2)
< 6ACo + 2A0+/log(np)

log(np) a1/ @a=2)

= 2A0+/log(np)

9

b\ (@-1)/(a=2)
30&%) 1

and, applying Theorem 2.3, we obtain (a) and (b).
c¢) Apply ¢) in Theorem 2.3, summing over i € Z:

Ai XT A 2m¢max
Z;WMSH (8= B3 57

b\ (@=D/(@=2)]?
t4c () .
Vi

4sndmax
- K242

A.3 Proofs of Section 4

Proof of Lemma 4.1. Let B = Zlgzl agﬁgbgT be the spectral decomposition
of B, where 7, ..., 3 are orthonormal R? vectors, b7,...,b; are orthonor-
mal R™ vectors, aq,...,ar > 0, and k& = min{p,n}. Clearly |||B||l1 =
Z'gzl ag. Let U = Z'gzl e§5gT where ey, ..., e, is the natural basis of R".
Then

k k

*T

[UBl2n = 1> cceti llan =Y ae = [[1B][1.
=1 =1
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Let B = Z]gzl egbg— where by, bo, ..., by are orthogonal, and let U be a
unitary matrix. Then by Schwarz inequality

ME

1Bll2,0 = ) _ [Ib;ll
7=1
PP P
:ZZU%Hij SilaceZ:U2 =
=1 j=1 i=1
p p P
< Z Z UZ~2j||ij2 Z Ufj by Schwarz inequality
i=1 \ j=1 j=1
p p P
:Z E:U%Hij2 SiHCGZU2 =
i=1 \ j=1 j=1
= [|UB]|2,1

which completes the proof of the (i).

Now, consider the U defined as above for the solution of (12). Let X; be
the design matrices B be the solution expressed in this basis. By the first
part of the lemma |||B|||; = ||B||2,1. Suppose there is a matrix B # B which
minimizes the group lasso penalty. Hence

n n
SNV = XiBil? + MBI < D 1Yi — XiBil|* + MBll2a
i=1 =1

< NYi = XiBill? + AlBl2a

i=1
n ~ ~ ~
=D IIYi = XiBi I + MBI,
i=1
contradiction since B minimized (12). Part (ii) is proved. O

Proof of Theorem 4.2 . Let A = Y7 1525T BBT be of rank s <p<n,
and hence the spectral decomposition of B can be written as B = Zg 1 Qg 55 b*T
where g7,...,B; € RP are orthonormal, and so are b7,..., b5 € R". Hence,
the rotation U leading to a sparse representation UB (With S NON-Z€Ero rows)
is given by U = 22:1 e§5gT, where eq,. .., ¢, is the natural basis of RP. An-

other way to write the rotation matrix is U = (8} LI ,ﬂ;kT, o7,...,0NT.
Denote by Ug the non-zero s x p-dimensional submatrix (55 LI ;‘T)T
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Let A(t) = A+ t(ﬁﬂ? + ﬁAZBiT) + 2837 for some fixed i, with § €
span{fi,...,0n} = span{p],..., [}

If (xx(t),cx(t)) is an eigen-pair of A(t), then taking the derivative of

:E;rl‘l = 1 yields xZTxZ = 0, and trivially, since x; is an eigenvector, also

x] A%; = 0. Here and“the first and second derivative, respectively, according
to t. Also, we have

zp(t) = zp + tug, + oft)

ck(t) = e + tvg + o)

and
(A +t(BBT + @BU) (x5, + tug) = (e + tp) (@h + tug) + o(t),

where uy L xy.
Equating the O(t) terms obtain

Aug + (BB] + BiB")xr = cpup, + vpy.

Take now the inner product of both sides with xj to obtain that

v = 2(8T ) (@] Bi). (18)
Note that the null space of A(t) does not depend on ¢. Hence, if we call
¥(B) = [I1B][l1,

0 0
ot (A(t))|t=0 = acilf (t)le=0

c>0

1 Vg
D) Z 12

x>0 Cp
=BT o Paal By
ck>0
— FTATV24, — FT(BBTYV25,
= BTUd(UsBBTUL)2Us;,
where A11/2 is the generalized inverse of A'/2.
Taking, therefore, the derivative of the target function with respect to

B; in the directions of 3 € span{ﬁl, - ,Bn} (e.g., in the directions = B,
E=1,...,s) gives

0= (8T (—2XT (Y; — XiB;) + ABBT)*1/23),  or, equivalently,
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0 = Us(2X] (Y; — Xif3;) — A(BBT)*1/23;).

Let R = (r1,...,7,)" be the matrix of projected residuals:

RgZ—Zngy” U Bi), L=1,....p;i=1,...,n.

Then
A 3RTVHL/273
UsR = EUS(BB )T B.
Consider again the general expansion B = p An e B¢ b 6T, Then |||B|||, =
p/\n

| lag|. Taking the derivative of the sum of squares part of the target
functlon with respect to ag we get

Zbgzﬂ TXT(Y; - Xif;) = BT Rb.

Considering the sub-gradient of the target function we obtain that | Bg TRbZ! <
A/2, and a¢ = 0 in case of strict inequality.
O

Proof of Theorem 4.3 . (a) and (b) Similarly to the proof of Theorem 2.3,
we have

Iy = XTBI3 = [IY = XTB|3+2_ eijal;(8; — Bi)-
]
The last term can be bounded with high probability. Introduce matrix
M with independent columns M; = X;e; ~ N,(0,mo?1,),i=1,...,n, since
> :L"?jz = m. Denote ¢-Schatten norm by ||| - |||;. Using the Cauchy-Swartz

inequality and the equivalence between ¢o (Frobenius) and Schatten with
¢ = 2 norms, we obtain:

IZ%% — Bl = IZMw (Bie = Bio)l < 1B = Bll2 [|M[l2 = [||B = Bl||2 |||

<|I|B—BIII1IIM||2-

Now, [|M||3 ~ mo?x;, hence it can be bounded by B* = mo?(np + )
(Lemma A.1, Lounici et al. [10]) with probability at least 1—exp (—g min(c, ¢?/(np))).
Denote this event by A. Hence, we need to choose ¢ such that ¢/,/np — co.
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For example, we can take ¢ = Anp with A > 1, then B = o+/(1 + A)mnp,
and, since min(Anp, A>np) = Anp, the probability is at least 1 — e=4"?/2,
Denote by V' the subspace of R? corresponding to the union of subspaces
where the eigenvalues of BB are non-zero, and by Py the projection on that
space. Then, R? =V & V¢ and dim(V') = rank(B) < s.
Hence, adding Xo|||B — BJ||1 to both sides, we have that on A,
IXT(B = B)|5 + Xal[[B = Bll[s < AllIBl[[1 = AllIBI[[1 + (2B + X)[[[B = B|||x
APy Bll|1 — Atrace(Py|B| + (I — Py)|B])
(2B + A2)|||Py (B~ B)lllx
2B+ )| = Pv)(B =Bl
A trace(| Py B|) — Atrace(Py|B|) + (2B + \2) trace(|Py (B — B)|)
(2B + Ag) trace(|(I — Py)B|) — Atrace((I — Py)|B|)
(A + 2B + \g) trace(|Py (B — B))),

/AN /AN e /AN

if X > 2B + Ay, since trace(|PyB|) = trace(|Py||B|) = trace(Py |B|). Here
|A| = (AAT)Y/2. We can take, e.g. Xy = 2B = \/2, implying that A\ =
4o/ (1 + A)mnp.
Hence, we have that )‘]HB B|| < 2)\|||Py(B—B)|||, i-e. |||(I — Py )(B—
B)||| < 3A|||Py(B—B)|||. Thus, applying RE2(s, 3, &), rank(B) < s, we have
that

IXT(8 = B)II3 < 2|2y (B = B[l < 22V5]|[Pv (B = B)] |2

5 2)\/s -
=~ AIRB - Bl < 22X (5 - Bl
hence
27
IXT(5 - Byl < 22,
Using this and the RE2 assumption,
4 - 8\
115 = Blll < 411Py (B~ Bl < Y175~ Bl < S

Substituting the value of A, we obtain the results.

(c) Since 4; = UﬁZ are the solution of group lasso problem with design
matrices X; = UX;, for £ € J(5): |[54ll2 # 0, A satisfies the following
equations; .

2XT,(Y; — Xifi) = A it
[1A-ell2
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(see also Theorem 4.2).
Hence,

On one hand, for ¢ € J(v),

[Z (ReeXT (5 - ] [ Y- XT5)) ]1/2

i=1
1/2

gt
)\Z n 1/2
=5- (; UpXiei) ) .

3

s
>_.

3

I
—_

On event A,
S (UeXie)? =D (UiM;)? Z |UI31[M3]]? = [[| M]3 < B? = (A/4)%.
i=1 i=1 i=1

Summing over ¢ € J(¥), we have
2 2R A2
> Z(XMX ﬁi)) = M(%) <§_Z> =M
LeJ(y) =1

On the other hand,

S0 (KX - )’ ZHxxT BB = S I XT G B

(=1 i=1 =1
\m¢max||X (B_B)H%

Since rank(B’) = M(¥),
2

s MOmax| | XT(B =B} 16m¢max 42%s 64¢max
k(B) < - - .
rank(B) (A\/4)? N me2 K2
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Proof. of Theorem 4.4.
Using Lemma A.1, with probability at least 1 — 7,

Lr(B) — Lp(B) < — ‘*e‘”ﬂ Zumh

nm

since n > 1. Note that if n = 1, it is sufficient to replace p by p + 1 under
the logarithm.

In our case, the estimators are in set B ,. If > I, ﬁzﬂ;r = UTAU is
the spectral decomposition, and v; = US;, Agr = ||V.6]|3, 7.1 are orthogonal,
hence

n p
trace{ ) BiBT 1% = [[vllo-
k=1

i=1

Thus, we need to bound Y 1", [|3;[|7 in terms of >0 _, [|v.xl]2.

n

Z 18:ll7 < Z MB)Bil3
=1 =1

= mas M) Y Il

i=1

p
= max M(B;) Z ||7€||§

(=1

P 2
< 2masx M(5) <Z|mu2>

-1
< max M(3;)b?,

since 0, yell2 < b
Hence, with probability at least 1 — 7,

. V(B b2
sup Pr (LF <5) —Lr (5}?)) <2 (% . mmaxi M(50)b ) AeV log(np)

FeF nm mn

Note that we can use p instead of max; M(5;). The theorem is proved.
O
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