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Abstract

In the context of high-dimensional linear regression models, we propose an algorithm
of exact support recovery in the setting of noisy compressed sensing where all entries
of the design matrix are independent and identically distributed standard Gaussian. This
algorithm achieves the same conditions of exact recovery as the exhaustive search (maximal
likelihood) decoder, and has an advantage over the latter of being adaptive to all parameters
of the problem and computable in polynomial time. The core of our analysis consists in the
study of the non-asymptotic minimax Hamming risk of variable selection. This allows us to
derive a procedure, which is nearly optimal in a non-asymptotic minimax sense. Then, we
develop its adaptive version, and propose a robust variant of the method to handle datasets
with outliers and heavy-tailed distributions of observations. The resulting polynomial time

procedure is near optimal, adaptive to all parameters of the problem and also robust.

Keywords: Compressed sensing, Square-Root SLOPE estimator, exact recovery, Hamming
loss, variable selection under sparsity, non-asymptotic minimax risk, robustness, median-of-

means estimator.

arXiv:1809.03145v2 [math.ST] 21 Oct 2019

1 Introduction

1.1 Statement of the problem

Assume that we have the vector of measurements Y € R” satisfying
Y =XB+0¢ (1)

where X € R™*P is a given design or sensing matrix, § € RP is the unknown signal, and
o > 0. In this paper, we mostly focus on the setting where all entries of X are independent
identically distributed (i.i.d.) standard Gaussian random variables and the noise & ~ N (0,1,,)

is a standard Gaussian random vector independent of X. Here, I, denotes the n x n identity
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matrix. This setting is typical for noisy compressed sensing, cf. references below. We will also
consider extensions to sub-Gaussian design X and to noise £ with heavy-tailed distribution.
In this paper, one of the main problems that we are interested in consists in recovering the
support of 3, that is the set Sg of non-zero components of 3. For an integer s < p, we assume
that 8 is s-sparse, that is it has at most s non-zero components. We also assume that these
components cannot be arbitrarily small. This motivates us to define the following set Qf , of

s-sparse vectors:
O, ={8eR’: |Blo<s and |[Bi]>a, Vi€ Ss},

where a > 0, f3; are the components of § for i = 1,...,p, and ||y denotes the number of
non-zero components of 3. We consider the problem of variable selection stated as follows:

Given the observations (X,Y), estimate the binary vector

ng = ({B1 #0},..., 1{B, # 0}),

where 1{-} denotes the indicator function. In order to estimate 7 (and thus the support Sg),
we define a selector 7 = 1(X,Y) as a measurable function of the observations (X,Y’) with

values in {0, 1}P. The performance of selector 7 is measured by the maximal risks

sup Pg (1 # np) and sup Eg 1) — 13
BeNt . BeQt o

where [7) — ng| stands for the Hamming distance between 7 and 7z, Pg denotes the joint
distribution of (X,Y") satisfying (Il), and Eg denotes the corresponding expectation. We say

that a selector 1 achieves exact support recovery with respect to one of the above two risks if

lim sup P 1 == 0, 2
Jim, sup 5 (0 # np) (2)
or
lim sup Eg|n— =0, 3
pﬁl C:Binlls?,a ’ |77 ,’76| ( )

where the asymptotics are considered as p — oo when all other parameters of the problem
(namely, n, s, a, o) depend on p in such a way that n = n(p) — oco. In particular, the high-
dimensional setting with p > n is covered. In the rest of the paper, we want to characterize
sufficient and necessary conditions on the sample size n in order to ensure (2] or (B hold. For
brevity, the dependence of these four parameters on p will be further omitted in the notation.

Since
P (1 # ng) < Egln —ngl,

the property (B) implies (2]). Therefore, we will mainly study the Hamming distance risk.



Notation. In the rest of this paper we use the following notation. For given sequences a,
and by, we say that a,, = O(b,,) (resp a,, = Q(by,)) if, for some ¢ > 0, a,, < ¢by, (resp a,, > cby,)
for all integers n. We write a,, < b, if a,, = O(b,) and a,, = Q(b,,). For x,y € RP, ||x|| is the
Euclidean norm of x, and x'y the corresponding inner product. For a matrix X, we denote
by X its jth column. For z,y € R, we denote by x V y the maximum of = and y, by |z| the
maximal integer less than x and we set x4 = 2V 0. The notation 1{-} stands for the indicator
function, and |A| for the cardinality of a finite set A. We denote by C and ¢ positive constants

that can differ on different occurences.

1.2 Related literature

The literature on support recovery in high-dimensional linear models under sparsity is very
rich and its complete overview falls beyond the format of this paper. Here, we outline some

of the relevant results in the context of our contribution.

e The existing selectors (also sometimes called decoders) can be split into two main fam-
ilies. The first family consists of polynomial time algorithms, such as selectors based
on the Lasso [Il 2], orthogonal matching pursuit [3| 4 5] or thresholding [6, [7]. The
second contains exhaustive search methods, for instance, the Maximum Likelihood (ML)
decoder; they are generally not realizable in polynomial time. The ML decoder outputs
the support S 4 of the least squares solution

B € argmin|Y — X4,
0:10|o=s

which is the ML estimator of 5 on the set {5 : |3]p = s} when the noise is Gaussian.

e The available results are almost exclusively of the form (2l), where the asymptotics is
considered under various additional restrictions on the behavior of (n, s, a, o) as p — oc.
One of the restrictions concerns the magnitude of the noise. For o =< 1, the noise and the
entries of the sensing matrix X are of the same order, cf. [6] and [8], while [9] assumes
that o =< /n, and hence the noise scales largely compared to the signal. Our main results
are non-asymptotic bounds on the risk and they can be used in both settings. We also

provide asymptotic corollaries where we assume that o =< 1.

We now briefly overview results for specific asymptotics, with the emphasis on the phase
transition, that is on the necessary and sufficient conditions of exact recovery. To the best of
our knowledge, they cover only the exact recovery of the type (2I).

In the strong noise regime o < \/n, [9] shows that necessary and sufficient conditions for (2I)
are given by n = ) (s log(g)) , and a® = Q (log(p — s)), and the ML decoder is optimal in the

sense that it achieves exact recovery under these conditions. However, the ML decoder requires



prior knowledge of s. In the same regime o < /n, [10] present a polynomial time procedure
achieving (2)) under sub-optimal sufficient conditions n = Q (slog(2)), and a* = Q ((logp)?) .
This procedure requires prior knowledge of the threshold a.

For o < 1, which is in fact the general case (equivalent to fixed o), the results are different.

First, the following necessary condition for exact recovery (in the sense (2])) for any selector is

obtained in [11]:
log(2 _
N Sog(s)2 , tog(p 32) ' ()
log(1+s%) log(l+ %)

Based on the analysis of (), one might be interested in several regimes for the signal-to-
noise ratio (SNR) a/o. In the regime a/o = Q(1/4/s), we have ||B||> = Q(0?). This can
be interpreted as the fact that the total signal is more powerful than noise. On the other
hand, the condition a/o = (1) corresponds to a regime where each signal component is more
powerful than the noise. In [12], it is shown that, under the restrictions a/o = O(1) and
a/o = Q(1/4/s) on the signal-to-noise ratio a/o, the ML decoder is optimal in the sense that
it achieves (2)) under the necessary condition (). Note that the second term in () satisfies

log(p —s) _ o”log(p —s)
log(1 + %25) A a?

for a/o = O(1). (5)

In the general case, that is with no restrictions on the joint behavior of s, ¢ and a, the following
sufficient condition for the ML decoder to achieve exact recovery (2)) is given in [§]:

n:sz(slog(p)vM) (6)

S a?

One can check that, for a/o = O(1/4/s), the second terms in (@) and in (6) are dominant,
while for a/o = (1), the first terms are dominant. These remarks and {) - (@) lead us to
the following table of phase transitions for exact recovery in the sense of (2)). We recall that
this table, as well as the whole discussion in this subsection, deal only with the setting where

both X and £ are Gaussian.

SNR Upper bound for ML | Lower bound
ajo = O(1/V5) Zloglpo)
_ _ slog() log(p—s)
a/o=0(1) and a/o = Q(1//s) log<1+sg—§) v log(1+g—§)
o/o =01 ) |

Table 1. Phase transitions in Gaussian setting: upper and lower bounds on the sample size n.

It remains an open question what is the exact phase transition for a/o = €(1). We also note

that, in the zone a/o = O(1), the exact phase transitions in this table are attained by the ML



decoder, which is not computable in polynomial time and requires the knowledge of s. Known
polynomial time algorithms are shown to be optimal only in the regime a/oc = O(1/4/s).
In [6], it is shown that Lasso is sub-optimal compared to the ML decoder. For the regime
a’/o? = O (@) and s =< p, the ML decoder requires n = {}(p) observations to achieve
exact recovery, while polynomial time algorithms require n = Q(plog(p)). In this regime, the
ML decoder is optimal, cf. Table 1. In the regime of a/o = Q(1), it is conjectured that there
exists an algorithmic gap making the problem of exact recovery hard whenever the sample size
satisfies n < co?slog(p) , for some sufficiently small constant ¢ > 0 [13].

Variable selection algorithms based on techniques from sparse graphs theory such as spar-
sification of the Gram matrix X ' X are suggested in [14], [I5] and [I6]. In those papers, phase
transitions are derived for the asymptotics where the sparsity s and the sample size n scale
as power functions of the dimension p. In general, sufficient conditions for the ML decoder
are less restrictive than conditions obtained for known polynomial time algorithms. A more

complete overview of necessary and sufficient conditions for exact recovery defined in the form
@) for different models can be found in [17].

1.3 Contributions

The main contributions of this paper can be summarized as follows:

e based on a non-asymptotic study of the minimax Hamming risk, we propose a polynomial
time method that achieves exact recovery with respect to both criteria (2) and (B]) under

the same sufficient conditions (6) as the ML decoder;

e we develop an adaptive version of this method, which does not depend on the parameters

a,s and o and shares analogous properties; we also extend it to sub-Gaussian X and &;

e we propose a robust version of this method to handle data sets with outliers and heavy-

tailed distributions of observations.

An open question stated in [6] is whether a computationally tractable algorithm can achieve
a scaling similar to the ML decoder. This paper answers the question positively under rather
general conditions.

The selector 7 that we suggest here is defined by a two step algorithm based on two
subsamples. Using the first subsample we estimate 3 by ﬁ , in a way that provides a control
on || — B|| with high probability. Although many methods can be used (e.g., the LASSO)
we choose to consider the Square-Root SLOPE estimator, as it is adaptive to parameters s, o
and a. At the second step, the components of 7} are obtained by thresholding of debiased

estimators of the components of 8 based on the preliminary estimator 3.



We now proceed to the formal definition of this selection procedure. Split the sample
(X:,Y;),i=1,...,n, into two subsamples D; and Dy with respective sizes n; and ng, such that
n =mny+ng. For kK = 1,2, denote by (X(k), Y(k)) the corresponding submatrices X %) ¢ R7xP
and subvectors Y(¥) € R™ . The Square-Root SLOPE estimator based on the first subsample
(XM, Y1)y is defined as follows. Let A € RP be a vector of tuning parameters

log (%)

)\]:A 5 jzl,...,p,
n

for a constant A > 0 large enough. For example, if £ is a standard Gaussian random vector, it
suffices to take A > 16 + 4+/2, cf. [18]. For any 3 € RP, let (53;,... ,B;) be the non-increasing

rearrangement of |3i],...,|B,|. Consider
p
Bl => N8, BER,
j=1

which is a norm on RP, cf., e.g., [I9]. The Square-Root SLOPE estimator is a solution of the

convex minimization problem

. ) vy _ x®
B e arﬁgeﬁim <H N Al + 2|8« | - (7)

Note that this estimator does not depend on the parameters s, o, and a. Details about the
computational aspects and statistical properties of the Square-Root SLOPE estimator can be
found in [18].

The suggested selector is defined as a binary vector
ﬁ(X,Y) = (ﬁl(X7Y)77fIP(X7Y)) (8)

with components

KT (105,685
X2

H(X,Y) =1 > t(x?) (9)

fori=1,...,p, where X@ denotes the ith column of matrix X®. The threshold t(+) in (@)

(2

will be defined by different expressions, with a basic prototype of the form

ajlu 0‘2 [e) p_
t(u) = ty(u) = ”2 | log(£ —1)

. VueR™, 10
all] (10)

The selector (8]) - (@) is the core procedure of this paper. As explained below, this choice is
motivated by a reduction that transforms the original support estimation problem to support
estimation in a sparse mean model. The latter is solved in an optimal way by a thresholding

procedure. We show that the selector (8) - (9) improves upon known sufficient conditions of



exact recovery for methods realizable in polynomial time. We also show that it can be turned
into a completely adaptive procedure (once the sufficient conditions are fulfilled) by suitably
modifying the definition (0] of the threshold. Another advantage is that the selector (8) - (@)
can be generalized to sub-Gaussian design matrices X and to heavy-tailed noise.

Section [2] is devoted to the study of non-asymptotic minimax Hamming distance risk.
Specifically, Theorem 2.1 provides a minimax lower bound for any selector, and plays a central
role in this article since it is instrumental in motivating the selector (8) - ([@). Theorem
is the counterpart of Theorem 21l where we show that this selector is nearly optimal in
a minimax sense. Both theorems involve the quantities denoted by ¢, and ¢, that are
specific to the minimax risk of variable selection in the normal means model, whose behavior
is somewhat complicated. In Section [B] we consider different regimes and study the behavior
of these quantities, which in turn highlights the presence of interesting phase transitions.
Section [ is devoted to adaptivity to all parameters of the setting, while in Section [ we show
how to extend all previous results to sub-Gaussian Xand £. Finally, in Section [6] we give a
robust version of our procedure when the noise £ is heavy-tailed and the data are corrupted

by arbitrary outliers.

2 Non-asymptotic bounds on the minimax risk

Here, as well as in Sections Bl and Ml we assume that all entries of X are i.i.d. standard
Gaussian random variables and the noise £ ~ N (0,1,,) is a standard Gaussian random vector
independent of X.

In this section, we present a non-asymptotic minimax lower bound on the Hamming risk
of arbitrary selectors as well as non-asymptotic upper bounds for the two risks of the selector
@®) - [@). In several papers, lower bounds are derived using the Fano lemma in order to get
necessary conditions of exact support recovery, i.e., the convergence of the minimax risk to 0.
However, they do not give information about the rate of convergence. Our first aim in this
section is to obtain an accurate enough lower bound characterizing the rate. The Fano lemma
is too rough for this purpose and we use instead more refined techniques based on explicit

Bayes risk calculation. Set

¢+ (n,p,s,a, 0) = (p - S) P (06 > t(C)) + sP (0-6 > (IHCH —1 (C))a

where ¢ is a standard Gaussian random variable, { ~ N (0,1,,) is a standard Gaussian random
vector in R™ independent of ¢, and #(-) is defined in (L0J).

The following minimax lower bound holds.



Theorem 2.1. For any a > 0, 0 > 0 and any integers n,p, s such that s < p we have

/

(s=s")?
Vs’ € (0,s], inf sup Eg|ij—ng| > s <w+(n,p,s,a, o) —4se” = > ,
T BeE, o

where infy denotes the infimum over all selectors 7).

The proof of this theorem is given in the Appendix. It relies on a reduction to the normal
means model that allows us to bound from below the component-wise Bayes risk. Achieving
the minimal value of the risk for each component leads to an equivalent of the oracle (non-

realizable) selector n* with components

X' (Y — Dt Xaﬂj)
1|

n; (X, Y)=1 >t(X;) p, i=1,...,p, (11)
where ¢(-) is the threshold defined in ([I0]). Clearly, the oracle selector n* is not realizable since
it depends on the unknown 5. We do not know the rest of the components of 3 when we try
to recover its ith component. This oracle selector has a structure similar to (). It selects the

components by thresholding the random variables

XiT (Y - Zj;éz’ Xjﬁj)
12

(12)

This motivates the method that we are proposing. Note that, under the model (), the random

variable (I2) has the same distribution as

€
Bi + o
Al

where ¢; is a standard Gaussian random variable independent of || X;||. In simple words, the
random variable (I2)) can be viewed as the value of f3; plus noise, so that thresholding this
random variable is a meaningful way to proceed for selection. Moreover, conditionally on the
design X, we are in the framework of variable selection in the normal means model, where the
techniques developed in [20] can be applied to obtain sharp lower bounds on the risks.

Since the sensing matrix X is assumed Gaussian with i.i.d. entries, it is straightforward
to see that } .., X;B; is a zero-mean Gaussian random variable with variance not greater
than ||3||?. Hence we can consider this term as an additive noise, but the fact that we cannot
control ||5|| means that the variance of the noise is also not controlled. In order to get around
this drawback, we plug in an estimator ﬁ instead of 3 in the oracle expression. This motivates
the two-step selector defined in (§) - ([@). At the first step, we use the Square-Root SLOPE
estimator B based on the subsample D;. We have the following bound on the f5 error of the
Square-Root SLOPE estimator.



Proposition 2.1. Let 3 be the Square-Root SLOPE estimator defined in Section with
constant A > 16+4+/2. There exist positive constants Cy, C1 and Cy such that for all § € (0,1]
and nq > %slog (2) we have
~ s \ Cas
sup Py (|15 — 8l = d0) <1 (=)
|Blo<s 2p
This proposition is a special case of Proposition B below. The fact that it is enough to
take A > 16 + 41/2 when € is a standard Gaussian random vector is proved in [18].
In what follows, for the sake of readability, we will write X and Y instead of X and Y
since we will condition on the first subsample D; and only use the second subsample Dy in
our argument. We only need to remember that B is independent from the second sample of

size ny. With this convention, definition (@) involves now the random variables

X7 (y_ S Xﬂ)
i jAT <] 1 "
o = , = Bl + = X (X8 =B +0€)  (13)
% X0\
for i =1,...,p. Conditionally on 3 and X;, the variable ; has the same distribution as
1
BillXill + (a2 + D18 — B e, (14)
J#i

where ¢ is a standard Gaussian random variable. Hence, considering «; as new observations,
we have a conditional normal means model, for which a natural procedure to detect the non-
zero components consists in comparing «; to a threshold. Choosing the same threshold ¢(-) as

in the lower bound of Theorem 2] leads to the selector () - (@).

Consider now a quantity close to ¢4 given by the formula

¥ (n,p,5,0,0) = (p— )P (0 > () + sP (02 > (al[Cl| = (¢)) ;)

where t(u) = t,(u) is defined in ([I0). Note that

w (n7p7 S, a, U) S w-i— (napu s, a, U) .
We have the following upper bound for the minimax risks of the selector (&) - (@I).

Theorem 2.2. Let the assumptions of Proposition [2.1] be satisfied. Let s be an integer such
that s < p/2, and let i) be the selector &) - @) with the threshold t(-) =t ;75 (-) defined
in (I0), with some 6 € (0,1]. Let the positive constants Cy,Cy and Cy be the same as in
Proposition 21 . For all ny > %slog () we have
sup Egli) — ng| < 2¢(na,p, 5,a,0 V1 +06%) + C1(5/2) 2 =,
BEQs,a
and

Sup Ps (1) # ng) < 2¢(n2,p, s,a,0\/ 1+ 62) + C1(s/2)2p~ 25,
BEQs,a



Proof. Define the random event A = {||3 — || < do}, where § is based on the subsample D;.

For any 3 € Q% ,, we have

Eg(li—mngl ID1] = > Eg[iDi]+ > Eg[l—i|Dy
i:8;=0 1:8;#0
= > Pyl > t(X)D1) + Y Palleu| < t(X3)[Dy).
i:8;=0 1:8;#0

Here, t(X;) > 0 since s < p/2. Using the fact that, conditionally on 3 and X;, the variable a;
has the same distribution as (I4]) we find that, for all ¢ such that 8; = 0,

Pg(‘ai‘ > t(XZ)”Dﬁ < P(O'*’Fj‘ > t(XZ)"Dl) = 2P(O'*€ > t(XZ)"Dl)

where o, = (02 + || B— B|I>)1/? and ¢ is a standard Gaussian random variable independent of

| X;]|. An analogous argument and the fact that |5;| > a for all non-zero f; lead to the bound
Pp(Joul < 1(Xi)|D1) < Plowle] = al| Xal| = ¢(X3)|D1) = 2P (0we > (af Xi| — ¢(X:))+|D1)

valid for all 7 such that §; # 0, where we have used the fact that |o;| > a|| X;|| — |ai — B X5]||-

Therefore,

Eg (|1 = ng| [D1] < 2(p — s)P(0xe > 1(¢)[D1) + 25P (0w = (al[C]| = 1(¢))+[D1), (15)

where ¢ ~ N (0,1,,) is a standard Gaussian random vector in R"? independent of e. Note
that the right hand side of (IZ)) is equal to 2¢(ng, p, s,a,0*) where o* is random and depends
on D;. Using this bound on the event A and taking expectations with respect to D; yields

Eg|i — ng| < 2¢(n2,p,s,a,0v 1+ 62) + 2pP (A°),

where we have taken into account that 2¢(ng,p,s,a,0%) < 2p. For Pg () # 1), we get an
analogous result using a union bound on the event A. The factor p in the second term

disappears in this case. The theorem follows by applying Proposition 211 O

Remark 2.1. As we will see in the next section, the term p(%)@s

18 small compared to ¢ for
large p. Hence, 1, or the close quantity 1, characterize the main term of the optimal rate of
convergence. Uniformly on QF o, no selector can reach a better rate of the minimaz risk in the
asymptotics. The discrepancy between the upper and lower bounds comes from increasing the
sample size by ny, in order to estimate 8 (in the upper bound, the first argument of 14 is the
smaller sample size ny < n, which makes v greater), and a higher variance o?(1 + 62), even

if we can make it very close to o by choosing §.

Remark 2.2. Our choice of Square-Root SLOPE estimator B is motivated by the fact that it

achieves the optimal rate of £y estimation adaptively to s and o, which will be useful in Section

10



[4 Since in this section we do not consider adaptivity issues, we can also use as B the LASSO
estimator with regqularization parameter depending on both s and o or the SLOPE estimator,
for which the reqularization parameter depends o but not on s. Indeed, it follows from [21]
that the conclusion of Proposition [21] holds when ﬁ is such a LASSO or a SLOPE estimator.

Thus, Theorem [Z.3 remains valid for these two estimators as well.

Remark 2.3. The sample splitting in our procedure grants independence between the two
steps. In practice, sample splitting can be avoided through aggregation or iterative algorithms.

Theoretical properties of such alternatives fall beyond the scope of this paper.

The values «; can be viewed as ”de-biased” observations in high-dimensional regression.
Other de-biasing schemes can be used, for example, the method considered in Section [6l The
most popular de-biasing technique is based on the LASSO. In our context, applying it would
mean to replace a; defined in (I3]) by the components BZd of the vector

Bd:BL_i_%XT <Y_XBL),

where 5~ is the LASSO estimator (see, for example, [22] and the references therein). As in
our case, this reduces the initial regression model to the mean estimation model (conditionally
on ﬁL ), which is not exactly the normal means model but rather its approximation. Indeed,

we may equivalently write

Bd

(ZX — B +0€) + ( - Z” ) (BF - ).
JFi

The difference from (I3]) is in the fact that, conditionally on AL and X;, we have here a bias
(1 ”X I” )(ﬁL Bi), and that there is no scaling by the norm of X;. Note that scaling by the
norm HXZH instead of n is crucial in our construction. It allows us to obtain in Theorem
the expression for the risk analogous to the lower bound of Theorem 2.1l

Finally, note that in parallel to our work, a study of a specific type of two-stage algorithms
for variable selection in linear models is developed in [23]. The method proposed in [23]
consists in estimation through a bridge estimator, followed by a thresholding step. The results
in [23] deal with high-dimensional asymptotic setting where the number of observations n
grows at the same rate as the number of predictors p, while in the present work we develop
a non-asymptotic analysis without such a restriction on n and p. The main aim in [23] is
to compare variable selection accuracy for different bridge estimators used in the first step.
Our results and the questions that we address here are significantly different since we are
interested in necessary and sufficient conditions for variable selection considering minimax

optimality among all possible selectors.

11



3 Phase transition

Using the upper and lower bounds of Section 2] we can now study the phase transition, i.e.,
the necessary and sufficient conditions on the sample size to achieve exact recovery under the

Hamming risk. A first lower bound is given by the following result.

Proposition 3.1. Let s > 6 and n <
such that

202 log(2—1 .
%(S). There exists an absolute constant ¢ > 0

inf sup Eg|q —ng| > (c\/ s <1 - 16e_§)> ,
" penk , 8

where infy denotes the infimum over all selectors 7).

Proof. We start by proving a lower bound on the function . We have
Vi(n,p,s,a,0) = sP (oe > al|(|| - t(C)) = sP(oe = 0)P (B) = ;P (B).

where B = {a||C]| < t(¢)}. Since a chi-squared random variable with n degrees of freedom has

a median smaller than n, we get under the conditions stated above that

202 log(2 — 1 1
p@)-P (o < D) > 1

Therefore, using Theorem 2.1] we get

1 (sfs/)2
Vs' € (0,s], inf sup Egl|ij—ng| > s <— —4e” 3 > .
T ek, 4

Since s > 6 we have 4e~%/2 < %. Hence,
1 (s—s")? 1
lim (~——4e™ 2o | == —4e” %2 >0.
J () =g e
Thus, there exists ¢ > 0 such that

inf sup Eg|n—ng| > c.
1 BEQ

By setting s’ = s/2, we also get
inf sup Eg | —ng| > ° <1 — 166_5) .
T BeQt o 8
The proposition follows. O

.y . . .- 202 log(2-1) . .
Proposition Bl implies that the condition n > %(S) is necessary to achieve exact

recovery for the Hamming risk. We give now a more accurate necessary condition for the
regime a = O(co). This regime is the most interesting when we consider the asymptotic setting

where a is decreasing.

12



202 log( 2 -1
Theorem 3.1. Let n,a,0,s,p such that n > %(S), a < V20, and s < p/2, then there

exists an absolute constant ¢ > 0 such that

T/A(p _ g)\1/4 2 .
inf sup Eg|q —ng| > ¢ s 8)2 exp <—ﬁlog <1+a—2>> — 2se” s,
T BeQk , nlog <1 + 2 > 2 do

402

where infy denotes the infimum over all selectors 7).
The proof of Theorem B.1lis given in the Appendix.

Corollary 3.1. Let s > 6, a < V20, and let

log(p — s) 4+ Tlog(s)
4log (1+ )

n<(1—e)

Y

for some € € (0,1). Then, there exists ¢ > 0 such that

liminfinf sup Eg |7 —ng| > c.
Pmoe M ek,

202 log(%—l)

Proof. Iftn < , then the result follows from Proposition 3.1l Now if n > ———3=—~,

then Theorem B yields

202 1og(§—l)
2

oolw

inf sup Eg|i —ng| > ¢
" BER

(37/4(p _ 3)1/4)6 3 .
<(1 —6) lOg (37/4(]7—8)1/4)) — 2se” 8,

As 1 < s < p, we have li_)ln 37/4(]) — 3)1/4 = 00. The result follows. O
p—00

Corollary Bl implies the following necessary condition for exact recovery under the Ham-

ming risk:
- log(p — s) + Tlog(s)

B 4log (1+%>

This condition implies that
o*(log(p — 5) + Tlog(s))
> 3 .
a
202 log(%u/s—l)

, for instance, in the regime s > p'/?.

202 log(p/s—1)
a2

The right hand side here is greater than
Thus, in this regime, we get a stronger result than the necessary condition n >
of Proposition B.11

We will now show that the upper bound on the minimax risk decreases exponentially with
the sample size. This will allow us to show that the selector () - (@) achieves exact recovery

under the same conditions as the ML decoder.

13



Theorem 3.2. Let the assumptions of Theorem [2.2 be satisfied and let a < 0. Assume that
for some § € (0,1] the following inequalities hold

40?log (£ —1)

ny > Qslog <ep> and ng >
52 s 2

a

where Cy > 0 is the same as in Theorem[2.2. Let 1) be the selector as in Theorem [2.2. Then,

2 Cas
a 2
sup Eg | —ng| <2v/s(p —s)exp <——log (1 + m)) 1 ose ot +Clp<2p) ,

ﬁera

and

2

/s _mn2 5\ Ces
sup P03 < 205w (= 1on (14 gy ) ) o+ ()

ﬁera

where C1 > 0 and Cy > 0 are the same as in Theorem [2.2.

The proof of this theorem is given in the Appendix. It follows from Theorem by
bounding ¢ from above.
We can notice that both types of errors decrease exponentially as the sample size increases

to oo.

Corollary 3.2. Under the conditions of Theorem[33, ifa < 0/+/3 andns > B log(p_s)“;’g(s)
10g 1+402(l1+62))
for some B > 1, we have

R 1-B Cas
sup Py (1) # 1p) <3 (s(p—s)) 2 +Cl(2 ) :
BERL P

Proof. Since log(p — s) + log(s) > log (g - 1), and log (1 4+ z) < x, we get

40?log (£ —1)

ng > 2

Hence Theorem applies. Moreover, since a < 0/+/3 we also have

2
no a
S exp <_71°g (“ 402(1+52)>> '

We can conclude by using the lower bound on ny and the inequality s < /s(p — s). O

»Js|m

As consequence of the last corollary, sufficient conditions for the selector (&) - (@) with

threshold (I0)) to achieve exact recovery are as follows

log(p — s) + log(s)
a? ’
log <1 + _402(1+5_2))

Co
n1>52310g<p) and ng > (1+¢)

for some 0 € (0,1] and € > 0.

14



Comparing the rate of convergence in Corollary to the rate for the ML decoder estab-
lished in [12], we notice that they have similar form. Indeed, [12] proves the bound

sup Pg (1 # np) < 3<(es(p =) (%)B*s)

BEQE, e(p—s

for some B* > 0 and s < p/2.
It is interesting to compare these conditions with the best known in the literature (where
only the risk (2)) was studied). Using (B]), we see that, in the zone a/o = O(1), our sufficient

condition for exact recovery has the form
2
B p\,, o log(p —s)
n—Q<slog<S)\/7a2 > (16)

As follows from the discussion in the Introduction, this gives the exact phase transition in
the zone a/o = O(1/4/s), while in the zone a/oc = O(1), a/o = Q(1//s), combination of the
results of [11] and [12] shows that the exact phase transition (realized by the ML decoder) is

1 P 2 _
" Q) s 0g(5)2 v log(g) s) .
log(1 + s%7) a

given by

It remains an open question whether the improvement by the term log(1 + 8;’—2) appearing

here is achievable by computationally tractable methods.

Our sufficient condition (I6]) is the same as for the ML decoder [8], with the advantage that
our selector can be computed in polynomial time. Nevertheless, the knowledge of parameters
s,a and o is required for the construction. This motivates us to derive, in the next section,

adaptive variants of the proposed selector.

4 Nearly optimal adaptive procedures

In this section, we propose three adaptive versions of our selector. The first one assumes that
we know only a and do not know s and o, the second assumes only the knowledge of o, and
the third one is completely adaptive to all the parameters.

We first present the following a tail bound for the Student distribution that will be useful

to derive the results.

Lemma 4.1. Let Z be a Student random wvariable with k degrees of freedom. There exist

constants ¢, C' > 0 independent of k such that for all b > 1/\/E we have

_ k-1 _ k-1
2 2

(14 b?)
Vkb

c%gP(mzﬁb)go

15



The proof of this lemma is given in the Appendix.

The Square-Root SLOPE estimator B is adaptive to the sparsity parameter s and to the
scale parameter . The dependence of the selector 7 defined in () - (@) on the parameters
s, o and a only appears in the definition of the threshold ¢(-). Hence, we will replace it by
an adaptive threshold. In this section, we assume that n is an even integer and the sample
splitting is done in two subsamples of equal sizes such that ny = ny = n/2. In Theorem B.2]

we have shown that the selector 7 defined in (&) - (@) with the threshold function

allu| (1+6%)0%log (% — 1)
2 allull

t(u) = , VueR"™, (17)

achieves nearly optimal conditions of exact recovery. We now set a new threshold by simply
dropping the second term in (I7):

_ally

t(u) 5 Yu € R"2. (18)

Then, the procedure becomes adaptive to unknown s and o, but still requires knowledge of a.

The phase transition for this procedure is given by the following proposition.

Proposition 4.1. Let the assumptions of Theorem[2.2 be satisfied, where we relax the sparsity
assumption to s < p. Let n be an even integer and 2(1V 1/Cy) < s. Set ny = ne =n/2, and
let the threshold t(-) be defined in (I8). Then, the selector 7} defined in () - (@) achieves exact
recovery under both risks (Hamming and support recovery) if

>+1).

log (1+ 8‘%

n > 2(003 log (@) V 2logp

Proof. Following the lines of the proof of Theorem and choosing there § = 1 we get

~ a S CQS
sup B~ 15l < P (Vaz el = 1) 1 can () (19)
BEQE 4 2 2p
where ¢ is a standard Gaussian random variable and ( ~ N (0,1,,) is a standard Gaussian
random vector in R™2 independent of €. In order to prove exact recovery, we need to show
that both terms on the right hand side of (I9]) vanish as p goes to infinity. We first consider
the second term. Note that the function ¢ — (%p)t is decreasing for 1 < t < p/2. Thus, if
2(1V1/Cs) < s <p/2 we have
s\ Cos 1V 1/Cy\2
p(—> §p<7) — 0 asp— oo,
2p p

while for p/2 < s < p,

p<i) Cas < p2—02p/2'
2p -

16



Thus, to prove the proposition, it remains to show that the first term on the right hand side

of (I9) vanishes. Using the independence between ¢ and ¢, we have

P <\/§a | > a”“') (\Z\ > 2\%’2) ,

where Z is a Student random variable with no degrees of freedom. To bound the last proba-

bility, we use Lemma [A]l Since log(1 + z) < z,Vz > 0, the assumption on ny implies

1602 1o
n2>"728“1{
a

In particular, since p > 3 we have MQ— > 1. Thus, by Lemma [4.1],

ng—1

¢ c 2\
Pr <\/§J|€| = a”2 ”> a;i (1 " 80;2>

IN

a2
= <logp— log <1+ @>>

[12
W

20

a 2log (20)

where we have used the condition ngy > 12110%) + 1. The expression in (20) tends to 0 as

og
p — oo. This completes the proof. O

Proposition 4.1] shows that the condition

e lo
n == slog( p) \/i2
S a
log (1 + &?)
is sufficient for exact recovery without knowing the sparsity parameter s.
We now turn to the case where both s and a are unknown, but ¢ is known. In Proposition

A1, we have used the condition
2logp

log (1 + 8’%)

ng > ’

which is equivalent to
2
a? > 802 (p”2 - 1) . (21)

This inspires us to replace the threshold function ¢(u) = a||ul|/2 considered in Proposition [4.1]

by
tu) = oy 2 (p% ~ 1)l weR™. (22)

Then, we get the following result analogous to Proposition .11

17



Proposition 4.2. Let the assumptions of Proposition [{.1] be satisfied. Let the threshold t(-)

be defined in [22). Then, the selector 1 defined in ) - @) achieves exact recovery under both
2logp
log (1425 )

Proof. Acting as in the proof of Theorem and choosing there § = 1 we get

risks (Hamming and support recovery) if n > 2 <C’oslog (%) \%

Cas
sup B i~ <P (VB e > 1(0) + 5P (VEoIe] = alc] ~ £(6)).) + Cun (5
BEX o D

where ¢ is a standard Gaussian random variable and ¢ ~ N (0,1,,) is a standard Gaussian

random vector in R™ independent of e. Since ny > —2108P ), we have (Z2II), which implies

10g(1+;7—22
al|C]| > 2t (¢). Therefore,

Cas
R s
sup Eg | —ng| < 2pP (\/50 le] > t(C)) +Cip <2—> . (23)
BENE p

The second summand on the right hand side of (23)) is treated in the same way as in Proposition
41l To bound the first summand, we note that due to ([22)),

P (ﬁa\g\ > t(()) —P <yzy > \/na(p7s — 1))

where Z is a Student random variable with ns degrees of freedom. Using the inequalities

2
N9 (pE — 1) = ng(exp(2(logp)/n2) — 1) > 2logp, ny > Cylog p, and Lemma AT we find

[z p e p~lexp(1/Co)
P(l|Z] > e —1) ) < < .
<‘ = ng(p ’ )> ~ 2logp T 2logp

This implies that the first summand on the right hand side of (23] tends to 0 as p — co. O

Thus, if only ¢ is known while @ and s are not, we can achieve exact recovery under the
same condition as for the ML decoder (which is not computationally tractable and depends
on s). Next, we show that, replacing o in (22]) by a suitable estimator, we can render the
procedure completely adaptive to all parameters of the problem.

Define ¢ > 0 by

1 P A\ 2
6% = - Z <Yz —ZXijﬁj) ;
1€Dy j=1
where f is the same Square-Root SLOPE estimator as in @) and consider the threshold

function
2
tu) =3y/2 (p7 = 1)[lull, VueR™, (24)

We get the following result for the fully adaptive procedure corresponding to this threshold.

18



Proposition 4.3. Let the assumptions of Proposition [{.1] be satisfied. Let the threshold t(-)
be defined in ([24). Then, there exists a constant Cy > 0 such that the selector 7) defined in
@®) - @) achieves exact recovery under both risks (Hamming and support recovery) if n >
2( Cyslog (£ %)

( g(S) 1g<1+lgo' )

Proof. Define the random event
X 52 1
(BB <o?}nd| 0 1< ib
18 —=BI*+o

sup Eg | —ng| < sup Eg(|i—ng|1{B}) +p sup Ps(B°).
BEQS,G ﬁer,a ﬁer,a

We have

To control the second term on the right hand side, note that, conditionally on B , the estimator

&2 has the same distribution as

16 = BI* + o

ng

X*(n2),

where x2(ng) is a chi-squared random variable with ny degrees of freedom. We will use the

following lemma, cf. [24] or [25].

Lemma 4.2. For any N > 1 andt > 0,

t2N
N — 1| > t <2 Y E—
where x?(N) is a chi-squared random variable with N degrees of freedom.

From Lemma [£.2] with ¢ = 1/2 and Proposition 2.1] we get

Cos
p sup Pg(B°) < Cip <i> + 2pe~ (M2 1)/24
BEQs 2p

n2/24 5 0 as p — oo

Here, p(Qip)C25 — 0 as p — oo (cf. the proof of Proposition [4.1]), while pe™
provided that we choose Cy > 24.
To evaluate I' := Eg( |/ — ng| 1{B}), we act similarly to the proof of Theorem We

have

> Ps({lail > t(X)}NB)+ > Pa({Ja| < H(Xi)} N B).

i:8;=0 i:8;7#0

Set 0, = /||3 — B||2 + 02. On the event B, we have 02 < 262 < 302 and 02 < 202. The last

inequality and the assumption on ng imply that a > 2\/?0’*(192/ n2— 1)1/ 2. Using these remarks
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and the fact that, conditionally on B and X;, the variable a; has the same distribution as (I4])
we obtain, for all ¢ such that 8; = 0,

Ps({los| > t(X)} NB) < Pp({lai| > oul| Xil|(p*™ = 1)"/?} N A)
< Pgllel > | X (0™ — 1)),

where A = {|| B—p? < 0%} and ¢ is a standard Gaussian random variable independent of
| X;]|. Similarly, for all ¢ such that 3; # 0 (and thus |8;| > a) we have

Ps({|ai| <t(X:)} NB) < Pg({|ai| < V3o, Xsl|(p*™ — 1)/} N A)
Pg(o.le| > all Xil| — V3o, | X[ (p*"2 — 1)1/2)
< Pallel > (2v2 — V3)| Xi||(p*/™ — 1)),

IN

Combining the above inequalities we find
P <pP (12] 2 07" = )Y2) 4 5P (12 = (2v2 = VB)(p*™ — 1)/?) | (25)

where Z is a Student random variable with nsy degrees of freedom. Finally, we apply the same
argument as in the proof of Proposition [£.2] to obtain that the right hand side of (25]) vanishes
as p — oo. O

5 Generalization to sub-Gaussian distributions

In this section, we generalize our procedure to the case where both the design (sensing) matrix
X and the noise { are sub-Gaussian. Recall that, for given o > 0, a random variable ( is

called o¢-sub-Gaussian if
Eexp(t¢) < eXp(Ugt2/2), vVt € R.

In particular, this implies that ( is centered.

In this section, we assume that both X and & have i.i.d. sub-Gaussian entries, and as
above, X is independent of €.

The estimation part of our procedure (cf. Proposition 2.]) extends to sub-Gaussian designs

as follows.

Proposition 5.1. Assume that the entries of matrix X are i.i.d. ox-sub-Gaussian random
variables, the entries of the noise & are i.i.d. o-sub-Gaussian random variables for some
o >0, E(Xf]) =1 for all entries X;; of matrix X, and X is independent of £. Let B be the
Square-Root SLOPE estimator defined in Section with large enough A > 0 depending only
on o,0x. There exist constants Cy,Cy,Co > 0 that can depend only on ox, such that for all
0 €(0,1] and ny > %slog () we have

s Py (13- 81=00) <1 (%)CQS.
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The proof of this proposition is based on combination of arguments from [21] and [26]. It
is given in the Appendix.

We will also need the following lemma proved in the Appendix.

Lemma 5.1. Let U,V be two independent random vectors in R™, such that the entries of U
are i.1.d. random variables and the entries of V are i.i.d. o-sub-Gaussian random variables for
some o. Assume that E(U?) =1 and E(U}) < of for all components U; of U, where a1 > 0.
Then, for any t > 0,

SV LW 9n
X —F X — .
[z =) =P\ T8e2) TP\ T 3207

We are now ready to state a general result for sub-Gaussian designs.

Theorem 5.1. Let the assumptions of Proposition [51] be satisfied. Let n > 4 be an even
integer and 2(1V 1/Cy) < s < p. Set n1 = ny = n/2, and let the threshold t(-) be defined in
(I8). Then, there exists a constant C' > 0 such that the selector 7} defined in (8) - (@) achieves

exact recovery under both risks (Hamming and support recovery) if n > C (8 log (%) Vv %).
Proof. We act similarly to the proof of Theorem [2.2] where we set § = 1 and ¢(X;) = §[|X;].
Then, for all ¢ such that §; = 0, we have

UvV| _a
P il >tXi)|D1) <Pl =5 >=|D1 ],
sl > txipw) < P (Ll > 42y

where U = X; and V = Y—Zj# Xjﬁj = Jf—i-zj# X;(B; —ﬁj). For fixed /3, the components
of V are iid. o,-sub-Gaussian with o, = (62 + || — 8||*)%/2. In particular, for fixed 3 on the
event A = {||3 — B||?> < 02}, they are v/20-sub-Gaussian. Thus, from Lemma [5.1] we obtain

that there exists an absolute constant ¢ > 0 such that, for all ¢ with 8; = 0,

Pg({|as| > t(X;)} NA) < 2exp < - cn2<Z—Z A 1))

The same bound holds for Pg({|a;| < t(X;)} N A) for all 7 such that §; # 0. The rest of the
proof follows the same lines as the proof of Theorem using Proposition (] to evaluate
Pg(A°). This yields the bound

2

. a 5\ C2s
sup Eg |7 — ng| §4pexp(—cn2<—2/\1)>+C1p(—> .
BeQE, a 2p

The second summand on the right hand side of this inequality vanishes as p — oo as shown in
the proof of Proposition .1l The second summand vanishes as p — oo if ng > ¢/ (g—i\/l) log p for

some ¢ > 1/c. We conclude the proof by noticing that slog (%) >logpforalll <s<p. 0O
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Theorem [5.1] shows that, with no restriction on the joint behavior of s, a and o, a sufficient

condition for exact recovery in the sub-Gaussian case is the same as in the Gaussian case:

n==x <slog <ep> Vv o’ 10gp> .

S a?

On the other hand, necessary conditions of exact recovery given in (4l are valid for any X with
iid. centered entries satisfying E(ij) = 1 and for Gaussian noise § [11]. It follows that, if
under the assumptions of Theorem [B.1] the noise £ is Gaussian, our selector achieves the exact
phase transition in the zone a/o = O(1//s), while for other values of s, a and o, it achieves

the phase transition up to a logarithmic factor.

6 Robustness through MOM thresholding

In the previous section, we have shown that the suggested selector succeeds for independent
sub-Gaussian designs. In practice, the observations we have may be corrupted by some out-
liers, and the assumption of sub-Gaussian noise is not always relevant. This motivates us
to introduce a robust version of this selector. In this section, we propose a selector that
achieves similar properties as described above under weaker assumptions on the noise and in
the presence of outliers.

Suppose that data are partitioned in two disjoint groups O and I, where (x;, Y;);co are out-
liers, that is arbitrary vectors with x; € RP, Y; € R, and (x;, Y; );er are informative observations
distributed as described below. Here, |I| + |O] = n.

We assume that the informative observations satisfy
Vi=x/B+&, i€l (26)

where 5 € R? is an unknown vector of parameters and &1, ...,&, are zero-mean i.i.d. random
variables such that for some ¢, > 0 we have E(|¢]?>T9) < 02T9,i € I. We also assume that,
for i € I, all components X;; of vectors x; are ox-sub-Gaussian i.i.d. random variables with
zero mean and E(XZQJ) = 1. Here, ox > 0 is a constant. The conditions on the design can
be further weakened but we consider sub-Gaussian designs for the sake of readability and also
because such designs are of major interest in the context of compressed sensing. We also
assume that & = (£1,...,&,) is independent of X = (x{,...,x,)".

In this section, we propose a selector based on median of means (MOM). The idea of MOM
goes back to [27], [28], [29]. Our selector uses again sample splitting. We first construct a
preliminary estimator B* based on the subsample D and then we threshold debiased estimators
of the components of 8. These debiased estimators are constructed using both B* and the

second subsample Dy. In the same spirit as in Proposition 21 we require 3* to satisfy the

following assumption.
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Assumption 6.1. Let X and & satisfy the conditions stated above in this section. There exist
constants cg, c1,ca > 0 depending only on q and the sub-Gaussian constant ox such that the
following holds. If |O| < coslog(ep/s) < ni/2, then the estimator B* satisfies

. S\ cas
sup P (I3~ 2 0) <ea ()

|Blo<s

As a preliminary estimator, we may take the MOM-SLOPE estimator of [30], for which
Assumption is satisfied, cf. Lemma [A.2]

Note that the bound of Assumption holds uniformly over all outlier sets |O| such that
|O| < cyslog(ep/s), and uniformly over all distributions of &; satisfying the assumptions of
this section. Based on the fact that the MOM-SLOPE estimator satisfies Assumption [6.1] we
will now present a robust version of our selector. We split our sample in two subsamples of
size n/2 each. The first subsample is used to construct a pilot estimator, which is the MOM-
SLOPE estimator or any other estimator B* satisfying Assumption Then, the selector is
constructed based on this estimator 3* and on the second subsample. To simplify the notation,
for the rest of this section we will consider that the size of the second subsample is n rather
than n/2 and we have an estimator ﬁ* satisfying Assumption and independent from the
second subsample.

Let K = |c3log(p)| be the number of blocks, with ¢3 > 500. Assume that 1 < K < n. By
extracting K disjoint blocks from the observation Y corresponding to the second subsample, we
get K independent observations (Y(i))lgig &, where Y() € R? and ¢ = | 7 ]. Each observation
Y @) satisfies

YO = X084 )

where X(® is a submatrix of X with rows indexed by the ith block. For i =1,..., K, consider

the new observations

Z(i) _ éX(i)TY(i) . (éx(i)Tx(i) _ Ip> B*

We denote by Z{i), ey ZI()i) the components of Z(®). Consider the selector defined as a vector

with components
0j(X,Y) = 1{[Med(Z;)| > t}, j=1,....p, (28)
where Med(Z;) is the median of Z](-l), . .,Z](-K), and t = cq0 10% with a positive constant

¢4 > 0 depending only on the sub-Gaussian constant ox. The next theorem shows that, when
the noise has polynomial tails and contains a portion of outliers, the robust selector (27)) -
(28]) achieves exact recovery under the same condition on the sample size as when the noise is

Gaussian.
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Theorem 6.1. Let X and & satisfy the conditions stated at the beginning of this section. Then,
there ewist absolute constants ¢’,c3,cy > 0 and a constant C' > 0 depending only on q and
on the sub-Gaussian constant ox such that the following holds. Let ¢ < s < p. Then, the
selector given in [21) - [28)) achieves exact recovery with respect to both risks [2)) and @) if
n>C’ (s log(p/s) Vv 02105#> and |0| < K/4.

Proof. For alli=1,..., K, we have
70 = g4 0,

where

) = (;X( X6 )(5 /3*) + Ix@Tet),

o K)

The random vectors eV ..., ) are independent conditionally on 5*. Let eg-i) denote the jth

component of e®). Note that Med(Z;) = 3; + Med(c;), where Med(e;) denotes the median

(1) (K)
ey
1S

of ;" . Choose O’ > 0 large enough to guarantee that a > 2t. Then,

Egli—ngl= Y Ps(Med(Z)| <t)+ > Py(|Med(Z;)| >t)

J:B8;7#0 J:B;=0
< Y Py(|Med(e))| > a—t)+ > Py (|Med(s;)| > t)
J:B;#0 3:8;=0
<p sup Ppg(|Med(e;)| >1).
7j=1,...,p

Consider the event A, = {||3* — 8||2 < 02}. The following lemma is proved in the Appendix.
Lemma 6.1. Under the conditions of Theorem [G.1] we have
sup P (|Med(e;)| > t) < e /1% 4+ Py(AS)

j:17~~~7p

for some c5 > 0.
From Lemma [6.]] and Assumption we get
sup Eﬁ |,’¢} _ 775| < pe_K/400 _‘_pe—czslog(ep/s).
BEN o
Since K = |c3log(p)], and slog(ep/s) > ' log(ep/c’) the result follows for ¢3 > 500, and ¢ > 0

chosen large enough. O

We see that sufficient conditions of exact recovery for the robust selector are of the same
order as in the Gaussian case. If the risk is considered uniformly over all noise distributions
under the conditions of this section, clearly the Gaussian noise is in this class. Hence, nec-
essary conditions in the Gaussian case are also necessary for such a uniform risk over noise
distributions. We have proved previously that, sufficient conditions for the selector (&) - ([@) to
achieve exact recovery are almost optimal in the Gaussian case. As a consequence, the selector

7)) - (28] is almost optimal in this more general setting.
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7 Conclusion

In this paper, we proposed computationally tractable algorithms of variable selection that
can achieve exact recovery under milder conditions than the ones known so far. Throughout
different sections, we have investigated, respectively, the setting with Gaussian observations,
sub-Gaussian observations, and heavy-tailed observations corrupted by arbitrary outliers. We
have shown that the suggested selectors nearly achieve necessary conditions of exact recovery.
For the Gaussian case, we obtained not only the conditions of exact recovery but also accurate
upper and lower bounds on the minimax Hamming risk. Furthermore, we constructed a
selector, which is fully adaptive to all parameters of the problem and achieves exact recovery
under almost the same sufficient conditions as in the case where sparsity s and the signal
strength a and the noise level ¢ are known. Finally, we proposed a robust variant of our
method that achieves exact recovery when the observations have outliers or are heavy-tailed

under sufficient conditions similar to those for the Gaussian case.
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A Appendix

In order to prove Theorem 2.1}, we use the following result from [20]. Consider the set of binary

vectors

A={ne{0,1}": Inlo < s}
and assume that we are given a family {P,,n € A} where each P, is a probability distri-
bution on a measurable space (X,U). We observe X drawn from P, with some unknown
n=(m,...,np) € A and we consider the Hamming risk of a selector 7 = 7(X):

sup E; |1 — 7|
neA

where E, is the expectation w.r.t. P,. We call the selector any estimator with values in {0, 1}”.
Let m be a probability measure on {0,1}? (a prior on n). We denote by E, the expectation

with respect to m. Then the following result is proved in [20]

Theorem A.l. [20] Let © be a product on p Bernoulli measures with parameter s'/p where
s’ € (0,s]. Then,

P
infsupE,|n—n| > inf E;E T, — ;| — 48 exp ( — 7), 29
psup nlf =1l o e ; 'T; — i 55 (29)
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where infy is the infimum over all selectors and mee[O 1P is the infimum over all estimators

T = (Th,...,T,) with values in [0,1].
Proof of Theorem [2.1l Let ©(p,s,a) a subset of O, defined as
O(p,s,a) ={5 € an : Bi=a, Vie S}

Since any [ € ©O(p,s,a) can be written as § = ang, there is a one-to-one correspondence

between A and O(p, s, a). Hence,

infsupE,|7 —n| =inf sup Eg|j—ng|
n 'r]EA n ﬁ€®(p737a)

Using this remark and Theorem [A.1] we obtain that, for all s’ € (0, s],
p

AV
inf sup Egli — 1| > inf E By Y IT(X,Y) = i _4S/exp<_ (s—5) )
" Bet.q Tefo Pt 25

where 7 a product on p Bernoulli measures with parameter s’'/p. Thus, to finish the proof it

remains to show that

/
inf E E??Z |T (X,Y) —mn| > S—¢+(n,p,s,a,0’).
Telo,1]p im1 S

We first notice that

ngﬁEEOﬁaﬂw—mm%W@}

Y
5
Jtlj

inf E.E T;(X,Y
it B3 CY) )

inf E E (‘Ti(Xayan(—i))_ni“n(—i)vX)}

v
5
Jtlj

=1 T;€[0,1]
P

= ) E.E,[L]]
=1

where 7(_;) denotes (n;);x; and Lj = Lj(n_;), X) has the form

* : s' A
Li = _inf (— /(1 — T3(X, y, =) po(y — aXi — > an; X;)dy
T;€[0,1] \ P i
S/
H(1-2) [T genly - 3 an X)), (30)
J#i

Here, ¢, is the density of Gaussian distribution in R™ with i.i.d. zero-mean and variance o

components. By the Bayesian version of the Neyman-Pearson lemma, the infimum in (30) is

attained for T; = T given by the formula

. . (8'/p)ps(Y —aX; — Zj;ﬁi an; X;)
T (X, Y, n_y) = 1{ (L= 5/p)60 (V — 52, amy X;) > 1} )
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Equivalently,

XY =S . .an: X,
TF =1 iV = 2 i am ])>t(s’,XZ-) ,
| X ]
where 1] o*log(Z — 1)
al| X; olog(& —
t(s', X;) = S AE 5 .
(5. %) =" %]
Hence,

s’> (X-Tof > s’ < XTo¢
Li=(1-2)P (i S s, X)) + 2P (2205 S a1 x4 — t(s, X0) ) -
Z < ») P\ > X0 ) + o g > Xl -t X))

where £ is a standard Gaussian random vector in R™ independent of X;. Notice now that
T
€= ﬁ is a standard Gaussian random variable and it is independent of || X;|| since X; ~

N(0,1,,). Combining the above arguments we find that

p A
. inf EwEn Z ’,Tz(ny) - T,Z’ > 1/1+(71=P, 3,7 a, U)'
Telo, 1) —
We conclude the proof by using the fact that the function v — w
u >0 (cf. [200), so that ¢4 (n,p,s’,a,0) > %1,!)+(n,p,8,a, o). O

is decreasing for

Proof of Theorem [3.1]. In view of Theorem 21 with s’ = s/2, it is sufficient to bound

Yy =14 (n,p,s,a,0) from below. We have
Yy = (p—s)P(oe >1(()).

We will use the following bound for the tails of standard Gaussian distribution: For some
d >0,

2
Vy>2/3, Ple=>y)> c’e}(p(yiym.

We also recall that the density f, of a chi-squared distribution with n degrees of freedom has
the form
Folt) =bpt2 lem2, t>0, (31)

and lim b’g%\/n +1 =1, so that for some ¢’ > 0 we have

n—oo

bn

NCESE

Vn > 1, bn+1 > C//
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Combining the above remarks we get

vy > <p—s>/2:P<sz<\f“+“0g£§r_ )>>fn(u)du (32)

> frn(w)du
ua olog(®2—
S
“ o2 o? 1og(§—1)2
bn_1c oo €Xp ( —3 (1 + m) 2a%u ) .
> VSs(p—s w2 du,
\/ﬁ ( ) 23 \éa“ ologf/%i—l)

where ¢ = '¢”. Set

2 p_1)2 2
v o log(g—l) (H'ﬁ(j, )
n—1 1

B= / —
1 1 o log(g—i) (1—1—40—2)

v 2 dw.

a“v

Using the change of variable v = u (1 + %) and the assumptions of the theorem we get

v o2 log(§—1)2<l+é>

vy > b1 s(p—s) e_%log<l+%) /OO eXp(_ = Sl )v%‘ldfu
= \/ﬁ %(14—%) Vva n alog(g—l)\/1—1—4“0—22
20/ 1+ 2% av/v
402 <1 + i) 2
402 _n a
> ¢b, 1B —2” s _s)e 2 log (147 )
na
J— n a2

> b, 1B s (p 3)2 6—510g<1+m>7

nlog (1 + 4‘17>

where the second inequality uses the condition a < V20 to guarantee that % <1 + 4%25) <1,
while the last inequality uses the fact that (1 + z)log(1 4+ x) > z, Yo > 0. To finish the proof,

we need to bound b,,_1 B from below. We have

a? 1og(§—1)2 1—i—‘f7—2
ooeXp<_%_ 2a211< : 2>> n—1_q
B > o (21 (1-2) vz do
o?log(L—1)(1+ 5
n 14 ) 102
o? log(§—1)2<l+§z>
> exp ( B 2a2n ) f:o fn_l(u)du
B a2log(2-1)(1+ a? b1 ’
+ ( a221< P) "

c

The last inequality is due to the fact that the function z — ¢ is increasing for = > 0, for

1+1
. 20’2 log( b —1) 2 2 .
any fixed ¢ > 0. Since n > ———3*—= and a” < 20*, we deduce from the last display that

b,_1B > %exp < — glog (Z_s) — 1)) /noo fr—1(u)du.
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Proposition 3.1 from [31] implies that, for some absolute constant ¢ > 0,

/00 fr—1(w)du > ¢

(indeed, n is very close to the median of a chi-squared random variable with n — 1 degrees of

freedom). Combining the above inequalities we obtain

sMp =)V —p10g(14+5)

Yy >C o
2
nlog (1 + —4‘22>

O

Proof of Theorem [3.2. In view of Theorem 2.2] it is sufficient to bound from above the

expression

¥ (n,p,s,a,0) = (p—s) P (0e > () + sP (0e > (al¢]| =t (0))) -
Introducing the event D = {a||¢|| > t({)} we get

P (0e > (all<]] = (¢)),) < P ({oe > allC]| ()} ND) + %P (D).
Using the assumption on ny we obtain

. 202 log(L — 1) N9
P @) =P (I < B D) < e (o < 2).

Here, ||C||? is a chi-squared random variable with no degrees of freedom. Lemma 2] implies
1 na

SP (D) <e it

Thus, to finish the proof it remains to show that

(p—8)P(oe >t () +sP({oe >al¢]| —t()}ND) < gme—%log(ugg).

y2

The bound P (¢ > y) < e 7, Vy > 0, on the tail of standard Gaussian distribution yields

olog(B-1)\?2
_l(ﬁa+ lg(s 1))

(- 9)Plos21(0) < @—$/m6220 )
a o 0 1+%+%\/§;1) :

IN

0 u 112 n.
5T [ 10
0

where f,,(+) is the density of chi-squared distribution with ny degrees of freedom and b,,, is the

2
corresponding normalizing constant, cf. (3I]). Using again the bound P (¢ > y) < e T, Yy >
0, and the inequality

p_ 2 p_
\/ﬂa_alog(s 1)>0 vu>20 log (2 1)’
20 a\/u -7 - a?
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we get

sP ({oe = a|[¢]| -t ()} N D)

IN

[e'e) _%(@_olog(%fl))z
3/2 e 7 v fro(w)du

[ee] u( a2) ng ( (7,2) [ee] n
—5 |1+ ) 22 — = log( 14+ R
bn, e 2\ T2 )y Tty = bp,e 2 BV T2 / e 2073 'do
0 0

That concludes the proof. O

Proof of Lemma [4.1] Recall that the density of a Student random variable Z with &k degrees

of freedom is given by:
k41
2\
fz(t) = ¢ <1+%> , teR,
where ¢ > 0 satisfies

lim ¢ = V2. (33)

k—o00

k—1
2\ ~*3
g(t) = —cjt™1 (1 + %) .

It is easy to check that the derivative of g has the form

Define, for t > 0,

Hence, for all b > 1/Vk,

—29(Vkb) = 2/@)

o0 o0

g0t <P (2] > Vib) < 4/f J ()t = —4g(VED).
kb

The lemma follows since, in view of ([33)), there exist two positive constants ¢ and C' such that
c<c, <Cforall k>1. O

uT
Proof of Lemma [5.1]. Tt is not hard to check that the random variable % is o-sub-

Gaussian for any fixed u € R™. Also, any o-sub-Gaussian random ( variable satisfies P (|| >
2

t) < 26_2%2 for all £ > 0. Therefore, we have the following bound for the conditional proba-
bility:

UV _ 22
P 5 thUH(U <2 202, Vi>0.
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This implies

T 211112
P (‘ﬁUHVJ > t) <[ S 1 (U] = Va2l + P (U] < Vi)
< 2e‘§7@ +P (U] £ Vn/2). (34)

To bound the last probability, we apply the following inequality [32, Proposition 2.6].

Lemma A.1. Let Z1,Zs, ..., Z, be independent, nonnegative random variables with E(Z;) =
wi and E(Z?) <v?. Then, for all z > 0,

1 & na?

P(- Z(Zz — i) < —:17> <e 27,

n
i—1

Using this lemma with Z; = U2, u; = 1, z = 3/4, and v? = o we find
__9n_
P (U]l < Vn/2) <e 1,
which together with (84]) proves the lemma. O

Proof of Proposition[5.1. Under the assumptions of the proposition, the columns of ma-
trix X have the covariance matrix I,. Without loss of generality, we may assume that this

covariance matrix is %Hp and replace o by % We next define the event
A = {the design matrix X satisfies the WRE(s, 20) condition},

where the WRE condition is defined in [21I]. It is easy to check that the assumptions of
Theorem 8.3 in [21] are fulfilled, with ¥ = 1I,, k = 1 and n; > Cyslog(2p/s) for some Cy > 0
large enough. Using Theorem 8.3 in [2I] we get

P (A°) < 3¢~ C'slog2p/s,
for some C’ > 0. Now, in order to prove the proposition, we use the bound
Py (18— 812 2 0%%) <Py ({18~ BI? = 0} NA) + P (a°).
Under the assumption ny > Cyslog(ep/s)/62, we have
P ({16 - 51 = 22} ) < Py ({1 - 5P = Cor? L ).
By choosing Cj large enough, and using Proposition 4 from [26] we get that, for some C” > 0,
P ({13~ BIP > %2} 1) < 07 (c-ersmrane” | i),

Recalling that n; > Cpslog(2p/s) and combining the above inequalities we obtain the result
of the proposition with C; = 2C” +3 and Cy = C' A1/C" A Cy/C". O
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Lemma A.2. Let * be the MOM-SLOPE estimator of [30]. Let X and & satisfy the conditions
of Section 6. Then, B* satisfies Assumption 61l

Proof of Lemma[A.2. We apply Theorem 6 in [30]. Thus, it is enough to check that items
1-5 of Assumption 6 in [30] are satisfied. Item 1 is immediate since |I| = n; — |O| > n;/2, and
|0| < cgslog(ep/s). To check item 2, we first note that the random variable x ¢ is ||t||ox-
sub-Gaussian for any ¢t € R?. It follows from the standard properties of sub-Gaussian random

variables [33, Lemma 5.5] that, for some C' > 0,
Ex] N < Clt|vd, VteRPVd>1.
On the other hand, since the elements of x; are centered random variables with variance 1,
(Blx] )% = |1¢], VteRre, (35)

Combining the last two displays proves item 2. Item 3 holds since we assume that E(|£|%?) <

o i e I, with g9 = 2+ ¢. To prove item 4, we use (33]) and the fact that, for some C' > 0,
Elx{{[ > C|t], VteR?,
due to Marcinkiewicz-Zygmund inequality [34, page 82]. Finally we have that, for some ¢ > 0,
Var(&1x, t) < E[¢2] E[(xth)z] < cE[(xth)2], vVt € RP.

Thus, all conditions of Theorem 6 in [30] are satisfied. Application of this theorem yields the
result. O

Proof of Lemma [6.1] We first prove that for all ¢ € I and 1 < j < p,

Es((c\)?1{A.}) < CK—U (36)

where C' > 0 depends only on the sub-Gaussian constant ox. Indeed, the components of £(®

have the form

) 1 7 i 1 i
£ = (SIPI = 1) 8- )+ - XX )+ 1xPTe
q =y q

where X§-i) is the jth column of X . Conditioning first on X§-i), we get
5 L <@ L1 (i)
(Hﬂ* — I (;rx,» I? - 1) o (187 =61 +0%) IS H2> 1{A.}

L ()2 22 e
QHX]- [ +?||Xj |
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Es((e\)*1{A.}) < 2Eg

< 20°E




Since E(X?) =1 for all k and [, we have EHXE”H2 = ¢. Furthermore, E(X};) < C where C
depends only on the sub-Gaussian constant ox. Using these remarks we obtain from the last

display that
i 2 0—1- 2 O'2
()1 ay) < 2C 2

As g = |n/K| this yields (30).

Next, the definition of the median immediately implies that

K
K
. > C . >
{IMed(e;)| >t} {;:1 1{‘€§Z>|Zt} L } vt > 0.

It follows that

A)+P(A
i K
<Py <{Zl{|e§-“zt} = 7} ) T Ps(AY)
=1

X K
=Pg <Z 1{|e§”\2t}mm =z E) +Pg(AL).
i=1

Since the number of outliers |O| does not exceed |K/4| there are at least K’ := K — | K/4]

Pg (|[Med(e;)| = t) < Pp ({|Med(e;)| > ¢} N

blocks that contain only observations from /. Without loss of generality, assume that these

blocks are indexed by 1,..., K’. Hence

K/
K 4
Pa(Med(es)| 2 0 < Po( Y000 2 3 ) + PalAD) (31)
i=1
Note that using (B6) we have, for all i = 1,..., K,
i 7 OKO-2 1
Py ({)] = 1} N A.) < Bs((E)?1{A}) /2 < =5 < .

The last inequality is granted by a choice of large enough constant ¢4 in the definition of ¢.

Thus, introducing the notation ¢; =1 we obtain

{1e71>t3nA.

K’ K
K K K
PB<Z Y izana. = ) %(Z(g ~Es(G) = 7 - ?>
i=1 -

-
< P[g(Z(@—E[s(@))zE)ge—K/m (38)

IN

where the last inequality is an application of Hoeffding’s inequality. Combining (B37) and (B8]
proves the lemma.

O
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